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PREFACE

" The proposed action has been developed as a result of the RMP team's
review and public input on the draft SRRMP/EIS.

The proposed plan is similar to alternative F of the final
environmental impact statement (EIS). However, changes have been
made in the recreation, wildlife, and minerals programs which alter
management levels in certain areas. Among the changes, portions of
two additional areas of critical environmental concern would be
proposed for withdrawal/segregation; oil and gas category boundaries
have been modified; new management prescriptions have been added for
desert bighorn sheep and riparian/aquatic habitat; and off-road
vehicle use areas and restrictions have been modified. Also,
several changes from the draft have been made in grazing and soils
co clarify the intent of management proposals. As a result of these
changes, new acreage figures and analyses have been added to the EIS-
for the proposed RMP.

Please refer to the pocket maps of the proposed RMP, bound in the
back of this volume..

Al1 statements referring to the plan, plan decisioné, plan implemen-
tation, plan monitoring, etc., are proposals only. They are not to
be construed as being in effect prior to adoption of the final RMP.
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Dear Reader:

This two-volume set presents both the proposed resource management plan (RMP)
and the final environmental impact statement (EIS) for the San Rafael Resource
Area (SRRA) within the Moab District in southeastern Utah. The proposed RMP
states how BLM believes 1.5 million acres of public land should be managed to .
attain a balance between protection and production of natural resources within
the framework of multiple use.

The draft EIS was distributed for public and other-agency review in December
1988. BLM received over 530 letters in response, of which 102 have been
printed in this book. The remainder either were procedural requests or are
represented by one or two letters sharing common content and/or concern. BLM
appreciates the amount of time readers devoted to this review, as well as the
thought that went into the letters received. Most of the letters addressed
off-road vehicle use and areas of critical environmental concern. These
concerns were accommodated where possible.

BLM believes the proposed RMP incorporates the best ideas from the draft and
the comment letters, and that as a result, stewardship of public lands and
resources will benefit.

Again, thank you for your interest and involvement in BLM's planning process.
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Abstract

This proposed resource management plan and environmental impact statement
addresses management of approximately 1.5 million acres of public land
administered by the Bureau of Land Management, San Rafael Resource Area, Moab
District, in Emery County, Utah, the Forest Planning Unit, Sevier River
Resource Area, Richfield District, in Sevier County, Utah, and certain grazing
management decisions in the Henry Mountain Resource Area, Richfield District,
in Wayne County, Utah.

The document describes and analyzes the environmental consequences that would
be expected to result from implementing the proposed plan and six
alternatives. Each alternative has a different management emphasis and
contains different land-use prescriptions.

When the resource management plan is adopted, it will provide comprehensive
multiple-use guidance for allocating and managing public resources throughout
the San Rafael Resource Area and the Forest Planning Unit of the Sevier River
Resource Area.

Protest

The proposed plan is subject to protest from any adversely affected party
under the provisions of Title 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Subpart
1610.5-2. Protests must be received by the Director of the BLM within 30 days
after publication of this document. Address protests to:

Director, Bureau of Land Management

18th and C Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240
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FOREWORD

PUBLIC LAND USE

American citizens, through the Federal Government, own about one-third of the
land in the United States. This land is managed by various government
agencies, one of which is the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Land managed
by BLM is called "public land."

In the West, BLM is administered in state organizations; the public lands in
each state are divided into districts and then into smaller resource areas.
Public lands are managed for multiple use, for the various public needs and
interests. Individuals, companies, or other government agencies may want to:

- use the land surface: build a road, put in a pipeline, buy land to expand
local communities;

- use what the land has: drill for oil or water, cut firewood, graze
cattle, look for agate;

- study the land and its resources: measure water quality, test geologic
structures, excavate archaeological ruins, examine rare cactus;

- or simply enjoy the land: drive across the desert, climb the jagged
cliffs, or watch wild horses gallop through the grasslands.

BLM managers need to know where these uses would conflict., Sometimes they
must choose among conflicting uses or decide which resources should be
produced or protected. In other cases, different uses can occur side-by-side
without special rules or designations.

This proposed resource management plan and final environmental impact
statement (RMP/EIS) describes resources and opportunities present in the San
Rafael Resource Area in Emery County, Utah and in the Forest Planning Unit of
the Sevier River Resource Area in Sevier County, Utah. It also discusses
grazing management in part of the Henry Mountain Resource Area in Wayne
County, Utah.

HOW TO USE THIS DOCUMENT

Volume 1 contains the proposed RMP with appendixes and maps. The proposed
plan, which would be implemented over approximately a 10-year period, includes
an implementation schedule and monitoring plan. The pocket maps of proposed
land-use allocations are part of the proposed RMP.

The proposed RMP presents decisions arranged in the numerical order of the
programs BLM uses to organize funding and personnel. For each program, the
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management objective, general guidance, and specific management prescriptions
are given. Prescriptions include land-use allocations, special management
designations, and special conditions for use of public lands and resources.

Volume 2 is divided into two main sections: (1) the revised draft RMP/EIS
(referred to as the final EIS) and (2) public comment letters on the draft
with BLM's responses. Revisions or changes have been made to reflect comments
from the public or other agencies, to incorporate corrections or
clarifications identified by the EIS team, or because of changes in management
direction and policy. The impact analysis for the proposed plan appears in
chapter 4 of the final EIS, Volume 2. While Volume 2 contains a general
discussion of the proposed RMP, the reader must refer to Volume 1 for a
detailed description of the proposed plan.
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SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

The following table 1is an abbreviated summary
comparing alternative A (the existing
situation), alternative F (the draft preferred
alternative), and the proposed resource
management plan (RMP) as presented in this
document,

The table 1is arranged by management program
{indicator) and acres, plans, animal unit months
(AUMs), etc. (units) and level of management,

RMP-1

This arrangement will allow the reader to make a
quick comparison of the levels of management
between these two alternatives and the proposed
plan.

Changes in  level of management between
alternative F and the proposed RMP were based
primarily on comments received during the public
comment period,



SUMMARY
TABLE S-1

Abbreviated Summary Comparison of the Proposed Plan with Alternatives A and F

(By the Year 2000)

Indicator init

Alternative A

Alternative F

Proposed Plan

OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT

0i1 and Gas Category Area

1 (standard conditions) acres
2 (special conditions) acres
3 {no surface occupancy) acres
4 (no leasing) acres
011 Production barrels/year
Gas Production MCF/year
Seismic line miles/year

COAL MANAGEMENT

Coal Exploration Area

Standard Conditions acres
Special Conditions acres
No Surface Disturbance acres
Total acres
Coal Lease Area acres
Standard Conditions acres
Special Conditions acres
No Surface Disturbance acres
Total acres
Coal Production tons/year

MINERAL MATERIAL MANAGEMENT

Mineral Materials Disposal Area

Standard conditions acres
Special conditions acres
Total acres

No Mineral Material Disposal acres
Mineral Materials Production cubic
yards/year

1,182,050
61,400
174,630
121,110

13,200
754,000

100

58,150
160
3,980

62,290

54,210
0
3,980

58,190

150,000

1,421,250
117,940

1,539,190

0

320,000

RMP-2

761,770
526,640
245,810
4,970
13,200
754,000

100

761,770
526,640

1,288,410

250,780

320,000

{Continued)

747,660
496,600
228,050

66,880

13,200
754,000

100

31,100
28,320

2,860
62,280

27,000
28,320

2,860
58,180

150,000

747,660
496,600
1,244,260

294,930

320,000



SUMMARY

TABLE S-1 (Continued)

Indicator Unit

Alternative A

Alternative F

Proposed Plan

MINING LAW ADMINISTRATION

Area Open to Mineral Entry

Standard conditions acres
Special conditions acres
Total acres
Area Not Open to Entry acres

SOIL, WATER, AND AIR MANAGEMENT

Vegetation Disturbance acres
Soil Loss average tons/year
Sediment Yield average tons/year
Salt Yield average tons/year
Total Dissolved Solids mg/1

WILD HORSE AND BURRD MANAGEMENT

Wild Horse and Burro Habitat acres
plans

Wild Horse and Burro Population horses
burros

HABITAT MANAGEMENT (WILDLIFE)

Bighorn Sheep Crucial Habitat acres

Bighorn Sheep Population sheep
Antelope Habitat acres
Antelope Population antelope
Mule Deer Crucial Habjtat acres
Mule Deer Population deer
Elk Crucial Habitat acres
Elk Population elk
Riparian Habitat acres

1,487,960
49,450

1,537,410

1,780

54,544
34,324,020
13,729,605

230,194

unquantified

475,680
0

200-235
70-100

150,000
500

507,000
700

35,510
6,620

18,200
600

14,780

RMP-3

1,263,240
269,200

1,532,440

6,750

39,824
30,841,040
12,336,415

206,254

unquantified

475,680
4

75-125
30-70

174,590
800

506,660
900

36,760
8,320

18,960
730

14,930

{Continued)

1,208,550
261,980
1,470,530

68,660

29,744
30,723,810
12,289,520

206,254

unquantified

475,680
4

75-128
30-70

180,000
840

506,660
900

36,760
8,320

18,960
730

14,940



SUMMARY
TABLE S-1 (Continued)

Indicator Unit Alternative A Alternative F Proposed Plan

GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Livestock Grazing Area acres 1,612,120 1,606,320 1,606,320
Average Licensed Use AuMs 56,161 55,751 56,207
Active Grazing Preference AUMs 87,542 86,198 86,654
Suspended Nonuse AUMs 112,928 111,584 111,584
Exclude Livestock acres 4,110 8,580 8,580
allotments 2 2 2

Prohibit Change to Sheep acres 0 0 29
allotments 0 : 0 939,150

Special Management Designations acres 0 4,470 4,470
ACECs? 0 2 2

I111egal script.

Printout terminated by system,
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CHAPTER 1, INTRODUCTION TO THE PROPOSED RESOURCE

MANAGEMENT PLAN

OVERVIEW

This proposed resource management plan (RMP)
sets forth the land-use decisions, terms, and
conditions that, if the RMP is adopted, would
guide and control future management actions in
the Moab District's San Rafael Resource Area
{SRRA) and the Richfield District's Forest
Planning Unit (FPU), which is in the Sevier
River Resource Area. When the RMP is final, all
uses and activities in the planning area must
conform with the plan {(except, of course, for
valid existing rights, which take precedence
over actfons in the plan.

The plan describes how the planning area would
be managed, including

mitigation measures that would be taken to
avoid or minimize environmental harm;

the sequence and priorities for implementing
decisions;

subsequent resource-specific activity plan-
ning that may be necessary; and

how the plan would be monitored,

The proposed RMP does not present information on
the existing environment or the environmental
consequences of the decisions. That information
i{s discussed in the environmental impact state-
ment (EIS) in volume 2,

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the RMP is to guide management of
the public lands and resources in SRRA and FPU
(map RMP-1), Section 202 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)
directs the Secretary of the Interior to
develop, maintain, and revise land-use plans for
management of the public Tands and their

resources. Accordingly, the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) is required to develop and
implement an RMP for each resource area.

The RMP will replace the existing management
framework plans (MFPs) for SRRA [BLM, 1979a] and
FPU [BLM, 1977a]. It will be reviewed at 5-year
intervals and revised or amended as necessary.

This RMP/EIS will also fill the needs of the
court-ordered grazing €IS [U.S. District Court,
District of Columbia, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc. v, Morton, 388 F.Supp. 829 (1974),

Natural Resources Defense Council Inc, v,

Andrus, 488 F,.Supp. 802 (D.D.C. 1978)1. It

reviews and, where necessary, revises management
of grazing uses on public lands in the grazing
area., Livestock management is identified as a
required issue for alternative formulation.

FLPMA and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) require BLM to seek public involvement at
several steps 1in development of the RMP/EIS,
This RMP/EIS affords the public an opportunity
to review the thinking and rationale behind the
many decisions leading to the RMP,

GEOGRAPHIC SETTING

The San Rafael RMP/EIS covers both SRRA and FPU
of the Sevier River Resource Area, For grazing
purposes 1t extends 1into the Henry Mountain
Resource Area, Richfield District,

THE PLANNING AREA

SRRA, within the Moab District, 1is responsible
for management of public lands and resources in
the southwestern two-thirds of Emery County in
central Utah {map RMP-2). The resource area is
bordered by the Emery County line on the west
and south, the Green River on the east, and an
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CHAPTER 1

irregular line on the northeast which extends
roughly northwest from just south of the town of
Green River, across the San Rafael Swell just
north of the San Rafael River, to the Manti-
L.aSal National Forest (NF) northwest of the town
of Huntington, Interstate Highway I-70 cuts
across the center of SRRA, and State Highways
U-10 and U-24 also cross the resource area.
Several small communities lie along Highway U-10
within the boundaries of SRRA, These include
Castle Dale (the Emery County seat), Huntington,
Clawson, Ferron, Emery, and Orangeville. The
towns of Green River, Cleveland, and EImo are
located just outside the SRRA boundary.

Sevier River Resource Area, within the Richfield
District, dis responsible for management of
public lands and resources in FPU (in the east-
ern portion of Sevier County (map RMP-2)). FPU
is bounded on the south and east by the Sevier
County line and on the north and west by the
Fishlake and Manti-LaSal NFs; some isolated
public land inholdings within the NF boundaries
are also included. Interstate Highway 1-70 cuts
across the center of FPU, and State Highway U-10
crosses FPU, but no communities are found within
the unit,

The public lands in the eastern part of FPU are
in blocked ownership interspersed with regular
state sections and small tracts of private land
(map RMP-3), Public lands in the western part
of FPU are small, disolated tracts of 40 to 160
acres. They are interspersed with private land
within the boundaries of Fishlake NF.

BLM is also responsible for management of some
resources on lands administered by other federal
agencies, BLM manages mineral uses, where
allowed, on lands administered by National Park
Service (NPS) and manages some aspects of
federal mineral uses on lands administered by
the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)., BLM also
manages grazing in the Glen Canyon National
Recreation Area (NRA).

Moab District and SRRA administer underground
operations of coal mines on both Manti-LaSal and
Fishlake NFs, SRRA administers certain aspects
of mining claims on the portion of Manti-LaSal
NF in Emery County. Sevier River Resource Area
administers certain aspects of mining claims on
the portions of Manti-LaSal and Fishlake NFs in
Sevier County.

Management of recreation use on the Green River,
from the town of Green River to the north
boundary of Canyonlands National Park (NP), is
shared between SRRA and the Utah Division of
Parks and Recreation. SRRA administers recrea-
tion use on both banks of the river, including
some area in the Grand Resource Area of Moab
District.

Management responsibilities for recreation are
shown in table RMP-1, Land surface
administration within the planning area is shown
in table RMP-2 (see also map RMP-2 and the
pocket map of land ownership). Table 3 shows
mineral management responsibility compared to
surface administration and gives the extent of
split-estate lands within the planning area.

TABLE RMP-1

Management of Recreation Resources

Acres
Administered
Public Resource by SRRA
Public lands 1,538,620
Green River
{in Grand Resource Area) 9,300
TOTAL 1,547,920

NOTE: Recreation use of the Green River from
Green River State Park to Canyonlands NP
is managed jointly with Utah Division of
Parks and Recreation.

Source: BLM records.

THE GRAZING AREA

SRRA administers grazing on the northern portion
of FPU and on certain public lands in Henry
Mountain Resource Area, in the northeast corner
of Wayne County, east of Highway U-24, Sevier
River Resource Area administers grazing on the
remainder of FPU and on the southwestern corner
of SRRA, The RMP/EIS addresses grazing concerns
on all of this area.
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CHAPTER 1
TABLE RMP-2

Land Surface Adminfstration

San Rafael Forest Planning
Resource Area Planning Unit Area Total
Jurisdictional Unit (acres) (acres) (acres)
Federal Ownership
BLM-administered public lands 1,463,840 75,350 1,539,190
National Park Service 2,150 4,180 6,330
U.S. Forest Service 155,840 59,090 214,930
SUBTOTAL 1,621,830 138,620 1,760,450
State Ownership
State Lands Commission 196,240 10,920 207,160
State Parks and Recreation 2,240 2,240
SUBTOTAL 198,480 10,920 209,400
Private Ownership ' 152,220 43,500 195,720
TOTAL 1,972,530 193,040 2,165,570

Source: BLM Records,
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CHAPTER 1
TABLE RMP-3

Management of Mineral Resources

ADMINISTRATION OF SURFACE ESTATE

ADMINISTRATION OF MINERALS ESTATE (acres)

Federal
Minerals
Federal by Other State Private
Managing Agency Acres Minerals Federal Minerals Minerals
or Surface Owner Total Surface by BLM Agency by State by Owner
San Rafael Resource Area
BLM (Public Lands) 1,463,840
Federal Minerals 1,463,840
NPS (Capitol Reef NP) 2,150
Federal Minerals 1,510
State Minerals 640
USFS {Manti-LaSal NF) 155,840
Federal Minerals 2155,840
State Ownership 198,480
State Lands Commission (196,240) 195,660
Federal Minerals 480
Federal 011 & Gas 80
Federal 011, Gas, & Coal 20
State Parks (Goblin Valley SP) (2,240)
Federal Minerals 2,240
Private Ownership 152,220
Federal Minerals 7,630
Federal 011 & Gas 1,090
Federal 011, Gas, & Coal 1,630
State Minerals 7,890
Private Minerals 133,980
SRRA TOTALS 1,972,530 1,632,850 1,510 204,190 133,980
FPU, Sevier River Resource Area
BLM (Public Lands) 75,350
Federal Minerals 75,350
NPS (Capitol Reef NP) 4,180 2,900
Federal Minerals 1,280
USFS (Fishlake NF) 59,090
Federal Minerals 459,090
State Ownership 10,920
State Minerals 10,890
Federal 011 & Gas 30
{Continued)
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TABLE RMP-3 (Concluded)

ADMINISTRATION OF SURFACE ESTATE ADMINISTRATION OF MINERALS ESTATE (acres)
Federal
Minerals
Federal by Other State Private
Managing Agency Acres Minerals Federal Minerals Minerals
or Surface Owner Total Surface by BLM Agency by State by Owner
FPU, Sevier River Resource Area (Concluded)
Private Ownership 43,500
Federal Miperals 2,210
Federal 0i1 & Gas 320
Federal 011, Gas, & Coal 60
Federal Coal 11,120
Private Minerals 29,790
FPU TOTALS 193,040 148,180 2,900 12,170 29,790
GRAND TOTALS 2,165,570 1,633,080 160,250 208,470 163,770

NOTE: Split-estate lands are those where the surface and minerals estates are managed by
different entities. Federal minerals managed by BLM will be carried into the RMP; other

totals are for information only.

3BLM manages leasable minerals only.

Source: BLM records and Master Title Plats.
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CHAPTER 1

Henry Mountain Resource Area administers grazing
on certain lands in the southern part of SRRA,
These lands were addressed in the Henry Mountain
Grazing EIS [BLM, 1983b]; grazing concerns on
these lands are not addressed in the San Rafael
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, although other
resource values are,

Additionally, there are small areas of SRRA
lands along the boundary with Price River Re-
source Area on which grazing is administered by
the Price River Resource Area., These lands were
addressed in the Price River Grazing EIS [BLM,
1983a]; grazing concerns on these lands are not
addressed in the San Rafael Proposed RMP and
Final EIS, although other resource values are.

BLM also manages grazing uses, where allowed, on
NPS-administered 1land. Grazing is allowed on
two units of NPS land within the area covered by
the grazing EIS (map RMP-3). SRRA administers
grazing on part of Glen Canyon NRA within Wayne
County, adjacent to lands {in Henry Mountain
Resource Area where SRRA administers grazing.’
Grazing is currently allowed in Capitol Reef NP;
a small part of this NP extends into SRRA and
FPU. Grazing on most of this area is admini-
stered by Henry Mountain Resource Area and was
addressed in the Henry Mountain Grazing EIS
[BLM, 1983b]; grazing on a very small area
adjacent to FPU is administered by Sevier River
Resource Area,

Land surface administration within the grazing
area boundaries is shown in table RMP-4 and on
map RMP-3.

IMPLEMENTATION
CONFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS

A1l future resource management authorizations
and actions, 1including budget proposals, would
conform with the plan. A1l operations and
activities under existing permits, contracts,
cooperative agreements, or other instruments for
occupancy and use would be wmodified, if
necessary, to conform with this plan within a
reasonable period of time, subject to valid
existing rights.

VALID EXISTING RIGHTS

Valid existing rights are those claims or rights
to public land that take precedence over actions

TABLE RMP-4

Management of Grazing Resources

Agency
Total
Jurisdictional Unit (acres)
San Rafael Resource Area
Federal Ownership
BLM-administered public lands 1,409,100
NPS (Glen Canyon NRA) 12,780
Forest Planning Unit
Federal Ownership
BLM administered public lands 190,240
Total area covered by
this grazing EIS 1,612,120

in the plan, For dinstance, a mining claim
located before this plan was prepared, in an
area withdrawn from mineral entry through the
plan, may remain valid; a proposal to upgrade or
modify a road within an existing right-of-way
across an area of critical environmental concern
(ACEC) would be allowed, even though management
objectives (such as maintaining VRM class I in a
scenic ACEC) may not be met.

In concert with the second example above, BLM
recognizes that there may be a need to relocate
a segment of a road outside of the existing
right-of-way across the same ACEC for safety,
engineering, or maintenance reasons, In this
case, the proposal would be evaluated through
the NEPA process to determine need, preferred
Tocation, and necessary measures to minimize
visual and other impacts. Again, management
objectives may not be achieved.

Valid existing rights may be held by other
federal, state, or local governmental agencies,
individuals, or private companies. Valid
existing rights may pertain to any right to use
the public lands in the planning area in effect
when the RMP 1{s adopted. This plan does not
repeal valid existing rights on public lands.,
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FURTHER PLANNING OR ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Decisions in this plan would be implemented as
identified in the implementation plan., In most
cases, more detailed and site-specific planning
or envirommental analysis may be required before
an action can be taken. The EIS prepared in
associfation with this plan will be used as a
base and 1incorporated by reference 1in any
additional site- or program-specific
environmental analyses. Other required planning
and analyses are 1incorporated in the decisfons
contained in this RMP,

IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES

Priorities have been established for those
decisions that will be 1{mplemented after
adoption of the RMP., These priorities are
intended to guide the order of implementation
and will be reviewed annually to help develop
the annual work plan (budget) commitments for
the coming year. The priorities may be revised
based upon changes in administrative policies,
Departmental directions, or Bureau goals. The
priorities for implementing decisions are shown
in chapter 4 of the proposed plan.

APPEAL RIGHTS

Any person adversely affected by a specific
action being proposed to implement any portion
of this plan may appeal such action pursuant to
43 CFR 4,400 at the time the action {s proposed
for implementation.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The effect of implementing the San Rafael RMP
will be monitored and evaluated periodically to
ensure that the desired results are being
achieved. The frequency and standards for
monitoring the plan are explained in chapter 4,
Monitoring will determine whether original
assumptions were correctly applied and impacts
correctly predicted, whether mitigation measures
are satisfactory, whether conditions or
circumstances have significantly changed, or
whether new data are significant to the plan.
Monitoring will also help to establish long-term
use and resource condition trends and provide
information for future planning.

PLAN MAINTENANCE

MODIFYING THE PLAN

The RMP can be modified through plan
maintenance, plan amendment, or plan revision,
all of which must be documented. Documentation
consists of making RMP changes available to the
public at BLM's Utah State Office public room,
Moab District Office, and SRRA office in Price,

Plan maintenance 1involves minor changes to the
RMP to refine or further document the plan
decisfons, Such changes may be made in response
to minor data changes, such as refinement of
acreages or mapped data. Plan maintenance does
not require formal public involvement,
interagency coordination, or consistency review.

An RMP amendment would be initiated in response
to a proposed action that could change the scope
of resource uses covered by the plan decisions,
An amendment would be required in order to
proceed with a project documented as not being
in conformance with the plan, The planning
steps would be applied, and an environmental
assessment (EA) or EIS prepared with full public
involvement, interagency coordination, and
Governor's consistency review.

A plan revision would be a major overhaul of the
RMP in response to formal monitoring. A
revision could be triggered by the need to
consider monitoring findings, new data, new or
revised policy, a major change in circumstances,
or a change in the terms, conditions, decisions,
goals, or objectives of the approved RMP, A
plan revision would require an EA, EIS, or
supplemental EIS with full public involvement,
interagency coordination, and Governor's
consistency review.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER BLM PLANNING LEVELS AND
STUDIES

Tiers in the Bureau Planning System

An RMP is developed within the framework of the
BLM planning system, which has three distinct
tiers: policy planning, land-use planning, and
activity or program planning. This plan
satisfies the requirements for the land-use
planning tier. The Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations provide for tiering to
aid compliance with NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508).
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CHAPTER 2, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM DECISIONS

OVERVIEW

The following sections set forth the decisions
that would guide future management of public
lands and resources in San Rafael Resource Area
(SRRA) and Forest Planning Unit (FPU). These
resource management decisions, together with the
administrative details discussed in chapters 3,
4, and 5, constitute the resource management
plan (RMP) for SRRA and FPU.

This chapter describes the objectives, guidance,
and specific management prescriptions for each
resource management program administered in SRRA
and FPU. These programs are interrelated and
interdependent, and they must be viewed together
with the special management conditions presented
in chapter 3 for a complete description of the
management direction for the planning area.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN GOALS

The goals of this RMP are to manage public lands
for multiple use of public resources, within the
framework of applicable laws, regulations, and
agency policies, as 1long as certain cultural
resource values, certain scenic values, certain
wildlife habitats, and critical soils are
protected and minerals wuses are otherwise
allowed to increase.

“Certain cultural resource values® means the
cultural resource values protected within Temple
Mountain, Tomsich Butte, Dry Lake, Pictographs,
Copper Globe, and Swasey Cabin Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACECs) (see the pocket
map of proposed ACECs) and map RMP-4) and sites
listed on or eligible for 1isting on the
National Register of Historic Places.

“"Certain scenic values" means the scenic values
protected within Highway 1-70 Scenic Corridor,
Muddy Creek, San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef,

Segers Hole and $ids Mountain ACECs (map RMP-4
and the pocket of proposed ACECs).

*Certain wildlife habitats® means crucial and
yearliong habitat for desert bighorn sheep;
habftat for antelope; crucial habitat for mule
deer and elk; and riparian habitat.

4111 OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To lease public lands for oil and gas, and to
allow geophysical activity to occur, only so
long as RMP goals are met; and to administer
operational aspects of federal oil and gas
leases where BLM does not manage the surface.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

011 and gas leases issued prior to the RMP will
continue to be managed under the stipulations
that were in effect when the lease was {ssued.
Leases issued after approval of the RMP will be
subject to category restrictions in the RMP (map
RMP-5 and the pocket map of proposed of1 and gas
Teasing catetories). Leases are issued by BLM's
Utah State Office (USO). Compliance with lease
terms 1s administered by the respective
districts and resource areas.

San Rafael Swell Specfal Tar Sand Area (STSA) is
avaflable for tar sand or oil and gas
development only through combined hydrocarbon
leases (CHLs). Two CHLs were issued in the STSA
prior to adoption of the RMP, After the plan is
adopted, CHLs would be issued by USO under
competitive leases, subject to  category
stipulations in the RMP, In the ST3A, 112,560
acres are federal surface underlain by federal

minerals.
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011 and gas leases 1ssued after November 16,
1981, carry the right to develop any tar sand
resources that may be present outside the STSA.

Some federal oil and gas resources underlie
lands not adminfstered by BLM. The surface
owner or administering federal agency manages
the surface, and BLM administers the operational
aspects of these leases with concurrence of the
surface owner or administering agency where such
use 1s authorized. BLM oi1 and gas leasing
categories do not apply to these leases.

- Manti-LaSal Natfonal Forest (NF): BLM
administers 155,840 acres of NF Tland.

- Fishlake National Forest: BLM administers
59,090 acres of NF land.

- Split-estate lands: BLM administers 2,850
acres of subsurface with state surface and
24,060 acres of subsurface with private
surface.

Geophysical operations are conducted under a
notice of intent, BLM has authority to approve
or deny work done under such a notice to prevent
unnecessary and undue degradation of public
lands or specially designated areas, such as
wilderness study areas (WSAs) and areas
identified in the RMP as requiring restrictions.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Leasing Category SRRA Acres FPU Acres

1 Open with standard?

conditions 702,390 45,270
2 Open with specialb

conditions 468,670 27,930
3 No surface occupancy 225,900 2,150
4 No lease 66,880 0

asee chapter 5. bsee chapter 2.

San Rafael Canyon ACEC (middle portion)
Temple Mountain ACEC
existing land leases
critical soifls areas

Category 2 seasonal restrictfons would be
applied to the following areas:

- desert bighorn sheep crucial habitat

- antelope habitat

- mule deer and elk crucial winter range

Category 3 (no surface occupancy) would be
applied to these areas:

- Highway I1-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

- Muddy Creek ACEC

- San Rafael Reef ACEC (south portion)

- Segers Hole ACEC

- Sids Mountain ACEC

- recreation opportunity spectrum {ROS)

P-class areas inside and outside ACECs
- riparian and aquatic habftat

Category 4 (no lease) would be applied to the
following areas:
- Big Flat Tops ACEC
Bowknot Bend ACEC
Copper Globe ACEC
Pictographs ACEC
San Rafael Canyon ACEC (upper and Tower
portions)
San Rafael Reef ACEC (north portion)
Swasey Cabin ACEC
- developed recreation sites

Geophysical Activity SRRA Acres FPU ACRES

On the lands in category 2, surface restrictions
would be applied to the following areas:
- Dry Lake ACEC

Standard conditions? 702,390 45,270

Special conditions 761,450 30,080
The special conditions would include both
surface and seasonal restrictions. Surface
restrictions would be imposed on these areas:

- Big Flat Tops ACEC

- Bowknot Bend ACEC

- Copper Globe ACEC

- Dry Lake ACEC

- Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

- Muddy Creek ACEC

= Pictographs ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon ACEC

- San Rafael Reef ACEC

- Segers Hole ACEC
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- Sids Mountain ACEC

- Swasey Cabin ACEC

- Temple Mountain ACEC

- existing land leases

- ROS P-class areas

- developed recreation sites

- eritical soils

- riparian areas and aquatic habitat

Seasonal restrictions would be applied to the
following areas:

- bighorn sheep crucial habitat

- antelope habitat

- mule deer and elk crucial winter range

The restrictions applied to geophysical activity
in the listed areas would be as described below

{map RMP-6),

The Big Flat Tops, Bowknot Bend, and San Rafael
Reef (north portion) ACECs, which would be in
category 4 for oil and gas leasing, would be
surveyed for relict vegetation, and relict
vegetation areas avoided.

In the Copper Globe, Pictographs, and Swasey
Cabin ACECs, which would be in category 4 for
oi1 and gas leasing, no explosives would be
allowed in the ACEC, and no surface disturbance
would be allowed within 100 feet of pictographs,
mine portals, or bufldings., Disturbed areas in
Copper Globe and Swasey Cabin ACECs would be
reclaimed to visual resource management (VRM)
class II,

No explosives would be allowed in riparian and
aquatic habitat areas, which would be in oil and
gas leasing category 3 (no surface occupancy).

No explosives would be allowed on developed
recreation sites, and no surface disturbance
would be allowed within 100 feet of structures.
Disturbed areas would be reclaimed to meet the
objectives of VRM class II.

Disturbed areas within the Highway 1-70
Corridor, Muddy Creek, San Rafael Canyon (upper
and lower portions), San Rafael Reef, Segers
Hole, and S$ids Mountain ACECs and ROS P-class
areas would be reclaimed to meet the objectives
of VRM class 1. All these areas would be in
category 3 for oil and gas leasing, except for
the listed portions of San Rafael Canyon and San
Rafael Reef ACECs, which would be in category 4.

In the middle portion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC,
disturbed areas would be reclaimed to meet VRM
class II objectives.

Temple Mountain and Dry Lake ACECs, existing
land leases, and critical soils areas would have
the same restrictions as ofl and gas leasing
category 2. Seasonal restrictions for antelope,
bighorn sheep, elk, and mule deer would be the
same as those for ofl and gas leasing category 2,

4113 GEOTHERMAL MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To allow geothermal 1leasing and develop-
ment, only as long as RMP goals are met.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

A portion of Undine Springs geothermal area
{about 18,850 acres) extends into SRRA. The
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has identified
this area as prospectively valuable for
geothermal resources, but no data are available
to confirm whether or not a geothermal resource
is present. No 1interest has been expressed in
geothermal Tleasing., Leases in Undine Springs
geothermal area would be noncompetitive and
would be issued by USO.

If and when interest is expressed in geothermal
leasing, the conditions developed for oil and
gas leasing will apply. If the conditions prove
unsatisfactory, the RMP will be amended to
establish leasing conditions and exploration
requirements.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS
See 4111, 011 and Gas Management,

4121 COAL MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To allow coal exploration and leasing on
public lands inside the Wasatch and Emery
KRCRAs that have been found suitable, so long
as RMP goals are met and to administer
operational aspects of federal coal leases.
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Coal resources within the planning area are
limited to the Emery and Wasatch Plateau coal
fields. Both fields have high development
potential and have been designated as KRCRAs.
Unsuitability criteria were applied to public
lands within these KRCRAs {see map RMP-7) to
delineate areas that have other resource values
~ that may restrict leasing and/or certain types
of mining methods. From the wunsuitability
assessment and the developed RMP special
conditons, the plan will provide protection for
other resources while allowing coal exploration
and leasing within the KRCRAs.

Leases are issued by USO. No Teasing will occur
outside the KRCRAs unless an unsuitability
review is done on these lands. The regional
coal team has recently decertified regional
leasing and has inftiated lease by application.
Industry applications for coal leases will be
leased by competitive bid. When d{ssued, the
leases will be subject to the special conditions
developed in the RMP, as well as through the
unsuitability criteria.

A total of 62,290 acres of public land overlie
the Emery and Wasatch Plateau KRCRAs. The
unsuitability study didentified 4,100 acres
unsuitable to leasing or mining (map 19, Volume
2) due to areas of municipal watersheds and coal
overlain by public land within an incorporated
town (town of Emery). In addition, the 10 acre
Rochester Pictographs were closed to Teasing and
exploration to be consistent with management
prescriptions to other similar archeological
sites within the planning area, A
no-surface-occupancy prescription 1s proposed on
2,130 acres in SRRA and 730 acres in FPU to
protect the I-70 scenic corridor and riparian
and aquatic habitat. The no-surface-occupancy
requirement for the I-70 corridor will, in
essence, prohibit coal exploration since almost
all coal exploration is done by core drilling.
However, the I-70 corridor 1s narrow where it
intersects the Emery coal field and coal
information can still be obtained from either
side of the corridor. The 1-70 corridor
designation has been dropped 1in the FPU
(Alternative F) releasing 2,700 acres from the
no-surface-occupancy requirement. Coal Tleasing
and underground mining can still occur under the

I-70 corridor as long as there is no surface
disturbance,

Under the proposed RMP, riparian zones that
cross over the Emery coal field will be
designated as no-surface-occupancy areas to be
consistent with management prescriptions for
riparian zones. Current regulations for coal
exploration and mining prohibit disturbances in
riparian zones nor is it practical to place mine
portals, surface  facilities or drilling
equipment in creek bottoms or washes. Though
the acres for riparian zones are tabulated in
the proposed alternative for the first time, it
was assumed that no coal development would occur
in riparian zones in all the other alternatives.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Egal Leasing SRRA Acres FPU Acres

Standard conditions 16,520 10,480
Special conditions 11,080 17,240
No surface occupancy 2,130 730

Determined unsuitable
for mining 4,100 0
Closed 10 0

In the special conditions area, surface
restrictions would be 1imposed to protect
sensitive soils, and seasonal restrictions to
protect mule deer and elk crucial winter range.

The no-surface-occupancy stipulation would be
applied to protect the Highway 1-70 Scenic
Corridor ACEC and riparian and aquatic habitat,

The areas determined unsuitable for mining would
include municipal watersheds and federal 1lands

in incorporated cities.

The Rochester Pictographs area would be closed
to leasing.

4131 MINERAL MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To make federal mineral materials available
where needed, only so long as RMP goals are
met.
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Mineral materials are disposed of by sale at
fair market value or by free use permit to
public agencies and nonprofit organizations.
Disposal sites are established in response to
specific requests, The RMP determines areas
available for use of mineral materials and
conditions that need to be applied to use of
materfial sites (map RMP-8).

Under the proposed RMP, existing sites would
continue to be used, subject to the permit
conditions applied when the permit was issued.
Sales and free use permits are prepared at the
resource area offices.

Eight areas, (sfx in SRRA, two in FPU) totaling
about 870 acres, (770 in SRRA, 100 in FPU) have
been designated as community pits (map 78,
volume 2).

Free use of petrified wood (up to 250 pounds per
person per year) is allowed for noncommercial
purposes on all public lands unless otherwise
provided for through notice 1in the Federal

Register, No areas have been designated as

closed to petrified wood collecting in SRRA or
FPU.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Mineral Material
Disposal and Development  SRRA Acres FPU Acres

Standard Conditions 702,390 45,270
Special Conditions 468,670 27,930
No disposal 292,780 2,150

In the areas covered by special conditions, both
surface and seasonal restrictions would be
applied. Surface restrictions would be imposed
to protect

- Dry Lake ACEC
San Rafael Canyon ACEC (middle portion)
Temple Mountain ACEC
existing land leases
critical soils

Seasonal restrictions would be imposed to protect
- desert bighorn sheep crucial habitat
- antelope habitat
- mule deer and elk crucial winter range.

The following areas would be closed to use and
development of mineral materials:

- Big Flat Tops ACEC

- Bowknot Bend ACEC

- Copper Globe ACEC

- Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

- Muddy Creek ACEC

- Pictographs ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon ACEC (upper and lower

portions)

- San Rafael Reef ACEC

- Segers Hole ACEC

- Sids Mountain ACEC

- Swasey Cabin ACEC

- developed recreation sites

- ROS P-class areas inside and outside ACECs

- riparian and aquatic habitat areas

4132 MINING LAN ADMINSTRATION

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To make public lands available for claim
Tocation and mineral development, so long as
the scenic values, relict vegetation, and
cultural or historic values identified in
the RMP goals are protected; to apply RMP
goals to mineral development only so long as
valid Tlegal rights of claimants are not
curtailed; and to administer operational
aspects of claims where BLM does not manage
the surface.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Locatable minerals are administered under the
mining laws, which preserve individuals' and
corporations' rights to enter on the public
lands to claim (locate) certain types of mineral
discoveries. A1l public lands overlying federal
minerals are open to mining claim location
unless specifically withdrawn from mineral entry
by secretarial order or public Taw or segregated
from mineral entry under specific reservations,
such as a recreation and public purpose (R&PP)
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lease (map RMP-9), Lands and minerals that were
acquired by the Federal Government but were not
part of the original public domain are not open
to mineral entry under the mining laws., Lands
not open to mineral entry prior to the RMP are
shown in table RMP-5,

TABLE RMP-5

Areas Not Open to Mineral Entry
Prior to the RMP

SRRA FPU
Segregations {acres) ({acres)
Airport and R&PP leases 1,780 __fl
TOTAL 1,780 0

The RMP identifies lands proposed for withdrawal
from mineral entry, but does not serve to
withdraw these Tlands. BLM must file an
application for Secretarial withdrawal. Upon
BLM's filing for such a withdrawal, the
identified lands would become segregated from
entry for 2 years, If the Secretary orders a
withdrawal, the segregation ceases, If the
Secretary disagrees with BLM's recommendation,
he can release the segregation, If the
Secretary fails to act, the segregation expires
after 2 years, Proposed withdrawals of more
than 5,000 acres require congressional
approval. Valid existing rights of claims
Tocated on these areas prior to segregation will
not be affected,

The RMP does not impose conditions on work done
under a notice of intent, but does provide
special conditions to apply to work approved
under a plan of operations, regardless of
whether the claim is located before or after the
RMP 1is adopted, For claims previously located
in segregated areas, work done under a plan of
operations would be approved with special
conditions to protect the resource value for
which the segregation was made,

BLM administers claim recording requirements (at
US0) and operational aspects of mining federally
owned minerals (at SRRA and FPU), whether or not
BLM administers the surface. Mining claims
located on U.S, Forest Service-administered

(USFS) lands are located, recorded, and operated
very much like claims on public land. Location
and operation of mining claims on other federal
lands or split-estate 1lands {s extremely
restricted under various land ownership laws.
The surface owner or administering federal
agency manages the surface. RMP regquirements do
not apply to nonpublic lands,

Manti-LaSal NF: administer mining claims on
155,840 acres.

Fishlake NF: administer mining claims on

59,090 acres

Federally owned locatable minerals underlying
federal lands administered by the National Park
Service (NPS) within SRRA boundaries are not
available for claim location, because all
NPS-administered land has been withdrawn from
mineral entry.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Mining Claim Location SRRA Acres FPU Acres

Administer mining
claim location 1,463,840 75,350

Open to entry 1,395,180 75,350

Proposed for withdrawal 66,880 0

The following areas would be proposed for
withdrawal:

- Big Flat Tops ACEC

- Bowknot Bend ACEC

- Copper Globe ACEC

- Pictographs ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon ACEC (upper and 1lower

portions)

- San Rafael Reef ACEC (north portion)

- Swasey Cabin ACEC

- developed recreation sites

Approve Plans of Operations 259,830 2,150

Plans of operations would be required for the
following areas:

- Dry Lake ACEC

- Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

- Muddy Creek ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon ACEC (middle portion)

RMP-22



CHAPTER 2

- San Rafael Reef ACEC (south portion)
Segers Hole ACEC

Sids Mountain ACEC

- Temple Mountain ACEC

ROS P-class areas outside the ACECs

When a plan of operations is required, certain
areas would be covered by surface or seasonal
conditions, Surface restrictions would be
applied to riparian and aquatic habitat areas
and critical soils areas., Seasonal restrictions
would be applied to desert bighorn sheep crucial
habitat; antelope habitat; and mule deer and elk
crucial winter range.

4133 MINERAL MANAGEMENT (NONENERGY LEASABLES)

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To allow minerals leasing and development,
only so long as RMP goals are met,

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

In SRRA, potash is the only mineral that has
been managed under this program, although other
nonenerqgy leasable minerals, if present, could
be leased, {f found to occur in marketable
quantities. No interest has been expressed in
potash leasing. In areas where mineral values
are not known, SRRA could issue prospecting
permits, which could lead to 1issuance of a
preference right lease. Leases are issued by
US0. Once an area 1{is leased, the Federal
Government is committed to allowing mining on
the lease.

If and when interest 1is expressed in potash
leasing, the conditions developed for oil and
gas leasing will apply. If the conditions prove
unsatisfactory, the RMP will be amended to
establish leasing conditions and exploration
requirements,

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

See 4111, 0i1 and Gas Management,

4217 RIGHTS-OF-WAY

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To designate right-of-way corridors; to
allow discretionary rights-of-way only so
long as RMP goals are met; and to process
other rights-of-way upon request.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

The plan recognizes valid existing rights,
including (1) rights of access to inheld private
and state Tlands and (2) rights-of-way for
county, state, or municipal roads. The
management options presented are not intended to
challenge or abridge those rights, including the
rights under Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477. Most
of the county roads are pre-FLPMA roads, which
are authorized under R.S. 2477. Under R.S.
2477, counties have the right to do what is
reasonable and necessary at the time of need.
The R.S. 2477 roads are managed in accordance
with memorandums of understanding between the
BLM and the affected counties. Post-FLPMA roads
and realignments outside the recognized
existing road rights-of-way are authorized under
Title V of FLPMA,

Lands available for rights-of-way are divided
into four major categories:

{1) lands in designated right-of-way corridors
where standard operating procedures apply,

(2) lands outside designated corridors where
standard conditions apply,

(3) areas to be avoided and where special
conditions may apply after site-specific
_NEPA documentation, and

(4) areas to be excluded,
The RMP 1identifies right-of-way corridors and

lands to be available for additional
rights-of-way, avoided, or excluded. These are
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shown on map RMP-10 and the pocket map of
proposed rights-of-way management.

The lands  identified for  dinclusfon in
right-of-way corridors are shown 1in table
RMP-6, The corridors include those recommended
in the 1986 Western Regional Corridor Study
[Western Utility Group, 1986]. Corridors are
generally 1 mile wide, centered on the existing
right-of way, unless shown otherwise on the RMP
map. In FPU, the right-of-way corridor would be
0.25 mile wide. A1l legal descriptions identify
lands in the Salt Lake Meridian,

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Lands Available

for Rights-of-Way SRRA Acres FPU Acres

In designated corridors 21,540 2,900
Outside designated corridors
Standard conditions 696,030 42,710
Avoidance areas 679,420 29,740
Exclusion Areas 66,880 0

Avoidance areas would contain the following:

~ Dry Lake Archaeological District ACEC

- Highway 1-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

~ Middle portion of the San Rafael Canyon ACEC

- Sids Mountain ACEC

- Muddy Creek ACEC

- South portion of the San Rafael Reef ACEC

- Segers Hole ACEC

- Temple Mountain Historic District ACEC

- Tomsich Butte Historic District special
emphasis area within Muddy Creek ACEC

Surface restrictions would apply in the
following areas:

- existing land leases

- ROS P-class areas outside ACECs

- critical soils

- riparian and aquatic habitat

Seasonal restrictions would be applied in the
following areas:

- desert bighorn crucial habitat

- antelope habitat

- mule deer and elk crucial winter range

The following would be f{dentified as exclusion
areas:

- Big Flat Tops ACEC

- Bowknot Bend ACEC

~ Copper Globe ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon ACEC (upper and 1lower

portions)?@

- San Rafael Reef ACEC (north portion)

- Swasey Cabin ACEC

- Pictographs ACEC

~ Developed recreation sites

dexception: The Mexican Mountain road may be
authorized if, through the NEPA process, it is
determined necessary for public safety {i.e.,
access for river rescue operations, etc.).

4212 LANDS

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To dispose of Tands for community expansion
or private uses where RMP goals would be
met; to process permits, leases and other
actions as needed, while applying RMP goals
to the extent possible; and to acquire lands
as needed to enhance management of special
relict vegetation areas and nonmotorized
recreation areas.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Lands actions, including permits, Tleases,
disposals, and easements, are considered upon
application and cannot reasonably be predicted.

Existing land uses (map RMP-10 and the pocket
map of proposed rights-of-way management) will
be protected under the following special
conditions.

Huntington Airport Lease. Use of the 340-acre

lease will be allowed only with special
conditions to ensure the use is consistent with
the purpose for which the land was leased, and
only with the consent of airport officials.
Allowed use would be subject to Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) regulations, Part 77,
"Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace.”

Recreation and Public Purpose Leases. Emery

School (40 acres), Millsite Park (40 acres),
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TABLE RMP-6

Lands Identified for Inclusion in Right-of-Way Corridors

Legal Description lLocation

T.16S. R, 8E. Sec, 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, 31 SRRA north boundary to Highway

T.17S. R. 8E, Sec. 1, 12, 14

T. 17 8. R, BE. Sec. 7,17, 18, 21, 22,23, 27, 34 UPSL Huntington Powerplant east to
Highway 10

T.18S., R, 8E, Sec, 3,10, N ,

T. 18 S. R. 9 E. Sec. 9, 14, 15, 23, 24 Highway 10 east to SRRA/Price River

T. 18 S. R, 10 E, Sec, 19, 29, 30, 33 Resource Area boundary

T.19S. R, 10 E, Sec. 1, 3, 4, 17, 12

T.19S., R, 11 E, Sec, 7,18

T. 21 S. R, 15 E. Sec, 33, 34, 35 Price River Resource Area/SRRA

T. 21 S. R. 16 E. Sec. 3, 4 boundary east to Grand Resource Area

T.18S. R, 9 E. Sec. 30, 31 Highway 10 south and west to FPU

T. 19 8. R, E. Sec. 1, 12, 22, 23, 27, 33, 34 boundary

T. 20 S. R, 8 E. Sec. 3, &4, 19, 30, 31

T.21S. R, 7E. Sec.1

T.22S. R. 6E. Sec, 12, 13, 14

T.22S., R, 7E, Sec, 6

T. 22 S. R, 5 E. Sec, 25, 26, 35 FPU Boundary to Fishlake NF

T. 23S, R. 5E, Sec, 3,10, 15, 17, 18
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Millsite Golf Course (190 acres), Clawson
Motocross (160 acres), Castle Dale Fairgrounds
(290 acres), and Goblin Valley State Park
extension {720 acres) will be available only for
uses consistent with the purpose for which the
land was leased,

New realty actions would be allowed within
designated right-of-way corridors and avoidance
areas f{dentified on maps, subject to the
applicable conditions. For other 1lands, new
permits and leases would be allowed on a
case-by-case basis when consistent with the
needs and uses of other resources; each would be
assessed through a site-specific NEPA document,

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Specific tracts of land totalling 6,730 acres in
SRRA and 1,000 acres in FPU would be managed for
disposal for community expansion, economic
development, and better management of {solated
tracts (map RMP-11), Disposal of individual
parcels may be precluded on a temporary or
Jong-term basis because of mining claim
Tocation, presence of archaeological or historic
sites, presence of habitat used by threatened or
endangered (T/E) species (unless disposal would
benefit the species), or for other specific
legal reasons, A plan amendment would be
required for disposal of a tract that is not
identified. Lands that would be managed for
disposal are shown in table RMP-7,

BLM would act to acquire easements if and when
the need is identified in activity plans or
project proposals, These would be considered on
a case-by-case basis and assessed through a
site-specific NEPA document and land report
prepared when an action is initiated.

Lands totalling 6,070 acres (all in SRRA) within
potential ACECs (map RMP-12) are identified for
possible acquisition under the proposed RMP
{table RMP-8),

4220 WITHDRAWAL AND CLASSIFICATION

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To continue withdrawal review, remove
unneeded withdrawals, and process new
withdrawals as needed.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Existing powersite withdrawals and public water
reserves (PWRs) are shown on map 39 in volume
2. PWR withdrawals that meet PWR criteria will
be continued, and those not meeting the criteria
will be modified or terminated as determined in
site-specific land reports., Powersite
withdrawals didentified by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commissfon (FERC) will be continued
in accordance with the requirements of Section
24 of the Federal Power Act of June 10, 1920,
Lands restored to operation of the public land
laws, including mining and mineral leasing laws,
would be subject to the management prescriptions
contained in the proposed RMP,

No lands are classified for retention under the
Classification and Multiple Use (C&MU) Act nor
classified for disposal under repealed
authorities. There are no other existing BLM or
other federal agency withdrawals. No petitions
or applications requesting withdrawal have been
filed by either BLM or other federal agencies.

Table RMP-3 shows the lands that are presently
leased or classified for lease or disposal.
l.ands presently classified for lease or disposal
under the R&PP Act are segregated from
appropriation under any land Tlaw, including
locations under the mining laws, Lands
presently leased for airport use under the Act
of May 24, 1928, as amended, are segregated from
all appropriation. The classifications will be
continued during the terms of the leases.

A11 legal descriptions are based in the Salt
Lake Meridian,

Mew withdrawals are processed upon request from
BLM or another federal agency, but can be made
only by the Secretary or by Congress. The
Secretary would have to obtain congressional
approval for any withdrawal dinvolving 5,000
acres or more,

Under the proposed RMP, BLM would request
withdrawals on a total of 66,880 acres in the
areas listed below:

Big Flat Tops ACEC

Bowknot Bend ACEC

Copper Globe ACEC

Pictographs ACEC
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TABLE RMP-7

Tracts Managed for Disposal Under Various Authorities

Authorities: Various, including including Section 203({a){1) of FLPMA,

Rationale: Tracts are isolated from the large blocks of federal land, by efther land
ownership pattern or physical features, and are difficult and uneconomic to
manage,

Note: Tracts 1 through 33 are 1n SRRA; tracts A through J are in FPU, A1l legal

- descriptions identify lands in the Salt Lake Meridian.

Parcel Legal Description

1 T. 17 S, R, 9 E. Sec. 9, NWASW4, SE4SW4
2 T. 17 S, R. 9 E. Sec. 34, S2sw4
3 T. 18 S, R. 9 E. Sec. 3, Tots 1 & 2, SWANE4 SE4SWA, NW4ASE4
4 T. 18 S. R. 8 E, Sec. 21, NW4SE4
5 T. 18 S. R. 8 E, Sec. 21, N2NW4, SEANW4 NEASW4, SW4SE4
6 T. 18 S, R. 8 E. Sec. 20, NE4NE4
7 T. 18 S, R, 8 E. Sec. 23, SEASE4
Sec. 26, NE4ANE4
8 T. 18 s. R. 8 E, Sec. 12, E2SE4
T. 18 S. R. 9 E. Sec. 7, N2SW4, SE4SW4 SWASE4
Sec, 18, N2NE4
9 T. 18 S, R. 9 E. Sec. 10, E2NE4
10 T. 18 S. R. 9 E. Sec. 9, SE4, E25W4
11 T. 18 S, R. 9 E. Sec, 6, NW4SE4
12 T. 18 S. R. 9 E. Sec, 7, NE4NE4
13 T. 18 S. R. 9 E, Sec, 17, SE4NWA
14 T. 18 S. R. 9 E, Sec., 17, W2SE4
Sec, 20, NWANW4, NWANE4
15 T. 18 8. R. 9 E, Sec, 20, S2NW4, SWANE4
16 T. 19 8. R. 7 E. Sec, 14, NWANEA, E2NW4
17 T. 19 8. R. 8 E. Sec. 7, Tot 2, NEASW4, SWASE4
18 T. 19 S, R. 8 E. Sec. 3, SE4SE4
19 T. 19 S. R. 8 E. Sec, 11, SE4SE4
Sec. 12, SWASW4
20 T. 19 8. R. 8 E. Sec. 17, NWANWA
21 T. 19 S. R. 8 E. Sec. 17, E25WA
22 T. 19 S. R. 8 E. Sec. 20, lots 1-4, NE4ASW4
Sec. 21, NE4, E2NW4, SWANW4, NE4ASW4, NE4SE4
23 T. 19 S. R. 8 E. Sec. 31, N2NE4, SEANE4, SE4, E2SW4, SWASWA

T. 20 S. R. 7 E. Sec. 1, N2, NESE4
T. 20 S. R. 8 E. Sec, 6, N2, N2S52, SE4ASW4, SWASE4
Sec. 7, W2NE4, NE4ANW4

24 T. 20 S. R, 7 E. Sec. 4, SE4NE4
25 T. 20 S. R. 7 E. Sec. 27, NWANW4
(Continued)
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TABLE RMP-7 (Continued)

Parcel Legal Description
26 T. 20 S. R. 7 E. Sec. 12, SWANE4, NW4SE4
27 T. 21 S. R. 6 E, Sec. 25, SEASW4, S2SE4
28 T. 21 S, R. 6 E. Sec. 27, NWANE4
29 T. 21 S. R. 6 E. Sec, 27, Tot 1, SWANE4
30 T. 21 S, R. 7 E. Sec. 31, NWASW4
3 T. 22 S, R. 6 E. Sec, 17, NE4ANE4, SEANW4
32 T. 22 S, R. 6 E. Sec. 14, SWANWA, NW4SW4
Sec., 15, Tot 1
33 T. 22 S, R. 6 E. Sec, 18, SWASE4
Sec. 19, W2NE4, NWASE4
A T. 22 8. R. 3 E. Sec. 5, Tots 3, 4
B T. 22 S, R. 3 E. Sec. 6, SWANE4
c T. 22 8. R. 3 E. Sec. 7, SE4ANE4
D T. 22 S. R. 3 E. Sec. 33, NWANE4
E T. 22 S, R. 3 E. Sec. 35, NEASWA
F T. 22 S. R. 3 E. Sec. 35, W2SW4, SE4SW4
G T. 22 S, R. 4 E. Sec. 6, NEASWA
H T. 23 S. R. 3 E. Sec. 3, E2SE4, SE4NE4
Sec. 10, E2NE4
Sec. 11, NW4
1 T. 23 S, R. 3 E. Sec., 10, W2SE4
J T. 23 S. R. 5 E. Sec. 31, lot 4, S2SE4
Authorities: Various, including Section 203(a)(3) of FLPMA (community expansion).
Rationale: Because of their higher elevation, these lands would serve purposes such as
infrastructure needs and related large-scale development which could not be met
on nonfederal lands. Disposal of these lands would be limited to these purposes.
Note: Tracts 34 through 38 are in SRRA. A1l legal descriptions identify lands in the
Salt Lake Meridian.
Parcel Legal Description
34 T. 19 S. R. 7 E. Sec. 26, S25W4
Sec. 35, W2NW4, NWANEANW4
35 T. 19 S. R. 7 E, Sec. 35, S2NE4NWA, NEANEANW4
37 T. 22 S. R. 6 E. Sec. 4, ot 6
38 T. 22 8§, R. 6 E. Sec. 4, lots 5 & 7

(Continued)
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TABLE RMP-7 (Continued)

Authorities: Tract managed for disposal under available disposal authorities, including
Section 203(a){3) of FLPMA (community expansion),

Rationale: An old barn and parts of three newer homes were constructed in trespass on this
tract which is within Emery city limits. Disposal of this tract would be 1imited
to the land owners in trespass.

Note: Tract 39 is in SRRA. A1l legal descriptions identify lands in the Salt Lake
Meridian,
Parcel Legal Description
39 T. 22 S. R. 6 E. Sec. 4, tract 37

Authorities: Various, including Section 203(a)(3) of FLPMA {economic development).

Rationale: Utah Power and Light Company (UP&L) has indicated interest in purchasing these
lands to use in conjunction with operation of the Huntington and Hunter
powerplants. UP&L identified these lands because of their location in relation
to existing facilities. Disposal of these lands would be limited to UP&L or
their successors for this purpose only.

Note: Tract 40 1s in SRRA., A1l legal descriptions identify lands in the Salt Lake
Meridian,
Parcel Legal Description
40 T. 19 8. R. 8 E. Sec. 22, SEANE4, E2SE4, SWASE4, SEASWA

Sec, 27, NE4, E2NW2, E2SE4, SW4SE4
Authorities: Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP) Act of 1926 and Section 212 of FLPMA,

Rationale: These tracts would be managed for disposal for recreation and public purposes to
local governmental agencies only (potential R&PP disposal tracts).

Parcel Legal Description
4] T. 16 S. R. 7 E. Sec. 35, S2S2NE4
42 T. 20 S. R. 6 E, Sec. 11, all

Sec. 12, SW4, W2SE4, S2NW4
T.20S. R.7E. Sec, 7, E2E2SWA, E2W2E2SWA, W2SWASEASWA, S2SWANWASEASWA

(Continued)
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TABLE RMP-7 {Concluded)

Authorities: The R&PP Act of 1926 and Section 212 of FLPMA,

Rationale: This tract is already under R&PP lease to local governmental agency. If the R&PP
lease is terminated without going to patent, the tract would be managed for
disposal under available disposal authorities, including Section 203(a)(3) of
FLPMA (community expansion). Because of its higher elevation and location, this
Tand would serve purposes such as infrastructure needs and related large-scale
development which could not be met on nonfederal lands. Disposal of this tract
would be 1imited to these purposes.

Parcel Legal Description
49 T. 22 S. R. 6 E. Sec, 4, Tot 9
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TABLE RWP-8

Lands Identified for Possidble Acquisition Under the Proposed Plan

Scenfc ACECs Lega'l Descrfgtion

san Rafael Canyon ACEC (upper portion)  T.20S., R. 10 E., Sec. 16

San Rafael Canyon ACEC (lower portfon) T. 20 1/2 S., R, 13 E., Sec. 36
San Rafael Reef ACEC {north portion) T. 23 S., R. 12 E,, Sec. s 2, 36;

T, 23 s.. R. 13 E.. Sec. s ‘6, 32;
T. 24 S., R, 12 E., Sec, 2, 16, 32

Relict Vegetation ACEC ~ Legal Description
Big Flat Tops ACEC T. 26 S., R. 13 E,, Sec. 36,
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TABLE RMP-9

Lands Presently Classified for Lease or Disposal

Lands presently classified for lease or disposal under the R&PP Act

Parcel Legal Description Current Use, Expiration Date
1 T. 18 S, R. 8 E. Sec. 35, NE4ANW4, U-22940 ~ Castle Dale City
NE4, Fairgrounds
N2SE4 expires 09/11/1995
2 19 S. 7 E. 35, SE4 U-29388 - Emery County/

Clawson Motocross
expires 08/18/1995

3 20 S. 6 E. 12, S2SWANE4 y-53817 - Ferron City/
N2NW4SE4 Millsite Park
expires 05/27/2005

4 20 S. 6 E. 7, lots 3, 4 U-54668 - Ferron City/

]
12, lots 3, 4 Millsite Golf Course
W2W2NEASWS, expires 12/07/2011
NW4NWASEASKE
5 26 S. 11 E. 3, Tots 1-4, U-48132 - Utah Division
S2NE of State Parks and Recrea-
4, lots 1-4, tion/Goblin VYalley State
S2N2 Park Extension
9, E2NW4 expires 01/23/2004
6 22 S. 6 E. 4, Tot 9 U-48777 - Emery County

School District/Emery School
expires 05/30/1993

Lands presently leased for airport use under the Act of May 24, 1928

Parcel Legal Description Current Use, Expiration Date
1 17 S. 9E. 9, W2NE4, SL-068958 - Emery County/
SE4NE4, Huntington Airport
E2NW4, expires 08/23/1991
SWANWS,
NWA4SE4,
NE4SW4
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San Rafael Canyon ACEC (upper and Tlower
portions)

San Rafael Reef ACEC (north portion)

Swasey Cabin ACEC

Developed recreation sites

4311/4312 FOREST MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To allow use of woodland and vegetation
products in areas specified for this use;
and to preserve woodland products in other
areas to meet RMP goals (map RMP-13),

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Vegetation and woodland SRRA FPU
product management Acres Acres

Area open to harvest 1,462,060 73,350

Standard Conditions 1,121,560 49,460
Special Conditions
Surface restrictions 309,440 2,150
Seasonal restrictions 30,730 21,740

Excluded from private
dead fuelwood harvest 2,110 0

Surface restrictions would 1limit woodland
harvest 1in the following areas to onsite
collection of downed, dead fuelwood (for
campfires):

- Big Flat Tops ACEC

- Bowknot Bend ACEC

- Highway 1-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

~ Muddy Creek ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon ACEC

- San Rafael Reef ACEC

- Segers Hole ACEC

- Sids Mountain ACEC

- Swaseys Cabin ACEC

- Temple Mountain Historic District ACEC

- ROS P-class areas

- riparian and aquatic habitat

Seasonal restrictions on harvest of woodland
products would apply in the following areas:

- crucfal desert bighorn sheep habitat

- antelope habitat

- mule deer and elk crucial winter range

The following areas would be excluded from
private dead fuelwood harvest:

~ Copper Globe ACEC

- Pictographs ACEC

- existing land leases

- recreation facilities

4321 WILD HORSE AND BURRO MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To manage wild, free-roaming horses and
burros to maintain a thriving natural
ecologfcal balance with other resources,
keeping equid numbers within designated
1imits.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

BLM will monitor the number of wild horses and
burros in each herd unit (table RMP-10; also see
map 42 in volume 2), A herd management area
plan (HMAP) will be prepared to guide management
of herd management areas used by these animals.
Wild equids would be allowed to increase until
they reach the upper 1imit as shown below, and
excess horses or burros would be removed until
the lower 1imit is achieved. The animals would
then be allowed to 1ncrease until they reach the
upper 1imit again, at which time the process
would be repeated, A range of numbers has been
used instead of a single population figure to
allow for possible inventory 1inaccuracies and
for increases or decreases in available forage.
Numbers would be adjusted if monftoring data
show the need for a change.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS
Under the proposed RMP, BLM would manage for 75

to 125 wild horses and 30 to 70 wild burros.
HMAPs would be developed for 475,680 acres in

SRRA {none in FPU).

4322 GRAZING MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To continue to manage rangelands to produce
Yivestock forage and water to meet current
demand so long as critical soils areas,
scenic values, and crucial wildlife habitat
are protected; to provide special management
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TABLE RMP-10

Wild Horse and Burro Herd Unit Acreages, by Grazing Allotment

Herd Management Kind of BLM Acres
Area and Unft Grazing Allotment Animal Yeariong Critical Total
Robbers Roost (UT-653) Iron Wash Horses 3,490 3,490
Flat Top Jeffery Well Horses 17,430 17,430
Moonshine Horses 8,060 3,610 11,670
Pasture Canyon Horses 22,350 22,350
Sweetwater Horses 48,560 17,470 66,030
ROBBERS ROOST TOTAL 99,890 21,080 120,970
Muddy Creek (UT-651) Globe Link Horses 730 730
Globe Link Last Chance Horses 380 380
Lone Tree Horses 34,380 34,380
Mussentuchit Horses 32,580 32,580
South Sid & Charley Horses 1,930 1,930
SUBTOTAL 70,000 70,000
Globe Link?2 Globe Link Horses 5,770 5,770
Lone Tree Horses 22,620 22,620
South Sid & Charley Horses 1,300 1,300
SUBTOTAL 29,690 29,690
Globe Linkb Lone Tree Horses 6,420 6,420
Mussentuchit Horses 1,310 1,310
SUBTOTAL 7,730 7,730
Globe Link® Lone Tree Horses 2,720 2,720
Mussentuchit Horses 11,420 11,420
SUBTOTAL 14,140 14,140
Canyon Pond (Map Y-4) Dry Wash Horses 160 90 250
Lone Tree Horses 1,460 12,360 13,820
South Ferron Horses 60 60
South Sid & Charley Horses 470 950 1,420
SUBTOTAL 2,750 13,400 15,550
MUDDY CREEK TOTAL 72,150 64,960 137,110
Sinbad (UT-652) Big Pond Horses 8,190 8,190
McKay Flat Georges Draw Horses 11,690 11,690
Head of Sinbad Horses 1,430 1,430
Hondo Horses 300 860 1,160
McKay Flat Horses 1,100 43,660 44,760
Red Canyon Horses 15,760 7,910 23,670
Taylor Flat Horses 36,230 36,230
Temple Mountain Horses 10,150 3,770 13,920
SUBTOTAL 84,850 56,200 141,050
(Continued)
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Sinbad (UT-652, Concluded)
Black Dragon

SUBTOTAL
Mexfican Mountain

SUBTOTAL
SINBAD TOTAL

SRAND TOTAL

3Ccritical section A,

CHAPTER 2
TABLE RMP-10 (Concluded)

Kind of BLM Acres

Grazing Allotment Animal Yearlong  Critical Total
Big Pond Burros 10 10
Black Dragon Burros 6,770 17,920 24,690
6,780 17,920 24,700
Black Dragon Burros 7,380 12,340 19,720
Mexican Bend Burros 11,330 880 12,210
North Sinbad Burros 15,210 4,710 19,920
33,920 17,930 51,850
125,550 92,050 217,600

297,500 178,000 475,680

bCritica1 section B. CCritical section C.
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for certain cultural values; and to reserve
the Bowknot Bend and Big Flat Tops ACECs as
relict vegetation areas to provide an
ecological baseline for range studies,

GRAZING MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

The San Rafael Grazing Area includes SRRA, FPU,
and the Richfield District grazing allotments
for which Moab District {s responsible under a
May 1980 qinterdistrict agreement, Grazing use
in the San Rafael Grazing Area 1s based on
historical use and depends on the availability
of forage and water. All of the grazing area is
open for livestock grazing except the Wildlife
Allotment, which 1is reserved for wildlife, and
Buckhorn ODraw, which 1is closed to grazing
because of 1ts aesthetic and recreation values.

