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Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Blackrock Land Exchange. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared the Draft EIS to
analyze and disclose the potential effects of the proposed land exchange pursuant to Section
206(a) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), as amended,
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, and the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations, as well as other applicable Federal laws and regulations.
The Draft EIS was prepared in cooperation with the Idaho Department of Environmental
Quality (IDEQ), Idaho Govemor’s Office of Energy and Mineral Resources, United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Bureau of Indian Affairs.

The proposed action consists of the J.R. Simplot Company (Simplot) proposal to acquire 719 acres
of Federal land managed by the BLM in exchange for 667 acres of non-Federal land. The Federal
lands are adjacent to Simplot’s Don Plant in Power and Bannock Counties, Idaho. The non-Federal
lands are located in the Blackrock and Caddy Canyon areas in Bannock County approximately 5
miles east-southeast of Pocatello, Idaho.

The BLM’s purpose is to evaluate the land exchange proposal. If approved, the proposal would
improve resource management in an area containing crucial mule deer winter range and secure
permanent public access within a popular recreation area. The BLM’s need is to respond to the
proposal pursuant to FLPMA, as amended. Simplot’s purpose for the proposed land exchange is
to implement legally enforceable controls as directed by the EPA and IDEQ. To meet fluoride
reduction requirements of the IDEQ’s 2016 Consent Order, Simplot has proposed construction of
cooling ponds adjacent to the Don Plant, which would require the acquisition of adjacent Federal
lands. Additionally, this acquisition would allow Simplot to maximize the operational life of its
ongoing phosphate processing operations at the Don Plant by expanding gypsum stacks onto
adjacent land.

The public was previously provided a45-day scoping comment period regarding the proposed land
exchange. Scoping comments were used to inform the development of a range of reasonable
alternatives, define the scope of analysis for the Draft EIS, identify resource issues for detailed
analysis, and solicit other information to be used in the development of the Draft EIS. The BLM
has developed alternatives to the Proposed Action, including a No Action Alternative, which are
detailed in the Draft EIS.



The Draft EIS is available on BLM’s ePlanning webpage at: https://2o.usa.gov/xEUuc. The BLM
is inviting the public to review and comment on the Draft EIS. The Notice of Availability (NOA)
for the Draft EIS will be published in the Federal Register on December 20, 2019. The publication
of the NOA in the Federal Register will begin a 45-day comment period starting on December 20,
2019 and ending on February 3, 2020.

The BLM will host two public meetings to provide an opportunity for the public to learn about the
proposed Blackrock Land Exchange and share any comments or concerns. The public meetings
are scheduled at the following locations:

Public Meetings
January 7, 2020- 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. January 8, 2020- 5:00 to 7:00 p.m.
Fort Hall Hotel and Event Center BLM Pocatello Field Office
777 Bannock Trail 4350 Cliffs Dr.
Fort Hall, ID 83203 Pocatello, Idaho 83204

Substantive comments received from the public within the 45-day review period will be
considered and evaluated for preparation of the Final EIS. Comments can only be submitted
in the following ways:

+ Submit your written comments directly at the public meetings;
+ Submit your comments electronically via the ePlanning site: https://go.usa.gov/xEUuc
« Mail comments to BLM Pocatello Field Office:

Attn: Blackrock Land Exchange
BLM Pocatello Field Office
4350 S. Cliffs Dr.

Pocatello, ID 83204

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying
information in your comment, know that your entire comment—including your personal
identifying information—may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in
your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot
guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Thank you for your interest in your public lands. For more information contact Bryce Anderson,
Project Manager, at (208) 478-6353 or bdanderson@blm.gov, or visit the Blackrock Land
Exchange BLM ePlanning site above.

Sincerely,

/70"\ DAjs

Mary D’ Aversa
District Manager
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ABSTRACT

Responsible Agency:  United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative ()
Document Status: Draft (X) Final ()

Abstract: This Draft Environmental Impact Statement describes and analyzes four alternatives for a
proposed land exchange in which the J.R. Simplot Company (Simplot) would acquire Federal land
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) adjacent to Simplot’s Don Plant manufacturing site
in Power and Bannock Counties, Idaho, in exchange for non-Federal land owned by Simplot in the
Blackrock and Caddy Canyon areas in Bannock County approximately 5 miles southeast of Pocatello,
Idaho. The proposed land exchange would enable the BLM to improve resource management in an area
containing crucial mule deer winter range and secure additional permanent public access within a
popular recreation area. Simplot has indicated its intent to use the acquired Federal lands for
construction of cooling ponds to implement legally enforceable controls and allow for future onsite
expansion of phosphate processing operations through expansion of gypsum stacks at the Don Plant
site.

Review Period: The review period for the Blackrock Land Exchange Draft Environmental Impact
Statement is 45 calendar days, beginning the day the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency published a
notice of availability in the Federal Register.

For further information contact:

Project Manager, Bryce Anderson
Bureau of Land Management
Pocatello Field Office

4350 S. Cliffs Dr.

Pocatello, ID 83204

Phone: (208) 478-6353

Website: https://go.usa.gov/xEUuc

Blackrock Land Exchange
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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Executive Summary provides a synopsis of the Blackrock Land Exchange Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). However, this synopsis is not a substitute for review of the complete Draft EIS.

Background

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Pocatello Field Office is the lead agency preparing an EIS for the
proposed Blackrock Land Exchange in Power and Bannock Counties, Idaho. The intent of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is to analyze and disclose potential environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action—the Blackrock Land Exchange—and reasonable alternatives,
enabling public officials to make a well-informed decision.

In 1994, J.R. Simplot Company (Simplot) submitted a land exchange proposal to the BLM Pocatello Field
Office to acquire public lands adjacent to the Don Plant. The Don Plant processes phosphate ore to
manufacture phosphate fertilizer and feed phosphates. Simplot indicated its intent to use the acquired
Federal lands as a potential future waste disposal area for the gypsum by-product from fertilizer
manufacture known as phosphogypsum. The BLM initially began preparing an Environmental
Assessment to analyze impacts of the proposed land exchange in 1996. The land exchange proposal was
subsequently put on hold until Simplot renewed talks with the Pocatello Field Office in 2002. Simplot
identified additional Federal and non-Federal lands for exchange, ultimately proposing to acquire 719
acres of Federal land managed by the BLM in exchange for 667 acres of non-Federal land owned by
Simplot—the same lands being evaluated under the current Proposed Action.

The BLM subsequently prepared an Environmental Assessment to analyze the proposed land exchange
(BLM 2007a) and issued a Decision Record and Finding of No Significant Impact approving the land
exchange in December 2007 (BLM 2007b). The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes challenged the BLM’s decision
in the U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho, alleging that the BLM was obligated to prepare an EIS
under the requirements of NEPA. In May 2011, the Court granted the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes’ motion
and remanded the Decision Record and Finding of No Significant Impact to the BLM, ordering the agency
to prepare an EIS (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall Reservation v. United States Department of the
Interior et al., 2011).

Purpose and Need

The BLM’s purpose is to evaluate the land exchange proposal. If approved, the proposal would improve
resource management in an area containing crucial mule deer winter range and secure permanent
public access within a popular recreation area in accordance with the Record of Decision and Pocatello
Field Office Approved Resource Management Plan (Pocatello RMP) (BLM 2012). The BLM’s need is to
respond to the proposal pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), as
amended.

Alternatives

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is a land exchange—referred to as the Blackrock Land Exchange—wherein Simplot
proposes to acquire 719 acres of Federal land managed by the BLM adjacent to Simplot’s Don Plant
manufacturing site in Power and Bannock Counties, Idaho (i.e., Federal lands) in exchange for 667 acres

Blackrock Land Exchange ES-1
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of non-Federal land owned by Simplot in the Blackrock and Caddy Canyon areas in Bannock County
approximately 5 miles southeast of Pocatello, Idaho (i.e., non-Federal lands). Table ES-1 provides a legal
description of the Federal lands proposed for exchange, while Table ES-2 describes the non-Federal
lands proposed for exchange. Appendix C, Map 1, depicts the location of these lands.

Table ES-1.  Description of Blackrock Land Exchange Federal Parcels

County Legal Description Parcel ID
Bannock Township 6 South, Range 34 East No parcel ID
Section 17: W% NW%, WY SWY (full parcel)
Bannock Township 6 South, Range 34 East No parcel ID
Section 20: NW% NW% (partial parcel)
Power Township 6 South, Range 34 East RPD0419-02
Section 19, lots 2, 3, 4, and 5: N% NE¥%, SW% NE%, SE% NW%, E% SWY%, W% SE% (partial parcel)
Power Township 6 South, Range 34 East RPD0419-04
Section 30: N2 NEYa NW%, N2 NWY NEY (partial parcel)

Sources: Bannock County 2019; Power County 2019.

Table ES-2.  Description of Blackrock Land Exchange Non-Federal Parcels

County Legal Description Parcel ID
Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013009400
Section 13: W% NW%, NW% SW¥%, S% SW¥%, SE% SEY% R4013009600
R4013009500

Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013009900
Section 14, Lot 1: E%4 SW¥%, W% SE%, NEY SEV excepting therefrom an approximate 0.46- R4013009700

acre parcel described by Metes and Bounds in Record of Survey recorded as Instrument No.
21915816, Bannock County, Idaho

Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013036700
Section 23: portion of NE¥ NE% lying north of the Interstate Freeway (Project 1-15-1 (8) 57
Highway Survey)

Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013043400
Section 24: NE% NE%, and portion of N% NW¥ lying north of Interstate Freeway (Project |- R4013043100
15-1 (8) 57 Highway Survey). Also a 12.84-acre portion of SE% NE%, as described by Metes
and Bounds in Warranty Deed recorded as Instrument No. 20332534, Bannock County,
Idaho

Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 36 East R4015002401
Section 7: NEY NEY

Source: Bannock County 2019.

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on Lands Proposed for Exchange under the Proposed Action

Simplot has indicated its intent to use the acquired Federal lands for construction of cooling ponds to
implement legally enforceable controls described in Section 1.2.2 (Site Information and Environmental
Requirements) and allow for future onsite expansion of phosphate processing operations through
expansion of gypsum stacks at the Don Plant site (Appendix C, Map 6). As is the case with any transfer of
land out of Federal ownership, the BLM must assume that the transferred lands will be managed in
conformance with all applicable statutes, regulations, and rules governing the actions and/or inactions
of private, local, State, tribal, and Federal interests that acquire jurisdiction in some capacity over said
lands. Consistent with the memorandum decision of the U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho
(Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall Reservation v. United States Department of the Interior et al.,

ES-2 Blackrock Land Exchange
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2011), this EIS fully considers potential indirect and cumulative effects of the intended uses of the
acquired Federal lands based on conceptual site plans developed by Simplot (HDR, Inc. 2018). Refer to
Section 2.1.3 (Reasonably Foreseeable Actions and Intended Uses of Lands Proposed for Exchange) for a
detailed description of the intended future uses of the acquired Federal and non-Federal lands.

Surface and subsurface mineral rights for both the Federal and non-Federal lands would be transferred
in the proposed exchange. With the exception of water rights, which are not proposed to be transferred
in the exchange, all existing right-of-way and other interests in the Federal and non-Federal lands would
be inherited by the new landowner.

Approval of this exchange would result in the modification of the Trail Creek cattle allotment on the
acquired Federal lands. Robert Swanson for Michaud Creek Ranches, the affected permittee, has been
notified of the exchange and signed a waiver regarding the 2-year grazing notification required by
regulation at 43 Code of Federal Regulations 4110.4-2(b). Therefore, the acquired Federal lands would
not be subject to any grazing privileges once exchanged.

Alternative A — Increased Non-Federal Land Acreage (including Voluntary
Mitigation and Donation Parcels)

Alternative A was developed based on comments received during scoping to consider a land exchange
that results in a net gain of public lands and makes additional lands available for tribal uses. Alternative
Aincludes the same area of Federal and non-Federal lands as the Proposed Action, with the addition of
voluntary mitigation and donation parcels of non-Federal lands offered by Simplot. For Alternative A,
the acreage of Federal lands included in the land exchange would be the same as under the Proposed
Action (719 acres); however, the acreage of non-Federal lands that the BLM would acquire in the land
exchange would increase to 827 acres, representing a net gain of approximately 108 acres of non-
Federal lands that the BLM would acquire. The lands proposed for exchange under Alternative A are
shown in Appendix C, Map 2, and in greater detail in Maps 3, 4, and 5.

The additional acreage of non-Federal lands would include 160 acres of Simplot-owned land in the
Blackrock Canyon area that would be acquired by the BLM, hereafter referred to as voluntary mitigation
Parcel A (Appendix C, Map 4). Inclusion of voluntary mitigation Parcel A as part of the land exchange
would:

e Transfer an additional 160 acres of non-Federal lands into BLM administration (voluntary mitigation
Parcel A), resulting in a total of 827 acres of land that the BLM would acquire in the land exchange,
representing a net gain of 108 acres.

e Increase the acreage of non-Federal lands that the BLM would acquire and manage consistent with
adjacent lands as described in the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012), including managing an additional 160
acres as part of the Pocatello Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA).

e Improve existing public access and provide additional opportunities for public access to the Chinese
Peak/Blackrock Trail system, and provide legal access for designated routes 0319 and T0354 where
the routes cross voluntary mitigation Parcel A. Access for non-motorized and non-mechanized
recreational activities would be available from the routes where they cross voluntary mitigation
Parcel A.

e Transfer 26 acres of non-Federal lands into BLM administration within the Blackrock Canyon big
game winter range as identified by the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012).

Simplot has also offered for donation approximately 950 acres of private property within the Fort Hall
Reservation boundary to the Secretary of Interior Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) for the benefit of the
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Shoshone-Bannock Tribes or to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes directly, provided the land exchange is
approved and any administrative or judicial appeals have been resolved (Appendix C, Map 5). Inclusion
of voluntary donation Parcel B as part of the land exchange would:

e Transfer 950 acres of land from private ownership to the BIA or the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, which
would consolidate land ownership on the Fort Hall Reservation and make additional lands available
to tribal uses. The 950 acres of land that would be offered for donation include:

o Approximately 200 acres of irrigated agricultural lands that could be incorporated into the tribal
Agricultural Resource Management program.

o Approximately 750 acres of improved rangeland within the Fort Hall Reservation, which may
provide areas for livestock grazing, access to riparian areas along certain segments of Michaud
Creek, and other uses.

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on Lands Proposed for Exchange under Alternative A

Reasonably foreseeable actions and intended uses of lands included in the exchange would generally be
the same as under the Proposed Action (Appendix C, Map 6); however, the additional acreage of non-
Federal lands would be administered and used as summarized in the description of Alternative A above.

Alternative B — Avoiding the West Canyon

Alternative B was developed based on comments received during scoping to adjust the boundary of the
Federal lands to avoid cultural and tribal resources in the west canyon area on the north side of Howard
Mountain. Like Alternative A, Alternative B would result in a net gain of public lands and make additional
lands available to tribal uses. Alternative B includes the same area of non-Federal lands as described
under Alternative A, which includes voluntary mitigation Parcel A and voluntary donation Parcel B;
however, the Federal lands that would be acquired by Simplot would be reconfigured to eliminate the
west canyon area from the land exchange (Appendix C, Map 3). For Alternative B, the acreage of Federal
lands included in the land exchange would be 711 acres. The acreage of Federal lands included in the
land exchange would be approximately 8 fewer acres than for the Proposed Action and Alternative A.
The lands proposed for exchange under Alternative B are shown in Appendix C, Map 2, and in greater
detail in Maps 3, 4, and 5.

