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UNITED STATES Name INFP J 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Booker Objective L-l. Increase Utah State Park Department tenure at Escalante 
Zufelt Petrified Forest State Park by disposal of 799.75 acres now encompassed 
Nov 1978 in lease U-23384, following modification of or compliance with the 

approved plan of development. 

Booker Recommendation L-l. Pass title to 799.75 acres of public land to the 
Dee 1978 Utah State Park Department under the Recreation and Public Purpose Act 

by approving the patent application covering the following described 
area after full compliance with the approved development plan for all 
lands involved: 

T35S, R2E 
Sec. 1: Lots l-4 inclusive; 

SW%; 
NEkSWk; 
SE%. 

Sec. 12: NE&NE%. 

T35S, R3E 
Sec. 5: SW.t,NW%j. 
Sec. 6: Lots 4 and 5; 

SW&; 
SE@W%. 

. 

Rationale. This is an existing land use which was found valuable under 
BLM classification procedures. Public interest is protected since 
issuance of a patent is subject to the Park Department satisfying the 
plan of development approved by BLM. Patent will protect the investment 
in the park better than the existing lease. This recommendation is for 
expansion of existing state park land patented in 1963. 

Zufelt Area Manaqer Recommendation. Accept recommendation as proposed. 

Mar 1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Itanager's recommendation. 

Mar 1981 _ 

-_ . - 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Booker 
Zufelt 
Nov 1978 

'Booker 
Dee 1978 

Zufel t 
Mar 1979 

en 
1981 

.’ 

Objective L-Z. Reduce outstanding Utah State indemnity selections by 
disposal of 10.03 acres encompassed in application U-21046. 

Recommendation L-2. Make 10.03 acres of public land within the Boulder _ 
Townsite available to the State of Utah by approving application U-21046 : 
covering the following described lands: 

T33S, R4E 
Sections 25 and 26: 
tracts 13, 20, 21, and 27 

Rationale. These tracts are within an existing residential area. They 
are best suited for residential use. Transfer of title to the State of 
Utah provides a mechanism for eventual residential development while 
helping the BLM satisfy remaining State entitled indemnity selections. 

Area Manager‘s Recommendation. Accept recommendation as proposed,. All 
district office work on this action has been completed. Case has been 
submitted to State Office for final action. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 

. 

- 
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LANDS 

(Amendment to MFP Reconciliation) 

Reconciliation of URA Steo 4 Opportunities 

The Kaiparowits Coal Development and Transportation Study identified 

in URA 4 (page l-l, Amendment) is being documented in this reconciliation 

section. The proposed transportation planning corridors have significant 

potential, but are still tentative and not presently needed. Therefore, 

they will not be brought forward as ;IFP recommendations until a definite 

proposal requiring a multiple use analysis is needed. 



Reconciliation Efinerals 

Economically, leasable minerals are the.most important in the Escalante ' 
Planning Unit. %'ithin the planning unit, there is one producing oil 
field and ongoing exploration for oil and gas. Approximately 15 billion 
tons of total coal reserves are es timted to be in the KaiFamrits 
Plateau coal field of k.;hich 2.7 billion tons are within the plannina 
unit. Although there is no current production of any locatable minerals 
in the unit tiara h2ve been producinn pines for uraniw, vanadiun ar:d 
copper. Cu:*rzntl;/ there is exploration activity for both uraniunl and 
titanifzross sands. The status ~LIO will protect locatable minerals. 
Most acreage will remin men to z?x?ioraiion and deveiopmnt. As yet, 
tiqere i3 r.3 larce i-.:,rkez fir ti:e : sc -tLzred saias'le , i-ncrld zionai arid 
free-use r?inerals i;hSck cxur ir! \:.zrious locations in the planr;ir;q unit. 
Sar:d 2nd crave1 zre ~;sad ':z a fr?+!:se bzsis b;! the State and Garfield 
County Hi~r.:!ay Cepart~2Xs. TI:?r:z is scr? c!xxind for b;!ildicg a~3 
decorative stone for ccns~rtixicn and cecorative purposes. Petrif ier! 
wood and iron concretions are collected by the general public on a free- 
use basis. 

ISSUES: 

As a result of inventories, studies and analyses in the URA and updated 
coal policies, this KFP will address the following issues: 

1. Determine the suitability of coal deposits in the planning 
unit for development from both a minerals and multiple-use 
viewpoint. 

2. The effects on locatable mineral exploration and development 
caused by the closure of certain areas to mineral location 
under the mining laws. 

3. The effects of the oil and gas EAR categories established in 
the 1975 districtwide EAR on exploration for and leasing of 
oil and gas. The possibility of future development of the 
Upper Valley oil field. 

4. Whether petrified wood should be protected in place, collected 
on a free-use basis or sold. . 

5. The designation of sites for disposal of mineral materials 
under the material sales regulations. 

6. Recommendations concerning leasable minerals in the Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area. 

Reconciliation of Continuinq Present Situation 

There are no regulations or guidelines for the disposal or management of 
oil-impregnated sands. There are approximately 28 square miles with 
surface deposits containing approximately 1.3 billion bbl of petroleum. 
The lack of regulations precludes making any recommendations. for these 

, 
I 

deposits. 
i 

. , 



Concretions 
concerning 

are collected for recreational purposes with reaulations 

cial market 
their disposal in 43 CFR 6010.2(a). Since' there-is no commer- 

recommendat 
for concretions and these sites are being depleted, no 

ion is made for the development of this resource. . 

ISSUE 1: Suitabilitv of Coal Denosits 

There are approximately 21,777 acres of leased coal containino approxi- 
.mately 430~nillion tons of reserves in this planning unit. Leased coal 
cay be developed after submission, evaluatf 
pian ani is 

on and approlval of a mining 
s::.;Ject to diligent &velopment and contin:;ous operations. 

There have bee? no mininq plans 511DllI L Lru ;4.earl L Icr 
unit. 

1easc-s in this planning 
In order to retain t!:ese 'eases, development ,mst occur on them 

-iy 1986. Sr:p,ort fzcilitimes, s:!ch 2s railroads, niceiines and roaL!s 
will have to be hii1 r: for any mininq operations. 'Ej's or hiah intensity 
EARS wiil also have to be prepared ?or these support facilities. 

There ara approximately 32,243 acres of coal :Zder Preference Right 
Lease Applications containing Zpproxirately 922 million tons of aineable 
reserves in ti:is planning unit. 
a case by cas 

WLA's will be eva'luated by the CL:i on 
e basis and wiJ1 cor,vert to ‘leases if "commercial nuanti- 

ties" of coal can be proven by the applicant. Public Law 95-554 authoriz- 
ed the Department of Interior to exchange Utah Power and Light's pre- 
ference right lease applications on the Kaiparowits Plateau for new coal 
leases in central Utah. 

There are approximately 66,079 acres of coal in the Kaiparowits Plateau 
KRCRA, which is not leased or under permit containing approximately 756 
million tons of coal in the planning unit. This coal may be leased at 
some future date by Bureau-motion competitive leasing. None of this 
unleased coal may be leased under present policy (1979). A new federa 
coal lease policy is expected in the future which would provide a mechan- 
ism for the leasing of this coal, 
considerations. 

depending on demand and environmental 

The coal that lies outside of the KRCRA is designated subeconomic coal. 
The opportunity to protect and further identify this coal is the continu- 
ing present situation and thus does not require a recommendation. 

Required Decisions: The only required recommendation is to designate 
which area is geologically suitable for coal extraction. The area 
delineated is that area which is underlain by coal in a KRCRA. In MFP- 
2, this area will be evaluated utilizing multiple-use criteria. 
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v+;rtmental coal policy under NRDC vs. Hughes limits possible action at 
this time to administration of existins coal leases and preference right 
lease applications and precludes decision making as to future leasing 
until a federal coal manaaemcnt policy is approved. Designation of land 
areas as suitable or unsuitable for coal extraction requires a decision ' 
in the planning system. 

ISSUE 2: Closure of Land to IYinera? Location 

Approximately lG,E35 acres of CLX land are closed to mineral entry by 
withdrawal, classification or desjlnaticn in this planning unit. This 
is approximately 1.5:; or‘ ti:e ELZ ;and in tilis unit. Titan'ferous sand 
deposits are rot affected by t>c closures. The exact location of 
gypsum in the p?annincr unit is not %no;*:n; 
thOS2 &r)Oj i fj are S:;:.ii i 

LLhroLi~h geologic inference, 
i:rrd co:: c?conT!;ic in nc:ture. The same hoids 

true for manlganase. SiTa11 areas of pc :sntial uranium, vanadium and 
copper are closed to location ji7 the Circle Ciiffs area. 

Because thr2 are no finc:;n conflicts concerning exploration or locaticn 
in those areas clos,ed to location, there is no recommendation required 
concerning these areas. 

ISSUE 3: Oil and Gas 

In 1975, a district-wide EAR established oil and gas lease cateaories 
designating certain areas which are not open to leasing or on which 
surface occupancy is not allowed. Known evidence obtained from past 
drilling or exploration has not delineated any areas affected by these 
categories as having a high potential for oil and gas. Therefore no 
recommendation is required to change these oil and gas categories. 

An opportunity exists to further develop the Upper Valley oil field 
using new production technology. Tenneco Oil presently has no plans for 
future development of the oil field. Even if future developments were 
to occur, they would probably utilize existing facilities, thus no 
recommendations concerning the oil field are required. 

ISSUE 4: Disposal of Petrified ts!ood 

Three sites were identified in URA-4 where the opportunity exists to 
develop petrified wood (Site PW-DA-1 is suitable for development). 
Site PW-DA-2, Egg Canyon, has a rare geologic occurrence of long petri- 
fied logs. The value, as a resource, of these logs is probably greatest 
where they currently exist in place, unbroken. Excavation of these logs 

I 

would undoubtedly break them, decreasing the value of these rare fea- i 
tures. Thus this site is not suitable for development. i 

j 
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Site P'd-M-3, Little Desert, is being rapidly depleted. Commercial 
sales from this site would increase the rate of depletion and decrease 
that amount available for free-use collection. Thus this site is not 
suitable for development. Free-use collection is the present continuing ' 
situation in the planning unit, except Ilolverine Petrified Wood Area and 
Escalante Petrified Forest State Park,.which are closed to collection. 
Thus there is no recomendation required conce,*ning continued free-use 
collection in the planning unit. 

klthou~h records arz incomplete, it is estiizzted that the Utah State and 
CsrfSz12 3gu;?t:/ ?.ox! Qqai+ent; will .? 5-23 a?p-oxirately 5,CC(! cshic 
yards cf sa~;ti and travel Fer ysr icr nair%eEance and ccnrtrcctiun of 
roads jn 512 Escai:fixe ?iannir:g Unit. Past l<erzand indicates that 
private sales ::i;ix be a very sxil percentage of this 5,000 yards. 

ISSU? 6: ?c::7-r-3nci!tjr,l;5 ?Qnc?r::ino Lnac,a57~ r,iinYr?ls ir t;lc C7qr-i 
Cznyr;:; I;; c j ;:::A j ~,~~;-2~;j on ,:,rza. Ln 'i i 'i t,lo iLiRA l.ar!aaet-2nt r ian is 
approved, Siii is not in a posi ;i'cn to mke recomendations concErnin" 
leasable nir,crals. lihen the plan is approved, BLPI 'will reconnend G-at 
a17 areas within the recreation area designated for resource utilization 
(i.e. non-wilderness) be open to leasing for oil and gas and, when 
appropriate reguiations are promulgated, those deposits of oil impreg- 
nated sandstone within non-wilderness areas also be open to leasing and 
possible development. 

One area of potential conflict is the access over GCNRA, to valid mineral 
rights both on and off the Recreation Area, such as the Deer Point area 
via the Moody Creek Road. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTIIENT OF TtIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Minerals 

Overlay Referen& 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION I Step 1 step 3 

Teixeira Recommendation El-1.I. Determine if this area is acceptable for further 
Ott 1978 consideration for leasing or development of coal by underground mining 

methods. Approximately 2.1 billion tons of total coal reserves and 
120,040 acres are involved. 

Rationale. The USGS has classified this area as a known recoverable 
coal resource area (KRCRA) where coal beds exist of sufficient quality, 
depth, and thickness. It is from these areas that possible future 
leasing and development can be expected. These lands are either leased, 
under preference/right application (PRLA), or unleased. 

Team Interactions. About 30 miles of road and highway rights-of-way lie 
Jan 1979 within the area. About 2 miles of power and telephone line rights-of- 

way lie within the area. These rights-of-way and within 100 feet out- 
side of the ROW line are unsuitable for coal mining under the coal 
unsuitability criteria. (Some of the roads do not have formal rights- 
of-way but have long term historical use and are considered to have 
right-of-way status for the purpose of coal unsuitability criteria.) 

Approximately 16 miles of fl.oodplain is possible "special floodplain" 
(loo-year recurrence interval) which could be unsuitable for mining 
under the coal unsuitability criteria. A more complete definition and a 
detailed inventory would be necessary to confirm these 'special flood- 
plains". Involved are Alvey Wash and Right Hand Collet Canyon flood- . 
plains. 

Approximately 2,000 acres adjacent to the National Forest northwest of 
Escalante is considered critical winter range for deer and therefore 
could be unsuitable for mining under the coal unsuitability criteria. 

Two golden eagle nest sites along the Escalante rim south of Escalante 
would be unsuitable for mining under the coal unsuitability criteria. A 
0.25-mile radius around each nest is considered unsuitable for mining. 
Therefore, about 300 acres is involved. 

The following areas lie in a VRM Class II area: The northern-most 
Escalante Rim; Carcass Canyon; Sarah Ann Canyon; Right Hand Collet 
Canyon; Long Canyon; Left Hand Collet; and Fifty-Mile Mountain. About 
28,000 acres is involved. VRM Class II areas are unsuitable for mining 
under the coal unsuitability criteria. 

About 600 acres of KRCRA lies within Fifty-Mile Mountain which has been 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places (Fifty-Mile Moun- 
tain Archaeological District). Areas nominated to the register are 
unsuitable for mining under the coal unsuitability criteria. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. ii needed 
--Ye--__ ---- 
~/,,.:rrr‘~:/r8,,~ 1,,, ,“,‘,~rc,*l ’ Form lGOO-21 (April 1975j 



The following wilderness inventory units have been evaluated in the 
initial wilderness inventory and have been recommended for further 
studies: UT-040-075, -076, -077,-078,-079,0-80. Areas being studied 
for inclusion in the wilderness system are unsuitable for mining under 
the coal unsuitability criteria. 

earn Multiple Use Recommendation. 1. 
3r 1979 

Determine that this area is acceptable 
for further consideration for leasing (where presently unleased) and for 
coal development (where presently leased) except as follows: 

(a) For leased lands where coal unsuitability criteria have been 
identified and it is determined that the criteria can legally be applied, 
don't allow mining in these areas unless the lessee can show in an 
approved mining and reclamation plan that mining will not adversely 
affect the value which is to be protected. 
is expected that most, 

For underground mining, it 
if not all, of the identified values can be 

protected. For instance, surface facilities would not be built or would 
be strategically placed in VRM II areas. 

(b) On unleased lands where coal unsuitability criteria have been 
identified, do not further consider the area for leasing unless it is 
determined that mining will not adversely affect the value which is to 
be protected. For underground mining, it is expected that most, if not - 
all, of the identified values can be protected. For instance, no sur- 
face facilities would be built or they would be strategically placed in . 
VRM II areas; also no facilities would be built within + mile of the 
eagle nests. 

(c) No activities which could impair wiJderness.character could 
take place in areas under study for possible wilderness characteristics. 
If an area is designated wilderness, a determination of whether it is 
acceptable for further consideration for leasing (where unleased) or for 
coal development (where presently leased) would be reevaluated at that 
time. 

2. Determine that this area is acceptable for further consideration for 
leasing and development where presently under preference right lease 
application (PRLA), except as follows: _ 

(a) Where coaJ unsuitability criteria have been identified and it 
is determined that the criteria can legally be applied, don't allow 
mining in these areas unless the permittee can show in an approved 
mining an-d reclamation plan that mining would not adversely affect the 
value to be protected. For underground mining, it is expected that 
most, if not all, of the identified values can be protected. For 
instance, surface facilities would not be built or would be strategic- 
ally placed in W&Y II areas. 

(b) No activities which could impair wilderness character could 
take place in areas under study for possible wilderness characteristics. 
If an area is designated wilderness, a determination of whether it is 
acceptable for further consideration for leasing and eventual develop- 
ment would be reevaluated at that time. 



felt Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the Multiple Use Recommendation. 
r! 
i??Sk Decision. Approve the Area Manager's recommendation as modified by the 
r 1981 application of the coal unsuitability criteria in the attached coal 

summary dated October 3, 1980. 



UNITED STATES I Name IMF PI 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANACEMENT 

Escalante 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Teixeira Objective 2: 

Zufelt 
Ott 1978 

Provide for the sale of petrified wood in this planning unit to meet 
public demand. 

Rationale: Some of the general public and nearby rock shops wish to buy 
petrified wood from BLM land for sale or barter. 

. 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Tetxeira Objective 2. Provide for the sale of petrified wood in this pJanning 
Zufelt unit to meet public demand. 
Ott 1978 

Rationale. Some of the general public and nearby rock shops wish to buy 
petrified wood from BLM land for sale or barter. 

(instructions on reverse) 

-_--~ 
Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Minerais 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Teixeira Recommendation M-2.1 Sell an average of 5 tons of petrified wood per 
Ott 1978 year for the next 5 years from a 40-acre parcel, delineated as site M- 

2.1, north of the Lampstand. 

Rationale. This site is accessib 
nor is it known to have any rare 
site to meet the criteria. 

Je, 
long 

it is not being rapidl, 
logs, thus it is the 

y depleted, 
best known 

Team Interactions 
Mar 1979 

-Recreation recommendation R-3.3 is to discontinue commercial sales 
throughout the planning unit. Commercial sales will deplete supplies 

ied 

available for recreational coliection and observation. 

-This site is adjacent to the Capitol Reef National Park boundary. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Three alternatives have been identif 
Mar 1979 for the recommendation to sell petrified wood from site M-2.1. 

1. Sell an average of 5 tons of petrified wood per year from site 
which would deplete supplies available for free-use collection. 

M-2.1 

2. Do not sell petrified wood from the planning unit, thus making this 
site unavailable to supply local rock shops with petrified wood since 
there are other areas with petrified wood available for commercial sale ’ 
in southwestern Utah. 

3. Do not sell petrified wood from site M-2.1 until surface deposits of 
petrified wood are depleted by free-use collection and then open the 
site to excavation for commercial sale. 

ZufeJ t Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Allow commercial sales of petrified wood 
Mar 1979 with sales limited to 2 tons per year per individual or business. 

Require buyer to exhibit material to authorized representative of BLM 
upon removal and before leaving the area from which collected. 

Jensen Decision. Modify the Area Manager's recommendation to allow petrified 
Mar 1981 wood sales based on demand with necessary stipulations to protect land 

and resources. A contract for sale will contain the stipulations for 
necessary protection. 

Rationale. Demand coupled with protection of resources should be the 
determining factor for sales rather than an arbitrary limit. Petrified 
wood is fairly commonin the planning unit. There are no other saJes 

. 

Nocc: Attach additional shrets. if needed 
-- 
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areas within a reasonable distance of Escalante to satisfy demand for 
petrified wood. Allowing commercial sales would meet current demand. 
It would also improve overall preservation and management of the petri- 
fied wood deposits within the remainder of the planning unit. The 
public would be provided a legal means to acquire petrified wood for 
sale, thus reducing the potential of unauthorized removal. Removal 
methods and rehabilitation could be controlled. 



UNITED STATES Name I.#F P J 

DEPART?vfENT OF THE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Minerals 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Teixeira 
7 

Provide sufficient salable and free-use minerals to meet 

Zufelt 
ocal demand through the issuance of free-use permits and mineral material 

Ott 1978 
sale contracts. 

Rationale. Demand for sand and gravel is expected to increase about 5 
percent per year or more in response to Kane and Garfield Counties coal 
development and road maintenance. As private and state reserves are 
depleted, sources on BLM lands will become more and more in demand. 
Demand for stone is expected to remain low unless some outside source 
stimulates the local building market. 

.---- ---- _.__ 

(Insltuclions on rez~erse) 
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UNITED ST;\TES 
DEPART?JEXT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

.Namc f ii/ .I' I 

Escalante 
Activtty 

Minerals 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Teixeira Recommendation H-3.1. Issue free-use permits and material sale con- 
Ott 1978 tracts averaging 5,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel per year over a 

period of the next 20 years from sites covering approximately 250 acres 
within the area delineated as M-3.1. 

Support Needs. Access roads. 

Rationale. The area delineated includes known and inferred deposits of 
sand and gravel in the unit. It is within this area that sand and 
gravel development can be expected to occur; exactly where is dependent 
upon the results of future exploration and public demand and needs. 
Demand will come from county and state highway construction and main- 
tenance (free-use) and private construction (sales). 

Team Interactions 
Mar 1979 

-W;ldlife. Do not allow sand and gravel removal from riparian areas 
(stream bottoms and the near vicinity). 

-Removing sand and gravel from the flood plains will increase silt 
production downstream from the site disturbance, and will increase peak 
flood flows by eliminating vegetation and litter cover. These materials 
should be removed from other areas only. 

-Portions of the areas identified are within VRM Class II areas and the ’ 
Calf Creek Recreation area. Material sales are in conflict with the 
management objectives for Calf Creek Recreaiton area and VRM Class II. 

-The Hole-in-the-Rock Trail passes through some of the areas identified. 
This trail is being nominated for the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Issue free-use permits and material sale 
contracts averaging 5,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel per year over a 
period of the next 20 years from sites covering approximately 250 acres 
within the area delineated as M-3.1 excluding the following areas. 

Zufelt 
Mar 1979 

1. Riparian area (perennial stream bottoms and banks). 
2. VRM Class II areas. 
3. Calf Creek Recreation area. 
4. Hole-in-the-Rock Trail. 
5. Flood plains. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept multiple use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed --- 
1 /J,..:rt,,.;r.~,:u ,I,, ,P, c-,C,. , ’ Form 1600-21 (April IS751 



msen 
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Decision. Modify the Area Hanager's recommendation to allow free use 
permits and material sale contracts to meet the demand for these pro- 
ducts. Allow removal of these products from the areas excluded in the 
Area Hanager's recommendation except the Calf Creek Recreation Area. 
Require st'pulations in any sale or permit to protect the salient fea- 
tures of the areas suggested by the Area Manager to be excluded. 

Rationale. Demand for material coupled with resource protection should 
be the criteria for permits or sales rather than an arbitrary limit. 
Mineral materials are not abundant in the area, so extraction should be 
permitted where it can be removed and impacts can be mitigated. Disturb- 
ance in riparian areas is often healed rapidly through natural processes. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TtiE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Teixeira 
Ott 1978 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Team 
'r 1979 

Zufelt 
Mar 1979 
Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Name ( Ui;l’l 

Escalante 
Activtty 

Minerals 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Recommendation M-3.2. Issue free-use permits and material sale con- 
tracts averaging 15 tons of building and decorative stone per year over 
a period of the next 10 years from two sites covering approximately 160 
acres within the areas delineated as M-3.2. 

Support Needs. Access roads. 

Rationale. These designated sites have been used for the excavation of 
building and decorative stone. Site M-3.2a is located on the Boulder 
Town Dump. Extensive surface disturbance has already occurred on this 
site, due to its use as a dump. Further excavation of stone will not 
significantly impact the site. Site M-3.2b is a common-use area for the 
excavation of building stone. An EAR for excavation and hauling stone 
exists for this site. 

Interactions. Site M-3.2b is within a VRM Class II area. The hand 
collection of stone from the site does not conflict with VRM management 
objectives, but the construction of access roads would exceed the class 
rating. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Issue free-use permits and material sale 
contracts averaging 15 tons of building and decorative stone per year 
over a period of the next 10 years from two sites covering approximately 
160 acres within the areas deliniated as M-3.2 with the following stipu- 
lations. 

1. Collection will be by hand only at site M-3.2b 
2. No access roads will be constructed at site M-3.2b 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept multiple use recommendation. 

pecisim. Modify the Area Manager's. recommendation to allow removal of 
stone by permit or sale to meet the demand. The Area Hanager's recom- 
mendation is further modified to require consideration of access roads 
to site M-3.2b and determine if 
without violation of the object 
the area. 

Rationale. Demand for material 
should be the criteria for perm - 

coupled withprotection of other resources 
ts or sales rather than imposing an 

arbitrary limit on the amount ot material that can be extracted. The 
rationale indicates an EA already exists for extraction and hauling of 
stone from site M-3.2b. Limitation of access roads should not be imposed 
unless the impacts cannot be mitigated. The impacts of additional 
access would have to be analyzed, and thereby determined to be unmiti- 
gable before a decision could be made to preclude them. 

such access roads can be constructed 
ves of the VW9 Class II designation for 

Note: Attach wlditional stwets. if needed 
.- -- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMEKT OF TIIE ISTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEhIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Forest Products 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION I step 1 stco 3 

West Recommendation FCPS-1. The entire unit will remain open to the collec- 
Sept 1978 tion of fuelwood for orivate use. No recommendations are made for more 

intensive management of this resource since there is a substantial 
excess of fuelwood available. 

Team Interactions 
Mar 1979 

-Removal of firewood will detract from visual resources of the Calf 
Creek Recreation site. BLM provides firewood to this site to discourage 
recreational wood collection. 

- Removal of firewood from reclaimed drill sites, access roads and other 
areas of reclaimed surface disturbance would reverse the effect of doing 
the original reclamation. 

- Granting permission to remove surface materials from unpatented mining 
claims would make the Bureau liable to provide replacement materials to 
the claimant if requested. 

- Removal of standing ponderosa pine, dead or alive, reduces scarce and 
critical habitat for bald eagle and other raptors, Lewis woodpecker, 
sapsucker, nuthatches, pine siskin, pine grosbeak and many other nongame 
species. Reproduction is extremely slow and scattered. No removal of 
any standing tree of any age should be permitted. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. The entire unit will remain open to the 
Mar 1979 collection of fuelwood for private use, subject to the following stipu- 

lations: 

1. Collection of ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) will be limited 
to down wood only. 

2. No collection will be allowed in the Calf Creek Recreation 
Area. 

3. Granting of permits will avoid areas of concentrated mining 
claim activity or surface protection work. 

Zufelt Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept recommendation including stipula- 
Mar 1979 tions 1 and 2. Modify stipulation 3 to read "Granting of permits will 

avoid surface protection and reclamation areas. The probability of 
conflicts between firewood removal and mining claim activity are so 
remote as to not justify the effort involved in enforcement of such a 
stipulation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed - ---_._ 
~/r,..:r,,;.:t,,/:u ,,,, n-1 (.I<,‘, . Form 1600-21 (April i(Jij) 



Jensen Decision. Accept the Area tlanager's recommendation with the modifica- 
4ar - tion that the Area Manager may designate areas where harvesting of green 

wood will be permitted under conditions he will specify. 



UNITED STATES I Name 1 \l/-I’J 
DEPARTMENT OF TIiE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Forest Products 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Oretiay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

West 
Sept 1978 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Zufel t 
Mar 1979 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Recommendation FCPS-2. The entire unit will remain open to the harvest- 
ing of juniper posts for private use. No recommendations are made for 
more intensive management of this resource since there is a substantial 
excess of posts available. 

Interactions. Granting permission to remove surface materials from 
unpatented mining claims would make the Bureau liable to provide replace- 
ment materials to the claimant if requested. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. The entire unit will remain open to the 
harvesting of juniper posts for private use. Avoid issuing permits on 
known concentrations of active mining claims. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Leave entire unit open to harvesting of 
juniper posts. Stipulations to avoid conflicts on specific sites will 
be included in individual permits. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager’s recommendation. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

1 Name i.\ll:P I 
Escalante 

Activitv 

West 
Sept 1978 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Zufelt 
Mar 1979 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Forest Products 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Recommendation FCPS-3. The entire unit will remain open to the harvest- 
ing of Christmas trees for private use. Due to the low demand for 
Christmas trees from the unit no recommendtions are made for the manage- 
ment of Christmas trees. 

Interactions 

- Granting permission to remove surface materials from unpatented mining 
claims would make the Bureau liable to provide replacement materials to 
the claimant if requested. 

- Removal of standing ponderosa pine, dead or alive, reduces scarce and 
critical habitat for bald eagle and other raptors, Lewis woodpecker, 
sapsucker, nuthatches, pine siskin, pine grosbeak and many other nongame 
species. Reproduction is extremely slow and scattered. No removal of 
any standing tree of any age should be permitted. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Harvesting of ponderosa pine for Christmas 
trees will be expressly prohibited on Christmas tree permits. Avoid 
issuing permits in known mining claim concentration areas. The entire 
unit will remain open to the private harvesting of Christmas trees, 
subject to the above stipulations. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Leave entire unit open to harvesting of 
pinyon pine for Christmas trees, with the express prohibition of removal 
of ponderosa pine. The probability of conflicts between Christmas tree 
removal and mining claim activity are so remote as to not justify the 
effort involved in enforcement of a stipulation to avoid mining claim 
concentration areas. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TI1E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAME’WORK PLAN 
RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

West Recommendation FCPS-4. Identified Commercial Areas (MFP 1 Forest Pro- 
Sept 1978 ducts Overlay) will remain open to the commercial harvesting of fuelwood 

and posts. No new recommendations are made, due to the lack of commer- 
cial demand for woodland products from the unit. 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Interactions 

- Removal of firewood from reclaimed drill sites, access roads and other 
areas of reclaimed surface disturbance would reverse the effect of doing 
the original reclamation. 

- Granting permission to remove surface materials from unpatented mining 
claims would make the Bureau liable to provide replacement materials to 
the claimant if requested. 

- Removal of standing ponderosa pine, dead or alive, reduces scarce and 
critical habitat for bald eagle and other raptors, Lewis woodpecker, 
sapsucker, nuthatches, pine siskin, pine grosbeak and many other nongame 
species. Reproduction is extremely slow and scattered. No removal of 
any standing tree of any age should be permitted. 

- Removal of Jive trees from VRH Class II areas would be a highJy evi- 
dent landscape intrusion contrary to VRM objectives. 

* Analysis. A substantial surplus of wood products is available to meet 
all projected demand in the unit. Stipulations can be adopted to miti- 
gate all identified impacts and still meet all expected demand for wood 
products. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Exclude a77 designated recreation sites, 
Mar 1979 VRM Class II areas. outstandins natural areas, active mining claim 

concentrations, and areas of recent surface reclamation work from commer- 
cial wood product disposals. Prohibit cutting of standing ponderosa 
pine in all commercial wood product contracts. To the extent feasible, 
schedule commercial sales on those sites identified by other resources 
for woodland removal through land treatments. 

Zufelt Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept mu'ltiple use recommendation as 
Mar 1979 stated with the exclusion of the restriction on allowing wood product 

removal in active mining claim concentration areas. VRM II areas will 
be avoided but may be used at a future date with appropriate stipu'la- 
tions incorporated to protect these areas. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 
Mar 1981 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
-w-p-- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN -STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

\ 

Westman Objective RM-1. During the interim period until intensive livestock 
Zufelt management is achieved, maintain existing prorluction of desirable live- 
Jensen stock forage consistent with meeting plant and soil requirements. This 
Nov 1978 includes regulating livestock numbers, season of use, and allowing AUMs 

for grazing on allotments to the extent of the existing carrying capac- 
ity of suitable range. 

Rationale. This obj.ective is designed to correct present range manage- 
ment problems caused by continuous grazing during the growing season at 
a level too high to sustain the forage resource. This objective is 
necessary to stop any downward trend and to meet plant and soil require- 
ments during the interim period until intensive livestock management can 
be implemented. This objective would provide for soil and plant require- 
ments and assure a sustained level of production over time. This would 
be consistent with Bureau range management responsibilities as author- 
ized in the Taylor Grazing Act which provided in part that the Secretary 
of Interior shall regulate occupancy and use within grazing districts to 
preserve the land and its resources from destruction or unnecessary 
injury, to provide for orderly use, improvement and development of the 
range. This is also later re-emphasized in FLPMA (PL94-579). No range 
developments would be proposed. Although this objective would not meet 

. the PAA demand in total it would contribute to the fulfillment in part. 

m.- ---- 

(/nsttuctions on reverse) 

--- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOI? 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEJIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name , \l/-/‘r 
Escalante 

Activity 
Range Management 

Overlay Reference 

step 1 Strp 3 

Westman Recommendation RM-1.1. Change the period of use to the dormant season 
Nov 1978 of most key species so allotments will not be grazed during the growing 

season except Alvey Wash, Upper Cattle, Chim,ley Rock, Rock Creek, Last 
Chance, Soda, Deer Creek, Lake, and Cedar Washes Allotments (table I and 
Overlay 2). 

Support. None. 

Rationale. Grazing during the dormant season has the least detrimental 
effect on forage plants. The most damage occurs when plants are grazed 
during the growing season which reduces the amount of food made and 
stored by the plant. As a result, the capacity of the plant to produce 
both shoot and root growth the next year is reduced. Continued grazing 
each year during the growing season can severly weaken or kill the 
plants. Such grazing each year during the growing season has caused a 
dramatic decline in productivity. Adjustments in present season of use 
are needed to sustain desirable forage productivity and to rehabilitate 
ranges that are experiencing deteriorating conditions. The allotments 
excluded by the recommendation are either under an existing management 
system which allows for phenological requirements of the plants or the 
proposed grazing season is near the beginning or end of the growing 
season so undue damage would not occur. 

Peternel Interaction and Ffultiple Use Analysis. There are interacting resource 
Feb 1981 recommendations by other resources where a different season of use is ' 

recommended for all allotments where grazing is proposed except Circle 
Cliffs. In the case of watershed and wildlife conflicts, the allotment 
analysis, Appendix 1, concluded that the objectives of these resources 
could be met, even though it would be at a slower rate than anticipated 
by the watershed and wildlife recommendations by the rangeproposal of 
adjusted livestock numbers and a season of use generally outside the 
growing season. There is some recreation interaction because livestock 
would be in areas of allotments for relatively short periods that are 
also used by hikers. 

The analysis concludes that greater interest is served by achieving 
resource objectives at a slower rate rather than create an additional 
adverse economic impact on livestock oeprators which would result from a 
further change of season. It also concludes that further adjustments 
will be made, as necessary, if monitoring studies indicate the objec- 
tives of other resources are not being met. 

The analysis concluded further that there are alternatives to hikers so 
this experience can be enjoyed at a time an area is not being grazed if 



eternel 
-eb 1981 

ensen 
ztr 1981 

the presence of livestock is offensive. This also considered the 
adverse economic impact an additional change of season for grazing could 
create for livestock operators. 

The season was changed in the Lakes Allotment to coincide with the 
operator's use on the Soda Allotment. (For individual allotment anal- 
ysis, see Appendix 1.) 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the season of use as shown on table 
lA, the Area Hanager's Nultiple Use Recommendations. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation with the following 
modification: 

In situations where multipasture systems are to be implemented, whether 
by voluntary agreement or by decision, the current season of use will 
continue until the multipasture management system is implemented. As 
allotments are evaluated through monitoring studies, the season of use 
can be adjusted to fit current conditions and operator needs consistent 
with other resource objectives. 

Rationale: It is not reasonable to require a change in season of use on 
an allotment twice. This may result in an undue and unreasonable hard- 
ship on an operator. In consultation with individual operators on 
multipasture systems , season of use and physiological requirements of 
plants in the allotment will be a prime consideration. Season of use 
for individual allotments will be shown in the allotment and/or grazing 
file. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMEXT OF TlIl: INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANACEXIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Westman Recommendation RN-1.2. Allow 29,094 AUMs on 457,578 acres of suitable 
Nov 1978 Federal range within the Escalante Planning Unit. Allow 3,631 AUMs on 

107,443 acres of suitable Federal range within the Last Chance and Rock 
Creek Allotments of the Paria Planning Unit on which grazing is admin- 
istered by the Escalante Resource Area (table 1). Do not authorize 
cattle AUMs on areas classified as unsuitable or potentially suitable 
(see URA Step 3, Appendix 3). This is a 33-percent reduction in AUMs 
from grazing preference (Range Suitability Overlay 3, Step 3 Escalante 
Planning Unit URA). 

Rationale. :t is Bureau policy that all rangeland be classified as to 
its suitability for livestock grazing. In the Escalante Planning Unit 
43 percent of the unit is classified as unsuitable for livestock grazing 
and 3 percent is classified as potentially suitable (URA Step 3). 
During the interim, grazing will not be allowed on potentially suitable 
range, unless water is hauled or developed on these areas by the oper- 
ators. 

Peternel Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. There are other resource recom- 
Feb 1981 mendations that interact adversely with the livestock forage allocation 

recommendation for allotments except Alvey Wash, Cedar Wash, Circle 
Cliffs, Haymaker , and Wide Hollow. 

These interactions resulted from watershed, wildlife, and recreation 
recommendations where the objectives of these resources could best be * 
met with a reduced livestock forage recommendation. In the case of 
watershed and wildlife, the analysis concluded that resource objectives 
would be met with the range allocation, but at a slower rate. 

In the case of recreation, the adverse interaction results from the 
offense some hikers take from encountering livestock during a hiking 
experience. There are alternative times a hiking experience can be 
realized without conflicting with livestock use. 

A further reduction in AUMs would have an adverse economic effect on a 
1 ivestock oeprator's income. It is concluded that greater interest is 
served by achieving resource objectives at a slower rate or selecting an 
alternative that will not adversely affect family income (see Individual 
Allotment Analysis Appendix 1 for allotments not listed above). 

Peternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the livestock forage allocation as 
Feb 1981 shown on table 1A. 

.fote: Attach additional shcws. ii ncrdccl 
_m- -Z-Z -____-- --- 
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men Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. The attached RMPD is 
r j' --. the decision document for allocation of livestock forage. As management 

is modified, the RHPD will be adjusted accordingly. These adjustments ' 
will come through coordinated efforts with ranchers and other interested 
parties. (See table 2, Proposed Grazing Development and Use, RMPD, 
Escalante Planning Unit.) 

Rationale. The MFP Step 2 recommendation was developed under policy to 
implement by full force and effect, and adjustments would have been 
immediate. Due to change in BLM policy and regulations to allow adjust- 
ments to be spread over a !&year period, the allocation is as listed in 
the RMPD. 



TABLE . 

Allotment 

Interim Hanagement 

Potentially- 
Present Situation Proposed Situation Suitable Federal 

Ilumbers Season Federal Federal Numbers Season Suitable Liscensed Federal Change Lack of Irate- 
and Class of USC AUfls .Acres and Class of Use AUMs Use Acres in AUils AUls Acres 

(Recolxlendation REI 1.3) 

Alvey Uash 

Big Uown Bench 

Boulder Creek 

Boulder Stock Trail 

Cedar Idashes 

Chiriney Rock 

Circle Cliffs 

Collets 

Death Hollow 

Ueer Creek 

Dry Hollow 

Escdlante River 
Escalante River 
Silver Falls 

. . . . 

24X 

539 

291c 

3oc 

194c 
23C 

142C 
32C 

108C 

339c 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

6/16-g/30 

11/l-6/15 

11/l-3/31 

6/16-g/15 

11/l-3/31 
4/l-5/15 

10/16-2128 
4/l-6/15 

4121-6120 

9/l-4/15 

135 

859 

4,043 

1,451 

90 

970 
35 

588 17,507 91c 
4oc 

406 364 
40 

6,187 -31 148 2,025 

216 1,307 

2,547 67,871’ 346C 
4oc 

11/l-2/28 
4/l-4/30 

No Use 

9/l-3/31 
9/l-3/31 

2,705 2,422 
280 

49,273a 

-100 

+6 

Forty-llile Ridge 336C 11/l-5/31 2,376 41,641” 338C 10/l-3/31 2,029 2,028 29,061” -15 

Heynaker 5oc 11/l-12/31 100 3,328 38C 11/l-12/31 75 76 1,621 -24 

King Bench 483 11/l-3/31 2.414 48,268 ' 222c 11/l-3/31 1,113 1,110 17,641 -54 

Lakes 3271: 6/l-9/30 1,308 23,301a 241C 7/l-10/15b 845 844 17,706a -35 

Last Chance 
Escalante 
Paria 

286C 5/l-10/15 1,416 51,020 
286C 10/16-4/30 1,674 178,204a 

28X 5/l-9/15b 
9/16-4130 

1,103 
3,262 

1,158' 
1,93P 7i;:% 

-18 
+15 

234C 

29x 
152C 

2oc 

1oc 
3oc 

5/16-g/30 

10/16-2/28 
3/l-3/31 
4/l-4/30 

4/l-5/31 
H/16-10/15 

1,054 

1,328 
152 

20 

80 

48,606 234C 

16,516a 151c 

6/16-10/31b 

10/l-3/31 

. 

1,039 

816 

1,053 10,519 0 

831 14,965” -45 

27 348 

. ..*. . . . . . 

1,705 1y 9/l-10/31 33 34 772 -58 . . . . . . . . . . 

3,228 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . 135 135 2,598 0 

11,567 185C 6/ 16-9/30 646 648 8,137 -24 

31 ,942a 371c ll/l-6/15b 2,785 2,783 30,476a -31 

29,779 179c 11/l-3/31 897 895 8,338 -38 

15,252 25C 7116-8115 25 25 588 -72 

17,883 51c 11/l-3/31 257 255 6,364 -75 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . * 

. . . . . 

. ..*. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

73 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,233 

33 365 

380 

. . . . . 

295 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

9,739 

. ..*. 

5,396 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

-. 
. 



TABLE 1 (con:inued) 

Allotment 

Potentially 
Present Situation Proposed Situation Suitable Federal 

Numbers Season Federal Federal Numbers Season Suitable Liscensed Federal Change Lack of !Jater 
and Class of Use AUlls Acres and Class of Use AUMs Use Acres in AU+, AUils Acres 

-100 Long fieck 21c 

Lower Cattle 1,138C 

fkbath Point 

Moody 

Mudholes 

Muley Twist 

ilavajo Bench 

Pine Creek 

Rattlesnake Bench 

Rock Creek (Paria) 

Saltwater Creek 

4oc 

320C 

2ooc 

. . . . 

5/l-5/31 

10/l-4/15 

3116-6115 

11/l-3/31 

6/l-9/30 

11/l-5/31 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

144c 5/16-6/15 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

193c 10/l-5/31 

22c 3116-6115 
27C 10/16-12115 

Soda 2ooc 10/l-5/31 

Steep Creek 15oc 11/16-l/15 
23C 12/l-3/31 
55c 5116-6115 

Upper Cattle 1,510c 11/l-6/16 

Uagon Box 1OlC 11/l-2/28 
5oc 3/l-4/15 
10H 12/l-2/28 
31c 12/l-3/31 

unite Rock 

Wide Hollow 

3oc 12/1-l/31 

7C" 
7;: 

516-615 
5/16-B/30 

LJillow Gulch 36C 12/1-l/31 
125C 11/l-5/31 

21 No Use 610 

72,611" 

3,440 

44,086a 

15,405 

1,877 

6,295 

3,822 

2,938 

92,570" 

10,210 

633C 

4oc 

127C 

17oc 

10/l-4/15 

11/1-l/31 

11/l-3/31 

7/16-g/15 

No Use 

No Use 

9/16-lo/15 

No Use 

9/16-7/15b 

10/16-3115 

4,101 4,115 62,354" 

119 120 2,193 

636 635 12.283a 

354 340 10,853 

-40 

0 

6,877 

120 

1,600 

800 

624 

. . . . 

144 

72 

1,544 

66 
54 

1,600 

. . . . . . . . . . 

-60 

-58 

-100 

. . . . . 

101 

. . . . . 

1,915 

. . . . . . . . . . 

78C 78 78 2,952 . . . . . 

17oc 1 ,702d 

142 

1,700 28,163af 

120 4,396 

-46 

-100 

+ 10 

0 

39 1,202 

24C . . . . . . . . . . 

,66,04Ba 221c 

10,414 1lOC 

10/l-5/31b 1,772 30,251” 

11/16-l/15 219 

1,768 

220 4,157 

+ 11 

-51 

. . . . . 

.*... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 
446 

10,278 

Q05 

114,793a 77OC 

25,256a 88C 11/l-3/31 

5.771 

443 

5,776 94,452a 

10,049” 

-44 . . . . . . . . . . 

440 -27 26 820 

60 1,302 21c 12/1-l/31 42 42 707 

350 6,471 68C 7/15-10115 204 204 5,120 

-30 

-42 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

945 10,215 78C 11/l-3/31 389 390 8,315 -59 . . . . . . . . . . 

iy; , 29.094 3,631 457,518 107,443 

34,143 32.960 564,961 

ESCALANTE TOTAL* 45,844 826,520 
PARIA TOTAL 3,218 270,774 

49,062 1.097.294 

-37 1,803 21,811 
13 39 - - 1,202 

-33 1,122 23,013 

-. 



Table 2 (concluded) . . 

"Federal acres include Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 
bUsed same season as existing AMP. 
'Federal AUlls calculated based on 90 percent Federal range. 
d421 AUIls considered unsuitable due to lack of access resulting in total of 1.702. 
e1331 surveyed AUHs not included in order to balance summer and winter range. 
f7,151 acres which is potentially suitable due to lack of access not included. 

. -. 



Interim Management 

Allotment 

Potentially 
Present Situation Proposed Situation Suitable Federal 

Numbers Season Federal Federal Numbers Season Suitable Liscensed Federal Change Lack of I!atcr 
and Class of Use AUlls Acres and Class of Use AUMs Use Acres in AUMs AUMS Acres 

(Recomxndation RM 1.3) 

Alvey Uash 234C 

Big Bown Bench 29x 
152c 

2oc 

Boulder Creek 1oc 
3oc 

Boulder Stock Trail . . . . 

Cedar Uashes 

Chimney Rock 

Circle Cliffs 

Collets 

Death Hollow 

135 

859 

4.043 

1,451 

90 

970 
35 

588 

3,228 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . 135 135 2,598 0 . . . . . 

11,567 185C 6/16-g/30 646 648 8,137 -24 . . . . . 

31.942a 371c ll/l-6/15b 2,785 2,783 30.476a -31 . . . . . 

29,779 179c 11/l-3/31 897 895 8,333 -38 . . . . . 

15,252 25C 7/16-8115 25 25 588 -72 . . . . . 

17,883 51c 11/l-3/31 257 255 6,364 -75 73 

Ueer Creek 17,507 91c 11/l-2/28 
4oc 4/l-4/30 

Ory Hollow 

Escdlante River 
Escalante River 
Silver Falls 

245C 

539 

291c 

3oc 

194c 
23C 

142C 
32C 

108C 

339c 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

6/16-g/30 

11/l-6/15 

11/l-3/31 

6/16-g/15 

11/l-3/31 
4/l-5/15 

10/16-2128 
4/l-6/15 

4/21-6120 

9/l-4/15 

216 1,307 

2,547 67,B71a 346C 9/l-3/31 
4oc 9/l-3/31 

Forty-Mile Ridge 336C 11/l-5/31 2,376 41,641" 33BC 

Haymaker 5oc 11/l-12/31 100 3,328 3BC 

Kiny Bench 483 11/l-3/31 2,414 48,268 ' 222c 

Lakes 327C 6/l-9/30 1,308 23,301a 241C 

Last Chance 
Escalante 
Paria 

286C 
2U6C 

5/l-10/15 
lD/16-4130 

1,416 51,020 
1,674 178,204' 

286C 
286C 

5/16-g/30 

10/16-2128 
3/l-3/31 
4/l-4/30 

4/l-5/31 
B/16-10/15 

1,054 

1,328 
152 
20 

80 

48,606 234C 6/16-10/31b 1,039 1,053 10,519 0 

16,516a 151c 10/l-3131 816 831 14,965a -45 

27 348 

. . . . . . . . . . 

1,705 J7C 9/l-10/31 33 34 772 -58 . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 6 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,203 

406 364 
40 

6,187 -31 148 2,025 

No Use 

2,705 2,422 
280 

49,273a 

-100 

+6 33 365 

10/l-3/31 

11/l-12/31 

11/l-3/31 

+q+j#fj. 

$4 -4/P 

5/l-9/1sb 
9/16-4130 

2,029 2,028 29,061a -15 

75 76 1,621 -24 

1,113 1,110 17,641 -54 

845 844 17,706a -35 

380 

l . . . . 

295 

9,739 

. . . . . 

5.396 

. . . . . 

1,103 
3,262 

1,158' 
1,931eC 7;::s 

-18 
+15 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

..,.. 
. . . . . 
. . . . . 



TABLE 1 (continued) 

Allotment 

Present Situation Proposed Situation Suitable Federal 
Numbers Season Federal Federal Numbers Season Suitable liscensed Federal Change Lack of llater 

and Class of Use AUMs Acres and Class of use AUMs Use Acres in AUlls AUHs Acres 

Long Heck 21c 

Lower Cattle 1,138C 

Mcbath Point 

Moody 

Mudholes 

Muley Twist 

Navajo Bench 

Pine Creek 

Rattlesnake Bench 

Rock Creek (Paris) 

Saltwater Creek 

Soda 

Steep Creek 

Upper Cattle 

Wagon Box 

LJhite Rock 

Wide Hollow 

Willow Gulch 

ESCALANTE TOTAL' 
PARIA TOTAL 

-_ 

4oc 

320C 

2ooc 

. . . . 

5/l-5/31 

10/l-4/15 

3/16-6115 

11/l-3/31 

6/l-9/30 

11/l-5/31 

. . . . 

144c 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

5/16-6115 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

193c 10/l-5/31 

22c 3116-6115 
27C 10/16-12115 

2ooc 10/l-5/31 

21 

6,877 

120 

1,600 

800 

624 

. . . . 

144 

72 

1,544 

66 
54 

1,600 

15oc 11/16-l/15 
23C 12/l-3/31 
55c 5116-6115 

446 

1,510c 11/l-6/16 10,278 

1OlC 11/l-2/28 
5oc 3/l-4/15 
1GH 12/l-2/28 
31c 12/l-3/31 

605 

3oc 

EL, 

36C 
125C 

12/1-l/31 

516-615 
5/16-8130 

60 1,302 21c 12/1-l/31 42 42 707 

350 6,477 68C 7/15-10115 204 204 5,120 

12/1-l/31 
11/l-5/31 

945 10,215 78C 11/l-3/31 389 390 8,315 

610 

72,611" 

3,440 

44,086a 

15,405 

1,877 

6,295 

3,822 

2,938 

92.570a 

10,210 

~56,048~ 221c 10/l-5/3lb 1,772 1,768 30,251a 

10,414 1lOC 11/16-l/15 219 220 4,157 

114,793a 77oc ll/l-6/15b 5,771 5,776 94,452a -44 . . . . . . . . . . 

25,256* 88C 11/l-3/31 443 440 10,049” -27 26 820 

45.044 826,520 
3,218 270,774 

49,062 1,097,294 

633C 

4oc 

127C 

17oc 

78C 

17oc 

24C 

No Use 

10/l-4/15 

11/1-l/31 

11/l-3/31 

7/16-g/15 

MO Use 

No Use 

9/16-lo/15 

No Use 

9/16-7/15b 

10/16-3115 

4.101 4,115 62,354" 

119 120 2,193 

636 635 12,283' 

354 340 10,853 

78 78 2,952 

1,702d 1,700 28,163af 

142 120 4,396 

-1GO 

-40 . . . . . 

0 . . . . . 

-60 101 

-58 . . . . . 

-100 

-46 . . . . . 

-100 

+ 10 39 

0 . . . . . 

+ 11 . . . . . 

-51 . . . . . 

-30 . . . . . 

-42 . . . . . 

-59 . . . . . 

- - 

. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,915 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,202 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

29,179 29,094 457,518 -37 1,803 21,811 
4,964 3,631 107,443 13 39 - - 1,202 

34,143 32,960 564,961 -33 1.122 23,013 

. . 
‘.\ 



Table 2 (concluded) 

aFedcral acres include Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 
bUscd sane season as exfsting AJ4P. 
'Federal AUlls calculated bdsad on 90 percent Federal range. 
o421 AWls considered unsuitable due to lack of access resulting in total of 1,702. 
e1331 surveyed AUFls not included in order to balance summer and winter range. 
f7,151 acres which is potentially suitable due to lack of access not included. 

. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name I.41F P) 

Escalante 
Activity 

Range Management 
Objective Number 

Westman Objective RM-2. Within the Escalante Planning Unit, improve the condi- 
Zufelt tion on suitable and potentially suitable Federal range that is now in 
Jensen poor condition and achieve an upward trend on range that is in a static 
Nov 1978 or downward trend. Increase the production by 21,127 AUMs through 

intensive grazing management and 1,868 AUMs through land treatment 
projects. Managements objective will be to meet this potential over a 
24-year time period. 

Rationale. Grazing on public land comprises a major portion of the 
total livestock industry in Kane and Garfield Counties. Livestock and 
livestock products amount to 98 percent in Kane County and 80 percent in 
Garfield County of the total agriculture products sold (information from 
PAA). It is Bureau policy to provide forage to help meet the needs of 
individual users and dependent communities (1603.12638). Benchmark 
projections in the PAA predict there would be a demand for all the 
forage that BLM would be capable of producing. 

The major vegetation types, except pinyon-juniper areas, can be improved 
to at least fair condition through management. The natural land treat- 
ment potential AUMs can be achieved through intensive livestock manage- 
ment which includes implementing grazing systems, controlling season of 
use, managing for key species, adjusting livestock numbers to carrying 
capacity, and constructing needed livestock management facilities. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-2O(April1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :rlANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
I Ranqe Manaqement 

Overlay Referpace 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step I Step 3 

Westman Recommendation RV-2.1. To help in the design and implementation of 
NW 1978 grazing systems consolidate two allotments (Mudholes and Rock Creek) out 

of 29 (table 2 and Overlay 2). 

Rationale. By consolidating allotments a grazing system can be imple- 
mented using each allotment as a pasture. This is less expensive be- 
cause less cross-fencing will be needed and often fewer water develop- 
ments will be necessary. Consolidation creates allotments large enough 
to make improvements economically feasible. Consolidation of allotments 
helps achieve better livestock management at the lowest cost. Better 
livestock management results in improvement in the condition and trend 
of desirable livestock forage and increased production. This helps meet 
the stated objective and long-term Bureau objectives (1603.12638). 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. There are no interactions. 

Peternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the Step 1 recommendation. 
Feb 1981 
Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. Consolidation of 
Mar 1981 allotments is considered necessary to allow grazing during the plant 

growing season where rest would be provided to protect the physiological 
requirements of the plants. 

NOW: Attach additional shccfs. if ncrded -_.--__ --_ -- ___ --Be--- 
~/r:..~ri/,-:r~rr/u o,, J,‘,.,‘,S,‘I 

--- 
. Form 16nO-21 (April 1075l 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND UANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECl.SlON 

Westman Recommendation RM-2.2. On 28 allotments, implement one fall grazing 
Nov 1978 system, one summer grazing system, 10 rest-rotation grazing systems, 

four deferred-rotation grazing systems , and 12 winter grazing systems, 
totaling 69 pastures for intensive management (table 2 and Overlay 2). 

Do not implement grazing systems or authorize grazing on five allotments. 

Support. District.Manager decision. 

dV 

Rationale. The present 'grazing use on 23 of the above allotments is 
made during parts of the growing season each year (table 1). This has 
resulted in an increase in less desirable plants such as pinyon-juniper 
and big sagebrush and a decrease in the more desirable grass and browse 
species. Grazing each year during the growing season also results in 
poor vigor of the desirable plants. Grazing management systems provide 
periodic rest for the plants during the critical spring growing season 
and allow the desirable species to regain vigor and improve in condition 
and composition. 

Bureau policy (1603.2364a) states that proper management of livestock 
grazing will be accomplished through AMPS to the extent possible and 
AMPS will be designed to accomplish objectives of all related program 
activities as set forth in MFPs, to the extent these objectives can be 
achieved through livestock management. 

Five allotments will not be grazed. They are Long Neck, Muly Twist, 
Navajo Bench, Rattlesnake, and Dry Hollow. These allotments are all 
unsuitable for grazing or contain such a small amount of suitable AUMs 
that grazing by cattle is not practical. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. There are no interactions. 

Peternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the MFP Step 1 recommendation. 
Feb 1981 
Jensen Decision. Modify the multiple use recommendation as follows: 
Mar 1981 

Deviations from the systems proposed in MFP Step 2 may occur as indivi- 
dual AMPS and grazing systems are worked out with the operators. These 
deviations may be allowed so long as the system meets the physiological 
requirements of the key forage species. 

For allotments with proposed fall and winter grazing, these allotments 
will not be used in the spring of the year the change is to become 
effective, but livestock can graze in the spring of the year prior to 
the year the change becomes effective. 

Note: Attach additional slwcts. if needed - _ 

,I ,I.. :r,rc’lfr,,,*‘ <r,, r<*I.<‘IV,‘I . Form 1600-11 (April 1975) 



Rationale. In the case of allotments to be grazed after seed ripe, the 
preclusion of grazing in the spring of the year before the year the 
change is effective would mean operators would be taking a loo-percent 
reduction for 1.5 years. This may also result in an economically imposs- 
ible situation for some operators. The physiological requirements of 
the key species will be met by elimination of grazing in the spring of 
the year that the change of season is effective. 



UNITED STATES Name I ;:i. I’! 
DEPARTMEKT OF TllE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEMENT Activitv 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Westman 
Nov 1978 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Recommendaton RM-2.3. Increase total cover by 5 percent and composition 
of the key forage species identified for each allotment by intensive 
management (table 2) as follows: 

Key 
Species 

From 
Percent Composition 

To 
Percent Composition 

Agcr 
Orhy 
Hija 
Spcr 
Agsm 
Putr 
Atca 
Epne 

49 67 
2 

10 1: 

: 1: 
T ,* 
5 19 10 

Rationale. A comparison of the grazed areas with relict areas shows a 
significant difference in the percent of desirable species in the compo- 
sition. Grass composition is about 6 to 10 percent in the grazed areas 
but makes up 20 percent on Silver Falls, 52 percent on Chimney Rock, and 
15 percent on Soda. 

*Relict areas were not located that contained a significant amount of 
Putr in the composition. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. While there are no specific 
interactions identified, there are a number of allotments where key 
species for wildlife habitat management were added to those listed for 
range management. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the Step 1 recommendation. See 
table 2A for added key species. . 

Decision. Reject the recommendation pertaining to total cover for the 
planning unit as a whole. Each allotment will have separate objectives 
for management of key forage species. Add the key species recommended 
for wildlife habitat management. 

Rationale. There is no method for monitoring these proposed increases 
on a unitwide basis. Each AMP will have separate objectives for manage- 
ment of key forage plant species. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1075) 



MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Ranie Manasement 

Overlav Referrnce 

Step I step 3 

Jestman Recommendation ii&2.4. 
Iiov 1978 

Provide for intensive livestock management by 
construction of developments and facilities listed in table 2. 

SE%? 
Operations - engineering, force account, and possible con- 

. 

Rationale. Livestock management facilities involve structures or devel- 
opments that aid in the management of livestock grazing. BLM policy 
(1603.1234G) provides for concentrating improvement fund investments on 
livestock support facilities needed to implement and maintain allotment 
management plans. The facilities as listed are necessary to‘implement 
intensive management systems on 25 allotments identified in table 2. 

These facilities will help obtain more uniform use of the forage re- 
sources and better overall management, control and distribution of the 
grazing animal. This in turn will help reach the objective to improve 
the-condition and trend of desirable livestock forage. 

Peterne? 
Feb 1981 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. Interactions with this recommen- 
dation involve possible construction of facilities in VRM Class II areas 
in the Lakes, Last Chance and Rock Creek Allotments. So far as possible, 
construction should be done so as not to detract from scenic qualities. 
Each case will have to be evaluated on a site-by-site basis. If a 
facility cannot be constructed so as to be in harmony with a Class II 
area, an evaluation will have to be made of the relative merits of the ' 
facility and the classification, 
basis. 

and a decision made on a case-by-case 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Jensen 
Clar 1981 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the Step 1 recommendation. Where 
facilities are to be constructed in a VRM Class II area, evaluate each 
case individually and make a decision as outlined in the multiple use 
analysis. 

Decision. Accept the MFP Step 2 recommendation to construct develop- 
ments listed in the attached RMPD with modifications that may result 
from on-the-ground inspections and deviations in proposed projects that 
may occur as individual AMPS and grazing systems are worked out with the 
operators. 

