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Range Conservationist 

Dry Valley Allotment Adjustment 

The Dry Valley Allotment presently has 668 AUMs of active preference. This 
668 AUMs included 157 AUMs of forage that was transferred to state ownership 
in a R&PP transfer for Kodachrome State Park. Also, an additional 133 AUMs 
of potentially suitable AUMs are there with water availability. 

Dry Valley Allotment was categorized as an "M" allotment under the BLM's 
"MIC" classification system. When the decision was sent out to operators, 
the total 668 AUMs were granted for active preference on federal lands 
because actual use and utilization studies from 1978 through 1981 showed 
that substantially more AUMs existed than were allocated. 

Therefore, 668 AUMs will be continued as active federa'l preference, plus the 
157 AUMs on state land will be allowed under exchange of use. The 133 poten- 
tially suitable AUMs are still available when water is provided. 
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Stephen Clark II 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name IMFP) 

Paria 
Activity 

Range 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTWES 
Objective Number 

Pittman, Objective RM-1. During the interim stop downward trend and maintain existing 
srown, production of desirable livestock forage (20,793 AUMs) consistent with meet- 

Fagan, ing plant and soil requirements. 
Jensen 
Yar 1979 Rationale. The interim period will be effective until intensive cattle 

grazing management is implemented. The objective will allow grazing on all 
suitable range (252,923 acres) at the present surveyed grazing capacity 
(20,793 AUMs). Cattle AUMs will not be authorized on land designated as 
unsuitable; or potentially suitable due to inaccessibility or to lack of 
water. No range improvements have been planned during the interim, but if 
any developments are constructed they will be those improvements that are 
necessary to implement the proposed grazing systems. During the interim, 
only stocking rates and season of use will be administered. Cattle will be 
allowed to graze only after key livestock forage species have seed ripened; 
the livestock will be removed prior to initiation of growth. Present range 
management problems (URA Step 3) such as continuous grazing during the grow- 
ing season and over utilization of desirable forage plants will be corrected. 
This will be consistent with Grazing Regulations for the Public Lands, and 
also management responsibilities outlined in FLPMA (PL94-579). 
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Providing the additional land treatments would improve the overall federal 
range condition of the planning unit. Poor and fair condition native range 
would become fair to good condition seeded range through an increase of 
desirable seeded forage species. Removal of overstory vegetation on produc- 
tive sites with a good desirable understory will create an increase in the 
more desirable grasses. 

seam Interactions. Interactions and analysis are discussed in Consolidated Land 
lay 1979 Treatments (Appendix 2). 

-earn Multiple Use Recommendation 
iay 1979 

Pinyon-Juniper Veqetation Type. Exclude the Four-Mile Bench old trees 
area and that area being invaded by young ponderosa pine trees. Do not treat 
areas containing ponderosa pine trees unless these trees can be protected. 

Other Vegetation Types. Brush beating, burning, spraying, and plowing 
are all viable alternatives for sagebrush and shrub eradication and will be 
the usual treatments used on all shrub areas. The ZOO-acre seeding on the 
Deer Range Allotment recommended by range management should be excluded and 
preserved as a sagebrush park for deer winter range. 

General Treatment Stipulations. 
plan for all areas where private, 

Prepare a modified fire suppression 
State, and Forest Service properties, and 

exclusion areas mentioned above, will not be jeopardized. Use prescribed 
burning in lieu of mechanical treatment wherever vegetation will carry a fire 
and is deemed suitable. All treatments should conform to VRM standards. 
Evaluate each treatment site for soil suitability and stability prior to 
manipulation. Do not use supplemental seed where an ample native seed source 
of grasses, forbs, and desirable browse is present. Native species of grasses, 
forbs, and browse of ample amounts should be used in the seed mixture when- 
ever possible to avoid monotype vegetation and to insure good forage species 
for wildlife as well as for livestock. Mechanical treatments should leave 
the residue in place, without windrowing or burning the litter. This will 
help reduce erosion and provide a good seedbed. Obtain T/E and cultural 
resource clearances prior to manipulation. Design mechanical treatments to 
provide an “edge" effect for wildlife benefits. This is done by "feathering" 
the edges, leaving tree islands and peninsulas and treating in strips, prefer- 
ably on the contour. Refrain from large solid blocks of treated area when 
possible. Livestock will be excluded from all treatment areas until seed- 
lings are established, a minimum of two growing seasons. All the above 
stipulations should be considered and incorporated in an EA for each treat- 
ment area. 

Analysis of the Multiple Use Recommendation 

The Multiple Use Recommendation meets most of the objectives for treatment 
set by all resources. Taken as separate entities, individual resource 
recommendations do not consider each other. This recommendation provides 
means by which most objectives are met and negative interactions are miti- 
gated. 



Low forage production is the reason 14 percent of the unit is unsuitable, 
steep and rough terrain accounts for 4 percent, a combination of low 
forage and frail watershed accounts for another 4 percent. There is an 
additional 22 percent due to a combination of low forage production and 
steep and rough terrain, 2 percent more because of steep/rough terrain 
and frail watershed, and 5.percent is due to a combination of all three 
factors. Two percent of the unit is potentially suitable due to inaccess- 
ibility and 8 percent is due to lack of water (table 7, URA Step 3). 
During the interim, grazing may be considered on potentially suitable 
range, only if suitability criteria are met by the operators hauling or 
developing waters, or developing access through trail development. 

The livestock forage condition rating shows 21 percent of the unit in 
poor condition, 42 percent fair and 37 percent in good condition. Of 
the nineteen allotments having trend data, all show either a static or 
downward trend on some portion of the allotment. Of these, 11 allot- 
ments contain areas in downward trend. Of the total vegetation produced 
each year on the planning unit an average of only 16 percent of the 
current years growth is allocated to livestock. This is due to the high 
percent (61) of the planning unit that is either unsuitable or poten- 
tially suitable and the major part of the vegetation is not desirable. 
for cattle. The better forage producing vegetative types in the unit 

rass sagebrush, winterfat, etc.) receive heavier utilization than do 
Lie 0t;ler types The other vegetation types are used to a lesser extent 
because the majority of the plants are not palatable (URA Step 3, table 
10)'. 

Interactions (Consolidated for RM-1.1, RM-1.2. A large number of inter- 
actions, both specific and speculative, have been identified on the 
interaction forms and in individual allotment analysis (Appendix 1). In 
most cases, the combined interim action (RM-1.1, RM-1.2), is expected to 
improve upon the present situation in regard to the impact of livestock 
grazing on other resources and many of the identified interactions will 
be mitigated. 

Interactions requiring a tradeoff decision include: 

Lands, Minerals, and Forest Products: None. 

Recreation 
RCPSl, Livestock use exclusion required at Henrieville Creek and West 
Cove Recreation sites when developed. 

RCPS6, & 7, water hauling and access construction into presently unroaded 
portions of the Paria-Hackberry and Fifty-Mile Mountain Recreation lands 
should not be allowed. 

Wildlife. Fall use as proposed on Deer Range, Upper Paria, Upper Hack- 
berry, and Mud Springs will continue competiton for browse on deer 
winter range. Introducing livestock use into presently ungrazed range 



in Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and Spencer Bench will reduce forage and 
space in bighorn sheep habitat. On 11 allotments changing the season of 
use to fall and winter is positive for wildlife forage production and 
habitat improvement but will require some extra effort to assure water 
availability to wildlife during the spring and summer at livestock water 
sources that are no longer maintained for livestock during the dry 
season. The increase in livestock AUMs to be permitted on four allot- 
ments, Bunting Well, Cottonwood, Coyote, and Headwaters (Upper Paria 
segment) will correspondingly reduce the AUMs of forage to wildlife 
during the interim period. 

Watershed. Identified adverse impacts on watershed are a direct result 
of proposed seasons of use, intensity of livestock grazing permitted, or 
adverse utilization patterns such as concentration in drainage bottoms. 
The interim range management proposal is positive on 18 allotments; 
adverse watershed impacts will occur in 10 allotments. 

Three allotments, Harvey's Fear, Spencer Bench, and Navajo Bench have 
not been used for livestock grazing for several years. These areas 
contain a high percentage of highly erodible saline soils currently in 
moderate or severe erosion condition. Reintroduction of livestock 
grazing would reduce cover and accelerate erosion from the area. 

If grazing use is increased in the Upper Paria segment of Headwaters 
Allotment, it is expected to increase sediment and salt production, and 
will intensify livestock concentration on poor condition flood plains. 

On Wahweap Creek, continued grazing on 473 acres of poor condition flood 
plain precludes restoration of cover. 

Multiple Use Anal,ysis 

Livestock grazing is easily excluded from recreation sites by fencing 
small acreages when developed. The interaction at Henrieville Creek and 
West Cove can be easily mitigated by fencing if the sites are developed. 

Water hauling and access construction to develop potentially suitable 
rangeland is discretionary with the Bureau. The decision in RCPS6 and 
RCPS7 is to restrict access into Fifty-Mile Mountain and Paria-Hackberry 
recreation lands. Water hauling can be restricted to existing roads and 
trails in these areas with no new road construction allowed. Poten- 
tially suitable lands within these areas which are not accessible from 
existing roads and trails will not be developed during the interim 
period. 

Some existing livestock waters used by wildlife during the spring and 
summer may be seasonally discontinued on allotments scheduled for fall 
and winter use only. With a change in livestock season of use, it will 
be necessary to actively maintain these waters during the dry season on 
behalf of pronghorn antelope and other species. 



On three allotments, Harvey's Fear, Spencer Bench, and Navajo Bench, 
there is a unanimous negative interaction to reintroducing livestock 
into an area that has been in nonuse for several years, These areas 
contain a high percentage of highly erodible saline soils. The lowest 
SSF in the three allotments is 53, and many areas classified as "suit- 
able" range in the range survey have SSF ratings in excess of 60. 
Reintroduction of grazing on these areas would accelerate erosion, 
reduce forage available to support bighorn sheep scheduled for future 
transplanting into the area and compete with sheep for space and habitat 
in the future. 

The four allotments with a deer winter range browse use conflict include 
two (Mud Springs and Deer Range) with single pasture summer-fall grazing 
systems and two (Headwaters, Upper Paris segment, and Upper Hackberry) 
that are part of existing AMPS. Mitigating measures include adding Cemo 
to allotment objectives and conducting intensive monitoring to assure 
wildlife objectives are being met. These allotments are analyzed in the 
Appendix 1 Allotment Analysis and in Recommendation WL 2.1. 

The principal impacts of livestock grazing in the Cottonwood and Coyote 
Allotments include trailing and spring use on riparian areas and peri- 
odic spring use on erodible soils. These two impacts have been par- 
tially mitigated with introduction of rest into the system. As long as 
trailing is completed rapidly instead of by extended drift trailing, all 
impacts on this allotment can be mitigated. Trailing through the Wah- 
weap Creek Pasture must be done only during 10/l to 2/28 to avoid con- 
flict with pronghorn kidding activities. 

Bunting Well, Clark Bench, Coyote, Upper Paria (Headwaters), Upper 
Wahweap (Headwaters) and Rock Creek are analyzed at length in Appendix 
1 
A. 

Interim range management is acceptable on the uplands of the other two 
pastures. The Bunting Well Pasture is almost totally State land and 
would be recommended for custodial mangement if it were not to be con- 
solidated into a system. Winter-early spring use of the East Clark 
Bench pasture will provide some benefit to the Paria River flood plain, 
but little more can be achieved short of closing the pasture until the 
site can be fenced. 

The Clark Bench allotment is being grazed under an existing AMP. This 
AMP was revised and the allotment resurveyed in 1976. The survey showed 
a 7 percent decrease in carrying capacity contingent on the operator 
installing certain water developments. These water developments are now 
complete and the reduction in AUMs not necessary. 

Cottonwood Allotment is being grazed under a recently revised AMP. This 
AMP considered several portions of this allotment for emergency use and 
trailing only. These areas are Cottonwood Wash, Paria Box and Gravelly 
Hills. There are 140 AUMs of suitable range in these areas. Since the 



majority of these AUMs are produced along the riparian areas, they were 
not allocated to livestock in the AMP. 

The Coyote Allotment is presently being grazed under a recently revised 
AMP. The additional 140 AUMs were not allocated in the new AMP revision 
because the Jack Riggs pasture is not yet part of the grazing system and 
is used only on an emergency use basis. 

Dry Valley Allotment includes grazing 157 AUMs on 1,670 acres in Koda- 
chrome State Park. This park is State land under a R&PP patent. If 
when grazing interfers with use of the land for park purposes, the 
licensed grazing use would be reduced. 

Increased grazing use in the Upper-Paria portion of Headwater's Allot- 
ment by allowing a 43-percent increase in AUMs will have a negative 
effect on the wildlife and watershed resources. This change in grazing 
use will increase the competition for browse on deer winter range, 
increase sediment and salt production, and intensify livestock concentra- 
tion on poor condition flood plains. 

On East Clark Bench and Round Valley Allotments, the livestock operators 
presently haul water to make use of the potentially suitable range. If 
the practice of water hauling is continued the range in these areas 
(East Clark Bench - 137 AUMs and Round Valley - 376 AUMs) can be proper- 
ly used. 

‘ed.. Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation (RM 1.1 and RM 
tay 1979 1.2) for Bunting Well, Cedar Mountain, Cockscomb, Upper and Lower Hack- 

berry, and Rushbeds Allotments. 

Recommendations RM 1.1 and RM 1.2 can be adopted for the rest of the 
allotments with the following modifications: 

Mitigate recreation interactions by fencing recreation sites when devel- 
oped, and restricting water hauling in Fiftymile Mountain and Paria 
Canyon recreation lands to existing roads and trails. 

Do not activate use on Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench and Spencer Bench 
Allotments. 

Include Cemo in the key species objective for Deer Range and Putr and 
Cemo in the key species objective for Mud Springs. Include browse 
utilization checks on both allotments about 9/15 and following end of 
grazing. If livestock utilization on browse exceeds 60 percent, provide 
rest or reduced numbers the following year to assure abundant browse 
availability during the winter deer use period. 

Add stipulation to Cottonwood and Coyote AMPS that trailing be completed 
at a minimum of 10 miles per day and done as a single herd. Only trail 
through Wahweap Creek Pasture between 10/l-2/28. 



'Achieve fencing of the Paria River floodplain (leaving livestock water- 
ing lanes) along the Bunting Well and East Clark Bench Allotments as 
rapidly as possible. Achieve other riparian protection by fencing or 
maintaining fences as per wildlife MFP table I and recommendation WL1.l. 

Also achieve fencing a livestock watering lane into Wahweap Creek in the 
Wahweap Allotment as rapidly as possible. 

Add willows (Salix) and fourwing saltbush (Atca) to key species objec- 
tives for the Clark Bench Allotment to protect pronghorn habitat and 
floodplains of the Paria river and Wahweap Creek pending fencing. 

Add Atca, Cela, Cein as desert shrub and pinyon-juniper habitat key 
species for allotments containing these species. 

Closely monitor achievement of WL 1.1 objectives of the floodplains and 
drainage areas in Upper Warm Creek, Lower Warm Creek and Nipple Bench 
allotments. If these objectives are not met a change in management will 
be necessary. 

Provide water for pronghorn, within their range, at livestock waters 
from spring through fall even though livestock may be removed. 

Allow emergency livestock use only on Wahweap Creek Pasture of Coyote 
Allotment, Cottonwood Canyon, Paria Box, and Gravelly Hills Pastures of 
Cottonwood Allotment, and Henrieville-Little Creek Pasture of Headwaters 
Allotment. Emergency use is to be no more than 1 year out of 3 and 
utilization will be no more than 30 percent on willow (Salix) and Cotton- 
wood (Populus) or 50 percent on four-winged saltbush, pGia1 grasses 
or grasslike plants. The seasons of use in Wahweap Creek Pasture will 
be 10/l-2/28. The season of use in the other emergency use pastures 
will exclude the period 3/l-7/1. 

Give Coyote Allotment number 1 priority for implementing long-term 
management as described in the Coyote Allotment team recommendation 
(Appendix 1). Many significant interactions cannot be readily mitigated 
during the interim period but are easily and constructively mitigated in 
the long-term management proposal. 

Continue grazing Clark Bench, Cottonwood, Coyote, Deer Range, Dry Valley 
and Headwaters allotments at the present carrying capacity and season of 
use as shown in table 1 interim management. 

-agan Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation for RM 
lune 1979 1.1 and RM 1.2 with the following modifications: 

The season of use for each allotment will be the period after seed ripe 
time for the key species and will vary by allotment depending on the key 
species involved. Any further change in the season of use from the 
recommendation is a result of rancher preference as long as the season 



is within the after seedripe period. If water is hauled or developed 
those areas that have been classed as potentially suitable due to lack 
of water may be used. The amount of AUMs allowed is shown in MFP 2, 
table 1. Following are the modifications which will be made during the 
interim period for each allotment requiring a modification from the 
recommendation. 

Headwaters. The overall allotment shows a 200percent increase in AUMs. 
The Upper Paria segment shows a 45-percent increase and the Wahweap 
segment a 15-percent decrease in AUMs. The Upper Paria area where the 
increase in AUMs is coming from is extremely marginal and should not be 
grazed due to wildlife and watershed conflicts. These areas were taken 
out of the grazing system because of their frail soils and low produc- 
tivity in 1968 and have not been grazed since except on an emergency 
basis. Reduction from what is proposed herein amounts to about 1,200 
AUMs and slightly over 13,800 acres. This AMP was revised and imple- 
mented in 1976. The 15-percent decrease in the Wahweap segment should 
not be given until this system has a chance to be evaluated (approx- 
imately 1,983). The project proposals for this allotment will not 
create additional AUMs but are merely needed to improve distrubition and 
management efficiency in the overall system as it now exists. 

Continue to graze the Dry Valley Allotment as it is currently being 
grazed recognizing that approximately 157 AUMs are being taken from 
1,670 acres in the Kodachrome State Park lands. Obtain an agreement 
between the State and BLM concerning 157 AUMs on State land to promote a 
more stable grazing operation in this area. 

Continue to use the Wahweap Creek Pasture as described in the existing 
Coyote AMP until facility implementations can be achieved on Jack Riggs 
Bench then substitute use in Wahweap Creek Pasture to Jack Riggs Bench 
and use Wahweap Creek Pasture for emergency use as stated in WL1.l team 
recommendation. , 

Decision. Modify the Area Manager's recommendation as follows: 
Jan 1981 

RM-1.1. In situations where multipasture. systems are to be imple- 
mented, whether by voluntary agreement or by decision, the current 
season of use will continue until the multipasture management system is 
implemented. 

RM-1.2. Concerning allocation of forage, the attached RMPD is the 
decision document. As management is modified, the RMPD will be adjusted 
accordingly. These adjustments will come about through coordinated 
efforts with ranchers and other interested parties. (See table 2, 
Proposed Grazing Development and Use - RMPD - Paria Planning Unit.) 



Rationale 

RM-1.1. It is not reasonable to rquire a change in season of use 
twice on an allotment. This may result in an undue and unreasonable 
hardship on the oe'prator. In consultation with individual operators on 
multipasture systems, season of use and physiological requirements of 
plants will be a prime consideration. Season of use for individual 
allotments will be shown in the allotment and/or grazing file. 

RM-1.2. When the MFP Step 2 recommendation was proposed, the 
policy was to implement the inventoried carrying capacity by full force 
and effect and adjustments would have been immediate. Due to change in 
BLM policy and regulations to allow adjustments to be spread over a 5- 
year period, the allocation is as shown in the RMPD. 



Fa : Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept the multiple use recommendation 
JL, 1979 with the following provisions: site specific treatment methods will be 

identified in the activity plans and constrained by the Environmental 
Assessment process. In the pinyon-juniper types, efforts should be made 
to dispose of the forest products through sales and/or permits before 
initiating prescribed burnings. On brush ranges, consideration should 
be given to methods which favor leaving litter in place. The 200-acre 
sagebrush park may be excluded from treatment if field examination 
determines it to be important deer habitat. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Same f tll:P/ 

Paria 
Actlvrty 

step 1 Step 3 

Pittman 
drown, 
Faaan. 

, 
Objective RM-2. Improve the condition and trend of desirable livestock 

Jeken 
forage on 323,884 acres of suitable and potentially suitable Federal 
range in the Paria Planning Unit to increase production by 5,329 AUMs 

March 1978 through intensive grazing management and 170 AUMs through land treatment 
projects. 

Rationale. Grazing on public land comprises a major portion of the 
total livestock industry in Kane County. Livestock and livestock pro- 
ducts amount to 98 percent of the total agriculture products sold. 
Seventy-eight percent of the personal income from ranching is derived 
from production on BLM lands; however, ranching only contributes 4.80 
percent of the total personal income with BLM forage contributing 3.74 
percent of total personal income (information from PAA). It is Bureau 
policy to provide forage to help meet the needs of individual users, and 
dependent communities (1603.1263B). Benchmark projections in the PAA 
predict the demand for cattle AUMs to increase 22 percent to 31,686 AUMs 
by the year 2000. 

Trend data from URA step 3 shows 15 percent of the suitable areas of the 
unit in a downward trend, and 32 percent static. Only 16 percent is 
upward and 37 percent of the area has no trend available. Twenty-one 
percent of the suitable area is in poor condition, with 42 percent fair 
and 37 percent in good condition. Eleven allotments contain suitable . 
areas in a downward trend and 17 allotments have areas in poor condi- 
tion. The major vegetative types, except for pinyon-juniper areas can 
be improved to at least fair condition through management. The natural 
and land treatment potential AUMs can be achieved through intensive 
livestock management which includes allotment consolidations, imple- 
menting grazing systems , controlling season of use, managing for key 
species, adjusting livestock numbers to carrying capacity, and con- 
structing needed livestock management facilities. 

“... 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘Il,..:r:r~: I,,,, c 0,) w,‘crccI Form 1600-21 (April 19;s) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Ranoe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Brown Recommendation RM-2.1. To help in the design and implementation of 

May 1979 grazing systems, consolidate eight allotments out of 24 for 19 AMPS or 
grazing systems. Implement nine rest-rotation grazing systems, one de- 
ferred-rotation grazing system, three summer-fall grazing systems, and 
six winter grazing systems totaling 54 pastures for intensive manage- 
ment. To maximize forage production, establish season of use on all 
intensive management allotments as shown in table 2 and the Natural 
Potential Overlay. 

Rationale. By consolidating allotments, a grazing system can be imple- 
mented using each allotment as a pasture. This is less expensive be- 
cause less cross fencing will be needed and often fewer water develop- 
ments will be necessary. Consolidation creates allotments large enough 
to make improvements economically feasible. Consolidation of allotments 
helps achieve better livestock management at the lowest cost. Better 
livestock management results in improvement in the condition and trend 
of desirable livestock forage and increased production. This helps meet 
the stated objective and long-term Bureau objectives (1603.1263B). 

Present grazing ule of allotments during the spring and summer each year 
has resulted in an increase in less desirable plants such as pinyon- 
juniper and big sagebrush and a decrease in the more desirable grass and 
browse species. Grazing each year during the growing season also re- 
sults in poor vigor of the desirable plants. Grazing management systems ' 
provide periodic rest for the plants during the critical spring growing 
season and allows the desirable species to regain vigor and improve in 
condition and composition. 

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

Grazing during the spring-summer growing season each year during the 
past has caused a serious decline in the quality and quantity of desir- 
able livestock forage. Twenty-one percent of the suitable grazing areas 
are in poor condition. Nineteen allotments contain suitable areas in 
poor condition. Desirable species usually make less than 10 percent in 
the composition. Fall and winter grazing of cattle after seedripe is an 
effective method for improving range condition. The allotments that 
will be used during the spring-summer growing season will be put under 

. .._ 
Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘Il:..:r:,r:lar,!c ,I), rc, CrCrl For= 1690-21 (April 1975) 



rotation systems that will provide periodic spring-summer rest to pro- 
vide for plant requirements. Bureau range management responsibilities 
as outlined in PL-94-479 (FLPMA) section 402 and the Taylor Grazing Act 
provide for specifying season-of-use. 

Interactions, Analysis and Decision follows RM 2.2. 



ei Interactions and Analysis (consolidated for RM 2.1 and RM 2.2) 
ay ,979 

Interactions, multiple use analyses, alternatives and team recommenda- 
tions are developed in detail in Appendix 1, Allotment Analyses. 

Of the 19 proposed AMP allotments, 
range proposal on three allotments, 

the team recommendation rejects the 
adopts the range proposal as written 

on two allotments, and adopts it with minor stipulations on 11 allot- 
ments. On three allotments significant tradeoffs between resources are 
present and alternatives were developed for decision. 

earn Multiple Use Recommendations (consolidated for RM 2.1 and RM 2.2) 
ay 1979 

Reject RM 2.1 and RM 2.2 on Harvey's Fear, Spencer Bench, and Navajo 
Bench Allotments. Continue nonuse by livestock on these three allot- 
ments (see Allotment Analyses, Appendix 1; WL 6.1, WL 6.2). 

Adopt RM 2.1 and RM 2.2 as written and implement the proposed grazing 
systems as written on Mud Springs, 
Allotment Analyses, Appendix 1). 

and Round Valley allotments (See 
Add key species for monitoring deer 

browse on Deer Range and Mud Springs (WL-2.1, RM-1.1). 

Adopt RM 2.1 and RM 2.2 on the following allotments with modifications 
or stipulations as listed: 

Buntinq Well (Includes East Clark Bench, Judd Hollow, and Cedar Mountain 
Allotments): 

Construct 0.3 mile of fence, within the East Clark Bench Pasture, to 
protect riparian habitat along Paria River. Leave one watering lane to 
the river for livestock. Improve 71 acres of other riparian habitat 
along the Paria River by livestock management as proposed by range 
management recommendations. Do not impose season of use or utilization 
restrictions of WL-1.1. Monitor this area to assure the trend is toward 
meeting the WL1.l recommendation. 

Clark Bench: 

Construct 0.4 mile of fence to protect riparian and other phreatophytic 
areas along Wahweap Creek and the Paria River. Until this fencing is 
completed, add willows (Salix) and four-winged saltbush (Atca) to the 
key species along these streams. Monitor these key species to assure 
the trend is toward meeting the WL1.l recommendation. 

DO not reduce proposed livestock AUMs because of fencing. The loss is 
percent of the total. 

Cottonwood: 

Construct 0.8 mile of fence to protect riparian habitat along the Paria 
River. 
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,rown Recommendation RM 2.2. On the allotments identified for intensive 
May 1979 management, allocate up to 24,636 Federal AUMs to graze 3,383 cattle (to 

include up to 38 horses) on 251,887 suitable Federal acres and 71,997 
potentially suitable Federal acres. (Water and trail development is not 
planned for all potentially suitable areas; therefore, all potentially 
suitable AUMs will not be allocated). Through intensive management, 
provide an additional 5,329 natural potential AUMs. Do not authorize 
grazing on 383,875 unsuitable Federal acres. 

Rationale. The 24,636 AUMs are the result of the 1977 range survey 
which showed an average increase of 0.024 percent in Federal AUMs on 
suitable and potentially suitable lands in the planning unit. Fifty- 
four percent of the suitable acres of the unit are receiving moderate or 
heavy use. The grass vegetation type, which includes the crested wheat- 
grass and Russian Wildrye seedings, shows only 9 percent slight use, but 
52 percent moderate and 22 percent heavy utilization. Sixty-five per- 
cent of the sagebrush type and 55 percent of the desert shrub type are 
being utililzed moderate and heavy. One hundred percent of the winter- 
fat type receives heavy use (URA step 3, table 10). Grazing at the 
surveyed carrying capacity will help desirable plants regain vigor and 
increase in composition. 

Four allotments in the planning unit contain two-thirds or more unsuit- 
able acres, and additional 12 allotments contain greater than one-third ' 
unsuitable land, and nine allotments contain less than one-third of 
their acres classified as unsuitable for livestock grazing. 

Thirty-three percent of the planning unit total area is suitable for 
grazing with 10 percent potentially suitable (2 percent due to inaccess- 
ibility and 8 percent due to lack of water). These areas will become 
suitable as water or trails are provided. Lake Powell accounts for 
4 percent of the planning unit and 2 percent is unsurveyed. Unsuitable 
land accounts for 51 percent of the unit. The reasons for classifying 
range unsuitable are: 

1. Low forage production 14 percent 
2. Frail watershed . . . . . . . . . . 
3. Steep and rough terrain 4 percent 
4. Combination 1 and 2 4 percent 
5. Combination 1 and 3 22 percent 
6. Combination 2 and 3 2 percent 
7. Combination 1, 2 and 3 5 percent 

,.,.c: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

II ,,,. :“,,(‘;,o,,F 0,) W,‘PI.V,‘l Form 1600-21 (April 1973) 



Allow the AUMs shown in table 2 only after all projects are completed 
and an allotment evaluation is made. Continue only emergency livestock 
use in the Paria Box Gravelly Hills, and along Cottonwood Canyon. In 
these areas do not graze more than 1 year out of 3 and the utilization 
will be no more than 30 percent on Willow (Salix) and Cottonwood (Populus) 
or 50 percent on grasses or grasslike plants. Do not graze during the 
period 3/l-7/1. All trailing is to be at a minimum of 10 miles per day 
and done as a single herd unless otherwise authorized by the authorized 
officer. 

Coyote: 

1. Construct 0.1 mile of fence to protect riparian habitat along 
Wahweap and Coyote Creeks. 

2. Close the Wahweap Creek Pasture to livestock grazing and substitute 
the use to Jack Riggs Pasture as soon as possible, but no later than the 
first year of implementation of the proposed grazing system. Route 
trailing between the White Sands and Jack Riggs Pastures along the Jack 
Riggs road instead of through Wahweap Creek Pasture when possible and 
only trail through Wahweap Pasture during 10/l-2/28. Allow emergency 
use of the Wahweap Creek Pasture only if the following stipulations can 
be met after implementation of the plan: 

it: 
Use no more than one year out of three. 
Restrict season of use to 10/l-2/28. 
Limit use to 30 percent on Salix and Atca or 50 percent on 

grass:; and grasslike plants as key species for monitoring total food 
and cover for antelope habitat. 

3. Protect riparian areas identified in table 2 by livestock manage- 
ment as proposed by range management recommendations. Do not impose 
season of use or utilization restrictions of WL-1.1. 

4. Graze the South Coyote Pasture as recommended by range with stipu- 
lations as follows: 

Monitor utilization and erosion condition and trend on 1,906 acres in 
writeup C4a to assure watershed objectives are being met. 

5. Do not allow the increase in carrying capacity as shown in table 2, 
Intensive Management, until an allotment evaluation is completed (at the 
end of the grazing cycle). 

Hackberry: 

Fence riparian and other phreatophytic areas using ripgut or hand con- 
structed barbed wire and juniper posts. Leave livestock watering fence 
lanes as needed. Approximately 0.9 mile of fence iS required (table 1, 
Wildlife). Protect Hogeye Canyon and Snake Creek by livestock management 



as proposed in range management recommendations. Do not impose season 
of use or utilization restrictions of WL-1.1. Do not reduce proposed 
livestock AUMs because of fencing. The loss is less than 1 percent. 

Upper Warm Creek: 

Construct 0.1 mile of fence to protect other phreatophytic areas along 
Wesses Canyon. Improve riparian and other phreatophytic area habitats 
not to be fenced along John Henry Canyon, Warm Creek, and Wesses Canyon 
through livestock management as proposed by range management recommenda- 
tions. Do not impose season of use or utilization restrictions of WL- 
1.1. Monitor these areas to assure the trend is toward meeting the 
UL1.l recommendation. 

Do not reduce proposed livestock AUMs because of fencing. The loss is 
less than 1 percent. 

Wahweap: 

1. Construct 0.2 mile of fence to protect riparian and other phreato- 
phytic area habitats along Wahweap Creek as per WL1.l recommendation. 
Keep livestock out of Wahweap Creek until the desired forage conditions 
are met. Change the beginning use period to 11/15 as requested by the 
operator. This is still within the after seed ripe period as requested 
by the operator. Do not reduce proposed livestock AUMs because of 
fencing. The loss is less than 4 percent. 

2. Livestock will be allowed to water in Wahweap Creek by the construc- 
tion of a fence lane into water. 

Dry Valley: 

Includes grazing 157 AUMs on 1,670 acres in Kodachrome State Park plus 
potential to be developed through water developments. If grazing con- 
flicts with park use, the 157 AUMs will be eliminated from the license. 
Improve 26 acres of riparian area along the Paria River and Dry Valley 
Draw through livestock management. Monitor these areas to assure WL1.l 
recommendations are being met. 

Last Chance: 

This alloitment is administered by the Escalante Resource Area. Range 
management multiple use recoMmendations will be made in the Escalante 
Planning Unit MFP. 

Lower Warm Creek: 

Do not develop Cottonwood livestock trail that will allow livestock to 
use potentially suitable range for an additional 400 AUMs. Due to the 
fluctuating water level of Lake Powell and the wildlife conflicts 



identified in the allotment analysis, developing this livestock trail is 
not feasible. 

Nipple Bench: 

Improve 78 acres of riparian and other phreatophytic area habitats along 
Nipple Creek, Tibbet Canyon, and Tibbet Spring through livestock manage- 
ment as proposed by range management recommendation. Do not impose 
season of use or utilization restrictions of WL-1.1. Monitor these 
areas to assure the trend is toward meeting the WL1.l recommendations. 

Rock Creek: 

This allotment is administered by the Escalante 
management multiple use recommendations will be 
Planning Unit MFP. 

All Allotments: 

Resource Area. Range 
made in the Escalante 

Maintain good condition on habitats that are presently in good condition 
(WL-CPS-1). Monitor all other habitats by allotment based upon the 
wildlife and livestock forage species (WL2.1 and 3.1). Assure these 

key 

recommendations are being met. 

Due to significant tradeoffs between resources on the following allot- 
ments, alternatives to RM 2.1 and RM 2.2 were developed for multiple use 
recommendations as listed below: 

Blue Pools: 

Alternative 1. Long term grazing as proposed with the stipulation 
to monitor wind erodibility of soils and reduction in clay content over 
time. 

Alternative 2. Long term grazing as'proposed, except use 7/l-4/30 
season instead of 8/l-5/31. 

Clark Bench: 

Alternative 1. Do not allow the increase as shown in table 2, 
Intensive Management, until an allotment evaluation is Completed at the 
end of the grazing cycle. Check to be sure there is no use in Wahweap 
Creek and along the Paria River and light use in Watershed area W1.l. 

Alternative 2. Follow the watershed and wildlife recommendations. 

Alternative 3. Do not allow the increase as shown in table 2, 
Intensive Management, until an allotment evaluation is completed at the 
end of the Igrazing cycle. Change the season of use from 8/l-5/31 to 
7/l-4/30. 



Headwaters: 

Alternative 1. The areas in the Upper Paria portion which show a 
43-percent increase should not be used to make up for the 15-percent 
decrease in Upper Wahweap unless they meet the following criteria. 

a. The capacity calculation is not from floodplains or other 
phreatophytic areas 

b. Have a carrying capacity less than 32 acres per AUM. 
Have an SSF which shows that the area is in a slight erosion 

condiiion (SSF less than 40). 

Alternative 2. The overall allotment shows a 20-percent increase 
in AUMs. The Upper Paria segment shows a 45-percent increase and the 
Wahweap segment a E-percent decrease in AUMs. The Upper Paria area 
where the increase in AUMs is coming from is extremely marginal and 
should not be grazed due to wildlife and watershed conflicts. These 
areas were taken out of the grazing system because of their frail soils 
and low productivity in 1968 and have not been grazed since except on an 
emergency basis. Reduction from what is proposed herein amounts to 
about 1,200 AUMs and slightly over 13,800 acres. This AMP was revised 
and implemented.in 1976.. The 15-percent decrease in the Wahweap segment 
should not be given until this system has a chance to be evaluated 
(approximately 1983). The project proposals for this allotment will not 
create additional AUMs but are merely needed to improve distribution and 
management efficiency in the overall system as it now exists. Construct 
1.7 miles of fence to protect riparian habitat along Little Creek, Sheep 
Creek Detention Reservoir area, Four-Mile Canyon, Tommy Smith Creek as 
per WL1.l. Continue emergency use only along Henrieville and Little 
Creek to be used not more than 1 year out of 3. Utilization is to be 
not more than 30 percent on cottonwood (Po~ulus) or willow (Salix) or 50 
percent on grasses or grasslike plants. Do not use this emergency use 
area during the period 3/l-7/1. Improve 1,472 acres of riparian and 
other phreatophytic area habitats along 1Q areas through livestock 
management as proposed in range management recommendations. Do not 
improve season of use or utilization restrictions of WL-1.1. These 10 
areas are Deer Creek Spring, Four-Mile Canyon, Henderson Canyon, Heward 
Creek, Last Chance Creek, North Creek, Paradise Canyon, Paria River, 
Sheep Creek, and Willis Creek. Monitor these areas to assure the trend 
is toward meeting the WL1.l recommendation. Allocate the Sheep Creek 
Detention Reservoir area totally for wildlife habitat and recreational 
use. Do not do the optimum treatment along Henrieville-Little Creek 
area as suggested by range management RM4.1, instead allow native vegeta- 
tion to reach potential. 

Alternative 3. Treat areas in Upper Wahweap which are listed under 
OptiMUM treatment. This will remove the pressure off the critical. 
areas, provide additional forage for livestock, and more closely meet 
the other resource objectives. 



Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation as writ- 
ten. The following alternatives are accepted for allotments listed 
below: 

Blue Pools Accept Alternative 1 
Clark Bench Accept Alternative 1 
Headwaters Accept Alternative 2 

Also adjust the stocking rate on new rest rotation systems to the carry- 
ing capacity of the pastures that will be actually grazed for the first 
year of the rotation cycle. After the first year base the stocking rate 
on the sum of the pastures in the allotment. 

ensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendations with the following 
an 1979 modifications: 

RM-2.1. Anytoperator who does not wish to have his allotment 
consolidated with other allotments may be allowed to remain as an indivi- 
dual allotment, but use will be allowed only after seed ripe of the key 
species and to be no later than March 1 in the spring. 

RM-2.2. The allocation of forage will be as given in the attached 
RMPD. The RMPD is subject to change as AMPS and grazing systems are 
developed and as monitoring studies proceed. Allocation of forage will 
only be made on suitable acreage and potentially suitable acreage will 
be licensed only if water is developed or hauled. 

Rationale 

RM-2.1. Consolidation of allotments are considered necessary to 
allow grazing during the plant growing season where rest would be pro- 
vided to protect the physiological requirements of the plants. If it is 
more convenient for an operator to manage his operation on an individual 
allotment, the.physiological requirements .of the plants will be met by 
grazing in an after seed ripe season. 

RM-2.2. For rationale for forage allocation, see rationale in RM- 
1.2. 
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Recommendation RM-1.3. Establish one custodial allotment (Cockscomb) to 
be managed administratively by regulating class of livestock, AUMs and 
season of use (Natural Potential Overlay and table 1). 

Rationale. Custodial allotments are allotments that are difficult or 
impossible for BLM to manage. The difficulty arises from those situa- 
tions where public land is a small part of the total grazing area. 
Often these public lands have such a fragmented or isolated land pattern 
that it is not practical or possible for BLM to gain control for inten- 
sive range management practices. 

The custodial allotment would comprise 1,036 suitable Federal acres. 
Because of the reasons stated above, only class of livestock, AUMs and 
season of use will be regulated by BLM and an intensive grazing system 
will not be attempted. 

Interactions and analysis regarding this parcel are in RM 3.1. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Continue interim management as in table 1. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept the recommendation as written. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. ii needed 

1 I,,.:,.:,‘.; ,011 F I,,, rr! CIC,‘) Form lGQO--21 (Apr;l 19751 
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TABLE I 

. lntcrlm tlanagement r 
___-~- _- 

PX%itT~ii%~Ton- Proposed Situation Federal Potentially Suitable' 
mestock Livestock 

Numbers 
Allot~wnt’ 

Season Federald Federald Numbers Season Sult~~~~<~??$' lack of Water InaccessIble 
and Class of use AlNS Acres dnd Class of Use 7m-----aciz- in Aw lrrRls Acres IKJPS Acres - 

(Recarnenddtton fW1.3) 

blue Pools 5X 011 - 5131 553 

BLntlng Yell 1CC 6/l - 11130 60g 

Cedar noun- 246C/3H 6/l - 10/15 1,130 

tdln 

Cldrk Bench 1?5C/W B/l - 5/31 I ,eoo 

Cockscomb' 9c 12/16 - 4115 37 

cottonwood 3QlC/loH 11/l - 5/31 2,737 

coyote 292c 11/l - s/31 2,044 

Deer Range er 8/l - lO/lS 213 

Dry Valley 195C/lSH 7/l - 10131 66ff 

East Clatk 80 11/l - 5/15 520 

Bench 

Ferr)r Swdle Admlnlstered by Artzond Strip D.O. 

(RN-1.2) (RM-1.1) (N-1.2) (WI-1.2) (RIG1.2) (RH-1.2) fW-1.2) 

9.188 
.* I 

2,630 

13.108 

MC 

2oc 

lfd 

10/l-3/31 

6/l - 11130 

6/l - LO/15 

516 

120 

010 

8,425 

1.660 

9.970 

-7 

*loo 

-28 

*.... 

I.... 

I.... 

(RII-1.2) 

. . . 

64.341 16X’ B/l - s/3+ 1,670 21,320 -7 394 

1,961 9c 11/16 - 3/15 36 1,036 -3 . . . . . 

83.998 411c’ 11/l - s/3+ 2,877 32,782 4-S 377 

44,141 312C 11/l - 5/31b 2,184 23.054 *7 343 

10,294 MC 8/l - 10/15 213 2,280 I 0 . . . . . 

11,355 161m 7/l - lo/31 6689 6.382’ 0 133 

9,555 66c 11/l - 5115 429 4,704 -11 136 

Fldt TOP 45c B/l - 5/31 

Harvey's Ftrr Unalloted 

kddwd ten 5R2c 5/l - 6/10 

328C 511 - 9/30 

703c 11/l - 3/31 

Judd Hollow 1?2c 11/l - 5/31 

Lower Hack- 96C 11/l - 3/31 

berry 

Lower Udnn -4tii3H 11/l - r/31 

Creek 

450 

1.535 

5,245 

4,566 

Contlnued dd&IiStrat~OII by Arlzond Strip 0.0. 

774R 

! ,640 

3,515 

1.204 

480 

24 .9/059 

13.6138 

1i.M 

3% E/l - 5/31 390 4,865 -13 

25C 125 , . 10/M - ?I!~. , 3,197 . . . 

657 5/l - 6/10 874R 

401 5/l o/30 - 2,005 65,297 +19 

’ 832 11/l 3/31 -’ 4.160 . . . . . . . . . 

iiac ^’ 10/l - 3/31 696 9,745 -42 

sti ii/l - 3/31 250 5,117 -40 

’ tici 

.., 

. . 
22cn 11/l - 3/31 110 2,645 -51 

. 

..*.. 

. . . . . 

92 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

..a.. 

. ...* 

. . . . . 

5,937 

f.... 

9,934 

10,399 

.*.a. 

1,085 

1,200 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,892 

.*... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

..a 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

400 

(W-1.2) 

. ...* 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

,.... 

*.... 

. . . . . 

. ..*. 

. . . . . 

..*.. 

. . . . . 

,.... 

. . . . . 

4 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

7,045 

(Continued) 

. 
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Table 1 (Concluded) 

- . *. . ,. . __ -.-.-. -. -...._ L..,_,rL ---.. _ . -=- 

. . . . . \ 
t 

-PFZZnt Situation 
Livestock 

-*Proposed Situation 
- Livestock 

Federal Potentially Suitable- 
Percent 

Allotmenta 
Numbers Season Federald Federald Numbers Season 
and Class of Use AUbls ' Acres and Class 

Suitable Federald Change lack of Water Inaccessible 
---- of Use --AUMs Acres in AUMs AUMs Acres AUMS Acres- 

I-lud Springs 64C 

tlavajo Bench Nonuse 

Hipple Bench 19oc 
Round Valley 12X 

Rushbeds 54c 

Spencer Bench Nonuse 

Upper Hack- 125Ch 

berry 149c’ 

Upper Warm 22lC 

Creek 

Wahweap BOC 

TOTAL 4,504 

3811 

7/16 - lo/15 

12/l - 4/30 

11/l - 3131 

11/l - 4/30 

11/l - 3/15 

4116 - 6/l+ 

11/l - 5/31 

194 

832' 

950 

625 

324 

264’ 

862 

14,455 

7,628 

26,942 

8,974 

16,525 

8,505 

21,604 

41c 

2lC 

103c 

. . . . . 

4lC 

13c 

89c 

7/16 - lO/lS 123 3,807 

lo/l6 - 3/15 105 3,039 

11/l - 3/31 515 10,645 

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

11/l - 4130 246 5,076 

IO/16 - 3/15 65 2,186 

11/l - 3/15h 578 8,759 

4/16 - 6/l+ 

11/l - 3/31 a35 1.1,193 

-36 

. . . 

-46 

-100 

-24 

. . . 

-33 

33 909 . . . 

212 3,183 . ,. 

367 6,207 . . . 

376 5,169 . . . 

77 1,690 . . . 

164 3,492 . . . 

131 5,130 . . . 

. . . . . 

e.... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . . 

7,045 

12/l - 4/30 

1,547 68,265 167C 

400 11,223 39c 11/l - 3/31 195 5,609 
24,049 759,722 4,159 20,793 252,923 

-46 640 

-51 

-14 

. . . . . 

3,475 

a.725 

. . . . . . 
64,952 

,.. 

. . . 
400 

Rote: This table recommends use of all presently suitable AUMs as shown in URA Step 3 A 
included in the Escalante MFP. 

ppendix 9 except Last Chance and Rock Creek Allotments to be 

*., 1. * , 
tCustodia1 allotment. 
cSclason the same as existing AHP. 
d"Ul;s entirely in suspended nonusc (not included in total). 
el~~cludes Glen Canyon National Recreation Area... I. I . . 1 
fl;3 rIUE!s based on 41 percent federal range; 42 AUNs used'in conjunction with private land. 

,.... ,'L__ 1.*- 93 

Based on 90 percent federal range. 
0 

EUsed in conjunction with 1,072 state AUHs. 
iAiJlJIIf?S t0 native range. 
.Applies to sccdlngs. 
illdy substitute up to 3 horses, 

. 

,:!dy substitute up to 5 horses, 
based on present qualifications. 

lf~y substitute up to 10 horses, 
based on present qualifications. 

y:lI~y substitute up to 15 horses, 
based on present qualifications. 

Iby substitute up to 5 horses, 
based on present qualifications. 

"Could include up to 38 horses, 
based on present qualifications. 

pAU!ls may vary from survey, 
based on present qualifications. 

due to balancing with livestock numbers and season of use. 
'157 of these AUIls are being licensed by BLII on 1,670 acres of Kodachrome State Park which is state land under a R 6 PP paterit. 
[eres with the intent of the patent the AL&Is will be deducted from the allotment. 

If this grazing use in 

Season times cattle numbers in the tleadwaters allotment does not equal the total AUMs due to some operators taking cattle on at different times. (See 
Ilea&aters AMP file\ Total AUMs of present are 5,930 and proposed AU& chould total 7,037. 



UFP 2 TABLE 1 

Intertm tlanagement Summary of Area t4anager Step 2 Reconanenddtions 
October 16, 1979 

Present Situarlon 
nvestock 

--- -mRanaqer's Recommm -- edera otentiZl~iGli@+ 

Federald Federald Sultab\eP federald 
Percent 

fillotnent' 
Dunbers Season Season 
and ClaL 

Inaccessible 
-I__ of Use AUflS Acres of Use ADMS 

Cbange Lack of Water 
Acres ------. in AM mls Acres Alals-Acres 

(oeccnxnendatton RH-1.3) 

Blue Pools 55c B/l - s/31 553 9.166 

Buntlng Uell lot 6/l - IWO 60 2,630 

Ceddr Mtn. 248Cf311 6/l - lO/lS I.130 13,108 

Clark Bench 17X/W WI - s/31 1,800 64,341 

Cockscrnba 9c 12/16 4715 - 37 1.961 

Cotton.rood 381C/lOH 11/l - 5/31 2,737 83,998 

Coyote 292c 11/l - 5/31 2,044 44.141 

Deer Range a!% 8/l - IO/I5 213 10,294 

Dry Valley 195C/lW 711 - IO/31 66Ee 11.355 

East Clark Dench DCC 11/l - s/15 520 9.555 

ferry Srale Admlnlstcred by Arizona Strip 0.0. 1.535 

fldt TOP 45C W - 5131 450 5,245 

Harvey's Fear Unalloted 4,566 

Headuaters' 582C 5/l - 6110’ 

328C 5/l - 9/30 1.640 

3 7745 

249,osF 

703c 11/l - 3/3l 3,515 

Judd tlol1ow 172c 11/l - 5/31 1,204 J3.688 

Loner Hack- 96C 11/l - 3/31 486 17,695 

b'erry 

Lower Yam 4Cc/5d . _’ iiii - 3131 225 33.242” 

Creek 

.,.^ ., 1,.,, 

(Wl.1) (RM-1.2) (M-1.2) (IM-1.2) 

IO/l - 3/3l 516 8,425 -7 

6/l - 1 l/30 120 1,680 ilO0 

6/l - lo/l5 t310 9,970 -28 

e/1 - 5/31b 1,800 23,270 0 

11/16 - 3/15 36 1,036 -3 

11/l - 5/31b 2,737 31,242 0 

11/l - S/d 2.044 21,544 D 

e/1 - IO/l5 213 2,280 0 

l/l - 10/31 66eu 6,302” D 

11/l - 5/15 429 4,104 -17 

Admlnlstratlon by Arizona Strip 0.0. 

w - 5131 390 4,865 -13 

llonuse 3,197 . ..* 

(rub1.2) 

. . . . . 

(RM-1.2) (P&1.2) 

. . . . . 

.a.., 

264 

, . . . . 

377 

343 

. . . . . 

133 

136q 

5/l - 63 

511 - 9/3Q f 5,930 53.370’ 0 

11/l - 3/3l . . . . 

10/l - 3/3l 696 9.145 -42 

11/l - 3/31 250 5,117 -48 

11/l - 3;31 110 2,645 -51 

#.... 

. . . . . 

#.... 

92 

.a... 

,.a.. 

..*.. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

3.987 

. . . . . 

9.934 

10.399 

. . . . . 

1.085 

1,200 

. ..*. 

. ...* 

. . . . . 

1,8P2 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. ..I. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. ...* 

.I... 

. ...* 

. . . . . 

..*.. 

. . . . . 

.*... 

.*... 

* . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

*.... 

..,.. 

. . . . . 

400 

(PA-1.2) 

..a.. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

,.... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

,.... 

. . . . . 

. ..I. 

. . . . . 

7.045 



HFP 2 FABLE I 

Fnterlm Management Suavnary of Area Manager Step 2 Recamendatlons 
October 18. 1979 

- 
-PresentK~tion 

Clvestock 
I- A%sKqer'zRecommendation ---- 

Federald Federald 
.--- ----Percent 

-al Potentiall~G+ 

Allotment' 
flumbe rs 

~:a~:r 
Season SultdbleP Federdtd 

and Class AUHs 
Lack of Water Inaccesslble 

-- --- Acres 
Chan9e 

of Use --NH~-lGZ-- &I-ALMS ALMS Acres AlWs Acres 

Mud Springs 64C 

hdvd]O Bench hmuse 

Ripple Bench 19oc 

Round Valley 12x 

Rushbeds 54c 

Spencer Bench Nonuse 

Upper Hack- 

berry 

Upper Uann' 

creek 

Yahweap 

Totals 

7fl6 - lo/15 194 14,455 7/16 - lD/15 123 

. . . . . . . . . . 832’ 7.628 Nonuse L..... 

12/l - 4/30 950 .26.942 11/l - 3/3l 515 

11/l - 3/3l 625 0,974 ll/l - 3131 . . . . . . 

1 l/l - 4/30 324 16,525 II/l - 4130 246 

264’ 8,505 Ronuse . . . . . . 

125Ch II/l - 3/15 862 21,604 II/l - 3/lG 57% 

149c’ 4116 - 6/15’ 4116 - 6/15’ 

221c 11/l - 5/31 1.547 68,265 11/l - 3/31 837’ 

eoc 12/l - 4/30 400 -- 11.223 11/15 - 3/31 194 -- 

4.504c 24.049 759,722 19,754 

3eM 

3,807 

3,039 

-10,645 

. . . ..a 

5.076 

2.186 

8.759 

-36 

. . . . 

-46 

-100 

-24 

909 . . . . 

3,183 . . . . 

6,207 ,,.. 

. . . . 

-33 

33 

212 

367 

376q 

77 

164 

131 

5,169 . . . . 

1,690 . . . . 

3,492 . . . . 

5,130 . . . . 

11,193 -46 640 8,725 . . . . 

5,609 -41 . . . . . 

245,035 -20 3,345 

. . . . . . . . . - - 
63,002 400 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

e.... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

7.045 

'Custodial allotment. 
bSearon the sdme ds extstlng AMP. 

--e--m- 

iAr*fs entirely In suspended nonuse (not included tn total). 
Includes Glen Canyon tlattondl Recreation Area. 

eL3 AUl:s baled on 41 percent federal range; 
{Used in conjunction with 1.072 state AWIs. 

42 AUHs used tn conJunctIon with private land. 

7.pplIes to ndttve range. 
'~wlles to seedings. 
PAUF's ndy vdry fron survey, due to bdlancfng with livestock nunbers and season of use. 
qOperdtor presently hauls ndter to make use of there AU4s. 

. 

:A slight AW diflerence exists between this table aird MFP 1 table due to balancing ltvestock nunbers and season of use. 
Season times cattle numbers does not equal tOtdl AWls because some operators' season VdrieS fran that shown. 

tcreage grazed. 
Proposed acres to be grazed ts actual 

Includes AUMs and dcres potentlally suitable In Round Vtlley and East Clark Bench Allotments where suttablltty is based on hauling water. 376 AUFls 
dnd 5,169 acres in Round vdlley; 136 AU% and 1,200 acres tn fdst Clark Bench. 
icres reduction from proposed in h?ddwdtW Allotment. 

Also constders 1.670 acres grazed In todachrorx State Park and 11,927 

157 of these AUHs are being licensed by OLM on 1.670 acres in Kodachrcane State Park which Is state Iand under an R 6 PP patent. 
with the Intent of the patent the AU% will be deducted fron the allotment. 

tf grdzing interferes 



RM URA. Sale would transfer 37 AUMs of Federal forage into private owner- 
ship. 

WL CPS 1, WL 2.1, Wl 2.2, WL 3.1; Wildlife habitat currently available to 
the public would be transferred in the sale. 

Multiple Use Analysis. The proposal to sell this tract is internally gener- 
ated for ease of administration of the Range program. There is no identified 
public demand for non-Federal ownership of the tract. A nearby parcel of 
private land, generally flat and near the highway, was for sale for 7 or 8 
years before being sold about 2 years ago. No change in land use has occurred 
as a result of the sale. Public values other than range are present on the 
tract, particularly geologic sightseeing along the Cockscomb anticline. 

Team Team Recommendation. Do not sell the tract. Retain and manage as a custo- 
May 1979 dial allotment. 

Fagan Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name \I/-/‘, 

Paria 
Actlvlry 

Range 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Brown Recommendation RM-2.3. Increase total cover by five percent and composi- 
May 1979 tion of the key forage species identified for each allotment by inten- 

sive management (table 2) as follows: 

From To 
Key Species Percent Composition Percent Composition 

Agcr (Seedings) 70 71 
El ju (Seedings) 68 70 
Orhy 3 6 
Spcr 
Hija : 

7 
23 

Agsm 4 
Putr : 6 
Atca 2 5 
Epne 12 
Eula 1 10 

Rationale. A comparison of the grazed areas with relict areas shows a 
significant difference in the percent of desirable species in the compo- 
sition. The desirable grass composition ranges from about 10 to 20 
percent on the grazed areas but makes up from 35 to 40 percent of the 
composition on No Man's Mesa, (a relict area). Bitterbrush composition . 
averages I. to 3 percent on grazed areas but 5 to 15 percent on relict 
areas. Plant cover on the relict areas averaged 5 to 10 percent higher 
than comparable types on the grazed areas. 

Key species are designated based on palatability for cattle, relative or 
potential abundance based on soils, climate, and ability to endure 
grazing. Management systems are designed based on key species. If the 
growth requirements of the key species are met so the key species are 
allowed to increase in vigor and within the composition, the require- 
ments of the rest of the plants will also be taken care of. This will 
allow improvement in the condition and trend of desirable livestock 
forage in the unit. 

Team Interactions. WL 2.1, 3.1, 1.1, CPS-1 and W1.l, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4 are all 
May 1979 complimentary and supportive of RM 2.3. Wildlife WL 1.1 recommends 

adding fourwing saltbrush (Atca), willow (Salix), and Cottonwood (Populus) 
to key forage species list for intensive management on allotments with 
riparian and other phreatophytic areas that will remain unfenced. WL 
2.1 recommends adding mountain mahogany (Cemo) to the key monitoring 
species for critical deer winter range (pinyon-juniper habitat). 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

l,:,.:r,,(‘;*,,,,\. o,, tx’,‘Cl.FC’) Form lG!W-21 (April I?Tsj 



Multiple Use Analysis. In all allotments, the intensive management of 
key livestock forage species to increase their cover and composition, 
proposed by RM-2.3 will result in improvement of riparian, pinyon- 
juniper, to desert shrub including grassland habitats and interacts 
positively with wildlife and watershed. 

Tea,,, Multiple Use Recommendations. Adopt intensive management of key forage 
May 1979 species to increase cover (table 2). Include fourwing salt brush (Atca) 

willow (Salix) and cottonwood (Populus) in the riparian habitat areas 
and mounmmahogany (Cemo) in the pinyon-juniper habitat areas. 

Fagan Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the Team recommendation as writ- 
June 1979 ten. 

Jensen Decision. Reject the recommendation and the multiple use recommendation 
Jan 1981 as to addition of key forage species. 

Rationale. There is no method for monitoring these proposed increases 
on a unitwide basis. Each AMP will have objectives for that allotment 
for management of appropriate key forage plant species. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name ’ \IIc/‘j 

Paria 
Activity 

Range 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlav Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 Step 3 

Brown Recommendation RM-2.4. Rest all allotments that contain extensive areas 
May 1979 in a downward trend and where the key forage plants are in poor condi- 

tion or poor vigor to improve condition and trend. Rest for the spring- 
surraner growing season prior to implementation of the grazing systems on 
the following allotments (table 2): 

Blue Pools 
Clark Bench 
Deer Range 
Dry Valley 
Headwaters (Upper Wahweap) 
Judd Hollow 
Mud Springs 
Nipple Bench 
Round Valley 
Upper Warm Creek 

Rationale. The rest will improve plant vigor and increase composition 
of desirable species. Plants will be able to replenish root reserves 
and produce seed which will provide an opportunity to establish seed- 
lings. This will also provide a greater opportunity for the grazing 
systems to work. Plants will be in good vigor and more forage will be 
available to start the pasture rotation system. 

Team Interactions RM 2.4 
May 1979 

WL 2.1 Improve pinyon-juniper habitat areas by monitoring utilization, 
condition and trend based on key forage species, and adjusting livestock 
accordingly. 

WL 3.1 Improve desert shrub, grassland and sagebrush habitat areas by 
monitoring habitat utilization , condition and trend based upon key 
forage species and adjusting livestock accordingly. 

WL CPS 1 12,301 acres of pinyon-juniper, desert shrub, and cliffs to be 
maintained in good condition. 

Wl 1.1 Protect riparian and other phreatophytic areas along Wahweap 
Creek, Henrieville Creek, Tommy Smith Creek, Wesses Canyon, and by 
monitoring and only allowing 30 percent utilization on the key browse 
species of willows where present. 

ku.e: Attach additional sheets. of needed 

~I,,..:,.,,c:,l,,,\’ (I), rP,‘CrFPI Form 16ClO-21 (Apr11 1975\ 



1,2. w Graze in winter only (10-l to 2-28) on sandy soils prior to the 
spring and summer windy season to insure adequate plant cover where wind 
speeds are greatest. 

w 1.4. No grazing on the Paria River and Wahweap Creek, Dry Valley Wash 
to Last Chance flood plains until there is a 70-percent cover of vegeta- 
tion and litter and then don't graze in excess of 50 percent utilization 
on the desirable grasses and 30 percent on desirable shrubs. 

1.3. w Do not graze these highly saline easily eroded soils classed 
unsuitable. 

1.1. w Graze in winter only. This special management is necessary on 
these easily eroded soils to increase cover and reduce salt and silt 
production. 

Multiple Use Analysis. Resting of 10 allotments in downward trends 
agrees in part with four wildlife recommendations (WL 1.1, 2.1, 3.1 and 
WL CPS 1) and four watershed recommendations (W 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4). 
The basic part of all of these recommendations is to improve the vigor, 
condition and trend of a variety of plants in a variety of habitats. 
The Wildlife recommendations go farther in that they propose reduction 
in livestock numbers to meet the habitat objectives. WL 1.1 proposes 
permanent rest of a substantial number of riparian areas and allowing 30 
percent utilization on key browse species in other unfenced riparian 
areas. Watershed recommendation W 1.1 asks for permanent spring and 
summer rest by recommending winter use only on the Round Valley and 
Upper WArm Creek Allotments. W 1.3 (do not graze highly saline soils in 
Dry Valley, Headwaters, Last Chance, Nipple Bench and Upper Warm Creek 
Allotments), conflicts with use on these allotments. 

There are no other recommendations that propose less rest than RM 2.4. 
The more stringent rest requirements of Watershed and Wildlife recommen- 
dations listed above are analyzed and decided in the allotment analysis 
(Appendix 1) and in the eight recommendations listed above. 

Team Team Recommendation. Accept RM 2.4 as the minimum rest requirements on 
lay 1979 11 listed allotments. Any additional rest required by interacting 

recommendations will be decided on a case by case basis for each recom- 
mendation and are treated in RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.1, and 2.2. 

-agan Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation as writ- 
June 1979 ten with the following modifications: 

1. Existing AMPS will continue to be followed. 

2. All other allotments listed under RM-2.4 will not be grazed 
until after the seed ripe period of the key forage species. 



e Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. 
an J79 

Rationale. See RM-2.2 decision and rationale. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1 ill’/‘/ 

Paria 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Steo 1 Steo 3 

drown Recommendation RM-2.5. Provide for intensive livestock management by devel- 
May 1979 oping: two cattleguards, 29 miles of fence, 36.5 miles of pipeline, 11 water 

troughs, three water storage tanks, one pumping station, one well, I7 reser- 
voirs, five water catchments, 11 slickrock catchments, 14 spring develop- 
ments, 2.5 miles of stock trails, and enlarge storage on one existing catch- 
ment (table 2 and Livestock Management Facilities and Land Treatments Over- 
lay). 

Support. Operations-engineering, force account or possible contracts. 

Rationale. Livestock management facilities involve structures or develop- 
ments that aid in the management and production of livestock. BLM policy 
(1603.12B4g) provides for concentrating improvement fund investments on 
livestock support facilities needed to implement and maintain allotment 
management plans. The facilities as listed are necessary to implement inten- 
sive management systems on the 19 allotments identified in table 2. 

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

Team Interactions VCPS 1 
May 1979 

Impact of proposed livestock facilities varies by VRM Class. 
Most can be designed to meet appropriate VRM class standards. 

Recreation URA; 
(a) catchment in T43S, RlW section 35 and its access for construction 

are within the Paria Canyon Primitive Area. Any access construction or 
development beyond a small hand constructed structure will violate primitive 
area standards (high significance). 

(b) Proposed catchment and pipeline on the face of West Clark Cliffs 
can violate scenic views from Hwy 89 (high significance). 

(c) Gunsight fence and cattleguard will impact views of Smoky Mountain- 
Nipple Cliffs (low significance). 

RCPS 6 and 7i. Several proposed fences and catchments are within VRM Class 
II areas and within proposed recreation lands. These improvements can be 
constructed to meet VRM and Recreation land stipulations; for example, no 
bladed access or fencelines, wood posts, hand construction, etc. 

R 3.;. Fences restrict ORV access and travel unless adequate gates are 
provided. 

Nore: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

~/,,.:).,,“:ll>l,F 1,), T“I’elc,‘l Form lG!IO-21 (April 1975) 



TAOLE 2 

Intenslvc Management Sunmary of Area rlanagcr Step 2 Recomrrndations 

October 19. lP79 
-- --- __ - ___----.-A--- 

Svltable' 
Number 

Llvestock Land 

prl:rJt1 
fdcllltles lreatment Season 

and Acres 
Surveyed b 

~~;~~-,'cndr?GJ-- 
of Use AIMS 

7wG!~---(R~!.2.1) (W2.2) 

1 Blue Pools 13.290 Rest 3 
Fldt 7Op rotdtlon 

Orhy tloqul Rcsarvotr 
Atca 

a/1-5/31 900 236 
1 cdch 

1,136 

Flny;,:::cc 

Sllckrock fence 
1 nlle 

tldlweay Ori f t fence 
1 mllc 

2 Guntlng Well 21,379 Rest 
Ceddr f!ountaln rotation 
Last Clark Eench 
Judd hollow 

3 Orhy 
Cove piepllne and trough 
1.5 miles/l wch 
Enlarge Sturaye on 
Bunting Catchmcnt 1 edch 
Ceddr Ilountain Catl:tmrnt 

6/I-5/31 2.1% 595 :,7r1 

15 Clark Bench 27.257 Deferred 
rotatlon 

I ccch 
Down Slope Pipellne 
and trough 1 mile/l each 
Judd llol low Fence 

1 rlle 
Judd IloIlon lank/l each 

3 Orhy 
Atca 

Extc!nsion of Ealstlng 
Pipeline .5 mile 

Sdl in Jaroh Tanks Plpeline 
1 FIIIC 

bkSt Clark PiDel tne 
5 mllcs . 

Hamblin Pockets Reservofr ,, 
and PIpeline 

1 each/.5 mfle 
Sllckrock Catchment 

8/l-5/31 2,060 451 2,511 

(Continued) , 



__.-- ----- 

. 

Tdb\c 2 (Conttnued) 

Of l~vcrtock Land 
PdS- Key FdCilltles 

Potenttdl AUNb 
Treatment Season lncretse With 

Species and Dnlts and Acres 
lOtdId 

Percede 

Cures of Use 
-- Chliwn 

6 Aw Dcvchjr3-c~~~-- 1 lmmn 
Trcdtnlent Haccayerlent All!ls 111 Illll) 

570 
--. 

Hijd StOrdW and ol~elfnc 
,OLJ n9 

Coyote 

2 Dry Yd\\ey 

33,483 Pest 
rotatlon 

2.280 Summer 
fall 

7.4679 Summer 
Fall 

ceir outter valley. 
3 CdCll/‘l IlIilCS 
Develop Brlphdm Plrlns 
Spring and Pipeline 
f edch/!i miles 
orighdm Plains Water 
Catchcmcnt 1 each 
highan rldhs - Jdck 
Riggs Pdsture fence 

.5 mile 
Wah~;p,;;::k Fence 

Rounb Valley Draw Reservotr 
1 each 

6 Agcr 

: ::: 

Jack Riggs Catchment 
1 each 

Kimball Valley Storage 
tank maintenance 

1 each 
Coy;t:dzrlng Storage 

Uhite Sands Sllckrock 
Cdtchment t each 
UdhWeap Trdil HdtfltenanCe 
and fence 
1 mile/.5 mile 

1 
z:r 

Deer Range Pipeline and 
lrouyh .S mile/l each 

Cemo Deer Range Slickrock 
CdtChMnt 1 each 

2 Dry Vdlley bidsh fence 
3 miles 

Hdctberry Reservoir 
1 each 

Dry Valley Hash 
Reservoir I1 1 edch 
Dry vdl\ey Wash 
Reservoir #2 1 each 
Dry Valley Ydsh 
tdttleguard 1 rdch 
Shepdrd Point fence 

.5 mile 

2,527 

8/l-10/15 213 

?/l-10/31 geo1 

501 3.028 421 

6 219 0 

42 043g *20 

!‘, Ndrvey’s Fedr Wonuse 

(Conttnued) 

0 
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_ ._ - - ._ 

Table 2 (Continued) 

Number 
- 

Suitrbieb of Lfvertock Lbnd Potentlbl AD@ Ferccnr 
AlloVent 

-!fldividubl t 
federal Grbz ing PbS- Key Fbcilltier Treatment 

Crll,rjly 
Season 

onsolldbted 
Surveyedb Increase With lOtbId Cl anrr. 

F-- keFGters 
Ac:e~~:em tures f ecies 

9 -3 
and Units bnd Acres AIMS tn ;W5 

. , 
(+.er Pbrlb) rotatlon 

~~TiId~-Plpelinc 
of Use 

-m=~~s,s3F - 
Gcbtment 1 Ianbjenent AD& 

* 61 o- 

(Upper Ubkebp) 
Elju 

*I 
4 miles 11/l-3/31 

Putr 
Drhy 

kbdqllbrter5 Spring 
fence 5 miles 

SjJCi 
Cemu 

Long fl;:5pFpelIne 

Horse Flats Reservoir 
1 each 

four Hlle Aeservotr 
I abch 

Pbradlse Bench Rescwolr 
i ebCh 

5 Lower Ham- 19,006 Hinter and 
berry bnd Rest rOtb- 
Upper tidck- t1on 
berry 

4 Agcr iiackberry Well Rock Springs 
Spcr 1 ebCh Plow 6 seed 
Epne Hbckberry Pfpt- 200 bcres' 
Putr tine and Chain and 
Cemo Troughs 

3 mlle5/4 each Es6oo 
Rock Springs 
fence 3 miles 

11/l-3/31 960 
41166115 

216 1.346 -16 

:e 
9 

louer Ubrm Creek 

Mud Sprlngr 1 Orhy 
ApI 

Ser;t::tx;rry Rrservofr 

Putr Lake Clench Reservofr 
I each 

Cemo tid,Sz;Fw;gs Reservoir 

Devctop pine Spring 
and lank I ebch/l tbch 
Nrlmeap Fence .5 mile 

Navajo Bench Honusc 

Nipple Bench 

2,645' Ulnter 

4,716 Summer- 
fbll 

16,852 Rest 
rotation 

1 Epne 
Orhy 

11/l-3/31 110 

7/16-10115 156 

12/l-4/30 805 

53 163 -51 

121 283 -20 

294 1.179 -; 
3 Ripple Dench Water 

Cbtchment 
1 ebCh 

Pfpeltne and Troughs 
2.5 miler/l edCh 
Tlbbct Bench Reservofr 

1 ebch 
Point Pasture Fence 

1.75 mller 
Nipple Pbrture Fence 

1.5 mfle 
Htpple Cap Fence 

.I25 mile 
Nipple butte Gap Fence 

- .I@ mile 

(Continued) 
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Table 2 (Contlnued) . 

Number 
---__ - 

Suftrble' 
- -.- ..* 

Allotment 
of Lfvestock Land Potentldl AWb rt:-. P 

Prtortty mvldual C onsolfddted 
Pas- Key fdclllties Treatment lncredse With Totald lllal~ . 

Round vdtlcy 5,169 
dnd Units 

Winter ~f~c:" R.-and T k 
dnd Acres 

Swvrv;edh 

Orhy 1 each/l edcfi 
11/l-3/31 375 

tredtmtt #dndgenlent AUtls in f.' 
151 5;Z-J.i 

IO Rurhbcds 6,766 Rest 
rotrtlon 

Round Valley 
Reservofr I1 

1 each 
Round Valley 
Res;rv;;; 12 

R.V. pipeline dnd 
Tank 
1.5 miles/l each 

3 Orhy North Rushheds Fence 
Spcr .5 mile 

Rushbeds Spring I1 

11/l-4/30 324 148 412 -0 

1 each - 
Rushbeds Sllckrock 
Cdtchment 1 

1 edch 
South Pasture Fence 

1.5 miles 
Nor:hm~;:ure fence 

Rushbeds Slickrock 
Cdtchment 2 

1 each 
Rushbeds SlIckrock 
CdtchlTlent 3 

I each 

-- 

Rushbeds Slfckrock 
Catchment 4 

1 each 
Rushbeds Slfckrock 
Cdtchment 5 

1 each 

(Continued) 



IdlIe i r(oncluCed) 
- 

Allotrent 
Suitdblea 

Humher 
of Livestock land 

Surveyedb 
Potential AWlb Fercen 

Federal Crallng PJS- Key facllltirs Treatment Season increase Ufth lotrld 
Acres System tures Species and Units dnd Acres of use AWS treatment P 

Change 
.ana ement 

Nonuse 
q 

c Upper UJtn! Creek 19,916 Rest 3 Orhy Pasture Fence 11/l-5/31 1.411 464 
rotation 

1,941 -5 
Hljd 1.25 miles 
AtcJ Yerses Cnve Reservoir 

1 Cdch 
Ahlstrom Pt. Plpeline 
and storrge tank 

2.5 miles/l edch 
John llenry Reservoir 

1 each 
Ahlstrom Pt. Reservoir 

1 each 
Storage and Spring 

Sec. 13 
Plckley Pear 
Storrge dnd Spring 
Pumplng Station 

1 edch 
His;l~~c~anyon Spring 

UdhaeJp 5,609 Winter 1 Hijd 
Atcd 

Smith Pcservoir 
1 each 

Smith Run Trail 
.5 mile 

Smith Run Sprtng 
1 eJch 

Sno; t;:;h Catchment 

South t~dhiwdp Tt-dil 
.5 mile 

South WJhweap Spring 
1 edch 

11/15-J/31 194‘ 91 285 -52 

1 .‘,I$ 207,923 54 800 acres 22.363 170 L 'I :. :. , 5.082 27,615 -6 
.; . . . :’ 
es __ : .rfJ !YC-?‘ltl) 
. .‘:d vi loin ruitatle Jnd potent-table rcrer (lack of water). 

- 

LT."; rvfer to ie!errI prlvllegcs. - 
i:?;al L.-ys Jvtiiable when ndturlf potential is dchleved. 

