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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MONTROSE DISTRICT OFFICE

2465 SOUTH TOWNSEND
MONTROSE, COLORADO 81401

TAKE
PRIDE IN,

AMERICA

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and
Final Environmental impact Statement (BIS) for the uncompahgre Basin Planning
Area. The Proposed Resource Management Plan, hereinafter referred to as the
Proposed Plan, is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative in the Draft
Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS, with consideration given to public comment
analysis, corrections, and rewording for clarification. The Proposed RMP and
Final EIS is published in an abbreviated format and is designed to be used in
conjunction with the Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS which was released in
June 1987.

The Proposed Plan is the Bureau of Land Management's proposed action, with
the exception of the recommendations for the Camel Back, Adobe Badlands, and
Gunnison Gorge Wilderness study Areas, all parts of this Proposed Plan may be
protested in accordance with the planning regulations, 43 CFR 1610.5-2.
Protests shall be in writing and sent to the Director (760), Bureau of Land
Management, Room 909, Premier Building, 1725 I street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20240, within 30 days of the date of publication of the Notice of
Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal
Register. The protest shall include the following information:

The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person
filing the protest.

A statement of the issue or issues being protested.

A statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested.

A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted
during the planning process by the protesting party, or an indication of
the date the issue or issues were discussed for the record.

A concise statement explaining why the proposed decision is believed to be
wrong.

At the end of the 30-day protest period, and after the Governor's consistency
review, the Proposed Plan, excluding any portions under protest, shall become
final. Approval shall be withheld on any portion of the Proposed Plan under
protest until final action has been completed on such protest. The Record of
Decision and Final Resource Management Plan will then be published.

Sincerely,

Ltxa^i) <ŝ ~- /^l*2-^Xv£-£_v

Alan L. Kesterke
District Manager
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PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AND

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Draft (

)

Final (X)

Lead Agency: The United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management

Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative (

)

This is the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement for the

Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area of the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area.

This document responds to public comments on the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan

and Environmental Impact Statement. It corrects errors made in the Draft RMP/EIS and, based on public

comments and internal BLM review, refines and modifies the Draft RMP/EIS Preferred Alternative. The

modified Preferred Alternative is the Bureau of Land Management's Proposed Resource Management Plan.

This document incorporates by reference the Draft RMP/EIS which was released in June 1987; the Draft

RMP/EIS must be used in conjunction with the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

For further information on this Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact

Statement, contact Allan J. Belt, Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Uncompahgre Basin Resource

Area, 2505 South Townsend Avenue, Montrose, Colorado 81401; telephone 303-249-7791 (commercial)

or FTS 322-7300.

Protests to this Proposed Resource Management Plan must be received within 30 days of the date of publication

of the Notice of Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register.
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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

This Proposed Resource Management Plan identifies the

future management of the public lands in the Uncompahgre

Basin planning area portion of the Uncompahgre Basin

Resource Area in west-central Colorado. The Proposed Plan

is a modified version of the Preferred Alternative presented

in the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS),

June 1987. A summary of the Proposed Plan by affected

resource or resource use follows.

AIR QUALITY

Existing air quality would be maintained. All actions

would comply with air quality standards and regulations.

COAL

Existing coal leases on 26,663 acres would be continued.

Approximately 83,334 acres of federal coal estate in the

Paonia/Somerset and Bookcliffs coal areas would be

identified as acceptable for further coal leasing consideration.

There are an additional 1,756 acres of federal coal reserves

under private surface and within the Gunnison National

Forest boundary. Approximately 920 acres would be

acceptable for further coal leasing consideration with

stipulations.

on the remainder of the federal mineral estate (642,392

acres).

MINERAL MATERIALS

Disposal of mineral materials would be allowed on

444,532 acres of public land with federal mineral estate.

Disposal of mineral materials would be subject to seasonal

restrictions on 63,174 of these acres, and would require

review by the agency holding the withdrawal on 9,360 acres.

Disposal of mineral materials would not be permitted on

36,493 acres.

SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES

Water quality and erosion conditions would be

inventoried and monitored. All actions under the proposed

plan would comply with water quality standards and

regulations. Approximately 26,547 acres, including the

Elephant Skin Wash project, would be intensively managed

to reduce salinity loads in the Colorado River. Projects and

special protective measures would be developed. Projects

designed to reduce runoff, erosion, and sediment on 47,260

acres could be developed if they would not conflict with

big game and riparian habitat management, livestock grazing,

and forest management.

OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES

Leasing of federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate would

be allowed on 484,349 acres with standard lease terms.

There would be a yearlong no surface occupancy stipulation

on 9,135 acres, and seasonal stipulations on 176,076 federal

surface acres and on 16,136 acres of non-federal surface

where the government holds the oil and gas mineral rights.

Seasonal stipulations would also apply to seismic activities.

The Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) would be closed

to leasing.

LOCATABLE MINERALS

Existing withdrawals currently close 59,250 acres to

mineral entry and location under the mining laws. Under

the proposed plan, it would be recommended that these

withdrawals be retained on 9,440 acres, which includes the

Needle Rock ONA/ACEC, and revoked on 49,890 acres.

Revocation of the withdrawals would open 49,890 acres

to mineral entry and location. The Gunnison Gorge WSA,
the Escalante Canyon ACEC, and the Fairview RNA/
ACEC (23,310 acres) would be closed to mineral entry

and location. Mineral entry and location would be allowed

RIPARIAN ZONES

Riparian zones on 6,320 acres would be improved through

implementation of special protective and restorative

measures. Riparian zones in the remainder of the planning

area would be maintained in their present condition.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

One ACEC, one RNA/ACEC, and one ONA/ACEC
(a total of 9,055 acres) would be designated to protect

threatened and endangered plants and unique plant

associations, and to identify recreation hazards. Measures

to protect threatened and endangered species would be

required in plans for all surface-disturbing activities. Habitat

suitable for bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and river otters

would be maintained in the Gunnison Gorge area.

WILDLIFE HABITAT

Approximately 67,320 acres would be intensively

managed as crucial deer and elk winter range. Big game

forage allocations would be maintained at present levels.

A total of 3,292 acres in the Storm King area would be
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intensively managed as elk calving habitat. Approximately
1,990 acres along the Gunnison River west of Delta would
be intensively managed and improved for waterfowl habitat.

Seventy (70) miles of streams would be intensively managed
to restore and protect aquatic habitats. Habitat in the

Gunnison Gorge and Camel Back areas would be managed
for bighorn sheep; disturbances in these areas would be
minimized.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Public lands would be managed as "I" category (336,562),

"M" category (74,817 acres), and "C" category (39,033
acres) grazing allotments. Suitable unallotted lands on 26,873
acres would be considered for grazing use authorizations

except on areas where wildlife has priority for forage. No
livestock grazing would be allowed on 5,792 acres. Grazing

use would be managed at present forage allocation levels.

Land treatments and project developments would be
restricted on 151,690 acres. Grazing use would be restricted

(season of use, percent utilization) on 39,590 acres.

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Wildlife would have priority for allocation of future

additional forage on 72,342 acres; livestock would have
priority on 186,810 acres. Future additional forage on
193,612 acres would be divided evenly between wildlife

and livestock. No additional forage would be allocated on
the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC.

FORESTRY

Commercial forests on 3,127 acres (estimated allowable

harvest of 160.5 MBF/year) and suitable woodlands on
24,255 acres (estimated allowable harvest of 1,213 cords/

year) would be managed for sustained yield production.

Seasonal restrictions would apply on 1,606 acres of

commercial forest lands.

RECREATION

The outer portion of the Gunnison Gorge area (40,792
acres) would be managed for motorized and non-motorized
recreation opportunities. Until a decision is made on
wilderness designation, the Gunnison Gorge WSA would
be managed for non-motorized recreation and Whitewater

boating opportunities. Boating use would be managed for

six to ten group encounters per day, with commercial trips

limited to one per day.

The Needle Rock area would be managed as an ONA/
ACEC. The Escalante Canyon ACEC would be managed
and developed for recreation use that would not conflict

with threatened and endangered plants. The Adobe Badlands

ONA/ACEC would be managed for its scenic qualities and
for non-motorized recreation opportunities.

The lower Gunnison River, below the Escalante Bridge,

would be managed for boating opportunities. River access

would be developed and maps and information provided.

A portion of the adobes north of Delta (8,942 acres) would
be managed for ORV use. The remainder of the planning

area would be managed for extensive recreation use.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

Approximately 224,276 acres would be managed as open
to ORV use; 38,600 acres would be closed to ORV use.

Vehicle use would be limited to designated roads and trails

yearlong on 56,974 acres. There would be seasonal vehicle-

use limitations on 163,227 acres.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources would be protected from surface-

disturbing activities as required by law. A Class III inventory

would be conducted on 5,848 acres west of Montrose and
Olathe. Some identified high-value sites would be assigned

a long-term protective classification.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources would be managed according to VRM
guidelines, with 27,901 acres under VRM Class I; 27,384
acres under VRM Class II; 293,417 acres under VRM Class

III; and 134,375 acres under VRM Class IV.

WILDERNESS

The Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) would be
recommended as preliminarily suitable for designation as

wilderness. The Camel Back WSA and Adobe Badlands
WSA (a total of 20,827 acres) would be recommended
as non-suitable for designation as wilderness.

The Camel Back area would be closed to ORV use and
managed with emphasis on riparian system, wildlife habitat,

and livestock grazing management. The major portion of

the Adobe Badlands area would be managed as an ONA/
ACEC; the remainder of this area would be managed as

wildlife habitat.

MAJOR UTILITIES

Public lands on 301,006 acres would be open to

development of major utility facilities. A total of 82,038
acres would be closed to utility development. Special

stipulations and conditions would restrict utility development
on 100,033 acres.
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LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

One hundred forty-three (143) tracts of public land

(totalling 11,026 acres) scattered throughout the planning

area would be considered suitable for disposal. Non-federal

lands would be considered for acquisition through exchange

opportunities if such lands meet established criteria and

enhance resource management within management units.

ACCESS

Public access would be acquired into 16 public land areas.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Public lands totalling 110,252 acres would be managed

for intensive fire suppression; 202,895 acres would be

managed for conditional fire suppression. Prescribed fire

would be permitted on 169,930 acres.





INTRODUCTION

This is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP)

and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the

Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area. The RMP/EIS was

prepared in accordance with planning regulations issued

under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and

Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Included in this

document are the public comments on the Draft Uncom-

pahgre Basin RMP/EIS of June 1987 (Draft RMP/EIS),

the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM's) responses to

the public comments, the changes and corrections to the

Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS, and the Proposed

Resource Management Plan.

The Proposed Resource Management Plan (Proposed

Plan) identifies the future management of the public lands

in the Uncompahgre Basin planning area portion of the

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area in west-central

Colorado. The planning area encompasses a total of

approximately 1.38 million acres in the BLM's Montrose

District. The BLM has administrative responsibility for the

public lands and resources on 483,077 surface acres and

755,923 acres of mineral estate within the planning area.

The Proposed Plan is very similar to the Preferred

Alternative that was analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS. In

response to public comments and internal BLM review,

several changes were made to the Preferred Alternative as

it was developed into the final Proposed Plan. The major

changes are as follows.

Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. Leasing conditions

for the Escalante Canyon ACEC and the Fairview RNA/
ACEC were changed from standard lease terms to leasing

with no surface occupancy. Leasing conditions for the Adobe

Badlands ONA/ACEC were changed from standard lease

terms with a seasonal restriction to leasing with no surface

occupancy. The changes were based on public comments

and managements' concern for protection of the resource

values within the special management areas.

In this Proposed Plan, the scope of the oil and gas program

has been expanded to include an analysis of split-estate

management for oil and gas resources. Split-estate lands are

those lands where the surface estate is owned by one entity

and the mineral estate is owned by another. Throughout

this document, split-estate will refer to non-federal surface

with federal oil and gas resources. The decision to broaden

the scope to include an analysis of split-estate lands was

based on information resulting from the resolution of the

BLM's authority in split-estate leasing precipitated by the

resolution of protests on several recentBLM RMPs, including

the Little Snake RMP.

The authority and legal responsibility of the BLM when

issuing oil and gas leases on split-estate lands is covered

under the following statutes:

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Endangered Species Act (ESA)

The BLM recognizes that it does not have the legal

authority to regulate how a surface owner manages his or

her property. However, the above statutes give the agency

the statutory authority and responsibility to take reasonable

measures to avoid or minimize environmental impacts that

may result from federally-authorized mineral lease activities.

This authority exists regardless of whether the surface is

federally-owned or not.

Locatable Minerals. The Escalante Canyon ACEC and

the Fairview RNA/ACEC, previously open to mineral entry

and location, would be withdrawn from entry and location.

These changes were based on public comments and

managements' concern for protection of the resource values

within the special management areas.

Mineral Materials. The Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC,
previously open for disposal of mineral materials with a

seasonal (spring) restriction, would be closed to disposal

of mineral materials. This change was based on the need

to protect the values within the ONA/ACEC and also

because mineral materials are readily available elsewhere

in the planning area.

Riparian Areas. Under the Proposed Plan, livestock

grazing use would not be permitted in riparian zones (within

Management Unit 9) from March 1 through range readiness.

The 35 percent utilization restriction would be used as general

guidance for improvement, but could vary depending on

the individual area. This change was based on the fact that

differences in vegetative condition do exist between riparian

areas. The 35 percent utilization limit would be implemented

if necessary, but it was felt that substantial improvement

could be achieved through implementation of other

strategies, such as changes in the season of use.

Recreation. Under the Proposed Plan, the five-year period

during which the BLM would manage use and activities

in the Storm King Peak area to be compatible with potential

ski area development would be eliminated. This change was

based on the importance of the area's wildlife and timber

values.

Off-Road Vehicles. Under the Proposed Plan, the 10,402

acres within the Camel Back WSA would be closed to

ORV use. This change was based on the needs to prevent

accidental destruction of threatened and endangered plants
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as a result of ORV use, to protect visual qualities, and to

reduce active erosion.

Special Management Areas. Approximately 6,783 acres

within the Adobe Badlands WSA would be designated as

the Adobe Badlands Outstanding Natural Area, an area of

critical environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). This change

was based on the needs to protect the area's unique scenic

qualities and its threatened and endangered plants, and to

reduce active erosion.

Land Tenure Adjustments. Approximately 16,398 acres

previously identified for consideration for disposal have been

placed in the retention category. This change was based

on public comments and managements' concern that certain

tracts, especially larger blocks or tracts with public use values,

be retained in public ownership.



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

AVAILABILITY AND REVIEW

The Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS was filed with

the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in July of 1987.

A notice of availability and an announcement of the public

hearings schedule was published in the Federal Register,

August 7, 1987, page 29445. This same notice established

a 90-day public comment period expiring on November

5, 1987.

News releases provided information on how to obtain

copies of the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft Wilderness

Technical Supplement (WTS), the locations at which the

drafts could be reviewed, and the address for submission

of written comments. Additional news releases announced

the schedules for the formal public hearings which were

held in Hotchkiss, Colorado, on September 22, 1987; in

Lakewood, Colorado, on September 24, 1987; and in

Montrose, Colorado, on September 29, 1987.

DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT RMP/
EIS

Approximately 800 copies of the Draft RMP/EIS and

Draft WTS were distributed to federal, state, and local

governments and agencies, Congressional and Legislative

offices, private interest groups and organizations, academic

and business institutions, and individuals. Distribution was

by use of volume mailing and in response to individual

requests for the documents. Copies of the documents were

also available for public review and distribution in the BLM's

Montrose District Office and Uncompahgre Basin Resource

Area Office.

The cover letter in the Draft RMP/EIS solicited comments

on both the Draft RMP/EIS and the Draft WTS from

all recipients and reviewers.

The distribution list for the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft

WTS included the following agencies and organizations in

addition to approximately 500 individuals and businesses.

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management

Headquarters Planning Office

Colorado State Office

Canon City District Office

Craig District Office

Grand Junction District Office

Montrose District Office

Bureau of Mines

Bureau of Reclamation

Fish and Wildlife Service

National Park Service

Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument
Minerals, Water, and Air Quality Office

Mesa-Uncompahgre-

Department of Agriculture

Forest Service

Supervisor's Office; Grand
Gunnison National Forest

Ouray Ranger District

Paonia Ranger District

Soil Conservation Service

Delta Conservation District

Shavano Conservation District

Department of Energy

Western Area Power Administration

Other Federal Agencies

Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Highway Administration

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

COLORADO STATE AGENCIES

Department of Agriculture

Department of Natural Resources

Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation

Division of Wildlife

Colorado Natural Areas Program

Mined Land Reclamation Board

Natural Heritage Inventory

State Clearinghouse

State Historic Preservation Officer

District 10 Regional Planning Commission

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS AND AGENCIES

Delta County

Board of County Commissioners

Planning Commission

Planning Department
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Montrose County

Board of County Commissioners

Planning Commission

Ouray County

Board of County Commissioners

Land Use Administrator

Gunnison County

Board of County Commissioners

Planning Commission

Mesa County

Board of County Commissioners

Policy and Research Office

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS

City of Delta

City of Montrose

Town of Cedaredge

Town of Crawford

Town of Hotchkiss

Town of Olathe

Town of Orchard City

Town of Ouray
Town of Paonia

Town of Ridgway

CONGRESSIONAL AND LEGISLATIVE OFFICES

Distribution was made to the offices of Senator William

L. Armstrong, Senator Timothy E. Wirth, and Congressman

Ben Nighthorse Campbell, and to the offices of State Senators

Robert DeNier and Robert Pastore, and State Represen-

tatives Ed Carpenter and Margaret Masson.

INTEREST GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS

American Wilderness Alliance

Audubon Society, Western Colorado Chapter

Chipeta Chapter, Colorado Archeology Society

Club 20

Colorado Historical Society

Colorado Mining Association

Colorado Mountain Club

Colorado Native Plant Society

Colorado Open Space Council

Colorado Trail Riders

Continental Divide Trail Society

Delta County Cattlemen's Association

Ducks Unlimited, Montrose Chapter

Grand Junction Geological Society

Gunnison County Stockgrowers' Association

Gunnison River Coalition

League of Women Voters

Minerals Exploration Coalition

Montrose County Chamber of Commerce
National Council of Public Land Users

National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council

The Nature Conservancy

North Fork Woolgrowers' Association

Ouray County Alliance

Ouray County Cattlemen's Association

Paonia Chamber of Commerce
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association

Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter

Sierra Club, Uncompahgre Group

Society for Range Management

Southern Ute Tribe

Trout Unlimited, Montrose Chapter

Uncompahgre Valley Livestock Association

United Four Wheel Drive Association

Ute Mountain Tribe

Western Colorado Congress

Western Organization of Resource Councils

Western Slope Energy Research Center

Western Slope Woolgrowers' Association

Western Small Miners' Association

The Wilderness Society

Wildlife Management Institute

The Wildlife Society

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Fifty-one persons testified at the public hearings in

Hotchkiss, Lakewood, and Montrose, Colorado. One
hundred seventy-three (173) persons, groups, or agencies

submitted written comments.

The transcripts of the public hearings and the written

comments are reproduced in this document immediately

following Table 2. Table 1 and Table 2 identify the

commenters; the commenter number (first column of each

table) appears in the upper right corner of the reproduced

transcripts and written comments. The numbers in the third

column of each table also appear in the margins of the

reproduced transcripts and comment letters; they correspond

to the BLM's responses to the questions and concerns that

were brought forward in the testimony and in the written

comments. The comment responses follow the transcripts

and comment letters.
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Table 1

PERSONS WHO TESTIFIED AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS

COMMENTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

H-l L.T. Mangum; City of Delta; 61

Delta, Colorado

H-2 W.N. Brunner; Paonia, Colorado 1, 5, 6, 18, 48, 67, 68, 85, 127, 136

H-3 Mark Welsh; Hotchkiss, Colorado 13, 42

H-4 David Johnston; Paonia, Colorado 68, 136

H-5 John B. Benjamin; Hotchkiss, Colorado 12

H-6 Caleb Gates; Paonia, Colorado 68, 70, 136

H-7 Stephen F. Hinchman; Paonia, Colorado 7, 136, 137

H-8 Mark Paigen; Paonia, Colorado 12, 68, 69, 136

H-9 Gerrie Wolf; Cedaredge, Colorado 9, 66

H-10 Hank Hotze; Gunnison River Expeditions; 12, 68, 69, 136

Hotchkiss, Colorado

H-l 1 Robin Nicholoff; Hotchkiss, Colorado 9, 13, 68, 69, 136

H-12 John Groome; Paonia, Colorado 68, 69, 136

H-l

3

Jerry Price; Whistling Acres Ranch; 14

Paonia, Colorado

L-l John Stansfield; Sierra Club, Pikes Peak 68, 136

Group; Monument, Colorado

L-2 Carl Gerity; Quinn Coal Company; 34

Golden, Colorado

L-3 Bill Foreman; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 136

L-4 Kirk Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 136

L-5 Todd Robertson; Denver, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136

L-6 Earl Jones; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

L-7 Karin Molliver; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 136

Rocky Smith; Denver, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136
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Table 1 (continued)

COMMENTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

L-9 Allison Graves; CU Wilderness Study Group; 28, 68, 69, 136
Boulder, Colorado

L-10 Steve Pettit; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

L-l 1 Bruce Robson; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136

L-12 Roz McClellan; Boulder, Colorado 21, 68, 136

L-l

3

Norm Mullen; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136

L-14 Marty Walter; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

L-15 Eleanor Von Bargen; Colorado Native Plant

Society; Denver, Colorado

68, 136

L-16 Scott Hatfield; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

L-17 Dave Allured; Boulder, Colorado 2, 28, 60, 68, 69, 136

L-18 Donald Thompson; Denver, Colorado 68, 69, 136

L-19 Polly Mills; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

L-20 Jennie Spencer; CU Environmental Center;

Boulder, Colorado
68, 136

L-21 Kirk Koepsel; Colorado Environmental

Coalition; Denver, Colorado

19, 20, 22, 24, 28, 29, 31,

33, 42, 45, 46, 47, 63, 67, 68,

69,72,85,94,104,119, 136

M-l Kenneth Gray; Delta, Colorado 121

M-2 Melvin Thomas Gore; Delta, Colorado 65,67

M-3 Jo Gore; Delta, Colorado 65, 105, 121

M-4 Mark Pearson; Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain

Chapter; Grand Junction, Colorado

68, 69, 136

M-5 Les Hamilton; Uncompahgre Cattle Company;
Delta, Colorado

121

M-6 John Musser; Delta, Colorado 121, 134

M-7 Walter Rule; Ouray, Colorado 68, 69, 136

M-8 Linda Delman; Montrose, Colorado 68, 69, 136

M-9 Bill Harris; Colorado Archeological Society, 123, 124, 125
Chipeta Chapter; Montrose, Colorado

10



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 1 (continued)

COMMENTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

M-10 Stuart Krebs; Montrose, Colorado 64, 68, 136

M-l 1 W.D. Wetlaufer; Montrose, Colorado

M-12 John Baldus; Western Colorado Congress and 22, 28, 46, 69, 85, 107

Uncompahgre Valley Association; Montrose,

Colorado

M-l

3

Dave Seymour; Uncompahgre Livestock 67

Association; Olathe, Colorado

M- 1

4

Deborah Gore; Olathe, Colorado 121,131

M- 1

5

Richard Gore; Olathe, Colorado 111,121,131

M-l

6

Bill Hamilton; Cedaredge, Colorado

M-l

7

Herschel "Bud" Burgess; Eckert, Colorado
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Table 2

PERSONS WHO SUBMITTED WRITTEN COMMENTS

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER

1

10

11

12

13

COMMENTER

Bureau of Reclamation; Upper Colorado
Regional Office; Salt Lake City, Utah

U.S. Geological Survey; Assistant

Director for Engineering Geology;

Reston, Virginia

Bureau of Mines; Intermountain Field

Operations Center; Denver, Colorado

National Park Service; Rocky Mountain
Region; Denver, Colorado

U.S. Forest Service; Grand Mesa-

Uncompahgre-Gunnison National Forests;

Delta, Colorado

U.S. Air Force; Regional Civil Engineer

Central Region; Dallas, Texas

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement; Grand Junction,

Colorado

Environmental Protection Agency;

Region 8; Denver, Colorado

Colorado Department of Natural Resources;

Office of the Executive Director; Denver,

Colorado

City of Delta; John R. Kappa, City

Attorney; Montrose, Colorado

BLM Montrose District Advisory Council;

Clay V. Bader, Chairman; Montrose,

Colorado

BLM Montrose District Grazing Advisory
Board; James Suckla, Chairman; Cortez,

Colorado

Sierra Club Southwest Office;

John Bradley; Boulder, Colorado

RESPONSE NUMBER

49, 50, 71, 85, 87, 88, 89,

90, 91, 92, 93, 97, 128

38,39

35,71

16, 17, 68

15, 108

57

11,85,99

23, 24, 25, 27, 33, 44, 71,

73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79,

80,81,82,101,102,118

7, 24, 27, 28, 36, 37, 38, 53,

67, 83, 85, 94, 100, 103,

104, 109, 119,136

10, 54, 71

3, 13,30,67,68, 102, 136

121

68, 136
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Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

14 Colorado Mountain Club; Babs Schmerler;

Montrose, Colorado

68,69, 136

15 Colorado Archaeological Society, Chipeta

Chapter, Bill Harris; Montrose, Colorado

123, 124, 125

16 Colorado Environmental Coalition;

Kirk Koepsel; Denver, Colorado

22, 27, 28, 31, 32, 33, 42,

45, 46, 47, 63, 67, 68, 69,

85,94,104,119,136

17 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association;

Jess Cooper; Denver, Colorado

8

18 Minerals Exploration Coalition;

John D. Wells; Lakewood, Colorado

43,56

19 Audubon Society of Western Colorado;

Richard Levad; Grand Junction, Colorado

4, 68, 130, 136, 137

20 Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter;

Kirk Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado

40,70

21 Delta County Livestock Association;

John Botti; Crawford, Colorado

66,68, 111, 131,136

22 Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter;

Mark Pearson; Grand Junction, Colorado

2, 41, 42, 51, 52, 60, 66, 68,

69,71,84,85,120,131,134,

136

23 Colorado Native Plant Society;

Susan S. Martin; Fort Collins, Colorado

24, 27, 28, 67, 68, 100, 103,

116,119,135,136

24 National Parks and Conservation

Association; Terri Martin; Salt Lake

City, Utah

47, 59, 63, 67, 68, 85, 101,

102, 136

25 Far Flung Adventures; Tracy Blashill;

Ouray, Colorado

12, 68, 136

26 Richards and Richards; Shawn Mock;

Nucla, Colorado

66, 68, 136

27 Richards and Richards; Shawn Mock;

Nucla, Colorado

86

28 Campbell Cattle Company; David L. and

Helen A. Campbell; Delta, Colorado

66, 68, 86, 136

29 Colorado Westmoreland, Inc.; Environmental

Specialist; Paonia, Colorado
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Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

30 Musser Ranches; John A. Musser;

Delta, Colorado

26,67,106,113,114,121,

132, 133

31 Colorado Ute Electric Association, Inc.;

Environmental Services; Montrose,

Colorado

30,58,61,71,95,112,115

32 Chevron U.SA., Inc.; Legislative and

Regulatory Affairs; Denver, Colorado

8

33 Jerry D. Jacka; Phoenix, Arizona

34 Kate Palmer; Boulder, Colorado 67, 70, 96

35 Dr. Frank Dennehy; Grand Junction,

Colorado

68, 136

36 Chuck Shepard; Mancos, Colorado 68, 69, 136

37 Everett V. Carter; Cedaredge, Colorado 68, 69, 136

38 Jan Hose; Aspen, Colorado 68, 69, 136

39 Kurt Johnson; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

40 Dick T. Brown and Victor H. Reed;

Olathe, Colorado

85

41 Michele K. Whitaker; Wheatridge, Colorado 68, 69, 136

42 John Spezia; Steamboat Springs, Colorado 69

43 Nina Johnson; Boulder, Colorado 136

44 Paul E. and Virginia D. Lappala;

Carbondale, Colorado

68, 69, 136

45 Greg McKennis; Glenwood Springs, Colorado 68, 69, 136

46 Claire C. Poole, Psy.D.; Denver, Colorado 62, 68, 69, 136

47 John Spezia; Steamboat Springs, Colorado 62, 68, 136

48 Charla Hathaway Palmer; Steamboat

Springs, Colorado

68, 69, 136

49 Gordon Rodda; Knoxville, Tennessee 71,136

50 Larry Abbott; Grand Junction, Colorado 6,67

51 W. Rodney McKinnon; Montrose, Colorado 68, 136
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Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

52 Tony Merten; Lakewood, Colorado 68, 69, 136

53 John Czarnecki; Lakewood, Colorado 68, 69, 136

54 Richard Kilbury; Albuquerque, New Mexico 68,69,136

55 William A. Coates; Cascade, Colorado 136

56 Jon Tourville; Colorado Springs, Colorado 68, 69, 136

57 Lorraine Lane; Denver, Colorado 69

58 Chris Seitz; Salina, Kansas 68, 69, 136

59 Dr. Thomas Scott; Fort Collins, Colorado 68, 136

60 Janna J. Harper; Black Hawk, Colorado 68, 69, 136

61 Marv and Judy Kieca; Castle Rock,

Colorado

68, 136

62 Julie M. Emerson; Littleton, Colorado 69

63 Julie M. Emerson; Littleton, Colorado 68, 136

64 Dan Roberts; Grand Junction, Colorado 55, 67, 68, 69, 136

65 Chuck Worley; Cedaredge, Colorado 68, 136

66 William J. Tembrock et al.; Hotchkiss,

Colorado

68, 69, 136

67 Eric D. and Ellen B. Braaten; Denver,

Colorado

68, 69, 136

68 Harry Kuperberg; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

69 Roger Hedlund; Winter Park, Colorado 68, 136

70 Victoria and William Coe; Durango,

Colorado

68, 136

71 Jon Sirkis; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

72 Mary Sealing; Fruita, Colorado 68, 136

73 Timothy J. Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado 62, 68, 69, 136

74 Mark Meeks; Denver, Colorado 68, 69, 136

75 Lorraine Lane; Denver, Colorado 68, 136
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Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

76 Jane Schleimer; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

77 Harley Orahood; Grand Junction, Colorado 69, 136

78 Mrs. Robert Gray; Delta, Colorado 64

79 Jan and Luce Pipher; Maher, Colorado 86

80 Bruce Berger; Aspen, Colorado 68, 136

81 Mark N. Williams; Grand Junction,

Colorado

68, 69, 136

82 Kenneth E. and Cheri W. Pettis; Olathe,

Colorado

86

83 Kenneth E. and Cheri W. Pettis; Olathe,

Colorado

68, 136

84 Richard and Gary Dickerson; Olathe,

Colorado

86

85 Richard and Gary Dickerson; Olathe,

Colorado

68, 136

86 Mr. and Mrs. William Byers et al.; Delta,

Colorado

86

87 Mr. and Mrs. William Byers et al.; Delta,

Colorado

66, 68, 136

88 Alford L. Gray and Patricia Harris;

Olathe, Colorado

86

89 Alford L. Gray and Patricia Harris;

Olathe, Colorado

66, 68, 136

90 W. Rodney McKinnon; Montrose, Colorado

91 Mike Campbell; Oak Creek, Colorado 68, 69, 136

92 Edward G. Talbot; Arvada, Colorado 68, 136

93 Leonard L. and Helen M. Burch; Olathe,

Colorado

86

94 Leonard L. and Helen M. Burch; Olathe,

Colorado

68, 136

95 Andrew McConkey; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

96 George C. Calhoun; Delta, Colorado 68, 136
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Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

COMMENTER

Nic Korte; Grand Junction, Colorado

Jack R. Williams; Florissant, Colorado

John M. Kuzmiak; Pueblo, Colorado

Al Hahn; Delta, Colorado

Al Hahn; Delta, Colorado

Diane Kelly; Evergreen, Colorado

L. Yael Stein; Gunnison, Colorado

Peter Schertz; Gardner, Colorado

Mark W. Hamrick; Boulder, Colorado

Carl Will; Gardner, Colorado

Suzanne Fairchild; Arvada, Colorado

Thomas Keyes; Denver, Colorado

David Rubin; Lynnfield, Massachusetts

Betty Nickerson Elwell; LaVeta, Colorado

Dale Hall and Rod Hall, Jr.; Olathe

Colorado

M. Thomas Gore, D.V.M.; Delta, Colorado

Gerd Von Glinsk; Eldorado Springs,

Colorado

J. Zevalking; NO ADDRESS AVAILABLE

Lynda Poff; Phillipsburg, New Jersey

Marc Kriewaldt; Boulder, Colorado

Jessica Wachtel; Boulder, Colorado

David W. Ownby; Boulder, Colorado

Penelope Crocker; Grand Junction,

Colorado

Margot Smit; Denver, Colorado

S.J. Clark; Niwot, Colorado

RESPONSE NUMBER

68, 69, 136

69, 136

68, 136

86

66, 68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68

68, 136

68, 69, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 69, 136

86

65, 67, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 69, 136

68, 136

68, 136
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Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER

122

123

124

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

COMMENTER

Scott Hatfield; Boulder, Colorado

Scott Robinson; Boulder, Colorado

Gary W. Cooper; Montrose, Colorado

Gary W. Cooper; Montrose, Colorado

Laurie Thayer; Boulder, Colorado

Sarah Crum; Collbran, Colorado

Dave Hamilton; LaVeta, Colorado

Henry G. Wright; Durango, Colorado

Eric Reische; Boulder, Colorado

Kerry Whitford; Boulder, Colorado

Margaret Orjias; Olathe, Colorado

Karla Tschoepe; Paonia, Colorado

Karla Tschoepe; Paonia, Colorado

Eleanor Von Bargen; Denver, Colorado

Rodney Wilson; Cortez, Colorado

Patrick Muckleroy; Gunnison, Colorado

Michael G. Figgs; Boulder, Colorado

Kale and Shirley Deutsch; Delta, Colorado

Kale and Shirley Deutsch; Delta, Colorado

Melvin K. Beach; Delta, Colorado

Melvin K. Beach; Delta, Colorado

Myles Standish et al.; Olathe, Colorado

Myles Standish et al.; Olathe, Colorado

Michael G. Goodman et al.; Olathe,

Colorado

Michael G. Goodman et al.; Olathe,

Colorado

RESPONSE NUMBER

68, 69, 136

68, 69, 136

86

66, 68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 69, 136

68, 129, 136

68, 69, 136

68, 136

68, 136

68, 136

86

67, 68, 85, 122, 136

68, 69, 136

68, 136

136

66, 68, 136

86

66, 68, 136

66, 68, 136

86

66, 68, 136

86
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COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER

147

148

149

150

151

152

153

COMMENTER

Bill Campbell; Delta, Colorado

Wanda and Larry Boyd; Delta, Colorado

Wanda and Larry Boyd; Delta, Colorado

Lew and Margene Oswald; Broomfield,

Colorado

Lew and Margene Oswald; Broomfield,

Colorado

Harry B. Vaughan; Cedaredge, Colorado

Laura and Ray Wynfield; Lafayette,

Colorado

RESPONSE NUMBER

64, 68, 136

86, 121, 136

68, 136

66, 68, 136

86

9, 66, 68, 121, 136

68, 69, 136

154 Lorna F. Orth et al.; Olathe, Colorado 86

155

156

157

168

Lorna F. Orth et al.; Olathe, Colorado

Jack Musser; Delta, Colorado

Bernice Musser; Delta, Colorado

Carl E. Conner; Grand Junction, Colorado

68, 136

65, 98, 121, 133, 134

158 Lawrence A. Papp; Parker, Colorado 68, 69, 136

159 Applehanz Brothers et al.; Montrose,

Colorado
86

160 Richard W. and Deborah R. Gore; Olathe,

Colorado
68, 136

161 Richard W. and Deborah R. Gore; Olathe,

Colorado
67,69,86,98,111, 117,121

162 Lee and Helen Tunget; Olathe, Colorado 68, 136

163 Susan S. Martin, Ph.D.; Fort Collins,

Colorado
27, 28, 67, 68, 103,

136

116,119,

164 Josephine M. Gore; Delta, Colorado 111,121,136

165 Danni L. Langdon; Grand Junction,

Colorado
67, 68, 69, 71, 126, 136

166 Susan Detweiler; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

167 Bella Conner; Grand Junction, Colorado 68, 69, 136

68, 69, 71, 126, 136
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Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER

169

170

171

172

173

COMMENTER

Myma P. Steinkamp, Ph.D.; Fort Collins,

Colorado

Bryan R. Jones; Boulder, Colorado

Lewis McCool; Durango, Colorado

Kathy Hands; Boulder, Colorado

Anne Ellegood; Boulder, Colorado

RESPONSE NUMBER

27,67,68,100,116,119,136

68, 136

68, 136

67,68,69,85,110,136

68, 136

HEARING TRANSCRIPTS AND WRITTEN
COMMENTS

All of the public testimony in the hearing transcripts and

all of the written comments are reproduced in this section.

The alphanumerics (H-l, L-l, M-l, etc.) and the numerals

(1, 2, 3, etc.) appearing in the upper right corner of each

page of the transcripts and written comments identify the

commenter (see Table 1 and Table 2). Speakers at the public

hearing in Hotchkiss are identified as "H" alphanumerics,

with speakers at Lakewood being "L" and at Montrose

being "M". These alphanumerics and numerals are also

referenced in the comment response section.

The numbers in the margins of the reproduced transcripts

and written comments are comment response numbers. The

BLM's responses to concerns and questions are identified

by these numbers. Many of the comment responses address

common concerns and questions raised by several

commenters. The comment responses are presented in the

next section of this document.
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Thank you for your attention.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Gene.

I'd like to apologize in advance for mispronounc-

ing your names, I know I'll do that when I go through here.

Please bear with me. Are there any elected representatives

or officials of Federal, State or Local agencies who wish

to testify at the hearing.

L. T. Mangum, City of Delta, would you like to

speak, sir?

L. T, MANGUM: Yes.

JOHN SINGLAUB: If you could please Step up to

theDodium, and state your name, address and who you repre-

sent, it would be helpful to us,

L. T. MANGUM: I'm L. T. Manqum, Mayor of the City

of Delta.

As you refer to in your draft of June '87 of the

Uncompahgre Basin and Wilderness Technical SuDnlement, the

City of Delta does have some water riahts in the Gunnison

Gorge, and I would just like to say that we have been work-

ing with Congressman Ben Nighthorse CamDbell's grouo to

resolve some problems of our water rights in that canyon

to try to make it into a national nark instead of a national

monument. This does not address what they olan to do with

the City of Delta's water rights. And we haooan to know

that they are valid water rights, and we don't think that

H-2 H-2

IB

you can do some of these thinqs that you are orocosing to

do here until you mitigate the Question of what you orooose

to do with our water rights.

I believe you said that this wasn't a ouestion

and answer, just to take information. Well, that's the

information I wanted to get to vou.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, sir.

Any clarification needed?

We will proceed now to the list of speakers.

W. N. Brunner

.

W. N. BRUNNER: I'm Bill Brunner, I reDresent

myself and also I'm a member of WSERC.

Generally this document is perhans admirable in

its intent, but falls short in substance. It offers prac-

tically zero data to back up substantive statements or

conclusions. The economic impacts are glossed over to the

point of practically being ignored. Recommendations are

being made here to increase tremendously the imoact of our

public land with no discussion of values, and oarticularlv

no data oresented to sunport BLM's oosition.

The discussions of resource locations is vague.

Areas to be impacted by forest harvesting and mineral

mining are not indicated individually on anv of the mans in

here, they are -just referred to as so manv acres imDacted

,

and it's kind of left at that. I don't think that's

127

sufficient.

The maps in the back here that show what will

happen to areas as far as off-road vehicle activity are

concerned shows that an area is closed either seasonally,

permanently or limited only to existinq roads and trails.

I mean, that covers a broad scope and it should be broken

down where it shows what areas are closed seasonally, what

areas are limited to roads and trails, and what areas are

closed permanently. They're vastly different categories,

and they are all lumoed together in one little map.

It presents very little data to base any conclu-

sions as to impacts of implementing off-road vehicle use

for most of the management area, which will hapDen under

this plan.

It fails to identify on map or text the location

of Storm King Ski area, it offers no data other than some

little chart with some supposed numbers of skiers that will

ski there that increases from some million now to a few

million more in a few years. There's no attribution made

as to where this data came from, or any discussion of the

area really beyond that.

It makes optimistic assumotions about allowable

increases in grazing. It gives sketchy data on only a verv

few grazing allotments specifically, and on the ones that

are discussed in the plan here, it talks about how thev are
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in pretty bad shane, or under a lot of pressure from either

livestock or wildlife. It yet goes on to come up with these

really optimistic ideas about how much grazing is goinq to

increase over the district with very little real data on

it. There's hardly any data in the whole thing, That's

why I made comment that there's not enough in here for a

person to look at it and really be able to make an informed

decision.

And if you look at — well, -when the Forest Service

puts out a document under the same mandate from Congress

under the National Federal Land Management Policy Act, it's

full of data. Some of it they make Up* some of it's wrong,

some of it's right, but they have data in there. And if you

compare this plan to the GMUG Forest Plan, there's a vast

difference. It's apparent to anybody who takes a half an

hour to sit down and go through it, they will see a lot of

difference. There's a lot of data developed by the Forest

Service.

I've looked at the plans for the Grand Junction

District and for the San Miguel San Juan District, and they

have lots of data in there. They don't have as much as the

Forest Service puts in, but they have a lot more than this

document has

.

And even with the amount of data that the Forest

Service put out in the GMUG olan, that plan is under remand

68
136

67

right now because thev didn't have enough data in there to

support their management decisions. And it's a big waste

of money for a Government agency to go through a orocess as

costly and time consuming, and takes as much energy as from

the people who put it together as this takes and let it

fall into a situation where it's not qoing to satisfy hardly

anybody because there isn't enough data in it to support

what you're trying to do.

The plan describes the wilderness characteristic

of three wilderness areas in the district, and then doesn't

recommend two of them for wilderness designation. And it

did not explain to my satisfaction why Camel Back and the

Adobe Badlands are dropped from being proposed as a wilder-

ness area without really saying why.

Something that I kind of wonder about is that ther

appears that there's going to be a lot more off-road

recreational vehicle use here and there is really no dis-

cussion of why. And opening up to that, if there's a --

it's planned to degrade the environment to where a lot of

places, under the classification system, I think it goes

under class three, and a definition of class three is where

you look at that landscape, the things you notice is how

it's torn up and, you know, why are you planning to change

to landscape like that. What benefits are qoing to come to

the people of this area, or the government, or whoever the

H-2 H2
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land is administered for by makinq those changes. It's not

spelled out. it's not said why you're doing that.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Could you wrao it up, Bill, your

five minutes are up

.

W. N. BRUNNER: I'll try.

A couple of things that I would recommend under

land acquisition is that there currentlv is no Dublic access

for a take out point at the confluence of the Gunnison and

the North Fork. When you come down the Gunnison River with

any kind of flow at all you have to flow downstream to a

point that you take out on private pronerty . And I've been

threatened with loss of access to take out there, free

access, I have to pay to take my boat out there. And the

same thing down at Drysdale Flats, down by Austin. There's

people that have been taking out in these Dlaces for a long

time, and I wish the BLM would come ud with some public

access at that point.

And there is also a trail that comes down to withir

20 feet of the Kscalante Canyon Road out of the Dominguez

Canyon wilderness area. That wilderness area is administered

by the Grand Junction District, but there's 20 feet of

private land between the road and the wilderness area that's

administered by this district. And because that 20 feet of

land is privately owned, Deoole cannot qet to that trail.

And I think that the BLM should make a sincere effort to

18
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acquire an easement to get neoole into that trail, which is

the only access to this end of that wilderness area.

And I'll have to say the rest in written comment.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Just for clarification. John

Singlaub, BLM.

That's the McCarty trail?

W. N. BRUNNER: Which is probably — there is

criteria given for acauisition here in either a national

historic or scenic trail, which is one of the things that

classifies land or access available for acouisition bv the

BLM. It would also fit under two or three other classifi-

cations given in that area.

There is no criteria given for disnosal of public

lands in this Dlan, either, though many are marked for

disposal.

JOHN singlaub: Can you clarify for the record

what WSERC stands for?

W. N. BRUNNER: Western Slope Energv Resources

Center

.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Mark Welsh.

GENE VECCHIA: John, could I ask a question for

clarification.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Sure.

GENE VECCHIA: Did I hear you say that under the



preferred alternative there was more, we're opening up more

use to ORV use than is current, did you say that?

W. N. BRUNNER: I believe that's what's going to

happen. It says here in the ChaDter 3, preferred alterna-

tive, off-road vehicle use on public lands will be open to

ORV use.

JOHN SIGNLAUB: Go ahead,

MARK WELSH: My name is Mark Welsh, I live up on

the Redlands outside of Hotchkiss.

I will try to just give a guick summary of my

views of this document and not get into a page by oaae

analysis

.

Not too many years ago I remember reading the

notice that came out from the Montrose Office of the BLM

saying that they were going to do an RMP. it's a little

peculiar that the first time we legally asked for one and

legally challenged the BLM to have one that that was eleven

years ago, but I understand how things take time. Unfor-

tunately I think that that time has not been sDent well

when the BLM and when the team leader talked earlier about

what this plan did and it's methodology. It certainly gave

the impression that any conflicts between water and water

right and coal mining were taken care of.

I've gone through this plan, I've read most of

it and to me it was not evident that this has been done.

13
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But in general there are two problems with this

plan, one has to do with its methodoloqy. Is the Dlan,

does the plan do what its suoposed to do.

The second problem is how does it manage the

resources. Now, you have qot coal miners, you've got logger;

you've got hunters, you've got a wide variety of users and

we all want ou use to be number one. But I think quite

a while ago we realized there is a way to work out a con-

census, there's a way to compromise and there's a way to

fight for what you have. And unfortunately I see this doc-

ument overemphasizing resource development, and I think that

that would be to the detriment of Delta County and to the

detriment to the industry that's here and the residents

that are here, and oarticularly would affect the water

users

.

And I'd like to go to a couple of items in this

document having to do with water. The mining of coal and

locatable minerals could result in the permanent, irrevers-

ible loss of ground water through diversion and subsidence,

page 4-63.

And over in the fourth chapter, fracturing and

subsidence of rock strata from underground mining could

decrease the quantity and duality of groundwater, loss of

either surface or groundwater could impact adjudicated

water rights and diminish local domestic and agricultural
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water supplies.

Well, we live in a desert here, everybodv knows

that. But for some reason the decisions made say, just as

one examole, the goals in this document are out of line, I

believe, as far as water users are concerned.

In the past there have been verv good decisions

made by the Bureau of Land Management, there was a con-

census worked out with ditch people, the coal industrv and

the BLM and environmentalists in the past to try to resolve

some of these issues. None of the past controversies in-

volving development in this area are evident, either in

the methodology in this document, or in the decisions. And

I would strongly urge the BLM to take a uact, unlike the

Forest Service, and sit down with all of the users and try

to not only improve their document, but to come up with

management decisions that recognize the real resource con-

flicts and the competition that we all have on how do we

want the public lands to take care of us. That has not been

done in the past.

On the last two land use plans that have come out

of this area have resulted in legal challenges, and I think

by now the BLM should learn that there's a different way

to do business, and by trying to save paper here, by leaving

out information, detracts from the ourpose of the document.

I can't tell how I'm going to be ffected. My neighbors
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can't tell how they are going to be affected, and the

manager in the BLM can't get very good guidance here, or

determine what the impacts of his choice between the alter-

natives.

My last comment goes to looking at the different

alternatives that are here, and we could all get cross

eyed looking at the small print. But there are a number of

different alternatives.

The preferred alternative; the conservation alter-

native, which means hardly do anything; the production

alternative, which means let's do the most; versus what we

are doing right now. So we have got four alternatives.

Under just one resource, which is coal, they are

almost all the same. They are off by a couple of acres.

And you can go through this and see that there really isn't

that much choice.

So, again, I don't want to go into any more detail

on the documents, but I would strongly encourage the BLM

to set up a non-adversarial process with all of the public

land users to try to come up with a better plan for our

valley.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Mark.

David Johnston.

DAVID JOHNSTON: I'm David Johnston from Paoina,

I'm speaking for myself.
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I want to talk mainly about wilderness. First I

wanted to congratulate the BLM on their recommendation on

the Gunnison Gorge as a wilderness area. I've been through

it and I think everybody, or almost everybody in the county

thinks that it's a great place and should be a wilderness

area. We also think that it should be a wild and scenic

river, I know the BLM has recommended that and can't get it

through Congress. I think that's well and that should be

encouraged and the BLM should be applauded for making that

recommendation. I think it's a very worthwhile place to be

wilderness

.

As to the Camel Back, I haven't been in that area,

but I've talked to people wno have been there and I've read

some of the documents on it. It seems there's very little

conflict with any uses of the area, and I would like to see

the Camel Back also designated as wilderness.

I have been through the Adobe Badlands, and I think

it's a big mistake not to designate that area as wilderness.

I'd like to read a auote kind of buried in your

document, bu _ with this recognition I don't see how it

cannot be labeled recommended as wilderness.

On page 3-11 it states "Geologically, the Adobe

Badlands WSA is highly varied and diversified. The majority

of the WSA consists of Badland-type formations, or "adobe"

hills, where coloration changes abruptly with shifts in
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lighting. The upper portion of the Adobe Badlands is

rolling, rugged, pinyon-juniper foothills cut by numerous,

small drainages. Human imprints are minor."

Skipping down a little bit. "The Adobe Badlands

WSA provides many opportunities for solitude. The maze-like

Badlands and upper pinyon-juniper ve^sfcation effectively

screen visitors and foster a feeling of intimacy. The slop-

ing topography affords sweeping views of the lower Badlands

as well as Grand Mesa, the Uncomoahgre Plateau, and the San

Juan Mountains which stimulate feelings of solitude and

remoteness .

"

"The topography of the Adobe Badlands offers out-

standing opportunities for primitive and unconfined recrea-

tion. The upper woodland areas provide excellent hunting.

The WSA affords yearlong opportunities for hiking, horse-

back riding, photography, and sightseeing."

I might also add it has interesting names, it's

kind of like a neurotic trip through hell. You start off

right below Hell's Hole and go right down between Devil's

Thumb and Susie's Tit. And it's a real interesting place,

you get out in the middle of it and you're just miles

away from everywhere.

Modern language has two meanings for bad; one is

bad is not good, and the other is bad that it's real good.

And I think this place is bad, and I think it should be
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designated wilderness. Thanks.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

John B. Benjamin.

JOHN B. BENJAMIN: Good evening, I'm John Benjamin

from up on Redlands Mesa, 1591 2900 Road, it used to be

Route 2. That's the kind of way things change, I think.

But I'm talking today as an individual, as a

fisherman, boatman, small farmer, real estate tycoon, con-

servationist and taxpayer-'

So my first question as a taxpayer is how many

people here tonight are getting paid to be here by us tax-

payers? You guys don't get paid to come, that's great.

That's interesting. I know the Commissioners don't get

paid. I know I don't get paid, that's one of the problems

I have with being here, I don't get paid. Although my boss

did give me a $5 a day raise here, he's Hank Hotze, over

there, I run boats for him periodically, so I'm going to

pretty much keep my — he's not paying me to be here tonight

but he might buy me a beer later on. But I'm going to keep

my comments pretty much to the river and gorge.

Once again I concur with David over there, that

you should be recommended, you would have been lynched if

you hadn ' t , but you should be recommended, or commended

,

for making the gorge a wilderness, or suggesting that the

gorge become a wilderness area

.
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As a conservationist I also think that the conser-

vation alternative there should be followed, that's my pref-

erence.

I think all three WSA's are unique and valid

merit and only represent, what, less than ten percent of youi

total plan mass here that you have taken charge of.

So I like them all, but I like the gorge the best,

and I like the gorge the best because I have been down there

for- the last six years running that thing for Hank and know

it well. I probably know it better than most peoDle in the

room, except for Hank

.

I want to make a few recommendations about speci-

fic management down there. I know that the BLM, and one

of the only problems I have with the BLM taking it over as

a wilderness area and the BLM managing it as a wilderness

area is the BLM is notoriously short of funds for management.

And I know this summer, for instance, they only had one

person down there pretty much full-time, well, not even

full-time. It's been tough to keep track of what's going on

down there. The resouce has been really trashed out. Any-

one who has been down there lately, and Mark knows, and,

of course, Caleb, it's really trashed out.

I think rather than to have voluntary regulations

in effect down there as far as low impact camping go, they

cannot be voluntary, but they must be mandatary. And what
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they must be, they must be no wood burning, they must be

fire pan used. They must use portable stoves, vou know,

you can't —
Portapotties are a must, ladiss and gentlemen, in

this modern day and age in the river. It's such a frigile

environment down there. You've got to pack everything out

that you pack in, including your own trash and human waste.

I would also recommend, and I might have some

frowns from certain sectors in the room on this one, but

both the trail to Chuckar and Duncan should probably be —
the trail heads should be moved back further from the rim

and that would weed out a few people that are abusing the

area around there, and hopefully keeo the wilderness values

intact that are now being trashed out.

That's about it, thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, John.

Caleb Gates

.

JON SERING: Jon Sering again, if I would ask a

clarifying question.

JOHN B. BENJAMIN: Yes.

JON SERING: You said that Chuckar and Duncan

should be moved back further from the rim, do you mean —
JOHN B. BENJAMIN: The vehicle access.

JON SERING: Further from the, move the trail

head back so it's further from the river?
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JOHN B. BENJAMIN: Yes. So it gives you that much

more of a buffer area and keeps vehicles from approaching

as .r lose as they can now.

JON SERING: Okay. T just wan*: to clarify, meaning

the trail — you're just making the trail further from

the river, not from the rim? Closer to the rim rather than

further?

JOHN B. BENJAMIN: I would like to make it so

it's a longer hike in.

JON SERING: Okay. Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Caleb Gates.

CALEB GATES: I'm Caleb Gates, I'm representing

myself and river runners. I raft for Gunnison River Expe-

ditions and I live in Paonia.

Some of my concerns -- first of all, I'm glad that

the Gunnison Gorge is recommended for wilderness, but I think

with the huge acreage that is also upper management plan,

that the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands areas should be

recommned=d

.

The Camel Back offers a full opportunity for

solitude, and the Adobe Badlands which are, as I read,

highly erodible and not really suitable for grazing, would

probably be best as a wilderness area. They are not off-

road vehicle or grazing areas.

And then I got some concerns on just some of the

H-6

34

perspective used in putting or organi2ating data. I kind of

think that less grazing you're going to have less erosion,

less salinity, and you're goina to have to do less corrective

measures

.

Throughout the book you're talking about correc-

tive measures in channels, meaning river channels, to

correct salinity problems. I think if you have smart land

use and prevent these things from haopening that you are

not going to have to spend ten times the amount of money

to correct them. And I don't think I see enough of that

in the book.

Such as off-road vehicle use in the Peach Vallev,

that has some of the highest total dissolved salt concen-

trate, and that off-road vehicle use seems pretty high as

that is planned. And I think that that should be less than

those highly sensitive areas.

And then, lastly, I would like to see legislation

enacted sometime and somewhere where the BLM can have

enforcement to write citations and help keep the Gunnison

Gorge recreation area clean and to force private river-

runners to have — to act as commercial ones and carry out

their garbage.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Steohen F. Hinchman. If you can spell your last
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name, it's kind of blurred here on our sheet.

STEPHEN F. HINCHMAN: H-i-n-c-h-m-a-n

.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

STEPHEN F. HINCHHAN: My name is Stephen Hinchman,

and I live in Paonia, I have been here about a year now in

the valley, my work brought me here, but if it didn't, I

would visit it anyway. Not to visit the communities of

Delta or Montrose, but to come to the many wild areas that

we have in our counties here.

I'm going to speak about the Camel Back wilderness

area. You sent your experts in the past couple of years to

evaluate the area's suitability for wilderness designation.

Well, the comments in your little book here, they

found the Camel Back to fit the criteria for wilderness,

however, the recommendation is non-suitable.

So I packed up the EIS and the RMP and went out

there myself and spent two days and nights in the Camel

Back to do my own study. I found the Camel Back to be more

than suitable, I found it delightful.

I hope the pictures that I took, which are up on

the wall back there , can make it a real Dlace for some of

the people that didn't get to go out there.

The canyon is not the kind of place that you

escape from go get away from it all when you go to the

wilderness , it's more like the feeling of vou ' re going to
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get to it all. And the Camel Back is such a Dlace.

I spent two nights up on the wind-whipped mesa

tops, with starry nights, hard rocky bed and spectacular

dawns.

The days were spent well, one meandering across

Winter Mesa with its hot, parched grasses looking over-

grazed to me and fatigued by invading sage. Lots of lonely

pinyon trees, and I took some siestas in the cool draws.

Heard a hawk, but it wouldn't come close enough to identify.

It's choppy, but it's flat country in the Uncompahgre

Plateau, even though you're up there. I enjoyed it a lot and

I had a. lot of ample opportunity for solitude, I could tell

I was alone.

The next day was similar and quiet. From the

canyon walls of Roubideau Creek, lots of ponderosa pines,

willows and cottonwoods against the entrada. By this time

I was thirsty, my lone quart of water down to a few sips,

wondering how sick I'm going to get if I drink the water

out of that creekbed. I mean, your cows in my wilderness

propagating the wild Giardia. I risked it, and also stopped

to swim in cold potholes

.

Down here it's a little different; signs of coons,

cats and deer, and the ever present cow pie.

I stopped many times to read the RMP/EIS, trans-

lating from it heavy bureaucratics into olain English. And 137
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the wilderness qualifications that you mentioned in the book

are there , indeed . There ' s no competing for mineral , oil

and gas uses, except for a three-B uranium rating. Hell,

they can't even mine four-D uranium these days. There's

no competition there

.

The only comoeting uses I saw were cattle grazing

,

and off-road vehicles. In the Camel Back it's already over-

grazed. In fact, your plans say you will reduce the grazing

allotment by 200 annual unit months no matter which plan is

recommended. A good rancher that watched his land wouldn't

put that many cows out there in the first place.

Yet you give the cows 6,402 acres, that's the

best land, that's the top of Winter Mesa, what you allow

the wildlife is the upper part of the Roubideau Canyon and

on Camel Back, the steep, rugged places where those cows

can't get at, and if they could, your cowboys would have a

hard time getting them off of there.

As far as off-road vehicles go — anyway, I think

the grazing allotment, or allotments are wrong. There is

no concessions whatsoever to wildlife.

On off-road vehicles, of the entire BLM Montrose

District, 92 percent is being managed for off-road vehicles,

that's stated in your book here. The Camel Back at 10,000

acres out of 480,000 surface acres is one quarter of one

Dercent, but you won't outlaw ORVs there, which you state
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L in the book will ruin the area ' s wilderness values.

You estimate the current 500 recreational visitor

days to be 50 percent of ORV use, and you say managing the

area for ORV use in the future will eliminate 250 primitive

recreational visitor days. Well, that's all the primitive

recreational visitor days. That amounts to zero primitive

use of the area, people driven out by the raging six cylindei

duel carb, air polluting, earth crunching beasts. That

combined with —
{Laughter. )

I had to get that one in.

But that amounts to single use , it's not the

sacred multiple use verbage that gets passed off on us all

the time. It's biased, it's one sided, it's off-road

vehicle use.

Granted there are restrictions, but BLM has, what,

one enforcement officer in the whole area. Without enforce-

ment, there is no real restrictions. So I throw that out.

I quote from your book. "Not designating the

Camel Back WSA as wilderness would lead to a gradual decline

of the wilderness values throughout the WSA, primarily as a

result of increased ORV use." The impacts are to the soil,

water quality, water salinity, vegetation and wildlife.

In case you forgot, when you went out there your

mission was to study the suitability of the selected areas
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for wilderness designation. And according to the Wilderness

Act of '64, the designation is this, a wilderness, in con-

trast to those areas where man and his work is subjected

to landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the

earth and its community of life are untrampled by man, where

man himself is a visitor that does not remain. An area of

wilderness is further defined to mean in the act an area of

undeveloped federal land retaininq the primeval character

and influence without permanent improvements of human

habitation subjected and managed so as to preserve its

natural conditions and which generally appears to have been

affected primarily by the forces of nature with the imprint

of man's work substantially unnoticeable ; has outstanding

opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined

type of recreation; has at least 5,000 acres of land, or is

of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation

and use in unimpaired condition. It may also contain

ecological, geological or other features of scientific,

educational, scenic or historical value.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes.

CALEB GATES: Okay. I'm just going to close up.

Camel Back meets those criteria. Your recommenda-

tion of nonsuitable has no justification.

And I'll just read this one quote and leave it at

that. There's a great deal of talk these days about saving
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the environment. We must, for the environment sustains our

bodies, but as humans we also require support for our

spirits. And this is what these kinds of thinqs provide.

The catalyst converts any physical location, any environment

if you will, into a place that is a process of experiencing

deeply. A place is a oiece of the whole environment that

has been claimed by feelinqs. Used simply as a life support

system, the earth is an environment. Used as a resource it

sustains our humanity. The earth is a collection of places.

We never speak, for example, of an environment that we have

known, it is always places we have known and recall. We are

homesick for places, we are reminded of places. It's the sounds

and smells and sights of places which haunt us and against

which we often measure our presence.

With your resource management plan, that wilder-

ness is going to look like this picture here, with the off-

road vehicle running right through the middle of it.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Mark Paigen.

MARK PAIGEN: My name is Mark Paigen. I live in

Paohia and I represent myself.

I also guide down the Gunnison Gorge, so I've been

there quite a bit and I've seen it quite a bit over the last

four years. I guess I'll talk about that first.
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I think the Gunnison Gorge should be a wilderness

area, I think the river should be included in the wild and

scenic river act.

I think that the BLM needs to address how they are

going to enforce regulations on private boaters down there.

Commercial boaters, by their very nature, protect

the resource because it is their living. Private boaters,

or walk-in fisherman don't have that at stake and can build

large fires and the BJ..1 basically can't do anything about

it except ask them politely not to.

So I think they need to have some enforcement

capability like the Department of Parks and Outdoor Recrea-

tion, which enforces the rules on commercial boaters.

As far as the other two wilderness study areas,

the Badlands and Camel Back, I feel that both of them should

be designated as wilderness. According to your draft plan

here, both of them fit the criteria. I don't see why you

didn't recommend them for wilderness.

As far as the Storm King area goes, I think that

you're just skirting the issue, that you're saying basicall)

for five years we won't decide either way and we will let

the developers go ahead and then we will kind of see what

happens. I don't really think that's what should be done,

I think a decision should be made.

I've heard that it's a very important calving area
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for elk and I think those types of issues need to be

gg 2 addressed and a decision made rather than just cutting it

off until the developers have put so much money into it

that they can twist your arm and say "we've gone this far,

we have got to continue."

I guess the last thing I want to say is that

Delta County, Delta and Gunnison Counties are beautiful

areas, and in the long term the economy is going to rely on

that beauty more than industry, or I should say extractive

industry. And to look into the long term for this area is

to preserve the natural resources that we have in pristine

quality, and that wilderness will do that very well.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

GENE VBCCHIA: I have a clarifying question, Mark

You kind of skirted around it, are you saying on the ski

area issue that the BLM should make a decision against

allowing the ski area --

MARK PAIGEN: Yes.

GENE VECCHIA: -- is that what you really mean?

MARK PAIGEN: Yes.

GENE VECCHIA: Okav, thank you. Good enough.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Mark.

Gerrie Wolf.

GERRIE WOLF: I'm Gerrie Wolf, 706 2750 Lane,
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Cedaredge, Colorado. I am sneaking for myself, my husband

as permitee on the BLM land in 4502, which is Leroux and

4549 which is the Dry Creek area.

Our first concern is with the access proposal in

every one of your -- in every one of your proposals you have

stated that you would like to acquire access to these lands.

I'm also speaking as a taxpayer and multiple

user of that plan for recreation, for hunting, for grazing,

and I do like the esthetic values that I get when I go out

to take pictures. I do like to -- I am a nhotograDher . And

I don't like the trash, and I think that people have to be

educated to pick up their stuff and to carry it out. If

they bring it in, take it out.

On the Dry Creek and the Spauldinq access proposal,

we feel access to those areas would be unsuitable. BLM is

unfenced, so that access would be to private land as well

as your BLM land.

Maintenance of the roads fall to the landowners

right now. The Dry Creek road, the first mile and a half is

used for farm machinery and falls on private land. It is

not surfaced. Opening the Dry Creek road into the canvon

,

it's very narrow and would impact the riparian zone that

you're concerned about. It would be — the things we noted

was the salinity in the Dry Creek, which is also your

Currant Creek. On your statement it is noted the Currant
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Creek and the high salinity there. Opening ud this canyon

would impact that.

If you would open up this canyon to unrestricted

hunting, which opens up Hells Hole from the bottom, you have

a very limited, there's three spots in the canyon, plus

what everybody else wants to open, where hunters can camp.

All right. There's one spot in the canyon that is pver-

impacted because of hunting, the recreational value. I do

not recommend opening up that canyon, it would also have an

impact on the private lands.

Livestock grazing, we want to know — our question

there, and we are not addressing specific questions, but our

concerns, and on these access roads across the private

property, will they be surfaced, will they be fenced?

If somebody drives off into one of our irrigation ditches

is there a lawsuit.

And we feel, with the exception of the access,

we would like your present plan to remain the samfi, which I

think is proposal A. We do not feel the State needs any

more wilderness areas.

I personally have not been down in the Gunnison

Gorge where these young people have been. I have heard of

different folks going down there, fishing and so on, and

they enjoy it. So I can't really soeak too much about the

Gunnison Gorge, but I do not like any more wilderness areas.
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It is discrimination. It discriminates against the older

generation. It discriminates against the handicapned, and

our State has an abundance of wilderness areas now.

And I'm getting oersonally to the ooint where I'm

going to retire one of these davs and if I get to the ooint

where I can't ride a horse I'm going to have to hike these

areas, and I would like to be able to see them and enjoy

them. And the people who drive through these areas do not

cause a lot of destruction, it's the person who gets out and

hikes and gets into the areas where the normal person or the

elderly or the handicapped, the real young cannot get.

When I was younger I did do some of this hiking

into some wilderness areas, and I — some of our environment

alists ars, in the days of the hippies, and it was — they

did not take care of what they did.

I know I'm in the minority right now at this

meeting, but perhaps — I think — let me glance through

this and see if there's anything else that I had on there.

I got carried away. I think that's it. Thank

you

.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Hank Hotze. Did I pronounce that correctly?

HANK HOTZE: Yeah, that's fine.

(Laughter.

)

My name is Hank Hotze, and I live in Hotchkiss,
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My Post Office Box is 604 and I'm reDresc :ing myself and

a company by the name of Gunnison River Expeditions, who

currently operates on the Gunnison Gorge, and its the oldest

licensed outfitter in the Gunnison Gorge.

I would like to ask a nuestion right off the bat,

and that is it necessary that I make comments based on the

modification to the administration of the Gunnison Gorae

at this meeting, or will the written comments stand as my

comments?

JOHN SINGLAUB: Written comments carry the same

weight as verbal.

HANK HOTZE: So I don't have to waste everybody's

time with my comments.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Correct.

GENE VECCHIA: Hank, are you talkinq about on the

addition to the RAMP?

HANK HOTZE: Right.

GENE VECCHIA: That's a different document.

HANK HOTZE: A number of oeoole are commenting on

those issues and I —
GENE VECCHIA: Right. Those comments can be sent

to Jon Sefing here at the BLM Office.

HANK HOTZE: Fine. To be brief, the blm, in my

opinion is correct in suggesting that the Gunnison Gorge

be designated a wilderness area, as well as a wild and
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scenic river

.

It's mv cerceotion that, based on what 'I've read

in your Wilderness Suonlenent to the RAMP , the Adobe Badlands

and the Camel Back or Roubideau also oualify for wilderness

designation. And those areas are currentlv Drlstine, and

t^ey harbor lots of wildlife, and thev are some of the best

.hings in the area. And somethinq that oeoole continue to

overlook is that those resources are finite. What we are

designating here, we are determining that we should destroy

something that can't be repaired, and these areas currentlv

are not being used commercially to any value that we know of,

and they should be preserved, especially in light of the

decline — some of the oeODle in this room have a vested

interest in these areas, and I apologize, but a fact is a

fact — that the decline in agriculture, and the decline in

mining in the State of Colorado and the State Government's

direction to promote tourism and recrecation. ^tiese areas

provide, or will orovide the finest of those thinqs. If

we destroy them at this point for no real reason, as you

have admitted in your plan, there's no real justification,

then those areas will be qone

.

We are seeing a tremendous increase, I'm a guide

and outfitter, we are seeing a larqe increase in the area in

interests in areas such as these, and they are brinqina in

tourist dollars. They are bringing in dollars that oay.
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They pay at the gas station and at hotels and restaurants,

and they're buying crafts, and they're buying fruit and they

leave, the people that hand out these dollars. And they

give the local economy a tremendous boost , and if vou

destroyed these things you will never be able to brinq then

back.

And there are lot of developed lands in Colorado,

and I don't think there are enough lands that aren't

developed.

Also these areas are providinq, as I say, habitat

for animals, and you know that hunting and fishing is a very

large business and is growing all the time.

The other thing that I would -- another thing I

would like to mention is that Storm King, the whole issue of

Storm King should be brought out in the oDen and you all

should make a decision, out your foot in the bucket and let

us know what vou're thinking, because Storm Kinq to me --

I know that you can't make an economic iudgment as to the

potential benefit of a ski area to an area, but there are

a lot of ski areas around the State that aren't doing well

at all and that have destroyed some nrime habitat and some

beautiful acreage for the guess that there will be a

tremendous future in skiing. And I believe that the Storm

Kinq is the same because of the competition that they are

dealing with; Telluride, Crested Butte, the Aspen complex..
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You read in the pacer all the time about Powderhorn,

Powderhorn is dying on the vine, it's another mistake.

Storm King will be another mistake.

The only other thing that I have to say is that

as you make these designations, and as you make these

suggestions, that BLM has got to take responsibility for

enforcement. I know that you have an enforcement oerson,

or maybe two, but that's not enough. There has to be money

in the budget every year allocated to enforcement to main-

tain the integrity of these lands.

My other point is that some of these areas need

maintenance, and you all -- especially in the Gunnison Gorge

that seems to be deoending on the outfitters to maintain

the place, and the outfitters have been maintaining it for

a long time. But the BLM really has the responsibility.

We are paying our taxes, and we are paying user fees and

expecting BLM to take that responsibility.

So, thanks for the opportunity to comment here

tonight.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Hank.

JIM FERGUSON: Mv enforcement , do you mean bv

citation type enforcement, or someone like the individual

that we have had working there this summer?

HANK HOTZE: They have to have that dual caDacity.

It's a management emphasis that really should be oriented
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towards education first and enforcement second. But they

should have the dual capability.

JIM FERGUSON: You're thinkina then of citations

and —

HANK HOTZE: That would be the most efficient

thing, to have somebody that could do both of those. Then

you wouldn't have a couple, three or four people on the

payroll , some doing some and some doinq the other . Educa-

tion is the key, but it hasn't worked so far.

JIM FERGUSON: Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Robin Nicholof f

.

ROBIN NICHOLOFF: My n&ne is Robin, R-o-b-i-n,

Nicholof f, N-i-c-h-o-l-o-f-f . I'm sDeaking for myself and

my family.

I thank you for the ooportunitv to comment on this

draft EIS for the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan.

The first problem I encountered i n reading this

document was the extreme general apnroach to all resources

both in their description and manaqement ootions, impacts

and possible mitigation measures. I find it difficult to

comment specifically on somethina that is so broad brushed

in nature and which offers so little in wav of detailed

analysis

.

For example, I refer to the Uncompahgre Basin
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resource area grazing EIS of 1978, which offered very

specific conditions under which, for instance, the Dr act ice

of chaining could occur

.

Similarly you went to the Southwest Utah coal

region REIS, it offers specific exclusions of areas of coal

development, detailed mitigation measures, etc.

More recently the RAMP for the Gunnison Gorge

gives the public precise conditions for the Gunnison Gorge —

excuse me, precise conditions that would result in, for

example, the reduction of the number of commercial float

trips through the Gunnison Gorge. And I would like to

commend the BLM. at this point for their analysis that was

done in that RAMP.

This document, however, is totally lacking in such

specificity, and conseauently is probably in violation of

the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976.

Nonetheless, I offer a few observations which I'll

try to keep brief. I'm concerned with the manner in which

public access would be required into various areas, speci-

ficly the Roatcap and Jay Creek area. The EIS does not

indicate any consultation with private landowners . That

leaves to a lot of. Questions. Will the acouisition be

through purchase of rights of way or through condemnation.