Rationale. A change from following MFP Step 2 may be necessary because 
of the factors listed above. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :,lhNi\GESIENT 

Sari,,, fl ::!-‘/‘! 
Escalante 

Acttvrty 
Range Management 

J MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Rclcrcnce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

'rlestman 
Nov 1978 

Recommendation RY-2.5. Complete land treatments as shown in table 2 on 
17,057 acres to provide 1,868 additional livestock AUMs needed to bal- 
ance pastures for intensive grazing systems (table 2 and Overlay 1). 

Peternel 
,b 1981 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

AMPS will be prepared prior to initiating any artificial rehabilitation 
practices (1603.1264e). 

Support. Operations - contracts or force account. 

Rationale. The native livestock forage produced on several soil com- 
plexes is substantially below the productive capability because of past 
pinyon-juniper, sagebrush , and rabbitbrush invasions. The additional 
1,868 AUMs needed to balance pastures on six allotments can best be 
developed by these land treatment practices. They are needed to balance 
pastures and facilitate implementation of intensive management plans in 
accordance with BLM policy 1603.12649. 

Comparison of existing treatment areas indicates that it is entirely 
feasible to obtain the above results. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. Interactions are identified on 
the Alvev Nash and Last Chance Allotments. The interactions involve 
possiblhconflicts between treatment methods and potential increases in 
erosion and/or distraction from scenic qualities of VRM Class II areas. 

Conflicts with VRM must be evaluated on a site-by-site basis to deter- 
mine degree of conflict and the relative merit of the project in light 
of the VRM class. Alternative treatment methods can be considered to 
reduce VRY conflicts and potential for erosion. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the Step 1 recommendation. To 
eliminate potential for increased erosion, consider brush beating 
and/or burning as shown on table 2A for plowing on Circle Cliffs, Pine 
Creek, and Wide Hollow Allotments. In all allotments that will be 
treated, consider alternative treatment methods to eliminate conflict 
with VRFl classes. If the impact cannot be mitigated by method of treat- 
ment, design, or other measures, determine the relative merit of the 
treatment and the VRfl class on a site-by-site basis. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sh~vts. ii nccdd --~.~~-=Y--. _~- ..- ---- __ --T-T___ _._-. - ______.- -_-.-- 
,I,:.:,:,. :,s,,.. Is,: ,,‘, ‘..\‘(.I 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :vIANACEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Range Ma-t. 
Ovcrlav Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

i 
ids tinan 
:;ov 1978 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Recommendation R?l-2.6. To maximize forage production establish season 
of use on 28 allotments. Graze 12 winter season, nine winter-spring 
season, one fall season, five spring-summer-fall season, and one summer 
season. 

Rationale. Grazing during the spring-summer growing season each year 
during the past has caused a serious decline in the quality and quantity 
of desirable livestock forage. Fall grazing of cattle after seed ripe 
is an effective method for improving range condition. The 14 allotments 
that will be used during the spring-summer growing season will be put 
under rotation systems that will provide periodic spring-summer rest to 
provide for plant requirements. One exception is the Deer Creek allot- 
ment in which some early spring use will be made each year. However, 
cattle will be removed early enough so that plants will be able to make 
sufficient growth to meet their requirements. Bureau range management 
responsibilities as outlined in PL-94-479 (FLPMA) section 402 and the 
Taylor Grazing Act provide for specifying season-of-use. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Ana'lysis. There are adverse interactions 
with this recommendation from other resource recommendation on all 
allotments except Cedar Wash, Circle Cliffs, Haymaker, and Lakes. For 
interactions and analysis, see the multiple use analysis for RN-l.1 and 
the individual allotment analysis in Appendix I. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the seasons as recommended in MFP 
Step 1. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the following 
ZTEXZation: 

In situations where multipasture systems are to be implemented, whether 
by voluntary agreement or by decision, the current season of use will 
continue until the multipasture management system is implemented. As 
allotments are evaluated through monitoring studies, the season of use 
can be adjusted to fit current conditions and operator needs consistent 
with other resource objectives. 

Rationale. It is not reasonable to require a change in season of use on 
an allotment twice. This may result in an undue and unreasonable hard- 
ship on an operator. In consultation with individual operators on 
multipasture systems, season of use and physiological requirements of 
plants in the allotment will be a prime consideration. Season of use 
for individual allotments will be shown in the allotment and/or grazing 
file. 

. . 
Nore: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

.-- -- -- 
tll,..:r,,i.:,,ar!* <I,, r‘*,‘v,P,*I ’ Form 16QO-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST;\TES 
DEP~lRT?JENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XINAGEJIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

Nrrmc r 111. I’ 1 
Escalante 

Activtty 

Range Manaaement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 step 3 

;;estnan 
;iOV 1978 

I 
Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Recommendation RM-2.7. On the 28 allotments identified for intensive 
management, allocate 34,835 AUMs on 587,974 suitable Federal acres. 
Provide an additional 21,157 natural potential AUMs through management 
over at least a 24-year period. Do not allocate forage on unsuitable 
Federal acres. 

Rationale. There are 35,265 AUMs resulting from the 1977 range survey 
and 1,868 AUMs resulting from proposed seedings. This results in a 
reduction of 24 percent in Federal AUMs for the planning unit. 

Fifty-two percent of the total area is suitable for grazing with 3 
percent potentially suitable and 45 percent classified as unsuitable. 
The 3 percent potentially suitable acres lack water at the present time. 
As water is provided they will become suitable. 

The unsuitable areas consist of 68 percent pinyon-juniper type and 29 
percent barren. The heavier stands of pinyon-juniper produce little 
forage for livestock grazing. As the pinyon-juniper trees become mature 
and established on a site they tend to crowd out the understory vegeta- 
tion, especially if the area has been overgrazed, leaving little or no 
forage for cattle use. 

Natural potential AUMs were determined from relict areas representing 
the same vegetative subtypes and soil associations as the corresponding 
grazed types. It is estimated it will take at least 24 years to 'achieve * 
natural potential. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. There are adverse interactions 
with the livestock foraqe allocation recommendation for all allotments 
except Alvey Wash, Big Bown Bench, Cedar Wash, Circle Cliffs, Haymaker, 
King Bench, Lakes, Lower Cattle, Wide Hollow, and Willow Gulch. The 
nature of the interactions and the analysis is the same as discussed in 
RM-1.2. See the multiple use analysis in RM-1.2 and the individual 
allotment analysis in Appendix 1. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the livestock forage allocation as 
recommended in MFP Step 1. Conduct monitoring studies considering 
utilization, actual use, and trend to assure appropriate objectives of 
the grazing management system and other resources are being met. Make 
necessary adjustments in livestock forage allocation to progress toward 
appropriate objectives. 

Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. Allocation of live- 
stock forage is given in the RMPD. These are subject to change as AMPS 
and grazing systems are developed and monitoring studies proceed. 
Rationale. See rationale for the decision in RM-1.2. 

_- I  
_ _ . -  _ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPART?J1:NT OF TIIE ISTEKIOK 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGE~lENT 

Name ! ::I. I’ J 
Escalante 

Activity 

Range Manaqement 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlav Rcfcbrence 

Step 1 step 3 

i 

1 
Westman 

, riov 1978 

i 

Recommendation Rid-2.8. Continue the unallotted status on Upper Valley, 
Antone Flat and the Reef by not allocating livestock forage on these 
areas. However, continue to allow trailing through Upper Valley and 
Antone Flat. 

Rationale. These areas have been removed from livestock grazing because 
of high watershed and wildlife values along with steep and rough ter- 
rain. These areas.should remain in their present unallotted status. 
Trailing through these areas is necessary to get to forest service 
allotments. These areas were not surveyed and the amount of AUMs that 
may be suitable for livestock use is not known. 

W-l.3 Interaction with Unallotted Areas. Grazing the flood plains of 
North Creek. Birch Creek and in the Boulder Stock Trail before there is 
70 percent cover and especially grazing more than 50 percent use on 
grasses and grasslike plants during the growing season will eliminate 
the possibility of these areas improving. To alleviate this problem, 
all trailing in flood plains must be restricted to a minimum of 10 miles 
per day (no drift trailing). 

Wildlife Interactions with RM-2.8. Leaving these areas unallotted 
qreatly benefits wildlife and wildlife habitat. Trailing through these 
areas should not seriously affect habitat conditions if each operator 
trails all his livestock as one herd and maintains a minimum of IO miles . 
per day travel. Drift trailing and trespass cannot be allowed. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Continue with the unallotted status on 
Mar 1979 Upper Valley, Antone Flat and the Reef. 

Zufelt 
Mar 1979 
Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept multiple use recommendation. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager's Recommendation. 



TlWLE2 

Long Tcn&~nagwcnt 

Potcntwl lJ!l 
Suitsle Livestock Livestock * Proposed Sur- Increase With 
Fc*!?fdl Grazing tk&erof Key Faci!itics Lard Trcatxnts hMws Season Licensed wjcd TfCdt- ! kmqe- Total 

Allot-w% L :.rCs sy:t.m Pastures Species ard Units and Acres Class of use USC A!J :s rmnt nwnt Ri:S 

L?xll&rStxk 2,598 
Trdil 

C&r Kashes 8,137 
(63.X) 

Chixq Pxk 30,476' Rat 
(txlm rxt.d.ion 

Circle Cliffs 8,X9 Ilest 
IW7) rotation 

k&l tbllcw 7.567 
(xX9) 

Rest 
rotation 

Wi&r 

Fall 

. . . . . . . . 

DcfeIx!d 
rctation 

Suimr 

3 

1 

1 

. . . . 

2 

4 

4 

1 

1 

Piwlinc 8 mi. 
Ferrc 2.6 mi. 
Cattlcqkd 1 
Spring 2 
Rcw-vdr 1 
Trw#~s 6 

Reservoir 3 
Fence 4 mi. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

rul3 
Spriq 1 

0* 
Atca 
EW 

Fence 0.8 mi. 
sap 1 ’ 
spr-itq 1 
Pipline 2 mi. 
Yell 1 

Aw Hitid 1 
Elju Pilcline 1.5 mi. 
AtCd Trw$ja 3 

M.er catchrent 1 
Scq, &vclcprcnt 1 
Fence 1.7 mi. 

WY 
AtCd 

0% 
Atca 

Seep &velqnent 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Reservoir 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Seedi rg 1,440 acres 271C 6A5-lo/31 
Sag9rw.h burn or . 
spray,and seed 

1,220 l&6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1XC 10/l-4/16 816 816 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17c 9/l-10/31 34 33 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Sgzbrushburnand 23E 6/16-g/30 
wed 850 acres 
Piwon-juniper chain 
and crcd 3Llb acres 

. . . . . ..*.....*..... 371C 11/l-6/15 2,783 2,785 

Chain or pled and 
seed 2,642 acres 

. 

iztec 11/l-s/l5 

EC 7/16-8/15 

6a 11/l-3/31 

. . . . . 

805 

1,352 

25 

330 

135 

646 

897 

25 

330 

156 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

156 

. . . . . 

457 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

635 l,i?57 

382 1.198 

46 79 

131 266 

506 1,338 

877 3.62 

583 1,937 

8 33 

xi5 695 

kcfltil-uedl 



T-GE L .,cltiwd) 

PotcntGJX- 
Suitiblc Livestock Livestock h‘gos~ SW- Ircrcasc r!ith 
Fcqlcral Grazing N&rof Key Facilities LandTreatmznts IMws Season Licensed WY4 Treat- Iimp Total 

Allotwit ;cK!s systun PasWes Species and Units andAcres Class of Use Use Wls nwt rrcnt Wlls 

[jeer crcdc 8,212 Uintfzr 
(alo) 

Escal3ntc 49 ,6Ba Rest 
River (tW1) rstation 

Fcrty-llile XI,800a Rest 
RiCzje (60121 rotation 

t&tier 
(60131 

1,621 Uinter 

Kiiy Cinch 
(60!4) 

23,037 Wintir 

L&s 17 .wa Rest 
W15) rotation 

L?stCkncc (GO!61 Rest 
Es;;ll~tr.te 5,19il rowtion 
Paris 79,E!P 

Lcwr Cattle 62,354a Defwred 
hI17) rctation 

3 

El 

3 

1 

1 

3 

3 
5 

3 

Smk tads 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14X 11/16-2/23 
5x 4/l-4/30 

554 

Pain&l 
wttlqlurd 1 
Slickrodc dams 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39ic 9/l-3/31 2,737 

Fence 11.8 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4m: 12/l-5/31 
C;ttlc+wds 3 
Catctircnts 2 
Pilclinc 10 mi. 
Sprig belqx9znts 4 
Trqfis 6 

2,400 

Ret. &-II 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3ElI 11/l-12/31 76 

liztircatctvwnts2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . mc 11/l-3/31 
Equip existing 
wll 1 

Fcrre 4.5 mi. 
$TilhJS 4 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212c 6/l-9/30 

k'clls 3 ' 
Rcswtir 1 
Fcncc3mi. 

Sad 7,140 acres 286(: 5/l-10/15 
EC 10/16+3O 

PiId 
Trail 0.5 ml. 
Cattlcqwds 2 
lbbs sK?p 1 
T~w$s 3 

Fucc 6 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63X 10/l-4/15 
I&l1 1 
Pirzline 16 mi. 
sccy 8 talk 1 
Stock trail 0.5 mi. 
Om-fl~ 0.25 ml. 
Tmxfis 6 
Catt1qLlwd 1 
Enclosed storage 1 

lc- 

848 

1.415e 
1,673C 

4,115 

554 . . . . . 

2,738 . . . . . 

2,409 . . . . . 

75 . . . . . 

1,408 . . . . . 

045 . . . . . 

1,103 902f 
3,262 

4,101 . . . . . 

Et 834 

1,296 4,034 

1,496 3.905 

121 196 

Fz4 2,232 

1.253 

1.8: 

1,056 

2,098 

2,070 
5@J 

5,157 

(contirued) 



T&E 2 (ccntirx.kd) 

Suitale Livestock 
Potential WI 

LiwStDdc 
F&%ral 

Sur- 
Grazing Ntirof Key Facilities 

Increase With 
LardTreatnmts bbcn Season 

Xllctx% 
Trcat- 

kft5 Syston PdStureS spcc ies and Units andAcres Class 
Wpl 

of use 
I- Total 

use A!Jts mcnt wnt W-IS 

ixiath Point 2,19J 
(CJlii) 

Hinter 

ka?y (6cJ19) 14,198 Uinter 

Pire C& 2,w P&t 
uJ23) rotation 

&%JleS 40,213af Rest 
(LA) anf mtation 
;,-.& CC& 

(?afi~)(tu55) 

hit Yatx 
CR*’ ku!5~ 

4,396 Uinter 

So& W2ti) 33.2519 Rest 
rutation 

s+* credc 4,157 Winter 
k.u7) 

'=;ci.f Cattle 94,429 Rest 
('a) mtation 

%gxi Bix 10,bS” Uinter 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4a: 10/l-12/31 

Spring ckv. 1 
Rcs&wir 1 
Ferxe 3 mi. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 148c 11/l-3/31 

Fctxe 0.5 mi. Chain arxJsecil3BO 144C 5/16-6/15 
Uatercatchnt 1 acm 7x lORO-12/19 

Plcward seed 100 
axes 

Fence 3 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17X g/16-7/15 
Spriys 3 7/16-g/15 

Fence 0.25 ml. 

SprilhJS 6 
Fwc 0.7 mi. 
Bcnrh wat?r 
wtchlmt r 
Trail 0.2 mi. 
Corral 1 

................... 24c 10/l-3/31 

................... 221c 10/l-5/31 

. . . . . . ..*......... 44C 11/16-l/15 
44C 11/16-2/15 

Pip:lix 28 mi. 
stor:g? tNks 7 
Fcrrcc 2.5 mi. 
Spring rkv. 2 
Rcwvcirs 3 
Ring tiks 10 
Trail 1 mi. 

.* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7701: 11/l-6/15 

Rewvoir 
nuint.erufkx 1 
Reservoir 1 
seep1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9K 11/l-3/31 

120 

740 

144b 

2,lal 

144 

1,769 

1: 

5,776 

119 

737 

78 

2,095 

142 

1,772 

219 

5.771 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

67 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1CE 227 

3% 1,136 

184 329 

1.119 3214 

230 372 

657 2,429 

78 

5,292 

297 

11,063 

470 469 . . . . . 511 930 

kontifued) 

I 
. 



TW *3ZlUCM) 

GEXXXIl 
Suita)lc Livestodc Livstod: f+opos~ SW Increase \lith 
Fc&rcd Crazing Nmtwof Key Facilities Land Trcabmts Wrs Season Licemcd veycd 

All~jtr~~X 
Treat- Ibrup- Total 

:.cws ~~StOil Pastures Species and Units and Acres Class of use Use ALr!s nmt mmt Am 

Uintcr 1 Olti ,.............. 
EW 

qWs t!jllaJ 5,120 fkfmx!d 
KWJ) rotation 

killw Gulch a,315 
(Cc!31) 

TGT:LS 
Escalaxz 479,323 
Paris :‘;;.c-;5 --- 

537,974 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...* 21c 12/1-l/31 42 42 . . . . . 34 76 

2 Ofily Fence 1.5 mi. 
EP-@ CaWtmt 1 

Rcscrvoirs 2 
Spri y 
rraintmxe 1 

Plw and seed 610 1llC 5/16-8/15 333 204 
acres 
Sp-ay and seed485 
a3es 

Winter 1 C+f-Y Fencc2mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l2C 11/l-3/31 360 339 
Atca lot 11/1-l/31 30 

31,412 30,262 
3,423 5,Ut 

34,835 35,265 

130 320 654 

. . . . . 453 042 

1,868 ly$ 51,070 
PA 7,133 

1,868 21,127 58,263 

.,;x SW.~~';G :L:'k IXX irilkcd in or&r tn bakme smw and winter range. 
ci-kzral AJ’; c~!ml;tzd cn Xl percent Fekral ran;c. 
f7,lSl -* r~tcr,ti;l;y hit&k acres not incluckfI kc;usc mxss is not pqosed m be coftstrwtf& 



T&E2 
:f 

Long Tennllarqxent 

Sui:&le Livrstodc Livestock ' 
Potential F.7 

Sur- 
Fc<wd Graziq Nmtwof Key Facilities 

h-op=f-?d Increase \!ith 
Land Treabwnts h&n Season 

Al1C~tx.t ;\:rzs 
Licensed vcyed Treat- 

and Ufiits andkrcs 
l!min?- Total 

- Systdn Pastures Species Class of use Use Pm nrent wnt WlS 

Cnixq ?ock 30,376" Rst 
(xL6) rot.ltic;n 

Circle Cliffs 8.3% Rest 
(6zI7) r-d&ion 

co1 12t.s 5&Y 
KLG?) 

Ihtn k-b1104 7,557 
wxi) 

kst 
rutrttion 

3 Axr 
WY 
Putr 

Pi~~linc 8 mi. 
Fe~r;e 2.6 mi. 
Catt1qud 1 
Sprirg 2 
Rcsewdr 1 
Tra@s 6 

Seeding 1,440 axes 271C 6/15-lo/31 
Saybtush burn or . 
spray,and seed 

128 

!Hnter 1 @+w 
AtCd 

Rcxwair 3 
Fence 4 mi. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13fX 10/l-4/16 816 816 

Fall 1 . . . . ..*........... . . . . ..I............ 17c’ 9/l-10/31 34 33 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135 

Defwrcd 
rotation 

2 WY 
Hija 

&we 

DanI3 
Sprig 1 

Sagebrush burn and 23013 6/16-g/30 
sced~Oxres 
Piwon-juniper chain 
and reel 340 dcres 

835 646 

4 O@ 
Atca 
EPC 

Ferwc 0.8 mi. 
33:, 1 . 
Sp-ilKJ 1 
Pipeline 2 mi. 
G:ell 1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 371c 11/l-6/15 2,783 2,785 

4 Axr 
Elju 
Atca 

.fJ!!!r. 
O*A -- r 

I:irhill 1 Chaino&ward m?c 11/l-5/15 
Pifrlinc 1.5 mi. seed 2,642 acres 
Trwj!s 3 Co~\,dr.- b.d. 

1,352 897 

\:xer catihwnt 1 tr_!!r,:llp. 
%cp dcvelaprent 1 
F~IKC 1.7 mi. 

.%nnr?r 1 0% 
Ati 

Seep &velqxn~t 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2% 7/16-B/15 25 

Uinw 1 Oti 
Atca 

Reservoir 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66c 11/l-3/31 

25 

330 330 

156 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

156 

. . . . . 

457 

. . . . . 

*.... 

635 l&57 

382 1,198 

46 79 

131 iti 

505 

877 3,662 

5f3 

8 

365 

1,937 

33 

695 

hxtirued) 



1 icoctirwd) 

-- 
Potcnti31 Ml 

Suitblc LIvestock Livestlxk Sur- Incrca;c \!ith 
Fc&ral Grazing Nwberof Key Facilities 

f)tpm!d 
LardTreatnrnts tWwrs Season Licensed 

Allotzxt r~a-c!s systccl Pastures Spfxies and Units 
wycd 

awlAcres Class 
Treat- I'Jnq+ Total 

of Use use Au's r!K?lt, nrnt RI'S 

8,212 Winter 

EXJ&tJ 49,63ad Rest 
Riwr (GM) rotation 

Fwtj-;!ile 3B,Wa Rest 
4id;a (622) rotation 

1,621 ihter 

Kirij Wtzh 23,037 :!inter 
(651;1 

L&*s 17,7oEp Rest 
(C&15) rotition 

Last %:0x (63!6) FLcst 
Esca;ar&? 5,190 rotation 
Pat-h 79,m 

L&w Cattle 62,354a Ocfenrd 
(60171 rotation 

I 

Stock tarks 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Paintid 
Gitt1qllil)ll1 
Slicktxk &ms 

. ..*............... 

Fcncc 11.8 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . ...***.. 
Cattlqwrds 3 
Catbcnts 2 
Pipcline 10 mi. 
Sprig &vclqwrcnts 4 
Trul$s 6 

Ret. Gjn\ 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Watir catchxznts 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Equip cxistiq 
b.Cll 1 

Fcnrc 4.5 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
SprinJs 4 

Wells 3 
Rcscrvoir 1 seed 7,140 acres 
Fcrw 3 mi. 
Pofvi 
Trail 0.5 mi. 
Cattlcymls 2 
c-0:x step 1 
Tmx#s 3 

Fence 6 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
IIcli 1 
Piwlinc 16 mi. 
kc:, 3 txk 1 
Stock trail 0.5 mi. 
Owrflcw 0.25 mi. 
Trw$s6 
Gm3qJar-d 1 
Enclosed stirage 

14X 11/16-2/i% 
5x 4/l-4/30 

391c 9/l-3/31 

554 554 

2,737 2,730 

40x 12/l-5/31 2,400 2,439 

3&z 11/l-12/31 

mc 11/l-3/31 

212c 6/l-9/30 

ZBEC 5/l-10/15 
Z3K 10/16-l/30 

63x 10/l-4/15 

76 75 

1,405 

a48 

1,415e 
1,673e 

4,115 

1,408 

845 

1,103 
3,262 

4,101 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

902f 

. . . . . 

m f?34 

1,2% 4,034 

1,496 3,905 

121 196 

F24 2,232 

1.253 2,093 

l.fZ 

1.056 

2,070 
5,uB3 

5,157 

(contirucdl 



51; ale LivBtodc 
PotuXial Ml 

Livestrd 
Fw:rJ Gwing Nu.tw of Key 

pw=~ SUP 
Facilities 

lncreasc With 

A1130wt 
LardTreabwnts tubers Season Licensed 

;dTX systal Pastures *ies and Units 
Trcat- 

arldAcres 
Total 

Class of Use 
Wpd I imY)?- 

Use bms nrnt ITent AIns 

:zXh Point 2,193 Uinter 
(Led) I 

I'r;ooy (6019) 1:,15a Win&r 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4az 10/l-12/31 120 119 . . . . . 1oB 227 

Spring &v. 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14x 11/l-3/31 
Rcwvoir 1 
Ferxe 3 mi. 

740 737 . . . . . 399 1,136 

Piw Crrdc 2,452 Rest 
(tu!3) rutdtion 

Sdl t ;Ilat?r 4,396 Winter 
crta h.25) 

So& (a201 30,251a Rest 
rotation 

Steel cnx.k 4,157 Winter 
W7) 

q+rCattle 91.425a Rest 
(EZ3) rotation 

I 

WaJsn Bax 10 .a65” Winter 

Ferce 0.5 mi. Chain ad seed 330 144C 5A6-6115 
Wdtercdtdnent 1 xres 72z lORO-12/19 

c 

uet-ald seed loo 

’ %E1;,bi,,i ------__ 
Fcncc 3 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175c 9/s-7/15 
Springs 3 7/16-9/E 

Fence 0.25 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24c 10/l-3/31 144 142 

Sprilys 6 
Ferkx 0.7 nn'. 
Cclidl blitcr 
GitCtl:Clit 1 
Trail 0.2 mi. 
Corral 1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221c 10/l-5/31 1,768 

stock talk 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44C 11/16-l/15 a9 
44C 11/16-2/15 132 

Pifh'lirie Xl mi. . . . . . . . . ..*........ 77CC 11/l-6/15 
Stnrd~y tarks 7 
Fmcc! 2.5 mi. 
Sprirbl ckv. 2 
Rcwt-rain 3 
Riq t&x 10 
Trail 1 mi. 

5,776 

RwrJoir . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...*.. 94c 11/l-3/31 
~intenarcc 1 
Resewoir 1 
sccpl 

470 469 . . . . . 511 980 

144b 78 67 la4 329 

2,100 w95 1,119 3214 

230 372 

1,772 

219 

5,771 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

657 2,429 

78 

5.292 

297 

11,063 

kontirued) 



~-_-_ 
Potential Ml 

Li %lc Livesbck Livestock Proposd SOI-- Incrcasc I:ith 
Fi&rJl irazirg t!uiber of Key Facilities LandTfcabcnts Mbcrs Season Licensed VW& Treat- lhp Total 

x11x wt ;a-es 5YSt.431 Pastures Species arid Units andAcres Class of use use MS n-ent mnt .ys 

;hitc Wk 707 
(0132) 

TOVLS 
Escdlatite 479,329 
Paria l&,615 

Uintcr 1 

Wefti 2 
rotation 

IJintcr 1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21c 12/1-l/31 42 42 s.... 34 76 

Fcn:e 1.5 mi. 
G& 

nrl seed 610 1llC 5/16-8/15 333 204 130 320 654 
Cathirnt 1 acres 
Rcscrvoit-s 2 Spay and seed485 
Spri q acres 
Wntenance 1 

Fence 2 mi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72C 11/l-3/31 .360 339 . . . . . 453 842 
ICC 11/l-l/31 30 

31,412 30.262 1,868 18,!WI 51,070 
3,423 5.003 2,187 7,190 - 

34,035 35,265 1,868 21,127 58,26C 

a;crc5 ixlc'ti GUI a!rl Glen Capon National Recreation Area. 
k::s will L:! cJlculathJ frgn spring use fint year, fall second year, with a rest the third year. 
CificlakS tc:;l suwcycd tinl trcatwnt Wk.. 
dl.sij s;r ;~,&i;l's not irrlcdcd in or&r to balance suxrer and winter range. 
Cc&t-41 ;-I 3 cdlculatxd on 90 pcrwntFe&ral ran& 
f7.151 p%nrially suithlc acres not included kcsuse access is not pzpxed to be construckd. 

, 



.-. c- 

i 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

_-- i - 

Name (AIF PI 

Escalante 
Activity 

Ranqe Vanaqement 
Objective Number 

ml’> ::idn Objective RM-3. To meet the present demand for livestock forage develop 
,,;cl t the remaining land treatment potential on Federal land of 28,221 acres 
, *;!il;t?fl and 2,712 AUtls. 
'Id'J 1373 

Rationale. The demand for an additional 2,712 AUMs as identified in the 
PAA requires that the full treatment potential of 28,221 additional 
acres be developed to provide forage to help meet the needs of the 
nation, to help stabilize the economy of the livestock industry, individ- 
ual users, and dependent communities (1603.1263b). 

. 

_-__ - -_-. - --.- . . . -- ._ __ ..-- . T= 
I* l’.dr II-w\ r,,, rrf.prs‘*) Form lb00-20 (April lcj75) 

-__ . . . . - 



UNITED ST,\TES 
DEPj\KTMI.:i\;T OF TIIE INTERIOK 
BUREAU OF LAND XANACE?IIENT 

Range Manag.ement 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlav Rcfcrcnce 

RECOh7MENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 step 3 

'Nestman 
Nov 1978 

"qternel 
1981 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

I 
Jensen 

I Mar 1981 

Recommendation RX-3.1. Complete the following land treatments to pro- 
vide 2.685 additional AUMs (table 3) needed to meet the demand for 
livestock forage and divide-the AUMs proportionately among operators 
best qualified to make use of the additional forage. 

Federal Federal 
Treatment Acres AUMs 

Plow and seed 3,129 275 
Spray/burn and seed 19,542 1,975 
Chain and seed 3,698 279 
Seed 1;282 156 

27,651 2,685 

Rationale. The present carrying capacity of 34,835 AUMs plus the 1,868 
AUMs of treatment necessary to implement grazing systems and the 21,127 
(table 2) AUNs natural potential with management will not meet the 
present demand as identified in the PAA. The development of the full 
treatment potential is necessary to meet local livestock needs. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. The only interaction identified 
with this recommendation is on the Lakes Allotment where treatment may 
distract from scenic qualities of Class II areas. Such conflicts should 
be analyzed on a site-by-site basis. Wtigating measures should be 
applied where appropriate to protect VRM qualities. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the MFP Step 1 recommendation. 
Analyze conflicts between treatment and VRtl qualities on a site-by-si 
basis. Mitigate as necessary to preserve VRM qualities. If this is 
impossible, determine relative merits of the project and the VRril qua1 
ities in making a decision. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

te 

Note: r\t::acb dditlonnl strata. ii ncrde~l _-.--.---- - __--__^ _~:__ .- .___ -__-. --.- -.-.------yes _.,_____ p-p---- -----. --------- 
,I, ., . ,, ‘111’:. .I,: r,., “,.,‘I Form IWW-21 tApr11 idIf?’ 



TABLE 3 

Additional Treatment Opportunities 

Allotment 
Priority Name and Number Treatment 

Increase 
Acres in AUMs 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 
5 
. . . 
2 
. . . 
. . . 
. . . 
. . . 
. . . 
. . . 
. . . 
. . . 
3 
. . . 
10 
. . . 
. . . 
. . . 
4 
9 
. . . 
6 
. . . 
1 

. . . 

. . . 
a 
7 

6001 Alvey Wash No opportunity 
6003 Big Bown Bench No opportunity 
6004 Boulder Creek No opportunity 
6057 Boulder Stock Trail No opportunity 
6005 Cedar Washes 
6006 Chimney Rock 
6007 Circle Cliffs 
6008 Collets 
6009 Death Ho1 low 
6010 Deer Creek 
6056 Dry Hollow 
6011 Escalante River 
6012 Forty-Mile Ridge 
6013 Haymaker 
6014 King Bench 
6015 Lakes 
6016 Last Chance 
6044 Long Neck 
6017 Lower Cattle 
6018 McGath Point 
6019 Moody 
6020 Mudholes 
6023 Pine Creek 
6025 Salt Water Creek 
6026 Soda 
6027 Steep Creek 
6028 Upper Cattle 

6029 Wagon Box 
6032 White Rock 
6030 Wide Hollow 
6031 Willow Gulch 

TOTAL 

Plow and seed 
No opportunity 
Plow and seed 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
Spray/burn and seed 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
Spray/burn and seed 
Plow and seed 
No opportunity 
Spray/burn and seed 
No opportunity 
Spray and seed 
Chain and seed 
Seed 
No opportunity 
No opportunity 
Chain and seed 
Chain and seed 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 
1,365 

...... 
1,616 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 
7,617 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 

...... 
3,383 

148 
...... 
2,000 

...... 
6,542 
1,858 
1,282 

...... 

...... 
960 
880 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 
114 

. . . . . 
145 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 
824 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 
365 

16 
. . . . . 

110 
. . . . . 

676 
113 
156 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1:: 

27,651 2,685 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

Range Management 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Uestman Fbjeytive RM-4.. To facilitate and improve livestock management in the 

iuielt sea ante Planning Unit authorize feeding of certain supplements during 

Jensen the winter season. 

;;ov 1978 
Rationale. Certain supplements such as protein.blocks, mineral salts, 
or feed grain etc. may be used at the discretion of the district manager 
when in the interest of range management objectives and there are no 
other resource use conflicts (BLM Manual 4112.12 C 3). 
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Range Flat 
Overlav Relcrcncc 

step I Step 3 

Westman 
ilov 1978 

Zufelt 
Mar 1979 

Jensen 
'#ar 1981 

Recommendation Rib4.1. Authorize feeding of supplements on allotments 
used during the winter (Overlay 2). Supplements that would be allowed 
are cottonseed meal, soybean meal, corn, oats, wheat, barley, bone meal, 
and monosodium phosphate. 

Rationale. The winter season is the least detrimental time to graze 
ranges in this area. Winter grazing helps improve the range by mini- 
mizing the ef fxts of grazing on the forage resource. It increases the 
use made on big sage and other browse species but forage obtained during 
the winter is lnarginal in pilosphorus and deficient in energy. Supple- 
mental feeds providing for these deficiencies should be encouraged and 
allowed on the 22 allotments used during the winter-fall season. sup- 
plemental feeding will also improve livestock condition and can be used 
to achieve better livestock distribution on the allotments. 

Area Hanager's Recommendation. Supplemental feeding on allotments will 
be allowed on a case by case basis where it can be shown to be bene- 
ficial or not detrimental to the range. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 



UNI?‘I:D ST;\TES 
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Escalante 
Activlt) 

Range Manaqement 
Overlay Relcrcnce I __-_ ___ ------ ---- 

Westman ecornnenaatlonA:,l-S,I~move the existing feral horses from Noody, 

I -- Nov 1978 Wagon 60x, and Death Hollow Allotments. 

Rationale. This area does not have the ability nor potential for an 
increase in the quality of the environment and living space needed for a 
viable herd. This area is characterized by steep and rough terrain, 
lack of water (especially during the summer months) and poor forage 
conditions. This horse herd has been deer-eAsing in numbers ever since 
the original herd has been observed. Recent counts indicate there are 
approximately 20 horses. Colt production has been low (two to four per 
year) with very poor survival rate. 

Due to the remoteness of the area and the steep and rough terrain, 
intensive management cannot be implemented to improve the horse herd or 
their habitat. Present herd size is probably at maximum or slightly 
over what the area has the capability of sustaining on a perpetual 
basis. 

This horse herd was established by local ranchers and has been main- 
tained by periodical removal of grazing animals and occasional intro- 

, 

1 
duction of new stock. Since this is no longer possible, the horse herd 
has begun to drop in quality and has overgrown its habitat. '.. 

;am Mar 1979Interactions. RM 5.1 with RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. Feral horses 
currently graze the Death Hollow, Noody and Wagon Box allotments. The 
feral horses on the planning unit consume approximately 216 AUFls. Since . 
no AUMs were allocated for horses, the AUPls they consume would come from 
the AUNs allocated to cattle in the Range recommendation. The removal 
of feral horses Lrould be in support of Range recommendations RM-1.2, RM- 
2.6 and RI+2.7. Removal of feral horses in the Wagon Box, Death Hollow 
and Moody allotments would eliminate year-round grazing on these allot- 
ments. 

WL-2.1, 3.1, 6.1, 6.3 with RM-5.1. Removal of the feral horses is 
highly complementary with wildlife objectives. This will greatly en- 
hance wildlife habitat improvement, and will eliminate the potential 
conflict between feral horses and desert bighorn sheep. All wildlife 
within the present feral horse use area will benefit if they are removed. 

W-l.1 with RM-5.1. The majority of the horse use area is on easily 
eroded silty soils that have limited plant growth due to soil chemicals 
(mostly salts). 

Removing all spring and summer'grazing from these poor soils would 
reduce sediment and salt production by about 70 percent. 

.,.- --. --_-.__CC---. ------ 
- -. - ,I__- .- 



Multiple Use Analysis. All interactions for the recommendation are 
supportive. The majority of the horse use is located on areas that are 
easily eroded soils and have limited plant growth. It is necessary that 
these areas receive rest from grazing during the spring and summer 
period in order to show any improvement. The horse.use will conflict 
with potential desert bighorn sheep areas. Sheep have recently been 
introduced into this area. This is one of the few areas that have a 
sufficient amount of suitable bighorn sheep habitat. This horse use 
also conflicts with livestock grazing. Objectives of grazing management 
could not be strictly met if year-round horse use contines on these 
allotments. Additional reductions in livestock use would also be needed 
in order to provide ample forage for year-round horse use. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept range recommendation RM-5.1 as 
written. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Remove the existing feral horses from 
the Escalante Planning Unit. Distribute or dispose of these horses in 
the following order of priority: 

1. Adopt horses out through the Bureau's Adopt-a-Horse program. 

2. Dispatch remaining animals in the most practical, humane manner 
available. 

Rationale. This horse herd has, according to census conducted by BLM, 
.^ been declining in the last few years. The reasons for this are not 

i known, but this decline indicates the area is not suitable for a viable 
wild horse herd. Livestock removal would not alleviate watershed and 
wildlife conflicts. Livestock grazing is winter use only, and use by 
cattle can be regulated. Horse use is year round, therefore, occurs 
during the critical spring and early summer growing period for vegeta- 
tion. 

Water availability can be and has been a problem during the hot dry 
months of July through September. This may-be partially responsible for 
declining horse numbers. This lack of water plus the presence of horses 
adds to the competition for available water between the horses and any 
existing wildlife. 

During the recent range survey recheck (May 1979), feral horse signs 
(tracks, droppings) were observed in the bottom of a drainage to the 
Middle IIoody Canyon. This is the same area where desert bighorn sheep 
were transplanted several years ago and have become established. Live-- 
stock do not use this area. If horses become regular users in this 
area, competition for space, forage, and water could very well become a 
problem. There is some concern that this competition currently exists, 
although no site specific data to back this up is currently available. 
A further potential conflict absociated wiIIrWF!%s moving into and 
becoming residents of these canyon bottom areas is that of year round 
use on these riparian areas. 



Because of the existing and potential resource problems as identified 
above and the past history of this particular horse herd, removal of the 
feral horses appears to be the most reasonable metnod of resource protec- 
tion available. 

See Allotment Analysis, Appendix 1 for analysis by allotment as follows: 
Death Hollow, Moody, and Wagon Box. 

&nsen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
-“r 1981 



Reconciliations. Ten thousand eight hundred eighty acres of pinyon- 
juniper chaining or burning and 18,500 acres of sagebrush removal 

* identified in Step 4 were not carried over to ;4FP-1. Most of these 
areas will not improve much if any from cattle management, but are not 
in critical erosion areas, and the small reduction in SSF from treatment 
does not warrant a recommendation now kthen there is so much treatable 
area with a much higher need (management with sheep could improve the 
sagebrush areas, and management with goats could improve the pinyon- 
juniper areas). 

Nine thousand forty acres of water control and watershed tillage identi- 
fied in Step 4 were not carried over to MFP-1. Most of these areas will 
improve with management, and treatment would be more expensive for the 
silt and salt held in place than for those recommended. 

There are so many management changes that would reduce salt and sediment 
production that only the most critical ones are brought forward in this 
MFP. Examples - 1. Recommending improving all major flood channels was 
not recommended. 2. Also not mentioned was changing all native range 
below 12" rainfall to winter grazing only even though studies show that 
changing from summer to winter grazing on these areas will reduce sedi- 
ment production by more than half. Any special problems that come up 
will be brought forward in the interactions. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN -STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

Wl 

Lunceford 
::inslow 
Zufelt 
Jensen 
Feb 1979 

Objective W-l. Reduce or minimize water and wind erosion by improved 
management and land treatments. These actions will help to stabilize 
soils, maintain soil productivity, reduce salinity and sediment yield, 
and stabilize eroded stream channels. 

Rationale. This objective follows Bureau of Land Management Watershed 
program objective 1603.12 E.3.a. The ultimate goal is to manage the 
surface uses to get the highest production off the land while causing 
the least possible detrimental effects, e.g., salt and sediment down- 
stream and wind-borne dust. The reduction of erosion and associated 
improvement or maintenance of soil productivity will also be beneficial 
to livestock grazing, wildlife use, and aesthetics. 

High sediment yields and total dissolved solids in runoff are major 
problems in the planning unit that restrict uses of surface water and 
degrade the quality of Colorado River water. Salinity and sediment in 
the Colorado River system are major national, and international problems. 



MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

-~--...-- -_ Step 1 

Lunceford 
Feb 1979 

Recommendation N-1.1. Increase cover to reduce silt and salt production 
and maintain site productivity on 231,982 acres of semi desert soils in 
the low rainfall belt (generally under 12 inches) that have erosion and, 
or salinity problems by implementing the following grazing management. 

1. Allow moderate winter grazing only (50 percent use maximum on the 
key species from 10-l to 2-28) by both livestock and wildlife. Where 
use is heavier, either livestock or wildlife use must be reduced. 

2. Do not allow credit for AU% in the areas with critical erosion (SSF 
61 or greater), and low forage production (more than 32 acres per AW1, 
see Appendix 3). 

3. If in 3 years the cover of vegetation and litter does not improve to 
80 percent of that on the nearby good condition sites (as noted on the 
MFP overlay), make further appropriate adjustments to increase the 
cover. 

Rationale. This recommendation area includes the following soils: 

listei*on URA 
Those formed from the saline and easily eroded formations as 

- 3 overlay #4), and the sandy soils that also have one or 
more of the fllowing erosion problems. 

it 
Critical, or near critical erosion condition. 
Sediment production of 0.6 acre feet per mile square per ' 

year or more. 

2. The less frail soils that have one or both of the following 
erosion problems. 

Critical erosion condition (SSF of 61 or higher) 
ba: Sediment production of 1.0 or more acre feet per'mile 

square per year. 

The management required to reduce all these problems is similar, so 
these areas are all listed as one recommendation. 

The only two studies found comparing sediment production and cover to 
season of use on semidesert range indicated that eliminating spring and 
summer use would approximately double cover and reduce erosion by about 
70 percent, e.g., in the BLM "1977 Status Report" on the effects of 
surface disturbance on salinity of public lands in the Upper Colorado 
River Basin, changing from yearlong use to summer deferment on semi- 
desert range reduced bare ground from an average of 78 to 58 percent, 
and reduced sediment production by 71 percent. 

- . . -. _ _ 



In "EPA-BLM 1978," p. III-19 changing from yearlong grazing to winter 
use at 55 percent maximum use on the key species on three experimental 
watersheds in FIew Mexico doubled the cover, and "marked reductions in * 
sediment yield and runoff' in just three years. (Doubling the cover 
reduces runoff by 50 to 87 percent, "Bronson 1975.") 

The EPA-BLM 1978 recornnendations on grazing states, "Livestock should 
generally be excluded from areas of high susceptibility to critical 
erosion." 

Manual 7170.06 on watershed policy "(Curbing erosion) is a high priority 
objective." 

.Manual 7170.0 Water erosion 'Manage and treat the public land watersheds 
so that water erosion is minimized and watershed stability achieved." 

Manual 7240.23B Ilater Quality Best Management Practices (BC1P) "State 
and areawide water quality Planning agencies must develop water quality 
management plans as required by Section 208 of Public Law 92-500 and 
Sections 31 through 36 of Public Law 95-217. These plans must contain 
procedures and strategies to control point and nonpoint pollution 
sources . . . . For example the elimination of domestic livestock 
grazing on frail , saline watersheds on the upper Colorado River Basin is 
an economically and technically feasible BMP for reducing salt yields." 

Manual 7170.1 Wind Erosion and Dust Storm Abatement. "Areas subject 
to wind erosion are to be managed and/or treated so that the most effec- 
tive vegetative cover is maintained at all times . . . . Areas to be 
stabilized require protection from disturbances such as wildfires, 
overgrazing, etc., to insure maximum effective watershed cover.' 

"Wilshire, 1977, Page 4" states that several times as much wind born 
dust is produced because of loss of the soil crust, and plant material, 
as a result of ORV use, than from a natural barren dry lake bed. Cattle 
grazing has much of the same effect as ORV use. The finer particles are 
the major water and nutrient holding agents.in these sandy soils. When 
they are blown away the productive potential of the site is greatly 
reduced. 

ternel Interactions and Multiple Use Analyses. Interactions are discussed by 
3 1981 individual allotment in the analysis in Appendix 1 for Big Bown Bench, 

Cedar Wash, Chimney Rock, Death Hollow, Deer Creek, Escalante River, 
Forty-Mile Ridge, King Bench, Last-Chance, Lower Cattle, Moody, Soda, 
Upper Cattle, and Wagon Box Allotments. The interactions range from the 
position that the proposed season of use will not allow the development 
of cover recommended by W-1.1 to the allegation that AUMs are credited 
on frail watersheds that will not support the credited AUMs. There are 
also statements regarding some of the conflicts that while proposed 
grazing will eventually result in the watershed objective, it will not 
allow development of the cover as rapidly as would be accomplished by 
the watershed recommendation. 



The analyses concludes that the objectives of W-l.1 can be reached on 
each allotment by the grazing proposal, even though this method would 
not achieve results as rapidly as by the watershed recommendation. It 
is more reasonable to progress toward the watershed objective at a 
slower rate than to reach it at a more rapid rate requiring further 
reductions in livestock operations that would threaten and possibly 
destroy the livelihood of the livestock forage user. 

The analyses also concludes that grazing systems should be monitored and 
if the studies show the watershed objectives are not being met, appro- 
priate adjustments will be made to assure progress toward the objectives. 

"t;'f'lCI Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject the W-l.1 recommendation to the 
23 i3Jl extent that livestock season of use and forage allocation will be as 

recommended in the Range Management section. Monitor the management 
systems to determine if progress toward meeting watershed objectives is 
being achieved. Nake appropriate adjustments when necessary to progress 
toward meeting the watershed objectives. 

ensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
3r 1981 
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Recommendation II 1.2. Increase cover to reduce silt and salt production, 
peak flood flows and maintain site productivity on 163,143 acres of 
"Pinyon-juniper-Big Sagebrush zone" soils (generally above 12 inches 
rainfall) that have erosion, and or salinity problems by implementing 
the following grazing management. 

1. Don't graze until seed ripe on the major grasses (July 15 on 
most areas) then graze moderately only (50 percent maximum use on the 
major grasses unless the range is in good condition and will be rested a 
full year after heavier grazing.) 

2. Do not allow credit for the AU% in the areas with critical 
erosion (SSF 61 or greater), and low forage production (more than 32 
acres per AUM, see appendix 3). 

3. If in 3 years the cover of vegetation and litter does not 
improve to 80 percent of that on the nearby good condition sites (as 
noted on the NFP Step 1 overlay), make further appropriate adjustments 
to increase the cover. 

Rationale. This recommendation area includes the following soils: 

1. Those formed from the saline and highly erosive formations as 
listed on URA Step 3, Overlay 3, and the less frail soils that have one . 
or more of the following erosion problems: 

Critical erosion condition (SSF 61 or more). 
2 Sediment production of 1.0 or more acre-feet per square 

mile per year. 
C. Are a major flood source area. 

Research has shown that in areas with about 12 inches annual rainfall or 
more, moderate (35 to 50 percent) grazing of the current year's growth 
provides nearly as much erosion protection as no grazing, provided there 
is adequate rest for spring growth and the site is in good range condi- 
tion (Bronson 1975, p 35 and 51, and Paulsen, 1975, p. 5). 

The EPA-BLM 1978 recommendations on grazing states, "Livestock should 
generally be excluded from areas of high susceptibility to critical 
erosion." 

Manual 7170.06 on watershed policy "(Curbing erosion) is a high priority 
objective." 



Manual 7170.0 Water erosion "Manage and treat the public land watersheds 
so that water erosion is minimized and watershed stability achieved." 

Manual 7240.236 Hater Qualitv Best Nanaaement Practices (BHP) "State 
and areawide water quality Planning agencies must develop water quality 
management plans as required by Section 208 of Public Law 92-500 and 
Sections 31 through 36 of Public Law 95-217. These plans must contain 
procedures and strategies to control point and nonpoint pollution 
sources.... For example the elimination of domestic livestock grazing on 
frail, saline watersheds on the upper Colorado River Basin is an econom- 
ically and technically feasible BMP for reducing salt yields." 

tternel Interactions and Uultiple Use Analysis. Grazing allotments where there 
?b 1981 are interactions with d-1.2 that are discussed in Appendix 1 are Alvey 

Wash, Escalante River, Forty-Mile Ridge, King Bench, Lakes, Last Chance, 
Mudholes-Rock Creek, Pine Creek, and Soda. Interactions involve con- 
flicts in recommended season of use and on allocation of forage on areas 
subject to critical erosion. 

The analyses conclude that the watershed objectives can be reached on 
each allotment by the grazing proposal , even though this method would 
not achieve results as rapidly as the watershed recommendation. 

It is more reasonable to progress toward the watershed objective at a 
slower rate than to reach it at a rapid rate and require further reduc- 
tions in livestock operations that would threaten or possibly destroy 
the livelihood of the livestock forage user. 

The analyses also conclude that grazing systems should be monitored and 
if the studies show the watershed objective is not being met, appro- 
priate adjustments will be made to assure progress toward the watershed 
objective. 

aternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject W-l.2 recommendation to the extent 
sb 1981 that livestock season of use and livestock forage allocation will be as 

recommended in the Range Management section. Monitor the management 
/ systems to determine if progress toward meeting watershed objectives is 
, being achieved. Make adjustments when necessary to progress toward 

meeting watershed objectives. 

arisen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jr 1981 
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Lunceford 
Feb 1979 

Recolmmendation W-1.3. Increase watershed cover and maintain at 70 
percent or better on 23,022 acres and 196 miles of streambank and flood- 
plain by implementing the following management: 

Eliminate livestock until 70 percent watershed cover will remain after 
grazing. Afterwards, regulate grazing to maintain 70,percent cover. Do 
not allow grazing between start of growth prior to spring runoff and end 
of summer flooding,(flarch 1 to September 30. 

Rationale. These stream channels are the major flood transport drain- 
ages. They are presently heavily grazed and have the potential to 
improve cover and greatly reduce peak flood volume and erosion along the 
banks and floodplain following control of livestock use. In areas like 
these with a high water table, cover normally recovers to 70 percent 
rapidly (estimated 2 to 5 years). 

As noted by the Environmental Protection Agency (1978), it is well 
documented that 70 percent or above plant cover is a minimum optimum 
density to reduce erosion, runoff and water quality impacts from range 
lands. This percent cover appears to be attainable and necessary for 
maximum protection of the eroded stream channel sections identified. 
Not allowing grazing between start of growth prior to spring runoff and 
end of summer flooding will insure that maximum cover is maintained 
during major runoff periods. This would allow maximum protection when 
erosive forces are highest. This cover will reduce sediment and salt 
production by collecting sediment in the floodplain building process 
(agradation), and by reducing streanbank cutting. It will reduce flood 
damage, including bank cutting, because the vegetation will spread the 
high flow out over the flood plain, greatly reducing the peak discharge 
rate. 

Getting these areas in this conditidn will also increase forage produc- 
tion by several times the amount of forage they now produce This cover 
is quickly attainable where the water table is near the surface. The 
Riparian Symposium 7-77 in Tucson indicates a change from "eroding 
heavily grazed banks," to "bank vegetation forming a turf" normally 
takes 2 to 4 years protection from grazing. As an example parts of the 
Paria River, Wahweap Creek, and Four-Mile Canyon, in the adjoining Paria 
Planning Unit have demonstrated this rapid recovery in the areas where 
spring and summer grazing has recently been reduced (1977 BLM Riparian 
Inventory). Scouring by floods may slow, but will not stop this rapid 
recovery. On most of the newly vegetated stream banks in the Paria 
Planning Unit the plants have been repeatedly bent down and covered by 
fast floodwaters 



It is also BLM legislative and executive policy to protect and maintain 
wetland, floodplain and riparian areas (worded to include all areas 
where phreatophytes grow, or have grown) in good condition. (Public law 
92-500, Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Nanual Supplement 6671, 
BLM Draft Nanual 6740, WO IM No. 78-410. It is also a BLM objective to 
protect all federal land and its values from avoidable distruction and 
abuse and to correct past abuses where possible (BLM Manual 1602). 
Floodplains have higher value for more activities than any other land 
form, and are most abused. The 1977 Riparian inventory shows that 81 
percent of the floodplains are in poor condition. Winter grazing (10-l 
to 2-28) is necessary so there will be maximum cover and minimum soil 
disturbance during the major flood periods (late summer and spring), and 
also for the most rapid vegetation establishment. 

-'eternel Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. Grazing allotments where there 
-eb 1981 are interactions with W-l.3 that are discussed in Appendix 1 are Big 

Bown Bench, Boulder Creek, Collets, Deer Creek, Escalante River, King 
Bench, Last Chance, McGath Point, Pine Creek, Salt Water Creek, and 
Upper Cattle. Interactions involve conflicts in recommended season of 
use and in allocation of forage as that would be involved in elimination 
of grazing. 

The analyses conclude that the watershed objectives can be reached on 
each allotment by the grazing proposal, even though this method would 
not achieve results as rapidly as the watershed recommendation. 

It is more reasonable to progress toward the watershed objective at a 
slower rate than to reach it at a rapid rate and require further reduc- 
tions in livestock operations that would threaten or possibly destroy 
the livelihood of the livestock forage user. 

The analysis also concludes that monitoring of the grazing system and 
adjustments, where necessary, would be made to assure progress toward 
the watershed objective. 

!?eternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject the W-l.3 recommendation to the 
:Feb 1981 extent that livestock season of use and livestock forage allocation will 

be as recommended in the Range Management section. Monitor the nanage- 
ment system and make adjustments where necessary to assure progress 
toward meeting watershed objectives. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
'far 1981 
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Lunceford Recommendation W-1.4. Reduce soil loss on 141,070 acres by performing 
Feb 1979 the followinq land treatments: 

9,000 acres of pinyon-juniper chaining. 
2,630 acres of sagebrush spraying 
129,440 acres of pinyon-juniper burning (too steep to chain) about 
40 percent of the area delineated should be burned. A more detail- 
ed study will be needed to delineate each burn site). 

(See table 2 for acres of each treatment by allotment.) 

Rationale. The areas recommended for vegetative conversion are those 
which cannot be improved significantly through management alone but have 
site conditions suitable for treatment and establishment of a more 
protective cover. Reductions in erosion will result from an overall 
increase in watershed cover and, to some extent, from improved infiltra- 
tion. Reduction in soil loss will probably range from 20 to 80 percent. 
Only the potentially treatable sites with an SSF of 50 or more are 
recommended for chaining or spraying. 

Present watershed cover on the proposed treatment areas ranges from 30 
to 54. The goal of conversion will be to decrease erosion loss by 
increasing watershed cover to at least 50 percent. 

The steep pinyon-juniper (recommended to burn only) is a major flood ' 
source. There is not enough understory to carry a fire so only the tree 
crowns would burn allowing the understory vegetation to increase ground 
cover. Most of this area has a silty clay soil, with much rock in some 
areas, and a protective covering of small rocks on the surface. This 
soil is easily eroded. Most of the area is in critical or near critical 
erosion condition, and the productive potential of the site is being 
lost. The potential erosion reduction is estimated to be 80 percent, 
based on an old burn in this area in NWLSWL Sec. 7, T36S, R2E. 

Small areas should be burned first to determine how difficult it is to 
burn and how well it increases cover after the burn. 

Peternel Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. The only interactions that are 
Feb 1981 identified in the allotment analysis, Appendix 1, are on the Alvey Wash 

Allotment. One interaction is positive because watershed and range 
recommendations are to treat some of the same area. 

There is a potential negative interaction with areas that are proposed 
to be treated that are indicated to have Class II VRM characteristics. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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Problems between treatments and VRM Class II areas would have to be 
resolved on a site-by-site basis and the relative values of the two 
resources or proposals evaluated on merits of each. 

=eternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the proposal conditioned on a more 
Zeb 1981 detailed feasibility determination for each proposed treatment area. 

Consider relative values of potential treatment vs. VRM when there is an 
indication treatment would impact VRM Class II areas. If impacts cannot 
be mitigated, make decision based on the relative merits and values of 
each. 

jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Gw 1981 



TABLE 2 

Recommended Treatment Acres by Allotment 

Allotment 
Pinyon-Juniper 

Chain/Seed Burn/Seed 

Alvey Wash 
Circle Cliffs 
Collet 
Last Chance 
Wide Hollow 
Unallotted 

Totals 

1,100 3,100 38,000 
1,400 1,100 . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . 17,440 

130 4,800 22,000 
. . . . . l . . . . 25,000 
. . . . . . . . . . 27,000 
2,630 9,000 129,440 



APP~,,,JIX 3 

Range Transects in Problem Watershed Areas That Should Be Classified as' Unsuitable Due to 
Critical Watershed Condition (SSF 60) and/or Low Forage Production (More Than 32 Acres Per AUM) 

Allotment Transect 
Acres per 

AUM 
AUMs Erosion 

Present Potential Acres Condition 

w-5 46 
w-33 35 

W-8 52 

199 724 6,520 
104 363 3.627 

Upper Cattle 

TOTAL 

Chimney Rock 

TOTAL 

Lower Cattle 

TOTAL 

Moody 

TOTAL 

Escalante River 

Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 166 718 

469 
8;616 

1,805 18,763 

(38-4 15 
BS-13 12 

411 

TE 

150 6,170 
46 390 

196 6,560 

Critical 
Critical 

GT-3 
GT-18 
GT-15 

:‘7 
46 

310 
57 

309 
676 

:: 
159 
211 

Critical 
Critical 

3,719 
977 

14,199 
17,895 

GB-102 34 
E-21 30 

68-11 15 

31 
57 

42 
175 

22f 

Moderate 
Critical 
Critical 

1,021 
1,717 
1,660 
4,398 

111 
199 

‘Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 

.Moderate 
Critical 
Moderate 

45 
37 

3; 

i: 

E3 

E 
G-13 

E-9 
w-ss 

1:: 
181 

El 

108 
118 
170 

21 
112 

3% 

3,900 
5,226 
7,023 
2,113 
1,090 
6,075 

25,427 
150 
662 

‘ 
TOTAL 

Mudholes w-2 
W-6 

w-10 
w-12 
w-13 

45 

i; 
38 
50 

25 

:; 
12 

1,135 
3,519 
1,279 

455 

Moderate 
Moderate 
Slight 
Moderate 
Moderate 

2:: 
79 

123x 
1,528 

2,052 
8,440 TOTAL 

(continued) 



ENDIX 3 (concluded) 

Allotment Transect 
Acres per 

AUM 

,‘ 

AUMs Erosion 
Present Potential Acres Condition 

SR-4 
SR-5 

SR-15 
SR-17 

41 

ii! 
32 

2,354 
705 

2.113 

Slight 
Moderate 
Slight 
Moderate 

Lakes 

TOTAL 

Soda 

TOTAL 

Navajo Bench 

TOTAL 

Forty-Mile Ridge 

TOTAL 

Wagon Box 

TOTAL 

Big Bown Bench 

Death Hollow 

‘ TOTAL 

Circle Cliffs 

King Bench 

57 
18 
52 

& 

139 

1;: 
29 -550 

333 5,722 

BS-21 
BS-25 
BS-35 

ii 
72 

499 
77 

7% 

275 28,183 
65 6,282 

Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate TE 4,251 

38,716 

E-42 16 
E-43 14 

222 
100 
322 

0 3,548 
0 
a 

1,405 
4,953 

Critical 
Critical 

BS-28 61 
BS-51 54 

159 
146 
xi5 

62 9,706 

Is +% 

Moderate 
Moderate 

(38-33 
GB- 103 
GB- 104 

ii 
39 

37 

;: 
ii5 

1;; 
49 

256 

Moderate 
Critical 
Moderate 

1,330 
2,265 
1,064 
4,659 

E-24 87 59 0 5,165 Critical 

68-33 56 
GB-38 36 

8 19 270 
104 165 
112 184 

3,760 
4,030 

? 
Critical 

BS-61 17 50 70 840 Critical 

E-33 
E-39 
E-52 

;Li 
23 

108 
75 

65 

1;; 
291 

1,726 
1,496 
2;680 
5,902 

Critical 
Critical 
Critical 117 

300 

NOTE: Present and potential RUMS taken directly from range survey writeups. 



