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DEAR READER LETTER

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Utah State Office
P.O. Box 45155
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0155
http://www.blm.gov

In reply to:
1610 (UTC03000)
DOI-BLM-UT-C030-2015-1-EIS

Dear Reader:

I am pleased to announce that after several years of hard work and collaborative efforts, an Amendment to the St.
George Field Office Resource Management Plan (Approved RMP Amendment) is complete. This document amends
the St. George Field Office RMP (1999) to comply with direction from the Omnibus Public Land Management

Act of 2009 (OPLMA) at sections 1977 and 1979. The attached Record of Decision (ROD) and Approved RMP
Amendment have been prepared in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, OPLMA, and the
National Environmental Policy Act.

The Approved RMP Amendment finalizes the management goals, objectives, and decisions that were presented in
the Proposed RMP Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS), released on September 2, 2016
and subject to a 30-day protest period that ended on October 3, 2016. Four protest letters were received from entities
that had participated in the planning process and that had interests that might be adversely affected by approval of
the RMP Amendment. The protests were reviewed by the BLM Director in Washington, D.C. After careful consider-
ation of all points raised in these protests, the Director concluded that the BLM planning team and decision makers
followed all applicable laws, regulations, policies, and pertinent resource considerations in developing the Proposed
RMP Amendment/Final EIS. The protest review did not result in any changes being made in the Proposed RMP
Amendment. My approval of this ROD serves as the final decision by the Department of the Interior for the deci-
sions included in the attached Approved RMP Amendment.

The ROD/Approved RMP Amendment is available to the public online at http://bit.ly/2thtN3P. Hard copies of the
ROD and Approved RMP Amendment may be reviewed at:

Public Lands Information Center
345 East Riverside Drive
St. George, Utah 84790-6714

Color Country District Office
176 East DL Sargent Drive
Cedar City, Utah 84721-9337

Public Room

BLM Utah State Office

440 West 200 South, Suite 500
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1345
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http://bit.ly/2fhtN3P

DEAR READER LETTER

We greatly appreciate all who contributed to the completion of this Approved RMP Amendment, including other
Federal and State agencies, and representatives from the State of Utah, Washington County, Utah, and Mojave
County, Arizona, the entities that were Cooperating Agencies on this planning effort. We also appreciate the involve-
ment by individuals, groups, and organizations, as public input informed and improved the planning documents. We
look forward to working with all of you as we implement the decisions in the Approved RMP Amendment.

Sincerely,

-

Edwin L. Roberson
Utah State Director
Bureau of Land Management
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Record of Decision

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Record of Decision (ROD) approves an amend-
ment to the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) St.
George Field Office Record of Decision and Resource
Management Plan (hereinafter SGFO RMP, approved in
1999, amended in 2001), as presented in the approved
Resource Management Plan Amendment (Approved
RMP Amendment). This document provides background
information on the planning process and a rationale

for the selection of the management goals, objectives,
and decisions that are included in the Approved RMP
Amendment.

1.1 Purpose and Need

The purpose of this planning process has been to sat-
isty specific direction in the Omnibus Public Land
Management Act of 2009 (OPLMA) (16 U.S.C 7202, Pub.
L.111-11). Title I, Subtitle O of OPLMA concerns public
lands managed by the BLM in Washington County, Utah
(Appendix A). Congress established the Beaver Dam
Wash National Conservation Area (NCA) and the Red
Cliffs NCA in Washington County when, on March 30,
2009, President Barack Obama signed OPLMA into law.
Sections 1974 and 1975 of Title I, Subtitle O designated
the two NCAs and directed the Secretary of the Interior
(Secretary), through BLM, to develop comprehensive
plans for the long-term management of each NCA.

This same legislation also directed the BLM to take
actions and make land use allocations on public lands

in Washington County that required the SGFO RMP

be amended. Section 1979 (a) (1) and (2) of OPLMA
directed the Secretary, through the BLM, to “identify
areas located in the County where biological conserva-
tion is a priority; and undertake activities to conserve
and restore plant and animal species and natural com-
munities within such areas.” Satisfying this legislative
direction from OPLMA could be accomplished through
the administrative designation of new areas of critical
environmental concern (ACECs) on public lands, to di-
rect special management attention to biological resources
and natural communities that meet specific criteria for
both relevance and importance (BLM Manual 1613.1).
The identification, evaluation, and designation of new
ACECs must be accomplished through a land use plan-
ning process, as required by the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq., Pub. L.
94-579 at Section 202 (c) (3)).

The BLM could also have amended the SGFO RMP to
achieve the biological conservation objectives directed by
OPLMA by identifying priority biological conservation
areas and proposing management decisions for those ar-
eas where biological resources were in need of protection,
but did not meet one or more of the criteria required for
ACEC designation. Changes to existing goals, objectives,
and management decisions from the SGFO RMP for
specific areas of public lands in Washington County can
only be made through a land use planning process.

Section 1977 (b) (1) of OPLMA directed the Secretary,
through BLM, to “develop a comprehensive travel [and
transportation] management plan” (TMP) for public
lands in Washington County. The preparation of a TMP
required that the SGFO RMP be amended to modify cer-
tain motorized off-highway vehicle (OHV) area designa-
tions (open, limited or closed), to be in compliance with
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) at 43 CFR 8340.0-
5, (f), (), and (h), respectively, 43 CFR 8342.1 (a-d), and
related agency policies.

The three OPLMA-directed planning efforts were initi-
ated concurrently by the BLM in 2010, thereby facilitat-
ing the preparation of a single Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) to disclose the environmental conse-
quences of implementing the new land use plans for the
two NCAs and an amendment to the SGFO RMP.

1.2 Designation of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern

During this planning effort, BLM solicited input from
other federal and state agencies, American Indian Tribes,
local governments, and the public in the identification
of public lands in Washington County where biological
conservation is a priority and where new ACECs should
be designated to conserve and restore plant and animal
species and natural communities. The BLM then evalu-
ated all nominations for new ACECs against the follow-
ing criteria of relevance and importance (BLM Manual
1613.1):

Relevance: An area meets the “relevance” criteria if it
contains one or more of the following:

» A fish and wildlife resource (including but not lim-
ited to habitat for endangered, sensitive, or threat-
ened species, or habitat essential for maintaining
species diversity).




» A natural process or system (including but not
limited to endangered, sensitive, or threatened plant
species, rare, endemic, or relic plants or plant com-
munities which are terrestrial, aquatic, or riparian
or rare geological feature).

Importance: The resource, system, or process described
above must have substantial significance and value in
order to satisfy the importance criteria. This generally
means that the resource, system, or process is character-
ized by one or more of the following:

» Has more than locally significant qualities that give
it worth, consequence, meaning, distinctiveness,
or cause for concern, especially compared to any
similar resource.

» Has qualities or circumstances that make it fragile,
sensitive, rare, irreplaceable, exemplary, unique,
endangered, threatened or vulnerable to adverse
change.

» Has been recognized as warranting protection in or-
der to satisfy national priority concerns or to carry
out the mandates of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act.

Pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act 0f 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq., Pub. L. 94-579 at
Section 202 (c) (3)), and the BLM’s planning regulations,
the identification, evaluation, and designation of ACECs
must be accomplished through a land use planning pro-
cess. In order to administratively designate new ACECs
for relevant and important biological resources and natu-
ral communities, SGFO RMP must be amended.

1.3 Management of Priority Biological
Conservation Areas

Through this planning effort, the BLM also evaluated
amending the SGFO RMP to propose new manage-
ment goals, objectives, and decisions for public lands

in Washington County where biological resources were
in need of protection, but did not meet the criteria of
relevance and importance that are required for ACEC
designation. The identification of priority biological con-
servation areas was guided by input from other federal
and state agencies, American Indian Tribes, local govern-
ments, and the public.

1.4 Off-Highway Vehicle Area Designations
Prior to the development of the TMP, the SGFO RMP
needed to be amended to modify certain existing mo-
torized off-highway vehicle (OHV) area designations
(Open, Limited or Closed), to be in compliance with

43 CFR 8340.0-5, (f), (g), and (h), respectively, 43 CFR
8342.1 (a-d), and related agency policies. Area designa-
tions provide the framework within which individual
route designations are made, as BLM prepares the TMP
for public lands in Washington County, as directed by
OPLMA.

1.5 Description of the Planning Area

The planning area for the Amendment includes the
surface acres managed by the SGFO in Washington
County (Map 1). Other federal, state, and tribal-man-
aged lands, as well as private property, occur within the
planning area and those acres are displayed in Table 1.
Management goals, objectives, and actions proposed in
the amendment to the SGFO RMP apply only to BLM
administered public lands in the planning area.

In Washington County, the Southern Basin and Range
and Colorado Plateau physiographic provinces converge,
separated by a transition zone bounded on the east by the
Hurricane Fault and on the west by the Gunlock Fault.
This convergence of major landforms creates the scenic
vistas that typify southwestern Utah. Zion National Park
and the Pine Valley Mountains of the Dixie National
Forest define the eastern and northern boundaries of
the county. To the west lie the valleys and mountains of
Nevada, while the undeveloped expanses of the Arizona
Strip are visible immediately to the south. Elevations
range from approximately 2,200 feet at the Arizona state
line, to nearly 10,400 feet in the Pine Valley Mountains.
The Virgin River and its many tributaries flow through
the county.

Three distinctive floristic provinces—the Mojave Desert,
Great Basin Desert, and the Colorado Plateau, also merge
here in Washington County. Plant and animal species
from each province, many at the extremes of their natu-
ral ranges, have adapted and thrived in this biologically
rich and diverse ecological transition zone (ecotone). A
number of native plants have evolved in this unique envi-
ronmental setting and grow nowhere else on earth.

Table 1 Surface Acre Administration in Washington County

Agency or Entity Acre

BLM 628,790

Indian Reservation 28,830

State 88,700

National Park Service 141,990

U.S. Forest Service 423,130

Private 262,440
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2.0 OVERVIEW OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Implementing regulations for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require the formu-
lation of a reasonable range of alternatives to address
identified resource conflicts or concerns in the develop-
ment of land use plans. Each alternative must meet the
purpose and need for the plan, be viable and reasonable,
be responsive to issues identified in scoping, and consis-
tent with the established planning criteria.

Public comments received during the scoping pro-

cess, input from Cooperating Agencies, and issues and
concerns identified by BLM staff and management were
considered in the development of the alternatives and
their management options. A number of state agen-

cies, including the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
(UDWR), provided data and input that assisted the
development of alternatives. Other federal agencies, in-
cluding the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
the U.S. Forest Service (USES) - Dixie National Forest
participated in the planning process. The State of Utah;
Washington County, Utah; and Mohave County, Arizona,
as formal Cooperating Agencies to this planning process,
and the Shivwits Band of the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah,
were directly involved in the planning process.

Four alternatives were presented in the Draft RMP
Amendment and associated Draft EIS, released for public
review on July 17, 2015. The four alternatives ana-

lyzed in the draft included: Alternative A (No Action),
Alternative B (BLM’s Preferred Alternative), Alternative
C (Environmentally Preferable), and Alternative D.
Summaries of each alternative are presented below. These
alternatives contained goals, objectives, and management
decisions to address the two planning issues that were
driven by legislative direction from OPLMA.

2.1 Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative A (No Action) is required by NEPA and
served as a baseline against which to compare the envi-
ronmental consequences that could be associated with
implementation of other alternatives. Under this alterna-
tive, management decisions from 1999 St. George Field
Office RMP Plan that address ACECs and OHV area
designations would remain unchanged. No new ACECs
would be administratively designated. The No Action
Alternative for the amendment would not have provided
the needed management changes to be in compliance
with the direction in OPLMA sections 1977 or 1979.

2.2 Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B attempted to balance resource protec-
tion and human uses on public lands affected by the
RMP Amendment. This alternative proposed to sat-
isfy OPLMA's mandate related to areas of public land
where biological conservation is a priority through

two approaches: 1) the administrative designation of
three new ACEC:s for three federally-listed native plant
species Dwarf Bearclaw Poppy (Arctomecon humilis),
Holmgren milkvetch (Astragalus holmgreniorum) and
Gierisch Globemallow (Sphaeralcea gierrischii) and the
retention of eight existing ACEC designations; and 2)
the implementation of new management decisions for
approximately 87,000 acre in the northwestern corner of
Washington County, labeled by BLM as the Bull Valley
Mountains Multi-Species Management Area, to protect
crucial habitat and migration corridors for mule deer,
other wildlife species, and diverse predators.

Changes proposed for existing OHV area designations
would remove the mountain biking area designations
and change the acres designated as Open, Limited, and
Closed for cross-country motorized OHV travel, to
comply with federal regulations and BLM’s Travel and
Transportation Management guidance. The acreage iden-
tified as Open to cross-country motorized vehicle travel
would be reduced from 80,668 acres under Alternative A
(No Action) to 22,062 acres under this alternative.

2.3 Alternative C (Environmentally Preferable)

In the Draft RMP Amendment, Alternative C was
considered the environmentally preferable alternative,

as it proposed the most intensive and protective man-
agement of the resource values. Under this alternative,
14 new ACECs would be designated to provide special
management attention to threatened, endangered or
BLM Sensitive Species and eight existing ACEC designa-
tions would be carried forward as valid management.
Management prescriptions proposed for the new ACECs
would help to ensure the protection of the relevance and
importance values of the ACECs, through higher levels
of restrictions on public land allocations and uses.

Like Alternative B, this alternative proposed new man-
agement decisions for approximately 87,000 acres of
public land in the Bull Valley Multi-Species Management
Area, to protect crucial habitat and migration corri-

dors for mule deer, other big game, and their associated
predators in northwestern Washington County.

This alternative would revoke existing mountain bik-
ing area designation and reduce the number of acres

designated as Open for cross-country motorized OHV
travel, to comply with federal regulations and BLM’s
Travel and Transportation Management guidance.
Alternative C would designate 387,222 acres of public
lands as Limited to Designated Routes.

2.4 Alternative D

This alternative in the Draft RMP Amendment would
satisfy OPLMA's biological conservation mandate
through the retention of eight existing ACEC designa-
tions and the implementation of new management
decisions for approximately 87,000 acres of public land,
identified as the Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species
Management Area, to protect crucial habitat and migra-
tion corridors for mule deer, other wildlife species, and
diverse predators in northwestern Washington County.

Existing mountain biking area designations would be re-
voked under this alternative and the acres designated as
Open for cross-country motorized OHV travel would be
reduced, when compared to Alternative A (No Action),
to comply with federal regulations and BLM’s Travel and
Transportation Management guidance.

2.5 Proposed RMP Amendment

The BLM’s land use planning process (described at

43 CFR 1600) provides the discretion to develop the
Proposed RMP Amendment by combining components
of the four alternatives that were presented in the Draft
RMP Amendment and associated Draft EIS.

The Proposed RMP Amendment includes most of the
goals, objectives, and management actions identified

as BLM’s Preferred Alternative, Alternative B, in the
Draft RMP Amendment. However, in response to public
comments and input from the Cooperating Agencies,
other federal and state agencies, and local governmental
entities, the Proposed RMP Amendment did not include
new goals, objectives, or management actions related

to public lands within the Bull Valley Mountains Multi-
species Management Area, as these were determined not
to be needed at this time.

3.0 RESULTS OF PROTEST REVIEW
The BLM received a total of four protest letters during
the 30 day protest period provided for the Proposed
Amendment to the SGFO RMP/Final EIS, in accor-
dance with 43 CFR Part 1610.5.2. Of that total, all were
determine to have standing and valid protest issues. The
protesting parties were as follows:

» Bryan Thiriot

» The Wilderness Society

» Western Watersheds Project
» Wildlands Defense

The BLM Director resolved all valid protests without
making changes to the Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

4.0 THE DECISION

After considering public comments, best available
scientific and technical information, and the results of
consultation and coordination with other federal and
state agencies, tribal, state, and local governments, it

is the BLM’s decision to approve the attached RMP
Amendment. The amendment was prepared under the
authorities of OPLMA; FLPMA; in accordance with 43
CFR, Part 1600, that address the BLM land use plan-
ning process; as well as all other applicable federal laws,
regulations, and agency policies. An EIS was prepared
for this RMP, in compliance with the NEPA of 1969.
The Approved RMP Amendment satisfies the legislative
direction in OPLMA, at Sections 1977 and 1979.

The Approved RMP Amendment is identical to the
Proposed RMP/Final EIS that was issued for review dur-
ing the September 2, 2016 to October 3, 2016 protest pe-
riod and all decisions in the Approved RMP Amendment
are land use planning decisions that could be protested
during that same period.

4.1 What the Decision/RMP Amendment Provides
Land use plan decisions include:

» Goals

» Objectives

» Land Use Allocations

» Management Actions

Goals are the broad statements of desired outcomes,

and are usually not quantifiable. Objectives are specific
desired conditions, usually quantifiable and measurable,
and may have timeframes for achievement. Land use al-
locations specify locations within the planning area that
are available or not for certain uses. These include deci-
sions such as and what lands are open, closed, or limited
to motorized travel (please note that all acreages pre-
sented in the Approved Plan Amendment are estimations
even when presented to the nearest acre). Management
actions include those provisions that help in meeting the
established goals and objectives and include measures
that will be applied to guide day-to-day activities on
public lands, including but not limited to stipulations,
guidelines, best management practices (BMPs), and
design features.




The management decisions in the Approved RMP
Amendment are to:
» Designated the following new ACECs:
o South Hills ACEC - 1,950 acres
o State Line ACEC - 1,410 acres
» Webb Hill ACEC - 520 acres
» Designate areas as Open, Limited, or Closed to
motorized off-highway vehicle use:
o Open to Cross Country OHV use - 21,442
acres
o Limited to Designated Routes — 386,563 acres
o Closed to OHV use — 112,427 acres
This ROD serves as BLM's final decision, establishing the
land use plan decisions outlined in the Approved RMP
Amendment, and is effective on the date that it is signed

by the Utah-BLM State Director. These land use plan de-
cisions are not subject to other administrative remedies.

4.2 What the Decision/RMP Amendment Does
Not Provide
» The RMP decisions only apply to BLM-
administered public lands in the St. George Field
Office.

» The RMP does not affect valid existing rights.
In addition, many decisions are not appropriate at this

level of planning and are not included in the ROD.
Examples of these types of decisions include:

» Statutory requirements. The decision will not change
the BLM's responsibility to comply with applicable
laws, rules, and regulations.

» National policy. The decision will not change BLM's
obligation to conform to current or future National
policy.

» Funding levels and budget allocations. These are
determined annually by Congress and are outside of
the control of the BLM.

5.0 SUPPLEMENTAL RULES

In some instances, decisions from the Approved RMP
Amendment could restrict or prohibit an activity on pub-
lic lands. Often the restriction or prohibition is already
standard on public land and there is no requirement

for supplementary rule-making to enforce the deci-

sion from the Approved RMP Amendment. However,

to make some decisions enforceable, a public process is
required, as outlined in 43 CFR 8365.1-6. This process
requires that specific steps be taken to ensure that inter-
est groups and public land users are adequately informed

of newly-proposed rules before they go into effect. The
first step of the process is the publication of a proposed
set of rules in the Federal Register, public notification
through media releases, and a 60 day public review and
comment period. Following the public review and com-
ment period, a Notice of Final Supplementary Rules is
published in the Federal Register that establishes the final
supplementary rules and identifies the date when these
rules go into effect.

6.0 MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS
IN SELECTING THE APPROVED RMP
AMENDMENT

The BLM is ultimately responsible for preparing an
amendment to an RMP that is consistent with its legal
mandates, that reflects its collective professional judg-
ment, and incorporates the best from competing view-
points and ideas. The Approved RMP Amendment allows
the BLM to meet the mandates of OPLMA at Sections
1977 and 1979. The following are the management deci-
sions that address the planning issues included in the
Approved RMP Amendment.

6.1 Designation of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern

The Approved RMP Amendment designates three new
ACECs, to comply with OPLMATs direction at Section
1979 (a) (1) and (2) that directed the Secretary, through
the BLM, to “identify areas located in the County where
biological conservation is a priority; and undertake
activities to conserve and restore plant and animal spe-
cies and natural communities within such areas” The
designation of these three ACECs is necessary to further
the protection, recovery, and delisting of three threatened
or endangered native plants, the dwarf bearclaw poppy,
Holmgren’s milkvetch, and Gierisch globemallow, as the
SGFO RMP does not provide sufficient management pro-
tections to achieve these goals.

An analysis of current management direction from the
SGFO RMP (see Draft EIS, pages 870-880) concluded
that this direction provides a high level of protection

for the relevance and importance values of the other 11
potential ACECs that were analyzed under Alternative
C of the Draft RMP Amendment/Draft EIS. Designation
of these potential ACECs is not warranted at this time,
as relevance and importance criteria will continue to be
adequately protected by the management goals, objec-
tives, and decisions that in are effect today, and that will
remain in effect until that RMP undergoes a full revision
in the future.

6.2 Management of Priority Biological
Conservation Areas

In the Draft RMP Amendment and Draft EIS, the BLM
considered and analyzed a range of alternatives that
proposed new management decisions for approximately
87,000 acres of public lands, identified as the Bull Valley
Mountains Multi-Species Management Area (refer to
Table 2-71 of the Draft EIS). The biological values of this
area, which include big game and diverse predators, did
not meet the relevance and importance criteria for ACEC
designation. However, the area was identified as a prior-
ity biological conservation area, pursuant to OPLMA at
Section 1979 and changes to management goals, objec-
tives and actions were evaluated across three alternatives
to conserve these values.

An analysis of current management direction under

the SGFO RMP (refer to Table 2-71 of the Draft RMPs/
Draft EIS under Alternative A) concluded that adequate
protections, through land use allocations and restric-
tions, are currently in place to protect these species, their
crucial habitats, and important migration corridors.
These allocations and restrictions include:

» site-specific restrictions for mineral material sales
on 19,457 acres of crucial mule deer winter habitat
(Draft RMP, p. 315);

» special stipulations applied to fluid mineral leasing
within 24,375 acres (Draft RMP, p. 315).

Under the Approved RMP Amendment, a change in
OHYV designation from “Open” to cross-country travel
to “Limited to Designated Routes” will provide enhanced
protection to big game and associated predator spe-

cies on public lands within the identified Bull Valley
Mountains Multi-Species Management Area (see the
Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management
section below).

Following a review of the public comments on the
Draft RMP and Draft EIS, further coordination with
the Cooperating Agencies, and additional review of the
potential threats to the biological values of this area,
the BLM concluded that no new goals, objectives, or
management actions were needed to adequately protect
habitats and migration corridors for mule deer, other
big game, and predators, on the public lands in the area
identified as the Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species
Management Area. In the Proposed Amendment and
Final EIS and Approved RMP Amendment, this area was
not identified as a priority biological conservation area.

6.3 OHV Area Designations

Prior to the development of the TMP, the SGFO RMP
needed to be amended to modify certain existing motor-
ized OHV area designations (Open, Limited, or Closed),
to be in compliance with 43 CFR 8340.0-5, (f), (g), and
(h), respectively, 43 CFR 8342.1 (a-d), and related agency
policies. Area designations provide the framework
within which individual route designations are made, as
BLM prepares the TMP for public lands in Washington
County, as directed by OPLMA.