Once said rights of wav are a ecu i red , will the BLM be

responsible for maintenance of them. Will Bin indicate
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which lands are private and which are oublic. How will

restrictions of off-road vehicle use be enforced. The BLM

Dersonnel aooarently have no citation authority, which makes

enforcement extremely Questionable.

On a right-of-way that passes through orivate

land and accesses a public land, will BLM. install culverts

and other devices to control erosion and sediment loadinq

of riparian zones.

These questions and others naturally occur in the

minds of the public while reading this EIS.

The environmental impactr invasioncy actions are

simply not addressed.

I'm concerned with BLM's ability to follow its

own regulations and constraints placed upon it by this and

supporting documents. For example, the aforementioned

grazing EIS states on page 1-39 that "eouicment would

reach the job site over existinq roads or trails." And

this is with regard to chaining and reseeding projects.

On page 1-24 it states "neither temporary or

permanent trails will be constructed to fence sites, water

developments, or vegetation conversion sites." And conver-

sion sites include chainings.

The grazing EIS calls for fencing the south

boundary of Roatcap/Jay Creek allotments, and for water

projects to occur orior to vegetative manipulation, yet

68
136

H-11

all of these and other specifications were violated when

on September 19, 1982, bulldozers under contract to the

Bureau of Land Management tresnassed on that orivate land

to begin implementation of the Wolf Park chainings oroiect

Page 4-5 of the Grazing EIS states that "if

modifications are needed into existinq MPs, an environmental

assessment report would be comoleted prior to implementation

Several days after site work had been done on the wolf Park

chainings, the BLM District Manager issued a NEPA categori-

cal exclusion in flagrant violation of Federal law and

agency recommendations or regulations.

I wish that you not misunderstand me, I'm not

opposed to livestock grazing on public lands, nor to imposinc

to improving grazing conditions for wildlife and livestock.

I'm opposed to establishing regulations and procedures,

priorities and plans for implementation of objectives, and

turning around 180 degrees and not following them.

I point to that older document as a — well, for

obvious reasons, but partly in contrast to this current

document. I feel that the EIS is inadequate in its laying

out to the public what the agency wishes to do, how it will

do it and the impacts, either positive or negative, of

doing it.

Briefly on just a couple of other points, I can

find no justification for not including the Camel Back and

H-11
H-12

68
136

69

54

Adobe Badlands wilderness study areas for not recommending

inclusion in the wilderness system.

I'm concerned with inadequate monitoring of oil

and gas activities, particular in the Muddy Creek area.

There have been instances of oil slicks in the Paohia

Reservoir and pollution has occurred to West Muddy Creek

from oil and gas operations. There has also been illegal

dumping of production water from oil and qas activity in

the Feach Valley area, resulting in pollution of irrigation

ditches

.

On the Storm King ski area with the U.S. Forest

Service's

JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes.

ROBIN NICHOLOFF: Pardon?

JOHN SINCLAUB: Five minutes.

ROBIN NICHOLOFF: The U. S. Forest Service recently

approved two new areas near Paqosa Springs , we are looking

at the expansion of the Vail ski area by 50 percent,

Powderhorn is expanding. There are many for sale signs at

ski areas around Colorado. I just wonder, do we really need

another ski area, specifically one that may impact critical

elk habitat.

I guess since my time is up I'll defer other

comments to written form. Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
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John Green.

JOHN GROOME:' It 's GrOOme, G-r-o-o-m-e?

JOHN SINGLAUB: I guess it is. I'm sorry, did

you catch my apology at the beginning.

JOHN GROOME: That's hard to read.

My name is John Groome and I live at Paohia, and

I would like to comment on three things.

First of all, I'd like to say thank vou to the

BLM for their wilderness desiqnation for the Gunnison Gorge.

I think it needs it. I think also the Camel Back and the

Adobe Badlands meet all the criteria for wilderness,

wilderness is a diminishing resource within this country,

and we need to preserve all that we can.

And I'll make my comments very brief. As far as

the Storm King ski area site, I cannot believe that the

BLI1 proposes a five year grace period in which developers

may proceed with the ski area, after which the BLM might not

allow them to develop. I mean, if you know anything about

the way big business operates and money soeaks, if the

developer puts millions of dollars into an area over a five-

year period, there is no way that the BLM will say no to the

Storm King ski area.

Thank you very much.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou, John.

Jerry Price.
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JERRY PRICE: I won't take too much of your time.

Jerry Price, Paohia, Colorado, I reoresent Whistling Acres

Ranch

.

I deal with a lot of things that we are talking

about; we graze cattle, we raise crops, we hunt, we take

people on of f-road ventures , we do it all in the area

,

some of the area we are talking about.

A couple of thinas I wanted to comment on. Your

access program has been brought ud before , we have two and

a half miles of access across our public lands to get to a

few hundred "acres of BLM. We pick up bushels of trash;

beer bottles, cans, paper. We have deer shot riqht out

in front of paying hunters , people that stop on your access

road across our land and shoot them.

As far as our grazing, we do a lot of erosion

control, we put in ponds that stop some of this erosion

that people are complaining about that grazing causes. We

seed. We chain. We put up fences. And we pay a fair

amount of money to put those cattle on that land. All we

read is articles about we get free qrazinq. I've put over

$3,000 worth of my men's wages into taking care of a few

hundred acres of BLM that I cross in three days and come

back in two days

.

We out in those same water ponds and the elk and

deer that I make money off of my outfitting license and

57

having hunters come in, all those elk and those deer graze

off from it. Drank out of those ponds . Down to my hay

field and eat mv hay.

And I know the Department of Wildlife pavs some

of these people for that, but I like qood, fat deer and

elk to shoot in the fall, so we don't bother to put in to

have them pay us back.

So I just think that a lot of peonle stand up

here and say I've got mine, I want to stop everybody else

from getting theirs, whether it be a conservationist, a

rancher, a hunter, or who it is. Because we see something

that we think we want is not a reason that we should shut

out everybody else, I think we can work together.

We put some trails through these areas that maybe

the term off-road vehicles isn't riqht, let's put a trail

in that area that a vehicle should follow, let's make it a

trail vehicle, whatever its classification might be.

The lady addressed us here a little while ago

finds it very difficult to walk and go clear down into these

areas that might be designated wilderness. I'm all for

wilderness, I get clear out in the middle of it on horseback

and have some of the same feelings the other gentlemen do.

However, sometimes when I find one of them taking

their cool dip in the nice cold pocket of water, it makes

my wife feel a little funny when thev are auys and it makes
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me feel kind of funny when they're women because they're

not quite alone out there as they think they are. Most of

them don't carry swimming suits.

I've rode my horse into campfires that some of

these backpackers have put out there and they find out that

they can carry a 16 ounce can of something out to the field,

but they can'tcarry a 2 ounce can back.

I had to pay a permit to be there , and they in-

spect me real heavy, and if I leave my junk out there I

get fined. I sometimes get fined for some of their junk,

too.

So I think let ' s all look at the whole picture

.

I agree with some of the people that there's a lot of things

that should be in this book that aren ' t there . There ' s some

things in that book that shouldn't be there. You know, I

don't want to be specific because I don't think the book

was all that specific on some of the areas.

I see a lot of lines drawn across my private land

,

and everybody else's, that says that on this side of the line

we can do this and on that side we can do that . Some of

that land that you want to do things to isn't yours. Some

of it's mine.

I think let's all look at the big picture. I

think maybe if we sit down for a meetina like this, this

one gentleman suggested earlier , you heard my griDS and I

heard your gripes and if we Put it all toqether we would

get somewhere

.

That's all that I've got to say.

JOHN S1NGLAUB: Thank you.

Is there anyone who signed up to speak who would

like to speak at this time?

In consideration of the hour , and the hardness

of the seats, would the two or three individuals that I cut

off like to have an additional five minutes to speak?

Bill?

W. N. BRUNNER: Pass.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Steve?

STEPHEN F. HINCHMAN: Pass.

JOHN SINGLAUB: I'd like to remind you again that

written comments will be accepted until November 5th, they

do carry the same weight as the oral statements received

tonight.

I would like to thank all of you for taking your

time to come here this evening, including BLM employees

on their own time

.

This concludes the hearing.

Thank you very much.

(Hearing adjourned .

)
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officials of federal, state, or local agencies who wish to

testify at this hearing?

(No response.

)

MR. SINGLAUB: Okay. If not, I've had a

request by a gentleman from Colorado Springs who'd like to

get home before dawn to speak first . John Stansf ield

.

MR. STANSFIELD; Where do you want us to

speak from?

MR. SINGLAUB: Could you come up to the

podium please and state your name, address , and who you

represent?

MR. STANSFIELD: My name is John Stansfield,

S-t-a-n-s-f-i-e-1-d. I'm represnting the Pikes Peak Group of

Sierra Club. I'm the conservation chair. I'm also a member

of the Canyon City District Bureau of Land Management

advisory committee representing the interest of

environmental protection.

I have 15 years plus of sporadic wilderness

study experience on both national forest and BLM lands , and

over the last 10 years most especially on BLM lands. I was

also a member of the Montrose District Gunnison wildland and

Scenic River Study advisory group when the study was first

initiated.

I'd like to defer my comments and perhaps a

little bit of the time involved in them on the RMP
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recommendations to the comments of the Colorado Environmental

Coalition. Kirk Koepsel will be presenting those later. I do

have some specific comments regarding the recommendations in

the wilderness supplement that I'd like to make.

First of all, I'd like to recommend the

designation — the recommendation and designation —

hopefully, in the future, along with many, many thousands of

more acres in Colorado on BLM land.

I'd like to recommend designation of Camel

Back , the Gunnison Gorge , and the Adobe Badlands areas as

wilderness

.

I have some general reasons for that . First

of all, these areas, unlike all the other designated

wilderness areas — almost exclusively in Colorado, so far,

and to a large extent in the west — these areas are low

elevation areas and in and of itself, for the geologic,

ecologic , c lima to logical reasons that low elevation implies

are valuable in and of themselves

.

They offer diverse ecotypes, these areas,

than currently exist in the wilderness system. Diverse

geologic types than currently exist. More specifically, these

areas offer winter range and winter recreation. They offer

ecosystem diversity. They offer riparian habitat of a

significant and different type. And these three areas

hopefully can be protected by wilderness designation from
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excessive ORV use , or any ORV use , and preserved for such

valuable things, given their unique nature as scientific

study.

I have specific experience with two of the

three areas and have read some about the Adobe Badlands . I

would recommend Adobe Badlands on the recommendation of

others and the readings and the slide shows which I ' ve seen

.

Gunnison Gorge is a unique area. The

relationship of the river and the wild land surrounding

that is a marvelous relationship and should, of course, be

protected.

Camel Back is another area which I have

personal experience. An area perhaps without the grand

scenery of Gunnison Gorge, but with a grandeur of its own,

and with a wild quality of its own in terms of opportunities

for solitude for the kind of primitive recreation which I've

experienced there. Gunnison Gorge is not only a wilderness

candidate, but should be a designated wilderness.

Thank you very much.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, John.

I'll now go down through the list of speakers

in the order they signed in.

Carl Gerity.

MR. GERITY: Thank you for this opportunity

to present these comments regarding the Draft Uncompahgre

FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
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Basin Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact

Statement.

MR. SINGLAUB: Excuse me. Could you give

your name , your address —
MR. GERITY: I will. My name is Carl Gerity

and I represent Quinn Coal Company. My address is 5932

Mclntyre Street, Golden, Colorado, 80403.

The Tomahawk Mine which is operated by Quinn

Coal Company is in temporary cessation and is maintained on a

standby basis.

The mine is located in Section 10, Township

13 South, Range 95 West, Delta County, Colorado, on private

owned surface and coal rights. Most of the lands surrounding

this property are private surface ownership and have federal

coal ownership. According to the current MT plat of this

township, the federal lands in Sections 1 through 12 are all

classified as coal lands.

According to the Resource Management Plan, the

lands under discussion are classified in management units A-

6

under the current management alternative, B-l under the

production alternative, C-24 under the conservation

alternative, and D-15 under the preferred alternative.

First, the current management alternative.

Although coal leasing is not excluded under the A-6

management unit, it is not a priority. Since the only
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federal interests in Sections 3 , 4 , 9 and 10 , Township 13

South , Range 95 West is in the subsurface resources , and as

these resources are contiguous to an operating mine, and as

they are classified by GLO Order as coal lands, Sections 3

,

4, 9, and 10 should be included in the management unit A-l as

are the adjacent Sections 2 and 11 to the east and Section 8

to the west.

Under the production alternative, the

management unit B-l, as classified, is suitable for this

alternative.

Under the conservation alternative, the

management unit C-24, as classified, is suitable for this

alternative.

Under the preferred alternative, again,

although coal leasing is not excluded under the D-15

management unit, it is not a priority . Again , as federal

estates include only subsurface rights, and as these lands

are contiguous to private lands with an operating mine, and

as they are classified as coal lands by Governmental Land

Office Order, Section 3, 4, 9 and 10, Township 13 South,

Range 9 5 West should be placed into the management unit D-7 as

are the adjacent Sections 2 and 11 on the east and Section 8

on the west.

Thank you very much

.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Carl.
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Bill Foreman.

MR. FOREMAN: My name is Bill Foreman. I

live at 803 Ithica Drive in Boulder, Colorado.

First off, I'd like to say that I'm very

pleased to see that the Gunnison Gorge has been recommended

for wilderness protection designation by BLM. However, I

would like to encourage additional recommendation of the other

two large sites, Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for

preservation and protection under wilderness designation

.

One thing that was stated in the opening

comments was that water quality is being impacted by the

utilization in the area. It's pretty obvious that wilderness

designation would help protect these areas from over-grazing

and off-road vehicle use. And that's probably two of the

major reasons why the soil is ending up in the water and the

like, and the vegetation is being eroded . So I would like

to encourage you to have these other two areas. Camel Back

and Adobe Badlands, as protected areas.

In addition, I ' d like to recommend

elimination of cattle grazing in two other important areas,

Escalante Canyon and the Fairview Research Natural area. And

as stated in the Draft EIS, in the whole Uncompahgre Basin,

95 percent of the land is being used for cattle grazing.

That seems like an inordinately large amount of land being

used for that purpose. I'd like to recommend substantial
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reduction in that utilization for both cattle grazing and

also off-road vehicle utilization.

Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Bill.

Kirk Cunningham.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: My name is Kirk Cunningham,

I live at 680 Tantra Drive, Boulder, 80303. I'm conservation

chairman of the Sierra Club in Colorado, but I'll be speaking

for myself tonight, and someone else from the club should be

delivering the club's comments in Montrose.

I 'm here to lend my support on behalf of

the three wilderness study areas that are mentioned in the

document , and I would like to thank BLM for recommending

Gunnison Gorge. I think certainly its notoriety as a

possible wild and scenic river — part of a wild and scenic

river area — certainly is its own recommendation, and the

area itself deserves it just by itself on the basis of its

own properties . I think that ' s a good recommendation

.

The other two -- see no reason from the

document , to the extent that I ' m f ami liar with it, to drop

them. As far as I can see, there is no convincing or even no

rationale given for dropping the areas. They do not seem to

have any significant mineral conflicts . They seem to have

reasonable wildlife and other natural values and other

wilderness supplement values, and there is no good reason why
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they should be dropped out.

I'm not familiar with the areas personally,

but I would like to be someday, and I would rather that they

not be roaded (phonetic) or otherwise developed by the time I

get there.

The three together only represent slightly

under nine percent of the public lands, the BLM lands, in the

resource area. I don't think this is too much to ask that we

have those areas in wilderness.

I'd like to support also the recommendation

in the document that there be two special areas protected,

the Escalante Canyon and the Pairview Resource Natural area,

although I think some tighter stipulations be placed on those,

particularly for oil and gas exploration.

And I will be submitting comments for the club

as far as water quality values and riparian values in the

plan.

Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB; Thank you, Kirk.

Todd Robertson.

MR. ROBERTSON: Okay. My name is Todd

Robertson. I live at 6538 East Milan Place in Denver,

Colorado, here tonight representing myself.

I'd like to start off by saying that I

recommend wilderness designation for all three of the WSAs in
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the resource area. I believe that as there's increased

demands by the human populations in the State of Colorado

,

the few remaining primitive habitats and ecosystems that are

found should be protected. I've been to numerous BLM areas

on the Colorado Western Slope. I'm shocked by the amount of

ORV use and its accompanying habitat destruction and visual

degradation.

I would like to thank the BLM for its

recommended wilderness designation for the Gunnison Gorge

area and I also feel the two other WSAs should be recommended

as wilderness areas

.

Looking over the documents I found no reasons

for the two areas stated as being non-suitable for

wilderness areas. A few of the things in the Camel Back WSA

that I thought should make it recommended for wilderness is

to protect endangered plant species in the area. It would be

an excellent habitat to introduce desert big horn sheep, it's

critical for deer and elk in their winter range, and also

habitat for cyotes, raccoons, and mountain lions. Also, if

there is no wilderness designation on this area, it's likely

that ORV use will gradually destroy wild values of the area.

The Adobe Badlands WSA. A few things that I

found why it should also carry a wilderness designation is

1 that BLM stated in the technical supplement poor mineral
i|

I

development, as seen by four oil and gas wells that were dry.

il
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'. There is coal potential in the northern part, but the coal

industry shows little interest in developing the area because

I
of poor access. And, finally, this area also has threatened

II

! basin bookless cactus and endangered spineless hedgehog

I

cactus.

In addition, the plan states that WSA in the

resource area would provide a season of use, mainly the early

spring and late fall, in the winter time for recreation and,

so far in Colorado, there is limited use during this time of

year in the already designated wilderness areas.

A couple more comments on the proposed Storm

King Ski Area. I feel the ski area would destroy the

critical elk calving ground and also the Escalante Canyon

proposed ACEC should be designated on the area to prohibit

livestock grazing more than is said by the BLM, since the

area is protected for the critical plant species. And I feel

that increased or sustained cattle grazing on the area would

destroy the resource.

That's it.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Todd.

Earl Jones.

MR. JONES: My name is Earl Jones, I live at

3035 O'Neal Parkway, Unit S, as in Sam, 21, Boulder, 80301.

To start out, with regard to the RMP, I have

to say that this is the most difficult RMP to read that I've
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seen yet and, as a result, I don't really feel I can comment

on it at this point. I hope to submit written comments later

on.

With regard to the wilderness technical

supplements on the other hand, I do have some comments. To

start out, generally on the subject of wilderness, my

experience of the process of wilderness preservation in this

country has tended to remind me of the line, "What's mine is

mine, and what's yours is negotiable," in the sense that it

seems that land that's been set aside for mineral extraction,

for logging, for livestock grazing, that seems to be

untouchable. But when we start talking about roadless lands

that qualify for wilderness, everybody wants a little chunk

of what's left. And so we look at these roadless areas. We

take out a little chunk for minerals, and a chunk for

logging, and a chunk for livestock, and most of the time what

ends up we decide or you decide isn't worth designating

wilderness anyway because there's not enough left of it. And

I don't agree with that. I feel that at some point, if we're

going to be serious about protecting wilderness , we just have

to say this is it. No more. We ' re going to save everything

we've got left. Maybe we'll go back and look at the lands

that have already been taken up, and maybe we can save some

of that and protect it, too. And I think that point has

arrived in this country. And specifically with regard to
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the Wilderness Technical Supplement here, I've looked this

over and you've had your three wilderness study areas. There

appears to be no reason not to designate all three of them as

wilderness. Okay?

You ' re recommending Gunnison Gorge . I thank

you for that. But with regard to the other two, looking at

your own impact analysis in Camel Back, if we designate that

as wilderness, you say it has no anticipated impact on mineral

resources. it would have the same impact on livestock

grazing as your proposed action. And with regard to

recreation, there would only be, in essence, a shift from

motorized to non-motorized recreation. And in there I see

no reason not to designate that as wilderness.

With regard to Adobe Badlands, yeah,

designation of wilderness. Your own word, it would have a

negligible impact on coal production. Otherwise, no impact

on minerals. Same impact on the salinity and on livestock

grazing as your proposed action, and the recreation would

actually be significantly increased over the proposed action.

Again, I see no reason not to designate that as wilderness.

And so I hope you will reconsider and

recommend all three of these areas for wilderness.

Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Earl.

Karen Molliver? I apologize if I
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mispronounced your name.

MS. MOLLIVER: My name is Karen Molliver, M-

o-1-l-i-v-e-r . I live on Flagstaff Star Route in Boulder.

I'd like first to express my approval of your

decision to recommend Gunnison Gorge, but I'd also like to

ask why not Camel Back and Adobe Badlands as well. According

to the management plan, there are no serious conflicts.

Attempts at oil and gas and coal mining weren't very

productive . obviously there is not very much timber

.

There's some grazing, but that doesn't seem to be in conflict

with wilderness either.

Both areas have excellent wilderness

qualities, as you stated in the management plan. They're

primarily affected by the forces of nature. There are very

few human imprints and outstanding opportunities for solitude.

In addition, in each of these areas there's an

endangered species of cactus which would really benefit from

wilderness designation.

You stated in the management plan that

whether these areas were designated wilderness or not would

have no affect on the status of these species . I have a hard

time imagining that ORVs and increased grazing wouldn't have

an affect on these endangered species

.

I ' d like to also comment on two other areas

of critical environmental concern, the Escalante Canyon. You

L-7
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don't have any strong restrictions on this area. I'd like to

also recommend that you don't permit livestock, that you do a

mineral withdrawal, and I guess you also want to improve

camping and bathing facilities. I don't really think that

that's appropriate in an area of critical environmental

concern. And I'd like to recommend the same restrictions for

the Pairview Research National Natural Area.

These three areas together make up 8.6

percent of the entire area of the Uncompahgre Basin that

you're looking at, and that's a really small amount of land

to ask for, I think, for wilderness. The Forest Service —

15 percent of the Forest Service area is wilderness, so

what we're asking for is half.

I hope you take these recommendations into

consideration. Thank you.

MR. VECCHIA: John, I have a question to

clarify something. On the Escalante area and the other one,

you said you wanted a mineral withdrawal. Is that total

minerals or oil and gas or everything? You're talking about

everything? Withdraw from total minerals?

MS. MOLLIVER: Yeah. I think they're really

small areas.

MR. VECCHIA; You mean all minerals? That's

all I needed to know.

MS. MOLLIVER: Right.
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MR. VECCHIA: Yes.

MS. MOLLIVER: Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Rocky Smith.

MR. SMITH: My name is Rocky Smith. I live

at 1030 Pearl, Number 9, in Denver, and I'd like to talk

first about wilderness. The need for wilderness I think has

been pretty well established. We need to have some land that

is off limits to development that we can say with confidence

will not be developed and provide a refuge for all the

development around it. Wilderness provides outstanding

opportunities for primitive recreation and solitude.

Our existing wilderness system is okay as far

as it goes. We have quite a few acres in the wilderness

system and some yet to be determined, but most, not all, but

most of our existing wilderness is what I call rock and ice.

High altitude, high peaks, and that's very beautiful, but a

lot of it is inaccessible in the winter basically unless you

want to hike or ski a long, long way. Hike on snow shoes or

ski. So there's definitely a need for the low elevation

wilderness. As an earlier speak said, these low elevation

areas often have different ecosystems, different geology,

they're available for year round use. They often don't

require a long, long hike because the areas are small, so

they're available to a lot of people. And I think the BLM has
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a responsibility to provide a certain amount of this

wilderness for the people of Colorado and the people of the

\ nation to use and enjoy and provide refuges from development.

In this light; the recommendations are not

entirely to my liking . I do like the recommendation for

Gunnison Gorge to be wilderness. This area is, I understand,

quite outstanding for river based recreation and also land

based recreation. I'm glad to see you recommended it.

I don't really understand, however, why the

BLM did not recommend the other two areas for wilderness

designation. There appear to be very few conflicts . Camel

Back, especially, has low mineral potential. There are no

existing leases or claims according to the Wilderness

Technical Supplement. There are three species of threatened,

endangered, or candidate for one of those listings , species

of plants. And under the preferred alternative, this area

would be managed, I believe partially for riparian

management, which protects riparian ecosystems. And also

there would be limits placed on of f-road vehicle use . It

seems to me that wilderness would accomplish the same goals

and probably do them just as well, if not better.

Also, I believe Camel Back is contiguous to

some Forest Service areas on the Uncompahgre Plateau that

were at one time recommended for wilderness , and maybe

someday putting two wilderness systems. So I believe Camel
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Back should be recommended for wilderness designation.

Adobe Badlands, 10,425 acres. This area does

not have a great deal of conflicts either. The coal in the

northern portion of the technical supplement admits that

industry does not appear to be interested because there ' s no

transportation system in place and there are no other mines in

the area. There appears to be, at least theoretically, a

moderate value for oil and gas. But there have already been

dry holes and, therefore, industry does not appear to be too

interested. So further activity is unlikely. The same with

the mining claims. Additional activity is not expected

there.

Under the preferred alternative for Adobe

Badlands, there would be salinity control measures

undertaken, grazing would be reduced, and ORV use would be

closed on 8,358 acres. And, also, somewhere in the RMP

there's a mention of possibly establishing a herd of big horn

sheep. I don't see why wilderness would not do the same

thing and do it better. All of the things that would be

undertaken under the preferred alternative could be

accomplished probably better by wilderness designation.

A few other parts of the plan are of concern

to me. The approval of a ski area at the Storm King Mountain

site appears to me to be unwarranted. First of all, we don't

need another ski area in Colorado. We've got too many
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already. For another thing, it may not ^.,uw very much there

in quite a few years. Going to have trouble getting a ski

area there unless someone's got an awful lot of water to make

snow with. Also, the area is an elk calving ground. So I

recommend that the blm change this in the final RMP.

I also ask that you ban grazing in the

Escalante Canyon area of critical environmental concern, and

the research natural area, Fairview, both sections of it.

And also withdraw minerals. I'd like to point out that

almost the entire resource area is open to oil and gas

leasing, and locatable mineral location, and to have an ACEC or

an RNA and allow mineral location or oil and gas leasing

seems to me to be a contradiction in terms. If you have an

area that for some reason has a critical environment , why do

you allow destructive activities such as grazing, oil and gas

leasing, and mineral location? Ana the same with the

research natural area. If the goal there is to set aside an

area that is primarily natural and research its scientific

and educational attributes , if you allow destructive

activities, it seems to me you're going to be defeating your

purpose . And , therefore , I recommend that you make these

changes in the final and I will be anxiously awaiting to see

what you do.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

MR. SINGLAUB: Allison Graves?
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MS. GRAVES: My name is Allison Graves, G-r-

a-v-e-s, and I'm co-director of the wilderness Study Group

from the University of Colorado. My address is 585 Pica,

Boulder, Colorado, 80302.

I'd like to recommend that Camel Back,

r .nnison Gorge, and the Adobe Badlands be recommended as

llderness. I recommend these due to their outstanding

wilderness characteristics and the few conflicts of interest

within the areas. I don't really understand why they weren't

recommended due to the lack of conflicts in the areas and the

admission that they do have good wilderness characteristics.

Also, I'd like to point out the presence of

the spineless hedgehog and the bookless cacti in these areas.

I know you put that in the technical supplement.

On the areas of critical environmental

concern I would like to recommend new surface occupancy,

no stock grazing, and a mineral withdrawal, total mineral

withdrawal. Also, the new camping facilities and bathing

improvements I think are not compatible with the area of

critical environmental concern.

I'd like to point out that the wilderness

recommendations of all three areas is very small. Like was

pointed out before, it's only 8.6 percent of the area and I

wish it could be more. But if I can get that much, I'd like

to take it.
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I feel that wilderness areas in Colorado

would help the Montrose area out. I feel that the Storm

Mountain Ski Area development would also be incompatible with

the elk calving grounds. And that's all I have to say,

MR. SINGLAUB; Thank you.

Steve Pettit.

MR, PETTIT; My name is Steve Pettit and

that's spelled P-e-t-t-i-t. I live at -- well, I live a few

places in Boulder , but you can reach me at Post Office Box

17126 Boulder, Colorado, 80308.

I'm mostly going to speak with regard to

wilderness. There were three areas that have been studied and

only one recommended, being the Gunnison Gorge, and I applaud

you all on that. Two other areas being Camel Back and the

Adobe Badlands, I've been to both and both offer quite unique

characteristics for solitude and wilderness recreation.

The Camel Back area itself, I don't see why

that wasn't included for recommendation. There are no

mineral or timber conflicts with regard to the area. Also,

you all are going to cut back on the grazing itself in the

riparian area to try to avoid further damage to that. I

think you all need to reconsider your — I don't know if

lapse is the right word — but your failure to include both

Adobe and Roubideau because I think a lot of people, if they

go there, they could find a lot of personal benefit from both
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those areas. And I hate talking in front of people because

it just scares me. Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Steve.

Bruce Robson.

MR. ROBSON: My name is Bruce Robson. I can

be reached at P.O. Box 17126, in Boulder, 80308. And I guess

first I'd also like to triank you for the designation of the

Gunnison Gorge, and I would also like to express my

opposition to your not designating the other two areas,

Camel Back and Adobe Badlands.

I have been to the Adobe Badlands and, as you

found in your report, I also found nothing wrong with it. No

conflicts as far as wilderness designation. So I guess I

found it somewhat surprising that it wasn't recommended with

no timber, no minerals conflicts, and with the cutback in

grazing proposed. So I would like to recommend tnat you

would designate those areas for wilderness preservation.

I'd also like to express that in the areas of

critical environmental concern, I'd like to recommend no

occupancy, mining withdrawal, and no grazing. And that the

Storm Mountain Ski Area be proposed or that that be opposed

in difference to the elk grazing land.

I also have problems talking in front of

people. Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: You're among friends. Don't
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worry about it.

MR. ROBSON: Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Roz McClellan?

MS. MCCLELLAN: My name is Roz McClellan, R-

o-z M-c-C-1-e-l-l-a-n. I live at 483 Marine, Boulder, 80302.

I wanted to thank the BLM for coming over

from the West Slope to hold this hearing for us so we didn't

have to come over and see you in Delta,

I've been following the BLM wilderness

recommendation packets for about six years, and I think I've

really never seen such lame reasons for excluding wilderness

areas as I did in this particular Wilderness Technical

Supplement. in cases like Bull Gulch, or Skull Creek, or

Willow Creek, or other areas that have been excluded, at least

in the preliminary recommendations, at least there's some

pretext or some reason given for why they've been excluded.

They're called mediocre, or maybe they have manageability

conflicts due to boundaries that don't follow topographical

lines, or sometimes there's a FLPMA release, or something like

that. But read the technical supplement over and over again

and I really couldn't find any specific reasons why these

areas had been excluded. There were glowing descriptions of

them, lyric, poetic descriptions of Came Back, and the

opportunities for solitude, and for reintroduction of big horn

sheep, and then I couldn't see the rationale for why the area
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had been excluded.

It looked as if they are, in fact, going to

be managed basically as wilderness, both Adobe Badlands and

Camel Back. It seemed as if maybe one — I guess I was going

to say that even if Came Back were recommended, it would

increase the recreational visitor days. According to the

economic tables, that would be beneficial for the resource

area. I think Camel Back would give 500 rather' 300

recreational visitors days per year.

So I was feeling really perplexed. It looked

like maybe you wanted to keep them open so you could do

vegetative management to increase wildlife forage. But I

think opening them up to ORV is just going to outweigh any

advantages of being able to improve the vegatation.

So then it occurred to me that maybe it would

allow more ORV use if you kept easel Back open, but the

figures were pretty negligible. So the only thing I could

think of, which I'm sure isn't the case, but it looks as if

some kind of quota system is being imposed from somewhere. I

had the same impression in areas like San Juan, San Miquel,

and White Snake, and Glenwood Springs, and Canyon City.

Areas where large percentages -- up to 50 percent or more of

the wilderness study acreage was excluded for no very

conclusive, persuasive reason. And I don't know where, if at

all, the quotas are coming from, but I'd like to say tonight
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that I think that Mr. Morck , and Mr. Burford, and Mr. Hodel

should know that you are nowhere near meeting any kind of

wilderness quota in my opinion. And even if you were to

designate or recommend all three wilderness areas for suitable

for wilderness in the Uncompahgre Resource Area , that would

still only give 8.9 percent of the entire resource area.

If you were to designate the entire 750,000

acres of potential blm wilderness in all of Colorado, that

is again only nine percent of BLM holdings managed lands in

Colorado. And that 750,000 acres is only a little over half

of the original, initial inventory of 1.3 million. And

you're only recommending half of that or less.

What it looks like is that instead of

dividing up the pie, you're dividing up a piece of the pie.

And I feel that in terms of the need for wilderness for

spillover of civilized humans and for refuges for wildlife

who have only a few islands of protected habitat left, the

quota is very much too low as it is.

If we go on to the State of Colorado, even if

the entire remaining four percent of potential wilderness is

designated, again, that would only give four percent added to

the existing designated four percent. That's only eight

percent of Colorado. That's 92 percent of Colorado that is

now developed and will never again be wilderness.

Nation-wide, the figures are even more skimpy
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and in my opinion insufficient. Two percent of the lower 48

I believe is wilderness.

I was going to bring tonight a map that shows

that Colorado is one of only six or seven states with any

existing or potential wilderness left in this country , and I

feel that BLM has a responsibility beyond the boundaries of

Colorado to consider that you have under your jurisdiction

one of the few remaining potential wilderness resources left

in this country. And for the sake of the rest of the

country which doesn't have this resource, you need to widen

your horizons . Not just think about how much the Uncompahgre

Resource Area should have in terms of its needs, but what

does Colorado need, what does the whole country need.

Over the last century a lot of people have

had a chance to claim these areas. The homesteaders, and the

loggers, and the miners, and the ranchers, and the OVRers,

and the oil and gas leases. Everybody's had a chance to

claim those three little tiny areas that you are now

:
consiaering, and I would like to ask when we will decide that

i| no one really wants them anymore. They haven't been wanted

ii up until now. There's been plenty of reason to want them.

||
No one has claimed them. I think now's the time when we can

decide that no one really does want them, therefore,

ij wilderness could claim them.

I guess basically the way the technical
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supplement reads now, I don't think your reasons for

excluding those areas are defensible. I don't think they'll

stand up with Congress or with some of the rest of us

environmentalists when push comes to shove

.

As for the RMP, I didn't read it cover to

cover for eight hours as I should have, but I do have a vague

impression that it wasn't as clear as some of the others I've

read. It took me about three-quarters of an hour to find

figures on a number of ORV acres that would be precluded by

designation of all three areas. And then when I found that

figure and I compared it to the comparison chart, the

figures seemed to be inconsistent . I didn ' t see clear charts

as to how much oil and gas potential would be foreclosed by

wilderness designation. I'd like to see more charts and more

clear-cut figures showing what we ' re really losing by the

designation of all three areas

.

MR. SINGLAUB: Five minutes, if you can wrap

it up.

MS. MCCLELLAN: I think that's about all I

had to say. I guess^ basically I agree with a lot of people in

this room. I think you can designate a lot more and still

not be anywhere near your quota.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Norm Mullen.

MR. MULLEN: My name is Norm Mullen. That's
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M-u-1-l-e-n. I reside at 955 Grand view, in Boulder,

Colorado, 80302.

I would just like to urge that BLM recommend

the three wilderness study areas for protection . I'm

concerned especially about the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness

Study Area. I've been the Gunnison Canyon but I have not yet

been into the Gunnison Gorge. I would like to run the river.

And I thank BLM for its protection or its recommendation and

protection. I also urge protection of Adobe Badlands and

Camel Back. I also urge that BLM consider protection of the

adjacent Forest Service area on the plateau to Camel Back. I

urge that BLM consider better protection of the acecs of

Fairview and Escalante , including no surface occupancy

,

leasing, mineral withdrawals, and limitations on grazing.

And I urge that the Storm King Area not be recommended as

suitable for a ski area development. I think there's enough

ski areas in that section of the state currently. And I just

want to thank BLM for coming over here to hear us comment on

their plan and thank you for listening to my comments. I'll

be probably submitting written comments in more detail later.

Thank you.

MR. VECCHIA: I have a question for Norm.

You talked about protection of the Camel Back and Adobe. Are

you talking about your recommending that we nominate them

suitable for designation? Is that what you're saying?
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MR. MULLEN: Yes. I'm sorry if I didn't make

that clear. I support wilderness protection for both those

areas as well as the Gunnison Gorge.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Norm.

Kirk Koepsel.

,

MR. KOEPSEL; I had prepared testimony a

little longer than five minutes. Can I be deferred until the

end?

MR. SINGLAUB: I 11 give you a minute from

John Stansfield. Would you like to be the last speaker? We

can do it that way.

MR. KOEPSEL: Yes. why don't we just do it

that way.

MR. SINGLAUB: Okay. Martin Walter.

Can we take about a two minute breaK?

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

MR. WALTER: My name is Marty Walter. I live

at 3333 Nevo (phonetic) Road and it's not in any town, but it

can be reached through the Boulder Post Office, 80302.

I handed out this little sheet here, a map,

which shows the USA at night. And it clearly shows that we

wilderness folks are wimps. We lost the war. We've lost the

war. There isn't much left to be preserved. And I've been

to a lot of wilderness hearings in the past and it's the same

old story. When you talk about wilderness designation, we
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wilderness wimps are arguing and pleading for 10,000 more

acres in the Camel Back to be preserved, 10,000 acres in

Adobe Badlands to be preserved, to go along with the 20,000

acres in Gunnison Gorge.

Those numbers might sound large until you

compare them with the 200,000 acres that are going to be open

to ORVs and the 190,000 additional more after that that will

be open with some restrictions which weren't designated this

evening. But they are in the report, presumably.

So, we have a single use. I see these ORVs,

on 400,000 acres, tearing the place up. One-tenth of the

amount of that land is preserved for solitude, science,

archaeology and any of the unknown things that we might

discover we wished we saved wilderness for at some later

time

.

So I'm pleading for the scraps. Okay? We've

lost the war so we're pleading for the scraps. And to show

you how much I'm committed, I didn't eat — haven't eaten for

the last eight hours. I can barely stand up here. I don't

have any energy left. But I'm still pleading.

Camel Back. I overheard some conversations

and so forth. You can't say it's not suitable. I mean, you

might not declare it wilderness, but you just can't say this

area is unsuitable for wilderness. You might say we don't

want to make it wilderness or the Montrose County
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Commissioners don't want to make it wilderness, but you can't

say that it's not suitable.

Some folks maybe don't want to preserve the

wilderness because they want freedom to do whatever they want

with this last scrap. Well, I want freedom, too. And

there's a quarter of a billion Americans out there that some

day are going to want freedom to see something that hasn't

been trampled on or used. And the excuse that we have the

Dominquez Canyon as a comparable area, even it was

identically isomorphic, excuse me, to the Camel Back region,

okay, so we have two of them. That's great. But the

Dominquez Canyon, as I understand it, located in the Entrada

sandstone in the Camel Back area is in a higher geological

strada. So that's not a good excuse. I see there are no

good excuses for not preserving this area.

Sc, 8.6 percent. If we got all three areas,

we're talking 8.6 percent. If only the Gunnison Gorge, we're

talking four percent.

One last string of comments here. About the

Storm King Area. The Forest Service right now is considering

permitting for another 100,000 ski areas per day and this

area doesn't compare with any of those. That's in addition

to the roughly 100,000 ski areas per day that we already

have. And this area doesn't compare to any of those areas in

my estimation.
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So, I don't know. I'm just at a loss to

figure out what else to do. I mean, maybe I should start

building tactical nuclear weapons in my basement and get a

few ORVs myself and mount them and go around and try to

defend what scraps are left of the wilderness. But somehow I

don't think that f trategy is going to work. What we can do

and what we pray is that there'll be enough public input on

this, enough people that care to get these last remaining

scraps preserved. Otherwise, we'll have Elway. We'll have

just Elway. It's sad. Where are not totally civilized

people like me going to go for the recreation? Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Eleanor Von Bargen

.

MR. VON BARGEN: My name is Eleanor Von

Bargen. I live at 5555 East Yale, apartment 3, Denver,

Colorado, 80222.

I'm here tonight representing the Colorado

Native Plant Society as the president, and I want to thank

BLM for this opportunity to comment on the Uncompahgre Basin

Resource Management Plan.

The Colorado Native Plant Society will submit

detailed written comments on the RMP , so I'll speak only

briefly tonight about the provisions relating to plants.

We recognize that the endangered, threatened

candidate, or sensitive plant species occurring within the

planning area are known and we commend you for giving them
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some consideration. We urge you to provide adequate

protection for these species wherever they happen to occur.

The Colorado Native Plant Society does support the

designation of the Fairview RNA, the Escalante Canyon as an

ACEC, as it's outlined in the preferred alternative, and we

also would recommend Camel Back wilderness area and Adobe

Badlands for wilderness designation, as well as Gunnison

Gorge.

We request that you protect Eriogonum

pelinophilum, Penstemon retrorsus in the Fairview Research

Natural Area, Sclerocactus glaucus in the Gunnison Gorge

Wilderness Study Area, Echinocereus triglochidiatus

varinermis and Astragalus linifolius in the Camel Back

Wilderness Study Area, Sclerocactus glaucus in the Adobe

Badlands, and for the listed plant species and the unique

plant associations found in the Escalante Canyon.

These are valuable resources. Once these

plants are gone, you can never replace them. Just pause and

think for a moment what the role of plants is, and where

would you be without them.

We also comment you for your recognition of

the value of the riparian ecosystem, and we urge you to

adequately provide for its protection within your planning

area

.

I want to thank you again for allowing us to
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come and present comments, and our written concerns will be

forthcoming

.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Scott Hatfield.

MR. HATFIELD: My name is Scott Hatfield. I

live at 1155 Marine, number 208, in Boulder, 803O2, and I'd

like to thank you for recommending the Gunnison Canyon for

wilderness designation. And I think that the Adobe Badlands

and Camel Back area should also be designated as wilderness

areas.

I can see no reason in your technical report

why they shouldn't be, and as long as you don't see any

reason why they shouldn't be, I'm really surprised that you

didn't recommend them to be designated as wilderness areas.

What's really of concern to me is what's

going on with Storm King Mountain and the elk calving grounds

there. People come to Colorado and they think that, you

know, there's wild areas and, you know, they have visions

kind of like Yellowstone Park a lot, and they'd love to see

animals. And if you kill off their breeding ground, then we

Ij
just will have a drastically less amount of this species.

ij That is, the elk. And I guess it's not really proper to

suggest that that be put up for consideration as being

^1 designated as a wilderness area, but I would like you to see

:j
if you can't manaoe storm King Mountain as an elk calving
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ground instead of a ski area. From what I understand, it

doesn ' t even snow there a lot every year

.

I ' d like you to consider large game — large

animals I should say, instead of game, in most of your

considerations of wilderness areas and breeding areas.

Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Dave Allured.

MR. ALLURED: My name is Dave Allured. I

live at 4231 Eaton Court, in Boulder.

1 thank the BLM for this opportunity comment

on their Resource Management Plan for the Uncompahgre Basin.

I'd like to read through my specific recommendations first,

and then say a couple general things.

I ask the BLM to manage the north end of

Cimarran Ridge as a first priority, natural wildlife habitat.

Most importantly, elk calving grounds. And second priority

for primitive non-motorized recreation as appropriate, and

specifically not for ski area development. I think that the

area has important environmental characteristics in that

there are several factors why these ski area or ski area

development in that area would be a bad idea, specifically,

climate, economics, et cetera.

I recommend that you manage Escalante Canyon

as an area of critical environmental concern. That's an
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ACEC. That specifically it be managed for its wildlife

values , undeveloped to recreation , and that you do not allow

any mineral entry or occupancy in the area , and that you also

allow no livestock grazing there, in both cases, to protect

environmental values which I believe are very important.

On Fairview Natural Area, basically I have

the same recommendations. Manage it intensively as a natural

area, protect the wildlife and plant communities there, and

prohibit mineral entry or surface occupancy, and prohibit

livestock grazing.

I recommend that you designate Adobe Badlands

and Camel Back as wilderness. I feel that their

environmental values and their values for primitive and

solitary type recreation far outweigh any possible

alternative uses for these areas.

In general, first of all, I have noticed that

of the 17 people, I believe it is, who have spoken so far,

eight of them before me have pointed out in one way or

another that either they don't understand your rationale for

having excluded Adobe Badlands and Camel Back from

recommendation for wilderness or, in generally, they don't

understand your rationale for the general choices of

management alternatives that you have made in your Resource

Management Plan

.

I have seen other BLM Resource Management
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Plans and they include specific written descriptions of

L
'•[ rationales. Those rationales are indeed missing from the

i P
I] written portion of this plan, and I am sorry to say that I

view this as a fatal flaw in a plan that the public is

supposed to be commenting on at this time. And I can refer

you to specific RMPs in other BLM units that contain this

element, and at least that provides the public and people

such as myself an opportunity to see whether we agree with

the judgments that you made, the values that you -- I should

say your management team — has made in selecting one

alternative over another. And for those people who haven't -

- some of these speakers that I've referred to didn't

specifically notice — okay. Some of them didn't

specifically say the rationale was missing. They said they

didn't understand it. A couple of people actually pointed

out the rationale was missing. 1 think this flaw is so

fundamental that I would recommend that you publish your

rationale in as much detail as you see appropriate and

provide for a second set of public hearings in the public

areas that you've already identified for these hearings so

that we may have a better opportunity to comment on

rationales that, frankly, we don't see to understand right

now. And that the opinions given forth, the testimony given

forth in these hearings, be taken into account in your final

Resource Management Plan.
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Furthermore, I believe that, in general, the

BLM and in particular some of the decisions about wilderness

in this Resource Management Plan have misinterpreted the

intent of the Wilderness Act of 1964. Specifically, the

Wilderness Act specifies that certain areas should be

selected because they provide outstanding opportunities for

primitive recreation and solitude and other outstanding

values, and that I'm afraid there's a gross misinterpretation

of what outstanding means. I got an informal comment from

one member of your team at the question and answer session

earlier this evening. That the rationale against wilderness

recommendation of — I believe it was Camel Back WSA -- the

two rationales given were one, that simply, the WSA was no

longer adjacent to the Roubideau WSA in the national forest

and, number two, the Dominquez WSA nearby had been

recommended by the BLM for wilderness and that it was 70,000

acres and, therefore, there wasn't a need for recommending

Camel Back.

First of all, I'm not necessarily going to

construe if that that's the official rationale of BLM for

making that particular decision about Camel Back. However, I

will comment to those two points in the rationale.

I see no reason whatsoever that whether

there's an adjacent WSA recommended wilderness area or not —

I see no reason for that having any bearing on whether an

L-17
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area be selected, if the area by itself qualifies for

wilderness designation. And, secondly, the proximity of the

Dominquez recommended wilderness area, 70,000 acres nearby, I

feel comes right back to what I'm calling this

misinterpretation of the Wilderness Act.

The connotation there is that Camel Back is

not unique or outstanding in the face of the nearby Dominquez

recommended wilderness. I think that's extremely poor

judgment simply because Camel Back is in its own self, it's

in its own macrocosm, it ' s a unique area . The canyons there

are different, the vegetation. The climate, et cetera, may

be similar, but it's not identical. In the meantime, it is

an existing primitive area that many people now treasure and

many, many, many poor people in this country will

treasure as time goes on as the opportunities for solitude

and wilderness recreation and protection of wildlife in

truly natura 1 conditions gets less and less and less because

of development in this country.

Take a look at the beautiful pictures on this

wall in this room here . These show western desert scenes

.

Scenes of hilly areas similar to the Uncompahgre Basin

Natural Environment. These pictures were bought by this

Ramada Inn facility because these are the kinds of areas that

many people in the United States like to enjoy for any of

many values because they treasure the land in its pristine

L-17
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and undeveloped state. You notice in those pictures there

are absolutely no signs whatsoever of development in any

form, and they're just another indication of how important

this is.

In conclusion, I would urge the BLM to

fundamentally reassess the way it now interprets the

Wilderness Act and also I want to fully support your

designation of the Gunnison Canyon for wilderness , and I

thank you very much for that recommendation. Good night.

Thank you.

MR. VECCHIA: I got a couple questions for

just clarification.

MR. ALLURED: Fine.

MR. VECCHIA: Okay. When you started

talking, you mentioned something about the north end of

Cimarran Ridge or elk calving. Are you talking about the

Storm King Peak area? is that what you're talking about?

MR. ALLURED: I'm not sure. Specifically

what I'm talking — I didn't have very much time to read the

RMP tonight. But I can specify them it in a different way.

There's an area in the plan that specified for ski area

development.

MR. VECCHIA: Okay. That's the Storm King

Ski Area.

MR. allured: And that's the area that I
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recommend

.

MR. VECCHIA: okay. Another question just

for clarification purposes.

MR. ALLURED: Yes.

MR. VECCHIA: You said something about the

Escalante Canyon should be managed for the plants. Are you

talking about the whole canyon or just the area that we

outlined as an ACEC?

MR. ALLURED: I'm talking about the ACEC

area.

MR. VECCHIA: Okay. Thank you.

MR. ALLURED: You said something there that

implied miscommunication or misunderstanding of something

that said. You referred to the recommending that that ACEC

be managed for natural plant conditions. That wasn't exactly

what my recommendation was.

MR. VECCHIA: I understand that. I just want

to make sure I understand the area that you're talking about.

MR. ALLURED: I'm talking about the ACEC.

MR. SINGLAUB: Don Thompson.

MR. THOMPSON: My name is Donald Thompson. I

live at 1201 Adams in Denver. I want to thank the BLM for

having the hearing and thank you for your wilderness

recommendation for Gunnison Gorge, and to add what probably

other speakers have said tonight about the feeling that Camel

68
136

Back and Adobe Badlands need to be added also as wilderness

recommendations

.

The other proposed use for these areas, in my

way of thinking, would be more costly for the taxpayer in

that a typical multiple use that the BLM would put these

areas to would include substantial subsidies to ranching

communities. I think that Colorado and the nation would be

much better served by having these areas remain in their

primitive, undeveloped, and wilderness use. The need for

wilderness areas in Colorado is I think substantial , and out

of 755,000 acres or whatever that is being covered by this

management plan, the suggestion that forty something thousand

be retained as wilderness to me seems only logical . Too

often, unfortunately, the multiple use, which is suggested,

turns out to be multiple abuse, and I think our country is

not so poor but that we can put aside more area than is being

proposed for future generations.

One of the things that always disturbs me in

a management plan, especially on these two areas. Camel Back

and Adobe Badlands, where I don't think that any other

specific uses are being proposed, is the BLM and its

employees are fallible and can make a mistake. I would much

rather see that mistake made in making these areas

wilderness. If that was or does turn out to be, and that

j

later generations decide that it was a mistake to make Camel

jj

:i
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Back and Adobe Badlands wilderness, that's something that

could be corrected, if the BLM decides now that some of

these multiple uses are appropriate there, the possibility of

going back to wilderness qualities is substantially less

.

So basically what I'm saying is if we are

going to make a mistake , let ' s make a mistake that can be

corrected by future generations . Let ' s not take that

decision away from them. Let's error on the side of too much

wilderness. I can't conceive of how that would be possible

with the small percentages that we're talking about. But I

think that ' s a much safer decision for the BLM to make.

The proposed ski area — all the things that

I have read — maybe the BLM has information I ' m not privy

to, but everything that I've seen in the Denver newspapers

indicate that skiing and the demands for skiing, if anything,

are static, and that the populations — and of course this is

what determines a lot of these things. The populations which

are potential skiing populations, age, characteristics, and

so forth is getting smaller . Some of the Forest Service

areas are proposing additional ski areas. Many of the

existing ski areas are proposing expansion. Even if there

were no conceivable other use for Storm King Peak, I think a

potential ski area would be idiotic, since it does have

substantial uses, the elk calving area. The logic of not

having it treated as such in the management plan really

69
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escapes me. I could maybe see if we were saying that this is

some mineral value or this has some other values, timber

I value. But to say that this is a potential ski area to me is

ludicrous

.

Anyway, I appreciate the opportunity to

speak. I hope that the BLM will look at the paltry amount of

wilderness being proposed out of this 755,000 acres, and I

hope the final EIS will come to a better conclusion. Thank

you

.

MR. singlaub: Thank you

.

Has anyone else signed in to speak. Bob?

Is there anyone who ' d like to speak who has

signed not in except for Kirk?

MR. ALLURED: There were two over here.

MR. VECCHIA; Okay. Could you come and take

your five minutes then? You may end up with five after all,

Kirk.

State your name and I ' 11 ask you to sign this

afterwards.

MS. MILLS: My name is Polly Mills, p-o-l-l-y

Mills. Address is 387 Ferrand Hall, Boulder, Colorado,

80310.

I'm currently living in Boulder, but I'm a

New England native. I decided to come to college. I took a

topographical map and discovered the Colorado Rockies and
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decided to come to Colorado. I pay $13,000 a year to enjoy

it. I've paid my 325 a day to go skiing in the Rockies. I

love it. But the most impressive part of the whole state

that I've seen has been the western slope, the Grand

Junction/Gunnison River area.

The fragile environment, endangered cactus

that's been talked about so often this evening, the limited

and valuable water — it's unique and has impressed me beyond

belief.

These areas appraise the cities of and around

Montrose and Delta to the State of Colorado and the whole

united states.

The WSAs in Colorado are like nothing in the

east. The people of Colorado are extremely fortunate to have

these unique areas and should wholeheartedly respect them.

I highly recommend and support the

designation of the Gunnison Gorge, Camel Back, and Adobe

Badlands in this area in the western slope as wilderness. I

hope you take it into consideration . Being from a different

part of the United States, forking out my money, that it's

more than just a local issue here. I think it's important to

recognize the federal level.

You talked about having going to Congress,

the Secretary of Interior, the President of the United

States . He ' s mine as much as yours . And so are these lands
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that you're talking about.

That's about all I have to say. I thank you

very much.

MS. SPENCER: My name is Jenny Spencer. I

live at 1055 30th Street in Boulder. I'm speaking for the

Environmental Center at the University of Colorado in

Boulder.

I would just like to say in lieu of the

comments made for environmental protection of these

wilderness areas that I support them wholeheartedly and that

1 thank you for designating the Gunnison Gorge area as

wilderness. And I would also like the other two areas, Camel

Back and Adobe Badlands to be designated as well.

MR. SINGLAUB; Is there anyone else? is

there anyone who gave a statement who they feel I cut short

and would like to finish up?

Kirk Koepsel.

MR. ALLURED: I appeal to your best judgment

as moderator of this meeting to allow Kirk a good bit of time

to say his piece, and I think that everybody here would be

very impressed.

MR. SINGLAUB: Okay. We'll be out of here by

9:30. I hope you can make it by then.

MR. KOEPSEL: Okay. My name is Kirk Koepsel.

I reside at 11608 South Apache Trail, Conifer, Colorado,
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80433. I am representing the Colorado Environmental

Coalition as their public lands coordinator.

I first had some overa 11 impressions about

the Resource Management Plan. I have found it to be very

vague, much more vague than most of the other BLM plans that

have come out. I think it's going to take a lot to get it

into shape by the time the final EIS comes out. And that

there ' s going to be some problems with not allowing the

public to have the opportunity to comment on some of these

major changes that I feel are necessary to have it comply

with FLPMA and NEPA.

One of the hardest things to deal with in

this plan is it over and over again stated there will be

substantial impacts, although these impacts are never

quantified in the plan, which is amazing to me. Most plans

really spent some time on quantification of the impacts.

I'd like to start out first with the coal

management program proposed in the plan. Some of you may be

aware that the Colorado Environmental Coalition had quite a

history working with coal in the resource area. In 1976, we

filed an administrative appeal on the land use plan for the

North Fork Planning Unit in which we did win that appeal. In

1981 , when a coal update amendment was prepared , once again

we filed ,an appeal and there was a 50 percent reduction in

the land being recommended for coal.
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One of my concerns about the plan , the way

it's stated right now, is that the threshold concept was

completely ignored. This is required under the Federal Coal

Management Program, to look at threshold, socio-economic

thresholds, wildlife thresholds, and I find the plan in

violation of the Federal Coal Management Act.

There was a four fold increase in the amount

of coal available for coal leasing . If current management

were to continue in that area , there would be only 20,737

acres recommended for possible coal development.

Under the preferred alternative, that

increases to 83,334 acres which is the same as the production

alternative. In fact, the conservation alternative, and I

can ' t understand why this is called the conservation

alternative, recommends 82,000. I don't see a whole lot of

variation among the alternatives except for the current

management.

The plant states that — this is an exact

quote out of the plan. "The possible leasing of up to 5,730

million tons of coal would far exceed coal demands over the

|j
life of the plan." Then why are we leasing it? I don't

I think we need to lease for lease sake. I don't think we need

24 l

to lease to keep the BLM employees who work in coal busy. I

think that leasing needs to be based on demand. And I think

we found that over and over again with what's happened

43
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nationally when James Watt leased coal in the Colorado River

Region at firesale prices, we saw the public outcry which

happened there. That the government was not receiving the

funds that should have been available or it should have

gotten for that sale. And I don't think we should be letting

this happen in the Uintah Southwest Region either.

I found the plan to be in violation of the

Secretarial Issue Document which was realized in 1986 to get

the coal plan moving again. It says that there will be an

assessment of coal development potential. I did see an

assessment there, but I saw it completely ignored in the

recommendations

.

Application of unsuitability criteria. I was

unable to find that in the plan. I may have missed it, but

it was obviously a small part of the plan.

Consideration of multiple use trade-offs were

ignored once again. And the Secretary also outlined criteria

for other issues that should be covered. Wet lands and

riparian habitat, sole source aquifers, class 1 PSD areas,

buffer zones to national parks. Once again, none of these

issues are mentioned in the RMP.

I was shocked to see that the area above the

Adobe Badlands, which is actually part of the wilderness

study area, was being recommended as an area for potential

coal development.
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On page 4-63 it states that the mining of

coal and the locatable minerals could result in the permanent

and irreversible loss of ground water through diversion and

subsidence. I think this is completely unacceptable and

illegal contrary to the Federal Coal Leasing Program.

On oil and gas development I found that the

decision of Connors v. Burford was once again ignored.

Connors v. Burford says comprehensive analysis of cumulative

impacts of several oil and gas activities must be done before

a single activity can proceed. Well, there were seven

paragraphs dedicated to the impacts of oil and gas

development, and one dedicated to the cumulative impacts of

that development. I find that totally inadequate.

Connors v. Burfurd talked of the role of the

federal agency in the mismanagement of the oil and gas

leasing system and stated that they have initiated a pattern

of procrastination, not examination, of environmental

concerns. And I think it's sought now in being included in

the Resource Management Plan.

In fact, it's amazing to see what actually is

being leased in the plan. The no leasing, only 20,100 acres

was recommend for no leasing, which was the Gunnison Gorge

Wilderness Study Area. And then the rest of it was all

geared to leasing and some of it with some small

stipulations. But really very little evaluation of coal
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leasing was done in the plan.

I was also concerned about some of the tracts

slated for disposal. There were sites within the middle of a

large BLM tract of land in the Adobes outside of Montrose,

and I question the disposal of that piece of land.

Under the specific management prescriptions,

I think under the D-6 prescription which is a wilderness

Prescription for Gunnison Gorge, that we need to look at

acquisition of private land in Red Canyon.

Under the D-9 prescription, the plan is

supposed to address the site specifics of coal development on

riparian and aquatic systems as required by the Secretarial

Issue Document, and it hasn't.

Under the D-10 we oppose the proposed ski

area on Storm King Mountain. No timber harvesting should

take place either because of the importance of the area as an

elk calving ground.

D-12 prescription is the Escalante ACEC. We

support stronger restrictions or stronger restrictions need

to be placed on livestock. In fact, we support an outright

ban on livestock grazing in the small ACEC. We support a

mineral withdrawal for hardrock minerals and no surface

occupancy stipulation for oil and gas. Recreational uses

should also be controlled, including a ban on hunting and

some control on the bathing that occurs in the pools of
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Escalante Creek to protect the resources there.

On the Fairview R and A, once again we

support a livestock ban, a mineral withdrawal for the unit,

and no surface occupancy for the oil and gas leasing.

The D-14 prescription, which is the Needle

Rock Outstanding Natural Area, I think the BLM should look at

acquisition of additional lands to improve interpretive

opportunities of the unit and consider also a potential

nature trail at the site.

On wilderness, we support all three units as

wilderness. The Gunnison Gorge is one of the premier

recreational places in Colorado. The ??givers7?? from Black

Canyon by having an upper canyon covered by sedimentary rocks

which the Black Canyon lacks. The Gunnison River is also an

incredible white water adventure, and it's an area that just

recently I have gone with Jerry Mallett and visited and found

it to be incredibly impressive. Adobe Badlands has

impressive scenic values. It includes some endangered

species including the Uintah Basin hookless cactus, and it

would add, I think, some diversity to Delta's economy by

increasing the recreational attractiveness of Delta.

On Camel Back, it's another area I've spent

some time visiting and found the canyon to be spectacular and

much different from Dominquez. Dominquez is the Entrada

sandstone and the slip rock canyon very typical of Utah. And
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Dominquez or the Camel Back Unit in Roubideau Canyon just

barely begins cutting into the Entrada and includes the upper

layers of the ???mores?? and I think it's capped with the

Dakota sandstone. So it's a much different unit than

Dominquez Canyon area.

It also has a very decent trail system for

people that want to use it for recreation which very few of

the BLM units have. It has impressive riparian areas and

winter Mesa is one of the prime locations for the spineless

hedgehog cactus. The BLM plan also looks at the possibility

of introducing desert big horn sheep into the area.

I was shocked with the figure that 82 percent

of the resource area is going to be open to ORV use,

basically uncontrolled ORV use, and think that there needs to

be additional restrictions put on that.

I saw no delineation of utility corduroys

across the BLM lands and those units, and I think that's

something that needs to be addressed in the final EIS.

On threatened and endangered species, I think

it should also be recommend in that area that an intensive

survey and identification of areas which contain threatened

and endangered species should be conducted. There's been no

such survey yet on the resource area and it's something

that's necessary.

And, finally, riparian vegetation, I found

L-21
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some very different figures on page 2-8. It says the

riparian acreage of the resource area equals 1,035 acres.

And then on page 4-50 intensively managed — they plan on

intensively managing 6,320 acres of riparian zone to improve

the vegatational characteristics, and then 4,000 acres will

be open to mineral exploration. The numbers just don't jive.

There has to be very strict controls placed

on both mineral and livestock uses in the riparian zones of

the plan that we support. Very stringent controls on both of

those.

I thank you very much for the opportunity to

testify.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Kirk.

I'd like to thank all of you for coming out

this evening and taking the time out of your schedules to

give us these comments. I hereby conclude the meeting.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter was

concluded.
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who did not get a chance to ask questions prior to the

hearing that the BLM staff will be available for informal

questions and answers after the hearing.

Are there any elected representatives or officials

of Federal, State or Local agencies who wish to testify at

this hearing?

If not, we will proceed through the list of

speakers

.

Deborah Gore. If you will please step up to the

podium and state your name, address and who you represent.

DEBORAH GORE: Would it be possible to put my

name at the end of the list?

JOHN SINGLAUB: Sure.

DEBORAH GORE: I prefer not to start it.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Okay, Richard Gore.

{Laughter.

)

We have got a lot of Gores on this list.

RICHARD GORE: I'd rather wait until later.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Kenneth Gray.

Could I ask you to come up to the oodium and

state your name and address and who you represent, please,

if anyone.

KENNETH GRAY: I'm Kenneth Gray, I'm a permitee

on the BLM and Forest. I don't nave much to say that hasn't

been said over and over, but when you cut the use of the

121
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riparian area to what they call 35 percent, I understand,

you can't use the outlying areas hardly at all because by

the time that you get that much eat up, they won't have

gone back at all into the far reaches of the permit and

the dry ridges.

And that's about all I have to say.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Thomas Gore.

THOMAS GORE: My name is Melvin Thomas Gore, I'm

an avid hunter, fisherman and general rubberneck, I like

the scenery

.

My statement is that in general I favor the

current management alternatives with an exception, which I'l

mention in a moment, and in specific I am in favor of the

no wilderness alternative for the Camel Back wilderness

study area.

The exception that I have is that off-road vehicle;

use should be curbed to designated roads only no matter what

plan is chosen. And my feeling of it is that off-road

vehicles increase destruction of vegetation and thereby

stimulate more soil erosion, and as a side Doint, salinity

And finally because of stress and harassment of wildlife.

I think I have been to an area that was public

land that there was no restrictions on four wheelers and

three wheelers, and I was appalled at the damage.

M-2
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And finally my statement is that as a recreational

user of the public domain, my personal opinion is that all

recreational users should be charged a day fee or yearly

user fee.

As a businessman I know if you give something

away it is not appreciated, but if you charge somebody

something for it, by golly, they are more likely to take

care of it and appreciate what they've got.

Hunters, fisherman and peruser of scenery have had

l0
a free ride all of these years, and the other interest such

as timber and cattle grazing, not only do they pay income

taxes, which is what the first thing a recreation user will

tell you, I have a right to use this land because I pay

income taxes. Well, so does every timber-man and so does

every rancher, and they have to pay additional fees for

what they harvest.

So I think that any recreational user should be

charged, that way they will appreciate and take care of it

more

.

So in summary, I think that off-road vehicle use

should be curbed in all management systems, and the recrea-

tional users should be charged.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank yo-„

.

GENE VECCHIA: One question, Tom. When you talked 121
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about curbing ORV use, are you talking about the entire

planning area, or just certain specific areas?

THOMAS GORE: No, sir, the entire planning area.

I am just appal led at the at the damage these darn things

can do.

GENE VECCHIA: Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Jo Gore.

JO GORE: You're getting rid of the Gores in a

hurry here tonight.

(Laughter.

)

Jo Gorel, 445 Highway 348 in Delta, I am a permitee

I am opposed to Camel Back used as a wilderness

area, recommendation as a wilderness area. The Camel Back

does not lend itself as a wilderness area. It certainly

would be hard to manage, and it is not — does not meet

all the requirements of the wilderness.

Livestock grazing on these lands certainly en-

hanced the areas, they harvest the grass. When they harvest

the grass, they prevent buildup of vegetation that could

lead to dangerous fires. We have had a lot of fires in the

State this year, so it would certainly get rid of a lot of

that danger.

The riparian habitat, where they have proposed

that on the Roubideau area, to begin with, I always thought

that a riparian habitat had to been in an area where there
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was water. The Roubideau goes dry and is dry many months

out of the year and would not lend itself. Then when they

have a hard rain up above, the water comes down, or the

floods come down and wash the dry sand and gravel and rock,

so the Roubideau should not be into riparian habitat. If

it was into a riparian habitat and properly managed, it

would increase the AUMs rather than decrease the AUMs as

proposed for the area.

Livestock have been a great asset to building and

reseeding of seeds and grasses. The cactus that they say

is in danger of being eliminated because of livestock

grazing, the livestock is what spreads the cactus, they

step on it and move it and it takes it along to another

area and that cactus has increased in that area, there's

a lot more of it than there was a few years ago.

I would urge you to continue the multiple use

management of these lands as they are in use now.

I would also like to see the recreationists and

the backpackers pay their fair share of use of the public

lands. They have had the use of the public lands all of

this time, never paid one cent for management. Livestock,

mining, timbering do more than pay their way of the use of

these lands. And I would certainly like to see the other

people using the lands start paying their fair share.

Thank you.

22

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

W. A. Hamilton.

W.A. HAMILTON: I would like at this time to

forfeit my time because there are many more livestock men

here. If there is still some time at the end I may say

something.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Mark Pearson.

MARK PEARSON: My name is Mark Pearson, my

address is P.O. Box 204, Grand Junction, Colorado, 81502.

I am speaking tonight as the Chairman of the Rocky Mountain

Chapter of the Sierra Club, which includes 7,800 members

in Colorado, among them are approximately 175 members in

the Uncompahgre and Gunnison Basin or Gunnison River Basin

area. Sierra Club members regularly use the public land

of the Uncompahgre Basin resource area, primarily for

recreational purposes. For example, we have sponsored

outings in recent years to all three of the wilderness

study areas; the Gunnison Basin or Gunnison Gorge, Camel

Back and Adobe Badlands.

The Sierra Club strongly endorses BLM's preferred

alternative recommending all of the Gunnison Gorge for

wilderness designation. BLM is well familiar with our

support of the wilderness designation of the Gunnison Gorge

through our participation in the ongoing efforts to fashion

the Gunnison Gorge Wild and Scenic River Bill and Wilderness

M-4 M-4
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Bill.

We are extremely disappointed, however, with BLM's

unsuitable wilderness recommendation for Camel Back. The

Wilderness Technical Supplement makes clear that there are

no significant resource development conflicts with wilder-

ness designation of Camel Back. There's no timber or

mineral resources of any value present. Instead BLM notes

that there is an impressive array of wilderness dependent

values in the area, including critical winter range for

big game herds, habitat for threatened species, including

rare plants and Golden Eagles, and habitat for threatened

cactus as well.

All of the these features, plus a whole bunch of

other ones that are obvious to anyone who goes up there,

including the spectacular scenery, a pretty substantial

perennial stream, the historic site of Ben Lowe's cabin,

and other unique features such as the tremendous hoodoo

right there below the Camel Back that's made out of uncon-

solidated sediments, just capped by a big piece of entrada

sandstone. It just towers there without tipping over, which

is quite impressive.

All this evidence demands that the BLM reconsider

its recommendation and find Camel Back suitable for wilder-

ness designation. The alternative is the continued, piece-

meal erosion of the wilderness qualities there as ever

136
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increasing pressures are put on by more and more ORV users,

by fuelwood cutters, and other sorts of motorized activities

Camel Back also because of its seven or eight mile

stretch of Roubideau Creek offers an unoaralleled opDortunity

on the Uncompahgre Plateau to protect a significant stretch

of what is probably the longest undeveloped drainage on the

entire plateau. The creek starts in the asoen and spruce

way up on the divide of the Dleteau and orovides a roadless

continuum all the way from the divide far down into the

dry desert of the Gunnison River country.

We also, the Sierra Club also supports the Adobe

Badlands for wilderness designation. As with Camel Back,

there are no substantial reasons given in the Wilderness

Technical Supplement for BLM's non-suitable recommendation.

BLM seems not to appreciate the Badlands wilderness, qiven

the fact that the Montrose District did not recommend

Mekenna Peak for wilderness, either, when it has the oppor-

tunity.

Finally, we urge the BLM to reject the proposed

Storm King mountain ski area in this land use plan. The

RMP ' s proposal to place the ski areaproposal in administra-

tive limbo, neither outright approving or denying the

proposed ski area, is a silly non-decision. The reason for

writing the resource management plan in the first place was

to provide some guidance to BLM managers for evaluating
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resource conflicts and to allocate resources based on the

analysis of those conflicts

.

So the RM.P should make a decision about whether

Storm King Mountain is better suited for a ski area or for

elk calving habitat, and by avoiding making that decision

the BLM has kind of missed the point, it seems of the land

use planning process in the RMP.

So in this case we would encourage the BLM to

deny the Storm King ski area on the basis of a lack of

demonstrable need for an additional commerical ski area in

the area, the lack of demonstrable financial capacity of

the proponent, and due to the impacts it would have on the

big game herds in the area.

The Sierra Club will be submitting in-debth

comments on these issues here and a bunch of other ones in

the RMP before the November the 5th deadline.

Thank you for your attention.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Mark.

Hank Davis.

HANK DAVIS: I would like to wait until later to

make a statement.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Sure.

Eleanor Walrod.

ELEANOR WALROD: I'll wait for the auestion and

answer session.

121
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JOHN SINGLAUB: It's either Les or Lee Hamilton.

LES HAMILTON: My name is Les Hamilton, my address

is Post Office Box 764, Delta, Colorado. I reoresent the

Uncompahgre Cattle ComDany, which has a oermit that borders

a portion of the Camel Back wilderness area. A couole of

things that I would like to bring to the attention of the

BLM is I was down through the area that you want to designate

a riparian the other day, the creek was dry in several

places down through there. It was mostly just ootholes at

that time.

I had occasion to ' fide through an area that has

not — has been taken away from access from livestock for

the last few years, and the fire danger down that area from

Criswell Creek up, I would estimate, would be in the extreme

category. It is very dry and it's very overgrown.

I think that the Camel Back wilderness area,

proposed wilderness area should be designated as multiDle-

use area, that we should continue with the Demits the wav

they are. There is arnole room and article resources for both

the recreationists, the wilderness appreciators and the

multiple users presently using that at the uresent time.

The cattle will not come in and use 35 percent of

the forage and be able to utilize any of the outlying areas,

as Mr. Gray said. They will come in there and by the time

they use that 35 percent, they will not have been able to go

M-6
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back into the country and utilize any of that at all. So I

urge the BLM to just continue with it the way that it is.

Thank you.

John Musser.

JOHN MUSSER: John "usser, 704 650 Road, Delta,

Colorado. I'm a rancher. My family has been on that ranch

for four generations. I think you find most of the ranches

in the room, the families have been on those ranches for

two or three or four generations.