Inclusion of voluntary mitigation Parcel A and voluntary donation Parcel B would have the same results
on non-Federal lands included in the exchange and their administrative entities as identified under
Alternative A. Reconfiguration of the Federal lands proposed for exchange in Alternative B would:

e Result in BLM retention of 368 acres of Federal lands in the west canyon area that the BLM would
continue to manage in accordance with the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012), including identified cultural
and tribal resources.

e Reduce the acreage of Federal lands that would be transferred to Simplot in the west canyon area,
thereby eliminating the area of land that Simplot would acquire for expansion of the gypsum stack
in the west canyon under the Proposed Action.

e Result in Simplot’s acquisition of 358 acres of Federal lands, not included in the Proposed Action or
Alternative A, to the south and east of the Don Plant for construction of the cooling ponds and
gypsum stacks. The different configuration of gypsum stacks would increase the total estimated
surface disturbance of the reasonably foreseeable actions compared to the Proposed Action and
Alternative A. Table 2-6 summarizes the estimated new surface disturbance from Simplot’s
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reasonably foreseeable actions on the Federal lands and adjacent Simplot lands based on
conceptual facility designs for Alternative B.

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on the Lands Proposed for Exchange under Alternative B

For Alternative B, the types of reasonably foreseeable actions and intended uses of lands included in the
exchange would be the same as under the Proposed Action and Alternative A, including cooling ponds,
expanded gypsum stacks, and associated infrastructure. However, the boundary of the Federal lands
included in the exchange would be modified to avoid the west canyon area (Appendix C, Map 3). As a
result, the location and extent of the gypsum stacks would be modified based on the reconfigured
Federal land exchange area (Appendix C, Map 7). As depicted in Appendix C, Map 7, Simplot has
provided preliminary conceptual locations of the gypsum stacks and cooling ponds for Alternative B
based on current information.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Blackrock Land Exchange would not occur. Current ownership and
existing uses of Federal and non-Federal lands would persist for the reasonably foreseeable future.
Simplot would not construct the cooling ponds and the cooling towers would remain. Simplot would
evaluate whether another feasible (both technically and economically) action could be taken to reduce
fluoride emissions to comply with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality’s (IDEQ’s) 2016
Consent Order (IDEQ 2016).

Additionally, under the No Action Alternative, the Federal lands would be unavailable for expansion of
Simplot’s gypsum disposal facilities. Simplot has indicated that failure to obtain the Federal lands for
expansion of the gypsum stacks would require the company to reduce production rates, further
evaluate other potential locations for gypsum disposal, construct a different type of phosphoric acid
manufacturing process, or cease production at the Don Plant earlier than described under the Proposed
Action. Based on recent gypsum production rates, Keller Associates projects that the lined upper
compartment (Phases 2, 3, 4, and 5) of the existing gypsum stack would reach design capacity by 2031,
with the top of the gypsum stack reaching an elevation of 5,005 feet above mean sea level if limited to
Simplot’s present Don Plant property (Keller Associates 2017). The lower compartments (Phases 1 and
6) would still have capacity at this time; however, additional compartments to distribute and manage
gypsum slurry and process water may be needed to utilize this space. In order to maintain uninterrupted
operation of the facility, the gypsum stack would have to be expanded in advance of the target date
when the upper compartment reaches terminal elevation.

Prior to the potential cessation or modification of Don Plant operations described above, the Don Plant
would continue to operate in a similar manner to the current condition. There are no anticipated
changes to the workforce, vehicle access and traffic, utilities, or water use in the near term.

Environmental Impacts

The environmental effects of all proposed alternatives were evaluated in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIS.
Table ES-3 summarizes potential environmental impacts for the proposed alternatives.

Blackrock Land Exchange ES-5
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Table ES-3.

Summary Comparison of Environmental Effects of the Alternatives Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis

Feature

No Action Alternative

Proposed Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

Air Quality and Climate Change

Air Quality Direct/Indirect Effects: No effects on air quality or climate | Direct/Indirect Effects: No effects on air quality or climate change. Direct/Indirect Effects: Direct/Indirect Effects:
change. Cumulative Effects: Operation of the gypsum stack expansions and the cooling ponds No effects on air quality or climate change. No effects on air quality or climate change.
Cumulative Effects: Air pollutant emissions from would result in a net increase in operational power consumption at the Don Plant by Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action. Cumulative Effects: Effects on air quality and climate change
operation of the Don Plant would continue at approximately 40,000 megawatt-hours per year, an increase of greenhouse gas would generally be the same as the those of Proposed Action,
approximately the same levels as currently operating. emissions of approximately 12,000 metric tons per year of carbon dioxide equivalent. except the location of the gypsum stack expansions and
Failure to obtain the Federal lands for expansion of the This is an increase of slightly more than 10 percent over current greenhouse gas associated releases of fluoride and particulate matter emissions
gypsum stacks would require Simplot to eventually reduce | emissions levels associated with the Don Plant. Construction activities associated with would be situated farther east than under the Proposed Action.
production rates at the Don Plant, which would result in the development of the cooling ponds and gypsum stack expansions would result in Because the gypsum stacks would be located closer to
reduced air pollutant emissions. If Simplot is unable to temporary emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. These emissions are residences east of the Don Plant, Alternative B could result in
develop a feasible alternative strategy for gypsum not anticipated to result in exceedance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. slightly higher ambient concentrations of fluoride and
disposal, the existing gypsum stack is projected to reach particulate matter, as well as higher fluoride in forage
design capacity by 2031. Closure of the Don Plant would concentrations, closer to residences. Other cumulative effects
result in cessation of all point sources associated with on air quality and climate change would be the same as
plant operations. described for the Proposed Action.

Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources

Direct/Indirect Effects: No effects on cultural resources.
Cumulative Effects: No cumulative impacts are expected.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The proposed land exchange would constitute an adverse
effect on National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible Sites 10BK274, 10PR666,
and SB-02-HL, as these sites would be transferred out of Federal administration.
Making the Federal lands available for Simplot’s planned development activities would
be an indirect effect of the proposed land exchange. No impacts are expected on
cultural resources on the non-Federal lands as a result of the Proposed Action.
Cumulative Effects: Reasonably foreseeable construction of cooling ponds and gypsum
stacks on the Federal lands may damage or result in permanent loss of cultural
resources. NRHP-eligible Site 10PR666 and NRHP-ineligible Sites 10BK212, SB-01-CLC,
and SB-02-CLC are wholly or partially within the footprints of planned facilities, and are
therefore anticipated to be damaged or destroyed during construction of the facilities.
Site 10BK274 occurs within right-of-way IDI-001449, which is utilized by the Union
Pacific Railroad. The character of the site is not anticipated to change in the reasonably
foreseeable future. NRHP-eligible Sites 10BK274 and SB-02-HL and NRHP-ineligible Site
10PR93 are not within the footprints of the planned facilities, but would not be subject
to protection under Federal laws and regulations, and could be damaged or destroyed
due to construction or operational activities. Because NRHP-eligible sites would be
inventoried, recorded, and mitigated under the requirements of the National Historic
Preservation Act prior to their transfer out of Federal ownership, the cumulative effect
resulting from the eventual physical loss of the cultural sites would be minimized.
There are no NRHP-eligible sites on the non-Federal lands and there are no direct or
indirect effects anticipated on cultural resources on the non-Federal lands as a result
of the land exchange.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Direct and indirect
effects on cultural resources on the Federal
lands would be the same as described for the
Proposed Action.

On non-Federal lands, no cultural resources
were identified on voluntary mitigation Parcel
A. Therefore, no effects on cultural resources
within voluntary mitigation Parcel A are
expected under Alternative A. The 2019 cultural
resource inventory of the voluntary donation
Parcel B area identified one isolated find and
four cultural resource sites, but none of these
sites are recommended as eligible for listing on
the NRHP and no additional research or
preservation is required. Therefore, no impacts
are expected on cultural resources if voluntary
donation Parcel B is conveyed to the BIA or the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.

Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Due to the reconfigured Federal lands
boundary, NRHP-eligible Site 10PR666 would be retained in
Federal ownership and would not be adversely affected by the
proposed land exchange. However, similar to the Proposed
Action, site 10BK274 would be transferred out of Federal
administration. In addition, newly recorded site SB-02-HL is
located within the Federal lands under Alternative B and the
2019 cultural resource inventory recommended this site as
NRHP-eligible under Criterion D. Transfer of these sites that
have been recommended as NRHP-eligible out of Federal
administration would constitute an adverse effect.

Cumulative Effects: NRHP-eligible Site 10PR666 and NRHP-
ineligible Sites 10PR93 and SB-02-CLC would be retained in
Federal ownership and, therefore, would not be damaged or
destroyed from construction of the reasonably foreseeable
actions. However, newly recorded site SB-02-HL is located
within the Federal lands under Alternative B and the 2019
cultural resource inventory recommended this site as NRHP-
eligible under Criterion D. Initial site layout of the cooling ponds
and gypsum stack expansions under Alternative B indicate that
this site may be directly disturbed by the south gypsum stack
expansion. NRHP-eligible sites would be inventoried, recorded,
and mitigated under the requirements of the NHPA prior to
their transfer out of Federal ownership.

Cumulative effects on cultural resources on the non-Federal
lands would be the same as described for the Proposed Action
and Alternative A.

Tribal Treaty Rights,

Trust Responsibilities, and Tribal Resources

Tribal Treaty Rights,
Trust
Responsibilities, and
Tribal Resources

Direct/Indirect Effects: The Federal lands would remain
available for the exercise of off-reservation treaty rights
by the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. The non-Federal lands
would remain under private ownership and unavailable
for off-reservation treaty rights.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The proposed land exchange would result in a net loss of 52
acres of land and a change in the location of lands that would be available to the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes to exercise their off-reservation treaty rights.
Cumulative Effects: Past, present, and ongoing activities at the Don Plant have
contributed to the cumulative degradation of certain tribal uses and resources
including cultural resource sites; visual resources; the natural soundscape; and
hunting, harvesting, wood gathering, and livestock grazing opportunities. If the land

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on tribal treaty
rights and trust responsibilities would be the
same as described for the Proposed Action for
the 719 acres of Federal lands and 667 acres of
non-Federal lands. However, an additional
1,109 acres of non-Federal land would become
available for tribal use under Alternative A,

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on tribal treaty rights, trust
responsibilities, and tribal uses would generally be the same as
described for the Proposed Action and Alternative A, as the total
Federal land acreage would be similar to that under the
Proposed Action and Alternative A. However, the Federal land
area in Alternative B would be reconfigured so that NRHP-
eligible Site 10PR666 and the surrounding area would be

Blackrock Land Exchange
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Feature No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative A Alternative B
Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have | exchange is approved, the reasonably foreseeable construction of cooling ponds and which would help mitigate adverse impacts on retained under Federal ownership, but NRHP-eligible Site SB-02-
no direct or indirect effects on cultural resources and, gypsum stack expansions on the Federal lands may damage or result in further loss or tribal treaty rights and uses compared to the HL would be transferred out of Federal ownership. Site 10PR666
therefore, would not contribute to cumulative effects. degradation of tribal resources that are important to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. Proposed Action. could continue to be used by members of the Shoshone-
Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects on tribal | Bannock Tribes, while a portion of SB-02-HL would no longer be
treaty rights, trust responsibilities, and tribal accessible.
uses would be the same as described for the Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects on tribal treaty rights,
Proposed Action for the Federal and non- trust responsibilities, and tribal uses would generally be the
Federal lands. However, offering to convey 160 | same as described for the Proposed Action and Alternative A,
additional acres of land to the BLM and 950 except with the reconfigured Federal lands boundary, NRHP-
acres to the BIA or to the Shoshone-Bannock eligible site 10PR666 would remain in BLM ownership and
Tribes would help mitigate adverse impacts on available for tribal use. Newly recorded Site SB-02-HL is located
tribal treaty rights and uses from the land within the Federal lands and may be directly disturbed by the
exchange and reasonably foreseeable actions. south gypsum stack expansion.
Therefore, cumulative effects on tribal treaty
rights, trust responsibilities, and tribal uses
would be less under Alternative A than under
the Proposed Action, and would help support
policies and purposes in the Shoshone-Bannock
Land Use Policy Ordinance, compared to the
Proposed Action (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
2010).

Geotechnical Stability

Geotechnical Direct/Indirect Effects: No direct effects on geotechnical Direct/Indirect Effects: No direct effects on geotechnical stability. Direct/Indirect Effects: No direct effects on Direct/Indirect Effects: No direct effects on geotechnical

Stability stability. Cumulative Effects: A formal failure mode effects analysis has not been completed for | geotechnical stability. stability.

Cumulative Effects: Simplot has not developed plans for the reasonably foreseeable actions; however, potential failure modes for the gypsum Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action. Cumulative Effects: In general, the types of impacts on
the design and location of the gypsum stack stacks and cooling ponds may include a stability failure of their embankments or geotechnical stability would be the same as described for the
compartments under the No Action Alternative, but any foundations, a breach of the embankment crest or slopes from severe erosion or Proposed Action and Alternative A. However, under Alternative
gypsum expansions would be subject to the same design cracking, or a hydraulic failure due to internal erosion or piping. With no runoff from B the west gypsum stack would not be expanded onto the
criteria and regulations and contain the same chemical the surrounding slopes and with the limited precipitation in the area, overtopping Federal lands and as a result the east and south gypsum stack
constituents as under the Proposed Action. failure should not be a concern as long as adequate freeboard is maintained during expansions would generally need to be larger to accommodate
No cooling ponds would be constructed on the Federal operations. anticipated gypsum waste disposal needs at the Don Plant. As a
lands or within the present Don Plant boundary; In the event of a failure of a gypsum stack, some portion of the retained gypsum slurry result, the potential for failure of the west gypsum stack
therefore, there would be geotechnical stability issues would be released and would flow downhill from the release point. Simplot estimates expansion may be decreased while the potential failure of the
associated with cooling ponds under the No Action that in addition to any flowable gypsum slurry, each gypsum stack expansion on east and south gypsum stacks and run-out area of a failure may
Alternative. Federal land would contain approximately 110 to 150 acre-feet of free water. The be increased compared to the Proposed Action and Alternative

volume, velocity, and runout distance would depend on the type and size of the A.

breach, the volume and physical characteristics of the unconsolidated slurry, and the

topography at and below the breach location.

In the event of a failure of a cooling pond, some or all of the cooling water would be

released and would flow downbhill from the release point. Each cooling pond would

have a capacity of approximately 500 acre-feet. The volume, velocity, and runout

distance would depend on the type and size of the breach, the volume of water in the

pond, and the topography at and below the breach location.

Hazardous or Solid Wastes

Hazardous or Solid Direct/Indirect Effects: Activities at the Don Plant would Direct/Indirect Effects: The proposed land exchange would make the new owners Direct/Indirect Effects: Same as Proposed Direct/Indirect Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Wastes continue to result in the transport, use, storage, and responsible for management of their respective lands and for any future liabilities on Action. Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects on hazardous or solid
disposal of hazardous or solid wastes, which could affect those lands related to any existing and future hazardous and solid wastes, unless the Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action. wastes would be similar to those described for the Proposed
certain resources such as air quality, soils, vegetation, and | transfer agreement or other agreement indemnified one of the parties against such Action, except the new phosphogypsum waste disposal area
water resources. However, under the No Action liabilities. In the absence of an indemnification agreement, the acquirer may have would be configured to fit within the Alternative B Federal lands
Alternative, there would be no additional direct or additional protection against Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, boundary. This could result in a slight variation in area that
indirect effects on hazardous or solid wastes because and Liability Act liabilities under an innocent landowner defense, as described in the would be affected in the event of a gypsum stack release (see
ownership, management, and liabilities associated with Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986. Section 3.5, Geotechnical Stability) and areas affected by to
the Federal and non-Federal lands would remain Cumulative Effects: Potential cumulative effects from a major release from the dispersion of phosphogypsum particles.
unchanged. gypsum stack expansions or the cooling ponds are discussed in Section 3.5

(Geotechnical Stability). Although both the gypsum stack expansion and the cooling
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Feature

No Action Alternative

Proposed Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

Cumulative Effects: Ongoing activities at the Don Plant
would continue to result in the transport, use, storage,
and disposal of hazardous or solid wastes, which could
affect certain resources such as air quality, soils,
vegetation, and water resources. However, because there
would be no additional effects on hazardous or solid
wastes associated with the land exchange, the No Action
Alternative is not expected to contribute to additional
cumulative effects.

ponds would be lined, leakage through the liners could release contaminants into the
soil and groundwater. Potential cumulative effects on groundwater are discussed in
Section 3.17 (Water Resources) and in Appendix | (Water Resources Technical Report).
Wind erosion may disburse phosphogypsum particles in the area of the gypsum stacks,
especially during construction or maintenance of the embankments. Any such
distribution of phosphogypsum particles would be similar to the effects of wind
erosion on the existing gypsum stacks.

