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RECORD OF DECISION
Record of Decision Number 00-0301-GSL CMP

PROPOSED ACTION

Approvd of the find Comprehensve Management Plan (CMP) for Great Salt Lake (GSL).
Thisaction includes al state lands below or adjacent to the surveyed meander line of GSL. This
action involves satisfying statutory requirements and adminigrative purposes for the CMP.

RELEVANT FACTUAL BACKGROUND:

In 1997 the Great Salt Lake Planning Project was initiated to develop a CMP. A planning team
(team) consisting of representatives of Department of Natura Resources (DNR) divisons was
assembled. The purposes of the project were: (1) To establish unifying DNR management
objectives and policies for GSL trust resources; (2) To coordinate the management, planning
and research activities of DNR divisons on GSL; (3) To improve coordination among DNR
divisons, establish a decison-making review and apped process, develop a sovereign land
management plan for the lake that balances multiple-use and sustainahility, resolvesissues and
improves management of the lake and its resources; (4) To develop a sovereign lands and
resources management plan, and; (5) To establish a process for plan implementation,
monitoring, evaluaion and amendment.

Formal notice that the project was proceeding was sent to the Resource Devel opment
Coordinating Committee (RDCC) in February 1998 (State I dentifier Number UT980203-
010). Public Notices regarding public mesetings for the project were published in The Salt Lake
Tribune (2/8/98-2/15/98), Deseret News (2/8/98-2/15/98), Box Elder News Journal
(2/11/98-2/18/98), Davis County Clipper (2/6/98-2/10/98), Tooele Transcript-Bulletin
(1/29/98-2/5/98), and Ogden Standard Examiner(2/6/98-2/8/98). Notice of the meetings was
a0 sent to persons on amailing list that included permittees and lessees. Five public scoping
meetings were held in Box Elder, Davis, Sdt Lake, Toode and Weber counties in February
and March 1998. Representatives of the team met with federal agencies, loca government
officids, citizen and industry groups, and interested individuals for a variety of purposes from
November 1997 through November 1999. A draft Statement of Current Conditions and
Trends was distributed for public review and comment in October 1998. A draft array of GSL
management dternatives was distributed for public review and comment in January 1999. Five
public meetings on the management dternatives were held in Box Elder, Davis, SAt Lake,
Toode and Weber Counties in January and February 1999. A draft CMP was distributed for
public review and comment in November 1999. The comment period ran through January 7,
2000. RDCC review concluded with aletter from RDCC on January 7, 2000 (State Identifier
Number UT991116-010). The team reviewed the public comments and prepared responses.
Based on thisreview the GSL Board of Directors gpproved the selected dternatives for
indusionin the find CMP.

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION
Article XX, Section 1 of the Condtitution of Utah affirms the public trust over sate lands. “All
lands of the State that have been, or may hereafter be granted to the State by Congress, and all
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lands acquired by gift, grant or devise, from any person or corporation, or that may otherwise
be acquired, are hereby accepted, and . . . are declared to be the public lands of the State; and
shall be held in trust for the people, to be disposed of as may be provided by law, for the
respective purposes for which they have been or may be granted, donated, devised or
otherwise acquired.”

Statute (Chapters 65A-2 and 65A-10) and rule (R652-90) combine to establish the
management framework and planning requirements for the Divison of Foredtry, Fire and State
Lands.

65A-2-1. Adminigtration of state lands - Multiple-use sustained yield management.
The divison shdl administer state lands under comprehensive land management programs using

multiple-use sustained yield principles.

65A-2-2. State land management planning procedures for natural and cultural resources -
Assgance from other state agencies - Divison action.
Thedividon:
(1) shal develop planning procedures for natural and cultural resources on state lands; and
(2) may request other gate agenciesto generate technica data or other management support
services for the development and implementation of state land management plans.

R652-90-500. Natification and Public Comment.

1. Once aplanning unit is desgnated for a comprehensive management plan, notice shdl be
sent to the Office of Planning and Budget for incluson in the RDCC agenda packet and, if
appropriate, the weekly status report.

2. Thedivison shdl conduct at least one public meeting in the vicinity of a planning unit thet
has been designated for a comprehensive management plan.

(@ Themesting shdl provide an opportunity for public comment regarding the issues to be
addressed in the plan.

(b) The public meeting(s) shdl be held at least two weeks after notice in aloca newspaper.
(¢) Notice of public meeting(s) shdl be sent directly to lessees of record, loca government
officas and the Office of Planning and Budget for inclusion in the RDCC agenda packet and

weekly satus report. A mailing list shdl be mantained by the divison.

(d) Additiona public meetings may be held.

3. Notice that a Ste-gpecific or resource planning effort is under way shdl be given to:

(@ affected parties as required by rule for exchange, or lease;

(b) the Office of Planning and Budget for incluson in the RDCC agenda packet and the
weekly status report.

65A-2-4. State land management plans - Divison to adopt rules for notifying and consulting
with interested parties.

(1) Thedivison shdl adopt rules for notifying and consulting with interested partiesincluding
the generd public, resources users, and federd, Sate, and local agencies on state land
management plans.




(2 Divison rulesshdl provide:

(a) for reasonable notice and comment periods; and

(b) that the division respond to al commenting parties and give the rationae for the acceptance
or nonacceptance of the comments.

65A-10-8. Great Salt Lake - Management responsibilities of the division.
The divison has the following powers and duties:

(1) Prepare and maintain a comprehensive plan for the lake which recognizes the following
policies.

(a) develop drategies to ded with afluctuating lake leve;

(b) encourage development of the lake in amanner which will preserve the lake, encourage
availability of brinesto lake extraction industries, protect wildlife, and protect recrestiona
fadlities

(c) maintain the lake's flood plain as a hazard zone;

(d) promote water quality management for the lake and its tributary streams;

(€) promote the development of Iake brines, mineras, chemicas, and petro-chemicasto aid
the state's economy;

(f) encourage the use of gppropriate areas for extraction of brine, mineras, chemicas, and
petro-chemicals,

(9) maintain the lake and the marshes as important to the waterfowl flyway system;

(h) encourage the development of an integrated industrial complex;

(i) promote and maintain recreation areas on and surrounding the lake;

(j) encourage safe boating use of the lake;

(k) maintain and protect Sate, federa, and private marshlands, rookeries, and wildlife refuges,

(1) provide public access to the lake for recreation, hunting, and fishing.

(2) Employ personnel and purchase equipment and supplies which the Legidature authorizes
through appropriations for the purposes of this chapter.

(3) Initiate studies of the lake and its related resources.

(4) Publish scientific and technica information concerning the lake.

(5) Define the lake's flood plain.

(6) Qudlify for, accept, and adminigter grants, gifts, or other funds from the federd government
and other sources, for carrying out any functions under this chapter.

(7) Determine the need for public works and utilities for the lake area

(8) Implement the comprehensive plan through state and loca entities or agencies.

(9) Coordinate the activities of the various divisons within the Department of Natura
Resources with respect to the lake.

(10) Perform all other acts reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes and provisions of
this chapter.

(11) Retain and encourage the continued activity of the Great Sdlt Lake technica team.

R652-90-600. Public Review.

1. Comprehensive management plans shdl be published in draft form and sent to persons on
the mailing list established under R652-90-400, the Office of Planning and Budget, and other
persons upon request.




(@ A public comment period of at least 45 days shal commence upon receipt of the draft in
the Office of Planning and Budget.

(b) All public comment shdl be acknowledged pursuant to 65A-2-4(2).

() Thedivison'sresponse to the public comment shal be summarized in the find
comprehensive management plan.

(d) Comments received after the public comment period shal be acknowledged but need not
be summarized in the find plan.

2. Resource plans shal be published and made available upon request.

(@ Personswishing to comment on these plans may do so at any time.

(b) Thedivison shdl acknowledge dl written comments.

3. Upon completion of a ste-specific planning process, the Record of Decision or other
document summarizing find division action and relevant facts shal be provided to any persons
requesting natice from the division.

EVALUATION OF FACTS:

The Divison of Forestry Fire and State Lands (DFFSL) acknowledgesits public trust

respongbility. The Draft CMP includes the following text:
Briefly stated, the overarching management objectives of DFFSL and DNR are to protect
and sustain the trust resources of, and to provide for reasonable beneficia uses of those
resources, consistent with their long-term protection and conservation. This means that
DFFSL will manage GSL and its resources under multiple-use sustained yield principles
(Section 65A-2-1), implementing legidative policies (Section 65A-10-8) and
accommodating public and private uses to the extent that those policies and uses do not
compromise public trust obligations and sugtainability is maintained. Any beneficid use of
public trust resources is subsidiary to long-term conservation of resources.

Reasonable people may disagree over the extent to which the management direction in the

CMP is conggtent with public trust obligations because management actions are generdly

evaduaed in the context of impairment of the public’ strust rights. Substantia impairment is

difficult to judtify, but what condtitutes “ substantia”? Anything exceeding “smal percentage’ or

“limited” seemsto have condtituted substantial impairment in various court rulings. An evauation

in this context leaves room for debate.

Multiple-useis defined in statute as the management of various surface and subsurface
resourcesin a manner that will best meet the present and future needs of the people of this
date. Sustained yidd is defined as the achievement and maintenance of high level or periodic
output of the various renewable resources of land without impairment of the productivity of the
land. Some respondents believe that some actions under dternative A in the Draft CMP may
jeopardize sustainability of public trust resources because of the way the relationship between
multiple-use and the Public Trust Doctrine is interpreted. Arguments in support of this position
include a statement that there is no legd authority to support the assertion that the Public Trust
Doctrine includes whatever uses the legidature deems appropriate. There is merit to this
argument. Proper interpretation of state statutes must be consistent with the state condtitution,
and rules promulgated by DFFSL. must be consstent with statutes. There is no question that the
divison's implementation of the multiple-use sustained yidld statute is subject to consistency
with public trust obligations. All possible uses under a multiple-use framework are not
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necessarily protected uses under the Public Trust Doctrine. Any private uses of sovereign lands
must yied to the criterion to avoid subgtantia impairment of protected public uses. Any
inference in the CMP that multiple use takes precedence over public trust obligations should be
remedied.

Public natification and public meeting requirements in statute and rule have been complied with.

Specific legidative policies have been addressed in the CMP. Strategiesto ded with a
fluctuating lake level are addressed in issue 1.2. GSL development is addressed in issues 6.1,
10.1 and 10.2. Theflood plain is addressed in issue 1.1. Water quality is addressed in issue
3.1. Minerd leasing is addressed in issues 7.1 and 7.2. Waterfowl flyway system is addressed
inissues 5.1 and 6.1. Recreation is addressed inissues 8.1, 8.2, 9.1 and 9.2. Boating is
addressed inissues 8.1, 8.2 and 10.2. Federa and private wetlands are addressed in issue
16.1. Accessis addressed in issues 9.2 and 10.2. Studies and publications regarding the lake
are addressed in the section on monitoring and research. Public works and utilities are
addressed inissue 12.1. Coordination and implementation of the plan is a separate section in
the CMP. The Great Sdt Lake Technical Team is addressed in the section on process and
gructure. The GSL Board of Directors has determined that the CMP complies with statute and
rule.

Seventy comment |etters, faxes and emails were received on the draft CMP. The comments
were reviewed in their full text, organized by subject matter, and responded to as required by
datute. A summary evauation of comments and responses follows for each issue.

Issue 1.1 Hood plain

Public comments reflected a concern that the preferred dternative has no enforcement power,
that aflood plain management plan is needed, and that such aplan isjudtified under public trust
respongbility. In response, the regulatory role of local government and its adoption of flood
plain ddineations approved by the Federa Emergency Management Agency was noted. Thisis
where incentives and enforcement exist in the form of participation in nationd flood insurance
programs. In absence of subgtantia interference in public uses of sovereign land, and in absence
of evidence that ecosystem sustainability is being logt, there is no public trust-based obligation at
this time to do anything more than the action in dternative A.

|ssue 1.2 Fuctudting lake level strateqy

Public comments generdly expressed some uncertainty over how the strategy would be
implemented, and a need for aflood plain management plan was reiterated. Flood plain
planning is addressed above. How the strategy would be implemented is addressed in comment
responses.

|ssue 1.3 West Desert Pumping Project (WDPP)

As expected, thisissue generated alot of comments from various perspectives. Much of the
comment reflected some misunderstanding of the process that resulted in the origina ingtalation
of WDPRP. In the1980s, the evaduation of dternatives to ded with flooding of GSL found that
the most cogt-effective dternative, as wel as the one that could lower the lake leve the grestest
(amount) in the shortest period of time, was to pump the lake out into the west desert and
cregte alarge evaporation pond. The WDPP was designed to remove, through evaporation, as
much water as possible. Pumping at 4208 is most consstent with environmenta concerns,
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avoiding substantial startup and operationd costs associated with pumping at 4205, minimizing
conflict with the U.S. Air Force, and is reasonably expected to reduce pesks and duration of
high lake leves. Implementation rdlies on adjoining landowner cooperation.

|ssue 1.4 L ocomotive Springs

This issue generated very little comment. The comments were in support of aternative A.

Issue 1.5 Water rights

In absence of substantid interference in public uses of sovereign land, and in absence of
evidence of irreversible ecosystem impacts, thereis no public trust-based reason at thistime to
interfere with existing water rights.

|ssue 1.6 Large embayments

The east Sde of the lake iswhere dl of the proposas over the years have focused. Thisareaiis
the mogt important area for wildlife, recreation and, as community development gpproaches
GSL from the east, the most important area for ecosystem sustainability. The hydrology of this
area has dtered to the point that any further dteration is difficult to justify under the public trust.
This decison can be reevauated in 30-50 yearsif additional sovereign land is needed to meet
water demands.

Issue 2.1 Sdlinity

As expected, thisissue generated the most public comment. Thisis the most critica issue for
ecosystem sustainability. Whether the reason is decreased causeway permesbility or the loss of
st from WDPP isirrdevant. Something must be done now to address declining sdinity in the
south arm. In light of vaid land use authorities, the extremely high cost of dterndtive B, the
reasonable likelihood that dternative A will suffice to restore south arm sdinity to its historica
range, dterative A is prudent a thistime. Extensve sdinity monitoring will continue.

|ssue 2.2 Accounting for sdts

No comments were received in opposition to dternative A. Thereis no royaty obligation on
waste sdts.

Issue 3.1 Water quality

The Divison of Water Qudity (DWQ), the ate regulatory authority, stated reasonsit is
opposed to development of numerica standards and changes to narrative standards at thistime.
In absence of subgtantid interference in public uses of sovereign land, and in absence of
evidence of irrevergble ecosystem impacts, there is no public trust-based reason at thistime to
chdlenge the adequacy of DWQ's regulatory actions. Monitoring may lead to a different
concluson.

|ssue 3.2 Wetland palicy

It is appropriate for the state, as trustee and landowner, to assert arole in wetland regulation,
not only to assess the adequacy of federd regulation from a public trust perspective, but dso to
address potential impacts not covered by federa regulation.

Issue 4.1 Air qudity

Coordination with the Divison of Air Qudlity, the state regulatory agency, will improve
DFFSL’ s understanding of potentid air qudity implications for public trust management.

Issue 5.1 Biology

Thereisno hierarchy of protected public uses of sovereign land. In light of adverse impactsto
wildlife that have occurred from other management activity on GSL, it isimportant that our
undergtanding of wildlife functions in the ecosystem improves, and that wildlife vaues be better
protected. In order to decide whether DFFSL or DWR has primary responsibility for certain
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management actions of GSL, it is gppropriate to ask the Wildlife Board to take action regarding
which 23-21-5 lands are to be formally designated as wildlife management aress.

|ssue 6.1 Sovereign land dlassfications

With the changes to the 1995 classifications associated with aternative A, areasonable mix is
provided. As site-specific planning is conducted in response to gpplications submitted that
affect the development areas, dternative A for issue 5.1 will be taken into

account. Thiswill achieve roughly the same purpose as the changes suggested in the public
commen.

|ssue 6.2 Geologic hazards

Public comments supported the preferred dternaive.

|ssue 6.3 Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge (BRMBR)

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) asserts ownership of land below meander in the
old refuge. DNR isworking with USFWS on issues relating to management of lands below
meander.

|ssue 6.4 Diking policy

Much of the public comment reflected a desire for ablanket ban on new dikes. Thereisno
question about the adverse affects of some dikes, but other dikes serve public purposes as well
as public uses protected under the Public Trust Doctrine. A blanket ban is inappropriate, but
better evauation of diking proposals is heeded than has occurred in the past.

Issue 7.1 Minerd lease zones

The zones and palicies of the 1996 Minerd Leasing Plan (MLP) address the concerns
expressed in public comment. Action taken by the Wildlife Board under dternaive A in issues
5.1 and 6.1, and Site-specific planning may lead to revisons of the MLP.

|ssue 7.2 Mineral lease palicies

The zones and policies of the MLP address the concerns expressed in public comments.

Issue 8.1 Water recrestion

The concerns expressed in public comments can be addressed through Division of Parks and
Recrestion plans such as the Strategic Boating Plan, resource management plans for individua
park units, and in Ste-specific planning.

|ssue 8.2 Navigation

Mogt of the comments on thisissue were in reference to the northern railroad causeway.
Associated benefits of improved water circulation, improved search and rescue capability, and
improved research and monitoring capability were identified as judtification for doing something
other than dternative A. Interference with vaid land use authorizations, the extremely high cost
of deding with geotechnica difficulties, and the fact that Some navigation is possible through the
causeway are reasons for continuing with dternative A mentioned in the team’ s response.
Unless the existing land use authorizations are determined to be incongstent with public trust
responsihilities, dternative A is acceptable.

Issue 9.1 Off Highway Vehicles (OHV)

OHV useisapublic recreation use. The areato be opened was identified through a process
that involved upland owners and adminigrative agencies. Implementation is not an irreversble
or irretrievable commitment. Monitoring will help identify the nature and extent of potentid
adverse impacts.




|ssue 9.2 Recredtion access

The concern over collatera damage from public recreation is acknowledged, but recreation is
an appropriate use of sovereign land. DNR will address concerns asthey arise.

|ssue 9.3 Education and interpretation

Public comments supported the preferred dternative.

Issue 10.1 Commercid and industrid use

Reasons stated in opposition based on the Public Trust Doctrine have been addressed by
clarifying the relationship between multiple-use and the doctrine. The preferences expressed in
favor of wildlife can be achieved to agreat degree through dternative A, issue 5.1. While actud
minerad pond relocations have not occurred, the management direction in the MLP to evaluate
opportunities to trade existing leases with sgnificant resource conflicts for the right to operate
areas with less conflict is working.

Issue 10.2 Brine shrimp harbors

Alternative A is consggtent with policies announced years ago. Brine shrimp companies have
been given the opportunity to demondgtrate to DNR how exclusive use can be compatible with
the current policy. The brine shrimp industry would like to see Antelope Idand State Park
(AISP) Marinaremain open, but the industry agreed to limit availability of the marina
Conversion of the AISP Marinawas a stopgap measure.

Issue 10.3 Unauthorized construction

The only negative comments regarding aternative A were voiced by persons on whose
previous trespass activity the policy is focused.

|ssue 11.1 Grazing

The environmenta concerns expressed in public comment will be addressed through monitoring
and subsequent planning.

|ssue 12.1 Transportation and utility corridors

Public comment in support of dternative A focused on potential adverse impactsif the AISP
southern causeway were to become a transportation corridor. Comments in opposition to
dternative A questioned the use of sovereign land for trangportation corridors. Related issues
such as diking and freshwater embayments were mentioned. Alternative A focused on the two
railroad corridors, the power line corridor aong the east Sde, and the AlSP southern
causeway. Alternative A cdlsfor continued use of the railroad and power line corridors, but
not alowing acorridor along the A1SP southern causeway. The decision regarding the AISP
southern causeway is congstent with the Divison of Parks and Recreation’s decision following
the 1997 South Shore/Antelope Idand Access Road Alignment Feasibility Study. Execution of
public trust obligation does not automaticaly preclude use of sovereign land for transportation.
Issue 13.1 Meander line

No comments in opposition were received. Questions asked under this heading do not directly
relate to the issue. Using orthophoto quad maps appears to be very promising.

|ssue 14.1 Search and rescue

Most comments reflected support for dternative A. One comment stated the need for another
breach in the causeway, rather than improving the Little Valey harbor, as the best way to
improve search and rescue on the north arm.

Issue 15.1 Ramsar

Respondents were right to point out the incorrect interpretation of the relationship between the
multiple-use mandate and the Public Trust Doctrine. Still, Ramsar designation inhibits multiple
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use as in the cases of dredging for marina development in Canada, mining in South Africa, and
agricultural development in Hungary. Since multiple use can be consstent with the Public Trust
Doctrine under certain circumstances and is a statutory directive, it is not gppropriate for the
date to advocate a potentia barrier to multiple use until the management implications of doing
S0 are better understood.

|ssue 16.1 Open space

No comments in opposition were received. Comments generally support dternative A.
Identification of lands for congderation by the critica lands committee continues.

Issue 16.2 Visud resource management (VRM)

Comments were in support of developing aVRM plan. Some expressed a need for additiona
mitigation. This can be consdered as the plan in devel oped.

CONCLUSION/ACTION

1. There are many substantive changes to the text of the Statement of Current Conditions and
Trends section of the Draft CMP, but none will affect the decision on dternatives. A revised
satement will be available in the spring of this yeer.

2. Therdaionship of the Public Trust Doctrine to multiple use and legidative policies for GSL
will be revised throughout the CMP to make it clear that the purposes of the trust have primacy
and that other uses must meet the criterion to avoid substantia impairment of public trust uses.
3. Except as noted in #4 below, the selected dternative for the find CMP is dternative A.

4. The sdected dternative for issue 6.3, BRMBR, is a modification to dternative A.
Alternative A stated that USFWS and DFFSL are reviewing ownership records, that sovereign
land would be made available for refuge expangon if hunting, firearm restrictions, and other
restrictions on sovereign lands in the expansion area were governed by state law rather than
federd refuge regulation, and that sovereign land within the old refuge would continue to be
managed under federd refuge regulation. The selected dternative is that USFWS and DFFSL
are reviewing ownership records, and that dl sovereign lands, including any determined to be
within the old refuge boundary or made available for refuge expansion, are subject to sate
laws.

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.

Persons having an interest in this action may file a petition for administrative review by the
executive director of the Department of Natural Resources pursuant to R652-9. The petition must
be in writing, must be filed with the Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands, and shall contain:

a. the statute, rule or policy with which the division action is aleged to be inconsistent;

b. the nature of the inconsistency of the division action;

c. the action the petitioner feels would be consistent under the circumstances with statute, rule or
policy, and;

d. theinjury realized by the party that is specific to the party arising from the division action. If
the injury identified by the petition is not peculiar to the petitioner as a result of the division action,
the executive director will decline to undertake the consistency review.

The petition must be received by the division by 5:00 pm on March 21, 2000.

APPROVED BY: '/:,A— ]/\kl - ﬁ)v‘;a-wi-:t DATE: March 1, 2000

Arthur W. DuFault, Director
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Introduction

The Utah Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) and the Utah Division of Forestry,
Fire and State Lands (DFFSL) arejointly
gponsoring the Great Sdt Lake Planning
Project to develop a coordinated natural
resources management plan for the lands
and resources of Great Salt Lake (GSL).
Primary management responsibility for the
lake' s resources lies with DFFSL. pursuant
to Title 65A of the Utah Code, which
governs management of al sate lands.
Specificaly, Section 65A-10-8, Great Salt
Lake - Management Responsibilities of
the Division, requires the division to:

“(1) Prepare and maintain a
comprehengve plan for the lake which
recognizes the following policies:

(a) develop drategiesto ded with a
fluctuating lake leve; (b) encourage
development of the lake in a manner
which will preserve the lake, encourage
availability of brinesto lake extraction
indudtries, protect wildlife, and protect
recregtion facilities; (¢) maintain the
lake' sflood plain as a hazard zone;

(d) promote water quality management
for the lake and its tributary streams,
(e) promote the development of lake
brines, minerds, chemicals, and petro-
chemicdsto ad the Sate's economy;
(f) encourage the use of appropriate
aress for the extraction of brines,
mineras, chemicals, and petro-
chemicds; (g) maintain the lake and the
marshes as important to the waterfowl
flyway system; (h) encourage the
development of an integrated indudtria
complex; (i) promote and maintain
recregtion areas on and surrounding the

lake; (j) encourage safe boating use of
the lake; (k) maintain and protect state,
federa, and private marshlands,
rookeries, and wildlife refuges,

(1) provide public access to the lake for
recregtion, hunting and fishing.”

Section 65A-2-1 of the Utah Code
provides, “The divison [of Forestry, Fire
and State Lands] shdl administer Sate
lands under comprehensve land
management programs using multiple-use,
sugtained-yidd principles” Briefly dated,
the overarching management objectives of
DFFSL and DNR are to protect and
susgtain the trust resources of, and to
provide for reasonable beneficid uses of
those resources, consigtent with their long-
term protection and conservation. This
means that DFFSL will manage GSL and
its resources under multiple-use sustained
yield principles (Section 65A-2-1),
implementing legidative policies (Section
65A-10-8) and accommodating public and
private uses to the extent that those policies
and uses do not compromise public trust
obligations and sugtainahility is maintained.
Any beneficia use of public trust resources
issubsdiary to long-term conservation of
resources.

Although primary lake planning and
management responghilities lie with
DFFSL, the other divisons of DNR dso
have management responghilities for
resources on and around GSL. The
Divison of Wildlife Resources (DWR), for
example, has plenary authority for
managing wildlife in, on and around the
lake. The Divison of Parks and Recresation
(DPR) manages Antelope Idand State Park




(A1SP) and coordinates search and rescue
and boating enforcement on the lake. The
Divison of Water Rights (DWRI) regulates
the diversion and use of lake and tributary
waters. The Divison of Water Resources
(DWRe) conducts studies, investigations
and plans for water use, and operatesthe
West Desert Pumping Project (WDPP).
DNR divisons dso regulate minerd
extraction activities, conduct hydrologic
research and identify and map geologic
hazards around the lake.

In order to more specificdly articulate
DNR’s management objectives for the
resources of GSL, and to reconcile the
diverse mandates of the divisons of DNR,
the Great Sdt Lake Planning Project was
initiated.

The purposes of the Great Salt Lake
Planning Project are:

(1) Toestablish unifying DNR
management obj ectives and
policiesfor GSL trust
r esour ces,

(2) To coordinate the management,
planning and resear ch activities
of DNR divisonson GSL;

(3) Toimprove coordination among
DNR divisions, establish a
decison-making proposal
review and appeal process,
develop a sovereign land
management plan for thelake
that balances multiple-use and
sustainability, resolvesissues
and improves management of
thelake and its resour ces;

(4) Todevelop a sovereign lands
and resour ces management
plan; and

(5) To establish processesfor plan
implementation, monitoring,
evaluation and amendment.

Planning Project
Deliverables

Decision Document

Thisisthefind Great Sdt Lake Decison
Document (GSLDD). It contains an
overview of the planning process, the
record of decison, implementation activities
monitoring and research activities and gods
and objectives. Public commentsin
response to the Draft CMP are included
with their responses.

Resource Document

The Draft CMP will become the supporting
reference for the decision document. It will
be cdlled the Resource Document
(GSLRD). The Statement of current
Conditions and Trends (SCCT) section will
be revised to reflect public comment
recommendations (Spring 2000). This
inventory and other supporting information
provides the framework for the decison
document. It will be revised as needed to
reflect changing demand for public uses,
lake issues and lake conditions.




History of Planning and
Management of Great Salt
Lake

Great Salt Lake Authority (1963)

In 1963, the Utah L egidature enacted
House Bill No. 33 creating the GSL
Authority, and an advisory council to the
authority (Laws of Utah 1963, Chapter
161). The authority was empowered to
“coordinate multiple-use of [Great SAt
Lake] property for such purposes as
grazing, fish and game, mining and minerd
remova, development and utilization of
water and other natural resources,
industrid, and other usesin addition to
recreationa development, and adopt such
reasonable rules and regulations as the
authority may deem advisable to insure the
accomplishment of the objectives and
purposes of theact.” The bill specified that
both the state Department of Fish and
Game and the state Land Board would
retain the powers and jurisdiction conferred
upon them, subject to such reasonable rules
and regulations as the authority may make
to ensure the accomplishment of the
objectives of the act. The authority made
little progressin discharging its duties and,
in 1966, the Utah Supreme Court declared
that the act creating the authority was
unconditutiond asit failed to define the
authority’ s geographica jurisdiction.

Re-establishment of the Authority
(1967)

The legidature cured the jurisdictiona
defect in 1967 when it re-created the GSL
Authority (Laws of Utah 1967, Chapter
187). With legidation, the authority’s
geographica jurisdiction was defined, and
included the mainland, peninsulas, idands

and waters within the GSL meander line
established by the U.S. Surveyor Generd.

The purpose of the re-created authority
was to establish and coordinate programs
for development of recreationd areas and
water conservation within GSL and its
environs, and in conjunction to provide for:
(2) the development of such area of
Antelope Idand as the authority may
determine to be suitable and desirable for
recreationa usage, (2) testing the feasibility
of the use of [Kennecott Copper] tallingsin
the development of GSL and its environs,
and (3) the restoration and preservation of
points of higtorica interest on Antelope
Idand.

A prdiminary feesbility sudy for the
recreationa development of the north end
of Antelope Idand was prepared by
Snedaker & Budd and Allred & Associates
for the GSL Authority, and was submitted
on June 26, 1964. In 1965, a document
entitled, A Preliminary Master Plan for
the Development of Great Salt Lake
Over a Period of the Next 75 Years was
prepared for the GSL Authority. This plan
envisoned the use of surplus waters from
the Bear River, Weber River and Jordan
River drainage areas, and using Kennecott
tallings materid for the congruction of
dikes, highways and land reclamation within
Farmington Bay.

Department of Natural Resources
(1967)

After the creation of DNR in 1967, the
GSL Authority was abolished, and
functions of the authority were merged into
DPR.




Division of the Great Salt Lake
(1975)

The 1975 general session of the Utah
Legidature enacted House Bill No. 23
which established a board and divison
within DNR to establish and coordinate
programs for development of recreation
aress, flood control, wildlife resources,
industrial uses and conservation of GSL.
The Divison of Great Sdt Lake (DGSL)
was given the respongbility to determine
the direction and implementation of al lake-
related activities, working through existing
DNR divisons. In addition, the divison was
given thefallowing powers and duties:

(2) direct the preparation of and adopt a
comprehengve plan for thelakeina
manner which will assure the maximum
interchange of information, idess, and
programs with affected state, federd and
local agencies, private concerns, and the
generd public. Implement the provisons of
the plan by utilizing the existing authority of
the various state and local entities or
agencies concerned. Weigh the policies and
programs of agenciesthat affect the laketo
ensure their compatibility with the adopted
comprehensve plan. Revise and update the
plan a periodic intervas. (2) employ
assistants and advisors deemed necessary
for the purposes of the act, (3) initiate
studies of the lake and its related resources,
(4) publish or authorize the publication of
scientific information, (5) define the lake's
flood plain, (6) qudify for, accept and
adminigter loan payments, grants, gifts,
loans or other funds for carrying out any
functions under the act, (7) determine the
need for and degirahility of public works
and utilities for the lake area, (8) cooperate
with the state engineer and dl upstream
entitiesin congdering the water reationship

between the lake and its tributaries, and (9)
perform al other acts reasonably necessary
to carry out the purposes and provisions of
the act.

Comprehensive Management Plan
(1976)

Under the directive of House Bill No. 23,
DGSL began preparation of a
Comprehensive Management Plan in Juy
of 1975. The plan was devel oped through
the inter-agency technica team which was
established under the terms of the 1975
legidation. The inter-agency technicd team
was made up of representatives from
variousinterests, public and private, and
included representatives from severa
divisons of DNR, Utah Department of
Transportation (UDQOT), county
commissoners of the five counties
surrounding the lake and other
representatives who served on the basic
committees.