The Approved RMP Amendment modifies the OHV
area designation for approximately 60,000 acres of public
land in the Bull Valley Mountains from “Open” to cross-
country travel to Limited to Designated Routes. Under
the Approved RMP Amendment, the roads and trails in
the area would continue to be available for OHV use, but
cross-country travel would not be allowed.

This change is needed because public lands here do not
comply with BLM standards identified for OHV Open
areas, as these areas are intended for intensive cross-
country OHV use, in which any type of motorized
vehicle is permitted to travel cross-country anywhere in
the area, at all times. Because unregulated cross-country
use is allowed, open areas are limited to a size that can be
effectively managed and geographically identified to offer
a quality OHV experience for recreationalists.

The current designation as an Open area also does not
comply with BLM policy, articulated in BLM Handbook
H-8342, Travel and Transportation Management. This
policy states that “[e]xpansive open areas allowing cross-
country travel, without a corresponding and identified
user need or demand, will not be designated in RMP
revisions or new travel management plans.” This policy
establishes two criteria for open areas: 1) The terrain
must be conducive to cross-country travel; and 2) There
must be a user demand.

The current Open area in the Bull Valley Mountains
meets neither of these criteria. This modification is
needed, as the public lands in this area are mountain-
ous terrain, comprised of rocky, heavily-forested, and
steep-sided slopes that are not safe for or conducive to
cross-country motorized vehicle travel. In 2015, traffic
counts in the area totaled less than 4,000 annual visits,

a very low visit number, particularly when compared to
the Sand Mountain Open OHV Area, which had 120,000
visits in 2015.




7.0 CONSISTENCY AND CONSULTATION
REVIEW

Consistency of the Approved RMP Amendment with

the adopted or approved plans of other Federal, State,
Tribal and local government entities was considered as

a factor in selection of the Approved RMP Amendment.
The Approved RMP Amendment is consistent with plans
and policies of state and local governments to the extent
that the guidance and local plans are also consistent with
the purposes, policies, and programs of federal law and
regulation applicable to public lands, including OPLMA.
Chapter 3 of the Proposed RMP Amendment/Final EIS
provides a full discussion of consistency with all involved
entities.

7.1 Governor’s Consistency

The 60-day Governor's Consistency Review of the
Proposed RMP Amendment and Final EIS was initiated
on August 26, 2016 and concluded on October 25, 2016,
in accordance with planning regulations at 43 CFR Part
1610.3- 2(e). In a letter dated October 25, 2016, Utah
Governor Gary Herbert identified three management
decision included in the Proposed RMPs/Proposed Plan
Amendment/Final EIS that the State of Utah asserted are
inconsistent with state or local plans, policies, and pro-
grams. None of the issues raised by the Governor apply
to the SGFO RMP Amendment.

7.2 Consultation under the National Historic
Preservation Act

The BLM has conducted Section 106 consultation with
the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
related to this planning process, pursuant to the re-
quirements of the National Historic Preservation Act
and its’ implementing federal regulations. In written
correspondence dated September 20, 2016, the Deputy
SHPO concurred with BLM’s finding that approval of an
RMP Amendment that included the goals, objectives,
and management decisions contained in the Proposed
RMP Amendment and Final EIS would not result in
adverse effects to National Register of Historic Places-
listed or eligible sites (also known as historic properties);
(Appendix B).

7.3 Consultations with American Indian Tribes
Consultations with federally-recognized American
Indian Tribes that claim cultural affiliation with the
public lands of the St. George Field Office have been
ongoing since 2010 related to the development of a RMP
Amendment. The reader is referred to Chapter 3 of the
Proposed RMP Amendment and Final EIS for more

specific details on these consultations. No federally-
recognized American Indian Tribes submitted formal
comments on the Draft RMP Amendment and Draft
EIS and no protests were filed by Tribes on the Proposed
RMP Amendment and Final EIS.

7.4 Section 7 Consultation under the Endangered
Species Act

Consultation under Section 7(a) of the ESA was con-
ducted with the USFWS during the development of the
RMP Amendment. A Biological Assessment (BA) was
prepared to evaluate the potential impacts on popula-
tions and habitats of threatened and endangered species,
as well as for species proposed for listing and popula-
tions managed as 10 (j) non-essential experimental
populations that could result from implementing the
management goals, objectives, and decisions identified
in the Proposed RMP Amendment and Final EIS. The
BA was submitted to the USFWS on September 13, 2016.
The USFWS prepared a Biological Opinion (BO) that
was provided to the BLM on December 12, 2016 and is
included in Appendix C. In the BO, the USFWS deter-
mined that implementation of the management decisions
described in the Proposed RMP Amendment, with the
recommended conservation measures provided by the
USFWS in the BO, would not jeopardize the continued
existence of any federally-listed species or result in the
adverse modification of critical habitats.

8.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

One of BLM’s primary objectives during development
of the RMP Amendment to the St. George RMP was to
seek input from the public, by providing opportunities
for participation in the resource management plan-
ning process. These efforts are described included in the
Scoping Report, the Draft RMP Amendment/EIS, and
the Proposed RMP Amendment/Final EIS in Chapter 3,
Consultation and Coordination. Below is a summary of
these public involvement efforts.

The planning process formally began with the publica-
tion of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to initiate a land use
planning process in the Federal Register on May 10, 2010.
This NOI described the BLM’s intention to prepare new
resource management plans for the Beaver Dam Wash
National Conservation Area and the Red Cliffs National
Conservation Area and to amend the approved SGFO
RMP (1999) to address specific direction in OPLMA. A
formal public scoping period was initiated with the pub-
lication of the NOI in May of 2010 and ended on July 19,

2010. Public scoping meetings were held in four locations with 269 participants. A total of 724 written public scoping
comments were received during the scoping period.

Opportunities for public input in the planning process were provided in February 2011, when an Economic Strategies
Workshop was hosted by the BLM in St. George, Utah (facilitated by a USDA TEAMS Enterprise Unit) to identify
management opportunities involving public lands that would further the social and economic goals of area commu-
nities. Members of the public and representatives of local municipalities and county government attended the work-
shop. Participants explored the role of public lands in the socioeconomic sector of local communities and helped to
identify those activities and uses on public lands that should be considered during the planning process.

On July 17, 2015, the BLM and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) each published a Notice of Availability
(NOA) in the Federal Register, announcing the availability of the Draft RMP Amendment and Draft EIS for a 90-day
public review and comment period. The Utah BLM Acting State Director extended the comment period for an addi-
tional 30 days, based on written requests from Washington County, the State of Utah, and members of the public. The
review and comment period closed on November 16, 2015, during which time the BLM held three public workshops
(in St. George, Hurricane, and Salt Lake City, Utah during September, 2016). An estimated 176 members of the public
attended the three workshops.

The BLM received four protest letters during the 30 day protest period provided for the Proposed RMP Amendment
in September of 2016, in accordance with 43 CFR Part 1610.5.2. All of the protests were determine to have standing
and valid protest issues. The BLM Director resolved all protests without making changes to the Proposed RMP/Final
EIS.

During implementation of the Approved RMP Amendment, the BLM will continue to actively seek the views of

the public, using techniques such as news releases and web-site information to ask for participation and inform the
public of new and ongoing project proposals, site-specific planning, and opportunities and timeframes for comment.
The BLM will also continue to provide opportunities for involvement with the other federal and state agencies, Tribal
governments, and local government entities and elected officials on the management of public lands.

9.0 AVAILABILITY OF THE PLAN

The ROD/Approved RMP Amendment is available to the public online at http://bit.ly/2thtN3P. Hard copies of the
ROD and Approved RMP Amendment may be reviewed at:

Public Lands Information Center
345 East Riverside Drive
St. George, Utah 84790-6714

Color Country District Office
176 East DL Sargent Drive
Cedar City, Utah 84721-9337

Public Room

BLM Utah State Office

440 West 200 South, Suite 500
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1345



http://bit.ly/2fhtN3P

In consideration of the foregoing, I approve the Record of Decision for the amendment to the 1999 St. George Field
Office Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan.

December 21, 2016

Gl

Edwin L. Roberson

Utah State Director
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Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Approved RMP Amendment amends the SGFO
RMP to address the administrative designation of new
ACECs and modifications to OHV area designations, as
presented in the Proposed RMP Amendment and ana-
lyzed in the Final EIS (BLM 2016).

2.0 CONSIDERATION OF OTHER PLANS

At Section 202 (b) (9), FLPMA directs the BLM to in-
volve state, tribal, and local government officials in the
land use planning process and consider the provisions
of approved or adopted state, tribal, and local plans that
are relevant to BLM planning areas. The Cooperating
Agencies (Washington County, Mohave County [AZ]
and the State of Utah) were provided opportunities to
provide input throughout the planning process. The
BLM attempts to resolve inconsistencies between federal
and non-federal government plans, in the development
of land use decisions for public lands, to the extent that
those plans are consistent with the purposes, policies,
and programs of federal laws and regulations applicable
to public lands and the purposes of FLPMA. As part of
this planning effort, the following approved plans were
reviewed for consistency: Washington County Resource
Management Plan (2009); Washington County General
Management Plan (2010, amended 2012).

3.0 MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

This section of the Approved RMP Amendment pres-
ents the goals and objectives, land use allocations, and
management actions established for the amendment to
the SGFO RMP. The management decisions are given a
three letter prefix and number; acreages included under
decisions were developed using GIS data and should be
considered estimations that will be refined as manage-
ment decisions are implemented.

3.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Goal

Biological conservation and restoration mandates from
OPLMA (Section 1979) for priority biological areas are
satisfied through the administrative designation of new
ACEGs.

Objectives

Identify and evaluate areas where the relevance and
importance criteria, as stated at 43 CFR 1610.7.2, are met
for the administrative designation of ACECs to satisty

biological conservation and restoration mandates from
OPLMA (Section 1979).

Re-evaluate existing ACECs when developing new or
revised RMPs to determine if special management atten-
tion through this administrative designation continues to
be required.

Management Actions - General

ACE-1: Designate the following new ACECs:
a) South Hills ACEC (1,950 acres);
b) State Line ACEC (1,410 acres);
¢) Webb Hill ACEC (520 acres).
(Map 2)
ACE-2: Continue to manage the following as ACECs:
a) Red Bluft ACEC (6,166 acres);
b) Warner Ridge/Fort Pearce ACEC (4,286 acres);
¢) Santa Clara/Gunlock ACEC (2,002 acres);
d) Santa Clara River/Land Hill ACEC (1,664 acres);
e) Lower Virgin River ACEC (1,806 acres);
f) Little Creek Mountain ACEC (19,331 acres);
g) Canaan Mountain ACEC (33,955 acres);
h) Upper Beaver Dam Wash ACEC (33,108 acres).
(Map 2)
Management Prescriptions Applicable to All Newly-
Designated ACECs

Lands and Realty Management

ACE-3: Public lands in ACECs will be retained in federal
ownership.

ACE-4: Non-federal lands within or adjacent to an ACEC
may be acquired for the purposes of conservation of
relevance and importance values, through purchase, ex-
change, or donation. Acquired lands will be incorporated
into the ACEC and managed in accordance with the
prescriptions applied to the remainder of the ACEC.

ACE-5: All ACECs are subject to valid and existing
rights. Unless otherwise restricted by law, allow re-
newal and transfer of existing land use authorizations
within ACECs, if otherwise designated as Avoidance or
Exclusion areas.

ACE-6: Land use authorizations that could result in the
irreparable damage of relevant and important values
within ACECs will not be authorized. Ground disturbing
military maneuvers and landfills will not be authorized
in ACECs.
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Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species Management

ACE-16: Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive
annuals or noxious weeds could be authorized for use,
Livestock Grazing Management on a case-by-case basis, within the ACEC. Consultations
ACE-8: Unless previously made unavailable for livestock ~ would be conducted with USFWS to identify appropriate
grazing in the SGFO RMP, public lands are available for ~ herbicide, application methods, as well as other project
livestock grazing in ACECs, subject to the Terms and protocols, to ensure that special status plants are not im-
Conditions of federal grazing permits and the Terms and ~ pacted. Restore and re-vegetate treatment areas to reduce
Conditions of Biological Opinions issued by USFWS, the potential for re-infestations.
pursuant to Section 7 consultations under the ESA for
federally-listed species.
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Minerals Management: Fluid Mineral Leasing

MOJAVE CO

ACE-17: Open to fluid mineral leasing with No Surface
Minerals Management: Locatable Minerals Occupancy Stipulation.

s made by the BLM for use of

the data for purposes not intended by the BLM.

ACE-9: Public lands in Washington County will remain
available to mining location under the General Mining
Law of 1872 and applicable regulations, except where
segregated from mineral entry by law or withdrawn in
accordance with applicable law. Plans of Operation are
required for development in ACECs.

Recreation Management

ACE-18: Closed to dispersed camping.

This product may not meet BLM standards

ACEC-19: Authorize the discharge of firearms. Except in
the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be dis-
charged toward a proper backstop sufficient to stop the
projectile’s forward progress.

Minerals Management: Saleable Minerals

MOUN|TAIN

ACE-20: Targets must be constructed of wood, card-
board, paper or similar unbreakable materials. All targets
3.1.1 South Hills ACEC: Endangered Species: Dwarf must be removed and properly disposed_

Bearclaw Poppy and Holmgren Milkvetch

ACE-11: Designate and manage as a 1,950-acre ACEC
to protect populations and habitat for dwarf bearclaw
poppy (Arctomecon humilis) and Holmgren milkvetch
(Astragalus holmgreniorum).

ACE-10: ACECs are closed to mineral materials disposal.

N

ARTZONA

ACE-21: Special Recreation Permits may be issued for
commercial, organized group, and competitive events,
subject to site-specific analysis under NEPA and Section
7 consultations.

Washington

Red Cliffs
ational Conservation

OSt7George
Ve s~

US Forest Service
USFS Wilderness Area

National

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Man-

OEnterprise

Santa Clara

Management Prescriptions

Lands and Realty Management

ACE-12: Retain 100% of public lands in federal
ownership.

ACE-13: Manage as Exclusion area for linear, site-type,

agement
ACE-22: OHV area designation is Limited to Designated
Routes.

Visual Resource Management
ACE-23: Manage as VRM Class II.

and material site Right-of-ways (ROWSs).

BLM Wilderness Area

Bureau of Land Management
Indian Reservation

National Park Service

3.1.2 State Line Proposed ACEC: Endangered Species:
Native Vegetation Management Holmgren’s Milkvetch and Gierisch Globemallow
ACE-14: Manage as closed to native seed, plants, and ACE-24: Designate and manage a 1,410-acre ACEC to
plant materials harvesting for commercial purposes and  protect populations and habitat for Holmgren milkvetch
personal use. and Gierisch globemallow (Sphaeralcea gierischii).
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ACE-15: Collection of native seeds, cuttings, biological Management Prescriptions
soil crust communities and species for scientific research,
conservation, and for use in future restoration projects
would be authorized, as long as this activity is compatible
with resource management objectives. Seed collection
will follow the Seeds of Success Protocol, in partnership Native Vegetation Management

with the Great Basin and Mojave Desert Native Plant ACE-26: Closed to native seed, plants, and plant materi-
als harvesting for commercial purposes and personal use.

Lands and Realty Management

ACE-25: Manage as an Exclusion area for linear, site-
type, and material site ROWs.

Beaver Dam
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ACE-27: Collection of native seeds, cuttings, biological
soil crust communities and species for scientific research,
conservation, and for use in future restoration projects
would be authorized, as long as this activity is compatible
with resource management objectives. Seed collection
will follow the Seeds of Success Protocol, in partnership
with the Great Basin and Mojave Desert Native Plant
Programs. Collection of cuttings and biological soil crust
communities will follow the best available protocols.

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species Management

ACE-28: Herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or
noxious weeds could be approved for use on a case-by-
case basis in the ACEC. Consultations would be con-
ducted with USFWS to identify appropriate herbicide,
application methods, as well as other project protocols
and monitoring requirements.

Minerals Management-Fluid Minerals Leasing
ACE-29: Open to fluid mineral leasing with No Surface
Occupancy Stipulation.

Recreation Management
ACE-30: Closed to dispersed camping.

ACE-31: SRPs may be issued for commercial, organized

group, and competitive events, subject to site specific
analysis under NEPA and Section 7 consultations.

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Man-
agement
ACE-32: OHV area designation is Limited to Designated
Routes.
Visual Resource Management
ACE-33: Manage as VRM II.
3.1.3 Webb Hill Proposed ACEC: Endangered Species:
Dwarf Bearclaw Poppy
Management Prescriptions

Lands and Realty Management

ACE-34: Retain 100% of public lands in federal
ownership.

ACE-35: Manage as Exclusion area for linear, site-type,
and material site ROWs.

Native Vegetation Management

ACE-36: Closed to native seed, plants, and plant materi-
als harvesting for commercial purposes and personal use.

ACE-37: Collection of native seeds, cuttings, biological
soil crust communities and species for scientific research,
conservation, and for use in future restoration projects
would be authorized, as long as this activity is compatible

with resource management objectives. Seed collection
will follow the Seeds of Success Protocol, in partnership
with the Great Basin and Mojave Desert Native Plant
Programs. Collection of cuttings and biological soil crust
communities will follow the best available protocols.

Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Management
ACE-38: Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive
annuals or noxious weeds could be authorized for use on
a case-by-case basis in the ACEC. Consultations would
be conducted with the USFWS to identify appropriate
herbicide, application methods, as well as other project
protocols and monitoring requirements.

Minerals Management-Fluid Minerals Leasing
ACE-39: Closed to fluid mineral leasing.

Minerals Management-Saleable Minerals

ACE-40: Closed to mineral materials disposal.

Recreation Management
ACE-41: Closed to dispersed camping.

ACE-42: Do not grant SRPs for commercial, organized
group, and competitive events.

ACE-43: Non-motorized recreation use will continue to
be limited to designated trails.

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Man-
agement
ACE-44: OHV area designation Limited to Designated
Routes.
Visual Resource Management
ACE-45: Manage as VRM Class II.

3.2 Comprehensive Travel and Transportation
Management

Goal

Compatible traditional, current, and future use of the
land is sustained by establishing a transportation system
that contributes to protection of sensitive resources, pro-

motes dispersed recreation, and minimizes user conflicts.

Objectives

Sustain or expand, where needed, a variety of existing
motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized trail and

travel opportunities to meet public and administrative
needs.

Public access, resource management, and regulatory
needs are considered through transportation plan-
ning, incorporating consideration of access needs and
the effects of and interaction among all forms of travel,

including motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized/
non-mechanized travel.

Provide opportunities for sustainable motorized, mecha-
nized, and non-motorized/non-mechanized recreation
on public lands.

The BLM shall comply with OPLMA Sec. 1977 (b)(2)
which states the following: (2) SCOPE; CONTENTS.—In
developing the travel management plan, the Secretary
shall— (A) in consultation with appropriate Federal
agencies, State, tribal, and local governmental entities
(including the County and St. George City, Utah), and
the public, identify 1 or more alternatives for a northern
transportation route in the County; (B) ensure that the
travel management plan contains a map that depicts the
trail; and (C) designate a system of areas, roads, and trails
for mechanical and motorized use.

Management Actions - General

CTT-1: The BLM would coordinate transportation man-
agement with adjacent federal agencies, American Indian
Tribes, state and local governments, and authorized
users.

OHYV Area Designations

CTT-2: Individual route designations are implementation
level decisions that will be addressed in the TMP and
tiered to the OHV Area Designations in this plan.

CTT-3: Open to Cross-Country OHV use: 21,442 acres
Limited to Designated Routes: 386,563 acres
Closed to OHV use: 112,427 acres

(Map 3)

A map of the existing transportation system can be found
at the BLM ePlanning website http://bit.ly/2av3Q1i.

CTT-4: Upon completion of the TMP, all acres under
Limited to Existing Routes category will shift to the
Limited to Designated Routes category.

CTT-5: All cross-country (off-transportation system)
motorized or mechanized travel would be prohibited,
with the following exceptions:

a) Designated Open OHV Areas;

b) Minimum necessary for administration of the

area;

c) For emergency purposes;

d) Minimum necessary for the exercise of a valid
existing right or authorized use.

CTT-6: In areas designated as Limited to Existing Routes
or Limited to Designated Routes, allow motorized

vehicles to pull off of a route up to 100 feet to either

side of the route centerline for the purpose of park-

ing or camping, except in areas designated as closed to
camping.

CTT-7: Within designated ACECs (outside of designated
wilderness areas), unless otherwise posted, OHV area
designation is Limited to Designated Routes with use of
the shoulder and immediate roadside to allow for vehicle
passage, emergency stopping, or parking.

CTT-8: Use of non-motorized, wheeled game carriers to
retrieve game kills or collect antlers would be allowed in
all areas except designated wilderness. Use of motorized
vehicles for game retrieval or antler collection would be
prohibited.

CTT-9: Remove existing mountain bike area
designations.

Management Actions - Public Education and
Interpretation

CTT-10: Provide educational materials through various
media and venues (e.g., trailhead kiosks, websites) that
inform visitors about appropriate public lands etiquette,
including OHV etiquette.

CTT-11: Provide educational materials through vari-
ous media and venues (e.g., trailhead kiosks, websites)
that encourage motorized users to use existing disturbed
areas for parking and camping.



http://bit.ly/2av3Qli
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Glossary & Abbreviations-Acronyms

GLOSSARY
A

Acquisition: Acquisition of lands can be pursued to facilitate various resource management objectives. Acquisitions,
including easements, can be completed through exchange, Land and Water Conservation Fund purchases, or
donations.

Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC): Special Area designation established through the BLM’s land use
planning process (43 CFR 1610.7-2) where special management attention is required (when such areas are devel-
oped or used or where no development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic,
cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources, or other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety
from natural hazards. The level of allowable use within an ACEC is established through the collaborative planning
process. Designation of an ACEC allows for resource use limitations in order to protect identified resources or values.

B

Big game: Indigenous ungulate wildlife species that are hunted, such as elk, deer, bison, bighorn sheep, and prong-
horn antelope.

Biological soil crust (BSC): A complex association between soil particles and cyanobacteria, algae, microfungi,
lichens, and bryophytes that live within or atop the uppermost millimeters of soil. Also referred to as cryptobiotic soil
and cryptogamic soil.

C

Closed: Generally denotes that an area is not available for a particular use or uses; refer to specific definitions found
in law, regulations, or policy guidance for application to individual programs. For example, 43 CFR 8340.0-5 sets
forth the specific meaning of “closed” as it relates to oft-highway vehicle use, and 43 CFR 8364 defines “closed” as it
relates to closure and restriction orders (BLM 2005).

Comprehensive travel and transportation management: The proactive interdisciplinary planning, on-the-ground
management, and administration of travel networks (both motorized and non-motorized) to ensure public access,
natural resources, and regulatory needs are considered. It consists of inventory, planning, designation, implementa-
tion, education, enforcement, monitoring, easement acquisition, mapping and signing, and other measures necessary
to provide access to public lands for a wide variety of uses (including uses for recreational, traditional, casual, agricul-
tural, commercial, educational, and other purposes).

Corridor: A strip of land that aids in the movement of species between disconnected core areas of their natural
habitat.