A1l grazing allotments covered 1n this RMP/EIS
{see the pocket map of existing livestock
grazing management) have been evaluated for
resource potential and conflicts and assigned to
a management category 1in accordance with BLM
range policy (table RMP-11), The management
category criteria are explained in appendix G,
which also shows the category currently assigned
to each grazing allotment,

Changes in grazing allocations, if any, will be
based on evaluatfon of range conditions through
rangeland monitoring. Any change (increase or
decrease) in available forage allocation will be
considered on an individual allotment basis.

Desired 1ivestock utilization levels on grazing
allotments would be as follows:

Utilization
Season  Dates {percent)
Spring March 1 to June 30 25 to 35
Summer July 1 to September 30 30 to 50
Fall October 1 to November 30 30 to 50

Winter December 1 to February 28 30 to 50

These percentages may vary based on ecological
sites and vegetation communities within
individual allotments and the type of management
applied.

Changes in livestock use, including changes in
allotment boundaries, may be made to resolve
resource conflicts identified in the RMP or as a

result of monitoring range condition and trend.
Monitoring takes 1into account actual use,
utilization, trend, and climate, to measure
vegetation change and determine the need for
subsequent Tivestock adjustments.

In general, 1if agreements are not obtained,
grazing-use decisions will be issued within 5
years after publication of the rangeland program
summary (RPS) following adoption of the RMP,
Some allotments analyzed in this RMP/EIS already
have the required 5 years of monitoring; on
these allotments, changes may be implemented as
soon as the RPS is issued.

Future changes in existing season of use or kind
of 1livestock may be made, provided that (1)
physiological needs of plants for sustained

yleld of forage are met and (2) resource

conflicts do not result. The decision to allow
or not allow a change in season of use or kind
of livestock will be made only after assessing
the proposal in NEPA documents prepared at that
time,

Coordination of grazing responsibilities between
BLM and NPS on lands within Glen Canyon National
Recreation Area (NRA) was addressed in an
umbrella memorandum of understanding [BLM and
NPS, 1984] signed by the directors of the two
agencies, and in an interagency agreement for
grazing management [BLM and NPS, 1986], signed
by the Rocky Mountain Regional Director, NPS,
and the Utah State Director, BLM, Both
agreements were considered in preparing the RMP,

State and local 1interest has been expressed in
the control of poisonous or noxious weeds and
nuisance 1insects. Because of the small areas
involved, control projects will be covered by
separate project-specific NEPA documents, rather
than in this RMP/EIS. Insect or weed control
will consider onsite and adjacent land uses and
resource values, and BLM will work closely with
state and local officials when conducting
eradication programs.

For each allotment, as needed, an allotment
management plan (AMP) will detail management
objectives, the grazing system to be used, and
range improvements to be constructed,
Ecological site information is used to establish
management objectives, management potential, and
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Grazing Management Actfons by Allotment

CHAPTER 2
TABLE RMP-11

Allotment Land ExcTude?
Management Management Disposal Domestic

Allotment No. and Name Category Plan Combine (Acres) Sheep
5001 Allred Custodial No w/Cove No No
5002 Big Pond Maintain Yes No No Yes
5003 Black Custodial No No 280 No
5004 Black Dragon Maintain Yes No No Yes
§005 Buckhorn Improve Yes No 320 Yes
5105 Buckhorn Draw No No No YesP
5006 Bunderson Custodial No No 390 No
5007 Case Custodial No No 120 No
5008 Clawson Dairy Maintain Yes No 40 No
5009 Coal Wash Improve Yes No No Yes
5010 Cove Custodial Yes No 110 No
5013 Cowley Custodial No No 80 No
5100 Cox {Don) Custodial Mo No No No
5012 Cox (John) Maintain Yes No No No
5014 Crawford Maintain Yes No No No
5015 Day Custodial No No 340 No
5016 Deep Wash Maintain No No 1,160 No
0602 Deer Peak Improve Yes No No No
5017 Dry Wash Maintain Yes No No No
5018 Dougout Improve Yes No No No
5020 East Grimes Maintain No No 280 No
5021 Ferron Mills Improve Yes No 370 No
5023 Fullers Bottom Maintain Yes No No Yes
5024 Georges Draw Maintain Yes No No Yes
5025 Globe L1ink Improve Yes No No No
5026 Hambrick Bottoms Maintain Yes No 140 No
5027 Head of Sinbad Maintain Yes No No Yes
5099 Hondo Improve No No No Yes
5028 Horse Bench Improve Yes No No No
5029 Horseshoe North Improve Yes No No No
5100 Horseshoe South Improve Yes No No No
5030 Humphrey Custodial No No 80 No
5031 Iron Wash Improve Yes No No Yes
5032 Jacobson Custodial No No No No
5033 Jeffery Well Improve Yes No No No
5034 Jensen Custodial No No 120 No

aA change 1n kind from cattle to domestic sheep would not be allowed. Allotments currently

being grazed by domestic sheep would not be required to change to cattle,

bThis area is currently closed to livestock grazing (cattle and domestic sheep) except for
trailing by permit,
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CHAPTER 2
TABLE RMP-11 (Continued)

Allotment Land Exclude?
Management Management Disposal Domestic

Allotment No. and Name Category Plan Combine {Acres) Sheep
5035 Johnson Custodial No No No No
5036 Jorgensen Custodial No No No No
5037 Justensen Custodial Yes No No No
0605 Last Chance Improve Yes No No No
5038 Link Canyon Maintain No No No No
5039 Little Holes Custodial No No No No
5040 Little Valley Custodial Yes No No No
5041 Lone Tree Improve Yes No No Yes
0607 M & O Improve Yes No 120 No
5042 McCarty Canyon Maintain No No No Yes
5043 Mckay Flat Maintain Yes No No Yes
5097 Mervin Custodial No No 360 No
5044 Mesquite Wash Matntain No No No Yes
5045 Mexican Bend Improve Yes No No Yes
5046 Miller Canyon Maintain No No No No
5047 Molen Pasture Custodial No No No No
5048 Molen Tanks Custodial No No No No
5049 Moonshine Improve Yes w/Saucer Basin No No
0608 Mussetuchit Improve Yes No No Yes
5050 Neva Custodial No No 80 No
5051 North Ferron Maintain Yes No No No
5052 North Herring Flat Maintain No No No No
5053 North Huntington Improve Yes No 240 No
5054 North Sid & Charley Maintain Yes No No Yes
5055 North Sids Mountain Custodial No No No Yes
5065 North Sinbad Improve Yes No No Yes
5057 Northwest Ferron Maintain No No No No
5058 North Wolf Hollow Custodial No No 900 No
5098 0.E.J. Custodial No No No No
5059 011 Dome Custodial No No 360 No
5060 011 Well Flat Improve Yes No No Yes
5061 Olsen (E.) Custodial No No 160 No
5062 Olsen (G,L,) Improve No No No No
5063 Pasture Canyon Improve Yes No No No
5064 Peacock Custodial No No No No
5065 Price (Vic) Custodial No No 90 No
5067 Red Canyon Maintain Yes No No Yes
5068 Red Seeps Maintain Yes No No No
5069 Reid Custodial No No 200 No
5066 R.J. Custodial No No 40 No

2A change in kind from cattle to domestic sheep would not be allowed. Allotments currently
being grazed by domestic sheep would not be required to change to cattle,

{Continued)
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TABLE RMP~11 (Concluded)

Allotment Land Excluded
Management Management Disposal Domestic

Allotment No, and Name Category Plan Combine (Acres) Sheep
5071 Rochester Maintain Yea No No No
5072 Rock Canyon Improve Yes No No No
0611 Rock Springs Improve Yes No No Yes
5073 Saddle Horse Improve No No No Yes
5074 Saleratus Maintain Yes No No No
5075 Salt Wash Maintain Yes No No Yes
5076 San Rafael River Improve Yes No No No
5077 Saucer Basin Improve No w/Moonshine No No
5079 Sorensen Custodial Yes No No No
5080 South Ferron Maintain No No No No
5081 South Herring Flat Maintain No No No No
5082 South Sid & Charley Improve Yes No No Yes
5083 South Sids Mountain Maintain No No No Yes
5084 Socuth Wolf Hollow Custodial No No No No
5085 Straight Hollow Maintain No No No No
5086 Sweetwater Improve Yes No No No
5087 Taylor Flat Maintain Yes No No Yes
5088 T.D.d. Custodial No No No No
5089 Temple Mountain Maintain Yes No No Yas
5090 Tuttle Custodial No No No No
5091 West Grimes Maintain Yes No No No
5092 West Huntington Improve Yes No 260 No
5093 West Orangeville Custodial No No No No
5094 Wilberg Custodial Yes No 40 No
5102 Wildlife No No No No
0612 Willow Springs Improve Yes No No No
5096 Wood Hollow Improve Yes No No Yes

27 change 1n kind from cattle to domestic sheep would not be allowed. Allotments currently

being grazed by domestic sheep would not be required to change to cattle.
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treatment potential within the allotment.

Grazing systems such as deferred rotation and
rest-rotation could be wused. AMPs will be

An investment analysis will be done where an AMP
suggests projects that require expenditure of
rangeland dimprovement funds. The analysis
serves to (1) identify allotments where there is
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{nvestment; (2) integrate economic, resource,
and social objectives in prioritizing
investments; and (3) incorporate priorities and
detailed 1investment analysis 1n annual work
plans. The analysis will be done when a
specific project 1s proposed,

Grazing systems will be maintafned, revised, or
implemented, based on consideration of

- objectives detailed in the AMP;
resource characteristics detailed in the RMP;
vegetation characteristics determined by
monitoring;
availability of water;
operator requests; and
implementation costs.

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
big game or wild horses and burros grazing the
public lands., Conflicts between these animals
and livestock may be resolved and specific
forage-use levels adjusted at the
activity-planning stage or at any time deemed
necessary as a result of rangeland monitoring,

Use levels for livestock and wild horses and
burros may be adjusted to provide for protection
of critical soils and crucial wildlife habitat.
If additional forage becomes available, and
crucial wildiife habitat and critical soils
areas would not deteriorate, equal consideration
will be given to livestock, wildlife, and wild
horses and burros, based on rangeland monitoring.

Changes in season from spring to fall/winter may
be necessary 1in the 43 allotments that have
areas of critical soils (see the pocket map of
proposed rights-of-way management). At this
time, it is not known whether these allotments
are exceeding the Sofl Conservation Service
{SCS) critical soil loss threshold. This
determination will be made on an

allotment-by-allotment basis in conjunction with
current monitoring methods. If 1t is determined
that the allotments are exceeding the threshold,
and that rangelend trend is down, changes in
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changes could 1include changes in grazing
seasons, reductions in livestock numbers,

implementation of a grazing system or other

agreements may be entered 1into to provide

protection for these areas (map RMP-14 and the
r
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Specific actions to protect riparian areas will
be determined through activity plans after
completion of the RMP,

Range improvements facilitate grazing management
{map RMP-15 and the pocket map of proposed
grazing actions and Tlimitations on range
improvements). The location, extent, and
scheduling of specific range projects will be
determined on an individual allotment basis and

will depend on operator contributions and BLM
funding capability (table RMP-11), Existing
land treatments may be maintained.
SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS
Grazing Allotments/Licensed Use Acres
Allotments: (95 SRRA, 6 FPU) 1,612,120
public lands (SRRA) 1,409,730
public lands (FPU) 190,240
Glen Canyon NRA 12,780
tnallotted 1,730
l.icensed Use: 56,207 to 86,654 AUMs 1,606,320
SRRA 49,415 to 78,455 AUMs 1,416,080
FPU 6,792 to 8,199 AlUMs 190,240
Grazing would be excluded on four allotments
{4,530 acres) in the following areas:
- Big Flat Tops ACEC
- Bowknot Bend ACEC
- Swasey Cabin ACEC (trailing only)
- Developed recreation sites
Surface restrictions would limit range

improvements on 742,260 acres in the following
areas:
- Dry Lake ACEC
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~ Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

~ Muddy Creek ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon ACEC

- San Rafael Reef ACEC

- Segers Hole ACEC

- Sids Mountain ACEC

- Temple Mountain ACEC

- existing land leases

- ROS P-class area

- critical soils

- desert bighorn sheep crucial habitat
- antelope habitat

- mule deer and elk crucial winter range
- riparian and aquatic areas

Range improvements would be excluded on a total
of 4,990 acres in the following areas:
- Blg Flat Tops ACEC
Bowknot Bend ACEC
Copper Globe ACEC
Pictographs ACEC
Swasey Cabin ACEC
developéd recreation sites

SRRA FPU
Other Grazing Actions Acres Acres
Prohibit changes from
cattle to domestic sheep
on 29 allotments (939,150
acres) in crucial desert
bighorn sheep habitat, 799,040 140,110
Modify and implement 17
AMPs prepared prior to
RMP/EIS: 16 1
Develop and implement 31
New AMPs 27 4
Special Designations
Designate two 2 ACECs to
protect relict vegetation 4,470 0
Big Flat Tops ACEC 2,640 0
Bowknot Bend ACEC 1,830 0

Gilson Butte would be reconsidered for
designation as an ACEC to protect relict
vegetation when additional data are gathered.

4331 CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To manage surface-disturbing actions so as
to avoid or reduce adverse fimpacts to
paleontological and cultural resources and
to manage cultural resource values for
information potential, public values, or
conservation for the future,

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Potential cultural resources will be evaluated,
and identified resources protected, as required
by law, regulation, and policy. Consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer
{SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation will occur wherever mandated.

Fossils of scientific 1interest (other than
petrified wood), dincluding petrified dinosaur
bone, may not be collected on public 1land.
These resources are covered by the Antiquities
Act, which prohibits excavation or appropriation
of paleontological resources without a permit.
The Act also protects these resources from
impacts of development. For example, the
Tempskya fossil fern site near Castle Dale would
require  site-specific mitigation  measures
prepared at the time any project was proposed
which could disturb the fossil bed.
Recreational rockhounding occurs throughout the
planning area, No part of the planning area
will be designated as closed to rockhounding.

Sites listed 1in the National Register of
Historic Places and other known sites eligible
for 1isting in that register will be managed in
consultation with SHPO and the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation. Listed sites include
the Black Dragon Canyon pictographs, Buckhorn
rock art, Rochester-Muddy pictographs, and the
Denver-Rio Grande lime kiln,

A11 areas proposed for surface disturbance or
rehabilitation that have not been previously
inventoried for cultural resources must be
inventoried before starting the activity.
Direct and indirect damage will be avoided to
the extent possible without curtailing valid
rights.
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Surface disturbance will be allowed only after
cultural resource management objectives are
met, All sites will be avoided or mitigated in
keeping with the specific management objectives
assigned,

Cultural Resource Management Objectives

During activity-level planning after completion
of the RMP, all cultural resources 1n the
planning area will be assigned to one of three
management categories based on the following
objectives: (1) conservation, (2) public
values, or (3) information potential.

Conservation

The objective for the category managed for
conservation 1is to protect a 20 percent
proportionally representative sample of all
known sfte types from both natural and
human-caused deterioration, Sites within this
20 percent sample will be protected from natural
deterioration and closed to conflicting uses;
they will remain under protective management
until all similar non-conservation sites are
used and data recovery technology has developed
sufficiently that their use will make a major
contribution to the archaeological study of the
area.

The rationale for the 20 percent sample size is
that research effectiveness declines greatly
above that level. Sampling studies have shown
that the amount of new information obtainable
{compared to redundant data) falls significantly
around a 20 percent sample figure, This makes
expenditure of more time, effort, or research
money on a larger scale sample size unprofitable.

The area manager will use the following criteria
to place sites in the 20 percent sample covered
by the conservation category:

- proportional representation of site types;

- sites that are currently in the best
condition;

- sites located in areas with few current
surface-use conflicts;

- sites nominated by cultural resource
professionals or other interested parties as
having values that need to be conserved for
the future;

- samples of large linear features, such as
historic trails (the feature need not be
conserved in total); and

- additional sites as new sites are located,
in order to keep the sample at 20 percent of
the known total.

Sites placed in the conservation category will
be 1isted in files kept at the resource area
office, Site categorization is intended to be
permanent; however, some latitude must be used
in order to conserve a 20 percent sample for the
future, If a listed site is destroyed, damaged,
or endangered, a similar site in as good or
better condition may be substituted,

Public Values

The number of sites placed in the category
managed for public values 15 expected to be
small. Objectives for this category are:

- to provide access to these sites for the
general public or particular segments of the
public (such as providing Native American
groups access to their sacred sftes);

- to provide sufficient supervision to protect
both the public and the scfentific values of
these sites;

- where there are conflicts between the
protection needs of these values, to
mitigate impacts to scientific values before
the site is turned over for public use;

- to emphasize the concerns of specific
cultural or social groups in managing sites
needed for religious or culturally important
uses; and

- to prepare specific site management plans
for all sites in this category.

Sites managed for public values must first have
their information potential recovered through
appropriate study guided by an approved research
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design, in order to mitigate the impacts of

visitor use and to provide information for
interpretation. Test or sampling excavations
will be made to define the extent of the sites
and obtain information needed to interpret
them. Interpretive displays and improved access
will be constructed.

Information Potential

Most cultural resources will be managed under
the following information potential objectives:

- to make all sites in this category available
for research;

- to protect these sites until they have been
appropriately studied;

- to ensure that all study is guided by an
appropriate research design; and

- to mitigate conflicts with other resource
uses by appropriate study.

BLM will determine what study is appropriate.

Sites managed for their {information potential
will be avoided until their potential 1s
collected through study directed by an approved
research design,

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

To protect historic values within Temple
Mountain, Tomsfich Butte, and Copper Globe
Historic Districts, an 1intensive data recovery
program would be {initiated. The program would
include a search of historic literature and
documents and compilation of oral histories in
order to tie any significant events or persons
to specific locations on the ground,

To protect Dry Lake Archaeological District from
piecemeal destruction, a study of the whole area
would be inttiated, The program would identify
the archaeological values and their spatial,
temporal, and cultural relationships.

Special Designations Acres

6 ACECs 22,170
- Dry Lake Archaeological District

{Information) 16,990

- Pictographs (Public Values) 40
- Temple Mountain Historic District
(Information) 2,660

- Tomsich Butte Historic District

- (Information) 2,040
- Copper Globe (Public Values) 220
- Swasey Cabin (Public Values) 220

4332 WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To manage areas undergoing wilderness review
under the {interim management policy (IMP);
and to manage designated wilderness areas to
protect wilderness values.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

SRRA contains one ISA and all or part of seven
WSAs (listed in table RMP-12 and shown on map 10
in volume 2), These areas will be managed under
wilderness IMP until Congress either designates
them as wilderness or drops them from wilderness
review. Actions allowed under IMP will also be
subject to restrictions developed in the RMP,

If and when an area is designated as wilderness,
that designation will automatically amend: this
plan. The amendment will be noted and added to
the RMP, Designated wilderness will be managed
under regulations at 43 CFR 8560, A wilderness
management plan will be prepared to provide
site-specific management guidance for each
designated wilderness area,

Areas not designated as wilderness will remain
under IMP until released from wilderness review
by Congress. When released, these areas will be
managed under guidance for management of other
resource programs given in the RMP,

Table RMP-12 shows how each area under
wilderness review will be managed if Congress
releases it from review without designating it
as wilderness.,

4333 RECREATION MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To develop and implement management plans
for all special recreation management areas
(SRMAs) using management prescriptions
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TABLE RMP-12

Wilderness Review Areas

WSA ACEC Special Conditions
Unit Number Unit Name Acres Acres Acres
ISA Link Flats 912 0 912
UT-060-007 Muddy Creek 31,400 13,690 17,710
UT-060-023 Sids Mountain Complex 80,530 67,680 12,850
UT-060-025 Devils Canyon 9,610 1,620 7,990
UT-060~028A Crack Canyon 25,315 22,640 2,675
UT-060-029A San Rafael Reef 55,540 39,910 15,630
UT-060-045 Horseshoe Canyon 20,500 1,830 18,670
UT-060-054 Mexican Mountain a 29,000 16,160 12,840
TOTALS 252,807 163,530 89,277

NOTE: A1) areas under wilderness review will be managed under IMP until efther designated as
wilderness or dropped from review by Congress. Areas designated as wilderness will be
dropped from ACEC management where wilderness management adequately protects the values
for which the ACEC was established., Acres of ACECs 1ie within the boundary of the
indicated WSA. Special conditions include restrictions Tisted under ROS P- and
SPNM-class areas (see chapter 3).

aExcludes 30,600 acres fn Price River Resource Area. The total acreage in Mexican Mountain
WSA is 59,600,
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" developed in the RMP; to identify areas to
be maintained in each ROS class; to identify
and designate additional developed
recreation sites; to conduct suitability
studies for wild and scenic river
designations; and to designate all of the
planning areas as open, limited, or closed
to off-road vehicle (ORV) use,

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Two public land areas, San Rafael Swell and
Labyrinth Canyon (map 55 in volume 2), are
managed as SRMAs in recognition of their
intensive use or special recreation values. The
remaining public lands are managed as an
extensive recreation management area (RMA). An
SRMA serves as the basis for preparing an
activity plan. A recreation management plan
will be developed for each SRMA in the planning
area.

Dispersed recreation use will be allowed
throughout the planning area, with permits
required for commercial use. If  demand
increases, BLM may require permits for use in
other areas where needed to protect resource
values; this would not require a plan amendment.

Recreational rockhounding occurs throughout the
planning area. No part of the planning area
will be designated as closed to rockhounding.
However, fossils of scientific interest,
including dinosaur bone, may not be collected on
public  land. Public Law 209 prohibits
excavation or collection of fossils without a
permit.

SRRA will continue to manage recreation use of
the Green River in cooperation with the Grand
Resource Area, Moab District, BLM, and with the
Utah State Division of Parks and Recreation.

Emery County and the town of Green River propose
to establish a scenic loop road along existing
vehicle routes 1in the San Rafael Swell and
Desert, Alternatives or improvements to the
existing road will be authorized on a
case-by-case basis.

In the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) [NPS,
1982], NPS 1ists the Green and San Rafael Rivers
as potential additions to the Mational Wild and

Scenic Rivers System under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. BLM has identified a segment of
Muddy Creek in SRRA as having potential for wild
and scenic designation. Designation to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System would be
made by Congress and would amend this plan.

Interim management of the three river segments
(appendix J) will serve to protect the
identified values until Congress .acts. NEPA
documents prepared for any proposals for use of
the study segments will take these values into
account and provide mitigation for potentially
adverse impacts. Actions allowed under interim
management would also be subject to restrictions
developed in the RMP.

ROS classes have been 1identified based on
inventory work (map 58 in volume 2). Classes
are based on five setting factors (appendix K).
These factors are reviewed periodically; a
change in conditions could result in a change in
ROS class. However, RMP special conditions (if
any) developed to protect specific ROS class
areas reflect conditions present when the RMP
was prepared and may be changed only through a
plan amendment.

Management restrictions are not necessary to
maintain ROS class areas toward the urban end of
the spectrum, dincluding roaded natural (RN),
rural (R), and urban (U}, Therefore, no attempt
will be made to manage for these specific ROS
class areas.

ORV use designations developed in the RMP will
be made following completion of an ORV
implementation plan (appendix L). Criteria will
be developed to determine the specific course of
action needed to implement the ORV_allocation

—decision, ORV designations do not apply to

state, county or BLM system roads, or to private
or state inholdings. An assessment will be made
to determine a purpose and need for public land
non-system roads, Public participation will be

encouraged to assist BLM in didentifying which o

non-system roads should be designated as open.
The implementation plan will become effective
following publication of a Federal Register
notice after the RMP 1is complete. See map
RMP-16 and the pocket map of proposed ORV use
designations.
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The ORV designations do not distinguish between
recreational and nonrecreational use; ORY use in
an area designated closed or limited may be

_allowed under an authorized permit. ORV
designations can be changed only through a plan
amendment,

In 1986, a cooperative mwanagement agreement
between BLM and Pathfinders Motorcycle C(lub,
Inc, of Price, Utah provided for Joint
development and management of a System of
motorcycle trails within San Rafael Swell in the
Temple Mountain Vicinity (map 57 in volume 2),
BLM has cooperated with the Utah Division of
Parks and Recreation to manage the annual Goblin
Valley Trail Rides.

Current Recreation Management Areas Acres

Specfal Recreation Management Areas = -
- 846,340

. = San Rafael Swell
. - Labyrinth Canyon . 49,220
TOTAL : 895,560
Extensive Recreation Management Area
- Remainder of SRRA 577,520
- FPU Extensive RMA : 75,350
TOTAL - 652,870
Developed Recreation Sftes
- San Rafael Campground ' 80
- Buckhorn Pictographs ‘ 10
- Cattleguard Pictographs 10
- Swasey Cabin Historic Site 220
v = Wedge Overlook 20
- Tomsich Butte Campground 20
J = Justesen Flats Campground 20
TOTAL 380
SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS
' SRRA FPU
Recreation Management Areas Acres Acres
- Manage to preserve
ROS P-class areas 117,720 0
- Manage to protect
ROS SPNM-class areas
outside ACECs 152,950 0
- Develop 2 SRMA
management plans 895,560 0

Developed Recreation Sites

- Intensify management of
7 developed recreation
sites to protect
facilities; develop or
fmprove 3 of those
recreation sites 380 0

ORV Use Designations

- Open to ORV use 281,820 45,270
- Open with seasonal _
restrictions 11,600 21,710
- Limited to existing
roads and trails 0 0

- Limited to designated
roads and trails 1,018,680 8,370
- Closed to ORY use 151,770 0

- The following areas would be open to ORV use

with seasonal restrictions:
- bighorn sheep lambing areas (03/16 to 04/01)
- bighorn sheep rutting areas (10/16 to 01/31)
~ deer and elk winter range {12/14 to 04/30)

ORV use in the following areas would be l1imfted
to designated roads and trails:
- ACECs
- ex{sting land leases
san Rafael Swell SRMA
SPNM-ROS class areas
developed recreation sites
critical solls
riparian and aquatic habitat

The following areas would be closed to ORV use:
ACECs
ROS P-class areas

4333 VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To provide desfgn standards that protect or
enhance designated VRM classes,

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

VRM class areas on public 1lands have been
jdentified based on inventory work (map RMP-17
and the pocket map of proposed visual resource
management). Classes are based on visual
resource conditions such as scenic quality,
distance zones, and sensitivity levels (appendix
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M). These are reviewed periodically; a change
in conditions could cause a change in VRM class.

VRM classes give management objectives to be
applied to actions taking place on public
lands. Land-use  proposals are  reviewed
jndividually to determine whether visual impacts
can be adequately mitigated to meet the
objective of the existing VRM class.,

Visual values and projects will be evaluated to
determine appropriate management and conformance
with VRM class objectives on a case-by-case
basis.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Special Designations SRRA Acres FPU Acres

6 ACECs

- Highway I-70 Scenic

Corridor ACEC 50,650
- Muddy Creek ACEC 22,540
- San Rafael Canyon ACEC 34,420
- San Rafael Reef ACEC 68,720
- Segers Hole ACEC 7,120
- Sids Mountain ACEC 61,870

C OO0 OO

VRM class I Areas 278,340 0
- Highway I-70 Scenic
Corridor ACEC
- Muddy Creek ACEC
- San Rafael Canyon ACEC
{upper and lower portions)
- San Rafael Reef ACEC
- Segers Hole ACEC
- Sids Mountain ACEC
- ROS P-class areas

VRM class II Areas 252,060 4,140
- Copper Globe ACEC
- San Rafael Canyon ACEC
{middle portion)
- Swasey Cabin ACEC
- developed recreation sites

4341 SOIL, WATER AND AIR MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To maintain or improve soil productivity,
water quality, and air quality, and to
improve watershed conditions, so long as RMP

goals are met; to improve water quality in
areas exceeding state water quality
standards; to maintain vegetation cover at
or above the 1level necessary to and
exceeding the SCS critical soil loss
threshold in the critical soil areas (or any
newer method adopted by the BLM).

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

BLM will manage actions on the public lands to
protect the soil resource and municipal
watersheds, and will manage the soil resource to
maintain or increase soil productivity, prevent
or minimize accelerated soil erosion, and
prevent or minimize flood and sediment damage,
as needed. Public lands will be managed so as
to abide by ‘taws, executive orders, and
regulations on floodplain and wetland areas to
reduce resource loss from floods and erosion.

Areas with critical soil needs have been
identified based on unpublished Emery area and
Henry Mountain area SCS soil surveys (map 69 in
volume 2 and appendix N), Additional
inventories could determine the existence of
additional special areas or change the location
or extent of areas previously identified.

BLM will maintain the soil data base by updating
ecological site descriptions from information
collected through range: monitoring and other
specific studies and share information with SCS.

Soil productivity and vegetation cover will be
maintained at or above the threshold necessary
to avoid exceeding the soil loss tolerance for
critical sofils  (appendix N). Watershed
condition and water quality will be maintained
or improved.

Watershed control structures in place prior to
the RMP will be evaluated and maintained where
required. Additional structures may be
installed 1if needed, subject to conditions
developed in the RMP,

Water quality improvements will be implemented
in areas that do not meet state water quality
standards. Specific actions will be determined
through activity-level plans prepared after
compietion of the RMP, Improvements may include
Timitations on grazing to maintain water quality
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within state standards, actions to allow
increased vegetation cover, stabilization of
soils where erosion and leaching of natural
salts have decreased water quality, limitations
on surface-disturbing activities to prevent
deterioration of water quality, rehabilitation
of abandoned roads and mine  tailings,
restrictions on placement of erodible material,
cooperation with surface users to reduce surface
disturbance, and vrestriction of ORV use on
erodible or steep slopes.

BLM will monitor existing water quality and
watershed conditions and didentify watersheds
that contribute high salt and sediment loads to
the Colorado River basin, Water quality data
have been entered on the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) STORET computer data
base program and will be maintained. BLM will
take appropriate actions to maintain water
quality of streams within the planning area to
meet state and federal water quality standards,
including designated beneficial wuses and
antidegradation requirements. BLM will also
maintain a water quantity data base.

BLM will maintain in-house water rights files
and a water rights data base on the nationwide
BLM computer system. BLM has participated in
two water rights adjudication proceedings in
cooperation with the Utah State Division of
Water Rights and will continue to cooperate with
the state as updates are made. BLM will
continue to obtain new water rights to benefit
resource activities,

BLM will manage actions on public lands to meet
air quality standards prescribed by federal,
state, and local laws and will protect existing
air quality when feasible, The unique visual
{air quality) characteristics of four special
interest areas (Mexican Mountain, San Rafael
Reef, Sids Mountain, and the lower Green River)
will be maintained, Potential adverse impacts
will be mitigated through site-specific NEPA
documents prepared at the time an action in this
area is proposed, through best available control
technology as part of the state permitting
process and prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) review,

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS
SRRA FPU
Watershed Control Structures Acres Acres

Locate where needed 1,459,370 75,350
Standard Conditions 702,440 45,270
Special Conditions 737,950 30,080

Excluded (except where
watershed control
structures would
protect: 19,010

In the special conditions area, either surface
restrictions or seasonal restrictions would
apply. Surface restrictions would be applied to
the following areas:

- Dry Lake Archeological District ACEC

- Highway 1-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC

-~ Muddy Creek ACEC

- San Rafael Canyon middle portion of the ACEC
- San Rafael Reef ACEC

- Segers Hole ACEC

- Sids Mountain ACEC

- Temple Mountain Historic District ACEC

- existing land leases

- ROS P-class areas outside ACECs

- critical soils

- riparian and acquatic habitat

Seasonal restrictions would be applied to the
following areas:

- desert bighorn sheep crucial habitat

- antelope habitat

- mule deer and elk crucial winter range

Watershed control structures would be exciuded
except where they would protect resource values
on 19,010 acres in the following areas:
- Copper Globe ACEC
- San Rafael Canyon ACEC (upper and Tlower
portions)

- Swasey Cabin ACEC

-~ Pictographs ACEC

- developed recreation sites

Watershed control structures would be excluded
from 4,470 acres in relict vegetation ACECs:

- Big Flat Tops ACEC

- Bowknot Bend ACEC
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4351 HABITAT MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To provide habitat for a diversity of
wildlife species and to alter management of
wildlife habitats as to protect crucial
wildlife habitats and certain desert bighorn
sheep and riparian habitats.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Wildlife habitats within the planning area will
be managed to provide for a diversity of
species. Specific habitat areas will be managed
to provide forage, cover, water, and space
requirements to support major wildlife species.

BLM will continue to manage big game species
habftat (maps 71, 72, 73, and 74 in volume 2)
and recormend population levels to the Board of
Big Game Control, BLM will continue to
cooperate with Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources (UDWR) on interagency big game studies
to monitor habitat conditions. UDWR has
identified seasonal and crucial habitat areas
with input from federal agencies, including
BLM. These areas could change over time as
animal populations and habitat conditions change.

BLM will continue to cooperate with UDWR and
other federal agencies to identify herd units,
crucial habftat areas, and hunting and trapping
areas and to control predators,

Riparfan and aquatic habitats will be managed to
preserve, protect, and restore natural functions
in accordance with laws, executive orders, and
regulations as they relate to habjtat
management. Inventories will be initiated to
determine the condition and affecting elements
of riparian habitat, A1l activity plans
developed under this RMP will consider riparian
and aquatic habitat.

Known raptor sites will be protected from human
disturbance to the greatest extent possible,
A1l permitted activities within 0.5 mile of an
active nest site will be restricted during the
nesting season (February 1 to August 15
annually). These sites may vary in location
from year to year and have not been mapped for
this RMP,

BLM will cooperate with UDWR to maintain or
re-establish  desert bighorn sheep within
jdentified habitat areas, so long as this
practice 1s 1in keeping with RMP goals and
objectives, Transplants of native big- game
species may take place within habitat areas if
identified in an HMP prepared or modified after
completion of the RMP; these actions will not
require a plan amendment, HMPs  will  be
coordinated with affected land owners,
Transplants of fish and game birds may take
place without requiring an HMP or a plan
amendment,

BLM will manage for big game populations in
suitable areas only so long as critical soils
are protected and livestock use in non-crucial
big game habitat areas is considered,

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

None identified.

4352 ENDANGERED SPECIES MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To protect and conserve all officially
listed and candidate plant and:- animal
species and their habitats, as provided by
law, and to increase animal and plant
populations where opportunities exist.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

No management action will be permitted on public
lands that will jeopardize the continued exist-
ence of plant or animal species that are listed,
are officially proposed for 1isting, or are
candidates for listing as T/E (tables RMP-13 and
RMP-14),

BLM will cooperate with U.,S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) in writing recovery plans for
T/E species located within the planning area or
grazing area. Also, BLM will consult USFWS for
a formal consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act before approving or
implementing any action that may affect a
protected species.

Sensitive species listed by the State of Utah
will be managed in similar fashion, except that
no Section 7 consultation is required. BLM will
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TABLE RMP-13

Status of Threatened, Endangered, or Sens{tive Plants

Known to Occur

Common Name Status Scientific Name in Planning Area
Maguire daisy Endangered Erigeron maguirei Yes
Wright fishhook cactus Endangered Sclerocactus wrightiae Yes
San Rafael cactus Endangered Pediocactus despainii Yes
Jones cycladenia Threatened Cycladenia humilis var, jonesii ‘ Yes
Last Chance townsendia Threatened Townsendia aprica Yes
Silver milkvetch Sensitive Astragalus subcinereus var, basalticus Yes
Smith wild buckwheat Sensitive Eriogonum smithii Yes
Yellow blanket flower Sensitive Gaillardia flava Yes
Western sweetvetch Sensitive Hedysarum occidentale var, canone Yes
Hymenoxys Sensitive Hymenoxys depressa Yes
Jones indigo bush | Sensitive Psorothamnus polyadenius var, jonesii Yes
Barneby schoenocrambe Sensitive Schoenocrambe barnebyi Yes
Globemallow Sensitive Sphaeralcea psorgloides Yes

Source: Federal Register Vol. 50, No. 181, September 18, 1985, pp. 37958 to 37967 and Vel. 51,
No. 86, May 5, 1986, pp. 16526 to 16530,
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TABLE RMP-14

Status of Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive Animals

Common Name Status Scientific Name

Bald eagle Endangered Haliaeetus Teucocephalus
Peregrine falcon Endangered Falco peregrinus var. anatum
Ferruginous hawk Sensitive Buteo regalis

Western snowy plover Sensitive Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
Mountain plover Sensitive Charadrius montanus
Long-billed curlew Sensitive Numenius americanus
White-faced ibis Sensitive Plegadis chihi

Southern spotted owl Sensitive Strix occidentalis lucida
Black-footed ferret Endangered Mustela nigripes

Spotted bat Sensitive Euderma maculata
Southwestern river otter Sensitive Lutra canadensis sonorae
Humpback chub Endangered  Gila cypha

Bonytail chub Endangered  Gila elegans

Colorado squawfish Endangered Ptychocheilus lucius
Razorback sucker Sensitive Xyrauchen texanus

Known to
Occur in

Plan Area

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

3jesting habitat includes breeding areas and areas where young are raised,

byeariong habitat for the Colorado squawfish includes spawning areas.

Habitat
Use

Winter
Nesting?
Nesting?
Nestingd
Nesting?
Nesting?
Nesting?
Nesting?
Yearlong

Unknown
Yearlong
Transient
Unknown
Yearlongb

Summer

Source: Federal Register Vol, 50, No. 181, September 18, 1985, pp. 37958 to 37967 and Vol. 51,
No, 86, May 5, 1986, pp. 16526 to 16530,
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continue to cooperate 1n surveys to determine
the extent or existence of T/E or candidate
species.

As required by the Endangered Species Act,
recovery actions may be taken where possible in
coordination with USFWS; such actions will
require an activity plan. Transplants will be
done in compliance with the Endangered Species
Act and would require a cooperative agreement
and an activity plan.

BLM will protect and conserve all officially
1isted and candidate species and their habitats.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS
None {dentified,

4360 FIRE MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

+ To suppress wildfires where necessary to
protect life, property, and high-risk

resource  values; to limit motorized
suppression 1n areas closed to ORV use; and
to use prescribed fire to implement or
maintain seedings where necessary,

GENERAL MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

Fires will be suppressed in accordance with the
fire management plan prepared to implement RMP
decisions, The fire management plan will detafl
prescriptions .. for or Tlimitations on fire
suppression, including areas where fires will be
completely suppressed or allowed to burn,
equipment and  techniques, equipment and
techniques allowed 1in specified areas, and
values at risk to be protected (see map RMP-18).

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Fire Suppression Action SRRA Acres FPU Acres

Full Suppression 195,890 25,640
Conditional Suppression 1,267,950 19,710
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CHAPTER 3, SPECIAL MANAGEMENT CONDITIONS

OVERVIEW

This chapter describes the special management
conditions that would apply to certain areas or
resources within San Rafael Resource Area (SRRA)
and Forest Planning Unit (FPY) under the San
Rafael Resource Management Plan (RMP). These
special conditions are part of the resource
management program decisions and must be viewed
together with the management prescriptions given
in chapter 2.

RMP special conditions are intended to mitigate
broad-scale adverse impacts to specific resource
values found to be at vrisk, They would be
applied to any actions taken in the areas speci-
fied; however, these are not the only conditions
that might apply to a project.

Four levels of mitigation could apply to any
action taken in SRRA and FPU; (1) mitigation
required by law, executive order, or regula-
tions; {2} the RMP special conditions presented
here; (3) project stipulations either submitted
as part of a proposed action or developed
through site-specific WNational Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) documentation; and (4) stand-
ard operating conditions (shown in chapter 5).

Mitigating measures mandated by law, executive
order, or regulation are not listed here, but
would apply to any project. RMP special condi-
tions would not apply if they would limit valid
legal rights to use public lands (for example,
under certain aspects of the mining laws). RMP
decisions also do not apply where they would
1imit valid existing rights (rights that were in
effect when the RMP was adopted, such as prior
mineral leases).

Some types of land uses, such as geophysical
operations, do not require a Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) decision or authorization; in
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these cases, project stipulations or special
conditions would not be applied unless needed to
mitigate unnecessary or undue degradation of
public lands or resources or restrictions
applied through the RMP. Projects that would
resylt in unnecessary and undue degradation
would be denied unless the operator could
mitigate or lessen the degree of change to an
acceptable Tlevel as would any projects that
could not meet the RMP conditions,

Except as noted above, the RMP special condi-
tions would be applied to any projects proposed
for the specific area identified, to protect the
resource values as risk, If a project could not
meet the special conditions, either it would
have to be modified or denied or the RMP would
have to be amended. However, the Area Manager
may approve exceptions to application of the
special conditions on a case-by-case basis if
sufficient justification exists to show that
this level of mitigation is not needed (such as
waiving a seasonal use requirement if a protect-
ed wildlife species is not using crucial habitat
in a specific year).

Site-specific WNEPA documentation, prepared at
the time a project is evaluated for approval,
would be used to provide site-specific analysis
of the project's environmental effects and to
determine site-specific mitigation require-
ments, If adverse 1impacts from a proposed
action could not be mitigated, the project would
be denied or modified to bring the degree of
change to an acceptable level,

Standard operating procedures, found in chapter
5, generally would apply to any project, but
could be modified or waived by the Area Manager
on a case-by-case basis. They include such
things as standard road specifications, fencing
specifications, trash control methods, land-
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scaping specifications, and requirements for
cultural resource clearances.

The RMP special conditions have been developed
through the RMP and its environmental impact
statement (EIS) and are part of the decisions,
terms, and conditions for use of public lands
and resources within SRRA, They cannot be

changed without a plan amendment,

The special conditions are 1listed using the
names given in chapter 2, RMP special condi-
tions for areas of critical environmental con-
cern (ACECs) are listed first, in alphabetical
order, The specfal conditions for other areas
and resource values, fincluding special manage-
ment conditions for recreation opportunity
spectrum (ROS) primitive (P) and semiprimitive
nonmotorized (SPNM) class areas, are listed
after those for the ACECs.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS FOR ACECs

BIG FLAT TOPS ACEC

The Big Flat Tops area encompasses approximately
2,640 acres in southern Emery County, about 17
miles northeast of Hanksville. This area is
defined by the upper edge of the cliffs that
separate the mesa top from the adjacent flats.
These cliffs effectively prevent livestock from
gaining access to Big Flat Tops, except by a
narrow path on the southeast ridge along which
" people and animals may ascend to the top.

The vegetation communities on Big Flat Tops
probably developed without the influence of
grazing animals. Therefore, the area has poten-
tial value for scientific study and as a com-
parison area for similar vegetation communities
that have been grazed, Other flat mesa tops
similar in potential for relict vegetation
adjoin north Big Flat Tops to the south.

The mesa top supports a little-disturbed vegeta-
tion community that would fil1l identified needs
of Utah's growing system of natural areas. The
area could be used for scientific research and
comparative studies, and designation could be
accomplished with few resource conflicts.

The ACEC would be
- in mineral leasing category 4;
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- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from Jlocatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way arants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- excluded from livestock use;

- excluded from Tland treatments and range
improvements, except for test plots and
facilities necessary for study of the relict
and near-relict plant communities;

- designated as closed to off-road vehicle
{ORV) use;

- managed as visual resource management (VRM)
class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

BOWKNOT BEND ACEC

Bowknot Bend encompasses about 1,830 acres in
southeastern Emery County and borders Grand
County, approximately 40 miles south of the city
of Green River, The subject area is defined by
a continuous cliff band separating Bowknot Bend
from the Green River,

Bowknot Bend presents an isolated relict plant
community that remains unaltered by human inter-
vention or domestic livestock grazing. The area
has potential for scientific study and as a
comparison area for similar vegetation communi-
ties that have been grazed, Natural history
values in the area are also recognized because
this area has rarely had human or domestic
animal intrusion.

The Bowknot Bend area presents fmportant relict
plant communities that meet the criteria for
Utah's growing system of natural areas.

The ACEC would be

- in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from Tlocatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, except for 1imited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- excluded from livestock use;
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~ excluded from tland treatments and range
improvements, except for test plots and
facilities necessary for study of the relict
and near-relict plant communities;

~ designated as closed to ORV use;

~ managed as YRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

COPPER GLOBE ACEC

The 220-acre Copper Globe Mine area, located 10
miles south of Highway I-70 in the center of
Emery County, contains an historic underground
base metal mine. This mine, discovered prior to
1900 and worked periodically up to World War II,
fs an example of mine workings and technologies
of the early 20th Century. Several drifts, some
scattered equipment and structures, and one
access shaft remain in an area where miners
tried to develop a copper oxide ore body.

The Copper Globe ACEC would be designated to
protect the public values of historic mining use
thought to be present. The ACEC would be

- in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from locatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, dincluding collection of
1ive or downed dead wood for campfires;

- excluded from Tand treatments and range
improvements except for watershed control
structures where these would protect
historic values;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class II;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

DRY LAKE ARCHAEOLOGICAL DISTRICT ACEC

Dry Lake Archaeological District (16,990 acres)
has a multitude of apparently undisturbed
single-episode 1ithic scatters, as well as other
site types such as 1ithic procurement, shelters,
and campsites. It 1is one of the most Tikely
Tocations for finding Paleo-Indian sites, the
rarest site type in Utah,
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The area also contains the Dry Lake Meander:
two large, well expressed, abandoned meanders of
the Green River. The size of the meander scar
indicates that abandonment must have occurred
during either the Early Pleistocene or the Late
Pliocene period, when the volume of water in the
river was much greater than it is at present.
Related geologic values are visible where the
Summerville and Curtis Formations erode to form
an escarpment, colorful promontories, and
stepped terraces, especfally in Curtis beds.
The broad, sandy valley of the meander, covered
with mixed desert shrub, has potential as a
botanical preserve,

The Dry Lake Archaeological District ACEC would
be designated to protect the information values
of Paleo-Indian sites thought to be present.
Specfal conditions would be designed to prevent
surface disturbance or damage that could
adversely affect those values. The ACEC would be
- in mineral leasing category 2;
- open to disposal of mineral materials;
- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;
- avoided for right-of-way grants;
- open to land treatments and range improve-
ments subject to special conditions;
- designated as Timited for ORV use, with use
1imited to designated roads and trails;
- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

HIGHWAY I-70 SCENIC CORRIDOR ACEC

Highway 1-70 Scenfc Corridor ACEC (50,650 acres
including ROS P-class area) across the San
Rafael Swell dis highly scenic. Because of
increased traffic on this route, the scenic
values are becoming better known to the.travel-
ing public. 1Its scarcity within the Colorado
Plateau physiographic province makes this
particular combination of scenic values an
important resource.

The ACEC would be managed under program 4333
Recreation/Visual Resource  Management, to
protect scenic values. The following special
conditions are intended to protect scenic values
and would apply to actions within the Highway
1-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC,
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Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC would be:

- in mineral leasing category 3;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- open to range f{improvements with special
conditions;

- excluded from land treatments;

- excluded from private and commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
limited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

An exception to the no-surface-occupancy stipu-
lation may be granted if an environmental
assessment (EA) concludes that the proposed
action would not adversely affect scenic values.

MUDDY CREEK ACEC

Muddy Creek ACEC (22,540 acres including ROS
P-class area) includes primarily the Muddy Creek
drainage from South Salt Wash downstream to
Segers Hole, The ACEC also contains the Tomsich
Butte special emphasis area (4,970 acres). The
special emphasis area contains historic mine
workings and Hondu Arch.

The ACEC would be managed under program 4333,
Recreation/Visual Resource Management to protect
scenic values, The special emphasis area would
also be managed under program 4331, Cultural
Resource Management, to protect historic values.

The following special conditions are intended to
protect scenic and historic values and would
apply to actions within the Muddy Creek ACEC,
Special conditions are also intended to protect
historic values in the Tomsich Butte special
emphasis areas.

Muddy Creek ACEC would be:

- in mineral leasing category 3;

~ closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- open to range improvements with special
conditions;
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- excluded from land treatments;

- excluded from private and commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails;

~ managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

In the Tomsich 8utte special emphasis area
(4,970 acres), no historic structures would be
disturbed until features have been recorded,

PICTOGRAPHS ACEC

The Pictographs ACEC (40 acres) include the
world-famous Black Dragon, Head of Sinbad, and
Lone Warrior rock art sites, plus the Rochester
Creek rock art site. The Rochester Creek site
is located east of Emery City. Some of the best
examples of Colorado Plateau rock art, the sites
are easily accessible from Highway 1-70 and are
being visited more every year. Their popularity
has grown following mention in several publica-
tions including National Geographic magazine
[Smith, 1980; Schaafsma, 1971; and Castleton,
1984].

The Pictographs ACEC would be protected and
interpreted for public use. Special conditions
would protect these values from surface disturb-
ance which could destroy or diminish their
values. Testing or sampling excavations would
be made to define the extent of the sites and
obtain information needed to interpret them.
Interpretive displays and improved access would
be constructed.

* The Pictographs ACEC would be

- in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from locatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, including collection of
1ive or downed dead wood for campfires;

- excluded from livestock use;

- excluded from 1land treatments and range
improvements except for watershed control
structures where these would protect
cultural resource values;
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- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

SAN RAFAEL CANYON ACEC

The 34,420 acre (including ROS P-class area) San
Rafael River canyon area (0.5 mile on either
side of the San Rafael River) extends downriver
50 miles from Fullers Bottom Draw to Sulphur
Spring and includes the Upper Black Box of the
San Rafael River, downriver from Lockhart Wash
to Indian Benches and the 1lower portion of
Drowned Hole Draw. Major tributary canyons are
Virgin Spring Canyon, Cane Wash, Road Draw, Red
Canyon, Horse Canyon, Swasey Leap, and the Lower
Black Box. Also included is Buckhorn Wash from
Furniture Draw to its intersection with the San
Rafael River 1including Calf, Cow, and Pine
Canyons, Associated landforms include Assembly
Hall Peak, Window Blind Peak, The Wedge, and
Indfan Bench.

The ACEC would be managed under program 4333,
Recreation/Visual Resource Management to protect
scenic values. The ACEC consists of the lower,
middle, and upper portions.

The following special conditions are intended to
protect scenic values and would apply to actions
within the San Rafael Canyon ACEC.

San Rafael Canyon ACEC (Lower Portion)

The 1lower portion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC
(12,540 acres) contains the Black Box portfon of
the San Rafael River and would be

in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from Jocatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants except the
Mexican Mountain road;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodiand products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- excluded from land treatments and range
improvements except for watershed control
structures where these would protect recrea-
tion or riparian values;

- designated as closed to ORV use;

- managed as YRM class I;
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- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.,

San Rafael Canyon ACEC (Middle Portion)

The middle portion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC
(15,930 acres including ROS P-class area) covers
an area along the San Rafael River between
Johansen Cabin and Lockhart Wash and 1includes
The Wedge and a portion of Buckhorn Wash,

The middle portion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC
would be

- in mineral leasing category 2;

- open to disposal of mineral materials with
special conditions;

- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires.

- excluded from 1livestock grazing within
Buckhorn Draw;

- excluded from land treatments and range
improvements unless used to protect or
improve riparian values;

- designated as limited for ORY use, with use
1imited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class II;

- subject to fire suppression with special

" conditions,

San Rafael Canyon ACEC (Upper Portion)

The upper portion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC
(5,950 acres) contains the Little Grand Canyon
portion of the San Rafael River and would be

- in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from locatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- excluded from 1land treatments and range
improvements except for water control struc-
tures where these would protect recreation
or riparfan values;

- designated as closed to .ORV use;

- managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,
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SAN RAFAEL REEF ACEC

The San Rafael Reef is important because of its
unique vegetation and scenic values. Relict
vegetation communities are found throughout the
steeply dipping cuestas on the back side of the
reef, Because of the terrain, only desert
bighorn sheep or wild burros graze in the area.
Therefore, these vegetation communities are
unique because they have developed without the
influence of domestic grazing.

San Rafael Reef s created by the resistant
Wingate, Kayenta, and Navajo Sandstones of the
Glen Canyon group along the eastern side of San
Rafael Swell., These Triassic and Jurassic rocks
dip steeply along the monocline, but become
nearly horizontal a short distance east and west
of the major fold. The monocline 1s spectacu-
larly expressed by these resistant units, par-
ticularly as they rise above the valley floor on
the east, carved on Carmel and Entrada beds.
Nearly flat-lying Entrada, Curtis, Summerville,
and basal Morrison beds are exposed in mesas
east of the reef. Toward the west, Chinle,
Moenkopi, and Kaibab beds are exposed in the
central part of San Rafael Swell, on the uplift-
ed part of the monoclinal flexure, Softer
Chinle and Moenkopi beds form some of the
characteristic  "wineglass® valleys. These
formations have eroded to form discontinuous
strike valleys between San Rafael Reef and the
upper, higher San Rafael Swell, which is carved
on lower Moenkopi, Kaibab, and older rocks.

The ACEC area of 68,720 acres is divided into
two portions. The north portion (43,400 acres)
would be managed under program 4333, Recreation/
Visual Resource Management and 4322, Grazing
Management to protect scenic values and relict
vegetation., The south portion would be managed
under program 4333, Recreation/Visual Resource
Management, to protect scenic values,

The North portion of the San Rafael Reef ACEC is
between Temple Mountain and Highway I-70, The
following special conditions are intended to
protect scenic values and relict vegetation,
The north portion of the San Rafael Reef ACEC
would be:

- in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from Tlocatable

mineral entry;
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- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

-~ excluded from 1land treatments and range
improvements except for water control struc-
tures where these would protect scenic
values;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
limited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

The south portion of the San Rafael Reef ACEC
(25,320 acres) contains the San Rafael Reef
south of Temple Mountain., The following special
conditions are intended to protect scenic
values. The south portion of the San Rafael
Reef ACEC would be’

- in mineral leasing category 3;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials:

- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private and commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- open to range improvements with special
conditions; '

- excluded from land treatments;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
limited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

SEGERS HOLE ACEC

The Segers Hole ACEC (7,120 acres) is bounded by
the Ch1mpey on the north and east and by Moroni
Slopes on the south and west.

The ACEC would be wmanaged under program 4333,
Recreation/Visual Resource Management, to
protect scenic values. The following special
conditions are intended to protect scenic values
and would apply to actions within Segers Hole
ACEC.

Segers Hole ACEC would be:
- in mineral leasing category 3;
- closed to disposal of mineral materials;
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- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private and commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- open to range improvements with special
conditions;

- excluded from land treatments;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
1imited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

SIDS MOUNTAIN ACEC

The Sids Mountain ACEC (61,870 acres including
ROS P-class area) is located south of San Rafael
Canyon and north of Link Flats, between Cane and
Coal Washes, It includes Devil and Eagle Can-
yons, Saddle Horse Canyon, Ghost Rock, the
Blocks, Joe and His Dog, San Rafael Knob, Sids
Mountain, Bullock Draw, Coal Wash, Cat Canyon,
Kimball Draw, Justensen Flats, and Limestone and
Sagebrush Benches, The ACEC would be managed
under program 4333, Recreatfon/Visual Resource
Management, to protect scenic values, The
following special conditions are intended to
protect scenic values and would apply to actions
within Sids Mountain ACEC.

Sids Mountain ACEC would be:

- in mineral leasing category 3;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private and commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
coltection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- open to range improvements with special
conditions;

- excluded from land treatments;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

SWASEY CABIN ACEC

The Swasey Cabin area (220 acres) includes
several features built or used by the Swasey
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family. The Swasey family, foremost 1in the
folklore of the San Rafael region, used the
cabin area as part of their livestock opera-
tion. Features within the area include a cabin
built in 1920; Joe's Office, a rock shelter used
as a camp until the cabin was built; the
Refrigerator, a cave which keeps things cool
year-round; Cliff Dweller's spring; and a dry
farm,

The Swasey Cabin ACEC would be designated to
protect the public values of historic ranching
use thought to be present. The ACEC would be

- in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from Tlocatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires,

- excluded from grazing use except livestock
trailing under an approved permit;

- excluded from Tland treatments and range
improvements except for watershed control
structures where these would protect
historic values;

- designated as Timited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as VRM class II;

- subject to full fire suppression,

TEMPLE MOUNTAIN HISTORIC DISTRICT ACEC

Temple Mountain (2,580 acres) is one of the best
examples of uranium mining activities in the
area. Especially 1in the 1950s, this activity
was nationally significant, and these old
uranium workings offer important evidence of the
technology of that time and the use of the
area's mineral resources.

Without special management and with another
mining boom, these resources could be destroyed
in a matter of days. Development under a
current mining claim would remove important
cultural evidence of previous activities. The
potential threat most 1ikely to occur is that
mine assessment or small-scale mining will
destroy the values piecemeal without mitigating
the effect on the area as a whole.

The Temple Mountain Historic District ACEC would
be designated to protect the information values
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of historic mining use thought to be present.
No historic structures would be disturbed until
features have been recorded,

Temple Mountain Historic District ACEC would be

- in mineral leasing catetory 2;

- open to disposal of mineral materials
subject to special conditions;

- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, including wood from
historic structures, but available for
Timited onsite collection of downed dead
wood for campfires;

- open to land treatments and range improve-
ments subject to special conditions;

- open to wildlife habitat improvements
subject to special conditions;

- designated as Timited for ORV use, with use
1imited to designated roads and trails;

- subject to full fire suppression.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS FOR AREAS OTHER THAN ACECs

HUNTINGTON AIRPORT LEASE

Use of the 340 Teased acres would be allowed
only with (1) specfal conditions to ensure the
use is consistent with the purpose for which the
land was leased and (2) consent of airport
officials. Any use allowed would be subject to
' Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regula-
tions, Part 77, "Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace.”

The Huntington Airport lease area would be

- in mineral leasing category 2;

- open to disposal of mineral materials with
special conditions;

- withdrawn from mineral entry;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, including collection of
Tive or downed dead fuelwood for campfires;

- open to livestock use with special
conditions;

-'open to land treatments and range improve-
ments with special conditions;

- open to development of watershed control
structures with special conditions;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
1imited to designated roads and trails;
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- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

RECREATION AND PUBLIC PURPOSE LEASES

Emery School (40 acres), Millsite Park (40
acres), Millsite Golf Course (190 acres),
Clawson Motocross (160 acres), Castle Dale
Fairgrounds (290 acres), and Goblin Valley State
Park extension (720 acres) would be available
only for uses consistent with the purpose for
which the land was leased.

Existing R&PP leases would be

- in mineral leasing category 2;

- open to disposal of mineral materials with
special conditions;

- withdrawn from mineral entry;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, including collection of
1ive or downed dead fuelwood for campfires;

- open to livestock use with special
conditions;

- open to land treatments and range improve-
ments with special conditions;

- open to development of watershed control
structures with special conditions;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails;

-~ subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM CLASS AREAS

These special conditions are necessary to ensure
that specific areas are managed to mafntain or
protect certain ROS classes, These special
conditions are intended to maintain P-class
areas and to protect SPNM-class areas identified
in SRRA at the time the RMP was adopted,

Primitive-Class Areas

ROS P-class areas outside ACECs (44,960 acres)
and inside ACECs (72,760 acres) would be managed
to be essentially free of evidence of human use
and to maintain an environment of {solation.
Levels of management and use are aimed at
maintaining natural ecosystems.

The following special conditions would apply to
all ROS P-class areas outside ACECs and within
the Muddy Creek, Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor,
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San Rafael Canyon (middle portion), Sids
Mountain, and Segers Hole ACECs. These areas
would be

- in mineral leasing category 3;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- open to mineral entry with plans of
operations;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private and commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- open to range fimprovements with special
conditions;

- excluded from land treatments;

- designated as closed to ORV use;

- managed as VRM class I, except the middie
portion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC, which
would be managed as VRM class II;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions,

ROS P-class areas in the north portion of the
San Rafael Reef ACEC, Bowknot Bend ACEC, and the
upper portion of the San Rafael Canyon ACEC
would be managed to protect scenic values and
relict vegetation, These areas would be

- in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from Tlocatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private and commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- designated as closed to ORV use;

- managed as VRM class I;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

In regard to exclusions from land treatments and
range 1improvements, the following exceptions
would apply to the particular areas named:

- The north portion of the San Rafael Reef
ACEC would be excluded from land treatments
and range improvements except for water
control structures -where these would protect
scenic values,

- Bowknot Bend ACEC would be excluded from
land treatments and range improvements
except for test plots and facilities
necessary for study of the relict and
near-relict plant communities.
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~ The upper portion of the San Rafael Canyon
ACEC would be excluded from land treatments
and range dimprovements except for water
control structures where these would protect
recreation or riparian values .

Semiprimitive Nonmotorized-Class Areas

ROS SPNM-class areas outside ACECs (152,950
acres) would be managed to provide a predomi-~
nantly natural environment with limited evidence
of human use and vrestrictions and, where
possible, to provide an environment of isolation.

ROS SPNM-class areas would be designated as
limited for ORV use, with use limited to desig-
nated roads and trails.

DEVELOPED RECREATION SITES

The special conditions for developed recreation
sites are those necessary to protect the Federal
Government's dinvestment in capital improvements
and facilities; they would apply upon adoption
of the RMP,

Three new recreation sites (20 acres each) would

be developed: The Wedge Overlook, Justensen
Flats, and Tomsich Butte. Development may
include picnic tables, fire grills, and
restrooms,

Developed recreation sites would be:

~ in mineral leasing category 4;

- closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- proposed for withdrawal from Tlocatable
mineral entry;

- excluded from right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, including collection of
live or downed dead wood for campfires;

- excluded from livestock use;

- excluded from land treatments and range
improvements except for development of
watershed control structures where necessary
to protect the recreation sites;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Jimited to designated roads and trails;

- managed as YRM class II;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.
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CRITICAL SOIL AREAS

A total of 473,780 acres in SRRA and 6,380 acres
in FPU would be designated as critical soil
areas to protect soils that are either highly
saline or highly susceptible to water erosion.
Critical soil areas would be managed to maintain
vegetation cover at or above the level necessary
to avoid exceeding the Soil Conservation Service
(SCS) critical soil 1loss threshold (appendix
N). Management decisions would be based on all
data available at that time, Critical soil
areas would be

- in mineral leasing category 2;

- open to disposal of mineral materials
subject to special conditions;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- available for 1land treatments and range
improvements where critical soil conditions
would be maintained or improved;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails;

- subject to fire suppression with special
conditions.

New roads will be constructed so as to avoid
critical soil areas where possible. In critical
soil areas where roads must be allowed, new
roads will be constructed with water bars,
Riprap may be required. No road grades in
excess of 10 percent will be allowed with a
maximum Tength of 1000 feet.

In order to minimize watershed damage during wet
or muddy periods, BLM will prohibit access
grading, exploration, drilling or other activi-
ties. Grading operations will be aliowed only
when soils are dry., Cross-country travel or
construction activity will be aliowed only when
soils are dry or frozen or have snow cover. BLM
will determine what is "wet, muddy or frozen"
based on weather and field conditions at the
time. The limitation does not apply to mainten-
ance and operation of producing wells or mines.

Construction and development are to be avoided
in the critical soil areas on slopes in excess
of 6 percent. Operations would be located so as
to reduce erosfon and improve the opportunity
for revegetation within areas of critical soils.

Reclamation on sites with critical soil would
require grading using slopes of 5 percent or
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less where possible and grading the site so as
to collect water for revegetation onsite.

DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP CRUCIAL HABITAT

Activities within 180,000 acres would be limited
during the lambing seasons {(April 15 to June 1
annually), During these periods, no activities
may take place which require a continued human
presence (over 12 hours duration) within the
area or 1involve sudden loud noises (such as
detonation of surface charges) or sustained
noise (such as chain saw or diesel generator),
Allotments containing crucial and yearlong
desert bighorn sheep habitat would not be
allowed to change kind of livestock from cattle
to domestic sheep. Allotments currently being
grazed by domestic sheep would not be required
to change to cattle. Desert bighorn sheep
crucial habitat would be managed with special
conditions to protect the habitat from deteri-
oration and the animals from interference with
lambing. Desert bighorn sheep crucial habitat
would be
- in mineral leasing category 2;
- open to disposal of mineral materials with
special conditions;
- open to mineral entry with special condi-
tions where plans of operations are required;
- avoided for right-of-way grants;
- open to private or commercial use of wood-
Tand products with special conditions;
- open to land treatments and range improve-
ments with special conditions;
- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
Timited to designated roads and trails
during seasonal restriction period.

ANTELOPE HABITAT

Activities within 506,660 acres (SRRA only)
would be limited during the critical fawning
period (between May 15 and June 15 annually).
Fawning areas fall within the total habitat
acreage given, but have not been mapped separ-
ately. During the fawning period, no activities
may take place which require a continued human
presence {(over 12 hours duration) within the
area or finvoilve sudden Toud noises (such as
detonation of surface charges) or sustained
noise (such as chain saw or diesel generator),
Antelope habitat would be managed with special
conditions to protect it for antelope use. This
special condition would be applied following
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completion of the antelope fawning range inven-
tory and would not apply to areas of antelope
habitat not being used as fawning range.