When you talk about taking away livestock permits,

or cutting to 35 percent use, you're talking about taking

away a lot of heritage of the area. You're talkinq about

taking away some income that comes into the area both to

the BUI in terms of grazing fees and to the economy of the

area in general.

I'm saddened that in nearly all of these alterna-

tives it is recommended that livestock use be either cut or

curtailed. I recently attended a seminar on holistic

resource management along with several of the BLM. emplovees

.

I'm sorry to say that those that probably should hav

attended did not

.

It appears as though for several years now we have

been going the wrong direction. We need to increase live-

stock use with intensive management rather than decreasing

livestock use to get the ground cover that we need in those

M-6
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areas, and especially the riparian areas.

I've invited several BLM employees, and none of

them have accepted my invitation to show them areas in the

Escalante Canyon and the Little Dominguez that have had

basically no livestock use for many years now and they

continue to deteriorate. They're growing un with sagebrush

that's too big for deer or elk habitat and they constitute

a fire hazard, I think.

But worse than that, those areas that have not

had any livestock use show by far more erosion than those

areas that are overused. And I'll admit that there are

areas that are overused. I mean, anybody can see that.

But I think that we need to take a long, hard

look at our thinking. There is evidence now that shows

that it J
fi not over — well, I can't say not overuse, but

that over, over rest can be just as detrimental to the

vegetation as overuse

.

I just really urge the BLM to really take a long,

hard look at this idea that in order to improve veaetation

that you have to curtail livestock grazing, because I think

we are going the wrong way. I think what we have done in

the last 20 or 30 years shows that.

I will have more written statement, thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Jim.

W. W. Rule.
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WALTER RULE: My name is Walter Rule, Box 67,

Ouray. I'm a member of OCA, which is an Ouray County

Alliance that's involved with environmental and consumer

oriented affairs.

I'm not sneakinq for the group, the grouo has not

met or issued a position on this particular plan at present

.

My comments will be limited mostly to the wilder-

ness proposal and Storm King , although the management

philosophies expressed about those areas can and does apply

as a whole to the Uncompahgre Basin.

I spent approximately ten years in this area from

the late 60's through the late 70's as a public land

manager myself. I'm familiar with the areas and the values

and the issues that are concerned here with all of the groups

that have spoken.

We returned about ten years ago to the Ouray area

and I'm retired there now and I've listened with quite a

bit of interest here to the people like the Gores and

Mussers and others that show a real concern for the land.

The ORV situation is somethinq I think you really

need to get a handle on in this area before it becomes worse

than it presently is

.

The history of public land in the West is prin-

cipally guided by the need of the peoule who live here and

the country as a whole. Timber, minerals, grazing and water
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have always been major concerns of the people in this area,

both for their own livelihood as well as basic resource?

for the country.

In the past two decades in the United States,

however, what we call wildlands have undergone a little bit

different viewpoint. Peoole began to realize that there is

a little bit more to our wildlands than what we can extract

from them monetarily. There is a realization that the

private lands that we have that have these values now have

largely lost those values, and that the public lands; the

national forests, Dark and BLM managed lands are the last

repository of what might be called reservoirs of environmenta

quality. Qualities that no longer exist in many of the othei

areas, they are places of refuge not only for wildlife, but

for people who get tired of the pressure of the technological

world and are mesmerized by machinery and everything else.

They want to get away and can't get away. They want to know

that there are places they might be able to go to if they

wanted to.

Consequently, the pre-eminence of the commerical

idea about resource values, timber, minerals and qrazing,

and even water to a deqree, has changed. And with the

possible exception of water, upon which most of the other

resources depend, the other values have declined in terms

of much of the public feeling about where the values are.

M-7
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There's a feeling that we need to retain the few

remaining reservoirs of environmental quality in the United

States as a whole, and this has emeraed as a growing, if

not a dominant, need.

In the case of water, which is so necessary for

agriculture and industry outside the Dublic lands , where it

often rises out here, the mining, grazing and timbering mav

represent a real threat to the quality and quantity of that

water

.

For those of you with concerns, and with this

value structure, the so called wilderness system seems to

be the only avenue to assure even a short-term solution to

the historic exploration — exploitation, rather.

Appropriately, the Federal agencies have offered

wilderness as an alternative, especially since their

management procrastination and practices over the years have

demonstrated, unfortunately that the auality of the forest

and grazing land and the mineral resources, the protection

of those, has been marginal, at best-

It's not surprising then that the wilderness

alternative is perhaps the best alternative for all of us.

In some resoect it's a refuge for the agencies. With the

strong political and economic pressures thev get to use and

develop the land, the wilderness classification, which can

only be changed by Congress, takes the pressure off of them
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in terms of that kind of develooment.

For the units involved in the UncomDahare Basin,

the wilderness study and the economic losses that might

occur in timber , minerals and grazing are important to

certain individuals, and some of you who have been on the

land for many years. When they are added in total, they

are a very small part , and might be called minimal

.

The potential positive effect on wildlife and

water, for the protection that wilderness might qive them

under the present system, could be very significant in the

long run. It seems only practical, logical and resource-

wise then to provide and to propose the Camel Back, Adobe

wilderness study areas be added to the Gunnison Gorge in

wilderness classification.

A brief word about Storm King. The same rationale

applies to Storm King.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes, Mr. Rule.

WALTER RULE: I'll finish up in about three

seconds

.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Please.

WALTER RULE: Colorado already has enough econom

ically marginal ski areas. The elk herd and wildlife habitat

in this Storm King area in the long run is a lot larger and

greater value to all of us than a ski area which might be

very short term and an economic disaster. We should
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capitalize on the natural resources that we have that are

in their existing form and not look for short-term answers

of exploitive nature for the potential of what we have got.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

I apologize if I mispronounce your name, some of

these are hard to read. Linda Delmar.

LINDA DELMAN: Close.

JOHN SINGLAUB: You know who you are.

LINDA DELMAN: My name is Linda Delman, D-e-1-m-a-n

I live at 1317 Avon Drive in Montrose. I'm hear speaking for

12 myself.

I would like to say that I'm pleased that Gunnison

Gorge was designated as a wilderness area worthy of wilder-

ness designation, but I would also like to say that I am

disappointed that Camel Back was not and that Adobe Badlands

was not. I noted, as well as some of the other speakers,

that there was — there seems to be no significant conflict

with timber resources or mineral resource development in

those areas, and I think that the values that are there in

terms of scenic values and opportunity for solitude, which

I think is becoming much more needed as our society grows

,

and wildlife habitat, and the cultural resources there in

those areas make them eminently suitable for wilderness

25 designation.
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In terms of cultural resources, I 'm a member of

the archeological society and I have soent a good deal of" time

on the Uncompahgre Plateau, and I'm aware that there are

lots of cultural resources out there, most of which haven't

been surveyed, but I cone across evidence all the time. And

I think that in particular archeological sites are subject to

more damage and degradation in areas where there are —
where there is a lot of motorized travel, because it makes

the access easier, and there is just more people up there.

And I think that it would be a- wonderful opportunity

to preserve some of these archeological. sites, or at least

mitigate the damages. If we had more of these wilderness

areas in this kind of environment, like Adobe Badlands and

Camel Back, because with the lack of motorized vehicles I

think we have an opportunity to at least preserve what's

there long enough to survey and see what it is.

In closing I would like to say that I also am a

skier and I am opposed to the Storm King ski area develop-

ment. I think that the elk habitat and the elk calvina

grounds are much more important to us in the long run than

another ski area.

That's all.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Bill Harris.

BILL HARRIS: My name is Bill Harris, I Hva at

M-9 M-9
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1605 South Mesa in Montrose.

I'm Vice President of the Colorado Archeological

Society, and I'm speaking for the Chipeta Chapter of the

Colorado Archeological Society which is based in Montrose.

The Chapter is 52 years old.

The rate of destruction of the archeological

resources on BLM lands in the Uncomnahare Basin is alarming.

Vandals have laid open most of the rock shelters, and many

of the surface sites that contain valuable information about

the basin prehistory. Many historic sites have been picked

clean and/or been destroyed, also.

If the current trend of destruction is not re-

versed, there will be precious little cultural resources

to provide enjoyment to the public and undisturbed sites

for scientific investigation in the future.

The Chipeta Chapter of CAS recognizes that the

manpower and budgetary constraints placed on the BLM cultural

resource managers effectively reduces the quality and the

quantity of cultural resource protection. But the ultimate

result of this destruction is also unacceptable and unthink

able. Strategies must be developed and imDlemented that

reverse the current destructive trend

.

I have some suggestions. The use of available

data has a baseline resource for protective strategies. For

example, a survey — there's a publication put out by the
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BLM called Cultural Resources Series No. 11, it's entitled

the survey of vandalism to archeological resources in South-

western Colorado by Nickens, Loraldy and Tucker. This

particular volume gave a good overview of vandalism and

what could possibly be done to stoo it.

My second suggestion is to Identify high' eight

density areas to search out archeological resources in areas

that have received little attention. For example, low

sight density areas, places of low profile, benches over-

looking major drainages, and areas covered by fluvial

deposits.

Emphasis should also be towards protection of un-

disturbed sites and mitigation of sites that have been

disturbed, but have a high potential for recoverable

material

.

My third suggestion is in the area of public educa-

tion. The BLM should implement a more progressive public

education program that emphasizes the vandalism problem and

the need to protect and conserve cultural resources.

The Colorado Archeological Society recognizes the

only long term solution to vandalism of cultural resources

on public lands is public education, and has recently

elevated public education to a committee responsible to a

State Board of Directors. This committee, among its other

activities, will work closely with Colorado — will work
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closely with the Colorado Office of Archeological and

Historic Preservation, and it also looks forward to cooDera-

tion between other organizations and other agencies. It

looks to that as a high priority.

The Chipeta Chapter of CAS commends the BLM in

regard to its recommendation to the RMP draft, preferred

alternate, to conduct a Class III inventory of the 5,B40

acres.

The Chipeta Chapter would also like to recommend

that BLM expand their search for high value sites on BLM

land between Highway 90 on the east and Roubideau Creek on

the west. High value sites and high density areas should be

given long-term protective classification. The RMP should

also include provisions for research projects by legitimate,

professional and amateur archeological groups

.

In closing the Chipeta Chapter would like to

participate in the BLM's cultural resource management to the

extent of its members' physical, temporal, field experience

and financial capabilities

.

Thank you very much.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Stuart Krebs

.

STUART KREBS: My name is Stuart Krebs. S-t-u-a-r-ft

K-r-e-b-s. My mailing address is Box 776, Montrose,

I ' d like to start by commending the BLM for its
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recommendation that the Gunnison Gorge be considered suit-

able for wilderness. I'd also like the BLM to consider the

Adobe Badlands, reconsider them as suitable for wilderness,

and I intended to also recommend that Camel Back be consid-

ered for wilderness too.

I wonder if -- I don't remember all of the regula-

tions that we heard at the beginning of the meeting, but I

wonder if it's appropriate , I'm sure in the documents we

have that it tells this, but I'm curious if we could get a

little clarification on just what wilderness designation of

that area would change in the way of grazing use. Is it

okay to look at that real quickly, I'm going to talk --

JOHN SINGLAUB: You can talk about that after the

meeting, if that would be possible.

STUART KREBS: We couldn't use Dart of my five

minutes to —
JOHN singlaub: I'd rather not, no, if we can

confine this to your testimony I would appreciate it.

STUART KREBS: Okay. I guess the last thing that

I would like to say is that I would look at that a lot hardei

and see if there really is a hardship to the qrazing per-

mitees up there. But if there is not, I think that area

should be considered for wilderness as well.

Thank you

.

JOHN SINGLAUB: W. D. Wetlaufar.
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W. D. WETLAUFER: I'm W. D. Wetlaufer, 16574 6450

Road in Montrose. I'm representing myself, my fishing and

hunting interest and Western Colorado Congress.

I'm especially interested in the efforts to create

a wild and scenic river in the Gunnison Gorge. The geolog-

ical, the environmental, the wildlife and recreational

opportunities there are something unusual. For myself

that's the thing that's kind of stuck with me when I first

came to Colorado from the great State of Texas to make the

great State of Colorado even greater. Anything more I can

do, I'm here to do it.

And I think that the tourist trade in this part

of the State is something that people should take advantage

of. This is something that doesn't exist every place, and

people come through here from the eastern part of the State

where they look at the gorge over there, and the Arkansas

River where they have to pay to get in. And they come

through this area and tear off their stickers after they

take a trip up to the Black Canyon National Monument.

Thank you very much.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

GENE VECCHiA: Can I ask a clarifying question of

Mr . Wetlaufer,

W. D. WETLAUFER: Yes, sir.

GENE VECCHIA: Are you saying that you are
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recommending wild and scenic designation, or wilderness

designation, I didn't quite get the idea behind your talk.

W.D. WETLAUFER: Both.

GENE VECCHIA: Both?

W.D. WETLAUFER: Yes, sir.

JOHN SINGLAUB: John Baldus.

JOHN BALDUS: My name is John Baldus, I live at

630 North First Street in Montrose. I am the President of

the Uncompahgre Valley Association, which is a Montrose

based consumer and conservation group, and Vice President

of the Western Colorado Congress, which is a similar group

spread across the Western Slope. I'm representing the

opinions of a large number of our membership

.

We have several concerns about the RMP. One of

our major concerns is the increase in the amount of coal

leasing, almost a four-fold increase appears to us to be

encouraging speculation in the coal leasing industry, but

not enhancing development of the coal industry itself of

coal production. We feel that this might very well be

detrimental to the other resources of concern in the area.

We are also concerned about the allowing of coal

leasing, oil and gas leasing, locatible minerals leasing,

mineral materials leasing in the oronosed resource research

natural areas, and the areas of critical environmental con-

cern. There's no reason to allow leasing in these areas,
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28 i it would only be detrimental to the resource that supposedly

is being protected by designation of RNA and ACECs,

Another concern is livestock grazing in these

ACECs and RNAs . Livestock grazing also should be very

carefully looked at in areas of winter range for deer and

elk, partly because it produces an adverse effect on the

107 7 very people who use those grazing areas when these wildlife

are forced into the private land to find forage in the

winter. The Division of Wildlife pays out a fairly large

amount every year in damages to crops that are partially a

result of improper management of grazing allotments.

Concerning the ski area proposal and Storm King

Peak, we rather resent the fact that the ski area was pro-

posed as part of a conservation alternative. This is not

69 15 conservation. We would very strongly recommend that the

BLM consider the other resources in balance with the demand

for recreation and the unlikelihood of actual development

of the ski area.

We also would like the BLM to be very careful in

considering its land tenure adjustments. The land tracts

proposed for disposal often times are important habitats

for both game and non-game species of wildlife, as well as

plant life, and we need more looks at the situation from the

wildlife biologists within the agency, and at the same time

we would like to recommend that the budget for a wildlife
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biology Staff be increased rather than decreased as it has

been in recent history.

Concerning the environmental impact statement that

is included, or considered as part of this document, we

find that the EIS, so called, is vague and incomplete to the

point of being useless.

I might give you just a couple of most glaring

examples, which are on page 50 of chapter 4, where impact

on riparian zones from mineral resources management, it

states that road construction, facility development, dredg-

ing operations, and other surface-disturbing activities in

riparian zones would remove riparian vegetation, compact the

soil, and could redirect subsurface water. There is no

quantification whatsoever of the results of this development

and it mentions only these activities within the riparian

zones, which these activities should not be occurring in

the riparian zones in the first place. We assume that they

would be occurring outside the riparian zones, and the

impact in the riparian zones need to be quantified.

Once again, on page 51, chapter 4, impacts from

livestock grazing management. Some localized disturbance

and destruction of individual threatened and endangered

plants would occur due to livestock trampling. Some dis-

turbance. This is hardly sufficient for the public to

judge, or for any other agency to judge whether these things
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are harmful or should be recommended

.

Page 52, chapter 4, habitat, impacts from diSDOsal

of public lands. Habitat suitable for and used by whooping

cranes and greater sandhill cranes would be lost if disposal

of public lands around the Fruitgrowers, Crawford and Gould

Resevoirs occurs. This is a very serious concern. These

are endangered species and by Federal law should be protectee

to the maximum possible that the agency can manage. And to

dispose of these when they are clearly habitats for threat-

ened or endangered species seems very foolish

.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes.

JOHN BALDUS: Okay. I'll continue my remarks with

written statements

.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

JOHN RIEL: One question that I would have, John.

You made the statement that the BLM should be careful in

their land tenure adjustments, that it could be detrimental

to wildlife , are you thinking of any particular areas when

you make that remark?

JOHN BALDUS: Well, particularly the most impor-

tant example , I think , is the tract around the reservoirs

that I just mentioned ; the Crawford Reservoir , the Gould

Reservoir . If that is whooping crane habitat, then the

wildlife biologists should never have allowed you to
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consider even disposal of those tracts.

JOHN RIEL: Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Dave Seymour.

DAVE SEYMOUR: I'm Dave Seymour, I represent the

Uncompahgre Livestock Association, mv address is B267 5700,

Olathe.

As I sit here this evening, and of course I see

quite a few of my neighbors and acquaintances in the audienct

here, do business with a lot of them. But I go back and I

think that this process of evaluation of environmental

resources, and resource development didn't exactly start

in this century, but it got a real big boost back in the

30's when they put in the Taylor Grazing Act. And I think

everybody here that has a ranch can remember back that far

realizes that we have come an awful long way since we out

in the Taylor Grazing Act.

I think this evening as we sit and look at this

we ought to realize that we have come a long ways and an

awful lot of the things we have here to discuss ; whether

it be wildlife, whether it be resources, whether it be

increased water usage, a lot of these things have come

because we, as mankind, have developed them. The wildlife

that you see out here and take for granted, that you see i

all these wilderness areas don ' t just haonen there, they

have been propogated and they have been enhanced through

52



M-13 M-14

67

45

mankind's use.

And I believe that as we sit here this evening

and look at this thing that we can qo down the road and

continue to enhance these values, continue to enchance wild-

life, continue to enhance grazing and to continue to enhance

their values if we work together and if we keen in step with

each other.

I believe as a respresentative of the Uncompahgre

Livestock Association that we are in favor of the status quo

of the management as it is, and I'd like to take comment

from Tom Gore and Mrs. Gore, too.

There should be an awful lot tighter control on

off-road vehicle use. I believe that anybody that's been

out in the wilderness and been out in the public lands,

wilderness areas included, realizes that there's a great

deal of use from off-road vehicles, and any person that's

a permitee, or any person that uses that land realizes that.

And I think one point that should be made, one

point that we, as BLM and as a Dublic should get a hold of/

is off-road vehicle use and we ouqht to increase the duality

of the visitation to these lands.

I had an opportunity today to talk to a gentlemen

who is directly — well, he borders, his oroperty borders

two wilderness areas in the Uoper Gunnison Basin, and he

savs some of the most destructive visitors that they will gel
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on those wilderness areas, which is part of his grazing

permit, are people that come in just to look at the scenery,

to walk around to have a visual experience, maybe to camp,

but they are some of the most destructive, they leave more

trash and more visible disturbance than anybody that they

can put out there.

So I guess as a respresentative of the Uncompahgre

Livestock Association and Cattlemen's Association, we would

like to encourage that there be at least no reduced grazing,

that there be grazing as a status quo, and we believe as

professional organizations that grazing enhances the values

that are already there and enhances wildlife. And we

believe that by working together with the public that we

can enhance values that are already present, and increase

those values that are already there.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Yvonne, has anyone else signed in to speak?

YVONNE SMITH: No.

JOHN SINGLAUB: We will go back to the beginning

and give an opportunity to those who deferred to the end.

Deborah Gore.

DEBORAH GORE: My name is Deborah Gore, I reside

in Olathe, Colorado, and I am a oermitee.

I hadn't prepared a written statement to read
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tonight at all. I planned to give a detailed statement

later in the mail, but I think a few issues need to be

brought up tonight pertaininq to what I've heard here from

the other concerned citizens.

My husband and I are of the third generation who

have used in the area of Camel Back and Roubideau Creek

grazing. And I'd liken' it to anyone who looks back at

their childhood home, there is no olace that you would

rather protect and rather see continued in the way you have

always known it.

I'm nervous.

Anyway, it is my childhood home, the Roubideau

Canyon and Camel Back area, the Ben Lowe place. And we have

known of it from the beginning of time, and I don't want to

see it change.

But, here again, I do not think it is wilderness,

has wilderness suitability. It has a quality to it that I

love, but partly because I grew up with it. It has beauty,

it has geology features that are very attractive. But it

also has severities. It has extreme runoff in the spring,

flash flood danger. He has miserable, hot, summer days with

gnats. And it can have freezing hail storms in the middle

of June. But this country ricrht now, and as it always has

been, is used for grazing. And in the books it states a

reduction of 35 percent in riparian zones, and it is talking
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of a 200 AUM cut in this very area. And in our position as

ranches we can't tolerate that. We don't feel that the 35

percent has any substantial documentation that would prove

that it would help, and we feel that the 200 AUMs is ri-

diculous. Any of you who have walked the Creek, walked

the Camel Back area, the windy Mesa area, I'm sure you have

noticed that there is feed out there and there is feed for

your deer and your wintering elk and the cattle.

And what you see out there is not what just hap-

pened, like Dave Seymour said, is not just what happened

right now, it's what has happened since the beginning of

cattle grazing out there.

And I feel that grazing can enhance it.

And that's basically my position on what's been

said tonight, is that it isn't suitable for wilderness,

but since it hasn't changed in several hundred years, I

don't think it's going to in the near future. And I'd

like to see it stay the way it is and managed in the current

management. And any rest of my comments will be in the

mail.

JOHN SIGNLAUB: Great. Thank you.

Richard Gore.

RICHARD GORE: My name is Richard Gore from

Olathe, Colorado, and I'm the third generation in here

ranching. And, in fact, I've spent all my life in Roubideau
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Canyon and the Roubideau area and riqht on up there to our

forest permit is how we operate our cattle. And it's just

the backbone of how we get there and get to our forest.

And I'm really upset about the 35 percent limited use on

the riparian, and the 200 AUMs, that would just mean the

drift over of our cattle to get to our summer grazing where

we spend four and a half months. And we are not really thers

that much on the BLM, probably about two months at the most.

And it would really hurt us.

Them cattle generate a lot of income and stuff

for the towns of Delta and Montrose. And tilings got tough,

why, Delta pretty much went under because of the farmers

and stuff couldn't make it and lots and lots of my neighbors

went under, and I happen to be one that's hanging on. And

I'm just not in favor of that, or that wilderness program.

Right now everybody can come and go on the Federal

land like they want. There's nothing stopping them from

using them right now, and the cattlemen and sheepmen aren't

there to rape the land, they are there to work with the BLM

and improve things. And I enjoy and look forward to working

with the BLM, getting ponds on these dry mesas and stuff

to help the wildlife and cattle and sheep.

And just by working together we can whip this

thing, but just one use just don't work, because I've been

to several of these demonstration allotments lately and it

in
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proved that everything can work in together.

And I'm definitely not in favor of dumping these

wild sheep in the riparian zone when they are already

calling them overused, and the water values and stuff, I

think it would just be detrimental.

Then basically that's what I have to say, and I

think we can work together and whip this thing.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

W. A. Hamilton.

W. A. HAMILTON: My name is really Bill Hamilton,

573 Highway 65, Cedaredge. I've lived right in this

locality for over 70 years, been a stockman most of my life,

and I'd like to say that the stockman enjoys the wildlife,

the birds and the trees about as much as anyone I know of.

And I believe they're just as good an environmentalist

as anyone in the country.

As a boy growing up I enjoyed the wildlife. I

was nearly 12 years old before I saw a deer right in this

country. And they was very few for many, many years. It

didn't have a season for years.

They then, through protection of the deer, they

grew very rapidly and in the 1950' s you could get a license

and kill about as many deer as you wanted, two, three does

and a buck.

I can remember as a boy riding in on the BLM and
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Forest, I don't believe there was a bit more feed in those

days than there is right out there today.

I see quite a lot of -- we have a permit on the

Uncompahgre and I see quite a lot of deer up there in the

summer, but I don't see near as many nice, big bucks as I

do down here on the river on the private ground. So I

think that — I think most of that land people will let you

hunt, or maybe they feed in the winter more than thev do in

the summer, but that's where the big bucks are, most of them

are on the private ground.

I think that through working together that most

of all these things can be worked out. I know that there is

many places that I'd much rather lay down and take a drink

out of the stream where there has been wildlife and cattle

and sheep than I would where there has been too many people

walking around and spending a day or two.

I think that's about all I have to say. Thank

you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Hank Davis.

HANK DAVIS: I'll make a written statement.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Eleanor Walrod

.

ELEANOR WALROD: I'm waiting for the Questions and

answer period.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Okay. Is there anyone that did
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not sign up who would like to speak this evening?

HERSCHEL BUD BURGESS: I was late getting here,

I would just like to make a few comments on just what was

said tonight.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Would you come up here and state

your name and address and who you represent, if anyone, and

I'll ask you to sign this when you finish.

HERSCHEL BUD BURGESS: All right. I'm known to

most as Bud Burgess., My address is 2380 N Road, Eckert,

Colorado.

I've listened with interest to a lot of the state-

ments made here tonight, and there's a lot of concern with

this public land.

One of my questions is why is this land what it

is today. Who developed it. And I think you will go back

and listen to what some of these livestock people have said,

a lot of the land was developed by the livestock oeople.

They're what made it what it is today.

Most of the damage that has come is from the

people, your four-wheel vehicles, and we've got these three-

wheel vehicles and now we've got these little four-wheelers

and two-wheel bikes. There's where your damage is coming

from. I can take you places on the Forest and the 'BLM and

show you where we get a lot of the damage from these little

vehicles today.
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The gentleman from Texas alluded to the quality

of the Gunnison. How many of you remember when you could

walk down the Black Canyon and couldn't see the water betweer

the waterholes. How manv of you people were in this area

at that time.

What has made the Gunnison River what it is is

the development on the Gunnison River.

Wildlife and livestock, as Mr. Hamilton alluded to

is very compatible. A lot of old timers around the turn of

the century will tell you about how few the deer were in

this country.

And look at the problems we have got today. Why

are those problems here today, a lot of my reasoning of why

these problems are here today are because of mismanagement

of the deer. These deer are harassed from the first of

August until the middle of January. Down in these river-

bottoms it was a rare occasion to see a deer 20 years ago.

Now we have a lot of resident deer.

So if the people really want to look at the facts

of what they want is water management, wildlife management,

look at where the real problem is, not try to lay the blame

on something that is not the problem, which a lot of times

is not.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
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Do we have other speakers?

Do we have another speaker?

BILL HARRISON: John, could I add something to

something I already said?

JOHN SINGLAUB: Just a minute after I give an

opportunity to those people that I cut off,

Mr. Rule, would you like to add anything to what

you said?

W. W. RULE: No.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Mr. Baldus, would you like to

add anything to what you said?

JOHN BALDUS: No, I don't want to keep you all

here until midnight.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Mr. Harris?

BILL HARRIS: One thing that's been commented

on a few times tonight that I would like to —
JOHN SINGLAUB: This isn't an opportunity for

rebuttal

.

BILL HARRIS: This is a continuation of my state-

ment, something that I didn't touch UDon in my statement.

There has been some comments made about off-road

vehicles. It is my experience/ and I think the exnerience

of a lot of people that are involved with cultural resources

management that the use of off-road vehicles has a detrimen-

tal affect on cultural resources. Not only on the sites
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themselves, but also it provides an opportunity for vandals

and people who like to go digging, and that sort of thing,

to destroy sites, it provides them a means of getting some

place easily.

The soil is damaged by these vehicles to the point

where erosion occurs. When the- erosion oacurs, sites are

damaged in the extreme, in some instances.

So the Chipeta Chapter and the Archeological

Society would be opposed to any continuing , or imDrovement

or opening of off-road vehicle use, and they would definitely

be in favor of closing down a lot of areas that receive that

kind of use.

Thank you.

john singlaub: Thank you.

I believe that's everyone who wanted to speak

this evening.

1 realize the format of the hearing makes it

sometimes awkward to get questions answered and to get the

point across, and I urge you to take the opportunity at the

end of the session now to visit with some of the people

up here to get your questions answered, if you have some.

I appreciate the time that you have taken to come

here this evening, I know I speak for everyone here in

thanking you for your interest and concern in the public

lands . And thanks for taking time out to come here this

evening. The hearing is hereby adjourned.

(Hearing adjourned.

)

55





^3
United Stales Department of the Interior

0C1 I
•

To: Mr. Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management

,

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area, 2505 South Townsend Avenue,

Montrose, Colorado 81401

From: -.^Regional Director

i> Bureau of Reclamation

Subject: Review of Bureau of Land Management Draft Environmental Impact

Statement for Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and

Wilderness Technical Supplement CDES 87/20)

Our office has reviewed the subject do- nts and has prepared the attached
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Comments on Uncompahgre Basin Resour

Management Plan and EIS

General

Recent unpublished studies associated with the Uncompahgre

Hydropower Project indicate that the range and population si the

endangered plant Erioijontim pe linonhilum , may be greater than

studies are published we willndlcated in Table 2-n. When

urnish the information to the Bureau Land Management C BLM)

.

Cu

Table 2-11 it is not clear what

^rs to. The same comment applie

nison River Sa.l and No. 2" and

"Gunnison River No. 3"

the terms "Smith fork

ompahgre River No. 4".

Contlnuat ic

Withdrawals: The management of the power site withdrawals is

currently handled by BLM on Crystal and Dominguez. The Crystal

power 3ite withdrawal should be turned over to the Bureau of

Reclamation (Reclamation). The Dominguez power site withdrawal

should be kept by BUM ior future development as Reclamation is

relinquishing its withdrawals on the Dominguez Project at this

time. If there are any questions on withdrawals or rights-of-way,

please contact Steve Schiesswohl or Bill Ellison in our Grand

Junction Projects Office at FTS 322-9217.

Off-Road Vehicle Designations: The off-road vehicle designation

for all Reclamation lands (withdrawn or .therwise) is that the

lands are closed to off-road use and off-road vehicles unless

specifically opened. It would enhance management of Reclamation

project withdrawals if they were so designated on BLM maps.

Management Alternatives

of Current Management Alternatives

-An
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Map "A":

Livestock Grazing: Grazing permits that involve withdrawn lands

should be reviewed and in most cases adjusted to restrict grazing

on developed Reclamation facilities and recreation areas. This

should be handled on a case by case basis.

AnyConsiderations below are listed separately by Reclamation project

proposed disposal of lands that are withdrawn by Reclamation and Reclamation

intends to retain under the withdrawal Review program, should not be disposed

of unless the BLM wants to dispose of them to Reclamation. If the disposal is

to Reclamation, absolute Fee title would be required to protect project

features from mining activities. Most comments have been accompanied by the

"proper legal description. In some cases, however, we have not included a

description because of the length. Descriptions for all Reclamation lands are

available from Reclamation Withdrawal Review reports or from Reclamation's

Grand Junction Projects Office.

Al. The Reclamation withdrawals between the Black Canyon and Curecanti area

in Sections 4, 9, 10, II, 14, and 23, T49N, R7W, are not properly marked

on the map. These lands were withdrawn for the Uncompahgre Project and

the Aspinall Storage Unit of the Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP).

The withdrawal in Sections 10, 11, 14, and 23 are for the CRSP and the

withdrawals in Sections 4 and 9 are for the Uncompahgre Project.

A2. The Reclamation withdrawal on Fruitgrowers Reservoir should be shown to

Include the water surface. This withdrawal is not subject

relinquishment. Reclamation al;

Fruitgrowers Reservoir.

89
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has title to the reservoir i

A3. The 40 acres in the NW4SW4 of

as withdrawn for the Dallas Ci

eccion 34, T&6N , R8W should also be shown

ek Project.

On the Paonia Project, lends are withdrawn in the SE'iN'W4NE4 of Section

18, T13S, R90W, but are not shown as withdrawn. In the S2NE4SE4 and the

NE4NE4SE4 of Section 13, TJ4S, R93U, the withdrawal Is not plotted

correctly. The tracts identified for disposal in T14S, R93W, Section 22;

and T14S, R92W, Sections 3 and 17, are not subject to relinquishment and

disposal is not compatible with project purposes.

The.SW4Sw4 of Section 3, TL4S, R92W, is questionable as to being public

land. Reclamation acquired an easement from the private owner

(Overman, H.E.) in about 1950, and if the land is In fact private, the

RMP maps need to be changed. If the land is public, Reclamation will be

requesting a linear withdrawal to match the dimensions of our existing

easement. A withdrawal would be consistent with our other land Status

agreements with the BLM on the Fire Mountain Canal.

As both the Dominguez and Fruitland Mesa Projects are being proposed for

relinquishment in their entirety, we did not review the plotting or

disposal recommendations for parcels withdrawn for these projectB.

cted on the
A6. The withdrawals for the Uncompahgre Project need

map as follows:

The following parcels should be shown as withdrawn:

The NE4NE4SE4 of Section 13, in TI5S, R95W, (It may be shown this way,

but the map scale makes it hard to see); the 5 acre tract of the

SW4SW4NU4SE4, the SE4SF.4NE4SW4 , the NE4NE4SE4SW4 , and the NW4NW4SW4SE4 of

Section 36, T15S, R95W; the 10 acre tract of the SW4NE4NW4 of Section 30,

T51N, R9W; the 15 acres of the E2W2E2NE4SW4 and the E2E2NE4SW4 of Section

36 of T50N, R11W. Also, the lands next to the Inside the Black Canyon

National Monument need to be added as mentioned in item Al above.

Certain withdrawals on the South, West, Montrose and Delta canals were

Inadvertently relinquished without Reclamation retaining a linear withdrawal

for project facilities. Measures to correct this problem are being worked on

In the interim, any land disposals should retain a linear

awal foe all structures, canals, diversion dams, la
Pat this

I withdra laterals such as

87
Lthe CQ lateral on the Montrose and

and right-of-way for all laterals.
slta system, or other major facilities,
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PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE
(ALTERNATIVE "B")

All recommendations made under the Withdrawal Review are to remain the same

with the exception of approximately 130 acres at the far west end of the

Paonia State Recreation Area which Reclamation is in the process of proposing

for relinquishment.

The Dominguez and Fruitland Mesa withdrawal reviews are proposed to be

completed this fiscal year.

Visual resource objectives for all Reclamation recreation areas including the

entire proposed Curecanti National Recreation Area; the Ridgway, Crawford and

Paonia State Recreation Areas: and the Fruitgrowers area should all be high

scenic quality and high sensitivity. The proposed Curecanti National

Recreation Area, Paonia, and Fruitgrowers areas should be added to Table 2-16.

The withdrawals section on page 2-21 indicates chat Reclamation withdrawals

segregate the lands from the general mining laws. It was the intent and

practice of all Reclamation withdrawals to segregate the lands from all of the

public entry laws. Under the FLPMA Withdrawal Review program, Reclamation is

relinquishing all but the bare necessity of its withdrawn lands, and those

lands being retained will be managed with the intent to restrict all surface

occupancies that are contrary to Reclamation project purposes.

The withdrawal table on page 2-22 should be changed to include all Reclamation

purposes such as recreation, flood control, soil and moisture conservation, or

state only "Reclamation purposes". As it now reads It may be construed to

mean the listed purposes are the only Reclamation purposes and this is not

39

Map "B"

Considerations below are listed separately by Reclamation Project name. Any

proposed disposal of lands that are withdrawn by Reclamation and that

Reclamation intends to retain under the Withdrawal Review program, should not

be disposed of unless the BLM wants to dispose of them to Reclamation. If th

disposal is to Reclamation, absolute Fee title would be required to protect

project features from mining activities.

~B1. The Reclamation withdrawals between the Black Canyon and Curecanti areas

in Section 4, 9, 10, II, 14, and 23, T49N, R7W, are not properly marked

on the map. These lands were withdrawn for the Uncompahgre Project and

the Aspinall Storage Unit of the CRSP. The withdrawal in Section

11, 14, and 23 are for the CRSP and the

are for the Uncompahgre Pt

proposed for disposal i

approved for disposal.

thdrawals in Sections 4 and 9

me portion of Section 8 that is

planned for relinquishment and is therefore
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82. Comments same as A2.

H3. The 40 acres in the W4SW4 of Section 34, T46N, R8W should also be shown
as withdrawn for the Dallas Creek Project.

Lands shown tor disposal in T47N, KBW in Ouray County north of Cow Creek
are important big game winter range and should not be disposed of unless
to the Colorado Division of Wildlife. These lands are in the vicinity of
lands acquired for wildlife habitat replacement under the Dallas Creek
Project.

B4. Comments same as M. Also, the disposal recommendations for the
following parcels are not compatible with project purposes unless a
linear withdrawal is first granted: T14S, R92W, Section 3, NE4SE4; T14S,
R92W, Section 17, S2SW4NW4; and TUS, R93W, Section 22, about 55 acres.

B5. Comments same as A5.

B6. Comments same as A6 . In addition, the recommendations for disposal on
the following tracts should be changed to retention:
The 5E4NW4 of Section 26, T49N, R8W; the J1W4HW4 of Section II, T48N,
R10W; the two tracts in Section 12, T48N, R8W; and the apparent disposal

^ (the lands to the east are actually marked) of Section 36, T50N, RllW^

CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE

HAP "C"

Considerations below are listed separately by Reclamation Project name. Any
proposed disposal of lands that are withdrawn and that Reclamation intends to
retain under the Withdrawal Review program, should not be disposed of unless
the BLM wants to dispose of them to Reclamation. If the disposal is to
Reclamation, absolute Fee title would be required to protect project features
from mining activities.

CI. Comments same as Al

.

C2. Comments same as A2

.

C3. The 40 acres in the NU4SW4 of Section 34, T4&N, R8W should also be shown
as withdrawn for the Dallas Creek Project.

C4. Comments same as A4.

C5 . Comments same as A5

.

Qb . Comments same as A6.
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United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL .SURVEY
RESTON, VA 22(W2

In Reply Refer To:

WCS-Matl Stop 423
DES 87/20

To: Bureau of Land Manage:

Montrose, Colorado

OCT I 9

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area,

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology

Subject: Review of draft management plan/environmental statement for the
Uncompahgre Basin planning area, Colorado

49

71

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Map "D":

Considerations below are listed separately by Reclamation Project name. Any
proposed disposal of lands that are withdrawn and that Reclamation intends to
retain under the Withdrawal Review program, should not be disposed of unless
the BLM wants to dispose or them to Reclamation. If the disposal is to
Reclamation, absolute Fee title would be required to protect project features
from mining activities.

Dl

.

Comments same as Al

D2. Comments same as A2

D3. Comments same as B3

D4

.

Comments same as B4

D5. Comments same as A5

D6. Comments same as Bo

Comments on Uncompahgre Basin
Wilderness Technical Supplement

Designation of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area as Wilderness could
affect certain management practices and these effects should be discussed in
the final EIS.

First, helicopters, small airplanes, and outboard motors are used as inventory
tools by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for managing the Gunnison River
fishery and waterfowl populations. Secondly, rescue operations are
occasionally conducted in the canyon by helicopter.

On page 3-13, the minimum flow that Recla
300 cfs rather than 200 cfs.

.tlon attempts to maintain is

On page 4-13 it is stated that there is approximately 750,000 acre-feet of
water available from Blue Mesa Reservoir. The correct figure Is 50,000-60,000
acre-feet annually.

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF MINES

P- O. BOX :'S(1«6

BUILDING 20. DENVER t EOERAL CENTLR
DLNVLR. COLORADO 8022S

Intermountain Field Operations Center

We have reviewed the statement as

document.
cquested In the lett included In the

39
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The analysis should indicate criteria to be used In permitting mining and
disposal of mineral materials on alluvial vall'ey floors and flood plains.
Mitigation of related impacts should be addressed- The analyses of cumu-
lative impacts should include long-term effects of aquifer mixing and
accidental release of saline formation waters into freshwater aquifers.
Such contamination may occur long after oil and gas test and production
wells are abandoned as well as during operations such as hydraulic fracturing,
injection of formation waters, and enhanced recovery. Ground-water impacts
to be avoided during secondary and/or enhanced recovery methods involving
injection and well pressurizing should be included in the analysis.

tlH James F. Devine

Copy to: District Chief, WRD, Lakewood, Colorado
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October 21, 19P7

To: Robert S. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management,
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area, 2505 South Townsend Avenue,
Montrose, Colorado 81401

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

Subject: Review of the Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement for the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area, Delta, Gunnison,
Mesa, Montrose, and Ouray Counties, Colorado

As requested, Bureau of Mines personnel have reviewed the subject documents
regarding proposed management of 483,077 acres of Federal land and 755,923
acres of subsurface federal mineral estate, including three wilderness study
areas (WSA's) (41,865 acres), in western Colorado. Our comments pertain to
the discussion of mineral resources and assessment of impacts under the plan.

Four multiple-use management alternatives are presented In the DEIS. Differ-
ences between the four proposals vary considerably in the amount of acreage
open to mineral entry and to oil and gas, coal, and geothermal leasing. From
a mineral-development standpoint, the Production Alternative is the more
favorable of the plans described. In comparison to the Preferred Alternative,
it makes about 30,000 more acres available to mineral entry and about 196,000
more to oil and gas and geothermal leasing; the acreage open to coal leasing
Is the same under both alternatives.

In the "Affected Environment" section, the discussion of oil, gas, and geo-
thermal resources (p. 2-3 of the main document) assumes that the lack of

paBt or present production of these commodities implies a low probability for
future discoveries. We believe that such an assumption may not be valid
because seismic work and exploration drilling have been limited in the resource
area. We suggest the Affected Environment Section of subsequent versions
of the document be modified to better explain the relationship between the

assumption of low productivity of future discoveries and the lack of explora-
tion activity in the area.
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The geology and mineral resource descriptions in the Wilderness Technical
Supplement tend to discuss only the surface geology of the WSA's- We believe
that formations at depth should be discussed as well. For example, the Adohe
Badlands WSA Is underlain by the Morrison and Chinle Formations, both of

which are major hosts for uranium deposits in other areas. Uranium, however,
is no; discussed in the Mineral Resources section (p. 3-10). We believe that

the lack of a discussion of the uranium potential in the Morrison and Chinle
Formations is an oversight that should be corrected in future versions of

the document.

The Bureau of Mines currently is conducting a mineral land assessment study
Of Gunnison Gorge WSA, hut has no current study of either Adobe Badlands WSA
or Camel Back WSA.

for the opportunity to coi Dent on this document.

fo^Jilliam Cochran

United States Department of the Interior pfiwic
AMEXKAh

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE „
ROCKV MOUNTAIN RFGIONaI

12795 W. Alameda Parl*ua\

P.O. Bm 25287

Denver. Colorado 80225-021(7

L7619 (RMK-PP)

OCT 2 9 1987

Robert E. Vecchia, Resource Management Plan Team Leader,
Bureau of Land Management, Montrose, Colorado

Associate Regional Director,
Rocky Mountain Region

Planning and Resource Preservation,

Subject: Review of Draft Uncompahgrc Basin Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Uncompahgre Basin
Planning Area Wilderness Technical Supplement (DES 87/20)

68

17

Our comments on the subject draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) follow. Review of the document was made
relatively easy due to several factors:

1. The draft RMP/EIS Is very well written.

2. The number of alternatives (four) and the orderly presentation of
material made it convenient to compare impacts of alternatives.

3. The three alternatives other than the proposed plan are analyzed as

thoroughly as the Preferred Alternative.

We recognize the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) multiple-use approach to

land management, but we would like to see more concern for National Park
Service (NFS) Interests in specific portions of the Preferred Alternative.

1. The Preferred Alternative appears to reflect a concern for wilderness
values--both on BLM-administered lands and on lands administered by the MPS-

We note that the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area (WSA) would be
recommended for designation as wilderness; the Adobe Badlands WSA would Qot
be recommended for designation, but there would be restrictions on
surface-disturbing activities and no Off-Road Vehicle use there. However, we
believe that the Adobe Badlands WSA is deserving of wilderness status and
should not be rejected for designation because of plans to implement salinity
control measures. Efforts to reduce salinity should be concentrated in the
agricultural areas where increased salt loading is caused by agricultural
practices.

2. Some BLM-administered lands near the northeast and northwest boundaries
of Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument are designated as potential
exchange tracts under the Preferred Alternative. As the draft RMP/EIS is

17

16

revised, uld like to see these lands

; have provision for sceni
ither deleted as potential

;ement language that wouldexchange tracts or have provision for scenic easement language that would

ride with the deed(s) conveying the exchange tracts. These BLM-administered

lands form an important backdrop to the viewsheds looking north from the

monument's south rim.

3. The four land status maps included with the draft RMP/EIS, after page 43

of the Appendix, need to be revised to show correct NPS boundaries. The maps

show the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument boundaries as they

existed years ago; the monument boundaries have since expanded. The maps

fail to show the considerable portion of Curecanti National Recreation Area

that occurs in the Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area. As a good reference for

correcting the maps, we recommend the BLM Edition (1985) of the Paonia

Quadrangle topographic map.

Thank you for the

RMP/EIS.

Richard A. Strait

ipp. irtunity to review the generally well-prepared draft

ffFTvS United States

\!ek/ Department of
^-— Agriculture

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and
Gunnison National Forest
Phone: (303) 87^-7691

2250 Highway 50
Delta, Colorado

81*116

Heply to: 1950

Date:
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NOV - 2 1987

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

We have reviewed the draft Resource Management Plan for the Uncompahgre Basin
Resource Area. As you can see from the comments of the District Rangers which
follow, we are unsure of where the fire management strategies are to be applied.
Consequently, we are unable to determine if they would be compatible with fire
management efforts on adjacent National Forest System lands. We recommend that
some additional coordination be done in thl3 respect.

Paonia Ranger District

In reviewing the above referenced plan, we found the proposed management
units compatible with ours, both in terms of location and management
emphasis/direction. The only concern we surfaced dealt with the
application of the three proposed wildfire suppression strategies. From
the information available for review, it was not possible to determine the
geographical locations at which the various strategies would be applied and
whether or not they were compatible with fire management efforts on
adjacent FS lands. I suggest we review the proposed fire management with
the BLM at the Forest level just to be sure we do not have any significant
Inconsistencies

.

Ouray Ranger District

BLM's management areas D1, D2 and D3 are adjacent to our management
prescriptions 4B and 5A on the Uncompahgre Plateau. Management emphasis and
direction are compatible.

None of the access acquisition proposals on the Plateau would have an effect
on NF lands. Closing Potter Creek will have no effect. Dry Fork Escalante
Road will not be closed according to Gene Vecchia. BLM's D9 management areas
and emphasis are compatible with our 9A prescriptions although our map
doesn't have them Identified.
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BLM's D10 Management area in the Cimarron Ridge country is adjacent to 2A,
l)B, 5B and 6B. These appear to be compatible also- The access to High Park
would improve access to the NF. Storm King Ski Area would not have an effect
on NF as it would be located in the northernmost unit.

The D15 management area adjacent to NF on High Mesa would be open to ORV's.
This is adjacent to a restricted travel area on N.F.

The location of the BLM's proposed three fire management strategies also need
to be identified on this end of the Forest.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
MR FORCE REGIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER CENTRAL

I 1 Id COMMTWCE *

Other than the fire management item, we have not identified any significant
additional concerns. Me appreciate the opportunity for this review.

rX
r

. RAYMOND J. EVANS
Forest Supervisor

ec: Regional Forester
Chief (Director, Environmental Coordination)

(FWE)
MEMORANDUM

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

529 25*i Road, Suite B-113

Grand Junction, Colorado 81505

November 5, 19B7
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Mr. Robert S. Schmidt

Montrose District Manager

Bureau of Land Management

Montrose District Office

2465 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Schmidt

This is in response to your request for comments on the Draft Planning

Area Uilderness Technical Supplement for the Uncompahgre Basin Planning

Area located in southwest Colorado.

We continue to support the overall wilderness area concept. While actual

conflicts between Air Force flying areas/routes and the proposed wilder-

ness area do not exist at the present time, routes and airspace require-

ments of the military do change frequently. Mission requirements, fuel

costs, and environmental constraints all act on the decision to locate a

military training activity. In particular, low altitude high speed

flight, because of general aviation and population pressures, has been

relegated to those areas least accessible and sparsely inhabited. For

this reason, it is requested that you give full consideration to the

extent to which a wilderness designation might adversely effect or

restrict use of low altitude airspace by the Air Force. If restrictions

are placed upon these military overflights, the negative impact on train-

ing and readiness will force the Air Force to object to that wilderness

designation.

Ue hope this information is useful in your planning process. We thank you

for the documentation previously provided and look forward to continued

communication with your office. Our staff project officer is Mr. Raymond

Bruntmyer, telephone (214) 653-3341.

Sincerely —

[
JOHN A. MILLER, Lt Colonel, USAF

^"Director
Environmental Planning Division

Copy to:

HQ USAF/LEEV

I i
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To: RMP Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resources Area , Montrose . Colorado

From: Acting State Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand Junction, Colorado

Subject: Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resources Management
PI an /Environmental Impact Statements and the
Draft Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area Wilderness
Technical Supplement

General Comments

We have reviewed the referenced Resources Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statememt and related Wilderness
Technical Supplement. The Endangered Species Act (Act) requires
that an action agency consider possible impacts to proposed and
listed species and their critical habitats to determine if any
proposed plan may effect such species or habitat areas. Should
the Bureau of Land Management make a "may affect" determination,
then formal consultation should be initiated. Management
proposals identified in the plan seem, at this time, too general
to make a "may/may not affect" determination for any species with
certainty. It is our suggestion that informal consultation
continue as specific actions are planned for the resources area
rather than trying to make a blanket determination for the broad
Resources Management Plan. By consulting on a case -by -case
basis, we will know exactly what action is being considered and
will have the advantage of the latest biological knowledge for
the species involved, as well as important habitats such as
wetlands and riparian zones.

Specific Comments

Page 2-10, Table 2-6. Endangered, threatened, candidate, or
sensitive plant 3pecies .

The habitat descriptions for the spineless hedgehog cactus
and Uinta Basin hookless cactus are reversed. Based on new
locations discovered by Jim Ferguson last field season the
habitat description for the Delta lomatium should be
expanded to include mid-altitude mancos shale in association
with pinyon- juniper . The Wetherill milkvetch ( Astragalus

85

99

wetherillii ) , a plant on State List 3 and which will be

added as a federal candidate in the next update, should be

added to Table 2-6. Its habitat is clay hills in

association with pinyon- juniper and sagebrush. Estimated

populations include four collections from the Uncompahgre

Resources Area, and the estimated acerage of occurence is

unknown.

Page 2-12. Table 2-B. Endangered, threatened, and candidate

animal species .

The river otter, Lutra candensis sonorae , is a federal

candidate species

.

Page 3-30. Disposal of public lands .

We recommend that public wildlife values be considered prior

to any disposal of public lands.

Page 3-31, 37. Oil and ga3 .

The Service would appreciate involvement in any variance to

seasonal stipulations on lands used by bald eagles for

hunting habitat.

Page 4-50. Impacts on riparian zones .

The Service would appreciate involvement prior to the

approval of any disturbances to riparian zones.

Page 4-51. Impacts on threatened and endangered species.

The Service would appreciate involvement prior to any

mineral resources management that might affect wintering

bald eagles. Appropriate consultation may be necessary if

offroad recreational vehicles use affect the Uinta Basin

hookless cactus or if the disposal of public lands affects

any threatened or endangered species.

P4-52. Impacts on terrestrial wildlife .

The Service would appreciate notification of the potential

loss of any raptor nesting habitat.
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USEZ<
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION VIII

999 16th STREET-SUITE 500

DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2405

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments prior to
completion of the draft. Again, we would appreciate the
opportunity to comment when specific actions are completed.

NOV 05 1987

X.J f. /*«•?
/

cc : AWE-Denver
FKE-SLC
Reading File
Official File

DGober:dm:ll-5-B7 (blmuncom F:user 5)

Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Draft Uttcompahgre Basin Resource

Mangement Plan and Environmental
Impact statement (rmp/eiS) , and

Wilderness Technical Supplement

In accordance with the National Environmental policy Act (NEPA) and our

responsibilities under Secticn 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region VIII

office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the

referenced documents. The EPA appreciated the opportunity to meet with you

and other BLM staff at Montrose in March, 1985. The meeting was followed up

by EPA's scoping concerns for the project which were sent on May 3, 1985. In

addition to environmental conditions and effects, our review is also focused

on the RMP as a "framework for managing and allocating public land resources"

and it's importance in establishing "management direction" (page 1-1). our

enclosed detailed comments are intended to make a constructive contribution to

the management direction.

Based en our concerns and the criteria EPA has established to rate

adequacy of draft ElSs , we have rated this draft EIS as category EC-2

(environmental concerns - insufficient information). A summary of our EIS

ratings definitions is enclosed. We commend the inclusion of management

units; initiatives on aquatic and riparian monitoring; and the emphasis on

salinity, riparian, and aquatic systems. However, our enclosed comments

address insufficiencies and recommendations that we feel are appropriate at

the RMP level of planning, regarding:

o the description of consistency with water quality standards

(existing/designated beneficial uses, use protection criteria and

antidegradation requirements) and the Federal/State water quality

management programs,

o the framework of measures, criteria, and indices that would be used,

e.g., physical measures (such as channel and streambank stability),

chemical criteria, and biological indices, for implementing water quality

standards (WQS) /aquatic resource protection under the Clean Water Act

(CWA) and Federal Land Policy and Management Act,

o consistency of analysis of effects on aquatic resources/beneficial uses

in relation to applicable statutes,

o a framework for CWA/WQS monitoring,

o additional guidance and documentaticn for protection of riparian and

wetland values,

o planning of range management to support multiple rangeland values under

applicable statutes,

o need for consistent Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

recommendations by alternative, and plans for ACECs that are adequate to

assure resource protection,

o compliance with the Endangered Species Act,

o and inclusion of more specific plans for coordination and implementation,

among other items, in an implementation chapter or appendix.

Several features of the conservation Alternative are identified, that would

also help provide a stronger, more aggressive resource management program.

A statewide antidegradation policy is an important part of State WQS.

EPA's WQS regulation requires that, at a minimum, state policy ensure that

existing instream uses and the level of water quality necessary to protect the

existing uses be maintained and protected (40 CFR Part 131.12). This

prevision applies to all waters of the state. Furthermore, the state policy

must establish additional measures for protection of certain high quality

waters (waters where ambient quality exceeds that needed to protect the

"fishable/swimmable" uses) and waters which may constitute outstanding

national or state resource waters. At present, there is a difference in the

way the federal and state regulations and guidance identify high quality

waters, under the current state regulation (5CCR 3.1,8 (3)), High Quality

Class II waters "... shall be maintained and protected at their existing

quality unless the Commission chooses, after full intergovernmental

coordination and public participation, to allow lower water quality as a

result of necessary and justifiable economic or social development", in

Colorado, this level of protection is applied only to water designated by

Colorado's Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) as High Quality Class II

waters. EPA's regulation would not distinguish between those waters

designated High Quality Class II by the state and those that are, by

definition, high quality. EPA has approved the current state antidegradation

standard in the past. However, based on changes embodied in EPA's new water

quality standards regulation, the WQCC has begun a review of the present

standards arid expects to complete the review process in mid 1988. we

encourage the BLM to be part of this process and be aware of the applicability

of any new requirements that may apply to BLM streams. The State of Colorado

contact person is Dennis Anderson in Denver (331-4571) and the EPA contact is

William Wuerthele (FTS 564-1586 or commercial 293-1586)

.

We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss with the BLM its proposed
responses and RMp/EIS revisions relating to EPA concerns prior to the
RMP/Final EIS. Based on experience reviewing these documents, such a
coordination process would be beneficial in helping address our concerns.
Please contact Douglas Lofstedt of my staff as needed for further EPA
coordination at 303-293-1717 or FTS 564-1717.

Sincerely,

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

Neil F. Morck, Colorado BLM State Director
David Williams, Office of Planning and Environmental Coordination,

BLM Washington Office
Jon Scherschligt, Colorado Department of Health
Rick Krueger, USFWS, Grand Junction
Laurie Mathews, Colorado Department of Natural Resources
William Dickerson, EPA Office of Federal Activities
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE BLM DRAFT
UNCCMPAHGRE BASIN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND

ENVIRONMENTAL ...IMPACT STATEMENT (RMF/EIsTT
AND WILDERNESS TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT

"

Aquatic Resources, Watershed Management

Our review of plans tor water quality and aquatic resource integrity is

based on consistency with:

o Colorado's water quality standards (WQS) and water quality management

program,

o Executive Orders (EQs) 11752 and 12088 and Clean water Act Section 313

requirements for Federal agency leadership to "protect and enhance the

quality of . . . water . . . resources" (£0 11752) through meeting

applicable standards,

o requirements for RMP consistency with "officially approved or adopted

resource related plans, and the policies and programs contained therein,

of other Federal agencies. State and local governments" in 43 CFR Part

1610.3-2:

o Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) policies to "protect the

quality of ecological, environmental, . . . and . . . water resource

. . . values" (Section 102(a)(8)), to meet applicable State and Federal

"pollution control laws" and water pollution "standards or implementation

plans" (Section 202(c)(8)), and "to prevent unnecessary or undue

degradation of the lands" (Section 302(b)).

o the Clean water Act (CWA) objective to "achieve and maintain physical,

chemical, and biological integrity of the nation's waters"

(Section 101(a)),

O and "NCWPQINT SOURCE CONTROLS AND WATER QUALITY STANDARDS" guidance

(August 19, 1987) from Chapter 2 of EPA's Water Quality Standards

Handbook

.

The draft RHP /EIS proposes impacts to aquatic resources frcm several

activities.

1) Lccatable mineral activities could "result in water quality degradation",

"increase sediment and salinity loads in local surface waters", and

"could result in heavy metal contamination frcm mine water discharge and

spoil-pile runoff" (page 4-49).

2) Oil and gas activities "would increase sediment and salinity yields in

local surface waters" (page 4-49).

3) "Road construction and extraction of mineral materials would increase

sediment and salt loads in local surface waters", and could alter

"natural stream channels" and "surface water flows" (page 4-49).

>uld leave aquatic habitat areas "subject to degradation"
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What are at least the general aquatic life/habitat standards and/or

objectives to be achieved (page 3-44)? One management concern is to

"Identify high potential fisheries requiring improvement and mangement"

(page 1-7), Consistency with the CWA should be provided since the CWA
does not distinguish between degree of aquatic life potential (Section

101(a)). Fisheries improvement plans should: correlate to impairments

of WQS; include consultation with the Colorado Department of Health

(CDOH) [since it administers WQS); and be consistent with CDOH
priorities, if "existing condition" is maintained "on the balance of the

aquatic habitat" (page 4-53), will any existing WQS violations be

perpetuated? We like the strong approach to managing the riparian

aquatic resources presented in Management units C-4 and C-18

(pages 3-20, 26, and 27)

.

The intent to improve "Aquatic habitat, . . . streambank stability, and

water quality . . . for fair to good condition " in the Camel Back WSA

appears commendable (Wilderness Technical Supplement page S-l) . What are

the measures for "good" condition under the CWA/WQS? It is not clear how

results under non-wilderness management would be better or equal to that

under wilderness management.

Sources of drinking water from BLM lands are mentioned on page 2-6. What

are the existing drinking water problems (if any), potential impacting

activities, and water quality improvements needed?

Numerous references to impacts to "local surface waters" are made. What

is "local"? Protection under the CWA and FLPMA should be referenced.

We suggest that oil and gas management requirements be included for

Management Unit D-9 (page 3-38).

Control of soil erosion remains another concern. Of the 94,110 acres

with erosion data, over 85,000 acres have either moderately or severely

'"accelerated erosion" (page 2-4). Several areas have severe gully erosion

(page 2-5). However, BLM proposes to have erosion control projects

"if compatible" with livestock grazing and woodland production activities

(page 3-43). This proposed policy is exemplified, for example, by plans to

manage grazing to "increase sediment and salinity yields far above normal" for

some areas (page 4-50). A reference to CWA compliance is not made. We

believe that providing erosicn and sedimentation control is a basic land

stewardship responsibility even if it conflicts with grazing, timbering, and

other uses. We ask that the RMP/Final EIS contain a more clearly defined

action plan to address areas of accelerated erosion and to prevent new erosion

problems. This action plan should also specify more detailed direction for

erosion control priority in new and existing allotment management plans

(AHPs) . Also, it is not clear why erosion control projects would not be

compatible with wildlife winter range and riparian management (page 3-43). We

found that the disclosure of impacts on aquatic habitat from soil resource

management to be insufficient on page 4-53 (only in-channel structures are

briefly discussed).

4) Forest management activities "could cause increased sedimentation, bank
degradation, and water temperatures, and decreased streamback cover"
(page 4-54) .

5) ORV management i

(page 4-54}

.

The Preferred Alternative would also require "Measures designed to minimize
erosion and water quality deterioration" and "minimize site-sp*ci£ic riparian
and aquatic deterioration" would be in plans for surface disturoing activities
(page 3-29) .

In response to these potential effects and/or violations of WQS, we found
that the RMP/EIS provides an insufficient framework of planning, management,
and monitoring requirements to implement CWA and FLPMA requirements. What
measures, criteria, and indices will be used, e.g., physical measures (such as
channel and streambank stability), chemical criteria, and biological? What
does "minimize" mean? BLM's policy for managing activities, including mining
under the 1872 Mining Law, to meet WQS/benef icial uses needs to be clearly
defined in the text. Consistency with the State water quality/nonpoint source
(NPS) control program should be addressed (the discussion on page 2-6 only
addresses BLM coordination in locating and identifying NPS pollutants).
Similar concerns are raised by plans to prohibit utility projects "which would
have long-term adverse effects on riparian/aquatic systems" [page 3-38), and
to have "short-term sediment yield increases" frcm vegetation treatments (page
4-49). What are allowable Short-term impacts? how long? The methods to be
used in the activity plan NEPA documents to predict effects on WQS/beneficial
uses should also be decribed in the RMP/EIS.

There are several other questions of RHP/eIS consistency with the above
(even though compliance with federal and state water quality standards was a
planning criterion (page 1-5)).

we would like to see the affected environment chapter establish more
clearly the existing WQS, including designated beneficial uses and
antidegradation requirements, and status and trends (to the extent of
available information) similar to the discussion of air quality
standards. Also, we suggest that Chapters Two, Three, and Four address
water quality, WQS, and aquatic systems/habitat in an integrated maimer
in aquatic resource sections. The aquatic resource requirements of the
CWA and FLPMA should be described as part of the planning framework and
objectives.

we commend the BLM for including aquatic habitat conditions (page 2-14)
and plans for intensively managing 70 miles of stream "to restore and
protect aquatic habitats" (page S-6) . Does the amount of planned
improvement conflict with the amounts stated in Chapter Four? For
example, 40 miles of improvement is planned under tie riparian program
and 60 miles is planned under the grazing management program (page 4-53).

[
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It is unclear why livestock grazing use would be resticted on only 39,410

acres (page 3-45). Apparently, plans to implement AMPs contain questions on

adequacy Since erosion rates would be reduced "if" AMP objectives are net

(pages 4-4Q and 49). The RMp/EIS should include guidance for. correcting

readily observable problems that do not require long-term monitoring. The

Conservation Alternative seems to be more sensitive and aggressive for range

stewardship.

We ask that the coal unsuitability report be included in the RHP/EIS.

The draft RMP/EIS discusses the significant aquifers and provides a

qualitative review of the water quality of each zone (page 2-7). Since the

alternatives analysis addresses only surface water, it appears that trends and

projected effects are not considered to be of major importance under the RMP.

We encourage much more site-specific detail for the appropriate projects.

Riparian Areas and wetlands

The draft RHP/EIS appears to provide a strong, general basis for the

riparian area/wetland management program by:

1) continuing to inventory and monitor riparian areas,

2) improving the vegetation conditions on 6,320 acres of land "by

implementing special protective and restorative measures" (page 3-43), and

3) by maintaining or improving "riparian zones in the remainder of the

planning area" (page 3-43).

We have several concerns that we would like to have addressed in order to

achieve more detailed management guidance in the RMP. We suggest a thorough

description of how vegetation condition meets: 1) the BLM Riparian Area

Management Policy "to achieve a healthy and productive ecological condition

for maximum long-term benefits"; 2) the riparian values noted in the Policy's

background statements; and 3) the Executive Order 11988 an 11990 (Floodplain

Management and protection of wetlands, respectively) requirements to preserve,

protect, and restore the natural functions of such areas. What are the

specific standards/guidelines for improvement and protection of condition?

How are the objectives consistent with cwa/WQS objectives? Are there to be

any demonstration areas? Also, we ask that the Water Quality Control Division

of the CDOH be informed of the priority areas of treatment so they can be

incorporated into the CWA Section 319 NPS assessment report.

The Preferred Alternative either would or could allow various activities

in areas of ripar ian/wetland/ aquatic systems.

o "Approximately 4,000 acres of riparian zones would be opened to mineral

exploration" with lifting of existing mineral withdrawals (page 4-50).

Associated surface disturbance "would lead to increased sedimentation and

streambank instability on 25 stream miles of aquatic habitat" (page 4-53)

.

o Some riparian areas would apparently be left "open to ORV use" and "would

be subject to degradation" (page 4-54).

o coal development could be considered (page 3-38) .

o Forest management activities would take place with up to 60 to 100 acres

of riparian vegetation being degraded (page 4-51).
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Consistency of the above management direction with existing policies and
executive orders should be documented. We found the draft RMP/EIS to lack
sufficient criteria and standards for WQS/aquatic resource protection
(under the CWA and FLPMA) to be applied to management of the above
activities. Without such criteria and standards, for example, we support the
Conservation Alternative which would withdraw riparian zones from mineral entry
(page 4-32). Formulation of mitigation measures for impacts of coal
development is mentioned on page 3-38. The final EWP/EI5 should state BlM's
mitigation policies, e.g., avoidance, restoration, compensation, etc., for
riparian/wetland/aquatic resource impacts, It appears that leaving some areas
open to ORV use contradicts the Preferred Alternative direction on page 3-43
under which most riparian areas would be improved with at least maintenance of
existing condition for the rest.

The action alternatives rely heavily on intensive grazing management to
improve riarian areas. We request more documentation of actual planned
grazing management tools. This documentation should include more information
en experience in using grazing management without riparian fencing to achieve
adequate improvement and protection of multiple riparian values.

Table 2-5 lists 1,034 acres of riparian vegetation type. Much larger
amounts of riparian zones are mentioned elsewhere. What is the correct amount
of riparian area?

Monitoring and Evaluation

The draft RMP makes several references to monitoring. RMP implementation
will be monitored (page 1-1). "Water quality . . . would be inventoried and
monitored" (page 3-29). The riparian zones would have intensive "aquatic
habitat" monitoring (page 3-38). While we commend these planned initiatives,
we request that the document go farther in describing the comprehensive CWA
monitoring program in an appendix or monitoring chapter. The monitoring
program (not plans for each activity) should include such information as:

(1) goals and objectives, (2) types of surveys (ambient, intensive) or
assessments to be used, (3) parameters to be monitored, (4) management and
environmental indicators (e.g., aquatic habitat, sediment delivery) , (5)
monitoring methodologies, (6) mechanisms for monitoring implementation and
adequacy of best management practices; (7) the person/position responsible for
monitoring, and (8) the feedback loop to achieve timely modification to
activities. Refer to our scoping letter for other components. It would
provide the basic framework for CWA monitoring (including WQS/benef icial uses)
in the Resource Area. However, there is no assurance that this monitoring
framework has been established. Groundwater monitoring should also be
included as needed. The other agencies and public should be able to review
and comment on this framework in the FKp/ElS. The imp direction would then be
applied in site-specific detail. The RMP monitoring program would help meet
43 CFR Part 1610.4-9 requirements that the "proposed plan" establish
"intervals and standards" that "shall provide for evaluation to determine
whether mitigation measures are satisfactory", we could not find the
"intervals and standards". What is the early warning system to document
existing violations or risk of potential violations of the CWA? Are there
going to be reference streams? When are the water quality inventories and
monitoring to be done (page 8-3)? How are they designed to document
protection of wqs beneficial uses, status, and trends?
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The new Clean Water Act amendments were passed in February 19B7. a

primary concern is the new NPS control program (Section 319). BLH cannot

match other Federal (EPA) dollars, but allottees, private land owners, and

private organizations can and do plan to participate in the program. Seme of

this work may be done on BLM lands. How will BLM participate in work on

"mixed-ownership watersheds to improve water quality? BLM is asked to provide

an assessment of condition of their water bodies to the State as part of the

assessment phase of the Section 319 management program. Additionally, the

State will be identifying in its Section 319 management program the Federal

programs/projects that it plans to review under Executive order 12372 for

consistency with the State's NPS management program. BLM involvement in this

process should be described. The State of Colorado contact person for the MPS

program is Greg Parsons in Denver (331-4756).

We suggest that the implementation chapter or appendix list the specific

inventories, assessments, and management plans/projects to be done

(in priority order) along with anticipated costs and schedule for completion.

Of particular concern to EPA to have included are: WQS/aquatic life

assessments; watershed and related management plans; salinity control plans;

cooperative management plans; wetland and riparian area inventory and

management plans; and groundwater studies. We feel that the MP/EIS should

address the commitment of the Resource Area office to annually request the

funds needed to implement these projects. What is the linkage of the

budgeting process to implementation of RMP-identified projects?

Extensive site-specific project planning and impact analysis/disclosure

under NEPA will be done tinder this broad rmp/eiS. We believe that there will

be a continuing need for public and other agency involvement in planning some

of these projects (rather than just having the analyses available in the BLM

office). The stategy for this involvement remains unclear and should also be

addressed in more detail in an implementation chapter or appendix.

b
yg Even though compliance with MJS is a planning criterion (page 1-5)not clear what is inducted in implementation monitoring reqardinn aa/M.mpli

compliance, and aquatic resources.
monitoring regarding CWA/WQS
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Areas of critical Environmental ceneem (ACECs)

The RMP/EIS alternatives contain different ACEC recommendations
(Table 3-8). It is our position that the ACECs should be the same (area and
size) for all action alternatives. Either they are or are not valid ACECs
under FLPMA regardless of what the RMP/EIS alternative is. Management
practtces may vary by alternative, however, in order to reach the same ACECprotection objectives. Consequently, consistency with FLPMA requirements to
give priority to the designation and protection" of ACECs (Section

202(c'. (3))is not clear. If areas where watershed, soils, W2S, wetlands,
riparian areas, or municipal water supply concerns were considered what
management requirements will substitute for ACEC designation? we would like
to see an appendix that describes all potential ACECs recommended by BLM staff
or others, reasoning for not recommending any particular area (if any) in the
BMP/EIS, and any special management the area(s) may need. Also, we believe
that management plans (including inter-agency and public review) are needed
_for all ACECs; however, it is not clear that such plans are to be done.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The preferred alternative would have a commendable intent to "Require
measures to protect T s E species, individuals, and habitats in plans for allsurface disturbing activities" (page 3-43). However, this intent appears to
be contradicted in chapter Four where statements are made that the preferred
alternative would "seriously accelerate destruction of the ointa Basin
hockless cactus" (a threatened species) in the North Delta ORV area, and
result in a "loss of 10,000 acres of potential habitat for the ointa Basin
hookiess cactus and Delta lomatium due to recreational ORV use"
(pages 4-51 and 52). we would like to see additional direction/documentation
for the RMP action alternatives for compliance with Endangered Species Act
requirements for doing everything possible to conserve such species
(Sections 2(c)(1) and 3(3)). we would like to see the impact analysis address
in more depth both indirect and cumulative impacts under 40 CFR Parts 150S 7
and 8 (with a distinction between the two). For example, the section en
cumulative impacts briefly addresses impacts to potential habitat, rather andexisting species and their habitat. Also, what is the basis for determining
priority of ORV use over protecting riE and/or candidate or sensitive
species?

Other concerns

75

The BLM states that there is seme coordination with the state in locatinq
and identifying NPS "water pollutant sources", and that input to the state's
biennial water quality assessment under CWA Section 319 is made. We would
like to see an RMP/EIS implementation chapter or appendix recognize action to
be taken in response to existing/potential impairments identified in the
305(b) assessment, and the inter-agency coordination and consultation strategy
for WOS-related programs. The RMP should identify procedures that will be
used to ensure consistency with water quality management plans for the area

STATE Of COLORADO ROT ROMER, Go.ocnor

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
13 13 Sherman SL, Room 716. Derwai. Colorado 60203 S66'33

November 5, 1987

Robert E. Vecchla
Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchla:

State agencies have completed the review of the Draft Uncompahgre
Basin Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. We
offer the following comments on the management alternatives and their
effects on the Important resources of the area.

midlife

From the perspective of wildlife and wildlife recreation, the
Division of Wildlife prefers the Conservation Alternative. This
alternative would best conserve and protect wilderness, wildlife
habitats, watersheds and recreational areas. This high level of natural
resource conservation Is Justified 1n light of the significant economic
values of wildlife and recreation 1n western Colorado.