Critical habitat: An area occupied by a threatened or endangered species on which are found physical and biological
features that are (1) essential to the conservation of the species, and (2) may require special management consider-
ations or protection.

Crucial winter range: That part of the overall big game range where 90 percent of the individuals are located during
the average five winters out of 10 from the first heavy snowfall to spring green-up, or during a site-specific period of
winter as defined for each Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Data Analysis Unit.

D

Designated routes: Specific roads and trails identified by the BLM where some type of use is appropriate and
allowed.

Dispersed camping: Camping anywhere outside of a developed campground. Dispersed camp sites do not have ame-
nities such as toilets, picnic tables, or fire grates. Dispersed camp sites may be designated by the BLM.

Disposal: Transfer of public land out of Federal ownership to another party through sale, exchange, Recreation and
Public Purposes Act, Desert Land Entry or other land law statutes.




E

Endangered species: Any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range
and so designated by the Secretary of the Interior in accordance with the 1973 Endangered Species Act.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): A detailed statement prepared by the responsible official in which a major
Federal action that significantly affects the quality of the human environment is described, alternatives to the pro-
posed action provided, and effects analyzed.

Exchange: A transaction whereby the Federal Government receives land or interests in land in exchange for other
land or interests in land.

F

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA): Public Law 94-579, October 21, 1976, often referred to
as the BLM’s “Organic Act,” which provides the majority of the BLM’s legislated authority, direction policy and basic
management guidance.

Firearm: A weapon, especially a portable gun or pistol, from which a projectile can be discharged by an explosion
caused by igniting gunpowder.

G

Goal: A broad statement of a desired outcome; usually not quantifiable and may not have established time frames for
achievement. For the NCAs, goals are generally derived from the Omnibus Act of 2009 and BLM policy guidance.

Grazing permit/license/lease: Official written permission to graze a specific number, kind, and class of livestock for a
specified time period on a defined rangeland.

H

Habitat: An environment that meets a specific set of physical, biological, temporal or spatial characteristics that sat-
isty the requirements of a plant or animal species or group of species for part or all of their life cycle.

Implementation decisions: Decisions that take action to implement land use planning; generally appealable to
Interior Board of Land Appeals under 43 CFR 4.410. These decisions are generally more site-specific than land-use
plan decisions.

L

Land use allocation: The identification in a land use plan of the activities and foreseeable development that are al-
lowed, restricted, or excluded for all or part of the planning area, based on desired future conditions (BLM 2005).

Land use plan: A set of decisions that establish management direction for land within an administrative area, as pre-
scribed under the planning provisions of FLPMA; an assimilation of land-use-plan level decisions developed through
the planning process outlined in 43 CFR 1600, regardless of the scale at which the decisions were developed. The term
includes both RMPs and MFPs (BLM 2005).

Land use plan decision: Establishes desired outcomes and actions needed to achieve them. Decisions are reached
using the planning process in 43 CFR 1600. When they are presented to the public as proposed decisions, they can be
protested to the BLM Director. They are not appealable to Interior Board of Land Appeals.

Limited area: Designated areas and trails where the use of off-road vehicles is subject to restrictions, such as limiting
the number or types or vehicles allowed, dates and times of use (seasonal restrictions), limiting use to existing routes,
or limiting use to designated routes. Under the limited to designated routes designation, use would be allowed only
on roads and trails that are signed for use. Combinations of restrictions are possible, such as limiting use to certain
types of vehicles during certain times of the year (from BLM National Management Strategy for OHV Use on Public
Lands).

M

Management decision: A decision made by the BLM to manage public lands. Management decisions include both
land use plan decisions and implementation decisions.

Mechanical transport: Any vehicle, device, or contrivance for moving people or material in or over land, water, snow,
or air that has moving parts.

Monitoring (plan monitoring): The process of tracking the implementation of land use plan decisions and collecting
and assessing data necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of land use planning decisions.

Motorized vehicles or uses: Any vehicle that is self-propelled, including but not limited to jeeps, all-terrain vehicles
(such as four-wheelers and three-wheelers), snow machines or snowmobiles, and trail motorcycles or dirt bikes.

N

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969: A law that established a national policy to maintain conditions
under which humans and nature can exist in productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other require-
ments of present and future generations of Americans. It established the Council on Environmental Quality for coor-
dinating environmental matters at the Federal level and to serve as the advisor to the President on such matters. The
law made all Federal actions and proposals that could have significant impact on the environment subject to review
by Federal, state, and local environmental authorities.

Native vegetation: Plant species that were found here prior to European settlement, and consequently are in balance
with these ecosystems because they have well developed parasites, predators, and pollinators.

Natural regeneration: The growth of trees (or other plants) from seeds, roots or bulbs without cultivation by
humans.

Noxious weeds: A plant species designated by Federal or State law as generally possessing one or more of the fol-
lowing characteristics: aggressive and difficult to manage; parasitic; a carrier or host of serious insects or disease; or
non-native, new, or not common to the US.

(o)

Objective: A description of a desired condition for a resource. Objectives can be quantified and measured and, where
possible, have established time frames for achievement.

Off-highway vehicle (OHV): Any motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, travel on or immediately over land,
water, or other natural terrain, excluding: (1) any non-amphibious registered motorboat: (2) any military, fire, emer-
gency, or law enforcement vehicle while being used for emergency purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is expressly
authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise officially approved; (4) vehicles in official use; and (5) any combat
or combat support vehicle when used for national defense (BLM 2005).

Off-highway vehicle area designations: BLM-administered lands in the St. George Field Office are designated as
Open, Limited, or Closed for OHV use.

» Open. Designated areas where all types of motorized vehicles (jeeps, all-terrain vehicles, motorized dirt bikes,
etc.) are permitted at all times, anywhere in the area, on roads or cross country, subject to the operating regula-
tions and vehicle standards set forth in 43 CFR subparts 8341 and 8342.

» Limited. Designated areas where motorized vehicles are restricted to designated routes. Off-road, cross-country
travel is prohibited in Limited areas, unless an area is specifically identified as an area where cross-country over-
snow travel is allowed. Some existing routes may be closed in Limited areas.

» Closed. Designated areas where off-road motorized vehicle travel is prohibited yearlong. Emergency use of
vehicles is allowed yearlong.

Open: Designated areas and trails where off-road vehicles may be operated, subject to operating regulations and
vehicle standards set forth in BLM Manuals 8341 and 8343, or an area where all types of vehicle use is permitted at all
times, subject to the standards in BLM Manuals 8341 and 8343.




P
Planning area: A geographic area for which land use and resource management plans are developed and maintained.

Planning criteria: The standards, rules, and other factors developed by managers and interdisciplinary teams for their
use in forming judgments about decision making, analysis, and data collection during planning. Planning criteria
streamlines and simplifies the resource management planning actions.

Plant materials: Materials derived from plants or vegetation, including firewood (fuelwood), posts & poles, wildings
and boughs.

Public land: Land or interest in land owned by the United States and administered by the Secretary of the Interior
through the BLM without regard to how the United States acquired ownership, except lands located on the Outer
Continental Shelf, and lands held for the benefit of Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos.

R

Restoration: The process by which areas are brought back to a former, original or specific desired condition or
appearance.

Right-of-way (ROW): An easement or permit that authorizes public land to be used for a specified purpose that is in
the public interest and that requires right-of-ways over, upon, under, or through such lands (e.g. roads, power-lines,
pipelines).

Right-of-way Avoidance area: An area identified through resource management planning to be avoided but may be
available for ROW location with special stipulations.

Right-of-way Exclusion area: An area identified through resource management planning that is not available for
ROW location under any conditions.

Riparian area: A form of wetland transition between permanently saturated wetlands and upland areas. Riparian
areas exhibit vegetation or physical characteristics that reflect the influence of permanent surface or subsurface water.
Typical riparian areas include lands along, adjacent to, or contiguous with perennially and intermittently flowing riv-
ers and streams, glacial potholes, and the shores of lakes and reservoirs with stable water levels. Excluded are ephem-
eral streams or washes that lack vegetation and depend on free water in the soil.

Riparian zone: An area one-quarter mile wide encompassing riparian and adjacent vegetation.

Road: A linear route declared a road by the owner, managed for use by low-clearance vehicles having four or more
wheels, and maintained for regular and continuous use.

Routes: Multiple roads, trails and primitive roads; a group or set of roads, trails, and primitive roads that represents
less than 100 percent of the BLM transportation system. Generically, components of the transportation system are
described as “routes”

S

Sensitive Species: Species designated as sensitive by the BLM State Director, including species that are under status
review, have small or declining populations, live in unique habitats, or require special management. BLM Manual
6840 provides policy and guidance for managing special status species.

Special status species: Species that are proposed for listing, officially listed as threatened or endangered, or are can-
didates for listing as threatened or endangered under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA); those listed
by a State in a category such as threatened or endangered implying potential endangerment or extinction; and those
designated by each State Director as sensitive.

State Historic Preservation Office: Office in State or territorial government that administers the preservation pro-
grams under the National Historic Preservation Act.
T

Threatened species: Any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant portion of its range, and as further defined by the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

Trail: A linear route managed for human-powered, stock or OHV travel/transportation, or for historical or heritage
values; not generally managed for use by 4WD or high-clearance vehicles.

Transportation system: The sum of the BLM’s recognized inventory of linear features (roads, primitive roads, and
trails) formally recognized, designated, and approved as part of the BLM’s transportation system.

Travel management areas: Polygons or delineated areas where areas have been classified as open, closed or limited,
and have identified and/or designated a network of roads, trails, ways, and other routes that provide for public access
and travel across the planning area. All designated travel routes within travel management areas should have a clearly
identified need and purpose as well as clearly defined activity types, modes of travel, and seasons or time-frames for
allowable access or other limitations (BLM 2005).

\'

Valid existing rights: Any valid right that is immune from denial or extinguishment by the exercise of Secretarial
discretion and was in existence within the boundaries of the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCAs when the NCAs
were established on March 30, 2009.

w

Wilderness: A congressionally designated area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and
influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, that is protected and managed to preserve its
natural conditions and that (1) generally appears to have been affected mainly by the forces of nature, with human
imprints substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type
of recreation; (3) has at least 5,000 acres or is large enough to make practical its preservation and use in an unim-
paired condition; and (4) may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or
historic value.




ABBREVIATIONS-ACRONYMS

ACECs Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
BA Biological Assessment

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMPs Best Management Practices

BO Biological Opinion

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

Draft EIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement
EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

ESA Endangered Species Act

Final EIS Final Environmental Impact Statement
FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act
NCA National Conservation Area

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NOA Notice of Availability

NOI Notice of Intent

OHV Off-Highway Vehicle

OPLMA Omnibus Public Land Management Act
Pub. L. Public Law

ROW Right-of-way

ROD Record of Decision

Secretary Secretary of the Interior

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SGFO St. George Field Office

TMP Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Plan
UDWR Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
WG, United States Code

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USES United States Forest Service
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Appendices

APPENDIX A

Omnibus Public Lands Management Act of 2009

This appendix contains the portions of the Omnibus Public Lands Management Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11, Title
I, Subtitle O - Washington County, Utah) that created the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs National Conservation
Areas.

Subtitle O—Washington County, Utah

SEC. 1971. DEFINITIONS.

In this subtitle:

(1) BEAVER DAM WASH NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA MAP.—The term “Beaver Dam Wash National
Conservation Area Map” means the map entitled “Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area” and dated
December 18, 2008.

(2) CANAAN MOUNTAIN WILDERNESS MAP.—The term “Canaan Mountain Wilderness Map” means the map
entitled “Canaan Mountain Wilderness” and dated June 21, 2008.

(3) COUNTY.—The term “County” means Washington County, Utah.

(4) NORTHEASTERN WASHINGTON COUNTY WILDERNESS MAP.— The term “Northeastern Washington
County Wilderness Map” means the map entitled “Northeastern Washington County Wilderness” and dated
November 12, 2008.

(5) NORTHWESTERN WASHINGTON COUNTY WILDERNESS MAP.—The term “Northwestern Washington
County Wilderness Map” means the map entitled “Northwestern Washington County Wilderness” and dated June 21,
2008.

(6) RED CLIFFS NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA MAP.—The term “Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Map” means the map entitled “Red Cliffs National Conservation Area” and dated November 12, 2008.

(7) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means—
(A) with respect to land under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Agriculture; and
(B) with respect to land under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of the Interior.

(8) STATE.—The term “State” means the State of Utah.

(9) WASHINGTON COUNTY GROWTH AND CONSERVATION ACT MAP.—The term “Washington County
Growth and Conservation Act Map” means the map entitled “Washington County Growth and Conservation Act
Map” and dated November 13, 2008.

SEC. 1972. WILDERNESS AREAS.
(a) ADDITIONS TO NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM.—

(1) ADDITIONS.—Subject to valid existing rights, the following land in the State is designated as wilderness and
as components of the National Wilderness Preservation System:

(A) BEARTRAP CANYON.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising
approximately 40 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which
shall be known as the “Beartrap Canyon Wilderness.”

(B) BLACKRIDGE.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising ap-
proximately 13,015 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which
shall be known as the “Blackridge Wilderness”

(C) CANAAN MOUNTAIN.—Certain Federal land in the County managed by the Bureau of Land
Management, comprising approximately 44,531 acres, as generally depicted on the Canaan Mountain Wilderness
Map, which shall be known as the “Canaan Mountain Wilderness.”




(D) COTTONWOOD CANYON.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management,
comprising approximately 11,712 acres, as generally depicted on the Red Clifts National Conservation Area Map,
which shall be known as the “Cottonwood Canyon Wilderness.”

(E) COTTONWOOD FOREST.—Certain Federal land managed by the Forest Service, comprising approxi-
mately 2,643 acres, as generally depicted on the Red Clifts National Conservation Area Map, which shall be
known as the “Cottonwood Forest Wilderness.”

(F) COUGAR CANYON.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising
approximately 10,409 acres, as generally depicted on the Northwestern Washington County Wilderness Map,
which shall be known as the “Cougar Canyon Wilderness.”

(G) DEEP CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approx-
imately 3,284 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall
be known as the “Deep Creek Wilderness.”

(H) DEEP CREEK NORTH.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, compris-
ing approximately 4,262 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map,
which shall be known as the “Deep Creek North Wilderness.”

(I) DOC’S PASS.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approxi-
mately 17,294 acres, as generally depicted on the Northwestern

Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall be known as the “Doc’s Pass Wilderness.”

(J) GOOSE CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising ap-
proximately 98 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall
be known as the “Goose Creek Wilderness”

(K) LAVERKIN CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising
approximately 445 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which
shall be known as the “LaVerkin Creek Wilderness.”

(L) RED BUTTE.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approxi-
mately 1,537 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall
be known as the “Red Butte Wilderness.”

(M) RED MOUNTAIN.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising
approximately 18,729 acres, as generally depicted on the Red

Cliffs National Conservation Area Map, which shall be known as the “Red Mountain Wilderness.”

(N) SLAUGHTER CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising
approximately 3,901 acres, as generally depicted on the

Northwestern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall be known as the “Slaughter Creek Wilderness.”

(O) TAYLOR CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising ap-
proximately 32 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall
be known as the “Taylor Creek Wilderness.”

(2) MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Natural Resources of the
House of Representatives a map and legal description of each wilderness area designated by paragraph (1).

(B) FORCE AND EFFECT.—Each map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall have
the same force and effect as if included in this subtitle, except that the Secretary may correct any clerical or typo-
graphical errors in the map or legal description.

(C) AVAILABILITY.—Each map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall be available
in the appropriate offices of—

(i) the Bureau of Land Management; and

(ii) the Forest Service.

(b) ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS.—

(1) MANAGEMENT.—Subject to valid existing rights, each area designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1)
shall be administered by the Secretary in accordance with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), except
that—

(A) any reference in the Wilderness Act to the effective date of that Act shall be considered to be a reference
to the date of enactment of this Act; and

(B) any reference in the Wilderness Act to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be considered to be a reference
to the Secretary that has jurisdiction over the land.

(2) LIVESTOCK.—The grazing of livestock in each area designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1), where
established before the date of enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue—

(A) subject to such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices that the Secretary considers necessary; and
(B) in accordance with—
(i) section 4(d)(4) of the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1133(d)(4)); and

(ii) the guidelines set forth in Appendix A of the report of the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs of the House of Representatives accompanying H.R. 2570 of the 101st Congress (H.Rep. 101-405) and
H.R. 5487 of the 96th Congress (H. Rept. 96-617).

(3) WILDFIRE, INSECT, AND DISEASE MANAGEMENT.—In accordance with section 4(d)(1) of the
Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C.1133(d)(1)), the Secretary may take such measures in each area designated as wilder-
ness by subsection (a)(1) as the Secretary determines to be necessary for the control of fire, insects, and diseases
(including, as the Secretary determines to be appropriate, the coordination of those activities with a State or local

agency).
(4) BUFFER ZONES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section creates a protective perimeter or buffer zone around any area
designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1).

(B) ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE WILDERNESS.—The fact that an activity or use on land outside any area desig-
nated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1) can be seen or heard within the wilderness shall not preclude the activity
or use outside the boundary of the wilderness.

(5) MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS.—Nothing in this section restricts or precludes—

(A) low-level overflights of military aircraft over any area designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1), in-
cluding military overflights that can be seen or heard within any wilderness area;

(B) flight testing and evaluation; or

(C) the designation or creation of new units of special use airspace, or the establishment of military flight
training routes over any wilderness area.

(6) ACQUISITION AND INCORPORATION OF LAND AND INTERESTS IN LAND.—

(A) ACQUISITION AUTHORITY.—In accordance with applicable laws (including regulations), the
Secretary may acquire any land or interest in land within the boundaries of the wilderness areas designated by
subsection (a)(1) by purchase from willing sellers, donation, or exchange.

(B) INCORPORATION.—Any land or interest in land acquired by the Secretary under subparagraph (A)
shall be incorporated into, and administered as a part of, the wilderness area in which the land or interest in land
is located.

(7) NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS USES.— Nothing in this section diminishes—




(A) the rights of any Indian tribe; or

(B) any tribal rights regarding access to Federal land for tribal activities, including spiritual, cultural, and
traditional food-gathering activities.

(8) CLIMATOLOGICAL DATA COLLECTION.—In accordance with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et
seq.) and subject to such terms and conditions as the Secretary may prescribe, the Secretary may authorize the
installation and maintenance of hydrologic, meteorologic, or climatological collection devices in the wilderness
areas designated by subsection (a)(1) if the Secretary determines that the facilities and access to the facilities are
essential to flood warning, flood control, or water reservoir operation activities.

(9) WATER RIGHTS.—
(A) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section—

(c) RELEASE OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS.—

(1) FINDING.—Congress finds that, for the purposes of section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1782), the public land in the County administered by the Bureau of Land Management has
been adequately studied for wilderness designation.

(2) RELEASE.—Any public land described in paragraph (1) that is not designated as wilderness by subsection (a)
(1)—

(A) is no longer subject to section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C.
1782(c)); and

(B) shall be managed in accordance with applicable law and the land management plans adopted under sec-
tion 202 of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1712).

(i) shall constitute or be construed to constitute either an express or implied reservation by the (d) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDICTION TO NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.—Administrative juris-
United States of any water or water rights with respect to the land designated as wilderness by subsection (a) diction over the land identified as the Watchman Wilderness on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness
(1); Map is hereby transferred to the National Park Service, to be included in, and administered as part of Zion National
Park.

SEC. 1973. ZION NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(ii) shall affect any water rights in the State existing on the date of enactment of this Act, including
any water rights held by the United States;

(iii) shall be construed as establishing a precedent with regard to any future wilderness designations;
(iv) shall affect the interpretation of, or any designation made pursuant to, any other Act; or

(v) shall be construed as limiting, altering, modifying, or amending any of the interstate compacts or
equitable apportionment decrees that apportion water among and between the State and other States.

(B) STATE WATER LAW.—The Secretary shall follow the procedural and substantive requirements of the law of
the State in order to obtain and hold any water rights not in existence on the date of enactment of this Act with
respect to the wilderness areas designated by subsection (a)(1).

(10) FISH AND WILDLIFE.—
(A) JURISDICTION OF STATE.—Nothing in this section affects the jurisdiction of the State with respect to
fish and wildlife on public land located in the State.

(B) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—In furtherance of the purposes and principles of the Wilderness Act
(16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), the Secretary may carry out management activities to maintain or restore fish and wild-
life populations (including activities to maintain and restore fish and wildlife habitats to support the populations)
in any wilderness area designated by subsection (a)(1) if the activities are—

(i) consistent with applicable wilderness management plans; and
(ii) carried out in accordance with—
(I) the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.); and

(II) applicable guidelines and policies, including applicable policies described in Appendix B
of House Report 101-405.

(11) WILDLIFE WATER DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS.—Subject to paragraph (12), the Secretary may autho-
rize structures and facilities, including existing structures and facilities, for wildlife water development projects,
including guzzlers, in the wilderness areas designated by subsection (a)(1) if—

(A) the structures and facilities will, as determined by the Secretary, enhance wilderness values by promoting
healthy, viable, and more naturally distributed wildlife populations; and

(B) the visual impacts of the structures and facilities on the wilderness areas can reasonably be minimized.

(12) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.—Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall enter into a cooperative agreement with the State that specifies the terms and conditions under which wild-

life management activities in the wilderness areas designated by subsection (a)(1) may be carried out.

(1) FEDERAL LAND.—The term “Federal land” means certain Federal land—
(A) that is—
(i) located in the County and Iron County, Utah; and
(ii) managed by the National Park Service;
(B) consisting of approximately 124,406 acres; and

(C) as generally depicted on the Zion National Park Wilderness Map and the area added to the park under
section 1972(d).
(2) WILDERNESS AREA.—The term “Wilderness Area” means the Zion Wilderness designated by subsection
(b)(1).
(3) ZION NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS MAP.—The term “Zion National Park Wilderness Map” means the
map entitled “Zion National Park Wilderness” and dated April 2008.

(b) ZION NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—Subject to valid existing rights, the Federal land is designated as wilderness and as a com-
ponent of the National Wilderness Preservation System, to be known as the “Zion Wilderness.”

(2) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED LAND.—Any land located in the Zion National Park that is acquired
by the Secretary through a voluntary sale, exchange, or donation may, on the recommendation of the Secretary,
become part of the Wilderness Area, in accordance with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.).

(3) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Natural Resources of the
House of Representatives a map and legal description of the Wilderness Area.

(B) FORCE AND EFFECT.—The map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall have the
same force and effect as if included in this Act, except that the Secretary may correct any clerical or typographical
errors in the map or legal description.

(C) AVAILABILITY.—The map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall be available in
the appropriate offices of the National Park Service.




SEC. 1974. RED CLIFFS NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.
(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section are—

(1) to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecologi-
cal, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National
Conservation Area; and

(2) to protect each species that is—
(A) located in the National Conservation Area; and

(B) listed as a threatened or endangered species on the list of threatened species or the list of endangered spe-
cies published under section 4(c)(1) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533(c)(1)).

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN.—The term “habitat conservation plan” means the conservation plan
entitled “Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan” and dated February 23, 1996.

(2) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term “management plan” means the management plan for the National
Conservation Area developed by the Secretary under subsection (d)(1).

