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KANAB/ESCALANTE GRAZING MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

( ) Draft (X) Final Environmental Impact Statement

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management

1- Type of Action : (X) Administrative ( ) Legislative

2. Abstract : The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes to implement

livestock grazing management on 2,567,466 acres of public land in Washington,

Kane, and Garfield Counties in Utah, and Coconino County in Arizona. Of the

six alternative plans proposed, Alternative 5, Rangeland Management Recommen-

dation, is the preferred alternative. Under this alternative, specific

management would be applied on 129 allotments, continuous seasonal management

would be applied on 60 allotments, and livestock grazing would be eliminated

on 21 allotments. The initial livestock grazing capacity under this alterna-

tive would be 68,298 AUMs, and the allocation to wildlife and other resources

would be 69,253 AUMs. After 24 years the potential grazing capacity under

this alternative would be 91,444 AUMs for livestock and 71,627 AUMs for

wildlife and other resources. Under this alternative the production of

desirable vegetation would increase, overall watershed conditions would

improve, wildlife habitat would improve, and rancher income would improve but

would continue to be negative in the long term. Considerable vegetation

treatments and rangeland developments such as fences and water developments

would be necessary to implement this alternative. These developments would

degrade the aesthetic values in certain high visibility areas and could cause

some short-term soil losses which would be irretrievable.

The environmental consequences would vary with each of the alternatives, but

the primary effects would be to vegetation condition, trend, and production.

The vegetation change would cause a change to soils, wildlife habitat, net

annual rancher income, and aquatic riparian habitat condition. Specific

impacts would vary with the degree of management proposed and the subsequent

change from the existing situation.

3. Alternatives Analyzed :

1. Continuation of Present Management

2. Elimination of Livestock Grazing

3. Multiple Resource Enhancement
4. Adjustment to Grazing Capacity

5. Rangeland Management Recommendation

6. Livestock Optimization

4. Comments Have Been Requested From : See List of Agencies, Organizations,

and Persons in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement from whom comments

were requested.

5. For Further Information Contact :

Morgan Jensen, District Manager.

Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 724
Cedar City, Utah 84720
Telephone: (801) 586-2401

6. Date Final Statement Made Available to EPA and the Public:
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COORDINATION, CONSULTATION, AND REVIEW
OF THE KANAB/ESCALANTE GRAZING MANAGEMENT

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The DEIS was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency and made
available to the public on April 29, 1980. Its availability and the time and
place for the public hearings were announced by the Department of the Inte-
rior in the Federal Register on April 18, 1980 and by local and regional news
media.

July 1, 1980 was originally established as the deadline for submission
of written comments. The comment period was extended to July 16, 1980 and
was announced by the Department of the Interior in the Federal Register on
June 20, 1980 and by local and regional news media.

Public hearings were held at the elementary school in Kanab, Utah on
June 10, 1980 at 7:30 p.m., and at the high school in Escalante, Utah on June
11, 1980 at 7:30 p.m.. Ten people attended the hearing in Kanab and three
people gave testimony. Twenty-nine people attended the hearing in Escalante
and ten people gave testimony. Copies of the hearing transcripts, along with
the attendance lists, are available for public review at BLM offices in Salt
Lake City and Cedar City, Utah.

The list of agencies and individuals who have requested copies of the
DEIS is available for review at the BLM District Office in Cedar City, Utah.
The DEIS contains a list of agencies, interested groups, and individuals from
whom comments were requested.

The remainder of this document contains: 1) written comments received
and BLM responses where applicable, 2) oral comments excerpted from the
hearing transcripts and BLM responses, and 3) an addendum containing changes
made in the DEIS. Substantive comments received too late for inclusion and
response in this FEIS will be answered individually by mail. Late comments
and responses, as well as all comments contained herein, will become a part
of the Kanab/ Escalante file maintained in the Cedar City District Office,
Cedar City, Utah, and will be given consideration along with the Environ-
mental Impact Statement during the decision making process.

All timely written comments and oral testimony from the public hearings
were reviewed for consideration in preparation of this FEIS. Those comments
that presented new data, questioned facts and/or analyses, and raised ques-
tions or issues bearing directly upon the DEIS were responded to by BLM.
Letters which were general or did not contain substantive comments were
reviewed but no responses were made.

An index number was assigned to each letter received and to each sub-
stantive oral comment excerpted from the testimony transcripts. The number
appears in the upper right corner on each letter or hearing excerpt.
Responses are keyed to individual comments contained in the letters and oral
testimony.



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES - WRITTEN

Comment letters are listed below in the order reviewed. A response was

not necessary for those marked with an asterisk (*).

1* Water and Power Resources Service
Lower Colorado River Regional Office

2 Esplin Cattle Company

3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

4 Charles C. Esplin

5 Robert Liston

6 Ivan Matheson

7 Utah Wilderness Association

8 Utah Wool growers Association

9 Cooperative Extension Service, USU

10 Roland Allen

11 National Council of Public Land
Users

12 Kathryn Cushman, Wild Horse
Organized Assistance

13 Soil Conservation Service

14 Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

15 Leonard Foote,
Barracks Ranch

16* Lola Esplin

17 Dale E. Clarkson

18 Dale E. Clarkson

19 Division of State History

20 EPA Region 8

21* Department of Army Corps of

Engineers

22 Keith Carter

23 Doug Carroll

24 Kane County Board of County
Commissioners

25 State of Utah, Office of

the Governor

26 Garfield County Board of
County Commisioners
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Memorandum

To:

From:

District Manager, Cedar City District Office,
Bureau of Land Management, P. 0. Box 724,

Cedar City, Utah 84720

• Regional Environmental Officer

No response.

Subject: Review of Kanab/Escalante Srazing Management Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

We have reviewed the draft statement and have no comments to offer.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft EIS.

Enclosure

/
«&L—

•Ce*w;

SetS.. ;'

St -

P£
Pr7
o___
£.-—--
A. _,.
a' ;._

A-' —
A'l.

(**,t*"* R- u-j n-y

K- —I.
MW"19 1980



TO:

STATEMENT

Morgan Jensen, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 724
Cedar City, ITT 84720

O
FROM: Esplin Cattle Company

33 North 500 East
St. George, UT 84770

DATE I June 10, 1980

O

I

I Q

©

RE: Comments pertaining to Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management
EnvirccEecaal Impact Statement (Draft) dated April 29, 1980,
as it applies to Esplin Cattle Company and other permittees.

1. Referring to table 1, page Al-2, listed under Present Situation for
Goat Ranch AllotJDent, the Season of Use is stated aa 6/1 - 9/30. This la
an error. The actual season of use has always been and still i3
5/16 - 9/30.

This correction should be made to read 5/16 - 9/30 under the Goat Ranch
Allotment in each of the following headings

:

a. Present Situation, Season of Use in Table 1, page Al-2.
b. Area Manager's Recommendation, Season of Use in Table I, page Al-3.

_ c. KFP Specific Management, Season of Use in Table 2, page Al-3.

The Cottonwood (North) Allotment's Present Situation, Season of Use is
yearlong. This should be changed from 10/1 - 5/31 to 10/1 - 5/15 in both
the Area Manager's Recommendation, Season of Use in Table 1, page A-2 and
the ,TP Specific Management, Season of Use in Table 2 page Al-3 to correspond
with the changes to be made in the Goat Ranch Allotment Season of Use, If

_ that is the intention of the proposed Management Plan.

2. In Tatli 2 page Al-3 under Livestock Facilities and Units for
Goat Ranch Allotment It lists:

a. Fence 1.25 miles
b. Water catchment 1

c. Springs 2

Under the heading Land Treatment and Acres for Goat Ranch Allotment It lists t

a. Spray/Seed 700 acres
b. Chain/Seed 1168 acres

la order to Implement a Deferred Grazing System on the Goat Ranch Allotment,
we feel another water catchment should be listed. A catchment should be
placed on Lyon's Point in the Goat Ranch Allotment (possibly in Sec. 31
TWP. 43S, Rge, 910 and one should be placed In Broad Hollou (possibly In

_ Sec. 31 TWP. 423, Rge. 9>j W).

Esplin Cattle Company

Response 2-1
Season of Use table 1, page Al-2 and table 2, page Al-3 In the Kanab/

Escalante (K/E) Grazing Management 0E1S have been revised to read 5/16-9/30
for Coat Ranch Allotment as shown in the addendum of this volume.

Response 2-2

Season of Use table 1, page AJ-2 and table 2, page Al-3 In the DEIS have
been revised to read 10/1-5/15 for Cottonwood (North) Allotment as shown in
the addendum of this volume.

Response 2-3

At this point in the BLM planning process, development of specific
detail, relating to exact onsite location of rangeland developments has not
been completed. This depends on the rangeland management program finally
selected. Details would be worked out jointly by BLM resource specialists
ranchers, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UOWR), Soil Conservation
Service (SCS), National Park Service (NPS), Forest Service (FS), and others
during the Allotment Management Plan (AMP) program. For further information
see Introduction, pages 2-2 and 2-4, and Rangeland Developments, page 2-13 of



©

I

I

3- Another concern we have is that Lyon f e Point in the Goat Ranch

Allotment and Cottonwood Canyon in the Cottonwood North Allotment are

both proposed for wilderness areas. Without water development and land

treatments in these areas it would not be possible to have a workable

Deferred Grazing System as proposed in the MFP Specific Management in table 2

page Al-3. We are concerned as to the extent of the improvements that will

be allowed if these areas are finally designated Wilderness Areas as

proposed.

4. Some overall general statements that we want to make arel

a. Water development must be adequate before a rest rotation will

work because water must be available in each pasture that is to

be used.

b. Flexability must be a part of every A.M. P. Adequate rain fall

does not come in every pasture every year and being forced into a

dry pasture Is detrimental to a permittee trying to earn a living,

to the livestock involved, and to the range itself.

c. Suppllmental feeding Is very important to a livestock operation

and should be addressed in each Individual A.M.P. so cattle can

be assured of a balanced diet. Good nutrition is necessary for

optimum production in the livestock business.

Thank you for considering these comments in preparing the

Kanab/Escalante Final Environmental Statement. We hope you will consider

thea fully along with others that are received and make the necessary

changes that will be for the good of all concerned.

yours truly,

ESPLIN CATTLE COMPANY

Response 2-4

Range land Improvements may be permitted if they do not cause unnecessary
or undue degradation of wilderness values. New permanent improvements may be
approved for the purpose of enhancing wilderness values by protecting the
natural condition of the rangeland. For further information see Iepacts to
Wilderness, pages 4-97 and 4-98 of the DEIS.

by i Darlo L. Esplin

OLE/leh
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1311 FEDERAL BUILDING
125 SOUTH STATE STREET

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84138

June 12. 1980

MEMORANDUM

TO: District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 724
Cedar City, Utah 84720

FROM: Robert Shields, Area Manager
F1sh and Wildlife Service
Salt Lake City, Utah

SUBJECT: Review Comments on the Draft Kanab/Escalante Grazing
Management Environmental Impact Statement

ENV |

KJV !

AS i
i .

JUN 261838

Our staff has reviewed the draft Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management
Environmental Impact Statement and offer you our comments. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

General Ccrx-ents

I

en
i

©[It is our opinion that none
conform with the multiple u

|_Vanager-.ent Act of 1976. Al

rendation {Preferred Altern

cosmetic differences betwee
Present Manacerent), 4 (Adj

Optimization). Alternative
equally unacceptable becaus

3 ("ultiple Resource Enhanc
unacceptable overall becaus
cause. We do not advocate
lands but do recommend adju

and habitat upon which wild

of the six alternative grazing proposals

se mandate of the Federal Land Policy and
ternative 5, Rangeland Management Recom-
ative) is a single purpose proposal with only

it and alternatives 1 (Continuation of

ustuent to Grazing Capacity), and 6 (Livestock

2 (Elimination of Livestock Grazing) is

e of its single purpose intent. Alternative
ement) has several good features but would be

e of the severe economic impacts it would
eliminating livestock grazing from public
sting it to provide needed wildlife forage
life oriented uses are dependent.

Response 3-1

The EIS process is designed to analyze a series of alternatives froo
which the rangeland manager can select the best method for managing the
resources. All multiple use mandates have been considered during the devel-
opment of each of the alternatives during the planning process, as shown on
pages 1-2 through 1-5 and table 1-2 of the DEIS.

In response to your request for an interagency scoping meeting, a

member of our staff met in Cedar City with representatives of the BLM

and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources on June 5, 1979 to discuss
wildlife concerns 1n the Kanab/Escalante area. Five of the six concerns
were given consideration in this draft statement. Those concerns we
expressed follow with our comments on how they were treated 1n the
grazing proposals.

1. Avoid livestock competition for forage on deer
winter range when deer are present and when the
growing browse 1s palatable to livestock and would
be eaten.
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2. Manage sage grouse habitat according to the guidelines
recormended by Braun, Brltt and Wallestad (1977) or

Call (1979).

3. Bighorn and Antelope transplants would continue.

4. Water developments are encouraged with all tanks and

troughs constructed to provide water at ground level

during the entire freeze free periods and allowing
some water to remain available for wildlife at

developed springs and seeps.

5. Protect riparian habitats from livestock trampling
and abuse by fencing or using natural barriers to

Improve fish habitat, riparian vegetation, water
quality, prevent bank sloughing and soil erosion.

6. Construct livestock fences 1n wildlife habitat

appropriate for the species concerned.

I

(

©

I. Hule Deer

Fifty-four percent of th

poor condition and 41 pe

paragraph 3). The Objec
or Improving existing ha

habitat (Page 1-4, Table
game habitat that are co

96 percent, is 1n fair c

(103,710 acres) accordin
preferred alternative we
in condition of deer hab

.from 5,539 to 5,893 head
Putting this in context,
multiple use management
gain of 359 deer, or 60

to deer than are present

livestock Al'M's in the s

e wildlife habitat 1n the resource area is 1n

rcent is classified in fair condition (Page S-3,

tives For All Allotments calls for maintaining
bitat conditions and forage quality on big game

1-1). There are 173,796 acres of important big

nsidered critical; however, 170,897 acres, or

ondition (67,187 acres) or poor condition

g to Page 3-29, under Critical Habita t. If the

re implemented it is predicted, "The improvement
itat would result in deer numbers increasing
" (Page 4-69, Conclusions and Page 4-71, Conclusions).
the expected increase in deer because of improved

on 2,567,466 acres of public land would net a

more AUM's (3 6 deer per AUM) would be allocated
ly allowed compared to an increase of 37,550
ame area (Page 1-4, Table 1-1).

©

Considering the amount of critical winter deer range In poor and fair

condition and the small expectation of Improvement compared to the

increased livestock forage It's obvious multiple use was not a high

priority in the planning process.

2. Sage Grouse

There are no provisions for protection and management of sage grouse

habitat (Page 1-7, HFPI and Page 2-16, paragraph 4). We recommended BLM

follow the guidelines for the management of sage grouse habitat described

by Braun, Brltt and Wallestad (1977) and Call (1979) as discussed at

our scoping meeting.

Response 3-2

The increase which would occur to deer numbers would not be due to the

increase in forage, According to UDWR, deer numbers in southern Utah are

low. The causes of these low numbers are not clear, but forage does not

appear to be a limiting factor. The increase 1n deer numbers discussed would

be expected to result primarily from habitat improvement and not from forage

quanti ty.

As shown in table 4-6, Summary of Impacts to Big Game Habitat, improve-

ments in critical deer winter range would occur. The EI5 document is not

intended to discuss multiple land use but is intended to analyze the effects

of livestock grazing on other resources. The increase in habitat quality

(including food, cover, and water). and the resulting increase in deer numbers

are associated strictly with improvement activities for livestock. Addi-

tional improvement activities strictly for wildlife but not addressed In this

or any livestock grazing EIS will be implemented to enhance habitat quality
when wildlife habitat management plans are written.

Response 3-3

A discussion of treatments that would occur In sage grouse habitat Is on
page 4-68 of the DEIS. Treatments which may occur in sage grouse habitat
would conform with the Interagency Sage Grouse Guidelines agreed to by BLH,

UDWR, FS, and SCS 1n July 1979. On-the-ground examinations by BLH and UDWR
would be made to assure this conformance. This Information has been added to

Appendix 3 as shown in the addendum of this volume.
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3. Bighorn and Antelope Transplants

It was recoi^renrfed at our scoping meeting that desert bighorn sheep and
antelope transplants continue 1n the Kanab/Escalante Resource Area.

A bighorn sheep transplant on Spencer Bench - Harvey's Fear area 1s
alluded to \]_ the wild horses are removed (Page 4-68, Bighorn Sheep ).

®| Does this mean bighorns would or would not be transplanted? Is this the
L_onlily area under consideration?

habit

f\ P n1ti

\5J forag

l_there

Under Antelope (Page 4-67) it states, "Implementation of this alternative
(alternative 5, preferred alternative) would improve important antelope
habitat on 10,220 acres. Antelope would be allocated 35 AUH's both

ally and in the long term." Thirty-five AUH's would only provide
ge requirements for the 30 antelope now present. With this allocation

can be no planned antelope Increase by either accretion or transplanting.

4. Water Developments

Water developments are encouraged to better utilize available forage. We
recoi—ended at the scoping meeting that a source of ground level water
be available at all tanks and troughs throughout the freeze free period
and that some water re-.ain available at springs and seeps for small
mammals and birds, particularity pre-fledged ground nesting birds such
as chukars or Gambel's quail.

Some of those recommendations would be incorporated 1n water development
projects (Appendix 3).

CO 5. Riparian and Aquatic Habitats

We recommended riparian habitats be protected from livestock trampling
and abuse by fencing and/or using natural barriers to improve fish
habitat, riparian vegetation, water quality, prevent bank sloughing and
soil erosion. Executive Order 11990, requires all Federal Agencies
institute a program to Protect and Improve Riparian Habitats and Wetlands.
The Bureau of Land Management's final guidelines on Wetland - Riparian
Area Protection and "anage.rent ; Policy and Protection Procedures were
published in the Federal Register, Vol. 45, No. 25, Feb. 5, 1980, pages

r~7889-7395. There is nothing 1n the draft environmental statement
recognizing that those orders or guidelines exist. Projections based on
implementing alternative 5 (preferred alternative) does not meet the
objectives as stated In BLH guidelines, ".02 Objectives. The objectives
are to: A. Implement a management system to protect, maintain and

_enhance all wetland-riparian areas administered by BLH."

©I Our review leads us to conclude nothing has been proposed to Improve
I_r1par1an habitat and/or Its associated aquatic habitat. Statements from
your draft environmental statement to support this conclusion can be
found in the following places; Page S-2, paragraph 5; Page S-10, paragraph
6; 2-19, Table 2-5, Riparian; Page 2-21, Table 2-5, Fisheries; Page 3-6,
Riparian Vegetation; Page 3-31, Fisheries; Page 3-34, paragraph 3; Page
4-19, Conclusion; and others.

©

Response 3-4

An agreement between BLM and UDWR to transplant bighorn sheep Into the
Spencer Bench-Harvey's Fear area has been signed. These are the only areas
presently under consideration in the K/E EIS area. BLH has completed an
environmental assessment concerning the proposed transplant, and is preparing
an environmental assessment on the removal of wild horses.

Response 3-5

Approximately 150 antelope were transplanted into the area during the
1970s. Since that time, their numbers have diminished and stabilized at
approximately 35 animals, indicating that the area may be only marginal ante-
lope habitat. More forage Is available 1n the area and could be allocated If
antelope numbers increase.

Response 3-6

Executive Order 11990 was addressed during the planning stages of the
DEIS and is referenced on page 4-22 of the DEIS.

The purpose of the EIS is tfl analyze the impacts of livestock grazing on
other resources, not to discuss management objectives and multiple land use.

Response 3-7
The draft and final guidelines regarding the protection of riparian

habitat were not available during the planning process. However, Alterna-
tives 2 and 3 propose complete protection of riparian areas, allowing the
District Manager to select an alternative or parts of any alternative which
will protect the natural resources from deterioration.

The analyses of riparian areas In Alternative 3 (page 4-13 of the DEIS)
show that the protection of riparian areas is necessary for these areas to
incur any significant improvement. This can also be found in paragraph three
on page S-10, table 5 on page 2-19, and table 2-5 on page 2-21 of the DEIS.
Although no significant improvement would occur in Alternatives 4, 5, and 6,
reduction in livestock numbers, changes in season of use, and periodic rest
would result in some improvement of riparian areas.
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®| 5. Construct fences 1n wildlife habitat appropriate for t
!

concerned. We assume new fences will be compatible with w
l_on fence design specifications found in Appendix 3.

I

the species
ildl ife based

Specific Currents

Page 1-6, Table 1-2, MFP 2 states, "Wildlife and other resources would
be allocated 69,253 AUM's, divided as follows: 15,527 AUM's to deer, 35
AUM's to antelope, 632 AUM's to elk, 590 AUM's to bighorn sheep, 52,469
AUM's to other wildlife and resources". This statement is often repeated
throughout the draft statement and we believe it needs considerable
clarification to be creditable. Fifty-two thousand four hundred sixty-
nine AL'M's represents a tremendous amount of forage. It amounts to 76
percent of the total "wildlife and other" resource AUM's, or 32 percent
of the entire 163,071 long-term forage AUM's (Page 4-19) anticipated 1n
the resource area. These facts lead us to the following questions:

What forage plants contribute to the 52,469 AUM's
that preclude it from being used by livestock or big
game?

Are they palatable forage species and should they be
considered "forage" at all

7

What other wildlife besides deer, elk, antelope and
bighorn sheep needs or would use 52,469 AUM's 1n
this resource area?

Why couldn't more of this 52,469 AUM allocation to
"wildlife and other resources" be given to deer,
elk, antelope, bighorn sheep or wild horses since
their forage is already over allocated to livestock?

What "other resources" needs require ungrazed forage
plants that couldn't be served by vegetation properly
grazed?

ts the 52,469 AUMs allocated to "other wildlife and
resources" based on sagebrush, juniper and pinyon
forage production and being presented as a cover up
for the imbalance of AUM's divided between livestock
and wildlife?

We believe answers to these questions will help us and others understand
your forage allocations better.

®c
Page 1-10, final sentence reads, ..protection of species and Do
you mean protection of threatened and endangered species and ...?

Page 2-1, paragraph 4 reports, "...an additional 52,738 noncompetitive
AUM's for the wildlife and resource uses were derived from big sagebrush.
A sagebrush winter proper use factors of 10 and 30 percent was assigned
to cattle and deer respectively."

Response 3-8

Fences will be designed to accommodate the wildlife species in the area
as specified in Appendix 3 of the DEIS.

Response 3-9

All plants identified during the inventory stages contributed to the
52,469 AUMs. Each plant used by wildlife was assessed and a proper use
factor was determined for that plant. This was completed in the same manner
for livestock. See page 2-1 of the DEIS.

Response 3-10

Forage species which were not as palatable as other plants were given
low proper use factors, making their contribution to the total AUMs low. See
Response 3-9.

Response 3-11

Small mammals and insects take an unknown but expected large amount of
foraye annually. Their undetermined forage requirement is included in the
52,469 AUMs.

Response 3-12

In accordance with a request by UDWR, BLM allocated wildlife forage
during the planning process to satisfy the needs of prior stable wildlife
numbers. Although current big game numbers are low in the area, forage
availability does not appear to be a limiting factor.

Response 3-13

Although some resources would not require elimination of grazing to
improve, literature indicates that frail watersheds would improve most
rapidly when not grazed. See pages 4-25 and 4-26 of the DEIS.

Response 3-14

The 52,469 AUMs available to "other wildlife and resources" Is comprised
of available forage from the plant species found In the EIS area. See
Response 3-9.

Response 3-15

The text has been changed to include "threatened and endangered species"
on page 1-10 as shown in the addendum of this volume.
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In the past the need for a heavy
overvalued. Studies by Ward and

et at. 1977 found ie°r diets con
digestive functions. Wallno et

that as consumption of sagebrush
deer experienced critical weight

ill. Smith et al. 1979 and othe
grazed on winter deer range in a

tion on the winter range and not

when they are palatable to lives

more animal units can be support
either single group.

sagebrush diet for

Nagy 1966; Nagy et

taining 1 5% or more
al . 1977 found in Mi

increased up to 30

loss, with some bee
r workers found that
timely manner to av

grazi ng off tender
tock , that under a d

ed per unit area tha

deer may have been

al. 1964 and Hallmo
sagebrush inhibits

ddle Park, Colorado
percent of the diet,
:oming manifestly
if livestock were

old direct competi-
new browse shoots
ual grazing system
n managing it for

In view of these studies we recommend less reliance on sagebrush for

winter deer forage and more on a realignment of livestock grazing periods

on deer winter ranges to achieve these goals. Hopefully over time it

would avoid pressuring deer into a starvation diet high in sagebrush and

juniper because livestock ate all the preferred browse before the deer

ir.oved on the winter range.

®

Pages 2-3, alternative 3, item !

alternative 5, item 8; and 2-12

"Periodic monitoring and evaluat
assure that management goals wou

goals would be based on evaluati

of desirable forage plants. The

ricegrass, crested wheat.grass, s

shrubs (antelope bi tterbrush, fo

'sagebrush will provide 52,733 ftU

of the long-term total of 163,07

isn't sagebrush shown as a key s

evaluation? A forage plant cont

would appear to be important eno

; 2-9, alternative 4, item 7; 2-11,

alternative 6, item 5. All state,

ion of proposed management actions would
Id be met and maintained. Management
on of key species that are representative
ise key species include grasses (Indian
and dropseed, big galleta grass) and

urwing saltbrush, winterfat)." If

M's (Page 2-1, paragraphs 4 and 5) out

1 AUM's (Pages iii, 4-19 and others) why
pecies and used for monitoring and

ributing 32% of the total forage base
iugh to monitor.

©

Page 2-13, paragraph 6 continuing to 2-15, paragraph 1, reads, "...

treat~eits would be to remove less desirable vegetation ... pinyon-

juniper and sagebrush stands, and replace them with more desirable

species." If sagebrush is important enough to provide 52,738 AUM's

(Page 2-1, paragraphs 4 and 5) of forage, would more AUM's, or pounds of
forage be produced on the 242,227 treated sagebrush acres? How many

pounds of forage would be gained in "desirable" forage over the amount

produced by sagebrush? What "desirable" wildlife and lifestock forage

would be reseeded?

grass
r drill

(l9) These^ L thcir

Page 2-15, paragraph 6 reads, "Proposed seed mixtures would consist of

grasses, forbs and shrubs. Applications would be by aerial means or by

seeding ...." What grasses, forbs and shrubs would be used?
plants should be identified so other Interests could evaluate
desirability. It should be pointed out that the U.S. Forest

Service Shrub Science Lab at Provo determined that many shrubs cannot
successfully compete with grass when seeded together and hand planting

Response 3-16

Key species such as antelope bitterbrush, fourwing saltbush, and winter-
fat are more closely associated with quality habitat, and because of their
high palatabi lity, are better indicators of vegetation change than sagebrush.

Response 3-17
The treatment of sagebrush areas would produce a variety of livestock

and wildlife forage. This forage would be of higher qua! ity and would be

more desirable to livestock and wildlife, although production (pounds of

forage) may be less.

Response 3-18
Treatment would result in approximately 24,223 AUMs of desirable forage

being produced, including fewer sagebrush AUMs, but AUMs of higher quality.
Species to be seeded in vegetation treatments would be decided upon by the

rangeland user, BLM, NPS, FS, SCS, and UDWR (page 2-13 paragraph 5 of the
DEIS). Examples of plant species which would be considered in revegetation
operations are: shrubs (antelope bitterbrush, desert bitterbrush, Utah
serviceberry, winterfat, fourwing saltbush, littleleaf mountain mahogany);
grasses (Russian wildrye, sand dropseed, crested wheatgrass, Indian rice-
grass); and forbs (Palmer penstemon, small burnet, Utah sweetvetch).

Response 3-19

See Response 3-18.



®
®

®c

©

®

Page 6

seedling browse plants can be cost effective in getting the desired

plant composition and assure establishing wanted browse plants. Many of

those shrubs are important deer winter forage plants.

Pages 2-19 and 2-21, Table 2-5, Riparian Condition and Fisheries.

According to Table 2-5 the riparian condition would not measurably

irprove and there would be no change in the aquatic/riparian community.

Fisheries habitat would decline on 6.9 niles due to increased livestock

use. Executive Order 11990 requires all Federal agencies to take actions

to assure riparian wetland habitats are improved. Does alternative 5

(Preferred Alternative) meet this requirement? BLM s Final Guidelines

on the Policy and Protection Procedures were published in the Federal

Register February 5, 1930. Does this action follow those guidelines?

Would the riparian habitat be measurably improved in the short and long

term? Evidence from several studies indicate anything less than complete

exclusion of livestock would not effect measurable improvement in riparian/

aquatic conditions. Duff (1973) found short-term trespass negated the

effects of 4 years improvement under total exclusion. In the local

western vernacular, It 1s often said, "cows will stand on water and

starve to death unless you move them out every day. Anything less than

nearly total exclusion will not improve riparian/aquatic habitats.

Page 3-12, last paragraph states, "...concentrated livestock and wildlife

use along streamsides is believed to be the primary cause for collapse

"and deterioration of these areas." Where in the Kanab/Escalante area

are wildlife concentrations large enough to cause collapse and deter-

ioration of streambanks? Chapter 3 describes the existing environment

and if wildlife are not a measurable contributor to streamside collapse

and deterioration the reference to them in this context should be removed,

even if you are quoting studies on the cause of collapse of streambanks.

"Page 3-30, Table 3-9, Pronghorn Antelope ,
states, ". . . conflicts occur

when livestock graze the riparian areas prior to or during antelope

fawning periods." This is an error. Antelope do not fawn in riparian

areas but use large flats far from riparian areas where vision is unobstruc-

ted in all directions. Dependence on riparian areas for antelope is

_small. This statement should be deleted.

"Page 3-32, Table 3-10. Sage grouse , Notable Characteristics states,

"...adult birds consume up to 90 percent plant material of which 77

percent 1s sagebrush." This should be changed to read'sage grouse diets

are 100 percent sagebrush from November through Hay,' Patterson (1950)

and others.

Page 3-32

ccxmon

^-« ["severe winter

(ft) range." What

[_el iminated Ga

Table 3-10, Gambel's quail, existing situation states, 'Once

n EIS area, especially along riparian areas. Over hunting and

s resulted in gradual elimination of quail from original

evidence is there to support the hypothesis over hunting

ambers quail? It 1s virtually impossible to "hunt out" a

"species where habitat is adequate. Gambel's quail are native to the EIS

area and as such evolved over a long period of time withstanding severe

winters. The destruction of habitat from overgrazing by livestock

rcaused the demise of the quail. Table 3-10 should be corrected on the

Response 3-20

Alternative 5 primarily discusses the impacts of a variety of grazing
systems and vegetation treatments. The impacts of protection for riparian

areas are discussed in Alternative 3. As explained on p3ge S- 11 of the DEIS,

the impact analysis is presented in this fashion to allow the manager to

select from a variety of alternatives and develop rangeland management plans
which will best manage the resources and me^t the needs of the livestock
operators. See Response 3-7.

Response 3-21
Under Alternative 5, riparian habitat presently in very poor and poor

condition would not show any significant improvement in the short term, but
would improve in the long term due to more intensive livestock management.
No significant change would be expected to occur in those areas which are in

fair to good condition. See Response 3-7.

Response 3-22

The impacts of total exclusion of riparian areas are discussed in Alter-
natives 2 and 3 in the DEIS (pages 4-11 and 4-13).

Response 3-23

As discussed in Chapter 3, wildlife numbers are low In the K/E EIS area.

The reference to wildlife has been deleted as shown on pages 3-12 and 4-19 in

the addendum of this volume.

Response 3-24
According to BLM observations, most of the sightings and primary use

areas of pronqhorn antelope occur in riparian areas. In the EIS area. Hay
and June are the driest months and coincide with the antelope fawning period.
Antelope are very dependent on forbs and succulent forage during this period,
and the riparian areas provide this type of forage.

Response 3-25

The text has been changed,
of this volume.

Response 3-26

The text has been changed,
of this volume.

Response 3-27
See Response 3-26.

See table 3-10 on page 3-32 in the addendum

See table 3-10 on page 3-32 in the addendua

©CaUbCa LUC UWHI3C Ul ».HC 4UQ I I . iuw

Lexisting situation of Gambel's quail
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Page 7

Page 3-33, Table 3-11.
Minnow.

We believe Flathead Minnow should be Fathead

Page 4-14, paragraph 4 reads, "..

plants (primarily plnyon-juniper
juniper deep-rooted?

remove dominant deep-rooted mature
..)." Do you consider pinyon and

®

®

Page 4-53, paragraph 3 states, "... more than adequate forage is available
to deer." What forage do you mean? According to Page S-3, 96 percent
of the b 1 g ga.-re range 1s in fair or poor condition. Page 3-29, Critical
Habitat shows 170,897 acres out of 178,796 acres of critical habitat 1s

_ in poor (103,710 acres) or fair (67,187 acres) condition.

Page 4-54, Pule Deer states, "Due to overal location of livestock forage,
low plant vigor, and poor quality forage, deer habitat continues to
decline ...." Since mule deer forage is the largest share of big game
forage allocations (15,527 AUM's, deer; compared to 35 AUM's antelope;
632 AUM's for elk and 590 AUM's for bighorn sheep, Table 1-2) we must
assume deer forage is not adequate as is stated on Page 4-53, paragraph
3 and we recormend that statememt be changed to describe the true situation.

18, Allotments With Livestock/Big Game Conflicts. Hone of the
ts are shown to indicate livestock grazing in critical riparian
a conflict. With the recognized importance of riparian habitats

wildlife species, including mule deer, and 5,846 acres in fair
cres), poor (4,032 acres), or very poor (265 acres) condition
of overuse by livestock out of the 6,807 riparian acres, how can
be recognized as a conflict and be left out of Appendix 18?
onething can be shown to the contrary, it should be included as
ct 1n every allotment with riparian habitat.