The Comprehensive Management Plan
for GSL was intended to serve as agenerd
gtatement for use and management of the
lake. Gods and policies based on the
concepts st forth in the legidation, and as
adopted by the GSL Board, served asa
guide for preparation of the plan. The plan
conssted of Sx mgor sections: minerds,
recregtion, tourism, wildlife, hydrology,

and trangportation. The plan for each of the
sections was developed after consideration
of the interrdlaionships of plan sections and
was not intended to be a detailed
development plan for private agencies or
for divisons of locdl, Sate or federa
governmert.




Great Salt Lake Environs Report
(1976)

The Great Salt Lake Environs Report
was prepared in 1976 as a companion
report to the Comprehensive
Management Plan. The purpose of the
report was to summarize and graphicaly
portray the most current, accurate and
reliable data available concerning land use
ownership, soils, vegetation, human-made
structures, access ways, freshwater and
utilities lying between the water’ s edge on
January 1, 1976, and the upper limits study
line established at gpproximately 4212.

Division of State Lands and
Forestry (1979)

In 1979, DGSL was diminated, and the
gaff functions for the management of GSL
were transferred to DNR. Later,
management was adminidratively deegated
to the Division of State Lands and Forestry
(DSLF), now known as DFFSL.

Great Salt Lake Contingency Plan
(1983)

In 1982, the water level of GSL began a
rapid rise which prompted DSLF to draft
the Great Salt Lake Contingency Plan.
This plan was designed to mest the
legidative mandate for maintaining the
water level of GSL below 4202, and deals
with background, analyss and
recommendations for influencing both the
high and low levelsof GSL. The
contingency plan ates. “It is anticipated
that lake levels will pegk at approximatdy
4203 in 1983 with potentia resultant
damages of $20 to $30 million.” Ironicaly,
the lake peaked at approximately 4205 that
year, and continued upward to nearly 4212

in 1987, with estimated capital damages
exceeding $250 million (Bureau of
Economic and Business Research, 1983).
The causeway was breached in 1984 to
lessen flooding impacts occurring in the
south arm. The WDPP was built in
1986-87 and operated from April 1987-
June 1989.

Great Salt Lake Advisory Council
(1988)

In 1988, the Great Sdt Lake Advisory
Council (GSLAC) was created by
legiddtive action to advise the Board of
State Lands and Forestry through DSLF,
which was designated as manager of the
lake. Great Salt Lake Technicd Team
(GSLTT) was given datutory authorization
a the sametime.

General Management Plan, Great
Salt Lake (1988)

As GSL reached its higtoric high water
level of 4211.85in 1986 and againin
1987, afive-year General Management
Plan, Great Salt Lake was prepared for
GSLAC. The generd management plan,
and the “Beneficid Development Aredl’
(BDA) concept developed by the Utah
Divison of Comprehensve Emergency
Management, was a cooperative attempt to
outline the best strategies available to avoid
flood-rdated impacts to those utilizing the
lake under its high-water and expected
near-future conditions for a variety of
purposes. Both the plan and the BDA
concept were ddivered to the five counties
bordering the lake for adoption, and were
adopted by the Federd Emergency

Management Agency.




Division of Sovereign Lands and
Forestry (1994)

In 1994, management respongibilities for
school and indtitutiond trust lands were
placed with the newly created School and
Ingtitutiond Trust Lands Adminigtration
(SITLA). The Board of State Lands and
Forestry and the GSLAC were diminated,
and the Sovereign Lands Advisory Council
(SLAC) was created to advise the newly-
named DFFSL. DFFSL retained
management respongibility for public trust
lands and resources, and was ableto
devote more time to planning and
management of these lands as public-trust
lands, with a broader view of how the
lake's many trust resources are interrelated.

Great Salt Lake Comprehensive
Management Plan (GSL CMP 1995)

Completed in 1995, the Great Salt Lake
Comprehensive Management Plan -
Planning Process and Matrix was
prepared by the GSLTT for DFFSL and
DNR. Thegod of the plan was to,

“... provide needed information and
guidance in the form of recommendationsto
federd, state and local governments, and
recommended legidation to the state
legidature to facilitate and enhance
management of GSL and its environsto
assure protection of the unique ecosystem
of the lake while promoting balanced
multiple-resource uses.”

Asdescribed in its god statement, the 1995
plan includes andyses of lake management
issues, and makes recommendations on
thoseissuesto local, state and federa
government. Many of the recommendations
have been acted upon by divisons of DNR,
including development of the Minerd

Leasng Plan (MLP) by DFFSL. Notable
exceptions include actions on WDPP and
water quality standards. The fate of
recommendations involving loca
government has not been fully analyzed or
reported.

Mineral Leasing Plan (MLP)(1996)

As an outgrowth of the 1995 plan, DFFSL
announced the withdrawa of sovereign
lands from minerals leasing as part of a
comprehendve planning process for
management of minerds on those lands.
Included were GSL, Utah Lake and the
Jordan River, and portions of Bear Lake,
Bear River, Colorado River and Green
River. To accomplish its planning and
management mandates, DFFSL is cregting
minerd leasang plansfor each area. The
MLPisthefirg of these plansto be
completed. This document reviews the
higory of minerd ownership and leasing,
inventories minera resources and examines
the existing conflicts among resources on
the lake. The MLP zones the lake bed for
minerd commodity production and
specifies new minera leasing procedures.

Current Department of
Natural Resources
Management
Responsibilities

Division of Forestry, Fire and State
Lands

DFFSL is*...the executive authority for the
management of sovereign lands...” in Utah,
including the sovereign lands of GSL. Title
65A of the Utah Code, entitled “ State
Lands’, establishes the divison and the




Forestry, Fire and State Lands Advisory
Council, and sets forth the powers and
responghilities of the divison and coundil.
Section 65A-10-8 establishes the divison's
respongbility to prepare and maintain a
management plan for GSL under paragraph
(2), and

edtablishes other respongibilities for the lake
asfollows

“(2) Employ personnd and purchase
equipment and supplies which the
legidature authorizes through
gppropriations for the purposes of this
chapter.

(3) Initiate studies of the lake and its related
resources.

(4) Publish scientific and technica
information concerning the lake.

(5) Défine the lake sfloodplain.

(6) Qudify for, accept and administer
grants, gifts, or other funds from the federd
government and other sources, for carrying
out any functions under this chapter.

(7) Determine the need for public works
and utilitiesfor the lake area.

(8) Implement the comprehengive plan
through state and local entities or agencies.
(9) Coordinate the activities of the various
divisons within the Department of Naturd
Resources with respect to the lake.

(10) Perform all other acts reasonably
necessary to carry out the purposes and
provisons of this chapter.

(11) Retain and encourage the continued
activity of the Great Sdt Lake Technica
Team.”

Division of Wildlife Resources

Title 23 of the Utah Code establishes DWR
and the Wildlife Board and establishes their
duties and powers. Section 23-14-1
provides, “The Divison of Wildlife

Resources is the wildlife authority for Utah,
and is vested with the functions, powers,
duties, rights and responsihilities provided
in thistitle and other law.” The section
goes on to provide, “ Subject to the broad
policy making authority of the Wildlife
Board, the Divison of Wildlife Resources
shdll protect, propagate, manage, conserve,
and digtribute protected wildlife throughout
the Sate.”

The divison manages wildlife areas on
GSL, regulates hunting, manages dl
protected wildlife species and regulates the
commercid harvest of brine shrimp from
the lake. The legidature has authorized the
divison to utilize dl or parts of 39
townships of sovereign lands on the lake for
the * creation, operation, maintenance and
management of wildlife management aress,
fishing waters, and other recreationa
activities’ (Section 23-21-5, Utah Code).
Not dl lands so authorized are now under
management by the divison for the
authorized purposes.

Division of Parks and Recreation

Chapter 63-11 of the Utah Code
edtablishes the division and the Board of
Parks and Recreation, and sets forth their
respongbilities. The divison manages
AISP, Willard Bay State Park, and the
Great Sdt Lake Marina (GSLM) on the
south shore of the lake.

DPR isdso directly responsible for boating
enforcement on GSL.. DPR personnel dso
work cdosdy with five county sheriff offices
(Box Elder, Davis, Sdt Lake, Tooele,
Weber) to respond to search and rescue
needs on the lake.




Division of Water Rights

DWRI regulates the gppropriation and
digribution of water in the State of Utah,
pursuant to Title 73 of the Utah Code. The
State Engineer, who is the director of
DWRI, gives gpprovd for the diverson and
use of any water, regulates the dteration of
natura streams and has the authority to
regulate dams to protect public safety. All
diversons from the lake for dl purposes,
including minera extraction by evaporation,
require the prior gpprova of the State
Engineer. Any dam or dike placed in the
lake requires conaultation from the divison.

Division of Oil, Gas and Mining

The Divison of Oil, Gasand Mining
(DOGM) isthe regulatory agency for
minerd exploration, development and
reclamation on GSL, pursuant to Title 40 of
the Utah Code. Thisregulatory roleis
conducted in close coordination with
DFFSL.

Utah Geological Survey

The Utah Geologicd Survey (UGS), is
respongble for collecting, preserving,
publishing and digtributing rdiable
information on geology, brine and minera
resources and geologic hazards related to
the state, including GSL. UGSisaso
respongble for asssting, advising and
cooperating with state and local agencies
and date educationd inditutions on all
subjects related to geology.

Division of Water Resources

The mission of the Utah Board and DWRe
isto direct the orderly and timdly planning,
conservation, development, protection and

preservation of Utah's water resources
used to meet the beneficial needs of Utah
citizens. Although the divison does not
have direct regulatory responsihilities on
GSL, it conducts udies, investigations and
planning for water use, and is responsible
for maintenance and operation of the
WDPP.

Other State Agencies

Department of Environmental
Quality

Division of Environmental Response
and Remediation

Federal and state laws require prompt
reporting of environmenta incidents.
Depending on the nature of the incident
reports may be made to specific regulatory
agencies, but in al cases the Divison of
Environmenta Response and Remediation
may be contacted to forward the report to
the appropriate agency. Follow-up activity
often involves preparation of awritten
report summarizing the incident and
remedid actions taken.

Division of Water Quality

The Utah Water Quality Board and the
Divison of Water Qudity (DWQ) havethe
responsibility to maintain, protect and
enhance the qudity of surface and ground
water resources. The board is charged with
developing programs for prevention and
abatement of water pollution. The board
aso isrespongble for: establishing water
qudity standards throughout the State;
enforcing technology-based, secondary
trestment effluent standards or establishing
and enforcing other more stringent




discharge standards to meet in-stream
gandards; reviewing plans, specificaions
and other data relative to waste-water
disposa systems; etablishing and
conducting a continuing planning process
for control of water pollution.

DWQ' s mission isto protect public heath
and al beneficid uses of water by
maintaining and enhancing the chemicd,
physica and biologica integrity of Utah's
waters. Objectives designed to achieve this
misson are;

» Classfy waters according to beneficid
use and set water quality standards,
including numeric and narrative criteria,
to protect those uses;

* Achievefull compliance with trestment
and water quality standards by ensuring
the adequacy of planning, design,
construction, and operation of
municipa and industrid waste-water
standards through appropriate technical
assistance, regulation and enforcement;

» Deveop and update pertinent
regulations, policies, and drategies,

» Generate a comprehensive water
quality data base;

» Conduct water qudity management
planning and continue to implement an
effective statewide non-point source
control program;

* Implement the ground water quaity
protection strategy.

Division of Air Quality

The Divison of Air Qudity (DAQ)
facilitates Air Quality Board members as
proactive participants in addressing air
pollution issues and in shaping
environmenta policy. The following
objectives support DAQ's mission:

* Involve othersin the process, develop
date implementation plans (SIP), issue
permits, compliance and other public
process activities.

*  Partner with other in-state government
agencies to develop and implement
programs for the protection of air
quality statewide and achieve and
maintain acceptable air qudity aong the
Wasatch Front.

* Mantan delegetion of federd ar
quality programs by developing
appropriate plans, programs, policies,
procedures and rules.

* Influence gate, regiond and nationd
policy through active involvement with
the legidature and policy making
organizations.

* Increase public awareness to educate
the genera public and businesseson
emissons reduction.

State Ownership and Trust
Responsibilities

Under English common law, the Crown
hdd title to dl lands underlying navigable
waterways, subject to the Public Trust
Doctrine. Following the American
Revolution, title to such landsinthe U.S.
vested in the 13 origina colonies. Under the
Equa Footing Doctrine, feetitle to those
lands aso vested in each State subsequently
admitted to the Union, upon admission.
Utah's public trust lands, known as
“sovereign” lands, lie below the ordinary
high water mark of navigable bodies of
water.

The boundaries of sovereign lands are
established by the location of the ordinary
high water mark of awater body. For the
ocean and mogt rivers and lakes, the




ordinary high water mark isrdaively
congtant, and can be identified reliably from
year to year. Because rivers and streams
edtablish many important boundaries and
can move over time, the common law
doctrine of reliction and accretion holds that
dow, gradua movement of ariver or
stream course over time will result in
relocation of the property boundary to
follow the movement. Sudden changesin
course, as by flooding or other upset, will
not result in the relocation of the property
line

In 1959, the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) challenged the stat€'s claim to much
of the shoreline of the lake, arguing that the
dedining lake level was resulting in the
“reliction” of shore lands, and the relocation
of the boundary between state and adjacent
federd land, to BLM’s advantage. In 1976,
the U.S. Supreme Court determined that
the state owns of dl the lands, brines and
other minerals within the bed and waters of
the lake, and dl shore lands located within
the officidly surveyed meander line.

The Surveyed Meander Line

The surveyed meander lineis not, however,
acongant eevation around the lake. The
meander line was surveyed in segments
between 1855 and 1966, during which time
the weter leve of the lake fluctuated.
Different segments of the line thereforelie
a different devations. The eevation of the
meander line generdly ranges between
about 4202 and 4212 above mean sea
level. In some locations the meander line
runs across topographical features of higher
eevation subgtantidly inland of the
shordine. Regardless of its location relative
to the water’ s edge and lake levd, the
officidly surveyed meander isthe
adjudicated, fixed and limiting boundary

between sovereign land and upland owners.
(See Exhibit 1.)

The surveyed meander lineis not usudly
identifiable on the ground without the aid of
surveying or globd positioning system
equipment. To avoid trespass Stuations,
DFFSL requires applicants to provide
surveyed legd descriptions for leases and
easements on GSL. Upland owners
likewise should have the meander line
located by survey whenever they need to
know the location of the boundary between
sovereign land and adjoining land.

The Public Trust over Sovereign
Lands

Under A.D. 6th Century Roman law, and
perhaps earlier, the air, seaand running
waters were common to al citizens and the
separate property of none. All rivers and
ports were public and the right of fishing
was common to al. Any person was at
liberty to use the seashore to the highest
tide, to build aretreat on it, or to dry nets
on it, so long asthey did not interfere with
the use of the sea or beach by others.
Although the banks of ariver could be
privately owned, al persons had the right to
bring vessas to the banks, to fasten them
by ropes and to place any of their cargo
there. The influence of Roman aivil law
carries forward through English common
law to today’ s Public Trust Doctrine, which
recognizes the specid public interest in
rivers, lakes, tidelands and waters. The
Public Trust Doctrine “is founded upon the
necessity of preserving to the public the use
of navigable waters free from private
interruption and encroachment” (Illinois
Centra R.R. Co. V. lllinais, 1892).

Sovereign lands are held in trust by the
date for the benefit of the public. The
“trust” isared trust in the legd sense of the
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word. Thereisaclear and definite trust
corpus (the lands, waters and living
resources therein), clear beneficiaries (the
public), dected and gppointed sate officids
with fidudary responghilitiesin managing
the trust corpus and a clear purpose for the
trust. The Public Trust Doctrine establishes
the right of the public to use and enjoy
these trust waters, lands and resources for
awide variety of recognized public uses.
The origina purpose of the doctrine was to
assure public access to navigable waters for
commerce, navigation and fishing. Thet has
evolved, in some gates, to include modern
uses such as recregtion, environmental
protection and preservation of scenic
beauty. Implementation of multiple-use and
other legidative policiesfor GSL is subject
to consstency with public trust obligations,
and must mest the criterion to avoid
subgtantial impairment of public trust uses.

The Public Trust Doctrine has been, and
will continue to be, flexible to
accommodate changing demands for public
trust resources. Thereisno hierarchy of
uses protected under the doctrine, but
when there are competing public benefits,
the public trust requires that those benefits
that best preserve the purpose of the public
trust under the circumstances should be
given ahigher priority. The Utah Legidature
has assgned responghility for management
of sovereign lands, including GSL, to
DFFSL. Astrustee, DFFSL must strive for
an gppropriate balance anong compatible
and competing uses specified in datute
while ensuring that uses protected under the
Public Trust Doctrine have primecy. It is
desirable to maintain the option to adjust
the alocation of public trust resourcesin
response to changes in demand and
changes in adminigrative and legidetive
policy.

Sde of sovereign landsis generdly
precluded by the condtitutionaly-imposed
duty of the sate to manage sovereign lands

for the public. The genera exception to this
prohibition isif the digpostion itsdf isin the
furtherance of the public interest. The Utah
L egidature has chosen to protect the public
interest when sovereign land is sold or
leased by requiring that “...the lease,
contract of sde, or deed shall contain a
provison that:

(8 theselands shdl be open to the public
for the purpose of hunting, trapping,
and fishing upon them during the lawful
Season, except:

() wherethelands are Stuated in
incorporated or unincorporated
towns or cities and

(i) whenitismutudly agreed by the
director of the Divison of Foredtry,
Fire, and State Lands and the
Wildlife Board that the lands may
be leased or sold for exploration or
development of minerdsincduding
oil and gas, ad

(b) no charge may be made by the lessee,
contractee, or grantee to any person
who desires to go upon the land for the

purpose of hunting, trapping, or
fishing.”

Even 50, there are circumstances under
which alessee or grantee must be able to
restrict public accessto fully enjoy the
rights granted under alesse, permit or sde.
Examplesinclude restrictions during mining
operations, congtruction of improvements,
harbor operations, military operations and
access to personal property. The test of
any disposition of an interest in sovereign
land isthat it must be done without any
subgtantia impairment of the public interest
in the lands and waters remaining. Once
agan, thisinvolves ajudgement cdl on the
degree of impairment of the trust resource
or the public’strust rights therein.
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Rationale




Rationale for the Selected Alternative

1.1 Definethe GSL flood plain for
planning purposes.

The 4217 devation is based upon the most
recent historic high lake leve of
approximatdly 4212, with the addition of
three feet for wind tide and two feet for
wave action. DNR believesit is reasonable
to assume that the lake will again reach
4212 during the lifetime of mogt facilities
located near the lake. The practical redlity
regarding flood plain management is thet
DNR's influence beyond the meander line
islimited to the power of persuasion.
DNR’s power of persuason may have
been enhanced by the availability of Sate
fundsto help local government recover
after thel980s flooding. Planning and
zoning are afunction of loca government,
not state government. Development above
the surveyed meander line will continue to
be controlled through loca planning and
zoning functions irrespective of what DNR
cdlsthe flood plain.

1.2 Develop strategiesto deal with a
fluctuating lake level.

Thebasc premiseisthat lake leve isfar
more a function of climate and precipitation
than any human influences. Upstream
diversons, inter-basin water transfers, and
WDPP have some effect on lake leve, but
are not effective lake control measures.
Understanding and accepting that lake leve
fluctuations will occur, thet there islittle
anyone can do to limit fluctuations, and that
shordine habitat has and will continue to
change in response to changing lake leves,
DNR will respond to lake leved fluctuations.

Four-foot zones were used in the 1995
plan to characterize potentia flood damage
and to describe the rdlative amount of time
the lakeis a acertan levd. Given the
extent of annud fluctuations, DNR sees no
particular advantage in usng a different
eevation zone dassfication. Other entities
may take into account DNR actions when
planning their actions.

1.3 Determinethe policy for WDPP
oper ation.

The 1995 plan recommended the WDPP
begin operation when the GSL devation
exceeds 4205. In 1995, the feasibility of
extending the inlet channd and other related
modifications was studied. Costs were
estimated. In the absence of an emergency,
DNR was discouraged from pursuing
funding for modifications to the WDPP.
Also, indtitutiond factors such asthose
related to Hill AFB Bombing and Gunnery
Range discouraged implementation of the
1995 plan recommendation.

The GSL CMP has re-addressed the
WDPP and has recommended to extend
theinlet cana and resolve the return brine
channd with Hill AFB, but start pumping at
4208. Thereatively quick recovery of
habitat and the renewa of vegetation after
the high water years brought about an
increased appreciation for lake level
fluctuations.

DNR has conaulted lake industries, UDQOT,
UPRR, and has estimated the differencesin
damages between not pumping, beginning
to pump at 4205 and 4208. The
cumulative damage numbers are in
thousands.
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Lake Elevation Current Situation Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C
4205 $8,438 $8,438 $8,438 $8,438
4208 $51,731 $46,281 $51,731 $22,338
4210 $63,756 $55,341 $64,256 $30,948
4212 $95,056 $91,976 $223,306 $62,293

Economicdlly, it is recognized thet
dternative C minimizes the damage and
cost to GSL industry and other structures
and facilities around the lake. The reduction
in damagesis greater by beginning pumping
at 4205 than waiting until 4208. However,
GSL isaphysica system composed of
many natural festuresto be taken into
account under the Public Trust Doctrine.
Economics done can not be the deciding
factor regarding WDPP operation.
Pumping through afull cydeis paramount
because it minimizes the depogtion of st
on the west desert. The cogts of modifying
the WDPP to operate at 4205, the
increased difficulties of returning minerds
from the West Desert Pond if pumping
were to begin at 4205, the indtitutiona
factors, and operating time congderations
(less than 10 percent of the time for 4208)
provide the rationde for selecting 4208.
The sdlected dternative takes into account
the lake' s naturd fesatures and best
corroborates a balanced approach to GSL
managemen.

1.4 Declining flows at L ocomotive
Springs WMA.

No continuous, representative discharge
records exist for the springs. This data will
be collected to determine if the flow to the
springsis actudly dedining due to human
interference. It would not be prudent to
plungeinto a“solution” to the issue of

gpring flow without a good understanding of
how the flow system functions. Water
supplying the sorings is thought to originate
in the dluvid aguifers of the Holbrook-
Snowville flow system to the north, or the
deep regiona carbonate aquifer which
underlies western Utah and eastern
Nevada, or acombination of the two.
Studies to determine how much water each
systemn contributes are essentid to
determine if a problem exigts and to craft an
effective mitigation and/or remediation plan.
To be vdid, these studies require the
cooperation, or at least the acquiescence,
of the State of Idaho. DWRi has sent two
letters to the State of Idaho on this matter,
neither of which has received a response.

1.5 Adminigtration of water rights and
supply in the GSL drainage basin.
Many of the drainage basins tributary to the
lake are closed or redtricted for new
gppropriations of water. Asaresult, the
acquigtion of water rights to supplement
activitiesin and around the lake will
proceed on awilling seler/willing buyer
bads. Planning activities deding with water
rights above the lake's meander line are
beyond the scope and authority of this
planning effort.
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1.6 Determine state policy regarding
creating lar ge freshwater embayments
like Lake Wasatch, L ake Davis, and
other inter-idand diking proposals.
Inter-idand diking and freshwater
embayment proposas have been funded
and studied to varying degrees over the
years. None of the proposas have been
implemented due to the lack of politicd and
financia support. DNR does not support
the proposals because of extensive impacts
on sovereign land, lake resources and risk
associated with geologic hazards. The
locations of the proposed projects are on
lands the legidature has authorized DWR
use for wildlife purposes. The likelihood
that impounded water will be suitable for its
intended use is questionable. DEQ/DWQ
agrees with this assessment. Thereisa
variety of other reasons mentioned in the
Draft CMP (pages 39-40). The selected
dternative does not permanently preclude
developments of thiskind, but it requiresa
plan amendment before projects can be
approved. The amendment process ensures
extensive public review of proposds.

2.1 Identify the salinity management
regimefor GSL.

DNR acknowledges the effect human-
made structures have on GSL. Evaporation
ponds can increase sdinity to the point that
shoreline habitat islost. Causeways affect
the interchange of brines: (1) Farmington
Bay isless sdline than it would be under
natural conditionsfor agiven lake levd; (2)
the north arm (Gunnison Bay) ismore
sdine and the south arm (Gilbert Bay) less
sdine than they would be under natura
conditions for agiven lakeleve. The
WDPP deposited a substantia volume of
sdt on the west desart, thereby affecting the
sdt bdance in the lake. Bird refuge and
Wildlife Management Area (WMA) dikes

impound fresh water and prevent lake
water from reaching what would be natural
shoreline areas. In actively managed aress,
such as solar ponds and WMAS, the
desired effect is achieved by influencing
sdinity. All of these effects are acceptable
in the context of public trust management
and multiple-use framework for GSL as
long as sugtainahility is not jeopardized and
there is no substantia impairment of
protected public use.

Much of the sustainability questionisa
socia, economic and political matter and
dedls with the acceptability of varying
degreesto which natura systems are
impacted. But there must be a standard that
congrains the range of socid and politica
decison-making. The measure of
sugtainability DNR choosesto use, and
againg which future management actions
will be evauated, is the degree to which
uses protected under the Public Trust
Doctrine are judged to be impaired or
enhanced Thisis against a backdrop of
preservation of most of GSL as a hatural
body of sdinewater. A naturd body of
sdine water is defined as water with sdinity
(average of the entire water column) within
the range of dinity variation over the last
150 years. Thisisthelake s historica
range.

In choosing among dternatives, the
fundamenta concern is not the particular
economic impact to a specific indudtry,
company or activity. It is not the rdative
advantage of companies competing with
each other. It isnot to afford relief to south
arm indudtries a the expense of north arm
indugtries, nor to protect any specid
advantage of north arm industries against
the complaints of south arm indudtries. The
fundamenta parameter isthe public
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interest. The public interest is statewide,
and in some respects the lake serves
nationa and internationa interests,
Protection of the lake' s ecology will serve
the public interest.

The trend for inity in the south am of the
lake is heading outside the historical range.
Thisis a consegquence of human disruption
in the form of the northern railroad
causeway and WDPP. InDNR’s
judgement, sdinity levels outsde higtoricd
variation behind project-specific dikes and
impoundments are acceptable because the
change in sdlinity isthe desred effect. The
south arm, however, istoo much of the lake
to dlow it to exceed historical sdinity
vaiation. Sdinity in Farmington and Bear
River bays can be addressed in WMA
plans.

DNR has concluded that the permeability
of the northern railroad causaway has
decreased. (See Draft CMP Appendix I.)
Prior to the 1980s high lake levd, the
causeway fill provided 70 percent of the
brine interchange, the culverts 30 percent.
Compaction of thefill, introduction of
organic and inorganic fine materid over
time and the addition of fill required to keep
the causeway above risng water in the
1980s has significantly decreased
permeshility. Removad of some 600 million
tons of sdt from GSL by WDPP has
contributed to the south arm sdinity
concern. U.S. Geologicd Survey (USGS)
and DWRe modeling (See Draft CMP
Appendix H.) shows that approximately 80
percent of the sdinity difference between
the 1980s to the present is attributable to
decreased permeability of the causaway.
The remaining 20 percent of the difference
is attributable to WDPP. But whatever the

cause, something must be done to address
decreasing south arm sdinity.

The dinity concern may be adleviated to
some degree by operating WDPP through
afull cycleto return some of the sdt
deposited in the west desert, but in the
absence of aflooding emergency, WDPP
modification, startup and operationa cogts
are prohibitive. The most cost effective,
long-term remedy is causaway modification
to increase the exchange of brine. To
compensate for the loss of sdt to the West
Pond and decreased causaway
permeghility, the causeway breach will be
deepened about four feet to its origina
design depth of about 4195, or perhaps a
little deeper. Structurd integrity of the
bridge will not be affected by this
excavation. The culverts will be kept clean
by the railroad. The effect of the causaway
modification on south arm dinity will be
monitored. The potentia for additiond
openings in the causaway will be sudied in
the event DNR determines that open
culverts and a deepened breach are not
aufficient to keep south arm sdinity within
its historica range.

As noted in the ecosystem section of the
Draft CMP, lack of full scientific certainty
should not be used as areason not to
initiate measures to prevent environmental
degradation. A precautionary approach is
prudent. Implementation of the selected
dternative may bethefirg or find stepin
addressing sdinity. The continuing studies
under DWR's Great Sdlt Lake Ecosystem
Project (GSLEP) and afew years of
monitoring the effect of breach modification
will help determine if additiona measures
are needed to reach the desired historic
dinity leves
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2.2 Account for the locationsand
guantities of saltsin the GSL system.
In light of lake sdlinity issues and disputes
over ownership of sdt in the lake system, it
isimportant to know the locations and
amounts of GSL sdts. An accounting of all
stsin the lake system can serve asa
basdline for future studies. The selected
aternative does not st the stage for
assessing royalties on waste sdts.

3.1 Develop a strategy to ensure water
quality protection for the GSL
ecosystem.

Existing water qudity narrative standards
for discharges to the lake and permits are
determined on a case-by-case basis. The
generd palicy is stated as follows “to the
extent feasible, no pollutants should be
delivered to the lake in amounts that result
in concentrations great than those dready
present in the lake.” This policy may not
prevent gradud water quality degradation
over time. Because GSL isatermind basin,
pollutants to the lake will gradudly increase
this basdline condition over time. Sdinity,
temperature, lake currents, contaminantsin
lake sediments and many other factors play
arolein dtering the chemicd nature and the
physica conditions that might increase
heavy metds bicavailability. Impacts
resulting from non-point source and point
source pollutants on wildlife could impair
management objectives.

DNR and cooperators will monitor water
qudity to ensure protection of public trust
resources through improved coordination
with DWQ. Limited financid resources will
be focused on improving knowledge of lake
chemigtry and ecology to better understand
lake processes and to better determine
gopropriate effluent limits Thiswill help
identify serious problems.

Nutrient loading in GSL wetlands and
dynamicsin the open water are not well
understood. Coordination will help identify
management objectivesto investigate
nutrients and other potential water quaity
problems, help in developing studiesand in
determining management response.

3.2 Determine GSL wetland palicy.
Federa regulations provide for the bulk of
wetland protection measures and are
generdly adequate. Actionsin non-
jurisdictiona wetlands and actions such as
excavaion, grazing, burning and chemica
gpplication that are not covered by federa
regulation may affect important wetland
resources. DNR will take advantage of the
opportunity to consder these actionsin a
policy framework to alow an added
measure of protection.

4.1 Protect public trust resources
(relatesto air quality impacts).
Improved coordination is needed to
improve the assessment of impactsto
public trust resources and for remedia
response. Air qudity isaso important in
regard to resource protection and other
multi ple-use management objectives. Air
quality degradation could ater resource
dlocation decisons in the future (where and
how particular activities are dlowed) and
impact existing resources and activities such
as recreation and viewshed values.

5.1 Identify strategiesto preserve and
maintain habitat and wildlifeon GSL in
order to preservetheintegrity of this
ecosystem.

The GSL wildlife vaues have been
maintained previoudy because the lake and
surrounding marshes have been
inaccessible to people or undesirable for
recregtion activities relative to other areas




of Utah. People see the lake every day but
rarely, and in some cases never, go there.
Industrial development has had a substantia
impact on the lake. Creation of dikesto
impound brinesin large shadlow basins has
subgtantialy reduced wildlife values on
sgnificant acreage. The lack of knowledge
about the wildlife values logt, and lack of
appreciation for those |osses because they
occurred in areas seldom vigited by people,
are reasons for the occurrences. DNR
believes a greater effort is needed to
undergtand the wildlife functions within the
ecosystem and manage to protect the
exiding vaues, mitigate the losses when
practicable, and extend greater protection
than has occurred higoricaly.

6.1 Deter mine the appropriate mix of
sovereign land classifications.

Under the selected adternative, minerd
lease zones, reinforced wildlife
congderations, and the diking palicy,
multiple use can be accommodated without
ggnificant impairment of protected public
uses. Sovereign land classfications are very
gmilar to those in the 1995 plan.