(3) NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.—The term “National Conservation Area” means the Red Cliffs
National Conservation Area that—

(A) consists of approximately 44,725 acres of public land in the County, as generally depicted on the Red
Cliffs National Conservation Area Map; and

(B) is established by subsection (c).

(4) PUBLIC USE PLAN.—The term “public use plan” means the use plan entitled “Red Cliffs Desert Reserve
Public Use Plan” and dated June 12, 2000, as amended.

(5) RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term “resource management plan” means the management plan
entitled “St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan” and dated March 15, 1999, as amended.

(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to valid existing rights, there is established in the State the Red Clifts National
Conservation Area.

(d) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of this Act and in accordance with para-
graph (2), the Secretary shall develop a comprehensive plan for the long-term management of the National
Conservation Area.

(2) CONSULTATION.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall
consult with—

(A) appropriate State, tribal, and local governmental entities; and
(B) members of the public.

(3) INCORPORATION OF PLANS.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), to the
extent consistent with this section, the Secretary may incorporate any provision of—

(A) the habitat conservation plan;
(B) the resource management plan; and
(C) the public use plan.
(e) MANAGEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall manage the National Conservation Area—
(A) in a manner that conserves, protects, and enhances the resources of the National Conservation Area; and

(B) in accordance with—

(i) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);
(ii) this section; and
(iii) any other applicable law (including regulations).

(2) USES.—The Secretary shall only allow uses of the National Conservation Area that the Secretary determines
would further a purpose described in subsection (a).

(3) MOTORIZED VEHICLES.—Except in cases in which motorized vehicles are needed for administrative pur-
poses, or to respond to an emergency, the use of motorized vehicles in the National Conservation Area shall be
permitted only on roads designated by the management plan for the use of motorized vehicles.

(4) GRAZING.—The grazing of livestock in the National Conservation Area, where established before the date of
enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue—

(A) subject to—
(i) such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and
(ii) applicable law; and

(B) in a manner consistent with the purposes described in subsection (a).

(5) WILDLAND FIRE OPERATIONS.—Nothing in this section prohibits the Secretary, in cooperation with
other Federal, State, and local agencies, as appropriate, from conducting wildland fire operations in the National
Conservation Area, consistent with the purposes of this section.

(f) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED LAND AND INTERESTS.—Any land or interest in land that is located in
the National Conservation Area that is acquired by the United States shall—

(1) become part of the National Conservation Area; and
(2) be managed in accordance with—
(A) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);
(B) this section; and
(C) any other applicable law (including regulations).
(g) WITHDRAWAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing rights, all Federal land located in the National Conservation Area
are withdrawn from—

(A) all forms of entry, appropriation, and disposal under the public land laws;
(B) location, entry, and patenting under the mining laws; and
(C) operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.

(2) ADDITIONAL LAND.—If the Secretary acquires additional land that is located in the National Conservation
Area after the date of enactment of this Act, the land is withdrawn from operation of the laws referred to in para-
graph (1) on the date of acquisition of the land.
(h) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section prohibits the authorization of the development of utilities within the National
Conservation Area if the development is carried out in accordance with—

(1) each utility development protocol described in the habitat conservation plan; and

(2) any other applicable law (including regulations).
SEC. 1975. BEAVER DAM WASH NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section is to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of
present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational,
and scientific resources of the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:




(1) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term “management plan” means the management plan for the National
Conservation Area developed by the Secretary under subsection (d)(1).

(2) NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.—The term “National Conservation Area” means the Beaver Dam
Wash National Conservation Area that—

(A) consists of approximately 68,083 acres of public land in the County, as generally depicted on the Beaver Dam
Wash National Conservation Area Map; and

(B) is established by subsection (c).

(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to valid existing rights, there is established in the State the Beaver Dam Wash
National Conservation Area.

(d) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of this Act and in accordance with para-
graph (2), the Secretary shall develop a comprehensive plan for the long-term management of the National
Conservation Area.

(2) CONSULTATION.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall
consult with—

(A) appropriate State, tribal, and local governmental entities; and
(B) members of the public.

(3) MOTORIZED VEHICLES.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), the Secretary
shall incorporate the restrictions on motorized vehicles described in subsection (e)(3).

(e) MANAGEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall manage the National Conservation Area—
(A) in a manner that conserves, protects, and enhances the resources of the National Conservation Area; and
(B) in accordance with—
(i) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);
(ii) this section; and

(iii) any other applicable law (including regulations).

(2) USES.—The Secretary shall only allow uses of the National Conservation Area that the Secretary determines
would further the purpose described in subsection (a).

(3) MOTORIZED VEHICLES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except in cases in which motorized vehicles are needed for administrative purposes, or
to respond to an emergency, the use of motorized vehicles in the National Conservation Area shall be permitted
only on roads designated by the management plan for the use of motorized vehicles.

(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT RELATING TO CERTAIN AREAS LOCATED IN THE NATIONAL
CONSERVATION AREA.— In addition to the requirement described in subparagraph (A), with respect to the
areas designated on the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area Map as “Designated Road Areas”, motor-
ized vehicles shall be permitted only on the roads identified on such map.

(4) GRAZING.—The grazing of livestock in the National Conservation Area, where established before the date of
enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue—

(A) subject to—
(i) such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and
(ii) applicable law (including regulations); and

(B) in a manner consistent with the purpose described in subsection (a).

(5) WILDLAND FIRE OPERATIONS.—Nothing in this section prohibits the Secretary, in cooperation with
other Federal, State, and local agencies, as appropriate, from conducting wildland fire operations in the National
Conservation Area, consistent with the purposes of this section.

(f) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED LAND AND INTERESTS.—Any land or interest in land that is located in
the National Conservation Area that is acquired by the United States shall—

(1) become part of the National Conservation Area; and
(2) be managed in accordance with—
(A) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);
(B) this section; and
(C) any other applicable law (including regulations).
(g) WITHDRAWAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing rights, all Federal land located in the National Conservation Area is
withdrawn from—

(A) all forms of entry, appropriation, and disposal under the public land laws;
(B) location, entry, and patenting under the mining laws; and
(C) operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.

(2) ADDITIONAL LAND.—If the Secretary acquires additional land that is located in the National Conservation
Area after the date of enactment of this Act, the land is withdrawn from operation of the laws referred to in para-
graph (1) on the date of acquisition of the land.

SEC. 1976. ZION NATIONAL PARK WILD AND SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION.

(a) DESIGNATION.—Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) (as amended by section
1852) is amended by adding at the end the following:

“(204) ZION NATIONAL PARK, UTAH.—The approximately 165.5 miles of segments of the Virgin River and tribu-
taries of the Virgin River across Federal land within and adjacent to Zion National Park, as generally depicted on the
map entitled “‘Wild and Scenic River Segments Zion National Park and Bureau of Land Management’ and dated April
2008, to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior in the following classifications:

“(A) TAYLOR CREEK.—The 4.5-mile segment from the junction of the north, middle, and south forks of
Taylor Creek, west to the park boundary and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a scenic river.

“(B) NORTH FORK OF TAYLOR CREEK.—The segment from the head of North Fork to the junction with
Taylor Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(C) MIDDLE FORK OF TAYLOR CREEK.—The segment from the head of Middle Fork on Bureau of Land
Management land to the junction with Taylor Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(D) SOUTH FORK OF TAYLOR CREEK.—The segment from the head of South Fork to the junction with
Taylor Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(E) TIMBER CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES.—The 3.1-mile segment from the head of Timber Creek and
tributaries of Timber Creek to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(F) LAVERKIN CREEK.—The 16.1-mile segment beginning in T. 38 S., R. 11 W,, sec. 21, on Bureau of Land
Management land, southwest through Zion National Park, and ending at the south end of T. 40 S., R. 12 W, sec.
7, and adjacent land 12-mile wide, as a wild river.

“(G) WILLIS CREEK.—The 1.9-mile segment beginning on Bureau of Land Management land in the SWSW
sec. 27, T. 38 S., R. 11 W,, to the junction with LaVerkin Creek in Zion National Park and adjacent land rim-to-
rim, as a wild river.




“(H) BEARTRAP CANYON.—The 2.3-mile segment beginning on Bureau of Management land in the
SWNW sec. 3, T. 39 S, R. 11 W,, to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and the segment from the headwaters north
of Long Point to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(I) HOP VALLEY CREEK.—The 3.3-mile segment beginning at the southern boundary of T. 39 S, R. 11 W,,
sec. 20, to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land 122-mile wide, as a wild river.

“(J) CURRENT CREEK.—The 1.4-mile segment from the head of Current Creek to the junction with
LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(K) CANE CREEK.—The 0.6-mile segment from the head of Smith Creek to the junction with LaVerkin
Creek and adjacent land 12-mile wide, as a wild river.

“(L) SMITH CREEK.—The 1.3-mile segment from the head of Smith Creek to the junction with LaVerkin
Creek and adjacent land 12-mile wide, as a wild river.

“(M) NORTH CREEK LEFT AND RIGHT FORKS.—The segment of the Left Fork from the junction with
Wildcat Canyon to the junction with Right Fork, from the head of Right Fork to the junction with Left Fork, and
from the junction of the Left and Right Forks southwest to Zion National Park boundary and adjacent land rim-
to-rim, as a wild river.

“(N) WILDCAT CANYON (BLUE CREEK).—The segment of Blue Creek from the Zion National Park
boundary to the junction with the Right Fork of North Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(O) LITTLE CREEK.—The segment beginning at the head of Little Creek to the junction with the Left Fork
of North Creek and adjacent land 1/2-mile wide, as a wildriver.

“(P) RUSSELL GULCH.—The segment from the head of Russell Gulch to the junction with the Left Fork of
North Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(Q) GRAPEVINE WASH.—The 2.6-mile segment from the Lower Kolob Plateau to the junction with the
Left Fork of North Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a scenic river.

“(R) PINE SPRING WASH.—The 4.6-mile segment to the junction with the left fork of North Creek and
adjacent land 12-mile, as a scenic river.

“(S) WOLF SPRINGS WASH.—The 1.4-mile segment from the head of Wolf Springs Wash to the junction
with Pine Spring Wash and adjacent land 122-mile wide, as a scenic river.

“(T) KOLOB CREEK.—The 5.9-mile segment of Kolob Creek beginning in T. 39 S., R. 10 W,, sec. 30, through
Bureau of Land Management land and Zion National Park land to the junction with the North Fork of the Virgin
River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(U) OAK CREEK.—The 1-mile stretch of Oak Creek beginning in T. 39 S., R. 10 W, sec. 19, to the junction
with Kolob Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(V) GOOSE CREEK.—The 4.6-mile segment of Goose Creek from the head of Goose Creek to the junction
with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(W) DEEP CREEK.—The 5.3-mile segment of Deep Creek beginning on Bureau of Land Management land
at the northern boundary of T. 39 S., R. 10 W., sec. 23, south to the junction of the North Fork of the Virgin River
and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(X) NORTH FORK OF THE VIRGIN RIVER.—The 10.8-mile segment of the North Fork of the Virgin
River beginning on Bureau of Land Management land at the eastern border of T. 39 S., R. 10 W, sec. 35, to
Temple of Sinawava and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(Y) NORTH FORK OF THE VIRGIN RIVER.—The 8-mile segment of the North Fork of the Virgin River
from Temple of Sinawava south to the Zion National Park boundary and adjacent land 122-mile wide, as a recre-
ational river.

“(Z) IMLAY CANYON.—The segment from the head of Imlay Creek to the junction with the North Fork of
the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(AA) ORDERVILLE CANYON.—The segment from the eastern boundary of Zion National Park to the
junction with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(BB) MYSTERY CANYON.—The segment from the head of Mystery Canyon to the junction with the North
Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(CC) ECHO CANYON.—The segment from the eastern boundary of Zion National Park to the junction
with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(DD) BEHUNIN CANYON.—The segment from the head of Behunin Canyon to the junction with the
North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(EE) HEAPS CANYON.—The segment from the head of Heaps Canyon to the junction with the North Fork
of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(FF) BIRCH CREEK.—The segment from the head of Birch Creek to the junction with the North Fork of
the Virgin River and adjacent land 122-mile wide, as a wild river.

“(GG) OAK CREEK.—The segment of Oak Creek from the head of Oak Creek to where the forks join and
adjacent land 122-mile wide, as a wild river.

“(HH) OAK CREEK.—The 1-mile segment of Oak Creek from the point at which the 2 forks of Oak Creek
join to the junction with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land 12-mile wide, as a recreational
river.

“(II) CLEAR CREEK.—The 6.4-mile segment of Clear Creek from the eastern boundary of Zion National
Park to the junction with Pine Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a recreational river.

“(J]) PINE CREEK .—The 2-mile segment of Pine Creek from the head of Pine Creek to the junction with
Clear Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

“(KK) PINE CREEK.—The 3-mile segment of Pine Creek from the junction with Clear Creek to the junction
with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a recreational river.

“(LL) EAST FORK OF THE VIRGIN RIVER.—The 8-mile segment of the East Fork of the Virgin River
from the eastern boundary of Zion National Park through Parunuweap Canyon to the western boundary of Zion
National Park and adjacent land 12-mile wide, as a wild river.

“(MM) SHUNES CREEK.—The 3-mile segment of Shunes Creek from the dry waterfall on land adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management through Zion National Park to the western boundary of Zion National
Park and adjacent land 122-mile wide as a wild river.”.

(b) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED NON-FEDERAL LAND.—If the United States acquires any non-Federal
land within or adjacent to Zion National Park that includes a river segment that is contiguous to a river segment of
the Virgin River designated as a wild, scenic, or recreational river by paragraph (204) of section 3(a) of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) (as added by subsection (a)), the acquired river segment shall be incorporated
in, and be administered as part of, the applicable wild, scenic, or recreational river.

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—The amendment made by subsection (a) does not affect the agreement among the United
States, the State, the Washington County Water Conservancy District, and the Kane County Water Conservancy
District entitled “Zion National Park Water Rights Settlement Agreement” and dated December 4, 1996.

SEC. 1977. WASHINGTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION
MANAGEMENT PLAN.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Interior.
(2) SECRETARY CONCERNED.—The term “Secretary concerned” means—
(A) with respect to land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, the Secretary; and

(B) with respect to land managed by the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture.




(3) TRAIL.—The term “trail” means the High Desert Off- Highway Vehicle Trail designated under subsection
(O(1)(A).

(4) TRAVEL MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term “travel management plan” means the comprehensive travel and
transportation management plan developed under subsection (b)(1).

(b) COMPREHENSIVE TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of this Act, in accordance with the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and other applicable laws (including regula-
tions), the Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies and State, tribal, and local governmental
entities, and after an opportunity for public comment, shall develop a comprehensive travel management plan for
the land managed by the Bureau of Land Management in the County—

(A) to provide to the public a clearly marked network of roads and trails with signs and maps to promote—
(i) public safety and awareness; and
(ii) enhanced recreation and general access opportunities;

(B) to help reduce in the County growing conflicts arising from interactions between—
(i) motorized recreation; and
(ii) the important resource values of public land;

(C) to promote citizen-based opportunities for—
(i) the monitoring and stewardship of the trail; and
(ii) trail system management; and

(D) to support law enforcement officials in promoting—
(i) compliance with off-highway vehicle laws (including regulations); and
(ii) effective deterrents of abuses of public land.

(2) SCOPE; CONTENTS.—In developing the travel management plan, the Secretary shall—

(A) in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local governmental entities (including
the County and St. George City, Utah), and the public, identify 1 or more alternatives for a northern transporta-
tion route in the County;

(B) ensure that the travel management plan contains a map that depicts the trail; and
(C) designate a system of areas, roads, and trails for mechanical and motorized use.
(c) DESIGNATION OF TRAIL.—
(1) DESIGNATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—As a component of the travel management plan, and in accordance with subparagraph
(B), the Secretary, in coordination with the Secretary of Agriculture, and after an opportunity for public com-
ment, shall designate a trail (which may include a system of trails)—

(i) for use by oft-highway vehicles; and
(ii) to be known as the “High Desert Off-Highway Vehicle Trail”

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In designating the trail, the Secretary shall only include trails that are—
(i) as of the date of enactment of this Act, authorized for use by off-highway vehicles; and
(ii) located on land that is managed by the Bureau of Land Management in the County.

(C) NATIONAL FOREST LAND.—The Secretary of Agriculture, in coordination with the Secretary and in
accordance with applicable law, may designate a portion of the trail on National Forest System land within the
County.

(D) MAP.—A map that depicts the trail shall be on file and available for public inspection in the appropriate
offices of—

(i) the Bureau of Land Management; and
(ii) the Forest Service.
(2) MANAGEMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary concerned shall manage the trail—
(i) in accordance with applicable laws (including regulations);
(ii) to ensure the safety of citizens who use the trail; and
(iii) in a manner by which to minimize any damage to sensitive habitat or cultural resources.

(B) MONITORING; EVALUATION.—To minimize the impacts of the use of the trail on environmental and
cultural resources, the Secretary concerned shall—

(i) annually assess the effects of the use of oft-highway vehicles on—
(I) the trail; and
(IT) land located in proximity to the trail; and

(ii) in consultation with the Utah Department of Natural Resources, annually assess the effects of the
use of the trail on wildlife and wildlife habitat.

(C) CLOSURE.—The Secretary concerned, in consultation with the State and the County, and subject to
subparagraph (D), may temporarily close or permanently reroute a portion of the trail if the Secretary concerned
determines that—

(i) the trail is having an adverse impact on—
(I) wildlife habitats;
(IT) natural resources;
(III) cultural resources; or
(IV) traditional uses;
(ii) the trail threatens public safety; or
(iii) closure of the trail is necessary—
(I) to repair damage to the trail; or

(II) to repair resource damage.

(D) REROUTING.—Any portion of the trail that is temporarily closed by the Secretary concerned under
subparagraph (C) may be permanently rerouted along any road or trail—

(i) that is—

(I) in existence as of the date of the closure of the portion of the trail;

(IT) located on public land; and
(IIT) open to motorized use; and

(ii) if the Secretary concerned determines that rerouting the portion of the trail would not signifi
cantly increase or decrease the length of the trail.
(E) NOTICE OF AVAILABLE ROUTES.—The Secretary, in coordination with the Secretary of Agriculture,
shall ensure that visitors to the trail have access to adequate notice relating to the availability of trail routes
through—

(i) the placement of appropriate signage along the trail; and




(ii) the distribution of maps, safety education materials, and other information that the Secretary
concerned determines to be appropriate.

(3) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section affects the ownership, management, or other rights relating to any non-
Federal land (including any interest in any non-Federal land).

SEC. 1978. LAND DISPOSAL AND ACQUISITION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with applicable law, the Secretary of the Interior may sell public land located within

Washington County, Utah, that, as of July 25, 2000, has been identified for disposal in appropriate resource manage-
ment plans.

(b) USE OF PROCEEDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other provision of law (other than a law that specifically provides for
a portion of the proceeds of a land sale to be distributed to any trust fund of the State), proceeds from the sale
of public land under subsection (a) shall be deposited in a separate account in the Treasury to be known as the
“Washington County, Utah Land Acquisition Account”

(2) AVAILABILITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts in the account shall be available to the Secretary, without further appro-
priation, to purchase from willing sellers lands or interests in land within the wilderness areas and National
Conservation Areas established by this subtitle.

(B) APPLICABILITY.—Any purchase of land or interest in land under subparagraph (A) shall be in accor-
dance with applicable law.

SEC. 1979. MANAGEMENT OF PRIORITY BIOLOGICAL AREAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with applicable Federal laws (including regulations), the Secretary of the Interior
shall—

(1) identify areas located in the County where biological conservation is a priority; and

(2) undertake activities to conserve and restore plant and animal species and natural communities within such
areas.

(b) GRANTS; COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—In carrying out subsection (a), the Secretary of the Interior may
make grants to, or enter into cooperative agreements with, State, tribal, and local governmental entities and private
entities to conduct research, develop scientific analyses, and carry out any other initiative relating to the restoration or
conservation of the areas.
SEC. 1980. PUBLIC PURPOSE CONVEYANCES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the land use planning requirements of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712, 1713), upon the request of the appropriate local governmental
entity, as described below, the Secretary shall convey the following parcels of public land without consideration, sub-
ject to the provisions of this section:
(1) TEMPLE QUARRY.—The approximately 122-acre parcel known as “Temple Quarry” as generally depicted
on the Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as “Parcel B”, to the City of St. George, Utah, for
open space and public recreation purposes.
(2) HURRICANE CITY SPORTS PARK.—The approximately 41-acre parcel as generally depicted on the
Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as “Parcel C”, to the City of Hurricane, Utah, for public
recreation purposes and public administrative offices.

(3) WASHINGTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT.—The approximately 70-acre parcel as generally depicted

on the Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as “Parcel D’, to the Washington County Public
School District for use for public school and related educational and administrative purposes.

(4) WASHINGTON COUNTY JAIL.—The approximately 80-acre parcel as generally depicted on the Washington
County Growth and Conservation Act Map as “Parcel E”, to Washington County, Utah, for expansion of the
Purgatory Correctional Facility.
(5) HURRICANE EQUESTRIAN PARK.—The approximately 40-acre parcel as generally depicted on the
Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as “Parcel F, to the City of Hurricane, Utah, for use as a
public equestrian park.
(b) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS.—As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall finalize legal descriptions of the parcels to be conveyed under this section. The Secretary may cor-
rect any minor errors in the map referenced in subsection (a) or in the applicable legal descriptions. The map and
legal descriptions shall be on file and available for public inspection in the appropriate offices of the Bureau of Land
Management.

(c) REVERSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If any parcel conveyed under this section ceases to be used for the public purpose for which
the parcel was conveyed, as described in subsection (a), the land shall, at the discretion of the Secretary based on
his determination of the best interests of the United States, revert to the United States.

(2) RESPONSIBILITY OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY.—If the Secretary determines pursuant to para-
graph (1) that the land should revert to the United States, and if the Secretary determines that the land is contam-
inated with hazardous waste, the local governmental entity to which the land was conveyed shall be responsible
for remediation of the contamination.

SEC. 1981. CONVEYANCE OF DIXIE NATIONAL FOREST LAND.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) COVERED FEDERAL LAND.—The term “covered Federal land” means the approximately 66.07 acres of land
in the Dixie National Forest in the State, as depicted on the map.
(2) LANDOWNER.—The term “landowner” means Kirk R. Harrison, who owns land in Pinto Valley, Utah.

(3) MAP.—The term “map” means the map entitled “Conveyance of Dixie National Forest Land” and dated
December 18, 2008.

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture.
(b) CONVEYANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may convey to the landowner all right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to any of the covered Federal land (including any improvements or appurtenances to the covered Federal
land) by sale or exchange.

(2) LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—The exact acreage and legal description of the covered Federal land to be conveyed
under paragraph (1) shall be determined by surveys satisfactory to the Secretary.
(3) CONSIDERATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—As consideration for any conveyance by sale under paragraph (1), the landowner shall
pay to the Secretary an amount equal to the fair market value of any Federal land conveyed, as determined under
subparagraph (B).

(B) APPRAISAL.—The fair market value of any Federal land that is conveyed under paragraph (1) shall be
determined by an appraisal acceptable to the Secretary that is performed in accordance with—

(i) the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions;

(ii) the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice; and (iii) any other applicable law (in
cluding regulations).