Public Health and Safety

Public Health and
Safety

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would
have no direct or indirect effects on fog and ice formation.
Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no new direct or indirect effects on public safety from
fogging and icing of roadways because the cooling ponds
would not be constructed.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The land exchange would not increase the potential for fog and
ice formation on roadways and would therefore not have any direct impacts on public
health and safety from fog and ice formation.

Cumulative Effects: Reasonably foreseeable actions associated with the Proposed
Action could result in short-term and localized fogging and icing on U.S. Highway 30
and Interstate 86 throughout the operational life of the cooling ponds. The fog and
icing could create short-term, unsafe driving conditions in localized areas, particularly
during the winter months.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Same as Proposed
Action.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Same as Proposed Action.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Recreation
Recreation Direct/Indirect Effects: Recreational opportunities and Direct/Indirect Effects: The Proposed Action would result in a net loss of 52 acres of Direct/Indirect Effects: Under Alternative A, the | Direct/Indirect Effects: Under Alternative B, the land exchange
use would continue on the Federal lands as they have in BLM-administered land within the Pocatello SRMA (approximately 0.16 percent of land | land exchange would result in an additional 160 | would include the same non-Federal lands being transferred
the past including mountain biking, hiking/running, driving | within the Pocatello SRMA). The Federal lands included in the land exchange are acres of non-Federal land being transferred into | from private ownership to the BLM as Alternative A. As a result,
for pleasure, hunting, cross-country skiing, and other entirely contained within the West Bench Recreation Management Zone (RMZ) BLM ownership, resulting in a total of 827 acres | impacts on recreation and access associated with the non-
recreational activities. (Appendix C, Map 11). Transferring the Federal lands into private land ownership of land that the BLM would acquire in the land Federal lands would be the same as those under Alternative A,
The non-Federal lands would continue to be retained in would remove these lands from the Pocatello SRMA and remove the BLM'’s ability to exchange. This represents a net gain of 108 including the increased recreational access and benefits
private ownership and the potential beneficial impacts actively manage these areas for recreation access and targeted recreational acres of public lands resulting from the land associated with voluntary mitigation Parcel A being transferred
from establishing additional legal access where opportunities and outcomes. exchange that would be managed to meet the into BLM administration and managed to meet the objectives of
designated routes of the Chinese Peak-Blackrock Trail The 667 acres of non-Federal lands that the BLM would acquire would be managed for | objectives of the Pocatello SRMA and Blackrock | the Pocatello SRMA and Blackrock RMZ.
system enter the non-Federal land and voluntary recreation opportunities and outcomes consistent with the management objectives of RMZ. Impacts on recreation under Alternative A | Alternative B would include a different configuration of Federal
mitigation Parcel A would not occur. the Pocatello SRMA and Blackrock RMZ. Transfer of the non-Federal lands into BLM would generally be the same as the impacts lands included in the exchange with approximately 8 fewer
Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have | administration would allow the establishment of legal access for designated routes described for the Proposed Action, but acres than the Proposed Action and Alternative A (Appendix C,
no direct or indirect effects on recreation and, therefore, T0351, T0352, and 0324, where the routes traverse the non-Federal land. Access for increased based on the additional 160 acres of Map 11). Due to the relatively similar acreage of Federal land
would not contribute to cumulative effects. non-motorized and non-mechanized recreational activities would be available from non-Federal lands included in voluntary acreage being transferred out of BLM administration in the
Blackrock Canyon Road (Instrument No. 823202), Route T0351, Route T0352, and mitigation Parcel A in the Pocatello SRMA and West Bench RMZ, recreation impacts associated with the
Route 0324 where the routes intersect the non-Federal land. The BLM’s acquisition of the Blackrock Canyon and Caddy Canyon areas Federal lands are anticipated to be similar to those under the
the non-Federal lands would also provide additional access to the BLM’s Chinese Peak- | that would be transferred to the BLM. Proposed Action and Alternative A.
Blackrock Trail System within Blackrock Canyon and Caddy Canyon. Alternative A would include the same Federal Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.
Cumulative Effects: The BLM did not identify any past, present, or reasonably lands in the land exchange as the Proposed
foreseeable actions that would combine with direct and indirect impacts from the land | Action. As a result, impacts on recreation and
exchange to result in cumulative effects on recreation. access associated with transferring ownership
of the Federal lands to Simplot would be the
same as those of the Proposed Action.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.
Visual Resources

Visual Resources

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would
have no direct or indirect effects on visual resources.
Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would not
contribute to cumulative effects.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The 719 acres of Federal lands conveyed to Simplot, which
include 447 acres of VRM Class Ill and 236 acres of Visual Resource Management
(VRM) Class IV, would no longer be subject to BLM VRM objectives. Activities that
create visual contrast and affect scenic quality of the landscape would occur at the
discretion of the new landowner.

The 667 acres of non-Federal lands conveyed to the BLM would be assigned to VRM
classes consistent with those of adjacent lands, which are generally Class lll in the
northern non-Federal land parcels and Class IV in the southern non-Federal land
parcels.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Direct and indirect
effects on visual resources would be the same
as described for the Proposed Action, with the
following differences:

e  Voluntary mitigation Parcel A (160 acres)
would be conveyed to the BLM and
managed as VRM Class Ill. This would
increase the acreage of lands managed
under the BLM VRM system within the
Pocatello Field Office by 160 acres.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The 711 acres of Federal lands conveyed
to Simplot, which include 620 acres of VRM Class lll and 51 acres
of VRM Class IV, would no longer be subject to BLM VRM
objectives. Activities that create visual contrast and affect scenic
quality of the landscape would occur at the discretion of
Simplot.

Direct and indirect effects on visual resources on the non-
Federal lands would be the same as described for Alternative A.
Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects on visual resources from
Alternative B would similar to those of Alternative A. The
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Feature No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative A Alternative B

Cumulative Effects: Reasonably foreseeable construction of cooling ponds and gypsum | ¢  Voluntary donation Parcel B (950 acres) different gypsum stack configuration would alter the visibility of
stacks on the Federal lands would introduce visual contrasts to the landscape, altering would be conveyed to the BIA or the the embankments as seen from the observation points on
the existing visual character. These actions would convert an estimated 290 acres of Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. Activities that Interstate 86 and U.S. Highway 30; however, the types of visual
the Federal lands and 188 acres of Simplot lands from a generally natural landscape to create visual contrast and affect scenic contrasts created by the embankments would be the same as
a modified industrial landscape. These changes would be in contrast with surrounding quality of the landscape would occur at the for Alternative A.
undeveloped lands to the west, south, and east of the Federal lands. However, the discretion of the new landowner.
planned facilities would be similar in appearance to the existing gypsum stack directly Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.
adjacent to the northern boundary of the Federal lands.
No reasonably foreseeable actions that could affect visual resources were identified on
the non-Federal lands.

Lands and Realty

Lands and Realty

Direct/Indirect Effects: Under the No Action Alternative,
the proposed land exchange would not occur; the existing
ownership, rights-of-way, and public access to Federal
lands would remain as described in Section 3.10.2
(Affected Environment).

Cumulative Effects: Under the No Action alternative, the
land exchange would not occur and the reasonably
foreseeable actions would not be implemented.
Therefore, there would be no cumulative effects on
rights-of-way, access, and easements under the No Action
alternative.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The Proposed Action would include the exchange of both
surface and subsurface rights for the Federal and non-Federal lands. Existing right-of-
way authorizations encumbering both the Federal and non-Federal lands would be
transferred to the new owner or reserved. Simplot and the BLM have agreed that no
additional reservations, exceptions, covenants, restrictions, or encumbrances shall be
placed on the Federal or non-Federal lands without notice to the corresponding party.
The proposed land exchange would meet goals, objectives, and management actions
of the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012) by consolidating Federal land ownership and
acquiring high resource value lands in the Blackrock and Caddy Canyon areas (i.e., non-
Federal lands), while disposing of Federal lands that generally have lower resource
values due to their proximity to the existing Don Plant and are more difficult to
manage due to the surrounding land uses and land ownership. The Proposed Action
would result in the loss of public access to and use of the Federal lands, but would
establish additional public access to the non-Federal lands for recreation and other
uses.

Cumulative Effects: Planned construction of the gypsum stack expansions and cooling
ponds may require relocation of the following existing rights-of-way on the Federal
lands:

e  Right-of-way IDI-001123 (held by Union Pacific Railroad)
e  Right-of-way IDI-0-3990 (held by Idaho Power Company)

e  Right-of-way IDI-022083 (held by Simplot for an air quality monitoring facility)
These potential rights-of-way conflicts would be resolved by Simplot and the right-of-
way holder.

No reasonably foreseeable actions were identified on the non-Federal lands that would
contribute to cumulative effects on rights-of-way, access, or easements.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Inclusion of voluntary
mitigation Parcel A would increase the benefits
of consolidating land ownership in the area,
compared to the Proposed Action, and would
result in a net gain of 108 acres of BLM-
administered lands available for public use.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The direct and indirect effects of the
proposed land exchange would be the same as under
Alternative A, except the Federal lands exchanged under
Alternative B would have a different configuration (Appendix C,
Map 2) and contain 8 fewer acres. No additional rights-of-way
or easements are located inside the Federal lands proposed for
exchange when compared to the Proposed Action.

Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Geology and Paleontology

Geology and
Paleontology

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would
have no direct or indirect effects on geological or
paleontological resources.

Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no cumulative effects on geological or paleontological
resources.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The Proposed Action would result in the transfer of 667 acres
of non-Federal land into BLM administration. As a result, the BLM would manage the
667 acres of lands under the Paleontological Resources Protection Act and in
accordance with the goals, objectives, and management actions in the Pocatello RMP
(BLM 2012). The non-Federal lands have a low potential for paleontological resources
(Potential Fossil Yield Classification [PFYC] 2); as a result there are no anticipated direct
impacts on paleontological resources or the BLM’s management of paleontological
resources.

The Proposed Action would result in the transfer of 719 acres of Federal land into
private ownership. The Federal lands do include approximately 449 acres with a PFYC
of 4; however, paleontological surveys of areas with high paleontological potential did
not identify any fossil material. As a result, minimal impacts on paleontological
resources and their management are anticipated from transferring the Federal lands
out of BLM administration.

Cumulative Effects: Past and present actions on the Federal and non-Federal lands,
including construction and maintenance of rights-of-way and easements, are

Direct/Indirect Effects: Same as Proposed
Action.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Same as under the Proposed Action,
except that the Federal land acreage transferred out of BLM
administration would include approximately 38 fewer acres of
PFYC 4 areas.

Cumulative Effects: Construction of the reasonably foreseeable
actions under Alternative B would result in an estimated
disturbance of 235 acres in PFYC 4 on the Federal lands, an
increase of 95 acres compared to the Proposed Action and
Alternative A. However, based on surveys conducted in PFYC 4
areas on the Federal lands, the additional area of disturbance in
PFYC 4 under Alternative B would occur in areas that are
volcanic with no interbedded sedimentary deposits; therefore,
the potential for fossil occurrence in these areas is low.
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Feature

No Action Alternative

Proposed Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

anticipated to have had minimal impacts on paleontological resources due to the
relatively low PFYC ratings and the limited amount of rights-of-way on the lands.
Excavation associated with construction of the expanded gypsum stacks and cooling
ponds on Federal lands could result in inadvertent destruction or damage to
paleontological resources in the PFYC 4 areas. However, surveys conducted in PFYC 4
areas on the Federal lands did not identify any fossil materials. As a result, potential
impacts on paleontological resources from the reasonably foreseeable actions are
expected to be low.

Livestock Grazing

Livestock Grazing

Direct/Indirect Effects: Grazing use of the non-Federal
lands would likely continue at similar utilization levels at
the discretion of Simplot.

Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no direct or indirect effects on livestock grazing and,
therefore, would not contribute to cumulative effects.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The Federal lands would no longer be available for livestock
grazing after being conveyed to Simplot. The BLM estimates that the 719 acres of
Federal lands support an estimated 70 animal unit months (AUMs) (BLM 2019c), or
approximately 10.2 acres per AUM. Loss of these AUMs would decrease the total
AUMs available within the Trail Creek-2 allotment and decrease BLM revenues
received from grazing fees.

The non-Federal lands have historically been used for livestock grazing, often in
conjunction with adjacent BLM-administered lands. Based on utilization trends for
adjacent Federal lands, the BLM estimates that they support approximately 44 AUMs,
or about 15 acres per AUM. After the exchange, the non-Federal lands would be
available for livestock grazing subject to the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997) or goals, objectives, and
management actions for livestock grazing specified in the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012).
Cumulative Effects: None of the reasonably foreseeable actions would contribute to
cumulative effects on livestock grazing because the Federal lands would no longer be
available for livestock grazing after the land exchange. No reasonably foreseeable
actions were identified on the non-Federal lands that have the potential to contribute
to cumulative effects on livestock grazing.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Direct and indirect
effects on livestock grazing would be the same
as described for the Proposed Action, with the
following differences:

e  Voluntary mitigation Parcel A (160 acres
and an estimated 10.6 AUMs) would be
conveyed to the BLM and available for
livestock grazing within the Blackrock
allotment. This would increase the acreage
and forage available for livestock grazing
on BLM-administered lands within the
Blackrock allotment.

e  Voluntary donation Parcel B (950 acres)
would be made available for conveyance
to the BIA or the Shoshone-Bannock
Tribes. Livestock grazing on these lands
would be at the discretion of the new
landowner.

Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Direct and indirect effects on livestock
grazing would be the same as described for Alternative A,
except the reconfigured Alternative B Federal lands would
support approximately 69 AUMs, 1 fewer than the Proposed
Action and Alternative A.

Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Soils

Soils

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would
have no direct or indirect effects on soils; contaminant
concentrations in soils surrounding the Don Plant would
continue to be monitored in accordance with existing
environmental compliance requirements and protocols.
Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no direct or indirect effects on soils and, therefore, would
not contribute to cumulative effects.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The transfer of 719 acres of land out of Federal ownership
would result in the Federal lands no longer being subject to the BLM’s soil
management actions described in the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012). The proposed land
exchange would also transfer lands with contaminated soils related to the Off-Plant
Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site out of Federal ownership
and to a potentially responsible party (i.e., Simplot), which would release the BLM
from associated management responsibilities and liabilities. The soil management
goals and objectives set forth in the Pocatello RMP would no longer apply and the
implementation plan to achieve these goals and objectives would no longer be
required. Specifically, resource protections to minimize soil loss from surface
disturbance and promote reclamation success listed under Goal SW-1 would no longer
apply after the land exchange but may be subject to State permitting reclamation
standards.