We thank you for this opportunity to review and comment on your draft
environmental statement.

Appendix
Al lotmen
areas as

© to many
(1,549 a

because

ho
I

that not

Unless s

a confll

Response 3-28
The text has been changed to read "fathead minnow." See page 3-33 1n

the addendum of this volume.

Response 3-29

The term "deep-rooted" has been deleted. See page 4-14 1n the addendum
of this volume.

Response 3-30

The present big game populations require approximately 6,184 AUMs (deer -

5,747 AUMs, antelope - 35 AUMs, elk - 316 AUMs, and bighorn sheep - 86 AUMs).
A total of 69,253 AUMs of wildlife forage is available according to the SIM
range survey, leaving 63,069 AUMs of forage for other resources. See
Response 3-9.

Response 3-31

Mule Deer has been changed on page 4-54 as shown in the addendum of this
volurae. The AUMs allocated to wildlife (shown in table 1-2 of the DEIS) are
of sufficient amount for prior stable wildlife numbers. Wildlife numbers
discussed on page 4-53 are present numbers and are considerably less than
prior stable numbers.

Responses 3-32

Corrections in Appendix '18 have been made to Identify areas with con-
flicts in riparian areas, as shown on page A18-1 In the addendua of this
VoluM.



CEDAR CITY-. UTAH
JUNE lb, 1180.

DISTRICT HANAGER
BUREAU OF LAUD flANAGEnENT
P.O. BOX 724
CEDAR CITY, UTAH 8M72D

GENTLEMEN:

CO
I

I AH URITING REGARDING THE KANA B/ESOL ANTE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEI1ENT, AND SPECIFICALLY THE
UPPER NORTH FORK ALLOTMENT IN THE ZION PLANNING UNIT
USED BY CHARLES H. ESPLIN AND SONS.

IT IS MY UNDERSTANDING TH4T IT IS PLANNED TO HAVE
THE B.L.M. LAND UNDER A CUSTODIAL ALLOTMENT USE-, SO
MOULD BE USED IN SUCH A UAY AS TO CONFORM TO USE OF
"SURROUNDING PRIVATE LAND. THE PROPOSED GRAZING SEASON
IS FROM S/l - 1/3D EACH YEAR. THIS SEASON WILL BE USED
SOME YEARS-, POSSIBLY MOST YEARS BUT SOME YEARS, DEPENDING
ON UEATHER-, ROTATION OF GRAZING ON PRIVATE LAND-, ETC.
USE MAY NEED TO BE EARLIER OR LATER ON PART OF THE B.L.H.
LANDS THAT ARE PART OF THE NATURAL TRAILING AREA FROM.
ONE PARCEL OF PRIVATE LAND TO ANOTHER. FOR THIS REASON

_THE SEASON NEEDS TO BE FROM JUNE 1 TO OCTOBER IS.

PLEASE GIVE FULL CONSIDERATION TO THIS REQUEST,
RECOGNIZING THE USE WILL NOT BE ANNUALLY ON THESE DATES,
BUT NEEDS TO BE GRANTED IN ORDER TO HAVE FLEXIBILITY
OF USE NEEDED. IT UOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE TO SFECIFICALY
SAY UHICH YEARS THIS EARLIER OR LATER USAGE UOULD BE
NEEDED BECAUSE OF VARIABLE FACTORS DETERMING THE USE.

u/a #$£fa
CHARLES C ESPLIN
138 NORTH SDQ UEST
CESAR CITY, UTAH 41720

Charles C. EspUn

Response 4-1

Season of Use, Area Manager's Recommendation, table 9 on page Al-26 has

been revised to read 6/1-10/15 for the Upper North Fork Allotment, as shown
in the addendum of this volume.
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Robert N. Liston

Response 5-1

No decisions have been made at this time. The BI.M manager will make his
decisions after additional input from the public, specialists, and other
interested agencies. Sf e Response 2-3.

Response 5-2

As required by law (Taylor Grazing Act, 1934; Classification and Multi-
ple Use Act, 1964; Public Law 88-6071; and the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act [FLPMA], 1976), BLM is responsible for managing public land "in a

ranner that will protect the land and its resources from destruction or
unnecessary injury, stabilize the livestock industry dependent on public
lands, and provide for the orderly use, improvement, development, and reha-
bilitation of the public lands for livestock grazing consistent with multiple
use, sustained yield, environmental, economic, and other objectives"
(4100.0-2 Grazing Regulations).

Sixteen scoping meetings were held to provide the public, State, and
Federal agencies an opportunity to comment on land use plans and address
critical issues pertinent to the DEIS. Significant issues Identified during
scoping are included on page 1-8 of the DEIS. All of these Issues were
addressed in the DEIS.
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Response 5-3

No final decisions have been made. BLM has solicited and used Informa-

tion from ranchers concerning existing grazing practices, ranch budgets,

existing treatments and developments, and tentative grazing systems. BLH

oanagers will meet with ranchers prior to any final decisions and coopera-

tively develop AHPs as explained on pages S-ll, 2-1, 2-13, and 4-3 of the

DEIS. See Response 2-3.

Response 5-4

The forage allocations were based on the 1975-1977 ocular reconnaissance
survey, wiiich determined the forage available to livestock and wildlife. See

page 2-1 of the 0E1S for an explanation of differences between livestock
forage and wildlife forage.

Response 5-5

FLPMA mandates that BLH manage resources with a long-term management
program. The 24-year timeframe was chosen for purposes of measuring objec-
tives of proposed management options. As explained in the Vegetation section

of Chapter 4 (pages 4-4 through 4-22) in the DEIS, many benefits would occur
prior to the end of 24 years. As soon as water and access would be developed
on 135, COO potentially suitable acres, an additional 6,258 AUMs would be

available. As proposed, when vegetation treatments would be completed and

the vegetation could support grazing without being damaged, additional AUMs
would be available. There 1s no effort to put the permittee off the range-

land; instead, the intention is to improve the rangeland as soon as possible.

Response 5-6

The active authorized use information used in the comparison and anal-

ysis was based on a 5 to 10-year average. The proposed stocking levels,

based on the ocular reconnaissance survey completed in 1977, Indicated that

many allotments would not support current preference levels of livestock use

without degradation to the vegetation resource. See pages 4-4 through 4-22

and A20-1 through -A20-14 of the DEIS. Economic consequences of adjusting

levels of livestock use are covered on pages 4-41 through 4-53 of the DEIS.

With additional vegetation treatments, rangeland developments, and management

systems, many allotments would improve beyond the average active authorized

use level.
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Response 5-7

As indicated on pages 1-2 and 1-5 in the DEIS, resource management

decisions are developed using input from the public and information contained

in the seven planning system components. Using the information provided by

public participation and the planning system components, the BLM Cedar City

District Manager will make land use decisions concerning the K/E livestock

grazing management program. As explained on page 2-13 of the DEIS, these

decisions will be made after the FEIS is written and individual AKPs have

been developed with the ranchers and other interested agencies.
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Morgan Jensen, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Cedar City, Utah 84720

Dear Mr. Jensen:

I an sorry that I was not able to attend either of the hearings on the
Kanab-Escalante Environmental Impact Statement. I would, however, like to voice
sore concerns with regard to the proposed cut-backs in grazing permits in those
areas. I have discussed these concerns at length with Gary Wicks, State Director
of the BLM. Mr. Wicks indicated' that he will be in Southern-Utah early in July
and will go over the problems and proposed cut-backs and try to mitigate some of
the p'-obler-s being created by the EIS proposal.

As you are aware, the Forest Service recently cut grazing permits and
locked up large areas in Wilderness. The economy of Kane and Garfield counties
is vitally affected by the cuts. The National Park Service has also withdrawn
lands which has hurt the permittees. We have seen some of the best grazing
lands In these two counties locked up in Wild and Scenic Rivers and Wilderness and
Primitive areas. The economy of Kane and Garfield counties cannot stand further
cut-backs.

The lumber industry, which has augumented a slim economy in these counties
in the past, has been tragically reduced by the policies of the Forest Service
and EPA.

Range specialists of repute have indicated that the ranges are not in bad
shape at this time.. Many of us living in these areas feel that it would be
criminal for BLM to carry out its proposed grazing cut-backs. It often seems that
our feelings and input are not heeded when BLM takes such action.

We would appreciate consideration being given to the well-being of human
beings living in these counties in preference to many of the other factors being
addressed in the EIS.

We thank you for this consideration.

Sincerely,

Matheson

Ivan H. Matheson, Utah State Senator

Response 6-1

Approximately 25 qualified range conservationists worked on the inven-
tory at various times over the 3-ye.ir period of the survey. The livestock
carrying capacity revea'ed by the survey was 68,298 AUMs, which was within 1

percent of the 5 to 10-year average active authorized use of 68,895 AUMs.

This survey indicated that 500,465 acres" were in poor livestock forage condi-
tion, 682,830 acres were in fair livestock forage condition, and 124,344
acres were in good livestock forage condition. The majority of the rangeland
condition trend was static. This information made it apparent that unless a

change in management occurred, portions of the rangeland resource would
continue to deteriorate.

Realizing that the necessary reductions would create a hardship, and
recognizing a possibility of ±10-percent error, the policy in the K/E area
will be to place the AUMs of difference between the preference right and the
surveyed capacity into nonuse, providing there is adequate potential for the
forage capacity to again be authorized at the level of the preference right.
However, if the potential to reach the preference level is not there, nonuse
can only be granted for what potential is attainable through management,
water developments, distribution fences, or vegetation treatments.

Ivan M
Utah State Senator

IMH/jbt

cc: Kane and Garfield County Commissions
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Dear Morgan:

Ho single altemati
Alternative 3 gives
resources but nay be

rancher conflict alo

stock grazing In the

aquatic species and
within "SA's and oth
guidelines and leg Is

exclude an area from
tatlon treatments qu
other units that h

review. We hope veg
areas did not contri
nem characteristics

.
•__ Dic k Carter, Utah Wilderness Association

JUN 2O19S0

e seems to fit the needs of multiple resource enhancement.
the needed protection to riparian areas, wildlife and soil
detrimental to the ranching community. The recreationiat-

ng riparian zones should be resolved by eliminating live-
se areas. This would aloo protect the soil, sensitive
enhance the wildlife in these areas. Range improvement

a

er areas with natural values should be within the established
latlve intent. Proposed range improvements should not
becoming a USA. When looking at the map of proposed vege-
estions arise about parts of Escalante Canyon, Wahweap and
e been proposed to be dropped from further wilderness
etative treatments or proponed grazing ectivitiea on these
bute to the decision to drop the areas regardless of wilder-
This obviously is unacceptable.

costs will have to be paid for that year. Land appreciation als

t

value of a ranching operation. The idea that there are few young
17-25 year age claaa la not neccooarily an indicator of low job
(EIS t pages 3-25). Utah's young people attend college in vast n

Prior to determining our preferred alternative we have several questions and
concerns about the EIS which need to be addressed more adequately and objectively*

^T\ I Net rarch incoc.e is not always an accurate Indicator of the viability of a ranch-
^"—' L.* n 8 operation. A rancher will take short terra losses as long as he can pay the

total variable costs since, whether the ranch stays in business or not, fixed
^costs will have to be paid for that year. Land appreciation also adds to the

ng people In the
opportunities

numbers. This
would necessitate a noVe from the EIS area because there is no college in any
of the towns. This would alao take young people away from the area. Tfte lock
of people in the 17-25 year a^e class may be more a reflection of the cultural
and religious view of the people than of ecomomics. This is evidenced by the
large growth rates in most Utah counties during the 1970's/ the tremendous popu-
lation growth of the state. Some recent studies show migration out of some rural
counties 13 a factor of educational opportunities, not economic opportunities.

How accurate is the ocular reconnaissance method used to determine forage produc-
-tion7 Was the necessary training given to the people who conducted the survey
-since ocular reconnaissance la a method requiring extensive training and experi-
ence to be accurate? Are any considerations being made to change the type of

-livaatocK grazing on certain areas? Some areas are much batter adapted to sheep
than cattle, for example. Are grazing ay sterna being used where the objective) la

flefponsp 7-1

The possible implementation of any alternative possessing range land

improvements would be in accordance with guidelines outlined in the "Interim

Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review." Pro-

posed rangeland improvements were not used as criteria for nonselection of

wilderness study areas. Public lands were evaluated in accordance with the

wi Iderness criteria established under Section 603(a) of FLPMA and Section

2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964. The rationale. for the recommendations on

wilderness study areas is available for public review in the BLM Cedar City

District Office and can be found in the BLM Utah Final Intensive Wilderness

Inventory, August 1980. See pages 3-42, 4-97, and 4-98 of the OclS for

further details concerning wilderness in the K/E EIS area.

Response 7-2

Net ranch income is only one of several indicators of relative ranch

viability that has been used. Among these are dependence, break-even anal-

ysis, debt servicing, etc. Only in considering all such aspects can ranch

viability be assessed.

Response 7-3

The reference was In support of a declining population in Kane and

Garfield Counties. It is true that some young people from the area do go to

school outside of the area, but even after they complete their education they

do not return because of limited employment opportunities.

Response 7-4

BLM recognizes that the degree of accuracy of the ocular reconnaissance
survey method is ±10 percent. This is why the survey data is used only as an

initial starting point and is followed up with monitoring and evaluation
studies as explained in the DEIS on pages 2-16 and 2-17. The survey proce-
dures used to inventory the K/E area can be found in Appendix 12 of the DEIS.

Response 7-5

The people who conducted the survey were qualified range conservation-
ists and were trained in the area they surveyed.

Response 7-6

There have not been any recent requests from permittees to change the

class of livestock in the K/E area. Because of the difference in forage
preference between cattle and sheep, such things as season of use, forage
production, stocking numbers, and management systems would vary if class of

livestock would be changed.

Response 7-7

Grazing systems are being used to Improve rangeland conditions.
Response 6-1.

See



Improvement of range conditions? Crazln
range needs Improving; they should not b
needs livestock numbers reduced. Cuts
are needed. Fange Improvements should b

.ratio Is cost effective. Are the propose
Apparent trend la not always a good lndl

_orgolr.g studies that will guarantee the
Have natural values and multiple use con
lr-provenents? In the past, range manlpu
(livestock) and have Ignored natural, cu

_vill not satisfy the law, court cases or

g systems are only Justified when the
used B3 substitutes for an area that

hould be made where the data shows they
e conducted only If the benefit/coat
d Improvements economically Justifiable?
cator of range trends. Are there any
apparent trend Information Is accurate?
slderattons been considered In range
latlons have been dominant use oriented
ltural and other values. This clearly
sensible planning.

I

_Are the suitability guideline, a. realistic reflection of animal grazing patterns?

m,,** py°P" 1
'
r 8™" «"« thr »« "U»« «-*«? from water during hot dry weather?

-ill po.entlally suitable .reas that don't contain water at present be allocated
or will they be termed unsuitable if water cannot be found or transported to
_these areas? Are season of use adjustments adequate to protect the plants during
_crltlcal phenologlcal stages?

No single alternative seems to fit the jieeda of all Involved and the queotlons/
concerns we have raised have not been properly addressed. With adequate response
to these questions, the combination of alternatives 3, 4 and 5 should be considered
as a legitimate alternative. The area covered by the EIS contains some of theest spectacular country on earth. We should consider the Implication, our preeent
actions may have on future jeneratlone In a true multlpla use sense.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. Wa look forward to
a sincere Incorporation of our conmante into tha final statement.

Sincerely,

Is&C+J-
Coordinator

Response 7-8

Although Appendixes 1 and 7 of the DEIS specify proposed developments

for each allotment by alternative, specific location, size, and number of

developments would be dependent upon a specific onsite evaluation conducted

with the rancher and other interested agencies during the development. This

has teen explained on pages 5-11, 2-1, 2-13, and 4-3 of the DEIS. Before a

development could be implemented, a benefit/cost analysis, onsite soils

anal/si-,, threatened and endangered species evaluation, and an archaeological

investigation would be required. See Response 5-7.

Response 7-9

The validity and reasons for using apparent trend are explained in the

DEIS on pages 3-4 and 3-5. Appendix 11 discusses the apparent trend method-

ology. Although apparent trend data is limited, it can be applied by exper-

ienced rangoland specialists to obtain reasonably reliable information to

determine whether the vegetation is improving or declining. The monitoring

program as explained in the DEIS on page 2-16 will add the necessary replica-

tion for substantiating the apparent trend information.

Response 7-10

The multiple use considerations were analyzed in the planning system and

are summarized in table 1-2 of the DEIS. The natural values were also con-

sidered in planning, and to assure protection, mitigating measures will be

implemented as shown in Appendix 3 of the DEIS. This appendix summarizes the

project design specifications for seedings, spraying, burning, water develop-

ments, fences, and other developments that would disturb the environment.

The section on vegetation treatments (pages 2-13, 2-15, and 2-16 of the

DEIS) explains how the vegetation would be manipulated and that both wildlife

and livestock forage species would be reseeded.

Response 7-11

Eased on as many creditable sources of research information as possible,

BLH developed rangeland suitability criteria in four major parameters of

influence: livestock forage production, distance from water, slope, and soil

erosion. Rangeland is deemed suitable only if it can be grazed on a sus-

tained yield basis without damage to the basic soil resource. The term

"suitable" is often confused with the common term "usable." Many areas can

be grazed by livestock and are, therefore, usable; however, they cannot be

grazed year after year without damage to the soil resource. For more infor-

mation see Appendix 9 of the DEIS.

Response 7-12

Use of an area by livestock does vary, depending on the topography and

distance from water. This and other information has been considered by BLH

in developing the suitability guidelines shown in table 1 on page A9-3 of the

DEIS. See Response 7-11.

Response 7-13

Potentially suitable rangelands are not currently suitable for livestock

grazing because of: 1) current inaccessibility to livestock, or 2) lack of

water available for proper utilization. The allocation of forage for live-

stock on potentially suitable lands will not be made until such time as the

area becomes suitable. No allotment specific management systems could be

implemented until all necessary developments and treatments In the particular

allotment would be completed.

As shown in Appendix 20 of the DEIS, there are many factors (including

intensity of grazing rest, management systems, and degree of ut
.

.zation

durino critic? growth stages) that affect the vigor and physiological devel-
during critical 9rowl "

d
y
eff/rment of grazing until after seed ripe under

AlT atiletwould ro'vide'VoT the P^V-olo/ical needs of plants durngte

rritlral snrina orowth period. However, under Alternatives 5 (BUI prererrea

aUernalive^ and" 6. physiological needs during critical growth.periods-ay

ot Z adequately provided for' in some .llot-onts that «o^b« ,n continuou

teasonal use. Refer to pages 4-1 through 4-15, A20-1 and AZu Z. arw £. a* or

the DEIS for nore Information.
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Dear Mr. Jensen:
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Thank you for supplying a copy of the Kanab/Escalante

Grazing Management Environmental Impact State Draft.

It was our priviledge to have a representative at the

hearing. May 21st regarding the EIS. We have reviewed

the EIS and recognize there are few sheep involved,

however a statement on the general EIS is appropriate.

It is our opinion alternative 5 "Rangeland Management

Recommendation'' of alternatives listed would possibly

come closer to meeting the long-term adjustments better;

however, in reviewing the figures 3-24 agriculture is

a source of income for the K/E area amounting to 1534

of total employment is agriculture. It is noted

"Government" leads the employment list in the area,

however the real lifestyle of the area is dominated by

a rural atmosphere centered primarily around livestock

and for every individual working in agriculture 15 other

individuals are employed. This la not a small item



even in the K/E area, therefore, any effect on livestock

production has an effect on others as well.

O

O
I
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Rather than discuss each alternative and record statements, it

is suffice to draw to attention certain questions and look at

some general situations. Recognizing the economics quoted were

made from interviews. How can you justify a long term income

adjustment either negative or positive? Our economy has not

been that stable and your assumptions are only probable and riot

accurate. Your justification is not valid, it's all assumption.

You draw attention to attitudes with a statement 4-50, "This

alternative would generate mixed impacts to ranchers attitudes

and expectations." How do ranchers Know they will get increased

grazing in long-term (24 years)? The BLM track record of 44

years does not include such adjustments to date. There has not

been confidence developed with the individual by BLM nor can it

seem that this would be the case in the next 24 years, it's

purely supposition. And based on funds becoming available.

With the strain on government today are your budgets increasing

greater than the inflation rate? If so please note so and

document your case.

We read continually of Wildlife increase but of livestock

reduction. EIS 2-1 states 'In computing the range survey, an

additional 52,738 non competitive AUM's for other wildlife and

resource uses vera derived primarily from big sagebrush. A

Hatch Howard, President Utah Wool Growers Association

Response 8-1

Due to the difficulty of predicting future livestock market conditions,

an assumption that current market conditions would prevail was necessary for

socioeconomic analysis, as explained further on page 4-2 of the DEIS. The

impact of each of the six alternatives on the forage condition, trend, and

production was then applied to the present economic conditions obtained in

the survey of affected ranchers, as explained further on page 3-2 of the

DEIS.

The unavoidable adverse impacts to socioeconomics that would result from

the irplementation of any one of th<! six alternatives is explained on page

4-52 of the DEIS. There would be unavoidable adverse impacts in all alterna-

tives except Alternative 6. The unavoidable adverse impacts would primarily

affect medium-size ranching operations. However, all data in the analysis

represents an average of the entire size class. Any individual's finances

cou'id differ significantly from that average. Therefore, the numbers should

be interpreted as general indications to compare alternatives and not as hard

facts, as explained on page 4-11 of the DEIS.

Response 8-2

Your reference to attitudes on page 4-50 of the 0E1S concerns the

expected increases in forage capacity in Alternative 5 as a result of the

proposed development of potentially suitable acres, additional water develop-

ments, distribution fences, vegetation treatments, and grazing management

system-,. The expected increases or adjustments (shown by allotment in Appen-

dix 10 of the DEIS) are based oh experience with management systems, condi-

tion of relict sites in the area, edaphic factors (explained in Appendix 21

of the DEIS), and literature searches (explained in Appendix 20 of the DEIS).

Naturally, drought years, fires, and other catastrophies could occur to

change the environment and cause the predictions, to be inaccurate, but there

could also be good moisture years and generally favorable growing conditions

to offset the bad years. There would be no guarantee of increases, but given

proper management and necessary improvements, the increases would be most

likely to occur.

Response 3-3

Our budgets are not increasing greater than the inflation rate. How-

ever, there have been some very favorable changes made recently which are for

the benefit of the rangeland resource. Congress has recognized that the

rangeland resource is not producing to its potential, and through FLPHA and

the Rangeland Improvement Act of 1978, has approved of funding for developing

the rangeland resource to its potential.
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sagebrush winter proper use factor of 10 and 30 percent was

assigned cattle and deer respectively." The BLM manual states

"Procedures will be followed in conducting rangeland and habitat

studies. Periodic inspections will be conducted to insure

compliance with terms of AMP's (allotment management plans).

Monitoring studies will include i Actual use, utilization,

climate analysis, rangeland condition and trend, herbage production

and plant phemology. To evaluate effects of the AMP 'a on total

resources, other studies will also be necessary to monitor wild-

life habitat, riparian habitat, threatened and endangered species,

cultural resources, wilderness and competition between livestock

and wildlife (Big horn sheep, Antelop and Mule Deer) . Results

of these evaluation studies will be used to monitor and refine

grazing systems and determine allowable livestock use. AMP's

may be revised on the basis of these studies."

Does this policy statement by BLM stand as general procedure?

If it is then domestic livestock will not have serious consid-

eration to use public lands in the future. In another policy

statement BLM states "A discussion will be held in a case-by-caaa

basis however if no agreement can be reached a decision will be

made." Who then makes the decision? BLM or someone else? If

BLM make the decision is surely has not favored a conscious

livestock position. Thus again more bureaucratic domination.

Too many times the situation is such that biased conditions

bring forth the statement "Don't confuse ma with the facta my

Bind Is already made op".

Response 8-4

Monitoring and evaluating changes in plant composition and ground cover

after grazing treatments would be implemented to determine the degree of

utilization of key forage species. This procedure is necessary to determine

the effectiveness of the current management, and as explained on page 2-16

and 2-17 of the DEIS, to provide for modifications to the grazing treatments

to assure protection of the resources. Administrative options and flexibil-

ity are further explained on page 2-17 of the DEIS.

ReSP
°Tho District Manager will make the decision and the permittee will have

30 days to appeal this decision. However, every attempt will be made by the

District Manager to arrive at a grazing management plan that will protect the

natural resources and most nearly fit the peraittes's operations. Se»

Response 5-7.



Our greatest concerns are the projected programs. It is our

opinion they are only projections and not realistic. They

show only a biased phase and for the time and money expended

are un-needed expenses.

Livestock people as a whole are conscious and have tried to

cooperate with federal agencies but the uncertainties, the

sudden changes in policy, the promises never kept and the over-

all confusion has not been good public realtions for BLM No

wonder we have a "Sagebrush Rebellion", no wonder people are

concerned. Policies have been made in Washington and so many

of those individuals are not acquainted nor qualified with

western livestock operations.

i

Co Too many officials are not interested or concerned in multiple-

use but are biased for only a specific item or subject themselves

to national pressure and not concerned with the socio-economic

impact on small or rural communities or the individuals within

those areas.

Prior to your final draft and implementation we urge futher

consideration to the above situations.

These views are not those of one individual but represent the

sentiment of 1,000 individual sheepmen.

Sincerely,

r r-v.
Hatch Howard, President
Utah Wool Growers Assn.
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Mr. Morgan Jensen, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 724

Cedar City, UT 84720

Dear Sir:

I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Raoab/
Escalaute draft environcental impact statement. Hy comments are Intended
to be constructive yet candid and are offered In hopes that this process
of analysis and reviev will be helpful in Improving the management of
the rangelaod resources of the subject area.

One area of concern to me Is procedural In nature. The condition
classification systems used for rating quality of the rangeland resources
or the desirability of this resource for various uses continue to be a

source of misunderstanding and misinterpretation. Riparian condition ratings,
I wildlife habitat condition ratings, eros ion condition rating, and livestock
r^ forage conditon rating all have in common a classification system based

•on desirability or quality. In many instances, as was pointed out in the
text of the document, these do not correspond or take into
account inherent Bite capability and limitation. The connotations of
the qualitative terminology used in the rating systems continue to become
a source of criticism and discontent from the public as well as continued
pressure for BLM to make a "silk purse out of a sow's ear". My purpose
in pointing this out is to encourage you and your staff to work In the
direction of developing and adopting classification or rating systems based
on inherent limitations and capabilities of the various ecological sites
you are called on to danage. In this way, the interested public can assume
a more reasonable and realistic perspective from which to base Its expectation*
of BLM management and the rangeland resource.

For example, in the absence of natural fires, many of the pinyon-
juniper woodland areas might be rated in late successional stage based
on ecological site determining factors yet provide little more than cover for
aany wildlife Bpecies, produce very little forage usable by livestock,
or exhibit undesirable we^ershed characteristics from nan's point of
Tiew. The Job then becomes managing those ecological sites at a desired
status whether or not it is advanced succesaionally, to provide the

goods and services deemed desirable by society* If this is done, quality
of the various sites for various uses is separated and discernible froa
site capabilities or limitations.

-F*

I eouel oecxvtuMtr «mp*oyr. pavrtOM programs antf •
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Under some of the alternatives being proposed, acreages are given

In regard to various Bpeciflc forms of grazing management (grazing
systems). It seems premature to be proposing specific management systems
at this point without consultation with the ranchers that will be affected.
The specific management on any particular allotment or area should be
determined on site and in cooperation with the lndivldual(s) who will be
required to carry out the practlce(s).

®[;

Nowhere in the document did I find Inf ormatl
Individual permittees by allotment currently or u

tion of allotments. This Information may be very
management between private allotments and comrauni

have a great deal of bearing on the desirability
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the needs of one individual

several ranchers Involved.
of permittees by allotment
the document*

Several question* ar<se In regard to recreation use In the area as
described In Chapter 3. The assumption based on recent trends in visitor
use la that visitor use will continue to Increase. This assumption may
In fact be invalid in light of changing lifestyles due to increasing

costs of energy. la fact, visitor use nay be stabilizing or declining.

Roger Banner, Cooperative Extension Service, Utah State University

Response 9-1
The analysis used the best available data which, in most cases, amounted

to the range survey grazing capacity estimates. Long-term range studies
(which are modifying fa:tors) have not been completed on all areas. These
studies are a part of the rangeland management program being proposed (Chap-
ter 2, General Features Needed for Implementation in the DEIS) and as such,
will be considered 1n the decision.

Margins of error are considered in adjusting stocking rates based on
grazing capacity estimates. The initial grazing capacity determinations from
the range survey are valid only at the time the survey is conducted and are
properly used as a starting point in management (BLM Manual 4412. 11A). As a

result, the alternative descriptions (Chapter 2) also propose continuous
monitoring and studies to begin concurrently with the implementation of a

rangeland management program. These studies would be required to follow up
the survey and adjust initial capacities if needed. They will be central to
the rangeland management program finally selected.

Response 9-2

The grazing management systems proposed (shown in the Specific Manage-
ment tables of Appendix 1 of the DEIS) are tentative and have been discussed
with the individual permi ttees* by the inventory team members and the area
managers. Further refinement of the systems will be made in cooperation with
the ranchers and other interested parties. See Response 5-7.

Response 9-3

Alternatives 5 and 6 are the only ones involving allotment consolida-
tions, and the allotments affected In each would be the same. There would be
a total of six consolidations affecting 15 allotments and 11 permittees. The
proposed consolidations and the number of permittees affected would be as

follows: Escalante River and Si lver Falls - one permittee; Bunting Well

,

Cedar Mountain, East Clark Bench, and Judd Hollow - one permittee; Upper
Hackberry and Lower Hackberry - two permittees; Kane Spring, Elephant Cove,
and Harris Flat - three permittees; and Meadow Canyon and Locke Ridge - two
permittees.

Currently there are some 33 allotments (involving 116 permits) in which
eore than one permittee runs his livestock. There would be less than 116
individual permittees since many hold permits in more than one allotment.
Many of these al lotments would not be considered to be large "community
allotments." There are now five community allotments affecting sowe 52
operators:

Cedar Washes
Lower Cattle
Upper Cattle
Cottonwood
Headwaters

7 operators
8

11

5

J\
52 operators
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Assessment of impacts on riparian vegetation for some of the alternative*

(4, 5, & 6) appears to asaune that standard operating procedure in

development of management plana and the resulting management precludes

the opportunity for applying practices and systems of management that

will enhance other resource values such as management of riparian zones.

Hopefully, this is an example of "worst case analysis" and that such an

assumption is not in reality the practice. The opportunity and responsibility
to attempt to solve specific resource problems should be an inherent

.part of management plant development under any alternative available.
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It is encouraging to see a commitment to monitoring and studies as

indicated by this assessment. However, there are some changes that
livestock
to embark on a

nomously, ecological
tablished and new

trend studies with ecological sites or range aitca through the ongoing

systems currently being broadened by BLM and SCS. This will provide

batter data for future lanageoant decisions*

Response 9-4

BLM visitor use data for the K/E EI5 region does not Indicate a decline

1n recreation use. Visitor use in Special Management Areas and the Escalante

portion of GCNRA is not decreasing. Demand projections have not been wade,

nor are they planned for the K/E EIS region.

Response 9-5

Demand projections for recreation activities were not deemed necessary

due to the current light use that the K/E area receives. Current use esti-

mates indicate that recreational use is below carrying capacity.

Response 9-6

As indicated in Chapter 3, Recreation, pages 3-41 and 3-42 of the DEIS,

land use conflicts are occurring between backcountry recreat i oni sts and

grazing activities in the confined canyons of Special Management Areas and

the GCNRA. Conflict situations specifically occur in the above mentioned

areas and are not widespread throughout the K/E region. According to the BLH

Recreation Information System data, the confined canyons of Special Manage-

ment Areas and GCNRA are primarily oriented toward backcountry and hiker use.

These recreationists view the presence or evidence of livestock as a negative

aspect of the experience.

Response 9-7

Analysis and expected impacts are based on the alternatives as discussed

in Chapter 2 of the DEIS. Design operating procedures as well as management

flexibility were considered during the analysis. Prior to a final decision,

management systems would be worked out in greater detail with the rancher and

other concerned and involved State and Federal agencies. This could result

in changing the type of systems from those presently proposed, but would

remain within the parameters of providing for the physiological requirements

of the vegetation resource.

Response 9-8

It is realized that diets do not entirely overlap. However, no specific

dietary information is available at this point in the planning process. The

analysis makes use of available data in the forage allocation process and is

considered to be adequate to make a decision until more specific dietary

information is available.

Response 9-9

Monitoring ecological condition is recognized as a desirable method of

determining trend of rangeland, and current surveys using the Soil-Vegetation

Inventory Methods use ecological condition as a data baseline. However,

available soils information in the K/E area is quite limited, and the ocular

reconnaissance survey method used in the inventory did not identify rangeland

sites for the site writeup areas. Without the necessary soils data and

attendant rangeland site descriptions, a correlation between existing range-

land trend data and ecological condition is not possible.
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I appreciate the efforts made to assess Impacts of land treatments

In terms of runoff and sediment yield recognizing that there Is a limited

® ["amount of information available. However, before a decision is made in

I terns of whether or not to windrow chained areas, It would be useful to

review the conditions under which the experiments took place that indicate

leaving debris In place is preferable from a watershed standpoint. It

1> ny understanding that wlndrowed sites sampled were not wlndrowed in

topographical contours but rather were wlndrowed up and down the slope.

In my estimation, this would greatly affect the results of the study and

Interpretation of these results. I suggest that consultation with Dr.

Fred Gifford or Dr. F. E. Busby would be appropriate In application of

these research results.

In general, I feel the approach undertaken in this environmental

statement is superior to previous efforts for other areas. While I do

not agree with certain aspects of the analysis and procedures used, the

presentation of the information la an improvement over past efforts.