With exception of exiging minerd leasesin
Bear River Bay, a zone managed by the
DPR around Antelope Idand and a Stretch
of beach areafrom old Sdltair to Black
Rock, sovereign land in the east Sde of the
lake is managed for resource preservation
(thisincludes WMAY). As private land
development moves closer to the lake,
sovereign land habitat increasesin
importance. The proposed classification
protects habitat and vistas on the east side.

While little development on the west shore
is expected, it is available for development
uses. Thisiswhere potentid conflicts with
wildlife and viewshed are fewer. The

ggnificant exception is resource
preservation zones in the north part of the
north arm, and around Hat, Gunnison and
Dolphin idands, which are the rdatively
more important wildlife use areas on the
west sde. The Rozel Point and West Roze
oil fidlds are managed for development, as
are shoreline areas suitable for brine shrimp
harbors.

Much of the lake is classfied as open for
consderation of any use, but developments
in open water areas are not expected. By
protecting the more important wildlife
aress, protecting existing minerd leases,
alowing for development of known minerd
resources, and dlowing for intensive
recregtion development somewhere aong
the south shore, a reasonable mix of
sovereign land classficationsis provided.

6.2 Consider geologic hazardsin all
sovereign land use decisions.

Statute requires that DFFSL disclose any
known geologic hazard affecting leased
property. UGS routindly identifies geologic
hazards through the RDCC process when
UGS s apprised of proposed state actions
submitted to RDCC by DFFSL. DFFSL
routindy passes on the information to
lessees. Thereislittle if any follow up.
Under the selected dternative DFFSL will
follow up by requiring a Site-gpecific
andysis of potentia hazards and consulting
with UGS regarding the adequacy of
proposed mitigation. Thisisalogica result
of the requirement to disclose hazards. It
makes little sense to disclose known
hazards but then require nothing further.
The sdlected dternative ensures full
congderation of geologic hazards.
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6.3 Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge
expansion.

Expanson of BRMBR is conggtent with
wildlife use for soedific, legidatively-
designated sovereign land. The conflict lies
in regulation of hunting and gpplication of
other state laws. Sovereign land technically
open to hunting under state law may be
closed to hunting by BRMBR, and hunting
may be governed by BRMBR under
federa regulation. Most of the refuge below
the meander lineis sovereign land and is
subject to state law. It is appropriate for
DFFSL, astrustee, and DWR, asthe state
wildlife authority, to be involved in resource
management decisons. DNR isworking
with USFWS on issues relating to
management of lands below meander.

6.4 GSL diking policy.

Given the increased appreciation for
habitat-related beneficid effects of
fluctuating lake levels, the objective isto
ensure that on-gite and off-site impacts will
be taken into account when diking activity
is planned. The policy will goply in-house
aswdll, for example state WMA dikes.

7.1 Review the Mineral Leasing Plan
zones.

The 1996 MLP was prepared under
exiding rule with associated public review
and comment. The MLP precludes new
leasing of the east Sde of thelake. This
restriction was based on the importance of
recregtion and wildlife values and low
minerd potentid in the area. An exception
was made for sdt leasing potentid (suitable
ponding Site) at the south end of the lake.
Thisareais available for st leasing under
Specid dipulations. With known ail fields
and potentia ponding Stes available for
leasing, important recregtion and wildlife
aress not available for leasing, and

operaiond congraints over much of the
rest of the lake, legidative policy to
encourage the use of appropriate areas for
extraction of brine, minerds, chemicds, and
petrochemicas is implemented.

7.2 Review Mineral Leasing Plan
policies.

Implementation of MLP policies has
resulted in the desired effect. The
nomination process works well for
identifying gpecid concerns, determining
lease stipulations in response to those
concerns, and making the stipulations
known a the time the lease is offered for
competitive bid. Acreage under leasein
important wildlife areas has been reduced.

8.1 Provide additional recreational
opportunitiesin response to specific
demands or needs, consistent with the
protection of trust resour ces.
Thisissue deds exclusvely with
recreationd boating and the facilities to
accommodate this use. The Great Sdt
Lake Marinaand Antelope Idand Marina
currently provide access to the lake. DNR
anticipates no further public investment in
marinafadilities. DNR will encourage
private investment to provide additiond
marinafacilities, if needed. The lessee of
the Black Rock commercid marinais
willing to open that facility, when built, to
recreationd useif requested by DPR.

8.2 Navigability on GSL.

Limited recreationd and commercia
boating access into the north arm from the
south arm is available through the northern
railroad causeway breach near Lakeside.
Any effort to breach the northern railroad
causeway to facilitate full navigationa
access between the south and north arms
would be very codly. Full navigationd
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access can be accomplished in one of two
ways. 1) breach the causaway and
congtruct a bridge that will accommodate
high vessdl passage; or 2) breach the
causeway and abandon railroad traffic
across it. Any breach in the causeway
designed to fully accommodate navigationd
access without disrupting railroad traffic will
need to occur in water depths sufficient for
deep ked boat passage. The bridge system
gpanning the breach must not only alow
raillroad traffic across the causeway, but
aso have sufficient height or mobility to
alow passage of sailboats with tall madts.
The geology of the lake bed in the deeper
waters is such that engineering and
condructing a bridge will be extremdy
expengve, if not impossible. The second
scenario for full navigationa access
circumvents the geologic and engineering
impediments associated with constructing a
bridge, but requires the railroad to abandon
the causeway and reroute the displaced
train treffic. Thisdterndive is obvioudy
very damaging and codtly to the railroad
and those who use rail transport.

Although the causeway actsto redtrict,
through sze limitation, the number of
vessds capable of navigating into the north
am, sengtive ecologicd interests are
buffered by the reduced access. The smdll
idands located in the north arm provide
critical habitat and nesting grounds for
American white pelicans and other
shorebirds. Gunnison Idand hosts one of
the three largest nesting colonies of
American white pelicans in North America.
The pelicans and other shorebirds rely
heavily upon the habitat provided on these
isolated idands during the annua nesting
Season, and even minimal human presence
has shown to disrupt them to the point that

they move off theidand to less productive
habitet.

9.1 Develop opportunities on sovereign
land for off-highway vehicles.

A public planning process conducted by the
ad hoc West Box Elder Access Team
under the auspices of Box Elder County
identified sovereign land in T11IN, R11W
as suitable for OHV use. Thisis consstent
with OHV designations for adjacent
upland. Some DNR divisions and federd
agencies participated on the team. Box
Elder County passed the ordinance to
implement the accessteam’s
recommendation. DNR will open lands as
identified in the access management plan.
Thisisnot anirreversble or irretrievable
commitment of resources. Monitoring and
enforcement are part of OHV management
inthe area. If monitoring shows
unacceptabl e resource damage, OHV use
on this sovereign land may be modified or
terminated. The Box Elder plan addressed
OHV problems related to resource damage
on public and private land a Monument
Point and Salt Wells areas. Opening
sovereign land in T11N, R11E, as part of a
multi-jurisdictiond plan, isareasonable
tradeoff againg the difficult enforcement
problems on sovereign land e sawherein
west Box Elder County.

9.2 Improve recreational opportunities
and access.

The specified locations are not exclusive.
They are locations which, based on exigting
vigtation, scoping comments or expressons
of interest a public meetings are viable
access points. There are potential
congraints or conflicts to be resolved for
some locations. The sdlected dterndtiveis
an expresson of DNR'sinterest in pursuing
additiona opportunities.
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9.3 Improve education and

inter pretation opportunities.

The specified locations and potentia
cooperators are not exclusive. Selected
locations are based on existing vigtation,
Scoping comments or expressions of
interest a public meetings, are vidble
interpretation and education opportunities.
There are potentid congtraints or conflicts
to be resolved for some locations. The
selected dternative is an expression of
interest in pursuing these opportunities.

9.4 Hunting conflicts on sovereign land.
The sdlected dterndive will darify where
waterfowl hunting will be dlowed near
Antelope Idand. Working with the Utah Air
Boat Association and other publics, a 100-
yard buffer was determined to be an
acceptable buffer to reduce conflicts near
developed areas on theidand. The posting
of no hunting areas around the GSLM has
addressed conflicts there.

10.1 Identify an acceptable mix of
DNR’s statutory requirementsin
regard to commercial and industrial use
of the lake'sresour ces.

Under the sdlected sovereign land
classfications, minerd lease zones,
reinforced wildlife consderations and the
diking policy, DNR bdieves GSL islarge
enough to accommodete the legidative
policy regarding specified multiple uses
without substantia impairment of protected
public uses. No new commercid or
industrid use of GSL and its resourcesis
anticipated, nor is there reason to expect
that exising commercid and indudtria uses
cannot operate within the congraints of
sovereign land classfications and minerd
lease zones. If a proposed new use cannot
be accommodated under existing
classfications or zones, a plan amendment

will be congdered. If an amendment is
proposed, it will include an offsetting
change in classfication or zone. The offset
will be based on factors including acreage,
function and public trust value. Under this
amendment approach, adequate mitigation
isensured until anew planning cydeis
completed.

10.2 Open specific areas of the lake for
commercial harborsfor thebrine
shrimp industry.

At a public meeting on June 16, 1995,
DNR’s brine shrimp task force announced
that no new exclusive specia use leasesfor
harbors will be issued and that the AIM will
be avalable for commercid use until it
becomes incompatible with recregtiond use
or adequate dternative facilities are
available. These policiesremain in effect.

The south arm Stes were identified by the
task force as dispersed strategic locations
where water depth is suitable, accessis
reasonably available and conflicts with
public trust resources are relatively minima.
The north arm sites are locations where
harbors aready exist. Additiona harbor
development at these locations should not
result in Sgnificant adverse effects. The
intent of the harbor policy isto iminate
access to the lake as a competitive factor in
the brine shrimp industry and to encourage
its members to work together on harbor
construction in order to concentrate
development and confine impacts from
harbor congtruction to afew srategic
locations.

21



10.3 Egtablish policy regarding
unauthorized congtruction below
meander linefor the development of
harbors, rampsor other structures.
DNR will link pendtiesfor violations of one
DNR agency’ s statutes and rules to the full
range of permits and licensesissued by dl
DNR agencies. Thiswill further enhance
DNR law enforcement on the lake. Rather
than each divison separately imposing
sanctionsfor violaions, dl permitsand
licenses issued by DNR agencies may be
subject to sugpension, termination or other
action.

11.1 Allow grazing on sovereign lands
to the extent that it is consistent with
public trust responsbilities.

The mgority of sovereign land grazing
potential on the lakeis on lands within the
39 townships specified in Section 23-21-5.
Severd exiding permits dlow cancdlation,
after notice, if DWR decides grazing
impacts are causing unacceptable adverse
effects on negting habitat or other wildlife
vaues. Exiging permits contain a provison
dlowing for cancdlation if theland is
committed to a higher and better use. Since
DWR is better prepared to determine
impacts to wildlife values and has a greater
on-the-ground presence than DFFSL, it
makes sense to transfer administration of
grazing permits on 23-21-5 landsto DWR.

12.1 Designate roads, causeways and
utility corridors.

Use of exigting corridors for transportation
and utilities will minimize impacts because
there will be no new ground disturbance.
The two railroad causeways provide east-
west corridors and are important
trangportation links. A utility, raillroad and
highway “corridor” dready exists east of
the lake. The Davis County Causeway

provides access to AISP. DNR does not
support the AISP southern causeway as a
public transportation corridor because the
approach to the causaway traverses private
property and important south shore wildlife
habitat. As discussed in the AISP Resource
Management Plan public transportation
over the causeway would result in access
management problems for the park. DNR
will maintain aright of adminigtrative and
emergency access over the causeway.

13.1 Identify the meander lineon the
ground for law enfor cement purposes.
This reflects the current law enforcement
gpproach, with addition of linking DNR-
issued permits and using orthophoto
mapping technology to identify the meander
line. Orthophoto maps will be a useful guide
to the genera location of meander for law
enforcement purposes, but it islikely that
actua surveyswill be needed on a case-by-
case basis when serious disputes arise
regarding meander location.

14.1 Improve search and rescue access
and operations.

All search and rescue efforts are the
responsibility of county sheriffs offices
Dueto the location of AIM and GSLM
fadilities and the availability of DPR
resources, the mgjority of search and
rescue efforts will involve DPR. Thefive
counties around the lake have an
Operationd Preplan for GSL rescues. Itis
an inter-loca agreement that coordinates
resources and representatives directed by a
council. One council recommendetion isto
acquire better vessals for rescue purposes.
Utility of the boat ramp at the Little Vdley
harbor is limited by water depth.
Improvements would include dredging near
the ramp area.
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15.1 GSL and its surrounding wetlands
have been nominated for a Ramsar
designation.

DNR encourages interested persons to
assg in invedtigating resource management
implications of Ramsar designation.
Preiminary indications are that existing
Ramsar designationsinthe U.S. are
typicdly stes that focus on wildlife and
habitat protection where Ramsar
designation nicely complementsthe
dedicated use of resources. The extent to
which avariety of uses under the Public
Trust Doctrine and the legidature' s
multiple-use mandate can be
accommodated under Ramsar designation
is not certain. The reasoning some
advocates offer that Ramsar heightens
gopreciation for wetland vaues and
provides protection but does not effect
management requires more investigation.
Ramsar designation appears to have been
used to stop some developments. The
requirement to report to an internationa

organization on management actions if GSL
were to become a Ramsar Site is somewhat
an affront to state sovereignty. The sdlected
dternative does not preclude designation; it
ensures full assessment of management
implications.

16.1 Protect open space and critical
lands near thelake.

DNR supports preserving open space and
critica lands and will look a acquiring
property or conservation easements on a
case-by-case basis consistent with DNR

policy.

16.2 Protect the viewshed or the visual
aestheticsof GSL.

Lake users vaue the viewshed and
aesthetics of GSL. DNR will develop a
VRM plan. This could include remova of
exiding visud barriers and placing
regtrictions on future barriers. It could dso
address viewshed mitigation drategies as
part of the permit approval process.
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Great Salt Lake Planning Process

Overview

DNR has management programs in place
for the resources of GSL.. Those programs
are designed to both conserve the lake's
resources, and to make those resources
available for beneficid uses DNR's
management of AISP and Farmington Bay
WMA, the regulation of commercid brine
shrimping and sport hunting and the MLP
are examples of resource management
programs currently in operation.

At the same time, factors exist which are
affecting or have the potentia to affect the
lake, its resources and beneficid uses.
Purposes of this planning process are to
ensure that existing programs contribute
optimaly to DNR’s management objectives
for the lake and that emerging issues and
demands are addressed in a coherent and
comprehensve manner, consstent with
overdl management objectives.

The Planning Process

In August 1997, the DNR assembled the
GSL Planning Team (Planning Team) of
representatives from each of the divisions of
DNR, with the charge to develop a
resource management plan for DNR and all
its divisons. The planning process utilized
by the team is based on the land
management planning process st forth in
Section 65A-2-4 of the Utah Code, and in
implementing rules found a R652-90
adopted by DFFSL, specificdly the
processes for CMPs. Because of the scale
of GSL as a planning unit, and because of
the complexity and significance of the lake

and its resources, the Planning Team has
implemented steps and public processesin
addition to those required in rule.

Public involvement in the planning process
was officidly initisted on February 3, 1998
with a notification of State Action to
RDCC. Locdly published public notices
invited participation in severa scoping
mestings conducted in each of the five
countiesin which GSL islocated.
However, starting in November, the
Panning Team aso conducted informd
internal and externa scoping and issues
identification, and attended a number of
associion, club and individua agency
meetings to discuss the plan and the
planning process.

Statement of Current
Conditions and Trends

The starting point for development of a
comprehensive and cond stent management
plan isthe assembly of rdevant information
and analyses into a resource inventory.
Through a one-year internal and externa
scoping project, the Planning Team
identified the resource inventory information
it believesisrelevant to the good
management of GSL. Thisinventory was
assembled and evaluated to develop
descriptions of the current conditions of the
lake' s resources, and to discern trends
which should be taken into account in future
management. Because the information
avalableon GSL and itsresourcesis
encyclopedic in scope and volume, the
team digested and presented it in the
context of the key issues and needs. The
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Satement of Current Conditions and
Trends (SCCT) represents a basdine
picture of GSL and its resources.

Five hundred copies of the SCCT were
availablefor GSLTT and public review.
Comments generated from this review
improved the SCCT section of the Draft
Comprehensive Management Plan (Draft
CMP) and formed the basdlineto develop
of an array of management dternatives for
the Draft CMP. The revised SCCT section
will beincluded in the Great St Lake
Resource Document (GSLRD).

Great Salt Lake
Management Alternatives

Thearray of GSL management dternatives
was prepared by the Planning Team for a
second series of public meetingsto invite
public review and comment. Five public
mestings were held in five counties between
January and February 1999. Comments
and responses on alternatives were
included in the Draft CMP.

The purpose of the GSL Management
Alternatives Andysswasto provide a
framework for agenera comparison of
management dternatives. The anadlyss
considered four generd criteriato evauate
the proposed management dternatives:

» Feashility/Effectiveness
» Possble Impacts

» ConflictgCoordination
» Public Trust Protection

Feaghility included congderation of the
time, money and other resources required.
Effectiveness indicated how successful the
proposed dternative would be a genera

context. Possible impacts were consdered
in this andyd's and included ecosystem,
ecology, industry and other impacts.
Conflict and coordination examined user
group, agency and other conflicts, and
required coordination. Public trustisa
broad criterion which examined potentia
impacts on public trust vaues.

Economic Analysis

The Office of Energy and Resource
Panning (OERP) evduated the economic
impacts of three management
recommendations contained in the Draft
GSL CMP: Planning Document which
wasthe internd review verson of the Draft
CMP. OERP investigated the economics
involved in three planning issues:

o Strategiesto ded with afluctuating lake
leve
* Policy of WDPP operation

»  Sinity management

Numerous tables and charts were
compiled. The economic analys's produced
interesting and helpful resultsin regard to
these issues and the selected dternative.

Scientific Review Committee

DNR sdected a Scientific Review
Committee (SRC) to “verify and vdidate
the scientific information presented in the
Draft GS. CMP: Planning Document.
DNR requested that the reviewers focus on
an evaugion of the scientific underpinnings
presented in the SCCT section of the
planning document. The purpose of the
review process was to offer an unbiased
assessment of the technical information
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base utilized by DNR to make decisons
and tradeoffs related to management of
GSL. Thereview process evaluated
avallable technica information, identified
information that was limited or missng, and
critiqued the information baseto enhance
the credibility of the planning process. SRC
was asked to ignore political and economic
issues of GSL and focus only on the
science.

The SCR held saverd meetings with the
U.S. Geologicd Survey and DNR staff
concerning water-salt balance moddling
and dso interviewed severa government
and industry scientists. The SRC produced
three documents, a letter to Kathleen
Clarke, DNR Director; Evaluation of the
Scientific Underpinnings of the May 1,
1999 GS. CMP: Planning Document
and appendices with severd sections of
supporting information. The SRC aso met
with Kathleen Clarke and the Planning
Team to present ther findingsin August
1999.

The Planning Team responded to the SRC
recommendations by analyzing, making
additions, edits and other adjustments to
the Draft CMP. SRC recommendations
resulted in additiond review, sudy and the
development of two new appendices H and
| to provide more detailed information in
the Draft CMP.

Salinity Engineering Study

In November, 1999, DNR funded an
engineering Sudy to investigate measures
to reduce the sdinity differentid between
the north and south arms of GSL. DNR
requested that the contractor:

1. Invedtigate drategiesto improve bi-
directiond flow through the railroad
causeway between Promontory Point
and Lakeside to reach specified target
conditions to reduce the dinity
differential between the north and south
amsof GSL;

2. Coordinate with DFFSL and other
supporting agencies to verify the
science, and to pre-design geo-
technicaly viable engineering options;
and

3. Determine estimated cods associate
with the options.

The contractor reviewed studies, reports,
water-sdt balance model output, and
specified conditions to be modeled.
Alternative measures were screened and
evauated for effectiveness, cod, ability to
congtruct, impact to the railroad and
operation and maintenance.

Public Involvement
Overview

Stakeholder Meetings

Stakeholder meetings have been avduable
part of this process and were initiated
before the GSL Planning Project was
announced. Mestings were held with
federd agencies, local governmental
offidds, citizens, industry groups and
interested individuas. Through stakeholder
meetings, correspondence, and other
conversations, 550 people interacted with
the members of the Planning Team from
November 1997 to April 1998.
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Severd stakeholder meetings were held
with these groups in January and February
1999. Approximately 60 people attended
these meetings during the presentations and
reviewed proposed GSL management
dternatives.

The time period between February 1999
and the release of the Draft CMP dso
provided another opportunity to meet with
Stakeholders and discuss basdline
information, dternatives and the Planning
Team’s next steps.

Public Meetings

Two sets of public meetings were held in
Weber, Box Elder, Davis, Sdt Lake and
Toode counties. Thefirst set of public
mestings included a presentation about the
purposes of the planning effort and an
invitation to participate in the process.
Approximately 80 people attended the
meetings held between February and
March of 1998. The second set invited
public review and comment on the
proposed array of GSL management
dternatives. Approximately 100 people
attended.

After meeting with the public, interested
stakeholders, and GSLTT on the GSL
management dternatives, the Planning
Team completed a comment anadysis.
Comments and responses were presented
in the draft CMP.

Great Salt Lake Technical Team
Involvement

GSLTT paticipated in the review of the
SCCT document. On November 5,1997 a
GSLTT meeting washeld asan

introduction to the planning process. On
February 23, 1999 the GSLTT

conddered the Planning Team' s proposed
management dternatives and discussed the
issuesin an informa group setting.
Approximately 43 members of this advisory
group attended the mesting.

Legislative and County Official
Participation

On February 23, 1999 the Planning Team
set up displays and distributed information
in the Capitol Rotunda. Legidators and
state employees had an opportunity to
exchange information with the Planning
Team. In other settings, DNR
adminigration and Planning Team members
visted with county officids and Sate
legidators.

Three additiona opportunities for lake issue
orientation were made available to
governmenta officids and Sate legidators.

Great Salt Lake Planning Team
Presentations and Special
Meetings

Members of the Planning Team made over
150 appearances and presentations to
different governmentd entities, agencies,
gpecid interest groups, organizations and
industry.

Media Involvement

Press releases, radio announcements and
other newspaper articles highlighting GSL
and the planning process have been
numerous and ongoing throughout the
planning process.
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Decision and Implementation Structure

Decision Process for
Proposals on GSL

DFFSL will be the keeper of the CMP and
will be the forma point of contact for
proposas on sovereign land. Before
making forma contact with DFFSL,
proponents are encouraged to contact
other divisons and agencies regarding how
the proposd may affect them.

A “new” proposal isaproposed land use
thet is either new for GSL or of such sze
that, in DFFSL’ s judgement, there is
potentia for Sgnificant adverse effects.
DFFSL will determineif aproposd isa
new proposa for which a presentation to
the GSL Board of Directors (BOD) is
required. The BOD includes DNR'’s
divison directors and executive
management. For land usesthat are not
new proposals, DFFSL will accept an
gpplication or refer the proponent to the
gopropriate DNR division for routine
gpplication processing.

The BOD will convene and hear
presentations on new proposas by
proponents. Since detail of a proposal may
not be available, and a proposal may not
have undergone environmentd review at
the time a presentation is made, the BOD
will only approve or regect the proposd in
concept. If aproposal is approved in
concept, the proponent will be referred to
the gppropriate divison which will process
an gpplication through standard
procedures. If aproposa isreected in
concept, it is not necessarily the end of the
line for aproposa. A proponent may ill
file an gpplication and await find action by

adivison. In either case, the fina action by
adivison is subject to gpped through
adminigtrative processes.

The Great Salt Lake
Technical Team (GSLTT)

Section 65A-10-8-(11) provides that the
divison shdl:

“Retain and encourage the continued
activity of the Great Sdt Lake Technica
Team.”

GSLTT members, because of their
knowledge of the lake and their agencies
respongbilities, provide vauable technica
information for decison making. This group
isaforum for the interchange of information
on monitoring, research, ideas and
programs that affect the activities and
natural sysems of GSL. Agenciesinvolved
in the lake's management will be asked to
provide representation to the GSLTT. Each
of the five counties involved with the lake
aso will be asked to provide a
representative. Other interests and groups
may be invited to participate on the
GSLTT.

The activities and reports of GSLTT will be
presented to the BOD after review and
andysis by gaff from DFFSL. The GSLTT
will be sdf governing with staff support
from the DNR as requested and will be
asked to convene for conduct of business
at least two times per year.

Persons or groups interested in being
asociated with the activities of the GSLTT
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should submit a written request to
DFFSL’ s director requesting notification of
meetings and work groups.

Appeal Process

In accordance with Utah Code Ann.
Section 65A-1-4, “Divison of Forestry,
Fire and State Lands -- Creation -- Power
and authority,” an aggrieved party to afind
action by the director of DFFSL may
gpped that action to the executive director
of DNR within 20 days &fter the action.
The executive director shdl rule on the
DFFSL director’s action within 20 days
after receipt of the apped. The specific
procedure through which any party
aggrieved by a DFFSL action may apped
isoutlined in Utah Admin. R. 652.

Comprehensive
Management Plan

It is anticipated that the GSL CMP will
have alife goan of aminimum of ten years
The plan is subject to review and revison
asthe need arises.

DFFSL will be the administrator of the plan
process. Thisdivison will be responsble
for implementing the recommendations of
the plan. It will dso be the centrd point of
contact for anyone wishing to receive
information on the plan or to inquire on an
agpect of the plan. The divison's office will
act asthe repository of information for al
information pertaining to the devel opment
and completion of the plan.

DFFSL will work with DNR and other
agenciesto dlocate and protect GSL
public trust resources. Routine dlocation
issues such as leasing and permitting for
land use will be handled by DFFSL. Other
issues will be referred by DFFSL to

divisons and state agencies as needed.
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Implementation

Goals and Objectives
Introduction

The Planning Team consdered possible
implementation goa's and objectives
throughout the planning process.

GSL isapublic trust resource for the
benefit of the people. The people have the
right to use and enjoy trust lands, waters
and resources for awide variety of
purposes. Public use and enjoyment of
GSL initsdynamic formswill be free of
substantid impairment.

Goals

Protect and sustain the trust resources of,
and provide for reasonable beneficid uses
of GSL resources, congstent with their
long-term protection and conservation.
Sudtain the hedth of this unique and
productive sdine environment for its
inherent vaues. Wisdy manage use for
present and future generations through
gewardship, public involvement and
educetion.

Objectives

* Ensure conggency ininternd (DNR)
and externd coordination and
collaborative decison making.

* Provide opportunities for public contact
and involvement.

* Provide public access to monitoring
data, new proposals and management
activities on the GSL website.

*  Deveop benchmarks to measure
progress in implementing the CMP.

» Improve coordination with state, loca
and federd entities on jurisdictiondl
activitiesrelated to GSL.

» Promote collaborative sovereign land
management.

»  Coordinate monitoring and research
activity, interpret this data and use to
establish ecologicdl targets to ensure
sudainability. Thisinformation will help
messure progress and provide
guiddines for dl management activities

* Develop dtrategies to protect open
space, higtorical, scientific and
viewshed vaues, and for land
acquistion and easements with afocus
on priority and critical habitats.

* Increase public education and
gppreciation of GSL resources through
interpretetion.

e Allow multiple-usesto the extent they
are consgtent with the Public Trust
Doctrine.

Implementation activities is an important
part of GSL planning and issue resolution.
Thefollowing activities reflect the
management direction for the lake and its
resources. Implementation may require
coordination with stakeholders. Thiswill be
achieved through the RDCC process.




This schedule specifies the actions to be
taken to implement this CMP, lead agency
respongbility for the action, and the time

frame within which the action will be taken.
This scheduleis organized by planning issue
(resource concern) as presented in the

plan.

Planning Issue

Implementation
Action/Product

Responsible Party
(Lead Agency)

Target Date

1.1 flood plain

define flood plain in
GSL Plan

DNR

plan approval

1.2 lake level strategies

specify actions to be
taken

DNR, other entities may
do same

12/31/00

authorization

1.3 WDPP policy specify policy DNR plan approval
1.4 Locomotive Springs investigate causes and 1. DWRI ongoing (1)
flows mitigate impacts 2. DWR
1.5 water right case-by-case DWR continuous (2)
acquisition acquisition
1.6 embayment policy specify policy DNR plan approval
2.1 salinity 1. clean/modify 1. DFFSL 1. ongoing
causeway openings 2. UGS 2. ongoing
2. monitor salinity 3. DFFSL 3. continuous
3. determine need for
further action
2.2 salt accounting develop, implement DFFSL 2/28/01
methodology
3.1 water quality 1. Coordinate with DNR 1. continuous
DWQ 2. continuous
2. pursue grants (3)
3.2 wetland policy policy statement DNR 12/31/00
4.1 air quality 1. negotiate MOU with DNR 12/31/00
DEQ
5.1 23-21-5 lands proposal to designate DWR 3/31/01
WMA lands
6.1 sovereign land change designations DFFSL plan approval
classifications
6.2 geologic hazards identify and analyze on DFFSL plan approval
case-by-case basis
6.3 BRMBR expansion negotiate land use DFFSL after ownership

below meander
is determined
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Planning Issue

Implementation
Action/Product

Responsible Party
(Lead Agency)

Target Date

6.4 diking policy

require assessments

DFFSL, DWR (4)

plan
implementation

7.1 ML zones implement MLP DFFSL ongoing
7.2 ML policies implement MLP DFFSL ongoing
8.1 boat harbors make Black Rock DFFSL one year after
harbor available request
8.2 navigation consider navigation DFFSL ongoing
when causeway
modifications are
evaluated
9.1 OHV 1. openT11N, R11E 1. DFFSL 1. plan
2. address OHV use 2.DWR completion
in WMA plans 3.DPR 2. routine
3. enforcement WMA plan
cycle
3. continuous
9.2 access improve access as DNR continuous
opportunities allow
9.3 interpretation/ improve as DWR, DFFSL, DPR (5) continuous
education opportunities allow
9.4 hunting conflicts waterfowl proclamation DWR ongoing
10.1 sovereign land change as needed DFFSL continuous
classifications
10.2 boat harbors make sovereign land DFFSL ongoing
available
10.3 trespass determine linkage DNR 10/31/00
among permits
11.1 grazing transfer to DWR on DFFSL 12/31/00
administration WMA lands
12.1 transportation designate corridors DFFSL plan completion
13.1 law enforcement identify meander on DFFSL 12/31/00 (6)
orthophoto maps
14.1 search and rescue improve Little Valley DFFSL 2/28/01
harbor launch ramp
15.1 Ramsar 1. apprise Governor’'s DNR 1. plan
Office completion

2. monitor

2. continuous
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Planning Issue

Implementation
Action/Product

Responsible Party
(Lead Agency)

Target Date

16.1 open space

1. identify critical land
priorities

2. feetitle and
conservation
easement
acquisition

DNR

ongoing

16.2 visual resource
management

VRM Plan

DNR

12/31/01

Notes.

(1) “Ongoing” means the action occurs presently and continues indefinitely as opportunities or routine

scheduling allow.

(2) “Continuous” means the action begins with plan approval and continues indefinitely as opportunities
or routine scheduling allow.
(3) Grants primarily oriented toward determining the effects of potential contaminants in hypersaline

environment.

(4) DWR on WMA lands designated pursuant to planning issue 5.1, DFFSL on other lands.

(5) On lands administered by the respective agencies.

(6) December 2000 for existing orthophoto maps, continuous as new maps become available.
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Monitoring and Research

A subgtantia part of CMP implementation
directly involves monitoring, primarily for
determining the efficacy of implementation
actions and/or ng the need for further
action.

Environmenta monitoring and research is
the key to developing sustainable resource
dlocation and in implementing effective
management drategies. It is chalenging to
manage GSL for multiple-use and
sugtainability without awell developed,
accurate, reliable and focused database.
Decison-making is currently based on the
best available information. Without existing
data and monitoring resource alocation and
decision-making would be haphazard.