The Division, 1n cooperation with the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), has a bighorn sheep relntroductlon program currently underway In

the Gunnison Gorge. The two agencies should make arrangements to
continue and enhance this program.

The Gunnison Gorge area 1s a Gold Medal fishery which should be
maintained and enhanced. Protection of the surrounding watershed and
associated resources are necessary to protect the fishery. The
Conservation Alternative emphasizes this protection; however, other
management options are available and should be considered 1f this
alternative Is not selected.

Protection of the most critical wildlife habitats 1n the
Uncompahgre Resource Area, riparian areas and big game winter range, 1s

essential. The proximity of BLM public lands to private lands at the
lower elevations maximizes available opportunities to enhance these
critical wildlife ranges. The Conservation Alternative will not consider
disposal of public lands. Rather, private land exchanges would be
emphasized to obtain crucial big game winter ranges, riparian zones, and
waterfowl areas. Public access to public lands would be acquired.

83
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The Importance of riparian habitat warrants Its careful analysis

1034
erativ

™ The DEIS lists the principal proposed riparian restoration

management actions as:

1) limit forage utilization to 35% on 6320 acres (4-51);

2) "intensive" grazing management on 5125 acres(4-51);

119

53

67

3) removal of grazing from March 1 to Hay 15 (4-54); and

4) reduction of livestock allocation by 200 AUHs on several

grazing allotments (4-54).

The EIS should describe how each of these measures would contribute

to the restoration of riparian areas. For example, how will the

reduction of 200 AUHs on seven allotments Improve riparian areas?

"Grazing should be restricted in all riparian areas at all times of the

year, since recruitment of native woody vegetation will be nonexistent in

riparian improvement areas unless grazing 1s removed.

Minerals and Energy Resources

The state has no significant disagreement with the preferred

alternative with regard to mineral and energy resource development. The

Mesa Verde coals In the Paonla area will ultimately be the most economic

to produce. The preferred alternative allows mining to occur In this

area. The Dakota coals which are thin and have not been economic to date

are also reserved for future production 1f conditions warrant.

Reservation of the Gunnison Gorge area for wilderness will not

significantly affect the ultimate coal production of the area.

There has been limited oil and gas exploration in the area to

date. There 1s methane potential in the Muddy Creek area near Paonla.

The preferred alternative allows development of these resources when

feasible. Finally, sand and gravtl In the Mancos shale area 1s surface

minable in the Adobe Flats area and the preferred alternative allows

production of this resource In the future.

Recrea tion

n The discussion on recreation Is very general and does not Include

Information on the types and levels of current recreation use. This

information would assist in assessing how well the preferred alternative

"responds to multiple use demands. Under the preferred alternative, 82

percent of the resource area 1s open to offroad vehicle use. The plan

should describe the demand for this use and tailor access to the area

accordingly, rather than allowing virtually unrestricted use and

corresponding Impact throughout the entire area.

136
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Wilderness

We support the recommendation In the plan of 21,038 acres of

Gunnison Gorge for wilderness designation. This land is a geologic

continuation of the Slack Canyon of the Gunnison containing spectacular

waterfalls and offering outstanding fishing, hiking and river boating

chal lenges

.

The Camel Back wilderness study area also has outstanding

wilderness attributes. Its colorful deep canyons and mesas create vast

panoramic vistas and extensive recreation opportunities. As the DEIS

states, mineral development in the area Is unlikely over either the short

or long term. This area appears deserving of designation although the

Division of Wildlife is concerned that access for management and

recreation purposes be provided. At the same time, the proliferation of

roads similar to that which has occurred 1n nearby areas should be

avoided. We would like to see this issue cooperatively worked out to

allow eventual designation of the Camel Back area.

Special Managemen t Areas

The EIS should present Information on remnant or relict plant

communities In the resource area. Including those suitable for special

management consideration. Recent data Indicate the presence of

high-quality riparian vegetation along the Uncompahgre River (T47N R8WS

32 NE1/4 SE1/4) and upland vegetation 1n Wells Gulch (T4S R 3L, portions

of sections 18,19,20,30 and T14S R 93W, portions of sections 26 and 35).

The Colorado Natural Areas Program will work with BLM to Identify and

evaluate appropriate high quality vegetation sites for special management

consideration.

We recommend that each special management area contain Information

and management provisions on all relevant alternative uses of the sites:

1) grazing, 2) ORV use, 3) camping-public access, 4) utility corridors

and 5) mineral entry. This is necessary to protect Important features of

each area. For example, livestock use in the proposed Escalante Canyon

ACEC has severely degraded Sclerocactus qlaucus (federal-threatened)

populations, yet no special provisions for grazing are presented.

The RHP should include discussion of the 1986 recommendations of

the BLM Geologic Advisory Group. Recommendations Included the

designation of 1800 acres of Chukar Canyon and recognition of the Ute

Indian fault zone within the proposed Gunnison Gorge recreation Area.

The EIS should indicate the proposed change 1n status for Needle Rock

from a BLM Research Natural Area to an Outstanding Natural Area as

supported by the advisory group.
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Water

Any impact of coal management, locatable minerals management or oil

and gas management which would injure an adjudicated water right, will

have to be mitigated by a plan for augmentation approved 1n Water Court

prior to the occurrence of the Injury.
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[Rules requiring casing of oil and gas wells and mineral test holes
would help minimize aquifer mixing and ground water degradation.
Plugging and capping of test holes are governed by the Colorado Mined
Land Reclamation Rules and Regulations.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Lands having populations of federally threatened or endangered
plant species should not be released from federal ownership. Populations
of clay-loving wild buckwheat have been documented at both disposal
tracts mentioned specifically on page 4-52. Descriptions of additional
disposal tracts (3,890 acres) should be made available for review.

Potential habitat for endangered plant species should be surveyed
before oil and gas or mineral resource development occurs and avoidance
stipulations applied to known populations. Threatened or endangered
species 1n livestock or ORV areas should also be monitored to assess
grazing impacts and loss due to ORV use or collecting. In particular,
the document should discuss how development of the North Delta ORV use
area will Impact critical habitat for the Uinta 8as1n hookless cactus and
potential habitat of clay-loving wild buckwheat and Delta lomatlum.

Management practices should be Implemented which enhance habitats
for special Interest species which have been historically Impacted by
agricultural development in the Frultland Mesa area, such as sage
grouse. The Division of Wildlife will assist 1n Identifying such
management practices.

We appreciate the opportunity to review your draft management plan
and look forward to continued cooperation with BLH as decisions
Implementing these plans are made.

STATE OF COLORADO
COLORADO NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM

r Colorado 80J0J ^>

v/^A/^H)
DENNIS W. DONALD
Acting Executive Director

DWD:nsh:7753

State Agency Reviewers
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December 23, 1987

Mr. Gene Vecchla
>M

Bureau of Land Management ^Zttwi
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Gene:

I want to correct and clarify the comments submitted by the

Colorado Department of Natural Resources in the November 5, 1987 letter
for the Colorado Natural Areas Program on the draft Uncompahgre Resource
Area Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.

Information contained in the special management areas section on

page 3, paragraph 3 1s erroneous -- legal descriptions are wrong and the
specific reference to Wells Gulch should be deleted. The first paragraph
In the special management areas section should read as follows:

The EIS should Indicate that a systematic survey for relict or
remnant plant communities has not been conducted in the Uncompahgre
Resource Area. A number of areas, including several riparian
sites, may qualify for future special management consideration.
The Colorado Natural Areas Program will work with BLH to Identify
and evaluate appropriately qualified vegetation sites for special
management.

I hope that this clarifies any confusion concerning our recom-
mendations. I apologize for sending you Incorrect Information. Please
call me 1f you have any questions on our revised recommendations. Best
wishes for the new year.

Director
Colorado Natural Areas Program

DWK:dat:8441

COLORADO NATURAL AREAS COUNCIL

04



|OHN R. KAPPA
Attorney a! Law

P 8o» 790
Montrose, CO 8)40?

(303)249 4631

10

November ^ , 1Q87

Mr. Robert IS. Vecchia
BMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 3. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 8l401

RE: Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS and WTS

54
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Gentlemen:

The City of Delta hereby submits the following comments
concerning the draft RMP/EIS and WTS for the Uncompahgre Basin

Planning Area.

1. Generally the documents fall to adequately Identify and

discuss the development of hydro power resources on the

Gunnison River and In the Gunnison Gorge as a specific
resource or planning issue.

2. The description in the discussion of the Gunnison Gorge WSA
on page 2-20 Is devoid of any analysis of potential power
projects.

3. The Wilderness Technical Supplement Is totally Inadequate and

inaccurate concerning its analysis of hydro electric projects
within the Gunnison Gorge by making the following
unsubstantiated and erroneous assumptions.

A. Economic feasibility of these hydro projects is low.

B. The projects will not be developed.

C. The Impact due to precluding development Is negligible.

D. If the projects are developed, positive impacts will be

negligible

.

ft. The failure to analyze the social and economic impacts of

wilderness designation is erroneous. Preclusion of hydro

power and water projects will have a dramatic adverse
economic effect.

DEL 2/15

71

Mr. Robert Vecchia
Page 2

November i)
, 1987

5- The discussion of City of Delta water rights decrees on the
Gunnison in the Gorge on pages 3-15 and f-lfi of the WTS is
incomplete because It does not recognize that the City's
decree is also for consumptive uses for municipal and
Industrial purposes.

6. The discussion on page 3-16 of the WTS concerning the
alternative proposals for development Is misleading. Such
proposals are being considered in consideration with the
legislation to create a Black Canyon National Park and Wild
and Scenic River. Under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the
City of Delta is entitled to Just compensation for what
amounts to a taking of Its water rights. The City has been
willing to discuss alternatives to development of Its project
In the context of the Black Canyon National Park proposal
because It recognizes that other benefits will accrue to the
City from that proposal. The amount of water proposed to be
traded to the City as compensation clearly demonstrates
(understated as it is) the considerable value of the City's
water rights.

7. The conclusion on page ft-12 of the WTS that the impact of not
being able to develop hydro electric power projects is
negligible is totally erroneous for the following reasons:

A. Notwithstanding the exception for presidential action,
wilderness designation will preclude any possibility of
developing the projects.

B. Wilderness designation will make it virtually impossible
for the City of Delta to perform the necessary due
diligence work in order to keep its conditional rights in
the Gorge. This will result in substantial detrimental
economic effects.

C. The City of Delta will lose the many thousands of dollars
it has Invested already In these water rights and will
lose the potential benefits from the eventual development
of its project.

D. The conditional water rights in and of themselves are
very valuable. Loss of these rights will allow projects
such as the City of Aurora's Transmountaln Diversion
Project to obtain decrees for unappropriated water which
otherwise may not be available. This will result in all
of the very substantial Impacts related to such a
transmountaln diversion project.

DEL 2/15
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10

Mr. Robert Vecchia
Page 3

November H, 19*7

E. Such conditional rights have value to developers of water

rights who might want to develop other projects but need

to promote the priority of their rights by purchasing
rights such as the City of Delta and thereafter
abandoning them to the stream or transferring them. Such

value Is eliminated by the Wilderness proposals.

8. The documents also Ignore the fact that development of hydro

electric power would not carry with it many of the adverse
environmental effects associated with coal or nuclear power.

Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
BLM, Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

Very truly yours,

CITY DELTA

JRK/vl

DEL 2/15
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The Montrose District Advisory Council submits the following two
resolutions (as adopted October 29, 1987) for your consideration in the
RMP process.

RESOLUTION 1; The BLH should recommend that the Gunnison Gorge be
nade a Wilderness Area to be administered by the BLM.

RESOLUTION 2: The BLM should adopt the preferred alternative after
reviewing and resolving the following issues:

A. The plan should identify specific management measures for
riparian areas, and should better define riparian zones.

B. Camelbaek and Adobe Badlands VSAs should be reconsidered to
wilderness recommendations.

C. More attention should be focused on managing future
increases in off-road vehicle use.

D. The RMP should identify trade-offs and show economic data
dealing with land and water management proposals.

[

Study areas {natural, undisturbed ecosystems) should be
established.

The location of the proposed right-of-way corridor should be
given a closer look.

Sincerely,

V,- JO***
|

Clay V/Bader, Chairman
Montrose District Advisory Council
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I feel that the DLH needs to reconsider their
recommendations that the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands as a

non- wilderness area.

Thank You

68
136

SIERRA CLUB SOUTHWEST OFFICE

September 17,1987

Gene vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Lanr Management
2505 S. Towns^nd five.

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

1 have read your wilderness recommendations for three

desert roadless area which is contained in your draft

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan.

I would like to thank you for recommending all 21,038

acres of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area for

Wilderness protection. This will help increase the chances

of the Gunnison River to be considered as a Wild River under

the Wild and Scenic Rivers act. Because this area will be

protected as a wilderness, thousands of visitors will still

be able to enjoy the beauty and the recreational benefits of

this area in the future.

I do feel that the BLM needs to reconsider

recommendations for Camel Back and Adobe Badlands as a

wilderness. I do not understand the BLM's approach to their

ideas ofmanaoement of a shrinking resource such as

wilderness. Camel Back and Adobe Badlands are just a few of

the potential wildernesses left on the plateau. According

to BLM's reports, there are absolutely no resource conflicts

with wilderness designation in these areas. In Camel Back,

BLM has mentioned that there are no timber or mineral

conflicts. There are four dry oil and gas wells which has

bean drilled nearby Adobe Badlands, which indicates a low

potential for minerals. Both areas contain many species of

plants and animals which are considered endangered under old

mangement. There is no telling how many more species will

become endangered in the near future if nothing is done to

protect them.

14

. * hi //statute?
John Bradley jf
Internship *
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THE COLORADO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

123

124

October 20, 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

I represent the Chipeta Chapter of the Colorado Archaeological Society,

and presented verbal comments on the BLM's Draft RMP for the Uncompahgre Basin

at the September 29, 1987 hearing in Montrose. 1 won't repeat verbatim what I

said that evening since it is part of the official record, but would like to

make additional comments on several key points.

The members of the archaeological community in the Montrose area are

extremely concerned about the current rate of destruction of:archaeological

resources. The law enforcement approach to cultural resource management has

limited value. Innovative approaches must be developed, and public education

concerning cultural resource appreciation and preservation should receive

high priority. The Draft RMP, Preferred Alternate takes the right, first step,

but much more can be done. Some recommendations are listed below.

1) Conduct an intensive archaeological resource survey on BLM lands

_ between Highway 90 and Roubideau Creek.

2) Publish a booklet that interprets the prehistory of the Uncompahgre

Basin based on archaeological studies. done In the area, jhe booklet

should be easy-to-read, well-illustrated, include reasoning for

15

resource preservation and be sold for a nominal fee to cover the

cost of printing.

3) An interpretive prehistory display should be assembled with repre-

sentative types of artifacts from the basin and include photographs,

charts and resource preservation information. The display could be

housed at the ute Museum, Montrose County Historical Museum or .other

high-profile facility.

4) Develop presentation that could be shown to tourists, local civic

groups and schools on archaeological topics.

5) Actively pursue mitigation of damaged archaeological sites.

6} Involve local groups interested in prehistoric and historic resources

with the implementation of the above recommendations.

7) Patrol areas that contain high site densities and monitor site

* damage and conditions.

8) Restrict ORV use in high site density areas to existing jeep roads

and close jeep roads that aren't necessary.

In conclusion, I would like to emphasize that the BLM has a timely

oppurtunity to address the cultural resource management problem. Your

decisions concerning the RMP will set the tone for future generations and

hopefully preserve the unique cultural resources of the Uncompahgre Basin.

Sincerely,

16

Colorado
environmental
coalition

2239 E. Collax Ave Denver CO 80206-1290 393-0J65

Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

October 23, 1987

22

32

33

Dear Mr. Vecchia

,

I would like to make comments on behalf of the Colorado Environ-
mental Coalition in regards to the Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan. The Colorado Environmental Coalition was formed
in 1965 to work for protection of Colorado's environment. The
organization has 40 member groups with a combined membership of

over 35,000 people.

Overall, we found the plan to be very vague. It did not really
quantify the impacts. The plan uses subjective terms, such as

"substantial," "potentially improve," etc. instead of quantifed
data. We view these subjective comments on impacts as being
poorly conceived and we want actual numbers to allow the public
to better understand the impacts.

Coal

One of the most disturbing aspects of the preferred alternative's
coal leasing proposal is the area open to coal leasing. 83,334
acres are open to further leasing consideration. Under the
current management alternative, which we would more readily
support, the acreage open to coal leasing would be 20,737 acres.
This is a much more realistic figure considering current and
foreseeable market trends. This would also allow for better
protection of the environmental quality of the North Fork Valley
because the BLM could select the areas, which would be the least
harmed by coal production, for further consideration.

The Plan found only 569 acres of land out of the 83,396 acres in

the coal planning units to be unsuitable for further leasing
consideration using the unsuitability criteria. This is obvious-
ly a very narrow interpretation of the unsuitability criteria.
Substantial acreage in the North Fork drainage should be found
unsuitable on the Scenic Areas criterion alone. Alluvial valley
floors are also located in the coal leasing area. It would seem

to be appropriate that the EIS devote a section or an appendix to

the lands that have been eliminated from further consideration
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under the unsuitability criteria, and explain the methodology
used for determining unsuitability. This is one of the few RMPs
where the reader is not provided with this basic information. A
good example of where an area should have been found unsuitable
under the Scenic Areas criterion is the higher elevations of the

Adobe Badlands WSA. This badlands area is obivously one of the

most scenic areas in the uncompahgre Basin Resource Area. A
reevaluation of the unsuitability criteria obviously needs to

occur in the Pinal EIS.

The plan inadequately addresses multiple-use trade-offs. The

only discussion of multiple-use trade-offs occurs on page 1-9,

stating "These multiple-use trade-off determinations are made

during the RMP-EIS process." It appears that the only multiple-

use trade-offs made were by letting uses other than coal produc-
tion occur on lands that did not contain producable coal re-

serves. An example of a BLM Resource Management plan that did

examine multiple-use trade-offs is the North Dakota RMP and EIS.

We recommend that you take a close look at this document when
preparing the final EIS.

The Federal Coal Management Program EIS of 1979 also requires
that thresholds be established on impacts to a variety of other-

resources. Since this concept was not superceded by anything in

the 1984 Supplement to the EIS, it is still in effect. We
maintain that the RMP must address thresholds particularly for

wildlife and socioeconomic capabilities of the surrounding area.

"The Secretarial Issue Document of 1986 requires that the RMP
assess the coal development potential of the area. The reason

that this should be covered in the RMP is so that leasing levels

can be in line with demand levels. The Uncompahgre Basin RMP
states on page 4-44 that "The possible leasing of up to 5, 730

million tons of coal would far exceed demand over the life of

this plan as the 1985 coal production from Delta and Gunnison
counties was 2.2 million tons and optimistic annual coal
production forecasts for this area range from 4.5 to 7.35 million
tons for the years 1990 to 2000. " The plan continues on page 4-

45 to state that "this [preferred] alternative is not anticipated
to impact coal production levels over the life span of the plan."
The Plan blatantly ignores the realistic coal development
potential of the area, and needs to be reworked.

The Secretarial Issue Document (1986) also requires the BLM to

give "increased emphasis" to six criteria that other agencies,

the OTA, and public interest groups wanted added to the 20 un-
suitability criteria. Among these other criteria are effects

coal mining will have on wetlands/riparian habitat, sole-source
aquifers, lands adjacent to Class I air quality areas,

16

adequate criteria for determining tract disposal. The Grand
Junction RMP included 17 criteria which would automatically
warrant retention of the tract. The criteria are as follows:

1. Wilderness areas and wilderness study areas

2. National conservation areas

3. Wild and scenic rivers and wild and scenic study rivers

4. National or historic trails

5. Natural or research natural areas

6. Designated areas of cultural or natural history
7. Designated areas of critical environmental concern

8. Designated wild horse preserves

9. Other congressionally designated areas

10. Threatened or endangered species habitat areas

11. Riparian habitat areas
12. Valuable recreation areas
13. Wetland Areas as defined in Executive Order 11990 5/77

14. Flood plain areas (100 year) as defined in Executive
Order 11988 5/24/77

15. Large blocks of land that are suitable for multiple use

management
16. Lands containing water sources with valid existing water

rights held by the BLM
17. Critical big game winter range

There are also criteria for areas with high mineral potential.

We maintain that the criteria used in the Grand Junction RMP is

much more useful and thorough than the 5 criteria used in the

Uncompahgre RMP presented on page 1-6.

Changes in Management prescriptions

We recommend the following changes in the mandates for the pre-

ferred management prescriptions, in addition to the comments made

through the rest of the letter:

The D-6 management prescriptior should include a recommendation

to acquire land in Red Canyon in order to have a more logical and

ecologically sound boundary for the proposed Gunnison Gorge
wilderness Area.

We commend the BLM on realizing the significance of the Riparian

areas within the Resource Area, but feel the agency has not gone

far enough in insuring the protection of riparian areas in the

plan. The D-9 prescription needs to allow the agency to imple-

ment a policy which will improve the quality and vitality of ri-

f~parian areas. We support stricter limits for livestock use in

these fragile areas, since livestock is probably the single
greatest cause of deterioration of riparian habitat. The Plan,
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nd buffer 2ones around National Park Service
these criteria were examined thoroughly in the
the plan only briefly mentions riparian areas and
ing statement in regards to aquifers on page 4-

of coal and locatable minerals could result in

d irreversible loss of ground water though diver-
nce," which we find totally unacceptable. Ba-
needs to conduct not only a much more thorough

to these six criteria, but also into the entire
ement program in the Resource Area.
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Oil and Gas

"The section on oil and gas impacts is inadequate. The court case

of Connors v. Burford states "comprehensive analysis of cumula-
tive impacts on several oil and gas activities must be done
before a single activity can proceed." The Preferred Alternative

of the Plan dedicates only seven paragraphs to the impacts of oil

and gas leasing and only one of those paragraphs deals with

cumulative impacts. No leasing was recommended only for the

Gunnison Gorge, an area recommended for Wilderness. No Surface

Occupancy was recommended for the Needle Rock Outstanding Natural

Area. It appears that the BLM has chosen to ignore its legal

mandate under Connors v. Burford. Another section of judge's

decision is applicable here, stating that federal agencies "have

intiated a pattern of procrastination, not examination of envi-

ronmental concerns." The BLM is capable of doing an adequate job

of assessing impacts, so why not do it? The Plan should also

mandate that all ACECs and other natural areas receive for a

minimum No Surface Occupancy stipulations.

Tract Disposal

The BLM has not outlined sufficient criteria for determining

tracts available for disposal. This can be seen through some of

the tracts slated for disposal such as the West Dallas Creek

tract (T.44 N. R. i W. Sections 4 fi 9). This area receives heavy
recreational use and is located on a county highway. The tract

is located on one of the main access points to the Mt. Sneffels

Wilderness Area, and obviously should be slated for retention.

Another poor selection as a disposal tract is the Baldy Peak Area

(T.45 N. R. 8 W. Section 36). Baldy Peak is a former Wilderness

Study Area, which has the potential to be a future addition to

the Big Blue Wilderness Area. The Muddy Creek tracts above

Paonia Reservoir also have heavy recreational use. The tract

provides important public access points along Colorado Highway

133.

Obviously, the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area has not devised
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however , must address the site specific impacts of coal develop-
ment on riparian and aquatic areas as required in the Secretarial
Issue Document (1986). Mineral development can also have signi-
ficant impact of riparian areas , thus this mineral development
( including oil and gas as well as coal ) should be minimized.

We oppose the ski area proposed for Storm King Mountain under the
D-10 management prescription. The D-10 area should be managed
for elk habitat, and timber harvesting should be prohibited.
Storm King is not only fantastic elk habitat, it is also an

important scenic vista for much of the upper Uncompahgre Valley.
The natural character of the area should also be maintained for

this reason.

We have serious concerns for the resource uses which would be

permitted in the D-12 and D-13 management prescriptions.
Escalante Canyon is being recommended for an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern and Fairview is being recommended for a

Research Natural Area because of their outstanding biological
characteristics. It is amazing that the BLM realizes the signi-
ficance of these areas, but allows potentially destructive ac-
tivities to these lifeforms to occur in the areas. The BLM
should prohibit grazing in all ACECs, RNAs , and ONAs. Livestock
have the ability of destroying the rare plants that are found in

these areas. A Mineral withdrawl should also be placed on the
areas to prevent potentially destructive mining and the possible
converting of important lands to private lands using the claim
and patent system. A No Surface Occupancy stipulation should
placed on all oil and gas leases which may cover the area to

_protect the areas from damage due to oil and gas development.
The BLM should also strictly control recreation especially in the
Escalante Canyon ACEC. Camping and bathing should be banned.
Uncontrolled recreational use can also damage the endangered
plant species.

WilderLess

The Colorado Environmental Coalition supports the designation of
the Camelback, Adobe Badlands and Gunnison Gorge as wilderness.
All three areas easily quali f y for Wilderness protection and are
deserving of designation.

Gunnison Gorge

The Gunnison Gorge is one of the premiere primitive recreational
areas in the state. The area receives substantial boating

,

hiking and fishing use. Gunnison Gorge is immediately downstream
from the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument ' s Wilder-
ness area , and would make an excellent addition to this area.
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The Gunnison River has also been recommended for Wild River
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act through theGorge. The Gunnison Gorge is obviously one of the highest candi-
dates for wilderness protection in the state of Colorado.

Adobe Badlands

These Mancos Shale badlands, located just a few miles
Delta, are among of the most scenic places in the res
The badlands provide excellent vistas and are habitat
endangered Uinta Basin bookless cactus. Since four o
wells have been drilled near Adobe Badlands and all h
dry, the area also has low oil and gas development po
Other conflicts with wilderness designation are also
BLM states m the plan that it intends to prohibit of
vehicle use in the area. If designated as wilderness
Badlands would diversify Delta's recreational opportu
improve its tourist economy. The BLM does not really
rationale for not recommending the Adobe Badlands for

_and needs to reevaluate this decision.

Camelback
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ource area.
for the

il and gas
ave been
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,
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Camelback has absolutely no conflicts to Wilderness designationWilderness designation would be compatible with the currentmanagement of the area. The Dncompahgre plateau is one of themajor landforms of western Colorado, but not one acre of it hasbeen designated Wilderness. Although officials of the BLM haveoften claimed that Dominguez Canyon proposed wilderness to thenorth of Camelback is almost identical to Camelback, we havefound the areas to be quite different. Camelback has a muchgreater diversity of rock formations that are not present inDominguez Canyon, making the areas look much different
Camelback contains habitat for the endangered spineless hedgehogcactus and the rare Grand Junction milkvetch. The area is beingconsidered for desert bighorn sheep ^introduction and for im-provement of its riparian habitat in this plan. Both of these

67

its recommendation of Camelback and should support the area forWilderness designation.

ORV Use

The BLM has not effectively dealt with Off Road Vehicle (ORV) use
in the plan. The prospect of having 82* of the resource areaopen to uncontrolled ORV use is frightening. We support substan-
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1 860 Lincoln Street, Suite 404 • Denver, Colorado 80295
303/860-0099

October 29, 1987

Mr. Robert Vecchia
RHP Team Leader
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2502 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401:

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Hlt.V'nfV.r M "le ,?
0c^ M™tam 011 and Gas Association (RM0GA), I wouldIke to offer the following comments on the Draft Uncompahore Basin [,,»Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement EISIRMOGA Is f
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- »<>™™<: '"« BLM's decisions are readily displayedand are easily understood by the reader. The use of oil and gas simulations rnprotect other resource values appears to be reason b?e Unbiased and no?designed to unduly constrain oil and gas activities In favor of other values.
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tial reductions in the amounts of land, where ORV use would be
permitted. It is especially disturbing to see the D-8 management
prescription (geared to ORV use) being located in habitat for the
endangered Uinta Basin hookless cactus. This is obviously in
violation of the Endangered Species Act. The plan admits that
ORV use will have substantial adverse impact on soils, water, and
vegetation. Much greater restraints must be implemented for ORV
use.

Utility Corridors

Although existing utility corridors were described in the plan
(p. 2-24), no information was provided on where new utility
corridors would be permitted. We support delineation of where
ultility corridors would be permitted. Restriction should be
placed on all wilderness Study Areas, Outstanding Natural Areas,
Research Natural Areas, and Areas of critical Environmental Con-
cern prohibiting utility corridors.

Threatened and Endangered Species

It appears from the lack of information in the plan that the BLM
has not conducted a survey of its lands to identify areas which
contain threatened and endangered species. The BLM should in-
clude in the plan a mandate for conducting a study for not only
threatened and endangered species habitat but also to identify

Remnant plant communities. Provisions should be made to amend
the plan when this information has been collected.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the plan, and hope
that the agency will be responsive to our suggestions. Dramatic
changes need to occur in order to make this plan acceptable.

Kirk Koepsel
Public Lands Coordinator
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October 29, 1987

Mr. Robert Vecchfa
RMP Team Leader
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

page two

In conclusion, RMOGA supports the Preferred Alternative as proposed by the*"*,!r
;
™ b

.

e'?", ,t ,s
H

cr,t '«> «>r the BLM to adopt our rec™endat n

trtuit .!. .«*!!
<"scuss1on of what takes place during oil and gasactivities, and the procedures by which these activities are allowed to occur.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments, if you have anv

Se"tate
S

to°

r

contact"s: " """" "" ^^ '" «""" dSta"
'

?"»•"' S
Sincerely,

Jess Cooper *

Executive Vice Presldt
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October 29, 1987

Robert E. VeccMa
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

The following comments constitute the response of the Minerals Exploration
Coalition (MEC) to the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The MEC represents companies and
individuals engaged in exploration for locatable minerals on the federal
lands.

The MEC supports the management goals of multiple use, giving consideration
to all renewable and nonrenewable resources, including minerals.

We do not believe that sufficient minerals data has been collected or
weight given to mineral resources to allow fair consideration of minerals
in the management plan. Without a complete set of data on the mineral re-
sources showing the location and extent of past and current mineral pro-
duction and potential for future exploration and production, the importance
of these minerals to the citizens of Colorado and the United States cannot
be recognized . While the areas of past mineral production and areas with
potential for future production are mentioned in a general way on pages 2-3
and 2-4 a map showing location and extent of these areas was not prepared.
No rating of the mineral potential Is shown for areas outt.Lde the WSAs.
Within the WSAs, maps showing the location of the areas rated is lacking.

The absence of mineral data in comparison with the data on other resources
is particularly evident when one considers the economic data shown in Table
F-l, Appendix F, page A-19. This table shows that , except for government,
minerals provide the largest source of personal income to the citizens of
the region. Detailed information for some resources is included in the
appendix but not for minerals. How can the largest source of non-government
income be omitted?

The Minerals Exploration Coalition opposes the inclusion of areas of high
and moderate mineral potential in wilderness areas because the opportunity
to explore for and produce minerals is prohibited in wilderness areas,
except where prior existing rights can be shown. The boundaries of the
wilderness Study areas that include moderate of high mineral potential
should be changed to exclude the mineralized areas or the WSA should not
be recommended for wilderness designation.

Page 2
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The Ceology, Energy and Minerals (GEM) reports are cited as the basis for
the determinations of mineral potential in the WSAs in the wilderness
supplement. No reference is made to the required mineral surveys conducted
by the U. S. Geological Survey and U. S. Bureau of Mines. The USGS-USBM
minerals information should be available before wilderness decisions are
made.

To show that mineral activities will be allowed on most (generally in ex-
cess of 90 percent) of the land, thereby implying that most of the miner-
alized land will open, is misleading when considering the lands to be with-
drawn under the various alternatives. Minerals are unevenly distributed,
therefore, without specific information on the location of the minerals
one cannot determine the impact on the mineral industry of these proposed
withdrawals.

Ue have not made a select of our preferred alternative because without
adequate minerals we cannot make an intelligent choice.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sincerely,

John D. Wells,
President
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tu AUDueoN socioVy^WjT
Of Western \_o\o-rodo *| 4\

Robert E. Vecchld
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Sir:

The Audubon Society of Western Colorado appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Uncompahgre Basin RMP and
EIS. We offer the following comments and suggestions:

1 . We Del i eve the conservation alternative rather than the
preferred alternative would better serve the national
interest in almost every detail. We applaud your decisions
which incorporate elements of the conservation alternative
into the preferred alternative.

2. The conservat ion alternative recommends a wi 1 derness
cesi gnat ion for the Adobe Badland WSA and for the Camel Back
WSA. but the preferred alternative does not include this
recommendation. We believe this omission is a mistake. We
support any action which will enhance the preservation of
wilderness values, as this designation would. The economic
advantages gained by not designating these areas as
wilcerness are short-term and negligable in comparison.

3- If the Camel Back area is not to be aesignated as
wilderness, eff-roao vehicle use in the area should be
pronibited nevertheless. The EIS states that 0RV use would
be the primary cause of decline in wilderness values unaer
the preferred alternative. This alternative provides enough
area for ORV use without allowing such use to destroy the
wilderness value of the Camel Back WSA.
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The preferred alternative also a:ms to "minimize
di sturoance" in this area to enhance habitat for
Introduction of bighorn sheep; allowing ORV use would
cer ta i n

I
y hamper this goa I , Further . although the preferred

alternative provides for bighorn habitat management, It

fai Is to al locate forage for these animals. This fal lure
could easily lead to the failure of the re- lntroduct 1 on

.

4. The preferred alternative for the Came 1 Back area is
confusing. The map for this alternative seems to label the
area " D- 1

,

" wh i ch " wou Id be managed to improve vegetat i on
conditions and forage ava i 1 abi 1 i t y for 1 i vestock graz i ng.

"

The description of Management Unit D-l . under the
sub-heading "Soils ana Water Resources." states that
" non-conf 1 ict ino erosion control objectives, projects and
mitigating measures would be incorporated." The
" Compar ison of Alternatives" chart , however , states that
the plan is to "manage the Came ! 3a ck area with emphasi s on
r tpar i an/ aquat 1 c system managemen t, wildlife habitat anc
livestock grazing." We hope that the real priority is that
described in this chart (if a wilderness designation is not
forthcoming). At any rate, the designation needs to be
c i ar i f ied.

5. The preferred alternative takes the second-best
approach to managi ng the Adobe Badl ands area north of De 1 ta

.

It is wise to put soil erosion control as the primary
objective. Wilderness designation for the WSA within the
area, however, would also meet that objective and would
protect wilderness values as well,

6. The Wilderness Technical Supplement states that "the
Proposed Action is based on an overall evaluation of
wi 1 derness values, analysis of conflicts with other
resources , consideration of soci a 1 and economl c factors, and
consistency with other plans." None of these evaluations,
ana 1 yses , or consi derat i or.s are di scussed in the RMP. It is
impossible for the public to provide adequate input on RMP
decisions when the bases for these decisions are unknown.
An analysis of the alternatives, such as that prov ided i n

the USFS RARE II EIS, would be most helpful. Because the
Uncompahgre Basin pi an con tains no such analysis, it seems
reasonabl e to request an amendment that i nc 1 udes thl

S

information and time for the public to respona to It.

Si ncere
1 y yours

,

Richard Levad
Conservation Committee
Audubon Society of Western
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November k , 1987

ROBERT E. VECCHIA, RHP TEAM LEADER
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

KROH: DELTA COUNTY LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION

John Botti, President
R. 1 Box 14

Crawford, CO 81415

SUBJECT: UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN - COMMENTS

The Delca County Livestock Association is in agreement that the Camel Back,

the Adobe Badlands and the Gunnison Corge should continue to be managed

as they now are by the BLM and prefer the no action alternative.

The 10,402 acre Camel Back area should continue, as it now is, under mul-

tiple use management. The area does not have the suitability for a Wilder-

ness designation. The management plan now implemented is working well

and the vegetation has already increased along the Roubideau River and

Potter and Monitor Creeks.

For several months each year these streams are dry. Damage by flash flood-

ing governs plant growth along stream beds, not grazing by livestock. Be-

cause of the terrain, this area is subject to several flash floods each

Introducing big horn sheep into the area would only compete with the Jeer

and elk now using these winter ranges. Private lands would be overrun by

these animals needing forage in the winter.

The 680 AUMs allocated for livestock grazing should remain unchanged.

Neither is the Adobe Badlands suitable for Wilderness. All these natural

resources should be utilized under multiple use and the 878 AUMs allocated

to livestock grazing should remain the same.

The Gunnison Gorge should also continue under multiple use. Proper manage-

ment increases riparian habitat. The 662 AUMs currently allocated for

livestock grazing should not change.

One reason these lands are being suggested as Wilderness Areas is because

the rancher appreciates the land and its value to the area. Thus they

have properly utilized and managed them in cooperation with the BLM.
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Sierra Club
Rocky Mountain Chapter

November 3, 1987

Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend five.

Montrose, CD 81401

Dear Gene:

Enclosed are comments for the Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra
Club on the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and EIS,
and the accompanying Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS) . The
Sierra Club currently has over 8,300 members in Colorado, many of whom
make recreational use of the public lands administered by BLM in the
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area.

WILDERNESS

The Sierra Club has several generic concerns with BUM'S analysis Df

wilderness resources in the DEIS and UTS. A major concern appears on
the very first page of the WTS (S-l) where BLM notes that "multiple-
use management would continue" with non-wilderness designation of
Camel Back WSA. Is BLM aware that wilderness, and the resources it

protects, is a form of multiple use? Is BLM aware that the Wilderness
Act itself (Section 4<a)(l) of PL 88-577) specifically amends the
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act to note that wilderness is not
inconsistent with multiple-use ?

Another concern centers on the presentation of information. Nowhere
is any rationale given for BLM's wilderness recommendations, some of
which seem to fly in the face of reality. It would tremendously
improve the ability of the public to intelligently comment on BLM '

management proposals if we had some inkling of the thinking behind
these proposals.

The Sierra Club strongly endorses the BLM's preferred alternative
recommending all of Gunnison Gorge WSA for wilderness designation.
Wilderness designation will greatly enhance BLM's previous
recommendation of the Gunnison River through the WSA for Wild and
Sceni c River protecti on , and wi 1 1 al so provi de added i mpetus to
ongoing efforts to secure legislation that formally designates both
the river as Wild and Scenic and the WSA as wilderness.

2239 E. Colfax Avenue, Denver, CO 80206 303/321-8292
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this would be a hardship on them, though it might be easily
implemented through more active management of the livestock herds in

the riparian zone rather than simply leaving the livestock to slowly
drift along the creek. Some of these ranchers also indicated that
this hardship could be greatly relieved if additional water sources
"were made available on Winter Mesa. If, indeed, the primary conflict
with wilderness designation of Camel Back is the issue of grazing in

the riparian zone of Roubideau Creek (though this does not appear to
be the case since BLM is proposing a reduction even in the no
wilderness alternative), then BLM would be remiss in not considering
an alternative in the WTS that proposes wilderness designation for the
majority or all Df the WSA while providing for additional water
sources for livestock on Winter Mesa. Will BLM consider such an
alternative?

What is the meaning of the statement that grazing allocation in Camel
Back will be reduced from 6B0 AUMs to 480 AUMS, "which would be
managed under an intensive grazing system"? Does BLM intend to
implement an HRM intensive grazing system for these allotments?

The Sierra Club supports wilderness designation for Adobe Badlands
WSA. As with Camel Back, there are no substantive reasons for BLM's
nonsuitable recommendation given in the DEIS or WTS. Mineral, timber,
livestock grazing, and DRV conflicts are all minimal or nonexistent.
Wilderness designation of Adobe Badlands would greatly enhance the
diversity of the National Wilderness Preservation System by
incorporating an area of Mancos Shale badlands. In the other
instances in Colorado where BLM has had the opportunity to protect an
example of such an ecosystem, most notably in McKenna Peak WSA and
Little Bookcliffs WSA, BLM has similarly failed to act Dn behalf of

"wilderness diversity. Is there any inherent reason why Mancos Shale
_badlands Are unsuitable as wilderness that BLM has not told US?

COAL

The DEIS does not seem to offer much of a range in the alternatives
for future coal leasing. With the exception of the current management
alternative, all of the alternatives propose the same amount of
acreage available for future leasing (+/« 500 acres). This seems
particularly inappropriate since the RMP/DEIS notes at 1-9 that the
RMP-EIS process is when multiple-use trade-off determination is to be
made. It is hard to believe that in the Conservation Alternative, for
example, that development of coal outweighs other resources as often
as it does in the production alternative. While BLM may have actual
control over only the minerals on these lands, BLM cannot ignore the
impact that coal devel op ment might have on wildl if e, water qual ity

,

and other such resources offsite. The alternatives need to be revised
to reflect this.
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BLM's unsuitable recommendation for Camel Back WSA, however, appears
to us to be without merit. The Wilderness Technical Supplement makes
clear that there ara no resource development conflicts with timber or
mineral resources. Similarly, the current inaccessibility of the arm*
has thus far insulated it from significant conflicts with ORV use. Dn
the other hand, there is an impressive array of wilderness dependent
values present in the WSA, as BLM itself has noted. These include
crucial big game winter range, habitat for threatened and endangered
species such as golden and bald eagles as well as rare plants and
plant associations, a substantial perennial stream, the Ben Lowe Cabin
historic site, stunning scenery, and uncommon geologic features such
as hoodoos. By anyone's definition. Camel Back has all of the
requisite requirements for a wilderness, and few conflicting resource
demands. The area also faces likely future degradation of its
wilderness values without wilderness designation, as the WTS notes, in
the form of intrusions by DRVs such as al 1 -terrain-vehi cl es. All of
these, coupled with the excellent manageability of the area due to its
compact topographic boundaries, indicate that BLM should recommend
Camel Back as suitable for wilderness designation.

One particularly unique aspect Df Camel Back is its position as an
integral part of the longest intact roadless drainage on the entire
Uncompaghre Plateau. The 7 or 8 miles of Roubideau Creek within the
WSA, when combined the 15 miles of undeveloped canyon on the adjacent
upstream National Forest, make this drainage the only continuous,
roadless drainage that comprises the full range of ecosystems present
on the Uncompahgre Plateau, from the aspen-spruce forests of the
divide to the sparse desolation of the uplands above the lower
canyon. How does BLM consider the value of a unit such as Camel Back
which is unique in its contribution to protecting an entire
ecosystem? Surely, ecosystem protection is one of the greatest
priorities of the National Wilderness Preservation System, and Camel
Back is a rarity in providing such i distinctive opportunity on a
_landform (the Uncompahgre Plateau) which currently has no designated
wilderness. Has BLM taken the non-wilderness designation of the
Roubideau RARE II area to mean that Congress opposes wilderness
protection for this drainage? If BLM has, then it is in violation of
Congressional intent as spelled out in the committee report which
accompanied the 19B0 Colorado Wi 1 derness Act.

The only potential conflict with wilderness designation Df Camel Back
that was identified at public hearings was with livestock grazing,
primarily over the issue of finding additional water sources for
livestock outside of the Roubideau Creek riparian area. First of all,
the Sierra Club strongly supports the reduction in forage utilization
to 35 percent on 1,400 acres of riparian zones in the WSA (WTS at 2-
2). It is obvious to even the most casual observer that the Roubideau
Creek riparian zone has been thoroughly trashed by livestock use. The
ranchers present at the Montrose hearing indicated that they thought
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STORM KING PEAK SKI AREA SITE

The RMP/DEIS is completely inadequate with respect to its treatment of
the proposed Storm King Peak Ski Area. BLM falls all over itself
trying to get of the way of making any sort of a decision about the
most appropriate resource use of Storm King Peak. BLM's self-
direction in the RMP/DEIS (1-5) states that it should determine
whether "development of Storm King Peak Ski area would be compatible
with wildlife habitat, timber production, and coal production." The
decision in the proposed RMP comes nowhere near fulfilling this
criterion. Instead, BLM offers up socne silly scheme to allow
development of the ski area for five years hence, after which BLM
might change its mind and not allow development. What kind of
management guidance is that? The RMP is fairly specific about the
impacts of the proposed ski area on wildlife, noting that the ski area
would eliminate useable elk calving habitat and impact mule deer
fawning (4-34). That seems a fairly clear statement concerning
compatibility of the ski area with wildlife habitat. BLM should make
a definite management decision based on this information, either in
favor of the ski area or opposed to it. The Sierra Club urges BLM to
oppose the ski ar^aj and to reject it by finding it to be an
incompatible use of Storm King Peak in the context of multiple-use
resource trade-offs in the RMP. We wonder why BLM seems so intent on
satisfying the ski area proponent since not a peep of support was
offered at any of the public hearings for the proposed ski area, and

the proponents were not even interested enough in the
proceedings to attend any of the hearings.

We would also submit that if BLM insists on accomodating this phantom
ski area proponent, then BLM should demand evidence of financial
capability from the proponent.

On one final note, the RMP/DEIS has i significant oversight in failing
to include in the Preferred Alternative "Impacts on Terrestrial
Wildlife Habitat from Recreation Management" (4-52) any mention of the
impacts to elk and mule deer from development of the proposed Storm
King Peak ski

RECREATON

41

We commend BLM for incorporating the excellent work that has already
been done in developing the Gunnison Gorge Special Recreation
Management Area into the proposed RMP (3-34). However, what is therationale for revoking the mineral withdrawal for these same lands?
We doubt that there is any great clamoring for exploration and
development of these lands, so why the revocation? Despite their low
mineral potential, there still exists the possibility for claims to be
staked and surface development to occur that would have an adverse
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impact on the dominant recreational values present. And how in the
world can BLM claim that revoking the mineral withdrawal and opening
these lands to the hackneyed approach of the 1872 Mining Law enhances
"long-term land use planning"? That's got to be double-speak if
anything is! Leaving the Gunnison 6orge SRHA closed to mineral
development is as certain a -form of long-ten land use planning as one
could devise.

The Sierra Club supports BLM's recognition of the growing demand for
river recreation through its proposal to enhance river access for the
lower Gunnison River at Escalante Bridge and to provide informational
materials on river use (RMP/DEIS at 3-32).

LAND DISPOSAL

The Sierra Club finds the stated criterion for assessing the potential
for disposal of public lands (RMP/DEIS at 1-6) greatly lacking in
their protection of the public interest. The approach taken by the
Grand Junction Resource Area in the Grand Junction RMP, listing 17
criteria that would automatically warrant retention of tracts of
public land, provides far greater protection for public interests.
The Uncompahgre Basin RflP should adopt a similar set of criteria.

Several of the tracts identified for potential disposal do not meet
the criteria for disposal as stated in the RMP/DEIS. One such tract
is the public land along West Dallas Creek (T. 44N. ,R.9W. , sections 4 &
9). This tract possess significant public values in the form of
riparian habitat and recreational opportunities. It is located on a
county road that provides access to the Mt. Sneffels wilderness, and
it provides for public camping areas in a valley that is almost
entirely otherwise controlled by private interests. Me do not see any
circumstances under which this tract should be passed out of public
OKiershi p.

Two Dther tracts include the former Baldy Peak MSA (T. 45N. ,R. BW.

,

section 36) and a tract along Cow Creek (T. 4SN. t R. 7W. , sections 9 and
16). Both of these should only be disposed of if passed on to the
U.S. Forest Service. Baldy Peak represents a potential addition to
the existing Big Blue Wilderness, while the Cow Creek tract offers
public access to the creek amidst one of the most scenic and popular
locales in the Uncompahgre Mountains.

RIPARIAN HABITAT

The Sierra Club supports BLM's recognition of the importance of
riparian zones through its development Df the "D-9" management
prescipti on in the preferred al ternati ve.
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TRANSPORTATION

84

Me support BLM's proposed closure of the Potter Creek road and the Dry

Fork of Escalante Creek road (RMP/DEIS at 3-38). There »rs far too

many roads on the Uncompahgre Plateau at present. Closure o-f these

should enhance wildlife habitat as well as provide for greater
primitive recreation opportunities.

—
The RMP/DEIS should incorporate an analysis of the impacts of blanket

RS2477 Right-of-Way grants to Delta and Montrose counties. The RMP is

the appropriate document for evaluation of the transportation needs Df

the Resource Area, and since RS2477 grants are a significant component

of access to and through public lands, they should be included in the

RMP. Any grants given to the counties should be limited to the width

of the actual use at the time of the enactment of FLPMA in 1976. BLM

might also be a**arm of the fact that its procedure for allocation of

RS2477 grants is currently under litigation in federal court in two

states, Alaska and Utah.

Me appreciate the opportunity to coaunent on the proposed RMP and DEI5,

and look forward to your consideration Df these comments.

?bj£»
Mark Pearson
Chair, Rocky Mountain Chapter, Sierra Club
P.O. Box 204
Grand Junction, CO B1502
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COLORADO NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY
P.O. BOX 200 - FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80522

November 1 , 1987

Mr. Robert Vecchia, RHP Team leader

Bureau of Land Management

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The Colorado Native Plant Society submits the following comments on the
Draft Diicompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and ETS. We have conducted
a number of field trips in the Resource Area, and are aware of the important
botanical resourced present.

Each of Our reviewers commented, independently, on the difficulty of
reviewing this document because of its format. Information ie bo badly
scattered, with frequent inconsistencies, that comparison among alternatives
is difficult. This plus inadequate delineation of Management Units on the
very poor maps makes it nearly impossible to evaluate recommendations for a

given area. We also note that the Impact statements (Chapter Four) are
ily favorable aspects, and negative impacts are
lored. Table 4-21, a subjective "comparison of
Surd. The draft RMP should be thoroughly revised

additional opportunity for comment

23

written to present prm
minimized or (mostly)

second draft,

103

27

and reissuei
provided.

We appreciate the RHP'b recognition of the threatened, endangered,
candidate, and BLM-sensitive plant species present in the Resource Area. The
special vegetation resources of Escalante Canyon also are acknowledged, but

no recognition or consideration ie given to state-sensitive plants or
remnant plant communities elsewhere in the Resource Area. This omission
should be rectified by consultation with the state Natural AxeaB Program.
The draft RMP is seriously deficient in this respect, inasmuch as the
existence of auch resources should affect proposed management in several
Management Units, and may warrant designation of additional Special
Management Areas.

i habitat for a number of these valuable plant
resources, it ie vital that sizeable areas of adobe badlands be maintained

Ltion. It is simply unacceptable that the
s to allow ORV use that "...would reduce
ed and endangered species and unique plant

and is admitted to cause "...a loss of 10,000 acrea
the Uinta Basin bookless cactus and Delta lomatium"

.„ Bee how thia plan can be reconciled with the
Endangered Species Act's provisions requiring you to protect listed plants.

Because of its significance
it ie vital that

Lally undisturbed
Preferred Alternative propo
potential habitat of threat*
associations" (p. 4-63),

of potential habitat foi

(p.4-52). We fail

27

67

116

24

119

23

68

136

135

Mr. Vecchia

-page 2-

The final RMP must be changed to omit the proposed North Delta ORV use area,

development of which will destroy many such plants.

The impact of ORV use on Mancos shales is undeniable; such use must be

prohibited, not merely restricted, in additional areas. Closure of only 6Z

of the Resource Area to ORVs is insufficient. Additional closures would
benefit not only plant resources, but would reduce the adverse impacts that

the proposed levels of ORV use admittedly will have on air quality (page 4-

44), soils (4-48), water resources (4-50), riparian zones (4-50), I and E

species (4-51), wildlife habitat (negative impacts of open ORV use not
listed, p. 4-52 and 4-54), livestock grazing (4-54), cultural resources (4-

57), and visual resources (4-58).

The limited but highly significant riparian vegetation of the Resource Area

receives insufficient attention in the Draft RMP. The final plan should
more clearly identify thie important habitat, and spell out management tools

that will be employed to restore and maintain it. The very small acreage
involved [inconsistently described as 1,034 acres (Table 2-5, page 2-8;

6,320 acres (page 4-54); 11,455 acres (6,320 + 5,125, page 4-51)] and the

importance of this component of the ecosystem warrant total exclusion of
grazing. Seasonal 1 imitations, partial AUM reductions, or forage
utilization limits on grazing are not sufficient for restoration or
continued existence of quality riparian areas.

We support designation of the Escalante Canyon ACEC, the Fairview RNA, and

the Needle Rock ACEC/0NA, but management plans for these areas are not
specified in sufficient detail. Management Unit D-12, the Escalante Canyon
ACEC, should be enlarged to encompass additional lands along Escalante
Creek, This area requires restrictions on livestock grazing to prevent
damage to the federally listed and other unique botanical resources.
Other management provisions should be listed in specific detail for each
site.

In addition to our support of recommendation of the Gunnison Gorge WSA,

we also ask that Adobe Badlands and Camel Back be recommended as suitable
for wilderness designation. We find absolutely no justification in the
draft RHP for exclusion of the latter two areas. The DRMP clearly states
that their exclusion "...would prevent the permanent protection of existing
wilderness values, including pristine environments and ourstanding
opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation" (page 4-58); why,
then, are these "existing wilderness values" not to be recommended for

wilderness protection? Please reconsider, and include both Adobe Badlands

and Camel Back as recommended for wilderness statue.

We also ask that the statement of intent to vequire measures to protect
threatened and endangered species in land use activity plans (page 3-2) be

amplified to clarify that this intent also includes BLM-seneitive and state-
sensitive plant species and plant associatiors.
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Mr. Vecchia
-page 3-

Finally, we strenuously oppose disposal of any public lands on which
federally listed or candidate plant species occur (page 4-52). The final
RMP should Btate unequivocally that a thorough survey for such plants vill
be made on any parcel proposed for disposal, and that no disposal of land
containing listed or candidate plants will occur. It is vital that theBe
sites remain public property,

Thanh you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft RHP. We
would be glad to cooperate in any possible way to perpetuate the unique
botanical values of the uncompahgre Resource Area, which we consider a very

Special part of Colorado.

Sincerely yours,

Susan S. Martin
Conservation Committee Chair
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£r§3s_of_Critic;al_Co|iegrrj

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires
BLH to "give priority to the designation of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern .

" FLPMA defines ACECs as "areas within
1 01 the public lands where special management attention is required

. . . to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important
historic , cultural or scenic values , fish and wildlife resources
or other natural systems or processes . .

"

BLH fails to comply with FLPMA ' s requirements regarding
ACECs in the Uncompadre Resource Management Plan. While the
Conservation Alternative and Preferred Alternative recommend
designation one relatively small ACEC, the Plan fails to provide
any analysis of other potential ACEC candidate areas . This
failure leaves NPCA with the impression that BLM didn't complete

1 02 such an analysis . This is particularly true because other areas
exist in the Resource Area which include "important historic

,

cultural or scenic values , fish and wildlife resources or other
natural systems or processes .

" Some examples include all or
portions of the three wsAs and all or portions of the Gunnison
Gorge Recreation Area, The BLM should include a more complete
analysis of ACEC candidate areas in the Final Plan.

Oil_and_Gas

The BLM fails to provide adequate analysis of oil and gas
issues in the draft RMP. In Connors_y_L_Burford the court said,

47 "comprehensive analysis of cumulative impacts of several oil and
gas activities must be done before a single activity can
proceed ,

" A cumulative effects analysis is not provided

.

We do support BLM ' s no leasing recommendation for the
cq Gunnison Gorge, but recommend that it be expanded to include the

entire Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area.

Di5posal_of _Lands

BLM identifies several areas for disposal with high
recreational values and use, including the Muddy Creek tracts
above the Paonie Reservoir , lands on Baldy Peak and the West
Dallas Creek tract, We encourage the BLM to revise its criteria

85 f°r identification of disposal lands to rule out high recreation
value or use area

. Similarly, lands with wilderness values

,

historic values, cultural resources or values, wildlife
resources or values should not be identified for disposal

.
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November 4 , 1987

Robert E, Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompadre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Towns end Avenue
Montrose. CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

The National Parks and Conservation Association appreciates
the opportunity to submit comments en the Uncompadre Basin
Resource Management Plan. NPCA is s. national, nonprofit
organization devoted to the protect: jfi of national parks and
related resources with about 55 , 000 members nationwide.

Wilderness

We support BLM ' s recommendation to recommend all 21. 039
acres of the Gunnison Gorge Ui lderness Study Area for wilderness
protection . Without question , the Gunnison Gorge is one of the
premier candidate wilderness areas in the state of Colorado. We
commend BLM for its all wilderness recommendation for the
Gunnison Gorge

,

We recommend that BLM recommend the Adobe Badlands for
wilderness . Your documents provide no compelling rationale why
this area should not be recommended for wilderness designation

.

Resource conflicts appear to be minimal . especially since BLM
co states in the plan that it intends to prohibit off road vehicle

use in the area . Designation of the Adobe Badlands would add to

the area's protected wilderness and recreational opportunities.
We encourage BLM to reevaluate its recommendation for the Adobe
Badlands WSA

.

We also encourage the BLM to recommend Camel Back WSA for
wilderness designation, Camel Back is one of a limited number
of undisturbed areas still existing on the Uncompadre Plateau.
From our review of BLM documents . we perceive no resource

136 conflicts with wilderness designation of this area. Rather, the
area's scenic, recreational and wildlife values make it a

deserving area for wilderness designation . We urge BLM to
reconsider its no-wilderness recommendation for Camel Back.

National Parks and Conservation Association

1015 Thirty-First Street. N.W.. Washington. D.C. 20007

Telephone 1202) 944-8530
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Red_C§nyon

We encourage the BLM to identify the acquisition of land in
Red Canyon to provide for a more logical and ecologically sound
boundary for the proposed Gunnison Gorge

.

ORV_yse

In order to adequately protect public land resources and
meet its stewardship responsibility, BLM should limit vehicles
to existing roads , except in limited "closed" and "open" areas

.

Areas open to off-road vehicle travel are clearly sacrifice
areas . Vegetation , soils, wildlife habitat, and scenic values
end unavoidably harmed . In fact the Plan admits that ORV use
will have substantial adverse impact on soils , water , and
vegetation . We encourage BLM to revise its ORV recommendations
in the final RMP,

We appreciate your
n formed of progress

ttention
m the PI

to our concerns . Please keep

"TSft*-v AWri ^_i>
Terri Martin
Rocky Mountain Regional Representative
National Parks and Conservation Associatio
PO Box 1563, Salt Lake City, Utah 84110
601-532-4796
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Adventures

Ouray, Colorado 81427 1303) 3254640

68
136

Bureau Of Land Management
Uncompahgre Resource Area
Atten: Jon Searing and Staff

After reading the first draft of the Resource Area Management Plan concerning
the Gunnison Gorge, there are several points I feel should be reconsidered.

We offer a safe, "resource aware" service to our customers as do other outfitters
on the gorge. I feel very strongly about protecting the gorge and have written numerous
letters endorsing "Wilderness and Wild And Scenic Designation". Below are the points
that need to be re-examined:

1. In your Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Enviromental Impact
Statement "Prefered Alternative" Draft One , the BLM recommends that the Gunnison Gorge
be designated "Wilderness Area". I support. thj# recommendation 100*, but I want Camel
Back WSA and Adobe Badlands WSA included in 'the BLM recommendation to be designated
"Wilderness Area". These two areas are ecologically unique and delicate to this area.
Please make an enviromentally progressive and wise decision for Other federal agencies
to follow. Recommend that Camel Back and Adobe Badlands are suitable for "Wilderness
Designation".

2. I support, through whatever channels are nessary,for BLM staff in the field to
have more power of enforcement, in order for private and commercial users to better
adhere to BLM regulations.

3. I feel the BLM is making a regretable mistake by not automatically making fire-
pans and porta-potty systems mandatory for all overnight horsepack and river trips.

During the "67 season I noticed a marked increase in human waste in camping areas
and numerous ground fire-rings. I would use firepans and porta-potties whether they
were mandatory or not, but unfortunatly that isn't the prevailing attitude amoung some
private users. Make firepans and porta-potties mandatory!

A. Private and commercial launches should be split 50-50. That is 3 private launches
and 3 commercial launches. Private boaters have every right to float a section On their
own, provided they do so in a "low inpact" method.

Commercial boaters equally have the right to launch availability. Commercial out-
fitters, provided they operate "resource aware and responsible" trips provide a viable
safe and low impact service. For customers who- want and have a right to experience the
Gorge Area on a primative, pristine level/ outfitters provide the means. These outfitters
provide a needed boost to many Western Colorado communities by bringing much needed
tourism dollars to. west slope areas.

5. Include the season of '67 in consideration of this final draft towards your allo-
cation plan for the Gunnison Gorge season of 19BB. As I wrote to you in a previous
letter concerning just this matter, '87 was our first season as the true corporation.

Putting People and Rivers Together
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Robert E. Vecchia
RHP Teajn Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I (do) fdo noO agree with the ELM '3 Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

f&

25

12

Adventures

Box 168 • Ouray, Colorado 81427 (303) 325-1640

of Far Flung Adventures. We made a substancial investment in operating a business on
the Gunnison.- Gorge, above and beyond Bureau Of Land Managements regulations and stipu
lations for commercial outfitters. I'm speaking for other outfitters as well in this
matter.

6. Trying to regulate use on the Gunnison Gorge by lengthening the hike from a
parking area to the put-in on the river by a mile, or closing the trail to horsepack

-

ing is only "treating the symptom". A permit system for boaters is a viable method to
regulate over-use on the gorge.

We are anxious to work together with you on a management plan that can strike a
balance between commercial/private use and maintain the integrity of this marvelous
section of river.

Yours for the river.

-rtri
Tracy Blashill

Putting Peoph- and Rivers Together
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Date 1 f&.f5-t7

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader -- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following axe my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement)

"The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation Interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

0&&r> TDock

yfa^ m* *****
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Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Rr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

1

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation Interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.
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MUSSER RANCHES
701 650F.8calente

Delta. ColorsdoSMie

Telephone: (303] 874-7372

October 30, l£i37

Robert -.. Vecchia, ;:" Tea^ Leader
Bureau ef Land 'lanagtroent

iineo.mjahfc.ss Pas in Resource Area
25^5 Jouth Townsend Vvenue,
''ontrose, '" B140*

fear ;%r. .'Sr:';hi.-i:

raft 'n^omjan^re raait* : 'ana :<• .-:-.
I l*r;/ rr.'/irsrxer.t&l rirjiBi ;taS8-

:.en: k:^8-u to uiarsy nan ho.tr-- of rastareh and ao.-itiilatiDn -»f materials, Jt
is vary irj'sreni thai this study has beer, imposed by -.aracas c-r sroi*;s who are
no- really fasviliar with the work that haj been done zy t.'.s 1 ,:r ',..

; r;.'?-

o;en siir.ia-j tg ?r*ss-Kt research aethods of range in:prcv3~.er.t, :ur family, for
over s oer.tury, has been 3 jser cf part of the area that ihi-j st^y smokj a.;j*s,
nnd, in fast, they were instrumental in helping set u; the 3114, The area with
which we are beat, acquainted has improved a hundred fold since the BLM was
implemented, and we feel it, would be an injustice to change many of the present
managfnwct techniques that are showing great improvements, not only in grazing
conditions, but raparian habitat, wildlife habitat, and recreation.

The following are some of our c the Jnc onn. ahgre 3asin Draft

age 4-7 Impacts from

,?ent i^ sentence; « aqaatic habitat would be maintained at less than
opti^jDi conditions or would deteriorate over the long-ters due to trampling and
excessive livestock utilization of streambani: vegetation." In area A-2 there is
little if any evidence to prove this statement. "n3er present management, strea
banks, aj well as all areas not adjacent to stream have improved considerably.
Livestock grazing conditions are improving, wild life habitat is improving,
riparian habitat is improving and I would recomment continjation of the present
management jlan with cooperation between 3CW, rancners, and the FL." working
together to further ixj.rove condition.';.

y,Yi.k'-:z:~: ::::: >4 page 3-20 " ••

liyaistccrt Erasing
'Uvsssocjs aove7ien-.3 vceli be restricted, if necesaary, to reduce trailleg and
surface disturbance in riparian sones. Livestock ^.;e woi;15 be limited to^^S
percent utilization by weight of key forage apeciei an; eliminated from Marcn 1

throu^.-. Vay jl,"

I.'^rcigh Holistic -ieso.:rce .\ana.jeiaent , it has been
gra~_r,g -.rj*oughO'it the year improves riparian habitat,
in tr.e Spring flourish and grow sore vi^orc^sly than th

that livestock
wa that are grazed
at are not spring

P.O. Box 1299 Paonia. Colorado 81428 HI 303-527-4135

November 2, 1987

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

R£r COMMENTS ON DRAFT UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN I ENVI RONKENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dea Mr. Vecchia

Colorado Westmoreland Inc. (CWI) supports Che continuation of the 26 existing
coal leases as proposed in each of the four alternatives presented in the Bureau
of Land Management's Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan & Environ-
mental Impact Statement. As CWI currently holds four federal coal leases con-
tinuation of these existing leases is critical to CWl'a ongoing operation.

Though local coal industries are presently suffering in depressed markets, in
the long-term, coal markets are projected to improve . CWI also supports the
identification of additional acreages of federal coal estate within the Uncom-
pahgre Basin for future coal leasing as proposed in the "Production Alternative"
and "Preferred Alternative".

CWI appreciates this Opportunity to comment on the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Re-
source Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement. Please feel uee to
contact me should you have questions.

Sincerely,

COLORADO WESTMORELAND INC.

Kathleen G. Welt

Environmental Specialist

30
grazed. We have evidenced this on our private land. For a aore stable habitat,
a variety of jrazers is beneficial. Livestock tend to graze grasses xore than
do g&ae ar.iaala. When grasses *re not grazed sufficiently, the old gra^ smother
the plas; roots and the plants eventually die cut. iiru^i. then takes over, braaii
alone cannot hold the stream banks as well as grasses, and mere erosion takes p'la

an area that has

121

133

Tdiiis i3 very evident along t

hid little or no livestock grazing for the past 50 years. Stream banks arc jer
pendiCiJlar and adjacent areas that once were small meadow type lands axe now
covered with brush that is too thick to be used by game animals. Instead they
feed extensively in nearby irrigated pasture*,

in the Little Ijominguez Tanyon, while it was grazed moderately, wild life
found refuge and waa abundant. During the past few years the canyon has had
--:.:.: or r.o js« by livestock. ?he brush has oescae so entangled it is almost
impossible for the reoreat icnists to jet throjgh this sreek and there is IL:..-,

;. wildlife -.---. -...j..gL :. i. -.sst by neither livestock nor r»c-
reationiotj:.

JMtera in the u.pper Ifscalante { nit "-IS} use the 3VA very ligr.'.ly, cut

t-.ei—ranches that provide a great deal -ors excellsnt
he EL! —ranch*3 that are used heavily by oeth dear

: " limited to ;= percent, utilisation by weigh", of Key fera -f

Tnic thrase arjaars fre-i.iently throughout tfea .^:-:-/^::;. How can i5
percent be deterrairjed when inadequate record3, or no records, have been kapt to
"•nw what one nundred percent is. .-/h-it dpes this mean? Lues this mean

for e or oz. £3 rp -3 n;'.

iiv es 00 V, -9 ween the
rip iriar hab han do
and e k as we 11 a. li res

;eiiec"

ent of the vegetation that wa^ in the area fifty years ago, five yearo ago,
efore tr.e start of the grazing season? Who is S oin,j to know what 100 percent
as. To implement many of the ideas set forth in the R&, hugs amounti: of
.oney will have to be allocated for monitoring and policing, ^heae ideas
ertainly are not in seeping with reduction of government spending.

«,. I SSf
432®^ "'" D"12 r -^---^ VZ&ZXrVn page 3-40

26 - n* na-^gejent unit would be designated as the -Jscalante Canyon /urea of Triti:
L^invir on-sent al ':oncern C

A
"-S "3 ; . livestock grazing is not mentioned.

106

aanajesaR'. ini; wculrl ns d9.>igr.at*d as the
vte^ (ai'A).' This is the d».t* ar*i as 1ac

_ uaje >i.. ?nd ptragra;:- H ;he
iscalante ^ar.ycn sasearah Mat-iral
gnflted ST£,", inireferrej -".iternat i/e.

protect the listed plan
unique pi'.--.-, aasoaialio
ible to lives tnr.*. nr ohm

>i and un;-;u'- plar.t 3Si'oci't tioriO ii' abiiri. ~ra
all located in rise that are jc'vlstely ini7-ces.s-
Jildlife. Private lands ad lacent to the ';;:."-,; have

been^intensely grazed for nearly a century. However, there are hillsides wnere
t.ie Jrand Junction nilkvetch is constantly increasing to the point of its over
crowding other forbs and grasaea. Apparently livestock and wildlife find the
plant unpalatable, or undesirable, but their trampling, as with so xany plant,
help, to propagate the species. Jhftre is data indicating that livestock do not
graze any of the listed plan: specie.;. 7ni3 is further illustrated oy the fact
that, before the implement**. icn of the £:.::, the area was a natural drift for
^untold nusetn of livestack and therefore was extremely overgrazed.

nder present management, vegetation, including many Species of native
grasses and forbs, has been improved considerably. It is very evident,
since the lifted plant species are preaen; in this area, they have a i trier neld
their own or possibly have evslvtJ under -re-ient conditions.
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At the same time, it is very evident that DSV use will have to be curtailed

as there are several areas that have been denuded by QRV use and human trampling.

In order for the ranches in the area to be efficient, livestock need to have

at least a drift through this HSA* If ranches are not efficient, they will be

sold for uses other than ranching, This will cut down on forage avaiable to the

wildlife, and the increased use of the area for recreationists will cause further

deterioration of the environment. In this canyon, wildlife is very much dependent

on the irrigated ranches not only for food, but for the privacy that is necessary

to sustain wildlife.

The management of each allotment 3heuid be considered on an individual

basis. 7or example, the riparian habitat (3-9 -referred Alternative) does not

have the same qualities or problems at elevations above 7000 feet in some of

the areas that occur below 5000 feet elevation in other areas.

If ranchers axe forced to curtail their grazing use on the BLM, many of them

will be forced out of their livestock operations. While this is exactly what many

of the would-be environmentalists are pushing for, if the livestock operators are

forced out of business, there will be deterioration of the ranges even for wild-

life because livestock is an important and compatible part of the ecosystem.

Contrary to popular opinion, 60/j of tne wildlife in the United Jtates, outside

of Alaska, is very dependent upon private land. Cur public lands lack a vital

supply of food, water, and the privacy needed for a desired wildlife population.

For - continued improvement of range quality, we strongly urge the CONTIN-

3ATX0S "St THE FRE33»T MAHAG2KEI7T FLA." with emphasis on cooperation and under-

standing between the affected parties—whether the areas of concern are air

quality, grazing, wildlife habitat, or lining etc. Thank you for the opportunity

to reply to the Draft RM/SIS.

3]

Sincerely,

h • z.uoser Ranches
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Colorado - Lite

'

Electric Association, Inc.

Robert E. Vecchia
RHP Team Leader
United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan

Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Inc. is an electric gener-
ation and transmission cooperative headquartered in Montrose,
Colorado. It operates on a non-profit basis and provides whole-
sale electric service on an "all-requirements" basis to 14 retail
electric distribution cooperative members who serve 191,000 cus-
tomers in parts or all of 48 of the state's 63 counties. Colorado-
Ute owns electrical facilities, land and water rights in and near
the BLM managed lands covered by the current draft Resource Manage-
ment Plan. Colorado-Ute submits the following comments concerning
the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area (WSA)

The impact to Colorado-Ute of wilderness designation for the
Gunnison Gorge WSA would not be negligible as has been stated on
page 4-12 of the Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS) . The
conditional water decrees (72,000 acre feet of conditional water
rights) that Colorado-Ute owns on the Gunnison River are very
valuable property rights. These decrees are senior to the entire
Curecanti Project, including Blue Mesa Reservoir and are valued up
to S7 million. If the Gunnison Gorge WSA is designated wilderness,
the full potential value of Colorado-ute ' s water rights could not
be realized. The Tri-County Reservoir right is decreed for three
separate locations. The value of the original location, just
downstream of the confluence with the North Fork, would be
virtually eliminated. Two newer decreed locations further
downstream would be restricted so that the full amount of decreed
storage could not be realized.
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The WTS also incorrectly describes the benefits and alterna-

tives to Colorado-Ute's project. A reservoir constructed on the
Gunnison River would provide Colorado-Ute benefits in addition to

more generating capacity, which cannot be replaced by constructing
coal-fired generation, as suggested on page 4-12 of the WTS. The
operational flexibility of hydroelectric generation offers power
system peaking and regulation benefits that cannot be obtained from

coal-fired generation. In addition, a reservoir would provide a

water supply for a downstream coal-fired generating station.

It has been the consensus of the advisory committee studying

the possible designation of a Black Canyon National Park and

Scenic Recreation Area that the loss of that use of the water
rights owned by Colorado-Ute and the City of Delta, and Colorado-
Ute's associated hydroelectric project, should be mitigated. The
final Uncompahgre Basin RMP and EIS should address how Colorado-Ute
and others with development rights to be impacted, will be

compensated for the water right development potential that would be

lost as a result of wilderness designation.

p— Colorado-Ute also has concerns resulting from the effect the

Gunnison Gorge being designated as a wilderness area has on area

economic development opportunities. One ramification is that once

it is designated wilderness, there are those who would strive to

have the area classified as a Class I area under the federal Clean
Air Act. Such designation would severly restrict economic
development opportunities for communit ies in the North Fork and

Uncompahgre Valleys. This would be an unfortunate spin-off from a

wilderness designation, where as, if the area were not designated
wilderness, it could be managed to protect its scenic and other
valued resources, and economic development opportunities would not

be lost to communities in the surrounding area.