In terms of preference for acourse of action, I personally prefer

l course of action that is sensitive to and meets the needs of Chose

people directly dependent on the land as well as meets the needs of the

raogeland resource.

again, I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on aspects

of this document that I feel I can adequately address.

I

ro

i

Sin*MLrely yours,

Eoger E.. Banner
Extension Range Specialist

Hr. Merrill Despain
Utah State Office, BLH

Response 9-10

Limited information regarding surface runoff from wlndrowed treatments

is available. Windrows placed in contour would appear to be more desirable

than windrows placed up and down a slope. However, Gifford (1975) indicates

that a decrease in Infiltration (increased runoff) will probably result on

chained-with-windrowing treatments because of the "rather severe mechanical

disturbance of surface soils during the windrowing process." Therefore, It

appears that any method of windrowing would be less desirable than leaving

the debris in place. See pages 2-15 and 4-28 of the OEIS.
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Roland Allen

Response 10-1

Impacts to Recreation, page 4-92 paragraph 2 of the DEIS has been

revised as shown in the addendum of this volume.

Response 10-2

Sediment yield data collected in conjunction with range survey inven-

tories between 1975 and 1977 was based on Pacific Southwest Interagency

Committee methodology (Wilson et al., 1975). It is generally accepted that

this methodology gives an estimate of sediment yields. Because of the lack

of inventory data regarding soils, as well as the lack of specificity regard-

ing vegetation treatments and rangeland development, analysis on « worst case

basis was used. See page 3-11 of the DEIS.
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District Kanager
Bureau of Land Xanasement
r.0. Box 724
Cedar City, Utah 8^*720

Dear Sir:

O

Ihanx you for tha Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed
Knao/iscalante Grazing ;-Ur,agement flans in Kane, Garfield, and Washington
Cooties in Utah, and Coconino County in Arizona.

It is requested that under Chapter 3, Effected Environment, Socio-
economics, that the following information be included. This information is
considered absolutely essential to analyze multiple Tuse costs vs. benefits.

•n?-AI K3Z THE ANNUAL COSTS OF i

1. Administering the grazing program? $_

[:

2. Loss of non-replaceable topsoil from erosion of the watersheds?

Topsoil being deposited in expensive water reservoirs7 $

Treating polluted water from the watersheds for domestic use? $

Irrigating with high saline water from overgrazed watersheds? $

Elimination of wildlife supposedly competing for food? $

7. Damage to fish resulting from polluted water? $

8. Damage to all aquatic life due to unstable stream flow resulting froa
flooding and drouth? $ ^

9. Farriers having to compete with grazing on BLH lands at $2.50 an AUK?
(Ihis compares with baled hay at about eight (8) cents a bale).
i

National Council of Public Land Users

Response 11-1

Since the DEIS is an analysis of the effect that six proposed ranneland
management plans would have on the environment and ts not a decision document,
it is not considered essential at this time to analyze costs versus benefits.
Until the decision is made to follow one or parts of the six alternatives,
there are no specific quantifiable costs available to answer your ten ques-
tions. As explained in the DEIS on pages S-ll, 2-1, 2-13, and 4-3, addi-
tional cooperation and coordination with ranchers and other interested par-
ties will be necessary to finalize grazing management systems and to deter-
mine site specific locations of needed rangeland developments and treatments.
At that time, cost/benefit analysis could be made.

10. Lost precipitation resulting from solar therraals front reflected bar*
gTound in an environment where the annual precipitation is several
times lass than tha natural evaporation? $_

Copy to i Baturil Resources Defense) Council
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WrLD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE, EASTERN REPRESENTATIVE

Kathryn Cushman
Box 26
Canterbury, New Hampshire 03224
June 25, 1980

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Cedar City District Office
1579 "orth Main Street, Box 72<*

Cedar City, Utah 8<+720

Subject:- Kansb/Escalante Grazing Management Environmental Impact
Statement, Drafti Kane, Garfield and Washington Counties
In Utah, Coconino County In Arizona

Wild Horse Organized Assistance Is commenting on this plan
as It arfects wild horses.

The summary (p. S-U) stresses increased costs to ranchers.
It serves no purpose to allow public lands to further to deteriorate
in order to save money for the ranchers 1 a saving that will cost
thea In the long term effect. The time has come for ranchers to
contribute their fair share to Improving the lands they use. Improve-
ment of the condition of public lands should be approached from a
multiple use standpoint as Is mandated by law. Range Improvements
should benefit all users. Any new water sources should be avail-
able on a year round basis, not Just when livestock are using them.
For too leng the Bureau has catered to livestock Interests to the
exclu-lon of other users.

In reference to competition between wild horses and big horn
sheep (?3, p. S-k) . it Is stated on p. 3-35 (paragraph ?3) that
information en competition Is not available and that big horn
sheep disassociate themselves from other animals. In paragraph
42 on the same page, a proposed big horn sheep transplant in the -

Spencer Bench-Harvey's Fear area Is suggested. Why cause conflict
_wher3 ncne exists? More Important, this Is one of only two wild
"hcrse herds In the entire EI3 area. WHOA strongly objects to
further llcltlng the horses already limited habitat to make way
for a hunter related species. This plan Is totally negative,
with no move to enhance or Improve wild horses.

The 1977 Forage Condition (p. 3-3'+, last paragraph) lists
the fcrage as fair to poor In areas utilized by wild horses.
Livestock grazing In the Wagon Box, Moody and Death Hollow
allotments further reduces the amount of forage available to the

"wild horses. In the Wagon Box allotment cattle are also reducing
the avallaVl*, forage for deer. Livestock grazing In the horse
herd area should be removed In order that the forage species that
exist In the area are available to the horses and deer. Some
recovery would result from decreased demand.

Kathryn Cushman, Wild Horse Organized Assistance

Response 12-1

A h Uihorn sheep transplant has been proposed for the Spencer Bench-
Harvey's Fear Allotments by UDWR. This issue was discussed during the BLH
scoping meetings. The alternatives in the DEIS are designed to propose
different levels of wild horse use, allowing the land manager to select an
alternative or parts of alternatives which will best manage the resources.
See Response 3-4.

Response 12-2

The impacts that would result to wild horses from the removal of live-
stock grazing are analyzed in Alternative 2, pages 4-78 and 4-79 of the DEIS.
With the removal of livestock, it is anticipated that vegetation would
Improve and competition for water would not exist. Therefore, the horse herd
would have an opportunity to Increase in numbers under that alternative.
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Alternative #1, Continuation of Present Management Is
unacceptable. Multiple use Is lgnored'as there is no forage
allocation for horses or wildlife. Original allocations of
forage for livestock were overly optimistic, therefore allocations
In :"st areas were above what the resource could support. Resulti
single use, over-grazed resource lands, a policy that most
certainly should not continue.

Alternative #2 is obviously not a viable solution. Is Is
a waste of time to even Include such a proposal. It Is interesting
to note that even under this alternative, wild horses are being
kept at, or near, 1971 levels regardless of the results of range
surveys. At the present level, 26 horses and 5'1, over the long term
i3 obviously the most acceptable alternative presented. WHOA
contends that if the horses must be reduced to assist In im-
proving the range, then they must also share in the results of
Increased forage production.

Alternative #3 is a
horses. The Wild Free-
the Fubllc Range lands I

states i Wild and free-r
public lands shall be co
values in the develcpmen
Bureau's planning system
portions of the avallabl
obvious that the above
ignored In this EIS draf

gain not provldln
oanlng Horse and
proven:ent Act of
oamlng horses and
nsldered comparab
t of resource man
including alloca

e forage. (Empha
uoted section of
t.

g an allotment for wild
Burro Act as amended by
1978, under policy,
burros where found on
ly with other reaource
agement plans under the
tion of appropriate
sis added) . It is
the law was totally

Alte ma
#1, 5 and 6
law 10J is a
public range
indicate ccm
(p. S-3) tha
effort to
A herd of 26
envlronmenta
Hoi area was
100? reductl
It remain vl

tlve
call
How
land
ara
th

inta
Is

1 s

red
on.1

able

tfk. Adjustment to Grazing Capacity, as in
for only 1% reduction In livestock when under

able. Wild horses are only .Z% of the use of
s ard remain at 31^ AUMs . These figures do not
ble consideration with other users. It is stated
e allocation would remain at 31^ AUMs In an
in the stability of the wild horse populations,
not large enough to withstand periods of severe
ress. A herd numbering 35 in 1973 In the Wagon
uced to 17 by winter loss In 1978-79. over a
A larger herd must be maintained In order that

Alternative #5, the Rangeland Management Recommendation
blatantly ignores both the mandate to consider multiple use and
the law requiring comparable consideration of wild horses with
other users. It is difficult to believe that a government agency
proposed, and recommends, that it ignore the very' lava that .govern
It.

Alternative #6, Livestock Optimization Is obvlouly unacoeptr .

able for reasons previously stated.

The Xar.ab/Escalant* Grazing Management SIS draft centers
a great deal of effort cr>. setting up a case for livestock
owners. So=e important information Is lacking such as where
are the critical areas as they relate to the allotments, vege-
tatlcr. allocation by AUMs lr. the various allotments,

WHCA recot^tends at least the 650 AUMs for wild horses,
ar.d that scze action be taken where feasible to lsorove the
forage availability In their habitat. "hatever alternative
is implemented, 650 AUMs minimum be alloted to horses and a
nultlple use approach oust be taken.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Kanab/
Hscalante Grazing Management £13 draft on behalf of Wild
Horse Organized Assistance. I am. authorized to comment Cos
that organization. Please put my name on your list to
receive the final statement when It becomes available.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Cushman
WHOA,

Response 12-3

The alternatives 1n the DEIS provide for a wild horse herd varying fro«

to 50 head. This presents the land manager with a wide range of options to

choose from In formulating a decision, which nay Include any one or parts of

the alternatives.



S United SUtw
0*pirf/nen< o<

Agriculture

Soil

Conservation
Service

4012 Federal Building
125 South State Street
Salt Lake City, UT 84138

®
June 25, 1980

CO
co

©

©

©

©

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 724

Cedar City, UT 84720

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the draft Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management
Environmental Impact Statement. Most of the areas of concern
where SCS has Interest and/or expertise have been adequately
addressed.

We offer the following specific comments for your consideration:

1. The Environmental Impact Statement and appendixes are
over 400 pages long. This 1s somewhat longer than
recormended In the November 29, 1978 Council on

_ Environmental Quality regulations.

2. Table 3-4, page 3-9, describes general soil associations.
For the Kanab/Escalante area, it would be more accurate
to delete blackbrush as a characteristic vegetation
under the sandy soil grouping, association No. 65,
and add Plnon-Junlper under association No. 67.

3. Pages 3-18 and 3-19 have conflicting Information
concerning the livestock industry. The second
paragraph on page 3-18 says most operations
run one bull to thirty cows and breed May-December.
The top paragraph on page 3-19 says most operators
run one bull to twenty cows and breed from
Kay-October.

4. The Environmental Impact Statement Indicates that
more follow-up work is needed before Implementa-
tion. It would be well to discuss opportunities
for cooperative planning with state and private
land users.

U.S. Soil Conservation Service. Salt Lake City. Utah

Response 13-1
The actual DEIS is 256 pages, with the remaining pages being supportive

material.

Response 13-2

Table 3-4 on page 3-9 has been changed as shown in the addendum of this
volume,

Response 13-3

Page 3-19 has been changed to read the same as page 3-18, as shown in
the addendum of this volume.

Response 13-4

This will be done, and as explained on page 2-13, details will be worked
out jointly with the ranchers and other interested parties. See response

A
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Page 2

5. It appears that critical deer winter range 1s
directly associated with private land. This
does not seem to be addressed In any of the
alternatives.

6. The legend Is Incomplete on figure 3-3.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this
Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

State Conservationist

i

Response 13-5

The impacts to critical deer range discussion in each alternative does
not address private lands but concerns only lands managed by BLM. A compari-
son of figures 1-1 and 3-3 reveals that a large portion of critical deer
winter range occurs on BLM administered lands. Acreage by allotment for both
critical and important deer range can be found in Appendix 25 of the DEIS.

Response 13-6

The legend to figure 3-3 has been changed as shown on the Errata Sheet
in the addendum of this volume.
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MEMORANDUM

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management

Cedar City, Utah

Prom: Assistant Regional Director, Land Use Coordination

Subject: Revlev of Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Grazing

Management in the Kanab/Escalante Area, Utah (UT-040 1792.0101 KE)

In response to your notice, ve have reviewed the subject document and offer the

following comments for your consideration.

!!ATIO:rjTDg RI7ERS INVENTORY

The Nationwide Rivers Inventory is a two-phased screening process being conducted

by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCRS) to Identify the best

re=alnlng free-flowing rivers In the nation that may merit protection at the

Federal, State, or local level. Phase I of the inventory, focusing on streams or

segments still in a relatively natural, undeveloped condition, has been completed

nationwide. Phase II, which will consider such positive factors as recreation

and wildlife values, is just being Initiated in the western regions of HCRS.

Four streams within the Kanab/Escalante Area were identified in Phase I as

meeting the established criteria. They are the Paria River (from its source to

the Colorado River), the Escalante River (from Escalante to Lake Powell), the

North Fork Virgin River (from Its source to the road head at Zion National

Parle), and Steep Creek (from its source to the Escalante River). All four

streams appear to traverse lands administered by the Bureau of Land Managment.

President Carter's August 2, 1979,

Agencies" directs that:

"Memorandum for the Heads of Departments or

Each Federal agency shall, as part of its normal planning and

environmental review process, take care to avoid or mitigate

adverse effects on rivers identified in the Nationwide Inventory

prepared by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service in

the Department of the Interior. Agencies shall, aa part of their

normal environmental review process, consult with the Heritage

Conservation and Recreation Service prior to taking actions which

could effectively foreclose wild, scenic, or recreational river

status on rivers in the Inventory.

We urge that all lands adjacent to the Identified stream segments be managed
in a manner which preserves the visual qualities of Che stream corridors, and
maintains or Improves the water quality of the streams. The final statement
should recognize the special designation given these stream segments and
Indicate what effects, If any, the selected plan will have and their qualities.

f>jjtf.ur
£gf Robert J. Arkintf

U.S. Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, Denver, Colorado

Response 14-1

Page 3-38 in the DEIS has been changed as shown in the addendum of this
volume. See Appendixes 10 and 13 and pages 4-82 through 4-88 1n the DEIS for
an environmental impact assessment of the six grazing management alternatives
on riparian vegetation and visual resources in the suitable streaa corridors.
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Mr. Morgan S. Jensen District Manager
Bureau of Land t/anagement
Cedar 1\x.-j District Cffi.ce
1579 ::orth Main Street
Cedar City, Utah 84720

Dear Mr. Jensen:

>7e have reviewed the Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management
Environmental Impact Statement Draft and make the following
comments relative to oar Virgin River Allotment.

We are very concerned about the proposed reduction in our
allotted AUi:s from £30 to 106, a reduction of 52% (draft page Al-18).
*e feel stro.-gly that cur allotment has a substantially higher
livestock carrylne capacity than is indicated in the EIS because of
the following reasons:

1. It has successfully carried the 230 AUMs in past years
without detriment to the ranee. This allotment has been separated
from surrounding allotments by fence and cliff barriers for the past
34 years. During this period it has actually improved In condition
while Cftrrvino- the full 230 ATTM.c pinct nf r.h*= f.imp. T t: r>nrronMwibtle carrying the full 230 AUMs most of the time,
has a relative abundance of forage.

It currently

©

2. The present plan to graze only during the non-growing season
ill allow continued maximum forage production and natural

reseeding.

3. Tell conducted multiple use studies show that cattle and deer
have different grazing preferences and are therefore not in direct
competition, but actually complement each other in range utilization.
If this were not the case it appears that decreasing cattle AUMs
would not improve the range condition but merely provide more forage
_fcr game animals.

We request that our Virgin River Allotment remain at 230 AUMs.
We will be pleased to discuss this matter with you further and
arrange to go over the allotment on horseback with you or your
representatives if this would be helpful.

We appreciate your consideration In this matter.

Sincerely,

Leonard H Foote

Warren C. Foote

w. Darrell Foote

Barracks Panch, Ordervllle, Utah

Response 15-1
According to the 1975-1977 range s-.

,

ey, the Virgin River Allotment has
only ViH AUMs of forage available to livestock. The permittees of this
allotment have taken voluntary nonuse during the past several years to allow
the rangeland to improve.

Response 15-2

Deer and cattle may complement each other when a diversity of plant
species (shrubs and grasses) exists 1n an area of good condition. However,
when the rangeland is overstocked, livestock tend to place heavier use on
browse or shrub species as the rangeland deteriorates. This creates or
intensifies the competition between livestock and deer for forage.
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July 3, 1980

Mr. Morgan Jensen
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 724
Cedar City, UUh 84720

Dear Mr. Jensen:

I have reviewed the Kanab-Escalante Grazing Management Environmental
Impact Statement and would like to record the following objections. I

realize it is probably a waste of time to send this letter, but feel
compelled to let you know that I am 1n disagreement with your grazing
suggestions.

When I met with BLM personnel, they suggested a possible 9% reduction
in our AL'M's during our meeting. It seems inconsistent that this infor-
mation was not respected and when the EIS was prepared, it showed a 33%
reduction. The grazing capacity established by your recent studies shows
that there Is sufficient AUM's to continue grazing at approximately the
same rate as we have 1n the past. There are other Inconsistencies In the

_printed draft, which I can not find an explanation for.

I object to the anticipated reduction and believe this will not Improve
the range conditions.

Sincerely,

$Jc.€C&J>*^
Dale E. Clarkson

Dale E. Clarkson, Utah Properties, Inc.

Response 17-1
As shown on page Al-5 of the DEIS, a total of 606 AUMs are currently

allocated in the Deer Creek Allotment. However, according to the 1975-1977
BLM range survey, a total of 404 AUMs are presently available. This would
result in a 33-percent reduction during the interim management. As shown on
page Al-7 of the DEIS, the development of four water tanks would result in
148 AUMs being made available from areas which are presently considered
potentially suitable, making a total of 552 AUMs available, or a reduction of
9 percent from the current preference of 606 AUMs.

DEC/nj

investmewt wonmii • recreational real estate . ranches
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July 3, 1980

Mr. Morgan Jensen
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 724

Cedar City, Utah 84720

Dear Mr. Jensen:

I have reviewed the Kanab-Escalante Environmental Impact Statement rela-
tive to our grazing permits at Deer Springs Ranch. I disagree with the
findings of the report and the information as printed 1n the existing
draft.

I have discussed certain errors In the study to identify existing AUM's
with BLM personnel. I note that in Appendix 10, Deer Springs Ranch 1s

grouped with units Identified as being in poor condition. I believe this
_could be easily challenged and an increase in AUM's proven.

It looks very suspicious to reduce the cattle AUM's by almost exactly the
same number of AUM's as now established for wildlife on this range. I

sincerely hope the report will be reconsidered before it 1s put Into
effect.

Sincerely,

Utah Properties, Inc.

Dale E. Clarkson

Pale E. Clarkson, Utah Properties, Inc.

Response 18-1
According to the 1975-1977 range survey, all 9,463 suitable Federal

acres of the total 21,662 acres in the allotment are in poor condition
(Appendix 10, page A10-J6 of the DEIS). The proposed specific management, as
shown on page Al-28 of the DEIS, is designed to improve the rangeland forage
condition.

Response 18-2
Under the present management situation, 1,194 Federal AUMs are allocated

to livestock in the Deer Spring Point Allotment. According to the 1975-1977
range survey, only 534 AUMs of livestock forage are available (page Al-24 of
the DEIS). However, a three-pasture rest rotation grazing system, additional
fencing, water developments, and 11,955 acres of vegetation treatments would
result in a potential of 2,752 AUMs being available in the long tera (page
Al-28 of the DEIS). Wildlife would be allocated 1,021 AUMs. These AUMs
would not be usable by livestock (page 2-1 of the DEIS).

DEC/nj

INVESTMENT pnorcirriES • recreational real estate RANCHES - HOMES - ACBEAQe



June 17, 1980

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Cedar City District Office
1579 North Main St.
P.O. Box 724
Cedar City, Utah 84720

Division Of

State History
(UTAH STATE H.STOfllCAi. SOOETYl

l=D

®

MELVINT SMITH OIRECTCM

JOT WEST JNO SOUTH

6*LTU»#CEaTY UTAHMIOI

TELEPHONE »lTS3MTSt

RE: Kanab/Escalante Grazing Statement Multi Co.

i
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Dear Sir:

In response to your request for review and in accordance with
your responsibility as outlined in 36 CFR 800.4, we are happy
to consult with you concerning your project.

The staff of the Utah State Historic Preservation Office has
received the Kanab / Escalante Grazing Statement for review.

The Preservation Office is aware of the limited time and
funding these interim statements were written under.

However the background data presented dn cultural resources is

inadequate particularly in the historic period to be of any use
for management decisions. An example of this is the location
of 6 historic sites and 2 trails in 2.5 million acres.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call or write
James L. Dytanan, Compliance Administrator, or Wilson G. Martin,
Preservation Development Coordinator, at the Utah State
Historical Society, 307 West 200 South, Salt Lake City, Utah
84101.

Sincerely,

yy^^c

Melvin T, Smith, Utah State Historical Society

Response 19-1

The background data on cultural resources provided in Chapter 3, page 3-
35 of the DEIS was not intended to provide precise information on cultural
resources. BLM has conducted a Class I inventory for the entire K/E area.
This information will be made available to the State Historic Preservation
Officer upon request. For further details, see page 3-35 of the DEIS.

As per the Cultural Resources Memorandum of Understanding between BLM
and the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (Appendix 2), Part III,
Section B, BLM will enforce the following stipulation should a management
system be implemented: literature searches and intensive surveys will be
undertaken on all areas which would be disturbed prior to initiation of
ground disturbing activities.

Melvin T. Smith
Director and
State Historic Preservation
Officer

JLD:re
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Morgan Jensen, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 724

Cedar City, Utah 84720

Dear Mr. Jensen:

The Region VIII Office of EPA has reviewed the draft environmental Impact
statement for the Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management Program. The draft EIS
is a very thorough and comprehensive document except for an evaluation of
salinity impacts. EPA supports the effort by the BLM to Improve rangeland
conditions for livestock grazing and other uses.

Salinity (total dissolved solids) Is the major,
problem in the Colorado River system. Much of the s

ncnpoint sources. Land use activities, including gr
irrpact on salt contribution. All seven basin states
standards which have been approved by EPA. ( Water Q

Salinity Including Niperic Criteria and Plan o f lir.pl

Ccntroi , 1975
. ) In addition, Minute 242 governs sal

to Mexico. Furthermore, Section 313 of the Clean Wa
amended by PL 95-217) requires Federal compliance wi

State, interstate, and local requirements, ad.ministr

process and sanctions respecting the control and aba

basin-wide, water quality
alinity comes from diffuse
azing, have a significant
have adopted salinity
uality Standards For
emen tat ion For Salinity
i n i ty of waters delivered
ter Act (PL 92-500 as

th, "... al 1 Federal

,

ative authority, and

tement of water pollution"

Of primary concern to EPA is the failure of your current planning efforts
to recognize that reductions in saline runoff should be a major objective of

grazing management within the Colorado River basin. The EIS states that there

is little data relating such water quality problems to livestock grazing.

Information produced by your agency concludes, "...that a reduction in

salinity from rangelands could be achieved by adjusting the intensity and

timing of grazing".
(
Control of Salinity from Point Sources Yielding

Groundwater Discharge and from D i f fuse Surface Runoff in the Upper Colorado
River Basin Ff 1973 Status Report , February 19-30, Bureau of Land Management.)

The unregulated grazing by domestic cattle is considered, according to

this report, to be a significant factor in causing increase of salinity 1n

surface runoff from saline soils. The Five County Association of Governments
water quality report identifies the Escalante and Kanab drainage system as

high priority for control of agricultural nonpoint sources. The report
recomends that proper grazing use in these erosive areas include streamslde
vegetation protection, reductions 1n livestock numbers and non-use periods for
overgrazed land.

(
Water Quality Inventory and Management Plan, Southwestern

Utah , July 1977.) The EIS study area includes sizeable acreage of slightly to
strongly saline soil classes.

©
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8LM should revise the EIS to reflect that reduction of salinity will be
an important goal of grazing management in the Kanab/Escalante area. EPA
recornends that strong consideration be given to elimination of grazing on the
marginally productive, strongly saline soils and that grazing management
changes to reduce the Intensity and timing of grazing (rest rotation periods)
be evaluated in relation to other saline soil classes.

Based on EPA's system for evaluating EIS's under its review, we have
rated this EIS as ER-2. This means that EPA has environmental reservations
regarding this proposal and specifically requests that reductions 1n salinity
be included as a grazing management objective. We would appreciate additional
information in the final EIS to answer these concerns.

Please contact Weston Wilson of my staff (FTS 327-4831) for any further
assistance you may require on this EIS review.

Sincerely yours,

Attachment

strator

Environpental Protection Agency, Denver, Colorado

Response 20-1

BLH recognized that saline runoff is a significant problem in the Colo-
rado River Basin. As explained on page 3-12 of the DEIS, the saline soils
that occur in the area usually coincide with areas subject to high sedimenta-
tion. Generally, because of the high sedimentation, steep slopes, and lack
of foraye, a majority of the moderately saline soils are identified as unsuit-
able for livestock grazing.

Several management actions designed to reduce saline runoff have been
proposed in the various alternatives, including suspension of grazing on
114,299 acres of frail watershed and saline soils (table 1-2 on pages 1-6 and
2-7 of the DEIS), and specific management systems designed to improve the
vegetation cover and reduce sedimentation on 129 allotments (pages 2-10 and
2-11 of the DEIS). As shown in the addendum of this volume, table 1-1 on
page 1-3 has been changed to indicate that protection of saline soils is an
objective of BLM.
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1) Impacts of Pinyon- Juniper Chaining
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The draft EI5 indicates that temp
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Colorado River Basin , Status "Report, 1977.)
er reach surface waters, has an

impact on specific stream segments? If
rable stream segments should be made In

to include mitigation measures such as

s to reduce such effects. Preventing
son may be the most useful management

I

He understand that previous chaining efforts 1n Utah have occurred 1n

(7) apparent disregard for archaeological resources. Therefore, specific measures
^^ demonstrating BLM's compliance with Section 106 o-f the National Historic

Preservation Act should be included 1n the final EIS.

2) Herbicide Applications

It is mentioned in the EIS that a one-quarter mile boundary would be kept
around riparian zones during herbicide applications. He compliment the
district office for using this size protective zone. Previous grazing
management plans submitted to this office indicate the use of a 100 foot
buffer. EPA hopes 8LM will enforce the large boundary limit, as it better
assures protection of the area's water quality.

The EPA Office of Pesticides Programs, Benefits and Field Studies
Division (BFSD) is currently organizing a multi-state range management
research project to analyze benefits and impacts of herbicide management. The
BFSO study could be a potentially valuable information resource for future BLM
rangeland management projects. We invite you to contact Mr. Charles Reese,
BFSD Project Manager, (FTS 472-9327) or Region VIII contact Dallas Miller (FTS
327-3926) for further Information regarding the possible application of this
study to the Kanab/Escalante situation.

Response ZO-2
Very little data is available on specific areas having water quality

problems related to livestock grazing. The exceptions are Indian and Water
Canyons, which have occasional coliform bacteria and total dissolved solids
problems, as explained on page 3-14 of the DEIS.

Response 20-3
BLM is in complete agreement with your statement and three of the alter-

natives are designed to overcome, among other things, sediment losses
Alternative 3 eliminates grazing on highly erosive soils, protects riparian
habitat by fencing, and eliminates grazing on river bottoms in the GCNRA
Alternative 4 limits grazing to times after seed ripe and not during thegrowing season. Alternative 5 has management systems proposed with various
periods of rest or deferred rotation, designed specifically to reduce the
effects of livestock grazing.

Pages 4-23, 4-25 through 4-27, 4-29, and 4-30 of the DEIS identify the
impacts to soils by alternative, including saline soils, which are included
with soils of high sedimentation.

Response 20-4

The DEIS contains Cultural Resources Memorandums of Understanding
between BLM and the State Historic Preservation Officers of the States ofUtah and Arizona. These memorandums address cultural resource protection as
required by 36 CFR 800: Protection of Historic and Cultural Resources Forfurther details, see Appendix 2, Cultural Resource Memorandums of Understand-
ing, pages A2-1 through A2-10 of the DEIS. See Response 19-1

BLM also has a Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement with the President's
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. A copy of tiw neaorandua 1slocated in the BLM Cedar City Oistrict Office files.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
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LOS ANaiLM. CALIFORNIA

23 June 1980

District Manager
United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 724

Cedar City, Utah 84720

Dear Sir:

I

45*

CO

This is In response to a letter from your office which requested review

and co:nzients on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the

proposed Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management Plans In Kane, Garfield,

and Washington Counties in Utah, and Coconino County in Arizona.

The proposed plan does not conflict with existing or authorized plans
of the Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District. We have no comments

OQ the DEIR. We suggest that you contact our Sacramento District
Office for possible additional review.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document.

Sincerely,

No response.

SORMAH ARNO
hlef. Engineering Division
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Keith T. Carter

Response 22-1
Although the survey was conducted during drought years, the carrying

capacity was adjusted to reflect the grazing capacity of an average year.
The survey was rechecked in 1978 and 1979 and found to be within ±10 percent
of the original survey.

Trend information on the Lower Cattle Allotment covered 12 years and was
measured at four locations each year. This is considered adequate coverage
to analyze the trend of livestock forage condition.
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Dear ri. Jenseni

I must expreee grave reoervations about the accuracy of the Kanab/

Eecalante Grazing E.I.S. Statement. There are many areas where errors have

teen made, nany of which are of a serious nature. As a business man and resident

of lane County the impact of this E.I.S. Statement, an error filled statement,

cannot be overlooked or tolerated. It appears tha B.L.M. has made the E.I.S.

Statement say exactly what they want based on a predetermined outcome.

Considerable weight is given to the wildlife of the area, most of which

is unfounded. Hula deer is the predominate species of big game (Page 3-26).

Contrary to B.L.K. belief ,- the .deer and livestock, particularly cattle are

not in direct competition for forage. Any qualified wildlife expert can verify

that fact. large grazing cuts seem unjustified due to wildlife competition.

7ormulating grazing policy to allow for wild horBe hoards? By B.L.M.

•rtinates, there exists 24 wild horses in the E.I.S. study area. This is an

area of 2,897,995 acres or 120,749.79 acres per horse. Do they really need

specific policy? It seems doubtful.

In preparing the eoonomio portion of the Grazing E.I.S. Statement, it

appears that whoever prepared this portion knew little or nothing about

ranching, livestock market condition* or basic economics. The ranch budget

sheet found on page 3-21 is an insult to ranchers, the local area, and to

baaaa Intelligence. This budget grossly understates total revenues and also

Douglas Carrol

Re^pon^e 23-1

Numerous studies (Peek et al . , 1978; Dusek, 1975) have been conducted

concerning the competition betwopn livestock and deer. Most of the competi-

tion occurs on critical deer winter range. During the winter, cattle and

deer rely heavily on browse species, particularly where there is an accumula-

tion of snow or where there is very little desirable perennial grass species,

which results in direct competition for forage.-

Response 23-2

Public Law 92-195 as amended by FLPMA (Public Law 94-579) and the Public

Rangeland Improvement Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-514) requires in Section

3(a) that the Secretary of the Interior protect and manage wild free roaming

horses and burros as components of the public lands. The wild horses do not

run on the entire area. They are found in two areas consisting of approx-

imately 57,117 total acres.

Response 23-3
The following discusses the general procedures employed to develop the

ranch budget sheets, the potential sources for error, and the appropriate way

to interpret budget sheet analysis:
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understates expenses.

A simple comparison budget can quickly point out the incompetent

level vith which the B.L.K. prepared their report. For this comparison the

following parameters will be used, and only the large operation compared for

brieflt7. (l) Study period December 1978 - January 1979 (from page 3-18

of E.I.3. Statement). (2) Average heard size and animal weights the same as

table on page 5-19 of E.I.S. Statement. (3) Selling prices; calres -80|< lb.

straight through, yearling heifers 550 lb., yearling steers 650 lb., cows

AOt lb., bulls $1,000.00 each. (4) Bumbers soldj 200 calves of 234 total,

20 yearling heifers of 29 total, 45 yearling steers, 2 bulls, 20 cull cows.

BUDGET (Compared to page 3-21 E.I.S. Statement)

E.L.M.

$17, 975.00Calves

Tearling Heifers

Tearling Steers

Culled Cows

Bolls

CROSS DCCME

Ccaparison *See Attached,

$59,200.00
Va**>"*

5,143.00

15,286.00

4,914.00

2.400.00

$45,718.00

7,150.00

21,645.00

7,260.00

2.000.O0

$97,275.00

lie B.1J4. figures Indicate one of several things could have happened

in respect to Income from calf sales, (l) The rancher could have sold

60.73 calves at the 800 per lb. price or, (2) he could have sold the 200

calves at the price of 2430 P«r lb. These are the only two explications

to the absurd figures provided by the B.L.M. Both alternatives are absolute

insults to the ranchnr. It would ba ridiculous to sell for 24. 3£ P«r H>»

whan the market was bringing 800 per lb. It would also be ridiculous to

call only 60.73 calves of 200 saleable animals, da same cocparison oan

ba mads la each class of animal

.

General Procedures

The ranch budget sheets were constructed with the help of area ranchers
who volunteered private information about their ranch operations. After the
results of an initial survey were tabulated, the memberships of both the Kane
County and the Escalante Cattlemen's Association reviewed the budgets, but
did not make any substantive changes. These same rancher groups, plus the
county extension agent, were then given the opportunity to review and comment
on the revisions. Therefore, a very broad cross section of the ranching
population in the EIS area has participated in constructing and reviewing the
ranch budget sheets, and It is presumed that the sheets are representative of
that cross section.