(4) DISPOSITION AND USE OF PROCEEDS.—




(A) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS.—The Secretary shall deposit the proceeds of any sale of land under
paragraph (1) in the fund established under Public Law 90-171 (commonly known as the “Sisk Act”) (16 U.S.C.
484a).

(B) USE OF PROCEEDS.—Amounts deposited under subparagraph (A) shall be available to the Secretary,
without further appropriation and until expended, for the acquisition of real property or interests in real property
for inclusion in the Dixie National Forest in the State.

(5) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may require any additional terms and con-
ditions for any conveyance under paragraph (1) that the Secretary determines to be appropriate to protect the
interests of the United States.

SEC. 1982. TRANSFER OF LAND INTO TRUST FOR SHIVWITS BAND OF PAIUTE INDIANS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) PARCEL A.—The term “Parcel A” means the parcel that consists of approximately 640 acres of land that is—
(A) managed by the Bureau of Land Management;
(B) located in Washington County, Utah; and
(C) depicted on the map entitled “Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map”.
(2) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Interior.
(3) TRIBE.—The term “Tribe” means the Shivwits Band of Paiute Indians of the State of Utah.
(b) PARCEL TO BE HELD IN TRUST.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—At the request of the Tribe, the Secretary shall take into trust for the benefit of the Tribe all
right, title, and interest of the United States in and to Parcel A.

(2) SURVEY; LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—

(A) SURVEY.—Not later than 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, acting through
the Director of the Bureau of Land Management, shall complete a survey of Parcel A to establish the boundary of
Parcel A.

(B) LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PARCEL A.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Upon the completion of the survey under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall
publish in the Federal Register a legal description of—

(I) the boundary line of Parcel A; and
(IT) Parcel A.

(ii) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Before the date of publication of the legal descriptions un
der clause (i), the Secretary may make minor corrections to correct technical and clerical errors in the legal
descriptions.

(iii) EFFECT.—Effective beginning on the date of publication of the legal descriptions under clause
(i), the legal descriptions shall be considered to be the official legal descriptions of Parcel A.

(3) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section—
(A) affects any valid right in existence on the date of enactment of this Act;

(B) enlarges, impairs, or otherwise affects any right or claim of the Tribe to any land or interest in land other
than to Parcel A that is—

(i) based on an aboriginal or Indian title; and

(ii) in existence as of the date of enactment of this Act; or

(C) constitutes an express or implied reservation of water or a water right with respect to Parcel A.

(4) LAND TO BE MADE A PART OF THE RESERVATION.—Land taken into trust pursuant to this section
shall be considered to be part of the reservation of the Tribe.

SEC. 1983. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as are necessary to carry out this subtitle.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
UTAH FIELD OFFICE
2365 WEST ORTON CIRCLE, SUITE 50
WEST VALLEY CITY. UTAH 84119
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Memorandum

To: Field Office Manager, S1. George Field Office, Bureau of Land Management, St.
George, Utah

From: Ulash Field Supervisor, Ecological Fish and Wildlifc Service, West
Valley City, Utah .

Subject: Canclusion of formal for the Proposed Resounrce Management Plan
(RMP)/Final Environmcntal Impact Statement (EIS) for the Red Cliffs National
Conservation Area (NCA), the Proposed RMP/Final EIS for the Beaver Dam
Wash NCA, and the Proposed St. George Ficld Office RMP Amendment.

Background

We rceeived a final biological assessiment (BA) for the Proposed RMPs/Final EISs for the Red
Cliffs NCA, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, and St. George Field Office, electronically on September
13,2016, You determined that the proposed actions within the NCAs and RMP are not likely to
adverscly affect several threatened and endangered species and their designated critical habitat
{Table 1},




Table 1. Listed Species within the NCA and RMP biclogical assessment

SPECIES PLANNING DOCUMENT
Red Cliffs  Beaver Dam St George Field
NCA RMP  Wash NCA Office

rMP RMPAmendment

Shivwits milkveich (Astragains amprllaroides)t X
Dwarf bear-poppy (Arctontecon hunilisy

Gierisch Globemallow {(Sphaeraicea gierischin)®
Holmgren milkvetch (Asiragalus

helmgreniorum)®

Siler pincushion cactus (Pediocacius sileriy

Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)y*

Southwestern willow flycalcher (Empidonax

trecflil extiomus)

Western yellow-biiled cuckoo (Coceyzus

americanits occidintalis)

Mexican spoticd owl (Sirix occidentalis luciday®
California condor (OGymnogyps californianus) X
Virgin River chub (Gila seminuda)® X
Woundfin {Plagopterus argentissimus)® X
*Designated critical habitat occurs in the NCAs or the St George Field Office

Generally, the basis for your determinations is that these RMP planning documents are intended to
reduce land vse eftects und provide benefits to listed species. We agree that many of the actions
direcied by the RMP documents, such as reduced grazing, reduced off-highway vehicle use, and
habilat restoration efforts will benefit listed species and we commend the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) for the conservation approaches guided by these documents.

We concur with your “not likely to adversely affect” determination for the California condor in all
of the planning documents because it is unlikely that condors will frequent the NCA or RMP areas
because nesting habitat is limited. We also concur with your “not likely to adversely affect”
determination in the St, George Field Office RMP for the desert tortoise, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, Mexican spoited owl, Virgin River chub, woundfin,
Shivwits milkvetch, Siler pincushion cactus, and the Califorria condor because none of these
species occur in the area where the OHV designation is changing or will be affected by the creation
of the three new ACEC's.

However, we are not able to concur with your “not likely to adversely affect” determination for the
remaining species because some of the potential projects described in the NCA and RMP planning
documents may have short-term adverse impacts to individual plants or animals despite the overall
long-term benefits for the species and their habitats. For example, the restoration of riparian
habifats may include the removal of tamarisk to restore native vegetation; famarisk removal may
negatively impact migrating or nesting birds and fish until native riparian vegetation is
successfully restored.

In accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act {ESA} of 1973, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), this transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS or Service) final
biologicul opinion (BO} for impacts to the desert tortoise {(Red Cliffs and Beaver Dam NCAs),
western yellow-billed cuckoo (Red Cliffs and Beaver Dam NCAs), southwestern willow
flycatcher (Red Cliffs and Beaver Dam NCAs), Virgin River chub {Red Clifls NCA), woundfin
{Red Cliffs NCA), Shivwits milkvetch (Red Cliffs NCA), dwarf bear poppy {(St. George RMP),
Gierisch maliow (St. George RMP), Holmgren milkvetch (St. George RMP).

This biological opinion is based on infermation provided in the September 13, 2016 BA’s, and
email and phone communications between our offices. A complete administrative record of this
consultation is on file at our office.

Consultation to Date

November 16, 2015

We provided comments on the Draft RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA, the proposed (RMP) for the
Beaver Dam Wash NCA, and the Proposed St. George Field Oftice RMP Amendment.

June-July 2016

We received several versions of the draft RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA and the proposed RMP
for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, by mail and email.

September 2, 2016

We provided comments by email regarding conservation measures for the southwestern
willow flycatcher and the western yellow-billed cuckeo in the draft (RMP) for the Red
Cliffs NCA and the proposed RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA.

Seprember 13, 2016

We received a final BA for the proposed (RMP)/Final EIS for the Red Cliffs NCA, proposed
RMP/Final EIS for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, and the Proposed St. George Field Office
RMP Amendment.

A complete administralive record for this project is on file in our office,




BIOLOGICAL OPINION
1.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
1.1  Action Area
a} Red Cliffs National Conservation Area RMP

The action arca cncompasses 44,859 acres of land managed by the BLM St. George Field
Office within the NCA boundaries. The Red Cliffs NCA is located entirely within
Washingion County, Utah adjacent to the city of St. George. See Map 1-1 in the Red
Cliffs NCA BA.

Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Arca RWMP

The action area encompasses 63,480 acres of land managed by the BLM St, George Field
Office within the NCA boundaries, The Beaver Dam Wash NCA is located entirely
within Washington County, Utah situated in the extreme southwest cotner of the statc.
See Map 1-1 in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA BA.

St. George Field Office RMP Amendment

The action area encompasses 628, 790 acres of land managed by the BLM St. George Field
Office located entirely within Washington County, Utah.  See Map 1-2 in St. George Field
Office RMP Amendment BA.

1.2 Proposed Action
a) Red Cliffs National Conservation Area RMP

The proposed action is the implementiation of the RMP, including management goals,
objectives, und actions. The proposed RMP was designed with the conservation of natuyal
resources being of paramount importance and central to the planning process. For a
complete description of all management goals, objectives, and actions please see Chapter 3
in the Red Cliffs NCA BA.

Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area RMP

The proposed action is the implementation of the RMP, including management goals,
objeclives, and aclions. The Propose RMP was designed with the conservation of natural
resources being of paramount importance and central o the planning process. For &
complete description of all management goals, objectives, and actions please see Chapter 3
Beuver Dam Wash NCA BA,

St. George Field Office RMP Amendment

The amendment to the St. George Field Ollice RMP does two things:
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It creates three new Arcas of Critical Environmental Concera (ACEC’s) totaling
3,880 acres within the 8t. George Ficld Office, and

It changes OHV vse in an area {60,000 acres) that is currently open to cross country
travel and limits OHV travel to existing roads and trails.

The creation of the three new ACEC’s is explicitly designed to increase protection of
several listed plant species. The change in travel designation in one area of the St. George
Field Office is designed to limit OHV impacts on the landscape.

1.3 Applicant Committed Conservation Measures
Shivwits Milkvetch

Implement the goals, objectives, and management recommendations identified in the approved
Recovery Plan for Shivwits mitkvetch (USFWS 2006b),

Monitor identified populations of Shivwits milkvelch poputations within the NCA in coordination
with IISFWS, Evaluate the effectiveness of management actions through monitoring and scientific
research studies.

Conducl botanical inventories of areas within the NCA where appropriate soil types are present
thal comprise suitable Shivwits milkvetch habitat,

Use protective measures such as natoral barriers, fencing, signing, and trail designation to protect
populations of and habitat for Shivwits milkvetch.

Provide educational materials through various media and venues (e.g., trailhead kiosks, brochures,
websites) that inform visitors about the endemic and at-risk native plants that grow in the NCA and
appropriate public land etiquette to protect these species.

Pursue opportunities to complete detatled soil surveys in the NCA to assist in the identification of
areas that could support populations of Shivwits milkvetch.

Pursue opportunities to colicct data on the timing, frequency, and duration of precipitation events
and how these influence persistence and expansion of Shivwits milkvetch populations.

Pursue opportunities for scientific research that focuses on the species of native bees or other
pollinators that help to ensurc reproduction within Shivwits milkvetch populations and gene flow
between popuolations.

Research is supported that increases the knowledge of this species and the understanding of
ecosystem processes, natinal cyeles, and anthropogenic factors that may influence population
trends and predicted climate change scenarios.




Desert Tortoise

While considering a new proposed right-of-way (ROW) application, to the greatest extent
possible, BLM will authorize new ROWSs only when the project-specific NEPA analysis indicates
that the construction and operation of the facility would not result in the take of federally-listed
species; the adverse modification of designated critical hiabitats...

Construct new trails in the Rural, Fronicountry, or Backcountry Zones, as shown in the TMP.
Where new trail development would result in surface disturbance in designated critical habitat for
Mojave desert tortoise, restore acreage of similar quality habitat at a 1:1 ratio. Restoration methods
and adequacy would be determined by BLM in consultation with USFWS. Such methods could
include, but are not limited Lo, reclamation and re-vegetation with approved native species or
native species cultivars on linear disturbances, fire-damaged lands, or other disturbed areas.

Install tortoise barrier fencing along heavily traveled public use roadways in the NCA to minimize
tortoise injuries and mortalitics caused by motorized vehicles.

Coordinate with Washington County fo post speed limits on heavily traveled public use roads
where tortoise barricr fencing has not been installed to minimize tortoise injuries and mortalities
causced by motorized vehicles.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Enpacts will be avoided through project monitoring by qualified biologists and the identilication
of torioise dens or accupied Southwestern willow flycatcher nests within 4 project area, helping to
ensure that the “incidental take™ of tortoises would nol result {rom these actions,

Treat non-native woody species (€.g., tamarisk, Russian olive) in a phased approach using
biological controls, flaming, targeted grazing, hand removal, herbicides, mechanical methods, ora
combination of methods, depending on target species, infestation level, site characteristics, and
project size (see for Table 3-2 of the BA for descriptions of each method).

Prohibit new surface disturbing projects or activities within 100 meters (330 (ft}) of the edge of the
riparian zone, except when the project would improve riparian resource conditions.

Exclude livestock from areas where riparian restoration has been implemented through
rest/rotation systems, fencing, water management, ternporaty closure of portions or all of the
allotment, or other methods that will achieve the goal of protecting the project or treatment areas
from grazing impacts until identified resource goals and objectives have been met,

Temporarily close riparian restoration project areas to those land uses and authorized activities that
have the poicntial io impact the success of the treatments until monitoring indicates that identified
resource goals and objectives for these trcatments have been met.

Prohibit placement of livestock salt blocks and other nuiritional supplements within 1500 ft of the
edge of the riparian zone. BLM will encourage that the locations of these supplements be moved
CVCry ycar.

Provide educational materials through various media and venues (e.g., traithead kiosks, websites)
that inform visitors about the ecological values of riparian areas and appropriate public land use
etiquette to protect these arcas.

Management of riparian habitat would be consistent with the Final Recovery Plan: Southweslern
Willow Flycatcher {Empidonax traillii extimusy (USFWS 2002).

Maintain a database of abservations of southwestern willow flycatchers

Develop maps of potential habitats for southwestern willow flycatcher that include location, size,
shape, spacing, and condition of habitat areas.

Manage potential habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher to allow natural regeneration into
suitable habitat as rapidly as natural conditions allow.

Manage suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher to conserve and protect its suitability
for nesting, foraging, and occupancy.

Monitor changes in the relative abundance, health, reproductive success, and distribution of
populations, in parinership with USFWS and UDWR.

Allow the reintroduction, translocation, and pepulation augmentation of southwestern willow
flycatcher and Western yellow-billed cuckoos into current or historic habitats in the NCA, in

coordination with USFWS, UDWR, and local governments, subject to guidance provided by

BLM's 6840 policy and by existing or future memoranda of understanding (MOU).

Prohibit the take-off and landing of powered parachutes in the NCA.

Prohibit the take-off and landing of remote-contrelled aircraft in the NCA.

Follow Best Management Practices listed in Appendix F of the Biological Assessment.

Within the Red Cliffs NCA livestock grazing would not be authorized in designated critical habitat
for the Mojave desert tortoise or other listed species.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and Western Yellow Billed Cuckoc
Management of riparian habitat would be consistent with the Final Recovery Plan: Southwestern
Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimusy (USFWS 2002) and future final recovery plans for

the Western yellow-billed cuckoe.

Maintain a database of observations of soulthweslern willow flycatchers and Westcrn yellow-
billed cuckoos.

Develop maps of potential habitats for southwestern willow flycatcher and Western yeliow- billed
cuckoo that include location, size, shape, spacing, and condition of habitat areas.

Manage potenital habital for southwestern willow flycatcher and Western yellow-billed cuckoos
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to allow natural regeneration into suitable habitat as rapidly as natural conditions allow

Manage suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher and Western yellow-billed cuckoos to
conserve and protect its suitability for nesting, foraging, and occupancy.

Monitor changes in the relative abundance, healih, reproductive success, and distribution of
populations, i partnership wilh USFWS and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources.

Allow the reintroduction, translocation, and population augmentation of southwestern willow
flycatcher and Western yellow-billed cuckoos into current or historic habitats in the NCA,| in

coordination with USFWS, UDWR, and local governments, subject to gnidance provided by
BLM'’s 6840 policy (BLM 2008} and by cxisting or future memoranda of understanding (MOU)

Suitable habitat for Western yellow-billed cuckoo will be identified according to Guidelines for
the identification of suitable habitat for WYBCU in Utah {USFWS 2015}

Surveys for Western yellow-billed cuckoo will be conducted according to A Natural History
Summary and Survey Protocol for the Western Distinct Population Segment of the Yellow-billed
Cuckoo: 1J.5. Fish and Wildlife Technriques and Methods {Halterman, Johnson, Holmes, and
Laymon 2015).

Virgin River Chub and Woundfin
Soils
Consider hydrologic setting and existing hydrologic features in project design and layout.

Minimize soil exposure to erosional forces of wind and water by waiting until just before
beginning construction to clear vegetation and to disturb the soil.

Minimize the area of bare soil within the approved work zone as much as possible.

Whete applicable, cover entrances of construction sites with gravel to prevent trucks from tracking
sediment from the construction site onto roads. This sediment will eventually end up clogging
roadway drainage systems or seitling into wetlands.

Protect and maximize existing native vegetation and natural forest/rangeland floor, thereby
reducing impervious areas on the site.

Disperse stormwater to areas of undisturbed forest/rangeland floor wherever possible, rather than
concentrating it into channels.

Determine the volume of available topsoil existing on the site. Topsoil shall be spread at a
migimum compacted depth of 4 inches {or as appropriate determined by soii type).

Stockpile topsoil so that it meets specifications and does not interfere with work on the site.

Allow sufficient time in scheduling for topsoil to be spread and bonded with the subsoil prior to
seeding, soddiag, or planfing.
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The grant holder shall provide satisfactory reclamation of all sites disturbed by their activity. This
may include installation of additional erosion control devices and seeding at the disczetion of the
RBIL.M Authorized Officer,

Storm water - BMPs identified in the Storm Water Management Plan shall be in place prior to any
carth-disturbing activity. Additional BMPs will be installed as determined necessary by the BLM
Authorized Officer. All temporary BMPs shall be removed once site stabilization and reclamation
efforts have been deemed successful by the BILM Aunthorized Officer.

Subsurface drainage shall be provided where necessary to intercept seepage that would otherwise
adversely affect slope stability or create excessively wet site conditions.

Slopes shall not be crcated so close to property lines as to endanger adjeining properties without
adequate protection against sedimentation, erosion, slippage, seltlement, subsidence or other
related damages.

All disturbed areas shall be stabilized stracturally or with vegetation in compliance with the
appropriate BMPs.

All graded or disturbed areas including slopes shall be protected during clearing and constraction
in accordance with the approved erosion and sediment control plan until they are adequateiy
stabilized.

All erosion and sediment control practices and measures shall be construcied, applied, and
maintained in accordance with the approved erosion and sediment control plan.

Any sign of rill or gully crosion shall be immediately investigated and repaired as needed or
requested by the authorizing officer.

Fall and winter erosion control measures must be upgraded and refined to protect the site from
spring runoff and snowmelt,

Topsoil stripping shall be confined to the immediate construction areas. A 4 to 6-inch stripping
depth is common, but depth may vary depending on the particular soil. Ail perimeter dikes, basins,
and other sediment controls shall be in place prior to stripping.

Water Resources

Provide for erosion-resistant surface drainage by adding necessary drainage facilities and
armoring prior to fall rain or snow. When erosion is anticipated, scdiment barriers shall be
constructed to slow runoff, allow deposition of sediment, and prevent sediment from leaving the
site. In addition, straining or filtration mechanisms may also contribute to sediment removal from
runoff.

Remove berms from the outside edge or roads where runoff is channeled.
Leave abandoned reads in a condition that provides adequate drainage without further

maintenance. Close these roads to traffic, reseed and/or scarify, and, if necessary, re-contour and
provide cross ditches or drain dips.




Cross stream channels at right angles if at all possible,
Concentrate right-of-way actions adjacent to stream courses as far landward as safety allows,

Remove all temporary stream crossings immediately after use and cross-ditch the ends of skid
trails/two tracks/right-of-ways to mitigate erosion from disturbed arcas.

Place all excess material removed by maintenance operations in safe disposal sites and stabitize
these sites to prevent erosion, Avoid locations where erosion will carry materials into & stream.

Evaluate potential effects of stream crossings/channel work on cxisting structures such as culverts,
bridges, buried cables, pipelines, and irrigation flumes prior to construction activities to identify
and mitigate foreseen impacts.

When designing protective/mitigation measures, consider the changes that may oceur in the
watershed hydrology and sedimentation over the design life of the measure. Moreover, design and
construct roads that are self-maintaining and consider using road surfacing, such as gravel. Design
and construct stream crossings that handle the 100-year flood, and consider culvert and bridge
designs that facilitate aqualic life passage.

Exclude livestock and vehicles [rom spring sources and riparian areas in which on site evaluation
and/or monitoring data indicate degrading conditions.

Exciude livestock, wildlife, and vehicles from developed spring sources

Stabilize and maintain grades in natural or artificial channels o prevent the formation und
advancement of gullics.

Utilize erosion control structures including but not limited to head-cut lay-backs, zuni-bowls,
check dams, and sediment basins to retain soils in highly erodible areas and protect water quality.

Use vegelation or structures to stabilize and protect banks of streams, lakes, or excavated channels
against scour and erosion.

Manage and manipulate invasive stands of brush and weeds on forest, range, pasture land by

mechanical, chemical, or biclogical means or by prescribed burning to improve watershed
function and condition.

Reduce soil erosion and sediment delivery to surface waters by protecting, maintaining, and
reestablishing desirable vegetative comumunitics in areas of highly erodible or critically eroding
soils.

Utilize mechanical treatment methods to roughen and acrate soils in degraded sites identified for
reclamation.

Avoid alteration of natural hydrelogic function and condiiion in source areas for springs, seeps,
and fens,
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Rciocate surface-disturbing activities away from these sensitive areas as site conditions warrant.

Restore modified or damaged streams as close as practicable to natural conditions using
biocngincering techniques to protect banks, and to recstablish riparian vegetation.

Maintain to the greatest extent practicable natural flow rates and chemicul and physical propertics
of surface and groundwater during work within stream channels, floodplains, and/or riparian arcas.

Low watcr crossings will be constructed at original streambed elevaticn in a manner that prevents
any blockage or restriction of the existing channel. Material removed will be stockpiled [or use In
reclamation of the crossings.

The operator shall institutc measures such as surfacing, watering, and use of non-saline dust
suppressants on all roads authorized in this project to minimize impacts from fugitive dust
emissions. The use of chemical dust suppressants on public surface will require prior approval
from the BLM Authorized Officer.

Livestock management practices, such as animal health, feeding, and salting, shall be done ina
manner to protect water quality.

Minimize crossing of streams (intermittent and perennial) and wetlands with vehicles and heavy
machinery.

Maintain appropriate vegetative/riparian buffers around water bodies to slow runoff and trap
sediments and protect water quality.

Time work in wetlands and watercourses to occur during Iow flow season when conditions are
driest. High flows occur during latc summer early fall a5 a result of high intensity convective
thunderstorm events.

Temporary BMPs used to filter sediments from water, thereby preventing sedimentation, shall be
installed (per manufacturers recommendations) before any consiruction begins and shall
subseguently be removed when the project is complefed.

Consider rehabilitating closed routes to reduce erosion and restore landscapes.
The holder shall adhere to all requirements under the Clean Water Act.

Storm water BMPs identifted in the applicant's State approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan shall be in place prior to any earth-disturbing activity.

Additional BMPs will be imptemented as determined necessary by the BLM Authorized Officer.