J:L: c? C+:r;e frv, present siturtion to initiation of proposed grazing system (includes surveyed dnd treatment Ah). ;.:. 
. . c! treje :.!:I are being licensed on 1.670 acres by BLH in Kodachrome Strte Park which is a R L PP patent. If this grazing use ever interfers 

c' :-, t-r, intent of this R 6 PP these AUHs will be deducted from the allotment. 
,iv:~rd JcrtJge from b1.189 proposed by 13.619 acres to the acreage actually to be grazed. 
v-c>rtd Jcreage from 9.690 to 2,645 because trril is not to be constructed. 

11 rllqbt AW difference exists between this trble dnd flfP f tdble due to balancing lfvestock numbers dnd SedSOII of USC. 
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I 
TABLE 2 

Intensive tfanagcment 

4llotrcnt “;ld’:“,1: of livestock 
Rest Grazing PJS- Key facilities 

PrrorlIv ~&~-C~~Lidated Acres Needed -- System turcs Species and Units 

:RcrLrcrddtlcn) (R'l-2.1) (Rti-2.2) (Rtl-2.4) 

1 Blue Pools 13,290 
Flat Top 

2 Eunting Rell 27,319 
ccear Elountain 
fast Clark Bench 
Judd Hollow 

IS Clark Berth 

16 Cottonwood 

27.257 

42,716 

(RH-2.1) (RM-2.1)(RH-2.3) (RH-2.5) (RR-2.6) (RR-2.2) (RR-2.1) (RH-2.2) (RR-2.6) (RR-2.2) i;:;:g; 

Yes Rest 
Ho Rotatfon 

Ho 
!I0 
HO 
Yes 

Rest 
Rotation 

No Deferred 
Rotation 

No Rest 
Rotation 

fbqul Reservoir 
1 each 

Finger Fence 
2 miles 

Slickrock Fence 

9DC B/l-5/31 900 236 '1.136 - 3 Orhy 
Atca 

3 Orhy 

6 Agcr 
Hijr 
Cela 

1 mile 
Udhweap Drift Fence 

1 laile 
Cove Pipeline dnd Trouah 
I.5 miies/l each - 

Enlarge Storage on 
Buntfog Cdtchment 1 each 

Cedar tlOUntdfn Catchment 
1 edCh 

Oonn Slope Pipelfne 
and Trough 1 mile/l each 

Judd Hollow Fence 
1 mile 

Judd Hollow Tank/l each 

Extension of Ezistlng Pipellne 
.5 mfle 

Jacob TdnkS Plpellne 
1 mile . 

Vest Clark Pipeline 
5 mtles 

Hdmblin Pocket, Reservofr 
and Pipeljne 
1 each/.5 mile 

Slickrock Cetchent 
i eJCh 

Develop Seeps with Storage 
and Pipeline-Butler valley 
3 each14 miles 

Develop Brfgham Plains 
Spring and pipeline 

1 each/5 mller 
Brigham Plain; W;r 

Cdtchment 

183Cf 6/l-5/31 2,196 

206cg a/1-5/31 2,060 

465Ch 11/l-5/31 3.255 

595 2,191 

45) 2.511 

570 3,825 

# 
(Continued) I 
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ld'lte 2 (Continued) 

Number 
of Livestock land Livestock Potential Aab PCKP 

Allotnent Rest- 
Prlorlty 1 

Pas- Key fdrllltles Treatment Number5 
wlivicudl Ccnrotidrtcd 

Surveyedb lncredse With TotaId 
Acres Needed turer Speclo and Unfts and Acres end Class AWS Treatment tianagenent AVIS 

14 Ccyote 

II h-r Range 

12 Dry Valley 

33,483 No 

2,280 Yes 

1,467 L Yes 

Brigham Pldlns-Jdck Riggs 
Pasture Fence .5 ntles 

Wahwdp Creek fence 
1.5 miles 

Round Valley Draw Reservoir 
1 edCh 

Rest 
Rotatfon 

6 Agcr 
Orhy 

Jack Riggs Catchment 
1 edCh 

Cela Kimball Valley Storage 
tank maintenance 

1 each 
Coyotf z::ng Storage 

Uhlle Sands Slickrock 
Catchment 1 each 

WahHeap Trail Hatntenance 
and Fence 
1 mile/.5 mile 

Sumner 
Fdll ) 2:: 

Deer Range Pipeline and 
Trough .5 mile/l each 

Deer Range Slfckrock 
Cdtchment l each 

Summer 
Fall 

2 Orhy 
Hlja 

Dry VjlA;:elash Fence 

Hackberry Reservoir 
1 EdCh 

Dry Valley Wash 
Reservotr I1 1 each 

Dry Valley Mdsh 
Reservoir I2 1 each 

Ory Yalley Wash 
Cdtttcgudrd 1 each 

Shepd;; f"l;t Fence 

36lC 11/l-5/31 2.527 

8X 8/l-10/15 213 

2ooc' 7/l-10/31 &lOIL 

-4 

50) 3.028 12 

6 219 - 

42 a43 +: 



la:!e 2 (Continued) 

Number 
Suitable Livestock Land LIvestock Potentid AUHb 

Cllotnent Federdl Rest trdzlng Pii- Key facilities Treatment Numbers Season Surveyedb Increase With TOtdid 
fil~rlty IrCiilxl Cor.solfddted Acres Needed Sys tern tures Specie5 and Units and Acres and Class of use Alal Treatment Management AUMs . in 2 

15 Htrrey's Fear 3,197 

13 IkddddterS 67.169 
(UPper Pdrla) 
(Upper Uahnedp) 

Lower Hackberry 19.006 
Upper Hdckberry 

7 loHer Udrm Creek 9,690 

6 Pad Spr(ngs 4,716 

NO 

No 
Yes 

Ulnter 1 Orhy 

Rest 9 Agcr 
Rotation 

52: 

Orhy 
Spcr 

No 
NO 

Winter dnd 
Rest Rota- 

4 Agcr 
Spcr 

tion Epne 
Putr 

No Winter 1 Epne 

Orhy 

Yes Summer- 
Fall 

1 Orhy 
Agsm 

Harvey's Spring 1 each 

Bulldog Pipeline 
4 mile5 

Headquarters Sprfng fence 
5 miles 

Long :l;;,~~pel(ne 

Horse FldtS Reservoir 
1 each 

Four Mile Reservoir 
1 each 

Paradise Bench Reservofr 
I each 

2X 10/16-3/15 125 a 133 li 

713C 5/l-9/30 7,130 1.131 8,261 12 
11/l-3/31 

Hackberry Well Rock Sprfngs 226C 11/l-3/15 960 17b 216 1346 - 
1 each Plow 6 Seed 4/16-6/15 

Hackberry Pipeline 200 Acre5 
and lroughs Chain and Seed ' 
3 miles/4 each 600 acres 

Rock Springs Fence 
3 miles 

Cotto;;;;; Llvestock 

.5 miles 

Servt~etx!;;y Reservoir 

Lake Bench Reservofr 
1 each 

Hud Sprfngs Reservoir 

102cj 11/l-3/31 510 53 563 + 

127 263 - 
52C 7/16-IO/15 156 

(Continued) 



idbie 2 (Contfnued] 

Number 
of 

Allotment 
Livestock Land Livestock 

iriorltv TiiTLXudl 
Rest 

P 

onsoliddteif 
PdS- Facilities 

Potential AUXb 

C 
Key Treatment 

hcres 
Numbers Season 

Needed tures Species 
increase 'rli th TOtdId t 

and Units 
Surveyedb 

and Acres rnd Class of Use ALPis 
-- 

fieatment Management AUMs 

18 Navajo Bench 

9 Ripple Bench 

4 Round Valley 

6,222 No Winter 1 Orhy 

16.852 Yes Rest 3 Nijr 
Rotation Atcr 

5.169 Yes Yfnter 1 Eula 
Orhy 
Agsm 
tiijd 

1 edch 
Develop Pine Spring and 

Tank 1 edCh/l edCh 

Ndvdjo Sllckrock Catchment 
1 each 

NdvaJ; zv&ng 

Navajo Fence 
1 mfle 

Nipple Bench Hater 
Catchment 

1 each 
Pipeline and Troughs 

2.5 miles/l each 
Tlbbet Bench Reservoir 

1 edch 
Point Pasture Fence 

1.75 mile 
Nipple Pasture Fence 

1.5 mile 
Nipple Gap Fence 

.I25 miles 
Nipple Putte Gap Fence 

.125 miles 

R.V. Seep and Tdnk 
1 each/l each 

Round Valley 
Reservojr 41 

1 each 

64C 10/16-3/15 320 147 467 

171c 12/l-4/30 

75c 11/l-3/31 

(Continued) 

885 294 I,1 19 

157 532 



Table 2 (Continued) 

Number 
Suitable Of livestock Land Livestock 

Allotnent Federal Rest Grazing Pas- Key Facilities Treatment Numbers Season Surveyedb 
Potential AURb 

Increase With Totd 

Prlortty IndrvLdual Consolidated Acres Needed Systnn turer Species and Units and Acres and Class of Use ALMS Treatment hanaoerent ALMS 

Round Valley 
Reservoir 12 

1 each 
R. V. pipeline and tank 

1.5 mfles/l each 

10 Rushbeds 6,766 No Rest 3 Orhy North Rushbeds Fence 
Rotatfon Spcr .5 mile 

Rurhbeds Spring Al 
I each 

Rurhbeds Sllckrock 
Catchwent I1 

I each 
South,P;stmu;wesFence 

North Pasture Fence 
2 miles 

Rushbedr SlIckrock 
Catchment 12 

1 each 
Rushbeds Slickrock 

Catchnent I3 
1 each 

Rushbedr Slickrock 
Catchment 14 

1 each 
Rushbeds Sllckrock 

Catchment 15 
1 each 

54c 11/l-4/30 324 146 472 

17 Spencer Bench 5,676 No Uinter 1 Orhy Spencer Sprfng 
1 each 

46C lO/lC-3/15 230 

(Continued) 

92 322 

. J 
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Table 2 (Concluded) 

Humber 
VP- - - _--- -- 

Suftable of 
Allotment 

LtvcstocL Land LIvertuck 

irlorlrJ* TzmdUdl 
federdl 

rdl.t 

c onsolldated 
Rest trat Ing Pas- Key Facllitles 

Acres 
Preatmcnt Surveyedb 

Potentlal AUUb * 
Numbers Season (ll4r 

-- fleeded system tures Species 
Total* 

and Untts 
Increase UitS 

--- and Acres and Class - -- of USC AUIS Treatrent II andqercnt Al'"< ill : ---- 

8 Upper Ydrm Creek 

3 bfdhwelp 

Bench Sltckrock Catchment 
1 each 

Spencer Slickrock Catchment 
1 each 

Spencer fence 
1 mile 

2llC 11/l-5/31 I ,4?? 19,918 Yes Rest 
ROtdtfOn 

3 Orhy Pasture Fence 
tffjd 1.25 miles 
Atca Wesrer Cove Reservoir 

I each 
Ahlrtran Point Pfpelfne 

and Storage lank 
2.5 miles/ 1 each 

_ . 

John ,Uenry Reservoir . 
Ahlstaa Point Reservofr 
Storage 6 Spring Sec. 13 
Prfckley Poor Storage 6 

Spring 
Pumping Station I each 
HfSsl;ge~;;yon Spring 

48c 12/l-3/31 192 5,609 Ho Winter 

TfJlFLS 
(19 PJ!Pr) 

323.e84 

1 Hija Smfth Reservofr 
Atca 1 each 

Smith Run Trail 
.5 mile 

Smith,R;;c~pring 

Snw Bench Catchment 
I each 

South.U5(;f:p Trail 

South WdhweaD Smlng 
1 each . . 

800 3.38)Ck 24,636 

~v,:fi?%G~tepr3 d4 
‘*p*?rlns both suftrble and pote:!fally suttabla acres (lack of water and loaccesrlble). t:' 

~.~s rrfer 
p,t; 

to federdl prlvfleger. 
t::v nurttrr, bared on season of use and both surveyed AUHs and potentlal AU4 fncreasc wfth treatment. 

Bctdl :L!'s dvaiiabic when natural potenttal fs achfeved. 
;?drcl on chdnge fran present sftuatlon to Inftlation of proposed, grazing system (fncludes surveyed and treatment AIMS). 

"41 sutstltute up to three horses based on present qualifications. 
5" r,,?/ s>Sstitutc up to five horses, 

cl sutstitute up to ten horses, 
bdscd on present quaffflcatfons. 

based on present qualifications. 
'1.4, sutstitutr up to fifteen horses, 
f 

based on present qualiflcattont. 
,roy substitute up to flvc horses, based on present qualfficatlons, 
L”J/ Include up to 18 horses. 

f16*Jres include 1,610 acres and 157 AUfls befng lfccnsed in Kodachrome State Park. 
Lirk t.lroc:es. 

RUMS and acreage to be deducted If and when grdrfng interferes 4th 

'II~c srdson tlncs cattle nunben In the Uackberry allotments does not qua1 the total Ablr because some operators length of use period dfffers fraa the 
tot41 srrsun of use. 1.130 AWs are to be allocated. 

464 1,941 

91 283 

110 5.329 30,135 



UKITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEViORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Same i \:/:r, 

Paria 
Activity 

Step 1 
: 

Step 3 

own, 
'ittman, Objective RM 3. To facilitate and improve livestock management, ini- 

-agan, tiate the following actions necessary for the orderly administration and 

Jensen regulation of the range program in the Paria Planning Unit: 
4arch 1979 1. Dispose of small scattered and isolated tracts of land. 

2. Acquire access easements across private land where potential 
restricted access problems exist. 

Rationale. The Federal Lands Policy and Management Act (P.L. 94-579) 
provides for the disposition of public lands by sale or exchange ant =or 
the acquisition of access easements across private and state lands a?sn 
such actions are in compliance with land use planning and it has beer: 
determined that disposal or access easement acquisition is in the na- 
tional interest in promoting proper land management. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. if needed 

Ill,.: ,,,C:,rr,,< on rcl’c~~cl Form 1600-11 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTblEsT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANACEhIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i tlfT/‘, 

Paria 
Acttvtty 

Step 1 Step 3 

rown Recommendation RM 3.1. To facilitate administration and management of 
ay 1979 livestock grazing on public lands, dispose of all small, scattered 

tracts of Federal land on the Cockscomb Allotment by exchange for pri- 
vate or state land within grazing allotments or by public sale (Natural 
Potential Overlay). 

Dispose of those federal lands on the Cockscomb Allotment (5055) as 
described below: 

Approximately 1,961 acres: T4IS, RlW, all of Sec. 31 west of the Cocks- 
comb; T42S, RlW, all of Sec. 6 west of the Cockscomb, all of Sec. 7 west 
of the Cockscomb; all of Sec. 18 west of the Cockscomb; T41S, RZW, all 
of Sec. 33 southeast of allotment boundary fence; T42S, R2W, Sec. 1, 
NWt,, NW&SW&, !&SW%; Sec. 12, that portion of NW% east of highway 89, 
SE$NE+, E&SE%; Sec. 13, E$E$; Sec. 24, all Federal lands between highway 
89 and the Cockscomb; Sec. 25, all federal lands east and north of 
highway 89 and west of the Cockscomb. 

Support. Lands, minerals, operations (force account), and cadastral 
survey (disposal area boundary is irregular and will require lotting). 

Rationale. Small, scattered parcels of public land intermingled with 
private and State land are difficult to administer and adequate control . 
of grazing use is impossible. Use on these Federal lands is associated 
with use made on adjacent private and State land. These lands are 
surrounded by private land and isolated from other public land. They 
are not suitable for intensive management and grazing is difficult to 
control. The limited amount of money generated by grazing fees is less 

- than the expected cost to administer grazing use. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 

Minerals (M CPS 7, 8, M 1.1) The Cockscomb anticline (geologically 
inferred oil and gas), subeconomic uranium deposits, and sand and gravel 
edposits occur on this tract. Minerals ownership remains in BLM under 
FLPMA. However, sale of the tract would complicate possible exploration 
for oil and gas and uranium and preclude BLM sale or free use disposal 
of sand and gravel deposits. 

R CPS 7, R URA. A portion of the Cockscomb geologic sightseeing area 
is within the recommended sale, as well as access to the Hattie Green 
mine, a feature recommended for interpretation and public use. The 
lands containing hunting, collecting, sightseeing, and interpretive 
potential. 

i 
'-. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

1 Jl1.~:rllC;l~rr,F 09, rrt’cr.srl Form 1600-11 (April 19ij’l 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name illJ:P) 

Paria 
Actlvlty 

Range 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Brown 
May 1979 

Team 
May 1979 

Team 
May 1979 
Fagan 
June 1979 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation RM-3.2. To facilitate administration and management of 
livestock grazing on public lands acquire access easements across exist- 
ing roads on private land where potential restricted access problems 
exist. Acquire access across five parcels of private land on three 
allotments (Natural Potential Overlay) as described below: 

Priority 
1. Headwaters (5011a) - approximately % mile across T38S, R3W, 

Sec. 16, SW%SW%. 
2. Headwaters (5011a) - approximately % mile across T38S, R4W, 

Sec. 11, SE%SE%; Sec. 12, S&SW%. 
3. Dry Valley (5006) - approximately 1 mile across T38S, RlW, 

Sec. 5, NW%SE%, &SW%, Sec. 6, SEkSEL. 
4. 

Sec. 18, 
5. 

Sec. 26, 

Mud Springs (5016) - Approximately % mile across T37S, RlE, 
SE%SE%. 
Headwaters (5011a) - Approximately 1% miles across T37S, R3W, 
SW%SE%, E+SW%, Wt,NW%; Sec. 27, NE%NE%. 

Support. ATROW and operations - engineering, lands. 

Rationale. Although there are presently no access problems in the unit, 
the possibility exists that gates across these private parcels of land 
could be locked restricting access to Federal lands. This would make 
management of livestock difficult to control. Acquiring legal access at . 
this time would facilitate livestock management and help provide for the 
orderly administration and regulation of the Paria range program. 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. This recommendation is support 
for the entire range program and other public land resource management. 
Positive interactions were identified by Recreation, Wildlife and Min- 
erals (Matrix). 

Team Recommendation. Acquire access as recommended. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. Since 
there are no existing access problems, easement acquisition in this 
planning unit will be low priority compared to other planning units. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

!l,,\:r,,(‘: IO,, \‘ o,, rc,‘Prc,‘I Form 1600-21 (April 19i5) 



UtilTED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Objective RM 4. To meet the projected future demand for livestock 
Brown forage, develop the land treatment potential on Federal land of 75,671 
Pittman acres for an additional 10,497 AUMs. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale. The Garfield County PAA implies an unlimited demand for 
March 1979 livestock forage on Federal lands based on a fixed quantity of available 

Federal forage, the price differential between free market and Federal 
AUMs, and permit size determining assessed value of any given ranch 
property. The unlimited demand for Federal livestock forage requires 
that the full treatment potential of an additional 10,497 AUMs on 75,671 
acres be developed to provide forage to help meet the needs of the 
nation, to help stabilize the economy of the livestock industry, indivi- 
dual users, and dependent communities (1603.1263b). 

Nor.=: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

II I,.. :r,,C:,,,,?C ,,t, ?PI’CrFCI Form 1600-21 (April 19i5S 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Sane ’ \iI’P/ 

Paria 

AC sits 
# ange 

Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

8rown Recommendation RM 4.1. 
May 1979 

Complete the following land treatments to pro- 
vide 10,497 additional AUMs (table 3) needed to meet the projected 
future demand for livestock forage: 

Treatment 
Federal Federal 
Acres AUMs 

Plow, seed 
Chain, seed 
Burn 
Burn, seed 
Spray, seed 
Spray 
Seed 
Tree cut, seed 
Chain, burn, seed 

13,896 
32,629 
15,854 

7,230 
2,901 

160 
661 
220 

2,120 419 
75,671 10,497 

2,565 
4,581 
1,197 
1,264 

437 
24 

. . . . . . 
10 

Of the 15,854 burn treatment acres, 11,124 are on existing seedings on 
the Headwaters Allotment (5,891 acres-Horse Flat; 2,154 acres-Indian 
Hollow; 1,104 acres-Willis Creek; and 1,975 acres-Between the Creeks) 
needed to at least maintain existing forage production. 

Use the additional treatment AUMs to first fulfill suspended nonuse . 
requirements on the nine allotments where the treatments will be imple- 
mented, and divide the remaining excess treatment AUMs proportionately 
among the other livestock operators who received reductions. 

Operations-contracts or force account. Support. 

Rationale. The development of additional treatment potential is neces- 
sary to help meet local livestock needs as identified in the Garfield 
County PAA. The Federal AUMs based on surveyed carrying capacity of 
both suitable and potentially suitable range, necessary land treatment 
AUMs needed to balance pastures, and the natural potential AUMs with 
management would not meet the unlimited demand. 

The native livestock vegetation that is produced on these treatment 
sites is substantially below the productive capability because of pinyon- 
juniper, sagebrush and rabbitbrush invasion. Comparison of existing 
treated areas indicates that it is entirely feasible to obtain the above 
results. Burning the existing seedings will help to eradicate the 
invading sagebrush and pinyon-juniper and could increase grass produc- 
tion, particularly on the Horse Flat seeding. 

No;=: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I!l..:r,rr:rr,,:c (,I> ,L-,‘cr.sc, Form 1600-21 (April 19;s) 



TABLE 3 
Additional Treatment Oppor ties 

Priority 
Allotment 

AUMs Potential 
Reference 

Number and Name 
With 

Number Treatment Acres Treatmenta 

13 
15 

13 

4 
5 

20 
7 

14 

12 
18 
21 

3 
0 

22 

9 
2 

19 

5004(a) Cottonwood 

5004(b) 

5005 

Coyote 1 Plow, seed 385 46 

Deer Range 

5011(a) Headwaters 
(Upper Paria) 

5011(b) Headwaters 
(Upper Wahweap) 

5016 Mud Springs 

: 

: 

1 Chain, seed 
2 Burn 
3 Plow, seed 

1 Chain, seed 
2 Burn, seed 
3 Tree cut, seed 

Plow, seed 
Chain, seed 

240 
1,510 
1,750 

Plow, seed 
Chain seed 

200 
4,355 
4,555 

4,280 
5,233 
6,900 

16,413 

Burn 10,621 
Burn, seed 

1,197 
5,790 

Chain, seed 
1,022 . 

9,400 
Plow, seed 

1,031 
4,061 717 

Spray, seed 2,091 315 
Spray -160 24 

32,123 4,306 

1,739 
560 
220 

2,519 

2:: 
279 

5:; 
vi 

713 
0 

1,419 
2,132 

224 
95 
10 

3s 

(Continued) 



8, 8, 88,s 85 ,,, ,,, 
81 /II> ,, ,, ,, 8, \,m,, ,, 1, I ,1,11 

--- TabJ’ [Concluded) 
- _- 

AUMs Potential 
Allotment Reference With 

Priority Number and Name Number Treatment Acres Treatmenta 

1 5020 Round Valley 1 Plow, seed 1,050 141 
;"6 5021 Rushbeds 2 1 Spray, Chain, seed seed 2,480 810 332 122 

3,290 454 

17 5023 Upper Hackbery 1 Chain, seed 5,130 866 
6 2 Burn. seed 880 147 

11 3 Chain, burn, seed 2,120 419 
8,130 1,432 

TOTAL 70,215 9,690 

Source: 1978 Paria URA steps 3 and 4. 
Note: Table refers to federal lands acres and AUMs only. 
alncreased potential above surveyed and natural potential AUMs. 



UKITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

sarnr i lll’f J 

Paria 
Acrlvlty 

Ranqe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

:rown, 
Pittma 
Faqan, 

n, Objective RM-5. Enhance and improve the vegetative resource of the wild 

Jensen 
horse herd management area (URA step 3, Wild Free-Roaming Horse 
Overlay). 

Mar. 1979 
Rationale. The present forage condition of the herd management area is 
mainly poor with some fair condition areas. Although the management 
area is comprised of low to medium productive soils, the area could be 
improved to an overall fair condition through proper management. Year- 
long grazing by the horses has been a factor in increasing undesirable 
annuals such as cheatgrass on the suitable areas. An increase in desir- 
able perennial forage is needed to improve the vegetative resource to at 
least a fair condition. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

,I ,,.. :r,,c-i,l~,,c ,,t, rC1’Cr.cCl FOXZ 16c)O-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

1rown Recommendation RM-5.1. Remove the existing horses from the Navajo 
May 1979 Bench, Harvey's Fear, Spencer Bench area to increase perennial vegeta- 

tion production and to improve the overall range condition to at least 
fair on all suitable/ potentially suitable areas. Removal of the horses 
should be accomplished in the most practical humane manner. 

Support. Portable capture corrals. 

Rationale. Removal of the horses from Spencer Bench, Navajo Bench and 
Harvey's Fear would allow an increase of 247 AUMs by eliminating grazing. 
With the increased production of desirable species, range condition 
would improve to at least fair over most of the area. 

URA step 4 shows the inability to increase the quality of the environ- 
ment and living space needed for a viable herd due to the steepness and 
roughness of the terrain, a less than ideal habitat for the horses. The 
horse herd has only increased by three since the original four were 
first observed in 1969. Due to the present poor and fair forage condi- 
tion, the present population cannot be expected to increase without 
further population and habitat problems. 

Due to the remoteness of the area and the steep, rough terrain, inten- 
sive management cannot be implemented for the horse herd and vegetative 
resource. Existing production is the best that can'be achieved with the . 
present herd size. 

Team Interactions. RMURA: Removal of grazing by either horses or cattle 
May 1979 would greatly aid in improvement of the vegetative resource on Harvey's 

Fear, Navajo Bench, and Spencer Bench. Present condition is below 
potential for the area. 

RM1.l & 2.1. Removal of horses eliminates potential cattle-horse con- 
flict during winter use season. 

RM 1.2 & 2.2. Removal of horses eliminates potential cattle-horse 
conflict for a portion of 295 AUMs. 

RM 2.3 & 2.4. Removal of horses would help achieve desired 5 percent 
increase in cover and composition of key species and improve condition 
and trend. 

RM 2.5. Unless horses are removed from the area, proposed management 
fences on Navajo Bench and Spencer Bench could not be constructed. 

bore: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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Rf4 5.1. Eliminates horse/sheep conflict, improves vegetative resource. 

WL 1.1. Horses are currently overusing and damaging .5 acres of ripa- 
rian habitat at the spring; This reduces water access and habitat for 
native wildlife. 

WL 6.1 and WL 7.1. Also recommend removal of horses to provide space, 
forage, and habitat for bighorn sheep. 

WL CPS 1, WL-1.1, WL-2.1, WL-3.1, 5.1, and 6.3. Removal of horses will 
assist in restoring and maintaining good condition habitat for wildlife 
species. Positive interaction for other wildlife habitat improvement. 

RCPS6. Positive for primitive value - bighorn sheep viewing opportunity 
when reestablished. 

w 1.3. Positive for watershed protection on frail soil being damaged by 
heavy horse grazing. 

Multiple Use Analysis. All interactions with the recommendation are 
positive. 

Team Team Recommendation. Approve RM 5.1 as written. 
Yay 1979 
Tao>- Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. 
Ju ‘9 
Jet, Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4 
1. Predator Control. Opportunities for predator control were not 
brought forward because predators do not present a serious problem at 
the present time. This opportunity could be reconsidered if predators 
become a major problem in the planning unit. 

2. Supervision. Opportunities for improved supervision of grazing use 
was not carried forward because supervision is considered a day-to-day 
responsibility. It is assumed that with implementation of intensive 
management, manpower and funds will be available to do an adequate job 
of supervision. 

3. Poison Plants. Poison plant control opportunities were not carried 
forward because poison plants cause only minor problems in the unit. 
Allotments with oak are not grazed in the early spring, when oak causes 
problems. Milkweed, death camas, copperweed, loco and other poison 
plants are found on Federal land in only small amounts and do not war- 
rant special control measures. 

4. Supplemental Feeding. Supplemental feeding opportunities were not 
carried into MFP 1 since phosphorous and energy problems on fall and 
winter allotments are presently of minor significance in the planning 
unit. If these problems become significant in the future, they could be 
handled administratively by the area manager. 

5. Utilization. The opportunity to better distribute livestock for 
more uniform utilization through better location of salt was not carried 
forward to MFP 1. This is an administrative problem that can be handled 
on an ongoing basis within the planning unit. 

6. Restricted Access. Better public relations with landowners in order 
to retain access across private land was not brought forward because it 
is an on going program that should be practiced anyway. 

7. Off-Road Vehicle Use. Opportunities to restrict off-road vehicle 
use were not brought forward because at the present time off-road vehi- 
cle use in the unit does not present a significant problem. 

8. Land Treatment Opportunities. Of the 127,536 acres of land treat- 
ment opportunities identified in URA Step 4, 48,165 acres were not 
brought forward into MFP 1. This is because the productivity of some of 
the sites is borderline for treatment, some sites are presently in- 
accessible for livestock use, or because present production of native 
desirable species is high enough.not to presently warrant treatment. 
Also, these treatments would not be completed within the next 20 years. 
When the MFP is revised many of these opportunities should be reeval- 
uated and brought forward for future development. 



9. Grazing Confined to Seeded Areas. Since the total land treatment 
potential will not be developed within the next 20 years, the oppor- 
tunity to confine all grazing to seeded areas was not brought fb'rward to 
MFP Step 1. This could also be evaluated again at a later revision 
date. 

10. Wood and Post Cuttinq. The opportunity for wood and post cutting 
was not carried forward into MFP 1 since the sites where the opportunity 
exists lie in remote areas. The demand is not great enough at the 
present time to open these remote areas. If an increased demand over- 
rides the existing supply nearer the towns in the planning unit in the 
future, this opportunity could be reconsidered. 

11. Last Chance and Rock Creek Allotments. These two allotments are 
administered by the Escalante Resource Area. The opportunities for 
management of these allotments are reflected in the Escalante MFP and 
are excluded from the Paria MFP. 



WILDLIFE MFP STEP I 
INTRODUCTION 

Wildlife species have become increasingly scarce in the planning unit as 
desirable habitat has been reduced in size and diversity. Natural 
channeling of stream bottoms and repeated overutilization of forage by 
livestock has reduced the acreage and quality of riparian habitat. 
Sagebrush has encroached on former grasslands, and pinyon-juniper has 
encroached on both sagebrush and grasslands and has become increasingly 
dense in areas of former mixed Savannah and mountain shrub. Several 
wildlife species have been eliminated due to these habitat changes. The 
majority of identified wildlife problems and opportunities are related 
directly to these trends, and recommendations consist of selective 
reversal of these changes and eliminating further habitat reductions. 

Reconciliations 
1. Studies are not recommendations, but are required as a necessary 

part of implementation of the wildlife habitat-improvement program: 
They are listed here for ready reference and support for the recom- 
mendations below: 

ba: 
Conduct a non-endangered raptor survey 
Conduct a bald eagle and peregrine falcon survey 

C. Survey seven creeks for resident fish (Willis Creek, 
Wahweap Creek, Deer Spring Canyon, Snake Creek, Last Chance 
Creek, Croton Canyon, and Long Valley Draw). 

d. Monitor water qua1 ity unitwide. 

2. Develop Habitat Management Plans (HMP's) covering all major spe- 
cies, based on mule deer herd unit boundaries. HMP development is 
the logical last step of the planning process. 

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

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

5. The opportunity to expand ring-necked pheasant habitat has been 
identified, but is too far in the future for inclusion in this 
planning cycle. 

6. The opportunity for stocking game fish in some streams following 
restoration of riparian-aquatic habitats has been identified but is 
too far in the future for inclusion in this planning cycle. 

7. There are 115 miles of stream and 3,263 acres of riparian habitat 
in the unit that is in poor or fair condition, that should be 
improved to good condition. There are 17.5 acres presently in 

1 



good ecological condition. To totally fence the 3,263 acres for 
protection to allow it to improve would require 36.2 miles of 
fiznce. However, only 4.9 miles of fence would protect over half 
the stream miles (66.7 miles) and nearly 82 percent (2,693 acres) 
of the riparian habitat. 

The remainder of the area (570 acres) would require 31.3 miles of fence 
for total protection. This is not considered feasible at this time, so 
such fencing will not be brought forward to MFP. Protection by live- 
stock management will be recommended in the MFP for these areas. 

There are 6,359 acres of Other Phreatophytic Areas that need improve- 
ment, 4,081 acres of which could be improved with protection by fencing. 
To totally fence the 4,081 acres would require 23.1 miles of fence, but 
nearly 68 percent or 2,760 acres of the higher priority areas can be 
protected with 6.8 miles of fence, and this will be recommended in MFP. 
Protection of the remaining portion of the 4,081 acres (1,321 acres) 
requiring 16.3 miles of fence is not considered feasible at this point, 
so will not be an MFP recommendation. Protection by livestock manage- 
ment will be recommended in the MFP for these areas. 

An MFP recommendation will not be made on 2,278 acres of Other Phreato- 
phytic Areas, the difference between the 4,081 acres and the total 6,359 
lcres, because recommendations will be concentrated on the higher prio- 
rity areas. 



UNITEDSTATES 

I DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMAN,tGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1 \11:/‘) 

Paria 
Activltv 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Continuing Present Situations. WL-CPS .l; Table 4 and 
Step 4, and Overlay 1, MFP Step 1, lists wildlife habitat areas that are 

Overlay 3 in URA 

in good ecological-condition and should be maintained as such. This 
situation will continue until actions are taken that will adversely 
affect the various habitats. 

Interactions. MCPS 1; Part of Kocjan's gravel pit and a material site 
right-of-way lie within one of these areas. 

M-1.1; Many potential sand and gravel pit sites are within identified 
good condition habitats. Restraint on surface disturbance would inhibit 
development of sand and gravel. 

RCPS 6, R-1.1, V CPS 1. Complimentary effect of maintaining food eco- 
logical condition on recreation lands quality and visual resources. 

W-l .l, W-1.5, W CPS 1, W URA; WL CPS-.l has a highly complimentary effect 
on all watershed areas. Maintaining good ecological condition maintains 
maximum cover and soil stability. 

RM URA, RM-1.1, RM-1.2, RM-2.1, RM-2.3, RM-2.4, RM-2.5, RM-4.1. Find WL 
CPS 1 complimentary. 

WL 1.1 (Riparian), WL 2.1, WL 3.1, WL 4.1, WL 7.1 
Find WL CPS 1 complimentary. Maintenance of good condition areas provides' 
forage for allocation to wildlife, permits establishment of ponderosa I 
pine seedings, and maintains habitat for proposed reintroduction of big- 
horn sheep. 

Analysis. A number of proposals by other resources, including mineral 
development, ORV use, and proposed expansion of grazing use areas have 
the potential to deteriorate areas of good condition habitat. (L .2, !I 
CPS 1, M CPS 7) 

M CPS 8, M 1.1, M 3.1, M 5.1, R 3.1, W 1.5, RM 1.1, RM 1.2, RM 2.1, RM 
2.2, RM 1.3, RM 3.1). These conflicts are identified and resolved under 
each of the interacting recommendations. 

Recommendation. No decision required. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 



UNITED ST,ATES h’ame IMFP, 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR Paria 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

. . Wildlife 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objectwe Number 

own, Objective WL-1. 
.ttman, 

Improve 3,263 acres of riparian habitat and 4,081 acres 

Fagan, 
of other phreatophytic areas .on public lands from poor or fair ecolog- 

Jensen 
ical condition to good ecological condition; maintain 17.5 acres of good 
ecological condition riparian ahbitat (included in WL CPS.l above). The 

March 1979 desirable vegetation composition to be obtained from riparian habitat 
improvement is 50 percent cottonwoods and willows, 30 percent perennial 
grasses and grasslike plants (Carex and Juncus), and 20 percent forbs. 
Desired percent cover (vegetat=nd litter is 70 percent. The desired 
vegetation composition to be obtained on other phreatophytic areas is 50 
percent browse , of which 20 percent should be desirable trees and shrubs, 
30 percent perennial grasses, and 20 percent forbs. Desired percent 
cover (vegetation and litter) is 60 percent. 

Rationale. Riparian habitat and other phreatophytic areas are the most 
important habitat types in the planning unit in terms of species diver- 
sities and densities. These habitats comprise about 1 percent of the 
planning unit's public lands. 

This small acreage is inhabited by 162 species of wildlife or 47 percent 
of the total species occurring in the planning unit, including mule 
deer, pronghorn (some areas are critical mule deer and pronghorn habi- 
tat), rabbits and rodents, coyote and mountain lion, fur-bearers, 
waterfowl,, American coot, common snipe, raptors, mourning dove, Gambel's 
quail, chukar, reptiles, amphibians, approximately 95 other nongame 
species, bald eagle and peregrine falcon, nine State sensitive species, 
and aquatic species (table 2 and Appendix 1, URA Step 2 Animals; tables 
1, 4, and 5, and Appendixes 1 and 2, URA Step 3 Wildlife). There are 56 
species that are restricted to riparian areas. The vegetation diversity 
of riparian areas make them the most productive and important types for 
wildlife. URA Step 3 lists eight re.asons why riparian areas are crit- 
ical wildlife habitat. 

Riparian areas are very sensitive to habitat manipulation and must be 
considered as fragile: Excessive utilization of riparian plants elim- 
inates streamside vegetation which destroys the habitat and causes a 
decline in water quality. All game species within the planning unit 
utilize riparian and other phreatophytic areas to some extent. Most 
species rely heavily on these areas which are being adversely impacted 
by flooding and livestock grazing. 

The only good ecological condition riparian areas within the planning 
unit are Long Canyon (15 acres), a side canyon to Deer Spring Canyon (2 
acres), and Harry Colwes Spring (0.5 acre). These areas are all lightly 
grazed (Harry Colwes Spring by feral horses) due to rough terrain. They 

(Ins2ructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1955) 
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demonstrate the potential of the riparian habitat and show that a good 
ecological condition can be achieved if proper management is applied. . 

Tf-me poor condition of these areas are in conflict with BLM, legislative, 
and Executive policies as outlined in Public Law 92-500, Executive 
Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Manual Supplement 6671, BLM Draft Manual 
6740, and WO Instruction Memo 78-41'0. 
improve riparian habitat. 

These mandates require that BLM 
One of the Bureau's major objectives, as 

stated in Manual section 1602, is to "Protect the lands, resources, 
environment and public values therein from avoidable destruction, abuse 
and deterioration, and correct;past abuse to the extent feasible. BLM 
Manual 1603 states as a long-term objective that BLM manage habitats to 
maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers 
to meet public demands. 
wildlife 

It also states that essential requirements of 
- food, cover, and water 

otpimum 
- will be .maintained so as to provide 

"edge effect" and interspersion of habitat components in impor- 
tant wildlife areas. Riparian areas maximize "edge effect", are the 
most diverse wildlife areas in the planning unit, and are very important 
wildlife areas. 

The Kane County PAA shows that demands for wildlife based recreation 
will increase significantly between 1975 and 1985. In 1975, hunters 
spent $184,000 to hunt mule deer, waterfowl, mourning doves, and cotton- 
tails on public lands within Kane County (Paria PAA). The amount of 
harvest or production of wildlife from riparian and other phreatophytic 
areas is.unknown, but is a large part of the total dollar figure. No 
data is available for nonconsumptive wildlife use within the planning 
unit, but the amount probably exceeds consumptive uses. A high percent- 
age of this nonconsumptive use occurs along riparian and other phreato- 
phytic areas. In 1975, Americans spent 1.5 billion days observing 
wildlife (1975 National Survey of Hunting, Fishing, and Wildlife-Asso- 
ciated Recreation 1977, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, 
R.C.). This exceeded both fishing (1.3 billion days) and hunting (0.5 
billion days). 

Livestock grazing was identified in URA Step 3 as a major contributing 
cause of the degradation of riparian and other phreatophytic habitats. 
Elimination of the livestock grazing for 3 years along the Virgin River, 
in the Virgin River Allotment of Vermilion Planning Unit, achieved the 
desired percent vegetation composition. Slightly longer time may be 
required in most areas of the Paria Planning Unit due, to a reduced 
amount of available desirable species seed source. 

Protection and improvement of the riparian and other phreatophytic 
habitat is the most critical part of the wildlife program within the 
planning unit. 



UNITED STATES 1 xame !llFP, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE lNTERlOR Paria 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Actlvltv 

.Wildlife 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN ” Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYS’IS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

D-own Recommendation WL-1.1. Protect riparian and other high priority phrea- 
‘ 1979 tophytic areas from livestock. razing and other surface disturbing 

activities (Overlay 1, table 1 3 . Protection from livestock grazing can 
be provided by building 11.7 miles of fence and maintaining existing 
fences to exclude grazing from 2,693 acres of riparian and 2,760 acres 
of other phreatophytic areas (table 1). This fencing should be com- 
pleted as soon as approval and funding will permit, independent of 
intensive range management implementation. 

Achieve desired habitat conditions on the remaining riparian and high 
priority phreatophytic areas through management by reduction of live- 
stock use (utilization of desirable browse not to exceed 30 percent or 
use on grasses and grasslike plants not to exceed 50 percent) and requir- 
ing seasons of use that will exclude grazing during the period of 3/l- '. 
7/l on the allotments shown in table 2. 

Support. Develop habitat management plans and apply for Sikes Act funds . 
to cover costs of fencing and fence maintenance needs. Operations 
and/or YACC labor. 

Rationale. As long as livestock are allowed free acess to riparian 
areas, these areas will be heavily grazed before the grazing pressure 
shifts to the uplands. Riparian areas with free livestock access have 
been sacrifice areas in the past. Loss of streamside vegetation accel- 
erates soil erosion preventing establishment of good protective vegeta- . 
tion cover. This is a self-perpetrating cycle that is well advanced in 
the Paria Planning Unit. 

Intensive grazing of riparian and other high priority phreatophytic 
areas must be reduced before these areas can be restored to a good 
ecological condition. Some areas will require fencing or fence mainten- 
ance as indicated in table 1 to accomplish this. Unfenced areas indic- 
ated in table 2 can be improved, but at a slower rate, by livestock 
management. The fencing or fence maintenance recommended is less than 
20 percent of what would be required to fence all the riparian and other 
high priority phreatophytic areas, yet it will protect 83 percent of the 
riparian areas, including over half the stream miles, and 68 percent of 
the other high priority phreatophytic areas. 

Team Interactions ,- - 
May 1979 _-. 

Q. If this tract is sold, about 40 acres of public land riparian 
habitat will be transferred into private ownership and may be converted 
to cultivated fields, a substantially more sterile wildlife habitat, 

Nate: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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g. Construction would disrupt riparian habitat in Cottonwood 
Canyon and along the Paria River., Stipulations are necessary to mini- 
mize vegetation disturbance. 

MCPS 1. About 100 acres of riparian and other phreatophytic areas 
are included in two existing sand and gravel material sites. If it is 
not possible to relocate these pits', then the area of surface disturb- 
ance should be minimized. If the pits are excavated below the water 
table, a favorable wildlife condition will be created. 

MCPS 7, 8, m 5.1. Needs stipulations in oil and gas leases and 
mineral exploration permits to exclude drilling, pumping, pipelines, and 
roads within riparian habitats. 

M 1.1. A portion of the recommended sand and gravel extraction 
areas-within riparian and other phreatophytic areas. WL-1.1 recom- 
mends limiting new gravel pits to poor condition uplands. 

w 1.1, w 1.2, w 1.3, w 1.4. These are highly complimentary due to 
improved watershed protection afforded by good condition streamside 
vegetations. 

WL 2.1-8.1. Improving riparian habitat is complimentary with all 
other wildlife recommendations, it is an essential component of almost 
all species habitats and is a prerequisite to quail and chukar trans- 
plants. 

Range management recommendations have a mixed effect on WL 1.1 recommen- 
dations for riparian habitats. Slight improvement will be achieved 
without the WL 1.1 recommendation if intensity of grazing use or spring 
and summer use is reduced. The potential improvement on some allotments 
through management compliments those riparian areas not recommended for 
fencing but does not substitute for fencing in either rate or quality of 
improvement for the fencing recommendation areas. 

Specific Range Manaqement Interactions 

RM-1.1 and RM-2.1 interact with WL-1.1 because WL-1.1 recommends chang- 
ing season of use on 10 allotments from what is recommended in range to 
achieve habitat conditions on riparian and other phreatophytic areas 
that are not recommended to be fenced. 

RM-1.2 and 2.2 interact with WL-1.1 because WL-1.1 would reduce live- 
stock recommended to be licensed by 382 AUMs on eight allotments. 

Changing to winter use and effecting utilization restrictions recom- 
mended in WL-1.1 would disrupt livestock operations and inhibit accom- 
plishment of range objectives on associated upland areas. The estimated 
interaction identified by range would result in the loss of about 6,600 
to 7,700 AUMs by reducing grazing intensity on the riparian and other 
phreatophytic areas on 10 allotments (table 3). 



. . 
RM 2 . 3 . WL-1.1 would help (quickly) to increase total cover on riparian 
and other phreatophytic areas by at least 5 percent and would increase 
composition of desirable key forage species. 

. 

RM 2.4. This recommendation interacts with WL 1.1 on Clark Bench, Dry 
Valley, Headwaters, Nipple Bench, and Upper Warm Creek Allotments. The 
two recommendations are complimentary. 

RM 4.1. WL 1.1 plowing and seeding as a treatment on 28 acres in Little 
Creek conflicts with the wildlife objectives to enhance native riparian 
vegetation. RM 4.1 can be modified to seed to native species after 
burnining or spraying instead of plowing and allow up to 30 percent 
utilization on browse in fenced areas after treatment. 

R 3.1. WL 1.1 fencing would restrict ORV travel along Paria and Wahweap 
drainages ORV units 004 and 010 respectively. Drainages are primary 
access routes for ORV travel in the unit. This interaction involves 
areas already fenced that should be maintained. - 

Multiple Use Analysis 

L,1. Resolved. lands multiple use recommendation is to not dispose of 
this 40-acre parcel. 

1.2, M CPS 1, M CPS 7, 8, M 5.1, M 1.1, R 3.1. :A11 of these interac- 
tions can be resolved through stipulations prior to construction, dril- 
ling, mining, pumping, etc., to protect riparian areas. Restriction on 
ORV use is addressed in R 3.1 and can be mitigated by allowing the 
stream channel portions of Wahweap Creek and the Paria River north of 
the primitive area to remain open to vehicular access. An ORV plan 
should restrict ORV travel to existing roads or stream channels. w 1.1, 
W 1.2, W 1.3, W 1.4, WL 1.2 through 8-l are all;complimentary and suppor- 
tive of WL 1.1. 

The only remaining interactions are range management interactions. 

RM 1.1 and RM 2.1. There are season of use conflicts on all allotments 
listed in table 2 except Dry Valley. After multiple use considerations, 
the conflict on Harvey"s Feir and Spencer Bench is eliminated since the- 
range multiple use recommendations are not to allow grazing on these 
allotments. The WL 1.1 proposed season on East&Clark Bench is not 
necessary because recent improvements have resulted in better distribu- 
tion of cattle so the impact on the riparian area from livestock grazing 
is significantly reduced. 

The conflict with season on the rest of the allotments will remain in 
the interim livestock management period. On two of these allotments, 
CMA and Headwaters, the range recommednation for season is to continue 
management pursuants to existing AMPS which will continue as a long term 
proposal. Even though the existing livestock season of use on these-two 
allotments conflicts with WL-1.1 recommended season of use for livestock, 
observations show that the trend on the riparian and other phreatophytic 



areas in these two allotments is upward. Therefore, even though the 
present grazing system will not achieve the wildlife-objective as rapidly 
as would the wildlife recommended season of use, the long term results 
should be similar. Therefore, 'the livestock season of use wil'l not be 
changed. 

On the remaining three allotments, administered by the Kanab Resource 
Area (Lower Hackberry, Nipple Bench, and Upper Warm Creek) changing 
livestock season of use to eliminate use in March would result in a * 
drastic change in present operations, such as requiring the operator 
to purchase additional permits or base property. This would be an undue 
hardship which is not warranted for the interim management period. 

In long term livestock management recommendation, Lower Hackberry would 
not present any conflict because cattle would be removed from conflict 
areas to rangeland seedings by-March 1 of each year. 

On the other allotments proposed grazing systems will be implemented 
which should achieve the long term objectives of wildlife for the 
riparian and other phreatophytic areas over the long term which will 
result in wildlife objectives even though results would not be achieved 
as rapidly as under the wildlife proposals. Considering that the results 
will be similar and that the range recommendations will provide multiple 
use benefits, the range proposals should be followed rather than the 
wildlife restrictions on range management. ! 

Last Chance and Rock Creek Allotments are administered by the Escalante 
Resource Area. These allotments will continue to be adminstered under 
an existing AMP, and the season will not be changed. Achievement of 
wildlife habitat improvements will be realized at a slower rate as dis- 
cussed above. 

RM 1.2 and 2.2 WL1.1 recommendation for fencing and fence maintenance 
would eliminate 382 livestock AUMs. However, 333 of these AUMs are in 
Cottonwood (160), Coyote (loo), and Headwaters (summer 73) allotments 
and -are outside pastures that are regularly used in the implemented AMPS 
or to be used on proposed grazing systems. They are involved in pastures 
used only for trailing and/or emergency use. Management in accordance 
with existing AMPS or proposed grazing systems constitutes no conflict 
between WL1.l and livestock forage use on these;3 allotments. 

The other 49 AUMs that would be eliminated by fencing are in the follow- 
ing five allotments: Clark Bench (30 AUMs), Lower Hackberry (4 AUMs), 
Headwaters (winter 5 AUMs), Upper Warm Creek (2,AUMs) and Wahweap (8 AUMS) 
(table 3). This is an insignificant loss, especially when considering 
the percentage of AUMs that would be lost in these five allotments varies 
from less than one to about four percent. The loss is within the realm 
of the possibility of error in estimating for carrying capacity. 

Fencing the proposed areas could result in making large acreages of - 
livestock range unsuitable by removing access to water, thus resulting 
in a much greater loss of livestock AUMs than the 49 AUMs that would be 
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enclosed in the'proposed fencing. This could be overcome by providing _ 
water access lanes, as needed, in the proposed fencing areas. Table 3 
also shows eleven allotments (including Rock Creek and Last Chance, 
administered by Escalante Resource Area) where an estimated 6,600 to 

' 7,700 AUMs on 10 allotments would be lost to livestock grazing manage-. 
ment to improve riparian and phreatophytic areas not proposed for fenc- 
ing to meet wildlife objectives concerning cover, composition, and 
utilization. 

The Wahweap Creek pasture of the Coyote Allotment is a special situation. 
WL 1.1 recommends 6 miles of fence to protect a narrow strip of critical 
pronghorn habitat in this pasture, leaving the uplands open to annual 
livestock use. Range recommends closing this pasture except for emer- 
gency use and trailing. If the following stipulations were effected for 
emergency use, there would be no need for the 6 miles of fence in this 
allotment. 

E: 
Use no more than 1 year out of 3. 
Restrict season of use to 10/l-2/28. 

c. Limit use to 30 percent on Salix and Atca (or 50 percent on 
grasses and grasslike plants) as key species fosnitoring total cover 
to be left for antelope following grazing. 

If the range recommendation is not implemented and trend continues 
downward, the fencing may be needed. 

If trailing in the unit is made to comply with BLM regulations, there 
will be no undue harm to riparian or other phreatophytic area habitats. 

Fencing without leaving access lanes to water would substantially reduce 
the amount of area suitable for grazing. This impact can be mitigated 
with water lanes as needed. 

Fencing and protection of native vegetation conflicts with a proposed 
range seeding on Little Creek. This area is identified for treatment to 
produce livestock forage over and above livestock grazing preference. 
In view of this and the fact that it is identified for emergency use 
only, the area should receive no treatment, but. be allowed to revegetate 
naturally. 

R-3.1. Gates in fences in the drainageways would allow ORV passage and 
would not constitute a conflict. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation 

Require protective stipulations on any actions taken under interacting 
land and minerals recorrnendations to protect riparian areas. 

Build 5.7 miles of fence and maintain existing fences. Construct water - 
lanes as needed. 

This will meet wildlife objectives for riparian and other high priority 
phreatophytic areas shown on table 1. The 6-mile fencing reduction from 
WL-1.1 recommendation is completely located in the Wahweap Creek pasture 



of Coyote Allotment. Grazing will be excluded from this pasture except 
for emergency use only, not to exceed 1 year out of 3, with a season of 
use of .10/l-2/28, and utilization is not to exceed 30 percent on willows 
(Salix) and cottonwood (Populus) or 50 percent on four-wing saltbush 
(Atca) and perennial grasses and grasslike plants. 

00 not apply WL-1.1 season of use or utilization restrictions on the 
allotments recommended for management to protect riparian and other 
phreatophytic areas that will not be fenced. Manage the Cottonwood and 
Headwaters Allotments pursuant to existing AMPS and proposed grazing 
systems. This will specifically include continuation of emergency use 
only of Cottonwood Canyon pasture of the Cottonwood Allotment and Paria 
River pastures of Headwaters Allotment. Use on these pastures should be 
no more than 1 year out of 3 with utilization restrictions the same as 
stated above for Wahweap Creek pasture and season of use to exclude 3/l- 
7/l. No trailing in Wahweap Creek pasture except during 10/l-2/28. Any 
trailing in the unit must comply with BLM grazing regulations. 

Allow native species along Henrieville Creek and Little Creek to achieve 
natural potential rather than to plow and seed as recommended in RM-4.1. 
Burning or spraying could be considered as a treatment as long as native 
vegetation is allowed to develop. 

Restrict ORVs to existing roads and trails on all riparian areas. 

Include four-wing saltbush (Atca), willow (Salix), and cottonwood (Pop- 
ulus) as key species for management in all allotments with riparian and 
other phreatophytic areas. An increase in these species through manage- 
ment will be an acceptable multiple use practice. Achievement of full 
potential on areas recommended for protection by management as described 
in WL-1.1 is not expected. The season of use and AUMs to be harvested 
by livestock as recommended by range multiple use recommendations will 
be followed. 

Fagan Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation as writ- 
June 1979 ten, except to use Wahweap as described in the existing Coyote AMP until 

facility implementations can be achieved on Jack Riggs Bench. Then 
substitute use from Wahweap Creek pasture to Jack Riggs Bench and use 
Wahweap Creek pasture for emergency use and trailing as stated in the 
team recommendation. Monitor the riparian habitat within the pasture to 
determine trend. If the trend continues downward, consider reimplement- 
ing the wildlife recommendation to build the 6 miles of fence. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that each proposed fence will be built only after a feasibility deter- 

mination on each site and after consultation with interested and/or 
affected parties. 

Rationale. Further on-the-ground determinations on the need for and 
benefit of fences should be made to ensure current conditions and needs 
will be satisfied. 



UNITED STATES Name IMFP) 
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MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES WI -2 

Brown, Objective WL 2. Improve 395,881 acres of pinyon-juniper habitat on 
Pittman, Public Lands from poor or fair ecological condition to good ecological 
Fagan, condition and maintain 13,955 acres of good ecological condition pinyon- 
Jensen juniper habitat, for a variety of wildlife species including mule deer, 
March I979 rabbits and rodents (15 species), coyote and mountain lion, fur-bearers, 

raptors (10 species), blue grouse, reptiles (19 species), bald eagle, 
four State sensitive species (bobcat, gray flycatcher, plain titmouse, 
black-throated gray warbler), and approximately 70 other non-game spe- 
cies. The desirable vegetation composition to be obtained following 
treatments is 15 percent bitterbrush and mountain mahogany, 25 percent 
other shrubs, 30 percent grasses, and 30 percent forbs. Desired percent 
cover (vegetation and litter) is 70 percent for the treated areas. The 
desired composition on areas improved by grazing manipulation is 60 
percent browse (10 percent desirable species), 20 percent grasses, and 
20 percent forbs. The desired percent cover (vegetation and litter) for 
these areas is 60 percent on areas with good soil and 40 to 50 percent 
on areas with poorer soils. Treated areas should reach the desired 
conditions within three years following the treatment. Areas improved 
by grazing manipulation should reach the desired conditions within 10 
years on most areas with good soils. 

Rationale. The pinyon-juniper habitat type is the largest type in the 
planning unit, totaling 409,836 acres and 50 percent of the Public Lands 
(Table 1, URA Step 3 Wildlife). Only four percent of this large area is 
in good ecological condition (13,955 acres) (Table 4 and Overlay 3, 
URA Step 4; Overlay 1, MFP Step 1) with the remaining 96 percent 
(395,881 acres) being in poor or fair ecological condition. This poor 
to fair condition is the result of many years of overgrazing by live- 
stock and wildlife (mainly mule deer), the lack of recurring fires, 
greater seed dispersal, and climatic fluctuations. URA Step 3 states 
that pinyon-juniper has invaded an estimated 90,000 acres of former 
grassland, sagebrush, and mountain shrub and has increased in density on 
about 200,000 additional acres within the last 100 years. As pinyon- 
juniper increases in density, desirable understory browse, forbs, and 
grass decrease. This reduces usable forage for most wildlife species, 

. especially mule deer. As desirable forage decreases, use on the remain- 
ing plants increase. This reduces their vigor and eliminates recruit- 
ment of new plants. The reduced quantity and quality of desirable 
forage has created a conflict between mule deer and livestock in nine 
areas. Seven of these areas are treated under the Riparian Habitat 
Improvement Objective. The other two areas (Headwaters and Deer Range 
allotments - Table 12 URA Step 3, Wildlife) are in pinyon-juniper habi- 
tats and are the result of overgrazing and increasing pinyon-juniper 
canopy cover. Relict areas show pinyon-juniper stands as a Savannah 
type with abundant desirable understory forage. 

--A 
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The present mule deer population level is only about one-fourth of 
potential. As deer numbers increase the grazing pressure on the range 
will increase. This will be most evident in the present conflict areas. 
There are 130 wildlife species that utilize the pinyon-juniper habitat 
type- This large area of less than good condition habitat is depriving 
wildlife of many needed benefits. 

The Kane County PAA shows that demands for mule deer hunting is expected 
to increase 69 percent between 1975 and 1985. In 1975, hunters spent 
$152,820 to hunt mule deer on Public Lands in Kane County. Approxi- 
mately 20 percent of this use occurred in the Paria planning unit where 
pinyon-juniper is a very important habitat. ELM Manual 1603 states as a 
long-term objective that "BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum 
diversity of Wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet public 
demands." It also states that essential requirements of wildlife--food, 
cover, and water--will be maintained so as to provide optimum "edge 
effect“ and interspersion of habitat components in important wildlife 
areas. One of the Bureau's major objectives, as stated in Manual sec- 
tion 1602, is to "Protect the lands, resources, environmental and public 
values therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and deterioration, and 
correct past abuse to the extent feasible." 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
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9rown Recommendation WL-2.1. Improve the forage condition and trend of the 
Mav 1979 key forage species on all poor and fair condition pinyon-juniper habitat 

(395,881 acres, Overlay 1, MFP Step 1). Allocate sufficient forage on 
all allotments for potential mule deer needs (table 7, URA Step 3 Wild- 
life). 

Eliminate the conflict between mule deer and livestock on Deer Range and 
Headwaters Allotments (table 12, URA Step 3 Wildlife). On these two 
allotments, there is substantial competition for fall and winter use of 
bitterbrush and mountain mahogany on critical deer winter range. 

Closely monitor livestock utilization and reduce livestock use and/or 
change the season of use as necessary on areas of pinyon-juniper where 
trend and condition of important browse species warrants (408,836 acres, 
table 1 URA Step 3 Wildlife; Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). 

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

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

Rationale. Reducing utilization where necessary is the best way to 
improve the forage condition on large areas of habitat. The first step 
in accomplishing this is to allocate forage to all consumer groups where 
numbers and needs are known. The mule deer is the only species within 
the planning unit that these data are known for. Table 7 of URA Step 3 
Wildlife shows that sufficient AUMs are available to meet potential mule 
deer needs. This is misleading in that most of the AUMs for wildlife 
come from areas with large percentages of low value forage species, and 
from areas unsuitable to livestock that are also undesirable wildlife 
use areas. These generalized AUM figures do not differentiate between 
desirable and low value forage species. Consequently, desirable species 
such as bitterbrush or mountain mahogany can be overutilized in an 
allotment showing ample wildlife AUMs available. For this reason, AUMs 
allocated to mule deer should be based upon the species being competed 
for (allocations based upon competitive AUMs). However, this level of 

I\.,.ti: Attach additlonal sheets. if needed 
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information is not known at this time, so allocation of AUMs should be 
accomplished on generalized AUMs as per table 7, URA Step 3 Wildlife. 

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

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

Team Interactions. Achieving the recommended composition within the pinyon- 
May 1979 juniper habitat will have positive benefits for forest management, 

recreation and visual resource scenic values, watershed protection and 
enhancement. Wildlife recommends a modified fire suppression plan to 
accelerate the achievement of a mixture of grasses, forbs, and browse in 
the pinyon-juniper habitat. 

Wildlife has identified specific BLM acreages of poor and fair condition 
pinyon-juniper habitat in each allotment that will be affected by range 
management action (table 4). Generally, changing the season of use to 
avoid the growing season of understory species and reducing livestock 
numbers will help achieve WL-2.1 recommendation. Continued spring or 
summer grazing or increases in livestock utilization will reduce or 
prevent pinyon-juniper habitat improvement. 

Range has identified the following interactions with WL-2.1. 

RM URA. This would improve the overall vegetation (pinyon-juniper) 
resource in the entire planning unit for increased forage production and 
would greatly benefit livestock grazing production. 

RM-1.1. Interim seasons of use on all allotments are set up to meet 
plant and soil requirements - should stop downward trend and help improve 
all pinyon-juniper areas. Improvement would reduce livestock/deer 
conflicts on Deer Range and Headwaters Allotments. 

RM-1.2. Adjusting livestock numbers to carrying capacity and grazing 
only suitable range on all allotments is designed to stop downward 
trend; should help improve all pinyon-juniper areas. Improvement should 
reduce the deer/livestock conflicts on Deer Range and Headwaters Allot- 
ments if pinyon-juniper habitat improves as recommended; additional 
suitable acreage and AUMs will be created. 



RM-2.3. Increasing cover by 5 percent and key forage species composi- 
tion complements improvement of all pinyon-juniper habitat condition. 
Grazing systems are designed to accomplish improved conditions. This 
would also reduce deer/livestock use conflicts on Deer Range and Head- 
waters by increasing cover and composition of desirable species. 

RM-2.4. Rest on RM-2.4 allotments to improve plant vigor, forage condi- 
tion, and trend complements improvement of pinyon-juniper habitat, which 
in turn, will help reduce competition on Deer Range and Headwaters 
Allotments between deer and livestock. 

RM-2.5. Constructing livestock facilities is needed for all proposed 
grazing systems. They will aid in distributing livestock for more 
uniform utilization of all suitable range. This, in turn, will aid in 
improvement of all pinyon-juniper habitat and help reduce competition 
between deer and livestock on Deer Range and Headwaters Allotments. 

RM-2.6. Can seed a mixture to benefit wildlife. Chaining and seeding 
3,500 total acres of pinyon-juniper on Hackberry and Last Chance Allot- 
ments will create the change to good condition habitat and will comple- 
ment WL-2.1. 

RM-4.1. Can seed to mixed species to benefit wildlife. This would also 
be better for livestock. Improving pinyon-juniper habitat through 
treatment on all areas complements WL-2.1 by improving habitat condition. 
Will also help reduce wildlife/livestock conflicts on Deer Range and 
Headwaters Allotments. 

RM-5.1. Improving pinyon-juniper on Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and 
Spencer Bench complements improving the vegetation resource there. 
Removal of horses will aid in both goals. 

Team Multiple Use Analysis. In almost all allotments, the interim and long- 
May 1979 term management proposed by range is expected to result in some improve- 

ment of pinyon-juniper habitat areas toward the stated objective. Key 
wildlife forage species, including Indian ricegrass (Orhy), mountain 
mahogany (Cemo), and four-wing saltbush (Atca) should be included for 
monitoring trend and condition of pinyon-juniper habitat. Bitterbrush 
(Putr) is a key forage species on at least 11 allotments, but should be 
included on all allotments containing this species. Data is not cur- 
rently available to preduct how fast desired improvement will occur, or 
whether the proposed action will result in fully achieving the wildlife 
objective, but closing monitoring of key wildlife forage species can 
measure trend and improvement or lack of improvement of the habitat as a 
basis for future corrective action. 

While the range recommendations should result in general improvement on 
all allotments, on the Deer Range and Headwaters Allotments, a substan- 
tial competition for fall and winter use of bitterbrush (Putr) and 
mountain mahogany (Cemo) on critical deer winter range is likely to 



continue under the proposed single pasture summer/fall grazing system. 
This conflict was apparently mitigated in 1978 by good forage availabil- 
ity on seedings and native grassland due to a wetter than normal year. 
These conditions are expected to recur in 1979, but cannot be depended 
on to protect deer winter forage when a drought cycle returns. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Adopt wildlife recommendation WL-2.1. 
May 1979 Adoption of interim and long-term management of livestock grazing will 

support WL-2.1 and insure continued improvement of pinyon-juniper habi- 
tat if the following stipulations are included: 

1. Allocate AUflls to deer as shown in wildlife URA Step 3, table 
7. 

2. Include mountain mahogany (Cemo), four-wing saltbush (Atca) 
and bitterbrush (Putr) as key forage species for monitoring trend and 
condition on all allotments with pinyon-juniper habitat and where these 
species have the potential to increase. 

3. On Deer Range and Headwaters Allotments where competition for 
fall and winter forage use is a problem, monitor utilization on bitter- 
brush (Putr), Indian ricegrass (Orhy), and mountain mahogany (Cemo) 
annually about 9/15 and again after livestock leave the allotment. Make 
livestock adjustments to correct the conflict based on these evaluations. 

?a Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation as writ- 
.I& s.79 ten. 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
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UNITED STATES 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
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Name I 111’1’1 

Paria 
Activity 
Wildlife 

overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

‘rown Recommendation WL-2.2. Improve the pinyon-juniper habitat within the 
lay 1979 planning unit by burning or chaining approximately 82,500 acres of 

public land (table 5 and Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). These areas 
will have to be seeded with desirable brose, forbs, and grasses follow- 
ing treatment. Livestock will have to be excluded from treatment areas 
until seedlings are established (2 years minimum). 

Further review should reveal that many of the areas listed for chaining 
in table 5 could be treated by prescribed burning. Burning should be 
cheaper than chaining on most areas. Many of the areas listed for 
maintenance (WL CPS 1 good condition areas) would benefit from burning 
(table 4 and Overlay 3, URA Step 4; Overlay 1, MFP Step 1). Maintenance 
areas should not require seeding following treatment. 

Prescribed burning followed by seeding should be considered in all 
pinyon-juniper areas where private, State, and Forest Service property 
will not be jeopardized to increase forage conditions for wildlife. 

The desired vegetation composition to be achieved following treatment is 
15 percent bitterbrush and mountain mahogany, 25 percent other shrubs, 
30 percent grasses, and 30 percent forbs. 
tation and litter) is 70 percent. 

Desired percent cover (vege- 
These desired conditions should be 

reached within 3 years following the treatment on most areas, 

Support. A raptor survey prior to treatment may identify bald eagle 
roosting concentration areas or raptor nesting areas that should not be 
treated (including proper buffer areas of 0.25-miel minimum). These 
constraints should be applied as soon as areas are identified (mandatory 
in the case of the bald eagle concentration areas which is an endangered 
species). 

EARS, fire management plan with prescriptions, contracts for chaining 
and aerial seeding, personnel man months to formulate plans, EARS, 
contracts, and to execute prescribed burns. Burning should be feasible 
and cheaper for most pinyon-juniper areas. 

Rationale. URA Step 3 states that pinyon-juniper has invaded an esti- 
mated 90,000 acres of former grassland, sagebrush, and mountain shrub 
and has increased in density on about 200,000 additional acres within 
the last 100 years. As pinyon-juniper increases in density, desirable 
understory browse, forbs, and grasses are crowded out. As desirable 
forage decreases, use on the remaining plants increase. This reduces 
their vigor and eliminates recruitment of new plants. Two of the main 
causes of this process are overgrazing by livestock and wildlife, and 
lack of recurring fires. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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Team Interactions. Interactions and analysis are discussed in Consolidated 
May 1979 Land Treatments (Appendix 2). 

Team 
May 1979 

Fa 
JL 79 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

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

Most pinyon-juniper maintenance (WL CPS 1) areas should be considered 
for burning .(Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). These areas are presently 
in good condition and do not warrant large ivnestments. However, most 
could be burned fairly cheap, improving their condition and insuring 
habitat maintenance. 

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

Multiple Use Recommendation. Refer to RM-4.1 for multiple use recommen- 
dation. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Burn approximately 20,000 acres and 
chain approximately 62,500 acres of pinyon-juniper based on onsite 
determination of the feasibility and cost effectiveness of each method. 
Refer to RM-4.1 for further provisions. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
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Name I.MFP) 

Paria 
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Wildlife 
Objective Number 

Srown, cm;;;:; YL-3. Improve 189,633 acres of desert shrub (149,075 acres), 
Pittman, 31,617 acres), and grassland (8,941 acres) habitats on 
Fagan, public lands from poor or fair condition to good condition, and maintain 
Jensen 106,223 acres of good condition desert shrub (62,838 acres), sagebrush 
March 1979 (23,259 acres), and grassland (20,126 acres) habitats, for a variety of 

wildlife species, including mule deer, pronghorn antelope, desert big- 
horn sheep, rabbits and rodents (11 species), coyote and mountain lion, 
fur-bearers (five species) raptors (11 species), reptiles (18 species), 
bald eagles, peregrine falcon, one State sensitive species (bobcat), and 
approximately 44 other nongame species. The desired vegetation composi- 
tions and percent cover (vegetation and litter) to be obtained are 
presented in table 6. Areas with poorer soils will probably reach 
desired or potential conditions at 10 to 20 percent less cover, and may 
have 20 to 30 percent more undesirable species. Treated areas should 
reach the desired conditions within 3 years following treatment. Areas 
improved by grazing manipulation should reach the desired condition 
within 10 years on most areas with good soils. 

Rationale. The desert shrub (211,913 acres), sagebrush (54,876 acres), 
and grassland (29,067 acres) habitats make up 295,856 acres (36 percent 
of public lands within the planning unit (table 1, URA Step 3 Wildlife). 
Thirty-six percent (106,223 acres) of these areas are in good ecolo ical 
condition (table 4 and Overlay 3, URA Step 4; Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 4 , 
The remaining 189,633 acres (64 percent) are in poor or fair condition. 
This poor to fair condition is the reuslt of many years of overgrazing 
and lack of recurring fires. Some desert shrub areas are being invaded 
by pinyon-juniper and sagebrush has dominated many former grasslands 
(URA Step 3 Wildlife). This process has been evolving over the past 100 
years. Misuse weakened the desirable forage plants, allowing sagebrush, 
pinyon-juniper, and other less desirable species to increase. As desir- 
able forage decreases , use on the remaining plants increase. This 
reduces their vigor and eliminates recruitment of new plants, allowing 
even more undesirables to become established. 

There are approximately 97 wildlife species that utilize these habitat 
types. This large area of less than good condition habitat is depriving 
wildlife of many needed benefits. 

The Kane County PAA shows that wildlife based recreation will increase 
significantly between 1975 and 1985. BLM Manual 1603 states as a long- 
term objective that "BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity 
of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet public demands." It 
also states that essential requirements of wildlife (food, cover, and 
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water) will be maintained so as to provide optimum "edge effect" and 
interspersion of habitat components in important wildlife areas. These 
areas comprise 37 percent of the planning unit and are significant in 
terms of wildlife production. One of the Bureau's major objectives, as 
stated in Manual section 1602, is to 'Protect the lands, resources, 
environmental and public values therein from avoidable destruction, 
abuse and deterioration, and correct past abuses to the extent feasible.' 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

7rown Recommendation WL-3.1. Improve 189,633 acres of desert shrub (149,075 
lay 1979 acres), sagebrush (31,617 acres), and grassland (8,941 acres) habitats 

on public lands from poor or fair condition to good condition, and 
maintain 106,223 acres of good condition desert shrub (62,838 acres), 
sagebrush (23,259 acres), and grassland (20,126 acres) by allocatin 
forage to potential mule deer numbers (table 7, URA Step 3 Wildlife 3 ; 
closely monitor livestock utilization and reduce livestock use and/or 
change the season of use on areas where trend and condition of important 
forage species warrants (295,856 acres) (table 1, URA Step 3 Wildlife; 
Overlay 1, M FP Step 1 Wildlife). These grazing management recommenda- 
tions will benefit all wildlife species that utilize these habitats. 
The desired vegetation composition and percent cover to be achieved on 
these areas is listed in table 6. These desired conditions should be 
reached within 10 years on most areas with good soils. 

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

Rationale. Reducing overutilization is the best way to improve the 
forage condition on large areas of habitat. The first step in accom- 
plishing this is to allocate forage to all consumer groups where numbers 
and needs are known. The mule deer is the only species within the 
planning unit that these data are known for. Table 7 of URA Step 3 ' 
Wildlife shows that sufficient AUMs are available to meet potential mule 
deer needs. This is misleading in that most of the AUMs for wildlife 
come from areas with large percentages of low value forage species, and 
from areas unsuitable to livestock that are also undesirable wildlife 
use areas. These generalized AUM figures do not differentiate between 
desirable and low value forage species. Consequently, desirable species 
such as bitterbrush, forbs, and perennial grasses can be overutilized in 
an allotment showing ample wildlife AUMs available. For this reason, 
AUMs allocated to mule deer should be based upon the species being 
competed for (allocations based upon competitive AUMs). However, this 
level of information is now known at this time, so allocation of AUMs 
should be accomplished on generalized AUMs as per table 7, URA Step 3 
Wildlife. 

The second step in improving desert shrub, sagebrush, and grasslands by 
grazing management is to closely check the utilization, vigor, and trend 
of the desirable or key wildlife species, and correct any over or under 
usages. These studies will show whether or not proper allocations were 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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made. If the studies show overutilization, then some livestock pressure 
must be removed, since it is impractical to reduce wildlfie utilization 
in most situations. A change in season of use may solve the overutili- 
zation problem, or may be required in addition to a livestock reduction. 
When the key species are in good condition, the desired densities have 
been reached, and wildlife populations (especially mule deer) have 
reached population potential, then increases and/or changes in season of 
use can be given. 