WILDLIFE MFP STEP I 

INTRODUCTION 

Wildlife species have become increasingly scarce in the planning unit as 
desirable habitat has been reduced in quantity and diversity. Channel- 
ing of stream bottoms and repeated over utilization of forage by live- 
stock has reduced the acreage and quality of riparian habitat. Sage- 
brush has encroached on former grasslands, and pinyon-juniper has 
encroached on both sagebrush and grasslands and has become increasingly 
dense in areas of former mixed Savannah and mountain shrub. 

Reconciliations 
.l. Studies are not recommendations, but are required as a necessary 
part of implementation of the wildlife habitat improvement program. 
They are listed here for ready reference and support for the recommenda- 
tions below: 

a. Continue mule deer transect studies. Add additional transects 
and studies if determined necessary. 

b. Monitor habitat condition and use areas for mule deer, desert 
bighorn sheep, elk, gambels quail, chukar, pheasant, rabbits and rodents 
and thereby raptors and predators, bald eagle, and peregrine falcon. 

Study habitat conditions for potential pronghorn and Utah 
prairii dog transplants. 

d. Collect and analyze fecal samples from deer, desert bighorn 
sheep, elk, gambel's quail, chukar, pheasant, and rabbits and rodents. 

Determine if trout are absent from the upper one-third of Death 
Holloi'Creek, and if so why, as this area is in pristine condition. 

f. Monitor water quality unitwide. 

2. Develop habitat management plans (HMP's) covering all major species, 
based on mule deer herd unit boundaries. Priorities for HMP development 
are (1) South Boulder (unit 516) HMP, (2) Henry Mountain (unit 52) HMP, 
and (3) Kaiparowits (unit 60B) HMP in conjunction with the Paria Plan- 
ning Unit. HMP development is the logical last step of the planning 
process. 

3. Develop a riparian and aquatic habitat improvement and monitoring 
HMP for the planning unit. 

4. The opportunity to construct new reservoirs to benefit waterfowl, 
American coot, common snipe, amphibians, shore birds, other water birds, 
and aquatic invertebrates was identified in URA Step 4, but was not 
brought forward because of economics and specific sites were not identi- 
f ied. 



UNITED STATES I Name I.\lFP) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

\ 

Brown Objective WL-1. Improve 851 acres of riparian habitat on public lands 
Jensen from poor or fair ecological condition to good ecological condition and 
Zufelt maintain 306 acres of good and excellent ecological condition riparian 
Mar 1979 habitat for a variety of wildlife including mule deer, rabbits and 

rodents, coyote and mountain lion, fur-bearers, waterfowl, American 
coot, common snipe, raptors, mourning dove, Gambel's quail, chukar, 
pheasant, reptiles, amphibians, approximately 70 other nongame species, 
bald eagle and peregrine falcon, 10 State sensitive species, and aquatic 
species (beaver, fish, aquatic invertebrates). The desirable vegetative 
composition to be obtained from riparian habitat improvement is 50 
percent cottonwoods and willows, 30 percent perennial grasses and grass- 
like plants (Carex and Juncus and 20 percent forbs. Desired percent 

--+ 
, 

cover (vegetation and litter is 70 percent. 

Rationale. Riparian habitat is the most important habitat type in the 
planning unit in terms of species diversities and densities. There are 
1,157 acres of riparian habitat on public lands within the planning unit 
or less than 1 percent of the planning units total area. Of the ripar- 
ian areas, only 306 acres are presently in good or excellent condition. 
This small acreage is inhabited by 161 species of wildlife or 49 percent 
of the total species occurring in the planning unit (table 2 and Appen- 
dix 1, URA Step 2 Animals; table 5, 6 and 7, URA Step 3 blildlife). 
There are 10 state sensitive species that utilize riparian habitat 
within the planning unit. There are 33 species that are restricted to 
riparian areas. The linear nature, and the vegetative diversity, make 
them the most productive and important types for wildlife. URA Step 3 
lists eight reasons why riparian areas are critical wildlife habitat. 
Riparian areas are very sensitive to habitat manipulation and must be 
considered as fragile. Improper management readily eliminates stream- 
side vegetation which destroys the habitat and causes a decline in water 
quality. All game species within the-planning unit utilize riparian 
areas at least to some extent. Most rely heavily on these areas. 
Tables 5, 6 and 7 of URA Step 3 shows that 74 percent of the riparian 
habitat is in poor or fair ecological condition. These areas are being 
adversely impacted by flooding and livestock overgrazing. The good 
ecological condition riparian areas within the planning unit are Death 
Hollow Creek, Calf Creek, part of Deer Creek, Lower Boulder Creek, and 
part of the Escalante River. 

Most of these areas are lightly grazed. They demonstrate the potential 
of the riparian habitat and show that a good ecological condition can be 
achieved if proper management is applied. 

-_ _--_-_-- _ 

(Instructions on reverse) 
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The poor and fair condition areas are in conflict with BLM, legislative, 
and executive policies as outlined in Public Laws 92-500 and 94-579 
(FLPMA), Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Manual Supplement 6671, 
BLM Draft Manual 6740, and WO Instruction Memo 78-410. These mandates 
require that BLM improve riparian habitat. One of the Bureau's major 
objectives, as stated in Manual section 1602, is to "protect the lands, 
resources, environment and public values therein from avoidable destruc- 
tion, abuse and deterioration, and correct past abdse to the extent 
feasible. BLM tlanual 1603 states as a long-term objective that BLM 
manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in 
sufficient numbers to meet public demands. It also states that essen- 
tial requirements of wildlife (food, cover, and water) will be maintain- 
ed so as to provide optimum "edge effect“ and interspersion of habitat 
components in important wildlife areas. Riparian areas maximize "edge 
effect", are the most diverse wildlife areas in the planning unit, and 
are very important wildlife areas. 

The Kane County PAA shows that demands for wildlife based recreation 
will increase significantly between 1975 and 1985. The Garfield County 
PAA states that as supply goes up, so will the demand. In 1975, hunters 
spent $184,000 to hunt mule deer, waterfowl, mourning doves, and cotton- 
tails on public lands within Kane County (Kane County PAA). Each year 
hunters spend approximately $360,000 to hunt mule deer, cottontail, 
mourning doves, and chukar on public lands within Garfield County (Gar- 
field County PAA). The amount of harvest or production of wildlife from ' 
riparian areas is unknown. 

Livestock grazing was identified in URA Step 3 as a major contributing 
cause of the degradation of riparian habitat. Elimination of livestock 
grazing for 3 years along the Virgin River, in the Virgin River Allot- 
ment of Vermilion Planning Unit, achieved the desired percent vegetative 
composition and cover. Approximately the same results should be obtain- 
able on most riparian areas in the Escalante Planning Unit. 

Riparian area improvement is the critical part of the wild‘life program 
within the planning unit. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPART?JENT OF TlIlC INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :JANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Brown Recommendation WL-1.1. Protect riparian areas from all surface disturb- 
Mar 1979 ing activities including excessive livestock grazing. Restrict motoriz- 

ed vehicle use to existing roads. 00 not allow lease operations or sale 
of mineral materials from these areas (tables 5, 6 and 7 URA Step 3; 
Overlay 1 IlFP Step 1). 

Protection from livestock grazing can be provided by fencing, by permit- 
ting grazing but not to exceed an average utilization of 30 percent on 
cottonwood and willows or 50 percent on grasses and grasslike plants, by 
changing the season of use to exclude spring-early summer use (3/l-7/1), 
or by eliminating livestock use from allotments containing riparian 
areas. A combination of fencing , reduced utilization and changing the 
season of use will meet the objective. 

Build 4.8 miles of fence to allow regulation of livestock grazing as 
shown below: 

Miles of 
Fence Needed 

Escalante River 
Harris Wash 
Roaers - Croton Canyons 
La;t Chance Canyon - 

TOTAL 

Achieve desired habitat conditions on the remaining riparian areas 
through utilization and season of use regulation on livestock. 

Support. The only areas feasib’le to fence are the Big Bown Bench Allot- 
ment use area of the Escalante River, Harris Wash at T.36S., R.5E., Sec. 
36 in the Upper Cattle Allotment, Rogers Canyon, Croton Canyon, and Last 
Chance Canyon located in the Last Chance Allotment in the Paria Planning 
Unit and administered by the Escalante resource area. This would require 
about 4.8 miles of fence as shown above. Dollars spent on fencing or 
protecting riparian areas will benefit more species, obtain faster 
results and give more end product cheaper than the same amount applied 
toward other wildlife treatments. Sikes Act money should be available 
to fund most fencing needs if applied for in advance. The YACC could be 
employed to build the fences. 

Rationale. URA Step 3 lists the reasons why livestock concentrate along 
riparian areas. As long as livestock are allowed free access to ripa- 
rian areas, these areas will be heavily grazed before the grazing 



pressure shifts to the uplands. Riparian areas with free livestock 
access are definitely sacrifice areas. Riparian areas are very sensi- 
tive to habitat manipulation and must be considered as fragile. Improper 
management readily eliminates streamside vegetation which destroys the 
habitat and causes a decline in water quality. Loss of streamside 
vegetation accelerates soil erosion which in turn further prevents 
establishment of good protective vegetative cover. This is a positive 
feedback situation which accelerates at a multiplicative rate. 

Fall and winter grazing is much less detrimental to desirable forage, 
and livestock tend to disperse out of the riparian areas more during 
these seasons. 

After considering the above information, it is obvious that heavy graz- 
ing of riparian areas must be reduced before these areas can be restored 
to a good ecological condition. Four areas will require fencing in 
order to accomplish this. These areas are the Big Bown Bench Allotment 
use area of the Escalante River, Harris Wash below T.36S., R.5E., Sec. 
36 in the Upper Cattle Allotment, Rogers Canyon, Croton Canyon, and Last 
Chance Canyon in the Last Chance Allotment. The remaining areas can be 
improved, but at a slower rate, to the desired condition by reducing the 
livestock use (utilization not to exceed 30 percent use on cottonwood 
and willows or 50 percent on grasses and grasslike plants) on riparian 
areas and/or by changing the season of use to exclude the period from 
3/l-7/1. Elimination of livestock use within allotments containing . 
these habitats would be another, rather drastic, alternative that would 
improve the riparian areas. A combination of fencing, reduced utiliza- 
tion, and/or change in season of use (to exclude spring and early summer 
grazing) can be employed to improve all the riparian areas in the plan- 
ning unit. Trespass grazing must be controlled along riparian areas 
according to Bureau directives. 

After the desired cover and compositions have been reached on the fenced 
areas, cattle grazing may be permitted except for small control-study 
plot areas. This grazing should not exceed 30 percent utilization on 
cottonwood and willows or 50 percent on grasses and grasslike plants, 
and should not be during the spring-early summer period (3/l-7/1). 
Strict monitoring will be required, and immediate livestock removal will 
be necessary when utilization levels.are reached. If condition and 
trend start downward, complete yearlong rest will be required until the 
situation is remedied. 

Grazing these good condition areas moderately will provide many more 
AUMs than are now present and at the same time will protect the riparian 
areas. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. Interactions are described in 
the Allotment Analysis, Appendix 1, for the Big Bown Bench, Boulder 
Creek, Deer Creek, Escalante River, King Bench, Last Chance, McGath 
Point, Pine Creek, Salt Water Creek, and Upper Cattle Allotments. Many 



of the interactions pertain to conflicts concerning season of grazing 
use. The WL-1.1 recommendation on season would also, in some cases, 
reduce the AUMs that are proposed for use as livestock forage. 

The range recommendations for change of season of use, in most cases, to 
the dormant season of forage plants and for adjustment of livestock 
forage AlNs from grazing preference to inventoried carrying capacity 
should result in protection and improvement of riparian condition. 
There should be a period of time allowed to determine what implementa- 
tion of the range proposal will do toward improvement and protection 
before making further changes. 

Fencing recommended in WL-1.1 is unnecessary in the Big Bown Bench 
Allotment. The riparian area is already protected by natural barriers 
and the method of livestock operation in the allotment. The allotment 
analysis states the riparian habitat is in good condition. The area is 
not proposed for grazing during the growing season, so the grazing 
proposal should contribute to improving the habitat. 

The allotment analysis for Last Chance Allotment states that riparian 
habitat in Rogers-Croton and Last Chance Canyons would be impacted more 
from flash floods than from livestock grazing and that fencing could not 
be maintained due to impacts of flooding. Therefore, fencing will not 
be considered and the range proposals should be implemented. 

The allotment analysis for Upper Cattle Allotment indicates the riparian 
habitat is already fenced and that the fence should be maintained. 

Another interaction with WL-1.1 pertains to disposal of sand and gravel 
and mineral leasing. Sand and gravel is in short supply in the planning 
unit. Often, the best and only sources are in streambeds. In many 
cases, the impacts of extraction of this material from streambeds are 
mitigated by natural forces. BLM can also control methods of extraction 
and require mitigation of impacts for this operation as well as for 
mineral leasing activities. Therefore, there should be no blanket 

1 
refusal to allow these operations in riparian areas. 

iternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Allow livestock grazing on riparian habi- 
ib 1981 tat as proposed in the range management section. Monitor the grazing 

systems to be developed and implemented and make adjustments as neces- 
sary to achieve the wildlife objectives for riparian habitat. 

Do not fence the recommended areas within the Big Bown Bench and Last 
Chance Allotments. Monitor and evaluate the 'system for the Big Bown 
Bench Allotment and if wildlife habitat is not improving and the reason 
for lack of improvement can be attributed to livestock use, adjust the 
system to meet the wildlife objectives. Maintain the fence in the Upper 
Cattle Allotment. 



Examine each proposal for extraction of mineral material for mineral 
leasing and decide on allowance or refusal to allow based on mitigation 
of impacts that can be achieved. 

Restriction of vehicle use is discussed in the recreation section. 

ensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
at- 1981 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEBIENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name ChfFPj 

Escalante 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

Brown Objective WL-2. Improve 394,550 acres of pinyon-juniper habitat on 
Jensen public lands frvn poor or fair condition to good condition and maintain 
Zufelt 4,783 acres of good condition pinyon-juniper habitat for a variety of 
Mar 1979 wildlife species including mule deer, elk, rabbits and rodents (27 

species), coyote and mountain lion, fur-bearers, raptors (25 species), 
blue grouse, reptiles (20 species), bald eagle, 13 State sensitive 
species, and approximately 60 other nongame species. The desirable 
vegetative composition to be obtained following treatments is 15 percent 
bitterbrush and mountain mahogany, 25 percent other shrubs, 30 percent 
grasses, and 30 percent forbs. Desired percent cover (vegetation and 
litter) is 70 percent for the treated areas. The desired composition on 
areas improved by grazing manipulation is 60 percent browse (10 percent 
desirable species), 20 percent grasses, and 20 percent forbs. The 
desired percent cover (vegetation and litter) for these areas is 60 
percent on areas with good soil and 40 to 50 percent on areas with 
poorer soils. Treated areas should reach the desired conditions within 
three years following the teatment. Areas improved by grazing manipula- 
tion should reach the desired conditions within 10 years on most areas 
where soils are good. 

Rationale. The pinyon-juniper habitat type is the largest type in the 
planning unit, totaling 399,333 acres and 59 percent of the public lands 
(table 1, URA Step 3 Wildlife). Only one percent of this large area is 
in good condition (4,783 acres, table 3 and Overlay 3, URA Step 4; 
Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife) with the remaining 99 percent (394,550 
acres) being in poor or fair condition. This poor to fair condition is 
the result of many years of overgrazing by livestock and wildlife (mainly 
mule deer), the lack of recurring fires, greater seed dispersal, and 
climatic fluctuations. URA Step 3 states that pinyon-juniper has invaded 
an estimated 60,000 acres of former grassland, sagebrush, and mountain 
shrub and has increased in density on about 250,000 additional acres 
within the last 100 years. As pinyon-juniper increases in density, 
desirable understory browse, forbs, and grasses decrease. This reduces 
usable forage for most wildlife species, especially mule deer. As 
desirable forage decreases, use on the remaining plants increase. This 
reduces their vigor and eliminates recruitment of new plants. The 
reduced quantity and quality of desirable forage has created a conflict 
between mule deer and livestock in 16 areas (table 18, URA Step 3, 
Wildlife). Relict areas show pinyon-juniper stands as a Savannah type 
with abundant desirable understory forage. 

The present mule deer population level is only about one-fourth of 
potential. As deer numbers increase the grazing pressure on the range 
will increase. This will be most evident in the conflict areas. This 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



large area of less than good condition habitat is depriving wildlife of 
many needed benefits. 

The Kane County PAA shows that demands for mule deer hunting is expected 
to increase 69 percent between 1975 and 1985. The Garfield County PAA 
states that as supply goes up, so will the demand. In 1975, hunters 
spent $152,820 to hunt mule deer on Public Lands in Kane County. In 
1977 hunters spent $358,000 hunting mule deer in Garfield County. 
Approximately 30 percent of this use occurred in the Escalante planning 
unit where pinyon juniper is a very important habitat. BLM Manual 1603 
states as a long-term objective that "BLirl manage habitats to maintain a 
maximum diversity of Wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands." It also states that essential requirement of wildlife-- 
food, cover, and water--will be maintained so as to provide optimum 
“edge effect" and interspersion of habitat components in important 
wildlife areas. One of the Bureau's major objectives, as stated in 
Manual section 1602, is to "Protect the lands, resources, environmental 
and public values therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and deterior- 
ation, and correct past abuse to the extent feasible." 



L;XITED STATES Name ’ !:I. I’ 1 
DEPART:lENT OF TIIE INTERIOli Escalante 
BUREt\lJ OF LAND XANAGE?JENT ACltVlty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECChWENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step I step 3 

Brown Recommendation WL-2.1. Improve the forage condition and trend on all 
Mar 1979 poor and fair condition pinyon-juniper areas on public lands (other than 

those treated in WL-2.2) by grazing management (394,550 acres) (table 1 
URA Step 3 Wildlife; Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). Maintain all good 
condition pinyon-juniper areas (4,783 acres). Eliminate the conflict 
between mule deer, elk, and livestock on pinyon-juniper areas (71,058 
acres) (Table 18 and Overlay 1 URA Step 3 Wildlife) on public lands. 
Conflicts for elk are on 19,904 acres that also have deer conflicts 
(table 36 and Overlay 2, URA Step 3, Wildlife). 

These recommendations can be accomplished by allocating forage to poten- 
tial mule deer numbers (table 8, URA Step 3 Wildlife), and by closely 
monitoring livestock utilization and reducing livestock use and/or 
changing the season of use on pinyon-juniper areas where trend and 
condition of key browse species warrants (399,333 acres) (table 1, URA 
Step 3 Wildlife; Overlay 1, HFP Step 1 Wildlife). Allocation of forage 
for elk should be accomplished as soon as the number wintering within 
the planning unit can be determined. 

The desired vegetative composition to be achieved is 60 percent browse 
(10 percent desirable species), 20 percent grasses, and 20 percent 
forbs. Desired percent cover (vegetation and litter) is 60 percent on 
areas with good soil and 40 to 50 percent on areas with poorer soils. 
These desired conditions should be reached within 10 years on most areas . 
with good soils. 

Support. Additional range-wildlife utilization and trend studies will 
have to be established and read at least annually. Spring and fall 
readings would be most desirable. This will require extra time from 
range and wildlife personnel, but is essential to proper resource manage- 
ment. 

Rationale. Reducing utilization is the best way to improve the forage 
condition on large areas of habitat. The first step in accomplishing 
this is to allocate forage to all consumer groups where numbers and 
needs are known. The mule deer is the only species within the pinyon- 
juniper type within the planning unit that these data are presently 
known for. Table 8 of URA Step 3 Wildlife shows that sufficient AUMs 
are available to meet potential mule deer needs except for 12 AUMs on 
Boulder Creek allotment and four AUMs on Salt Water Creek allotment. 
This is misleading in that most of the AUMs for wildlife come from areas 
with large percentages of low value forage species, and from areas 
unsuitable to livestock that are also undesirable wildlife use areas. 



These generalized AUM figures do not differentiate between desirable and 
low value forage species. Consequently desirable species such as bitter- 
brush or mountain mahogany can be overutilized in an allotment showing 
ample wildlife AU& available. For this reason AUM allocations should 
be based upon the forage species being competed for (allocations based 
upon competitive AUMs). However, this level of information is not 
available at this time, so forage allocation based upon generalized AUMs 
should be accomplished (table 8, URA STep 3 Wildlife). 

The second step in improving pinyon-juniper habitat by grazing manage- 
ment is to closely check the utilization, vigor, and trend of the desir- 
able or key wildlife species and correct any over or under useages. 
These studies will show whether or not proper allocations were made. If 
the studies show overutilization, then some livestock pressure must be 
removed, since it is impractical to reduce wildlife utilization in most 
situations. A change in season of use may solve the overutilization 
problem, or may be required in addition to livestock reduction. When 
the key species are in good condition, the desired densities have been 
reached, and wildlife populations (especially mule deer) have reached 
population potential, then increases and/or changes in season of use can 
be given. 

All consumers receive more benefits when an area is in good condition, 
and at the same time the area can be maintained at this desired level. 

aternel Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. Interactions are described in 
ab lo"' the Allotment Analysis, Appendix 1, on Boulder Creek, Cedar Wash, Death 

Hollow, Deer Creek, Forty-Mile Ridge, Lakes, Last Chance, Lower Cattle, 
McGath Point, Mud Holes-Rock Creek, Pine Creek, Salt Water Creek, Soda, 
Steep Creek, Upper Cattle, Wagon Box, White Rock, and Wide Hollow Allot- 
ments. On the majority of these allotments, the interacting recommenda- 
tions are complementary. Range management proposals will allow wildlife 
objectives to be met on all allotments except Boulder Creek, Death 
Hollow, Deer Creek, Pine Creek, and Salt Water Creek. On these allot- 
ments, forage conditions will be improved or maintained but conflicts 
may remain to varying degrees. However, adjustments made in stocking 
rates and/or season of use for livestock will reduce the amount of 
conflict. At the present time, deer numbers are so low as to present no 
significant conflict. Grazing systems will be implemented before deer 
numbers can increase and by that time, grazing systems can and will be 
monitored to assure wildlife objectives are being met. 

ternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Manage the area for grazing as proposed in 
3 1981 the range management proposals. Monitor grazing systems and make adjust- 

ments as necessary to assure wildlife objectives are being met. Allo- 
cate forage to mule deer as recommended. 

risen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
T 1981 
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Brown Recommendation WL-2.2. Improve the pinyon juniper habitat within the 
Mar 1979 planning unit by burning approximately 20,716 acres and chaining approx- 

imately 5,179 acres of public land (table 1 and Overlay 2, URA Step 4; 
Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). These areas will have to be seeded 
with desirable wildlife browse, forbs, and native grasses following 
treatment. Livestock will have to be excluded from treatment areas 
until seedlings are established (2 years minimum). 

In addition to the specified treatment areas, all pinyon-juniper areas 
should be considered for prescribed burning as long as private, State, 
and Forest Service lands will not be jeopardized. 

The desired vegetative composition to be achieved following treatment is 
15 percent bitterbrush and mountain mahogany, 25 percent other shrubs, 
30 percent perennial grasses, and 30 percent forbs. Desired percent 
cover (vegetation and litter) is 70 percent. The desired conditions 
should be reached within three years on most areas following treatment. 

Support. Raptor nesting areas and an appropriate buffer zone of at 
least 0.X-mile should be exe-luded from pinyon-juniper treatment areas 
(Overlay 4, URA Step 3, Wildlife). Other support items are EAR's; Fire 
Management Plan with prescriptions; contracts for chaining and aerial 
seeding. 

Rationale. URA Step 3 indicates that pinyon-juniper has invaded an 
estimated 60,000 acres of former grassland, sagebrush, and mountain 
shrub and has increased in density on about 250,000 additional acres 
within the last 100 years. As pinyon-juniper increases in density, 
desirable understory browse, forbs and grasses are crowded out. As 
desirable forage decreases , use on the remaining desirable plants in- 
crease. This reduces their vigor and eliminates recruitment of new 
plants. Two of the main causes of this process are overgrazing by 
livestock and wildlife and lack of recurring fires. 

Once this process reaches a certain point, removal of grazing pressure 
will not reverse the downward trend. Therefore, treatment is the only 
improvement method available on these virtually pure stands of pinyon- 
juniper. The only practical- pinyon-juniper treatments for this region 
are burning and chaining. Burning should be cheaper than chaining on 
most areas, and would be more beneficial to wildlife by providing more 
"edge" and habitat diversity. 

Treatment is the fastest, most complete, and most expensive method of 
habitat improvement. Treatment is the only effective method of improv- 
ing virtually pure stands of pinyon-juniper. 



'eter-1 Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. The recommendation would inter- 
=eb act with VRH values on Fifty-Mile Mountain in the Lakes and Mudholes- -- 

Rock Creek Allotments. Much of this area is in a VRM Class II area and 
it is practically undisturbed by man's activities. There is no vehic- 
ular access into the area. For these reasons, the area should not be 
considered for chaining or other activity that would require vehicle 
use. However, prescribed burning may be considered to the extent that 
access via mechanized surface equipment would not be needed. 

jeternel Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept wildlife recommendation excluding 
=eb 1981 the Fifty4ile i4ountain area. Develop a fire plan that will allow 

naturally caused fires on the Fifty-Mile Mountain area to burn them- 
selves out provided there is no risk to humans or facilities. Include 
in this plan the possibility of future prescribed burning on this area 
consistent with scenic values and restrictions on mechanized surface 
equipment. 

jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 
iar 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Brown YL-3. omm;;~; Improve 133,072 acres of desert shrub (75,267 acres), 
Zufelt 49,510 acres), and grassland (8,2?5 acres) habitats on Public 
Jensen Lands from poor or fair condition to good condition, and maintain 30,202 
Mar 1979 acres of good condition desert shrub 20,531 acres), sagebrush (2,810 

acres), and grassland (6,861 acres) habitats for a variety of wildlife 
species, including mule deer, desert bighorn sheep, elk, rabbits and 
rodents (27 species), coyote and mountain lion, fur-bearers, raptors (25 
species), mourning dove, chukar, reptiles (20 species), bald eagles, 
peregrine falcon, 13 State sensitive species, and approximately 30 other 
nongame species. The desired vegetation compositions and percent cover 
(vegetation and litter) to be obtained are presented in Table 1. Areas 
with poorer soils will probably reach desired, or potential conditions 
at 10 to 20 percent less cover, and may have 20 to 30 percent more 
undesirable species. Treated areas should reach the desired conditions 
within 3 years following treatment. Areas improved by grazing manipula- 
tion should reach the desired condition within 10 years on most areas 
with good soils. 

Rationale. The desert shrub (95,798 acres), sagebrush (52,320 acres); 
and grassland (15,156 acres) habitats make up 163,274 acres (25 percent) 
of public lands within the planning unit (table 1 URA Step 3, Wildlife). 
Eighteen percent (30,202 acres) of these areas are in good condition 
(table 4 and Overlay No. 3, URA Step 4; Overlay No. 1, MFP Step 1). The 
remaining 133,072 acres (82 percent) are in poor or fair condition. 
This poor to fair condition is the result of many years of overgrazing 
and lack of recurring fires. Some desert shrub areas are being invaded 
by pinyon-juniper and sagebrush has dominated many former grasslands 
(URA Step 3, Wildlife). This process has been evolving over the past 
100 years. Misuse weakened the desirable forage plants allowing sage- 
brush, pinyon-juniper , and other less desirable species to increase. As 
desirable forage decreases , use on the remaining desirable plants in- 
creases. This reduces their vigor and eliminates recruitment of new 
plants, a llowing even more undesirables to become' established. 

There are approximately 100 wildlife species that utilize these habitat 
types. This large area of less than good condition habitat is depriving 
wildlife of many needed benefits. 

The Kane County PAA shows that wildlife based recreation will increase 
significantly between 1975 and 1985. The Garfield County PAA states 
that as supply goes up, so will the demand. BLM Manual 1603 states as a 
long-term objective that "BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum 
diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet public 
demands." It also states that essential requirements of wildlife (food, 

- -  - - -  . - - -  -  - .  
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Table 1 

Desired Conditions Following Habitat Improvements 
On Desert Shrub, Sagebrush, and Grasslands 

Within the Escalante Planning Unit 

Desert Shrub Sagebrush 
Improvement 

Grassland 
Improvement 

By Grazing 
Improvement 

BY By Grazing 
Improvement Improvement 

Manipulation Treatment 
BY By Grazing 

Improvement 

Kanipulation Treatment Fanipulation 
BY 

Percent Percent Percent 
Treatment 

Percent Percent 
Vegetation Percent Vegetation Percent 

Percent 

Composition Cover Composition Cover 
Vegetation Percent Vegetation Percent 

Composition Cover Composition Cover 
Vegetation Percent Vegetation Percent 

Composition Cover Composition Cover 

Desirable Trees and Shubs 10 . . 20 . . 10 . . 20 ,, 5 . . 10 . . 

Other Trees and Shrubs 60 . . 30 . . 55 . . 40 ., 15 . . 0 . . 

Forbs 10 . . 20 . . 15 . . 20 . . 20 . . 20 . . 

Perennial Grasses G! LL 22 IL 20 - IL 20 IL 60 - - " 70 - tt 

Totals 100 40 100 70 100 60 100 70 100 60 100 70 

These estimates are based upon what should be achieved within this region on good soils. 



cover, and water) will be maintained so as to provide optimum "edge 
effect" and interspersion of habitat components in important wildlife 
areas. These areas comprise 25 percent of the planning unit and are 
significant in terms of wildlife production. One of the Bureau's major 
objectives, as stated in Manual section l.GO2, is to "Protect the lands., 
resources, environmental and public values therein from avoidable des- 
truction, abuse and deterioration, and correct past abuses to the extent 
feasible." 



UNITED STATES Nane 1 ii/. I’, 
DEPART\lENT OF Ttif: INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND XANACEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECSVMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Brown Recommendation WL-3.1. Improve the forage condition and trend on all 
Mar 1979 poor and fair condition desert shrub (75,267 acres), sagebrush (49,510 

acres), and grassland (8,295 acres) areas (other than those treated WL- 
3.2) by grazing management (133,072 total acres) (acreage in table 1 URA 
Step 3 minus acreage in table 3, URA Step 4; Overlay No. 1, MFP Step 1 
Wildlife). Maintain all good condition desert shrub, sagebrush, and 
grassland areas. Eliminate the conflict between mule deer, elk; and 
livestock where applicable on these habitats (tables 18 and 36, URA 
Step 3 Wildlife). 

These recommendations can be accomplished by allocating forage to poten- 
tial mule deer numbers (table 8, URA Step 3 Wildlife), and by closely 
monitoring livestock utliization and reducing livestock use and/or 
changing the season of use on areas where trend and condition of key 
browse species warrants (163,274 acres) (table 1, URA Step 3 Wildlife; 
Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). Allocation of forage for elk should be 
accomplished as soon as the number wintering within the planning unit 
can be determined. 

These grazing management recommendations will benefit all wildlife 
species that utilize these habitats (approximately 100 species). The 
desired vegetative compositions and percent cover to be achieved on 
these areas are listed in table 1. These desired conditions should be 
reached within 10 years on most areas with good soils. 

Support. Additional range-wildlife utilization and trend studies will 
have to be established and read at least annually. Spring and fall 
readings would be most desirable. This will require extra time from 
range and wildlife personnel, but is essential to proper resource 
management. 

Rationale. Reducing utilization is the best way to improve the forage 
condition on large areas of habitat. The first step in accomplishing 
this is to allocate forage to all consumer groups where numbers and 
needs are known. The mule deer is the only wide ranging species within 
the planning unit for which these data are presently known. Table 8 of 
URA Step 3 Wildlife shows that sufficient AUMs are available to meet 
potential mule deer needs except for 12 AlJIls on Boulder Creek allotment 
and four AUMs on Salt Water Creek allotment. This is misleading in that 
most of the AUMs for Wildlife come from areas with large percentages of 
low value forage species, and from areas unsuitable to livestock that 
are also undesirable wildlife use areas. These generalized AUI"I figures 
do not differentiate between desirable and low value forage species. 
Consequently, desirable species such as bitterbrush, forbs, and peren- 



. 

nial grasses can be overutilized in an allotment showing ample wildlife 
AUMs available. For this reason AUM allocations should be based upon 
the forage species being competed for (allocations based upon competi- 
tive AUNs) However, this level of information is not available at this 
time, so forage allocation based upon generalized AUMs should be accom- 
plished (table 8, URA Step 3 Wildlife). 

The second step in imuroving desert shrub, sagebrush, and grasslands by 
grazing management is to closely check the utilization, vigor, and trend 
of the desirable or key wildlife species, and correct any over or under 
useages. These studies will show whether or not proper allocations were 
made. If the studies show overutilization, then some livestock pressure 
must be removed, since it is impractical to reduce wildlife utilization 
in most situations. A change in season of use may solve the overutiliza- 
tion problem, or may be required in addition to a livestock reduction. 
When the key species are in good condition, the desired densities have 
been reached, and wildlife populations (especially mule deer) have 
reached population potential, then increases and/or changes in season of 
use can be given. 

All consumers receive more benefits when an area is in good condition, 
and at the same time the area can be maintained at this desired level. 

eternel Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. Interactions are described in , 
,eb 1981 the allotment analysis, Appendix 1, on Cedar Wash, Death Hollow, Forty- 

Mile Ridge, Lakes, Last Chance, Lower Cattle, Mudholes-Rock Creek, Pine 
Creek, Soda, Steep Creek, Upper Cattle, Wagon Box, White Rock, and Wide 
Hollow Allotments. The interactions are all with range management 
recornnendations, and the analysis indicates the range proposals, both 
season of use and allocation of forage, will lead to the desired improve- 
ment. 

zternel Area Manaqers Recommendation. Accept wildlife recommendation WL-3.1 as 
tb 1981 written. Conflicts between livestock and wildlife have been reduced or 

eliminated by the range proposal and it will lead to desired wildlife 
habitat improvement. 

i 
knsen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 
kr 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Nilme I V/Cl’ 1 
Escalante 

Actiwty 
Wild? ife 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Brown Recommendation WL-3.2. Improve the sagebrush and grassland habitats 
Mar 1979 within the planning unit by treating (burning, brush beating, or spray- 

ing) and/or seeding approximately 17,555 acres of public land (table 2 
and Overlay 1, NFP Step 1 Wildlife). Seeding mixtures should contain 
ample amounts of desirable wildlife browse, forbs, and native grasses. 
Livestock will have to be excluded from treatment areas until seedlings 
are established (2 years minimum). 

Prescribed burning, followed by seeding, should be considered on all 
sagebrush areas where sagebrush makes up more than 70 percent of the 
perennial vegetation. Any grassland being invaded by pinyon-juniper or 
sagebrush should also be burned, and reseeded if needed. Areas should 
not be burned where private or State property would be jeopardized. 

The desired vegetative compositions and percent cover to be achieved on 
the treatment areas are listed in table 1. These desired conditions 
should be reached within 3 years after treatment on most areas. 

Support. EARS; Fire Management Plan with Prescriptions; Contracts for 
brush beating and seeding;. 

Rationale. URA Step 3 states that pinyon-juniper has invaded an esti- 
mated 60,000 acres of former grassland, sagebrush, and mountain shrub. 
The edges of some desert shrub areas are also being invaded. Burning 
will reverse this invasion at the same time sagebrush is being thinned, . 
Sagebrush has dominated many former grasslands and has increased in 
density on many other areas. This process of low value plants replacing 
desirable forage has been evolving over the past 100 years. The cause 
has been overgrazing and the lack of recurring fires. Under this mis- 
use, desirable forage plants are weakened and eventually die. Low value 
plants then invade these areas. Use on the remaining desirable plants 
increase as they become scarce. This reduces their vigor and eliminates 
recruitment of new plants, further allowing low value plants to become 
established. 

Treatment is the fastest, most complete, and most expensive method of 
habitat improvement. Treatment is the only effective method of improv- 
ing virtually pure stands of sagebrush. Burning or brushbeating and 
reseeding are the best treatments for these areas as far as wildlife is 
concerned. 

Peterne 1 Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. See WL-2.2. 
Feb 1981 

Note: Attach additional slrccts;. if ncrdcd ----.- ---..---------;--=-----l-~~-=~~~-----.- 
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Table 2 

Sagebrush Habitat Improvement Opportunities 

Allotment 

Improvement 
Oppor- 
tunity Federal 

Estimated AUMs 
Available after 

Acres Treatment 
State Private Total Federal Other 

Alvey Wash 

Cedar Washes 

Circle Cliffs 

King Bench 

Lakes 

Upper Cattle 

Wide Hollow 

TOTALS 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

4 

4 

1 

5 

2 

3,235 0 0 3,235 840 0 

2,225 180 730 3,135 530 220 

665 0 0 665 140 0 

1,231 20 0 1,251 250 4 

610 40 0 650 120 8 

2,715 0 0 2,715 790 0 

1,168 185 0 1,353 230 37 

4,249 1,040 0 5,289 850 220 

972 250 0 1,222 220 55 

485 0 0 485 120 0 

17,555 1,715 730 20,000 4,090 274 

Source: URA Step 4, Wildlife and Range Management 

1 = chimical treatment 
2 = br.ushbeat 
3 = chain 
4 = burn 
5 = seed only 
Refer to Overlay 1, MFP step 1 



zternel Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept wildlife recommendation excluding 
,b . the Fifty-Nile Ilountain area. Develop a fire plan which will allow 

naturally caused fires on the Fifty-Mile Mountain area to burn them- ' 
selves out provided no risk to humans or facilities is involved. Include 
in this plan the possibility of future prescribed burnino on this area 
consistent with scenic values and restrictions on mechanrzed equipment. 

Sagebrush areas on all deer winter range could be burned on a small 
"spot" scale provided other favorable browse species could become estab- 
lished. 

znsen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 
-r 1981 



UNITED STATES Name (.VFP) 

DEPARTJIEXT OF THE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Brown Objective WL-4. Improve 82.07 miles of aquatic stream habitat from poor 
Zufelt or fair ecological condition to good ecological condition, and maintain 
Jensen 32.50 miles of good and excellent ecological condition aquatic stream 
Mar 1979 habitat (Aquatic Species section, URA Step 3) for a variety of wildlife 

including fur-bearers, waterfowl, American coot, common snipe, amphi- 
bians, other nongame species, beaver, fish, and aquatic invertebrates. 
The desired conditions to be obtained are: 

:: 
Constant minimum flow of cool clear water. 
Lush riparian habitat to provide shade, bank overhangs, cover, 

and nutrients for the aquatic community. 
3. Good pool to riffle ratio. 
4. Gravel stream bottoms free from sediment. 

These conditions can be improved or reached within 5 years on areas 
where the recommendations are feasible. 

Rationale. Aquatic habitat is very important to wildlife and is essen- 
tial to many species. Streams capable of supporting a catchable fish- 
eries are very limited in southern Utah. The Escalante Planning Unit 
contains most of the stream fisheries potential occurring on public 
lands within the Cedar City District. 

Aquatic and riparian habitats are dependent upon each other for suppor- 
tive life functions. By definition, a riparian habitat does not exist 
without a constant source of surface water. An aquatic community has no 
biological productivity without an associated riparian habitat. For 
this reason, all of the importance given to riparian areas must also be 
applied to aquatic habitats. Riparian habitat improvements (WL-1.1) 
will also benefit the aquatic habitats, and is a prerequisite to aquatic 
habitat improvements. 

Aquatic areas are very sensitive to habitat manipulation and must be 
considered fragile. Improper management readily eliminates streamside 
vegetation which destroys the aquatic habitat and causes a decline in 
water quality. URA Step 3 Aquatic Section shows that approximately 
72 percent of the aquatic habitat is in poor or fair ecological condi- 
tion. These areas are being adversely impacted by flooding and live- 
stock overgrazing. The good ecological condition aquatic areas are 
lightly grazed and demonstrate the potential of this habitat type if 
proper management is applied. 

The condition of the poor and fair condition areas are in conflict with 
BLM, legistative , and Executive policies as outlined in Public Laws 92- 
500 and 94-579 (FLPMA), Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Manual 
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Supplement 6671, BLM Draft Manual 6740, and WO Instruction Memo 78-410. 
These mandates require that BLM improve aquatic and riparian habitat. 
One of the Bureau's major objectives, as stated in Manual section 1602, 
is to "Protect the lands, resources, environment and public values 
therein from avoidable distruction, abuse, and deterioration, and cor- 
rect past abuse to the extent feasible. BLM Manual I603 states as a 
long-term objective that BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum 
diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet public 
demands. It also states that essential requirements of wildlife (food, 
cover, and water) will be maintained so as to provide optimum "edge 
effect" and interspersion of habitat components in important wildlife 
areas. Aquatic and riparian areas maximize “edge effect," are the most 
diverse wildlife areas in the planning unit, and are very important 
wildlife areas. 

The Kane County PAA shows that demands for wildlife based recreation 
will increase significantly between 1975 and 1985. The Garfield County 
PAA states that as supply goes up, so will the demand. Harvest and 
sportsman expenditures based upon aquatic areas within the planning unit 
are unknown. The figure would be quite high if the Lake Powell area 
within the planning unit is considered with the streams. Also, no data 
is avaliable for noncomsumptive wildlife use, but the amount probably 
exceeds consumptive uses. Most of this nonconsumptive use occurs along 
aquatic and riparian areas. In 1975, Americans spent 1.5 billion days 
observing wildlife (1975 National Survey of Hunting, Fishing, and Wild- 
life-Associated Recreation 1977, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washing- 
ton D.C.). This exceeds both fishing (1.3 billion days) and hunting 
(0.5 billion days). 

livestock grazing was identified in URA Step 3 as a major contributing 
cause of the degradation of riparian and aquatic habitats. 

Riparian and aquatic area improvement is the critical part of the wild- 
life program within the planning unit. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGELIENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Brown Recommendation WL-4.1. Protect and improve aquatic habitats by: 
Mar 1979 1. Supporting riparian habitat improvements suggested in WL-1.1 

recommendation (applicable on all streams). 
2. Reservation of minimum in-stream flows on Boulder, North, and 

Pine Creeks if feasible. 
3. Construction of log dams, gabions, revetments, rip-rap, and 

pools in sandstone stream bottoms by drilling and blasting (applicable 
on all streams except the Escalante River). 

4. Introduce and manage beaver to add diversity to aquatic habi- 
tats (included in WL-7.1 recommendation) (applicable on all streams 
except Birch Creek). 
Riparian habitat improvements are covered under separate recommendation. 
Good condition riparian areas are a prerequisite to having good condi- 
tion aquatic areas. Reservation of minimum in-stream flows are neces- 
sary to sustain a productive aquatic community. Construction of artifi- 
cial structures and/or transplanting beaver into all streams is needed 
to add diversity to the aquatic habitats. Exact locations of artificial 
structures should be determined by a fisheries or wildlife biologist and 
a hydrologist, based upon each streams individual needs. 

Support. Fence support needs are discussed under riparian habitat 
recommendation WL-1.1. Reservations of minimum in-stream flows will 
require legal assistance and coordination with the Division of Water 
Resources. Acquisition of water rights may be necessary. Design and 
location of artificial sructures will require input from a fisheries or 
wildlife specialist, or a hydrologist. Actual construction would be by 
hand labor and could be accomplished by YACC personnel. Blasting needs 
could probably be obtained from the U.S. Army at a low cost. Beaver 
transplants would be accomplished by the UDWR and would be at their 
discretion. 

Dollars spent on aquatic and riparian improvement would benefit more 
species, obtain faster results and give more end product cheaper than 
the same amount applied towards other Wildlife treatments. Sikes Act 
money should be available to fund most of these projects. 

Rationale. URA Step 3 lists the reasons why livestock concentrate along 
riparian and aquatic areas. As long as livestock are allowed free 
access to riparian and aquatic habitats, these areas will be heavily 
grazed before the grazing pressure shifts to the uplands. Riparian and 
aquatic areas with free livestock access are definitely sacrifice areas. 
These areas are very sensitive to habitat manipulation and must be 
considered as fragile. Improper management readily eliminates stream- 
side vegetation which destroys the habitat and causes a decline in water 
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quality. Loss of streamside vegetation accelerates soil erosion which 
in turn further prevents establishment of good protective vegetative 
cover. This is a positive feedback situation which accelerates at a 
multiplicative rate. Aquatic and riparian habitats are highly dependent 
upon each other. Protection and improvement of the riparian habitat is 
a prerequisite to obtaining good condition aquatic habitat. It is 
therefore essential that riparian recommendations in WL-1.1 be imple- 
mented. 

Protection of the watershed is also very important to obtaining the 
aquatic habitat objectives. Watersheds in poor condition cause flash 
floods and heavy sediment loads. Ground water is also reduced so there 
are periods when springs dry up and therefore so do the streams. 

Riparian and Watershed protection will result in meeting most of the 
desired aquatic habitat conditions and are therefore high priority 
items. 

Reservation of minimum in-stream flows is needed to produce good condi- 
tion aquatic habitat. During periods of dewatering, aquatic flora and 
fauna die. When water is restored to the stream, the lower forms of 
aquatic organisms begin to rebuild their populations. Dewatering occurs 
again eliminating these lower organisms and preventing higher forms from 
ever becoming established. 

Construction of artificial structures and/or introduction of beaver is 
needed to speed up the natural diversification of aquatic habitats. 
Watershed and riparian area protection would eventually result in natural 
diversity and good ecological condition aquatic areas. However, it may 
take several years (up to 5 years) for riparian conditions to climax, 
and it may take a lifetime to improve the watersheds to good condition. 
These structures are needed in the interim to maximize habitat poten- 
tials. 

Quality and quantity of aquatic-riparian habitats will continue to 
decline, or remain in less than good condition, if these recommendations 
are not implemented. This would be an unfortunate situation and a loss 
to all resources (Range, Watershed, Recreation, Wildlife) and resource 
users. 

:ernel Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. The interactions with this 
? 1981 recommendation are the same as with WL-1.1. Interactions are with range 

management recommendations. WL-1.1 closely parallels this recommenda- 
tion. The analysis and decision for WL-1;l pertaining to the range 
recommendations are applicable to this recommendation. 

The recommendation and rationale infer, even though they are not ex- 
plicit, that Boulder, North, and Pine Creeks are fully appropriated. 
The quantity of unapprporiated water also may be so low during the 
summer irrigation season as to not be able to support downstream aquatic 



or riparian habitat. There is not sufficient reason in the recommenda- 
tion and rationale to place a specific value on riparian and aquatic 
habitat to justify the acquisition of water rights and divert water from 
private agricultural use to use in development or improvement of aquatic 
or riparian habitat. Until such value can be specified, it must be 
concluded it is not in the public interest to use appropriated public 
funds to develop a minimum instream flow in these creeks. 

Coordination is needed on the additional items of this recommendation 
before a decision can be made. The rationale for the recommendation 
indicates that the introduction of beaver may be considered an alterna- 
tive to construction of structures such as log,dams, gabions, etc. If 
beaver are to be transplanted, it may be questionable if structures 
would be needed. Coordination with the State Division of Wildlife 
Resources would be required on the possibility of transplants. The 
question of maintenance of instream flow would also have a bearing on 
whether structures could be placed in Boulder, North, and Pine Creeks as 
well as whether beaver could be introduced in these streams. 

:ternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Grazing management should be as stated in 
a 1981 WL-1.1 and the range management decisions. 

Investigate the possibility of introducing beaver and/or constructing 
structures in these streams as well as the other streams identified in 
the recommendation. This investigation must include coordination with 
Division of Wildlife Resources, and the State Engineer, owners of water 
rights, and the public. If beaver can be introduced and structures can 
be built, develop plans to identify what structures, if any, would be 
needed in the interim to maximize habitat potential. If beaver cannot 
be introduced but structures can be put in place, construct structures 
as needed that are identified in the recommendation. 

nsen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
P EB% 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTLIENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Brown Objective WL-5. Expand the habitat for desert bighorn sheep and chukar 
Zufelt by providing permanent water in areas where inadequate supplies now 
Jensen exist. Provide for the water needs of pronghorn if and when a trans- 
Mar 1979 plant is determined feasible by the Utah DWR. These inadequacies should 

be corrected as soon as possible. 

Rationale. Water is the limiting habitat component in many areas for 
the above species. Other habitat components are considered adequate, or 
will be if the other Wildlife recommendations are implemented. These 
species are scarce within the planning unit and the pronghorn may be 
extirpated. 

These water sources will also be used by many other nongame species. 
The number and kind will depend upon the surrounding habitat. The Kane 
County PAA does not give data on these species but states that wildlife 
based recreation will increase significantly between 1975 and 1985. The 
Garfield County PAA states that as supply goes up, so will the demand. 
Demand for chukar hunting would be very high if larger populations were 
present. BLM Manual 1603 states as a long-term objective that "BLM 
manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in 
sufficient numbers to meet public demands." It also states that essen- 
tial requirements of wildlife--food, cover, and water--will be main- 
tained so as to provide optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of 
habitat components in important wildlife areas. The areas needing water 
are very important to these species. 

-- .~----- 

(Instructions on reverse) 
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Brown 
Mar 1979 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 
Peternel 
Feb 1981 
Jensen 
Mar 1981 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 
RECOh?MENDATION-AXALYSIS-CECISION 

-.-__ Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation WL-5.1. Develop six present use area water needs for 
desert bighorn sheep (by priority) as capabilities exist (table 29 URA 
Step 3; 0;erlay 2, LlFP Step 1 Wildlife).' Provide water at all existing 
livestock sources from spring through fall within desert bighorn sheep 
and chukar present use areas (Overlay 2 and 5, URA Step 3 Wildlife). 
Accomplish the same for pronghorn if and when a transplant is determined 
feasible. Providing water access at some existing sources for chukar 
may require some construction in the form of bird ladders in addition to 
maintaining the water source. 

Water development needs for desert bighorn sheep should be completed 
within 5 years. Water should be made available at existing livestock 
waters within the chukar present use areas as soon as possible. Water 
access for chukar at locations requiring some development should be 
accomplished as soon as possble, but not to exceed three years. 

Support. Determine exact on the ground locations and type of develop- 
ment to be constructed; determine the size, capabilities, and design to 
be used; EAR(s) prepared prior to construction; planning and construc- 
tion will have to be closely coordinated between operations, range 
management, and wildlife personnel. 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources should be able to give valuable 
technical, and possibly material assistance. Sikes Act money should be . 
available for most, if not all, of the construction costs, if approp- 
riated prior to actual needs. The YACC could be employed to complete 
the construction projects. 

Rationale. Providing permanent water where it does not exist can only 
be accomplished by development of some type of facility. The type of 
facility will depend upon the water source used, the location, and the 
types of animals to use the water. Where a potential permanent water 
source already exists (livesoock watering tank, etc.), all that is 
needed is to periodically fill the source and to allow wildlife access 
to that source. Some existing waters may require construction of a 
ground level source for chukar use, bird ladders, or possibly habitat 
plantings or protection near the water source. 

Interactions and Clultiple Use Analysis. There are no interactions. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept wildlife recommendation WL-5.1. 

Decision. Accept the Area Nanager's recommendation. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTlfEST OF TffE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :rfANAGE?.IEN’f- 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Brown Objective WL-6. Restore, maintain, and protect 49,048 acres of desert 
Zufelt bighorn sheep habitat (22,854 acres of present use area and 26,194 acres 
Jensen 
Mar 1979 

of potential use area) to provide for a viable flock of native sheep 
(approximately 150 individuals in the Moody Canyons area). 

Rationale. Desert bighorn sheep are native to this area. This is 
evident from prehistoric pictographs up through an unconfirmed sighting 
at Spencer Point in 1976, and a present population across the Colorado 
River in Red and White Canyons. Historically, desert bighorn sheep were 
found at all elevations and in all habitats within these areas. It was 
not until white man and his domestic livestock came along that the 
native sheep were forced to strictly inhabit the steep inaccessible 
areas (URA Step 3, Wildlife). It is assumed that from two to five 
desert bighorn sheep presently inhabit the Spencer Bench area of Fifty- 
mile Mountain. There are about 30 native sheep in the Moody Canyons 
area as a result of transplants by the Utah DWR. 

BLM Manual 1603 states as a long-term objective that BLM manage habitats 
to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers 
to meet public demands. It also states that essential requirements of 
wildlife--food, cover, and water--will be maintained so as to provide 
optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of habitat components in impor- 
tant wildlife areas. Freedom from competition for space is a critical 
habitat component that must also be provided. This area is very important 
to desert bighorn sheep. 

Continuous yearlong grazing by feral horses is deteriorating the range 
condition on some Public Lands within the potential bighorn sheep use 
area. One of the Bureau's major objectives, as stated in Manual section 
1602, is to "Protect the lands, resources, environment and public 
values therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and deterioration, and 
correct past abuse to the extent feasible. 

Native species , and their habitat, should be enhanced whenever possible. 
The value of desert bighorn sheep within this area cannot accurately be 
assessed. However, their presence means a lot to many people, even 
though they may never hunt or even see these bighorn sheep. 



DEPARTVENT OF TfIE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND :JAINAGE?JENT Activlt! 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Stcn 1 Stlm 3 

._-. --- - 
Brown Brown Recommendation WL-6.1. Recommendation WL-6.1. Remove feral horses from 25,554 acres of poten- Remove feral horses from 25,554 acres of poten- 

Mar 1979 Mar 1979 tial desert bighorn sheep habitat to eliminate the potential conflict tial desert bighorn sheep habitat to eliminate the potential conflict 
with desert bighorn sheep for space and forage (table 30 and Overlay 2, 
URA Step 3 Wildlife; Overlay 2, NFP Step 1 Wildlife). 
with desert bighorn sheep for space and forage (table 30 and Overlay 2, 
URA Step 3 Wildlife; Overlay 2, NFP Step 1 Wildlife). 

Support. EAR; Feral Horse Removal and Disposition Plan; cooperation 
between range management and wildlife to formulate plans and carry our 
removal. 

Rationale. Desert bighorn sheep will not inhabit an area occupied by 
other large herbivores, even if sufficient desirable forage is present 
(URA Step 3 Wildlife). Therefore, there will be a space conflict between 
desert bighorn sheep and feral horses , as well as a conflict for forage. 
There may be conflicts for water also. The only way to alleviate the 
potential conflict is to remove one of these species. The feral horses 
are the ones that should be removed, since they are a feral species and 
the desert bighorn is a native species. This area is good desert big- 
horn sheep habitat and only marginal for horses. 

Zufelt Area Manaqer's Recommendation. This recommendation is addressed in ' 
Mar 1979 range recommendation RM-5.1. The recommendation is to remove feral 

horses from the Escalante Resource Area. Refer to range recommendation 
RM-5.1 for a complete analysis. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 
Mar 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTXIENT OF TilE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND %lANACESIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

> 

Brown Recommendation WL-6.2. Do not allow livestock use on the benches of the 
Mar 1979 Moody Canyons area or in the valleys of this area during the spring or 

summer (table 25 and Overlay 2, URA Step 3, Wildlife; Overlay 1 FlFP Step 
1). Protect all of the potential bighorn sheep use area for future 
native sheep use as the population approaches potential (table 26 and 
Overlay 2, URA Step 3, Wildlife; Overlay 1 tlFP Step 1). This protection 
can be accomplished by monitoring condition and trend of key forage 
species and adjusting livestock use as needed to improve and maintain 
the habitat. Allocation of forage for potential desert bighorn sheep 
should be accomplished. This would require 360 AUfJs above that needed 
for mule deer (table 8, URA Step 3, Wildlife). Potential available 
wildlife AUMs in table 8 of URA Step 3 is sufficient to meet the needs 
of both mule deer and native sheep within this area. 

a?= Desert bighorn sheep mana ement plan (included in Herd Units 
B and 52 Habitat Nanagement Plans 3 . Additional studies to monitor key 

forage species. Personnel man months to formulate plans and conduct 
habitat monitoring studies. 

Rationale. The areas designated for protection (present and potential 
native sheep use areas) presently have good condition desert bighorn 
sheep habitat (Overlay 2 MFP Step 1, Wildlife). These areas can con- 
tinue to be used by livestock as long as recommendations are followed 
and habitat conditions are maintained, and until bighorn sheep popula- 
tions approach potential (approximately 25 to 30 years). At this time . 
additional space for native sheep will probably be necessary. 

Zufelt Area Manager‘s Recommendation. Accept recommendation 6.2. Most, if not 
Mar 1979 all the sheep habitat is within Glen Canyon National Recreation area. 

Although the BLM does not have jurisdiction over wildlife within the NRA 
it does have authority over livestock grazing. There is very little 
present or future potential sheep areas on which livestock presently 
graze. The present use areas within the NRA should be maintained. Al- 
though the BLM cannot allocate forage for wildlife within the NRA, the 
wildlife needs will be more than met through livestock forage allocation. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 
Mar 1981 



UNITED ST.ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TlIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND !JANACEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Brown 
Mar 1979 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Peternel 
Feb 1981 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Name ’ iI I: I’ 1 

Escalante 
Actzv~tr, 

Wildlife 
Overlay Rrferenc’e 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation WL-6.3. Protect 49,048 acres of desert bighorn sheep 
habitat from undue intrusions of all kinds (ORV use, mineral leasing or 
sale operations, land treatments, etc.) (tables 25 and 26, URA Step 3, 
Wildlife; Overlay 2 1lFP Step 1 Wildlife). 

Support. Desert bighorn sheep management plan (included in Herd Units 
51B and 52 Habitat Management Plans). 

Rationale. Desert bighorn sheep will not inhabit an area that receives 
undue intrusions on an extended basis (URA Step 3, Wildlife). This is 
part of the reason why desert bighorn sheep now only inhabit steep 
inaccessible areas. They were forced from their historic 'lower eleva- 
tion habitats by the continuous presence of man and his domestic live- 
stock. Protection from all unnecessary intrusions must be accomplished 
if a viable herd of native sheep is to be maintained. Without this 
protection, they will be restricted to the steep inaccessible areas and 
the population will not be able to expand or reach potential. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. There are no interacting recom- 
mendations. While at the present time, it appears the objective to 
maintain this area as bighorn sheep habitat is the best primary use for 
the area, it is unrealistic to make a determination that all other uses 
would be precluded. The term "undue intrusions" used in the rationale 
needs to be defined and qualified. 

Proposals for uses in the future that may intrude on sheep habitat would 
have to be evaluated on their relative merit in relation to the use of 
the area as sheep habitat. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Proposals for surface uses which may 
cause disturbance to bighorn sheep in the Moody area will be evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (,UF PI 

Escalante 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

Brown Objective WL-7. 
ZufeJt 

Enhance raptor (eagles, falcons, hawks, and owls) 
habitat within the planning unit. 

Jensen 
Mar 1979 Rationale. EagJes, falcons, and hawks are highly visible forms of 

wildlife. Owls are much more secretive. Raptors are at the top of the 
ecological food chain. Characteristics of this trophic level are reJa- 
tively low population levels, low reproductive potential, and highly 
efficient individuals. It is for these reasons that raptors are State 
and Federally protected, and are of high national interest. Raptors are 
very beneficial by effectively preying upon small herbivores such as 
rabbits and rodents. Only very rarely wiJJ an eagle prey upon small 
domestic livestock such as sheep or caJves. Bald eagles and peregrine 
falcons are Federally classified as endangered species. According to 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and BLM Manual 6840, BLM is to manage 
and protect habitat for endangered species wherever and whenever poss- 
ible. BLM Manual 1603 states as a long-term objective that BLM manage 
habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in suffic- 
ient numbers to meet public demands. Demand for viewing raptors is high 
for many people , especially recreationists. Raptors are not discussed 
in either the Kane or the GarfieJd County PAAs. Nonconsumptive use 
would be very high for viewing and there would be no consumptive uses. 
BLM Manual 1603 also states that essential requirement of wildlife - 
food, cover, and water - will be maintained so as to provide optimum 
“edge effect" and is a critical habitat component that also mutt be 
considered. Raptor nest sites, bald eagle concentration areas, and 
peregrine falcon use areas are very important to these species. 

Raptor habitat shou'id be enhanced whenever possible. The value of these 
species within the planning unit cannot accurately be assessed. However, 
their increased presence would be beneficial by preying upon rabbits and 
rodents, and would mean alot to many people for viewing. 

--;----- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TlIE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Brown 
Mar 1979 

ZufeJt 
Mar 1979 

ZufeJt 
Mar 1979 
Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Name fl llf.‘f’J 

EscaJ ante 
Activity 

WiJdJ ife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation WL-7.1. Protect bald eagle feeding and concentration 
areas, peregrine falcon use areas, and other raptor nest sights on 
public lands from undue intrusions of all kinds (ORV use, mineral Jeas- 
ing or sale operations, land treatments, etc.) (Overlay 4, URA Step 3, 
Wildlife). A minimum of 0.25mile buffer zone wili be required around 
bald eagle concentration areas, peregrine falcon use areas, and other 
raptor nest sites to assure proper protection. This same protection 
should be given to raptor use areas on Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area, but this wiJJ be at the discretion of the National Park Service. 
BLM should honor these recommendations on GCNRA in conducting the range 
use which is controlled by BLM. 