Antelope habitat would be

- in mineral leasing category 2;

- open to disposal of mineral materials with
special conditions;

- open to mineral entry with special condi-
tions where plans of operations are required;

- avoided for right-of-way grants;

- open to private or commercial use of wood-
land products with special conditions;

- open to land treatments and range improve-
ments with special conditions;

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
limited to designated roads and trails
during seasonal restriction period.

MULE DEER AND ELK CRUCIAL WINTER RANGE

Activities within 23,170 acres in SRRA and
32,550 acres in FPU would be Timited during
periods of critical winter use (when animals are
actually present, generally December 1 to April
15 annually). During this period, no surface-
disturbing activity may take place which would
remove forage and browse plants used by the mule
deer or elk, require a continued human presence
(over 12 hours duration) within the area,
involve sudden Toud noises (such as detonation
of surface charges), or sustained noise (such as
chain saw or diesel generator). Hunting during
a recognized hunting season in an official
hunting area, as established by UDWR, would not
be affected. Mule deer and elk winter range
would be managed with specfal conditions to
protect winter range values for deer and elk use,

Mule deer and elk crucial winter range would be
- i1n mineral leasing category 2; '
- open to disposal of mineral materials with
special conditions;
- open to mineral entry with special condi-
tions where plans of operations are required;
- avoided for right-of-way grants;
- open to private or commercial use of wood-
land products with special conditions;
- open to land treatments and range improve-
ments with special conditions;
- designated as limited for ORV use, with use
1imited to designated roads and trails
during seasonal restriction period.
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RIPARIAN AND AQUATIC HABITAT

Riparian and aquatic habitat of 14,350 acres in
SRRA and 590 acres in FPU would be inventoried,
evaluated, and managed. Specific actions would
be determined through activity plans after
completion of the RMP, Special conditions may
include 1limitations on grazing to protect
riparian areas or allow fincreased vegetation
cover; soil stabilization where erosion and
leaching of natural salts have decreased
riparfan habitat quality; Timitations on
surface-disturbing activities to prevent
deterioration of riparian condition; rehabilita-
tion of abandoned roads and mine tailings;
restrictions on placement of erodible material;
and cooperation with surface users to reduce
surface disturbance.

Riparian and aquatic habitat areas would be

- in mineral leasing category 3 within actual
riparian and aquatic habitat areas; _

~ closed to disposal of mineral materials;

- open to mineral entry, subject to special
conditions where plans of operations are
required;

~ avoided for right-of-way grants;

- excluded from private or commercial use of
woodland products, except for limited onsite
collection of downed dead wood for campfires;

- open to land treatments and range improve-
ments where these would maintain or improve
riparian and aquatic habitat;

~ - designated as limited for ORV use, with use
1imited to designated roads and trails;

- subject to fire suppression methods that
exclude motorized earth-moving equipment and
aerfal chemical fire retardants.

OFFSITE MITIGATION FOR BIG GAME HABITAT

When unreclaimed disturbance caused by a user
totals more than 10 acres in 2 years, offsite
mitigation would be required in addition to
standard reclamation requirements on the 704,420
acres in SRRA and 32,550 acres in FPU. The
offsite mitigation must be within the known
habitat area, but not necessarily within the
crucial habitat area. Offsite mitigation could
include such measures as seedings or planting
vegetation species favorable to the big game
animals displaced or constructing water projects
that would allow the animals to use other parts

of the habitat area. Offsite mitigation
projects must be approved in advance by the

authorized officer.
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CHAPTER 4, IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING

OVERVIEW

This  implementation and monitoring plan
describes monitoring procedures to be followed,
implementation schedules, and other information
that is part of the resource management plan
(RMP), RMP d{mplementatfon is expected to be
complete within 10 years after adoption, except
for certain grazing decisions.

USING THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

In using the RMP, the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) will

- implement the plan decisions;

- monitor both implementation and decisfons to
ensure that the plan remains current and
evaluate the results; and

- modify the RMP in response to the monitoring
process or specific proposals through
maintenance, plan amendment, or plan
revision,

IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN DECISIONS

Implementation translates the plan decisions
(management actions, activity plans, Tland
allocations, etc.) into on-the-ground action.
It includes such diverse items as

- providing personnel and equipment to make
physical changes, such as constructing
facilities for a developed recreation site;

- changing land-status plats to reflect
land-allocation  decisions, and issuing
leases and permits accordingly;
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- taking actions to inform the public, such as
printing maps of off-road vehicle (0ORV)-use
designations; and

- tafloring BLM's budget and staff
requirements to ensure that plan decisfons
can be put into action,

Implementation also means establishing
priorities and schedules., Some actions have
established schedules that must be met. For
example, all grazing-use decisions must be
issued within 5 years following publication of
the rangeland program summary (RPS), which will
be published with the final RMP,  Other
decisions take effect immediately when the RMP
is adopted, or provide for ongoing actfon in
response to specific project requests,

The RMP provides BLM with a systematic way to
prioritize funding and personnel management,
pecisions 1in the RMP shape BLM's goals and
objectives for managing public lands and
resources; the RMP's primary goals should be
given priority in allocating work months and
project funding, Besides informing the public
of BLM's priorities, the RMP serves as a
"contract® among different levels of management
within the agency to ensure that BLM's financ{al
planning process supports the plan goals and
objective. '

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Monitoring the RMP 1includes both on-the-ground
resource indicators and the land-use decisions
themselves, and should provide ongoing answers
to the following questions:

- Are the management decisions in the RWP
being implemented in a timely manner?
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- Are plan decisfons being carried out through
site-specific activity plans?

- Were the impacts to the human environment
{beneficial or adverse) projected accurately
in the environmental impact statement (EIS),
and are prescribed mitigation measures
effective in decreasing adverse impacts?

- Are the projects or prescriptions, as
implemented, successful in achieving the
desired result of resource protection or
resource production?

- Are the planning decisions, as implemented,
successful in  meeting the goals and
objectives of the RMP selected?

- Are the RMP goals and objectives valid and
appropriate to meet public needs for use of
public Tands and resources?

Plan monitoring is important to ensure that the
RMP is a useful management tool. It points out
both successes and inadequacies in the RMP and
is used to keep the plan current. Monitoring
provides the manager with evaluation to ensure
that laws, regulations, and policies are being
met; that management programs are proceeding in
the desired direction; and that the resource
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conflicts and administration problems identified
in the RMP are being adequately resolved.

MODIFYING THE PLAN

The RMP can be modified through plan
maintenance, plan amendment, or plan revision,

ANTICIPATED IMPLEMENTATION AND MOMITORING NEEDS

Table 15 1ists, by management program, the
anticipated priorities, implementation,
scheduling, and monitoring needs for the RMP,
This general table 1is intended to give a
framework for the types of implementation
actions, general schedules, and broad objectives
of monitoring for the management actions given
in the plan.

For some programs, implementation depends upon
further agency action and cannot be
anticipated, Coal implementation depends on an
unsuitabiliity analysis, wilderness or wild and
scenic river designations on congressional
action, and hazardous-waste management on
formulation of agency policy. A more detailed
monitoring plan for grazing management will be
found in the RPS. The range monitoring plan is
required by the agreement stemming from the
court-ordered grazing studies.
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Anticipated Implementation and Monitoring of
Plan Decisfons, by Management Program

Program

4111 011 and Gas
Management

4113 Geothermal
Management

4121 Coal
Management

Implementation

Issue leases with proper
stipulations and special
conditions (by USO}.

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to appli-
cations for permit to drill
(APDs) and other projects
through NEPA documentation.

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to geo-
physical activities,

Issue Teases with proper
stipulations and special
conditions (by USO).

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to

Ticenses and plans of opera-
tionand other projects through
NEPA documentation. Amend RMP
if necessary,

Apply RMP and unsuitability
stipulations and special
conditions for leasing, ex-
ploration and mining opera-
tions on public land inside
the Emery and Wasatch Plateau
coal fields.

Continue administering
operations on coal leases.

Immediate
upon approval
of RMP,

Ongoing.

Ongoing.

Undetermined,

Undetermined,

Ongofng.

Ongoing.

Monitoring Objectives?

Ensure that plats are correct
and leases are issued with
proper conditions.

Ensure compliance with NEPA;3
determine if RMP objectives
are valid.

Ensure compliance with
FLPMA,

If leased, ensure that plats
are correct and leases fssued
with proper conditions; field-
check for presence or absence
of geothermal resources,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;?
determine 1f RMP objectives
are valid.

Ensure compliance with exist-
ing laws; determine if RMP
and unsuitability objectives
are valid., Ensure that plats.
are correct and leases are
issued with proper conditions,

Ensure lease compliance,

3Ccompliance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion stipula-
tions; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigation of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stipulations and special conditions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to
operators; and assessing the resource condition.
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Program

4131 Mineral
Materials
Management

4132 Mining
Law Admini-
stration

4133 Other
Nonenergy
Leasables

Imp1emehtat1q£

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to appli-
cations for disposal through
NEPA documentation.

Apply for withdrawals (by
tarial Order); show on plats.
Prioritize as follows:

~-Bowknot Bend ACEC

~Flat Tops ACEC

~-Copper Globe ACEC

~Swasey Cabin ACEC
~Pictographs ACEC

-upper and Tower portions of
San Rafael Canyon ACEC
-north portion of San Rafael
Reef ACEC

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to plans
of operation through NEPA

documentation.

Review notices of intent,

Issue leases with proper
stipulations and special
conditions (by USO).

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to
exploration permits and
exploration and mining
operations. Amend RMP if
necessary,

Ongoing.

Within 2
years after
approval

of RMP,

Ongoing.

Ongoing.

Undetermined.

Undatermined.

Monitoring Objectfvesd

Ensure compliance with NEPA:2
determine if RMP objectives
are valid,

Ensure that plats are correct,

Ensure Compliance with NEPA;?
determine if RMP objectives
are valid,

Ensure compliance with
FLPMAD

If leased, ensure that plats
are correct and leases {ssued
with proper conditions.,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine if RMP objectives
are valid.

3compiiance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion stipula-
tions; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigation of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stipulations and special condftions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to

operators; and assessing the resource condition.

bCompHance with FLPMA requires preventfon of unnecessary and undue degradation of public
lands and resources.
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Program

4211 Rights-
of-Way

4212 Lands

4220 Withdrawal
Processing
and Review

4311/4312 Forest
Management
Development

4321 Wild Horse
and Burro
Management

4322 Grazing
Management

Implementation

Designate right-of-way
corridor,

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to
right-of-way grants.

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to lands
and realty applications,

permits, sales, and leases
through NEPA documentation,

Use RMP objectives to
determine whether land
disposals are in the
national interest.

Resolve unauthorized land
uses to meet RMP goals and
objectives.

Use RMP objectives to deter-
mine whether existing and
proposed withdrawals are

in the nationalinterest.

Designate sites for private
harvest of forest products
through NEPA documentation.

Control numbers in herd
management areas.

Exclude 1ivestock from
specific areas listed in RMP,
Prioritize as shown in RPS
(published with final RMP),

Upon approval
of RMP,

Ongoing.

Ongoing.

Ongoing.

Ongoing.

Ongoing
(within 1
year after
approval
of RMP,

Ongoing.

Within 2
years after
approval of
RMP,

Monitoring Objectives?

See if RMP objectives are met,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;3
determine if RMP objectives
are valid,

Ensure compliance with NEPA:2
determine if RMP objectives
are valid,

Watch for cumulative impacts;
see 1f RMP objectives are
met; determine if RMP objec-
tives are valid,

Watch for cumulative impacts;
see if RMP objectives are
met; determine if RMP objec-
tives are valid.

Watch for cumulative impacts;
see if RMP objectives are
met; deter-mine if RMP objec-
tives are valid,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine if RMP objectives
are valid,

To maintain a thriving eco-
logical balance between wild
equids and other resources,

See RPS,

3compliance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion stipula-
tfons; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigation of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stipulations and special conditions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to

operators; and assessing the resource condition,
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TABLE RMP-15 (Continued)

Program

4322 Grazing

Management
(Concluded)

4331 Cultural
Resource

Management

Implementation

Change season of use on
certain allotments to meet
RMP objectives. Prioritize
as shown in RPS,

Modify or prepare AMPs; apply
RMP stipulations and special
conditions through NEPA docu-
mentation., Prioritize as
shown 1n RPS.

Designate Bowknot Bend and
Big Flat Top ACECs

Prepare activity plans for

Schedule

As rangeland
monitoring
dictates.

Ongoing.

Immediate
upon approval
of RMP,

Within 1

for special designation areas; year after

incorporate RMP objectives
through NEPA documentation,

Apply legal requirements and
use RMP objectives to manage
cultural resources in the
national {nterest,

Designate Dry Lake Archaeo-
logical District, Pictographs,
Temple Mountain Historic
District,Copper Globe Mine
and Swasey Cabin ACECs; and
Toms{ch Butte asa special
emphasis area within

Muddy Creek ACEC.

Prepare activity plans for
special designation areas;
incorporate RMP objectives
through NEPA documentation,
Prioritize as follows:
~Pictographs ACEC

~Temple Mountain Historic
District

approval
of RMP,

Ongoing.

Immediate
upon approval
of RMP,

Ongoing - one
ACEC activity
plan per
fiscal year,
as required.

Monitoring Objectives?

See RPS.

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine 1f RMP objectives
are valid,

Ensure that plats are correct.

Ensure compliance with
activity plans; watch for
cumulative impacts;determine
if special values are
properly protected; determine
{f designation remains valid,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;3
determine if RMP objectives
are valid.

Ensure that plats are correct.

Ensure compliance with
activity plan; watch for
cumulative impacts; determine
if special values are properly
protected; determine if
destgnation remains valid.

3Compliance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusfon stipula-
tions; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigatfon of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stipulations and special conditions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to
operators; and assessing the resource condition.
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TABLE RMP-15 (Continued)

Program

4331 Cultural
Resource

Management
(Concluded)

4332 wilderness

Management

4333 Recreation/

Visual
Resource

Management

Implementation

-Dry Lake Archeological
District

-Swasey Cabin ACEC
-Copper Globe Mine ACEC.,

Initiate intensive data
recovery program/study for

Temple Mountain Historic
District, Copper Globe Mine,

Tomsich Butte Historic
District and Dry Lake Archaeo-
logical District, Prioritize
as follows:

-Temple Mountain Historic
District

-Dry Lake Archaeological
District

~-Copper Globe Mine

-Tomsich Butte Historical
District.

Prepare CRMPs; apply RMP
stipulations and special
conditions through NEPA docu-
mentation. Prioritize as
follows: area CRMP (site
managed for public values),

Reserved®

Apply ORV designations;
document through ORV imple-
mentation plan; apply RMP
objectives through NEPA
documentation,

Schedule

Monitoring Objectives?

Ongoing - one
study per
fiscal year.

Area CRMP
within 3
years; then
one site~
specific CRMP
per year.

Reserved

Within 1
year after

approva1
ov RMP,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2

see of RMP objectives are met;
determine 1f RMP objectives

are valid,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine 1f RMP objectives
are being met; see 1f RMP
objectives are valid.

Reserved

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine 1f RMP objectives
are valid.

aCompliance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion stipula-
tions; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigation of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stipulations and special conditions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to
operators; and assessing the resource condition.

Clmplementation and monitoring depends on designations that would be made independently of
the RMP and cannot be anticipated at this time.
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TABLE RMP-15 (Continued)

Program

4333 Recreation/
Visual
Resource
Management
(Continued)

Implementation

Apply VRM classes in desig-
nated areas.

Conduct suitability studies
for wild and scenic river
designations; coordinate with
other agencies involved in
joint studies and in prepar-
ing legislative EIS. Priori-
tize as follows:

-Green River

-San Rafael River

=Muddy Creek

Designate 1-70 Scenic Corri-
dor, Muddy Creek , San Rafael
Canyon (lower, middle, and
upper), Segers Hole, Sids
Mountain, and San Rafael Reef
{north and South) ACECs.

Prepare ACEC activity plans
for special designation
areas; incorporate RMP objec-
tives through NEPA documenta-
tion. Prioritize as follows:
-Highway 1-70 Scenic Corridor
-San Rafael Canyon

~-San Rafael Reef

-$id's Mountain

~Muddy Creek

-Seger's Hole

Designate SRMAs for San
Rafael Swell and Labyrinth
Canyon

Prepare management plans for
SRMAs; incorporate RMP objec-
tives through NEPA documenta-
tion. v

Schedule

Immediate
upon approv-
al of RMP,

Within 5
years after
approval of
RMP.

Immediate
upon approval
of RMP.

Ongoing - one
ACEC activity
plan per
fiscal year,

Immedfate
upon approval
of RMP,

Ongoing - one
SRMA per
fiscal year,

Monitoring Objectives?

Watch for cumulative impacts;
see 1f RMP objectives are met;
determine 1f objectives are
valid.

Ensure studies are completed;
determine followup actions;
determine if RMP objectives
are valid.

Ensure that plats are correct.

Ensure compliance with
activity plans; watch for
cumulative impacts; determine
if special values are being
properly protected; determine
if designation remains valid.

Prepare maps of SRMAs.

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine if RMP objectives
are valid.

ACompliance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion stipula-
tions; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigation of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stipulations and special conditions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to
operators; and assessing the resource condition.
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TABLE RMP-15 (Continued)

Program

4333 Recreation/

Yisual

Resource
Management
{Concluded)

4341 Soil, Water

and Afr

Management

4351 Habitat
Management

Implementation

Modify or construct facili-
ties at developed recreation
sites; incorporate RMP ob-
Jectives through NEPA docu-
mentation.

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to water-
shed control and air quality
related projects through
NEPA documentation.

Prepare a water quality
monitoring plan for SRRA..

Prepare a soil erosion
monitoring plan,

Apply RMP stipulations and
special conditions to
habitat management projects.,

Schedule

Monitoring Objectivesd

Ongoing.

Ongoing.

Within 3
years after
approval

of RMP,

Within 1
year after
approval of
the RMP.

Ongoing.

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine 1f RMP objectives
are valid.

Ensure compliance with NEPA;3
determine if RMP objectives
are valid.

Ensure compliance with State
water quality standards and
with NEPA, Monitor for
progress toward meeting RMP
and activity plan objectives
and for identification of
areas that need to have
activity plans prepared for
water quality management.
Establish baseline and trends
for both surface and ground
water resources.

Ensure compliance with manage-
ment plans; Monitor for
progress toward meeting RMP
and activity plan objectives
and identify areas that need
to have soils objectives
developed 1n the activity
planning stage. Dynamic
methodology fully integrated
with range and wildlife
monitoring programs will be
used,

Ensure compliance with NEPA;?3
determine if RMP objectives
are valid,

acompliance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion stipula-
tions; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigation of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stfpulations and special conditions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to

operators; and assessing the resource condition.
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TABLE RMP-15 (Concluded)

Program

4351 Habitat
Management
(Concluded)

4352 Endangered
Species
Management

4360 Fire
Management

Implementation Schedule

Modify San Rafael Desert HMP  Ongoing

as necessary to meet RMP

objectives; develop and imple-

ment HMPs; apply RMP stipu-

lations and special conditions

through NEPA documentation,

Priortize as follows:

-North San Rafael HMP

~San Rafael River HMP

-South San Rafael HMP

Conduct inventories of wet- Ongoing.

lands, riparian areas, and

species of high federal

high federal interest.

Prepare a crucial wildlife Within 1

habitat monitoring plan. year after
approval of
the RMP,

Apply legal requirements; Ongoing,

apply RMP stipulations and

special conditions through

NEPA documentation.

Conduct inventories for T/E Ongoing.

species known to occur in the

region,

Prepare fire management plan Within 1

to meet RMP objectives; apply year after

RMP stipulations and special  approval of

conditions through NEPA docu- of the RMP,

mentation,

Monitoring Objectivesd

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine 1f RMP objectives
are valid.

Identify areas in poor
condition that would benefit
from application of detailed
activity plans.

Ensure compliance with the
RMP, Methodology will be
fully integratedwith range
and soils monitoring program,

Ensure compliance with NEPA3
and the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended; determine
if RMP objectives are valid,

Identify habitat areas that
would benefit from develop-
opment of detailed management
plans.

Ensure compliance with NEPA;2
determine if RMP objectives
are valid.

2Compliance with NEPA requires compliance with EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion stipula-
tions; watching for cumulative impacts; mitigation of projected impacts; determining whether
RMP stipulations and special conditions are necessary to meet objectives; analyzing impacts to
operators; and assessing the resource condition.
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CHAPTER 5, STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES

OVERVIEW

The following mitigation measures are currently
applied to development activities and other uses
in the planning area. They are considered to be
a part of all alternatives unless specifically
superseded by the special conditions developed
for the proposed resource management plan (RMP)
and described in chapter 3,

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES

SOILS

Mitigation measures are placed on all surface-
disturbing actions to protect watersheds and
prevent offsite sedimentation and salinity
within surface watercourses, Operations or
facilities will be Tlocated so as to reduce
erosion and dimprove the opportunity for
revegetation.

In order to minimize watershed damage during wet
or muddy periods, the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) may prohibit access, grading, exploration,
drilling, development, or other activity. BLM
may limit cross-country travel or construction
activity to times when soils are dry or frozen
or have snow cover. BLM will determine what is
"wet," "muddy" or "frozen" based on weather and
field conditions at the time. The limitation
does not apply to maintenance and operation of
producing wells or mines.

During project construction, surface disturbance
and vehicle travel will be 1limited to the
approved location and approved access routes.

Any additional area needed must be approved by
BLM prior to use.

Water bars will be constructed on road grades or
slopes, if required by BLM,
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Reserve pits for mining or oil and gas drilling
operations may be required to be 1lined with
commercial-grade bentonite or plastic 1liners
sufficient to prevent seepage. At least half of
the capacity will be in a cut.

No oil, Tlubricants, or toxic substances may be
drained onto the ground surface.

Construction and development are to be avoided
where possible 1in areas with the following
characteristics: slopes in excess of 10 per-
cent, soils high in clay content, and soils high
in salt or gypsum content; these areas are
subject to erosion and difficult to revegetate.
BLM will determine whether soils within a
project area meet these criteria.

No road grades in excess of 15 percent will be
allowed; no surface disturbance from vehicle
chains or leads will be allowed on slopes
greater than 15 percent. No vehicle access will
be allowed across slopes in excess of 25 percent.

Vegetation manipulation techniques on slopes
greater than 10 percent will be Timited to
chemical treatments and broadcast seedings;
chainings, railings, or other surface-disturbing
methods will not be allowed,

WATER

Existing fords will be used for drainage cross-
ings where possible,

Bridges and culverts will allow adequate fish
passage where applicable.

Drill holes will be sealed, plugged, and capped
in accordance with BLM and state standards.
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No vibroseis, drilling, or blasting will be
allowed within 0.25 mile of any spring or water
well, Powder magazines will be located at least
0.25 mile from regularly traveled roads and out
of sight from the roads,

The reserve pit must be completely dry before
reclamation takes place. Reclamation must be
completed within 1 year after completion of the
project.

For construction projects and recreation events,
the authorized officer may require portable
chemical toilets to be provided at all staging
areas, bases of operations, and storage areas.

Soaps, detergents, or other nondegradable
foreign substances will not be used for washing
in streams or rivers; biodegradable soap mar be
used,

Before using insecticides, herbicides, fungi-
cides, rodenticides, and other similar sub-
stances, an operator must obtain from BLM
approval of a written plan. The plan must
describe the type and quantity of material to be
used, the pest to be controlled, the method of
application, the Tlocation for storage and
disposal of containers, and other {information
that BLM may require. A pesticide may be used
only in accordance with its registered uses and
within other agency 1limitations. Pesticides
must not be permanently stored on public lands.

If facilities authorized for construction use
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), such use must
be in a totally enclosed manner in accordance
with provisions of 40 CFR Part 761, Additional-
1y, any release of PCBs (leaks, spills, etc.) in
excess of the reportable quantity must be
reported as required in 40 CFR Part 117,

VEGETATION

Yegetation removal necessitated by a construc-

tion project will be confined to the limits of
actual construction. Removed vegetation will be
burned, stockpiled for use in reclamation, or
removed from the construction site at the direc-
tion of BLM.

Reclamation will start immediately upon comple-
tion of the project, unless prevented by weather
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conditions, Disturbed areas will be restored to
approximately the original contour,

Topsoil material will be removed and stockpiled
as directed by BLM, The stockpiled topsoil will
be spread evenly over the recontoured area., The
authorized officer may require all disturbed
areas and vehicle tracks from overland access to
be ripped 4 to 12 inches deep with the contour.

Reseeding will be done from October 1 to March
31, The seed mix and the time of seeding will
be prescribed by BLM. The area will be reseeded
with a mixture of native and exotic species
tailored to a specific ecological site (not a
standard seed mixture). An adventive species
may be included as a nurse crop or as a ground
cover to control erosion, when approved in
advance by BLM,

Seed may be drilled or broadcast, as approved by
BLM. Where broadcast seeding is used, seeding
will take place after the soil surface is
recontoured and scarified. A harrow or similar
implement will be dragged over the area to
assure seed cover,

The seeding on all cut slopes must extend from
the bottom of the ditch to the top of the cut
slope. On embankment slopes, the seeding must
extend from the roadway shoulder to the toe of
the slope. Seeding will also be done on all
borrow pit areas and on all sidecast slopes in
areas of full bench construction. A drainage
ditch on the top of the backslope wmay be
required to prevent erosfon; the ditch may be
required to be 1ined and/or riprapped.

BLM may require a reclamation bond. Revegeta-
tion must be successfully established within 5
years after project completion for release of
the bond. The authorized officer may require
fencing around seeded areas (to BLM standards)
to allow re-establishment of vegetation. The
fence will be removed prior to release of the
bond.

Woodland products wmay be bharvested only in
designated areas. During fire-closure periods,
woodcutters using a chain saw will carry shovels
and attempt to prevent or control any fire that
may result from their cutting operation.
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During other types of activities, living trees
must not be cut or otherwise damaged unless
authorized by BLM,

Precautions must be taken at all times to
prevent wildfire, Public 1land users will be

_held responsible for suppression costs for any
fires on public 7lands caused through negli-
gence. No burning of debris will be allowed
without specific authorization from BLM.

For cooking, the use of small campstoves 1is
recommended,  Campfires must be kept to a
minimum size and utilize only downed dead wood.

WILD HORSES AND BURROS

No water source in a wild horse or burro area
will be fenced or otherwise made inaccessible to
wild horses or burros, except guzzlers
constructed for wildlife,

No established wild horse or burro trail will be
fenced, nor will any barricade be established
that would restrict wild horse or burro movement
along that trail, without authorization from BLM,

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Range management facilities such as fences,
wells, reservoirs, and other improvements must
not be disturbed without prior approval of BLM,
Where disturbance f{s necessary, the operator
will return the facility to its original condi-
tion. Project maintenance is not considered a
disturbance.

Newly constructed range improvements such as
fences and reservoirs must meet BLM standards.
When it is necessary to gain access across a
fenceline for construction purposes, the fence
must be braced, Four-inch timber or equivalent
must be finstalled and the gateway kept closed
when not in actual use. Al11 gates found closed
during the course of the operation must be
reclosed after each passage of equipment and
crew members. A cattleguard may be required on
main travel routes.

If road construction cuts through natural
topography that serves as a livestock barrier, a
fence must be constructed.
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Drilling pits will be fenced upon completion of
drilling operations, unless the pit 1s immedi-
ately filled in.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

A1l areas subject to surface disturbance or
rehabilitation that have not been previously
inventoried for cultural resources must be
inventoried prior to starting the activity.
Both direct and indirect damage will be avoided
to the extent possible without curtailing valid
rights.

Cultural resources will be evaluated under
existing federal laws and regulations. Consul-
tation with the Utah State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation will occur wherever
mandated.

Surface disturbance will be allowed only after
cultural resource management objectives are
met. A1l sites will be avoided or mitigated in
keepfng with the specific management objectives
assigned, Disturbance to or loss of any
cultural property to the extent that the
specific cultural resource management objective
cannot be met 1s considered to be unnecessary
and undue degradation and will not be allowed,
regardless of the causal activity.

The following special management conditions are
needed to achieve cultural resource management
objectives:

- A1l sites managed for conservation must be
avoided and protected from natural and
human-caused deterioration. They are closed
to conflicting uses. They remain under
protective management until all similar
sites not managed for consarvation are used
and technology wused 1in archaeology has
developed to such a state that their use
vwould make a major contribution to archaeo- .
logical study of the area.

- Sites managed for public values must first
have their {information potential recovered
through appropriate study guided by an
approved research design, in order to
mitigate the impacts of visitor use and to
provide information for interpretation.
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- A1l other sites are managed for their
information potential; they must be avoided
until their potential is collected through
appropriate study gquided by an approved
research design.

VISUAL RESOURCES

BLM may require semipermanent and permanent
facilities to be painted to blend with the
natural surroundings. :

With BLM approval, existing roads or trails may
be improved (bladed) if impassable by vehicles
or equipment. No widening or realignment will
be allowed unless approved by BLM. Existing
trails may have to be reclaimed or brought back
to original conditions.

New trails may be constructed only when vehicle
and equipment passage 1s impossible, and only
with the concurrence of BLM. There will be no
straight 1ine-of-sight bulldozing; any path
dozed through a timbered area will take a zig-
zag path. Any pushed trees are to be readily
retrigevable without additional disturbance, if
needed for reclamation,

Upon project completion, the area and access
routes not needed for BLM or BLM-authorized
purposes will be reclaimed to as near the
original condition as possible.

A1l disturbed areas will be recontoured to blend
as nearly as possible with the natural topog-
raphy. A1l berms will be removed and all cuts
{including roads) filled.

Dri11 hole cuttings will be placed down the
hole, and any remaining cuttings will be buried
at the dri11 hole location.

Construction areas and access roads will be kept
litter~free, The operator must provide a trash
cage.
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For other types of activities, such as recrea-
tifon events, trash will be collected and
contained during the operation. A1l garbage,
trash, flagging, lath, etc., will be removed from
the area and hauled to an authorized dump site.

WILDLIFE

Known raptor nest sites in both San Rafael
Resource Area (SRRA) and Forest Planning Unit
(FPU) will be protected. Permitted activities
within 0.5 mile of active nest sites (these have
not been mapped and may vary in location from
year to year) will be restricted during the
nesting season (generally February through
August annually).

ENDANGERED SPECIES

A1l surface-disturbing activities, including
recreation events, will require a clearance to
ensure protection of threatened or endangered
(T/E) species.

T/E species will be managed in accordance with
the Endangered Species Act and all other appli-
cable laws and policies. Under the Endangered
Species Act, the habitat of a T/E plant species
cannot be disturbed unless the species would
benefit from the disturbance; departmental
regulations and policy extend this reauirement
to candidate and sensitive species also.
Activities or projects will be checked to ensure
adequate protection for these species.

FIRE

A1l wildfires endangering 1ife or property will
be suppressed. Where resource conditions war-
rant, a fire rehabilitation plan will be devel-
oped and implemented, using native or exotic
species,



APPENDIX A, THE MONITORING PLAN

OVERVIEW

An dimplementation and monitoring plan will be
part of the resource management plan (RMP) as
adopted, but cannot be completed until the RMP
is finalized.

This appendix describes the monitoring proce-
dures to be followed and outlines implementation
schedules and other information that may be part
of the 1implementation and monitoring plan.
Implementation of the RMP is expected to be
complete within 10 years after adoption, except
for certain grazing decisions.

Monitoring and evaluation 1s the last step in
the planning process, but can lead back to the
beginning, since the process is cyclic.

USING THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The
RMP:

following steps are involved in using the

- adopting the RMP and making plan decisions;
- implementing the plan decisions;

- monitoring both the decision and implementa-
tion to ensure that the plan remains
current, and evaluating the results; and

- modifying the RMP 1in response to the
monitoring process or specific proposals
through maintenance, plan amendment, or plan
revision.

ADOPTING THE PLAN

The RMP will go into effect when adopted by the
State Director. The final EIS idincludes a

A-1

proposed RMP, The record of decision for the

EIS will document adoption of the final RMP.

Some plan decisions go into effect immediately
when the RMP 1is adopted. Examples are oil and
gas category leasing allocations and special
management designations such as areas of
critical environmental  concern. Other deci-
sions, such as off-road vehicle (ORV) use desig-
nations, go 1into effect after a stated time
period. Some plan decisions authorize prepara-
tion of site~-specific activity plans, such as
allotment wmanagement plans, habitat management
plans, or cultural resource management plans.
Many require preparation of site-specific
National Envrionmental Policy Act documentation
before they can go into effect.

IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN DECISIONS

Implementation translates the plan decisions
(management actions, activity plans, land
allocations, etc,) into on-the-ground action.
It includes such diverse items as

- providing personnel and equipment to wmake
physical changes (such as constructing
facilities for a developed recreation site);

- changing land status plats to reflect land
allocation decisfons, and issuing leases and
permits accordingly;

- taking actions to inform the public, such as
printing maps of ORV use designations; and

- tailoring Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
budget and staff requirements to ensure that
plan decisions can be put into action.
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Impiementation also means establishing priori-
ties and schedules. Some actions have estab-
lished schedules that must be met. For example,
grazing use decisions must be issued within
5 years following publication of the Rangeland
Program Summary. Other decisions take effect
immediately when the RMP is adopted, or provide
for ongoing action {in response to specific

project requests.

-1
atl

The RMP provides the BLM with a systematic way
to priortize funding and personnel managemen
The decisions in the RMP shape BLM's goals and
objectives for management of public lands and
resources; the primary goals of the management
plan should be given priority in allocating work
months and project funding. Besides informing
the pubiic of the BLM's priorities, the RWP
serves as a "contract" among different levels of
management within the agency to ensure that
BLM's financial planning process supports the
plan goals and objectives.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Monitoring the RMP dincludes monitoring both
on-the-ground resource indicators and the land
use decisions themselves. The monitoring
process should provide ongoing answers to the
following questions:

- Are the management decisions given in the
RMP being implemented in a timely manner?

- Are plan decisions being carried out through
site-specific activity plans?

- Were the dimpacts to the human environment
(beneficial or adverse) projected accurately
in the EIS, and are prescribed mitigation

measures effective 1in decreasing adverse
impacts?

- Are the projects or prescriptions, as
implemented, successful in achieving the

desired result of resource protection or
resource production?

- Are the planning decisions, as implemented,
successful in meeting the goals and
objectives of the RMP selected?
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- Are the goals and objectives of the RMP
valid and appropriate to meet public needs
for use of public Tands and resources?

Plan monitoring 1is important to ensure that the
RWP is a useful management tooi. It points out
both successful measures and inadequacies in the
RMP and {s used to keep the plan current,
Monitoring provides the manager with feedback
{evaluation) to ensure that laws, regulations,
and policies _are being met, and that management
programs are proceeding in the desired direc-
tion. Monitoring assures the land manager that
BLM management is adequately resolving both the
resource conflicts and the administrative

problems identified in the RMP process.,

The RMP can be modified through plan mainten-
ance, plan amendment, or plan revision. All
must be documented.

Plan maintenance involves minor changes to the
RMP to refine or further document\\ghe plan
decisions. They may be in response to. minor
data changes; for example, refinement of acre-
ages or mapped data. Plan maintenance does not
require formal public involvement, interagency
coordination, or consistency review. Documenta-
tion consists of making revision sheets avail-
able to the public at the BLM's Utah State
Office public room, the Moab and Richfield
District offices, and the San Rafael and Sevier
River Resource Area offices.

An RMP amendment would be inftiated in response
to a proposed action that could change the scope
of resource uses covered by the plan decisions,
An amendment would be required in order to
proceed with a project that was documented as
not being in conformance with the plan. The
planning steps would be applied, and an environ- .
mental assessment (EA) or EIS prepared with full
public 1involvement, 1interagency coordination,
and Governor's consistency review,

A plan revision would be a major overhaul of the
RMP made 1in response to formal monitoring. A
revision could be triggered by the need to
consider monitoring findings, new data, new or
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revised policy, a major change in circumstances,
or a change in the terms, conditions, decisions,
goals, or objectives of the approved RMP, A
plan revision would require an EA, EIS, or
supplemental EIS with full public involvement,
interagency coordination, and Governor's
consistency review,

A complete implementation and monitoring plan,
schedule, and priority listing has been devel-
oped in the proposed RMP and final EIS. If the
final RMP reflects changes from the proposed
RMP, the implementation and monitoring plan may
be revised accordingly.
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APPENDIX B, RATIONALE FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT

DESIGNATIONS

OVERVIEW

Appendix B has two parts: an overview of the
potential area of critical environmental concern
(ACEC) designations that were reviewed by the
interdisciplinary team and recommended for
inclusfon in at Tease one alternative of the

resource management plan and environmental
impact statement (RMP/EIS), and a list of other
candidate ACECs not recommended for analysis in
the RMP/EIS, along with the rationale for
dropping such areas from consideration.

Any area not considered, not accepted, or not
nominated could be designated at a future time.
That would require preparing the nomination
documents, qualifying under the ACEC criteria,
recejving district manager support, and prepar-
ing the site plan and amending the RMP. This
could be done at any time during the 1ife of the
RMP,

To be designated, an ACEC must meet the criteria
of relevance and dimportance as described in

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manual 1613,

AREAS NOMINATED FOR DESIGNATION

Areas nominated for ACEC designation in this
final EIS are Tlisted here, along with the
rationale for nomination and the alternatives
under which the nomination is addressed.

RELICT VEGETATION VALUES

Big Flat Tops (North Big Flat Top)

The North Big Flat Top area encompasses approxi-
mately 190 acres 1in extreme southern Emery
County, about 17 miles northeast of Hanksville.
This area is defined by the upper edge of the
cliffs that separate the mesa top from the

adjacent flats. These cliffs effectively
prevent livestock from gaining access to North
Big Flat Top, except by a narrow path on the
southeast ridge along which people and animals
may ascend to the top.

The vegetation communities on North Big Flat Top
probably developed without the influence of
grazing by domesticated animals. Therefore, the
area has potential value for scientific study
and as a comparison area for similar vegetation
communities that have been grazed. Other flat
mesa tops similar in potential for relict vege-
tation adjoin North Big Flat Top to the south.

Rationale

The mesa top supports a little-disturbed vegeta-
tion community that would fill identified needs
of Utah's growing system of natural areas. The
area could be used for scientific research and
comparative studies, and designation could be
accomplished with few resource conflicts,

The 190-acre North Big Flat Top area is nomi-
nated for ACEC designation in alternatives B
through E. In alternative F and the proposed
RMP, the area's name would be changed to Big
Flat Tops and its acreage increased to 2,640
acres to facilitate management to protect
potential relict vegetation in adjoining similar
areas.,

powknot Bend

Bowknot Bend encompasses about 1,830 acres 1in
southeastern Emery County and borders Grand
County, approximately 40 miles south of the city
of Green River, The subject area is defined by
a continuous cliff band separating Bowknot Bend

from the Green River.
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Bowknot Bend presents an isolated relict plant
community that remains unaitered by human inter-
vention or domestic 1ivestock grazing. The area
has potential for scientific study and as a
comparison area for similar vegetation communi-
ties that have been grazed. Natural history
values in the area are also recognized because
this area has rarely had human or domestic
animal intrusion.

Rationale

The Bowknot Bend area presents important relict
plant communities that meet the criteria for
Utah's growing system of natural areas. It is
nominated as an ACEC containing 1,830 acres in
alternatives B through F and in the proposed RMP,

Hebes Mountain

Hebes Mountain encompasses about 960 acres in
southwestern Emery County, about 14 miles east-
southeast of Fremont Junction (Highways I-70 and
U-10). This area, nominated by the Nature
Conservancy, 1s defined by the top edge of an
essentially continuous cliff band that encircles
Hebes Mountain and separates it from the adja-
cent flats. The cl1iff band and the slopes
beneath 1{t effectively prevent domestic Tive-
stock from gaining access to Hebes Mountain,

The nominator called the vegetatjon communities
on Hebes Mountain unique because they have
developed without the influence of grazing
animals. Therefore, the area has potential
value for scientific study as a comparison area
for similar vegetation communities that have
been grazed.

Rationale

The mountain top may present an disolated,
unaltered relict plant community that meets the
identified needs of Utah's growing system of
natural areas.

Under alternative D, the Hebes Mountain area fis
recommended for designation as an ACEC to allow
for a broader range of alternatives to be
examined and for possible selection by the area
manager. The area is not recommended for ACEC
designation under alternatives B, C, E, F or

under the proposed RMP because further
investigations failed to confirm the presence of
relict vegetation. Therefore, Hebes Mountain
does not meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and
importance.

VEGETATION AND SCENIC VALUES

San Rafael Reef

The San Rafael Reef area (68,720 acres) is
important because of its unique vegetation and
scenic values, Relict vegetation communities
are found throughout the steeply dipping cuestas
on the back side of the reef. Because of the
terrain, only desert bighorn sheep or wild
burros graze {in the area. Therefore, these
vegetation communities are unique because they
have developed without the influence of domestic
grazing.

San Rafael Reef is created by the resistant
Wingate, Kayenta, and Navajo Sandstones of the
Glen Canyon group along the eastern side of San
Rafael Swell. These Triassic and Jurassic rocks
dip steeply along the monocline, but become
nearly horizontal a short distance east and west
of the major fold., The monocline is spectacu-
larly expressed by these resistant units,
particularly as they rise above the valley floor
on the east, carved on Carmel and Entrada beds.
Nearly flat-lying Entrada, Curtis, Summerville,
and basal Morrison beds are exposed in mesas
east of the reef. Toward the west, Chinle,
Moenkopi, and Kaibab beds are exposed in the
central part of San Rafael Swell, on the
uplifted part of the monoclinal flexure. Softer
Chinle and Moenkopi beds form some of the
characteristic  “wineglass"  valleys. These
formations have eroded to form discontinuous
strike valleys between San Rafael Reef and the
upper, higher San Rafael Swell which is carved
on Lower Moenkopi, Kaibab, and older rocks.

The most outstanding visual features of San
Rafael Reef are the deeply carved drainages and
the sawtooth ridge of the reef itself. Rising
at a near-vertical angle from the desert floor,
huge upturned sandstone fins dominate the
scenery for over 12 miles, Deep-cut canyons
find their way through the reef, adding charac-
ter to an already unique desert scene., There
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are few views within the reef that do not
involve a panoramic scene into a deeply cut
canyon or an enclosed view dominated by a
vertical red sandstone wall or tremendous fin.
The San Rafael Reef area also contains crucial
bighorn sheep habitat and riparian habitat.

Rationale

Important relict vegetation communities, which
have developed without the influence of domestic
grazing, need special management to protect them
from grazing and surface disturbance that could
destroy their value as a botanical preserve and
comparison area,

The degree of expression in San Rafael Swell 1is
extremely unusual, with well-exposed rock units
of the Wingate, Kayenta, and Navajo Formations.
The area includes discontinuous strike valleys
and “wineglass" valleys, which are interesting
geomorphologic features. The reef could be
affected by development of tar sand or uranium
and by off-road vehicle (ORV) use, Its out-
standing scenic values, visible from major
tourist routes, warrant protection.

The area also has specific value as lambing and
rutting areas for Utah's second largest popula-
tion of bighorn sheep, a nationally important
species. These values need protection from
conflicting tYand wuses that could remove or
decrease essential habitat components or dis-
place bighorn sheep. Riparian habitat found
within the reef needs special protection as well.

The San Rafael Reef 1is nominated for ACEC
designation under alternatives B, C, D, and F
and under the proposed RMP, Under alternatives
B and D, the ACEC would cover 43,870 acres of
important vegetation values. Under alternative
C, the acreage would be dincreased to 67,520
acres to include scenic values, The San Rafael
Reef is not nominated for ACEC designation under
alternative E because of conflicts with ORV
recreation use. Under alternative F and the
proposed RMP, the ACEC designation would cover
68,720 acres to include important scenic values
in the extreme southern area.
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CULTURAL AND HISTORIC VALUES

Copper Globe

The 220-acre Copper Globe Mine area, located 10
miles south of Highway I-70 in the center of
Emery County, contains an historic underground
base metal mine. This mine, discovered prior to
1900 and worked periodically up to World War II,
is an example of mine workings and technologies
of the early 20th Century. Several drifts, some
scattered equipment and structures, and one
access shaft remain in an area where miners
tried to develop a copper oxide ore body.

Ratfonale

Special management 1is needed to protect the
historic remains of a copper base metal mine,
The 220-acre Copper Globe area is nominated for
ACEC designation 1in alternative F and in the
proposed RMP, Under alternatives C and D, this
area would be included in the Sids Mountain ACEC,

Dry Lake Archaeological District

Dry Lake Archaeological District (16,990 acres)
has a multitude of apparently undisturbed
single-episode Tithic scatters, as well as other
site types such as lithic procurement, shelters,
and campsites, It is one of the most likely
Tocations for finding Paleo-Indian sites, the
rarest site type in Utah.

The area also contains the Dry Lake Meander:
two large, well expressed, abandoned meanders of
the Green River, The size of the meander scar
indicates that abandonment must have occurred
during either the Early Pleistocene or the Late
Pliocene period, when the volume of water in the
river was much greater than it {s at present.
Related geologic values are visible where the
Summerville and Curtis Formations erode to form
an escarpment, colorful promontories, and
stepped terraces, especially in Curtis beds.
The broad, sandy valley of the meander, covered
with mixed desert shrub, has potential as a
botanical preserve.

Rationale

T1ithic scatters that qualify
Individually,

It is the small
this area for ACEC designation.
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these sites have 1ittle or no scientific value,
but collectively they are a valuable resource,
Designation is needed because the value of the
area as a whole would be lost if some of the
sites are disturbed. These sites are in grave
danger of piecemeal disturbance. Natural
history values are also recognized in the area.

The Dry Lake Archaeological District is nominat-
ed for ACEC designation under alternatives C, D,
E, and F and under the proposed RMP,

Highway I-70 Pictographs

The Highway I-70 pictographs include the world-
famous Black Dragon, Head of Sinbad, and Lone
Warrior rock art sites, Some of the best
examples of Colorado Plateau rock art, the sites
are easily accessible from Highway I-70, They
are being visited more every year., Their
popularity has grown following mention in
several publications including National
Geographic magazine [Smith, 1980;
1971; and Castleton, 1984].

Rationale

Special management is needed at these sites to
resolve conflicting uses and preserve the values
for future generations.,

The I-70 pictographs are nominated as an ACEC
under alternative B. In alternatives C and E
they are recommended as a special emphasis area
of the 1-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC. In alterna-
tives D and F and in the proposed RMP, the I-70
pictographs and the Rochester pictograph site
are recommended as the Pictographs ACEC.

Little Black Mountain

B8lack Mountain and the associated areas to the
south exhibit a wvaried and unusually well
exposed series of dikes and sills, The
intrusive relationships of the dark basalt and
the reddish Entrada beds 1s clearly shown,
perhaps more clearly than anywhere else in the
Colorado Plateau. Feeder dikes, up to 20 or 30
feet across, cut vertically though the horizon-
tally bedded sedimentary sequence and terminate
as horizontal sills. Individual sills are
traceable for varying distances depending upon

Schaafsma,

their thicknesses. The two or three large sills
that form the cl1iff faces near the upper part of
Little Black Mountain are traceable for the full
length of the mountain, Other smaller sills,
Tower on the range and in the area to the south,
near the road, are mappable over shorter
distances. In many areas the exact termination
of the sills can be seen either as multiple
splits and feather edges or as a single thin
wedge of basaltic wmaterial in the Entrada
Sandstone,

The Little Black Mountains, which rise in eleva-
tion to about 7,000 feet, are a mountain-like
butte covered with rounded black lava rock, both
on top and on the side slopes. Sparse pinyon-
juniper can be found growing on the tops and
north-facing slopes, creating interesting color
contrasts with the black lava rock. The most
outstanding feature of this area is the influ-
ence of adjacent scenery. From the top of the
mountains, one can see outstanding distant views
of the Thousand Lake and Boulder Mountains to
the southwest, Cathedral Valley to the west,
Factory Butte and the LaSal Mountains to the
east, and the Abajo and Henry Mountains to the
southeast.

Rationale

The 2,160-acre Little Black Mountain contains
several q{ntrusions at different levels, while
most of the other mountains in Emery County
contain three or fewer, A swarm of dikes and
sills surround the mountain, forming many
ridges. The extensive exposure and excellent
development of the dikes and sills in the area
make Little Black Mountain an important geologic
feature,

The area is nominated under alternative D,
consistent with the goals of that alternative.

There 1is no identified threat to the geologic
{natural history) features of Little Black
Mountain. It was not nominated under alterna-
tive F or the proposed RMP because it did not
meet the ACEC criteria of importance.

Pictographs

Pictographs include the three rock art sites
1isted under the Highway I-70 pictographs plus
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the Rochester Creek rock art site, The
Rochester Creek site 1s located east of Emery
City. It too has received some notoriety from
the same publications as the I1-70 pfctographs.
The site 1s only slightly less accessible and
has a management conflict resulting from
increasing visitor use.

Ratfonale

Similar management fs needed to protect both the
1-70 pictographs and the Rochester site, to
resolve conflicting uses and preserve the values
for future generations. Both sites are included
in the 40-acre Pictographs ACEC nominated for
designation under alternatives D and F and under
the proposed RMP,

Swasey Cabin

The Swasey Cabin area includes several features
built or used by the Swasey family, The Swasey
family, foremost in the folklore of the San
Rafael regfon, used the cabin area as part of
their 1ivestock operations. Features within the
area include a cabin buflt in 1920; the Jackass
Corral constructed in 1905; Joe's Office, a rock
shelter used as a camp until the cabin was
built; the Refrigerator, a cave which keeps
things cool year-round; C1iff bDweller's spring;
and a dry farm,

Rationale

Special management 1is needed to preserve
historic values in the Swasey Cabin area and
protect them from public use.

The 220-acre Swasey Cabin area 1s nominated for
ACEC designation under alternatives D and F and
under the proposed RMP,

Temple Mountain and Tomsich Butte Historic

Districts

Temple Mountain and Tomsich Butte are two of the
best examples of uramium mining activities in
the area, Especially 1{in the 1950s, this
activity was nationally significant, and these
0ld uranium workings offer important evidence of
the technology of that time and the use of the
area's mineral resources.

Without special management and with another
mining boom, these resources could be destroyed
in a matter of days. Development under a
current mining claim would remove important
cultural evidence of previous activities, The
potentfal threat most likely to occur is that
mine assessment or small-scale mining will
destroy the values piecemeal without mitigating
the effect on the area as a whole,

Tomsich Butte's {mportant geological features
such as Hondu (Hondoo) Arch, one of the
spectacular collapsed arch features 1in the
Colorado Plateau. This feature 1{s unusual

because of the obvious bedding plane control of
the upper part of the arch, which stands high
along the west rim and monocline of the western
San Rafael Swell, The area also demonstrates
uranium mineralization in the Triassfc nonmarine
deposits, in associations characteristic of the
Colorado Plateau. The scenic Permian-to-
Jurassic red bed sequence 1is unusually well
exposed and shows the marginal marine tidal flat
and arid nonmarine environments well.

This area has potential as a scenic ACEC. The
area 1includes primarily the lower Muddy Creek
drainage, beginning at Hebes Canyon and running
downstream to Segers Hole. (Segers Hole has
also been nominated for ACEC designation and is
discussed under Scenic Values.) Major tributary
canyons and landscape features include Tomsich
Butte, Reds Canyon, Penitentiary Canyon, Hondu
Country, and Keesle Country,

The southeastern portion of the subject area is
referred to as Keesle Country. Its deep red
terrain {is formed by mesas situated in stair-
step fashion as the country dips gently to The
Chute, Here the Coconfno Sandstone is exposed
by a dramatic cut of Muddy Creek. Buff, tan,
and rust-colored rocks are rounded, cracked, and
carved into a deep, narrow pascage. The walls
are dripped with a dark brown-black color, and
the landscape 1is one of outstanding visual
quality.

Rationale
Special management {1s needed to protect the

historic remains of uranium mining in the Temple
Mountain and Tomsich Butte area.
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The Gobiin jey Buttes area 1is Tocated
approximately 45 miles southwest of the town of
Green River near Gobiin Vailey State Park, One
area includes Well Draw, Goblin Valley, Mollys
Castie, Wiid Horse Buite, and Tower Red Canyon,
It is bounded on the north by Wild Horse Creek,
on the south by the Emery County line, and on
the east and west by Well Draw and Big Wild
Horse Mesa. The other area is iocated 0.5 miie
west of Highway U-24 and includes Gilson Butte
and Littie Giison Butte., The two visuaily
similar areas are evaluated as one potential
ACEC.

The most outstanding visuai features are tie
rock buttes with their windblown snapes creating
extremely interesting erosional patterns, The
rock formations found in Goblin Valley State
Park invite the imagination to conjure up images
of goblins, hoodoos, or marching armies. How-
ever, these rock formations appear to occur

A-10

few are

*ha mawml Tha
wie parK, ine

the rock of Mollys

nuaudtda anaad
pivriuc sl UL

ttle vegetation

Ua
nu

almost entirely 1in the State Park;

Tarated an nubhl1ds Tande eanndh af
IVea LLu Vit puviI e 1ANnNuS svuun ul

rich color variations in
Cactla and NRilenn Dui-{-as

WURoVvISN QIIU UI1oVII DUuLLe

and contrast, though 1

Tha
1ue

[YET'L ¢ )
varituyy

is

wasand af 2T A Y Y-y
TaCHILe Vi nNiju L1

utte, Mollys Castle, and
A

'!u +h

Fram F
wic

1o um

this area somewhat unique within the

P
B
abhrind
avlupc
making
o

re
H ‘e

(ﬂ

h

-
o

sandg

contain a serfes o

Tammeddinddmal
vnyivuuinas

beds

res

is
of

-
o

active U-shaped barchans and

dunes Alen
aunes. AiIso,

have weathered

Amb 14 nm
CHIJ ¥ T8y

vegetated

+ha
uic

Tan~ dnnd mbvde
TUnyYyy )bl atyiivy

Entrada Sandstone

namitldanm nd1Tame
peLur tar Pisiaird,

goblins, The area

avaceae Fanhe
YGrassto, TOINUS

community.

dalbe
Line
into

andans Y |

h -
nuvuvvo ainy

by shrubs,

atunich

Anesnuné
SNTUD

and
uUugasl L

Qg

Several narrow endemic species are

be.

L}
ium mining,

0
o
3
[2}
2]
-de =
<
I
o
—
~<
1
[
3 =

t
grazing, and
Rationale

The 1,750-acre Gilson Buttes area was suggested
for designation because of 1its geology and
vegetation. The consultant who performed the
original visual resource inventory of this area
in 1977 1incorrectly noted the occurrence of the
gobiins throughout the area {for exampie, in Red
Canyon). Without such formations, the area is
scenic, but not unique, and therefore does not
meet the criteria of being unique or rare within
its physiographic region.

The Giison Buttes area is nominated as an ACEC
containing 1,750 acres in alternatives C and D
to aljow for a broader range of aiternatives to
be examined for possible selection by the BLM
officiai; Gobiin Vailey was not nominated for
ACEC designation under any alternative.

During the comment period, it was suggested that
the tops of the Buttes may contain relict
vegetation., Further inventory is necessary to
determine if this area contains natural vaiues
that meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and
importance.
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Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor

An area of 52,150 acres in the foreground/
middleground zone of Highway I-70 has potential
for designation as a scenic corridor ACEC. This
designation was recommended in the San Rafael
Management Framework Plan (MFP) [BLM, 1979a] but
never implemented. Sevier River Resource Area
identified the I-70 corridor 1in the Forest
Planning Unit (FPU)} for special management in
the MFP [BLM, 1977a].

Highway I-70 across the San Rafael Swell is
highly scenic, Because of increased traffic on

this route, the scenic values are becoming
better known to the traveling public., Scarcity
within the Colorado Plateau physiographic

province makes this particular combination of
scenic values an important resource that would
be irreplaceable if damaged or destroyed.

Portions of the subject area are under wilder-
ness review'as part of the Sids Mountain, Devils
Canyon, and San Rafael Reef Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs)., The adjacent portion of Muddy
Creek has been identified as a segment to be
studied for possible inclusion in the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Both studies
indicate the dimportance of the area's scenic
values.,

Wilderness designation or wild and scenic river
designation would provide an element of protec-
tion for some of the area's scenic qualitfes.

Rationale

The Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor qualifies as a
scenic ACEC because it has high visual sensi-
tivity and visual quality and is unique and very
rare within its physiographic province.

The 52,130-acre I-70 Scenic Corridor area fis
nominated for ACEC designation under alterna-
tives D and F and the proposed RMP, Under
alternatives A, C, and E, the acreage would be
increased by 30 acres to include the I-70 picto-
graphs as a special emphasis area. Under the
proposed RMP, the acreage would decrease to
50,650 acres, due to dropping the isolated FPUY
area because of manageability problems.
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Muddy Creek

An area of 22,540 acres has potential for ACEC
designation for scenic values. The area
includes primarily the Muddy Creek drainage from
South Salt Wash downstream to Segers Hole
{Segers Hole has also been nominated for ACEC
designation),  Major tributary canyons and
landscape  features jnclude Ireland Mesa,
Slaughter Slopes, Willow Springs Wash, Hebes
Canyon, Cat Canyon, Tomsich Butte {also nominat-
ed for ACEC designation under mining law admini-
stration and cultural resources), Reds Canyon,
Penitentiary Canyon, Hondu Country, and Keesle
Country.

The Muddy Creek area consists of several incised
drainages and major canyons, colorful rolling
volcanic terrain, large rounded knobs of arch-
forming sandstone, alcoves and caves, and red
stair-step mesas.

The Muddy Creek Canyon drainage cuts through the
length of the subject area, and many other
tributaries carve their way to Muddy Creek
canyon, cutting through and exposing successive~
ly the dark red Carmel Mudstone, pink and tan
rounded Navajo Sandstone, ledgy grayish Kayenta
Sandstone, red and gold sheer Wingate Sandstone
cliffs, and the buff, brown-dripped Coconino
Sandstone. Near the northwestern boundary the
rolling terrain 1is colored with pink, purple,
and gray. Atop the canyons are large rounded
knobs of arch-forming sandstone, Hondu Arch is
a dominant visual feature in the central part of
the subject area.

The southeastern portion of the subject area is
referred to as Keesle Country., The deep red
terrain is formed by mesas situated in a stair-
step fashion as the country dips gently to the
Chute. Here the Coconino Sandstone is exposed
by a dramatic cut of Muddy Creek. In colors of
buff, tan, and rust, the rocks are rounded,
cracked, and carved into a deep, narrow
passage. The walls are dripped with a dark
brown-black color, and the landscape is one of
outstanding visual quality.

From most viewpoints in the upper levels of the
canyon system, the landscape would be classified
as panoramic in that there is little impression
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of visual boundaries, and distant views are
seldom blocked by landforms in the foreground,
From within the canyon, where views are dominat-
ed by vertical red and gold sandstone walls, the
landscape would be classified as enclosed.

The subject area {s under wilderness review as
part of the Muddy Creek WSA, It has also been
identified as a segment to be studied for
possible inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System, Both of the studies
indicate the importance of the area's scenic

values, Wilderness designation or wild and
scenic river designation would provide an
element of protection of the area's scenic

quatities,
Rationale

The Muddy Creek area is scenic quality A and
unique or very rare within its physiographic
province, The Muddy Creek area is nominated as
an ACEC containing 22,540 acres under alterna-
tives D, E, and F and under the proposed RMP.
Under alternative C, the designated area would
be enlarged to 46,720 acres to include Tomsich
Butte Historic District as a special emphasis
area, along with the ROS P-class area.

San Rafael Canyon

The 58,510-acre San Rafael River canyon area
(0.5 mile on either side of the San Rafael
River) extends downriver 50 miles from Fullers
Bottom Draw to Sulphur Spring and inciudes the
Upper Black Box of the San Rafael River, down-
river from Lockhart Wash to Indian Benches and
the lower portion of Drowned Hole Draw. Major
tributary canyons are Virgin Spring Canyon, Cane
Wash, Road Draw, Red Canyon, Horse Canyon,
Swasey Leap, and the Lower Black Box. Also
included is Buckhorn Wash from Furniture Draw to

its 1intersection with the San Rafael River
including Calf, Cow, and Pine Canyons. Associ-
ated landforms d{nclude Assembly Hall Peak,

Window Blind Peak, The Wedge, and Indian Bench.

Dominant scenic features of the subject area are
spectacular vertical cl1iff formations, talus
slopes, and deep canyons with severe erosional
patterns. Diverse, vivid rock and soil colora-
tion of varying intensities of red, brown, and
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buff add to the areas's scenic quality. The
small amount of vegetation present includes
scattered pinyon-juniper, some sagebrush,
grasses, and riparian vegetation and cottonwood
trees along the river. The Black Box is an
extremely narrow, meandering canyon cut by the
San Rafael River. The near-vertical, ' rough-
textured canyon walls are varying shades of
brown and buff, Desert varnish stains the
canyon walls, creating interesting color
contrasts and patterns.

Rationale

Special management attention 1s required to
protect the scenic values from 1irreparable
damage; they are dimportant to private river

runners who float the river In canoes or inner-
tubes and to an ever-increasing number of hikers
who use the Black Box, Prevention of develop-
ment activities would retain opportunities for
isolation,

Scarcity within the Colorado Plateau physio-
graphic province makes this particular combina-
tion of scenic values an important resource that
would be irreplaceable if damaged or destroyed.

The 58,510-acre San Rafael Canyon area 1s nomi-
nated for ACEC designation under alternatives C,
D, and E, Under Alternative F and the proposed
RMP, the area nominated was reduced to 34,420
acres. The proposed RMP management prescrip-
tions would adequately protect the areas dropped
from consideration for ACEC designation.

Segers Hole

The Segers Hole area is bounded by The Chimney
on the north and east and by Moroni Slopes on
the south and west. The area's most outstanding
feature is the enclosure of Segers Hole on three
sfdes by high sandstone cliffs., This enclosure
creates a feeling of 1{solation for those who
visit the area. The cliffs are composed of (1)
a narrow band of reddish-brown Carmel Mudstone
forming vertical cliffs at the top, (2) buff-
colored Navajo Sandstone creating rounded convex
slopes, and (3) a lower layer of Kayenta Sand-
stone creating gray ledges and supporting the
valley floor, A basalt dike juts up vertically
from the valley floor, cutting through the
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southern c¢liffs and d{mposing an {nteresting
geologic contrast. Segers Hole d{tself s
composed of gently rolling land with some small
washes and canyons and small buff-colored sand-
stone rock outcrops. The vegetation {s
scattered juniper with sage grass floor,
creating dark green to seasonal green colors,

Adjacent scenery greatly enhances the overall
impression of Segers Hole as one walks through
the area. Distant views include the Boulder and
Thousand Lake Mountains to the southwest, Muddy
Creek and Keesle Country to the north and east,
the Henry and Abajo Mountains to the southeast
and the LaSal Mountains to the east.

Rationale
Special management attention is required to
protect the scenic values from f{rreparable

damage that could occur from possible mineral
exploration or ORV use. Segers Hole is scenic
quality A and unique or very rare within its
physiographic province,

The 7,120-acre Segers Hole area is nominated for
ACEC designation under alternatives C, D, and F
and under the proposed RMP,

S$ids Mountain

The Sids Mountain area is located south of San
Rafael Canyon and north of Link Flats, between
Cane and Coal Washes, It includes Devil and
Eagle Canyons, Saddle Horse Canyon, Ghost Rock,
the Blocks, Joe and His Dog, San Rafael Knob,
Sids Mountain, Bullock Draw, Coal Wash, Cat
Canyon, Kimball Draw, Justensen Flats, and
Limestone and Sagebrush Benches,

The scenic quality is outstanding in terms of
diversity of Tlandforms and colors present,
Landforms 1include rounded domes, high truncated
buttes, and vertical cliffs dissected by deep
canyons, The change in form and elevation is
highly visible, Vivid colors range from 1ight
buff and brown sandstones to the 1ight gray-
een with dark green vegetation on the mesas and
in the canyons,

Ratfonale
Special management attention 1is required to
protect the scenic values from d{rreparable

damage that could occur from possible mineral
exploration or ORV use. Sids Mountain is scenic
quality A and unique or very rare within its
physographic province.

The 89,060-acre Sids Mountain area is nominated
for ACEC designation in alternatives C and D.
Under alternative F and the proposed RMP, the
designated area would be reduced to 61,870 acres
to exclude less scenic areas south of Highway
1-70 while protecting the primary values.

The proposed RMP would adequately protect the
areas dropped from consideration for ACEC
designation.

AREAS CONSIDERED BUT NOT NOMINATED
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Several areas were mentioned in the management
situation analysis (MSA) or otherwise suggested
for possible ACEC designation, but not nominated
in the RMP/EIS. These areas are listed below,
along with the rationale for dropping them from
consideration.

CASTLE DALE TEMPSKYA VICINITY

This area was suggested because of the occur-
rence of {in-place and upright Tempskya, a giant
fossilized fern., It was dropped from considera-
tion for ACEC designation because no present or
potential threat could be didentified that would
require protection through special management
designation, Therefore, the area does not meet
the ACEC criteria of importance.

CRACK CANYON

The majority of the area suggested in Crack
Canyon is included 1in the San Rafael Reef
nomination under alternatives B, C, D, and F and
under the proposed RMP, The values in the
balance of the area were not found to be unique
or rare, and therefore do not meet the ACEC
criteria of relevance and importance.
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DERRS CHANNEL

The Derrs Channel area was dropped from
consideration for ACEC designatfon because no
present or potential threat could be identified
that would require protection through special
management designation, and therefore does not
meet the ACEC criteria of importance.

DRY LAKE MEANDER

The area is included in the Dry Lake Archaeo-
logical District under alternatives C, D, E, and
F and under the proposed RMP,

HORSE BENCH CHANNEL

The Horse Bench Channel area was not found to
have unique rangeland values. It was dropped
from consideration for ACEC designation because
no present or potential threat could be identi-
fied that would require protection through
special management designation. The area does
not meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and
importance.