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

Team Interactions. Recreation, VRM, and Watershed all identified positive 
May 1979 interactions with WL-3.1 cover and composition objectives. 

Wildlife identified the following effects of range management recommen- 
dations on the desert shrub and grassland habitat type. Table 7 shows 
the acreage of poor or fair condition habitat in each allotment and the 
expected effect of range management recommendations. 

RM-1.1. Changes in season of use toward the plant dormancy period will 
improve vigor and condition , which would compliment allocating forage to 
mule deer from desert shrub, sagebrush, and grassland areas, and should 
aid in decreasign overutilziation during critical periods. 

RM-1.2. Decreases in AUMs will improve condition and increase AUMs 
available to wildlife. Increases will have a negative effect. Table 7 
shows the effect on individual allotments. 

RM-2.1, 2.2. Increases in livestock numbers and spring and summer use 
will have a negative impact on wildlife. Table 7 shows the expected 
effect on individual allotments. 

RM-2.3 (cover) and RII-5.1 (horses) are complimentary. 

RM-2.6. Proposal to plow and seed 200 acres on Hackberry Allotment is 
in deer winter habitat. Removal of sagebrush would reduce needed winter 
forage. 

FM-4.1. Rangeland treatment proposals will generally be positive if the 
seeding mixture contains amp le amounts of desirable wildlife fprage 
species. 

Exceptions are the proposals to plow and seed sagebrush in the Deer 
Range and Headwaters (Upper Paria segment) Allotments. The sagebrush on 
these sites is critical deer winter forage and cannot be replaced. 

Range has identified the following interactions with WL-3.1: 



Range URA. This would improve the vegetation resource on all allotments 
for increased forage production, resulting in increased forage alloca- 
tion for livestock. 

RM-1.1. Complements objective of inter im seasons of use (RM-1.1) to 
stop downward trend and maintain existing forage production. Seasons 
are based on plant and soil requirements. Applies to all allotments. 

RM-1.2. Would increase suitable range and forage ( AUMs) for livestock. 
Allocation of AUMs on long-term timeframe (see RM-2.2). 

Same goal to stop downward trend and maintain present production (at 
least). Applies to all allotments. 

RM-1.3. No effect on custodial management except for possible increased 
AUMs for same season of use (11/16-3/15) for same cattle numbers (Cocks- 
comb Allotment only). 

RM-2.1. Complements implementing grazing systems (pastures, consolida- 
tions, seasons of use) to improve range condition and trend. Required 
by grazing systems to monitor success and need for change. Applies to 
all allotments except Cockscomb). 

RM-2.2. Complements grazing systems. AUM allocation based on suitable/ 
potentially suitable only with surveyed carrying capacity. Both recom- 
mendations striving to achieve same goals, i.e.; increased condition and 
trend on all allotments. Monitor utilization and reduce use or change 
season on 295,856 acres. Required by grazing systems (see RM-2.1). 
Applies to all allotments but Cockscomb. 

RM-2.3. Complements to improve range condition (achieve at least 5 
percent increased cover and increased composition of desirable key 
species) achieved through intensive management (grazing systems). 
Applies to all allotments except Cockscomb.. 

RM-2.4. Rest on all RM-2.4 allotments to improv,e plant vigor, forage 
condition, and trend complemented by habitat improvement and maintenance. 
Applies to Blue Pools, Clark Bench, Deer Range, ;Dry Valley, Headwaters 
(Upper Wahweap), Judd Hollow, Last Chance, Mud Springs, Nipple Bench, 
Round Valley, Upper Warm Creek. 

RM-2.5. Livestock facilities needed for all proposed grazing systems to 
aid in livestock distribution for more uniform utilization patterns on 
all suitable range. Improving and maintaining habitat is goal of both 
recommendations on all allotments. 

RM-2.6. Two hundred acres of sagebrush plow ane seed on Hackberry 
Allotment would improve that habitat. Would also increase cover and 
composition of desirables. \ 



RM-4.1 
4.1 on 
ables. 
life w 

. Sagebrush and other non-pinyon-juniper, treatments as per RM- 
allotments is needed to increase dover and composition of desir- 

Complemented by WL-3.1. Can modify by seeding to benefit wild- 
ith mixed grass, forb, browse. Benefit to livestock also. 

RM-5.1. Improving habitat (WL-3.1) on Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and 
Spencer Bench Allotments complements removal of horses to improve the 
vegetation resource there. Would also increase cover and desirable 
plant composition. 

Multiple Use Analysis. Overall, it is expected that the proposed range 
management will result in improvement in the desert shrub, sagebrush, 
and grassland habitats. Data is not available to predict how fast this 
improvement will occur, or whether wildlife management objectives will 
be met in all cases. The addition of wildlife key species to the objec- 
tives for each allotment management plan can assure effective monitoring 
of progress toward wildlife objectives. Treatment of sagebrush and its 
replacement with desirable grasses, forbs, and other browse species is 
generally desirable. Within critical deer winter range, however, the 
forage provided by sagebrush is critical and replacement seedings are at 
best an even tradeoff of wildlife AUMs and are not recommended in the 
Deer Range and Upper Paria Allotments. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept wildlife recommendation WL-3.1 with 
Mi' '979 the following stipulations: 

1. Add Indian ricegrass (Orhy), four-wing saltbush (Atca), and 
bitterbrush (Putr) to the list of key species on all allotment manage- 
ment plans only where these species have the potential to improve. 

2. Do not plow and seed the sagebrush habitat in Deer Range and 
Upper Paria Allotments. 

3. Seed mix on the 200-acre treatment in Hackberry Allotment i. 
should include ample amounts of desirable forbs (Orhy, Atca, Putr, and 
Agsm) in the seeding. 

Fagan Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation as writ- 
June 1979 ten. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that the sagebrush habitat in Deer Range Allotment may be plowed and 

seeded if field examination determines it is not important deer habitat. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i I:!:/‘) 

Paria 
Activtty 

. Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Steo 3 

Recommendation WL-3.2. Improve habitat conditions on approximately 
2,300 acres of public land by brush beating or burning sagebrush (1,200 
acres) in Mud Sprin 
Allotment (Sumner) 9 

Allotment) and grassland (1,100 acres in Headwaters 
Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). The sagebrush 

areas will have to be seeded with desirable browse, forbs, and grasses 
following treatment. The grasstand areas will need to be seeded with 
desirable browse and forbs after manipulation. Livestock will have to 
be excluded from the sagebrush treatment areas until seedlings are 
established (2 years minimum), and should be excluded from the grassland 
areas for 2 years to allow seedling establishment. 

Further review should reveal that some of the areas not listed for 
further treatment could be brush beaten or burned and seeded, increasing 
their conditions for wildlife and livestock. Some of the areas listed 
for maintenance (WL CPS 1) would probably benefit from brush beating or 
burnin and seeding (table 4 and Overlay 3, URA Step 4; Overlay 1, MFP 
Step 1 3 . Burning should be cheaper than brush beating and biologically 
less damaging than spraying or plowing. Brush beating may be the best 
.anipulation method since desirable forbs will be preserved and a much 

greater mulch cover for new plant sprouting will be available. Mainten- 
ance areas should not require reseeding following burning. 

Range recommends a 200-acre sagebrush manipulation in Deer Range Allot- 
ment. This area shouls be preserved as a sagebrush park for mule deer 
winter forage. \ 

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

The desired vegetation composition and percent cover to be achieved on 
the various areas is listed in table 6. These desired conditions should 
be reached within 3 years after treatment on most areas. 

Support. EARS, fire management plan with prescriptions, contracts for 
seeding, personnel man months to formulate plans, EARS, and contracts to 
execute prescribed burns. Burning should be cheaper than brush beating 
and less environmentally damaging than plowing or spraying. 

Rationale. URA Step 3 states that pinyon-juniper has.invaded an esti- 
ated 90,000 acres of former grassland, sagebrush, and <mountain shrub. 

:‘*,?c t,,, r(‘, p,c,., Form 1600-21 (April 1975‘1 
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The edges of some desert shrub areas are also being invaded. Brush 
beating or burning will reverse this invasion at the same time sagebrush 
is being thinned. Sagebrush has dominated many former grasslands and 
has increased in density on many other areas. This process of low value 
plants replacing desirable forage has been evolving over the past 100 
years. The cause has been overgrazing and the lack of recurring fires. 
Under this misuse, desirable forage plants are weakened and eventually 
die. Low value plants then invade these areas. Use on the remaining 
desirable plants increases as they become scarce. This reduces their 
vigor and eliminates recruitment of new plants, further allowing low 
value plants to become established. 

Once this process reaches a certain point, removal of grazing pressure 
will not readily reverse the downward trend. Therefore, treatment is 
the only timely improvement method available. Brush beating or burning 
are the best treatments available for these areas as far as wildlife is 
concerned. Burning should be cheaper, would treat more "edge" and would 
be less environmetnally damaging than spraying, but brush beating would 
be the most desirable of any mechanical manipulations. 

A lack of desirable species seed source necessitates seeding these poor 
and fair condition areas following brush beating or burning. Livestock 
will have to be exluded from treatment areas until seedlings are esta- 
blished. Areas manipulated as part of a maintenance (WL CPS 1) program 
may not require seeding since a good seed source should already by 
present (Overlay 1, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). 

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

Interactions. Interactions and analysis are discussed in "Consolidated 
Land Treatments" (Appendix 2). 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Refer to RM-4.1 for multiple use recommen- 
dation, 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Attempt to burn the entire 2,300 acres. 
If fire does not carry and provide sufficient kill to achieve habitat 
objectives, follow up with mechanical treatment as required. Refer to 
RM-4.1 for further provisions. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ’ ll/:/‘J 

Paria 
Activity 

. . 
1ldl1fe 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

grown Recommendation WL-4.1. Do not allow any cutting or destruction of dead 
May 1979 or live standing ponderosa pine trees on public lands within the plan- 

ning unit. The only exception would be specific trees that might be 
hazardous. 

Support. Prepare or update an EAR covering the disposal of timber 
products, i.e., fuelwood, posts, lumber, Christmas trees, etc. Actively 
suppress unauthorized cuttings. 

Rationale. Relatively speaking, very few ponderosa pine trees exist on 
public lands within the planning unit. Those that are present should be 
preserved since it takes 200 years or more to produce a mature or old 
age ponderosa pine tree. These mature, old age, and dead standing 
ponderosa pine trees provide a unique and highly sought after habitat 
for eagles, other raptors, and many nongame species. Since it takes so 
long for recruitment of new trees and even longer to grow to maturity, 
the only way to maintain this unique habitat is to disallow all cutting 
or destruction of standing trees , and to actively suppress all unauthor- 
ized cuttings. Ample pinyon-juniper is available to meet public demands 
for fuel wood and Christmas trees. Ample supplies are available on 
nearby Forest Service lands to meet public demands specifically requir- 
ing ponderosa pine products. 

Team Interactions. FCPS 1 Positive interaction to continue present status of . 
May 1979 ponderosa pine grove. 

FCPS 2 Take only down ponderosa for firewood, standing dead trees are 
important habitat and are not to be taken for firewood. 

RCPS 1, RCPS 2, RCPS 6, RCPS 7, RCPS 7b, RCPS 7h, RCPS 7i, RURA, VCPS 1. 

Positive interaction with recreation and visual resource values provid- 
ing stipulation to permit removal of hazard trees in developed recrea- 
tion sites is retained. 

Multiple Use Analysis. All of the interactions associated with this 
recommendation are positive. 

Team Team Recommendations. Accept recommendation WL-4.1 as presented with 
May 1979 the stipulation that hazard trees within developed recreation sites can 

be removed with permission of the Area Manager. Do vegetation manipula- 
tions in areas containing ponderosa pine only if these trees will not be 
destroyed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

ll;.:r:,c:,~,,,u r,,, ,C,‘CIC,‘l Form 1690-21 (April 1475 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name ihlf Pj 

Paria 
Activity 

Wildlife ~1-4 
Objective Number 

Brown, Objective WL-4. Protect all standing ponderosa pine trees on Public 
Pittnan, Lands within the planning unit as important wildlife habitat. 
Fagan, 
Jensen Rationale. Standing ponderosa pine, especially dead or dying trees, 
Mar 1979 provides a unique habitat of high importance to such species as the bald 

eagle, band-tailed pigeon, Lewis Woodpecker, sapsuckers, nuthatches, 
pine siskin, pine grosbeak, and several raptors. 
winter roosting habitat and summer nesting habitat. 

These trees provide 
Limited numbers of 

ponderosa pine trees make them highly sought after as habitat. 

A bald eagle survey is likely to delineate some areas of ponderosa pine 
as winter roosting habitat. Protection of these areas is then mandated 
by the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-205), the Bald 
Eagle Act, and BLM Manual 6840. The Lewis woodpecker is a State sensi- 
tive species that utilizes ponderosa pine trees. Public interest in 
these species has increased in recent years. 

The Kane County PAA shows that the demand for band-tailed pigeon hunting 
is increasing slowly but steadily. BLM Manual 1603 states as a long- 
term objective that "BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity 
of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet public demands." It 
also states that essential requirements of wildlife--food, cover, and 
water--will be maintained so as to provide optimum "edge effect" and 
interspersion of habitat components in important widllife areas. One of 
the Bureau's major objectives, 
protect the lands, resources, 

as stated in Manual section 1602, is to 
environmental and public values therein 

from avoidable destruction, abuse and deterioration, and correct past 
abuse to the extent feasible." 

------- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 19;: 



F? Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. 
Juttc 1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Paria 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

Brown, Brown, Objective WL-5. Objective WL-5. Expand the habitat for pronghorn, desert bighorn Expand the habitat for pronghorn, desert bighorn 

Pittman, Pittman, sheep, gambel's quail, sheep, gambel's quail, and chuckar by providing permanent water in areas and chuckar by providing permanent water in areas 

Fagan, Fagan, where inadequate supplies now exist. where inadequate supplies now exist. These inadequacies should be These inadequacies should be 

Jensen Jensen corrected as soon as possible. corrected as soon as possible. 

Mar 1979 
Rationale. Except for water, adequate habitat components exist to 
expand the use areas of the above species. These species are all very 
scarce within the planning unit, and the desert bighorn sheep may al- 
ready be extirpated. These water sources will also be used by many 
other non-game species. The number and kind will depend upon the sur- 
rounding habitat. The Kane County PAA does not give data on any of 
these species but states that wildlife based recreation will increase 
significantly between 1975 and 1985. Demand for gambel's quail and 
chukar hunting would be very high if huntable populations were present. 
BLM Manual 1603 states as a long-term objective that "BLM manage habi- 
tats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient 
numbers to meet public demands." It also states that essential require- 
ments of wildlife--food, cover, and water--will be maintained so as to 
provide optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of habitat components in 
important wildlife areas. The areas needing water are very important to 
these species. 

One of the Bureau's major objectives, as stated in Manual section 1602, 
is to "Protect the land, resources, environmental and public values 
therein from deterioration, and correct past abuses to the extent feasi- 
ble." Before the rangelands deteriorated, permanent water would have 
been available in almost all of these areas. Except for the chukar, 
these species were all natives to these areas utilizing the adequate 
habitat that was present. 

s- 
--- 

(Instructions on reverse) 
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UNITEDSTATES I 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i.\lFP I 

Paria 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation WL-5.1. Develop present use area water needs for prong- 
horn antelope, desert bighorn sheep, Gambel's quail, and chukar (by 
priority) as capabilities exist (tables 21, 26, and 45, URA Step 3 

i Wildlife; Overlay 2, MFP Step 1 Wildlife); maintain water throughout the 
spring and fall in all existing livestock range improvements (tanks, 
pipelines, etc.), within pronghorn, Gambel's quail, and chukar present 
use areas (Overlays 2 and 5, URA Step 3 Wildlife). 

Priorities for water development are given in the tables for each spe- 
cies. Priority for water needs by species is desert bighorn sheep, 
pronghorn, Gambel's quail, and chukar. The first three water needs for 
desert bighorn sheep must be completed within the next 2 years. Prior- 
ities 1 through 7 for pronghorn antelope, 1 through 10 for Gambel's 
quail and chukar, and the remainder of the desert bighorn sheep water 
needs should be completed within 5 years. The remainder of the prong- 
horn antelope, Gambel's quail, and chukar water needs should be devel- 
oped within 10 years. Water should be made available in existing live- 
stock waters within pronghorn antelope, Gambel's quail, and chukar 
present use areas starting in the spring of 1979. 

Support. Determine exact on-the-ground locations and type of develop- 
ment to be constructed; determine the size, capabilities, and design to. 
be used, costs and man months appropriated in advance of each year's 
construction, EARS prepared prior to construction, planning and construe-. 
tion will have to be closely coordinated between operations, range 
management, and wildlife personnel. 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources should be able to give valuable 
technical, and possibly financial assistance. Sikes Act money should be 
available for most, if not all of the constructi(on cost if appropriated 
prior to actual needs. I 

Rationale. Providing permanent water where it does not exist can only 
be accomplished by development of some type of facility. The type of 
facility will depend upon the water source used, the location, and the 
types of animals to use the water. Where a potential permanent water 
source already exists (livestock watering tank, etc.), all that is 
needed is to periodically fill the source and to allow wildlife to 
access to that source. 

Interactions 

RCPS 6, R URA, VCPS 1, WL-6.3, WL-7.1. Positive interactions for in- 
creased wildlife observation opportunity, potential negative interaction 

:rach additIona sheets. if needed 

C’, 
- - 
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if facilities are big and intrusive on landscape. Range identified four 
interactions: 

RM-1.2. Could possibly make some potentially suitable become suitable 
with water development if developed in interim; thus more livestock 
AUMs. 

RM-2.2. Could possibly create more suitable range from potentially 
suitable areas, opening up some potentially suitable AUMs to livestock 
grazing. 

RM-2.5. Allow some livestock use. Could complement water developments 
as per RM-2.5, either same waters as recommended or close by to some 
recommended. Also, waters were not recommended except on potentially 
suitable acres. 

Multiple Use Analysis. All interaction was based on the nature and 
method of development of the water facilities. Interactions are posi- 
tive if stipulations assure complimentary use of water facilities by 
livestock and wildlife, where the development can feasibly support both. 
Also, in recreational and scenic areas, the developments must be visu- 
ally harmonious with the surroundings. 

*earn Team Recommendation. Accept recommendation WL-5.1 with the following 
lay l Q79 modifications. Provide for complimentary use of waters for wildlife and 

livestock where the facility has the capability to supply both. These 
larger developments to supply livestock water will also require funding 
and technical advice from the range managemen tprogram. Use hand con- 
struction methods and keep all developments small and unobtrusive wher- 
ever possible , especially in bighorn sheep and VRM Class II area. 

'agan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. 
lune 1979 
lensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Ian 1981 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Objective WL-6. Restore and maintain 57,871 acres of desert bighorn 
sheep habitat to provide for a viable flock of native sheep (approx- 
imately 150 to 200 individuals at population potential). 

Rationale. Desert bighorn sheep are native to this area. This is 
evident from prehistoric pictographs up through an unconfirmed sighting 
in 1976. Historically, desert bighorn sheep were found at all eleva- 
tions and in all habitats within this area. It was not until white man 
and his domestic livestock came along that the native sheep were forced 
to strictly inhabit the steep inaccessible areas (URA Step 3 Wildlife). 
It is assumed that from two to five desert bighorn sheep presently 
inhabit this area. The Utah Division of Wildlife Resoruces plans to 
transplant additional desert bighorn sheep into this area, possibly 
starting within 1 year. It is the policy of BLM to cooperate with and 
assist State agencies wherever and whenever possible. An agreement 
between BLM, National Park Service, and the Utha Division of Wildlife 
Resources concerning this transplant is expected to be signed early in 
1979. BLM Manual 1603 states as a long-term objective that BLM manage 
habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in suffi- 
cient numbers to meet public demands. It also states that essential 
requirements of wildlife (food, cover, and water) will be maintained so 
as to provide optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of habitat compo- 
nents in important wildlife areas. Freedom from competition for space 
is a critical habitat component that must also be provided. This area . 
is very important to desert bighorn sheep. 

Continuous yearlong grazing by feral horses is deteriorating the range 
condition. One of.the Bureau's major objectives, as stated in Manual 
section 1602, is to "Protect the lands, resources, environment and 
public values therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and deteriora- 
tion, and correct past abuse to the extent feasible." 

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

- , Form 16C10-21 (April 19731 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name ' 111'1' 1 

Paria 
Actmy 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Brown Recommendation WL-6.1. Remove horses from 12,963 acres in Spencer 
lay 1979 Bench, Harvey's Fear, and Navajo Bench Allotments to eliminate the 

present conflict with desert biahorn sheep for space and forage (table 
28 and Overlay 3, URA Step 3 Wiidlife; 0 velray 2, M FP Step 1 Wildlife). 

Support. EAR, Feral Horse Removal and D 
between range management and wildlife to 
removal. 

isposition Plan, cooperation 
formulate plans and carry out 

Rationale. The area involved is rough and almost inaccessible. The 
feral horses stay in the same area yearlong. This continuous use is 
deteriorating the vegetation condition. Desert bighorn sheep will not 
inhabit an area occupied by other large herbivores, even if sufficient 
desirable forage is present (URA Step 3 Wildlife). Therefore, there is 
a space conflict between desert bighorn sheep and feral horses, as well 
as a conflict for forage. The only way to alleviate the conflicts is to 
remove one of these species. The feral horses are the ones that should 
be removed since this area is not good horse habitat. Also, they are a 
feral species , while the desert bighorn is a native species. This area 
is excellent desert bighorn sheep habitat. 

Te Interactions 
.lay -J1'9 

RCPS 6. Positive for primitive value ; bighorn sheep viewing opportu- 
nity when reestablished. 

w-1.3. Positive for watershed protection on frail soils being damaged 
by heavy horse grazing. 

WL-1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 5.1, 6.3, 7.1. Positive interaction for other wild- 
life habitat improvement. 

Range has identified the following interactions: 

RM-1.1. Positive interaction would also eliminate horse potential 
cattle conflict during 10/16-3/15. Can modify to not graze cattle on 
these three allotments as there is current nonuse for the past several 
years and lviestock grazing is not essential here. Negative interaction 
with cattle use from 10/16-3/15 (sheep conflict). 

RM-1.2. Positive interaction. Would also eliminate cattle/horse con- 
flict for AUMs. 

hti.c: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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AUMs 

Harvey's Fear 125 
Navajo Bench 105 
Spencer Bench 65 

Negative interaction. Bighorn sheep/cattle conflict created through 
cattle use here. Since currently nonuse area for past several years, 
grazing is not necessary. Can modify to eliminate livestock from this 
area also. 

RM-2.1. Positive interaction. Also eliminates simultaneous cattle/ 
horse use from 10/16-3/15. Since not currently grazed by cattle for the 
past several years, can modify to keep cattle off to accommodate sheep 
use. 

RM-2.2. Positive interaction. Would also eliminate cattle/horse con- 
flict on suitable and potentially suitable range for forage: 

Suitable/ 
Potentially Natural 

Suitable Acres Surveyed AUMs Potential AUMs 

Harvey's Fear 3,197 125 8 
Navajo Bench 6,222 320 147 
Spencer Bench 5,678 230 92 

Negative interaction. Bighorn sheep/cattle conflict created here. 
Since these allotments are currently not grazed by livestock for the 
past several years, grazing by livestock is not necessary. Can modify 
RM-2.2 to eliminate livestock use if needed. 

RM-2.3. Removal of horses would help achieve increased 5 percent cover 
and increased composition of key desirable-forage species (Indian rice- 
grass) on all three allotments. 

RM-2.4. Although these allotments are not listed as requiring rest as 
per RM-2.4, removal would help achieve improved plant vigor to improve 
condition and trend. 

RM-2.5. Positive interaction. Elimination of horses makes fences on 
allotment boundaries more feasible. 

Negative interaction. Conflict between sheep and cattle may present 
problems with proposed fences. If cattle grazing is eliminated, fencing 
would not be needed (modification{. 

RM-5.1. Direct complement on removal of horses. Eliminates horse/sheep 
conflict. 



Multiple Use Analysis. The steep, rough inaccessible nature of this 
area provides excellent habitat for the native bighorn sheep. Cattle 
are not currently using these allotments and no financial hardship to 
operators would result from a decision to remove cattle grazing altoge- 
ther. The feral hrose herd in the area is causing damage to frail soils 
due to heavy grazing ( W-1.3). Range has identified these allotments as 
marginal at best for viable livestock operations. 

Team Team Recommendation. Manage the Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and Spen- 
May 1979 cer Bench Allotments for desert bighorn sheep habitat as recommended. 

Removal of horses and continued nonuse by livestock in these three 
allotments is recommended. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation, 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 
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BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1 ll/:I’, 

Paria 
Activrty 

. . 
ife 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Brown Recommendation WL-6.2. Do not allow future livestock use on Spencer 
,qay 1979 Bench, Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and that portion of Rock Creek 

Allotment not presently being used (31,359 acres); protect 30,049 acres 
of excellent (15,349 acres) and good (14,700 acres) desert bighorn sheep 
habitat in Rock Creek Allotment for future bighorn sheep use after the 
population reaches potential (Overlay 2, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). 

Support. Desert bighorn sheep management plan (part of Herd Unit 60B, 
Habitat Management Plan). 

Rationale. Spencer Bench, Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and part of Rock 
Creek Allotments are not presently licensed for livestock use. However, 
the north part of Spencer Bench Allotment is receiving trespass grazing. 
Most of this area is rough and has water and access problems. These 
areas are not presently needed by the operators to form ranching opera- 
tions. 

These problems and lack of need are probably the reasons why Spencer 
Bench, Navajo Bench, and part of Rock Creek Allotments have been under 
suspended nonuse for many years, and Harvey's Fear is presently unallot- 
ted. 

The areas designated for protection presently have excellent and good 
condition desert bighorn sheep habitat (Overlay 2, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). . 
These areas can continue to be used by livestock as long as habitat 
conditions are maintained and until bighorn sheep populations reach 
potential (approximately 25 to 30 years). 

Desert bighorn sheep will not inhabit an area used by livestock, even if 
sufficient desirable forage is available (URA Step 3 Wildlife). If 
livestock are allowed to use an area, bighorn sheep will be excluded due 
to a space conflict. With respect to livestock and desert bighorn 
sheep, there can be no multiple use on an area. You can have one or the 
other, but not both. 

Team Interactions and Analysis. Interactions and analysis are the same as 
May 1979 for recommendation WL-6.1 except for the addition of a previously 

unused portion of the Rock Creek Allotment. This segment is analyzed in 
the range section and Rock Creek Allotment Analysis in the Escalante 
MFP. 

Ranqe URA. Positive interaction. Would improve the vegetation resource 
for all uses. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. lf needed 

‘lr!.:r:,c’;l~,,:u I,,, rc,‘(.,‘,*l Form 1690-71 (April lCl;s’: 



Negative interaction. Water on Spencer Bench State section needed‘by - ( 
Rock Creek Allotment would allow continued use of water. 

RM-1.1. Recommended livestock seasons of use. Can easily modify all 
four allotments to nonuse on specified areas as they are presently not 
grazed and use does not need to be activated. Harvey's Fear (10/16- 
3/15), Navajo Bench (10/16-3/15), Spencer Bench :(10/16-3/15), and Rock i 

r 

Creek (9/l-3/31). I 

RM-1.2. Would represent the following AUM loss (can modify to not 
as all areas are presently not used): c 

Acres 
AUMs Suitable Ranqe 

Harvey's Fear 125 3,197 
Navajo Bench 105 3,039 
Rock Creek 0 ) 
Spencer Bench 6: .2,186 

graze 

RM-2.1. Represents loss of three winter use grazing systems, three. 
pastures: (10/16-3/15) Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, Spencer Bench. 
Also affects Rock Creek/Mud Holes consolidation; rest rotation system 
(9/l-6/30) on Rock Creek to minor degree since this area is not in 
proposed grazing system. 
achieve goals of 

Can modify-to nonuse as per RM-l..l. Help 
Rock Creek system. 

RM-2.2 

Allotment 

Harvey's Fear 
Navajo Bench 
Spencer Bench 
Rock Creek 

aAll suitable. 
b3,039 suitable. 
'2,186 suitable. 
dAll potentially 

Surveyed 
AUMs Lost 

125 
320 
230 
226 

Suitable/ 
Natural Potentially 

Potential Suitable 
AUMs Lost Acres Lost . 

8. "3 197 * 
.l47 * b6y222 

92 '5'678 g 
0 , ‘ d3:841 / : 

suitable. \ 1 

Can modify to continue nonuse if needed since area has not been grazed 
for past several years. Protection and ehnancement is the goal of 
grazing systems. 

RM-2.3. Would aid in increasing cover by 5 percent and composition'of 
desirable key forage species on all four allotments. 



RM-2.4. Rest on all RM-2.4 allotments to improve plant vigor, forage 
condition, and trend complemented by habitat improvement and maintenance. 

FM-2.5. Facilities would not be needed in this area if cattle grazing 
were eliminated. 

RM-5.1. Eliminating cattle use would also help achieve the goal on 
Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and Spencer Bench to improve the vegetation 
resource from poor to fair condition to fair to good condition. 

Multiple Use Analysis. This recommendation, essentially the same as WL- 
6.1 except for the addition of 7,151 acres of a previously unused por- 
tion of the Rock Creek Allotment. The area is best suited for native 
bighorn sheep. Since the 7,151 acres is currently unused, no financial 
hardship to the operator or loss of AUMs would result in managing this 
area for bighorn sheep. 

earn Team Recommendation. Approve as recommended. 
lay 1979 
agan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. 
une 1979 
ensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
an 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTiifENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

grown Recommendation WL-6.3. Protect 27,822 acres of desert bighorn sheep 
lay 1979 habitat from undue intrusions of all kinds (Ovelray 2, MFP Step 1 Wild- 

life). 

Support. Oesert bighorn sheep management plan (part of Herd Unit 60B 
Habitat Management Plan). 

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

Team Interactions. RCPS 6. Fifty-Mile Mountain recreation lands recommends 
May 1979 essentially the same type of restraint on intrusions as WL-6.3. 

R URA, NCPS 1, V-1.2, W-1.1, W-1.3. These and other wildlife recommen- 
dations are positive for protection of primitive recreation, visual 
resource and habitat values. 

MCPS 6, M CPS 7, M-5.1. Negative restraint on mineral exploration and ' 
development. 

R-3.1. Negative ORV closure. 

Multiple Use Analysis. This area is included within the Fifty-Mile 
.recreation lands and is partially closed to oil and gas leasing and 
surface occupancy and is'included in Phase 2 for intensive wilderness 
study. Restraints on freedom of access for mineral exploration and 
development is the only negative interaction. All other interactions 
are positive. Access to this area is across Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. Pressure for mineral exploration is expected to be 
low. 

Team Team Recommendation. Adopt recommendation as stated. Install water 
May 1979 developments and recreation facilities by hand. Do not maintain or 

oermit maintenance of the Grand Bench road across or east of Little 
Valley Wash. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

I,,..:r,,c’;‘r,,?s r,,, ,CI <*I<<‘1 
- 
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Fa Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. 
Jul. 1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that the Grand Bench road will have to be maintained. 

Rationale. Maintenance is necessary to remove wild horses as decided in 
WL-6.1. 

Support. Operations. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name I.UFP, 

Paria 
Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

rown, Objective WL-7. Expand the habitat use area and populations of desert 
+ittman, bighorn sheep, Gambel's quail, chukar, and Utah prairie dog within the 
Fagan, planning unit. 
Jensen 
March 1979 Rationale. Desert bighorn sheep, Gambel's quail, and Utah prairie dogs 

are native to the planning unit. The chukar was a successful exotic 
transplant. The Utah prairie dog, and possibly the desert bighorn 
sheep, was extirpated annd the other species are very rare within the 
planning unit. At various times, all these species have been abundant 
within their respective habitats in the planning unit. 

The Utah prairie dog is an endangered species and according to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 and BLM Manual 6840, BLM is to manage and 
protect habitat for endangered species wherever and whenever possible. 
The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) has expressed an interest 
in transplanting Utah prairie dogs into the planning unit. 

UDWR plans to transplant desert bighorn sheep into the Spencer Bench/ 
Rock Creek area of the planning unit, possibly starting within 1 year. 
It is the policy of BLM to cooperate with and assist State agencies 
wherever and whenever possible. An agreement between BLM, National Park 
Service, and UDWR concerning this transplant will probably be signed by 
the first part of 1979. BLM Manual 1603 states as a long term objective 
that BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife 
species in sufficient numbers to meet public demandss. Demand for 
viewing or hunting these species would be high if they were present in 
sufficient numbers. At their present low numbers (or nonexistence) 
within the planning unit, no demand can be shown in the Kane County PAA. 
BLM Manual 1603 states that essential requirements of wildlife (food, 
cover, and water) will be maintained so as to provide optimum "edge 
effect" and interspersion of habitat components in important wildlife 
areas. Space is a critical habitat component that also much be consid- 
ered. The areas designated are very important to these species. 

One of the Bureau's major objectives, as stated in Manual section 1602, 
is to "Protect the lands, resources, environmental and public values 
therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and deterioration, and correct 
past abuse to the extent feasible. Past abuse and destruction is why 
these species were reduced in numbers or eliminated within the planning 
unit. 

Native and game species and their habitats should be enhanced whenever 
possible. The value of these species within the planning unit cannot 
accurately be assessed. However, their increased presence would mean a 
lot to many people for viewing or hunting , or just to know the species 
is there. 

__. -- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name I U/:f', 

Paria 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation WL 7.1. Provide habitat components and assist the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) however necessary in transplanting 
desert bighorn sheep, Gambel's quail, chukar, and Utah prairie dog into 
the planning unit where UDWR finds applicable (Overlay 1, URA Step 4 
Wildlife; Overlay 2, MFP Step 1 Wildlife). 

Support. Memorandum of Understanding or Agreements between BLM, Nation- 
al Park Service, and UDWR as applicable; EARS; Species management plans 
(parts of Herd Unit 60B Habitat Management Plan); cooperation with UDWR 
in actual transplants where necessary. 

Rationale. The Objective Rationale states why BLM should expand the 
habitat use areas and populations of these species. The only way to 
provide this expansion is to provide the needed habitat components and 
to cooperate with and assist UDWR with actual transplants. The neces- 
sary habitat components (food, cover, water, and space) are all present 
in sufficient amounts to support initial stockings, except for space for 
desert bighorn sheep (see Recommendations UL 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3). 

Interactions 

R CPS 3a, R CPS 7, R CPS 6, R CPS 7, R CPS 7f, R CPS 7i, R URA, WL CPS 
1, WL 2.1, WL 3.1, WL 5.1, WL 6.1, WL 6.2, WL 6.3 - positive for expand- 
ed habitat value and recreational viewing opportunity. 

RM URA would improve vegetation resource. 

RM 2.3 would help achieve 5 percent cover increase on affected areas. 

RM 5.1 complements removal of horses to improve vegetation resource. 

Multiple Use Analysis. Desert bighorn sheep, Gambel's quail and Utah 
prairie dogs have been displaced by livestock and man within the plan- 
ning unit. If the habitat components are provided, these species can 
reestablish stable populations. All interactions are positive for the 
recommendation. 

Team Recommendation. Approve as recommended. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Bureau of Land Management will analyze 
each specific proposal from UDWR to transplant wildlife species. Each 
specific analysis will analyze all aspects and impacts of the proposal 
and a decision will then be made on a case-by-case basis. 

kvore: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘ll,..:r.r,c~;lrJrl\‘ II), *(‘l’cr’c’l Form 1600-21 (April 19;s) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (31 F Pi 

Paria 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

Objective WL-8. Expand aquatic and marsh habitat by developing the 
Sheep Creek Detention Reservoir area (approximately 52 acres) for a 
variety of species, including waterfowl, American coot, common snipe, 
shore birds, other water birds, reptiles, and amphibians. This develop- 
ment should follow a detailed plan. 

Rationale. Aquatic and marsh habitats are rare within this region. 
These habitats are very valuable to many different species that are not 
found in other habitats within this general area. BLM Manual 1603 
states as a long-term objective that BLM manage habitats to maintain a 
maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands. According to the Kane County PAA, demand for waterfowl 
hunting on public lands will double within the next IO years. It also 
states that additional habitat will probably be required in order to 
meet these demands. Demand for other aquatic and marsh wildlife is 
unknown but is expected to exceed supply now and in the future. 

BLM manual 1603 also states that essential requirements of wildlife 
(food, cover, and water) will be maintained so as to provide optimum 
"edge effect" and interspersion of habitat components in important 
wildlife areas. Space is a critical habitat component that also must be 
considered. This area would be very important to aquatic and marsh 
wildlife species. 

One of the Bureau's major objectives , as stated in Manual section 1602, 
is to "Protect the lands, resources, environmental and public values 
therein from avoidable destruction, abuse-and deterioration, and correct 
past abuse to the extent feasible. Past abuse of the watersheds and 
drainages has eliminated virtually all the natural aquatic and marsh 
habitats. Protection of this man-made aquatic-marsh area could be 
easily accomplished by maintaining the fence and suppressing trespass 
grazing. Enhancement of the area would also be relatively inexpensive 
and easy. This would increase the diversities and densities of both 
habitat and wildlife species. 

Development of this area would provide easy public access to a whole 
different ecosystem not readily found within this region. 



- 

UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f \I/-/'J 

Paria 
Activity 

. . 
lldllfe 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Brown Recommendation WL 8.1. Develop aquatic and marsh habitat at Sheep 
May 1979 Creek Detention Reservoir area by total protection from livestock graz- 

ing, habitat plantings, blasting open water areas, habitat maintenance 
(possible by prescribed burning), and other habitat expansion measures, 
by allocating the area totally to wildife use (Overlay 2, MFP Step 1 
Wildlife). This development should follow a detailed management plan. 

Support. Development of this area would be relatively low in cost 
since it is already fenced. Sikes Act monies should be available for 
development if applied for with sufficient lead time. A development 
plan would have to be written, including prescribed burns and all phases 
of development. Trespass grazing would have to be totally suppressed. 
An EAR would probably have to be written. Advice and outside help would 
be needed to accomplish the blasting. This service may be available 
from the Army free or at a low cost. The Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources may be willing to provide some planting materials. The YACC 
could be utilized to plant these materials. 

Rationale Development of this area could be accomplished relatively 
easy and inexpensively. The area is fenced and unallotted to grazing. 
The habitat condition is fair and improving slowly. The recommendations 
would improve the area much faster, and would result in a much more 
diverse community. This area has a lot of potential. This potential 
should be developed, following a detailed plan, since the area is easily 
accessible to the public and would be utilized by many visitors. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 

R URA and V CPS 1 support recommendation for favorable effect on recrea- 
tion and Visual Resource Values. 

RM URA would improve or at least ma 

RM 2.3 would help achieve 5 percent 

intain the vegetat 

cover increase on affected areas. 

ive resource. 

Multiple Use Analysis. All of the interactions associated with this 
recommendation are positive and supportive. 

Team Team Recommendation. Adopt WL 8.1 as written. 
May 1979 
Fagan Mu1 tiple Use Recommendation. Accept the Team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Support. See support for recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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TABLE 1 

Riparian and Other Phreatophytic Areas 
Recommended for Fencing or Fence Maintenance 

Riparian Habitat Other Phreatophytic Areas 
Miles of 

Allotment Priority Drainage 

Clark Bench 
iti 

1 
10 
4 

2 

Wahweap Creek 
Paria River 

Fence Involved 
BLM Miles of in addition 

BLM Stream Fence BLM 
Acres Miles 

to Riparian Reason 
Needed Acres Fencing Needed 

11 
75 i:: “0.2 215 0.2 

. . . . . . . . . 
a 

. . 

a 
b 

. . 

a 

Cottonwood Paria River 1,489 14.4 0.8 
Coyote Creek . . . . . . . . . 
Cottonwood Canyon 65 7.4 "'oc 

540 0 
390 0 

. . . . . . . . . 

Coyote Wahweap and Coyote 
Creeks 

93 1.3 1.0 1,025 6.0 

East Clark Bench 11 Paria River 48 1.0 0.3 . . . . . *... 

Headwaters (Sumner) 
12 
13 
3 

14 
15 
16 

17 
18 

Henrievi,lle Creek 
Little Creek 
Sheep Creek Detention 

324 

:: 

15.: Unallotted 

0:s .'. . 'I g2 

. . . . , . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . 

Headwaters (Winter) Four-mile Canyon 14 0.8 
Tommy Smith Creek 55 2.0 it5 
Wahweap Creek 98 1.8 1:o 

Lower Hackberry Hackberry Canyon 41 6.8 
Hogeye Canyon 

0.2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.*..* . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . , 

. . . . . . . . l 

/ 
295 0.2 

98 3.2 

(Continued) 
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,, 
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. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 
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Table 1 (Concluded) 

Allotment Priority Drainage 

Riparian Habitat Other Phreatophytic Areas 
Miles of 
Fence Involved 

BLM Miles of in addition 
BLM Stream Fence BLM to Riparian Reason 

Acres Miles Needed Acres Fencing Needed 

Upper Hackberry 6 Paria River 221 7.5 0.3 . . . . . . . . . . . 

Upper Warm Creek 19 Wesses Canyon . . . . . . . . . l . . . 30 0.1 a 

Wahweap 7 Wahweap Creek 44 1.2 0.1 167 0.1 b 

Unallotted' 9 Paria River 35 3.6 0.3 . . . . . . . . . . . -I__ - 

TOTALS 2,693 66.7 4.9 2,760 6.8 . . 

a=Pronghorn critical habitat - livestock use conflict area. 
b=Mule deer critical habitat - livestock use conflict area. 
c=Existing fences to be maintained 
l=Area, is within the,Paria Primitive Area which is unallotted for livestock use but fence requires maintenance. 

Sources: URA Steps 3 and 4, Wildlife. 

,I a 8 
. . ,. .,,_ 

.,.,. ,. 

c .> _.. I, 
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Table 2 

Riparian and Other Phreatophytic Areas 
to be Improved by Livestock Management 

Allotment Drainage 
Other Phreatophytic 

Riparian Acres Area Acres 

East Clark Bench 

Cottonwood Managementa 
Area 

Dry Valley 

Harvey's Fear 

Headwaters 

Last Chance 

, t ._ ^ . 

Paria River 71 . . . . 

Coyote 6 .* . . 
Hogeye Canyon 1 . . . . 

Dry Valley Draw 14 
Paria River 12 

Spring east of Spencer 
Point 

Deer Creek Spring 
F,our Mile Canyon 
Henderson Canyon 
Heward Creek 
Last Chance Creek 
North Creek 
Paradise Canyofi,,, ,, 
P;irla, River 
Sheep- Creek " 
Willis Creek 

Croton Canyon ’ ‘6 ‘-“’ 
Last Chance Creek 44 
Reese Canyon Spring 1 

1 

12 
. . 

ii 
54 

2 
2 

174‘ . “’ 
- 8’3” - “. 

12 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 
474 
644 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

.,.. 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

..,. 

(Continued) 



Table 2 (Concluded) 

Allotment Drainage 

Rogers Canyon 
Willow Gulch 

Other Phreatophytic 
Riparian Acres Area Acres 

12 . . . . 
1 34 

Lower Hackberry Hogeye Canyon 4 . . . . 
Snake Creek 9 . . . . 

Nipple Bench Nipple Creek 
Tibbit Canyon 
Tibbit Spring 

1 40 
1 35 
1 . . . . 

Rock Creek Croton Canyon 
Little Valley Draw 

18 . . . . 
6 . . . . 

Spencer Bench Fifty-Mile Talus Spring 1 . . . . 

Upper Warm Creek John Henry Canyon 
Warm Creek 
Wesses Canyon 

Totals 

94 
F . . . . 
2 . . . . 

570 1,321 

a-Include Cottonwood and Coyote Allotments 



Table 3 

INTERACTIONS BETWEEN RANGE RECOMMENDATIONS AND WL-1.1 

LIVESTOCK AUMS LOST BY IMPLEMENTING FENCING AND MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS OF WL-1.1 

Allotment 
RM-1.2 RM-2.2 

Fencing Mgt. Fencing Mgt. 

East Clark Bench 
Clark Bench 
Cottonwood 
Coyote 
Harvey's Fear 
Headwaters (Summer) 
Headwaters (Winter) 
Last Chance 
Lower Hackberry 
Nipple Bench 
Rock Creek 
Spencer Bench 
Upper Warm Creek 
Wahweap 

0 0 0 

1:; 58: 1:: 
100 474 100 

112 0 
7: 2204 73 

5 5 

4" 
1193 0 

131 4 
0 463 0 
0 625 0 
0 e 

2 ,&,.: 7:: 
0 :' *.'1' 
2 s?pM. 

-% 6 f,.++ v,; 
382 J$$. ,,d 

2” 

382 , 

The above calculations are based onthe assumption that the cattle will 
have to be removed from the allotment or the portion of the allotment 
after about two weeks of grazing use. It is assumed that on an average 
year with an average amount of management practice (herding, salting, etc.) 
the WL1.l requirements would be met at the end of two weeks. The AUMs 
that are affected by this are those which are serviced by the riparian 
or other phreatophytic area in question. The number of livestock permitted 
was multiplied by two weeks to determine the amount of AUMs used. The 
value was subtracted from the total AUMs serviced by the recommendation 
area to arrive at the AUMs not useable by livestock. 

0 
0 

586 
474 
112 

2204 

1193 
131 
796 
625 
206 

1371 
0 

7698 



Table 4 

Poor and Fair Condition Pinyon-juniper Habitat Affected by 
Range Management 

Allotment 

Acres 
Acres of Habitat Acres 

of Habitat Affected of Habitat 
Affected by RM-1.2 Affected by 
by RM-1.1 & RM-2.2 RM-2.1 & 2.2 

Blue Pools (Flat Top Pasture) 

Bunting Well (Consolidated) 

(Bunting Well) 

(Cedar Mountain) 

(East Clark Bench) 

(Judd Hollow) 

Clark Bench 

^ockscomb 

Jttonwood 

Coyote 

Deer Range 

Dry Valley 

Hackberry 

(Upper Hackberry) 

(Lower Hackberry) 

Harvey's Fear 

Headwaters 

(Upper Paria (Summer) 

(Upper Wahweap (Winter) 

Last Chance 

Mud Springs 

"ople Bench 

.ck Creek 

+380 +380 

+9,635 

+5,790 

+1,498 

+18,976 +18,976 

+14,317 t17,117 

-1,153 -1,153 

+46,779 

-86,461 

+88,616 

-5,889 

+2,560 

-4,500 

-1,120 

+1,359 

+1,366 

+5,790 

+11,995 

+1,498 

-35,780 

-20,822 

+10,094 

+5,590 

-46,779 

+94,616 

-88,616 

+5,889 

+2,560 

-4,500 

-11,995 

-35,780 

-20,822 

-10,094 

-5,590 

+36,093 

-1,153 

-141,395 

-88,616 

+5,889 

-4,500 

(Continued) 



Table 4 (Concluded) 

Allotment 

Acres 
Acres of Habitat Acres 

of Habitat Affected of Habitat 
Affected by RM-1.2 Affected by 
by RM-1.1 & RM-2.2 RM-2.1 & 2.2 

Round Valley +5,535 +5,535 +5,535 

Rushbeds -13,805 +14,435 

Spencer Bench -1,999 -1,999 -1,999 

Upper Warm Creek +1,540 +2,400 +2,400 

Wahweap +9,467 +9,467 +9,467 

+ = Positive Interaction 
- = Negative Interaction 



Table 5 

Pinyon-Juniper Habitat Improvement 
Paria Planning unit 

Area 
Priority Allotment 

Estimated 
Land AUMs Avail- 
Treat- BLM able After 

ment Acres Treatment Specific Areaa 

1 Headwaters (Winter) 1 21,000 
2 It 

1,750 
1 8,000 660 

3 Deer Range 1 4,355 360 
4 Headwaters (Summer) 1 1,400 110 
5 Headwaters (Winter) 2 700 55 
6 II 2 1,320 170 
7 II 1 2,550 210 
8 Mud Springs 1 1,299 105 
9 Headwaters (Summer) 1 1,000 80 

10 II 2 755 60 

11 
12 

13 

II 1 
Last Chance 1 

II 1 

220 15 
2,560 210 

3,780 315 

14 II 1 18,500 
15 

1,540 
Cottonwood Mgt. Area 1 1,510 125 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Rushbeds 1 
II 1 

Upper Hackberry 1 or 2 
II II 1 

Coyote 1 
Cockscomb 

TOTALS 
1 

1,900 155 
910 75 

2,850 235 
5,230 435 
2,518 210 

190 15 
82,547 6,830 . . . . . . 

Four Mile Bench 
Long Flat 
All Areas 
Bull Valley 
Horse Mountain 
Paradise Bench 
Horse Mountain 
All Areas 
Henrievi Jle Creek 
T36S, RJW, Sec. 19, 20, 

29, 30 
All Other Areas 
North part of Window 

Sash Bench 
Upper Part of Willow 

Gulch 
Fiftymile Mountain 
T39S, RJW, Sec. 8, 9, 

JO, 15 
North Part 
South Part 
North Part 
South Part 
Jack Riaos Bench 
All Area; 
Unitwide 

l=Chain 
2=Burn 

a=Refer to Overlay No. 1, MFP Step 1, Wildlife. 
Cr\..ur,n. ItOn c+..Tn.- 7 -.r.rl n l.I;l,4?G’r.. rtnn c+n- n n-.,,, 



Tabic 6 

Desired Conditions Follc~~in:~ tlahitat Iltlprovements 
On Duscrt Shrub, Sagebrush, and Grasslands 

Within the Parin Planning Unit 

Oescrt Shruh --.--.- 
Improvement Improvement 

_I- Sa@rush Grassland 
_L- 

Iin~u~ovement Improvement 
--._ .- 

By Grazing BY 
Improvement Improvcmrrl t 

Manipulation Treatment 
By Grazing BY 
Manipulation Treatment 

By Grazing FY 

Percent 
Manipulation Treatment 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 
-._ _--- 

Vegetation Vegetation Percent Vegetation Percent 
Percent 

Vegetation Percent Vegetation Percent 
Types Composition Cover Composition Cover Composition Cover Composition Cover 

Vegetation Percent Vegetation Pet-rent 
- - Composition Cover Copposition Cover --- 

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

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

forbs 10 . . 20 . . 15 . . 20 . . 20 . . 20 . . 

Perennial Grasses 30 - ” 60 - 

Totals 100 40 100 I JO 100 60 100 JO ‘100 60 100 70 
- 

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



Table 7 
Poor and Fair Condition Desert Shrub and Grassland 

Habitats Affected by Range Management 

Acres of Acres of Acres of Habitat 
Habitat Habitat 
Affected Affected 

Affected by 

Allotment 
RM 2.1 & 

By RMl .l By RM1.2 2.2 

6lue Pools (Consolidated) +6,955 

(Blue Pools) +2,090 

(Flat Top) +4,865 

Bunting Well (Consolidated) +14,393 

(Bunting Well) -1,419 

(Cedar Mountain) +1,019 

(East Clark Bench) +8,107 

(Judd Hollow) +3,848 +3,848 

Clark Bench +26,831 -26,831 

-kscomb +383 t383 

,tonwood -25,347 -25,347 

Coyote -22,388 -22,388 

Deer Range +200 -200 

Dry Valley +3,307 -3,307 

Hackberry +2,329 

(Upper Hackberry) -1,249 +2,329 

-+1,080 

Harvey's Fear -410 -410 -410 

Headwaters -58,522 

(Upper Paria (Summer) +22,004 -26,133 

(Upper Wahweap (Winter) ' +14,264 +32,389 

Last Chance +45,809 -54,425 -54,425 

Mud Springs +920 t920 

ale Bench +13,125 +22,465 

,ck Creek -7,151 -20,565 -13,414 

(Continued) 



Iable 7 (Concluded) 

Acres of Acres of Acres of Habitat 

Allotment 

Habitat Habitat Affected by 
Affected Affected RM 2.1 & 
By RMl.1 By RM1.2 2.2 

Rushbeds 

Round Valley 

+13,414 

t810 

+2,675 +3,395 +3,395 

Spencer Bench -2,470 -2,470 

Upper Warm Creek +36,062 +36,902 +36,902 

t= Positive Interaction 
- = Negative Interaction 



Table 8 

Wildlife Land Acquisition Needsa 
Paria Planning Unit 

[Retain) T38S, R3W, Portions Is within a mule deer migration route. Deer 
of Sections 21 & 22 will congregate on cultivated area causing 
(See L.l Recommen- a depredation problem. Will be lost to 
dation) public use. 

Priority 
Number Location Reason to Acquire 

1 T40S, R7E, Set 32 

2 T40S, RlE, Set 2 

3 T4lS, R7E, Set 16 

4 T42S, RZE, Set 2 

5 T36S, RlW, Set 36 

6 T43S, RZE, Set 2 

7 T40S, RlW, Set 32 

8 T39S, RZE, Set 32 

9 T40S, R6E, Set 36 

10 T41S, R6E, Set 2 

11 T41S, R6E, Set 16 

Desert Bighorn Sheep water & habitat 

Good condition Riparian area 

Desert Bighorn Sheep present use area 

Wildlife water (Nipple Spring) 

Wildlife water 

Wildlife water (Alkali Seep) 

Riparian Habitat 

Riparian Habitat 

Desert Bighorn Sheep Potential Habitat 

II 81 II II II 

I1 18 II II 0 

aThese are all State Lands which should be acquired so they will not be 
sold to private ownership and lost to public use. 

Refer to Overlay No. 2 MFP Step 1, Wildlife. 



Ji. Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jr. 11 that UDWR will be required to submit an analysis of each proposal to 

make transplants. 



INTRODUCTION 

The watershed MFP is the result of two basic approaches to analyz- 

ing the watershed resource. Harvey Gates prepared URA Step 3 by concen- 

trating on the natural origins of erosion problems, such as salt bearing 

and highly erodable geologic formations and soil associations. This 

approach resulted in significantly overlapping opportunities in URA Step 

4 in response to the variable origin of watershed problems and contribut- 

ing causes such as other land uses. Blaine Lunceford has taken this 

overlap out of the MFP by concentrating on specific management practices 

and treatments that are most suitable for improving watershed conditions. 

The relationship between the two approaches can best be tracked by 

comparing overlays from one step to the next. 

The Paria River carries more sediment for its volume than any other 

river in the United States, and is also identified in various studies of 

the Colorado River basin as a principal source of nonpoint salinity into 

the Colorado River. 

The recommendations in this MFP are designed to reduce the follow- 

ing problems: 

1. Excessive salinity levels in runoff from watersheds in the 

unit to the Colorado River basin. 

2. High sediment deposition into the Colorado River. 

3. Accelerated sheet and gully and wind erosion with resulting 

loss of upland productivity. 

4. Streambed degradation and removal of streambank vegetation by 

scouring of channels. 

Reconciliations 

Thirty-three thousand nine hundred five acres of pinyon-juniper 

chaining or burning and 48,238 acres of sagebrush removal identified in 

Step 4 were not carried over to MFP Step 1. Most of these areas will 

not improve much if any from livestock management, but are not in crit- 

ical erosion areas, and the small reduction in SSF from treatment does 

not warrant a recommendation now when there is SO much treatable area 

with a much higher need. 



Twenty-six thousand one hundred seventy acres of contour furrowing 

identified in Step 4 were not carried over to MFP 1. These areas are 

steep and rough and would be very expensive to treat. In addition, they 

receive sufficient rainfall that treatment to reduce sediment production 

may increase salt production through leaching, making the total benefits 

questionable. 

There are so many management changes that would reduce salt and 

sediment production that only the most critical ones are brought forward 

in this MFP. Examples: 1. recommending improving 

channels was not recommended. 2. Also not mentioned was changing all 

native range below 10 inches rainfall, and all poor condition range 

above this to winter grazing only, even though studies show that chang- 

ing from summer to winter grazing on these areas will reduce sediment 

production by more than half. 

Most of the easily eroded and moderately saline soils, as well as 

much of the major flood source areas, are not brought forward because 

they are presently ungrazed or excluded from capacity as not suitable. 

The most critical of these areas are in area W1.l; the rest will be 

mentioned in interactions only if there is a problem that needs to be 

brought up. 



UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPI 

. 
aria 

Activity 

Objective Number 

W-l 

Fagan, Objective W-l. Reduce or minimize water and wind erosion by 
Jensen, improved management and land treatments. These actions will help 
Gates to stabilize soils, maintain soil productivity, reduce salinity 
Pittman and sediment yield, and stabilize eroded stream channels. 
Karch 1979 

Rationale. This objective follows Bureau of Land Mangement 
Watershed program objective 1603.12 E.3.a. The ultimate goal is 
to manage the surface uses to get the highest production off the 
land while causing the least possible detrimental effects such as 
salt and sediment downstream, wind-born dust, and reduced soil 
productivity. 

As identified in the Unit Resource Analysis, there are many areas 
where improved management or land treatments could effectively 
protect soils or reduce soil loss. The reduction of erosion and 
associated improvement or maintenance of soil productivity will 
also be beneficial to livestock grazing, wildlife use, and aes- 
thetics. 

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

-__-__- 

1 FOP 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Lunceford Recommendation W-1.1. Increase watershed cover to 80 percent of 
May 1979 the potential of productive sites in this area (as noted on MFP-1 

overlay) (See Step 4 for basis) to reduce soil loss, peak flood 
flows and salt production on 135,029 acres of highly erodable 
soils by implementing the following intensive grazing management: 

Wl.lA 
Eliminate grazing on 55,269 acres until the desired cover (80 
percent of potential cover as noted on the MFP-1 overlay) is 
reached, then allow only winter grazing (Oct. 1 through Feb. 28). 

Wl.l-B 
Allow only winter grazing use (October 1 through February 28) on 
79,760 acres. If the cover does not reach, or is not being 
maintained at the desired level (80 percent of potential as noted 
on the MFP-1 overlay) in five years reduce the stocking rate. 

Rationale. 

These soils have soil loss or salinity problems, or produce large 
amounts of flood runoff so that special management is warranted. 
Most Soil Surface Factors are between 40 and 60. 

Allowing only winter grazing will insure that near the potential 
cover for the site will develop. Sites with low productive 
potential due to salinity, poor soil, etc., will never reach this 
cover goal and should never be grazed more than lightly, if at 
all, because regetation on a poor site cannot tolerate as much 
use as the same species on a good site. 

Area Wl.l-A is mostly this latter situation because they are 
formed from soil type 3, "Badland rock outcrop," which are mostly 
steep, easily eroded soils, except where the rock is protecting 
the surface. The productive potential on these soils is limited 
by soil chemicals (mostly salts). They, therefore, cannot normal- 
1Y improve under moderate grazing. 

Winter grazing only, will also insure maximum cover and minimal 
disturbance during the spring, and late summer which are the 
major runoff periods. Studies show that changing from yearlong 
or summer grazing to winter grazing will approximately double the 
cover of vegetation and litter, and reduce the sediment production 
by about 70 percent on '-desert ranges (EPA-BLM 1978 P 11-5) seml 
and (Salinity by BLM 1977). 

Attach additional sheets, if needed 

-rri .q rever-) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



The following references were used as a basis for this recommendation. 

These easily eroded and saline soils in area Wl.l warrant special manage- 

ment to avoid excessive soil erosion and salt production. The EPA-BLM 

1978 recommendations on grazing states, "Livestock should generally be 

excluded from areas of high susceptibility to critical erosion.' 

Manual 7170.06 on watershed policy '(Curbing erosion) is a high priority 

objective." 

Manual 7170.0 Water erosion "Manage and treat the public land watersheds 

so that water erosion is minimized and watershed stability achieved." 

Manual 7240.238 Water Quality Best Management Practices (BMP) 'State and 

areawide water quality planning agencies must develop water quality 

management plans as required by Section 208 of Public Law 92-500 and 

Sections 31 through 36 of Public Law 95-217. These plans must contain 

procedures and strategies to control point and nonpoint pollution sources 

. . . For example, the elimination of domestic livestock grazing on 

frail, saline watersheds on the upper Colorado River Basin is an econom- 

ically and technically feasible BMP for reducing salt yields.' 

'Poulsen 1975, p* 5 'states you should rest semidesert ranges 2 out of 3 

years, March through October, and even then, climate can override the 

benefits of a grazing system, especially if a drought follows close 

spring or Sumner grazing. Allowing grazing only between October 1 and 

February 28 will leave the soil with the least recent disturbance, and 

the most protective cover during the major runoff periods which are, 

first, the late summer thunderstorms, and second, the spring runoff. 



TABLE 1 

Moderately Saline Easily Eroded Soils 

Allotment 
Acres AUMs" 

Wl.lA Wl.lB Wl.lA Wl.lB 

Last Chance 

Navajo Bench 

Rock Creek 

Round Valley 

Spencer Bench 

Upper Warm Creek 

Total 

Total Acres 

Total AUMs 

. . . . . . 71,600 . . . 2,642 

1,560 . . . . . . 30 . . . . . 

43,529 . . . . . . 815 . . . . . 

. . . . . . 8,160 . . . 311 

4,580 . . . . . . 85 ..a.. 

5,600 0 49 . . . . . 

55,269 79,760 979 2,953 
135,029 

3,932 

ASuitable and potential suitable AUMs. 



UNITEDSTATES Name ClII-/', 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

n 2. 
Act&F ’ a 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis 

Team 
May 1979 

- Achievement of the desired watershed cover has a positive effect on 
wildlife habitat improvement, protection and enhancement of recreation 
natural valued, and visual resource quality, (RCPSl, RCPS4, RCPS6, 
RCPS7, RCPS7b, RCPS7c, RCPS7F, RCPS'/G, RCPS7H, RCPS7i, R1.l, RURA, 
VCPSl, VR1.2, WL1.l, WL2.1, WL2.2, WL2.3, WL3.2, WL6.2, WL6.3, WL7.1). 

RM 1.1 with W l.la and W l.lb - There is a negative interaction in 
season of use. There is no impact on Navajo Bench and Spencer Bench 
because these allotments will not be grazed pursuant to the Range Multiple 
Use recommendation. A season of use modification on Last Chance and 
Round Valley would impact livestock operations. 

RM 1.2 with W l.la - Eliminating grazing on W l.la areas would create 
a loss of 979 AUMs of suitable and potential sui.table AUMs. See table 1 
for the four affected allotments and the amount of AUMs lost for each 
allotment. This would be reduced to a loss of 874 AUMs since 
Bench and Spencer Bench Allotments will not be grazed. 

Navajo 
. 

RM 2.1 with W l.la and W l.lb 
of use. 

- There is negative interaction with seasons 
These seasons are needed in consolidating allotments and im- 

plementing grazing systems. 

RM 2.2 with W l.la and W l.lb - See RM 1.2. Interaction is the same, 
although impact would be greater since systems could not be implemented 
which would result in a loss of natural potential AUMs. 

N , t\tt-rh , ‘dition-I eheets. if needed 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

tprshed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

RM 2.3 with W l.la and W l.lb is a positive interaction. This would 
accelerate RM 2.3 recommendation to increase cover by 5 percent and compo- 
sition of key forage species on all six allotments. . 

RM 2.4 - Allotments identified in table 7 have positive interaction as 
per RM 2.4. Recommendation RM 2.4 only advocates rest for one growing 
season prior to implementing grazing systems; not total elimination of 
grazing to reach 70 percent of potential cover. This would aid in im- 
proving plant vigor and range condition and improve trend on these allot- 
ments. 

RM 2.5 - Elimination of grazing on the W l.la area would mean that fac- 
ilities would not be needed without intensive grazing management systems. 
This would apply to all allotments listed in Table 1 and result in a 
loss of AUMs is described above. 

RM 2.6 - Increase watershed cover to 80 percent of potential is positive 
with treatment or as identified on Last Chance,.only (2,900 acres). 
RM 2.6 treatment recommendation would help to accomplish this. 

RM 4.1 is positive with W 1.1. Treating will help achieve the desired 
80 percent of potential cover. Therefore W 1.1 ,supports these treatments 
and will help achieve its goal. 

Alternative 

Reject recommendation W l.la. Instead, exclude 874 AUMs from.the present 
carrying capacity of the affected allotments while still allowing grazing 
in these allotments. After five years, check the W l.la areas for the 
desired cover. If the desired cover (80 percent of potential) is reached, 
then reasign these AUMs to these allotments. Allow the season .of use 
to be as shown in RM 1.1 and RM 2.1. 

Reject recommendation W l.lb on all allotments. Allow the season of use 
to be as shown in RM 1.1 and RM 2.1. If the desired Watershed objec- 
tives are not met in five years , consider making range adjustments as 
necessary to reach the desired goal. 

Interactions 

Livestock would still be allowed to graze on these allotments which 
would lessen the impacts on the livestock operations. The operators would 
still suffer an adverse impact, due to a reduction of AUMs until the 
desired cover is achieved. The change in season of use to RM 1.1 and 
RM 1.2 would lessen the impact on the operators.: 

e’ Attach additional sheets. if needed 



The effect of this alternative on most of the W1.l area would be to 
significantly reduce utilization of the affected soil types. It has the 
disadvantage of treating all allotments the same requiring excessive 
removal of livestock from some areas where distribution and utilization 
patterns would permit use , and not solving the problem in other areas, 
such as Last Chance and Rock Creek, where the most critical sites are 
and where there will be livestock concentration areas as long as any 
livestock are in the area. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternatives. Recommendation W l.la and W l.lb 
would protect 135,029 acres of easily eroded soils from grazing by 
eliminating livestock grazing and changing the season. However, this 
alternative would allow for complete protection of these areas from 
cover reduction associated with grazing. 

The alternative would continue to allow livestock grazing on four allot- 
ments and would protect the erodible soils by reducing the utilization 
from these sites by excluding 874 AUMs from the present carrying capac- 
ity. These AUMs would be gained back after five years when the desired 
objectives of W 1.1 are obtained. This alternative would significantly 
reduce utilization of the affected soil types except in Last Chance and 
Rock Creek where there is a distribution problem. The season of use 
will remain the same as RM 1.1 and RM 1.2 for Round Valley and Last 
Chance Allotments. Grazing during the month of March will allow the 
objectives of W 1.1 recommendation to be met, but the objectives will be 
met at a slower rate than what is expected through the W 1.1 recommenda- 
tion. 

-agan Area Manager's Recommendation. No livestock use will be allowed on 
une 1979 Navajo Bench and Spencer Bench. The season of use and stocking rates 

for all other allotments will be as identified for RM 1.1 and RM 1.2 
during the interim period. 

Livestock grazing in these areas will be as specified in RM 2.1 and 2.2 
during intensive management phase. 

All allotments will be intensively monitored once grazing systems are 
implemented. If watershed conditions fail to improve, then further 
adjustments will be made. , 

Rationale. Reducing livestock numbers to the carrying capacity of the 
range and implementing intensive grazing systems will improve the vegeta- 
tive resource which means improved watershed condition. 

ensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
an ‘1 that it would have to be determined-that livestock grazing is the cause 

of any failure of improvement of watershed conditiosn before livestock 
adjustments will be made. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name rll-l’! 

Paria 
Actlvlty 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

,unceford 
May 1979 

Recommendation W 1.2. Reduce or minimize wind erosion on 97,960 acres 
of sandy soils with high wind erosion susceptibility by implementing the 
following management: 

1. Allow winter grazing only (Ott 1 - Feb 28) (when average wind 
velocity is lowest on all allotments listed on table 2). 

Rationale. These soils are a source of wind blown dust and there is 
duning in some areas , indicating that cover must be maintained at a 
maximum during the windy season. The most windy time is spring, and the 
second most is summer. (URA Step 2 Climate). 

Winter grazing will result in more cover here in spring than any other 
type of grazing (EPA-BLM 1978 P. 111-19) and (Salinity by US&). Duning 
has occurred on some of 'these soils in the past at least in part due to 
heavy livestock use near water. Where it has occurred, soil productivity 
and forage production is low, apparently because the finer soil particles, 
which help hold moisture and nutrients in the soil and bind the sand 
grains together, are blown away as dust. On areas where wind erosion 
has been less severe, soil productivity and forage production remain 
high for the low rainfall (6.4" to 9" annually). 

Table #2 

Soils Easily Eroded by Wind 

Allotment Acres 

Blue Pools 
Cedar Mtn. 
Coyote 
Ferry Swale 
Last Chance 
Lower Warm Creek 
Navajo Bench 
Rock Creek 
Bunting Well 
Clark Bench 
East Clark Bench 
Flat Top 
Judd Ho1 1 ow 
Spencer Bench 
Upper Warm Creek 

6,072 
1,271 
4,645 
1,415 
1,315 
9,102 
2,570 

14,185 
11,403 
22,615 

5,969 
4,130 
7,383 

940 
4,947 

Total 97,960 

Ni fitr-ch c 4ditl nal chwtc if needed 



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

-earn Interactions and Multiple Use Analysis. This recommendation has a 
lay 1979 positive effect on most recreation, VRM, and wildlife recommendations 

through increased cover (REC URA, V CPSl, VR 1.2, WL CPS 1, WL1.l, 
WL2.1, WL3.1, WLl.2, WL2.2, WL6.3). 

The recommendation would adversely impact livestock operations and the 
livelihood of livestock operators on most of the listed allotments 
through a change in season of use (see RM 1.1, 2.1). There would be no 
problems on Navajo Bench and Spencer Bench Allotments because multiple 
use considerations for the Range proposals leads to the multiple use 
recommendation that these two allotments should not be grazed. However, 
the adverse interaction remains on the other allotments as described 
above. 

Long term range proposals to implement grazing systems could not be 
effected if the W 1.2 proposal is approved. These systems will aid in 
reduction of wind erosion, though possibly not as quickly or as much as 
would winter use. Table 2 (Intensive Management) shows the type of 
system and season of use. 

RM2.3 Winter use would help attain the range management goal of increas- 
ing vegetation cover by 5 percent and increasing composition of key 
forage species on the listed allotments. 

RM2.4 Winter use would compliment the recommendation to rest Blue 
Pools, Last Chance, Clark Bench, Judd Hollow, and Upper Warm Creek to 
improve plant vigor and range condition and increase trend. 

RM 2.5 Winter use only on the allotments-identified in W 1.2, table 2, 
would have a negative impact on the proposal to develop range facilities. 
Most of the water projects could not be completed because of the problem 
of freezing during winter use. Elimination of these projects would 
result in a loss of AUMs that would have been made available from the 
water projects. 

-agan Area Manager's Recommendation. The season of use for all allotments 
June 1979 will be as specified in the Range Multiple Use Recommendations RM-1.1 

and 2.1. 

Jen Decision. Accept the multiple,use recommendation. 
Jar. I 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMEXT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAC OF LAND ivlANAGE!blENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP ‘i 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

.nceford Recommendation W 1.3. Reduce erosion and salt production on 96,392 
/ 1979 acres (table 3) of highly susceptible erosive soils and saline soils by 

'L eliminating grazing and monitoring surface disturbing activities. 

Rationale. These soils are both significant diffuse sources of salinity 
to the Colorado River system and critical flood and sediment producing 
areas. Soil surface factors range from 34 to 76 and watershed cover is 
generally less than 10 percent. 

These soils are mostly derived from the Tropic shale formation, with 
smaller areas of Straight Cliffs and Dakota formations also included. 
The Tropic formation is the highest salt producer. The areas of Straight 
Cliffs and Dakota formations are less critical salt producers, but were 
included in this recommendation because of high flood and sediment 
production. 

c 

Because of the combined salinity and flood source problems on these 
areas, eliminating all uses would be the best form of watershed manage- 
ment. Soil disturbance would be substantially reduced and vegetation 
would be allowed to establish maximum cover, both factors helping to 
retain silt and salt onsite. The EPA/BLM 1978 recommendation on grazing 
states: "Livestock should'generally be eliminated from areas of high 
susceptibility to critical erosion." 

Manual 7240.238 Water Quality Best Manaqement Practices (BMP). "State 
and areawide water quality planning agencies must develop water quality 
management plans as required by Section 208 of Public Law 92-500 and 
Sections 31 through 36 of Public Law 95-217. These plans must contain 
procedures and strategies to control point and nonpoint pollution sources 
. . . For example, the elimination of domestic livestock grazing on 
frail, saline watersheds on the upper Colorado River Basin is. an econom- 
ically and technically feasible BMP for reducing salt yields." 

Interactions. This recommendation has a positive effect on recreation, 
visual resource management, and wildlife through improved cover and 
restraint on intrusions (R.CPS 6,.R URA, V CPS 1, V 1.1, V 1.2, WL CPS 1, 
WL 1.1, WL 2.1, WL 2.2, WL 3.1, WL 4.1, WL 5.1,:WL 6.1, WL 6.2, and WL 
6.3). 

. 
Range URA with W 1.3. Closure without fencing would harm livelihood of 
ranchers on all allotments. Closure would benefit the present vegeta- 
tion resource. 

-_ 

.c - . . 

_-. - 
, I,,~lr:~..:rcJns 011 tct*crsrI 

. Form 1600-20 (April 1975) ’ 
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‘3 TABLE 3 

Highly Saline Easily Eroded Soils 
. 

Allotment Acres 

. 

Clark Bench 
Coyote 
Harvey's Fear 
Last Chance 
Navajo Bench 
Rock Creek 
Spencer Bench 
Cottonwood 
Dry Valley 
Headwaters (U.P) 
Mud Springs 
Nipple Bench 
Round Valley 
Upper Warm Creek 

5,385 
6,039 
4,256 

30,197 
2,885 
3,625 
5,291 

10,301 
280 

6,151 
810 

2,877 
1,360 

16,935 

Total 96,392 

RM 1.1 With W 1.3. The only means of total elimination of livestock 
would be fencing W 1.3 areas (economically unfeasible). All W 1.3 areas 
on some allotments fall on unsuitable land and there is a low impact 
significance (table 4). Some allotments have W 1.3 areas on either 
suitable or potentially suitable lands and a high significance of con- 
flict exists (table 4). 