Potential Sources for Error

There are always opportunities for built in error in surveys like the
one used. Among these are:

1. Respondent gaming - referring to survey respondents biasing their
responses in the hope of favoring a particular outcome.

2. Time bias - referring to bias introduced by conditions prior to or
at the time of sampling, which could change as time progresses.

3. Recordation bias - referring to bias which results from the ways in
which respondents have recorded their base information (e.g., information
compiled for a loan would be different from that compiled for a tax return).

4. Limited sample size - referring to error which can be Introduced
due to natural variability between sampled units, and where there is such a
range of values that the average becomes relatively meaningless.

The probable sources of error affecting the survey in order of magnitude
are: time bias, recordation bias, and sample size. Time bias was introduced
because survey respondents were requested to give responses which would
reflect the conditions of what they considernd to be a "normal year," both
financially and operationally. This, of necessity, required that the respon-
dent consider earlier periods as points of reference. Livestock prices have
been very susceptible to this type of error. For the 7 years prior to the
survey period, the average annualized price per pound for calves was 38.16C,
with a standard deviation of only 8.25<t (calculated from Ut ah Agricultural
Statistics

, Utah Deportment of Agriculture, 1978). Since that time, calf
prices have nearly tripled.

Recordation bias has probably had some role in introducing error into
the survey because many of the respondents used their- tax records as a basis
for responding to survey questions. This would result in biasing the costs
to the high side and incomes to the low side, producing low net incomes.

Also, limited sample size may have reduced the statistical power of the
survey somewhat, but this has been mitigated by stratifying the sample into
three ranch scales - small, medium, and. large.

Respondent gaming has probably not been a significant contributor to
sampling error 1n this case.
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Those figures used for comparison axe of no deep concealment, tfarket

figure* axe published weekly in any number of newspapers, apparently none of

which vexe checked. Market figurea axe of public information!

The comparison selling prices can be checked by going baolc through

market reports and are very conservative for the market pexiod of question

(December 1978 - January 1979).

The expense side of the budget la similar to the income in that it la

sloppy and Inaccurate. Hany itema are under stated. Fortunately, not quit*

aa much (by percent) aa income.

Perhaps a business person and an economist should have been used to

prepare the economic portions rather than someone with studies in Basouroe

Management and Resource Economics.

The conclusion on paga J—22 states, "The implications of these calcula-

tions axe of pivotal economio importance ". This being true, sloppy calculation*

such aa provided in the E.I.S. Statement cannot and should not be accepted by

either the publio, the E.L.M., or Washington, from where the B.L.H. received

directive a.

The difficulties spoken of in the conslusion (3—22) are a natural

result of the free market system. Something we would like to retain.

The Impact of the livestock industry in the study area seems to be

understated. Page 3-25 statea that "less than 15% of the total employment

is provided by agriculture". That figure ia misleading. Indirectly agriculture

providaa much more income and employment than 15%. The major portion of farm

income received by ranchora la spent In the study area. With 89 large operation*

(Page 3-ia) in the area, gxoaa revenue of approximately $8,000,000 will be

produced, most of which (approximately 6CI)i) will be spent locally, using

the) oanewrvatlv* Multiplier factor 4 (veloaity of money; elementry eoonoolos)

Interpretation

Since the ranch budget survey was performed in order to provide a basis

for analyzing the relative impacts of the different alternatives, it is not

analytically crucial that it be purely representative. If the model is

sufficiently detailed (showing a majority of income and cost categories), and

if the base is held constant for all alternatives, then the budgets are

perfectly valid for demonstrating relative impacts by category. The inter-

ested individual can apply the relative changes as shown in the DEIS to his

own budget sheet categories to estimate how each alternative would affect his

own operation. The budgets should be considered to be frameworks for anal-

ysis, not "photographic reproductions" of all ranch budgets in the area.

Therefore, although the sample does have error in 1t, especially with regard
to outdated prices, its validity for demonstrating relative impacts is

undiminished.

Response 23-4

The economies of Garfield and Kane Counties must be characterized as
"high leakage" economies; that is, they are high level importers of goods
such as machinery, gas and oil, food stuffs, dry goods, etc. They are also
relatively low level exporters of basic goods, which can be seen under the
categories of manufacturing and wholesale trade in tables 3-6 and 3-7 of the
DEIS. In addition, a very large proportion of the economy of the region is
occupied by the services and retail trade sectors (table 3-6 and 3-7 of the
DEIS). These sectors accounted for approximately 28 percent of the employ-
ment in Garfield County and 35 percent in Kane County, compared with 13 and
11 percent respectively for all agricultural employment. These same sectors
accounted for 21 and 39 percent of personal income for Garfield and Kane
Counties respectively, as compared to 6 and 2 percent respectively for agri-
culture. Therefore, it Is not believed that the economic impact of the live-
stock Industry on the region has been understated.

The multiplier cited - a multiplier factor 4 - cannot be applied to the
EIS area because no input/output analysis has been performed for this region
(the only source for such a multiplier), and such factors generated for a
full State-level economy are not appropriate for subregions. This would be
especially true for the EIS region because of its high economic leakage
characteristics. This is not to say that a multiplier effect does not exist
for the livestock industry, for there certainly is one, as there are multi-
plier effects for each sector of the economy. .To properly use these multi-
plier effects in the analysis, each would have to be accounted for to avoid
unwarranted overinf lation of the economic Importance of any one sector.
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that provides revenue to the area (both farm and non-farm related) of

approximately $20,000,000.

Determination of the sociocultural conditions on page 3-25 la questionable

vfcare data from 1960-1970 vaa used. More current data ceroid be obtained.

Again evidence of limited knowledge on the part of those responsible for

preparation of this E.I.S. Statement.

In conclusion, the Bianab/Escalante Grazing Management Environmental

Impact Statement is an inaccurate, poorly prepared, unfair compilation of

papervorx. I recommend that a serious, long look be taken at this document

before anx decision be made. Of the 6 alternatives suggested in the E.I.S.

Statement, I suggest alternative 1. A seventh alternative could, with sound

foundation, be suggested.

Beaenber the people in this area are not playing dead anymore.

Haspectfully,

DC/kb

oc: Senator Orin Hatch
Senator Jake Corn
Kr. Coxy Wicks
lb. Bex Eovley

DOUGLAS CABHOLL

Response 23-5

These data sources were utilized In order to establish historical trends

for the EIS area.

WORK SHkkM1

Total - Zeep Sell x Average Weight x Selling Price

W. 3-19 J

Income

Calves 234 - 34 a 200 X 370

Tearling Heifers
29-9 20 X 650

Tearling Steers
45-0 o 45 X 740

Cull Cows 20 63 20 X 910

Bulls 2 1,000

l<; .80

X .55

X .65

z .40

$59,200.00

* 7,150.00

$21,645.00

% 7,230.00

t 2,000.00
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KANAE/ESCALANTE GRAZING
MANAGEMENT DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

KA.'JE COUTTY EOAP.D OF COUNTY COWISSIONERS
POSITION STATB'£HT
July 11, 1980

r.TRcacrict;

®

It is encumbent at Che outset to express some generalized concerns relative

to the Bureau of Land "^nagcnent, the presentation of the Draft Environmental

Statement and differences in philosophy. Our response to this draft document

has been colored to some small measure by these introductory thoughts.

GRAZING RIGHTS: We reject the concept as repeated throughout the

draft statement that the cattlemen have grazing "privileges". We deny

the concept. Rather we submit that the cattlemen of our area and their

forebears have earned the right to run cattle on the range. The earlier

people of this area tamed and clainied the land, fought and died with the

Indians for the right to run their cattle. They developed the land, the

water resources and the plant life. They had a good operation in hand,

long before the invention of the Bureau of Land Management. Some mistakes

had been rade in grazing, but on balance there was a good, proper utilization

of the land.

^A'lAGE^E'JT POLICIES: For forty-five years, plus cr minus, the

Bureau of Land Management has been administering the lands of the Kanab/

Escalante area. And yet, reading the draft statement submitted to us, it

is apparent that the condition of the range land -idministered by the Bureau

has deteriorated or remained static. There have been consistent surveys

xade with subsequent cuts in carrying capacity for the range. This is not

a good picture for an agency that is charged with improving the range

quality that after forty-five years it is still calling for cuts in the

carrying-capacity of the range.

CREDIBILITY; The cattlemen of the area have severe reservations with

reference to the contracts and agretments that they enter into with the

Bureau of Land Management. Historically, it has been found that the cattle-

men have signed cont racts and agreements, honored their part of the agreement

onlv to have the Eureau of Land Management renege on the improvements to the

ranee and other aspects that were in the agreement. The question comes, why

should the ranchers now expect the Bureau to be any more responsible and

responsive than they have been in the past. The Commission has seen some of

these contracts going back over many years that indicates that the Bureau of

Land Management was committed to raking major improvements on the individual

allotments held by the cattlemen if they would agree to a percentage cut-back

in the cattle on the range. The Bureau has yet to honor those commitments,
after all of these years. Even some of the earliest commitments have gone

by the board without any token or attempt at carrying through on the agreed

sat of circumstances in each contract.

wab/escauvmte grazing eis
rwfJE COUNTY CtWI SSICN RESPONSE

ricd?,?c:taticm:

The Kane County Board of County Commissioners respectfully submits that the

Alternative that would best assist the proper land utilization, range develop-

ment, economic growth and improvement of the cattle industry would be a cross

between Alternatives 1 and 6 with these cotnponents:

ALTERNATIVE I: 109,708

ALTERNATIVE 8 6:

Initial livestock allocation (AUMs)

Initial big game allocation (AUMs)

Initial other wildlife and resource
allocation (ACMs

)

Initial wild horee allocation (AUMa)

Allotments with specific management
Allotments with continuous seasonal

management
Allotments unalloted and/or eliminated

Miles of pipline required
Number of storage tanks
Number of reservoirs
Number of wells
Number of spring developments
Number of water catchments
Number of cattle-guards
Miles of stocktrails
Miles of fence
Acres of burning and seeding
Acres of spraying and seeding
Acres of chaining and seeding
Acres of plowing and seeding
Acres of burning
Acres of spraying
Treatment AUMs
Management AUMs
Water and access development AUMa

RATIONALE FCH THE REOa^u^NDATTCN :

The Kane County Board of County Commissioners has predicated this recommendation
on a series of divergent data that touch in some instances and In other cases
have definite interface. All of the pieces of the data, however, create a

mosaic of concern fr-r the on-going situation within the Kane and Garfield
Counties area.

The components for developing this recommendation are economic, credibility
of the Bureau of Land Management, survey procedures, key species factor,
wildlife management programs, Visual Resource Management, and grazing
Management programs.

21

183

6

149

39

59

17

60
38

12

5

117
31 388

46 232
57 240
2 7 835

15 854

5 456
16 259

34 ,190

6 ,258
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COUNTY; In the 1870's when Kane County was first explored, settled

and developed, the cattle Industry was the mainntay for the economy of the

entire area. This area was the beef-producer for the Mormon empire that waa
being developed across the western United States. Cattle was the base for

the economy of the area. This renain true through the 1940's.

In the process the cattlemen moved out to new areas, developed the

water, wrested the land from primitive status and fought the Indians for

the right to use the land. This is apparent by a review across the area

of Kane and Garfield Counties where the cattlemen are presentely running
cattle.

In the 1930's the Congress of the United States in their infinite
wisdena that transcends all hut^an understanding decided because of some

alnor abuse by some random cattlemen throughout the west that they had

to have a closer supervision over all of these lands. They developed a

bureau to supervise range management and development— the Bureau of Land

Hanager^nt. In the late 1940's, through the 1950's there vas a barely
perceptible program of cuts tempered with the promise of range improve-

ments. In the 1960'a and 1970's this pattern was accelerated to an

extreme degree.

In the early 1960'a the cattle industry waa still the primary base

for the economy of Kane County. That is no longer true. Through restrictive
management prczrams over the years, the Bureau of Land Management has been
able to cut the cattle industry to third place in importance in the economy

of Kane County. There are less than a dozen cattlemen in the area now that

can claim ranching as the sole means of their livelihood whereas two decadea
ago it was only means of support for virtually all of the cattlemen of the

area. This breakdown In the diversification of the economic base of the
county is to be decried. It is most unfortunate. At this time, we would
appeal for a stronger emphasis to be made on upgrading the cattle industry
of the entire area.

©

RANCHERS: We wish to take exception to the data provided in the draft
Environmental Impact Statement. From our data. It Is apparent that the

preparers are not totally familiar with the current economic situation with
reference to the cattle industry.

The budget contained on page 3-21 Is understated rather dramatically.
The expenses are too low also.

In determining our figures we interviewed cattlemen as to the current
market as well as the test period (December 1978 - January 1979). For our
purposes we used the classification of a small operation contained on page
3-19. There Is a discrepancy between the test period and the current prices,

therefore, we have settled on the following:

Kane County Commissioners

Response 24-1
See Response 23-3.



kanab/escalante grazing eis
kane ccufty commission response

en
t—

•

!

calves
yearling heifers
yearling steers
cows
bulls

80c/lb.
55c/lb.
75c/lb.
40c-lb.
$l,500/each

Working with the weights, numbers and selling prices, we have arrived at a

totally different figure than that presented by the Bureau of Land

Maaa?er;ent in the EIS statement. For the purposes of this discussion,
we have arbitrarily developed the following set of constants for a comparlfon
purpose

.

Cattlemen's
Estlnat*

Category Herd Herd Ave

.

Selling Income
Total Sell Weight Price Total

Calves 12 10 435 80c $3,480
Tr. Eelfers 3 1 800 55c 440

Yr. Steers 2 2 800 75c 1,200
Covs 16 2 920 40c 736

Bulls 1 - — —
55,856.

Calves 12 10 435 37 l/2c $1 ,631

Yr. Heifers 3 1 800 46c 368

Vr. Steers 2 2 BOO 14c 224
Cows 16 2 920 10c 184

Hulls 1

$2,407.

B.L.M.
Estimate

The price arrived at for the Bureau of Land Management comes from some very
rudimentary arithmetic that takes the herd sell multiplied by the average
weight and divided by the price quoted on page 3-21. It is apparent that
there is a wide discrepancy between the two sets of figures even with the
arbitrary herd sell. We could extend this argument throughout the entire
unit on economics, but suffice the example to serve as argument for the
whole

.

We trust however emphasize that the entirety of this report will have an
overwhelming impact on the economy of the individual ranchers as well as

the county as a whole. The Bureau states on page 3-22, "The implications
of these calculations are of pivotal economic importance." That is a
gross under statement . We would recommend that greater attention be
directed to this entire area with special care toward the current market
and the future projections especially in light of the current crisis
situation in Texas and other areas of the southwest. This would be the

time for the local ranchers to be expanding their herds and picking up the

slack that will be resulting from the situation In the southwest. It is

our contention that flexibility should ba written into any final program
developed by ch* Bureau of Land Management.
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With reference to the total economy, a stronR, active cattle industry

develops a multiplier factor within the economy of 4.5 times. For every
dollar a rancher brings to the area. It generates $4.50 in return throughout
the connunity. Additionally, the ranchers have traditionally been Inclined
to shop at home and to keep the new dollars that they have generated cir-
culating throughout the county.

Response 24-2

See Response 23-4.

credibility cr wz bureau cf land manaok.ct :

As was mentioned in the Introduction, the Bureau of Land Management
has a crisis of credibility. The ranchers, the elected officials, the
people generally do not truat them, do not believe them. Repeatedly over
the years, the Bureau has entered Into contracts with the ranchers with
promises for range development: fences, reservoirs, water catchments,
burn and seedings, rail and reseedings and other types. Unfortunately,
these have not been carried through. The cattlemen have cut back on their
stock on the range in conformity with the agreement only to be disappointed
by the Bureau's inability to carry through on their commitments, their
promises. The blame has consistently been laid at the door of (he Congress
of the United States.

I

on
po

i

It Is recommended by the Kane County Board of County Commissioners that
prior to requiring any additional cuts by the Bureau of Land Management that
the Bureau would honor the past commitments. The ranchers should not be
required to live with past commitments made by them and not honored by the
Bureau. The Bureau is indebted to the ranchers and should honor that
co^sit^ent

.

FEOCBXTES

:

The repeated changing of the survey procedures by the Bureau of Land
Management Is confusing and wasteful. We contend that the surveys that have©been made since the inception of the Taylor Grazing Act should be Incorporated
into the finished product produced by the Bureau. The present survey apparently
does not invalidate the previous information contained in the Parker Three-
Step. Range Forage Survey. And yet, all of the data secured through this
method has been discarded. It Is apparent that the difference between the
present data and actual use is 1%

.

It is recommended by the Kane County Board of County Commissioners that
no cuts should be imposed at all. Rather, the present AUKs should be
maintained with the u- derstandlng that subsequent cuts or additions should be
worked out between the Individual cattlemen and the Area Manager for the
Bureau of Land Management. The cattlemen have shown a sagacity in the use
and maintenance of the public lands that they have. It ia apparent that they
realize that only proper utilization of the land will benefit them. It is our
contention that this attitude will prevail and that arbitrary cuts at this
time are uncalled for especially in light of Che wise voluntary non-use that
has been taken by the cattlemen.

Response 24-3
Survey procedures have not been changed. The forage survey method used

to inventory the K/E area was the ocular reconnaissance method. This method
has been used by BLM and the Grazing Service (before BLM) since 1937. Previ-
ous surveys of the K/E area were done by the ocular reconnaissance survey and
the record of these surveys by allotment can be found in the 8LH Kanab,
Escalante, and Dixie Resource Area Offices. Details of this survey method
can be found in BLM Manual 4412. 11A Forage Surveys. A summary of these
procedures can be found in Appendix 12 of the DEIS.



WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS :

The wildlife management programs on the

In a realistic manner cognizant of the currc

local citizenry. The wisdom of trying to br

herds and other wildlife groups to the appar

introduction of cattle on the range Is quest

of non-conf lie tin2 utilization of the range

big-horn sheep and the wild horses would be

discussions, however, It would appear that t

resolved by natural attrition. Thus, we wou

big-horn sheep into the area, nor would we b

herds from the Nevada area of high concentra

public land should be developed
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ent level prior to the pioneer's

lonahle. There is a great level
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competition for the cattle. From
he wild horse situation Is being

Id support no Increase In the

e happy with bringing wild horse

tion.

The Kane County Board of County Commissioners would recommend that

there would be no major importation of wildlife to compete with the

existing cattle herds. We would noc be adverse to Improving the number

of deer and antelope throughout the county.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT:

en

Karab Creek Ranches, Mt. Carnel Junction, Glendale and Alton are all

classified as Class II - "Changes in any of the basic elements caused by a

raragcTenc activity should not be evident in the characteristic landscape.

A contrast may be seen but should not attract attention." This would preclude

an» type of activity other than basic residential in anv of these areas, even

the area "down-the-lane" from Kanab that has been Indent! fled as light Industrial

by the Sane County Zoning Ordinance. We reject this concept. We reject the

lrplerentation of these classifications. We reject the convert, surreptitious

and clandestine manner in which this was effected.

It is recoczBended by the Kane County Board of County Commissioners that

the classifications imposed on Kane County for Visual Resource Management by

set aside pending public hearings relative to the standards to be imposed.

CONCLUSION :

After a cursory review of the Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management Draft

Environmental Impact Statement, the Kane County Board of County Commissioners

would recotrzend the following to the Bureau of Land Management:

1. The first seven elements contained in Alternative I should be

implemented; the last eighteen "elements contained In Alernative

six should be Implemented.

2. The commissioners feel that everything possible should be done to

improve the status of the cattle industry in the Kanab/ Escalante

area for the good of the economy of the individual ranchers, the

county and the state.

KANAB/ESCALANTE GRAZING EIS

KANE COUNTY COMMISSION RESPONSE

3. No additional cuts sould be -Bade to the ranchers until all past

commitments made to the ranchers have been honored by the Bureau

of Land Management. If additional appropriations from the Congress

of the United States are needed, we would recommend that the Bureau

begin immediately to request such funds.

4. A standardized method of survey procedures should be implemented
and consistently used instead of the constant changing of the

survey programs

.

5. If there Is importation of wildlife, it should not be of a

major nature to compete seriously with the existing cattle

herds. The importation of deer and antelope would not be protested;
however, we would severely question any wild horses brought Into

our area.

6. The VXM classifications for Kane County should be suspended
pending a full-blown Public Hearing to explain the classification

system and the Impacts to be Imposed on Kane County by such a

classification.

Response 24-4

The Visual Resource Managcmpnt (VRM) system is a method for identifying

scenery quality and for setting minimum standards for management of visual

resources on public lands. Public lands are classified into one of five

management classes, with each class containing a specific management objec-

tive for maintaining or enhancing visual resources. The management class

assigned to a given area depends on three factors: 1) quality of scenery

being viewed; 2) the visual sensitivity level of the type of use an area

receives; and 3) the visual zone it is in.

BLM conducted a visual resource inventory for the K/E EIS area in

These VRM objectives only apply to public lands administered by BLM,

not apply to private lands. Concern was expressed that VRM classific

around Kanab, Kanab Creek Ranchos , Mt. Carmel Junction,' Glendale, and

would preclude development. Figure 1-1, Land Ownership, indicates tha

land around these areas is under private ownership, so the VRM design

would not apply. Public lands surrounding Alton and Glendale are pr

nantly classified as Class III and IV, while the public lands around

and Mt. Carmel Junction were identified as Class II, III, and IV. Pag

your letter indicated that the above mentioned cities were in Class II

See pages 4-82 through 4-88 and figure 1-1 in the DEIS.

The Visual Resource Management System was brought before the public

during the planning process. The public was given the opportunity to cosment

on land use plans during scoping meetings held prior to the writing of the

DEIS.
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Mr. Gary Wicks
State Director
Bureau of Land Management
136 East South Temple
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Oar Gary:

'We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental
statement analyzing grazing management in the Kanab-Escalante area. The
grazing environmental statement process seems to be improving with each
document. I hope that you will continue to give the ranchers and permit
holders a larger and more important role in the process, their partici-
pation is critical to any successful evaluation of grazing conditions.

Our analysis indicates that there are very few areas in the
Kanab-Escalante region where cuts from permitted use are necessary.
Historically, rancners have demonstrated a sense of. range capacity
and have cut actual use to coincide with changing range conditions.
A system that allows permit holders and local 8LM officials to make
seasonal range decisions would be preferable to absolute cuts. In

"those isolated cases whe^e cuts must be made, 8LM should:

Mr. Gary Wicks
Page Two
July 16, 1930

At the same time, I hope ELM will move quickly to provide the range
improvements suggested by the statement. Too often, promises of range
improvements have not been followed by action. I realize that these
commitments are made in good faith, but the credibility of the process
has deteriorated for the local ranchers. If range improvements are made
concurrently with recommended cuts, that will do much to revitalize local
interest and the process. I repeat my commitment to assist 1n any effort
to obtain the necessary funds.

I appreciate your effort to recognize local economic conditions In
carrying out your legal responsibilities. While no final decision will
please all participants, your efforts will move toward an effective
multiple use policy on these lands.

With the state's policy established, I am providing the attached
comments which represent our professional analysis of the scientific
data and approach of the grazing EIS. We have made this review effort
a high priority with state agency personnel and I hope the comments
are useful.

Sreirjb

1. Review the reliability of the data. Livestock adjustments
must be consistent with the data on which the adjustments are based.
This requires a discussion of the confidence of the survey in the
final environmental statement.

2. Establish an immediate consultation program with the state,
and more importantly, the individual rancher to discuss phasing, range
improvements and implementation of the allotment management system.

3. Establish a comprehensive monitoring program, again in

close contact with the affected rancher, that evaluates the effective-
ness of adjustments and Improvements and provides for Increases In

permitted use as range capacity Increases.

Office o< the Governor, State of Utah

Response 25-1
Thp 1975-1977 BLM range survey of the K/E area revealed that there were

68,299 AUHs available for livestock grazing. The average active authorized
use over a 5 to 10-year period was 68,895 AUHs, approximately a 1-percent
difference. As explained in Appendix 20 of the 0EIS, the survey established
an initial stocking rate based on a carrying capacity estimate from the
ocular reconnaissance survey. There is presently a system for adjusting
stocking rates on a seasonal basis. When there is an abundance of forage, a
temporary nonrenewable permit can be agreed upon by the rancher and the Area
Manager. In seasons of drought, adjustments must be made to reduce stocking
to prevent damage to the resource. These management options are explained on
page 2-17 of the DEIS. The management policy (as explained in Response 6-1)
to hold in nonuse the difference between the survey capacity and the prefer-
ence capacity will facilitate the needed management flexibility to allow
permit holders and Area Managers to make seasonal adjustments.



i

STATE OF UTAH COMMENTS
KAHAB/ESCALAHTE GRAZING MANAGEMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

GENERAL COMMENTS

The State appreciates the magnitude of analyzing livestock grazing

on almost three million acres, involving 212 grazing allotments. Generally,

the Bureau has done a conrendable job In attempting such a large and compre-

hensive undertaking. However, there are several areas of concern which the

following comments address:

First, several sections of the document approach grazing on the public

lands from a negative, rather than a positive, viewpoint. For example,

page 1-2 states that it is 8LM's responsibility to help stabilize that portion

of the livestock Industry that uses the public lands. BLM will fulfill this

responsibility by providing for the orderly use, Improvement, development and

en rehabilitation of the public lands for livestock grazing consistent with the

Taylor Grazing Act's and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act's (FLPMA)

mandates of sustained yield and multiple use. This 1s a positive statement

of purpose, however, the State is concerned with the negative approach BLM

suggests should be taken to achieve that purpose. For example, page 1-1

states that BLM will take actions to overcome existing problems 1n livestock

forage condition and production. The State concedes that some of these

problems exist but feels BLM should have a wider perspective, one that would

include livestock forage conditions and production but also address other

rangeland problems. That is, BLM should focus on the allocation of range

resources and the correction of problems where they may exist. Approaching

the problem in this manner not only would be more beneficial to the correction

of rangeland problems but also consistent with the stated goals of the Taylor

Grazing Act and FLPMA, as expressed on pages 1-2 of the EIS.
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In addition, the report notes in two separate sections that agricul-

tural lands are declining, inferring that agricultures importance to the

area's economy Is declining. However, this is not the case. Although

it can be argued that agricultural production in the area is declining,

many of the people in the area still depend heavily on agriculture for

their livelfhood and this dependence will continue in the future. More-

over, statistics indicate that agriculture has a multiplier effect of

3..4 in this State, which further shows agricultures importance to a local

I economy, particularly the Kanab/Escalante area.

Second, the BLH policy concerning livestock adjustments states that

any adjustments must be consistent with the data on which the adjustments

are based. Therefore, any adjustments made in the Kanab/Escalante area

must be consistent with the data collected from that area. However, sections

of the report are not compatible with the above policy. For example, pages

1-2 and 2-4 state that BLH's ocular reconnaissance survey merely provides an

estimate of the amount of forage presently available for livestock and wild-

life and that these are baseline figures to be used to develop the alloca-

tions of the rangeland resources. Nevertheless, pages 2-4 and 2-10 state

that available livestock forage is one percent under the past average active

authorized use and that livestock grazing would be adjusted to the supply

based on the above survey.

Furthermore, the confidence of the survey is never stated or discussed

which implies that the survey provides an accurate level of the grazing

capacity. However, the accuracy of the survey Is only within a plus or

minus 10 to 15 percent. Therefore, the State recommends that BLH should use

Reipome 25-2
The only implications (page 3-16 of the DEIS), based on historical

trends, are that agriculture has been playing a declining economic role in
the K/E araa , not that the importance of agriculture has been diminished for
those who are still in business.

Although there may be an agricultural multiplier of 3.4 for the State of
Utah, it is inclusive of all forms of agriculture, not just livestock, and It
applies to the State as a whole, not any one region. As such, the multiplier
effect cited is not validly applied to the K/E area. There not being a
reliable multiplier for the K/E region, none was used. To use any number
arbitrarily would be misleading.

Response 25-3

As explained in Appendix 12 of the DEIS, the capacity estimates are only

valid at the time of the survey. Continuous monitoring and evaluation is

necessary to follow up a survey and adjust the initially established grazing

capacities.

-2-



©

I

!

this survey merely as a starting point, that the confidence level of the

ocular reconnaissance survey should be included in the final EIS to avoid

inaccurate conclusions and that livestock adjustments should be consistent

with the reliability to that data.

Third, the discussion on erosion problems and control is misleading.

Geologic erosion has always occurred in this area and will continue to occur

in the future regardless of whether livestock grazing is present. Further,

wind erosion is particularly prevalent in areas that contain sandy soils,

such as the Kanab area. Therefore, the final EIS should Include a discus-

sion on geologic and wind erosion to 3void the misimpression that erosion

is due solely to livestock grazing.

Additionally, the document discusses the soil surface factor and the

method used to determine the erosion class. Erosion condition classes are

listed as stable, slight, moderate, critical or severe based on a numerical

value. These classes are needed to ascertain the extent of erosion, however,

the further subdivision of these classes is impractical. For example, the

column heading for soil movement calls for the examiner to choose between a

numerical rating of 0-3. If there is no visual evidence of movement, how

could there be a difference between and 3 in numerical ratings? The State

suggests that, to avoid impractical requirements on the examiner, sub-classi-

fications such as these should be eliminated. Also, there is no provision for

taking into account wind erosion.

Fourth, according to the statement at the beginning of Appendix 1, the

specific management tables are the base recommendations of Alternative Five,

the preferred alternative. Page 2-10, paragraph 3, states that proposed

vegetation treatments for the preferred alternative would add 3,360 AUMs of

livestock forage on 51,887 acres. However, the Appendix 1 tables indicate

Response 25-4

As explained on page 3-12 of the DEIS, salt production and high sediment
yields in the K/E EIS area are the result of natural geologic erosin pro-
cesses rather than accelerated erosion processes which occur primarily from

the activities of man or animals. This is reiterated on page 3-14 of the

DEIS, on which page the Five County Association of Government 208 Water
Quality Peport is referenced, stating that large sediment loads and high
total dissolved solids in the K/E area are attributed to natural occurrences
rather than being man caused.

Wind erosion and its contribution is covered on page 3*8, table 3-4, and
page 3-12 of the DEIS. Due to a lack of baseline data for wind erosion, and

since a comparable analysis of the impacts to soils from wind erosion in the

six alternatives would not be very significant (table 3-4 of the DEIS), wind
erosion was not analyzed in depth.

Additionally, the amount of change in wind erosion would be proportion-

ate to the amount of change in soil cover, whether vegetative or rock mantle,

and would not lend significant additional support in the comparative analysis

of alternative management proposals.

Response 25-5
, , . .

.

_

Because the Soil Surface Factor (SSF) is a numerical ranking of the

erosion condition class, there are 100 points of reference in seven soil

erosion condition elements to make this subjective evaluation more readily

quantifiable. The column reference in your comment is only one of live

columns that evaluates degrees of soil movement. BLM Manual 7317 and fon.

7310-12 offer the examiner a wide range of 14 points, from no visual evidence

of movement to subsoil exposed over much of the area (may have embryonic

dunes and wind scoured depressions). BLM believes this wider range is more

conducive to accurate examination than a system without the subclasslf (ca-

tions.

Response 25-G
The 91,894-acre figure in Appendix 1 includes more acres of treatment

than are necessary to balance pastures. This is explained in the text on
page 2-15, and in the footnote on page Al-29 of the DEIS. In the Zion Plan-
ning Unit, the acreage shown in the Land Treatment and Acres column (66,272
acres) is also more than is necessary to balance pastures. The Alternative 5
treatment total (51,887 acres), shown on page 2-10 of the 0EIS, includes only
those acres of the Zion Planning Unit that are necessary to balance pastures.
The 52,557 acres of treatment (51,887 acres of seedings and 670 acres of
spraying) were those considered 1n the impact analysis (pages 4-16, 4-17, and
4-19 of the DEIS).
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there is a total of 91,894 acres proposed for treatment. And, It appears

from reading the information in the tables, that the 91,894 figure is

accurate as to the actual acres of land treatment being proposed under the

preferred alternative. Therefore, the difference between the 51,887 acre

figure on page 2-10 and the 91,894 acre figure in Appendix 1 needs to be

clarified.

Fourth, although the tables in Appendix 1 provide vital information,

they do not provide all the information needed to properly analyze the

impacts of the proposal. For instance, the licensed or actual use figures,

together with the trend data by allotment, should be shown. This could

either be the apparent trend information or the trend data from photo

trend plots, if available. In addition, the percentage change between the

surveyed AUMs and the actual use should be shown.

The following is a discussion of each of the planning units presented

in the tables of Appendix 1 to illustrate why the above information should

be included.

Canaan .'-'ountain Unit

This Unit lists 22 allotments, 19 of which show licensed use. In com-

paring the licensed use with surveyed AUMs, the table shows that on 13 of

the 19 allotments, the licensed use is the same as, or within plus or minus

10 or 15 percent of, the surveyed AUMs. But, to obtain trend information,

one nust turn to Appendix 10 and sort through all of the allotments for the

entire environmental statement area. This is very confusing and time consum-

ing. If the difference between the licensed use and the surveyed AUMs along

with trend information were discussed in detail, a truer picture, and one

quite different from comparing the surveyed AUMs with the preference AUMs,

I would emerge concerning actual use, range condition and trend.

Responses 25-7

As discussed on page 4-2, Assumption 7, and pages A20-5 and A20-6 of the

DEIS, past active authorized use or actual use was used as a baseline for

those allotments for which that information was available. For those eight

allotments for which active authorized use or actual use was lacking or

unreliable, the surveyed capacity was assumed to reflect the true forage

production under proper grazing. Before the final decision is made on each

allotment, additional coordination and cooperation with the ranchers and

other interested parties will be necessary to finalize the AHPs. See

Response 5-7.

Response 25-8

Table 1 of Appendix 1 under the present situation in the Canaan Mountain
Unit lists 18 allotments, not 22. The Area Manager's recommendation on the

same table considers 19 allotments, one of which is proposed for no grazing.