The transfer of 667 acres of non-Federal land into Federal ownership would result in
the non-Federal lands becoming subject to the goals, objectives, and management
actions for soils identified and described in the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012). BLM
management actions that would be applied to the non-Federal lands would generally
require the incorporation of specific protections for soils for any BLM-authorized
actions that could affect soils.

Cumulative Effects: Soil disturbance from the reasonably foreseeable actions would
affect an estimated 290 acres of the Federal lands and 188 acres of Simplot private
lands. Simplot’s application of best management practices specified in permits
obtained under requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
stormwater program would minimize the potential for soil loss and erosion during
construction and operational activities; however, some level of erosion and

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on soils would
be similar to those described for the Proposed
Action except that Alternative A would include
an additional 160 acres of non-Federal lands
transferred into Federal ownership that would
be subject to the goals, objectives, and
management actions for soils identified and
described in the Pocatello RMP. Voluntary
donation Parcel B (950 acres) would be offered
for conveyance to the BIA or the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes. Soils within these lands would
be subject to management objectives and
actions by the new landowner.

Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on soils would be similar to
those described for the Proposed Action except that Alternative
B would include an additional 160 acres of non-Federal lands
transferred into Federal ownership that would be subject to the
goals, objectives, and management actions for soils identified
and described in the Pocatello RMP. In addition, Alternative B
would have 8 fewer acres of Federal lands conveyed to Simplot
that would no longer be subject to the soil management goals,
objectives, and management actions in the Pocatello RMP.
Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects from Alternative B
would be similar to those of the Proposed Action, except the
location of the reasonably foreseeable actions would differ with
respect to the terrain and soil types present. Soil disturbance
from the reasonably foreseeable actions would affect an
estimated 379 acres of the Federal lands and 194 acres of
Simplot lands. Reasonably foreseeable actions under Alternative
B would disturb approximately 89 more acres of Federal lands
and 7 more acres of Simplot lands than under the Proposed
Action. This would include 316 acres of soils with high erosion
potential (119 more acres than under the Proposed Action) and
409 acres with high runoff potential (136 more acres than under
the Proposed Action). Due to the greater area of soil
disturbance and higher potential for erosion and runoff, the
configuration of the gypsum stack expansions under Alternative
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have no direct or indirect effects on vegetation;
contaminant concentrations in soils surrounding the Don
Plant would continue to be monitored in accordance with
existing environmental compliance requirements and

protocols.

Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no direct or indirect effects on vegetation and, therefore,
would not contribute to cumulative effects.

ownership would result in the Federal lands no longer being subject to the BLM’s
vegetation management actions described in the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012). The
vegetation goals and objectives set forth in the Pocatello RMP would no longer apply
and the implementation plan to achieve these goals and objectives would no longer be
required.

The Proposed Action would also transfer 667 acres of non-Federal land into Federal
ownership, which would result in the non-Federal lands being subject to the vegetation
goals, objectives, and management actions identified and described in the Pocatello
RMP. The Pocatello RMP management actions on non-Federal lands would generally
result in protection and restoration of native vegetation (including special status
plants) and management of invasive species/noxious weeds, which are actions not
currently occurring on non-Federal lands.

Cumulative Effects: The reasonably foreseeable development of cooling ponds and
expanded gypsum stacks on the Federal lands would result in 290 acres of surface
disturbance and clearing of vegetation. Indirect impacts from the potential
establishment and spread of noxious and invasive species could occur in and around
the cooling ponds and gypsum stack disturbance area. Establishment or spread of
noxious and invasive species could result in decreased resilience of native plant
communities.

The BLM'’s development of a 5-year noxious weed treatment plan would result in long-
term beneficial effects on vegetation on non-Federal lands. No other direct or indirect
effects on vegetation are anticipated on the non-Federal lands as a result of the land
exchange.

Feature No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative A Alternative B

conveyance of sediment to downgradient waters is anticipated due to the large B is anticipated to have a greater adverse effect on soils than for
acreages of disturbed, unvegetated soils that would be exposed during phased the Proposed Action.
construction activities and the steep terrain of the Federal lands.
No reasonably foreseeable actions with the potential to affect soils on the non-Federal
lands have been identified at this time.

Vegetation

Vegetation Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would Direct/Indirect Effects: The transfer of the 719 acres of Federal land out of Federal Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on vegetation Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on vegetation would be similar

would be similar to those described for the
Proposed Action except that Alternative A
would include an additional 160 acres of non-
Federal lands transferred into Federal
ownership that would be subject to the goals,
objectives, and management actions for
vegetation identified and described in the
Pocatello RMP.

Voluntary donation Parcel B (950 acres) would
be offered for conveyance to the BIA or the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. Vegetation within
these lands would be subject to management
objectives and actions by the new landowner.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

to those described for the Proposed Action except that
Alternative B would include an additional 160 acres of non-
Federal lands transferred into Federal ownership that would be
subject to the goals, objectives, and management actions for
vegetation identified and described in the Pocatello RMP. In
addition, Alternative B would have 8 fewer acres of Federal
lands conveyed to Simplot that would no longer be subject to
the vegetation management goals, objectives, and management
actions in the Pocatello RMP.

Cumulative Effects: For the reconfigured Federal land area
under Alternative B, the reasonably foreseeable development of
cooling ponds and expanded gypsum stacks on the Federal lands
would result in surface disturbance and the removal of 379
acres of vegetation, an increase of 89 acres compared to the
Proposed Action. As under the Proposed Action, indirect
impacts from the potential establishment and spread of noxious
and invasive species could occur in and around the cooling
ponds and gypsum stack disturbance area. Establishment or
spread of noxious and invasive species could result in decreased
resilience of native plant communities and transition to a less
desirable vegetative state.

The effects on vegetation on non-Federal lands under
Alternative B would be the same as those under Alternative A.

Wetlands and Riparian Zones

Wetlands and
Riparian Zones

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would
have no direct or indirect effects on wetlands and riparian

zones.

Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no direct or indirect effects on wetlands and riparian
zones and, therefore, would not contribute to cumulative

effects.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The Proposed Action would have no direct effects on wetlands
and riparian zones; however, the transfer of ownership in the Federal and non-Federal
lands could result in indirect effects due to the change in wetland and riparian zone
management associated with transferring lands between a private entity and a Federal
land management agency.

Cumulative Effects: If the land exchange is approved, the reasonably foreseeable
development of cooling ponds on the Federal lands would have no direct impacts on
wetlands or the riparian zone associated with the Portneuf River because no wetlands
have been identified on the Federal lands and the Portneuf River riparian zone is
approximately 630 feet away from the nearest area of proposed disturbance.

Indirect impacts on the Portneuf River riparian zone from development of the cooling
pond could include overland runoff and introduction of contaminants such as sediment
from surface-disturbing activities. However, railroad tracks and a paved road run
adjacent to the riparian zone and separate the disturbance area from the riparian
zone.

No direct or indirect effects are anticipated on wetlands and riparian zones on the non-
Federal lands as a result of the land exchange and no reasonably foreseeable actions
were identified that could contribute to cumulative effects.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on wetlands
and riparian zones would be similar to those
described for the Proposed Action except that
Alternative A would include an additional 160
acres of non-Federal lands transferred into
Federal ownership (voluntary mitigation Parcel
A), including one seep, approximately 5 acres of
riparian vegetation, and 0.3 mile of intermittent
streams. These features would be subject to the
goals, objectives, and management actions for
wetlands and riparian zones identified and
described in the Pocatello RMP.

Voluntary donation Parcel B (950 acres) would
be conveyed to the BIA or the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes. Wetlands and riparian zones
within these lands, which include approximately
37 acres of riparian vegetation, 1.1 miles of
perennial streams, and 1.4 miles of intermittent
streams, would be subject to management
objectives and actions by the new landowner.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on wetlands and riparian zones
would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action
except that Alternative B would include an additional 160 acres
of non-Federal lands transferred into Federal ownership,
including the identified seeps/wetland and riparian zones, that
would be subject to the goals, objectives, and management
actions for wetlands and riparian zones identified and described
in the Pocatello RMP. In addition, Alternative B would have 8
fewer acres of Federal lands conveyed to Simplot that would no
longer be subject to the wetland and riparian management
goals, objectives, and management actions of the Pocatello
RMP. The Alternative B Federal lands contain approximately 0.4
fewer miles of intermittent streams than the Proposed Action
and Alternative A Federal lands.

Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects on wetlands and riparian
zones on the Federal lands under Alternative B would be the
same as described for the Proposed Action but with slightly less
permanent impact on riparian vegetation compared to
Alternative A (3 acres instead of 17 acres). The effects on
wetlands and riparian zones on non-Federal lands under
Alternative B would be the same as described for Alternative A.
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Fish and Wildlife

Fish and Wildlife

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would
have no direct or indirect effects on fish and wildlife.
Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no direct or indirect effects on fish and wildlife and,
therefore, would not contribute to cumulative effects.

Direct/Indirect Effects: The Proposed Action would have no direct effects on fish and
wildlife; however, the transfer of ownership in the Federal and non-Federal lands could
result in indirect effects due to the change in fish and wildlife and habitat management
associated with transferring lands between a private entity and a Federal land
management agency.

The transfer of 719 acres of land out of Federal ownership would result in the Federal
lands no longer being subject to the BLM'’s fish and wildlife management actions
described in the Pocatello RMP or best management practices identified in the
Pocatello RMP.

The Proposed Action would also transfer 667 acres into Federal ownership, which
would result in the non-Federal lands being subject to the fish and wildlife goals,
objectives, and management actions described in the Pocatello RMP. The Pocatello
RMP management actions on non-Federal lands would generally result in protection of
fish and wildlife and their habitats (including BLM sensitive species), which are actions
not currently occurring on the non-Federal lands. In addition, acquisition of the non-
Federal lands would consolidate the BLM’s land administration in an area containing
crucial mule deer winter range, which would result in a net gain of 551 acres of crucial
mule deer range that would be administered by the BLM in accordance with the
Pocatello RMP and other Federal guidance.

Cumulative Effects: If the Proposed Action is approved, the reasonably foreseeable
development of cooling ponds and gypsum stacks on the Federal lands would
permanently remove or alter 290 acres of wildlife habitat. Habitat loss or alteration
would be long term and result in direct losses of smaller, less-mobile species of
wildlife, such as small mammals and reptiles, and the displacement of more-mobile
species into adjacent habitats. In most instances, suitable habitat adjacent to
disturbance areas would be available for use by these species. However, displacement
would increase competition and could include some local reductions in wildlife
populations if adjacent habitats are at carrying capacity.

Development and operation of the cooling ponds and expanded gypsum stacks on the
Federal lands would result in noise, traffic, and other related activities that can affect
wildlife.

Potential effects on mule deer from the reasonably foreseeable actions on the Federal
land would include the long-term reduction of approximately 141 acres of mule deer
winter range habitat on the Federal lands and 57 acres on private lands abutting the
Federal lands from vegetation removal. In addition, mule deer may experience
increased mortality rates due to increased human activities and vehicle use on roads
associated with development and operation of cooling ponds and gypsum stacks.

If the Proposed Action is approved, the reasonably foreseeable development of cooling
ponds and gypsum stacks on the Federal lands is not anticipated to affect fisheries in
the Portneuf River or watershed. No construction would occur in the Portneuf River,
and the short, 100-foot segment that flows through the northeastern corner of the
Federal lands is approximately 630 feet away from the nearest area of proposed
disturbance. In addition, phosphate loading in the Portneuf River, which has affected
oxygen levels and aquatic life, has been declining and is anticipated to continue to
decline with the expanded gypsum stacks with Simplot’s adherence to the Voluntary
Consent Order and Compliance Agreement with the IDEQ (2008), which is intended to
fulfill Simplot’s obligations for the Portneuf River Total Maximum Daily Load.

No reasonably foreseeable actions were identified that could contribute to cumulative
effects on fish and wildlife on non-Federal lands. Following transfer of the 667 acres of
non-Federal lands into BLM administration, the BLM would manage fish and wildlife
habitat in accordance with the Pocatello RMP.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on fish and
wildlife would be similar to those described for
the Proposed Action except that Alternative A
would include an additional 160 acres of non-
Federal lands transferred into Federal
ownership that would be subject to the goals,
objectives, and management actions for fish
and wildlife identified and described in the
Pocatello RMP. In addition, the acquisition of
voluntary mitigation Parcel A would further
consolidate the BLM’s land administration in an
area containing crucial mule deer winter range,
which would result in a net gain of 582 acres of
crucial mule deer range that would be
administered by the BLM in accordance with
the Pocatello RMP and other guidance.
Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on fish and wildlife would be
similar to those described in Alternative A except that
Alternative B would have 8 fewer acres of Federal lands
conveyed to Simplot that would no longer be subject to the fish
and wildlife management goals, objectives, and management
actions in the Pocatello RMP.

Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects on fish and wildlife on
the Federal lands would be similar to those under the Proposed
Action, but with the following differences. Permanent habitat
removal and alteration on the Federal lands would include 379
acres of wildlife habitat (see Section 3.14, Vegetation), an
increase of 89 acres compared to the Proposed Action and
Alternative A. This habitat impact area constitutes 0.04 percent
of the wildlife analysis area and approximately 0.4 percent of
existing disturbed areas in the wildlife analysis area. Potential
direct effects on mule deer would include the long-term
reduction of approximately 195 acres of mule deer winter range
habitat on the Federal lands and 71 acres on private lands
adjacent to the Federal lands, which is less than 0.1 percent of
the mule deer analysis area and approximately 1.2 percent of
existing disturbed areas in the mule deer analysis area. In
addition, one of the unoccupied golden eagle nests identified
during surveys is within the preliminary disturbance footprint
for Alternative B. If this nest is still present and occupied during
construction of the cooling ponds and gypsum stacks, and could
not be avoided, Simplot may need to secure a Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

The effects on fish and wildlife on non-Federal lands under
Alternative B are the same as described for Alternative A.
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Water Resources

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative would
have no direct or indirect effects on water quality; the
ongoing remedial actions and trends in groundwater
quality are expected to continue.

Cumulative Effects: The No Action Alternative would have
no direct or indirect effects on water resources and,
therefore, would not contribute to cumulative effects.

Water Resources

Direct/Indirect Effects: The transfer of the 719 acres of Federal land out of Federal
ownership would result in the Federal lands no longer being subject to the BLM’s
water resource goals, objectives, and management actions described in the Pocatello
RMP (BLM 2012). As a result, the Federal lands and reasonably foreseeable
development on the Federal lands would not have the same management objectives
for promoting the protection of watersheds described in the Pocatello RMP.

The Proposed Action would transfer 667 acres of non-Federal land into Federal
ownership, which would result in the non-Federal lands being subject to the water
resource goals, objectives, and management actions in the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012).
Cumulative Effects: Operation of the cooling ponds and gypsum stack expansions on
the Federal lands would result in minimal incremental additions to phosphorous and
arsenic loading due to leakage through the liners. However, model results predict that
ongoing operations and the reasonably foreseeable actions, including operation of the
groundwater extraction system, would result in an overall decrease in phosphorous
and arsenic concentration at the extraction wells and the Portneuf River in response to
remedial actions at the gypsum stacks and the Don Plant. After 2039, the effects of the
lining and phosphoric acid plant infrastructure improvements would be fully realized
and concentrations would continue to decrease at a lower rate through the end of the
assumed operating period (2084). After operations cease, concentrations decline until
reaching 0.004 milligram per liter (mg/L) (arsenic) and 0.08 mg/L (phosphorous) in
2140.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on water
resources would be similar to those described
for the Proposed Action except that Alternative
A would include an additional 160 acres of non-
Federal lands transferred into Federal
ownership that would be subject to the goals,
objectives, and management actions for water
resources identified and described in the
Pocatello RMP.

Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.