KEESLE COUNTRY

The Keesle Country area was not found to qualify
as a relict vegetation area; however, it fis
covered by the Muddy Creek nomination under
‘alternatives C, D, E, and F and under the
proposed RMP,

LABYRINTH CANYON/HORSESHOE CANYON

The Labyrinth Canyon/Horseshoe Canyon area has
outstanding scenic quality. Since the area
straddles the planning boundary, it was decided
that the area as a whole should be considered
for an ACEC, not just that part within the
planning boundary., After the RMP {is finalized
the San Rafael Resource Area will work with the
Henry Mountain and Grand Resource Areas to study
this area. Should an ACEC designation be made
it would require amendments to each resource
area RMP,

LINK FLATS

The Link Flats area was not found to contain
either unique rangeland values or relict vegeta-

“an unusual
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tion and therefore does not meet the ACEC
criteria of relevance and importance,

MEXICAN MOUNTAIN

The San Rafael Canyon nomination under alterna-
tives C, D, E, and F and under the proposed RMP
covers part of the Mexican Mountain area. The
proposed RMP management prescriptions would
adequately protect the areas dropped from
consideration for ACEC designation,

MUNICIPAL WATERSHEDS

Most of the municipal watershed areas are
private lands; the public land area makes up a
less than significant part of the overall
watersheds and therefore do not neet the ACEC
criterfa of relevance and importance,

SALT WASH-MUDDY CREEK TRIANGLE

The Salt Wash-Muddy Creek Triangle area contains
geologic feature which {1s better
represented at other locations. It was dropped
from consideration for ACEC designation because
no present or potentfal threat could be identi-
fied that would require protection through
special management designation. The area does
not meet the ACEC criteria of importance.

TROUGH HOLLOW ARCHAEOLOGICAL DISTRICT

Trough Hollow was thought to be an important
Fremont archaeological area containing evidence
of a substantial and sustained Fremont occupa-
tion and 1ikely a rare, extensive, earlier
occupation by the Archaic peoples. Limited
access into the area helped to keep it
undisturbed by vandalism and construction
projects. The area was identified in the Sevier
River Resource Area Management Framework Plan
[BLM, 1977a] as needing special management to
protect archaeological values.

However, since similar Fremont and Archaic
archaeological areas were observed along the
Wasatch Plateau (at Ferron Creek, Muddy Creek,
Willow Creek, Last Chance Creek, Quitchupah
Creek, and Molen Reef), the area was dropped
from consideration., The area does not meet the
ACEC criteria of importance,
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AREAS CONSIDERED DURING COMMENT RESPONSE

Several areas were suggested for possible ACEC
designation during the public comment period.
Most of them are addressed in the previous
sections of this appendix., New areas, con-
sidered during the analysis of the public com-
ments, are listed below along with the rational
for not considering them further in this RMP/EIS,

Cedar Mountain

No values (scenic, natural or cultural) were
identified that meet the ACEC criteria of
relevance and importance.

Jones Bench

The Jones Bench area is rated scenic quality B.
Under guidance in BLM Manual 8410, Visual Re-
source Inventory, an area must be scenic quality
A to be a potential candidate ACEC for scenic
values, It's wilderness values were analyzed in
the wilderness study process and is outside the
scope of this EIS. The Jones Bench area does
not meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and
importance.

Limestone Cliffs

The Limestone Cliffs area 1is also not rated
scenic quality A, There are no other identified
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values (natural and cultural) that meet the ACEC
criteria of relevance and importance,

Mussentuchit Badlands

No values (scenic, natural, or cultural) have
been identified by the BLM or the public that
meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and
importance.

San Rafael Swell

Much of the San Rafael Swell area is {ncluded
for ACEC nomination in the nominations of San
Rafael Reef, Copper Globe, Swasey Cabin, Temple
Mountain, Muddy Creek, I-70 Scenic Corridor, San
Rafael Canyon, Segers Hole and Sids Mountain,
The areas of the Swell outside these nominations
do not have any identified values that meet the
ACEC criteria of relevance and importance.

Wi1d Horse Mesa

No values (scenic, natural or cultural) have
been identified that meet the ACEC criteria of
relevance and importance,
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APPENDIX C, IMPLEMENTATION COST

OVERVIEW

Appendix C describes the procedures used to
estimate the cost of implementing each alterna-
tive plan.

The 1986 fiscal year budget was used as a base-

1ine. From this baseline budget, district
program leaders and San Rafael Resource Area
(SRRA)  resource specfalists estimated the

changes needed in this baseline budget to imple-
ment alternative A, Budgets for other alterna-
tives were then derived by comparing the pre-
scribed management between alternative A and the
other alternatives. Table C-1 summarizes the
estimated total cost changes for labor and
nonlabor cost under the alternatives.

BASELINE BUDGET

Several adjustments were made to the 1986 budget
to reflect the average cost of managing public
lands in the planning area.

Labor costs in the Moab District are recorded by
resource area and program; however, most non-
Jabor costs are not delineated by resource
area. Furthermore, most of the district office
labor cost can be directly attributed to manag-
ing lands in each of the four resource areas.
For these reasons, the district office's labor
cost, and the entire district's nonlabor costs,
were allocated to the four resource areas in
proportion to each resource area's labor costs.

The budget also had to be adjusted to account
for managing public lands in the Forest Planning
unit (FPU)., The cost of managing these lands
could not be segregated. The per-acre cost of
managing each program in FPU was assumed to be
the same as in SRRA.
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COST PROJECTIONS

~

District office program Tleaders and SRRA
resource specialists estimated changes in the
amount of labor needed to manage each program
under each of the alternatives. Changes in
support labor and nonlabor cost were projected
based on the existing ratio of support labor and
nonlabor cost to direct labor cost. The alter-
native budgets include the costs of investments
betng considered under each alternative,

The budgets presented are based on 1986 dollars
and do not account for 1inflation, Activity
plans with detailed site-specific management and
investments were not available, The cost pro-
Jjections for each alternative are therefore not
precise and should be used only as a means for
comparing alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE BUDGETS

ALTERNATIVE A

Projected management cost under alternative A
(the no-action alternative) would exceed the
baseline budget by 10 percent., Capital invest-
ments were eliminated from the baseline budget,
while the alternative A budget includes these
anticipated costs. However, even if historical
investments were dincluded 1in the baseline
budget, the cost of implementing alternative A
would still be greater. Much of the additional
cost stems from the additional management needed
to fully implement existing programs.

Budget projections indicate that the no-action
alternative would be the Teast costly to imple-
ment, followed by alternatives E, B, F, C, and D
respectively. The programs most responsiblie for
the cost differences among alternatives are oil
and gas management; mineral materials manage-
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TABLE C-1

Summary of Labor and Nonlabor Cost, Alternatives A through F

San Rafael Moab District
Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost

Plan Alternative Labor (WMs) {WMs) ($1,000) {$1,000) ($1,000)
Baseline 179.6 131.2 781.0 226,7 1,007.3
Alternative A 189.7 147.7 846.1 259.8 1,105,9
Alternative B 219.8 191.4 1,011.8 431.7 1,443,5
Alternative C 223.1 194.6 1,010.5 427,7 1,438.2
Alternative D 202.1 154.0 896.7 362.2 1,258,.9
Alternative E 218.1 167.4 966.8 331.0 1,297.8
Alternative F 232.9 199.5 1,078,6 422 .6 1,501.2
Proposed RMP 236.9 199.5 1,087.3 422.,6 1,510,2

A-18



APPENDIX C

ment; mining law administration; lands; with-
drawal processing and review; grazing manage-
ment; cultural resource management; recreation
management; soil, water, and air management; and
habitat management.

ALTERNATIVE B

Management cost under alternative B is projected
to be 30 percent greater than alternative A.
Grazing management accounts for the largest
share of this {increase, because of the higher
grazing level and the additional investments
needed to support this level of grazing. 011
and gas exploration and drilling are also pro-
Jjected to increase 10 percent and would require
additional work in the ofl and gas program.
Having no lands available for land disposal is
expected to reduce the lands program costs by 75
percent, Recreation management would also
receive lower priority and would not hire
seasonal personnel.,

ALTERNATIVE C

Management cost under alternative C 1is also
projected to be 30 percent greater than alterna-
tive A, Habitat; soil, water, and air; and
cultural resource management account for the
largest share of this increase. The cost of
riparian fencing would be shared by the wildlife
habitat management and soil, water, and air
programs and would increase the costs of these
programs by 290 and 72 percent respectively. A
cultural research project in the Dry Lake Area
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and
developing the Highway I-70 Pictographs would
Increase cultural resource management cost by
150 percent, Although the areas withdrawn from
mineral entry would reduce mining law activity,
pre- existing claims in ACECs and ACECs not
withdrawn would increase the processing of plans
of operations, thereby increasing wmining law
administration cost by 25 percent. The ACECs
closed to lease or production would have to be
withdrawn from mineral entry, increasing with-
drawal costs. Although livestock grazing would
be reduced under alternative C, more comprehen-
sive range monitoring and developing 25 new
allotment management plans (AMPs) would increase
the cost of grazing management by 17 percent.
Additional recreation facilities and more ag~
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gressive management of primitive (P) and semi-
primitive nonmotorized (SPNM) recreation oppor-
tunities would increase recreation management
cost by 34 percent. '

ALTERNATIVE D

Management cost under alternative D .is projected
to be 25 percent greater than under alternative
A. Habitat; soil, water, and air; and cultural
resource management account for the Tlargest
share of this increase, The cost of fencing
riparian areas would be shared by the wildlife
habitat management and soil, water, and air
programs and would increase the management costs
of these programs by 182 and 73 percent respec-
tively. A cultural research project in the Dry
Lake ACEC and developing the Highway I-70 Picto-
graphs would fincrease cultural resource manage-
ment cost by 150 percent. ACEC designations
would increase the processing of plans of opera-
tion, thereby doubling mining law administration
cost., Those ACECs that would be closed to lease
or production would have to be withdrawn from
mineral entry, thereby 1ncreasing withdrawal
costs. Although Tlivestock grazing would be
reduced under alternative D, more comprehensive
range monitoring and developing 19 new AMPs
would increase the cost of grazing management by
17 percent, The large area closed to resource
use or production would decrease the area avail-
able for mineral material development and oil
and gas exploration and drilling, thereby
decreasing oi1 and gas and mineral material
management cost by 75 percent.

ALTERNATIVE E

Management cost under alternative E is projected
to be 17 percent greater than under alternative
A. Soil, water, and air; recreation; cultural;
and grazing management and wining law admini-
stration account for the largest share of this
increase. Additional wildlife water develop-
ments and watershed projects would dincrease
wildlife habitat and sofl, water, and air man-
agement cost by 48 and 25 percent respectively.
Additional recreation facilities and more inten-
sive management of semiprimitive motorized (SPM)
and roaded natural (RN) recreation opportunities
would increase recreation management cost by 33
percent, A cultural research project in the Dry
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Lake ACEC and developing the Highway I1-70 Picto-
graphs would increase cultural management cost
by 150 percent. More comprehensive range moni-
toring and developing 33 new AMPs would increase
the cost of grazing management by 24 percent.
The proposed ACECs would increase the processing
of plans of operation, thereby doubling mining
law administration cost. Those ACECs that would
be closed to Tease or production would have to
be withdrawn from mineral entry, thereby
increasing withdrawal costs.

ALTERNATIVE F

Management cost under alternative F is projected
to be 36 percent greater than under alternative
A, Habitat; soil, water, and air; and grazing
management account for the largest share of this
increase, Riparian fencing, water developments,
watershed projects, and more intensive monitor-
ing are projected to increase habitat and soil,
water, and air management cost by 195 and 119
percent respectively, More comprehensive range
monitoring, 31 new AMPs, rangeland improvements,
and sharing the cost of riparian fencing with
the wildlife habitat and soil, water, and air
management programs would increase the cost of
grazing management by 54 percent. The proposed
ACECs would increase the processing of plans of
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operation, thereby doubling mining law admini-
stration cost. A cultural research project in
the Dry Lake ACEC and developing the Highway
1-70 Pictographs would increase cultural re-
source management cost by 150 percent. Addi-
tional recreation facilities and an increased
emphasis on the recreation program would in-
crease recreation management cost by 34 percent,

THE PROPOSED PLAN

The cost of implementing the proposed RMP would
essentially be the same as alternative F, The
added withdrawn acreage would increase mining
Taw administration costs of processing plans of
operations for grandfathered claims 1in these
areas. Processing the additional withdrawals
would also increase the cost of the range and
recreation programs. The recreation program
costs would also increase due to the inc¢rease
level of ORV management. These added costs
would be minor and would increase overall
management cost by less than 0,1 percent over
alternative F (34 percent greater than
alternative A).

Table C-2 shows the baseline budget; changes in
budget costs among the alternatives are shown in
tables C-3 through C-9,
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TABLE C-2

Baseline Budget (1986 dollars)

San Rafael Moab District :
Subactivity/Resource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost

Management Program Labor {WMs) {WMs) {$1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000)
4111 011 and Gas 16.7 16.9 82.3 21.5 103.8
4121 Coal Management 33.3 34.6 182.6 39.3 221.9
4131 Mineral Materials 4,2 0.5 12.3 2.6 14.9
4132 Mining Law 8.4 2.3 28.1 4,2 32.3
4211 Rights-of-Way 12.7 5.2 45,2 7.2 52.4
4212 Lands 10.4 2.8 33.3 6.2 39.5
4220 Withdrawals 1.0 0.3 3.8 0.5 4.3
4311 Forest Management 3.1 0.5 6.4 0.5 6.9
4321 Wild Horse and Burro 1.1 0.0 3.0 1.3 4,3
4322 Grazing 36.4 10.4 17,5 18.2 135.7
4331 Cultural Resources 4,2 0.7 1.7 3.1 14.8
4333 Recreation 12,7 2.7 33.6 9.2 42,8
4341 Soil, Water, and Air 6.4 13.9 52.1 18.1 70.2
4351 Habitat Management 5.2 3.0 20,7 12.1 32.8
4352 Endangered Species 5.2 2.7 20.8 4.6 25.4
4410 Planning 5.2 9,2 39.7 6.4 46.1
4420 Data Management 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.0
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.7 1.7 0.6 2.3
4620 Firefighting 04 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 9.4 0.7 25.1 14,0 39.1
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.1 0.8 4.4 4,2 8.6
4714 Engineering Services 0.0 0.6 1.5 0.7 2.2
4820 Equal Employment (EEO) 0.1 0.5 1.3 . 1.3
4830 Support Services 2.1 21.8 53.0 51.1 104.1
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 179.6 131.2 781.0 226.7 1,007.7

NOTE: The work month (WM} is a budgeting tool used to estimate labor cost. Workmonths are
calculated dividing hours worked by 173.3. Full-time positfon planning for BLM is based
on 10 WMs per position per year. Budgets fnclude only those subactivities or programs
that are relevant to the planning area. Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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TABLE C-3

San Rafael Moab District

Subactivity/Resource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost
Management Program Labor (WMs) {WMs) {$1,000) {$1,000) {$1,000)
4111 011 and Gas 16.7 18.7 86.8 22.1 108.9
4121 Coal Management 33.3 38.2 192.2 40.4 232.6
4131 Mineral Materials 4,2 0.5 12.4 2.6 15.0
4132 Mining Law 8.4 2,6 28,7 4.3 33.0
4211 Rights-of-Nay 12,7 5.8 46,7 7.3 54,0
4212 Lands 10.4 3.1 34,0 6.3 40.3
4220 Withdrawals 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4
4311 Forest Management 4,2 0.7 8.8 0.6 9.4
4321 Wild Horse and Burro 3.8 0.1 10.8 4.6 15.4
4322 Grazing Management 37.8 12.0 124.9 19.2 1441
4331 Cultural Resources 4,2 0.8 11.8 4,2 16.0
4333 Recreation Management 16.9 4,0 45,6 12.3 57.9
4341 Soil, Water, and Afr 7.4 18.3 65.7 30.4 96.1
4351 Habitat Management 5.3 3.8 22.8 19.9 43.7
4352 Endangered Species 5.3 3.0 21.6 4.8 26.4
4410 Planning 5.3 9.4 40,7 6.3 47.0
4420 Data Management ‘ 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.0
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.7 2.7
4620 Firefighting 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 9.6 0.7 25.6 14.3 39.9
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.1 0.9 4,6 5.4 10.0
4714 Engineering Services 0 0.7 1.6 0.7 2.3
4820 Equal Employment (EEO) 0.2 0.5 1.4 0 1.4
4830 Support Services 2.1 22.3 55.4 50.0 105.4
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.9
TOTAL 189.7 147.7 846.1 259.8 1,105.9

NOTE: The work month (WM) 1s a budgeting tool used to estimate labor cost. Workmonths are
calculated dividing hours worked by 173.3. Full-time position planning for BLM is based
on 10 WMs per position per year, Budgets include only those subactivities or programs
that are relevant to the planning area. Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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TABLE C-4

Support Requirements Under Alternative B

San Rafael Moab District

Subactivity/Resource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost
Management Program Labor (WMs) {WMs) {$1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000)
4111 011 and Gas 18.3 20.6 95,5 24.3 119.8
4121 Coal Management 33.3 38,2 192,2 40,4 232.6
4131 Mineral Materials 4,2 0.5 12.4 2.6 15.0
4132 Mining Law 9.2 2.8 31.6 4.7 36.3
4211 Rights-of-Way 12.7 5.8 46,7 7.3 54.0
4212 Lands 1.1 0.3 3.4 0.6 4,0
4220 Withdrawals 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4
4311 Forest Management 4.2 0.7 8.8 0.6 9.4
4321 Wild Horse and Burro 3.8 0.1 10.8 4,6 15.4
4322 Grazing Management 76.3 33 274.4 112.8 387.2
4331 Cultural Resources 4,2 0.8 1.8 9.4 21.2
4333 Recreation Management 10.6 2.5 28.6 7.7 36.3
4341 Soil, Water, and Afr 9.5 23.3 83.9 36.5 120.4
4351 Habitat Management 5.3 3.3 21.6 14.9 36.5
4352 Endangered Species 5.2 3.0 21.6 4.8 26.4
4410 Planhing 6.2 10.9 471 7.3 54 .4
4420 Data Management 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.2
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.7 2.7
4620 Firefighting 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 11.1 0.8 29.7 16.6 46,3
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.1 0.9 4,6 5.4 10.0
4714 Engineering Services 0.0 0.8 1.8 0.8 2.6
4820 Equal Employment (EEO) 0.2 0.6 1.6 0.0 1.6
4830 Support Services 2.5 25.9 62,9 57.9 120.8
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 15.3 17.4 70.6 88.0
TOTAL 219.8 191.4 1,011.8 431.7 1,443.5

NOTE: The work month (WM) is a budgeting tool used to estimate labor cost. Workmonths are
calculated dividing hours worked by 173.3. Full-time position planning for BLM is based
on 10 WMs per position per year, Budgets include only those subactivities or programs
that are relevant to the planning area. Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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TABLE C-5

Support Requirements Under Alternative C

San Rafael Moab District

Subactivity/Resource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost
Management Program Labor (WMs) (WMs ) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000)
4111 011 and Gas 16.7 18,7 86.8 22.1 108.9
4121 Coal Management 33.3 38.2 192.2 40.4 232.6
4131 Mineral Materials 4,2 0.5 12.4 2.6 15.0
4132 Mining Law 10.5 3.2 35,9 5.4 41.3
4211 Rights-of-Way 12,7 5.8 46,7 7.3 54,0
4212 Lands 10.4 3.1 34,0 6.3 40,3
4220 Withdrawals 2.2 0.9 8.9 1.2 10.1
4311 Forest Management 4,2 0.7 8.8 0.6 9.4
4321 Wild Horse and Burro 3.8 0.1 10.8 4.6 15.4
4322 Grazing Management 44,5 14,1 147.2 22,6 169.8
4331 Cultural Resources 5.6 15.7 15,7 28.3 44,0
4333 Recreation Management 19.3 5.5 54,1 24.1 78.2
4341 Soil, Water, and Afr 9.5 26.6 92.4 74,0 166.4
4351 Habitat Management 15.1 14.3 73.9 86.6 160.5
4352 Endangered Species 8.6 4.9 35.5 7.8 43.3
4410 Planning 6.2 11.1 47.8 7.5 55.3
4420 Data Management 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.2
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.7 2.7
4620 Firefighting 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 11.3 0.9 30,2 16.8 47.0
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.6 1.3 6.9 8.0 14.9
4714 Engineering Services 0. 0.8 1.9 0.8 .
4820 Equal Employment (EEQ) 0.2 0.6 1.6 0.0 1.6
4830 Support Services 2.5 26.3 63.8 58.8 122.6
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 223.1 194.6 1,010.5 427.7 1,438.2

NOTE: The work month (WM) is a budgeting tool used to estimate labor cost, Workmonths are
calculated dividing hours worked by 173.3, Full-time position planning for BLM {is based
on 10 WMs per position per year, Budgets include only those subactivities or programs
that are relevant to the planning area, Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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APPENDIX C

TABLE C-6

Support Requirements Under Alternative D

San Rafael Moab District

Subactivity/kesource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost
Management Program Labor (WMs) (WMs) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000)
4111 011 and Gas 4,2 4,7 21.8 5.6 27.4
4721 Coal Management 31.3 35.9 180,7 38.0 218.7
4131 Mineral Materials 1.1 0.1 3.1 0.6 3.7
4132 Mining Law 16.8 5.1 57.5 8.6 66.1
4211 Rights-of-Way 12,7 5.8 46,7 7.3 54,0
4212 Lands 0.4 3.1 34,0 6.3 40.3
4220 Withdrawals 4.3 1.7 17.5 2.4 19.9
4311 Forest Management 4,2 0.7 8.8 0.6 9.4
4321 W1ild Horse and Burro 3.8 0.1 10.8 4,6 15.4
4322 Grazing Management 44.2 14 146.1 22,5 168.6
4331 Cultural Resources 5.6 1.0 15.7 24,3 40.0
4333 Recreation Management 17.2 £,1 46,5 12,5 59.0
4341 Soil, Water, and Air 9.5 26,6 92.4 74 166.4
4351 Habitat Management 10.1 9.9 50.2 65,6 115.8
4352 Endangered Species 6.6 3.8 27.3 6.0 33.3
4410 Planning 5.7 10.0 43.3 6.7 50.0
4420 Data Management 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.0
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.7 2.7
4620 Firefighting 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 10.2 0.8 27.3 15.3 42,6
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.1 0.9 4.6 5.4 10.0
4714 Engineering Services 0.0 ¢,1 0.2 0.9 1.1
4820 Equal Employment (EEO) 0.2 0.5 1.5 0.0 1.5
4830 Support Services 2.2 23.8 57.8 53.2 1M.0
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 202,1 154.0 896,7 362.2 1,258.9

NOTE: The work month (WM) is a budgeting tool used to estimate labor cost. Workmonths are
calculated dividing hours worked by 173.3, Full-time position planning for BLM is based
on 10 WMs per position per year. Budgets include only those subactivities or programs
that are relevant to the planning area. Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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APPENDIX C
TABLE C-7

Support Requirements Under Alternative E

San Rafael Moab District

Subactivity/Resource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost
Management Program Labor (WMs) {Whs) {$1,000) ($1,000) {$7,000)
4111 011 and Gas 16.7 18.7 86.8 22.1 108.9
4121 Coal Management 33.3 38,2 192,2 40.3 232,5
4131 Mineral Materials 4,2 0.5 12.4 2.6 15.0
4132 Mining Law 12.6 3.9 43,1 6.4 49.5
4211 Rights-of-Hay 12.7 5.8 46,7 7.3 54,0
4212 Lands 10.4 3.1 34.0 6.3 40.3
4220 Withdrawals 2.2 0.9 8.9 1.2 10.1
4311 Forest Management 4.2 0.7 8.8 0.6 9.4
43217 Wild Horse and Burro 3.8 0.1 10.8 4.6 15.4
4322 Grazing Management 47.1 14.9 155.8 24.0 179.8
4331 Cultural Resources 5.6 1.0 15.7 28.3 44.0
4333 Recreation Management 19.0 5.4 53.2 23.8 77.0
4341 Soil, Water, and Air 9.5 23.3 83.9 36.5 120.4
4351 Habitat Management 8.1 5.7 34,7 28.7 62.4
4352 Endangered Species 6.6 3.8 27.3 6.0 33.3
4410 Ptanning 6.1 10.8 46.8 7.3 54.1
4420 Data Management 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.2
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.7 2.7
4620 Firefighting 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 11.0 0.8 29.5 16.5 46.0
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.6 1.3 6.9 8.0 14.9
4714 Engineering Services 0. 0.7 1.8 0.8 2.6
4820 Equal Employment (EEO) 0.2 0.6 1.6 0.0 1.6
4830 Support Services 2,5 25.7 62.4 57.4 119.8
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.9
TOTAL 218.1 167.4 966.8 331.0 1,297.8

NOTE: The work month (WM) is a budgeting tool used to estimate labor cost. Workmonths are
calculated dividing hours worked by 173,3, Full-time position planning for BLM is based
on 10 WMs per position per year. Budgets include only those subactivities or programs
that are relevant to the planning area. Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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APPENDIX C
TABLE C-8

Support Requirements lUnder Alternative F

San Rafael Moab District

Subactivity/Resource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Coét
Management Program Labor (WMs) (WMs) {$1,000) ($1,000) {$1,000)
4111 011 and Gas 16.7 18.7 86.8 22.1 108.9
4121 Coal Management 33.3 38.2 192,2 40,3 232.,5
4131 Mineral Materials 4,2 0.5 12.4 2.6 15.0
4132 Mining Law 12.6 3.9 43,1 6.4 49.5
4211 Rights-of-Way 12,7 5.8 46,7 7.3 54,0
4212 Lands 10.4 3.1 34,0 6.3 40,3
4220 Withdrawals 0.6 0.2 2.6 0.3 2,9
4311 Forest Management 4,2 0.7 8.8 0.6 9.4
4321 Wild Horse and Burro 3.8 0.1 10.8 4.6 15.4
4322 Grazing Management 52.0 16.5 171.8 26.4 198,2
4331 Cultural Resources 5.6 1.0 15.7 28.3 44,0
4333 Recreation Management 19.2 5.4 53.8 24.0 77.8
4341 Soil, Water, and Air 14,7 37.9 134.8 76.6 211.4
4351 Habitat Management 12,3 10,7 57.7 63.6 121.3
4352 Endangered Species 7.2 4,1 29.9 6.6 36.5
4410 Planning 6.5 11.6 49,9 7.8 57.7
4420 Data Management 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.3
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.7 2.7
4620 Firefighting 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 11.8 0.9 31.5 17.6 49,1
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.6 1.3 6.9 8.0 14.9
4714 Engineering Services 0.0 0.8 1.9 0.8 2\7
4820 Equal Employment (EEQ) 0.2 0.6 1.7 0.0 1.7
4830 Support Services 2.6 27.4 66.6 61.4 128.0
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 8.8 16.0 9.0 25,0
TOTAL 232.9 199.5 1,078.6 422,.6 1,501,2

NOTE: The work month (WM) is a budgeting tool used to estimate Tabor cost., Workmonths are
calculated dividing hours worked by 173.3, Full-time position planning for BLM is based
on 10 WMs per position per year, Budgets include only those subactivities or programs
that are relevant to the planning area. Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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Support Requirements Under the Proposed Plan

APPENDIX C

TABLE C-9

San Rafael Moab District

Subactivity/Resource Resource Area Office Labor Labor Cost Nonlabor Cost Total Cost
Management Program Labor (WMs) {WMs) {$1,000) {$1,000) ($1,000)
4111 011 and Gas 16.7 18,7 86.8 22.1 108.9
4121 Coal Management 33.3 38,2 192.2 40,3 232.5
4131 Mineral Materials 4,2 0.5 12.4 2.6 15,0
4132 Mining Law 13.6 3.9 46.3 6.4 49,7
4211 Rights-of-Way 12.7 5.8 46.7 7.3 54.0
4212 Lands 10.4 3.1 34.0 6.3 40.3
4220 Withdrawals 0.6 0.2 2.6 0.3 2.9
4311 Forest Management 4,2 0.7 8.8 0.6 9.4
4321 Wild Horse and Burro 3.8 0.1 10.8 4.6 15.4
4322 Grazing Management 52.2 16.5 172.5 26.4 198.9
4331 Cultural Resources 5.6 1.0 15.7 28.3 44,0
4333 Recreation Management 22.0 5.4 61.6 24.3 85,9
4341 Soil, Water, and Air 14,7 37.9 134.,8 76.6 211.4
4351 Habitat Management 12.3 10,7 57.7 63.6 121.3
4352 Endangered Species 7.2 4,1 29.9 6.6 36.5
4410 Planning 6.5 11.6 49.9 7.8 57.7
4420 Data Management 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.3
4610 Presuppression 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.7 2.7
4620 Firefighting 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.0
4711 Building Maintenance 11.8 0.8 31.5 17.6 49,1
4712 Recreation Maintenance 1.6 1.3 6.9 8.0 14.9
4714 Engineering Services 0.0 0.8 1.9 0.8 2.7
4820 Equal Employment (EEO) 0.2 0.6 1.7 0.0 1.7
4830 Support Services 2.6 27.4 66.6 61.4 128.0
8100 Range Improvements 0.0 8.8 16.0 9,0 25,0
TOTAL 236.9 199.5 1,087.3 422.6 1,510,2
NOTE: The work month (WM) is a budgeting tool used to estimate labor cost. Workmonths are

calculated dividing hours worked by 173.3.
on 10 WMs per position per year,
that are relevant to the planning area.

Full-time position planning for BLM is based
Budgets include only those subactivities or programs
Totals may not be additive due to rounding.
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TABLE D-1

Laws Applicable to Management of Publ{c Lands and Resources

Title, Subject, and Name of Act

Title 7 - Agriculture

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act.

Title 15 - Commerce and Trade

Toxic Substances Control Act

Title 16 -~ Conservation

The Act of August 25, 1916 (The National Park
Service Organic Act)

National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978

An Act to Establish Canyonlands National Park
(September 12, 1964)

Capitol Reef National Park Act

Capitol Reef National Park Act

The Act of June 8, 1906 (Antiquities Act of 1906)
The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965
(Sept. 3, 1964)

An Act to Establish the Glen Canyon National

Recreation Area in the States of Arizona and Utah
(Oct. 27, 1972)

Codification

7 u.S8.C. 101f

15 U,S.C, 2501f

16 U.S.C. 1 et seq,

16 U.S.C. 1 et seq,

16 U.S.C. 271

16 U.S.C. 273-273f

16 U.S.C. 2735

16 U.S.C. 431 et seq.

16 U.S.C. 46Q1:4 et seq.

16 U.S.C. 460 dd

Statute

61 Stat. 163

90 Stat. 2003

39 Stat, 535

92 Stat. 3467

78 Stat, 937

85 stat, 739

96 Stat, 1639

34 Stat, 225

78 Stat. 897

86 Stat, 1311

Public Law

P.L. 94-469

Aug. 25, 1916, P.L.
235, ch. 408

P.L. 95-625

P.L. 88-590

P.L. 92-207

P.L. 97-34]

June 8, 1906, P.L, 209,

ch. 3060

P.L. 88-578

P.L. 92-593
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The Federal Water Projects Recreation Act 16 U,S.C. 4691:12 et seq. 79 Stat, 213 P.L. 89-72
{July 9, 1965)

The Water Resources Development Act of 1974 16 U.S.C. 46Ql:13 et seq. 88 Stat. 16 P.L. 93-251

(March 7, 1974)

The Act of Aug. 21, 1935 (Historic Sites, 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq. 49 stat. 666 Aug. 21, 1935, P.L. 292
Buildings, and Antiquities Act) ch, 593

The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 16 U.S.C. 469 et seq. 74 Stat, 220 P.L. 86-523

The Reservoir Salvage Act Amendment of 16 U.S.C. 469 et seq. 88 stat., 174 P.L. 93-291

May 24, 1974 (Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974)

The National Historic Preservation Act 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq. 80 Stat, 915 P.L. 89-665
(October 15, 1966), as amended

" The Archaeological Resources Protection Act 16 U.S.C. 470aa et seq. 93 Stat. 721 P.L. 96-95
of 1979 (0ct. 31, 1979)
The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 16 U.S.C. 528 et seq. 74 stat, 215 P.L, 86-517
1960 (June 12, 1960) (National Forest lands)
The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 16 U.8.C, 590a et seq. 49 stat 164 April 27, 1935, P.L.
Act of 1935, as amended 46, ch. 85
-The Act of September 28, 1962 16 y.S.C. 61 76 Stat, 652 P.L. 87-713
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq. 48 Stat, 401 March 10, 1934, P.L.
{March 10, 1934), as amended 121, ch. 55
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 16 U.5.C. 661 et seq. 72 Stat. 563 P.L. 85-624
Amendment of Aug. 12, 1958
The Act of June 8, 1940 (Bald Eagle 16 U.S.C. 668 et seq. 54 Stat. 250 June 8, 1940, P.L. 567,
Protection Act), as amended 4 ch, 278
The Act of September 15, 1960 16 4.8.C. 670a 74 Stat. 1052 P.L. 86-797

(The Sikes Act), as amended
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TABLE D-1 (Continued)

Title, Subject, and Name of Act

Title 16 - Conservation {Concluded)

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(July 3, 1918), as amended

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Amendments of June 20, 1936

The Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act (Aug. 4, 1954), as amended

The Wilderness Act {Sept. 3, 1964)

The National Trails System Act
(oct. 2, 1968), as amended

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(Oct. 2, 1968), as amended

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
Amendment of Jan. 3, 1975

The Act of Dec. 15, 1971 (The Wild Free-
Roaming Horses and Burros Act)

The Endangered Species Act of 1973
{Dec. 28, 1973), as amended

The Endangered Species Act Amendment
of Dec, 28, 1979

The Soil and Water Resources Conservation
Act of 1977 (Nov. 18, 1977)

Codification

16 y.5.C. 703

16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.

16 U.S.C. 1001

-
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(72
.
-
.
-
p—
w
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16 U.s.C. 1287

16 U.S.C. 1271

16 U.S.C. 1276

16 U.S.C. 1331

16 U,S.C. 1531

—
o

U.S.C. 1531

16 U.S.C. 2001

et

et

et

et

et

et

et

et

seq.

seq.

seq.

seq.

seq.

seq.

seq.

seq.

Statute

40 Stat. 756

49 Stat, 1556

68 Stat. 666

78 Stat 890

82 Stat. 919

82 Stat. 906

88 Stat 2094

85 Stat. 649

87 Stat, 884

93 Stat 1225

91 Stat. 1407 et seq.

Public Law

July 3, 1918, P.L, 186,

ch. 128

June 20, 1936, P.L.

728, ch, 634

Aug. 4, 1954, P.L. 566,

ch, 656

P.L., 88-577

P.L, 90-543

P.L. 90-542

P.L. 93-621

P.L. 92-195

P.L. 93-205

P.L. 96-159

P.L, 95-192
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Title 26 - Indians

L o T | P - b "
ine ACt OT reb, o,
Act), as amended

The Indian Mineral Development Act
(December 22, 1982)

The Act of Sept. 2, 1958 (provides for the
exchange of mineral and other rights between
the U.S. and the Navajo Indian tribe)

Title 29 - Labor

The Act of Jan. 12, 1983 (Federal 011 and
Gas Royalty Management Act of 1982)

Title 30 - Mineral Lands and Mining

The Act of May 10, 1872 (The General Mining
Law of 1872)

The Act of Feb. 25, 1920 (The Mineral Lands
Leasing Act), as amended by the Federal Onshore
011 and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987

The Act of Aug. 4, 1976 (Federal Coal
Leasing Amendment Act)

The Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act
of 1981, as amended (Nov. 16, 1981)

The Act of Feb. 7, 1927 (The Potash
Leasing Act)

The Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired
Lands of 1947, as amended

The Act of July 31, 1947 (The Material
Sale Act)

25 u.s.cC.

{not codified in U.S.C.)

29 u.s.C.

30 v.S.C.

30 ¥.s.C.

30 U.s.c.

30 v.s.C.

30 u.s.C.

30 u.Ss.C.

30 u.s.C.

2101 et seq.

1701 et seq.

22 et seq.

181

201

226; 241

281 et seq.

351 et seq.

601 et seq.

g
g

" a oA . a
£ Sldi.

96 Stat., 1938

72 Stat, 1686

96 Stat. 2447

R.S. 2319 et seq.

41 Stat, 437

90 Stat 1083

95 Stat. 1070

44 stat, 1057

61 Stat, 913

61 Stat. 681

Feb. 8, 1887, ch. 119

P.L. 97-382

P.L. 97-451

May 10, 1872, ch, 152

Feb. 25, 1920,
P.L. 146, ch. 85

P.L. 94-377

P.L. 97-78

Feb. 7, 1927, P.L. 579,
ch. 66

Aug. 7, 1947, P,.L. 382,
ch. 513

July 31, 1947,
P.L. 291, ch, 406
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TABLE D-1 (Continued)

Ti+1a Cahiand and Mama af Anéd Caddfisa+inan Chabirha DushT1da 1
TIVLIG, JUUJTL Ly QHTU lTAIIS Vi v v vwUdli ivaviIvi JLALULT Tuvl iv Law
Title 30 - Mineral Lands and Mining

The Act of July 23, 1955 (The Multiple 30 y.S.C. 601 et seq. 69 Stat. 367 July 23, 1955,
Surface Use Act of 1955) : : P.L. 167, ch. 375
The Act of Aug. 11, 1955 (The Mining 30 u.S.C. 621 69 Stat. 681 Aug. 11, 1955,
Claims Rights Restoration Act of 1955) P.L. 359, ch. 797
National Materials and Minerals Policy 30 U.S.C. 1601 94 Stat. 2309 P.L. 96-479
Research and Development Act of 1980

The Geothermai Steam Act of 1970 30 U.S.C. 10071 et seq. 84 Stat. 1566 P.L. 91-581
The Mineral Policy Act of 1970 30 u.s.C. 21a 84 Stat. 1876 P.L. 91-631
The Act of Aug. 3, 1977 (Surface Mining 30 U.S5.C. 1207 et seq. 91 Stat. 447 P.L. 95-87
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977)

Federal 011 and Gas Royalty Management 30 Y.8.C. 1701 et seq. 96 Stat. 2447 P.L. 97-451
Act of 1982

Title 31 - Money and Finance

The Act of June 30, 1932 (The Economy 31 u.S.C. 1535 {(formerly 44 Stat. 417 P.L. 72-211
Act of 1932) (substantially restated in 31 U.5.C. 686)

P.L. 97-258, Sept, 13, 1982, 96 Stat. 933)

Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement 37 U.S.C. 63071 et seq. 92 Stat. 3 P.L, 95-224
Act of 1977 (Feb. 3, 1978)
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Title 33 - Navigation and Navigable Waters

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 33 U.S.C. 1151 et seq. 86 Stat, 816 P.L. 92-500
Amendments of Oct, 18, 1972

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq. 86 Stat, 896 June 30, 1948,
(Clean Water Act) (June 30, 1948), as amended (62 Stat. 1155) P.L. 845, ch, 758

(P.L. 92-500)

The Clean Water Act of 1977 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq. 9] Stat. 1566 P.L. 95-217
{Dec. 27, 1977), as amended

Title 42 - The Public Health and Welfare

The Safe Drinking Water Act 42 U,S.C. 300f et seq. 88 Stat. 1660 P.L. 93-523
{Dec. 16, 1974), as amended

The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments 42 y,S.C, 300f et seq. 91 Stat. 1397 P.L, 95-190
of 1977 (Nov. 16, 1977)

The Water Resources Research Act of 1964 42 Y.8.C. 1961 et seq. 78 stat. 329 P.L. 88-379
(July 17, 1964) '

The Water Resources Planning Act 42 U.S.C. 1961 et seq. 79 Stat, 244 P.L. 89-80

(July 22, 1965) '

The Water Resources Development Act 42 U.S.C. 1961 et seq. 88 Stat. 49 P.L. 93-251
of 1974 (Mar, 16, 1974)

The Water Resources Development Act 42 U.S.C. 1962d-5d et seq. 90 Stat. 2917 P.L. 94-587
of 1976 (Oct. 22, 1976)

The American Indian Religious Freedom 42 Y,5.C, 1996 et seq. 92 Stat, 469 P.L. 95-341
Act of 1978 (Aug. 11, 1978)

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 42 U,S.C. 2007 et seq. 68 Stat, 919

The Uranium Mi11 Tailings Radiation 42 U.S.C. 2014 et seq. 92 Stat. 3021 P.L. 95-604

Control Act of 1978
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TABLE D-1 (Continued)

Title, Subject, and Name of Act

Title 42 - The Public Health and Welfare (Concluded)

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended,

1965 etc,

The National Environmental Policy Act

of 1969 (Jan. 1, 1970), as amended

The Noise Control Act of 1972
{oct. 27, 1972), as amended

The Sclid Haste Disposal Act
(0ct. 20, 1965), as amended
The Resource Conservation and

Recovery Act, as amended

The Clean Air Act (July 14, 1955)

The Clean Air Act Amendments
of Dec. 17, 1963

The Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1970 (Dec. 31, 1970)

The Clean Air Act Amendments

of Aug. 7, 1977

Comprehensive Environmental Response

and Recovery Act, as amended

Codification

42 u¥,.8.C. 3251f
42 y,S.C, 4321 et seq.

42 U.S.C. 4901 et seq.

nenr £an1 et

&G
UVedse UIVI SE.

82
{formerly 42 U.S.C.
3251 et seq.)

42 y.S.C. 6§901fF

42 y,S.C. 7401 et seq.

42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq

42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

4

o

o

ot

(7]
D
L
.

42 y,s.C, 9601f

79

83

86

~d

90

77

77

84

-3

94

Statute

Stat 997

Stat.

Stat.

Stat.

Stat.

Stat.

Stat.

Stat.

Stat.

Stat.

852

1234

1+
©w
~3

2795

392

392

1676

2767

Public Law

P.L. 89-272

P.L. 91-190

P.L. 92-574

P.L. 8%-272

P.L. 94-580

July 14, 1955,
P.L. 159, ch. 360
(P.L. 88-206)

P.L, 88-206

P.L. 91-604

D ar oarc
FeLe §5-55

P.L. 96-510
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Title 43 ~ Public Lands

The Taylor Grazing Act

The Act of Mar. 3, 1877 (The Desert
Land Entry Act), as amended

The Act of June 17, 1902 (The
Recliamation Act), as amended

The Upper Colorado River Basin Compact

The Act of April 11, 1956 {Colorado
River Storage Project Act)

The Appropriations Act of 1952,
McCarran Amendment

The Act of June 1, 1938 (Small Tract
Act of 1938), as amended

The Act of June 14, 1926 (Recreation
and Public Purposes Act), as amended

The Act of July 26, 1866

The Act of March 4, 1911 (repealed
Oct. 21, 1976 by FLPMA, 43 U.S.C, 1701,
90 Stat. 2793, P.L, 94-579)

The Classification and Multiple Use

e
Act of Sept. 19, 1964 {terminated)

Ty We PRt

The Act of June 24, 1974 (Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Act)

E-)
~N

43

43

43

43

43

43

43

43

43

43

43

43

U.s.c.

u.s.C.

U.s'c.

u.s.C.

u.s.cC.

U.Ss.C.

u.s.cC.

u.s.c.

UIS.C.

U.s.C.

u.Ss.C.

U.S.c'

315 et seq.

321 et seq.

3771 et seq.

6171

620 et seq.

666

682a

869 et seq.

932

961

1411 et seq.

1571 et seq.

<O
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48 stat, 1269
19 Stat. 377

32 stat. 388

63 Stat. 31 )
70 Stat, 105

66 Stat, 560
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APPENDIX E, OIL AND GAS LEASING CATEGORIES

OYERVIEW

Appendix E explains the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment's {BLM's) system for categorizing lands for
oil and gas leasing and provides general back-
ground information regarding the categories
currently in effect.

Under the category system, lands are studied in
detail to assess all resource values present on
the surface, as well as the potential for oil
and gas resources. Lands are then placed in a
given leasing category, based on the need to
resolve surface resource conflicts,

CURRENT CATEGORIES

In 71975, the BLM in Utah established four leas-
ing categories to determine which areas would be
leased and under what conditions. That system
was implemented through a programmatic environ-
mental assessment (EA) [BLM, 1975], The leasing
categories established through the 1975 EA have
remained in effect until the present time.

Lands in category 1 are open to Tleasing with
standard lease stipulations. Category 2 lands
are open to leasing with special stipulations to
mitigate potential dimpacts to other resources
from exploration and development of the 1lease.
Category 3 lands are open to leasing but have a
no-surface-occupancy stipulation, meaning that
any development is normally done with minimal
surface disturbance, usually by directional
drilling from offlease areas. No-surface-
occupancy stipulations may be waived or excepted
in areas managed for scenic values, if an EA
concludes that the proposed action would not
adversely impact scenic values. Note, these
leases would be stipulated to include a provi-
sfon for granting the waiver or exception. This
provision would specify the circumstances that
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would have to exist and indicate whether public
notice would be necessary. Note that "waiver"
of a stipulation means that it no longer applies
anywhere within the leasehold. The only BLM
official authorized to waive a stipulation is
the State Director, since that is the official
who issues the lease. In most cases, waiver of
a stipulation will require an RMP amandment.
Granting an “exception" means that the stipula-
tion continues to apply to all other sites
within the lease to which the restrictive cri-
teria applied. Further, it means that specific
permissfon is granted to the lessee/operator in
a particular circumstance after that lessee/
operator has shown or demonstrated that granting
the exception is reasonable and proper. Cate-
gory 4 lands are closed to Teasing due to
congressional or administrative withdrawal to
protect nationally significant resource values
on the surface.

In 1984 BLM revised the oil and gas leasing
categories through the statewide tar sand
leasing environmental i{mpact statement (EIS)
[BLM 1984c]. Because that EIS addressed only
Tease categories within special tar sand leasing
areas (STSAs), it applies within the planning
area only to the San Rafael STSA in San Rafael
Resource Area (SRRA). The leasing categories
developed through the tar sand EIS apply to
combined hydrocarbon leases (CHLs), which cover
the development and production of tar sand, oil
shale, and oi1 and gas resources within the STSA,

In 1986 BLM fssued supplemental program guidance
for fluid minerals, which required BLM to place
public lands into four leasing categories:

~ open subject to standard terms and

conditions;
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- open subject to seasonal or other minor

constraints;

- open subject to no surface occupancy and
similar major constraints;

- and closed to leasing [BLM manual section
1624,211, '

These categories are similar to those previously
used in Utah, but they have some slight differ-
ences, particularly regarding the separation of
the second and third categories.

BLM policy requires that the least-1imiting
level of restriction be applied to oil and gas
leases (76 IBLA 395 (1983)). Accordingly, the
nature and extent of an actual or potential
conflict must be determined, and the area must
be placed under the least restrictive category
that would serve to mitigate the conflict.

Lease conditions are established through the BLM
planning process and cannot be changed without
amending the plan. By accepting a lease with
special conditions T1imiting seasonal or surface
use, an operator agrees to abide by those condi-
tfons. Accordingly, minerals from that lease
can be developed only if the special conditions
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can be met, If the special conditions cannot be
met, mineral resources cannot be developed on
the leasehold.

Under amendments to the leasing law (The Federal
011 and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987) passed
in December, 1987, lands under wilderness review
are not available for leasing. Additionally,
lands designated as wilderness are not available
for leasing unless specifically provided for in
the enabling legislation, These lands may be
available for exploration under permit (such as
seismic work), provided that their wilderness
values are not impaired.

The existing allocation of public lands based on
the 1975 lease categories and 1984 tar sand EIS
will be re-evaluated in the resource management
plan (RMP) and EIS. The reallocation will be
based on the 1986 1lease category divisions,
Additionally, public lands will be examined to
see if concerns and conflicts identified in 1975
and 1984 are still valid or whether new concerns
have appeared.

For ease of reference in this RMP/EIS, the same
numbering system will be used as was in effect
under the 1975 systenm,



APPENDIX F, METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING AREAS SUITABLE

FOR COAL LEASING

OVERVIEW

To determine which coal lands should be consid-
ered for leasing, four screens (43 CFR 3420-1)
are applied during land use planning. The first
screen eliminates from coal Teasing lands that
have little or no coal development potential.
The second screen {coal unsuitabflity review)
eliminates lands that contain sensitive resour-
ces. The third screen (multiple-use tradeoffs)
eliminates lands that contain resources consid-
ered more dimportant than coal. The fourth
screen (surface-owner consultation) eliminates
private land containing federal coal 1f the land
owner objects to mining.

In the planning area, only the first three
screens were applied, The fourth screen is not
required unless coal lands are to be surface
mined, During the analysis period, only under-
ground mining methods were considered feasible
for lands in the planning area.

Lands found acceptable in this plan can be
considered for coal 1leasing on a lease-by-
application basis or as several tracts offered
in a regional sale,

COAL DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (SCREEN 1)

A total of 62,290 acres of BLM-administered
public Tands within the planning area were
identified as having coal development poten-
tial, These lands (map 18 1in volume 2) are
defined by the Wasatch Plateau and Emery Known

Recoverable Coal Resource Areas (KRCRAs).

COAL UNSUITABILITY REVIEW (SCREEN 2)

The coal unsuitability review, required by the
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of
1977 (SMCRA), involved applying 20 criteria with
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exemptions and exceptions, The criteria (43 CFR
3461.1) were applied to public lands in the
planning area within the KRCRAs. The exceptions
were applied where appropriate; the exemptions
were determined inappropriate.

The KRCRAs were assessed only for suitability
for underground mining, because surface mining
methods are considered infeasible within the
planning area during the next 20 years., Al-
though the planning area contains potentially
strippable coal, development 1is considered
unlikely within the amalysis period because of
geologic, engineering, and economic factors.,

Based on application of the criteria, about
18,913 acres were found suitable for further
Jeasing consideration; approximately 19,277
acres were found suitable for leasing but sensi-
tive to development; and 4,100 acres were found
unsuitable (map 19 in volume 2 and table F-1).

CRITERION 1

A1l federal lands included in the following land
systems or categories shall be considered un-
suftable: National Park System, National Wild-
1ife Refuge System, National System of Trails,
National Wilderness Preservation System, Nation-
al Recreation Areas, land acquired with money
derived from the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, national forests, and federal lands in
incorporated cities, towns, and villages.,

.Ana1ysf s

Incorporated within the town of Emery, Utah, 160
acres of federal land are unsuitable for future

~coal leasing.
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Areas Found Unsuftable for Coal Leasing or Sensitive to Development

TABLE F-1

Unsuitable Sensitive
Criterfon/Reason for Leasing Category {acres) (miles) (acres) {miles)
1 Federal 1and in incorporated cities 160 0 0
2 Rights-of-way 0 0 15.4
Easement and communication site 0 0 21.8
3 Highway I-70 0 0 376 6.2
Highway U-10 0 0 335 6.9
Public roads 0 0 80
4 Wilderness study areas 0 0 0 0
5 Visual resource management? 0 ] 3,980
6 Scientific studies 0 0 0 0
7 Historic places 0 0 40 0.25
8 Natural areas 0 0 0 0
9 Threatened and endangered species habitat 0 0 3,750
10 State threatened and endangered wildlife habitat 0 0 0 0
1 Golden eagle habitat 0 0 3
12 Eagle concentration areas 0 0 0 0
13 Falcon nest sites 0 0 1.25
14 Habitat for migratory species of high federal interestd 0 0 0 0
15 Perennial and ephemeral water, riparian 0 0 280
Deer and elk winter range 0 0 6,190
Cliff areas associated with raptor nests 0 0 3,700
16 100-year floodplain 0 0 300
17 Municipal watersheds 3,940 0 0
18 National resource waters 0 0 0 0
19 Alluvial valley floors 0 0 300
20 State proposed criteria 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 4,100 0 19,277.05 108,75

2The same VRM class I areas are proposed under RMP
alternatives C, D, E, F, and proposed RMP,

bGolden eagle habitat is included in criterion 11.
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Federal 1lands that are within rights-of-way or
easements or within surface leases for residen-
tfial, commercfal, industrial, or other public
purposes on federally-owned surface shall be
considered unsuitable,

Exception

A lease may be issued, and mining operations
approved, in such areas if the surface manage-
ment agency determines that {j)} all or certain
types of coal development {e.qg., underground
mining) will not interfere with the purpose of
the right-of-way or easement; or (ii) the right-
of-way or easement was granted for mining
purposes; or (iii} the right-of-way or easement
was {ssued for a purpose for which 1t is not
being used; or (iv) the parties involved in the
right-of-way or easement agree, in writing, to
leasing; or ({v) it 1is fimpractical to exclude
such areas due to the location of coal and
method of mining, and such areas or uses can be
protected through appropriate stipulations.

Analysis

The pipeline right-of-way to Dog Valley was for
mining purposes.

Sixteen other rights-of-way and easements are
present within the KRCRAs (table F-2). The
lands within these rights-of-way and easements
are suitable for leasing but sensitive to devel-
opment, A no-surface-disturbance restriction
will be required to protect these rights-of-way
from surface damage.

CRITERION 3

Federal land affected by Section 522(c)(40) and
(50) of SMCRA shall be considered unsuitable,
This includes 1lands within 150 feet of the
outside 1ine of the right-of-way of a public
highway or within 100 feet of a cemetery, or
within 350 feet of any occupied public building,
school, church, community or {institutional
building or public park or within 300 feet of an
occupfed building.
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Highways I-70 and U-10 cross about 6.2 and 6.9
miles respectively of public lands within the
KRCRAs, Highway I-70 (500-foot-wide right-of-
way), Highway U-10 (400-foot-wide right-of-way),
and the TJands within 100 feet of the outside
1ine of both rights-of-way are suitable for
leasing but sensitive to development. Stipula-
tions will be developed to protect these public
highways from any damage associated with under-
ground mining.

Public roads occupying about 80 miles of BLM
land within the KRCRAs are suitable for leasing
but sensitive to development. A lease stipula-
tion will be required to protect these roads
from subsidence,

No cemeteries, public buildings, schools,
churches, community or dinstitutional buildings,
public parks, or occupied dwellings are known to
exist on public land within the KRCRAs,

CRITERION 4

Federal 1lands designated as wilderness study
areas (WSAs) shall be considered unsuitable
while under review by the Administration and
Congress for possible wilderness designation.

Analysis

No WSAs have been proposed or designated within
the KRCRAs.,

CRITERION 6

Scenfc federal lands designated by visual
resource management (VRM) analysis as class I
(an area of outstanding scenic quality or high
visual sensitivity) but not currently on the
Natfonal Register of Natural Landmarks shall be
considered unsuitable. A lease may be issued if
the surface management agency determines that
surface coal mining operations will not signifi-
cantly diminish or adversely affect the scenic
quality of the designated area.



vo-v

Rights-of-way and Easements Within Coal Development Potentfal Areas or KRCRAs

Area

Emery KRCRA

Wasatch Plateau
KRCRA

TOTAL

Grantee

Dog Valley

Emery County

Emery County

Emery County

Emery Town

Ferron Canal Company
Sevier County
State/BLM

Utah Power & Light Company

Utah Power & Light Company

Size

Serial No. Type {acres) {miles)
U-37222 Powerline 4,5
u-53807 Telephone line 0.1
U-53808 Telephone 1ine 1.9
U-59972 Road 0.4
U-34614 Communication site 1.8
SL-033612 Irrigation canal 1.7
U-43522 Road 1.4
U-52821 Revegetation easement 20.0
U-22141 Powerline 4.3
U-36072 Powerline 1.5
U-36469 Powerline 2.0
U-4030 Powerline 0.2
U-53813 Powerline 1.1
U-060193 Powerline 0.4
U-38062 Powerline 0.2
U-18934 Powerline 0.1
U-52401 Pipeline 0.1

21.8 19.5

Planning

Unit

SRRA
SRRA
SRRA
SRRA
SRRA
SRRA
FPU

SRRA
SRRA
SRRA
SRRA
SRRA
SRRA

SRRA
SRRA

SRRA
SRRA
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Analysis

About 3,980 acres of public land along the
Highway I-70 corridor within the Emery KRCRA are
fdentified as VRM class I areas under alterna-
tives C, D, E, and F and under the proposed
resource management plan (RMP), VRM class 1
areas are suftable for leasing but sensitive to
development, Any development would have to meet
the VRM class I objective.

CRITERION 6

Federal Tlands under permit by the surface
management agency and being used for scientific
studies finvolving food or fiber production,
natural resources, or technology demonstrations
and experiments shall be considered unsuitable
for the duration of the study, demonstrations or
experiment, except where mining could be
conducted in such a way as to enhance or not
Jeopardize the purposes of the study, as deter-
mined by the surface management agency, or where
the principal scientific user or agency gives
written concurrence to all or certain methods of
mining.

Analysis

No lands within the KRCRAs are being used for
these types of studies.

CRITERION 7

A1l publicly owned places on federal lands which
are 1included 1in the National Register of
Historic Places shall be considered unsuitable,
This shall include any areas that the surface
management agency determines, after consultation
with the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion and the State Historic Preservation Office,
are necessary to protect the inherent values of
the property that made it eligible for 1listing
in the National Register,

Exception

A1l or certain stipulated methods of coal mining
may be allowed if the surface management agency
determines, after consultation with the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation and State
Historic Preservation Office that the direct and
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indirect effects of mining as stipulated on a
property in or eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places will not result in
significant adverse impacts to the property.

_A_nalysis

The Rochester-Muddy petroglyph site was listed
on the National Register of Historic Places on
February 6, 1979, This petroglyph site is 25
miles southeast of Emery, Utah in T. 22 S,, R. 6
E., SE1/4, NW1/4, Sec. 13. This site is suit-
able for Tleasing, but no surface disturbance
will take place within 0.25 mile, and no under-
ground mining will be allowed within this 0,25-
mile buffer without consultation with the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and
State Historic Preservation Office.

No other known sites within the KRCRAs are
included in or eligible for dnclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places.

CRITERION 8

Federal lands designated as natural areas or as
national natural landmarks shall be considered
unsuftable,

5na1ys1 s

No federal lands within the KRCRAs are designat-
ed as national natural landmarks.

CRITERION 9

Federally designated critical habitat for
threatened or endangered (T/E) plant and animal
species, and habitat for federal T/E species
which 1is determined by the Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the surface management
agency to be of essential value and where the
presence of T/E species has been scientifically
documented, shall be considered unsuitable.

_Excepti on

A lease may be 1ssued and mining operations
approved if, after consultation with USFUWS, it
is determined that the proposed activity is not
1ikely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the 1isted species and/or its critical habitat.
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Analysis
There are no federally designated critical
habitats for T/E plant or animal species;

however, the presence of four species has been
scientifically documented in the planning area.
Others plants may also occur. USFWS considers
the 1lands assocfated with these species of
essential value, suitable for leasing but sensi-
tive to development., Therefore, no surface
disturbance will be allowed on these lands.

CRITERION 10

Federal lands containing habitat determined
critical or essential for plant or animal
species listed as T/E by the state pursuant to
state law shall be considered unsuitable,

Analysis

The Utah Divisfon of Wildlife Resources (UDWR),
considers the federal T/E species 1ist adequate
and therefore does not maintain a separate state
1ist of T/E plant or animal species.

CRITERION 11

A bald or golden eagle nest or site on federal
lands that is determined active and an appropri-
ate buffer zone of land around the nest site
shall be considered unsuitable, Consideration
of availability of habitat for prey species and
of terrain shall be included in the determina-
tion of buffer zones. Buffer zones shall be
determined in consultation with USFWS.

Exceptions

A lease may be jssued if (i) it can be condi-
tioned in such a way, either in manner or period
of operatfon, that eagles will not be disturbed
during breeding season; or (ii) the surface
management agency, with concurrence of USFWS,
determines that the golden eagle nest(s) will be
moved; ({iii) buffer zones may be decreased if
the surface management agency determines that
the active eagle nests will not be adversely
affected.
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Analysis

Eleven active golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)
nest sites are located within the KRCRAs.
Golden eagle habitat is suitable for leasing but
sensitive to development., The following condi-
tions will be imposed to protect golden eagles:

{1) An 0.25-mile buffer zone will be established
around the nest when surface disturbance is
below and not in direct sight of the nest.

(2) An 0.,5-mile buffer zone will be established
when surface disturbance is above the level
of the nest or in direct sight of the nest.

(3) No surface disturbance will be allowed along
cliff faces associated with nests.

CRITERION 12
Bald and golden eagle roost and concentration

areas on federal lands used during migration and
wintering shall be considered unsuitable.

Analysis

No known bald or golden eagle roosts or concen-
tratfon areas exist within the KRCRAs., Eagles
do visit the area during the winter, but no
critical habitat areas have been identified,

CRITERION 13

Federal 1lands containing a falcon (excluding
kestrel) cliff nesting site with an active nest
and a buffer zone of federal land around the
nest site shall be considered unsuitable,
Consideration of availability of habitat for
prey species and of terrain shall be included in
the determination of buffer zones. Buffer zones
shall be determined in consultation with USFWS.

Exception

A lease may be issued where the surface manage-
ment agency, after consultation with USFWS,
determines that all or certain stipulated
methods of coal mining will not adversely affect
the falcon habitat during the periods when such
habitat is used by the falcons,
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Analysis

Five active falcon nest sites exist within the
KRCRAs, These sites are suitable for leasing
but sensitive to development; therefore, the
following lease stipulations will be imposed:

(1) An 0.25-mile buffer zone will be established
around the nest when surface disturbance is
below and not in direct sight of the nest.

{2) An 0.5-mile buffer zone will be established
around the nest when surface disturbance is
above the level of the nest or 1in direct
sight of the nest.

The prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus) has also
been observed in the planning area.

CRITERION 14

Federal lands that are high-priority habitat for
migratory bird species of high federal interest
on a regional or national basis, as determined
jointly by the surface management agency and
USFWS, shall be considered unsuitable,

Analysis

Five migratory bird species of high federal
interest are found or have the potential to
occur within the coal development potential
areas. They are the western bluebird (Shalia
mexicana), flammulated owl (Otus
ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), prairie falcon
{Falco mexicanus), merlin (Falco columbarjus),
Cooper's  hawk (Accigjjfgl cooperii), golden
eagle, and bald eagle. There {s no known high-
priority habitat for the western bluebird,
flammulated owl, ferruginous hawk, prairie
falcon, merlin, or Cooper's hawk in the KRCRAs,
High-priority habitat for the golden eagle and
bald eagle has been discussed under criteria 9,
11, and 12.

CRITERION 15

Federal 1lands which the surface management
agency and the state jointly agree are fish and
wildlife habitat for resident species of high
interest to the state, and which are essential
for maintaining these priority wildlife specles,

f1amﬁ€TE;T:
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shall be considered unsuitable. Examples of
such lands which serve a critical funtion for
the specfes involved include: {1) active
dancing and strutting grounds for sage grouse,
sharp-tailed grouse, and prairie chicken; ({1)
winter ranges most critical for deer, antelope,
and elk; and ({1i1) migration corridors for elk.

Exception

A lease may be 1ssued if, after consultation
with the state, the surface management agency
determines that all or certain stipulated
methods of coal mining will not have a signifi-
cant long-term impact on the species being
protected.,

The KRCRAs are inhabited by approximately 380
species of vertebrate wildlife during various
seasons of the year. According to UDWR, 84
percent of these species are protected by state
law. BLM and UDWR have agreed on essential
habitat for these species. The following lands
have been identified as essential habitat due to
their dependent use by these wildlife species
for feeding, reproduction, and wintering:

(1) A11 perennial and ephemeral water sources,
riparian habitat, and assocfated wetlands
along with 0.5 mile terrestial habitat.

(2) A1l crucial deer and elk winter range or
habitat.

(3) C1iff areas associated with raptor nests.

After consultation with UDWR, it is determined
that these areas are suitable for leasing but
sensitive to development. Therefore, the
following lease stipulations will be applied:

(1) Appropriate state and federal permits and
reclamation plans will be required for any
planned mining opertions that could alter or
destroy any riparian vegetation or discharge
effluents 1into any perennial streams,
reservoirs, lakes, or ponds.

No surface disturbance or occupancy will be
allowed during elk and mule deer migration

(2)
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and wuse of the crucfal winter

(November 1 through May 15),

range

(3) Prior to coal

will be

development, the developer
required to provide a baseline
intensive 1inventory of raptor breeding
territories and d{dentificatfon of eyrie
sites within an 0,6 mile (1 km) radius of
any proposed portal facilities, load-out
sites, or any other facility development
that would resuit in a continual or signifi-

cant disturbance during the raptor breeding
season (February through June),

STC2U00 P =1

(4) CViff areas associated with raptor nests are
essential habitat, and no surface disturb-

ance will be allowed,
CRITERION 16

Federal lands in riverine, coastal, and specfal
floodplains (100-year recurrence finterval), on
which the surface management agency determines
that mining could not be undertaken without
substantial threat or loss of Tife or property,
shall be considered unsuitable for all or
certain stipulated methods of coal mining.

Analysis

There are about 300 acres of public land within
the KRCRAs in 100-year floodplains on Muddy,
Quitchupah, and Ivie Creeks. These areas are
suitable for leasing but sensitive to develop-
ment, Special stipulations will be developed to
protect these floodplains.

CRITERION 17

Federal lands which have been committed by the
surface management agency to use as municipal
watersheds shall be considered unsuitable.

Exception

A Tease may be issued where the surface manage-
ment agency, in consultation with the munici-
pality (incorporated entity) or the responsible
governmental unit, determines, as a result of
studies, that all or certain stipulated methods
of coal mining will not adversely affect the
watershed to any significant degree.
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Analysis

The Huntington, Orangeville, and Ferron
municipal watersheds {include land committed by
BLM within the KRCRAs, The Huntington and
Orangeville municipal watersheds, located on
Huntington and Cottonwood Creeks respectively,
involve public lands presently under lease. The
BLM-administered land committed to these water-
sheds 1is unsuitable for future coal 1leasing
until studies show that leasing and development
would not have any adverse impact on the water-

shed and the muncipality is in concurrence,
CRITERION 18

Federal lands with national resource waters, as
identified by states 1in their water quality
management plans, and a buffer zone of federal
lands 0.25 mile from the outer edge of the far
banks of the water, shall be unsuitable.

