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Abstract: The Forest Service is conducting an environmental analysis to evaluate the suitability of 86
eligible river segments (840 miles) on the National Forests in Utah for recommendation for inclusion in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The area affected by the proposal includes National Forest
System lands on the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-La Sal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache National Forests
in Utah. Portions of those National Forests extend into Colorado and Wyoming, and those areas will be
included in this study. The Forest Service evaluation also considered the cumulative impacts of
designation of eligible river segments managed by other agencies, such as the BLM.



The alternatives considered are:

1) No action, maintain eligibility of all river segments,

2) No rivers recommended,

3) Recommend rivers that best represent Utah Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) while
having the least affect on existing or reasonably foreseeable future water resources projects and
other developmental activities,

4) Recommend rivers that best represent Utah ORVs that could be adversely affected by existing or
reasonably foreseeable future water resources projects and other developmental activities,

5) Recommend rivers with low cost for management that are consistent with other Federal wild and
scenic studies and which have limited negative impact to community economic development, and

6) Recommend river segments recognized by public groups that represent a diversity of river systems
in Utah and those that face future threats.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) recommends a suitable determination be made for 24 river
segments including 132 miles classified as Wild, 56 miles classified as Scenic, and 24 miles classified as
Recreational, that best represent Utah ORVs while having the least impact to future planned development.

Reviewers should provide the Forest Service with their comments during the review period of the draft
environmental impact statement. This will enable the Forest Service to analyze and respond to the
comments at one time and to use information acquired in the preparation of the final environmental
impact statement, thus avoiding undue delay in the decision making process. Reviewers have an
obligation to structure their participation in the National Environmental Policy Act process so that it is
meaningful and alerts the agency to the reviewers’ position and contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, 553 (1978). Environmental objections that could have been raised
at the draft stage may be waived if not raised until after completion of the final environmental impact
statement. City of Angoon v. Hodel (9" Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inc. v. Harris, 490 F.
Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980). Comments on the draft environmental impact statement should be
specific and should address the adequacy of the statement and the merits of the alternatives discussed (40
CFR 1503.3).

Send Comments to:

Mailing Address: Utah NF Wild and Scenic River DEIS, P.O. Box 162969, Sacramento, CA 95816-
2969

E-mail Address: utahnfwsdeis@fscomments.org

Fax Number: 916-456-6724
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Summary

The Forest Service is conducting an environmental analysis to evaluate the suitability of 86 eligible river
segments on the National Forests in Utah for recommendation for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. The area affected by this study includes National Forest System lands on the
Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-La Sal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache National Forests in Utah. Portions of
those National Forests extend into Colorado and Wyoming, and those areas were included in this study. .
The Forest Service evaluation also considered the cumulative impacts of designation of eligible river
segments managed by other agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The purpose of
this study is to assess the suitability of 86 eligible river segments (840 miles) and to initiate the process
for making recommendations to Congress.

National Forests in Utah have evaluated river segments on the National Forests for their potential
eligibility for designation into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The eligibility inventory and
tentative classification for 78 of the segments took place during forest land and resource management
plan revision. In addition, eight stream segments on the Dixie National Forest were found eligible for
suitability consideration by an interagency planning process that included the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) (Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument) and the National Park Service
(NPS) (Glen Canyon National Recreation Area). Interim protection for the resulting 86 eligible river
segments is contained in Forest Plan standards, guidelines, and agency policies.

From scoping comments on the Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register April 30,2007, and 17
public meetings held around the State of Utah, including two meetings in Wyoming and Colorado, six
key issues emerged as a concern. These six key issues guided the development and evaluation of the
alternatives:

Issue 1 — Designation of river segments into the National Wild and Scenic River System may affect

existing and future water resource project developments.

Issue 2 — Uses and activities may be precluded, limited or enhanced if the river segment and its

corridor were included in the National System.

Issue 3 — Designation of a Wild and Scenic River could change the economy of a community.

Issue 4 — Designation offers long-term protection of resource values.

Issue 5 — Consistency with wild and scenic river studies conducted by the BLM and NPS.

Issue 6 — Consistency with state, county, and local government laws and plans.

These issues led the agency to develop alternatives to the proposed action including: 1) No action,
maintain eligibility of all river segments, 2) No rivers recommended, 3) Recommend rivers that best
represent Utah ORV'S while having the least affect on existing or reasonably foreseeable future water
resources projects and other developmental activities, 4) Recommend rivers that best represent Utah
ORV5s that could be adversely affected by existing or reasonably foreseeable future water resources
projects and other developmental activities, 5) Recommend rivers with low cost for management that are
consistent with other Federal wild and scenic studies and which have limited negative impact to
community economic development, and 6) Recommend river segments recognized by public groups that
represent a diversity of river systems in Utah and those that face future threats.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) recommends a suitable determination be made for 24 river
segments including 132 miles classified as Wild, 56 miles classified as Scenic, and 24 miles classified as
Recreational that best represent Utah ORVs while having the least impact to future planned development.
Based upon the effects of the alternatives, the responsible officials will decide: Which, if any, of the
eligible river segments under consideration should be recommended to the Congress of the United States
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System?
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