Littleinformation is currently available or
evauaion of ecosystem function and hedlth.
A well-designed monitoring and research
program would be of great vduein
asessing trends, understanding GSL's
natura range of variability, and behavior of
ecosystems.

Itisimpossibleto bridge dl gapsin
information and understanding due to the
dynamic nature of the lake and its environs,
the various time scaesinvolved in
ecosystem function and degradation and
limited funding available for research and
monitoring. It is more important to focus on
the qudity of data rather than the quantity.

DNR will coordinate with other agencies
and stakeholdersto develop alist of gapsin
information and compile alist of GSL
research topics for state universitiesto
consider for graduate and doctorate

gudies. Improved research and monitoring
coordination will help managers focus
research on critical needs and build a GSL
information database. DNR will seek
funding partnerships with the U.S.
Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA),
other agencies and stakeholders.

The overdl god for research and
monitoring isto compile data sufficient for
development of specific ecologicd,
hydrologicd, and public trust objectivesin
support of the CMP.

There are two gods for the specific
monitoring or research activities: 1) compile
data sufficient for identification of
scientifically-based ecologica conditions
necessary for long-term sustainability, and
2) determine the interrelationships between
habitat conditions and wildlife productivity
sufficient for development of quantifisble
mai ntenance or restoration activities.

As monitoring and research activities
continue and expand, it is recommended
that amonitoring and research
subcommittee of the GSLTT be convened
on aregular bass. This subcommittee could
be charged with the coordination and
oversght of data gathering activities on the
lake. In addition, they would ensure that the
collected data is shared with, and/or
andyzed by, dl research and monitoring
participants. Once the non-proprietary data
has been verified and andyzed, it should be
made available to the public. Following are
descriptions and costs of Current
Monitoring and Research, Phase | top
priority, and Phase || proposed monitoring.
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Current Monitoring and
Research Activities

This section lists the monitoring and
research activities which are currently
underway on GSL. Each item gives a brief
summary of the activity.

Agriculture

Grazing Impacts

Monitoring is conducted through
observations of nesting habitat in grazing
areas made by DWR personnd incidental
to other duties. No officia grazing transects
have been established. The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) informaly monitors
grazing impacts on sovereign lands under
permit to them and on TNC's private land.
DWR’ s monitoring is conducted in the
norma course of business, without readily
identifiable costs.

Biology

Brine Shrimp Monitoring

The DWR's Great Sdlt Ecosystem Project
(GSLEP) adminigters a brine shrimp
monitoring program in GSL. Two different
groups collect, enumerate and andyze the
data. GSLEP personnel do a portion of the
work and have contracted USGS to do
the other portion; that agency adso
contributes matching funds. Some of the
enumeration and interpretation of the datais
donejointly. Sampling is done by personnel
using boats on the lake; enumerdtion is
done in the |aboratories and data analyses
is completed at the respective offices. All of
this effort yidds information on the shrimp
population that guides management
decisons such as how much brine shrimp
egg can be harvested.

Brine Shrimp Harvest Monitoring

The commercid brine shrimp harvest is
monitored by GSLEP saff to quantify the
amount of eggs taken from the lake, where
they were harvested, and the condition of
the eggs. Thisinformation is used to
manage the brine shrimp population and the

fishery itsdlf.

Brine Shrimp Egg Survival
Monitoring

Studies are being done to determine what
portion of the shrimp eggsin the lake
survive the winter and are able to hatch in
the soring. Thisinformation iscriticd in
determining how much brine shrimp egg
can be harvested. Naturdly occurring eggs,
and eggs in specid research vessdls, are
collected from the lake over the course of
the winter and analyzed. Utah State
Universty (USU) is contracted by DWR to
conduct a portion of this research.

GSL Algae Study
USU is contracted by DWR to conduct a
phytoplankton study of GSL agee.

Brine Shrimp Population Model

USU is contracted by DWR to develop a
mathematica modd to predict brine shrimp
population dynamics performancein GSL.
Thismodd will be used dong with
monitoring data to predict how the shrimp
population is doing and how much can be
harvested.

Remote Monitoring Feasibility Study
USU is contracted by DWR to conduct a
feadbility sudy to determineif itis
technologicaly possble to accurately
quantify the amount of brine shrimp eggsin
the lake usng remote sensing techniques.
The results of this sudy may have
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goplication in the collection of data on
wetlands and agae production.

Eared Grebe Population Monitoring
The GSLEP conducts annud bird surveys
to monitor Eared grebesat GSL. These
birds rely on brine shrimp for food; proper
management of the shrimp populaion must
reserve enough shrimp for their surviva.
Understanding bird population dynamics
will dlow DWR to make good management
decisons.

GSL Waterbird Counts

The GSLEP conducts, coordinates, and
manages a lake-wide waterbird count. This
count has been conducted over the past
three years and will continue for at least
two more. To date, it isthe most
comprehensive waterbird count undertaken
around the lake. Knowing what species
populate the area; when, where, in what
numbers, and their relaion to habitatsis
essentid to successfully conserve these bird
resources. As many as 90 volunteers
participate in this effort. Personnd costs
would be prohibitive if these dedicated
people were compensated for their efforts.

Eared Grebe Energetics Research
USU is contracted by DWR to conduct
field work and laboratory andysis of Eared
grebes from GSL. The purpose of this
monitoring is to determine how many brine
shrimp each grebe needs daily to sustain
itsdf. The information will be used dong
with the grebe monitoring data to determine
how many brine shrimp cysts are needed to
feed the birds.

Waterfowl Census of GSL

Waterfowl (including swans) are counted a
regular intervas during the year to
determine their population numbers and use

aress around the lake. Thisinformation is
used nationdly to manage these migrating
birds.

Waterfowl Management Areas

DWR owns and manages eight WMAS on
and around GSL to conserve marsh
habitats and the birds that utilize them.
Thee areas areliterdly an oasisto the
millions of birds that use them.

Bird Banding

Birds are banded annually by DWR to
collect data on surviva rates and migration
patterns. Thisinformation is criticd to
managing GSL bird resources.

Chemistry

Salinity Sampling

UGS and DWQ, with assstance from
DPR, conducts biannud brine sampling at
four Stes on the lake to determine chemical
composition. DEQ aso collects samples at
the same gites, but andyzesthem for a
more extensve set of parameters. The data
gathered is combined with hydrologic data
collected at the gages to compute water
budgets and chemica mass baances.

Mineral Production

DFFSL monitors the production of mineras
from the lake in conjunction with the
collection of royaty payments from
producers. Monitoring is conducted in the
normal course of business, without readily
identifiable costs.

Commercial and Industrial
Access Conflicts

Monitoring for this activity is conducted
primarily in response to complaints
received by the DNR. Since thereisno
divison specificaly assgned monitoring
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respongbilities, the response usualy
involves a determination of facts,
assgnment of primary respongbility to ded
with the issue, an attempt a an amicable
resolution, followed by adminigtrative or
legd action, if necessary. In this context,
monitoring is conducted in the normd
course of business, without readily
identifiable codts,

Hydrology

Stream Gaging

Currently, there are five Stes upstream of
the lake where inflows are measured, and
one within the lake where intra-lake flows
are measured. The first four Sites measure
the vast mgority surface flows into the lake
and are used to develop water budgets and
compute mass balances for various
chemicd condituents in the water column.
These stesare crucid for understanding
lake hydrology. The Locomotive Springs
gteis maintaned by DWR for purposes of
managing the WMA. It may be possible to
correlate the collected data with regiona
climatic data to estimate springflow and
diffuse seepage to the lake. The last Ste
measures the flow through the breach in the
railroad causaeway and is used to compute
water budgets and sat baances for the two

ams of the lake. The following gages are
those currently in use: Bear River near
Corinne, Weber River near Plain City,
Jordan River a Salt Lake City, Surplus
Cand a Sat Lake City, Locomotive
Springs WMA, and the Union Pecific
Railroad northern causaway breach and
culverts.

Lake Level

Currently, two gaging Stes on the lake
maintained by USGS and DFFSL measure
water surface levations. This data,
combined with the lake s devation-volume
tables, is used to compute water budgets
and chemica mass balances. The gages
currently used are: Great Salt Lake a Boat
Harbor and Great Sdt Lake at Sdline.

Weather Monitoring

The GSLEP is a partner with the University
of Utah (Uof U) Meteorology

Department in collecting weather and water
dataon GSL. The Wood' s Hole
Oceanographic Indtitute is one of the many
other partnersinvolved in this effort. This
datais used to understand how lake agae
grow and isrelated to shrimp population
performance.
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Current DNR Costs

Plan Section Activity Cost Type
Agriculture Grazing Impacts NA? Ann?
Biology Brine Shrimp Population Monitoring $137,425 Ann

Brine Shrimp Harvest Monitoring $31,000 Ann
Brine Shrimp Egg Survival Monitoring $31,220 Ann
GSL Algae Study $3,000 Ann
Brine Shrimp Population Model $43,031 Proj®
Remote Monitoring Feasibility Study $59,340 Proj
Eared Grebe Population Monitoring $10,000 Ann
GSL Waterbird Counts $85,000 Ann
Eared Grebe Energetics Research $38,450 Ann
Waterfowl Census $54,000 Ann
Waterfowl Management Areas $790,000 Ann
Bird Banding $14,000 Ann
Chemistry Salinity Sampling $10,197 Ann
Mineral Production NA Ann
Comm/Industrial Access Conflicts NA Ann
Hydrology Stream Gaging $28,610 Ann
Lake Level $10,880 Ann
Weather Monitoring $3,500 Ann
Total $1,349,653

! Activity occurs in the normal course of business and has no readily identifiable costs.

2 Annual agency cost of on-going activity.

3 Agency share of total project cost.
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Phase | Monitoring And
Research Activities

Itemsin this section represent those
activitieswhich the Planning Team bdieves
to be of highest priority for accomplishing
the goals and objectives of the GSL CMP.
Funds available to DNR divisonswill effect
the completion of these tasks.

Biology

Nutrient & Heavy Metal Inflow
Monitoring

No data exists on the volumes and
concentrations of waterborne nutrients and
heavy metds entering GSL after it flows
through the adjacent marshes. Thisdatais
essentia to understanding how agee and
other species are effected by these inflows
to the lake. Algae feed brine shrimp and
brine flies. The huge bird populations
around the lake depend upon agae, shrimp
and fliesfor food. The commercid
harvesters depend upon the shrimp. This
data does not exist and isthe most critical
information for lake managers at thistime.

Chemistry

Salinity Sampling

Currently, UGS samples lake sdinity twice
ayear a four gtes; this corresponds to the
lake' sannud high- and low-stands. These
lake-stands usudly occur in the spring and
fal. Collection of additiona data during the
summer and winter would afford amore
complete look at sat loading and lake
sinity dynamics throughout the yeer.

It is a0 advisable to take smilar
concentration measurements at the
Newfoundland Weir, where brines return to
the lake from the Newfoundland Pond, in
order to have a complete record of brine
movements.

Hydrology

Weir Flow Measurements

Water returns to the lake from the
Newfoundland Pond viaawer located
near Strong’s Knob. Regular flow
measurements need to taken at thisweir.

Breach and Culvert Flow
Measurements

The sdected dternative for solving the
sinity imbdancein GSL isto increase the
exchange of brines between the north and
south arms of the lake. Thiswill be
accomplished by deepening the exigting
breach a Lakesde and cleaning debris out
of the existing culverts and ensuring they
remain open and flowing at capacity.

Once the degpening of the breach is
accomplished, amonitoring program will
be initiated to ensure that the Slll remains at
the desired evation. If dltation sartsto
effect water carrying capacity of the
breach, newly deposited sediments will
need to be removed.

At the current (February, 2000) lake
elevation of 4203, the culverts are under
water. When debrisiis cleaned out of the
culverts, it is difficult to determineif, in fact,
they are clean and trangporting dl the flow
possible. Flow measurements must be
made at the culverts and the breach to
ensure that the water exchange is occurring
to meet designed capabilities. Maximum
flowswill ensure thet the highest return is
being exacted for the dollars invested in the
project.

USGS measures flows at the culverts and
breach four times ayear. To obtain amore
complete record of lake flows, the
frequency of these
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measurements needs to be increased to
eght times a year.

Land

Boundary ldentification Survey
The degree of public accessto north arm
boat launch facilitiesis uncertain. Thereis
an old, but usable, harbor at Little

Valey on the west sde of Promontory
Point. Since aportion, or al of the harbor is
on sovereign lands, aland survey needsto

be conducted aong the meander for
roughly three miles near this harbor.
Boundary identification will dlow this public
access issue to be resolved.

Projected DNR Costs

Plan Section Activity Cost Type
Biology Nutrient & Heavy Metal Inflow $50,000 Ann
Chemistry Salinity Sampling $10,197 Ann
Hydrology Weir Flow Measurements $8,000 Ann
Breach & Culvert Flow Measurements $21,000 Ann
Land Boundary Identification Survey $20,000 Proj

Total $109,197

Phase Il Monitoring and
Research Activities

Itemsin this section represent those
activities which the Planning Team bdlieves
to be of secondary priority for
accomplishing the god's and objectives of
the GSL CMP. These activitieswill be
initiated on an as-needed and funds-
available basis.

Agriculture

Grazing Impacts

Grazing transects need to be established
and monitored.

Biology

Habitat Encroachment

Due to population growth, it is necessary to
monitor the extent to which non-wildlife

activities are encroaching on habitat, and
devise ways to mitigate the impacts on a
case-by-case basis. Remote sensing
technology can be used to collect this data.

Chemistry

Mineral Production

Data needs to be collected on both minera
production and the amount of sequestered,
stockpiled, and waste mineras from the
lake s environmen.

Commercial/Industrial

Access Conflicts

Access conflicts need to be resolved and
monitored among commercia interests.

OHV Impacts

An OHV Management Plan has been
adopted by Box Elder County, SITLA and
BLM. The area of sovereign land open to
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OHV use under the selected dternative
was identified in the aforementioned plan.
That process identified the need for DPR to
secure funding for apogition to help enforce
regtrictions on OHV use. DPR’s effort to
secure the funding has not yet been
successtul. In the interim, monitoring should
continue on an incidenta basis by the Box
Elder County Sheriff’s Office and DWR
personnel.

There is an opportunity to coordinate
enforcement where unauthorized OHV
activity occurs dong the south shorein the
vicinity of Sdtair, the Inland Sea Shorebird
Reserve and the Gillmor Sanctuary. A
partnership could be created to hire
someoneto patrol thisarea. The area
covered by the partnership could extend
westward to monitor public trespass on
private land on Stansbury 1dand.

Hydrology

Satellite Imagery

In partnership with the U of U’s Center for
Remote Sensing and Cartography, satellite
imagery would be acquired on an annua
basis to monitor urban encroachment on
sovereign lands and wetland habitat around
GSL and WMAS, determine lands which
are flooded and/or exposed at various
lake-stands, and give an accurate measure
of the lake surface areafor evaporation
caculation.

Law Enforcement

Boundary Enforcement

A land survey should be undertaken to
mark and monument the boundary between
sovereign lands and adjoining parcels
where this boundary is uncertain. This effort
should begin on the east Side of the lake
where adjacent land development pressures
are greatest and proceed to the west side
as rapidly as resources become available.
This survey will be conducted over a
number of years.

Recreation

Recreation Impacts

Currently, AISP is under contract with
USU for asocia survey ($8,200) and
Colorado State Univerdty for awildlife
study ($50,000 over three years). These
are surveys that need to be addressed
every five years. The Nationa Park Service
uses a Vistor Experience Resource
Protection concept that GSL could
implement to protect the visitor experience
($50,000).

Recreation Demands

Future demands and trends need to be
determined relating to access and visitor
useon GSL. Thiswould be accomplished
by surveys, vigtation reports, sampling in
areas of concern. Thiswould be a $15,000
project conducted every five years.

User Conflicts

AISP would track complaints and conflicts
to determine what types of problems are
occurring. Additiona study would be
needed to expand this tracking to the whole
GSL planning area. ($20,000)

Trends/Response

To determine the socid carrying capacity of
recregtiond facilities, AISP would track
vidtation and types of use. A more in depth
study would assess GSL trends. State
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
addresses state-wide issues and could
address specific GSL needs. ($50,000)

Search & Rescue

Action Plans

Thereisafive county search and rescue
action plan in place. The county planning
committees recognize a need for an
amphibious boat to address amgor airliner
disaster in shalow water on GSL. The U.S.
Air Force should be a party to any planning
effort on this subject.
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Projected DNR Costs

Plan Section Activity Cost Type
Agriculture Grazing Impacts $5,000 Ann
Biology Habitat Encroachment $27,000 Ann
Chemistry Mineral Production NA Ann
Comm/Industrial Access Conflicts $38,000 Ann

OHV Impacts $8,000 Ann
Hydrology Satellite Imagery $10,500 Ann
Law Enforcement Boundary Enforcement $75,000 Ann
Recreation Recreation Impacts $108,200 Proj

Recreation Demands $3,000 Ann

User Conflicts $20,000 Ann

Trends/Response $50,000 Ann
Search & Rescue Action Plans $60,000 Proj
Total $404,700

Total Current and Projected Costs

Current Activities $1,349,653

Phase | Activities $109,197

Phase Il Activities $404,700

Total $1,863,550
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Potential Partners for
Monitoring and Research
Activities

Since planning efforts do not occur in a
vacuum, the Planning Team has conducted
extengve outreach activities to explain the
GSL CMP and solicit comments from
interested parties. In doing o, the Planning
Team received information about other
agencies and entities who could serve as
potentia partnersin the various monitoring
and research activities mentioned above.
These entities could partner with DNR
agencies and assist in management activities
as sources of information, grants, and
volunteers. Listed below are some of these
entities.

Government Agencies
State (Governor's Office of Planning
and Budget, Department of
Environmental Qudity, Department of
Transportation, Automated Geographic
Reference Center)

City (Salt Lake City Department of
Airports)

County (Box Elder, Davis, Sdt Lake,
Tooele, and Weber)

Federd Agencies (Fish & Wildlife
Service, Natural Resource
Conservation Service, USGS, BLM,
USAF)

Multi-governmenta (Wasatch Front
Regiona Council, Sdt Lake County
Vigtors Bureau, Utah Reclamation &
Mitigation Commisson)

Non-governmenta Organizations
(Friends of GSL, Friends of Antelope
Idand, Gillmor Sanctuary, Inland Sea
Shorebird Reserve, TNC, The
Audubon Society)

Private Sector
(Minera Producers, Brine Shrimp
Industry, UPRR, Utah Power)
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Public Comments and Responses

Introduction

Public Comments on the Draft
Comprehensive Management Plan

The comment period began on November
3, 1999 and ended on January 7, 2000.
The Planning Team followed the same
basic gepsin tracking comments and
generating responses as in the Draft CMP.
All comments were conddered in the
decision process.

Comment Analysis

Introduction

DNR received 70 comments on the Draft
CMP. There was a Sgnificant amount of
support for the preferred dternative on
many issues. Sdinity, brine shrimp harbors,
public trust respongbilities and WDPP
operation were issues most frequently
addressed in comments. One respondent
expressed support for the preferred
aternative across the board as the best
compromise for all competing interests. In
regard to sainity many respondents stated
the same reasons for support of the
preferred dternative. Comment letters a'so
typicaly expressed appreciation of the
public involvement aspects of this planning
process, irrespective of support for or
opposition to the preferred dternative.
Comments related to text corrections will
be addressed when the Planning Team
revises the SCCT.

Some comments only voiced support or
oppaosition to the preferred aternative

without stating a reason and do not require
aresponse. Comments to which the
Planning Team responded are numbered
and initaics below. Reasons supporting
and opposing the preferred aternative are
aso lised. Comments with the same

response are grouped together.

Issue 1.1 Flood plain

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

o 4217 isaussful desgnation.

* Thereissubgtantia infragtructure
between the lake' s current elevation
and 4217. Development of new
fecilities below 4217 needsto be
carefully considered.

1. The language "encourage others to
avoid development below 4217" is
ambiguous. How will others be
encouraged? This portends another rule
that has no teeth in it, hence, cannot be
counted upon to keep devel opment out
of the flood plain.

2. DNR should play a stronger role than
to merely “ encourage others...” to
avoid building in the flood plain of GSL.
Therole DNR should take is determined
by what is effective in fulfilling the
public trust responsibility to ensure a
sustainable GSL ecosystem in per petuity.
3. DNR should take a more proactive
role in developing inter-jurisdictional
cooperation within the flood plain and
with other issues within the water shed
which affects sovereign land.

As noted in the Draft CMP, development
above the surveyed meander lineis and will
continue to be controlled through locd
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planning and zoning irrespective of what
DNR cdlsthe flood plain. The generd
legidative policy to define the flood plain
and to implement the plan through loca
government must give way to the more
gpecific planning and zoning authority of
local government. DNR rejects the notion
that regulation of building on non-trust lands
intheflood plain isapublic trust obligation.

4. Awidely recognized tool for a
comprehensive management approach is
flood plain management planning. A
comprehensive water shed restoration
and protection program should be
developed for the greater GSL
Ecosystem. The legislature directed DNR
to work with local governmentsin a
coordinated effort to manage the state’'s
flood plains, shorelines and wetlands.
The state regulatory agency cooperates
with local entitiesto establish
regulations and provides technical
assistance.

Some of the monitoring activities proposed
in the plan are intended to lead to
scientifically-based ecologica objectives
for GSL. Until the complex
interrelationships of GSL systems are better
understood, there is no reason to believe
that grass-root and federa regulatory plans
and processes are not adequate watershed
protection measures. Such plans and
processes include the Spanish Fork River
Coordinated Resource Management Plan
(CRMP), Clover Creek CRMP, aCRMP
proposed for the Weber River Basin, the
Tri-State Water Qudity Commission,
various river basin sudies, ground water
management plans, the Bear River
Resource Conservation and Development,
regulatory activity of Sdt lake City within

its watershed, and the Total Maximum
Daily Load process.

5. DNR should state clearly that GS.
has the potential to go beyond 4217 and
even up to 4221 asindicated in the SRC
report.

Thisis mentioned on page 26 of the Draft
CMP.

Issue 1.2 Fluctuating lake level

strategies

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

* Thelakeistoo protean for
pre-fabricated “zones’ to adequately
address each unique Situation of a
fluctuating lake and its ecosystems.
DNR’ s response needsto vary on a
case-by-case basis.

1. If lake level zones are created, DNR
should still have flexibility in responding
to fluctuations on a case-by-case basis.
2. How and where the zones would be
designated and what process would be
used to determine planning and
management activities, who will
determine what actions to be taken and
how the public will be involved in the
decision process should be addressed.
3. Zones are acceptable as long as no
one can infer fromit that DNR or the
state is ableto control lake levels. We
agree with the SRC in stating that

“ stakeholders should not expect the
state to possess or develop a capability
to control lake levels.”

4. The alternatives ask if DNR should
use zones to develop response strategies
for lake level fluctuations without
exploring what the alter native agency
actions would be.
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There ill ssemsto be some
misunderstanding on the use of zones. The
concept as discussed on pages 26-30 of
the Draft CMP would be for each agency
dedling with the lake to develop a
management srategy for their activitieson
the lake. These strategies could then be
assembled by zone. Conflicting sirategies
could be resolved and an overall strategy
for the given zone prepared. The concept
would be flexible but would aso give each
agency information on the way other
agencies would ded with various levels of
the lake. Zones are a management tool.

The zones are presented in the Draft CMP.
DNR agency actions for each zone will be
identified and a draft will be submitted to
RDCC.

5. To develop flood response strategies
at various lake levels we need to
broaden into a flood plain management
plan. Is DNR suggesting that using
public trust responsibilities and the
overarching goal of managing the
ecological systems sustainability pulls
together a suite of strategies that
minimize costs of protecting
infrastructure and addresses any future
development in the flood plain? This
overall direction would also initiate a
wetland protection plan and creates a
multi-jurisdiction approach to address
planning and zoning issues at county and
municipal levels. It also would provide
for programs for developers such as tax
incentives and transfers of devel opment
rights to focus development in areas
outside of the flood plain.

Thereis no need to engage in aflood plain
management plan in order to satisfy the

legidative palicy to develop drategiesto
ded with fluctuating lake levels. DNR
reects the notion that the public trust
responsbility imposes upon the state the
obligation of developing aflood plain
management plan. In absence of a specific
or implied mandate to do so, in absence of
subgtantia interference in public uses of
sovereign land, and in absence of
irreversible ecosystem impacts, thereis no
obligation for aflood plain management
plan.

Issue 1.3 WDPP

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

*  Pumping a 4205 is unacceptable to the
USAF.

Reasons opposing preferred

alternative.

* | oppose pumping anytime. If people
want to build on the flood plain | don’t
want my taxes used to bail them out
when the lake rises.

* | am opposed to using stopgap
measures to control mother nature,
When mother nature saysthe lake
should be high we should get out of its
way.

»  The plan does not provide sufficient
information to say when WDPP should
operate.

* The reasoning seems convoluted and
duplicitous. The plan does not
recommend pumping until subgtantia
damage has occurred.

»  The plan recommends usng WDPP at
4208, but dso states that pumping was
darted too late to have a significant
impact on the maximum lake leve in
1987. If wefall to learn from the
mistakes of the past, the present CMP
planning processis awasted effort.
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* The plan gates that from an economic
perspective, dternative C, pumping at
4205, appears to have greater benefits
than dternative A, pumping at 4208.
We see no strong argument in the Draft
CMP to change the recommended
pumping level to 4208.

* Pumping at eevation 4205 is not lake
level management, but rather an
emergency response to prevent
flooding.

» Sdting thetrigger lake devation at
4208 isfully unjudtifiable conddering
the very high probability that the
pumping will not be able to stay ahead
of inflow and serious flooding will
occur.

* Allowing naturd lake levd variaionis
the best way to sustain afunctioning
GSL ecosysem, especidly itswildlife
and habitat components.

* There were adverse effects of losing
sdt last time WDPP operated. The
present configuration requires pumping
from the north arm. Basdline studies
have not been conducted. Many
facilities are dready protected by
1980s flood proofing.

» Theimplied security encourages
development of the important flood
plan.

* Private interests which operate on the
bed of the lake aready know that the
nature of their businessis subject to
fluctuating lake levds

1. The WDPP should be rearranged to
pump only south arm brine to conserve
salt and give mor e efficient evaporation.
Thiswould involve only a one-time
expense.

The preferred dternative in the Draft CMP
isto extend the intake channel to the pumps

and direct the flow from the breach such
that amixture of south and north arm brines
will be pumped rather than just north am
brine.

2. Pumping should be considered on a
case-by-case basis each year.

3. We need to know at what elevation
the state will definitely take action so we
can plan to protect our interests. The
state needs to obtain necessary permits
and prepare to initiate pumping on a
clearly defined schedule so that everyone
can seeit is being accomplished.

There are many reasons why the preferred
dternative recommends arting pumping at
4208. These reasons are discussed in the
Draft CMP on pages 33-39. It isintended
under the preferred dternative that a
procedure be established such that if the
lake reaches 4208 the pumps can begin
and there will not need to be any last minute
debates on what should happen. This will
alow the necessary permits and
agreements to be in place and will give
people who manage facilitiesin and around
the lake critica information they need to
make decisions about their facilities.

4. Presuming that the best course of
action would be to allow uncontrolled
upward fluctuation because it may have
unknown/undefinabl e positive
consequences for wetlands or only
inconsequential negative effects, when
the document defines actual expected
damages, thisis difficult to understand.

Mogt preferred dternative
recommendations are compromises of
competing interests and concerns on the




lake. The Draft CMP attempts to explain
reasons for the course of action taken.

5. The plan incorrectly supposes that any
structures that withstood the high lake
levelsin 1987 could withstand similar
levels again without significant costs.
Dikes settle over time, and many of the
dikes that were raised during the flood
years would have to be raised again.

The comment is correct that a genera
assumption was made that facilities
protected up to 1987 lake levels would il
be protected. Surveys (see the economic
anadysis on pages 213-220 in the Draft
CMP) were made to attempt to learn
where that assumption was wrong.

6. The economic analysis for different
lake level alternatives needs further
scrutiny. The statement that wildlife
manager s see benefit in periodic
flooding of managed marshesisworth
the cost to replacing damaged
structures. This "benefit" could cost
Utah taxpayers $19,391,000 (from
Table 1-2 of the economic analysis)
under alternative B.

According to wildlife managers, the dikes
around state WMA s are not intended to
protect the areas from rising lake levels.
Rather, the dikes are used to impound
water. The base elevation of most dikesis
at 4200 and thetop is a 4205. Thus, the
bulk of dike maintenance expenditures
occursin thelake leve range of
4200-4205. Regardless of which WDPP
policy dternative isimplemented dikes
sugtain the same amount of dameage for that
range. The current strategy for the WMAS
at thislake levd range isto accept the risng
lake and repair dikes after the lake recedes.

Thisis done for two reasons. Firg,, it istoo
expendgve to congder “flood proofing”
dikes above 4205. Secondly, WMA
managers see some benefit of |etting the
marshes flood periodicdly in terms of
rguvenation of old decadent marshes.

7. Because the state made cost-saving
design alterations to the project, 12
percent of the lake’s minerals were
deposited in the west desert. The state
must not shirk responsibility for those
decisions to pursue a cheaper, politically
favorable course of action today. WDPP
operation should consider returning west
desert salt to the lake and increasing the
evaporation area when lake levels are
above 4205.

Part of the reason why 12 percent of the
lake' s sdt was deposited in the western
desart was the intentiona continuation of
pumping into the summer months (to
provide feed stock to Magcorp's Knolls
evagporation ponds). Had pumping been
stopped in March or April of 1989 &t the
end of aplanned cycle, or continued
through the winter of 1990 to complete yet
another full cycle, the sAlt loss to the west
desert would have been grestly reduced.

Regarding the adverse effect on dinity
resulting from previous operation of
WDPP, it is appropriate to pursue the most
codt-effective remedy. Modification of the
causeway is much more codt-effective than
operating WDPP to change south arm
sinity. Should WDPP beinitiated again,
full-cycdle pumping would be implemented
which would return much of the west
desert’ s sequestered salt back to the lake.

8. The table (page 235) does not provide
sufficient detail for UPRR to verify




reported damages. A detailed
breakdown of damages is needed.

No disagreement. A more complete
breakdown of rigng lake level damages can
be found in the Draft CMP economic
anayss section. These tables provide
estimates on maintenance and capitd
expenditures in addition to revenue losses.
It isimportant to remember that the data
are to be used to compare dternatives
rather than an accurate predictor of losses

or impacts.

9. The state should keep the trigger
elevation at 4205 and modify the WDPP
to pump from the south arm and return
either concentrated brines or north arm
brines to the south arm.

There has been and continues to be support
for sarting pumping at 4205 rather than
4208. Reasons for sdlecting dternative A
over dternative C are discussed in the
Draft CMP.

10. The WDPP EISdid not adequately
address all major issues associated with
this project. Ownership of the brines put
on federal land was never clearly
determined and mineral related
environmental impacts addressed. The
USAF did not authorize the state to
inundate their lands during pumping.
The modified design did not mirror the
ElSanalysis, therefore thereisno
provision for pumping out of the south
arm. In fact, even pumping out of the
north armis questionable today due to
IMC Kalium's evaporation pond system
in Clyman Bay. These facts and others
seem to contradict with your proposed
management alter natives.

11. A new WDPP EISor an amendment
would need to be prepared that
adequately addresses both the true
environmental impacts of this project
and considers the changes that were
made in its design during and after the
project was in operation. A further
assessment of the environmental impacts
of the WDPP to the lake and west
desert, would be required before
pumping can resume.

Issues relating to the adequacy of the
WDPP EIS for future pumping will be
consdered in the normal course of business
as plans are made to resume pumping.

12. Allowing maximum |lake-level
variation provides the greatest benefit to
the public, economic benefits for future
generations, best way to sustain a
functioning GSL ecosystem, prevents
salt loss and imbalance and a false
security in reliance of the pumpsto
protect investments and may
inadvertently foster inappropriate
devel opment which compromises
environmental resources aswell as
resultsin costly actions to mitigate for
flooding.