The Utah Divisfon of Water Resources has not
jdentified any federal 1lands with national
resource waters,

CRITERION 19

Federal lands identified by the surface manage-
ment agency, in consultation with the state in
which they are 1located, as alluvial valley
floors according to the definition in 43 CFR
3400.0-5{a) of this title, the standards in 30
CFR Part 822, the final alluvial valley floor
guidelines of the Office of Surface Mining
Reclamation and Enforcement when published, and
approved state programs under SMCRA, where
mining would interrupt, discontinue, or preclude
farming, shall be considered unsuitable, Addi-
tfonally, when mining federal land outside an
alluvial valley floor would materially damage
the quantity or quality of water in surface or
underground water systems that would supply
alluvial valley floors, the Tland shall be
considered unsuitable,

Analysis

The Office of Surface Mining tentatively identi-
fied 300 acres of BLM land as alluvial valley
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floors along Muddy, Quitchupah, and Ivie creeks
within the Emery KRCRA, These tentatively
{dentified ailuvial valley floors are suitable
for leasing but sensitive to surface develop-
ment, Stipulations will be required to ensure
water supplies of these areas are not affected
by underground minfng operations.

CRITERION 20

Federal lands in a state to which is applicable
a criterfon (1) proposed by that state, and (1)
adopted by rulemaking by the Secretary, shall be
considered unsuitable,

Analysis

The State of Utah has not adopted any other
criteria,

“mitigated.
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MULTIPLE-USE TRADE-OFFS (SCREEN 3)

The multiple use trade-offs screen was applied
as part of the land use conflict resolution
process. Where conflicts were identified
between coal development and development or
protection of other resources, a determination
was made whether the resource 1s more important
than coal and whether the land associated with
this resource should be eliminated from coal
leasing. Many resource conflits with coal
development were {dentified, but all could be
Therefore, no areas were found
unacceptable for future leasing.
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APPENDIX G, GRAZING ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT CATEGORY
CRITERIA AND CLASSIFICATION

OVERVIEW

Grazing allotments are grouped into three cate-
gories according to their potential to respond
to management, These categories, and the
criteria for assigning a specific allotment to
them, are Tisted below. Note, however, that an
allotment may or may not meet all criteria in
the category to which it {s assigned. These
categories represent the allotments potential to
respond to management or the degree of resource
conflicts and are not a description of ecologic-
al condition, Grazing allotments and their
current (1988) category classifications are
Jisted at the end of this appendix.

MAINTAIN (M) CATEGORY CRITERIA

- Resource production potential 1s moderate to
high, and present production {s near
potential,

- No serious resource-use conflicts exist,

- Opportunities may exist for positive
economic return from public investments.

IMPROVE (I) CATEGORY CRITERIA

- Resource production potential is moderate to
high, and present production 1s at low to
moderate levels.,

- Serious resource-use conflicts are present,

- Opportunities exist for posftive economic
return from public investments.
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CUSTODIAL (C) CATEGORY CRITERIA

- Resource production potential is low, and

present production s near potential.
- Limited resource-use conflicts may exist.

- Opportunities for positive economic return
on public investment do not exist.

CURRENT ALLOTMENT CATEGORIES

MAINTAIN

5002 Big Pond 5051 North Ferron

5004 Black Dragon 5052 North Herring Flat
5008 Clawson Dairy 5054 North Sid & Charley
5012 Cox {John) 5057 Northwest Ferron
5014 Crawford 5067 Red Canyon

5016 Deep Wash 5068 Red Seeps

5017 Dry Wash 5071 Rochester

5020 East Grimes 5074 Saleratus

5023 Fullers Bottom 5075 Salt Wash

5024 Georges Draw 5080 South Ferron

5026 Hambrick Bottoms 5081 South Herring Flat
5027 Head of Sinbad 5083 South Sids Mountain
5038 Link Canyon 5085 Straight Hollow
5042 McCarty Canyon 5087 Taylor Flat

5043 Mckay Flat 5089 Temple Mountain
5044 Mesquite Wash 5091 West Grimes

5046 Millers Canyon



IMPROVE

SRRA

5005
5009
5018
5021
5025
5099
5028
5029
5100
5031
5033
5041
5045
5049
5053
5056
5060

Buckhorn

Coal Wash
Dugout

Ferron Mills
Globe Link
Hondo

Horse Bench
Horseshoe North
Horseshoe South
Iron Wash
Jeffery Well
Lone Tree
Mexican Bend
Moonshine

North Huntington
North Sinbad
011 Well Flat

5062
5063
5072
5073
5076
5077
5082
5086
5092
5096
FPU

APPENDIX G

Olsen, G, L.
Pasture Canyon

Rock Canyon
Saddlehorse

San Rafael River
Saucer Basin

South Sid & Charley
Sweetwater

West Huntington
Wood Hollow

0602
0605
0607
0608
0611
0612

Deer Peak
Last Chance
M&0
Mussentuchit
Rock Springs
Willow Springs
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CUSTODIAL

5001
5003
5006
5007
5010
5013
5011
5015
5019
5030
5032
5034
5035
5036
5037
5039
5040
5097

Allred

Black
Bunderson
Case

Cove

Cowley

Cox (Don)
Day

Duncan
Humphrey
Jacobson
Jensen
Johnson
Jorgensen
Justesen
Little Holes
Little Valley
Mervin

5047
5048
5050
5055
5058
5098
5059
5061
5064
5065
5069
5066
5079
5084
5088
5090
5093
5094

Molen Pasture
Molen Tanks

Neva

North Sids Mountain
North Wolf Hollow
OEJ

011 Dome

Olsen, E,

Peacock

Price

Reid

R.J.

Sorensen

South Wolf Hollow
T.D.J .

Tuttle

West Orangeville
Wilberg



APPENDIX H, RANGELAND MONITORING PROCEDURES

OVERVIEW

Appendix H outlines the procedures and presents
background information concerning range monitor-
ing in San Rafael Resource Area (SRRA) and
Forest Planning Unit (FPU). Monitoring informa-
tion will be used to determine the need for
changes in grazing management and to record
improvement or change in range condition,

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS

PRIORITIES

Studies will be established or maintained in
allotments in the following order,

(a)
in the I (improve) category.
{b) Allotments with management plans in place.

Allotments where
contemplated.

(c)

management plans are

(d) Allotments in the M (mafntain) category.

(e) A1l remaining allotments.
The criteria for range management categories are
given in appendix G,

STUDIES TO BE CONDUCTED

Actual use, utilization, and trend studfes will
be established on all allotments; however, the
intensity of management will differ. Climate
information will be gathered from National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
stations and BLM stations,

Changes that may be contemplated in allotment

Allotments with grazing problems and those '
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management are changes in numbers of livestock,
wildlife, or wild horses and burros; kind of
Tivestock; and season of use. These changes
will be based on data generated by the studies.
Phenology information may be collected if neces~
sary to support actions that may be suggested
through other studies. Key areas and key plant
species will be selected for each study site.

STUDY METHODS

Studies will be conducted as outlined in Utah
Rangeland Inventory and Monitoring, Rel. 4-9
(June 11, 1987), the SRRA Monitoring Plan devel-
oped in 1985, and BLM Technical Referance 4400

serfes.

ACTUAL USE STUDIES

An actual grazing use report will be required on
all critical I-category allotments at the end of
each grazing season,

Actual use information for all M-category allot-
ments will be gathered every 3 to 5 years, In
most cases, licensed use will be used on C-
category (custodial) allotments, but if the need
arises, actual use may be requested from opera-
tors of C-category allotments.

Form 4130-5 (on file in SRRA) will be used to
submit information. If the form is not avail-
able, the information asked for on the form will
be required. If the need arises, actual use may
be collected more often than stated here,
Livestock, wildlife, and wild horses and burros
may be counted whenever the authorized officer
deems 1t appropriate.
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UTILIZATION

Utilization data will be collected at the end of
each grazing perfiod as soon as possfble after
the animals are moved. Livestock operators will
be encouraged to participate in gathering the
utitization information.

Where grazing wildlife or wild horses or burros
use the same area as domestic livestock, 1t may
be necessary to gather utfiization data prior to
the turnout date for livestock. Other methods,
such as comparative pastures, may also be used,
Severe, heavy use of forage plants will be
documented with photographs.

Key forage and extensive browse methods will be
used, Utilization maps will be made after each
collection period until a utilization pattern
has been determined,

TREND

Trend studies are used to determine the effec-
tiveness of on-the-ground management by indicat-
ing 1if changes in the rangeland are moving
toward or away from the rangeland's potential.
The photo plot method or the quadrat fraquency
method will be used.

The photo plot method will generally use a
3-foot by 3-foot plot, and the dinformation
gathered will usually be estimated, The quadrat
frequency method will be used as outlined in the
SRRA monitoring plan, The frame sizes will be
3, 6, 12, and 24 inches,

A 3-foot by 3-foot plot will also be included in
each frequency study. Each time the plot is
. read, photographs will be taken of the plot and
in each direction of the centerline of the
frequency layout., Data will be collected in the
same schedule as outlined above under Actual Use.
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CLIMATE

Changes that occur on rangeland may be attribut-
able to climate and weather, as well as to
1ivestock grazing. SRRA has three BLM weather
statfons (table H-1). Some information from
these sites has been recorded, but ft has not
been put into usable form,

TABLE H-1

BLM Weather Stations, San Rafael Resource Area

Grazing Allotment Location, SLB&M

Head of Sinbad
Iron Wash
West Huntington

T. 23 S., R. 10 E., Sec, 10
T. 24 5., R, 13 E., Sec. 27
T. 17 S., R. 8 E., Sec, 21

NOAA stations at Capitol Reef, Castle Dale,
Emery, Ferron, Green River, and Hanksville are
the primary sources for climate information in
SRRA. These stations provide records of monthly
precipitation, monthly mean temperature, and
annual precipitation. In some instances, daily
information collection may be required.

EVALUATION

Study data will be evaluated in accordance with
BLM Technical Reference 4400-7 and the Utah
Rangeland Inventory and Monitoring Handbook,
both on file at the resource area and district

offices. Monitoring data should be evaluated as
soon as they are available, Range users will be
invited to assist 1in the evaluation. The

evaluations will be used to assess progress
toward management objectives.



APPENDIX I, GRAZING MANAGEMENT ACTIONS, BY ALLOTMENT

OVERVIEW

Appendix 1
projected
alternative.

presents
for each

the management actions
grazing allotment by

ASSUMPTIONS

Under each alternative, changes from current
grazing seasons or animal unit months (AUMs) are
made to meet the objectives of the alternative
or to alleviate potential resource conflicts,

Currently, livestock grazing occurs at the level
of the past 5 years average licensed use;
operator demand is not equal to allowable active
preference, For all alternatives except B, it
is assumed that operator demand for 1ivestock
forage would remain at the past 5 years average
1icensed use level, but that it might increase
to allowable active preference, Therefore, a
range 1s used for analysis purposes. For
alternative B, 1t 1is assumed that operator
demand for 1livestock forage would increase to
the active preference level, thus only one
number §s analyzed,

New 1land treatments are identified only on
allotments in the Forest Planning Unit (FPU)
which receive at least 9 inches of precipitation
per year. These land treatments are not figured
into the future AUMs, as they would be handled
at the activity plan level. San Rafael Resource
Area (SRRA) allotments receive 1ittle moisture
(5 to 9 inches per year), and soils are
shallow. Land treatments are considered risky;
therefore, none have been d{dentified 1in the
draft resource management plan (RMP),

Currently, the Bowknot Bend and North Big Flat.

Top Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
{ACECs) and the relict vegetation portions of
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the San Rafael Reef, Hebes Mountain, and I1-70
Pictographs ACECs are not accessible to Tive-
stock. Therefore, under alternatives 8 through
F and the proposed RMP, Tivestock AUMs would not
be reduced because of livestock exclusions from
these areas.

ALTERNATIVE A

Under alternative A, current management would
continue, AUMs would remain the same except
where lands have been identified for disposal,
In such cases, it is assumed that these lands
would be disposed of by the year 2000. There-
fore, active preference and the past 5 years
average Ticensed use have been adjusted. This
assumption 1is the same for alternatives C
through F,

ALTERNATIVE B

Grazing seasons and AUMs would remain the same
as under current management, except that AUMs
would be adjusted upward for the installation of
Tivestock water developments. It is assumed
that one livestock water development would make
an additfonal 60 AUMs available for grazing
within allotments. No land disposals are
identified under alternative B.

ALTERNATIVE C

Grazing seasons would be changed from spring
{March 15 to June 15) and fall (September 1 to
November 1) to winter use in areas where con-
flicts exist between 1livestock grazing and
recreation (in the primitive (P), semiprimitive
nonmotorized (SPNM), and semiprimitive motorized
{SPM) recreation opportunity (ROS) classes).
Livestock AUMs are adjusted downward in allot~
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ments where conflicts exist between wildlife and
Tivestock. In some areas with winter use and
large populations of wildlife, allotments would
be closed to livestock grazing (current wildlife
AUMs are subtracted from active preference and
the past 5 years average licensed use). Addi-
tional reductions in active preference and the
past 5 years average licensed use also occur
where lands are identified for disposal and
where developed recreation sites are proposed.

In allotments containing crucial bighorn sheep
habitat, no changes from cattle to domestic
sheep would be allowed. Allotments currently
being grazed by domestic sheep would not be
required to change to cattle,

ALTERNATIVE D

In critical watershed areas, grazing seasons
would be changed from spring (March 1 to May 31)
to winter and AUMs would be reduced to 50 per-
cent of active preference and the past 5 years
1icensed use., Additional AUMs may be lost in
certain ACECs that are closed to grazing, or
where land disposals are identified.

ALTERNATIVE E

Grazing seasons would be changed from spring

(March 15 to June 15) and fall (September 1 to

November 1) to winter use 1in areas where
conflicts exist between Tlivestock grazing and
off-road vehicle (ORV) users (in the SPM ROS
class). AUMs would remain at the level of
active preference and past 5 years average
1icensed use except where Tland disposals are
identified and in areas are closed to grazing
(Temple Mountain motorcycle trail).

ALTERNATIVE F

For analysis purposes, in the 43 allotments with
50 percent or more acres exceeding the Soil
Conservation Service (SCS) critical soil loss
threshold (appendix N), a change from spring
grazing (March 15 to June 15) to winter use
would be analyzed, In the three allotments with
25 to 49 percent of the acreage exceeding this
threshold, a 25 percent reduction from the past
5 years average licensed use and active prefer-
ence AUMs would be analyzed with no change 1in
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season of use. On the allotments analyzed with
2 change in season to winter, a 25 percent
reduction would be made on the 16 allotments
where conflicts exist with wildlife. At this
time, it is not know whether the allotments are
exceeding the SCS critical soil loss threshold.
This determination will be made on an allotment
by allotment basis in conjunction with current
rangeland monitoring methods, If it is deter-
mined that the allotments are exceeding the SCS
critical sofl loss threshold, and the rangeland
trend is down, then changes in livestock manage-
ment are necessary, These changes could include
changes in grazing season, reductions in
numbers, implementation of grazing systems or
other agreements that would provide some protec-
tion for these areas. If changes are necessary
range use agreements will be pursued with the
operators., On allotments exceeding the SCS
critical soil loss threshold, but in an upward
trend, no changes in management will be made as
Tong as the areas are fimproving and heading
toward the individual site goals. Additional
monitoring data will be necessary before any
reductions or changes of season can be made
based soley on protection of these critical
soils (highly saline soils and soils highly
susceptible to water erosion), Therefore, any
changes based on exceedance of the SCS critical
soil loss threshold would be made in conjunction
with grazing decisions to be issued following &
years of rangeland monitoring. These analysis
assumptions are made solely to measure the
possible impacts from such changes (appendix T).

In allotments containing curcial bighorn sheep
habitat, no changes from cattle to domestic
sheep would be allowed. Allotments currently
being grazed by domestic sheep would not be
required to change to cattle,

Additional reductions in AUMs would occur where
land disposals are didentified. Table I-1
provides a breakdown of management actions so
that the effect (impact) to each allotment can
be determined,

PROPOSED RMP
For analysis purposes, in the 43 allotments with

50 percent or more acres exceeding the SCS
critical soil loss threshold ({appendix N}, a
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TABLE 1-1

Grazing Management Actions by Allotment, by Alternative

5-year

Avg. utured uture Future Future Future Future
Allotment AUMs Alternative A AUNs Alternative B AUNS Alternative C AUMs Alternative D AUMs Alternative E AUMs Alternative F AUMs
5001
Allred 6 6 0 0 0 0 0
Season of Use 04/16 to 12/15
Combine w/ Cove No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
5002 (977) (336) (168) {977) (977)
Big Pond 977 2,241 2,301 1,600 800 2,241 2,241
Season of lse 10/01 to 03/ 10/01 to 03/31 11/01 to 03/15 11/01 to 02/28 11/01 to 03/15 10/01 to 03/31

05/11 to 06/20 05717 to 06/20 85/11 to 06/20

Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Exclude Sheep® No No Yes No No No
5003
Black 19 0 19 0 9 0 0
Season of Use 11/01 to 12/3) 11/01 to 12/3) 11/01 to 12/31
AMP No No No No No No
Land Disposal 280 ac. 0 ac. 280 ac. 80 ac, 280 ac, 280 ac,
5004 Black {2,276) {1,428) {72i) {2,278} {2,276)
Dragon 2,276 3,223 3,343 2,375 1,194 3,223 3,223
Season of Use 11/01 to 0415 11/01 to 04/15 11/01 to 03/15 11/01 to 02/28 11/01 to 03/15 11/01 to 04/15
Develop Water 0 2 0 0 0 0
ANP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Exclude Grazing 0 ac. 0 ac. I-70 Pic - 20 ac. 1-70 Pic - 20 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac.
Exclude Sheep® No No Yes No No No

{Continued)



TABLE 1-1 (Contfnued)
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Season of Use

05/01 to 05/3)

05/01 to 05/3

11/01 to 121§

1N/01 to 1218

11/01 to 12/15

5-year
Avg. Future® Future Future Future Future Future
Allotment AUMs Alternative A AUMs Alternative B AUMs Alternative C AUMs Alternative D AUMs Alternative E AUMs Alternative F AUMS
$005 (3,416) (3,412) {(1,708) (3,416) (2,929)
Buckhorn 3,416 3,615 3,735 3,60 1,807 3,615 3,128
Season of Use 08/16 to 10/31 04/16 to 10/31 06/16 to 08/30 06/01 to 10/31 06/16 to 08/30 04/16 to 10/3)
Develop Water 0 2 0 0 (1] 0
AMP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Land Dfsposal 0 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac. 320 ac.
Exclude Sheep® No No Yes No No No
5105 Buckhorn
Draw 0 0 348 0 0
‘Season of Use 4/16 to 10/31
AMP No Yes No No No No
Exclude¢ 4
Domestic Sheep No No Yes No Ko No
5006
‘Bunderson 27 20 27 13 0
Season of Use 01/15 to 04/30 01/15 to 04/30 01/15 to 02/28
ANP No No No No No No
Land Dfsposal 160 ac. 0 ac. 390 ac. 0 ac. 390 ac. 390 ac.
5007
Case n 0 n 0 0
‘Season of Use 03/01 to 05/31 03/0) to 05/31
AMp No No No No No No
Land Disposal 120 ac. 0 ac. 120 ac. 120 ac. 120 ac. 120 ac.
5008 Clawson
Dafry 65 64 124 32 64

11/01 to 12/1§

Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AW No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Land Disposal 40 ac. 40 ac. 40 ac. 0 ac. 40 ac. 40 ac,
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5009
Coal Wash 265
Season of Use

AMP
Exclude Sheep®

Cove 53
Season of. Use

-

and Disposal

5013

Cowley 77
Season of Use
AWP

Land Ofisposal

5011

Tox (Don) 0
Season of Use

AMP

5012
Cox (John) 153
Season of Use

AMP
5014
Crawford 137

Season of Use

Develop Water
AP

03/01 to 03/31
05/06 to 06/15
12/01 to 0115
Yes
No

03/01 to 05/31
No
110 ac.

05/01 to 05/31
No
0 ac.

10/01 to 11/30
No

03/08 to 05/31
1016 to 01/15
No

03/01 to 06/15
106/16 to 12/
0
No

(265)

03/01
05/06
12/00
Yes
No

(48)

55
03/01
Yes
0 ac.

(77)

93
05/01
No
0 ac.

(0}

72
10/01
No

(153)
146
03/08
10/16
Yes

(137)
m
03/0)
10/16

Yes

to 03/31
to 0615
to 01/15

to 05/31

to 05/31

to 11/30

to 05/31
to 0115

to 06/15
to 12/31

60

93

72

146

2n

11/01 to 0115

Yes
Yes

11/01 to 12/15
Yes
110 ac.

11/01 to 11/30
No
0 ac.

11/01 to 12/31
No

11/01 to 01/15

No

11701 to 12/31

0
No

(250)
n

(13)

20

()

93

(0)

(76)
70

(26)
100

06/01
/0

Yes
No

11/01
No
0 ac.

11/01
No
0 ac.

11/01
No

1n/on

No

11701

0
No

to 06/15

to 0115

to 12/15

to 11/30

to 12/31

to 01/1§

to 12/31

(132)
196
11/01 to 01/15

Yes
No

{26)
30 .
11/01 to 1218
Yes

110 ac.

(36)

45
11/01 to 11/30
No
0 ac,

(0)

35
11/01 to 12/31
No

" (76)

70
11/01 to 01/15

Yes
(69)
105
11/01 to 12/%

0
Yes

{Continued)

(265)

03/01 to 03/15
12/01 to 01/15

Yes
No

(48)

55
11/01 to 12/15
Yes
110 ac.

m

93
05/01 to 05/31
No
80 ac.

(0)

72
10/01 to 11/30
No

(153)
146
10/16 to 01/15

Yes
(137)
21
10/16 to 12/31

0
Yes

(265)
386

(48)
55

(16)

(0)
72

(ms)
110

(103)
159
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TABLE 1-1 (Contfnued)

5~year

Avg. Future? Future Future Future Future Future
Allotment AUMs Alternative A AUMs Alternative 8 AUMs Alternative C AUMs Alternative D AUMs Alternative E AUMs Alternative F AUNs
5015 (10) (5)
Day 10 14 14 0 7 0 0
Teason of Use 05/01 to 10/15 05/01 to 10/15 06/15 to 10/31
AMP No No No No Ko No
Land Disposal 0 ac. 0 ac. 340 ac. 0 ac. 340 ac. 340 ac.
5016 (m (70) (69) (70) (n)
Deep Wash 138 8 148 80 78 80 81
Season of Use 04/01 to 06/10 04/01 to 06/10 04/01 to 06/10 11/01 %o 12/31 04/01 to 06/10 11/01 to 11/30

11/01 to 11/30 11/01 to 11/30 11/01 to 11/30 11/01 to 11/30

Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes No No No No
Land Disposal 1,160 ac. 0 ac. 1,160 ac. 0 ac. 1,160 ac. 1,160 ac.
0602 (254) {0) (127) (254) (254)
Deer Peak 254 39 451 100 195 391 391
Season of Use 03/15 to 06/30 03/15 to 06/30 11/01 to 12/ 11/01 to 12/31 11/01 to 12/31 11/01 to 12/31
Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Land Treatments 0 ac. 1,500 ac. 1,500 ac. 0 ac, 0 ac. 1,500 ac.
5017 {375) (375) (187) {375) (375)
Dry Wash 375 562 662 562 281 562 562
Season of Use 11/17 to 01/31 11/17 to 03/31 11717 to 01/31 11/17 to 01/31 M7 to 01/31 11/17 to 01/31
Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
5018 (550) (512) (275) (550) (550)
Dugout 550 1,040 1,160 1,002 517 1,040 1,040
Season of Use 10/01 to 04/15 11/01 to 0415 11/01 to 03/15 11/01 to 02/28 11/01 to 03/15 10/01 to 03/15
Develop Water 0 2 0 0 0 0
AP No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
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5020 East
Grimes
Season of Use
AMP

Land Disposal

131

5021 Ferron
Mills
Season of Use

121

AMP
Land Disposal

5023 Fullers
Bottom
Season of Use

490

Develop Water
AMP
Exclude Sheep®

5024 Georges
Draw

Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

Exclude Sheep®

747

5025

Globe Link
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

568

5026 Hambrick
Bottoms 1,609
Season of Use

Develop Water
AMP
Land Dfsposal

04/01 to 06/15
No
280 ac,

04/16 to 07/15
03/20 to 06/19
No

370 ac.

05/01 to 06/15
11/01 to 12/31
0
No
No

10/01 to 02/28
0
No
No

11/1 to 4/30
0
No

2/16 to 6/15
10/16 to 12/31
0

No

140 ac.

(102)

285
04/01
No
0 ac.

to 06/15

108
04/16 to 07/15
03/20 to 06/19
Yes
0 ac.

(490)
772
05/01
11/01
1
Yes
No

to 06/15
to 12/31

(747)
988
10/01
1
Yes
No

to 02/28

(568)

600
11/1 to 4/30
2
Yes

(1,609)

1,890
2/16 to 6/15
10/16 to 12/31
2
Yes
0 ac.

314

121

832

1,048

705

2,106

11/01 to 12/15
No
280 ac.

11/01 to 12/15

No
300 ac.

11/01 to 02/28

0
Yes
Yes

11/01 to 02/28
0

Yes

Yes

11/1 to 315
0
Yes

11/1 to 2/15

0

Yes
140 ac.

(0)
140

(443)
725

{609)
850

(568)
600

{1,519)
1,800

11/0%
No
0 ac.

to 12/15

11/01 to 12/15
No
0 ac.

11/01 to 02/28
0

Yes

No

11/01
0

No
No

to 02/28

11/1 to 2/28
0
Yes

11/1 to 215

0

Yes
0 ac.

(65)

157
11/01 to 12/15
No
280 ac.

61
11/01 to 12/15

Yes
370 ac.

(245)
425
11/01 to 02/28

0
Yes
No

(373)
425
11/01 to 02/28
0
Yes
No

(264)

300
11/1 to 3/1§
0
Yes

{804)
993
11/1 to 215

0
Yes
140 ac.

(Continued)

(102)

285

108

(490)
772

(747)
988

(568)
600

{1,609)
1,890

(102)

285
04/01 to 06/15
No
280 ac.
108
04/16 to 07/15
03/20 to 06/19
Yes
370 ac.
{490)
772
11/01 to 02/28
0
Yes
No
(747)
988
10/01 to 02/28
0
Yes
No
(568)
600
11/1 to 4/30
0
Yes
{1,608}
1,890
10/16 to 12/31
0
Yes
140 ac.
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5-year

Avg. Future? Future Future Future Future Future
Allotment AUMs Alternative A AUMs Alternative B AUMs Alternative C AUMs Alternative D AuUMs Alternative E AUMs Alternative F AlMs
5027 Head of (M9} (718) {360) (M9) {719}
Sinbad 719 790 910 789 395 790 790
Season of Use 6/6 to 10/15 6/6 to 10/15 6/16 to 10/15 6/6 to 10115 6/16 to 10/15 6/6 to 10/15
Develop Water 0 2 0 0 0 0
AMP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Exclude Sheep® No No Yes No No No
5099 (193) (193) (97) (193) (193)
Hondo 193 336 396 336 170 336 336
Season of Use 11/1 to 5/3) 11/1 to 5/31 11/1 to 3/15 11/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 3/15 11/ to 5/3
Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AmMp No Yes No No Ne Ne
Exclude Grazing 0 ac, 0 ac. 0 ac, T8 ~ 660 ac, 0 ac. 0 ac.
Exciude Sheep® fio No Yes No o o
5028 Horse {601) {577) (239) {601) (601)
Bench 601 924 1,045 900 400 924 924
Season of Use 11/1 to 4/15 11/1 to 415 11/1 to 3/15 11/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 3/15 11/1 to 4/15
Develop Water 0 2 0 . 0 0 0
AMP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ewvrliuda Nwazsdna N an 0 ar 0 ar nt = 4 QRO an N an N an
RALITUUS i aerny v GaLe v aue VoG Vel g T govv UL v av,e vV dl.e
5029 Horseshoe {555} {450} {278} {555} (555}
North 555 2,145 2,325 2,080 1,040 2,145 2,145
Season of Use 11/1 to 4/15 11/1 to 4/15 11/1 to 315 11/ to 2/28 11/1 to 3/15 11/1 to 4/15
Develop Water 0 3 0 0 0 0
AP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
5100 Horseshoe (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)
South 0 2,024 2,142 2,024 1,012 2,024 2,024
Season of Use 11/1 to 4/15 11/1 to 4/15 11/1 to 3/15 11/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 415
Develop Water 4] 2 0 4] ¢ 0
AMP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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5030

‘Humphrey 4
Season of Use
Land Disposal

5031

Tron Wash 2,400
Season of Use
Develop Water

AMP

Exclude Grazing
Exclude Sheep®

5032
Jacobson 18
Season of Use

5033 Jeffery

Well 2,025
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

5034
Jensen 10
Season of Use
Land Disposal

5035

Johnson
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

175

5036
Jorgensen 18
Season of Use

11/ 1 to 4/15
80 ac.

9/1 to 6/30
0

Yes

0 ac.

No

11/1 to 4/15

10/17 to 5/15
0
No

1/1 to 3/31
120 ac.

2/1 to 515
0
No

§/1 to 6/15

(2,400)
4,980

18

(2,025)
2,800

(175)
182

18

11/1 to 415
0 ac.

5,220
9/1 to 6/30
4
Yes
0 ac.
No

18
11/1 to 4/15
3,040
10/17 to 5/15
4
Yes
10
1/1 to 3/31
0 ac.
242
2/1 to 5/15
1
Yes
18
5/1 to 6/15

80 ac.

11/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

0 ac.

Yes

11/1 to 4/15

11/1 to 3/15
0
Yes

1/1 to 3/15
120 ac.

1/1 to 3/15
0
No

11/1 to 12/31

(1,947)
3,033

(1,430)
2,205

(93)
100

16

2
11/1 to 2/28
0 ac.
{1,200)
2,048
11/1 to 2/28
0
Yes
TM Motor - 50 ac.
No
9
11/1 to 4/15
{1,013)
1,504
11/1 to 31
0
Yes
5
1/1 to 2/28
0 ac.
(87)
90
1/1 to 2/28
0
No
9

11/1 to 12/31

0
80 ac.
(2,400)
4,980
11/1 to 3/15
0
Yes
TM Motor - 10 ac.
No
18
11/1 to 415
(2,025)
2,800
11/1 to 3/15
0
Yes
6
1/1 to 3/15
120 ac.
{175)
182
1/1 to 3/15
0
No
18

11/1 to 12/31

{Continued)

0
80 ac.
(1,800)
3,735
9/1 to 3/15
0
Yes
0 ac.
No
18
11/1 to 3/15
(2,025)
2,800
10/17 to 5/15
0
Yes
6
1/1 to 3/31
120 ac.
(131)
137
2/1 to 3/15
0
No
18

10/16 to 12/31
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TABLE I-1 (Continued)

5-]6&?7 o

Avg.

Allotment  AUMs

Future®
Alternative A AUMs

Alternative 8

Future
AUMs

Future

Alternative C AUMs

Alternative D AUMs

Future

Future

Alternative E AUMs

Future
Alternative F AlMs

&
Season of Use

Chance
Season of Use

§037

©

N etaccan
Jiistensen
AMP

0605 Last
1,000

Develop Water
AP

5038 Link

8

Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

5039 Little
Holes 56

Yalley 102
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

5041
Lane Tree 4,967
Season of Use

Exclude Grazing
Exclude Sheep®

2/1 to 3/15
No

111 to 5/30
0
No

11/1 to 2/28
0
No

12/16 to 5/31
0

No

0 ac,

No

(0)
a5

(1,000
1,036

(130

200
e00

(4,967
5,270

2/1 to 3/15
Yes

)

11/1 to 5/30
1
Yes

)

11/1 to 2/28
1
Yes

)

12/16 to 5/31

A
8

Yes
0 ac.
No

b3
[

1,006

W
I
w

80

199

5,367

2/1 to 31§

11/1 to

Yes

11/1 to

No

1/15 to 3

11/1 to

n
v

Yes
0 ac,
Yes

/1 to

ns

2/28

3Ns

o

{964)
1,000

(42)

a20n
454

(4,619)
4,900

2/1 to 2/28

11/1 to 2/28
0
Yes

11/1 to 2/28
0
No

1715 to 2/28

11/1 to 2/28
0

Yes

HM - 170 ac.
No

{0}

20

&v

/1 to 31§

- N
®
v

(500)
518

111 to 3115

Yes

11/1 to 2/28

No

(28)

11§

[ad
(-3
(2]
N
o
o

(2,602)
2,766

11/1 to 3/15
n

(0)
45
(1,000)

1,036

(130)

(4,053)
4,305

(0)
45

2/1 to 31§

Yes
(1,000)

1,036

11/1 to 5/30

Yes

11/1 to 2/28

No
1/15 to 315

11/1 to 3/1%

- O

(4,967)
5.270
12/16 to 315
n
Yes

0
No
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0607

LEX) 1,444
Season of Use
AW

Land Disposal

5042 McCarty
Canyon 174
Season of Use
AMP

Exclude Sheep®

5043

McKay Flat 403
Season of Use
Develop Water

AMP

Exclude Sheep®

Season of Use
Land Dfsposal

5044 Mesquite
Wash 67
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

Exclude Sheep®

5045 Mexican
Bend " 324
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

Exclude Sheep®

12/1 to 4/15
No
120 ac.

3/1 to 4/30
No
No

11/1 to 4/15
0
No
No

5/1 to 5/31
360 ac,

4/1 to 6/20
0
No
No

11/12 to 4/25

0
No
No

(1,434)
1,239

12/1 to 4/15
Yes
0 ac.

(174)

174
3/1 to 4/30
Yes
No

(403)

2,228

11/1 to 4/15
2

Yes

No

5/1 to 5/3)
0 ac.

(67)
115
4/1 to 6/20
1
Yes
No

(324)
977
11/12 to 5/25
1
Yes
No

1,249

234

2,348

12

175

1,037

11/1 to 3/15
Yes
120 ac.

1N/1 to 3/15
No
Yes

11/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

Yes

360 ac.

11/1 to 12/15
0

No

Yes

11/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

Yes

(1,073)
935

100

(380)
2,105

(58)

100

(296)
891

11/1 to 2/28
Yes
0 ac.

11/1 to 2/28
No
No

11/1 to 2/28
0

Yes

No

1/1 to 11/30
0 ac,

11/1 to 12/15
0
No
No

1/1 to 2/28
0

Yes

No

(117)

625
11/1 to 3/15
Yes
120 ac.

87
3/1 to 4/30
No
No

(202)

1,120

11/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

No

21
360 ac.

(33)
60
4/1 to 6/20
0
No
No

(162)

1/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

No

{Continued)

(14,34)
1,239

174

{403)
2,228

(67)

115

(324)
977

(1,434)
1,239
11/1 to 3/15
Yes
120 ac.
174
11/1 to 3/15
No
No
(403)
2,228
11/1 to 3/15
0
Yes
No
0
360 ac.
(50)
86
4/1 to 6/20
0
No
No
(324)
977
1171 to 3/15
0
Yes
No
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)

5-year

Avg, Future? Future Future Future Future Future
Allotment AUMs Alternative A AUMs Alternative 8 AuUMs Alternative C AUMs Alternative D AUMs Alternative E AUMs Alternative F AUMs
5046 Miller (300) (296) (150) (300) {300)
Canyon 300 492 552 488 248 492 492
Season of Use 12/16 to 4/30 12/16 to 4/30 11/1 to 3/15 11/7 to 2/28 11/1 to 3/15 12/16 to 4/30

11/ to 1/18 1N to 1/8 11/1 to 1/18
Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes No No No . No
5047 Molen (151) (151) (76) (151) (151)
Pasture 151 187 187 187 93 187 187
Season of Use 3/15 to 5/31 3/15 to 5/31 11/1 to 3/15 11/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 3/15 3/15 to 5/31
11/1 to 1118 11/1 to 1/18 11/1 to 118

5048 Molen (140) (140) (70) (140) (105)
Tanks 140 mn n mn 155 m 233
Season of Use 2/26 tp 6/10 2/26 to 6/10 11/1 to 3/15 1/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 3/15 2/26 to 6/10
Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes No No No No
5049 (704) (1,501) (709) {1,583) (1,187)
WMoonshine 704 1,197 €2,255 1,873 1,003 1,955 1,466
Season of Use 10/1 to 4/15 10/1 to 4/15 10/1 to 3/15 10/1 to 2/28 10/1 to 3/15 10/1 to 415
Develop Water 0 5 0 0 0 0
AVP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Combine w/Saucer No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Basin
0608 Mussen- (1,905) (1,905) (939) {1,905) (1,905)
tuchit 1,905 1,994 2,174 1,994 984 1,994 1,994
Season of Use 10/15 to 5/30 10/15 to 5/30 1015 to 3/15 10/1 to 2/28 10/1 to 3NS5 1015 to 5/30
Develop Water 0 3 0 0 0 0
AP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Exclude Grazing O ac. 0 ac. 0 ac, H.M. 0 790 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac.
Exclude Sheep® No No Yes No No No
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5050
Neva 149
Season of Use

Land Dfsposal
5051 North
Ferron 704

Season of Use

Develop Water
AW

5052 North Herring

Flat 33
Season of Use

5053 North
Huntington 1,898
Season of Use

Develop Water
AVP
Land Disposal

5054 North Sid
& Charley 529
Season of Use

Develop Water
AMP
Exclude Sheep®

5055 North Sids
Mountain 73
Season of Use
Develop Water
AP

Exclude Sheep®

1M/1 to 2/25
4/1 to 5/31
120 ac.

3/6 to 6/10
11/17 to 12/10
0

No

4/16 to 6/15

4/22 to 6/26
1171 to 12/15
0

No

240 ac.

2/16 to 5/15
11/1 to 1/15
0

No

No

8/1 to 5/
0
No
No

145 149
117 to 2/25
4/1 to 5/3)
0 ac.

(704)
875 935
3/6 to 610
11/11 to 12/10
1
Yes

k2 34
4/16 to 6/15

(1,871)

2,011
4/22 to 6/26
11/1 to 12/15
2
Yes
0 ac.

2,165

(529)
1,010
2/16 t0 5/15
11 to 115
2
Yes
No

1,130

(73)

8/1 to §/31
1

Yes

No

11/1 to 2/25

80 ac.

11/11 to 12/10

0
Yes

11/1 to 12/15

1M1/1 to 12/31

0
Yes
240 ac.

11/1 to 115

0
Yes
Yes

8/1 to 3/15
0

No

Yes

147
11/1 to 2/25

0 ac.

(704)
875

1/11 to 12/10

0
No

15
4/16 to 6/15

111 to 12/

0
Yes
100 ac.

(529)
1,010
11/1 to 1/15

(43)
60
8/1 to 2/28
0
No
No

74
/1 to 2/25

120 ac.

(352)
875

11/11 to 12/10

0
Yes

15
11/1 to 12/15

(985)
1,000
11/1 to 12/3)

0
Yes
240 ac.

(265)
505
/1 to 115

0
Yes
No

(36)
LH]
8/1 to 5/31
0
No
No

{Continued)

145 147
11/1 to 2/25
80 ac.

{352) (708)
437 875
11711 to 12/10

0
Yes
K’ 26
11/1 to 1215
{1,871) {1,437)
2,0n 1,542
11/1 to 12/3
0
Yes
240 ac.
(529) (529)
1,010 1,010
2/16 to 5/15
11/1 to 1/15
0
Yes
No
(73) {73)
90 90
8/1 to 5/31
0
No
No
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)

5-year
Avg. Future? Future Future Future Future Future

Allotment AUMs Alternative A AUMs Alternative B AUMs Alternative C AUMs Alternative D AUMs Alternative £ AUMs Alternative F AUMs
5056 North (2,408) (1,948) (1,204) (2,408) {2,408)
Sinbad 2,408 3,200 3,320 2,860 1,600 3,200 3,200
Season of Use 11/1 to 5/10 11/1 to 5/10 111 to 315 111 to 2/28 11 to 315 11/1 to 3/15
Develop Water 0 2 0 0 0 0
AW No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Exclude Sheep® No No Yes No No No
5057 Northwest {38) (25) (38) {38)
Ferron 49 107 118 0 59 107 107
Season of Use 4/1 to 6/15 4/1 to 6/15 11/1 to 12/15 1171 to 1215 11/1 to 12/15 11/1 to 12/15
Land Disposal 40 ac. 0 ac. 40 ac. 0 ac. 40 ac. 40 ac.
5058 North Wolf
Hollow 6 6 6 0 3 0 0
Season of Use 5/16 to 6/6 5/16 to 6/6 10/1 to 10/31

7/16 to 8/15 7/16 to 8/15

10/1 to 10/31 1071 to 10/3
Land Disposal 0 ac. 0 ac, 90 ac. 0 ac. 90 ac. 90 ac.
5098
0.Eu.T 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
5059
07T Dome 36 3 36 30 18 34 39
Season of Use 4/16 to 5/31 4/16 to 5/31 4/16 to 5/31 11/1 to 12/15 4/16 to 5/ 11/1 to 12/31

1171 to 12/ /21 to 12/31 1171 to 12/ 11/1 to 12/31
Land Disposal 190 ac, 0 ac. 180 ac. 0 ac. 190 ac, 360 ac.
5060 011 Well (800} (800) (400) (800) (600)
Flat 800 2,735 2,855 2,735 1,367 2,735 2,051
Season of Use 10/16 to 5/31 10/16 to 5/31 10/16 to 3/15 101 to 2/28 1016 to 3/15 10/16 to 5/31
Develop Water 0 2 0 0 0 0
AP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Exclude Sheep® No No Yes No No No
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5061

Olsen (E.) 20
Season of Use
Land Disposal

5062 0Olsen
{6.L.)
Season of Use

250

5063 Pasture

Canyon

Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

278

Peacock 56
Season of Use

5065 Price
(Vic) - 75
Season of Use

Land Disposal

5067

Red Canyon 1,111
Season of Use
Develop Nater
AMP

Exclude Grazing
Exclude Sheep®

Red Seeps 705
Season of Use
Develop Water

AP

4/16 to 615
160 ac.

§/16 to 6/30
11/1 to 11/30

10/1 to 4/15
0
No

4/1 to 6/10
1/1 to 2/28

3/1 to 5/1§
11/1 to 12/31
90 ac.

10/16 to 3/15
0

No

0 ac,

No

10/16 to 3/15
0

No

10
4/16 to 6/15
0 ac.
250
5/16 to 6/30
111 to 11/30
(278)
ns
10/1 to 4/15
4
Yes
56
4/1 to 6/10
1/1 to 2/28
(68)
125
3/1 to 5/15
1171 to 12/3
0 ac.
(1,111)
2,237
10/16 to 3/15
2
Yes
0 ac.
No
(705)
1,607
10/16 to 3/15
2
Yes

250

950

56

132

2,357

1,727

11/1 to 12/15
160 ac.

11/1 to 11/30

10/1 to 315
]
Yes

11/1 to 12/15

NN to 12/3

90 ac.

10/16 to 3/15
0

Yes

0 ac.

Yes

10/16 to 3/15
0
Yes

(123)
560

(68)
125

(1,111)
2,237

(563)
1,465

11/1 to 12/15
0 ac.

1171 to 11/30

10/1 to 2/28
1]
Yes

11/1 to 12/15

11/1 to 12/31

0 ac.

10/16 to 2/28
0

Yes

T8 - 1,380 ac.
No

10/16 to 2/28
0
Yes

10

125

(139)
358

56

(37)
66

(519)
1,082

(353)
803

1171 to 12/15
160 ac.

11/1 to 11/30

10/1 to 3/15
]
Yes

11/1 to 12/15

11/1 to 12/31

90 ac.

10/16 to 3/15
0

Yes

0 ac.

No

10/16 to 3/15
0
Yes

(Continued)

10

250

(278)
15

56

(68)
125

(1,111)
2,237

(705)
1,607

10
4/16 to 6/15
160 ac.
250
5/16 to 6/30
11/1 to 11/30
(278)
715
10/1 to 4/15
0
Yes
42
1/1 to 2/28
(68)
125
11/1 to 12/31
90 ac.
{1,111)
2,237
10/16 to 3/15
0
Yes
0 ac.
No
{705)
1,607
10/16 to 3/15
0
Yes
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5-year

Avg,
Al}otment AUMs

Futured
Alternative A AlUMs

Future
Alternative B AUMs

Future
Alternative C AUMs

Future

Alternative 0 AUMs

Future
Alternative € AUMs

Future
Alternative F AUMs_

5069
Reid 12
Season of Use

Land Disposal

5066
—
Red o
Season of Use
Land Disposal

a
(=]

5071
Rochester
Season of Use

199

AMP

5072 Rack

Canyon 23
Season of Use

o

AMP

Springs 2,628

. al e
QeAIVN VT UdE

Develop Water
AMP

Land Treatments
Exclude Sheep®

12
10/16 to 3/15
0 ac.

~4
o

10/1 to 2/28
40 ac.

(199)
207
3/1 to 4/30
10716 to 1218
Yes

to 5/30
to 2/28

12
10/16 to 3/15
0 ac.

=4
[+

10/1 to 2/28
0 ac.

207
3/1 to 4/30
10/16 to 12/15
Yes

236
4/15 to 5/30
11/1 to 2/28
No

4,594

0
200 ac.
73
10/1 to 2/28
40 ac.
(197)
205
11/1 to 12/15
Yes
0
11/1 to 2/28
No
{2.314)
4,100
11/1 to 3/15
1]
Yes
500 ac.
Yes

10/16 to 2/28
0 ac.

10/1 to 2/28

0 ac,
{(100)
100
11/1 to 1215
Yes
115
11/71 to 2/28
No
{1,314}
2,207
11/1 to 2/28
1]
Yes
0 ac.
No

0
200 ac.
78
10/1 to 2/28
40 ac.
(199)
205
11/1 to 12/15
Yes
236
11/1 to 2/28
No
{2,628)
4,414
11/1 to 3/15
0
Yes
0 ac.
No

0
200 ac.
78
10/1 to 2/28
40 ac,
(149)
155
10/16 to 12/15
Yes
177
11/1 to 2/28
Yes
11,971)
3,31
11/1 to 3/15
0
Yes
500 ac,
No
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5073 Saddle

Horse 180
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

Exclude Sheep®

5074

Sateratus 1,843
Season of Use
Develop Water
AMP

5075
Salt Wash
£ 1

—
Caacon o
Seasen (]

AMP
Exclude Sheep®

5076 San Rafael
River 815
Season of Use

Basin 879
Season of Use
Combine w/
Moonshine

5079

Cnwranean £04
SOTensen Sus

Season of Use
Develop Water
AWP

7/1 to 11/4
0

No

No

11/16 to 3/

10/17 to 5/15

11/1 to 4/15

No

12/1 to 3/31
0
No

7/1 to 11/4
1

Yes

No

11/16 to 3/31

3/1 to 6/20
11/5 to 1/4
2

Yes

No

10/17 to 5/15
k}

Yes

N an
vV aLe

Yes

12/1 to 3/31
2
Yes

-~
(=]

10/1 to 11/15
0

No

Yes

11/16 to 3/15
0
Yes

111 to 3N

wn

n
v

Yes
Yes

11/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

N am
v aLve

Yes

12/1 to 3/31
o
Yes

{90)

110
10/1 to 11/15
0
No
No

w

11/16 to 2/28

0
Yes
(517)
1,497
111 to 2/28
]
Yes
No
{186)
an

11/1 to 2/28

0
Yes
N _ 12 010 an
Vel o TeaWiIV aGLe
Yes
(302)

[}

12/1 to 3/3
0
No

10/1 to 11/15
0

No

No

11/16 to 3/15
0
Yes

nn

[ng
[-1
(%]

N5

Yes
No

11/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

0 ac.

Yes

12/1 to 3/31
0
Yes

(Cont{nued)

(180)
220
7/1 to /4
0
No
No
7,843
11/16 to 3/15
0
Yes
(1,034)
2,995
11/5 to 1/4
Yes
No
(815)
2,066
10717 to 5/15
0
Yes
0 ac.
Yes
(604)
630
12/1 to 3/3
0
Yes
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7 Y 1 Y

vonvinuea)

5-year

Avg.

Allotment AUMs

Alternative A

Futured

AUMs Alternative B

Future
AUMs

Alternative C

Future
AUMs

Future

Alternative D AUMs

Alternative E

Future
AUMs

Future

Alternative F AUMs

5081 South Herring

Flat 12

Season of Use

5082 South Sid
& Charley 223

Casmmem Al Nan
STAdIVH Ul UaT

Develop Water
AMP
Exclude Sheep®

5083 South Sids
Mountain 179
Season of Use
Develop Water

AmP

Exclude Sheep®

5084-South Wolf
Hollow 30
Season of Use
Land D{sposal

5085 Straight

Hollow 42
Season of Use

4/10 to 6/15

5/16 to 10/15
0
No

4/21 to 6/20
280 ac.

3/16 to 6/15

(287)
743

m
4/10 to 6/15

(233)
952

(179)

165
5/16 to 10/15
1
Yes

No

—)
o

4/21 to 6/20
0 ac.

3/16 to 6/15

743

m

225

£a)
(=]

/1 to 12/15

6/16 to 9N
0
No

Yes

11/1 to 12/15
280 ac,

11/1 to 12/15

{183)
900

(90)
80

11/1 to 1215

6/16 to 1015
0
No

No

11/1 to 12/15
0 ac.

/1 to 1215

.....

55

(116)
476

-
L4

11/1 to 1218

6/16 to 9/1
0
No

No

11/1 to 12/15
280 ac,

11/1 to 12/15

(287)

743

m

(233)
952

(179)
165

-
-3

N/ to 1215

5/16 to 10/15
0
No
No

11/1 to 1215
280 ac,

11/ to 12/18

(287)

287)
743
83

(233)
952

(179)
165

-
o
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5086

CSwaatwater 3 482

SWew VIV v <5804

Season of Use

[Ty

wNaver

AW

5087 Taylor

Flat 1,185
Season of Use
Develop Water
AW

Exclude Grazing

Exclude Sheep®

5088

T.D.J. 26 -
Season of Use

5089 Temple
Mountain 201

Caacan af llea
SCRSCH OV VSO

Develop Water
AW

Exclude Grazing
Exclude Sheep®

5090
Tuttle

Season of Use

1 and Dienacal

—we Wispwea

45

254
Season of Use
AMP

3/1 to 12/31
¢

No

11/1 to 4/30
0

No

0 ac.

No

4/11 to 5/31

11/16 to 5/15
180 ac.

(3,482)
4,446

(1,185)
2,016

26

(201)
618

-

0N M
-3
an

33

Ry
—~—

3/1 to 12/31

9

Yes

11/1 to 4/30
2

Yes

0 ac.

No

4/11 to 5/

2,136

26

678

45

295

6/1 to 3/15
s

Yes

11/1 to 3/15
0

Yes

SR - 2,430 ac.

Yes

4/11 to 5/31

(3,127)
a.m

(1,089)
1,920

26

(1,741)
2,223
6/1 to 2/28
0
Yes
(505)
920
11/1 to 2/28
0
No
SR - 2,430 ac.
T™ Motor - 1,310 ac.

11/1 to 12/15

10/16 to 2/18
0

(1)

13

280

™ Motor - 1,210 ac.

No

6 to 5/15

TS

88

-

(3,482)
4,446
6/1 to 3/15
(]
Yes
{1,074)
905
11/1 to 3/15
0
Yes
TH Motor - 1,890 ac.
No
26
4/11 to 5/31
(201)
618
1016 ¢o 3INE
0
Yes
No
2
11/16 to 5/15
530 ac,
{254}
295
11/1 to 12/15
Yes

{3,482)
4,446
3/1 to 12/31
[+
Yes
(1,185)
2,016
11/1 to 4/30
0
Yes
No
26
11/1 to 12/15
(201)
618
10/16 to 418
0
Yes
No
2
11/16 to 5/15
830 ac,
{254}
295
4/1 to 6/10
Yes
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TABLE I-1 {Concluded)

S-year
Avg. Future? Future Future Future Future Future

Allotment AUMs Alternative A AiMs Alternative B AUMs Alternative C AUNs Alternative D AUMs Alternatfve E AUMs Alternative F AUMs
5092 West (800) (420) (786) {639)
Huntington 839 1,038 1,218 0 538 1,024 817
Season of Use 4/22 to 6/26 4/22 to 6/26 11/1 to 12/31 111 to 12/31 N1 to 12/31 11/1 to 12/

111 to 12/15 11/1 ¢o 12/15
Develop Water 0 3 0 0 0 0
AP No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Land Disposal 540 ac. 0 ac. 570 ac. 50 ac. 700 ac, -260 ac.
5093 West Orange- (199) (100) (199) {199)
ville 199 230 290 0 15 230 230
Season of Use 3/11 to 5/31 3/11 to 5/31 1171 to 12/31 11/1 to 12/31 1171 to 12/31 3/11 to 5/31
Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes No No No No
5094 {235) (23) (ms) (235) (106)
Wilberg 235 312 430 100 155 310 164
Season of Use 4/16 to 6/15 4/16 to 6/15 /1 to 12/31 111 to 12/ 11/1 to 12/31 11/1 to 1215

11/1 to 12/15 11/1 to 12/15
Develop Water 0 2 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes No No Yes Yes
Land Disposal 0 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac. 40 ac.
5102
Witdiife 0 0 30 0 0 0 0
Season of Use 6/16 to 9/30
0612 Willow
Springs 304 304 364 220 105 304 228
Season of Use 12/1 to 415 - 12/1 to 4/15 12/1 to 3/15 12/1 to 2/28 121 to 3NS5 12/1 to 3/15
Develop Water 0 1 0 0 0 0
AMP No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Land Treatments 0 ac. 600 ac. 600 ac. 0 ac. 0 ac. 600 ac.
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5096 Wood

Hollow 21

Season of Use
Develop Water
AWP

Exclude Sheep®

5101 Unallotted
Parcel 1

Season of Use
Parcel 2

Season of Use
Parcel 3

0

0

0

321 to 615
0

Yes

No

(421)
799
3/1 to 615
2
Yes
No

11/16 to 6/15

10/16 to 12/15

919
1/1 to 2/28
0
Yes
Yes

32

S0

Season of Use 11/1 to 2/28

TOTALY (56,544)

87,927 94,852

NOTE:

(345) (1) (421) (421)
723 408 799 799
11/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 2/28 11/1 to 2/28
0 0 0
Yes Yes Yes
No No No
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
(44,316) (27,399) (55,442) (55,623)
71,696 42,650 86,543 85,745

SR = San Rafael Reef ACEC; I-70 Pic = 1-70 Pictographs; TB = Tomsich Butte Historical District ACEC; DL = Dry Lake Archaeological District ACEC;

HM = Hebes Mountain ACEC; TM Motor = Temple Mountain Motorcycle Trail; AMP = allotment management plan,

3The number in parentheses is the 5-year average licensed use AUMs; the
second number is the active preference AUMs.

DAl1red and Cove Allotments would be combined in alternatives 8 through
F and proposed RMP; see Cove Allotment for combined AUMs and actions
under the alternatives.

CA change in kind from cattle to domestic sheep would not be permitted due
to yearlong and crucial bighorn sheep habitat. Allotments currently being
grazed_by domestic sheep would not be required to change to cattle.

dhe Buckhorn Wash area is currently excluded from 1ivesock grazing with
the exception of trafling.

€Moonshine and Saucer Basin Allotments would be combined under alternatives
B through F and the proposed RMP, Saucer Basin acres and AUMs are shown
in Moonshine Allotment.

f0.E.J. Allotment is used with private Yand under an exchange-of-use
agreement dated May 30, 1970,

9The total number of active preference and past 5 years average licensed

use AUMs does not include adjustments for assumed land disturbances (i.e.,
from ORV use, oil and gas operations, etc.), because the locations of these
potential disturbances could not be tied to specific allotments. See tadble
11 in chapter 2 for total AUMs.
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change from spring grazing (March 15 to June 15)
to winter use would be analyzed, In the three
allotments with 25 to 49 percent of the acreage
exceeding this threshold, a 25 percent reduction
from the past 5 years average licensed use and
active preference AUMs would be analyzed with no
change in season of use., On the allotments
analyzed with a change in season to winter, a 25
percent reduction would be made on the 16 allot-
ments where conflicts exist with wildlife. At
this time, it is not know whether the allotments
are exceeding the SCS -critical soil 1loss
threshold. This determination will be made on
an allotment by allotment basis in conjunction
with current rangeland monitoring methods. If
it is determined that the allotments are exceed-
ing the SCS critical soil loss threshold, and
the rangeland trend is down, then changes in
Tivestock management are necessary. These
changes could include changes in grazing season,
reductions in numbers, implementation of grazing
systems or other agreements that would provide
some protection for these areas, If changes are
necessary range use agreements will be pursued
with the operators., On allotments exceeding the
SCS critical soil loss threshold, but in an
upward trend, no changes in management will be
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made as Tong as the areas are 1improving and
heading toward the dindividual site goals.
Additional monitoring data will be necessary
before any reductions or changes of season can
be made based soley on protection of these
critical soils (highly saline soils and soils
highly susceptible to water erosion). There-
fore, any changes based on exceedance of the SCS$
critical soil loss threshold would be made in
conjunction with grazing decisions to be issued
following 5 years of rangeland monitoring.
These analysis assumptions are made solely to
measure the possible impacts from such changes
(appendix T),

In allotments containing curcial bighorn sheep
habitat, no changes from cattle to domestic
sheep would be allowed, Allotments currently
being grazed by domestic sheep would not be
required to change to cattle.

Additional reductions in AUMs would occur where
land disposals are identified. Table I-1 pro-
vides & breakdown of management actions by
alternative so that the effect (impact) to each
allotment can be determined. Table 1-2 provides
the same information for the proposed plan.
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TABLE I-2

Proposed Grazing Management Actions, by Allotment

A-T7

5-year b~year
Average Future? Average Future?
Allotment/Action AUMs AUMs Allotment/Action AUMs AUMs
5001 Allred® 6 0 5010 CoveP (48)
Combine w/ Cove ‘Season of Use 11/01 to 12/15 53 55
Allotment Management Plan
5002 Big Pond {977) Land Disposal 110 ac.
Season of Use 10/01 to 03/31 977 2,241
05/11 to 06/20 5013 Cowley {16)
Allotment Management Plan Season of Use 05/01 to 05/31 77 32
Exclude Domestic Sheep® Land Disposal 80 ac.
5003 Black 19 0 5011 Cox (Don) (0)
Land Disposal 280 ac. Season of Use 10/01 to 11/30 0 72
5004 Black Dragon (2,276) 5012 Cox {John) (115)
Season of Use 11/01 to 04/16 2,276 3,223 Season of Use 10/16 to 01/15 153 110
Allotment Management Plan Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Grazing 0 ac.
Exclude Domestic Sheep®. 5014 Crawford (103)
Season of Use 10/16 to 12/31 137 159
5005 Buckhorn (2,929) Allotment Management Plan
Season of Use 04/16 to 10/31 3,416 3,128
Allotment Management Plan 5015 Day 10 0
Land Disposal 320 ac. Land Disposal 340 ac.
Exclude Domestic Sheep®
5016 Deep Wash (7n
5105 Buckhorn Draw 0 0 Season of Use 11/01 to 11/30 138 81
Exclude Domestic Sheep® d Land Disposal 1,160 ac,
5006 Bunderson 27 0 0602 Deer Peak (254)
Land Disposal 390 ac. ‘Season of Use 11/01 to 12/31 254 3N
Allotment Management Plan
5007 Case 1 0 Land Treatments 1,500 ac.
Land Disposal 120 ac.
5017 Dry Wash (375)
5008 Clawson Dairy 65 438 Season of Use 11/17 to 01/31 375 562
Season of Use 11/01 to 12/15 Allotment Management Plan
Allotment Management Plan
Land Disposal 40 ac. 5018 Dugout (550)
Season of Use 10/01 to 03/15 550 1,040
5009 Coal Wash (265) Allotment Management Plan
Season of Use 03/01 to 03/15 265 386
12/01 to 01/15 5020 East Grimes (102)
Allotment Management Plan Season of Use 04/01 to 06/15 131 285
Exclude Domestic Sheep® Land Disposal 280 ac.
(Continued)
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TABLE I-2 {Continued)

Allotment/Action

5021 Ferron Mills

Season of Use 04/16 to 07/15
03/20 to 06/19

Allotment Management Plan
Land Disposal 370 ac.

5023 Fullers Bottom

Season of Use 11/01 to 02/28

Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5024 Georges Draw

Season of Use 10/01 to 02/28

Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5025 Globe Link
Season of Use 11/1 to 4/30
Allotment Management Plan

5026 Hambrick Bottoms

b-year 5-year
Average Future? Average Futured
AUMs AUMs Allotment/Action AUMs AUMs
fg?ﬂ Humphrey 4 0
121 108 Land Disposal 80 ac.
5031 Iron Wash (1,800)

Season of Use 9/1 to 3/15 2,400 3,735
Allotment Management Plan
(490) Exclude Domestic Sheep®
490 772
5032 Jacobson 18 18
Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15

Season of Use 10/16 to 12/31 1,609 1,890

Allotment Management Plan
Land Disposal 140 ac.

5027 Head of Sinbad

Season of Use 6/6 to 10/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5099 Hondo
Season of Use 11/1 to 5/31
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5028 Horse Bench
Season of Use 11/1 to 4/15
Allotment Management Plan

5029 Horseshoe North
Season of Use 11/1 to 4/15
Allotment Management Plan

5100 Horseshoe South
Season of Use 11/1 to 4/15
Allotment Management Plan

(747} 5033 Jeffery Well (2,025)
747 988 Season of Use 10/17 to 5/15 2,025 2,800
Allotment Management Plan
5034 Jensen 10 6
(568) ‘Season of Use 1/1 to 3/31
568 600 Land Disposal 120 ac.
5035 Johnson {131)
(1,609) Season of Use 2/1 to 3/15 175 137
5036 Jorgense 18 18
Season of Use 10/16 to 12/31
{(719) 5037 Justensen 0 45
719 790 Season of Use 2/1 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
0605 Last Chance (1,000)
(193) Season of Use 11/1 to 5/30 1,000 1,036
193 336 Allotment Management Plan
5038 Link Canyon {130)
{601} Season of Use 11/1 to 2/28 130 288
601 924
5039 Little Holes (56)
Season of Use 1/15 to 3/15 56 80
{555)
555 2,145 5040 Little Valley (102)
Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15 102 139
Allotment Management Plan
(0)
0 2,024

(Continued)
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TABLE 1-2 (Continued)

Allotment/Action

5041 Lone Tree

Season of Use 12/16 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

0607 M&0

Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
Land Disposal 120 ac.

5042 McCarty Canyon
Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5043 McKay Flat

Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5097 Mervin
Land Disposal 360 ac.
5044 Mesquite Wash

Season of Use 4/1 to 6/20
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5045 Mexican Bend

Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5046 Miller Canyon
Season of Use 12/16 to 4/30
11/1 to 1/18

5047 Molen Pastufs
Season of Use 3/15 to 5/31
1/1 to 1/18

5048 Molen Tanks
Season of Use 2/26 to 6/10
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" B-year 5-year
Average Future? Average Future?
AUMs AUMs Allotment/Action AUMs AUMs
(4,967) 5049 Moonshine (1,187)
4,967 5,270 Season of Use 10/1 to 4/15 704  ©1,466
Allotment Management Plan
Combine w/Saucer Basin
(1,434) 0608 Mussentuchit (1,905)
1,444 1,239 Season of Use 10/15 to 5/30 1,905 1,994
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®
174 174 5050 Neva 149 147
Season of Use 11/1 to 2/25
Land Disposal 80 ac.
(403) 5051 North Ferron (704)
403 2,228 Season of Use 11/11 to 12/10 704 875
Allotment Management Plan
5052 North Herring Flat 33 26
42 0 Season of Use 11/1 to 12/15
5053 North Huntington (1,437)
(50) Season of Use 11/1 to 12/31 1,898 1,542
67 86 Allotment Management Plan
Land Disposal 240 ac.
(324) 5054 North Sid & Charley (529)
324 977 Season of Use 2/16 to 5/15 529 1,010
11/1 to 1/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®
{300)
300 492 5055 North Sids Mountain (73)
Season of Use 8/1 to 5/31 73 90
Exclude Domestic Sheep®
(151)
151 187 5056 North Sinbad {2,408)
Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15 2,408 3,200
Allotment Management Plan
(105) Exclude Domestic Sheep®
140 233
(Continued)
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TABLE 1-2 (Continued)

AlTotment/Action

5057 Northwest Ferron
Season of Use 11/1 to 12/15
Land Disposal 40 ac.

5058 North Wolf Hollow
Land Disposal 90 ac.

5098 0.E.J.F

5059 011 Dome
Season of Use 11/1 to 12/31
Land Disposal 360 ac.

5060 011 Well Flat

Season of Use 10/16 to 5/31
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5061 0lsen (E.)
Season of Use 4/16 to 6/15
Land Disposal 160 ac.

5062 0lsen (G.L.)
Season of Use 5/16 to 6/30
11/1 to 11/30

5063 Pasture Canyon
Season of Use 10/1 to 4/15
Allotment Management Plan

5064 Peacock
Season of Use 1/1 to 2/28

5065 Price (Vic)
Season of Use 11/1 to 12/31
Land Disposal 90 ac,

5067 Red Canyon

Season of Use 10/16 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5-year 5-year
Average Future? Average Futurel
AUMs AlUMs Allotment/Action AUMs AUMs
(38) Red Seeps {705)
49 107 Season of Use 10/16 to 3/15 705 1,607
Allotment Management Plan
6 0 5069 Reid 12 0
Land Disposal 200 ac,
15 15 5066 R.J. 80 78
Season of Use 10/1 to 2/28
36 39 Land Disposal 40 ac.
5071 Rochester (149)
Season of Use 10/16 to 12/15 199 155
{600) Allotment Management Plan
800 2,051
5072 Rock Canyon 236 177
Season of Use 11/1 to 2/28
Allotment Management Plan
20 10
0611 Rock Springs (1,971)
Season of Use 11/1 to 3/15 2,628 3,311
Allotment Management Plan
250 250 Land Treatments 500 ac.
Exclude Domestic Sheep®
5073 Saddle Horse (180)
(278) Season of Use 7/1 to 11/4 180 220
278 715 Exclude Domestic Sheep®
5074 Saleratus 1,843 1,843
56 - 42 Season of Use 11/16 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
(68) 5075 Salt Wash (1,034)
75 125 Season of Use 11/5 to 1/4 1,034 2,995
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®
(1,111)
1,111 2,237 5076 San Rafael River (815)

Season of Use 10/17 to 5/15 815 2,066
Allotment Management Plan

{Continued)

£.-80



APPENDIX |

TABLE I-2 (Contfnued)

Allotment/Action

5077 Saucer Basin®
Combine with Moonshine

5079 Sorensen
Season of Use 12/1 to 3/31
Allotment Management Plan

5080 South Ferron
Season of Use 11/1 to 12/10

5081 South Herring Flat
Season of Use 11/1 to 12/15

5082 South Sid & Charley
Season of Use 11/16 to 3/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5083 South Sids Mountain
Season of Use 5/16 to 10/15
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5084 South Wolf Hollow
Season of Use 11/1 to 12/15
Land Disposal 280 ac.