Management Unit D-7

Colorado-Ute disagrees with the proposed management o£ major

utilities in management unit D-7. A large geographic area {50,854

acres) is proposed to be closed to utility development to reduce

conflicts between utilities and potential surface effects of coal

mine subsidence. Colorado-Ute believes this action is unnecessary

since the existing mines in the area are room and pillar opera-

tions which typically cause little surface subsidence. If a trans-

mission line were needed in this management unit, any potential
subsidence problems could be addressed in the BLM permitting

I process. We are also concerned about the potential public

I opposition, due to visual concerns, in routing a line in the

I proposed 0.5 mile wide corridor centered on Colorado Highway 133.

The RMP should be flexible enough to allow consideration of other

potential corridors during scoping and permitting of any future

lines in that area.

General Comments
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Colorado-Ute does not believe it is necessary or appropriate

to prohibit siting transmission lines in riparian zones (See p.

4-51). In many of the narrow canyons in the area it would be

possible to span the riparian zone or just trim the vegetation

that would interfere with conductor clearance.

Colorado-Ute does not believe utilities and their associated

access are currently stressing or would stress wildlife in the

North Fork area (See p. 4-53 Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife

Habitat). The benefits of confining utility facilities to

existing corridors along major roads have been overstated. If

necessary, gates or barriers can be used to restrict access to

protect wildlife, and can be addressed as BLM permit conditions,

when appropriate.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Managment Plan. Please contact me if

you have quest ions concerning these comments.

Very truly yours,

Q(jJaM^^
Uerryf hi Walker, Manager

' Environmental Services

JAW/MAR-.gr
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Chevron U.S.A. Inc.

6400 South Fiddler s Green Circle, Englewood, CO 80111, P.O. Box 599, Denver, CO 80201

Litl Utitht Me.c.e.

Sta'i Amivn
LsgiilaTi.a mo Begulaiory AHjirj

Mr, Robert Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 8U0I

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

November 5, 1987

Draft EIS and Resource Management Plan
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

Pursuant to my phone conversation with you last week, please accept my comments on
your draft EIS and RMP, even though you will have received them after November 5. As
you recall, I had phoned your office for ten days and was not able to get through due to
your phone number having been changed. On October 26, I finally wrote you a letter
requesting a copy of the draft. In a subsequent phone conversation, you said that you
would accept my comments as long as they were postmarked by November 5.

Chevron commends your RMP team for preparing such a clean, understandable document.
We believe that your decisions are justified and presented in a logical concise manner.

We also support your preferred alternative. Under that alternative, your use of oil and
gas stipulations seem reasonable, equitable, and unbiased.

However, Chevron does have one suggestion that we believe would make your document
more defensible. Possibly the appropriate place would be in Chapter 5, "Consultation and
Coordination." We believe that it is important that the public be informed with a general
description of the process involved when oil and gas activities are conducted on public
lands. Specifically, it seems that it would be important to emphasize that the public will
have future opportunities to comment on proposed oil and gas activities, and to give them
a general idea of the procedures and regulations that industry and the BLM must comply

_ with before we can lease or engage in exploratory or production activities.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,
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i JERRY D. JACKA
P. O SOX ><M5 ' PHOENIX. ARIZONA *MH TELEPHONE IMIJ 144-1713

August 7, 1987

John Davis
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
Montrose District Office
2465 South Townsend
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Davis:

Thank you for sending copies of the June 87 drafts of the Uncompahgre
Basin Resource Management plan.

I am interested In purchasing certain parcels of land should they
become available. The parcel of most interest is that described by
Ouray County as Parcel #25, Map 4517. This is an 80 acre parcel in the
east half of the southeast quarter of Section 14. However, I am inter-
ested in any property in the general area that may become available. I

have attached a copy of your Preferrred Alternative Map and have high-
lighted in yellow the parcels of interest.

I am Interested in cash purchase or have ten acres in Yankee Boy Basin
and forty acres north of Silverton, both in National Forests, which are
available to trade.

I would appreciate It very much if you would advise me as soon as possible
If any of the property becomes available for public acquisition.

LFM:js

O&a^tyfiOJ^

Northern Region - Exploration, Land and Production

The attachment is available for review at the BLM office.
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SepU 17,1987
Dear Mr. Vecchia:
I sun asking that you support Wilderness in thefollowing:l) Camel Back -Roubideau Canyon 2)Adobe
Badlands. Please manage Storm King Mtn for theelk s calving s not for development. Also thankyou for your help in Gunnison Gorge. It is reallvup to you to help preserve Colorado s set a hiqhstandard of clean air, water, vistas, for ourstate to continue with tourism. without theseplaces of scenic value- in a high standard wewould loose the tourism that is well established
Sincerely,

Jan Hose
Box 4931

Aspen, Colo 81612

ph: 927-3448
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87 Sep. H

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Ave.

Monlrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Thank you for recommending that the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study

Area be given wilderness designation. This magnificent area, and the

beautiful section of the Gunnison River that it contains, deserve full

protection from development.

However. I am dismayed that BLM has not made the same
recommendation for the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands areas. These two
regions both contain endangered species and striking desert that should

receive the protection of the wilderness designation, and neither has a

large potential for minerals or other eitractable resources. Camel Back and

Adobe Badlands thus have just as much reason to be given wilderness

protection as has the Gunnison Gorge area.

I urge BLM to recommend Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for wilderness

protection, in order to preserve these valuable regions.

Sincerely,

4w hlA>M*—
Kurt Johnson

747 12th St.

Boulder, CO 80302

54959 Hickory Road
Clathe, Colorado 81425
September 18, 1987

To:
Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 8H01

From:
Dick Brown and family, Victor Reed and Rex A. Reed.

85

Subject: Proposed change in RMP, dated June, 1987.

We have reviewed the June, 1987 Uncompahgre Resource
Management Plan draft and would like the Bureau of Land
Management to give consideration to the following lands
for disposal. The BLK land we are interested in acquiring
is not identified for disposal except for one 40 acre
parcel. By proposing the following: land exchange for
review in the URMP comment period, a later planning
amendment can be prevented after the plan is completed.
(See the attached maps). *he value cf the lands are
approximately S75.00 to $100,00 per acre.

Lands offered by the Brown family:

I49N, R11 « KMPM
Sec. 19 NEi SW*', Si SWi, nw$ SE^ -160 Acres

Sec. 30 SEi SW i - 40 Acres

TOTALS _ 200 Acres

Lands selected by the Brown 'amily:

T48N, R12W NMW
Sec. 12 W£ NW£ - 80 Acres

Nj SWi - 80 Acres

Sec. 14

TGT&LS - 200 Acres

40 A c re s

Lands
T49N. „
Sec. 28 SW£

ffered by Victor and Rex Reed:
11W .NMPK. (The same for land selected)

SW^
40 acres
80 acres

Sec. 29 NE? SEi - 40 acres

Totals - 160 Acres
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Lands selected by Victor and Rex Reed:

Sec. 21 M SWi - 80 acres
S{ NWJ - 80 acres

TOTALS - 160 Acres

The advantages of this proposed land exchange
are as follows:

1. " The management unit would be managed to
improve vegetation conditions and forage
availability for livestock grazing."
(Chapter 3, Page 31, UPMP).

2. "If they are available non-federal lands that
would improve livestock management and increase
crucial deer and elk winter range would be

acquired through exchange only."
(Chapter 3, Page 32, URNP)

.

3. "Identification of public lands that are
suitable for disposal and public lands that should
be retained in public ownership; also,
identification of non-federal lands that would
best serve the public needs if in public
ownership.

"

(Summary, Page 1, URMP).

L. "The BLM actively acquires legal access as needs
and opportunities arise. All forms of access
acquisitions are considered including negotiated
easements, cooperative right-of-way agreements
and exchanges.

"

(Chapter 2, Page 24, URKP).

5, Boundaries will contain land in blocks for more
efficient management.

6. Private inholdings would be acquired.

7; Exchange would give legal access to Cushman hesa.

6. Mineral rights held on the private lands owned by-

Brown and Reed would be conveyed.

Conclusion: For the above reasons we believe the
proposed land exchange would be in the public interest.

Attachments are available for review
at the 3U-I office.

Respectfully submitted,

2 %t*-c$-j ji 3X&L&.,
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Gene Vecchia

BLM

2505 5. Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia

I am writing to ask BLM to be sure to include wilderness protection

for the Camel Back area inasmuch as It is one of the most logical areas In

the state to be so designated. With no real Justification for timber or

mineral development, with a beautiful pristine canyon, and encompassing

part of the unusual Uncompahgre Plateau not already badly scarred, It

seems to be one area which should have been selected for wilderness

protection without even any controversy.

With the rapid disappearance of so many rare plant species and the

fact that our state's wildlife herds are being further and further

restricted in their habitat, I consider these additional reasons for your

agency to reconsider the designation for Camel Back.

Thank you for recommending Gunnison Gorge; If anything, Camel Back

is more worthy of wilderness protection

Nina Johnson

747 12th

Boulder, CO 80302
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Paul E. Lappala

486 Mesa Verde

Carbondale. CO 81623

68

136

69

Seotember 17, 1967

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Avenue

Montrose, CO flUtDl

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

we are writing to you In support of the BLM decision to recommend

tne Gunnison Goroa far wilderness designation, Ue also want to go

Dn record In support for the same recommendation in the caaes of

the Camel Beck (RaubideBu Canyon) and the Adobe Badlands areas.

From what ws have rBad, these areas seem to pose np problem in

opposition ta wilderness designation, so why not7

In addition, we favor the preservation of the Storm King area for

deer and elk calving grounds rether than a ski area. At least 1st

the public be heard before permitting the 5-year grace period now

being suggested.

Sincerely yours,
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*H£ FAIA/1

1660 S.Albion

Sulte816
Denver, CO 80222

Claire C. Poole, Psy.D.
Licensed Clinical Psychologist
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615 Wagon Trail Drive
Grand JuncCion, CO 81503
Sepcember 21, 1987

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose , Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I have reviewed the BLM's Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) and have
the following comments

.

I have compared the existing management plan alternative of lands
available to off road vehicle (ORV) use and the BLM's Preferred
Alternative acreages of lands available for ORV. The Draft
RMP/EIS says there are currently some 444,521 acres available for
ORV use and only 21,038 acres closed to that use. In BLM's
Preferred Alternative there would be only 261,589 acres open to
ORV use, 29,821 closed and 135,396 acres subject to seasonable
closures to ORV use. As a winter and summer user of public
lands, this amounts to a significant reduction in public lands
open to public use. Consequently, I am strongly opposed to a BLM
plan and preferred alternative which further limits, controls
and/ or prevents the use of "public lands" for continued use by
"the public."

""Consequently, I feel it is extremely important to prepare
a detailed map and listing of roads and/or areas which would be
closed or partially closed to use by ORV" s for review by the
general public land ' s users . I am sure these folks will have
some additional thoughts and comments on this issue

.

I appreciate the chance to comment on this Draft plan.

An Interested Citizen,

Larry Abbott
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Dear Sir,

I'd writing to you about your three desert wilderness

recommendations. As I understand you've dropped The Caielback

and Adobe Badlands. I sincerly hope that you would reconsider

since these areas have unique geological and biological values

Every day the value of preserving these areas becone

apparant. So please reconsider, future generations will thank

re

vou

Mr Gene vecchia

3mp Ti-arp deader

Sureau of L2nd Management

2505 t Tcwnsend Ave

lO^tfOW, CO 9 MO I

,e^2

iject: UncQfTfDSt

Dear Mr Veccnia.

Basin Resource Maft»oem«nt Plan

Sincerly yours

,

^(W. Rodney McKinnon

7844A County tfl

Montr ose , Colorado

81401
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3m completely supportive of your decision to recommend all 21,038 acres

of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness 5tudy Area for wilderness protection

Several important reasons exist in suooort of Gunnison Gorge wilderness

The area Puffers Gunnison National Monument it contains 13 miles of a river

whicn is now a gold medal trout fishery and someday will Pe a National Wild

and jcenic River, The undeveloped, roadless lands of the Gunnison Gorge are

themselves of great intrinsic value, more important than any other resources

combined it is vital that every last acre of Colorado wilderness oe

preserved.

Thus l am greatly disappointed about BLM's non-wilderness recommendations

for Camel Back and Adobe Badlands. No resource conflicts exist with the

Came! Back canyons. You know this. There are no timoer or mineral

conflicts, and planned cutbacks in grazing will protect the riparian of the

perrenial RouPideau Creek, i have niKed this creek, and I attest to the great

beauty and solitude of Camel Back I have visited Adobe Badlands Much of ft

is reminiscent of Petrified Forest National Monument in northern Arizona. It

shows a low potential for minerals, and is devoid of timber. These places

are wild, Mr Vecchia, and I want BLM to reconsider. Please recommend the

10,402 acres of Camel Back and the 10,425 acres c
f Acobe Badlands as

wilderness.

i am just as disappointed in BLM'S management position on Storm King

Mountain, Why is it that, wner, there is a conflict between human economic

expansion and large numbers of wild animals, the wild animals must go 7 I do

not want a sk i area anywhere near Storm King Mountain, and I object to BLM's

five-year grace period in which the developers may proceed with the ski

area l want BLM to manage Stonr King Mountain for elk. And mule deer. And

nigh mountains And green forests.

ance again, for the Gunnison Gorge

nytjfcrten

50>T25U 12, Lahewood, CG 300
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RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

2505 5 Tgwnsind Ave

Montrose, CO 81401

Suoject Uncompahgre Basin Resource Managemant Plan

Dear Mr Vecchia

i am completely supportive of your decision to recommend all 21,038 acres

of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area for wilderness protection.

Several important reasons exist in support of Gunnison Gorge wilderness.

The area puffers Gunnison National Monument. It contains 13 miles of a river

whicn is now a gold medal trout fishery and someday will be a National Wild

and Scenic River. The undevelooed, roadless lands of the Gunnison Gorge are

themselves of great intrinsic value, more important than any otner resources

combined It is vital that every last acre of Colorado wilderness be

preserved.

Thus I am greatly disappointed about BLM's non-wilderness recommendations

f or Camel Back and Adobe Badlands. No resource conflicts exist with the

Camel Back canyons. You know this. There are no timber or mineral

conflicts, and planned cutbacks in grazing will protect the riparian of the

perrenial Roubideau Creek. I have hiked this creek, and ! attest to the great

beauty and solitude of Camel Back I have visited Adobe Badlands. Much of it

is reminiscent of Petrified Forest National Monument in northern Arizona, It

shows a low potential for minerals, and is devoid of timber. These places

are wild, Mr Vecchia, and I want BLM to reconsider. Please recommend the

1 0,402 acres of Camel Back and the 1 0,425 acres of Adobe Badlands as

wilderness.

I am just as disappointed in BLM's management position on Storm King

Mountain Why is it that, when there is a conflict between human economic

expansion and large numbers of wild animals, the wild animals must go? I do

not want a ski area anywhere near Storm King Mountain, and ! object to BLM's

five-year grace period in which the developers may proceed with the ski

area
I want BLM to manage Storm King Mountain for elk. And mule deer. And

mqh mountains. And green forests

Than*-: ycu, once again, for the Gunnison Gor ge

Jcnn Cza rnecKi

520 3rentwood, Lakewood, CO 60215
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Mr. Gene Yecchi 20 Sep 8?

RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 3. Tovnsend Ave.

Montrose. CO 81401

Subject: Uncompahgre Basin Resource Managemant Plan

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I an completely supportive of your decision to recommend all 21.038
acres of the Gunnison Gorge Vilderne3s Study Area for vilderness
protection. Several important reasons eiist in support of Gunnison
Gorge wilderness. The area buffers Gunnison National Monument. It
contains 13 miles of a river which is now a gold medal trout fishery
and someday vill be a national ¥ild and Scenic River. The
undeveloped, roadless lands of the Gunnison Gorge are themselves of

great intrinsic value, more important than any other resources
combined. It is vital that every last acre of Colorado vilderness be
preserved.

Thus I am greatly disappointed about BLM's non-vildernes3
recommendations for Camel Back and Adobe Badlands. No resource
conflicts eiist with the Camel Back canyons. You know thi3. There
are no timber or mineral conflicts, and planned cutbacks in grazing
vill protect the riparian of the perrenial Roubideau Creek. I have
hiked this creek, and I attest to the great beauty and solitude of

Camel Back. I have visited Adobe Badlands. Much of it is
reminiscent of Petrified Forest National Honument in northern
Arizona. It sbovs a low potential for minerals, and is devoid of

timber. These places are wild, Mr. Vecchia, and I want BLM to
reconsider. Please recommend the 10,402 acres of Camel Back and the
10.425 acres of Adobe Badlands as vilderness.

I am just as disappointed in BLM' s management position on Storm King
Mountain, fhy is it that, when there is a conflict between human
economic expansion and large numbers of wild animals, the wild
animals mu3t go? I do not want a ski area anywhere near Storm King
Mountain, and I object to BLM's five-year grace period in which the
developers may proceed with the ski area. I want BLM to manage Storm
King Mountain for elk. And mule deer. And high mountains. And
green forests.

Thank you, once again, for the Gunnison Gorge.

Richard Kilwiry
3232 San Hateo HE St 33. Albucjuerque. HH 87110
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P.C. BCX 675

Casc.rt*, CO 8030&

9-20-37

Cgn £ tftes'nlaj PJSP 7n*ra i-ead*r

Bureau of Laud ktanatfement

££.05 3. lownsend *ve,

Montrose, CO 61401

Dear jit. Veachia,

I w»3 pleased to read that you have recommanaed
the Gu*ni«o« Gorge n3>i for wilderness d9iig»atian;
the mere I see of the western Slope semi-desert, eft's

mere Interna ting it get.3 .

But don't let tfca lsr^e-scale thines iltie Gunnison
Gorse distract you from thine-s cf mere hum-in scale,

li.<e noutidenu C<*nycn. There It is possible tc cross
the stream a»d explore all the ir.terestir.i* view- anc"

fcr7iitic»s, not just wonder whet It would b° like if
you ccul^i get there. Given the apparent lack cf con-
flicts with wilderness status, it Is disappointing
that the smaller Jewels iret overlooked.

If it is excessivel-- difficult cr expensive tc

r.gn^e wild°rnesr, you should ».*> so <tn£ tTJ tc get
the funding fcr mere than one ares, not just giVfl up
and back off. -hither it is or net, my lE-year-eld
son would ppobtblj appreciate having the mftxlmum
number cf unspciled ar-Sia to visit when he is crown,
and this is the list chir.ee you'll hav* to s*ve them,
fthen he asks me about really quiet and natural places
tc p.c fcr « volition froTi wh-it will probably be even
mere demandinc times th«,n these, 1 would hate tc tell
Lin that we didn't save enough, ynd they all gob over-
used, aw/? therfl ar?n ' t any left

.

iincerclj

,
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September 23, 1987

Mr. Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Sir:

I want to cast my vote against the development of
1,000 acres of BLM lands for a proposed ski area, such land
being located on the north end of Cimarron Ridge,

I understand the Bureau of Land Management has stated
the ski area would eliminate the elk calving habitat, as well as
impact mule deer fawning areas—but in spite of this the Bureau
has so far neither approved nor denied it, but instead has
proposed a 5-year grace period in which the developers may
proceed with the ski area, after which the Bureau might not
allow them to develop. I believe this is a ridiculous approach
to management—better should they assess the compatibility of
resources, not give one a 5-year headstart over the other.
Please manage Storm King Mountain for elk and not ski area
developers

.

Yours truly

,

J^ihAJi^^ A«-*v
Mrs! Lorrain

3505 W. 39th Ave
Denver CO 80211

Gene Vecchia
rmp Team Leader
Bureau o£ Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO. 81401

Dear Gene Vecchia:

56

I am writing this letter to comment on the BLM draft Uncompahgre
Basin Resource Management Plan. First I would like to thank BLM for

recommending all of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area for

wilderness protection. This parcel of land will be a great addition
to the spectacular Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument.
"Next I would like to encourage the BLM people to recommend the Camel

Back {Roubideau Canyon) and also the Adobe Badlands for wilderness
designation. With so few unspoiled areas such as these remaining
and with essentially no conflicts with wilderness designation, it

makes sense to protect these unique untouched areas now before they

are destroyed. Finally I would like to protest allowing development
"of the Storm King Ski Area Site. The BLM plan states that the elk

calving grounds on the north end of Cimmaron Ridge would be eliminated,

I cannot understand why the ski developers want to destroy the land

which is most critical to the long term survival of what I consider

the most prestigious North American large mammal. If you have ever

been in the high country and had the opportunity to watch several bull

elk compete for a harem of cow elk and listened to the bulls bugle all

night long then you gain an appreciation for these animals that can

never be lost. Since the ski area developers can't be entrusted with

choosing a site that will not destroy critical wildlife habitat somebody

must do it for them and in this case BLM has the responsibility to

prevent the misuse of land under its control. I understand that the

BLM people are trying to make the best use of all lands and are doing

a quite effective job, but in this case the wildlife, elk in particular
should be given the proper protection. Why is it so difficult to tell

the ski developers to find a more suitable area before the ski project

gets so much momentum that it can't be stopped?

I thank you for taking the time to read my letter and since the

Resource Management Plan is only in its rough draft stages I hope you

will give some serious thought to making some additions and changes

while they are feasible.

Sincerely,

cs <n*S7>VXs-<0

Jon Tourville
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Salina, Kansas
September 24, 1987

Mr. Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Thia letter is in regard to Gunnison Gorge,
Camel Back, Adobe Badlands and Storm King aki
area site.

To begin, I would like to thank the Bureau of
Land Management for its reccomendation of
Gunnison Gorge for wilderness protection.
Its natural features and its proximity to

Gunnison National Monument make it emminently
suitable for full protection, and the action
should please thousands of those who do and
will visit this area.

However, I would also protest three other
decision&recently made by BLM. I understand
that Camel Back and Adobe Badlands have not
been recommended for wilderness designation.
Botn of these areas, according to BLM, have
no resource conflicts: There is no timber,
and drilling has yielded four dry oil and gas
wells. Apparently grazing and CRV use are to be

cut back or prohibited. But these measures
will be only a partial solution. Camel Back
is the site of several endangered plants species,
as well as big game herds, and Adobe Badlands
is a habitat of an endangered cactus. Both
these areas have important wilderness
characteristics, including a canyon containing
colorful nandstone formations in Camel Back,

end vistas of the San Juan Mountains and
Uncompadre JRiJ-VBr valley in Adobe Badlands.
We need more^irimple stop-gap measures to protect
these wild places.
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The third action by BLM to which I object is
a five-year "grace period" extended to developers
of a ski site at Storm King. According to BLM
itself, this area is a critical elk calving
ground. In addition, development here would
also have an adverse effect on mule deer fawning.
By putting off action for five years while
developers proceed with their plans is virtually
to make a decision now in favor of the developers
it would be many times more difficult to give
elk and mule deer, as well as other wilderneoB
values their full due with the developers'

_intereBts «ntrenched by five years' investment
and effort. These are public lands, and a
decision as to their suitability for wilderness
or other uses should be made now, before private
uses are allowed to proceed. There must be a
better way to assess "compatibility."
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Chris Seitz
124 South Hilldale
Salina, Kansas 67401
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September 23, 1987
60

support

Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townscnd Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia;
I am writing concerning three different areas you studied for Wilderness

areas and a Ski area proposal.
First of all, I would like to thank you for recommending the Gunnison

Gorge Wilderness area for protection. The importance of this decision
cannot be under-rated. This area contains 13 miles of the Gunnison River
which has been up for recommendation as a Wild River under the Wild S.

Scienic Act. The BLM has made a very positive decision that
and hope they will continue to do in the future.
Secondly, the CAmel Back area, which I believe should be recommended

as a wilderness designation. There are not timber or mineral conflicts
over this 10,402 arces of land. It also contains about 7 miles of perennial
Roubideau Creek where it cuts through a 800 foot deep canyon of beatufil
sandstone formations of the Uncompahgre Plateau. More important several
endangered species of Plants and big herds who live in the area which would
greatly benefit from a wilderness designation. I cannot understand why the
BLM decidied NO on this proposal, please explain why they have made this
decision. OUr state is expercining many problems with protection of our
natural lands and animals, we have a great opportunity to insure the Colorado
we know and keep the unquie attractions that people from all over come to
see.

The Third area is the Adobe Badlands which contains 10.42S acres of the
Mancos Shale Badlands. They have tested for oil and gas and found no real
mineral potential, and obvously there are no timber for cutting. Wehave
an area that provides sweeping vistas in the San Juan Mountains and the
Uncompahgre River Valley. It also contains the endangered Unita Basin
hookless cactus which in itself is a real treasure. Again, this is an
area which there is not alot of conflict over a wilderness designation.
I an very confused by the BLM decision not to recommond this area, and
I would greatly appreciate an explanation.
The last issue is about the Storm King Ski area proposal. This area is

1,000 acres of BLM Land on the north end of Cimmaron Ridge. Now the BLM
have stated that this Ski area would elimiate the ELK CALVING habitat and
have an impact on the Mule Deer fawning grounds. Their solution to the
problem is to grant a 5 year grace period to the developers to go ahead and
start with the ski area and then let them know if they will approve the
ski area after they have spent 5 years developing the 1,000 acres of land.
The BLM is suppose to assess the compability of resources, not to give
developers a five year head start. Our Elk and Deer areas have been greatly
reduced in just a few years, alot more than mort peopel realize. The BLM
needs to take another look at their decision, and the role of the BLM in land
management decisions. The Elk and Deer populatins cannot come forth and
speak for themselves is such matters, they are subject to the whims of men.
I feel that the Deer E Elk should have their birthing places protected, its

_ not like they have many places all over the state.

Thank you for very much for your time with these ost important matters.

Sincerely, ~J*»„^ J hie*f^
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Dear Mr. Vecchia,

We are writing to inform you of our feelings on the wilderness
recarmendations of three arse in the Montrose BLM district. We
frequently use wilderness areas of the state for backpacking
trips. We have hiked in all but two wilderness areas of the state.
We are very concerned about the future of "wilderness" in our
nation.

We are happy to hear that the BLM is proposing to protect the Gunn-
ison Gorge area. This area with its proximinity to the Black
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument and 13 miles of the
Gunnison River will make a wonderful addition to the other areas
in the state.

The Camel Back area seems to fall into wilderness consideration
and we would like to know your reasons for not recamending this
area. We understand that there are no resourse conflicts and that
grazing is to be cut back in this area to protect the riparian
zone. Why not protect the entire 10,402 acres with a wilderness
designation? He would like to see this area of the Uncompahgre
Plateau saved before it is too late. Please explain your stand
on this.

We also ask you to recommend the Adobe Badlands for wilderness as
it has sweeping vistas and is home to an endangered cactus. This
area has little resource potential and it would be nice to have
an area that is in contrast to our mountains and riparian wilderness
areas.

We thank you for your time in considering our views on this matter.

Sincerely,

-""
i / y.

cist
Harv Kieca
Judy Kieca
201 S. Wilcox
Castle Rock, CO 80104
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207-29Rd.
Grand Junction, Co. 8I503
September22, 198?

Gene Vecchia

RHP Team Leader

BLH

2505 5. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, Co. 81^01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

As a citizen of«estern Colorado and an avid outdoorsman I would like to

offer my thanks and congratulations to you and the BLH for the wilderness

designation recommendation for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Are*.
If the recommendati on is accepted an invaluable and irreplaceable part
of the west will have been saved from further exploitation and will have

been afforded the necessary protection so that future generations may too

enjoy its splendor.

To my consternation though I understand that in your draft for the Uncon-

pahgre Basin RHP that you have failed to include of the Camel Back Study
Area! for Wilderness protection. I find this v^ry disturbing and the decision

borders on the ludicrous. A public accounting for this decision is certainly

in order, especially in light of the BLM's admission that there are no

resource conflicts with wilderness designation for the area* That such an

incredibly diverse and beautiful area as the Uncompahgre Plateau has no
designated wilderness areas is in itself a disgrace. At hand lies the

opportunity to rectify this situation, albeit in a very small way, I ask

that the Camel Back Areai be given wilderness designation, to do otherwise

would be a travesty*

Another discrepancy in the report I would like to address is the exclusion
of the Adobe Badlands f rom wi Iderness designation. Again, this decision
is incomprehensible. Those familiar with the area know any resource
conflict is virtually non-existent while the beauty and solitude offered

are quite unique. Most of the Dobies have been severely jnd recklessly

abused for generations, surely at least this very small part deserves

the protection afforded by wilderness designation. Again, I must ask the

BLM to publicly explain its 1 decision in this natter and ask that the

decision be sensibly reversed.

The issue of the Storm King Ski Area. Site is a.lso very disturbing to me.

By the BLH's own admission the sM area would eliminate a critical elk

calving habitat and mule deer fawning area. In a time of ever increasing

pressure upon big game populations by hunters and development how you

can rationalize the sacrifice of this habitat is beyond me. As both a

hunter and a conservationist I find the decision to allow a 5-year grace

period in which development would proceed to be absolutely indefensible.

In a time when all long range forecasts for the ski industry say the sport

faces declining numbers because of the aging of the baby-boomers it becomes

all the more ridiculous to sacrifice such an important area to the short-

term profits of a few developers. I ask that this decision, too, be

reversed for the sake of all long tern interests and values.
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misuse and destruction by these QRV's. Is there no set of existing regulations

covering this growing problem? If not, why not? Granted, a> powerful lobby

exists that would oppose any restrictions but surely in the light of the

ever increasing damage being done to lands under BLM management the BLH

itself should draw up, at least, minimal guidelines.

I would suggest that because the evidence is so overwhelming that the users

of ATV'5 and dirt bikes are unable , or unwilling, to use public lands in

a responsible manner that they be banned entirely. At the very least they

should be restricted to existing roadways only, with stiff fines for any

offenders. U-WD's should be restricted to the roadways also, with the same

penalties- agarinst offenders. I know enforcement would be difficult, at best,

but, as on Forest Service lands where restrictions are in force, the simple

posting of restrictions would, in most cases, reduce the damage considerably.

Thank you for your time and consideration. I would appreciate hearing from

you regarding these issues.
Yours truly.

Dan Roberts

Another area, of personal concern is the off-the-road-vehicle use
lands. This situation is entirely out of hand. No area is safe fr

on publ ic

cc. Congressman Ben Campbell
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2551 P 81.
Cedaredge, CO. 81413
September 27, 1987
Phone: 856 3486
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Dear Sir,

I very much approve the BLM's decision to recommend the
Gunnison Gorge for wilderness designation. Over much of its
length the canyon of the Gunnison river I, one of western Colo-
rado's jewels. It is a splendid recreation area for residents
and vi.,itors alike. Perhap 3 wilderness designation for the gorge
would also help secure wild and scenic classification for that
section of the river, which I also support.

However, it i 3 difficult to understand „hy the Adobe Bad-
lands area in Delta County and the Camel Back area in Montrose
County were not recommended. Both areas contain significant
beauty and, as the BLM's own studies indicate, both areas have
very little if any economic potential. It is difficult not to

_
concludl^^e?!?!^ |& inherent bias against wilderness.

Although „everal ..urveys have shown that there ia wide-
spread support among the American people for wilderness, there
seems to be a perception on the part of 3 ome, perhaps especially
ajnong those who hope to make money off of the public domain,
that wilderness areas are primarily for the exclusive benefit of
a few, hearty outdoor types, often referred to as elitists': It
seems to me that this is a misconception.

It is true that, ,ince roadbuilding is not permitted, those
who can only experience the out of doors in a car are pretty
much excluded. But would tho s e who use this argument suggest
that a road should be built to the top of every mountain peak
in the state to accomodate these people?

Unfortunately, life is like that; not everybody can do
everything. Young children cannot appreciate the joys of sex
women can't h*ve babies. No matter how much I may want to I
can never be a professional football or basketball player.' Peo-
ple who are too poor to get out of the inner city can never ex-
perience the beauty of the Grand Canyon. One could go on.

My personal perception is that support for wilderness,
even among those who may never hope to vi a lt one of the areas,

Old
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that he was placed in the garden of Eden "...to dress it and keep
it", not to despoil it or ruin it or exploit it, but to make it
beautiful and fruitful and unduring.

Many of the Psalms continue this theme. The 19th, for ex-
ample, begins with the words, "The heavens declare the glory of
God and the firmament sheweth his handiwork." The 24th begins,
"The earth is the Lord's and the fulness thereof; the world and
they that dwell therein." And in the book of Revelations (11:16-24)
thanks is given to God because, among other things, he is going
to "...destroy them which destroy tbe earth."

It is too bad that we find it necessary to set aside cer-
tain small sections of the country as wilderness areas, actually,
the whole earth should be treated with respect, but at least it
is a small step in the right direction, ye owe it to our s elves,
to our children, and to our noblest beliefs to tread so lightly
on the earth that we leave the smallest tracks possible.

I would liketo/
as

^h|
h
5fM reconsider its decision on the

Adobe Badlands and the Camel Back ,tudy areas.

Sincerely,

;^«sA,

Chuck Uorley

Cedaredge, CO
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arises from two important aspects of American life:, the sudden
flowering of a vigorous conservation ethic, and the innate relig-
ious impulses common to most humans.

THE CONSERVATION FACTOR
When white people first came to the North American contin-

ent they stumbled upon one of the richest pieces of real estate
on earth. The land contained everything needed to support a
large human population— vast stretcnes of rich soil

t
a moderate

climate; for the mo„t part, adequate rainfall; a wonderful 8ystem
of rivers; hundreds of miles of forest and grassland; generous
deposits of minerals; a land teeming with wildlife.

With the sudden development of the industrial revolution,
vliich made possible a speed and degree of exploitation never be-
fore imagined, and the immigration of a vigorous and ambitiou3
population, that vast storehouse has been harvested at a rate
unparalleled in human history.

Rivars and groundwBavi" been polluted, vast piles of
poisonous wastes have been left exposed to the elements. The
air in many areas has become unfit to breath. Top soil i s rap-
idly being flushed into the oceans. The readily available min-
erals have been mined. Forests have been leveled and native
grasslands plowed up. Huge herds of game animals have been
eliminated. Unfortunately, much of this exploitation was done not
to satisfy legitmate human needs but to make a fast buck, and to
bell with the consequences.

The situation has deteriorated to the point where the
American people are beginning to recognize that if we are going
to survive as a nation and as a people we need to begin to avoid
waste and pollution, we need to clean up our messes, and we need
to begin to live frugally on the land.

THE RELIGION FACTOR
Any religion worthy of the name has some beliefs about the

creation of life and of the universe. It also has something to
say about how we humans should relate to the creator and to ' -

creation. The native American religions, for example, have cer-
tain beliefs about a great spiritual father and also regard the
earth as our mother. They teach that we should conduct ourselves
with reverence toward both.

Christianity is no exception. The firs t words in the Bible
are, "in the beginning God created the heaven and the earth."
Then it goes on to point out man's place in the scheme of things—
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527 Gilpin St.
Denver, CO 80218

Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 814-01

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

We would like to thank the BIM for recommending all
21,038 acres of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area for
wilderness protection. We support continued protection of
the Gunnison Gorge.

We would also like to see the Camel Back Wilderness
Study Area and the Adobe Badlands recommended for wilderness
designation. 3y 3LM's own admission there are no resource
conflicts with wilderness designation of the area. We hope
that these two areas will be preserved.

One other area which concerns ub Is the potential Storm
King Ski Area aite. Jtfe. do not support another Bki area in
Colorado, especially in an area which happens to be critical
elk calving grounds. At the very least, the plan should
assess compatibility of resources, not give one a five-year
headstart over the other.

Sincerely, -.

Ellen B. Braaten

r:ric D. 3raaten
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Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Bas in Resource Area

September 28, 1987

[granted in :he draft should be eliminated.

I would appreciate your sharing our concerns with the above

issues when preparing your final draft of the Uncompahgre Basin

RMP.

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

Upon review of the draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management
Plan, I felt it necessary to voice my concerns regarding the
wilderness recommendations it contained. I am in full support of
your recommendation that the Gunnison Gorge wilderness study area

^be protected. The 21,038 acres of wilderness that Gunnison Gorge
contains is indeed an area worth defending. However, I am dis-
mayed that you did not apply the same reasoning in your conside-
ration of the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for wilderness
taction as well.

Sincerely Yours

,

Harry lOiperberg w
820 University
Boulder, CO 80302

7H

pro-

Like Gunnison Gorge, Camel Back contains thousands of acres of
beautiful wilderness area. The existence of big game herds and
several endangered species of plants that currently thrive in
Camel Back could be threatened if the area remains unprotected.
As well, there are no timber or mineral conflicts in the area
that could justify allowing its wilderness qualities to be
destroyed.

The Adobe Badlands is another area that needs to be protected,
not ignored. In addition to being the home of the endangered
Uinta Basin bookless cactus, the badlands provide its visitors
with sweeping vistas of the San Juan Mountains and the
Uncompahgre River valley. There is no timber in the area, and
four dry oil and gas wells have been drilled nearby the badlands,
indicating there is little conflict with a decision to supply
wilderness protection. The same rationale used to designate
wilderness protection for Gunnison Gorge should be applied to
Camel Back and Adobe Badlands as well.
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IJ74E Third Ave.

Ourango CO 81301

SepUmb«r 30, 1987

Gene Vecchia

RHP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Ave

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchio:

136

68

[

I wish to thank the BLM tor recommending all 21,038 acres of the Gunnison

Gorge Wilderness Study Area for wilderness protection.

I also wish to ask the BLM to recommend Camel Back for wilderness

designation There ore no resource conflicts This londform, its herds, and

its plant species need protection to avoid gradual destruction

And, finally, I hope the BLM will recommend Adobe Badlands for

wilderness

Thank you

Sincerely,

(A/*Uj Cf*.

victoria and William Coe

6?
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613 Maxwell
Boulder, CO 80302
Sept. 20, 1987

Gene Vecchia, RMP Tean Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Veeehia:

I wanted to content on the draft Uncompahgre Baein Resource
Management Plan.

First, I want to endorse the recommendation of the Gunnison
Gorge for wilderness protection. This would woke a fine addition
to the Wild and Scenic Rivers trust. The expansion of the area
adjacent to the all ready protected Black Canyon is right in line
with the latest thinking of the need to protect large areas of
similar ecology. Small ecosystems are not as inherently stable,
and every measure to increase their size helps.

Next, I am disappointed that the Camel Back and Adobe
Badlands were not included in the wilderness recommendation.

136

68

69

Camel Back, according to your ow
conflicts. The area is one of the few
In the Uncompahgre Plateau, which cui
wilderness, I think that this area
wilderness recommendation to avoid the degradation by road
building, which is sure to happen.

report, has no mineral
itantiol wilderness areas
ently has no designated
should be included for

I don't understand the lack of inclusion for Adobe Badlands.
Clearly again, there are no mineral or timber conflicts. This
desert with it's fine views should be protected by wilderness
recommendation,

.

Finally, I don't understand the Bureau's intentions with the
potential Storm King ski area site. With the downswing in ski
business, a_ong with increased competition from existing areas, I
really don't think that another destination ski area has much o£
a chance. So I don't think that the local economy will really get
a boost from developing it. To gamble the certain loss of elk
calving grounds against profits for a few developers is wrong

.

The Bureau's 5 year wait-and-see plan will give the developers a
free leg up, at the expense of the other resources, primarily
elk.

As a professional engineer who likes to ski , hike, and enjoy
the wilderness, I would like to think that the BLM is considering
people like me and our concern for wilderness In it's management
plans. There is so little to lose in protecting wilderness, and
so much to gain.

Thank you for reading my comments.

Timothy J. Cunningham, P.E.
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3505 W. 39th Ave.
Denver, CO 80211

September 30, 1987
Mr. Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I strongly recommend the inclusion of Camel Back
and Adobe Badlands in the proposed Gunnison Gorge Wilderness
area. This is part of the Uncompahgre Plateau, yet it has not a
single acre of designated wilderness. Camel Back is one of
the handful of potential wilderness left on the plateau.

_/
Mrs. Lorraine Lane

74
October 2, 1987
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Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
BLM
2505 So. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, Co., 81401

Dear Sir,
I wish to address recommendations in your draft

Uncomphagre Basin Resource Management Plan.
First, I support the designation of Gunnison Gorge

USA for wilderness. That is in my opinion the strongest
feature of the draft plan and an exceedingly good idea.

I urge that the Camel Back area also receive wilderness
protection due to its place as one of the few areas on
the Uncomphagre Plateau that could preserve a wilderness
character there. I urge that the wilderness qualities
there be kept, not lost, especially given no real resource
conflicts with such an action.

I believe Adobe Badlands also warrants wilderness pre-
servation. The vistas alone they provide are worthy of
protection. They, too, have low resource conflicts and,
in my opinion, hold no real obstacle to a wilderness
designation.

Finally, I oppose any allowance for ski area develop-
ment on the north end of the Cimmaron Ridge. The plan
acknowledges the importance of that area for elk calving
and mule deer fawning. Our state has lost too much such
habitat already. I urge the BLM to make a strong commit-
ment to preserve this area for wildlife habitat/.

Thank-you.

;fi/ioJi Ufatk

Mark Meeks

fyo
5"/" fad
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Robert E. Vecchla

HMP Team Leader -- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81i*01

Dear Mr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The test alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, vrtth the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the 'Continuation of Current Management.
1

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

i

d
t-v-

l^-J&u-

Signedi
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Gene Vecchia, RMP Leader
Bureau of Land .Management
2505 S, Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO BlUOl

Dear Mr, Vecchia:

October 14, 1987

136

68

I would like to congratulate the BLM on its wilderness recommendation
for Gunnison Gorge. It is to be hoped that this protection will soon
be law,

I would like, however, for the BLM to reconsider its non-wilderness
recommendation for the Camel Back Wilderness Study Area, There are
no known resources of importance here, by the BLM's own admission,
and wilderness designation would protect this important riparian

"community on the Uncompahgre Plateau. I hope the BLM will alio
recommend tha Adohe^ Badlands , with its rare hookless eutUB, for
wilderness designation.

Mark N. Williams
Anorney a! Law

327 North Seventh

P.O. Box 23

Grand Junction. CO 81502

1303)242 211]

si

October 12, 1987

Sincerely, S

Bruce Berger /
Box ^62 /
Annan, CO 81612 l
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Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia

Your Bureau's plans for future recommendation of land use
regarding desert wilderness designations have come to my

.attention. I want to thank you for your recommendation con-
cerning the Gunnison Gorge. I must express my distress, how-
ever, concerning your Camel Back and Adobe Badlands recom-
mendations. I request that your organization take another
long, hard look at the recommendations and do more extensive
research, study and re-thinking before excluding Camel Back

_and Adobe Badlands from desert wilderness designation.

I was appalled at your giving thought to allowing yet another
ski area in Colorado much less one at the north end of cim-
maron Ridge. To even think of disturbing the elk and deer
habitat is ludicrous. I was under the impression the Bureau
was organized as a steward for this country's natural resources.
Please do not allow private developers to misguide your guardian-

Please, rewrite your recommendations for Camel Back, Adobe Bad-
lands and Cimmaro- Ridge for the preservation of our wilder-
ness areas that need so much protection.

We must preserve our wilderness areas. It is vital that theBureau and the citizens of the area discuss and study these
^arbitrary decisions before they become policy.

ncerely

Mark N. Williams

36
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Robert E. Vecchia
RHP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 8H+01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statementi

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and. salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

68

136
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Hobert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader r BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 8lWl

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I fdoV (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area,

The camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

Ho Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Signed, Ch*A vJ IM^° /i>-/A- ?7

&gC£- to -m-ty
*-*~Yttt&L
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Robert E. Vecchla

RMP Team Leaders BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81ii01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

-
The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management,'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products , and protect our diverse recreation Interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

68
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Date, Its /l~L / ' '

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader f BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81U01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement,

I (do) Ql ) agree with the BIJ('s Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Corge Wilderness Study Area.

The camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader -- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81^*01

86

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.
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Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader .- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81W1

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement,

I (do) (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

TCie Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

fN\ -tYYV^ /ioMM^^^ y^/3^^pp
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Hobert 2. Vecchia.

RMP Team Leader *- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncorapahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the 'Continuation of Current Management. 1

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a 6lte-specific basis.

<^*~t^-

Signed

1

J6 - A* > tiff
39
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Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Ba3ln Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I jjffF (do not) agree with the BLH's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the raultiple-uaa management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plana.

fai^/cC^-

/ Pl¥3.s-
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I am writing to vou again about the proposed Caaelback and

Adobe Hills wilderness study areas.

I am a native. My grandparent; were cattlemen on a ranch|

near Norwood. In those days tney didn't, have income and

property taxes. Today cattlemen still don't pay taxes and they

receive subsides, handouts, low interest loans, bailouts, ect.

They are for the lost part the complete opposites of the

indepenaent self-sufficient people of the past.

The history of The Uncompahgre after the forced departure

of the Ute Indians is of total* exploitation. Huge cattle

concerns, many from people in England who never saw or cared

about the land proceeded to rape it. "Competition for grass

reached sef-destruct excesses when the range was wide open.

Each cowman stocked his area with as many cows as he could lay

cash or mortage to and grazed to the roots. If he didn't,

somebody else would. The herds were enormas. One old-timer

reiembers seeing fifty thousand head in one bunch held for

shipment on what is now Grand Junction suburia-- The Redlands.

Overgrazing brought on regulation to save the mountain

from dying, as mountains up around Gunnison died in that area.

To bring grazing within the capacity of the range to maintain

itself, the Forest Service gradually! (and proportate ly>

reduced the herd population of the allotments.*

Today sagebrush, clumps of pinion-cedar and the desert

enviroment are a direct result of past and present abuses.

The 1930 Taylor Grazing Act started the BLM. It covered

land not in control of the Forest Service.

90

I live on Log Hill and personaly know how hard It ic to

return the land to it's former productive self. It will

probably take twenty or thirty years on my 40 acres.

Special interest groups like to mention the mul-ti-use or

more properly the multi-abuse approach to public land

management as though is was a popular approach, nothing could

be further from the truth. During the Ford Administration they

had hearings all over for the proposed wilderness areas.

'Citzens who testified at the Forest Service hearings in

Colorado in January of this year or submitted statements for

the record supported nearly five to one the Colorado Open Space

Council citizen frecommendations for three wilderness areas

totaling about 5 72,000 acres. "^

Certain special interest groups especially the Chamber of

Commerce whispered in the more than receptive ear of the Ford

Administration who whispered into the Forest Service's

receptive ear, that they didn't like the outcome of the

hearings. It's interesting to note that former president Ford

has a vested interest in the Beaver Creek Ski Area.

We have a responsibility to future generations to see that

they have places to go and enjoy untouched wilderness areaf

free from small-narrow-minded special interests groups who want

public land for they're own private use and profit.

Sincerly ,

W.Rodney Mckinnon
78A4A County 81

Montrose, Colorado 81A01
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I. Uncompahgre, Muriel Marshall P/35 Caxton Printers, Ltd.
Caldwell, Ixlaho I TO?

2. The Denver Post, Sunday Dec. 8 IS74 P/3E The quote was froi
Clifton Merritt, regional director of the Wilderness Society.
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October/P, 1987

Gene Vecchia
RHP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S Townsend Ave.
Montrose, Co. 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia

I would like to provide brief comments regarding the recently
released Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan. As a

frequent visitor to this portion of the state, I have had the

pleasure to enjoy this fine area (as well as aid the local

economy through purchases at local stores) . My purpose to

visit is not to view logging areas or oil rigs oc other such

industrial artifacts but to enjoy the lasting beauty of the

terrain.

It is with real regret that I learned the plan does not
designate certain areas for wilderness protection that really
deserve it. It appears the Gunnison Gorge has been
recommended for wilderness protection and that is perfect.
That river is a recreational resource that will do more for

the economy and environment over the years than any
development ever could.

But what happened to Camel Back and Adobe Badlands? The
Camel Back area has no mineral value at all as referenced in

the plan itself and should be designated for wilderness in

that the Uncompahgre Plateau includes no wilderness at all at

this time! I THIS AREA SHOULD BE DESIGNATED AS WILDERNESS.

I am not as familiar with the Adobe Badlands but it appears
this area has no mineral or logging values at all and it to

should be preserved as wilderness.

Please incorporate these comments into your review process
and alter the plan to reflect these areas as wilderness.

Thank you for your consideration and action on these
thoughts.

Gar 9" G. *>3Tbot
6333 Kendall Street
Arvada, Co. 80003

96



93

/n//r/g-7

86

Robert E. yeechla
RMP Team Leader-- BLH
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81^01

Dear Mr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
can be met on a site-specific basis.
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Robert E. Vecchift

RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81^01

Dear Mr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement

I (do) (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

Ho Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use aanageme

Slte-apeclflc objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

tT&A &if^Jh *»t4t-rf» <£'*&&**«*» ^^ ^Cl L<^Xui^/ /&*-cAs £LAj~<s

J ^U*T ^^ cl*s^.V >2-t-c^U-CcpL^C
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JOHN C CALHOUN AND ASSOCIATES

DELTA, COLORADO 91*16

October 19, 1937

Robert E. Vecchla
RMP Team Leader
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 8H01

Dear Mr, Vecchla

68
136

Having lived in this area all my life, and seeing the improvement
in range conditions over the past years 1 would support the continuation
of the present continuation of the multiple use management concept.

The use of the land for livestock grazing, wildlife, recreation,
mineral exploration, and forest products must be considered as of imminent
importance to the "west" and the United States.

The camel back and adobe badlands should be excluded from wilderness
classification because of historical use. The charge of ownership of
the Black Canyon may very well call for the change in classification
which does not bother me In the least. The other areas, in my opinion,
do not lend themselves to wilderness classifications.

Very truly yours,

^^J^^cT^iJ*-^
George C. Calhoun

xc: D.R. Gore
56850 Fern Rd.

Olathe, CO 81425
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\946 Clover Court
Grand Junction, CO 81306
October 19, 1987
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Gene Uecch i a

RMP Team Leader
Bureau o-f Land Mgt .

2505 S. Townsend
Mon trose , CO 8140

1

Dear Mr , Uecch i a

:

The purpose o-f this letter is to commen t on the Resource
Man age me nt PI an for the Uncompahgre Basi n

.

I wholeheartedly support wilderness protection -for the
Gunnison Gorge. The area is beau t i f u 1 , unique, and wild.
Even now, however, helicopter parties come into parts o-f the
lower gorge -for -fishing. Please maintain your strong stand
to protect this unique resource.

I ami baf 4 led by the Storm King Ski area pi an. Here in Grand
Junction, our beautiful ski area has been in finacial
troubl e for years . A new owner was sure that fixing up some
th i ngs wou Id imp roue revenue and now he is facing the
possibility of the bank taking over. Many other areas have
gone up to *30 and more ski passes. Can you afford to ski?
My family cannot - but we can afford to hike and camp and
x-country ski and that's why wild areas must be maintained.
This area is important elk habitat. Please preserve it as
such.

I have hiked Robideau Canyon on the Uncompahgre. Its the
best place on the plateau. Your plan really gives no
rati on ale for not recommend i ng wi 1 derness des i gnat i on . I

have small children and I want them to have areas tike this
to show to their children in 20 years. The Came 1 Back area
is wilderness - please designate it as such.

Finally, what about the Adobe Badlands? Yes this is

badlands. Thank goodness you are banning off-road vehicles.
So many of these areas are ouerun wi th DRUs - and that's
fine. They need some pi aces, but hikers need some too

.

Hiking through an open desert and knowing you cannot be run
over by a motorcycle is a wonderful feeling. The views from
this area are spectacular. Let the hikers have one of these
areas too and de si grate Adobe Badl ands as wi 1 derness.

Thank You

Nic Korte

S3
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October 16, 1987

Eox 263
Florissant, CO 80816

Gene Vecchia
S8P Team Leader
Bureau a;' Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Hr. Vecchia:

It is my understanding the BLM in in the process of final-

izing its Uncompahgre Basin Resourse Management Plan. It is

doubtful anyt&ing I can suggest will be of value even tho I have

spent over thirty-five years in land management in the National

Park Service and private ranching. It seems each new generation

of land managers must re-invent the wheel without fully utilizing

past experiences and studies (':).

Regardless, please keep in mind that wilderness desiccation

can always be rescinded but wilderness can rarely be reclaimed

within a lifetime , as you evaluate the Gunnison Gorge, Camel Back,

ana the Adobe Badlands.

Please consider the pure economic point-of-view in evaluating

the Storm Kind Ski area site. A successful ski area of moderate

size in Colorado is shaky at best and many have incurred bankruptcy

in recent years due to the industry's overkill. It is ludicrous

to think the area's economics can be bettered by a ski area over

current big game hunting resources.

Often the best management of land i3 to physically leave it

alone. I can only hope your successors will be proud*.,that you left

them something to manage wisely.

ely,

R. Williams
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Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader-- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 91401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statementi

~The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the '.flHM^"11 cgg?ggH^^a
g
eagBift£r

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

GS. rffi-U--

-41 1."'

'

1
:'.

1

:

-
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Robert E. Vecchla
RHP Team Leader - BLH
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

t) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the GunnisorGunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the
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BETTY NiCKHRSON ELWELL
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DELTA VETERINARY CLINIC

DR. TOM CORE

1520 Bluff St.

Delta, CO 81416
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Robert E. Veechla

RMP Team Leader *- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Kr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statement]

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation Interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

Qj&juAv©
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United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Montrose District Office
2465 SQUth Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

To Whom It May Concern,

These are my written comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan, Environmental Impact Statement, and Camel Back
Wilderness Study Area. I am in favor of the Current Management
Alternative for the Uncompahgre Basin. I am in favor of the
No Wilderness Alternative for the Camel Back Wilderness Study
Area. The current system for this area has served everyone
very well by utilizing the Multiple Use Concept of Public Land
Management. As a current radio commercial says, "If it ain't
broke, then don't fix it."

I am also advocating restriction of Off-Eoad Vehicles (ORVs) to
be used only on designated roads in the entire Uncompahgre Basin
District. The reasons for these restrictions are 1) ORVs cause
increased stress and harassment Of wildlife on a year-around
basis, 2) ORVs do not try to avoid vegetation, but instead drive
over grasses, bushes, and shrubs, which leads to their destruction
that then causes, 3 ) increased soil erosion.

My final opinion is a very general idea. I am a recreational user
of BLM administered lands. I believe all recreational users of
public lands should be charged a day-fee or a yearly users-fee.
Historically, other users of public lands such as grazing, lumber,
and raining interests have been charged fees for their use of
the public domain. To me, it is an inconsistant policy that
allows hunters, f isherpersons, and/or perusers of scenery to be
given a "free ride". As a businessman, I have learned that if
anything is given away it is not appreciated, but if something
is charged for it is more likely to be used properly and taken
care of. I have many times used National Parks and National
Recreation Areas where the fee system was in effect. I think
people tend to pick-up after themselves more and appreciate
what they use when they are charged a fee. Those who use it
should pay for it. Finally, a major source of revenue to support
and improve public lands is being neglected and left totally
untapped by not charging users fees to recreationists.

Thank y

68

136

RuuiX* Alcuy-l-l Plan. 1\ la ,~ptvK( HW g* iwWl &»»«»»/ U/ilitetott! A"<
|J?ftil*l UlH^A- PoW

(

n»*l^ "t^ 0*Li k*p**. Ad 6uNNO«M Gelt^ OfSl link \.RwR> 0&f V

M-ol-

Alfatf 1M tt,

nA Med

vtA

-7
4,
7

*v**y /><rsJ<y /e**'
/

maH, l/,~S/ Aru mi*L J4f>

frnp*tr
'ir

/cmcU and 7*j cftTTZni* a~d ff*-<-

T£&.-cfl THm isw/r*dr-tc/ *rfk/4rx&q ij <*/co ^rpa^e/^y, 7T <^c not /*a*€ A
pei ,,-h/i.'A 41 ^^Joq H* -}/& tt n efik, HisnjJ Ait ( uj(rvf[ ,-t/<-/£

nomas Gore,
1365 Bluff St.

Delta, CO 81416
1-303-874-5190

//l^ue, 3 a~U 4,/tiu/ -rf«+ -i-/>« A«/r <-**««* Q<ctM~64 - #Z /*»tt>

OMcJ rtJaf -/?v>v '^t A n>*.

y / ^ />'
. * a

102



68

136

114

fc/At&rs&f&mL i/uw(m cu
r

E>eOA beiU Ve-c-e b***~

MckOA 2Cj mi- 115

}c Ik

ri&L--

«j c^6u_cy <_£.-A« 4c s-hcUi.it U tsu.

4-L

136

68

foxcA.4&\ to tJcteA-xOAJ c(iS^^v-i;e/i'<5YV.
Vl"'*-a- l-!' cue /n6

CiTrLf e-ot^ w^.^ Sta audi, . J-y^py/a<_<IA ,4 kP1-" "^

i/e i

58

v«_-i.--ua._ aid &-W ryyvu ^ a-t\ ^^rMw'tfe;' 115

»4.p cr^ »•/ «a c 4uA_^ . S hjf tr U oU'CiuJ^ a\c

w^/^ d4i»a.dl^ U 'jy^Lp^Uc; ^c-

136

fc LVk

Ly-ndo. Pif-f
:

68

116

^—^s* ^ &f* /*" ,S/-e. 7>4*l~ .^^V ><C-y *f/r-e«^o^ ^ /*/£</

-5<t. t-CT/it^. -^ A<**e- /&-^o4 i^* <*- ! I'll -*6Tr -<r'-

<^^ ^ /"tf- ^^^sje c/r'-tx /.-*~',

3s-—'<:t?re/'7/

/Lsc^£*^vs&-4

103



p. £* rtim»»+~a*-^ Alt ^l l

o^.E
,

W.liw.*" SKA, iVc*. (i* uAliw«»*1

tV{*« 'w^rk i,oT

&& t,tk* U U^w u-, -twin-
er *^

o *•££.*•.

136

68

a*J U ^ "Bi-r^ -tkM-

MeU^v-^^ d-c K^ff» BC-M JU< *;+uS C«t-

.««- . l4K)« "&•** b^{(*-J!; **!*+»

BlJ.^.^
V"-'

* yfOu'&^~\ «,\m&A~^u C~rV*~

<ccy. 30, /<???-
1)8

A'Ui^.- t<L/ Co 8 Ho/

/\^ . ('-tt^-KAJi.

/\A CA*j£- LUtsrmP-C-ksf*.

XCa. Uis
,
f2,0 DO

— fi-OS^o.^£ ISa* o. ^WW A S

/. &£

68

136
/,-i n.£*s-7wit*<£«

^

T'UjL+^Jc r~
' /0_f iJwX

Gene Vecchla

Montrose, Colorado

119
9/25/H7

1 93 1
* South Broadway

Grand Junction, Co 81503

69

68
136

6S

Dear Mr Vecchla,

Thanks so much for the recent BLM decision to recommend Gunnison Gorge
for wilderness protection! Many of my friends have fished and/or
floated the gorge. As yet, I have had a chance to do neither I'm glad
1 still may have the chance.

Please, please
, give the same recommendation for Camel Back, and the

Adobe Badlands, There doesn't seem to be any resource conflict with

either one becoming- wilderness, however, it is my understanding that

the current management plan for Camel Back:

1) recognizes no resource conflicts

2) intends to decrease grazing in order to protect riparian habitat

3 J/ allow wilderness qualities to be gradually destroyed

despite the ever increasing number of people who value wilderness per se

as a resource, land, once destroyed, is nonrenewable!) So much of the

tlncompahgre Plateau has been managed for various other interest groups,

that Canel Back is one of the few potential wilderness areas left on the

Plateau. As one of the major land forms in western Colorado, there ought
to be some small corner kept as wilderness. How can you explain such a

nonsensical approach to management of a vanishing resource like wilderness?

And, again, why not recommend the Adobe Badlands for wilderness designation?
There the current BLM management plan is to close it to ORV's. The four
dry oil and gas wells drilled in the vicinity seem to indicate a low

mineral resource potential certainly the timber people have no interest
in the area! Conflicts with wilderness designation seem to be non-exlstant

^3 yet, inexplicably, this too was not recommended for wilderness

designation! Why not?

Surely, you will not be surprised that I also oppose the 5 year grace

period under consideration for the (hopeful) developers of the ski area
at Storm King. In 5 years, they will have been able to destroy the

CRITICAL elk calving habitat. Critical habitat means, sir, that if you

take it away, you take away the whole elk herd which traditionally has

used it. Mule deer fawning areas would also be compromised. After 5

119
years of grace for the developers, the damage will already be done!

Please, manage Storm King Mountain for the elk and the deer, not for

millionaire ski area developers whose quality of living will in no way

be affected whether they build this particular ski area or not.

People vacation here from all over the world, few of us are so lucky—
to be able to live here year round. Lets not lose sight of that

which makes this a desirable place to be, that which sets our part

of the planet apart from all others! Lets not sell it all into

nonexistence for the sake of a few more skiers dollars, or let its

qualities be'gradually destroyed'. Please accept the responsibility to

manage with an eye for the future, that there will continue to be some-

thing worth managing, that we and our children may continue to enjoy

this country and the pleasures it affords - In perpetuity.

You have my sincere and heartfelt thanks for listening, on my own

behalf, and on behalf of my 2 year old daughter, whose entire nap time

I have spent in writing to you. O / /v

Penelope/ Crocker

copies:

Wm. Armstrong
Tim Wirth
Ben Nighthorse Campbell
Roy Romer
Margaret Masson
Bob DeNier
Allen Kisterke
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Gene Vecchia

RHP Team Leader

0LM

2505 5. Townsend Ave

Montrose, CO 81 40

1

Dear Gene,

I would first like to voice my approval for the recommend-

ation given Dy the BLM for wilderness protection in the Gunnison

Gorge

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands are wilderness study

areas which I feel have much to recommend them also. Very little

land in these lower elevations is protected by wilderness status

even though these areas have a variety of plant and wildlife species

not found in the high altitude areas There are no resource conflicts

or special interests in these areas however thier wilderness

qualities will be gradually destroyed without full protection

The areas being considered are such a small percentage of BLM

land that as much as possible should be set aside now

Cordially

5J. Clark..

I
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Robert E. Vecehla

RKP Team Leader *- BLH

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81Wl

Dear Mr. Vecehla,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation Interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

Signed /«
LJ

/#/tfJi7

6S
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Robert E. Vecehla
RHP Team Leader .- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81Wl

Dear Mr. Vecehla,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement:

I (do) (do not) agree with the BLM' 8 Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Signi
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October 23, 1987
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Mr, Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO., 810401

Dear Mr Vecchia,

I was very pleased to see that the BLM has recommended the Gunnison Gorge WSA
as wilderness in ihe Uncompaghre Basin RMP.
The area is quite beautiful, and the Gunnison river running through it. makes it a very

unique area.

Unfortunately, you neglected to recommend two other fine areas, with all Ihe

characteristics established in the 1968 Wilderness Act, as ideniiflng wilderness, Camel
Back WSA and Adobe Badlands.

Camel Back WSA contains wonderful, colorful sandstone formations, on Ihe NE
side of the Uncompagre Plateau. It seems like quite an oversight not to have as of yei.

recommended any area of one of the major landforms in Ihe State! Several species Ql

endangered plants exist in Camel Back WSA, as well as big game herds. I certianly hope

Ihe the BLM will reconsider the non-wilderness recommendation for Camel Back
especially in light of the fact that no major conflict with a wilderness designation exists.

I was also sorry to see the Adobe Badlands not recommended lor wilderness. It is

home to the endangerd cactus Uinta Basin, and provides a great view of the rinver valley

and Ihe San Jaun Mountains. I! appears 1o have a low potential for oil or gas. and no

timber conflicts whatsoever. I could not find a good rational in the RMP for not

designating this area wilderness.

I hope that the BLM will have the forsighl 10 see that our unique qualities of

wilderness in our beautiful state will be the mainstay of Colorado's fufure economy, as

more and more of North America is developed, and Colorado is a haven to escape back to

ihe wilderness.

Sjncerely.

< <!/'

Laurie Thayer
2212 Mapleton Rd.

Boulder, CO., 80302
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HENRY G. WRIGHT

OURANGO. COLOBADOBi:

3031 2303303

October 29 1987

Robert Vecchia
BL.M

2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose CO 81401

Dear Robert:

129

68

136

I wish to comment upon the RHP recently issued by your office.

I personally have visited the lands covered by the RKP on a very

regular basis, and have also visited each of the USAs a number of

times as veil.
I would urge the BLM to reconsider its preferred alternative

so as to more closely follow the Conservation Alternative. The

negative impact of grazing is just to severe for the arid and simi-

arid land to handle. The results of overgrazing are all too clear

in a number of places in the area. I am especially concerned about

the proposed land treatment as suet "treatment" has a severe impact

ujon the natural vegetation and is of limited value so far as

actually increasing forage.
= So far as the V.'SAs are concerned, the BD1 is to be congratu-

ated upon its All Wilderness proposal for the Gunnison Gorge. How-

ever, the BLM should also include both the Camel Back and Adobe

Badlands area as wilderness. It would appear from the reports that

wilderness desigantion would not in any way influence either graz-

ing or mineral extraction. Both areaE offer pristine country

which should be preserved. The Camel Back area offers one of the

last undisturbed areas of the Uncompahgre Plateau while the Adobe

Hills area offers a great expanse of Mancos Shale which provides

numerous opportunites for solitude.
I— Thank you for considering my comments. Please keep, me in

touch as to your final decision.

Sincerely/

Henry 0. Wrigti?
Attorney at Law

HGW/ps
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Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader .- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81Wl

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I {!-) -Ci-^ 1 ) as^88 rith the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Signedi

86
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Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader-- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81V01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncorapahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statementi

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation Interests

can be met on a site-specific basi3.

&#^5*^

>y> t 'A £^

Signedi
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5555 East Yale, Apt. 3

Denver, Colorado 80222
October 31, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,-

During the past several weeks, I have had the opportunity of reviewing the
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement .

I appreciate the opportunity provided to make written comments concerning it.

I am pleased that the Gunnison Gorge WSA is recommended as suitable for
wilderness designation in the Preferred Alternative. The Carnal Back WSA and
the Adobe Badlands WSA should also be so designated. I could find no convincing
argument presented for not doing so. There is a great need for preserving
wilderness areas in our great country and every effort should be made to do so
while the opportunity remains.

The designations for Escalante Canyon and for Fairview should be for the
greatest possible protection of the endangered, threatened, candidate, and
sensitive plant and animal species and for the unique plant associations found
there. Careful and adequate monitoring must be maintained to insure that these
species are indeed protected.

Rodney Ui 1 son
21« N. Washington
Cortez. CO BlSli.

Novembe r 2, 1967

Gene 'vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
250S S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose. CO 61401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I'm writing to express my appreciation for the BLM's decision to

recommend Gunni son Gorge for wilderness protection. The great
tishing and beautiful scenery of this area shou Id rightly be

preserved as a wilderness area. While this action by the BLM

warrants my appreciation. I would like to express my regrets at

your omission of recommendations for Camel Back and Adobe Badlands.

|~ I would f

c-7 which would gi
sensitive plan
sideration bef

[

favor the maximum closed and limited use designations for ORV use
.ve the most protection for endangered, threatened, candidate, and

ant species. I would hope that this issue is given careful con-
before the Final Plan is adopted.

The Conservation Alternative seems to present a more acceptable land tenure
adjustment with no public lands being considered for disposal and for pursuing
acquisition of some private lands. It should not be necessary to lose habitat
for endangered, threatened, candidate, and sensitive plant species by disposing
of those lands.

['
Every possible means should be taken to protect the cultural and

paleontological resources in the planning area. These are resources that are
"nvaluable and once destroyed are lost to scientific study forever.

Thank you again for this opportunity to make comments.

Sincerely,

Eleanor Von Bargen "

136
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"Camel Back, as one of the few remaining potential
on the Uncompahgre Plateau, deserves your rec

wilderness designation. The endangered species
exist in the area would benefit from wilderness
would the big game population. As there are no t

I derness area
endat ion lor
plants which

s i gnat ion, as
er or mineral

conflicts to interfere with the designation, please reconsider your

recommendation.

*The Adobe Badlands. with its beautiful views of the San Juan
Mountains and the Uncompahgre River valley, also should be

recommended for wilderness designation. With a low potential for

minerals and no timber, there are no obvious conflicts with a

wilderness designation. I understand that you intend to close the

area to off-road vehicle use so why not go one step further and

recommend for wilderness protection.

*0n» other issue in the Uncompahgre Basin RMP is the Storm King Ski

Area site. Your plan says the ski area would eliminate the elk

calving habitat and Impact mule deer fawning areas. Despite this,

the BLM intends to let developers proceed with the ski area during

a 5 year grace period. Please do not destroy this area lor the

sake of some private developers. Wilderness and wildlife are

shrinking resources that must be preserved.

I realize that you must consider many conflicting interests in

making your recommendat ion but please reconsider recommend ing Camel

Back and Adobe Badlands as wilderness areas and stopping the

destruction Of an elk calving habitat.

S i ncere I y yours

,

Rod_»ey"Ui I son
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nobert 1. ;ecchia—l ieaa eeaaer
Jureau of ~ar; d ,-anu;ement
Unccrapahjre 5asin aesource jjrea
2505 Jouth oownsend ..vs.

Montrose, CO 31401

Sir,
x have reviewed the ^raft o'ncompabjre Basin Resource

i-anaseBient Ilan and environmental Impact Jtatement, and
the itiiderness Technical oupuiement . 1 command y.u for
y&ur fine efforts

.

rti though there appear to be no major resource conflicts
with the designation cf the Camel jack wilderness Study Area
as wilderness, 1 could not find in the above documents the
rationale for your net recommending the H&A as suitable for
wilderness. I would request that this issue be addressed
in the ?inal environmental Impact etatenient.

I visisted the Canel 3ack .J., and surrounding region
in July of 1 966 , and was impressed with the ruj^ed landscape
and -pportunities for solitude. It is an excellent area for
wilderness day hikinr in a canyon country setting, all the
more enjoyable since it is close to populated areas and is
easily accessable.

1 believe that the Jamel 3ack ..'J.-, is suitable for
wilderness designation, and encourame you to reexamine
decision

.

Thank you for the oncortunity t' comment.

sincerely,

•7P-

S6
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Robert E. Vecchla
HKP Team Leader - BLH
2505 South Townsend Avenus
Hontrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are oy comments on the Uncompahgre Baain Wilderness Technical Supplement,

I 8W (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Cunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the
No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

^Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.
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Robert E. Vecchla

RHP Team Leader -- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81^01

Dear Kr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement]

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.
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Robert E. Vecchla
BMP Team Leader *- BLM
2505 South TownSend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Veochia,

86

66

68
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The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 1

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, la the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilise mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.
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Robert E. Vecchla
RKP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I $|M) (do not) agree with the BLM'a Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Jj. st&t* oL*. t-ip\ **> M^ alt. uJJJ«*-^

signed, ~^T) jlLa^j K Ga-a^JO

+ 30- /s-in KA
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Robert E. Vecchla
RHP Team Leader - BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I £**} ^donot) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

*
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Robert E. Veochia

RMP Team Leader •- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statement]

The beet alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

'JUp

111



Dat«.
145

65

68
136

Robert E. Vecchta
RHB Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81^01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement)

I JBP (do not ) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objeatWfes can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.
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Robert 2. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader -- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statementi

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specifj.c basis.

'ptjS^—

52

rir, /s>

igned. P e-

I»t°',<^7rWlj 'V

Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81Wl
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Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement]

I £4fli-(dfl not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Corge Wilderness study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

nJL/ *iA*^ (Uet &IH.-U ^ Ant*-- «tfct'*6±~<**-', <,£ **+*** ''

.<.~M **** J*. nJM I* £f*~**-£. .^A ****** (UuttU. <i*~«*

7 «^, -zjtZ y^£<^

Signed! .», ,// , -a
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Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader •- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81^01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statementi

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, Is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.
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Robert E. Vecchia

RKP Team Leader - BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I jjdgj
) (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Cunnison Corge Wilderness Study Area.

~The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative . This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

~S?a—d v c&"
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Robert E. Vecchia
RKP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Hontrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement!

I fefr) (do not ) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-Specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

^W JL> W ^ *L "e,^ **^"-^

A

Signedi
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Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader "- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statementi

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Dg Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.
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1740-2723 Road
Cederedgif, CO l4i3
NovBBher 2, 1 9^7

«o oert H. Vecchia
KM? Tea* Lesaer-BLM
250b South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 91401

Dear Mr. Veccnia

,

In ti.e absence of what I view to be compelling argument
for substantial change, I favor a continuation of the
present management of land under BLM control; I favor
the "Continuation of Current Management" alternative.