All temporary BMPs shall be removed once site stabilization and reclamation efforts have been
deerned successful by the BLM Authorized Officer.

Culverts and water-bars shall be instalied according to 9113 standards and sized for the 10-year
storm event with no static head and to pass a 25-year event without failing.
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Culverts shall be located on stable and straight stream reaches and along the stream grade. In
steeper streams, it may be necessary to install natural channei design techniques downstream to
minimize erosion. A hydrologist shall be consulted.

Erosion control features shall be maintained through periodic inspection and maintenance,

including cleaning dips and cross-drains, repairing ditches, marking culvert inlets to aid in
location, and clearing debris from culverts.

If requested by the BL.M Authorized Officer, the holder shall furnish and install culverts of the
gauge, materials, diameter(s), and length(s) as indicated and approved.

Culverts shall be free of corrosion, dents, or other deleterious conditions.
Spoil material from clearing, grubbing, and channel excavation shall be disposed of in a manner
that will not interfere with the function of the channel and in accordance with alf local, state, and

Federal laws and regulations,

To protect water quality, anti-backflow devices shall be utilized while drafting fresh water from
streams, springs, and wells,

Actions shall not result in adverse effects on the function of strcams or stream corridors
Actions shall not impair floodplain function.
New stream crossings shall be designed to accommodate a 100-year flood.

Provide {or erosion-resistant surface drainage by adding necessary drainage facilities and
armoring prior to fall rain or snow, When erosion is anlicipated, sediment barriers shall be
constructed to slow runoff, allow deposition of sediment, and prevent it from leaving the site. In
addition, straining or filtration mechanisms may also contribute 1o sediment removal from runoff,

No operations vsing chemical processes (except for vegetation management) or other pollufanis in
their activities will be allowed to occur within 200 ft of any water bodies.

All stream crossings affecting perennial streams or streams supporling riparian habitat shall be
professienally engineered (design, construction, and maintenance).

Water developments (springs, reservoirs, calchments; wells, pipeline and water troughs) will
conform to BLM Manval H 1741-2.

Actual work in spring and stream beds will be done by hand where possible,
The source of all spring developrments shall be fenced.

Vegetation: Riparian Habitat and Wetlands

Minimize crossing of streams {intermittent and perennial) and wetlands with vehicles and heavy
machinery.

Locate residue piies (e.g., sawdust, field chipping residue) away from drainages where runoff may
wash residue into water bodies or wetlands.

Maintain appropriatc vegetative/riparian buffers around waicr bodies to protect water quality.

Manage riparian areas to provide adequate shade, sediment control, bank stabilitly, and recruitment
of wood into stream channels.

Locate project staging areas for refueling, maintenance equipment, materials, and operating
supplies in areas not designated as riparian and/or stream bank management Zones.

Determine the best locations and design for roads, the slope of roads, and the approach (o stream
crossings through proper planning. On perennial streams roads, which will be used folr longer than
one year, the crossings will be engineered and approved by the BLM Authorized Oflicer.

Do not locate roads or trails parallel to strcams. Where roads must cross strcams, £ross
perpendicularly and immedialely exit the buffer zone.

Appropriate improvements, such as culverts, must be placed at stream crossings to keep
vehicles/equipment out of the stream flow and to prevent direct sedimentation of streams.

Roads and trails (off-highway vehicle, horse, bicycle, hiking} will avoid wetlands and if avoidance
is not possible will be designed and constructed in Technical Reference 2E22A68-NPS,
QOff-highway Vehicle Management.

Install and maintain cottonwood protection on existing and planted trees where beaver loss
threatens survival. Work with volunteer groups and user groups to help with the mainierance of
installed structures.

Watershed Management

Frequently and systematically mspect and document riparian areas and wetlands for noxious weed
establishment and spread. Eradicate new infestations immediately since effective tools for
riparian-area weed management are limited.

Promote dense growth of desirable vegetation in riparian areas (where appropriate) to minimize
the availability of germination sites for weed seeds or propagules transported from upsiream or
upslope arcus.

Address the risk of invasion by noxious weeds and other invasive species in watershed restoration
projects znd water quality management plans.

Fish and Wildlife Management and Special Status Species

The BLM will consult agency species management plans and other conservation plans as
appropriate to guide management and devise mitigation mcasures when needed.

Lessees will be notified that a lease parcel contains potential habitat for £hrcatqncd {T), endangered
{E), proposed (P), candidate (C) and BLM sensitive (8) plants, fish and wildlife.
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Biological inventories must be completed prior 1o approval of operations in areas of known or
suspected habitat of special status species, or habitat of other species of interest such as, but not
limited to, rapior nests, or rare plant communities. Surveys shall be conducted by qualified
biologist(s) using protocols established for potentiaily affected species during the appropriate time
period(s) for the species. Survey reports, data, and determinations shall be submitted to the BLM
for review and confirmation according to BLM protocols, Operators, the BLM, and the BLM
Authorized Officer will use the information gathered to develop an appropriate mitigation plan.
Mitigating measures may include, but are not limited to, timing restrictions, relocation of
development activities, and fencing operations or habitat. If special status species are encountered

during operation, operations will cease immediately, and the BLM Authorized Officer will be
notified.

To protect key wildlife species, special slatus species, and their habitats, surveys may be required
prior (o surface disturbance, habitat trcatments, or similar activities. Develop and implement
standard survey protocol for key species on the basis of the latest science, conservation
assessments, our of LDWR recommendations, and similar information, Special design and
construction measures may also be required in order to minimize impacts to special status species.

Where water is taken directly from areas containing special status fish a meshed screen will be

placed on the intake hose of an appropriate size to minimize potential intake of specials stutus
fishes.

Wildland Fire Ecology and Management
Avoid applying fire retardant in or near drinking water sources.

Avoid the application of retardant or foam within 300 fi of a waterway or stream channel.
Deviations from this procedure are acceptable if life or property is threatened.

Fire lines will not be constructed by heavy equipment within ripatian stream zones. If construction
is necessary due to threats (o life or property, control lines shall terminate at the edge of the
riparian zone at a location determined appropriate to meet fire suppression objectives on (he basis
of fire behavicr, vegetation/fuel types, and [lire fighter safety.

Lands will be temporarily closed to other uses in arcas where fire suppression is being
implemented.

If it is determined that use of retardant or surfactant foam within 300 fi of a waterway or stream
channel is appropriate due to threats to life or property; alternative line construction tactics are not
feasible because of terrain constraints, congested areas, or lack of ground personnel; or potential
damage to natural resources outweighs possible loss of aguatic life, the unit administrator shall
determine whether there have been any adverse effects to federaily listed species. If the action
agency determines that adverse cffects were incurred by federally listed species or their habitats,
then Lhe action agency must consult with us, as reguired by 50 CFR 402.05, as soon as practicable.

Stabilize arcas that have Jow potential to naturally re-vegetate and thal have high wind and soil
erosion potential.  Treatments include the following:

Installing water bars and other drainage diversions, culverts along fire roads, dozer lines, and other
¢legred areas;

Sceding and planting to provide vegetative cover,

Spreading mulch to protect bare soil and discourage runoff;

Repairing damaged roads and drainage facilities;

Clearing stream channels of structures or debris that is deposiled by suppression activities;
Installation of crosion control structures;

Installation of channel stabilization structures;

Fence of restrict areas to livestock and wild horse and burro grazing to promote success ol natural
re-vegetation or establishment of seeded species;

Lands may be temporarily closed to other uses during emergency stabilizalion and rehabilitation
practices if activities inhibit treatment,;

Repair or replace range improvements and facilities; and
Monitor emergency stabilization and rehabilitation treatments

Livestock Grazing

To reduce negative impacts to grazing, determine the critical period(s) of a riparian site, and then
limit grazing during the critical period(s) to no more often than once every three or four years.
Critical periods and impacts are likely to be either in late spring-early summer, when stream h?anks
are more casily broken down by trampling; or late summer-early {all, when excessive br0w51.ng
may damage vegelation. Each sitc has its own critical period that shall be individuaily c!etcrmmed,
Importani critical period variables are soil moistore, plant species composition, am;l .ammal_
behavier patterns. Site may be grazed every year if use does not occur during the critical period(s).
Extended periods of rest or deferment from grazing may be needed to cnable recovery of badly
degraded sites.

To maintain stream bank stability, limit cattle access to surface water when adjacent strcam banks
and shorelines are overly wel and susceptible to trampling and slonghing. Stream bank trampling
can often be reduced by capitalizing on the natural foraging behavior of cattle. Cattle generally
avoid grazing excessively wet sites or in cold-air pockets, Cattle seek oul wind-swept ric.iges, and
they graze on upland forage when it is more palatable than forage in riparian areas. Avoid hot
season grazing of riparian areas.

To graze a site more than once per growing season, moisture and temperature conditions shall be
conducive to plant growth. For such sites, allow a recovery period of at least 30 to 60 d_ays,
depending on vegetation type, before re-grazing within the same growing season. Grazing more
often and for shorter periods-that is, 3 weeks or less at a time-is preferable to fewer and longer
grazing periods.
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To control the timing, frequency, and intensity of cattle grazing, managers shall consider creating
smallet riparian pastures with similar, or homogenous, features. Adjusting timing, frequency, and
intensity of grazing in individual pasture units is more important than adopting a formalized
grazing season.

To protect strcam banks, prevent cattle from congregation near susface walers. Fencing,

supplemental feeding, and herding work best. Provide remote watering systems for cattle. Manage
the riparian area as a separate and unique pasture. Inappropriate eattle grazing will usually first be
evidenced by cxcessive physical disturbance to stream banks and shorelines. (Mosley et al. 1997)

On riparian areas that are determined to be non-functioning or functioning at risk as a result of
livestock grazing impacts, limits of bank disturbance will be determined and included within the
Terms and Conditions of the Grazing Permit. Monitoring of bank disturbance will use the Multiple
Indicator Method.

Winter grazing minimizes soil compaction and potential stream bank deterioration and allows
maximum growth of vegetation and plant vigor. Livestock use shall not exceed 70% and stubble
height shall be at least four to six inches after the grazing period.

To protect stream banks, discourage trailing up and down the channel by placing logs across trails,
perpendicular to the stream channel.

Adjust intensity, timing and/or duration of grazing during periods of forage drought,
Dwarf Bear-claw Poppy, Gierisch Globemallow, and Holmgren Milkvetch
ACEC protections that apply to the Proposed ACECs

Public lands in ACECs will be retained in federal ownership (unless purchased or exchanged for
conservation of ACEC designation criteria and managed accordingly).

Land use authorizations that could result in the irreparabie damage of relevant and important
vidues within ACECs will not be authorized. For example, ground-disturbing military maneuvers
and landfills will not be autherized in ACECs,  All land use authorizations within a specific
ACEC will be evaluated for conformance with the gencral and ACEC-specilic RMP management
prescriptions prior to approval,

Commercial and personal use woodland products harvesting (green wood, dead and down, poles,
and Christmas trees) and firewood galhering is prohibited.

Unless previously madc unavailable for livestock grazing in the 1999 St. George Field Office
Resource Management Plan (RMP), public lands are availabie for livestock grazing in ACECs,
subject to the Terms and Conditions of federal grazing permits and the terms and conditions of
biological opinions issucd by USFWS, pursuant to section 7 consultations under the ESA for
federally-listed specics.

Public Jands in Washington County will remain available to mining location under the General
Mining Law of 1872 and applicable regulations, except where segregated from mincral entry by
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Jaw or withdrawn in accordance with applicable law. Plans of Operation will be required for
development in ACECs.

ACECs are closed to mineral materials disposal.

Retain 100% of public lands in federal ownership.
Manage as Exclusion area for finear, site-type, and material site ROWs.

Manage as closed to native seed, plants, and plant materials harvesting for commercial purposes
and personal use.

Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or noxious weeds could be authorized for
use, on a case-by-case basis, within the ACEC. Consultations would be conducted with USFWS
to identify appropriate herbicide, application incthods, as well as other project proiocols, to cnsure
that special status plants are not impacted. Restore and re-vegetate treatment areas to reduce the
potential for re-infestations.

Open to fiuid mineral leasing with No Surface Occupancy Stipulation.

Closed to dispersed camping.

Authorize the discharge of firearms. Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be
discharged toward a proper backstop sufficient to stop the projectile’s forward progress.

Targets must be constructed of wood, cardboard, paper or similar unbreakable matcriais. All
targets, clays, and shells arc considered litter after use and must be removed and disposed of

properly.

Special Recreation Permits may be issved for commercial, organized group, and competitive
events, subject to site-specific analysis under NEPA and Section 7 consultations.

OHV area designation is Limited to Designated Roads and Trails.

Retain 100% of public lands in federal ownership,
Manage as an Exclusion area for linear, site-type, and materiai site ROWSs.

Manage as closed to native seed, plants, and plant materials harvesting for commercial purposes
and personal use.

Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or noxious weeds could be authorized for
use, on a case-by-case basis, within the ACEC. Consultations would be conducted with USFWS
to identify appropriate herbicide, application methods, as well as other project protocols, to ensure
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that special status plants are not impacted. Restore and rc-vegetate treatment areas to reduce the
potential for re-infestations.

Open to fluid mineral leasing with No Surface Oceupancy Stipulation.
Closed to dispersed camping.
Special Recreation Permits may be issued for commercial, organized group, and competitive events,

subject 1o sile-specific analysis under NEPA and Section 7 consultations.
OHV area designation is Limited to Designated Roads and Trails,

Retain 100% of public lands in federal ownership.
Manage as Exclusion area for linear, site-typc, and material site ROWs,

Manage as closed o native seed, plants, and plant materials harvesting for commercial purposcs
and personal use.

Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or noxious weeds could be authorized for
use, on a case-by-case basis, within the ACEC. Consultations would be conducted with USFWS to
identify appropriate herbicide, application methods, as well as other project protecols, to ensure

that special status plants are not impacted. Restore and re-vegetate treatment arcas to reduce the
potential for re-infestations.

Closed to fluid mineral leasing.
Closed to mineral materials disposal.
Closed te dispersed camping.

Do not grant special recreation permits (SRP) for commereial, organized group, and competitive
events.

Non-motorized recreation use will continue to be limited to designated trails.

Travel management in the proposed Webb Hill ACEC will remain as stated in the 1999 RMP
(VG-O9,‘OV-01): however, the BLM confirmed in an email that OHV travel is not authorized in
Webb Hill {personal communication, 11/30/2016, Bob Douglas).

2.0 STATUS OF THE SPECIES’/DESIGNATED CRITICAL HABITAT

Desert Tortoise

On August 20, 1980, the Service published a final rule listing the Beaver Dam Slope population
of the desert tortoise in Utah as threatened (45 FR 55654), [n the 1980 listing of the Beaver Dam
Slope poputation, the Service concurrently designated 26 sguare miles (mi) of
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BLM-adiinistered iand in Utah as critica! habitat. The rcasen for listing was population
declines becausc of habitat deterioration and past over-collection.

On August 4, 1989, the Service published an emergency rule listing the Mojave population of the
desert tortoise as endangered (54 FR 42270).  On April 2, 1990, the Service determined the
Mojave population of the desert tortoise to be threatened (55 FR 12178). Primary reasons for
the determination included significant population declines, loss of habitat from construction
projects such as Toads, housing and energy developments, and conversion of native habitat to
agriculiure.

On February 8§, 1994, the Service designated approximately 6.45 million acres of critical habitat
for the Mojuve population of the desert tortoise in portions of California (4,730,000 acres),
Nevada (1,220,000 acres), Arizona (339,000 acres), and Ulah (129,000 acres)

{59 FR 5820-5846, also see corrections in 59 FR 9032-9(136), which became effective on
March 10, 1594,

The desert Lortoise is a large, herbivorous reptile that occurs in portions of California, Arizona,
Nevada, and Utah. It also occurs in Sonora and Sinaloa, Mexico. The Mojave population of the
deserl lortoise includes those desert tortoises living north and west of the Colorado River in the
Mojave Desert of California, Nevada, Arizona, southwestern Utah, and in the Sonoran Desert in
California

The desert tortoise lives in a variety of habitats from sandy flats to rocky foothills, including
alluvial fans, washes and canyons where suitable soils for den construction might be found. It is
found from near sea level to around 3,500 ft in elevation.

Desert tortoises reach 8 to 15 inches in carapace length and 4 to 6 inches in shell height. Hatchlings
emergc from eggs at about 2 inches in length. Adults have a domed carapace and relatively flat,
unhinged plastron. Their shells are high-domed, and greenish-tan to dark brown in color with tan
scute centers. Desert tortoises weigh 8 to 15 pounds when fully grown, The forelimbs have heavy,
claw-like scales and are flattened for digging, while hind limbs are more

stumpy and elephantine.

Desert tortoises may live 50 or more years in the wild and even longer in captivity. Their diet
consists primarily of wildflowers, grasses, and cacti, A large urinary bladder can store over forty
percent of the tortoise's body weight in water, urea, uric acid, and nitrogenous wastes. During
periods of sufficient rainfalt tortoises diink from temporary rain pools. A common defensive
behavior when molested or handled is to empty the bladder, leaving the tortoise at a considerable
disadvantage during dry periods. For this reason, desert toricises should not be handled when
encountered in the wild.

Reproduction begins between ages 12-20, with clutch sizes of 1-14 eggs. In years with low
rainfall, femnales may lay few to no eggs. Femuales can store sperm for five years or longer,
meaning they can reproducc for several years after mating. Nests are built and eggs are laid in late
spring or early summer. The hatchlings appear in 90 to 120 days. The mother leaves the nest, so
once the hatchlings appear, they must survive on their own.
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Tortoises depend on bushes for shade and protection from predators such as ravens and coyotes.
To escapc the temperatures of cold winters and very hot summers, many tortoises live in burrows.
The spring and summer burrows vary from 18 inches to five ft long, but may only be a few inches
from the surfacc. Winter burrows tend to be about eight ft long and may be two to three ft from

the surface. They often share burrows and may use multiple burrows scattered across the
[andscape.

Desert torioises hibernate for up to nine months each year, becoming most active from March to
June and September to October.  When they are young they seldom venture mare than 150 ft from
thewr burrow.  As they get older, they may go as fur as 3/4 mile in a day and use a network of
burrows.  In the most densely populated areas, you may find one tortoisc per 2.5 acres. Typically,
tortoise densities are closer to one tortoise per 100 acres.

Additional information on the status, life history, and distribution of the desert tortoise can be
found in the species’ recovery plan (USFWS 2011), and is incorporated herein by reference.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The southwestern willow flycalcher was listed as endangered under the ESA of 1973, as amended

on February 27, 1995 (60 FR 10695). There 1s no southwestern willow flycatcher critical habitat
within the action area.

The southwestern willow flycatcher is 2 small grayish-green passerine bird (Family Tyrannidae)
measuring approximately 5.75 inches. The bird’s song is a sneezy “fitz-bew” or a “fit-a-bew”,
the call is a repeated “whit,”

The southwestern willow flycatcher is one of four currently recognized willow flycatcher
subspecics (Phillips 1948, Unitt 1987, Browning 1993). The historical breeding range of the
southwestern willow flycatcher included southern California (from the Santa Ynez River south),
Arizona, New Mexico, southwestern Colorado, southern porlions of Nevada and Utah, western
Texas, (Sogge et al. 1997, USFWS 2002), and extreme northwestern Mexico (Sonora and Baja)
{Unitt 1987).

The Recovery Plan (USFWS 2002) divides the southwestern willow flycaicher’s breeding range
into six Recovery Units, which are further subdivided into Management Units.

There ate currently 288 known southwestern willow flycatcher breeding sites in California,
Nevada, Arizona, Utah, New Mexico, and Colorado holding an estimated 1,299 territories (Durst
ctal. 2008). It is difficult to determine the total number of flycatcher territories since not all sites
are surveyed annually and territory occupancy fluctuates. Numbers of individuals have increased
since the bird was listed and some habitat remains unsurveyed; however, after nearly u decade of
intense surveys the total known territories are the same as 20 ycars ago (500-1000 pairs; Unitt
1987).  About 50 percent of the 1,299 estimated tesritories throughout the subspecies range are

located at four general locations in New Mexicoe and Arizona. Territories are typicatly 0.25-5.7
acIces.

Little specific information is known about migration and wintering ecology of the southwestern
willow flycatcher (Yong and Finch 1997, Finch et al. 2000). Willow flycatchers (all subspecies)
breed in North America, but winter in Mexico, Central America, and possibly northern South
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America ¢Phillips 1948, Stiles and Skutch 1989, Ridgely and Tudor 1994, Sogge eF al, 19973
Migration stopovers are likely very important for species survival; southwcsltern v-vﬂlog-
flycatchers use riparian habitats along major drainages in the Southwest durmg migration (Sogge
ctal. 1997, Yong and Finch 1997). Many migrating willow flycatchers usc riparian habitats or
patches (small areas of riparian vegetarion) that would be unsuitable [or nest placement (the
vegetation structure is too short or sparse, or the patch of vegetation is too smal}}. Qver a S-year
period, flycatcher habitat can, in optimum conditions, germinate, be use?i folr migration ot
foraging, continue to grow, and eventually be used for nesting. Thus, riparian habitats at all
stages of growth are important for flycatcher conservation.

The southwestern willow flycatcher breeds in patchy to dense riparian habitats along strearms of
other wetlands, near or adjacent to surfacc water or underlain by saturated soil. ‘Occupleld
southwestern willow flycaicher sites consist of dense vegetation in the patch int.erlor thfit is
generally 10 to 13 ft above ground, or in aggregates of dense patches intersperscd with openings.
Saturated soil is present at or near the brecding site during wet or non-drou ght years (Sogge et al.
1997, USFWS 2002). In Utah, the southwestern willow flycaicher is typically found in mixed
native and exotic riparian species habitats, gencrally dominated by coyote willow, tamarisk, and
Russian olive (Edwards and Woodhouse 2016, Johnson et al. 1999a and 1999b).

Historically, most southwestern willow flycatcher nests {(75-80 percent) were consﬁmcted in
willows. Currently, the species nests in a variety of plant species, including exotic species such us
tamarisk and Russian olive; plant structure tends to be more important than piant species.

Flycatchers have higher site [idelity {to a local area) than nest fidelity {to a specific nest location)
and can move among sites within stream drainages and between drainages (_Kenwocd and Paxton
2001). Breeding populations can return to sites that had been unoqcupied for several years,
indicating that a habital cannot be assumed unsuitable or unoccupied in the long tclrml based on
absence of southwestern willow flycatchers during a single year (Sogge and Tibbits 1994}
Juvenile flycatchers dispersed the farthest for new breeding sites from the area w Ihelre they hatched
{Paxton et al. 2007) and do not always return to their nesting sites to breed (Wl_ntf%cld and Strong
1995, Whitfield and Enos 1996). However, the higher a flycaicher’s productmty‘m one year, the
more likely it is to return to the same territory the following year. Thosc in_div:duals that have
higher than normal reproductive success and showed territory fidelity continued to reprgduce
above average, while those that did poorly at one site and moved tended to do better than in the
previous year (Paxton et al. 2007).