13.No stakeholders should expect to be
rescued fromrising lake levels. Lake
levels cannot be controlled by DNR or
the state.

The preferred dterative of pumping at 4208
does dlow awide range of naturd variation
inthe levd of thelake. The Draft CMP has
attempted to convey the message that there
is no attempt to control the level of the lake.
The WDPP is an evaporative system which
is designed to increase the natura
evaporation from the lake and help reduce
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peek eevations during high "flood" levels of
the lake.

14. WDPP configuration would be more
compatible with USAF and its
operations and help with conservation of
state resources (salt returned to the lake,
minimal cost and savings over time) if
the WDPP included a ssmple ditch to
collect drainage over the Newfoundland
Weir to allow salts to be returned
directly to GSL.

I ssues concerning the return flow across the
USAF area are as yet not resolved, but will
be addressed when permits for resuming
WDPP are issued.

15. The state proposes to return brine
flow during WDPP to the south arm.
Will flow be cut off to the pumps or the
north arm through the breach?

The short answer is no. The conceptua
design isthe return flow will either be
returned in late December and early
January when the pumps are not operating,
or the dense return flow brineswill flow
under the lighter south arm brines & the
point where the return flow enters the north
arm and the brines from the breach enter
the inlet channd to the pumps.

Issue 1.4 Locomotive Springs

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

»  Wildlife and habitat should be given top
consderation and DNR should make
every effort to improve the water
supply.

* DNR should ensure sufficient water to
maintain wetland habitat resources.

Issue 1.5 Water rights

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

» Itisappropriate and desirable to
discontinue new diversions from GSL
a extremey low lake levels.

1. We recommend a hybrid between
alternative A and B with priority be
given to maintaining the freshwater
deltas along the east side of the lake by
protecting existing water rights,
protesting proposed water filings, filing
diligence claims on unallocated drain
flows and investigating acquisition of
new rights from the conversion of
agricultural landsto residential housing.
The focus of water rights acquisitions
should be on all freshwater inflowsto
the lake not just WMAs. It would be
appropriate and desirable to discontinue
new diversions from G at extremely
low lake levels.

The need for implementing dterndtive B in
combination with the selected dternative
can be better determined when and if new
diversons are requested. Right now minerd
producers have the right to extract three
times as much asthey divert now. Exiging
rights have much greater potentid to affect
GSL leves.

2. Alternative A could be implemented
as a contingency plan that worksin
conjunction with alternative B. It is
assumed that the goal isto maintain
WMAs and other critical habitats at all
lake levels. Alternative B also addresses
the same management goal as A, but the
purpose and effectiveness should be
clarified in regard to the water
requirements of the existing wetlands to
answer the question if proposed new
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diversions could meet wetland water
needs if they were discontinued and
converted back to * instream flow” to
support wetlands during dry periods.
The definition of “ beneficial use” may
have to be modified to allow “ instream
flow” to supercede other uses during dry
periods.

The commentators suggested that the
"...definition of "beneficid use" may be
modified to dlow "instream flow" to
supercede other uses during dry periods.”
Currently, Utah water law requires that
water be distributed according to the
priority date of the underlying water right.
During dry periods, water rights for
domestic use and public supply can be
taken ahead of rights for other uses when
the priority dates of the involved rights are

equd. Any change to this arrangement will
require legidative action.

3. DWRi and DWRe do not consider the
needs of the lake when permitting water
projects or water rights appropriations
upstream. DNR and the state need to
broaden their interjurisdictional role and
responsibilitiesin thisarea and include
the inflow needs of the lake withing the
drainage basin.

Section 73-3-8 of the Utah Code
Annotated guides the State Engineer in
deciding whether an gpplication will be
gpproved or regjected. Among the things he
must consder in the discharge of this
respongibility are public welfare, public
recreation, and the natura stream
environment. Any changesto, or
broadening of, this respongibility will
require legidative action.

4. Conversion of agricultural lands to
hardened surfaces due to devel opment
and its effects on water for wetlandsis a
valid concern. Surface runoff is
redirected to stormwater and
wastewater treatment systems. This
reduces the number of water sources
from the natural condition and increases
flows at concentrated sites.

The rerouting of surface runoff and
drainage from diffuse sources to
concentrated sources due to urbanization is
the respongibility of loca government
through their planning processes and
grading ordinances. Any remedy of the
commentator’ s concerns needs to be
pursued at thet leve.

Issue 1.6 Embayments

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

* DNR should do everything in its power
to sustain and support the GSL
ecosystem.

Reasons opposing preferred

alternative

* TheLegacy Highway should go from
[-80 to Antelope Idand, to Fremont
Idand, to Promontory Point, then north
to1-15.

1. The south shore-islands-Promontory
route for the Legacy Highway would:
a) eliminate buying expensive farm and
residential land and eliminate wetland
problems; b) create a huge recreation
facility (freshwater for fishing, hunting,
boating, etc.) which would be a huge
boost to the economy; c) freshwater
storage close to S_C could pump this
water for culinary needs could eliminate
the Bear River Dam and tunnel project.
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2. Whatever is decided should be based
on the ultimate objective for the lake.

3. We agree that freshwater
embayments’ decisions should be based
on the ultimate objective for the lake.
DNR s ultimate objective is to protect
public trust resources, ensure
sustainability and allow for reasonable
multiple uses. Freshwater embayments
would significantly impact wildlife,
habitat and other important resources
and would not be consistent with DNR's
ultimate objective.

4. We would like the plan to clearly state
the ecological problems to freshwater
embayments along with the economic
reasons for this policy.

Proposdls have been funded and studied.
Impacts of these proposals do not appear
to be economicdly feasble and
environmentally sound. The proposed
locations are on sovereign lands which the
date legidature has authorized to be set
asde for wildlife purposes (23-21-5).
DNR does not support these proposals
because of extensve impacts on sovereign
lands, lake resources and geologic hazards.
Thelikelihood that impounded water will be
suitable for the intended use (drinking
water, as afishery, hunting and boating
opportunity) is questionable for severd
reasons. Thelake is consdered a specid
aquatic Ste and is conddered under the
same st of required permits and
regulations as wetlands (Corps of
Engineers).

The concept of building a highway route
across Antelope and Fremont idands on to
Promontory Point, with the causeways
between the idands being used to impound
so-called fresh water, has been discussed
many times and investigated by the GSL

Development Authority, created by the
1989 Utah Legidature. The following quote
isfrom the Report of the GSL
Development Authority to the Governor
and Legidature, dated December 10,

1990.

“Through these meetings and other
activities, and within the budgetary
congraints impaosed by the legidature,
the board attempted to assemble and
evauate dl of the avallable information
concerning inter-idand diking and Lake
Wasatch, with particular emphasison
questions of technical feasihility, cost
and environmenta impacts, etc. The
board did not commisson any new
technica or engineering sudies.

Based on the meetings and the
information reviewed, it became clear
that the most important questions
concerning the feagbility of Lake
Wasatch were the water qudity of the
new freshwater lake, the impact on
wetlands adjacent to the lake, and the
cost of diking and related fecilities.

In November 1989, the board issued a
broad solicitation for written comments
from interested loca governments,
agencies, groups and the public
concerning Lake Wasatch and
inter-idand diking as described in the
legidation that crested the authority.
Comments were accepted until
February 20, 1990. Sixty-six written
comments were received, and al were
reviewed in detall by members of the
board. A summary of those comments
is atached as Attachment 1.

With some notable exceptions, the
comments were opposed to or
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skeptical of Lake Wasatch. The most
common concern expressed was the
loss of, or damage to, existing wetlands
adong GSL, followed closdy by
concerns about water quality.
Comments aso questioned the cost of
Lake Wasatch, raised safety questions
associated with the sability of the
dikes, particularly in an earthquake,
questioned whether enough
unappropriated fresh water existed to
fill the new lake, and cited impactsto
existing GSL industries. Proponents of
inter-idand diking cited the economic
and recreationd benefits associated
with alarge, freshwater lake adjacent
to Utah's population center. Technica
information gathered and evauated by
the board generdly supported the
substance of al of these comments.

Based on our year-long review of Lake
Wasatch, and the information provided
by state and federa agencies, loca
elected officids and Utah citizens, the
Board of directors of the GSL
Devedopment Authority offersthe
following recommendations to the
governor and the legidature.

Recommendations

1. Development of "I ake Wasatch"
through aGS_ inter-idand diking
project, as defined in Utah Code Ann.
8§ 17A-2-1603(9). does not appear to
be economicdly or environmentaly
feasble,

The members of the Board agree
unanimoudy that inter-idand diking, and
the proposed L ake Wasatch, does not
merit further congderation. The
members differ, however, in ther

reasons for reaching this conclusion.
Individua board members were
influenced, to agreater or lesser extent,
by dl of the following factors. adverse
impacts on wetlands, concerns over
water quality; impacts on current GSL
indudtries, including the minerd
indudtries; the economic cogt of diking,
pumping and transportation fecilities;
and impacts on water rights.”

The concernslisted in the Draft CMP are
those expressed by the GSL. Devel opment
Authority and others that have since been
rased. The preferred dternative of the
Draft CMP was directed at the best interest
of the lake asawhole. Such an embayment
would have very poor water quality and
would not be suitable for culinary use.

5. The draft does not acknowledge our
water right application for 450,000 ac-ft
of water.

6. Our water right is very different from
other filings on the lake and should not
be considered as such. The statement
"...but there are no proposals at this
time" does not consider our proposal.
We formally request that you include our
water right application and our proposal
for GSL in the plan.

The SCCT portion of the Draft CMP will
be modified (Spring 2000) to reference the
water right filed by this respondent and the
three other water rights on file which
propose diking portions of the lake. This
respondent contends that their “water right
isvery different from other filings on the
lake and should be considered as such.”
Thisismeking avery fine diginction. True,
most of the water rights on the lake are for
minerd extraction, while they are proposng
areservoir. However, their water right is
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not very different in its ultimate effect on the
lake from the three other water rights on file
which seek to dike off part of the lake.
These other three water rights are senior in
priority to this respondent and would have
to be acted upon first.

Our statement that “there are no proposals
a thistime’ will be modified to sete that
“there are no active proposas a thistime.”
Thisisbecause dl four parties have asked
the State Engineer to withhold action on
their water right gpplication until further
notice.

Issue 2.1 Salinity

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

» If wedo nothing about the causeway
and degtruction of brine shrimp then we
have failed in our attempt to be good
sewards of the land.

* The causaway has affected the lake
adversely. | am not opposed to
deepening the breach.

e Common sensetdlsmethat if GSL
were a Single system again, as opposed
to two distinct systems, there would not
be a sdinity issue today and that GSL
will probably not become one system
againin my lifetime. | urge you to adopt
dterndive A.

» Asabrine shrimper it would be in my
best short-term interest to support
dternative C. As ataxpayer |
understand that this undertaking would
be very expensve, and alesser opening
may be adequate to correct the sdinity
imbaance. | am willing to accept an
economicaly viable compromise
whereby the breach is deepened by a
least four feet and the culverts are kept
Clear.

The impermegble nature of the
causaway has made two lakes out of
one. The state must reverse the
unnaturd effect this man-made barrier
has had on the lake by deepening the
breach and adequately maintaining the
culverts.

The most cogt effective long-term
remedy to increase the exchange of
brine is causeway modification.

The trend for south arm dinity is
outside the higtorica range. Something
has to be done to address the
ecological effects.

It isimperdtive that the salinity issue be
addressed now. Anything that can be
done to mitigate the effects of the
causaway should be done.

To take no action and make no
recommendations due to insufficient
information is generdly not the option
of managing agencies. DNR istaking
the correct approach in usng brine
shrimp as at least one important
indicator of lake conditions pending
better information.

The unnaturd interference with and
dteration of algd speciesis devadtating
to brine shrimp and is a serious threet
to avian speciesthat rely upon a hedthy
ecosystem and upon a naturd brine
shrimp population cycle. Managing
sinity levelsto preserve the hedlth and
productivity of GSL ecosystemsisin
the public’s greatest interest.
Alternative B is better, but in view of
ggnificant cost and time requirements to
implement dterndive A isamore
cost-effective near-term solution.
Alternative A is based upon the most
biologicaly, ecologicdly and
economicaly sound palicy.

The brine shrimp indudtry is particularly
unified in its strong support for
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immediate, serious and substantial
measures to address salinity issues.

| am worried that birds will be affected
if the dlinity trend continues.

Lack of decisve and meaningful
government policy in the face of
imminent collagpse of the ecosystem was
aprominent factor in adecison to sl
the company.

The lake is marching toward atime
when the north arm will be saturated all
the time and the south arm will become
apolluted brackish body of water.
Increasing the flow isthe only way to
avoid this environmenta disaster.

Reasons opposing the preferred
alternative

The north arm will continue to be vastly
higher in inity than the south arm.
The best thing for the lake isto have
causeway breaches sufficient to
equdize Hinity.

None of the dternatives will return the
lake to amore natura pre-causeway
inity.

The more naturd salt bdanceisthe
right god and in high water yearsthe
four-feet-deeper breach will work, but
no mixing would occur when the lake
level islower than the breach.

The god to bring south arm dinity
back to the post-causeway/pre-flood
scenario may be insufficient. The
higtoric record indicates that thereis
likely a greater disparity (dinity) than
the plan discusses.

The plan emphasizes the need to
reduce the difference in north and south
arm brine concentrations to prevent
environmenta degradation in pite of
the SRC’ s assessment that the lakeis
not on the verge of an environmentd
disaster.

This recommendation isbased on a
mode that has been criticized by both
the SRC and IMC Kaium.

The contention that the causeway has
caused the sdlinity differentias to depart
from the higtorical ranges of sdinities
and that the problem isincreasing
cannot be subgtantiated from available
dataor the modd andysis.

The transfer of sdlts from the south arm
to the north arm is trangitory when
viewed over decades. No long-term
changeistaking place. No data yet
points to along-term change departing
from historical ecologicd ranges.
Thereis no data to suggest that the
brine shrimp and the ecosystem will not
survive the freshening, if indeed it
occurs. Freshening of the current
meagnitudes has naturally occurred in
the past without damage to the
ecosystem.

We do not believe that drastic actions
must be taken now to reduce the
sinity differentia between the north
and south arms. The dtate hastime to
ensure that its assumptions and
conclusions are correct. Bi-directiona
flow through the breach is occurring
and the culverts are now open, making
bi-directiond flow possble resulting in
further net transfer of sdts (sdinity) to
the south arm.

The proposed incremental approach is
inadequte to fix the problem of sat
imbaance.

Allowing dinity leves throughout the
lake system to be determined by natural
processes provides significant benefits
induding: maintaining wetland habitat
diverdity; maintaining appropriate
conditions for brine shrimp and the
organisms they depend on; equitable
conditionsfor al minera extraction
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enterprises, and the most cost
effectivenessin the long run.

* Alterndtive A will not impect the sdinity
difference,

» Theonly dternative that addressesthe
overd| god isB.

1. Culvert cleaning could be stipul ated
(for lower than average lake levels and)
whenever salinity differences exceed ten
percent and cleaning could be made
easer by installing large grates and
walkways.

In order for the two culverts to effectively
influence south arm dinity they must be
maintained in acleared condition dl the
time, not just when the sdlinity differences
exceed 10 percent. Thisis because of the
relatively smal volumes of north-to-south
flow that passes through them, and the fact
that the culverts are difficult to keep clear of
debris (full 20-foot depth). Concerning the
grates, itisnot large materid that normally
plugs the culverts which could be caught by
the grates, such aslogs and floating debris.
The materid that normdly plugs the culverts
isgrave (Y2 inch to 2-inch materid) thet is
brought in by the sorms. This materid
would pass right through any grate structure
and dill fill the culvert openings. Wakways
may be impracticad to build and maintain as
the causeway is a constant stage of repair.

2. If the four-feet-deeper breach is not
good enough, part of the breach should
be lowered the full eight feet. This would
be enough for mixing to occur at low
lake levels and would facilitate
navigation.

3. It would be foolish not to incur the
minimal additional cost to deepen the
breach to 4190 since the most significant
portion of the cost of lowering the

breach is due to mobilization, protective
diking, dewatering and demobilization.
4. The breach should be cut deeper and
the culverts should be reopened and
maintained. This would improve mixing
to bring the north and south arms
salinity levels closer together.

It isawell known fact that both culverts
can be partidly to completdly filled
overnight during storms, especidly during
prolonged north-wind events. It isaso
known that the s-n movement of brine
through the two culverts may only remove
debristo a shalow depth; this does not
condtitute the culverts being completdly
clean. Therailroad has acknowledged its
responsibility to keep the culverts open.
DFFSL will hold therailroad to its word to
keep the culverts open.

There are anumber of issuesrelated to
deepening the breach, and the effect that
cleaning to different depths would have.
The ultimate concern with degpening the
breach opening, fully or partidly, four feet
or ten feet, liesin whether degpening the
breach opening will compromise the
gructurd integrity of the pilings and/or the
bridge structure itsdlf.

5. Therailroad fill has settled on a daily
basis since day one. Asthe railroad fill
continues to settle and morefill is
dumped on a continuing basis, less water
will pass through thefill.

Logic would agree with this statement.

6. A breach in the east end of the
causeway with a sill elevation of 4196
and a boat passage that would allow for
boat traffic would address several
issues. It would partially reestablish
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pre-causeway circulation if the west
breach was modified. The Behrens
Trench should not be affected by the
additional breach.

See issue 8.2 comment response #1,2 on
page 81.

7. We should turn the lake back to its
more natural condition beginning with
widening the causeway breach.

8. The Planning Team has the task of
creating a plan for maintaining the
GS.’'s statusin all aspectswithin
criteria that will allow full enjoyment
and be ecologically sound. | strongly
urge you to decisively propose
modifications to the railroad causeway
to bring the lake back to its pristine
condition at the current lake level.

9. The best condition for the lake was
before the causeway was constructed.
Although we cannot go back we should
strive to minimize the effects.

It would help if “its more natura condition”
was better defined such as dipulating atime
period and/or the sdlinity conditions the
respondent had in mind. Be assured, thisis
an issue that the Planning Team has been
wrestling with for quite sometime. Thisis
one of several “better times’ that have been
suggested to DNR. The effects of
compartmentalization of the lake on sdinity
balance, lake circulation and ecologica
productivity are known and demonstrated.
Management dternatives and actions
should remediate these impacts.

10. I question some of the comments of
the SRC’ sregarding the healthy versus
unhealthy condition of the GSL
ecosystem. Their recommendation for
several 10sto 100s of years of data is

obvious but not very practical
considering the current concern for the
resource.

Comment iswdl taken.

11. Timely action and funding must be
allocated soon. | urge DNR to fast-track
whatever management plan is adopted.

Agreed.

12. Slinity differential s between east
and west sections of the lake should be
studied.

A cooperative study between the USGS
and DWR rdated to the brine shrimp in the
south arm is addressing thisissue. At least
there are sampling sites throughout the
south arm where samples are collected and
sdinities determined.

13. The state must make sure the
culverts are modified so that keeping
them clear isfeasible. Under the current
design, stormsfill the culverts back in
and effectively reversestherailroad' s
cleaning efforts.

It isthe railroad’ s respongibility to keep the
culverts open and clean. See comment
response #1,2,3,4.

14. The state must monitor the effect of
alternative A to determine if the
modifications are adequate to prevent,
at the very least, any further divergence
in the salinity of the two arms.

It is part of the proposed action to monitor
the effects of lowering the breach and
having the rallroad keep the culverts clean.
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15. Channels should be dredged in the
lake bed at the culverts and breach to
encourage flow of dense north arm brine
to the south arm.

16. To assure that breach deepening
achieves its objectives the two culverts
must remain totally clear and open. The
state must develop minimum
specifications and monitoring objectives
for culvert cleaning and operation to
ensure that therailroad is meetings its
responsibility to keep the culverts
maintained and functioning properly.

Depending on the find depth of the breach,
channelsto bring north-arm brine into the
breach opening would not be as important
as achannedl to convey the north arm water
from the opening out into the depths of the
south arm. As presently condtructed, it is
doubtful that channds are needed to help
move north arm brine into the two culverts.
Outlet channels might facilitate heavy brine
movement into the depths of the south arm.
Monitoring the effects of implementing the
selected adternative may lead to the
conclusion that additional measures are

necessary.

17. If deepening the breach and keeping
the culverts open does not get the
desired results we need to quickly take
further action.

18. Intuitively we suspect that another
breach on the east end of the causeway
IS necessary.

19. DNR should retain a civil
engineering firmto scientifically
determine the exact number, size and
depth of breaches that would be
required to restore lake salinity to a
more natural state.

In arecent engineering evauation by
PSOMAS, studies were conducted to
determine the effect of degpening the
exigting breach opening to 4193 and 4190
(with and without the culverts being open).
PSOMAS dso proposed five dternatives
as potentidly workable solutions to the lack
of bi-directiond flow in GSL. The USGS
water-salt balance modd isavery
important tool in this endeavor.

20. It isimportant that the breach be
deepened as much as possible (i.e. 4190)
to get the maximum return of heavy
brine from the north arm.

See comment responses #2,3,4 and
#17,18,19.

21. USGS continuesto report north and
south arm lake €levation differences
with a 0.7 foot error, which shows twice
as much €elevation difference as actual.
This elevation differenceis a key
parameter in the causeway model. Asa
result, recommendations based on this
model have gquestionable reliability.

As part of developing and cdibrating the
modd, the USGS has made corrections to
the Provisond Lake Levd records. The
elevation data containing the 0.7-foot error
between the north and south arm elevations
has not been used in the modd runs.

22. Lake concentrations are reported as
a simple average of sample taken every
five-foot depth from top to bottom. This
averaging assumes the lake surfaceis
constant at elevations, which is not the
case. Giving the bottom sample the
same weight as the top sample of the
lake, when calculating the average
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concentration, reports a higher salinity
than actual.

The respondent fails to identify where he
takes issue with the use of these “smple
average values of samplestaken at every
five-foot depth from top to bottom”
(generd discussons, USGS modd,
causaway permeghility evauations, or
where?). If itisin regardsto the USGS
modd, the issue is moot. The USGS, in
their modd of the lake, make volume-
wel ghted/concentration calculations to
obtain both overal north and south-arm
brine concentrations and/or salt load
cdculations. Thet is, they take into
congderation the volume(s) of the brine of
agiven dengdity(s). For generd south- and
north-arm comparisons, such averaged
vaues may not be totaly accurate, but
auffice to make agenera point or
comparison.

In generd, and in citing older, dratified
south-arm data, there were many more
samples from the homogeneous upper brine
than through or below the dtratification
interface into the lower dense brine. Thus,
this sample didtribution somewhat limitsthe
influence of the greater-dendty deep brine.

It is doubtful that the conclusions made
from averaged data vary greetly from those
made with carefully volume weighted data.

23. It isa complicated task to take 30
years of salinity measurements and
calculate the actual concentration of the
entire south arm by weighting the
concentration at different depths by the
lake volume at those depths. This
complication is not necessary if we take
a simple average of the top 20 feet, the
most significant biologically, and trend

those concentrations since the
construction of the causeway.

For some gpplications the respondent’s
method of caculating south- and north-arm
concentrations is adequate, but for others, it
isnot. If you are looking at the
concentrations of the brinesthat are
available to and used by the industries, for
recregtion, or for the most part of the brine
shrimp industry question, this method is
very suitable. If you are looking at the
interchange of brines through the causeway,
or caculating the salt loads of the north and
south arms, it is not suitable. As a caution,
whether you average the upper 20 feet or
volume weight the entire water column, the
method you use mugt be identified within
your discussion of methods.

24. A misunder standing of the cyclic
nature of salt exchange, driven by rising
and falling lake cycles, was the basis of
early opinions formed by DNR. This
could have been avoided by utilizing the
GSLTT. The public has been mislead
about salinity issues of the lake.

25. Continued analysis and study by the
GSLTT is necessary before any
conclusion can be drawn asto actions
that should be taken to affect salinity
levelsin either the north or south arm.

Concerning the first sentence, the
respondent fails to make a clear statement
about what the misunderstandings are about
the cyclic nature of st exchange, and what
early opinions were formed by DNR. It is
not likely that the GSLTT would have
resolved the difference between what DNR
saysis happening and what this respondent
says is happening regarding sdinity. Also,
the respondent falls to identify which sdinity
issues the public has been midead about, or
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whether these issues are Smply a matter of
differences in interpretation and opinion
between industry and DNR. The study and
andysis conducted to date is sufficient.

26. The data and analyses presented are
not adequate to scientifically conclude
that the permeability of the causeway
has decreased significantly, if at all.
Other causes such as functionality of the
culverts or effects of pumping and
natural processes that may have been
significantly mis-estimated.

The respondent fails to identify which data
and andyses are being referred to or
wherein other causes have been
sgnificantly mis-estimated. Otherwise,
these comments are Smply an unsupported
opinion.

27. Permeability tests of the causeway
fill would go a long way toward
reducing the guesswork upon which the
plan is based.

DNR would certainly welcome the offer to
fund comprehensive permesbility testsby a
certified geotechnica engineering firm, as
they would be 1) fairly expensve, and 2)
would be somewhat disruptive of traffic on
the causeway. Such information would
cartanly be of vdue in verifying the USGS
model and settling questions about the
causeway's present permesbility, and
aleged changes in its permegbility.
Whatever the cause of the sdinity
imbaanceit isimportant that something be
done now to address the sdlinity Stuation.

28. Charts of Appendix I neglect the
effect that plugged culverts have had on
post-breach head differentials. The
plugged culverts are arguably a large

cause of the increased head differentials
noted rather than decreased
permeability of thefills. The culvertsare
now open and additional data should be
collected on the performance of the
culverts.

Correct. The effect of the post-flooding
plugged culverts was neglected in
condructing figure“a’ of Appendix I. What
isof red concern isnot so much the
contributions of the individua conduits
(culverts and the connected openings
through the fill materid), but the overdl
permesbility or of the causeway before
(72-76 and 77-83), compared to its
permegbility after its buildup during the
high-water years (92-97). Thisis not to say
that the condition of the culverts and
whether the lakeisrisgng or faling, does not
have an affect, however. This can be seen
in the following table.
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Years East s-n/mo East n-s/mo West s-n/mo West n-s/mo
72-76 722 cfs/51 59 cfs/16 977 cfs/51 28.1 cfs/3
77-82 599 cfs/52 109 cfs/46 676 cfs/54 135 cfs/48
92-97 618 cfs/8 Ocfs 155 cfs/8 Ocfs

The above data are average s-n or n-s flows at the respective East or West Culvert/ the number of monthly flow
readings included in the average (USGS culvert-flow measurements). During years 72-76 the lake was climbing, the
head differential was high as was the s-n flow through the culverts, and return or bidirectional flow was minimal.
During years 77-82, the head differential had dropped as inflow had slowed, and bidirectional flow was taking place.
From 1992 until 1997, the USGS did not take flow measurements at the two culverts because of the extremely high
lake levels which had completely submerged the culverts. Measurements were made during the first nine months of

1992, however, and are shown in the above table.

The statement made by the respondent that
the “two culverts through the causeway fill
were essentialy plugged between 1992 and
1997...” may or may not be correct, is
mogt likely an assumption part, and may or
may not be verifiable snce the culverts
were under water. If the two culverts were
open to the extent measured during the first
nine months of 1992, then the increase in
head differentid attributable to decreased
permeshility/transmissivity of the causeway
may be vdid.

29. Thereis a concern with baseline
assumptions on pages 41 and 374.
Under natural conditions with no
causeway, fresher south arm brines
would still have to migrate north and
west to equalize lake level and salinity
differentials north to south would still
exist. It ishard to argue that north arm
brines would not naturally have
somewhat higher salinities.

Thereis no argument that there was some
inity differentia between east and west,
or from north to south, now, under present
conditions, or prior to the causeway being
constructed. Pre-causeway conditions are
difficult if not impossible to document
because: 1) data are scarce, and 2) there
arefew ingances if any where there were

samples taken on the south end of the lake
and on the north end on the same date. The
differencesin salinity from east to west can
be documented at the present time from the
work being done by the USGSin
conjunction with the DWR wherein samples
are taken from a number of Stes throughout
the south arm within aday or so of each
other. These differences are very minor
(perhaps within a percent or two)
compared to the dramétic differences that
currently exist between the north and south
arms of the lake (15+ percent).

30. Thereis no justification to use the
past 150-year record as the sole measure
of acceptable salinity ranges for GSL..
The ecosystemis able to adjust and
recover from such events where salinity
is substantially less than what is
indicated solely by the past 150-year
record. Adoption of the more restrictive
150-year criteriais not supported by the
public interest criteria of safeguarding
GS.’secology. Salinity at 4217 is better
supported by this criteria. If ecology isa
measure of public interest, then salinity
at 4217 should be adopted as the
possible historical range for the
freshening of GSL and the south arm.
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Thereis no argument that the lake' s level
and brine inity have fluctuated widdly,
and that the brine shrimp and the ecosystem
have survived these fluctuations from very
fresh (4217) to tota saturation and possbly
total dryness (4169+/-). Thereisasocia
element to describing the reference
condition for an ecosystem.. The GSL
ecosystem has experienced and recovered
from low sdinity, but alot has happened in
the approximately 300 years Snce the last
time GSL reached 4217. The socid
element takes into account at least three
factors. Fird, the natural capacity of the
ecosystem to absorb the effects of low
sdinity 300 years ago was

subgtantidly greater than it istoday.
Human-caused changes around GSL, in the
region, and aong the flyway have
subgtantialy reduced the naturd ability of
ecosystems to recover. Second, the
impacts of low sdinity 300 years ago
probably were paliticaly acceptable
because the ecosystem was till capable of
accommodating demand for public use and
enjoyment of GSL lands, waters and
resources. Third, 300 years ago the effects
of low sdinity were relatively short-term
and recovery was likely. Under the existing
conditions on GSL, with changes dueto
decreased causeway permesbility and the
loss of sdt to the west desert, alow sdinity
regime for agiven lake leve in the south
am isapermanent change. (Exhibit 6)

31. Modeling of GSL salinities has two
problems:

A. The modeling does not include an
evaluation of the impact of the incorrect
design of WDPP has had on salinity. The
correct analysis must include a
comparison to what salinity differentials
would have been if WDPP pumping and
return of brine had been solely fromthe

south armrather than solely from the
north arm.

B. The model was calibrated only
through adjusting causeway
permeability. The SRC points out that
the model consistently under predicts
elevation differential between the two
arms prior to the causeway breach and
consistently over predicts the elevation
differential after the breach. The SRC
suggests that there may be a systematic
problem with the calibration based
solely on causeway permeability. This
systematic problem may be just as
readily explained as overestimation of
original causeway permeability and
under estimation of culvert flow.

A lot of work has gone into the modd, and
the concerns expressed here have aready
been addressed, or can be smulated with
the modd. Modd cdibration has gone far
beyond the latest information that UPRR
has received.

32. The state needs to do additional
study prior to deciding upon alternative
A. We are concerned about maintenance
costs for a deepened breach. Regular or
continuous dredging may be required.
33. DNR should take a more aggressive
approach in remediating the salt
imbalance.

34. To maximize the effectiveness of
alternative A, enhance the cost-
efficiency, and to minimize any further
destruction of the lake' s ecosystem or an
inalterable damage to its species these
actions must be implemented
immediately! We strongly recommend
deepening the breach to 4190. Timeis of
the essencel

65



Maintenance of the breach isa Sate
respongbility. An additiona study has been
conducted by an independent engineering
firm. See comment responses for
#17,18,19.

35. Steps should be taken quickly to
remedy the salinity problem or the
environmental impact could be severe
and difficult to reverse once the
ecological damage has been done.

36. It isimperative that the salinity
problem be addressed immediately to
preserve my family’ s livelihood and the
preserve GSL ecosystem.

37. Anything to mitigate the effects of
the causeway, especially cleaning the
culverts and deepening the breach
should be done quickly to negate the
effects of the causeway on salinity.