5085 Straight Hollow
Season of Use 11/1 to 12/15

5086 Sweetwater
Season of Use 3/1 to 12/31
Allotment Management Plan

Allotment/Action

5087 Taylor Flat

Season of Use

Season of Use 11/1 to 4/30
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5088 T.D.J.
11/1 to 12/15

5089 Temple Mountain

Season of Use 10716 to 4/15
Allotment Management Plan
Exclude Domestic Sheep®

5090 Tuttle

Season of Use 11/16 to 5/15

Land Disposal 530 ac.

5091 West Grimes

Season of Use 4/1 to 6/10
Allotment Management Plan

5092 wWest Huntington

Season of Use 11/1 to 12/31
Allotment Management Plan
Land Disposal 260 ac.

5093 West Orangevilie

5-year
Average Future?
AUMs AUmMs
879 0
{604)
604 630
(287)
287 743
M2 83
(233)
223 952
(179)
179 165
30 19
42 32
(3,482)
3,482 4,446

Season of Use
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Season of Use 3/11 to 5/31

5094 Wilberg

11/1 to 12/15
Allotment Management Plan
Land Disposal 40 ac.

S.year
Average Future?
AUMs AUMs
(1,185)
1,185 2,016
26 26
(201)
201 618
45 2
(254)
254 295
(639)
839 817
(199)
199 230
{106)
235 164
(Continued)
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TABLE I-2 (Concluded)

5-year S-year
Average Futured Average Future?
Allotment/Action AllMs AlUMs Allotment/Action AUMs AUMs
5102 Wildlife 0 0 5096 Wood Hollow (421)
Season of Use 11/1 to 2/28 i1 799
0612 Willow Springs 304 228 Allotment Management Plan
Season of Use 12/1 to 3/15 Exclude Domestic Sheep®
Allotment Management Plan
Land Treatments 600 ac, 5101 Unallotted
Parcel 1 0 0
Parcel 2 0 0
Parcel 3 0 0

aThe number in parentheses is the 5-year average 1icensed use AUMs; the second number is the
active preference AUMs,

bA11red and Cove Allotments would be combined in alternatives B through F and proposed RMP;
see Cove Allotment for combined AUMs and actions under the alternatives.

€A change in kind from cattle to domestic sheep would not be permitted due to yearlong and
crucial bighorn sheep habitat. Allotments currently being grazed by domestic sheep would not
be required to change to cattle.

dThe Buckhorn Wash area is currently excluded from Tivesock grazing with the exception of
trailing,

eMoonshine and Saucer Basin Allotments would be combined under alternatives B through F and
the proposed RMP, Saucer Basin acres and AUMs are shown in Moonshine Allotment.

f0.E.J. Allotment is used with private land under an exchange-of-use agreement dated May 30,
1970,
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APPENDIX J, WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY SEGMENTS AND
POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATI™NS

OVERVIEW

Appendix J presents the results of the Bureau of
Land Management's (BLM's) preliminary study of
three potential wild and scenic river segments
in San Rafael Resource Area (SRRA):
River, the San Rafael River, and Muddy Creek
(map 56 1in volume 2). National Park Service
(NPS) identified the Green and San Rafael Rivers
in the 1982 Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI)
[NPS, 1982b] as potential additions to the Wild
and Scenic Rivers System under the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. BLM resource specialists
identified Muddy Creek as having potential for
wild and scenic river status.

STUDY PROCESS

The wild and scenic river study process includes
three steps:

{1) determine 1if potential river segments are
eligible for wild and scenic river desig-
nation;

(2) determine the potential classification of
the segment as wild, scenic, recreational,
or any combination; and

(3) conduct a suitability study to determine if
the segment is suitable for designation to
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

The third step requires preparation of a legis-
lative environmental impact statement (ElS).

The study procedures are found in the 1982
guidelines from the U.S. Departments of Agricul-
ture and Interior (USDA and USDI) [Federal
Register Vol., 7, No. 173, September 7, 19827,

the Green .
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BLM manual section 1623.4 contains requirements
for studying NRI segments 1in the planning
process to determine potential wild and scenic
status; it also allows for the resource manage-
ment plan (RMP) to propose other river segments,
not included in the NRI, for study.

This appendix fulfills the first two steps of
the wild and scenic river study, providing a
description of the river areas, determinations
of eligibility, and potential classifications
for the portions of the two NRI segments and
Muddy Creek administered by BLM and the State of
Utah, Because all three segments flow through
federal, state, and private lands, the suitabil-
ity study could not be accomplished prior to the
RMP and has been deferred, along with the legis-
lative EIS requirement. The studies are sched-
uled to be completed within 5 years after
completion of the final RMP; this does not
necessarily include the time required to pre-
pare, distribute, and review the subsequent
legislative EIS,

After completion of the study, the Secretary of
the Interfor will report to the President
whether a segment 1is suitable for designation.
The President recommends to Congress whether a
segment should be designated. Only Congress can
designate a river segment to be included in the
Wild and Scenic Rivers System,

STUDY CRITERIA

To be eligible for 1inclusion in the national
system, a study segment must be free-flowing,
and the river and its adjacent land area must
possess at least one outstandingly remarkable
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value, There are no specific requirements
regarding the 1length or flow of an eligible
river segment. Length and flow are sufficient
if they sustain or complement the outstandingly
remarkable values for which the river would be
designated, The minimum study corridor includes
the river and the adjacent lands to 0,25 mile
from the riverbank. A wider corridor may be
studied if 1inclusion could facilitate improved
management of resources in the river area.

A segment's potentfal classification depends on
the condition of the river and adjacent lands as
they exist at the time of the study. The Act
specifies three classification categories for
eligible rivers: wild, scenic, and recreational.

To be classified as wild, a river segment must
be free of impoundments., The area must show
11ttle evidence of human activity and be gener-
ally inaccessible except by trail. The water-
sheds or shorelines must be primitive, with no
structures or modifications of the river
course, The water must be unpolluted.

To be classified as scenic, a river segment must
be free of impoundments., The area must not show
substantial evidence of human activity. It may
be accessible by roads in places or have occa~
sfonal bridges. The watershed or shoreline must
be largely primitive and undeveloped,

To be classified as recreational, a river
segment may have been impounded or diverted in
the past if 1ts appearance remains generally
natural. It may be readily accessible by road
or railway or be crossed by bridges. It may
have some development along the shoreline or
show substantial evidence of human activity.

INTERIM MANAGEMENT

BLM guidance provides for interim protection of
a river segment after it is determined eligible
and subsequently classified as wild, scenic,
and/or recreational. Management activities will
not be allowed to damage the existing eligibil-
ity or classification. Outstandingly remarkable
values of the river area must be protected, and
to the extent practicable, enhanced. The free-
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flowing characteristics of the river segment
cannot be modified.

GREEN RIVER
INTRODUCTION

The Green River, from Range Creek to the Colo-
rado River, was identified in the NRI., This
preliminary study dincluded the segment from
Green River, Utah to Canyonlands National Park
(NP), The segment from Range Creek to Green
River 1s 1in Price River Resource Area, Moab
District, and will be studied at a later date
(to mesh with BLM planning schedules). NPS will
study the segment from the Canyonlands NP north
boundary to the confluence with the Colorado
River., The section covered by this study has
been determined eligible for inclusion into the
Wild and Scenic Rivers System., Portions of the
river were determined to have the following
potential classifications: segments 1 and 3,
scenic; segment 2, wild,

The Green River was identified in the NRI as
having outstandingly remarkable scenic, recrea-
tion, and geologic values. The area also pro-
vides habitat for federally Tisted endangered
species,

REGIONAL SETTING

From fts headwaters in the Wind River range of
southwestern Wyoming, the Green River flows
approximately 730 miles through Wyoming and Utah
to 1ts confluence with the Colorado River. This
study segment is located entirely within Emery
and Grand Counties in southeastern Utah,

ADMINISTRATION

The river corridor in the study segment is
administered by BLM and the State of Utah. This
river segment has been adjudicated and found
navigable; therefore, the State of Utah controls
the riverbed and use on the river, Activities
outside the riverbed are controlled by the land
managing agency and private land owners.
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RIVER DESCRIPTION

The pubiic Tand study corridor is 0.25 miie from
the high-water 1ine on each side of the river,
or to the top edge of the canyon walls, which-
ever is greater, The river segment in this
preliminary study begins at Green River State
Park (mile 120} and terminates at the Canyon-
iands NP boundary {mile 47).

The main water quality concern related to
primary recreation contact is bacteriologic
concentrations, Environmental Protection Agency
{EPA) STORET data show occasional violations of
the fecal coiiform standards at Mineral Bottom.
Highly contaminated overland fiows from storm
events may result in nonpoint fecal contamina-
tion and an unacceptable status for full-body-
contact recreation, There are also occasional
violations 1in total coliform and residue for
public water supply; total and fecal coliform

and total phosphate for both primary and
secondary recreation contact; turbidity and
total phosphate for cold- and warm-water

aquatic 1ife; and fecal coliform and residue for
irrigation.

The 73-mile study area has been divided into
three segments based on shoreline development
and accessibility:

(1) Green River State Park (mile 120) to the
Ruby Ranch area (mile 96);

(2) mile 96 to Hey Joe Canyon (mile 76); and
(3) mile 76 to Canyonlands NP (mile 47),
Segment 1

From Green River State Park to Ruby Ranch, the
river runs through fairly open country, with low
buttes dominating the landscape. Much of the
land in this segment s privately owned or
managed by the State of Utah, Most of the
shoreline development and evidence of human
activity are found in this segment, Shoreline
developments occur along the braided river
channels until the river cuts 1into a shallow
canyon at mile 119, The river bottom opens up

A-85

again near Crystal Geyser (mile 115.5), a
cotorful mineral spring created by an unsuccess-
ful oil or gas test weil drilied in 1936, The
next 4.5 miles pass through the Little Valley
and Five Mile Wash areas, and signs of previous
agricultural activity are evident. The canyon
walls are closer to the riverbank for the next 9
miles, but they open up again near Dry Lake Wash
{miie 10Z), The remaining & miies are open-
bench areas with several agricultural develop-
ments present along the river's eastern bank

(Ruby Ranch). Scenic and geologic features are

outstanding, Cottonwood, tamarisk, and willow
dominate the riparian areas of this river
segment.

Segment 2

Below Ruby Ranch, the river begins to cut into
the sheer red Wingate Sandstone walls. No human
intrusions are found until Hey Joe Canyon {mile
76), where evidence of mining activity can be
observed along the river, Tamarisk and willow
predominate along the riverbanks. The variety
of rock strata exposed offer outstanding scenic
and geologic values.

Segment 3

Between mile 76 and Canyonlands NP, the canyon
walls rise approximately 1,100 feet. On the
river's east side, primitive jeep trajls run
from Hey Joe Canyon {mile 76) to Mineral Bottom
(mile 52), and a county-maintained road follows
the bench from mile 52 to the Canyonlands NP
boundary (mile 47)., Mining developments can be
observed at Hey Joe Canyon and the river benches
on the north and east sides of Bowknot Bend,
Access to the mines along Bowknot Bend was by
ferry from a spot near Hey Joe mine, assisted by
a cable formerly strung across the river. These
somewhat isolated developments are of historical
interest and do not seriously detract from the
significant scenic values found throughout the
canyon, Cottonwood, tamarisk, and willow
predominate near the river,

ELIGIBILITY

Since no impoundments or other modifications to
the waterway exist between Green River State
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the river meets the
A1l three

Park to Canyonlands NP,
definition of a free-flowing stream.
segments  possess  outstandingly  remarkable
scenic, geologic, and ecologfc values. The
Green River, from Green River State Park to
Canyonlands NP, 1{s determined eligible for
inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System,

Based on the existing situation, river segments
1 and 3 potentially meet the scenic criteria,
The shorelines are largely primitive and
undeveloped, the road access generally incon-
Segment 2

ST g &

enicuous
spicuous .

criteria because it has primitive, undeveloped
shorelines and is accessible only by trail.

otentially meets the wild

n
AR T e

SAN RAFAEL RIVER

INTRODUCTION

The San Rafael River, from the confluence of
Cottonwood and Ferron Creeks (mile 111) to the
confluence with the Green River (mile 0), was
identified in the NRI, The section of river
from the confluence of Cottonwood and Ferron
Creeks {mile 111) to Tidwell Bottoms (mile 50.6)
has been determined eligible for inclusion into
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. This part of
the river was divided into five segments with
the following potential classifications: seg-
ments 1 and 3, scenic; segments 2 and 4, wild.
The remaining 50.6 miles of river below Tidwell
Bottoms were determined ineligible for inclusion
into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System because
of cumulative impacts of roads, fencing, reser-
voirs, and diversions, and the lack of outstand-
ingly remarkable features.

The San Rafael River was identified in the NRI
as having outstandingly remarkable scenic,
recreation, and geologic values, as well as
providing habitat for federally 1listed endan-
gered species.

REGIONAL SETTING

The San Rafael River begins just below the
confluences of the Wasatch Plateau drainages
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(Huntington Creek, Cottonwood Creek, and Ferron
Creek) and flows 111 miles to its confluence
with the Green River, The study segment is
located entirely within Emery County, Utah.

ADMINISTRATION

The river corridor in the study segment Is
administered by BLM, the State of Utah, and

private land owners,
RIVER DESCRIPTION

The public land study corridor is 0.25 miles
from the high-water line on each side of the
river, or to the top edge of the canyon walls,
whichever 1is greater. The river segments in
this preliminary study flow between the con-
fluence of Ferron and Cottonwood Creeks {mile
111) "and the confluence with the Green River

{mile 0).

water quality concern related to
primary recreation contact s bacteriologic
concentrations. EPA STORET data show occasional
violations of the fecal coliform standards at
the Highway U-24 crossing. Highly contaminated
overland flows from storm events may result in
nonpoint fecal contamination and an unacceptable
status for full-body-contact recreation. Viola-.
tions on the San Rafael River include residue,
manganese, nickel, dissolved solids, and
sulphate for public water supply; total phospate
for primary recreation contact; total phospate
for secondary recreation contact; turbidity,
total phospate, and suspended sediment for
cold- and warm-water aquatic 1ife; and residue
conductivity, sodium, and dissolved solids for
irrigation,

The main

Five stream segments were identified based on
shoreline development and accessibility:

(1) confluence of Ferron and Cottonwood Creeks
{mile 111) to lower Fullers Bottom (mfle
103.7);

103.7} to
known as the

(2) lower Fullers Bottom (mile
Johansen Cabin (mile 89.3),
Little Grand Canyon;
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{3) Johansen Cabin (mile 89,.3) to Lockhart Wash
(mile 77.2);

(4) Lockhart Wash (mile Tidwell

Bottoms (mile 50.6); and

77.2) to

(5) Tidwell Bottoms (mile 50,6) to the conflu-
ence with the Green River (mile 0).

Segments 1 through 4 possess outstanding recrea-
tion, scenic, and geologic values. The NRI
discussed scenic and unique geologic values,
excellent hiking opportunities, archaeologic
values, and presence of bald and golden eagles.
The river provides habitat for T/E species.
Riparian vegetation 1in segments 1, 2, and 3
consists mainly of cottonwood, tamarisk, and
willow. With the exception of Mexican Bend,
segment 4 has 1ittle riparian vegetation because
the watercourse is confined. Primary vegetation
in the Mexican Bend area includes cottonwood,
tamarisk, and willow,

Segment 1

From the confluence of Ferron and Cottonwood
Creeks (mile 111) to lower Fullers Bottom (mile
103,7), the river canyon is generally open and
wide. The exception is a 1-mile section through
Cat Canyon, where steep canyon walls rise 200 to
300 feet, A county-maintained road
Hambrick Bottom, leading to the site of an old
gauging station and a substantially unnoticeable
irrigation canal. A BLM-maintained road enters
Fullers Bottom, and several fences can be seen
in this area. Fullers Bottom is used as a boat
Taunching access for the Little Grand Canyon
segment of the San Rafael River.

Segment 2

The section of river from lower Fullers Bottom
(mile 103.7) to Johansen Cabin (mile 89.3) is
also known as the Little Grand Canyon. The
river is deeply entrenched, with. canyon walls
rising over 1,000 feet in places. A historic
mine shaft near mile 101 has reclaimed to the
point of being substantially unnoticeable.
Extreme topographic relief restricts access to
the river canyon. Part of this segment, from

enters:
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mile 87.6 to mile 103.1, 1ies within the Sids
Mountain Complex Wilderness Study Area (WSA).

Seguent 3

From Johansen Cabin (mile 89.3) to Lockhart Wash
{mile 77.2), the river canyon opens up, with
wide benches above the meandering watercourse.
A bladed road leads to the cabin and associated
development near mile 101, A county road
follows Buckhorn Draw, crossing the river on the
swinging bridge. The San Rafael Campground, a
semi-developed camp facility, lies adjacent to
the swinging bridge on the south side of the
river, A county-maintained road follows the
north side of the river, and associated primi-
tive jeep trails access the river in several
places. A badly eroded jeep trail lies west of
Lockhart Wash on the river's south side.

Segment 4

A1l of segment 4 Tjes within Mexican Mountain
WSA. From Lockhart Wash (mile 77.2) to upper

‘Mexican Bend (mile 66), the river is in a deeply

entrenched canyon referred to as the Upper Black
Box. The river cuts deeply into the Coconino
Sandstone, forming sheer walls and steep talus
slopes that rise 600 feet above the river to the
first major bench. This section has no human
intrusions, Access to the river 1is extremely
difficult.

From upper Mexican Bend (mile 66) to Swasey Leap
{mile 60), the river canyon becomes wider again,
but is still confined by clifflines more than
1,500 feet above the river. A reclaimed access
road to an abandoned drill hole parallels the
river's north side for 3 miles in the Mexican
Bend area. The road was closed to motorized use
in 1986 to allow rehabilitation in compliance
with wilderness finterim management policy (IMP)
requirements. Adjacent to the river's north
side 1ies a reclaimed airstrip. Intrusions inm
the Mexican Bend area were determined substan-
tially unnoticeable during the wilderness review
process.

The area from Swasey Leap (mile 60) to Sulphur
Springs (mile 56) is referred to as the Lower



Black Box. Its walls, only 15 feet wide in
places, tower 200 to 300 feet to the first major

bench., No human intrusions are found in the
lower Black Box, and access to the river is
difficult.

From Sulphur Spring (mile 56) to Tidwell Bottoms
{mile 50.6), the river continues to cut through
San Rafael Reef, with 500- to 700-foot walls
Jjutting up until the river breaks out of the
reef,

to the river is difficult,
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Segment §

From Tidwell Bottoms (mile 50.6) to the mouth of
the San Rafael River (mile 0), the river crosses
the wide San Rafael Desert flats. Over 22 miles
of this segment cross private lands, and human
human d{ntrusions are numerous. Roads or jeep
trails occur along much of the river; two dams,
several diversions, and two gauging stations are
present, The area is intensively used by live-
stock, and several fences are visible,

Although this segment possesses scenic values,
contains no outstandingly remarkable features.

ELIGIBILITY

The river meets the definition of a free-flowing
stream from the confluence of Cottonwood and
Ferron Creeks (mile 111) to the Hatt Reservoir
(mile 39), The remaining stretch of river from
Hatt Reservoir {mile 39) to the mouth of the San
Rafael River (mile 0) contains two small dams,
several Utah Power and Light Company diversions,
jeep trails, fences, and two gauging stations.

Segments 1, 2, 3, and 4 have outstanding recrea-
tion, scenic, and geologic values. Segment 5,
from Tidwell Bottoms to the mouth, does not
contain unusual or outstandingly remarkable
values, Therefore, Segments 1, 2, 3, and 4 are
determined eligible for inclusion in the Wild
and Scenic Rivers System,

POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATION

River segments 1 and 3 potentially meet the
scenic criteria based on the existing situa-
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tion. They are free of impoundments and essen-
tially primitive, and road access is generally
unnoticeable from the river, the

immediate vicinity of the swinging bridge.

except in

Based on existing conditions, river segments 2
and 4 potentially meet the wild criteria because
they have primitive, undeveloped shorelines and
are accessible only by trail.

MDDy

JREEK
INTRODUCTION

BLM resource specialists have identified Muddy

Creek, from Highway I-70 (mile 76.6) to the
Emery County line {mile 18,5), as having poten-

tial for wild and scenic river status. This
segment is considered eligible for inclusion in
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Muddy Creek
was not included in the NRI study. The river is
divided into segments with the following poten-
tial classifications: segments 1, 3, and 5,
wild; segments 2, 4, and 6, scenic.

REGIONAL SETTING

Muddy Creek originates on the Wasatch Plateau
above Emery, Utah and flows over 106 miles to
its confluence with the Fremont River, where the
two creeks Jjoin to form the Dirty Devil River.
This study is concerned only with the portion of
Muddy Creek within Emery County, Utah. The
Dirty Devil River, from the confluence of Muddy
Creek and the Fremont River to its confluence
with the Green River, was 1identified in the
NRI. This sgement will be studied by BLM's
Richfield District, Henry Mountain Resource Area
and NPS.

ADMINISTRATION

The river corridor in the Muddy Creek study
segment is administered by BLM, the State of
Utah, and private land owners.

RIVER DESCRIPTION

The public land study corridor is 0.25 miles
from the high-water line on each side of the



APPENDIX J

river, or to the top edge of the canyon walls,
whichever is greater.

water quality concern related to
recreation contact 1is bacteriologic
concentrations, No fecal coliform results were
reported for Muddy Creek. Highly contaminated
overland flows from storm events may result in
nonpoint fecal contamination and an unacceptable
status for full-body-contact recreation. Occa-
sional violations reported on Muddy Creek
include residue, manganese, nickel, dissolved
solids, chloride, and sulphate for public water
supply; turbidity and suspended sediments for
cold-water aquatic Tife; turbidity for warm-
water aquatic 1ife; and residue, conductivity,
sodium, and dissolved solids for irrigation.

The main
primary

In this preliminary study, the Muddy Creek river
segment has been divided into six segments based
on shoreline development and accessibility:

(1) Highway 1-70 (mile 76,6) to the gauging
station above Lone Tree Crossing (mile
65.6);

(2) mile 65,6 to South Salt Wash {mile 63.6);

{3) mile 63.6 to the north end of Tomsich Butte
(mile 46);

(4) mile 46 to Penitentiary Canyon (mile 42.4);

(5) mite 42.4 to Hidden Splendor Mine (mile
30); and

(6) mite 30 to the Emery County boundary (mile
18.5).

Segment 1

From Highway I-70 to mfle 65.6 near the Lone
Tree gauging station, the stream wmeanders
through a canyon 100 to 300 feet deep and 50 to
1,500 feet wide., A gauging station is situated
about 200 yards downstream from the 1I-70

bridge. This segment has no human intrusions
below the 1-70 gauging station.
Recreational boating occurs 1in this segment

during per‘l_ods of high water., The area offers
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outstanding scenic and recreation values in a
natural setting.
to the

Primary vegetation adjacent stream

includes greasewood and tamarisk,

Segment 2

At mile 65,6, the canyon opens up until the
stream passes the confluence with South Salt
Wash (mile 63.6). Below the Lone Tree gauging
station, a county road crosses the river., The
road and gauging station affect a small area and
detract 1little from the outstanding scenery
provided by rugged surrounding topography. This
area serves as a put-in and take-out for
recreational boaters. -

Vegetation is similar to that found in segment 1,

Segment 3

From South Salt Wash (mile 63.6) to the north
end of Tomsich Butte (mile 46), the river enters
a narrow canyon, meandering sharply through
extremely rugged topography. The canyon 1is
approximately 400 feet deep in the upper reaches
and over 1,400 feet deep below the Merry-Go-
Round. The stream bottom varies in width from
100 feet to 0.25 mile. The only human intrusion
found in this segment is a barbed-wire fence at
The Big Bend. Access is difficult except by
trail. The area receives recreational boating
use when flows are sufficient and hiking use
when flows are low. Bighorn sheep occupy the
benches above the river,

Tamarisk occurs in the upper and lower reaches
of segment 3, but overall there is little vege-
tation because of the scouring effect of flash
floods through the constricted canyon,

Segment 4

The 3.6 miles of stream between Tomsich Butte
and Penitentiary Canyon flow through open
country, with a large flat east of the river,
Signs of uranium mining activity in the 1950s
are found along Tomsich Butte and on the slopes
west of the stream. A county road 1s maintained
to the southern end of Tomsich Butte.
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This area has outstanding scenic and recreation
values and is heavily used by off-road vehicle
{ORV) recreationists and hiking enthusiasts in
the spring. It also serves as a put-in and
take-out for recreational boaters when flows are
sufficient,

The primary vegetation in this segment consists
of tamarisk, willow, and cottonwood.

Segment 5

Below Penitentfary Canyon, the streambed becomes
as narrow as 7 feet wide in places and lies over
300 feet deep. A 4-mile-long box canyon known
as The Chute provides a 100-foot-deep f{nner
corridor of wall-to-wall water, The stream then
flows past a badlands area known as Keesle
Country, and the canyon becomes a 1ittle wider,
No human intrusions are evident before the
Hidden Splendor Mine,

The scenic, recreation, and geologic values
outstanding, The canyon offers an unusual
technical recreational boating opportunity. The
Hidden Splendor Mine area serves as a put-in and
take-out for recreational boating and hiking,
Bfghorn sheep can be observed on the benches
above the narrow, steep-walled canyon.

are
and

Little vegetation grows in this segment because
of the stream's scouring effect during periods
of high flows.

Segment 6

Below Hidden Splendor Mine, the stream narrows
and continues to cut through San Rafael Reef,
finally breaking out at mile 26, The stream
then flows for about 7,5 miles through wide-open
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areas to the Emery County line. Faint remnants
of a washed-out jeep trail can be observed from
the Hidden Splendor area to mile 23. The Jeep
trail no longer receives any use., A few fence-
1ines are found close to the stream.,

Views of San Rafael Reef provide spectacular
scenic values. This area 1is also used as an
access point for recreationists venturing into
the reef and the Muddy Creek drainage.

Vegetation in this segment consists mainly of
tamarisk and willow,

ELIGIBILITY

A1l of the Muddy Creek study area from Highway
I1-70 to the Emery County line meets the defini-
tion of a free-flowing stream, There are no
impoundments or other modifications to the
waterway. All six segments possess interesting
and outstanding scenic and recreation values.
Segments 3 through 6 also have outstanding and
unusual geologic values. The entire segment is
therefore eligible for inclusion in the Wild and
Scenic Rivers System.

POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATION

Based on the existing situation, river segments
1, 3, and 5 meet the wild river criteria., The
shorelines do not contain human intrusions, and
road access 1s f{nconspicuous and generally
Timited by topography.

Segments 2 and 6 meet the scenic criteria.
These segments are largely primitive and have
retained a natural character overall, Neither
section has any impoundments,



APPENDIX K, RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM CLASSES

OVERVIEW

Appendix K describes the opportunities available
in each of the six recreation opportunity spec-
trum (ROS) classes. Table K-1 presents each ROS

class 1in terms of experience opportunities,
setting opportunities, and activity opportuni-
ties. These overview statements do not describe

each class in detail, but rather provide a point
of departure from which the planner or manager
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can develop more precise prescriptions for each
class based on specific situations encountered
in field operations.

The listing of activity opportunities is provid-
ed for illustration only and is not meant to
include every activity possible in the area.
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TABLE K-)

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Class Descriptions

Opportunity

Class Experience Opportunity

Primitive Opportunity for isolation from
the sights and sounds of man, to
feel a part of the natural environ-
ment, to have a high degree of
challenge and risk, and to use
outdoor skills,

Semiprimitive Some opportunity for isolation

Nonmotorized

from the sights and sounds of man,
but not as important as for
primitive opportunities. Oppor-
tunity to have high degree of
interaction with the natural
environment, to have moderate
challenge and risk, and to

use outdoor skills,

Setting Opportunity

Area is characterized by essentially
unmodified natural environment of
fairly large size. Concentration

of users is very low and evidence

of other users is minimal.

The area is managed to be essen-
tially free from evidence of man-
induced restrictions and controls.
Only facilities essential for resource
protection are used. No facilities
for comfort or convenience of the user
are provided. Spacing of groups is
informal and dispersed to minimize
contacts between groups. Motorized
use within the area is not permitted.

Area is characterized by a predominantly

unmodified natural environment of
moderate to large size. Concentration
of users is low, but there is often
evidence of other area users. Onsite
controls and restrictions may be
present, but are subtle, Facilities
are provided for the protection of re-
source values and the safety of users
only. Spacing of groups may be
formalized to disperse use and limit
contacts between groups. Motorized
use is not permitted.

Activity Opportunity

Camping, hiking, climbing,
enjoying scenery or natural
features, nature study, photog-
raphy, spelunking, hunting (big
game, small game, upland birds,
waterfowl), ski touring, and
snowshoeing, swimming, diving
{skin and scuba), fishing,
canoeing, sailing, and river
running (non-motorized craft).

Camping, hiking, climbing,
enjoying scenery or natural
features, nature study, photog-
raphy, spelunking, hunting (big
game, small game, upland birds,
waterfowl), ski touring and
snowshoeing, swimming, diving
{skin and scuba), fishing,
canoeing, sailing, and river
running {nonmotorized craft).
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Semiprimitive
Motorized

Roaded Natural

Rural

Some opportunity for isolation
from the sights and sounds of man,
but not as important as for
primitive opportunities.

Opportunity to have high degree of
interaction with the natural
environment, to have moderate
challenge and risk, and to use
outdoor skills. Explicit oppor-
tunity to use motorized equipment
while in the area.

About equal opportunities for
affiliation with other user

groups and for isolation from
sights and sounds of man. Oppor-
tunity to have a high degree of
interaction with the natural
environment, Challenge and risk
opportunities are not very import-
ant, except in specific challenging
activities. Practice of outdoor
skills may be important. Oppor-
tunities for both motorized and

nonmotorized recreation are present.

Opportunities to experience
affiliation with individuals and
groups are prevalent, as is the
convenience of sites and oppor-
tunities. These factors are
generally more important than

the natural setting. Oppor-
tunities for wildland challenges,
risk-taking, and testing of outdoor

Same as above, except that
motorized use is permitted.

Area is characterized by a generally
natural environment with moderate
evidence of the sights and sounds of
man. Resource modification and
utilization practices are evident,

but harmonize with the natural environ-
ment. Concentration of users is Tow

to moderate with facilities sometimes
provided for group activity. Onsite
controls and restrictions offer a sense
of security. Rustic facilities are
provided for user convenience, as well
as for safety and resource protection.
Conventional motorized use is provided
for in construction standards and design
of facilities.

Area is characterized by substantially
modified natural environment. Resource
modification and utilization practices
are obvious, Sights and sounds of

man are readily evident, and the concen-
tration of users is often moderate to
high. A considerable number of faci-
lities are designed for use by a large
number of people, Facilities are

Same as the above, plus the
following: ORV use (4-wheel
drive, dune buggy, dirt bike,
snowmobile) and power boating.

A1l activities listed previously,
plus the following: picnicking,
rock collecting, wood gathering,
auto touring, downhill skiing,
snowplay, ice skating, water
skiing and other water sports,
hang gliding, interpretive use,
rustic resorts, and organized
camps.

A1l activities 1isted previously,
plus the following: competitive
games, spectator sports,
bicycling, jogging, outdoor
concerts, and modern resorts.

(Continued)
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TABLE K-1 (Concluded)

Opportunity

Class Experience Opportunity

Rural skills are unimportant, except in
(Concluded) those activities involving

Modern Urban

challenge and risk.

Opportunities to experience affilia-
tion with individuals and groups are
prevalent, as is the convenience of
sites and opportunities. Experi-
encing the natural environment and
the use of outdoor skills are
largely unimportant.

Setting Opportunity

often provided for specific activities.
Developed sites, roads, and trails, are

designed for moderate to high use.
Moderate densities are provided far

away from developed sites. Facilities

for intensive motorized use are
available.

Area is characterized by a highly modi-

Activity Opportunity

A1l activities listed

fied environment, although the background previously.

may have natural elements. Vegetation is
often exotic and manicured. Soil may be
protected by surfacing. Sights and sounds

of man, onsite, predominate. Large

numbers of users can be expected. Modern
facilities are provided for the use and
convenience of large numbers of people.

Controls and restrictions are obvious
and numerous. Facilities for high-
intensity motor use and parking are
present, with forms of mass transit
often available.




APPENDIX L, CONDITIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES
FOR OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE DESIGNATIONS

OVERVIEW

Appendix L provides information about Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) policy and procedures for
off-road vehicle (ORV) designations,
from the BLM 8341 and 8342 manuals explain ORV

designations, procedures, 1imp}zmentation plans,
designation orders, public 1{involvement, and
emergency closures. The manuals themselves

contain a more complete discussion,
OBJECTIVES

A1l public lands must be designated as open,
1imited, or closed to ORV use to meet public
demand or needs, to protect resources and the
safety of public land users, and to minimize
conflicts among the various public land users,
Additionally, existing ORV designations are
evaluated and revised, {if necessary, whenever
existing management framework plans ({(MFPs) are
amended or when resource management plans (RMPs)
are prepared, revised, or amended.

POLICY

Excerpts-

ORV designations are completed as an integral
"part of the BLM planning system unless problems

or conflicts preclu e planning

schedules.

Notices of ORY designations are published in the
Federal Register within 1 year after completion
of decisfons allocating ORV use,

Designations apply to all ORVs as defined at 43
CFR 8340.0-5(a), regardless of how the vehicles
are being used. Only vehicles excluded from
that definition are allowed in closed or limited
areas where ORV use is prohibited by designation
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order, Necessary nonemergency use associated
with BLM licenses, leases, permits, or sales may
be authorized as an exclusion from that defini-
tion (43 CFR 8340,0-5(a){3)) only if feasible
alternatives have been exhausted and the use is
compatible with established resource management
objectives. The authorization may reasonably
restrict the routes, types of vehicles, and
times or amounts of use, Requests for mineral
exploration or development access under the 1872
mining law are allowed subject to 43 CFR 3802
and 3809,

Open designations are used for intensive ORV use
areas without special restrictions or areas
where no compelling resource protection needs,
user conflicts, or public safety issues warrant
1imiting cross-country travel,

Areas or trails are designated closed if closure
to all vehicular use {is necessary to protect
resources, promote visitor safety, or reduce use
conflicts.

The 1limited designation is used where ORY use
must be restricted to meet specific resource
management objectives. Examples of limitations
include the numbers or types of vehicles; the
time or season of use; permitted or Tlicensed use
only; use limited to existing roads and trails;
use limited to designated roads and trails; or
other 1limitatifons necessary to meet resource
management objectives (including certain com-
petitive or dintensive use areas which have
special Timitations).

users of ORV opportunities and
through brochures, maps, news

BLM informs
restrictions
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releases, articles, group talks, environmental
education, etc, Signs marking specific problem
areas and major entry points supplement these
tools., Not all closed areas are to be signed;
signs are placed where needed to solve specific
problems,

DESIGNATION METHODS

Table L-1 lists the steps in making ORV designa-
tions through the BLM planning system. The
necessary resource disciplines must be repre-
sented to provide an interdisciplinary approach
to ORV allocations (43 CFR 1601.3).

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN GUIDELINES

The +implementation plan is an dinternal BLM
document providing guidance to district and
resource area managers on how to implement
designation decisions. It defines and documents
a specific course of action necessary to reach
ORV designation decisions.

By definition, the implementation plan is brief
and more concise than an activity plan. It
identifies only those actions that are essential
to implement the ORV designation decisfons. As
activity plans are developed, they incorporate
information from ORV 1implementation p]agé\\
However, the ORV implementation plan remains as
a separate entity to provide continuity for
management programming, budgeting, etc. Copies
are maintained at the district and resource area
offices. Machine copies may be made as neces-
sary for programming and budgeting and to re-
spond to public requests.

The plan should contain the following:

- a map and narrative clearly showing the
area's designations, the reasons for the
designations, and any additional information
needed to ensure public knowledge and under-
standing of those reasons;

brochures and maps needed to notify the
public of the ORV designations;

the strategy for boundaries, general infor-
mation, and directional signing, along with
the number, type, and location of signs;
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the number, type, and Tocation of physical
constraints, such as barriers, fences,
gates, ditches, etc,;

- public notices needed to inform the public
about details of designations;

an 1installation schedule for and

physical constraints;

signs

methods and schedules for supervising ORV
use, such as field patrols, aerial recon-
naissance, volunteer monitoring, or coopera-
tive agreements;

the resources, methods, and schedules for
conducting environmental monitoring;

field procedures and arrangements needed to
enforce compliance with ORV designation
decisions 1including cooperative agreements,
user group assistance, trespass notices,
citations, arrests, or other actions;

maintenance standards for signs and physical
constraints; and

- estimates of all costs, work months, and
personnel needed to meet implementation
requirements.

The map design, scale, and format are optional,
but the 1:100,000 scale base-map series should
be utilized wherever possible,

The need for brochures and maps should be iden-
tified when inventory data and other types of
information are being collected in the standard
process and when problems are being identified
in the interim process, so that appropriate
actions can be taken to have the basic brochure
and map materjals developed when the implementa-
tion plan is written.

Public notices may include news releases, spot
announcements on radio or television, newslet-
ters, letters to key interest groups, and public
meetings.

Signs must be provided at intersections and
access points as needed,
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TABLE L-1

0ff-Road Yehicle Use Designations

Planning Step

Identification of issues

Development of planning criteria

Inventory data and information collection

Analysis of the management situation

Formulation of alternatives

Selection of preferred alternative
Selection of resource management plan
Implementation p1$n

Predesignation actions

Designation

Post-designation

Action

Define the nature and extent of problems relat-
ing to ORV use.

Where ORV use is an issue, the planning criteria
must refer to the protection, user safety, and
conflict resolution requirements.

Assemble data necessary to determine protection,
user safety, and conflict resolution require-
ments. New finventory data are collected only
when existing data are 1insufficient to resolve
significant issues.

Utilizing the designation criteria for (1)
resource protection (cultural and natural re-
sources, wildlife, endangered species, and
wilderness), (2) user access requirements
(operational needs, state and private land), and
{3) public safety (hazards and safety factors),
analyze the capability of the public land re-
sources to sustain ORV use,

Develop proposed ORV allocation and include in
alternative RMPs.,

Address ORY allocations as part of the draft
RMP/EIS.,

Decide on the resource allocation for ORV use.
Develop an fimplementation plan to define and
document a specific course of action needed to

implement the ORV allocation decision,

Publish brochures and maps and prepare press
release and other informational materials.

Complete the designation order and publish in
the Federal Register,

Distribute brochures and maps. Phase in other
implementation actions as defined in the imple-
mentation plan if these are within funding and
workforce capability.
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DESIGNATION ORDERS

Normally all public review must be completed
prior to publishing the designation order in the
Federal Register, However, 1if extreme public
controversy 1is anticipated, the designation
order may be published as a proposed notice,
allowing for a formal public review period,

APPEALS

Standard BLM procedures for administrative
appeals apply to designation decisions (43 CFR
Part 4). The procedure for appeals should be
described in each designation order., For desig-
nations published as final decisions, a 30-day
appeal period immediately follows pubiication.
The designation becomes final after 30 days fif
no appeals have been filed,

EMERGENCY LIMITATIONS OR CLOSURES

Limitatfons of use or closure of areas and
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trails on public lands to ORV use under the
authority of 43 CFR 8341.2 are not ORY
designations. Whenever the authorized officer
determines that ORV use would cause or 1is
causing considerable  adverse effects on
resources (soil, vegetation, wildlife or their
habitat, cultural, historic, scenic, recreation,
or other resources), the area must be
immediately closed to the type of use causing
the adverse effects (43 CFR 8341,2),

Emergency limitations or closures are not used
if there is sufficient time to complete standard
or interim designations., They must remain in
force only until one of those designations can
be made or untfl the adverse effects are elimi-
nated and measures implemented to prevent their
recurrence {whichever occurs first). The steps
in emergency closure are listed in table L-2,
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TABLE L-2

Steps in the Emergency Off-Road Yehicle Closure Process

Step Responsibility Action

Problem identification As assigned Identify and briefly document the problem that
is causing considerable adverse effect,

Analysis As assigned Briefly document the adverse effects.

Decision District Manager Complete and publish the emergency order in the
Federal Register,

Implementation As assigned Post the affected area and notify the affected
publics at the earliest date possible, using the
most effective means available,

NOTE: The actions noted above should be completed in a very short time, a matter of hours, 1f

necessary.

A record of the problem {fdentification, analysis, closure order, and action taken to
inform the public is maintained in the district office and {s available for public
review. The closure or l1imitation is entered in the District Designation Order register.
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APPENDIX M, VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES

OVERVIEW

Appendix M describes the process by which visual
resources are classified and the visual impacts
of proposed projects are assessed., The lands
within the planning area have been inventoried
and placed into visual resource management (VRM)
classes. This appendix also describes how the
classes are assigned,

ESTABLISHING VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES

The VRM cTassification process includes (1)
outlining and numerical evaluation of scenic
quatity; (2) outlining visual sensitivity
levels; (3) delineating distance zomes; and (4)
assigning VRM classes.

SCENIC QUALITY

The first step 1s accomplished by outlining
similar scenery on a topographic map., Numerical
values are then given to the area's key factors
{1andform, color, water, vegetation, uniqueness,
and intrusions). The total of these values
determines whether the area 1s a class A, B, or
C scenery unit,

Class A scenery combines the most outstanding
characteristics of each rating factor. Class B
scenery combines some outstanding features and
some that are fairly common to the physiographic
region. Class C scenery combines features that
are fairly common to the physiographic region,

VISUAL SENSITIVITY LEVELS

Sensitivity levels indicate the relative degree
of user interest in visual resources and concern

for changes in the existing landscape charac-
ter. This section is designed to bring input
from area and district management to the weigh-
ing of the two sensitivity criteria: (1) ve-
hicular and pedestrian use volume and (2) ex-
pressed user attitudes toward change. These
criteria are evaluated from a matrix, and a
final sensitivity rating of high, medium, or low
is given. The sensitivity rating will figure
into the final VRM classification.

DISTANCE ZONES

Three distance zones are outlined on topographic
maps: foreground/middieground, background, and
seldom seen. The foreground/middleground zone
is a distance of from zero to 3 to 5 miles away,
where activities can be viewed in detail. The
background is the remaining area up to 15 miles
distant, and seldom seen is that area beyond 15
miles or not seen at all from any corridor of
travel,

YRM CLASSES

After classification as to scenic quality,
visual sensitivity, and distance zones, areas
are assigned to one of four management classes.
These management classes, designed to maintain
or enhance visual quality, describe allowable
degrees of change to the basic Tandscape
elements,

ANALYZING VISUAL IMPACTS

For activities proposed on public lands, impacts
are evaluated with the visual resource contrast
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rating system, This system 1s a method of
evaluating the visual contrast of a proposed
activity to the existing landscape character.

The Tlandscape is separated into its major fea-
tures (land and water surface, vegetation, and
structures), and the degree of change that would
occur in contrast of form, 1line, color and
texture of each feature {s predicted. This
assessment indicates the amount of contrast that
would result from a proposed activity (the
severity of impact) and serves as a guide to
determine what would be required to reduce the
contrast enough to meet the VRM class's require-
ments for the area., Objectives for the VRM
classes are listed below:

I The objective of this class is to preserve
the existing character of the landscape.
This class provides for natural ecologfcal
changes; however, it does not preclude very
limited management activity. The level of

change to the characteristic landscape
should be very low and must not attract
attention.

II The objective of this class 1s to retain
the existing character of the landscape.

The level of change to the characteristic

landscape should be Tlow. Management
activities may be seen, but should not
attract the attention of the casual

111

IV

observer, Any changes must repeat the
basic elements of form, line, color, and
texture found in the predominant natural
features of the characteristic landscape.

The objective of this class 1s to partially
retafn the existing character of the land-
scape. The level of change to the charac-
teristic Tlandscape should be moderate,
Management activities may attract atten-
tion, but should not dominate the casual
observer's view, Changes should repeat the
basic elements found in the predominant
natural features of the characteristic
landscape.,

The objective of this class is to provide
for management activities that require
major modification of the existing charac-
ter of the landscape. The Tevel of change
to the characteristic 1landscape can be
high. These management activities may
dominate the view and be the major focus of
viewer attention. However, every attempt
should be made to minimize the impact of
these activities through careful 1location,
minimal disturbance, and repeating the
basic elements.

Existing VRM classes established for the plan-
ning area were shown in map 82; their approxi-
mate acreages were shown in chapter 3, table 40,

A-102



APPENDIX N, METHODOLOGY FOR ANALYZING IMPACTS TO SOILS

OVERVIEW

Appendix N shows the methodology and rationale
for anticipated impacts to the soil resource in
the planning area set forth in chapter 4.

Calculations of estimated sediment and salt
yleld are based on the best available informa-
tion. As estimates, they are meant to serve
only as a bas{s of comparison among alternatives
and between the relative amounts contributed
from various management activities,

References used 1include specific research on
sedimentation in the San Rafael Swell [King and
Mace, 1953]; current BLM studies on sediment
yield in the same general area as the 1953
studfes; the 20-year Badger Wash hydrologic
study of grazed and ungrazed watersheds [Lusby,
et al, 1971]; BLM Technical Note 373 on
diffuse-source salinity of mancos shale terrain
[Schumm and Gregory, 19871; a 1982 report on
runoff and water quality from mancos shale in
the Price River Basin [Jackson and Julander,
1982); and universal soil loss equation (USLE)
factor data [Dissmeyer, 19811,

The 1953 and current sedimentation studies on
Ssan Rafael Swell drainage basins were used to
calculate total sediment yield resulting from
both geologic and man-caused accelerated ero-
sfon, The USLE was used only to calculate
sedimentation under bare soil conditions and
even then was modified using the site specific
studies. These bare soil conditions exist when
areas are drastically disturbed by activities
such as ORV use and mineral development. Sedi-
ment yield attributed to disturbance from Tive-
stock grazing and changes in sediment yield
resulting from alterations in grazing management
were based on Lusby, et al., 1971 and Schumm and
Gregory, 1987,

Critical Watersheds and Critical Sofl Areas

Critical watersheds are areas subject to severe
wind and water erosion, frequent flooding, and
high runoff; areas that have a potential for
vegetation loss when disturbed; and saline
soils, Areas subject to severe wind erosion,
but which are in late seral stage or better, and
rock outcrop areas were not included.

The designation of the critical soils area was
based on the salinity issue identified in the
scoping process, the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Act of 1974, the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act of 1972, Executive Order
11738 of September 19, 1973; and Executive Order
12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control
Standards, October 24, 1978, Executive Order
12088 requires all federal agencies to comply
with local standards and limitations relating to
water quality. Each federal agency is bound to
recognize and adopt the policies, goals, and
standards of approved Section 208 areawide water
quality management plans in regard to those
federal lands under 1its Jjurisdiction and to
implement p'lén standards to the maximum extent
feasible in its own planning process and manage-
ment ~activities. BLM believes that these
critical soils areas are contributing more salt
and sediment to the Colorado River basin than
normal geologic erosion. Some segments within
the critical sofls area are in exceedance of
state water quality standards. The main objec-
tive of the area chosen as critical soils is to
reduce sediment and salt contributions to the
Colorado River drainage. BLM will manage these
critical soils with that as its main objective
during the activity planning level. If changes
in grazing systems are effective in reducing the
salt and sediment load, then these may be the
actions taken.
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RATIONALE, ASSUMPTIONS, AND CALCULATIONS FOR

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL SEDIMENT, SOIL LOSS AND

SALT LOADING

Use of the USLE was avoided to the extent
possible because

(1) There 1is a lack of confidence in values
determined for average surface conditions
and slope lengths over broad, complex areas.

(2) The USLE accounts only for sheet erosion;
rill and gully erosion are known to be
significant contributors to sediment yields
in the planning area.

The USLE was used only to transform sedimenta-
tion rates under current management conditions
to  sedimentation rates under bare soil
conditions.

Sedimentation rates under current management
were determined using field data from King and
Mace [1953] and Soil Conservation Service (SCS)
sof1 mapping unit descriptions. King and Mace
studied 15 drainage basins in the San Rafael
Swell that were located in geologic formations
ranging from shales and soft gypsum beds to
friable sandstones, Tlimestones, conglomerates,
and resistant sandstones. Their sedimentation
rates reflected erosion resulting from both
man-induced and natural causes, including wind
erosion,

The following assumptions were made:

1. The King and Mace study [1953] generally
reflects current planning area conditions.
Current field data, though 1limited in
extent, support this assumption. These data
produced the following sedimentation rates.

a. Shale and soft gypsum bed groupings apply
to the "high potential for contributing
sediment and salt" category. Sedimenta-
tion rates for this category range from
1.0 to 5.0 acre-feet per square mile.

b, Friable sandstones through the shale and
soft gypsum bed groupings apply to the
"high susceptibility to water or wind
erosion when disturbed® and “high runoff

potential®  categories. Sedimentation
rates for these categories range from 0.5
to 5.0 acre-feet per square mile.

¢. The limestone, conglomerates, and
resistant sandstone grouping and the
lower end of the friable sandstone group-
ings apply to the "potential for vegeta-
tion manipulation® category. Sedimenta-
tion rates for this category range from
0.1 to 1.2 acre-feet per square mile.

3. Average mapping unit slopes range up to 32.5
percent for all categories except “"potential
for vegetation manipulation,” where the
slopes range up to 12 percent. These
figures were obtained from weighting mapping
unit slopes by acreage.

4, Average soil bulk density is 1.35 grams per
cubic centimeter,

Sedimentation under bare soil conditions was
calculated using USLE as well as cover and
reconsolidation factors obtained from graphs
presented by Dissmeyer [1981]. Because there
was no accurate way to convert from soil loss
{given by USLE) to sediment yield, sediment
yields from the site-specific sedimentation
studies were always used in USLE equations and
then modified using USLE factors. Modifications
considered differences in USLE factors between
undisturbed and disturbed conditions.

The USLE 1s used to estimate soil lost from a
site, This equation is based on climate, vege-
tation cover, soil factors, and slope character-
istics. It was originally developed 1in the
Midwest using field trials on cropland and has
only recently been applied to rangelands or
other wildlands. Studies using this equation
and actual field trials indicate that the USLE
provides good estimates of soil loss from
erosion on croplands. Further work is being
done both to evaluate the effectiveness of the
USLE on rangeland and to identify corrections to
the equation to make it more effective for use
on rangeland. Therefore, the calculations made
(explanation follows) are estimates and can be
updated when these techniques are revised,
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- 25 percent pinyon-juniper with 20
pavement and 40 percent canopy;

percent

- 15 percent saltbush and greasewood with 5
percent pavement and 10 percent canopy;

- 60 percent desert shrub and grass with 20
percent pavement and 25 percent canopy.

These major vegetation types were weighted by
area to give the following mixes:

The “high potential for contributing salt
and sediment category™® has 5 percent rock
fragments and 10 percent 0,5-meter-high
conopy cover over bare ground. This gives
corresponding USLE factors of 0.8 and 0.9.

The “high susceptibility to water or wind
erosion” and "high runoff potential® cate-
gories have 15 percent rock fragments and 25
percent 2-meter-high conopy cover over bare
ground, This gives corresponding USLE
factors of 0,7 and 0.9 (0.8 and 0,85 were
used for the Forest Planning Unit (FPU)),

Reconsolidation is a USLE factor used to account
for the amount of natural soil surface healing
that will take place after a site {s disturbed.
A reconsolidation factor of 0.6 has been used
based on the assumption that the average
disturbed soil condition is comparable to having
its entire surface area loosened and then healed
over a 4-year period. This attempts to take
into account that some areas are rarely
disturbed, others are disturbed in drastic ways,
such as from roads or oil pads, while still
others have regular but less drastic disturb-
ance, such as from 1ivestock grazing.
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(e
tists familar with the planning area [SCS sofl
scientists, personal communications, May 1988].
Therefore, sofl losses were calculated based on
sediment yield figures multipiied by 2.5, the
average value,

Salinity yield rates were determined using the
following values:

1. Sediment from badiands in high salt poten-
tfial areas is composed of 3.5 percent salt.
This is based on the 3.8 percent given for
three Badger Wash drainage basins and the
3.0 percent given for Mancos Shale sediments
by Jackson and Julander [1982]

2. Soils with high salt levels (other than
badlands) have 1.46 percent salt. . This
percentage 1{s derived from the following
ratio, knowing that Mancos Shale badlands
have an electrical conductivity of about 12
millimhos per centimeter (mmhos/cm) and
surface mancos sofl has an average
conductivity of about 5.0 mmhos/cm,

3.5¢% = X
12 mmhos/cm 5 mmhos/cm

12X=17.,5; X=1.46%

3. Soils low in salt have an average electrical
conductivity of 1 wmmhos/cm giving a 0,292
percent salt content.

3.5 % = X
12 mmhos/cm 1 nmhos/cm

12X=3,5; X=0,292%

Sample calculations using SRRA sofls in the
*high susceptibility to water or wind erosion"
category are shown in table N-1.

METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

CALCULATIONS

A11 soils in the planning area were divided into
four categories based on sofl type., These
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TABLE N-1

Sample Calculations of Sedimentation and Soil Loss
Using the San Rafael Resource Area High Wind and Water Erosion Category

1.

Calculations of sedimentation under current management

Given: soil bulk density is 1.35g = 2,87 tons x mile?
cm acre¢ x ft

Weighted average slope = 12,4%
Upper range of average slopes = 32.5%

Sedimentation rate x bulk density:

0.5 acre-ft x 2.87 tons x mileZ = 1.4 tons/acre sedimentation {low value)
milet acret x ft

5.0 acre-ft x 2.87 = 14,35 (15) tons/acre sedimentation (high value)
mile

By direct ratio:

12,383 = X = 5.5 tons/acre (average sedimentation)
32.5% 14.35 tons per acre

Calculations for sedimentation under bare soil conditions

According to the USLE, A=RKLSCP, average annual soil loss (A) is equal to the product of
factors affecting er::.fon and soil loss. Most of these factors remain constant. Cover and
reconsolidation factors will change with disturbance. In these equations, "A" {s the
sediment yield calculated above and is divided by cover and reconsolidation factors that
represent undisturbed conditions. The result is the sediment yield that will occur without
the benefit of those undisturbed conditions,

1.4 tons/acre = 3,7 tons/acre (low value) where 0.7 and 0.8 are cover
(0.7) (0.9) (0.6) factors for rock fragments.
14.35 tons/acre = 34 tons/acre (high value) 0.9 is the cover factor
{0.8) (0.9) (0.6) for canopy cover.
0.6 is the soil reconsolida-
By Direct Ratio: tion factor,
5.5 tons/acre = X X=13 tons/acre (average value)

14.35 tons/acre 3

{Continued)
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TABLE N-1 (Continued)

3-

Calculations for salinity under current management

There are 1,193,610 acres of soifl mapping units subject to severe wind or water erosion.
From this acreage there are 557,000 acres of high salt potential areas and 636,610 acres of
low salt potential areas. These two catagories are broken down in the following way:

557,000 acres high salt potential areas 636,610 acres low salt potential areas

440,080 acres soils 545,100 acres soils
83,060 acres badlands 0 acres badlands
33,860 acres rock outcrop and rubbleland 91,510 acres rock outcrop and rubbleland

Given: badland sediment is composed of 3.5 percent salt, Highly saline soils are composed
of 1.46 percent salt. Soils low in salt are composed of 0.292 percent salt. Rock outcrop
and rubbleland areas are not considered sediment producers and are excluded from the
calculations,

Salt Concentration of Sediment in Low Salt Potential Areas with Low Erosion Rates

(1.4 tons/acre sedimentation) ( 0.00292) = 0.0041 tons/acre salt,

Salt Concentration of Sediment in High Salt Potential Areas with High Erosion Rates

From the above breakdowns, 84.1% of this area is composed of soils and 15.9% is composed of
badlands

Therefore, 0.841 (1.46) + 0,159 (3.5) = 1.78% (weighted salinity coversion ratio for
1.00 high salt potential areas)

and, (14.35 tons/acre sedimentation) (0.0178) = 0.26 tons/acre salt.

Average Salt Concentration for High Erosion Area Sediments

There are 1,068,240 acres of soils and badiands in the high erosion areas(440,080 + 83,060 +
545,100}, Of this total:

41.2% = soils in high salt potential area
7.8% = badlands in high salt potential area
51.0% = soils in Tow salt potential area

Therefore, 41.2 (1.46) + 7.8 (3.5) + 51 (0.292) = 1.02% (weighted salinity coversion
100 ratio for high erosion areas)

and, (5.5 tons/acre average sedimentation) (0,0102) = 0,056 tons/acre salt.

(Continued) ;
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TABLE N-1 (Concluded)

4, Calculations for salinity under bare soil conditions

(3,7 tons/acre sedimentation) (0.00292) = 0.011 tons/acre salt in Tow salt potential
areas with low erosion rates.

(34 tons/acre sedimentation) (0.0178) = 0.61 tons/acre salt in high salt potential areas
with high erosion rates.

(13 tons/acre average sedimentation) (0.0102) = 0,13 tons/acre salt as an average,

Calculations were made for the other sedimentation categories and the entire planning area in
the same manner as explained above.
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categories and the values used to calculate soil
loss, sediment, and salinity are shown in in
chapter 3, table 24 and in table N-2 in this
appendix. The base value was calculated using
the numbers under current management in table 24
{chapter 3).

Because these values were generated from sedi-
ment ponds in areas that had management actions
taking place, it was &s'sumed that this base
value includes all current management actions
and reflects conditions 35 years ago (1953).
ORY use; however, was added to the base value
under the assumption that ORVs were not used for
recreation at the time of the study, and that
ORVs presently have a substantial impact on
soils and water.

The values estimated for ORV disturbance .were
based on an assumption that 10 percent of the
acres open to ORVs would lose their vegetation.
Loss of vegetation was the only thing consid-
ered, although the actual values may be higher,
Other ORV effects on soil and water resources
are discussed in chapter 4 under alternative A.

Based on the Badger Wash Study, the changes due
to livestock grazing were selected as follows:

1. Complete elimination of livestock was found
to reduce runoff by between 25 and 40 per-
cent, A 30 percent reduction in soil loss
was used because this was the average value
found in the Badger Wash Study. This value
considers all soil types found in the study
area ranging from mancos- to sandstone-
derived soils, This was equated directly to
soil loss in this analysis.

Complete elimination of livestock was found
to reduce sediment yield from 35 to 63
percent, A 45 percent reduction in sediment
was used because this was the average value
found in the study.

High salt concentrations have a direct
correlation to areas with high sediment
production. Therefore, the same percentages
were used to calculate changes in salt yield.

2, Changing the season of use from spring to
winter was shown to reduce sediment and
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therefore salt yield by 20 percent. The
study also showed that this reduction would
be accompanied by an almost equal reduction
in runoff. Soil loss was also estimated to
decrease by 20 percent.

3. Changing the season of use from spring to
summer was assumed to reduce soil 1loss,
sediment, and salt yield by 8 percent. This
was based on professional judgment of the
area's range staff.

A1l other figures from surface-disturbing
activities were calculated using the values for
disturbed sites., When a management action was
proposed with no specific location, the average
value for disturbed sites was used.

SOIL LOSS THRESHOLD

In order to identify the dimpacts from other
program activities on soil and water, it is
necessary to establish an acceptable level of
disturbance from those activities. As always,
BLM must balance the development of natural
resources with protection of environmental
quality. To do this, a threshold was estab-
1ished to indicate the acceptable level of site
disturbance.

The critical threshold used in this analysis is
the SCS published soil Toss tolerance. Lamar
Mason, Utah State SCS Range Conservationist,
used the USLE coupled with his professional
Judgment to prepare these c¢ritical threshold
values. Associated with the critical threshold,
SCS established a minimum ecological status that
is required to maintain enough vegetation cover
so as not to exceed the soil loss tolerance.

The prime concern of the SCS with regard to soil
erosfon is to keep soil losses below the allow-
able soil loss tolerance or the critical soil
loss threshold., SCS defines this threshold on
rangeland and woodland as the maximum rate of
soil loss beyond which soil erosion will reduce
the 1land's capability to produce potential
native vegetation.

Soil Tloss tolerance is expressed in terms of
tons of sofl loss per acre per year. Maximur
allowable soil loss is shown for each soil 1in
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TABLE N-2

Potential Sof1 Loss with Surface Disturbance;
Sediment Loading; and Salt Loading

Soils Category

High potential for contributing salt
and sediment

High susceptibility to wind or water
erosion when disturbed

High runoff potential
High potential for loss in vegetation

productivity under high rates of wind
or water erosion

Sedimentation
(tons per acre
Soil Loss per year)

Salinity

1.2 to 29.8 6.7 to 34

1.2 to 28,4 3.7 to 34

1.2 to 33,5 3.4 to 34

1.4 to 11,2 0.8 to 9.8

0.12 to 0.61
0.011 to 0.61

0.010 to 0.61

0.0024 to 0,029
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Utah in tons per acre per year in “Soil Erodi~
bility and Soil Loss Factors for Utah Soils"
[SCS, 1974]. The maximum soil loss tolerance
for even the deepest soil is 5 tons per acre per
year, with losses as low as 1 ton per acre per
year on some shallow soils,

SOIL LOSSES BY RANGE SITES

Computations were made for ecological sites fin
Utah to determine potential and present sofl
losses by the SCS in Soil Losses from Utah
Rangeland and Forestland, Mason, SCS, June,
1978, Using USLE, soil losses were computed in
tons per acre per year when vegetation is in its
climax or potential natural community (PNC), in
late seral stage (good condition), in mid seral
stage (fair condition), and in early seral stage
(poor condition), The average soils or most
typical sofls were used to determine the soil
loss tolerance for each site,

Soil loss associated with a particular ecolog-
ical status depends on slope. However, since
slope for these sites was not immediately avail-
able on BLM's geographic information system
(GIS), an average slope for the critical soils
area was assumed to be greater than 20 percent
based on BLM staff knowledge of these areas.

Planning Area Determinations

Each ecological site within the critical sofl
area was evaluated, If 30 percent or more of an
allotment was within the critical soil area, the
full analysis was done. If 29 percent or less
of an allotment was within the critical sofl
area, no further analysis was made 1in this
phase, These breaks were chosen arbitrarily.

;

Procedure

Ecological sites were evaluated in the following
way. If the status for an ecological site was
Yower than the SCS recommendation for maintain-
ijng the soil Toss tolerance, the total ecolog-
ical site acreage was recorded as exceeding the
critical soil loss threshold. If the site
status was equal to or better than the SCS
recommendation, the acres of that site were
considered as non-exceedance areas., The acres
for all sites in each allotment were totaled.
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Table N-3 shows the ecological status needed at
each site to avoid exceeding the critical sofl
loss threshold, Badlands, gypsumlands, talus
slopes, rock outcrops, riverwashes and sand
dunes were not included because they are not
classified as range sites, They may be grazed,
but are not allocated any animal unit months
(AUMs). Vegetation in these areas 1s minimal,
and grazing should have 1ittle effect.

The following three options were the most 1ikely
actions: (1) change season of use from spring
to winter; (2) reduce 1licensed wuse; (3)
redistribute 1ivestock through individual AMPs.