Support. Continual update of the Raptor Overlay to add new use and 
nesting areas ; consideration of these areas and buffer zones in all ‘land 
uses. 

Rationale. Recommendations WL-1.1 through WL-4.1 wi17 provide most of 
the habitat needs of raptors (food, cover, and water). Protection of 
critical space is all that is lacking. This can be provided by protec- 
tion of nesting, concentration, and roosting areas. Raptors will not 
nest, concentrate, or roost in areas that receive undue intrusions on an 
extended basis. Without protection of these use areas a good raptor 
population will not exist. Without a good raptor population there is 
not a sufficient check and balance on rabbit and rodent populations. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. There are no interacting recom- 
mendations. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 



Reconciliation of URA 4 - Recreation 

1. Calf Creek Recreation Area And Devil's Garden Outstandinq Ndt- 
ural Areas. These areas are under existing management plans. Manage- 
ment opportunities are therefore an administrative procedure, not requir- 
ing an MFP decision. 

2. Escalante Canyons Outstandinq Natural Area. An opportunity was 
identified to review the designation of this area. This is considered 
to be an administrative procedure, not requiring an MFP decision to 
accomplish. 

3. Recreation and Public Purposes Act. An opportunity was noted 
to review the area classified under this act since it is now included in 
an outstanding natural area and recreation area. This opportunity is 
considered to be an administrative procedure, not requiring an MFP 
decision. 

4. Fishinq and Hunting. The URA indicates opportunities for these 
activities are involved with improvement of wildlife habitat, which 
would increase populations and enhance hunting and fishing. It would be 
repetitive to dupiicate wildlife recommendations in the recreation MFP 
1. 

5. Collectin%. Opportunities for collecting vegetative products 
are a duplication of opportunities identified in the Forest Products 
URA. To avoid redundancy, these activities are not covered in the 
recreation MFP. 

6. Siahtseeing-Archaeological. Opportunities were identified for 
sites Sar 002, 044, 045, 006, 008, and 047. These sites were not car- 
ried forward since-they-are within the Calf Creek Recreation Area and 
can be treated in the management plan. 

7. Recreation Inventories. Inventory needs were identified for 
historical, archaeologicai, geological, and- botanical activities. 
Inventory is BLM policy and does not require an MFP decision. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDhlANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (.tIFPI 

Escalante 
Activity 

Recreation . 
Objective Number 

Wells Objective R-l. Provide for public health, safety, and resource protec- 
Zufelt tion throughout the planning unit through interpretation, facility 
Jensen development , and visitor management. 
Nov 1978 

Rationale. BLM policy (1603. 12C3) provides for protective development 
of recreation resource values and for public use of these values where 
consistent with preservation goals. The PAA shows there is considerable 
potential demand for sightseeing and related activities in the region, 
resulting from the large flow of tourists through the area. 

As visitor use increases within the planning unit, demand will increase 
and recreation areas and facilities could deteriorate due to use in 
excess of capacities. 

-- .------- 
(instructions on reverse) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTllltNT OF T1il-t INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND !tlANACE11ENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Recreation 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION I Step 1 Sten .i 

Wells 
Dee 1978 

..rn 
Mar 1979 
Team 
Mar 1979 
Zufelt 
Mar 1979 
Jensen 
Mar 1981 

Recommendation R-1.1. Implement a recreation permit system allowing for 
use by the general public, noncommercial groups, and commercial tours 
for the following areas: 

1. Phipps-Death Hollow Outstanding Natural Area 
2. North Escalante Canyon Outstanding Natural Area 

2 
The Gulch Outstanding Natural Area 
Calf Creek Recreation Area 

5. Fifty-Mile t4ountain 

Support. Notify the public of the permit system and its requirements. 

Develop a cooperative agreement or contract with the U.S. Weather 
Bureau or other weather service to provide weather information on a 
regular and continuing basis. 

Rationale. A permit system will give BLM better information for manage- 
ment of recreation use. All backcountry visitors will be contacted and 
can be given current information on weather conditions and hazards. 
Search and rescue operations should be speeded up by decreasing the time 
necessary to locate victims. Visitor use information from the permits 
can be used to determine carrying capacities and to disperse use to 
prevent user dissatisfaction and resource damage. 

Interactions. None. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept recommendation. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept multiple use recommendation. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 

_ ._______ ____ -._----- .-.-.---.--. --a------------ 
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Wells 
Dee 1978 

Team 
Mar 1979 
Team 
Mar 1979 
Zufelt 
Mar 1979 

Jensen 
Mar 1981 

UNITED STilTt7S Numc R \:/.‘/‘i 

DEPARTMEST OF Tl111 INTERIOR Escalante 
BIJREXU OF LAND iJANAGEJIENT Activitv 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK.PLAN 
Recreation 

Overlay Reference 

RECOf.!MEt~DATIC::-ArJkLVSIS-CECISION Step I step 3 

Recommendation R-1.2. Develop a brochure interpreting various histori- 
cal, archaeological, paleontological, geological, botanical, and collec- 
ting resources tClroughout the planning unit. Regulations, including 
off-road vehicle use and collecting limitations, should be included in 
the brochure. 

Insure that cultural values are protected by stabilization, excavation, 
or other appropriate means. Provide directional signing to features 
when appropriate. 

Support 

Operations - Signs 
Archaeology - Excavation, stabilization 

Rationale. Many features in the planning unit have readily visible and 
highly interesting characteristics. Interpretation in the planning unit 
is presently limited to the Calf Creek Falls Trail and hiking informa- 
tion for the Escalante River. The PAA shows there is considerable 
potential demand for general sightseeing activities in the region. 
Interpretation can expand the recreational experience for the visitor, 
can create an awareness toward wise use of the public land, and can 
explain the BLM's role in resource management. 

Interactions. None 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Recommendation. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept Multiple Use Recommendation. 
Such brochures would normally be as a result of a specific management 
plan or plans for these areas. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 



UKITED STATES Name f \II:/‘J 
DEPARTMEST OF TllE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Wells 
Dee 1978 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Team 
Mar 1979 
Zufelt 
14ar 1979 

Recommendation R-1.3. Manage Deer Creek as a developed recreation site 
and trailhead. Provide additional facilities as needed to meet demand 
following the existing site plan. 

Support. Acquire mineral rights in Sec. 16, T. 34S., R. 5 E. from the 
State of Utah. Once mineral rights are obtained, seek a protective 
withdrawal or segregation from all forms of entry including the genera? 
mining laws and place the area under a "Closed to Leasing" category for 
mineral leasing. 

Until the mineral rights can be obtained , work .with the State of Utah to 
place protective surface stipulations on leases or extraction operations. 
Meet with State and county road departments to determine future road 
development plans. 

Close the area to ORV use. 

Develop a recreation activity plan. 

Rationale. BLM policy (1603.12C3) states the visitor management program 
of the Bureau will include the development of facilities. Development 
of facilities can help control visitors, distribute use, concentrate 
impacts of users into area developed to accommodate them, and improve 
health and safety conditions. 

Visitor use is increasing in the planning unit. Additional developed 
sites will be needed to prevent degradation of existing facilities as 
visitor use increases. 

Deer Creek is presently being used as a trailhead into the Escalante 
River canyon system. 

Management of this area as a developed recreation site and mineral 
development are incompatible. Since the State of Utah holds the mineral 
rights to this section, the BLN has no control over leases or extraction 
operations which would destroy or degrade recreational and scenic values. 

Interact ions. Trailhead development would benefit backcountry use of 
the Escalante River. Removal of sand and gravel or drilling for oil and 
gas on the site would directly conflict with recreation uses. Alternate 
sources and sites are available for both activities. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Recommendation. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept Multiple Use Recommendation. 



;iensen Decision. Modify the Area Manager's recommendation. Do not withdraw or 
Mar - segregate the area after mineral rights are obtained from entry under 

the general mining laws. Most of the section is part of the contiguous 
area to outstanding natural areas and as such, is an instant study area 
for wilderness consideration. The remainder of the area is part of 
wilderness study area number 061. The area will receive protection 
under the interim protection policy for wilderness study areas. If it 
is designated as a wilderness area by Congress, it will receive protec- 
tion as identified in the Wilderness Act of 1964. In the event the area 
is not designated as wilderness, the provisions of 43 CFR 3809 will 
provide adequate protection of surface values that may be impacted by 
mining activity. 

For the above reasons, there is no need to'initiate withdrawal action. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name CAlFPI 

Escalante 
Activity 

Recreation . 
Objective Number 

Wells 
Zufelt 

significant scenic Objective R-2. Preserve and protect areas containing 
splendor, natural values, cultural values, and scientific importance. 

Jensen 
Nov 1978 Rationale. This objective is consistent with BLM policy (1603.12C3) of 

providing for an adequate supply of outdoor recreation uses and with the 
policy of identification, evaluation, and protective development of 
significant natural values. 

43 CFR 8352.0-l provides for "management of recreation use to protect 
(a) lands that have unusual natural characteristics and (b) lands that 
are primitive in character." 

The planning unit contains many areas of significant scenic, scientific, 
and primitive value. Without protection, these values could be lost to 
future generations. Decisions for development for the most part are 
irreversible and reduce the alternatives for future management decisions, 
The national importance of this area is demonstrated by the activities 
of special interest groups such as the Sierra Club and by coverage in 
books and magazines having nation-wide circulation. 

==----- .-- 
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UNITED STATES Name 1 \l/‘I’J 

DEPARTMENT OF TSIE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND irlANAGEhIENT Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATIOPJ-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Wells Recommendation R-2.1. Redesignate the Phipps-Death Hollow, The Gulch, 
Dee 1978 and fiorth Zscalante Canyons Outstanding Natural Areas as the "Canyons of 

the Escalante Outstanding Natural Area." Apply management which will 
preserve and protect the scientific importance, scenic splendor, natural, 
and cultural values of the area ; expand the boundary to include addi- 
tional public lands, and acquire state and private inholdings, including 
mineral rights, as follows; expand to include the following public 
lands: 

T34S, R4E 
Sec. 4 N$ N!&P~, SW%SW% 
Sec. 5 E$, E$WL, 
Sec. 8 NE% 
Sec. 9 W+NW% 

T34S, R5E 
Sec. 20 E+SEk 
Sec. 21 NL,, SW%, W+SE% 
Sec. 28 W+ 
Sec. 29 EL2 
Sec. 33 W% 

T35S, R5E 
Sec. 4 All 
Sec. 5 E+ 
Sec. 9 NE%NE% 
Sec. 20 
Sec. 21 
Sec. 22 
Sec. 25 
Sec. 26 
Sec. 35 

T35S, R6E 
Sec. 31 
Sec. 33 

NW%NE%, S+NE%NE% 
S$N$NW%, &NE% 
S+NW&, SW%SE% 
NW%NW% 
SE%SW%, W%NE%SW%, W$SW%SE% 
NE% 

SL&WL,, SW%SE%, SpsE%SE% 
W$@ T36S, R6E. -- 

Sec. 4 SE%SEk 
Sec. 5 WkNW%NE%, SWkNEk, &SE% 

Total Acres 

Acquire the following State of Utah lands, including mineral rights: 
T34S, R3E 

Section 2 Section 32 Section 36 
T35S, R3E 

Section 2 
T34S, R4E 

Section 16 Section 32 

Note: Artnch additional sll~vts. if ncrrfcd _____ - -.-.. - _ ----.-.--------------= ____ - ----_& .- 
~ll,.:r:/, :,<a,.. 111, T,‘, ,./I,‘) . Form 16~0-21 (April lctTTl 



T34S, R5E 
Section 32 

T35S, R4E 
Section 2 Section 16 

T35S, R5E 
Section 2 Section 16 Section 36 

T35S, R6E 
Section 32 

Acquire private access through private lands at Highway 12 crossing of 
the Escalante River. 

T35S, R4E, 
Sec. 12, &SE%, NWkSWk 

Support 

1. Acquire an access easement through state and private land near 
the town of Escalante (Sections 9 and 16, T35S, R3E). 

2. Acquire an access easement through private land at the Highway 
12 crossing of the Escalante River (T35S, R4E, Sec. 12 SW%SE& and Sec. 
13 N$NE%). 

3. Seek a protective withdrawal from all forms of entry under the 
general mining laws and include the expansion areas under a "No Surface 
Occupancy" category for oil and gas leasing. 

4. Formally close the entire area to ORV use. 

5. Obtain filings on key waters needed for recreational use. 

6. Limit livestock grazing season of use to the period November 1 
through Flarch 15. 

7. Develop a recreation activity plan for the entire area. 

8. Develop a trailhead facility at The Gulch where the road 
crosses the canyon (NW%&&, Sec. 13, T35S, R5E). 

9. Develop cooperative agreements with the Dixie National Forest 
and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area concerning management of the 
Escalante River Canyon system. 

Rationale. These areas were designated in 1970 to preserve their scenic 
values and natural wonders in a natural condition. Areas to be added to 
the designation exhibit many of the same characteristics and provide 
buffer zones for the main use areas. 

Activities such as mineral development and ORV use conflict with the 
primary management objective of managing the maximum amount of recrea- 
tion use possible without damage to the natural features that make the 
area outstanding. 



Acquisition of State 'lands will prevent actions, such as allowing 
mineral development, by the State which conflict with management of the 
outstanding natural area. 

Acquisition of, or easements through, private and State land will 
provide legal access for recreational use of the outstanding natural 
area. 

Many conflicts occur between livestock grazing and recreation use. 
Hikers complain of the presence of cattle and droppings and impacts on 
vegetation. Livestock permittees complain of recreationists driving 
cattle, vandalism, and open gates resulting in trespasses. The high 
recreation use periods are March through June and September and October. 
In 1977, almost 12,000 visitor days of use occurred in the area. 

The existing designations could be more effectively managed as a single 
entity. Management objectives for the areas are the same. Consolida- 
tion would eliminate repetition of management actions and the prepara- 
tion of three activity plans. 

earn Interactions. WL-1.1, WL-4.1 - Protection of natural conditions, min- 
:ar 1979 era1 withdrawal, ORV closure, acquisition of State lands, and limiting 

grazing use will protect wildlife habitat in riparian and aquatic 
zones. 

Minerals, Issue 2 - Although no economic mineral deposits have been 
identified in the area, mineral withdrawal will prevent possible future 
development of subeconomic and undiscovered mineral resources. 

Minerals, Issue 3 - Inclusion of expansion areas in "NO Surface Occu- 
pancy" mineral leasing category will increase exploration and develop- 
ment costs. 

w-1.1, w-1.3 - Restricting grazing use will reduce sediment production 
and peak flood flows. 

R-2.2 - Mineral withdrawal, ORV closure, and protection of natural 
conditions will preserve wild and scenic river qualities of the Escal- 
ante River. 

R-4.1 - Outstanding natural areas are closed to ORV use under authority 
in Executive Order 11644. 

VR-1.1 - Outstanding natural areas are recommended as VRM Class 1 which 
allows for natural ecological changes only. Protection of the area 
complements VW management objective. 

Range - Grazing season of use is more restrictive than that proposed for 
the following allotments: 6ig Bown Bench, Escalante River, King Bench, 
McGath Point, Deer Creek, Upper Cattle, and Willow Gulch. 



Wze: - Analysis. All interactions except with Minerals and Range are comple- 
:eb mentary and will not be considered further in this analysis. 

Mineral withdraklal would prevent development of subeconomic and undis- 
covered mineral resources. There is minimal occurrence and potential 
for development of minerals b/ithin the area. Hineral exploration and 
development conflict with the primary management objective of outstand- 
ing natural areas. This primary management objective as stated in 43 
CFR 8352.0-Z is "manage for the maximum amount of recreation use poss- 
ible without damage to the natural features that make the areas outstand- 
ing." 

Most of the area recommended for expansion is already designated as 
"closed" or "no surface occupancy" for oil and gas leasing. The addi- 
tion of the recommended expansion that is not already covered by these 
categories would have a negligible effect on any future oil and gas 
leasing activity in the area. 

The entire recommendation area is made up of existing outstanding nat- 
ural areas or is contiguous to these areas, and as such, is part of an 
instant study area for wilderness consideration. The area will receive 
protection under the interim protection policy for wilderness study 
areas. If it is designated as a wilderness area by Congress, it will 
receive protection as identified in the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

If it is not designated as wilderness, the provisions of 43 CFR 3809 
will provide for adequate protection of surface values associated with 
mining activity. Mineral leasing procedures also provide adequate 
protection for other resource values. Therefore, there is no need to 
initiate withdrawal action or to change the present status of the area 
for mineral leasing. 

Range interactions and analysis for changes in grazing seasons of use 
are in MFP Appendix 1, Allotment Analyses. 

The result of these analyses is that the proposed grazing season of use 
should not be changed. The analyses generally concluded that conflicts 
in some allotments are relatively insignificant and that there are 
alternative periods of time to hikers so the hiking experience can be 
enjoyed at a time an area is not being grazed if the presence of live- 
stock is offensive. The analyses also considered the adverse economic 
impacts an additional change of season for grazing could create for 
livestock operators. 

In the event the area is not designated as wilderness, the recommenda- 
tion should be reconsidered to redesignate the above outstanding natural 
areas as the canyons of the Escalante Outstanding NaturaJ Area. The 
additions should then also be considered. 



While the identified State sections should be acquired, this area is not 
necessarily a priority area for acquisition. This and other proposed 
acquisitions should be evaluated to determine priorities. 

Peternel Area Vanaqer's Recormendation. Modify the recommendation as follows: 
Feb 1981 

1. 
'. LHJ.;L..G~> 

Do not initiate action to redesignate the area as the Cnyonlands of 
the Escalante Outstanding Natural Area. This will be unnecessary if the 
area is designated wilderness. If it is not designated wilderness, 
reconsider the redesignation with the proposed expansion. 

2. Do not initiate a protective withdrawal nor change the mineral 
leasing category on the expansion areas. 

3. Determ'ne priorities for acquisition of State sections in relation 
to other pr:posed acquisitions. 

4. Follow the range management decisions for season of use for live- 
stock grazing. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 
Mar 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND ~JANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Wells Recommendation R-2.2. Seek inclusion of the Escalante River into the 
Dee 1978 National Ilild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Manage the river in a manner so as to preserve its wild and scenic river 
values. Do not allow impoundments or other improvements which will 
destroy these values. 

Rationale. The Escalante River was nominated for study under Section 
'5(d)ofe \1ild and Scenic Rivers Act by the Secretaries of Interior 
and Agriculture on September 11, 1970. The BLM portion of the river 
between the town of Escalante and the Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area meets the scenic, lack of development, and other criteria estab- 
lished for wild, scenic, or recreational river designations. The nat- 
ural values of the Escalante River have been identified through the 
existing outstanding natural area designations. 

Team Interactions 
Mar 1979 

Lands URA - Reservoir sites have been proposed on the Escalante River in 
connection with power plant proposals in the Escalante area. Management 
for wild and scenic river values would preclude construction of these 
reservoirs. 

WL-1.1, WL-1.3 - Management for wild and scenic river values will 
protect wildlife habitat in riparian and aquatic zones. 

R-l.1 - Management for wild and scenic river values is complementary 
with management objectives for the outstanding natural areas. 

VR-1.1 - The river is recommended for- VRM Class I which allows natural 
ecological changes only. 

Analysis. All of the interactions except Lands are complementary and 
would be an added benefit if implemented. 

There are no active proposals to construct a reservoir on the Escalante 
River. Utah Power and Light has a right-of-way application for a reser- 
voir which is inactive at this time. 

Reservoirs and other major improvements would destroy the free flowing 
characteristics of the Escalante River and preclude study, and potential 
inclusion of, the river in the National \lild and Scenic Rivers System. 
These projects are also in conflict with management objectives of the 



outstanding natural areas (R-2.1) and VRM Class I areas (VR-1.1). In 
addition, reservoirs would inundate riparian wildlife habitat and Jive-. 
stock range. 

The significance of the Escalante River as a backcountry recreational 
use area is documented by the coverage it has received in magazines and 
books having nationwide circulation (see Recreation URA) and by the high 
amount of visitor use it receives (12,000 visitor days in 1977 on the 
BLM administered areas). 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept recommendation. 
Yar 1979 
Zufelt Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept multiple use recommendation for 
4ar 1979 the Escalante River. 

Jensen Decision. Modify the Area Hanager's recommendation as follows: 
?lar 1981 

Do not seek the inclusion of the river into the National ilild and Scenic 
River System. BLM will make appropriate consultation on any projects 
that may be proposed on the river while it is under consideration for 
inclusion in the system. 

Rationale. It is not BLM's function to seek inclusion of the river into 
the system. As indicated in the rationale for the recommendation, the 
river was nominated in 1970. The river will receive protection under 
the interim protection policy of wilderness areas because the stretch of 
the river, as recommended, is in an instant study area for wilderness 
consideration. 



UNITED STATES Name t \I/‘/‘/ 
DEPARTMENT OF TfiE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND :JANACE?,IENT Activrty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN ’ 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

WeJ Is Recommendation R-2.3. 
Dee 1978 

Designate the top of the Fiftymile Mountain as an 
outstanding natural area. The area contains approximately 34,000 acres 
of public lands in the Escalante Planning Unit. 

Support. Coordinate action with a similar recommendation on an adjacent 
area in the Paria Planning Unit. Close the area to ORV use and mineral 
entry. 

Acquire the following State lands: 
Sections 32 and 36, T. 39 S., R. 6 E. 
Sections 2 and 16, T. 40 S., R. 6 E. 
Section 32, T. 40 S., R. 7 E. 

After acquisition, include the areas in a "NO surface Occupancy" oil and 
gas leasing category. 

Acquire the mineral rights from the State of Utah on the following 
areas: 

T. 40 S., R. 7 E. 
Sections 16 and 36 

T. 41 S., R. 7 E. 
Section 2 

Once acquired, include these areas in a "No Surface Occupancy" oi J and 
gas leasing category. 

Include the following public lands in a 
gas leasing category. 

"No Surface Occupancy" oil and 

T. 39 S., R. 
Sec. 22 
Sec. 26 

T. 40 S., R. 
Sec. 12 

T. 40 S., R. 
Sec. 31 

T. 41 S., R. 

6 E. 
SW%, SW%SE% 
;W;, SW%NW% 

;$;i", NE%SE% 

N4Nik 
8 E. 

Sec. 6 NW%NW%, &NW%, SW%-,, WL,SE%, SE%SE% 
Sec. 8 W%. SE% 
Sec. 16 WL,, SE% 



Prepare an activity plan to guide management of the area. 

Rationale. 43 CFR 8352.0-l states outstanding natural areas are estab- 
lished "to protect (a) lands that have unusual natural characteristics." 
The steep cliffs which surround Fifty-Mile Mountain have prevented 
development and activities which would have degraded the natural values. 
The vegetation varies from sagebrush to large stands of aspen and maples. 

The top of the plateau has outstanding scenic values and provides 
unequaled panoramic views of the surrounding region. 

The plateau and cliffs contain over 300 known archaeological sites. The 
area has been nominated to the National Register of Historic Places as 
an archaeological district. 

earn Interactions 
331‘ 1979 

Recreation URA. Cultural Resources - Designation as an outstanding 
natural area will provide protection for cultural resources. 

VR-1.1 - Designation is complementary with the VRM Class II recommenda- 
tion. 

WL-6.3 - Designation will protect habitat for desert bighorn and limit 
human intrusions. 

Minerals, Issue 3 - Inclusion of areas in "No Surface Occupancy" mineral 
Jeasing category will increase costs of exploration and development of 
oil and gas. 

Minerals, Issue 2 - Although no economic mineral deposits have been 
identified in the area, mineral withdrawal will prevent possible future 
development of undiscovered mineral resources. 

RM-2.4, RM-2.5 - Designation would place constraints on the design and 
locations of range developments (Appendix 1) for the Lakes, Last Chance, 
Mudholes-Rock Creek Allotments. 

Analysis. Recommendations VR-1.1 and WL-6.3 are complementary and would 
provide added benefit if implemented. 

Since the area has been nominated to the National Register of Historic 
Places, the archaeological values should be protected. Management 
activities associated with the outstanding natural area designation will 
help preserve these values. 

There are no economic or subeconomic mineral resources except for coal 
identified within the area. Possible future coal development could 
occur below the top of the plateau and would not be affected by the 
designation. The "No Surface Occupancy" stipulation will allow explora- 
tion and development for oil and gas, but wi17 prevent surface distur- 
bances which would impact cultural and natural values. 



The designation does not preclude livestock grazing or range develop- 
ments necessary for range management. Most improvements, such as fences. 
and stock tanks, can be designed so they are unobtrusive and meet VRM 
management objectives. 

.5am Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept recommendation. 
r 1979 

:felt Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept recommendation but defer imple- 
-r 1979 mentation pending completion of wilderness review. 

Rationale. Under the f4FP decision of 1973, the Fifty-Mile Mountain is 
presently protected as a roadless area. It is further protected under 
interim management for wilderness characteristics. It is expected 'this 
'area will qualify as a wilderness study area. As such, it wiJJ be 
protected up until the time it is either designated as wilderness or 
removed from wilderness consideration. If it should be designated as a 
wilderness area the criteria for the multiple use recommendation will be 
met. If it is not designated as a wilderness area, the multiple use 
recommendation should be implemented. 

znsen Decision. Manage this area along with that portion of the Fifty-Mile 
:r 1981 Mountain area in the Paria Planning Unit as recreation lands. Admin- 

ister the area for extensive recreation use in a manner which wiJJ 
preserve natural values and allow operation of natural processes. 
Require stipulations to mitigate impacts of any authorization issued to 
preserve natural values. 

00 not allow land treatments. CJose the area to vehicle use. 

The area will not be withdrawn from mineral entry as indicated in the 
Area Manager's rationale. The area will receive protection as a wilder- 
ness study area until such time as wi'lderness decisions are made. 
Values that have potential to be impacted by mining activities will be 
protected under procedures required by 43 CFR 3802. 

Priorities for acquisition of State sections will be determined in 
relation to other acquisitions in the district. 



Wells 
Dee 1978 

Team 
Mar 1979 
Team 
Mar 1979 

‘elt 
1979 

densen 
Mar 1981 

UNIT17Ll ST;\TES Name I.ll/-/‘/ 
DEPART?JEST 01: TliE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND blANAGEXlENT Acttvrty 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlav Rcfcrcnce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step I - Step 3 

Recommendation R-2.4. Redesignate the Dance Hall Rock Historic Site to 
include the SJi Section 1 and N+ Section 12, T. 40 S., R. 7 E. Withdraw 
the S+ Section 1 from all forms of entry under the general mining laws. 
Remove the existing designation and segregation from Section 12, T. 40 
S ., R. 7 E. 

Support. Coordination with Hole-in-the-Rock Trail Management Plan. 

Rationale. This area was designated in 1970 as an historic site concur- 
rently with the C&MU multiple use retention management classification 
(U-8742). Due to an error in the legal description of the area in the 
designation order, Dance Hall Rock is not within the designated historic 
site. 

43 CFR 2071 provides the authority for designating historic and cultural 
sites. 

Interaction. None. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept recommendation. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept multiple use recommendation. 

Decision. Reject the recommendation. 

Rationale. Even though there was an error in the legal description in 
the classification order (U-8742), the maps of the area and the master 
title plats show the proper location. The present policy of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior is that withdrawals are not necessary because such 
areas can be protected under provisions of 43 CFR 3809 and the proced- 
ures for mineral leasing. 



UNITED STATES Name c.tlF P) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

c 

Wells .- Objective R-3. Enhance collecting, observation, and recreational values 
Zufelt of identified mineral resources for the general public. 
Jensen 
Nov 1978 Rationale. BLM policy (1603.1X3) provides for protective development 

of siqnificant natural, historic, and cultural values and development of 
public use of these values. BLM policy also allows for adequate sup- 
plies of outdoor recreation consistent with public need, resource poten- 
tials, and environmental quality. The PAA indicates there is consider- 
able potential demand for sightseeing and related activities. 

Rocks and minerals of varying quality and desirability exist throughout 
the planning unit. These resources are valuable for observation and 
recreational collections. 

-. . - -_-- ---. --_- 
(fmlruclions on reverse) 

_.----. .- __:_ 1 
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UNITED STATES Name 1 iil’f’! 

DEPARTllENT OF Tf ffi INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND YANAGEMENT 

Escalante 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-A~~~ALYSIS-DECISION 

Wells Recommendation R-3.1. Designate the Wolverine petrified wood area as an 
Dee 1978 outstanding natural area and manage the area to preserve the petrified 
-. wood resource. 

Support. Acquire Section 2, T. 35 S., R. 6 E., including mineral rights 
from the State of Utah and restrict the section from entry under the 
general mining laws and place of no surface occupancy stipulation on oil 
and gas leasing. 

Close the area to ORY use and collection of petrified wood. 

Prepare an activity plan to guide management of the area. 

Rationale. 43 CFR 8352.0-l states outstanding natural areas are estab- 
lished to protect lands that have unusual natural characteristics. This 
area contains extensive deposits of petrified wood and was withdrawn in 
1960 (Public Land Order 2061) for "the protection of natural resources, 
the preservation, protection, care, and development of the recreational 
values thereof and the preservation of objects of historical and scien- 
tific interest thereon." 

1 Interactions. Minerals, Issue 2 - Closure of the area to ORV use will 
1979 . inhibit possible future exploration and development for subeconomic and 

undiscovered mineral resources by limiting access through the area. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation. 

Access to mineral resources would be restricted. Natura 1 va 
area would be protected. 

Alternative 2. Designate as an outstanding natural area but 
close the area to ORV use. 

lues of the 

do not 

Access through the area would not be restricted. ORV use is not compat- 
ible with the preservation of outstanding natural areas in their natural 
condition. Unrestricted ORV use will allow greater opportunities for 
trespass collection of petrified wood, especially of large pieces. 

Alternative 3. Designate as an outstanding natural area and close the 
area to ORV use for the general public, but allow limited access for 
mineral exploration and prospecting. 

Access through the area for mineral exploration would not be prohibited. 
Natural values of the area would be impacted. Trespass ORV use would be 
difficult to control. 

tqote: Attach ;Idditlonal sheds. ii nccdctl 
D=i. ___- p---cz_-- ____. ----- - . 
Jlr:.*:w,-:,#,,,\ ,a,, T“,‘C,\‘,‘I Form 16r10-21 (Aprtl l’,T.G> 



-afelt 
.ar 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1. 

Rationale. The Wolverine petrified wood area is a relatively small 
area. The values of mineral deposits within the area is outweighed by 
the significance of scientific and recreational values involved. Clas- 
sification could be amended at a later date should values change. 

ensen Decision. Hodify the Area Manager's recornnendation as follows: 
3r 1981 

1. Do not designate the area as an outstanding natural area. 

2. Do not seek to acquire the State section for the sole purpose 
of protecting petrified wood on the section. 

Rationale. The major portion of the public land in the recommendation 
area is within an area defined as contiguous to outstanding natural 
areas, and as such, it is part of an instant study area for wilder- 
ness consideration. It will receive protection under the interim 
protection policy for wilderness study areas. If it is designated as a 
wilderness area by by Congress, it will receive protection as identified 
in the Widlerness Act of 1964. 

In addition to protection under the interim protection policy for wilder- 
ness study areas, the area is withdrawn by PLO 2061 from appropriation 
under the mining laws. This provides adequate protection from impacts 
that might occur from mining activity. BLM has adequate authority under 
other procedures to protect the values of the area from impacts of other 
activities. The area can be managed under its present status to pre- 
serve the petrified wood source, so there is no purpose to designate the 
area an outstanding natural area even if it does not receive wilderness 
status. 

The State of Utah has the obligation and authority to protect natural 
values of their land. This State section should not be acquired merely 
to afford Federal protection. This should not deter acquisition of the 
State section if an exchange is proposed wh.ich would be to the mu)!tual 
advantage of parties to an exchange. 



Wells 
Dee 1978 

Team 
Mar 1979 

Team 

!~~e~~7g 
Mar 1979 
Jensen 
Mar 1981 

UNITED STATES 
DEPART!JENT OF ‘I’llI-: INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LhND XXNAGE~IENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOtZMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name / lI/‘P I 
Escalante 

Activity 
Recreation 

Overlav Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation R-3.2. Manage the Egg Canyon petrified wood area (E+ 
Sec. 9, T. 33 S., R. 6 E.) and the sand crystal area (SE& Sec. 24, 
T. 36 S., R. 3 E.) to preserve the unique geological features they 
contain. 

g.yL Close the areas to mineral entry, ORV use, and free-use collec- 
. 

Place a no surface occupancy stipulation on oil and gas leasing. 

Rationale. The Egg Canyon area contains significant quantities of 
petrified wood in the form of large logs. 

The sand crystal area is the only known location of sand crystals in the 
region, and may be a rare occurrence in the United States. This site 
should be protected at least until the significance of the site is known 
through further research. 

Interactions 

Minerals, Issue 2 - Mineral withdrawal will prevent possible future 
exploration and development of subeconomic and undiscovered mineral 
resources. 

Minerals, Issue 3 - The no surface occupancy stipulation will increase * 
costs of exploration and development of oil and gas. 

Minerals, Issue 4 - The value of the petrified wood at the Egg Canyon 
site is greatest as they currently exist, in place. The site is not 
suitable for disposal of petrified wood. 

Analysis. The value of the unique geological features at these sites 
is greater than the subeconomic and undiscovered mineral resources 
within the areas. i-lineral exploration, ORV use, and collection of 
specimens would damage or deplete the petrified wood and sand crystal 
resources. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept recommendation. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept multiple use recommendation. 

Decision. flodify the Area Planager's recommendation by eliminating the 
requirements to (1) close the area to mineral entry, and (2) place a no 
surface occupancy stipulation on oil and gas leasing. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed ,-...---.---- 
‘Il/*:rl/i~:r~r,r~ ,I,, I,‘, ,‘I*(*, Form IGOO-21 (April 1075) 



Rationale. The Egg Canyon area is within a wilderness study area and it 
will receive protection under interim protection policy for wilderness 
study areas. If it is designated as a wilderness area by Congress, it 
will receive protection as identified in the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

If it is not designated as a wilderness area, the provisions of 43 CFR 
3809 will provide for adequate protection of surface values associated 
with mining activity. Mineral leasing procedures also provide adequate 
protection for other resource values. 

The above rationale pertaining to mining and mineral leasing activities 
is true for the Sand Crystal area. 

Therefore, there is no need to initiate withdrawal procedures or to 
change the mineral leasing status. 



UNITED STATES Name 1 \l/:/‘J 
DEPARTMEST OF TffE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND UANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlav Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Wells Recommendation R-3.3. Prohibit commercial sales of petrified wood and 
Dee 1978 thunderballs in the planning unit. 

Rationale. BLM policy (1603.1X3) allows for adequate variety and 
supply of outdoor recreation commensurate with public needs, resource 
potentials, and environmental quality. The PAA indicates considerable 
potential demand for sightseeing and related activities. 

Commercial disposition of mineral products will deplete quantities 
available to recreationists. 

Team Interactions. M-2.1 - Sale of petrified wood from Site M-2.1 to supply 
Mar 1979 local rock shops would be prohibited. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation. 

Commercial sales of petrified wood and thunderballs would be prohibited. 
Quantities avai’lable for free-use collection would not be depleted. 
Rock shops would have to obtain petrified wood from outside the planning 
unit. 

Alternative 2. Allow commercial sales of petrified wood from site M- 
2.1. 

An average of 5 tons of petrified wood would be sold per year for the 
next 5 years. Petrified wood would be available to the general public 
and rock shops for sale or barter. Quantities of petrified wood avail- 
able for free-use collection would be depleted. 

Zufelt Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Allow commercial sales of petrified wood 
Mar 1979 with sales limited to 2 tons per year per individual or business from 

the area designated in Minerals Recommendation M2.1 which is located 
near the Lampstand in the Circle Cliffs area. Require buyer to exhibit 
material to authorized representative of BLM upon removal and before 
leaving the area from which collected. 

Do not allow commercial sales of "thunderballs." 

Rationale. Petrified wood is fairly common in the planning unit. There 
are no other sales areas within a reasonable distance of Escalante to 
satisfy demand for petrified wood. Allowing commercial sales of small 
amounts would at least partially meet demand. It would also improve 
overall preservation and management of the petrified wood deposits 

I~O?C: Attach ndditlonal sheets. if nccdetl -.- ---.---_-.- .-------- ------ 
‘!,:.:,.:,.‘: I,,, :< I,,, ,..,.(.,\‘l., 
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within the remainder of the planning unit. The public would be provided 
a legal means to acquire petrified wood for sale, thus reducing the 
potential of unauthorized removal. Removal methods and rehabilitation ' 
could be controlled. 

"Thunderballs" are limited in amount and distribution to the extent that 
commercial sales would rapidly eliminate this interesting feature. 

ensen Decision. Modify the Area Manager's recommendation by allowing sales of 
.ar 1981 petrified wood in an amount to meet the demand. 

Rationale. Demand coupled with protection of resources should be the 
determining factor for sales rather than an arbitrary limit. The ration- 
ale for the Area Manager's decision indicates petrified wood is fairly 
common in the planning unit. The other points of this rationale are 
also applicable for this decision. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Wells Objective R-4. Enhance opportunities for off-road vehicle use on 
Zufelt public lands in the Escalante Planning Unit. 
Jensen 
Nov 1978 Rationale. Executive Order 11644 indicates that controlled use of off- 

road vehicles on public lands is a legitimate recreational pursuit and 
directs that areas and trails be designated where off-road vehicle 
recreational uses can occur, based on needs for protection of resources, 
promotion of safety of users, and minimization of conflicts among users 
of public lands. The objective is consistent with Bureau of Land Manage- 

(1603.1X3) of providing for a variety of recreation uses, 
ining a quality environment. lit needs, and mainta 

ment policy 
meeting pub 

--- -vs...--- -.- __ 

(Insttuclians on reverse) 

- .‘----- 

Form 1600-20 (April l’?iT) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTVENT OF TlfE INTERIOR 

Name f lll:I’ I 
Escalante 

BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEblENT Acttvit): 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recreation. 
Overlay Rcfccrence 

step 1 step 3 

Wells Recommendation R-4.1. Designate the Circle Cliffs and Little Desert 
Dee 1978 areas as intensive off-road vehicle (ORV) use areas. Develop and imple- 

ment activity plans within 5 years to direct management actions. 

Designate the remainder of the planning unit as open to ORV use, except 
for the following designated areas which are or will be closed to ORV 
use: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Support. 
Escalante 

Phipps-Death Hollow Outstanding Natural Area. 

North Escalante Canyon Outstanding Natural Area. 

The Gulch Outstanding Natural Area. 

Devil's Garden Outstanding Natural Area. 

Calf Creek Recreation Area. 

Coordinate development of the Little Desert Area with the 
Petrified Forest State Reserve. 

Develop an ORV implementation plan. 

Rationale. The Circle Cliffs and Little Desert areas offer differing * 
environments, well suited for ORV use. These two areas scored high for 
ORV use in the Recreation Quality Evaluation. Development of these 
areas will meet demand for ORV use areas, which is presently low and not 
expected to increase rapidly. 

The existing outstanding natural areas were closed to ORV use under 
designation authority. ORV use of these areas would conflict with the 
preservation of the natural features which make these areas outstanding. 

A management decision to close the Calf Creek Recreation Area to ORV use 
has been made in the management plan which was implemented in 1976, with 
designation by Federal Resister notice to be made in FY 1979. Designa- 
ting the remainder of the planning unit as open to ORV use will provide 
opportunities for casual ORV use. 

Team Interactions 
Mar 1979 

Watershed URA - About 90 percent of both the Circle Cliffs and Little 
Desert areas are covered by geologic formations which form easily eroded 



silty clay and fine sandy soils. Most of these soils also have salinity 
problems which limit vegetative cover and increase recovery time after 
disturbance. ORV use in these areas will increase sediment and salt 
production and reduce the vegetative production potential. 

Wildlife URA - The northern end of the Circle Cliffs intensive use area 
is critical mule deer winter range. Intensive ORV use will exclude deer 
from this area. 

WL-1.1 - ORV Use in riparian zones should be restricted to existing 
roads to protect riparian habitat. 

WL-6.3 - The southern end of the Circle Cliffs intensive use area is a 
potential desert bighorn sheep use area. Intensive ORV use will exclude 
sheep from this area. 

RM-2.2 - Intensive ORV use in the Circle Cliffs and Little Desert areas 
will create greater opportunities for vandalism of existing and proposed 
range developments. 

RM-2.4 - Intensive ORV use in the Circle C?iffs and Little Desert areas 
will conflict with intensive grazing systems. Potential vandalism to 
fences and open gates will allow livestock to drift between pastures. 
Stress or injury to livestock could occur if ORV use occurs concurrently 
with livestock grazing. 

Minerals, Issues 2 and 3 - Intensive ORV use in the Circle Cliffs will 
increase the possibility of vandalism to mineral exploration equipment 
and the possibility of persona7 injuries in mining shafts. 

R-1.3, R-2.3, R-3.1, R-3.2 - The following areas have been recommended 
to be closed to ORV use to protect natural, scenic, and cultural values: 

1. Deer Creek Recreation Site. 

2. Fifty-Mile Mountain. 

3. Wolverine Petrified Wood Area. 

4. Egg Canyon Petrified Wood Area. 

5. Sand Crystal area. 

Analysis. Designation of the Circle Cliffs and Little Desert areas for 
intensive ORV use will adversely impact watershed, wildlife, range, and 
mineral resources. Demand for intensive ORV use areas is low and not 
expected to increase rapidly. This low demand does not justify setting 
land aside for intensive ORV use areas at this time. 



earn 
:ar 1979 

Zufelt 
Yar 1979 

Unrestricted ORV use in 
vegetation which causes 
erosion. Increased soi 
good vegetative cover. 

riparian areas would eliminate streamside 
a decline in water quality and accelerates soil 

1 erosion further prevents the establishment of 

ORV use is not compatib le with the management of natural areas and areas 
of critical environmental concern as it destroys natural, scenic, and 
cultural values. ORV use in Wolverine, Egg Canyon, and sand crystal 
areas will also allow greater opportunities for trespass collection. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Do not designate the Circle Cliffs and 
Little Desert areas as intensive ORV use areas. Designate the planning 
unit as open to ORV use except for the following areas which will be 
designated as closed to ORV use: 

1. All existing outstanding natural areas. 

2. Calf Creek Recreation Area. 

3. Deer Creek Recreation Area. 

4. Egg Canyon Petrified Wood Area. 

5. Sand crystal area. 

6. Fifty-Mile Mountain 

7. Riparian - aquatic areas. 

Accept decision for ORV use for the Wolverine Petrified Wood area 
(Recommendation R-3.1). Alternatives are: 

1. Close the area to ORV use. 

2. Leave the area open to ORV use. 

3. Close the area to ORV use for the general public, but allow 
limited access for mineral exploration. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Designate the following areas as closed 
to ORV -use: 

:: 
All existing outstanding natural a.reas. 
Calf Creek recreation area 

:: 
Deer Creek Recreation area. 
Egg Canyon Petrified Wood area 

5. Wolverine Petrified Wood area 
6. Fifty-Mile Mountain 
7. Frail watershed areas 
3. Riparian areas 



Designate the remainder of the planning unit as open to ORV use. Coor- 
dinate with Utah State Department of Parks and Recreation in future 
efforts on their part to develop an intensive ORV use area as per the 
Escalante Petrified Forest State Park Development Plan. 

ssen Decision. Modify the Area Manager's recommendation by adding the Sand 
:r 1981 Crystal area (R-3.2) and the recommended expansion areas to existing 

OMAs (R-2.1) to the art?as to be closed. 

Rationale. The decisions for R-2.1 and R-3.2 was to close the areas to 
ORV use. There was no rationale to the Area Manager's recommendation to 
leave these areas open. 



UNITED STATES ] Name l.tlFP / 
DEPARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND MANACEhlENT Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN -STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Wells Objective. Maintain or improve where possible the quality of visual 
Zufelt resources in the Escalante Planning Unit. 
Jensen 
Nov 1978 Rationale. Policy of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM Manual 6300.06) 

states that the Bureau will: Plan, design, and implement its resource 
management activities in a manner which will minimize adverse impacts on 
the visual resource and provide all Bureau activities with guidance to 
minimize adverse impacts on the visual resource. 

Visual resources are perhaps the most socially and economically im- 
portant resource in the Escalante Planning Unit. It is obvious that 

9 
rowth in backpacking and sightseeing has been phenomenal in the unit 
see recreation visitor use data). Public sensitivity is extremely 

high-and is nationally, if not internationally oriented. The Escalante 
Planning Unit contains an outstanding extensive combination of spec- 
tacular geological features and ecological systems that can be found 
nowhere else on earth. Most non-local travel in this area is recrea- 
tionally oriented and public lands here are frequently the destination 
point for visitors. 

Visual resources are related to every type of recreational and sight- 
seeing activity. The maintenance of a good quality visual resource is 
critical to environmental quality in the region. 

-- ._ -__- 
(Inskuc~ions on reverse) 
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UNITED STATES Name ( \l/cl’J 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Visual Resources 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Srep 3 

Wells Recommendation VR-1.1. Assign the VRM classes as shown on the Escalante, 
Dee 1978 MFP 1 VR;d Overlay. Allow modifications in the basic elements of the 

landscape only if they meet visual resource management class standards. 
Each visual resource management class describes a different degree of 
modification allowed in the basic elements of the landscape. Visual 
contrast ratings (BLM Manual 6320) will be used to determine whether 
proposed modifications can meet visual resource management class cri- 
teria. Proposals which cannot meet VRM class standards must be either 
not allowed or redesigned in order to meet the accepted standards. 
Table 1 shows VRM class criteria, acreages in each class, and which 
grazing allotments are affected. The Visual Resources MFP 1 overlay 
shows the VRM classifications which have resulted from use of procedures 
in 8LM Manual 6320. Phipps-Death Hollow, The Gulch, North Escalante 
Canyon, and Devil's Garden Outstanding Natural Areas are VRM Class I, 
due to their designations. The Glen Canyon National Recreation Area is 
VRM Class I, due to wording in the Area's enabling legislation which 
stresses strict management of visual resources to preserve the scenic 
landscape. 

Rationale. Visual Resource Management classes are determined using 
criteria found in BLM Manual 6320. The steps which are followed in 
arriving at management classes are: scenic quality evaluation, visual 
zone evaluation, and visual sensitivity evaluation. 

The scenic quality evaluation and potential for enhancing scenery are ' 
documented in URA, along with an identification of intrusions and 
opportunities to correct the visual problems associated with intrusions. 
The visual zones and visual sensitivity evaluations are functions of the 
social and cultural situation and, as such, are documented in the PAA. 
These three factors are combined, using established criteria, to form 
the classes which are based not only .on scenery, but also on their 
-visibility to the public and their sensitivity to the public. Rationale 
for maintaining a high quality landscape is included in the rationale 
for objective VR-1 and in the URA. 

Peternel Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. Interactions are identified in 
Feb 1981 Allotment Analysis (Appendix 1) in the Alvey Wash, Lakes, Last Chance, 

and Mudholes-Rock Creek Allotments. 

The VRM system is a tested systematic method for inventorying and devel- 
oping visual resource management objectives. An area which is inven- 
toried to be VRM Class II is a Class II area, just as a range type is a 
range type, or a wildlife habitat area is a wildlife habitat area; there 
is no management decision to be made as to whether or not an area is to 

dote: Attach additional sheets. if ncrdccl 
- __ -=T_T- _-._ --.------____-- - _ 
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be assigned a VRM classification or not. The management decision is 
whether or not to allow projects which would violate VRM objectives. 
The interactions above indicate that if proposed range, watershed, land 
treatments, or facilities are not carefully designed and strictly man- 
aged after completion, there would be numerous violations of VRM objec- 
tives. SimiJarJy, other development could violate WI classes until 
successful rehabilitation occurs. 

Normal operating procedures will require an environmental assessment of 
each proposal. This assessment will analyze the impacts as well as 
identify how and to what extent they can be mitigated. It is impossible 
to make determinations at this point on these recommendations except to 
require analysis of the impacts on VRM when the assessment is made and 
make a decision at that time on the merits of each case. 

?eternel Multiple Use Recommendation. Consider VRM objectives in all projects or 
Feb 1981 actions that would affect VRM classes. Prior to implementing any pro- 

ject, perform a detailed onsite analysis of the impacts on visual re- 
sources before making a determination whether or not work on the project 
should proceed. There could be cases where the benefits of a particular 
project outweigh the benefits of retaining the objectives of a VRM 
c'lass. - 

Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager‘s multiple use recornnendation. 
2ar 1981 



Table 1 
Visual Resource Management Classes, Escalante 

VR-1.1 

Allotment 
Number Name VRM Classesa 

6001 Alvey Wash 
6003 Big Brown Bench 
6004 Boulder Creek 
6005 Cedar Washes 
6006 Chimney Rock 
6007 Circle Cliffs 
6008 Collets 
6009 Death Hollow 
6010 Deer Creek 
6011 Escalante River 
6012 Forty-Mile Ridge 
6013 Haymaker Bench 
6014 King Bench 
6015 Lakes 
6016 Last Chance 
6017 Lower Cattle 
6018 McGath Point 
6019 Moody 
6020 Mudholes 
6021 Muley Twist 
6022 Navajo Bench 
6023 Pine Creek 
6024 Rattlesnake Bench 
6025 Salt Water Creek 
6026 Soda 
6027 Steep Creek 
6028 Upper Cattle 
6029 Wagon Box Mesa 
6030 Wide Hollow 
6031 Willow Gulch 
6032 White Rock 
6044 Long Neck 
6056 Dry Hollow 

aVRM C asses; Visual Resource Management Objectives and acres are as follows: 

II, III 
I, III, IV 

I, II 
II, III, IV 

I, II, IV 
II, III, IV 

II, III 
I, II, IV 
I, II, IV 

I, II, III, IV 
I, II, IV 

I, II 
I, II, III, IV 

II 
II, III, IV 

I, II, IV 

I, II, Ii 

II, 1:: 
I, II 

III, IV 
II, IV 

I 
I, II, IV 

I, II, III, :: 
I, II, IV 

III, IV 
I, II, IV 

II, IV 

I, :: 

Management Class Criteria Acres 

Class I - This class provides for The Gulch 3,430 
natural ecological changes only. Escalante Canyons 1,160 
It applies to existing designated N. Escalante Canyons 5,800 
primitive or natural areas. It Phipps-Death Hollow 34,300 
precludes any kind of activity Devils Garden 640 
which would make more than a subtle Glen Canyon NRA 343,746 

visual change. Total 389,076 

(Continued) 



Table 1 (Continued) 

Class II - The BLM manual (6310) states 
that changes in the basic elements of 
form, line, color, or texture caused by a 
management activity should not be evident 
in the basic landscape. This could limit 
many kinds of management activities such as 
chainings, roads, fencelines or pipelines. 
These kinds of activities are excluded 
unless they can be located or designed 
where their visual effect is not evident 
in the basic landscape. 

Class III - Changes caused by a management 
activity may be evident in the landscape. 
However, the changes should remain sub- 
ordinate to the visual strengths of the 
existing landscape character. This means 
that most kinds of activities can be al- 
lowed if they can be located and designed 
so as not to be a dominating factor in the 
landscape. 

Class IV - Changes in the landscape 
character can be made but they must be 
designed to reflect what could be a 
natural occurrence. 

238,360 

160,320 

396,435 



Management Framework Plan Escalante 
Sauvage - January 1979 Visual Resources 

Recommendation VR-1.2 

Rehabilitate visual intrusions in the Escalante Unit. The following table describes the intrusion, 
location, and necessary actions: 

Name 
Intrusion Grazing 
Number Priority Allotment Acres Necessary Action 

Support 
Requirements 

Chainings 1 2 

Earth Dam 4 7 

Oil Derrick 5 3 

Bulldozed Area 6 4 

Stock Tank 7 5 

Tower 8 .6 

Dump 9 1 

Alvey Wash 14,700 
Last Chance 

Last Chance 3 

Last Chance 3 

Alvey Wash 10 

Alvey Wash 1 

Alvey Wash 1 

State Land, but 160 
affects allot- 
ments along 
Escalante River 

Feather edges, reduce slash, reseed 
with a variety of species, manage 
properly 

Contour and seed dam, prevent overuse 
by livestock 

Paint, Screen, or remove 

Rehabilitate surface 

Paint/screen 

Paint or relocate 

Stabilize as a sanitary landfill 
or relocate, coordinate with Utah 
Dept. of Social Services, Div. of 
Health 

Operations 
Range 

Operations 
Range 

Operations 
Minerals 

Operations 

Operations 
Range 

Operations 
Lands 

Management 
Watershed 



UNITED STATES Name (.IIf:f’J 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR Escalante 
BUREAU OF LAND UANAGERIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 
Visual Resources 

Overlay Referente 
Step 1 Step 3 

Rationale. There are a number of intrusions in the Escalante unit which 
detract from scenic quality. It is technically and economically feas- 
ible to rehabilitate these intrusions and consequently improve the 
quality of scenery in the unit. 

The Escalante city dump on State land is not operated as a sanitary 
landfill and is in a dry wash which empties into the Escalante River. 
An intense rainstorm could wash much of this accumulation of trash into 
the Escalante River, leaving debris in trees and along the shoreline 
from near Escalante to Lake Powell. Such events have occurred at other 
"dry" wash dump locations in the west with disastrous results. 

Actions proposed on the chainings in Alvey Wash and Last Chance allot- 
ments should improve scenic quality ratings. 

The importance of maintaining high quality visual resources is cited in 
detail in the previous recommendation (Visual Resources R-1.1). That 
rationale is relevant to this recommendation, also. 

Mar 1979 Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Reject the recommendation. Most of the 
Zufelt visual intrusions have either been removed , corrected or are not under 

the management authority of the Bureau. The remainder are currently 
being improved through management actions. 

The Bureau should encourage the town of Escalante to enter into a sani- * 
tary landfill or other acceptable waste disposal operation (i.e. "Green 
Box") in an effort to eliminate the visual and potential environmental 

1 hazard presented by the existing dump. 

Jensen Decision. Modify the Area Ilanager's decision. As time and funds permit, 
Mar 1981 check the intrusions that remain on public land and either mitigate the 

impact they cause , or have them removed as recommended. 

iote: Attach udtlitloniil shcbt*ts. it’ t~wclc~l ---- - __-._-__-__-.--___ _-._ ---- . -- .-.---- ----- 
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UNITED STt\TES Name I il/:l’r 

DEPARTMEET OF TIIE INTERIOR Escalante 
Activtty 

Visual Resources 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION ----- 

Overtay Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Wells 
Dee 1978 

Mar 1979 
Zufel t 

Mar 1961 
Jensen 

Recommendation VR-1.3. Close and rehabilitate all ways, seismic lines, 
mineral exploration tracks, etc. to vehicle use if they are not identi- 
fied as necessary for transportation on the District Transportation 
Plan. Flatten berms if present, scarify old roadbeds, and replant with 
native species to improve natural scenic qualities. Some dry washes and 
associated desert riparian zones would be classified as ways if vehicles 
can negotiate these areas. 

Support. All other resources should identify vehicle access require- 
ments for consideration in multiple use analysis. Operations would 
handle road closures, signing, and rehabilitation. Minerals coordina- 
tion would be required to obtain permission from mining claimants in 
order to perform rehabilitation work on some old mining scars. 

Rationale. The need for a natural, undeveloped landscape is documented 
in the rationale for the visual resource management objective VR-1. The 
characteristic landscape of the entire Escalante Planning Unit is pre- 
dominantly undeveloped scenic open space where vehicle access routes 
appear as unnatural visual intrusions. Roads, ways, seismic lines and 
old mining scars can be seen for many miles due to the open nature of 
the landscape which offers many scenic vistas. Recreational use here is 
high and most visitors are very sensitive to visual intrusions. In 
fact, many visitors have come here to get as far away as possible from 
evidences of contemporary cultural activity. National concern has been 
expressed for preservation and protection of natural scenic qualities in . 
the planning unit. 

It should be noted that all roads and ways in the unit would be inven- 
toried during a legislatively required ORV inventory and management 
program in the near future. Specific mangement recommendations will be 
made during this process. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Reject recommendation. Close and reha- 
bilitate onlv those ways, seismic lines , etc., which are causing re- 
source damage or are definitely detradting from the visual resources. 
Rehabilitation must be possible without worsening the situation. Care- 
ful consideration must be given on a case-by-case basis before any such 
"way" is closed. 

Analysis. This recommendation is in direct conflict with recreation 
recommendation R-4.1 (Open ORV Designation). Rehabilitation of many 
such "ways" may actually worsen the situation under such arid conditions. 
There is no need to close such "ways" if no resource damage is occuring. 

Decision. Accept the Area Manager's recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Alvey Wash 

Present season of use: 5/16 to 9/30 
Proposed season of use: 6/16 to lo/31 
Suitable Acres 10,519 Percent 22 
Carrying Capacity 1,053 AUMs Nos. 234 c 
Reduction 0 

Proposed Long Term Manaqement 

Grazing System Rest Rotation 
Season 6/16 to 10/31 
Suitable Acres 10,867 percent 22 
Carrying Capacity 1,220 NOS. 241 C 
Reduction +14 percent 



Interim Interactions 

Ranqe (W-l.2 with RM-1.1). Watershed recommendation to start grazing no 
earlier than 7/15 would shorten the proposed season of use resulting in 
the loss of one month (6/16 to 7/15) of grazing during the spring. 
Present grazing systems would be discontinued and grazing plan objec- 
tives would not be completely met. Water developments have just been 
completed so grazing systems can work as planned. 

Watershed RN-l.1 with W-1.2). Range proposed season to graze from 6/15 
to lo/31 would result in decreased vegetative cover increasing silt and 
salt production from an already erosion susceptible watershed area. 

Ranqe Lonq-term Interactions. Watershed recommendation W-l.2 with RM- 
1.1, 2.6 results in the loss of one month (6/16 to 7/15) grazing during 
the spring. The change to fall-winter use only would eliminate the need 
for the existing, fully implemented, AMP. 

(RM-2.5 with W-1.4). Watershed recommends to burn or spray some of the 
same areas. 

(RM-2.5 with VRM-1.1). Class II classification on about one-half the 
proposed treatments. Seeding treatment, size 

* changed. 
, and shape may have to be 

Total acres of treatment area may have to be reduced resulting 
in less AUMs available from treatment. 

Watershed (W-l.1 with RM-2.6). Proposed season of use of 6/15-10 /31 
would result in decreased vegetative cover, increasing salt and silt 
production. 

(W1.4 with RM2.5). Range and watershed recommends the same land treat- 
ment for some of the same areas. 

Recreation VR-1.1 with RM-2.5). Treatments may conflict with VRM Class 
II rating. Treatments may destroy the natural appearance of the area, 
thus violating Class II standards. 

Analysis. The present grazing system is being extended into the pro- 
posed interim and long-term management. The system has shown little or 
no improvement in cover and watershed conditions because water was not 
fully developed until 1978 and livestock distribution has remained poor. 
Distribution is expected to improve as a result of this water, and 
improvement should be rapidly observed. The l-percent cut indicated by 
the survey is within the margin of error for the survey and indicates 
that the presently established carrying capacity for the allotment is 
accurate. The primary impact of the proposal on watershed and wildlife 
is based on early summer use on native range. Seedings are well devel- 
oped by 6/16 on the allotment and livestock tend to stay on the seedings 
until they are moderately utilized before drifting out on to the native 
range. Two of the three seedings are fenced. Meeting key species 
objectives of the grazing system will achieve wildlife objectives. 



The treatment proposal is in a dense stand of sagebrush in a valley 
surrounded by barren cliffs. Treatment can be readily changed to meet 
VRM objectives. 

Team Recommendation.. Interim: Adopt present grazing system and quali- 
fications (1,053 AUMs). Continue monitoring key species and cover on 
the native range to assure grazing systems and watershed objectives are 
being achieved, and that utilization of native range remains light until 
after 7/15 seed ripe. 