Direct/Indirect Effects: Impacts on water resources would be
similar to those described for the Proposed Action except that
Alternative B would include an additional 160 acres of non-
Federal lands transferred into Federal ownership that would be
subject to the goals, objectives, and management actions for
water resources identified and described in the Pocatello RMP.
In addition, Alternative B would have 8 fewer acres of Federal
lands conveyed to Simplot that would no longer be subject to
the water resource management goals, objectives, and
management actions in the Pocatello RMP.

Cumulative Effects: Simplot anticipates that the reconfigured
gypsum stack expansions under Alternative B would have
approximately the same gypsum waste disposal capacity as the
gypsum stack expansions that would be developed as a result of
the Proposed Action. However, compared to the Proposed
Action, the location of the Alternative B gypsum stack
expansions is anticipated to eliminate additional loading to the
west canyon area, while increasing loading to in the east and
south canyon areas. This could result in higher phosphorous and
arsenic loading to groundwater extraction wells on the east side
of the Don Plant site and could change the duration of
maximum concentrations, but is unlikely to affect the overall
downward trend in concentrations resulting from the lining of
the existing gypsum stacks and continued application of other
source controls.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Socioeconomics and
Environmental

Direct/Indirect Effects: The No Action Alternative is not
projected to affect staffing at the Don Plant or associated

Direct/Indirect Effects: Should the land exchange be approved, payment in lieu of
taxes for the Federal lands would no longer be available for both Power and Bannock

Direct/Indirect Effects: Power County would
lose the property tax assessment for voluntary

Direct/Indirect Effects: Power County would receive an actual
property tax assessment for the Federal lands that occur within

Justice facilities. This means that no increase in population, Counties. Power County would receive an actual property tax assessment for the donation Parcel B (approximately 950 acres). the county (approximately 206 acres), but lose the property tax
effects on housing, or other social impacts (such as Federal lands that occur within the county (approximately 507 acres). Bannock County | There would be a loss of approximately 443 assessment for voluntary donation Parcel B (approximately 950
stresses on schools, public services, or utilities, or changes | would receive a property tax assessment for the portion of Federal lands that occur acres of lands available for property tax acres). There would be a loss of approximately 744 acres of
in quality of life) would occur. within the county (approximately 212 acres), but would lose the property tax assessment within Power County. Bannock lands available for property tax assessment within Power
Under the No Action Alternative, the Don Plant and the assessment for the non-Federal lands (approximately 667 acres). There would be loss County would lose the property tax assessment | County.
related facilities would continue to pay approximately of approximately 455 acres available for property tax assessment within Bannock for the non-Federal lands and voluntary Bannock County would receive a property tax assessment for
$3,916,306 in real property and personal property taxes. County; however, the non-Federal lands would be available for payment in lieu of mitigation Parcel A (827 acres), but would the portion of Federal lands that occur within the county
Because the plant operations would cease sooner under taxes. receive a property tax assessment for the (approximately 500 acres), but would lose the property tax
the No Action Alternative, taxes would be collected for As stated in Section 3.12 (Livestock Grazing), the 719 acres of Federal lands proposed portion of Federal lands that occur within the assessment for the non-Federal lands (827 acres) and voluntary
fewer years than under the Proposed Action, resulting in for exchange yield 70 AUMs and earn $94.50 in annual grazing fees. This grazing fee county (approximately 212 acres). There would mitigation Parcel A. There would be a loss of approximately 326
long-term, adverse effects. would be forgone if the Federal lands are transferred to private ownership under the be a loss of approximately 614 acres of lands acres of lands available for property tax assessment within
The No Action Alternative would have minimal impacts on | Proposed Action. The Federal lands currently support an estimated $2,852.50 (70 x available for property tax assessment; however, | Bannock County; however, the non-Federal lands and voluntary
nonmarket values, as the non-Federal lands are and $40.75) annually of direct economic value. This economic value from livestock grazing | the non-Federal lands and voluntary mitigation | mitigation Parcel A would be available for payment in lieu of
would remain unavailable for recreation or other uses by | would be forgone under the Proposed Action because the Federal lands would no Parcel A would be available for paymentin lieu | taxes.
the public because they are private lands. In case the longer be available for livestock grazing. of taxes. Alternative B would not create disproportionately high and
increased cost associated with siting a new gypsum stack The Proposed Action would not create disproportionately high and adverse human Transfer of the 950-acre voluntary donation adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and
farther away from the existing facility would require health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations. Parcel B from private ownership to the BIA or low-income populations.
scaled-down operations or plant shutdown for an Cumulative Effects: Total capital expenditures under the Proposed Action would be the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes would convey Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action, except the
unknown period of time, any impacts from noise, human | approximately $221,158,750. Operations and maintenance expenditure would also socioeconomic values associated with absence of the west canyon gypsum stack expansion would
presence, and visual disturbance would decrease. This increase by approximately $2.25 million. This direct spending has a multiplier effect on | approximately 200 acres of irrigated agricultural | move the source of fluoride and particulate matter emissions
could limit disturbance of wildlife and recreationists on the surrounding economic region. Increased employment associated with any new lands and approximately 750 acres of improved | farther from the Fort Hall Reservation, although it would be
BLM lands surrounding the Don Plant and could increase construction could increase the population of the SESA and affect housing, public rangeland. closer to residences east of the Don Plant. As under the
direct and indirect nonmarket values associated with services, or other quality-of-life issues. Alternative A would not create Proposed Action, the overall reduction in fluoride and
improved recreational experiences in the area and The Proposed Action and reasonably foreseeable development of the gypsum stacks disproportionately high and adverse human particulate matter emissions from construction of the cooling
enhanced habitat for wildlife, resulting in long-term, and the cooling ponds would support approximately 3,763 total jobs, generate health or environmental effects on minority and | ponds is anticipated to negate the effects of moving the source
beneficial effects. approximately $172.7 million in labor income, and contribute approximately $768.3 low-income populations. of the emissions.
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A potential closure of the plant under the No Action
Alternative would have a long-term, negative effect on
the economy of the socioeconomic study area (SESA).
Minority and Low-Income Populations: Under the No
Action Alternative, minority and low-income populations
within the SESA would continue to experience
disproportionately high adverse impacts. The two block
groups in Power County and two block groups in the Fort
Hall Reservation would continue to experience high levels
of exposure to ozone, lead paint, Superfund proximity,
and wastewater discharge.

Cumulative Effects: The cumulative effects under the No
Action Alternative would be similar to the direct and
indirect effects under the No Action Alternative, as
described above. If Simplot is unable to develop a feasible
alternative strategy for gypsum disposal under the No
Action Alternative, the existing gypsum stack is projected
to reach design capacity by 2031.

million in industry activity annually across the region. Continued operation of the Don
Plant would extend the annual jobs economic impact compared to the No Action
Alternative.

The Federal lands currently support an estimated $2,852.50 (70 x $40.75) annually of
direct economic value. This economic value from livestock grazing would be forgone
under the Proposed Action because the Federal lands would no longer be available for
livestock grazing. Federal acquisition of the non-Federal lands would ensure the
availability of the lands for livestock grazing and estimated annual generation of
$1,813.38 in direct economic value through livestock grazing. The net effect of the
Proposed Action on economic value generated by livestock grazing would be an annual
loss of approximately $1,039.12.

Reasonably foreseeable development of the Federal lands could result in direct use
impacts on nonmarket values by expanding the industrial character of lands within the
existing Don Plant property to adjacent, undeveloped lands. Conversion of these lands
to a more industrial landscape would diminish the recreational setting and
opportunities in the area, such as off-highway vehicle use, mountain biking, horseback
riding, wildlife viewing, sightseeing, hunting, and camping.

Minority and Low-Income Populations: Under the Proposed Action, minority and low-
income populations within the SESA would continue to experience disproportionately
high adverse impacts. The two block groups in Power County and two block groups in
the Fort Hall Reservation would continue to experience high levels of exposure to
ozone, lead paint, Superfund proximity, and wastewater discharge. Furthermore, the
reasonably foreseeable actions on the Federal lands would result in additional adverse
impacts on minority and low-income populations within the SESA.

Cumulative Effects: Same as Proposed Action.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Pocatello Field Office is the lead agency preparing an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Blackrock Land Exchange in Power and Bannock
Counties, Idaho. The intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is to analyze and
disclose potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action—the Blackrock Land Exchange—
and reasonable alternatives, enabling public officials to make a well-informed decision.

This chapter summarizes the Proposed Action, provides relevant background information to provide
context for the Proposed Action, states the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, and gives an
overview of the environmental review and decision-making process. It also evaluates whether the action
would conform to the existing land use plan and identifies supplemental authorities and approvals that
would be required to implement the Proposed Action.

1.1 Summary of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is a land exchange—referred to as the Blackrock Land Exchange—wherein the J.R.
Simplot Company (Simplot) proposes to acquire 719 acres of Federal land managed by the BLM adjacent
to Simplot’s Don Plant manufacturing site in Power and Bannock Counties, Idaho, (i.e., Federal lands) in
exchange for 667 acres of non-Federal land owned by Simplot in the Blackrock and Caddy Canyon areas
in Bannock County approximately 5 miles southeast of Pocatello, Idaho (i.e., non-Federal lands).
Appendix C, Map 1, depicts the lands proposed for exchange. Chapter 2 (Proposed Action and
Alternatives) provides a detailed description of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative, other action
alternatives carried forward for analysis, and alternatives considered but eliminated from further
analysis.

Simplot has indicated its intent to use the acquired Federal lands for construction of cooling ponds to
implement legally enforceable controls described in Section 1.2.2 (Site Information and Environmental
Requirements) and allow for future onsite expansion of phosphate processing operations through
expansion of gypsum stacks at the Don Plant site (Appendix C, Map 6). As is the case with any transfer of
land out of Federal ownership, the BLM must assume that the transferred lands will be managed in
conformance with all applicable statutes, regulations and rules governing the actions and/or inactions of
private, local, State, tribal, and Federal interests that acquire jurisdiction in some capacity over said
lands. Consistent with the memorandum decision of the U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho
(Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall Reservation v. United States Department of the Interior et al.,
2011), this EIS fully considers potential indirect and cumulative effects of the intended uses of the
Federal lands based on conceptual site plans developed by Simplot (HDR, Inc. 2018). Refer to Section
2.1.3 (Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on the Lands Proposed for Exchange) for a description of the
intended future uses of the Federal and non-Federal lands.

1.2 Background

1.2.1 Land Exchange History

In 1994, Simplot submitted a land exchange proposal to the BLM Pocatello Field Office to acquire public
lands adjacent to the Don Plant. The Don Plant processes phosphate ore to manufacture phosphate
fertilizer and feed phosphates. Simplot indicated its intent to use the acquired Federal lands as a
potential future waste disposal area for the gypsum by-product from fertilizer manufacture known as
phosphogypsum. The BLM initially began preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze
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impacts of the proposed land exchange in 1996. The land exchange proposal was subsequently put on
hold until Simplot renewed talks with the BLM Pocatello Field Office in 2002. Simplot identified
additional Federal and non-Federal lands for exchange, ultimately proposing to acquire 719 acres of
Federal land managed by the BLM in exchange for 667 acres of non-Federal land owned by Simplot—the
same lands being evaluated under the current Proposed Action.

The BLM subsequently prepared an EA to analyze the proposed land exchange (BLM 2007a) and issued a
Decision Record and Finding of No Significant Impact approving the land exchange in December 2007
(BLM 2007b). The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes challenged the BLM’s decision in the U.S. District Court for
the District of Idaho, alleging that the BLM was obligated to prepare an EIS under the requirements of
NEPA. In May 2011, the Court granted the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes” motion and remanded the
Decision Record and Finding of No Significant Impact to the BLM, ordering the agency to prepare an EIS
(Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall Reservation v. United States Department of the Interior et al.,
2011).

Since the court’s decision in 2011, Simplot has expanded its gypsum operations and added lined
compartments for receiving gypsum, leachate collection systems, and lined decant ponds. This design,
construction, and operational experience has provided Simplot with information pertinent to the
reasonably foreseeable development of gypsum stack expansion onto the acquired Federal lands, which
responds to specific questions raised in the court decision, including: (1) the amount of waste that
would be disposed of in the canyon south of the Don Plant; (2) preparation needed for waste disposal;
(3) the type of liner; (4) installation of the liner in the canyon terrain; and (5) information related to
groundwater flows under the canyon. Refer to Appendix E (Feasibility Study)® for additional information
on preliminary design, construction, and operation of the reasonably foreseeable actions.

1.2.2 Site Information and Environmental Requirements

Simplot’s Don Plant, as well as the adjacent FMC plant, were both constructed in the 1940s. Concerns
over groundwater quality in the area west of Pocatello (known as the Eastern Michaud Flats [EMF])
resulted in an environmental investigation associated with operations of the Don Plant and the nearby
elemental phosphorus manufacturing facility operated by FMC Corporation. The FMC plant closed in
2001, while the Don Plant has continued to operate to the present day. In 1998, pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act, these facilities and the
surrounding EMF were designated a Superfund site (EPA 1998). Contaminants of concern were
identified in groundwater, soils, and vegetation surrounding the site. A portion of the Federal land
proposed for exchange is an area identified in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 1998
Record of Decision for remedial actions as part of the “Off-Plant Operable Unit” of the EMF Superfund
Site.

In 2001, the EPA issued a consent decree (United States of America v. FMC Corporation, and J.R. Simplot
Company, 2001) and statement of work (EPA 2001) specific to the Simplot Operable Unit of the EMF
Superfund Site, which encompassed the area immediately surrounding the Don Plant. At that time, the
existing gypsum stack was unlined; the statement of work required Simplot to install a groundwater
extraction system to remove groundwater contaminated by the (then) unlined stack, which was then
used by Simplot for Don Plant production operations. Subsequently, it was determined that a synthetic

! The Feasibility Study was developed by Simplot to evaluate project needs for Don Plant Operations. The study was
made available to the BLM to provide technical information about reasonably foreseeable actions. The
participation of other Federal and State regulatory agencies in the preparation of this EIS does not imply their
concurrence with the recommendations found in the Feasibility Study.
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liner could be placed on top of the existing gypsum stack. The 2001 Consent Decree was amended in
2010 to include placing a liner on the gypsum stack (United States of America v. FMC Corporation, and
J.R. Simplot Company, 2010). This requirement is consistent with a 2008 Voluntary Consent Order that
Simplot entered into with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ), which required
installation of a synthetic liner on the existing gypsum stack to reduce seepage and loading of
phosphorus and associated contaminants to groundwater, which discharges to the Portneuf River (IDEQ
2008). The Voluntary Consent Order also requires the inclusion of a liner in the design of any new
gypsum stack built at the Don Plant or other lands acquired for that purpose. Simplot completed the
lining of the existing gypsum stack ponded areas in November 2017. Since that time, all gypsum placed
on the gypsum stack has been underlain by a high-density polyethylene liner. Gypsum wastewater
decanting from the gypsum stack is captured in a lined drain system and placed in a lined “decant” pond
for reuse in the phosphoric acid manufacturing process.

In 2015, the EPA and U.S. Department of Justice reached a settlement with Simplot to resolve alleged
Clean Air Act violations at five Simplot facilities, including the Don Plant (United States of America, State
of Idaho, and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District v. J.R. Simplot Company, 2015). Under the
terms of the settlement, Simplot was responsible for paying a civil penalty and installing pollution
controls and monitoring systems to reduce public health risks associated with sulfur dioxide emissions.

In 2016, the IDEQ and Simplot agreed to a Consent Order to address the exceedances of fluoride in
forage standards within an approximately 1- to 2-mile radius of the Don Plant (IDEQ 2016). The 2016
Consent Order requires that Simplot reduce fluoride emissions by 2026 through one of the following
options: replace the existing reclaim cooling towers with a low-emission alternative, or incorporate
measures that reduce fluoride emissions by more than 50 percent from the reclaim cooling towers to
demonstrate compliance with fluoride in forage standards.