The licensed use is proposed licensed use, not present licensed use, and is

not relevant for analysis purposes.

The present licensed use for all allotments is contained in the files of

the BLM Dixie, Kanab, and Escalante Resource Area Offices and is not included

in the tables of Appendix 1. The analysis of impacts was not limited merely
to the difference between licensed use and the survey and trend information.

As explained in detail in Appendix 20 of the DEIS, livestock forage condition,
vegetation type, composition, present and potential forage production, and
the capability of the soils to respond to management were additional elements
examined in the analysis.

-4-
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Paria Planning Unit

There are 26 allotments listed 1n Table 5 of Appendix 1. Out of

these 26 allotments, actual use or licensed data is available on 20 of

the allotments. Out of these 20, surveyed AUMs exceed the licensed or

actual use AUMs on 13 allotments. This 1s important information and

should be presented in the document.

Vermilion Planning Unit

Table 7 lists 73 allotments in this Unit. Out of those 73, licensed

or actual use data is available on 55 of the allotments. On five of the

allotments, the licensed use equals the surveyed data and on four other

allotments, the surveyed AUMs are higher than the licensed use. However,

on 45 of the allotments, the licensed use is more than the survey data by

a substantial margin, in most cases exceeding 15 to 20 percent. This is

important information and should be contained in the document.

Further, only 8,000 acres in this planning unit are recommended for

some kind of range improvement. But, even though this planning unit appears

to have more problems from a carrying capacity standpoint, there are additional

allotments in this area whose potential for improvement is '/ery good. For

example, no land treatment acres are Identified for Buck Pasture on Harri-s

Mountain though the soils are good and the potential for seedings is excellent.

Also, there is existing seeding of intermediate wheatgrass on private land,

which is probably producing approximately 1,500 pounds of forage per acre.

In addition, no land treatment is proposed on the Kinnlkinnic Allotment. Yet,

some private land h?s been developed in this area by dozing over the Pinyon

and Juniper trees. It 1s evident from this private undertaking that the poten-

tial for development is there even though the sandy soils would necessitate

Response 25-9
, , . . . .

As auctioned in Response 25-8, no licensed or actual use information is

shown in Appendix 1 of the DEIS. However, the Kanab Resource Area files do

show 1« allotments with surveyed capacity exceeding licensed use. This was

considered in the analysts, as Indicated in Assumption 7 on page 4-2 of the

DEIS.

Response 25-10

See Response 25-9. In the Vermilion Unit, 17 allotments have a survey

capacity greater than average active authorized use, and 46 allotments have a

survey capacity less than average active authorized use. The residual al ot-

eents are considered potentially suitable and require certain water deve op-

nents before the available forage can be authorized for livestock grazing.

Response 25-11
Although only 8,025 acres of vegetation treatments are proposed in the

Vermilion Unit, specific size and location of treatments and rangeland devel-
opments will require site specific soils analysis, archaeological clearances,
threatened and endangered plant and animal clearances, and design of a speci-
fic management system. As explained in Response 5-3, all of this will
require additional coordination and cooperation with the permittees and other
interested parties. The acreage could increase or decrease, depending on

further investigation.

-5-



some special consideration. No treatment 1s Identified for the Sink Hole

Allotment either, yet there are heavy stands of Pinyon-Juniper which offer

good potential, for chaining or burning.

These examples are not exhaustive. There are also other areas that

offer potential for range improvement which should be identified.

Zion Unit

This unit contains 58 allotments. Actual or licensed use information

1s available on 38 of the allotments. The surveyed AUMs exceed the licensed

or actual use on only 10 of the allotments . On the remaining 28, the licen-

sed or actual use exceeded the surveyed data by a substantial margin. This

unit also contains much of the area being proposed for land treatment, approxi-

mately 66,000 acres, and the State agrees that the potential Is great for land

treatment practices in this planning unit, particularly Pinyon-Juniper chaining.

. Escalante Resource Unit

CDO This planning area contains 30 allotments and 1s the only unit in which

the State has photo trend information available. On 12 of the allotments the

surveyed AUMs exceed the past licensed or actual use. On one of the allot-

ments, the surveyed AUMs are the same as the past licensed or actual use. On

17 of the allotments, the licensed or actual use exceed the surveyed AUMs.

Permanent photo trend plots have been established In 15 of the allotments.

Most plots were established 1n 1967 and photos have been taken on a regular

basis through 1979. An evaluation of the photos taken at these plots by the

8LM indicate that the trend Is static on four allotments, down on nine allot-

ments, and two allotments have insufficient data to determine trend.

.5.
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(However, of the IS allotments with photo trend plots, there appears to be some

inconsistencies among the survey data, the trend data and the actual use data

on the following seven allotments:

Actual Use Surveyed Percent

AUMs AUHs Chance

-34

Trend

1,346 895 Static

898 1,040 + 16 Static

1,642 2,028 +24 Down

2,867 3,077 + 7 Down

5,021 4,101 -18 Static

304 358 +18 Down

1 ,437 1,600 +11 Static

Allot-ent

Circle Cliffs
Alvey Wash
Forty-Mile Ridge

Last Chance
Loner Cattle
Mudholes
Seda

On the Circle Cliffs .Allotment, the actual use AUMs are 1,346 but the

survey shows 895 AUHs. This indicates a reduction of 34 percent yet the trend

data shows the allotment is in static condition. On the Forty-Mile Ridge

Allotment, the actual use AUHs are 1,642 but the survey shows 2,028 AUMs.

This indicates an increase of 24 percent yet the trend data shows down. The

sara situation exists for Last Chance Allotment and the Mud Holes Allotment.

Further, this information also points out that the surveyed AUMs can be at

least plus or minus fifteen percent from what the actual carrying capacity

cay be. These inconsistences can be resolved only after thoroughly evaluating.

the range condition and trend over time with good actual use Information and

must be resolved before grazing adjustments, either up or down, are made.

As a general observation, If photo trend information Is available

for other allotments. It should be presented in the document and discussed

along with the apparent trend information. This includes the available

photo trend information on the Escalante allotments.

Specific Comments

Page S-3

(u)T The fourth paragraph talks about the condition of the streams 1n the area.

®

Response 25-12
The survey indicated that all seven of the listed allotments are in

static condition. However, trend, actual use, and the survey were not the

only elements considered in the analysis of impacts. As mentioned in

Response 25-8 and Appendix 20 of the DEIS, condition, type, composition,

present and potential forage production, and soils capability were additional

*lemf-nts f.'jn'j i dVrw] in the analysis.

The actual use AUMs In your table reflect actual use on lands, which

includes private and State lands. The actual use AUMs considered in the

analysis were actual use on Federal lands only. The acreage comparisons, as

shown in Appendix 1 of the DEIS, were all Federal acres. This is indicated

in each table of the Appendix. Comparisons on a percentage basis cannot be

made using data from total acreage compared to Federal acreage.

BLM recognizes that there are some inconsistencies, and therefore the

jionitoring and evaluating studies as explained on page 2-16 of the DEIS will

be carried out to adjust the stocking rates up or down as the studies Indi-

cate.

Response 25-13
As explained on page A20-6 of the DEIS, apparent trend Information was

gathered in the BLH survey of 1975-1977. On those allotments with sufficient
replication of trend studies, analysis considered the actual trend data.
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pointing out that few streams support, or have the capacity of supporting,

populations of sport fish because of their present condition. The State

concedes that the present condition of the streams limit productivity, but

this section should be clarified so as not to indicate that this condition

_is due solely to livestock grazing.

The fifth paragraph indicates that presently overlapping seasons of

use between hikers and livestock grazing contribute to land use conflicts.

However, the conflicts between hikers and livestock is more imagined than

real because, if the livestock were completely removed from the rivers, the

vegetation would soon increase to a point where it would be almost impossible

for anyone to hike along the river bottoms.

Page S-8, Alternative 5

Alternative 5 states that existing livestock use would be adjusted to

the supply of available forage as determined by the range survey. As our

cements stated earlier, the range survey is an estimate of the carrying

capacity and cannot be used as the sole basis for the allocation of range

forage. Particularly, it cannot be used with any accuracy greater than plus

or minus 10 to 15 percent. This should be stated in the document.

Page S-9, Alternative 2

Alternative 2 states that if livestock grazing were eliminated, there

would be no increase in erosion. However, as stated earlier, much of the

erosion is due to geologic and wind factors and will occur regardless of

whether livestock grazing continues in the area. This is not to say that

some of the erosicn problems are not due to livestock grazing. However, all

erosion cannot be attributed to livestock grazing.

Response 25-14
Livestock grazing Is the primary cause of limited stream productivity In

the K/E E1S area. Information obtained from UDWR indicates that wildlife
nunbers are low In the area, and therefore have only limited impacts on
streambank erosion and stream productivity. See Responses 3-7. 3-21. awl
3-23.

Response 25-15
The fifth paragraph of page S-3 1n the DEIS is only a summary of the

existing situation concerning present land use conflicts in Outstanding
Natural Areas and Recreation Areas. Due to overlapping seasons of use (Appen-
dix 19 of the DEIS), livestock/recreationist conflicts are occurring with
existing management and are indicated in the Escalante Unit Resource Analysis.
Hajor conflicts Include degradation of water quality and the presence of
feces and associated odors. See Response 9-6.

Response 25-16
See Response 25-1. Page S-8 of the DEIS 1s a summary page, and as such

the descriptions are shorter than in other chapters. However, as on page
2-10 of the DEIS, the allocation is considered initial, and with monitoring
studies, adjustments will be made as needed to meet management goals.

Response 25-17
Page S-9 of the DEIS is a summary page, and as such is onlv a brief
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Page 2-8, Section 8

hoped that key species for wildlife and livestock would be

the evaluation of desirable forage species for management goals.

Page 2-11 , Paragraph 7

The State totally agrees with and supports the removal of all wild

horses from the Kanab area.

Page 2-13, Last Paragraph

The State agrees with the statement that these less desirable stands

cover about 65.6 percent of the Kanab area and are fire dependent ecosystems

that are not responsive to grazing management systems alone. However, the

State encourages further explanation of the fire dependence, particularly

in reference to the pinyon-juniper communities because in many areas, simply

taking the livestock off these ranges would not improve the areas.

Page 2-15, First Paragraph

The State supports the concept of burning to control some of the woody

species such as sagebrush and pinyon-juniper. We also encourage more emphasis

on the possibility of, and the desirability of, burning many of the pinyon-

juniper stands where there is an adequate understory to carry fire.

Page 2-15, Paragraph 5

Proposed seed mixtures are mentioned for range developments. These

mixtures also should be mentioned in the Rangeland Management decision document.

Page 2-16, Monitoring and Study

Ql) [ Is the 50 percent of the current annual growth only on key species?

Page 2-19, Table 2-5

Table 2-5 presents apparent trend information. Apparent trend information

is also presented in Appendix 10. This information should be combined 1n a

more usable fashion where it can be directly compared against the preference

_AUMs, the actual use AUMs, and the surveyed AUHs such as In Appendix 1.

-9-
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Response 25-18
Key species for wildlife and livestock would be included in the evalua-

tion of desirable forage species.

Response 25-19
The unresponsiveness of pinyon-juniper to removal of livestock or tc

grazing systems is discussed on page 4-10 of the OEIS.

Response 25-20

Because of the following problems associated with burning/seeding treat-
ments in pinyon-juniper stands, burning and burning/seeding treatments wculd
generally be restricted to sagebrush stands:

Martin (1978, Proceedings of the Western Juniper Eco logy and Management
Workshop

,
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experiment

Station, Portland Oregon) and Wright et al. (1979, The Role and Use of Tire
i n Sagebrush - G rass and Pinyon-Junip er Plant Communities - A State of the
Art Review , USDA Forest Service, Inlermountai n Forest Service and Range
Experiment Station, Ogden, Utah) indicate that closed stands of pinyon-
juniper will not carry a fire well except under severe fire conditions (more
hazardous than is acceptable), and as the height of the tree increases, the
kill success decreases. In fact, literature indicates that trees greater
than 4 feet high will not be killed consistently. Other literature (Roundy
et al., 1978) indicates that burning of pinyon-juniper will decrease water
infiltration rates, which may lead to increased sedimentation. However, on
those areas where soils, fuel conditions, and weather conditions are favor-
able, burning of pinyon-juniper would be considered.

Response 25-21

Management goals would be based on evaluation of key species that are
representative of desirable forage species. This is explained In the descrip-
tion of Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 on pages 2-8, 2-9, 2-11, and 2-12 of the
DEIS.

Response 25-22
Table 2-5 of the DEIS (a summary of impacts table by alternative) is for

the public and management to use in comparing the anticipated changes that
would result from implementation of any of the six alternatives. It is a
summary of the allotment analysis summary in Appendix 10. A detailed anal-
ysis of the expected changes by environmental component and by alternative
can be found in Chapter 4 of the OEIS. The methodology used in analysis of
Impacts is explained 1n detail in Appendix 20 of the OEIS.
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Page 3-12, Last Paragraph

The text mentioned a reference to Thomas et al. (1979), in which the

primary cause of streambank erosion is listed as concentrations of live-

stock and wildlife. Because of the current low big game numbers in the

Kanab/Escalante area, we know of no such concentrations and thus, wild-

life cannot be one of the prime causes of streambank erosion 1n that area.

This condition should be acknowledged in the EIS.

Page 2-23

The report Indicates that unfavorable impacts on recreational quality

in the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area along the Escalante River would

result if Alternative 4, 5, or 6 is implemented. Although this may be true

for a very small percentage of those using the Escalante River, it is not

ti-ue for the majority. Therefore, this section requires further explanation.

Page 3-26, Paragraph 2

This paragraph states that three of the eight vegetative types support

the greatest species diversity of wildlife. It should be noted that riparian

_ habitat Is the most important in supporting this diversity.

Page 3-5

In the first paragraph it states that permanent established plots and/or

transects to measure range, trend, and condition have been established and

read on some allotments. Where this data is available, it should be presented

in the EIS to indicate its relation to the actual use information, and the

_ surveyed AUMs.

This page also states that the apparent trend indicates that 90 percent

of the area is static, with 7 percent up and 3 percent down. Granted, apparent

trend is a one-time look at the range and does not evaluate or measure trend

Response 25-23
This has been corrected on page 3-12 as shown in the addendura of this

volume. See Responses 3-7, 3-21, and 3-23.

Repsonse 25-24
The unfavorable impacts identified for recreational quality along the

Escalante River in the GCHRA under Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 are based on

substantial AUH increases in allotments along the river. A 1,638-AUH

increase in Alternative 4 and a 2,458 AUM increase in Alternatives 5 and 6

would Increase the number of livestock that would concentrate in Escalante

Canyon, Harris Wash, Twenty-Five Mile Wash, and Coyote Wash. With increased

numbers of livestock, the probability of livestock/recreationist conflicts

would increase.

For further details concerning the existing environment and Impact

analysis see pages 3-41 ind 4-88 through 4-97 of the DEIS.

Response 25-25
Page 3-26 has been changed as shown in the addendum of this volume.

Response 25-26

As explained on page A20-6 of Appendix 20 in the DEIS, actual trend on

allotments was used in the analysis when it was available. See Response 25-8

and Assumption 7 on page 4-2 of the DEIS.

Response 25-27
See Responses 7-9, 22-1, and 25-24.

-10-
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over tine but, It fs an Indication of the health of the range in general,

and should be more thoroughly evaluated In relationship to the actual

use occurring In that area.

Page 3-20, Last Paragraph

The Division of Wildlife Resources reported Peregrine Falcon

sightings near Kanab on December 15, 1979, and at Lone Rock in Wahweap

Bay during 1979 and 1980 in the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area.

Page 3-29, Paragraph 2

In the statement on the number of AUMs of forage for desert bighorns,

1t should be noted that a considerable amount of forage also exists for

these animals in Capitol Reef National Park immediately adjacent to the BLH

land.

Page 3-30, Table 3-9

In the mule deer section, three browse species are mentioned (bi tterbrush,

mountain mahogany and cliffrose) but only bitterbrush is listed on Page 2-8,

No. 8; Page 2-9, No. 7; Page 2-11, No. 8; and 2-13, No. 5 as a key species.

It is hoped that mahogany and cliffrose will be Included in a more complete

list of key species. Further, the same table reveals a conflict between-

desert bighorn sheep and wild horses. Our information shows that there are

no horses in Moody Canyon. Horses are found several miles South In Cow Canyon

along the Escalante River. In addition, Page 4-57, paragraph 2; Page 4-60, para-

graph 1; Page 4-62, paragraph 2; Page 4-65, paragraph 6; Page 4-63, paragraph 4;

and Page 4-70, paragraph 5, also contain references to the wild horse/desert

bighorn conflict. The State recognizes the potential conflict between desert

bighorn and horses and supports the BLM in their efforts to remove the few

Response 25-28
We appreciate the additional information concerning the sightings of

peregrine falcon in the K/E area. This information has been included on page
3-20, as shown in the addendum of this volume.

Response 25-29
This addition has been Bade on page 3-29, as shown in the addendum of

this volume.

Response 25-30
The key species discussed on pages 2-8, 2-9, 2-11, and 2-13 of the DEIS

are key species for livestock and are not key species for wildlife. Mountain
mahogany and cliffrose may be considered when the AMP is developed.

Response 25-31
According to BLM personnel, horses and horse sign have been observed in

the Moody Canyon Allotment. Although the Moodies Canyon area does not appear
to be a primary use area of the wild horses, a spring in that area is some-
times utilized during periods of drought.

Response 25-32

The proposal to remove wild horses is not based entirely on the presence
of bighorn sheep; it also reflects concern over the effects of yearlong
grazing on the vegetation resources and the availability of water, especially
during dry periods. Water appears to be a factor Uniting habitat use
because springs appear to be the only reliable source of water. Sec page
3-34 of the DEIS.

-11-
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ferel horses from the Escalante area. However, we do not agree that such

removal should be strictly coupled to bighorn management. Justification for

a removal program should also be based on the damage to fragile riparian

areas and water sources.

Page 3-32, Table 3-10

1. Blue grouse do not inhabit high elevation areas year long. They

typically exhibit a "reverse migration" wintering in high elevation conifers,

and move to lower elevations for breeding and nesting. Typically, male

breeding territories are established in transitional areas where clumps of

mountain brush are interspersed with open grasslands. Males commence upward

migration immediately following breeding. Hens typically nest near the

breeding territories and slowly migrate upward with their broods.

2. It is difficult to imagine that "overhunting" has reduced quail

populations in the areas. As with all upland game, the key to quail abund-

ance is habitat, particularly the riparian zones within the grazing unit.

Volumes of research have established that quail populations normally fluctuate

in response to short-term factors, such as severe winters, and that long-term

population trends mirror the trend of habitat.

3. During summer and fall, chukar distribution 1s strongly influenced

by available water, but chukars are adaptable to almost any type of water

source from seeps to streams. Chukar distribution 1s not limited by lack of

suitable "riparian habitat," but may be limited by the availability of surface

water.

4. No mention is made of either the mourning dove or the band-tailed

pigeon, both of which nest In the area.

Page 3-33, Table 3-11

The flathead minnow should be corrected to fathead minnow ( Plmephales

pronielas ).

-12-

Response 25-33
Pages 3-10 and 3-32 have been changed as shown In the addendua of Ihit

volume.

Response 25-34
Pages 3-10 and 3-32 have been changed as shown in the addendua of this

volume.

Response 25-35

Table 3-10 on page 3-32 has been changed as shown In the addendua of

this volume.

Response 25-36
No impacts to mourning doves or band-tailed pigeons were identified

during the analysis of the six alternatives. Therefore, these species were

not included in the DEIS.

Response 25-37

The text has been changed to read "fathead einnow" as shown in the

addendum of this volume.
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Page 3-39. Table 3-13

The Division of Wildlife Resources officially designates cougar hunting

as small game hunting. Therefore, cougar hunting Is authorized by the posses-

sion of a small game license and cougar permit. With the planned developments

due to population growth 1n Utah, the recreational use 1n the EIS area should

Increase. Therefore, the question of wildlife recreational values needs to

be addressed more fully in the EIS..

Page 3-36, 3-37, 3-41

These pages discuss the visual quality of the riparian areas and talk

about land use conflicts between hikers and livestock. The State does not

agree that the quality of the riparian zones has been significantly affected

by livestock grazing. The conflict that 1s occurring between hikers and

livestock is not that significant. There are those backpackers who object

to livestock use in the riparian zones, but there are those who realize that

grazing serves a purpose. Without grazing along the river bottoms, it would

be impossible in a few years to hike along the Escalante River or other rivers.

This type of information should be discussed along with the information pre-

sented on the conflicts.

Pace 3-42

This page discusses grazing in areas that are being considered for wilder-

ness designation. Even though the document states that existing grazing uses

may continue in the same manner and degree as that conducted on October 21, 1976,

1t is important to understand the intent of Congress as it relates to grazing

in wilderness areas. Congressional intent concerning grazing in wilderness

areas 1s clearly outlined in House Report No. 96-617, which states:

"This includes the establishment of normal range allotments

and allotment management plans. Furthermore, wilderness

designation should not prevent the maintenance of existing

fences or other livestock management Improvements, nor the

Response 25-38
In table 3-13, Major Recreational Activities, on page 3-39, "although

some cougar hunting occurs" has been deleted under Opportunities for Big Game
Hunting, and "and cougar" has been added under Opportunities for Small Game
Hunting, as shown 1n the addendum of this volume.

The K/E OEIS only addressed the six grazing management alternatives
outlined on pages 2-1 through 2-12. Impacts to recreational resources fro»
proposed projects and corresponding population growth were not addressed.

Response 25-39

See Responses 3-7 and 9-6.

Response 25-40
See Response 7-1.

-13-
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Page 4-7

construction and maintenance of new fences or improve-
ment which are consistent with the allotment management
plans and/or necessary for the protection of the range..."

"The maintenance of supporting facilities, existing in
an area prior to its classi ficai ton as wilderness (includ-
ing fences, line cabins, water wells and lines, stock,
tanks, etc.) is permissible in wilderness. Where practical
alternatives do not exist, maintenance or other activities
may be accomplished through the occasional use of motorized
equipment. .

."

"The replacement or construction of deteriorated facilities
existing in an area prior to its classificaiton as wilder-
ness (including fences, line cabins, water wells and lines,
stock, tanks, etc.) is permissible in wilderness. Where
practical alternatives do not exist, maintenance or other
activities may be accomplished through the occasional use
of motorized equipment..."

"The replacement or construction of deteriorated facilities
or improvements should not be required to be accomplished
using natural materials, unless the material and labor costs
of using natural materials are such that their use would not
impose unreasonable additional costs on grazing permittees..."

"The construction of new improvements or replacement of deter-
iorated facilities in wilderness is permissible If in accord-
ance with those guidelines and management plans governing the
area involved..."

Continuing present management would not necessarily cause an increase

/JN in number of areas in downward trend. As the present trend data indicates,

only 3 percent of the area Is in a downward trend at this time, 90 percent Is

static and 7 percent is in an upward trend.

Page 4-9, Alternative 2

The elimination of livestock grazing would not, in all cases, cause

significant improvements in condition and trend of livestock forage species.

(«) For example, in pinyon-juniper areas, these stands are generally fire depend-

ent and the removal of livestock would not reverse the successlonal trend to

a closed community of pinyon-juniper.

Response 25-41

Because 90 percent of the livestock forage is in static trend, that
class would most likely change trend class. As Cook (1966) found (pages 4-7
and 4-8 of the DEIS), excessive defoliation of grasses leads to reduced vigor
and subsequently increases their susceptibility to the competition from other
plants. Since litter accumulation and vigor of desirable forage species are
used to indicate trend, and since they would be affected by continuation of
present management, it would be most likely that the total acreage in a
downward trend would increase in the long term.

Trend is a measure of the change in livestock forage condition, and as a
result of early spring use and utilization of forage species beyond proper
physiological limits, a slight decline in livestock forage condition would be
expected.

Response 25-42
Elimination of livestock grazing would not in all cases cause improve-

nent in condition and trend of livestock forage species. However, as ex-
plained on pages 4-9 and 4-10 of the OEIS, on those allotments in which there
is not a dominant undesirable overstory (such as pinyon-juniper) and where
significant composition of desirable forage species exists, forage condition
would be expected to increase.

Utilization by livestock would be eliminated under Alternative 2. This
would improve vigor and seedling establishment because of an increased oppor-
tunity to complete growth and the reproductive processes. Allotments com-
posed primarily of pinyon-juniper or other dominant woody species would not
be expected to improve ir, forage condition.

-14-



I

en

Pace 4-17, Paragraph 4

This paragraph identified 52,557 acres of proposed treatment. This

conflicts with the 51,887 acres stated on Page 2-10 and the 91,894 acre

figures found in the tables of Appendix 1. Therefore, a clarification of

these conflicts is needed.

Pace 4-18

The third paragraph states that some initial Improvement would occur

as a result of the reduction in the level of livestock use from 68,895 AUMs

© to 68,298 AUMs. This provides only a 1 percent adjustment. It 1s very

doubtful whether a 1 percent change in the grazing level would provide an

improvement.

Pace 4-53

Ho details of the sources of big game AUMs are given in the EIS nor are

details provided on key forage species. This information 1s vital for manage-

@ ment of the area because 96 percent of the big game range 1s 1n fair to poor

condition (Page S-3) and 96 percent of the critical habitat is in fair to

poor condition (page 3-29).

Pace 4-54, Paragraph 3

This section states that, "due to the present over-allocation of livestock

forage, low plant vigor and poor quality forage, deer habitat continues to

decline...". This statement needs to be explained 1n light of Page 4-54, para-

graph 3, which states that adequate forage exists for deer and the largest

share of big game forage allocations Is for deer (Table 1-2).

Page A18-1, Appendix 18

This Appendix appears to contain an error in that no critical riparian

area conflicts are indicated. Conversations with the BLM district office in

@ Cedar City indicate that all allotments with critical antelope fawning and

critical deer fawning will also include critical riparian areas. Therefore,

this Appendix should be corrected.

-15-
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Response 25-43

The 52,557 acres of proposed treatments include all proposed treatments

in Alternative 5, including spraying sagebrush on 670 acres that have enough

residual perennial grasses to not require seeding (page 2-10 of the DEIS).

The 51.887 acres (page 2-10 of the DEIS) are the vegetation treatment acres

that would have seeding as well as manipulation of the existing vegetation.

The 91,894 acres of treatments proposed in the planning system (Appendix 1,

Specific Management) exceeded the acres needed to balance pastures. These

acres were cut back as explained in the last paragraph of page 2-15 and the

footnot* on page Al-23 of the DCiS.

Response 25-44

The reduction to carrying capacity, although only a 1-percent reduction,

would result in a slight improvement in rangeland condition. As stated on

page 4-18 of the DEIS, this slight improvement would result froa periodic

rest, reduction in capacity, and better livestock distribution.

Response 25-45

See Responses 3-9-, 3-10, 3-16, 3-17, and 3-18.

Response 25-46

See Response 3-31.

Response 25-47

See Responses 3-32.
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GARFIELD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
POSITION STATEMENT
July 21 . 1980

INTRODUCTION :

It is encumbent at the outset to express some genera I ! zed concerns relative

to the Bureau of Land Management, the presentation of the Draft Environmental
Statement and differences in philosophy. Our response to this draft document
has been colored to some small measure by these introductory thoughts.

CRAZING RIGHTS: We reject the concept as repeated throughout the

draft statcr-ent that the cattlemen have grazing "prtvi leges". We deny

the concept. Rather we submit that the cattlemen of our area and their
forebears have earned the right to run cattle on the range. The earlier
people of this area tamed and claimed the land, fought and died with the
Indians for the right to run their cattle. They developed the land, the

water resources and the plant life. They had a good ope rat ion in hand

,

long before the invention of the Bureau of Land Management. Some mistakes
had been made in grazing, but on balance there was a good, proper utilization
of the land.

MANAGEMENT POLICIES: For forty-five years, plus or minus, the

Bureau of Land Management has been administering the lands of the Kanab/

Escalante area. And yet, reading the draft statement submitted to us, It

ts apparent that the cond Ition of the range land administered by the Bureau

has deteriorated or rema ined static. There have been consistent surveys
nade with subsequent cuts in carrying capacity for the range. This Is not

a good picture for an agency that is charged with improving the range

quality that after forty-five years it is still calling for cuts in the

carrying-capacity of the range.

CPE0I8ILITY: The cattlemen of the

reference to the contracts and agreement
Bureau of Land Management. Historically
men have signed contracts and agreements

only to have the Bureau of Land Manageme
range and other aspects that were, in the

should the ranchers now expect the 8urea

responsive than they have been in the pa

these contracts going back over many yea

Land Management was committed to making
allotments held by the cattlemen if they

in the cattle on the range. The Bureau
after all of these years. Even some of
by the board without any token or attemp
set of circumstances In each contract

area have severe reservations with
s that they enter into with the

it has been found that the cattle-
honored their part of the agreement

nt renege on the improvements to the

agreement. The question comes, why

u to be any more responsible and

St. The Commission has seen some of

rs that indicates that the Bureau of

major improvements on the individual

would agree to a percentage cut-back

has yet to honor those commitments,
the earliest commitments have gone

t at carrying through on the agreed
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KA'IAS/ESCALANTE GRAZING EIS
GASFiaO COUNTY COMMISSION RESPONSE

RECOmENDATIOH :

The Garfield County Board of County Com™ ss loners respectfully submits that the

Alternative that would best assist the proper land utilization, range develop-
ment, economic growth and improvement of the cattle industry would be a cross
between Alternatives I and 6 with these components:

ALTERNATIVE #!:

ALTERNATIVE #6:

Initial I ivestock al location (AUHs) 107,708
Initial big game allocation (AUMs)

Initial other wildlife and resource
allocation (AUHs)

Initial wild horse allocation (AUMs)

Allotments with specific management 21

Allotments with continuous seasonal
management 183

Allotments unalloted and/or eliminated 6

Hiles of pipeline required 1 1*9

Number of storage tanks 39
Number of reservoirs 59
Number of wel Is 17

Number of spring developments 60
Number of water catchments 38

Number of cattle guards 12

Number of stocktrails 5

HI les of fence I 17

Acres of burning and seeding 31,388
Acres of spraying and seeding ^6,232
Acres of chaining and seeding 57,2^0
Acres of plowing and seeding 27, 835

Acres of burning 15,85*4

Acres of spraying 5,^56
Treatment AUMs 16,259
Management AUMs 3

it,190

Water and access development AUMs 6,258

K/WA3/ESCALANTE GRAZING EIS
GARFIELD COUNTY CCKMISSION RESPONSE

ECC.VOHIC IMPACTS :

COU'lTY: In the 1870's when Garfield County was first explored, settled
and developed, the cattle industry was the mainstay for the economy of the
entire area. This area was the beef-producer for the Mormon empire that was
being developed across the western United States. Cattle was the base for
the economy of the area. This remained true through the ig'lO's.

In the process the cattlemen moved out to new areas, developed the
water, wrested the land from primitive status and fought the Indians for
the right to use the land. This is apparent by a review across the area
of Kane and Garfield Counties where the cattlemen are presently running
cattle.

In the 1930*s the Congress of the United States in their infinite
wisdom that trrascends all human understanding decided because of some
minor abuse by some random cattlemen throughout the west that they had
to have a closer supervision over all of these lands. They developed a
bureau to supervise range management and deve lopment"- the Bureau of Land
Hanage-ent. In the late !9*)0's, through the 1950's there was a barely
perceptible program of cuts tempered with the promise of range improve-
ments. In the 1 360' s and 1970's this pattern was accelerated to an
extreme degree.

In the early ig60's agriculture was still the primary base
for the economy of Garfield County. That is no longer true. Through restrictive
manage~ent programs over the years, the Bureau of Land Management has been
able to cut the cattle industry to third place in importance in the economy
of Garfield County. There are less than a dozen cattlemen in the area now that
can claim ranching as the sole means of their livelihood whereas two decades
ago it was only means of support for virtually all of the cattlemen of the
area. This breakdown in the diversification of the economic base of the
county is to be decried. It Is most unfortunate. At this time, we would
appeal for a stronger emphasis to be made on upgrading the cattle industry
of the entire area.

RATIQ.'IALE FOR THE RECOMMENDATION :

The Garfield County Board of County Commissioners has predicated this recommendation

on a series of divergent data that touch in some instances and in other cases

have definite interface. All of the pieces of the data, however, create a

mosaic of concern for the on-going situation within the Kane and Garfield
Counties area.

The components for developing this recommendation are economic, credibility

of the Bureau of Land Management, survey procedures, key species factor,

wildlife management programs, Visual Resource Management, and grazing

management programs. n
[

RANCHERS: We wish to take exception to the data provided In the draft
Environmental Impact Statement. From our data, it Is apparent that the
preparers are not totally familiar with the current economic situation with
reference to the cattle industry.

The budget contained oo page 3-21 Is understated rather dramatically.
The expenses are too low also.

In determining our figures we interviewed cattlemen as to the current
market as well as the test period (December 1978 - January 1979). For our
purposes we used the classification of a small operation contained on page
3-19- There is a discrepancy between the test period and the current prices,
"berefore, we hava settled on the following:

Garfield County Commissioners

Response 26-1
See Response 24-1.
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colve3
yearling heifers
yearling steers
cows
bulls

80c/lb.
55c/lb.

75c/lb.
40«. lb.

$l,500/each

O

Working with the weights, nucbers and selling prices, we have arrived at a
totally different figure than that presented by .the Bureau of Land
Management in the EIS statement. For the purposes of this discussion,
ve have arbitrarily developed the following set of constants for a comparison
purpose.

Cattlemen's
Estimate

Category Herd Herd Ave. Selling Income
Total Sell Weight Price Total

Calves 12 10 A33 BOc $3,480
Yr. Heifers 3 1 800 55c 440
Yr. Steers 2 2 800 75c 1,200
Covs 16 2 920 40e 736
Bulls 1 ~ ~~ —

$5,856.