Long Term: Adopt proposed grazing system. Modify treatment to seed to 
a mixture including preferred wildlife species and to consider VRM 
objectives. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept interim team recommendation. 
Also accept long term team recommendation with the qualification that 
any increases are based on actual use, utilization and trend studies 
rather than on the capacity as estimated during the range inventory. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Big Bown Bench 

Proposed Interim Manaqement: 

Present season of use: 10/16 to 4/30* 
Proposed season of use: 10/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres 14,965 91 percent 
Carrying Capacity 831 AUMs No. 151 C 
Reduction 45 percent (669 AUM) *Different numbers during this 
period 

Proposed Long Term Manaqement: 

Grazing System Winter use 
Season 10/l-4/16 
Suitable Acres 14,965 91 percent 
Carrying Capacity 831 136 C 
Reduction 46 percent (684 AUMs) 



Interactions 

Watershed W-l.3 with RY-1.1. Watershed recommendation is to allow no 
use on riparian areas until there is 70 percent bank and flood plain 
cover, then don't graze from March 1 to September 30. This conflicts 
with season of use of 3-l to 3-31. Riparian habitat will not attain 
cover as specified in watershed recommendation. 

(W-l.1 with RN-1.21. Watershed recommendation is to allow no credit on 
critical watershed area. This is also a low production area, (59 acres 
per AUM) that is only slightly grazed. Allowing credit for these AUMs 
will cause the preferred productive areas to be overgrazed. Total 
capacity on critical watershed area involved is 59 AUMs. 

Wildlife WL-1.1 and 4.1 with RFI-1.1 and RM-2.6. Wildlife recommendation 
is to allow no use in riparian areas from 3-l to 3-31 or allow no use in 
excess of 30 percent utilization on cottonwoods and willows or 50 per- 
cent utilization on grasses and grass-like plants. 

Recreation R-2.1 with RN-l.1 and m-2.6. Recreation recommendation is 
to allow no cattle on the river areas from 3-16 to 10-31. The proposed 
grazing use will result in cattle being along the river areas during a 
portion of the recreation use season, which is 10/l-10/31 and 3/16-3/31 
for the interim period. Long term grazing proposals would present a 
conflict from 10/l-10/31 and 3/16-4/16. 

Analysis. The riparian habitat located in the allotment is already in 
good condition , and will remain so except in drought when grazing will 
be adjusted anyway. There will be no use in the spring on the river 
portion of the allotment, so there is no conflict in the spring. 

The conflict between recreation use and livestock use along the river is 
during the month of October. The recreation use along the river tapers 
off by the first of October so there is little conflict between recrea- 
tion use and livestock use during this period. 

With proposed range management the critical soil areas could be protect- 
ed and credit could be given for the AUMs on these areas. 

With adequate water development on Bown's Bench, the river portion of 
the allotment could be fenced and used as a pasture and grazed in the 
fall. Watershed and wildlife values will be protected through proposed 
grazing management. All use in the area could be suspended if vegeta- 
tive cover in the riparian areas falls below 70 percent. 

Team Recommendation 
Interim Management 

1. Season of use will be 10/l-3/31 with 151 cattle. 



Long-Term Management 
- 2. Upon development of water in the allotment, the Escalante River 

will be fenced and used as a pasture in a grazing system. Livestock 
must be removed if ground cover falls below 70 percent and grazing will 
not be allowed until the cover is again established at or above 70 
percent. Adjustments for the next years season will be made based on 
previous years utilization studies. 

Area Manaqers Recommendation. 
will be 10/l-3/31. 

Season of use during the interim period 
Ouring the latter part of March, cattle are trailed 

to the Horse Canyon corral. Trailing during this period is not along 
the river, thus eliminating impacts described above during the spring 
period. The long-term management recommendation is modified with regards 
to 50 percent utilization'and 70 percent cover limitations. These 
figures will be included as objectives in the management plan for the 
allotment. Utilization along with actual use will be the basis for 
adjustments after evaluations made in conjunction with the specific 
management plan. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Boulder Creek 

Interim Manaqement: 

Present season of use: 4/l to 5/31 and 8/16 to lo/15 
Proposed season of use: 9/l to lo/30 
Suitable Acres: 772 Percent 45 
Carrying Capacity: 34 AUMs Nos. 17 C 
Reduction: 58 percent (46 AUMs) 

Long Term Management: 

Grazing System: Winter 
Season: 9/l to 10/31 
Suitable Acres: 772 Percent 45 
Carrying Capacity: 34 Nos. 17C 
Reduction: 58 percent (46 AUMs) 

Land Treatments. None 

. Livestock Facilities. None 

Optimum Treatment. None 



Interactions 

Watershed W-l.3 with RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. Grazing the flood plain 
before 70 percent ground cover has been estab7ished will increase the 
time necessary to reach this desired cover, or eliminate the possibility 
of reaching it , depending on the grazing intensity. 

Wildlife WL-1.1 and 4.1 with RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 an;i 2.7. Most grazing use 
on this allotment is along Boulder Creek riparian and aquatic habitats. 
Continued intensive grazing use (greater than 50 percent use on grass- 
like plants) will prevent these habitat areas from reaching the desired 
wildlife objectives. 

Wildlife URA values with RM-1.1 and 2.6. The area is classified as 
critical mule deer and elk winter range. The range proposal to allow 
grazing 9/l to lo/30 will result in desirable wildlife forage species 
being grazed before wintering deer and elk arrive on the area. 

RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with WL-2.1. Monitoring the key wildlife 
species Orhy and Salix to assure improvement and future maintenance of 
condition is camp-tary to the range proposal. 

Recreation. No interactions. 

Range. Rm-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with W-1.3. Watershed recommendation 
would result in complete removal of cattle from the allotment since it 
is not possible to graze the allotment without making use along the 
riparian areas. 

Alternative Recommendations 

No. 1 - Accept the range recommendation as proposed. 

No. 2 - Defer any livestock grazing use on the allotment until a 70 
percent vegetative ground cover is attained on riparian areas. Allow 
livestock grazing use after this time as.proposed by the range recom- 
mendation as long as utilization of grass and grass-like plants is 
maintained at 50 percent or less on the riparian areas. 

;;;;:sis. The range proposal cannot be accepted and still meet wildlife 
Attainment of watershed goals will be greatly delayed or not 

reachid at all under the range proposal. 

In order to meet watershed and wildlife goals, livestock grazing would 
have to be removed from the allotment until a 70 percent vegetative 
ground cover on riparian areas is attained after which it must be main- 
tained by not allowing utilization to be greater than 50 percent on 
grass and grass-like plants. Watershed and wildlife goals would be 
reached quite rapidly under this situation (est. two to five years). 



Due to the small numbers of livestock involved and the short season of 
use proposed, anything less than the range proposal would not be econo- 
mically feasible or justified for livestock grazing purposes. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept recommendation 1. 

Rationale. Due to the number of livestock remaining after reductions and 
the season of use proposed, it would be possible to proceed with the 
range proposal and then monitor and evaluate the management goals for 
all resources. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Cedar Washes 

Interim Manaqement 
Present season of use: 6/16 to 9/30 
Proposed season of use: 6/16-g/30 
Suitable Acres: 8,137 Percent: 70 
Carrying Capacity: 648 AUMs Nos. 185 
Reduction: 24 percent (213 AUMs) 

Lonq Term management 
Grazing System: Deferred rotation 
Seasoni 6/15 to 9/30 
Suitable Acres: 8,137 Percent: 70 
Carrying Capacity: 805 Nos. 230C 
Reduction: -7 percent (53 AUMs) 



Watershed W-l.1 with RN-1.1. This range recommendation will result in 
excessive loss of topsoil with the resultant loss of the capability to 
protect and maintain desirable vegetation. This area has high sediment 
yields (0.6 to 1.2 acre-feet per square mile per year). It is composed 
of easily eroded sandy to silty clay soils which in about half of the 
area have enough chemicals (mostly salts) in the subsoil, and a few 
areas the surface soil, to inhibit plant growth. Small losses of top- 
soil on these sites will greatly reduce the productive potential of the 
site. There are 2,249 acres on this allotment eroding at or above 1.0 
acre-feet sediment per year per square mile. Vegetation on these soils 
cannot survive as much grazing as the same species on better soils, 
therefore, moderate winter grazing is necessary to insure the area will 
improve. Eliminating summer grazing will reduce sediment and salt 
production by about 70 percent. 

Wildlife WL-2.1 and 3.1 with RN-l. The wildlife recommendation is to 
monitor pinyon-juniper, desert shrub and sagebrush habitats based upon 
key species of Cemo and Orhy and assure the improvement of these species. 
This is complementary with AElP objectives. 

Other Wildlife URA Values with RN-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. This area 
contains yearlong mule deer habitat in the pinyon-juniper and potential 
pronghorn habitat in the desert shrub area. The AMP is designed to 
allow the deer and potential pronghorn habitat to improve, as long as 
key species of orhy and cemo are monitored and allowed to improve. 

Recreation. No interactions. 

Alternative Recommendations 
Alternative 1 - Accept the recommendation for both interim and long-term 
management as proposed by range. Therefore all interactions are ai 
previously described. Add Cemo and Orhy to the key species to be moni- 
tored and assure for their improvement. 

Alternative 2 - Change the season of use as proposed by watershed (10-l 
to 2-28) in the interim management. Accept-the long-term recommendation 
as proposed by range. Add cemo and orhy to the key species ans assure 
for their improvement. 

Interactions 

W-l.1 with Alternative 2. A 70 percent 
would be realized. Potential productiv 
be protected. 

reduction in silt production 
ity of eas ily eroded soils wou'ld 

WL-2.1 and 3.1 with Alternative 2. Desirable wildlife forage species 
would benefit by not being used by livestock during the critical growing 
season. 

RM-1.1 with Alternative 2. This alternative recommendation will result 
in a new season of use during the interim management period as compared 
to the present situation and range recommendation. Base operation of 



operators would have to be drastically changed as all are currently 
users on other allotments and the season of use proposed by range is 
tied in with traditional and proposed use of these other allotments. It 
may require substantial alterations of proposals for other allotments. 
These changes may be for a relatively short time, depending on length of 
time necessary to implement long-term management proposals. 

Analysis. The areas of high erosion potential are currently in a static 
trend. As long as these areas remain in a static trend, the interim 
grazing should not cause any significant increase in erosion. In light 
of this, the negative overall effect of changing the season of use on 
other allotments which are tied into the year-round operation of the 
permittees involved would outweigh the benefits to be gained. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Chimney Rock 
Interim and Long-term Management Recommendations for this allotment are 
identical. 

Present season of use: 11/l - 6/15 
Proposed season of use: 11/l to 6/15 
Suitable Acres 30,476 95 percent 
Carrying Capacity 2,783 371 c 
Reduction 31 percent (1,260 AUMs). 



Recreation. No interactions. 

Wildlife. No interactions. 

Watershed W-l.1 with RM-1.1, RM-1.2, RM-2.6, RM-2.7. Grazing the easily 
eroded soils in area 147.1, and especially the areas in critical erosion 
condition in spring will negate the possibility of these areas improving 
in erosion condition. Eliminating spring grazing would reduce sediment 
production by about 70 percent. 

The areas in critical erosion condition should not be grazed until they 
improve. There are 443 AUMs on the critical areas. 

The soils in the critical area are formed from moderately saline forma- 
tions and often have good topsoil, but moderately saline subsoil, so a 
small loss of topsoil is a big loss in potential productivity. 

Ranqe RM-1.1, 1.2, RM-2.6, RM-2.7. Watershed recommendation would 
reduce grazing by an additonal 443 AUMs, increasing the proposed reduc- 
tion from 3t percent to 39 percent. Winter grazing only would result in 
3.5 man.ths loss (3/l to 6/15) of spring grazing use. Loss of spring 
grazing would change the proposed rest rotation system to a winter use 

_ grazing system. A partially implemented rest rotation system has been 
in effect on this allotment approximately 10 years. Trend is static to 
upward. 

Analysis. The proposed system, allowing Black Ridge Pasture a rest 2 
out of 3 years will not allow the areas of high erosion (Wl.? areas) to 
improve in vegetative cover sufficiently to reduce the erosion poten- 
tial. Since three out of the four pastures are in an upward trend with 
Black Ridge pasture in static trend, (trend data from Chimney Rock 
Allotment file) a four-pasture rest rotation system in which Black Ridge 
pasture would be used 1 in 4 years during the spring, would allow enough 
improvement in the vegetation to reduce the erosion potential, and still 
allow grazing on these areas. 

To insure that Black Ridge pasture would. be given a chance to improve to 
acceptable limits, use on this pasture will have to be postponed as long 
as possible and thereafter constrained within acceptable limits (less 
than 50 percent use). 

Team Recommendation. Use a four-pasture rest rotation grazing system in 
which each pasture is used during the spring, 1 out of 4 years. Enter 
the system at that point which would insure that Black Ridge Pasture 
would not be used until the fourth year. Use on spring pastures will be 
held at no greater than 50 percent utilization 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. Utilization 
will only be one of the criteria on which a management change is made. 
Utilization along with actual use and trend will be used to monitor and 
evaluate the management plan and future adjustments will be based on 
these monitoring studies. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Circle Cliffs 

interim Management: 

Present season of use: 11/l to 3/31 
Proposed season of use: 11/l-3/31 
Suitable Acres 8,338 Percent 28 
Carrying Capacity 895 Nos. 179 
Reduction 38 percent (556 AUMs) 

Lonq Term Manaqement: 

Grazing System: Rest rotation 
Season: 11/l to 5/15 
Suitable Acres: 8,338 Percent: 28 
Carrying Capacity: 1,352 Nos. 208 C 
Reduction: 7 percent (99 AUMs) 

. 



Recreation. No interactions 

Wildlife. No interactions 

Watershed. No interaction 

Range. No interactions 

Analysis. No major problems or conflicts are foreseen between the range 
proposal and other resource proposals. Spring use will not be a con- 
flict as it will be restricted to seedings. Putr and Orhy will be 
considered as key species in development of AMP objectives. 

Team Recommendation. Accept recommendation as proposed by Range. 
Include putr and orhy as key species to be monitored. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Specify treatment type to chain and seed 
rather than plow and seed. Otherwise, accept team recommendation. 
Brush beating should also be considered as a treatment method. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Collets 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 6/16 to 9/15 
Proposed season of use: 7/16 to 8/15 
Suitable acres 588 Percent 4 
Carrying capacity 25 Nos. 25 C 
Reduction 72 percent (65 AUMs) 

Lonq Term Manaqement 

Grazing system: Summer 
Season 7/16 to 8/15 
Suitable Acres 588 Percent 4 
Carrying capacity 25 Nos. 25 C 
Reduction 72 percent (65 AUMs) 



Recreation. No interactions 

Wildlife. No interactions 

Watershed. W-l.3 with RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. Grazing the Collet 
Wash floodplain especially in summer, before there is 70 percent cover 
will increase the time necessary to reach this cover, or eliminate the 
possibility of ever reaching it. This depends on the grazing intensity. 

Range. RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with W-1.3. Exclusion of grazing from 
the bottoms would be impractical unless an extensive fencing system were 
implemented. In addition the major portion of the AUMs are located in 
the bottoms, closure of the bottoms to grazing will increase the size of 
the reductions on the allotment. 

Analysis. The allotment contains high erosion potential in Watershed 
area W 1.3. Since large portions of the riparian areas occur on state 
lands a closure to grazing on public lands would not prevent State lands 
from being grazed. There is no practical way to confine livestock to 
the State lands. If the allotment remains open to grazing then use on 
the State sections can be controlled under Exchange-of-Use agreement and 
the riparian areas can be protected. 

Team Recommendation. Accept the range recommendation as proposed. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. Assure that 
exchange of use on State lands is granted commensurate with carrying 
capacity of these lands. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name Death Hollow 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 11/l to 5/15 
Proposed season of use: 11/l to 3/31 
Suitable acres: 6,364 Percent: 36 
Carrying Capacity: 255 Nos. 51 c 
reduction: 75 percent (750 AUMs) 

Lonq Term Manaqement 

Grazing System: CIinter 
Season: 11/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres: 7,567 Percent: 42 
Carrying Capacity: 330 Nos. 66 c 
Reduction: 67 percent (675 AUMs) 



Recreation. No interactions 

Watershed. W 1.1 with RM 1.1 and RM 2.6. Grazing the W 1.1 area in 
--(3-l to 3-31) will prolong the time necessary to improve the 
watershed condition, however, this recommendation is a great improvement 
over the present situation. 

W-l.1 with RN-1.2, 2.7. Giving credit for the 112 AU% on low produc- 
tive (over 32 acres per AUM) and critical erosion condition sites will 
cause the more preferred productive areas to be overgrazed. 

Wildlife WL-2.1 and 3.1 with RH-2.3. The wildlife recommendation is to 
monitor pinyon-juniper and desert shrub habitats based upon the key 
species of Orhy and Cliffrose (Cost) and assure their improvement. This 
is complimentary with AillP objectives. 

WL-2.1 and 3.1 with RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. The change in season and 
reduction in amount of use as proposed by range will be beneficial to 
forage preferred by wildlife species. Some direct competition for 
forage will still remain. 

Ranqe RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W-1.1. The season proposed by water- 
' shed would result in an additional l-month (3/l to 3/31) reduction in 

spring grazing over the range proposal which reduced present spring 
grazing by 1.5 months (4/l to 5/15). The additional reduction of 112 
AUMs would increase the proposed reduction from 75 percent to 86 percent 
for the interim and from 67 percent to 78 percent for the long-term. 

WL-2 with RM-2. Wildlife recommendations have no adverse conflicts with 
range proposals. 

Analysis. Much of the soils in the W 1.1 area are derived from marine 
formations. There are sufficient chemicals (mostly salts) in the sub- 
soils, and also in the surface soils in part of the area to inhabit 
plant growth. The soils are also mostly easily eroded fine sandy loam 
to silt loam. These will require careful management to avoid excessive 
sediment production and loss of productivity potential. 

The change in season of use to 11-01 to 03-31 and the reduction in 
capacity will allow the vegetation to improve in vigor and cover. This 
will reduce the erosion potential to acceptable limits. The improvement 
in vegetation will also enhance wildlife habitat. This area is not 
considered critical deer winter range. Therefore direct competition for 
forage is not a significant conflict. 

Team Recommendation. Accept the range recommendation as proposed. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Deer Creek 

Proposed Interim Manaqement: 

Present season of use: 10/16-2/28 and 4/l-6/15 
Proposed season of use: 11/l-2/28 (91C) 

4/l-4/30 (40 C) 
Suitable Acres 6,187 (35 percent) 
Carrying Capacity 404 101 c 
Reduction 31 percent (182 AUMs) 

Proposed Lonq Term Manaqement: 

Grazing System Winter 
Season 11/16-2/28 (142 C) 

4/l-4/30 (57 c) 

Suitable Acres 8,212 47 percent 
Carrying Capacity 554 199 c 
Reduction 6 percent (34 AUMs) 



Interaction 

Wildlife b/L-1.1 and 4.1 with RN-l.1 and RM-2.6. Wildlife recommendation 
is to not graze riparian areas until 70 percent ground cover is reached 
and then only graze to the proper utilization point (30 percent on 
cottonwoods and willows or 50 percent on grass and grasslike plants). 
Range recommendation makes no allowance for riparian areas to recover to 
70 percent ground cover before livestock grazing use is allowed. 

WL-2.1 and wildlife URA values with RM-1.1 and RM-2.6. WL 2.1 and 
wildlife URA values - the Upper Spring pasture is critical mule deer and 
elk winter range. It is also classified as a conflict area. Range 
proposal may result in direct conflict between wildlife and livestock 
for space and forage during winter months. 

Watershed. W 1.3 with RN 1.1 and RM 2.6. W 1.3 - Grazing the flood 
plains of Deer Creek and the Escalante River before there is 70 percent 
cover and grazing Deer Creek in early spring will increase the time 
necessary to achieve this cover. However, it should reach this cover in 
2 to 5 years. 

W-l.1 with RM-1.1, RM-1.2, RM-2.6 and RM-2.7 

w 1.1 - Grazing the native range in spring (4-l to 4-30 will increase e 
erosion slightly over winter use only, but with the proposed reduction 
in AUMs and removing most of the spring grazing the area should improve 
rapidly. 

R 2.1 with RN-l.1 and 2.6. Livestock grazing during 4/l-4/30 conflicts 
with the primary hiking season. 

RM 1.1 and RM 2.6 with W 1.1. Watershed recommendation 1.1 requests no 
spring use in areas of critical watershed. This is in conflict with use 
in the Deer Creek pasture of the allotment and would result in the user 
having to come home at 2-28 and finding forage for an additional month. 

RM 1.1, RM 1.2, RM 2.6, RM 2.7 with W 1.3. Watershed recommendation 
requests elimination of grazing until there is 70 percent ground cover 
in riparian areas and no grazing from 3-l to 9-30. This conflicts with 
the proposed use period in the Deer Creek pasture of the allotment and 
would eliminate access to water on the pasture, making the pasture 
unusable. 

RM 1.1 and RM 2.6 with WL 1.1 and WL 4.1. Wildlife recommendation 1.1 
and 4.1 requests no use in riparian areas be made from 3-l to 7-l and no 
greater than 50 percent tuilization on grass and grasslike plants be 
allowed. This would conflict with period of use in the Deer Creek 
pasture of the allotment and eliminate access to water for that pasture, 
making the pasture unusable. 

RM 2.3 with WL 2.1. Wildlife recommendation 2-l requests elimination of 
conflict between wildlife and livestock on critical pinyon-juniper 



areas. This recommendation supports range recommendation RF1 2.3 to 
improve and/or then maintain the allotment in good condition with an . 
upward trend. 

Analysis. Riparian areas are presently in good condition. The lower 
pastures are winter use only, and the Upper Spring pasture has been 
reduced to a l-month season. This will reduce the use along the ripa- 
rian/aquatic areas resulting in maintenance and improvement of these 
areas. 

Adequate forage will be allocated for wildlife by the proposed manage- 
ment (refer to table 7, URA Step 3, Wildlife). Shortening the spring 
use to 1 month fairly well.mitigates the conflict between mule deer, elk 
'and changing the season from 4/l-4/30 to 3/l-3/30 on the spring pasture 
would allow better spring growth and vigor in browse plants. However, 
in winters with deep snow the elk and deer will probably still be on the 
area until about 3/15. This would cause a Z-week direct conflict but 
the effects of this would be better for the browse than grazing 1 month 
later into the spring. 

The time necessary for the floodplains to reach 70 percent cover and for 
the native range to improve will be increased only slightly over the 
watershed recommendation by the proposed grazing, provided use doesn't 
exceed 50 percent on grass. 

The grazing season (4/l-4/30) may be offensive to some hikers who wish 
to hike in the area at this time of year. The livestock oeprator's 
season and use has already been reduced by the range proposal. To 
require removal of livestock from 4/l-4/30 would be even more disruptive 
to the economic dependency of an established range operation. It may 
force a discontinuation of a family oriented business. There are 
alternative periods for hiking use in this area to satisfy needs of 
hikers who are offended by the presence of livestock. Such an alterna- 
tive would merely disrupt a recreational experience, not a family income. 
The area could still be used for hiking during the grazing season, but 
hikers would have to be aware that livestock may be present. 

Team Recommendation. Follow the Range Interim recommendation with 
either the season proposed by range (11/l to 2/18 and 4/l to 4/30) or if 
it meets the needs of the operator better, straight through (11/l to 
3/31). Extra care should be taken to insure that utilization over 50 
percent on grasses and grasslike plants in riparian areas is corrected 
by a management change. 

The browse condition and trend should be monitored on all three pastures 
to assure the proper utilization level is maintained. Putr and cemo 
will be included as key species. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the range recommendation. Utili- 
zation values, along with actual use, trend and climatological data will 
be included in and monitered in conjunction with the management plan for 
the allotment. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Escalante River (Upper Range) 

Proposed Interim Management: 

Present season of use: 9/l-4/15 
Proposed season of use 9/l-3/31 
Suitable acres: 4,669 
Carrying capacity 280 AUMs 
Reduction 0 

Propsoed Lonq Term Manaqement 

Grazing system: Rest rotation 
Season 9/l-3/31 
Suitable acres 4,669 
Carrying capacity: 280 AUMs 40 C 
Reduction: 0 



Escalante River Allotment 
Upper Range 

Recommendation - (Interim and Long-Term) 

Implement a rest rotation system on these three pastures during the 
period 9/l-3/31. Graze 40 cattle (280 AUMs) on 4,669 suitable acres 
within these pastures. 

Interim Ranqe Management 

Interactions 

Wildlife. WL 1.1 and 4.1 with RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. Unrestricted 
livestock access alona the river will overutilize the rioarian habitat. 
If this use is during-the spring or the 
habitat will never reach good condition . 
objectives. Riparian and aquatic areas 

Watershed. W 1.3 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. Grazing the floodplain, espe- 
cially during the growing season before there is 70 percent cover will 
either eliminate the potential of reachi ng the desired cover, or greatly . 

use is excessive, then this 
This will negate WL 1 and WL 4 

are very important to Wildlife. 

prolong the time necessary to reach this cover. 

* Recreation. R 2.1 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. Livestock grazing during this 
season reduces vegetation and conflicts with the primary recreational 
use period between 9/l to 11/l and 3/15 to 3/31. 

Range. RM 1.1 and 2.6 with R 2.1. The limitation of use as proposed by 
recreation would result in the loss of 2 months of grazing in the fall 
and 15 days in the spring. The operator would have to find additional 
range in which he could run his cattle during this time, or the grazing 
will have to be modified so cattle will be in the Phipps pasture during 
the conflict period. This is not feasible because it would not meet 
grazing management objectives. 

RM-1.1 and 2.6 with W-l.1 and 1.3. The limitation of season of use to 
10/l-2/28 would result in the loss of 1 month in the fall (9/l-9/30) and 
one month in the spring (3/l-3/31). User would be forced to find other 
areas to graze during these periods, or the grazing system will have to 
be modified so cattle will be in the Phipps pasture during the conflict 
period. 

RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with W 1.3. Elimination of grazing in riparian 
areas until 70 percent vegetative cover is attained would eliminate 
grazing on this allotment. It is necessary to use portions of the river 
whenever any part of this allotment is used. 

RM 1.1 and 2.6 with WL 1.1. No grazing between 3/l-7/1 would result in 
loss of spring grazing (3/l to 4/15). Utilization of 30 percent on 
cottonwoods and willows would generally fit into AMP objectives. No 
grazing until riparian vegetative ground cover reaches 70 percent would 



eliminate grazing on the allotment since some use along the river is 
necessary in order to make use of the allotment. 

Analvsis. The range is in fair to good condition and the apparent trend 
is static. The allotment is now separated into pastures so the interim 
management can start as a deferred rotation system. This would include 
two pastures , one consisting of what is now known as the upper and lower 
Calf Creek pastures, and the other being Phipps Pasture. The system 
would be implemented by grazing one pasture from 9/l-12/15 and the other 
from 12/16-3/31 and these seasons would be rotated every other year. 

The key forage species in the Calf Creek Pastures, the riparian areas, 
usually do not start their spring growth until after March 31, so 
grazing during March would not be as detrimental to riparian and aquatic 
habitat, and thus, would not have the adverse effect on watershed as 
described in the interactions. 

This area of the river is not an area of high recreation use in the 
spring, so every other year when livestock are grazing in March would 
not be a significant impact. The 2 months of every other year when 
there is grazing along the river in the fall would be during periods of 
high recreation use and would be a conflict to hikers that are offended 
by the presence of livestock. To remove livestock during this period 
would be highly disruptive to the economic dependency of the range user. 
There are alternative periods to hike this area of the river to satisfy 
needs of hikers when there would be no livestock present. 

Lonq Term Manaqement 

Interactions (Same as for Interim Management). 

Long term management would be the same as interim management with devel- 
opment of necessary facilities such as cattleguards and dams. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the range proposals as outlined 
in the analysis. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment hame: Escalante River (Lower Range) 

Proposed Interim Hanaqement: 

Present season of use: 9/l-4/15 
Proposed season of use: 9/l-3/31 
Suitable acres: 44,604 
Carrying capacity: 2,422 AUMs 346 cattle 
Reduction 0 

Proposed Lonq Term Manaqement: 

Grazing system: Rest rotation 
Season: 9/l-3/30 
Suitable acres 44,969 
Carrying capacity 2,455 AUMs 351 cattle 
Reduction: 0 

Land Treatments. None 

. Livestock Facilities. Slickrock dams 

Proposed Optimum Treatment 



Lower Ranqe 

Interim and Lonq-term Ranqe Manaqement 

Recommendation. Implement a deferred rotation system during the period 
9/l to 3/30. Graze 346 cattle (2,422 AUMs) on 44,969 suitable acres 
within the pastures. Trailing is to be through Harris Wash, to trail as 
one herd and to maintain a minimum of 10 miles per day. 

Interactions 

Wildlife. WL 6.2 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. About 4,500 acres of Baker Bench 
is a present desert bighorn sheep use area. All of these two ranges 
east of the Escalante River are potential bighorn sheep habitat. There 
are no present conflicts within these areas between bighorn sheep and 
livestock. As long as the range system works properly, potential habi- 
tats will be protected. 

WL 1.1 and 4.1 with RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. Unrestricted livestock 
access along the river will overutilize the riparian habitat. If this 
use is excessive, then this habitat will never reach good condition. 
This will negate WL 1 and WL 4 objectives. Riparian and aquatic areas 
are very important to Wildlife. 

Watershed. W 1.1 and 1.2 with RM 1.2 and 2.7. Allocating credit for 
the 662 AUMs in low forage producing areas (more than 32 acres per AUM) 
which are lightly grazed or ungrazed cause excessive use in the produc- 
tive areas preferred by cattle. 

W 1.3 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. Grazing the flood plain, especially during 
the growing season before there is 70 percent vegetation cover will 
either eliminate the potential of reaching the desired cover, or greatly 
prolong the time necessary to reach this cover. 

Recreation. R -2.1 with RM-1.1 and 2.6. Livestock grazing during this 
season reduces vegetation and conflicts with the primary recreational 
use period between 9/l to 11/l and 3/15 to 3/31. 

Ranqe. RM-1.1 and 2.6 with R-2.1. Season 11/l-3/15 would result in 
grazing loss for 2 months during the fall (9/l to 1@/31) and 15 days 
loss during the spring (3/16 to 3/30). The operator would have to find 
additional range in which he could run his cattle during this time. 

RM-1.2 and 2.7 with W-1.1. Reduction of 662 AUMs on critical erosion 
condition areas or areas greater than 32 acres per AUM would result in a 
reduction of 75 head of cattle. This would eliminate all of the South 
Egypt, Egypt pastures, approximately two-thirds of Silver Falls, one- 
half Baker Benches and three-fourths of Les George point. This would 
make it difficult to set up and utilize rotation system within each 
major pasture (North and South). 



RM 1.1 and 2.6 with W 1.1 and 1.3. The limitation of season of use to 
10/l-2/28 would result in the loss of 1 month in the fall (9/l to 9/30) 
and 1 month in the spring (3/l to 3/31). User would be forced to find 
other areas to graze during these periods. 

RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with W 1.3. Elimination of grazing in riparian 
areas until vegetativ r! cover is 70 percent would eliminate grazing on 
this allotment. It is necessary to use portions of the river whenever 
any part of this allotment is used, 

RM 1.1 and 2.6 with WL 1.1. No grazing between 3/l-7/1 would result in 
loss of 1 month of grazing (3/l-3/31). Utilization of 30 percent on 
cottonwoods and willows would generally fit into AMP objectives. No 
grazing until riparian cover reaches 70 percent would eliminate grazing 
on the allotment since some use alone the river is necessary in order to 
make use of the allotment. 

Trailing through the Harris Wash only will require trailing through the 
Upper Cattle Allotment during its season of use. Conflicts may arise 
with keeping the cattle from two allotments separated. 

Trailing cattle through the Harris Wash will allow for corraling at 
Harris Wash Corral and at Ten-Mile Corral. This would result in better 
supervision. 

Team Recommendation. None. 

Alternatives 
1. Follow the Range system proposed, except limit the season to 

10/l-3/15 and trail through Harris Wash to reduce the use of the river 
bottom. This season is a midway compromise'between Range, Watershed, 
Recreation, and Wildlife. 

Losses with Alternative 1. 
Recreation R-2.1 recommends a season of use along the Escalante River 
of 11/l-3/15 to reduce conflicts between Tivestock and backcountry 
hiking use. The on date of 10/l will create a l-month conflict with the 
desired 11/l on date. If trailing to get on the allotment is prior to 
the on date, there will be this additional time conflict. 

Watershed. With these dates and the rotation grazing as specified there 
will be little increased erosion on the upland areas over the Watershed 
recommendation if the pasture grazed in the spring is not used heavier 
than 50 percent. The floodplain will improve to 70 percent vegetative 
cover much more slowly, but can probably reach this condition if the 
cattle are managed to limit use here to the usual 50 percent on graases 
and grasslike plants. Management would be to periodically herd the 
cattle up on the benches to reduce the use in the river bottom. 

Wildlife. By rotating ranges, and pastures within the two ranges, and 
limiting the season to fall-winter, the riparian and aquatic areas 
should improve but at a slower rate than if livestock were removed. 



This period extends 2 weeks past the 3/l use date recommended by WL 1.1 
but is much better than the 4/15 originally proposed. 

Range. This alternative will result in the loss of 1 month of grazing 
in the fall (9/l to 9/30) and the loss of 2 weeks in the spring (3/16 to 
3/31). Impact to the operator would be that he would have to find other 
areas in which to graze his cattle for these periods. 

Trailing to and from these ranges through the Harris Wash only instead 
of up the Escalante River will require trailing through the Upper Cattle 
Allotment during its season of use. Conflicts may arise with keeping 
the cattle from the two allotments separated. Using this trailing route 
will allow for corraling at Harris Wash Corral and at Ten-Mile Corral. 
This would result in better supervision and increased vegetative condi- 
tion along the Escalante River. 

Alternative 2. 
2. Follow the Range system proposed except limit the season to 

10/15-3/15. This season is also a compromise, but gives more benefit to 
Watershed and Wildlife and greatly reduces the conflict with Recreation. 

Losses with Alternative 2 

Recreation. Same as for Alternative 1 except results in only a 2-week . 
conflict which more closely meets recreation objectives. 

Watershed. Recommendation number 2 would be significantly better for 
the floodplain, but would make little difference on the upland areas. 
Quantities of sediment produced, and time to improve watershed condition 
cannot be estimated due to lack of studies under these conditions. 

Wildlife. Decreasing fall use by 2 weeks will decrease grazing pressure 
and increase the riparian-aquatic habitats. Improvement of these areas 
will increase faster with this extra 2 weeks of no grazing use. 

Range. This alternative will result in the.loss of 1.5 months of fall 
use and the loss of 1 month in the spring. Impact to the operator would 
be the same as in Alternative 1 except he would have to.find an addi- 
tional 2 weeks fall use in another area. 

All recommendations that shorten the season would have a direct impact 
on further reduction in numbers. Recommendations would have a direct 
adverse economic effect on the operator if sufficient area could not be 
found to graze the cattle during the fall and spring use cut from the 
allotment. The proposed increase in cattle numbers for a shorter period 
of use may make it difficult to adjust the use on this allotment to fit 
the operator's yearlong operation. 

Trailing to and from these ranges through the Harris Wash only, instead 
of up the Escalante River will require trailing through the Upper Cattle 
Allotment during its season of‘use. Conflicts may arise with keeping 
the cattle from the two allotments separated. Using this trailing route 



will allow for corraling at Harris Wash Corral and at Ten-Mile Corral. 
This would result in better supervision and increased vegetative condi- 
tion along the Escalante River. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Allow number and season of use as pro- 
posed by range (346 cattle 9/l-3/31). Cattle will be turned onto the 
benches 9/l and required to remain there until 12/31. At this time, 
they may be allowed to move onto the Escalante River where they can 
remain until 3/30. Use on the benches can be rotated. All cattle must 
be removed from the entire allotment by 3/31. Additional AUMs (3521-n 
be granted upon application for exchange of use. 

Rationale. By using the benches early and coming off the river by 3/31, 
most of the conflicts identified will be mitigated. There will still be 
a 15-day conflict with recreation. However, it would be difficult most 
years and impossible some years to remove cattle from the river by 3/15. 
It would also be infeasible to move from the benches to the river then 
back to the benches in order to completely eliminate recreation con- 
flicts. Cattle have to be gathered on the river due to terrain and 
trail routes off the allotment. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Forty-mile Ridge 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 11/l to 5/31 
Proposed season of use: 10/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres: 29,061 Percent: 70 
Carrying Capacity: 2,028 Nos.: 338 C 
Reduction: 15 percent (348 AUMs) 

Lonq Term Manaqement 
1 

Grazing System: Rest rotation 
Season: 12/l to 5/31 
Suitable Acres: 38,800 Percent: 93 
Carrying Capacity: 2,409 No: 400 
Reduction: 0 

. 



Interactions 

Watershed. W 1.1 and W 1.2 with RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. Grazing the 
easily eroded soils in the W 1.1 and W 1.2 areas in spring will negate 
the possibility of these areas improving in erosion condition. Elim- 
inating spring grazing on the semidesert W 1.1 area will reduce erosion 
by about 70 percent , and to an unknown degree on the W 1.2 area. Giving 
305 AUCls credit for the low producing types will cause the cattle to 
overgraze the preferred productive areas. 

Wildlife. WL 2.1, 3.1, and other wildlife values with RM 1.1 and 2.6. 
Wildlife values are met under range objectives as long as key wildlife 
forage species of putr, cemo, ateu, and orhy are monitored and necessary 
livestock adjustments are made to assure for the improvement of these 
species. 

Range. RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with W 1.1 and 1.2. Watershed recommen- 
dation will result in the loss of 1 month of spring grazing (3/l to 3/31 
for the interim proposal and 3 months loss (3/l to 5/31) for the long- 
term. The long-term proposal would change from a rest rotatoin to a 
winter grazing system. A reduction of 305 AUMs in critical erosion 
areas would affect the interim proposal but would result in a 13-percent 
reduction under long-term management. 

Analysis. On watershed areas W 1.2 there is little livestock grazing 
use presently being made (slight use). The bench area, the area of high 
erosion potential, has slight livestock use , no proposed developments, 
and is essentially physically restricted from grazing (except on those 
areas next to the bench road). 

The winter use proposed for the interim would allow those areas in high 
erosion potential, W 1.1 and W 1.2, to improve in vegetative cover, 
reducing the erosion potential. 

Under the long-term three pasture rest-rotation grazing system allowing 
spring use in only 1 out of 3 years will allow sufficient rest to improve 
the vegetative cover and reduce the erosion potential. Therefore, there 
is no need to make the reduction of AUMs as indicated in the conflict 
between range and watershed. 

Team Recommendation. Accept the range proposal. Include key wildlife 
forage species in those to be monitored and adjust livestock as needed 
to assure the improvement of these species and that watershed objectives 
are being met. 

Area Nanaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. Pastures 
will be better balanced and watershed needs will be met. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Haymaker 

Proposed Interim Management: 

Present season of use: 11/l-12/31 
Proposed ' ' ' : 11/l-12/31 
Suitable Acres 1621 49 percent 
Carrying Capacity 76 38 C 
Reduction 24 percent (24 AUMs) 

Proposed Long Term Manaqement: 

Grazing System Winter 
Season 11/l-12/31 
Suitable Acres 1,621 49 percent 
Carrying Capacity 76 AUMs 38 C 
Reduction 24 percent 

Interactions. None 

Team Recommendation. Accept Range recommendation 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: King Bench 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 11/l to 3/31 
Proposed season of use: 11/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres: 17,641 Percent: 28 
Carrying Capacity: 1,110 No. 222 C 
Reduction: 54 percent (1,304 AUMs) 

Lonq Term Manaqement 

Grazing System: Winter 
Season: 11/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres: 23,037 Percent: 39 
Carrying Capacity: 1,405 : 281 C 
Reduction: 42 percent (1,009 !iMs) 



Interactions 

Recreation. R-2.1 with RN-l.1 and RM-2.6. The range recommendation 
would result in grazing use 2 weeks beyond that recommended by recrea- 
tion. This would lessen potenial for an optimum recreational experi- 
ence. 

Ranqe. RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W 1.1, 1.3. Watershed recommendation 
would result in a loss of 1 month of grazing use during March. A reduc- 
tion of 59 AUMs would increase proposed interim reduction from 55 to 58 
percent and long term reduction from 53 to 55 percent. Restricting 
grazing use on floodplains until 70 percent cover is attained could 
result in no livestock being allowed on the allotment since some live- 
stock would probably get into the Gulch and Deer Creek areas from off 
the remainder of the allotment. 

RM 1.1 and 2.6 with WL 1.1 and 4.1. Wildlife recommendation would 
result in the loss of 1 month of grazing use during March. 

RM 1.1 and 2.6 with R-2.1. Rrecreation recommendation would result in 
the loss of 2 weeks spring grazing use unless livestock could be re- 
stricted from the Gulch. Restricting livestock from the Gulch would 
eliminate an important source of water. 

Wildlife. WL 1.1 and 4.1 with RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. A l-month 
~(March)conflict in season of use between wildlife and livestock would 
result under the range proposal. This may hamper improvement and main- 
tenance of the riparian and aquatic habitats. 

Other Wildlife URA Values with RN 1.1 and 2.6. The range recommendation 
would result in a direct conflict between mule deer and elk and live- 
stock on approximately one-fourth of the allotment which is considered 
to be critical mule deer and elk winter range. 

Watershed. W 1.1 with RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. The substantial re- 
duction in livestock grazing use and allowing winter use only should 
alleviate watershed conflicts on the critical erosion areas. These 
recommendations are complimentary to the watershed recommendation. Some 
overlap into the critical period (March) will remain. 

W 1.3 with RM 1.1 and 1.2, 2.6 and 2,7. Grazing the floodplain for 1 
month (March) in the spring and allowing grazing use before a 70-percent 
vegetative ground cover is established will increase the time required 
for the area to reach the desired 70 percent vegetative ground cover. 

Analysis. The reduction in livestock grazing use to the surveyed graz- 
ing capacity and allowing winter use only on critical watershed area and 
riparian and aquatic habitat will allow the vegetation on these areas to 
improve. Cattle could be restricted to the eastern portion of the 
allotment during the month of March, thus providing for critical water- 
shed areas and riparian and aquatic habitat. This would also mitigate 
conflict between livestock grazing and recreational and wildlife values. 



Team Recommendation. Accept the range recommendations with the stipula- 
tion that all livestock fill be moved to the eastern portion of the 
allotment by 2/28 each year, thereby completely eliminating livestock' 
grazing use in the Gulch and Deer Creek after 2-28. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Lakes 

Interim hlanagement 

Present season of use: 6/l to 9/30 
Proposed season of use: 7/l to lo/15 
Suitable Acres: 17,706 Percent: 76 
Carrying Capacity: 844 Nos.: 241 C 
Reduction: 35 percent (464 AUMs) 

Lonq Term Flanaqement 

Grazing System: Rest Rotation 
Season: 6/l to 9/30 
Suitable Acres: 17,706 Percent: 76 
Carrying Capacity: 848 Nos.: 212 c 
Reduction: 35 percent (460 AUMs) 



Interactions 

Watershed. W 1.2 with RM 1.1. Grazing before seedripe (about 7-15) 
will increase the time necessary or eliminate the possibility of these 
poor condition ranges improving depending on the grazing intensity. 

W 1.2 with RM 1.2. Giving credit for the 142 AUMs in the low forage 
areas that are grazed light to none will cause the preferred productive 
areas to be overgrazed. 

The soils in this allotment are formed from moderately saline formations 
that form productive sandy loam to silty clay soils. These are usually 
moderately shallow, and underlain either by bedrock, or subsoil with 
sufficient salt or other chemicals to inhibit growth moderately to 
severely. Here a small loss of topsoil is a big loss in productive 
potential. To save the productive potential of the site and ward off 
much accelerated erosion it is necessary to maintain this area in good 
range and watershed conditions. 

Wildlife. WL 2.1 and 3.1 with RM-2,3. Monitoring pinyon-juniper and 
sagebrush habitats based upon the key species of Putr, Cemo, and Orhy to 
assure their improvement in condition and trend will be complimentary 
with AMP objectives. 

Other wildlife URA values with P.M. This allotment is year'long mule deer 
range. Meeting the AMP objectives will satisfy the mule deer needs as 
long as the key wildlife forage species are included for monitoring in 
the AM. 

Ranqe Management. RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W-1.2. Watershed recom- 
mendation would result in the loss of 2 weeks grazing in early summer 
(7/l to 7/15). Utilization of 50 percent of grass should be met with 
the proposed grazing system. 

RM-2.5, 3.1 with VRM. Recommendation could alter the design or location 
of proposed facilities but would not prevent the projects from being 
completed. The recommendation may also limit the size of the optimum 
treatment potential areas. 

Recreation. Fifty-Mile Mountain is VRM Class II. The area has been 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places as an archaeologi- 
cal district. Also the area is recommended as an outstanding natural 
area. 

All of these will not necessarily stop construction of range improve- 
ments, but will place design stipulations on them. 

Analysis. The allotment is in an upward trend. Vegetation could be 
expected to improve if season of use is further restricted by 15 days in 
the spring, from 7-l to 7-15. Under these conditions credit could be 
allowed on the areas of critical watershed in W 1.2. 



This season of use does not match up with the season of use on Soda 
allotment. This will disrupt the year round operation of the user, 
forcing the user to bring his cattle home. This may result in trespass 
problems. 

With implementation of a 3 pasture rest rotation grazing system with a 
season of 6-l to 9-30 the vegetation is expected to improve. 

Range improvements can be designed in such a way as to cause no deter- 
ioration in VRPl Class II. 

Team Recommendation. 

Short-term: Modify the range recommendation season of use to allow 
grazing from 7-15 to 10-15. Include negative wildlife forage species in 
those to be monitored and adjust livestock as needed to assure the 
improvement of these species. 

Long-term: Accept the Range recommendation as proposed. Design the 
Range improvements so as to cause no deterioration in the VRM Class II 
areas. 'Include key wildlife forage species in those to be monitored and 
adjust livestock as needed to assume the improvement of these species. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Reject short-term recommendation. 
Maintain present season of use and limit number of cattle to 241 maxi- 
mum. Accept long term recommendation. 

Rationale. As stated in previous analysis, the allotment is in an 
upward trend. This has been accomplished with a stocking rate averaging 
243 head over the past 6 years under the present season of 6/l to 9/30 
(actual stocking rate ranged from 188 to 303 head). Developments neces- 
sary to implement these long term proposals are minimal and relatively 
inexpensive. It would take only a short amount of time to construct 
these management facilities. The season 6/l to 9/30 is also tied in 
with the season established for the Soda Allotment (10/l to 5/31). 
These considerations together with the management problems associated 
with requiring livestock to be removed for the short period proposed 
(6/l to 7/15) negates the advantage to be realized by implementing the 
team proposal. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Last Chance 

Proposed Interim Management 

Present season of use: 
Proposed season of use: 
Suitable acres 
Carrying capacity 
Cattle numbers 
Reduction 

Escalante Paria 

5/l-10/15 10/16-4/30 
5/l-9/15 9/ 16-4/30 
5,190 79,280 
1,103 AUMs 
286 

a1,Jt31 
286 

20 percent 0 

Proposed Lonq Term Manaqement: 
Escalante Paria 

Grazing system: 3-pasture 5 pasture 
rest rotation rest rotation 

Season of use: 5/l-10/15 10/16-4/30 
Suitable acres: 5,190 
Carrying capacity: 1,419 ii 9,280 

1,677 
Reduction 0 0 

a1,321 surveyed AUMs are not included in order to balance summer and * 
winter ranges. 



Interactions. Escalante Resource Area summer range. 

Recreation. No interactions. 

Wildlife. WL-2.1 and 3.1 with RM-1.1 and 2.6. Support for the wildlife 
recommendation calls for monitoring pinyon-juniper, sagebrush, and 
grassland habitats based upon the key forage species of Cemo, Cost 
(Cliffrose), and Orhy and allow for the improvement of these species. 
This is complimentary with the AMP objectives. 

Other Wildlife URA Values. The allotment contains some yearlong 
and potential winter mule deer ranges. The area also contains poten- 
tially critical pronghorn.habitat. None of these areas are presently 
critical wildlife habitats or conflict areas. 

Watershed. No interactions. 

Ranqe. No interactions. 

Paria Resource Area 

Recreation. R with RM-1.1, 2.6. Both cattle and the facilities 
needed for spring use in the Fifty-Mile Mountain Recreation lands would 
interfere with primitive values during the highest use period (3/15- 
4/30). 

VRM with RM. Treatments and facilities in the Fifty-Mile Mountain 
Recreation lands will conflict with VRM classification unless properly 
designed. Wells and windmill equipment cannot be made completely unob- 
trusive. 

Wildlife. WL with RM and VRM. Wildlife would benefit from treat- 
ments, provided proper browse and forb species are included in seed 
mixture. VRM recommendations would benefit wildlife. 

Wildlife recommendation WL-1.1, which recommends fencing of Rogers- 
Croton and Last Chance Canyons for protection of riparian habitat, would 
result in the loss of an undetermined amount of livestock forage. This 
recommendation will not receive further consideration because the great- 
est potential impact to riparian habitat in these canyons is not from 
livestock grazing, but results from flash flooding which would not only 
remove vegetation, but also any fences that may be installed. 

Watershed. W-1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 with RM-1.1 and 2.6. Erosion would 
increase by an unknown quantity (estimated 70 percent) over winter use 
only. 

W with RM-1.1 and 2.6. Riparian and phreatophyte areas cannot improve 
at all with spring use 4 out of 5 years since these areas will be grazed 
very heavily before the adjoining areas are grazed even lightly. 



W with RN-l.2 and 2.7. Giving AUM credit to low producing and inaccess- 
ible areas will cause the better ones to be overgrazed. 

W with Ri4. Proposed range improvements on frail soils will increase 
salt and sediment production, both during construction and during use. 

Ranqe. RM-1.1, 2.6 with R. Recreation recommendation would result 
in loss of 1.5 months use during the period 3/15-4/30. Restrictions on 
facilities construction could further limit grazing use. 

RM-1.1, 2.6 with W. Watershed recommendation would result in the loss 
of 4 months grazing use during the period 11/l-2/28. 

RM-1.2 and 2.7 with W. Watershed recommendation would result in the 
loss of 1,978 AUMs in low producing and inaccessible areas. 

RM with W. Loss of facilities proposed by range because of watershed 
recommendation would result in making it difficult or impossible to 
implement AMP. 

RM-1.2 and 2.7 with W. Watershed recommendation allowing maximum 30 
percent utilization on riparian species will result in the probable 
elimination of grazing within the allotment. 

Alternatives 

1. Treat enough of the range and wildlife potentials following the 
wildlife and recreation guidelines to put all spring AUMs on the seed- 
ings, and graze only the best condition native range in winter only to 
meet the objectives of watershed and wildlife. Graze only the highest 
desert range after 3/l. This would meet all the range, watershed, and 
wildlife objectives but would be very expensive. Recreation would be 
benefited by improved conditions, but would be impacted by some treat- 
ments and improvements. 

2. Follow the watershed and wildlife recommendations and develop a 
grazing plan to match the restrictions. The easiest system would be to 
graze only Smoky Mountain, Dry Bench, and the present seedings for up to 
1,574 presently surveyed AUMs. Water development is probably all that 
would be needed to restrict grazing to these three areas. This would 
greatly improve watershed , and reduce silt and salt production by an 
estimated 25 percent on the entire allotment, and up to 70 percent on 
the most critical areas. It would improve wildlife habitat and range 
conditions, thereby greatly benefiting these activities with more and 
better forage in the long term, but would reduct the usable AUMs for 
livestock in the short term. 

3. Follow the range recommendations. If the four grazed pastures were 
closed so that cattle could not go from one pasture to another, the 
better distribution would improve all areas except the floodplains. The 
range objectives would be met at a much slower rate than with the first 
two alternatives, but with no reduction in AUMs in the short term. 



Silt and salt production would be reduced much less than half of the 
reduction that would be achieved with Alternatives 1 or 2 due to improv- 
ed range conditions. This is because much of the most critical erosion 
susceptible areas also happen to be the easiest areas to graze because 
of terrain and water. They are not the best forage areas. The best 
forage areas are the dry benches and flats. The largest and best ais 
Smoky Mountain. 

The floodplains (riparian and other phreatophyte vegetation) which are 
very important for wildlife and watershed values, would not improve at 
all from their present very poor condition with heavy grazing 4 out of 5 
years in the spring. Floodplains are normally grazed very heavily 
before the adjoining areas are grazed even lightly. 

4. Follow the range recommendation with the following exceptions: 
rotate the four winter pastures grazed each year so that only one or two 
pastures are yrazed after 3/15 each year. This would improve the flood- 
plains slowly, and to a much lesser degree than following Alternatives 1 
or 2. It would also improve the other range, wildlife, and watershed 
areas more rapidly and to a better condition than Alternative 3, but 
slower and not to as good of condition as Alternatives 1 and 2. 

5. Same as 4 but make the season on the Paria side winter only (the 
operator may have to go back to farm (not feasible) or seeded baselands 
in the early spring). If distribution is good, this alternative may 
improve all areas except the floodplain as rapidly and as well as 
Alternatives 1 and 2. The floodplain will improve in time and degree 
about midway between Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 above. Floodplains are 
always grazed much heavier than adjoining range in the same pasture and 
are, therefore, sacrifice areas if the adjoining range is to be moder- 
ately used. The only way to avoid this is to make the floodplain a 
separate pasture, or make light use only on the adjoining range. 

6. Use Smoky Mountain, Dry Bench, and Collet seedings for presently 
suitable surveyed AUMs. Limit use of bottoms to trailing at 10 miles 
per day. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation 

Interim Manaqement. Accept range recommendation for interim. 
Conflict with recreation is not as qreat as is represented in the inter- 
action discussion. Much area in the allotment is.unsuitable for live- 
stock grazing, thus reducing conflicts that may exist between the two 
uses. The vastness of the area would also limit the conflict. The only 
way to completely eliminate or reduce conflicts is to remove all live- 
stock from the winter range or improve distribution with water and 
fences as proposed in the long term. Removal of livestock would have an 
adverse economic impact on the livestock operator. However, the situa- 
tion is critical enough that the long-term management must be implement- 
ed within 5 years or other action will be necessary. 



Long-Term Ffanaqement. Accept system and numbers of livestock as 
proposed by range for long-term management. Reduce livestock use of . 
Reese Canyon by turning off water in water troughs in the bottom and 
developing water on benches. Develop water in West Set Down Pasture in 
a manner which will force livestock use of the southern portion and 
avoid frail soils in the northern portion. Do not build the trail 
proposed into Rogers-Croton Pasture, thereby eliminating use in northern 
end. Through the proposed management systems, one pasture will be 
rested each year. This will aid in improvement of watershed and wild- 
life resources, though not as rapidly as anticipated by those resource 
objectives. In addition, 1,589 of the surveyed AUMs will not be used in 
the implementation of the management system. 

If evaluation of the proposed management system does not show progress 
toward the watershed and wildlife objectives, adjustments as needed can 
be made. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Long Neck 
Interim and Lonq-Term Hanaqement 

Present season of use: No use 
Proposed season of use: No use 
Suitable Acres: 130 
Carrying Capacity 5 AUFls 
Reduction 10 percent 

Interaction. None 

Team Recommendation. Accept Range proposal 

Area Flanager's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Lower Cattle 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 10/l to 4/15 
Proposed season of use: 10/l to 4/15 
Suitable Acres: 62,354 Percent: 85 
Carrying capacity: 4,115 No. 633 C 
Reduction: 40 percent (2,762 AUCk) 

Long Term Management 

Grazing System: Deferred Rotation 
Season: 10/l to 4/15 
Suitable Acres: 62,354 Percent: 85 
Carrying Capacity: 4,115 No. 633 C 
Reduction: 40 percent (2,762 AUMs) 

Land Treatments. None 

Optimum Treatment. None 



Watershed. W 1.1 with Rid 1.1 and 2.6. Grazing the easily eroded soi'ls 
in area W 1.1 in spring (3-l to 4-15) will prolong the time necessary, 
or eliminate the possibility of improving the erosion condition. This 
depends on the grazing intensity in the W-l.1 area of the allotment. 

The less critical of these soils are sandy loam with wind erosion prob- 
lems. The more critical of these soils are silty to silty loam with 
sufficient chemicals in the subsoil, and in some areas also in the 
surface soil to inhibit plant growth. f4uch of this latter area is in 
critical or near critical erosion condition. On these soils a small 
loss of topsoil results in a big loss of productive potential. 

W 1.1 with RM 1.2. Allowing credit for the 676 AUMs on the critical 
erosion condition areas, and on the low production area (more than 32 
Acres/AU/%) where there is light use will cause overgrazing on the 
preferred productive areas. 

Wildlife. WL-2.1 and 3.1 with RM 1. The wildlife recommendation is to 
monitor pinyon-juniper and desert shrub habitats based upon the key 
species of Orhy, Atca, and Cliffrose (Cost) and assure the improvement 
of these species. This is complementary with AMP objectives. 

- Range. RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with W-1.1. Proposed season by water- 
shed would result in the reduction of 1.5 months of spring use (3/l to 
4/X), the proposed grazing system would be changed from deferred rota- 
tion to winter use. Objectives of grazing system will not be completely 
met. The additional reduction of 676 AUMs would increase the proposed 
reduction from 42 percent to 52 percent for both interim and long-term 
management. Analysis of photos trend plots on the allotment have showed 
static trend as a result of present use. 

Alternative Recommendations 

Alternative 1 - Accept the recommendation for both interim and long-term 
management as proposed by range. Monitor key forage species (including 
those for wildlife) and make necessary .adjustments to assure for their 
improvement. 

Alternative 2 - Change season of use as proposed by watershed (10/l - 
Z/28) in the interim management with a reduction of 676 AUMs for crit- 
ical erosion areas. Accept season of use as proposed by range for long- 
term management, with a reduction of 676 AUMs for critical erosion 
areas. If utilization can be held within limits of 50 percent maximum, 
restore the 676 AU%. Monitor key forage species (including those for 
wildlife) and make necessary adjustments to assure for their improvement. 

Interactions. W 1.1 with Alternative 2 - Erosion conditions will rapid- 
ly improve. The potential for loss of productive soils will be lessened. 
The productive areas presently favored by livestock will not be over- 
grazed. 



WL 2.1 and 3.1 with Alternative 2 - Desirable wildlife forage species 
will benefit by not being grazed by livestock during the critical grow- 
ing season. Monitor key wildlife forage species and assure for the 
improvement of these species by making the necessary livestock adjust- 
ments. 

RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with Alternative 2. Proposed season by water- 
shed would reslult in the reduction of 1.5 months of spring use or 950 
AUMs (3/l to 4/15). The additional reduciton of 676 AUMs would increase 
the proposed reduction from 42 percent to 52 percent for both interim 
and long-term management. Analysis of photo trend plots on the allot- 
ment have showed static trend as a result of present use. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1. Accept long-term 
recommendation with the qualification that any adjustments are based on 
actual use, utilization, and trend studies rather than on the capacity 
as estimated during the range inventory. 
Rationale. Available records from the years 1968 through 1979 indicate 
that the allotment has remained in a static trend condition at the 
existing stocking rate. Problems with the allotment are more those of 
poor livestock distribution than of overstocking. Implementing the 
range proposal should maintain the allotment in at least a static condi- 
tion in the interim and make progress toward overcoming the problems 
associated with erosion. Development of facilities proposed for the 
long-term will allow for improvement in livestock distribution with the 
resultant improvement in condition and trend. If it becomes apparent 
during the interim that this level of stocking is not acceptable, 
adjustments can be made upon implementation of the long-term proposal. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: McGath Point 

Interim Hanaqement 

Present season of use: 3/16 to 6/15 
Proposed season of use: 11/l to l/31 
Suitable Acres: 2,193 Percent: 64 
Carrying Capacity: 120 Nos.: 40 C 
Reduction: 0 

Lonq Term Hanaqement 

Grazing System: Winter 
Season: 10/l to 12/31 
Suitable Acres: 2,193 
Carrying Capacity: 120 
Reduction: 0 

Land Treatments. None 

Livestock Facilities. None 

Percent: 64 
Nos.: 40 C 

Optimum Treatment. None 

. 



Interactions (Interim and Long term) 

Watershed. W 1.3 with RM 1.2 and 2.7. Grazing the floodplains of Sand. 
Creek and Willow Creek before there is 70 percent cover will increase 
the time necessary for this area to improve, but with moderate winter 
grazing only the area should improve in a reasonable time (estimated 5 
years). 

Wildlife. WL 1.1 and 4.1 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. Changing from spring to 
winter livestock grazing as proposed by range will alleviate the problem 
of livestock use on riparian and aquatic habitat, allowing for improve- 
ment of these areas. 