1.3 Purpose and Need

The BLM’s purpose is to evaluate the land exchange proposal. If approved, the proposal would improve
resource management in an area containing crucial mule deer winter range and secure permanent
public access within a popular recreation area in accordance with the Record of Decision and Pocatello
Field Office Approved Resource Management Plan (Pocatello RMP) (BLM 2012). The BLM’s need is to
respond to the proposal pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), as
amended.

Simplot’s purpose for the proposed land exchange is to implement legally enforceable controls as
directed by the EPA and IDEQ, as described in Section 1.2.2, Site Information and Environmental
Requirements.? To meet fluoride reduction requirements of the IDEQ’s 2016 Consent Order, Simplot has
proposed construction of cooling ponds adjacent to the Don Plant, which would require the acquisition
of adjacent Federal lands. Additionally, this acquisition would allow Simplot to maximize the operational
life of its ongoing phosphate processing operations at the Don Plant by expanding gypsum stacks onto
adjacent land.

2 If the land exchange is approved, the IDEQ shall review and approve the designs and supporting documentation
for any new gypsum stacks and cooling ponds, in accordance with the aforementioned 2008 and 2016 Consent
Orders between Simplot and IDEQ (IDEQ 2008, 2016). Information required to fulfill the requirements of these
Consent Orders will likely be more detailed and may differ from information provided to the BLM for purposes of
the Blackrock Land Exchange EIS.
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1.4 Decision to be Made

The BLM will decide whether to authorize the proposed land exchange and, if so, under what terms and
conditions, as described in Land Exchange Handbook H-2200-1 (BLM 2005; Chapter 10, Section D). This
decision will be made through consideration of the results of this EIS analysis conducted under NEPA
and other applicable Federal, State, or local requirements.

1.5 Environmental Review Process

The BLM published a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the proposed Blackrock Land Exchange in the
Federal Register on May 20, 2019 (84 FR 22893). This initiated the 45-day public scoping period for the
EIS, during which the BLM actively solicited input from the public and other Federal, State, tribal, and
local entities on the issues, impacts, analysis methods, and potential alternatives that would be
addressed in the Blackrock Land Exchange EIS. Refer to Section 1.8.2 (Public Scoping) and Chapter 4
(Consultation and Coordination) of this EIS for additional information on the public scoping process and
other consultation and coordination with Federal agencies, tribes, and other stakeholders.

In consideration of input provided during scoping and ongoing coordination with cooperating agencies,
the BLM prepared this draft EIS for public review. Publication of a Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register will announce the beginning of the 45-day public comment period for the draft EIS. The BLM
will respond to all substantive written comments submitted during the public comment period for the
draft EIS, then prepare the final EIS. A Notice of Availability for the final EIS will be published in the
Federal Register announcing its public release. The final EIS is scheduled to be released in March 2020.
No sooner than 30 days after the notice of availability for the Final EIS is published in the Federal
Register, the BLM will prepare a Record of Decision to document the selected alternative and identify
any accompanying mitigation measures. The Record of Decision is scheduled to be released in May
2020.

1.6 Land Use Plan Conformance

All actions approved or authorized by the BLM must conform to the existing land use plan (43 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] 1610.5-3, 516 Department Manual 11.5), in this case the Pocatello RMP (BLM
2012). If proposed actions are not in conformance with the existing land use plan, an amendment or
modification to the land use plan may be required. The BLM conducted a land use plan conformance
assessment and prepared a land use plan conformance report (BLM 2019a), which determined that the
Proposed Action for the Blackrock Land Exchange EIS conforms to the management decisions in the
Pocatello RMP.

In particular, Action LR-5.2.1 of the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012) identifies lands potentially suitable for
disposal by exchange, which include the Federal lands. Additionally, the purpose and need for the land
exchange meet the screening criteria in Action LR-5.1.3 used to determine whether a proposed land
tenure adjustment would meet the intent of FLPMA and serve the public interest. The Proposed Action
would also meet specific factors for land acquisition and disposal in Action LR-5.2.3, including “Improve
or maintain access” and “Improves quality of recreation opportunities and/or experiences” (BLM 2012).
As required by Actions LR-5.1.6 and LR-5.1.10, the BLM has engaged in government-to-government
consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes regarding potential effects of the Proposed Action on
tribal treaty rights and tribal resources.
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1.7 Supplemental Authorities and Approvals

In addition to NEPA, as amended (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.), this EIS has been
prepared in accordance with other supplemental authorities, including but not limited to:

e Federal Land Policy and Management Act, as amended (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)
e (Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.)

e Endangered Species Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531)

e National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470)

e American Indian Religious Freedom Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1996)

e Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-
Income Populations, February 11, 1994

e Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 703-711), and Executive Order 13186, Migratory
Birds, January 10, 2001

e Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species, February 3, 1999
e Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.)

e Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as amended (42 U.S.C.
9615)

e Secretarial Order 3373, Evaluating Public Access in BLM Public Land Disposals and Exchanges, March
21, 2019

The Blackrock Land Exchange would be implemented in accordance with the Land Exchange Handbook
H-2200-1 (BLM 2005), including review of all encumbrances on the Federal and non-Federal lands
authorized as rights-of-way, leases, permits, easements, or other interests. In addition, Simplot’s future
construction and operation of the reasonably foreseeable actions on the acquired Federal lands would
require appropriate permits, licenses, and/or compliance with all existing State and Federal Consent
Orders. Because these future permits and licenses are associated with reasonably foreseeable future
development and not the Proposed Action of the land exchange, they are not identified in this chapter.

1.8 Scoping and Issues for Analysis

The BLM conducted internal and public scoping for the Blackrock Land Exchange EIS to identify data
sources, inform the development of a range of reasonable alternatives, define the scope of analysis for
the EIS, identify resource issues for detailed analysis, and solicit other information to be used in the
development of the EIS.

1.8.1 Internal Scoping

The BLM conducted internal scoping for the EIS during a BLM Interdisciplinary (ID) Team meeting on
March 12, 2019. Additional discussions and input received from the BLM ID Team also informed the
internal scoping process. The BLM documented ID Team input as shown in Appendix D, BLM ID Team
Checklist, which identifies those resources that are present and could be affected by the Proposed
Action, and those resources that are either not present or that would not be affected, with supporting
rationale.
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1.8.2 Public Scoping

The formal public scoping period for the Blackrock Land Exchange EIS began on May 20, 2019, with the
publication of a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register (84 FR 22893). The BLM invited the public to
submit comments within the 45-day public scoping period from May 20 through July 5, 2019; 26
comment document submissions were received. The BLM hosted two public scoping meetings during
the public scoping period on June 12 and 13, 2019. Refer to the Blackrock Land Exchange EIS Scoping
Report (BLM 2019b) for more information on the scoping process and results.

1.8.3 Issues for Analysis in the EIS

Based on the results of internal and public scoping, the BLM carried forward the following resource
categories for detailed analysis in the EIS.

e Air Quality and Climate Change e Hazardous or Solid Wastes
e Biological Resources e lands and Realty
o Vegetation e Geology and Paleontology
o Fish and Wildlife e Public Health and Safety
o Special Status Species e Recreation
o Wetlands and Riparian Zones e Visual Resources
e Cultural Resources e Livestock Grazing
e Tribal Treaty Rights, Trust Responsibilities, e Soils

and Tribal Resources
e Water Resources

*  Geotechnical Stability e Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Refer to Appendix D, BLM ID Team Checklist, for an explanation of resource categories not carried
forward for detailed analysis.
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CHAPTER 2. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the Proposed Action and alternatives for the Blackrock Land Exchange EIS,
including intended future uses of the lands proposed for exchange. As is the case with any transfer of
land out of Federal ownership, the BLM must assume that the transferred lands will be managed in
conformance with all applicable statutes, regulations and rules governing the actions and/or inactions of
private, local, State, tribal, and Federal interests that acquire jurisdiction in some capacity over said
lands. This chapter also identifies alternatives that the BLM considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis and a summary comparison of the alternatives and their environmental effects.

2.1 Proposed Action

211 Lands Proposed for Exchange

The Proposed Action is a land exchange, wherein Simplot proposes to acquire 719 acres of Federal lands
managed by the BLM adjacent to Simplot’s Don Plant in exchange for 667 acres of non-Federal lands
owned by Simplot. Appendix C, Map 1, depicts the locations of the Federal and non-Federal lands
included in the Proposed Action. The Federal lands consist of one full parcel and portions of three
additional parcels in Power and Bannock Counties, Idaho (described in Table 2-1 and shown in Appendix
C, Map 3). The non-Federal lands comprise nine parcels of private land in the Blackrock and Caddy
Canyon areas in Bannock County, approximately 5 miles southeast of Pocatello, Idaho (described in
Table 2-2 and shown in Appendix C, Map 4). Section 2.1.3 (Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on the Lands
Proposed For Exchange) provides a description of planned future uses of the lands following the
exchange.

Table 2-1. Description of Blackrock Land Exchange Federal Parcels
County Legal Description Parcel ID
Bannock Township 6 South, Range 34 East No parcel ID
Section 17: W% NW%, W% SW (full parcel)
Bannock Township 6 South, Range 34 East No parcel ID
Section 20: NW¥% NW% (partial parcel)
Power Township 6 South, Range 34 East RPD0419-02
Section 19, lots 2, 3, 4, and 5: N% NE%, SW% NE%, SEY NW¥%, EV SW%, WY SEV (partial parcel)
Power Township 6 South, Range 34 East RPD0419-04
Section 30: N NE% NW¥4, N%: NWY NEY (partial parcel)

Sources: Bannock County 2019; Power County 2019.

Table 2-2. Description of Blackrock Land Exchange Non-Federal Parcels
County Legal Description Parcel ID
Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013009400
Section 13: W% NW%, NWY SW%, S¥. SW, SEY SEV R4013009600
R4013009500
Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013009900
Section 14, Lot 1: EY2 SW¥, WY SE%, NEY: SEV excepting therefrom an approximate 0.46- R4013009700
acre parcel described by Metes and Bounds in Record of Survey recorded as Instrument No.
21915816, Bannock County, Idaho

Blackrock Land Exchange 2-1
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County Legal Description Parcel ID

Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013036700

Section 23: portion of NE% NEY% lying north of the Interstate Freeway (Project 1-15-1 (8) 57
Highway Survey)

Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 35 East R4013043400

Section 24: NE% NE%, and portion of N NW% lying north of Interstate Freeway (Project I- R4013043100
15-1 (8) 57 Highway Survey). Also a 12.84-acre portion of SE¥% NE%, as described by Metes
and Bounds in Warranty Deed recorded as Instrument No. 20332534, Bannock County,
Idaho

Bannock | Township 7 South, Range 36 East R4015002401

Section 7: NEY NEY

Source: Bannock County 2019.

2.1.2 Rights and Interests in the Lands Proposed for Exchange

Simplot is requesting the BLM issue a patent to Simplot for 719 acres of Federal lands, which would be
subject to the following existing rights-of-way:

IDI-148 held by Qwest Corporation for a telephone line authorized under the Act of February 15,
1901

IDI-001123 held by Union Pacific Railroad for water facilities authorized under the Act of February
15, 1901

IDI-001449 held by Union Pacific Railroad for water pipeline under various statutes

IDI-0-3990 held by Idaho Power Company for a power transmission line under the Act of October 21,
1976

IDI-022083 held by Simplot for air quality monitoring facility under the Act of October 21, 1976
IDI-038926 held by Simplot for a geophysical survey under the Act of October 21, 1976

IDI-006931 held by Pacificorp for the Hawkins Junction to Kinport Substation Powerline under the
Act of October 21, 1976

The following existing rights and interests in the non-Federal lands would be inherited by the Federal
Government or merge with the acquired title upon execution of the exchange, subject to the warranty
deed, and would be administered in accordance with their permitted rights and interests and the
Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012):

Instrument No. 233847 dated October 23, 1944, to the United States of America affecting section 19
of T. 7 S., R. 36 E., Boise Meridian, Bannock County, Idaho, for the purpose of repairing, renewing, or
using a drift fence, or for other business pertaining to the use and maintenance thereof

Instrument No. 233848 dated October 23, 1944, to the United States of America affecting section 13
& 24 of T. 7 S., R. 36 E., Boise Meridian, Bannock County, Idaho, for a drift fence

Instrument No. 653468 granted to Frank D. Rosa and Martha E. Rosa, a 30-foot access road
easement affecting section 24 of T. 7 S., R. 36 E., Boise Meridian, Bannock County, Idaho

Instrument No. 823202 dated December 20, 1988, granted to the United States of America to
locate, construct, use, control, maintain, improve, relocate, and repair a road in section 14inT.7S,,
R. 35 E., Boise Meridian, Bannock County, Idaho

Instrument 402084 dated March 19, 1964 for easements, conditions, restrictions, and access rights

contained in the deed to the State of Idaho in section 24 of T. 7 S., R. 35 E., Boise Meridian, Bannock
County, Idaho

Blackrock Land Exchange
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e Instrument 408585 dated October 1, 1964 for easements, conditions, restrictions, and access rights
contained in the deed to the State of Idaho

Surface and subsurface mineral rights for both the Federal and non-Federal lands would be transferred
in the proposed exchange. The BLM holds two water rights (No. 29-07878 and No. 29-07883) associated
with stockwater ponds within the Federal lands, which would be transferred to Simplot through the
proposed land exchange. The United States already holds water rights on the non-Federal lands. These
water rights would merge with the property conveyed in the warranty deed when the title is accepted.

Approval of this exchange would result in the modification of the Trail Creek cattle allotment on the
acquired Federal lands. Robert Swanson for Michaud Creek Ranches, the affected permittee, has been
notified of the exchange and signed a waiver regarding the 2-year grazing notification required by
regulation at 43 CFR 4110.4-2(b). Therefore, the Federal lands would not be subject to any grazing
privileges once exchanged.

213 Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on the Lands Proposed For Exchange

This section describes reasonably foreseeable actions on the Federal and non-Federal lands under the
Proposed Action. These actions and their resulting effects are analyzed as indirect and cumulative
effects in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. Section 3.2.4 (Cumulative
Effects) identifies other reasonably foreseeable actions in the region that, when combined with
reasonably foreseeable actions on the Federal and non-Federal lands, could result in cumulative effects.

2.1.3.1 Federal Lands

Simplot’s purpose and need for the proposed land exchange is provided in Section 1.3, Purpose and
Need. The land exchange and Simplot’s reasonably foreseeable actions on the acquired Federal lands
(Appendix C, Map 6) are anticipated to extend the life of the Don Plant for an estimated 65 years.
Simplot commissioned a feasibility study to evaluate its intended uses of the acquired Federal lands,
including conceptual plans for the cooling ponds and expanded gypsum stack and an assessment of
other potential options for meeting fluoride reduction requirements and phosphogypsum disposal
needs (HDR, Inc. 2018). Refer to Appendix E (Feasibility Study) for additional technical information on
the reasonably foreseeable actions. If the land exchange is approved, Simplot would further coordinate
with the State of Idaho and other appropriate regulatory agencies to permit the gypsum stack
expansions and the cooling ponds on the private land. These authorization decisions would be outside of
the BLM’s authority.

Table 2-3 summarizes the estimated new surface disturbance from Simplot’s reasonably foreseeable
actions on the acquired Federal lands and adjacent Simplot lands based on the conceptual facility
designs.