Be assured that DNR is moving ahead as
fagt as possble with this very concernin
mind.

38. Due to the identified potential for
major water quality concerns within
Farmington Bay, changesin shoreline
vegetation patterns and Artemia
productivity we recommend that
Farmington and Bear River Bays be
included when considering salinity
differences within GSL_.

39. Thereis no justification to eliminate
Farmington Bay from consideration of
salinity balance measures. The causeway
should be made more permeable to
restore lake circulation, salinity balance
and to remediate eutrophication.

Farmington and Bear River Bays have been
addressed within the plan and/or basdine
materid that has been used in developing
the plan. The need for more or less sdinity

in Bear River and Farmington Bay can be
addressed in WMA plans for these areas.

40. The statement regarding south arm
freshening on page 163, could be
emphasized. The salinity imbalancein
the lake is well beyond any disparity that
isappropriate for a viable and healthy
ecosystemin the lake. Thelakeisin
crisis.

Agreed.

41. Therailroad must be prohibited from
dumping into or filling any part of the
breach opening. The state must regularly
inspect the breach and monitor the
railroad’ s actions. Fill and debris
currently blocks the causeway breach.

How measurements through the breach are
routine monitoring activities.

42. Could therailroad causeway be
abandoned? This would eliminate
maintenance, achieve the desired goal
with the least amount of long-term
expense.

The causeway exists under avadid land use
authority issued by DFFSL. Unlessland
use authorizations are determined to be
inconsgent with the Public Trust Doctrine
they will remain vdid. Thereisandiond
defense dement to the route across the
lake. It dso lessensthe railroad straffic
bottleneck between Sdt Lake City and
Ogden. The railroad has no intention to
abandon the route across GSL.

43. Data suggests that making the
causeway more permeable with an
additional 400-foot breach would be the
most effective remediation measure.
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Given the objective to restore south arm
sdinity to its pre-flood range and the
likelihood thet dternative A can achievethis
objective, dternative A isthe most cost
effective.

44. The breach should be deepened to at
least the bed of the lake. Actually, DNR
should recommend a deep water breach
to allow heavy subsurface bi-directional
flow, even if legidative funding is not an
option. Thiswould be the best solution
for salinity, navigation, and harbor and
other sub-issues brought forward
(private lands and search and rescue
access, law enforcement and recreation)
and eliminate the need for costly and
redundant marina facilities in the north
arm.

See comment responses #2,3,4 and
#17,18,19 regarding deepening the breach
and recent engineering studies. DNR has
concerns about ready access to the north
arm of the lake congdering there are two
important bird rookeries that could be
disturbed or destroyed by irresponsible
individuds.

45. The causeway has caused unnatural
division of the lake which is ecologically
destroying the lake. | wish for a more
complete and the quickest solution
possible, | support alternative A to
deepen the breach and clean and
redesign the culverts.

46. Immediate action are necessary to
reverse the irreparable damage.

Agreed. See comment response
#35,36,37.

47. | believeit is a waste of time and
money to deepen the breach if itis
deepened to 4195 and extended and the
culverts are not cleaned and maintained
to improve return north to south brine
flow.

Agreed. See comment responses #1,2,34.

48. Has DNR investigated installing
turbine type pumps into the existing
culverts and pumping in the summer
from south to north to reduce the head
differences and reversing the direction
during the winter months?

DNR has recelved numerous suggestions to
equdize the dinities between the two arms
of the lake. This suggestion is not unlike
some that have been received and
evaluated.

Issue 2.2 Salt locations and

guantities

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

*  DNR must continue to collect lake
chemigtry datato make informed
management decisons.

* Theinventory is acceptable scientific
assessment purposes and not just a
move to collect roydty for sdt
precipitated on pond floors that has no
economic vaue.

Issue 3.1 Water quality

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

* Alternative A is supportable only
provided there is aggressive research as
to the effects of inflows and base data
is developed for numerica standards.

» Recognition that the present lake level
protection will cause further
degradation is essentid.
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*  Weneedtolook at cleaning up what
we dump into the lake.

* Wedisagree that narrative standards
necessarily do not present the highest
leve of protection and that standards
may become ineffective if water quality
deteriorates.

* If numeric standards are established
then discharge limits would be st
based on those standards and would
generdly dlow pollution up to the
standard. Narrative standards are
generdly more redrictive, with
background used as the beginning point
for setting effluent limits

»  Egablishing numeric sandards for GSL
is neither financidly nor environmentaly
prudent.

* Theexiging generd policy should be
strengthened.

» Thewater qudity and quantity concerns
arereal. Given projected population
increases pressures on the lake will
increase substantialy.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative

» Although dternative B is expendve,
more measurable standards would
provide the highest level of protection.

*  Current regulation by DEQ is sufficient.
There is no data presented in the plan
that suggeststhat GSL water qudlity is
deteriorating.

* Every dfort should be made to find
feasble ways to prevent additiona
pollutants from being ddivered to the
lake.

e Alterndive A isambiguous and
insufficiently specific. We recommend
numericd criteria

1. To improve water quality you should
continue to inform the public of

pollution that comes results from their
bad behavior.

Water quality problems that exceed
gandards drive public information and
response priorities. DWQ addresses water
qudity problemsin alocd watershed with
the loca stakeholders. Partnering efforts
likethe "Wedl Live Downgream" and
other "water conservation” campaigns help
to educate the generd public.

2. Taxes on lakeside industries should be
considered as a means of funding
requisite studies for numerical
standards.

Lake-sdeindustries would, in response,
suggest that water qudity isabasn or
watershed wide problem since GSL isa
drainage basin and that dl people and
dischargers within the entire watershed are
respongible. 1t would be difficult to use this
reasoning to attempt to acquire funding
from heavy lake indudtries.

3. No information is presented to explain
or justify DNR' s desire for changes to
the standards for GSL and some
tributaries.

DNR’simpression, as explained on page
238 of the Draft CMP, was that existing
standards would lead to degradation over
time. Only anecdotd information is
avalable at thistime. Additiona monitoring
may provide more subgtantia information.
As DNR learns more bout

how the standards are applied, asin deding
with Comprehensive Environmenta
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) ground water remediation
projects, DNR can better access options
for promating water qudlity.
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4. The plan properly recognizes the
expense and difficulty of devel oping
numeric standards, but we disagree that
numeric standards would necessarily
"improve" standards and would result in
the "highest level of protection.” It
should not be assumed that numeric
standards provide better protection than
narrative standards.

DNR agrees that numerica water quality
standards may not provide the highest level
of protection for GSL resources snce
dischargers would then be alowed to
pollute up to these levels. According to
DWQ, industry usudly prefersthe
development of numericd criteriasince
guidelines are sat and they know their
limitations. This generdly makes permit
adminigtration easier but reduces DWQ's
ability to evaluate on a case-by-case basis
and respond accordingly.

5. Perhaps rather than focusing on
getting resources to develop numeric
criteria, it would be more productive to
focus resources on improving knowledge
of the chemistry and ecology of GSL to
better determine appropriate effluent
limitsin any given case.

DNR agrees that it would be more
productive to focus resources to improve
knowledge of GSL chemistry and ecology
to better understand lake processes and
define or determine appropriate effluent
limits. DWQ suggested that this would help
identify serious problems requiring
response (lake and tributaries).

6. DNR needs to work with local
counties and cities to educate, maintain
and protect the lake and its tributaries
water quality.

This planning effort hasinvolved a
considerable amount of coordination with
counties around the lake in investigeating
water qudity programs and monitoring
projects. Counties around the lake are
concerned about water quality and are
often involved with monitoring, sorm
water, wastewater and other water quality
issues. Tributaries entering the lake are
monitored as close to the lake as possible.
USFWS and USGS are dso investigating
contaminants. DNR will continue to
coordinate and work with stakeholders,
dtate regulators, loca and federa
government in protecting the lake and its
tributaries.

7. A public water supply discussion
should be included in the plan. We are
anticipating possible discharge of a
concentrate stream froma
demineralization water treatment plant
to the lake. Consider possible water
supply treatment facility discharges to
the lake. We would be interested to
cooperate as a partner in developing
standards.

The Planning Team will include a section on
public water supply. Monitoring results will
help determine if DNR will consder
recommending changes to the wording in
the narrative standard for dischargesto the
lake. We recommend that you work
directly with DWQ on thisissue.

8. We recommend that numerical
standards for discharges directly
entering the lake and tributaries to the
lake. The standards for discharges
should include Kennecott and the oil
refineries.
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All dischargers have numeric effluent
limitations, rigorous monitoring
requirements and a regulatory net to ensure
compliance. According to DWQ, numerical
sandards would dlow lessflexibility in
ensuring water quality protection. The cost
and complications associated with
attempting to develop numerica standards
for asdine lake would firg require aclearly
identified problem.

EPA has approved DWQ' s narrative
standards for the lake. Kennecott Utah
Copper and ail refineries have specific
discharge limits and enforcement measures.

9. No private entity should be able to use
cost considerations as a sufficient reason
to justify permitting a polluting
discharge into the lake. Freshwater
habitats are very important in a saline
lake environment and wetlands are
limited in their ability to effectively
utilize and remove these nutrients. We
recommend that sewage effluent should
not be allowed to enter the lake or
adjacent wetlands prior to pre-treatment
to reduce nitrogen and phosphorus
levels.

Dischargers are required to apply for a
permit with the requirements mentioned
above in #8. Freshwater habitats are very
important in a sdine environment and
wetlands have limited ability to effectively
utilize and remove these nutrients. Thisis
why DNR is recommending additiond
research and study to evaluate if aproblem
exists. DWQ has gated that sgnificant cost
implications are involved (public and
industry) in ensuring the highest leve of
scientific information as a defensible basi's
to require nitrogen and phosphorous
reduction/remova prior to discharging

sewage effluent into the lake. A problem
must be scientificaly identified before
nitrogen and phosphorous remova will be
considered by DWQ.

10. We recommend collecting baseline
data, monitoring water quality and
discharges and working with industries
and communities to eliminate discharge
of pollutants and prevent future costly
cleanup efforts. Agencies and
researchers with relevant expertise
should be involved in the devel opment
and review of numerical criterial,
collecting baseline and monitoring water
quality and discharges.

Basdline data collection, rigorous
monitoring and measures to ensure
compliance are required for instream and
lake dischargers. If or when the sate
decides that numerical criteria are needed
due to an identified problem, agencies and
researchers with relevant experience will be
involved.

11. If financial support for development
of numerical criteria is obtained from
sources of contaminants, the process
could be compromised.

Industry will participate dong with other
interested stakeholders. Also see response
#2.

12. The plan does not adequately explain
or justify the failure to establish numeric
water quality criteria for GSL. It is not
appropriate or lawful to justify this
decision on the relative difficulty of
establishing numeric criteria for saline
as opposed to freshwater systems. The
Clean Water Act and EPA regulations
require that states to adopt “ water
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quality criteria sufficient to protect the
designated uses.” The question is not
whether numeric criteriais difficult or
costly, but whether criteria are
necessary to protect lake uses and that
they are scientifically possible.

See #8 and #9. Since EPA has approved
the narrative standard for the lake
discharges, itisalegd leve of protection.
DWQ has added beneficid usesto the
description of GSL Class 5 narrative to
protect those designated uses. Based on
monitoring results, DNR will consder
beneficia usesif revisons are submitted on
the narrative standards for discharges to the
lake. DWQ bdlievesthat the narrative
standard will protect lake uses. A good
narrative standard will alow negotiations on
a case-by-case basis and is a better way to
ensure protection.

13. Numeric water quality criteria are
necessary to protect the lake and the
development of criteriais scientifically
possible.

Seeresponse #8, 9,10,12. Thereisno
reason at this time to disagree with DWQ,
however GSL water qudity monitoring may
lead to a different conclusion.

Issue 3.2 Wetland policy

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

* GSL wetlands are among the most
critica in Utah and carry sgnificant
internationa importance for millions of
migrating birds

*  Weare encouraged that DNR is
consdering establishment of policy that
goes beyond the COE requirements.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

*  What benefit will dternative A bring to
the state? Such a suggestion will only
encumber |ake management that
dready is somewhat a maze of various
agencies.

1. Mitigation guidelines should
encourage preservation of existing
wetlands and deter mitigation asa
politically expedient salve for
over-devel opment.

2. If GSL wetlands are destroyed
mitigation must take place on GSL
wetlands, otherwise there is a net 1oss of
critical acreage.

3. A framework for wetland policy
should include added measures of
protection and the negative effects of
mosguito abatement.

DNR agreesthat avoidance is preferable to
mitigation and that mosguito abatement has
potentid adverse effects. Depending on the
nature and extent of mitigation, it is possble
that tradeoffs can be substantidly in favor
of overdl conservation of the GSL wetland
system. All of thiswill be addressed in the
policy, adraft of which will be submitted to
RDCC for review and comment.

4. DNR should develop a lakewide
wetlands plan. It could include an
evaluation of wetland resour ces based
on the premise of no additional loss of
wetlands and al so focus on the potential
for restoration and the establishment of
goals and target conditions.

5. A state GSL wetland management
plan would be a component of a broader
standard-setting effort.
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Wetland conservation needs will be
assessed through DNR' s critical lands
determinations. Other entities efforts are
proceeding including wetland conservation
plansfor Davis County, Box Elder County,
and Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Consarvation Commission planning.

Issue 4.1 Air Quality

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

* DNR needsto take amore proactive
rolein ar quality issues.

Reasons opposing preferred

alternative.

* | seenothing in the plan which does
anything to reduce the horrendous
amounts of pollution, epecidly
chlorine, put out by Magcorp.

* DNRshouldleave DEQtodoitsjobin
relation to air quality. The lake hasno
red ar quaity issues.

1. As a health and visibility concern,
smog should be studied.

DAQ has studied smog and other aspects
of air qudity for over 30 years. Regiond
efforts are underway for vighility concerns.
Nationd air quaity standards are based on
human hedth. Thereis a congderable level
of protection figured into these standards
and should smultaneoudy address wildlife
hedth impacts from an air qudity
perspective (not afood chain perspective).

DAQ has operated monitoring Sations at
Magna since 1969 and on the south shore
beach since 1981. In 1995, 363 days out
of 365 days SO, concentrations were less
than 0.04 ppm at Grantsville. A amilar level
of pollution was recorded for Grantsville
over afour-year period. The beach
monitoring station was relocated due to

1983-84 flood to alocation south of the
freeway overpass near 2100 south. In
response to public comments and pollution
incident reports DAQ relocated the
monitoring station to GSL. Marina (GSLM)
three years ago. There has been only one
notable accidenta release from ruptured
duct pipes at KUC. DAQ believesthat
episodic downwash conditions from the
Oquirrh Mountains might contribute to ar
quality near GSL. DAQ has used athree-
hour SO, monitoring standard to address
thisissue. EPA iscurrently investigating a
five-minute standard for SO, monitoring
standard to address thisissue. DAQ will
continue ongoing monitoring efforts and
coordination with DNR. DAQ has
conddered ingaling an additiona
monitoring station pending DNR and DPR
gpprova on the south end of AISP when it
becomes a little more developed. This
would require an MOU. DAQ dso
suggested signs located at AISP and
GSLM to provide a point of contact for air
pollution incident reporting when air qudity
is poor. DAQ suggested that DPR could
aso help identify conditions that contribute
to the problem by logging weeather and air
pollution information.

2. Some suggest implications that air
emissions from Magcorp are affecting
GS.. Thisinformation is not supported
by data and their inclusion in this
proposal are biased and unnecessary.
The data used to describe Magcorp’'s
emissionsis over ten yearsold and
ignores eleven years of substantial
progress.

Magcorp has sgnificantly reduced chlorine
emissions over the last ten years and has
submitted a notice of intent to ingtal new
technology which is expected to reduce
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emissons by over 95 percent by 2003. An
gpprova order would include monitoring
requirements to document reductions and
permit compliance. There has been a
complete and thorough regulatory net to
protect air quaity and to dramatically
reduce emissons. Stack testing, monitoring
gations, hedlth studies, disperson sudies
and modeling, ozone and pollution studies
have generated a massive amount of data
indicating that there is no Sgnificant impact
to the lake and wildlife.

3. We believe that to uphold the public
trust, DNR should take a stronger role
than coordinating if the lake and
associated resources such aswildlife are
impacted by dioxin. Wildlife are an
important resource and we would expect
to be an active partner in eliminating
and mitigating detrimental impactsto
wildlife.

Dioxin can cause a problem for the
environment and wildlife, and DAQ is
following up on these concerns.
Approximately 19 months ago dioxin was
identified in soil samples taken from
Magcorp' s wastewater ditch and ponds.
Dioxin levesin GSL near the waste ponds
have been found to be within background
levels. Dioxin isrestricted to the
wastewater ditch, scrubber discharge and
from the stack at levels Smilar to municipa
incinerator levels. Under DAQ oversght,
Magcorp determined the likely process
sources of dioxin and investigeted the
possible vectors by which dioxin
contamination could leave the plant. DAQ
did not find any dioxin in any of Magcorp's
commercia products and test data confirm
that there has been no sgnificant
contamination of the lake or the species of
the lake. Dioxin levelsin sediments from

GSL near the plant are less than 50 parts
per trillion (ppt), the generdly agreed upon
threshold that would require additiona
Sudies.

4. Recently DSHW asked EPA to
undertake regulation of Magcorp in the
area of hazardous waste. Dioxin
production and movement off site are
currently being studied. | suggest that
DNR establish relations with EPA,
Region 8, Enforcement, Compliance and
Environmental Justice.

See comment response #3. EPA is
involved in these investigations and will be
meeting with DAQ throughout spring of
2000. DAQ will coordinate and update
DNR on thisissue.

Issue 5.1 Biology

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

* Your rdiondeisawonderful
paragraph. It isilludrative of the
dilemmeas of the lake and the conflicts
inherent in its managemen.

* Inlight of overarching management
objectives the emphasis on wildlife
certanly isvdid.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

»  Wildlife should be given top
condderation over dl other multiple
usesin al management decisons.

* Thepreferred dternativeis an
unbalanced approach. Obvioudy
wildlifeis avauable resource but it isn't
the only resource worthy of
consideration and protection.

» Alternative B is better because: GSL is
recognized as being an internationdly
important resource for wildlife,
especidly migratory birds, thiswildlife
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habitat resourceisirreplaceablein time,
gpace, location and magnitude; giving
wildlife habitat primacy dso protects
and provides the most other identified
public benefits.

1. DWR must consider all wildlife -
including nongame species - in its
decisions.

DWR does congder dl species of wildlife
in management and planning. The GSLEP
was darted in July of 1996 to specificaly
ded with the lake from an ecosystem

perspective.

2. DWR must assert a stronger influence
in management of the lake. Lakeside
developersto meet strict guidelines that

ensure protection of wildlife and habitat.

DWR providesinput to planning on a
statewide basis through RDCC. Response
ismadeto loca governments and planning
entities making recommendations to protect
wildlife and habitats. The DWR has no
datutory authority to regulate devel opment
but our recommendations are made to
those who do.

3. A halistic ecosystem approach should
be stressed since limited species
information exists.

A holigtic approach to ecosystem
management isindeed very wise.
Attempting to manage on component by
itself rarly works. The establishment of the
GSLEP seeksto utilize this philosophy.

4. The plan downplays the importance of
western and northern lake and shoreline
habitats to wildlife resources. These
areas can be very significant for certain

species of wildlife during particular
seasons and lake levels. Their
importance will also increase as habitat
loss, fragmentation and disturbance
increases along the eastern and southern
shoreline. We urge that these areas not
be portrayed as “ second rate” or
expendable.

The north and west shordlines of the lake
are important to wildlife, particularly those
individua animals that occur there. Our
intent isto protect wildlifeand habitats
wherever they occur. Thereis much
discussion in the plan about the eastern side
of thelakein relaion to wildlife and habitat.
The freshwater marshes there create the
habitat for the millions of birdsthet utilize
the area. Rdativey, thereislittle habitat
and use on the west and north end of the
lake. However, the habitat and wildlife use
that does occur isimportant and will
receive due consderation.

5. We believe that a wetland tracking
program would be beneficial to
understand wildlife needs and wetland
dynamics. GSL wetlands are dynamic
and dramatically change in number and
sizein just a few years. Fluctuating
salinity, lake level and habitat types can
isolate and fragment wetlands. Human
impacts and development alter the
amount and chemical composition of
water entering into GSL wetlands.
Tracking would allow usto differentiate
between natural processes and human
alterations and effectively evaluate
habitat fragmentation and cumulative
impacts. This data could be merged with
wildlife use data to identify critical areas
for wildlife populations.
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Tracking of changing wetlands on the
periphery of GSL would indeed be a
beneficid tool for management purposes.
DWR has been involved in efforts to
identify wetlands proximd to the lakein
Davis and Box Elder counties. Efforts have
been made to catalog habitat types utilizing
remote sensing technologies, DWR has
been involved in some of those. The
GSLEP has awaterbird study program
underway that is counting birds and rdating
occurrence to habitats in atempora and
geographica sense. This study is dated for
five years, of which three have aready
been completed. Future effortsin thisarena
will be dictated by budgets.

6. DNR should formally designate
Section 23-21-5 lands to establish
WMAs, fishing water and other
recreational activitiesin selected
townships around GSL. Thiswill help
fulfill the preferred alternative 5.1.

The DWR will actively pursue designation
of lands and waters into WMAS pursuant
to 23-21-5 statute. Resolution of
designating candidate areas is important to
facilitate the best management of lake
resources. See #9 below.

7. We are particularly concerned that
priority be given to managing lands
below 4217 as wetlands and wildlife
habitat areas.

Sovereign lands generdly are found
between elevations 4200-4210 . Many of
those lands are dready in exiging WMAS
administered by DWR. Other lands are
within the boundaries of the BRMBR
administered by the USFWS. Other lands
belong to duck clubs and private
conservation organizations such as TNC

and the Layton Wetlands Preserve. DNR
workswith dl of these entities to encourage
conservation of wetlands. The COE has
jurisdiction over developments that could
impact wetlands, DNR works with them to
provide wildlife input into their decisons.
Lands above the meander line (not
sovereign lands) are controlled by the land
owner and are subject to wetland
regulations. The Planning Team has
recommended that lands below 4217 be
managed as aflood plain.

8. We believe that entities besides the
Wildlife Board should be included in
decisions determining which lands and
how much should be protected for
wildlife. Interest groups and the general
public should have the opportunity to
participate in these decisions.

Statute 23-21-5 specificaly delegates the
authority to the Utah Wildlife Board to
determine which sovereign lands will be
included in WMASs. As part of the decison
making process, the Wildlife Board seeks
and welcomes input from al members of
the public that wish to participate and
provide input.

9. Brine fly and the effects of mosquito
spraying should be critical study needs.
We believe that the brine fly should be
considered as an additional indicator
species for the health of GSL.

10. County mosquito abatement
activities including non-target effects of
chemicals uses, methods of application
that could be harmful to wetlands and
nesting birds (impacts from using snow
cats and ATVs as application vehiclesin
wetlands) should be addressed. We
suggest that multi-jurisdictional
agreement to establish avian and
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wetlands protection criteria for GSL
with technical assistance from state and
other wetland managing entities would
be the best mechanism to address
mosquito abatement concerns.

Mosquito abatement activities will be
reviewed when DNR develops awetland
policy, which is an action item identified in
this plan. Brine shrimp were selected as an
indicator species because of the body of
sientific literature available concerning their
biology. These research findings can be
used now to help evauate brine shrimp
populationsin the lake. Relatively, very little
research is avalable on brineflies.

11. The concernsfor diseasein the brine
shrimp arerealistic. All types of confined
cultivation of animals and plants are
accompanied by disease caused by
crowding, confinement and unnatural
conditions. It would be wise to include
requirements that any new industry or
utilization of existing modifications
demonstrate lack of adver se effects to
the lake ecosystems. Industry should
bar e the burden of proof.

12. The introduction of exotics species of
brine shrimp could have serious negative
impacts. There is an explosion of
knowledge currently about damage done
to ecosystems by the introduction
intentional or otherwise of exotics. It
would be impossible to isolate exoticsin
evaporation ponds and once released the
negative impacts would be impossible to
undo.

Concerns about diseases of brine shrimp
are redigtic and the potentia impacts could
be catastrophic. DWR will work with
othersto consder how these problems can
be avoided.

Introduction of a non-native species of
brine shrimp into GSL. d o hasthe
possibility of being catastrophic. Thereisa
wesdlth of history concerning non-native
speciesintroductions around the world that
have caused great harm to ecosystems and
tremendous negative economic impacts.
When disease problems are being
consdered, non-native species
introductions will aso be addressed.

13. More research and monitoring are
needed to achieve alternative A.

More research and monitoring indeed will
be needed in the future to understand and
properly manage and conserve the lake.
The Planning Team hasidentified
monitoring needs and is pursuing funding to
begin those activities. The DWR GSLEP is
currently funding research on the lake and
more will be done in the future to provide
answers that will foster conservation.

14. This alternative only is presented
and pertains only to management of
WMAS,

15. Alternatives should take into
consideration other private lands and
water bodiesthat are a part of GSL
ecosystem to ensure that the broader
ecosystemisincluded.

Congdering dl wetland habitat types
around the lake in a comprehensive
ecosystemn plan would be practicaly
beneficid. However, the plan iswritten to
guide management only on those lands
directly under DNR jurisdiction (sovereign
lands, state parks, marinas and WMALS).

16. The connotation on page 85 is that
natural lake level fluctuations are
undesirable. We would like to see WMA
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management plans welcome lake level
fluctuations as part of the variability of
the lake. Other wildlife habitat areasare
designed in anticipation of high water
levels to replenish pond saline water
chemistries and reduce monotypic
Phragmities mar shes.

Water leve fluctuationsin the lake can be
beneficia and detrimental, dependent upon
the objectives of the lands being managed
and the duration of time being considered.
At Farmington Bay WMA, certain lake
levels have the capatiility of destroying
dikes and freshwater marshes that are
created by them. Impacts to freshwater
marsh dependent wildlife are red and
Substantial. However, sdt water inundation
is beneficd by controlling undesrable
vegetation in these units. That benefit is
redized over alonger period of time.
Management responseto lake level
variaions depend upon different
circumstances.

Issue 6.1 Sovereign land

classifications

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative

» Alterndtive B is better. The viewshed
and open water bird use west of AISP
must be protected.

*  With some modifications dternative B
is better. It provides the most
protection for the most sensitive habitat
aress thereby helping assure a
sugtainable, healthy ecosystem.

* Todesgnatedl of the 39 townships as
wildlife habitat is too broad and may
adversely affect other reasonable needs
and projects.

1. We believe that sovereign land
classifications for Class5 and 6 are

contradictory. Class 5 pertainsto
numerous lands including WMAs and
does not allow oil and gas (0&G)
exploration with surface occupancy.
Class 6 is specifically for WMAs and
allows O& G leasing without surface
occupancy (exploration aswell?). Class
6 appears to be redundant.

There is no contradiction. Pages 114-115
of the Draft CMP reference the 1995 plan
classifications which, as mentioned on page
115, have been superceded by the MLP
with respect to minerds. In dternative A,
exising WMAs are Class 6 with no new
minerd leesng.

2. We support the formal designation of
23-21-5 townships as state WMAs since
much of the remaining critically
important wetlands on sovereign land
are not already under WMA
management.

WMA designation is a decision to be made
by the Wildlife Board. In the interim, Class
5 deggndtion in dterndtive A generdly
protects the WMA suitability of al 23-21-5
lands except the Sdtair-to-Black Rock
areaand existing minerd leases.

3. Bird (Hat) Island is already managed
by DWR as a gull and heron rookery
with restricted public access. The most
appropriate classification may be Class
6.

Class 5 ismore gppropriate until aWMA is
formaly designated for theidand.

4. The south shore area between old
Saltair and the Goggin Drainis
important habitat for sensitive species
such as snowy plover, long-billed curlew




and short-eared owl and for wading
shorebirds. DFFSL should strongly
consider only compatible and
appropriate uses for this area such as
educational, interpretive and protection
of the area’ s scenic quality and natural
values.

Agreed. This consderation is consstent
with the Class 5 designation.

5. We think that Rozel Point and Black
Mountain should be designated as Class
4 until a thorough evaluation of natural
values and compatible uses is conducted.

Exising developments & Rozd Point and
Black Mountain have occurred with
goparently no dgnificant impacts. If some
inventory and analysis work associated with
other planning efforts or independent
gudies leads to a different conclusion, the
Class 2 designation can be modified.

6. It isunclear why alternative B
recommends a new Class 5 boundary
west of Antelope Island. Because it isan
important vista from many public areas
on Antelope Island it is appropriate that
visual resources on the west side of
Antelope Island be considered in the
CMP and in the AISP Management
Plan.

It is agreed that the visawest of AISPis
important. A VRM plan may identify the
need to change classfication. Pending
completion of the plan impactsto the vista
will be considered under the Class 3
designation.

Issue 6.2 Geologic hazards
Public comments supported the preferred
dternative.

Issue 6.3 BRMBR expansion
Reasons supporting the preferred
alternative

» The gtae should not give up land to the
federd government.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

* Decisons on whether new sovereign
lands would be made available should
not hinge on whether those lands will be
open to hunting.

*  The management goas of BRMBR
seem to be compatible with sovereign
land management.

1. Some new acquisitions may not be
appropriate for hunting, however,
hunting should remain one of the top
recreational priorities for the refuge.

2. We assert federal ownership to all
lands acquired in the expansion of
BRMBR aswell asto all landswithin the
old refuge boundary. All refuge lands
will be managed in accordance with
federal law.

Thisisasubject of litigation.

3. BRMBR management goals are
compatible with sound management of
sovereign lands. Management conflicts
can be avoided if managers fromthe
affected agencies work together

cooper atively. The plan should not
interfere with the flexibility of wetland
management practices.

4. We support the expansion without
conditions, but we do not believe that
this general planning document is the
appropriate vehicle to resolve this issue.

It is agreed that refuge management goas
can be compatible with sovereign land
management. Where there are sovereign
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landsin therefugeit is entirely gppropriate
that DFFSL astrustee, and DWR, asthe
date wildlife authority, participate in
resource management. Resolution of
ownership questions will not be completed
by the time the CMP isfindized.

Issue 6.4 Diking policy

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

» Diking would require a much broader
assessment than is aready required by
the COE and would add additional
unnecessary burdens.

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

*  Werecommend that diking proposas
that negatively impact wildlife, habitat,
lakeleve, water qudity, sdinity or
navigation be prohibited. We support
the requirement for a cumulative impact
assessment for each diking proposd.

1. The plan should identify lake
dynamics and ecosystem health as
primary targets and repeat the
environmental reasons to deny any
additional diking proposals.

2. We consider lake dynamics and
ecosystem health to be a primary
management target and additional dikes
should not be considered.

3. We are opposed to additional diking
proposals and believe that if additional
ponds were proposed that the sponsor
must under stand that the state will not
attempt to protect these infrastructure
investmentsin case of flooding or other
natural circumstances.

The generd effect of dikeson lake
dynamicsis acknowledged. The policy will
require a more specific assessment. Blanket
denid of diking proposdsisnot

appropriate because it would preclude
congruction of dikesin WMAs, the
sovereign land portion of BRMBR, and
exiging minera leases. Diking proposdsin
these areas will be subject to the policy.
Sponsors of proposals will be aware that
nothing other than implementing WDPP
policy will serve as any measure of
protection from high weter levels.

4. DNR should consider developing a
plan for the removal of dikes on GSL
including the railroad causeway.

5. We would like to see any further
hardening of the shoreline avoided and a
stronger focus on restoration of areas
isolated by existing dike structures.

This has been considered. All dikes have
been constructed under vaid land use
authority. Unless the land use authorities
are determined to be incons stent with the
Public Trugt Doctrine, they will remain
vaid.

Issue 7.1 Mineral lease zones
Reasons supporting the preferred
alternative

* Drilling for O&G asin exiding olar
ponds would be non-compatible with
minerd extraction uses.

* Inaddition to West Rozdl prospects
suggest that there are additiond
possible areas for O& G exploration.