WL 2.1 with RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. The range proposal to allow 
livestock grazing only in winter months will provide for the improvement 
in cover, vigor and composition of key species. 

Wildlife URA values with RN 1.1 and 2.6. Elimination of spring grazing 
by livestock will benefit the desirable browse species by more properly 
providing for their phenological requirements. There will be some 
direct competition for forage as the northern portion of the allotment 
is within mule deer and elk habitat. 

Ranqe. RM 1.2 and 2.7 with W 1.3, WL 1.1 and 4.1 

Watershed recommendation will resu'lt in the elimination of livestock 
grazing on the entire allotment since it is not possible to keep live- 
stock from using riparian areas when use is being made on the allotment. 

Recreation. R 2.1 with RM 2.6. Livestock grazing during October con- 
flicts with a primary recreational hiking use period. 

Analysis. The proposed winter use only would allow for spring rest 
which will improve the vegetative cover, thus reducing the erosion 
potential on riparian areas, provided grazing is restricted to 50 per- 
cent utilization on grass or grasslike plants. 

There will be some direct conflict with this season since mule deer, 
elk, and livestock will be using the area at the same time. This con- 
flict is lessened considerably because most livestock use during the 
proposed season will be on the central and southern portions of the 
allotment whereas wildlife use will be in the northern portion. Grazing 
conflict along the riparian and aquatic will still exist, although 
moderated considerably due to season of use. All plant species will 
benefit from the elimination of spring grazing. 

The presence of livestock as proposed by the long term range recommenda- 
tion during periods of hiking use may be offensive to some hikers. An 
elimination of the month of October for grazing use would result in a 
reduction of 40 AUMs to the operator which is one-third of his total 
allocation. The proposed grazing season of use has already been changed 
by the range proposal to eliminate existing spring use. A further 



change in the range use proposal would be highly disruptive to the 
economic dependency of an established range operation. It may force a 
discontinuation of a family oriented business. 

There are alternative periods for hiking use in this area to satisfy 
needs of hikers who are offended by the presence of livestock. Such an 
alternative would merely disrupt a recreational pursuit, not a family 
income. The area CoJld still be used for hiking during the grazing 
season, but hikers would have to be aware that livestock may be present. 

Team Recommendation. Follow the range recommendation as proposed with 
the stipulation that grazing use on the riparian areas be limited to 50 
percent utilization on grass or grasslike plants. The species Cemo and 
Orhy will be included as key species for the allotment. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. Utilization 
data, along with actual use, trend, and climatological data will be 
evaluated according to objectives as set forth in the management plan 
for the allotment. Adjustments will be made on the basis of these 
studies. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Moody 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 11/l to 3/31 
Proposed seascn of use: 11/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres: 12,283 Percent: 28 
Carrying Capacity: 635 Nos. : 127 C 
Reduction: 60 percent (965 AUMs) 

Long Term Manaqement 

Grazing system: Winter 
Season: 11/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres: 14,198 Percent: 32 
Carrying Capacity: 740 Nos.: 148 C 
Reduction: 54 percent (860 AUMs) 

Land Treatments. None 

Optimum Treatment. None 



The soils are mainly shallow silty loam to clayloam with some having too 
much shale and enough soil chemicals (mainly salts) to inhibit plant 
growth. 14,487 acres of this area is in critical erosion condition and 
should not be grazed. Much more area is in near critical condition. 

W 1.1 with RM 1.2 and RH 2.7. Allowing grazing credit for the 199 AUMs 
in the critical erosion and low producing sites (greater than 32 acres 
per AUM) will cause the preferred productive areas to be overgrazed. 
These.ooor soils can not maintain a fair cover with as much grazing as 
better'soils can. 

Ranqe Manaqement. RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W 1.1. Watershed recom- 
mendation would result in the loss of 1 month of grazing in the spring 
(3/l to 3/31) The loss of 199 AUMs would increase the reduction from 54 
to 66 percent for the longterm. 

Alternative 1. Accept the range recommendation as proposed provided 
that all feral horses be removed from the allotment. Credit will be 
given for 168 AUMs on critical watershed areas. The 31 AUMs on low 
producing areas. 

Interactions (Interim and long range) 
Wildlife. WL 6.2 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. The lower third of the allotment 
is present desert bighorn sheep habitat. There would be a space con- 
flict between the native sheep and livestock along the valley bottoms 
within this area of the allotment during the spring summer period. 
Desert bighorn sheep will not inhabit an area used by livestock even 
though sufficient desirable forage is present. 

Watershed. W 1.1 with RM 1.1, 2.6. Grazing these poor soils in the 
spring-1 to 3-31) with cattle and yearlong horses will increase the 
time necessary for them to improve in watershed condition. 

Alternative 2. Accept the range recommendation as proposed with the 
modification that no credit be given for 199 AUMs on critical watershed 
areas. 

Range Interaction with Alternative 1. Described above. 

Range Interaction with Alternative 2. Recommendation would increase the 
reduction in livestock use since additional AUMs would have to be allo- 
cated for horse use. 

W 1.1 Interaction with Alternatives 1 and 2. Alternative 1 would meet 
the watershed objectives only slightly slower than following the water- 
shed recommendation. 

Alternative 2 would improve the erosion condition some, but the spring 
and Sumner horse use would eliminate the possibility of increasing cover 
very much on these poor soils. 



Wildlife Interactions with Alternatives 1 and 2. Winter season elimi- 
nates the conflict between desert bighorn sheep and livestock. Spring 
and summer use would create a conflict along the valley bottoms. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept alternative recommendation 1. 

Rationale. Watershed objectives will be met but at a slightly slower 
rate than by watershed recommendations. There is no conflict with 
spring and summer uses between livestock and sheep because the range 
proposal is to remove livestock by 3/31. Horse removal is further 
supported by wildlife and other range recommendations. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Mudholes - Rock Creek 

Interim Manaqement: 
Mudholes Rock Creek 

Present season of use: 6/l-9/30 10/l-5/31 
Proposed season of use: 7/16-g/15 g/16-7/15 
Suitable acres: 10,853 (70 percent) 35,314 (30 percent) 
Carrying capacity: 340 AUMs 170 C 1,700 AUMs 170 C 
Reduction: 58 percent (460 AUMs) +lO percent (156 AUJ%) 

Long Term Management 

Grazing system: Summer 
Season: 7/16-g/15 
Suitable acres: 10,853 (70 percent) 
Carrying capacity: 350 AUMs 175 C 
Reduction: 56 percent (450 AUMs) 

Fall/winter/spring 
g/16-7/15 
36,516 (39 percent) 
1,750 AUMs 175 C 
+13 percent (206 AUMs) 



Interactions (Interim and long-term range) 

Recreation. VR-1.1 and R-2.3 with RM. Fifty-Mile Mountain is VRM Class 
II. The area has been nominated to the National Register of Historic 
Places as an archaeological district. Also the area is recommended as 
an outstanding natural area. 

All of these will not necessarily stop construction of range improve- 
ments, but will place design stipulations on them. 

Watershed. Wl.2 with RMl.l. Grazing before seedripe (about 7/15) will 
increase the time necessary or eliminate the possibility of these poor 
condition ranges improving, depending on the grazing intensity. 

W 1.2 with RM 1.2, Giving credit for the 175 AUMs in the low forage 
areas that are grazed light to none will cause the preferred productive 
areas to be overgrazed. 

An estimated 40 percent of the AUMs for cattle come from sagebrush in 
this allotment accroding to the current forage inventory. Fecal analy- 
sis studies in the Escalante, Kanab, Cedar City area all show that 
cattle use less than 4 percent sagebrush in their diets, even where 
sagebrush is more than 50 percent of all the available forage. The 
soils in this allotment is formed from moderately saline formations that 
form productive sandy loam to silty clay soils which are usually moder- 
ately shallow, and underlain either by bedrock or subsoil with suffi- 
cient salt or other chemicals to inhibit growth moderately to severely. 
Here a small loss of topsoil is a big loss in productive potential to 
save the productive potential of the site and ward off much accelerated 
erosion it is necessary to maintain this area in good range and water- 
shed conditions. Credit for the sagebrush and serviceberry which are 
not normally grazed by cattle should not be given. 

Range Management. RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W-1.2. Watershed recom- 
mendation would result in the loss of 2 weeks (7/l to 7/14) grazing in 
early summer and would increase the proposed reduction from 56 percent 
to 70 percent (175 AUMs). Utilization of 50 percent of grass should 
generally be met with the proposed grazing system. -Change in season of 
use conflicts with the proposed grazing system in the Rock Creek Allot- 
ment but probably could be adjusted within the total operation of the 
user; 

RM 2.5, 3.1 with VR-1.1. Recommendation could alter the design or 
location of proposed facilities but would not prevent the projects from 
being completed. The recommendation may also limit the size of the 
optimum treatment potential areas. 

Wildlife. WL-2.1 and 3.1. Monitor habitats based upon key species of 
Putr and Agsm and assure their increase in compostion and condition.. 
This is complimentary with AMP objectives. 



Other Wildlife URA Values. This allotment is yearlong and potential 
winter range for mule deer. If conditions, improvements, and objectives 
of the AP1P are met, then there will be no conflict with wildlife. 

Alternative 1 (Short and Long-Term). Follow the range recommendation 
proposed except shorten the season of use to 7/15-lo/15 and monitor the 
use on the allotment at 8/15. Cattle must be removed from the allotment 
at the point when utilization reaches 50 percent. Design all projects 
so as not to deteriorate the VRM Class II rating. 

Alternative 2 (Short and Long-Term). Follow the range recommendation as 
proposed but shorten the season of use to 7/15-10/15. Design all pro- 
jects to as not to deteriorate the VRM Class II rating. 

Watershed Interaction Alternative 3. This will insure that the peren- 
nial grasses are not overgrazed. Watershed data indicates this will 
reduce the range recommendation by about 175 AUMs. 

Alternative 2. Watershed data indicates this recommendation will over- 
graze the perennial grasses and greatly prolong the time necessary for 
the area to improve in watershed and range conditions. The productive 
potential on a larger area will be lost in this time because of the poor 
subsoils. 

Range Interactions 

.Alternative 1. Season change will conflict with the proposed Rock Creek 
grazing plan with a 2-week shorter season on Mudholes. This use will be 
made on Rock Creek Allotment and will result in a small reduction in 
total numbers on that allotment. Removal of cattle at 50 percent use of 
grass species may result in early removal of cattle from the allotment 
and resulting in an early move from Rock Creek for that season. Adjust- 
ments would be made during the season rather than the following season. 
VRM classification could be met without much conflict. 

Alternative 2. Season change will conflict with the proposed Rock Creek 
grazing plan with a 2-week shorter season on Mudholes. This use will be 
made on Rock Creek Allotment and will result in a small reduction in 
total numbers on that allotment. If improvement is not made under 
present proposal, adjustments in management or stocking will be made. 
However, adjustments will not be made in the first season. 

Analysis on Joint (Paria/Escalante) Proposal. On the Rock Creek Allot- 
ment, due to the high erosion potential on the critical watershed areas 
in the Little Valley and Rock Creek pastures, grazing can be allowed 
only on Grand Bench. However, watershed problems on Grand Bench prevent 
grazing in the spring at the proposed level of use. 

An approximate 50 percent reduction in capacity on Grand Bench and 
implementation of a deferred rotation on Grand Bench would allow spring 
use and still improve the vegetation, reducing the erosion to within 
acceptable limits. 



With a 50 percent reduction on Grand Bench, and allowing a deferred 
rotation spring use, a year round operation for 75 head of cattle can be 
run on the Rock Creek and Cludholes Allotments. 

Not allowing the spring use (with the 50 percent reduction in capacity) 
would require the operator to remove his cattle from the allotment for 2 
months in the spring. The remote location of the allotment would make 
removal of livestock for two months a heavy economic hardship for the 
permittee. Rather than remove his cattle, the operator would place his 
cattle on the State sections he controls in Little Valley. These State 
lands are neither fenced nor under an Exchange-of-Use agreement. Any 
cattle placed on these lands would have open access to public lands and 
would be subject to trespass while on public lands. 

In the short term, the major obstacle to implementation of the year 
round qrazinq is the lack of water on the southern end of Grand Bench. 
Because of 
water deve 
This would 
the spring 
sent. . 

. Since deve 

watershed problems spring use could not be allowed without 
opment which would make a deferred rotation system possible. 
require removal of cattle from the allotment for 2 months in 
with the administrative problems outlined above still pre- 

opment of water on Grand Bench can be accomplished in 1 year, -. 
the negative effects from not entering the long-term system would be 
within acceptable limits, provided the water is developed in year one of 
implementation and the long term deferred rotation system is entered 
into at year two after implementation. 

Team Recommendation 
Short-Term. Allow year round grazing for 75 bead of cattle in the Rock 
Creek and Mudholes Allotment. Use in Mudholes would be from 7-15 to 8- 
30. Use in Rock Creek would be allowed only on Grand Bench, with season 
of use from 9-l to 7-14. Development of water on the southern end of 
Grand Bench to be done in the first year of implementation. 

Lonq Term. Allow year round grazing for-75 bead of cattle. Use Mud- 
boles from 7-15 to 8-30, use Grand Bench under a deferred rotation 
system from 9-l to 7-14. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation 

Interim. Combine Rock Creek and Mudhole Allotments into a single 
management plan. Allow 170 cattle to graze on Mudholes Allotment from 
7/16 to 9/15 of each year (340 AUMs). Allow 170 cattle to graze Rock 
Creek Allotment 9/16 -7/15 of each year (1,700 AUMs). Middle and Dry 
Rock Creeks will be excluded from all use, thereby reducing suitable 
Federal acres by 7,151 acres and suitable AUMs by 421 AUMs. 

Long-Term. Allow 175 cattle to graze Mudholes Allotment from 7/16- 
9/15 of each eyar (350 AUMs). Implement a three-pasture rest rotation 
grazing system on Rock Creek Allotment allowing 175 cattle to graze from 
g/16-7/15 (1,750 AU%). Middle and Dry Rock Creeks will remain excluded 



from all livestock grazing. Little Valley, Rock Creek, and the Neck 
will be considered as one pasture. Grand Bench will be divided into two 
pastures. One pasture will be rested each year for the entire year with 
the exception of the Little Valley portion of the Little Valley/Neck/Rock 
Creek pasture. This area may be used as a gathering pasture for 2 weeks 
only during the period 7/l-9/15 during years this pasture is otherwise 
scheduled for rest. 

Rationale. Due to the remoteness and rugged terrain of these two allot- 
ments, it is necessary to run as many livestock as possible to be econom- 
ically feasible to the operator. Also because of these factors, a 
number of livestock moves throughout the season is impractical. This 
use proposed will allow a maximum number of livestock and a minimum 
number of moves and still meet the needs of the resources. The use 
proposed for Rock Creek Allotment is below the surveyed capacity in both 
the interim and long term. However, full use is not proposed in order 
to balance out the use with the Mudholes Allotment. 

Elimination of livestock grazing in the Middle and Dry Creek areas will 
mitigate present watershed/livestock grazing conflicts and will provide 
for any future bighorn sheep transplants. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Muley Twist 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 11/l to 5/31 
Proposed season of use: 11/l to 5/31 
Suitable Acres: None 
Carrying Capacity: None 
Reduction: None 

Land Treatments. None 

Livestock Facilities. None 

Optimum Treatment. None 



Interaction. None 

Analysis. All present grazing capacity is within Capitol Reef National 
Park. Livestock grazing within Capitol Reef is scheduled to be elimi- 
nated by the National Park Service in 1981. Therefore, the present 
(interim) grazing use will be allowed to continue until livestock graz- 
ing within the National Park is cancelled. After that time no further 
use on that part of the allotment still controlled by BLM will be autho- 
rized. 

Team Recommendation. Accept recommendations as proposed by range. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation 

. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Navaho Bench 

Interim and Lonq Term Hanaqement: 

Present season of use: 
Proposed season of use: 
Suitable Acres 
Carrying Capacity 
Reduction 

No use 
No use 
0 

Land Treatments. None 

Livestock Facilities. None 

Optimum Treatment. None 

Interactions. None 

Team Recommendation. Accept Range proposal 
. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Pine Creek 

Interim Manaqement 

Present seasor, of use: 5/16 to 6/15 
Proposed season of use: 9/16 to lo/15 
Suitable Acres: 2,952 Percent: 77 
Carrying Capacity: 78 Nos.: 78 
Reduction: 46 percent (66 AUMs) 

Long Term Hanaqement 

Grazing System: Rest rotation 
Season: 5/16 to 6/15; lo/20 to Q/19 
Suitable Acres: 2,952 Percent: 77 
Carrying Capacity: 144 Nos.: 72 
Reduction: 0 



Interactions 

Wildlife. WL 1.1 and 4.1 with RM 2.6. Cattle.graze all along Pine 
Creek. There appears to be no feasible way to fence this creek. There- 
fore, grazing this allotment will result in overusing the riparian 
habitat and degrading the riparian and aquatic habitats. 

WL 2.1 and 3.1 with RN 1. The wildlife recommendation is to monitor 
pinyon-juniper and sagebrush habitats based upon the key species of 
Orhy, Putr, and Cemo, and allow for the improvement of these species. 
This is complimentary with AHP objectives. 

Other wildlife values with RM 1.1 and 2.6. This entire allotment is 
critical mule deer winter range. Grazing the area will be in conflict 
with the wintering deer. Spring and summer grazing (5/16-6/15) is hard 
on browse vigor. Fall grazing (g/16-10/15) uses desirable deer forage 
prior to the arrival of wintering deer. Winter grazing (10/20-12/19) is 
a direct conflict between mule deer and livestock since they are both 
there at the same time. 

Watershed. W 1.2 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. The proposed interim and long- 
term management compliments watershed W 1.2 recommendations. 

W 1.3 with RM. Grazing the floodplains before there is 70 percent 
vegetative cover , and in excess of 50 percent utilization will greatly ’ 
increase the time necessary to reach this desired cover, or eliminate 
the potential of reaching it. This depends on the grazing intensity. 

Range. RM1.l, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W 1.3 - Watershed recommendation would 
remove all grazing from the allotment until 70 percent cover is obtained 
on Pine Creek, because grazing the allotment would result in some use 
along Pine Creek. 

RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with WL 1.1, 4.1. Wildlife recommendation would 
have same results as W 1.3 (above). 

Analysis. Implementation of a rest rotation system will allow use in 
the riparian areas only 1 out of 3 years. This will allow the vegeta- 
tion in these areas to improve enough to reduce the erosion potential to 
within acceptable limits. 

Since the allotment is presently in fair condition, changing from spring 
use only to a rest-rotation system would allow enough improvement in the 
vegetation to provide enough forage for both livestock and wildlife.. If 
livestock are not allowed to congregate in the riparian areas, these 
areas will improve enough to bring the wildlife conflicts within accept- 
able limits. 

Team Recommendation. Accept the range recommendation as proposed, 
stipulating that the permittee keep the cattle from using the riparian 
areas greater than 50 percent utilization on grass and grasslike plants 
and degrading the riparian areas below a 70-percent ground cover by 



pushing the cattle up on the bench when they come down. Livestock will 
be restricted from riparian areas if vegetative ground cover falls below 
70 percent. Add Orhy, Putr, and Cemo to the list of key species to be 
monitored and assured of improvement. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation, less the 
stipulation that permittee keep cattle from using riparian areas greater 
than 50 percent and that livestock will be restricted if ground cover 
falls below 70 percent. Change plow and seed to brush beat and seed. 

Rationale. To enforce such a stipulation as proposed would be adminis- 
tratively impractical as this allotment is to be set up in a rest- 
rotation grazing system it would be more practical to monitor the 
effects of the grazing system and make necessary adjustments as indi- 
cated. Brush beating has less potential for increased erosion than 
plowing. 

Due to the present low numbers of deer, there is not as great a conflict 
between livestock use and deer use as is indicated in the interaction. 
If deer numbers increased, the statements of the interactions would be 
true. It is anticipated that the proposed rest rotation system will be 
implemented before numbers can increase. Therefore, there is no con- 
flict with the interim range proposal. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Rattlesnake Bench 

Interim and Long Term Planaqement: 

Present season of use: 
Proposed ' ' ": 
Suitable Acres - 0 
Carrying Capacity 
Reduction 

No use 
No use 

Land Treatments. None 

Livestock Treatments. None 

Optimum Treatment. None 

Interactions. None 

Team Recommendation. Accept range proposal 
. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Rock Creek Allotment (Paria Planning Unit) 

Combined with Mudholes and included in analysis for that allotment. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Salt Water Creek 

Proposed Interim Management: 

Present season of use: 3/16-6/15 and 10/16-12/E 
Proposed season of use: 10/l-3/31 
Suitable Acres 4,396 43 percent 
Carrying Capacity 120 
Reduction 0 

Proposed Lonq Term Manaqement: 

Grazing System Winter 
Season 10/l-3/31 
Suitable Acres 4,396 
Carrying Capacity 120 
Reduction 0 

43 percent 



Interim and Lonq-Term Interactions 

Ranqe. RM 1.1, RM 2.6 with WL 2.1 - Critical deer winter range on upper 
one-third of allotment would limit the spring grazing period. Allotment 
cannot be used without making some use on deer winter range. 

RM 1.1 and RM 2.6 with W 1.3. Watershed recommendation would necessi- 
tate removal of livestock from the entire allotment as it would be 
impractical to keep them off riparian areas. Grazing 10/l to 2/28 after 
70 percent vegetative ground cover has been attained would result in the 
loss of 2 weeks spring grazing 3/l to 3/15). 

Watershed. W 1.3 with RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7. Grazing the Sand Creek 
floodplains before they have 70 percent cover and in the spring (3-l to 
3-15) will increase the time necessary to reach this cover, or eliminate 
the possibility of it ever achieving this cover, depending on the graz- 
ing intensity. This season is much better than the present situation. 

Wildlife. WL 1.1 and 4.1 with RN 1.1 and 2.6. The lower and middle 
portions of Sand Creek are in poor condition. The upper portion is only 
in fair condition. Allowing livestock free access to Sand Creek will 
keep this riparian-aquatic habitat in less than good condition. There 
is a 2-week conflict with the proposed season of use on these areas 
(3/l-3/15). Utilization is apparently too heavy since the area is in 
poor-fair condition so this is a conflict also. 

Recreation. R-2.1 recommends excluding livestock use from the riparian 
areas between 3/16 and 10/31. 

WL 2.1 and Wildlife URA Values with RM 1.1 and 2.6. The Upper one-third 
of the allotment is critical mule deer winter range and is a conflict 
area with livestock grazing. With a grazing season of 10/16-3/15 there 
is a direct conflict with mule deer winter use since livestock and 
wintering deer will be on the area at the same time competing for the 
same forage. However, most livestock use is in the lower two-thirds of 
the allotment which is not critical deer winter range. This winter 
season is probably the best season for livestock use as far as the 
habitat is concerned. The only better solution is to not graze the 
area. 

Alterantive 1. Accept season of use as proposed in the range recommen- 
dation (10/16-3/15) Withhold 19 percent increase (22 AUMs) until 70 
percent riparian cover is reached in Sand Creek. Monitor allotment for 
conflicts between cattle and deer on critical deer winter range based 
upon the key species of Putr, Cemo and Orhy. If conflict between the 
two exist, necessary adjustments will then be made. Use along Sand 
Creek will not be allowed to exceed 50 percent. 

Interactions 

Watershed Alternative 1. The Sand Creek riparian area is currently in 
fair to poor condition. Changing the season of use to winter only and 



eliminating the spring use would fall within acceptable limits for 
wildlife and watershed objectives and improve the condition of the 
riparian areas at an acceptable, but slower, rate. 

The increase in livestock carrying capacity would place a strain on the 
riparian areas even with the change to winter use only. The grazing 
increases could be permitted only if the riparian areas are allowed to 
improve to the 70 percent ground cover and is maintained at that level. 

Wildlife. The critical deer winter range in the allotment could be 
damaged by livestock use. The livestock use would have to be monitored 
and if a conflict has occurred then the livestock use would have to be 
altered to reduce the conflict. Improper or over use of deer winter 
range by livestock would conflict with range recommendation, therefore, 
the range and wildlife recommendations are mutually supportive. 

Recreation. A 2-week (lo/15 to 10/31) conflict in the fall. 

Alternative 2. Accept the range proposal with the modification of 
season of use to 11/l to 3/15. 

Interactions with Alterantive 2. 

Ranqe. Shortened season of use would requ 
tional forage for 5 months. Problems with 
from trailing on and off the allotment. 

ire the user to f ind addi- 
snow may prevent the user 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Al low 24 cattle to graze during the 
period 10/16-3/15 (120 AUMs). Withhold any increases unti 1 management 
studies indicate conditions warrant (trend, utilization, etc). Season 
of use may be adjusted to anytime within the period 10/16-3/15 (i.e., 
more livestock for a shorter time) so long as conflicts between winter- 
ing deer and livestock are avoided. 

Analysis. Withholding any increases until the time indicated in the 
recommendation will mitigate al 1 but recreation conflicts. Recreation 

popular as along other drainages of the 
ict (lo/15 to 10/31) is not a major 

use along Sand Creek is not as 
Escalante. Therfore this conf 1 
problem. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Soda 

Proposed Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 
Proposed season of use: 
Suitable Acres 
Carrying Capacity 
Reduction 

Proposed Long-Term Hanaqement 

Grazing system: 
Season: 
Suitable acres: 
Carrying capacity: 
Reduction 

10/l-5/31 
10/l-5/31 
30,251 54 percent 
1,768 221 c 
+168 AUMs 

Rest rotation 
10/l-5/31 
30,251 
1,768 221 c 
+168 AUMs 



Interactions 
Ranqe. RM-1.1, RM 2.6 with W1.l. Watershed recommendation re- 

stricts grazi ng from 3/l-9/31 on lower areas and restricts grazing on 
bench areas to after seed ripe (7/15). It allows no credit for types 
over 32 acres per AUM which total 735 AlJMs. This will result in a 735 
AUM reduction (54 percent). Restrictions on season would result in the 
loss of 3 months spring grazing, (3/l to 5/31) create a split season 
between lower and upper areas , would change rest-rotation grazing system 
to winter use, and would result in the loss of 735 AUMs, increasing 
reduction from 0 to 54 percent. Allotment is presently under a rest 
rotation system. 

Watershed. W 1.1, W 1.2 with RM 1.1, fU4 1.2, RM 2.6, RM 2.7. 
Grazing in spring will keep the amount of vegetative cover low on the 
sandy soils in areas W 1.1. Wind erosion will continue to be a problem. 
Eliminating spring grazing will reduce soil erosion by about 70 percent. 
Giving credit for the AUMs on low producing types in areas W 1.1 and W 
1.2 will concentrate the use on the productive areas causing them to be 
overgrazed. There are 735 AUMs on the areas rated at 57 to 82 acres per 
AUM. Grazing in spring on the easily eroded soils on area W 1.2 will 
negate-this area improving to good condition. To increase the cover and 

. composition of grass this area should not be grazed until after seed 
ripe of the desirable grasses (7/15). 

WL-2.1, 3.1, and other wildlife values. Wildlife values are met under 
range objectives as long as key wildlife forage species of Putr, Cemo, 
Atca, and Orhy are monitored and necessary livestock adjustments are 
made to assure for the improvement of these species. 

Analysis. Full implementation of a rest-rotation grazing system 
would help alleviate the pressure on areas of high erosion (Wl.1 and 
1.2). As long as each pasture is rested two 2 of 3 years, vegetative 
cover will increas in the spring, thus reducing the erosion potential. 

Those areas rated at 57 to 82 acres per AUM were called suitable since 
the suitable and unsuitable areas within the vegetative types were 
highly mottled. Therefore, the vegetation type was rated as a percent 
usable value rather than delineated out as suitable and unsuitable 
areas. 

Development of water projects would have to be completed as soon as 
possible to insure following the rest rotation system and proper live- 
stock distribution. 

The season of use does not match up with the season of use on Lake 
allotment. This will disrupt the year round operation of the user, 
forcing the user to bring his cattle home. This may result in trespass 
problems. 

Team Recommendation. Follow the grazing system as proposed with use on 
the bench not to exceed 30 percent utilization, until the SSF falls 
below 40 and/or perennial grasses comprise 30 percent of the composition. 



When these conditions have been met the bench can be used at 50 percent 
utilization. Include key wildlife forage species in those to be moni- 
tored and adjust livestock as needed to assure the improvement of these 
species. 

Area Manager's Recommendat ion. Accept the team recommendation except 
allow 50 oercent utilization on the bench. The identified watershed 
problems occur only on a portion of the bench. Any reduction on the 
bench to meet watershed objectives will be based on monitoring studies 
and evaluations of the management system. The conflict identified with 
season of use having not matched with Lake Allotment was removed by the 
area manager recommendation proposal for that allotment. Utilization 
and composition values will be monitered in accordance with objectives 
as set forth in the management plan. Adjustments will be made accord- 
ingly. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Steep Creek 

Interim Hanaqement 

Present season of use: 11/16 to 6/15 
Proposed season of use: 11/16 to l/15 
Suitable Acres: 4,157 Percent: 40 
Carrying Capacity: 220 Nos.: 110 c 
Reduction: 51 percent (226 AUMs) 

Long-Term Manaqement: 

Grazing System: Winter 
Season: 11/16-l/15 (Steep Creek) 11/16-2/15 (Little Bowns) 
Suitable Acres: 4,157 Percent: 40 
Carrying Capacity: 220 Nos. : 44C (Steep Creek 

44C (Little Bowns) 
Reduction: 51 percent (226 AUMs) 



Interactions. Wildlife URA values with RM-1.1, RM-1.2, RM-2.6 and 
RM-2.7. The proposed season of use results in direct conflict for 
forage between deer, elk and livestock. The reduced grazing capacity 
will benefit wildlife. 

WL-2.1 and 3.1 with RN-l.1 and RN-2.6. Range proposal and wildlife 
objectives are complimentary. 

Analysis. The entire allotment is within the critical mule deer and elk 
winter range. Although under the range proposal the conflict between 
these species remains the conflict is probably less critical during this 
period than at other times of the year. The reduction in grazing capa- 
city further lessens this conflict. Monitoring key species as provided 
for in range proposals is complimentary with wildlife objectives. 

Team Recommendation. Accept the range recommendation as proposed. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Upper Cattle 

Interim Management 

Present season of use: 11/l to 6/15 
Proposed season of use: 11/l to 6/15 
Suitable Acres: 94,452 82 percent 
Carrying Capacity: 5,776 770 c 
Reduction: 46 percent (4,925 AUMs) 

Long Term blanaqement 

Grazing System: Rest rotation 
Season: 11/l to 6/15 
Suitable Acres: 94,452 Percent: 82 
Carrying Capacity: 5776 Nos.: 770 c 
Reduction: 46 percent (4,925 AUMs) 

l 



Interactions (Interim and Long Range) 

Watershed. U 1.1 with RM 1.1 and RM 2.6. Eliminating the spring graz- 
ing (3-1 to 6-15) on these easily eroded soils would reduce the sediment 
production by about 70 percent. The better soils in this area are fine 
sandy loam which are susceptible to wind erosion. Most of the problem 
soils are a silt loam to silty clay with enough chemicals in the sub- 
soils, and sometimes also the surface soils, to inhibit plant growth. 
These soils can't maintain a good cover with as much grazing, especially 
in the spring, as better soils can. 

U 1.1 with RM 1.2 and RM 2.7. Giving credit for the 469 AUMs in the low 
productive soils would cause the preferred productive areas to be over- 
grazed. There are 24,281 acres in critical erosion condition and about 
that much area that is near this condition. This indicates that a great 
improvement is necessary to reduce silt and salt production to accept- 
able levels. 

W 1.3, W 1.1 and W1.2. Grazing the floodplains of Alvey Wash and Collet 
Wash in spring and before there is 70 percent cover will eliminate the 
possib.ility of this cover ever being achieved. 

. Wildlife. UL 1.1 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. Riparian habitat exists in the 
lower reaches of Harris Wash. This habitat can be maintained by keeping 
the existing fence closed and repaired to exclude livestock grazing in 
the riparian area. Trailing would still be necessary through this area 
but will not seriously affect the riparian habitat as long as cattle are 
trailed as one herd per operator and 10 miles minimum travel per day is 
maintained. 

WL 2.1 and 3.1 with RM. Support requirement for these wildlife recom- 
mendations entails monitoring pinyon-juniper, desert shrub, sagebrush, 
and grassland habitats based upon the key species of Orhy and Atca and 
assure for their improvement. This is complementary with AMP objectives. 

Other wildlife values - This allotment contains some yearlong, winter, 
and potential winter range for mule deer. However, these are not cri- 
tical use areas. 

Almost the entire allotment is potential pronghorn habitat. There is no 
present conf'lict with this potential habitat. 

There are chukar use areas around some of the water sources. There are 
no conflicts with chukar as long as water accesses for chukar are main- 
tained. 

General Wildlife Interaction. There will be no conflicts with wildlife 
as long as the key wildlife species are monitored and improved and the 
grazing system is working, provided the riparian area in Harris Wash is 
protected. 



R 2.1 with RM I.1 and RM 2.6. A comparison of grazing season of use 
with the hiking season would indicate a conflict for the 3-month period 
from 3/15-6/X. This is not a serious conflict because the primary area 
of hiking is Harris Wash, which is fenced to exclude livestock from 
riparian habitat. 
trailing. 

The only proposed livestock use in the area would be 
Trailing, as recommended in this analysis, is to be accom- 

plished at a one-herd-per-operator and at a minimum of 10 miles per day. 
Therefore, this interaction needs no further consideration. 

Range Manaqement. RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W 1.1 - Watershed recommen- 
dation would result in the loss of 3.5 months of spring grazing, (3/I to 
6/15) increase proposed reduction by 469 AUMs (increasing reduction from 
45 percent to 50 percent), present rest rotation grazing system would be 
discontinued and switched to winter use. Present trend studies show an 
upward trend. Grazing objectives would not be completely met for in- 
terim and long term management. Removing cattle from floodplain until 
70 percent cover would result in removing all grazing from the allotment 
because it is impossible to graze the allotment without making some use 
in these areas. 

Alternative Recommendations. 

Alternative 1 - Accept the range recommendation with the addition of a 
fence closing Harris Wash to livestock grazing at Sec. 36, T36S, R5E. 
This section of Harris Wash is to be used only as a trailing corridor 
for cattle on the Escalante River Allotment. 

Alternative 2 - Do not accept the range recommendation. Instead change 
season of use to 10-l to 2-28, allow no use on floodplains until a 70- 
percent ground cover is attained and further reduce carrying capacity by 
469 AUMs on critical watershed areas. 

Interactions 

W 1.1 and W 1.3 with Alternative 1 . This alterantive is complementary 
to watershed recommendation. 

WL 1.1, 2.1, 3.1 and other URA Wildlife Values with Alternative 1. 
Wildlife values would be met if Harris Wash is protected as recommended 
and Orhy and Atca are monitored and assured of improvement. 

WL 1.1, 1.3, 3.1 and Other URA Wildlife Values with Alternative 2. The 
chance of conflict between wildlife values and livestock grazing use 
would be further reduced over that afforded by Alternative I. Less use 
on browse species during the growing period would be made, providing for 
an increase in plant vigor and growth. 

RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 2.7 with Alternative 2. This alternative would 
have the same impact as described under interactions with watershed 
recommendation W 1.1. 



RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.6 and 7.7 with Alternative 1. No interaction 

Area Hanaqer's Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1 with the modifica- 
tion that the existing fence will be maintained to provide riparian 
habitat protection. 

Rationale. Actual use, utilization, and trend data indicate that prior 
to 1970 the trend was downward at an average stocking rate above 9,000 
AUMs. After 1971, actual use dropped and has remained at or below 8,200 
AUMs. The trend since this time has been upward. Comparison where 
possible of the 1957 and 1977 range surveys show little difference in 
vegetative cover and composition. The existing grazing system has been 
very difficult to follow due to lack of adequate facilities, mostly 
water, in each pasture. Construction of indicated facilities would make 
a full rest rotation grazing system possible, thus allowing for range 
improvement. Future adjustments will be based on actual use, utiliza- 
tion, and trend studies, not on capacity as determined by range inven- 
tory. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Wagon Box 

Interim Manaqement 

Present season of use: 11/l to 4/15 
Proposed season of use: 11/l to 3/31 
Suitable Acres: 10,049 Percent: 40 
Carrying Capacity: 440 Nos.: 88 C 
Reduction: 27 percent (164 AUMs) *Different no's of cattle run 

during this period. 

Lonq Term Management 

Grazing System: Winter 
Season: 11/l to 3/31 
*Different number during season 
Suitable Acres: 10,869 Percent: 43 
Carrying Capacity: 470 Nos.: 94 C 
Reduction: 22 percent (134 AUMs) 

Land Treatments. None 

Livestock Facilities 

Reservoir - 2 each 
Seep - 1 each 

Optimum Treatment. none 

. 



Interactions (Interim and long range) 

Watershed. W 1.1 with RM 1.1 and 2.6. Grazing the easily eroded soils 
in spring (3-l to 3-31) will increase the time necessary for this area 
to improve in watershed condition. Most of tese soils are easily eroded 
silt loam that has low plant production as a result of shallow soils, 
and growth inhibiting chemicals, (mainly salts) in the sub soil, and 
also the poorer surface soil. These easily eroded soils can't maintain 
good cover with as much grazing as a better soil would. They therefore 
need careful management to improve the critical and near critical ero- 
sion condition on much of the area. 

W 1.1 with RN 1.2 and RM 2.7. Allowing credit for the 119 AUMs in low 
productive areas (over 32 acres per AUM) and critical watershed areas 
will cause the preferred productive areas to be overgrazed, especially 
since there is no cattle AUMs reduction to account for the horse use. 

Ranqe. RM 1.1, 1.2, 2.6, 2.7 with W 1.1. Watershed recommendation 
would result in the loss of one month of grazing in the spring (3/l to 
3/31). Reduction of 119 AUMs would increase proposed reduction from 32 
to 56 percent for the long-term management. 

. Wildlife. WL-2.1 and 3.1. Monitor P-J, desert shrub, and sagebrush 
habitats based upon the key species of Orhy, Cost (cliffrose) and Atca 
and assure for the improvement of these species. This is complimentary 
with AMP objectives. 

WL 6.2. Protect the potential desert bighorn sheep habitat in the lower 
portion of the allotment. This should be accomplished with the proposed 
reduction in livestock use and the winter season. Removal of feral 
horses will also help improve the wildlife habitat. 

Other wildlife values - The allotment is yearlong mule deer range and 
the upper P-J areas are winter range. These are not critical mule deer 
ranges though. 

Alternative 1. Accept the range recommendation as proposed, but only 
upon removal of the feral horses (See RM 5.1). Include wildlife key 
species in those to be monitored and assured of improvement. 

Ranqe Analysis. Alternative No 1 is in support of RM 5.1. 

Wildlife Analysis 

Alternative No. 1 - This recommendation will provide for the needs of 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. The potential desert bighorn sheep feral 
horse conflict will be eliminated. 



Watershed Interaction with Alternatives. Grazing with cattle as recom- 
mended by range after the horses are removed would almost completely. 
meet the watershed objectives. 

The yearlong use by horses with no use by cattle would result in only 
slightly better erosion condition tha n at present. Spring and summer 
use on these poor soils is very critical. 

Alternative 2. Accept the range recommendation as proposed with the 
modification that no credit be given for 119 AUMs on critical watershed 
areas and grazing capacity for livestock will be reduced by the numeber 
of AUMs consumed by feral horses. Include wildlife key species in those 
to be monitored and assured of improvement. 

Wildlife Analysis 

Alternative 2. This alternative will improve habitat but is not as 
beneficial to wildlife as Alternative No. 1. This is because the horses 
will be grazing yearlong which includes spring and summer use which is 
more detrimental to wildlife habitat than cattle grazing during the 
winter. The potential desert bighorn sheep feral horse conflict would 
also exist. 

Range Analysis 

Alternative 2. Removal of cattle from the allotment would reslult in 
the loss of 429 AUMs and would increase the long-term management reduc- 
tion from 52 percent to 100 percent. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept alternative recommendation #l. 

Analysis. The removal of horses will mitigate adverse impacts as identi- 
fied by rnage, watershed and wildlife. If horses cannot be removed 
alternative 2 will have to be implemented. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name. White Rock 

Interim Management 

Present season of use: 12/l to l/31 
Proposed season of use: 12/l to l/31 
Suitable Acres: 707 Percent: 54 
Carrying Capacity: 42 No's. 21 C 
Reduction: 30 percent (18 AUMs) 

Long Term Management 

Grazing System: White Rock 
Season: 12/l to l/31 
Suitable Acres: 707 Percent: 54 
Carrying Capacity: 42 NO'S.: 21 C 
Reduction: 30 percent (18 AUMs) 



Interactions Wildlife URA values with RM 1.1, RM 1.2, RM 2.6 and RM 2.7 
The proposed season of use results in direct conflict for forage between 
deer and elk and livestock. 
wildlife. 

The reduced grazing capacity will benefit 

WL 2.1 and 3.1 with RM 1.1 and RM 2.6. Range proposal and wildlife 
objectives are complimentary. 

Analysis. The entire allotment is within the critical mule deer and elk 
winter range. Although under the range proposal the conflict between 
these species remains the conflict is probably less critical during this 
period than at other times of the year. The reduction in grazing capa- 
city further lessens this conflict. Monitoring key species as provided 
for in range proposals is complimentary with wildlife objectives. 

Team Recommendation. Accept the range recommendation as proposed. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Wide Hollow 

Interim Manaqement: 

Present season of use: 5/l to 8/30 
Proposed season of use: 7/16 to lo/15 
Suitable acres: 5,120 Percent: 79 
Carrying Capacity: 204 Nos.: 68 C 
Reduction: 42 percent (146 AUHs) 

Long-Term Manaqement 

Grazing System: Deferred rotation 
Season: 5/15 to 8/15 
Suitable Acres: 5,120 Percent: 79 
Carrying Capacity: 333 Nos. : 111 c 
Reduction: 5 percent (17 AUMs) 



Interactions 

Wildlife WL-2.1 and 3.1 with RM-1. The wildlife recommendation is to 
monitor pinyon-juniper and sagebrush habitats based upon the key species 
of Orhy, Putr, and Cemo and assure the improvement of these species. 
This is complementary with AMP objectives. 

Other Wildlife Values with RM-1.1 and 2.6. The upper portion of this 
allotment is critical mule deer winter range. 
detrimental to desirable browse species. 

Grazing in the spring is 
Grazing in the summer and fall 

reduces available desirable browse prior to the arrival of wintering 
deer. This grazing creates a conflict between mule deer and livestock. 

Analysis. The range proposal presents conflicts only with wildlife 
recommendations. Reduced livestock use, and upon implementation of long 
term proposal most use on the seedings (especially in the spring) re- 
lieves the conflict between deer and livestock. Detrimental spring use 
of browse will be reduced. Use on browse prior to arrival of wintering 
deer will be reduced, therefore, there are no serious direct conflict 
due to deer and livestock being present at the same season. 

Team Recommendation. Accept the range 
tion that Cemo and Putr be included as 
ment actions. 

recommendation with the stipula- 
key species in analysis of manage- 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept team recommendation, further 
modifying treatment from plow and seed to burn and seed. 

Rationale. Burning rather than plowing will leave the area less suscep- 
tible to erosion and appearance will be more aesthetically pleasing. 



Allotment Analysis 

Allotment Name: Willow Gulch 

Proposed Interim Manaqement: 

Present Season of Use: 11/l-5/31 
Proposed season of use: 11/l-3/31 
Suitable Acres 8,315 81 percent 
Carrying Capacity 390 AUMs 78 C 
Reduction 59 Percent (555 AUMs) 

Proposed Long Term Manaqement 

Grazing System Winter 
Season 11/l-3/31 
Suitable Acres 8,315 81 percent 
Carrying Capacity 390 AUMs 78 C 
Reduction 59 percent 555 AUMs 

Interactions. The only interaction involves a 2-week period when live- 
stock would graze the area from 3/16-3/31, the beginning of the hiking 
season as outlined in R 2.1. This is a period of very light hiking use. 
There are other periods for hiking use which would not conflict with the 
grazing season. The range proposal results in a 59.percent reduction of 
AUMs to be allocated in the allotment and reduces the spring season of 
use by 2 months. 

As alternative hiking periods are available for recreation use, the 
range proposal will not be changed. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Implement the range proposal. 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN ON KANAB/ESCALANTE ES AREA MFPs 

Apr 2 Public participation meetings with interest groups (listed below) to 
to discuss how proposed MFP decisions will effect their activity. In 
Apr 27 discussing the grazing proposals from the MFP, a member of the ES team 

will be present to get scoping information for the upcoming ES. Scoping 
should establish what issues, management concerns, and resource develop- 
ment opportunities should be considered. Where Area Managers determine 
that issues and group composition warrants, one meeting may be held for 
two or three Areas at once. The comments from these meetings will be 
summarized in writing and considered as part of the official public 
canment. Public comment will be accepted from the first interest group 
meeting through May 18 on the MFP and on scoping for the ES. Groups to 
be contacted and responsible individuals within the District are: 

Ranchers: Specialist who developed the grazing 
system & AMs 

Mining: Bill Dalness 
Wildlife & Recreation: Steve Hedges & Paul Boos 
County & City Govern.: Area Managers 
Fed. & State Aqencies: District & Area Managers in joint meetinq 

Apr 2 
in Cedar City 

i Federal Register notice announcing that we will be gathering scoping 
information for the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES at Open Houses in Kanab 
on May 2, and in St. George and Escalante on May 3. A separate Federal 
Register notice filed by the State Office will announce that we will be 
reviewing the results of the Wilderness Review Initial Inventory at 
these same Open Houses. 

Apr 19 A full page advertisement in the Southern Utah News will announce a May 
2 Open House in Kanab. It will cover the major issues addressed in the 
MFPs for that Area. The ad will state that this Open House will address 
the MFPs, the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES and the results of the Wilder- 
ness Review Initial Inventory. A similar ad will run in the Garfield 
County News for Escalante Open House on May 3. A news release in the 
Washington County News will contain the same basic information for the 
Open House in St. George for Dixie RA. A news release will be sent to 
Salt Lake City papers on the Salt Lake meeting. 

Apr 30 A public meeting will be held in Salt Lake on all five planning units in 
the ES area. The BLM will make a presentation on MFP recommendations, 
answer questions and accept public comment. BLM participants will be 
Morgan Jensen, Dennis Curtis, Jerry Meredith, Rich Fagan, Frank Rowley, 
Craig Zufelt, Bill Dalness, Paul Boos, Van Swain, and Bob Zundel. 



May 2 Open House in Kanab for Kanab RA to cover wilderness Inventory 
results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing ES. 

May 3 Open Houses in Escalante and St. George to cover Wilderness 
Inventory results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing 
ES. 

All Open Houses will run from 2100 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. to allow 
maximum participation. More details on recommended format for 
Open Houses can be obtained from Jerry Meredith. 

May 18 End of public comment period on MFP decisions and on scoping 
for the ES. All public comments on the Wilderness Inventory 
should be handled separately. Comments on this subject will 
be accepted until June 30. 

Note: All public meetings and meetings with interest groups should 
have summary notes kept as part of the public comment. Comments 
received in writing that deal with specific information, the 
commentor feels is important should be answered in writing. 



Sincerely, 



i$ r . Zocsld L. Penaleton 
6L;1, Ricnfieid District 
150 East 900 :lorth, 30x 768 
Richfield, Utah $4701 

fir. Billy Templeton 
BLfi, Arizona Strip District 
196 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 24770 

Dixie ?;ationai Forest Supervisor 
82 ;;orth 100 East 
Cedar City, Utah 2472% 

Xr. Ron Larson 
Utah Forestry 5 Fire Control 
154 North Aain 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Utah Parks b Recreation 
586 Korth ilain 
Cedar City, Utah 24720 

Mr. Guy Bird 
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If you camot attend this wet7!1g, I \:;uld urge you to attend the- 
District': open IIOUSL?S in ;;.x,~b, Esc:lmtz, St. Gzor:e, or ihe public 
meetin? itt t?tz S;lt P~;;!cc CIi ,',?rii !:3;::1. 
have an cpportr:;li ty to cm::nt 

In thcsc r,:scci!~~s you will 
en t!!? ::lanning for all resources. The 

attxhcd circular gives you all the r* ,.rrtir.ent inkotmtion regarding 
these rt:eetinc;s ‘tnd issues to be discussed. 

.; ,$ 

,-l976 Enclosure: Circular 
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t h In tcr;or 1603 
u-040 

April 17, 1379 

The major !.lil(!lifz tzzics of discussion (./ill be ijegetation manioulation, 
transpltnt; r,f hic+,orn sneep, t-ipsrian i?tibitz: mana~?ncnt and live- 
stock rr.znage;ilznr, for benefit of rrildlife habitat. 

If you czrinot sr,tend this iT?eting, I would urge you to attend the 
District'; o;en houses ix i;anab, Escalante, St. George, or the public 
meeting in <he Salt ?aiacc on tiaril 30th. In these czetings you wiil 

have an opporxnit:: LO coxwnt on the pianning for all resources. The 

attached cjrcular 9ives you all we pertinent information regarding 
these meetings and issues to be discussed. 

Sincerely, 



THE ATTACHED LETTER SEI'IT TCI THE FOLLO!~ING: 

Robert H. Hassel 
Panguitch, Utah 34759 

.Ja;!: YcL;llan - 
2455 ;' 66DO~.~ouUb : 
Sa1.t La.& City,,Utah\ 84121 

Jac; Soper 
_: ' 

Panguitch !Jildlife Federation 
Panguitch, Utah 34759 

@ud Sullivan 
Utah blildlife Federation 
1102 \Jalker Eank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 34111 

Utah Environmental Center 
Jan Johnson, Director 
I275 !:il;;:if:Tton I:ven~e 
Salt Lake City, Utah 34106 

Utah ;:ature Study Society 
Dr. Stan t-lulaik, Executive Secretary 
1144 East erd South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 134010 

Fund for Animals 
Lonnie Johnson, Field Director 
7167 South 2000 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 34121 
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7 / BUPEALJ OF LAND MANAGEh!ENT 

. . _’ 
-‘- Cedar City District Office 

1579 Florth Main Street 
P. 0. Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 54720 

April 17, 1979 

The Cedar City District, Bureau of Land Management is nearing com- 
pletion of :,:Jnag.cment Framework Plans on public lands in rr;ost of 
Garfield and Kzn? Counties and on Canaan Mountain in Hashington 
Cour1r;y. ?;;81 ic i;;:;2~.jngs 3re schedulici auring ;he Meek of April 30 
to present and gather comments on this planning. 

Since you have an interest in the area itself, or projects wIthin the 
area, I have enclosed a flyer briefly outlining the purpose of these 
meetings. Please note that the flyer does not list an open house 
which is scheduled for the St. George Dixie Resource Area Office, 
Dixie Office Building, on Kay 3 from 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. This 
meeting has been plublicized through other means. 

If you have any questions concerning these meetings, please feel free 
to contact me or a member of the district staff. 

Sincerely, 

/7,- /3 #7/j ,* ,‘.z&;*/z-cc 
Distri$t Manager 

Enclosure 
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Ray S. Schmutz Humane Society of Utah 
237 South 100 East P. 0. Box 2X2.2 
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GRAZING ADVISORY BOARD 

Mr. Cleo Wood 
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Mr. Edwin Larsen 
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Cedar City, Utah 24720 

Mr. Phil Allen 
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Mr. Merrill MacDonald 
355 North 200 !,!est 
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Mr. Vard Heaton 
Alton, Utah 34729 

WILD HORSE GROUPS 

Kent Gregersen 
Utah Mustang Association 
P. 0. Box 102 
Marysvale, Utah 84750 

Cedar City Wildlife Federation 
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Cedar City, Utah 84720 

National Wild Horse Association 
National Headquarters 
P. 0. Box 12188 
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Cedar City Dfstrfct 
Kanab Resource Area 
320 North First East 

Kanab, Utah 
84741 

April 18, 1979 

Dear Mr. 

We are prescntry preparing long'range land use p'lans for public lands in 
Kane, Garfield and !!ashington Counties. 

Fe would 1fhe to discuss our management recomendations with all city and 
county officials in Kane County and obtain your ideas and recoszxndations. 

Flanaaemnt decisions resultina from these land use plans will be used as 
a LaGis for the Kanab-Escaianie grazing impact statement. preparation of 
which will begin this spring. 

Ne would like to met with you to discuss these r%nagement plans on 
Friday, April. 27th at 7:00 p.m. in the Kanab RLM Office. 

k'e hope you will plan to attend. 

Sincerely yours, 

/e“ 

Richard E, Fagan 
Area fijanager 

Kane County Commissioners Mayors 

Richard R. Fagan/mas Sent to: Rob Russell Claude Glazier - Kanab 

UA Sterling Griffith Vane Campbell - Alton 

Robert Houston Clean Jackson - Glendale 
Ron Heaton -0rdervillE 
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of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that 

we are required to do on this area. We want to identify, as early as possible, 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during 

the ES process," he concluded. Work on the ES is scheduled to begin this sumnier. 



The Bureau of Land t4anagcment, Ccdilr City Utah District, has announced 

a public meeting on land use planning for all CLU land in Kane County and 

parts of Garfield and !,!ashington Counties. It will be held April 30, 1919 

in room 128 of the Salt Palace from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City District Manager, said the plan, called 

a Ilanagcmcnt Framework Plan, is being dcvcloped to address livestock grazing, 

wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and watershed. 

The area is bordered by three areas of the Dixie National Forest, Zion 

National Park, Brycc Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef National Park and 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Outstanding recreation areas on or 

near BLf.1 land, make this area well known for the quality of outdoors cx- 

perience it offers. Coal development and livestock grazing are also major 

issues. The entire Kaiparowits Plateau, with its rich ~021 deposits, lie 

within the planning area. 

"We are asking people to let us know how they think the public lands 

should be managed," said Jensen. "Every use is not suited to every acre and 

some uses conflict with others. Our job is to de termine the best mix of uses 

by inventorying the resources and then resolving the conflicts that are found. 

Public comment is used to help us, as land nlanagers, make the necessary 

choices between competing uses," he added. 

"In addition, we will be asking the public to help US identify the scope 

of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that 

we are required to do on this area. We want to identify, as early as possible, 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during 

the ES process," he concluded. Work on the ES is scheduled to begin this summer, 



Cedar City District, Bureau of Land Management officials have announced 

an open house in St. George in conjunction with several current BLM projects. 

The open house will be Hay 3, 1979, in the BLH office, 24 East St. George Blvd., 

from 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Frank Rowley, Kanager of the Dixie Resource Area, which includes all of 

Washington County, said the meeting will allow people to gather information 

and make comments on three current projects. 

First, is a general land management plan, called a Management Framework Plan, 

for the Canaan Mountain area in eastern Washington County. This plan addresses 

livestock grazing, wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and 

watershed. "We are asking people to let us know how they think the public lands 

should be managed," said Rowley. Every use 4s not suited to every acre and 

some uses conflict with others. "Our job is to determine the best mix of 

uses. Public comment is used to help us as land managers make the necessary 

choices between competing uses," he added. 

"In addition, we will be asking the public to help us identify the scope 

of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that we 

are required to do on this area," said Rowley.‘ "We want to identify as early 

as possible what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these 

areas during the ES process." Work on the ES that will cover Canaan Mountain 

is scheduled to begin this summer. 

-more- 
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Finally, the BLM will have available the statewide summary booklet, 

guidelines for making comments and a statewide map on the areas included in 

the present wilderness review. BLtl personnel will be on hand with detailed 

information and will go over this material with interested citizens and 

answer any questions. 

In clarifying earlier information on the wilderness review, Rowley said 

that the BLf4 has not identified any areas with wilderness characteristics 

at this time. The current inventories are to determine which areas require 

further study and k:hich "clearly and obviously" do not meet wilderness criteria 

established by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. Some 42 percent 

of the Washington County BLM land in this initial inventory has been proposed 

for further study. "But, earlier projects have already proposed to eliminate 

much of the county from any further wilderness consideration. When you add 

the area we propose to drop from consideration because of all reviews, 68 

percent of the BLM land in the county is presently proposed to be eliminated 

from any futher consideration," Rowley said. That means 13 percent of the 

total land area in the county is proposed for futher study. 

"The inventory is solely to determine which lands meet the wilderness 

criteria set up by Congress. Even if an area has great resource potential, 

MC are required to include it in our study if it meets the criteria. It may 

be reported to Congress as not suitable for wilderness after all the work is 

done, but it must be reported. After these inventories are completed and 

areas which meet the criteria have been identified, the hard work will begin. 

That's when the BLM must determine which areas to recommend to Congress as 

suitable to preserve and which to recommend as more suitable for other uses," 

Rowley concluded. 

-3o- 
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Following are reports of the meetings and Open Houses. Reports of 

meetings with ranchers and other user groups are filed separately in 

binders entitled "Record of Public Participation" for each planning 

unit. 



MEETING OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

KANAB-ESCALANTE RANGE ES PLANNING AREA 

April 19, 1979 Cedar City, Utah 

District Office Conference Room 

Thirteen people attended representing federal, state and local government 

agencies. See attached roster for names and agencies represented. Also 

attached is a list of those to whom invitations were sent. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City BLM District Manager, conducted the meeting. 

Items presented and comments made at the meeting are as follows: 

1. Range Management 

A summary of the MFP proposal pertaining to livestock forage was presented 

in the form of an overhead projection. A copy is attached entitled 

"Livestock Forage". It outlines the present situation, by planning 

unit, pertaining to livestock grazing in terms of numbers of allotments 

and authorized AUMs of forage in relation to proposals for interim and 

long term management of grazing in terms of number of allotments, AUMs, 

season-of-use, types of grazing systems and proposed improvements. 

Representatives of the BLM Arizona Strip District pointed out problems 

that will develop for operators where spring use on allotments in Utah 

is being eliminated. Operators grazing public lands in the Strip during 

the winter have expressed concern to Strip personnel that they will have 

nowhere to take their cows if the Utah planning proposals are implemented. 



Coordination between the Strip and Cedar City was requested if plans are 

implemented. 

Stan Elmer asked where the Alton Coal Field is located in relation to 

proposed land treatments to provide livestock forage. He was informed 

that the bulk of the viable strip mining area is east of the proposed 

treatment areas in the Zion Planning Unit. 

In connection with the proposals on range management, Dennis Curtis 

requested any information or opinions the group may have on issues that 

may affect the scope of the range ES that will be developed on the 

proposals coming out of the planning documents. He explained that under 

new CEQ guidelines the ES will be limited to 150 pages. Examples of 

major issues BLM presently thinks will have to be addressed in the ES 

are: Effects of proposed livestock reductions on operators, effects of 

the proposal on wildlife, effects on riparian areas, and effects of 

proposed land treatments that can be viewed from national parks. Agencies 

were invited to identify issues they think should be addressed in the 

ES. No comments were given at the meeting. 

2. Watershed 

Areas proposed for treatment for watershed protection and enhancement 

were outlined on a map. 

The district conservationist, SCS-Kanab, asked what criteria was used 



to choose the areas proposed for treatment. Morgan responded that they 

with greatest 

Steve Winslow 

in was also 

study were 

were identified from watershed studies and that the areas 

problems and most susceptible to treatment were selected. 

added that a BLM watershed study of the Colorado River Bas 

used and that areas identified for salinity control in the 

among those selected for treatment. 

SCS personnel pointed out a potential problem in that they have proposals 

for land treatment on public land, which may not be considered in BLM 

planning, to control head cutting on private land. Guy Bird suggested 

contact with Soil Conservation Districts to cooperatively develop prior- 

ities for projects that will benefit watershed and range management. 

SCS personnel suggested BLM should also assure coordination with 208 

water quality requirements in their plans. Guy Bird supported this 

suggestion indicating that at least one or two 208 water quality projects 

should materialize from national funds being appropriated, and that 

these projects should be coordinated with public land management plans. 

3. Lands 

Areas involving the proposed Canaan M.ountain State Exchange; the Allen- 

Warner Valley coal slurry line proposal, including the alternative route 

in Johnson Canyon proposed through the MFP; and the Fredonia water 

system were identified. There were no comments. 



4. Minerals 

Coal areas were identified and coal unsuitability criteria, including 

farm lands were VRM, eagle habitat, deer concentration areas and prime 

discussed. There were no comments. 

5. 