RM 1.2 With W 1.3. W 1.3 would represent a significant loss of live- 
stock AUMs if closed to grazing. This would mean a greater reduction in 
carrying capacities from present than already advocated by range. _ 

RM 2.1 With W 1.3. Fencing would be the only means of eliminating - 
grazing on W 1.3 areas except for total closure to livestock. Develop- 
ments are needed to implement intensive grazing management systems. 
Removal of livestock grazing (AUMS) from suitable W 1.3 areas would 
unbalance pastures in rotation systems. Table 2 (Intensive Range Manage- 
ment) identifies the type of system proposed for each allotment. 

RM 2.2 With W 1.3. This recommendation (W 1.3) would represent a consid- 
erable loss of AUMs (1,015) on allotments with suitable grazing acreages 
(table 4) and an even greater loss in the future - natural potential 
AUMs on these areas. Livestock facilities are needed to gain the poten- 
tially suitable AUMs on these allotments (RM 2.5). 

RM 2.3 With W 1.3. Closure would help achieve 5 percent increased - 
vegetation cover and increased composition of desirable vegetation on- 
all acres in RM table 2 (Intensive Management). 



*. TABLE 4 

ALLOTMENTS AFFECTED BY WATERSHED AREA W 1.3 
. 

Total RM 1.7 RM 1.2 
Affected Suitable Acres and RM 2.2 

Acres Affected AUMs Affected 

Clark Bench 5,385 0 0 

Coyote 6,039 6,039 156 

Harvey's Fear 4,256' 3,197 126 

Last Chance 30,197 22,892 466 

Navajo Bench 2,885 2,625 73 

Rock Creek 3,625 300 P.S. 10 I. 

Spencer Bench 5,291 2,500 107 

Cottonwood: 10,301 0 0 

Dry Valley 280 0 0 

Headwaters (U.P.) 6,151 0 0 

Mud Springs 810 0 0 

Nipple Bench 2,877 550 12 

Round Valley 1,360 0 0 

Upper Warm Creek 16,935 1,560 65 

Totals 96,392 39,663 1,015 



RM 2.4 With W 1.3. Closure would help plant vigor and aid in increased 
range condition and trend. 

RM 2.5 With W 1.3. These developments (RM table 2, Intensive Manage- 
ment) are needed for implementing intensive grazing management systems. 
Possible modification may be achieved through relocation of some of the 
developments. 

RM 5.1 With W 1.3. Closure to livestock grazing supports removal of 
horses to enhance and improve the vegetation resource on the wild horse 
habitat area. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject Recommendation W 1.3. Allow live- 
Mav 1979 stock grazing on allotments where the W 1.3 areas fall on land that has 

been classified as unsuitable for livestock grazing after the affected 
AUMs have been subtracted from the proposed carrying capacity as in 
RM 1.2 and RM 2.2. Allow grazing in the Wahweap Pasture of Coyote 
Allotment as shown in the Coyote AMP until water can be developed on 
Jack Riggs Bench. 

Fagan Area Manager's Recommendation. During the interim period, the stocking 
June 1979 rate and season of use will be as specified in the analysis and decision 

for RM 1.1 and 1.2. In the long term, each allotment will follow the 
intensive grazing system for the allotment. 

Rationale. The multiple use decision for RM 1.1 and 1.2 substantially 
mitigates the major concerns of watershed. Implementing intensive 
management in the long-term will further assure that these critical 
watershed areas are protected. 

If subsequent allotment evaluations indicate that these critical water- 
shed areas are not improving, further corrective action towards water- 
shed improvement will be made. 

Jensen Decision. Accept multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



: 

TABLE 5 

Allotment 

Transport Drainage Acres 1 Estimated 
Paria Coyote Wahweap Last Chance Warm Rock Total Miles of Loss of 
River Wash Creek Creek Creek Creek Acres Channel AUMs 

Bunting Well 91 

495 

0 

20 

125 

34 

91 1% 

1,210 14 

2,804 23 

1,081 8% 

110 10% 

82 1 

635 33 

1,005 15% 

236 8% 

90 4 3/4 

30 8% 

382 94 

40 6% 

473 5% 

8,269 150 

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

. . Clark Bench 

Cottonwood 

Coyote 

Dry Valley 

East Cl'ark Bench 

Headwaters (Summer) 

Headwaters (Winter) . 

La:st Chance 

Lower Warm Creek 

Rock Creek 

Upp&r Hackberry 

Upper Warm Creek 

Wahweap 

Total 

715 . . . . . . . . . 

2,744 ' 60 . . . . . . . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . 

442 639 . . . . . 

110 

82 

. . . 

. . . 

635 . . . 

. . 

. . 8 

0 

16 

6 

5 

3 

5 

0 

0 

14 

232 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

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

. . . . . l . . . . . . . 

1,005 . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 236 . . . 

. . . 

l . . 

90 

. . . 

. . 

..*.. .,... 

. . . . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . 

30 

. . 

. . 

. . . . . 

382 

. . . 

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

40 . . . . . . . . ..,.. . . . 

473 II. . . . . . 

4,539 502 2,832 236 30 

Except for a few unsurveyed channels, 
(Lunceford - 1977). 

these acre figures were taken from the Riparian Inventory 
The unsurveyed areas were estimated. 



UKITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name I VFPI 

Paria 
1 Actrwty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN ’ 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Steo 3 

' unceford Recommendation W 1.4. Increase watershed cover and maintain at 70 
3y 1979 percent or better of vegetation and litter on 8,269 acres and 150 miles 

of streambank and floodplain by implementing the following management on 
the affected areas (table 5): 

1. Eliminate livestock grazing until 70 percent watershed cover 
is achieved and can be maintained. Afterwards, regulate grazing to 
maintain 70 percent cover. Do not allow grazing between start of growth 
prior to spring runoff and end of summer flooding (March 1 to September 
30). 

2. Restrict motorized vehicle use to existing roads. 

3, Do not allow lease operations or sale of mineral materials '- 
from these areas. 

Rationale. These stream channels are the major flood transport drain- A. 
ages. They are presently heavily grazed and have the potential to 
improve cover and greatly reduce peak flood volume and erosion along the 
banks and floodplain following control of livestock use. In areas like 
these with a high water table, cover normally recovers to 70 percent 
rapidly (estimated 2 to 5 years) with exclusion of use, and can be 
maintained with moderate use (50 percent utilization in winter season) 
(see Interaction Reference Number 4). Scouring by floods may slow, but 
will not stop this rapid recovery. On most newly vegetated streambanks . 
in the Paria Planning Unit, the plants have been bent down and covered 
by fast floodwaters often. 

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

Getting these areas in this condition will also increase forage produc- 
tion by several times the amount of forage they now produce. This cover 
is quickly attainable where the water table is near the surface. The 

Nate: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

. ~1v.~:rl/r:1ot~~ “,I rc1wrsc) f Form 160041 (April 1955) 

._ -- ---_- -- _________- --.- .- . .- _ . . 
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Riparian Symposium 7-77 in Tucson indicates ,a change from "eroding 
heavily grazed banks," to "bank vegetation forming a turf" normally 
takes 2 to 4 years protection from grazing. 

It is BLM legislative and executive policy to protect and maintain 
wetland, floodplain, and riparian areas (worded to include all areas 
where phreatophytes grow, or have grown) in good condition (Public Law 
92-500, Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Manual Supplement 6671, 
BLM Draft Manual 6740, WO IM No. 78-410). It is also a BLM objective to 
protect all Federal land and its values from avoidable destruction and 
abuse and to correct past abuses where possible (BLM Manual 1602). 
Floodplains have higher value for more activities than any other land 
form, and are most abused. The 1977 riparian inventory shows that 80 
percent of the floodplains are in poor condition. 

Because of livestock preference for floodplains, these areas will never 
achieve the cover necessary to reduce bank cutting if they are grazed in 
conjunction with other semidesert range. Floodplains (phreatophyte 

,. 

vegetation) is normally grazed very heavily by the time the adjoining 
semidesert range is grazed lightly. 

earn Interactions 
ay 1979 

These streambank and floodplain areas are significant concentration 
zones for wildlife, people, and livestock. This recommendation to 
restore potential cover of at least 70 percent has a strong positive 
effect on recreation use, visual resource management, and wildlife 
habitat improvement (R CPS 1, R CPS 6, R CPS 7, R CPS 7b, R CPS 7d, R 
CPS 79, R CPS 7h, R CPS 7i, R 2.la, R URA, V CPS 1, V-1.1, WL CPS 1, WL 
1.1, WL 4.1, WL 6.2, WL 6.3, WL 7.1, and WL 8.1). 

Restriction of travel up the Paria River would eliminate access to the 
upper portion of the petrified wood area near Section 2, T41S, R2W (R 
CPS 7a, M 4.1). Restriction of access will restrain development of oil 
and gas, coal, locatable minerals, and sand and gravel. 

Range URA Values With W 1.4. This would help improve the vegetation 
resource on the W 1.4 areas for increased forage production, but the 
loss of AUMs through elimination of grazing and loss of water would hurt 
livestock operations in the short term., Scattering salt at a distance 
from these areas would aid in reducing heavy cattle use. 

RM 1.1 and RM 1.2 With W 1.4. Fencing would be needed to eliminate 
cattle from these areas without affecting season of use. Otherwise, 
these affected allotments would have to be closed to grazing until the 
desired watershed objectives were achieved. Fencing of these areas 
would result in a minimum loss of 232 AUMs (table 5). More AUMs may 
actually be lost, however, due to topographic restrictions which may 
cause larger areas to be fenced than anticipated. Closure to livestoc'k- 
grazing until W 1.4 objectives are reached would result in suspending 
approximately 19,500 AUMs yearly. Salting and other management prac- 
tices could reduce this figure somewhat but not by much. 



-earn 
iay 1979 

:eb 
lay 1979 
-agan 
lur 379 

1c 
Jan A~81 

RM 2.1 With W 1.4. This would conflict with intensive grazing manage- 
ment season of use unless modified to benefit livestock. These seasons 
are needed for consolidations, implementation of rest rotation or 
deferred rotation or seasonal grazing systems - low significance on some 
allotments due to unsuitable areas there, greater significance on suit- 
able range. On many of these areas, fencing livestock out of the bot- 
toms with lanes for watering where required is a practical resolution of 
the conflict. 

RN 2.2 With W 1.4. Elimination of grazing could represent a loss of up 
to 232 AUMs using the acres and miles of channel from table 5. Fencing 
would be needed to restrict grazing without total elimination of grazing 
from these allotments. Fence lanes would be necessary to allow live- 
stock access to waters. Fencing out larger areas could represent a more 
significant AUM loss (greater than 232). Also, natural potential AUMs 
could be achieved faster. 

RM 2.3 With W 1.4. This would help increase total cover by 5 percent 
and increase composition of key forage species on all W 1.4 areas. 

RM 2.4 With W 1.4. Resting Clark Bench, Dry Valley, Headwaters Winter, 
Last Chance, and Upper Warm Creek would have a positive impact with W 
1.4. 

RM 4.1 With W 1.4. Achieving 70 percent cover supports the RM 4.1 
recommendation to treat land within the Paria River by chaining and 
seeding in the Upper Headwaters Allotment and to treat land in Wahweap 
Creek by chaining in the Upper Wahweap Allotment. 

Multiple Use Analysis. Acceptance of recommendation W 1.4 will increase 
watershed cover and maintain at 70 percent cover or better 8,269 acres 
and 150 miles of streambank and floodplains. This recommendation has a 
positive effect on recreation use , visual resource management, and 
wildlife habitat improvement. However, this recommendation has a nega- 
tive impact on 13 allotments by a total loss of 232 AUMs through fencing, 
eliminating livestock until desired cover is achieved and by changing 
the season of use to winter only. For details on the affected allot- 
ments see talbe 5. A negative impact will occur on collection of petri- 
fied wood in the Paria River area and will restrain development of oil 
and gas, coal, locatable minerals, and sand and gravel. 

Alternative. Same as Wildlife Recommendation WL 1.1. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternative. Same as analysis of Wildlife 
Recommendation WL 1.1. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Wildlife Recommendation WL 1.1. 

Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept the Area Clanager's Multiple Use 
Recommendation for UL-1.1. 

Decision. Accept Area Manager‘s recommendation. 
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DEPARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Paria 
Actrvity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN ” 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSiS-DECISION 

Watershed 
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nceford 
y 1979 

Recommendation W 1.5. Perform 96,401 acres of land treatments, includ- 
ing 15,414 acres of pinyon-juniper chaining or burning, 12,201 acres of 
sagebrush brush beating or spraying, and 68,786 acres of contour furrow- 
ing or contour trenching to reduce runoff and erosion from these soils. 
This may include a few small check dams and dikes. Reseed the areas 
with grasses, forbs, and shrubs using broadcast methods or rangeland 
drill. Prohibit livestock grazing until most of the seeded species have 
demonstrated that they are well established by producing a good seed 
crop. 

The watershed treatments recommended are listed in table 6. 

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

Present watershed cover on the proposed treatment areas ranges from 43 
percent to barren. Present soil surface factors range from 39 to 76. 
The goal of conversion will be to decrease erosion loss by increasing 
watershed cover to at least 80 -percent of the potential cover as on the 
MFP overlay. 

Brush beating, spraying, or burning are the most hydrologically favor- 
able methods of sagebrush eradication. Plowing or railing are not 
suitable alternatives from a watershed standpoint because of the asso- 
ciated soil disturbance. Brush beating may be the best method since 
desirable forbs will be preserved, and a much greater mulch'Ycover for 
-new grass sprouting will be maintained. 

W 1.5a.. The 11,271 acres of pinyon-juniper chaining or burning and 
5,540 acres of sagebrush spraying recommended in these areas are neces- 
sary because the soil is being lost at a rapid rate and the productive 
potential of the sites will be so low that in a few years, they will not 
support a good cover. The area just north of Mud Springs Allotment 
shows a stable SSF of 42 which does not warrant this treatment. It is. - 
included because rapid soil loss was observed on at least art of the * 
area (estimated present SSF equals 50 and FO SSF equals 65 P . 

.-. 

W 1.5b. This 68,786 acres of contour furrowing and water control is the 
major flood and sediment producing areas that cannot be reasonably 
created by vegetation manipulation or management alone. Part of_this 
area (estimated 45 percent) would be prohibitively expensive to treat 
due to the roughness of the terrain and the soil characteristics (easily 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

~ll:s:rIIC:ltrl:C I,,? fC”f-rSl-, . FOG 16c)@--21 (April 1975) 

_____. - _ -. ..- . ..-____- ----_- _ _....-- - - - -- 
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h TABLE 6 

Allotments 

. 
Water 

Control Total 
Pinyon- Chain & Contour Treat- 
Juniper or Burn Sagebrush Spray Furrow ments 

1.5A 1.5C' 1.5A 1.5c 1.5B 

Bunting Well 

Cedar Mountain 

Clark Bench 

Cockscomb 

Cottonwood 

Coyote 

Deer Range 

Dry Valley 

East Clark. Bench 

Flat Top 

Headwaters (U.P.) 

Headwaters (U.W.) 

Judd Hollow 

Last Chance 

Mud Springs 

Nipple Bench 

Round Vall,ey 

Upper Hackberry 

Upper Warm Creek 

Wahweap 

Totals 

. . . . . . 

a..... 

...... 

...... 

. ...*. 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. ...*. 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

11,271 

..a... 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . ..a 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

11,271 

. . . . . 

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

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

215 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

3,928 

. . . . . 

.C.. . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

.*... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

4,143 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 1,420 

. . . . . l . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

4,450 2,414 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

1,090 . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 820 

. .*. . . 2,007 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

5,540 6,661 

945 

825 

1,240 

160 

16,829 

6,264 

. . . . . . 

788 

3,272 

100 

460 

6,100 

1,060 

16,057 

2,510 

3,687 

989 

. . . . . . 

6,660 

840 

68,786 

945 

825 

1,240 

160 

16,829 

6,264 

215 

2,208 

3,272 

100 

4,388 

24,235 

1,060 

16,057 

3,600 ' 

3,687 

1,809 

2,007 

6,660 

840 

96,401 



Team 
May 1979 

Team 
May 1979 

Fagan 
June 1979 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

eroded, silty soils with high salt content). A more detailed study will 
be necessary to separate the easy to treat from the difficult. 

w 1.5c. This 6,661 acres of sagebrush spraying and 4,143 acres of 
pinyon-juniper chaining or burning is not as critical as that in W 1.5a 
above, but a significant reduction in SSF and soil loss can be achieved 
with this treatment. 

Interactions. Interactions and analysis are discussed in "Consolidated 
Land Treatments," (Appendix 2). 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Refer to RM 4.1 for multiple use recommen- 
dation. 

Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Burn approximately 4,000 acres of pinyon- 
juniper, chain approximately 11,414 acres of pinyon-juniper, brush beat 
approximately 6,000 acres of sagebrush, spray approximately 6,201 acres 
of sagebrush, and perform 68,786 acres of furrowing or trenching. Refer 
to RM 4.1 for additional provisions. 

Decision. Accept Area Manager's recommendation. 



PARIA PLANNING UNIT 
LANDS MFP 

Reconciliation of URA Step 4 Opportunities. Opportunities identified in 
URA Step 4 which require specific management decisions have been pre- 
sented as MFP Step 1 recommendations. The remaining opportunities are 
documented in this reconciliation section. These opportunities either 
lack sufficient information on which to base a recommendation or can be 
addressed by existing policy and administrative procedures. 

Industrial and Urban Expansion (URA 4 - Page 2-l) 
In the absence of energy development affecting communities in the plan- 
ning unit, no need for disposal of public land to accommodate antici- 
pated population growth has been identified. However, possible future 
energy development would radically change existing land use patterns in 
the planning unit and require long term land use commitments for both 
industrial and urban growth. 

A number of studies have examined specific project proposals and concep- 
tual levels of energy development. The results lead to uncertainty 
about the magnitude of impacts. For example, projections of population 
growth for communities in the planning unit which range from a 50 per- 
cent increase over anticipated baseline growth to approximately 950 
percent. This uncertainty and the absence of a definitely proposed 
project for assessment prevents recommending long term land use com- 
mitments. 

Withdrawal-Revocation (URA Step 4 Page 2-6) 1 
A review of withdrawals is mandated by the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. Classifications will also be reviewed. Paria 
Canyon Primitive Area is presently a Wilderness Study Area and will be 
treated as wilderness until congressional action is taken. 

Unauthorized Use (URA Step 4 Page 2-6) 
Policy and procedures define the handling of unauthorized use of public 
land. While a problem has tentatively been identified in Bryce Valley, 
the extent of possible trespass is not known. More information is 
needed before a recommendation can be made. 

Lands Quality (URA Step 4 Page 2-7) 
Existing procedures can be used to require proper abandonment of the 
Missing Canyon Mine. 

Public Purposes (URA Step 4 Page 2-2) 
Communities are under increasing pressure to meet EPA and State Health 
Standards for culinary water treatment, sewage treatment, and solid 
waste disposal. AS an attempt is made to meet the requirements it can be 
anticipated public land will be examined for facility siting. However, 
areas which might eventually satisfy community needs cannot be pre- 
dicted. 



Utility Systems (URA Step 4 Page 2-4) 
Uncertainty associated with future energy development makes it inad- 
visable to designate additional powerline corridors until specific 
requirements are known. A decision on designation of Cottonwood Canyon 
as a corridor must be deferred until after a determination is made as to 
whether additional lines can be accommodated. 

Communications Sites (URA Step 4 Page 2-5) 
While no additional demand for use of the communications site located in 
T#S, R2E, Sec. 4: NW&&SE% has been identified, a site plan should be 
prepared in order to assure orderly development. 

Road Transportation System (URA Step 4 Page 2-5) 
Adjudication of some roads built by the county in the planning unit will 
require legal action. Since a legal question is involved, no management 
decision can be made on the status of these roads at present. 



UNITED STATES 
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BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name C.&IF P) 

Paria 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

Booker, Objective Ll 
Pittman, Satisfy the requirements contained in both the Public Sale Act of 1968 
Fagan, (Unintentional Agricultural Trespass Act) and the Federal Land Policy 
Jensen and Management Act of 1976 by proposing sale of'65 acres. 
Dee 1978 

__. 
(instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (A 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MAlVAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Booker Recommendation L1.l 
Jan I979 Make 65 acres of public land available to S-E. Johnson and Sons under 

the Public Sale Act of 1968. Preliminary field investigation necessi- 
tated modification of application U-16494, finding the following describ- 
ed land satisfies requirements of UAT: 

T38S, R3W 
Sec. 21: N+NW%NE%; 

N+SEkNW$NE+; 
S+NWkNE+NE%; 
S+NE%NE+. 

Sec.22: SW%NEkNE%; 
S+SE%NW&NW&. 

Rationale: 
The Public Sale Act of 1968 was passed to solve trespass problems such 
as that involved here. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 requires all applications to be acted on within three years. Land 
which satisfies the requirements of the Public Sale Act of 1968 are also 
subject to disposal classification criteria before they can be offered 
for sale. Therefore, recommendation L-l covers the maximum acreage 
subject to patent upon completion of classification action. 

Team Interactions 

tlay 1979 - The Willis Creek flood plain is in poor condition, and carries a heavy 
flood and sediment load. A watershed recommendation is to improve this 
flood plain to 70% cover to retard runoff and reduce erosion (Watershed 
URA and Recommendation W1.4). 

- The Willis Creek flood plain provides some hunting activity. The loss 
of 65 acres from this several thousand acre hunting area is minor. The 
tract is part of a deer winter range and in a deer migration route. The 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources has expressed opposition to disposal 
of this tract because it would result in depredation problems (Wildlife 
URA) 

- Minor reduction in acreage of public land open to ORV use (R1.l). 
- Minor reduction in acreage open to mineral exploration without 

conflict with surface owners. This site is a small portion of a large 
area containing subeconomic gypsum (Minerals URA and MCPS 8). 

- Other interactions are very speculative, and depend on use of 
land in private ownership (Interaction forms). 

Nope: Attach additional sheets. if needed 



Multiple Use Analysis. The public sale act of 1968 provides for the 
sale of public land in unintentional agricultural trespass in the absence 
of compelling public uses of the land. The tract in question is a 
relatively small parcel and not a key tract from a watershed standpoint. 
However, loss of control of any land in an area of watershed problem 
reduces an agency's ability to manage the whole area to improve water- 
shed conditions. 

While disposal would have little effect on wildlife habitat, the desires 
of a public agency managing wildlife must be considered as an expression 
of the public generally. 

Considering the above information there are reasons to retain the land 
in public ownership for watershed and wildlife values. 

agan Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject the recommendation. The benefit to 
une 1979 watershed and wildlife management outweighs any benefit to be gained by 

disposing of this tract. 

ensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
an 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREALJOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name IMF P) 

Paria 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

Booker, Objective L2 
Pittman, Make public land available to accommodate expansion of the electrical 
Fagan, - power transmission system. 
Jensen 
Dee 1978 

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



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Booker Recommendation L2.1 
Jan 1979 Allow upgrade of the UP&L powerline constructed under authority of 

right-of-way U-0105356 from 230 kv to 345 kv (shown as L-Z on Current 
Land Use Overlay). 

Rationale: 
Allowing the requested modification of an existing powerline will in- 
crease capacity as well as reliability of the western power system. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 - Construction activity and improvement of access roads will cause some 

surface disturbance, accelerated erosion, and dust. A portion of the 
route traverses erodible, saline soils that are primary contributors of 
sediment and salinity to the Colorado River below Lees Ferry. (Water- 
shed URA, Air Quality URA, Watershed Recommendations W1.2, W1.3, W1.4) 

- Access improvement will benefit ORV Recreation use. (R3.1) 

- A portion of the route traverses the Cockscomb monocline and Cotton- 
wood Canyon scenic areas. Existing lines and the proposed upgrade 
exceed VRM contrast criteria for both Class II and III lands. Recrea- 
tion use and VRM criteria suggest removal of these intrusions (R CPS 7, 
R CPS 7C, V CPS 1, V1.1, V1.2). 

- The utility industry considers this route to be an established corri- 
dor as a result of the existing lines (Bureau of Reclamation Peaking 
Study Report). 

- Constrictions in Cottonwood Canyon indicate limited room for expanded 
use of the "corridor" (Lands URA). 

- Development of coal leases on the Kaiparowits Plateau will require 
additional transmission lines east of Cottonwood-Cockscomb (Minerals URA 
Values). 

- Richfield District has designated the northern portions of the Page- 
Sigurd alignment as a transmission corridor in their MFP decisions 
(Tel econ). 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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Public Comments 

Public land users are concerned that there is already static electricity 
in fences below the lines and that increased voltage will increase the 
static electricity. (Social Values interaction form). 

- Obtrusive to the region "Makes it look like an urban area" (Social 
Values interaction form). 

- 10% of all entries in the Cottonwood Springs visitor register (1971- 
1972) criticized the presence of transmission lines in the canyon (Visi- 
tor Register records). 

- Introduction of lines into a new alternate area probably has a higher 
impact than upgrading the line in place. (Draft ear, UP&L powerline 
upgrade). 

Alternatives 
1. Designate the present Page-Sigurd transmission line alignment as a 
permanent corridor. Grant 30 year permit to UP&L for upgrade. 

.2. Grant 30 year permit for that portion of the Page-Sigurd allignment 
outside Cottonwood Canyon. Grant a 10 year non-renewable permit within 
Cottonwood Canyon (between T41S, RlW, Sec. 21 and T39S, RlW Section 12). 
Initiate cooperative BLM-utility industry study to locate an alternative 
corridor somewhere east of Cockscomb anticline for future relocation. 

3. Deny upgrade, request utility companies to propose an alternate 
route east of the Cockscomb, 

4. Deny upgrade, BLM will study and designate an alternate corridor 
east of Cockscomb for UP&L and other users. 

Analysis 
The major concern expressed by interactions and public comment has to do 
with the location of power lines in Cottonwood Canyon, a highly scenic 
area. There is also concern over the proposal to upgrade the major line 
in the canyon because this tends to make the location even more 
permanent. 

The existing lines were authorized at a time when recreation use and 
interest in visual resource protection were minimal. As use increases, 
the concern over intrusions increases. 

Coal related development of the Kaiparowits coal field has the potential 
to increase population, recreation use, and intensify land use contrasts 
between developed and undeveloped portions of the planning unit. As 
this occurs, Cottonwood Canyon will become increasingly important as the 
yrimary access to Paria-Hackberry Recreation lands. 



Development of coal will require new transportation and utility systems 
which cannot fit and should not be constructed in the constricted area 
of Cottonwood Canyon. Therefore, Cottonwood Canyon should not become a 
permanent corridor, so as future needs become apparent the commitment 
should be made to reroute the existing lines out of a highly scenic area 
to be located with other systems in a corridor, probably east of the 
Cockscomb. 

With Cottonwood Canyon being the chief concern associated with the 
recommended upgrade, 
able. 

it becomes apparent alternative No. 1 is unaccept- 
It can be accepted for the portions of the existing right-of-way 

outside Cottonwood Canyon, and there will be no major conflict except 
with watershed problems. These problems can be mitigated on a site-by- 
site basis by identification of impacts through an environmental assess- 
ment and by requiring stipulations to mitigate the impacts. All other 
major interactions are associated with the Cottonwood Canyon location 
and a solution to that problem will mitigate the impacts. 

A review of the other alternative reveals they are merely different 
methods of solving the Cottonwood Canyon problem. As indicated above, 
the only reasonable solution is to relocate the lines out of the canyon. 
It is only reasonable that the effort expended toward this goal should 
be shared by all parties concerned, and alternative 2 accomplishes this 
while responding to the needs of the power company. 

Alternative 2 provides flexibility to the company if they desire to 
upgrade the system before relocation can be accomplished. The 10 year 
non-renewable permit should be viewed as a negotation and study period 
to lead to relocation whether or not the line is upgraded in the canyon. 

=agan Multiple Use Recommendation. Adopt alternative 2 with appropriate 
June 1979 watershed stipulations to be developed in an environmental assessment. 

jensen Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. Accept the MFP Step 
Jan 1981 1 recommendation. 

Rationale. There would be more degradation associated with removing and 
relocating the line than by leaving it in. 



MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - 1 

Introduction 
Salable/free use materials, of which sand and gravel is the most s-iuni- 
ficant, are the most economically important commodities in the unit at 
the present time. Sand and gravel production has fluctuated with re- 
spect to highway construction and maintenance, and private construction. 
There have been no sales of petrified wood from BLM lands in the unit 
since 1970. Commercial production of petrified wood has come from state 
and private land for the past 8 years. There were three minor sales of 
ripple rock from BLM land in 1977 and one sale of bentonite from BLM 
land in 1973. Extraction of septarian nodules has been limited to an 
unknown amount of free use collection. 

Leasable minerals could become of major significance in the unit. The 
unit is favorable for oil and gas, however, there has been limited 
exploration and no development. Coal production has been minor even 
though there has been extensive exploration and over 100,000 acres in 
the unit are under lease. 

Locatable mineral development in the unit has been minor. Bentonite was 
produced during the 1950's and 1960's from Tropic Valley. There has 
been no production from the known titanium deposits. Many uranium 
claims were located in the unit during the "rush" of the 1950's and 
1970's but no development has taken place. There has been very little 
production from the large deposits of gypsum. There has been no attempt 
to mine the disseminated gold around the old Paria townsite since 1915. 

Two administrative problems affect access to coal and the disposition of 
bentonite. The availability of the road across Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area from Glen Canyon City to the southern end of the Kaiparo- 
wits Plateau for expanded coal haulage is in doubt. For details see 
Lands URA steps 3 and 4. Alternative access routes are discussed in the 
preliminary draft of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
Southern Utah Coal Region (1978). 

The locatable or salable status of bentonite deposits in the Paria unit 
has not been clearly established. During the planning process bentonite 
deposits in the unit are considered locatable because of the industrial 
applications of the mined bentonite in Tropic Valley. However, there 
was a bentonite sale from an existing sand and gravel pit just east of 
Glen Canyon City in 1973. A chemical analysis would 'have to be per- 
formed on a case-by-case basis to determine the status of the mineral. 
High grade commercial grades of bentonite are locatable, and low grade 
non-commercial grades are salable. This situation represents no con- 
flict at the present time and requires no recommendation (Overlay 5 for 
URA Step 3 and Overlay 1 for URA Step 4). 

As a result of inventories, study, and analysis in URA steps 3 and 4, 
and updated coal policies, this MFP will address the following issues: 

1 



1. Site designation and disposal of sand and gravel through the issu- 
ance of material sale contracts and free use permits. 

2. Free use collection or site designation and disposal of petrified 
wood through the issuance of material sale contracts. 

3. Site designation and disposal of ripple rock through the issuance 
of material sale contracts. 

4. Free use collection, or location of septarian nodules. 
5. Suitability of coal deposits in the unit for development from both 

a minerals standpoint and established multiple use criteria. 
6. The adequacy of oil and gas categories established in 1975 as a 

result of a district-wide EAR from a minerals standpoint. 

i: 
Existing closure of land to mineral location. 
Recommendation concerning leasable minerals in the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area. 

2 



UNITED STATES I Name (hlF P) 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Payid 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. 
iwrals 

Objective Number 

Northrup, Objective M-l. To provide sufficient sand and gravel to meet local 
Pittman, demand through the issuance of free use permits and material sale 
Fagan, contracts. 
Jensen 
Dee 1978 Rationale. Sand and gravel is the only material in the unit with pres- 

ent economic significance. Demand for sand and gravel fluctuates radi- 
cally with respect to highway construction and maintenance and private 
construction. 

3 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

- 

Northrup Recommendation M-1.1. Issue free use permits and material sale con- 
Dee 1978 tracts averaging 2,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel per year over a 

period of the next 10 years from sites containing approximately G5B 5-7r 
acres within the areas delineated as M 1.1 on the MFP Step 1 Overlay. 

Rationale. The areas delineated include all known and inferred deposits 
of sand and gravel with good access. It is within these areas that sand 
and gravel development can be expected to occur; exactly where is depen- 
dent upon the results of future exploration and.public demand and needs. 
The amount needed from BLM land to support this demand is based on past 
and present use. Demand will come from county and state highway con- 
struction and maintenance (free use) and private construction (sales). 

Interactions R-1.1. Making sand and gravel available in this area would 
reduce desirability of development of recreation sites in the West Cove 
Area. 

wl.l. Sand and gravel sales in these highly erodible areas will in- 
crease erosion and salinity. 

w-1.2. Extraction of sand and gravel in these sandy soils will increase 
aon by both wind and water. 

w-1.3. Any surface disturbance in these highly.erodible areas will 
Ease erosion substantially. 

w-1.4. Sand and gravel removal operations'along these streams will 
substantially damage the vegetation and increase erosion. 

WL-1.1. Conflicts with the protection of ripartan areas called for in 
WL1.l. 

WL-2.1. Conflicts with wildlife goal of improving pinyon-juniper habi- 
tat because mixing sand and gravel will increase surface disturbance. 

WL-2.2. Mining sand and gravel would increase surface disturbance in 
wildlife treatment areas. 

WL-3.1. Conflicts with wildlife's goal to improve habitat and forage 
condition. 

WL-3.2. Mining sand and gravel conflicts with wildlife's recommended 
treatment areas. 

\I I@. Attach diti “1 -‘r t= if n ‘deli 
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RCPS7c. Extracting gravel would interfere with protection and interpre- 
tation of Cockscomb-Cottonwood area. 

RCPSl. Henrieville Creek proposed recreation site. Constrain sales to 
area not suitable for a recreation site. There is an existing right-of- 
way for a material site to the State of Utah DOT. 

VR-1.2. Development of new roads for gravel sales would increase number 
of intrusions. 

VR-URA. Sand and gravel sales may confllict with VRM classes. 

There is a threatened plant, Euphorbia nephradenia found in T43S, RlW. 
No sand and gravel permits or sales should be permitted in sections 2, 
3, 9, and 10. 

There are threatened and endangered species, Phacelia mammilarensis and 
Machaeranthera glabriuscula var. confertifolia in T37S, RlW. No sand 
and gravel extraction should be permitted in sections 1 and 10. 

Multiple Use Analysis. Without knowing when or where requests may be 
made for free use or sales it is impossible to analyze the full degree 
of impact of sand and gravel extraction on other resources. 

Areas of known T&E plants should be eliminated from consideration for 
sand and gravel extraction. Other areas should be cleared for T&E 
plants through an EAR before extraction is permitted. 

Some areas are specified above as conflict areas such as potential 
recreation development on West Cove, Henrievi 1 le Creek and scenic inter- 
pretation potential in the Cockscomb-Cottonwood area. Since many more 
areas than are needed to meet the sand and gravel elements are delineat- 
ed there should be no need to allow extraction. on the specified areas. 
However, it should be recognized that authorization already exists for 
extraction from the Henrieville Creek site. 

Negotiations have been underway and can continue as appropriate to 
modify the extraction operation to be compatible with recreation site 
development. 

The areas delineated include all known and inferred deposits of sand and 
gravel with good access. It is within these areas that sand and gravel 
development can be expected to occur; exactly where is dependent upon 
the results of future exploration and public demand and needs. The 
amount needed from BLM land to support this demand is based on past and 
present use. Demand will come from county and state highway construc- 
tion and maintenance (free use) and private construction (sales). 
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Other conflicts are of a more general nature, such as large watershed 
and wildlife areas, treatment areas for various resource improvements, 
and visual resource classes. Some of these areas are more specific, 
such as riparian areas (W1.4 and WL1.l). Again, considering the large 
areas with potential for sand and gravel compared with estimated demand 
there is no need to disturb riparian areas. 

For requests for sand and gravel in the more extensive areas (watershed, 
wildlife, VRM, treatment areas) environmental assessment of impacts on a 
site basis can be made. If impacts as expressed in interactions can be 
mitigated through appropriate stipulations requests should be granted. 
If they cannot be mitigated they should be denied. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation with modifica- 
June 1979 tions: 

Cocksiomb 
Do not authorize extraction in the West Cove (R1.l) Cottonwood- 

(RCPS7c) or riparian areas (W1.4, WL1.l). 

2. Continue to negotiate with the State of Utah DOT to modify 
operations in or relocate the extraction site near Henrieville Creek to 
be compatible with proposed recreation development. 

3. Exclude sections 2, 3, 9, 10, T. 43 S., R. 1 W; Sec. 10, T. 37 
S R 1 W. from sand and gravel extraction because of existence of T. & 
El'plants. 

4. Authorize sand and gravel extraction in other areas only with 
stipulations, developed through an EAR, that can mitigate adverse 
effects on watershed, wildlife, and visual resource values, as well as 
any other resource values that need protection, but not identified in 
the above interactions. 

Jensen Decision. Modify the Area Manager's recommendation by allowing material 
Jan 1981 disposal on the basis of demand and allowing recovery of material from 

riparian areas where an environmental analysis on a site-by-site basis 
can identify measures that will mitigate impacts to the riparian area or 
where it can be shown natural forces will satisfactorily heal the scars 
of removal in a timely manner. The recommendation is also modified to 
permit extraction in areas of threatened and endangered plants where an 
EA irtdicates extraction can proceed with measures to mitigate the impacts 
to plants. 

Rationale. Demand coupled with needs for resource protection should be 
the criteria for disposal rather than an arbitrary limit. 

Some riparian areas are a major source of material and in many cases, 
these areas are healed through natural processes. This fact along with 
the fact that BLM can require mitigation would allow removal of material 
from areas where mitigation is possible. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPJ 

Paria 
Activity 

Minerals 
Objective Number 

Northrup, Objective M-Z. To provide sufficient petrified wood to meet local 
Pittman, demand through the issuance of material sale contracts. 
Fagan, 
Jensen Rationale. Some of the local rock shop dealers wish to buy petrified 
Dee 1978 wood from BLM land within the unit. 

- 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAM 

Northrup Recommendation M-2.1. Issue material sale contracts for an average of 5 

Dee 1978 tons of petrified wood per year over a period of the next 70 years from 
sites containinq about 5-10 acres within the areas delineated as M2.1 on 
MFP Step 1 Overlay. 

Rationale. The area delineated includes all known and inferred deposits 
of petrified wood in the unit. It is within these areas where sales 
would take place; exact locations of sales depends upon where the best 
deposits are found through exploration. The amount needed from BLM 
lands to support the demand is based on past production and recent 
requests for material sales. Demand will come from local rock shop 
dealers. 

Team Team Interactions 

May 1979 RCPS7a. Petrified wood sales conflict with recreational free use 
collection. 

RCPS7b. Petrified wood sales conflict with scenery. 

RCPS7f. Petrified wood sales in this area will negate the benefits of 
acquisition. 

R-URA, W-URA, RM-URA. Petrified wood sales would detract from maintain- 
lng existing situation as identified in the URA for Recreation, Water- 
shed and Range. 

VCPSl. Mining petrified woood will conflict with Class II areas. 

v-1.2. Any new roads built for petrified wood would increase the intru- 
sions on landscape. 

Multiple. A prior MFP decision is to cease sales of petrified wood in 
the identified areas due to conflict with recreational collections. The 
area is highly scenic with many physical barriers that have protected 
natural features. These areas are close in proximity to other areas in 
the Vermilion planning unit where the MFP multiple use recommendation is 
to allow sales. Due to close proximity, the Vermilion areas should 
satisfy demand for the forseeable future. Therefore, the recommenda- 
tion should be rejected. 

F; 7 Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject the recommendation. Petrified wood 

J 1979 areas in Vermilion planning unit will meet demand for sales in the 
foreseeable future. 

8 
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31 Decision. Allow petrified wood sales to the extent of the demand. 
Jan 1931 

Rationale. Demand should be the determining factor for any sales. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Northrup, Objective M-3. To provide sufficient ripple rock to satisfy local 
Pittman, demand through the issuance of material sale contracts. 
Fagan, Jensen 
Dee 1978 Rationale. Demand for ripple rock is expected to remain stable in the 

future. Providing occasional material sale contracts would easily 
satisfy the demand. 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Northrup 
dec 1978 

Team 
May 1979 

Fagan 
June 1979 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Name ’ \I/: 
d 

’ 1 
aria 

Ac'lvlty Minerals 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation M-3.1. Issue material sale contracts averaging 5 tons of 
ripple rock per year over a period of the next 10 years from sites 
containing about 5-10 acres within the area delineated as M 3.1 on the 
MFP Step 1 Overlay. 

Rationale. The area delineated includes all known and inferred deposits 
of ripple rock in the unit. It is within this area where sales would 
take place; exact locations of sales depends upon where the best depo- 
sits are found through exploration. The amount needed from BLM land to 
support the demand is based on past production. Demand will come from 
local individuals. 

Interactions 

R-URA, W-URA, RM-URA. Recreation, Watershed and Range all identified 
conflicts with existing URA values if ripple rock mining takes place in 
this area. 

VCPSl. Mining of ripple rock will conflict with Class II VRM areas. 

WL2.1, WLCPSl. Any surface disturbance would conflict with Wildlife's 
recommendation to improve or maintain habitat condition in this area. 

RM-1.2, RM-2.2. A portion of proposed rock sale area lies in a crested . 
wheatgrass seeding which would disturb livestock forage. 

Multiple Use Analysis. None of the interactions describe specific 
conflicts of any consequence. The recommended area for rock extraction 
is small compared with interacting conflicts. The most specific con- 
flict identified is possible impacts on Class II VRM areas. 

It is possible extraction can be done pursuant to stipulations which 
will mitigate impacts to scenic classes and all other conflicts. An 
environmental assessment would be required in connection within any 
authorization where impacts and mitigating measures can be identified. 

Multiple U 
authorizat 
not possib 

Decision. 

e Recommendation. Accept the recommendation subject to 
ons containing stipulations to mitigate impacts. If this is 
e, requests will be denied. 

Process material sale contracts to the extent of the demand. 

Rationale. Demand should be the determining factor for any sales. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. If needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (AIFP) 

Paria 
Activity 

Minerals 
Objective Number 

Northruo, Objective 
I'ittman',- 
Fagan, M-4 - To provide sufficient coal to meet future regional and national 
Jensen demands consistent with Departmental policy being developed in response 
Dee 1978 to NRDC vs. Hughes. 

Rationale 

There is an increasing dependence on coal as a source of energy in this 
nation. We are attempting to identify those areas and the amount of 
reserves in those areas that are available to supply future national 
demands. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

IName (MF,f’iria 
c 
Activity Minerals 

Objective Number 

Northrup Recommendation M-4.1. Determine if the area within the Kaiparowits 
3ec 1978 Known Recoverable Coal Resource Area (KRCRA) is acceptable for further 

consideration for leasing or development of coal by underground mining 
methods. Approximately 4.3 billion tons of coal reserves and 350,000 
acres are involved. 

Rationale 

The USGS classifies KRCRAs where coal beds exist of sufficient quality, 
depth, and thickness. It is from these areas that possible future 
leasing and development can be expected. Portions of this area are 
currently under Federal lease. Mining could not take place on these 
leases until pending coal development ESs are completed and minins plans 
approved (see Continuing Present Situation section - CPS 4). Portions 
of this area are currently under prospecting permit and preference right 
lease application (PRLA). Permits could possibly convert to PRLAs at a 
later date. PRLAs will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and mining 
could not take place until pending ESs are completed, leases issued, and 
mining plans approved (see CPS 5). A coal lease gives the lease holder 
the exclusive right to extract the coal resource. Provisions exist, 
however, to prohibit mining under a lease but only when environmental 
conditions are prhobitive and then only with due compensation for the 
lessee's loss. 

Interact ions 

R-CPS 6. Coal development within Fifty-Mile Mountain Recreation Lands 
could preclude the protection and enhancement of natural values. 

R-CPS 7. Coal development within the Paria/Hackberry Recreation lands 
could preclude the protection and enhancement of natural values. 

R-2.lb. Coal development on this recreation site could preclude protec- 
tion and enhancement of recreational values. 

w-1.1. New road construction for coal development could increase ero- 
xin these areas. 

w-1.3. Coal development in these highly erodible soils could result in 
cased erosion. 

w-1.4. Coal development could preclude protection and increasing cover 
on these streambanks. 

12 
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R-CPS 5. Coal development in this area could harm the old trees on 
Four-Mile Bench. 

Possible alluvial valley floor/prime farmland soils/special floodplain 
of Henrieville (about 1,600 acres) is a coal unsuitability criteria. 

Lands within the GCNRA are considered unsuitable for coal development 
(about 1,500 acres involved) under the coal unsuitability criteria. 

About 100 miles of telephone, powerline, road, and highway rights-of-way 
lie within the coal development area. Federal lands and an area 100 
feet on either side of these ROWS must be protected under the coal 
suitability criteria. 

About 58,000 acres of KRCRA coal development are in Class II visual area 
which is an unsuitability criteria for coal development. 

The following wilderness inventory units have been evaluated in the 
initial inventory and have been recommended for further study: UT-040 
-076, -077, -078, -079, -080, -245, -247, -249, -254, -268. Areas being 
studied for inclusion in the wilderness system are unsuitable for mining 
under the coal unsuitability criteria. 

Tc 
f;‘ J79 Multiple Use Recommendation 

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

a. Do not further consider for leasing in unleased areas and do 
not allow coal development in leased areas with the recreation, forestry 
values, and erosion problems identified in-the interactions above unless 
it is determined that mining can take place and still protect the iden- 
tified values. 

b. For leased lands where coal unsuitability criteria have been 
identified and if it is determined that the criteria can legally be 
applied, do not allow mining in these areas unless the lessee can show 
in an approved mining plan that mining will not adversely affect the 
value which is to be protected. For underground mining, it is expected 
that most, if not all of the identified values can be protected. For 
instance, surface facilities would not be built, or strategically placed 
in VRM II areas. 

C. On unleased lands where coal unsuitability criteria have been 
identified, do not further consider the area for leasing unless it is 
determined that mining will not adversely affect the value which is to 
be protected. For underground mining, it is expected that most, if not 
all of the identified values can be protected. 

13 



d. Ho activities which could impair wilderness character could 
take place in areas under study for possible wilderness characteristics. 
If an area is designated wilderness, a determination of whether it is 
acceptable for further consideration for leasing (where unleased) or for 
coal development (where presently leased) would be reevaluated at that 
time. 

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

a. Where coal unsuitability criteria have been identified and if 
it is determined that the criteria can legally be applied, do not allow 
mining in these areas unless the permittee can show in an approved 
mining plan that mining will not adversely affect the value which is to 
be protected. For underground mining, it is expected that most, if not 
all of the identified values can be protected. 

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

F Area Manaqer's Recommendation. Accept the Multiple Use Recommendation. 

IL.. ,rl 
979 

Decision. Approve the Area Manager's recommendation as modified by the 
Jan 1981 application of the coal unsuitability criteria in the attached coal 

summary dated October 3, 1980. - 
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ACt1\‘ltY Mi nera 1 s 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS--DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

,lorthrup Recommendation M-4.2. Determine if the area within the Alton/Kanab 
Dee 1978 KRCRA is acceptable for further consideration for leasing or development 

of coal by underground mining methods. Approximately 100 million tons 
of coal reserves and 9,000 acres are involved. 

Rationale. The USGS classifies KRCRAs where coal beds exist of suffi- 
cient quality, depth, and thickness. It is from these areas that poss- 
ible future leasing and development can be expected. None of the area 
is under lease, permit, or lease application. 

Resource Interactions 

v-1.2. New roads associated with mining would add new intrusions in the 
area. 

WL-1.1. Mining of coal could preclude the protection and enhancement of 
riparian areas. 

WL-4.1. Coal development could be detrimental to areas where there are 
ponderosa pine trees. 

WL-7.1. Coal mine development could interfere with potential wildlife 
transplant sites. 

About 4,000 acres of KRCRA are in Class II visual resource area which is 
an unsuitability criteria for coal development. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation 
May 1979 

1. Determine that this area is acceptable for further consideration 
for leasing except as follows: 

a. Do not further consider leasing those areas where there are 
interactions with wildlife and forestry unless it is determined that 
mining can take place and still protect these values. 

b. Where the coal unsuitability criteria has been identified (VRM 
Class II), do not further consider the area for leasing unless it is 
determined that mining can take place and still meet the VRM Class II 
requirements. 

Fagan Area Manager's Recommendation. Accept the Multiple Use Recommendation. 
June 1979 
,ldsn*--t Decision. Approve the Area Manager's recommendation as modified by the 
f. I1 application of the coal un 

summary dated October 3, 131b. 
'tability criteria in the attached coal 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Yorthrup Continuing Present Situations 
)ec 1978 M. CPS.l 

Removal of material from existing sand and gravel extraction sites will 
continue as specified in existing permits. The opportunity to continue 
production from existing material site rights-of-way requires no recom- 
mendation because production will continue.by the State Department of 
Transportation under the long-term right they have acquired. The oppor- 
tunity to continue production from present contract sales (Kocjan con- 
tract) requires no recommendation because production will continue until 
the end of the contract period (Overlay 4 for URA Step 3). 

Interactions 
A recreation site is proposed on a portion of the material site 

of-way on Henrieville Creek (RCPSl). Development of this site for 
right- 

recreation will require revoking a portion of the State Highway Depart- 
ment ROW and would reduce available gravel reserves on the site. The 
gravel site conflicts with proposed facilities and scenery (RCPSl). 

- Ready Availability of economic sand and gravel deposits provides some 
stability to the construction industry and a small economic benefit to 
the community (Minerals URA). 

- Recreation recommends a stipulation that gravel extraction be confined 
to areas above 6,680' contour level be screened from view of State 
Highway U-12, and from proposed campground development along Henrieville ' 
Creek. Rehabilitate previous work areas (R1.l Interaction form). 

- The Henrieville Creek site is located in VRM Class III area. Con- 
tinued extraction without site rehabilitation violates VRM standards. 
Improved rehabilitation is required to meet VRM standards. 

- VRM recommends restricting the gravel pit at Glen Canyon City to the 
existing extraction area and rehabilitating the site (VCPSl, V1.1). 

- Limited air pollution (dust) during pit operation (Air Quality Inter- 
action Form). 

Multiple Use Analysis. Other than at the Henrieville Creek site, all of 
the above interactions involve conflicts that can be resolved in the 
normal course of gravel pit supervision and permit renewal. 

The presence of a material site right-of-way at Henrieville Creek severe- 
ly limits available alternatives. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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-j. Alternatives: 
1. Drop the recreation site proposal and permit full extraction of 

the gravel deposit by the state. 

2. Contact the State and negotiate a mutually agreeable site 
development plan that allows both recreation development and gravel 
extraction. Stipulations in plan would protect proposed recreation 
facilities, provide for rehabilitation of the gravel pit visual intru- 
sion, and mitigate future visual impact on both the recreation site and 
highway travel zone. 

3. Cooperate with State in selecting a new material site right-of- 
way in the vicinity to eliminate the conflict. 

Team Team Recommendation. Adopt alternative 2 or 3 depending on the results 
May 1979 of contact with the State Highway Department. 

In selecting these recommendations, the team recognizes BLM's lack of 
discretion in revoking or modifying an existing grant. The team also 
acknowledges past efforts to negotiate with the state without success, 
but recommends continued periodic contact in view of the fact that a 
change of view or personnel may lead to positive results. 

Fagan Mu1 tiple Use Recommendation. Accept the team recommendation. 
Jur- ’ 979 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANACEMENT 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

-1 

I 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Northrup M. CPS.2 
Dee 1978 The opportunity to continue free use collection of petrified wood by the 

public requires no recommendation because the entire unit is open to 
such collection within the constraints of 43 CFR 3622. This situation 
will prevail unless some action is taken to the contrary. 

Team Interactions 

May 1979 - Benefits recreation use by providing extensive open areas 
hounding (RCPS7). 

for rock- 

- New roads and trails created by rockhounds will impact VRM in the 
scenic areas where petrified wood normally occurs. VRM recommends 
confining vehicles to roads and trails (V1.2). 

F; 

Multiple Use Analysis 
ORV aspect of analysis is part of ORV recommendation (R3.1). There is 
no other conflict. 

Multiple USE Recommendation ! 
Availability of petrified wood will continue as at present, but subject 

June 1979 to access by off-road vehicles as decided in R-3.1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR I 
Name faAl F P) 

Paria 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK P 

Northrup 
Dee 1978 

Team 
Way 1979 

Fagan 
June 1979 

M. CPS.3 
The opportunity to protect and further identify the subeconomic deposit 
of septarian nodules requires no recommendation. Mining claims have 
been located on the deposit but no excavation has taken place since the 
claimants were informed that septarian nodules may not be locatable 
under the mining laws. Free use collection of septarian nodules by the 
public requires no recommendation because the entire unit is open to 
such collection within the constraints of 43 CFR 6010.2 (Overlay 4 for 
URA Step 3 and Overlay 1 for URA Step 4). 

Interactions 
W recommends restricting vehi'cles to roads and trails defined on a 

planned access road system (V1.2). 

- Benefits recreation use by providing a valuable rockhound attraction. 

Multiple Use Analysis: 
ORV aspect of analysis is a part of ORV recommendation (R3.1). There 
are no other conflicts. 

Multiple Use Recommendation 
Collection of septarian nodules by the public will continue as at pre- 
sent, subject to access by off-road vehicles as identified in R-3.1. 

Note: Attach additronal sheets. if needed 
20 
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DEPARTMENTOFTHE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 
I Name (‘sari a 

Activitfii neral s 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYStS-DECI 

Northrup 
Dee 1978 M-CPS 4 - Identified-Economic Reserves-Existinq Coal Leases. In the 

Paria unit, eight companies and individuals have leased coal comprising 
101,590 acres of land. Total coal reserves for these existing leases 
are estimated at 2.5 billion tons in which 30 to 50 percent of this 
amount is recoverable by underground mining methods (Overlay 2 for URA 
Step 3). 

All of the existing leases in the Paria unit must produce one-fortieth 
of their reserves by June 1, 1986 or be subject to cancellation under 
the "diligent development" provision of the Federal Coal Leasing Amend- 
ments Act of 1975. Also, under this act, the existing leaseholders must 
meet the "continued operation" requirement after the diligence test is 
met. 

Leased coal could be developed after submission, evaluation, and approv- 
al of a mining plan. Two proposed mining and reclamation plans for the 
Paria unit were evaluated in the Southern Utah Coal ES. 

El Paso Coal Company proposes to mine 6.8 million tons of coal per year 
(mty) from two underground mines. The proposed Blue Mine would produce 
0.5 mty and the proposed Red Mine would produce 6.3 mty. Both of these 
mines would operate on a leasehold consisting of 27,659 acres of Federal 
land and 12,887 acres of State land. Total reserves on the leasehold 
are estimated at 634 million tons in which coal recovery represents less 
than 40 percent of total reserves. The Red Mine would produce 200 
million tons over a 38-year mine life and the Blue Mine 4.5 million tons 
over a lo-year projected mine life. 

i 
I 

-Resources Company et al., proposes to mine 12 mty from five underground 
mines. Proposed mine Number 5 is intended to be the first mine into 
production and would produce 1 mty. Mine numbers 1 through 4 would 
produce 11 mty. Coal production would come from a portion of leasehold 
consisting of 49,277 acres of Federal land and 7,499 acres of State land 
with reserves totalling 1.07 billion tons. Between 30 and 50 percent of 
this amount is recoverable by underground mining methods. 

, 

Mine number 5 would produce 35 million tons over a projected 35-year 
mine life. Mine numbers 1 through 4 would produce 385 million tons over 
a projected 35-year mine life. 

Both of these mining plans as presented in the ES for the Southern Utah 
Coal Region are illustrative and not necessarily specific or final. 

21 
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Interactions and Recommendations 
May 1979 

See M-4.1. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (JIFP) 

Parja 
Activity 

. 7#+ylc 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Identified-Economic Reserves/Existing Preference Right Lease 
Northrup !$!?c~t7ons and Permits Dee 1978 . Two companies have preference right lease 

apolications and prospecting permits comprising 5,850 acres of land in 
the Paria unit. Total coalreserves for these existing preference right 
lease applications and permits are estimated at 100 million tons (Over- 
lay 2 for URA Step 3). 

Preference right lease applications will be evaluated by BLM on a case- 
by-case basis and will convert to leases if "commercial quantities" of 
coal can be proven by the applicant. It is not known when specific 
action will be taken on the preference right lease applciations within 
the unit. New leases would be subject to "diligent development" and 
"continued operation" provisions. 

Permits which do not qualify for lease applications will probably be 
administratively cancelled sometime in the future. The land would 
revert to an unleased status, subject to possible future competitive 
leasing (Overlay 2 for URA Step 3). 

Team Interations and Recommendations 

May 1979 
See M-4.1. 

23 
Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed --- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

Name CNFPI 

Paria 

Activity Minerals 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Northrup M.CPS.6 
Dee 1978 Identified-Subeconomic Resources. The opportunity to protect and 

further identifv coal deoosits in the identified-subeconomic areas will 
continue because this reflects the present situation which will prevail 
unless some action is taken to the contrary. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 - Recreation recommends closing Fiftymile Mountain to both mineral 

leasing and location. This action would close a substantial area of 
identified subeconomic coal deposits to further exploration (RCPS6). 

- Recreation recommends closing the Paria-Hackberry area to mineral 
leasing and location. This action would remove a small area of identi- 
fied subeconomic .coal deposits from exploration (RCPS7). 

- Watershed recommends closing a substantial area of subeconomic coal 
deposits to exploration and leasing to protect highly erosion sus- 
ceptible soils (W1.3). 

Watershed recommends closing stream banks and flood plain within 
;ubeconomic coal areas to mineral leasing (W1.4). 

Multiple Use Analysis 
The Paria-Hackberry and Fiftymile Mountain areas have been recognized in 
prior MFP decisions as recreation lands. Any application for coal 
exploration permits identified-subeconomic areas would be subject to an 
environmental assessment on a site by site basis. The assessment would 
consider impacts on recreation values and whether and to what extent 
such impacts can be mitigated. Such an assessment would also consider 
impacts on watershed values as identified in the interactions. Deci- 
sions on each permit application would then be made based on facts 
brought forward from the environmental assessment. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation Continue the present situation to allow 

June 1979 identification of coal deposits through exploration permits to be pro- 
cessed with the aid of environmental assessment of each permit appli- 
cation. 

24 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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I 

Name (4 PI. 
ff aria 

I Activitvi ne ra 1 s 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Northrup M. CPS.7 
Dee 1978 In the Paria unit there are approximately 60,000 acres closed to oil and 

gas leasing, and 61,000 acres in which there is no surface occupancy 
(Overlay 3 for URA, Step 3) These oil and gas categories involve 3 of 
the 10 major anticlines in the unit that have potential for oil and gas 
production. However, there has not been any oil and gas exploration in 
the unit for many years, and 7 major anticlines remain open to oil and 
gas exploration. Therefore, these oil and gas categories represent no 
conflict at the present time and the categories should remain as at 
present. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 - Watershed recommends no new surface disturbance on much of the plann- 

ing unit, and restricting travel to existing roads and trails on most of 
the unit. These restraints would severely curtail oil and gas explora- 
tion (W1.l, W1.2, W1.3, W1.4). 

- New access routes will be needed for drilling and exploration of the 
unit (minerals URA values). 

Watershed recommends stipulations in drilling permits to retain salt 
and sediment on site (W1.l, W1.2, W1.3, W1.4). 

Existing closures are positive for VRM on 121,000 acres, preventing 
iew intrusions in these areas (VCPSl). 

- Special stipulations on standard lease and exploration plans are 
needed to protect recreation values (geological and other cultural 
values) not otherwise identified (Ret URA Values). 

Area immediately around Reese Canyon Granary is recommended for protec- 
tive stipulations to prevent site damage by drilling (R2.lb). 

Confine surface occupancy at Henrieville Creek Rec. site to previously 
disturbed areas (RCPS.l). 

Recreation recommends restricting leasing and surface occupancy on 
40,000 additional acres of Fiftymile Mountain recreation lands (RCPS6). 

- Recreation recommends restricting to no surface occupancy those por- 
tions of the Paria-Hackberry recreation lands that are not already 
restricted (RCPS7). 

25 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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Grosvenor Arch = 40 acres presently NSO; additional portion of approx. 
120 acre visual zone which would include drainage west of the arch could 
're protected by special stipulations (screening behind terrain features, 
Ise of portable mud pits, complete rehabilitation of surface distur- 

bances. The most preferable protective stipulation would be to locate 
any drilling activities in Butler Valley Neck to the east, or west of 
the ridge common to section 31,385, 1E and section 6, 39S,lE). 

VRM Classes Class I = no activity allowed. 
Class II = use existing access routes, portable mudpits, portable pipe 
carrier racks, screen behind terrain features, utilize drainage bottoms 
for access and drill sites - remnant changes should not beevident in 
landscape. 

Class III = same stipulations listed for Class II except residual 
impacts may be evident but subordinate in landscape. 

Class IV = standard stips plus applicable ones listed above - 
residual changes must reflect natural occurrence. 

One hundred sixty acres at West Cove was included in the federal regis- 
ter publication closing specific areas to surface occupancy by C&MU Act 
designation. This site was overlooked when the title plats were noted. 
'42S, RlW, Sections 29, WJlSLk; 30 E%SE%, need to be noted on the plat as 
a no surface occupancy area. 

Multiple Use Analysis 
The principal interaction with the proposal to retain oil and gas cate- 
gories as established in 1975 are recommendations to enlarge the closed 
and no surface occupancy areas on Fiftymile Mountain and Paria-Hackberry 
Canyon areas. These areas have been identified as recreation lands in 
the prior MFP and that recognition is being carried foreward, The total 
areas were -considered for closure or no surface occupancy in 1975 and 
there is no additional information to support a change from the 1975 
decision at this time. It is recognized these areas may be totally or 
partially included in future wilderness study areas and that may affect 
the oil and gas categories, but until determinations are made on wilder- 
ness studies the categories should remain at previously identified. 

Other small areas identified in intereactions, above, such as Henrie- 
ville Creek recreation site can be protected on a site-by-site basis 
through environmental assessments which will be required before deci- 
sions are made on lease applications or exploration permits. 

Ither concerns of the interactions can also be analyzed in environmental 
assessments and impacts that can or cannot be mitigated can be identi- 
fied to be considered in decisions. 

26 



Fagan 

Multiple Use Recommendation 
Retain oil and gas categories as identified in 1975. In any oil and gas 

June 1979 activity on areas where leases may be considered, environmental assess- 
ment should specifically analyze impacts on watershed, geological and 
cultural values, and visual resource management classes. Special areas 
for impact analysis as identified interactions are Henrieville Creek and 
Grosvenor Arch. B"M plat books should be noted on C&MU act designations 
of the 160 acres at West Cove. 

MCPS8 will have to be completed after other minerals, recreation and 
watershed multiple use recommendations are made. RMZ 2/22/79 

MCPS8 
Approximately 1,131,OOO acres of the Paria unit are open and 69,500 
acres are closed to exploration and location under the general mining 
laws. One closure involves minerals which are considered critical or of 
compelling national significance according to the USGS and Bureau of 
Mines. This closure is a recreation classification surrounding the old 
Paria townsite (approximately 2,500 acres) where subeconomic resources 
of gold and uranium exist. It is unlikely that an economic method of 
extraction will be found in the forseeable future for the subeconomic 
resource of gold. Many uranium mining claims were located in the area 
during the "rush" of the 1950's, prior to the establishment of the 
classification, but no development has taken place. Therefore, this 
closure represents little conflict at the present time and requires no 
recommendation (Overlay 5 for URA Step 3 and Overlay 1 for URA Step 4). 

Interactions 
The following resource recommendations or values have identified impacts 
from open mineral exploration. The degree of restraint to be placed on 
minerals will be analyzed and decided with each of these recommendations 
and the results summarized here. 
Ll, Ml.], M1.2, M1.3, RCPSl, RCPS4, RCPS6, RCPS7, RCPs7b, RCPS7, RCPs7b, 
RCPS7c, RCPS7d, RCPS7e, RCPS7f, RCPS7h, Rl.l, R2.lb, R3.1, VCPSl, V1.1, 
v1.2, w1.1, w1.2, w1.3, w1.4, w1.5. 

Summary of Area Managers Decisions Regarding Mineral Closure 
l-l.1 Decision is to retain land in public ownership. Even if it is 
disposed of the area is small and indicated to contain subeconomic 
gypsum so it is of little conswquence at present whether it is open or 
closed to location. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

M5.1 

Northrup Recommendation Concerning Leasable Minerals in the 
Dee 1978 Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Until the GCNRA Management Plan 

is approved, BLM is not in a position to make recommendations concerning 
leasable minerals. When the plan is approved, BLM will recommend that 
all areas within the recreation area designated for resource utilization 
( i.e., non-wilderness) be open to leasing for oil and gas and, when 
appropriate regulations are promulgated, those deposits of oil 
impregnated sandstone within no-wilderness areas also be open to leasing 
and possible development. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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IN REPLY REFER 7-C’: 

United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF HE.\RISGS ASD XPPEALS 
I?TTERIOR EOARD OF L.4XD APPEALS - 

HIKO 

.----- 

4015 WLSOS BOULEVARD r,;Jq. 2-i ..- 1 rp ?ym7 

ARLISCTOS, \T?RCiXIA 22993 

VIRGIL V. PETERSON 
AND 

BELL MINING AND OIL CO. ,-_.d 

Decided September 12, 1978 

Appeals from decisions of the Utah State Office, Bureau of Land 
Hanagernent, re~eft&~ppl.i~ations f3r extension of,coal prospecting --. -.-.A_-. ---- 
permits U 4738, U 4739, U 5296, U 5297, U 9901, and U 11898. -,- 

Affirmed. 

1. Applications and Entries: Valid Existing 
Rights--Coal Leases and Permits: Applica- 
tions--Coal Leases and Pernits: Penits: 
Generally 

Sec. 4 of the Federal Coal Leasing Amend- 
ments Act of 1975 removes the authority of 
the Secretary to grant extensiocs of coal 
prospecting pemits, subject to valid exist- 
ing rights, ;zd applies to applica:iozs for 
perztit extmsions pending at the tine the 
l;.J -;zt 2na2:ec by Cxi~rzss. SCC k ?e-,eicg 
aTpli.cations are not valid existkg rights 
under sec. 4 of the 1975 Xnendzsnzs Act 
because the authority to grant coal pros- 
pecticg petit extensions was discrerionary 
with the Secretary. 

ASI)? Il: ylys . --.A -- L . c. 3. ?e:araon, Esq., ?oulsoz, Cd,11 6 Peterson, Denver, 
Colorado, for appellant Peterson; Gerald E. Nielson, Esq., Yano & 
h'ielsoz, Salt Lake City, Utah, for appellant Hiko Bell; Lawrence G. 
YcBride, Esq., Office of the Solicitor, for the Goverzzent. 

OPXNION JUDGZ BELSKI 

Virgil V. Petzson and Zko Eel1 !&ins and Oil Co. have appealed 
from separate decisions of the Utah State Office, Bureau of Land 
Macagezenc (BM), dated October 17, 1977, rejecting their applications 

37 IBLA 18 
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I. . 

) 

for extension of coal prospecting permits, respectively, U 4738, U 4739, 
U 5296, and U 5297, and U 9901 and U 11898. Due to a similarity of 
issues, we have consolidated both appeals. 

Both appellants held coal prospecting peraits issued for Z-year 
terms. Appellant Peterson's permits were to expire May 31 and 
June 30, 1970. llppellant Hiko Bell's permits were to expire June 30, 
1972. 

Prior to the expiration dates, appellants filed applications for 
the extension of their permits pursuant to section 2(b) of the Hizeral 
Leasing Act of 1920, as mended, 30 U.S.C. § 201(b) (1970). In both 
cases, the GeologicalSurvey recommended extension of the permits. 
The applications, however, were suspended pending implementation of 
the new “long-term” coal leasing policy announced by the Secretary of 
the Interior on February 17, 1973. While they rezained in suspended 
status the Federal Coal Leasing tiendments Act of 1975 (ICLAA), 
30 U.S.C.A. § 201(b) (Supp. 19771, was enacted. 

By separate decisions dated October 17, 1977, the BLM State 
Office held that: 

[T]he Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 
1975, which amended section 2(b) of the Min- 
eral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, tern- 
inated the Secretary’s authority to grant 
extensions of outstanding coal prospecting 
permits because the holder of a permit has 
no right to an extension, and the Act only 
preserved the Secretary's authority to grant 
"valid existing rights." 

Appellants' applications were rejected. 

fl] Section 4 of the Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 
1975, supra, repealed the authority of the Secretary to grant exten- 
sions ofal prospecting permits pursuant to the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920, as amended, supra, "subject to valid existing rights.” 

In their statements of reasons for appeal, appellants contend 
that their applications for extension were not subject to the pro- 
visions of section 4 of the FCL&& because, except for the Secretary's 
moratorium on such applications, they vould have been considered prior 
to the enactment of that Act. As appellant Hiko Bell asserts, '%e 
alternative is to reward the Secretary for his procrastination by 
extending his prerogatives as a result of that procrastination." 

..J 
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The Secretary was well within his powers in suspending appli- 
cations for extension pending implementation of the new "long-term" 
coal leasing policy. Thomas C. Woodward, 35 LBLA 262 (1978); Island 
Creek Coal Co., 35 IBLA 247 (1978) (and cases cited). 

Horeover, as -we have held on several recent occasions, the FCLAA 
does apply to applications for extension pending on the date of its 
enactment. Thomas C. Woodward, suora; Island Creek Coal Co., suora* 
Peabody Coal Co., 34 LBLA 139 (lm 

-' 
The public lands must be 

administered "in accordance with existing law." Island Creek Coal Co., 
supra at 252 (and cases cited). Accordingly, the State Office prop- 
erly rejected appellants' applications for extension. 

As an alternative theory, appellants contend that they had a 
right to an extension under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as 
amended, suora, because the granting of 
to compli=vith 

ar extension was subject only 
the requirements of section Z(b) of the Act. l/ 

Appellants assert that they complied with the requirements of th: 
Act, spending considerable time and money on exploration, and "earned" 
the right to an extension at that time. They point to the fact that 
extensions were "routinely granted" as supporting their interpretation 
of the Act. They conclude that this right was a "valid existing right" 
preserved by the savings clause of the FCLAA. 

Again, as we have recently held, pending applications for exten- 
sion are not "valid existing rights" within the meaning of section 4 
of the FCLAA because thev were subiect to the discretion of the 
Secfetary. Thomas C. Wobdward, - supra; Island Creek Coal Co., suora; 
Peabody Coal Co.. suora. Sectiom) of the Mineral Leasing r 
of 1920, as amende=pra, clearly provides that extension is depen- 
dent upon the exercisxdiscretion by the Secretary as well as 
compliance with the various requirements of the Act. Applications 
'dependent upon an exercise of administrative discretion [can] not 
be considered as * * * vested or 'valid existing' rightIs]." Peabody 
Coal Co ., supra at 144. Furthermore, the allegation that extensions 

l/ Section 2(b) of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
30 U.S.C. 5 201(b) (19701, provides that: 

‘[A] coal prospecting permit * * * may be extended by the Secre- 
tary * * * if he shall find that the permittee has been unable, with 
the exercise of reasonable diligence, to determine the existence or 
vorkability of coal deposits in the area covered by the permit and 
desires to prosecute further prospecting or exploration, or for other 
reasons in the opinion of the Secretary warranting such extension." 
(Emphasis added.1 
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vere "routinely granted," even if it could be proved, gives the appli- 
cant no greater rights. Island Creek Coal Co., supra. Discretionary 
acts are not metamorphosized into ministerial transactions by their 
mere repetition, nor are the rights of one applicant enlarged by the 
treatment of other applicants in an unrelated application. 

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to the Board 
of Land Appeals by the Secretary of the Interior, 43 CFR 4.1, the 
decision appealed from is affirmed. 

~i&x.& y&d * 
J&es L. Burski 
Administrative Judge 

We concur: 

I’ 
1/ Administrative Judge m 

n 

Administrative Judge 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

N me ~i\li-P~ 
j b aria 

*l%%t Products 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Pittman 
Dee 1978 

Team 
Ylay 1979 

Fagan 
June 1979 
Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Continuing Present Situation 
F. CPS. 1. Allow the Canaan Peak 2,170 acre ponderosa pine stand to 
continue to reproduce and grow at a natural rate for aesthetic and 
wildlife benefits. No silvicultural practices or selective cutting are 
recommended because the site does not have sufficient production poten- 
tial for management as commercial forest. There is no evidence of 
insect or disease infestation requiring management action. 

Team Interactions 

FCPS2. Recommending removal of dead and down firewood will keep forest 
floor clear of litter, reducing fire hazard and permitting seeding 
reestablishment. 

R3.1. Recommends open ORV use. Off-road use in ponderosa pine stand 
compacts soil restricting seedling reestablishment and breaks off young 
seedlings. 

RM1.l. Rancher inteview - Ken Goulding - recommends letting small 
logger remove some of the big trees before they become decadent and die 
out. 

WL4.1. Highly complementary. Both recommendations are to protect 
ponderosa pine trees. 

Multiple Use Analysis. There are no significant interactions. The 
multiple use recommendation for R-3.1 is to limit ORV use in the Canaan 
Peak-Area to roads and trails so the conflict would be eliminated. 
There would be no objection to allowing a small logger remove big trees 
if there is any interest to do so. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 

Decision. Leave the area open to ORV use. 

Rationale. Observations do not warrant changing this designation. The 
area will be monitored and if circumstances change, a designation amend- 
ment to restrict ORV use to existing roads and trails may be necessary. 

fir-*- n tt-rh *driitinn-1 fhmet=, if needed 



RM4.1 
Recommends land treatment on 75,600 acres to achieve 10,500 additional 
AUMs to meet livestock forage demands. The proposed wayside overlooks 
could reduce the AUMs that could be produced by as much as 23 AUMs and 
the treatment areas could detract from attractions for which the over- 
looks are constructed. 

Team Multiple Use Analysis 
+tar 1979 

The loss of 23 AUMs is insignificant in relation to the total amount to 
be produced if the range management recommendation is ever impelemented. 
Costs and low priority may result in it not being implemented even if it 
is approved as an MFP decision. 

The long-range effects on aesthetics from the detraction treatment may 
have on the purpose of an overlook could be reduced by the treatment 
being either spraying or burning, then aerial seeding with a mixture of 
wildlife forage plants and some desirable grasses to maintain a natural 
appearance. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation 
June 1979 Accept the recommendation. If area is ever treated, do so by spraying 

or burning and reseed as directed above. 