* |t appearsthat you have made these
aress available.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative

» Alternative B is better. No new minerd
extraction ponds should be permitted
on sovereign land.

* Thefutureisbright for gas and
imported oil products, but blesk for
inland domedtic ail refineries and
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exploration. Drilling is the ultimate test
of geologic theory.

1. The 1996 MLP creates an untested
bureaucracy and some rules that
duplicate federal and state authorities.

For the past 90+ years DFFSL or its
predecessors as landholder and trustee has
had the respongbility of minera leesing on
sovereign lands. DFFSL rules provide a
planning process for sovereign lands
including the minera resources of

GSL. The current guiddine governing this
management responghility is the 1996
MLP, which was prepared through a public
review and comment process. The MLP
did not creste a new bureaucracy, but
rather set up parameters for identifying
gpecid concerns, determining lease
dtipulations in response to those concerns,
and making the dtipulations known &t the
time the lease is offered for competitive bid.
The MLP wasimplemented to update and
clarify gods and drategies for managing
minera resources on sovereign lands.
Specid emphasiswas provided inthe MLP
for protecting important GSL recrestiona
and wildlife dtes. The policies of the MLP
have been successful in thisregard, as
acreage under lease in important wildlife
areas has been reduced.

2. The abandoned Rozel Point and
Farmington Bay oil fields should be
recognized as significant historical sites.

The MLP recommends working with
minerd lesseesto provide interpretive Stes
of minera development. With regard to
Rozd Point, the higtoricd interest is
understood. However, there are no
physica remains of higoricd vintage.
Nonethdless, there is nothing in the CMP

that will change the character of the
properties and the eventua development of
an interpretive display a Rozd Point is
contemplated under dternative A.

Issue 7.2 Mineral lease policies

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative

» Extraction industries should be
regulated to maintain a balance
between extraction and what is being
brought into the system.

» Wildlife and recregtion protection
should be paramount in minerd |eases.

* The gtate has dready done some work
a Rozd point. The remaining debris
should be inventoried, mapped and, if
possible, removed.

» Alternative B isamore proactive
gpproach to maintaining a hedthy GSL.

1. The middle and the west sides of the
lake have important wildlife,
recreational, aesthetic and other values.
These values should be recognized and
considered. Contamination could occur
with flooding of oil wells and ponds as
the lake rises. We recommend that DNR
revisit MLP zones with additional public
input to evaluate zone designation,
stipulations for each zone and
remediation and mitigation requirements
to ascertain whether they are sufficiently
protective of the GSL ecosystem.

2. No revisions should be made to the
MLP without public involvement.

A part of this CMP processfor GSL isto
revist the MLP to ensure that its objectives
are consgtent with the CMP. There has
been nothing to suggest that measures
protecting wildlife, aesthetic, recreationd,
and other vaues were insufficient. In part
thisis due to the specid lease Sipulations

80



contained in the MLP rdated to wildlife
protection or public access for areas such
as Gunnison Idand, around Locomotive
Springs and dong shore areas. Further, the
MLP dso stipulates provisions for
navigability, reclamation and bonding,
culturd and biologicd surveys, and liahility
and monitoring clausesin dl new or
readjusted leases. In the event of areview
of lease offerings or amendment of the
MLP, DFFSL welcomes comments and
encourages interested persons to
participate. Two processes exist in which
the public can provide input. The first and
most immediate is the current GSL CMP.
The other isthrough the RDCC, which is
the state clearinghouse for al proposed
dtate actions relating to natura resources.

3. We suggest that the Planning Team
modify alternatives A and B to more
closely resemble the MLP.

4. We recommend alternative B to clean
up oil filed debris on state and private
land at Rozel Point and include wildlife
and recreation protection stipulations in
leases. Habitat areasin the north arm
should not be undervalued.

Alternative A represents continued
implementation of the MLP. Alternative B
differs from dternative A only in thet
additiond wildlife stipulations and cleanup
of debrisat Rozel Point are emphasized.
Cleanup of Rozd Point was included in the
most recent lease offering, but lease
negotiations failed. No evidence has been
offered that wildlife and recrestion
protection dipulaionsin lease offerings
should be improved, or that the process
through which DFFSL identifies ipulations
is inadequate.

5. 1 recommend that the state leasing
agency be given maximum flexibility in
regardsto leasing for O& G
development. Consideration should be
given to planned exploration and
production activities on an incremental
time basis. Thiswould allow companies
with a specific plan to proceed in
contrast to a five- or ten-year lease that
does not require any activity and it
would allow for a provision to extend
the leases to allow for orderly
development.

In regard to the state’ s ability to make
aress available for leasing, two options
provide flexibility. First, Subsection
65A-10-8(f) encourages the availability of
appropriate areas for O& G leasing under
gtandard or specid Sipulations. If the
development of O& G on sovereign lands
leads to the conclusion that the areas open
for development should be changed, plan
amendment processes are in place and will
be followed. Second, the MLP provides
for withdrawing lands from minerad leasing
until applicants express an interest in an
area. That tract can then be fully evaluated
by DFFSL asto Size, appropriate
dipulations and al other terms before
offering the tract in a competitive bid
process. This gives DFFSL maximum
flexibility to consder many leasing options,
while safeguarding other lake resources.

6. Optimal biological productivity should
be used as a management target and
should deter mine this management
considerations.

For now, wildlife ipulationsin lease
offerings combined with the CMP sdlected
dternative for issue 5.1 protect biologica
productivity. In accordance with the MLP,
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DFFSL has consulted with other natura
resource agencies to provide appropriate
dipulations in tracts offered for lease or to
exchange lands under lease for other less
sengtive lands. The MLP aso recommends
better monitoring, establishment of bonding
and reclamation standards, participating in
planning initiatives such as a sate wetlands
policy and working with minerd lesseesin
data collection on brine movements,
deposition of sdtsand return of sdtsto the
lake system.

Issue 8.1 Water recreation

opportunities

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

*  Whoever proposed dternative B
cannot understand the scope and
conditions of some WMAs. Thiswould
mean that the only human users of parts
of this public resource would be
adjacent landowners.

1. | support waterfowl hunters being
able to use motorized boats for hunting,
but | recommend motor size limitations
similar to regulations governing Ruby
Lake NWR in Nevada where motors
must not exceed 10 horsepower (hp).

Boating law would have to be changed.
Currently there are no motor restrictionsin
Utah Boating Laws for GSL. The process
would be to propose this change to the
Boating Advisory Council to designate
GSL asa“Zoned Water” with restrictions
for horsepower and other motor
redrictions. At thistime, existing law is
adequate.

2. We recommend that motor size be
limited and that a no wake rule be
implemented in WMAs. Use of air boats

should be prohibited in sensitive bird
nesting areas from May through August,
especially inthe Willard Spur of Bear
River Bay.

State WMASs have air boat retrictions
during May-August and posted trespass
redtrictions to avoid bird nesting impacts.
Thereisaposshility that thisareaand
others may become administered by DWR
as WMASs. For the time being, the rest of
the lake and Willard Spur of Bear River
Bay see comment response #1 regarding
ar boat and motor restrictions. WMA
restrictions would have to go through
DWR.

3. We recommend a thorough analysis of
recreational demands on GSL with no
permitting of additional recreational
facilities until a more thorough
recreational plan can be devel oped.

4. Determining the level, types of use,
impacts, monitoring, infrastructure,
future demands and other concernsis
necessary to determineif recreational
activitieswill not impair GSL ecosystem.
What is the time frame for this effort
(recreation analysis)? The scope should
be broader.

Thistype of anadlysisis proposed in the
monitoring plan under Recreation and
Tourism - Land and Water on page 254.
We adso recognize this should be
implemented before other recreation
facilities are developed. Time frame will be
determined by funding.

Issue 8.2 Navigability

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative

» Navigation in the north arm should be
restricted to commercia, rescue and
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bird sanctuary operations because bird
nesting areas on Gunnison Idand are
access ble from deep water,
exceptiond large shdlow areas could
present navigationd hazards, cold
weether formation of Glaubers Salt
creates athick layer of dush dense
enough to hold fast a boat, and cooling
water intakes on boats tend to
cryddlize over with sdit, thus shutting
down engine cooling systems.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

* Alternative B is better. In keeping with
the objectives of 1.2 and minimizing the
sdinity difference, more recregtiond
boating and commercid water craft
should be able to navigate between the
two arms.

» Alternative C is better. The exigting
breach is very regtrictive in terms of
vesslsthat are able to travel between
ams.

» Ultimady it would be in everyone's
best interest to have better accessto
the north arm. Navigation is criticd to
safety, search and rescue, research,
commercid activity and recreation.

*  Themgority of marinetrafficis
recregtiond sailing and brine shrimping.
Since the 1950s neither group has been
able to navigate between arms. The
preferred dternative does not change
this.

* Itisnot anavigable solution but rather
an expensive proposal to provide
access to another lake known asthe
north arm by duplicating fadilities, Saff
and expense.

1. An alternative to deepening the
breach could be a narrower but eight-
foot-deep second breach at the other end
of the causeway.

2. A 300-foot wide breach with a sill
elevation of 4196 on the east end of the
causeway with a five-foot rise to the
center structure and a five-foot lower sill
at the center would allow navigation to
the north arm 80 percent of the time for
commercial, search and rescue and
administrative purposes.

Although breaching the east Sde of the
causeway near Saline will provide an
additiona point of navigationa accessto
the north arm of GSL, it will not
sgnificantly improve access for larger boats
than that dready available through the
Lakeside breach. The head differentid
between the north and south arm will cause
substantid currents upon breach of the
causaway which will damage or destroy
adjacent underwater canals and pumping
fecilities. Further, the cost to breach the
causeway and keep a navigable channdl
through the breach clear of debris and fill
materia will be substantial. The associated
costs of an east Sde breach weighed
againg the limited navigationd benefits
make the concept economicaly
undesirable.

3. The causeway hasrestricted
navigation. Ultimately, it would bein
everyone' s best interest to have better
access ability to the north arm of the
lake.

4. Navigation is critical to safety, search
and rescue, research and data collection,
monitoring, commercial activity and
recreation.

Limited recreational and commercid
boating access into the north arm of GSL is
available through the northern railroad
causeway breach near Lakesde, Utah. At
current lake levels, navigationd accessis
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open to vessels under 25 feet in width, 15
feet in height above the water’ s surface,
drawing less than five feet of water.
Although the northern causeway breach
actsto redrict, through Sze limitations, the
number of vessdls cgpable of navigating into
the north arm, sengitive ecologicd interests
are buffered by the reduced access. The
gmdl idands located in the north arm of the
lake provide critica habitat and nesting
grounds for American white pelicans and
other shorebirds. Gunnison Idand hosts one
of the three largest nesting colonies of
American white pelicansin the North
American continent. The pdlicans and other
shorebirds rely heavily upon the habitat
provided on these isolated idands during
annud migraions, and sgnificant human
presence has shown to disrupt them to the
point that they move off theidand to less
productive habitat.

Despite the shorebird disruption concerns
associated with the increased boating traffic
in the north arm, the GSL Draft CMP
presents adternatives for increased boating
access in the north arm. The plan advanced
three possible aternatives with respect to
navigability on GSL. The preferred isviable
and economicaly feasible to continue with
the status quo which adlows limited
navigation through the existing breach. The
plan further presents an additiona
dterndive to enhance navigation on the
lake through devel oping marinas and boat
ramps in the north arm (See rationde for
Section 8.1 and 8.2).

Any effort to breach the northern railroad
causaway to facilitate full navigationa
access from the south arm to the north arm
and vise versawill be very cosily whether
the state bears the cost of the breach or
attemptsto legdly compel the railroad to
bear the cost. Full navigationa access

through the causeway can be accomplished
in one of two ways. 1) breach the
causeway and congtruct a bridge that will
accommodate high vessdl passage; or 2)
breach the causeway and abandon railroad
traffic acrossit.

Any breach in the causaway designed to
fully accommodete navigationa accessto
the north arm without disrupting railroad
traffic will need to occur in water depths
aufficient for deep ked boat passage. The
bridge system spanning the breach must not
only dlow railroad traffic across the
causeway, but dso have sufficient height or
mohbility to alow passage of sailboats with
tall masts. The geology of the lake bed in
the deeper waters is such that engineering
and congtructing such a bridge will be
extremdy expendive, if not impossble. The
second scenario for full navigationa access
to the north arm from the south arm
circumvents the geologicd and engineering
impediments associated with congtructing a
bridge, but requires the railroad to abandon
the causeway and re-route the displaced
tran traffic. Thisdterndive is obvioudy
very damaging and codtly to the railroad
and those who userall transport.

Inlight of the leases held by the rallroad for
the northern causaway, it is highly unlikely
the railroad will voluntarily bear the cost
associated with building abridge or
abandoning the causaway. While brine
shrimp harvesting companies and minerd
extraction operationsin the south arm of the
lake would likely support breachesin the
northern causeway in anticipation of the
resulting higher sdinity levelsin the south
am, minera extraction companiesin the
north a'm and the railroad would vigoroudy
opposeit. The north arm minerd extraction
operations currently enjoy near saturation
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dinity levelsin the water which makes
evaporative extraction processes very
productive. Breaches in the causaway
would reduce sdinity levels, resulting in
decreased mineral extraction productivity in
the north arm. Some of these operations
have dso invested sgnificant amounts of
money in lake bed cana systems designed
to channd dense brine solution to locations
where the brine can be pumped into
evaporation impoundments. The head
differential between the north and south
amswill create strong currents when the
causeway is breached which may damage
or destroy these lake bed cana systems.
This very problem was experienced in
1984 when 300 feet of causeway was
breached immediately east of Lakeside,
Utah. The State of Utah was subsequently
sued in court and required to compensate
the cana owner for the damages that
resulted from the water currents generated
by the breach.

Unfortunatdly, thereis no easy solution to
the navigation redtrictions impaosed by the
northern causeway. The management plan
attemptsto identify the key aternatives that
may address these navigation issues and
identifies a preferred dternative.

5. The highest priority for navigation on
the lake is to pursue an alternative that
would allow increased or unlimited
access/navigation through the causeway
that is currently a significant barrier to
navigation between the north and south
arms of the lake.

See comment responses #3,4 and #6,7.
6. Dikes impede navigation and we

recommend that DNR should actively
remove major dikes impeding

navigation. With increased navigation a
plan would need to be in place to protect
nesting isands in the north arm.

7. The state acquired sovereign rights to
GSL because the lake is a navigable
body of water. Then the railroad was
allowed to construct a solid fill
causeway that completely eliminated
navigation between the north and south
arms of the lake. Alternative A should
recommend that navigability is the
solution to north arm access by the brine
shrimp industry and recreational
boating. The notion that the north armis
protected by virtue of the causeway is
contradictory.

Remova of dikes and causeways on GSL
has been considered. However, all dikes
and causeways on the lake have been
congtructed and are maintained under vaid
land use authority. Unlessthe land use
authorities are determined to be inconsstent
with the Public Trust Doctrine, they will
remain vaid. DNR acknowledgesthe
potentid for disturbance of bird activity on
idands in the north arm. Depending on the
volume of increased north arm boeating and
the locations from which the boating
originates, increased educationa and
enforcement measures will be appropriate.

Issue 9.1 OHV

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

* OHV and auto accessis necessary for
selected aress.

*  OHV useintightly-controlled
designated areas is supportable. OHV
trespass is a problem.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

» Sovereign landsin and around GSL
should be managed with wildlife and
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habitat diverdty asthe primary
objectives— thisis incompetible with
OHV use.

*  The area between Locomotive Springs
and Crocodile Mountain has severd
springs which are used by snowy
plovers which may be nesting on these
mudflats. The area should not be open
to OHV use, or should &t least include
Seasond redtrictions.

* OHVsdisrupt foraging birds, impact
nesting success, rut and compact soils
thereby affecting insect resources,
destroy ndtive vegetation and
encourage weeds. Monitoring the
destruction that would occur is
inadequate.

* OHVsdisturb and destroy habitat,
watershed and wildlife.

1. OHVs should be used only as an
extension of auto access.

2. OHV size limits should be imposed
and specific trails should be designated,
and no off trail use allowed.

3. The state should make efforts to
accommodate OHV use elsewherein the
state.

4. The area between Locomotive Springs
and Crocodile Mountain has several
springs which are used by snowy plovers
and it is likely the species may be nesting
on these mudflats. This area should not
be open to OHV use or at least include
seasonal restrictions.

5. Both existing and proposed OHV use
of sovereign lands should be evaluated
with respect to avoiding unacceptable
impacts to special habitats. The remote
character of most lakeshore areas
makes rule enforcement difficult. OHV
use should continue to be restricted
except in cases where enforcement is
available and where access to special

habitats from OHV permitted areasis
difficult or impossible due to terrain or
other natural constraints. We are
especially concerned about snowy plover
habitat.

These comments are addressed in the
rationale for 9.1 on page 20.

6. OHV useistoo disruptive to the
wildlife resources. Monitoring the
destruction that would occur with OHV
use isinadequate.

7. OHV negatively impacts birds and
habitat such as the snowy plover
especially at Monument Rock and on the
south shore. It disrupts foraging, impact
reproductive success, compacts and ruts
soils - affecting insects, native
vegetation and encourages weedy
Species.

Recresation on sovereign land is alegitimate
public use. The sdlected dternativeis not
an irretrievable or irreversble commitment
of trust resources. If monitoring and
enforcement lead to the conclusion that
OHV useinthislimited areaiisresulting in
unacceptable damage to wildlife habitat, the
designation can be changed.

8. We support restricted OHV access on
sovereign lands except in tightly
controlled designated areas. Thereis
extensive OHV use along the south shore
between the old railroad jetty east to
Lee Creek. It does not appear that the
law prohibiting OHV use on sovereign
lands has been enforced in this area and
it encourages trespass on private lands.
We have fenced all sides of our property
except on sovereign lands due to the
ambiguity of the meander line, to protect
the aesthetic view and to provide
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uninterrupted wildlife corridors from
GSL. OHV use destroys ground nests,
disturbs migratory birds and has
resulted in poaching.

The sovereign lands in this areaare Class
5. When DWR and DFFSL decide which
divison will be respongible for managing
certain activities, the need for additiond law
enforcement will be consdered. Right now
it gppears that OHV trespass on sovereign
land originates on private land and vice
versa Private landowners must do their
share of enforcement too.

Issue 9.2 Recreation opportunity

and access

Reasons supporting preferred

alternative.

» | have ahedth condition thet limits my
movement. | have access to the shores
for hunting and Willard Bay for fishing.
Anything done to improve the lake
should not damage these and other
opportunities.

* The south shoreisthe closest spot to
the largest number of hotel/motel vigtor
roomsin the sate.

e Thenorth end of Stansbury Idand
provides an unparaleed visa of the
lake. The rocky point with the sandy
bar behind it provides afine vantage
point.

* Magcorp affirms the reference to
potential day use on Magcorp property
on the north end of Stansbury Idand.

» Accessfrom the north into the North
Range of Utah Test and Training Range
(UTTR) would be amgor problem and
should not be encouraged by improving
access across the railroad right-of-way.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

o Alternative B is better but with agravel
rather than paved road.

* A road around GSL would provide an
opportunity to experience, learn,
participate and enjoy the lake' s habitats
and wildlife. Thisis an important public
benefit that will lead to better
understanding of unique naturd
attributes.

» Giventheindbility of private
landowners, the Tooele County Sheriff
and the BLM to control and manage
public uses, any effort to increase
access without adetailed plan to
protect private property ownerswill
lead to more abuse of private lands.

1. The concept of improved visitor
facilities at south shoreis as valid today
as when originally proposed by Friends
of the South Shore.

Agreed. DNR will respond to an
goplication for this.

2. Hunting and bird watching at
mid-zone 3 lake elevations |eave up to
600 sguare miles of flats and shoals too
shallow to navigate, thus requiring
several miles of wading/walking to reach
observation points. Buoys do not do well
on the lake; pole markers could be used
in conjunction with lake charts to
indicate the best approaches to
recommended observation points.

Point well taken.

3. Walking or cycling into sites must be
maintained. Trails into sites will

mai ntain/preserve the pristine and
delicate landscape.

87



Agreed. Well planned recrestion corridors
will dlow access and minimize impeacts.

4. Recognize that some of the proposed
sites and access may impact BLM
managed lands and coordinate with
BLM on future proposals.

Agreed. Coordination will teke place
before any changes are findized.

5. Any recreation plan for the lake
should include a major education
component.

Education will be considered. Seethe
Recreation and Tourism - Land and Water
section of the Draft CMP on pages 129-
146. This should be implemented before
other recregtion facilities are devel oped.
However recregtion planning,
implementation and time frames will be
determined by available funding.

Issue 9.3 Education and
interpretation

Comments supported the preferred
dternative.

Issue 9.4 Hunting conflicts

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

* Theno hunting zone a AISPis criticd
to avoid apossible injury Stuation.

* It addresses apublic safety concern.

1. DWR should manage Al SP for
non-consumptive wildlife use.

DPR manages AISP. Virtudly dl of the
activitiesin the park are geared toward
non-consumptive use of watchable wildlife.
Thereisa 100-yard waterfowl hunting
buffer (no hunting) from the Felding Garr

Ranch north and around the idand to
Elephant Head. The purpose of this closure
isfor safety and to diminate interference
with non-consumptive use of wildlife.

2. We recommend two major tourist
interpretive sites. 1. The proposed
visitors center at the BRMBR; and 2. A
site to the west of SLC near the lake off
[-80.

Agreed. Other interpretive Sites, probably
much less developed, will be pursued as
opportunities alow.

3. The state should recommend that
some sovereign lands inside WM As could
remain closed to hunting at the
manager’ s discretion to provide rest
areas for waterfowl.

There are landsinsde of existing WMAS
that are already closed to waterfowl
hunting. This determination was made
under the manager direction. These areas
provide resting areas for waterfowl and are
used aswildlife viewing aress.

4. We agree to limit hunting where
public safety is a concern. We altered
our water control regime (did not fill
ponds near GS.) so hunters would not
be tempted to trespass and poach on our
property as they did in 1997-98.

Comment noted.

Issue 10.1 Commercial and

industrial use

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

o | prefer dternative B. Wildlifeand
habitat should be given top
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congderation over dl other
multiple-uses.

* Alternative B ismost consgtent with
public trust respongibilities and the god
of asugtainable GSL ecosystem.

* The case-by-case evauation based on
agod of bdancing multiple-usesin
dternaive A isnot congstent with the
Public Trust Doctrine and may result in
unacceptable risks and impacts to
unique and important natura vaues.

*  The 1995 plan recommendations are
better. Changes should be based on
optimizing biologicad productivity.

1. We do not believe that a case-by-case
evaluation based on a goal of balancing
multiple-uses as proposed in alternative
Ais consistent with the Public Trust
Doctrine and may result in unacceptable
risks and impacts to the unique and
important natural values of GS.. What
criteria will be used, how will public
input be considered and when changing
existing sovereign land classifications.
2. The plan lacks specific goals,
procedures and guidance for
implementation for alternative A. It is
too general to provide future decision
makers with direction as how
commercial and industry uses should be
regulated.

The approach to adjusting classficationsis
explained in the rationde for 10.1 on page
21. Please note that the offset will be based
on factors including acreage, function and
public trust vaue. The Public Trust
Doctrine should remain flexible to respond
to changing public needs. A case-by-case
evauation is gppropriate. The rdationship
of multiple use to the Public Trust Doctrine
is stated on page 1 of the Draft CMP.
Procedures for proposing changes to the

classfications (plan anendments) arein
rules promulgated by DFFSL, and require
RDCC review.

Issue 10.2 Brine shrimp harbors
Reasons supporting the preferred
alternative.

* Inorder to providefor facilitiesand
minimize impacts it probably isnot in
the state’ s best interest to lease land to
an individua harbor for each company.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

* Alterndive C is better. Many
companies have invested large amounts
of money and time to develop harbor
facilities and should not be pendized by
having to open up ther fadilitiesto all
brine shrimp companies.

* Sincetheinvestment to convert
Antelope Idand Marina has been
made, to now limit availability of the
marinato commercid useisawaste of
that taxpayers investment.

1. | support alternative A however there
islittle public access to the identified
harbors. Little Valley is the best in the
north arm but as yet there is no public
access. Black Mountain is a very small
harbor through private property. Rozel
Point is not a true harbor and there are
hazardsin the water. Probably the best
place to develop a harbor on the north
armwould be on the south tip of
Promontory Point near the IMC Kalium
pumps.

The sovereign land boundary through Little
Vadley harbor is being surveyed. Public
access over the road around Promontory
Point is under litigation. An assessment of
the Stuation at the harbor will be made
following litigation. Little Vadley harbor is
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available for lease. The Stuation at Black
Mountain will be evauated in arecord of
decison for alease gpplication. The
comment regarding Rozel Point is noted.
Harbor development near the IMC pumps
is possible under the Class 2 sovereign land
designation. Potentid conflict with the
minera lease would have to be avoided.

2. We oppose a non-exclusive harbor
policy since the main purpose that the
state was given sovereign land from the
federal government was to generate
revenue for the public schools.

Wrong! Sovereign lands serve public
purposes. Conveyance of an interest in
sovereign land is subject to the criterion of
avoiding subgtantia impairment of public
uses. Generation of revenueis not the
purpose for which the ate holds the land
in trug.

3. The state should encourage public
non-exclusive harbor development in
those areas where the state has upland
access such as Lakeside, Strongs Knob
and Antelope Island Marina.

The uplands at Lakeside and Strongs Knob
areowned by SITLA and arallroad. It
serves no useful purposeto lump SITLA
and sovereign land together as“ state’ land,
other than to advocate cooperation. Even
then, the approach to cooperation with
SITLA would be no different than with
private persons.

4. After paying a considerable sum of
money to purchase commercial rights
for AIM, the state should maximize the
revenue generate by that marina by
encouraging the brine shrimp industry to
utilize this marina in October and

November which coincides with limited
public use.

The primary consderation for AIM is
recreation. Revenue generation is
secondary.

5. The state should utilize the original
policy of allowing exclusive harbor
development, but not allowing any one
industry or company to monopolize the
lake, to maximize potential revenue
from sovereign land leasing.

Revenue generation is addressed in #2
above. DFFSL welcomes suggestions and
iswilling to consder how accessto the lake
as a competitive factor in the brine shrimp
industry can be avoided if an exclusve use
policy is reingated. One possibility that
exigs, and it isthe practice DFFSL hopes
to implement on the Magcorp dike, isto
alow exclusve use of smal harbor facilities
congructed by individua companies aslong
as al companies have an opportunity to
congruct their own smdl facility ina
common generd location, and vehicle
access across an exclusive use parcel to get
to another exclusve use fadllity isavailable
to dl usersa agiven location.

6. Brine shrimp companies have invested
large amounts of money and timein
order to develop harbor facilities along
GSL and should not be penalized by
state requirements to open these
facilities to other companies.

7. It seems unfair to penalize companies
who have spent time and money building
and securing sites and locations and
then to force them to open their facilities
to public access.
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Exclusve use fadilities constructed under a
vaid land use authority issued by DFFSL
will not need to be made avalableto Al
users. Harbor facilities constructed in
trespass, such as at the Magcorp dike,
Lakesde, Rozd Point and Black Mountain
will have to be made avallable to dl users
under the scenario suggested in comment
response #5 above or some other method
acceptable to DFFSL.

8. Recognize some proposed harbor sites
and access may impact BLM managed
lands and will require coordination with
BLM on future proposals.

Coordination will occur viathe RDCC
process.

9. AIM is an excellent location for
commercial access to the lake and
should be maintained since it is the only
significant commercial marina with
public access. “ Several years ago the
State acquired the rights from the
federal government to provide
commercial access at the AIM?”

AIM currently alows commercia mooring
and accessto GSL. The marinawas
developed primarily for recregtiond use.
Sincethe dipsare not fully utilized by
recreationa boaters commercia mooring
has been dlowed. Commercid launching
will dways be dlowed.

10. Additional opportunities for brine
shrimp harbor development in both the
north and south arms of the lake are
critical to long-term health and viability
of the brine shrimp industry.

This can occur at locations identified in the
CMP, but companies must work together

under the scenario suggested in comment
response #5 above or some other method
acceptable to DFFSL.

11. Limiting availability of AIM asa
brine shrimp harbor would not be an

“ environmentally weighted alternative.”
Actually utilizing existing facilities to
their full capacity would be superior to
creating more harbors.

AlIM was developed for recreational use,
gncethedipsare not fully utilized by
recregtiona boaters commercia mooring
and launching has been dlowed. DPR dso
transferred property to DFFSL for the
development of acommercid harbor at
Black Rock.

12. We have concerns with the proposed
Black Rock Harbor (additional fill,
diking, loss of shoreline habitat, visual
impacts and questionable need for such
a large harbor) we would like the state
to reevaluate the pending permit and
consider alternatives that would
maximize use of existing facilities.

13. Other options to Black Rock
proposed harbor may include
maintaining the existing policy
regarding non-exclusive use, allow sub-
lease option to current lease holdersto
recoup capital investments spent in
construction of their own harbors,
paying back federal funds used in the
construction of the G Marina so that
commercial activities could be
conducted there and reconfiguring piers
at Little Valley harbor to increase
capacity.

14. Little Valley harbor should be made
available to all brine shrimp harvesters
as a place to launch and recover their
vessels to avoid potential dangersin
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crossing under the causeway through the
breach.

The lease a Black Rock has been issued.
Current exclusive lease holders may
convert their exclusive leases to commercid
leases with gpprova of DFFSL. Little
Vadley isavailable for lease.

Commercia use of GSLM would be
difficult to accomplish, converting (6F)
Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCEF) dollars because DPR does not
have the funds required to accomplish this,
but aso there are no dips available,

15. Commercial interest have incurred
artificially high rental fees for use of
AISP dlips and unimproved docking
area’sto aid in the recovery of this
expense (Land Conservation funds)
which has paid their way and
reimbursed much of the tax payers
expense.

The mooring and launching fees were
established by the DPR Board and Davis
County. The 6F converson was
accomplished by swapping recregtion
property to dlow limited commercia uses
a AIM. There are no atificidly high rentd
fees because of the conversion.

16. The draft suggests that some
commercial parties have access at the
expense of others, thisisa false
statement, there is no documentation or
evidence that parties were unable to
access the lake and industry has enjoyed
access via AIM.

DNR will refrain from making such
inferences in the future.

17. The state is looking towards access
through private property owners for
lake access and marina purposes (due to
limiting AIM use) which is the most
logical and economical place to provide
additional access. Lakesideis not
mentioned in the recreation section for
access and it is a good candidate for
harbor development due to state upland
property owner ship. Lakeside should be
recommended not private lands.

The public does not have aright to cross
private land to access sovereign land, but
rights of public accessto sovereign land will
be pursued wherever DNR believes the
rights exist. See comment response #3.
AIM providesfor recreationd use but has
dlowed commercid use while industry
considers other access options.

18. Itisridiculous for the state to
suggest limiting availability of AIM asa
brine shrimp harbor and to infer that no
commercial activitieswill be allowed,
since commercial rights were acquired
with tax payer and industry money, and
additional money will be required to
purchase other private properties and
build additional commercial facilitiesto
be used by the same commercial
interests that have paid and operated
out of AIM.

The 6F conversion was accomplished by
swapping recreation property to alow
limited commercid usesa AIM. Itisnot a
tax payer or industry expense.

19. Using existing facilities to their full
capacity would be superior to creating
new harbors.

20. The state could designate a location
such as Rozel Point as a public access
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harbor in the north arm and maintain
AIM as a public access in the south arm.

Thisistheintent of the policy regarding
exclusve use, and acongderation in the
identification of suitable locations. See
rationade for 10.2 on page 242 of the Draft
CMP.

Issue 10.3 Unauthorized

construction policy

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

* Itisapogtive gepin curtaling
development below the meander.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

* Itisingppropriateto link enforceable
pendties to brine shrimp certificates of
registration.