Table 2-3. Estimated Surface Disturbance from Simplot’s Planned Facilities (Proposed
Action and Alternative A)

Acres of Surface Disturbance
Feature i

Federal Land | Simplot Land | Total
Cooling Pond 1 (including cut and fill extent) 335 19.4 53.0
Cooling Pond 2 (including cut and fill extent) 28.3 15.7 44.0
Subtotal: Cooling ponds 61.8 35.1 97.0
East gypsum stack expansion 18.9 26.9 45.8
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Acres of Surface Disturbance
Feature

Federal Land | Simplot Land | Total
South gypsum stack expansion 10.3 57.4 67.7
West gypsum stack expansion 92.4 22.6 | 1151
Subtotal: Gypsum stacks 121.6 107.0 | 228.6
200-foot buffer area surrounding all new disturbance to accommodate access 106.8 47.0 | 153.9
roads, utilities, and related infrastructure
Total: All features 290.3 189.1 | 479.4

Source: Simplot 2019a.

Note: For purposes of analysis, this EIS uses acreages calculated using geographic information system data, which may vary from acreages
reported in other documents. Estimates of surface disturbance are based on conceptual designs of the cooling ponds, gypsum stacks, and

related infrastructure as described in Appendix E (Feasibility Study). Actual disturbance locations would be finalized during final design and
permitting and are subject to change based on technological changes, final engineering, Don Plant production, and other factors.

2.1.3.1.1 Replacement of Cooling Towers with Cooling Ponds

Should the BLM approve the Proposed Action, Simplot intends to pursue permitting with the
appropriate Federal and State agencies to construct cooling ponds on a portion of the acquired Federal
lands (Appendix C, Map 6). As described in Section 1.2.2 (Site Information and Environmental
Requirements), Simplot entered into a Consent Order with the IDEQ requiring that Simplot reduce
fluoride emissions from the Don Plant by either (1) replacing the existing reclaim cooling towers with a
low-emission alternative or (2) incorporating measures that provide for greater than 50 percent fluoride
emissions reductions from the reclaim cooling towers with demonstration of compliance with the
fluoride in forage standards. Simplot conducted an internal assessment of alternatives and identified
lined cooling ponds to remove the heat load from the phosphoric acid plant as its preferred approach to
meet the requirements (HDR, Inc. 2018). Simplot would transfer the process cooling water to cooling
ponds, where water would be cooled and then pumped back to the cooling system for reuse. The
cooling ponds would eventually replace the existing cooling towers at the Don Plant, bringing fluoride
emissions into compliance with the 2016 Consent Order. Cooling ponds are a primary means of cooling
process water at other phosphoric acid plants in the country, and would be a standard industrial
installation.

Simplot conducted a series of studies to assess pond size requirements that would allow for the full
replacement of the cooling towers. Simplot selected the proposed location for the cooling ponds in the
east canyon (Appendix C, Map 6) because it would not impede future gypsum stack expansion and is
farther away from public roads, residences, and property boundaries compared to the other sites
evaluated (HDR, Inc. 2018). Based on conceptual level design and process water cooling studies (HDR,
Inc. 2018), Simplot proposes to construct at least two ponds (Cooling Ponds 1 and 2) east of the existing
gypsum stack (Appendix C, Map 6). The cooling ponds would be located on both Simplot and acquired
Federal land.

The area required for the cooling ponds would be approximately 80 to 100 acres. The range in area is
due to potential design options, including using current gypsum stack ponds for cooling, blending tanks,
and other related technologies. This analysis assumes the total new surface disturbance to construct the
cooling ponds would be approximately 97 acres, including 62 acres on the acquired Federal lands, plus
additional surface disturbance within an approximately 200-foot buffer area around the ponds for
construction of access roads, below-grade process cooling water pipelines, and related infrastructure
(see Table 2-3). Based upon the feasibility study conceptual design, Cooling Pond 1 would be
approximately 53 acres in size, with a top elevation of 4,837 feet above mean sea level. Cooling Pond 2
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would be approximately 44 acres in size, with a top elevation of 4,989 feet above mean sea level. Both
cooling ponds would be approximately 10 feet deep.

2.1.3.1.2 Future Gypsum Stack Expansion

Phosphogypsum is a byproduct of the chemical reaction that produces phosphoric acid. Phosphogypsum
is mechanically separated from the phosphoric acid at the Don Plant and then mixed with process water
for transport to a disposal area located south and southeast of the Don Plant site known as the
phosphogypsum (or gypsum) stack. Phosphate rock contains naturally occurring radioactive materials,
which are present at higher concentrations in phosphogypsum waste than the original phosphate rock.
All uses of phosphogypsum waste are banned under 40 CFR 61 unless the waste has very little
radioactivity.

Should BLM approve the Proposed Action, Simplot intends to use a portion of the acquired Federal lands
to meet future gypsum disposal needs. Appendix C, Map 6, depicts the existing gypsum stack area at the
Don Plant and the proposed lateral gypsum stack expansions onto the acquired Federal lands and lands
already owned by Simplot. The existing gypsum stack area occupies approximately 494 acres.

The proposed gypsum stack expansions would be located in the east canyon area near the proposed
cooling ponds (east gypsum stack expansion), two small canyon areas south of the existing main gypsum
stack area (south gypsum stack expansion), and a large canyon area to the southwest of the main
gypsum stack (west gypsum stack expansion) (Appendix C, Map 6). Table 2-3 reports the estimated
acreages of new surface disturbance associated with these gypsum stack expansions. In total, the
gypsum stack expansions would disturb an estimated 229 acres, including 122 acres on the acquired
Federal lands. The analysis assumes additional surface disturbance within an approximately 200-foot
buffer area around each gypsum stack expansion for construction of access roads, underground
pipelines, and related infrastructure (see Table 2-3 and Appendix C, Map 6).

The conceptual design of the gypsum stack expansions includes a compacted gypsum perimeter
containment dike and prepared subgrade (compacted, firm, and smooth graded surface) that is covered
with a liner (HDR, Inc. 2018). Final layout and design of the proposed lined gypsum disposal areas is not
yet complete, including design details for the required bottom liner. The existing Don Plant gypsum
disposal facility uses an inverted composite bottom liner system, which is composed of a 60-millimeter,
high-density, polyethylene liner with a compacted or sediment gypsum cover. Inverted composite liner
systems are commonly used for gypsum stack systems throughout the world; however, Simplot does not
want to rule out the use of other liner options, such as a conventional clay/composite clay liner (18-inch
thick soil or clay layer with a maximum hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10”7 centimeters per second, placed
beneath a 60-millimeter or thicker high-density, polyethylene geomembrane liner), a double
geomembrane liner system with leak detection, or other potential liner systems that may prove to be
viable for the actual site and foundation conditions that may be encountered at each location (Simplot
2019b). The compacted gypsum by itself (without the synthetic liner) is estimated to have an initial
maximum hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10 centimeters per second.

A compacted gypsum starter dike and inner dike associated with operation of the gypsum slurry rim
ditch distribution system are placed on top of the liner, as are three concentric stabilization underdrains
that are provided beneath the perimeter slope of the future gypsum stack. In lateral expansion areas
beyond the exterior limits of the existing gypsum stack, the liner will be placed on the natural ground
surface. Depending on the particular site geometry, which would be determined through subsequent
design phases, the height of perimeter earthen containment dike and initial starter dike for the gypsum
stack may vary. Construction of the gypsum stack expansion would take place in phases, including
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construction of the earthen perimeter dike construction, site preparation, and lining of the exposed
slopes of the disposal facilities.

The gypsum stack would be operated using a wet slurry technique, where gypsum filter cake is removed
from the plant belt filters, slurried with recycled process water, and pumped to a designated settling
compartment on top of the lined gypsum stack area. The solids are allowed to settle in clarification
ponds maintained on top of the stack, and the clarified process water (slurry water) is decanted or
pumped back to the plant for reuse in subsequent operations. The gypsum stack is operated and
gradually raised using the upstream method of construction, in conjunction with a perimeter rim-ditch
method of slurry distribution within the various clarification ponds. With this method, the settled
gypsum deposits on top of the stack are periodically excavated from the perimeter rim-ditch system and
used as fill to incrementally raise the perimeter containment dike and inner berm of the rim-ditch
system.

2.1.3.1.3 Construction and Operation Schedules

Actual timing of the construction of the cooling ponds and expansion of the gypsum stack would be
contingent upon the permitting and approvals required by the appropriate State and Federal agencies
following the issuance of a Record of Decision (after the NEPA process is complete), and after a title
transfer/closing phase. Construction of the cooling ponds and expansion of the gypsum stacks would
occur simultaneously and construction activities would generally occur during daylight hours between
6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Mountain Time. Phase 1 for construction of the cooling ponds and gypsum stack
expansion would last an estimated 36 months and would include initiating excavation and other
activities for construction of the cooling ponds and incremental liner extensions for the expanded
gypsum stacks in the east and south canyon areas. Subsequent construction phases would be
dependent upon phosphate production, availability of capital funding, and other factors. Table 2-4
provides the anticipated in-service and out-of-service dates for the gypsum stack expansions and the
cooling ponds.

Table 2-4. Estimated Service Dates for the Reasonably Foreseeable Actions
Feature In-Service Date Out-of-Service Date
East gypsum stack expansion 10/1/2025 10/1/2084
South gypsum stack expansion 10/1/2025 10/1/2084
West gypsum stack expansion 10/1/2040 10/1/2084
Cooling ponds 1/1/2025 10/1/2084

Source: Formation Environmental 2019a (included in this EIS as Appendix |, Water Resource Technical Report).
Note: The service dates are based on current information and subject to modification based on production needs, market factors, availability of
capital funding, and other factors.

2.1.3.1.4 Workforce

In fiscal year 2017, the Don Plant and associated Frontier building employed 386 full-time workers
(Simplot 2019d). Simplot anticipates that the Don Plant and associated facilities would continue to
employ approximately the same number of workers for the foreseeable future. Additional employment
would be generated through Simplot’s capital expenditures for construction of the cooling ponds and
gypsum stack expansions, as described in Appendix H, Socioeconomic Technical Report.
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2.1.3.1.5 Vehicle Access and Trdffic

The Don Plant is located on the south side of U.S. Highway 30, less than 0.5 mile south of its junction
with Interstate 86 (Appendix C, Map 6). The Frontier building is located on the north side of U.S.
Highway 30, opposite the Don Plant. Access to the Don Plant is typically from U.S. Highway 30.

An estimated 300 annual average daily vehicle trips support current operations at the Don Plant and
Frontier building. Simplot does not anticipate that the annual average daily vehicle trips would change
during construction and operation of the cooling ponds and gypsum stack expansions. Vehicular access
to the Don Plant would also remain the same; however, new access roads would be constructed and
maintained around the cooling ponds and gypsum stack expansions within the areas estimated in
Table 2-3 and shown on Appendix C, Map 6.

2.1.3.1.6 Utilities

To support construction and operation of the cooling ponds and gypsum stack expansions, Simplot
would install and maintain various supporting utilities. At this time, Simplot anticipates installing
electrical powerlines, communication lines, pipelines, and lighting within a 200-foot corridor
surrounding the cooling ponds, as indicated in Table 2-3 and shown on Appendix C, Map 6.

The Don Plant consumes an estimated average of 160,000 megawatt-hours of electricity per year, but
also produces an estimated 60,000 megawatt-hours per year, which accounts for approximately 38
percent of the electrical consumption at the Don Plant. Operation of the cooling ponds and related
infrastructure is expected to increase electrical consumption by an estimated 40,000 megawatts per
year.

2.1.3.1.7 Woater Use

Water input into the process water cooling system at the Don Plant comes from fresh water pumped
from onsite wells, water pumped from the remedial groundwater extraction well system, and water
pumped from the slurried phosphate ore piped to the Don Plant from Simplot’s Smoky Canyon Mine in
southeast Idaho. The estimated annual volume of fresh water used at the Don Plant is one billion
gallons, with all of the fresh water being sourced from three onsite fresh water supply wells (Don Plant
tag numbers #4-E0007384, #5-A0007743, and #7-E0007382).

The land exchange and development of the reasonably foreseeable actions on the acquired Federal
lands would extend the life of the Don Plant, resulting in a corresponding extension of water extraction
from the water supply wells. However, Simplot does not expect annual pumping rates to increase during
the extended life of the Don Plant.

Refer to Appendix | (Water Resource Technical Report) for additional information on the groundwater
well extraction system at the Don Plant.

2.1.3.1.8 C(Closure and Reclamation

If the Proposed Action land exchange is approved, Simplot estimates that the operational life of the
expanded gypsum stack system would be approximately 65 years, with expansion areas starting
operation incrementally. However, the actual life of the gypsum stack would depend on many factors
during its operation that are uncertain at this time, including facility production rates, gypsum
compression and compaction characteristics, and final stack geometry.
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Simplot anticipates submitting an application for closure to the appropriate agencies (i.e., the State of
Idaho and the EPA) prior to partial or final closure. In addition, in accordance with Simplot’s Voluntary
Consent Order with IDEQ, at least a preliminary closure plan must be submitted for IDEQ approval prior
to the start of construction for any new gypsum stack (Voluntary Consent Order/Compliance Agreement
Section 5(h)) (IDEQ 2008). The application would include a final closure plan addressing the following
performance standards, which would be subject to IDEQ and EPA approval:

e Controlling, minimizing, or eliminating post-closure release of phosphogypsum wastewater

e Detecting, collecting, and removing phosphogypsum wastewater efficiently from stack system and
promoting drainage of wastewater from the gypsum stack

e Compatibility with any required groundwater or surface water corrective action plan

e Minimizing the need for further maintenance

Simplot anticipates that during the first 12 to 13 years of closure, phosphogypsum water would be
evaporated from the top of the gypsum stacks. Following this period, phosphogypsum water that drains
(decants) from the stack would be treated and the treated water would be placed in a lined cell on top
of the gypsum stack to evaporate. Simplot anticipates that this drainage and treatment process would
last for several decades post-closure. Stormwater and other surface water that mixes with the leachate
would be treated as leachate. A formal closure plan for the gypsum stacks will be required by the IDEQ
and EPA and the details of closure will be subject to applicable agency-specific guidance, Consent
Orders, and other requirements.

As the amount of phosphogypsum wastewater decreases, physical closure of the stack would
commence. Final closure of the gypsum stack would involve placement of a cover over the entire stack
surface, including stack components (such as cooling ponds and water conveyance ditches). The cover
would include a protective soil layer that can be vegetated to control erosion, underlain by a low-
permeability liner. The low-permeability liner may consist of synthetic membranes, soils, or chemically
or physically amended soils or gypsum that meet low-permeability gradient requirements. The top
gradient of the cover would be designed to prevent or minimize ponding or low spots, infiltration and
erosion, and post-closure release of phosphogypsum wastewater. Closure design and subsequent
construction and quality assurance programs would be approved by appropriate Federal and State
regulatory authorities.

2.1.3.2 Non-Federal Lands

BLM acquisition of the non-Federal lands included in the land exchange (Appendix C, Maps 1 and 4)
would consolidate the BLM’s land administration in an area containing crucial mule deer winter range
and secure additional public access within popular recreation areas in accordance with the Pocatello
RMP (BLM 2012). If the land exchange is approved, the BLM would manage the acquired non-Federal
lands in a manner consistent with adjacent or nearby public lands, as specified in the Pocatello RMP
(BLM 2012). Key management decisions that the BLM would apply to the non-Federal lands include:

e Lands would be available for exercising off-reservation tribal treaty rights including gathering,
hunting, fishing, and practicing tribal cultural activities.

e Wildlife habitats would be maintained and improved to meet BLM and Idaho Fish and Game
management objectives, including mule deer habitat.

e lLands would be managed consistent with Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class Il and IV
objectives.
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e Legal public access to public lands would be established for recreation and other uses, specifically
for designated routes T0351, T0352, and 0324, where the routes traverse the non-Federal lands.
Access for non-motorized and non-mechanized recreational activities would be available from
Blackrock Canyon Road (Instrument No. 823202), Route T0351, Route T0352, and Route 0324 where
the routes intersects the non-Federal lands.

e Inherited rights-of-way would be managed consistent with their original intended purposes and in
accordance with the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012).

e Mineral estate would be managed consistent with the minerals management decisions in the
Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012).

e lLands would be managed as part of the Pocatello Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) and
Blackrock Recreation Management Zone (RMZ) to maintain or enhance targeted recreational
opportunities, experiences, and benefits.

e The BLM would develop a 5-year plan to determine needed vegetation and weed treatments,
pursue funding, and implement vegetation and weed treatments. Treatments would likely involve
BLM staff chemically treating noxious weeds within the non-Federal land using utility terrain
vehicles. The BLM would also pursue cooperative agreements with Bannock County for treatment of
noxious weeds within the non-Federal and adjacent BLM-administered lands.