Comments about the specific land uses addressed!

Riparian Zones--! do not see In the "Plan" sufficient
documentation presented to Justify elimination of

3500 acres from livestock use. I understand that in one
Instance this action will create particular hardship
for one ranching operation. I do not believe that this

should be done without strong evidence of the need for
such action.

WllderneBB tesignatlon- - Based on the arguments I have
heard and read, I do not find sufficient reason for a

change in status of any of the three pro po Bed areas.

in
bllahlng
rl ences
lly the

any
nviaionB
ccesses

A ccess --For thofle of us who own land and opera

t

the vicinity of the BLM lands, the idea of esta

public access roada is a real concern. Our expe
have fihown that an access is treated by especia
hunting and wood cutting public as license to u

of the landB they croaE. I doubt that the BLM e

a sufficient lncreaae in staff to police sucn a

which again leaves the very painful task to the

individual landowner.
Aa a concept I oppose access roads without the approp-
riate controls; in the advent of a decision to create
sucn accesses, I would hope that they will be selected
so as to create a minimum of hardship to landowners.

lhankyou for the opportunity to comment on your proposals.

Sincerely

,

harry B. Vaughan
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2184 Stonehenge Circle
Lafayette, Colorado 80026
Nov.l, 1987
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Dear Sirs;

We are writing to inform you
the following Colorado Desert Wild
consideration

.

We thank you for recommending
Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Area for
prime wilderness and is tied in wi
Gunnison River which are so import

On the Camel Back arsa of the
an explanation to your approach on
resource . By your own admission,
in regards to wilderness designati
the BLM should support Wilderness
none of this Uncompahgre Plateau h

_ as yet.
As far as the Adobe Badlands

your decision to close the area to
realize that there is virtually no
we see no conflict in declaring wi

_ this area.
And one more thing; even thou

not support the potential Storm Ki
critical elk calving habitat and w
veil the fact that there are mor
parts of the State of Colorado,
Storm King Mountain for elk and no

Thank you for your time

.

Of our support in protecting
erness Areas currently under

all 21 ,038 acres of the
protection. This land is

th both the Black Canyon and
ant for preservation.
Uncompahgre Plateau, we want
managing this wilderness

ere are no resource conflicts
We strongly feel that

ignation for this area as

as a single acre of wilderness

are concerned, we appreciate
off-road vehicle use. We
resource to utilize here, so

lderness designation for

gh we are avid skiers, we do

ng Ski Area site. As it is

ould impact deer terrain as
than enough ski areas in all
implore that the BLM manage

t ski developers

.

Laura S. Ray Wynfield

Is*. ?~/ftf
154

86

Robert S. Veochla
RMP Team Leader •- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81WI

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The best alternative offered to Support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and. salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation Interests

can be met on a site-Specific basis.

—&&-/jr-£~Jf'*»
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Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81W1

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplementi

I /do/ (do^»%-) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.
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701 650 Road

Delta, Colorado BI416

November 1, 1987

Mr. Robert B. Vecchia, RMP Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO 8I4OI

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

The personnel in the Montrose office of the BLM have spent considerable
time and effort on the Draft RMP/2I3 for the Dncompahgre Basin Resource area
and I want to commend them for the quality of the document. It is too bad

that only a comparatively small number of the citizenry of the United States,
most of whom have never seen this area, have demanded this study which required
a great deal of time and money that could have been used for some worthwhile
endeavor.

I thank the study team for making the right decision or. the Oamel Back
W3A and the Adobe Badlands W3A. We already have too many of these areas set

aside, and we are over a hundred years too late to have real wilderness
areas. As far as the Gunnison Gorge is concerned, it is alreaiy too well ad-
vertised to be of any value as a so called wilderness. However, it aeem3 unneces-*

aary to reduce the livestock grazing in these areas that are showing improvement
under present grazing conditions.

Throughout the Draft RMP/EIS, the riparian zones are to be "limited to

55 percent utilization of key forage species and eliminated from March.-

1

through May 31" t for livestock grazing. Why not use the lower elevation stream
areas in the spring when livestock use would invigorate the willows along the

stream banks? Anytime a stream in a desert area is excluded from livestock use,
the riparian zone will deteriorate. If livestock are excluded from any area,
the big game will move out of that same area. The two ungulates seem to need
each other.

—
As far as putting a percentage of use on so called "key species", I challenge

this also. There is no such tning as a "key species". This is just a cliche
used by some to make an impression on the layman. No plant Species is more of

a key than is any other species. As far as percentage of utilization, this is

another thing that is very questionable. It would be more practical to classify
use as; light, moderate or heavy. This makes more sense since no one knows
what 100 percent vegetation by weight was, or is, in any given area before any
grazing occurs.

In the more than 50 years since the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act,

there has generally been a continual reduction of livestock numbers over the

whole area of the Uncompahgre 3asin Resource Area. If by proposed management,
as set forth in thi3 RXP/3I.%we are going to see so much improvement, then the
^ast reduction of livestock use has been to no avail. Why not change and get

out of the "reduction rut" and try something such as the Hoiistice Resource
Management. This is being proven to be advantageous in other areas.
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Concerning the endangered species and livestock use, the endangered
3pecies have survived more than a century of livestock use and are still
here. Kay be these species need livestock or large ungulates io order to
propagate, but due to people pressure, there will never again be popula-
tions of big gaae animals large enough to take the place of livestock.

While I am not well acquainted with the whole 'Jncompahgre Baain
.Resource Area, I am very familiar with the Escalante Canyon area and, to a
leaser degree, with the Roubideau Canyon. I visited the lower Roubideau
Canyon recently and wa3 very impressed with the improved conditions that
have taken place in the area over the past eight years. The vegetative
cover in both areas has shown great improvement in recent years which
proves that the present management is working there. Let's not change a
plan that is proven to be beneficial. I see no reason for restriction
nor reduction of livestock use in either area.

There are more than 175 permitted livestock users in the Uncotnpahgre

Basin Resource Area. These users are spending many thousands of dollars of
their own money trying to improve these public lands. This money is over
and above their grazing fees, and this shows that these people are the real
conservationists. They are doing something to make their area a better place.

I believe that everyone wants the same thing, to improve the resource
area, and if we all work together there is no telling w.-.at can be accomp-
lished. *'hy not have the recreationist pay to use the public land and why
not have the DOW pay a grazing fee?

In closing, let me remind everyone that in this area where the greatest
percent of the land area is public land, the ranchers depend upon the contin-
ued use of these public lands, but to an even greater extent, the wildlife
are dependent upon the livestock use and the feed and privacy offered by the
private lands.

Sincerely,

<5*^-<*. >;
Jack Husser
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November 2, 1987

t'r. Robert Z. Vecohia, BMF Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management—Uncompahgre Sasin Resource Area

2505 South Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO 8I4OI

Dear Mr-. Vecohia:

please find enclosed an article by Heather Smith
Thomas, which wa3 recently published in the 139? live:--tt:-?.t

Buyers Cuide v "atalOb'-e . a joint publication of; THE
LIVESTOCK JOURKAL, TEXA3 FAHK AND RANCH HEWS, AND THE
RECORD STOCKMAN.

This article gives new insite into the livestock
versus wildlife problem, and we feel it is worth consider-
ation by the RKP team.

Thank you for your work as the RHP team leader.

News article available for review at BLM office.

sincerely,

P/MtaC, Cclc 8»i3t
M01/ 2., IS?7

km 2. 1<S8
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°" ei N»v. 3, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia

RHP Team Leader *- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 814-01

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management

plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

68

136

Signedi °pp-iL„ z 2^5.
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Datei November 5, 198?

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Wilderness Technical Supplement]

I (do) {M 4M) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area,

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Richard and I are true natives of this area. Our families, for two and three gen-
erations before us, evolved their llvllhoods in the Camel Back, Winter Mesa, and
Roubideau Creek area. It is written in stone in the Roubideau where my great -great Uncle
and friends spent Christmas day in 1884. He was a cattle rancher who worked this very
area. The next generation saw my great Uncle's brother-in-law homesteading the Ben Lowe
place in the canyon, which is still in our family's ownership. The years of 1920 and

1928 saw my Grandfather, and Richard's Grandfather, holding grazing permits in these
adjionlng areas. (These same permits are still held by our family members or us.)

We grew up learning the history of this area from the actual people who first 'settled'

it. This Roubideau Canyon shaped their llvllhoods, their lives, and their persons.

(as it still does ours, today.)
Through our heritage and knowing and living with the majestic beauty, the defiant

ruggedness, the severe forces of flooding, and the extremes of weather causes us to

truely understand and greatly appreciate this area. Tt is our home, our 'back yard',

and we love it. The Camel Back terrain has defied change for, at least, over a hundred
years of 'civilization' . And it still demands the same respect and offers the same

subjects for appreciation, ,, without a title.

We need more water development on the top and benches of Winter Mesa to better

manage our entire grazing allotment. There would also be gr^at, long term benefits from
chaining or timbering and reseeding in the saddle area between Winter and ?N Mesas.

The road across the top of Winter Mesa is essential for catchment and fence repairs, and

has been necessary for transporting sick and injured livestock. It is heavily used for

big game hunting, recreatlonists, and some Division of Wildlife activities.

With these factors in mind, therefore, our preference is only the No Wilderness
Alternative for the Camel Back WSA.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments,

Signedi
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Date i November 5,1987

Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader "- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resoi

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement!

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.

a few additional comments and concerns are:

We support the Bureau's position to continue your fact-finding process underway

for the Storm Kinc ski development. Only when you and those Involved can analyze all

the facts and Impacts can a valid decision be reached. The Uncompahgre Valley could

certainly benefit from the diversity of income generated by this. - But our concerns

are the same as others', le. ,Is the area in question now, or historically,a grazing
allotment?, and- Will the lack of this elk habitat adversly affect the surrounding uses,

both on public and private lands?

We also have concerns about off road vehicle use. We support only the Current

Management Alternative but there are areas which need to be under more strict restrictions

from this activity. -Especially during crucial erosive periods, and while wildlife

is under winter stress.

Throughout the draft are references to Introducing desert sheep to the Camel Back

area. We object to this proposal. Becausei 1. The only reliable water for this area is

the Roubideau and Criswell creeks. Both are designated riparian zone habitats, and it

has been suggested that limiting useage In these zones will improve them. Introducing

more animal units to directly conflict with the historical use of cattle grazing and the

crucial deer winter range is defeating our range management objectives. 2. The revenues

derived from the grazing permits and deer hunting activities historically and are now

progressive and dependable. This area is presently a study area for mountain lion with

no hunting or trapping of them allowed. (Their numbers are increasing.) There are also

coyotes there year around, and bear to the South in the summer months. With these ob-

stacles it Is certain to take years for the herd (band?) to produce enough trophy-size

animals for harvest. The money, time, and man-hours alloted for this could be better spent.

Signedi continued on next page
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page 2. of comments on the BLM Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement by Richard and Deborah Gore.

[With the concerns on hand In association with the Division of Wildlife agency we have

a question.; What percent of the hunting license fees from the DOW are distributed back

To each area's forest service and BLM offices? In the majority, it Is the H«<tn and

the livestock permittees who pay for and do Improvements on public lands which also

benefit all wildlife and hunters.

I— Our greatest objection throughout the RMP draft comes from the references of

limiting utilisation in the riparian zones to 35%. First of all, it Is not clear If the

existing livestock allotted have to share that percentage with the area s wildlife.

Since most, if not all, designated riparian zones are in arid country where other de-

pendable water sources are non-existant all wildlife and livestock are forced to use

them together. As with any watering area, the game and livestock will first use the

accessable feed nearest the water. As that is topped off and fouled they will use further

away. Most of these riparian zones are in deep canyon bottoms which obviously hampers

this natural migration. Therefore, without water on the benches or mesa tops the animals

invariably us. more than 35% before they even touch the rest of the allotment.

Our objective is for better distribution over all. Through the continuation of current

management of range Improvements such as stock ponds and catchments we are doing what

we can to relieve use in the creek bottoms. -But because of varrled rain fall these

alternatives are not dependable each year.

We disagree with the problems cited in the riparian zones as being caused by

"over grazing". In this arid area the major detrimental effect is water. (Either the

lack oft or the excess of. The extrodinary forces of the spring run-offs and the more

damaging flash floods move tons of crucial soil, grasses, woody plants, and even trees

each year. It Is proven that the time of use in association with the growing season

for a^icular plant type Is on. of th. greatest factors. The other Is water »™ll*htUljr

for thiplant to start healthy growth, and to recover after use. Our base ranch, at the

confluenc. of Dry Creek and Coal Creek, was honosteaded In 1895- It BM had cattle

and horses on It each and every year since then.Our livestock are along these
J™?*

from early November through May or June each year. -This would Include the dormant and

crucial growing seasons for most plants. (Perhaps the attached photos will be beneficial.

)

Tn our opinion, the difference between our 'private land' riparian zone and that in

Roubideau canyon is not th. number of, or even the timing of livestock Impact,
,
,lt i£

surface and sub-surface water availability. (And flooding.) Factors the 35% limitation

will have no effect on!

Again, the Continuation of Current Management is the only Alternative we accept.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

lew at the 31'
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Robert E. Vecchia.

RHP Tea* Leader - BLH
2505 South Townsend Avenua
Hontroae, Colorado SlftOl

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following axe ny eomnents on th« Uncompahgre B«ln Wilderness Technical SuPpl«menti

I (do) (do not) agree with the BLH's Propose-d Action, the All Wilderness Alternative
for the- Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

Th« Caael Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Axsa* will benefit most from the
No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management,
Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.^ Wtr $^\ r\^r n. X*«J

*-***

y

'i»j *j«. a.^ ri^T-.-L , ,

u»;\v.v, ?^ d^„ ,.7- /
»t. *.k m,«l

?.

.u«
-\X

wL
K4 c. s- ;*

6-- *

N-U^

I

X ,T

<i -

.

1
—

' ^cC<--

f

*•>/ V-V;

163

28

103

27

87

68

136

116

4700 Venturi Lane
Fort Collins CO 80525
November 1, 1987

Mr. Robert Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

This letter provides my comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan
(DUMP) for the uncompahgre Basin Resource Area. I have made many visits to
locations within this Resource Area, and am familiar with the beauty and
resources it en coin pa 8 see.

The Preferred Alternative of the DRMP ie inadequate in its attention to the
botanical resources of the Resource Area. Although I support the Escalante
Canyon ACEC and Fairview RNA, these areas need formal management provisions
spelled out in the RMP. Escalante Canyon ACEC should be larger, should
allow no livestock grazing, and should prohibit camping. Management intent
with respect to utility corridors, roads, mineral exploration, grazing, and
surface occupancy should be specifically listed for each SHA. Plant species
and vegetation associations considered sensitive by the Colorado Natural
Areas Program should be listed for the entire Resource Area, and if
appropriate, additional Special Management Areas should be proposed in the
final RMP,

I oppose the proposed North Delta ORV use area as incompatible with
management prescribed by the federal Endangered Species Act for listed
plants. Although this area already has suffered damage, that is no excuse
for BLM's abdication of its responsibility to preserve the remaining values.

Because of their destructive potential on the fragile adobe badlands, I ask
that ORVs be restricted to existing roads throughout the area. The Mancos-
shale-der ived adobes of the Oncompahgre provide a Specialized habitat for

numerous rare plants and plant associations. It is sad that the short-term
pleasure of a few is considered more vital than an irreplaceable resource.

Thank you for recommending the Gunnison Gorge WSA for wilderness protection.
It is a spectatular area that, under wilderness designation, will be a

valuable supplement to Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument.
However, nowhere in the DRMP do I find sufficient justification for dropping
Adobe Badlands and Camel Rock WSAs from recommendation for wilderness. In
view of their wilderness characteristics, I favor a favorable recommendation
for both areas.

I ask that the final RMP clearly delineate the areas of riparian vegetation
within the Resource Area, and list specifically the management plans for

163

116

119

-page 2

this vegetation type (as a separate unit, not fragmented, hidden, and thus

— lost within the "Management Unit" format). Such plans should include

complete exclusion of livestock grazing from the riparian areas.

Please include my comments in the final RMP, and keep me on your mailing

list for information regarding the RMP and Resource Area.

Sincerely yours,

sthMJboS rf. 1?Ka$Vu^
Susan S. Martin
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November 4, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia
Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Sir:

I am in agreement that the Camel Back should continue to be

managed by the BLM as it now Is. I prefer the no action alternative.

For many years the Multiple Use Act has worked for the pre-

servation of this area. The forage 19 harvested yearly by wildlife and

livestock to help feed the hungry world. At no time have these uses

interfered with recreational uses of these lands.

This area does not lend Itself to wilderness. There are roads

in the area and some fencing. The land is managed as it should be and

the area is accessible to the general public.

I was brought up on the theory that Public Lands were for

Multiple Use. With proper management, these lands will provide us

with food and fibre for all time to come, but we must be allowed to

properly manage livestock grazing. Fences must be kept, stock ponds

properly maintained and the range properly utilized to prevent over-

grazing and forest fires.

Reducing livestock grazing in the so called riparian zones

would defeat the purpose of a riparian habitat. Many riparian species

of vegetation are of low palatability to livestock. Streambanks in this

area are unstable and water turbidity will occur in the absence of

livestock use.

Many flash floods come down these canyons each year as evidenced

by the rocks and sandy washes. These streams usually dry up during the

summer and when flooding occurs there is no way to hold the sandy, rocky

dry banks. Some areas are definitely too dry for vegetation and defin-

itely does not lend itself to streambank stability.

Reduction of AUMs would defeat the purpose of a riparian zone

when properly managed. Vegetation and the canyon areas has improved

many times over in the few years since a riparian habitat was first

introduced, even though the AUMs have remained the same. Riparian

habitat properly managed should increase available forage.

Bighorn sheep should not be introduced into the area. Lack of

adequate winter forage should preclude this. Private land in the area

would, of necessity, have to support these animals especially in the

winter months.
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It would appear that livestock, grazing has been given prac
tically all the credit for increased erosion and for the destruction
of habitats of big game and non game species. Thes<
biased and founded without fact,

temcnt-S are

All these natural resources should be utilized thru a practical
and beneficial program, not locked up for the exclusive use of hikers
back packers and the affluent few with time on their hands.

The young, too, grow old. They also will be denied access to
roadless areas in their declining years when they are no longer able to
walk or back pack long distances.

The need to continue Multiple Use management of all Public Lands
will provide forage for wildlife and livestock, minerals for energy
development and protection of watersheds, the most valuable resource of
all.

The west has a valid existing right to keep these Public Lands
open for all to use and enjoy. Creating wilderness areas does not guar-
antee these lands for the enjoyment of future generations. Proper man-
agement does.

^fosepltine M. Gore
"445 Hwy 348

Delta, Colorado

7?J~u^ 136

68

71

126

Gene Vecchia
Bureau of Land Management
P-2

165

8. Having almost 90 percent of the resource area open to ORV use is preposterous!
Sgch non-management of these vehicles encourages ecological degradation, soil
erosion, and the destruction of archaeological sites.

9. The Storm King Ski Area is NOT NEEDED- the present crop of ski areas can
barely make a go of it so WHY develop another? However, the elk DO NEED their
calving grounds, and the deer their fawning areas. No develonmentactivity
should be allowed during the 5-year grace period proposed by BLM.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Danni L. Langdon
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7 Chardonnay Court
Grand Junction, CO 81503

3 November 1987

Gene Vecchia

RM? Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 8M01

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

165

1 offer the following comments regarding the Uncoznpahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement and Wilderness
Technical Supplement

1

.

The document is generallywell-written-thorough and without the usual
obscurities!

2. BLM's recommendation ofwilderness for the Gunnison Gorge is laudable. The
gorge is geologically spectacular and offers war-round opportunities for primitive
and unconfined recreation.

3. There are no resource conflicts with respect to Camel Back, yet BLM has failed

to recommend any of the WSA for wilderness designation! On whatwas this

recommendation based?

4. Adobe Badlands WSA, as described by BLM on p, 3-11, "includes the most
outstanding Mancos shale mesa formations found in the planning area" and
presents no resource conflicts that would preclude wilderness designation. So
whywas this WSA given a non-wilderness recommendation?

5. The cultural resource densitywithin the Gunnison Gorge WSA compotes at
.003/acre, and the potential for cultural resources is evaluated as "moderate." The
cultural resource density within the Camel Back WSA computes at ,01/acre, and
the potential for cultural resources is evaluated as "low to moderate." Please
explain the justification for these evaluations and this discrepancy.

6. While a site density of .01/acre may be "low" in some contexts (e.g., south-
western Colorado), it is not "low" in west-central Colorado. Furthermore, 1 don't
knowwhich 3 percent of the Camel Back WSA has been inventoried, but I am
dubious about site-frequency predictions made from such small samples. This
area contains three perennial creeks and is topographically similar to the
Dominguez and Eecalante areas, both ofwhich have proven to be extremely
archaeologically sensitve.

7. It is stated on p. 4-57 that 'High-value cultural sites on these acres could be
protected by special designations. " How?
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Dear Gene Vecchia.

First I »'ant to thank you for recommending the Gunnison Gorge area for

Wilderness designation It is very important thai we preserve intact

significant areas of desert ecosystems

I do not understand vfty you did not recommend the Camel Back area for

Wilderness protection as veil The BLM even said that there are absolutely

no resource conflicts with wilderness designation of the area The
I'ncompahgre Plateau is one of Colorado s major landforms. yet none of it is

protected as Wilderness I would like to know why There are several

endangered plant species in the area and big game herds that would benefit

from wilderness protection

I also want to know why you have chosen not to recommend the Adobe
Badlands lor Wilderness designation Obviously there are no trees there for

the limber industry, and the four dry oil and gas well prove the low-

potential for mineral development. There are no significant conflicts for

wilderness designation.

Please manage Storm king Mountain for elk. There are more than enough
ski areas land I am a skier I in Colorado, and wildlife habitat is an ever-

dimishing resource The BLM says that the ski development would totally

eliminate the elk calving grounds as well as impact mule deer fawning areas

The plan to give the developers a five year grace period" in which they may
proceed with the ski area is ludicrous. After five years of working on the

resort, it will be very convenient for you to allow them to continue since

they will have put so much money into it, This sounds like a roundabout

way to avoid dealing with an issue that needs to be confronted and dealt

with now, while we still have undisturbed ecosystems left

Please don t be afraid to take a stand in favor of protecting the wide-open
spaces that make the American West what it is I would appreciate your
response to these issues.

Sincerely.

CrtA/i-a

Susan Detweiler

64 Willard

Boulder. CO 80310
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68

136

69

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

1 would like to make the following comments regarding the

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement and Wilderness Technical Supplement.

I, I support BLM's recommendation for wilderness designation for

the Gunnison Gorge and I am In favor of similar designations for

the Adobe Badlands and Camel Back WSA's. Why, if there are no

resource conflicts, has BLM not recommended them for wilderness?

2 The Storm King Ski Area is unnecessary; Colorado has enough ski

areas, most of which are constantly complaining about their

financial struggles.

Thank you."

Sincerely,

^£^u/ CtWW-

Bella Conner
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Mr. Robert Vecchia. RMP Team
BLM. Uncompahgre Resource Ar
2505 South Townsend Ave.
Montrose. CO 91401
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Please recommend both Adobe Badlands and Camel Back WSAs for

potential designation as wilderness. The DRMP g ives no good
reasons why each of these areas should not be recommended ,

and
clearly describes the loss of wilderness characteristics that
will occur if they are not so designated. It makes no sense to

a 1 low the few remaining areas still having such characteristics
to be degraded. I support the recommendation of Gunnison 05org<?

for wilderness status. but urge you to include the other two

areas .

I ask that the final RMP more clearlv list areas of riparian
vegetation m the Resource Area. and that highly specific,
stringent management provisions be stated for their recovery and

• continued existence. Among these provisions should be the total
exclus ion of grazing, which is incompatible with the
maintenance of native species in these areas.

I strongly oppose the draft RMP 's plans to allow destruction of

federally listed plant*. Please modify the final Plan to respect
the intent of the Endangered Species Act. and to provide full

.protection for listed species. The final RMP also should state
clearly that no land containing listed species will be considered
for exchange or disposal.
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ly un 1 imi t ed
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Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Avenue

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I would like to make the following comments regarding the

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement and Wilderness Technical Supplement.

1. I support BLM's recommendation for wilderness designation for

the Gunnison Gorge. However, I am also In favor of similar

designations for the Adobe Badlands and Camel Back WSA's, as

this region of Colorado has very few wilderness areas that are

accessible during any season but late spring/summer. There are no

resource conflicts with respect to Adobe Badlands or Camel Back;

why has BLM not recommended them for wilderness?

2. Please explain why the BLM considers the potential for cultural

resources in the Camel Back WSA "low to moderate."

3. How would high-value cultural sites be protected by "special

designations"?

4. The Storm King Ski Area is unnecessary; I urge you to disallow

the developers from proceeding with any further plans during the

5-year grace period.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Carl E. Conner
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1045 E. 4th Avenue
Durango, CO 81301
November 5, 1987

Gene Vecchia
RHP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I am writing you to express my support for additional wilderness
recommendations by the BLM in the Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan.

I'd like to thank you for recommending wilderness designation forthe Gunnison Gorge WSA in the draft RMP. As I'm certain youknow, this area contains a significant diversity of recreational
and scenic resources worthy of preservation.

There are two additional KSAs, Adobe Badlands and Camel Back,
that I believe deserve wilderness designation and should receiveBLM recommendations for such designation in the final RMP.

There are few landforms more obviously meeting wilderness
criteria than the Mancos shale badlands typified by the Adobe
Badlands WSA. Although this area has relatively easy access,
little interest has been shown in extractive development. With
no resource conflict and management plans expressed in the draftRMP to close the area to off-road-vehicle use, wilderness
designation is an obvious and proper route for preservation ofthe area.

Likewise, there are no resource conflicts in the Camel Back WSA
As one of the few remaining areas of true wilderness on theUncompahgre Plateau, this area merits protection as a component
of the National Wilderness Preservation System. A majestic
canyon system with a perennial stream, Camel Back can orovide aremote recreational experience for the backcountry hiker, andwilderness designation would provide protection for fragile
riparian habitat and rare plant species in the unit.

I urge you to reconsider your position on Adobe Badlands and
Camel Back and recommend those areas, in addition to the Gunnison
Gorge, for wilderness designation.

Sincerely,

Lewis McCool
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Table 3 presents the BLM's responses to comments submitted

during the public comment period. The response numbers

correspond to the numbers on the margins of the hearing

transcripts and comment letters. The commenter or letter

numbers correspond to the numbers on the upper right corner

of each page of the hearing transcripts and comment letters

and identify the individual commenter (see Table 1 and

Table 2).

Responses are arranged by resource or resource use.

Responses explain why a particular issue was or was not

addressed, clarify the BLM's position on some issues, state

whether a text change was made, and refer the reader to

applicable sections of this document or the Draft RMP/
EIS. The responses must be read in conjunction with the

appropriate comments.

Table 3

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

AIR QUALITY

58 31 There is a pervasive misconception that recommendation and designation of

new wilderness areas is automatically tied to restrictive federal Prevention of

Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I air quality status. There is no such

connection. Certain existing national parks and wilderness areas were designated

as mandatory Class I areas by Congress in the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments,
but since then each state is and has been responsible for any redesignation.

Since 1977, several areas in Colorado have been designated as wilderness but

none have been redesignated as PSD Class I. The state of Colorado identifies

air quality areas as Category I, II, and III; the sulfur dioxide limitations in

the state categories are identical to those established for federal PSD Class I,

II, and III areas. In 1977, the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area was designated

a Colorado Category I area; it remains a federal PSD Class II area.

COAL

31

32

16, L-21

16

The development of thresholds was considered as required by 43 CFR 1610.4-

4(i); however, since all of the coal in this area is to be extracted using underground

mining methods and since mitigation has been built into the management
prescriptions and no major adverse impacts are anticipated, the establishment

of thresholds was not deemed necessary.

Under the Continuation of Current Management Alternative, only emergency
short-term lease applications and maintenance leases would be considered. The
average increases under the other alternatives allow for consideration of future

long-term leasing of lands with coal potential. The land-use planning groundwork
presented in this plan will enable the BLM to respond more quickly and efficiently

and avoid frequent amendments to the RMP if there is a future demand for

coal. It also provides industry with a variety of coal qualities with which to

meet future market needs.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

33 8, 16, L-21

34

42

45

L-2

16, 22, H-3, L-21

16, L-21

46 16, L-21, M-12

72 L-21

A summary of the application of the coal unsuitability criteria is described

in Chapter One, pages 9 and 10, of the Draft RMP/EIS. As stated in the

cover letter (the first page of the Draft RMP/EIS) and again on page 1-8,

the coal unsuitability report is available for public review and comment. This

report describes in detail the lands in the Paonia/Somerset coal planning area

and a portion of the Bookcliffs coal planning area which are deemed unsuitable

based on the 20 unsuitability criteria.

The management of the lands around the Tomahawk Mine has been changed
in the Proposed Plan. These lands are now included in Management Unit 7.

(See plan map.)

The acreages available for coal leasing consideration do not vary much between
alternatives since all mining would occur underground. There were no multiple-

use trade-offs or resource conflicts that prevented lands from being considered

as suitable for coal leasing.

The final regulations regarding increased emphasis on the six criteria mentioned
were not finalized until December 1987, six months after the release of the

Draft RMP/EIS. These criteria were, however, analyzed in the Draft RMP/
EIS. Riparian areas are protected in Management Units D-9 and D-ll. The
other criteria (sole source aquifers, wetlands, Class I air quality areas, and buffer

zones around National Park Service areas) were not addressed because there

were no impacts to them or, as in the case of reclaimability, the impacts will

be analyzed when a potential coal lease tract is delineated.

The RMP does not make any coal leasing proposals. Coal leasing levels are

established by the Secretary of the Interior through the regional coal teams

(43 CFR 3420.2). The RMP does analyze the four coal screens described on
page 1-9 and identifies whether the coal is available for coal leasing consideration.

If there is a demand for coal in the future, coal within the areas identified

as available for coal leasing consideration will be analyzed on a tract-specific

basis. The BLM cannot lease coal for which there is no industry interest.

The coal leasing process includes a detailed site-specific analysis of potential

impacts ofproposed lease tracts following tract delineation. Mitigation to eliminate

or lessen anticipated impacts is identified at that time. Mining or associated

activities would not be permitted where it is known that ground or surface

water impacts would result. The BLM recognizes, however, that some degree

of risk and the occurrence of unanticipated impacts does exist.

OIL AND GAS

35

38

17,32

3

2,9

This information is contained in the Oil and Gas Technical Report which supports

the RMP and which is available for public review. By not making the Oil

and Gas Technical Report a part of the RMP (i.e., an appendix), it can be
updated and revised without amending the entire RMP.

The text on page 2-3 of the Draft RM/EIS has been changed. See the Changes
to the Draft RMP/EIS section of this document.

The effects of aquifer mixing are not discussed because of the low level of

oil and gas activity. In addition, the immediate and long-term impacts on water

resources are not significant because measures are taken at the drilling stage

to prevent aquifer mixing and other groundwater impacts on a site-specific basis.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

44

47 16, 24, L-21

The oil and gas resources in Management Unit D-9 would be open to leasing

with standard lease terms as described on page 3-29 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
In addition, a more comprehensive analysis of oil and gas activities is included

in the Oil and Gas Technical Report, which is available for public review as

stated in the cover letter to the Draft RMP/EIS.

The Connors vs. Burford decision pertained to the leasing of lands in the National

Forest system and not to public lands administered by the BLM. The BLM
feels that a comprehensive and cumulative analysis of oil and gas activities

is discussed in the RMP/EIS and also in the Oil and Gas Technical Report.

As stated in the cover letter and on page 1-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the

Oil and Gas Technical Report is available for public review.

OTHER MINERALS

36

39

41

43

2.2

18

The statement is correct. The mineral leasing process is conducted in such a

way that the risks of water injury are minimized. It is the responsibility of

the lessee or claimant to mitigate any injury to an adjudicated water right.

Current policy does not permit mining and disposal of mineral materials in

floodplains if the floodplains will be adversely affected. There is no criteria

used to permit this activity on alluvial valley floors. Mining on alluvial valley

floors is regulated only for coal mining, not disposal of mineral materials. If

there are proposals for disposal or mining of mineral materials on alluvial valley

floors, they will be analyzed on a site-specific basis to assure all impacts are

mitigated.

Management of this area allows for low but evident human concentrations and

impacts. Mineral exploration and development is not in conflict with this

management guidance and does not, therefore, necessitate maintaining the existing

mineral withdrawal.

The mineral resources (including production figures) were identified in greater

detail in narrative and overlay formats in the Management Situation Analysis

(MSA). As stated on page 1-8, the MSA is available for public review and
comment. Information from the MSA was condensed and summarized for

inclusion in the Draft RMP/EIS. As indicated in the environmental impacts

section (Chapter Four) of the Draft RMP/EIS, the Preferred Alternative presented

little or no impacts to mineral development, especially for high potential minerals.

SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES

73

74

When reviewing site-specific actions, the BLM will comply with state water

quality standards as noted in the introduction to each alternative prescription.

Existing water quality standards are established by the State of Colorado, not

the BLM. Information on these standards is available at the BLM's Montrose

District Office. The amount of data available precluded incorporation into the

RMP/EIS. The BLM does monitor water quality on public land to ensure

compliance with established standards. This information is also available at the

Montrose District Office.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

75

76

77 8

78 8

79 8

80 8

81

82

83

9,H-7

23

BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

The BLM has a representative on the Colorado Non-Point Source Advisory
Committee which is currently developing the Section 319 Assessment Report.
When completed, this report will identify non-point sources on public land.

The specifics of Section 319 program projects will be incorporated into BLM
activity plans. Salinity and sediment, the two primary water source issues addressed
in this RMP/EIS, are also discussed in the 1986 Colorado 305(b) Assessment
Report.

Site-specific monitoring is a follow-up process for objectives identified in activity

plans. As activity plans are developed, monitoring studies designed to evaluate

progress in attaining specific objectives will be developed.

"Local surface waters" refers to the water resources within the drainage where
the impact is occurring.

Domestic water users of water from public land were contacted during the
preparation of the Draft RMP/EIS. No water quality problems, potential

impacting activities, or water quality improvement needs were identified.

Aquatic habitat activity plans would be designed to meet or exceed the water
quality standards for each particular area.

The assumption is that AMP objectives for increased ground cover would be
met, even if adjustments to the grazing systems are required. The text in the

Proposed Plan reflects this assumption.

The BLM administers the public land under numerous Acts, Executive Orders,
Secretarial Orders, etc. The BLM feels erosion and water quality can be improved
through proper management without the need for on-the-ground erosion control

projects. Each of the alternatives was designed to comply with existing laws
and regulations. The impacts that are identified on pages 4-44 through 4-60
are often based on a worst-case scenario; they are not proposed management
directions, which are identified in Chapter Three.

Impacts to aquifers are discussed in each alternative prescription under a section

called Impacts to Water Resources from Locatable Minerals. See pages 4-4,

4-14, 4-30, and 4-39 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

Watershed protection for the Gunnison River through the Gunnison Gorge is

identical in both the Conservation and Preferred alternatives.

RIPARIAN/AQUATIC SYSTEMS

The 200 AUM reduction is not a management action but rather the impact
on livestock grazing that would result from limiting forage utilization in the

riparian management unit to 35 percent. The intent of the restrictions on forage

utilization and spring period grazing is to enhance recovery of woody vegetation

and reduce soil compaction and bank damage during the wet, spring season.

The figures used on page 4-53 of the Draft RMP/EIS are actually impacts
to aquatic habitat from other uses, and are not the result of the prescription

for Management Unit D-9. The 70 miles recommended for intensive management
includes the 40 miles in Management Unit D-9 along with additional miles

that would be improved or protected through intensive grazing management
and other actions.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

24

40

97

113

114

[16

8, 9, 23, L-21

2G

30

30

23, 163, 169

117 161

118

BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

119 9, 16, 23, 163, 169,

L-21

The 1,034-acre figure in Table 2-5 (page 2-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS) describes
the actual existing riparian vegetation within the planning area. The 6,320 acres
in the Preferred Alternative and other figures used in other alternatives reflect

acres that would be managed for riparian improvement. This includes areas
without existing riparian vegetation.

Current withdrawals do not restrict sales of mineral materials or mineral leasing.

Revocation of the withdrawals would open the lands to mineral location under
the 1872 Mining Laws. The BLM feels that current laws and regulations provide
sufficient means to allow mining and still protect water quality and stream
hydrology.

The numbers appearing after the stream names (e.g., Gunnison River No. 3)
are the identifiers used by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for specific sections
of a given stream.

Although there has been some improvement in stream bank cover in some
areas over the past 10 to 20 years BLM data does not indicate this improvement
is widespread or that optimum conditions would be obtainedunder the
continuation of current Management Activities.

The BLM recognises that differences exist within and between riparian areas.

Specific management objectivities and guidelines would be developed in

Allotment Management Plans or other activity plans.

Riparian vegetation in the planning area generally exists as small, isolated areas
along stream channels; the size of these areas precludes identification at the
1:200,000 scale of the RMP maps. Those areas which have the highest potential
for improvement were identified in Management Unit D-9; management in

these areas would be geared for riparian improvement. Other riparian areas
would be either maintained or improved under the Preferred Alternative even
though they are not identified individually.

The 35 percent utilization limit proposed in the Draft RMP/EIS would be
the upper limit for livestock utilization only. There is no evidence at present
to indicate that big game animals concentrate in, or make substantial use of,

woody riparian vegetation within the planning area. The greatest concentration
of animals occurs during the winter months; however, snow cover reduces big
game dependence on free water sources, and animals do not concentrate in

riparian areas. Improved water sources on the bench areas would improve wildlife

habitat and distribution during the warmer months, but most of these sources
would be frozen during the winter.

The management of riparian areas as described in each of the alternative

prescriptions conforms to BLM's riparian policy, EO 11988, and EO 11990.
None of these policies or Executive Orders exclude all negative impacts to

riparian vegetation or aquatic habitat. Public lands are managed by the BLM
for a variety of uses which, in most cases, can be compatible with appropriate
stipulations. Specific objectives for improvement would be incorporated into
new or existing activity plans after the Record of Decision for this plan is

completed.

The restrictions the BLM is recommending are anticipated to result in riparian

improvement. Monitoring studies would be utilized to determine if additional
restrictions are needed.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Table 3 (continued)

COMMENTER
RESPONSE OR LETTER
NUMBER NUMBER BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

121 11, 12, 30, 148, 152, The term riparian is defined on page A-39 of the Draft RMP/EIS. Year-round

156, 161, 164, M-l, surface water is not necessary to maintain healthy riparian vegetation. In the

M-3, M-5, M-6, Proposed Plan, the limit of 35 percent utilization would be used when other

M-l 4, M-l

5

methods of improving riparian vegetation have been unsuccessful. The BLM
has a substantial amount of information which supports even more severe

restrictions than those in the Proposed Plan. However, based on the current

conditions of the riparian areas, it is felt that substantial improvement would

be obtained through other methods (i.e., changing season-of-use) and that a

35 percent utilization limit would be implemented only if necessary.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

11 7 Table 2-6 and Table 2-8 have been changed (see the Changes to the Draft

RMP/EIS section in this document).

27 8, 9, 16, 23, 163, 169 The text has been changed; see the prescription for Management Unit 8 in

this document.

99 7 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be consulted prior to any surface

disturbance or the deveopment of any activity plan which may effect listed

species or their habitat.

100 9, 23, 169 Tracts with known populations of threatened and endangered species are no

longer identified as suitable for further consideration for disposal. All tracts

would be inventoried for listed, candidate, and sensitive species prior to being

offered for disposal.

103 9, 23, 163 The BLM consulted with the Colorado Natural Areas program throughout the

development of the Draft RMP/EIS. Table 2-6 (page 2-10 of the Draft RMP/
EIS) identifies all protected species known to occur within the planning area.

Astragalus wetherillii has been added to Table 2-6 (see the Changes to the

Draft RMP/EIS section of this document). All of the species listed on Table

2-6 are also on the State list. There were no other areas of public land identified

for special protection within the planning area.

1 04 9,16, L-2

1

A pre-disturbance clearance is conducted prior to the authorization of any surface-

disturbing activity and occupied habitat is avoided. Monitoring studies designed

to monitor long-term population trends and to detect impacts from livestock

grazing and ORV use have been established in several areas.

105 M-3 Some species of cacti, such as prickly pear, can be spread by livestock use.

Available data does not show that the spineless hedgehog cactus is benefitted

by livestock grazing in any way.

106 30 Based on the objectives of the Conservation Alternative, maximum protection

was afforded the special plant resources in this management unit. In addition

to the federally-listed plant species occurring in this area, the management unit

was designed to afford protection for unique plant associations which are grazed

by livestock and are readily accessible.

135 23 The protective measures mentioned on page 3-2 of the Draft RMP/EIS do

extend to BLM sensitive species. They do not extend to State sensitive species

or plant associations unless these species are included in the Colorado BLM's

sensitive species list.
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WILDLIFE HABITAT

29

96

98

L-21

34

156, 161

107

109

M-12

110 172

111 21, 161, 164, M-15

Timber harvesting in this area would be designed to improve elk calving habitat.

These design features could include season of harvest, increasing the rotation

age, and harvesting to increase small openings in dense stands.

The badlands areas are not suitable habitat for bighorn sheep.

Requiring the Colorado Division of Wldlife to pay grazing fees is an issue

which goes beyond the scope and purpose of this RMP. At present, the BLM
does not receive a percentage of the State's hunting license fees. However, the
BLM has received contributed funds from the Colorado DOW for cooperative
project work to improve wildlife habitat on public lands. These funds are derived
from license fees and have amounted to a considerable sum statewide. We
agree that wildlife do receive spin-off benefits from some range improvement
projects funded by the BLM and grazing permittees.

Present conflicts for forage between livestock and wintering big game are isolated.

The Preferred Alternative allocates additional forage to wildlife in most of those
areas where conflicts between private interests and wintering big game are

occurring.

The BLM recently inventoried Fruitland Mesa for sage grouse strutting and
wintering areas. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has been, and would continue
to be, consulted prior to any habitat modification. The present sage grouse
population is too small to be considered suitable for hunting and the available

habitat is so limited that little can be done to increase the population. Under
the Preferred Alternative, every effort would be made to maintain the present
sage grouse population.

Many areas which were once available for big game use have been converted
to other uses, such as agricultural and residential developments. With less habitat

available on private land, it becomes necessary to selectively open up some
closed pinyon-juniper stands to provide more forage on public land, especially

in wintering areas. Prior to removal of the pinyon-juniper, the needs of other

species using the area are identified so that system diversity can be maintained
or improved.

Prior to reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep into the Camel Back area, a
site-specific environmental analysis which would identify potential impacts would
be completed. The reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep into similar habitat

in Dominguez Canyon in 1983 has not resulted in detectable conflicts with
livestock, big game, or riparian vegetation. Although bighorn sheep would use

the streams as water sources, they would not remain in those areas where dense
vegetation inhibits their ability to recognize predators and hazards.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

26

70

30

20, 34, H-6

The text has been changed; see the prescription for Management Unit 12 in

this document. The Preferred Alternative (page 3-30, Draft RMP/EIS) also

provides guidance for livestock grazing management.

Public land administered by the BLM is managed for multiple-use. Livestock
grazing is a legitimate use of public land and can be managed to avoid detrimental

effects on sensitive areas. Under the Preferred Alternative, livestock grazing would
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127

128

129

131

132

133

134

H-2

129

21

30

30, 156

156, M-6

be limited to 35 percent utilization and the season of use would be restricted.

ORV use and other surface-disturbing activities would also be restricted to improve

watershed conditions. The BLM anticipates that both soil and vegetation

conditions would improve as a result of the implementation of these measures.

AUMs were estimated to increase by one percent per year for 10 years for

impact analysis purposes only. This assumes that land treatments and more

intensive grazing systems would be successfully implemented.

Livestock grazing is already restricted around most developments and facilities.

The BLM would be willing to work with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)
in adjusting or restricting livestock use where the BOR has identified adverse

impacts from grazing on developments or facilities.

The BLM's livestock management program is designed to eliminate overgrazing

and to improve vegetation condition. The Preferred Alternative would accomplish

this through improved management, facility development, and land treatments

designed to improve forage condition. Studies have shown a substantial increase

in forage species' vigor and density following successful land treatment projects.

The decreases in AUMs in the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands WSAs are

not proposed reductions; rather, this is the anticipated impact resulting from

the 35 percent utilization restriction that is a part of the management precriptions

for the riparian and salinity areas.

Under the Conservation Alternative, livestock grazing and drifting would be

completely eliminated in the Escalante Canyon RNA, Management Unit C-

2. However, this would not preclude trailing of cattle on the Escalante Canyon
road.

Percent utilization is the amount—based on weight rather than height or

appearance—of a plant's current growth which has been removed. Key species

are those plants that, because of their importance, are monitored to evaluate

whether objectives are being met.

Reductions mentioned in the Draft RMP/EIS reflect estimates under worst-

case situations and are for impact analysis purposes only. Actual adjustments

would be determined through long-term monitoring in accordance with grazing

regulations. The BLM's philosophy for proper range management incorporates

range management principles and various systems or philosophies, such as holistic

resource management, where appropriate.

RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCES

12

50

53

25, H-5, H-8, H-10

1

These concerns have been addressed in the Addition to the Gunnison Gorge

Recreation Area Management Plan.

Table 2-16 (page 2-19 of the Draft RMP/EIS) has been changed to include

the proposed Curecanti National Recreation Area. The Fruitgrowers and Paonia

areas will be evaluated for scenic quality and visual sensitivity when the BLM
revises its visual resources inventory.

As stated on page 1-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS, additional background information

concerning recreational use is available in the Management Situation Analysis.

The only adequate information the BLM has on actual recreation use is for
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59

65

69

120

24

112, 156, M-2, M-3

14,16,22,36,37,38,
41,42,44,45,46,48,
52, 53, 54, 56, 57, 58,

60, 62, 64, 66, 67, 68,

71,73,74,76,77,81,
91, 95, 97, 98, 107,

110, 119, 122, 123,

128, 130, 136, 153,

158, 161, 165, 166,

167, 168, 172, H-8,

H-10, H-ll, H-12,

L-5, L-8, L-9, L-ll,

L-13, L-14, L-16,

L-17, L-18, L-21,

M-4, M-7, M-8,
M-12

22

the Gunnison Gorge. All other recreation use is estimated from staff observations

and from recreation users' comments.

The management prescription for part of Management Unit D-4 (15,610 acres)

calls for a minimum of restrictions on surface-disturbing activities. The remainder
of the unit (25,182 acres) would be managed for low but evident human
concentrations and impacts. Leasing for oil and gas is not in conflict with this

management guidance and, therefore, does not necessitate closing the area to

leasing.

The BLM may charge a user fee for recreational use of the public land if

a permit system is in effect. Normally, a permit system would be considered

only in a Special Recreation Management Area, such as the Gunnison Gorge,
and not in extensive recreation areas. Costs of implementing and enforcing a
fee system throughout the planning area could be prohibitive.

The management prescription for Management Unit D-10 of the Preferred

Alternative has been rewritten for the Proposed Plan (see Management Unit

10 in this document). The new prescription reflects management of the unit

to enhance its use as an elk calving area. Specific interim management related

to the potential ski area proposal has been deleted; the public lands within

the unit would therefore be managed for extensive recreational use as indicated

on page 3-30 of the Draft RMP/EIS. At present, information available on
the potential ski area is insufficient to determine its compatibility with wildlife

habitat, timber production, and coal production. Should a completed and final

ski area plan be proposed, it would be considered in light of this plan's Record
of Decision, resource conditions, and other pertinent factors existing at the time

the proposal is submitted.

Under the Preferred Alternative, management direction for this area would
emphasize elk calving. It was assumed all impacts to elk calving use from ski

area development would be mitigated prior to approval of the ski area proposal.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

55

67

50, H-2

64

9, 11, 16,23,24,30,
34.50,64, 112, 135,

161, 163, 165, 169,

172, H-2, L-21, M-2,
M-13

The expense involved prohibited the inclusion of large, detailed ORV maps
in the Draft RMP/EIS. It was felt that the smaller maps in Appendix G would
serve to indicate potential problems from ORV proposals. More detailed maps
were available upon request (see page A-21, Draft RMP/EIS). The Preferred

Alternative recommends more acres for limited ORV use, based on the need
to reduce impacts on soils, vegetation, and wildlife.

The regulations governing ORV use on public lands are contained in 43 CFR
8340.

The BLM recognizes ORV use as a valid recreational use of the public land.

Restrictions on ORV use are based on protecting natural resources and preventing

conflicts with other public land uses. Where ORV use would cause excessive

damage to resources or where conflicts with other uses are anticipated, areas

were recommended for closure to or limitations on ORV use. If the effects

from ORV use were not considered to be significant, the areas were recommended
to be open to ORV use.
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88 1

137 19, H-7

Although the withdrawal order does not prohibit ORV use, lands actually being

developed for Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) projects are closed by BOR
regulations, unless opened by the BOR. ORV use on withdrawn lands not

being used for project development is administered by the U.S. Forest Service

or the BLM in accordance with their regulations (43 CFR 420). The ORV
designations in this plan apply only to lands for which the BLM has administrative

responsibilities.

In the Proposed Plan, the area within the boundary of the Camel Back WSA
is recommended for closure to ORV use.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

122

123

124

125

126

135

15, M-9

15, M-9

15, M-9

165, 168

Cultural and paleontological resources are protected by numerous laws and

regulations. The BLM uses these laws and regulations to protect these resources

through avoidance or mitigation of surface-disturbing activities.

In the Preferred Alternative, a portion of this area (5,848 acres) would be

intensively inventoried for cultural resources. Through the Operation Respect

program, the remaining area could be inventoried and monitored using volunteer

expertise and labor from the Colorado Archeological Society.

These recommendations would be incorporated into activity plans designed to

improve protection and public awareness of cultural resources on public lands.

Under the auspices of Project Pride, brochures and interpretive displays could

be funded through grant money made available to organizations committed

to the preservation of cultural resources.

The Preferred Alternative recommends intensive inventory of 5,848 acres. Once
this inventory is completed and specific information on high-value and

high-density sites is obtained, activity plans designed to protect these sites would
be developed. These could include changes in ORV designation.

Upon completion of the intensive inventory, significant cultural sites would be

assigned an appropriate designation such as Conservation for Future Study or

Public Education use. The activity plans developed for these areas would identify

the specific measures that would be needed to protect the areas' cultural values.

WILDERNESS

10

20

19

10

L-21

The Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS) is an integral part of the RMP.
It specifically details the wilderness issue and supports and backs up the RMP.
Wilderness evaluations, analyses, and considerations are in the WTS. Only the

recommendations from the WTS are brought forward into the RMP/EIS. Also

see Responses Number 66, 68, and 136.

The Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS address and analyze the wilderness issue

and the effects on it and from it. It is not the purpose of these documents

to address alternative methods of power production.

Coal leasing would be allowed in the upper portion of the Adobe Badlands

WSA because this WSA would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness

under the Proposed Plan.
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21 L-12

49

51

52

22

22

54

56

10

13

57

60

61

22, L-17

3LH-1

If all three WSAs were designated as wilderness, it would result in the closing

of 41,865 acres to ORV use and oil and gas leasing. Since only the Gunnison
Gorge WSA was recommended for wilderness designation in the Preferred

Alternative, only 21,038 acres would be closed to these uses as a result of

wilderness designation. Under the Proposed Management Plan, however, 6,783
acres within the Adobe Badlands WSA and the entire 10,402 acres of the

Camel Back WSA would be closed to ORV use even though they were not
recommended for wilderness designation.

Use of motorized equipment for emergency rescue operations may be allowed
in a designated wilderness area. Use of motorized equipment by the Colorado
Division of Wildlife (i.e. helicopters, outboard motors) may be allowed in a

wilderness area with BLM State Director approval. These situations would be
addressed in the wilderness management plan that would be developed for

designated wilderness areas.

Mancos shale badlands are not inherently unsuitable for wilderness designation.

The Adobe Badlands area will be managed as an Outstanding Natural Area,

set aside to preserve unique geologic features and threatened and endangered
plants.

An alternative that would recommend the Camel Back WSA as wilderness

with provisions for water development on Winter Mesa is not needed. Under
the BLM's Interim Management Policy, new permanent range improvements
(i.e. stock reservoirs) may be approved for the purpose of enhancing wilderness

values by better protecting the rangeland in a natural condition. Under the

BLM's Wilderness Management Policy, new rangeland improvements may be
allowed if determined to be necessary for the purpose of resource protection.

The text has been changed (see the Changes to the Draft RMP/EIS section

in this document).

None of the WSAs are rated as having high mineral potential. The Gunnison
Gorge WSA, which is recommended for wilderness designation, has a moderate
rating for mineral potential, but there are no known mineral deposits. The BLM
feels that the highest and best use of the Gunnison Gorge is as wilderness and
has, therefore, recommended it as suitable. Congress will ultimately make the

final decision on wilderness designation. FLPMA (section 603(a)) requires that

a mineral survey be conducted by the U.S. Geologic Survey and the Bureau
of Mines to determine the mineral values, if any, that may be present in an
area recommended as suitable for wilderness by the BLM. This report will

be completed before the Secretary of the Interior forwards the wilderness

designation recommendations to the President.

The BLM will address issues such as low level military flights in the Wilderness

Management Plan that would be developed after Congress designates an area

as wilderness.

Public Law 96-560, which released the U.S. Forest Service's Roubideau Rare
II area from wilderness consideration, did not make any determination on adjacent

lands administered by the BLM. Also see Response Number 136 (the last response

in this section of this table).

If Congress designates the Gunnison Gorge as a wilderness area, Congress will

also make the determination as to whether the proposed water projects would
be allowed in the wilderness area, and if any mitigation of water rights would
occur.
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62

63

64

66

68

7!

46, 47, 73

16, 24, L-21

78, 147, M-10

21,22,26,28,87,89,
101, 125, 139, 142,

143, 145, 150, 152,

H-9

4, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19,

21,22,23,24,25,26,
28,35,36,38,39,41,
44,45,46,47,48,51,
52, 53, 54, 56, 58, 59,

60,61,63,64,65,66,
67,68,69,70,71,72,
73,74,75,76,80,81,

83,85,87,89,91,92,
94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99,

101, 102, 103, 104,

105, 106, 107, 108,

109, 110, 113, 114,

115, 116, 117, 118,

119, 120, 121, 122,

123, 125, 126, 127,

128, 129, 130, 131,

132, 133, 135, 136,

137, 139, 142, 143,

145, 147, 149, 150,

152, 153, 155, 158,

160, 162, 163, 165,

166, 167, 168, 169,

170, 171, 172, 173,

H-2, H-4, H-6, H-8,

H-10, H-ll, H-12,
L-l, L-3, L-4, L-5,

L-6, L-7, L-8, L-9,

L-10, L-ll, L-12,
L-13, L-14, L-15,
L-16, L-17, L-18,

L-l 9, L-20, L-21,

M-4, M-7, M-8,
M-10

1,3,8,10,22,31,49,
165, 168

Wilderness designation and wild and scenic river designation are two separate

issues. Both require Congressional action under separate and distinct Acts.

The private land in Red Canyon (within Management Unit D-4) was identified

for acquisition on page 3-34 of the Draft RMP/EIS. The Gunnison Gorge

Recreation Area Management Plan (July 1985) also identifies these tracts for

acquisition.

Livestock grazing is permitted in designated wilderness areas to the extent

established prior to wilderness designation. New rangeland improvements may
be allowed in designated wilderness areas if determined to be necessary for

resource protection.

The Gunnison Gorge WSA contains outstanding geologic, ecologic, scenic, and

wilderness values. The area provides a wilderness Whitewater boating opportunity

not available in most other wilderness areas. If designated, this area would

complement the adjacent National Park Service designated wilderness area. There

is local and regional public and political support for designation of the Gunnison

Gorge as wilderness.

All of the WSAs addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS meet the

requirements for study and consideration for preservation as wilderness. However,

additional factors such as potential land uses, impacts to other resources,

enhancement of the wilderness preservation system, actual wilderness values

of the area, and other available management options all play a major role in

determining whether an area should be recommended for designation as

wilderness.

The BLM recognizes that the Adobe Badlands area meets the minimum wilderness

criteria, but does not feel that the area's wilderness qualities are significant enough

to warrant inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Shale-type

badlands are presently represented in the NWPS by the Bisti and De-na-zin

wilderness areas in New Mexico, both of which are similar in appearance to

and within a day's driving distance of the Adobe Badlands WSA.

Although the wilderness qualities of the Adobe Badlands are not significant

enough to warrant designation as wilderness, it is felt that the area's interesting

landforms, threatened and endangered plants, and other values are deserving

of some form of protection. Designation of the area as an Outstanding Natural

Area is a more appropriate management option for protection of these values.

The BLM is therefore recommending that the 6,783 acres of the WSA which

contain these values be designated as the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC (see

Management Unit 15). This management option would also allow the northern

portion of the WSA, with its high to moderate coal potential, to remain available

for coal leasing.

These concerns will be addressed during preparation of the final wilderness

EIS.
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130

136

19

28
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19

9, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19,

21,22,23,24,25,26,
28,35,36,37,38,39,
41,43,44,45,46,47,
48,49,51,52,53,54,
55,56,58,59,60,61,
63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68,

69,70,71,72,73,74,
75,76,77,80,81,83,
85,87,89,91,92,94,
95, 96, 97, 98, 99,

101, 102, 103, 104,

106, 107, 108, 109,

110, 112, 113, 114,

115, 116, 117, 118,

119, 120, 121, 122,

123, 125, 126, 127,

128, 129, 130, 131,

132, 133, 135, 136,

137, 138, 139, 142,

143, 145, 147, 148,

149, 150, 152, 153,

155, 158, 160, 162,

163, 164, 165, 166,

167, 168, 169, 170,

171, 172, 173, H-2,

H-4, H-6, H-7, H-8,

H-10 , H-ll, H-12,
L-l, L-3, L-4, L-5,

L-6, L-7, L-8, L-9,

L-10 , L-ll, L-12,
L-13 , L-14, L-15,
L-16 , L-17, L-18,
L-19 , L-20, L-21,
M-4, M-7, M-8,
M-1C

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Camel Back WSA becomes part of
Management Units D-l, D-2, and D-9. Management for these units corresponds
to and is consistent with the management direction outlined in Table 3-8 of
the Draft RMP/EIS.

All of the WSAs addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS meet the
requirements for study and consideration for preservation as wilderness. However,
additional factors such as potential land uses, impacts to other resources,

enhancement of the wilderness preservation system, actual wilderness values
of the area, and other available management options all play a major role in

determining whether an area should be recommended for designation as

wilderness.

The BLM recognizes that the Camel Back area meets the minimum wilderness
criteria, but does not feel that the area's wilderness qualities, although possibly

important on a local or regional scale, are significant enough to warrant inclusion
in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The Dominguez WSA (73,568
acres) and the Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) have both been
recommended as suitable for wilderness designation; both of these WSAs are

within short driving distances of regional population centers so wilderness
designation of the Camel Back WSA would not significantly expand wilderness

opportunities in this area.

The character, landforms, rock formations, and vegetation of the Camel Back
WSA are very similar to those of the Dominguez WSA, which is located within
eight miles of the Camel Back WSA. Features typical of both the Camel Back
WSA and the Dominguez WSA are the steep-sided mesas covered with
pinyon-juniper woodlands and scattered sagebrush parks, and the deep, colorful,

sandstone canyons with canyon-bottom riparian vegetation that includes
Cottonwood, willow, and tamarisk. Roubideau Canyon (within the Camel Back
WSA) possesses some outstanding visual features, but it is not unlike several

other plateau-region canyons, including upper Spring Creek Canyon, Escalante
Canyon, and especially Dominguez Canyon, all of which have similar formations,
vegetation, coloration, and scenic qualities. In addition to its natural and scenic
values, the Camel Back area provides important habitat for wildlife and threatened
and endangered species, and is also used for livestock grazing.

Because the Camel Back area's wilderness values are not significant enough
to warrant inclusion in the NWPS, the BLM is not recommending it for wilderness
designation, and has determined that identifying the area for continued
multiple-use management is both effective and appropriate. To provide protection
for the area's natural and scenic values, to prevent accidental destruction of
threatened and endangered plants, and to reduce active erosion, the Proposed
Plan recommends closing the area within the WSA boundary to ORV use.

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

L-21

9, 16, 23, 163,
L-3,L-4, L-5, L-7,

L-8, L-9, L-ll, L-13,

L-17, L-21, M-12

The BLM feels there is adequate space within Management Unit 14 for a nature
trail and other interpretive purposes.

The text has been changed; see the management prescriptions (in this document)
for Management Units 12, 13, and 15.

133



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

COMMENTER
RESPONSE OR LETTER
NUMBER NUMBER BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

37 9 The recommendations of the BLM Geologic Advisory Group concerning the

1,800 acres in Chukar Canyon and the Ute Indian fault zone were reviewed

and considered. These areas are within the Gunnison Gorge WSA, which is

recommended for designation as wilderness. On August 22, 1972, the BLM
designated Needle Rock as a Class IV Outstanding Natural Area under the

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation classification system.

101 8, 24 One purpose of an Environmental Impact Statement is to analyze the impacts

of the various alternatives to a proposed action. If management of Areas of

Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) are identical under all management
alternatives, there would be no reason to analyze the impacts. The Preferred

Alternative gives priority to the protection of ACECs; management priorities

emphasize ACECs less in other alternatives. The designation of an ACEC is

a discretionary management action which necessitates full environmental analysis

and public input. Activity plans will be developed for all designated ACECs
as the BLM's operating budget permits.

102 8, 11, 24 Both the Conservation and the Preferred alternatives recommend three areas

for ACEC identification; under the Proposed Plan the recommendation has

been expanded to four areas. All of the areas which have been identified by
either the public, other agencies, or the Resource Area staff have been

recommended for some form of special designation.

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT

16 4 The Final RMP/EIS map has been changed to show all lands within the Black

Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument which are administered by the

National Park Service. The lands within the proposed Curecanti National

Recreation Area are shown as Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands since

formal designation as a National Recreation Area has not yet occurred.

17 4 The lands near the northeast boundary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison
National Monument are Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands, not potential

exchange tracts (see map legend).

85 7, 9, 16, 22, 24, 40, Specific criteria for the identification of tracts determined to be suitable for

135, 172, H-2, L-21, further disposal consideration have been added (see the Disposal of Public Lands

M-12 discussion in the Proposed Plan section of this Final RMP/EIS). Tracts that

do not meet these criteria are no longer being considered as suitable for disposal.

All public lands administered by the BLM that do not meet these criteria would
be retained in public ownership.

87 1 The BLM would retain withdrawals for all Bureau of Reclamation structures

and linear rights-of-way for all laterals on tracts that would be identified for

disposal.

89 1 The Final RMP/EIS map has been changed to reflect these corrections. Standard

mapping practice is to not show withdrawals over water surfaces. The withdrawal

boundary extending into the reservoir is indicative of the lands affected by the

withdrawal. Disposal would be contingent upon the lifting of existing withdrawals

on those tracts in T. 14 S., R. 92 and 93 W.

90 1 The text has been changed to include all public entry laws. See the Changes

to the Draft RMP/EIS section of this document.

9

1

1 Current laws and regulations do not permit the transfer ofBLM powersite reserves

to the Bureau of Reclamation. Under the Proposed Plan, the powersite
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

92

93

30 11,31

94

9?

9, 16, L-21

31

112

115

31

31

BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

classifications in the Dominguez area would be lifted to allow a full range
of multiple-use management.

The text has been changed; the column in Table 2-17 entitled "Purpose" is

now entitled "Primary Purpose". See the Changes to the Draft RMP/EIS section

in this document.

All tracts currently under Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal would be evaluated
through the withdrawal review program; if the withdrawals are not lifted, these

tracts would be retained in public ownership.

MAJOR UTILITIES

Management Unit D-7 would be managed for existing and potential coal

development. Major utilities in areas containing coal resources would result

in a loss of coal revenue because State regulations require that surface structures

be protected from subsidence. This is usually accomplished by leaving more
coal in-place to support the surface structures than would normally be required

for room-and-pillar mining. If utility corridors were permitted over coal resources,

the coal would not be managed in the best and most efficient manner.

Whether an area (including all special management areas) is open, closed, or
restricted to major utility development is addressed by management unit in

each of the alternative prescriptions (see Chapter Three of the Draft RMP/
EIS).

The 1980 Western Regional Corridor Study is a planning tool and has been
used as such during the preparation of this RMP/EIS. In addition to the 1980
Study, the BLM also utilized the 1985 Western Regional Corridor Study, and
consulted with the Delta-Montrose Electric Association, the Colorado-Ute Electric

Association, the San Miguel Power Association, the U.S. Forest Service, and
the BLM offices administering adjacent public lands.

The disturbance associated with construction and maintenance of major utilities

and their related facilities increases stress on big game, especially when this

disturbance occurs on crucial winter ranges when the animals are already under
stress caused by environmental factors. Mitigating measures help avoid or reduce
much of this impact, although such measures are seldom 100 percent effective.

As stated on page 3-38 of the Draft RMP/EIS, riparian areas would be open
to the development of major utility facilities. Only surface-disturbing activities

which would have long-term adverse effects would be prohibited.

ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION

152, H-9, H-ll

18 H-2

Public access across private land is generally obtained through purchased
easements. Condemnation can be used as a last resort, but only if negotiations

fail completely and such action is justifiable. After a route analysis is completed
to determine the best access location, the BLM negotiates with the landowner(s)
to determine mitigating measures and resolve problems and conflicts. The BLM
usually assumes maintenance responsibility for all acquired easements.

The BLM recommends acquisition of public access on the McCarty Trail in

the Preferred Alternative on page 3-32 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

COMMENTER
RESPONSE OR LETTER
NUMBER NUMBER BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

48 H-2 As stated on page 3-35 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM has proposed access

acquisition in these areas. The BLM presently manages some land at the confluence

which is used as a boater put-in/take-out site. The adjacent private land (Gunnison

River Pleasure Park) provides a raft/kayak take-out point, but a user fee is

charged; public use is not otherwise restricted.

84 22 Revised Statutes 2477 (RS 2477) was repealed by the Federal Lands Policy

and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The acknowledgement and
documentation of RS 2477 grants for public highways constructed on unreserved

public land prior to October 21, 1976, is a non-discretionary action and, therefore,

does not necessitate inclusion in this RMP/EIS.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES

1 H-2 The location of the Storm King Ski area is shown as Management Unit C-10
on the Conservation Alternative map. The information on pages 4-60 and 4-61

of the Draft RMP/EIS was derived from data provided by Storm King Associates

(the proposal's developer), Colorado Ski Country U.S.A., and the State of

Colorado through the Division of Local Government's Computer Model-Planning

and Assessment Model.

3 11 In Chapter Four of the Draft RMP/EIS, resource management trade-offs are

identified as impacts which are generated by various management actions. These

impacts, including effects on economic conditions under each of the management
alternatives, were considered in the development of the Preferred Alternative

and will be considered in the final resource management plan.

GENERAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

2 22, L-17 The Preferred Alternative was developed based on the identified issues, public

input, conflicts with other resources and uses, and laws and regulations. It is

composed of portions or combination of portions of the other management
alternatives. The Preferred Alternative is not a final decision; rather it represents

the management that the BLM has proposed for the public lands in the planning

area. The RMP/EIS is published as a Draft to allow for public review and
comment. After consideration of the public input, the BLM will develop the

Final Resource Management Plan and provide rationale for the final decisions.

5 H-2 It would be impossible to show in detail on a map all the areas that would
be impacted by the various actions. The maps in the Draft RMP/EIS illustrate

where most resources are located and this helps indicate where impacts would
occur. Since the plan covers a possible 15-year period and some actions, such

as utility development, mining, and oil and gas exploration and development

are not planned by the BLM, the locations and time frames on specific impacts

are not known.

13 11, H-3, H-ll The RMP is a general land use plan that establishes land use allocations. The
BLM feels this plan provides the general objectives and guidance needed to

manage the public lands. Based on the direction in the RMP, specific activity

plans which will identify objectives, mitigating measures, and specific management
actions will be developed for the various resources and resource uses.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

14

15

22

25

86

108

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

H-13

16, L-21, M-12

BLM's RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

27, 28, 79, 82, 84, 86,

88,93,100,111,124,
134, 140, 141, 144,

146, 148, 151, 154,

159, 161,

Although the management unit boundaries shown on each map cross private
and other non-federal lands, the management prescriptions apply to only those
lands for which the BLM has administrative authority. This includes surface

and/or subsurface estate.

The boundary of Management Unit D-15 is the Cimarron River; the unit is

not adjacent to High Mesa.

Since specific data for proposed actions from mining and other surface-disturbing

activities are not known, impacts were expressed in qualitative rather than
quantitative terms. Environmental assessments will be prepared on specific actions
and projects, following the general land use allocations provided in the RMP.
Impacts will be analyzed and quantified at that time.

It is the BLM's policy to involve the public and local, state, and federal government
agencies in the planning process. Attempts have been and will be made to

gain input from these entities on site-specific proposals, actions, and environmental
assessments.

BLM management is based upon the principles of multiple-use and sustained
yield; it is a combination of uses that takes into account long-term needs for

renewable and non-renewable resources. All of the alternatives described in

the Draft RMP/EIS are designed to provide multiple-use management but are

based upon different overall management objectives.

The areas covered by the three proposed wildfire suppression strategies are

discussed in the Management Situation Analysis, which is available for public
review. Consultation with the U.S. Forest Service will be completed prior to

issuance of the Record of Decision for this resource management plan.
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CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 4 is a list of changes that have been made to the

text of the Draft RMP/EIS. Map 1 shows the changes in

the Limited ORV use areas, and Map 2 depicts the changes

in the areas Closed to ORV use; these maps (originally

in Appendix G of the Draft RMP/EIS) immediately follow

Table 4.

These text and map changes were made in response to

public comments or to internal BLM review. The list of

changes is not extensive since the Proposed Resource

Management Plan (a modified version of the Preferred

Alternative) and its accompanying map are included in this

document.

Table 4

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE

Page 1-1; Topics Not

Addressed in this Plan

At the end of this section add: Potential Colorado National Guard Artillery Range. (This

land use proposal will be analyzed in a site-specific analysis when a final application for

use is received.)

Page 2-3; Oil, Gas and Geoth-

ermal Resources; second

paragraph

Page 2-10; Table 2-6

Change the third sentence to read: The potential for oil and gas production in the planning

area is considered low to moderate. There has been little past and no recent production.

Add the following entry: (Common Name) Wetherill milkvetch; (Scientific Name) Astragalus

wetherillii; (Status) BLM Sensitive; (Habitat) Clay hills in association with pinyon-juniper

and sagebrush; (Estimated Population) Unknown; (Estimated Acres of Habitat) Unknown.

Page 2-10; Table 2-6 Change the habitat description for Spineless hedgehog cactus to read: Rocky soils. Change

the habitat description for Uinta Basin hookless cactus to read: Gravelly soils on flats

and low hills along major drainages. Change the habitat description for Delta lomatium

to include: and mid-altitude Mancos shale in association with pinyon-juniper.

Page 2-12; Table 2-8

Page 2-19; Table 2-16

Change the status for the river otter to read: State endangered and federal candidate.

Add the following entry: (Area Identification, Number and Name) 35 Proposed Curecanti

National Recreation Area; (Size, acres) 3,200; (Scenic Quality) A; (Visual Sensitivity) H;

(Viewing Distance) FG; and (Visual Resource Management Class) II.

Page 2-20; Gunnison Gorge

WSA
At the end of this section add: The City of Delta, the Pittsburg and Midway Coal Company,

and the Colorado-Ute Electric Association hold conditional water decrees on the Gunnison

River for potential hydroelectric development. Each proposal for hydroelectric development

would affect the Gunnison Gorge WSA in some way. In March 1988, the Pittsburg and

Midway Coal Company donated flow rights of 300 cubic feet per second in the Gunnison

Gorge to The Nature Conservancy.

Page 2-21; Withdrawals; first

paragraph

At the end of the paragraph add: Legal descriptions identifying withdrawals, classifications,

and reservations are included in the Management Situation Analysis (MSA) document,

which is available for public review at the Montrose BLM Office.
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CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 4 (continued)

LOCATION OF CHANGE

Page 2-21; Withdrawals;

second paragraph

Page 2-21; Withdrawals; third

paragraph

Page 2-22; Table 2-17

Page 3-18; Management Unit

C-l; Locatable Minerals

Page 3-25; Management Unit

C-l 5; Special Land Uses

CHANGE

Change the second and third sentences to read: These withdrawals segregate the affected

lands from all public entry laws, including the general mining laws.