Calves 12 10 »3S 37 1/2C $1,631
Yr. Heifers 3 1 800 46c 368
Yr. Steers 2 ?. 800 14 c 224
-ovs 16 2 920 10c 184
Bulls 1

$2,407.

B.L.M.

Estimate

With reference to the total economy, a strong, active cattle Industry
develops a multiplier factor within the economy of U.$ times. For every
dollar a rancher brings to the area, it generates $^.50 in return throughout
the co-r-unity. Additionally, the ranchers have traditionally been incWnded
to shop at home and to keep the new dollars that they have generated cir-
culating throughout the ccunty.

CREDI3ILITY OF THE BUREAU OF LAHD MANAGEMENT :

As was mentioned in the Introduction, the Bureau of Land Management
has a crisis of credibility. The ranchers, the elected officials, the
people generally do not trust them, do not believe them. Repeatedly over
the years, the Bureau has entered into contracts with the ranchers with
premises for range deve lopment : fences, reservoirs, water catchments

,

burn and seedings, rail and reseedlngs and other types. Unfortunately,
these have not been carried through. The cattlemen have cut back on their
stock on the range in conformity with the agreement only to be disappointed
by the Bureau's inability to carry through on their commitments, their
promises. The blame has consistently been laid at the door of the Congress
of the Uni ted States.

It Is recommended by the Garfield County Board of County Commissioners
that prior to requiring any additional cuts by the Bureau of Land Management
that the Bureau would honor the past commitments. The ranchers should not be

required to live with past commitments made by them and not honored by the
Bureau. The Bureau is indebted to the ranchers and should honor that
coTTni tmen t

.

SURVEY PROCEDURES:

The price arrived at for the Bureau of Land Management comes from Gone very
rudir.entary arithmetic that takes the herd sell multiplied by the average
weight and divided by the price quoted on page 3-21. It Is apparent that
there is a vide discrepancy between the two sets of figures even with the
arbitrary herd sell. We could extend this argument throughout the entire
unit on economics, but suffice the example to serve as argument for the
whole

.

Ve must however ecphasize that the entirety of this report will have an
overwhelming impact on the economy of the individual ranchers as well a3
the county as a whole. The Bureau states on page 3-22, "The Implications
of these calculations are of pivotal economic importance." That is a
gross understatencnt. We would recor^end that greater attention be
directed to this entire area with special care toward the current market
and the future projections especially in light of the current crisis
situation in Texas and other areas of the southwest. This would be the
time for the local ranchers to be expanding their herds and picking up the
slack that will be resulting from the situation in the southwest. It is
our contention that flexibility should be written Into any final program
developed by the Bureau of Land Management.

©

The repeated changing of the survey procedures by the Bureau of Land

"anage~-ent Is confusing and wasteful . We contend that the surveys that have
been rr-ade since the inception of the Taylor Grazing Act should be Incorporated
into the f i ni shed product produced by the Bureau. The present survey apparent ly
does not inval Idate the previous I n format ion conta ined in the Parker Three-
Step Range Forage Survey. And yet, all of the data secured through this

r-ethod has been discarded. tt is apparent that the difference between the

present data and actual use is \%.

It is recommended by the Garfield County Board of County Commi ss toners

that no cuts should be imposed at all. Rather, the present AUMs should be

maintained with the understanding that subsequent cuts or additions should be

worked out between the ir!ividual cattlemen and the Area Manager for the

Bureau of Land Management. The cattlement have shown a sagacity in the use

and maintenance of the public lands that they have. It is apparent that they

realize that only proper utilization of the land will benefit them. It is our
contention that this attitude will prevail and that arbitrary cuts at this

time are uncalled for especially in light of the wise voluntary non-use that

has been taken by the cattlemen.

Response 26-2

See Response 24-2.

Response 26-3
See Response 24-3.
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/ILDL t rE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

The wildlife management programs on the public land should be developed
in a realistic ranner cognizant of the current utiliztton patterns of our
local citizenry. The wisdom of trying to bring the deer herds, the elk
herds and other wildlife groups to the apparent level prior to the pioneer's
introduction of cattle on the range is questionable. There is a great level

of non-conflicting utilization of the range between cattle and wildlife. The
big-horn sheep and the wild horses would be competition for the cattle. From
discussions, however, it would appear that the wild horse situation is being
re so I ved by natura 1 at tri t ion . Thus , we wou I d support no i n crease in the

big-horn sheep into the area, nor would we be happy with bringing wild horse
herds from the Hevada area of high concentration.

The Garfield County Board of County Commissioners would recommend that
there would be no major importation of wildlife to compete with the
existing cattle herds. We would not be adverse to improving the number
of deer and antelope throughout the county.

VISUAL RESCUPCE MANAGEMENT :.

With reference to Figure 3~5 in the E.I.S. statement, tljie Garfield
County Conni ss lone rs must take strong exception. First question that we have
is who determined the areas of VRM categories for Garfield County, when was this

^dcne and was It done in conjunction with a Public hearing. The areas surrounding
Escalante, and Boulder are classified as class I 5 tl VRM's - "Changes in any
of the basic elements caused by a management activity should not be evident
in the characteristic landscape. A contrast may be seen but should not
attract attention." This is too vague a definition for a descriptive
classification of Class II. We reject the implementation of these classifications
without further knowledge of their implications.

It is recommended by the Garfield County Commission that the classifi-
cations irposed in Garfield County for Visual Resource Management
be set aside pending public hearings relative to the standards to be imposed.-

CONCLUSION :

After a cursory review of the Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management Draft
Envi ronmenta 1 Impact Statement, the Garfield County Commission would recommend
the following to the Bureau of Land Management:

1. The first six elements contained in Alternative I should be

implemented; the last eighteen elements contained In Alternative
six should be implemented.

2. The commissioners feel that everything possible shold be done to
Improve the status of the cattle Industry in the Kanab/Escalante
Are* for the good of the economy of the Individual ranchers, The
county and the state.

KANA8/E5CALANTE GRAZING E|S
GARFIEuD COUNTY COMMISSION RESPONSE

3. No addi tionalcuts should be made to the ranchers until all past
commitments made to the ranchers have been honored by the 8ureau
of Land Management. If additional appropriations from the Congress
of the United States are needed, we would recommend that the Bureau
begin immediately to request such funds.

k. A standardized method of survey procedures should be implemented
and consistently used instead of the copstant changing of the survey
programs.

5. If there is importation of wildlife, it should not be of a major
nature to compete seriously with the existing cattle herds.
The importation of deer and antelope would not be protested; however,
we would severely question any wild horses brought into our area.

6. The VRM classifications for Garfield County should be suspended
pending a full-blown public hearing to explain the classification
system and the impacts to be Imposed on Garfield County by such a
class i ficat ion.

Qu^£z£
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Response 26-4

See Response 24-4.
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2. Calvin C. Johnson

3. Douglas Carroll

Escalante Hearing

4. Arthur Lyman

5. Gary Haws
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7. Anthony Coombs

8. Dell LeFevre

9. Wallace Woolsey

10. Dale Marsh

11. * Thurman Spencer

12. * Louise Liston

13. Robert Liston
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KANAB HEARING

Speaker Number 1

Comment 1-1

Of course, they chose the ocular reconnaissance Inventory method.

First, however, they waited until two things were favorable. They had to rid

the files of old ocular recon surveys which were used earlier to establish

initial carrying capacities, and then they had to wait for excessively dry

years. In 1976 and 1977 the dry years came. They were ideal, two of the

driest years of record, and having them occur back to back was a great stroke

of luck.

Response 1-1

The dates of the 1975-1977 survey were dictated by a Federal court order

that required a site specific analysis of proposed BLM management plans by

1980. To complete the survey and planning analysis, it was necessary to

start the survey in 1975.

Comment 1-2

The application of this F.F. [Federal fudge] factor was so effective the

subsequent survey was hardly needed. It not only threw out over a million

acres of rangeland, but resulted in the shrinking of the remaining lands

because all areas with a measurement of 1 mile by 1 mile were considered to

contain 640 acres, whether these lands were flat, hilly, or mountainous. Any

mile square area of land not flat contains more than 640 acres.

Response 1-2

BLM rangeland suitability criteria are based on the four major param-

eters discussed in Letter Response 7-11. Rangeland is considered suitable

only if it can be grazed on a sustained yield basis without damage to the

basic soil resource. Acreages used were derived from planimetric maps.

Because of the variability, it is not feasible to measure slope distances or

slope acreages. Therefore, all acreages are figured as planimetric or flat

for consistency.

Comment 1-3

The ocular recon survey is a composite of four nebulous estimations,

namely: composition, density, proper use, and forage acre requirement. All

or any of these components are susceptible to the application of a Federal

fudge factor.

Response 1-3

See Letter Response 7-4.

Comment 1-4

One more fudgeable factor was introduced into the inventory process to

further insure livestock would no longer clutter the western range landscape.

This one is called "wildlife allocation." This is a broad base set aside for

forage of all kinds of wildlife, both real and imagined; 35,568 AUMs for real

and 33,685 AUMs for imagined. The AUMs of forage set aside for the nonexis-
tent wildlife is about 50 percent of the total allowed for livestock.

Response 1-4

The forage available to wildlife was determined in the same manner as

that for livestock. Methodology used to calculate forage availability is

explained in Appendix 12 of the DEIS.

Comment 1-5

The entire foundation data to support this draft statement is a forage

inventory conducted in drought years. A forage inventory based solely on

guesses and estimates and replete with fudge factors. It would be interest-

ing to examine the man years of time and dollar cost to the unsuspecting
taxpayers to produce this bit of fiction.

Response 1-5

See Letter Response 22-1.

Comment 1-6

I shall close by asking this question: Why is it a government agency

can take 5 years, spend millions of dollars to produce a statement which is

adverse in its effect to a segment of the citizenry, yet that segment of the

citizenry is allowed only 30 days and no money to respond, and that response
is further limited to 10 minutes within an environment suggestive of the

Spanish inquisition.

Response 1-6

The DEIS was started August 15, 1979 and published and made available to

the public April 29, 1980 (a total time expenditure of 8.5 months). The

statement, newspaper articles, and individually mailed letters gave the

public 60 days to comment on the DEIS, with the assurance that substantive
comments would be printed with responses and changes made in the text. This

public comment period was extended an additional 15 days, for a total time of

75 days. This was published in newspapers and the Federal Register . A

10-minute time limitation would have been imposed if there had been many
individuals wishing to testify. However, because of the small number of

ranchers at the hearing in Kanab, the Cedar City District Manager waived this

time limitation in his opening remarks.

Speaker Number 2 ©Comment 2-1

I firmly object to the Kanab/Escalante Grazing Management Environmental
Impact Statement draft. My reasons are: the lands claimed unusable are

usable providing they're given the proper adjustment to the permittee to

grazing. There is water on these lands the BLM has not found or does not
recognize.

Response 2-1

See Letter Response 7-11.

Speaker Number 3 ©Comment 3-1

As Mr. Jenkins stated, we have 30 days within which to prepare and
document our objectives and/or whatever else we may decide to propose to the
BLM. This Is an unfair time limit which we are obligated to work under.
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Response 3-1

See Speaker Response 1-6.

Comment 3-2

We have had very little time to go through this, but in the small amount
of time we've had, it seems first of all, that the ranges in Kane County and
Garfield County are by definition in here practically unsuitable for habita-
tion by man or beast.

Response 3-2

Of the 2,567,466 Federal acres, 1,259,827 acres (approximately 50 per-
cent) are considered unsuitable for livestock grazing. The suitability was
determined by using the guidelines as shown in Appendix 9 of the DEIS, pages
A9-1 through A9-4. The four major parameters influencing suitability for
livestock are livestock forage production, percent slope, distance to water,
and amount of soil erosion. Any one or a combination of these parameters
determines suitability, as shown in table 1 of Appendix 9 on page A9-3 of the
DEIS.

Comment 3-3

It states in here that the wildlife are 1n direct competition with the
cattle. This is garbage if anyone knows anything about the deer herds. Deer
and cattle do not compete against each other, and deer is the only valuable
resource we have in wildlife.

Response 3-3

Several studies (Peek et al., 1978; Dusek, 1975) have been conducted
concerning competition between livestock and deer. Host competition occurs
on critical deer winter range. During the winter, cattle and deer rely
heavily on browse species, particularly where there is an accumulation of
snow or where there are few desirable perennial grass species. This results
in direct competition for forage. See Letter Response 15-2.

Comment 3-4

Assuming the 200 calves of 370 pounds, that would give us an income,
assuming a very low level of 80*, of $59,200, quite a considerable difference
from the $17,975 set forth in this EIS statement.

We have also got an average size of 29 yearling heifers. Let's assume,
for example, we keep nine of those heifers, sell 20 of those heifers. A very
conservative figure for the study period is 55* a pound. They were selling
during the study period for closer to 80 to 90* a pound. But assuming the
low level of 55* a pound and an average weight as set forth in the book on
page 3-19 again of 650 pounds, that would give us $17,050 as compared to the
figure given in here of $15,100, or almost exactly $2,000.

Now, in addition to that, we're showing an average size of 45 yearling
steers per year .... So we're going to sell all of them this year, 45 of
those, at an average weight of 740 pounds as set forth in here at a conser-
vative figure of 65* a pound, which probably should have been 90. But at 654
per pound, that gives us a total figure of $21,645 compared with what is set
forth in here, $15,286. There's quite a lot of discrepancy on the figures
here just on those things — I'm not cosidering the cows and the bulls —
$2,400 was given in your statement. 1 won't dispute or substantiate that.

That totals us in these three areas to $87,995 as compared with $45,718.
That is $42,000 difference.

Now I don't know if the rest of the manual was prepared with the same
level of incompetency. It is all garbage because anyone that is reasonably
qualified in ecnomics and especially in agricultural economics will come up
with basically these same figures. I've figured very conservatively. If I

was to figure what calves were actually selling for in this area, I would
come up with something over $100,000 compared with $45,000.

That seems to be a serious discrepancy. I think it needs review, and I

submit to you that you should review it as well as many other things in here.

Response 3-4

When ranchers were first surveyed (late 1978 - early 1979), they were
asked to give information which they thought was representative of an "aver-
age" year. Many used their tax records (probably 1977) as a basis for
responding, but the use of such records tends to understate incomes for two
reasons: 1) gross incomes are adjusted downwards in computing taxes; and 2)
the prices received per pound at that time averaged around 37 cents for
calves and 32 cents for steers and heifers (Utah Department of Agriculture,
1978) which are considerably different from the current price levels.

When the results from this initial survey were compiled, the results
seemed disproportionately low. At that time, arrangements were made to meet
with larger groups of ranchers to review the data and to adjust it where
needed. Two separate meetings were held; ranchers went over the information
and made changes where they saw fit. No substantive major changes resulted
from these reviews, only relatively minor refinements. These results were
then redistributed to the participants for their perusal and comments, of
which there were none.

Therefore, after initial contacts with the ranching industry, opportu-
nities to adjust initial inputs, and subsequent opportunities to readjust
inputs, the information was taken at face value and utilized as a basis for
analysis. Even so, it was not believed that such information was without
inherent error. Therefore, the precautions published in the DEIS in the last
two paragraphs of page 3-20 were considered to be in order. Also, in addi-
tion to these precautions, while BLH has made a concerted effort to represent
the livestock industry in the affected area, the analyses should be used to
demonstrate the relative differences between alternatives rather than to be a
"photographic representation" of any particular ranch operation. For addi-
tional information see Letter Response 23-3.

ESCALANTE HEARING

Speaker Number 4

Comment 4-1

Another concern of mine along with these men is .

that these range developments that the BLH are proposing,
we have that they will take place?

©
. what guarantee

what guarantee do

ssssss



Response 4-1

The proposed improvements will take place as funds and management plans

are finalized. Section 401 (b)(1) of the Federal Land Policy and Management

Act of 1976 states "Congress finds a substantial amount of Federal range

lands is deteriorating in quality, and that installation of additional range

improvements could arrest much of the continuing deterioration and could lead

to substantial betterment of forage conditions with resulting benefits to

wildlife, watershed protection, and livestock production." Because of this

condition. Congress directed that 50 percent of all money received by the

United States as fees for grazing domestic livestock on public lands shall be

used for on-the-ground range rehabilitation, protection, and improvements.

The Rangeland Improvement Act of 1978 also conveys the same intent of Con-

gress to improve the public rangelands. Both of these acts authorize expen-

diture of appropriated funds for rangeland improvements. This is a great

deal more assurance than was available before these acts were passed.

Comment 4-2

Also, in previous years some school sections have been taken away or

traded. BLM has traded the cattlemen out of these school sections and prom-

ised them that they will improve their range and justify taking these and

trading these school sections out of the area.

Response 4-2

Certain State lands have been exchanged with the Federal government for

Federal lands in other areas. The majority of these previously State-owned

lands have continued to be allocated to livestock operations by BLH. The

AUMs available on the State lands are still available as AUHs on Federal

lands.

Comment 4-3

Also, the elk have a tendency to destroy fences. Who is responsible for

taking care of the fences that the BLM or the elk tear down?

Response 4-3

If BLM would destroy a fence that is necessary for management purposes,

then BLM would repair the fence. However, if elk, livestock, deer, or ante-

lope would destroy the fence, then it would most likely be the responsibility

of the permittee to repair the fence. Each instance would be handled on a

case-by-case basis, depending on the circumstances.

Speaker Number 5 ©Comment 5-1

The cuts that we have received, I'm speaking specifically about the

Circle Cliffs Allotment. Twelve years ago, the BLM furnished us a management

plan which was signec by the BLM and the ranchers in that area. At this time

we agreed to take a 68-percent cut, and they would reseed three allotments,

put in a water system, and as of to date, the BLM has reseeded two allotments

and they have got a half a water system in. And on top of that, they want to

give us another 43-percent reduction.

Response 5-1

The grazing preference for Circle Cliffs Allotment was established at

1,042 AUMs at the tine of the Implementation of a grazing management plan 1n

1968. Due to subsequent rangeland improvements and vegetation treatments,
the grazing preference was raised to the current grazing preference level of

1,530 AUMs. The range survey completed in 1977 indicated that the carrying
capacity was 895 AUMs (adjusted to 897 AUMs to balance cattle numbers and
season of use), a reduction of 42 percent from the current grazing prefer-

ence, and a 29-percent reduction from the average active authorized use of
1,063 AUMs. Following completion of proposed rangeland developments and
vegetation treatments, an additional 1,029 AUMs of forage would be expected,
resulting in a grazing preference of 1,926 AUMs.

AUMs

1968 preference 1,042
Additional from improvements and treatments after 1968 488
Current preference 1,530
Average active authorized use (10 years) 1,063
Proposed stocking level 897
Potential additional AUMs from improvements, treatments 1,029
Total potential AUMs following implementation 1,926

Speaker Number 6

Comment 6-1

And one of the things when we get up there next week I'd like to have

you check, the trend studies that's there. I believe there's only four up on

the mountain. Most of those, well the whole group is in the Lake area in

this area. To me they're in an unsatisfactory place on trails and driveways
there or at the edge of a flat, out from the trees where the trend study
won't give you a true account of actually what's being taken place. And for

that reason, of course, I'm against and opposing the cut that has been stated.

©

Response 6-1

To be most effective, it is necessary to place trend plots mostly in

areas of medium to high livestock utilization so that management adjustments
can be made in a timely manner before the rangeland deteriorates severely.
If the trend plots would be placed in light utilization areas, the critical
areas would be severely damaged before the trend plots would show a need to

adjust management.

Speaker Number 7 ©Comment 7-1

This Kanab/Escalante Management Environmental Impact Statement was wrote
up in drought years after the two worst drought years we have had in the
state, and maybe because of this and maybe not, there's no forage value been
allotted to the annual plants that grow on the desert. Some years this makes
up a substantial amount of the feed.

Response 7-1

See Letter Response 22-1. All permittees presently have the right to
request additional carrying capacity based on good annual production. When
there is sufficient moisture to bring abundant annual growth, the Area Man-
ager can write a nonrenewable license for that year only, authorizing the
increased stocking rate. However, because of the uncertainty of moisture
condition and the subsequent abundance of annuals, annuals are not included



in the management plan. This would be unfair to the rangeland user because

be would be counting on something that might not be available. BLM believes

it is best for the rangeland user to have the right to request a nonrenewable

license for any particular year of abundant annuals.

Comment 7-2

The present allotment management plan has not included any school lands.

As a requirement for the last management plan, we were required to relinquish

control of all school sections. Personally, I valued my school lands at

$16,000 that I turned over to the BLM.

OD
!

Response 7-2

Approximately 2,400 acres of State lands in T32S, R7E Sec. 32; T32S, R6E

Sec. 36; T33S, R6E Sec. 2; and T33S, R7E Sec. 16 were exchanged for Federal

lands in the Circle Cliffs Allotment. However, those same lands are now

Federal and are included in the Circle Cliffs Allotment. The carrying capac-

ity of those lands is still included in the allotment. The only difference

is they are not State of Utah lands; they are Federal lands and subject to

the grazing fees of BLM.

Comment 7-3

Now there's not been in the past a credible management plan. There has

been many written, but to my knowledge there has been very few followed

through with. As a result, loan institutions will not accept BLM permits as

collateral for government loans, not even other government agencies. The

proposed cuts will reduce the collateral of our ranches by approximately $45

to $50 per AUM that we lose.

Response 7-3

These concerns have been discussed in detail on page A24-1, Appendix 24,

Section 2 of the DEIS.

Comment 7-4

I feel that this environmental impact study is discriminatory against

the Circle Cliffs permit holders, due to the fact that the reduction is based

on actual use rather than preference right as in the other allotments. I

feel that it should be determined if present allotment management plans [AMP]

are valid, and if not, we should be able to go back to a pre-AMP allotment

management.

Response 7-4

The ocular reconnaisance survey was conducted on all allotments in the

K/E area, including the Circle Cliffs Allotment. The survey showed how much

forage was available for livestock, wildlife, and other resource uses.

Whether the surveyed capacity is subtracted from the preference right of

1,530 AUMs, or whether it is subtracted from the 10-year average use of 1,063

AUHs, the carrying cjpacity of 895 AUMs does not alter. The reduction would

then be 42 percent of the preference right, but only 16 percent of the 10-

year authorized active average use. The present AMP calls for extensive

rangeland development projects, including 2,642 acres of seedings, as shown

on page Al-7 of the DEIS. It is anticipated that the potential could be as

high as 1,726 AUMs if the seedings and management would be successful.

FLPMA, Section 202(a)(c)(4) requires BLM, on behalf of the Secretary of

the Interior, "to rely, to the extent it is available, on the Inventory of

the public lands, their resources, and other values." Since there is a

recent inventory, BLM cannot go back to pre-AMP allotment management.

Speaker Number 8 ©
Comment 8-1

. ,

BLM feels that they'll get some more money, but it s not a definite

thing. Right now the improvements they're using in the State of Utah is

money used, what they collect off the grazing fees.

Response 8-1

Appropriated funds for improvements now come from two sources. One half

of the grazing fees are made available for rangeland improvements as per

FLPMA. Funds also come from the Rangeland Improvement Act of 1978, which are

not from grazing fees, but are appropriated specifically for rangeland

Improvement. However, the Improvements are dependent upon the amount of

money appropriated by Congress each year and, therefore, BLM cannot make

specific promises for improvements until the appropriated funds are Bade

available.

Comment 8-2

We run on Big Bown Bench. Big Sown Bench has been on the comeback now

for 7 years. They have come off in the spring, and I feel this is a good

enough cut without taking another 40 percent cut. . . .

Response 8-2

The ocular reconnaissance survey indicated that the carrying capacity or

Federal lands in the Big Bown Bench Allotment was 831 AUMs, an approximate

45-percent reduction from the current grazing preference level of 1,490 AUMs,

and an approximate 27-percent reduction from the average active authorized

use of 1 068 AUMs. Following implementation of the management system, an

additional 382 AUMs would be available, (a total of 1,213 AUMs), resulting in

a reduction of 19 percent from the grazing preference, and an increase of 13

percent from the current average active authorized use. For additional

information, refer to pages 2-3, 2-4, 2-8, 2-9, 2-11, Al-5, and Al-7 of the

DEIS.

Speaker Number 9 ©Comment 9-1

I feel that any cut that has taken place or should take place in the

future if there are future cuts, that someone has to reckon with these

farmers and ranchers that have spent money knowingly by all parties for

permit rights, need to be reimbursed to the individual.

Response 9-1

As discussed on page A24-2, Appendix 24, Section 2 of the DEIS, the

Taylor Grazing Act does not permit BLM to recognize any marketable value for

grazing permits. Therefore, where monetary transactions have taken place for

permits, such transactions are not recognized by BLM.
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.jnwient 9-2

Now 1 would request that there be serious consideration given to a

moratorium that should be honored by all parties, with no cuts until all

improvements that have already been planned are completed and given a year or

two to flourish. Then see what influence those developments have on carrying

capacity of all units that are involved.

gement systems would be imposed until all necessary improvements

place. However, it would be necessary to reduce livestock num-

survey level and even less when vegetation treatments would be

If there would be potential to meet the grazing preference
implementation of improvements and management, the preference

not be reduced. The difference between the surveyed capacity and

preference level would be placed in nonuse. If the preference

not be attainable through management and/or improvements, the

Response 9-2

No mana
would be in

bers to the
implemented.
level after
level would
the current
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preference level would be reduced to the potential attainable.

Speaker Number 10

Comment 10-1

I think it is time the BLM adopt Section 4 where permittees could

develop water cooperatively with BLM and also other needed projects. We hear

the story that they do not have the money to do projects, but I think if they

adopted Section 4, they could put these out in a cooperative deal where

permittees would work in the State and lending agencies and do some of these

needed projects.

Response 10-1

Memorandums of Understanding between BLM and ranchers currently allow
rangeland developments and vegetation treatments to be completed. These

cooperative projects will continue to be an important component of BLM range-

land management practices. See pages 2-12 through 2-17 of the DEIS.

Comment 10-2

I think the down trend in your range studies was shown after 2 to 3

years of drought.

Response 10-2

See Letter Response 22-1.

Comment 10-3

I also think annual plants should be used in determining carrying capac-

ity, and this was stated to us by Professor Bowns from Utah State Agricul-
tural College when we made a range tour with your group.

Response 10-3

See Speaker Response 7-1.

Comment 10-4

I don't think you've taken into consideration the economic effects on
the communities where cuts are to be made. They haven't been considered at
all, only to the cattlemen's standpoint.

Response 10-4

Projected impacts to communities have been addressed for each alterna-

tive under the heading "Impacts to the Region and Its Communities" on pages

4-43, 4-45, 4-47, 4-48, 4-50, and 4-51 of the DEIS.

Comment 10-5

If permittees lean toward your ultimate plan Number 5, favored by the

BLM, what will be the attitude of the BLM? Face more cuts because of your

management?

Response 10-5

The impacts to each allotment as a result of each of the six alternative

management plans are shown in Appendix 10 starting on page A10-1 of the DEIS.

In many cases the carrying capacities would be increased due to management

and improvements. Some allotments may not reach the potential shown 1n

Appendix 1 due to soils, lack of water, steepness of slopes, or vegetation

that cannot be changed through management alone.

Comment 10-6

And permittees can still do a good job if the BLM would just cooperate.

And if you've got feed, sell it to the permittees. And if you haven't, we in

our own operations, we have enough judgment that we'll keep our cattle home

and feed them ourselves.

Response 10-6

The grazing capacity determined for each allotment is based on the

estimated average forage production as determined by the range survey.

Temporary nonrenewable grazing permits may be issued in years of exceptional

forage production to allow grazing forage above the grazing preference level.

Livestock numbers may be reduced from the grazing level in the event of

reduced forage production in any one season or growing year. See page 2-17

of the DEIS.

Comment 10-7

I think that the trend plots used by the BLM are too few and usually

located in areas where cattle move to water, not showing the true picture of

range trends. And we've also noted that your trend plots are located near

gullies or places that are eroding quite bad.

Response 10-7

See Speaker Response 6-1.

Speaker Number 13 ®Comment 13-1

Since 1960 on our allotment, Lower Cattle Allotment, we've taken a

45-percent reduction plus 2 month's time. With the present proposal of 26

percent added together, that makes a total of 71 percent since 1960.

Response 13-1

A 40-percent reduction from current grazing preference is proposed for

the Lower Cattle Allotment. However, since permittees have not stocked this

allotment to capacity,- the percentage of difference between the survey and

the average active authorized use is much different than the percentage of

difference between the survey and the grazing preference.



Lover Cattle Allotment

Preference (AUMs) 6,877
Average active authorized use (AUMs) 4,798
Survey (AUMs) 4,101
Percent difference from average active authorized use -15

The average active authorized use can be found in the individual allot-
ment files at the BLM Kanab Resource Area Office. The percentage difference
would be even less if the average active authorized use would be reduced to
include the Federal lands only (this figure has not been computed).
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j™ient 9-2

Now I would request that there be serious consideration given to a
moratorium that should be honored by all parties, with no cuts until all

improvements that have already been planned are completed and given a year or
two to flourish. Then see what influence those developments have on carrying
capacity of all units that are involved.

Response 9-2

No management systems would be imposed until all necessary improvements
would be in place. However, it would be necessary to reduce livestock num-
bers to the survey level and even less when vegetation treatments would be
implemented. If there would be potential to meet the grazing preference
level after implementation of improvements and management, the preference
level would not be reduced. The difference between the surveyed capacity and
the current preference level would be placed in nonuse. If the preference
level would not be attainable through management and/or improvements, the
preference level would be reduced to the potential attainable.

Speaker Number 10 ®Comment 10-1

I think it i; time the BLM adopt Section 4 where permittees could
develop water cooperatively with BLM and also other needed projects. We hear
the story that they do not have the money to do projects, but I think if they
adopted Section 4, they could put these out in a cooperative deal where
permittees would work in the State and lending agencies and do some of these
needed projects.

Response 10-1

Memorandums of Understanding between BLM and ranchers currently allow
rangeland developments and vegetation treatments to be completed. These
cooperative projects will continue to be an important component of BLM range-
land management practices. See pages 2-12 through 2-17 of the DEIS.

Comment 10-2

I think the down trend in your range studies was shown after 2 to 3
years of drought.

Response 10-2

See Letter Response 22-1.

Comment 10-3

I also think annual plants should be used in determining carrying capac-
ity, and this was stated to us by Professor Bowns from Utah State Agricul-
tural College when we made a range tour with your group.

Response 10-3

See Speaker Response 7-1.

Comment 10-4

I don't think you've taken into consideration the economic effects on
the communities where cuts are to be made. They haven't been considered at
all, only to the cattlemen's standpoint.

Response 10-4

Projected impacts to communities have been addressed for each alterna-
tive under the heading "Impacts to the Region and Its Communities" on pages
4-43, 4-45, 4-47, 4-48, 4-50, and 4-51 of the DEIS.

Comment 10-5

If permittees lean toward your ultimate plan Number 5, favored by the

BLM, what will be the attitude of the BLM? Face more cuts because of your
management?

Response 10-5

The impacts to each allotment as a result of each of the six alternative
management plans are shown in Appendix 10 starting on page A10-1 of the DEIS.

In many cases the carrying capacities would be increased due to management

and improvements. Some allotments may not reach the potential shown in

Appendix 1 due to soils, lack of water, steepness of slopes, or vegetation
that cannot be changed through management alone.

Comment 10-6

And permittees can still do a good job if the BLM would just cooperate.
And if you've got feed, sell it to the permittees. And if you haven't, we in

our own operations, we have enough judgment that we'll keep our cattle home

and feed them ourselves.

Response 10-6

The grazing capacity determined for each allotment is based on the

estimated average forage production as determined by the range survey.

Temporary nonrenewable grazing permits may be issued in years of exceptional
forage production to allow grazing forage above the grazing preference level.

Livestock numbers may be reduced from the grazing level in the event of
reduced forage production in any one season or growing year. See page 2-17

of the DEIS.

Comment 10-7

I think that the trend plots used by the BLM are too few and usually
located in areas where cattle move to water, not showing the true picture of
range trends. And we've also noted that your trend plots are located near
gullies or places that are eroding quite bad.

Response 10-7

See Speaker Response 6-1.

Speaker Number 13 ©Comment 13-1

Since 1960 on our allotment, Lower Cattle Allotment, we've taken a

45-percent reduction plus 2 month's time. With the present proposal of 26
percent added together, that makes a total of 71 percent since 1960.

Response 13-1
A 40-percent reduction from current grazing preference 1s proposed for

the Lower Cattle Allotment. However, since permittees have not stocked this
allotment to capacity,' the percentage of difference between the survey and
the average active authorized use is much different than the percentage of
difference between the survey and the grazing preference.



Lover Cattle Allotment

Preference (AUMs) 6,877
Average active authorized use (AUMs) 4,798
Survey (AUMs) 4,101
Percent difference from average active authorized use -15

The average active authorized use can be found in the individual allot-

ment files at the BLM Kanab Resource Area Office. The percentage difference

would be even less if the average active authorized use would be reduced to

include the Federal lands only (this figure has not been computed).

COO



ADDENDUM:

TEXT REVISIONS

(Changes Are Underlined)

-81-



TABLE 1-1

Rangeland Management Objectives

Suitable
Objectives For All Allotments ___^ Federal Acres

VEGETATION
Maintain existing livestock forage condition and trend. Provide for physiological 332,808
needs and maintain vigor of key species.

On allotments proposed for specific management, improve livestock forage condition 1,307,639
and trend. Also provide for physiological needs and improve vigor of key forage
species. Maintain composition of newly established seedings. Monitor and evaluate
specific management tentative grazing systems (after seed ripe, deferred rotation,
rest rotation) to ensure that livestock forage utilization would not exceed an
average of 50 to 60 percent of key forage species by allotment.

WATER QUALITY
Maintain or improve existing water quality by reducing livestock concentrations 6,807
on stream areas. Maintain or improve streambank cover. (Includes 553

unallotted acres)

Maintain or improve existing water quality by reducing livestock concentrations 144,229
and maintaining or improving plant cover on frail watersheds. Locate rangeland
developments where they would not degrade water quality.