Jer -7 Decision. Accept the recommendation but do not develop until there is a 
J 31 demand for the facilities. 



RCPS79 
Recreational use will create its own demand for firewood which is scarce 
at this site. Consider limiting removal to recreation users only at the 
Paria Movie Set. 

R3.1 
fi access to all areas is necessary to removal of firewood. 

PAA Social Values 
Freedom to use public lands; self reliance of obtaining firewood on own. 

RM4.1 
New seedings (chained P-J areas) will ahve more accessible forage if 
fuelwood is removed after establishment of treatment areas. 

RM1.2 
Gal of dead and down fuelwood opens up the understory forage for 
more accessible AUMs. 

RM2.2 
Removal of dead and down fuelwood will make the understory forage (AUMs) 
more readily available for grazing. 

RM2.6 
Emends land treatments, chaining could create more dead and down 
fuelwood. 

Multiple Use Analysis 
The only significant interactions are RCPS 6 and 7 and R3.1. R3.1 
recommending ORV use conflicts with the other two recommending protec- 
tion of areas identified as recreation lands. The multiple use analysis 
for these recommendations leads to the conclusion that the Fiftymile 
Mountain area should be closed to ORV use and such use in Paria- 
Hackberry should be limited to roads and trails. The extensive rec- 
reation value of these areas are considered to be greater than ORV use 
or fuel wood collection. There is -ample fuel wood to meet demand out- 
side these areas. However, fuelwood could be gathered if it could be 
done from existing roads or trails. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation 

June 1979 
Accept the recommendation, except do not authorize permits for fuelwood 
in the Fiftymile Mountain and only in Paria-Hackberry where it can be 
done from roads or trails that remain in the area. 

Do not allow fuel wood permits near the Paria Movie set. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name C.VI-‘Pj 

Paria 
Activity 

Forest Products 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 step 3 

Pittman - FCPS3 
Dee 1978 Leave the entire planning unit open to individual and commercial harvest 

of pinyon Christmas trees. There are an estimated 150,000 Christmas 
trees available in the unit to supply an average annual permitted demand 
for 50 trees and an estimated unauthorized harvest of 100-300 trees. It 
is expected that individual removal for personal use will remain the 
primary use of the Christmas tree resource. The annual Christmas tree 
trip is an important event for many local families. Low site density, 
relatively poor tree quality, and distance to market indicate it will be 
some time in the future before there is active commercial demand for 
Christmas trees from this unit. No recommendations are made for im- 
proved Christmas tree silviculture since there is no predicted demand 
for the product. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 RCPSl, 2, 4 recommend preservation on development of recreation sites at 

Henrieville Creek, Pine Springs CCC development, and Grosvenor Arch. 

R1.l, 1.2 recommend recreation sites at West Cove, Kodachrome Flats and 
the Blues. 

RCPS 6 & 7 recommend Fiftymile Mountain and Paria-Hackberry areas to be 
managed as Recreation Lands and closed to ORV use. 

R3.1 Recommends the unit outside Paria Primitive Area be open to ORV 
use. 

WLl Recommends protection of riparian areas. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There are ample Christmas tree areas outside of the areas identified in 
the interactions section to supply the low demand for Christmas trees. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation 
June 1979 

Permit Christmas tree harvest in the planning unit, except in the Fifty- 
mile Mountain and Paria-Hackberry areas, riparian areas and in potential 
Recreation sites. 

FCPS6 Leave the area identified as lb on the Forestry Overlay open to 
small scale removal of wildings and other vegetative products upon 
application and permit. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1 \I/:/’ 1 

Paria 
Act:vlty 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Bunker RECOMMENDATION R-3.1. Designate all public lands (identified on URA 3 - 
Dee 1978 Overlay 5) as open for off-road vehicle use. This includes all units 

identified as physically suitable, and units which were not rated due to 
unsuitable surface character or inaccessibility. 

Further segregate and manage the East Clark Bench ORV unit (016) as a 
special use area to accommodate commercial or competitive events, and 
events involving more than 50 vehicles. 

COORDINATION = county government; Utah Outdoor Recreation Agency; Utah 
State Land Board; private land owners; Glen Canyon NRA; ORV organiza- 
tions. 

SUPPORT = ORV imp 
Hegister, prepare 
closed area, deve 

lementation plan , activity plan, designation in Federal 
public brochure, monitor usage (Recreation); post 

lop facilities (Operations). 

RATIONALE - Designation of lands within this unit as open to off-road 
vehicle travel will enhance casual and extensive forms of recreation 
use. The majority of current ORv use in this unit occurs on established 
physical access routes, as indicated in the Kane County PAA. Provision 
of this extensive area for motorized recreation activities will afford 
ORV participants an excellent variety of access routes and useable 
terrain. Demand for this form of recreation is increasing both locally . 
and nationally. 

The East Clark Bench rating unit is recommended for designation as an 
intensive use area since it presently is receiving most of the cross 
country form of vehicular use. In addition, this unit was one of the 
largest rated areas, had the highes.t combined rating score for three 
modes of travel, was defined by cultural or physiographic features, and 
will insure compatibility with other recreation uses. 

Team Interactions. Negative interactions with this recommendation from other 
May 1979 resources are: 

Forestry - unrestricted ORV use in the Canaan Peak ponderosa area would 
damage both established trees and young seedlings. 

Recreation - ORV use at proposed developed sites (Henrieville Creek, 
Grosvenor Arch, Uest Cove) would not be in conformance with management 
regulations; natural, scenic and cultural values would be impaired in 
unroaded portions of the proposed Fiftymile Mountain and Paria-Hackberry 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Pittman FCPSS 
Dee 1978 Leave the entire area open to post cutting by permit. By one estimate, 

there are almost 1% million posts available in the unit aaainst an 
average annual permitted harvest of 500 posts and an estiiated un- 
authorized harvest of 2,500 posts. No recommendations are made for 
improved silvicultural practices for posts since the supply is sub- 
stantially above present and foreseeable demand. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 

RCPSl, 2, 4 recommend preservation or development of recreation sites at 
Henrieville Creek, pine Springs CCC development, Grosvenor Arch. 

RCPS5 recommends protection of the ancient pinyon-juniper trees on Four 
-Bench. 

RCPS6 & 7 recommend managing the Fiftymile Mountain and Paria-Hackberry 
areas as Recreation lands which would restrict access necessary to 
harvest posts. 

R1.l, 1.2 recommends recreation sites at West Cove, Kodachrome Flats and 
the Blues. 

WL1.l recommends protection of vegetation on riparian areas. 

Multiple Use Analysis 
The supply is so much greater than the demand that there is no problem 
in disallowing post cutting on areas identified in the interactions. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation 

June 1979 Permit post cutting except on Fiftymile Mountain and Paria-Hackberry 
recreation lands; potential recreation sites - Henrieville Creek, Pine 
Springs CCC development, and Grosvenor Arch, West Cove, Blues, and 
Kodachrome Flats; Fourmile Bench ancient P-J area, and Riparian areas. 

7 
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9. Grazing Confined to Seeded Areas. Since the total land treatment 
potential will not be developed within the next 20 years, the oppor- 
tunity to confine all grazing to seeded areas was not brought forward to 
MFP Step 1. This could also be evaluated again at a later revision 
date. 

10. Wood and Post Cutting. The opportunity for wood and post cutting 
.t was not carried forward into MFP 1 since the sites where the opportunity 

exists lie in remote areas. The demand is not great enough at the 
present time to open these remote areas. If an increased demand over- 
rides the existing supply nearer the towns in the planning unit in the 
future, this opportunity could be reconsidered. 

11. Last Chance and Rock Creek Allotments. These two allotments are 
administered by the Escalante Resource Area. The opportunities for 
management of these allotments are reflected in the Escalante MFP and 
are excluded from the Paria MFP. 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4 
1. Predator Control. Opportunities for predator control were not 
brought forward because predators do not present a serious problem at 
the present time. This opportunity could-be reconsidered if predators 
become a major problem in the planning unit. 

2. Supervision. Opportunities for improved supervision of grazing use 
was not carried forward because supervision is considered a day-to-day 
responsibility. It is assumed that with implementation of intensive 
management, manpower and funds will be available to do an adequate job 
of supervision. 

3. Poison Plants. Poison plant control opportunities were not carried 
forward because poison plants cause only minor problems in the unit. 
Allotments with oak are not grazed in the early spring, when oak causes 
problems. Milkweed, death camas, copperweed, loco and other poison 
plants are found on Federal land in only small amounts and do not war- 
rant special control measures. 

4. Supplemental Feeding. Supplemental feeding opportunities were not 
carried into MFP 1 since phosohorous and enerov problems on fall and 
winter allotments are presently of minor sign??icance in the planning 
init. If these problems become significant in the future, they could be 

handled administratively by the area manager. 

5. Utilization. The opportunity to better distribute livestock for 
more uniform utilization through better location of salt was not carried 
forward to MFP 1. This is an administrative problem that can be handled 
on an ongoing basis within the planning unit. 

6. Restricted Access. Better public relations with landowners in order 
to retain access across private land was not brought forward because it 
is an on going program that should be practiced anyway. 

7. Off-Road Vehicle Use. Opportunities to restrict off-road vehicle 
use were not brought forward because at the present time off-road vehi- 
cle use in the unit does not present a significant problem. 

8. Land Treatment Opportunities. Of the 127,536 acres of land treat- 
ment onportunities identified in URA Step 4, 48,165 acres were not 
broughi'forward into MFP 1. This is because the productivity of some of 
the sites is borderline for treatment, some sites are presently in- 
accessible for livestock use, or because present production of native 
desirable species is high enough.not to presently warrant treatment. 
Also; these treatments would not be completed within the next 20 years. 
When the MFP is revised many of these opportunities should be reeval- 
uated and brought forward for future development. 



FOREST PRODUCTS 
MFP Step 1 

Introduction 
Removal of firewood and posts from the pinyon-juniper forest is the most 
important recurring use of forest products in the unit. Based on very 
rough volume estimates, there are over 400,000 cords of dead firewood, 
1,700,OOO cords of green firewood, 1,400,OOO posts and 150,000 Christmas 
trees available for harvest in the Paria planning unit. There is no 
reason to believe that the rates of use for any of these products will 
change substantially in the near future. Based on these estimates, 
there is in excess of a 500 year supply of these products and use is 
less than 5-10% of a desirable sustained yield level. 

Very substantial increases in demand will be required to either raise 
stumpage price or require management restraints to hold harvest levels 
within a sustained yield. For 12 years, 1951-1962, there was a small 
timber removal operation in a 2170 acre stand of ponderosa pine on 
Canaan Mountain. There is good reproduction from some portions of this 
site but productivity is less than a third of that required to classify 
the site as commercial forest land. 

Under these conditions, priority areas for harvest can be based on 
public demand and the desirable effects that can be achieved for other 
resources from forest products harvest. 

The preplanning analysis identified the following issues for resolution 
in this MFP: 

1. Management of the ponderosa pine site near Canaan Mountain. 

2. Designation of areas for free use and commercial gathering of 
fuelwood and intensity of management for these sites. 

3. Designation of areas for Christmas tree removal for personal 
use or commercial sale, and the extent of silvicultural prac- 
tices to be applied to Christmas tree farming. 

4. Areas to be opened or closed to the removal of live vegetation 
for landscaping and decorative purposes. 

5. Designation of areas for post cutting. 
.w?/ 
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Introduction 
Recreational resources in the Paria Planning Unit have been brought to 
the attention of a continually expanding number of visitors for a rela- 
tively short period of time. Even at the present date, only a small 
percentage of all visitors passing through the unit on U.S. 89 or Utah 
Highway 12 venture off the beaten path or participate in extensive 
recreational activities. 

Portions of the unit were proposed for inclusion in the Escalante Na- 
tional Monument during the latter 1930's (Richardson, 1965), but broad 
national interest and awareness of resources was not apparent at that 
time. During the late 1940's the National Geographic Society and Ex- 
plorers Club conducted an extensive expedition through part of the unit. 
Kodachrome Flat and Grosvenor Arch were named and other attractions were 
publicized as a result of this foray (Breed, 1949). The prime stimulus 
for increased visitation coincided with the initiation of construction 
activities at Glen Canyon Dam and resultant provision of vehicular 
access. 

During the late 1960's, Paria Canyon Primitive Area was designated by 
the Secretary of the Interior. Visitation continually increased at this 
area until 1978, when recorded use escalated dramatically, due to expos- 
ure in a nationally distributed publication. 

A broad spectrum of recreational resources are discussed in the present 
situation portion of this land use plan. Recreation activities which 
are minor or absent in the unit are winter sports, water sports, fish- 
ing, waterfowl hunting and intensive zoological sightseeing. Absence of 
thes opportunities is primarily due to climatic influences, although 
wildlife related activity insufficiencies are probably a result of 
historical actions by man. 

Recreation values in this unit are primarily extensive in nature, such 
as geological sightseeing, although many cultural and sightseeing attrac- 
tions are confined to smaller areas. One unquantifiable value of the 
public lands which is not evaluated as a recreation opportunity concerns 
the worth of "open space" or "room to roam". This value can probably 
best be preserved by limiting the degree of management restriction or 
regulatory control. In the face of continually expanding population 
pressures, perpetuation of this value will become increasingly diffi- 
cult, but hopefully will not constitute an insurmountable task. 

Issues Summary 
Issues which were identified as presentinq a concern within the unit are 
described in the pre-planning analysis ior this land use plan. These 
issues were carried forward, with some redefinition to enhance clarity, 
for resolution in the MFP. 

There are internal conflicts within the recreation program, which may be 
mutually exclusive, e.g. preservation of open space values conflicts 



with development of intensive use facilities. Recreation recommenda- 
tions are developed using a "tunnel vision" approach, which does not 
consider internal conflicts or impacts to other resource uses. These 
recommendations are carried forward for conflict resolution during the 
land use decision process. 

This management framework plan will make a current statement of and 
attempt to resolve the issues discussed below which concern use of 
recreational resources. 

Issue 1 Designation and protection of wilderness values - an 
estimated 80% of the planning unit will be subject to roadless 
area review under provisions of FLPMA. 

This issue is not ready for a land use decision at this time 
since inventory efforts have not been completed but will be 
added at a later date. Related land use decisions from the 
previous MFP which dealt with this issue concerned designation 
of two large areas as "recreation lands". At the time these 
decisions were made, BLM did not have authority to nominate 
areas for inclusion in the wilderness preservation system. 
Part of the value of these areas was derived from primitive 
recreation opportunities. Pending the outcome of wilderness 
action by Congress, designation of MFP decision areas under 
"recreation lands" authority would constitute a viable alter- 
native method for management of existing recreation values. 

Issue 2 Identification of lands which will be designated as open, 
closed or limited for off-road vehicle use. 

All physically suitable portions of the unit, with the excep- 
tion of areas which are presently administratively closed to 
ORV's, were evaluated in the unit resource analysis. These 
same areas will be carried forward for land use decisions 
since severe safety hazards were not present which would 
preclude positive recommendations. Three areas were recommend- 
ed for designation as intensive use sites in the previous MFP, 
of which two sites were approved. ORV restrictions were 
identified as inherent support measures for several previous 
MFP decisions, which will interact with the "open" category 
recommendation in this revised MFP. 

Issue 3. Management of natural landscape character, including 
maintenance of scenic values and restoration of previous visual 
damage. 

In the previous URA 90 scenery units were delineated, of which 
19 units were carried forward as MFP recommendations. Revised 
scenery units were delineated under a recent contract. Scenic 
evaluations were performed on considerably broader areas and 
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fewer individual scenery units are described in the inventory 
section of the URA. 

Minimization of adverse effects on visual resources is current- 
ly mandated by Bureau policy (6300.06) and does not require 
specific land use recommendations. VRM classes developed 
during the unit resource and planning area analysis process 
are not carried forward for resolution in the MFP since they 
have been accepted as proposed, and will be considered as a 
constraint to proposed modifications. 

Rehabilitation of intrusions to enhance scenic qualities in 
the various rating units are carried forward for resolution in 
the MFP. 

Issue 4. Provision for recreational use of collectible materials 
such as septarian nodules, petrified wood, fossils, agate and other 
hobby specimens. 

Preparation of an informative publication to delineate and 
describe selected collecting localities, discontinuation of 
commercial sales, and potential validity determinations in 
conflict areas were previous MFP decisions relevant to this 
issue. The first decision was not a specific land use alloca- 
tion. The second decision was an administrative action formu- 
lated on the basis of an inadequate inventory and should 
therefore not be considered for allocative action. In the 
absence of inventory information, protection of all known 
values is a viable alternative opportunity. Validity deter- 
mination in the absence of use conflicts is not in accordance 
with policy, and no resolution needs to be made in the revised 
MFP. 

Issue 5. 
Provision for the physical protection, interpretation and public 
use of sightseeing resources. Resources in this category include 
historical, archaeological, other cultural, geological and botani- 
cal features. 

Existing MFP decisions primarily dealt with protection, en- 
hancement and interpretation of these resources, which are 
still valid. Several new rating units were described in the 
inventory and will be carried forward to the MFP for a decis- 
ion. Opportunity areas which were not proposed for protection 
in the previous MFP, that are deserving of such an action, 
will be considered in this revision. Only protective actions 
which are not mandated by law or existing policy will be 
included in the latter type of recommendation. 
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Issue 6. 
Maintenance of a sense of freedom from control and preservation of 
open space values on public land in the planning unit. 

This value of the public lands is extensive in'nature and not 
necessarily synonymous with the previous issues, although some 
aspects are complimentary. At the present time, this value is 
one distinguishing aspect of recreational use on most of the 
public lands in this unit. The value cannot be preserved 
through formal legal or administrative designation actions, 
and therefore cannot be specifically addressed in a land use 
plan. Detrimental effects to this value, resulting from 
changes in present conditions, should be considered as a 
social cost. Impacts are cumulative and will be perceived at 
their maximum extent by future generations. 

Opportunity Reconciliation 
The majority of prior recreation MFP recommendations for this planning 
unit are considered to be valid. In the absence of a more intensive 
inventory data base, a similar degree of reliability for making recom- 
mendations prevails. I 

Many of the previous MFP recommendations and decisions were formulated 
using the rationale that coal development and corresponding rapid popula- 
tion increase was imminent. The potential for occurrence of such an 
event at this time appears rather tenuous. Existing resource values are 
deemed adequate to warrant recognition in a formal land use plan even 
though rapid resident population increases may not occur. As pointed 
out in the Kane and Garfield County PAA's, most of the recreational use 
in this region accrues from nonresident visitation. Modification and/or 
enhancement of rationales contained in the previous MFP revision were 
performed where necessary. 

All management opportunities identified in URA Step 4 were not carried 
forward as MFP Step 1 recommendations due to various constraints, which 
are inclusively described in the following categories: 

Category 1 = Opportunities which are mandated by (a) current policy 
or (b) legislative mandates; 

Category 2 = Administrative observations or program actions which 
cannot be defined in site specific terms; 

Category 3 = Opportunities which are functions of other resource 
management programs; 

Category 4 = Opportunities which are constrained by lack of ade- 
quate inventory data; 
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Category 5 = Opportunities which conflict with non-Federal laws, 
policies or agreements; 

Category 6 = Opportunities which are administrative actions not 
requiring an allocative decision; 

Category 7 = Opportunities which are constrained by a current lack 
of visitor demand. 

As previously mentioned, all valid existing MFP decisions were recycled 
through this phase of the land use plan. They are considered as repres- 
enting a continuation of the present situation within recreation, with 
management direction to be subjected to renewed resource interaction, 
analysis and decision processes as necessary. All new opportunities and 
previously undecided action items are proposed as management recommenda- 
tions in this MFP revision. 

For the purpose of facilitating analysis of complimentary opportunities 
regarding a discrete feature or land area, these opportunities will be 
consolidated in the revised MFP. For example, there were two separate 
recommendations concerning use of Grosvenor Arch in the previous MFP. A 
scenic recommendation concerned site protection, designation, and 
facility development. A geological value recommendation also called for 
complimentary forms of protection and enhancement. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Steo 3 

Bunker 
Dee 1978 

Continuing Present Situation. The following statements concern prior 
recreation management decisions made in the 1975 MFP which are con- 
sidered valid and unconstrained. These decisions are brought forward 
without recommendation for change, except for clarifying coordination/ 
support requirements and rationale. Complementary decisions from the 
1975 MFP are consolidated in these statements. 

R-CPS.l Protect the Henrieville Creek undeveloped recreation site by 
requiring the state to reclaim portions of the gravel pit that are not 
operational. Develop day use and camping facilities. 

COORDINATION = Utah State DOT and Health Dept. County Government. 

SUPPORT = site sketch, facility design and development (OPERATIONS); 
intensive RIS and activity plan. (RECREATION); site designation and 
mineral withdrawal (LANDS & MINERALS). 

RATIONALE: This site is located within a VRM Class III zone and the 
impacts of previous gravel extraction activities adjacent to the Henrie- 
ville Creek Bridge contrast with land surface and vegetation features of 
the natural landscape. Rehabilitation of surface disturbance would 
improve scenic quality of the area and enhance development of recrea- 
tional facilities. 

The site was identified as a potential campground location during the 
1965 recreation inventory. Suggested improvements to enhance recrea- 
tional values were elimination of domestic grazing use, which has been 
accomplished. Gravel extraction was not identified as a severe problem 
at that time. 

Current recreational use at this undeveloped site is at a low level and 
periodic cleanup is performed by BLM. Mitigation of surface disturbance 
and provision of facilities will enhance recreational opportunities in 
this portion of the planning unit and provide significant benefits to 
both local and non-local recreationists. Almost 400,000 people traveled 
along this segment of Utah Highway during 1977, which indicates that 
more than adequate demand exists to warrant development. Development 
will be limited by site capabilities, which will probably not allow for 
provision of more than 10 units. Adequate spring water is available for 
culinary development, which has been appropriated by ELM water claim 
#477. Lush vegetation, ponderosa pine for shade, and interesting geo- 
logical features enhance the value of this site which is superior to 
other areas located on U-12 between Red Canyon and Escalante, Utah. 
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Resource Interactions 
Jala 1979 

MCPSl. There is a state highway material site RW on which there has 
been negotiations to have it revoked or modified. Continuing negotia- 
tions to have it revoked or modified. Continuing negotiations should be 
made. 

MCPS8. Would leave the area open to mineral location. 

RM1.2 and 2.2. Protection of site would cause a loss of 4 AUMs of 
forage considering loss of a 40 acre site. 

Multiple Use Analysis. If construction of facilities is dependent on 
revokation of the material site right-of-way construction will have to 
be delayed. Negotiations have been in progress with UDOT, but BLM has 
no basis to revoke the grant. Negotiations will continue as appro- 
priate. If construction can proceed with the material site in place 
with rehabilitation the state can be required to rehabilitate pursuant 
to the terms of the grant. 

There is no indication of valuable deposits of locatable minerals on the 
site. It should make little difference if the site is open to location. 
If and when recreation facilities are constructed, consideration should 
be given to segregate the site by means that are available at the time. 

The loss of 4 AUMs is insignificant. It is questionable that 40 acres 
would be needed for recreation development so the AUM loss may be even 
less than four. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. Develop the 
Feb 1979 site as conditions are right in association with the material site 

right-of-way. When developed, segregate by available means and fence 
the site to restrict grazing only from the.developed area. 

Bunker R-CPS.2. Preserve physical remains of the CCC developments at Pine 
Get 1978 Springs. Inventory and interpret through signing. 

COORDINATION = State Historic Preservation Officer; county government. 

SUPPORT = apply suitable preservation agent; develop interpretive sign; 
prevent inadvertent loss of these features; nominate the site to the 
National Register. 

RATIONALE. Although projects completed by the CCC's are currently 
evaluated as "other cultural" features, in a period of several years 
they may become historically significant. Solicitation of National 
Register nominations for this category of cultural feature has recently 
been made. 
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Since this site is located adjacent to a well maintained road, there is 
a prime opportunity for interpretive development. 

‘I .* Resource Interactions. No resource interactions. 

May 1979 
Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 

June 1979 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

iunker 
Dee 1978 

R-CPS.4. Protect the scenic quality of Grosvenor Arch through desig- 
nation as a recreation site and managing for scenic and geological 
values. Enhance visitor experiences by mitigating existing intrusions, 
preventing future intrusions and providing adequate facilities for 
recreationists. 

COORDINATION. County government; Kodachrome State Park. 

SUPPORT. Site and facility design, engineering and construction (Opera- 
tions); ORV closure and activity plant(Recreation); site designation 
(Lands); restriction on mineral leasing activities and closure to entry 
(Minerals). 

RATIONALE. Grosvenor Arch has been identified as a high value recrea- 
tion attraction since its discovery and naming in 1949. This recogni- 
tion has been fostered and perpetuated through most BLM actions up to 
the current time, with the exception of allowing scenic impacts to 
occur. 

The arch is adjacent to a main access route and receives on the order of 
10,000 visits per year. Length of stay at this attraction averages 15 
minutes per visit, mainly due to the lack of suitable facilities. 
Provision of facilities would increase length of stay at this feature 
and allow for extensive uses on adjacent public lands. 

Interactions. MCPS8 recommends leaving the area open to mineral loca- 
tion. 

Team 
May 1979 

Multiple Use Analysis. The arch attracts enough attention through 
visitor use each year to warrant a withdrawal from mineral location to 
assure protection. It is already protected from impacts of mineral 
leasing by being in a no surface occupancy category. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. Withdraw the 

June 1979 site from mineral location. 

Name (IIFP) 

Paria 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

10 
Note. Att-rh addition-l sheets, if needed 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DEC:SlON 

Name I.UFP) 

Paria 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Bunker R-CPS.5. Preserve and interpret the stand of ancient pinyon and juniper 
Dee 1978 trees located on Four Mile Bench. 

COORDINATION. With interested universities. 

SUPPORT. Intensive inventory; ecological study; physical protection; 
interpretation; ACEC designation. 

RATIONALE. This unique occurrence of ancient trees should be preserved 
for the available recreation and scientific values. In most P/J stands, 
the oldest 1% of mature trees are approximately 300 years old, while 
comparative ages in this stand are on the order of l,OOO+ years. This 
area has been identified by professional botanists as having special 
significance, which contributes to human interest values. 

Interpretation of the significance of ths site can expand recreational 
sightseeing opportunities in the general region. Comparable opportuni- 
ties have not been identified within the same region, and this site is 
deserving of special consideration. 

Team No Resource Interaction , 
Aay 1979 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation 

June 1979 

11 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (.UFF’i 

Paria 
) Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Bunker R-CPS.6. Designate Fiftymile Mountain, including the portion within 
Dee 1978 mte Planning Unit, as recreation lands. Administer for full 

public recreational use in a manner which will preserve primitive and 
archaeological values and allow operation of natural processes. 

COORDINATION. With Escalante MFP; livestock permittees; Glen Canyon 
NRA; state and county government. 

SUPPORT. Conduct a full inventory to establish specific management 
alternatives; prepare activity plan; seek recreation lands designation; 
acquire the following state lands: T39S, R5E, Sec. 16 & 36: T40S, R5E, 
Sec. 2 & 36 needed for access purposes. Eight state sections identified 
in 1975 MFP need to be acquired for preservation of natural values; 
close to motorized access, mineral leasing and location; acquire state 
lands (12 sections). 

RATIONALE. This large area is situated within both Paria and Escalante 
Planning Units. Protective management to enhance recreational values 
has been the prime emphasis of previous land use decisions for this 
area. Fiftymile Mountain has also been the focal point of condiderable 
outside attention for over 50 years, commencing with Zane Grey charac- 
terizing it as "Wild Horse Mesa" in one of his novels. Considerable 
controversy concerning this area was associated with the Kaiparowits 
Power Project proposal. During earlier times, Kaiparowits Plateau and 
Fiftymile Mountain were synonymous names for the same area of land, 
which probably contributed to opposition to the proposed coal-fired 
power plant. 

The delineated recommendation area is extremely rugged and generally 
lacks evidence of human activity. Severe topography has been an effec- 
tive barrier to vehicular travel. The portion of this area northwest of 
Basin Canyon is virtual "terra incognita" due to its formidable terrain. 

One of the outstanding features of this area results from the concen- 
tration of archaeological sites. In excess of 300 sites, primarily 
architectural features, have been identified during limited surveys. A 
portion of the area has been nominated to the National Register of 
Historic Places as an archaeological district. 

Designation of this area as recreation lands will serve to protect 
natural and cultural values, and provide an alternative for extensive 
recreational activities. This is especially important since nearby 
areas, such as Paria Canyon and the Escalante River drainage, are ap- 
proaching their recreational carrying capacity. 

12 
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. . 

Interactions 

!a Y 
1979 

MCPS6. Recommends subeconomic coal areas be open for exploration. 
Prevent leasing and development of subeconomic coal for future use. 

MCPS7. Recommends oil and gas leasing categories as presently designat- 
ed. Recreation land designation would require further restrictions on 
oil and gas leasing on approximately 40,000 additional areas to fit the 
previous MFP boundary. 

MCPS8. Mineral closure would be the most effective form of protection 
for natural values. This recommendation would prevent development of 
the known deposits of titanium sand on Fiftymile Mountain. Titanium 
sands are considered critical and of compelling national significance. 
This recommendation may also prevent development of other locatable 
minerals. 

p&. Recommends determination if the Kaiparowits KRCA is suitable for 
coal mining pursuant to coal unsuitability criteria. This area was 
recognized as possessing primitive values in a previous MFP decision, 
and may be a wilderness study area (criteria 4). Area also identified 
and nominated to National Register as archaeological district (criteria 
6). Also has Class II scenery (criteria 5). 

FCPS2. Recommends removal (unit wide) dead fuel wood. 

FCPS3. Recommends removal of Christmas trees (unit wide). 

FCPS4. Recommends removal of wildings and other vegetative products 
m wide). 

FCPS5. Recommends unit be open to post cutting. 

R3.1. Recommends unit outside Paria Canyon Primitive Area be designated 
aspen to ORV use. Closure to use in units 29, 30, and 31 unsuitable 
(app. 60,000 acres in Paria P.U.). Majority of CPS6 rated unsuitable. 

Fire. Fire suppression would disturb natural values and interfere with 
natural processes. Modified suppression plan would be desired. 

Access. Close all roads at boundary, no internal access roads. 

w1.5. Recommends land treatment, contour furrowing on 16,000 acres in 
Last Chance Allotment to preserve watershed values. 

RM2.1. Recommends long-term grazing management through systems, facili- 
ties, allotment combinations, etc. 11/l-5/15 - Last Chance change in 
season would' extend use into spring recreation use period 1 l/2 months. 
Two month extension in use 9/l-6/30 Rock Creek. Do not open these 
allotments to grazing use; development necessary to facilitate grazing 

13 



may detriment natural values (retain present unallotted or nonuse status) 
(Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, Spencer Bench). 

General. If development of grazing systems in Last Chance, Rock Creek, 
Mudholes involves land treatments and facilities which would alter 
natural character of this area, a severe conflict with RCPS6 would 
result. Present conditions in this area should be maintained or 
enhanced. 

RM2.2. 
able 

Recommends allocation of AUMs to livestock grazing on identified 
and potentially suitable acres. 

RM2.2. Provision of access would present greatest conflict with natural 
values, unless hand-constructed trails are developed. 
Hand development of water sources would be allowable; provision of water 
through hauling would not be allowable. 

RM2.5. Recommends facilities needed to implement grazing systems. 
Facilities needed are: 

Last Chance, 125 miles fence, 1 catchment 
Rock Creek, 2.25 miles fence, 1 catchment 
Harvey's Fear, 1 spring development 

Catchments, spring and fence developments should be installed by hand 
labor (#21, #20, #13, #19) = implementation priorities for allotments. 

WL2.2. P-J treatments are recommended within this area. They are low 
priority. Further study may show the treatment areas unsuitable anyway. 
If burning and seeding cannot be done then treatments should not be 
done. Do not allow chainings or prescribed burns in RCPS-6; natural 
wildfire is highly compatible with recreation objectives. 

WL5.1. Five high priority water needs for bighorn sheep are within this 
area. These permanent water needs can be developed with a minimum of 
disturbance but are highly needed. Developments should not contrast 
with natural landscape and should utilize hand construction. 

WL6.3. Extensive recreational activities will drive bighorn sheep from 
much needed habitat in Spencer Bench, Harvey's Fear and part of Rock 
Creek allotments. This extensive activity will negate sheep use in the 
area. 

Multiple Use Analysis. There appears to be nothing in the foregoing 
recommendation and interactions to change the MFP decision of 1975. It 
should be recognized that this area, or-significant portions of it, may 
be considered as a wilderness study area or areas. With this in mind, 
there may be status changes necessary in the near future. While there 
will be no formal designation of the area as Recreation Lands, the area 
will continue to be managed for its recreation and natural values. 

14 



In view of the above discussion, it would be premature to change oil and 
gas category designations or change the status pertaining to mineral 
withdrawals. Determination of suitability for coal development will be 
made under recommendation M4.1. Such determination will deal primarily 
with existing leases over which there is a question as to whether or not 
the coal unsuitability criteria are applicable. In any event, the 
natural values of the area should be protected to the extent possible. 

Extensive recreation values of this area are greater than values for ORV 
use. Limitation of ORV use to protect these values are in accord with 
E-0. 11989 and proposed regulations for ORV use, 43 CFR 6292.1. 

The area should be closed to ORV use. 

The watershed recommendation (W1.5) for contour furrowing in the Last 
Chance allotment is of lower priority than other areas because other 
areas have better soils with higher potential for improvement. For this 
reason, and until wilderness values are determined, the area of the Last 
Chance Allotment recommended for contour furrowing within the area 
identified as recreation lands should be deleted. 

Rnage management recommendations are to graze allotments within the 
proposed recreation lands and to construct facilities to implement 
grazing systems. The main conflicts are associated with facilities and 
access that may impact the recreational values of the area. Allotments 
of concern are Last Chance, Rock Creek, Mudholes, Harveh's Fear, Navajo 
Bench and Spencer Bench. Because of the poor range condition on Har- 
vey's Fear, Navajo Bench, and Spencer Bench, coupled with the fact that 
there is no indicated demand for grazing on these allotments, the range 
recommendations to graze them will not be implemented. Identified 
improvements on the other allotments, i.e., fences and water catchments 
on Last Chance and Rock Creek can be constructed by hand and access 
development can be restricted to hand cohstructed trails. this would 
mitigate any conflict with recreation values from a range management 
point of view. 

Wildlife (WL-2.2) has to do with chaining, which has the same potential 
conflict as described in watershed, above. It is indicated to be of low 
priority, with some question that the area is suitable for treatment. 
Therefore, land treatment within the Fiftymile Mountain Recreation Lands 
boundary should not be considered, either chaining or prescribed burns. 
Natural wildfire would not be detrimental since this is a natural func- 
tion and aerial seeding could follow a natural burn. 

Wildlife recommendation 5.1 to provide water for bighorn sheep within 
the area can be compatible with the recreation proposal if the water is 
developed utilizing hand construction. 

Wildlife concerns that recreation use is not compatible with bighorn 
sheep habitat can be mitigated by managing recreation use to limit such 
use in the Harvey's Fear, Spencer Bench and Navajo Bench areas. 
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It is appropriate that this area be managed for its natural values so 
all roads should be closed at the boundary and a fire plan should be 
developed to allow limited control of wildfires. 

FI- Multiple Use Recommendation. Continue with the previous decision to 
J .979 manage the Fifty-Mile Mountain area as recreation lands. Assess impacts 

of any use such as mineral exploration or development and require stipu- 
lations to mitigate impacts in any authorization that is issued. For 
the present, do not change oil and gas categories and do not withdraw 
the area from mineral location. 

Close the area to vehicle use. 

Do not allow any land treatments and require construction of any range, 
wildlife, or other facilities in a manner to preserve and allow opera- 
tion of natural processes. 

Do not authorize grazing on Spencer Bench, Navajo Bench and Harvey's 
Fear Allotments. Manage recreation use of these allotment areas to 
protect bighorn sheep that inhabit the areas. 

Develop a fire plan to provide for limited control of wildfire in the 
area. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Bunker Recommendation CPS 7. Designate and manage the Paria-Hackberry area as 
Dee 1978 recreation lands to provide for an extensive Variety of recreational use 

opportunities. Individual recreation opportunities which are consoli- 
dated under this recommendation include: 

R-CPS.7a = 
R-CPS.7b = 
R-CPS.7c = 
R-CPS.7d = 
R-CPS.7e = 
R-CPS.7f = 
R-CPS.7g = 
R-CPS.7h = 

II 
II Paria Valley ' II (wO28) 

R-CPS.7 = Hackberry Canyon (Ppr-002) 

Paria Valley petrified wood (Crm-001) 
Scenery units 71, 72, 84, 86, 87. 
Cockscomb/Cottonwood (Ssc 090 & Sgo 027) 
Old Pahreah Town (Shs-001) 
Hattie Green Mine (Shs-003) 
Watson Cabin (Shs-004) 
Paria Movie Set (Sot-001) 
Upper Paria geological unit (Sgo-024) 
Hackberry II II (Sgo-025) 

Coordination. Livestock permittees; county government; conservation 
organizations; historical organizations; utility companies. 

Support. Conduct full inventory to establish designation and management 
alternatives; acquire private and state lands; stabilize historic struc- 
tures; obtain access easements; restrict mineral leasing and close to 
mineral entry; prepare activity plan; designate roadless portions as 
closed to ORV's and restrict travel to existing roads; seek recreation 
lands designation, close Rudhbeds Road at boundary line. 

Priority 
1. First 8 sections listed P. 8-23, URA 4. 
2. T38S, R3W, Sections 32 & 36; T39S, R3W, Sec. 36; 

T39S, R2W, Sec. 16 & 36; T39S, RlW, Sec. 16 & 36; 
T40S, R2W, Sec. 2 & 36; T40S, RlW, Sec. 2. 

Rationale. These recreation opportunities form a logical management 
unit where recreation is expected to be a major use. This area contains 
five of the six land classes adopted by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
which are described in detail in BLM designation regulations. These 
classes are: 

Class II General outdoor recreation areas 
Class III - Natural environment areas 
Class IV - Outstanding natural area 
Class V - Primitive areas 
Class VI - Historic and cultural sites 

Not-, Attach additional sheets. if needed 



Approximately one-third of all RIS collecting and specific sightseeing 
opportunities within the unit are included within this recommendation 
area. Because of the outstanding recreation values present in this 
area, visitor use can be expected to increase. Detailed planning and 
enhancement actions should anticipate and preceed increases in use to 
provide for the greatest mix of public benefits and avoid reactive 
management. Unregulated or undirected use can result in the loss of 
resource values and possible danger to the public. 

Team Interactions 
bjay 1979 Recommends continuation of present oil and gas leasing categories. Some 

areas within the boundary are not currently restricted to leasing 

MCPS.8 
Recommends the area presently open to mineral location remain open. 
Some areas within the boundary are currently open to mineral entry. 

Ml.1 
Recommends sales and free use permits for sand and gravel with the 
boundary, 

FCPS.2-5 
Recommends harvest of forestry products unit wide. 

R3.1 
Emmends area be open to ORV use. The following are ORV units where 
unrestricted ORV use will affect RCPS.7 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 13. 
There are also unsuitable ORV areas within recommendation boundary. 

Fire 
Modified fire suppression plan is needed for operation of natural pro- 
cesses and retain pristine values. 

Access 
Close the following roads: 

1. Rushbeds,-40S, RlW, Sec. 13 
2. Rushbeds Road, 385, RlW, Sec. 22 
3. Rushbeds Spur 1, 39S, RlW, Sec. 23 
4. Rushbeds Spur 2, 4OS, RlW, Sec. 10 

Rushbeds road (section within boundary). 

RM1.2 
Water hauling and access construction in presently unroaded areas should 
not be allowed. 

RM2.2 
Construction of access and water hauling should not be allowed in pre- 
sently unroaded areas. Upper and Lower Hackberry. 
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RM3.1 
Recommends 
(Cockscomb) 
tion for sal 

disposal of unmanageable range lands. Portion of RCPS.7 
is within transfer area - should be deleted from considera- 
e; retain access to Hattie Green mine. 

RM4.1 
Recommends land treatment to develop full potential livestock forage in 
the planning unit to meet demands for livestock forage. Following 
allotments involved: Cottonwood 16; Deer Range 5; Rushbeds 10, 14; 
Upper Hackberry 18. All land treatments which do not replicate natural 
occurrences should be deleted from consideration (priorities 5, 10, 16, 
17, 18) within RCPS.7 boundary. Also should not be performed in ex- 
terior visual zone. 

AUM loss by eliminating treatment by allotment follows: 

Acres 
440 

AUMs 
74 

320 39 
3,290 454 
1,200 203 

770 

Cottonwood 
Deer Range 
Rushbeds 
Upper Hackberry 

WL2.2 
Recommends chaining treatments within RCPS.7 boundary. 

MCPS8 
Thirecommendation may prevent deve lopment of subeconomic depos its of 
gypsum s uranium, and gold that are found in these areas. Uranium and 
gold considered critical and of compelling national significance. This 
recommendation may also prevent development of other locatable minerals 
that may be in these areas. 

M2,l 
This recommendation would prevent sale of petrified wood from the de- 
lineated areas. 

M4.1 
Anisolated segment of the Kaiparowits KRCRA is located in the Paria- 
Hackberry proposed closure. This recommendation would prevent leasing 
and possible development of coal in this segment. 

WL1.1 
Recommends fencing to protect riparian areas. 

WL2.2 
Recommends P-J treatment areas within Rushbeds Allotment. They are low 
priority areas though. Burning and aerial seeding should be possible 
without scarifying and fire lines which would lessen the impact on this 
recommendation. 
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WL5.1. Recommends development of water for quail and chukar. Develop- 
ment of one quail and chukar water with fairly low priority (#16) occurs 
within this area. 

Multiple Use Analysis. The same general analysis applies to this recom- 
mendation as to RCPS.6 for Fifty-Mile Mountain area. 

Exceptions are involved in the case of ORV use (R-3.1) since some roads 
are recommended to be retained. ORV use should be limited to roads and 
trails. 

A Range Management conflict exists in the use of potentially suitable 
areas in the interim period for livestock grazing (RM-1.2) by hauling 
water or building access in the Lower and Upper Hackberry allotments. 
The same is true for RM-2.2, longterm management unless water is develop- 
ed by hand construction. 

The RM-3.1 recommendation to dispose of range lands within the Paria- 
Hackberry recreation lands area should be rejected. It is not reason- 
able to acquire lands for the recreation value in some areas and to 
dispose of land in other areas because of range management problems. 
Authorizing AUMs at the carrying capacity of the range should not con- 
flict with the Recreation Lands proposal. 

RM-4.1. To treat all suitable areas is not a necessity to meet live- 
stock forage needs. The recreation values in the Paria-Hackberry area 
are greater than what would be realized by an increase of 770 AUMs. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Manage the area as Recreation lands with 
dune 1979 same general provisions for protection as listed in RCPS.6 pertaining to 

mineral, wildlife, wildfire values. 

Restrict ORV use to designated roads and trails. Paria River will 
remain open as an ORV trail. 

Do not allow hauling of water to utilize potentially suitable AUMs. For 
the long-term waters can be developed for potentially suitable areas if 
done by hand construction or other methods that will preserve natural- 
ness in the area. Retain lands within the Paria-Hackberry area identi- 
fied by RM-3.1. Do not treat land within the area for development of 
potential AUMs except to reseed with a naturally appearing seed mixture 
on areas that may be burned by naturally occurring wildfire. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMAXAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name I.UFPI 

Paria 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Steo 1 Steo 3 

unker Specfic management direction and rationales. 
ec 1978 R-CPS.7a - Management direction. Discontinue petrified wood sales 

pending completion of an activity plan. 

Rationale. Previous policy directed that petrified wood could not be 
sold due to the conflict with recreational collection. Negative impacts 
to recreational collection will not result if suitable areas where 
surface specimens have been removed are designated as sale locations. 
Subsurface material is not available to the legitimate recreationist who 
is restricted to using non-mechanized methods for removal. The previous 
decision should be modified to allow for limited commercial sales in 
areas which do not contain surface deposits of petrified wood. 

Team Interacti ens. 
May 1979 

Recommends sale of petrified wood. 

R3.1 
Positive - will allow access into unit 5. 

Access: 
Priority access acquisition for this recommendation: 

1. Existing road from starting point in 513, 41S, 2 W 
(same as M2.1) 

2. Road upstream from Pahreah Town to S2, 41S, 2 W. These are 
existing access routes that need to be added to trans. plan. 

Multiple Use Analysis. See analysis for Mr2.1. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Do not allow petrified wood sales. 

he 1979 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Bunker Recommendation CPS.7b. Management direction is potential for special 

Dee I978 designation. 

Rationale. These areas are virtually free of intrusions and have Class 
A scenery. Natural physical barriers exist which have been responsible 
for protecting the visual qualities. These consolidated visits have 
potential for designation as Class IV Recreation Lands. 

Team Interactions 
May 1979 

MCPS.7, MCPS.8 Areas with MFP boundary which are not currently restric- 
ted to leasing or mineral entry (MCPS.8) should be restricted. This 
would restrict leasing or mineral entry in this area. 

M2.1 
md prevent sale of petrified wood in these areas. 

FCPS.2 
Post cutting would be closed in RCPS7b recommendation area. 

R3.1 
Restrict travel to existing roads in units 4, 5, 6. 

Fire 
Modified suppression plan is needed. 

WL2.2 - 
Mechanical treatments should not be done inside scenery unit boundaries. 

WURA 
Would reduce sediment yield in areas. 

w1.5 
Would conflict with sagebrush spray project. 

RURA 
Protection will aid in enhancement of the vegetative resource. May 
conflict with existing livestock facilities needed for intensive live- 
stock management. 

WL2.2 
Conflict with proposed vegetative treatments (small acreages only). 

22 
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Multiple Use Analysis. See RCPS7. This analysis is applicable to the 
scenery units within the Paria-Hackberry area. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Same as for RCPS7. 
June 1977 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

*a 

‘9 

19 

31 

Recommendation CPS.7c. Management direction: remove existing power- 
lines and prevent additional intrusions; interpret geological values. 

Rationale. Existing powerlines have severely impacted scenic quality 
and geological sightseeing values in this area. The area has high 
potential for geological interpretation to enhance visitor experiences. 
Environmental impacts resulting from transmission line location in this 
scenic areas were not considered during the initial siting process. 

According to the publication "Environmental Criteria for Electric Trans- 
mission Systems," which is incorporated as part of the current right-of- 
way regulations, environmental considerations should be given comparable 
stature with reliability, cost and safety criteria. 

Hanagement goals for this area should be directed toward minimizing 
negative impacts, 'and optimizing beneficial uses to the maximum possible 
extent. Existence of transmission lines in this area should not consti- 
tute the sole criteria for allowing such actions to continue or cause 
additional deterioration. It is reasonable to predict that transmission 
lines would not be allowed in this area if pristine conditions prevail-. 
ed, and alternative routes which presented less impacts were available. 

Interactions. L.2 Recommends upgrade of the lines. 

Multiple Use Analysis. See analysis for L.2. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. See L.2 - Allow temporary permit to up- 
grade the line if needed while arrangements are being made to relocate 
it outside Cottonwood Canyon. 

Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. Allow the upgrade. 

Rationale. There would be more degradation associated with relocating 
the line than by leaving it where it is. 

Attach additlonal sheets. if needed 

“‘t,r,,c r,,, ,F,‘PIc,‘t Form 1090-31 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name f UFP I 

Recommendation CPS.7d. Management direction: stabilize and interpret 
historical structures. 

Rationale. Existing physical remnants of the historical settlement at 
Pahreah Town are one of the prime focal points for many recreationists. 
The ghost town and surrounding area has received publicity from local 
organizations, recreational brochures and word-of-mouth advertisement. 
The area has local, regional and national significance, as indicated by 
visitor use records. 

See Interactions and analysis for RCPS7. 

Multiple Use Decision. Accept the recommendation. Acquire through land 
exchange. 

Decision. Accept the MFP Step 1 and 2. The private land is in public 
ownership. It was acquired by an exchange recommended by Step 2. 

Attach additlonal sheets. if needed 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Bunker R-CPS.7e - MANAGEMENT DIRECTION = interpret and protect historical 
Dee 1979 evidences at the Hattie Green Mine. 

RATIONALE - the Hattie Green copper mine has a long period of interest, 
probably extending to the advent of settlement by white men in this 
area. Current evidence of mineral interest at this site is not ap- 
parent, and recreational values could be enhanced through 
interpretation. 

Team Interactions 
Jan 1979 

MCPS.7, MCPS.8 
The 7e unit will be closed to mineral leasing or mineral entry (MCPS.8). 

FCPS.4 
The 7e unit will be closed to renewal of wilding and other vegetative 
products. 

Access 
Road from US 89 to start of foot trail access to 7e (roads already 
existing). 

RM3.1 
Reserve the right of access in patents if transfer is completed. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

See RCPS7 for analysis of interactions. There is nothing in the recom- 
mendations or interactions to indicate need for special protection. 
Interpretation could be accomplished under Multiple Use Management. 

Faaan Feb - VJdtiple Use Recommendation 

1979 
Accept the recommendation except any special form of protection. 

fd t Att-t-h ‘diti 7 1 -h-t-, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name r \l/cl’, 

Paria 
Actlvlty 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 Step 3 

Bunker R-CPS.7f - MANAGEMENT DIRECTION = acquire land and protect historical 
Dee 1978 structure. 

RATIONALE - acquisition, protection and stabilization of the Watson 
cabin located in Hackberry Canyon would enhance historical values in the 
unit and complement recreational use in this scenic area. 

Team Interactions 
Jan 1979 

LCPS.l. Acquire S32, T40S, RlW. 

MCPS8. 7F area will be classed to mineral location when acquired. 

M2.1. Petrified wood will not be sold in 7f acquisition tract. 

FCPS.2, FCPS.4, FCPS.5. 

R3.1. ORV uiit #6 will 

Vegetative products removal will be prohibited. 

be closed to ORVs. 

RM1.2. Cattle from Lower Hackberry need to water from Hackberry Canyon. 
They cannot be totally restricted from use. Modification would be to 
allow a water lane into the canyon. Water is needed to keep within 
suitability criteria. 

RM2.1, RM2.2. Grazing system for Hackberry Allotment needs to maintain 
suitability on lower Hackberry. Water for cattle is needed in this area 
to meet suitability criteria. Modification would be a water lane (fenced) 
from the Lower Hackberry Allotment to retain access to water in the 
canyon. 

Fagan Multiple Use Analysis. For analysis of interactions generally see 
Feb 1979 analysis for RCPS7. There is nothing in the interactions to substantiate 

need for protection of the cabin by fencing a lane to water. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Acquire the land per recommendation. Do 
Feb 1979 not fence a water lane. 

Jensen Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Rationale. The State is capable of protecting the cabin since it is on 
State land. 

Nate: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

ANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Bunker R-CPS.7g - MANAGEMENT DIRECTION = stabilize, protect and interpret this 

Dee 1978 movie set. 

RATIONALE - the movie set in Paria Valley has been used as the filming 
locale for numerous films and television series since 1963. In excess 
of 6,000 recreationists visit this site each year. Protective manage- 
ment of this facility has been expressed by the general public and local 
government. Protection and provision of this site for future movie 
filming operations will benefit recreationists and improve the local 
economy. 

Team Interactions 

Jan lg7' MCPS.7 
7g area would be closed or NSO to mineral leasing. 

FCPS.5 
7g area will be closed to vegetative removal (wilding products). 

R3.1 
marea #5 will have to restrict travel to roads in the area visible 
from movie ste. 

Access 
Close road which passes through main street of town - use bypass road to 
west. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

See RCPS.7 for analysis of interactions on the area. 

Faoan 
Multiple Use Recommendation 

Feb 1979 The BLM is not in the Movie set business. We will continue to work with 
the movie industry who use this set to do the proper maintenance. If 
the set becomes a public safety hazard and the movie industry has no 
interest in maintaining it then the BLM will tear it down. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ’ \ll’l’I 

Paria 
Acttvity 
Recreation 

Overlav Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Bunker R-CPS.7h - MANAGEMENT DIRECTION = protect from intrusions and develop- 
Dee 1978 ments; close 024 and 025 to mineral leasing ; close 028 to mineral leas- 

ing and entry, restrict ORV's to existing roads and rehabilitate intru- 
sions. 

RATIONALE - the Upper Paria (024), Hackberry (025) and Paria Valley 
-(028)logical sightseeing units are highly worthy of protection from 
intrusions or developments which would detract from their use and enjoy- 
ment by the visiting public. Preservation of existing scenic/geological 
values will enhance interpretive and extensive use values in these 
areas. 

R3.1. ORVs should be restricted to existing roads in two units. Vehi- 
Krestriction in 004 to travel on nonvegetated portions of river 
bottom would resolve conflict 024 and 028. 

RM1.2. Mechanized construction and water hauling would impact geolog- 
icalscenic values. 

RM4.1. Portions of treatment areas within geological sightseeing units 
should delete from consideration. 

WL2.2. Chaining will conflict with sightseeing values in geological 
boundary. 

MCPS7. Would allow gas and oil exploration. 

MCPS8 Would allow mineral location. 

M2.1. Recommends sale of petrified wood. 

MCPS7h. Recommends ORV use. 

WL2.2. May require restraint on vegetative treatments within these 
areas (small acreages involved). 

Multiple Use Analysis and Recommendation. See Analysis and Recommenda- 
tion for RCPS7. 

Nate: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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Recreation lands; other cultural values described in the URA would be 
susceptible to damage and vandalism. 

Visual Resources - Use restrictions should apply to ORV use in Class I, 
II, and III scenery units; a direct conflict with the VRM access closure 
recommendation would occur. 

Range -.ORV use in areas suitable for grazing would result in loss of 
forage, damage livestock facilities and hinder vegetative improvements 
proposed through management and artificial manipulation. 

Watershed - Vehicular use will increase erosion and salt production from 
susceptible parent materials, sandy soils, saltbearing alluvial plains 
and impair vegetative stabilization of major flood transport channels. 

Wildlife - Destruction of desert shrub, riparian vegetation and ponde- 
rosa pine habitats would occur , vehicular intrusion would preclude 
establishment of a bighorn sheep herd in the Spencer Bench area. 

Social - Anticipated impacts will result through creation of additional 
demand for local governmental services, such as search and rescue, 
economic impacts to the local (ranch) sector would occur through destruc- 
tion of facilities and harassment of livestock. 

Air - Short term increased levels of particulate matter would occur due 
to soil disturbance. 

(Add T&E impact summary when available) 

Beneficial impacts associated with this recommendation consist of fa- 
cilitation of access for harvest of forest products, recreational collec- 
tion of minerals, and improvement of non-ranch and regional sectors of 
the economy through promotion of tourism and increased economic activity. 

Public Participation. Broad inferences from data summarized in the Kane 
and Garfield County Planning Area Analysis are probably the most reli- 
able indicator of public sentiment. 

Regional input expressed by a recent public opinion survey indicates 
that the majority of Utah residents favor vehicle use restrictions to 
protect other resource values. Recreational ORV use has a high partici- 
pation rate, is one of the fastest growing outdoor activities, and 
therefore deserves adequate consideration in the land use planning 
process. This has been the expressed position of the Utah State Outdoor 
Recreation Agency. 

Local and regional ORV User Group sentiment has favored retention of 
access to the majority of public land , and the minimization of restric- 
tions on this particular form of recreational activity. Local organiza- 
tions and businesses which derive income from tourism favor expansion of 
this sector of the recreation industry. 



Interdisciplinary. Adopt the original recommendation with the following 
modifications prescribed by other resource considerations: 

Forestry - limit vehicle use to existing roads and trails within the 
Canaan Peak ponderosa pine area. 

Recreation - limit vehicle use at developed sites to facilities specifi- 
cally provided for that purpose, such as roads and parking areas. 
During the interim period prior to facility construction, Henrieville 
Creek and West Cove recreation sites should be designated as open to ORV 
use: 

Limit vehicular access to existing roads and trails in the proposed 
recreation land areas, with the exception of use on roads and trails 
which are specifically identified for closure/ rehabilitation. 

Modify the boundary of the East Clark Bench rating unit (016) to segre- 
gate and manage a special open area for intensive uses, commercial and 
competitive events. Direct all participants to this area. 

Visual Resources - No special protective modifications are required 
since adequate mitigation is derived from other resource considerations 
(recreation, watershed, wildlife), and severe topographic limitations in 
other VRM Class II and III areas. 

Range. Limit ORV use to existing roads and trails in all areas which 
have received artificial vegetative manipulation for a minimum of two 
years after treatment. 

Encourage ORV participants to confine vehicles to existing roads and 
trails in all other areas which are suitable for livestock grazing. The 
latter category of areas should be indicated to recreationists by on- 
the-ground signing, identification on maps or brochures, as appropriate. 

Watershed. Considerable extensive resource protection will result due 
to concentrating impacts on the Tropic shale area in Unit 016. On other 
areas where restricted surface use is prescribed by watershed, limit ORV 
use to existing roads and trails which will remain open to public use. 

Wildlife. Limit vehicle use in riparian areas to existing roads and 
trails which will remain open to public use. 

Close the proposed bighorn sheep transplant area to recreational access 
in the same area when transplants have been established, to prevent 
disruption of the herd and force sheep to less desirable habitat areas. 

T&E Plants (inventory and exclude critical species habitats from ORV 
'use). 



ORV Intensive Use Area Boundary Proposal. From Cottonwood Road and East . 
Clark Bench Road east along East Clark Bench Road to pasture fence above 
Wahweap Creek, then west along Brigham plains-Jack Riggs Cliff line, to 
boundary fence on west side of Wiggle Rim Pasture, then south to Cotton- 
wood Road, then along Cottonwood Road to beginning. 

Rationale (Analysis). Closures or limitations prescribed by other 
disciplines will protect various resource values, while allowing recrea- 
tional vehicle use to the maximum possible extent. Impact mitigation in 
behalf of other resource considerations is an appropriate procedure for 
developing ORV designations. This approach is specified in Executive 
Order 11989 and the proposed 43 CFR 6292.1 regulations. 

By concentrating vehicular impacts in the revised East Clark Bench ORV 
Unit, extensive negative impacts to recreational use, watershed protec- 
tion, wildlife habitat and range forage resources will be reduced or 
alleviated. 

The majority of recreational ORV use presently occurs on roads, ways and 
trails within this unit. Limiting vehicular use to developed access 
routes in the majority of the unit will therefore present a slight 
negative impact. Closure and rehabilitation of access routes which are 
not needed for other resource management purposes will present a greater 
impact to this form of recreation use. 

On-the-ground identification, enforcement and supervision of areas which 
are closed or limited to ORV use will necessitate an increased monetary 
expenditure by BLM. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the interdisciplinary team recom- 
Feb 1979 mendation, with the exception that no area will be managed for intensive 

ORV uses. Also, the stream channel portion of Wahweap Creek and the 
Paria River north of Highway 89 will remain open to vehicular access. 
These areas will be designated as trails. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that there will be no restriction‘to ORV use on Canaan Peak. 

Rationale. Observation indicates there is no use or damage to warrant 
restricting ORV use on Canaan Peak. 



/ Name (AlFPJ 

Pari a 
Activity 

UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

RECOMMENDATION R-l.1 Develop a day use facility at the segregated 
7 recreation site in West Cove. 
a 

Initial development should be limited to 
5 picnic units and sanitary facilities. Develop an activity plan to 
guide specific management activities. This site and the associated 
geological sightseeing area should be consolidated with the Paria- 
Hackberry recreation lands decision to provide coordinated management. 

COORDINATION = with Utah and U.S. Departments of Transportation. 

SUPPORT = 
Recreation = activity plan 
Lands = withdrawal review, access easement 
Operations = facility and road design and development 

RATIONALE During 1976 in excess of 850,000 people traveled the segment 
of U.S. 89 east of Kanab to Page, Arizona. A significant portion of 
these travelers are recreation oriented, as indicated in the Kane County 
I'AA. There currently are no facilities located adjacent to this route 
which are suitable for activities other than a short delay enroute. The 
Utah Department of Transportation maintains a rest stop on U.S. 89, 
approximately 3 miles east of this point, which has tables and shade but 
lacks sanitary facilities and extensive recreational opportunities. 

Provision of day use facilities at this site would be the safest course 
of action, from an economic investment standpoint. Careful monitoring 
of visitor behavior, satisfaction and suggested changes needed would 
provide a rational basis for formulating ultimate development needs. 

Interactions 

MCPS.7 
Recommends continuation of oil and gas categories as designated in 1975. 
Points out that West Cove was limited to "no surface occupancy by AC&MU 
segregation. 

M-l.1 
Recommends free use and sales of sand and gravel on West Cove among 
numerous other identified areas. 

MCPS.8 
Recommends continued open status for locatable minerals. There are 
inferred deposits of gypsum and bentonite on the tract, 

32 
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but unless there are existing valid claims the tract would be effec- 
tively segregated by the C&MU closure identified in MCPS.7 above. 

FCPS.4 
Recommends open status, entire unit, to wildings and other vegetative 
products. 

R3.1 Recommends the area be open to ORV use. 

RM2.1, 1.2, 2.2 
Recommends livestock grazing on the site. Involves 90 potentially 
suitable acres and about 2 AUMs. 

VCPS.l Recommends no modifications of basic landscape that would not 
meet VRM Class identification. Area is Class II. 

WURA recommends no surface disturbance to cause soil loss. 

Team Multiple Use Analysis 
Jan 1979 

There are no interactions that conflict with the proposed recreation 
site recommendation to require its rejection. 

From a minerals standpoint, the area is already segregated by a C&MU 
classification and mineral values are indicated to be insignificant. 

Since the main part of this unit is open to obtaining vegetative pro- 
ducts, the loss of such activity in this small site is of no conse- 
quence. Closure of such a small area to ORV use is insignificant plus 
the fact that the area is too near a main highway to be particularly 
valuable as an ORV area. 

Loss of livestock AUMs is insignificant. Calculation of AUMs are not 
that precise so errors in calculations could be off by that amount. 

Improvements of the type recommended can be constructed so they will not 
modify basic landscape elements to change the VRM class. Construction 
criteria can be developed to insure no change. 

Stipulations to construction and use can be required to prevent loss of 
soil and watershed values. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendations 
Feb 1979 

Implement the recommendation with precautions to preserve the VRM class 
and watershed values. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ChIFP) 

Pari a 
Activity 

I Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

e 

RECOMMENDATION R-1.2. Develop recreational facilities at the Blues and 
J78 Kodachrome Flats Wayside overlook sites, which were identified during 

the 1965 recreation inventory. Developmental actions at each site would 
include; construction of suitable parking areas surrounded with natural 
stone vehicle barriers, provide sanitary facilities, install identifica- 
tion signs in cooperation with the appropriate highway department, 
interpret geological features viewed from each site. An activity plan 
will be developed to guide interpretation and development at each site. 

COORDINATION = with Utah DOT and Kane County government to develop 
compatible facilities at each site; consider potential cooperative 
management program. 

SUPPORT = Recreation - intensive phase RIS and activity plan; 
OPERATIONS - site sketches, facility development, maintenance. 

RATIONALE: Potential visitor demand for these sites is high, due to the 
large flow of tourists on each adjacent travel route. Currently, most 
visitors catch a brief glimpse of these attractions while traveling 
between major destinations. 

The Utah State Department of Transportation has provided limited turn- 
outs and garbage cans near the Blues overlook site. Visitor oppor- 
tunities could be expanded by identification and development of a scenic 
turnout, with interpretation of geological and historical values. The 
stark "badlands" topography represented at "The Blues" is intriguing to 
many visitors and formational processes could be explained. This 
general area was the route of the 1866 military expedition led by James 
Andrus, and was also used by A. H. Thompson during 1872. 

The scenic view available from Kodachrome Flats Wayside is extraor- 
dinary, but visitor use presently is limited, due to the lack of a safe 
opportunity to stop. Primary recreational uses at this site would be 
photography or scenery observation. Visitor opporutnities could be 
expanded by installing sighting devices to indicate points of interest. 
Geological values vewed from this site could be interpreted. Additional 
values could be identified during the intensive phase inventory, which 
also may be amenable to interpretation. 

Interactions (Blues Overlook) 

34 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

7: 

OBJECTIVE R-2. Expand opportunities for visitor enjoyment and use of 
sightseeing attractions, consistent with resource capabilities and 
mandated protection requirements. 

3 RATIONALE - Sightseeing values, ranging from cultural features to broad 
areas representing aspects of natural history, are some of the prime 
recreation opportunities within this planning unit. According to visi- 
tor use information contained in the Utah SCORP, which is reinforced by 
more recent survey data published by Utah State University, driving for 
pleasure/sightseeing is the highest ranked recreation activity in this 
portion of the state. Projected demand for this form of recreation 
indicates that it will continue to be the dominant activity within Utah 
and this smaller area during the pending fifteen year time frame. 

Enhancement of sightseeing values will tend to increase the duration of 
recreation visits, promote expenditures in the local economy and provide 
social benefits to visitors. 

36 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. RECOMMENDATION R-2.1 Increase sightseeing opportunities for archaeo- 
'78 logical resources within the Paria unit through protective development 

and interpretation of two sites. Adequate protective measures to pre- 
vent loss of educational/scientific and sightseeing values must preceed 
actions which increase accessibility to the public. 

PRIORITY 1 - The petroglyph panel near Paria Canyon Trailhead (42 Ka 
1647) should be preserved from natural erosion by application of a 
suitable cementing agent. Associated cultural deposits should be exc- 
avated to provide additional interpretive information. Data concerning 
physical evidences (petroglyphs and deposits) should be completely 
recorded to prevent loss of information. The site could be selectively 
pointed out to recreationists inquiring about this type of sightseeing 
attraction. 

PRIORITY 2 - The two story granary in Reese Canyon (42 Ka 1248) should 
be stabilized to prevent erosional damage. Scientific data should be 
extracted and the structure should be protected in a manner which will 
not impair visual attributes while preserving the structure. Recrea- 
tional attributes of the site should be interpreted by signing. 

COORDINATION = with State Historic Preservation Officer. 

SUPPORT = collection of scientific data (Archaeology); physical protec- 
tion of sightseeing values (Operations); prepare interpretive materials 
(Archaeology and Recreation). 

RATIONALE Bureau of Land Management policy allows for protective develop- 
ment of cultural values where consistent with preservation goals. These 
sites were selected for developmental action due to the high quality 
recreational attributes and their accessibility. 

Recreational use of these sites will take place with or without BLM 
action. Undirected use may result in deterioration or loss of both 
recreational and scientific values, as is evidenced by extensive impacts 
which have occurred at the majority of known sites in this region. 
Positive management actions will allow for protection in advance of 
potential negative influences and will be of greater benefit than reac- 
tive solutions. 

Interpretation of these sites will provide for increased public aware- 
ness of their value and provide a significant social benefit to sight- 
seers. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION R-2.2 Preserve and enhance sightseeing values of the 
78 Butler Valley Gilgal by: indicate the location with a sign on Cotton- 

wood Canyon road. 

COORDINATION + WITH MINERAL CLAIMANT. 

SUPPORT = signing (Recreation & Operations); intrusion mitigation (Opera- 
tions); authorization processing (Lands). 

RATIONALE - This feature, which was constructed in April 1978, has 
received written exposure in the news media. It presently has non-local 
significance, and with additional exposure it may achieve broader based 
significance. The feature has both artistic and religious significance 
and arouses curiosity due to its unusual appearance. This monument is 
apparently the only one in existence in the United States. 

Recreational opportunities could be increased by indicating location of 
this feature to the public land visitor. Mitigation of visual impacts 
presented by an orange water pump and silver water tank would improve 
external scenic views. Public access to this feature can be achieved by 
cooperative management between BLM and the structures' owner. Continued 
availability to recreationists can be insured by authorizing retention 
of the structure. 

Interactions. No negative interactions. There are positive interac- 
i79 tions with recreation and visual resources. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. However, this 
:79 will be a very low priority compared to other sightseeing values. 

1 Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
181 

artmch -rl itton- chrets. if needed 



II area and considering the low demand for this area as a sightseeing 
attraction, as pointed out in the rationale for the recommendation, it 
is not logical to implement the recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject the recommendation. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f llir/‘, 
Paria 

A tlvity 
Recreation 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

.eam Interactions Reese Canyon Granary 
iay 1979 

MCPS.7. Recommends continuing oil and gas leasing categories. The 
archaeological site is in an area open to leasing with standard stipula- 
tions which may not provide necessary protective measures for the site. 
Protective stipulations specific to the site should be made a part of 
any oil and gas lease. 

MCPS.8. Recommends leaving the area open to mining location. While the 
site is protected by law, this does not insure its physical protection. 

E14.1. Recommends determination of areas suitable for coal mining using 
coal mining unsuitability criteria in the Kaiparowits KRCRA. The site 
should be protected by identification of an appropriate buffer around 
the site to be excluded from leasing and/or coal development. 

WL-2.2. Recommends land treatment in the vicinity of the site to replace 
pinyon juniper vegetative type with browse habitat. The site could be 
protected by excluding treatment within 100 yards of the site. 

VCPS.1. Recommends no modification of basis elements that would change 
the VRM class. Protection and stabilization of the site could cause 
slight negative impacts if developments are undertaken without regard 
for external scenery. 

Multiple Use Analysis. The site should be afforded additional protec- 
tion by citing the legal protection in interpretive signing at the site. 
Protection from mining activities can be achieved by providing an appro- 
priate buffer around the site and precluding any mining or leasing 
activity within the buffer zone. 

Wildlife forage treatment projects will not be hampered by leaving a 100 
yard buffer around the site untreated. 

Visual resource class standards would not be violated if they are con- 
sidered in stabilization of the site. 

Fat. Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. Consider VRM 
Ju 79 class in any stabilization, protective or interpretive action to avoid 

modification of basis elements that would change the class. 

:“- “ Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
i .81 
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T Interactions Paria Canyon Petroqlyph 
f-lay 1979 

w-1.5 
Recommends treatment (contour furrowing) on the East Clark Bench Allot- 
ment. This form of treatment could damage the archaeological site. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The Watershed treatment can exclude the site so it will not be damaged 
and still accomplish the purposes for the treatment. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation 
Feb 1979 

Accept the recommendation. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Paria 
Activity 

Recreation 
Objective Number 

Bunker, OBJECTIVE R-3 Enhance opportunities for off-road vehicle use on public 
Pittman, lands in the Paria Planning Unit. 
Fagan, 
Jensen RATIONALE 
Dee 1978 Executive Order 11644, as ammended, indicates that controlled and direct- 

ed use of offroad vehicles is a legitimate recreational pursuit on 
public lands. This order further directed that areas and trails be 
designated where this use can take place. Designated areas should be 
established to minimize damage to other resources, minimize conflicts 
with other users of the public lands, and promote safety of the partici- 
pants. This objective is consistent with Bureau of Land Management 
policy (1603.1X3) for providing a variety of recreation opportunities 
to meet public needs and maintain a quality environment. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Sauvage, Objective. Maintain or improve where possible the quality of visual 
.'ittman, resources in the Paria Planning Unit. 

'agan, 
Jensen Rationale. Policy of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM Manual 6300.06) 

let 1978 states that the Bureau will: Plan, design, and implement its resource 
management activities in a manner which will minimize adverse impacts on 
the visual resource and provide all Bureau activities with guidance to 
minimize adverse impacts on the visual resource. 

Visual resources are an important resource in the Paria Planning Unit. 
About one million people travel U.S. 89 each year, and about three 
million people visited the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area along 
the southern boundary of the Paria Planning Unit in 1977. About half 
the highway travelers are on recreation-oriented trips and almost all of 
the use at Lake Powell is recreational in nature. Despite the fact that 
the destinations of most tourists are not on BLM lands, the overall 
impression of southern Utah is gained from lands of all ownership which 
in this region are primarily BLM administered. Scenic quality on BLM 
lands should be maintained to enhance the overall experience of the 
traveler. 

Although travelers on U.S. 89 account for most visitor use in the unit, 
visual resources are important to a growing number of visitors who are 
not simply passing through, but who are engaged in various activities on 
public lands in the unit. 

There are also economic reasons for maintaining or improving scenic 
resources which attract all types of recreationists. According to the 
PAA, business derived from tourists is extremely important to the 
economy of Kane County. About 12-18 percent of total personal income in 
southwestern Utah is generated from local expenditures of tourists. In 
comparison, about 7 percent of personal income is derived from farming, 
according to the SEP. Nearby Page, Arizona, also depends heavily on 
tourism for economic life. In addition, several movies have been filmed 
in the Paria Planning Unit utilizing vast, scenic, undeveloped open 
space as the setting. 

Visual resources are related to every type of recreational and sight- 
seeing activity. The maintenance of a good quality visual resource is 
critical to environmental quality in the region. 

2 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4 

Visual Resources 

Paria Planning Unit 

Visual Intrusions 

Several of the visual intrusions identified in the URA were not carried 

forward because it was not economically feasible or reasonable to per- : 

form rehabilitation work. 

Intrusion Number Name 

1 Powerline 

2 Powerline 

4 Private Land 

9 Powerline 

Although removal, rerouting, or burial of existing powerlines may be 

unreasonable, future projects of a linear nature should only be author- 

ized within existing utility corridors. Past planning for utility 

corridors dis not anticipate the level of demand for scenic quality that 

presently exists. Because of this, some existing powerlines follow 

routes that would probably be avoided today. The powerlines through 

Cottonwood Canyon are a case in point; scenic quality, visibility, and 

visual sensitivity are all high. An alternate route through less scenic 

and seldom seen land immediately to the east could be followed (adding 

two miles to the existing line length) which would strongly reduce 

existing visual contrast caused by the line. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fA!FP J 

Paria 
Activity 

V. Resources 
Overlay Reference 

SteD I Steo 3 

Sauvage Recommendation VR-1.1. Allow modifications in the basic elements of the 
Dee 1978 landscape only if they meet visual resource management class standards.--. 