Issue 11.1 Grazing

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

» Grazing can be used as an effective
vegetation management tool but only
within the context of agrazing
management plan thet identifiesa
prescribed condition that
accommodates wildlife needs.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

* No new grazing permits should be
issued for sovereign lands.

1. Existing grazing permits should be
continued only if DWR can prove that
the permittee’ s operation is not harming
or changing the ecosystem. It should be
up to the permittees to provide DWR
with evidence of ecosystem health
compliance.

2. We recommend that grazing should
only be permitted on sovereign landsto

the extent that it achieves a wildlife
habitat management goal. A grazing
management plan with habitat goals and
monitoring procedures should bein
place wherever grazing is permitted due
to the unique and important value of
sovereign lands and adjacent lands
within the GSL flood plain.

3. DWR should determine which areas
should beretired or decide the grazing
intensity that particular leases can bear.
Grazing leases should include more
tightly prescribed grazing plans with a
target vegetative condition that would
accommodate a wide variety of bird
species and other wildlife.

Monitoring proposed for grazing will help
determine grazing impacts. Placing the
burden on the permittee would not
correctly reflect DNR’ s approach to
stewardship.

4. DNR should pursue options for buying
out and terminating existing permits on
sensitive land.

Buyouts are not necessary. The permits
have termination clauses that provide a
reasonable opportunity to respond to issues
regarding sengtive lands.

5. We recommend that grazing
regulations be revised to include denial
for areasthat are of value to wildlife
habitat and that DFFSL be required to
accept DWR recommendations
regarding habitat and wildlife
management.

Grazing can be used as atool to manipulate
habitat. DWR will adminiger grazing in the
39 townships. Other comments on grazing
elsewhere around GSL will be considered.




6. Grazing can be used and an effective
vegetation management tool within the
context of a grazing management plan
that identifies a prescribed condition
which accommodates wildlife needs. We
support DWR managing grazing in the
23-21-5 townships and would like to see
grazing management plans for other
sovereign land leases with additional
forage condition monitoring.

To agreat extent, the areas where the
livestock indudtry isinterested grazing is
reflected in the areas where the existing
permits are. Right now dl the permitsarein
the 23-21-5 lands. Another areawith
grazing potentid isardaively smal upland
area near Black Mountain where the
surveyed meander ssemsto runto a
relatively high eevation. An assessment of
public trust resources in the area will be
meade following location of the meander
line. That ared s suitability for grazing then
will be determined.

Issue 12.1 Transportation and

utility corridors

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

» Public accessto AISP viathe southern
causeway would prove disastrous to
the quaity recreationa experience now
avalableto AISP vigtors.

 Filling the south causeway would
increase traffic and would unduly
disturb migratory birds we are
encouraging to nest and forage.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

* Railroad causaways and interstate
highways on sovereign land isnot in
harmony with the public trugt.

1. Davis County Causeway should be
modified to improve water circulation to
help prevent harmful freshening of
Farmington Bay.

See section 2.1 comment response #38,39.

2. Alternative A should be clarified by
explaining how any additional intra-lake
proposals would be evaluated in light of
alternative 1.6 A, which would prohibit
creation of large freshwater
embayments on GS.. What criterial
would be used for a case-by-case
evaluation and the process that will be
used for public input and decision-
making? We recommend that any
transportation proposals that would
negatively impact wildlife, habitat, lake
level, water quality, salinity or
navigation be prohibited.

The direct relationship to 1.6 would be
determined by the design of the
trangportation facility, eg., bridge versus
solid fill. A proposal would be evaluated
through a ste-specific planning process
which would lead to preparation of a ROD.
The criteriafor evaluation would be
included in the ROD. Public involvement
for that process would be conducted
through RDCC.

3. DNR should develop a plan for
restoration and removal of dikes on
GSL. We do not believe that the north
and south railroad causeways and
portions of 1-80 over sovereign landsis
in harmony with the public trust. At a
minimum, hydrological connectivity of
the separated southern portions of GSL
in this area should be reestablished with
the main water body. Although Davis
County Causeway provide accessto
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AISP we are concerned that it too isa
violation of the public trust and we
recommend that the causeway at a
minimum should be breached within the
next two yearsto mitigate artificial
freshening and restore water circulation
in Farmington Bay.

See comment response #4 under issue 6.4.

4. The plan should clearly state
opposition to intra-lake proposals rather
than considering them on a case-by-case
basis.

The public's need for transportation isa
legitimate congderdtion in determining the
public interest. A case-by-case evauation
IS appropriate.

Issue 13.1 Meander line

identification

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

*  DNR must work with locd law
enforcement agencies to identify, and
where gppropriate, post sovereign land
boundaries.

* ltisreasonable.

1. What position does the state intend to
assert to those resour ces when the water
exceeds the meander line? Isit your
position that the upland owner does not
own, or is divested of ownership of the
mineralsin the brines which overly
his/her land? Is the state asserting
ownership of GSL brines overlying
private and or federal land located
above meander line?

2. The Planning Team makes
recommendations up to 4217 and that
DFFS. and other state entities
coordinate with those entities that have

authority above the meander lineto
implement GSL management
alternatives and protect public trust
resources. We believe that the authority
and the responsibility under the Public
Trust Doctrine allows and even requires
a more proactive role for DFFSL and
the state in regards to watershed and
flood plain management necessary for
the protection of public trust resources.
The plan clearly identifies concernsin
the flood plain and the greater GSL
watershed that have the potential to
severely impair GSL resources. We
recommend that the team evaluate how
DFFSL and the state can be more
proactive in addressing these threats to
trust resources.

To the extent that activities above the
meander line are known to significantly
affect sovereign lands and resources amore
proactive role may be appropriate and
certainly would be considered. Some of the
monitoring activities proposed in the plan
are intended to lead to scientifically-based
ecologicd objectivesfor GSL. Thismay ad
in the identification of sgnificant adverse
effects. Currently, DNR is not aware of a
sgnificant adverse effect that would justify
broader involvement. Until the complex
interrelationships of GSL systems are better
understood, there is no reason to believe
that grass-root and federa regulatory plans
and processes are not adequate watershed
protection measures. Such plans and
processes include the Spanish Fork River
CRMP, Clover Creek CRMP, a CRMP
proposed for the Weber River Basin, the
Tri-State Water Quaity Commission,
variousriver basin studies, ground water
management plans, the Bear River
Resource Conservation and Development,
regulatory activity of Sdt Lake City within
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its watershed, and the Total Maximum
Daily Load process.

Issue 14.1 Search and rescue
Reasons supporting the preferred
alternative.

* Improved |ake access and increased
use of AISP and other lake Sites
require improved search and rescue
equipment and procedures.

* Accessiscritica on the north am.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

» Limited accesstothenortharmisa
threat to safety. A breach isneeded in
the causeway to alow unlimited access
to the north arm.

1. Winter emergency responses require
special training because of

bel ow-freezing lake water temperatures,
freshwater ice overlaying saline lake
water, and Glaubers Salt can maroon a
boat in water charted just deep enough
for small craft.

Agreed. All search and rescue responses
are different on GSL and DPR recognizes

training is an important aspect.

2. DNR should also acknowledge the
important and valuable role of the brine
shrimp industry in voluntarily assisting
with search and rescue operations and
other emergency situations. The industry
also conducts research or data collection
and monitoring activities outside the
regular season.

DNR does recognize the role of the brine
shrimp industry’ s collaboretive sdf
assigtance. AIM isthe primary search and
rescue launching point for the northern part

of GSL but istwo hours awvay from rescues
north of railroad causeway.

3. Better search and rescue capabilities
may encourage more recreational
activitiesin areasthat are
inappropriate.

There probably are no data to support this
clam but it could prove to be the case.

Issue 15.1 Ramsar designation
Reasons supporting the preferred
alternative.

* Ramsar designation should not be
dropped, but an investigation should
continue until management implications
are certain.

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

» Alternative B is better. A designation of
this type, supported by the governor,
would demonstrate the state’ s
commitment to its own lega
requirements to protect wildlife and
recregtion facilities.

* Ramsar designation could aso enhance
ability to acquire funds for additiond
lake studies and monitoring.

*  Wedisagree that Ramsar designation
should be rejected because it may not
be compatible with the multiple-use
management framework for sovereign
lands. Ramsar is fully compatible with
the responghility of the state under the
Public Trust Doctrine.

* Alternaive B is condstent with the
legidature' s endorsement for priority
management for wildlife

* Ramsar designation would be beneficia
to the economies and wildlife
associated with GSL and would help
publicize to the world that GSL is of
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internationa importance to entire
populations of wildlife.

* Ramsx desgnation isentirely
conggtent with the goa of maintaining
public trust resources.

To forego Ramsar designation so as to not
interfere with multiple-use management
turns the Public Trust Doctrine on its head
by giving multiple-use priority over the
public trust rather than vice versa.

1. Ramsar designation is consistent with
and could be part of a comprehensive
wetlands plan.

It could be a part of acomprehensve
wetlands plan. DWR is currently surveying
wetlands and other priority habitat areas on
state lands around GSL. URMCC has
supported county and private wetland
planning efforts and implementation is
underway in Davis and Box Elder County.
The DWR Northern and Central Region
Offices are working on wetland
conservation plans. Many projectsarein
progress however there is no centraized
clearinghouse to bring dl of thisinformation
together.

2. The primary management priority
should be ecosystem health with the
multiple-use framework subservient.
Only then will you ensure adequate
protection of public trust resources.

DNR agreesthat “DNR and DFFSL areto
protect and sustain trust resources and to
provide for reasonable beneficia uses of
those resources, consistent with their long-
term protection and conservation.”

3. Ramsar designation should be avoided
because it would largely remove GSL

from state control and place too may
unreasonable restrictions on activities
on the lake.

DNR will study Ramsar designation
implications.

4. We recommend that any lands in the
39 townshipsidentified by the legislature
for wildlife management.

When DNR investigates Ramsar
desgnation it will congder the 39 townships
identified by the legidature for wildlife
management Snce management of this area
is more consstent with this wetland
designation.

5. Ramsar site designation alternative A
depicts the inconsistency between the
public trust and the multiple-use
management framework for sovereign
lands. Ramsar designationis entirely
consistent with the goal of maintaining
public trust uses and a decision to forego
Ramsar designation so as not to
interfere with multiple-use management
turns the Public Trust Doctrine on its
head by giving multiple use priority over
the public trust.

See comment response #2,3,4. DNR is
encouraging interested personsto assist in
investigating resource management
implications and will invedtigate this
designation in more detall. Ramsar Stes
primarily have awildlife and habitat
management focus. Although DNR’s
primary god isto protect and sustain
resources we must make certain that a
Ramsar designation does not preclude
alowing for other reasonable uses.
Literature on Ramsar Stes seemsto suggest
that Ramsar designation helped prevent
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dredging for marina development in
Canada, mining in South Africaand
agricultura development in Hungary. The
conflict centers around this designation
being utilized to inhibit multiple uses
otherwise alowable under the Public Trust
Doctrine.

6. We recommend that a Ramsar
application be submitted for agreed
upon areas of the lake and surrounding
wetlands. Interest parties should begin
to examine exactly which lands around
or in the lake would be suitable for
designation.

See comment responses #2,3,4,5,6,7. This
would require coordination with adjacent
land owners and other interested partiesto
identify lands that are suitable for Ramsar
designation around the lake. Interested
parties could begin to examine which areas
are suitable for designation, investigate this
issue further and report to DFFSL.

Issue 16.1 Open space and critical

lands

Reasons supporting the preferred

alternative.

» Additiona property or conservation
easements and particularly uplands -
should be acquired.

» All shorebirds and ducksthat nest in
the GSL area are ground nesters. With
homes, come pets. Unrestrained cats
and dogs would destroy al waterbird
life stages. A buffer zone between
managed wetlands and development is
needed to ensure success of wildlife.

* It ssemsadvisable to not build in the
flood plain.

1. DNR should also consider additional
acquisitions to support and enhance

existing conservation lands, whether
federal, state or privately owned.

2. Thefirst priority for purchase or
easement acquisition should be highly
valued and at risk wetland and wildlife
habitat areas |ocated between the
meander line and 4217 especially in Salt
Lake, Davis, Weber and eastern Box
Elder counties.

Agreed. This screening process will identify
critical wetland and wildlife habitat areas
that are located around the lake. It isaso
necessary to have interested and willing
sdlers. This processis expensve and
requires funding.

Issue 16.2 Visual resource

management

Reasons opposing the preferred

alternative.

» Alternative B is better. Because some
of thelakeisin a non-atanment air
quality zone, mitigetion Strategies must
be emphasized.

Miscellaneous Comments.

Land Ownership/Private Lands

1. Thereis no discussion of the
ownership and uses of the public lands
managed by the BLM that are adjacent
to the lake. The text in the document
should mention that BLM manages
nearly 40 percent of the total shoreline
of the lake an nearly 70 percent of the
shoreline on the west side of the lake.
2. BLM has two land use plans that
affect adjoining public lands along the
lake Box Elder Resource Management
Plan (1986) and the Pony Express
Resource Management Plan (1990) for
lands in Tooele and Salt Lake Counties.




Some of the decisionsin these plansare
applicable and should be considered.

The ownership will be mentionedina
revised SCCT. Many implementation
actions will be submitted for review and
comment through RDCC. DNR trusts that
interested persons will participate in that
review. Additiond coordination can be
achieved through the Natura Resources
Coordinating Committee. Right now, DNR
is not aware of any inconsstency with BLM
plans or land use authoritiesissued by
BLM.

3. The plan should include more
information regarding how access
recommendations will be considered and
will protect private property owners
along the lake.

4. The plan fails to adequately address
the impact on the land and wildlife due
to increased public use. Access through
private property has been abused and
law enforcement has not been successful
on Stansbury Island.

Conflicts with upland owners can be
addressed on a case-by-case basis through
efforts such as the access management plan
for west Box Elder county, interagency
recregtion management plansandin
response to specific requests by upland
owners. DNR will address concerns as
they arise.

Public Trust Doctrine/Ecosystem

1. We believe that alternatives should be
evaluated for their
consistency/compliance with the Public
Trust Doctrine, irrespective of whether
they are consistent with a multiple-use
framework, because the doctrine is by

far the overriding authority and
responsibility. We agree with the
statement on page 1.

2. To the extent that “ multiple-use
sustainableyield” is consistent and
compatible with public trust
responsibilities and acceptable risk, then
it may be an additional appropriate
criterion.

3. We agree with the statements“ GSL is
large enough to accommodate
legidlative policy and public demand for
resource use and enjoyment” aslong as
secondary non-trust uses do no interfere
with the primary trust purposes. We
have concerns that the sustainability of
the public trust is jeopardized by some of
the preferred management alter natives.
The state should protect the resource
with higher importance and priority.

4. “ The effectiveness of multiple-use and
sustai nable management objectivesin
balancing devel opment and maintaining
environmental integrity.” This balancing
of development and environmental
integrity is counter to the fact that DNR
has recognized that G must primarily
be managed for long-term sustainability.
5. Sovereign lands are a public trust
resource and the overarching or primary
management objective should clearly be
“ to protect and sustain the trust
resources.” We are concerned about the
manner in which the state’s public trust
obligation is characterized in the draft
plan. Page 1 states this correctly,
however the draft plan incorrectly
interprets the relationship between the
Public Trust Doctrine and statutory
multiple-use principles.

6. Thereis no legal authority to support
the assertion that the Public Trust
Doctrine includes whatever uses the
legislature deems appropriate. This
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notion is opposite to the purposes of the
judicially defined Public Trust Doctrine
which isto prevent the legislature or
other public body from allowing uses
that interfere with the public trust
(supported by case law).

7. Case law indicates that uses are
permissible as long as those uses do not
impair the superior trust uses. The Utah
Supreme Court interpreted the Public
Trust Doctrine to allow the state to

“ grant certain rights in navigable
waters if those rights can be disposed of
without affecting the public interest in
what remains.” Based on this
information page 1 is not accurate.:
“Thereisno particular hierarchy of
uses, but when there are competing
public benefits, the public trust requires
those benefits that best preserve the

pur poses of the public trust under the
circumstances would be given a higher
priority.” If this statement is correct,
then all uses would be entitled to equal
consideration at DNR's discretion and
the entire purpose of the Public Trust
Doctrine would be undermined. The
Public Trust Doctrine is very clear that
secondary non-trust uses are permissible
only so long as they do not interfere with
the primary trust purposes.

It is agreed that the Public Trust Doctrineis
the overriding authority and respongibility.
The relatiionship of multiple-use to the
doctrine sometimesisincorrectly
interpreted in the SCCT section of the
CMP. Thisisremedied in the find CMP.
The correct relationship is stated on page 1.
All possible uses under amultiple-use
framework are not necessarily protected
uses under the Public Trust Doctrine. Any
private uses of sovereign lands must yield to
the criterion to avoid subgtantia impairment

of protected public uses. Any inferencein
the CMP that multiple use takes
precedence over public trust obligations
will be remedied.

Thereisno hierarchy of protected public
uses under the Public Trust Doctrine. The
doctrine remains flexible to address
changing public needs. The selected
dternatives and supporting rationale are
presented as being consstent with the
doctrine. Immediate administrative and
legal challengesto the CMP and the degree
of public disagreement expressed over time
may lead DNR to a different conclusion.

8. The plan presents the overriding
importance of a healthy GS. ecosystem
to the public for economic, public health
and other benefits. We recommend that
the alter natives be displayed with regard
to the degree of risk they present to the
goal of sustaining a healthy ecosystem.
We believe that an evaluation of the
relative risksin addition to public trust
responsibilities are the most appropriate
criteria upon which to evaluate
management alter natives for the lake.

9. There should be more emphasis on the
preservation of this delicate ecosystem
for the sake of its uniqueness.

10. GSL isa sovereign land, a public
trust and an international important site
for wildlife. We have an inherent
responsibility to restore the lake to
better health wherever and whenever
possible. Degradation has occurred, as
population and devel opment pressures
have increased and could continue to
threaten the lake in the future. A
proactive effort for restoration of the
lake is necessary and essential to
improving the functioning of the lake in
light of human impacts.
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Sudtainahility isthe standard presented on
page 1. Degree of sustainability isnot a

useful measurement. None of the selected
dternatives pose a substantid thregt to the

ecosystem.

11. Thisreport does not do justice to the
complexity of the interactions of GSL
with our environment in regardsto
climate.

The effect of the lake on climate has
changed over the centuries. Nothing in the
CMP will affect climate or vice versa.

12. We agree that existing jurisdictional
boundaries may limit the ability of DNR
to consider G ecosystems beyond the
meander line. However, DNR does have
a public trust responsibility to take every
action within its means and authority to
protect the public trust. If actions
beyond jurisdictional boundaries are
diminishing G trust resources, DNR
has the responsibility to take actions to
rectify the situation. We encourage DNR
to promote and participate in water shed
level planning and conservation efforts
within the greater GSL water shed which
will provide information, identify
problems, build collaborative
relationships that expand jurisdictional
and statutory authority to prevent and
remediate problems and provide
leadership in protecting public trust

I esour ces,

See comment response #3 to issue 1.1
13. 1 think its too bad that people of

southern Utah are being left out of this
debate.

They have had the opportunity to
participate to whatever extent they choose.

Resource Allocation

1. The alternatives should not be
displayed as* environmentally or
commercial or development values.”
Many land and resource allocations do
involve mutually exclusive choices
between these extremes, however the
lake is not one of these cases. Except
0& G leasing and excessive diking, the
economic benefits and opportunities
provided by the lake are dependent on
the lake' s environmental health.

2. All the action verbsin the legidlative
framework ignore the lake and what it
represents as a natural and unique
closed basin brine lake ecosystem.

To the extent that multiple-use management
does not substantidly impair protected
public use of sovereign land, thereis
nothing wrong with describing aterndtives
as they have been described.

3. Why doesn’t anyone want to initiate
water conservation in Utah? Now isthe
time to start teaching responsible
citizenship.

The DWRe and water conservancy digtricts
aredoing this.

Goals and Objectives

1. The plan lacks specific statements of
goals, time-frames and methods for
reaching them, criteria by which
proposals and management actions will
be chosen and evaluated, explanations
of when and how the public will be
informed and involved in the decision-
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making and management process. We
believe that these deficiencies should be
rectified for the plan to serve the
purpose of setting priorities and guiding
decisions and management activities
affecting GSL.

Time frames are in the implementation
section. RDCC isthe primary public
involvement opportunity. Specific gods
may or may not be stated for
implementation activities before they are
implemented.

2. We support the development of
“targets’ or objectivesaslong as
protecting the resource or making
certain that multiple-uses are secondary
to overarching management objectives.
We are concerned that overarching
management objectives may not be kept
uppermost in the management of GSL.

Agreed. Monitoring will improve DNR's
ability to develop meaningful targets.

3. We need to develop a set of
affirmative ecological objectives for
GSL or by defining the “ desired future
condition” for GSL ecosystem. In sound
planning, all other aspects of
management are judged based on
whether they promote or are consistent
with the defined long-term ecological
objectives for restoration and protection
of the system.

4. Monitoring a range of GS. ecological
conditions is necessary to develop
ecological objectives and provide long-
term ecosystem sustainability.

Thisisacomplex sysem and we are
learning more about the lake and its
resources. The long-term objectiveis

sugtainability (see page 1 of the Draft
CMP). Recommended monitoring and
research actions are the initial stepsto
improve DNR’ s ability to define more
gpecific long-term ecologica objectives for
the lake,

Mentioning the long-term objective on page
1 of the Draft CMP establishes its
importance. Implementation effectiveness
and programs will depend on funding. DNR
will continue to seek funding for
implementation of this plan. It will likely
require a phased approach.

4. Other multi-jurisdictional planning
efforts align their more specific
management, restoration and protection
programs with these defined ecological
goals. These measurable goals can be
used as an objective way to measure
efforts with principles of adaptive
management. We urge that GSL
planning effort establish a scientifically-
based program to define both general
and specific long-term ecological
objectives that can be used to govern
planning and management.

5. We recommend that the overarch
management objective state on page 1
should be reiterated to emphasize and
clarify its significance and we urge the
state to sincerely and aggressively
implement management strategies which
consider the entire ecosystemin
principle.

6. DNR should clearly state the goals
that are influencing the management
alternatives presented in the plan. The
rationale is scant and many of the
alternatives did not have a coherent
basis. Overall goals would promote
consistency, provide benchmarks for
assessing progress, provide an




underlying purpose for all management
activities and should transcend changes
in leadership. Establishing goals and
defined management principles will
allow the plan to take an appropriate
direction with new and upcoming
management questions.

7. Thefirst objective for the plan should
be to identify major goals for resources
and then identify the conflicts and
coordination needs in the context of

major goals.

Scientific information will be used to govern
planning and management decisons. There
is not enough informeation to develop
complete and measurable ecological goals
for adaptive management. The GSLEP, this
planning effort and other divison efforts will
help DNR better define future ecological
gods. Thisisagarting point for future
multi-jurisdictiona gods.

8. A comprehensive water shed approach
isin the best interest of the lake for the
public trust.

a) Broaden the geographic focus
from the lake to the water shed of the
lake.

b) Shift the focus from single-agency
to multiple-entity planning.

c¢) Shift the focus of efforts from

resource use and allocation to

resource restoration and protection.

d) Shift the time focus from the
short-termto the long range.

€) We need to move from planning to
implementation.

9. DNR should seek greater participation
in inter-jurisdictional management in
support of developing cooperative
management goals between state,
county and local government defined in
a watershed management context.

10. The plan should stress the natural
whole ecosystem by emphasizing
linkages and interactions between the
subwater sheds. The effect of cumulative

impacts on the ecosystem should be
studied.

See section 1.1, comment response #4.

11. | cannot stress how important well
funded and organized research now will
be to future management of the lake. We
can never use our lack of comprehensive
knowledge of the ecosystem as a pretext
to ignore what we do know and what
common sense and simple observation is
telling us. The preferred alternative is
the least we can afford to do now before
the situation deteriorates further.

12. Bi-monthly lake level readings
should continue.

13. Nutrient loading of wetlands should
be monitored.

Agreed.

14. For research and monitoring, a
detailed table should show actions,
commitments and timetables.

DNR is recommending a phased approach.
This depends on funding. See the Research
and Monitoring section of this document.

15. Additional monitoring needs include:
evaporation, salt crust, precipitation,
Glaubers Salt formation, algal growth,
diatom growth.

These ideas will be considered, but at this
time most are low priority.

Legacy Highway

1. | oppose the Legacy Highway and the
diverting and damming of Bear River
since these projects will destroy marshy
areas and ruin habitat for millions of
migratory birds.

2. If we do nothing about the Legacy
Highway and its serious impact on
wetlands and bird habitat we have failed
as good stewards of the land.
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3. The answer to gridlock is not the
Legacy Highway. The state needs
effective and reliable mass transit.

DNR isfocusng efforts below and adjacent
to the meander line to improve internd
coordination and address issues that
directly affect DNR land.

Comment Contributors
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Loving, Brian (U.S. Geologica Survey)

Mackay, David J. (Mackay Marine Brine Shrimp Co.)
Martinson, Wayne (GSL C/National Audubon Society)
Matheson, Norma (GSL C/The Nature Conservancy of Utah)
Matschull, Brian

May, J. C. (Antioch Living Systems Collective)

McCarley, Lon

McConkie, Dannie R. (Davis County)

McDougal, Mark R. (Artemia Brine Co.)

McDougal, Richard M.

Mecham, Glen (Diversified Technologies International)
Milliken, John W. (GSLC/The Nature Conservancy of Utah)
Nagle, Joseph (Prime Artemialnc.)

O’ Connell, Ann (GSLC/League of Womens Voters of Salt Lake
Ogee, Tom (Union Pecific Railroad Company)

Ostler, Don A., P.E. (DEQ, DWQ)

Paul, Don S. (DNR, DWR)

Pearce, Maunsel B. (GSLC/Utah Wetlands Foundation)
Robertson, Don E. (Robertson’s Marine Inc.)

Sanders, Angela

Sanders, Bruce (Sanders Brine Shrimp Company, L.C.)
Sassen, Kenneth (The University of Utah)

Short, Bab

Smith, David B.

Sorensen, Ellas (GSLC/National Audubon Society)
Stephens, Richard

Strasburg, Sean

Stum, Marlin

Swenson, Mike (Golden West, Inc.)

Tackaert, Wim (Utah Strategic Alliance Processing)
Tadsen, Roger L. (Department of the Air Force, Hill Air Force Base)
Testa, Thomas K.

Tilley, Bob (Inland Sea, Inc.)

Tilley, Kent (Inland Sea, Inc.)

Trevithick, Bill

Tripp, G. T. (Magcorp)

Valentine, Bob (GSL C/Utah Wetlands Foundation)

Van Dame, Kathy (Wasatch Clean Air Coalition)

Waddell, Kidd (U.S. Geological Survey)

Wendt, George

Wendt, Pam

Westlund, Karen

Willener, John
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Appendix B
Acronyms and Abbreviations




alyr
AGRC
AFB
AIM
AISP
BDA
BLM
BOD
BRMBR
CMP
COE
COR
CuP
DAQ
DCEM
DCMP
DEQ
DFFSL
DGSL
DNR
DOGM
DPR
DSLF
DWQ
DWR
DWRe
DWRi
EIS
EPA
FAA
GIS
GOPB
GPS
GSL
GSLAC
GSLBOD
GSL.C
GSLDD
GSLEP
GSLM
GSLRD
GSLTT
HAFB
[-80
IMC
KUC
Magcorp

Acronyms and Abbreviations

acre-feet per year
Automated Geographic Reference Center
Air Force Base
Antelope Idand Marina
Antelope Idand State Park

Beneficid Development Area

Bureau of Land Management

Board of Directors

Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge
Comprehensive Management Plan

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Certificate of Regidration

Centrd Utah Project

Divisgon of Air Qudity

Divison of Comprehensve Emergency Management
Draft Comprehensive Management Plan
Department of Environmental Quality
Divison of Foredtry, Fire and State Lands
Divison of Great Sdt Lake

Department of Natural Resources
Dividon of Qil, Gasand Mining

Divison of Parks and Recregtion
Divison of Sovereign Lands and Forestry
Divison of Water Qudity

Divigon of Wildlife Resources

Division of Water Resources

Divison of Water Rights
Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency
Federd Aviaion Adminigtration
Geographic Information System
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget
Globa Postioning System(s)
Gresat Salt Lake
Great Sdt Lake Advisory Council

Great Salt Lake Board of Directors
Great Sdt Lake Codition
Great Salt Lake Decison Document
Great Sdt Lake Ecosystem Project
Great Sdt Lake Marina
Great Sdt Lake Resource Document
Great Salt Lake Technical Team

Hill Air Force Base

Interstate 80

IMC Kaium Ogden Corp

Kennecott Utah Copper

Magnesum Corporation of America
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ML
MLP

MOU
OERP
OGH
OHV
ppm

ppt
RAC

RDCC

RMP
ROD
SCCT

SLAC
SLB&M
SLC
SLCIA
SPRR
SPTC
SRC
TNC
ubOoT
UGS
UP&L
UPRR
URMCC
USAF
USFWS
USGS
usu
VRM
WDPP
WMA

Minerd Lessng

Minerd Leasng Plan (for Great Sdt Lake, Divison of Forestry, Fire and
State Lands)

Memorandum of Understanding

Office of Energy and Resource Planning

Qil, gas and hydrocarbon

Off highway vehide

parts per million

parts per trillion

Regiond Advisory Council

Resource Development Coordinating Committee (State Information
Clearinghouse)

Resource Management Plan

Record of Decison

Statement of Current Conditions and Trends (Great Sdt Lake Planning
Project, 1998)

Sovereign Lands Advisory Council

Sdt Lake Base and Meridian

Sdt Lake City

SAt Lake City Internationa Airport

Southern Pacific Railroad

Southern Pacific Transportation Company

Scientific Review Committee

The Nature Conservancy

Utah Department of Transportation

Utah Geologica Survey

Utah Power & Light

Union Pacific Rallroad

Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission

U.S. Air Force

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

U.S. Geologica Survey

Utah State University

Visud resource management

West Desert Pumping Project

State managed waterfowl! or wildlife management areas depending upon the
context
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Appendix C
Exhibits




Exhibits

List of Exhibits

Exhibit 1 Generd Map

Exhibit 2 Sovereign Land Classfications

Exhibit 3 Sovereign Lands 39 Townships Identified by the Legidature for Wildlife
Management

Exhibit 4 Minerd Sdts Alternative A

Exhibit 5 Oil and Gas Leasing

Exhibit 6 GSL Sdinity Graph
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Exhibit 1 - Great Salt Lake Location Map

Plotted February 17, 2000
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SOVEREIGN LAND CLASSIFICATIONS

Alternative A

Alternative A
[ Class 1 Protect existing resource development uses.
Il Class 2 Protect potential resource development options.
[ | Class 3 Open for consideration of any use.
[ ] Class 5 Protect potential resource preservation options.
[ ] Class 6 Protect existing resource preservation users.

Il Not Sovereign Land
k' ) State of Utah

6 0 6 12 Miles Department of Natural Resources
I e

Division of Oil, Gas and Mining




EXHIBIT 3
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Exhibit 4
f Salts

2

Leasing Categories

| Category 1- Open
Il category 2 - Stipulations

= Category 3 - Brines Only
Category 4 - No New Leasing @ State of Utah

Department of Natural Resources




Exhibit 5
Oil and Gas Leasing

Leasing Categories

| Category 1-Open *
Category 2 - Stipulations
Category 3 - No Surface Occupancy

| Category 4 - No New Leasing State of Utah

Department of Natural Resources

* Except Antelope Island and non-state lands




Salinity (percent by weight)
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Exhibit 6

Salinity vs South Arm Elevation
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Illustrations are from Our Island Sea, 1909, and are used by permission, Utah State Historical Society, all rights
reserved.

The Utah Department of Natural Resources receives federal aid and prohibits discrimination on the basis of race,
color, sex, age, national origin or disability. For information or complaints regarding discrimination, contact
Executive Director, Utah Department of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 145610, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5610 or Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, 1801 L Street, NW, Washington, DC 20507-0001.
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