SOILS
Maintain or improve existing plant cover. Maintain or improve soil productivity 1,307,639
and reduce erosion from runoff. Reduce accelerated erosion caused by livestock
grazing on highly saline soils .

~

LAND USE
Allow livestock use consistent with maintaining existing resource productivity. 1,307,639

Maintain or increase existing forage productivity and allow maximum level of live- 1,307,639
stock and wildlife use consistent with maintaining this level.

Maintain or improve existing visual /recreation values and manage livestock grazing 1 307 639
consistent with preserving these values.

(continued)

__



new grazing fee year (March 1981) approximately 6 months after filing the

Final K/E EIS.

INTERRELATIONSHIPS

Because public lands in the west are extensively interspersed with

private and State-owned land, the use and management of land under one owner-

ship has a strong influence on the use of adjacent land owned by others

(CAST, 1974). Close coordination between the various land management agen-

cies 'is required in order to accomplish common goals and avoid resource

conflicts.

Federal and State agencies which have programs related to the rangeland

management program include the Forest Service, Soil Conservation Service,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, Environmental Protec-

tion Agency, BLM (Arizona), Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and the Utah

Division of Lands. Private landowners would also be affected. Some impor-

tant interrelationships are cited below.

Forest Service (FS)

In general, the FS has the same multiple use land management policies as

BLM: long-term sustained use of the resource for public benefit. For this

reason, management programs of the two agencies are similar and, to a degree,

complementary. There are 49 BLM permittees with livestock operations in the

planning unit who also graze on the adjacent Dixie National Forest. Use of

BLM and FS land during spring, summer, and fall is an integral part of the

operator's yearlong operation. Proposed adjustments in season of use and

livestock numbers would relate to seasonal interdependence. As a result,

although FS and BLM maintain separate rangeland management programs, close

coordination must occur between the permittees and both agencies. Two such

opportunities for coordination are provided in a Memorandum of Understanding

between BLM, FS, and the Soil Conservation Service (January 1978) that

addresses Coordinated Management of Rangelands and in the Experimental Stew-

ardship Program established by the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978,

PL 95-514.

Soil Conservation Service (SCS)

SCS efforts are primarily directed toward stabilization of the soil and

watershed resources and increasing the productive capability of private land.

In the K/E EIS area, SCS has developed ranch plans for private lands. These

plans are the joint ventures between SCS and individual ranchers and include

grazing systems, brush treatment projects, fences, and water developments.

There are presently 62 ranchers who have SCS ranch plans and are also BLM

permittees. Changes in the management of public lands may alter existing

ranch "plan designs and change cost sharing programs.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

The USFWS is responsible for the protection of migrating waterfowl,

threatened and endangered species, and animal damage control programs. The

protection of threatened and endangered species and migrating waterfowl may

be affected (positively or
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CHAPTER 2

ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the six alternative rangeland management programs
under consideration. It also discusses projected impacts of each alternative
and identifies the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) preferred alternative.

Alternative descriptions focus on the kind, season, and level of live-
stock use proposed and the kind of rangeland management that would be applied.
Specific levels of use and expected levels of forage output are identified.
Initial forage allocations are shown in table 2-1 and in figure 2-1.

The BLM Ocular Reconnaissance Survey (1975-79) provides an estimate of
the amount of forage presently available for livestock and wildlife. This
forage was allocated in the BLM planning system as follows: 68,298 animal
unit months (AUMs) to livestock, 16,515 AUMs to big game, and 314 AUMs to
wild horses.

In computing the range survey, an additional 52,738 noncompetitive AUMs
for other wildlife and resource uses were derived primarily from big sage-
brush. A sagebrush winter proper use factor of 10 and 30 percent was
assigned to cattle and deer respectively. Therefore, the rangeland surveyed
allowed a total of 40-percent utilization on big sagebrush by cattle and deer
combined. This is the percent of current year's growth of sagebrush that
could be utilized by both cattle and deer during the winter without causing a
decline in the rangeland condition.

All of the 10-percent sagebrush proper use factor was allocated to
livestock. However, not all of the 30-percent sagebrush proper use factor
was allocated to big game because it was not needed. These 52,738 AUMs could
be available for big game if numbers were to increase. They are not avail-
able for livestock because if over 10-percent utilization on big sagebrush
was allowed, overgrazing of desirable grasses and browse would occur. Refer
to Appendix 12 for detailed information on how the AUMs were determined from
the range survey.

The 210 existing grazing allotments (Existing Allotments, fig. 2-2
inserted at the back of this volume) are considered in each alternative
discussion. In some cases these allotments would be managed separately,
while in other cases they would be combined or would have livestock elimina-
tion proposed.

Following the district manager's selection of a rangeland management
program from the alternatives, additional cooperation and coordination would
be needed with the livestock operators to finalize grazing management systems,
location of rangeland developments, (words deleted ) vegetation treatments,
and livestock grazing suitability determinations . The manager could then
develop a decision document which would protect the resources

2-1



and most nearly fit the livestock operators' needs. Implementation of the

management program for the Kanab/Escalante (K/E) Environmental Impact State-

ment (EIS) area would take place at the beginning of the new grazing fee year

(March, 1981) approximately six months after filing the Final K/E EIS state-

ment.

This discussion includes proposed rangeland developments that would be

needed to support the alternatives and required administrative actions that

would be needed to implement the rangeland management program finally

selected. Measures that would mitigate environmental impacts (Appendix 3)

have been included in the development of each alternative and considered in

the analysis of impacts.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

A summary of the proposed initial level of use and developments that

would be required in each alternative is shown in table 2-1. Specific types

of management that would be applied under each alternative are discussed in

the Implementation section of this chapter. The BLM Range Survey (1975-79)

provides an estimate of the amount of forage presently available for live-

stock, 68,298 AUMs; wildlife and other uses, 69,253 AUMs; and wild horses 314

AUMs. These are the baseline figures used in the planning system to develop

the allocations proposed in each alternative.

SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF EACH ALTERNATIVE

Continuation of Present Management: ALTERNATIVE 1

Present grazing practices (season, level, and kind of management) would

continue as shown by allotment in Appendix 1, Present Situation. The live-

stock forage allocation would remain at the present grazing preference of

109,708 AUMs and grazing permits would be the same as presently issued (fig.

2-1). Present average active authorized use over the past 5 to 10 years has

been 68,895 AUMs and this level would be expected to continue. No adjustment

to the season, level, or kind of management would be made. There would not

be an allocation of forage to wildlife or wild horses as no allocation pre-

sently exists. However, the BLM Range Survey (1975-79) indicates that an

estimated 69,253 AUMs are available for wildlife and other uses and an esti-

mated 314 AUMs are available for wild horses. Existing levels of forage

utilization would continue; for many areas this would exceed physiological

limits of 50-percent utilization on desirable forage.

An analysis of this alternative is required by regulation. This alter-

native is used as a base from which to make comparisons of the other proposed
actions. Specific actions would be:

1. Overallocation of livestock forage would continue by 38 percent
over the survey estimate , or 37 percent over the past average active author-

ized use on 1,307,639 suitable Federal acres (based on a BLM Livestock Forage
Survey, 1975-79 and subsequent forage allocations made in the Management
Framework Plan).
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Description of Soil Associations

Grouping

Associa-
tion

Number Soils Depth

1. Sandy soils 65 Typic Torripsaments-
Typic Torriorthents
Association

Deep

Permear
bility

Rapid

Surface
Texture

Loamy fine
sands

Surface Sediment Wind
e

Runoff Production Erosion

POTENTIAL YIELDS (years)
f

(pounds per acre per year) Characteristic
Favorable Unfavorable Vegetation

Slow to

medium
Critical 900 to 1,000 500 to 700 Sagebrush

CO
i

67

2. Highly 63
erodible soils

64

3. Light-colored 36
soils of valleys,
terraces, and
mesas

37

41

4. Dark-colored 18
soils of upland
plains and terraces

5. Dark-colored 5

soi Is of mountains
and plateaus

Ustic Torripsaments
Association

Typic Torriorthents
(Shallow)-Lithic-
Calciorthics-Lithic
Natrargids Association

Ustic Torriorthents
(Shallow)-Badland-
Rock Outcrop Associa-

Ustic Torrifluvents-
Ustic Torriorthents
Association

Ustollic Haplargids-
Ustic Torriorthents
Association

Lithic Ustollic
Calciorthids-Lithic
Ustic Torriorthents
Association

Aridic Arguistolls-
Typic Arguistolls
Association

Typic Argiborol ls-

Lithic Argiborol 1s-
Typic Haploborolls
Association

Deep

Shallow

Rapid

Moderate
to slow

Fine sands

Loams, silt
loams, silty
clay loams

Very slow Low to Moderately
to slow moderate critical

1,200

Rapid High

Shallow Moderate Loams, silt Moderate High
to moder- to very loams, silty to high
ately slow clay loams
deep

No serious 200 to 1,300
wind erosion

No serious 900 to 2,000
wind erosion

800

100 to 600

500 to 1,200

Deep Slow to Fine sandy
moder- loams to
ately silty clay
rapid loams

Slow to Moderate Moderately
medium to high critical

Moderately
critical

Deep Slow to Fine sandy Slow to Moderate
moder- loams and medium to low
ately loams
rapid

Shallow Moderate Fine sandy to Medium Moderate
to mod- to rapid coarse, grav- to rapid to low
erately elly loams
deep

Moder- Moderate Loams and Medium Moderate
ately fine sandy to rapid
deep to loams
deep

Shal low Slow to Gravelly Medium Low
to deep moderate loams to to rapid

2,300

900 to 2,000

silty clay
loams

No serious 600 to 1,250
wind erosion

No serious 1,250 to 1,500
wind erosion

No serious 1,200 to 2,000
wind erosion

1,400

400 to 850

276 to 900

800 to 900

600 to 900

Big
sagebrush^
pinyon-
juniper

Shadscale,
sal tbush

Pinyon-
juniper,
sagebrush

Sagebrush,
bluebunch
wheatgrass

Sagebrush,
Indian
ricegrass

Pinyon-
juniper,
sagebrush

Pinyon-
juniper,
sagebrush

Pinyon-
juniper,
sagebrush

Typic Argiborolls-
Typic Ustorthents
Association

Shallow Slow to
to deep very

slow

Gravelly
loams to
silty clay
loams

Medium
to very
rapid

Moderate No serious
wind erosion

1,600 825 Pinyon-
juniper,
oakbrush

(continued)



Very low 5.1

Low 58.0

Moderate 21.5

High or very high 4.5

Barren or not rated 10.9

Yield Category Percent of Area Acres

145,308
1,640,763

608,717
123,346
309,376

Sediment yields on 1.2 million acres were estimated using BLM Phase I

Watershed Conservation and Development Inventory (1977) and converted to

PSIAC sediment yields using a method developed by the BLM Denver Service

Center.

Salt production and high sediment yields in many areas of the K/E EIS

area are the result of natural geologic erosion processes rather than accel-

erated erosion processes which occur primarily from the activities of man or

animals. Appendix 14 identifies allotments with high sediment yields.

Important Soil Characteristics and Areas of Concern

Generally, soil characteristics that lead to high runoff and sediment

yields are fine-textured soils with low permeabilities, low forage production,

slopes exceeding 10 percent, and that are within highly intense consecutive

storm regions (Wilson et al
.

, 1975; Branson et al., 1972). Wind erosionis

primarily a problem in sandy to loamy soils with sparse or no vegetation

cover. Runoff on these soils is usually low, due to high permeability rates.

Of particular concern are soils in critical or severe erosion classes

(Existing Situation, Appendix 15) which have livestock forage utilization of

60 percent or greater in 19 allotments (URA, Watershed, all planning units,

1975-79). There is a total of 14,500 Federal acres involved. Livestock

grazing would be authorized on these allotments because during the BLM Range

Survey (1975-79) range specialists judged the critical erosion areas as being

capable of realizing improved erosion conditions due to better rangeland

management practices (Appendix 9, Methodology Used to Determine Suitability).

Based on Soil Conservation Service soil salinity condition maps for Utah

(1973), .only two soil associations in the EIS area are considered moderately

or slightly saline (fig. 3-2). These two associations generally coincide

with areas of high sedimentation as described previously. All other soil

associations are considered nonsaline.

An additional area of special concern, especially in terms of sedimenta-

tion, is streambank sloughing. In the K/E EIS area, approximately 315 stream-

bank miles are in poor erosion condition. Appendix 16 lists the streams,

allotments, and streambank mileage with observed erosion problems. These

figures are based on field observations made on the streams listed. They are

not inclusive of all area streams. Quantitative information relating to the

magnitude of this problem is lacking. However, concentrated livestock (words

deleted ) use along streamsides is believed to be the primary cause for the

collapse and deterioration of these areas (Thomas et al . , 1979). Specific

drainages with major erosion problems are Escalante River, Harris Wash, The

Gulch, and Deer Creek.
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operation with only a few ranchers retaining calves to sell as yearlings.
Cows are usually replaced from calf crops, except in some of the larger sized
operations where calves are also purchased from outside the herd. Replace-
ment age in most cases is around 10 to 11 years, resulting in an approximate
10-percent annual turnover rate. Most operations replace their bulls every 2
to 8 years, averaging a 20-percent annual turn-over rate. In general,
replacement bulls are puchased from outside to maintain or improve the herds'
characteristics. Most ranches run 30 cows per bull and attain around a
75-to-85-percent calving ratio. The breeding season for most operations runs
from May (or as late as July) to December . The use of range bulls is the
prevailing breeding method.

Average herd compositions for the three size classes are:

Category Small Medium

Cows 16 99 301
Bulls 1 4 15
Calves 12 84 234
Yearling heifers 3 8 29
Yearling steers 2 1 45

Selling weights attained by the three sizes of operation are:

Category Small Medium

Calves 435 380 370
Yearling heifers 800 870 650
Yearling steers 800 900 740
Cull cows 920 900 910
Bulls 1,800 1,600 1,500

Dependence on BLM Forage

is:

Small Medium Large

There are two direct methods of assessing the level of dependence that a
ranch unit has on BLM forage: (1) the percent of its total annual forage 1

requirements obtained from BLM, and (2) the percentage of the herd that I

utilizes BLM forage during its normal season of BLM rangeland use. The
average percent of annual forage requirements supplied by Cedar City District
BLM to the three scales of operation are: j

Small Medium Large

Percent of annual AUMs 35 63 42 \

The seasonal dependency of the three ranch size classes on BLM forage

Percent of base herd on BLM 51 85 61
during season of use 1

I
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independent; their self-reliant western lifestyle is associated with live-

stock and ranchers, and even though these are less important sectors in the

current economy, this strong-willed character dominates individual and commu-

nity views.

WILDLIFE

The K/E EIS area supports a diverse wildlife community. A total of 415

different species has been recorded in this area, including 81 species of

mammals, 277 species of birds, 33 species of reptiles, 9 species of amphib-

ians, and 15 species of fish (URA, Wildlife, all planning units, 1975-79).

Of the eight vegetation types delineated in the EIS area, those support-

ing the greatest species diversity are riparian, pinyon-juniper, sagebrush,

and grassland. The riparian habitat is the most important type supporting

this diversity .

The following discussions will focus on key wildlife species that use

public lands in the K/E EIS area and their habitat components. Figures 3-3

and 3-4 (at the back of this chapter) identify the location of this habitat.

This discussion is limited to those species that are of economic value,

threatened or endangered, or that might be influenced by implementation of

Other wildlife species not specifically
to those described. In some cases exist-

usually with livestock grazing activities
1975-79). However, specific data indicat-

ing the extent and significance of present conflicts is not available for all

cases.

any of the proposed alternatives,
mentioned utilize habitats similar
ing conflicts have been identified,
(URA, Wildlife, all planning units,

Important Big Game Habitat

Of all the habitat on public lands in the K/E EIS area, 139 allotments

(1,001,361 acres) are considered to be important for big game (deer 89 per-

cent, elk 4.4 percent, bighorn sheep 1 percent, pronghorn antelope 5.6 per-

cent) (URA, Wildlife, all planning units, 1975-79). Habitat conditions for

these species are similar and occasionally overlap. Table 3-8 identifies
important characteristics of big game habitat and figure 3-3 shows the exist-
ing habitat for each big game species found in the K/E area. Overall condi-

tions of big game habitat are:

Condition Acres Number of Allotments

Good 39,555 5

Fair 411,541 47
Poor 537,921 78
Unknown 12,344 9

TOTAL 1 ,001,361 139

Mule Deer

The mule deer is the most numerous big game species in the K/E EIS area.

Historically, mule deer were scarce in Utah prior to this century (Julander
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are expected by UDWR to reach at least 200 head. A population of this size
would require 632 AUMs. According to the 1975-79 Range Survey (BLM Cedar
City District Office) 632 AUMs of forage are available to elk, although some
shortages of forage may occur under present management practices (Appendix
22).

Desert Bighorn Sheep

The earliest record of desert bighorn sheep in the area comes from
prehistoric Indian pictographs dating back. 1,500 to 1,900 years. According
to Wilson (1968), there is no question that the bighorn was found in the EIS
area in substantial numbers. However, a major decline has occurred, appar-
ently caused by a number of factors associated with the effects of advancing
civilization (Dalton et a!., 1971; Wilson, 1968).

During 1975-76, 23 bighorn sheep were transplanted into the Moody Can-
yons by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR). The population is

doing well and has increased to approximately 40 animals. Results of the
1975-79 Range Survey (BLM Cedar City District Office) indicate that 261 AUMs
of forage are presently available to bighorn sheep (Appendix 22) in the Moody
Allotment. Projected bighorn sheep population demand is 321 AUMs for the
Moody and Escalante River allotment area. An undetermined amount of addi -

tional forage is available to bighorn sheep in the GCNRA and Capitol Reef
National Park . This information suggests that as bighorn sheep numbers
increase, they would have to disperse into other areas.

Critical Habitat (Potential and Existing)

There are 178,796 acres of important big game habitat that are consid-
ered to be critical. Conflicts exist or have the potential to exist on these
areas with big game, wild horses, and livestock grazing activities. Critical
habitat for deer and antelope overlap in some instances. Present condition
in these areas is shown below:

Critical Habitat Condition

Good
Fair
Poor
Unknown

TOTAL

Acres Number of Allotments

2,389 5

67,187 22
103,710 44

5,510
178,796

2

73

Table 3-9 describes conflict areas of each big game species. Appendix
18 identifies specific allotments where these conflicts exist.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The peregrine falcon and bald eagle are
gered species which occur in the K/E EIS area
tion on the past distribution or population
peregrine falcon was undoubtedly more common
sightings of the peregrine falcon have taken
Recently six sightings occurred near Kanab,

two Federally classified endan-
There is very little informa-

of these species, although the
in the past. A few historical
place near Kanab (Behle, 1958).
and one sighting was made along

the Escalante River (Kanab BLM, Wildlife Observation Reports, 1978). In
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addition, UDWR has reported peregrine falcon sightings near Kanab on December
15,1979, and at Lone Rock in Wahweap Bay of GCNRA during 1979 and 1980 .

There are no nesting records for the EIS area, however, peregrine falcon
sightings

3-29 (continued)



TABLE 3-10

Key Upland Game Bird Species and Their Habitat

Species Existing Situation Habitat Condition Notable Characteristics

UPLAND GAME BIRDS

Sage
grouse

CO
i

CO
ro

Blue
grouse

Wild
turkey

Gambel '

s

quail

Loss of sagebrush habitat over past
30 years appears to be main cause for
low but stable populations. Present
population is estimated to be about 30
to 50 birds inhabiting area near Alton, occur on public lands.
These may be part of transplant stock is in fair condition.
released near there.

Sage grouse habitat on public lands Sage grouse have specialized digestive
involves 3,160 acres. Due to low num- systems. Adult birds consume up to 98-per-
bers, little is known of critical areas cent plant material of which 100 percent
and no strutting grounds are known to is sagebrush. Juvenile birds' diet

Current habitat normally consists of 75-percent forbs
until 12 weeks old, then shifts to sage-
brush. Nest sites are in sagebrush
habitat.

Uti lize the high elevation conifers
for wintering and move to lower eleva-
tions for breeding . Water is readily
available at springs and streams.

Transplanted into Lydia's Canyon area
in 1957. Since release, populations
have grown to an estimated 150 birds.

Once common in EIS area, especially
along riparian areas, the loss of
riparian habitat has resulted in
gradual elimination of quail from
original range.

There are about 40,700 acres of habi-
tat on public lands. Most habitat is

in fair to good condition; adequate
food and cover exists. No known
conflicts exist.

There are about 34,285 acres of habi-
tat, mainly pinyon-juniper, mountain
shrub, and ponderosa pine types util-
ized primarily during winter. Habitat
is in fair to good condition and pro-
vides adequate food, cover, and water.

Present habitat now about 5,340 acres
of public land; mainly riparian and
sagebrush. Currently sagebrush habi-
tat is in fair to good condition and
supplies added diversity to the
diet.

Hens nest near the breeding territory
and slowly migrate upwards with their
broods . Males migrate to higher eleva -

tions immediately following breeding .

Most important and heavily utilized type
is large stands of ponderosa pine that are
roosting sites.

Riparian areas are utilized as cover, nest-
ing and brooding habitat, and as a source
of water. Squawbush and Apache plume are
two species highly preferred but normally
absent from riparian areas.

5. Chukar An exotic species introduced from
partridge Europe and Asia. Numerous releases

in EIS area made during 1950-60s.

These birds currently inhabit 86,789
acres yearlong in the EIS area.
Habitat consists of steep, rocky,
pinyon-juniper and desert shrub areas
adjacent to riparian types. Most
areas are in poor to fair condition.

Due to irregular precipitation patterns
,

regulating the amounts of food and water
available, chukar distribution appears
to be limited.
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private land, much of the flow may be diverted for irrigation purposes, thus

reducing stream flow on public lands. In some areas sufficient water is

lacking to support fish populations. As a result, relatively few species of

fish are found in the area. Table 3-11 lists species, streams in which they

are known to exist, relative abundance, and origin (URA, Wildlife, all plan-

ning units, 1975-79). Due to a lack of stream surveys in the area, fish

populations and numbers are not known.

TABLE 3-11

List of Fish Species Which Occur in the K/E EIS Area

Species Stream
Relative Abundance

and Status

Speckled Dace

Carp

Bluegill

Green Sunfish

Largemouth Bass

Rainbow Trout

Cutthroat Trout

Brown Trout

Desert Sucker

Roundtail Chub

Red Shiner

Fathead Minnow

Flannelmouth Sucker

Bluehead Sucker

Channel Catfish

Unit-wide CN

Kanab Creek, Three Lakes, Escalante UX

River

Johnson Canyon, Three Lakes CN

Johnson Canyon CN

Lower Escalante River CN

Death Hollow, Calf Creek, Deer Creek, CX

Boulder Creek, Pine Creek, Varney
Griffith and Wide Hollow Reservoirs

Calf Creek RN

Death Hollow, Calf Creek, Boulder CX
Creek, and Deer Creek

East Fork Virgin River CN

Lower Escalante River CN

Escalante River UN

Escalante River UX

Escalante River, East Fork CN
Virgin River

Escalante River, Deer Creek CN

Escalante River UX

Source: URA, Wildlife, all planning units, 1975-79.

LEGEND:

Relative Abundance :

Origin :

C = Common
N = Native

U = Uncommon
X = Exotic

R = Rare
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Recreation Area

Agency Management (acres)

BLM 55,205

National Park Service 388,116

Utah State Department of Parks 14,733
485,054

Nation Wide River Inventory

Phase I of a two phase Nationwide Rivers Inventory (conducted by the

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service) has identified four streams

within the K/E EIS area which may be suitable for inclusion in the Wild and

Scenic Rivers System: the Paria River (from its source to the Colorado

River); the Escalante River (from Escalante to Lake Powell); the North Fork

Virgin River (from its source to the road head at Zion National Park); and

Steep Creek (from its source to the Escalante River ).

Activities

Recreational activities include sightseeing, camping, picnicking, hunt-

ing, fishing, collecting (rockhounding and vegetation), and off-road vehicle

use.

Visitor use is increasing and occurs year round in the EIS area, espe-

cially sightseeing. Hunting activities are seasonal and are set by UDWR.

Most backcountry use occurs in the spring and fall months, but summer and

winter use is increasing. Camping and picnicking are essentially summer

activities.

Table 3-12 indicates visitor use activity estimates for recreational

activities and most predominant user group. Tables 3-13 and 3-14 discuss

recreational activities in more detail.
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TABLE 3-13

Major Recreational Activities

Activity Opportunities Significance

CO
I

CO

Big game Mule deer hunting is most significant.
hunting (phrase deleted ) Present hunting

opportunities are limited due to low deer
numbers, limited access to public lands and
dense pinyon- juniper stands which limit
shooting opportunities (URA, Recreation,
all planning units, 1975-79).

Small Principal animals hunted include rabbits,
game coyotes, and occasionally fox and cougar ,

hunting Low populations are common, however,
highest densities occur on agricultural
lands and vegetation treatment areas.

Sight- Major activity in EIS area. Although often
seeing associated with other forms of recreation,

auto-sightseeing offers unlimited opportun-
ities. Variety of landscapes offered are:
rolling grasslands, pinyon-juniper wood-
lands, massive cliffs, and colorful lime-
stone breaks. Historical and wildlife
sightseeing opportunities also exist. Two
herds of wild horses totaling 24 animals
occur in two extremely remote locations in
the K/E EIS area (Wild Horses, Chapter 3).

During 1978 deer season, about 7,451 hunter visits
and 4,587 hunter days were attributed to the EIS
area; average success was about 20 percent, while 23
percent was Statewide average (Utah Big Game Har-
vest, 1978). Local residents account for 42 per-
cent, nonresident for 24 percent, and other Utah
residents for 34 percent of hunters during 1977
(Utah Big Game Investigations and Management Recom-
mendations, 1978).

Compared to Statewide data, hunting and harvest
pressure is low for the EIS area. Coyote hunting is

perhaps most common activity. Some county residents
received as much as $40 to $60 for coyote pelts on
commercial market (Kane County PAA, 1979).

The EIS area is located in a region of national
significance. Zion, Bryce Canyon, and Capitol Reef
National Parks are located on the periphery of the
EIS area. Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and
five outstanding natural areas are found within the
EIS area. Due to the remote location of wild horse
herds, sightseeing is extremely limited. Recrea-
tional sightseeing involving wild horses is not a
significant activity.
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FIGURE 3-3

The legend in figure 3-3, Major Wildlife Habitat, is changed to include

vertical lines in the Deer Summer Range legend box.
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Livestock Forage Condition

Treatments, specific management systems providing periodic rest, and
deferment of grazing until after seed ripe on many allotments would improve
the condition of livestock forage. A 1-percent reduction from the current
level of livestock grazing (68,895 AUMs) to present forage availability
(68,298 AUMs) would occur. Additionally, an adjustment in the present graz-
ing season would occur. Spring use would be deferred until after seed ripe
(about July 1 to July 15) of desirable forage species on 23,072 acres (Chap-
ter 2). Implementation of 21 AMPs would provide specific management on
659,819 acres. This management would involve implementation of grazing
systems (Chapter 2, Grazing Management) and would require construction of
rangeland developments and vegetation treatments consisting of 7,140 acres of
chaining, 8,078 acres of burning, 5,898 acres of spraying, and 1,665 acres of
plowing.

Rest rotation grazing systems would be implemented on 1,096,542 acres.
These systems would provide periodic rest during the critical growing season
which would allow improved seed production and establishment of seedlings
(Hormay, 1970). Average utilization rates on grazed pastures could however,
exceed moderate (50 to 60 percent) utilization.

Deferred rotation management would occur on 239,558 acres and would
generally be favorable to vegetation. Schmutz (1973) indicates that deferred
rotation systems improve plant vigor and seedling establishment, and result
in more uniform grazing. He also states, however, that after heavy use it
may take many years for arid or semi-arid rangeland to improve. Buwai and
Trlica (1977) also indicate that it may be necessary to give important forage
plants periodic rest to insure their productivity.

As discussed in Vegetation Treatments in Appendix 20, treatments would
change plant composition which would improve forage condition. Chaining
would remove dominant (words deleted ) mature plants (primarily pinyon-juniper
or sagebrush). Treatments occuring in pinyon-juniper sites may, however,
suffer reinvasion by undesirable species within 15 years (Tausch and Tueller,
1977) and would require retreatment.

Burning, used primarily in dominant sagebrush stands, would remove
undesirable shrub species, thereby releasing native grasses from competition.
At least 3 years could elapse before production of many desirable species
would be back to pretreatment levels (Vallentine, 1971). Linne (1978) also
indicates that undesirable species (rabbitbrush) may increase after burning.
Nielsen and Henkley (1975) report up to a 100-percent kill of sagebrush by
fire.

Mature deep-rooted sagebrush would also be removed by plowing. Native
perennial grasses would respond favorably to this method of treatment, but
the treatment would be limited to rolling terrain and deep soils.

Spraying would reduce the competition of shrubs and forbs with grasses.
Depending on the soil moisture, stage of growth when treated, and species
treated, mortality of target plants normally varies from 60 .to 95 percent
(Herbicide Control of Sagebrush and Wyethia in Utah, Forest Service, 1973).
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(which do not contribute significantly to production) with desirable forage

species (grass and browse). These treatments on 52,557 acres would result in

increased long-term sustained production of 5,171 AUMs. Success of proposed

treatments was evaluated using available soils information (Appendix 21).

Appendix 20 describes how this evaluation was used in the vegetation analysis.

Basically, this data indicates the most realistic degree of success that

would be expected and the AUM figures noted above would be minimum amounts.

It would be possible to increase forage production from vegetation treatments

(toward proposed levels in Chapter 2) by on-the-ground examination, site

selection, and selection of treatment methods. This would occur prior to the

writing of the final AMP.

Projected increases would be available in the long term upon successful

implementation of proposed management. Short-term increases would not be

expected, although proposed management would likely improve forage quality.

Forage production would be 137,551 AUMs in the short term. In the long

term, management (primarily grazing systems), water developments, access, and

vegetation treatments would increase forage production to 163,071 AUMs.

Riparian Vegetation

Although specific management systems would be implemented on 129 allot-

ments, proposed management would not adequately protect existing riparian

vegetation. Reduction in livestock numbers, rest from spring grazing, and

improved livestock distribution would relieve some grazing pressure in the

riparian zones. The management changes would be sufficient to improve herba-

ceous vegetation during the rest periods, but periodic heavy utilization by

livestock (words deleted ) would prevent long-term improvement. As a result,

riparian areas in very poor condition would decrease from 545 acres to 10

acres, areas in poor condition would increase from 2,756 acres to 3,046

acres, 2,320 acres in fair condition would increase to 2,565 acres, and 571

acres in good condition and 20 acres in excellent condition would be main-

tained in their current condition.

Conclusion

Forage production would increase from 137,551 AUMs in the short term to

163,071 AUMs in the long term. Condition of riparian vegetation would

decline slightly over existing conditions. Impacts to livestock forage

condition and trend would be:

Condition A cres
From To

Good 124,344 164,384
Fair 682,830 678,551
Poor 500,465 464,704

Trend

Up
Static
Down

Acres
From

85,262
.1,178,368

44,009

To

667,396
634,617

5,620

Livestock Optimization: ALTERNATIVE 6

Impacts of this alternative would be closely related to those in Alter-

native 5 due to similar implementation procedures developed for this

4-19



TABLE 4-5

Summary of Forage Allocation to Big Game

Big Game Big Game
(Initial Long-Term

Alternative Allocation) Allocation)

1. Continuation of Present Management

2. Elimination of Livestock Grazing

3. Multiple Resource Enhancement

4. Adjustment to Grazing Capacity

5. Rangeland Management Recommendation

6. Livestock Optimization

16,515 16,515

16,784 16,784

16,515 16,515

16,784 16,784

16,784 16,784

condition by alternative can be found in table 4-6. The acres shown in this

summary are derived from projection of the Distribution of Wildlife Species

map (fig. 3-3 at the end of Chapter 3) on the Existing Allotment map (fig.

2-2 inserted at the back of this volume).

The predicted impacts to wildlife are based on information contained in

the vegetation impact analysis (Vegetation, Chapter 4). A big game and

upland game bird impact summary by allotment and alternative can be found in

Appendix 25. Included in Appendix 25 is a discussion of methodology used in

projecting deer numbers.

Continuation of Present Grazing Management: ALTERNATIVE 1

Under this alternative there would be a continuation of the present
season and level of livestock use. This would result in an overal location of

livestock forage, which would cause a long-term decrease of forage production
by 6 percent and a decline in forage condition (Vegetation, Chapter 4).

Consequently, critical wildlife areas would continue to be utilized heavily
and conflicts with livestock would result in a decline in wildlife habitat
condition.

Mule Deer

Due to present overallocation of livestock forage (which has caused low
plant vigor and poor quality forage), deer habitat condition (in Alternative
1) would continue to decline on 139 allotments containing 1,001,361 acres of
important deer habitat, and 68 allotments containing 178,746 acres of crit-
ical deer habitat (tables 3-8 and 3-9). Desirable browse species would
continue to decrease in areas of heavy livestock grazing, lowering the qual-
ity of habitat (Dusek, 1975). An overall 6-percent decline in forage produc-
tion would result (Vegetation, Chapter 4). This decline would cause a change
in condition class on 2,019 acres (table 4-6), and would result in further
deterioration of deer habitat. A decline
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Elimination of Livestock Grazing: ALTERNATIVE 2

The improvement of 128,147 acres of important big game habitat and

potential increases in projected deer numbers from 5,539 to 5,672 head as a

result of the elimination of livestock grazing (Wildlife, Chapter 4) would
improve hunting quality. The projected increase in deer numbers could result

in an increase in hunter-days from 4,587 to 4,697, a 2.4-percent increase

over 1978 hunter-days. Hunting opportunities would remain constant on the

remaining 873,214 acres of habitat due to its static condition.