Any one or any combination of the above is
possible. However, the following are the most
1ikely actions and therefore were used in the
analysis:

When the evaluation was complete, the planning
team worked to fidentify actions needed. If an
allotment exceeded the critical sofl loss
threshold in 50 percent or more of its area,
they recommended changing the season of use from
spring to winter. If an allotment exceeded the
critical threshold in 25 to 49 percent of its
area, the recommendation was to reduce licensed
use by 25 percent. If less than 25 percent of
an allotment exceeded the critical soil loss
threshold, it was suggested that d{ndividual
allotment management plans (AMPs) address the
problem through 1ivestock redistribution,

These recommendations are based on the recorded
range site conditions from the Ecological Site
Inventory completed in 1985, Before decisions
to actually change the grazing practices on an
allotment can take place, all available monitor-
ing data must be analyzed. Cover data will be
used to determine whether the critical soils
objective is being met. When the present eco-
Togical site condition is determined with a
field 1investigation, the need to change the
current range practice will be assessed. A
decision for change 1in range management may be
made,

MONITORING

Five years after a range management actfon has
taken place, another field assessment will be
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TABLE N-3

Ecological Sites and Ecologic Status Needed
to Avoid Exceeding the Critical Sofl Loss Threshold

Ecological Site

Ecological Site

Number Name Avoid Exceeding Threshold
UTD34-002 Alkalai Bottom Late
uTD34-003 Alkalai Fan Late
UTD34-006 Alkalai Flat Late
UTD34-009 Loamy Bottom Early
UTD34-011 River Floodplain Early
UTD34-012 Sandy Bottom Early
UTD34-026 Wet Salt Streambank Early
UTD34-101 Desert Alkatai Bench Late
UTD34-103 Desert Clay PNC
UTD34-104 Desert Clay {Shadscale) PNC
UTD34-105 Desert Shallow Loam Late
UTD34-106 Desert Loam Early
UTD34-109 Desert Loamy Clay Late to PNC
UTD34-112 Desert Sand Early
uTD34-115 Desert Sandy Loam Early
TD34-116 Desert Very Shallow Gypsum Late
uTD34-117 Desert Shallow Clay PNC
UTD34-118 Desert Shallow Loam (Black Sagebrush) Late
yTD34-121 Desert Shallow Loam (Pygmy Sagebrush) Late
UTD34-130 Desert Shallow Sandy Loam Late
UTD34-133 Desert Very Steep Shallow Loam Late
UTD34-202 Semidesert Bouldery Loam Late
UTD34-206 Semidesert Gravelly Sandy Loam Late
UTD34-212 Semidesert Loam (Wyoming Big Sagebrush) Early
UTD34-216 Semidesert Sandy Loam Early
UTD34-225 Semidesert Shallow Loam (Wyoming Big Sagebrush) Late to PNC
uTD34-227 Semidesert Shallow Loam (Black Sagebrush) Late to PNC
UTD34-230 Semidesert Shallow Loam (Salina Wildrye) Mid
UTD34-233 Semidesert Shallow Loam (Utah P/J) Mid
UTD34-240 Semidesert Silt Loam Early
UTD34-244 Semidesert Stony Loam (Salina Wildrye) Late
uTN34-247 Semidesert Stony Loam (Utah P/J) Late
UTD34-248 Semidesert Very Steep Loam (Shadscale) Early
UTD34-306 Upland Loam (Basin Big Sagebrush) Early
UTD34-320 Upland Shallow Loam (Black Sagebrush) Late to PNC
UTD34-330 Upland Stony Loam Mid
yTD34-338 Upland Very Steep (P/J) Mid
UTD34-342 Upland Very Steep Shallow Loam (P/J) Late to PNC
UTD35-012 Semiwet Salt Streambank Early
UTD35-015 Sandy Bottom Early
uUTD35-115 Desert Sand Early
{Continued)
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Ecological Status Needed to
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TABLE N-3 (Concluded)

Ecological Site Ecological Site Ecological Status Needed to
Number Name Avoid Exceeding Threshold
UTD35-118 Desert Sandy Loam Early

uTD35-121 Desert Sandy Loam (Black Brush) Early

UTD34-125 Desert Shallow Clay (Shadscale) PNC

uTD35-130 Desert Shallow Sandy Loam Late

UTD35-133 Desert Shallow Sandy Loam (Blackbrush) Late

UTD35-142 Desert Very Shallow Gypsum Late

uTD35-215 Semidesert Sandy Loam Early

yTD35-218 Semidesert Sandy Loam (Blackbrush) Early

uTD35-230 Semidesert Shallow Sandy Loam Mid

uTn35-233 Semidesert Shallow Sandy Loam (Blackbrush) Mid

UTE35-121 Desert Sandy Loam (Blackbrush) Early

UTE48-475 Mountain Very Steep Stony Loam Late to PNC

NOTE: PNC = potential natural community, or climax; P/J = pinyon-juniper,
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made, 1f the vegetation cover shows improvement
in the direction of the SCS critical sofl loss
threshold, no other changes in management will
be recommended. However, if the objective of
obtaining the status needed to meet the SCS
critical threshold is not being met, another
change may be implemented. ;

The threshold presently in use will be updated
and adapted to specific areas during plan imple-
mentation as time and resources allow.

The modified USLE will be used as updating
progresses. If a better method of evaluating
sofl loss in Western rangelands is developed,
that method will be wused in the updating
process. This process will be accomplished by
an interdisciplinary team.
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APPENDIX O, KEY FORAGE SPECIES BY GRAZING ALLOTMENT

OVERVIEW

This appendix designates the key forage species
for each grazing allotment in the San Rafael
Resource Area (SRRA}. Key species are monitored
to determine whether management objectives are
befng met and may be changed if necessary.

28 A1
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GRASS SPECIES

Following is a 1ist of grass species and their
symbols.

Alkall sacaton SPAl
Blue grama BOGR
Crested wheatgrass AGCR
Curlygrass HIJA
Indfan ricegrass ORHY
Needle-and-thread STCO
Sand dropseed SPCR
Squirrel tail SIHY
BROWSE SPECIES

Following is a 1ist of browse species and their
symbols.

Black sagebrush ARNO
Fourwing saltbush ATCA
Gardner saltbush ATGA
Nuttal saltbush ATCU or ATNU
Shadscale ATCO
Winterfat EULA or CELA

KEY SPECIES BY GRAZING ALLOTMENT

Following is a 1ist of the grazing allotments in
SRRA and the key species found on each allotment.

Key Forage Species Symbol

Allotment
Number  Name
5001 Allred
5002 Big Pond
5003 Black
5004 Black Dragon
5005 Buckhorn
5006 Bunderson
5007 Case
5008 Clawson Dairy
5009 Coal Wash
5010 Cove
5013 Cowley
5011 Cox (bon)
5012 Cox (John)
5014 Crawford
5015 Day
5016 Deep Wash
0602 Deer Peak
5017 Dry Wash
5018 Dugout
£020 East Grimes
£021 Ferron Mills
5023 Fullers Bottom
5024 Georges Draw
5025 Globe Link
5026 Hambrick Bottoms
5027 Head of Sinbad
£099 Hondo
5028 Horse Bench
5029 Horseshoe North
5100 Horseshoe South
5030 Humphrey
5031 Iron Wash
5032 Jacobson
5033 Jeffery Well
5034 Jensen
5035 Johnson
5036 Jorgensen

A-115

ORHY,

ORHY, SIHY,

ORHY, STCO,

ORHY,

ATCA,

ORHY,
ATCA,
ORHY,
ORHY,
BOGR,

ORHY,

ORHY,

SPCR,

ORHY, SIHY
ATCA, ARNO
ORHY, SIHY
ORHY, ATCA
CELA, ATGA
ORHY
SIHY
ATNU
ATCA
SIHY
ATNU
ATNU
ATNY

ORHY,
ORHY,
SPAI,
ORHY,
SIHY,
ORHY,
ORHY,
ORHY, ATNU
ORHY, SIHY
CELA, -ORHY
HIJA, ORHY
ORHY, ATNU
ORHY, ATCA
ORHY, ATNU
ORHY, ATNU
ATCA, CELA
CELA, ARNO
ATCA, SPCR
ATCA, CELA
ORHY, ATCA
ORHY, CELA
ORHY, ATCA
ORHY, ATCA
ORHY, ATCA
ORHY, SIHY
CELA, SPCR
ORHY, ATNU
ATCA, ORHY
ORHY, ATNU
ORHY, SIHY
ORHY, SIHY
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Allotment Allotment
Number  Name Key Forage Species Symbol Number Name Key Forage Species Symbol
5037 Justensen ORHY, ATNU 5064 Peacock ORHY, ATNU
0605 Last Chance HIJA, SPCA, ATCA, ORHY 5065 Price (Vic) CELA, ORHY
5038 Link Canyon ORHY, SIHY 5067 Red Canyon ORHY, CELA
5039 Little Holes ORHY, ATNU 5068 Red Seeps ORHY, CELA, ATCA
5040 Little Valley ORHY, ATNU 5069 Reid ORHY, ATNU
5041 Lone Tree ORHY, SPCR, ATCA 5066 R.J. ORHY, SIHY
0607 M&O HIJA, ORHY, SPCR, ATCA 5071 Rochester HIJA, ATNU, CELA, ARNO
5042 McCarty Canyon ORHY, CELA, ATCA 5072 Rock Canyon ORHY, ATNU
5043 McKay Flat ORHY, CELA 0611 Rock Springs SPCR, ORHY, ATCA
5097 Mervin CELA, ORHY 5073 Saddle Horse ORHY, STCO, SPAI
5044 Mesquite Wash ORHY, CELA, ATCA 5074 Saleratus HIJA, ORHY, SPCR, ATCA
5045 Mexican Bend ORHY, SPCR, ATCA 5075 Salt Wash SPCR, ORHY, ATNU, ATCA
5046 Miller Canyon ORHY, SPCR, ATCA 5076 San Rafael River ORHY, ATCA
5047 Molen Pasture ORRY, ATNU 5077 Saucer Basin ORHY, ATCA
5048 Molen Tanks ORHY, ATNU 5079 Sorensen ORHY, SPCR, ATCA
5049 Moonshine ORHY, ATCA 5080 S. Ferron ORHY, ATCA
0608 Mussentuchit SPCR, ORHY, ATCA 5081 S. Herring Flat ORHY, ATCA
5050 Neva ORHY, SIHY 5082 S. Sid & Charley ORHY, ATCA
5051 N. Ferron ORHY, ATCA 5083 S. Sids Mountain ORHY, CELA, ATCA
5052 N. Herring Flat ORHY, ATNU 5084 S. Wolf Hollow ORHY, SIHY
5053 N. Huntington ORHY, AGCR, ATCO, ARNC 5085 Straight Hollow ORHY, ATNU
5054 N. Sid & Charley ORHY, ATCA 5086 Sweetwater ORHY, ATCA, CELA
5055 N. Sids Mountain ORHY, CELA, ATCA 5087 Taylor Flat ORHY, ATCA, ARND
5056 N. Sinbad ORHY, SIHY, ATCA 5088 T.D.Jd. ORHY, SIHY
5057- Northwest Ferron ORHY, ATNU 5089 Temple Mountain ORHY, ATCA
5058 N. Wolf Hollow ORHY, SIHY 5090 Tuttle CELA, ORHY
5098 0.E.d. ORHY, SIHY 5091 West Grimes ORHY, ATNY
5059 011 Dome ORHY, SIHY 5092 West Huntington ORHY, AGCR, CELA, ARND
5060 011 Well Flat ORHY, SIHY, ATCA 5093 West Orangeville ORHY, ATNU
5061 Olsen (E.) ORHY, SIHY 5094 Wilberg ORHY, HIJA, ATCA
5062 0lsen (G.L.) ORHY, AGCR 0612 Willow Springs ORHY, HIJA, ATCA
5063 Pasture Canyon ORHY, ATCA 5086 Wood Hollow ORHY, ATCA
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APPENDIX P, METHODOLOGY FOR ANALYZING ECONOMIC

IMPACTS

OVERVIEW

The purpose of this appendix is to describe the
methods used for analyzing the local economic
importance of Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
programs. The local economic importance of each
program is defined by the effect each program
has on local sales, employment, earnings,
wealth, and taxing district revenues. Some
economic methodologies were wused for all
resource uses, and some were specific to a
particular resource use, :

GENERAL METHODOLOGIES

Most resource management programs either regu-
late or affect economic activities. Whenever
possible, statistics for the local employment,
earnings, and personal income generated by these
activities were obtained from secondary sources
such as the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA)
and the Utah Department of Employment Security
(UDES) [UDES, 1986; USDC, 1985a; UuSDC, 1985b;
UspDC, 1985¢; USDC, 1985d; USDC, 1985e; USDC,
1985F; USDC, 1985g; USDC, 1985h]. When such
statistics were not avaflable for a particular
activity, estimates were based on conversations
with persons having particular knowledge of
these activities.,

A U,S. Forest Service (USFS) economic input-
output model of each county was used to estimate
the indirect and induced 1local importance of
these activities and employment. The economic
model used a 1977 data base [USFS, 1982].
Important economic sectors were updated using
1982 employment/output and sales/output ratios
and 1985 employment statistics [USDC, 1984b;
USDC, 1984c; USDC, 1984d; uspC, 19851, The data
used by the economic model are not strictly
comparable with BEA statistics.
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For consistency, BEA statistics were used when-
ever possible. Only employment multipliers were
used from the county economic model. Earnings
and personal income estimates were derived from
BEA earnings/employment ratios.

Often the place of employment differs from the
place of residence. In these cases, the local
economic effects of employee expenditures were
calculated for the place of residence and separ-
ated from the local economic effects derived
only by that business's activity, which were
calculated by place of employment.

Economic activities can affect the revenues and
costs of local taxing jurisdictions. The fiscal
importance calculations quantified all taxing
district revenues generated directly from an
activity and the related indirect and induced
activity, For example, the sales and property
taxes paid by a mine employee were accounted for
in the fiscal importance calculations of that
mine. Revenues directly generated by an ac-
tivity were calculated based on the activity's
related sales. Indirect and induced revenues
were derived from indirect and induced employ-
ment and average revenues and employment for
each revenue source, The accounting systems
used by local taxing jurisdictions did not allow
for a similar fiscal breakdown of the costs
assocfated with identified activities.

SOIL, WATER, AND AIR

Sediment damage calculations were based on the
value loss of electrical, recreational, water
storage, and flood control benefits to Lake
Powell and sediment removal cost for other
capital investments (table P-1), The analysis
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assumed that 99 percent of the sediment yielded
from the planning area would end up 1n Lake
Powell with a value loss of $0.05 per cubic
yard, and that 1 percent of the sediment would
end up in some other structure with an average
sediment removal cost of $2.50 per cubic yard.

TABLE P-1

Sediment Removal Cost and
Capital Investment Depreciation

Colorado River basin, and (2) elimination of the
indirect and induced damages currently included
in its damage estimates.

Neither sediment nor salinity damage estimates
account for the lag between sediment and salt
loading and the eventual damage it causes
downstream.

LIVESTOCK

Capital
Improvement 1985 Dollars per Cubic Yard
Streets 13 to 16
Buildings 140 to 150
Sewers 250 to 300
Reservoirs and ditches
offsite removal 1.80 to 4,80
onsite removal 1,10 to 1.50
Lake Powell@ 0.03 to 0.06

2The figures for Lake Powell do not represent
sediment removal costs, but rather the gradual
deterioration of the lake's electrical, recrea-
tional, water storage, and flood control
benefits.,

Sources: BLM records; USFS, 1979; EPA, 1973,

Salinity damages were calculated based on stud-
jes by Kleimman, et al, [1974], Kleinman and
Brown [1980], and the Bureau of Reclamation
(BOR) [1980], Damage estimates were updated
using the gross national product (GNP) implicit
price deflator (tables P-2 and P-3). The analy-
sis assumes that salt loading would be affected
with no change in water yield, BOR 1s currently
updating salinity economic damage estimates;
those updates will probably yield smaller sa-
Hnity damage estimates because of (1) Tower
baseline salinity projections 1in the Tlower
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The analysis used 1ivestock enterprise budgets
prepared specifically for the Price River Re-
source Area (tables P-4 through P-9) [Gee, et
al.,, 1986]. These budgets are believed repre-
sentative of the San Rafael Grazing Area based
on (1) its proximity to the Price River Resource
Area, (2) the number of common enterprises
between the two resource areas, and (3) the
similar nature of many 1livestock operations.
The budgets used 1982 as a base year, The
budgets used an historical average for beef
prices; recent price increases and the resulting
increases in profitability were not accounted
for,

The budgets stratified producers according to
herd size and season of use.” A linear program-
ming model was developed for each rancher strat-
um. The models maximized net dincome with the
level of public rangeland forage as one of the
constraints. The models were used to show how
ranchers would respond to forage increases and
decreases. The abbreviated results are dis-
played in tables P-4 through P-9,

Livestock operators would probably respond to
spring exclusfons through a combination of
feeding more hay and reducing herd size. The
analysis assumes operators would respond to
spring exclusions by feeding hay costing $20 per
animal unit month (AUM). This response usually
reduces net revenues more than does a combined
response of feeding hay and reducing herd size,

Forage dependency estimates were based on BLM,
USFS, and State of Utah grazing records, private
leases recorded during the grazing fee apprais-
al, and census estimates of privately produced
forage [USDC, 1984a; Tittman and Brownell, 1984],
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TABLE P-2

Procedures for Converting Salt Loading and Water Yield
to Salt Concentrations

TABLE P-3

Increased Water-User Cost of Increasing Salinity at Imperial Dam
by 1 Milligram per Litre

Year 1990

mg/1 = 6,630 9,710 + X - 7,919.5 x 0.1306
8,129 +Y

Year 2000

mg/1 = 6,627 9,655 + X - 8,529.8 x 0,1310
7,509 + Y

NOTE: X = salt loading in tons; Y = water yield in acre-feet;
mg/1 = salinfty change at Imperial Dam in milligrams per
1itre,

Source: BOR, 1982

Direct Indirect Total
Dollar GNP Implicit Incremental Incremental Incremental
Year Price Deflator Impact Impact Impact
1976 133.7 $257,300 $ 85,700 $343,000
1977 141.7 272,600 90,900 363,500
1978 152.0 292,425 97,475 389,900
1979 165.5 318,500 106,100 424,600
1980 174.5 335,800 111,900 447,700
1981 185.1 356,000 119,000 475,000
1982 201.7 338,000 129,000 517,000
1983 210.3 405,000 135,000 540,000
1984 218,2 420,000 140,000 560,000
1985 226.1 435,000 145,000 580,000
Source: Kleinman and Brown, 1980; BOR, 1985.
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TABLE P-4

Rancher Sales, Costs, and Returns per Cow

Rancher Sales, Costs, and Returns per Cow

TABLE P-5

(Winter/Spring; Herd Sfze 1 to 99) (Spring/Summer/Fall; Herd Size 1 to 99)
With 25% With 25% With 25% With 25%
Increase Decrease Increase Decrease
Unit Baseline SRRA Forage SRRA Forage Unit Baseline SRRA Forage SRRA Forage
Sales $236.63 $236.63 $236.63 Sales $250.45 $250,45 $250.45
Variable Costs? $143.02 $128.28 $157.75 Variable Costs? $157,12 $140.94 $173.30
Returns above Returns above
Yariable Costs $93.61 $108.35 $78,.80 Yariable Costs $93.30 $109,51 $77.15
Fixed Cost? $103.21 $95.09 $111,33 Fixed Cost? $99.00 $39.68 $108.32
Returns to Labor Returns to Labor
and Investment -$9.60 $13.26 -$32,53 and Investment -$5,67 $19.83 -$31,17
Returns to Risk Returns to Risk
and Management® -$509.73 -$356.44 -$663.02 and Management® -$534.,09 -$365.60 -$702.58
i 1.23 0.77 Herd Size i 1.25 0.75

Herd Size ]

2Includes forage, veterinary services, trucking, marketing, main-
tenance and repair of machinery and equipment, fueld, 1ibricants,
{aterest on operating capital, and hired labor,

bIncludes ownership cost of machinery and equipment, land taxes,

and general farm overhead.

CReturns to labor and fnvestment less family labor and normal

rates of return to land and investments,

Source: Gee, et al,, 1986,

2Includes forage, veterinary services, trucking, marketing, mafn-
tenance and repair of machinery and equipment, fueld, 1ibricants,
interest on operating capital, and hired labor.

bIncludes ownership cost of machinery and equipment, land taxes,
and general farm overhead.

CReturns to labor and investment less family labor and normal

rates of return to land and investments.

Source: Gee, et al., 1986.
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TABLE P-6

Rancher Sales, Costs, and Returns per Cow
(Yearlong; Herd Size 100 to 299)

With 25% With 25%
Increase Decrease
Unit Baseline SRRA Forage SRRA Forage
Sales $226.59 $226.59 $226.59
Variable Costs? $127.20 $110,58 $88.20
Returns above
Varfable Costs $99.39 $110.58 $88.20
Fixed Cost? $92.73 $85.13 $100.33
Returns to Labor
and Investment $6.66 $25.45 -$12.10
Returns to Risk
and Management® -$492.60 -$354.66 -§554 .51
Herd Size 1 1.24 0.76

21acludes forage, veterinary services, trucking, marketing, main-
tenance and repair of machinery and equipment, fueld, Tibricants,
interest on operating capital, and hired labor,

bIncludes ownership cost of machinery and equipment, land taxes,
and general farm overhead,

CReturns to labor and fnvestment less family labor and normal
rates of return to land and {nvestments,

Source: Gee, et al., 1986,

TABLE P-7

Rancher Sales, Costs, and Returns per Cow
{Spring/Summer/Fall; Herd Size 100 to 299)

With 25% With 25%
Increase Decrease
Unit Baseline SRRA Forage SRRA Forage
Sales $219.99 $219.99 $219,99
varfable Costs? $135.43 121,21 $149.65
Returns above
Variable Costs $84,56 $98.78 T $70.34
Fixed Cost? $90.77 $82.17 $99.37
Returns to Labor
and Investment -$6.21 $16.60 -$29.03
Returns to Risk
and Management® -$448.54 -$327.73 -$476.10
Herd Sfze 1 1.25 0,75

31ncludes forage, veterinary services, trucking, marketing, main-
tenance and repair of machinery and equipment, fueld, Tibricants,
interest on operating capital, and hired labor.

bIncludes ownership cost of machinery and equipment, land taxes,
and general farm overhead,

CReturns to labor and investment less family labor and normal
rates of return to land and investments.

Source: Gee, et al,, 1986,
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TABLE P-8

Rancher Sales, Costs, and Returns per Cow
(Herd S1ze Greater than 300)

With 25% With 25%
Increase Decrease
Unit Baseline SRRA Forage SRRA Forage
Sales $222.38 $222,38 $222.38
variable Costs? $N7.10 $103.05 $131.15
Returns above
Yariable Costs $105,28 $119.33 $91.23
Fixed Costd $85.09 $78.32 $91.86
Returns to Labor
and Investment $20.19 $41.01 -$0.63
Returns to Risk
and Management® -$411,10 -$288.93 -$490.41
Herd Size 1 1.24 0.76

2Includes forage, veterinary services, trucking, marketing, main-
tenance and repair of machinery and equipment, fueld, libricants,
{nterest on operating capital, and hired labor,

binciudes ownership cost of machinery and equipment, land taxes,
and general farm overhead,

CReturns to labor and investment less family labor and normal
rates of return to land and investments.

Source: Gee, et al., 1986,

TABLE P-9

Rancher Sales, Costs, and Returns per Cow
(A1l Operations)

With 25% With 25%
Increase Decrease
Unit Baseline SRRA Forage SRRA Forage
Sales $71.59 $71.59 $71.59
Varfable Costs? $26.33 $24.27 $28.39
Returns above
Yariable Costs $45,26 $47,32 $43,20
Fixed Cost? $12.91 $11.50 $14.32
Returns to Labor
and Investment $32,35 $35,82 $28.88
Returns to Risk
and Management® -$36.51 -$14.98 $51.09
Herd Size 1 1.25 0.75

AIncludes forage, veterinary services, trucking, marketing, main-
tenance and repafr of machinery and equipment, fueld, libricants,
interest on operating capital, and hired labor,

dIncludes ownership cost of machinery and equipment, land taxes,
and general farm overhead.

CReturns to labor and investment less family labor and normal
rates of return to land and investments.

Source: Gee, et al,, 1986,
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Estimated total herd size for ranchers using San
Rafael Grazing Area was based on BLM records and
on responses to a mail-back questionnaire.
Local ranch herd sizes and budget production
data were used to estimate local sales due to
those ranching operations that use San Rafael
Grazing Area, Sales figures were entered into
the county economic models to derive indirect
and induced effects.

Although tourist-related sales can generate a
significant amount of 1local income and employ-
ment, the recreation industry is not delineated
by standard economic statistics. Numerous
surveys on recreation trips and expenditures
were conducted during the 1970s and early 1980s

by the Institute of Outdoor Recreation and
Tourism (IORT) [IORT, 1984; Dalton, 1982].
(NOTE: 10RT, which was formerly the Institute

for the Study of Qutdoor Recreation and Tourism
(ISORT)}, no Tonger exists.) Results were usual-
Ty published for broad geographic regions.

Statistics published for the geographic region
including Emery County usually included Carbon
County, and sometimes included Grand and San
Juan Counties as well, Separate studies are
usually conducted for out-of-state tourists and
those who reside in Utah. In order to estimate
the local importance of recreation activities in
Emery County, {1t was necessary to apportion
trips and revenues by county and to aggregate
the out-of-state and din-state recreation
statistics.

Using the previous IORT studies, it was possible
to separate the recreation statistics for the
Grand and San Juan County area from those for
the Emery and Carbon County area. Recreation
statistics were further apportioned between
Carbon and Emery Counties based on county acre-
ages, VYisits and expenditures due to recreation
in the planning area were based on BLM visita-
tion estimates and average expenditures per user
day [IORT, 1984]., The local expenditure esti-
mates were entered into the county economic
model to derive the direct, indirect, and in-

ol

duced employment generated.

GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

"~ supplfes and materials.

The cost of managing BLM programs generates
local employment and income through direct
manpower requirements and Tlocal purchases of
The 1986 budget for the
Moab District was used to estimate the manpower
and procurement expenditures required by program,

The effect of government employment on local
sales was estimated based on national average
propensities to consume, broken out by indus-
trial sector., For the sectors that occur in the
local economy, it was assumed that residents
made those purchases 1locally; purchases from
sectors that do not exist locally were assumed
to have been made outside the local economy.
The resulting local sales estimates were used in
conjunction with the county model to estimate
the indirect and induced effects of government
employment,

A1l BLM 1986 procurement expenditures were
reviewed to determine the percentage of purchas-
es made locally, This proportion (35 percent)
was applied to all procurement expenditures by
program. These local expenditure estimates were
then entered into the county economic models to
derive the direct, indirect, and induced employ-
ment generated., The procurement figures were
adjusted slightly to account for support pro-
grams and the discretionary allocation of fixed
cost,

SOCIAL ANALYSIS

A-123

San Rafael Resource Area (SRRA) resource spe-
cfalists Tive in and around the affected area an
have worked and dealt with people who have a
major interest in management of public lands,
The specialists were responsible for identifying
the attitudes of various user groups toward each
planning 1issue. Precise representation of user
groups and communities was not possible through

this information-gathering technique; however,
major social concerns and effects were
identified,
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APPENDIX Q, COMPARISON OF POTENTIAL FOR MINERAL
OCCURRENCE WITH DEVELOPMENT LIMITATIONS
UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES

OVERVIEW

The purpose of Appendix Q {is to aid in under-
standing dimpacts of the various alternatives
upon mineral resources in the planning area.
The tables correlate known or projected mineral
potential with mineral development limitations
under each alternative. Separate tables were
prepared for ofl and gas, coal, mineral materi-
als, uranium, and gypsum.

OIL AND GAS

Table Q-1 compares acres available under the
different oil and gas leasing categories for
each alternative with areas of high, moderate,
and low potential for fluid mineral occurrence.
In San Rafael Resource Area ({SRRA), 106,310
acres have been classified as high potential,
936,540 acres as moderate potential, and 420,990
acres as low potential. A1l of Forest Planning
Unit's (FPU's) 75,350 acres have been classified
as moderate potential, SRRA and FPU together
have 106,310 acres high potential, 1,011,890
acres moderate potential, and 420,990 acres low
potential,

COAL

Table Q-2 compares acres available for coal
leasing under each alternative, assuming that
mineral potential is limited to the Wasatch and
Emery known recoverable coal resource areas
(KRCRAs), and that coal development would occur
only in these areas. Lease acreage is less than
exploration acreage by 4,100 acres due to the
unsuitability study (appendix F), Only these
areas would be subject to leasing conditions
developed in the RMP,

Coal leasing would be allowed in varying degrees
by alternatives. An unsuitability study has
been completed (appendix F). Leasing would
occur only in areas designated suitable. Before
mining operations take place, a full mining and
reclamation plan must be approved under the
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act
{SMCRA), which could further limit mining.

MINERAL MATERIAL

Table Q-3 assumes that the potential for occur-
rence of mineral material deposits is uniform
across the planning area. No attempt has been
made to assess the quality or quantity of miner-
al material in place. The table compares areas
available for mineral material disposal such as
free use and sales, with different levels of
restrictions as described for each alternative
in chapter 2,

LOCATABLE MINERALS
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Tables Q-4 and Q-5 compare the potential for
occurrence of locatable minerals (uranium and
gypsum) with the acres open to entry under each
alternative, assuming that Tlocatable mineral
potential is limited to the areas shown on maps
79 and 80, For uranium, high-potential areas
include the Morrison and Chinle Formations under
fewer than 1,000 feet of overburden. The areas
of high potential for gypsum include the Summer-
ville and Carmel Formations under fewer than
1,000 feet of overburden and contain gypsum beds
nearby., Moderate potential for gypsum includes
the Summerville and Carmel formations under less
than 1,000 feet of cover where occurrence of
gypsum has not been reported.
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TABLE Q-1

Fluid Mineral Classification, by Alternative

0i1 and Gas Potential
and Leasing Category

High Potential

Moderate
Potential

Category

Category

Category

Category

Category

Category

Category

Category

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

Acres Available, by Alternative

(Continued)

A B C D E F Proposed Plan
89,010 105,580 31,840 9,350 47,110 18,640 18,740
0 0 0 0 : 0 0 0
89,010 105,580 31,840 9,350 47,110 18,640 18,740
16,980 730 73,420 4,180 59,200 87,390 86,530
0 0 0 0 0 0 (4]
16,980 730 73,420 4,180 59,200 87,390 86,530
320 0 1,050 0 0 280 1,040
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
320 0 1,050 0 0 280 1,040
0 0 0 92,780 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 92,780 0 0 0
797,320 917,290 91,840 50,910 224,700 429,180 425,280
51,770 75,350 12,260 3,820 29,080 50,850 45,270
849,090 992,640 104,100 54,730 253,780 480,030 470,550
17,650 17,220 603,180 70,720 655,970 376,420 359,340
18,270 0 58,270 7,600 43,570 21,210 27,930
35,920 17,220 661,450 78,320 699,540 397,630 387,270
85,840 0 24,490 0 55,870 126,440 127,460
5,310 0 2,120 0 2,700 3,290 2,150
91,150 0 26,610 0 58,570 129,730 129,610
35,730 2,030 217,030 814,910 0 4,500 24,460
0 0 2,700 63,930 0 0 0
35,730 2,030 219,730 878,840 0 4,500 24,460
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TABLE Q-1 (Continued)

011 and Gas Potential
and Leasing Category

Low Potential

Category 1

Category 3

Category 4

SRRA

n
FPU

Total

FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

Acres Available, by Alternative

-~

A B C )] E F Proposed Plan
243,950 393,180 57,770 108,250 170,920 263,100 258,370
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
243,950 393,180 57,770 108,250 170,920 263,100 258,370
8,500 27,780 107,420 3,090 149,820 41,620 22,800
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8,500 27,780 107,420 3,090 149,820 41,620 22,800
83,160 0 2,710 0 98,340 115,800 97,400
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
83,160 0 2.710 0 98,340 115,800 97.400
85,380 30 253,090 309,650 1,910 470 42,420
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
85,380 30 253,090 309,650 1,910 470 42,420
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Coal Development Limitation by Alternative, Wasatch and Emery Coal Fields

TABLE Q-2

Area Available for Exploration

Acres Available, by Alternative

Standard
conditions

Special
conditions

No surface
occupancy

Total
available

Area Available for Leasing

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

Standard
conditions

Special
conditions

No surface
occupancy

Total
available

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

SRRA
FPY
Total

SRRA
FPU
Total

A B C D E F Proposed Plan
32,280 33,560 11,900 15,550 27,080 23,120 20,620
25,870 28,570 7,580 2,540 17,550 13,070 10,480
58,150 62,130 19,480 18,090 44,630 36,190 31,100

160 160 20,330 380 5,360 9,320 11,080

0 0 18,220 0 8,320 12,800 17,240

160 160 38,550 380 13,680 22,120 28,320
1,280 0 210 0 1,280 1,280 2,130
2,700 0 70 0 2,700 2,700 730
3,980 0 280 0 3,980 3,980 2,860
33,720 33,720 32,440 15,930 33,720 33,710 33,710
28,570 28,570 25,870 2,540 28,570 28,570 28,570
62,290 62,290 58,310 18,470 62,290 62,280 62,280
28,340 29,620 7,800 11,450 22,980 19,010 16,520
25,870 28,570 7,580 2,540 17,550 13,070 10,480
54,210 58,190 15,380 13,990 40,530 32,080 27,000
0 0 20,330 380 5,360 9,320 11,080

0 0 18,220 _0 8,320 12,800 17,240

0 0 38,550 380 13,680 22,120 28,320
1,280 0 210 0 1,280 1,280 2,130
2,700 0 70 0 2,700 2,700 730
3,980 0 280 0 3,980 3,980 2,860
29,620 29,620 28,340 11,830 29,620 29,610 29,610
28,570 28,570 25,870 2,540 28,570 28,570 28,570
58,190 58,190 58,190 14,370 58,190 58,180 58,180
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TABLE Q-3

Mineral Material Development Limitatfons by Alternative

Acres Available, by Alternative

Development Limitations A B C D E F Proposed Plan
Standard SRRA 1,369,480 1,416,050 177,600 168,510 442,530 710,920 702,390
conditions FPU 51,770 75,350 12,260 3,820 29,080 50,850 45,270
Total 1,421,250 1,491,400 189,060 172,330 471,610 761,770 747,660
Special SRRA 94,360 45,730 784,020 77,990 865,190 505,430 468,670
conditions FPU 23,580 0 58,270 7,600 43,570 21,210 27,930
Total 117,940 45,730 842,290 85,590 908,760 526,640 496,600
Total open SRRA 1,463,340 1,461,780 961,620 246,500 1,307,720 1,216,350 1,171,060
to disposal FPU 75,350 75,350 70,530 11,420 72,650 72,060 73,200
Total 1,539,190 1,537,130 1,032,150 257,920 1,380,370 1,288,410 1,244,260
Closed SRRA 0 2,060 502,220 1,217,340 156,120 247,490 292,780
to disposal FPU 0 0 4,820 63,930 2,700 3,290 2,150
Total 0 2,060 507,040 1,281,270 158,820 250,780 294,930
TOTAL SRRA 1,463,840 1,463,840 1,463,840 1,463,840 1,463,840 1,463,840 1,463,840
FPU 75,350 75,350 75,350 75,350 75,350 75,350 75,350

Total 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190
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Uranium Development Limitations, by Alternative

TABLE Q-4

Uranium Potentfal and
Development Limitations

Open to Entry

Medium to
No Potential

Closed to Entry

High Potential

Moderate to
No Potentiail

TOTAL

SRRA
FPU

Tota)

Subtotal

SRRA
FPU
Total
SRRA

FPU
Total

Acres Available, by Alternative

A B C D E F Proposed Plan
355,090 357,230 181,820 30,940 355,060 356,940 335,280
7,200 7,200 7,200 490 7,200 7,200 7,200
366,290 364,430 189,020 31,430 366,260 364,140 342,480
1,102,970 1,102,770 810,120 214,760 1,101,090 1,100,150 1,059,900
68,150 68,150 65,450 10,930 68,150 68,150 68,150
1,171,120 1,170,920 875,570 225,690 1,169,240 1,168,300 1,128,050
1,537,410 1,535,350 1,064,590 257,120 1.535,500 1,532,440 1,470,530
0 1,860 177,270 328,150 30 2,150 23,810
0 0 0 6,710 0 0
0 1,860 177,270 334,860 30 2,150 23,810
1,780 1,980 294,630 889,990 3,660 4,600 43,070
0 0 2,700 57,220 1] 0 0
1,780 1,980 297,330 947,210 3,660 4,600 43,070
1,780 3,850 474,600 1,282,070 3,630 6,750 66,880
1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190




TABLE Q-5

Gypsum Development Limitations, by Alternative
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Gypsum Potential and Acres Available, by Alternative
Development Limitations A B C n E F Proposed Plan
Open to Entry High SRRA 293,760 293,170 175,970 27,250 293,360 293,320 290,620
potential FPU 6,900 6,900 6,900 670 6,900 6,900 6,900
Total 300,260 300,070 182,870 27,920 300,260 300,120 297,520
Moderate SRRA 473,010 473,010 457,680 70,830 473,010 473,010 469,780
potential FPU 14,360 14,360 14,360 2,730 14,360 14,360 14,360
Total 487,370 487,370 472,040 73,560 487,370 437,370 484,140
Low to no  SRRA 695,690 693,820 358,290 147,460 693,780 690,760 634,780
potential FPU 54,090 54,090 51,390 8,020 54,090 54,090 54,090
Total 749,780 747,910 409,680 165,640 747,870 744,850 688,870
Subtotal 1,537,410 1,535,350 1,064,590 257,120 1,535,500 1,532,440 1,470,530
Closed High SRRA 10 200 117,400 266,120 10 50 2,750
to Entry potential FPU 0 0 0 6,230 0 0 0
Total 10 200 117,400 272,350 10 50 2,750
Moderate SRRA 710 710 16,040 402,890 710 710 3,940
potential FPU 0 o 0 11,630 0 0 0
Total 710 710 16,040 414,520 710 710 3,940
Low to no  SRRA 1,060 2,930 338,460 549,130 2,970 5,990 61,970
potential FPU 0 0 2,700 46,070 0 0 0
Total 1,060 2,930 341,160 595,200 2,970 5,990 61,970
Subtotal 1,780 3,840 474,600 1,282,070 3,690 6,750 68,660

TOTAL 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190




APPENDIX Q

Different areas would remain open to entry under Teases are, The tables compare potentfal with
the various alternatives. Mining claim location areas avaflable for mining claim location and
in open areas would not be subject to stipula- with areas segregated from entry.

tions or categorical restrictions as mineral
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APPENDIX R, ECOLOGICAL CONDITION OF GRAZING
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VERVIEW

The purpose of this appendix 1s to estimate
changes to ecological condition of the range
that would result from different methods and
intensities of range management. Table R-1
compares the management levels set forth in the
alternatives, and table R-2 shows the same
information for the proposed plan. The
ecological condition listed under any of the
alternatives for an allotment is not necessarily
the condition the allotment would be managed
for., The desired ecologfcal conditfon would be
determined on a site-by-site basis in conjunc-
tion with rangeland monitoring., This appendix
includes changes caused by such actions as
implementation of allotment management plans
(AMPs) and changes in season of use as presented
under the different alternatives in chapter 2.

ASSUMPTIONS

It was assumed that new AMPs would not begin to
be implemented until the year 1990; therefore,
changes to ecological condition would be ana-
lyzed over a period of 10 or fewer years.

It was assumed that management of a grazing
allotment under an AMP could improve ecological
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Y ALTERNATIVE

condition by two percent of the acres in each
ecological condition class, and that the absence
of an AMP could cause a deciine of 5 percent of
the acres in each ecological condition class.
Generally, it was assumed that the ecological
condition of smaller allotments (those in the
custodial (C) management category) would remain
static.

Elimination of spring grazing after March 15 is
assumed to improve ecological condition by 2
percent of the acres in each ecological condi-
tion class on allotments not under an AMP or
intensive grazing management system. The excep-
tion to this would be under alternative E where
50 percent or more of an allotment is within a
high-use area for off-road vehicles (the semi-
primitive motorized recreation opportunity
spectrum class); in these cases, ecological
condition would remain static,

Where spring grazing after March 15 would be
eliminated and grazing would also be reduced, 1t
ijs assumed that ecological condition would
improve by 4 percent of the acres in each eco-
logical condition class.



APPENDIX R
TABLE R-1

Ecological Status by Percentage of Livestock Grazing Allotments, by Alternative

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E
Allred (5001)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Big Pond (5002)
PNC 57 52 59 59 61 59
Late Seral n n 1 1 1 1
Mid Seral 29 29 29 29 27 29
Early Seral 2 7 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 1 1 1 ] 1 1
Black (5003)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Black Dragon (5004)
PNC 36 3 38 38 40 36
Late Seral 24 24 24 24 24 24
Mid Seral 34 3 34 34 34 34
Early Seral 6 n 4 4 2 6
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buckhorn (5005)
PNC 1 0 3 3 5 3
Late Seral 12 8 12 12 12 12
Mid Seral 66 66 66 66 66 66
Early Seral 21 26 19 19 17 19
Rock QOutcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 v} 0
Bunderson (5006)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Continued)
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APPENDIX R
TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Case (5007)
PNC 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 75 75 75 75 75 75 75
Early Seral ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Clawson Dairy (5008)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 2 2 4 0 4
Mid Seral _ 77 72 75 75 73 77 73
Early Seral 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
Coal Wash (5009)
PNC 71 73 73 73 75 73 75
Late Seral 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mid Seral 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Early Seral 5 3 3 3 1 3 1
Rock Outcrop/Badland 22 22 22 22 22 22 22
Cove (5010)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 58 58 58 58 58 58 58
Early Seral 42 42 42 42 a2 42 42
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cowley (5013)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cox (Don) (5011)
PNC 78 78 78 7 78 78 78
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Early Seral 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Cox (John) (5012)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 2 2 4 2 4
Mid Seral 99 94 98 98 96 98 96
Early Seral 1 6 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland
Crawford (5014)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 2 2 4 2 4
Mid Seral 100 95 98 98 96 98 96
Early Seral 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Day (5015)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Mid Seral 82 82 82 82 82 82 82
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Deep Wash (5016)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 2 0 4 0 0
Mid Seral 100 95 98 95 96 95 95
Early Seral 0 5 0 5 0 5 5
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Deer Peak {0602)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mid Seral Al 66 71 7 71 n 71
Early Seral 29 34 27 27 25 29 25
Rock Outcrop/Badiand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dry Wash (5017)
PNC 0 0 2 2 2 0 2
Late Seral 20 15 20 20 20 15 20
Mid Seral 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
Early Seral 17 22 " 15 15 15 22 15
Rock Outcrop/Badland 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B c D E F
Dugout (5018)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 4
Late Seral 17 12 17 17 17 17 17
Mid Seral 78 78 77 77 75 78 78
Early Seral 1 6 0 0 0 1 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
East Grimes (5020)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 15 10 10 17 9 15 10
Early Seral 85 90 90 83 81 85 90
Rock Outcrop/Badiand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ferron Mills (5021)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 2 2
Late Seral 30 25 30 30 30 30 30
Mid Seral 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Early Seral 40 45 38 38 36 38 38
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fullers Bottom (5023)
PNC 10 5 12 12 14 12 12
Late Seral 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Mid Seral 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Early Seral 46 51 44 44 42 42 42
Rock Outcrop/Badland 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Georges Draw (5024)
PNC 48 43 50 50 50 50 50
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 44 a4 44 44 44 44 a4
Early Seral 4 9 2 2 2 2 2
Rock Outcrop/Badland 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Globe-Link (5025}
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 58 53 58 58 58 58 58
Mid Seral 22 22 20 20 18 22 20
Early Seral 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
(Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Hambrick Bottoms (5026)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 4
Late Seral 18 13 18 18 18 18 18
Mid Seral 81 81 80 80 78 81 78
Early Seral 1 6 0 0 0 1 o
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Head of Sinbad (5027)
PNC 0 2 2 2 4 2 2
Late Seral 48 48 48 48 48 48 48
Mid Seral 29 27 27 27 25 27 27
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
Hondo (5099)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 2 0 2 0 0
Mid Seral 26 21 24 21 24 21 21
Early Seral 0 5 0 5 0 5 5
Rock Outcrop/Badland 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Horse Bench (5028)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 28 23 28 28 28 28 28
Mid Seral 61 61 61 61 61 61 61
Early Seral 10 15 8 8 6 10 8
Rock Outcrop/Badland 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]
Horseshoe North (5029)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 2 2
Late Seral 27 22 27 27 27 27 27
Mid Seral 70 70 69 69 67 69 69
Early Seral 1 6 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Horseshoe South (5100)
PNC 2 0 4 4 6 4 4
Late Seral 29 26 29 29 29 29 29
Mid Seral 55 55 53 53 51 53 53
Early Seral 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
(Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B c D E F
Humphrey (5030)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral (4] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Iron Wash (5031)
PNC 0 2 2 2 4 0 4
Late Seral 33 33 33 33 33 33 33
Mid Seral 47 47 47 47 a7 47 a7
Early Seral 12 10 10 10 8 12 8
Rock Outcrop/Badland 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Jacobson (5032)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 58 58 58 58 58 58 58
Mid Seral 42 42 42 42 42 42 42
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jeffery Well (5033)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 2 2
Late Seral 20 15 20 20 20 20 20
Mid Seral 61 61 61 61 61 61 61
Early Seral 17 22 15 15 13 15 15
Rock Outcrop/Badland 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Jensen (5034)
PNC 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Johnson (5035)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mid Seral 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Early Seral 69 69 69 69 69 69 69
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Continued)

A-139



APPENDIX R
TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Ecological Condition Class Current A B c D E F
Jorgensen {5036)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
Justesen (5037)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 54 54 54 54 54 54 54
Mid Seral 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Early Seral 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Last Chance (0605) »
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 5 0 5 5 5 5 5
Mid Seral 61 61 61 61 61 61 61
Early Seral 7 12 5 5 3 7 5
Rock Outcrop/Badland 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
Link Canyon (5038)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 2 0 2 0 0
Mid Seal 100 95 98 95 98 95 95
Early Seral 0 5 0 5 0 5 5
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 v} 0 0 0
Little Holes (5039)
PNC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Late Seral 32 32 32 32 32 32 32
Mid Seral 60 66 60 60 60 60 60
Early Seral 7 7 70 70 70 70 70
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Little Valley (5040)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 27 22 27 27 27 27 27
Mid Seral 57 57 57 57 57 57 57
Early Seral 16 21 16 16 16 16 16
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Lone Tree (5041)
PNC 1 0 3 3 5 3 5
Late Seral 8 4 8 8 8 8 8
Mid Seral 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
Early Seral 4 9 2 2 0 2 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 49 49 49 49 49 49 49
M & 0 (0607)
PNC n 6 13 13 15 13 15
Late Seral 32 32 32 32 32 32 32
Mid Seral 48 43 48 48 48 48 48
Early Seral 4 9 2 2 0 2 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
McCarty Canyon (5042)
PNC 99 94 100 100 100 94 100
Late Seral 1 6 0 0 0 6 0
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mckay Flat (5043)
PNC 1 6 13 13 15 13 15
Late Seral 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
Mid Seral 32 37 30 30 28 30 28
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 44 44 44 44 44 44 44
Mervin (5097)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mesquite Wash (5044)
PNC 99 94 100 100 100 94 100
Late Seral 1 6 0 0 0 6 0
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Mexican Bend (5045)
PNC 5 0 7 7 9 7 9
Late Seral 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Mid Seral 55 55 55 55 55 55 55
Early Seral 15 20 13 13 n 13 1
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Miller Canyon (5046)
PNC 90 85 91 91 91 90 85
Late Seral 1 6 0 0 0 1 6
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 9 9 9 9 9 9 ]
Molen Pasture (5047)
PNC 88 88 88 88 88 88 88
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Molen Tanks (5048)
PNC T 54 54 54 54 54 54 _ 54
Late Seral 39 39 39— 739 39 39 39
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Rock Outcrop/Badland 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Moonshine (5049)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 16 1 16 16 16 16 16
Mid Seral 72 72 72 72 72 72 72
Early Seral 9 14 7 7 5 9 7
Rock Outcrop/Badland 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mussentuchit (0608)
PNC 2 0 4 4 6 4 4
Late Seral 25 22 25 25 25 25 25
Mid Seral 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
Early Seral 10 15 8 8 6 8 8
Rock Outcrop/Badland 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
(Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B c D E F
Neva (5050)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Mid Seral 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 4 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Ferron (5051)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 2 2 4 0 4
Mid Seral 72 67 72 72 72 72 72
Early Seral 4 9 2 2 0 4 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 24 24 24 24 24 24 24
North Herring Flat (5052)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 2 4
Late Seral 43 58 43 43 43 43 43
Mid Seral 57 62 55 55 53 55 53
Farly Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Huntington (5053)
PNC 36 31 38 38 40 38 40
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
Early Seral 10 15 8 8 6 8 6
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
North Sid & Charley (5054)
PNC 11 6 13 13 15 13 13
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 53 53 53 53 51 53 53
Early Seral 2 7 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 34 34 34 k") 3 34 34
North Sids Mountain (5055)
PNC 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland o 0 0 0 0 0 0
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of A11otment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class Current A B c D E F

North Sinbad (5056)

PNC 6 1 8 8 10 6 8
Late Seral 32 32 32 32 32 32 32
Mid Seral 49 49 49 . 49 49 49 49
Early Seral 4 9 2 2 0 4 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Northwest Ferron (5057)
PNC 0 0 0 2 4 0 2
Mid Seral 27 22 22 27 27 27 27
Mid Seral 73 78 78 N 69 73 71
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Wolf Hollow (5058)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 Vj
OEJ (5098)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Dutcrop Seral 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
0i1 Dome (5059)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
011 Well Flat (5060)
PNC 10 5 12 12 14 10 14
Late Seral 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
Mid Seral 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
Early Seral 21 26 19 19 17 21 17
Rock Outcrop/Badland 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D £
Olsen, £, (5061)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
0lsen, G.L. (5062)
PRC 9 4 4 9 9 9
Late Seral 0 5 5 2 4 0
Mid Seral 91 9] 91 89 87 91
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pasture Canyon (5063)
PNC 2 0 4 4 6 4
Late Seral 7 4 7 7 7 7
Mid Seral 70 70 70 70 70 70
Early Seral 20 25 18 18 16 18
Rock Outcrop/Badland 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peacock (5064)
PNC 29 29 29 29 29 29
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 30 30 30 30 30 30
Early Seral 41 41 41 4 41 4
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Price (Vic) (5065)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Red Canyon (5067)
PNC 46 4] 48 48 50 48
Late Seral 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mid Seral 40 45 38 38 36 38
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badiand " n n n N n
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class Current A B8 C D 3 F

Red Seeps (5068)

PNC 0 0 2 2 4 2 2
Late Seral 10 5 10 10 10 10 10
Mid Seral 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
Early Seral 5 10 3 3 1 3 3
Rock Outcrop/Badland 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Reid (5069)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R.J. (5066)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 ‘ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rochester (5071}
PNC 0 2 2 2 4 0 4
Late Seral 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Mid Seral 91 89 89 89 87 9N 87
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Canyon (5072)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 2 4 0 4
Mid Seral 100 95 95 98 96 100 96
Early Seral 0 5 5 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Springs (0611)
PNC 0 2 2 2 4 0 4
Late Seral 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
Mid Seral 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
Early Seral 14 12 12 12 10 14 10
Rock Outcrop/Badland 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
(Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Saddle Horse (5073)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 0
Late Seral 96 91 96 96 96 96 n
Mid Seral 4 9 2 2 0 4 9
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Saleratus (5074)
PNC N 26 33 33 35 33 35
Late Seral 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
Mid Seral 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
Early Seral 17 22 15 15 13 15 13
Rock Outcrop/Badland 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1
Salt Wash (5075)
PNC 7 9 9 9 N 9 n
Late Seral 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Mid Seral 51 50 50 50 43 50 48
Early Seral 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
San Rafael (5076)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 22 17 22 22 22 22 22
Mid Seral 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Early Seral 6 n 4 4 2 6 4
Rock Outcrop/Badland 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Saucer Basin (5077)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 2 2
Late Seral 19 14 19 19 19 19 19
Mid Seral 22 22 20 20 18 20 20
Early Seral 1 6 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 58 58 58 58 58 58 58
Sorensen (5079)
PNC 88 88 88 88 88 88 88
Late Seral 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B c D E F
South Ferron (5080)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
lLate Seral 0 0 0 2 4 0 2
Mid Seral 92 87 87 90 88 92 90
Early Seral 0 5 5 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
South Herring Flat (5081)
PNC 0 0 0 2 4 2 4
Late Seral 22 17 17 22 22 22 22
Mid Seral 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Early Seral 50 55 55 48 46 48 46
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Sid & Charley (5082)
PNC 32 27 34 34 36 34 36
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Early Seral 5 10 3 3 1 3 ]
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
South Sids Mountain (5083)
PNC 50 45 52 52 54 52 48
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Early Seral 1 16 9 13
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 31 3 3 A 31 3 A
South Wolf Hollow (5084)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 v} 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
Straight Hollow (5085)
PNC 0 0 0 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 6 1 1 6 6 6 6
Mid Seral 94 99 99 92 90 94 92
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Continued)
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Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Sweetwater (5086)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 2 0
Late Seral 15 10 15 15 15 15 15
Mid Seral 63 63 63 63 63 63 63
Early Seral 16 21 14 14 12 14 14
Rock Outcrop/Badland 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Taylor Flat (5087)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 68 63 68 68 68 68 68
Mid Seral 32 37 30 30 28 32 30
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T.D.J. (5088)
PNC , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Temple Mountain (5089)
PNC 6 1 8 8 10 8 8
Late Seral 48 43 48 48 48 48 48
Mid Seral 44 a4 44 44 42 44 44
Early Seral 2 7 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tuttle (5090)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Grimes (5091)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 2
Late Seral 30 25 30 30 30 30 30
Mid Seral 54 54 54 54 54 54 54
tarly Seral 16 21 14 14 12 16 14
Rock Qutcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Continued)
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TABLE R-1 {Continued)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

£cological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
West Huntington (5092)
PNC 34 29 36 36 38 k! 38
Late Serai 1 1 i 1 1 1 1
Mid Seral 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Early Seral 37 42 35 35 33 37 33
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Orangeville (5093)
PNC 68 68 70 70 72 70 63
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
Early Seral 6 6 4 4 2 4 11
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wilberg (5094)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Mid Seral 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
Early Seral 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Wildlife (5102)
PNC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Willow Springs (0612)
PNC 0 0 2 2 4 0 4
Late Seral 86 81 86 86 86 86 86
Mid Seral 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Early Seral 6 n 4 4 2 6 2
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wood Hollow (5096)
PNC 0 2 2 2 4 2 4
Late Seral 53 53 53 53 53 53 53
Mid Seral 26 24 24 24 22 24 22
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
{Continued)
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TABLE R-1 (Concluded)

Percentage of Allotment, by Alternative

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class Current A B C D E F
Glen Canyon NRA (5015)
PNC ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0
Buckhorn Unallotted (5101) '
PNC 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Late Seral 41 41 4] 4 4 41 41
Mid Seral 53 53 83 53 53 53 53
Early Seral 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buckhorn Draw (5105)
PNC 85 85 85 85 85 85 85
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mid Seral 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Canyonlands (5104)
PNC 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
Late Seral 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Mid Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 72 72 72 72 72 72 72
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Ecologfcal Status by Percentage of Livestock Grazing Allotments Under the Proposed Plan

Grazing Allotment and

Ecological Condition Class

Percentage
of Allotment

Current Future

Percentage
Grazing Allotment and of Allotment

Ecological Condition Class Current Future

Allred (5007)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral

Rock Outcrop/Badland

Big Pond (5002)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral

Rock Outcrop/Badland

Black (5003)
PNC
Late Seral.
Mid Seral
Early Seral

Rock Outcrop/Badland

Black Dragon (5004)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral

Rock Outcrop/Badland

Buckhorn (5005)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral

Rock OQutcrop/Badland

Buckhorn Draw (5105)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral

Rock Outcrop/Badland

=~

100

57
n
29

36
24
34

12
66
21

85

15
0
0

38
24
34

12
66
19

85

15
0
0

Buckhorn Unalloted (5101)

PNC 3 3
Late Seral 41 41
Mid Seral 53 53
Early Seral 3 3
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Bunderson (5006)
PNC 0 0
Late Seral 0 0
Mid Seral 100 100
Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Canyonlands (5104)
PNC 0 0
Late Seral 28 28
Mid Seral 0 0
Early Seral 0 0
Rock Qutcrop/Badliand 72 72

Case (5007)

PNC 25 25
Late Seral 0 0
Mid Seral 75 75
Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Clawson Dairy (5008)
PNC 0 0
Late Seral . 0 4
Mid Seral 77 73
Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 23 23

Coal Wash (5009)

PNC n 75
Late Seral 1 1
Mid Seral 1 1
Early Seral 5 1
Rock Outcrop/Badland 22 22
{Continued)

A-152



APPENDIX R
TABLE R-2 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class

Percentage
of Allotment

Current Future

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class

Percentage
of Allgotment

Current Future

Cove (5010)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Qutcrop/Badland

Cowley {5013)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Cox (Don) (5011)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Cox (John) (5012}
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Qutcrop/Badland

Crawford (5014)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Day (5015)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

0 0
0 0
58 58
42 42
0 0
0 0
0 0
100 . 100
0 0
0 0
78 78
0 0
18 18
4 4
0 0
0 0
4

99 96
0 0
0 0
0 4
100 96
0 0
0 0
18 18
82 82
0 0
0 0

A-153

Deep Wash (5016)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Deer Peak (0602)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Dry Wash (5017)
PAC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Dugout (5018)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

tast Grimes (5020)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Ferron Mills (5021)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

{Continued)

0 0
0 0
100 95
0 5
0 0
0 0
0 4
7 n
29 25
0 0
0 2
20 20
23 23
17 15
40 40
4

17 17
78 78
1 0
4

0 0
0

15 10
85 90
0 0
0 2
30 30
30 30
40 38
0 0
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TABLE R-2 (Contfnued)

Percentage Percentage
Grazing Allotment and of Allotment Grazing Allotment and of Allotment
Ecological Condition Class Current Future Ecological Condition Class Current Future
Fullers Bottom (5023) Hondo (5099)
PNC 10 12 PNC 0 0
Late Seral 10 10 Late Seral 0 0
Mid Seral 28 28 Mid Seral 26 21
Early Seral 46 42 Early Seral 0 5
Rock Outcrop/Badland 6 6 Rock Outcrop/Badland 74 74
Georges Draw (5024) Horse Bench (5028)
PNC 48 50 PNC 0 2
Late Seral 0 0 Late Seral 28 28
Mid Seral 44 44 Mid Seral 61 61
Early Seral 4 2 Early Seral 10 8
Rock Outcrop/Badland 4 4 Rock Outcrop/Badland 1 1
Glen Canyon NRA (5015) Horseshoe North (5029)
PNC 0 0 PNC 0 2
Late Seral 0 0 Late Seral 27 27
Mid Seral 0 0 Mid Seral 70 69
Early Seral 100 100 Early Seral 1 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 2
Globe-Link (5025) Horseshoe South (5100)
PNC 0 2 PNC 2 4
Late Seral 58 58 Late Seral 29 29
Mid Seral 22 20 Mid Seral 55 53
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 20 20 Rock Outcrop/Badland 14 14
Hambrick Bottoms (5026) Humphrey (5030)
PNC 0 4 PNC 0 0
Late Seral 18 18 Late Seral 0 0
Mid Seral 81 78 Mid Seral 100 100
Early Seral 1 0 Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Head of Sinbad (5027) Iron Wash (5031)
PNC 0 2 PNC 0 4
Late Seral 48 48 Late Seral 33 33
Mid Seral 29 27 Mid Seral 47 47
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 12 8
Rock Outcrop/Badland 23 23 Rock Outcrop/Badland 8 8
(Continued)
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Percentage Percentage
Grazing Allotment and of Allotment Grazing Allotment and of Allotment
Ecological Condition Class Current Future Ecological Condition Class Current Future
Jacobson (5032) Last Chance (0605)
PNC 0 0 PNC 0 2
Late Seral 58 58 Late Seral 5 5
Mid Seral 42 42 Mid Seral 61 61
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 7 5
Rock Outcrop/Badiand 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 27 27
Jeffery Well (5033) Link Canyon (5038)
PNC 0 2 PNC 0 0
Late Seral 20 20 Late Seral 0 0
Mid Seral 61 61 Mid Seral 100 95
Early Seral 17 15 Early Seral 0 5
Rock Outcrop/Badland 2 2 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Jensen (5034) Little Holes (5039)
PNC 0 0 PNC 1 2
Late Seral 0 0 Late Seral 32 32
Mid Seral 100 100 Mid Seral 60 60
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 7 70
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Johnson (5035) Little Valley (5040)
PNC 0 0 PNC 0 0
Late Seral 1 1 Late Seral 27 27
Mid Seral 30 30 Mid Seral 57 57
Early Seral 69 69 Early Seral 16 16
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Jorgensen (5036) Lone Tree (5041)
PNC 0 0 PNC 1 5
Late Seral 0 0 Late Seral 8 8
Mid Seral 74 74 Mid Seral 38 38
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 4 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 26 26 Rock Outcrop/Badland 49 49
Justesen (5037) M & 0 (0607)
PNC 0 0 PNC 11 15
Late Seral 54 54 Late Seral 32 32
Mid Seral 6 6 Mid Seral 48 48
Early Seral 40 40 Early Seral 4 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 5 5

(Continued)
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TABLE R-2 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class

Percentage
of Allotment

Current Future

McCarty Canyon (5042)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

McKay Flat (5043)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Qutcrop/Badland

Mervin (5097)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Mesquite Wash (5044)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Mexican Bend (5045)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Miller Canyon (5046)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

99 100
1 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

n 15

13 13

32 28
0 0

44 44
0 0
0 0

100 100
0 0
0 0

99 100
1 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
5. 9

25 25

55 55

15 1
0 0

90 85
1 6
0 0
0 0
9 9
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Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class

Percentage
of Allotment

Current Future

Molen Pasture (5047)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Qutcrop/Badland

Molen Tanks (5048)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Qutcrop/Badland

Moonshine (5049)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Mussentuchit (0608)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Neva (5050)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

North Ferron (5051)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

(Continued)

88 88
0 0
12 12
0 0
0 0
54 54
39 39
0 0
1 1
6 6
16 16
72 72
9 7
3 3
2 4
25 25
35 35
10 8
28 28
0 0
50 50
50 50
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 4
72 72
4 0
24 24
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TABLE R-2 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class

North Herring Flat (5052)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

North Huntington (5053)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

North Sid & Charley (5054)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badliand

North Sids Mountain (5055)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

North Sinbad (5056)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Northwest Ferron (5057)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Percentage Percentage

of Allotment Grazing Allotment and of Allotment

Current Future Ecological Condition Class Current Future
North Wolf Hollow (5058)

0 4 PNC 0 0
43 43 Late Seral 0 0
57 53 Mid Seral 100 100

0 0 Early Seral 0 0

0 0 Rock Qutcrop/Badland 0 0

0.E.J. (5098)
36 40 PNC 0 0

0 0 Late Seral 0 0
40 40 Mid Seral 38 38
10 6 Early Seral 0 0
14 14 Rock Outcrop Seral 62 62

011 Dome (5059)
n 13 PNC 0 0

0 0 Late Seral 0 0
£3 53 Mid Seral 100 100

2 00 Early Seral 0 0
34 34 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0

011 Well Flat (5060)
100 100 PNC 10 14

0 0 Late Seral 39 39

0 0 Mid Seral 26 26

0 0 Early Seral 21 17

0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 4 4

Olsen, E. (5061)

6 8 PNC 0 0
32 32 Late Seral 0 0
49 49 Mid Seral 100 100

4 0 Early Seral 0 0

9 9 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0

Olsen, G.L. (5062)

0 2 PNC 9 4
27 27 Late Seral 5
73 7 Mid Seral 7 91

0 0 Early Seral 0

0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0

{Continued)
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TABLE R-2 (Continued)

Percentage Percentage
Grazing Allotment and of Allotment Grazing Allotment and of Allotment
Ecological Condition Class Current Future Ecological Condition Class Current Future
Pasture Canyon {5063) R.J. (5066)
PNC 2 4 PNC 0 0
Late Seral 7 7 Late Seral 0 0
Mid Seral 70 70 Mid Seral 100 700
Early Seral 20 18 Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 1 1 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Peacock (5064) Rochester (5071)
PNC 29 29 PNC 0 4
Late Seral 0 0 Late Seral 9 9
Mid Seral 30 30 Mid Seral 9 87
Early Seral 41 4 Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Price (Vic) (5065) Rock Canyon (5072)
PNC 0 0 PNC 0 0
Late Seral 0 0 Late Seral 0 4
Mid Seral 100 100 Mid Seral 100 96
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Red Canyon (5067) Rock Springs (0611)
PNC 46 48 PNC 0 4
Late Seral 3 3 Late Seral 39 39
Mid Seral 40 38 Mid Seral 21 21
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 14 10
Rock Outcrop/Badland 11 11 Rock Outcrop/Badland 26 26
Red Seeps {5068) Saddle Horse (5073)
PNC PNC 0 0
Late Seral 10 10 Late Seral 96 91
Mid Seral 79 79 Mid Seral 4 9
Early Serail 5 3 Early Seral 0 0
Rock Outcrop/Badland 6 6 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Reid (5069) Saleratus (5074)
PNC 0 0 PNC 3N 35
Late Seral 0 0 Late Seral 13 13
Mid Seral 100 100 Mid Seral 38 38
Early Seral 0 0 Early Seral 17 13
Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0 Rock OQutcrop/Badland 1 1
(Continued)
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TABLE R-2 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class

Salt Wash (5075)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

San Rafael (5076)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Saucer Basin (5077)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Sorensen (5079)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Qutcrop/Badland

South Ferron (5080)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

South Herring Flat (5081)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badtand

Percentage Percentage

of Allotment Grazing Allotment and of Allotment

Current Future Ecological Condition Class Current Future
South Sid & Charley (5082)

7 n PNC 32 36
25 25 Late Seral 0 0
51 48 Mid Seral 50 50

1 0 Early Seral 5 1
16 16 Rock Outcrop/Badland 13 13

South Sids Mountain (5083)

0 2 PNC 50 48
22 22 Late Seral 0 0
70 70 Mid Seral 8 8

6 4 Early Seral n 13

2 2 Rock Outcrop/Badland 31 31

South Wolf Hollow (5084)

0 2 PNC 0 0
19 19 Late Seral 0 0
22 20 Mid Seral 100 100

1 0 Early Seral 0 0
58 58 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0

Straight Hollow (5085)

88 88 PNC 0 2
6 6 Late Seral 6 6
0 0 Mid Seral ' 94 92
6 6 Early Seral 0 0
0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badliand 0 0

Sweetwater (5086)

0 0 PNC 0 0

0 2 Late Seral 15 15
92 90 Mid Seral 63 63

0 0 Early Seral 16 14

8 8 Rock Outcrop/Badland 6 6

Taylor Flat (5087).

0 4 PNC ] 2
22 22 Late Seral 68 68
28 28 Mid Seral 32 30
50 46 Early Seral 0 0

0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0

(Continued)
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TABLE R-2 (Continued)

Grazing Allotment and
Ecological Condition Class

T.p.J. (5088)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Temple Mountain (5089)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Tuttle (5090}
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

West Grimes (5091)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badliand

West Huntington (5092)
PNC
Late Seral
Mid Seral
Early Seral
Rock Outcrop/Badland

Percentage Percentage
of Allotment Grazing Allotment and of Allotment
Current Future Ecological Condition Class Current Future
West Orangeville (5093)
0 0 PNC 68 63
0 0 Late Seral 0 0
100 100 Mid Seral 26 26
0 0 Early Seral 6 n
0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Wilberg (5094)

6 8 PNC 0 0
48 48 Late Seral 5 5
44 44 Mid Seral 77 77

2 0 Early Seral 181 18

0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0

Wildlife (5102)
0 0 PNC 0 0
0 0 Late Seral 100 100
100 100 Mid Seral 0 0
0 0 Early Seral 0 o]
0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0
Willow Springs (0612)

0 2 PNC 0 4
30 30 Late Seral 86 86
54 54 Mid Seral 8 8
16 14 Early Seral 6 2

0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 0 0

Wood Hollow (5096)
34 38 PNC 0 4

1 1 Late Seral 53 53
28 28 Mid Serat 26 22
37 33 Early Seral 0 0

0 0 Rock Outcrop/Badland 21 21
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APPENDIX S, VEGETATION IMPACT ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS

OVERVIEW

Appendix S presents the assumptions that were
used to project the amount of disturbance to
vegetation resources under the various alterna-
tives described in chapter 2,

VEGETATION COVER

The assumptions used to determine the loss to
the general vegetation cover are given for both
short- and long-term losses, 1in acres, by
alternative (table S-1). No attempt has been
made to project where the disturbance would
actually occur, or what type of vegetation would
be Tost.