Change the second sentence to read: Each reserve typically involves 40 acres and segregates

the affected lands from operation of the public land laws and from non-metalliferous minerals

under the mining laws.

Change the title of column four from Purpose to Primary Purpose.

Remove the word pre-FLPMA.

Delete this entire paragraph.
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PROPOSED PLAN
Off-road Vehicle Designation Map

m LIMITED: Areas Where Official Vehicle

Use Would be Limited to Designated Roads
and Trails, Either Seasonally or Year-round.
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PROPOSED PLAN
Off-road Vehicle Designation Map

CLOSE D: Areas Which Would be
Closed to Off-road Vehicles Use Year-round.
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THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Proposed Resource Management Plan was developed

based on an analysis of the public comments received on

the Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS. Under the

Proposed Plan, the planning area would be managed under

the multiple-use concept with restrictions applied so that

management objectives would be achieved.

All actions proposed in this plan would comply with

current state and federal regulations, standards, and policies.

In addition, the following assumptions were made:

1. Site-specific activity plans would be developed or

revised, if necessary, to provide detailed management

guidance for all management units except the general

resource management unit.

2. Site-specific Environmental Analyses (EAs) and

Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), if required,

would be developed for all management plans and projects

within the planning area.

3. The most reasonable foreseeable level of oil, gas,

and geothermal development throughout the planning area

would involve a maximum of ten applications to drill

per year, with an estimated total of 30 acres of surface

disturbance per year.

4. Lands cases generated by other agencies, individuals,

and entities would be analyzed and processed on a case-

by-case basis in accordance with guidance provided by

this plan.

5. Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP) land

use classifications currently under lease would be retained

with the exception of the Delta County and Montrose

County landfills.

6. All Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) would be

managed consistent with the Wilderness Interim

Management Policy until the final decision on wilderness

designation or non-designation is made.

7. The areas recommended for designation as an

Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) or a Research Natural

Area (RNA) would also be designated as areas of critical

environmental concern (ACEC).

Some resource management programs would be

standard throughout the planning area under the

Proposed Plan. Unless changes in or additions to

standard management directions are specifically

addressed in the management prescription for each

management unit, these resources, programs, and
activities would be managed asfollows.

Air Quality. Activities and projects on public land would

comply with applicable local, state, and federal air quality

regulations. Mitigation to minimize air quality degradation

would be incorporated into project proposals as appropriate.

Coal. Federal coal estate would be identified as acceptable

for further leasing consideration.

Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. At present, the

oil and gas program within this planning area is highly

speculative. Only three applications to drill have been

received over the past twelve years; none of these resulted

in producing wells. Based on this data, the BLM does not

foresee any change in the oil and gas program over the

life of this plan.

Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate on both federal

surface and split-estate lands would be open to leasing with

standard lease terms. Other conditions for leasing such as

no surface occupancy and seasonal stipulations (see

Appendix A of this Proposed Plan) are assigned in each

management unit prescription; special stipulations and

conditions also apply to federal surface and split-estate lands.

Any special stipulations (i.e., seasonal closures) prescribed

for a management unit would apply to seismic and drilling

activities.

Resource information for split-estate lands, upon which

the recommended stipulations are based, has not been

verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review

of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site

inspection and consultation with the surface owner and

operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by the

stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an acceptable

level, or (2) the resources of concern are not present. Upon

either of these determinations by the Authorized Officer,

the stipulations can be waived, modified, or excepted without

public notice other than that provided for the APD.

Consultation with the surface owner also requires the

consideration of private uses of the surface. If, after on-

site inspection and consultation, it is determined by the

Authorized Officer that conditions necessary to avoid

impacts to private resources would adversely impact the

public resources addressed by these stipulations, the impacts

will be assessed. If, based upon such assessment, the

Authorized Officer makes a decision to substantially change

or waive one or more stipulations, a 30-day public review

period will be provided in addition to the public notice

period for receipt of the APD.

Locatable Minerals. All existing withdrawals that

segretate federal mineral estate from location and entry under

the general mining laws would be recommended for

retention. Federal mineral estate in areas not under

withdrawal would be open to entry and location.
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Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open
to disposal of mineral materials.

Soils and Water Resources. Water quality and erosion

conditions would be inventoried and monitored. Measures
designed to minimize erosion and water quality deterioration

would be required in plans for surface-disturbing land use

activities. The area would be open to land treatments and
development of in-channel structures and project facilities.

Riparian/Aquatic Systems. Riparian zones and aquatic

habitats would be inventoried and monitored where
necessary to provide information for proper management.
Vegetation conditions and streambank cover would be
maintained or improved. Measures designed to minimize
site-specific riparian and aquatic deterioration would be
required in plans for surface-disturbing land use activities.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Threatened and
endangered species and unique plant associations would be
inventoried and monitored where necessary to provide
information for proper management. Clearances would be
conducted on all proposed surface-disturbing activities and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would be
consulted as required. Measures designed to protect

threatened and endangered species and their habitat would
be required in all land use activity plans. Supplemental
releases and reintroduction of federal and state listed

endangered, threatened, and candidate species could be
authorized following environmental analysis and consulta-

tion with the USFWS, the Colorado Division of Wildlife

(DOW), and other affected parties.

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife forage allocations would
remain at current levels until studies determine adjustments

are needed to achieve management objectives. Additional
forage allocations would be divided equally between wildlife

and livestock grazing. Wildlife habitat monitoring studies

would be established and/or maintained on all crucial winter
ranges. The planning area would be open to land treatments

and project facility development. Existing wildlife facilities

and land treatments would be maintained. Supplemental
releases and reintroduction of native or naturalized fish and
wildlife species (excluding federal or state listed endangered,
threatened, or candidate species) could be authorized by
the District Manager following environmental analysis.

Livestock Grazing. Suitable public lands would be
available for livestock grazing use. Livestock utilization

would be managed at current forage allocation levels until

studies indicate adjustments are needed to achieve
management objectives. New or additional available forage

would be divided equally between livestock and wildlife.

Existing livestock facilities would be maintained. Existing

allotment management plans (AMPs) would be updated
as needed and new AMPs would be developed. New
livestock facilities and land treatment projects would be
developed if needed to achieve AMP objectives. Vegetation

condition and trend monitoring studies would be established

and/or maintained. Maximum sustained livestock utilization

levels of key forage species would be 50 percent. Allotment
categorization would determine management and monitor-
ing intensity.

Forestry. Suitable commercial forest lands and pinyon-
juniper woodlands would be managed for sustained yield

production within the allowable cut restrictions determined
by the Timber Production Capabilities Classification (TPCC)
inventory.

Recreation. Public lands would be managed for extensive

recreational use.

Off-Road Vehicles. Public lands would be open to off-

road vehicle (ORV) use.

Cultural Resources. Cultural and historical sites would
be inventoried. Clearances would be conducted on sites of
all proposed surface-disturbing activities. Measures designed

to protect cultural and historical resources would be required

in all land use activity plans.

Paleontoiogical Resources. Paleontological resources

would be inventoried and appropriate protective measures
would be developed if necessary.

Visual Resources. Public lands would be managed under
current visual resource management (VRM) classifications

and guidelines.

Major Utilities. Public lands would be open to

development of major utility facilities. Stipulations and
mitigating measures would be developed on a case-by-case

basis.

Powersite Withdrawals. Pending determination of
potential, existing powersite withdrawals would be
maintained. These lands would not be subject to further

consideration for disposal. No significant long-term
investments would be made on these lands unless the

investment could be recovered prior to development.

Access. In addition to the specific access needs identified

in the management unit prescriptions, the access needs

identified in the resource area's transportation plan would
be acquired as opportunities arise.

Fire Management. Any fire which occurs in a fire use

category area before a prescribed burn plan is approved,
or which is not within the limits of the prescription, or
which threatens life or property would be suppressed as

a conditional suppression area fire.

The following management prescriptions comprise the

Proposed Resource Management Plan. Acreage figures used
in this discussion are approximations. Table 5 identifies the

management units that were established for the Proposed
Plan.
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Table 5

MANAGEMENT UNITS:

PROPOSED PLAN

PROPOSED PLAN

MANAGEMENT
UNIT

ACRES OF
PUBLIC
SURFACE

PERCENTAGE

»

OF THE
PLANNING AREA

IMPORTANT RESOURCES,
VALUES, OR LAND USES

186,810 39%

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

10

II

12

13

14

15

16

67,320 14%

47,607 10%

40,792 8%

24,177 5
f*

21,038 4%

17,232 4%

8,942 2%

6,320 \%

Livestock grazing, wildlife habitat,

recreation, woodlands

Wildlife habitat, coal, woodlands

Woodlands, wildlife habitat, livestock

grazing

Recreation, soils, woodlands

Soils, recreation, oil and gas

Wilderness, recreation, T&E species

Coal, wildlife habitat

Recreation, soils

Riparian/aquatic habitat, livestock

grazing

3,292 Less than 1% Wildlife habitat, coal, recreation,

commercial timber

1,990 Less than 1% Wildlife habitat, recreation

1,895 Less than 1% Recreation, T&E species

377 Less than 1% T&E species, soils

80 Less than 1% Recreation, scientific values

6,783 1% T&E species, scenic values, soils

48,422 10% General land uses

Percentages are rounded to whole numbers.
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DISPOSAL OF PUBLIC LANDS

Disposal criteria have been developed for use in identifying

disposal tracts under the Proposed Plan. These tracts are

identified on the map that accompanies this document.

General Disposal Criteria. Tracts of public land that

are difficult and uneconomical to manage because of their

location and other characteristics, and tracts of public land

that would best serve the public interest through their disposal

would be identified as suitable for disposal under the

Proposed Plan.

Specific Disposal Criteria. Tracts of public land meeting

the following specific criteria would be identified as suitable

for disposal under the Proposed Plan:

1. Tracts of 500 acres or less which: (1) are not

administrative sites; (2) do not contain important mineral

resources; (3) do not contain known threatened or

endangered species; or (4) do not border lakes, rivers,

or perennial streams where potential recreational

development is likely.

2. Existing R&PP landfill sites.

A total of 143 tracts of public land totalling 1 1,026 acres

would be identified for consideration for disposal through

sale or exchange under the Proposed Plan. Existing R&PP
classifications on two tracts and existing withdrawals on

several tracts would be lifted prior to disposal.

Prior to disposal, resources within identified tracts would

be managed according to the management prescription for

the management unit in which they are located. Minimal

funds, if any, would be spent on improvements on these

lands. Federal mineral estate would be conveyed with surface

estate where it would be in the public interest.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 1

186,810 Acres of Public Surface; 39 percent of the

Planning Area

Management Unit 1 consists of 186,810 acres of public

land located primarily on the northeast-facing slopes of the

Uncompahgre Plateau north of Colorado Highway 90. The
area's range of elevations gives it a high value for both

summer and winter livestock grazing.

Public lands within the management unit would be

managed as "I" category (150,114 acres), "M" category

(25,727 acres), and "C" category (8,950 acres) grazing

allotments. Also, 2,019 acres that are presently unallotted

for livestock use would be available for grazing application.

The management unit would be managed to improve

vegetation conditions and forage availability for livestock

grazing. Land treatment projects and other facilities designed

to improve livestock forage and distribution would be

developed. Intensive monitoring studies would be established

and maintained on all "I" and "M" category allotments.

Existing AMPs would be updated as needed and new AMPs
would be developed for allotments without plans. As

additional forage becomes available, livestock would have

priority for allocation. Relinquished, cancelled, or acquired

livestock grazing permits would be reissued according to

regulations.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open

to leasing. Seasonal stipulations on seismic and drilling

activities would be in effect from December 1 through April

30 on 64,815 acres (federal surface) and 560 acres (split-

estate) of crucial deer and elk winter range, and on 3,757

acres (federal surface) and 63 acres (split-estate) used by

bald eagles for hunting habitat. Variances to this seasonal

stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see

Appendix A).

Locatable Minerals. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)
withdrawal on Fruitland Mesa and both the BOR
withdrawal and the BLM powersite classifications along the

Gunnison River downstream of Delta would be recom-

mended for revocation to allow for mineral exploration and

development, facilitate resource management, and permit

long-term land use planning.

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion

control objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would

be incorporated into new and existing AMPs. In-channel

structures and land treatment projects designed to reduce

runoff and soil erosion would be developed.

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat

management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures

would be incorporated into new and existing AMPs. Existing

wildlife habitat projects would be maintained. Bighorn sheep

could be transplanted into the Winter Mesa area if they

would not conflict with current and future livestock grazing

forage allocations. Wildlife would have first priority for all

additional forage made available as a result of non-BLM
wildlife-funded rangeland improvement projects.

Forestry. Woodland harvest areas would be managed

for increased forage production and would be compatible

with AMPs.

Recreation. River access would be developed at the

Escalante Bridge. Maps and informational materials on river

use would be provided. The BLM would manage recreation

use in a manner that would minimize recreational impacts

on interspersed and adjacent private land.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 7,240 acres in the Winter

Mesa/Roubideau Creek area would be closed to ORV use.

Vehicle use on crucial deer and elk winter range (64,815

acres) would be limited to designated roads and trails from

December 1 through April 30 if necessary to reduce stress
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on wintering deer and elk. The remainder of the management
unit would be open to ORV use.

Cultural Resources. A total of 5,848 acres of public

land between Colorado Highway 90 and the Big Sandy

Wash would undergo a Class III cultural inventory to

determine the significance and location of high-value

archeological sites. Upon completion of the inventory and

data analysis, some of these sites may be assigned a special

designation and a management plan would be developed.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be

managed under VRM Class III guidelines, except for

Escalante Canyon which would be managed under VRM
Class II guidelines to protect its scenic qualities.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,

non-federal lands that would improve livestock management
and increase crucial deer and elk winter range would be

acquired through exchange only.

Access. Public road access would be acquired into the

Olathe Reservoir area for hunting and other recreational

purposes. Public trail access would be acquired on the

McCarty Trail in lower Escalante Canyon to provide

additional access into the Dominquez Canyon WSA.

Fire Management. A total of 97,543 acres of public

land would be managed under the fire suppression category,

with 8,657 acres identified for intensive suppression and

88,886 acres identified for conditional suppression. A total

of 89,267 acres would be managed under the fire-use

category where fire would be utilized as a management

tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined

prescriptions would be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 2

67,320 Acres of Public Surface; 14 percent of the

Planning Area

Management Unit 2 consists of 67,320 acres of public

land located primarily on the southern end of the

Uncompahgre Plateau and in the lower elevations of the

North Fork Valley. These areas have large wintering deer

and elk populations. Approximately half of the management

unit is considered crucial deer and elk winter range. A portion

of the unit, in the Camel Back/Roubideau Creek area, is

suitable habitat for desert bighorn sheep.

The management unit would be managed to improve

the areas' capabilities to support wintering deer, elk, and

bighorn sheep populations. Land treatment projects and other

facilities designed to improve the quality and quantity of

winter habitat would be developed. Wildlife would have

first priority for all additional forage made available as a

result of BLM habitat improvement projects. All other land

uses would be permitted if they would not degrade the

areas' winter range capabilities. Disturbances would be

minimized from December 1 through April 30 on crucial

deer and elk winter range (37,007 acres). Habitat in the

Camel Back/Roubideau Creek area would be available for

possible introduction of desert bighorn sheep.

Coal. Federal coal estate would be open to leasing. Within

crucial deer and elk winter range, seasonal stipulations on

new road and facility construction may be necessary from

December 1 through April 30 to reduce stress on wintering

deer and elk.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open

to leasing. Within crucial deer and elk winter range (37,007

acres of federal surface and 8,850 acres of split-estate),

seasonal stipulations on seismic and drilling activities would

be in effect from December 1 through April 30 to reduce

stress on wintering deer and elk. Variances to this seasonal

stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see

Appendix A).

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open

to disposal of mineral materials. Within crucial deer and

elk winter range, seasonal restrictions on disposal activities

may be necessary from December 1 through April 30 to

reduce stress on wintering deer and elk.

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion

control objectives, projects, and mitigation measures would

be incorporated into new wildlife habitat management plans

(HMPs). Land treatment and erosion control projects would

be permitted if they would be compatible with wildlife

habitat management objectives.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue

at current forage allocation levels and seasons of use unless

studies determine adjustments are needed. Livestock would

have first priority for all additional forage made available

as a result of livestock operator-funded rangeland

improvement projects. Non-conflicting livestock manage-

ment objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would

be incorporated into new wildlife HMPs. Facility

development and land treatment projects would be permitted

if they would be compatible with wildlife habitat

management objectives.

Forestry. The management unit would be available for

woodland product harvests. On 37,007 acres of crucial deer

and elk winter range, seasonal restrictions on harvests may
be necessary from December 1 through April 30 to reduce

stress on wintering deer and elk. Woodland harvests would

be designed to increase forage production and would be

compatible with wildlife habitat management objectives.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 2,482 acres in the Camel
Back/upper Roubideau Creek drainage area would be closed

to ORV use. Vehicle use in the remainder of the management
unit would be limited to designated roads and trails from

December 1 through April 30. Variances to this seasonal
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limitation may be granted if ORV use would not result

in any negative impacts on wintering deer and elk.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be

managed under VRM Class III guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open
to development of major utility facilities. Within crucial

deer and elk winter range, construction activities may be
restricted from December 1 through April 30 if necessary

to reduce stress on wintering deer and elk.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,

non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective

management of crucial deer and elk winter range may be
acquired through exchange.

Access. Public access would be acquired into the

McDonald Mesa, Roatcap-Jay Creek, Spaulding Peak/Dry
Creek, Oak Mesa, and Oak Ridge areas for hunting and
other recreational uses, wildlife habitat management, and
timber and woodlands management.

Fire Management. A total of 53,502 acres of public

surface would be managed under the fire suppression

category, with 48,118 acres identified for intensive

suppression and 5,384 acres identified for conditional

suppression. A total of 13,818 acres would be managed
under the fire-use category where fire would be utilized

as a management tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting

pre-determined prescriptions would be allowed in these

areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 3

47,607 Acres of Public Surface; 10 percent of the

Planning Area

Management Unit 3 consists of 47,607 acres of public

land located primarily on the northeast-facing slopes of the

Uncompahgre Plateau. The management unit contains some
of the most productive pinyon-juniper woodland sites in

the planning area which are used extensively for livestock

grazing and are valuable deer and elk habitat.

The management unit would be managed for sustained

yield production of the woodland resource within the

allowable cut restrictions determined by the TPCC inventory

(23,206 acres).

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling

activities would be in effect on crucial deer and elk winter

range (28,552 acres of federal surface and 25 acres of split-

estate) from December 1 through April 30 if necessary to

reduce stress on wintering deer and elk. Variances to this

seasonal stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis

(see Appendix A).

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion

control objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would
be incorporated into new forest management plans (FMPs).
Existing erosion control projects would be maintained and
new projects would be developed if they would not decrease

the woodland base.

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat

management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures

would be incorporated into new FMPs. Existing wildlife

habitat projects would be maintained and new projects would
be developed if they would not decrease the woodland base.

Livestock Grazing. Non-conflicting livestock grazing

management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures
would be incorporated into new FMPs. Existing livestock

projects would be maintained and new projects would be
developed if they would not decrease the woodland base.

Off-Road Vehicles. The management unit would be open
to ORV use except in crucial deer and elk winter range

(28,552 acres) where vehicle use would be limited to

designated roads and trails from December 1 through April

30 if necessary to reduce stress on wintering deer and elk.

Use of ORVs for woodland management and harvest

purposes would be authorized year-round.

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Beaver
Hill and Linscott Canyon areas for woodland harvest and
recreation purposes.

Fire Management. A total of 25,162 acres of public

land would be managed under the fire suppression category,

with 21,187 acres identified for intensive suppression and
3,975 acres identified for conditional suppression. A total

of 22,445 acres would be managed under the fire-use

category where fire would be utilized as a management
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined

prescriptions would be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 4

40, 792Acres ofPublic Surface; 8percent ofthePlanning
Area

Management Unit 4 consists of the 40,792 acres of public

lands surrounding the Gunnison Gorge. The management
unit is characterized by a diversity of landscapes and high-

value recreation opportunities. The need to protect both
the quality and diversity of recreation opportunities and to

facilitate recreation use would be recognized as important

during the formulation of management decisions affecting

the area.

The management unit would be managed as the Gunnison
Gorge Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA).
Maps, interpretive materials, and facilities would be
developed. Recreation use would be monitored and possibly
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restricted as necessary to protect natural features and

recreation opportunities.

Lands in the Peach Valley area (15,610 acres) would

be managed for ORV recreation opportunities. A minimum

of restrictions would be placed on surface-disturbing activities

and a high concentration of recreation users would be

permitted within this area.

Motorized access to the remainder of the management

unit (25,182 acres) would be restricted to designated roads,

the majority of which are primitive in character. This area

would be managed to maintain a predominantly natural

environment with low but evident human concentrations

and impacts.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open

to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling

activities would be in effect from December 1 through April

30 on crucial deer and elk winter range (8,077 acres of

federal surface and 280 acres of split-estate). Variances in

this seasonal restriction may be granted on a case-by-case

basis (see Appendix A).

Locatable Minerals. Federal mineral estate would be

open to entry and location. The BLM protective withdrawal

(PLO 5261; September 15, 1972) would be revoked and

the BOR withdrawal on Fruitland Mesa would be

recommended for revocation. Revoking these mineral

withdrawals would allow for mineral exploration and

development, facilitate resource management, and permit

long-term land use planning.

Soils and Water Resources. The Elephant Skin Wash

salinity control project would be maintained to reduce saline

runoff. Elephant Skin Wash would be protected from

surface-disturbing activities.

Wildlife Habitat. Bighorn sheep habitat in the Smith Fork

Canyon (2,250 acres) would be monitored and protected.

Activities and land uses that are consistent with maintaining

the necessary forage and isolated habitat requirements of

bighorn sheep would be permitted.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue

at current forage allocation levels and seasons of use unless

studies indicate that adjustments are needed. The 140-acre

Gunnison Forks habitat management area would remain

unallotted for livestock grazing. Livestock forage utilization

would be limited to 35 percent in the Elephant Skin Wash

area (2,370 acres) as necessary to protect soils by maintaining

an optimum basal ground cover.

Forestry. A 1,255-acre portion (in the Black Ridge area)

of the 2,500 acres of harvestable woodlands within the

management unit would be available for management and

harvest. This area would be closed to harvest from December

1 through April 30 to protect crucial deer and elk winter

range. The remaining harvestable woodlands (1,245 acres)

would be managed for scenic and relic-area values and would

not be harvested.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 15,610 acres in the Peach

Valley area would be open to ORV use. To protect natural

and scenic values, vehicle use in the Elephant Skin Wash

area and the remainder of the management unit would be

limited to designated roads and trails yearlong.

Visual Resources. The 15,610 acres open to ORV use

would be managed under VRM Class IV guidelines.

Major Utilities. A total of 2,462 acres in the Smiths

Mountain and Gunnison Forks areas would be open to

but not preferred for development of new major utility

facilities. These lands could be utilized for major utility

development if there are no feasible alternatives. The

remainder of the management unit would be closed to new

major utility development to protect natural and scenic

values.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. Actions would be

initiated to acquire 2,200 acres of non-federal lands, as

identified in the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area

Management Plan (RAMP), that would be necessary to

facilitate public access and enhance recreational values.

Access. Public access would be acquired along the

Gunnison Gorge rim southwest of the Gunnison Forks and

from Colorado Highway 92 to the Gunnison River in the

Austin area for recreation purposes.

Fire Management. A total of 26,070 acres of public

land would be managed under the fire suppression category

and identified as conditional suppression areas. A total of

14,722 acres would be managed under the fire-use category

where fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned

or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions

would be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 5

24, 1 77Acres ofPublic Surface; 5percentofthePlanning

Area

Management Unit 5, totalling 24,177 acres, consists of

Mancos shale hills commonly known as the "adobes". These

highly erodible soils, combined with a lack of protective

vegetation, can produce sediment loads in local watersheds

that are high in salinity. High precipitation runoff rates from

the adobes contribute to overall salinity levels in the Upper

Colorado River Basin. Salinity yields are increased within

localized areas due to increased erosion from surface-

disturbing activities including ORV use and livestock grazing.

The management unit would be managed to reduce

salinity loads in the Upper Colorado River Basin. In-channel

structures and land treatment projects designed to reduce

runoff, erosion, and sedimentation would be developed, and
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surface protection measures would be implemented. Forage

utilization would be managed to achieve the basal ground

cover objectives identified in Table 6. Surface-disturbing

activities would be curtailed from March 1 through May
31 when saturated soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Activities and other land uses which are consistent with

maintaining the soil and vegetative conditions necessary to

reduce erosion and salt contributions to the river basin would

be permitted.

Fire Management. A total of 22,992 acres of public

land would be managed under the fire suppression category

and identified as conditional suppression areas. A total of

1,185 acres would be managed under the fire-use category

where fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned

or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions

would be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 6

Table 6

OBJECTIVES FOR PERCENT
GROUND COVER WITHIN
MANAGEMENT UNIT 5

RANGE SITE LOCATION
PERCENT BASAL
GROUND COVER

Stony saltdesert North of Delta 10

Clayey saltdesert South of Hotchkiss 10

Salt flats South of Hotchkiss 7

Clayey saltdesert Bone Mesa 10

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open

to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling

activities would be in effect from March 1 through May
31 to protect erodible and saline soils on 24,177 acres of

federal surface and 4,155 acres of split-estate. Variances to

this seasonal stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case

basis (see Appendix A).

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open

to mineral material activities except from March 1 through

May 31 if necessary to protect wet soils.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would be allowed

except from March 20 to range readiness to protect plant

species during the spring growth period, and to prevent soil

disturbance when saturated soils are most vulnerable to

damage. If the basal ground cover is less than the objectives

identified in Table 6 livestock forage utilization would be

managed at 35 percent of key forage species to increase

basal ground cover.

Off-Road Vehicles. To protect highly saline soils, vehicle

use in the entire management unit would be limited to

designated roads and trails yearlong.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open

to development of major utility facilities but no surface-

disturbing activities would be permitted from March 1

through May 3 1 if necessary to protect wet soils.

21, 038Acres ofPublic Surface; 4percent ofthePlanning
Area

Management Unit 6 is the Gunnison Gorge WSA (CO-
030-388). The WSA, totalling 21,038 acres, would be

recommended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness

designation. Until a final decision on wilderness designation

or non-designation is made, the Gunnison Gorge WSA
would be managed according to the Wilderness Interim

Management Policy and the Gunnison Gorge RAMP.

During the wilderness intensive inventory, the Gunnison

Gorge was determined to meet the wilderness size

requirement of at least 5,000 acres, to be natural, and to

provide outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive/

unconfined recreation. The scenic and wilderness canyon

complex of the area has received considerable publicity and

public interest. If designated as wilderness by Congress,

activities and land uses that are consistent with preserving

the natural condition and wilderness character of the area

would be permitted.

Air Quality. The management unit would be managed
within federal air quality Class II guidelines unless the State

of Colorado reclassifies the area, or other areas, as a result

of procedures prescribed in the Clean Air Act as amended
in 1977. Under other state authorities, the Gunnison Gorge

WSA is currently managed as a Category I area where

more restrictive sulfur dioxide requirements apply.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be closed

to future leasing. There are no pre-FLPMA leases in the

WSA. Development of any post-FLPMA leases would be

permitted only if activities would result in no impairment

of wilderness characteristics.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be

closed to mineral entry and location except for pre-FLPMA
claims determined to have valid discoveries. The majority

of the area (74 percent) is presently withdrawn from mineral

entry.

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be

closed to disposal of mineral materials.

Soils and Water Resources. Where natural recovery

is unlikely, deteriorated watershed conditions would be

restored if life, property, or wilderness values are threatened,

or if serious depreciation of important environmental
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qualities outside the wilderness area is evident. Revegetation

efforts would be limited to use of native or naturalized species.

Whenever feasible, non-motorized access and project

development methods would be required. Approval of the

BLM Director would be required for all watershed

restoration projects.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Threatened and

endangered species research and habitat improvement would

be permitted if activities are consistent with protection of

wilderness values. Habitat would be managed for federally-

listed bald eagles and peregrine falcons and state-listed river

otters. Recreation use would be restricted if necessary for

the protection of threatened and endangered species.

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife habitat would be managed

to allow for natural distribution, numbers, and interaction

of indigenous wildlife and fish species. Developed facilities,

if necessary for the continued existence or welfare ofa wildlife

species, would be permissible if wilderness characteristics

would not be impaired. Bighorn sheep habitat and deer

and elk winter range would be managed in cooperation

with the Colorado DOW. Supplemental releases of bighorn

sheep would be permitted as identified in the 1986

reintroduction plan or its future amendments.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing and facility

maintenance would be managed at levels and conditions

established prior to wilderness designation. New rangeland

improvements would be permissible if determined to be

necessary for rangeland and/or wilderness protection.

Forestry. Woodland harvest and/or management would

be permitted only for control of insects and disease if

determined necessary to protect resources outside the

management unit. There is a total of 337 acres of productive

woodlands within the WSA that would be unavailable for

management and harvest.

Recreation. Recreation use would be regulated as

necessary to protect wilderness values. Highest priority would

be given to low-impact recreation activities that could not

be accommodated outside the wilderness environment.

Opportunities for non-motorized recreation in a predom-

inantly natural environment would be maintained. Facilities,

improvements, and signs would be limited to those necessary

to protect wilderness resources along with public health and

safety. Permits would be required for all commercial

recreation uses and, if necessary to protect wilderness values,

for all non-commercial recreationists. Hunting, fishing, and

recreational trapping would be permitted.

The river corridor would be managed to maintain very

low human group concentrations and little overall evidence

of human use. River-boating use would be limited to six

to ten group encounters per day with no more than one

commercially-outfitted trip allowed per day. Allocations

between private and commercial river-boating use would

be made if necessary to protect wilderness values or to

emphasize opportunities for specific recreational experiences

such as self-reliance as opposed to guided and outfitted

experiences.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use in general would be

eliminated from the management unit. Vehicle use would

be permitted in certain circumstances involving valid existing

rights, livestock grazing, fire suppression, life-threatening

emergencies, and wilderness area administration. The rugged

canyon area has few vehicular access routes.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources. In most

instances, cultural and paleontological resources would be

subject to the forces of nature in the same manner as other

wilderness resources. Study or management would not entail

excavation, stabilization, or interpretation. Exceptions may

be granted by the BLM State Director for unusually

significant cultural or paleontological resources.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be

managed under VRM Class I guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed

to development of utility facilities. The area is not within

the lands identified as needed for future major utility

development in the 1980 and 1985 Western Regional Utility

Corridor Study(s).

Hydroelectric Development. Several hydroelectric

projects have been proposed for development on the

Gunnison River which would be within or affect the WSA.
Temporary protective withdrawals have disallowed major

on-the-ground evaluations by the proponents. The President

has compatibility decision authority between the wilderness

and the prospecting for hydroelectric sites, and BLM
recommends that he recommend to Congress the unsuit-

ability of actual dams or construction of dams in the

wilderness designation.

BLM recommends the revocation of BOR withdrawals.

However, if BOR determines that the withdrawal is still

needed for Reclamation purposes, the withdrawal will be

continued.

Access. Public access to the WSA boundary in the Red

Canyon area would be identified for acquisition.

Agricultural Development. No agricultural or related

development would be permitted within the management

unit. The BLM would recommend revocation of the portion

of the BOR Fruitland Mesa withdrawal that is within the

WSA.

Fire Management. A total of 21,038 acres would be

managed under the fire-use category where fire would be

utilized as a management tool. Only natural ignitions meeting

pre-determined prescriptions would be allowed in this area.
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MANAGEMENT UNIT 7

17,232 Acres ofPublic Surface; 4percentofthePlanning
Area

Management Unit 7 consists of 54,474 acres of federal

coal estate within the planning area and 1,756 acres of federal

coal estate outside of the planning area. A 17,232-acre

portion of this federal coal estate underlies federal surface

estate.

The management unit would be managed for both existing

and potential coal development. Development of existing

coal leases would continue, and unleased federal coal would
be identified as acceptable for further coal leasing

consideration with a minimum of multiple-use restrictions.

Activities and land uses that are consistent with maintaining

existing coal operations and the potential for coal

development would be permitted.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling

activities would be in effect from December 1 through April

30 on 1,730 acres (federal surface) of crucial deer and elk

winter range, and on 1,637 acres of federal surface and
630 acres of split-estate lands used as hunting habitat by
bald eagles. Variances in these seasonal stipulations may
be granted on a case-by-case basis (see Appendix A).

Riparian/Aquatic Systems. Riparian/aquatic zones up
to one-quarter mile wide would be protected. Activities that

disturb these areas could be approved on a site-specific basis

after consultation with affected entities and development
of mitigating measures.

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife would have priority for forage

allocations on crucial deer and elk winter range ( 1 ,730 acres).

Forestry. All commercial forest lands and pinyon-juniper

woodlands that are suitable for harvest would be managed
for sustained yield production within allowable cut

restrictions determined by the TPCC inventory.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use in the riparian zones

associated with Bear and Roatcap creeks would be limited

to designated roads and trails yearlong. Vehicle use in crucial

deer and elk winter range (1,730 acres) would be limited

to designated roads and trails from December 1 through

April 30. This seasonal ORV designation would be subject

to change on a site-specific basis if mild winter conditions

eliminate the need for protection of a crucial winter range.

Major Utilities. Corridors one-quarter mile wide and
located on each side of Colorado Highway 133 would be

open to development ofmajor utility facilities. The remainder

of the area would be closed to major utility facilities except

for those needed for coal development. Within the

management unit, 83 percent of the public lands that are

identified as needed for future major utility development
would be closed to this type of development. This

management would greatly reduce the long-term conflicts

between new utility facilities and the potential surface effects

of coal mine subsidence.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,

non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective

management of riparian zones along with crucial deer and
elk winter range would be acquired through exchange only.

Fire Management. A total of 14,910 acres of public

land would be managed under the fire suppression category

and identified as intensive suppression areas. A total of 2,322
acres would be managed under the fire-use category where
fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned or

natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions would
be allowed on this area.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 8

8,942 Acres ofPublic Surface; 2 percent ofthe Planning
Area

Management Unit 8 is 8,942 acres of public land northeast

of Delta that consists of Mancos shale (adobe badlands)

hills with little vegetative cover. The area is suitable and
utilized for ORV recreation. ORV activities typically involve

local residents and occur during the spring, fall, and winter.

The management unit would be managed as open to

ORV use. Recreational and competitive ORV use and a

high concentration of recreation users would be permitted

within the management unit. Facilities such as informational

signs and motorcycle loading ramps could be developed

if constructed and maintained to BLM standards by local

ORV organizations. A minimum of restrictions would be
placed on surface-disturbing activities that do not impede
or endanger ORV recreationists.

Prior to management of the area for ORV use, an
inventory will be conducted to identify threatened and
endangered plant populations. The management unit's

proposed boundary will be adjusted to exclude threatened

and endangered plants. If plants or plant communities cannot

be excluded from the management unit, protective fencing

or other measures will be implemented to protect the plants.

The USFWS will be consulted.

Livestock Grazing. Grazing use would continue in the

management unit but construction of facilities, such as

livestock control fences, that create safety hazards or impede
free vehicle use would not be permitted.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be
managed under VRM Class IV guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open
to development of major utility facilities.
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Fire Management. A total of 8,942 acres of public land

would be managed under the fire suppression category and

identified as conditional suppression areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 9

6,320 Acres ofPublic Surface; 1 percent ofthe Planning

Area

The public land riparian zones that comprise Management
Unit 9 occur throughout the planning area and are generally

associated with perennial or intermittent streams. These areas

(6,320 acres) have a very high productive capability and

are very important in maintaining the water quality of the

adjacent streams.

The management unit would be managed to restore and

enhance riparian vegetation along 40 miles of streams.

Objectives and projects designed to accelerate improvement

of species diversity, streambank cover and stability, and

instream structure, and to raise the water table would be

incorporated into existing activity plans or developed in new
riparian/aquatic system management plans. All areas would

be intensively monitored for vegetation, aquatic habitat, and

erosion conditions.

Coal. Coal development would be considered on a site-

specific basis after consultation with affected entities and

formulation of mitigating measures.

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be

closed to disposal of mineral materials except for sales which

would result in negligible or no impacts to the riparian

and aquatic systems.

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion

control and water quality improvement objectives and

projects would be incorporated into new riparian/aquatic

system management plans.

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat

management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures

would be incorporated into new riparian/aquatic system

management plans.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing use would be

permitted in riparian zones except from March 1 through

range readiness, during which time it would be eliminated

to accelerate improvement of riparian vegetation. To
improve the condition of riparian zones, management

practices and principles would be established in activity plans.

Utilization of 35 percent by weight of key forage species

will be used as a general guidance for improvement; this

may vary depending on the individual riparian system.

Trailing use would be limited as much as possible and

confined to established roads, and trailing livestock would

not be permitted to bed in riparian zones unless absolutely

necessary.

Forestry. Woodland product harvests would not be

permitted in the management unit.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 680 acres in Roubideau

and Potter creeks would be closed to ORV use. Vehicle

use in the remainder of the management unit would be

limited to designated roads and trails yearlong.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open

to development of major utility facilities. Surface-disturbing

activities which would have long-term adverse effects on

riparian/aquatic systems would be prohibited.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,

non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective

management of riparian/aquatic systems would be acquired

through exchange only.

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Terror

Creek area for project development and recreation purposes.

The Potter Creek road (five miles) and the Dry Fork of

Escalante Creek road (two miles) would be closed and

rehabilitated and removed from the transportation plan.

Fire Management. A total of 3,082 acres of public land

would be managed under the fire suppression category, with

1,607 acres identified for intensive suppression and 1,475

acres identified for conditional suppression. A total of 3,238

acres would be managed under the fire-use category where

fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned or

natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions would

be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 10

3,292 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of
the Planning Area

Management Unit 10 consists of two tracts in the High

Park/Storm King Peak area 20 miles southeast of Montrose.

The management unit (3,292 acres of public land) ranges

from 8,500 feet to over 10,000 feet in elevation, and is

used extensively as an elk calving area in the spring. The

largest commercial timber stands in the planning area exist

in this unit.

The management unit would be managed to enhance

its use as an elk calving area. Any disturbance during the

calving season (May 1 through June 15) would be limited

as much as possible. Habitat in elk calving areas would

be improved, and wildlife would have first priority for

allocation of new forage.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate (3,292 acres

of federal surface and 1,423 acres of split-estate lands) would

be open to leasing with a seasonal stipulation on seismic

and drilling activities in effect from May 1 through June

15 to prevent disturbance of calving elk. Variances to this
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seasonal stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis

(see Appendix A).

Soils and Water Resources. Stipulations designd is used

extensively as an elk calving area in the spring. The largest

commercial timber stands in the planning area exist in this

unit.

Forestry. Skid trails and other roads would be closed

and rehabilitated; main haul roads would remain available

for public use.

Off-Road Vehicles. The management unit would be open

to ORV use except during the elk calving season when
all roads would be closed. Access for maintenance of the

existing communications site would be permitted at all times.

Major Utilities. Public lands would be open to

development of major utility facilities but no surface-

disturbing activities would be permitted during the elk

calving season.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,

non-federal lands that would expand elk calving areas and

improve extensive recreational opportunities would be

acquired through exchange only.

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Storm

King and High Park areas for timber harvest and extensive

recreation purposes.

Fire Management. A total of 3,292 acres of public land

would be managed under the fire suppression category and

identified as intensive suppression areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 11

1,990 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of
the Planning Area

Management Unit 1 1 is comprised of 1,990 acres of public

land adjacent to the Gunnison River west of Delta. It adjoins

the Escalante State Wildlife Area which is administered

by the Colorado DOW. The management unit presently

receives considerable use by waterfowl as nesting and resting

habitat. Additional management and minor developments

could enhance its potential for increased use as waterfowl

habitat.

The management unit would be managed as waterfowl

habitat. Adequate cover, wetlands, and nesting structures

would be provided. Disturbance would be minimized during

the breeding and nesting season (March 15 through June

30). Activities and land uses that are consistent with

maintaining waterfowl habitat characteristics would be

permitted. The BLM would coordinate management of the

area with the DOW.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate (1,990 acres

of federal surface and 150 acres of split-estate lands) would

be open to leasing with seasonal stipulations on seismic

and drilling activities in effect from March 15 through June

30 to protect waterfowl habitat, and from December 1

through April 30 on habitat used for hunting by bald eagles.

Variances to the seasonal stipulations may be granted on

a case-by-case basis (see Appendix A).

Locatable Minerals. The BOR withdrawal and the BLM
powersite classifications in this management unit would be

recommended for revocation and opening to permit mineral

exploration and development, facilitate resource manage-

ment, and permit long-term land use planning. Federal

mineral estate would be opened to entry and location.

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open

to disposal of mineral materials except during the waterfowl

nesting season.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,

non-federal lands that would be necessary to increase

waterfowl habitat and facilitate development and manage-

ment of the area would be acquired through exchange only.

Fire Management. The entire management unit (1,990

acres) would be managed under the fire suppression category

and identified as a conditional suppression area.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 12

1,895 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of
the Planning Area

Management Unit 12 is 1,895 acres of public land in

Escalante Canyon approximately six miles southwest of the

Gunnison River. Several listed plant species and two unique

plant associations occur in the management unit. The area

also receives significant recreational use due to its scenic

qualities and the presence of eroded potholes in Escalante

Creek.

The management unit would be designated as the

Escalante Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern

(ACEC). This designation would enhance management and

protection of the listed plant species and unique plant

associations, and would improve the public's awareness of

the recreational hazards of the Escalante Potholes. Plant

monitoring studies would be developed and activities

designed to improve these plants' habitat conditions would

be initiated. Surface-disturbing activities would be restricted.

Informational signs identifying potential recreational hazards

would be provided. Camping would be limited to designated

areas.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain

open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be

withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals.
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Mineral Materials. The management unit would be

closed to disposal of mineral materials to protect the potential

habitats of listed species and unique plant associations.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue

at current levels unless studies determine threatened and
endangered plant species and unique plant associations or

their potential habitats are being degraded.

Forestry. To prevent accidental destruction of listed

species and unique plant associations, woodland harvests

would not be permitted.

Off-Road Vehicles. To prevent accidental destruction

of listed species and unique plant associations, vehicle use

within the management unit would be limited to designated

roads and trails yearlong.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be

managed under VRM Class II guidelines to maintain its

scenic qualities.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed

to development of major utilities to prevent accidental

destruction of listed species and unique plant associations,

and to maintain its scenic qualities.

Fire Management. All 1,895 acres of public surface in

the management unit would be managed under the fire-

use category where fire would be utilized as a management
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined

prescriptions would be allowed.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 13

377 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of the

Planning Area

Management Unit 13 consists of two tracts totalling 377
acres of public land eight miles east of Montrose. The smaller

tract is north of Highway 50 and the larger tract is south

of the highway. The tracts contain the largest population

of the endangered clay-loving wild buckwheat in the

planning area and also have significant populations of

Montrose penstemon, a candidate species.

The management unit would be designated as the Fairview

Research Natural Area, an area of critical environmental

concern (RNA/ACEC). Plant monitoring studies would be

developed in cooperation with the Colorado Natural Areas

Program and actions designed to improve habitat conditions

would be initiated. Surface-disturbing activities would be

restricted to protect the threatened and endangered species

and their potential habitat.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain

open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be

withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals.

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be

closed to disposal of mineral materials to prevent accidental

destruction of threatened or endangered plant species or

their potential habitat.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue

at current levels unless studies determine threatened and

endangered plant species or their potential habitats are being

degraded.

Off-Road Vehicles. To prevent accidental destruction

of threatened or endangered plant species or their potential

habitat, the management unit would be closed to ORV use.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open

to development of major utility facilities, except pipelines,

so long as there would be no disturbance of threatened

or endangered plant species or their potential habitat.

Fire Management. The management unit (377 acres)

would be managed under the fire suppression category and

identified for conditional suppression.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 14

80 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of the

Planning Area

Management Unit 14 is an 80-acre site consisting mainly

of a volcanic structure with high-value scientific, interpretive,

and scenic characteristics. A shelter facility and interpretive

nature trail have been developed in the area. Needle Rock
is part of the Colorado Natural Areas Program and is one

of the significant public land geologic features in Colorado

as identified by the BLM's Geologic Advisory Group.

The management unit would be designated as the Needle

Rock Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical

environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). This designation

would preclude all surface-disturbing activities that are not

consistent with management of the area for natural, scenic,

and educational values. The area would be managed to

protect these values and for recreation opportunities

(sightseeing, picnicking, and geologic study) in a roaded

but natural environment. A management plan would be

developed following designation.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain

open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would remain

withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals.

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be

closed to disposal of mineral materials.

Livestock Grazing. The management unit would remain

unallotted for livestock grazing use.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use within the management

unit would be limited to designated roads and trails yearlong.
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Visual Resources. The management unit would be

managed under VRM Class I guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed

to development of major utility facilities.

Fire Management. The entire management unit would

be managed under the fire suppression category and identified

as an intensive suppression area.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 15

6, 783 Acres ofPublic Surface; 1 percent ofthe Planning
Area

Management Unit 15 consists of 6,783 acres of public

land approximately three miles northwest of Delta,

Colorado. This area, commonly known as "the adobes",

consists of Mancos shale hills and flats which, through wind

and water erosion, have formed unique scenic formations.

The unit's soils are highly erodible and saline. Spring and

summer storms frequently result in high sediment loads and

very saline runoff.

The management unit also contains populations of the

threatened Uinta Basin hookless cactus and is potential

habitat for the endangered clay-loving wild buckwheat and

the candidate Montrose penstemon.

The management unit would be designated as the Adobe
Badlands Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical

environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). The area would be

managed to protect its unique scenic qualities and threatened

and endangered species' habitats, and to reduce active

erosion.

The management unit would be protected from surface-

disturbing activities which would degrade the area's scenic

qualities and accelerate erosion. A complete inventory for

threatened and endangered species would be conducted.

Forage utilization would be managed to achieve a basal

ground cover of 10 percent.

Coal. Federal coal estate would be closed to leasing.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain

open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be

closed to the disposal of mineral materials.

Soils and Water Resources. Erosion and salinity control

measures would not utilize structures or land treatments

which would alter scenic values.

Threatened and Endangered Species. A complete

inventory for threatened and endangered species would be

conducted. Research and monitoring studies would be

established.

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife forage allocations would

remain at current levels. No additional forage allocations

would be made. To protect scenic values, no new habitat

improvement projects or maintenance of existing projects

would be permitted.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue

at current levels unless studies determine threatened and

endangered plant species or their potential habitat are being

degraded. If basal groundcover is less than 10 percent,

livestock forage utilization would be managed at 35 percent

utilization of key forage species. No additional forage

allocations would be made. To protect scenic values, no

new livestock improvement projects or maintenance of

existing projects would be permitted.

Recreation. The unit would be managed for primitive

non-motorized recreational use.

Off-Road Vehicles. The unit would be closed to ORV
use to protect the scenic qualities and to prevent accidental

destruction of threatened and endangered plant species and

their potential habitat.

Visual Resources. To maintain its scenic qualities, the

unit would be managed under VRM Class I guidelines.

Major Utilities. The unit would be closed to the

development of major utility facilities to prevent accidental

destruction of threatened and endangered species and to

maintain its scenic qualities.

Fire Management. The unit would be managed under

the fire suppression category and identified for conditional

suppression.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 16

48,422 Acres of Public Surface; 10 percent of the

Planning Area

In general, the public lands in Management Unit 16

(48,422 acres) would be managed according to the policy

assumptions and standard resource program management

guidance developed for this Proposed Plan. No single

resource or resource use would have management priority.

No activity plans would be written and no major BLM-
funded projects or facilities would be developed within this

area. Habitat, vegetation, and other resource studies would

be minimal. Specific resource management in this area would

be prescribed as follows.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open

to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling

activities would be in effect from December 1 through April

30 on 1,042 acres of federal surface along the Gunnison

and North Fork of the Gunnison rivers that are used by

bald eagles as hunting habitat. Variances to the seasonal
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stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see

Appendix A).

Locatable Minerals. The BOR withdrawals on Fruitland

Mesa and along the Gunnison River downstream of Delta
would be recommended for revocation to allow for mineral

exploration and development, facilitate resource manage-
ment, permit long-term land use planning, and allow for

disposal of 806 acres of public land on Fruitland Mesa.
Withdrawals on all other lands identified for disposal would
be recommended for revocation. Portions of withdrawals
in the management unit would be affected, including those

associated with 108 acres of the Paonia Project, 37 acres

of the Gunnison/Arkansas Project, 72 acres of the

Uncompahgre Valley Project, and 25 acres along the East

Canal. Federal mineral estate would be open to entry and
location after a withdrawal is revoked.

PROPOSED PLAN

Forestry. The reserved federal timber (123 acres) on 160
acres of land deeded to the Girl Scouts of America would
be removed from the timber base and not considered for

harvest. The management and harvest of this timber would
be inconsistent with use of the land as a Girl Scout camp.

Off-Road Vehicles. Public lands within the management
unit would be open to ORV use.

Fire Management. A total of 48,422 acres of public
land would be managed under the fire suppression category,

with 12,401 acres identified for intensive suppression and
36,021 acres identified for conditional suppression.
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COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

Table 7 is a composite summary of the data presented in resource use the major land use allocations that would be
the prescriptions for the Continuation of Current made under each management alternative and under the
Management Alternative, the Production Alternative, the proposed plan. The purpose of this comparison is to identify
Conservation Alternative (all of which are described in major differences between the alternatives and the proposed
Chapter Three of the Draft RMP/EIS), and the Proposed plan, and to provide a clearer basis for management
Management Plan. The table summarizes by resource or recommendations.
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Table 7

COMPARISON OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current

Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

COAL. Allow coal develop-

ment on all areas not

excluded from leasing.

Consider coal leasing

on a demand basis; ap-

ply unsuitability cri-

teria and resource

screening.

Continue with 26 existing

coal leases on 26,663

acres and identify 20,737

acres of federal coal es-

tate in the Paonia/Somer-

set and Cimarron Ridge

coal areas as acceptable

for further leasing for

maintenance and emergency

purposes.

Continue with 26 existing

coal leases on 26,663

acres and identify 83,334

acres of federal coal es-

tate in the Paonia/Somer-

set, Cimarron Ridge, and

Bookcliffs coal areas as

acceptable for further

coal leasing with limited

stipulations.

o

Continue with 26 existing

coal leases on 26,663

acres and identify 82,827

acres of federal coal es-

tate in the Paonia/Somer-

set, Cimarron Ridge, and

Bookcliffs coal areas as

acceptable for further

coal leasing. A no sur-

face disturbance restric-

tion would apply on 6,288

acres of public land and

restrictions on surface

disturbance and on sub-

sidence activities would

apply on another 1,525

acres.

Continue with 26 existing

coal leases on 26,663

acres and identify 83,334

acres of federal coal es-

tate in the Paonia/Somer-

set, Cimarron Ridge, and

Bookcliffs coal areas as

acceptable for further

coal leasing with limited

stipulations.

OIL, GAS,
AND
GEOTHERMAL
RESOURCES

Allow development of

oil, gas, and geother-

mal resources on all

areas not excluded

from leasing.

Allow leasing of oil, gas,

and geothermal resources

on 445,364 acres with

standard lease terms; on

31,200 acres on a case-by-

case basis; on 220 acres

with a no surface occupan-

cy stipulation; and on

229,950 acres with season-

al stipulations.

Allow leasing of oil, gas,

and geothermal resources

on 706,654 acres with

standard lease terms.

The Needle Rock ONA/ACEC
(80 acres) would be

managed with a no surface

occupancy stipulation.

Allow leasing of oil, gas,

and geothermal resources

on 367,488 acres with

standard lease terms; on

29,915 acres with a no

surface occupancy stip-

ulation; and on 267,466

acres with seasonal stip-

ulations. Three areas

recommended as wilderness

(41,865 acres) would be

closed to leasing.

Allow leasing of oil, gas,

and geothermal resources

on 484,349 acres with

standard lease terms; on

9,135 acres with a no

surface occupancy stipu-

lation; and on 192,212

acres with seasonal

stipulations. The
Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038

acres), recommended as

wilderness, would be

closed to leasing.



Table 7 (continued)

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

GENERAL GUIDANCE
Continuation of Current

Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

LOCATABLE
MINERALS

Allow development of

locatable minerals on

all areas not closed

to mineral entry and

location

Allow mineral entry and

location on 615,892 acres.

Current withdrawals total-

ling 59,250 acres are

closed to entry and loca-

tion.

Recommend revocation of

all withdrawals on pub-

lic lands (59,250 acres)

and allow entry and loca-

tion on the entire fed-

eral mineral estate

(675,142 acres).

Recommend retention of

all existing withdrawals

(59,250 acres); withdraw

an additional 39,602

acres from entry; allow

entry and location on the

remaining federal mineral

estate (576,290 acres).

Recommend retention of

all existing withdrawals

on 9,440 acres; close the

Gunnison Gorge WSA, the

Escalante Canyon ACEC and

the Fairview RNA/ACEC to

mineral entry and location

(23,310 acres); allow

entry and location on the

remaining federal mineral

estate (642,392 acres).

£ MINERAL
~ MATERIALS

Allow disposal of min-

eral materials on all

areas not excluded or

withdrawn.

Allow disposal of mineral

materials on all public

lands with federal miner-

al estate (480,805 acres).

Disposal of mineral mater-

ials on 59,250 of these

acres currently under with-

drawal would require

the approval of the with-

drawing agency. Disposal

of mineral materials would

not be permitted on 220

acres.

Allow disposal of mineral

materials on 480,945 acres

with federal mineral es-

tate. The Needle Rock
ONA/ACEC (80 acres)

would be closed to dis-

posal of mineral mater-

ials.

Allow disposal of mineral

materials on 396,264 acres

with federal mineral es-

tate. Disposal on 196,700

of these acres would be

subject to seasonal re-

strictions. Disposal on

98,852 of these acres

would require the approval

of the withdrawing agency.

Disposal would not be per-

mitted on 84,761 acres.

Allow disposal of mineral

materials on 444,532 acres

with federal mineral es-

tate. Disposal on 63,174

of these acres would be

subject to seasonal

restrictions. Disposal

on 9,360 of these acres

would require the approval

of the withdrawing agency.

Disposal would not be per-

mitted on 36,493 acres.

SOILS AND
WATER
RESOURCES

Establish water qual-

ity studies through-

out the planning area.

Continue intensive manage-

ment and development of

the Elephant Skin Wash
watershed (2,370 acres) to

control salinity.

No public lands would be

intensively managed for

salinity and/or erosion

control.

Public lands totalling

21,615 acres would be in-

tensively managed to con-

trol erosion and 26,580

acres would be intensive-

ly managed to control sa-

linity. Projects and

special protective mea-

sures would be developed.

Public lands totalling

26,547 acres, including

the Elephant Skin Wash
project, would be inten-

sively managed to reduce

salinity loads in the up-

per Colorado River. Ap-
propriate projects and

special protective mea-

sures would be developed.



Table 7 (continued)

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current

Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

Require mitigation to min-

imize erosion and water

quality deterioration in

plans for surface disturb-

ing activities. Mainte-

nance of existing pro-

jects would have priority

over implementation of

new projects.

Projects would be devel-

oped to control salinity

on 7,810 acres if com-

patible with livestock

grazing use. Projects

would be developed to re-

duce runoff, erosion,

and sediment on 27,430

acres if compatible with

livestock grazing use,

crucial deer and elk win-

ter range, and forest man-

agement.

Projects would be devel-

oped to control salinity

on 29,978 acres and ero-

sion on 21,703 acres if

compatible with recrea-

tion, T&E species, and

cultural resource manage-

ment.

Projects would be devel-

oped to reduce runoff,

erosion, and sediment on

47,260 acres if compati-

ble with livestock graz-

ing use, forest manage-

ment, deer and elk winter

range, and riparian habi-

tat management.

S> RIPARIAN
ZONES

Continue to inventory

and monitor riparian

areas.

Improve the vegetation

condition on 3,500 acres

of riparian zones through

decreased livestock util-

ization and trampling.

Maintain riparian zones

in the remainder of the

planning area in their

present condition.

Maintain riparian zones

in the planning area in

their present condition

so long as it does not

interfere with other re-

source uses and needs.

Improve the vegetation

condition on 6,385 acres

of riparian zones by im-

plementing special pro-

tective and restorative

measures. Maintain ri-

parian zones in the re-

mainder of the planning

area in their present

condition.

Improve the vegetation

condition on 6,320 acres

of riparian zones by im-

plementing special pro-

tective and restorative

measures. Maintain or im-

prove riparian zones in

the remainder of the plan-

ning area.

THREATENED
AND
ENDANGERED
SPECIES

Continue to inventory

and monitor T&E plant

and animal habitats.

Continue T&E clear-

ances and Section 7

consultations with

the USFWS.

Require measures to pro-

tect T&E species, indivi-

duals, and habitats in

plans for all surface dis-

turbing activities.

Require minimal measures

to protect T&E species,

individuals, and habi-

tats in plans for all

surface disturbing activ-

ities.

Require additional mea-

sures beyond minimal re-

quirements to protect

T&E species, individuals,

and habitats in plans

for all surface disturb-

ing activities.

Require measures to pro-

tect T&E species, indivi-

duals, and habitats in

plans for all surface dis-

turbing activities.

Maintain suitable habitat

for bald eagles and river

otters in the Gunnison

Gorge area.

Maintain suitable habitat

for bald eagles, peregrine

falcons, and river otters

in the Gunnison Gorge

area.



Table 7 (continued)

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

GENERAL GUIDANCE
Continuation of Current

Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

Designate one ACEC and

one RNA/ACEC, totalling

2,272 acres, for protec-

tion of T&E plants and

unique plant associations.

Designate one ACEC,
one RNA/ACEC, and one

ONA/ACEC, totalling 9,055

acres for protection of

T&E plants, unique plant

associations, and identi-

fication of recreational

hazards.

WILDLIFE
HABITAT

Monitoring of both

terrestrial and aqua-

tic wildlife habitat

would continue.

In-channel structures

and improvements to

benefit aquatic wild-

life habitat would be

implemented.

Maintain big game forage

allocations at present

levels; future increases/

decreases would be divid-

ed evenly between big

game and livestock.

Maintain big game forage

allocations at present

levels; no future addi-

tional forage would be

allocated to big game.

Maintain big game forage

allocations at present

levels; all future addi-

tional forage would be

allocated to big game.

Maintain big game forage

allocations at present

levels. Big game would
have priority for future

additional forage on

72,342 acres; future addi-

ional forage on another

193,612 acres would be di-

vided evenly between big

game and livestock. No
additional forage would
be allocated on the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783

acres).

Protect and mitigate wild-

life habitat and improve

browse condition on cru-

cial deer and elk ranges.

Non-conflicting wildlife

habitat management objec-

tives and projects would

be incorporated into fu-

ture livestock grazing

and forest management

plans. Existing wild-

life projects would be

maintained as long as

the timber and woodland

base on 27,522 acres

would not be decreased.

Intensively manage habi-

tat and minimize distur-

bance on all crucial

deer and elk winter ran-

ges, elk calving areas

(High Park), antelope

ranges (Wells Gulch/

Cactus Park), sage grouse

habitats (Fruitland and

Simms mesa), in several

proposed waterfowl areas,

and aquatic wildlife hab-

itat in seven drainages.

No vegetation manipula-

tion would be permitted

on 2,738 acres of cultur-

al resource sites.

Intensively manage habi-

tat and minimize distur-

bance on 67,320 acres of

important deer and elk

winter range. Intensively

manage and protect 3,292

acres in the Storm King

Peak area for elk calving

habitat.



Table 7 (continued)

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current

Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

Continue cooperative man-

agement effort with the

DOW to benefit deer and

elk in the Billy Creek

area.

Continue cooperative man-

agement effort with the

DOW to benefit deer and

elk in the Billy Creek

area.

ON
-P.

Manage habitat in the Gun-

nison Gorge for 1 50 big-

horn sheep.

Continue management of

the Gunnison Forks HMP
area for fisheries and

wildlife habitat benefits.

Manage habitat in the

Gunnison Gorge for 150

bighorn sheep. Allow re-

introduction of bighorn

sheep into the Camel

Back area so long as

livestock forage needs

are not impacted.

Revise the Gunnison

Forks HMP to restrict

ORV and other recreation

use, and to accommodate

livestock grazing and

oil and gas activities.

Allocate forage, minimize

disturbance, and manage

habitat in the Gunnison

Gorge and Camel Back

areas for bighorn sheep.

Continue management of

the Gunnison Forks HMP
area for fisheries and

wildlife habitat benefits.

Manage habitat and mini-

mize disturbance in the

Gunnison Gorge and Camel

Back areas for bighorn

sheep.

Intensively manage and im-

prove 1,990 acres along

the Gunnison River for

waterfowl habitat.

Intensively manage 70

miles of streams for re-

storation and protection

of aquatic habitats.

LIVESTOCK
GRAZING

Develop AMPs for "I"

category grazing al-

lotments if no plan

exists. Maintain ex-

isting AMPs on "M"
"C" allotments. Con-

tinue monitoring on

all allotments, with

emphasis on "I" allot-

ments.

Allow intensive manage-

ment on 353,068 acres of

"I" allotments; maintain

current conditions on

65,497 acres of "M" allot-

ments; manage 38,900

acres as "C" allotments.

Manage 25,612 acres as un-

allotted; authorize no

grazing use on currently

unallotted areas.

Allow intensive manage-

ment on 353,068 acres of

"I" allotments; maintain

current conditions on

65,497 acres of "M" allot-

ments; manage 58,695

acres as "C" allotments

(includes suitable exist-

ing unallotted areas).

Manage 5,817 acres as un-

allotted areas.

Allow intensive manage-

ment on 350,796 acres of

"I" allotments; maintain

current conditions on

65,497 acres of "M" allot-

ments; manage 38,433

acres as "C" allotments.

Manage 28,351 acres as

unallotted; all unallot-

ted areas would remain

unallotted.

Allow intensive manage-

ment on 336,562 acres of

"I" allotments; maintain

current conditions on

74,8 17 acres of "M" allot-

ments; manage 39,033

acres as "C" allotments.

Suitable unallotted pub-

lic lands (26,873 acres)

could be considered for

grazing use authoriza-

tions except on areas

where big game has prior-

ity for forage alloca-

tions.
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MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current

Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

Manage at present forage

allocation levels; future

forage increases would be

divided evenly between

livestock and big game.

Manage at present forage

allocation levels; future

forage increases would be

allocated to livestock.

Manage for no additional

forage allocations to

livestock.

Manage at present forage

allocation levels. Fu-

ture additional forage

would be allocated to

livestock on 186,810

acres, and divided evenly

between livestock and big

game on 193,612 acres. No
additional forage would be

allocated on the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783

acres).

Implement projects and

land treatments to meet

AMP objectives with re-

strictions protecting

other resource needs.

Implement projects and

land treatments to meet

AMP objectives with mini-

mal restrictions.

Land treatments and fac-

ility developments would

be restricted on 124,963

acres.

Land treatments and fac-

ility developments would
be restricted on 151,690

acres.

Livestock grazing use

would be in accordance

with the Uncompahgre
Basin RPS and its updates.

Livestock grazing use

would be restricted on

adobe soils (9,201 acres)

during the spring.

Livestock grazing use

would be eliminated on

3,059 acres and restrict-

ed (season of use, utili-

zation) on 75,626 acres.

No livestock grazing use

would be allowed on 5,792

acres due to RMP deci-

sions and unsuitability

for grazing. Livestock

grazing authorizations

are unlikely on an addi-

tional 6,967 acres be-

cause of future wildlife

forage needs. Livestock

grazing would be restrict-

ed (season of use, utili-

zation) on 39,590 acres.

FORESTRY Manage both commercial

forest and suitable

woodlands for sus-

tained yield produc-

tion with harvest re-

strictions determined

Commercial forest on

3,482 acres (257 MBF/year)
and suitable woodlands on

6,536 acres (327 cords/

year) would be managed
for sustained yield pro-

Commercial forest on

2,001 acres (148 MBF/year)
and suitable woodlands on

7,072 acres (353 cords/

year) would be managed
for sustained yield pro-

Commercial forest on

2,251 acres (166.5 MBF/
year) and suitable wood-
lands on 31,997 acres

( 1 ,600 cords/year) would

be managed for sustained

Commercial forest on

3,127 acres (231.5 MBF/
year) and suitable wood-
lands on 24,255 acres

(1,213 cords/year) would
be managed for sustained
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by the TPCC inventory.

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current

Management Alternative

duction. Seasonal re-

strictions would be ap-

plied on a case-by-case

basis.

Production Alternative Conservation Alternative

duction with no seasonal

restrictions.

yield production. Sea-

sonal restrictions would

apply on 1 ,263 acres of

commercial forest.

Proposed Plan

yield production. Sea-

sonal restrictions would

apply on 1 ,606 acres of

commercial forest.

RECREATION Manage the Gunnison

Gorge SRMA in accor-

dance with its RAMP.
Continue to manage

the Needle Rock
ONA/ACEC and develop

a management plan.

Continue management of the

the Gunnison Gorge recrea-

tion area (61,067 acres)

for motorized and non-

motorized recreation op-

portunities.

Manage Whitewater boating

use in the Gunnison Gorge

for a maximum of 10 group

encounters per day. Com-
mercial overnight trips

would be limited to 2 per

day. Unrestricted day-

use would not exceed 10

group encounters per day.

Manage the inner Gunnison

Gorge (21,038 acres) for

intensive recreation use.

Manage Whitewater boating

use in the Gunnison Gorge

for a maximum of 20 group

encounters per day, with

8 overnight and 12 day-

use permits issued daily

(one-half commercial;

one-half private).

Manage the Gunnison Gorge

recreation area (40,792

acres) for motorized and

non-motorized recreation

opportunities.

Manage the Gunnison Gorge

WSA (21,038 acres) for

wilderness values and

Whitewater boating oppor-

tunities. Maximum boat-

ing use would be 6 group

encounters per day, with

3 overnight and 3 day-use

permits issued daily

(one-third commercial;

two-thirds private).

Manage the Gunnison Gorge

recreation area (40,792

acres) for motorized and

non-motorized recreation

opportunities.

Until a decision is made
on wilderness designation

or non-designation, man-

age the Gunnison Gorge

WSA (21,038 acres) for

non-motorized recreation

and Whitewater boating op-

portunities. Boating use

would be limited to 6 to

10 group encounters per

day with no more than one

commercial trip starting

per day.

Manage the remainder of

the planning area for ex-

tensive recreation use.

Manage the lower Gunnison

River, below Escalante

Bridge, as an SRMA and

develop river access.

Manage the lower Gunnison

River, below Escalante

Bridge, as an SRMA for

boating opportunities.

Manage the lower Gunnison

River, below Escalante

Bridge, for boating oppor-

tunities. Develop river

access and provide maps

and information.

Manage the remainder of

the planning area for ex-

tensive recreation use.

Restrict recreation use

to primitive walk-in ac-

cess in the Escalante

Canyon RNA/ACEC.

Manage and develop the

Escalante Canyon ACEC for

recreation use that does

not conflict with T&E
plants and unique plant

associations. Manage the
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Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC
for its scenic qualities

and for non-motorized

recreation opportunities.

Manage the North Delta

adobe area (8,942 acres)

as an SRMA for ORV use.

Manage the North Delta

adobe area (8,942 acres)

for ORV use.

Manage the Storm King

Peak area (1,520 acres)

for possible development

of a commercial ski area.

Manage the remainder of

the planning area for ex-

tensive recreation use.

5 Manage the remainder of

the planning area for ex-

tensive recreation use.

OFF-ROAD
VEHICLES

A total of 444,521 acres

would be open to ORV use

and 21,038 acres would be

closed to ORV use. Vehi-

cle use would be limited

to designated roads and

trails on 17,518 acres.

A total of 208,952 acres

would be open to ORV use

and 35 acres would be

closed to ORV use. Vehi-

cle use on 49,840 acres

would be limited to des-

ignated roads and trails

yearlong and another

224,250 acres would have

seasonal limited designa-

tions.

A total of 151,000 acres

would be open to ORV use

and 44,137 acres would be

closed to ORV use. Vehi-

cle use on 147,059 acres

would be limited to des-

ignated roads and trails

yearlong and another

140,881 acres would have

seasonal limited designa-

tions.

A total of 224,276 acres

would be open to ORV use

and 38,600 acres would be

closed to ORV use. Vehi-

cle use on 56,974 acres

would be limited to des-

ignated roads and trails

yearlong and another

1 63,227 acres would have

seasonal limited designa-

tions.

CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Continue to inventory

and monitor cultural

resource sites; re-

quire clearances for

all surface disturbing

activities.

Perform necessary stabil-

ization, restoration, and

interpretation of sites

in the Gunnison Gorge

Recreation Area.

Conduct a Class III in-

ventory on 2,738 acres.

Temporarily manage 2,738

acres as Current Scienti-

fic Use Areas. Allow no

projects or land treat-

ments. Conduct a Class

III inventory and pro-

tect cultural values in

Conduct a Class III in-

ventory on 5,848 acres.

Some high-value sites

could be assigned a long-

term protective classifi-

cation.
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Continuation of Current

Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative

the area. High-value

sites would be assigned

a long-term protective

classification.

Proposed Plan

VISUAL
RESOURCES

Visual resource manage-

ment would be under cur-

rent VRM classifications:

Class I - 80 acres,

Class II - 64,800 acres,

Class III - 46,580 acres,

Class IV- 371,617 acres.

Visual resource manage-

ment would be:

Class I - 80 acres,

Class II - 64,800 acres,

Class III - 46,580 acres,

Class IV - 371,617 acres.

Visual resource manage-

ment would be:

Class I - 43,807 acres,

Class II - 47,852 acres,

Class III - 37,355 acres,

Class IV - 354,063 acres.

Visual resource manage-

ment would be:

Class I - 27,901 acres,

Class II - 27,384 acres,

Class III - 293,417 acres,

Class IV - 134,375 acres.

WILDERNESS Recommend all three WSAs
(41,865 acres) as non-

suitable for wilderness

designation.

Recommend all three WSAs
(41,865 acres) as non-

suitable for wilderness

designation.

Recommend all three WSAs
(41,865 acres) as suit-

able for wilderness des-

ignation.

Recommend the Gunnison

Gorge WSA (21,038 acres)

as suitable for wilder-

ness designation. Recom-
mend both the Camel Back

WSA (10,402 acres) and

the Adobe Badlands WSA
(10,425 acres) as non-

suitable for wilderness

designation.

Manage all three areas un-

der a general multiple-

use policy. The Gunnison

Gorge area would be man-
aged with emphasis on re-

creation and habitat for

T&E animal species.

Manage all three areas

with emphasis on live-

stock grazing and miner-

al exploration. The pro-

tective withdrawal would

be lifted on the Gunnison

Gorge. The area would be

managed for possible hy-

droelectric development.

Manage the Camel Back

area with emphasis on

riparian/aquatic system

management, wildlife habi-

tat, and livestock graz-

ing. Close the entire

area to ORV use. Manage
6,783 acres of the Adobe
Badlands WSA as an

ONA/ACEC to protect the

scenic qualities and T&E
plants, and to reduce

active erosion. Manage
the remainder of the Adobe
Badlands WSA (3,642 acres)

as wildlife habitat.
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MAJOR
UTILITIES

Public lands on 421,930

acres would be open to

development of major

utilities; 40,029 acres

would be open but not pre-

ferred for utility develop-

ment; 21,118 acres would
be excluded from utility

development.

0-N

LAND
TENURE
ADJUSTMENT

As opportunities are

presented, primarily

through exchange, pur-

sue acquisition of

non-federal lands

which would meet es-

tablished criteria

and enhance resource

management within

management units.

Consider 1 9 tracts of pub-

lic land totalling 830.25

acres as suitable for dis-

posal.

Pursue acquisition of

2,200 acres of private

land in the Gunnison

Gorge Recreation Area.

Public lands on 449,597

acres would be open to

development of major

utilities; 33,480 acres

would be excluded from

utility development.

Consider 171 tracts of

public land totalling

29,496 acres as suitable

for disposal.

Pursue acquisition of

3,640 acres of Colorado

DOW land in the Escalante

Creek area and available

private land near Dry
Creek and along the lower

Gunnison River below the

Roubideau Creek confluence

in proposed wateifowl

areas.

Public lands on 106,851

acres would be open to

development of major

utilities; 32,356 acres

would be open but not

preferred for utility

development; 69,906 acres

would be excluded from

utility development.

Special stipulations

would restrict utility

development on 273,964

acres.

Consider no public lands

as suitable for disposal.

Pursue acquisition of

2,200 acres of private

land in the Gunnison

Gorge Recreation Area

and 320 acres of private

land in and adjacent to

the Camel Back WSA. Pur-

sue acquisition of pri-

vate lands in proposed

waterfowl areas, in ri-

parian zones, and in cru-

cial deer and elk winter

ranges.