Each visual resource management class describes a different degree of 
modification allowed in the basic elements of the landscape. Visual 
contrast ratings (BLM Manual 6320) will be used to determine whether 
proposed modifications can meet visual resource management class cri-- 
teria. Proposals which cannot meet VRM class standards must be either 
not allowed or redesigned in order to meet the accepted standards. 
Table 1 shows VRM class criteria, acreages in each class, and other" 
pertinent information. The Visual Resources MFP 1 overlay shows the VRM 
classifications which have resulted from use of procedures in BLM Manual 
6320. It should be noted that the Paria Primitive Area is a VRM Class I 
area because it is a designated primitive area. 

Rationale 
Visual Resource Management classes are determined using criteria found 
in BLM Manual 6320. The steps which are followed in arriving at manage- 
ment classes are: scenic quality evaluation, visual zone evaluation, 
and visual sensitivity evaluation. 

The scenic quality evaluation and potential for enhancing scenery are 
documented in URA, along with an identification of intrusions. The 
visual zones and visual sensitivity evaluations are functions of the 
social and cultural situation and, as such, are documented in the PAA. 
These three factors are combined, using established criteria, to form 
the classes which are based not only on scenery, but also on their 
visibility to the pbulic and their sensitivity to the public. Rationale 
for maintaining a high quality landscape is included in the rationale 
for objective VR-1. 

Interactions 

The following are recommendations which have the potential to violate 
the VRM class designation. 

R 1.1 
Recommends development of day usefacilities at West Cove which would 
also require construction of an access road. 

R 2.3 
Provide access to Burning HI1 1s coal fire area. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

a Il/.~:?It(.IIo~Ic O?, Trl’Prsc I Form 1100-21 (April 1975) 



w 1.5 
Recommend land treatments on more than 96,000 acres of lands. 

W/L 2.2 
Recommends development of water for wildlife. 

RM 2.5 
Recommends development of livestock facilities for implementa-tion of 
grazing systems. 

RM 2.6 
Recommends land treatment of 3,700 acres. 

RM 4.1 
Recommends land treatment on 75,600 acres. 

L2 
Recommends upgrading a power line. 

M-l.1 
Emends permits and sales of sand and gravel. 

M-2.1 
Gends sale of petrified wood. 

M-3.1 
Recommends sale of ripple rock. 

M-4.1 
Emends determination of areas that meet coal unsuitability criteria. 

M-4.2 
Recommends determination of the areas within the KCRA and acceptable for 
leasing. 

Forest management recommendations are to allow removal of vegetative 
products on a unit wide basis. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The VRM system is a legally tested tested systematic method for develop- 
ing visual resource management objectives. An area which is determined 
to be VRM Class II is a Class II area, just as a range type is a range 
type, or a wildlife habitat area is a wildlife habitat area; there is no 
management decision to be made as to whether or not an area is VRM Class 
II or not. The management decision is whether or not to allow projects 
which would violate VRM objectives. The interactions above indicate 
that if proposed range, watershed, or wildlife land treatments are not 
carefully designed and strictly managed after completion, there would be 
numerous violations of VRM objectives. Similarly coal or other mineral 

4 



development could violate VRM classes until successful rehabilitation 
occurs. 

Normal operating procedures will require an environmental assessment of 
each proposal. This assessment will analyze the impacts as well as 
identify how and to what,extent they can be mitigated. It is impossible 
to make determinations at this point on these recommendations except to 
require analysis of the impacts on VRM when the assessment is made and 
make a decision at that time on the merits of each case. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Consider VRM objectives in all projects or 
Feb 1979 actions that would affect VRM classes. Prior to implementing any pro- 

ject, perform a detailed onsite analysis of the impacts on visual re- 
sources before making a determination whether or not work on the project 
should proceed. There could be cases where the benefits of a particular 
project outweigh the benefits of retaining the objectives of a VRM 
class. 

Jensen Decision. Accept Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

Sauvage Recommendation VR-1.2. Rehabilitate visual intrusions in the Paria 

Dee 1978 Unit- The following table describes the intrusions, location, and 
necessary actions involved in this recommendation. Intrusion number 
relates to VRM intrusion overlay. 

Intrusion 
Number Priority 

3 4 

5 1 

6 1 

10 

11 

12 

Grazing Support 
Allotment Acres Necessary Action Requirements' 

Headwaters 1 

Headwaters 1 

Cottonwood 

Cottonwood 1 

Cottonwood 5 

Headwaters 5 

Last Chance 2 

Screen substation to 
blend in better with 
surrounding landscape. 

Remove and properly 
dispose of abandoned 
cars. 

Remove powerline from 
Cottonwood Canyon and 
relocate immediately 
to the east approxi- 
mately l-2 miles. 

Remove and properly 
dispose of abandoned 
trailer. 

Contour rough edges 
and seed dam with 
native vegetation. 

Contour rough edges 
and seed dam with 
native vegetation. 

Remove trailers and 
shack and clean up. 

Last Chance 500 Feather edges of 
chaining reduce 
visible slash, reseed 
where needed. 

Power Company 
Operations 

Operations 

Operations 

Operations 
Range 

Operations 
Range 

Operations 

Operations 
Range 

6 
Now: Attach additional sheets, if needed 



Rationale. There are a number of intrusions in the Paria Unit which 
detract from scenic quality. It is technically and economically feas- 
ible to rehabilitate thewe intrusions and consequently improve the 
quality of scenery in the unit. 

The importance of maintaining high quality visual resources is cited in 
detail in the previous recommendation (Visual Resources VR-1.1). That 
rationale is relevant to this recommendation also. 

Team Interactions 
4ay 1979 

L.2. Recommends upgrade in place of intrusion No. 6. 

Multiple Use Analysis. The analysis for L.2 results in a multiple use 
recommendation to allow the upgrade, if necessary, and negotiate with 
the power company for relocation to fit with location of future power 
R/Ws that will be needed in the area. 

There are no other interactions. 

-agan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation as funds are 
-eb 1979 available for these intrusions. In most cases these will be very low 

priority funding and work items. 

JP- 1 Decision. Modify the multiple use reconanendation. For intrusion number 
31 6, there will be no relocation. 

Rationale. See L-2.1. 



.I. . 

TABLE 1 

ORV 
Unit Name 

Wildlife - ORV Interactions 

Negative Interactions Recommendation Rationale 

1. Deer Range - Bulldog CPS-1, 1.1, 4.1, 8.1, 
other URA values 

2. Coal Bench CPS-1, 1.1, other URA 
values 

3. 

4. 

Rock Springs Bench 

Paria River 

CPS-1, 1.1 

1.1, 7.1, other URA 
values 

5. Kimball Valley 

6. Hackberry 

7. Mud Springs 

CPS-1, 1.1 

CPS-1, 1.1, 4.1, 7.1, 
other URA values 

1.1, 4.1, 7.1, other 
URA values 

8. Butler Valley CPS-1, 1.1, some 4.1, 7.1 

9. Rushbeds CPS-1, 4.1 

Sheep Creek deten- 
tion Reservoir 

Deer winter range and 
present critical habitat 

closed, rest limited 
to 4/l-10/15 

T36S, R2GI, set 13 Deer winter range and 
23, 24, 26; limited present critical habitat 
to 4/15-10/15 

. . . . ..-............ . . . . ..-................. 

Closed Present critical deer 
habitat, riparian area, 
quail and chuckar 
transplant area 

. . . . ..-•........... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Closed Riparian area, quail and 
chuckar transplant 

Limited to 4/15- Present and potential 
10/15 critical deer winter 

range 

Butler Valley neck 
closed 

Proposed Utah prairie 
dog transplant 

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

(continued) 

. 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 

10. Cottonwood 1.1, 7.1 other URA values 

ORV 
Unit Name Negative Interactions 

11. Horse Flats 

12. Brigham Plains 

13. West Clark Bench 

14. Upper Wahweap 

Whole area is CPS-1, other 
URA values 

CPS-1 

CPS-1 

CPS-1, 1.1, other URA values 

15. Wahweap Creek CPS-1, 1.1, 7.1, other URA 
values 

16. East Clark Bench - A lot of CPS-1, 1.1, 7.1, Closed north of Critical antelope use; 
other URA values Highway 89; ripa - ripipr;la,n - quail and 

ian area south of 
89 closed 

17. Paradise Canyon 

18. Horse Elountain 

19. Fourmile Bench 

Some CPS-1, 1.1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

CPS-1, 1.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Some CPS-1, other URA values Limited to 4/15- Present and potential 
10/15 critical deer habitat 

(continued) 

Recommendation Rationale 

Closed Riparian areas, quail 
and chuckar transplant 

Limited to 4/15- Potential critical 
10/15 deer habitat 

. . . . ..a............ . . . . . . . ..*.............. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..(................ 

Limited to 4/15- Present and potential 
10/15 critical deer habitat 

Closed Riparian - critical deer 
habitat; antelope use, 
quail and chuckar 
transplant 

-m,IIm.\w~, I -8. -----.m..-m.~,"~,mw-mI -."m ---Y-I-.--.-..I-I--.-I.-Y~.---l-l- 



Table 1 (concluded) 

ORV 
Unit Name 

20. Head of the Creeks 

Negative Interactions Recommendation Rationale 

CPS-1, 1.1, other URA values . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Antelope use area 

21. Nipple Bench CPS-1, 1.1, other URA values ................... Antelope use area 

22. North Wiregrass Other URA values ................... Some antelope use 

23. Window Sash Other URA values Limited to 4/15- Potential critical deer 
lo/15 north of T40S habitat 

24. Dry Bench . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

25. Smoky Mountain 

26. Warm Creek 

CPS-1 

Some CPS-1, 1.1 

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

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

27. Collet top Other URA values Limited to 4/15- Present and potential 
10/15 deer critical habitat 

28. Last Chance 1.1 . . . . . . . . . . . ...*.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

2% Croton Canyon 1.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..,...,................. 

30. Little Valley 1.1, 6.3, 7.1 Closed Intrusion on Desert 

31. Rock Creek 6.3, 7.1 Closed Intrusion on Desert. 
Bighorn Sheep habitat 

Note: All riparian areas should be closed to ORV use. 



TABLE 2 

ORV/Watershed Interaction Summary 

Relative Relative 
Indicates Signifi- Signifi- Signifi- 

ORV Unit Presence of cance cance of cance of Summarya 
Unit Combined Negative of Recreational Watershed Conflict 

Number Score Interaction Conflict Restraint Restraint Ratina 

1 

2 

31 

21 

3 25 

4 10 

5 33 

6 8 

7 27 

8 29 

9 38 

10 21 

11 16 

12 36 

13 49 

14 

15 

16 

30 

30 

49 

1.1 Low Low 

1.1 >+ of Moderate 

unit - 

Moderate 

1.4 Slight Slight 

1.4 High Moderate 

1.1 4 of unit High 

. . . None . . . . . . . . 

1.1 Low Low 

1.1 Moderate Moderate 

. . . None . . . . . . . . 

1.1 (50%) Moderate Low 

1.4 (25%) Low 

. . . None 

1.1 (80%) High 

1.1 (45%) High _ 

1.2 (45%) High 

1.1 (5%) Slight 

1.4 (5%) Slight 

1.1 (50%) High 

1.3 (25%) Moderate 

1.4 (15%) Low 

1.1 (25%) High 

1.2 (60%) High 

1.3 (5%) High 

1.4 (10%) Low 

. . . . . . . . 

High 

Slight Moderate 

. . . . . . . . 

High 

High 

High 

Slight 

Slight 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

. . . . . . . . 

High 

High 

High 

Slight 

Slight 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

None 

High 

High 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

aSummary ratings consider the numerical value (combined score) of 

an ORV unit and relative conflict significance which is a function of 

size of the unit. 

(continued) 

Slight Low 

Moderate Moderate 

Slight 

High 

High 

. . . . . . . . 

Low 

Moderate 

Low 

Low 

Moderate 

None 

Low 

Moderate 

None 

Low 



TABLE 2 (continued) 

Relative Relative 

ORV Unit 
Indicates Signifi- Signifi- 

Presence of 
Signifi- 

cance cance of 
Unit Combined Negative 

cance of Summarya 
of Recreational Watershed Conflict 

Number Score Interaction Conflict Restraint Restraint Rating 

17 32 

18 27 
19 24 

20 30 

21 27 

22 25 

1.1 (15%) Moderate High High Moderate 

1.1 (10%) Low Low Low Low 

. . . . . . . . . None . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . None 

1.1 (40%) Moderate High High Moderate 

1.1 (80%) Moderate High High High 

1.1 (90%) High Moderate High Moderate 

1.3 (10%) 

23 24 1.1 Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

(100%) (roads) 

24 22 1.1 Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

(100%) (roads) 

25 32 

26 42 

1.1 High High High High 

1.3 

1.1 (60%) High High High High 

1.3 (30%) 

1.4 (10%) 

27 27 1.1 Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

28 36 

(100%) (roads) 

1.1 (90%) Moderate Moderate High High 

1.3 (10%) High High High 

29 32 

30 12 

31 36 

1.1 (60%) Moderate Moderate High Moderate 

1.3 (40%) High High High 

1.1 Moderate Moderate High Low 

(100%) 

1.1 (60%) Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

aSummary ratings consider the numerical value (combined score) of an 
ORV unit and relative conflict significance which is a function of size of 
the unit. 

Note: ORV High Value = 40-4gt, Moderate value = 30-39, LOW Value = 8-29. 

(continued) 



TABLE 2 (concluded) 

Note (concluded) 
All interactions in unsuitable areas are considered as slight 

conflict with ORV use. 

Less than l/3 of unit covered by watershed recommendation = s7ight or 
low impact. 

More than l/3 and less than 2/3s of unit covered by watershed recommenda- 
tion = moderate impact. 

More than 213s of unit covered by watershed recommendation = high impact. 

Assumptions: 

1. ORV travel in 1.4 areas will be primarily restricted to barren 
stream bottoms due to difficulty of driving in vegetated areas above 
stream bed. 

2. 1.2 and 1.3 areas contain soil and topographic features which 
contain greatest terrain variety and least impediments to ORV travel and 
therefore are of the highest respective value in this unit. 

3. 1.1 areas contain vegetative and topographic restrictions to ORV 
use and therefore are of low to moderate value. 

4. 1.5a treatment areas would impede travel due to downed trees (travel 
would be restricted to roads). 
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Table 1 
Visual Resource Management Classes, Paria 

Management Class Criteria 

Class I - This class provides for natural 
ecological changes only. It applies to 
existing designated primitive or natural 
areas. It precludes any kind of activity 
which would make more than a subtle visual 
change. 

Class II - The BLM manual (6310) states 
that changes in the basic elements of 
form, line, color, or texture caused by a 
management activity should not be evident 
in the basic landscape. This could limit .-. - 

Acres 

277,760 

many kinds of management activities such as 
chainings, 
These kinds 

roads, fencelines or pipelines. 
of activities are excluded 

unless they can be located or designed 
where their visual effect is not evident 
in the basic landscape. 

Class III - Changes caused by a management 111,360 
activity may be evident in the landscape. 
However, the changes should remain sub- 
ordinate to the visual strengths of the 
existing landscape character. This means 
that most kinds of activities can be al- 
lowed if they can be located and designed 
so as not to be a dominating factor in the 
landscape. 

Grazing Allotments Affected By Management Classes 

Class I - Blue Pools, Bunting Well, Clark Bench, 
Ferry Swale, Harvey's Fear, Judd Hollow, Last Chance 
Lower Warm Creek, Mavajo Bench, Rock Creek, Upper 
Warm Creek. 

Class II - Bunting Well, Clark Bench, Cockscomb, 
CMA (Cottonwood), Dry Valley, East Clark Bench, 
Harvey's Fear, Headwaters (Upper Paria), Headwaters 
(Upper Wahweap), Last Chance, Lower Hackberry, 
Rushbeds, Spencer Bench, Upper Hackberry. 

Clark Bench, CMA (Cottonwood), 
Deer Range, Dry Valley, East C 
Fear, Headwaters (Upper Paria) 
Paria), Headwaters (Upper Wahw 
Last Chance, Rock Creek, Round 
Spencer Bench. 

(CMA Coyote), 
lark Bench, Harvey's 

Headwaters (Upper 
Gap), Judd Hollow, 

Valley, Rushbeds, 



Management Class Criteria 

Class IV - Changes in the Landscape 
character can be made but they must be 
designed to reflect what could be a 
natural occurrence. 

Acres Grazing Allotments Affected By Management Classes 

484,480 Blue Pools, Bunting Well, Cedar Mountain, Clark Bench 
Cockscomb, CMA (Cottonwood), CMA (Coyote), Deer Range, 
Dry Valley, East Clark Bench, Flat Top, Headwaters 
(Upper Paria), Headwaters (Upper Wahweap), Judd 
Hollow, Last Chance, Mud Springs, Nipple Bench, 
Rock Creek, Round Valley, Upper Hackberry, Upper Warm 
Creek, Wahweap. 

Class V - Change is needed in order to 
rehabilitate an unacceptable condition 
and restore an area where visual quality 
is consistent with the surrounding land- 
scape. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name I.\lFP) 

Pari a 
Activity 

Cultural Resources 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Continuous Present Situation. The cultural resource program, as it 
affects Paria, operates on an SOP basis. The following functions will 
continue to occur as at present. 

Inventory process (clearance Class III) 
Protection and preservation (random and as identified) 
Random contribution of results to research 

Decision Required. Provide funding for a Class II sample oriented 
inventory of the Paria P.U. The inventory will involve development of 
an appropriate research design. 

Although implimentation of a Class II inventory is a cultural resource 
program decision, it also functions in a support role to other activi- 
ties. While timing and funding of the survey may best coincide with 
other activity needs, development of the research design should be 
carried out well in advance of anticipated large scale resource 
conflicts. 

2 
Now: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

- 
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Introduction I 
The Paria P.U. is an area rich in cultural resources with nearly 300 
prehistoric sites recorded to date. Nearly all inventory work has been 
sporadic and clearance related. Inventory coverage to date has been 
limited to less than 1% of the total area. No attempt has been made to 
develop a framework which would allow organization and evaluation of 
existing and newly recovered data. 

Principal issues in cultural resource management include: 
1.) Improving knowledge of the nature and distribution of cultural 

resources 

2.) Development of evaluation procedures 

3.) Achieving quality use in research 

4.) Reducing deterioration and maintenance of a representative 
sample 



BLUE POOLS 

(Consolidates Blue Pools and Flat Top) 

Principal Recommendations: 

Range: Interim Management 

Blue Pools Allow livestock (cattle) grazing on 8,425 acres of suitable 

federal range for 516 AUMs from 10/l-3/31. This represents a 7% reduc- 

tion from present qualifications (RM1.l, RM1.2). 

Flat Top Allow livestock (cattle) grazing on 4865 acres of suitable 

federal range for 390 AUMs from 8/l-5/31. This represents a 14% reduc- 

tion from present qualifications. (RM1.l, RM1.2) 

Range: Long Term Manaqement 

Consolidate Blue Pools and Flat Top into one AMP. Rest is needed prior 

to implementation on Blue Pools but not on Flat Top. Allow cattle 

grazing on 13,290 acres under a 10 month (8/l-5/31) rest rotation graz- 

ing system having 3 pastures. The key species on this allotment will be 

Orhy and Atca. Facilities needed for implementation are Moqui Reservoir 

and 4 miles of fence. This allotment will be grazed for a total of 900 

AUMs. This represents a 10% reduction. Management as proposed should 

provide 236 natural potential AUMs. Priority for AMP implementation is 

number 1 out of 21 AMPS (RM 2.1, RM 2.2, RM-2.3, RM2.4, RM 2.5.) 

Wildlife: 

- Maintain 5*,004 acres of good condition desert shrub habitat in Flat 

Top Allotment. (WL CPSl) 

- Monitor and improve 5,885 acres of desert shrub and sagebrush in Blue 

Pools and 4,865 acres of desert shrub in Flat Top based on key forage 

species of Orhy and Atca. 

Watershed: 

Entire Allotment - Graze in winter only (10-l to 2-28) on sandy soils 

lrior to the spring and summer windy season. (W1.2) (Watershed MFP 1 

Range Interaction Reference #2). 

5/30/79 Paria 
Team MFP Step 2 

Allotment Analysis 
Page 1 
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Principal Interactions 

- Grazing during April, May, August and September every year during 

interim management on Flat Top will continue to retard improvement of 

vegetative cover. Removal of livestock during this period would also 

help achieve range objectives but will distupt the permittees operation 

by forcing him to find another place to keep his livestock during this 

time. He is dependent on Public Lands 10 months of the year on this and 

other allotments. 

April-May grazing 

proposal. This w 

will be limited to 1 year in 3 during the long-term 

ill substantially reduce so il losses but will continue 

to risk soil loss during the 1 year of more intensive use during the 

spring windy season. 

- Proposed grazing management is expected to move toward achievement of 

,ildlife habitat management objectives. 

Wildlife and watershed objectives are mutually supporting in these 

allotments. 

Alternatives 

1. Interim livestock grazing as proposed. 

2. Reduce interim season on Flat Top to 8/l-3/31 to protect wind 

susceptable soils during the spring windy season. 

3. Long-term grazing as proposed with stipulation to monitor wind 

erodability of soils and reduction in clay content over time. 

4. long-term grazing as proposed, except use 7/l-4/31 season instead 

of 8/l-5/31. Elimination of May and June grazing will have maximum 

benefit to watershed during critical wind susceptive season without 

substantially disrupting the livestock operator and proposed graz- 

ing system. Residual watershed impact from August-September graz- 

ing 1 year of 3 is substantially less than May-June grazing season. 

5/30/79 
Team 

Paria 
MFP Step 2 

Allotment Analysis 
Page 2 



Elimination of May Grazing is also a benefit because May is a 

critical plant growth month. 

(This alternative conflicts with April May interaction described above. 

Can this be reconciled? Can we get a team recommendation from above? or 

go with alternatives? 

5. True winter interim season of 10/l-2/28 on Flat Top to fully miti- 

gate watershed impact. 

Watershed Rationale on Alternatives 1. Interim Grazing 3-l to 5-31 will 

2. 

3. 

more than double the sediment production on the area grazed com- 

pared to winter grazing only based on studies noted in Watershed 

MFP-1 Range Interaction Ref. #7 & 2. 

Reduce season to 8-l to 3-31 

Estimated to accelerate erosion about 25 percent over winter use 

only. 

Long-term with Season 7-l to 4-31 

Estimated to accelerate erosion 35% over winter use only because 

the two months omitted are the two most critical growing months. 

5/30/79 Paria Allotment Analysis 
Team MFP Step 2 Page 3 



BUNTING WELL ALLOTMENT ANALYSIS 

(Consolidates Bunting Well, Cedar Mountain, 

East Clark Bench, Judd Hollow) 

Principal Recommendations 

Range Interim Management 

1. Bunting Well; 

Allow cattle grazing on 1,680 acres of suitable federal range for 

120 AUMs from 6/l-11/30. This represents a 100% increase from 

present qualifications. (RM 1.1, RM 1.2) 

2. East Clark Bench 

Allow cattle grazing on 4,784 acres of suitable federal range for 

429 AUMs from 11/l-5/15. This represents a 17% reduction from 

present qualifications. In addition, allow grazing of 136 poten- 

tially suitable AUMs on 1,200 federal acres if water is made avail- 

able (water hauling is presently being done by the operator). 

(RM1.l, RM1.2) 

3. Judd Hollow 

Allow cattle grazing on 9,745 acres of suitable federal range for 

696 AUMs from 10/l-3/31. This represents a 42% reduction from 

present qualifications. (RM1.7, RM1.2) 

4. Cedar Mountain 

Allow cattle grazing on 9,970 acres of suitable federal range for 

810 AUMs from 6/l-10/15. Up to 3 horses may be substituted based 

on (present qualifications) 6/l-10/15. This represents a 28% 

reduction from present qualifications. (RM1.1, RM1.2). 

Long-Term Management 

Consolidate Bunting Well (including 1,072 AUMs on state lands). East 

<lark Bench, Judd Hollow and Cedar Mountain into one AMP. Rest is 

5/30/79 Paria 
Team MFP Step 2 

Allotment Analysis 
Page 4 



3. Grazing Sequence . .". . . _. . 

Grazing sequence for the allotment is illustrated in Figure 

2. After 3 years this sequence will be repeated beginning on the 

fourth year. 

Second Year 

Third Year 

FIGURE 2 

Grazing Sequence 

*On third year may move tplo weks 
earlier than lo/31 out of Cedar Mtn. _-. . .-. -..-. 
Pasture but will not enter E. Clark and Judd 
Hollow Pastures until 11/l. This b/ill allOW 
operator to move into E. Clark Eench and Judd 140110~1 

sturesafter gathering calves. (Gn third year could also 
,ernain in Cedar i4tn. Pasture to 11/30 if desired). 

-2o- 



3 a. GTT'z<~~ Scqtlcnce 

C .rzzing in the various pastures on the allotment is illustrated 

bzlou. After four years, this sequence will be repeated beginning 

on the fifth year. 
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needed on Judd Hollow prior to implementation. Rest will not be needed 

on the other allotments. Allow cattle to graze on 27,379 acres under a 

yearlong rest rotation grazing system having 3 pastures (Judd Hollow and 

East Clark Bench will be used as one pasture). The key species on this 

allotment are Orhy and Atca. Facilities needed for implementation are 

2.5 miles of pipeline, 3 livestock water tanks, 2 catchments (1 new and 

1 enlarged) and 1 mile of fence. These proposed projects are to be 

constructed on East Clark Bench, Judd Hollow and Cedar Mountain allot- 

ments. This allotment will be grazed for a total of 2,196 AUMs on 

federal lands only. State lands will provide a total of 1,072 AUMs in 

Bunting Well pasture. This represents an overall reduction of 25% based 

on public lands only. Operator has decided to run 1,416 AUMs which is 

778 AUMs less than surveyed carrying capacity. Management as proposed 

should provide 595 natural potential AUMs. Priority for AMP implementa- 

tion is number 2 out of 21 AMPS. (RM-2.1, RM-2.2, RM-2.3, RM-2.4, 

.?M-2.5) 

Wildlife: 

- Maintain the following habitat areas in presently good condition 

(WL-CPS-1); 

Bunting Well = 120 acres P-J. 

Cedar Mountain = 579 acres of sagebrush, grassland and cliffs. 

East Clark Bench 5,122 acres desert shrub and grassland. 

- Fence 48 acres along 1 mile of Paria River (0.3 mile fence required) 

to exclude livestock grazing and restore good riparian habitat condition 

(WL-1.1). 

Protect 71 acres of riparian habitat and 20 acres Other Phreatophytic 

Areas by monitoring and only allowing 30% utilization on key browse 

species (willows and cottonwoods) 

5/30/79 
Team 
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Improve the following P-J habitat areas by monitoring utilization, 

condition and trend based upon key forage species of Atca and 0rhy:and 

adjusting livestock accordingly (WL-2.1): 

Bunting Well = 1,120 acres of P-J 

Cedar Mountain = 1,359 acres of P-J 

East Clark Bench = 1,366 acres of P-J 

Judd Ho1 low = 5,900 acres of P-J 

Improve desert shrub, grassland and sagebrush habitat areas by monitor- 

ing habitat utilization, condition, and trend based upon key forage 

species of Atca and Orhy and adjusting livestock accordingly (WL-3.1); 

Bunting Well = 1,419 acres of desert shrub and grassland, 

Cedar Mountain = 1,019 acres of " II II II 

East Clark Bench = 8,107 acres of " " " " 

Judd Hollow = 3,848 ' II II II sagebrush. 

Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR in transplanting 

gambel's quail and chukar along the Paria River within Bunting Well and 

East Clark Bench allotments (WL-7.1). 

Watershed 

-Eliminate grazing from the Paria River' flood plain (465 acres) until 

70% cover of vegetation and litter is achieved (W1.4). 

- Restrict livestock grazing to winter use only on the sandy portion of 

this consolidated allotment (area Wl.2, 26,026 to protect wind erodible 

sandy soils during spring and late summer windy seasons. 

Principal Interactions 

-Grazing the easily eroded sandy soils during the spring and summer 

windy season will more than double sediment production. Judd Hollow is 

in poor condition and requires first priority for restriction. 

5/30/79 Paria 
Team MFP Step 2 

Allotment Analysis 
Page 6 



1. restricting livestock grazing to winter use only would not 

allow the operator to have a yearlong rest rotation grazing system. 

The operator is dependent upon the public land allotments and a 

large state land block. If grazing use is reduced on the public 

lands it will force the operator to put more pressure on the state 

land or to be forced to reduce his livestock and thereby suffer a 

financial loss. 

- Continued grazing in the Paria River flood plain will prevent restora- 

tion of bank protecting vegetation needed for flood damage reduction and 

wildlife habitat. Once the desired cover is achieved, winter grazing 

can resume at moderate levels without damage. This flood plain vegeta- 

tion is important to a variety of non-game wildlife that provide wild- 

life viewing opportunities near the entrance to the Paria Canyon primi- 

tive area. 

The operator will not be as adversely affected by fencing the Paria 

River. He only wishes to use the river for watering his livestock via 

fence lane only during the winter. He also needs to use the area near 

the river during November in order to wean his calves. 

Rationale: Livestock operator does not want his cattle in the river, 

they drift downstream and bog down in mud. Exclusion of grazing is 

required to restore vegetation to eliminate bank cutting, and to provide 

habitat for many game and non-game wildlife species. 

- There is no "Best" recommendation for resolving the grazing season of 

use vs watershed conflict. Table 1 identifies the tradeoffs. 

5/30/79 
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Grazing System 

Proposed Interim 

Proposed long-term 

Winter grazing onlya 

10-l to 2-28 at 58% use 

Present 
AUMs 

of Use 

2,055 

2,055 

2,055 

Estimated Sediment 
Yield as % of What 
it would be with 

Winter Grazing 

170% average 

150% average 

100% 

a Winter grazing only, especially light use would improve the vegetative 
condition much more rapidly and to a better condition than the spring 
and summer grazing systems. This would increase the total AUMs usable. 
The operator would have to find somewhere else to put his cattle during 
the spring and summer. 

Team Recommendation: Adopt the range recommendations with the stipu- 

lation to 

-Build .3 miles of fence and exclude livestock grazing from the Paria 

River flood plain. Leave 1 watering lane to the river. Allow operator 

to use a reduced amount of AUMs. 

5/30/79 Paria 
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CLARK BENCH 

Interim Management 

Continue following the present AMP as described below. 

Long Term Management 

Continue the present 

2,060 AUMs of forage 

season of use on the 

Before the season of 

3 pasture deferred rotation system. Allocate 

on 27,257 Acres of suitable federal range. The 

allotment is 8/l-5/31. The key species is Orhy. 

use or an increase in AUMs is allowed an allotment 

evaluation will be complete. Proper management will also provide 451 

natural potential AUMs. Priority for AMP implementation is number 17 

out of 21 AMPS. (RM-2.2, RM-2.3, RM-2,5) 

Principal Recommendations 

atershed 

Area W1.2 (22,615 acres) 

Graze in winter only (10-l to 2-28) to insure adequate cover in spring 

and summer on the potential duning sandy soils when wind speeds are 

greatest. 

Area W 1.4 

No grazing on the Paria River and Wahweap Creek flood plains until there 

is 70% cover of vegetation and litter. 

(See Watershed MFP-1 Range Interaction reference #'I, 2, and 4 for 

rationale). 

Wildlife 

WL-CPS-1 = 12,301 acres of P-J, desert shrub, and cliffs to be 

maintained in good condition. 

5/30/79 Paria 
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WL-1.1 = Paria River = 75 acres (7 stream mi.) - 0.2 mi. fence required 

Wahweap Creek = 11 acres (0.3 mi. stream) - No fence required. 
II II = 215 acres Other Phreatophytic Area requiring 

no fence for pronghorn (Wahweap is already fenced). 

Protect 539 acres of Other Phreatophytic Areas along Wahweap Creek 

by monitoring and only allowing 30% utilization on the Key Browse 

species of willows where present and Atca and adjusting livestock 

accordingly. 

WL- 2.1 = 11,995 acres of P-J to monitor habitat utilization, 

condition, and trend based upon key forage species of Orhy, Atca, 

and cela (west part of the allotment) and adjust livestock accord- 

ingly. 

WL-3.1 = 26,831 acres of desert shrub and sagebrush habitats to monitor 

utilization, condition and trend based upon key forage species 

of orhy, Atca, and Cein (west part of the allotment) and 

adjust livestock accordingly. 

WL - 5.1 = One water development to be developed for pronghorn 

(Priority #5) use. 

WL-7.1 = Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR in 

transplanting gambel's quail and chukar along the riparian 

habitat of the Paria River. 

Other wildlife URA Values = The East segment of this allotment is an 

important pronghorn use area (especially along the riparian and 

other phreatophytic areas). 
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Principal Interactions 

Wildlife 

Positive interaction with watershed recommendations. 

No negative interactions with range recommendations as long as monitor- 

ing of habitats shows good condition, or improving condition and trends. 

Range says the operator does not need the forage or water along the 

Paria River or Wahweap Creek so there is no interaction against fencing 

or protecting these areas. Watering lane(s) can be provided if needed 

for livestock. 

Watershed 

There are some saline easily eroded soils, but the present grazing 

system is not making significant use of these sensitive areas, so there 

is no problem now. 

Grazing in spring and summer greatly increases wind blown silt from the 

sandy (W1.l areas) compared to winter grazing only. 

Because of livestock preference for flood plains, thse areas will never 

achieve the cover necessary to reduce bank cutting if they are grazed in 

conjunction with other semi desert range. Flood plains (Phreatophyte 

vegetation) is normally grazed 90% by the time the adjoining semi desert 

range is grazed 20%. 

See Watershed MFP-1 Range interaction reference #l, 2 and 4 for ration- 

ale. 

Most of Watershed area is unsuitable so the restriction to the winter 

season of use would be the only negative range interaction to these ant 

the wildlife recommendations. 

5/30/79 
Team 

Paria 
MFP Step 2 

Allotment Analysi 
Page 11 



Interdisciplinary Team Alternatives 

1. Follow the Grazing Proposal and check to be sure there is no use in 

Wahweap Creek and along the Paria River, and little use in the 

watershed area W1.l. This would meet all range, wildlife and 

watershed objectives except the following: 

In the areas that the sandy (Watershed W1.2) areas are grazed in 

the spring and summer (about every other year for each area) the 

wind born sediment production would be more than double what it 

would be if the watershed recommendation was followed. This will 

reduce the site productive potential by an unknown degree. See 

Watershed MFP-1 Range Interaction ref. #l for rationale. 

3 . Follow the Watershed and Wildlife recommendation. This would take 

away the summer grazing that is needed by the livestock operator 

because he is presently on BLM land 10 months each year, and would 

need to acquire more base property to shorten the grazing season. 

3. Follow the range recommendation, but change the grazing season from 

8-l through 5-31 to 7-l through 4-31. This would significantly 

(unknown quantity) reduce the detrimental effects of spring and 

summer grazing. 

The range would improve faster, and there would be less erosion 

because May and June are the most critical months for spring 

growth, and May is a more critical wind erosion month than July. 
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COCKSCOMB ALLOTMENT ANALYSIS 

Principal Recommendations; 

Range: 

Interim Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 1,036 acres of suitable federal range for 36 

AUMs from 11/16-3/15. This represents a 3% reduction from present 

qualifications. This allotment will be used under custodial management. 

Long-Term Management 

The public lands in this allotment should be disposed of due to the 

small amount of federal acres in this allotment. There are approxi- 

mately 1961 acres of public lands involved in this recommendation. 

COCKSCOMB - WILDLIFE 

Principal Recommendations 

- Mai.ntain 80 acres of cliff habitat to be maintained in good condition. 

(WL CPS-1) 

- Maintain or improve 1,498 acres of P-J by monitoring habitat utiliza- 

tion, condition, and trend based upon key forage species of Orhy, Hija, 

Atca. (WL2.1) 

- Treat 190 acres of P-J by chain or burn (Burn preferred but if chained 

leave slash in place and do not burn slash) and seed using desirable 

wildlife forage species in the mix-browse, forbs, native grasses. 

(WL2.2) 

- Maintain or improve 383 acres of sagebrush habitat to monitor utiliza- 

tion, condition, and trend based upon key forage species of Orhy, Hija, 

Atca. (WL3.1) 

Watershed: 

No recommendations. 
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Principal Interactions: 

Winter grazing as proposed is expected to result in improved wildlife 

habitat and watershed condition, and slightly reduce sediment 

production. 

Loss of public access to and control of habitat has a slight negative 

impact on wildlife management. 

Team Recommendation 

Retain the public lands in this allotment indefinitely; continue winter 

grazing as proposed in interim management into the long term. 
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COTTONWOOD ALLOTMENT 

Principal Recommendations; 

Range - 

Interim management; continue existing 6 pasture rest rotation AMP, 

11/l - 5/31. Allow grazing of up to 2,877 AUMs on 32,782 suitable 

federal acres, an increase of 14% above present federal qualifications. 

Only allow grazing use on 377 potentially suitable AUMs on 9,934 federal 

acres on Brigham Plains pasture through development, or use on snow. 

(RM1.1, RM1.2). 

Long-term management; implement 6 pasture rest rotation grazing system 

by allowing cattle use on 42, 716 suitable federal acres for up to 3,255 

AUMs, a 295 AUM increase in federal qualifications. Graze from 11/l - 

5/31 (see figure 1 for grazing sequence). No rest is needed prior to 

implementation. There are 3 seeded pastures (Round Valley Draw, Butler 

Valley, Eight Mile). Each year, one is grazed 11/l-12/31, a second is 

grazed 4/16-5/31, and the third is given complete rest. There are three 

native pastures (Brigham Plains, Wiggle Rim, North Coyote). Each year 

one is grazed l/1-2/28, another is grazed from 3/l-4/15, and the third 

receives complete rest. The Paria Box/Gravelly Hills pasture is set 

aside for emergency use not to exceed one year out of three. Cottonwood 

Canyon is to be used for trailing only; Crested wheatgrass (Agcr), 

galleta grass (Hija) and Winterfat (Cela) were chosen as key species for 

the allotment. There are no treatments needed to implement the AMP, but 

the following facilities are needed: 2 miles of fence, 1 reservoir, 

1 water catchment, develop 4 springs (seeps), storage tank, and 9 miles 

of pipeline. There should be a 570 natural potential AUM increase with 

the proposed management. Implementation priority is 18 of 21 Amps 

(RM2.1, RM2.2, RM2.3, RM2.5). 

Optimum treatments; there is potential to plow and seed 240 acres on 

Brigham Plains for an increase of 24 Aums on the sagebrush type. There 
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are also 1,510 treatable PJ acres (chain and seed) for an additional 255 

AUMs (RM4.1). 

Wildlife; 

- Maintain 23,434 acres of desert shrub, sagebrush, grassland, and 

cliffs in good condition (WL-CPS-1). 

-Protect and improve riparian and other phreatophytic areas as follows 

(WL-1.1): 

Paria River = 1,489 ac. riparian area (14.4 stream miles) 0.8 mi. fence 

required. 

Paria River = 540 ac. Other Phreatophytic Areas - No fence needed for 

Pronghorn use. 

.oyote Creek = 390 ac. Other Phreatophytic Areas - No fence needed for 

mule deer use. 

Cottonwood Canyon = 65 ac. riparian area (7.4 stream miles) No fence 

needed 

Protect am additional 264 ac. Other Phreatophytic Areas and 9 riparian 

acres by monitoring and only allowing 30% utilization on key browse 

species (cottonwoods and willows) and adjust livestock accordingly 

(WL-1.1). 

Improve 35,789 acres of P-J habitat by monitoring habitat utilization, 

condition, and trend based upon key forage species of Orhy, Atca (at 

lower elevations) and Cemo where present and adjust livestock accor- 

dingly (W-2.1). 

Treat 1,510 acres of P-J - Chain or burn (burn preferred but if chained, 

.eave slash in place and do not burn slash) and seed using desirable 
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wildlife forage species in the mix (browse, forbs, native grasses) 

(WL-2.2). 

- Maintain and Improve 25,347 acres of desert shrub, sagebrush, and 

grassland habitats by monitoring utilization, condition, and trend. 

based on Atca and Orhyand adjust livestock accordingly (WL-3.1). 

- Construct 4 water developments for quail and chukar use - Priorities 

11, 16, 32, 33 (WL-5.1). 

- Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR in transplant- 

ing gambel's quail and chukar along the Paria River, chukar along Cotton- 

wood Canyon, and possible Utah prairie dog in Butler Valley neck 

(Prairie dogs proposed for transplant into Round Valley Allotment but 

may spread down into CMA allotment.) (WL 7.1) 

Watershed 

Area W1.4 exclude grazing from 2,744 acres of flood plains until there 

is 70% cover of vegetation and litter left after grazing, then restrict 

grazing to 50% utilization on the desirable grasses and grass-like 

plants, and 30% on the desirable shrubs. 

Principal Interactions 

If the recommended grazing management is followed the watershed objec- 

tives will be mostly met. There are several areas of saline and easily 

eroded soils, but they are presently in good condition, or are classed 

as presently not suitable for grazing. Spring grazing, and grazing the 

flood plains 1 year in 3 before there is 70% cover will increase erosion 

over the watershed recommendation by an estimated 20% and will also 

reduce the rate of improvement for wildlife range and watershed. Trail- 

ing, and grazing in the riparian and other phreatophyte areas in spring 

3-l to 5-31 will reduce or eliminate the reproduction of deer, antelope, 

and quail in the area grazed. The effects of trailing and emergency use 
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in Cottonwood Canyon and the paria River will be minimized if the entire 

herd is moved at one time and the standard trailing stipulation requir- 

ing 10 miles progress each day is observed. Drift trailing over a 

period of time would have the same negative effect on wildlife and 

watershed as regular use of the trailing area as a pasture. Utilization 

of cottonwoods and willows should not exceed 30% during emergency use. 

-Grazing as proposed on the uplands is expected to result in improved 

wildlife habitat in all habitat types. 

Analysis 

Only two significant conflicts are present in this allotment, drift 

trailing through riparian and other phreatophytic areas in Cottonwood 

Creek and the Paria River, and spring use on erodible soils. Implemen- 

tation of the AMP to date has reduced both of these impacts (has changed 

From extended spring grazing to drift trailing and introduced spring 

rest through pasture rotation system) and positive results are being 

observed. Enforcement of the 10 miles per day trailing standard will 

accelerate improvement of the riparian areas and must be enforced. Once 

the desired cqver is achieved, moderate winter grazing can be reintro- 

duced to these riparian areas with an increase in AUM, and minimal 

impact on wildlife and watershed. A residual watershed impact is pre- 

sent from spring grazing 1 year out of 3 on uplands with erosion suscep- 

table soils. The alternative of implementing the same grazing system, 

but using a 9/l-3/31 season instead of 11/l-5/31 would almost totally 

eliminate watershed impacts. This alternative would affect range manage- 

ment by disrupting the operator's present cattle operation. 

Team Recommendation 

Adopt proposed range management with an additional stipulation that 

trailing be done as a single herd and completed at a minimum of ten 

miles per day. Do not allow an increase in AUMs until an allotment 

ivaluation is completed. 
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COYOTE ALLOTMENT ANALYSIS 

Principal Recommendations 

Recreation: Designate most of the coyote allotment and several adjacent 

allotments as an ORV intensive use area (R3.1) 

Range; Interim Management; continue existing 4 pasture rest rotation 

AMP, 11/l - 5/31. Utilize up to 2,184 AUMs on 23,084 suitable 

acres, an increase of 7% on suitable acres over present qualifica- 

tions. Operator may substitute 343 potentially suitable AUMs on 

10,399 acres on Jack Riggs Bench for use of the Wahweap pasture by 

developing water, or using on snow. (RM1.1, RM1.2). (See figure 

la). 

Long-term management; Implement 4 pasture rest rotation system with 

unbalanced pastures accommodated by unbalanced periods of use. 

There are 6 total pastures on the allotment. Of these there are 4 

base pastures, 2 native range (South Coyote, White Sands) and two 

seeded pastures (Sand Gulch, Five Mile).Wahweap Creek and Jack 

Riggs are used to supplement the four base pastures. Use Wahweap 

Creek pasture for trailing between White Sands and Jack Riggs Bench 

and as an emergency use pasture no more than one year out of three. 

(See figure lb) Use up to 2,527 AUMs on 33,483 suitable acres, a 

24% increase over present qualifications after developing permanent 

water on Jack Riggs Potentially suitable pasture. Key species; 

agcr, orhy, cela. Develop facilities; 

Jack Riggs Catchment 

White Sands slickrock catchment 

KV storage tank maintenance 

Coyote Springs Storage 

Wahweap Trail maintenance (1 mile) 

Wahweap Trail fence (.5 mile) 
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Achieve an increase of 501 natural potential AUMs. 

Priority 16 of 21 for implementation (RM2.1, RM2.2, RM2.3, RM2.5) 

Optimum treatment; plow and seed 385 acres of sagebrush on Jack 

Riggs Bench for an additional 46 AUMs (RM4.1). 

Wildlife: Maintain 19,462 acres of good condition desert shrub habitat 

(WL-CPS-1). 

Improve to potential and maintain 93 Acres of Riparian habitat 

and 1,025 acres of other phreatophytic areas for critical pronghorn 

kidding area in Wahweap Creek and Coyote Creek by excluding live- 

stock use. 

Develop 8 water sources, according to overall planning unit 

species priorities, for antelope, quail, and chukar within 10 

years. 

Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR in 

transplanting Chukar into the north end of the allotment. 

Monitor vegetative utilization and trend to assure habitat im- 

provements Ased upon key species of Orhy, Atca, and Cela and 

adjust livestock accordingly. 

Do not allow ORV use in riparian or other phreatophytic areas. 

Watershed: - Exclude grazing during critical growing season (3/l.-5/31) 

to reduce erosion and increase cover on sandy soils (W1.2). Eliminate 

grazing on 1,081 acres of Coyote Creek flood plain until 70% cover is 

established on stream banks. (W1.4) 

Exclude all surface disturbing uses from 6,039 acres of highly 

saline critically eroding soils and flood plain in the Wahweap 

Creek pasture (W1.3). (See Watershed MFP 1 Range Interaction 

Ref. #3.) 
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Principal Interactions 

1. Proposed fence installations would restrict ORV access over cross 

country routes. 

2. The riparian and other phreatophytic areas in Wahweap and Coyote 

Creek are the critical habitat for pronghorn reproduction in the 

planning unit. Ninety percent of pronghorn reproduction in the 

planning unit comes from these two drainages. These sites provide 

the green succulent forage and cover required for lactation and 

parturation during the kidding season. Present kidding success is 

low due to poor succulent forage condition and low vegetative 

density (poor cover) and the presence of livestock on the site 

prior to and during kidding. Potential vegetative cover and compo- 

sition can be restored by temporary exclusion of grazing. The 

needed isolation from disturbance prior to and during the kidding 

season requires exclusion of ORV's and spring grazing from these 

two drainage bottoms. Once good forage condition and cover have 

been restored, winter grazing can resume as long as livestock are 

off the site prior to spring greenup to protect succulent forage 

and allow female pronghorn to select the site for kidding. Wahweap 

Creek is already fenced as a pasture. Coyote Creek requires 6 

miles of fence. These exclusions would eliminate up to 250 AUMs of 

livestock grazing but would accelerate improvement in range condi- 

tion and in the long run result in increased AUM's available during 

the winter season. Watershed will benefit from increased cover and 

the resulting stream bank stability. Upland habitat for pronghorn 

is in good condition and there is no competition for upland forage. 

The kidding areas (riparian and Other Phreatiphytic Areas) are the 

limiting factor in their habitat. 

3. Maintenance and improvement of wildlife habitat requires improved 

browse and riparian forage. Juncus, Atca, and Salix should be 

added to the key species to assure monitoring of, and management 

for, wildlife habitat. 
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4. The Jack Riggs Bench seeding is desired by range, wildlife and 
watershed with various stipulations. 

5. W1.3 would close the 6,039 acre Wahweap Creek pasture to livestock 
grazing which would eliminate up to 156 AUMs of available grazing 
capacity on highly erodable saline soils. The pasture has an 
inventoried SSF of 62 and a grazing capacity of 37 acres per AUM. 
It was classified as suitable rangeland but exceeds suitability 
criteria in two ways. The pasture is in poor livestock forage 
condition with static trend. 

6. There are several areas of easily eroded soil, but except for 
transect C-4A the present and recommended grazing will not be 
especially detrimental. 

7. Range and wildlife require stipulations on recommended water devel- 
opments to assure availability of the water to both range, wild- 
life, and other users. This is bureau policy and will be resolved 
during the design of individual projects. A water source for 
Wildlife should be left at each spring development and the design 
should blend into the surroundings and appear natural looking to 
meet VRM standards. 

INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Establish an intensive ORV use area on and adjacent to tropic shale 

outcrops in Coyote and adjacent allotments. Restrict motorized 
vehicle use to existing roads and trails on frail easily erodible 
soils in the remainder of the planning unit. Minimize disturbance 
of existing vegetation on suitable rangeland iKD,,7,,,rcrJ ,lp~I ; I pap'- 
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y limiting use to existing roads where feasible. Sign at intervals 

along boundary. This modified recommendation deletes about 70% of the 

originally proposed ORV unit. A limited but adequate ORV intensive use 

area of about 20,000 acres remains. Some salinity will still be produced 

by this ORV use. Onsite watershed damage and loss of site productivity 

have been avoided with this recommendation as compared to following the 

ORV recommendation otherwise, wildlife, and range values in this and 

adjacent allotments are protected by the modification. See analysis in 

recreation MFP R3.1. 

2. Close the Wahweap Creek pasture to livestock grazing and substitute 

the Jack Riggs pasture as soon as possible, but no later than the 

first year of implementation of the proposed Grazing System. Route 

trailing between the White Sands and Jack Riggs pastures along the 

Jack Riggs road instead of through the Wahweap Creek Pasture. 

Allow emergency use of the pasture only if the following stipulat- 

ions can be met: 

a. Use no more than 1 year out of 3. 

b. Restrict season of use to 10/l - Z/28. 

c. Limit use to 30% utilization on Salix and Atca as key species 

for monitoring total food and cover for antelope habitat. 

d. Close the pasture to ORV use. 

e. Do not allow the increase in AUMs until an allotment evalua- 

tion is completed. 

ALTERNATIVES: 

(a) Permit trailing through Wahweap Creek pasture only if it will 

be done prior to 3/30, and all operators will move in 1 day. 

(b) Extend emergency use season to 3/31. 

(c) Exclude all use , including emergency use, because of range 

unsuitability criteria (SSF over 60 and grazing capacity over 

32 acres per AUM) on critical watershed (Wahweap Pasture). 
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ANALYSIS: 

The Wahweap Creek pasture contains all of the critical watershed 

recommended for protection by W1.3, two thirds of the riparian and 

other phreatophytic areas recommended for antelope habitat protec- 

tion in WL-1.1 and has two factors which exceed criteria for suit- 

able rangeland. The pasture is adequately fenced and requires no 

investment to achieve protection of these resources. An alternate 

area on Jack Riggs bench is readily available for livestock use. 

Restricting trailing to a road outside the pasture is required to 

eliminate concentrated livestock and human intrusion immediately 

prior to and during the antelope kidding season (May and June). 

The road passes through another allotment (Cottonwood), and trail- 

ing by this route requires added supervision to avoid permittee 

conflict. 

Spring use is excluded permanently, primarily because of the direct 

conflict between livestock and antelope prior to and during the 

antelope kidding period. This exclusion will also benefit cover, 

condition, and carrying capacity over the long term. The restric- 

tion to 30% utilization on willows and four-wing saltbush is to 

assure a ready source of pronghorn forage and cover immediately 

prior to the kidding season. The pronghorn herd seem to show some 

increase; observations increased from 8 to 17 during the past three 

years. Based on soils, present water table and rainfall, the pas- 

ture is capable of achieving good forage condition in a relatively 

short period of time (5 years estimate). 

When used as recommended, this pasture will serve as a comparison 

area for measuring the relative improvement of other pastures in 

the allotment. 
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The restrictive stipulations are deliberately severe because of the 

resource values involved. If there is frequent demand for "emer- 

gency" use of the pasture, then the plan for the balance of the 

allotment needs review. 

This recommendation does not resolve the major existing conflicts 

during the interim period. The recommendation is made on the 

assumption that it can be implemented rapidly due to the relatively 

small investment required and that present adverse impacts will not 

continue for an extended period. 

3. Modify the Jack Riggs Bench seeding proposal to use prescribed 

burning or brush beating. Use a seeding mixture including browse, 

forbs, and native grasses for wildlife. 

ANALYSIS: 

Prescribed burning will reduce erosion and provide wildife benefits 

in more rapid reestablishment of browse. The recommended seed mix 

will produce a healthier vegetative community on the site and a 

better mix of AUMs between livestock and wildlife. 

4. Fence 640 acres of critical watershed, including 340 acres of 

riparian and other phreatophytic areas, with an SSF of 55 in the 

South Coyote Pasture and exclude grazing and ORV use. 

Analysis: This site is the remainder of the critical pronghorn 

habitat discussed with the Wahweap Creek Pasture above. It is also 

classified as unsuitable range due to low carrying capacity. 

Livestock concentrate on this site because it is in a drainage 

bottom near water, prevent recovery of the riparian habitat, com- 

p,ete with pronghorn for space during the early part of the kidding 

season, and prevent possible improvement in the present erosion 

condition. 
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5. Graze the South Coyote pasture as recommended by range with stipula- 

tions as follows: 

(a) Fence out 640 acres of riparian habitat and critical watershed 

as recommended above. 

(b) Monitor utilization and erosion condition trend on 1,906 acres 

in writeup C4A to assure watershed objectives are being met. 

ALTERNATIVE: 

Reduce carrying capacity in the pasture by 147 AUMs to reduce 

utilization and trampling on writeup area C4A. 

ANALYSIS: 

The predicted result of implementing the above range management 

recommendations will be to reduce SSF on writeup C4A to 41. This 

is predicted to achieve acceptable watershed condition. A recent 

EPA-BLM salinity study indicates that these highly erodible saline 

soils should not be grazed at all, but it is the team's conclusion 

that if an SSF of 40 (PR 41) can be achieved, then the results will 

be satisfactory. The stipulation to monitor the trend of this 

writeup is designed to check results as the plan is implemented and 

indicate if changes are needed in the future. 
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DEER RANGE ALLOTMENT 

Principal Recommendations: 

- Ranqe 

Interim management; allot 85 cattle to graze 213 AUMs on 2,280 suitable 

federal acres, a 0% decrease in federal qualifications, from 8/l-10/15 

(RML.l, RM2.1). 

Long term management; implement a one-pasture summer-fall grazing system 

(8/l-10/15). After rest for 1 growing season to improve plant vigor. 

Use Orhy and Putr for key species to monitor range condition. Allow 85 

cows to use 213 AUMs of forage on 2,280 acres of suitable range. There 

are no treatments needed prior to implementation; the following livestock 

facilities are needed: 1 slickrock catchment, .5 mile of pipeline and a 

trough. Priority for implementing number 11 of 21 AMPS. Six natural 

ootential AUMs should be the result of management (RM2.1, RM2.2, RM2.3, 

(iM2.4, RM2.5). 

Optimum treatments; the range capacity would improve by 34 AUMs with 

200 acres of sagebrush plowing and seeding and by 537 AUMs with 4,355 

acres of PJ chaining and seeding. (RM4.1) 

WILDLIFE: 

- Improve 10,094 acres of P-J habitat by monitoring utilization, condi- 

tion, and trend based upon key forage species of Putr, Cemo, and Orhy 

and adjust livestock accordingly. This is critical mule deer winter 

range (WL-2.1). 
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- Chain or burn 4,355 acres of P-J (burn preferred, but if chained leave 

slash in place and do not burn slash) and seed using desirable wildlife 

forage species in the mix (browse, forbs, and native grasses) (WL-2.2). 

- Improve 200 acres of sagebrush habitat by monitor utilization, condi- 

tion, and trend based upon key forage species of Putr, Artv, and Orhy 

and adjust livestock accordingly. This is critical mule deer winter 

range (WL-3.1). 

Watershed: 

Principal Interactions 

The key interaction on this allotment is between livestock grazing and 

key browse species in an identified critical deer winter range. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Previous years (except for 1978) grazing of Putr by livestock has 

been excessive. A 7 percent reduction will be insignificant in 

reducing this overuse. 

A season of use of 8/l-10/15 conflicts very highly with critical 

mule deer winter range use. This season of use allows livestock to 

graze the Putr prior to the arrival of wintering deer. This is a 

highly significant conflict in the use of competitive forage. 

Plowing the 200 acre sagebrush park-would be detrimental to mule 

deer forage, since this is critical deer winter range, and mule 

deer are known to consume big sagebrush up to 70 percent of their 

diet during the winter. 

There is a positive interaction with 1 year's rest prior to imple- 

mentation of the long-term management. 

There is a very high positive interaction with P-J treatments if 

wildlife considerations are given with the treatment. These con- 

siderations are: 
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a. Burning is preferred over chaining, but if chained leave slash 

in place and do not burn slash. 

b. Provide as much "edge effect" as possible by treating in 

strips, "feathering" edges, leaving tree islands, strip follow- 

ing the contour, etc. 

C. Add ample amounts of desirable wildlife forage species into 

the seeding mix (browse, forbs, and native grasses). 

Alternatives 

1. Continue present (and proposed ) range system. 

a. Allows overuse of Putr by livestock prior to the arrival of 

wintering deer. 

b. Could allow a downward condition and trend of Putr. 

C. Provides for the needs of the operator. 

d. Complete browse utilization checks at 9/15 and following end 

of grazing. 

2. Base the livestock operation on a strict bitterbrush utilization 

limit of 10 percent to assure forage for deer during the winter 

season. 

Due to the significance of the conflict between livestock and mule 

deer on Putr utilization, a strict monitoring plan should be estab- 

lished. This monitoring plan should check Putr utilization, condi- 

tion, and trend. Condition and trend should be checked at least 

annually. Utilization should be checked weekly following the 8/l 

livestock turnout date. Livestock should be removed for the remain- 

der of the season when utilization reaches 10 percent on Putr. If 

a downward trend is found, the allotment (Public Lands) should be 

rested for at least one year. 

This alternative would: 
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a. Allow for the proper use and protection of Putr and assures 

Putr available for wintering deer. 

b. Does not provide for the total needs of the operator. 

3. A. Plow and seed 200 acres of sagebrush: 

a. Adds additional livestock AUMs. 

b. Reduces critical winter forage for deer. 

B. Do not plow and seed 200 acres of sagebrush: 

a. Does not add additional AUMs for livestock. 

b. Leaves critical winter forage for deer. 

4. Provide one years rest on public lands within the allotment, prior 

to implementing the long-term grazing 

Range and Wildlife) 

system. (Supported by both 

j. Perform 4,355 acres of P-J treatments in accordance with the Range 

management system following wildlife stipulations suggested in 

Principal Interaction Number 5. (Supported by both Range and 

Wildlife - Recreation prefers burning over chaining since it looks 

more natural -Recreation prefers protecting the "break lines" 

visible from the bottom of the canyons). 

Team Recommendation 

Accept alternative 1. 
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DRY VALLEY 

Interim Management 

Allow cattle to graze on 6,382 acres of suitable federal range for 

668 AUMs from 7/l-10/31. This represents no reduction from present 

qualifications. In addition allow grazing of 133 potentially suitable 

AUMs on 1,085 federal acres if water is made available (water hauling, 

water development or small ponds in area fill with water). (RM1.l, 

RF11 . 2). This includes grazing on 1,670 acres using 157 AUMs in Kodachrome 

State Park which was patented to the state under the R & PP Act. If, in 

the future, grazing conflicts with use of the land for recreation for 

which it was patented, a reduction will be necessary of the 157 AUMs 

which are produced on these lands. 

Long Term Manaqement 

., 

Allow cattle to graze on 7,467 acres under a summer-fall grazing 

system. For reference to lands grazed in Kodachrome State Park, see 

description in Interim Management, above. This allotment will be divided 

into 2 pastures and use in each pasture will be determined by how early 

Dry Valley Wash gets flooded out (see enclosed plan for details). Rest 

has been recommended prior to implementation. Facilities needed for 

impelementation are developing 3.5 miles of fence, 1 cattleguard and 3 

reservoirs. The key species are Orhy and‘Hija. Graze this allotment 

from 7/l to lo/31 for 801 AUMs. This represents a 20 percent increase 

from present qualifications, including forage produced on Kodachrome 

State Park lands. Proper management should provide 42 natural potential 

AUMs. Priority for AMP implementation is 12 out of 21 AMPS. 

Dry Valley allotment is being properly grazed at the existing 

stocking rate according to utilization, actual use, trend and range 

condition. (see memo in AMP file dated 7/7/78). 
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Wildlife 

Principal Recommendations 

-Maintain 4,052 acres of P-J, sagebrush, and grassland in present good 

condition (WL-CPS-1). 

Protect 26 acres of riparian habitat along the Paria and 1,204 acres of 

Other Phreatophytic Areas along Dry Wash by monitoring and only allowing 

30% utilization on key browse species of cottonwood and willows in 

riparian areas and willow and four wing saltbush in other phreatophytic 

areas (WL 1.1). 

- Improve 5,590 acres of P-J habitat by monitoring utilization, condi- 

tion and trend based upon key forage species of orhy and hija and adjust 

livestock accordingly (WL-2.1). 

- Improve 3,307 acres of desert shrub, sagebrush, and grassland habitats 

by monitoring utilization , condition, and trend based upon key forage 

species ofOrhy, Hija, and Atca and adjust livestock accordingly (WL- 

3.1). 

Area W 1.3 (280 acres) Do not graze these highly saline easily eroded 

soils. (These areas are currently classed as unsuitable). 

Area W1.4 (110 acres) Don't graze the flood plains of Dry Valley Wash 

and the Paria River until there is 70% cover of vegetation and litter 

and then don't graze in excess of 50% utilization on the desirable 

grasses and grass like plants, and 30% on the desirable shrubs. (See 

Watershed MFP-1 Range Interaction Ref #4) 
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Principal Interactions 

Wildlife 

1. Long-term system will be better for wildlife than present or in- 

terim management due to better distribution. 

2. Range recommendation will negate protection of 1,204 acres of Other 

Phreatophytic Areas. 

3. Riparian area along Paria River can be protected by enforcing 

trespass. The area is inaccessable from Dry Valley Allotment. 

4. No wildlife interaction with Range (except for the Other Phreato- 

phytic Area along Dry Valley Wash) as long as habitat monitoring 

shows good condition, or improving condition and trend, which is 

expected if the allotment is managed as proposed. 

Watershed 

Most of the saline easily eroded soils are classed as unsuitable, and 

are grazed little or none. 

The erosion condition on most of the allotment is slight or moderate 

where the grazing has been light (mainly the SE part of allotment), but 

4 suitable transects, mostly in the commonly used area , have an SSF 

greater than 50. Two of these are static, and two are getting worse. 

Good distribution and changing to winter use would improve these areas 

quite rapidly. The long-term management would improve all these areas, 

but at a slower rate than winter use only. 

Because of livestock preference for flood plains, these areas will never 

achieve the cover necessary to reduce bank cutting if they are grazed in 

conjunction with other semi desert range. Flood plains (phreatophytic 

vegetation) is normally grazed 90% by the time the adjoining semi-desert 

range is grazed 20%. Grazing them only half of the summer will allow 

them to improve some. See Watershed MFP-1 Range Interaction Ref. #4) 
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Interdisciplinary Team Recommendations 

1. Follow the range recommendation 

This would help watershed and wildlife objectives considerably. 

The flood plain, and other phreatophytic area would still be great- 

ly overgrazed, but this area could improve more and more rapidly 

being grazed only l/3 of the summer compared to Z/3. Do not give 

the reduction in the interim or long term as long as the allotment 

continues to be in an upward trend and good condition. 

2. No alternative to resolve wildlife and watershed problems in Dry 

Valley Wash were recommended because this would entail either 

fencing both sides of the entire wash, or totally eliminating 

grazing from the allotment. 
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HACKBERRY ALLOTMENT ANALYSIS 

(Upper and Lower Hackberry) 

Principal Recommendations: 

Recreation: Protect the scenic quality, maintain the primitive 

values, and protect the geologic sightseeing values through designation 

and management of the Paria-Hackberry area as recreation lands (RCPS 7b, 

RCPS 7h, RCPS7i). 

Range: Interim Management - 

1. Lower Hackberry: Allow livestock (cattle) grazing on 5,117 acres 

of suitable federal range for 250 AUMs from 11/l - 3/31. This repre- 

sents a 48% reduction from present qualifications (RM1.l, RM1.2) 

2. Upper Hackberry: Allow livestock (cattle) grazing on 8,759 suit- 

able federal acres for 478 AUMs from 11/l-3/15 on native range and 

4/16-6/15 on presently seeded range. This represents a 33% reduction in 

qualifications. In addition, allow grazing of 131 potentially suitable 

AUMs on 5,130 federal acres if water is made available (water hauling, 

snow, water development). (RM1.l, RM1.2). 

Long Term Management - 

Consolidate Upper and Lower Hackberry into one AMP. No rest is 

needed prior to implementation. Allow livestock (cattle) to graze on 

19,006 acres under a winter rest rotation grazing system having four 

pastures. The key species on this allotment will be Agcr, Spcr, Epne 

and Putr. Facilities needed for implementation are Hackberry Well, 3 

miles of pipeline, 4 water troughs, and 3 miles of fence all on Rock 

Springs Bench. Plowing and seeding 200 acre s of sagebrush, and chaining 

and seeding 600 acres of PJ are needed to balance pastures. Graze the 

native range from 11/l-3/15 and the seeded range from 4/16-6/15 for 960 

surveyed AUMs and 170 treatment AUMs or a total of 1,130 AUMs. (See 
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attached grazing formula and schedule). This represents a 16% reduc- 

tion. Proposed management should provide 21 (or 216?) natural potential 

AUMs. Priority for AMP implementation is number 5 out of 21 AMPS. (RM 

2.1, RM2.2, RM2.3, RM2.5, RM2.6). 

Optimum Treatments - 

Chain and seed 5,130 acres for an additional 866 AUMs; burn and 

seed 880 acres for 147 AUMs; and chain, burn and seed 2,120 acres for 

419 AUMs. All treatments are on Rock Springs Bench and north to the 

allotment boundary (RM4.1). 

Wildlife: Upper Hackberry - 

Protect and maintain 1,249 acres of good condition grass habitat. 

Protect 221 acres (7.5 miles) of riparian habitat along the Paria River 

with .3 miles of fence. On other riparian areas limit use on key browse 

of cottonwood and willows to 30% to improve habitat. Monitor forage 

condition trend and utilization on all habitat types, based on key 

species of Putr and Orhy and adjust livestock accordingly. Burn and 

seed 2,850 acres of PJ; chain or burn and seed 5,230 acres of PJ (burn 

is preferred but if chained, leave slash in place and do not burn 

slash). Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR in 

transplanting chukar on 1,107 acres. (WLCPS-1, WL1.1, WL2.1, WL2.2, 

WL3.1, WL7.1). 

Lower Hackberry - 

Maintain 3,240 acres of good condition PJ and cliff habitat. 

Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR in transplanting 

gambels quail on 60 acres and chukar on 268 acres. Protect three, areas 

of riparian or other phreatophytic habitat by fencing: 

1. 41 acres (6.8 miles) of riparian along Hackberry Creek with 

.2 miles of fence, 

2. 295 acres of other phreatophytic for deer use along Hackberry 

Greek with .2 miles of fence, 
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3. 98 acres of other phreatophytic for deer in Hogeye Canyon with 

.2 miles of fence. Protect all unfenced riparian and other phreato- 

phytic areas by limiting use on key browse species of cottonwood and 

willows to 30%. Monitor condition, trend and utilization on all habitat 

types based on key species of Putr and Orhy and adjusting livestock 

accordingly (WLCPS-1, WL.l.l, WL2.1, WL7.1). 

Watershed: Upper Hackberry - 

On 382 acres (9% miles of channel) along the Paria River drainage 

defer livestock grazing until 70% cover is achieved. From 3/l-9/30 

eliminate grazing, restrict vehicles to existing roads and trails, close 

to leasing and mineral material sales (W1.4). 

Lower Hackberry - 

. . Principle Interactions: 

1. Indian ricegrass is a suggested addition to the allotments key 

species management to assure monitoring of wildlife habitat conditions 

in the various habitats of the allotment. Maintenance of good condition 

wildlife habitat requires improved browse and riparian forage. 

2. Protecting the scenic qualities and maintaining primitive 

values of the Paria-Hackberry area requires stipulations to the south 

end of the Rock Springs Bench chaining and seeding of approximately 900 

acres of PJ for an increase of 152 AUMs. Instead of chaining, burn the 

area without scarification and fly the seed on to replicate a natural 

occurrence. There is a possibility of no conflict on this area because 

of poor soils and inability to chain due to topography. If this is the 

case, don't treat the 900 acres. To benefit wildlife on these acres and 

also on the remainder of the treatment area on this allotment, seed to a 

mixture of grass, browse and forbs; leave plenty of edge by feathering 

edges or leaving tree/shrub islands; and burning is preferred to chain- 

ing. If chained, leave slash in place. 
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3. Fencing is needed to protect and improve 655 acres of riparian 

and other phreatophytic areas along the Hackberry and Paria drainages. 

To retain suitability for livestock grazing on large acreages on the 

Hackberry Allotment, fenced water lanes would be needed to provide 

livestock water in both drainages. To protect the scenic quality and 

maintain primitive values, a stipulation is needed to use either ripgut 

fences or hand constructed barbed wire using juniper posts. 

4. Existing facilities for livestock have no impact on scenic 

qualities or primitive values except for 2 unauthorized line cabins and 

a corral. To maintain scenic qualities and iprimitive values remove 

these unauthorized facilities. 

5. There are no negative interactions with watershed recommenda- 

tions since the recommendations benefit wildlife and recreation and are 

on unsuitable range land. 

Interdisciplinary Team Recommendations: 

Implement all resource recommendations as stated with the following 

mitigating measures: 

1. In addition to the key species needed to monitor range condi- 

tions (Agcr, Spcr, Epne, Putr), include Orhy for wildlife. 

2. Burn all land treatments where feasible without scarification;. 

if chaining is needed, leave slash in place; aerial seed to a wildlife 

mixture; leave plenty of edge by feathering or islands. If burning is 

not feasible on the 900 acre recreation conflict or if topography limits 

treatment, eliminate this area from treatment. 

3. Fence riparian and other phreatophytic areas using ripgut or 

hand constructed barbed wire and juniper posts. Leave livestock water- 

ing fence lanes as needed. 

4. Remove the two unauthorized line cabins and corral from Hack- 

berry Canyon. 
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Analysis: 

Due to limited conflicts the recommendations can be implemented as 

stated. The additional key species are needed to monitor the various 

wildlife habitat conditions. 

The treatment stipulations will not affect the range and wildlife objec- 

tives except for a loss of 152 AUMs if the 900 acre recreation conflict 

area is left untreated. Increased edge, burning, and seeding to a wild- 

life mixture will still provide the additional livestock forage and also 

benefit wildlife, recreational scenic values, and watershed. Fencing 

the riparian will benefit both wildlife and watershed through improved 

conditions and would benefit range in the long term by increasing forage 

production. The stipulations for fence lanes are needed to retain 

suitability and for watering livestock, and the methods and materials 

for fencing are necessary to retain scenic quality and any primitive 

tialues. Removal of the line cabins and corral from Hackberry Canyon 

will improve scenic quality greatly with a minimal effect to one live- 

stock operator. 
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Harvey's Fear, Navajo Bench, Spencer Bench 

MFP Step 2 Allotment Analysis 

Principal Recommendations 

Recreation 

Designate the Fiftymile Mountain area as recreation lands. Administer 

the area for full public recreational use in a manner which will pre- 

serve Natural, Primitive, and Archaeological values and allow operation 

of natural processes (R CPS-6). Close the area to ORV use and mineral 

leasing. Close the access road at the unit boundary (at Croton Water). 

Range 

Interim Management 

All three of these allotments are presently unused by livestock. Har- 

vey's Fear is unallotted and the other two have been under suspended 

.ionuse for several years. Activate use on all three allotments as 

follows: 

10/16-3/15 (winter use) season of use 

on all three allotments. 

Harvey's Fear = Allocate 125 Aums on 

3,197 ac. (Includes GCNRA). 

Navajo Bench = Allocate 105 AUMs on 

3,183 ac. if water is developed. 

Spencer Bench = Allocate 65 AUMs on 

2,186 ac. In addition, allocate 

164 potentially suitable AUMs on 

3,492 ac. if water is developed. 
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Long-term Management 

Harvey's Fear: Priority for development of this system is number 

21 out of 21 (the last priority for range development). There are 

3,196 suitable acres within the allotment containing 125 AUMs and 8 

natural potential AUMs. No rest is required prior to implimentation of 

the system. This system will be a one pasturewinter use system with a 

season of use from 10/16-3/15. The key species is Orhy (Indian rice- 

grass). Implimentation of the system will require the development of 

one spring. 

Navajo Bench: Priority for development of this system is number 

20 out of 21 (next to the last priority for range development). There 

are 6,222 suitable acres within the allotment containing 320 AUMs and 

147 natural potential AUMs. No rest is required prior to implimentation 

of the system. This system will be a one pasturewinter use system with 

a season of use from 10/16-305. The key species is Orhy (Indian rice- 

grass). Implementation of the system will require: 

1 slickrock water catchment 

1 spring development 

1 mile of fence. 

Spencer Bench: Priority for development of this system is number 

19 out of 21 (second to the last priority for range development). There 

are 5,678 suitable acres within the allotment containing 230 AUMs and 92 

natural potential AUMs. No rest is required prior to implimentation of 

the system. This system will be a one pasture-winter use system with a 

season of use from 10/16-3/15. The key species is Orhy (Indian rice- 

grass). Implimentation of the system will require: 

1 spring development 

2 slickrock water catchments 

1 mile of fence 
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There are no vegetation treatments proposed for any of thes three allot- 

ments. 

Existing feral horses must be removed to increase perennial forage and 

range condition. 

These allotments are all in poor to fair range condition with no good 

condition areas. 