Egg-laying can begin as early as May, but typically occurs in mid-June.  Young typically ﬂe@ge at
12 to 15 days of age, usually between June and mid-August. Second cluiches are cornmon if the
first atlempl is unsucecssful. Territory size varies among the southwesterfl willow ﬂycatch‘cr,
probably due to differences in population density, habitat quality, and nesting stage {Sedgwick
2000, Paxton and Owen 2002),

Tamarisk was inttoduced into the United States in the early 1800s and into the American
Southwest by 1856 (Graf 1982). From 1925 through 1960, tamarisk rapidly E;pread throughout
Utah with the greatest degree of invasion occurring from 1935 to 1955 (Christensen 1962).
Tamarisk changes channel morphology from braided, shallow systems to ones that are N
constrained, centralized, and deeper.  Dense tamarisk vegetation reduces the channel capacities
of normal flow events and has been cited as the cause of disastrous flooding {Graf 1982).
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Southwestern witlow flycatcher habitat may be very vulnerable to the changes in stream
morphology and ecology due to tamarisk invasion, The effects of tamarisk to breeding
scuthwestern willow flycatchers may not be as apparent as the effects to their habitat. There is
no cvidence that flycatchers brecding in tamarisk exhibit poorer nutritional condition or are
suffering negative physiological effects (Owen and Sogge 2002). However, breeding success
and the number of species supported within a tamarisk stand is reduced {Andcrson et al, 1977).

The introdoced tamarisk leaf beetle was first detected affecting tamarisk within the range of the
.souihwestcrn willow {Tycatcher in 2008 along the Virgin River in St. George, Utah. Initially, this
insect was not believed to be able to move into or survive within the southwestern United States.
Along this Virgin River site in 2009, 13 of 15 flycatcher nests failed following vegetation
defoliation (Paxton et al. 2010). As of 2010, the beetle has been found in southern Nevada,
southern Utah, and northern Arizona within the flycatcher’s breeding range. Because tamarisk is
a component of about 50 percent of all known flycatcher territories (Durst et al. 2008), continued

sprea_d of the beetle has the potential to significantly alter the distribution, abundance, and quality
of suitable flycatcher nesting habitat,

The fiycatcher’s habitat is dynamic and can change rapidly: nesting habitat can grow out of
suitability; tamarisk habitat can develop from seeds to suitability in five years; heavy runoff can
remove/reduce habitat suitability in & day; or river channels, floodplain width, location, and
vegelation density may change overtime. The flycatcher’s use of habitat in different successional
stages muy also be dynamic. For example, over-mature or young habitat not suitable for nest
placement can be occupied and used for foraging and shelter by migrating, breeding, dispersing, or
non-territorial southwestern willow flycatchers {McLead et al. 2005, Cardinal and Paxton 2003).
Flycatcher habitat can quickly change and vary in suitability, location, use, and occupancy over
time (Finch et al, 2000).

The southwestern willow flycatcher has experienced extensive loss and modification of breeding
habitat, with consequent reductions in population levels. Destruction and modification of riparian
habitats have been caused mainly by: reduction or elimination of surface and subsurface water due
to diversion and groundwater pumping; changes in flood and fire regimes due to dams and stream
channelization; clearing and controlling vegetation; livestock grazing; changes in water and soil

che istry duc to disruption of natural hydrologic cyeles; and establishment of invasive nen-native
plants. Concurrent with habitat loss have been increases in brood parasitism by the brown-headed

cowbird (Molothrus uter), which inhibit reproductive success and further reduce population levels
(USFWS 2002).

Additional information on the status, life history, and distribution of the yellow-bitled cuckoo can
be found in the species’ recovery plan (USFWS 2002).

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidintalis)

The western distinct population segment (DPS) of the yellow-billed cuckoo was listed as
threatencd on Oclober 3, 2014 (79 FR 599923,  Critical habitat was proposed on August 15, 2014
(79 FR 48548) and encompasses 546,335 acres. There is no recovery plan for the cuckoo.
Additional details on the status of this specics and proposed critical habitat are found in our final
rule to list the species as threatened (79 FR 59992) and our proposed rule to designate critical
habitat (79 FR 48548). A revised proposed rule that may include additional proposed critical
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habitat is under devetopment. The discussions of the status of this species in thesc documents are
incorporated herein by reference.

The western yellow-billed cuckoo is medium sized bird (12 inches) and a member of the avian
family Cuculidae. Morphologically, the western yellow-billed cuckoos throughout the western
continental United States and Mexico arc generally larger than those which make up the eastern
population segment, with significantly longer wings, longer tails, and longer and deeper bills
(Franzreb and Laymon 1993},

Yellow-billed cuckoos breed and nest from May through early-July {most arriving in June) with 2
primary breeding season in late June and July. In southeastern Arizona {and possibly in other
parts of the southwest), nesting may regularly continuc into September, with some birds
occasionally feeding older fiedglings into early October (Corman and Magill 2000, Halterman
2002). Eggs take 9-11 days to hatch, and the birds fledge within five to eight days. Fledglings
continue to be dependent on adults for approximately 14-32 days. Western yellow-billed cuckoos
typically have one brood & year, but can have up to three broods in one year.

The cuckoo was formerly widespread throughout the western U.S. and British Columbia
{American Ornithologists Union 1998, Hughes 1999}, but may now be extirpated or Is rarc in
much of its former range. At the time of listing {2014), the largest remaining breeding areas in the
U.S. were in southern and ceniral California, Arizona, and New Mexico. Estimates of the
breeding population in the U.S. ranged from 350-495 pairs.

Based on historical accounts, the western yellow-bitled cuckoo was formerly widespread and
locatly common in Californiz and Arizona, more narrowly distributed but locally common in
New Mexico, Oregon, and Washington, and uncommon along the western front of the Rocky
Mountains north to British Columbia {AQU 1998, Hughes 1999). The species may be extirpated
from British Colombia, Washington, and Oregon (Hughes 1999). The western yollow-billed
cuckoo is now very rare, occuiring primarily in scattered drainages in western Colorado, Idaho,
Nevada, and Utah (USFWS 2014a, 2014b). The largest remaining breeding areas are in southern
and ceniral California, Arizona, along the Ric Grande in New Mexico, and in northwestern
Mexico (USFWS 2014%).

Yellow-billed cuckoos typically migrate south in early August, though some linger as late as
Qctober. They spend the winter ip South America, east of the Andes, primarily south of the
Amazon Basin in southern Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, eastern Bolivia, and northern Argentina
(Ehrlich et al. 1992, AOU 1998). Wintering yellow-billed cuckoos generally use woody lowland
vegetation near fresh water, however, wintering habitat of the western yellow-billed cuckoo DPS
is poorly known.

In the arid West, cuckoos gencrally breed in dense riparian woodlands comprised of cotionwood,
willow, and mesquite (Prosopis spp.) {Laymon and Halterman 1989, Hughes 1999), although
mesquite is not a component of breeding habitat in the Rocky Mountain states of Colorado, Utah,
Wyoming and Idaho. Throughout its range, the species typically nests in willow trees but will
also use alder, cottonwood, walnut, box elder, sycamore, and tamarisk. Cuckoo foraging habitats
may encompass a broader range than those needed for nest placement (USFWS 2013).
Specifically, they will forage in riparian patches that have an overstory canopy only and are within
close proximity (300 m) to breeding and nesting habitat (personal communication Steve Laymon,
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Sacramento Field Supervisor USFWS 2015). Cuckoos may nest and forage in tamarisk but their
habitats usually contain 4 native tree component (Gaines and Laymon 1984, Johnson et al. 2008).
Areas of tamarisk monoculture are typically not suitable habitat.

During migration, cuckoos may be found in a variety of vegetation types, inciuding coastal scrub,
secondary growth woodland, hedgerows, humid lowland forests, and forcst edges from sea level to
8,12;5 ft (Hughes 1999). Nesting, foraging, and migration habitats can be relatively dense and
contiguous, irregularly shaped, or narrow and linear. During migration cuckoos may be found in
smaller riparian patches than thosc in which they typically nest and forage.

Cuckoo habitats are largely associated with perennial rivers and streams but strcamflow
frequency, magnitude, duration, and timing can vary widely among regulated and unregulated
systems and between years (Poff ef al. 1997). Humid conditions created by surface and
subsurface moisture appear to be an important habital characteristic.

Cuckoos forage primarily by gleaning insects from vegetation bul they also capture small
\'f:rtgbrates such as tree frogs (11yla spp.) and lizards (Hughes 1999). They specialize on
rg]atwely large prey, including caterpillars {(Lepidoptera spp.), katydids {T'ettigoniidae spp.),
c1c:?das (Cicadidae spp.), and grasshoppers (Caelifera spp.) (Laymon er al. 1997). Their breeding
periods may be timed to coincide with outbreaks of insect specics, including tent caterpillars and
cicadas (Hughes {999, Haltcrman 2009).

Critical habitat was proposed in August 2014 (79 FR 48548). In total, approximately 546,335
acres of critical habitat are proposed in Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, New

Mexico, Tex as, Utah, and Wyoming. There are eight proposed critical habitat units in Utah along
the (?oiorado River, Green River, Dolores River, S8an Juan River, Virgin River, and on cne unit
thatE meludes both Pigeon Water Creek and Lake Fork River. Final critical habitat has not been
designated.

The physical and biological features identified for proposed critical habitat consist of three
components: 1) Riparian woodlands with mixed vegetation structure in contiguous or nearly
contiguous patches that are greater than 325 ft (100 meters) in width and 200 acres (81 hectares) or
more in extent. Thesc habitat paiches contain one or morc nesting groves, which are generally
willow-dominated, have above average canopy closure (greater than 70 percent}, and have a
cooler, more humid environment than the surrounding riparian and upland habitats; 2) Adequate
prey base consisting of large insect [auna (for example, cicadas, caterpillars, katydids,
gras_sshoppers, large beetles, dragonflies) and tree frogs for adults and young in breeding areas
during the nesting season and in post-breeding dispersal areas; and 3) Dynamic riverine processes
that provide hydrologic processes that encourage sediment deposits that allow seedling
germination and promote plant growth, maintenance, health, and vigor (e.g. lower gradient
streams and broad floodplains, elevated subsurface groundwater table, and perennial rivers and
strgams). This allows habitat to regenerate at regular intervals, leading to riparian vegetation with
variously aged patches from young to old. These dynamic riverine processes are considered
cssential for developing and maintaining the first two primary biological and physical features.

Thc primary threat to the western yellow-billed cuckoo is loss or fragmentation of high-quality

riparian habital suitable for nesting {(Corman and Wise-Gervais 2005).  Actions such as dam

building, groundwater pumping, stream channclization and stabilization, diversion of surface and

ground water for agricultural and municipal purposes, livestock grazing, wildfire, drought, and
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establishment of nonnaiive vegetation have changed surface and subsurface stream flows and
aliered the quality, distribution, abundance, and longevity of ripatian vegetation (USFWS 2002).
Habilat loss and fragmentation and related isolation of cuckeo populations has increased the
species’ vulnerability to stochastic events (e.g., chance weathcr events, wildfires) and to long term
effects of additional development, climate change, and other factors. Pesticide use and resulting
prey scarcity {especially the loss of sphinx moth caterpillars in the West) also have playcd a role in
the decline of cuckoos in the DPS (Ehrlich er af. 1992).

Because of the absence or near absence of nesting by yellow-billed cuckoos in monotypic stands of
tamarisk and other nonnative vegetation, conversion of native or mixed (native and non-native)
riparian woodlands to nearly monotypic stands of tamarisk and other non-native vegetation,
coupled with the inability of native vegetation to regenerate under altered hydrological conditions,
is a signilicant threat to the western yellow-billed cuckoo now and in the [uture (7% FR 485473,
Non-native vegetation occurs across most of the range; its establishment can be caused by altered
hydrology or other disturbances, which are widespread throughout the range. Non-native
vegetation is expected to increasingly modify and decrease habitat for the western yellow-billed
cuckoo within a majority of its range in the Unitcd States and northern Mexico. Other threats to
riparian habitat include long-term drought and climate change.

The ongoing threats, including small isolated populations, cause the remaining populations to be
increasingly susceptible to further declines and local extirpations through increased predation
rates, barricrs to dispersal by juvenile and adult western yellow-billed cuckoos, chance weather
events, fluctuating availability of prey populations, collisions with tall vertical structures during
niigration, defoliation of tamarisk by the introduced tamarisk leaf beetle (Diorhabda spp.),
increased fire risk, and climate change events (Thompson 1961, McGill 1973, Wilcove et
al.1986). The warmer temperatures alrcady occurring in the western United States may alter the
plant species composition of riparian forests over time. An altered climmatc may also disrupt and
change food availability for the western yellow-billed cuckoo if the timing of peak msect
emergence changes in relation to when the cuckoos arrive on their breeding grounds to feed on this
critical foad source.

Habitat for the western vellow-billed cuckoo has been modified and curtailed, resulting in only
remnants of formeriy large tracts of native riparian forests, many of which are no longer occupied
by western yetlow-billed cuckoos. Despite recent efforts to protect existing, and restore
additional, riparian habitat in the Sacramento, Kern, and Colorado Rivers, and other rivers in the
range of the western yellow-billed cuckoo, these efforts offset only a small fraclion of the
historical habitat that has been lost, Therefore, we expect the threats resulting from the combined
effects associated with small and widely separated habitat patches to continue to affect a large
portion of the range of the western yellow-billed cuckoo.

Yirgin River Chub and Woundfin

The woundfin is critically imperiled in the Virgin River. Causes for declines in woundfin

numbers can be attributed to the following suite of environmental conditions:  summer water

temperaturcs exceeding behavioral thermal maximum and critical thermal maximum; low flows

resulting from drought and water development, runoff from burned portions of the drainage;

predation and competition by nonnative fishes, in particular red shiner; and episodic low dissolved

oxygen conditions. Many of these same threats affect Virgin River chub, however, long-term
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monitoring in the upper Virgin River, where red shiner do not occur, indicate that the lon ger lived
Virgin River chub appear to reproduce successfully in most years. In addition, some level of
recruitment (o the adull popuolation appears to occur on a freguent basis (based on the consistent
collection of Age-1+ and Age-2+ chub) (Fridell and Morvilius 2003, Golden and Holden 2004).
A review of historical data indicated that two “core populations” of Virgin River chub (one in the
upper river and onc in the lower river) appear o be morc tolerant of habitat conditions that limit the
woundfin. Alternatively, the fact that Virgin River chub are longer-lived may allow for periodic
recruilment, while populations of the shorler-lived woundfin are impacied by one poor recruitiment
year. A comparison of recent data collected at these iwo core populations indicates that, like
woundfin, Virgin River chub arc ncgatively allected by the presence of red shiner and other
nonnative fish. However, unlike woundfin, Virgin River chub are able to persist where they are
sympatric.

In 2007, UDWR’s monitoring efforts determined Virgin River chub abundance declined by over
90 pereent between 2006 and 2007 in the Utah portion of the Virgin River (CDWR 2012). Virgin
River chub monitoring data supported information collected by other sampling cfforts, incl uding
full pass distribution monitoring, suggesting that poor water quality during two late summer 2007
storm events had decimated the native fish population between La Verkin Hot Springs and
Washington Fields Diversion. Monitoring efforts by UDWR deiermined that the same 2007
storm events that decimated Virgin River chub caused wild woundfin 1o be functionally extirpated
from the Virgin River (UDWR 2012).

Re-establishment of the river population of woundfin has been attempted using hatchery

propagated individuals (Table 1); however, the number of stocked woundfin surviving in the river
for sampling recapture since the 2007 cvent is still low and 2012 sampling resulls indicate the
species has not been reestablished with a self-suslaining population (Bennion 2013). A
self-sustaining woundfin population has not been established in the river for many years.
Hatehery raised woundfin were stocked cach year in the upper Virgin River from 2003 to 2011 and
Virgin River chub stocking has occurred cach year from 2006 1o 2010 (Table 2).  Although no
current population estimates are available for woundfin or Virgin River chub, representative
sampling conducted during the spring and fali of cach of the last several years (Table 3) indicates
that although stocked woundfin are able to reproducc each year, survival to recruitment is limited
(UDWR 2012}, This is potentially a result of unfavorable habitat conditions including high water
temperatures during low flow periods and low dissolved oxygen levels during some storm cvents
with high flows. The effect of these conditions on Virgin River chub is likely similar; however,
the species may be able to be deal with these adverse conditions in a manner that results in better
fish survival (USFWS 2008). Tn 2010 and early 201, the Virgin River Program initiated two
studies to analyze population dynamics and water quality data to determine water quality
conditions when fish kilis occurred and what approaches can be taken Lo alleviate this and easure
recruitment of young-of-year listed fish species.

Table 2. Total number of woundfin and Virgin River chub stocked into the Virgin River-Utah, Ash
Creek, and La Vetkin 2003 2011.
Year Woundfin Virgin River Chub
2003 2,200 b
2004 3,100 0
2005 2,900 W
2006 6,000
2007 6,692
2008 27,079
200% 8,403
2010 1,762
2011 33,061
2012 24,879
2013 9,772
2014 15,203
2015 12,566*
2016 13,186%
Includes spring stocking only

Table 3. Total number of woundfin and Virgin River chub collected in spring and fall full-pass
inthe V River La Verkin Hot S to Fields Diversion.
Year Woundfin Yirgin River Chub
2005 40,875 47944
2006 8,556 24,617
2007 42 356
2008 791 8,915
2009 618 3,012
2010 622 1,365
2011 4,545 30,982
2012 543 4,439
2012 132 1,650
2014 1,055 737
2015 2,685 1,013
2016 7,327 546

The spatial distribution of the Virgin River chub has changed little siqcc it. was listed in 1990 with
populations persisling in two core areas (above Washington Fields Diversion in Utgh and near the
cenfluence with Beaver Dam Wash in Arizona). However, more transient populations below the
Mesquite Diversion and downstream from the Johnson Diversion to the Arizona border were lost
orreduced. Areas in the Muddy River, where native species and the Virgin River chub are
considered common, have shrunk since the 1970s and now include only 8.7 miles of the upper
river (Holden ¢f al, 2005).

When the woundfin was listed in 1970, it occupied 12.5 percent of its historic_al range. Thirty
vears later, we designated that portion of historical range (87.5 miles of the Virgin chrl) as
critical habitat. In the past 20 years, woundfin have been climinated from at least 35 miles of
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critical habitat in the lower river in Arizona and Nevada and sbundance has now declined to
precariously low Jevels in the Utah portion of the species range (Bennion 2013).

Diversiony

In the upper Virgin River, the Hurricane and LaVerkin Ditch Diversions constructed in the late
1890s and early 1900s diverted Virgin River flows approximately three miles upstream of La
Verkin Hot Springs.  These diversions routinely dewatered the river downstream to La Verkin
Hot Springs under low flow conditions. These structures remained in service until replaced by
the Quail Creck Diversion in 1985. The Quail Creek pipeline capacity s approximately 125 cfs.
Current diversion operations maintain a minimum flow of 3 ¢fs. The Quail Creek Diversion now
delivers the water rights that were formerly diverted into the Hurricanc and LaVerkin diversions.
Accordingly, diversion of this water has not changed since the original diversions were
constructed,

A portion of the flow diverted at Lhe Quail Creek Diversion is returned to the river at various
locations downstream. The first release occurs just downstream from La Verkin Hot Springs, 1.6
miles upstream from the terminus of critical habital at the confluence with La Verkin Creek.  The
Washington Fields water right requires a minimum flow of 86 cfs (or the natural flow of the river)
to the Washington Fields Diversion. The entire flow of the river has been diverted near the
present site of the Washington Fields Diversion regularly and for long periods since the late 1890s
through authorized water righis. Currently a target discharge of 5 cfs passes the Washington
Fields Diversion. Irrigation returns contribute flow downstream of the diversion structure.

The Virgin River channel is a “losing” reach within the Virgin River gorge and has dried regularly
during pre-development times. Operations at the St. George Cily Water Treatment Plant
downstream of Bloomington, Utah have altered summer base flows resulting in more frequent
surface flow through the Gorge than occurred through much of the early 1900s. A series of
springs beginning in the lower Virgin River Gorge and extending downstream through Littlefield,

Arizona can maintain baseflows near 50 cfs in the Virgin River near its confluence with Beaver
Dam Wash.

Three diversion structures in the lower 25 miles of the Virgin River capture substantial amounts of
water during low flow periods:  the Mesquite Diversion—30 to 40 cfs; the Bunkerville
Diversion—I15 to 20 cfs; and the Riverside Diversion can take the bulk of the remaining
streamflow. During periods of drought, river discharge in the Mesquite Bridge and Riverside
Reaches can be less than 20 cfs on average, and at times -3 cfs (Golden and Holden 2004).
There are only two short reaches of critical abitat that are not heavily impacted by water
development: the arca immediately above the Washington Fields Diversion and the area extending
from the lower Virgin River Gorge to the Mesquite Diversion.

Flows and Temperature

Analysis of fish populations during low flow periods has found that fall woundfin abundance was
significantly lower in drought years than in non-drought years {Holden et af. 2001). The same
relationship applied to other Virgin River native fishes as weil (Golden and Holden 2002).
Additionally, fall woundfin abundance was significantly lower in years where sammer 50%
exceedence flows were below 75 cfs {Holden ef gf. 2001). Fail woundfin abundance declines
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cven further at summer 50 percent exceedence flows below 30 cfs (Holden er al. 2001). In o
addition, river discharge directly impacts water temperature, predation, and other thrcats to Virgin
River fishes.

The Virgin River Program has identified the need to improve habitat quality {e.g. water quality,
quantity, and temperature) through the critical summer period as a top priority. The _effcc:s qf low
levels of turbidity are not compietely understood, but appear to cause fish to crowd into habitats
with cover, increasing competition for resources and the risk of predation (UDWR 2016).
Rescarchers have shown that woundfin expericnee physiological limitations and subsequent
mortality at approximately 31°C (Addley 2006). The woundfin loses its equilibrium if ex p?sed to
31°C and above, which is its critical thermal maximum (CTM) (Deacon ef al, 1987). Critical
thermal maximurms differ by species and acclimation conditions. Less well characterized but
perhaps of equal concern is a temperature at which behavior is affected; a behavioral thc_rmal
maximum {BTM). Field observations in the Virgin River indicate thut at lemperatures in excess
of 28°C, native fish shift their behavior to seck out thermal refuge (deeper pools, groundwater
inflows, cte.) (Fridell and Morvilius 2005, Morvilius-Auer and Fridell 2006). Temperatures
above the Washington Fields Diversion reach, particularly from Quail Creek Reservoir upstteam
to La Verkin Hot Springs, can be very high during the summer (peak daily temperature above 35
°C, mean daily temperature greater than 29 °C} (Addley er al. 2005). High water temperature i
this reach is partially due to the 5,000 gpm discharge of the 42 °C La Verkin Hot Springs (Getner
2008). Al low river discharge conditions, there is little river water to dilute the hot springs water.
Similariy in the lower river, CTM is often exceeded at the Riverside area and can even be exceeded
near Beaver Dam Wash {Golden and Holden 2004).