Public lands on 301,006

acres would be open to

development of major

utilities; 82,038 acres

would be excluded from

utility development.

Special stipulations

would restrict utility

development on 100,033

acres.

Consider 1 43 tracts of

public land totalling

1 1 ,026 acres as suitable

for disposal.

Pursue acquisition, pri-

marily through exchange,

of private lands which

meet established criteria

and enhance resource man-
agement within management
units.

ACCESS- Acquire public road ac-

cess into 14 areas and

public trail access into

one area.

Acquire public road ac-

cess into 1 3 areas.

Acquire public road ac-

cess into 7 areas.

Acquire public road ac-

cess into 1 5 areas and

public trail access into

one area.
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FIRE All public lands in the Public lands totalling Public lands totalling Public lands totalling

MANAGEMENT planning area (483,077 1 12,945 acres would have 1 12,945 acres would have 1 10,252 acres would have

acres) would have full intensive fire suppres- intensive fire suppres- intensive fire suppres-

and immediate fire sup- sion; 201,799 acres would sion; 201,799 acres would sion; 202,895 acres would

pression, with safety and have conditional fire have conditional fire have conditional fire

cost-effectiveness consid- suppression. Prescribed suppression. Prescribed suppression. Prescribed

erations. fire would be permitted fire would be permitted fire would be permitted

on 168,333 acres. on 168,333 acres. on 169,930 acres.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

This section describes the physical, biological, and economic

consequences of implementing the Proposed Resource

Management Plan.

Only those resources which would be impacted as a result

of implementation of the proposed management actions are

discussed. Topography, geology, and prime and unique

farmlands would not be impacted by the BLM's proposed

plan and are therefore not discussed.

Both adverse and beneficial impacts, based on the effects

of proposed management actions, were analyzed. The impact

analyses also reflect a comparison of these environmental

consequences with the affected environment (Chapter Two
of the Draft RMP/EIS).

Mitigating measures designed to avoid or reduce

environmental impacts were incorporated into the proposed

plan. Identified impacts are considered unavoidable given

the prescribed mitigation.

An interdisciplinary approach was used in developing and

analyzing environmental consequences. The general

assumptions and guidelines which defined the process

included:

1. Only significant changes or impacts, which vary by
resource, would be analyzed.

2. Changes or impacts described are short-term unless

otherwise stated. Short-term impacts would occur within

the life of the proposed plan (10 to 12 years); long-term

impacts would occur over a 20-year period.

3. Proposed management actions were analyzed under

the assumption that the proposed plan would be fully

implemented and that adequate funding and staffing would

be available for implementation.

The analysis of the impacts of the proposed plan is

subdivided by impacted resources or resource uses. Impacts

are then described as (1) Impacts from Proposed
Management Actions, and (2) Cumulative Impacts. (Where
cumulative impacts are not presented separately, they would

be the same as the impacts from proposed management
actions.)

The impact analysis is presented as impacts on a

resource/resource use that would result from a proposed

management action or actions. For example, impacts on
air quality would result from proposed off-road vehicle

management.

IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Air Quality Management. Air pollution

emissions from primary sources would be minimized through

enforcement of applicable policies, regulations, and statutes.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat and Livestock Grazing

Management. Short-term localized impacts on air quality

would result from vegetation manipulation practices. These

minor impacts would be dispersed throughout the planning

area.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Managing 80 percent of the planning area as open to ORV
use for all or portions of the year would result in increased

fugitive dust emissions due to vehicle-caused soil erosion.

Allowing ORV use on 25,277 acres of highly erodible soils

during critical soil moisture periods would significantly

increase localized fugitive dust levels as recreational ORV
use increases.

CUMULA TIVEIMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY

Increased levels of air pollution are anticipated due to

regional growth and development. No land-use allocations

specified in this proposed plan would have significant long-

term effects on air quality.

IMPACTS ON COAL

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSEDMANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Coal Management. Allowing continued

development of coal on 26,663 acres of existing coal leases

and identifying 83,334 acres of federal coal estate as

acceptable for further coal leasing consideration could permit

leasing and mining of up to 5,730 million tons of in-place

coal. An additional 1,756 acres of federal coal reserves under

private surface and bounded by the Gunnison National

Forest would be managed to permit leasing consideration

of 101 million tons of in-place coal.

The possible leasing of up to 5,730 million tons of coal

would far exceed coal demand over the life of this plan

as the 1985 coal production from Delta and Gunnison

counties was 2.2 million tons and optimistic annual coal

production forecasts for this area range from 4.5 to 7.35

million tons for the years 1990 to 2000. However, any

increase in available coal would increase coal leasing

opportunities for coal developers.
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PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

Impacts from Oil and Gas Management. Leasing and
subsequent development of oil and gas in the same areas

identified as acceptable for further coal leasing consideration

could reduce the amount of coal available for mining. This

reduction would depend on the scope and timing of
development of both resources and the amount of coal

determined necessary to be left as pillars to protect oil and
gas wells. No projections have been made on coal losses

due to oil and gas well protection. However, there could
be a conflict if the amount of coal required to be left in

place would make the area uneconomical to mine.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.
Requiring mitigating measures for surface disturbances

within these areas would result in increased operating costs

for coal companies.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Not
permitting new road and facility construction from
December 1 through April 30 on 920 acres of deer and
elk winter range could result in higher development costs

and scheduling inconvenience for coal companies.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Closing 6,783
acres to coal leasing would have no impact since there are

no coal resources within the Adobe Badlands ONA.

CUMULA TTVEIMPACTS ON COAL

The proposed plan is not anticipated to impact coal

production levels over the life of the plan. Restrictive

management on portions of the coal planning areas would
be likely to increase operating costs and result in scheduling

inconvenience for coal companies. Under the proposed plan,

4,396 million tons of in-place federal coal (84,170 acres)

would be acceptable for further coal leasing consideration

and 48 million tons of in-place federal coal (920 acres)

would be acceptable for further coal leasing consideration

with stipulations. Development of 1,387 million tons of coal

on 26,663 acres of existing coal leases would continue.

IMPACTS ON OIL AND GAS

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Oil and Gas Management. Table 8 lists

the acres of federal oil and gas estate in each leasing category,

and Table 9 lists the acres under each leasing category by
management unit. Managing 484,349 acres with standard
lease terms would allow for exploration and development
with few restrictions. Managing 176,076 acres of federal

surface and 16,136 acres of split-estate lands with seasonal

stipulations on surface occupancy could result in higher
exploration, drilling, and development costs, along with
scheduling inconvenience. Managing 5,872 acres with a no
surface occupancy stipulation would increase drilling costs

as directional drilling would be required. Although these

acres are within the practical limits of directional drilling,

any increased operating costs could lower the potential for

production. For the purposes of this document, the practical

limits of directional drilling are defined as being within 0.5

mile from the boundary of the management area.

Table 8

LAND IN EACH OIL AND GAS
LEASING CATEGORY:
PROPOSED PLAN

LEASE CATEGORY

NO LEASING
Federal Surface

STANDARD LEASE TERMS
Federal Surface

Split-Estate

LEASING WITH STIPULATIONS
No Surface Occupancy (NSO)

- Federal surface

Seasonal

- Federal surface

- Split-estate

ACRES

21,038

276,828

207,521

9,135

176,076

16,136

Oil and gas development would be essentially foregone
on 3,263 acres that are under no surface occupancy
stipulations and beyond the practical limits of directional

drilling. These 3,263 acres are determined to have moderate
favorability for oil and gas accumulation.

Impacts from Coal Management. Coal mining could
result in delays in drilling schedules, higher drilling and
development costs, and requirements for use of special

techniques and alternate drilling sites. Coal mining could
damage existing wells and remove or reduce gas resources

if potential gas producing zones were located within mineable
coal beds.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
Managing 24,177 acres of federal surface and 4,155 acres

of split-estate lands in the salinity control areas with seasonal

stipulations (March 1 through May 31) could result in higher

exploration, drilling, and development costs, along with
scheduling inconvenience. This potential adverse impact
would be most significant in the KGS areas where the

probability of continued exploration and development is

the greatest.
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Table 9

MANAGEMENT OF OIL AND GAS LEASES BY MANAGEMENT UNIT:

PROPOSED PLAN

ACRES WITH SEASONAL STIPULATIONS
ACRES WITH
NO SURFACE

APRFS
ACRES WITH CLOSED
STANDARD 3/15 to 6/30 OCCUPANCY TO
LEASE TERMS

Federal Split-

12/1 to 4/30 12/1 to 4/30

Federal Split-

5/1 to 6/15

Federal Split-

3/1 to 5/31

Federal Split-

STIPULATIONS

Federal

LEASING

FederalMANAGEMENT Federal Split-

UNIT Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Surface

1 118,238 20,897 68,572 623 — —
2 30,313 13,645 37,007 8,850 — — — — — — — —
3 19,055 67 28,552 25 — — — — — — — —
4 32,715 970 8,077 280 — — — — — — — —
5 — — — — — — — — 24,177 4,155 — —
6 — — — — — — — — — — — 21,038

7

8

13,865

8,942

28,515 3,367 630
z z

9

10

6,320 — — — — —
3,292 1,423 z

—

11 — — — — 1,990 150 — — — — — —
12

13

14

— — — — — — — — — — 1,895

377

80

—
*d

_ _ 1
15 — — — — — — — — — — 6,783 —

§
0316 47,380 143,427 1,042 — — — — — — — — —

TOTALS 276,828 207,521 146,617 10,408 1,990 150 3,292 1,423 24,177 4,155 9,135 21,038
r4
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PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species

Management. Managing 2,272 acres of threatened and
endangered species habitat and unique plant association areas

with a no surface occupancy stipulation would result in

higher drilling and development costs as directional drilling

would be required.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Managing
151,899 acres of federal surface and 11,981 acres of split-

estate lands in crucial deer and elk winter range, bald eagle

winter habitat, elk calving areas, and waterfowl habitat areas

with seasonal stipulations could result in higher exploration,

drilling, and development costs, along with scheduling

inconvenience. This potential adverse impact would be most
significant in the KGS areas where the probability of

continued exploration and development is the greatest.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing the

Needle Rock ONA/ACEC and the Adobe Badlands ONA/
ACEC with a no surface occupancy stipulation would
eliminate oil and gas production potential on 3,263 acres

which are not suitable for directional drilling. This would
also result in higher drilling and development costs on 3,600

acres where directional drilling would be required.

Impacts from Wilderness Management. The negative

impact of closing the Gunnison Gorge WSA to leasing would
be negligible as geologic structures in this area have no
favorability for oil and gas accumulation.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ON OIL AND GAS

No surface occupancy stipulations within the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC would result in unquantifiable

negative impacts on oil and gas development. These impacts

would be expected to be moderate. The favorability for

oil and gas is considered moderate based on the area's

proximity to three KGS areas. Seasonal stipulations on
176,076 acres of federal surface and on 16,136 acres of

split-estate lands and no surface occupancy stipulations on

9,135 acres of federal surface could increase exploration

and development costs to the point of decreasing production

potential throughout the planning area. Production potential

would be eliminated on 3,263 acres managed under no
surface occupancy stipulations that are beyond the practical

limits of directional drilling. Overall, these negative impacts

would be rated low to moderate since the entire planning

area has a low to moderate favorability for oil and gas

production.

IMPACTS ON LOCATABLE MINERALS

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management.
Identifying 642,392 acres as open to mineral entry and
location would make this area available for exploration and

development under the general mining laws. Withdrawing

32,750 acres from mineral entry and location would
eliminate these lands from possible mineral development.

Table 10 lists the acres proposed for protective withdrawal.

Table 10

FEDERAL SURFACE/MINERALS
WITHDRAWN FROM ENTRY TO

PROTECT EACH LISTED RESOURCE:
PROPOSED PLAN

RESOURCE REQUIRING PROTECTIVE
WITHDRAWAL

ACRES
WITHDRAWN

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
Escalante Canyon ACEC
Fairview RNA/ACEC

1,895

377

RECREATION
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC 80

WILDERNESS
Gunnison Gorge WSA 21,038

OTHER
Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals 9,360

TOTAL 32,750

The negative impact of withdrawing the Gunnison Gorge
WSA from mineral entry and location would be low to

moderate as geologic structures in the area have a moderate

favorability for accumulation of locatable minerals. There
are no known mineral deposits in the WSA. Approximately

20 lode claims and several prospects which are located within

or adjacent to the WSA indicate some minerals interest

in the local area.

Mining claimants with invalid claims located within the

WSA would be adversely affected as development or

extraction would be permitted only on claims proven to

have valid mineral discoveries. In addition, the potential

for mineral discoveries on lands unclaimed prior to

wilderness designation would be eliminated.

Retaining the withdrawal on the 80-acre Needle Rock
ONA/ACEC would have a low negative impact as there

are no known mineral values within this area. Retaining

the Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals on 9,360 acres

would have an unknown impact as little data is available

on mineral potentials within these areas. There are no known
mineral values on these withdrawn lands and little interest

has been expressed for mineral explorations.
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The negative impacts of withdrawing the Escalante

Canyon ACEC (1,895 acres) and Fairview RNA/ACEC
(377 acres) from mineral entry and location would be low

as geologic structures in these areas have a low favorability

for accumulation of locatable minerals. There are no known

locatable mineral deposits or evidence of past mineral

development within these areas. The potential for economic

discoveries is poor. There has been recent interest in possible

placer deposits adjacent to the Fairview RNA/ACEC, but

the future of this interest is speculative. Uranium and

vanadium mineralization is considered likely within the

Escalante Canyon ACEC but there are no known
concentrations.

Managing the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783

acres) and 10,402 acres of recreation areas as closed to

ORV use would result in increased operating costs and

inconvenience for mining claimants as plans of operations

would be required for all activities except casual use.

Disposal of public lands could result in management

problems associated with split-estate lands.

PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

IMPACTS ON MINERAL MATERIALS

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Mineral Materials Management.
Identifying 381,358 acres as open to disposal of mineral

materials with no seasonal restrictions would make this

resource available to the public and government entities

on 79 percent of the planning area with a minimum of

restrictions. Managing 63,174 acres with seasonal restrictions

on disposal activities could result in scheduling inconvenience

for operators. The impact of closing 36,493 acres to disposal

of mineral materials would be low as there are numerous

alternate sites available elsewhere in the planning area. In

some circumstances, the costs of hauling mineral materials

could be increased as closures could increase travel distances

to open mineral material locations. Requiring approval of

the withdrawing agency for disposal of mineral materials

on 9,360 acres could result in the denial of permit

applications for mineral materials on these lands.

Table 1 1 lists the federal surface in each mineral material

disposal category by protected resource.

Table 11

FEDERAL SURFACE IN EACH MINERAL MATERIAL DISPOSAL CATEGORY
BY PROTECTED RESOURCE:

PROPOSED PLAN

ACRES WITH SEASONAL
RESTRICTIONS

12/1 3/1 3/15

RESOURCE REQUIRING ACRES to to to ACRES
PROTECTIVE CATEGORY OPEN 4/30 5/31 6/30 CLOSED

Federal surface with no

restrictions required 381,358 — — — —
SALINITY AREAS — — 24,177 — —

RIPARIAN/AQUATIC AREAS — — — — 6,320

T&E SPECIES
Escalante Canyon ACEC — — — — 1,895

Fairview RNA/ACEC — — — — 377

WILDLIFE HABITAT
Deer/elk winter range — 37,007 — — —
Waterfowl area — — — 1,990 —

RECREATION
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC
Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC

WILDERNESS
Gunnison Gorge WSA

80

6,783

21,038

TOTALS 381,358 37,007 24,177 1,990 36,493
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PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

IMPACTS ON SOILS

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSEDMANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Soils Management. Minimizing soil

disturbance on all surface-disturbing activities would
decrease potential losses of soil productivity. Permitting soil

and watershed projects within 312,489 acres, of which
17,806 acres have soils that are determined to be highly

erodible, would allow for mitigation of soil erosion as

problem areas develop.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management.
Surface-disturbing activities would decrease soil productivity

through soil compaction, erosion, mixing of soil horizons,

and reduced soil moisture retention capabilities. Coal
development could result in soil productivity losses on less

than 1,000 acres due to road and facility placement and
increased soil slumping and mud flows.

Development of oil and gas leases on 676,561 acres,

locatable minerals on 642,392 acres, and mineral materials

on 444,532 acres would decrease soil productivity unless

rehabilitation efforts are successful. Development of locatable

minerals within 69,389 acres of easily eroded soils during

critical soil moisture periods (March 1 through May 31)
would decrease soil productivity over the long-term. Similar

impacts would result from development of oil and gas leases

and mineral material areas within 41,288 acres of these

soils. Accidental fluid discharges during drilling operations

could also contaminate soils.

Impacts from Water Resources Management. Seasonal

restrictions on surface-disturbing activities and potential

livestock forage utilization limits on 30,960 acres of highly

saline soils (Management Unit 5 and Management Unit 15)

would decrease erosion and increase soil productivity within

these areas. Developing in-channel structures and land

treatments on 24,177 of these acres would further protect

soils from erosion.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat and Livestock Grazing
Management. Intensively managing 336,562 acres of "I"

category grazing allotments would reduce soil compaction
and erosion rates over the long-term in these areas as AMP
objectives to increase ground cover are achieved. Permitting

grazing during soil moisture periods (March 1 through May
31) and forage utilization greater than 35 percent on 38,953
acres of easily eroded soils would result in soil productivity

losses within these areas. Eliminating grazing from March
20 to range readiness and increasing basal ground cover

on 24,177 acres (Management Unit 5), along with restricting

forage utilization to 35 percent on 2,370 acres (Elephant

Skin Wash area) would increase soil productivity and
decrease long-tferm annual erosion rates by up to three tons

per acre in these .areas.

Short-term erosion would increase by one to ten times

present levels on vegetation treatments designed to increase

wildlife and livestock forage. Soil productivity would surpass

present levels over the long-term as treatments increase basal

ground cover.

Impacts from Forest Management. Road construction

and surface disturbance from harvest activities would result

in increased erosion. Erosion would decrease over time if

harvests result in an increase in basal ground cover.

Harvesting activities during critical soil moisture periods on
13,582 acres of easily eroded soils would result in moderate
increases in erosion and decreases in soil productivity.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing
24,552 acres for ORV recreation opportunities would result

in long-term erosion within these areas. Soils within a 19,957-

acre portion of these ORV recreation areas are determined

to be highly erodible. ORV-derived erosion would increase

as more ORV enthusiasts become aware of and utilize these

areas.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Not
permitting ORV use on 20 percent of the planning area

would protect these areas form ORV-derived erosion and
other soil disturbance. Managing 46 percent of the planning

area as open to ORV use would allow for decreased soil

productivity as soils are disturbed and vegetation is trampled.

Soil productivity losses would be greatest from ORV use

on 25,336 acres of highly erodible soils. Seasonal ORV
restrictions would partially protect soils on 163,227 acres

from ORV-derived erosion during some of the soil moisture

periods when soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Managing
301,066 acres as open to development of major utility

facilities would allow for increased soil disturbance due to

construction and maintenance activities. Soil productivity

losses would be greatest from these activities during critical

soil moisture periods (March 1 through May 31) on 25,277

acres of highly erodible soils. Seasonal restrictions on these

activities would partially protect 24,177 acres of highly

erodible soils during portions of the critical soil moisture

periods when soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Fire Management. Management for both

planned and natural prescribed burning on 169,930 acres

would allow for vegetation type conversion from pinyon-

juniper woodlands to a more soil-protective grass and forb

plant community. Fire suppression activities (fire lines, ORV
use) could decrease soil productivity by removing protective

vegetation and increasing erosion and compaction. The
overall net deterioration ofsoils would depend on site-specific

variables.
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CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ONSOILS

Under the proposed plan, soil conditions would be

anticipated to improve slightly throughout the entire planning

area. Intensive management of salinity areas and grazing

allotments would benefit soil conditions within these areas.

Intensive management would be especially beneficial on

39,000 acres of highly erodible soils. Permitting soil and

watershed projects within 312,489 acres would allow for

mitigation of soil erosion as problem areas develop.

Mineral activities, forest and woodland product harvests,

livestock grazing on 38,953 acres, and ORV use would
result in decreased soil productivity in portions of the

planning area. This productivity loss would be most

pronounced on 25,000 acres of highly erodible and saline

soils where few watershed-protective measures would be

implemented.

IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Water Resources Management. Seasonal

restrictions on surface-disturbing activities and potential

livestock forage utilization limits on 30,960 acres of highly

saline soils (Management Unit 5 and Management Unit 15)

would reduce salinity and sediment levels in local surface

waters and assist in reducing salinity levels within the Upper

Colorado River Basin. Developing in-channel structures and

land treatments on 24,177 of these acres would further

protect surface waters from salinization and sedimentation.

Permitting watershed projects within an additional

312,489 acres would allow for mitigation of water quality

deterioration as problem areas develop. Of these areas,

17,806 acres are within highly erodible and saline soil areas.

Impacts from Coal Management. Coal leasing and

development would result in increased sediment yields from

roads, mine facilities, or other surface-disturbing activities.

Mine discharges and spoil-pile runoff could increase salt

levels in local surface water systems. Overburden fracturing

and subsidence from underground mining could result in

loss of ground water quantity and quality. Loss of either

surface or ground water could adversely affect adjudicated

water rights. These impacts would be less pronounced within

riparian corridors where mining would be restricted to

protect riparian habitat.

Impacts from Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources

Management. Identifying 685,696 acres as acceptable for

oil and gas leasing could result in both surface and ground

water impacts. Construction of roads and drilling pads would

increase sediment and salinity yields in local surface waters.

These impacts would be most pronounced on 34,505 acres

of easily eroded and/or high salinity soils as oil and gas

operations would be permitted during the critical wet soil

period (March 1 through May 31) when these soils are

most vulnerable to damage. Accidental fluid discharges

during drilling operations could contaminate surface water.

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management.
Identifying 93 percent of the planning area as open to mineral

entry and location could result in water quality degradation.

Road construction and other mine-related disturbance would

increase sediment and salinity loads in local surface waters.

These impacts would be greatest from placer mining

operations. All operations could result in heavy metal

contamination from mine water discharges and spoil-pile

runoff.

Impacts from Mineral Materials Management.
Managing 92 percent of the planning area as open to disposal

of mineral materials would impact water resources. Road
construction and extraction of mineral materials would

increase sediment and salt loads in local surface waters.

These increased sediment and salt loads would be most

pronounced from mineral material activities on 34,505 acres

of easily eroded soils during critical wet soil periods (March

1 through May 31).

Mineral material operations in close proximity to perennial

water courses would have the potential of destabilizing and

altering natural stream channels and disrupting the beneficial

values of floodplains. These impacts could result in alteration

of water tables and surface water flows and could increase

the destructiveness of floods.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.

Managing riparian zones and aquatic habitat on 6,320 acres

to improve vegetation condition, streambank cover, and

aquatic diversity would result in reduced sediment yields

and streambank erosion and improved chemical water

quality. Closing seven miles of roads in the Potter Creek

and Dry Fork of Escalante Creek drainages would reduce

sediment loads in these areas.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Soil

disturbances from chainings and other vegetation treatments

scattered over 300,527 acres would cause short-term

sediment yield increases. Successful land treatments would

reduce sediment yields and improve overall erosion

conditions over the long-term.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Intensively managing 336,562 acres as "I" category grazing

allotments would result in lower sediment yields as AMP
objectives to increase ground cover are achieved. Short-

term sediment yield increases would be expected from

vegetation treatments. Sediment yields are not expected to

change on 113,850 acres that are not within intensively

managed allotments.

Permitting grazing during wet soil periods (March 1

through May 31) and forage utilization greater than 35
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percent on 38,954 acres of easily eroded and highly saline

soils could result in increased sediment and salinity yields.

Eliminating grazing from March 20 to range readiness and

increasing basal ground cover on 24, 1 77 acres, and restricting

forage utilization to 35 percent on 2,370 acres (Elephant

Skin Wash area) of easily eroded and highly saline soils

would reduce sediment and salt yields from these areas.

Eliminating grazing from March 1 to May 15, potentially

restricting forage utilization to 35 percent, and restricting

livestock trailing on 6,320 acres of riparian/aquatic areas

would result in reduced sediment yields and streambank

erosion and improved water quality on 70 stream miles.

Impacts from Forest Management. Road construction

and surface disturbance from harvest activities would result

in increased sediment yields. Sediment yields would decrease

over time if harvests result in an increase in basal ground

cover. Harvesting activities during wet soil periods on 13,582

acres of easily eroded soils would result in moderate increases

in surface water sedimentation.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing

24,552 acres for recreational ORV use would increase

sediment and salt yields from these easily eroded and highly

saline soil areas.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Not
permitting ORV use on 20 percent of the planning area

would protect these areas from ORV-derived sedimentation.

Managing 46 percent of the planning area as open to ORV
use would allow for increased sediment loads as soils are

disturbed and vegetation is trampled. Water quality

deterioration would be greatest from ORV use on 25,336

acres of highly erodible and saline soils. Seasonal ORV
restrictions on 163,227 acres would partially protect these

areas from ORV-derived sedimentation during wet soil

periods when soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Managing

301,066 acres as open to development of major utility

facilities would allow for increased sediment loads due to

construction and maintenance activities. Water quality

deterioration would be greatest from these activities at stream

crossings and during wet soil periods (March 1 through

May 31) on 25,277 acres of highly erodible and saline soils.

Seasonal restrictions on construction and major maintenance

activities would partially protect 24,177 acres of highly

erodible and saline soils from disturbance during wet soil

periods when these soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Fire Management. Management for both

planned and natural prescribed burning on 169,930 acres

would allow for vegetation type conversion from pinyon-

juniper woodlands to a more watershed-protective grass and

forb plant community. Fire suppression activities (fire lines,

ORV use) could decrease watershed productivity by
removing protective vegetation and increasing erosion and

sedimentation. The overall net deterioration of watershed

conditions would depend on site-specific variables.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES

Under the proposed plan, a slight improvement in water

resources would be anticipated throughout the entire

planning area. Intensive management of salinity areas,

riparian zones, aquatic habitats, and grazing allotments

would benefit the hydrologic condition of water courses

and improve the chemical and physical properties of surface

waters. Intensive management would be especially beneficial

on 39,000 acres of highly erodible and saline soils.

Mineral activities, forest and woodland product harvests,

livestock grazing on 38,954 acres, and ORV use would
result in increased sediment and salt yields in portions of

the planning area. These increased yields would be most

pronounced on 25,000 acres of highly erodible and saline

soils where few watershed-protective measures would be

implemented.

IMPACTS ON RIPARIAN ZONES

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Riparian Zone Management. Intensively

managing 6,320 acres of riparian zones would improve

vegetation cover, composition, density, and diversity. Overall

improvement to fair or good vegetation condition could

be expected over the short-term.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management.
Approximately 4,000 acres of riparian zones would be

opened to mineral exploration ifwithdrawals are lifted. Road
construction, facility development, dredging operations, and

other surface-disturbing activities in riparian zones would

remove riparian vegetation, compact the soil, and could

redirect subsurface water.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
Water impoundment projects would improve conditions

necessary for establishment of riparian vegetation. This could

potentially increase riparian zones by 100 to 200 acres over

the long-term.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Devel-

opment of in-channel structures designed to improve aquatic

habitat would stabilize riparian vegetation and enhance its

quality.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Potentially restricting livestock utilization to 35 percent on

6,320 acres of riparian zones and intensively managing

grazing use on 5,125 acres of riparian zones would improve

vegetation density, diversity, and stability over the next ten

years.
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Impacts from Forest Management. Road and facility

construction and other surface-disturbing activities in riparian

zones would remove riparian vegetation. An estimated 60

to 100 acres of riparian vegetation would be degraded over

the next ten years.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Riparian

vegetation on 35 acres in the Gunnison Forks area would

be severely impacted by trampling and vehicle use.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Restricting vehicle use to designated roads and trails on

5,640 acres and closing an additional 680 acres of riparian

zones in Potter and Roubideau creeks to ORV use would
improve vegetation condition and eliminate rutting and soil

compaction.

Impacts from Major Utility Developemnt. Eliminating

riparian zones from major surface-disturbing activities having

long-term adverse effects would protect these areas and

maintain their present condition.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ONRIPARIANZONES

Direct and indirect intensive management under the

proposed plan would result in improved vegetation

conditions on 7,310 acres of riparian zones.

IMPACTS ON THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species

Management. Designating 1,895 acres in Escalante Canyon

as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
would protect the Uinta Basin hookless cactus (threatened),

the Grand Junction milkvetch (candidate), the Delta

lomatium (sensitive), and three unique plant associations

from most surface-disturbing activities. Opportuntiies for

research and special studies of the plant associations would

be expanded. Designating 377 acres east of Montrose as

a Research Natural Area, an area of critical environmental

concern (RNA/ACEC) would protect populations and

habitats of clay-loving wild buckwheat and Montrose

penstemon from most surface-disturbing activities.

Designating 6,783 acres north of Delta as an Outstanding

Natural Area, an area of critical environmental concern

(ONA/ACEC) would protect occupied and potential habitat

of the Uinta Basin hookless cactus and clay-loving wild

buckwheat from disturbance over the long-term.

Pre-disturbance inventories area-wide would add
substantially to the data base for all threatened and

endangered species. Some inadvertent destruction of

individual plants would occasionally occur.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Closing

2,272 acres of threatened and endangered species habitat

to mineral entry and location and placing a no surface

occupancy stipulation on 9,135 acres would prevent

accidental destruction of threatened and endangered plant

species and potential habitat. Possible disturbance could

affect 21,633 acres of potential endangered, threatened,

candidate, and sensitive plant species habitat.

Removing the no surface occupancy stipulation on 140

acres of bald eagle wintering habitat would displace some

bald eagles. Lifting mineral withdrawals on the lower

Gunnison River and allowing surface-disturbing activities

would reduce the value of 6,680 acres as wintering bald

eagle habitat.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
In-channel structures and land treatment projects would be

slightly beneficial to bald eagles and peregrine falcons. Water

impoundments and resulting increases in vegetation cover

would improve these raptors' prey base habitat.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.
Improvement of the riparian zones along Roubideau and

Escalante creeks and in the North Fork Valley would

improve peregrine falcons' and wintering bald eagles' prey

base habitat.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Continued

management of the Gunnison Forks HMP area would

maintain existing bald eagle and river otter habitat. Peregrine

falcons would be expected to increase their use of the area

over the long-term. Waterfowl habitat improvement and

associated land acquisition could provide migrating

whooping cranes, long-billed curlews, and white-faced ibis

with additional protected habitat and stop-over points.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. Some
localized disturbance and destruction of individual

threatened and endangered plants would occur due to

livestock trampling.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Decreasing

river use in the Gunnison Gorge would improve river otter

habitat through decreased destruction of riparian vegetation.

Bald eagles and peregrine falcons would benefit from reduced

human disturbance in the gorge.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing

approximately 38,600 acres to ORV use and restricting

vehicle use to designated roads and trails would eliminate

potential destruction and damage of the Uinta Basin hookless

cactus, spineless hedgehog cactus, Montrose penstemon,

Grand Junction milkvetch, and clay-loving wild buckwheat.

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Management

of 21,038 acres under wilderness guidelines would protect

potential habitat of threatened and endangered plant and

animal species from any mechanical disturbance. Habitat

values would be maintained or improved.
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Impacts from Major Utility Development. Closing 6,783

acres of potential habitat of the Uinta Basin hookless cactus,

clay-loving wild buckwheat, and Montrose penstemon to

development of major utility facilities would protect these

species from accidental destruction.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ON THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES

The research potential and study opportunities of several

threatened and endangered species and unique plant

associations would be protected with special designations.

Designation of the Gunnison Gorge WSA as wilderness

would protect bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and river otter

habitats.

IMPACTS ON TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE
HABITAT

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Forage

allocations for big game species on public land would meet

both short-term and long-term demands.

Crucial deer and elk winter range management and land

treatment projects would improve distribution, reduce stress,

and decrease big game utilization of adjacent private lands.

Minimizing disturbance in elk calving areas would reduce

fetal mortality and increase calf survival.

Bighorn sheep habitat and herd management in the

Gunnison Gorge area would potentially increase the

population to 300 individuals by 1997. A small herd of

bighorn sheep could be established in the Roubideau

Canyon/Camel Back area. Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep

habitat in the Baldy Peak area would be improved.

Waterfowl production on the lower Gunnison River

would increase by up to 50 percent.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Road
and portal construction and other surface-disturbing activities

associated with mineral development would reduce crucial

deer and elk winter range in the North Fork area by 500

acres. Seasonal restrictions on oil and gas activity on crucial

deer and elk winter range (140,181 acres of federal surface

and 9,715 acres of split-estate lands) would lessen stress

on deer and elk, thereby reducing mortality and fetal loss

and improving overall condition and health of the herds.

Revocation of existing withdrawals that presently

segregate federal minerals from entry and location under

the general mining laws could increase surface disturbance

on 61,270 acres of habitat. Raptor hunting habitat and some
nesting areas would be lost. Habitat for other birds, including

Lewis' woodpeckers, western bluebirds, and Scott's orioles,

would possibly be reduced due to coal development.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.

In-channel structures and water impoundments would

provide habitat for waterfowl, chukars, mourning doves,

mule deer, and non-game species.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.

Restoring and protecting 6,320 acres of riparian zones would

provide additional forage and cover for big game, waterfowl,

and non-game birds and animals. The prey base for raptors

and other predators would be improved.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Development of grazing systems, land treatment projects,

and improved livestock management practices would

improve forage conditions, reduce competition between

livestock and big game, and improve distribution of most

big game species. Eliminating livestock grazing use on

approximately 24, 1 77 acres during the spring would improve

big game forage at a time when food reserves are low and

females are pregnant. Improved nutrition may result in

heavier birthweights and more successful reproduction. Land

treatment projects designed to reduce sagebrush cover to

less than 20 percent would eliminate present and potential

sage grouse habitat in the Simms Mesa and Fruitland Mesa
areas.

Impacts from Forest Management. Woodland harvests

would provide temporary openings in forest stands,

increasing edge effect and big game forage. The removal

of old-growth timber would reduce thermal and hiding cover

for big game and eliminate some nesting habitat for cavity-

nesting birds. Woodland harvests could occur during the

winter on 28,500 acres of crucial deer and elk winter range.

On an annual basis, deer and elk would be displaced from

80 to 100 acres of active cutting area and adjacent habitat.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Restricting river

use in the Gunnison Gorge would encourage continued

expansion of the bighorn sheep population and prevent some
degradation of riparian habitat for non-game species.

Encouraging recreational and competitive ORV use in the

North Delta area would curtail antelope utilization of the

area, reducing antelope range by 8 percent. ORV use in

the area would increase harassment of game and non-game

wildlife and would displace prairie dog populations.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing

38,600 acres to vehicle use would eliminate disturbances

or harassment of wildlife. This would be especially beneficial

if desert bighorn sheep are reintroduced into the Camel

Back area. Restricting vehicle use to designated roads and

trails in crucial deer and elk winter range would reduce

habitat loss. Seasonal ORV use restrictions in crucial deer

and elk winter range would reduce stress on big game species,
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thereby reducing fetal mortality and losses from poaching,

and permitting wildlife utilization of the entire area.

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Confining

development of major utility facilities in the North Fork

area to existing corridors along major roads would limit

disturbance and stress on all wildlife species. Prohibiting

development of utility facilities on 82,038 acres would

prevent short-term disturbances and long-term wildlife

habitat modifications due to road construction and use.

Bighorn sheep would benefit greatly from exclusion and

restriction of utilities in the Gunnison Gorge and Camel

Back areas.

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposal of

3,337 acres of crucial deer and elk winter range and an

additional 1,028 acres of non-crucial winter range would

result in the loss of habitat for 35 elk and 20 deer and

would increase big game pressure on adjacent private lands.

Disposal of 120 acres of antelope range would result in

an approximate one percent reduction in herd size. Disposal

of tracts providing prairie dog habitat could affect potential

occurrences of burrowing owls. Habitat for band-tailed

pigeons, Cooper's hawks, goshawks, flammulated owls, and

other non-game species would be affected.

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands.

Acquiring non-federal lands in crucial deer and elk winter

range would increase habitat and potential big game

populations, and reduce wildlife conflicts and impacts on

adjacent private lands. Acquiring non-federal lands for

waterfowl habitat management would increase waterfowl

populations on public lands.

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring public

access would improve big game harvests and population

control practices.

Impacts from Fire Management. Natural and planned

prescribed fires would reduce closed brush and tree canopies,

stimulate plant growth and vigor, and temporarily improve

forage palatability, resulting in improved habitat for many

wildlife species. Large wildfires would reduce effective

screening and thermal cover for deer and elk use.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ON TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE

HABITAT

Increased coal development and disposal of public lands

in crucial deer and elk winter ranges in combination with

the loss of habitat on private lands would be offset by

improvement of habitat conditions throughout the planning

area. Present big game populations would be maintained;

small game and non-game populations and habitats would

be improved.

IMPACTS ON AQUATIC WILDLIFE HABITAT

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Structures

placed in Escalante, Cottonwood, Monitor, Potter, and Jay

creeks would improve pookriffle ratios, stabilize stream-

banks, increase instream cover, and reduce channelization,

streambank erosion, and sedimentation. Approximately 30

stream miles of aquatic habitat would be improved.

Managing approximately 52 stream miles associated with

Terror, Escalante, Monitor, Criswell, Potter, and Dry creeks

would stabilize streambanks, increase instream cover, and

reduce sedimentation. Limiting surface-disturbing activities

on aquatic habitat would increase streambank cover,

improve bank stability and water quality, and reduce soil

compaction, sedimentation, and siltation. Land treatment

projects in or near stream channels would increase

sedimentation over the short-term and decrease it over the

long-term.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Road

and pipeline development and other surface-disturbing

activities would lead to increased sedimentation and

streambank instability on 25 stream miles of aquatic habitat.

Site-specific approval of surface-disturbing activities in

aquatic areas could result in slight to moderate increases

in sedimentation, water temperatures, and streambank

erosion.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.

In-channel structures designed to reduce sedimentation and

salinity would improve aquatic habitat on streams below

these structures.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.

Improved riparian management on 6,320 acres of public

land would result in improvement of 40 stream miles of

aquatic habitat. Streambank stability, sedimentation, and

water temperatures would benefit from improved stream-

bank cover.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.

Intensive grazing management on 60 stream miles of aquatic

habitat combined with a potential 35 percent utilization

of key forage species limitation would improve streambank

stability and cover. Sedimentation would decrease and water

temperatures would stabilize. The existing condition would

be maintained on the balance of the aquatic habitat. Land

treatment projects in or near stream channels would increase

sedimentation over the short-term and decrease it over the

long-term.

Impacts from Forest Management. Road construction

across aquatic areas could cause increased sedimentation,

bank degradation, and water temperatures, and decreased

streambank cover.
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Impacts from Recreation Management. Restricting river

use in the Gunnison Gorge to six group encounters per

day would improve streambank vegetation and water quality

and reduce sedimentation. Aquatic habitat in the Gunnison
Forks area would continue to be degraded due to trampling

and intensive recreational use.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing

areas to ORV use, imposing seasonal restrictions on ORV
use, and restricting vehicle use to designated roads and trails

in riparian zones should improve streambank stability and
reduce sedimentation. The areas remaining open to ORV
use would be subject to degradation.

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Short-term

impacts caused by road construction, clearings for powerline

pads, and pipelines would result in slight to moderate adverse

impacts on aquatic and riparian habitat. Loss of vegetation,

streambank deterioration, sedimentation, and erosion would
cause localized impacts on aquatic/riparian organisms and
habitat. Prohibiting or seasonally restricting surface-

disturbing activities that would have long-term adverse effects

on riparian/aquatic systems would, at the minimum,
maintain current habitat quality.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ONAQUATIC WILDLIFE
HABITAT

Approximately 140 stream miles of aquatic wildlife

habitat would improve under management emphasizing

habitat quality and protection. Eliminating or reducing

surface-disturbing activities and potentially limiting livestock

grazing utilization to 35 percent in riparian zones would
have the greatest overall beneficial effect.

IMPACTS ON LIVESTOCK GRAZING

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSEDMANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. Not
allocating additional forage for livestock use on 74,133 acres

would reduce present grazing preferences by the 3,380 animal
unit months (AUMs) currently in suspension. Land treatment

projects and grazing management would increase forage

allocations for livestock by 1,424 AUMs.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
Limiting livestock utilization to 35 percent of key forage

species on 30,960 acres would reduce livestock allocations

by 594 AUMs on ten grazing allotments. Eliminating

livestock grazing on 24,177 acres from March 20 to range

readiness could shift some livestock use to the fall, resulting

in increased conflicts between livestock grazing and hunting

use, higher mortality from disease due to longer spring

confinement, increased trailing use, and decreased hay
production due to livestock use of base property hay lands

for a longer period in the spring. Additional forage would

become available over the long-term due to reduced spring

use. In-channel structures and land treatment projects

designed to reduce erosion and salinity would improve
livestock distribution and increase available forage.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.
If forage utilization by livestock is limited to 35 percent

of key forage species on 6,320 acres of riparian vegetation,

livestock allocations could be reduced by approximately 200
AUMs on seven grazing allotments. Eliminating livestock

grazing on 6,320 acres from March 1 through range readiness

could shift some livestock use to the fall, resulting in increased

conflicts between livestock grazing and hunting use, higher

mortality from disease due to longer spring confinement,

increased trailing use, and decreased hay production due
to livestock use of base property hay lands for a longer

period in the spring. Reduced trailing use through riparian

zones could increase trailing time and operating costs and
require more corrals.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Devel-

oping new land treatment projects and maintaining existing

projects would improve livestock distribution and enhance
maintenance of existing livestock forage allocations in

treatment areas.

Impacts from Forest Management. Forest and
woodland harvests would increase forage available for

livestock grazing use in most harvested areas. Improved
access and thinning would improve livestock distribution.

Precluding any development or maintenance of land

treatment projects on 47,384 acres would result in a 10

percent loss of forage (1,087 AUMs) over the long-term.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Restricting

fencing in portions of the Gunnison Gorge SRMA could

preclude the possibility of changing the livestock class from
sheep to cattle, and could eliminate opportunities to use

fencing to improve livestock distribution.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Limiting

vehicle use on grazing areas through closures or restrictions

would improve livestock forage, decrease harassment of

livestock, and reduce management problems created byORV
use.

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposing of

7,522 acres of public land that is currently grazed by livestock

would reduce livestock allocations by a total of 786 AUMs
on seven "M" category, ten "I" category, and 26 "C" category

grazing allotments.

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquisition of

public access would improve administration of the livestock

grazing program but could result in increased harassment

of livestock and vandalism of livestock facilities.

Impacts from Fire Management. Available forage and
species diversity would improve on 169,930 acres of public

land where fires meeting pre-determined prescriptions would
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be permitted. Fires could cause some damage to livestock

facilities (fences, catchments, and corrals).

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ONLIVESTOCK GRAZING

A net loss of 5,682 AUMs would occur over the long-

term, due primarily to disposal of public lands and a 35

percent utilization limit on the riparian and salinity areas.

Increased livestock operator costs and increased conflicts

with recreational users would occur. The demand for

livestock forage would probably not be met over the long-

term.

IMPACTS ON FORESTRY

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Forest Management. Intensive manage-

ment of 24,255 acres of suitable pinyon-juniper woodlands

would result in potential annual harvests of 1,213 cords

of fuelwood. Suitable commercial forest lands on 3,127 acres

would produce 160.5 thousand board feet (MBF) of timber

annually. Harvest of 123 acres of suitable commercial forest

on 160 acres of land owned by the Girl Scouts of America

would be precluded.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Road,

pad, and portal construction and other surface-disturbing

activities associated with mineral development would reduce

suitable woodlands and commercial forest lands to a limited

degree. Road construction could improve access into several

potential sale areas, thereby reducing costs associated with

forest harvest.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.

Eliminating 482 acres of suitable woodlands within riparian/

aquatic zones from harvest would reduce annual fuelwood

production by 24 cords. Eliminating 32 acres of commercial

forest lands within riparian/aquatic zones from harvest

would reduce timber production by 2.5 MBF.

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species

Management. Eliminating 116 acres of suitable woodlands

within the Escalante Canyon ACEC from harvest would

reduce fuelwood production by six cords annually.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Maintain-

ing existing land treatment projects on 600 acres of pinyon-

juniper woodlands would reduce annual fuelwood harvests

by 30 cords. Restricting timber harvests on 2,565 acres in

the Storm King/High Park area would increase the stand

rotation from 120 to 200 years.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.

Managing 17,314 acres of suitable pinyon-juniper woodlands

for increased forage production could reduce fuelwood

harvests by 866 cords annually.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Eliminating

1,311 acres of woodlands within the Gunnison Gorge SRMA
from harvest would reduce annual fuelwood harvests by

66 cords.

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Annual

harvests of 17 cords of fuelwood would be precluded on

337 acres of woodlands which would be included in the

designated wilderness area. The effect on the total forestry

program would be miminal.

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposal of

1,471 acres of suitable woodlands would preclude potential

fuelwood harvests and reduce annual fuelwood production

by 74 cords. Disposal of 403 acres of suitable commercial

forest lands would reduce annual timber harvests by 30

MBF.

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring access

into the 1 1 identified areas would allow harvesting on 1,606

acres of commercial forest lands and on 2,040 acres of

pinyon-juniper woodlands.

Impacts from Fire Management. Maximum fire

protection in the Storm King, High Park, and North Fork

areas would protect 36,800 MBF of commercial timber.

Minimum fire protection in the pinyon-juniper woodlands

would result in only minor losses estimated at approximately

nine cords per acre burned.

CUMULA TTVEIMPACTS ONFORESTR¥

Multiple-use needs would eliminate sustained yield

production on 21,631 acres of suitable woodlands, resulting

in an annual loss of 1,083 cords of fuelwood. Harvest on

558 acres of suitable commerical forest lands would be

precluded, resulting in an annual loss of 41.5 MBF of timber.

Intensive management of the forest resource would result

in an annual harvest of 160.5 MBF of timber from 3,127

acres of suitable commercial forest lands and 1,213 cords

of fuelwood from 24,255 acres of suitable woodlands.

IMPACTS ON RECREATION

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Recreation Management. Under the

proposed plan, recreationists would benefit significantly from

management of the variety of recreation opportunities

available within the planning area. Managing 47,655 acres

(Management Unit 4, Management Unit 14, and Manage-

ment Unit 15) for recreation would protect scenic values

and increase recreation opportunities in these areas.

Designating 1,895 acres within Escalante Canyon as an

ACEC would protect the scenic qualities of this valued

recreational resource and allow for increased management

of the "Potholes" swimming area. Managing 8,942 acres
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north of Delta as an ORV use area and 15,610 acres within

the Gunnison Gorge SRMA as open to ORV use would
accomodate long-term recreational ORV demands.
Developing river access at the Escalante Bridge would
facilitate boating use on the lower Gunnison River.

Limiting boating use in the Gunnison Gorge to a maximum
of ten group encounters per day would be highly beneficial

to recreationists seeking scarce wilderness boating
experiences. No Colorado rivers are managed for wilderness

experiences. Recreation demand on the six designated

wilderness rivers (273 river miles) in the continental United
States exceeds the number of use permits available annually.

As competition for river-use permits in the Gunnison Gorge
exceeds allocations, private and commercial users would
experience inconvenience in trip planning and increased

possibilities of not obtaining a permit.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management.
Withdrawing 23,390 acres from mineral entry and location,

and closing or restricting oil and gas activity surface uses

on 30,173 acres would protect the natural and scenic features

of these areas from disturbances resulting from mineral

activities. Revoking all portions of the BLM protective

withdrawal (8,446 acres) and the BOR Fruitland Mesa
withdrawal (1,235 acres) located within the Gunnison Gorge
SRMA would allow for miner?; activities in these areas.

These activities would degrade recreation opportunities in

predominantly natural areas that are accessed by primitive

roads.

Impacts from Salinity Control Management. Limiting

vehicle use within the Elephant Skin Wash area to designated

roads and trails would reduce the lands available for

recreational ORV use by 2,370 acres. This area is presently

utilized and preferred for ORV recreation.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.
Protecting and enhancing 6,320 acres of riparian/aquatic

systems would benefit recreationists seeking scenic and
educational opportunities within this diverse wildlife

community.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Manage-
ment of the Gunnison Forks and Billy Creek habitat

management areas, deer and elk winter ranges, elk calving

areas, and waterfowl habitats would enhance opportunities

for hunting, fishing, and wildlife observation.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Recreational ORV opportunities would be protected by not

permitting placement of livestock facilities that would create

safety hazards or impede vehicle use on 8,942 acres.

Impacts from Forest Management. Prohibiting

woodland harvests in the Escalante Canyon ACEC and on
all but 1,255 acres of the Gunnison Gorge SRMA would
protect scenic and predominantly natural recreation settings.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing
the Gunnison Gorge WSA, the Camel Back area, and the

Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC to ORV use would ensure

continued availability of high quality and non-motorized

recreation settings in the planning area. Restricting vehicle

use to designated roads and trails on 25,182 acres of the

Gunnison Gorge SRMA, the Escalante Canyon ACEC, the

Needle Rock ONA/ACEC, and in riaprian areas would
protect the scenic values of these recreation lands. Managing
24,552 acres for recreational ORV use would accomodate
long-term ORV use demands and would decrease pressure

on areas under ORV use restrictions.

Impacts from Cultural Resources Management. A Class

III cultural resource inventory would benefit recreationists

by identifying cultural sites with public educational values.

Impacts from Visual Resources Management. Protect-

ing scenic qualities of the Gunnison Gorge WSA, the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC, and the Needle Rock ONA/ACEC
(VRM Class I) and 15,208 acres of the Gunnison Gorge
SRMA (VRM Class II) would ensure continued availability

of high quality scenic resources in these areas.

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Designating

21,038 acres within the Gunnison Gorge as wilderness would
protect wilderness recreation opportunities in this area.

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Management
of 61,327 acres of recreation and wilderness areas as closed

to development of major utility facilities would protect high

quality recreation settings. Managing 2,478 acres of the

Gunnison Gorge SRMA in the Smiths Mountain and
Gunnison Forks areas as open to development of major
utility facilities would allow for potential deterioration of

natural settings within these areas.

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands.
Acquiring 2,200 acres within or contiguous to the Gunnison
Gorge SRMA would protect recreation settings, provide

more public access, and reduce conflicts between
recreationists and private landowners.

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring public

access along the Gunnison Gorge rim southwest of the

Gunnison Forks area and from Colorado Highway 92 to

the Gunnison River in the Austin area would provide access

to high value recreation lands and facilitate recreation

opportunities.

CUMULATTVEIMPACTS ONRECREA TION

Recreation opportunities would be significantly enhanced
and increased under the proposed plan. A total of 74,267
acres would be managed for a wide variety of recreation

opportunities including but net limited to river boating, ORV
use,, wilderness experiences, back country travel, hunting,

fishing, and scenic viewing. Revoking the BLM protective
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withdrawal within the Gunnison Gorge SRMA (8,446 acres)

and permitting major utility development in the Smiths'

Mountain and Gunnison Forks areas would result in

deterioration of recreation values if these lands are developed.

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Cultural Resources Management.
Cultural clearances of areas proposed for disturbance would

contribute to the cultural data base, decrease cultural site

disturbances, and increase the potential for discovery of sites

eligible for inclusion to the National Register of Historic

Places. Class HI inventories on 5,848 acres would
significantly add to the cultural data base. High-value cultural

sites on these acres could be protected by special designations.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. The

no surface occupancy stipulation for oil and gas activities

and the closure to disposal of mineral materials on 9,135

acres would protect the integrity of the cultural resources

in the area from potentially disturbing activities. Cultural

resources on an additional 2,352 acres would be protected

by a locatable mineral withdrawal.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Exposed

cultural resources would remain vulnerable to vehicle-related

damage on the 80 percent of the planning area that would

be open to ORV use for all or portions of the year. Cultural

resources would also remain vulnerable to vandalism and

illegal artifact collection by individuals using vehicles for

easy access and transport of artifacts. Closing the 10,402

acres within the Camel Back WSA to ORV use would

eliminate vehicle-related damage and reduce illegal collection

and site vandalism in this area.

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Designation of

the Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) as wilderness

would generally benefit cultural resources. The integrity of

these resources would be protected as no potential would

exist for removal of cultural resources as mitigation for

surface-disturbing activities.

Gaining knowledge of cultural resources would be

impeded as site excavations would not be permitted in most

instances. Field surveys, normally required during

environmental analyses of proposed surface-disturbing

activities, would also be eliminated as a data source. Since

stabilization would not normally be permitted, exposed

cultural sites would continue to deteriorate over the long-

term due to weathering and other natural forces.

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring public

access to any of the 16 areas identified for access acquisition

would increase the potential for illegal disturbance of cultural

sites in these areas.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources would be protected from land uses

that require use authorizations but would remain susceptible

to vandalism and theft. Vandals and relic-hunters would

have easy access to the 80 percent of the planning area

that would be managed as open to ORV use for all or

portions of the year. With the exception of Class III

inventories on 5,848 acres, cultural research would continue

to be random inventories and salvage efforts in response

to project proposals. High-value cultural sites on inventoried

acres could be protected by special designations.

IMPACTS ON VISUAL RESOURCES

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSEDMANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Visual Resources Management. Table

12 lists the acres of land in each VRM classification.

Table 12

ACRES IN EACH VRM CLASSIFICATION:

PROPOSED PLAN

VRM CLASS ACRES
PERCENTAGE OF
PLANNING AREA

I

II

111

IV

27,901

27,384

293,417

134,375

6

6

60

28

TOTALS 483,077 100

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management.Mineral

development in the planning area would be anticipated to

alter the landscape characteristics of a few localized

viewsheds.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat and Livestock Grazing

Management. Major vegetation treatments would alter

landscape characteristics. Changing VRM classifications in

the Billy Creek area from Class II to Class III would increase

the allowable visual contrast of projects from low to

moderate.

Impacts from Forest Management. Timber and

woodland product harvests would alter landscape charac-

teristics in localized areas.
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Impacts from Recreation Management. Recreation

management would maintain landscape characteristics and
preserve scenic qualities in the Escalante Canyon ACEC,
the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC, the Needle Rock ONA/
ACEC, and portions of the Gunnison Gorge SRMA. Visual

resource protection needs would increase in all recreation

areas as viewer volume and sensitivity would increase and
viewing distance would decrease.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Managing 80 percent of the planning area as open to ORV
use for all or portions of the year would degrade landscape

characteristics in these areas. This impact would be most
pronounced on 24,552 acres managed for ORV recreation.

Changing VRM classifications from Class II to Class IV
in large portions of the ORV recreation lands would increase

the allowable visual contrast of surface disturbing activities

on these lands from low to high.

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Designating the

Gunnison Gorge WSA as wilderness would preserve the

natural scenic values of the area.

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposal of
a 40-acre tract adjacent to Colorado Highway 62 and within

one mile of the community of Ridgway could result in the

loss of a scenic overlook site in a VRM class II area.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ON VISUAL RESOURCES

Designating 12 percent of the planning area (55,285 acres)

as VRM Class I or Class II would protect highly scenic

visual resources. These lands include all the areas that are

most used by recreationists seeking natural settings.

Designating the remainder of the area as VRM Class III

or Class IV would maintain the overall visual characteristics

of the planning area but would allow for visually-contrasting

projects or disturbances in localized viewsheds.

IMPACTS ON WILDERNESS

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSED MANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Designating the

Gunnison Gorge WSA as wilderness would permanently
protect the high quality wilderness values of this area, which
include a pristine environment and outstanding opportunities

for primitive and unconfined recreation. The high quality

nature of these values is evidenced by the BLM recreation

lands designation in 1972, the determination that the area
is suitable for wild and scenic river designation, and the

Colorado DOW's Gold Medal Trout Fishery designation.

The WSA is contiguous to the nationally acclaimed Black
Canyon of the Gunnison V/ilderness Area, which is

administered by the National Park Service (NPS).
Designating the Gunnison Gorge as wilderness would expand
that wilderness area. It would also permanently protect the

Black Canyon/Gunnison Gorge system as one geologic,

ecologic, and physiographic unit.

Not designating the Camel Back WSA and Adobe
Badlands WSA as wilderness would prevent the permanent

protection of these areas' existing wilderness values, which
include pristine environments and outstanding opportunities

for primitive and unconfined recreation. The ORV closure

on the Camel Back area (10,402 acres) and the ORV closure

and restrictions on surface-disturbing activities on 6,783 acres

of the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC would partially protect

wilderness values on these lands as long as this type of

management remains in effect. Surface-disturbing activities

would be anticipated to impair wilderness values within

both WSAs over time.

IMPACTS ON MAJOR UTILITY DEVELOPMENT

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSEDMANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Major Utility Management. Determining

which public lands within the planning area are available

for development of major utilities provides utility companies
with information necessary to plan and design projects. Table

13 lists the acres of public land identified as needed and
not needed for major utility development under each

management classification.

The following impacts pertain only to those public lands

that are identified in the 1980 and 1985 Western Regional

Utility Corridor Study(s) as being needed for future

development ofmajor utility facilities. Closures or restrictions

on lands not identified as being needed for utility facilities

would be assumed to have a negligible impact on local

and regional major utility development.

Impacts from Coal Management. Managing 3,51 1 acres

of the Paonia/Somerset coal planning area as closed to major
utility development would restrict future development of

these facilities to a one-half mile wide corridor adjacent

to Colorado Highway 133. This management would result

in a low adverse impact to future major utility development
as this corridor is anticipated to accommodate future major

utility needs in this area. Route options available to utility

developers would be reduced.

Future major utility development would be precluded

on public lands in the Terror Creek drainage. Utility

development linking the Montrose and Rifle areas would
be restricted as Terror Creek is one of two important utility

corridors connecting these areas. These lands are presently

utilized for a 235 kv electrical transmission line. Utility

companies could not utilize this route nor realize the cost/

benefits of grouping new and existing facilities; they would
be required to utilize lands adjacent to Colorado Highway
133 or private lands adjacent to the Terror Creek drainage.
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Table 13

MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC LANDS FOR MAJOR UTILITY DEVELOPMENT:
PROPOSED PLAN

ACRES OF PUBLIC LAND
MANAGEMENT
CLASSIFICATION
FOR DEVELOPMENT OF
MAJOR UTILITIES

Identified as needed

for major utility

development

Identified as not

needed for major

utility development TOTALS

Open
Sensitive

Seasonally closed

Closed

98,612

934

22,739

3,511

202,394

5,762

70,598

78,527

301,006

6,696

93,337

82,038

TOTALS 125,796 357,281 483,077

Source: 1980 and 1985 Western Regional Utility Corridor Study(s).

Both of these options would probably be less desirable and

cost-effective than utilizing existing routes.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
Construction and major maintenance of new utility facilities

would not be permitted on 11,062 acres from March 1

through May 31 if necessary to protect wet soils. Utility

companies would experience operating inconvenience on

these areas from April 15 through May 31, based on a

typical construction/maintenance season of April 15 to

October 15.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.
Major utility development would not be effected on 557

acres as vegetation rehabilitation would mitigate surface

disturbances over the long-term.

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species

Management. Management of two tracts of land totalling

377 acres (Management Unit 13) as closed to buried major

utility facilities and limited to no surface disturbance from

above-ground facilities to protected threatened and

endangered plants and their habitat would have a low impact

on utility development. These tracts could easily be avoided

during planning and placement of utility facilities.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. No
construction and major maintenance of new utility facilities

would be permitted on 11,677 acres of crucial deer and

elk winter range from December 1 through April 30. Utility

companies would experience operating inconvience in these

areas from April 15 to May 1, based on a typical

construction/maintenance season of April 15 to October

15.

CUMULATWEIMPACTS ONMAJOR UTILITY

DEVELOPMENT

Management under the proposed plan would result in

a low adverse impact to major utility development. Seasonal

restrictions on construction and major maintenance on 18

percent of the public lands identified as needed for future

utility development would result in operating inconvenience

and potential cost increases for utility companies. Restrictions

would be most significant in the salinity control areas (1 1,062

acres) where one-quarter of the typical construction season

would be under this seasonal operating restriction.

Excluding major utility development within the Terror

Creek drainage would restrict utility development linking

the Montrose and Rifle areas to alternate and possibly less

desirable and cost-effective routes.

IMPACTS ON ACCESS

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSEDMANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring access

into 16 areas would improve administration and allow for

public utilization of these public lands.

IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC RESOURCES

IMPACTSFROMPROPOSEDMANAGEMENTACTIONS

Impacts from Coal Management. Present and future

demands for coal in Delta and Gunnison counties, with

market values ranging from $31 million to $103 million

annually (1984 values), would be met over the life of this
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plan. Meeting coal demands would have a corresponding

positive impact on generation of local incomes and royalties

paid to federal and state governments. Coal production costs

would be anticipated to increase slightly within the riparian,

aquatic, and crucial winter range areas where requirements

for additional mitigation or seasonal restrictions would be

applied.

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management.
Economic benefits associated with the unknown mineral

potential on 32,750 acres of withdrawn lands would not

be achieved.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
Completing and maintaining the Elephant Skin Wash salinity

control project would contribute to lower water treatment

costs downstream. During the life of the plan, the projected

reduction in salinity of 1,434 to 2,209 tons would serve

to lower salinity costs in the Colorado River Basin by

$83,172 to $128,122. Any additional projects would have

similar economic benefits. The local economy would benefit

from slightly increased soil productivity and reduced costs

for less frequent removal of reservoir sedimentation.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. Current

trends and conditions associated with management of 32,607

AUMs, valued at $247,813 (1985 values), would continue.

These AUMs represent a decrease of 5,677 AUMs, valued

at $43,145, from the existing situation. Any loss of AUMs
could result in financial losses for the affected ranching

operations.

Impacts from Forest Management. The sale of forest

and woodland products would produce about $19,267 in

federal revenues annually. These revenues would be nearly

the same as the average annual revenues since 1981. Local

employment and income would be supported to the extent

that timber and woodland harvesting would be by local

commercial cutters and sold locally. The sale of 1,213 cords

of fuelwood annually would offset local residential heating

costs.

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. The disposal

of the 143 tracts of public land (totalling 11,026 acres)

within the planning area which are identified as suitable

for disposal could result in revenues ranging from $3 million

to $6 million, based on estimated average sales prices of

$300 to $600 per acre. Disposal would occur over a period

of several years, with receipts going primarily to the Federal

treasury. These receipts would represent less than one-tenth

of one percent of estimated Federal revenues and are not,

therefore, significant.

CUMULATIVEIMPACTS ONECONOMICRESOURCES

The cumulative impact on the local economy is likely

to be beneficial but not large. The loss of AUMs could

result in financial losses for ranching operations. Develop-

ment of coal, water, forest, and recreation resources could

offset any negative economic impacts from losses of AUMs.
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LIST OF PREPARERS

Bureau of Land Management staff and resource specialists

who provided resource data, coordinated input and revisions,

and responded to public comments during the development

and preparation of the Proposed Resource Management Plan

and Final Environmental Impact Statement are listed as

follows:

ALLAN J. BELT
Area Manager, Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

ROBERT E. VECCHIA
Team Leader, Uncompahgre Basin RMP Team

SCOTT F. ARCHER
Air Quality and Climate

DAVID J. AXELSON
Economics

JOHN A. DAVIS
Lands and Realty

JAMES R. FERGUSON
Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Species

LARRY FRAZIER
Forestry

RON D. HUNTLEY
Vegetation and Livestock Grazing

JOE KUKA
Water Power

CHERYL D. LAUDENBACH
Word Processing

LYNN D. LEWIS
Geology and Minerals

DENNIS M. MURPHY
Soils and Water Resources

JON WESLEY SERING
Recreation, Wilderness, and Visual Resources

YVONNE KUTA SMITH
Writer/Editor, Uncompahgre Basin RMP Team

ROBERT P. VLAHOS
Technical Coordinator, Uncompahgre Basin RMP Team

W. MAX WITKIND
Cultural Resources

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PROPOSED
RMP AND FINAL EIS

This Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final

Environmental Impact Statement will be distributed to

approximately 900 addresses, including all addresses to

which the Draft RMP/EIS was sent (see the Review of
the DraftRMPIEIS section of this document). The original

distribution list for the Draft RMP/EIS has been expanded
to include those individuals, organizations, and agencies who
testified at the public hearings, submitted written comments,
or requested copies of the draft.
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APPENDIX A

STIPULATIONS FOR OIL AND GAS LEASES

The following stipulations would be added to future oil

and gas leases on both federal surface and split-estate lands

where assigned for each management unit (see beginning

page 146). The actual wording of these stipulations may
be adjusted at the time of leasing to reflect future legislation,

court decisions or policy changes; however, the protection

standards contained in these stipulations would be
maintained. Any change to the protection content of the

stipulation would require an amendment to the RMP/EIS.

Highly Erodible and/or Saline Soil Areas

Stipulation: To protect watersheds from salinity

infusions and to protect highly erodible soil areas where
low soil productivity would prolong or disallow revegetation,

all development activities (exploration, drilling, etc.) will

be allowed only from June 1 through February 28.

Exceptions to this limitation may be authorized in writing

by the BLM's Authorized Officer. The affected portions of

this lease are (legal description).

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on
salinity and highly erodible soil areas. The stipulation

would not be waived, excepted, or modified if it is

determined that the activity would cause accelerated

erosion that would result in excessive amounts of salinity

being contributed to the Colorado River. Variances could

be allowed if soils are not saturated during the typical

high soil moisture period when these soils are most
susceptible to damage (March 1 through May 31), or

if impacts could be mitigated, or if site-specific conditions

do not warrant the stipulation (small amount of

disturbance, short duration of operations, etc.).

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been

verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review

of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site

inspection and consultation with the surface owner and
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by
the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an
acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not

present. Upon either of these determinations by the

Authorized Officer, the stipulations can be waived,

modified, or excepted without public notice other than

that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection

and consultation with the private surface landowner, it

is determined by the Authorized Officer that conditions

necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would
adversely impact the public resources addressed by these

stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon
such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision

to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations,

a 30-day public review period will be provided in addition

to the public notice period for receipt of the APD.

Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Sensitive

Plant Areas

Stipulation; To protect the threatened, endangered,

candidate, and sensitive plants and their potential habitat

within the Escalante Canyon Area of Critical Environmental

Concern and the Fairview Research Natural Area, an area

of critical environmental concern, no surface occupancy
would be permitted in these areas. Exceptions to this

restriction may be authorized in writing by the BLM's
Authorized Officer. The affected portions of this lease are

(legal description).

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be

conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on
threatened, endangered, candidate, and sensitive plants

and their potential habitats within these areas.

Bald Eagle Winter Concentration Areas

Stipulation: To protect bald eagles from activities that

would cause abandonment of winter concentration areas,

all development activities (exploration, drilling, etc.) will

only be allowed in these areas from May 1 through

November 30. Exceptions to this limitation may be

authorized in writing by the BLM's Authorized Officer. The
affected portions of this lease are (legal description).

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on
wintering bald eagles.

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been
verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review

of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site

inspection and consultation with the surface owner and
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by
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the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated, to an

acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not

present. Upon either of these determinations by the

Authorized Officer, the stipulations can be waived,

modified, or excepted without public notice other than

that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection

and consultation with the private surface landowner, it

is determined by the Authorized Officer that conditions

necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would

adversely impact the public resources addressed by these

stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon

such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision

to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations,

a 30-day public review period will be provided in addition

to the public notice period for receipt of the APD.

Crucial Deer and Elk Winter Ranges

Stipulation: To protect crucial deer and elk winter

ranges from activities that would cause these species to

abandon areas of crucial winter forage and cover for less

suitable ranges, all development activities (exploration,

drilling, etc.) will only be allowed from May 1 through

November 30. Exceptions to this limitation may be

authorized in writing by the BLM's Authorized Officer. The
affected portions of this lease are (legal description).

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be

waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be

conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on deer

and elk utilization of crucial winter ranges. Variances could

be allowed if these crucial ranges are not being utilized

due to mild winter conditions or temporary changes in

winter range utilization, or if impacts could be mitigated,

or if site-specific conditions do not warrant the stipulation

(small amount of disturbance, short duration of operations,

etc.).

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been

verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review

of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site

inspection and consultation with the surface owner and
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by
the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an

acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not

present. Upon either of these determinations by the

Authorized Officer, the stipulations can be waived,

modified, or excepted without public notice other than

that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection

and consultation with the private surface landowner, it

is determined by the Authorized Officer that conditions

necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would
adversely impact the public resources addressed by these

stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon

such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision

to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations,

a 30-day public review period will be provided in addition

to the public notice period for receipt of the APD.

Elk Calving Areas

Stipulation: To protect elk calving areas from activities

that would force elk to abandon these areas during critical

calving periods, all development activities (exploration,

drilling, etc.) will only be allowed from July 16 through

April 14. Exceptions to this limitation may be authorized

in writing by the BLM's Authorized Officer. The affected

portions of this lease are (legal description).

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be

waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be

conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on
calving elk.

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been

verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review

of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site

inspection and consultation with the surface owner and

operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by

the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an

acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not

present. Upon either of these determinations by the

Authorized Officer, the stipulations can be waived,

modified, or excepted without public notice other than

that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection

and consultation with the private surface landowner, it

is determined by the Authorized Officer that conditions

necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would
adversely impact the public resources addressed by these

stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon

such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision

to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations,

a 30-day public review period will be provided in addition

to the public notice period for receipt of the APD.

Waterfowl Habitat

Stipulation: To protect waterfowl from activities that

would alter breeding behavior, increase the incidence of

nest abandonment, and decrease breeding success, all

development activities (exploration, drilling etc.) will only

be allowed in waterfowl habitats from July 1 through March
14. Exceptions to this limitation may be authorized in writing

by the BLM's Authorized Officer. The affected portions of

this lease are (legal description).

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be

waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be

conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on
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breeding and nesting waterfowl. Variances could be

allowed if these breeding habitats are not being utilized,

or if impacts could be mitigated, or if site-specific

conditions do not warrant the stipulation (few individuals

affected, short duration of operations, etc.).

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been

verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review

of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site

inspection and consultation with the surface owner and
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by
the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an
acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not

present. Upon either of these determinations by the

Authorized Officer, the stipulations can be waived,

modified, or excepted without public notice other than

that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection

and consultation with the private surface landowner, it

is determined by the Authorized Officer that conditions

necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would
adversely impact the public resources addressed by these

stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon
such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision

to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations,

a 30-day public review period will be provided in addition

to the public notice period for receipt of the APD.

Outstanding Natural Areas

Stipulation: To protect the scenic, natural, and scientific

values of the Adobe Badlands Outstanding Natural Area,

an area of critical environmental concern, and the Needle

Rock Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical concern,

no surface occupancy would be permitted within these areas.

Exceptions to this restriction may be authorized in writing

by the BLM's Authorized Officer. The affected portions of

this lease are (legal description).

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be

waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be

conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on the

scenic, natural, and scientific values of these areas.

Wilderness Study Areas

Stipulation: Wilderness Protection Stipulation Form
CSO 3000-1 (July 1980) is attached per Washington Office

Instruction Memo No. 80-509 (5/12/80). This memo
implements the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines

for Land Under Wilderness Review (12/12/79 and
amendments).

Reasonsfor Exceptions: This stipulation would be
attached to all leases involving lands within WSAs, and
would apply until these lands are released from WSA
status.
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ACRONYMS

ACEC: Area of Critical Environmental Concern

AMP: Allotment Management Plan

APD: Application for Permit to Drill

AUM: Animal Unit Month
BLM: Bureau of Land Management
BOR: Bureau of Reclamation

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

DOW: Colorado Division of Wildlife

EA: Environmental Assessment

EIS: Environmental Impact Statement

EO: Executive Order

EPA: Environmental Protection Agency
FERC: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

FLPMA: Federal Land Policy and Management Act

FMP: Forest Management Plan

HMP: Habitat Management Plan

KGS: Known Geologic Structure

kv: kilovolt

MBF: Thousand Board Feet

MSA: Management Situation Analysis

NPS: National Park Service

ONA: Outstanding Natural Area

ORV: Off-Road Vehicle

PLO: Public Land Order

PSD: Prevention of Significant Deterioration

RAMP: Recreation Area Management Plan

R&PP: Recreation and Public Purposes Act

RMP: Resource Management Plan

RNA: Research Natural Area

ROD: Record of Decision

RPS: Rangeland Program Summary
RS: Revised Statutes

SRMA: Special Recreation Management Area

T&E: Threatened and Endangered

TPCC: Timber Production Capabilities Classification

UBRA: Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

USDI: U.S.Department of the Interior

USFS: U.S. Forest Service

USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS: U.S. Geological Survey

VRM: Visual Resource Management
WSA: Wilderness Study Area

WTS: Wilderness Technical Supplement
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