Proposa 

about 7 

Wildlife 

1s concerning land treatment areas to 

miles of fence to protect about 1,200 

riparian areas; the development of a modified 

improve wildlife habitat; 

acres of high quality 

fire plan to allow wildfire 

to burn for improvement of wildlife habitat in some areas; and water 

development to improve deer, quail, chukar, bighorn and antelope habitat 

were identified. Proposed wildlife transplant areas for quail, bighorn, 

chukar, and Utah prairie dog were identified. 

A representative of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources asked what 

time frame the MFP anticipated on a bighorn transplant in the Rock Creek 

area. He indicated they now have sheep available and desired to make 

the transplant as soon as possible. He indicated Rock Creek is a high 

priority area for sheep introduction. BLM responded that a problem 

exists in that wild horses presently inhabit the area and the horses 

should be removed before the sheep can be introduced. The MFP contains 

the proposal to remove the horses, but we have no definite time table 

for when they can be removed. 



6. Recreation 

Proposals for: (1) Outstanding Natural Area designations on 50-Mile 

Mountain, Escalante Canyons , and Wolverine Petrified Wood area; (2) 

Primitive designation on Canaan Mountain; (3) Recreation land designation 

on Paria-Hackberry; (4) Research Natural Area designation on Diana's 

Throne, Kimball Butte, and No Man's Mesa; (5) ACEC designation on Indian 

Canyon, and Egg Canyon; and (6) Acquisition of access through private 

land for hiking in North Fork area were presented. Areas were outlined 

on a map and some proposed conditions connected with the proposals were 

presented, such as restrictions on ORV use and Oil and Gas exploration 

or development. 

The proposal for further study of the Escalante River under the Wild and 

Scenic River Act was presented, and Guy Bird commented that the Utah 

Division of Water Resources has plans for a water storage project on the 

river and that the two proposals are not compatible. Stand Elmer stated 

a study on the Escalante River has been completed by a man by the name 

of Karonowski from Denver and that the study had determined the river 

does not have quality to merit designation under the act. He indicated 

the study showed it was the side canyons, to the river, that had the 

greatest recreation value. He questioned the need for a further study. 

The MFP proposal was presented to retain Canaan Mountain, Paria Primitive 

Area, the Escalante Canyons ONAs, in a closed ORV use category plus the 



area proposed to be added to the ONAs. Limited ORV Use designations, 

restricting use to existing roads and trails are proposed in the Paria- 

Hackberry, 50-Mile Mountain Areas. 

VRM was discussed and restrictions of classes 1, 2 and 3 were read to 

the group. The proposal to maintain designated primitive areas and ONAs 

in VRM Class I was presented. Areas proposed for VRM Class II were also 

presented. A question was asked of what vegetative manipulation could 

be permitted in a Class II area. A response indicated burning or spray- 

ing could be allowed without a great deal of conflict, but chaining 

probably could not be permitted. 

Guy Bird expressed the opinion that a Class II designation could create 

conflict with watershed projects. Paul Boos responded that a VRM class 

designation does not prohibit projects; it just makes the manager aware 

that there are trade-offs involved if a project is approved. 

The question was asked of what effect VRM designations would have on the 

proposal of the slurry line in Johnson Canyon. The response was that it 

would be as indicated by Mr. Boos, as described above. 

There were no further comments. The group was invited to respond further 

in writing before May 18, 1979. 
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GOVERNMENT MEETING 

Kanab-Escalante 

April 19, 1979 

Name Address 

Bill Templeton 196 E. Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Bob Sandberg 

Glenn Beagle 

Stan Elmer 

Nick Lundstrom 

Howard M. Roper 

Anthony Beals 

Wray E. Macy 

Guy Bird 

Jim Guymon 

Tom Henry 

Robert Rowley 

Larry L. Hays 

Representing 

Arizona Strip BLM 

,I ,I 

154 No. Main, Cedar City Div. State Lands 
Forestry & Fire Control 

231 E. 400 S., 
400 Empire Building 

Utah Dept. of Natl. 
Resources 

Panguitch 

P.O. Box 284 
Panguitch, Utah 

scs 

Soils Cons. Service 

P.O. Box I49 
Kanab, Utah 

Soil Cons. Service 

74 S. Mt. View Dr. Soil Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

622 N. Main 
Cedar City, Utah 

Wildlife Res. 

Bryce Canyon Nat'1 Park Service 

Box 152, Parowan, Utah Utah Dept. of Trans. 

Box 353, Springdale, Utah Zion National Park 



Report of Public Meeting 

Scheduled April 26, 1979 

To Discuss Recreation and Wildlife Plans 

Robert Zundel 

There was no attendance at the meeting except BLM employees who were 

prepared to discuss planning proposals with the public. 



TO : Public Participation Files 

FROM : Kanab Resource Area 

SUBJECT: Planning Meeting with County Cotnnissioners and City Mayors 

On Friday April 27, 1979 at 7:00 p.m. the Kanab Resource Area held a meeting 
with the City and County Governments to seek input into the Management 
Framework Plan Step II planning process. Only Bob Russell and Robert Houston, 
Kane County Commissioners, were in attendance although a personal invitation 
was sent to all County Commissioners and City Mayors in Kane County. 

Richard Fagan, Kanab Resource Area Manager, presented the MFP Step II 
recommendation to the commissioners. The following overlays were also 
available for their comments: Visual Resource Management (VRM), Off Road 
Vehicle (ORV), Land and Minerals, Wilderness (1st cut that was sent to 
the State Director), Range Treatment, Wildlife and Watershed. 

Rich commented on the proposed range adjustments and the criteria used to 
make their determination. Robert Houston asked a few questions concerning 
the techniques and procedures used in making the adjustments. 

There was a discussion concerning the proposed wilderness areas and the 
conflict with the Alton and Kaiparowits coal fields. Also, there was a 
discussion concerning Wilderness/National Parks and Air Quality. 

No specific suggestions or recommendations were made at the meeting concerning 
the planning system. The attendees were asked to send any written comments 
that they might have to the area manager. 

Overall, it was a very informative meeting for the two county commissioners 
in attendance. Many misconceptions about the planning process was cleared 
up and they were encourage to attend the open house in May and give their 
comments. 

Ken Knowles 



Report of Public Meeting 

Kanab-Escalante Planning Area 

Room 128 - Salt Palace - Salt Lake City, Utah 

April 30, 1979 7:00 P.M. 

BLM Personnel Attending: 

Cedar City District 

Morgan Jensen - District Manager 

Dennis Curtis - Chief, PEC 

Richard Fagan - Area Manager, Kanab 

Craig Zufelt - Area Manager, Escalante 

Frank Rowley - Area Manager, Dixie 

Von Swain - Chief, Resources 

Paul Boos - Recreation Specialist, Resource 

Bill Dalness - Geologist, Resource 

Jerry Meredith - Public Affairs Specialist 

Bob Zundel - Planning Leader 

State Office 

Earl Hindley - Natural Resource Specialist 

A roster of others in attendance is attached. 

Morgan Jensen conducted the meeting. He announced that one of the 

reasons for the intensive planning effort covering such a wide area is 

to update existing plans as a basis for preparation of an environmental 

statement on the range program in the area in response to a law suit 

against the Department by the Natural Resource Defense Council. He 

indicated those attending the meeting could expect feedback after area 

manager's multiple use recommendation's are final. 



The general area was described and a presentation was made of the 

Bureau's proposed actions by resource which has considered other resource 

opportunities through the planning process. Morgan invited discussion 

as the proposals were presented. 

1. Range Management. A summary of range management proposals for 

the area was presented in terms of AUMs to be authorized, number of 

allotments, and general land treatments and improvement needed. The 

proposal was compared in a a general summary to the existing range 

management situation. 

A summary of what was presented is attached, entitled "Range Manage- 

ment". 

A question was asked about the estimated cost of the proposed 

improvements. The response was that it was about four and one-half (4%) 

million dollars. 

Question - What is the land treatment supposed to accomplish? 

Response - To change vegetation from areas of predominant sagebrush and 

pinyon-juniper trees to browse and grass. 

The proposal to remove wild horses from an area in each of the 

Kanab and Escalante Resource Areas and potential introduction of bighorn 

was presented. It was explained that some bighorn are already in the Moody 

Canyon area, and introduction was a possibility in other areas. 

Question - Will the bighorn become a game animal? Response - That 

will be determined by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

Dennis Curtis discussed some of the procedures associated with the 

Bureau's responsibility to develop an environmental impact statement on 

the range program in the area. He emphasized the statment would focus 

on key issues and invited comment from the group on what they think are 

key issues. He indicated issues the Bureau is now considering are: 



(a) Effect of proposed AUM reductions; (b) effect of the proposed 

season of use; (c) effect of the proposed allocation of forage between 

livestock and other uses; (d) effect of combining allotments; (e) the 

possible conflict between use of forage and recreation in the Escalante 

Canyon area. 

2. Watershed. The proposal was presented to treat about 20,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper trees; about 22,000 acres of sagebrush; and to 

contour furrow about 54,000 acres. The purpose of treatment is to 

correct erosion conditions, to reduce salt in the Colorado River, and to 

reduce silt in the Paria River. 

Areas of riparian protection were outlined. This consisted of 

proposed fencing to eliminate livestock grazing on about 1,200 acres. 

3. Wildlife. Land treatments proposed for wildlife habitat 

improvement were presented which consisted of treating about 106,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper and 13,000 acres of brush. 

Of the present forage being produced, about 47 percent is allocated 

to wildlife and of the forage to be developed through land treatments, 

-about 41 percent will be allocated to-wildlife. 

Proposals are to introduce chukar, quail and bighorn. 

A further proposal that would benefit wildlife habitat is for 

development of a modified fire plan which would provide for limited 

control of wildfire or a change in the present policy of immediate 

attack on wildfire on areas ccmprising about 500,000 acres. 

4. Lands. Proposals involving a state exchange on Canaan Mountain, 

a coal slurry line from the Alton Coal field, and the Fredonia water 

system in Cottonwood and Water Canyons were presented. 



Question - Who allocates water for a coal slurry line? Response - 

The Utah State Engineer. 

Support was expressed to consummate the state exchange. 

5. Minerals. Areas of potential coal development were shown. 

Potential areas within the coal development areas that may be determined 

unsuitable for coal mining pursuant to the coal unsuitability criteria 

were described. These areas involve VRM Class II areas; areas of prime 

farm land and alluvial valley floors, potential flood areas, eagle 

nesting areas and critical deer winter range. It was explained that the 

unsuitability criteria are not yet final. 

A question was raised about a required buffer zone for national 

parks. Bill Dalness explained that while a buffer zone for parks is one 

criterion it is not specifically defined, and the VRM Class II area is 

what BLM interprets as an adequate buffer zone for the area in question. 

Bill pointed out that in absence of final regulations that our application 

of the criteria, as present, is ELM's best effort at this point in time. 

He pointed out that the criteria have exceptions and that what has been 

done through the planning system to date is with no exceptions applied. 

Application of the criteria, with possible exceptions, would be further 

defined and applied in approval of mining plans when they are submitted. 

6. Recreation. Proposals for various kinds of recreational 

designations are carried over from previous planning efforts were shown. 

These are described below by area with effects the designations may 

have: (a) Canaan Mountain - primitive designation on the high plateau 

on about 26,000 acres. The area would remain closed to ORV use. Mineral 

leasing would remain suspended. (b) Diana's Throne (1,100 acres), 

Kimball Butte (160 acres), and No Man's Mesa (2,100 acres) proposed as 

Research Natural Areas. Grazing and ORV use precluded. (c) ONA and 

recreation lands designations proposed for Paria-Hackberry (70,000 

acres); 50 Mile Mountain (100,000 acres); 



Additions to canyons of the Escalante (3,000 acres) to existing areas 

of 43,000 areas; and the wolverine petrified wood ONA (2,000 acres). 

The area would be subject to either suspended or no surface occupancy 

status for mineral leasing. ORV use would be restricted to existing 

roads and trails. (d) ACEC designations proposed on Indian/Water Canyon 

and Egg Canyon. Primary values to be protected through management are 

scenery, cultural values and petrified wood. 

Question - How can these designations become final? Response - 

Most proposed designations would have to be approved by the Secretary. 

However, all the areas, are pending wilderness inventory so designation 

will not be pursued pending the outcome of wilderness study. 

ORV proposals were shown. One category, closed, would keep about 

80,000 acres closed to ORV use in existing primitive or outstanding 

natural areas. About 21,500 acres would be in the limited category - 

restriction to existing woods or trails or restricted during a particular 

season. About 2,500,OOO acres are proposed to be open to ORV use. 

One comment strongly favored keeping all existing roads and trails 

open to ORV use and moving in the direction of more roads and trails for 

ORV use. 

The criteria for the various VRM classes were read and areas of VRM 

I and II classes were shown. Existing primitive and outstanding natural 

areas are VRM Class I. It was explained that a VRM class designation 

does not necessarily prevent development, but it can restrict how it is 

done. 



General Questions 

1. Question - What allowances are being made for endangered 

species, particularly fish? Response - There are no endangered fish in 

this planning area. There will be no officially listed threatened and 

endangered plant species as of October. Plans recognize and proposals 

consider bald eagles, perigrine falcon, and Utah Prairie Dogs. 

2. Question - In what interests are land treatment proposed? 

Response - Wildlife, livestock forage and watershed. 

3. Question - In connection with the proposal on fire control, is 

there any history of dangerous fires in the area? Response - There have 

been no major fires. 

4. Question - What is the purpose of a "letburn" policy? Response - 

High fire suppression costs. Benefits that can be realized in the form 

of replacement of vegetation, primarily trees, with preferred plants for 

forage and watershed purposes such as bitterbrush, fourwing saltbush, 

clover, grass, etc. Also commented that BLM would reseed burn areas. 

5. Question - Does the limited fire control policy apply to fires 

that are man caused or purposely set? Response - Origin of a fire would 

be considered in the fire plan to be developed. The limited control 

poli cy generally would be applicable to naturally caused fires. 

invi 

Questions ended at 8:30 P.M. Comments in writing or orally were 

ted during the comment period which ends on May 18, 1978. 



Kanab 

Name 

Karen Snethen 

Brian Beard 

Margaret Pettis P.O. Box 1231, SLC, Utah 84110 

Kent D. Johnson 

Michael Whitney 

Linda Lottman 

Jim Whelan 

Robert Buhler 

K. Bruce Isom 

Taylor Isom 

Brian Isom 

Michael A. Hatfield 

Dave Robertson 

Jana L. McKinney 

Marv & Pam Paulson 

Martia Banning 

Becky Roberts 

John C. Holland 

John Hawkes 

Melinda Sowerby 

Richard S. Cutler 

Jim Harvey 

Barbara Harvey 9200 No. 4506 W. Pleasant Grove 
Brooke & Terry Williams 1520 Garfield Ave. 

Leslie Dillon 3322 Austin Hall 

Escalante Public Meeting 

Salt Lake City 

April 30, 1979 

Address Representing 

495 East Center, Logan, Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

93 East 1st South, Logan, Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

753-0987 

High Unita 

Wilderness 

Coalition 

1490 Beverly Drive, Ogden, Utah 84403 

801 Tribune Building UP1 
1204 Sherman U.S. Steel 

2461 Emerson Avenue Troop 197 

2171 King Street Troop I97 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

550 California St., San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 
national 

550 California St.; San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 

national 

3936 Sunny Dale Drive Utah Audubon 

Society 

360 E. Woodlake Cove #212 Self 

Box 1, Snowbird, Utah 84070 Self 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self 

6314 Cobblerock Lane, Holladay, Ut 84121 Self 

143 So. Main, SLC, Utah Salt Lake Tribune 

1634 So. 10th W. Self 

147 No. 200 W., SLC, Utah St. Dept. of 

Agriculture 

Self 
Concerned citizens 

Concerned citizen 
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Perhaps lo-15 people asked questions pertaining to minerals, most related 

to coal development. The Alton Coal field received the most comment. I 

explained the application of the coal unsuitability to the coal fields. 

The people who asked questions involved local citizens, local government 

representatives and a few from industry (specifically, Utah Inter- 

nationa? and El Paso). One person asked about mineral activity other 

than coa 1 (Uranium, oil and gas). 

ESCALANTE OPEN HOUSE - Fay 3, 1979 

About 10 perople asked questions concerning minerals, most related to 

coal development - specifically the Kaiparowits Coal field. Local 

citizens, local government representation and the El Paso representative 

who was at Kanab asked questions. Two people asked about other than 

coal development (uranium). Both El Paso and Utah International copied 

the coal unsuitability criteria as it pertains to them from our maps. 

KANAB OPEN HOUSE - t!ay 2, 1079 

Bill Dalness 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

DATE: May 22, 1979 

YTO 4-N OF: Area Manager, Escalante Resource Area 

memorandum 
suRJccT: Open House, Escalante MFP and Wilderness 

TO: District Manager, Cedar City 

The subject open house was held on May 3, 1979 beginning at 1:00 p.m. 
and ending at 7:30 p.m. Because of space limitations, the topics were 
broken into two groups with range, watershed, and wildlife presented in 
one building and recreation, wilderness, forestry, lands, and minerals 
presented in an adjacent building. 

The majority of visitors came at 1:00 as a group. These were local 
ranchers and representatives of soil conservation districts. Other 
interests came in throughout the remainder of the afternoon. 

Comments of the various interests are summarized on the attached staff 
report. Also attached are letters submitted by the visitors and a 
visitor register. 

. 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan OPTIONAL FORM NO, IO 
(Rev. 7-70) 
GSA RMR (41 CPR) 101-I 1.0 
solo-1 17. 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSE 

BY Jack Brown, Wildlife Biologist, Kanab Area Office 

May 3, 1979 

The open house began at 1:00 p.m. Eighteen ranchers came as a group 
concerned mostly about the grazing reductions. The concerns and com- 
ments voiced are summarized below, using as close to the original con- 
text as possible. 

1. Is there really any point in having this meeting now? Why have the 
meeting before any decisions are made (issued)? 

2. June grass and other annuals were not given enough consideration in 
the survey nor in yearly stocking rates. 

3. An outside source (non-BLM) should conduct another survey to check 
the BLM survey. The statement was made by Doyle Cottam that the SCS had 
voluntered to do the survey. 

4. People do not trust BLM. TheBLM has welched on their end of past 
plans. 

5. Cuts will put them out of business. 

6. Are there any other places cattle can be put until the improvements 
are done to save getting rid of the livestock? 

7. We challenge the validity of the'survey. It was done in a drought 
year. It was done by unqualified people. Surveys were run only around 
water areas. 

8. The men in BLM should use horses and see the area. Don't drive 
around in trucks and tear up the range. 

9. The range is as good as it was 50 to 70 years ago and now they run 
less livestock. 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSES 

May 2, 1979 - Kanab, Utah 
May 3, 1979 Escalante, Utah 

by Rex Wells, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Escalante Resource Area 

Generally, most people who attended both the Kanab and Escalante open 
houses were against wilderness. Very few of the people were very inter- 
ested in the MFP recreation recommendations and were most concerned with 
wilderness. Most people still do not understand the inventory process, 
and thought we were recommending wilderness at this stage. Some of the 
complaints were reduced when we explained we were only recommending 
areas for further study. 

Ranchers were generally concerned about wilderness because they feel 
wilderness designations will cause grazing reductions or lock them out 
of areas. Some of the ranchers admitted some of the public lands are 
"wilderness" but don't want to see formal designations. They feel the 
lands will stay as they are without the designation. 

The oil, gas, and coal companies seemed to be more concerned about the 
intensive inventory and interim management than with the wilderness 
program in general. They were concerned with the restrictions on explo- 
ration in areas recommended for further study. Some of the companies 
(El Paso Natural Gas and Wichita Industries) were considering conducting 
their own inventories of areas. They also wish to be informed when we 
conduct the intensive inventory on areas in which they have leases. 
They are willing to send representatives to come along when we study the 
areas. 

In the Kanab open house, it seemed that the majority of the people who 
attended came to see the wilderness information. In Escalante, the 
range reductions seemed to be the major "attraction", with wilderness a 
close second. 

In general, I think both open houses were successful. We were able to 
clear up some misconceptions about the initial inventory and what we are 
trying to do. 



KANAB - ESCALANTE WILDERNESS AND PLANNING 

Open House Meetings 

May 2 and 3, 1979 
Jack Brown 

Wldlife Comments 

Kanab. One person commented that the deer and her cattle were 

getting along fine in Water Canyon and she did not see why her cattle 

needed to be fenced out of the area. I explained that it was a multiple 

resource recommendation based upon riparian habitat protection, recrea- 

tional use, and water quality protection for the city of Frcdonia, 

Arizona. She still was not very happy with loosing the area for grazing. 

Kanab and Escalante. Other wildlife comments were concerned with 

how wildlife needs would affect grazing on various allotments. I told 

them that except for riparian areas, wildlife needs would be met by and 

were compatible with the new grazing surveys and management systems. 

Most peop le's interest was in range and wilderness proposa 1s. 
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Staff Report 
Open Houses Kanab-Escalante 

May 2-3, 1979 
Paul G. Boos 

Open houses on the planning effort and initial wilderness inventory on 
May 2-3, 1979 were very well attended. The wilderness inventory and VRM 
inventory were the key issues of public concern at the Kanab open house. 
The visitors were mostly comprised of special interest groups (Nevada 
Power, Friends of the Earth, Utah Power & Light, etc.) with only a few 
local individuals. Escalante on the other hand were represented nearly 
all by individuals of local interest. Ranchers and cattlemen were best 
represented. Hardy Redd- local State representative attended, to ex- 
press concern about wilderness. The most important topic of discussion 
at Escalante was grazing reductions and wilderness. 

There was general acceptancs of all the recreation recommendations on 
designations of recreation lands and ORV designations at Kanab. A 
commend to include Starlight Canyon and Arch (Paria MFP) was made and 
appears to be a good recommendation. Some concern was expressed over 
VRM affecting coal mining. Several concerned citizens were opposed to 
.the Alton Coal proposals for slurry lines and export of ground water. 

Comments on wilderness at Kanab were mixed. Most did not understand the 
inventory system. Comments generally favored some wilderness as long as 
it did not affect the commentor personally. Several indicated that 
there was plenty of wilderness now and that BLM and Congress did not 
need to designate any new areas (?). 

Escalante presented a different picture. All but one individual was 
against wilderness designation, because they believed wilderness would 
prohibit grazing and mining and "lock up" the land. Most people were 
hostile to BLM for "halting any econbmic growth from new industry." 
None could see the importance of recreation industry on their economy. 
Again there was general confusion on the wilderness inventory system. 
Many did not see the need to comment because "it would not do any good." 



REPORT 
PLANNING OPEN HOUSE 

KANAB AREA OFFICE 
MAY 2, 1979 

BY 
RICHARD FAGAN, AREA MANAGER 

A open house was held in the Kanab Area Office on Wenesday, May 2, 1979, 
for the purpose of soliciting public input and comments on our Management 
Framework Plan recommendations. 

Approximately fifty people attended the open house between one and seven 
p.m. 

The majority of people did not express any specific concerns regarding 
our planning recoannendations. Most people asked questions about what 
our recommendations mean rather than making specific comments. 

A few ranchers made specific comments regarding their proposed grazing 
systems and livestock reductions. These comments are documented in 
detail in each individuals grazing system file. 

The people representing Nevada Power Co. and Utah International expressed 
concern over our proposal to have a coal slurry line proposal down Johnson 
Canyon. They said they would prepare more specific written comments. 

Some residents in the Johnson Canyon area also said they would not allow 
a slurry line to cross their private land. These individuals also said 
they would send us more specific comments later. 



BLM OPEiI HOUSE 
May 2, 1979 

(1:OO P.M.K;;a7:O0 P.M.) 

(Typed Copy of Attached List) 

NAt,!E 

James Kropf 

John K. Little 

REPRESEMTING INTEREST 

A.L.I.V.E. Industrial Development 

Kane Co, Chamber of Commerce 
East Canyon Investigation 
First Universal Church of Kanab 

Harry R. Novak Nevada Power Company Allen-Namer Valley System 

David B. Crouch Utah Inter. Inc. Alton Coal Field 

Michael A. Hatfield Utah International Inc. Alton Coal Field 

Gordon Anderson 

George >?iddleton 

Friends of the Earth Alton Coal Field 

Garfield Co. Wilderness 

Leonard Wilcock Garfield Co. Wilderness 

Paul Jenkins 

Norm Cram Golden Circle Tours 

Wilderness - Range 

Wilderness 

R. A. Gillis King Camel Coal CO. Mineral 

M. R. McDonald Self Wilderness 

Jet Mackelprang Self '. Wilderness 

Kenneth 0. Sewald Wichita Industries, Inc. Oil & Gas Explor. 

William B. Ellis Utah Power & Light Wilderness 

Calvin C. Johnson Rancher Livestock 

Elson. Riggs Rancher Livestock 

Doug Carroll Ranch Bauk Livestock-Farm Business 

Wallace Ott 

Barbara C. Felton 

Garfield County 

Springdale Town 

Comm. 

Alton Coal Field 

Tony Wright El Paso Nat. Gas Coal 

Glen P. Willardson Garkane Power R/W's, Plants, etc. 



BLM OPEN HOUSE LIST CONTINUED 

NGHE 

Lynn Goodfellow 

Michael Coffeen 

Roger L. Sansser 

Jack Maxwell 

Caroline Lippincott 

L. S. Lippincott 

Bob Russel 

Dale E. Clarkson 

Terry Griffith 

LeMoyne Esplin 

. Lola Esplin 

Dave Ulrey 

Ronald Heaton 

Rex Bauer 

Rpsemary Richardson 

Glen Wells 

Anthony 0. Beals 

John R. Stearns 

Preston Bunting 

Robert D. Ramsey Sr. 

Doug Crosby 

Robert D. Houston 

Burton Honey 

C. W. Erinkerhoff 

Kathleen Brinkerhoff 

REPRESENTI3G 

Self/Rancher 

DWR 

Self 

Garkane Power 

Self 

Self 

Kane County 

Deer Springs Ranch 

Service Station 

Self/Rancher 

Livestock 

Self/State Bank 
of Southern Utah 

Chairman - SCS Comm. 

Utah Power &;Light Co. 

Utah Power & Light Co. 

USDA - SCS 

Stearns Corp. 

Livestock 

Self 

Self 

Kane County 

Self 

Self 

Self 

INTEREST 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Whatever 

Whatever 

Wilderness R Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wi 1 derness 

Wilderness 

Power Corridors 

Conservation 

Housing 

Grazing 

Everything 

Wilderness 

Everythfng 

Same 

Grazing 

Grazing 



BLM OPEN HOUSE LIST CONCLUDED 

NPJIE REPRESENTING 

Robert Ramsey Sr. 

Theo McAllister 

INTEREST 



BLM OPEN HOUSE MAY 2, 1979 (1:OO p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) 
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Following the meetings , nearly one hundred (100) letters were received to 
be considered in decision making. The letters can generally be divided 
into four categories. 

1. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

cl* 

h. 

Many only 
that such 

About eighty (80) letters expressed opposition to coal develop- 
ment at Alton. Most of these came in the same written format, 
some on a printed or typed form, listing the basic problems 
with mining at Alton to be: 

Visibility from Zion and Bryce National Parks would be reduced. 

Possible damage to geologic structures in Bryce from blasting. 

Loss of water used for slurry. 

Potential misuse of land for housing, etc. 

Detrimental impacts to wildlife and rural qualities. 

Potential discouragment of tourism. 

Increase in criminality, social problems and taxes. 

Violation of "VRM 2". 

objected specifically to mining in "VRM 2" areas and asked 
areas be declared unsuitable for mining. 

Some of these letters were duplicates .sent in by the same individual, 
and in other cases the letter took the form of petitions which were 
signed by some individuals who had sent in other letters. 

2. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

About fifteen (15) letters encouraged development, particularly 
coal, to enchance economic conditions. Some of these were 
sent using the same format. It appears some of these letters 
may have been prompted by a resolution made by the Garfield 
County Commission which was also sent as a comment on plans. 
Basic contents of the letters are: 

Opposition to wilderness and roadless areas. 

Favor "all economic development; roads, minerals, coal, lumber". 

Area already surrounded by parks. 

Roadless areas "discriminate on the handicapped, young children 
and non hikers". 

1.- ‘1 



3. Two letters opposed proposed grazing reductions. 

4. One letter pertained primarily to the proposal to relocate 
wild horses and expressed concern about trade-offs that may be 
associated with relocation. 

These letters are contained in a separate folder in the section of the 
libary where the planning documents are filed in the district office. 
They are labled, "Public Correspondence Relating to Kanab-Escalante 
Planning Documents". 
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November 20, 1977 

RANCHER IXFORf.:1T!01'1 
*KEITH CARTER - ALVEY YASH ALLOTMENT 

Information as reported by Keith Carter. (Eng le's opinions in parenthes is). 

Ke ; t:] is t::e ()n]y ppy-, :i ttz.2 In :.;:7 :.1 ‘,‘?Y ::J;h !,llotment. He runs a cc:i-calf 
operation wit!~ an:,,-ox.;r;ately 2% head of Hereford cows grazed in the Alvey 
'kash. Carters have winter permits for 1000 CO:'IS and a summer permit on the 
Forest. The Alvey Wash Allotment is used from May 15 to September 30. Keith 
:souid li:;e G? exte:id t:le use to the end of October so that he would not Il:ye 
to gather 0;; of the Forest permit and Alvey lSlasn at the same time. Actual 
use is approximately 1200 AUMs. 

Hereford bulls and Brahman cross bulls are used on Hereford cows. Keith's 
goal is to have a cow herd of approximately 3/4 Hereford and l/4 Brahman 
cross cows He claims to wean an SO2 calf croD (200 marketable calves) :.rith 
weaning weights of 350 lbs. (I doubt these figures). He puts some bulls in 
on May 15 and puts a second bunch of bulls in at a later date. However. 
most of his calves are born in June. (This problem of late calves nay be 
caused by cows coming off the winter range in poor condition). 

Mature cows in good condition weigh 1050 lbs. but cull cows only weigh 750 lbs. 
Culling is done on cows that are old or in poor condition and no record is 
kept on cows. Approximately 102 of the cows are culled each year. Keith is 
trying to build up his,,cpw numbers. Cow death loss is approximately 2X for 
the year and less thanroncpercent on the summer range. 

No supplement is fed during the summer. Keith has tried to feed some supple- 
ment on the winter range bur: has problems with feeding his neighbors cows as 
it is a community allotment. The supplement feed is a 362 natural protein 
block with the cows eating l/4 lb. per.day. 

- -. __' d 
Carters. own 520 acres of private land in the allotment. There are GX4 acres 
of state land in the allotment of which Carters lease all 4654 acres. Carters 
own some additional private land outside the allotment of which 120 acres are 
irrigated hay land. 

Water distribution appears to be good through the Little Valley and Canaan 
Pastures. Additional water needs in these pastures are permanent water in the 
Massey Dell area and in the burn area in Horse Spring Canyon. A water source 
in Cherry Flat would be necessary only if the pasture boundaries would be 
moved. The reservoir in the east portion of the Little Valley seeding has 
silted full. This reservoir needs cleaning out or possibly an old drill 
hole could be used for a well. 



Water is a major problem in the Camp Flat Pasture. The seeding has one 
small reservoir which needs to be cleaned out and bentonited. The seeding 
definitely needs a good source of permanent water. A water source is needed 
in Bull Run and the pipeline extended into the northwest corner of Camp Flat 
Pasture. 

Livestock tend to concentrate on the Little Valley seebng and in the Alvey 
Wash portion of the Camp Flat Pasture. To prevent this concentration a new 
fence should b? b:;;!t on t?e top of the Cz.rp Flat hill. Once cattle come 
off the hill t;icJ/ find t!lejr hiy aroi;nd or tnru any f?nce. Gcod water gaps 
suspended on cables need to be put into the fences above and below the Little 
Valley Seeding. (I pointed out to Keith that the crested wheatgrass in the 
Little Valley Seeding was dying out due to heavy use. He seemed to be some- 
what surprised ::;zt -,his kiss happening). 

Keith thinks the allotment would support 300 head for a 5 T/2 month. He has 
had the allotment for two years since he bought it from Beryle Shurtz and 
McKay Bailey. 

Keith is concerned about watershed problems caused by gu?lies headcutting 
into graz ing land. 

Allotment boundaries appear to be fairly secure except in the southwest 
corner ?/here soye drift fences will be necessary to keep cattle from drifting 
to the west. 

An occasional cow goes thru the west boundary between Upper Valley and Alvey 
Wash. However, this problem is not serious encQh to warrant fencing. 

Keith wants to put cows on a crested wheatgrass seeding on May 15 every year 
in order to increase his conceptfon rate. He feels a rest rotation is okay 
if there is enough water development, but feels there will be a problem with 
part of the allotment receivirlq rain and part of it receiving no rain. He 
thinks cows need to follow the green grass. 

Keith hauled water to Camp Flat last year. He claims the road was too rough 
and brokeup his water truck (probably in poor condition to start with). His 
estimated expense to haul water to 250 cows for 4 l/2 months was $2,000. 



It is discussions :etxaen t!?rw?y Gates and Keith Carter 

in January. They agreed that a change in season of use would be 

made on the Alvey !;'ash Allotn~nt. The cattle would go onto the 

allotment on cjur?e 15 and would go off the allotrznt on October 31. 

This will allow more time for Carters to gather cattle in 

the fall and will allow the grass in Alvey Wash to get a better 

start. 
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December 6, 197B 

Dale Ross, AUP Team Hembcr 

ileeting with Users on Big Eowns Allotment 4112.15 
u-040 

Escalante Grazing Files 

On hovenber 23, 1979, I met with Ivan Lyman and Gel LeFevre to tiisctiss 
their cporstion oil the Big Eown Gench Allo-isent. Del LeFevre is Ivan 
Lyman's son-in-lake and they run in cor;:?on. They run a coWcalf oocra- 
tion, ho;;mer they don't run c~lvcs on the allotment, they bring tixir 
CONS oi'f before caiving. They run a Ilerioru, Angus, Charlois cross, 
their present sczson is October 1G throG;n ,$ril ;O. Their herd size is 
350 c3ttle. This yi2ar t!lcy arc running 243 on their range, ;hey ~suslly 
run from about 250 to 270 head. They have never used the full lCr):! A:j:fs 
qualifications. Tii2 v:eaninq. v!eigh ts of calvzs is X0 pour& for stosrs 
and 320 to 322 pounds for heifers. The cull COW t/eight is 1003 ~cunds. 
They market approximately 303 calves a year, and their breeding iat? is 
from about ::ay 1 to ktober. The COYI replacement ratio is 10 percmt, 
with a death loss of 4 to 5 percent. The only supplements fed on the 
range is salt. There is no private land but they lease 3 or 4 school 
sections tI;at's on the allotxnt. The r;razir.g problex associateci with 
the allotxnt are c,ilLweed along horse canyon, they occasionally lose a 
cc; &l:n in t.Xl t c;rt3, hut ;-;$a c;()J]' t i-;r,w i’;r sure if i ts fro;;l ai 1 k- 
weed. Aiso tllere are coyotes on the allotment but they try to bring 
their COKS &XX before they start calving. They need a reservoir tuilt 
on what they call the Eis Ccnch and they need a trail improved out of 
the Escalante llivcr up on to the Big Bench. They also need about a 
quarter mil2 of fence in order to tie off a separate pasture. Presently 
they have the allo t;ont divi&d into about four pastures, and they 
rotate their use ai;r.cng the pastures. They get good distribution on 
livestoc:: and they feel that the carrying capacity is about right at the 
present time. They \/ant to build up their range and say maybe later it 
will be able to handle more. The grazing history is one of heavy use by 
sheep, cattle and horses in the past. Cattle and horses ran out there 
yearlong and also sheep herds cross throuyh the area. 

They trail their cattle to and from the allotment. They leave the 
highway where it crosses Deer Creek and go down across King Bench to the 
allotment. They feel that since they've had the allo,tment there is an 
improving trend. The dominant livestock forage plants are Indian rice- 
grass and other grasses along with fourMng saltbush, Brigham tea, and 
old man. They don't feel that there are any other resource values or 
uses. They figure their management costs while on BLPf to be approxi- 
mately $3.000.00 a season. They have agreed to change their season of 
use to an October 1 - April 1 season. They will continue to rotate 
their use within the allotn;ent during the winter season. They do not 
wfsh to consolidate with anyone else. 

DRoss: 1 b: Z/6/78 
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B. Ted UcRae 

Boulder Creek Al lotmnt 4112.15 
u-040 

File 

The fo??ol;!ing is an attempt to portray informar;ion about the Eouldcr 
Creek Allotxnt from the permittee's point of view. 

Yr. IvaIl L>mn runs a Meford COVI operation on this allotzxnt during 
the months of Aunust through October. He uses less and !:alf (25) the 
cattle for this mriod that his qua?ificaLians r:ould allo::. Calf I,;zaning 
wcishts average sOi) pounces and cui? cow weight dvzrage f0Xl pounds. 
Calf crop avwqes SO p2KZilt. Zre2ding date begins in I!ay and calving 
begins February. Cow rcF?accrxnt ratio averages 10 Rerccnt and CC:I 
replacexisnt averages 4 percent. ;lo grain suppiiznts are fed on the 
allotment. 

!ty Lyman does not ok~n nor contra? private or state land on the allotment. 

!llajor 1 iv2stock crazing problem is 'lack of feed during dry years. :Ir. 
Lyman claims inat his feed supply fill vary from Sil ALEIs during a dry 
year to 125 G.;s ouring a \;et year. 

Water distribution is always in good supply and along the entire length 
of the allor;~:ent. Ljv2stock distribution is good in arcas that are 
suitable for livestock. 

Mr. Lyman has owned the license on this allotment for 22 years. 

He trails his cattle directly from hjs private land to the allotment. 
He considers the allotment to be in 'fair condition and in an upward 
trend. 

Dominant 1 ivestock forage plants include blue grass, red top and willow 
along Boulder Creek and Indian rice grass, sand drop seed, blue gram, 
Momon tea dnd four wing salt bush on the upland areas. 

Mr. Lyman agreed to a season of use September 1 to October 31 and we 
both agreed that consolidation wouldn't be a practical alternative. 

. 

lp-“& 
BT?-icRae: I b: 11/13/78 



CHIKIEY ROCK ALLOT::E:aT 

Rancher information obtained from Arlis Brooks, 

Ranch ;:snager of F irle Ct*&Zk Cd ttle COKpdily. 

The Pine Creek Cattle Company has a six-hundred (600) head 

cow-calf operation in the Escalante Area using the Chimney Rock winter 

allotment (idovember 1, to June 15), corn silage and hay grown on 

irrigated private land and National Forest summer range. Cattle are 

moved to feed yard during the winter and spring based cn cattle condi- 

tion and class of livestock i.e. (cows with late calves need more feed 

than dry cows). Cattle numbers on the allotment average approximately 

(350) head. (Ca;:le numoers climbed as high as (583) head during early 

spring of 1977). 

The cow herd is mostly herefords with a few black baldies. 

Last year very good red angus bulls were bought and used on heifers. 
,:' ," .I I 

Next'year all cows will be bred to red angus bulls. Bulls are put in on 

May 1 and are removed in late summer and fall. Some calves are born in - ' 7. * 

February, but average calving date is April. Calf crops average 75 to ': ' 

80 percent. Weaning weights average 375 lbs. Cows are culled on age ' ' 
/. 

and on a pregnancy test. All open cows are sold. This makes a replace- ~ '. 
.* - 

.I: 
ment of 100 head per year or approximately 17%. Cull cows are generally 

in good shape weighing 900 to 1000 lbs. Death loss is generally 1% on 

winter range but very heavy losses took place during the spring of 1977. 

Many cattle simply disappeared. Supplements are not usually fed on winter 

ranges. Any corn that get poor are taken home. However, on dry years a 

13% protein block is fed on winter range. 



One-hundred and thirty (130) acres of private irrigated land 

are farmed. The hay and si lage Traduced are fed to replacement heifers, 

cows with fall calves and poor cows. Replacement heifers weigh 625 pounds 

k/hen bred the following summer. 

Arlis mentioned that there v.ere three (3) state sections cn the 

allotment controlled by Pine Creek. (Our acreage tabulations show 2419 

acres of state land. Probably all of this is controlled by Pine Creek 

Cattle Company). 

Livestock distribution is generally good. The west side of Big 

Hollow Pasture has no3 water and cattle must be pushed into that area 

when there is snow. The east portion Red Well Pasture has no permanent 

water and must be used during and immediately after storms. 

Arlis thought that the allotment was carrying the 3500 AUMs 

(normal actuai use) in good shape. He did not think the proposed cut 

justified and said he would fight it. He stated that several BLM personnel, 

including Morgan Jensen, had told him that the range was improving. Therefore, 

he could see no", reason for a cut. lie also stated that the part of the cut 

that is most objected to; was that once cut, numbers were never restored. 

In 1965, Brooks bought four allotments from th,ree different users 

and combined them to form the Chimney Rock allotment. In 1976 he sold out 

to Pine Creek Cattle Company and has managed the ranch since that time. 

Trailing to the allotment is the usual fall procedure. In the 

spring the cattle are put onto semi trucks at The Cat Corrals and shipped 

to the summer range. Brooks stated that it was very difficult and expensive 

to get big trucks farther south then The Cat. 



The road south of The Cat has steep hills and sharp bends which make it 

difficult for semi-trucks. Therefore, he wanted to keep shipping from 

The Cat Corrals each spring. 

The present grazing system consists of using the Carcass !uiash 

pasture every iall and winter. In February the cattle are moved to the 

top three pastures. One pasture is completely rested from greenup to 

the end of the grazing season. The Black Ridge pasture is used a few 

days each year when cattle are shipped out of The Cat Corral. 

Shipping large numbers of cattle requires good corrals and a 

good 7oading chute. The Cat Corrals are the only set of corrals in the 

Chimney Rock Area that are suitable to ship large numbers of cattle. 

Art Evans ships cattle from the Willow Tank area, but says it is expensive 

and difficult to get semi-trucks down the road. (Because of these shioping 

problems and because there will be no seed trampling for anything but four 

wing saltbush, I recommend that we make slight variations on the present 

system to rest one of the three northern pastures a full year. Cattle 

will need to be in Black Ridge pasture for a few days each year at shipping 

time). 

The dominant livestock forage plant in Brigham Tea (Epne)'. The 

amount of four-wing saltbush, sand dropseed and indian rice grass should 

also be increased. However, Brigham Tea will always be the dominant live- 

stock forage plant and efforts should be made to improve its vigor. 

Allotment boundaries are we11 defined at the present time. A 

few cattle drift between Forty-Mile Ridge and Chimney Rock'by way of 

Hurricane Wash and Coyote Gulch. This is a minor problem. Cattle drift- 

. ing into Coyote Wash cause problems with backpackers. During the drought 

many cattle died in Coyote Wash and were left to rot. This caused big 



problems with backpackers. 

A possible change in season of use might be arranged to include 

larger numbers at the beginning of the season and fewer numbers in the 

Spring. 

Stock brater in the Black Ridge pasture comes from Cat Nell, 

Grins Well, Coyote Hole and Big Hollow Spring. Two seeps on the western 

edge of the pasture need to be developed. 

The Big Hollow pasture is watered by Big Hollow Spring, Liston 

Seep, Red Nell and water in Coyote Gulch. Big Hollow pasture needs a 

ly a rain catchment could be substituted well in the west portion. Possib 

for a well. 

The Red b!ell pasture is watered by Red Well, Willow Tank and 

water in Coyote Gulch. Additional water is needed on the east and west 

ends of the pasture. 

Carcass Wash is well watered by Forty-Mile Spring, Cottonwood 

Spring, Sooner Water and Carcass Wash Water. This pasture does not need 

any more water. 



January 9, 1379 

Richard Kestman, AMP Team Member 

Circle Cliffs Grazing System File 4112.15 
u-040 

Circle Cliffs Grazing System File 

On January 4, 1978 I met with Anthony Coornby, Gary Haws and ileal Jepsen 
at Anthony CooKbs place in boulder. A fielci trip to th2 allotzmt was 
not made because of snow on the ailotiient. 

All users have a cow/calf operation. Season of use is from 1111 to 
3/31. Sek;cen all three users they normally run frm 2% to 23 head of 
cattle on the aflotxent. After they leave the alloti.%nt they coca onto 
private laniis for 2 months, then onto Forest Service for 4 months, Lack 
on private for : con'-,h and xhen onto GLY. Livestock breed is iiert!r^ord. 
LIeaning mights average aoout XXI pounds, cull COYI mi~tI&s about: lWr> 
pounds, and calf crop averages 85-90 percent. Calving begins during 
idarch. Cow replacrmnt Is ~bouc 3-10 years. CON death loss is 1-2 
percent. Ho supplements are fed on the allotment. 

There is no private or state leased land on the allotment. 

The cisers said that their livestock gratin; problems consisted cf the 
BLtt, lack of water and then the need for additIona feed. 

Two seedings exis t on the allotment along wlth *;/lo spring developments 
and a pipeline. The pipeline is in need of some maintenance. Onion 
Flats, err "Clitc Flats and Prospect all need additional water. The White 
Flats and Prospect pas turcs wtire planned for seeding in an old NP, 
however these seedings were never completed. 

Cattle aenerally qct over most of the.allotment, however very little use 
Is made-in the north portion of the Prospect pasture. 

Sheep and horses used to make heavy use of this area up until about 30 
years ago. From that time on cattle made use of this area during the 
winter and spring. Ten years ago sprfng use was discontinued, resulting 
in the present season of use. 

Ltvestock are trailed from Boulder to the allotment. 

The users felt that the range was in an upward trend. Major livestock 
forage plants found on the allotment consist of fourwing, crested wheat, 
Russian wildrye, curly grass, blue grama, Brigham tea and bt tterbrush. 

They estimated the cost of running on BLM land in addftion to the grazing 
fee would be approximately an additional $2.00 per head per month. 



~‘hey would like to have their grazing season extended into the spring. 
This MS to be done once the original ii;!? k;as fuily ilnplemented. The 
type of grazing system the ilreferred was a rest rotation as outlined in 
the original plan. 



February 1, 1979 

Richard !kstnan, Ali? Team Xmber 

Docmentaxion Sxxwy 4112.15 
u-040 

Circle Cliffs Allotxnt Srazing System File 

The Cfrclc Cl Iffs ,Illot~nent presently has a partially imp'lenented A;:?. 
This prc;=osc?d grazing systm includes ::ost of the improvements, mainly 
seedings, that ;rere procosed in the oriqinsl Ai;?. This allotxnt is 
divided into four msturzs and the propowd grazing system does not 
include thr dcv~lo~..:s nt of my r.:ore pastures. One section of fence t:ss 
been proyosxl to k novad in order to help balance out the thrc? larger 
psstwcs. Us2 vi77 52 extmdecl into t!;e spring once all inprovemnts 
are COi~lpl etcd. 

Thz locatiotl of thz proposed range improvements could not La rc-ckckcd 
on the 'Jround bxwse of tlls X:ctJnt of snoY on the al7OtrX3lt. There- 
fore, before any ii.., -71 decision is mc?e a field check zhould be ~xtit on 
the pro;oscd loc3t';cns. it .,:a)! k2 ncc2ssary that sm2 projects nay have 
to bc LIOVC~ slightly frcn their proposed lOcatiOn. 

REestman:tt Z/1/79 



April 27, 1979 

Richard C!estman, ,WP Team Member 

User fleeting to Present Proposed Grazfng System 4112.15 
U-040 

Cfrclc Cliffs Allotment Grazing System File 

I met with Anthony Ccombs, Gary Haws, and Keal Jepscn on April 20, 1379 
at Couldcr. Mers p-esent a t the rxting wzrc Roger Canner and !;endell 
Johnston, Cto,h jtatz Univxsity, Vorl St;zin and Ted i:cZae, CLi;. TiX 

proposed grazing system for the Circle Cliffs Allotment was presented. 
Major csxcnts tk users had concorning this proposal were t!le reciuction 
was too bfg and original A:.IP thay th?y signed was never fuliy inple- 
men ted. 

The users main objection r:as the reduction, which they felt was pray out 
of line. They said that rrhen they signed the original n'lP they took a 
60 pcrcont reduction and rcduccd thejr sexion of use by two months, 
elfminating spring use. Since this happened they said that their allot- 
ment has ken iaproving. It was their opinion that both the native 
range and seskd areas have been improving. They have not made any use 
in t!x !.'hite Flats Pasture for about G years. !.!ith their present season 
being winter use, they were concerned about the WI making them rotate 
between pastures. Their original plan stated that spring use would be 
restored once the seedings are completed. They felt that this should be 
a part of this proposed grazing SyStCm. 

I told them that the seedings originally proposed would also be fncluded 
as part of this system. Once completed a rotation grazing system \lould 
be established and the spring use could be restored. It was also pointed 
out to them that the present carrying.capacity was based on the seedings 
being grazed at 3 at/All% This stocking rate is too heavy and a bore 
realistic stocking rate for the seedings is 6 ac/AUi:l. It was also 
mentioned that grazing the seedings at 3 ac/AUN would make it almost 
impossible to maintain them for very long. 

RWestnan:lb:4/27/79 
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danuarjf 23, fy/y 

Dale ROSS, NIP Writer 

Meeting with Smith Alvey, on Collet Allotment 4112.15 
u-040 

Collet Allotment File 

On January 4, 1?79, I met wfth Smith Alvey to discuss the Alveys' opera- 
tion in the Collet A'llotxnt. tie said bccaus~ of t!:e larse rclluction 
they rcceivcd about three years ago they don‘t have enough cattfti left 
nokg to c;ake it t:orth Milt to qrare. For the past three years they've 
taken non-use and ilaven"L used the allotment. TiEy run a cw/czli 
operation, their season of use is from June I to P,uc;ust 31, an& !xrforc 
is ttle breed of livestock they run. Smith Alvey owns 30 head of cattle 
at tlie prcseht tii2 ana Ray Alvey has about 30 hew also. 3r. Alvey 
estiwtes :lis waning weignts at 250 pounas and cull calf xzights at 
700. i!e figures about a 53 pcrcant calf crop, tiwy put bulls witi; their 
cows during iday, June, and July. They own no privaz;e law within the 
allotment and they've dropped the state leases which they ilad. 

They don't have problems with poison weeds cr predators althcu9h he said 
there are coyotes antl cougars in the area, but he doesn't know of any 
Itvestock bzing killed by them. Their main problem fs t!w lack of 
access to t!:e all0 tent, it's a long winding canyon and it's hard to 
gather the cattle and to get onto the allotment to check then. 

The lower part of the allotment is watered pretty Vie11 but the upper 
portjon weds to have a seep developed; this would necessitate aivertinq 
the Kain wash channel around the seep. Livestock distribution is good 
In the allotment and he figures they've been reduced now below the 
carrying capacity of the allotment. It should handle CO to IGO head of 
cattle. iie said they used to run as many as 200 head in the canyon. 
They haul the cattle part of the way.and trail part of the way to the 
allotment. He figures the allotrzent is in an Inproving trend at the 
present time. The main forage species are bitterbrush, fourwing salt- 
bush, and Indian ricegrass. He doesn't knokl of any other resource 
values within the allotment and he estimates his managment costs while 
on the allotient at about $300.00 dollars. 

DRoss:lb:1/8/79 
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Dccexber 5, 1975 

Dale Ross, AXP Team I+lember 

Meeting with Anthony Coosbs on Death Hollow Allotment 4112.15 
u-040 

Escalante Grating Files 

On flovembcr 22, 137S, I met with Anthony Coombs who is a nephew of Larry 
Coor,;bs to rijscss their operation on the 3zach tiollcr! ,411oZ:ont. t:r. 
Coo;ibs ruins a co;:/caif operation \riih herford cattle. he is 1ice:lscd 
for I55 cattle frc;z ;;cverlroer I timi ;:ay 15. Last :mr Iv2 t00k tcxal 
non-use i~causo of the droqrht. This year he has sctivatod 130 cattle 
but SSYS i!o Joostl 't knew if they'll be able t0 stay GUN the full tfze or 
not. :!,e xtis2tes i:eanino krr?iqhts of calves at 1:3G GounCs, and cu'li cw 
weigilts at 1X3 pounus. ile figures they r.:ari:et about 125 calves a year, 
He leaves tile :;J] 1s i:l %i th ci:c cc.5 year xc~xl. The CO2 Wp’laC;;-!.!%t 
ratio is qpro:;i:.iately II) (:ercenc rlith a 5 percent dksth loss. Salt is 
the only su;plc:;;.;nt fed. he owns no private land within tiiz allot::*ont 
bu: leases one school szction. The problems on the ;Illotcmt are lack 
of water, one section of 12nd in the nort.:, I-aast portion of tlic allct;,K2nt 
lacks \:atzr and is used mostly with snow. There are sane fxitural.tanks 
that catcil k;atcr so;;:! years. Therr 7s loco~ecd on the allo~~nt but he 
doesn't .I;no~ of any c!eath losses caused by locct!eed. He fipures t!!?y 
get SOiile calf loss from coyotes but he doesn't know ilOW IiXCfl. A Cattle- 
guard is needed on the soutileast portion of the allOtXent boundary. 
Wild horses is another problm. 

Improvements needed are three spring developments with storage tanks 
installed, and a cattleguard. l!ater is not hauied onto the allotr.znt. 
He figures livestock distribution is pretty good except in areas \::lcre 
they lack p:Jczr. Carrying c3pacity is about right, on Rood years the 
alloiz:enc would carry more cattle and,on poor years less. lie said tilere 

used to be 500 head of wild horses in that area the year around, and 
also many more cattle than presently use the area. They trail their 
cattle to and from the allotment along the road. He feels the range is 
improving because of less numbers now on the allotment, and not as long 
a season. The dominant livestock forage plants are fOUrWVJ saltbush, 
bitterbrush, Brigham tea, and various grasses. Other reSOurCe ValL!es on 
the allotment consist of rock hounding, uranium mining, and a petr;fied 
wood area. He figures his management cost while on the allotzzent at 
about $150.00 a month for five r.;onths. If a change in season is neces- 
sary he would like to run from October 1 to April I, and he would rather 
change the season to winter use, than to consolidate and run with other 
users. The allotment boundaries as shown on the map looked about right 
to him. 

! DRoss:lb:12/6/78 
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Deceiiber 22, 197C 

ilale Zoss, MP Tern 

Meeting with Pemittre of Oser Creek Allotzcnt 4112.65 
U-043 

Escalantc Grazing Files 

On Dxb;;lber 8, 1978, I net with Dale Clarkston. fie has bought qart of 
the Deer Creek iillotnent Permit but has only had it for two conths. k 
plans to rm a cou/c~lf o?cration with ikreiord cattle. The prescm 
season of use on the allotmnt runs frm :tovcuber 16 to February 22, and 
frci.1 t:pri 1 !5 to Jan? 15. liis base ilsrd has 53 cattle. lie zstinatzs 
weanirv~ weights for calves at 375 pounds, and wei$~ts for ~~11 cous at 
10,lO pounds. The brzciing d3t 2 runs from Jwe 1 to thz 2nd of aJuly. ile 
Jo2sn't I;lic:/ kfiut his rcpixcsent ratio or dzath !OSS 1,411 be. tie 
dozsn't plan to fzzd suppiaxnts other than salt. Iic o!ms shout 2003 
dcrzs of ?rix.tz lmd sdJUbL “-nt to the alloiZ2nt, hut tiO2Sn’t oxn my 
private land gjtjlin t:;c a11ot;:mt and he dO2Sn’t COntrOf any State 

secticns at tke present tine. t/e uould li!:c to conticua with spring use 
and design SOIL 9 type of rest rotation systeiil on eh2 Jllotxnt. 

. _ . . . . **, . - ‘.. . -. 
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November 13, 1978 

B. Ted I-1cRae 

Dry fiollokl Alloti~ent 4112.15 
u-043 

Ffle 

The follo!ring is an attcmnt to portray information about the Dry llollo;~ 
Allozzznt frcz the permittee's point oi Vie?/. 

I$-. 'Jilcy hasn't used this alloixnt for several years and he led re to 
believe that !;e i:ad no intention oi using the ~I?otre!lt in ;i:c near 
future. ii2 f::entjoil~~ &hat even in t3.e kcst years lX;r alloir.:cnt prcduccd 
very little i.:*zd and ilad litblc ootenLia1 I;0 iz;;rovc wry zdc!~. T;E 
cattle ~rar2 :;,i;.iost: cxclusiv2ly in Cc botto;;; of Cry 5OliCI and dr2 cnl>l 
able to us2 i.~ouz haif of tl:2 area si;orrn on ci!2 al 702:::rtilt LX>. Approx- 
imtdy t;:2 scz;;';wn txo :;! i3ss of I;~C allo tzwt is useit by the psr;nittee 
of Coulder Creek Allotixnt. 

I,ir. Wiley has used the Dry fiollw Al7ot:::ent with ycariing cattle during 
the spring ::ont!~s in years Tast. His livestock breed is iierefOrd 2nd 

tile EC tuLl1 use p.as i;nen 15 cattle for 60 days. lie has fed no stipglc- 

malts on the range. 

Mr. Niley owls no private land on the allotixnt and leases no state 
land. 

Uater fs gencral7y adequate on the a llo*aent, and livestock distribution 
is limited to the bottci7 riparian areas. 

Mr. \/flcy considers the range condition as fair and stable. Coninant 
1ivestoc.l; foraye plants include blue.grass, red toi>, willorr and Lrisim 
tea. 

731 1Jr-= (q I2 
BTf4cRae:lb:11/13/7D 
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ZaetIng with Vern ;!anstn on 3zr Creek Allolxnt 4112.15 
u-030 

Escalante Grszfn? Files 

On Gxmber 13, I-373, I I:letT!;ith Vern Iianscn to discuss his operation on 
the 3xr CrcA ,",l Isxznt. ( " stiit* Crczk ;:lloL:xt consists oi t!;rzz 
sepuacz p7,s~wzs. AlvAne iiench Pasrurz, Lrignm T;za Pzsturz, arid 
co t:o:?;x?ocl L' ,;y.;;] ^,s kg;-,3. If2 rilllS 2 CO:I/CJlF o;.f-ration 2S ;“91icils. ;;2 
SOes into th2 LYi~:Ei.l TX Lknc!l pas:ure fro3 tix rliddl? of ?w:.:Szr 
until t:le 2,:d of iYk.Lruzr;/, znz he uses th:! :.:31vwinz Smch Pxtrrr2 
durii;z tl:.lt tizz 1:5cn t,;::m is snw on tk zJJo?xnt. The :!olvzriny! 
Gmc,i 113s n3 ::at.:r so it 52s to b:! used with ST;C;I. fie uses z!;c Cc",Zm;ood 
Canyon Pasture i’r?:l the :A -if212 of /;ur!"l wtil thz ciiddlc of Jti;~. ;I'? 
runs ;izrz?orx! cz.ttlt:, and >is !mxdirq hzrd size is G czttl;t. tic 
USGllll/ rui1.S aro:m X ;iZad on WI. ik esti!natzs tSe xwircq miqhts of 
his cslvcs at cltaut GIO Pounds, and cull cow xei$~ts at 390 wunds. iie 
rzarkets 2501~ 2-5 c2lvis a y.mr. Iiis broedinr] dstes arc fro111 :Yrch 1, 
throu:Il !I3y, L;bout t;irce ~:ont.?s. 112 figurx his cow replaceamt ratio 
to i;z '\! -3 -.,.,.,,t ;;j t.1 2 2 ;j,l).crnt ;;:3t,l1 loss. ,"b.. L.b. j;< F32dS Sillt Liid a 
little! ninaral block on t&z rawje. 1:~ owns no private land riithin ;he 
al'lotzent, Lut J~xzs sxtion 2 in the Srigtim Tea Pastura ti11C; X0 xres 
of section 15 in 'tile Xolvzrinz Fasturc (state lmd). ihz dozsn't kno:r of 
any problms that ;?t' s ilsd with poison weds or with pretiators. lack of 
water is t,‘;z ;xin nrobJ.x.1. :ht,er is ::m.ied on the ,!uJvering Sxich 
Pasture. About t;:c onJ,y possibility for dsvclo;xznt !;ould bz m blast 
out som uotl:oit's In t;-~i! sandrock. The Dzer Crekk Pasture USC is i.:3& 
along the crLr.\ -+ bot",oas, so thtre's plenty of mter. Tile i;righan Ttx 
Bench Pasture flas a spring in section 2; and also a trail leading off 
the bench into the creek in approximately soCtiOn is or 16. 