Wildlife 

All three allotments are excellent desert bighorn sheep habitat. High 

wildlife priority is given to these areas for development of a viable 

native sheep flock. Several factors are associated with accomplishing 

this objective: 

1. Protect the two small riparian areas. 

2. No vegetative manipulations are needed. 

3. Develop five permanent water sources within the 

next five years (3 springs & 3 catchments). 

4. Remove the feral horses to eliminate forage and space conflicts 

with native sheep. 

5. Eliminate trespass grazing on the north part of Spencer Bench 

allotment. 

6. Do not allow livestock use on any of the three allotments. 

This would be a direct conflict with desert bighorn sheep for 

forage and space. 

7. Protect all three allotments from undue intrusions of all 

kinds. Desert bighorn sheep seldom inhabit an area frequented by 

intrusions of any kind. 

8. Provide the necessary habitat components (food, water, cover, 

and space) and cooperate with UDWR in transplanting desert bighorn 

sheep into the area. 
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Watershed 

Soils within these allotments are considered to be frail and sa- 

line. Range conditions are poor to fair with no good condition areas. 

Most SSF ratings are over 60 which make these areas unsuitable for 

livestock grazing under present range suitability criteria. The lowest 

SSF within these allotments is 53 and erosion is getting worse (showing 

a declining trend). 

Two watershed recommendations apply to these areas: 

W-1.1-A = Increase watershed cover to 80 percent, of the potential 

to reduce soil loss and salinity of runoff on highly erodable and 

saline soils by implementing the following intensive grazing manage- 

ment: 

Eliminate grazing until the desired cover is attained then 

allow only winter grazing use (10/l-2/28). 

w-1.3 = Reduce erosion and runoff from the most saline erosion 

susceptable soils by eliminating all surface disturbing activities. 

Accomplish this by eliminating all surface disturbing uses, espec- 

ially livestock grazing. 

For rationale see Watershed MFP-1 Interaction with Range Ref. #l 

and 3. 

1. Closing the road access would preclude hauling salt and water 

to the Rock Creek allotment. 

2. GCNRA wants the area east of Rock Creek - Little Valley 

Wash closed to access, grazing, developments, facilities, and 

ORV use. 

4. Natural and primitive value protection precludes all fire 

suppression activities. 

5. Recreation has a positive interaction with any factor 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

increasing the vegetative composition and condition. 

Recreation requires all developments and facilities to be 

accomplished by hand labor and to show a natural appearance 

when completed - i.e., no roads, bladed fence lines, visable 

water developments, etc. 

Desert bighorn sheep habitat protection, transplanting, 

and removal of livestock use will benefit recreation obser- 

vance, VRM, etc. 

Feral horses are not compatible with livestock grazing. 

Remove feral horses to protect range and watershed conditions. 

Range has a negative interaction with giving up 295 AUMs. 

10. These allotments are rough, rugged terrain and are not good 

livestock areas. They are much better suited for desert 

bighorn sheep. 

11. Livestock use on these allotments is incompatible with desert 

bighorn sheep habitat (food, water, and space). 

12. Feral horse use is incompatible with native sheep habitat 

(food, water, and space). 

13 ORV use will force bighorn sheep to leave the area, depriv- 

ing them of much needed excellent condition habitat (Space 

conflict between native sheep and ORV use). 

14. Range and wildlife have Complementary recommendations on 

removal of feral horses. This would also improve water condi- 

tions if they are not replaced with cattle. 

15. Facilities for bighorn sheep (water developments) can be 

compatible with recreation Natural and Primative values if 

done by hand, no access roads are constructed, and facilities 

are hidden or camouflaged. These restraints are feasible and , 

acceptable with wildlife. 

Team Recommendation 

Manage these three allotments for Natural, Primative, and Arch- 
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aeological values; watershed protection; and Desert Bighorn sheep 

habitat. Remove the feral horses. Do not activate livestock use. 

Do not maintain the access road within the recreation area bound- 

ary. Close the area to ORV use. Allow trailing through North part 

of Spencer Bench allotment to get livestock distribution in Rock 

Creek Allotment. Allow only one day for this trailing. If the 

water on T. 40 s., R. 7E., Sec. 32 is needed for the operator to 

use Rock Creek Allotment, allow this use, but do not continue to 

allow grazing use (trespass) on Spencer Bench Allotment in connec- 

tion with this water use. 

Analysis 

All three allotments are presently not licensed for active live- 

stock use. The area is rough, rugged terrain and is not really 

rangeland. Livestock use is marginal and difficult to operate and 

manage. Most of the "suitable" rangeland has an SSF of 60 or more, 

contrary to range suitability criteria. The lowest SSF within 

these allotments is 53 and erosion conditions are getting worse 

even under current no official grazing use. The combined Natural, 

Primitive, Archaeological, watershed, and wildlife values far 

exceeds the loss of the 675 allowable AUMs for livestock. The area 

is not suitable feral horse habitat. The horses are restricted by 

the rough terrain and are overgrazing their use area. The herd has 

not increased significantly in number since they were first discov- 

ered several years ago. Maintenance of the access road would be 

against Natural and Primitive Values, and would allow undue intru- 

sions into the bighorn sheep area. 

Alternatives 

Access Road 

1. Close the road at Croton Water or Little Creek. This 

alternative would block all access. 
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2. Maintain the road as far as Rock Creek. This would highly 

interfere significantly with Natural and Primative values and 

would allow intrusions into the bighorn sheep area. 

3. Do not maintain or permit maintenance of the access road 

inside the recreation area 

boundary. This would allow the road to become more Natural 

looking, would allow limited access, and would reduce intru- 

sions into the bighorn sheep area. 

Feral Horses 

1. Leave the feral horses where they are. The feral horses are 

restricted to a fairly small use area by rougn terrain. This 

yearlong heavy use is resulting in overgrazing and range 

deterioration. The herd has not increased significantly in 

number since they were first discovered several years ago. If 

these feral horses are left alone, the range and herd will 

both deteriorate. 

2. Add more horses to make a viable herd. This alternative is 

unfeasible since the present herd is already overgrazing their 

restricted use area. 

3. Relocate the herd. This is a viable alternative. The feral 

horses could be placed with an existing herd somewhere else, 

or could be put in another location to start a new herd. 

However, a favorable relocation area is unknown within this 

planning unit. 

4. Adopt the feral horses .out through the BLM Adopt-a-Horse 

program. This is a reasonable alternative that would remove 

the herd and eliminate range deterioration. However, these 

horses may not qualify under the "Wild and Free-Roaming Horses 

and Burro Act" since they are known to be feral. 
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5. Allow local ranchers to round up and claim the feral horses. 

This is a reasonable alternative since the horses are feral 

and may not qualify under the "Wild and Free-Roaming Horses 

and Burro Act." Local ranchers would quickly remove the feral 

horses if given permission, and exemption from paying trespass 

grazing fees. 

Further Analysis 

The rationale for continuing livestock nonuse and removing feral 

horses and transplanting desert bighorn sheep into the area needs 

further clarification. Feral horses and livestock concentrate in 

numbers, and on certain areas and forage species. This intensifi- 

cation causes range condition and watershed deterioration. The 

watershed is already showing high SSF ratings-and much is getting 

worse. Range condition is only poor to fair. These factors, plus 

the rough terrain, make these three allotments only marginal for 

livestock or feral horse use. This is reflected in the fact that 

these allotments have not been used for several years by livestock, 

and the feral horse herd is not significantly increasing in 

numbers. 

In contrast, desert bighorn sheep do not concentrate in numbers or 

on certain areas. High population densities are controlled by 

natural factors. Individual dispersement is inherent within the 

species. Therefore, large flocks concentrating on certain areas is 

not a problem. This insures range condition and watershed pro- 

tection and improvement to the extent possible. The desert bighorn 

sheep is also a native species to this area, and transplanting a 

viable flock within this area is supported by the National Park 

Service on GCNRA. 

5/30/79 
Team 

Paria 
MFP Step 2 

Allotment Analysis 
Page 47 



HEADWATERS 

(Consolidates Upper Paria and Upper Wahweap) 

Principal Recommendations 

Range; 

Interim Management - (RM1.1, RM1.2) 

Continue the present management by following the Headwaters AMP. The 

season of use and carrying capacity will remain the same until an allot- 

ment evaluation is completed. If the evaluation shows that a change in 

management is needed these changes will then be made. This AMP consists 

of three grazing systems, the spring, summer and winter systems. The 

spring system consists of three seeded pastures which are used from 5/l 

to 6/10 under a rest rotation grazing system. No adjustmens are needed 

in the system. The summer system consists of three seeded pastures 

which are used from 5/l to 9/30 under a rest rotation grazing system. 

;\n adjustment will be made in the system this year. The Willis Creek 

pasture is smaller than the other two, therefore this pasture needs to 

be balanced (add Jim Hollow sub pasture to Willis Creek). The carrying 

capacity is no problem in the summer system. The winter system consists 

of six sub-pastures which make up three pastures. Each summer pasture 

is also used one out of three years (400 AUMs a year). The way the 

winter pastures are set up now there is a problem with the balancing of 

these pastures. The survey also shows a 15percent reduction is needed. 

Since there are only minor problems in the spring and summer systems, 

these problems will be corrected before the interim phase begins. The 

following are key species in this allotment Agcr, Elju, Shro, Putr, Orhy 

and Spcr. Several alternatives exist to remedy the winter grazing 

system problem. 

1. Balance the pastures in a different way than what is presently 

the case. This will distribute the grazing pressure in a more equitable 

way. Only use the present winter pastures. Use the present studies 

,Allotment Evaluation) to determine if future adjustments are necessary. 
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2. Since the Upper Paria portion shows a 43 percent increase in 

carrying capacity, use some of these areas to help balance the winter 

system. Most of this increase is from the lands not presently grazed. 

If this alternative is used, only the areas not considered frail lands 

will be used. 

3. Use the range survey, make the 15 percent % reduction and then 

balance the winter pastures. 

4. Consider Upper Paria Grazing Associations proposed winter 

system revision. Also allow them to construct the Headquarters Spring 

fence. This fence will keep the livestock in the northern portion of 

Wahweap pasture and in livestock distribution. This system should also 

balance the pastures. 

Long Term Management 

Continue following the revised AMP and through future allotment evalua- 

tions make the needed adjustments. Facilities that are needed to com- 

pletely implement this AMP are eight miles of pipeline, five miles of 

fence and three reservoirs. A possible alternative is to complete 

enough vegetative manipulation projects to remove the livestock from 

most of the native range in the winter system. This will be good for 

the range resource and have a less adverse impact on the livestock 

operators. (RM2.1, RM2.2, RM2.4, RM2.5) 

Rest is also recommended for a portion of the allotment. Priority for 

AMP implementation is 14 out of 21 AMPS. 

Optimum Management 

Upper Paria 

Chain, seed 4,280 

Burn 5,233 

Plow, seed 6,900 

16,413 
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Upper Wahweap 

Burn 

Burn, seed 

Chain, seed 

Plow, seed 

Spray, seed 

Spray 

10,621 1,197 

5,790 1,022 

9,400 1,031 

4,061 717 

2,091 315 

160 24 

32,123 4,306 

Watershed - Upper Paria 

Area Wl.3 (6,151 acres) Do not graze these highly saline easily eroded 

soils (presently unsuitable for livestock grazing). 

Area W1.4 (635 acres) Don't graze the Paria River and the flood plains 

until there is 70 percent cover of vegetation and litter, and then don't 

graze in excess of 50 percent utilization on the desirable grasses and 

grasslike plants and 30 percent on the desirable shrubs. 

Watershed - Upper Wahweap 

Area W1.4 (1,005 Acres) 

No grazing on the Wahweap Creek and Last Chance flood plains until there 

is 70 percent cover of vegetation and litter (see watershed MFP-1 Range 

Interaction Ref. Wl and 4). 

Wildlife - Upper Paria 

WL-CPS-1 = 4,831 acres of sagebrush, grassland, cliffs, and riparian (2 

acres) habitat to be maintained in good condition. 

WL-1.1 = Henrieville Creek = 324 acres (11.8 stream mi.) is emergency 

use so no fence needed - simply enforce trespass 

Little Creek = 28 acres (5.3 stream miles) - 0.2 miles fence required 

Sheep Creek Detention Reservoir Area = 52 acres (0.5 stream miles.) - no 

ience required since the area is already fenced. 
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Protect an additional 298 acres of riparian habitat and 588 acres of 

Other Phreatophytic Areas by monitoring and only allowing 30 percent 

utilization on key browse species of willows and cottonwood and adjust- 

ing livestock accordingly. 

WL-2.1 = 46,779 acres of P-J to monitor habitat utilization, condition, 

and trend based upon key forage species of Cemo and Putr and adjust 

livestock accordingly. Much of this allotment is important mule deer 

winter range. 

WL - 2.2 = 3,375 acres of P-J treatments -Chain or burn (burn preferred, 

but if chained leave slash in place and do not burn slash) and seed 

using desirable wildlife forage species in the mix - (browse, forbs, 

native grasses). 

WL-3.1 = 26, 133 acres of desert shrub, sagebrush, and grassland habi- 

tats to monitor utilization, condition, and trend based upon key forage 

species of Orhy and Hija and adjusting livestock accordingly. Much of 

this allotment is important mule deer winter range. 

WL-3.2 = 1,100 acres of grassland treatment by burning. This area may 

require seeding desirable wildlife browse, forbs, and native grasses 

following the burn. This is a livestock seeding so desirable livestock 

forage species will probably not need to be seeded following burning. 

WL-4.1 = Protect all standing ponderosa pine trees (live or dead) from 

destruction unless a specific tree poses a threat to personal safety or 

property. 

WL-5.1 = 4 water developments to be developed for gambel's quail and 

chukar use - priorities 12, 13, 14, 15. 
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WL - 7.1 = Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR for 

430 acres for gambel's quail transplant along Henrieville Creek and 250 

acres for chukar transplant along the Paria River. 

WL - 8.1 = Protect and develop Sheep Creek Detention Reservoir Area 

strictly for wildlife use (52 acres involved). 

Other wildlife URA Values = Riparian areas within this allotment are 

important for a variety of nongame wildlife. A large part of this 

allotment is important mule deer winter range. 

Headwaters - Upper Wahweap 

WL-CPS-1 = 32,823 acres of P-J - sagebrush, cliffs, riparian (3 acres) 

habitat to be maintained in good condition. 

ML-l.1 = Protect Riparian and Other Phreatophytic Areas by: Four-mile 

Canyon = 14 acres (0.8 stream mi.) 0.2 mi. fence required. 

Tommy Smith Creek = 55 acres (2 stream mi.) = 0.3 mi. fence required. 

Wahweap Creek = 98 acres (1.8 stream mi.) = 1 mi. fence required. 

Protect an additional 71 acres of riparian habitat and 781 acres of 

Other Phreatophytic Areas by monitoring and only allowing 30 percent 

utilization on key browse species of willows, cottonwood, and Atca and 

adjusting livestock use accordingly. 

WL - 2.1 = 94,616 acres of P-J to monitor habitat utilization, condi- 

tion, and trend based upon key forage species of Putr, Cemo, and Atca 

and adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-2.2 = 2,020 acres of P-J to burn and seed and 31,550 acres of P-J to 

chain or burn (burn preferred, but if chained leave slash in place and 

do not burn slash) and seed using desirable wildlife forage species in 

the mix - (browse, forbs, native grasses). 
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WL-3.1 = 32, 389 acres of sagebrush and desert shrub habitats to monitor 

utilization, condition, and trend based upon key forage species of Atca 

and Orhy and adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-5.1 = 4 water developments to be developed for gambel's quail and 

chukar use - priorities 1, 4, 9, 10. 

WL-7.1 = Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR for 610 

acres for gambel's quail transplants an 2,564 acres for chukar trans- 

plants along Long Canyon, Wahweap Creek, and Tommy Smith Creek. 

Other wildlife URA values = Riparian areas within this allotment are 

important for a variety of nongame wildlife. 

Principal Interactions 

Wildlife - Upper Paria 

1. Wildlife has a negative interaction with allowing riparian areas to 

be grazed at will in connection with grazing the seeded pastures. This 

occurs on Sheep Creek, Willis Creek, and some of the Paria River. These 

areas are uneconomical to fence so this loss of wildlife riparian habi- 

tat cannot be avoided and still graze the seedings. 

2. There is a negative interaction with the heavy use of riparian areas 

in connection with the emergency use area. No facilities exist to 

provide for even distribution onto the uplands. Little Creek is pro- 

posed to be fenced and Sheep Creek Detention Reservoir Area is already 

fenced. This will protect these areas. Other areas (Henrieville Creek 

and some of the Paria River can be protected by: 

a. Pushing livestock on to the uplands, or at least moving them 

around to get more uniform distribution. 

b. Closely enforce grazing trespass use of these riparian areas to 

eliminate use during non emergency times. 
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C. Emergency use not to exceed one year out of three, and only 

allow 30 percent use on cottonwoods and willows during emergency 

use periods. 

3. Wildlife has a positive interaction with all of the watershed recom- 

mendations (W-1.1, W-1.3, W-1.4). 

4. Wildlife has a positive interaction with the Range recommendation 

for Optimum treatments on P-J as long as the following stipulations are 

followed: 

a. Burning is preferred over chaining, but if chained, leave slash 

in place and do not burn slash. 

b. Provide as much "edge effect" as possible by treating in 

strips, "feathering" edges, leaving tree islands, strip following 

the contour, etc. 

C. Add ample amounts of desirable wildlife forage species into the 

seeding mix (browse, forbs, and native grasses). 

5. Wildlife has a negative interaction with plowing most sagebrush 

areas and reseeding. This allotment receives a fair amount of winter 

deer use which utilize sagebrush during this period, especially when 

more desireable species such as Putr are .already hedged by livestock. 

Wildlife - Upper Wahweap 

1. Positive wildlife interaction with watershed recommendations. 

2. Positive interaction with Range proposal of 15 percent reduction in 

livestock use. 

3. Positive iteraction with Range recommendation for optimum treatments 

on P-J as long as the following stipulations are followed: 

a, b, c (same as for Upper Paria Segment Wildlife interaction #4) 

4. Wildlife has a negative interaction with plowing most sagebrush 

ireas and reseeding. This allotment receives a fair amount of winter 
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deer use which utilize sagebrush during this period, especially when 

more desirable species such as Putr are already hedged by livestock. 

5. Wildlife has a high negative interaction with switching the 15 

percent decrease from the Upper Wahweap segment to the Upper Paria 

segment. This extra winter use would put more grazing pressure on the 

riparian areas, and the key mule deer forage of Putr and Cemo on the 

uplands. 

Watershed (Upper Paria) 

Following the present grazing system will meet the watershed objectives 

in all areas except for the flood plains. 

Grazing the flood plains 1 year in 3 to 50 percent use on the grasses 

and grasslike plants, and 30 percent use on the shrubs (estimated re- 

sults of system in most areas) will be much better than the present 

situation. These sites can reach the desired 70 percent cover, but it 

will take much longer than those areas with total exclusion or winter 

use only. 

Increasing the AUMs of use in the Upper Paria would increase sediment 

and salt production greatly (quantity unknown) because the proposed 

increase is on easily eroded low potential soils where growth is limited 

by soil chemicals (mostly salts), and on the poor condition flood 

plains. 

Most of the AUMs come from areas that should have been rated as unsuit- 

able because of low productivity (more than 32 acres per AUM). These 

areas are the gentler hills, valleys and bench tips (other than the 

seedings) near Cannonville and Henrieville. 

A negative interaction exists with watershed recommendation W1.4. The 

elimination of grazing along the floodplains would cause a loss of AUMs. 
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The loss would be sixteen Paria AUMs and six Wahweap AUMs. Unless these 

areas (Paria, Wahweap and Last Chance) are fenced it would mean a total 

elimination of grazing in the affected pastures. 

Listed below are the interactions that exist with the wildlife recom- 

mendations. 

Upper Paria: 

WL1.1 - There is not a problem with fencing Henrieville Creek or Little 

Creek as long as these areas may be used as emergency use 1 out of 3 

years. As long as cattle can water out of the Sheep Creek detention dam, 

no problem is identified here. A conflict exists with not allowing any 

more than 30% use in other riparian and phreatophytic areas such as 

Sheep Creek and Willis Creek. This would eliminate livestock grazing in 

these pastures (30 percent use is on browse, not desirable cattle forage 

which will probably be used at 60-80 percent bad). 

Upper Wahweap: 

WLl.1 - Totally eliminating use in Four Mile Canyon, Tommy Canyon and 

the portion of Wahweap Creek shown on wildlife MFP 1 overlay number one 

by fencing, should not have an adverse effect on range. The portion of 

this recommendation which suggests protecting riparian and phreatophytic 

areas by only allowing 30% use on key browse species would have an 

adverse effect on range. It would essentially eliminate livestock 

grazing in the affected pasture. 

There are not any conflicts with wildlife in relation to the recommenda- 

tions concerning the method of removing pinyon juniper. A slight con- 

flict arises when wildlife recommends that the sagebrush should not be 

eradicated. In most cases the soils where sagebrush is found are more 

productive and produce better seedings. Therefore range would place a 

higher priority on removing sagebrush versus pinyon-juniper. 
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Team Alternatives 

Alternative 1 Follow the existing AMP for all three management areas 

(Spring, Summer, Winter). Continue to monitor the existing studies and 

then evaluate at the end of the grazing cycle. This evaluation should 

be interdisciplinary and consider the other resource recommendations. 

The floodplain should also be closely monitored during the grazing 

cycle. The following riparian areas should be fenced as soon as poss- 

ible, even before the allotment evaluation: Four Mile, Tommy Canyon, 

portions of Wahweap Creek, Sheep Creek and Little Creek. The present 

pastures in the summer range and winter range should be balanced im- 

mediately so as to distribute the livestock in a more equitable way. 

Alternative 2 The areas in the Upper Paria portion which show a 43 

percent increase should not be used to make up for the 15 percent de- 

crease in Upper Wahweap unless they meet the following criteria: 

1. The areas are not along floodplains or other phreatophytic 

areas. 

2. Have a carrying capacity less than 32 acres/AUM. 

3. Have an SSF which shows that the area is in a slight erosion 

condition (SSF less than 40). 

Alternative 3 Do not give the 15 percent reduction in Upper Wahweap 

until an allotment evaluation is completed (end of grazing cycle). 

Alternative 4 Consider the Upper Paria Grazing Association proposal for 

a revision of the winter system. Implement this system if it meets AMP 

objectives. Modify using planning system recommendations. 

Alternative 5 Treat areas in Upper Wahweap which are listed under 

optimum treatment. 
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Analysis 

The present AMP has only been in effect on the summer and spring systems 

for two years and on the winter system for only one year. This recent 

change in management (including balancing the winter and summer pas- 

tures) should have a positive effect on the range and may show that a 

reduction is not necessary. The studies that are presently being com- 

pleted which will be used to evaluate this AMP should provide more 

accurate data than the old survey which showed a 15 percent reduction in 

Upper Wahweap. If the evaluation shows that an adjustment is necessary 

the needed changes should be made at this time. 

The areas which are recommended to be fenced are not necessary for 

livestock management. These areas are needed by the wildlife in the 

area and they should be protected for wildlife recreation and watershed 

values. 

The season of use in Upper Wahweap is presently during the winter. The 

winter use is not as critical to the other resources and it will allow 

the land to eventually come back to better watershed conditions, except 

where Pinyon-Juniper is replacing the grazed species. As long as the- 

present grazing is confined to the seedings, the Upper Paria area does 

not present a problem to watershed values. 

The areas in Upper Wahweap which are listed under optimum management 

should be treated. This will allow livestock use to remain at the 

present level and the other resource objectives can be met. A large 

portion of the livestock could then be removed from the critical areas 

of native range. 
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Lower Warm Creek Allotment Analysis 

Principal Recommendations 

Range: 

Interim Management 

Allow livestock (cattle) grazing on 2,645 acres of suitable federal 

range for 110 AUMs from 11/l-3/31. This represents a 50 percent reduc- 

tion. If access can be obtained to 7,095 acres of inaccessible range, 

allow the grazing of 400 AUMs. (RM1.1, RM1.2) 

Long Term Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 9,690 acres under a winter grazing system (11/l- 

3/31) for 510 AUMs. This represents a 127 percent increase. Rest is 

not needed. The key species are Orhy and Epne. A necessary facility is 

to construct l/2 mile of livestock trail. Five horses may be substitut- 

rd based on present qualifications. Proper management will provide 53 

AUMs of forage. Priority for AMP implementation is 7 out of 21 AMPS 

(RM-2.1, RM-2.2, RM-2.3, RM-2.5) 

Wildlife: 

WL- PS-1 = 9,405 acres of desert shrub, sagebrush, grassland, and 

cliffs habitats on GCNRA to be maintained in good condition. 

WL-3.1 = 12,089 acres of desert shrub, sagebrush, and grassland habi- 

tats to monitor utilization, condition, and trend based upon key 

forage species of Orhy and Atca and adjust livestock use 

accordingly. 

Watershed: 

Area W1.2 (9,102 acres) 

Graze in winter only (10-l to 2-28). This is necessary to insure ade- 

quate cover and soil cohesiveness in spring and summer on the potential 

duning sandy soils when wind speeds are greatest. 
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Area W1.4 (90 acres) Do not graze Warm Creek and Crosby Canyon flood 

plains until there is 70 percent cover of vegetation and litter. 

Principal Interactions 

Range: 

Watershed recommendation W1.2 presents a negative interaction with 

range. The change in season of use will have a negative impact by the 

disruption of the operator's livestock operation. 

Watershed recommendation W1.4 presents a negative interaction with 

range. If this recommendation is accepted it will result in a loss of 3 

AUMs until the cover of vegetation and litter exceeds 70 percent. At 

this time the AUMs will then be allowed. Since the majority of this 

area is not feasible to be fenced, the recommendation actually eli- 

minates livestock grazing in the affected pasture, or portion of the 

allotment. 

Wildlife: 

Positive interaction with watershed recommendations. 

Negative interaction with trail development and opening up the presently 

inaccessible area to livestock grazing. 

Team Recommendation 

Accept the range recommendation for both the interim and long-term 

grazing systems. Do not develop trail and allow grazing in the area 

presently inaccessible to livestock. The use along the flood plains 

should be monitored closely. 

Analysis 

The proposed season of use allows the livestock to be off the range 

before the critical growth period for the key species. It conflicts 

with watershed for one month during early spring. The reduction will 

reduce the allotment to carrying capacity. 
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Mud Springs Allotment Analysis 

Principal Recommendations 

Range: 

Interim Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 3,807 acres of suitable federal range for 123 

AUMs from 7/16 to 10/15. This represents a 36 percent reduction from 

present qualifications. In addition, allow grazing of 909 acres for 33 

AUMs if water is made available (resrvoir fills with water or other 

improvements are made). (RM1.l. RM1.2) 

Long Term Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 4,716 acres of suitable federal range for 156 

AUMs from 7/16 to 10/15. This is a summer-fall grazing system. This 

represents a 20 percent reduction in qualifications. Rest is reconr 

nended prior to implementation. The key species are Orhy and Agsm. 

Facilities needed are three reservoirs, developing one spring and one 

tank. Proposed management should provide 127 natural potential AUMs. 

Priority for AMP implementation is 6 out of 21 AMPS. (RM-2.1, RM-2.2, 

RM-2.3, RM-2.4, RM-2.5) 

Acres . AUMs 

Chain, seed 1,739 224 

Burn, seed 560 95 

Tree cut, seed 220 10 

2,519 329 

Watershed: 

All of the critical areas for watershed are located in the unsuitable 

areas therefore there is not any recommendation. 

Wildlife 

WL-2.1 = 5,889 acres of P-J to monitor habitat utilization, condition, 

and trend based upon key forage species of Putr, Cemo and Orhy and 

adjust livestock use accordingly. 



WL-2.2 = 1,299 acres of P-J treatments - Chain or burn (burn preferred, 

but if chained leave slash in place and do not burn slash) and seed 

using desirable wildlife forage species in the mix (browse, forbs, 

and native grasses). 

WL-3.1 = 920 acres of sagebrush habitat to monitor utilization, condi- 

tion, and trend based upon key forage species ofPutr, Cemo and Orhy 

and adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-3.2 = 1,200 acres of sagebrush treatment by burning. This area will 

require seeding with desirable wildlife browse, forbs, and native 

grasses following the burn. 

WL-4.1 = Protect all standing ponderosa pine trees (live or dead) from 

distruction unless a specific tree poses a threat to personal 

safety or property. 

Wildlife: 

Principal Interactions 

Monitor key species and make adjustments as needed to control utiliza- 

tion, condition, and trend of key species. 

Watershed: 

None 

Range: 

There are not any conflicts with wildlife in relation to the recom- 

mendation concerning the method of removing pinyon-juniper and sage- 

brush. 

Team Recommendation 

Accept range recommendation for both interim and long-term systems. 

Continue to monitor both key species for wildlife and range and make 

adjustments if necessary. Complete optimum treatments as soon as money 
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is available. Complete utilization checks at 9/15 and after grazing use 

has been completed. 

Analysis 

The proposed system has a season of use that is after seed ripe and the 

reduction will reduce the allotment to the carrying capacity. 
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Nipple Bench Allotment Analysis 

Principal Recommendations Range: 

Interim Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 10,645 acres of suitable federal range for 515 

AUMs from 11/l-3/31. This represents a 46 percent reduction from 

present qualifications. In addition, allow grazing on 6,207 acres of 

potential suitable range for 367 AUMs if water is made available (snow, 

water development or water hauling). (RM1.l, RM1.2) 

Long Term Management 

Rest is recommended prior to AMP implementation. Allow cattle to graze 

on 16,852 acres under a 3 pasture rest rotation system. The period of 

use will be from 11/l to 4/30 for 885 AUMs. See the attached grazing 

schedule for further details. The system will provide for each pasture 

to rest 1 year out of 3, be used in the spring 1 year out of 3 and to be 

used in the winter 1 year out of 3. The key species are Hija and Atca. 

Facilities needed are 1 water catchment, 1 reservoir, 2.5 miles of 

pipeline, 1 water tank and 3.5 miles of fence. After implementation 

there will be a 1% reduction (will not be given due to possible survey 

error). Proper management should provide for 294 natural potential 

AUMs. Priority for AMP implementation is 9 out of 21 AMPS. (RM2.1, 

RM2.2, RM2.3, RM2.4, RM2.5). 

Wildlife: 

WL-CPS-l= 11,190 acres of desert shrub and cliff habitats to be main- 

tained in good condition. 

WL-l.l= Protect 3 acres of riparian habitat and 64 acres of Other 

Phreatophytic Areas by monitoring and only allowing 30 percent 

utilization on key browse species of: 

Riparian Areas 1. Atca 

Other Phreatophytic Areas 1. Atca 

5/1n/79 Paris Allotment Analysis 



I! 
a’. _ - 2.1 = 2,560 ac.res of F-J to monitor habitat utilization, condition, 

and trend based upon key forage species of: 

1. Atca 2. Hija 3. orhy 

\!L-3.1 = 22,455 acres of desert shrub habitat to monitor utilization, 

condi'ion L , and trend based upon key forage species of: 

1. Atca 2. Hija 3. Orhy 

\,!L-5.1 = 5 water developments to be developed: 

2 for pronghorn (Priorities 9 e 11) and 

3 for E;ambel's quail and chukar (Priorities 19, 20, and 

25). 

Other wildlife URA values = This allotment is within the pronphorn use 

area. 

Principal recommendations 

Watershed 

Check Area b! 1.3 (2,877 acres) no not praze these hiahly saline easily 

eroded soils (most of this area is classed as unsuitable). 

Principal Interactions 

Range: 

Katershed recommendation k11.3 presents a negative interaction with 

range. If this recommendation is accepted it will result in a loss of 

12 ,<UIb?S . 
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v. 
I nt ~-!,sjcrity of this area is not feasibie to be fenced. The recor-znda- 

tion (V 1.3) actuaf.ly e:imsnates livestock grazing in the affected pasture 

or allotment. 

A conflict exists with wildlife recommendation \,IL 1.1. Accepting this 

recommendation will result in a loss of 14 ALU+.. In order to keep the 

livestock from utilizing less than 30 percent of the key browse species 

along the riparian and other phreatophytic areas without fencinp would 

actually result in closing the pasture or allotment after a short time of 

use. 

A conflict will not exist with the wildlife recommendation kILl.1 if it 

would suggest fencing of the critical areas as long as a lane is left 

where cattle can still obtain water. This will allow livestock to 

continue to use the pasture or allotment with a loss of 14 Al?%. 

Natershed 

Wildlife: 

Present winter system (with some spring use) will protect all but the 

riparian and other Phreatophytic Areas. These areas need to be moni- 

tored-and restrict use if extensive. Fence Tibbet to allow livestock 

watering and to develop a study plot. Thirty percent use on browse 

cannot be achieved allowing use on uplands, so fencing is needed. 

Team Recommendation 

Interim !*",anaoement 

Accept the range recommendation for the interim proposal, being sure to 

monitor the riparian and phreatophytic areas, and remove grazing when 

the utilization reaches 50% on the desirable grasses. 
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Long Term I%naoement 

Accept the range recommendation for the rest rotation grazing system. IN 
addition, fence Tibbet Spring water while allowing the livestock a 
lane so that they can obtain water. 

Analysis 

Voth the interim and long-term grazing system will meet the L+atershed 
objectives. The interim system would allow them to be ar!.'eved sooner. 
If Tibbet Spring is fenced this will meet a portion of the wildiife 
objectives. The operator will benefit by this proposal. Overall, this“ 
long-term system comes the closest to meeting all the resource objectives. 



WL-1.1 = Protect 44 acres of Other Phreatophytic Area by monitoring and 

only allowing 30 percent utilization on key browse species of Atca 

and Agcr and adjusting livestock use accordingly. 

WL-2.1 = 5,535 acres of P-J to monitor habitat utilization, condition, 

and trend based upon key forage species of Putr, Cemo and Orhy and 

adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-3.1 = 3,395 acres of desert shrub and sagebrush habitats to monitor 

utilization, condition, and trend based upon key forage species of 

Atca and Orhy and adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-7.1 = Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR for 320 

acres Utah prairie dog transplant proposed in Butler Valley Neck 

area. 

Watershed 

Area Wl.l-A = 8,160 acres) Graze in winter only (10-l to 2-28). This 

special management is necessary on these easily eroded soils to increase 

cover and reduce salt and silt production (See Watershed MFP-1 Range 

Interaction reference #l). 

Area Wl.3 (2,877 acres) Do not graze these highly saline easily eroded 

souls. (Presently unsuitable) 

Principal Interactions 

Range: 

Watershed recommendation W1.l presents negative interaction with range. 

The change in season of use will have a negative inpact by the disrup- 

tion of the operator's livestock operation. 
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A conflict exists with wildlife recommendations WLl.1. Accepting this 

recommendation will result in a loss of 2 AUMs. In order to keep the 

livestock from utilizing less than 30 percent of the key browse species 

along the riparian and other phreatophytic areas without fencing would 

actually result in closing the pasture after a short time of use. 

Principal Interactions 

Wildlife 

Leave water available for wildlife at the spring development site. 

Positive interaction with season of use. 

Negative interaction with activating grazing use of Butler Valley neck. 

This area is needed for Utah Prairie Dog transplant site (an endangered 

species) if the habitat is found suitable by Utah DWR. 

Team Recommendation 

Accept range recommendation for both the interim and long-term systems. 

Do not incorporate Butler Valley Neck into the Round Valley Allotment. 

Analysis 

The season of use allows the livestock to be off the range before the 

critical growth period of the key species. It conflicts with watershed 

for one month during early spring. The reduction will reduce the allot- 

ment to carrying capacity. Butler Valley Neck is not recommended for 

livestock use due to the possibility of a prairie dog transplant if DWR 

finds that this habitat is suitable for Utah Prairie dogs. 
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RUSHBEDS ALLOTMENT 

Principal Recommendations: 

Range: 

Interim management; graze 246 cattle AUMs on 5,065 suitable federal 

acres from 11/l-4/30. This represents a 24 percent reduction from 

present federal qualifications. In addition, allow grazing of 77 poten- 

tially suitable AUMs on 1,690 acres of federal land through use on snow, 

or by the operator hauling or developing water to achieve suitability 

standards. (RM 1.1, RM 1.2). 

Long-term management; Implement a three pasture rest rotation grazing 

system allowing cattle use on 324 surveyed AUMs from 11/l-4/30. Grazing 

will be allowed on 6,766 suitable federal acres. This represents no 

change from present federal qualifications. See table 1 for grazing 

xhedule and figure 1 for grazing sequence. Implementation priority is 

number 10 of 21 AMPS. There are no necessary land treatments; the 

livestock facilities needed are: Four miles of fence, one spring devel- 

opment, and five slickrock catchments. Indian ricegrass (Orhy) and sand 

dropseed (Spcr) are the key species to monitor for condition, trend and 

utilization of the range. With improved range conditions, there should 

be 148 natural potential livestock AUMs increase (RM 2.1, RM 2.2, RM 

2.3, RM 2.5). 

Optimum treatments; Allow spraying and seeding on 810 acres of sagebrush 

for an additional 122 AUMs. Allow chaining and seeding on 2,480 acres 

of P-J for an additional 332 AUMs. 

Watershed: 

None. 
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Wildlife: 

WL-CPS-1 = 630 acres of P-J to be maintained in good condition. 

WL-2.1 = 14,435 acres of P-J to monitor habitat utilization, condition, 

and trend based upon key forage species of Putr, Atca and Orhy and 

adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-2.2 = 2,810 acres P-J treatments - Burn and seed using desirable 

wildlife forage species in the mix (browse, forbs, native grasses). 

Burning is preferred over chaining, but if chained leave slash in 

place and do not burn slash. 

WL-3.1 = 810 acres of sagebrush habitat to monitor utilization, condi- 

tion, and trend based upon key forage species of Atca, Arfi and 

Orhy and adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-7.1 = Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR for 513 

ac. P-J Chukar transplant (in connection with Lower Hackberry 

transplant). 

Principal Interactions; Mitigating Measures - 

Range: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Allow livestock fence watering lanes into Hackberry and Cottonwood 

Canyons if riparian is fenced. 

Can modify treatments to meet recreation and wildlife needs. 

Make slickrock catchments natural looking or hidden for recreation 

values. 

Make fence natural through use of juniper posts or low visibility 

metal posts. 

Fence land around proposed spring to at least present low contrast 

as viewed from Cottonwood Canyon. 

Use winter access when soils are frozen to eliminate creation of 

new trails in facilities development. 



7. Discontinue maintenance of road only, but allow limited access. 

Team Recommendation 

. J Implement proposed grazing system subject to the above stipulations. 

Objectives of all resources can be met by this. 



Upper Warm Creek Allotment Analysis 

Principal Recommendations 

Range: 

Interim Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 11,193 acres of suitable Federal range for 835 

AUMs from 11/l to 3/31. This represents a 460percent reduction in 

qualifications. In addition, allow grazing on 8,725 acres of poten- 

tially suitable range for 640 AUMs if water is made available (water 

hauling, pumping from Lake Powell or snow) (RM1.1, RM1.2). 

The livestock operator proposes using the present two-pasture system 

which provides for spring rest in each pasture every year. 

Long Term Management 

Rest is recommended prior to implementation. Allow cattle grazing on 

19,918 acres under a three pasture rest rotation grazing system (ll/l- 

S/31). See attached grazing sechedule for details. Each pasture will 

rest 1 year out of 3, be used in the spring 1 year out of 3, and be used 

in the fall winter 1 year out of 3. The key species are Orhy, Hija and 

Atca. Facilities needed for implementation are 1.25 miles of fence, 

three reservoirs, three spring developments, four storage tanks, 2.5 

miles of pipeline and one pumping station. There will be 1,477 AUMs 

allowed according to the range survey, which represents a S-percent 

reduction in qualifications. (This reduction will not be given due to a 

possibility of survey error.) Proper management should provide 464 

natural potential AUMs. Priority for AMP implementation is eight out of 

21 AMPS (RM 2.1, RM-2.2, RM-2.3, RM-2.4, RM-2.5). 

Watershed: 

Area Wl.l-B 5,600 acres) No grazing until the cover of vegetation and 

litter is at least 23 percent (80 percent of potential), then graze in 

winter only (10-l to 2-28). This special management is necessary on 

these easily eroded soils to reduce salt and silt production. 



Area W1.2 - 4,947 acres) Graze in winter only (10-l to 2-28). 

Area W1.3 (10,301 acres) Do not graze these highly saline easily eroded 

soils. 

Area Wl.4 (473 acres) Don't graze the flood plains until there is 70 

percent cover of vegetation and litter, and then don't graze in excess 

of 50 percent utilization on the desireable grasses and grass like 

plants, and 30 percent on the desirable shrubs. 

Wildlife: 

WL-CPSl = 7,880 acres of pinyon-juniper, desert shrub, and cliff habi- 

tats to be maintained in good condition. 

WL-1.1 = Wesses Canyon = 30 acres Other Phreatophytic Area to be fenced 

for Pronghorn use, requires 0.1 mile of fence. 

Protect six acres of riparian habitat and 220 acres of Other Phrea- 

tophytic Areas by monitoring and only allowing 30 utilization on 

key browse species of: 

Riparian habitat = 

1. Atca 

Other Phreatophytic Areas = 

1. Atca 

WL-3.1 = 53,824 acres of desert shrub,and grassland habitats to monitor 

utilization, condition, and trend based upon key forage species of: 

1. Atca 

2. Cela 

WL-5.1 = 8 water developments proposed; 1 for pronghorn (priority 

number 8), and 7 for gambel's quail and chukar (Priorities 17, 18, 

21, 22, 23, 24, 26 '). 

* = Located on GCNRA 

: 
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Principal Interactions 

Range: 

Watershed recommendation Wl.l-A presents negative interaction with 

range. If this recommendation is accepted it will result in a loss of 

49 AUMs (suitable and potentially suitable). These AUMs can be used 

when the cover of vegetation and litter exceeds 23 percent. The change 

in season of use will have a negative impact by the disruption of the 

operator's livestock operation. 

Watershed recommendation WI.2 presents a negative interaction with 

range. The change in season of use will have a negative impact by the 

disruption of the operator's livestock operation. 

Watershed recommendation WI.3 will result in a loss of 65 AUMs since the 

livestock will not be allowed to graze highly saline easily eroded 

Soils. 

A conflict exists with wildlife recommendation WL1.l. Accepting this 

recommendation will result in a loss of 4 AUMs. In order to keep the 

livestock from utilizing less than 30 percent of the key browse species 

along the riparian and other phreatophytic areas without fencing would 

actually result in closing the pasture or allotment after a short time 

of use. 

A conflict will not exist with the portion of wildlife recommendation 

WL1.l which suggests fencing of the critical areas, as long as a lane is 

left where cattle can still obtain water. This will allow livestock to 

continue to use the pasture or allotment with only a small loss of two 

AUMs. 

Wildlife: 

Positive interaction with interim management of winter use. 



ROUND VALLEY ALLOTMENT ANALYSIS 

Principal Recommendations 

Range; 

Interim Management 

Allow livestock to graze on 5,169 acres of potentially suitable federal 

range for 376 AUMs from 11/l-3/31. This use is dependent upon use on 

snow or water hauling. (Operators presently haul water) This actually 

represents a 40 percent reduction from present qualifications. 

Long Term Management 

Rest is recommended for this allotment prior to implementation. Allow 

cattle to graze 5,169 acres under a winter grazing system. (11/l-3/31). 

The key species on this allotment are Cela, Orhy, Agsm, and Hija. 

:acilities needed for implementation are developing one spring, two 

tanks, 1.5 miles of pipeline and two reservoirs. Livestock will be 

allowed to graze 375 AUMs on this allotment. This represents a 40 

percent reduction from present qualifications. (RM2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 2.5.) 

Two possible alternatives have been suggested by the operators. One is 

to incorporate Butler Valley Neck into the allotment. The other is to 

have a season of use earlier in the fall. The possibility also exists 

to have one operator use Butler Valley Neck earlier in the fall (key 

species - Agcr) and the other operator use the rest of Round Valley 

during the regular season. 

Optimum Management 

Plow, seed 1,050 Acres 141 AUMs 

Wildlife: 

WL-CPS-1 = 720 acres of desert shrub habitat to be maintained in good 

condition. 
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Spring use under long-term (and operator suggested interim management) 

would not be as desirable as the interim winter use. Spring use (and 

heavy winter use) will elimiante pronghorn from the needed lowland use 

areas and overutlize these areas prior to moderate use on the uplands 

Leave wildlife water access at all three spring developments and wild- 

life water at access points for livestock. 

Positive interactions with watershed recommendation Wl.4. 

Watershed: I 

Because of livestock preference for flood plains these areas will never 

achieve the cover necessary to reduce bank cutting if they are grazed in 

conjunction with other semi desert range. Flood plains (phreatophyte 

vegetation) is normally grazed very heavy by. the time the adjoining 

semidesert range is grazed lightly. Most of these areas are currently 

classed as unsuitable due to low forage production. ' 

spring grazing as recommended in the long-term grazing system would 

increase sediment and salt production by an estimated 30 percent. 

Studies show that changing from yearlong, or spring and summer grazing 

to winter grazing on semi desert range reduces sediment production by 

more than half. 

(See Watershed MFP 1 Range Interaction Ref. #l and 4). 

Analysis And Alternatives 

.1 Set the season of use from 11/l to 3/31 permanently. This 

recommendation is an advantage to wildlife and watershed. It will allow 

for spring rest every year durig the interim and long-term, This system 

would have a high impact on the livestock operators. 



2. Use the present two-pasture system. This system allows for the 

range key species to rest every other spring. It apparently has improv- 

ed the range conditions. The operators are in favor of this system both 

i for the interim and long-term. This alternative does not allow for 

enough spring rest to meet the watershed and wildlife recommendation 

objectives. 

3. Do not allow grazing in the flood plains until 70 percent cover 

of vegetation and litter is achieved. This alternative will meet the 

watershed and wildlife recommendation objectives sooner and more. effec- 

tively than any other alternative. It will also have a drastic,effect 

on the livestock operators by virtually eliminating livestock grazing 

until the objectives are met unless water is developed on the good 

producing flats and cattle are managed to graze these areas only. This 

would have to be winter use with minor herding (once a week at first). 

Long Term Management 

Alternatives number 1, 2 and 3 are the same as *interim 

Alternative 4 is a three-pasture rest rotation system.. This 

management. 

alternative 

will come closest to meeting all the resource various objectives. This 

plan will be modified to fence some riparian areas, while still allowing 

livestock to obtain water. This system will have an adverse effect on 

the operators since they feel strongly about wanting to stay with the 

present two-pasture system. 

Team Recommendation 

Interim Management 

Accept the range recommendation to set the season of use from 11/l to 

3/31. 

Long-Term Management 

Accept Alternaitve 4 to implement the proposed grazing system with fence 

modification. 



Wahweap Allotment Analysis 

Principal Recommendations 

Range: 

Interim Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 5,609 acres of suitable Federal range for 195 

AUMs from 11/l-3/31. This represents a 52 percent reduction in qualifi- 

cations. (RM-1.1, RM1.2) 

Long Term Management 

Allow cattle grazing on 5,609 acres under a winter grazing system having 

one pasture. The season of use is 12/l to 3/31, although the operator 

wants season from 11/15 to 3/31. Rest is not needed. The key species 

are Hija and Atca. The allowed use will be 192 to 195 AUMs. Facilities 

needed are one reservoir, two spring developments, 1 mile of livestock 

trail and one catchment (slickrock). The amount of reduction is 52 per- 

cent. Proposed management should provide for 91 natural potential AUMs. 

Priority for AMP implementation is 3 out of 21 AMPS. (RM 2.1, RM 2.2, 

RM 2.3, RM 2.5) 

Wildlife: 

WL-CPSl = 1,320 acres of Cliff habitat to be maintained in good condi- 

tion. 

WL-1 Protect riparian and Other Phreatophytic Areas by: 

Wahweap Creek = 44 acres (1.2 stream mi.) requires 0. lmi. of 

fence. 

Wahweap Creek = 617 acres Other Phreatophytic Area requiring 0.1 

mi. of fence for mule deer. 

Protect 225 acres of Other Phreatophytic Area by monitoring and 

only allowing 30 percent utilization on key browse species of 

cottonwood, willow and Atca and adjust livestock accordingly. 

PariA Allotment Analysis 



WL-2.1 = 9,467 acres of pinyon-juniper to monitor habitat utilization, 

condition, and trend based upon key forage species of Atca and 

adjust livestock use accordingly. 

WL-5.1 = Three water developments to be developed; one for pronghorn 

(Priority number lo), and two for gambel's quail and chukar (Prio- 

rity 2 and 3). 

WL-7.1 = Provide habitat components and cooperate with Utah DWR for 

Gambel's quail and chukar transplants proposed along Wahweap Creek. 

Watershed 

Area WI.4 (473 acres) Don't graze the flood plains until there is 70 

percent cover of vegetation and litter, and then don't graze in excess 

of 50 percent utilization on the desirable grasses and grass like plants 

and 30 percent on the desirable shrubs. 

Principal Interaction 

Wildlife: 

To use the allotment for livestock, there is no way to keep or limit 

livestock use along the flood plains without fencing. Fencing should be 

completed as per WL-1.1 wherever possible. Limit use along riparian 

areas and only allow moderate use on browse (30 percent use). 

Positive interaction with watershed recommendation. 

Positive interaction with the winter grazing season of use. 

Watershed: 

Because of livestock preference for flood plains these areas will never 

achieve the cover necessary to reduce bank cutting if they are grazed in 

conjunction with other semidesert range. Flood plains (Phreatophyte 



vegetation) is normally grazed very heavy before the adjoining semi- 

desert range is grazed lightly. 

Principal Interactions 

Range: 

Watershed recommendation Wl.4 presents a negative interaction with 

range. If this recommendation is accepted it will result in a loss of 

14 AUMs until the cover of vegetation and litter exceeds 70 percent. At 

this time, substantially more AUMs will then be allowed. 

A conflict will not exist with the poriton of wildlife recommendation 

WL1.l which suggests fencing of the critical areas as long as a lane is 

left where cattle can still obtain water. This will allow livestock to 

continue to use the pasture or allotment with only a loss of 8 AUMs. 

Team Recommendation 

Accept range recommendation for both the interim and longterm systems 

with the following modifications; 

1. Keep livestock out of Wahweap Creek until the desired forage 

conditionsare met. 

2. Livestock will be allowed to water in Wahweap Creek by the 

construction of a fence lane into water. 

Analysis 

The season of use allows the livestock to be off the range before the 

critical growth period of the key species. It conflicts with watershed 

for one month during early spring. The reduction will reduce the allot- 

ment to carrying capacity. If a fence lane is constructed into Wahweap 

Creek livestock will still be allowed to obtain water while the rest of 

the creek has a chance to reach the desired condition for wildlife and 

watershed. The amount of AUMs lost is between 8 and 41. Since this is 

a small amount of AUMs it should not have a drastic effect on the 
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operators. These AUMs, plus more, will be gained-when the desired 

conditions are met (est. 2 to 5 years), and livestock are allowed use 

(not to exceed 30 percent on cottonwood and willows and not to be spring 

use) on these areas. 

5/30/79 
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Paria MFP 

Appendix 2 

CONSOLIDATED LAND TREATMENTS 

Team Recommendations 
May 1979 

Five MFP Recommendations are made for land treatments, RM-2.6, RM-4.1, 

W-1.5, WL-2.2, WL-3.2 (table 1). 

land treatments overlay shows the recommended land treatment 

addition to specified treatment areas, wildlife recommends a 

MFP Step 2 

areas. In 

modified f 

sagebrush, 

a modified 

ire action plan to limit fire suppression within pinyon-juniper, 

mountain shrub, and grassland habitats. Recreation recommends 

fire action plan to prevent bladed fire breaks and other surface 

disturbance within recreation land areas. 

Interactions 

Land treatments that will achieve greater diversity, cover, and improved 
Team 
May 1979 composition within pinyon-juniper and sagebrush types are positive for 

Range, Wildlife, Watershed, Recreation, and VRM. Identified interactions 

focus primarily on the method of treatment and on a few specific sites 

where treatments should not be permitted (WL-3.2, 4.1; F-CPS 2, 3, 5). 

Pinyon-juniper chaining will increase fuelwood availability and Christmas 

tree reproduction but will reduce post production and availability. 

VR-1.1 Pinyon-juniper chaining will introduce new intrusions into VRM 

Class II areas. An acceptable alternative is prescribed burning designed 

to replicate natural occurrence and can be made positive for visual resource 

management. 

5/30/79 
Team 
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WL-1.1-7-l; Treatments are positive for almost all wildlife habitat 

improvement as long as a mixture of native grasses, forbs, and browse in 

ample amounts are added with exotic species in seedings. Range recommends 

a 200 acre sagebrush manipulation in Deer Range Allotment. This area 

should be preserved as a sagebrush park for mule deer winter forage. Do 

not destroy ponderosa pine trees when doing treatments. 

R-CPS 1; Treatments within the visual zone of Henrieville Creek Recrea- 

tion Site will modify the visual setting of the site. It is possible to 

design treatment for favorable visual impact and create a positive inter- 

action. 

R-CPS 6, 7, 7b, 7h, 7i; Treatments within Fiftymile and Paria-Hackberry 

'recreation lands and within view of recreation sites and key scenic features 

should be deleted from consideration unless appearance of natural occurrence 

can be replicated. 

F-CPS 1 - Areas with scattered ponderosa pine should be excluded from P-J 

treatments unless individual ponderosa trees can be protected. 

w-1.3 - Easily eroded saline soils are not suitable for treatment due to 

erosion susceptibility. 

R-CPS 5 - Four Mile Bench o lid trees have scientific va lue due to age and 

should be excluded from treatment and modified fire suppression plans. 

w-1.4 - Watershed recommends the substitution of brush beating for burning 

or spraying for increased erosion protection, pending establishment. 

5/30/79 Paria 
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Range Recommendations RM-1.1 - RM-1.3; RPI-2.1 - RM 2.6; RM-4.1 are all 

positive and complementary if these recommendations will allow for modifi- 

cation of the treatment areas as long as there is increased production and 

improved condition and trend. 

Threatened and Endangered Plants 

The following threatened and endangered plants are found in several locations 

throughout the planning unit (T37S, RlW; T38 and 39S, RlE; T38S, R23; 

T39S, R2E; and T39S, R4E) that are recotnnended to be treated in order to 

supply additional forage for livestock grazing (RM 4.1): Euphorbia Nephra- 

denia, Phaielia mammilerensis, Machaeranthera glaborinscula, astraqalus 

amppillarius, Phacelia cephalotes, Lesquerella tumulosa, cynopterus hiqqinsii, 

and Phacelia mammelarensis, Astragalus lancearius, and Penstemon atwoodii. 

Penstemon atwoodii has also been identified in T39S, R4E. A chaining has 

been recommended in the location in order to balance pastures for a rest 

rotation grazing system (RM-2.6). 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Wildlife, Range, Watershed, Recreation and VRM/Support land treatment, 

brush beating, prescribed burning and a modified fire suppression plan to 

reverse the steady trend toward pinyon-juniper and big sagebrush monocul- 

tures. Each resource has recommended slightly different objectives and stipu- 

lations on methodology for proposed land treatments. In most cases the 

differences can be reconciled on any given site to achieve mutual objectives. 

Threatened and endangered plants are required to be protected by law. The 
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status of the plant should be reviewed at the time of action to determine 

threatened and endangered status. Each project will be analyzed in an EAR to 

determine if it can proceed 

Recreation: Conduct all land treatments within Fiftymile and Paria- 

Hackberry recreation lands, and other VRM Class II areas to replicate natural 

occurrence. No plowing, chaining, or other mechanical treatment permitted. 

Modified fire suppression plan or prescribed burning of irregular areas with 

feathered edges is preferred. Exclude Four Mile Bench old trees from 

treatment or burn. 

Watershed 

Chain pinyon-juniper and leave residue in place without burning or windrowing 

to provide maximum residual cover and erosion barriers. Prescribed burning 

or modified fire suppression is acceptable second choice for watershed 

treatment of P-J areas. Use brush beating or spraying and seeding on sage- 

brush areas. Burning destroys litter and excessively exposes soil to 

erosion, plowing and seeding causes excessive soil exposure during the 

interim period until the seeding is established. 

Range 

Plow and seed sagebrush, chain, windrow and seed pinyon-juniper areas 

to grass to provide maximum forage. A healthier more durable seeding can 

be established by including a mixture of native species with the principal 

introduced species (presently crested wheatgrass). 

Wildlife 

Modified fire suppression, brush beating and prescribed burning is the 

5/30/79 Paria Appendix 2 
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preferred treatment where sufficient understory exists for re-establishment 

of native species. Maintain maximum "edge" effect and diversity in all 

treatments. Include liveral quantities and diversity of native grasses, 

forbs, and browse in the seed mix. Monoculture seedings are of limited 

benefit to wildlife. 

5130179 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Alternative 1 

Pinyon-juniper Habitat 

Prepare a modified fire suppression plan for all P-J habitat type. 

Exclude the Four Mile Bench old trees area and that area being invaded 

by young ponderosa pine (Rec. Overlay ). Use prescribed burning in 

lieu of mechanical treatment wherever vegetative understory will carry 

fire. Exclude mechanical treatment form Fiftymile Mountain and Paria- 

Hackberry recreation lands. Where a native seed source for grasses and 

other P-J understory is available, do not use supplemental seed. Mul- 

tiple native species of grasses, forbs and browse will be used in re- 

seeding to avoid monotype vegetation, and to insure good forage species 

for wildlife, as well as livestock. 

Sagebrush Habitat 

Prepare a modified fire suppression plan for all sagebrush habitat 

areas. Evaluate each treatment site for soil stability prior to manipu- 

lation. Brush beating is the most desirable method of eradication and 

will be the primary mechanical treatment used on all areas. Burning can 

be used as an alternative where equipment access and costs do not permit 

brush beating. Exclude the 200 acre seeding on Deer Range. Preserve 

this high use wildlife habitat for deer winter forage. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternative. 

Alternative 1 meets the objection of all resource. Taken as separate 

entities, individual resource recommendations do not consider each 

other. Alternative 1 provides the means by which the objectives of all 

reasources are met and negative interactions are avoided. 

Multiple-Use-Team-Recommendation 

Accept alternative 1. 
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Appendix 3 

Riparian and Aquatic Habitats, by Stream, on Public Lands in the Escalante Planning Unit 

Riparian Area Total A rea 
Aquatic Area - 

Allotment 
Ecological Habitat 

Transect Stream 
Ecological 

Stream BLM Habitat 
Name Stream No, 

Veg. Overstory U nderstory 
Flow 

Apparent 
Width Cover Condition Condition Width Miles Acres Condition Trend Remarks 

Unallotted 
Birch Creek 
Birch Creek 
Birch Creek 

Total 

North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 
North Creek 

Total 

Death Hollow 

Death Hollow 
Death Hollow 
Death Hollow 
Death Hollow 
Death Hollow 
Death Hollow 
Ueath Hollow 

Total 

Mamie Creek 

Pine Creek 
Pine Creek 
Pine Creek 
Pine Creek 

Total 
Saltwater Creek 

Sand Creek 

M-l 
RN- 1 
N/A 

;:: 
;I; 
M-l 
N-2 
RS-1 
RS-2 
RM-1 
N/A 

R-10 

;:; 
R-6 

;:: 
M-2 
MS-I 

R-8 

EB” 
M-l 

RS-2 4 cfs 

2 cfs 

1 cfs 
7 cfs 
9 cfs 
3 cfs 
2 cfs 
8 cfs 
3 cfs 

1 cfs 

3’ 

;;: 

14; 

;!I 
10: 
10’ 

;;: 

12’ 

10’ 

;: 

8’ 
7’ 

g: 

3’ 

10’ 

12' 

9' 

10% 
10% 

Poor Fair 
Poor Poor 
Poor Poor 

60% 
50% 
10% 
40% 
25% 

62 
40% 
40% 

Fair 
Fair 
Poor 
Fair 
Poor 
Poor 
Good 
Fair 
Fair 
Poor 

:it: 
Poor 
Fair 
Poor 
Poor 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Poor 

90% Fair Good 

60% 
98% 

100% 
85% 
95% 
85% 
70% 

Fair 
Good 
Good 

%ii 
Good 
Good 

Fair 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 

90% 

45% 
2% 
0 

70% 

Good Good 

Fair Fair 
Poor Poor 
Poor Poor 

Good Good 

150 
300 

60 

:z 
110 

El 

:: 
75 

75 

i; 
48 
60 

:8 
32 

22 

5: 
5 

30 

8:: 
3.7 

1i.i 
62:0 

4.1 74.6 

8:: 

x-: 
013 
1.3 
0.2 
2.4 
0.1 
1.3 

0.7 

X:“B 

is : 
1:3 

lQ3.40 
0:8 
6.1 

6.0 29.1 

0.5 4.5 

1.0 

::: 

:*!i 
0:s 

122:! 

:*I . 

1:*: 
19:s 

I:.: 
7411 

0.5 

i:: 
0.1 
1.8 

1.4 

1.3 

0.9 
1.1 
0.1 
2.1 

5.1 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 

Improving 
:w;y;fw 

No writeup made 
on poorest areas 

Fair 
Fair 
Poor 
Fair 
Poor 
Poor 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Poor 

Improving 
Improving 
Improving 
Improving 
Improving 
Improving 
Improving 
Improving 
Improving 
Stable No writeup made 

on poorest areas 

Good 

Fair 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 

Stable Scattered ccm 

Improving 
dry~ngs. II 

Stable No cow use noted 
Stable * " " 
Stable 1 z : 
Stable 
Stable * " ' 
Stable *n n 

Good Stable 

Fair Stable 
Poor Stable 
Poor Stable 

Good Improving No disturbances 
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Aquatic Area 
Riparian Area 

--- .--- -- ____ 

Allotment Transect Stream Veg . 
Ecol oj iZi iTjXGXt- 

Total A rea 

G-tory Understory Stream 
Ecological 

--- 

Name Stream HO. Flow Width Cover Condition 
BLM Habitat 

Condition Width Miles Acres 
AL!!larent 

Condition -Trend --J~I.,.I t-t s 

Sand Creek RS-6 

Sand Creek RS-7 
Sand Creek RS-1 
Sand Creek 
Sand Creek ii_', 
Sand Creek R-2 
Sand Creek R-3 
Sand Creek RS-3 
Sand Creek SB-3 
Sand Creek RS-4 
Sand Creek RS-5 
Sand Creek SB-1 

Total 

2 cfs 7' 85% Fair Fair 50 2.7 16.2 Fair StahlI? CCJW Il;f! - fOrt!S 

main chvor 
Snw (‘0 ' ,,sp. 
Cow IlL.f? 
110 Itrllcrs tnry 
cow IJSC 
COYI Ilr,f? 
Cw4 IISr! 
cow USC 
Trail 
faitlt I r,~il 
II0 tli~,t~~r'~,~nces 
Ctattlp Il';f? 

3 cfs 8' 
3 cfs 4' 
1 cfs 
I cfs ;: 

5 cfs 6' 
5 cfs 4' 

: ::: ;: 

3 cfs 8' 
2' 

2.5 cfs 3' 

E 
90% 
30% 
70% 
95% 
80% 
30% 
95% 
95% 
65% 

Fair Fair 
Poor Poor 
Good Poor 
fair Poor 
Good Fair 
Good Good 
Fair Good 
Fair Poor 
Good Good 
Good Good 
Fair Fair 

20 
25 
G5 
10 
15 
40 

120 

:: 
65 
30 

1.2 
0.6 
0.3 
1.5 
0.2 
0.4 

2 
017 
0.6 

1s 

2.9 

:*i 
1:8 
0.4 

1:.95 
1:1 

i:: 

660:: 

Fair Stahle 
Poor Stahle 
Fair Stable 
Poor Stahle 
Good Stahlc 
Good Stable 
Good Stalrlc 
Poor Stable 
Good Stable 
Good Stable 
Fair Stable 

Sweetwater Cr. RS-2 1.5 cfs 3' 50% Fair Poor 65 
Sweetwater Cr. RS-1 

0.1 
2 cfs 3' 

0.5 
98% Fair 

Fair Stable 
Poor 15 0.7 1.1 Fair Stable 

Sweetwater Cr. RS-2 
TOTAL 

Willow Gulch 
Calf Creek R-l 
Calf Creek RS-1 
Calf Creek R-2 
Calf Creek R-3 
Calf Creek R-4 
Calf Creek M- 1 
Calf Creek 
Calf Creek RR& 
Calf Creek RS-8 
Calf Creek IIS - 1 
Calf Creek R-6 
Calf Creek R-5 
Upper Calf Cr. R-2 
Upper Calf Cr. R-3 
Upper Calf Cr. R-4 
Upper Calf Cr. R-l 
Upper Calf Cr. MS-1 

2 cfs 3' 98% Good Good 15 

4 cfs 7' 
7 cfs 30 
4 cfs 10' 
5 cfs 10’ 
5 cfs 15' 

3 cfs 11’ 
2 cfs 15 
2 cfs 8' 
1 cfs 15' 
2 cfs 5' 
2 cfs 6' 
2 cfs 7' 
2 cfs 7' 
3 cfs 
1 cfs ;: 

5 cfs 3' 

78% Good Fair 180 
98% Good Good 
78% Goud Escellent 6": 
80% Fair Good 100 

100% Good Good 
85% Good Good 4": 
85% Excellent Good 155 
90% Good Fair 15 
65% Good Fair 
90% Good Good 4": 
85% Good Good ' 
90% Good Good 1;: 
80% Good Good 
70% Good Fair i:, 
85% Good Good 80 

100% Good Escellent 150 
100% Poor Excellent 21 

0.7 
1.5 

0.3 
0.1 
0.2 
0.4 
0.2 
0.2 
0.6 
1.1 
0.8 
0.3 
0.4 
0.6 
0.3 

LX 

X:2" 

1.1 
2.7 

2; 

K! 
2:1 
1.1 

11.2 
4.0 
5.8 
1.7 
2.4 
7.1 
0.9 
6.2 
8.5 
7.2 
1.0 

Good Stable 

Cal.tle ll5c 
t:o (Ii ,turl,anr:e 
rl~:n*;c (i,~~.;tory 
and II<I Irnclc‘r- 
story. 
II II I, 

Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 

lqrav inq Sown,! i:*%:,; 
lq)roving II0 disltlrl~aflce 
Il,~rrnvinq 
I~.j:rovini Rtccn: hlrrn 
11qlrr1vio9 
II;(,~ oving 

Excellent St,jhlc 
Good 

Carq~grstlh~l 
SL.>hlc 

Good S:dllifi 
Good Stable 
Good Stnhle 
Good Stable 
Good Stlhln 
Good Sl~lhle 
Good St,Jllle 
Escellent St~lhlc 
Good 

Grchia ~I.~-';F~IIC 
11~1Proving Fire 
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RilG-rT.c Area 
EcoIo;licYl~ ilabitat 

Total Arca 
--- ---__ 

~-- 

Allotment Transect 
JY!5!$&- Veg. -- 

Stream 

Eco~,~,.-.--------- 

BLM 
Name Stream No. Flow 

Hahitat 
Width Cover 

fii'i ioFy'-Tr?derstory 
Condition Condition Width 

Apparent 
Miles Acres Condition Trend Rctllar~s --.---_--__ 

Upper Calf Cr. MS-2 
Upper Calf Cr. R-l 
Upper Calf Cr. R-2 
Upper Calf Cr. MS-3 
Upper Calf Cr. R-3 

Total 

0.5 cfs 1' 
0.2 cfs 8' 

f : 

5 cfs 6' 

3' 
3' 
2' 

100% 
100% 
90% 
40% 
80% 

Good 
Fair 
Good 
Good 
Excellent 

Poor 
Good 
Good 
Fair 
Excellent 

0.1 

X:: 

x*i 
9:1 

0.5 

if; 
0:3 
2.6 

79.9 

Good Slahle Cattle use 
Good 
Good 

111.l:roving 
Stable 

Good Stahle 
Excellent Stable 

Dry Hollow 
Dry Hollow M-l 
Dry Hollow R-l 
Dry Ilollow R-6 

Total 

30% 
80% 
99% 

Good 
Good 
Good 

FE 
2:6 
5.4 

0.7 
9.5 

166:: 

2:: 
Good 

Stahle 
Stable Cattle use 
Stable 

McGath Point 
Willow Patch RS-4 

Creek 
3 cfs 5' 

1 cfs ' 
2 cfs I:# 

10’ 
3 cfs 10' 

75% Good Fair 1.7 8.2 Fair Stable Cattle IIc,(! 

Escalante River 
Uoulder Creek M-l 
Boulder Creek MS-l 

90% 
,70x 

Good 
Poor 

Good 
Good 

Unalloted 
Boulder 
Boulder 

0.9 
1.7 24:: 

Good Stable Cattlf? ll'si! 

Fair Stable hi CO\J 1II.C 

Creek RS-1 
Creek RS-2 

60% 
75% 

Fair 
Fair 

Poor 
Poor 

20 
50 

:i 
200 

:x 
20 

40 

40 
10 

:8 

55 
90 
25 

25 

ski 

50 

10 

1.1 4.1 Fair 
0.4 1.4 Fair 

~l?(lr@Vin!] Cattln lJ!,C 

Ir~l~roving Cattle I!: 1 in- 
crfi-i! I-:.I.vI;~ t 
r-c.4 I 0, pii*;! ilic. 

Boulder Creek 
Boulder - _. Cr. 
Boulder Cr. 
Boulder Cr. 

RS-9 
RS-8 
RS-5 

75% 
55% 
40% 

60% 
60% 
80% 

Fair 
Fair 
Poor 

Poor 
Poor 
Fair 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 

Poor 
Fair 

0.3 
1.4 
0.7 

125.: 
214 

Boulder Cr. RS-6 
Boulder Cr. RS-7 
Boulder Cr. RS-4 

7' 

;: 

Fair 
Fair 
Poor 

Poor 
Poor 
Fair 

~Iil~VYIV i llg hJ C? 11 1 I- 

SiahIe Ca I.tll> II:I? hea+ 
ZLil!;le No rdlt If! h ncl 

klil I c I- . 

0.7 2.4 
1.0 2.4 
0.9 2.7 

Stdhle 1.111; t1 c n\r \lSP 

Sl‘?l~lC flur II i.i,Li 115e 
Stable tlud; ” I:S(f 

.’ 

r+ Unalloted 
'. Unalloted MS-l 3 cfs 8' 80% Good Fair 0.4 3.0 Fair Stable cow USE 

Boulder Creek 
Boulder Cr. 

. . Total 
RS-3 3 cfs 6' 45% Poor Poor 0.3 0.4 

9.8 42.3 
Poor Stahl e NO COki ;I’<? 

(Continued) 



Appendix 3 , tinued) 
- 

Riparian Arcn 
Aquatic Area 

Total Area 
- ---.--- . _ __ _ ____ 

-_-__ 

Allotment Transect Stream vcg . Stream BLM 
Ecological 

Name Stream No. Flow 

w~G$$-m-& 
Habitat 

Width Cover Condition Condition Width 
Apparent 

Hiles Acres Condition Trwd Pcmarks -L--m.---. ---1..- ____.___ 

Escalante River 
Deer Creek 
Deer Creek 

Deer Creek 
Deer Creek 

King Bench 
Deer Creek 

Steep Creek 
Deer Creek 

Deer Creek 
Deer Creek 
Deer Creek 
Deer Creek 

Boulder Stock Trail 
Deer Creek 

King Bench 
Deer Creek. 

Total 

Escalante River 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 
Escalante A. 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 
kdldflte R. 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 
Escaiante R. 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 

Escalante R. 

M-2 
M-3 

R-l 
M-4 

M-4 

M-5 

M-5 

rl:! 

M-8 

M-8 

RS-9 
RS-8 
RS-7 
RS-6 , 
M-L 
RS-5 
RS-4 
RS-3 
RS-2 
M-l 
RS-1 
RS-10 
R-l 

R-2 

3 E;: ix’ , 

:x 15’ 10’ 

2 cfs 10' 

2 cfs 9' 

T 2: g' 
3 cfs ;;: 

2 cfs 15' 

2 cfs 15' 

5' 
10’ 

5’ 

;;: 

22’ 
23' 
15' 

2 cfs 12' 
2 cfs 10' 
2 cfs 15 

~'0 : 

21' 

80% 
90% 

Fair 
Good 

Good 
Fair 

0.9 2.2 Fair 
0.8 1.9 Fair 

70% Fafr Good 80 0.2 
90% Good Good 25 1.2 ::‘6 

Fair 
Good 

Stable cow use 
Stable No cnw use - 

narrow 51 icl:- 
rock canyon. 

Stable " N " 
Stable No cow use. 

90% Good Good 25 1.0 3.0 Good Stable Ho cow USC. 

90% Good Good 

90% 
85% 
80X 

Good 
Fair 

Good 
Good 
Good 

10 

ix 
120 

40 

40 

5 
5 

30 

2:: 
250 

GO 

Et! 
200 

2:: 
120 

70 

0.4 0.5 Good Stable Cattle LJse 

:-ii 
0:4 

1X 
518 

Good 
Good 
Fair 

Stable Cattle Use 
Inpt-wing ho cow USC 
Stable No cow use 

100% Good Good 0.3 1.4 Good Stahl? II n I 

100% Good 1.8 
12.4 4::: 

Good Stable 

30% 
40% 
40% 
50% 
80% 
611% 
70:: 
50% 
60% 
85% 
55% 
80% 
95% 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 
Fair 
Fair 
Tair 
Fair 
Fair 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Good 

1.6 

i-f 
413 
0.6 
1.6 
1.3 
2.4 

f:“6 

i-: 
4:8 

2.0 Poor 
6.9 Poor 
8.3 Poor 

23.4 Fair 
16.9 Fair 
53.0 Fair 
10.4 Fair 
18.9 Fair 
17.9 Fair 
16.4 Fair 
42.1 Fair 
18.8 Fair 
84.1 Good. 

Stable 
Stahl!? 
St,!lIlc 
Sfdl’lC 

tlravy qrarinfq 
II Il. II 

Jwptwv ing Tra i 1 
lI:~[w?'ing Cat I lr! IISC 
Iwpt~v i ng Ho II~C wnt fc*wd 
IIqlt~r!v illcJ " " " 
SLllilr! IfllCI, Gilt. tl f’ USC 

StahlI? Catrlc II:11 

stat1 I? ” ” ” 

Im(woving ho use moni i nncd 
Imprwing Little use 1)) 

65% Fair Fair 1.4. 14.8 Fair 
catlle. 