As a result of the elimination of livestock grazing, the improvement in

species diversity and composition of rangeland and riparian vegetation would

enhance the color and textural qualities of the landscape (Visual Resources,

Chapter 4). The overall improvement in visual quality would improve the

aesthetic appearance of the EIS area and thus improve sightseeing quality.

The above-mentioned improvement in big game habitat and potential increase of

wildlife numbers (Chapter 4, Wildlife) would improve viewing opportunities.

Elimination of livestock on Federal lands would reduce the scenic values

along trail routes for sightseers who enjoy viewing the traditional livestock
setting . Fishing opportunities would improve on 33.7 miles of stream con-

taining populations of brown and rainbow trout. The improvement of riparian

vegetation and fish habitat would improve fishing opportunities (Fisheries,

Chapter 4). Although fishing quality would improve on 33.7 stream miles,

fishing pressure would not be expected to change, due to the remoteness of

the fishing areas.

Approximately 973 miles of fence needed to enclose private lands would
act as a barrier to ORV use. The placement of gates on most roads would
decrease the barrier effect.

With the elimination of livestock grazing, the quality of recreational

activities (hiking and camping) would improve in all special management areas

and GCNRA. Existing livestock/recreationist conflicts (Recreation, Chapter

3) would be eliminated in confined canyons and the scenic quality of riparian
areas would improve due to increased visual diversity (color, texture, form)

(Visual Resources, Chapter 4). The elimination of livestock grazing would
improve the recreational experience but would not be expected to result in an

increase of backcountry users in special management areas and GCNRA.

Conclusion

This alternative would have an impact on big game hunting opportunities
due to a potential increase of hunter-days from 4,587 to 4,697. Fishing
quality would improve on 33.7 stream miles. The impacts to sightseeing would
be favorable. Construction of new fencelines would have an impact on ORV
use. Recreational quality would be improved in all special management areas
and GCNRA.

Multiple Resource Enhancement: ALTERNATIVE 3

The elimination of livestock grazing on 6,807 acres of riparian areas
and large reductions in livestock numbers would improve habitat conditions on

105,527 acres presently in fair condition. The improvement of 105,527 acres
of habitat could increase projected deer numbers from 5,539 to 5,672 head.
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TABLE 3

ESCALANTE: HFP Interim Management

i

en

Preser t Situation Area M

Season
of Use

anager's Recomme

Suitable
AUMs

D

ndation

Federal
Acres

Percent
Change

in AUMs

Potential ly
Suitable

Lack of Water
Federal

Livestock
Numbers Season

of Use
Federal

Allotment and Class
3

AUMs Acres AUMs Acres

Alvey Wash 241C 5/16-9/30 1,086 48,606 6/16-10/31 1,086 10,519 27 348

Big Bown Bench 295C
152C
20C

10/16-2/28
3/1-3/31
4/1-4/30

1,328
152
20

c
16,508 10/16-3/15 831

c
14,957 -45

Boulder Creek IOC

30C

4/1-5/31
8/16-10/15

20

60
1,705 9/1-10/31 34 772 -75

Boulder Stock . 135 2,598 135 2,598
Trail

Cedar Washes 245C 6/16-9/30 860 11,567 7/16-10/30 648 8,137 -25

Chimney Rock 539C 11/1-6/15 4,043 31,942 11/1-6/15 2,783 30,476 -31

Circle Cliffs 291C 11/1-3/31 1,530
C
29,779 11/1-3/31 895

c
8,338 -42

Collets 30C 6/16-9/15 90 15,252 7/16-8/15 26 588 -71

Death Hollow 194C
23C

11/1-3/31
4/1-5/15

970
35

17,833 11/1-3/31 255 6,364 -75 73 1,203

Deer Creek 142C
32C

11/1-2/28
4/1-6/15

540
66

17,447
d
ll/l-2/28
4/1-4/30

404 6,182 -33 148 2,025

Dry Hollow 108C 4/21-6/20 216 1,307 Accept proposal 18 297 -92

Escalante River
Lower River 339C 9/1-4/15 2,547 C

67,891 9/1-3/30 2,268
c
49,729 33 365

Phipps Range 10/1-3/30 280 4,669

Forty-Mile
Ridge

336C 11/1-5/31 2,376
C
41,641 10/1-3/31 1,884

c
29,061 -21 380 9,739

Haymaker 50C 11/1-12/31 100 3,328 11/1-12/31 76 1,621 -24

King Bench 483C 11/1-3/31 2,415 48,268 11/1-3/31 1,113 17,641 -54 295 5,396

Lakes 327C 6/1-9/30 1,308
C
23,301 6/1-9/30 848 17,706 -35

Last Chance
Escalante 258C 5/1-10/15 1,419 51,020 6/1-10/15 1,100 6,190

Pari a 258C 10/16-4/30 1,667
e
178,204 10/16-4/30 1,387 79,280

Long Neck 21C 5/1-5/31 21 610 Accept proposal 5 130 -76

Lower Cattle 1 ,138C 10/1-4/15 6,877 72,611 10/1-4/15 4,101 61,783 -40

McGath Point 40C 3/16-6/15 120 3,440 11/1-1/31 120 2,193
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TABLE 4

ESCALANTE: MFP Specific Management

Suitable
Prior- Federal Grazing Number of Key
ity Allotment Acres System Pastures Species

Treat-
ment

Potential AUMs
Livestock Increased With
Facilities Land Treat- Manage
and Units ment and Acres ment

Springs 2 Sagebrush plow/seed 635
Pipeline 8 1,440 acres

mi les

Cattleguard 1

Fence 2.6 miles
Reservoir 1

Troughs 6

Reservoirs 3 382
Fence 0.4 mile

46

131

Percent
Change Season
AUMs of Use

Surveyed Total
AUMs

a
AUMs

Alvey Wash 10,867

Big Bown
Bench

Boulder Creek

14,957

772

Boulder Stock 2,598
Trail

Rest
rotation

Winter

Winter

Agcr, Orhy,
Putr

Orhy, Atca

156 +73 6/15-10/31 1,086 1,877

19 10/1-3/31 831 1,213

9/1-10/31 34 80

135 266

Cedar Washes 8,137 Deferred
rotation

Orhy, Hija, Retention Sagebrush burn/seed
Agcr 0am 4 860 acres

Springs 2 Pinyon-juniper chain/
Fence 2.5 seed 340 acres
miles

506 156 +52 6/15-9/30 648 1,310

I

Chimney
Rock

30,476 Rest
rotation

Orhy, Hija,
Epne

Fence 0.8 mile
Seep 1

Spring 1

Pipeline 2

miles
Well 1

877 -9 11/1-6/15 2,785 3,662

Circle Cliffs'" 8,338 Rest
rotation

Agcr, Elju,
Atca

Windmill 1

Pipeline 1.5
mi les

Troughs 3

Water catch-
ment 1

Seep 1

Fence 1.7 miles

Sagebrush plow/seed
2,642 acres

583 446 +26 11/1-5/15 897 1,926

2 Collets 588 Summer/fall 1 Orhy, Atca

1 Death Hollow 7,567 Winter 1 Orhy, Atca

Deer Creek 8,207 Winter 3 Orhy, Atca

Seep 1 8

Seeps 4 365
Reservoirs 4

Stock tanks 4 280

-62 7/16-8/15 25 34

-31 11/1-3/31 330 695

+38 11/16-2/28
4/1-4/30

554 834
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TABLE 5

PARIA MFP Interim Management

3>
i—

•

i

Present Situation Area Manaqer's Recommendation
Percent
Change

in AUMs

Potentially
Suitable

Lack of Wgter
FederalLivestock

Season
of Use

Federal

AUMs Acres

Season
of Use

Suitable
AUMs

Federal
AcresNumbers AUMs Acres

Blue Pools 55C 8/1-5/31 553 9,188 10/1-3/31 516 8,425 -7

Bunting Well IOC 6/1-11/30 60 2,630 6/1-11/30 120 1,680 +100

Cedar Mountain 248C 6/1-10/15 1,130 13,108 6/1-10/15 810 9,970 -28

Clark Bench

3H

175C
5H

9C

8/1-5/31 1,800 64,341
b
8/l-5/31 1,800 23,270 264 3,987

Cockscomb 12/16-4/15 37 1,961 11/16-3/15 36 1,036 -3

Cottonwood 381C 11/1-5/31 2,737 83,998 11/1-5/31 2,737 31,242 377 9,934

Coyote

10H

292C 11/1-5/31 2,044 44,141
e
ll/l-5/31 2,044 21,544 343 10,399

Deer Range

Dry Valley

85C 8/1-10/15 213 10,294 8/1-10/15 213 2,280

195C 7/1-10/31
f
668 11,355 7/1-10/31 9668 96,382 133 1,085

East Clark Bene:h 80C 11/1-5/15 520 9,555 11/1-5/15 452 5,704 -13 153 1,840

Ferry Swale 1,535 * * * ADMINISTERED BY ARIZONA STRIF DISTRICT OFFICE

Flat Top 45C 8/1-5/31 450 5,245 8/1-5/31 390 4,865 -13

Harvey's Fear * * * * * Unallotted * * * * * 4,566 * * * Nonuse * * * 3,197

Headwaters 582C
1 5/1-6/10 ^74 5/1-6/10

i
53,370 1,892

328C 5/1-9/30 1,640 249,059 5/1-9/30 5,930 92

703C 11/1-3/31 3,515 11/1-3/31

Judd Hollow 172C 11/1-5/31 1,204 13,688 10/1-3/31 696 9,745 -42

Lower Hackberry 96C 11/1-3/31 480 17,695 11/1-3/31 250 5,117 -48

J*400 ^7,045
Lower Warm Creek 40C 11/1-3/31 225 33,242 11/1-3/31 110 2,645 -51

Mud Springs

Navajo Bench

on

64C

* * A

7/16-10/15

Nonuse * * *

194
k
832

14,455

7,628

7/16-10/15

Nonuse

123 3,807

3,039

-36 33

212

909

3,183

Nipple Bench 190C 12/1-4/30 950 26,942 11/1-3/31 515 10,645 -46 367 6,207

Round Valley 125C 11/1-3/31 625 8,974 11/1-3/31 -100 376 5,169

Rushbeds 54C 11/1-4/30 324 16,525 11/1-4/30 246 5,076 -24 77 1,690

Spencer Bench * * * Nonuse * * * k
264 8,505 Nonuse 2,186 164 3,492

Upper
1
125C 11/1-3/15 862 21,604

1
11/1- 3/15 578 8,759 -33 131 5,130

Hackberry m
149C 4/16-6/15

m4/16-6/15

(continued)



TABLE 5 PARIA (concluded)

Present Situation

Allotment

Livestock
Numbers Season

and Class
3

of Use

Upper Warm
Creek

Wahweap

TOTALS

221C

80C

4,5040
38H

Federal
AUMs

11/1-5/31

12/1-4/30

Acres

1,547

400

24,049

Area Manager's Recommendation

Season
of Use

68,265

11,223

759,722

. Percent
Suitable Federal Change
AUMs

11/1-3/31

11/15-3/31

Acres in AUMs

837

194

11,193

5,609

19,777 245,955

Potentially
Suitable

Lack of Water
Federal

AUMs

-46

-51

-20

Acres

640 8,725

3,762 "70,687

i—
i

i—

»

ro

b
Classes of livestock are: C = Cows; H = Horses; S = Sheep.

c
Includes Glen Canyon National Recreation Area.

d
AUMs may vary from survey due to balancing livestock numbers and season of use
Continuous seasonal allotment that carries into specific manaqement

f
Season the same as existing AMP.
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•jAUMs entirely in suspended nonuse (not included in total)

m
Applies to native range.

n
Applies to seedings.
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TABLE 6

PARIA MFP Specific Management

Prior-
ity Allotment

Suitable
Federal Grazing
Acres System

Number of Key
Pastures Species

Livestock
Faci li ties

and Units
Land Treat-

ment and Acres

Potential AUMs
Increased With

Manage- Treat-
ment ment

Percent
Change Season
AUMs of Use

Surveyed Total
AUMs AUMs

1 Blue Pools 8,425
(word deleted)

Fall/
winter

2 Bunting Well 33,804
Cedar Mountain

Rest
rotation

East Clark Bench
Judd Hollow
Flat Top

(Consol i dated)

15 Clark Bench 27,257 Deferred
rotation

Orhy, Atca

Orhy

Orhy, Atca,
Cela

Reservoir 1

Fence 3 miles

Troughs 2

Pipel ine

2. 5 miles
Water catch-

ment 2

Fence 2 miles
Tank 1

Reservoir 1

Pipeline
7 mi les

Slickrock
catchment 1

180

651

-7

-22

10/1-3/31

6/1-5/31

451 +14 8/1-5/31

516

2,626

696

3,277

2,060 2,511

>
I—

I

i—

»

16 Cottonwood 42,716 Rest
rotation

Agcr, Hija
Cela

Seeps 3

Pipel ine

9 mi les

Spring 1

Water catch-
ment 1

Fence 2 miles
Reservoir 1

570 +19 11/1-5/31 3,255 3,825

14 Coyote 33,483 Rest
rotation

Agcr, Orhy,
Cela

Water catch-
ment 1

Storage tank
maintenance 1

Storage tank 1

Slickrock
catchment 1

Stocktrail
maintenance
1 mile

Fence 0. 5 mile

501 +24 11/1-5/31 2,527 3,028

11 Deer Range 2,280 Summer/
fall

Orhy, Putr,
Cemo

Pipeline
0.5 mile

Trough 1

Slickrock
catchment 1

8/1-10/15 213 219

(continued)



TABLE 6 PARIA (concluded)

Prior—
ity Allotment

Suitable
Federal Grazing
Acres System

Number of Key
Pastures Species

Livestock
Facilities
and Units

Potential AUMs
Increased With

Land Treat-
ment and Acres

Manage-
ment

Treat-
ment

Percent
Change Season
AUMs of Use

Surveyed
AUMs

Total
AUMs

Upper Warm
Creek

Wahweap

19,918

5,609

Rest
rotation

Orhy, Hija,
Atca

Winter Hija, Atca

Fence
1.25 miles

Reservoirs 3

Pipel ine

2.5 miles
Storage

tanks 3

Springs 3

Reservoir 1

Springs 2

Water catch-
ment 1

Stocktrail
1 mile

464 11/1-5/31 1,477 1,941

91 -52 11/15-3/31 194 285

TOTALS 289,483 53 800 acres 5,082 170 22,403 27,655

3>
I—

»

I

t—

•

en

.Contains acres that are potentially suitable due to lack of water.
Represents proposed stocking levels. Changes from actual surveyed AUMs are the result of balancing cattle numbers and season of use.

.Total of surveyed AUMs plus potential AUMs with management and treatment.
Allotments presently under an AMP.
Of 1,670 acres, BLM is licensing 157 AUMs in Kodachrome State Park which is a Recreation and Public Purpose (R&PP) patent. If this grazing use ever interferes
with the intent of this R&PP, these AUMs will be deducted from the allotment.
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TABLE 8 VERMILION (continued)

Suitable
Prior- Federal Grazing Number of Key
ity Allotment Acres System Pastures Species

Livestock
Facilities Land Treat-
and Units ment and Acres

SI ickrock
reservoir 1

Pipeline from
well 1.5 miles

Trough 1

Reservoir 1 Burn/seed 1,850
Spring 1 acres
Pipel ine

4. 5 miles
Wet seep 1

Reopen wel 1 1

Pipeline
1 mile

Trough 1

Horizontal
drilling 1

Trough 1

Cattleguard 1

Well mainten-
tenance 1

SI ickrock
catchment 1

Reservoi r 1

Wel 1 trough 1

Windmill 1

Windmi 11 1

Trough 1

Pipeline
1 mile

Reservoir
maintenance 1

Operator to

haul water to
use 11 AUMs

Potential AUMs
Increased With

Manage-
ment

Treat-
ment

Percent
Change Season
AUMs of Use

Surveyed
and/or
Treatment Total

AI.U.D A1IU..CAUMs AUMs

ro

13 Meadow Canyon 4,715
Locke Ridge 2,057
(consolidated)

8 Lower Hog

4 Mollies
f

Nipple

45 Seeps

710

30 Oak Springs 1,459

29 Poverty Flat 2,048

27 Red Butte 5,165

26 Red Canyon 6,033

18 Red Knoll 4,755

20 Rock Springs 4,292

48 Granary Ranch 280

Deferred
rotation

ASR"

57,585 ASR and"
rest rotation

980 ASR

ASR"

31 Pine Springs 7,976 Winter

ASR"

ASR

ASR

ASR

Deferred
rotation

ASR"

Orhy, Putr

Orhy

Agcr, Putr

Orhy

Orhy, Putr

Spcr, Putr

Spcr, Putr

Orhy, Putr

Orhy, Putr

Orhy, Putr

Orhy, Putr

Bogr

116

2,431

50

44

164

44

76

155

116

102

-41

-93

-55

-36

-84

8/16-3/15

-23 8/1-10/15

-15 Yearlong

280

12/1-2/28

5/1-10/31 and
7/1-10/31
alternating

11/16-3/15

9/1-10/31

30

76

284

396

28 37

2,928 5,359

80

120

448

86 11/1-12/31 56 100

18 7/1-3/31 196 272

66 7/1-12/31 152
42

349

7/1-3/31 140 256

72 6/16-11/15 140 242

11 15

(continued)



TABLE 9

ZION MFP Interim Management

Present Situation

Allotment

Livestock
Numbers

and Class
3

Area Manager's Recommendation

Season
of Use

Federal
AUMs Acres

Season
of Use

Suitable Federal
AUMs Acres

Percent
Change

in AUMs

Potentially
Suitable

Lack of Water
Federal

AUMs Acres

i

Alton' 4C 6/1-10/31 20

Bald Knoll 40C 5/6-10/15 214

Ben Hollow^ 15C 5/1-10/15 83

Black Mountain 67C 10/1-11/30 134

Black Rock 211C 6/1-10/15 950

Buck Knoll 43C 7/1-10/15 151

Burnt Cedar
Point

25C 6/1-10/31 125

Burnt Flat 6C 6/1-10/31 30

Calf Pasture 57C 8/16-10/15 114

Cave Creek 4C 6/1-9/30 16

Coal Mine 20C 10/1-11/30 40

Cogswell Point 5C 6/15-7/15 5

Coop Creek 16C 5/1-9/30 80

Cottonwood
Springs

80C 6/1-10/31 430

Cove
b

8C 6/1-10/31 40

Deer Spring
Point

217C 5/16-10/31 1,194

Dry Wash 19C 6/1-10/31 95

Dump 20C 6/16-10/15 80

Elbow Falls 45C 6/16-10/15 180

80

6,701

573

1,210

18,044

4,745

2,980

866

2,291

770

255

230

430

3,176

160

21,662

1,093

201

2,945

Deferred rota-
tion 6/1-10/31
due to small
acreage

7/1-10/31

8/15-11/20

6/1-10/15

7/1-10/15

7/1-11/30

6/1—10/31

8/16-10/15

6/1-9/30

10/1-10/31

7/1-10/31

9/1-10/31 or
6/1-10/31

7/16-11/30

7/1-11/30

7/1-10/31

Falls Pasture
7/1-10/31
Elbow Pasture
6/15-3/31

25

9

42

662

168

105

20

124

26

3

95

8

534

34

7

d
35

25

80

860

128

869

12,759

3,475

2,430

726

1,191

410

95

2,236

160

10,618

552

201
e
727

765

-75

-88

-89

-69

-30

11

-16

-33

9

62

-93

-100

-100

-78

-80

-55

-64

-91

-67

13

60

250

1,040

43 1,155

Elbow Springs 56C

Elkheart
Cliffs

8/1-10/15 140 2,364

681

-100

(continued)
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TABLE 9 ZION (concluded)

i

ro

Present Situation

Allotment

Livestock
Numbers Season

and Class of Use

Rocking Chair

Sink Valley

Spencer Bench

. b
Spring
Hollow

Stewart
Creek

Sugar Knoll

162C

76C

93C

64C

6/1-6/30

6/1-10/15
7/1-8/31

7/1-10/15

28C 3/16-7/15

Federal

AUMs

162

342
186

224

112

Swains Creek "50C

4H

5/16-7/15 108

Swallow Park
f

176C 5/1-11/30 1,232

Syler Knoll 18C 5/1-10/31 108

Table
b g

Mountain
336S 5/16-10/15 335

Timber Mountain 125C 7/1-9/30 375

Upper North 9

Fork
22C 6/1-9/30 88

Upper Place 11C 6/1-10/15 50

Willow Creek
b

.

Zion Park 54C 5/1-7/31 162

,. b
Zion 239C 5/1-10/31 1,434

TOTAL 2 ,778C
4H

436S

12,561

Acres

1,631

8,329

182,455

Area Manager's Recommendation

Season Suitable Federal

of Use AUMs Acres

6/1-6/30

7/1-10/15
7/16-10/31

61

177

^Classes of livestock are: C = Cows; H = Horses; S = Sheep.

Allotment totally continuous seasonal that carries into specific management.

Allotment partially continuous seasonal that carries into specific management.

Continuous seasonal AUMs.

^Continuous seasonal acres.

Present qualifications include AUMs in Vermilion Planning Unit,

deduction in suitable AUMs due to riparian fencing.

1,561

4,216

2,220 7/1-10/15 98 1,668

510 10/1-10/31 8 330

325 5/1-10/31 6 325

2,648 Rest for 2

years than graze
after seed ripe
7/1-10/15

15 620

371 7/1-10/15 21 341

11,594 5/1-11/30 868 9,994

415 5/1-10/31 4 100

2,254 7/1-9/30 127 1,262

6,664 7/16-10/15 403 6,664

810 6/1-10/15 3 30

1,715 6/1-10/15 23 635

1,158 5/15-10/31 30 389

1 298

11,012 5/1-10/31 270 5,152

5,736 99,958

Percent
Change
in AUMs

-62

-66

-56

100

100

-87

-81

-30

-96

-62

7

-97

-54

-100

-100

-81

-54

Potentially
Suitable

Lack of Water
Federal

AUMs Acres

27 1,008

33 700

64

381

2,516

8,660



TABLE 10 ZION (continued)

I

co

Suitable
Prior- Federal Grazing Number of Key
ity Allotment Acres System Pastures Species

4 Oeer Spring 11,773
Point

19 Dry Wash 552

20 Dump 201

3 First Point
d

3,955

Ford Well

12 Isolated
Tracts
Lower Sink

2,273

Rest
rotation

Fall

Fall

Rest
rotation

6,601 Rest
rotation

15 Glendale Bench 1,784 Fall

Deferred
rotation

13 Johnson Canyon 985 Rest
rotation

7 Hill Creek 3,309 Rest
rotation

Agcr, Agin,
Putr

1 Agin, Putr

1 Orhy

3 Agcr, Putr

Stco, Agcr

Agcr, Orhy,

Agcr

3 Agcr, Agin
Putr

Livestock
Facil ities

and Units

Potential AUMs
Increased With

Land Treat-
ment and Acres

Manage-
ment

Treat-
ment

Fence
5. 5 miles

Pipeline
5.75 miles

Troughs 7

Spring 1

Water catch-
ment 1

Burn/spray/seed
7,735 acres

Chain/spray/seed
4,230 acres

Water catch-
ment 1

Troughs 2

Pipel ine

1.5 miles

Burn/spray/seed
2,540 acres

Burn/spray 2,000
acres

Agin, Agcr Windmill/well/ Burn/spray/seed
trough 1

Water catch-
ment 1

Pipeline 1 mile
Troughs 3

Equip existing
well/trough 1

Pasture fence
4 miles

Seep 1

Pipeline
0.5 mile

Trough 1

Spring 1

Pipeline
4 miles

Trough 1

6,870 acres

Troughs 3

Well 1

Storage
tanks 2

Pipel ine

1. 5 miles
Reservoirs 3

Boundary fence
7 miles

Burn/spray/seed
9,410 acres

250

22

5

Burn/seed 600 acres 60

3urn/seed 1,210 28
acres

Chain/seed 450 acres 20

1,968

734

1,042

72

157

58

1,253

Percent
Change Season
AUMs of Use

••110

+334

6/1-10/31

6/1-9/30

Surveyed
and/or

Treatment Total
AUMs

2,502

1,264

AUMs

2,752

-64 9/1-11/15 34 56

-91 9/1-10/31 7 12

+75 5/1-12/31 e
l,139 1,139

1,264

+12 7/1-10/31 144 204

+189 Spring/fall
use after
implementation
of improvements

240 268

-66 See Vermilion 91 111

+367 6/1-9/30 e
l ,401 1,401

(continued)
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TABLE 10 2I0N (concluded)

Suitable
Prior*- Federal Grazing
ity Allotment Acres System

11 Sink Valley 3,871

21 Sugar Knoll 620

22 Swains Creek 34

Swallow Park 10,694

Timber
Mountain

TOTALS

6,664

82,105

Number of Key
Pastures Species

Livestock
Facilities
and Units

Potential AUMs
Increased With

Land Treat-
ment and Acres

Manage-
ment

Deferred
rotation

Fall

Fall
f

Rest
rotation

Deferred
rotation

Agcr, Orhy,
Putr

1 Hija, Putr

1 Orhy, Putr

3

Stco, Putr,

Agin

42

Spring 1

Pipeline
2.75 miles

Troughs 2

Reservoir 1

Cattleguard 1

Plow/seed 615 acres

Burn/seed 332 acres

Water catch-
ment 1

Pipeline
3.75 miles

Troughs 5

Storage tank
40,000 gal.

Fence 2 miles

Burn/spray/seed
6,710 acres

Spray/plow/seed
565 acres

Spray 1,680 acres

Water catch- Burn/spray/chain/
ment 1

Troughs 2

Fence
1. 5 miles

Pipeline
1/8 mile

seed 2,110 acres
Spray 4,314 acres

966,272 acres

31

18

40

989

Treat-
ment

Percent
Change Season

AUMs of Use

Surveyed
and/or

Treatment Total
AUMs

D
AUMs

c

112 -52 Spring/fall
B
252

1,071 +293 7/1-10/15
e
l,474

9,652 +20

^Contains acres that are potentially suitable due to lack of water.

Represents proposed stocking levels. Changes from actual surveyed AUMs are the result of balancing cattle numbers and season of use.

JvTotal of surveyed and/or treatment AUMs plus potential AUMs with management.

Allotment presently under an AMP.

^Allotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potential exceed Class I qualifications.

283

-87 7/1-10/15 15 33

-81 7/1-10/31 21 25

1,492 +94 5/1-11/30
5/16-11/30

e
2,393 2,433

1.474

14,104 15,093

Fall grazing system is after seed ripe.
9This acreage exceeds acreage needed to balance pastures and is not the same acreage shown for Alternatives 4 and 5 in table 2-1 (see Chapter 2, Vegetation Treat-

ments for explanation).



APPENDIX 3 (continued)

3>
CO

rv>

General Specifications Seedinqs Spraying and Burning
Water Developments (pipelines,
troughs, springs, and wells) Fences

5. Threatened and endangered 5. Seedings will be designed
species clearance will be required to provide maximum "edge effect"
for all project sites prior to with "islands" of cover in open
new construction. portions of the seeding.

6. A supplementary environmental
assessment will be prepared to
include site specific mitigating
measures prior to project con-
struction. This assessment will
be site specific and supplement
the analysis contained in this
EIS.

7. No range developments will
be constructed or installed in

areas designated as frail
watershed.

8. VRM Class guidelines will
be followed in the construction
of range developments.

9. Implementation of any part
of an alternative not meeting
requirements of Section 603 of
FLPMA or the interim management
policy would be deferred pending
Congressional action on suitabil-
ity recommendations.

6. Seedings done in important
and critical big game habitat
will be seeded with desirable
browse species to reach a 40-
percent target composition.

7. If after two years of rest
on new seedings less than 60
percent of the desired plant
composition is not attained,
reseed as needed and follow
with another 2 years of rest.

5. Steep drainages and
areas within an estimated
0.25 mile of riparian areas,
reservoirs, springs, and
livestock water developments, source,
will not be treated. See
NOTE below.

5. Size of storage tanks and 5. Right-of-way clear-
troughs will be designed to ance will be held to a
accommodate expected needs of minimum. Disturbed areas
livestock and wildlife using each will be rehabilitated where

6. Water will be left at the
site for wildlife. Wells will be
cased to prevent cave- ins and
well sites will be fenced.

6. Timing for spraying
will be determined by plant
growth and soil moisture.
Seedings may or may not
follow on a case-by-case
basis. Desirable plants in
remnant population will
determine need.

7. After determination of
which acres will be treated
by spraying in each allot-
ment, an environmental
assessment will analyze
application methods and
chemicals to be used on
approved Denver Service
Center list.

8. Burning will be con-
ducted in the fall and on
slopes less than 15 percent.
In sagebrush , burning
will be done after desicca-
tion and prior to seed ripe
of the sagebrush. Seeding
will follow immediately.

9. "Cooperative Sage Grouse 9. Water developments will not

possible.

6. In big game areas,
fences will meet BLM Manual
design specifications to
accommodate wildlife
movement.

7. Storage structures will be 7. All fences will be in
designed to provide water for conformance with VRM
wildlife. Drinking ramps will be guidelines,
installed and heights will not
prohibit young wildlife from
obtaining water.

8. Water development will be
compatible with visual resource
management guidelines.

Guidelines" developed in
conjunction with BLM Tech.
Note "Habitat Requirements
and Management Recommenda-
tions for Sage Grouse" and
the Western State Sage Grouse
Committee "Guidelines" will be
followed in the course of devel-
oping plans for vegetation treat-
ment. BLM will conform with the
Interagency Sage Grouse Guide-
lines agreed to by BLM, UDWR.'FS,
and SCS in July 1979.

be operational until seedings
have been determined to be
successful.

8. Fences will not be
constructed where natural
barriers or rocky slopes
can be used. This will
reduce fencing costs and
amount of visual impact.

9. Pastures will not be
fenced until sites for
seedings are surveyed,
seedings are successful,
and permanent water is

provided.

NOTE; The actual dimensions of a buffer strip will be determined on-the-ground on a case-by-case basis. .This will occur during AMP development. (continued)
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APPENDIX 18

Allotments With Livestock/Big Game Conflicts

Allotment Species in Cor flict Type of Conflict" Acres

Art Canyon Deer A, B 2,700

Bald Knoll Deer A, B 1,440

Barracks Point Deer A, B 1,520

Black Rock Deer A, B 5,940

Boulder Creek Deer, elk A, B, F 1,705

Boulder Stock Trail Deer A, B 2,278

Brown Canyon Deer A, B 1,020

Buck Pasture Deer A, B 1,280

Chris Spring Deer A, B 2,660

Circle Cliffs Deer, elk A, B, F 17,263

Clark Bench Antel ope D 215

Clay Flat Deer A, B 1,560

Cottonwood (Pari a) Deer, antel ope h E 540

Cottonwood Point Deer A, B 20

Coyote Deer, antel ope D, E 1,025

Deer Creek Deer, elk A, B, F 3,879

Deer Range Deer B 8,800

Dry Lake Deer A 1,240

Elephant Cove Deer A, B 5,250

Escalante River Bighorn sheep C 95

FAR Deer A, B 115

Farm Canyon Deer A, B 2,960

First Point Deer A, B 780

Flag Point Deer A, B 260

Flood Canyon. Deer A, B 790

Ford Well Deer A, B 3,440

Gardner Hollow Deer A, B 840

Glendale Bench Deer A 1,010

Grapevine Deer A 25

Harris Flat Deer A, B 3,040

Headwaters (winter) Deer A, B, E 3,361

(continued)
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APPENDIX 18 (continued)

Allotment Species in Conflict Type of Conflict Acres

Headwaters (summer) Deer

Horse Valley Deer

John R. Flat Deer

Johnson Canyon Deer

Johnson Lakes Deer

Kane Springs Deer

King Bench Deer

Kinnikinnic Deer

Last Chance Deer

Lower Hackberry Deer

Long Neck Deer

Meadow Canyon Deer

Mill Creek Deer

Mollies Nipple Deer

Moody Bighorn sheep

Nipple Bench Antelope

Pine Creek Deer

Poverty Flat Deer

Red Canyon Deer

Red Hollow Deer

Red Knoll Deer

Rocking Chair Deer

Saltwater Creek Deer

Sethy's Canyon Deer

Sink Holes Deer

Sink Valley Deer

Soda Deer

Steep Creek Deer, elk

Sugar Knoll Deer

Swallow Park Deer

Trail Canyon Deer

Upper Place Deer

Upper South Creek Deer

E

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

E

E

A, B

A

A, B

A, B

C

D

A, B

A

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B, F

A, B

A, B

A, B

A, B

A

968

40

2,690

3,630

3,590

3,380

11,415

2,600

34

434

610

680

2,150

6,390

1,230

75

3,822

730

2,460

740

5,990

1,200

5,814

1,510

1,620

1,230

2,511

9,170

1,090

3,610

660

1,080

35

(continued)
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APPENDIX 18 (concluded)

Allotment Species in Conflict Type of Conflict Acres

Upper Warm Creek Antelope D 124

Vermilion Deer A, B 4,310

Wagon Box Deer, bighorn sheep A, B, C 5,134

Wahweap Deer E 211

White Rock Deer, elk A, B, F 1,302

Wide Hollow Deer A, B 5,986

Willow Gulch Deer, elk A, B, F 4,456

Willow Spring Deer A, B 1,910

Yellow Jacket Deer A, B 2,680

Zion Deer A, B 540

TOTAL 186,892

The letters used represent the following types of conflicts: A = Overutili-
zation of key browse species; B = Livestock season of use reduces forage for

deer; C = Competition with wild horses for habitat; D = Livestock grazing
riparian areas critical to antelope fawning; E = Livestock grazing critical
riparian areas used for deer fawning ; F = Livestock season of use reduces

forage for elk.

^Bighorn sheep/wild horse conflicts will occur in the near future as sheep

numbers increase.
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