Livestock distribution is good on the EMsha. Tea Pasture. Use can be 
made on the !:o?vering Cmcti with snow, howaver they have to trai'i 
approxkately 7 miles to live water. Use on the Deer Creek Pasture is 
made on the bottox. lie figures the carrying capacity is about riqht on 
the allotmnt. ik said that years ago there used to be 7 herds of sheep 
fro-ii Uayne County that cone into the Circle Cliffs area and into these 
allolzents sG71e. Al so there used to be cattle that used the allotmnts 
year around, sumer as well as rrinter , so he feels that the allotmnt Is 
in an up?fard trend. He trails to and from the allotiznt and the dominant 
forage species are 9righam tea, Indian ricegrass, fourwing saltbush and 
other grasses. Ile doesn't think t!lat there's rwch value for. other 
resources in the allotment, there are some mining claims and backpackers 

. 



use ths area sonetirm. Se estimates his cost for nanagcnent uhile on 
5Li-l lsnd to bz aboat 55X a year. !:e disclclssed a charwc in sxson of 
us2 on the k2r Cr22k Pasture, but his cattle are on the Forest during 
the fall period 2nd ix needs a placa for tl:m in the sving and so i:" 
would lika to tiaVC the snring use. t-!e would like to r3tzLLo USC on the 
3aer Cree. Y Pastmz and tha ZrighYn Tea i2nch Pasture so that 112 could 
contfnue using the? allotxant in the spring. 

DROSS: tt 

. . 



January 16, 1979 

Telephone Call to Vern tiansen 4112.15 . 
u-040 

Deer Creek Grazing File 

On January l&, 1979 I talk4 to Yern Hansen on the phone concerninq a 
grazing systx for the 2er Creek Allotr;~nt. fit doesn't \:ant to con- 
solidate to fcm a Grazing sys tm in order to have spring USC but said 
witlxr use !mid bz alri?ht if t-2 could cs2 the 333 Crctk arca i-,rzlf 
until t!x end of ,tmil. I told hit! since 1312 area zas kiqi~, right x-&r 
the forest, 2nd g-,., -,* $h usual ly dossn ‘ t start a long thf crzck I;:uc,~ ,?2ioy~ 
the first of :I,y that season should be alright. 

If percment 1:ater can be developed in the !,:olvcrine Pasture an alterna- 
tfve grazing syscxi Agilt be to craze the Ericiiz:;: Tea pasturcn each 
winter 311d alt2rmx spring use every ot!icr yfar baLmen 52 liofvcrine 
and Cottonmoa pastures. 

ORoss:lb:1/16/79 
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The Griffin Cattle Com,~ny is currently running 105 head cn the 

Soda Allotrrznt and keeping another forty-five head on private land. i-lot/- 

ever, t:7cse num5ers have been reduced from the 300 head they ran before 

the drought. klane stated that the aljotmnts easily carried 330 head. 

Calf wsaning weights are approximately 330 pounds. Cull COW weights are 

approximately 900 Ibs., but very few coYs wem culled in past years. On 

most years Twenty heifers are kept to replace the COWS that die. Host old 

COWS die on the range rather than being culled. Death loss on cows is 

averaging 7 to JO percent a year. Losses on winter range are due to poor 

condition, lice problems and calving dffffcultfcs. The heaviest losses are 

on sux.r ranga for reasons that are unkncwn. 



are used for sc:ITTsr grazing by heifers and stray cows that are late leaving 

the winter range. 

A big problem has been wild cqttle left on the allotmnts when 

Grifffns purchased it from Gail 3ailey in 1970. The Griffins have caught 

and rmoved wild cattle each year. They estimate that there are approximately 

six he:d of wild cattle th3t use ;:a~330 Valley an; 7ine Sench and another 

seven head that stay on the La!:cs Allotment. The Griffins re;rfived at least 

twenty-on2 neaJ of ;~ild cattle last year. They w%t al1 wild catt'le rczoved 

and are mctking strong efforts to get It done. . 

..- -. . . . ..--- -- . .. 
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Czlane ciai:: tSat all three allot~x~ts were overused by Cltil 

r3iky in t h2 n2;st ix3 i.akzs ~'29 particul3rly hurt by Cailcys 2nd !:ilscns 

trying ts cr:rz c2cfi cti:?r cvt. !hlx2 21x1 clai-: thst all 27r22 z7Pot- 

zntr liZ;'2 5:31 iy3wfiilc, during th2 12St six years and easily su?2grCzd 

t!ie full 323 head bcfzrz ti:z drcz;ht hft. Dxinilnt Iiv~ftcc~; forzfz pl2.n~~ 

a i-2 ::3i t.2 m i '.. - . L c .,l -, c . ,..;"x LJ8 *r-.3 a,7d blcr3uA ;;::23t';rzzs on the f:nch xd on Ls:.:;. 

Four-wing .salt!~~t;h, Sri ghza Tea and Indsn Riczpss are the mjor fasap 

plats on 5019 and Forty-Zile Ridge. (It apycars that cattle make good 

spring use of spiny hopsage. fLmy indian rice grass scec'>lings have stnrtzd. 

Grzsses on ~/IQ i;~g:h hav-, crzcz.zd t:;, md !~~vn r.'3r,o th:;1 six fr;zks of ncv: 

c.'- *L..\ 
_d be. -a., l 

Llvestcck distribution sppxrs to be ~znerafly toad. Cattle spread 

out during md after storm when water is available in tanks. There are sme 

areas on tlx southzm part of the allotznt that receive only 1j$lt use due 

to roug!l tclrrain , but t;7e ljv2stock do make SOIZP use of all areas. Curing 

the drought ti2r2 was sax concentratiqn around the permanent waterholes on 

light use 

EhCh 

from the 

Cave Rid;2 and D;lvis Gulch pastures. Nest of the Bench gets only 

due to no depsndable rrater source. The area along the road on the 

gets heavy use because it is used as a stock driveway going to and 

sux2r range. 

Ther2 is a road leading from the Cave Rfdge pasture to the Bench, 

a trail from the holding ;7asturc on D3vis Gulch to the Bench and a trail 

from Uavaho Valley to the Bench that livestock are trailed on. These trails 

are quite stze:, but not as stzcp as tSe trails going frm t.'l!? Zexh to Lake 

Allotrzent up the Straight Cliffs. 



thfs year. 



The 1Iav;l:io Vall~;, Pasture has several K '..~!svclop~d springs. A 

ha1 f nil2 uf fmce is ncedzd to separe,, + the Navaho Valley Pasture from Hole- 

in-the-Rock Past:::. A small fence shiJu1 d be built on the trail from ilav:ho 

Valley to Eavaho bench in or&r to ftecp cattle on t!?? allOtE2nt. me txo 

Sixty-;lile Springs should be developed. In the past one of these springs 

has been piped into a trough. A sloughing bank covared the troughs and 

blocked the pipe. The larzzst spring in I'lavaho Valley should also be devel- 

oped and piped into a trough. 

SCOTT 2. EXLE.: 
A?211 25, IS73 

c 

-. __.. .-- -... 



Art's operation involves a 300 head Forest Service per- 

mit above Johns Valley. He moves off the National Forest in October 

onto 7000 acres of State land in John's Valley. About November 15 

to December 1 he moves to the winter allotment on Forty-Mile Ridge and 

stays until June 1, when he goes back to the Forest permit. Cattle 

are hauled by stock truck. It is difficult to use the !Gllow Tanks 

corrals u?c3uje trucks have a difficult time coming up the steep hill 

and negotiating the sharp bends. Art would like to build a corral on 

top of the ridge to solve these transportation problems. 

Art has one farm in the Panguitch area and another in the 

Parawan area. He has another cattle operation of approximately 300 

head that winter in the Wahweep country and summer in Bear Valley. Al? 

calves are kept, wintered on the farms and sent to a Wyoming ranch (owned 

by Art and his brother) for the summer. About 40 replacement heifers are 

kept for this operation. All excess animals are sold as long yearlings. 

Evan's herd is a majority of Angus, a few Herefords and some 

Black-Baldys. He uses some Charolais bulls as a terminal cross. His 

calf crop is approximately S5L and weaning weights are 400-425 lbs. The 

bul 1s go in approx imately May 15. Calves are born during March, April 

and May. 

FORTY-MILE RIDGE 

RANCHER MEETING WITH ART EVANS 

On i:ay 16, I met with Art Evans on the Forty-Mile Ridge 

Al lotmnt. lk 100!:23: at waterholes and agreed on a three pasture, 

rest rotation grazing system. 

, 



Evans feeds 36'; protein block during the winter and thel*eby 

feeds Griffin's and !Jilson's cows along with his own. Death loss on 

the allotment is 2-3 pet-cent on average years. Cows are cuiled for 

age and approximately 12, are culled each year. 

Evans bought the permit from Rex Nhitiker in 1967. He took 

a 180 head cut in 1968 and feels that the range has been improving 

since that time. He said that Gail Sailey used to run mary more numbers 

than were authorized. He feels that the allotment will handle present 

numbers without any trouble. (The only cattle using Forty-Mile Ridge 

Allotment this year Oere 12 head that Leo Wilson put out for two months. 

The range has very good growth on all plants. There will be plenty of 

winter feed next year.) Death Camus is plentiful on the allotment and 

there is larkspur, lupine and locoweed. However, Evans says there is 

no death loss from poisoning. Dominant livestock forage plants are 

Eri gham Tea, Indian Ricegrass and Old Man Brush (Arfi). Livestock 

distribution is generally good with the exception cf little use on the 

Bench because of no permanent water and cows congregating around Forty- 

Mile Spring. 

Existing improvements and their maintenance needs are as 

follows: The present division fence needs to be relocated to the 

position shown on the new management plan. Cows work around the south 

end of the fence and stray from the west pasture to the east.pas ture. 

Willow Tank Spring needs a second ring tank to use the overflow 

water. The fence should divide both tanks so that Cattle in both the 

Red WeIT Pasture (Chinmney Rock Allotment) and Forty-Xile Ridge Allot- 

ment can water at the same time. (Both Grooks and Evans have agreed . - 

to this). 



The Lok;er !Gillow Tank Spring has been developed by Evans. 

However, floods continue to fill it up with si?t. It needs a dam and 

a diversion put in above it to protect the headbox from silting up. 

The water should be piped tn a tank or into the existing troughs. 

Possibly another fsnce can be brought down from Brooks ferxe to make 

a lane. This would allow Brooks cattle to water and trail to the 

Chimney Rock area where there is presently no water. 

The Lower Forty Spring teas also developed by Evans, but it has 

been silted full by a flood. It needs to be cleaned out, an overflow 

constructed, a dike built to prevent flooding and some gravel hauled 

into the area where the cows drink. Three small springs rsrere developed 

at one time. (!t/ilcox see?, NW: XWi, Sec. 12, T40S, R7Ej NE:i NE!z, Sec. 

35, T3gS, R7E; :;:*I:: SE!,, CL'C. 34, TX, R7Z. Since that tisz the springs 

. have silted up and partially dried up due to an invasion of salt cedars. 

These springs need to be developed again. They would produce more water 

if the salt cedars were cut down. Lone Cottonwood Spring has been 

diked to catch water. It should be developed properly and piped into a 

good tank. It probably has enough water to be piped several miles to 

the east. 

Several new projects are needed. A second division fence is 

needed starting at Forty Mile Spring and going northwest. A rain catch- 

merit is needed on the Bench and another rain catchment is needed in Sec. 

27, Ti9S, RBE. 
7; ** p ,.. /' .' .* .-* / a,'.' 

(Art thinks rain catchments are a good,place to try a 

catchment). 
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RAJCHER I:IFOR:4kTi;)N 

FORTY-MILE RIDGE ALLOTMENT 
LEO WILSOX 

July 7, 1978 

Leo !!ilson runs an eighty head beef cattle oneration and 

some dairy animals. The cows summer on the Yational Forest and are 

wintered on Forty-Mile Ridge and Upper Cattle allotments. In recent 

years Leo has been raising enough hay to feed most of his cattle all 

winter and has used Forty-Mile Ridge only in the spring. Leo has 

100 acres of irrigated hayland in Alvey Wash. He has about 200 acres 

of private pasture that he use s after coming off Forty-Mile Ridge and 

before going onto the Forest. 

Leo has mostly herefords with a few hereford-angus crosses. 

He is culling the angus crosses and going to straight herefords. He 

also culls cows that fail to calve. Due to the good winter feed, the 

calf crop is 9OZ or above and weaning weights are 350 pounds. Bulls 

are with the cows all the time, but most of the calves are born in April. 

Oeath loss is very small as cows are in good condition because of being 

fed hay all winter. The cows are trucked to and from the allotment. 

I went over the plan and improvements that I had worked out 

with Art Evans. Leo was in general agreement with the improvements. 

(The grazing plan will be more of a hinderance to Leo than it will be a 

help. His cows have been put on the same area each spring.' The plan 

will require putting cows in areas where they are not accustomed to and 

will make them more difficult to gather. (Leo is 76 years old). 

- -. --- _. 
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Leo has been on this range for 61 years. He started with 

sheep and changed to cattle. He feels that the years have been getting 

drier and the carrying capacity of the range has been getting less over 

the years. During the past few years he has noticed an improvement in 

the browse. 



November 7, 1978 

B. Ted McRae 

Kfng Eench Allotment 4112.15 
u-040 

File 

The follorlring Is an attempt to portmy information about the King Bench 
Allotzent from the permittee's point of view. 

Mr. John :leiscnbach runs a mixed breed cow/calf operation. His hzrd 
size is 330 CS;S ior about five months or about fz;lo-chit-& of his total 
qualifications. !leanir,g mights of calves average 400 pounds ana cull 
COY weights avcracje 3013 pounds. Calf crop avcrag2s 5c) percent. Calf 
crop is hich because 0 f 2rogmncy testing and qood record keeping. 
Breeding takes pl~cc April 15 through June 15 snd calving &gins in late 
January and tapers off in April. Coz rc?iacz..cnt ratio averages 15 
percent and CC;I death loss averages 3 percent c%h year. Protein bloc!: 
is fed as supplemzntal faeding each year. 

John doesn't o,m any private land on the al lolncnt, but he does lease 
approximtely Z530 acres of state land. 

Lfvestock grazing probleaa include need 'for a cattle guard at the head 
of Long Canyon to prevent unlicemed cattle frown drifting on the King 
Bench Allommt and also to contain Xr. Cfeisenback's cattle on 212 
allotmnt. Other problem include lack of rratcr on the northeast por- 
tion of King Eench and also along the eastern portion of t!)e allotzznt. 

Lfvestock djstribution is good fn areas vrhere water is adequate but poor 
in areas lacking kiater. 

Carrying capacity would be close to qualifjcatfons if water were de- 
veloped in the two problm areas mentIoned above. 

John boight the permit in 1971 and he claims the range condition was 
poor and trend was down. Since he bought the permit he has used the 
area light and as a result he considers the current range condition as 
fair and in an upward trend. tie trails his cattle across approximately 
two miles of public land to get to his allotment. Cloniriant livestock 
forage includes Indian ricegrass, curley grass, biue grama, Mormon tea, 
four wing salt bush and lead bush. 

H$oyerancher management cost white on FederaJ land is rtdfng herd on 
. 

He doesn't see any advantage of changing season of use or changing 
allotment boundaries. 

BTMcRae:Ib:11/7/78 -- 



1% : lakes Allotment File 

4115 
u-040 

DATE: April 19, 1979 

FROM : ttonald Tucker, Range Conservationist 

A meeting was held with Gene and De7ane Griffin on 

4-79-79, to discuss the new Grazing Proposal. The 

grazing schedule and proposed range developments were 

discussed. 60th agreed that the water developments 

are needed on the Navaho Point Pasture. Both staxed 

that they felt the survey was incorrect. Neither felt 

that a 35% reduction was justified for the allotment. 



Robert Langston and I discussed the grazing problems 
and opportunities and cane to a rxgh agreement on the following 
grazing systems: The winter range is currently used as one 
unit for the entire season (Nover:.:er 1 to ?!ay 1). It is 
a very big and very rough range v:ith many distribution problem 
due to terrain prob1c:ns and lack ?f water in some areas. 
However, the rznze survey showed -‘IEnty of L!i?4~. The elt?yJ.t tion 
on the winter ;i:-;e vjrj.es frcxz t -CO 2sCt tc 4LOO iCet, -..l;iC!l causes 
some arezs trj '0~ snoc;::d in +ile thei areas rec:?I.r. o?-?n, Lrl 
addition, access to tnz are2 in t.;e r;inLer is dif4icuiZ. Al.1 
&ese ti:in;s r.1,:::~ a r.2Atic;n s;ySZ 1 aliLFcult t3 fCilC*J, 

. - _.- _ -- .-’ -. 



. _-. - ..- .-. ._ __. 



s,.-..-To?- l- y-c e L _.... 

The SCYJICI: rm;e is located in the Collet Top area and consists 
of thick stznls of ?Ftlyo;l md jxi;lcr trees. In S0i.X ilTC3.S the trees 

h3ve jecn cilzixcd anti seeded to crested tkx~tgrnss and Russian 
i:ildqe. 5c.e of tttcse cki.nir:;s fxxe done by the 5L;i and ot!;zr 
chsinir,gs x:crc don: by Langston, These chainings have made the summer 
range sui trih Is for Lives;ocIc and itme also greatly izzprovcd the 
wildl5fe habitat and the watershed protection. The mixture of 
r.a tive Cr.7.S.C;CS .Sn:! biCY:SC 3107.; wiS: the seeded species have created 
much wildlife Zorage ni13r 3rc3s or‘ furestcd escspe cover. b-i most 
of the Ch?tl..- ‘nod trezs the dezd trees have been left in place which 
increases hydrologic roughness. This increases the distanc$qater 
has to flow, thereby causing the water to move slower and move less 
sediment. These inproved uatershcd conditions are evident as much 
les 4 erosion is seen on the chainings than is seen in the forest 
areas. In a few locations Langston has pushed trees into the 
gullies with a cat. These serve as gully plugs and collect silt. 
III one arca four feet of silt has ;)len deposited and has completely 
filled the ruily. 

- ‘ c.. ---. 
‘-‘- --- 7 



use in the :;uz-~.cr months. Tke seedinrs on ., the SC:-“:?t rCii:e pro:Jidg 
good forc?;e for lxt3ting ~0::s snd c:i!:.cs. Gut, i.L ‘-’ 2 ” 5 !: 0 t 
proilxc cnouil roragc to run the 2Sl coxs (base property quzfi;ica- 
tions) for cyen the 5Ji month reduced sc;:son. The winter r3ngc 
will. sqport iGO or more cattle. Thcrcforc much - Lorage is goin 
to w3tte. 

Ti:c seedings on the SIX-z~r rzr.*e 3r~ :encr?,lly In I.nod co-:- 
ditiori :,;ith ‘ii;2 e;<c~pti~jn Or 2 f*..-C 3r22S tiiat were s3Cf.2(; just 2s 
the drought hit. Tile vigor of t>e pitnts 1:~s hurt by bn2-I:! use 
during the drou-,‘nt but 3ppears to ‘DC rccovcring :;ell in ~11 arc3s 
qccpt the 3irport seedin:. ijob L3ngston 3nd I agreed t!xt until 
step 1 of the gr3zin;“could.be implemented, he would voluntariiy 
keep numbers within the AXIs sho:;u on the 1977 range survey, 
chaage season of use to Xay 15 to i:ovcn:bx 1 and lzork out a 
mutuz,l,ly agreeable deferment csch yczr with the EL:.!. 

These me3surcs should protect the suzxer range and may cause 
a slir;ht isprovcmcnt. .A bigger improvement in range condition 
will take pl3ce (p3rticul3rly around the water holes) when step 
one of the grazing plan is implemented. 

The follorJin;: inforrztion on renge improvements, existing 
and needed, was furnished by Langston. Most of these areas I checked 
myself and found the information to be accurate. A few areas were 
not checked due to a lack of time. 

T”e Crunp Springs Pasture has adequate water to ‘supply the 
present chaining and the canyon bottom area. Additional chainings 
of 1160 acres are needed. !&en these are completed a well may be 
necessary. 

The Relishen Pasture has the largest area of chair.ing. The 
fenced state section 16 will be used in conjunction with the Hsrd 
He3d P:;ture in step one of the grszinq pl3n in order ‘to balance 
pastures. In step two the state set tion 16 will be used with 
Reli5hen. 

c)il xell Point in the Reiisiz.:n PLISCEZZ ~;ZS ‘:iL?rzJse Z?rinr;, 
a sic;lon and som,e.ponds whic’n leave the area a little .-short on 

.- ..- -.-.-- _--. - .- --_. ..- 



l:or:;c pci::: p;:st!:rc ilns oy.2 chz<-:I..:r; :::7ich is v~;t~;-ed by 3 
po;ld and ::2rsc: !i~ad ,‘;;;tns. ‘2i.e stoclc trail into:.lJrsc IIa-d spring 
is .,... 37.. .-!.. !. .T -. - r.2 - _ ._ I‘ s :; . - ..; ;-‘. -_.., - c . i r r. . ‘. ._ ^ - 1 . - .- - ‘- 2 : , :; .: .a _. 

I-. cat work. I.12 . . . . . oc.Td rCCiS to be e'2lair:~' _ -d ezd trees rcz.c*::.d frcz 
the seed ir:,;. ;‘::;dit’y31 cj-*3inir.; -e .- ano a trail to i’.;: tc,?*;r.: Point trill 
be p;r t of step L-0. 

The A irpxt P,:sture has two seedir.zs end is !:a tercd by Circle 
Sprii:s. it has pond sites and chainixgs which need to be done 
under step two. 

Tie %lj.rty-Si:: Pasture has several never seedixgs and a good 
sto . ckzo,~d. Thcrc zre szreral stockponds, LI well and the ::indox 
S&h cl1zir.i.n; r;hich are needed in step o?.e. A pipeline should 
be estc3def.j out of the well in the Bsselands Pasture. 

The Gaselands is not presently included in an exchange Of 

use or in this n3nagcTer.t pI..:n. It is used as a holdin; pastt?re, 
a gathering p asturc or a heifer pasture. It may be included fn 
an excllange of use if Langston so desires but should be left as an 
area which he can use for any purpose at any season. 

The Canyon Pasture is native range with enough water to 
supply the few I:IJI.ls it produces. 

In the case when forage is short on the summer range, LangStOn 
should be allor;ed to move 50 cows to Smoky P!ountain or geese-Navaho 
pastures on Sept. 1. 

I recorz. end that Langston be sllomd to feed grain and salt 
supplcT,~r.t but that the supplc:r.ant be placed away from water. 

Langs ton su;g,es ted t!la t siftli.3 he put into all future 
seedir.gs to provii;? better late su. :nct forage. 
-’ T’ne veget3ti.cn K-:.;:es 03 tke n.:Zt h end of Soqcr Canyon Pasture 

:1 in the ::J L- 
::i~s L;;:d are unsuit:.=ie Luc t3 i2accessLbili.t~. 

..-_. ~ _-. . . - _. . . -.. -w. 
. . _,. - - - . . - 



During my conversation with Mr. Langston on July 20, 1979, 
Mr. Lanston made several comments concerning the New Allot- 
ment Management Plan for the Last Chance Allotment. He 
discussed changes and reported new orojects that if comoleted 
would greatly improve livestock operations on the allotment. 

1) !-:r. Lancston d'd not fnnl that t?e Fr:;zosed c+anc? i:l 
season of us? is necess;r:/ for the Rogers-Croton pssture. 

2) C!?ange the se2son of us2 !;ay 1 to October 1. Cha?.qe to 
Hay 1 to i:ove.';:ber 1. This would alloy more utilization oi 
browse . 

3) On the summer range, Mr. Langston questions if the rest 
for one year is necessary on well established seedings. 

PROPOSED PROJECTS & IMPROVEMENTS 

4) Move pumping station (Map No. 3) to Padre Canyon Area. 

5) Delete Croton Well. Water is bad. Has killed his cows 
recently. 

6) The well on oil well point would not be necessary if the 
present system (a syphon line from a test hole) was fully 
developed. The hole needs to be cleaned out. 

7) Mr. Langston would like to exchange these wells for a 
reservoir built across a small canyon. A narrow dike is all 
that would be necessary to hold a lot of water. Big Sage. 

8) Mr. Langston would also like the Rogers Rim Seedings to be 
extended down the points. 

9) Mr. Langston stated that he would like to trade the Croton 
Well for a water catchment of some type on the East Navajo 
Point. 

10) At the Big Sage seeding Mr. Langston would like to build a 
small pond in this seeding. 

11) Mr. Lanqston has requested that the Big Sage Junction spraying 
be resprayed in order to control the invasion of sagebrush in 
the seeding. 



12) Mr. Langston requested that some erosion control (gully 
plugs) be built at Big Sage Junction. 

13) The Gunsite fence and cattleguard and Smokey Mountain 
fence and cattleouard is listed as being maintained by 
Rancher and/or County. T!?is may not effect the County. 
Maintenance should be decided. 

14) ‘.1,.* t :c-s '1 3 n : :2 ,I 1 .A 1 i I; e ti: 2 EL:,? to xaintain the road 
V/h j Cii C:35j ~3 ttie t-i? of Zogers Canyon. TZ9S, R5E, Sets. 
33, 34, and 35. Also the road to Quichup Spring. 



!ioveiiber 13, 1978 

B Ted Hciiae 

Long t:eck Allotment 4112.15 
u-043 

File 

The folloxing is an att&?pt to portray infomation about Long Neck 
Allotment froa the permittee's point of vi&r. 

Hr. Anthonv Cooabs has not utilixd the grazing qua?ifications on the 
allotmnt ior seine tixa. He claim that there is ver\r little land 
sectionj ti;sr; I~ *c suir;aSlc for livestock srazi;lg. Ti,,'&? i no wacLr'A/n' ;\? s > 

the aIlotment, and probably not enough poteni;ial t0 c!WclOp water in the 
area. 

. 

i 
.’ / 

. , -<. 



November 6, 1973 

8. Ted XcRae 

McGath Point Allotment Documentation with Rancher 4112.15 
u-040 

File 

The following is an attempt to portray information about 1,IcCath Point 
Allotient frm the pemittees point of view. 

Mrs. Lynn Gregory stated that she had no interests in the livestock 
business. The Gregory's bought their present hor:;e and private land 
several years ago. The private land they bought had the base property 
qualifications of a ELE.1 and Forest Service permit tied to them. EVWl 

though, they had ho personal interests in running livestock, the Forest 
Service cold thei{ if they didn It activate their Forest ocmit during 
calender year of 1979, they ~:ouJd forfeit the pernit. As a result of 

the 

the Forest Service decision, the Gregory's k/ill buy 20 heifers to fill 
up their CL2 qualifications. 3-s. Gregory said that the HcGath Point 
Allotment is in poor condition and deteriorating each year from excess 
cow use. She felt that there are many trespass cattle on the alJotmnt, 
and that the area is hot ~11 suited for livestock grazing. She clair;:ad 
that the alloizent would be a prime wilderness area and all livestock 
should be excJucler.i irom ,che area. 

The Gregory's don't OWI any private land or lease any state land on the 
allotment, and they plan on selling their livestock permit as soon as 
possible. 

EIT:'lcRae:lb:11/6/78 



November 6, 1978 

B. Ted NcRae 

HcGath Point Allotment, Documentation with Rancher 4112.15 
u-040 

File 

The follo\Jing is an attempt to portray information about the HcGath 
Point Allotment from the permittee's point of view. 

Nr. LeFevra runs a hereford cow-calf operation from Ilarch 16 to June 15. 
He takes full use of his qualifications each year. b!eaning b:eights of 
his calves ars :%I pounds and his cull COY b/eights average LAI pcuAs. 
Average calf crop percent for the allotment is 30 percent. Breeding 
date begins Ilay 15 and calving begins in early February. Cow replace- 
ment averages 10 percent each year, and cow death loss percent averages 
5 percent. I:o supplement grains are fed on the allotment. 

Hr. LeFevrc owns no privat, Q land or leases any state ?and on the allot- 
ment. He hasn't hzd any major 'livestock grazing problems on the allot- 
ment. 'ilater distribution is vmy abundant and always available, Live- 
stock distribut5on is very good on the alloticnt. T!le carrying capacity 
of the allotment varies with slnount of precipitation, from 75 AU% on 

.the dry years to 150 AUYs on the wet years. 

Mr. LeFevre's grazing history on the allotment dates back 40 years. He 
often trails across a portion of the I~illow Gulch Allotment, but can 
enter on to the KcGath Point AJlotment directly from the Forest Service. 
tie feels that his allotment is in good condition and improving each 
year. Dominant livestock forage plants include blue grama and 13ormon 
tea on the uplands and blue grass and willow in Sand Creek. 

The major management costs whfle livestock are on public lands is gather- 
ing livestock. 

Mr. LeFevre said that he would be willing to try a change in his season 
of use from spring-sumer to fall-winter grazing. We worked out a 
season of October 15 to December 15. 

He had some questions on the boundaries of his allotment, and I referred 
- hfm to the area office in Escalante for clarification. He didn't want 

to consolidate with another allotment. 

13FM -&.A 
BTMcRae:lb:11/6/78 



December 6, 1978 

Dale Ross, AIiP Team Nenber 

Meeting with Ranchers on f4ood.y Allotment 4112.15 
u-040 

Escatante Grazing Files 

On Zovenber 28, 1978 I mt with Kirk Lyman who is running Alfred Jepson's 
setup on the bloody Atlotzent. The Alfred Jepson pemit hasn't been used 
for the last few years, they're building up their herd again now. They 
have almeford-&tlgus cress 5ut plan to go to herefords. They run a 
cow/calf cpcraiior,. They only have about seven cattle at the present 
tine, and tfxir season 0-i‘ use is fITi;: Zovenber 1 until the last of 
Narch . They estiaate calf e;eaning weights to be 320 pounds and ct171 cow 
weights at &OO pounds. Their breeding dates ar e from the middle of Sty 
urrtil i!ovemer 1. They don't mm privatL 7 land within the allohaent. 
Nr. Lyr3an thinks they lease the state sections aiong with Gary iiak~s. 
Fk. Ly:iati is 55 years old and says he can remem5sr going into -Ihe :.:@ody 
area with his father t:hen there were so many cattle and sheep and live- 
stock grazing the atlotmnt year around that they couIdn't hardly find 
feed for their pack horses. He definitely thinks that the allotment is 
improving and the feed is becoming better. 

DRoss:Ib:12/6/78 





January 15, 1379 

Richard L'estman, A?!P Team [iember 

. 

User ideeting on Pine Creek Allo"aent 4112.15 
u-040 

Pine Creek Allotrxent Crazing Systfn File 

On January 13, 1379, I mt with Kelvin Erooks at the CL!! office at 
Escalante. A field trip to the allotment v:as not made because of snow 
conditions. Purpose of the meeting was to discuss and get rancher input 
for a proposed grazing system on the Pine Spring Allotmnt. 

Mr. f3rool.s has a cow/calf operation. Season of use for Pine Springs is 
from 1!gy 15 to June It;. iie said thst he has used this allotxnt 2 y-3ars 
out of the last 3 and has never used the fdll nunbcrs pemitted. Iicaning 
weigilts aucrsgc 335 sounds, cull cc: weights &50-575 pourers, and calf 
crop is about 73-3 percent. Calving starts around the first of February. 
Cow r2pl acmmt ratio is 10 years. Death loss is about 2 percent. 
:tinoral-salt aixtur~ is fed on the allotment. He feeds a salt-grain 
mixture k/bile his cattle are on the desert. 

His year-round opcratlon starts on the BLY Chimney Rock Allotment October 
15 and runs untii June 16. He has a forest permit from June 15 to 
October 1. Cattle that use the Pine Creek WlloWent arc generally 
cattle that have mm cx private land, g?ncrally yearlings, or a f2w 
cattle that have been brought from the dssert early. 

There is no private land within the Pine Creek Allotment. One state 
section is 1ocatc;i cn the allotment. His main livestock grazing problbis 
are the lack of ::later and the need for additional feed. !Jater is pro- 
vided by on2 trowp located on the city pipeline, one reservoir near the 
middle of the allotment, and Pine Creek. Yost of the use occurs on U- 
Flats and along Pine Creek. He felt that the present carrying capacity 
was about right. About 3 years ago his season of use L:as Switched to 
spring use. Prior to that time season of use was fall-winter. He 
trails through this allotment in the spring and fall when he is going to 
and from the Forest. In the fall other users trail through this allot- 
ment. The trail is along Pine Creek. Since he has had the al'lotment he 
does not feel that there has been any change in the range condition and 
trend. Main livestock forage plants are grama grass, Indian ricegrass, 
other grasses and sand dropseed. 

trlr. Brooks felt that spring use was best for his operation although he 
said that he night be able to make some use in the fall. He did not 
want to combine with other allotments. Type of grazing system preferred 
was a three year rotation consisting of spring, fall use and complete 
rest. If fall use did not work well for him he said that he would like 
spring use with a rest, either spring use with a rest every third year 
or if necessary a rest every other year. If use was made in ,the fall we 
would prefer two months with less numbers. Spring use he would like 
just one Months use. 

RWestman:lb:1/15/79 
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February 1, 1379 

Richard Westman, AHP Team f+ember 

Documentation Surznary 4112.15 
u-040 

Pine Creek Allotment Grazing System File 

The Pine Creek Allotment is too small to divide into pastures. A 
seeding was proposed at the northern portion of the allotment. The 
proposed grazing system for this allotment is a three year rctstion 
where the al lotxent is us4 in the spring, then the fall znd rested the 
third year. This leaves one year out of three when the allotment is not 
used. Use could be made tivery year on the allotrxnt by 1) changing the 
season of us2 to fall every year or 2) develop a three pasture rota-tion 
systail by cxbining with ;iide tiollorr ,"\llotmcnt. The present proposals 
for both of time allo-l-.:zts are for individual use. :lowever, these 
alloZ;cnts could Lz co:sSit:ed without any additional ic:prove!x?nts. This 
would result in an allotxcnt with three closely balanced pastures. 
These allotxznts were not co;;lbined because of the different needs and 
operations of zxh user. They also had a desire to work out a grazing 
system without conbining allotxents. 

The iocation of the proposed range improvements could not be re-checked 
on tile ground txause of the amount of snorr on the allotment. Therefore, 
before an!! final decision is made a field check of the proposed locations 
should be made. It may be necessary that soiile projects may be moved 
so32 from their pro;?oscd locations. 

RWestman:tt 2/l/79 
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TATE: June 19, 1978 

..,;':L?: Richard Kestman, AMP Team Member 

SVBJECT: Documentation Summary 4112.15 
u-040 

,-D: Rock Creek Allotment Grazing File 

The area within this allotment is very rough with many natural barriers 
restricting livestock movement. Pastures b!ere set up using these natural 
boundaries as much as possible. Thus little fencing p:ould be needed. 

- 

The grazing schedule was set up so that only two pastures will be used 
during the major part of the growing season. The use in these-two 
pastures will be rotated with the use in the other pastures being the 
same each year. Lower Grand Bench was set up for fall-winter use. 
These two pastures will be rotated. Mudhole will be summer use. Little 
Valley will be used in conjunction with Lower Grand Bench. 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 
OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
(REV. 7.76) 
GSAFPMR(4lCFR) tOt-tS.* 
SOlo-! 12 



c TED STATES GOVERNr;lENT 

‘E: June 19, 1978 
REPLY TO 

A-fTN OF: Richard Westman, AMP Team Member 

SUBJCCT: User Meeting 

l-o: Rock Creek Allotment Grazing File 

4112.15 
u-040 

A meeting was held with Boyd Rucker on May 26, I978 at Escalante, Utah 
to get info, I-motion from him concerning his present operation and ideas 
he may have for a proposed grazing system. 

Livestock operation: Mr. Rucker runs a cow/calf operation. Between the 
Mudholes and Rock Creek Allotments he has a yearlong season of use. 
Herd size is 200 head for 12 months. Weaning weights average about 400 
pounds. Calf crop is about 90-95 percent. Bulls are left in with the 
cows yearlong. Death loss averages about 2 to 3 percent. No supplements 
are fed. However, he did mention that he would like to have the Univer- 
sity analyze samples of vegetation from the allotment. He would then 
have a supplemental feed made up that would provide the lacking nutrients. 
He said that he had done this in Nevada and it worked out very well. 

There is no orivate land in either allotment, but Mr. Rucker has all of 
the state land in both ailotments leased. 

Livestock grazing problems are water distribution and rough terrain. 
Because of the rough terrain, it is important to have the same cattle 
there every year. 

He felt that cattle got over most of the allotment. He said cat;tefwef;e 
trailing to the south end of Grand Bench from existing waters. 
that there was ample forage to support the present qualifications. 

Mr. Rucker would like to keep his same season of use. He felt that some 
kind of rotation system could be developed. He felt that he couldn't 
use Mudholes sooner than June 1st and did not think that he could stay 
on the area longer than the 1st of October. 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Piyroll Savings Plan 
O~IONAL FORM NO. IO 
(Rev. I-76) 
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 10,s11 .S 
5nto-112 
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able plants is not too kavy. 

Rlkstman:lb:5/16/79 



TO : Escalante River and Rock Creek 
Grazing System File 

4115 
u-040 

DATEz June &, .1979 

FROM : William H. West 

SUBJECT: Xeetfnr; with Eoyd Rucker to Discuss Proposed 
Grazing Systems 

The new grazing systems for the Escalante River and Rock Creek Mud- 
holes Allotments were discussed. 

Mr. Rucker commented that the reduction on carrying capacity on Rock 
Creek - Mudholes Allotments was uncalled for and that the range is 
in better condition than what the survey indicates. 

On the Escalante River Allotment, Mr. Rucker felt that the painted 
cattleguards on Phipps Pasture should be changed to steel cattleguards, 
otherwise the cattle will drift onto the Upper Cattle Allotment and on- 
to the Upper and Lower Calf Creek Pastures. 

WW:nl 



ftovember 6, 1978 

8. Ted !fcRae 

Salt Uater Creek Allotment 4112.15 
u-c)40 

File 

The follo:rina fs an attempt to portray information about Salt Water 
Creek Allot&t from the permittees point of view. 

;dr. Dan Coleman runs a hcreford cotr/calf operation. H-is season of use 
in flovfeber 15 through January 15 and April 16 through Ame 15. i!a 
usually takes full use of his qua1 ifi cations each year. Leaning \.:CiSi:ts 
average 330 pounds and cull co:) weights average WJ poul;ds. Calf crop 
averages SO pxccnt each. Breliling begins in E:ay and calving begins in 
February. Co;! replacanent averages 15 percent and co:2 dea-th loss averages 
5 percent each year. ;io grain su~plenents are fed on pubiic laild. 

Mr. Coleman doesn't own any private land nor control any state land on 
the allotsent. 

We dropped off IZO roles of barbed wir2 to build a small gap fence on 
the al lotxnt. This fence y/ill keep the cattle on the south extreme 
portion of the allotment. 

Water distribution is usually good on the ailotment. Cattle depend on 
pot-holes in the rock to fill :rith water when it rains and when these 
dry up then the cattle are forced to trail to Sand Creek for water - no 
water is hauled on the allotment. 

Llvestock distribution has been only fair in years past, but with are 
area that will be fenced, the cattle will now be forced to better utilize 
the southern portion of the allotment; 

Mr. Coleman feels that the carryinq capacity of the allotment is close 
He trails across the National Forest to get to grazing qualificatfons. 

onto his allotment. He considers range condition on the al'lotment fair 
and trend up. 

Dominant livestock forage plants include Indian rice grass, sand drop 
seed, blue gra?la, and Mormon tea. lcfajor rancher management cost while 
on the allotmi?nt is tjme spent riding to check on cattle. 

Mr. Coleman wanted to improve this range any practical way he could, and 
he agreed tn theory to a fall-winter season of use. He couldn't see any 
practical way of consolidating his allotment with any other. 

BTMcRae:lb:11/6/78 . :- \ . : : _--- 2,. -. . . , _ + .: .::. 



RAXHER INFOFXATION 
GRIFFIN CATTLE COXPANY 

SCDA, FORTY-MILE RIDGE AND LAKE ALLOTKENTS 

On April 17, 18 and 79, I rode the Soda Allotment with Delane 

Griffin and on April 27 I talked with Delane about the allotments and 

about the cattle operation. The following information was obtained: 

The Griffin Cattle Company 1' .5. a cow/calf cattle operation on 

the Soda, Forty-Wile Ridge and Lake Allotments using mostly Herefords 

with an occasional Angus cross. The Soda Allotment is used from October 

thru May with the main herd of cows. The Forty-Mile Ridge Allotment is 

used from December thru May with cows summered on the private lands and 

by stray cattle that are late coming off the summer range. The Lakes 

Allotinent is used from June 1 thru September as summer range for the cow 

herd. 

The Griffin Cattle Company is currently running 105 head on the 

Soda Allotment and keeping another forty-five head on private land. How- 

ever, these numbers have been reduced from the 300 head they ran before 

the drought. Delane stated that the allotments easily carried 300 head. 

Calf weaning weights are approximately 330 pounds. Cull cow weights are 

approximately 900 lbs., but very few cozS were culled in past years. On 

most years twenty heifers are kept to replace the cows that die. Most old 

cows die on the range rather than being culled. Death loss on cows is 

averaging 7 to 10 percent a year. Losses on winter range are due to poor 

condition, lice problems and calving difficulties. The heaviest losses are 

on summer range for reasons that are unknown. 
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SOEE Of this loss may be due to oak poisoning or larkspur poisoning. Calf _ 

loss may be due to blackleg and predators. Unknown diseases which appear 

to cause respiratory symtoms are the cause of sporatic heavy losses (possibly 

Bovine Pulmonary Emphj:s',;lia or Nitrate Poisoning, more likely the first). 

At times cattle are injured or killed trailing between summer and winter 

range due to the steep nature of the trails involved. 

Bul'ls are put with the cows approximately May 20 and are removed 

in November. Bulls are often wintered on private lands near Escalante or 

are wintered in Cottonwood and Llewellyn Canyons. Some calves are born in 

February, but the majority are born in April. No supplements other than 

salt are fed to the cow herd. 

The Griffin Cattle Company has an exchange of use agreement on 

three state sections on the Forty-Mile Ridge Allotment. There is no state 

land on Soda and Lake Allotments. They also own approximately 130 acres of 

private land near Escalante. Approximately 80 of those acres are irrigated 

or meadow land with the remainder in native range. The replacement heifers 

are used for summer grazing by heifers and stray cows that are late leaving 

the winter rrange. 

A big problem has been wild cattle left on the allotments when 

Griffins purchased it from Gail Bailey in 1970. The Griffins have caught 

and removed wild cattle each year. They estimate that there are approximately 

six head of wild cattle that use Navaho Valley and The Bench and another 

seven head that stay on the Lakes Allotment. The Griffins removed at least 

twenty-one head of wild cattle last year. They want all wild cattle removed 

and are making strong efforts to get it done. 

1 CM 

*- --__ . -.w. - _I -. m.* .- -. ._ - -_ 
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Delane claims that all three allotments were overused by Gail 

sailey in the past and Lakes was particularly hurt by Baileys and I\lilsons 

trying to graze each other out. Delane also claims that all three allot- 

ments have been improving during the last six years and easily supported 

the full 300 head before the drought hit. Dominant livestock forage plants 

are western wheatgrass and bluebuch wheatgrass on the Bench and on Lakes. 

Four-wing saltbush, Brigham Tea and Indian Ricegrass are the major forage 

plants on Soda and Forty-Mile Ridge. (It appears that cattle make good 

spring use of spiny hopsage. Many indian rice grass seedilings have started. 

Grasses on the Bench have greened up and have more than six inches of new 

groyrth). 

Livestock distribution appears to be generally good. Cattle spread 

out during and after storms when water is available in tanks. There are some 

areas on the southern part of the allotment that receive only light use due 

to rough terrain, but the livestock do make some use of all areas. During 

the drought there was some concentration around the permanent waterholes on 

Cave Ridge and Davis Gulch pastures. Most of the Bench gets only light use 

due to no dependable water source. The area along the road on the Bench 

gets heavy use because it is used as a stock driveway going to and from the 

Sumner range. 

There is a road leading from the Cave Ridge pasture to the Bench, 

a trail from the holding pasture on Davis Gulch to the Bench and a trail 

from Navaho Valley to the Bench that livestock are trailed on. These trails 

are quite steep but not as steep as the trails going from the Bench to Lake 

Allotment up the Straight Cliffs. . 

._ ^ . -._. . .- . _-_ e-e. -. .I_ -_-. ._ --S&Y.*. 
,-T‘- - - _r_..- - ,*x . . .“- ..---... - 
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Allotment boundaries appear to be fai?y good the way thsy are 

outlined on the map. The southern boundary of the Bench may be slightly 

south of where it is shown on the map. The northern part of the Navaho 

Bench Allotment south to the trail coming out of Navaho Valley should be 

part of the Soda Allotment. This would require a purchase from Robert 

Langston. (I would recommend such a purchase & BLM approval of such a pur- 

chase). If use on Navaho Bench Allotment is eves‘ activated it will be 

necessary to fence the southern boundary on the Bench. The northern 

boundary of the Bench should be fenced as some cattle drift into the Forty- 

Mile Ridge Allotment. 

A change in season of use was discussed. Oelane felt that if 

there had to be a cut on Lakes he would prefer to come off earlier in the 

Fall. However, he felt that such a cut was unwarranted because the range 

had supported the full 300 head whi'le making improvement. 

Delane and I discussed grazing systems. He thought that Cave Ridge 

pasture should be combined with the Bench Pasture because the Bench Pasture 

is often unusable due to heavy snow and unreliable water. We agreed on a three 

pasture system where The Bench Pasture and Cave Ridge would be combined, Davis 

Gulch and Navaho Valley would be combined and Hole-in-the-Rock Pasture would 

be used as a complete pasture. Use would be rotated and one of the three 

pastures would be rested a full year. The holding pasture in Davis Gulch, 

Cottonwood Canyon and Llewellyn Canyon would not be part of the system. 

Range improvements both existing and needed are as follows: 

The Bench Pasture has many small ponds which are usually dry and 

a spring called Pole Well. Pole Well is scheduled for further development _ 

. 
this year. 

.*- .,Mu' 
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While this is being done a deep hole should be dug in a nearby pond to 

increase its efficiency in holding water. The Pole Well development 

should be evaluated after a year. If it is not adequate a iarge storage 

tank (possibly a butyl rubber storage tank) should be installed ;'.I or a 

rain catch::n;ent should be constructed on the Bench. 

The Cave Ridge pasture is well watered by Cottonwood Spring, 

the Cave Ridge.$prings and tanks. The Cave Ridge Springs should be piped 

into troughs and a corral should be built on the Pollock Fence separating 

Cave Ridge Pasture from Davis Gulch Pasture. 

The Davis Gulch Pasture is watered by the Soda Spring, the Fifty- 

Mile Spring and tanks. The Fifty-Mile Spring should b-e developed and a 

better trail constructed into the spring in Davis Gulch. 

The Hole-in-the-Rock Pasture is watered by tanks and a well. The 

well should be repaired. 

The Navaho Valley Pasture has several un.:rdeveloped springs. A 

half mile of fence is needed to separate the Navaho Valley Pasture from Hole- 

in-the-Rock Pasture. A small fence should be built on the trail from Navaho 

Valley to Navaho Bench in order to keep cattle on the a!lotment. The two 

Sixty-Mile Springs should be developed. In the past one of these springs 

has been piped into a trough. A sloughing bank covered the troughs and 

blocked the pipe. The largest spring in Navaho Valley should also be devel- 

oped and piped into a trough. 

J$jy.$gL&* 

/ 
. SCOTT R. ENGiE 

.APRIL 24, 1978 

. . . .- / -. -. .- .-. ..-;.- 



‘I. : Soda Allotment File 

4115 
U-040 

D,\TE; April 19, 1979 

FRO3 : Horjal d Tucker, 2snge Conservationist 

SCBJECT: 

A meeting with Gene and Delane Griffin was held on 4-19-79 

to discuss the new Grazing Proposal. The grazing schedule 

was discussed along with the proposed range developments. 

They suggested that the Cave Ridge Spring have first 

priority and that it be developed ahead of the Pole Well 

Spring. Both were in agreement :vith the system. 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regrdariy on the Payd Savings Plan 



Dale Ross, AIVP Team 

fleeting with dax Behunin on the Steep Cr2ek and Wagon Box 
Al lotants 

4112.15 

Escalante Crari ng Fil2s 

On Dscmlber 14, 1373 I r.:et Gth ::ax Schunin. i:e discussed his operation. 
ii62 runs a co:l/calf s&up. Season of use on Steep Creek is frm ;!ovmuer 
16 to January 15, with 153 cattle. !is t3kcs 25 cattle onto th2 Little 
Bowns i'asture, of the S"cc2p Creek ~~llotmnt somtim krfthin ",hz perlcd 
fro:; the 1;li&il2 cf Xcr-:!er i;o the Iniddl2 of '!a~. I!2 rims 33 zattlc cn 

the GaGon Zox !~llo1~2nt frc:n thr first of ?acmb2r until the end of 
Islarch. Ii42 ?UtJ *>O I:c?;ld of cattla on th2 Stzu Creek pasture in the 
creek for a month fro;1 the aidrile oi tlay until the niddlc of Jme. i!z 
runs herc?ford cattle and has around ZO brad at the present tine. i-k 
estimtes krtianinq Lleights at $0 pounds and cull co\/ !!eights at 1090 
pounds. ije puts tke bulls klith the cattle from the first of T!ay through 
October. iiis cow r231aci':mlt ratio is approximtely 29 pcrcmt \jitt; 5 
percent death loss. ;lc feeds no supplemts on the land, and owns ho 
private land ~ithirr the allotment. 112 leases's school section \:ithin 
the allot;mt. Ife doesn't know of any problems with poison Weds or 
i>r 22.;~~. ::2 ~2;‘s Lxf;pxkrs arc his c!~ly probl Lx, other “,2x Ixi: of 
water and f2ed. iit? would like to see SoM2 chaining and seeding done in 
the Steep Cr22k Alloiz2nt. tte said the allotmnt could be stocked 
heavisr if h2 could spsnd nore tine Gth his cattle to move thm every 
day or two. ij? said that the range has improved from years ago, but is 
in probably a static trend now. I% figures the dominant livestock 
forage plants are cliffrose, U Wg,im tea, and various grasses. The only 
other resource values is for backpackers and hikers. if2 spends about 
four days a kre2k on the allotzcnt r.:oving cattle r;hen they're on Steep 
Creek and about four days a sionth when .thcy're in \/agOn 20X. ffz‘d like 
to have a flexible grating schedule on Little Downs SO he could use it 
anytim fro:3 the middle of Ozcezlber to the middle of April, depending on 
snow condftions and tha weather. lie'd like to maintain his use in the 
bottom for a month from Uay 15 to June 15. He says that's about the 
only tjne he can use it there and get any good out of It. It makes 
regrowth after he goes off the middle Of June. 

DRoss:tt 

. 

-i,. . - . . . . . 
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Dale Ross, ANP Team 

Telephone Call to Eax Eehumin 4112.15 
u-040 

Steep Creek Grazing File 

On January 12, 197? I talked to Hax Behunin concerning a grazing system 
for the Steep Creek Allo~ent. I offer& him three altcrnativcs as 
fOllO?~S: 

1. Consolidate with other aIlotclents to form a rotation system. 

2. Graze the Steep Creek area every other year during the spring 
and rest every other year. 

3. Use the allotment only during the winter. 

Mr. Bchumin vanted core time to think about it but said out of the three 
he probab'ly prei'erred alternative 2. )le would Iike spring use but does 
not want to consolidate. 

DRoss:lb:12/15/79 
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December 6, 1978 

Dale Ross, AMP Team Member 

Meeting with Ranchers on Uagon 60x and Moody Allotment 4112.15 - 
u-040 

Escalante Grazing Files 

On tlovenlber 28, 1978, I met with Gary Hakrs to go over his operation on 
the Uagon Eox and f+oody Al lotmants. lie runs a corr/calf operation, his 
season of use is November I to April 15. His livestock breed is iierford 
and hcrford/,Vgus cross krith a herd size of about 400 head. His actual 
use is about 75 percent of his permitted use. He esti;nates his calf 
weanfng weighr;s at 375 pounds with a 1000 pound weight for his cull 
COlIS . tie markets around 200 calves a year. His breeding datz is from 
the middle of !!ay to about the first of Kovember. tie figO?s about a 10 
percent cow replacexnt ratio and around a 10 oerccnt death ioss. Salt 
is the only supplement fed. There is no private land within the allot- 
ments, but he le3ses the state sections. The grazing problclas as he 
sees the> are lack of water, and wild horses. Also, copper bred and 
loco need are found on the ailotment. Two years ago he lost IS head of 
cattle to copper weed. Re had them analyzed by Jim Bowns to make sure 
what the cause of death was. 

He said that a fence is needed between Lfagon Box and Yoody Allotment to 
prevent trespass back and forth. Vater is needed throughout most of 
both al lotmnts. Reservoirs seem to be the best possibility for water. 
Some existinu reservoirs could be cleaned and bentonited. He would like 
to see some ihalning and seeding work done in the Nagon Gox tlesa Allot- 
ment. Livestock distribution on the allotment Is poor because of the 
lack of water. tic figures the carrying capacity is about right but if 
water is developed the allotmnt would maybe harrdle more cattle. The 
history of grazing js one of large herds of cattle and sheep and wild 
horses yearlong. He trails onto and off from the allotment along the 
road. He thinks that the range condition is improving, especially Uagon 
Box Mesa. Dominant livestock forage plants are four wing salt bush, 
Brigham tea, and various grasses. Other resource values found on the 
allotment are mining for copper and uranium as t:ell as ‘oil shale, and 
rock hounding. He t/ouldn't make an estimate of rancher marrag?ment costs 
while on the allotment. He doesn‘t want to change season of use. He 
would go with some type of rotation grazing system if that is needed. 

DRoss:lb:12/6/78 
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November 7, I973 

B. Ted McRae 

White Rock Allotment 4212.15 
u-040 

File 

The following is an attempt to portray informatfon about Whfte Rock 
Allotment from the permittee's point of view. 

Mr. Mark and Gary Helson recently bought the grazing priviledge for this 
allotment. They run a mixed breed cow/calf operation. Their season of 
use is December 1 through January 31, and they will take full use of 
their qualifications each year. Weaning weights of their calves average 
400 pounds and cull cow weights average 1000 pounds. Calf crop averages 
90 percent each year. Breeding begins in tlay and calving begins in 
February. Cow replacement averages 10 percent and cow death loss averages 
5 percent each year. i{o grain supplements are fed on the allotment. 

The llelsons don't own any private land or lease any state land on the 
allotment. . 

Water distribution on the allotment is good and fencing is adequate. 
Livestock ciistribution is also good with the exception of a high bench 
on the northeast portion of the allotment. Mark Nelson claims that the 
carrying capacity on the allotment is close to existing qualifications. 
They trail their cattle down a county road through approximately two 
miles of public domain to get to their allotment. 

They consider range condition as fair and trend up on the allotment. 
Dominant livestock forage plants include crested wheat grass and Indian 
rice grass. They want the season of use and allotment boundaries to 
remain the same. 

aF+~ 
BTMcRae:Ib:11/7/78 



January 9, 19/Y 

Richard Westman, AtsIP Team Member 

I. - 

User Meeting on Wide Hollow Allotment 4112.15 
u-040 

Ufde Hollow Grazing System Ffle 

On January 5, 1979, I met with Stanley Lfston at the 6LM office at 
Escalante. A field trip to the allotment was not made because of snow 
conditions. Purpose of the meeting was to discuss and get rancher input 
for a proposed grazing system for the Wide Hollow Allotment. 

Mr. Lfston runs a cow/calf operation. His season of use is from 5/l- 
8/10, however he only uses the allotment from May 6 to June 10th. 
Livestock breed fs Hereford. He runs from 130-150 head of cattle. 
Weaning weights average about 325 pounds, cull cow weights 600 pounds, 
and percent calf crop 50-60 percent. He feeds cottonseed cake on private 
land. There is no private or state land within the allotment boundary. 
At the present time he felt that he did not have any major grazing 
problems. He said his operation ran pretty good the way jt was going. 
Additional improvements that would improve the allotment would be a 
seeding and some additional water development. Some fencing would also 
be needed if the allotment was to be divided into pastures Livestock 
trail onto Mr. Listens private property for water while they are making 
use on this allotment. There is one trough on the allotment which is 
supplied by the city waterline. The upper portion of the allotment 
receives light use. 

Sheep and horses used to make heavy use on this area 30-40 years ago. A 
shearing corral was located in the 1Ittle desert. This area received 
very heavy use while the sheep herds were waiting to be sheared. 

He felt that the range has shown good,improvement over the last few 
years. Buffalo grass, fourwing, grasses, bItterbrush and buffaloberry 
are the main forage species found on the allotment. 

He did not want a change in his season of use. He felt that he could 
not make fall use on this allotment. He did not want to consolidate 
with any other allotment. Type of grazing system he prefered is a ‘ 

rotation system. He said that a grazing plan had been written for his 15 
allotment which proposed establishing a rest rotatjon system. However, ji 
this plan was never implemented, 5 

His year round operation is the following - April 15th he comes off the 
lower ca$.tte allotment and onto his private land. He turns into Wide 
Hollow March 6 and then goes to the Forest Service on June 10th. The 
1st of October he comes off the Forest- and goes back on the tower cattle 
allotment. Mr. Ljston sajd that growth was just starting when he goes 
onto the Wide Ho1 low Atlotrnent and.ms.$,oC the. growing season occurs, 
after he leaves the allotment,. . . 

. - .' i . 



November 7, 1978 

6. led McRae 

Wfllow Gulch Allotment 4X12.15 
u-040 

File 
. . 

The following fs an attempt to portray fnformatfon about Willow Gulch 
Allotment from the pennfttee's point of view. 

Hr. Coonbs runs a mixed hereford cow/calf operation. He uses only about 
50 of his qualifications each year. bjeaning weights average 400 pounds 
and cull COW weights average 1000 pounds. Calf crop averages 90 percent. 
Breeding begins in f-lay and calving begins in February. Cow replacement 
averages 10 percent and cow death loss averages 4 percent each year. Zo 
grain supplements are fed on the allotment. 

Hr. Coombs doesn't own any private land on the allotment. He leases 640 
acres of state land on the allotment. 

Mr. Coonbs expressed the need for a boundary fence at the north extreme 
of his allotient between BLM and tlatfonal Forest lands. lie also felt 
that there is a gcod potantfal to dracatfcally fncraase thr foraTe 
productfon on HcGath Pofnt Bench and f;ew tlome Bench by clearing the 
Pfnyon-juniper arti seeding with exotfc species. An indication of the 
potentiaT'czn-be found along the edge of the state.highway where the 
trees have been cleared. 

Uater distribution on the allotment is poor. Water is needed on the 
north end and on the hew Home Bench. 

Livestock distributfon is poor due to.poor water distrfbutfon- tie feels 
that the carrying capacity is about one half the qualifications on the 
allotment. He has held a grazing permit for 15 years on the allotment. 
He trafls his cattle from 8ouIder directly to his allotment without 
crossfng public land. 

Mr. Coombs feels that the allotment is in fafr condition and on a down- 
ward trend. hmfnant ifvestock forage specfes fnclude Brigham tea, blue 
grama, and bfg sage;. He agreed'to.changing the season of use from 
November I to Narch 31. The allotment boundarfes.as shown on the map 
We close to correct5 



February 1, 1979 

Richard Westman, AMP Team Gmber 

Documentatfon Summary 4112.15 
u-040 

Wide Hollow Allotment Grazing System File 

The Wjde tiollow Allotment was divided into two pastures with seedings 
planned for each pasture. A third pasture was not proposed because of 
the small size of the allotment. Three pastures made it very difficult 
to balance pastures close enough to set up a rest rotation grazing 
system. The annual stocking rate is based on the pasture being used 
rather than on the total capacity of the allotient. This is necessary 
because of the spring season and only two pastures to rotate livestock 
use. Stocking one pasture at the capacity of the allotment would result 
in too heavy utilization. 

The full capacity of the allotment could be made each year by 1) changing 
the season of use to fall every year, or 2) a third pasture could be 
added to the system by using privat e land as a third pasture or combining 
with Pine Creek Allotxnt. The present proposals for both of these 
allotments are for individual use. However, they could be combined 
without any additional inproveaents and would result in three closely 
balanced pastures. These allotments were not combined because of the 
different needs and operations of each user. Theyalso showed a desire ' 
to work out a grazing system without combining allotments. 

The locatIon of proposed range improvements could not be re-checked on 
the ground because of the amount of snow on the allotment. Therefore, 
before any final decision is made a field check should be made of the 
proposed location. It may be necessary that some projects will have to 
be moved slightly from their proposed location. 

RWestman:tt 2/l/79 
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