Impi-ov i ng 

(Continued) 



Appendix 3 .luded) 

Riparian Area 
--. .-__-- 

Total Area ---- 

'Allotment 
Aquatic Area - Ecolo&icbTfi;;t, Ecological 

Transect Stream kg. IVZZtoryUndcrstory Stream BLM Habitat Apparent 
Name Stream No. Flow Width Cover Condition Condition Width Miles Acres Condition Trend Rcr1arks --- 

Big Bown Bench 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 
Escalante R. 

Total 

Steep Creek 
'Steep Creek 

Steep Creek 
Steep Creek 

Total 6.0 17.9 

Circle Cliffs 
The Gulch N/A 

Boulder Stock 
The Gulch N/A 

5% 

5% 

Poor 

Poor 

Poor 60 6.0 57.6 Poor Stable Much cattle ucea 

Poor 70 2.8 23.5 Poor Stahle 

King Bench 
The Gulch N/A 60 7.0 50.4 Fair Fait 

Deer Creek 
The Gulch 

Total 
WA 40 

450 
100 
400 
100 

400 
250 

2;:: 
47.5 

179.0 

Upper Cattle 
Tentlile Wash 
Harris Wash 
Harris Wash 
Harris Wash 

TE-1 12' 66% 
HA. 1 0.5 cfs 5' 83% 
HA-2 80' 71% 
N/A 0.5 cfs 

Poor Fair 
Poor Fair 
Fair Fair 

0.2 10.8 Fair 
0.2 2.4 Fair 
0.2 9.6 Fair 
5.0 60.0 Poor 

25-Mile Wash 
25-Mile Wash 

Total 

RS-11 
RS-12 
RS-13 

60' 90% 

ii' 
35% 
70% 

Good Fair 
Poor Fair 
Fair Fair 

ST- 1 1 g/m 2' 98% Poor Excellent 
ST-2 2' 72% Poor Poor 
N/A 1 g/m Poor Poor 

lw-1 80' 5G& Poor Poor 
TW-2 15’ 65% Poor Poor 

110 
30 
70 

:: 
30 

2.9 56.8 
1.8 10.5 
1.0 13.4 

38.1 415.6 

0.3 
0.3 
4.4 

i-47 
15:8 

0.3 
0.3 
6.2 

14.4 

1096:: 

Fair 
Poor 
Fair 

Fair 
Poor 
Poor 

Poor 

Poor 
Poor 

Stahle Little cnw use 
Improving Little cow use 
Stable I:llcll use by 

cattle 

Stable Cattle use 
Stable " " " 
Improving Only the areas 

with dense vrlle- 
tatinn were sur- 
veyed. 

Poor 

Stable 
Stable 
Iriproving 
Stable No wr-itt!ll!! due to 

lack of !I!:nsr? 
riparian \+II 

Declining 
Ueclining 

-^ _-- 
Source: 1977 Riparian Inventory, BLM, Escalante, utah 

aNo writeups made due to lack of dense riparian vegetation. The stream is perrennial intermitinally totaling about 13 miles. The stream is intermittant, 
the remaining 14 miles. 

Columns left blank are data that is not available. 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN ON KANAB/ESCALANTE ES AREA MFPs 

Public participation meetinar with interest groups (listed below) to 
discuss how proposed t4FP deiisions will effect their activity. In 
discussing the grazing proposals from the ilFP, a member of the ES team 
will be present to get scoping information for the upcoming ES. Scoping 
should establish whzt issues, management concerns, and resource devclop- 
aent opportunities should be considered. Where Area Yanagers detemine 
that issues and group composition warrants, one meeting may be held for 
two or three Areas at once. The comments from these meetings will be 
summarized in writing and considered as part of the official public 
cornment. Public comment will be accepted from the first interest group 
meeting through Yay 18 on the PlFP and on scoping for the ES. Groups to 
be contacted and responsible individuals within the District are: 

Ranchers: Specialist who developed the grazing 
system & AMs 

Mining: Bill Dalness 
Wildlife & Recreation: Steve Hedges & Paul Boos 
County & City Govern.: Area ifanagers 
Fed. & State Agencies: District & Area Managers in joint meeting 

in Cedar Ci%y 

Federal Register notice announcing that we will be gathering scoping 
information for the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES at Open HOUSCS in Kanab 
on May 2, and in St. George and Escalante on May 3. A separate Federal 
Register notice filed by the State Office will announce that we will be 
reviewing the results of the Wilderness Review Initial Inventory at 
these same Open Houses. 

A full page advertisement in the Southern Utah News will announce a May 
2 Open House in Kanab. It will cover the major issues addressed in the 
MFPs for that Area. The ad will state that this Open House will address 
the MFPs, the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES and the results of the Wilder- 
ness Review Initial Inventory. A similar ad will run in the Garfield 
Cz;r,ty ::E:-.Js 52~ fsca?zn',e C:-3-n Yat!se or! ky 3. A neyrs'release in the 
Washington County News will contain tne same basic information for the 
Open House in St. George for Dixie RA. A news release will be sent to 
Salt Lake City papers on the Salt Lake meeting. 

A public meeting will be held in Salt Lake on all five planning units in 
the ES area. The BLM will make a presentation on MFP recommendations, 
answer questions and accept public comment. BLM participants will be 
Morgan Jensen, Dennis Curtis, Jerry Meredith, Rich Fagan, Frank Rowley, 
Craig Zufelt, Bill Dalness, Paul Boos, Von Swain, and Bob Zundel. 



May 2 Open House in Kanab for Kanab RA to cover wilderness Inventory 
results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing ES. 

; May 3 Open Houses in Escalante.and St. George to cover G!ilderness 
Inventory results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing 
ES. 

All Open Houses will run from 2:00 P.M. to 7:OO P.M. to allow 
maximum participation. More details on recommended format for 
Open Houses can be obtained from Jerry Meredith. 

May 18 End of public comment period on 'FIFP decisions and on scoping 
for the ES. All public comments on the Wilderness Inventory 
should be handled separately. Comments on this subject will 
be accepted until June 30. 

Note: All public meetings and meetings with interest groups should 
have summary notes kept as part of the public comment. Comments 

. received in Mriting that deal with specific information, the 
concentor feels is important should be answered in writing. 
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United Srzrcs IZhxxtz?~nt oi :hc htcrior & 160E 
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BUREAU 0’ LP.r;D !.:A.NAGE?.:LNT 

Cedar City District Office 
1579 i:orth ;,:Ji11 Street 

P. 0. Box 72::, Cedar City, Utah 64720 

April 6, 1979 

. 

The Cedsr City District, Gureau of Lx0 IGwrl~xmi7t is Pearing 
-c;.?~l:tic~, c!' :::::tc-,::*tz', F1-2Z:E*.:2i+ Pir:ls cn ;*.:.:I ic icnck in :::czt of 

:b+.ield arld i:zn,= Counlzies md o:! Canaan i.:our,tai!i in !jashinTtcn 
,c ty. Public ~x~ings are scnedulcd during t!ic gee% of April 30 
to present ar;d c Jathar cements on this planning. 

?rior to tks2 x2tings k:z hzve schxluled a scss'on fear Stz.te and 
Federal acplrizs ti:aC xy be effected by or intat-cstzd in our acticns. 
2 k:ould like t3 invite ycu or your r.zprcscntati*x LO acter.d this 
:eet i ng. It is scheduled For Thursday, April 19, dt 1:OO p.m. in 
she District Office, Xi9 Itorth Xain, Cedar City. 

If you have any questicns concerning this planning effort, please 
'eel free to contact; n:e or a rr,ember of the district staff. 

Sincerely, 

r’ %&f /#i( 1 
i q;- /‘-rc .: p ,. -. .A. .2..--~*4-r& 

Di s&ri ct Kanager 



Clr. Donald L. Per,dleton 
Bti-I, Richfield District 
150 East 900 Yorth, Box 765 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Hr. Billy Templeton 
BLFl, Arizona Strip District 
196 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Dixie National Forest Supervisor 
,82 North 100 East 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Ron Larson 
Utah Forestry & Fire Control 
154 North Hain 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Utah Parks SI Recreation 
586 North Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Guy Bird . 
Utah Resource Conservation & Development 
491 South Main Street 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Jim Bows 
SUSC College of Sciences 
351 West Center 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Mitchell Sheldon 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
1426 Federal Building, 125 South State 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84138 

Mr. Milo Barney 
Utah Department of Natural Resources 
4th Floor Empire Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

Mr. Hike Coffeen 
Utah Department of Wildlife Resources 
622 North Ilain Street 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

- 7 -- .‘. --“- l -’ - --. . .- - -. - 

.L_ 



ULUI Department of Transportation 
880 North i-iain 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Soil Conservation Service 
36 North 300 !L'est 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

I 

Soil Conservation Service 
225 East Center 
Panguitch, Utah 84759 

Soil Conservation Service 
196 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Mr. Gerald Stoker 
Utah State Lfater Engineer 
154 North Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

U.S. Senators Office 
Ms. Jeanine Holt 
10 North Main . 

Cedar City, Utah 84720 - 

Utah State Extension Agent 
55 South !:zin 
Pa-witch, Utah 84759 

Utah State Extension Agent 
70 North Main 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

: 

! 

Utah State Extension Agent 
197 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 , 

Mr. Brian Harry, Superintendent 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
P. 0. Box 1507 
Page, Arizona 86040 

I 

Mr. Robert Heyder 
Superintendent 
Zion National Park 
Springdale, Utah 84767 

Mr. Thomas Hobbs, Superintendent 
Bryce Canyon National Park 
Bryce Canyon, Utah 84717 

Mr. Derek 0. Hambly 
Sunerintendent 
C to1 Reef National Park 
Torrey, Utah 84775 

I 
I i. 
i 
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; 
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BUREAU OF LAND hll\NACCI.!E?JT 

Cedar City District Cfficc 
1579 North Gin Street 

I II.- P: 0. Cox 724, Cedar City, ULdh 84720 

April 9, 1379 

\ i ,d 
.-d . . 

*.. 

A 

.) 
/ *. 

IN 1lU’l.Y I:i:t’E!; ‘1’. 

1GOS 
u-040 

The Cedar Cite Eictr!‘ct, St’rc,zv cf Lm3 f?z!?:!yr:nc:?t jr r::ztrit;~ 
p--,:?le’;ic,r: UT‘ kL:!i;rt:.::nt Fra:i:e:iork ?lahS cn ~~31 :C l~:!>d~ in r:!sst 

Garfield and Kane Counties and cn Canaan i.:ountain in >!ashir?gton 
COUi7t)t, FLblic ,112etings and 'oL)en iiL?USeS' are schesulcd du,*ing 
the week of Aprii 22 - ihiy 4 to present and g:thcr co:;.:::zfits on 

this planiiing. !;‘e encouracjz yw tc attend ow.of'thes~ czetings 
(see attzzi:zd). ?I0252 note t!iElt t32 fl,ver c'zd not list the 
"open ho::sc“ scixduied for the St. kcrge Dixie Bureau of Land 
f<3Ca$c:Z”ilt :?esc+urce 1;r23 Office, Dixie Office'Euiiding, cn i%y 3 
from 1:CO p.m. to 7:XJ p.m. This "open house'.' p/ill deal exclusively 
with Canaan F:ountain. 

If you have any questions ccnccrning this planning effort, please 
feel free to ccctact ix. Dill Dalncss, a q3ologist on the district 
staff, should be able to anwer any questions concerning the mineral 
resource. Our phone number is (801) 586-2401. 

Enclosure 

+ 
". 

Sincerely, . 
Pl yfJ~,.<;&&&/L- . 

DistrtCZ Manager 
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. ;.;1nc:s, inc. 
;I:,0 (fi-2:1t SLrzct 
Dcwcr', CO SO203 

?Iono Tower Cox:prnly 
2244 Icnlnut Cxo\vc .',ve. 
Roscmc!ad, CA jr770 

Cnnsolidztion CDril Coqany 
F:c?Fcrs I-II;5 lc! i ;I$ 
43G se\'~~!lth .\vt?. 

?itt::kutZh, ?,I i 5219 

El F;lso x.ltl.l~nl c?.s co. 
F. 0. I'.Jx 2.'i?2 
El Paso, 'IX 7297s 

. 

Czorsc Frr;;:dsen 
330 :73::tl1 'Lrst :.::.st 
Pnnguitch, L:T E&754 

Kew -4lbion Rcsourc-s Co. 
P. 0. SOS 12s 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Utah Irrtcr~-.ation~l, Inc. 
550 California SLrcet 
San Frzilcisco, CA 95104 

S. H. Kcst 
P, 0. Box 165 
Pleasant C-rove, UT S4062 

Caesar Fulton ,15 r?. PC iat-.*, DI-;rc I 
M&H&f -:',.;ce 

l?i. *TbbK 
t! 53030 Sdec+ 

'L-f3 I 
h I'Caci*C .Z.;icand 

J 
T?saS 7Y5‘/7 

Charles i)enton 
P. 0. r,?.x 459 

. ., tcs i ii, ..:* djj210 
,-J c-1 - l!lj 
Xi.ns Cznncl Coal Co. 
Rockville, UT f-i 763 

h'evada Electric Invesment Coapany 
P. 0. Box 230 
Las Vegas, XV 63102 

. .- 

Peabody Coal Co:qany 
301 Kxth Zkr.orLaL 
St Louis, PI0 63102 t 

Aaron H. 2nd Veola 
Rasmussen 

Vcyo Star Route 
Box SO 
Central, UT 84722 

Resources Company 
P. 0. Box 20324 
Phoenix, AZ 135036 

H. . 

. 



Jesse I?. Yni!;?lt 
1107 - 52tl: .A.*Jl!i:LJC S.!‘?. 
Ci1lsT..t:J, .‘:II,;:rr:C T21 2’:‘s 

. 

Sr;n Ci? Cc;r.::::y 

SClLt:llZii:d i:.*:L13= 

P. c. 20x 2so 
I!CliZ..S, TX 75221 

Utah Pc-.;cr .4:1d Light Co::?any 
P. 0. so:: :':3 
Salt Lzke CiLy, GT 5:‘rlLO 

Woods ?ctro?.e~u.. corn~ay 
Suite 300, ::;tima? Fcundztion 
West fi:li?C;izc, 
3555 N. Id. 5Eth Street 
Oklal-lxzI city, O!I= 73112 

IIiko 3~11 1Ii;lC:;; and Cil Caz?acy 
- 0. s 0:; Ii r .:t. - - - & 

.rnnl, UT SS75 
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Cedar City D-is i.rict Offiio 
1579 l;ort!: ;:cin ,c t;-eet 

P. 0. Box 729, Cedar City, Ut;h 83720 

1s IiC!‘l.;’ Kk I’i.:I( .; ’ 

1608 
U-043 

April 9, 1979 

. 
The Ctrrc~~r of ?a;;;d ;:ancgc;:rt~t is presently 
effort in II 

uii$~rt-,king a 1xJor planning 
..asil<:;;ton; !'I-c m3 Garf<c?d Count1.es. a\:* r,- Your j2i’9’!2!? i nterzst 

in sc~!thsi-n L'tr4h p?L7nni:;? r%s prompted me to lx~gi?St,yO'ur ZSjiStZflCC 
in cur C;':'i'zr]i; pj;t;fij!;cj c,'fC;yQ. 

Cn f.s;*il 25, 127,1, F. :ztcj ;I pi2:::;jf;.; v;oi-i:;h;i ii beii;g li2il 3i: the 

r -r i';A a. 4‘Ly iJis",:-1ct OlllCC 2: 7:30 p.e. The mj'or topics of tiis- 
cb>sio?: xi17 include p1a:xir.y for recreztisn aL:! :1~i7dlife resxrces. '?." ,.* 
With the d3c?o::~.snt F1‘2':Scii'E iii+ fo:- tk2 r;cn c:-crgy resxrcc-s in 
southern Utah, it beccnos very .i!::2ort;!lt that tilz ~ila:ifc and rec- 
reatim ressui-czs 21-e 2ckq2;itciy ~-ap~~s~::tzd in our Isnd use decisions. 

The major recreation topics of diswssix xi?1 include securing cublic 
access to IiiGjCl- backc~l:riwy ae-Lracti51;3, oii-t-old- vehicle designations, 
managcxent dl 'section on Canon fkwntain, ?aria-Rackberry, Fifty-mile 
blountai'n and tile Escalante Canyons. 

The major wildlife topics of discuszion wi71 be wege$ation rxninulation, 
transplants of' Sir;li?orn s;zcp, t-i;;:\ im hzbfta-t, n:magsinent and live- 
stock managenxnt i'or benefit of wildlife habitat. 

If you cannot attend this meeting, I .*- \.,,uld urge you to attend the 
District's open nouscs in knab, Escriante, St. George, or the public 
meeting in the Salt Paizcc on fiprii snLh. .,', b. In ,those meetings you will 
have an cpportunity to co xent on the planning for all resources. The 
attached circu!?r gives you all the pertinent .information regarding 
:hese reetinss and issues to be discussed. 
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Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 
c/o Kin Crumb0 
P.O. Box 597 
'amas, Utah 84036 

Ad\ 
-Mr. Dick Carter 

8 East Broadk:ay 
Salt take City, Utah 84172 

Hr. Ken Sleight 
Wonderland Expeditions 
P.O. Box 333 
Green River, Utah 84525 

Ms. Edith Reeves 
Sierra Club 
1739 E. San Liiguel Ave. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 

Sunrise Air Service 
c/o Mr. Bill Blasdell 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Mr. Brian Beard 
93 E. 100 S. 
Logan, Utah 84321 

Mr. Doug Nelson 
BYU Survival Course 
2.. 105 R.B. 
(ova, Utah 84601 

Mr. Allen Flalmquist 
Moccasin Tours, Inc. 
Box 388 
Fredonia, Arizona 86022 

Mr. John Percher 
Yellowstone Wilderness Guides 

. 2251 Cottonwood Lane 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 

Ms. Aleda Nelson 
Curalogos Corp. 
1700 Desert Inn Rd. f412 
Las Vegas, Nev. 89109 

Ms. Nancy Wahl 
325 Oro Valley Drive 
Tucson, Arizona 35704 

Mr. Larry Olsen 
Survival Seminar Retreats 
2010 University Club Bidg. 
136 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

ISSUE 
Lloyd Gordon, Editor 
P.O. Box 728 
Cedar City, Utall 84720 

Friends of the Earth 
Gordon Anderson 
Colorado Plauteau Representative 
P.O. Box 320 
Moab, Utah 84532 

Save OUr Canyons Committee 
Alexis Kelner 
1201 1st Ave. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 

Uinta Chapter, Sierra Club 
Ruth Frear 
1453 East 9th South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84105 

Iron County Historical Society 
c/o Dr. Morris A. Shirts, President 
570 South 580 West 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Boulder Mountain Pat kers 
c/o Larry Davis 
P.O. Box 446 
Boulder, Utah 84716 

Escalnnte Wilderness Committee 
c/o. Pete Hovingh 
721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 

Wasatch Mountain Club 
Chairman, Conservation Committee 
2889 Loran Heights Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 

Escalante Scenic Tours 
c/o Mohn Christensen 
Escalante, Utah 84726 
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Utah Recreation Land Users Association 
1127 Xest 8th South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84104 

Adventure Expeditions 
c/o Tom Grereton 
P-0. Box 277 
Springdale, Utah 84767 

Canyon Tours Inc. 
P.O. Box 1597 
Page, Arizona 86040 

Golden Circle Tours 
c/o tiorm Cram 
89 East Center 
Kanab, Utah 84747 

Utah liildlife and Outdoor Recreation Federation 
328 West 200 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 

Mr. Cal Giddings 
Wild & Scenic Rivers 
1425 Perry Ave. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 
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Ii , ' 5 United S:atcs Dcr,rrrt;ntnt of the Interior 

IN REPLY flt:YEIL 1‘~) 

1608 

P. -0. 

* 

BUREAU OF LAND MANACEZIENT 

Cedar City District Xffce 
1579 Korth Yain Street 

Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 84720 

u-040 

April 17, 1979 

The Bureau of Land Management is pr2sently undertaking a major planning 
effort in !:ashington, !;tne atid Garfield Counties. Your proven int2rest 
in southern Utah planning has oroaoted me to request your assistance 
in our current planning efforts. 

On April 25, 1979, a special planning workshop is being held at the 
Cedar City ciszrict Office at 7:30 p.m. The rrisjor topics of dis- 
cussion zill i!?clu;iz planning for recreation and wildlife r2sources. 
\."'!I if-e c2*:2!c;r;:2n-, p:-2s;z.re nig.'l for z-it ricn energy resources in 
L ,thern Ctah, it ixccmes very important that the wildlife and ret- ': .=. 
reation resources 31-e adequately represented in our land use decisions. 

The major recreation topics of discussion will includ2 securing public 
acc2ss to txjor !xckcotintr:/ atti-actions, off-road vehicle d2signations, 
managem2nt directicn on Czrzan !,Iountain, Paria-Hackberry, Fifty-mile 
Mountain and the Escal ante Canyons. 

The majdr wildlife topics of discussion will be vegetation manipulation, 
transplants of bighorn sheep, riparian habit3.t management and live- 
stock management for benefit of wildlife habitat. 

If you cannot attend this meeting, I would urge you to attend the 
District's o;en houses in Kanab, Escalante, St. George, or the public 
meeting in the Salt Palace on fipril 30th. In these meetings you wiil 
have an opportunity to comment on the planning for al 1 resources. The 
attached circular aives you all z;he pertinent information regarding 
these meetings and-issues to be discussed. 
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- m',i\~losure: l . Circular 
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THE ATTACHED LETTER SEI’IT TO THE FOLLO!~~ING: 

Robert H. Hassel 
Pangui tch, Utah 84759 

: 
JaZk McLil lan A, 
2459';$' 66!lO'So&h\, /'- 
Sai,t' Lal@ity,Ut~p~4121 

Jac; Soper 
Pangui tch 1-G 1 dl i ie Fedsrati on 
Panguitch, Utah 84759 

Bud Sullivan 
Utah Mildlife Federation 
1102 Walker Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

Utah Enviromental Center 
'an Johnson, Director 
-275 Wilniqton Avenue 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 

Utah Nature Study Society 
Dr. Stan Mulaik, Executive Secretary 
1144 East erd South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84010 

Fund for Animals 
Lonnie Johnson, Field Director 
7167 South 2000 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 

. 
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IX REPLY Kt:i-‘ER TO 

Unite; States Depxtrnent of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGES:E!UT 

Cedar City District Office 
1579 North Nain Street 

P. 0. Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 84720 

1603 
u-040 

April 17, 1979 

The Cedar City District, Bureau of Land Management is nearing ccm- 
pletion of Y.knag ement Frame*:rork Plans on public lands in most of 
Garfield and Kane Ccunties and on Canaan Mountain in :;'ashington 

sty. Public mritirgr are sckduifd during ti;e week of April 30 
,Q present and gather comments on this p!anning. 

Since you have an interest in the area itself, or projects within the 
area, I have enclosed a flyer briefly outlining the purpose of these 
meetings. Please note that the flyer does not list an open house 
which is scheduled for the St. Georg e Dixie Resource Area Office, 
Dixie Office Building, on f:ay 3 from 1:00 p.m. to 7:50 p.m. This 
meeting has been publicized through other means. 

If you have any questions concerning these meetings, please feel free 
to contact me or a member of the district staff. 

Sincerely, 

7ffd) ‘2;‘/L&~L 
t;ianager 

Enclosure 
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STATE POLITICIX(S 

S. Garth Jones 
1769 East s'25G ::orth 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Ivan M. f-fatheson 
265 East Liidvalley 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Ray S. Schntutz 
237 South 109 East 
St. George, Utah 84770 

GRAZING ADVISC?Y BOARD 

Mr. Cleo Wood 
290 South 700 blest 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Edwin Larsen 
131 North 1225 West 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Phil Allen 
Antimony, Utah 84712 

iylr. Merrill MacDonald 
355 North 200 blest 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Mr. Vard Heaton 
Alton, Utah 84729 

WILD HORSE GROUPS 

Kent Gregersen 
Utah Mustang Association 
P. 0. Box 102 
Marysvale, Utah 84750 

Cedar City Wildlife Federation 
310 West 1700 North 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

National flustang Association 
New Castle, Utah 84756 

Wild Horse Organized Assistnace 
c/o Mrs. Dawn Y. Lappin 
P. 0. Box 555 
Reno, Nevada 895114 

Humane Society of Utah 
P. 0. Box 2'3222 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84120 

National Wild Horse Association 
National Headquarters 
P. 0. Box 12183 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89112 



YOUR CHANCE 

THE AREA 
Trwe ire t,,r olanmng uno,, wlhm the area 
shorn cn the “a~ 10 Ihe rIghI. The plinnmg 
I, bemg complercd o” all of ,ha area a, once, 
since I, *ml1 be covered m one gtanng enviro. 
““en,,, ,tr,cmm, Paur. Vefmllion and 
2-m p’ann ng umu are admmwered from 
the ELM oll~ce in Kariab The Escalants 
Plam?ng un I 8s admmlrlcrcd from the BLM 
oft ce I” Estalmtc Ard ,he Canaan Mount. 
a:- p!aww~ uw IS admmwc~ed horn Ihe 
3Lt.f oft~ce I” Sr. Gtorgz lhe Iota, area 
EOnt3,“‘ ‘c”e 2.700.000a~ra‘ofpubl~cIand. 

Tk.r area is bordered by three areas of the 
D 18, PCwonal Forest. &on National Park. 
Ihcr Ca?von Nr!mnrl Park. Capitol Real 
Nawnal Park and Glen Canyon Na,,onal 
Aecrtrr~on Area Almg the south. the area 
I, bo.dved by Aruona 

Ve;a:it~on 8s q”n,e vaned. fro” ‘all desert 
shrub m ,he loi: clerarncns 10 an aspen coni- 
fer typo I” the r.@, cwr’Irv. E~eir,~,n,rana. 
trcm near 5.03O~tI rrc& Kaoab and Ihi 
lo:.?r E,ca,ar~Ie flwcr IO about 3.000 ft. on 
C!s,: Creek blounram and lower Canaan Peak. 

BLM PLANNING 
Tk.s BLhl ha; dertloped a Iand u:e planning 
,y‘,e” vm:ch c,ll, IO* parl~c~prlnon from 
IOCII and ,,i,e govcrnmtn,~. “Ie~t‘led u‘ers. 
and 1r.e p”bt:c This ., your chew@ IO le, “I 
know how you lhmk the pubhc lands should 
bz manaprd 

Every use I‘ qoI suited toevery acre and tome 
“se‘ Cortl~c, w,h o,hels The ELM ltchargcd 
Y. th mir.ag.ng the land for the opr~mummix 
Of Palenltal use‘ The be‘, mar of u‘c, I, de. 
Iermmcd by mrenlofying Ihe reIourccI. de- 
Iermmmq the management whtch would be 
best ch re‘ourc, and then rrrolvmg lha 
.xml h,, ,I@ found between ,esowc, 
drvcb.wnt possvbditw Public cornmen, I, 
“(60 10 help area manapcfs make proper 

TO INFLUENCE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ON PUBLIC LANDS 
Tha citizens of Soulhero Utah and the people of Ihe Natron need Ifw forage. IecreaIion. minerals. aildlite. soil. wa,es and 
other resources of these planrwq uniis. The coal, outstanding recteal~onal opporIuniIier. scenic gradeur and other natural 
resources in the atea make i1 extremlv imporlmt IhaI all l spec,s of Ihe powblc uses be carefully considered Your participl- 
lion could provtde raluabla mlormation. BLM planners have already “eI w,h loul govctnmcnt end s~atc and federal agencies 
in Ihc aree to discuss this ptanmng efforl. 
life and recreation groups and o,hesa. 

WI have also Idlked 10 livestock operators who will be l ffec,ed by this plan. wld- 
WI want IO hear from you. Ioo. Plrare CMI IO one of the Open Houses M the Public 

Meeting listed in thlr advcniremrnt and hara your ideas with those who are responsible tar completing the planning on fhia 
raluabla pirca of ptrbhc land. 

I hM COUNTY 

ARIZONA 

THE CHALLEN 
As you read Inc intormrl~on gwn hue a’ 
some of the conllictmg uses. Ihnk l bou 
implicalwnr and ~ppot,un~I~ as Ihcy a 
the uses of these lands now and in the fu 
Prepare yourself to make suggestion 
BLhl planners 01s the bcs, u,e, of ear 
resource‘ on the same land. 

The general land use plan. called the Wan 

watershed. In additicm. ne will be rIkin 
publvc IO bell> us 1ornI4y Ihe ‘cq~c ut is, 
lo be iddrerrcd in the grrrmg l nwronmet 
stalemen that wll anal, Ie grazing prop 
for ,he area. 

Utah’s State Director for Ihe ELM annow 
his p~oposcd stdlewde ImI8al \:‘&fe-ncr 
“entory decirqoo 011 April 4. 1979. H? 
not;tied the t.atd ott~ces of h,s dec:s.ot: 
which inventory UW,I clr~,:y and opulr) 
do not meet the criteria for iu?n;~t:catot 
Wildcrnr“ Sludy Altar and \rhvch I 
should recewe “ore inten,w ~.wcn,oty 
narratire booklet and map 01 IheS,ate 0 
Id pro~o‘&l wll be ava*lab’e at ,te C 
Houses llr,ed m ,hu ad The waIuaI.ous 
large SC& mdp~ de\eloptd tar the Diws 
recommendxion 10 the S:aIr D wctm 
also b available. After tn3miu ng these 
tarills. you are cncour.ige.4 13 sut1mn;, ,\, 
CO”“e”1‘ to the address 2u.e” 0” 1b.e lmo 

OPEN HOW 
KANAB 

hley 2. 1979 
1 to 7 Pbl 

320 N. Fisrr E. 

ESCALANTE 

May 3. 1979 
1 to 7 Phl 

Hwy 12 SW., of IO\“- 

PUBLIC MEETI 
SALT ,,KE CITY 

April 30. 1373 



SQME CID= THE @lJES%IQNS 
COAL DEVELOPMENT 

c--- -8 .I.” I.,““,. . . . . ,^.“m..*. :,. a*. ..-a- J.,.l.i “9 ,sac . ..yz” CU.8 1S,S*.C2 II. I8.L *...I 

lad vr th.? th.s area It :I cst:mated that there 
d,U ;c,w* !I Illon l”“, of recorerat1s coal re. 
w,.?, sn ,ne It, ~arorv.,,. Alron aand Kolob 
I.<‘,,, De,z!orrmcnt 01 these ,ese,vt, would 
M J tnaiw boost IO the txonomv of the ),*a. 
It codo 6.~0 mar ~ccrw wcbo”~ that d,a 
p,<‘mdy rnwx tour~rt attractton, and them. 
fore are ~rrtmrtant ,o the econcm’, them. 
wr?s \?‘I% 11 my. rwtrrctions should be 
~‘a--I on the rlev~lopmcnt of tha coal? 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
l~.rsroch grrz’ng hat bee” a t,8d8t,O”al “I( 
01 tht area smce rrrly settlers rrrusd. The 
BLf.: IS rcrponr~blr fur mm3gcmrnr in a 
~)c-.L, that v,dl prorcct the land from u”. 
nr‘cet~ary iniury. rtab~l,zc the livestock 
,cm,s,ry dcwndent oo ~.rhlic Irnds. and p,O 
v r’e lor the o,d?,ly us. ,mp,ovement. dercl. 
cyvn, id ,ehbbI~:tr~o” 01 the land for 
I :,s:xh g.azm~ Durmg 1976 and 1977 
*ani” I,-.t-.,-v,es :,e,ecornpletodth,ough~t 
wr sr~s so, o,drr ID meet th,s ,equ~,e”w”t. 
TWX ~tuwc, :hov, that adlustment$ to 
wr,tn, l~reltock Oplritlons are “ecr*%*ry to 
v6b.1 zc or rrwr~~~ range condationr in 
wrnr axas Ho;r can the “ecerrrrv rdiurv 
rw:m be made wth the Iear adverse cco- 
n0r.c mpact on hvertock opwatorr? 

WILD HORSES 
A small nrrmber 01 w.ld ho,ses live n” the 
C .cle Cl.lfc ;nd Harvcy’r Fear weat. Both 
(11 th*vz wsas hare mr,ganai ho,w habItat. 
lhv.~ rrr ,110 t,otcnt,al conllxts wth the 
r“cc”, Ira”,pla”,mg eld proPor*cf rrPanrl0” 
,>I :-w rlrsert b g horn sheep I” ho,h areas. 
P.r.p-* ~.nsgmrn~ ol such smalt held, I” 
~,ri.t!~:rl r,-as CRY 1~ wry costI.,. and hampe, 

~r.,t,‘~.~.~r,,,.r,n ,-A bvsu-xk mamgcmm, 
“‘“‘OS S’tou!cf rhe “w\c~ he k/t I” thCPresCnt 
I.“, *cc, n~Jr.s~‘J 10 rcchlce COnllKII a, 
m..ch JI PO,; blrr Or. ,“ould tne mm~al, be 
TW.~..! IO a mo’e w,:ablt habvtrt rndbeurcd 
10 <mp.orc prewnl hrrdr I” ,hoW area‘. 

AND OTHERS 
F ,edonir C~tv rvate, sup~tv 
Deter, Lt.9 Ho,” sheep 

Erot.on Cont,Ol 
S!:s>-\.de IR~oar~ml p,OtCCt,O” 
V, ‘p m&\rbtk& 10 onpro** liwv 

md wldlJr P,O,rctc 
Rarge m~rorcmcnt proiectr 
Cvnmun 17 s81p7mrt and crllanlion 

OFF-ROAD VEHlCL 

Livestock and hig game a”~& uw the f 
food sources. Th,t cd” lead to conrprt~ 
for fO,aQe and a do\\“\‘rard tM”d *n I 
condatm”. A,cas I ke ihe Sand H;IIs we 
K.w31, 3,e c,prc,.,ll~ ,“wo,,,,1t ,o c 
d&r herd use. Sould f0r.W W ,eW”W’ 
big gXrl~ 10 l&lC~ iOWVl.t~O~l \:lfh 
,,ock? St,r,,nrdo habat~t 1, ,m.lII 111 tr 
of acreqe, but p,Wdes load. \iate, 
cover for a large varaetv of nilditfe 
“wCh of thus il,ca shn\,lr( b+ “,o:ccre< 
wildlile? 

COAL SLURRY Cl 
Nevada Power Company P,OPOYI 10 t’e 
par! coal from the Alton coal held to 
proposed po;ve, planls “11 t\\o coal II& 
pipelrncs. Ee:~:een 6400 and 7800 ~,e 
01 water PPI War wouid be IWeded for 
tlurry l,,,es. The I,u,,~ I,w ,o,,te, \\r~I,t 
lhrough aeat 1” Utah and Artitona whrc’l 
przrcntly a part of the n,lde,~:cir ,cv 
On? route gorl thtough upp+, Kanrh Cl, 
and near tlv Co,.11 Pwh Sa”d Duws S 
Pall An aIte,“dtive wild I’c to lcutz 
Ime Ihrough otlw, aeat A”othe, PO, 

Execucivc Order 11644 ,c’+,,LI lhe BL 
p,acc pubhc la”d I” I” “Open”. “Clarr. 
“Limntcd” catdgory IO, Off ,OId VI, 
IORVI use. Fresent use Ot the Dll”“i”g 
i; ligh; and 8, l rpectcd to rrm~in so. 
centrated ORV “se could Icad to soti: C,O 
ha,aw”c”r of wrldlile and plant drrvsc 
Should concentrated ORV \lie atea% be 
ignated? \Vhat public IaWs 3’10uld he c 
cloted 0, rew~cted to ORV IIW) 

WILDLIFE HABIT 

should this bs done7 

way of ,,aorpor,mg the co.?l ocit” h 
b,,ld J ,&I,oxi ,,,,o ,,>e ,-OJl 1wld Al< t 
O,ll.?, alta,,utwrr? \vhdt nwtll.xi 0, I 
woutd h< IhC best! 

ATURAL VALC 
The BCM ,I ‘eqwed by t.w 10 “pteurv 
protect certain lands in thc0, natural 
dition’: \V,th Y~“,c and backcountav us< 
fastest prowiorg rrcreatiowl act~Ww. p 
ration of natwal valuer plays an impel 
role in insuring continuation 01 th,s 
Sh~ulU the ELM seek to prwnrandm. 
areas such as Fifty m,t* Mounum EC 
Canyons. Indian C 3 l nU Pond, 
Sand Dunes lo, the ,,.I values? 
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Cedar City District 
Kanab Resource Area 
320 North First East 

Kanab, Utah 
84741 

April 18, 1979 , : 

. . 

Dear t4r. 

k’e are presently preparing long’ ranae I and use plans for pub1 ic lands in 
Kane, Garfield and !!sshington Counties. 

\ ,+ould 1 ike to discuss our r;;anagez?nt reco mtndations with all city and 
c,,nty officials in Kane County and obtain your ideas and recorxzr;snSatiox, 

!:anagexxit decisions resulting from these 1 and use plans will be used as 
a basis for the Kanab-Escalante grazing ispact staterxnt, preparation of 
which will begin this spring. 

We wou7d 1 i ke to meet with you to discuss these mnegenent p’lans on 
Friday, April 27th at 7:D0 p.m. in the Kanab BLM Office. 

We hope you wilt plan to attend. 

: Sinceret y yours, 

/fp7/ 

Rfchard E. Fagan . 
Area I$anager 

. . 

i 

. 
Richard E. Fagan/mas 
EA 

Kane County Commissioners Mayors 
Sent to: Bob Russell Claude Glazier - Kanab 

Sterling Griffith Vane Campbell - Al ton 
Robert Houston Cleon Jackson - Glendale 

Ron Heaton -Drdervillc 
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of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that 

we are required to do on this area. Me want to identify, as early as possibl 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during 

the ES process," he concluded. Work on the ES is scheduled to begin this SUII 
_* 

*n 
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FOR RELEASE IPlfXDIATELY 

CONTACT Jerry f*ic,-&i th (COl) 556-2401 
Cedar City District Office, Cedar City, Utah 

~6x3 ~i6fm~:xn~ 

unlm ST~S DE?!-w-m5nT , OF THE KlTEr!IOr? 
The Bureau of Land t4anagement, Cedar City Utah District, has announced 

a public meeting on land use planning for all CLM land in Kane County and 

parts of Garfield and Washington Counties. It will be held April 30, 1979 

in room 128 of the Salt Palace from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City District Manager, said the plan, called 

a Management Framework Plan, is being developed to address livestock grazing, 

wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and watershed. 

The area is bordered by three areas of the Dixie National Forest, Zion 

National Park, Bryce Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef National Park and 

E 1 Canyon National Recreation Area. Outstanding recreation areas on or 

near BLM land, make 

perience it offers. 

issues. The entire 

within the planning 

"We are asking 

should be managed," 

this area well known for the qua1 ity of outdoors ex- 

Coal development and livestock grazing are also major 

Kaiparowits Plateau, with its rich coal deposits, lie 

area. 

people to let us know how they think the public lands , : 

said Jensen. "Every use is not suited to every acre and 
2 

some uses conflict with others. Our job is tg determine the best mix of uses ; 

by inventorying the resources and then resolving the conflicts that'are found. i 
i 

i 
Public comment is used to help us, as land managers, make the necessary 

i . . c 
choices between competing uses," he added. , 

i 
"In addition, we will be asking the public to help us identify the scope; i 

t 
of issues to be addressed in the grazing .environmental statement (ES) that 

f 
we are required to do on this area. We want to. i.dentify, as early as possible, ; 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during * i 

D 
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, 
/ Finally, the BLM will have available the statewide summary booklet, 

juidelincs for making comments and a statewide map on the areas included in 

the present wilderness review. BLN personnel will be on hand with detailed 

information and will' go over this material with interested citizens and 

answer any questions. 

In clarifying earlier information on the wilderness review, Rowley said 

that the ELM has not identified any areas k:ith wilderness characteristics 

at this time. The current inventories are to determine which areas require 

further study and which "clearly and obviously" do not meet wilderness criteria 

established by the Federal Land Policy and Hanagement Act. Some 42 percent 

of the Washington County BLM land in this initial inventory has been proposed 

for further study. "But, earlier projects have already proposed to eliminate 

much of the county from any further wilderness consideration. Nhen you add 

the area we propose to drop from consideration because of all reviews, 68 

percent of the BLM land in the county is presently proposed to be eliminated 

from any futher consideration," Rowley said. That means 13 percent of the 

total land area in the county is proposed for futher study. 

"The inventory is solely to determine which lands meet the wilderness 

criteria set up by Congress. Even if an area has great resource potential, 

we are required to include it in our study if it meets the criteria. It may 

be reported to Congress as not suitable for wilderness after all the work is 

done, but it must be reported. After these inventories are completed and 

areas which meet the criteria have been identified, the hard work will begin. 

That's when the BLM must determine which areas to recommend to Congress as 

suitable to preserve and which to recommend as more suitable for other uses," 

Rowley concluded. 
: '* ., 
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CONTACT Jerry Xcredith (801) 586-2401 
Cedar City District Office, Cedar City, Utah 
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un!Tsl ST2-jE s DEPmTmEnT 0;: TEE fnmc7 
Cedar City District, Bureau of Land Management officials have announced 

an open house in St. George in conjunction with several current ELM projects. 

The open house will be May 3, 1979, in the BLtl office, 24 East St. George Blvd., 

from 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Frank Rowley, Ganager of the Dixie Resource Area, which includes all of 

Washington County, said the meeting will allow people to gather information 

and make comments on three current projects. 

First, is a general land management plan, called a Management Framework Plan, 

for the Canaan Gountain area in eastern lblashington County. This plan addresses 

ivestock grazing, wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and 

watershed. "We are asking people to let us know how they think the public lands 

should be managed," said Rowley. Every use is not suited to every acre and 

some uses conflict with others. "Our job.is to determine the best mix of 

uses. Public comment is used to help us as land managers make the necessary 

choices between competing uses," he added. 

"In addition, we will be asking the public to help us identify the scope 

of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that we 

are required to do on this area," said Rowley.' "We want to identify as early 

as possible what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these 

areas during the ES process." Work on the ES that will cover Canaan Mountain 

is scheduled to begin this summer. . 

? -I, -more- 

. 
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Following are reports of the meetings and Open Houses. Reports of 

meetings with ranchers and other user groups are filed separately in 

binders entitled "Record of Public Participation" for each planning 

unit. 

‘, 



MEETING OF GOVERWENT AGENCIES 

KANAB-ESCALANTE RAtiGE ES PLANNING AREA 

April 19, 1979 Cedar City, Utah 

District Office Conference Room 

Thirteen pec?le attended representing federal, state and local government 

agencies. See attached roster for names and agencies represented. Also 

attached is a, list of those to whom invitations were sent. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City BLM District Manager, conducted the meeting. 

Items presented and comments made at the meeting are as follows: 

1. Ranae T?anaoe-ent 

fi summary of the :!FP propssa 1 pertaining to livestock forage k!as presented 

.n the form of an overhead projection. A copy is attached entitled 

"Livestock Forage". It outlines the present situation, by planning 

unit, pertaining to livestock grazing in terms of numbers of allotments 

and authorized AU!% of forage in relation to proposals for interim and 

long ten management of grazing in terms of number of allotments, AU%, 

season-of-use, types of grazing systems and proposed improvements. 

Representatives of the BLM Arizona Strip District pointed out problems 

that will develop for operators where spring use on allotments in Utah 

is being eliminated. Operators grazing public lands in the Strip during, 

the winter have expressed concern to Strip personnel that they will have 

nowhere to take their cows if the Utah planning proposals are implemented. 



Coordination between the Strip and Cedar City was requested if plans are 

implemented. 

Stan Elmer asked where the Alton Coal Field is located in relation to 

proposed land treatments to provide livestock forage. He was informed 

that the bulk of the viable strip mining area is east of the proposed 

treatment areas in the Zion Planning Unit. 

In connection with the proposals on range management, Dennis Curtis 

requested any information or opinions the group may have on issues that 

may affect the scope of the range ES that will be developed on the 

proposals coming out of the planning documents. He explained that under 

new CEQ guidelines the ES will be limited to 150 pages. Examples of 

.ajor issues i3Lf4 presently thinks will have to be addressed in the ES 

are: Effects of proposed livestock reductions on operators, effects of 

the proposal on wildlife, effects on riparian areas, and effects of 

proposed land treatments that can be viewed from national parks. Agencies 

were invited to identify issues they think should be addressed in the 

ES. No comments were given at the meeting: 

2. Watershed 

Areas proposed for treatment for watershed prctection and enhancement 

were out1 ined on a map. 

The district conservationist, SCS-Kanab, asked what criteria was used 



to choose the areas proposed for treatment. Morgan responded that they 

were identified from watershed studies and that the areas with greatest 

problems and most susceptible to treatment were selected. Steve t!inslow 

added that a BLM watershed study of the Colorado River Basin was also 

used and that areas identified for salinity control in the study were 

among those selected for treatment. 

SCS personnel pointed out a potential problem in that they have proposals 

for land treatment on public land, which may not be considered in BLY 

planning, to control head cutting on private land. Guy Bird suggested 

contact with Soil Conservation Districts to cooperatively develop prior- 

ities for projects that will benefit watershed and range management. 

SCS personnel suggested BLM should also assure coordination with 208 

water quality reouirements in their plans. Guy Bird supported this 

suggestion indicating that at least one or two 208 water quality projects 

should materialize from national funds being appropriated, and that 

these projects should be coordinated with public land management plans. 

3. Lands 

Areas involving the proposed Canaan Mountain State Exchange; the Allen- 

Warner Valley coal slurry line proposal, including the alternative route 

in Johnson Canyon proposed through the NFP; and the Fredonia water 

system were identified. There were no comments. . 



4. Wnerals 

Coal areas were identified and coal unsuitability criteria, including 

VRX, eagle habitat, deer concentration areas and prime farm lands were 

discussed. There were no comments. 

5. Wildlife 

Proposals concerning land treatment areas to improve wildlife habitat; 

about 7 miles of fence to protect about 1,200 acres of high quality 

riparian areas; the development of a modified fire plan to allow wildfire 

to burn for improvement of wildlife habitat in some areas; and water 

development to improve deer, quail, chukar, bighorn and antelope habitat 

were identified. Proposed wildlife transplant areas for quail, bighorn, 

chukar, and Utah prairie dog were identified. 

4 representative of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources asked what 

time frame the XFP anticipated on a bighorn transplant in the Rock Creek 

area. He indicated they now have sheep available and desired to make 

the transplant as soon as possible. He indicated Rock Creek is a high 

priority area for sheep introduction. SLM responded that a problem 

exists in that wild horses presently inhabi.t the area and the horses 

should be removed before the sheep can be introduced. The f!FP contains 

the proposal to remove the horses, but we have no definite time table 

for when they can be removed. 



6. Recreation 

?roposals for: (I) Outstanding Natural Area designations on SO-Mile 

Mountain, Escalante Canyons , and Wolverine Petrified Wood area; (2) 

Primitise designation on Canaan Mountain; (3) Recreation land designation 

on Paria-Hackberry; (4) Research ?iatural Area designation on Diana's 

Throne, Kimball Butte, and No Man's Mesa; (5) ACEC designation on Indian 

Canyon, and Egg Canyon; and (6) Acquisition of access through private 

land for hiking in North Fork area were presented. Areas were outlined 

on a map and some proposed conditions connected with the proposals were 

presented, such as restrictions on ORV use and Oil and Gas exploration 

or development. 

The proposal for further study of the Escalante River under the Wild and 

?cenic River Act was presented, and Guy Eird conrented that the Utah 

Division of Water Resources has plans for a water storage project on the 

river and that the two proposals are not compatible; Stand Elmer stated 

a study on the Escalante River has been completed by a man by the name 

of Karonowski from Denver and that the study had determined the river 

does not have quality to merit designation-under the act. He indicated 

the study showed it was the side canyons, to the river, that had the 

greatest recreation value. He questioned the need for a further study. 

The MFP proposal was presented to retain Canaan Mountain, Paria Primitive 

Area, the Escalante Canyons ONAs, in a closed ORV use category plus the 



area proposed to be added to the ONAs. Limited ORV Use designations, 

restricting use to existing roads and trails are proposed in the Paria- 

Hackberry, 5CWiile Mountain Areas. 

VRM was discussed and restrictions of classes I, 2 and 3 were read to 

the group. The proposal to maintain designated primitive areas and ONAs 

in VR!l Class I was presented. Areas proposed for VRM Class II were also 

presented. A question was asked of what vegetative manipulation could 

be permitted in a Class II area. A response indicated burning or spray- 

ing could be allowed without a great deal of conflict, but chaining 

probably could not be permitted. 

Guy Bird expressed the opinion that a Class II designation could create 

conflict with watershed projects. Paul Boos responded that a VRM class 

designation does not prohibit projects; it just makes the manager aware 

that there are trade-offs involved if a project is approved. 

The question was asked of what effect VRM designations would have on the 

proposal of the slurry line in Johnson Canybn. The response was that it 

would be as indicated by Mr. Boos, as described above. 

There were no further comments. The group was invited to respond further 

in writing before May 18, 1979. 
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BLM OPEN HOUSE 
May 2, 1979 

(LOO P.M.K;;a;:OO P.M.) 

(Typed Copy of Attached List) 

NAME REPRESENTING INTEREST 

James Kropf A.L.I.V.E. Industrial Development 

John K. Little Kane Co. Chamber of Commerce 
East Canyon Investigation 
First Universal Church of Kanab 

Hairy' R. Novak 

David B. Crouch 

Michael A. Hatfield 

Gordon Anderson 

George Xiddleton 

Leonard Wilcock 

Paul Jenkins 

Norm Cram 

R. A. Gillis 

M. R. McDonald 

Jet Mackelprang 

Kenneth 0. Sewald 

William B. Ellis 

Calvin C. Johnson 

Elson Riggs 

Doug Carroll 

Wallace Ott 

Barbara C. Fe1 ton 

Tony Wright 

Glen P. Willardson 

Nevada Power Company 

Utah Int r. 
4 

Inc. 

Utah International Inc. 

Friends of the Earth 

Garfield Co. 

Garfield Co. 

Golden Circle Tours 

King Camel Coal CO. 

Self 

Allen-Warner Valley System 

Alton Coal Field 

Alton Coal Field 

Alton Coal Field 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness - Range 

Wilderness 

Mineral 

Wilderness 

Self Wilderness 

Wichita Industries, Inc. Oil & Gas Explor. 

Utah Power & Light Wilderness 

Rancher Livestock 

Rancher Livestock 

Ranch Bauk Livestock-Farm Business 

Garfield County Comm. 

Spri ngdale Town Alton Coal Field 

El Paso Nat. Gas Coal 

Garkane Power R/W's, Plants, etc. 



BLM OPEN HOUSE LIST CONTINUED 

NAME 

Lynn Goodfellow 

Michael Coffeen 

Roger L. Sansser 

Jack flaxwe 1 

Caroline Lippincott 

L. S. Lippincott 

Bob Russel 

Dale E. Clarkson 

Terry Griffith 

LeMoyne Esplin 

Lola Esplin 

Dave Ulrey 

Ronald Heaton 

Rex Eauer 

Rosemary Richardson 

Glen Wells 

Anthony D. Beals 

John R. Stearns 

Preston Bunting 

Robert D. Ramsey Sr. 

Doug Crosby 

Robert D. Houston 

Burton Honey 

C. W. Brinkerhoff 

V-+hl 'n Rripkorhoff 

REPRESENTING 

Self/Rancher 

DWR 

Self 

Garkane Power 

Self 

Self 

Kane County 

Deer Springs Ranch 

Service Station 

Self/Rancher 

Livestock 

Self/State Bank 
of Southern Utah 

Chairman - SCS Comm. 

Utah Power & Light Co. 

Utah Power & Light Co. 

USDA - SCS 

Stearns Corp. 

Livestock 

Self 

Self 

Kane County 

Self 

Self 

Self 

INTEREST 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Whatever 

Whatever 

Wilderness p1 Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Power Corridors 

Conservation 

Housing 

Grazing 

Everything 

Wilderness 

Everything 

Same 

Grazing 

Grazing 



Report of Public Meeting 

Kanab-Escalante Planning Area 

Room 128 - Salt Palace - Salt Lake City, Utah 

April 30, 1979 7:00 P.M. 

BLM Personnel Attending: 

Cedar City District 

Morgan Jensen - District Manager 

Dennis Curtis - Chief, PEC 

Richard Fagan - Area ilanager, Kanab 

Craig Zufelt - Area Manager, Escalante 

Frank Rowley - Area Manager, Dixie 

Von Swain - Chief, Resources 

Paul Boos - Recreation Specialist, Resource 
dill Dalness - Geologist, Resource 

Jerry Meredith - Public Affairs Specialist 

Bob Zundel - Planning Leader 

State Office 

Earl Hindley - Natural Resource Specialist 

A roster of others in attendance is attached. 

Morgan Jensen conducted the meeting. He announced that one of the 

reasons for the intensive planning effort covering such a wide area is 

to update existing plans as a basis for preparation of an environmental 

statement on the range program in the area in response to a law suit 

against the Department by the Natural Resource Defense Council. He 

indicated those attending the.meeting could expect feedback after area 

manager's ,multiple use recommendation's are final. 



T' : Public Participation Files 

=ROM : Kanab Resource Area 

s;UBJECT: Planning Meeting with County Corrsnissioners and City Mayors 

On Friday April 27, 1979 at 7:00 p.m. the Kanab Resource Area held a meeting 
; with the City and County Governments to seek input into the Management 

Framework Plan Step II planning process. Only Bob Russell and Robert Houston, 
Kane County Commissioners, were in attendance although a personal invitation 
was sent to all County Commissioners and City Mayors in Kane County. 

Richard Fagan, Kanab Resource Area Manager, presented the MFP Step II 
recommendation to the commissioners. The following overlays were also 
available for their comments: Visual Resource Management (VRM), Off Road 
Vehicle (ORV), Land and Minerals, Wilderness (1st cut that was sent to 
the State Director), Range Treatment, Wildlife and Watershed. 

Rich commented on the proposed range adjustments and the criteria used to 
make their determination. Robert Houston asked a few questions concerning 
the techniques and procedures used in making the adjustments. 

There was a discussion concerning the proposed wilderness areas and the 
>nflict with the Alton and Kaiparowits coal fields. Also, there was a 

a7 "cussion concerning Wilderness/National Parks and Air Quality. 

No specific suggestions or recommendations were made at the meeting concerning 
the planning system. The attendees were asked to send any written comments 
that they might have to the area manager. 

Overall, it was a very informative meeting for the two county commissioners 
in attendance. Many misconceptions about the planning process was cleared 
up and they were encourage to attend the open house in May and give their 
comments. 

Ken Knowles 



Report of Public Feeting 

Scheduled April 26, 1979 

To Discuss Recreation and IGldlife Plans 

Robert Zundel 

There was no attendance at the meeting except BLG employees who were 

prepared to discuss planning proposals with the public. 



GOVERNMENT MEETING 

Name 

Bill Templeton 

Bob Sandberg 

Glenn Beagle 

Stan Elmer 

*tick Lundstrom 

Howard M. Roper 

Anthony Beals 

Wray E. Macy 

Guy Bird 

Jim Guymon 

Tom Henry 

Robert Rowley 

Larry L. Hays 

Kanab-Escalante 

April 19, 1979 

Address 

196 E. Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

II 

154 No. Main, Cedar City 

231 E. 400 S., 
400 Empire Building 

Panguitch 

P.O. Box 284 
Panguitch, Utah 

P.O. Box 149 
Kanab, Utah 

74 S. Mt. View Dr. 

622 N. Main 
Cedar City, Utah 

Bryce Canyon 

Box 152, Parowan, Utah 

Box 353, Springdale, Utah 

Representing 

Arizona Strip BLM 

II 

Div. State Lands 
Forestry & Fire Control 

Utah Dept. of Natl. 
Resources 

scs 

Soils Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

Wildlife Res. 

Nat'1 Park Service 

Utah Dept. of Trans. 

Zion National Park 



REPORT 
PLANNING OPEN HOUSE 

KANAB AREA OFFICE 
MAY 2, 1979 

RICHARD FAGAN:YAREA MANAGER 

" A open house was held in the Kanab Area Office on Wenesday, May 2, 1979, 
for the purpose of soliciting public inpu 
Framework Plan recommendations. 

t and comments on our Management 

Approximately fifty people attended the open house between one and seven 
p.m. 

The majority of people did not express any specific concerns regarding 
our planning recommendations. Most people asked ouestions about what 
our recommendations mean rather than making specific comments. 

A few ranchers made specific comments regarding their proposed grazing 
systems and livestock reductions. These comments are documented in 
detail in each individuals grazing system file. 

The people representing Nevada Power Co. and Utah International expressed 
C’ -em over our proposal to have a coal slurry line proposal down Johnson 
Ch,.jon. They said they would prepare more specific written comments. 

Some residents in the Johnson Canyon area also said they would not allow 
a slurry line to cross their private land. These individuals also said 
they would send us more specific comments later- . 



(a) Effect of proposed AUPl reductions; (b) effect of the proposed 

season of use; (c) effect of the proposed allocation of forage between 

livestock and other uses; (d) effect of combining allotments; (e) the 

possible conflict between use of forage and recreation in the Escalante 

Canyon area. 

2. Watershed. The proposal was presented to treat about 20,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper trees; about 22,000 acres of sagebrush; and to 

contour furrow about 54,000 acres. The purpose of treatment is to 

correct erosion conditions, to reduce salt in the Colorado River, and to 

reduce silt in the Paria River. 

Areas of riparian protection were outlined. This consisted of 

proposed fencing to eliminate livestock grazing on about 1,200 acres. 

3. Wildlife. Land treatments proposed for wildlife habitat 

improvement were presented which consisted of treating about 106,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper and 13,000 acres of brush. 

Of the present forage being produced, about 47 percent is allocated 

to wildlife and of the forage to be developed through land treatments, I 

about 41 percent will be allocated to wildlife. 

Proposals are to introduce chukar, quail and bighorn. 

A further proposal that would benefit wildlife habitat is for : 

development of a modified fire plan which would provide for limited 

control of wildfire or a change in the present policy of immediate 

attack on wildfire on areas comprising about 500,000 acres. 

4. Lands. Proposals involving a state exchange on Canaan Mountain, 

a coal slurry line from the Alton Coal field, and the Fredonia water 

system in Cottonwood and Water Canyons were presented. 



Additions to canyons of the Escalante (3,000 acres) to existing areas 

of 43,000 areas; and the wolverine petrif,ied wood ONA (2,000 acres). 

The area would be subject to either suspended or no surface occupancy 

status for mineral leasing. ORV use would be restricted to existing 

roads and trails. (d) ACEC designations proposed on Indian/Water Canyon 

and Egg Canyon. Primary values to be protected through management are 

scenery, cultural values and petrified wood. 

Question - How can these designations become final? Response - 

Most proposed designations would hav* 0 to be approved by the Secretary. 

However, all the areas, are pending wilderness inventory so designation 

will not be pursued pending the outcome of wilderness study. 

ORV proposals were shown. One category, closed, would keep about 

80,000 acres closed to ORV use in existing primitive or outstanding 

natural areas. About 21,500 acres would be in the limited category - 

restriction to existing woods or trails or restricted during a particular 

season. ,AbO L;t 2,530,QOO acres are proposed to be open to ORV use. 

. One comment strongly favored keeping all existing roads and trails 

open to ORV use and moving in the direction of more roads and trails for 

ORV use. 

The criteria for the various VRM classes were read and areas of VRM 

I and II classes were shown. Existing primitive and outstanding natural 

areas are VRM Class I. It was explained that a V2M class designation 

does not necessarily prevent development, but it can restrict how it is 

done. 



Question - I:cfi:, allocates water for a coal slurry line? Response - 

The Utah State Engineer. 

Support was expressed to consummate the state exchange. 

5. Minerals. Areas of potential coal development were shown. 

Potential areas within the coal development areas that may be determined 

unsuitable for coal nining pursuant to the coal unsuitability criteria 

were described. These areas involve VRM Class II areas; areas of prime 

farm land and alluvial valley floors, potential flood areas, eagle 

nesting areas and critical deer winter range. It was explained that the 

unsuitability criteria are not yet final. 

A question was raised about a required buffer zone for national 

parks. Bill Dalnass explained that while a buffer zone for parks is one 

critericn it is not specifically defined, and the VX! Class II area is 

what BLM interprets as an adequate buffer zone for the area in question. 

Bill pointed out that in absence of final regulations that our application 

of the criteria, as present, is BLM's best effort at this point in time. 

He pointed out that the criteria have exceptions and that what has been 

done through the planning system to date.is with no exceptions applied. 

Application of the criteria, with possible exceptions, would be further 

defined and applied in approval of mining plans when they are submitted. 

. 

6. Recreation. Proposals for various kinds of recreational 

designations are carried over from previous planning efforts were shown. 

These are described below by area with effects the designations may 

have: (a) C anaan Mountain - primitive designation on the high plateau 

on about 26,000 acres. The area would remain closed to ORV use. Mineral 

leasing would remain suspended. (b) Diana's Throne (1,100 acres), 

Kimball Butte (160 acres), and No Man's Mesa (2,100 acres) proposed as 

Research Natural Areas. Grazing and ORV use precluded. (c) ONA and 

recreation lands designations proposed for Paris-Hackberry (70,000 

acres); 50 Mile Mountain (100,000 acres); 



The general area was described and a presentation was made of the 

Bureau's proposed actions by resource which has considered other resource 

opportunities through the planning process. Morgan invited discussion 

as the proposals were presented. 

1. Rance Vanaaellent. A summary of range management proposals for 

the area was presented in t2~s of AlSs to be authorized, nunber of 

allotments, and general land treatments and improvement needed. The 

proposal was compared in a a general summary to the existing range 

management situation. 

A summary of what was presented is attached, entitled "Range Manage- 

ment". 

A question was asked about the estimated cost of the proposed 

nprovements. The response was that it was about faur and one-half (a+) 

million dollars. 

Question - What is the land treatment supposed to accomplish? 

Response - To change vegetation from areas of predominant sagebrush and 

pinyon-juniper trees to browse and grass, 

The proposal to remove wild horses from an area in each of the 

Kanab and Escalante Resource Areas and potential introduction of bighorn 

was presented. It was explained that some bighorn are already in the Moody 

Canyon area, and introduction was a possibility in other areas. 

Question - Will the bighorn become a game animal? Response - That 

will be determined by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

Dennis Curtis discussed some of the procedures associated with the 

Bureau's responsibility to develop an environmental impact statement on 

the range program in the area. He emphasized the statment would focus 

on key issues and invited comment from the group on what they think are 

key issues. He indicated issues the Bureau is now considering are: 
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April 30, 1979 

Address Representina 

495 East Center, Logan, Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

93 East 1st South, Logan, Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

753-0987 

2.0. Box 1231, SLC, Utah 84110 High Unita 

Wilderness 

Coalition 

1490 Beverly Drive, Ogden, Utah 84403 

801 Tribune Building UP1 

1204 Sherman U.S. Steel 

2461 Emerson Avenue Troop 197 

2171 King Street Troop 197 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Nestshire Circle Self 

550 California St., San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 

national 

550 California St., San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 

national 

3936 Sunny Dale Drive Utah Audubon 

Society 

360 E. Woodlake Cove #212 Self 

Box 1, Snowbird, Utah 84070 Self 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self 

6314 Cobblerock Lane, Holladay, Ut 84121 Self 

143 So. Main, SLC, Utah Salt Lake Tribune 

1634 So. 10th W. Self 

147 NO. 200 W., SLC, Utah St. Dept. of 

Agriculture 
9200 NO. 4506 W. Pleasant Grove Self 

Brooke & Terry Williams 1520 Garfield Ave. . Concerned citizens 

Leslie Dillon 3322 Austin Hall Concerned citizen 



General Questions 

1. Question - What allo;vances are being made for endangered 

species, particulariy fish? Response - There are no endangered fish in 

this planning area. There will be no officially listed threatened and 

endangered plant species as of October. Plans recognize and proposals 

consider bald eagles, perigrine falcon, and Utah Prairie Dogs. 

2. Question - In what interests are land treatment proposed? 

Response - Wildlife, livestock forage and watershed. 

3. Question - In connection with the proposal on fire control, is 

there any history of dangerous fires in the area? Response - There have 

been no major fires. 

4. Question - What is the purpose of a "letburn" policy? Response - 

liigh fire suppression costs. Benefits that can be real:ized in the form 

of replacement of vegetation, primarily trees, with.preferred plants for 

forage and watershed purposes such as bitterbrush, fouwing saltbush, 

clover,-grass, etc. Also commented that BLF: would, reseed @rn areas. : 

5. Question - Does the limited fire control policy apply to fires 

that are man caused or purposely set? Response - Origin of a fire would 

be considered in the fire plan to be developed. The limited control 

policy generally would be applicable to naturalsly caused fires. . 

Questions ended at 8:30 P.M. Comments in writing or orally were 

invited during the comment period which ends on May .18, 1978. 



KAFIAB OPEI! HOUSE - Yay 2, l?7? 

Bill Oalness 

Perhaps lo-15 people asked questions pertaining to minerals, most related 

to coal development. The Alton Coal field received the most comment. I 

explained the application of the coal unsuitability to the coal fields. 

The people who asked questions involved local citizens, local government 

representatives and a few from industry (specifically, Utah inter- 

national and El Paso). Gne person asked about mineral activity other 

than coal (Uranium, oil and Tas). 

ESCALANTE OPEN HOUSE - Vay 3, 1976 

About 10 perople asked questions concerning minerals, most related to 

coal development - specifically the Kaiparowits Coal field. Local 

citizens, local Governrent representation and the El Paso representative 

..no was at Kanab asked questions. Two people asked about other than 

coal development (uranium). Both El Paso and Utah International copied 

the coal unsuitability criteria as it pertains to them from our maps. 
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UN(TEC> STATES G~:‘\‘E?N;,:,:I”:‘: 

Nay 22, 1979 

Area Gnager, Escalante Resource Area 

Open House, Escalante MFP and Wilderness 

District Manager, Cedar City 

The subject open house was held on May 3, 1979 beginning at 1:00 p.m. 
and ending at 7:30 p.m. Because of space limitations, the topics were 
broken into tx groups with range, watershed, and wildlife presented in 
one building and recreation, wilderness, forestry, lands, and minerals 
presented in an adjacent building. 

The majority of visitors came at 1:00 as a group. These were local 
ranchers and representatives of soil conservation districts. Other 
interests came in throughout the remainder of the afternoon. 

Connents of the various interests are summarized on the attached staff 
report. Also attached are letters submitted by the visitors and a, 
visitor register. 

Buv U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSE 

BY Jack Brown, Wildlife Biologist, Kanab Area Office 

May 3, 1979 

The open house began at 1:00 p.m. Eighteen ranchers came as a group 
concerned mostly about the grazing reductions. The concerns and com- 
ments voiced are summarized below, using as close to the original con- 
text as possible. 

1. Is there really any point in having this meeting now? Why have the 
meeting before any decisions are made (issued)? 

2. June grass and other annuals were not given enough consideration in 
the survey nor in yearly stocking rates. 

3. An outside source (non-BLM) should conduct another survey to check 
the BLM survey. The statement was made by Doyle Cottam that the SCS had 

Tluntered to do the survey. 

4. People do not trust BLM. 
plans. 

TheBLM has welched on their end of past 

5. Cuts will put them out of business. 

6. Are there any other places cattle can be put until the improvements 
are done to save getting rid of the livestock? i 

7. We challenge the validity of the survey. ,It was done in a drought 
year. It was done by unqualified people. Surveys were run only around 
water areas. 

a. The men in BLM should use horses and see the area. Don't drive 
around in trucks and tear up the range. 

9. The range is as good as it was 50 to 70 years ago and now they run 
less livestock. 

. 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSES 

May 2, 1979 - Kanab, Utah 
May 3, 1979 Escalante, Utah 

by Rex Wells, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Escalante Resource Area 

Generally, most.people who attended both the Kanab and Escalante open 
houses were against wilderness. Very few of the people were very inter- 
ested in the 4FP recreation recommendations and were most concerned with 
wilderness. Most people still do not understand the inventory process, 
and thought we were recommending wilderness at this stage. Some of the 
complaints were reduced when we explained we were only recommending 
areas for further study. 

. 

Ranchers were generally concerned about wilderness because they feel 
wilderness designations will cause grazing reductions or lock them out 
of areas. Some of the ranchers admitted some of the public lands are 

wilderness" but don't want to see formal designations. They feel the 
lands will stay as they are without the designation. 

The oil, gas, and coal companies seemed to be more concerned about the 
intensive inventory and interim management than with the wilderness 
program in general. They were concerned with the restrictions on explo- 
ration in areas recommended for further study. : Some of the companies 
(El Paso Natural Gas and Wichita Industries) were considering conducting 
their own inventories of areas. They also wish ta be informed when we 
conduct the intensive inventory on areas in whi'ch they have leases. 
They are willing to send representatives to come along when we study the 
areas. ; 

In the Kanab open house, it seemed that the majority of the people who 
attended came to see the wilderness information. In Escalante, the 
range reductions seemed to be the major "attraction", with wilderness a. 
close second. 

In general, I think. both open houses were successful. We were able to 
clear.up some misconceptions about the initial inventory and what we are 
trying to do. 
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Staff Report 
Open Houses Kanab-Escalante 

May 2-3, 1979 
Faul G. Boos 

Open houses on the planning effort and initial wilderness inventory on 
May 2-3, 1979 were very we71 attended. The wilderness inventory and VRM 
inventory were the key issues of public concern at the Kanab open house. 
The visitors were mostly comprised of special interest groups (Nevada 
Power, Friends of the Earth, Utah Power & Light, etc.) with only a few 
local individuals. Escalante on the other hand were represented nearly 
all by individuals of local interest. Ranchers and cattlemen were best 
represented. Hardy Red& local State representative attended, to ex- 
press concern about wilderness. The most important topic of discussion 
at Escalante was grazing reductions and wilderness. 

There was general acceptanc? of all the recreation recommendations on 
designations of recreation lands and ORV designations at Kanab. A 
commenC to include Starlight Canyon and Arch (Paria MFP) was made and 
appears to be a good recommendation. Some concern p/as expressed over 
lrnM affecting coal mining. Several concerned citizens were opposed to 

Alton Coal prcposals for slurry lines and export of ground water. 

Comments on wilderness at Kanab were mixed. Most did not understand the 
inventory system. Comments generally favored some wilderness as long as 
it did not affect the commentor personally. Several indicated that 
there was plenty of wilderness now and that BLM and Congress did not 
need to designate any new areas (?). 

Escalante presented a different picture. All but one individual was 
against wilderness designation, because they believed wilderness would 
prohibit grazing and mining and "lock up" the land. Most people were 
hostile to BLM for "halting any econhmic growth from new industry." 
None could see the importance of recreation industry on their economy. 
Again there was general confusion on the wilderness inventory system. 
Many did not see the need to comment because "it would not do any good." 



KANAE - ESCALANTE HILDERNESS ACD PLANNIr:G 

Open House F:eetings 

May 2 aPd 3, 1979 
Jack Drown 

t;lildlife CoTTents 

Kanab. One person cemented that the deer and her cattle v!ere 

getting along fine in Vater Canyon and she did not see why her cattle 

needed to be fenced out of the area. I explained that it was a mltiple 

resource reconmendation based upon riparian habitat protection, recrea- 

tional use, and water quality protection for the city of Fredonia, 

Arizona. She still was not very happy with loosing the area for grazing. 

Kanab and Escalante. Other wildlife comments were concerned with 

how wildlife needs v~ould affect grazing on various allotrents. I told 

T that exceot for riparian area s, wildlife needs would he ret hy and 

e compatible with the new grazing surveys and management systems. 

Most people's interest was in range and wilderness proposals. 



LM OPEN HOUSE LIST CONCLUDED 

NAME REPRESENTING 

Robert Ramsey Sr. 

Theo McAllister 

INTEREST 
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lowing the meetings, near'ly one hundred (100) letters were received to 
considered in decision making. The letters can generally be divided 

into four categories. 

1. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

.g* 

+h. 

About eighty (80) letters expressed opposition to coal develop- 
ment at Alton. Most of these came in the same written format, 
some on a printed or typed form, listing the basic problems 
with mining a t Alton to be: 

Visibility from Zion and Bryce National Parks would be reduced. 

Possible damage to geologic structures in Bryce from blasting. 

Loss of water used for slurry. 

Potential misuse of land for housing, etc. 

Detrimental impacts to wildlife and.rural qualities. 

Potential discouragment of tourism. 

Increase in criminality, social problems and taxes. 

Violation of "VRM 2". 

Many only objected specifically to mining in "VRM 2" areas and asked 
that such areas be declared unsuitable for mining. 

Some of these letters were duplicates sent in by the same individual, 
and in other cases the letter took the form of petitions which were 
signed by some individuals who had sent in other letters. 

2. About fifteen (15) letters encouraged development, particularly 
;coal, to enchance economic conditions. Some of these were 
<sent using the same format. It appears some. of these letters 
l.may have been prompted by a resolution made by the Garfield 
Cuunty Commission which was also sent as a comment on plans. 
Basic contents of the letters are: 

a * apposition to wilderness and roadless areas. 

4. ,Favor ".a11 economic development; roads, minerals, coal, lumber". 

c. Area already surrounded by parks. 

ct',.,. .Roadless areas "discriminate on the handicapped, young children 
and non hikers". 



3. Two letters opposed proposed grazing reducti,ons. 

4. One letter pertained primarily to the proposal to relocate 
wild horses and expressed concern about trade-offs that may be 
associated with relocation. 

These letters are contained in a separate folder in the section of the 
libary where the planning documents are filed in the district office. 
They are labled, "Public Correspondence Relating to Kanab-Escalante 
Planning Documents". 
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