A-161

For determining general vegetation disturbance,
it was assumed that dimpacts from private and
commercial woodland product harvest would be
insignificant.

It was assumed that 3 percent of the acres open
for off-road vehicle (ORV) use would actually be
disturbed.

It was assumed that impacts from maintenance and
construction of watershed control structures
would be 1insignificant, since only about 20
acres would be involved,
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TABLE S-1

Assumptions for Vegetation Disturbance and Loss Under the Alternatives

Cause of Disturbance

011 and gas producing
wells and access

Geophysical exploration
Coal exploration
Mineral material sites
Mineral exploration

Rights-of-way for roads, pipe-
1fnes, and transmission lines

Livestock range improvements
0ff-road vehicle use

Land disposals

Wildfire (13 acres per year)
Green River scenic loop

Developed recreation sites

Acres of Permanent Loss or Temporary Disturbance, by Alternative

A B C E F Proposed RMP

Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp
0 230 0 240 0 230 0 40 0 230 0 230 Q 230
0 480 0 600 0 480 0 120 0 480 0 480 0 480
0 8 0 8 0 3 0 3 0 8 0 8 0 8
0 200 0 200 0 200 0 40 0 200 0 200 0 200
0 90 0 130 0 70 0 70 0 70 0 90 0 90
0 50 0 50 0 50 0 7 0 50 0 50 0 50
0 80 0 360 0 0 0 0 0 80 0 80 0 80
0 46,180 0 15,390 0 17,230 ¢ 6,310 0 38,770 0 30,490 0 20,410
6,820 0 0 0 6,970 0 1,420 o 7,810 0 7,730 0 7,730 0
0 156 ] 156 0 156 0 156 0 156 0 156 0 156
250 0 250 . 0 250 0 250 0 250 0 250 0 250 0
0 0 0 0o 0 60 0 0 0 60 0 60 0 60
7,070 47,474 250 17,134 7,220 18,479 1,670 6,746 8,060 40,104 7,980 31,844 7,980 21,764




APPENDIX T, LIVESTOCK FORAGE IMPACT ANALYSIS

ASSUMPTIONS

OVERVIEW

Appendix T presents the assumptions and formulas
used to estimate changes in animal unit months
{AUMs) of livestock forage that would result
from management actions under the alternatives
described in chapter 2.

ALTERNATIVE A

Based on the following assumptions and calcula-
tions, there would be a net decrease of 710 AUMs
to a total of 56,161 AUMs at the level of the
past 5 years average licensed use and 87,542
active preference AUMs by the year 2000,

Under alternatives A, C, E, F, and the proposed
RMP, the Wildlife Allotment (630 acres), Buck-
horn Draw (4,520 acres), and unallotted lands
{1,730 acres) would be excluded from livestock
grazing.

Currently, operator demand is at the 5 years
average licensed use level of 56,871 AUMs, but
not equal to the allowable active preference
Tevel of 88,252 AUMs. It is assumed that oper-
ator demand will remain at the 5 years average
licensed use Tlevel, but may increase up to
allowable active preference. Therefore, a range
is used for analysis purposes.

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
big game grazing the public lands. Specific
allocations of forage for these animals will be
made on the activity plan level or in conjunc-
tion with grazing decisions to be issued upon
completion of 5 years of monitoring, if range-
land monitoring shows forage to be competitive.
Protection of riparian areas will also be
addressed at the activity plan level in areas
where such action is deemed necessary.
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It is assumed that all isolated tracts offered
for disposal would be disposed of by the year
2000, amounting to approximately 325 AUMs in 23
allotments.,

011 and gas production (12 AUMs); seismic
exploration {24 AUMs); mineral material sites
(20 AUMs); mineral exploration (5 AUMs); and
losses from wildfire (8 AUMs), rights-of-way (3
AUMs), and the Green River scenic Toop (13 AUMs)
would result in a loss of only 85 AUMs, This is
insignificant for analysis purposes in alterna-
tives A through F, because the affected areas
are scattered throughout the planning area and
are not concentrated in any specific area or
allotment. A1l of the above losses would be
residual, except that for the Green River scenic
Toop, with the majority of this loss regained
following vreclamation or natural succession.
The Green River scenic loop would be a long-term
Toss of 13 AlUMs spread over seven allotments.

Disturbance from off-road vehicles (ORVs) is
estimated to be 3 percent of the entire area
open to ORV use, causing the loss of 385 AUMs.
The majority of this disturbance would be
regained through natural succession,

ALTERNATIVE B

Based on the following assumptions, there could
be an increase to 96,006 AUMs, an increase of
39,845 AUMs from 5 years average licensed use
and an 1increase of 8,464 AUMs from active
preference by the year 2000,

Under alternative B, the Bowknot Bend (1,830
acres) and North 8ig Flat Top (190 acres) Areas
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) and
the relict vegetation portion of the San Rafael
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Reef ACEC (2,000 acres) would be closed to
livestock grazing. However, no AUMs were sub-
tracted in the analysis because these relict
vegetation communities are inaccessible . to
1ivestock,

Currently, operator demand is at the 5 years
average licensed use Tevel of 56,871 AlMs;
operator demand is not equal to the allowable
active preference level of 88,252 AUMs, 1t is
assumed under this alternative that operator
demand would increase up to allowable active
preference,

Livestock forage AUMs could increase under this
alternative due to the construction of livestock
water developments, which would enable currently
unusable areas to be grazed by livestock. It is
assumed that one livestock water would service 2
square miles (approximately 1,280 acres) and
that the average stocking rate for the planning
area s 20 acres per AUM, Therefore, each
livestock water would allow an additional 60
AUMs to be grazed,

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
big game grazing the public lands. Specific
forage allocations for these animals will be
made on the activity plan level or in conjunc-
tion with grazing decisions to be issued upon
completion of 5 years of monitoring, if forage
is considered to be competitive, based on range-
land monitoring., Protection of riparian areas
will also be addressed at the activity plan
level 1in areas where such action is deemed
necessary,

0i1 and gas production (13 AUMs); seismic
exploration (30 AUMs); mineral material sites
{20 AUMs); mineral exploration (13 AUMs); and
tosses from from wildfire (8 AUMs), rights-of-
way (3 AUMs), and the Green River scenic loop
(13 AUMs) would result in a loss of only 100
AUMs., This s insignificant for analysis
purposes, because the affected areas are
scattered throughout the planning area and are
not concentrated in any specific area or
allotment, A1l of the above 1losses would be
residual, except that for the Green River scenic
loop, and the majority of this loss would be
regained following reclamation. The Green River
scenic Toop would be a long-term loss of 13 AUMs
spread over seven allotments,
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In order to maximize the Tivestock industry, no
land disposals are identified under this
alternative.

Disturbance from ORV use is estimated to be 3
percent of the entire area open to ORV use. The
majority of this disturbance would be regained
through natural succession,

An additional 435 AUMs would be available for
Tivestock grazing through the opening of areas
previously closed to grazing (unallotted lands,
Buckhorn Draw, and the Wildlife Allotment).

ALTERNATIVE C

Based on the following assumptions, there could
be a net decrease in the 5 years average
ticensed use of 10,781 AUMs (for a total of
45,380 AUMs) and a net decrease in active
preference of 14,784 AUMs (for a total of 72,758
AUMs) by the year 2000,

Under alternative C, the Bowknot Bend (1,830
acres) and North Big Flat Top (190 acres) ACECs
would be excluded from Tlivestock grazing.
However, no AlUMs were subtracted in the analysis
because these relict vegetation communities are
inaccessible to livestock.

Currently, operator demand is at the 5 years
average licensed use level of 56,871 AUMs;
operator demand is not equal to the allowable
active preference level of 88,252 AUMs. It fis
assumed that operator demand would remain at the
§ years average licensed use level, but may
increase up to allowable active preference.
Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes.

Grazing seasons would be changed from spring
{March 15 to June 15) and fall (September 1 to
November 1) to winter use in areas where poten-
tial conflicts may exist between Tlivestock and
recreationists (high-use areas such as primitive
(P), semiprimitive nonmotorized - (SPNM), and
semiprimitive motorized (SPM) recreation oppor-
tunity spectrum (ROS) classes)}. Livestock AUMs
were adjusted downward in allotments where
potential conflicts may exist between 1ivestock
and wildlife (areas with deer, elk, antelope and
bighorn sheep habitat). In some areas with
winter 1livestock use and- large populations of
wildlife, allotments may be closed to Tivestock
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grazing (current wildlife AUMs were subtracted
from total 5 years average licensed use and
active preference).

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
big game grazing the public lands. Specific
. forage allocations for these animals will be
made on the activity plan level or in conjunc-
tion with grazing decisions to be issued upon
completion of 5 years of monitoring, if forage
is considered to be competitive, based on range-
land monitoring. Protection of riparian areas

will also be addressed at the activity plan
lTevel in areas where such action 1is deemed
necessary.

011 and gas production (12 AUMs); seismic
exploration (24 AUMs); mineral material sites
(20 AUMs); mineral exploration (1 AUM); and
losses from wildfire (8 AUMs), rights-of-way (3
AUMs), developed recreation sites (3 AUMs), and
the Green River scenic loop (13 AUMs) would
result in a loss of only 84 AUMs. This is
insignificant for analysis purposes because the
affected areas are scattered throughout the
planning area and are not concentrated in any
specific area or allotment. A1l of the above
Josses would be residual, except for those from
developed recreation sites and the Green River
scenic loop). The developed recreation sites
{long-term loss of 3 AUMs) would be in three
different allotments, and the Green River scenic
loop {long-term loss of 13 AUMs) would be spread
over seven allotments.,

It was assumed that 357 AUMs would be lost on 26
allotments because of land disposals.

Disturbance from ORV use is estimated to be 3
percent of the entire area open to ORV use, The
majority of this disturbance would be regained
through natural succession.

ALTERNATIVE D

Based on the following assumptions, there could
be a net decrease 1in the 5 years average
1icensed use of 27,479 AUMs (for a total of
28,682 AUMs) and a net decrease 1in active
preference of 43,284 AUMs (for a total of 44,258
AUMs) by the year 2000,
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Under alternative D, the Bowknot Bend (1,830
acres), North Big Flat Top (190 acres), and
Hebes Mountain (960 acres) ACECs would be closed
to livestock grazing. However, no AUMs were
subtracted in the analysis because these areas
are finaccessible to livestock. Dry Lake Arch-
aeological District (16,990 acres), Tomsich
Butte Historic District (2,040 acres), and
Temple Mountain Historic District (2,660 acres)
ACECs would also be closed to livestock grazing.

Currently, operator demand is at the 5 years
average licensed use Tlevel of 56,871 AUMs;
operator demand is not equal to the allowable
active preference level of 88,252 AUMs. It is
assumed that operator demand would remain at the
5 years average licensed use level, but may
increase up to allowable active preference.
Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes.

In critical watershed areas, grazing seasons
would be changed from spring (March 1 to May 31)
to winter use to help alleviate soil disturbance
during peak runoff periods. This change would
also allow for an increase in vegetation cover,
which would decrease erosion as well. In addi-
tion, licensed use would decrease by 50 percent
of the current 5 years average licensed use and
active preference in an effort to maintain 25
percent utilization by 1livestock 1in these
areas, MNtilization studies would be necessary
to determine if the initial reduction of 50
percent is adequate and if further adjustments
{up or down) are needed. It is assummed that
these changes would help to protect critical
watersheds in the planning area.

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
big game grazing the public lands., Specific
forage allocations for these animals will be
made on the activity plan level or in conjunc-
tion with grazing decisions to be issued upon
compietion of 5 years of monitoring, if forage
is considered to be competitive, based on range-
land monftoring. Livestock AUMs may be adjusted
following rangeland monitoring and riparian
habitat inventory. Protection of riparian areas

will also be addressed at the activity plan
level in areas where such action 1is deemed
necessary.

It was assumed that 86 AUMs would be lost on
three allotments because of land disposals,
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0i1 and gas production (2 AUMs); seismic
exploration (6 AUMs): mineral material sites (8
AUMs); mineral exploration (1 AUM); and 1losses
from wildfire (8 AUMs), rights-of-way (1 AUM),
and the Green River scenic loop (13 AUMs) would
result in a Tloss of only 39 AUMs, This is
insignificant for analysis purposes because the
affected areas are scattered throughout the
planning area and are not concentrated in any
specific area or allotment. A1l of the above
losses would be residual, except for those from
developed recreation sites and the Green River
scenic loop. The Green River scenic loop long-

term loss of 13 AUMs would be s

allotments,

raad over covan
reéag over seven

Disturbance from ORV use is estimated to be 3
percent of the entire area open to ORV use., The
majority of this disturbance would be regained
through natural succession.

ALTERNATIVE E

Based on the following assumptions, there could
be a net decrease in the 5 years average
licensed use of 1,059 AUMs (for a total of
55,102 AUMs) and a net decrease 1in active
preference of 1,014 AUMs (for a total of 86,528
AUMs) by the year 2000,

Under alternative E, the Bowknot Bend (1,830
acres) and North Big Flat Top (190 acres) ACECs
~would be excluded from 1livestock grazing.
However, no AUMs were subtracted in the analysis
because these relict vegetation communities are
inaccessible to livestock. The Temple Mountain

Motorcycle Trail would also be excluded from

livestock grazing.

Currently, operator demand is at the 5 years
average Tlicensed use level of 56,871 AUMs;
operator demand is not egqual to the allowable
active preference level of 88,252 AUMs. It is
assumed that operator demand would remain at the
5 years average licensed use Tlevel, but may
increase up to allowable active preference,
Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes,

Grazing seasons would be changed from spring
{March 15 to June 15) and fall (September 1 to
November 1) to winter use in areas where poten-
tial conflicts may exist between livestock and
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ORV use (high-use areas such as the SPM ROS
class) to provide maximum recreation opportuni-

...... recreati pportun

ties during heavy use periods.

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
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forage allocations for these animals will be
made on the activity plan Tevel or in conjunc-
tion with grazing decisions to be issued upon
completion of 5 years of monitoring, if forage
is considered to be competitive, based on range-
land monitoring. Protection of riparian areas
will also be addressed at the activity plan

Taval 49n arocac whara curh actinon 3¢ daamod
iever Th areas where such action 15 geemed

necessary.

It is assumed that 2,647 AUMs would be lost on
26 allotments because of land disposals.

0i1 and gas production (12 AUMs); seismic
exploration (24 AUMs); mineral material sites
(20 AUMs); mineral exploration (1 AUM); and
losses from wildfire (8 AUMs), rights-of-way (3
AUMs), developed recreation sites (3 AUMs), and
the Green River scenic loop (13 AUMs) would
result in a loss of only 85 AUMs. This fis
insignificant for analysis purposes because the
affected areas are scattered throughout the
planning area and are not concentrated in any
specific area or allotment. A1l of the above
losses would be residual, except for those from
developed recreation sites and the Green River
scenic loop. The Green River scenic loop long-
term loss of 13 AUMs would be over seven aliot-
ments, and the developed recreation site Toss
would occur on three allotments.

Disturbance from ORV use 1is estimated to be 3
percent of the entire area open to ORV use, The
majority of this disturbance would be regained
through natural succession.

ALTERNATIVE F

Based on the following assumptions, there could
be a net decrease in the 5 years average
licensed use of 410 AUMs (for a total of 55,751
AUMs) and a net decrease in active preference of
1,398 AUMs (for a total of 86,198 AUMs) by the
year 2000,
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Under alternative F, the Bowknot Bend (1,830
acres) and Big Flat Tops (2,640 acres) ACECs
would be excluded from Tivestock grazing.
However, no AUMs were subtracted in the analysis
because these areas are inaccessible to live-
stock. The Swasey Cabin ACEC (220 acres) would
also be excluded from livestock grazing except
for trailing; this area is largely unsuitable
for livestock grazing except for animals trail-
ing into Eagle Canyon,

Currently, operator demand is at the 5 years
average licensed use level of 56,871 AUMs;
operator demand fs not equal to the allowable
active preference level of 88,252 AUMs. It is
assumed that operator demand would remain at the
5 years average licensed use level, but may
increase up to allowable active preference,
Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes,

On 43 allotments (for analysis purposes only),
the grazing season would be changed from spring
(March 1 to June 15) to winter use because 50
percent or more of the allotment exceeds the
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) critical soil
loss threshold (appendix N), Of these 43 aliot-
ments, 16 would be analyzed with a 25 percent
reduction for crucial wildlife habitat protec-
tion, On three allotments, where 49 percent of
the allotment exceeds the SCS critical soil loss
threshold, a 25 percent reduction in 5 years
average licensed use and active preference AUMs
would be analyzed with no change in grazing
season.,

At this time (1989), it is not known whether the
allotments are exceeding the SCS critical soil
loss threshold, This determination would be
made on an allotment-by-allotment basis in
conjunction with current rangeland monitoring
methods. If it is determined that the allot-
ments are exceeding the SCS critical soil loss
threshold, and the rangeland trend is down, then
changes in livestock management are necessary.
These could include changes in grazing season,
reductions in numbers, implementation of grazing
systems, or other agreements that would provide
some protection for these areas. If changes are
necessary, range use agreements with the
operators would be sought,

On allotments exceeding the SCS critical soll
loss threshold, but in an upward trend, no
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changes in management would be made as long as
the areas are improving and heading toward the
individual site goals.

A1l changes in season and numbers discussed
above are strictly for analysis purposes and
represent a possible management scenario,
Additional monitoring information, not gathered
at this time, is needed to determine where
actual changes In season and livestock AUMs are
needed to protect critical soils. Therefore,
any changes based on exceedance of the SCS
critical soil Toss threshold would be made in
conjunction with grazing decisions to be {ssued
following 5 years of rangeland monitoring.

The analysis assumptions above are made solely
to measure the possible impacts from such
changes.

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
big game grazing the public lands, Specific
forage allocations for these animals will be
made on the activity plan level or in conjunc-
tion with grazing decisions to be {ssued upon
completion of 5 years of monitoring, if forage
is considered to be competitive, based on range-
land monitoring. Protection of riparian areas
will also be addressed at the activity plan
level 1in areas where such action 1is deemed
necessary. Riparfian habitat management plans
and allotment management plans will be written
and implemented to protect riparian areas from
overutilization by Tivestock.

It is assumed that 4,549 AUMs would be lost from
29 allotments because of land disposais.

0i1 and gas production (12 AUMs); seismic
exploration (24 AUMs); mineral material sites
{20 AUMs); mineral exploration (5 AUM); and
losses from wildfire (8 AUMs), rights-of-way (3
AUMs), developed recreation sites {3 AUMs), and
the Green River scenic loop (13 AUMs} would
result in a Tloss of only 89 AUMs, This fis
insignificant for analysis purposes because the
affected areas are scattered throughout the
planning area and are not concentrated in any
specific area or allotment. All of the above
losses would be residual, except for those from
developed recreation sites and the Green River
scenic loop. The Green River scenic loop long-
term loss of 13 AUMs would be spread over seven



APPENDIX T

allotments, and the developed recreation site
loss would occur on three allotments.

Disturbance from ORV use is estimated to be 3
percent of the entire area open to ORV use., The
majority of this disturbance would be regained
through natural succession.

PROPOSED RMP

Based on the following assumptions, there could
be a net increase in the 5 years average
licensed use of 46 AUMs {for a total of 56,207
AUMs) and a net decrease in active preference of
888 AUMs (for a total of 86,654 AlUMs) by the
year 2000,

Under alternative F, the Bowknot Bend (1,830
acres) and Big Flat Tops (2,640 acres) ACECs
would be excluded from Tlivestock grazing,
However, no AUMs were subtracted in the analysis
because these areas are inaccessible to 1ive-
stock, The Swasey Cabin ACEC (220 acres) would
also be excluded from livestock grazing except
for trailing; this area is Tlargely unsuitable
for Tlivestock grazing except for animals
trailing into Eagle Canyon.

Currently, operator demand is at the 5 years
average licensed use Tlevel of 56,871 AUMs;
operator demand is not equal to the allowable
active preference level of 88,252 AUMs, It is
assumed that operator demand would remain at the
5 years average licensed use Tlevel, but may
increase up to allowable active preference.
Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes.

On 43 allotments (for analysis purposes only),
the grazing season would be changed from spring
(March 1 to June 15) to winter use because 50
percent or more of the allotment exceeds the
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) critical soil
loss threshold (appendix N). Of these 43 allot-
ments, 16 would be analyzed with a 25 percent
reduction for crucial wildlife habitat protec-
tion. On three allotments, where 49 percent of
the allotment exceeds the SCS critical soil loss
threshold, a 25 percent reduction in 5 years
average licensed use and active preference AUMs
would be analyzed with no change in grazing
season.
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At this time (1989), it 1s not known whether the
allotments are exceeding the SCS critical soil
Toss threshold. This determination would be
made on an allotment-by-allotment basis in
conjunction with current rangeland monitoring
methods. If it is determined that the allot-
ments are exceeding the SCS critical soil loss
threshold, and the rangeland trend is down, then
changes 1in Tlivestock management are necessary.
These could include changes in grazing season,
reductions in numbers, implementation of grazing
systems, or other agreements that would provide
some protection for these areas. If changes are
necessary, range use agreements with the
operators would be sought,

On allotments exceeding the SCS critical soil
loss threshold, but 1in an upward trend, no
changes in management would be made as long as
the areas are improving and heading toward the
individual site goals.

A1l changes in season and numbers discussed
above are strictly for analysis purposes and
represent a possible management scenario.
Additional monitoring information, not gathered
at this time, is needed to determine where
actual changes in season and livestock AUMs are
needed to protect critical soils., Therefore,
any changes based on exceedance of the SCS
critical sofl Tloss threshold would be made in
conjunction with grazing decisions to be issued
following 5 years of rangeland monitoring.

The analysis assumptions above are made solely
to measure the possible fmpacts from such
changes.

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for
big game grazing the public lands. Specific
forage allocations for these animals will be
made on the activity plan level or in conjunc-
tion with grazing decisions to be issued upon
completion of 5 years of monitoring, if forage
is considered to be competitive, based on range-
Jand monitoring. Protection of riparian areas
will also be addressed at the activity plan
level in areas where such action is deemed
necessary, Riparian habitat management plans
and allotment management plans will be written
and implemented to protect riparian areas from
overutilization by livestock.
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It is assumed that 4,549 AUMs would be lost from
29 allotments because of land disposals.

0i1 and gas production (12 AUMs); seismic
exploration (24 AUMs); mineral material sites
(20 AUMs); mineral exploration (5 AUM); and
losses from wildfire (8 AUMs), rights-of-way (3
AUMs), developed recreation sites (3 AUMs), and
the Green River scenic loop (13 AUMs) would
result in a loss of only 89 AUMs. This is
insignificant for analysis purposes because the
affected areas are scattered throughout the
planning area and are not concentrated in any
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specific area or allotment. A1l of the above
losses would be residual, except for those from
developed recreation sites and the Green River
scenic loop, The Green River scenic loop long-
term loss of 13 AUMs would be spread over seven
allotments, and the developed recreation site
loss would occur on three allotments.

Disturbance from ORV use is estimated to be 3
percent of the entire area open to ORV use. The
majority of this disturbance would be regained
through natural succession.
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APPENDIX U, CULTURAL RESOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

ASSUMPTIONS

OVERVIEW

Appendix U describes the methods and assumptions
used to determine the number of cultural re-
sources that could be impacted or available for
use under the alternatives.

SITE DENSITY METHODOLOGY

The planning area has neither a complete cul-
tural resource inventory nor an areawide random
sampling. Although it is known that sites are
not randomly located, information on where they
are is not available, Therefore, in order to
develop a site density, it had to be assumed
that site location is random., Numbers in the
impact analysis are not to be construed as
exact, but they can be used for comparison and
indications of what may happen to the planning
area's archaeological data base under the vari-
ous alternatives.

It is assumed that 18 sites per square mile
(0,05 sites per acre) are located within the
planning area. The number of sites within an
affected area can be calculated by multiplying
0.05 by the number of acres involved.

IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

In order to differentiate between the effect of
various types of activities, the following
assumptions are made:

- Projects subject to the standard operating
procedures will avoid or mitigate the im~
pacts to 9 out of 10 sites within their
affected area. Impacts are expected to
occur in 1 out of 10 sites despite mitiga-
tion measures. This could be due to inad-
vertent destruction of sites not identified

A-171

during inventory, secondary impacts, or
i11egal activities such as artifact collect-
ing, carried on by people associated with
the project activity.

Nonproject dispersed activities {recreation,
grazing, etc,) are generally not subject to
the standard operating procedures, and
impacts are not mitigated. These activities
generally do not dimpact the total area
available for them,

About 50 percent of the sites impacted by a
dispersed activity are in areas impacted by
other dispersed activities.

Impacts are expected to 1 out of 10 sites in
areas available to motorized recreation,
Although motorized recreation may not impact
10 percent of the area available to off-road
vehicles (ORVs), the concentration of people
in the probable locations of cultural re-
sources could cause 1 in 10 sites to be
impacted,

Impacts are expected to 1 out of 100 sites
in the area open to grazing., Most areas
open to grazing would be subject to some
trampling, but major impacts are in areas of
animal concentrations, such as sheltered
areas and water sources.

Impacts are expected to 1 out of 100 sites
in areas avaflable to nonmotorized recrea-
tion. This activity is very dispersed, but
cultural resources are intentionally looked
for and visited, thus causing an effect as
great as that of grazing,
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Impacts of dispersed activities were assumed to
be made on acres available for that use, It is
recognized that increase or decrease in numbers
of users does have an effect, even though the
acres remain the same, Changes in the number of
users and the acres upon which these changes
will occur are not determined and will not be
reflected in the analysis.

Cultural resources available for use are only
those sites that are recorded. This includes
about 1,500 sites presently recorded and those
sites recorded during standard operating pro-
cedures, inventories, and the study of Dry Lake
Archaeological District,
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APPENDIX V, VISUAL RESOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

ASSUMPTIONS

OVERVIEW

Appendix V describes the assumptions used to
determine the number of contrast rating scores
that would exceed visual resource management
(VRM) objectives under the various alterna-
tives, That number would depend on the acres
subject to or protected from surface disturb-
ance, the type of development proposed, and the
YRM class in which the project would be Tocated
(for example, class II is more restrictive than
class IV), In all tables, the abbreviation gen.
fncomp. means generally incompatible,

ASSUMPTIONS

In order to quantify impacts to visual resour-
ces, the total number of management actions for
each activity was calculated to estimate impacts
to the year 2000, The areas identified for
potential development under each alternative
were then evaluated to determine the precentage
of the area covered by each VRM class. It was
assumed that management actions would take place
uniformly across the potential development area.

It was then determined, based on professional
judgment, which activities (such as oil and gas
leasing, mineral material disposal, etc.) and
their resultant levels of development (loca-
tions, exploration, production, etc.) would be
compatible with the VRM class objectives.

Short term impacts, less than 5 years, were not
considered in the analysis of impacts to visual
resources,

The following assumptions were made for specific
resource management programs.
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4711 OIL AND GAS LEASING

General

The potential oil and gas development area is
divided among areas of high, moderate, and low
potential for occurrence of fluid minerals.

These areas of varying potential relate to the
VRM classes as shown here.

0i1 and Gas Potential
High (20%) Moderate {50%) Low (30%)

Class II 10% 25% 25%
Class III 50% 35% 40%
Class IV 40% 40% 35%

Typical oil and gas wells in production or
reclamation would not meet class II objectives,
but those in production and those that have been
reclaimed would be compatible with class III and
class IV objectives.

It was assumed that 10 wells per year would be
drilled over the next 12 years {(until the year
2000), for a total of 120 wells.

Alternatives A, C, and E

Of the 10 wells per year, it was assumed that
five would be 1in the high-potential area and
that the other five would be scattered over the
remaining area of development potential. It was
assumed that 1.8 of the wells drilled in the
high-potential area would be producers and that
0.2 of those drilled outside the high-potential
area would be producers. A total of 10 acres
surface ‘disturbance was assumed, 5 acres in the
high-potential area and 5 acres outside,
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It was assumed that eight of the wells would be
reclaimed within 5 years, seven successfully and
one unsuccessfully, Therefore, 5 acres of
surface disturbance were considered 1in the
analysis of impacts to visual resources from ofl
and gas activities,

It was assumed that two wells would remain in
production through the year 2000 and therefore
that only 1 acre of the 5 would be reclaimed,
leaving 8 acres unreclaimed, for a total of 13
acres per year (130 acres in 10 years), plus 100
acres for the last 2 years, for a grand total at
year 2000 of 230 acres unreclaimed.

Of the 60 wells that would be drilled, an esti-
mated 21 wells would occur in VRM class Il
areas, where oil and gas activities would be
incompatible with VRM objectives.

High Potential: 5 wells per year x 12 years
= 60 wells total

Class I1 =60 x 10%2 = 6 gen., incomp.
Class ITI = 60 x 50% = 30
Class IV =60 x 40% = 24

60

Moderate Potential: 3 wells per year x 12 years
= 36 wells total

Class II = 36 x 25% 9 gen. incomp,
Ctlass III = 36 x 35% = 13
Class IV = 36 x 40% = 14

36

Low Potential: 2 wells per year x 12 years
= 24 wells total

Class II =24 x 25% = 6 gen, incomp.
Class III = 24 x 40% = 10
Class IV =24 x 35% = 8

2%

Alternative B

0f the 11 wells per year, it was assumed that
six would be in the high-potential area and that
the other five would be scattered over the
remaining area of development potential, It was
assumed that two of the wells would be pro-
ducers, It was assumed that there would be a
total of 240 unreclaimed acres by the year 2000,
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An estimated 22 wells would occur in VRM class
I1 areas, where o011 and gas activities would be
incompatible with VRM objectives,

High Potential: 6 wells per year x 12 years
= 72 wells total
Class II =72 x 103 = 7 gen. incomp.

Class III =72 x 50% = 36
Class IV =72 x 40% =_g_9_
72

Moderate potential: 3 wells per year x 12 years
36 wells total
Class II = 36 x 25% 9 gen. incomp.
Class IIl = 36 x 35% = 13
Class IV = 36 x 40% = 14
36

Low Potential: 2 wells per year x 12 years
= 24 wells total
Class 11 = 24 x 25% = 6 gen. incomp.
Class II1 = 24 x 40% = 10
Class IV =24 x 353 = 8
%

Alternative D

0f the two wells per year, it was assumed that
a1l would be drilled within the high-potential
area and that 0.5 would be producers. A total
of 40 acres was assumed to remain unreclaimed at
the year 2000, with 1 acre reclaimed per pro-
ducing well.

Of the 24 wells that would be drilled, an esti-
mated two wells would occur in VRM class II
areas, where oil and gas activities would be
incompatible with VRM objectives.

High Potential: 2 wells per year x 12 years
= 24 wells total
Class 11 =24 x 10% = 2 gen. incomp.
Class III = 24 x 50% = 12
Class IV =24 x 40% = 10
F2)

Alternative F and Proposed RMP

Of the 120 wells that would be drilled, an
estimated 21 wells would occur in VRM class II
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areas, where oil and gas activities would be
incompatible with VRM objectives.

High Potential: 5 wells per year x 12 years
= 60 wells total

Class II =60 x 10% = 6 gen., incomp.
Class III = 60 x 50% = 30
Class IV =60 x 40% = 24

60

Moderate Potential: 3 wells per year x 12 years
36 wells total
9 gen, incomp.

Class II = 60 x 25%

Class III = 60 x 352 = 13
Class IV =60 x 40% =_]i
36

Low Potential: 2 wells per year x 12 years
= 24 wells total

Class II =24 x 25% = 6 gen, incomp.
Class III = 24 x 40% = 10
Class IV =24 x 352 = 8

2%

4121 COAL MANAGEMENT

A1l coal-related surface disturbance was assumed
to occur in Emery County, in the Emery Xnown
Recoverable Coal Resource Area (KRCRA). No new
disturbance 1is ‘anticipated from current coal
production facilities. Surface disturbance from
coal exploration under a1l alternatives 1is
believed insignificant (three holes at 0.3 acres
each), all reclaimed within 2 years, Access
roads for coal exploration were assumed to
disturb 3 acres per year, all reclaimed within 2
years, for a total of 7.8 acres disturbed at
year 2000,

The KRCRA s divided among the VRM classes as
follows: Class II 20 percent, Class III 50
percent, Class IV 30 percent. It was assumed
that no coal exploration would occur in class I
areas, and that both coal exploration and any
needed road construction would occur on flat
topography; therefore, coal exploration would be
compatible with the objectives of all three
applicable VRM classes.
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4131 MINERAL MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

General

It was assumed that mineral material site devel-
opment would not be compatible with VRM class II
objectives, and that such sites would be located
along county roads uniformly across the planning
area (none in areas of critical environmental
concern (ACECs), that are VRM class 1), It was
assumed that each material site development
would involve 5 acres.

Alternatives A, B, E, F, and Proposed RMP

Assuming 5 actions per year (25 acres per year),
mineral material site development would affect
300 acres by the year 2000, It was assumed that
10 acres would be reclaimed per year, leaving
200 acres (40 actions) unreclaimed at year 2000,

Class II = 40 x 32% = 13 gen. incomp.
Jlass 111 = 40 x 25% = 10
Class IV =40 x 43%2 = 17

30

It was assumed that 40 actions would remain
unreclaimed at year 2000. However, special
management designations under alternative C
would alter the assumed uniform scattering of
material disposal sites across the planning
area, changing the percentages of actions occur-
ring in each of the VRM class areas. No devel-
opment would be allowed in VRM class 1 areas.

Class II = 40 x 44% = 18 gen. incomp.
Class III = 40 x 19% = 8
Class IV =40 x 37% = 15

30

Alternativé D

It was assumed that 5 acres per year would be
disturbed for mineral material disposals, for a
total of 50 acres at the end of 10 years. It
was assumed that 2 acres per year would remain
unclaimed, for a total of 40 acres (8 actions)
unreclaimed at year 2000,



APPENDIX V

Class I1 =8 x 20% = 2 gen, incomp.
Class III = 8 x 303 = 2
Class IV =8 x 50% = 4

8

4132 MINING LAW ADMINISTRATION
General

It was assumed that only exploration (no mining
for gypsum or uranium) would take place.
Typical exploration activities (roads, shafts,
and some drilling) may not be compatible with
the objectives of VRM class I or class II.

.
The potential uranium devele

66 percent of the area with potentia
locatable mineral activity; the area with
potential for gypsum development makes up the
other 33 percent, The areas with potential for
uranium and gypsum relate to the VRM classes as
shown here,

Uranium Gypsum
Class II 65% 50%
Class III 15% 20%
Class IV 20% 302

It was assumed that roads would be the primary
unreclaimed activities.

Alternative A

It was assumed that one plan of operations would
be received each year, for a total of 12 plans
by the year 2000. It was assumed that seven
notices of intent per year would be received (84
by the year 2000), each action disturbing 5
acres, Surface disturbance for assessment work
was assumed to be 20 acres per year, 5 of which
would be reclaimed, leaving 90 acres unreclaimed
by the year 2000,

Uranium activity: 66% x 12 plans = 8 plans
66% x 84 notices = 55 notices

Class I1 = b5 plans, 36 notices gen. incomp.
Class III = 1 plans, 8 notices
Class IV = 2 plans, 11 notices

8 plans, 55 notices
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Gypsum activity: 33% x 12 plans = 4 plans
33% x 84 notices= 28 notices

Class II = 2 plans, 14 notices gen, incomp.
Class III = 1 plan, 5 notices
Class = 1 plan, 9 notices

4 plans, 28 notices
_A1ternat1ve B

It was assumed that one plan of operations would
be received each year for the 12 years until
year 2000, for a total of 12 plans. The number
of notices of intent per year was assumed to be
10, for a total of 120, Surface disturbance
would be about 30 acres per year, 7 per year of

which would not be reclaimed, leaving a total of

130 acres unreclaimed by the year 2000,

Uranium activity: 66% x 12 plans = 8 plans
66% x 120 notices = 79 notices

Class II = 5 plans, 51 notices gen. incomp.
Class III = 1 plan, 12 notices
Class IV = 2 plans, 16 notices

8 plans, 79 notices

Gypsum activity: 33% x 12 plans = 4 plans
33% x 120 notices = 40 notices

Class I = 2 plans, 20 notices gen. incomp.
Class III = 1 plan, 8 notices
Class IV = 1 plan, 12 notices

4 plans, 40 notices
Alternative C

It was assumed that two plans of operation per
year would be received, for a total of 24 by the
year 2000, The number of notices of intent
received per year was assumed to be 4, for a
total of 48 at year 2000, Surface disturbance
was assumed to be 15 acres per year, of which 4
acres per year would remain unreclaimed, for a
total of 70 acres unreclaimed by the year 2000,
It was assumed that 90 percent of the plans of
operation would be in ACECs (VRM class I}, for a
total of 22 plans of operation in class I areas.

Uranfum activity: 66% x 12 plans = 16 plans
66% x 48 notices = 32 notices
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16 plans gen, incomp.

Class I =

Class II = 14 notices gen, incomp.
Class III = 14 notices gen, incomp.
Class IV = 4 notices

16 plans, 32 notice

Gypsum activity: 33% x 24 plans = 8 plans

332 x 48 notices = 16 notices

Class I = 8 plans gen. incomp.
Class II = 6 notices gen. incomp.
Class III = 6 notices
Class IV = 4 notices

8 plans, 16 notices
Alternative D

It was assumed that six plans of operations per
year would be received, for a total of 72 plans
by the year 2000, and that surface disturbance
would be 15 acres per year, 4 acres per year of
which would remain unreclaimed, leaving a total
of 70 acres unreclaimed by 2000,

Uranium activity (66% x 72 plans = 48 plans)

Class I = 24 plans, gen, incomp,
Class II = 10 plans, gen. incomp.
Class I1I = 4 plans
Class I¥ = 10 plans

48 plans

Gypsum activity {33% x 72 plans = 24 plans)

Class I = 12 plans, gen, incomp,
Class I1 = 5 plans, gen, incomp.
Class I11 = 2 plans, gen, incomp.
Class IV = 5 plans

28 plans

Alternative E

It was assumed that three plans of operations
per year would be received, for a total of 36
plans by the year 2000, It was assumed that
four notices of 1intent per year would be
received, for a total of 48 notices by the year
2000, Surface disturbance was assumed to be 15
acres per year, of which 4 acres per year would
remain unreclaimed, for a total of 70 acres
unreclaimed by the year 2000, It was assumed

that all of the plans of operation would be 1n
ACECs (VRM class I).

Uranfum activity: 66% x 36 plans = 24 plans

66% x 48 notices = 32 notices

Class I = 24 plans, gen. incomp.

Class IT = 13 notices, gen. incomp,
Class III = 13 notices, gen, incomp.
Class IV = 6 notices

24 plans, 32 notices

Gypsum activity: 33% x 36
33% x 48

12 plans
16 notices

Class I = 12 plans, gen. incomp.

Class II = 16 notices, gen. incomp.
Class III = 6 notices

Class IV = 4 notices

12 plans, 16 notices

Alternative F and Proposed RMP

It was assumed that three plans of operations
and three notices of intent per year would be
received, for a total of 36 plans and 36 notices
by the year 2000,

66% x 36 plans = 24 plans
66% x 36 notices = 24 notices

Uranium activity:

Class I = 24 plans, gen. incomp.

Class II = 10 notices, gen. incomp.
Class III = 10 notices

Class IV = 4 notices

24 plans, 24 notices

33% x 36 plans = 12 plans
33% x 36 notices = 12 notices

Gypsum activity:

Class I = 12 plans, gen., incomp.

Class I = 5 notices, gen. incomp.
Class 1I1 = 5 notices, gen, incomp.
Class IV = 2 notices

12 plans, 12 notices

4211 RIGHTS~OF-WAY

General

A-177

Surface disturbance from rights-of-way was
assumed to be linear, such as for roads, power-
1ines, and pipelines. Right-of-way actions were
assumed to occur across the planning area,
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except in ACECs (VRM class I areas). It was
assumed that 75 percent of right-of-way actions
would exceed class Il objectives after reclama-
tion, and that each action would disturb 5 acres.

Alternatives A, B, C, and E

It was assumed that 10 rights-of-way per year
would be granted, and that a total of 24 actions
(2 per year x 12 years) would occur. Surface
disturbance was estimated at 10 area acres per
year (two actions disturbing 5 acres each), of
which 6 acres per year would be reclaimed,
leaving residual disturbance on 4 acres per
year, for a total of (4 x 10) + (5 x 2) = 50
acres at year 2000,

Class IT = 4 (32% x 12) x 75%, gen. incomp.
Class III = 3 (25% x 12)
Class IV = 5 (43% x 12)

———-

1
Alternative D

It was assumed that two rights-of-way per year
would be granted, for a total of 24 rights-of-
way by the year 2000, and that 1 acre per year
would be disturbed, of which 0.5 acre per year
would be reclaimed, leaving residual surface
disturbance on 0.5 acre per year, for a total of
(10 x 0.5) + (2 x 1) = 7 acres at year 2000,

Class I = None
" Class II = 4 (15% x 12) x 75% = 3, gen. incomp.
Class III = 7 (31% x 12)
Class IV =13 (54% x 12)
27

Alternative F and Proposed RMP

Class I = None

Class II = 5 (22% x 24) x 75% = 4, gen, incomp.
Class III = 7 (28% x 24)

Class IV = 13_(50% X 24)

24
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4322 GRAZING MANAGEMENT
General

Fences and reservoirs are not compatible in
class 1 areas. Fences are compatible with the
objectives of VRM classes III and IV and
compatible 75 percent of the time in class II
areas, Reservoirs are not compatible 50 percent
of the time in class Il areas, but are
compatible in class IIl and IV areas. Uniform
distribution of development activities was
assumed,

Alternatives A and E

It was assumed that two livestock waters per
year (one SRRA, one FPU), for a total of 24
livestock waters by the year 2000, Surface
disturbance was estimated at 6 acres per year.
It was assumed that 2 miles of fence per year
would be constructed (1 each in SRRA and FPY),
disturbing 4 acres per year, for a total at year
2000 of 80 acres. It was assumed that all fence
disturbance would be reclaimed.

4 reservoirs
gen, incomp.

Class II = 8 (32% x 24) x 50%

8 (32% x 24) x 25% = 2 fences
gen. incomp.
6
Class III = Compatible
Class IV = Compatible

Alternative B

It was assumed that 10 livestock waters per year
would be developed beginning 1in 1991, each
disturbing 3 acres, of which none would be
reclaimed. It was assumed that Tivestock water
developments would total 101 in SRRA and 9 in
FPU by the year 2000, It was assumed that 1
percent would be slickrock tanks (1 in SRRA, O
in FPU); 9 percent would be reservoirs (9 in
SRRA, 1 1in FPU); and that 90 percent would be
guzzlers (91 in SRRA, 8 in FPU). Guzzlers are
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assumed to be compatible with class II, III, and
1V objectives.

Class IT =11 x 32% x 50% (success)

= 2 reservoirs, gen. incomp.
Class III = Compatible
Class IV = Compatible

It was assumed that 70 miles of fence would be
constructed in SRRA, 10 miles in FPU, for a
total of 80 miles of fence (80 fences, 1 mile
each) by the year 2000, Surface disturbance
from fence construction {is estimated at 1.9

acres per mile, for a total of 15 acres
disturbed per year, all of which would be
reclaimed. The total unreclaimed surface

disturbance at year 2000 was assumed to be 300
acres for water developments and 30 acres for
fence construction, for a total of 360 acres
unreclaimed at year 2000,

. Class I1 = 26 (32% x 80) x 25% = 7, gen. incomp.
Class III = 20 (20% x B80)
Class IV = E&_(43% x 80)

80

Alternatives C and D

It was assumed that there would be no develop-
ment and therefore no impact on visual resources.

Alternative F and Proposed RMP
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4 (15% x 24) 4 fences
4 reservoirs

8 - gen. incomp.

4 (182 x 24) 1 fence
2 reservoirs

3 - gen. incomp.
Class III = 6 (24% x 24)

Class IV =10 (43% x 24)

24

Class I

Class Il
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APPENDIX W, POSSIBLE SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS FOR THE SAN

RAFAEL SWELL

OVERVIEW

During the public comment period on the San
Rafael Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement {(RMP/EIS), the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) received many
comments regarding recognition of the values of
the San Rafael Swell, Commentors suggested
several types of designations, but the wmain
theme of all comments was that the swell has
unique values worthy of a more structured or
special emphasis management, This appendix
discusses and evaluates these requests in light
of the management options generally available to
BLM.,

BLM, 1like most federal agencies, has an array of
special designations available through depart-
mental, presidential, or congressional authori-
ties. BLM presently can apply for Congressional
or Secretarial designation of either a national
conservation areas (NCA) or a national recrea-
tion area (NRA).

The concept of such a designation {is compatible
with the management schemes identified in the
proposed RMP., The remafnder of this appendix
outlines the resource values unique to the
swell, which could qualify the area for NCA or
NRA  designation. The primary information
sources include the San Rafael Management Situa-
tion Analysis (MSA), the San Rafael Proposed RMP
and Final EIS, and the Multiple Use Management
Plan for National Resources Lands, San Rafael
Swell [BLM, 1973].

INTRODUCTION

For the purpose of this discussion, the special
management area consists primarily of the San
Rafael Swell Special Recreation Management Area
{SRMA), expanded as necessary to include other
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relevant areas. Depending on the perspective of
an individual or group, "proper" boundaries
could vary considerably, One possible boundary
outiined by BLM is shown here (map W-1).

The SRMA was recognized in the San Rafael
Resource Area (SRRA) Management Framework Plan
(MFP) [BLM, 1979al. To date no detailed manage-
ment plan has been specifically developed for
the swell., As the number of visitors to the
area fincreases, it becomes more imperative to
concentrate effort on planning for future
management of the area. Construction of Inter-
state Highway 70 and the resulting influx of
travelers into this area has created new and
increasing 1impacts on the Tland resources;
conversely, resource management activities also
affect the travelers, Recognition of these
problems led to public input into the RMP,
suggesting the need for a comprehensive land-use
plan to minimize or resolve the potential
conflicts among resources, uses, and users,

THE SPECIAL MANAGEMENT DESIGNATION CONCEPT

PURPOSE

The swell Tlies mainly in Emery County, Utah.
The entire county's small rural population
(11,600) relies principally on agriculture and
mining for its economic base. The decline in
numbers of workers needed for these industries
has caused a general out-migration over the past
two decades. Though many residents realize the
economic advantage of developing tourism, some
have been reluctant to encourage the intrusion
on thefr daily lives that is associated with
transient recreationists. Residents love their
country and tend to want Tts beauties preserved
for their personal well-being.
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These factors make require a program of orderly
use development and environmental protection in
the San Rafael Swell, Emery County's most
aesthetic land area. Establishing a special
designation of approximately 876,000 acres may
facilitate orderly, planned management under the
principles of multiple use., The fact that this

large area has very little private land (2,310

acres) makes it ideal for large-scale planning
and management,

RATIONALE
DIVERSITY OF VALUES

Much of the interest in the swell is attracted
by the great diversity of values found through-
out the area. O0f particular interest are fits
history, archaeology, scenery, recreation oppor-
tunities, and wildlife. Following is a synopsis
of the many aspects of public Tand management
found in the area.

Antiquitites

The swell contains a variety of archaeological,
historic, and paleontological features, which
are valuable for scientific, educational, and
recreation purposes. A complete survey or
inventory of these features has never been
conducted,

The archaeological values are the most signifi-
cant of the antiquities features. Evidence of
occupation by the Desert Archaic Culture in the
area was discovered during the excavation of a
cave on a tributary of Salt Wash during the
summer of 1970, A projectile point of a type
estimated to be 6,000 years old was found just
west of the study site in the fall of 1972, A
variety of petroglyph and pictograph sites are
Tocated in the study area.

The Morrison Formation, which contains fossil
remains 1in other areas, is exposed along the
western edge of the swell, Although extensive
fossil deposits may exist, no inventory or study
has been completed, Petrified wood has been
found in 1imited amounts near the head of Eagle
Canyon,

Historic sites, primarily of local significance,
are associated with early livestock and mining
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operations, Swasey Cabin is listed on the State
Register of Historical Sites.

To highlight management needs for archaeological
and historic values, the proposed RMP bring
about designation of six areas of critical
environmental concern  (ACECs): Dry Lake
Archaeological District, Copper Globe mine area,
the Pictographs, Swasey Cabin, and the Temple
Mountain and Tomsich Butte Historic (mining)
Districts.

Mining

Uranium

The most significant locatable mineral in terms
of past production and potential is uranium,
The Delta (Hidden Splendor) Mine, located in the
southern end of the swell north of the Muddy
River, produced more than 100,000 tons of 0.4
percent ore, The uranium for the first atomic
bombs reportedly came from Temple Mountain.
Other mines 1in the area have produced up to
10,000 tons of ore. Deposits have been
discovered both north and south of I-70, but no
ore is being mined today. When uranium prices
increase, these deposits may become economically
workable, As mentioned earlier, two historic
mining areas have been proposed for ACEC
designation,

Gypsum

Large deposits of gypsum extend throughout the
western and southern portions of the SRMA, but
have not been mined to date., When compared with
more suitable gypsum deposits, this area may be
too remotely situated with respect to market
areas to be economically attractive.

Recreation

The San Rafael Swell's exceptional variety of
colorful canyons, spectacular monoliths (massive
stone blocks), arches, cliffs, buttes, and
mesas, intermingled with placid grassy parks and
woodlands, creates scenery equal or superior to
that of the national parks of southern Utah.
The swell's value 1s in its variety rather than
in single, unique features. Visitors have
described the views as “"pastoral," “interest-
ing,* and "breathtaking."”



APPENDIX W

The 1influx of travelers on Highway I-70 has
created people-management problems, People
sometimes camp along the right-of-way, cutting
the fences, indiscriminately using the country
with off-road vehicles, (ORVs) 1littering, and
generally causing safety hazards and sanitation
problems which deterjorate the aesthetic and
environmental values.

Traveler convenience and safety must also be
considered. These people presently must travel
106 miles from Green River to Salina without any
automotive, restaurant, or overnight services.
No developed campsites exist along this part of
Highway 1-70, Projections indicate that, with-
out planned development and use supervision,
severe environmental deterioration will occur.

There are approximately 80,000 visitor days of
recreation use 1in the San Rafael Swell each
year, (A visitor day is a visit by one person
for 12 hours,) Most of the use occurs during
the spring and fall, although people can be
found enjoying the area throughout the year,

Because of the dimportance of the historic and
scenic qualities, a need for additional manage-
ment protection has been identified in several
areas, The RMP proposes such management through
the ACEC nomination process. Seven scenic ACECs
are proposed: Highway I-70 Scenic Corridor,
Muddy Creek, the north and south (Crack Canyon
area) portions of San Rafael Reef, San Rafael
River Canyon, Segers Hole, and Sids Mountain.

Livestock Grazing

Livestock grazing played a significant role in
the settlement of Emery County, as in many other
parts of the western United States, with grazing
use being known for well over 100 years, Early
use of the swell 1is evidenced by several
historic sites: Swasey Cabin (ACEC), Sids Cabin
(within Sids Mountain ACEC), and the Cowboy
Grave {within Copper Globe ACEC).

The SRMA currently contains 40 allotments used
by 68 licensees; additional animal unit months
(AUMs) of forage may be produced by development
of scientific grazing wmanagement plans. Such
plans have been prepared for five allotments and
are in various stages of implementation.
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Recent estimates indicate that 114 wild horses
and 70 wild burros may be in the area. Feral
goats have been reported in the Spring Canyon-
Mexican Mountain area. These horses, burros,
and goats are competing with domestic Tlivestock
for forage.

wildife

Wildlife species constitute an important, at-
tractive part of the area‘’s natural environment,

Desert Bighorn Sheep

Approximately 225 desert bighorn sheep inhabit
about 500,930 acres year-round in the San Rafael
Swell, According to the Utah Division of Wild-
1ife Resources (UDWR), the prior stable popula-
tion of ‘this species is 2,920,

Under present management, the desert bighorn
sheep population {is expected to increase, and
the extent of habitat is expected to remain
sufficient., Current competition is generally
not a problem,

Several transplants of desert bighorn sheep into
the planning area have been undertaken since
1978. Desert bighorn sheep were removed from
Canyonlands National Park (NP) and public lands
west of Moab, Utah and placed in the San Rafael
Reef and San Rafael Swell, UDWR has used radio
telemetry to monitor them,

Two permits were issued to hunt desert bighorn
sheep within the planning area for the 1988
season,

Mule Deer

The other big game species in the area is mule
deer, Its habitat is primarily limited to the
San Rafael and Muddy Rivers and their tribu-
taries, Before Highway I-70 was opened, hunting
pressure was light, and trophy bucks were
taken, I-70 access increased hunting pressure
and reduced the number of trophies taken.
Because of the desert habitat's low produc-
tivity, hunting pressure must be carefully
controlled to sustain the herd.



APPENDIX W

Migratory and Upland Game Birds

Mourning doves, waterfowl, and chukars are found
in the area., Because of Timited populations
they have not been, nor are they expected to be,
important hunting resources. They are, however,
of interest to travelers and recreationists,

Nongame Species

A large variety of nongame species exists here,
including the rare peregrine falcon and other

assumptions and goals provide the needed control
of this plan.

raptors, predators, small furbearing animals,
reptiles, amphibians, songbirds, and small
nongame fish. Table W-1 1ists some of the
area's 84 known species.
TABLE W-1
Known Nongame Wildlife Species
Found in the SRMA

Raptors Furbearers Reptiles
Eagle Beaver Blue Racer
Hawk Cottontail Gopher Snake
Peregrine falcon Rabbit Horned toad
Prairie falcon Jackrabbit Lizard
Yulture Mink Rattlesnake

Muskrat

Skunk

Various rodents

Weasel
Predators Amphibians Fish
Bobcat Frog Carp
Coyote Satamander Dace
Fox TJoad Utah chub
Mountain Lion Various

(rarely) suckers

MANAGEMENT PARAMETERS
Action plans require fundamental management
direction, The following basic management
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BASIC MANAGEMENT ASSUMPTIONS

BLM has a responsibility to manage the
public Tands within acceptable environmental
limits for all their resource values of
historic importance, scenic qualities, and
recreation enjoyment. Concurrently, the
management of these resources also is a
necessity for their contribution to the
economic stability and social well-being of
the local communities, the State of Utah,
and the nation,

Any management proposal developed for the
area must recognize the needs of the
millions of visitors who travel Highway I1-70
through San Rafael Swell but once, and who
confine thefr use of the area to the scenic
corridor,

Foreseeably, the various resource needs and
uses may be competitive or incompatible;
periodically, after obtaining public
participation, 8LM will be required to
resolve such conflicts.

Management must be flexible in order to
adjust to new uses and demands emerging from
changing 1ifestyles of the public. Such
changes cannot be foreseen.

The SRRA final RMP would be the principal
document for management prescriptions for
the area.

Although specific management objectives may be
developed in a special management plan, the
following pertinent objectives can be found in
the proposed RMP:

- Protect and interpret the archaeological,
paleontological, geologic, and other
historic and natural features of the San
Rafael Swell,

~ Protect and maintain significant aesthetic
values of the general San Rafael area.

- Protect and maintain the natural
visible from Highway I-70,

scenery
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- Provide, where environmentally acceptable,
for the accommodation of land uses necessary
for the orderly development of the immediate
area and adjacent communities,

- Provide for a variety of quality recreation
uses, fincluding solitude, where compatible
with the natural attributes and resource
potentials of the area.

- Provide for visitor safety and protection.

- Provide for orderly development of renewable
and nonrenewable resources in an environmen-
tally acceptable manner when the need is
demonstrated,

- Improve and restore the natural vegetation
cover throughout the San Rafael area to
enhance aesthetic quality, minimize wind and
water erosfon of fragile soils, continue to
improve productivity of forage and native
wildlife habitat, and provide a sustained
yield of all resource products to meet
resource-use demands.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

BLM bases its management actions on the varying
resources and use needs found in an area. Some
actions apply to management of the total area,
while others would apply, for exampie, only to
the scenic corridor and to primitive areas.

Discussions of these actions are, therefore,
divided into general actions that would apply to
the total area and specific actions that would
apply only to specific areas.

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS FOR THE WHOLE AREA

+ Consider the San Rafael Swell for designa-
tion as a NCA or NRA, (This will require
secretarial or congressional action,)

The area has considerable potential for recrea-
tion, which 1s considered the dominant use
because of the number of users, Considering
recreation use alone, San Rafael Swell has the
qualities and types of wuses found in the
nation's great park lands, However, the area is
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also potentially valuable for development of
energy-related and other minerals; it has his-
torical significance to the local area as well,

The Tocal economy depends in part on the grazing
resource, The area has a potential for
woodland-related products (especially pinyon and
Juniper). Desert bighorn sheep have become a
locally and nationally significant resource
value. Hunting of trophy desert mule deer in
the San Rafael Swell 1is a quality experience
desired by some sportsmen, The area's agate and
petrified wood are actively sought by lapidarfes
and other collectors of gems and minerals.
Because of these complex social and economic
demands, the area should be conserved and
managed for multiple use rather than for any
single use, An act designating this area as an
NCA could provide BLM the public commitment and
Jegislative direction necessary to undertake
planned management of the multiple uses.

+ To protect aesthetic qualities, carefully
consider all changes in the natural setting
on the basis of need for the action.

Of those actions that dinvolve a change in
aesthetics, only those considered absolutely
necessary will be allowed, and then only in a
carefully controlled manner, to minimize envi-
ronmental impact and meet management objectives.

RESOURCE-SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Recreation and Archaeology Management

+ Develop and implement a comprehensive inter-
pretive program for the historic, archaeo-
logical, ecological, and geologic features
of the San Rafael Swell, Establish and
build a visitor center adjacent to Highway
1-70,

An interpretive program would help the visitor
to understand the various features of the area,
which in turn would enhance the quality of the
recreation experience and make the visit more
enjoyable, Devices for disseminating the
information could include short-range radio
broadcasts, pamphlets, brochures, signs, and
maps. An interpretive center along Highway I-70
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could greatly enhance visitor awareness of the
area. Information and dinterpretation for the
northern area of the swell could be enhanced by
expansion of services at the Cleveland-Lloyd
Dinosaur Quarry.

+ Conduct extensive archaeological, paleonto-
logical, and historical surveys of the swell
and protect sites found valuable for scien-
tific and public purposes,

There has never been a formal archaeological
survey of the San Rafael Swell. An inventory of
archaeological sites and an assessment of their
relative values is needed in order to determine
the impact of other resource uses and demands on
these values, Major paleontological finds have
been made near the area, and because the same
geologic formations are Tlocated in the swell,
the potential for further discovery is high,
Swasey Cabin, a historical site designated by
the Utah State Historical Society, requires
additional stabilization &and other preparation
for public enjoyment. Other sites of historical
significance may also require additional work.

+ Establish a uniformed BLM desert ranger
force to provide visitor protection,
information, and management and to gather
visitor-use data.

A great number of people are using this desert
area in a variety of ways. Many are unfamiliar
with the area's attractions, the rules of
conduct required to preserve these values, or
the pitfalls of desert travel. Because the
large influx of users has come only in recent
years, factual information concerning their use
patterns and habits {is limited, A ranger-type
patrol force could provide visitors with
information and interpretive services, assist
persons in trouble, enforce rules and regula-
tions, provide initial attack in fire suppres-
sion, and gather needed resource-use data.

+ Provide for orderly recreation use through-
out the area.

Many users will be self-sufficient in exploring
the area's recreation values, However, a unique
opportunity also exists to provide for commer-
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cial tour guides, dude ranch facilities, and
related services whereby the 1{nexperienced and
others so desiring can be helped to take in a
desert experience. The location, extent of
development, and type of accommodations such
operations would provide should be closely
controlled,

+ Provide publicly-owned camping facilities.

There is a demonstrated need for overnight
camping facilities at the present time, as well
as a potential need for facilities to handle
destination-oriented recreation use. The Swasey
Cabin area is 1ideally suited to serve as the
focal point or center for recreation use and
development in the southern portion of the San
Rafael Swell. Additional sites worthy of
consideration include the Wedge Overlook and
Tomsich Butte area.

Access

+ Upgrade or construct designated roads to
better support traffic and reduce erosion
caused by poor alignment and construction
features.

Because gypsum soils undulate with weather
changes and will not support a hard-surfaced
road, area roads in gypsum soils may need to be
surfaced with gravel to minimize maintenance
costs.

+ Confine all vehicle traffic to designated
roads and trails to prevent erosion and
scarring due to overland travel.

Many abandoned roads and trails should be
oblitereated and revegetated. The fragile soils
are highly erosive. Many of the most prominent
examples of accelerated soil erosion began in
ruts left by vehicles. Gullies left by acceler-
ated erosion tend to drain adjacent soils,
leaving them less able to sustain a protective
vegetation cover,

Mineral Management

+ Restrict oil and gas leases by stipulations
designed to develop the resource in an
environmentally acceptable manner,
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The potential for mineral development in the
area is limited. Any development to meet the
energy needs of the nation and provide economic
benefits to Emery County should be constrained
to meet the area's environmental requirements.

The need for pipeline and access road rights-
of-way must be carefully evaluated; if such
rights-of-way are needed, they would be located
as unobtrusively as possible, and would enter
the scenic corridor only along the rights-of-way
for established roads.

Exploratory seismic activity, which has the
potential to disrupt the environment, will be
closely controlled in aesthetic areas.

+ Restrict disposal of sand, gravel, and
building stone, except as needed for Highway
1-70, county, and BLM road construction and
maintenance.

Materials needed for road construction and
maintenance will be mined outside scenic ACECs.
Generally, these materials are in low demand and
are found in abundance outside the SRMA, Devel-
opment of gravel pits and quarries is not
consistent with maintaining the area's aesthetic
quality.

Livestock Management

+ Manage Tlivestock grazing to protect and
improve the natural vegetation cover by
evaluating all grazing use to determine
whether existing grazing systems, carrying
capacity, and seasons of use should be
modified; implement scientific grazing
systems on all allotments in the area,

Vegetation is the primary protector of soils
from wind and water erosion, Through livestock
use, it also contributes to Emery County's
agricultural economy, Grazing-use modifications
and allotment management plans (AMPs) could
reduce any significant losses from the watershed
resources.

+ Consider and provide for the needs of wild-
1ife as well as Tlivestock in any future
water developments, fences, or allotment
management systems.
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Range 1improvements and scientific management
systems must consider all of the needs in the
area in order to provide maximum economic return,

Wild Horses and Burros

+ Determine wild horse and burro habitat needs
and possible conflicts with domestic live-
stock. Consider designating a wild horse
and burro area and other possible alterna-
tives to avoid competition for forage.

Although approximate numbers of animals are
known, sound management decisions cannot be made
without data on territory, reproduction and herd
maintenance capabilities, and direct livestock
conflicts. A wild horse and burro habitat
management area plan (HMAP) will be completed to
assess the needs of these animals.

Woodland Management

+ Inventory woodland resources to determine
stand condition, volumes, reproduction
potential, and plant and animal dependence.

BLM plans to gather additional information
concerning volumes, growth rates, and reproduc-
tive capabilities of the woodland stands in this
area. A concurrent inventory of woodland wild-
life species is needed. Such  additional
detailed information would aid in managing for
sustained yield of woodland products.

+ Restrict the sale of woodland products to
dead and downed material.

To protect aesthetic values, such sales would be
made only under close supervision. Protection
of this resource requires conservative use until
resource base 1s determined.

Wildlife Management

+ Inventory wildlife species and habitats and
develop habitat management plans (HMPs).

General data are available on the ecological
niche of the nongame wildlife in the area, but
additional studies are needed. For example, the
pinyon jay 1is found in pinyon-juniper stands,
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but its ecological relationship to this woodland
is unclear., ldentification of critical species
and habitat needs would help in future decisions
concerning woodland and 1ivestock forage
management,

+ Inventory the aquatic wildlife in the San
Rafael and Muddy Rivers.

More detailed- information on the aquatic wild-
1ife in these streams would be useful, including
further investigation of rare species that may
occur in the highly mineralized waters,

+ Limit wildlife introductions to native
species and allow such dintroductions only
when suitable habitat is available.

The primitive nature of much of this area can be
better preserved by staying with the native
wildlife species that once inhabited this or
nearby areas. No species will be introduced
until sufficient forage to sustain them is
definitely found or made available.

Watershed Protection

+ Prohibit mechanical watershed improvement or
vegetation manipulation projects within the
San Rafael Swell,

Poor soils and low rainfall dindicate a small
chance of success for this type of activity.
The assocfated land scarring {is incompatible
with the objective of maintaining the area's
natural character,

Fire Protection

Because vegetation 1is sparse over most of the
area, fire control is not expected to be a major
management problem, The proposed ranger patrol
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would provide initial attack on any fire with
backup from the BLM Moab District's regular
fire-control force.

Rights-of-Way

+ Stipulate that future powerlines, telephone
Tines, and pipelines in the area be buried;
confine their locations to the rights-of-way
for Highway 1-70 and other existing and
future roads.

This would ensures the objective of maintaining
the natural scenery viewed from Highway I-70,

Primitive Zone

+ Designate and manage all recreation oppor-
tunity spectrum (ROS) primitive areas as
outlined in the proposed RMP.

Few, if any, desert areas are designated and
managed for primitive values. One or both of
these ROS primitive-class (P-class) areas are
truly primitive 1in character, Their close
proximity to Highway I1-70 affords many persons
an unusual opportunity to experience a primitive
environment without undertaking a major expedi-
tion to reach the area.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

+ Complete study to determine suitability of
the San Rafael River and Muddy Creek for
inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers
System.

These rivers appear to meet the criteria for
inclusion in the system, A study is needed to
fully evaluate their merits, If qualified, they
would subsequently be proposed for inclusion in
the system.
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