Refer to the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012) for additional management decisions that would apply to the
non-Federal lands upon acquisition by the BLM.

2.2 Alternative A — Increased Non-Federal Land Acreage
(including Voluntary Mitigation and Donation Parcels)

Alternative A was developed based on comments received during scoping to consider a land exchange
that results in a net gain of public lands and makes additional lands available for tribal uses. Alternative
Aincludes the same area of Federal and non-Federal lands as the Proposed Action, with the addition of
voluntary mitigation and donation parcels of non-Federal lands offered by Simplot. For Alternative A,
the acreage of Federal lands included in the land exchange would be the same as under the Proposed
Action (719 acres); however, the acreage of non-Federal lands that the BLM would acquire in the land
exchange would increase to 827 acres, representing a net gain of approximately 108 acres of non-
Federal lands that the BLM would acquire. The lands proposed for exchange under Alternative A are
shown in Appendix C, Map 2, and in greater detail in Maps 3, 4, and 5.

The additional acreage of non-Federal lands would include 160 acres of Simplot-owned land in the
Blackrock Canyon area that would be acquired by the BLM, hereafter referred to as voluntary mitigation
Parcel A (Appendix C, Map 4). Inclusion of voluntary mitigation Parcel A as part of the land exchange
would:

e Transfer an additional 160 acres of non-Federal lands into BLM administration (voluntary mitigation
Parcel A), resulting in a total of 827 acres of land that the BLM would acquire in the land exchange,
representing a net gain of 108 acres.

e Increase the acreage of non-Federal lands that the BLM would acquire and manage consistent with
adjacent lands as described in the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012), including managing an additional 160
acres as part of the Pocatello SRMA and Blackrock RMZ.

e Improve existing public access and provide additional opportunities for public access to the Chinese
Peak/Blackrock Trail system, and provide legal access for designated routes 0319 and T0354 where
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the routes cross voluntary mitigation Parcel A. Access for non-motorized and non-mechanized
recreational activities would be available from the routes where they cross voluntary mitigation
Parcel A.

e Transfer 26 acres of non-Federal lands into BLM administration within the Blackrock Canyon big
game winter range as identified by the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012).

Simplot has also offered for donation approximately 950 acres of private property within the Fort Hall
Reservation boundary to the Secretary of Interior Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) for the benefit of the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes or to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes directly, provided the land exchange is
approved and any administrative or judicial appeals have been resolved (Appendix C, Map 5). Inclusion
of voluntary donation Parcel B as part of the land exchange would:

e Transfer 950 acres of land from private ownership to the BIA or the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, which
would consolidate land ownership on the Fort Hall Reservation and make additional lands available
to tribal uses. The 950 acres of land that would be offered for donation include:

o Approximately 200 acres of irrigated agricultural lands that could be incorporated into the tribal
Agricultural Resource Management program.

o Approximately 750 acres of improved rangeland within the Fort Hall Reservation, which may
provide areas for livestock grazing, access to riparian areas along certain segments of Michaud
Creek, and other uses.

2.2.1 Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on the Lands Proposed For Exchange

Reasonably foreseeable actions and intended uses of lands included in the exchange would generally be
the same as under the Proposed Action (Appendix C, Map 6); however, the additional acreage of non-
Federal lands would be administered and used as summarized in the description of Alternative A above.

2.3 Alternative B — Avoiding the West Canyon

Alternative B was developed based on comments received during scoping to adjust the boundary of the
Federal lands to avoid cultural and tribal resources in the west canyon area on the north side of Howard
Mountain. Like Alternative A, Alternative B would result in a net gain of public lands and make additional
lands available to tribal uses. Alternative B includes the same area of non-Federal lands as described
under Alternative A, which includes voluntary mitigation Parcel A and voluntary donation Parcel B;
however, the Federal lands that would be acquired by Simplot would be reconfigured to eliminate the
west canyon area from the land exchange (Appendix C, Map 3). For Alternative B, the acreage of Federal
lands included in the land exchange would be 711 acres. The acreage of Federal lands included in the
land exchange would be approximately 8 fewer acres than for the Proposed Action and Alternative A.
The lands proposed for exchange under Alternative B are shown in Appendix C, Map 2, and in greater
detail in Maps 3, 4, and 5.

Inclusion of voluntary mitigation Parcel A and voluntary donation Parcel B would have the same results
on non-Federal lands included in the exchange and their administrative entities as identified under
Alternative A. Reconfiguration of the Federal lands proposed for exchange in Alternative B would:

1 The BLM’s action to approve the land exchange is not contingent upon the conveyance of voluntary donation Parcel B.
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e Resultin BLM retention of 368 acres of Federal lands in the west canyon area that the BLM would
continue to manage in accordance with the Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012), including identified cultural
and tribal resources.

e Reduce the acreage of Federal lands that would be transferred to Simplot in the west canyon area,
thereby eliminating the area of land that Simplot would acquire for expansion of the gypsum stack
in the west canyon under the Proposed Action.

e Resultin Simplot’s acquisition of 358 acres of Federal lands, not included in the Proposed Action or
Alternative A, to the south and east of the Don Plant for construction of the cooling ponds and
gypsum stacks. The different configuration of gypsum stacks would increase the total estimated
surface disturbance of the reasonably foreseeable actions compared to the Proposed Action and
Alternative A. Table 2-5 summarizes the estimated new surface disturbance from Simplot’s
reasonably foreseeable actions on the acquired Federal lands and adjacent Simplot lands based on
conceptual facility designs for Alternative B.

Table 2-5. Estimated Surface Disturbance from Simplot’s Planned Facilities (Alternative B)
Acres of Surface Disturbance
Feature

Federal Land | Simplot Land | Total
Cooling Pond 1 (including cut and fill extent) 335 19.4 53.0
Cooling Pond 2 (including cut and fill extent) 28.3 15.7 44.0
Subtotal: Cooling ponds 61.8 35.1 97.0
East gypsum stack expansion 25.1 27.7 52.8
South gypsum stack expansion 227.1 103.0 | 330.1
West gypsum stack expansion 0 0 0
Subtotal: Gypsum stacks 252.3 130.7 | 383.0
200-foot buffer area surrounding all new disturbance to accommodate access 64.7 31.2 95.9
roads, utilities, and related infrastructure
Total: All features 378.8 197.0 | 575.8

Source: Simplot 2019a.

Note: Estimates of surface disturbance are based on conceptual designs of the cooling ponds, gypsum stacks, and related infrastructure
provided by Simplot. Actual disturbance locations would be finalized during final design and permitting and are subject to change based on
technological changes, final engineering, Don Plant production, and other factors.

23.1 Reasonably Foreseeable Actions on the Lands Proposed For Exchange

For Alternative B, the types of reasonably foreseeable actions and intended uses of lands included in the
exchange would be the same as under the Proposed Action and Alternative A, including cooling ponds,
expanded gypsum stacks, and associated infrastructure. However, the boundary of the Federal lands
included in the exchange would be modified to avoid the west canyon area (Appendix C, Map 3). As a
result, the location and extent of the gypsum stacks would be modified based on the reconfigured
Federal land exchange area (Appendix C, Map 7). As depicted in Appendix C, Map 7, Simplot has
provided preliminary conceptual locations of the gypsum stacks and cooling ponds for Alternative B
based on current information.?

2 The location and extent of the reasonably foreseeable actions on Federal lands under Alternative B are based on preliminary
conceptual designs. Additional research and engineering is necessary to ensure that these preliminary configurations would be
technically and economically feasible. Actual design of the reasonably foreseeable actions under Alternative B would be finalized
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2.4 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Blackrock Land Exchange would not occur. Current ownership and
existing uses of Federal and non-Federal lands would persist for the reasonably foreseeable future.
Simplot would not construct the cooling ponds and the cooling towers would remain. Simplot would
evaluate whether another feasible (both technically and economically) action could be taken to reduce
fluoride emissions to comply with the IDEQ’s 2016 Consent Order (IDEQ 2016).

Additionally, under the No Action Alternative, the Federal lands would be unavailable for expansion of
Simplot’s gypsum disposal facilities. Simplot has indicated that failure to obtain the Federal lands for
expansion of the gypsum stacks would require the company to reduce production rates, further
evaluate other potential locations for gypsum disposal, construct a different type of phosphoric acid
manufacturing process, or cease production at the Don Plant earlier than described under the Proposed
Action. Based on recent gypsum production rates, Keller Associates projects that the lined upper
compartment (Phases 2, 3, 4, and 5) of the existing gypsum stack would reach design capacity by 2031,
with the top of the gypsum stack reaching an elevation of 5,005 feet above mean sea level if limited to
Simplot’s present Don Plant property (Keller Associates 2017). The lower compartments (Phases 1 and
6) would still have capacity at this time; however, additional compartments to distribute and manage
gypsum slurry and process water may be needed to utilize this space. In order to maintain uninterrupted
operation of the facility, the gypsum stack would have to be expanded in advance of the target date
when the upper compartment reaches terminal elevation.

Prior to the potential cessation or modification of Don Plant operations described above, the Don Plant
would continue to operate in a similar manner to the current condition. There are no anticipated
changes to the workforce, vehicle access and traffic, utilities, or water use in the near term.

2.5 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Analysis

25.1 Further Reductions in Federal Land Exchange Area

Simplot and the BLM considered other land exchange alternatives that would further reduce the
acreage of Federal land included in the exchange. However, further reductions in the Federal land
exchange area would generally not support Simplot’s purpose and need for the land exchange. Also,
further reductions in the Federal land could result in an appraisal value of the non-Federal lands
exceeding the value of the Federal land. As a result, alternatives that include further reductions in the
Federal land exchange area were eliminated from further detailed analysis.

2.5.2 Fluoride Reduction Alternatives

2.5.2.1 Indirect Process Water Cooling

As part of the feasibility study (Appendix E), Simplot considered an indirect process water cooling option
that would convert the existing direct contact process water cooling towers to non-contact or fresh
water cooling towers. This process would involve the installation of several heat exchangers to transfer
the heat between recirculated process cooling water stream and the fresh (non-contact) water that
would be recirculated through the cooling towers. Water vapor would evaporate from the recirculated

during design and permitting and are subject to change based on technical changes, final engineering, Don Plant production,
and other factors. If no feasible options are identified for gypsum stack expansion within the reconfigured Federal land
boundaries, the operational life of the Don Plant would be reduced compared to the Proposed Action and Alternative A.
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non-contact water. Due to the scaling tendencies of fluoride compounds, condensed vapors from the
flash coolers and evaporator condensing system would need to be flushed to the gypsum slurry system.
Based on studies conducted on scaling tendencies and associated implications on water balance,
Simplot determined that this alternative may not achieve the fluoride reductions necessary to meet the
requirements of the 2016 Consent Order. As a result, this alternative was eliminated from further
detailed analysis because it would not be technically or economically feasible.

2.5.2.2 Fluoride Process Condensate

As part of the feasibility study (Appendix E), Simplot considered a fluoride process condensate
alternative. This process would partially remove fluoride from the process water circuit before it arrives
at the cooling towers. In order for the fluoride recovery system to function, a fluoride recovery tower
would have to be installed between the evaporator and barometric condenser as well as a recirculation
tank and pump and a series of duct sprays. Even with this system, Simplot would also likely still need to
construct a cooling pond. Although this alternative may meet fluoride emission reduction requirements,
it was eliminated from further detailed analysis because constructing and operating both a fluoride
process condensate system and a cooling pond would not be economically feasible.

253 Other Cooling Pond Locations

As part of the feasibility study (Appendix E), Simplot considered a range of other locations and
configurations for the cooling ponds, in addition to those presented under the action alternatives. In a
study conducted by Simplot to determine the pond size requirements necessary for replacing all cooling
towers, Simplot determined that approximately 90 acres would be needed, plus additional acres for
buffers to fully replace the cooling towers. Simplot considered a variety of locations for constructing a
cooling pond of this size at or near the existing Don Plant. Criteria used to determine pond location
included acreage, constructability, distance from processing plant, distance from residences, public
health and safety, and fluoride emissions. Based on the feasibility assessment and application of siting
criteria, all of these sites were eliminated from further consideration, as they were not technically or
economically feasible. Refer to Section 4.2 in Appendix E (Feasibility Study) and the cooling pond fog
analysis prepared by Ramboll Environ (2016) for additional information on alternative site locations
considered for the cooling ponds.

2.5.4 Gypsum Stack Alternatives

2541 Adjacent FMC Property

As part of the feasibility study (Appendix E), Simplot considered an alternative that would acquire and
utilize portions of the adjacent FMC property for gypsum disposal. Because a majority of the FMC
property falls within the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, the Shoshone Bannock Tribes would have to
provide authorization over the land purchase. The FMC land is also included in the EMF Superfund site.
Given the current regulatory closure and the challenges associated with land ownership, this alternative
was considered to be remote and speculative. This alternative would also not respond to the purpose
and need associated with the Proposed Action land exchange because no lands would be proposed for
exchange with the BLM. As a result, this alternative was eliminated from further detailed analysis
because it does not meet the purpose and need and it is remote and speculative.
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2.54.2 Vertical Expansion of the Existing Gypsum Stack

As part of its feasibility study (Appendix E), Simplot considered options to expand the gypsum stacks
vertically (upward) instead of expanding the area of the gypsum stacks onto the acquired Federal lands.
Simplot’s gypsum stack engineer, Ardaman & Associates, Inc., determined that the stack can be safely
raised to 5,100 feet under current conditions. In order to continue vertical expansion of the existing
gypsum stack above 5,100 feet, a detailed stability analysis would be conducted to ensure an
appropriate level of safety. Should the stability calculations allow the stack system to grow above 5,100
feet in height, several challenges would arise. With the increased height, the top (main compartment)
area of the stack would begin to diminish, increasing operational challenges to manage water
inventories. An additional challenge with growth above 5,100 feet would be the pumping and
distribution of slurry. Above 5,100 feet, additional pump stations would have to be constructed
because the current system is only capable of lifting slurry to 5,000 feet (5,100 feet with modification).
The construction of these pumps would complicate operations and pose environmental and safety
risks.

Simplot is confident these operational challenges of lifting the slurry to 5,100 feet and higher could be
overcome, but without expanding the current gypsum stack laterally in the very near future, the
gypsum stack would reach capacity in 15 to 17 years. The gypsum stack is constantly growing vertically;
however, the gypsum requires a certain acreage to dry, and dry gypsum is then used to build the
gypsum stack higher. If the acreage is insufficient, the gypsum does not have enough time to dry and is
not suitable for building the gypsum stack. Because the planned lateral expansion is proposed into
canyons and not flat ground, it will take years to be developed to the point to offset the area
associated with the top cells of the gypsum stack and allow the lower cells to take the bulk of the
gypsum and eventually catch up with the main top cells. Having the lower cells catch up with the upper
cells allows the entire stack to grow uniformly and maximize the life of the gypsum stack without
disrupting production rates. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from consideration.

2.5.5 Offsite Waste D