Reducing the threat of future exceedence of BTM and CTM will require innovative waler
management strategics. The Virgin River Program has worked closely with the Washington
County Water Conservation District (WCWCD) to develop strategies to help mitigate summer
water lemperature conditions, These strategies include releases of water from Kolob Reservoir
and the construction and operation of a pumpback system (sce below). Since 2004, the WCWCD
has in some years, upon request from the Virgin River Program, released approximalely 10 ofs of
water from Kolob Reservoir during summers (generally in July and August) when water
temperature approaches CTM. The water releasc enters the river upstream from critical habitat.
Fish sampling during fall 2004 indicated over-summer survival that year was hetter than had been
observed in preceding low flow years (Fridell and Morvilius 2005}.

In 2010, the Virgin River Program and the WCWCD began work on a pumpback systemto
augment river discharge and mitigate high water temperature conditions in Lhe upper Vn'g{n River
in the summer months. This system was constructed and tested in 2012 and it is now available to
augment Virgin River flows up to 28 cfs in the reach of river extending fn_:)m La Verkin Hot
Springs to Washington Fields Diversion (UDWR 2012). The system delivers stored water from
Sand Hollow Reservoir to Hurricane, Utah irrigators, thus off-setting the irrigation demand from
the river during warm summer months. To date, operation of the pumpback station during low
flow and high temperature events has reduced the number of hours the Virgin River exceeded the
CTM and BTM of Virgin River fishes and recent sampling indicate fish survival over the summer
months have improved since implementation of the pumpback station.




Red Shiner

The Virgin River is heavily populated by invasive fishes, and the red shiner dominates the fish
population in the lower river where invasive fish management has not been implemented. No
successful efforls 1o physically remove or chemically treat invasive fish have been undertaken in
the lower river. Prior to invasion of red shiner, woundfin were consistently found in the lower
basin (Deacon and Williams 2002).

The Upper Virgin River, where the Washington Fields Diversion demarcates the downstrcam
terminus of the largest remaining population of woundfin and Virgin River chub, is free of the red
shiner. However, until recenily, the Virgin River from the Washington Fields Diversion to the
Stateline Barrier was infested with the red shiner precluding successful establishment of woundfin
and Virgin River chub populations in this stretch. Consistent removal efforts by the Virgin River
Program have successfully limited red shiner populations downstream from the diversion
structure, [n addition, in 2003, the WCWCD, the St. George and Washington Canal Company,
and the Virgin River Program constructed a fish screen designed to provent entrainment at the
d@version structure and also to shunt fish back to the Virgin River immediately downstream of the
diversion structure (USFWS 2005). Therefore, the effectiveness of the Stateline Barrier is now of
critical importance. Entrainment of Virgin River fish at diversion structurcs farther downstream

(Mesquite, Bunkerville, and Riverside) is an unquantified threat to the Virgin River fishes that
remains unresolved.

Tamarisk

Tamarisk (Tarmarix spp.) was introduced into the United States from central Asia in the 1830s to
stabilize river banks, as a windbreak, and as an ornamental plant (Baum 1967). This nonnative
tree has taken over the riparian zone/floodplain of the Virgin River system, especially in low
gradient arcas with sandy substrates, The tamarisk armors floodplains and creates a narrow and
deep river morphology, hubitat conditions which are not suited for the woundfin. The tree impacts
native fish habitat and is less desirable for other wildlifc such as mammals and birds, including the
endangered southwestern willow flycaicher. The tree is tolerant of drought, heat, cold, salinity,
fire, and flooding.  Its roots extend deeper than many riparian plants, thus it can out compete other
plants and grow in arcas where waicr is not readily availablc. The tree propagates through seeds
and can sprout from roots or (rom branches. Tamarisk occurrenees in the Virgin River drainage
range from vast monotypic stands (o individual trees interspersed within native vegetation, and
also as isolated trees and stands in upland areas, where springs or moist soil conditions may be
present. Tamarisk can dominate floodplain vegetation and can influence normal river function.

Stream channels become restricted and [lood flows may cut new channels due Lo the thick growth
or because of tamarisk debris dams.

Tamarisk control efforts have begun throughout the Virgin River system. Initially, the impetus
behind tamarisk control efforts was to reduce potential fire fuels near wildiand/urban interfaces.
However, more recently, tamarisk removal in complement with native revegetation has occurred
in the St, George area to keep famarisk out, but also to re-establish native vegetation for the benefit
of wildlife including the southwestern willow flycatcher and also to help to reduce erosion from
large discharge flood events. Large scale tamarisk removal projects coupled wilh native
revegetation efforts have occurred near the City of Mesquite, but a river side fringe (30 ft wide) of
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tamarisk has been left untouched to provide habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher and to
minimize effects to the aquatic environment.

Large floods in 2005 and 2010 were ol sufficient scale that large thickets of tamarisk were
removed along the Virgin River main stem and in its tributaries, temporarily reselling the riparian
ccosystem in places, Efforts have been made to takc advantage of the flood induced reset by
revegetating post flood point bars with native coyote willow, However, shifling the system away
from tamarisk as the dominant species will requirc constant effort

Critical Habirat

The area designated as critical habitat for the Virgin River chub and the woundfin is the mainstem
Virgin River and its 100-year floodplain, extending from the confluence of La Verkin Creek, Utah,
to Halfway Wash, Nevada, and includes 59.6 km {37.3 mi) of the mainstem Virgin River in Utah,
50.6 km (31.6 mi) in Arizona, and 29.9 km (18.6 mi) in Nevada (USFWS 2000).

This designation totals 140.1 km (87.5 mi) of the mainsiem Virgin River, which represents
approximately 12.5 percent of the woundfin’s historical habitat and 63.8 percent of the Virgin
River chub’s historical habitat. Due to the lack of historical data on the distribution of the
woundfin in Arizona, this percenlage is only an cstimate. The area of the Virgin River designated
as critical habitat consists of the remaining occupied habitat for the woundfin and Virgin River
chub and it flows through public and private lands (USFWS 20003

The primary constituent elements of critical habitat determined necessary for the survival and
recovery of these Virgin River fishes are water, physical habitat, and biological environment. As
stated above, the 100-year floodplain of the Virgin River is included in the designation of critical
habitat for both specics, but we designated only those portions of the 100-year floodplain that
contain at least one of the primary constituent elements for critical habitat.  The desired
conditions for each of these clements are further discussed below (USFWS 2000). Water
includes a sufficient quantity and quality of water (i.e., temperature, dissolved oxygen,
contaminants, nutricnts, turbidity, etc.} that is delivered to & specific location in accordance with a
hydrologic regime that is identified for the particular life stage for each species. This includes the
following: (1) water guality characterized by natural seasonally variable temperature, turbidity,
and conductivity; (2) hydrologic regime characterized by the duration, magnitude, and frequency
of flow events capable of forming and maintaining channel and instream habitat necessary for
particular lifc stages at certain times of the year; and (3) flood cvents inundating the floodplain
necessary to provide the organic matter that provides or supports the nutrient and food sources for
the listed fishes {USFWS 2000).

Physical habitat includes areas of the Virgin River that are inhabited or potentially habitable by a
particular life stage for each species, for use in spawning, nursing, feeding, and rearing, or
corridors between such area. Woundfin physical habitat includes: {1) river channels, side
channels, secondary channels, backwaters, and springs, and other areas which provide access to
these habitats; {2) areas inhahited by adult and juvenile woundfin include runs and pools adjacent
to riffles that have sand and sand/gravel substrates: (3) areas inhabited by juvenile woundfin are
generally deeper and slower. When turbidity is low, adults also tend to occupy deeper and slower
habitats; and (4) areas inhabitcd by woundfin larvae include shoreline margins and backwater
habitats associaled with growths of filamentous algae (USFWS 2000). Virgin River chub
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physical habitat includes: (1) river channcls, side channels, secondary channels, backwaters, and
springs, and other areas which provide access to these habitats; and {2) areas with slow to moderate
velocities, within deep runs or pools, with predominatcly sand substrates, particularly habitats
which contain boulders or other instream cover (USFWS 2000}

The biologicai envitonment includes food supply, predation, and competition which are important
elements of the biological environment and are considered components of this constituent element.
Food supply is a function of nutrient supply, productivity, and availability to each life stage of the
species (USFWS 2000). Predation and competition, aithough considered normal components of
this environment, are out of balance due to nonnalive fish species in many arcas. Fourteen
introduced species, including red shiner (Cyprinella {utrensis), black bulthead (Ameiurus melas),
channel catfish (Ietalurus punctatus), and largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), compete with
of prey upon the listed fishes. Of these, the red shiner is the most numerous and has been the most
probiemutic for the listed fishes. The red shiner competes for food and available habitats and is
known Lo prey on the eggs and early life stages of the listed fishes {USFWS 2000).

Components of the biological environment that coniprise the prirnary constituent elements include
the following: (1) seasonally flooded areas that contribute to the biological productivity of the

river system by producing atlochthonous (humus, silt, organic detritus, colloidal matter, and plants
and animals produced cutside ihe river and brought into the river) organic matter which provides
and supports much of the food base of the listed fishes; and (2) fow or no predatory or competitive

nonnative species in occupied Virgin River fishes’ habitats or potential reestablishment sites
(USFWS 2000).

Dwarf Bear-Poppy

The dwarf bear-_poppy i a perennial herb in the poppy family. The species occurs in Washington
County_, Utah within 9 miles (mi} (14.5 kilometers (km)) of St. George, This narrowly distributed
perennial was federally listed as endangered in December 1979 (50 CFR 17.12) following a final

rulemaking published in November 1979 (44 FR 64250). No crilical habitat was designated for
this species.

Dwarf bear-poppy was first collected in 1874 from the general vicinity of St. George, Utah
(Nelson and Wclsh 1993}, We currently recognize 9 populations of the species that occur within
approximately 9,000 acres (3,642 ha} of suitable habitat in Washington County, Utah, The
elevation range the species occupies is 823 to 1,006 m (2,700 to 3,300 ft). Approximately 30
percent of the habitat is localed on state, private or municipally administered lands; the remaining
70 percent occurs on federal lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) {BLM
2008a, Nelson 198%b}. Approximalely 50 percent of the poppy's historic habital has been lost to
urbanization and degradation from off-road vehicles (Harper and Van Buren pers. comm, 2004).
Since 1990, an estimatcd 326 acres of poppy habitat has been lost to development (Jorgenson
2015). Surveys in suitablc habitat south of the state border in Arizona have not located additional
populations (Bowker 2014).

Dwarf bear-poppy is a short-lived perennial. The uverage lifespan is 2.6 years (Harper and Van

Buren 2004), but if the seedlings persisted lor one year after germination, the average lifespan

increases to 4.6-8 years (Nelson 198%; Harper and Van Burer 2004). Maximum lifespan can

reach 10 years (Harper and Van Buren 2002, Harper and Van Buren 2004).  Plants seemed to
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reach maximum growth during their scventh growing season and declined thereafter (Harper and
Van Buren 2004}.

Dwarf bear-poppy reproduces sexually by seeds. The specics has a mixed mating system and is
thus capable of producing seeds through self-fertilization or cross-pollination by pollinators
{Tepedino et al. 2014). However, the highest number of seeds and fruits are produced when
flowers are cross-pollinated (Tepedino ef al.  2014). Fiowers arc pollinated by bees and at least
nineteen different species from six families have been identified to forage on dwarf bear-poppy
flowers, including many native bees and the non-native common honcybee (Apis mellifera),
although pollinator diversity has declined over the past decade (Tepedino ef al.  2014).
Poliination rate and sced production are related to plant density; as dwarf bear-poppy individuals
become more rarc on the Jandscape pollination success and seed production decline (Harper et al,
2000; Harper and Van Buren 2004).

Dwarf bear-poppy is a seedbanking species, producing very large amounts of sced, up to hundreds
of thousands per acre cach year that remain dormant bul viable in in the soil for many years
{Nelson 1989a; Nelson 1989b; Harper and Van Buren 2004).  This speeies’ persistent seedbank
cannot be understated for the survival of this species. Long-lived seeds play a critical role in
many plant specics survival in arid and semi-arid environments and allow species to persist during
unfavorable conditions in an unpredictable environment (Cabin ez ¢, 2000; Megill et af. 2011}
Seeds are primarily dispersed by wind and animals, mainty ants and rodents, which are also seed
predators (Harper and Van Buren 2004; Farrall and Mull 2012; Mull 2012). Seeds are dispersed
before they are mature and they need several years to complete development before they germinaie
¢{Nelsan [989b; Allphin et al. 1998;). In a controlled setting, this specics is practically impossible
10 germinate, scedlings have never bloomed in captivity, and individuals have not been
successfully transplanted or cultivated by tissue culture (Pence 2016).

Scedling recruitment is episodic and occurs en masse when rainfall is sufficient during the late
winter and spring. The species wtilizes a pulse-reserve life history strategy where mass seedling
recruitment occuss in favorable years that are infrequent (Simpson 2014}, A large recruilment
event occurred in 1892 and was linked Lo precipitation of at least 2 in (5 cm) between February and
April {Harper and Van Buren 2004). Long time intcrvals are common between recruitment
events, longer than the longevity of mosl dwarf bear-poppy individuals (Nelson and Welsh 1993;
Harper and Van Buren 2004). During intervening years between recruitment events, a large
fraction of the population remains dormant as a scedbank (Harper and Van Buren 2004).
Seedling size is quite variable within a population and size is positively correlsted with both
survival and reproduction; larger seedlings have higher survival and reproductive rates than
smaller seedlings (Harper and Van Buren 2004).  Seedling mortality can be high and was
documented as 33 percent, and 50 percent for two years, and may even reach 95 percent (Hatper
and Van Buren 2002; [larper and Van Buren 2004). Mortality rates for the large cobort in 1992
ranged from 13 to 87 percent per year (Harper ard Van Buren 2002; Harper and Van Buren 2004).

We have never been confident of a total population size estimate for the dwarl bear-poppy because
of the limited census data we have for most populations. The difficulty in estimating total
popuiation size is because there arc large fluctuations in plant abundance at all monitoring piots,
there is a large fraction of the population that remains dormant and thus non-detectible as a
seedbank outside of recruitment years, and vast acreages of suitable habitat within the Red Bluff
populalion have never boen surveyed.  Until comprehensive survey information is available, we
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and species experts generally characterize the size of the total population in terms of acres of
suitable habitat. Aerial surveys performed by drones or low-flying airerafl during peak bloom are
recommended (o obtain population estimates for populations with large and medium acreages such
as Red Bluff, Warncr Ridge, Webb Hill, While Dome, and Beehive Dome.

A population viahility analysis (PVA) for the species indicates a downward population trend
within the past 21 vears (Meyer ezal.  2015). Only one successful seedling recruitment and plant
establishment event occurred within this time period and it appears that other large seedling
recruitment cvents were not successtul due to high seedling mortality from drought conditions.
Two years of favorable moisture appear to be necessary to support successful plant establishment
and population growth. The downward population trend may be accordance with the
pulse-reserve life history strategy where mass seedling recruitment occurs in favorable years that

are infrequent. However, this downward trend is concerning given the long time-frame of
deciine,

Several genetic studies have been performed on dwarf bear-poppy (Van Buren and Harper 1996;
Allphin ez al. 1998; Simpson 2014).  All show that different sites within populations have
different levels of genetic vartability and that not all siles experience an equal amount of gene
flow. Some populations are in danger of becoming genctically isolated, specifically the Shinob
Kibc population and the Boomer Hill site, an isolated location within the Red Bluff population.
Boomer Hill is located at the most distant edges of the range and is likely 1o experience limited
gene flow. The Shinob Kibe population may also be cxpericncing inbreeding depression as a
result of its small size (USFWS 2016). The Webb Hill population occupies a medium-size habitat
arez. Population genetics vary with high levels of heterogeneity, but the most continuously
occupied portion of the population south of Brigham road is very homogencous (Simpson 2014;
Van Buren and Hatper 1996). Webb Hill is the central population within the species’ range and
appears to serve an important genelic role as a corridor between eastern and western populations
{Simpson 2014}. The high levels of genetic variation between populations provide a strong
argument for preserving all extant populations as the loss of any individual population would
greatly reduce the genetic diversity of the species.

Dwarf bear-poppy occurs between 823 to 1,006 meters (2,700 to 3,300 ft) in elevation. The plant
is restricted to gypsiferous soils and most commonly occurs on soils of the Shnabkaib Member of
the Moenkopr Formation, but sometimes are found on the Middle Red Member or Upper Red
Member (USFWS 1985; Nelson and Welsh 1993).  These soils are slightly basic, high in both
gypsum and calcium carbonate, and in comparison with desert shrub soils have lower

concentrations of magnesium, potassium and iron and higher levels of calcium and copper (Nelson
and Harper 1991).

The climate across the range of the species is characterized by extreme daily temperature
fluctuations, and unpredictable but generally low precipitation, averaging only 0.8 in (2 cm)
annually (Harper and Van Buren 2004}, Precipitation mainly occurs during the winter months
with summer rainstorms comtributing roughly a quarter of the annual total precipitation (Nelson
and Harper 1991; Harper and Van Buren 2004). A recent habitat mode] indicates annual
precipitation Is the strongest predictor of suitable habitat followed by geology, soil gypsum
content, and summer maximum temperatures (Bowker 2014).

Additionally, the habitat model indicates the majorily of existing suitable habitat is currently
34

occupied by the species (Bowker 2014),

Dwarf bear-poppy habitat is sparsely vegetated, and consists of highly weathered rounded hill _and
dome formations. Where the species occurs, roughly half of the soil surface is bare of vegetation,
and the majority of the Jiving cover in the habitat is biclogical soil crust {(Nelson 1985a; Nelson
and Harper 1991; Simpson 2014).  Associated native plants include shadscale (Azriplex
confertifolia), Torrey's ephedera {Ephedra torreyana), nodding buckwheat (Eriogonum cernum),
desert trumpet (E.  inflatum), desert pepperweed (Lepidium frentontify and burrobush {Ambrosia
salsala). Invasive species include red brome (Bromus rubens), cheatgrass {Bromus tectorum),
barb-wire Russian thistle (Salvolu paulsenit), African mustard (Malcomia africana), and
halogeton {Halogeton glomeratus) (Harper and Van Buren 2004; Simpson 2014; Duda ef al. 2003,
Searle and Van Buren 2016}.

At the time of listing, land development, OHV use, and collection for ornamental purposes were
considered threats to dwarf bear poppy. Additionally, gypsum strip mining was considered 2
potential threat and the extremely restricted range, small population size, and restrict:?d gene pool
were considered faclors intensifying other threats to the species.  We no longer considet gypsum
strip mining and collection for ornamental purposes to be threats to the species. However,
development and recreation continue te be high threats to the species.

Land development on dwarf bear-poppy habitat has had a significant negative impact on the
species since listing, with up to 50 percent of the habitat lost and development continning o
increase in the area, likely resulting in additional habitat Joss on Statc and private lands. This
habitat loss and fragmentation has also resulted in a reductlion in pollinator diversity for the
species, which can negatively impact reproduction and decreasc gene flow. With increased
human population and development comes increased pressure from reereation, which may also.
impact pollinator presence and diversity, The loss of pollinators and pollinator diversity likewise
exacerbates the impact of the existing threats, and many of the identified threats have likely
contributed to the recorded drop in pollinator diversity.  We now consider the loss of specialist
pollinators to constitute a high magnitude threat to the speeies.

The designation of ACECSs at lwo of the populations on BLM lands and the creation of TNC
Nature preserves at iwo more has provided some protection from both development and
recreation; however, illegal or unauthorized recreation and vandalism still occur at these arcas and
past use of motorized vehicles sill heavily impacts populations within protecied habitat.  While
ACECs and the TNC preserves do provide some protection for the species outside of the Act, the
remaining populations have few to no legal protections. We consider the lack of legal proteetions
on State and private lands to constitute a high threat to the species.

Dwarf-bear-poppy is still extremely imperiled. We are concerned that the magnitude of past and
currenl impacts to the specics may not yet be fully evident. This species requires significant
threat abatement and successful propagation methods to prevent extinction and improve its
chances of survival.




Gierisch MaHow

Gicrisch ma}llow is a perennial herb in the mallow family. The species occurs in northern Mohave
County, Arizona, and adjacent Washington County, Utah. This narrowly distributed perennial
was federally listed as endangered on August 13, 2013 (78 FR 49149),

We designated approximately 12,882 acres (ac) (5,189 hectares (ha)) of critical habitat in August
2013 (78 FR 49165). We designated 2 critical habitat units. Each critical habitat unit contains
occupied habitat as well as the primary constituent elements (PCEs)—or the physical and
biological features—essential for the conservation of the species (Table 4). The Starvation
critical habitat unit contains two Gierisch mallow populatiens, including the second largest
population. This unit is located west of [-15 as this highway crosses the State line of Arizona and
Utah, and is bounded by the Virgin River to the west and [-15 to the south and east. The Black
Knolls critical habitat unit contains the remaining 16 Gierisch mallow populations, including the
largest population, It is located south of I-15 as this highway crosses the State line of Arizona and

Utah, and is bounded by Black Rock Gulich to the west and Mokaac Mountain to the south and
east.,

Table 4. Gierisch mallow critical habitat units.

Designated Critical Habitat Unit (acres) Total Habitat

Critical Tlabitat Area

Unit BLM BLM State of State of Prive
Utah Arizona Utah Arizona VRIS { Acres)

Starvation Point 1,982 544 167 615 3,309
Black Knolls 8,862 651 9,513

Base.d on our knowledge of the life history, biology, and ecology of Gierisch mallow and the
requirements of the habitat to sustain the essential life history functions of the species, the PCEs
for Gierisch mallow are;

{1) Appropriate geological layers or gypsiferous soils, in the Harrisburg Member of the
Kaibab Formation within the elevation range of 775 to 1,148 meters (m) (2,477 to
3,755 ft). For a hist of the appropriate geologic layers and soils, see our final rule
(August 13, 2013; 78 FR 49165)

{2) Appropriate Mojave desert scrub planl community an associated native species for the
appropriate soil type.

{3) Biological soil crusts within the soil types described for the appropriate soil type.

{4) The presence of insect visitors or pollinators, such as the globemallow bee and other
solitary bees.

(5) Areas free of disturbance and arcas wilh low densities or absence of nonnative,
invasive plants, such as red brome and cheatgrass.

There are 18 populations of the Gierisch mallow; seventcen populations are on BLM lands, one
population is on State lands in Arizona, and one is partially on State lands in utah. Seventeen of
the populations acenr in Arizona and one population occurs in Utah,  The estimated total
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population size for the species at the time of listing ranged between 16,000 — 26,000 individuals
range-wide. The population estimate in Utah ranged between 5,000 and 8,000 individuals
(Hughes 2009).

We have very little life histary information for the Gierisch matlow since it is a recently described
species, We do not know the life span of individuals although the woody-base of some
individuals indicates they are at lcast moderately long-lived (over Lhree years in age). The species
uses seedbank to persist but we do not know the Jongevity or viabitity of the seedbank.

The Gierisch mallow likely requires specialist pollinators in the Diadasia genus (globemallow
bee) to produce seeds. Globemaliow bees are considered important pollinators for the
giobemallow genus (Tepedino 2010). Globemallow bees are solitary bees and are known t0
occur within the range of the Gierisch mallow (Sipes and Tepedino 2005; Sipes and Wolf 2001).
The globemallow bee, along with other solitary bees, nest in the ground, and nests arc commonly
found in partially compacted soil along the margins of dirt roads in the western United States
(Tepedino 2010). Prior to the proliferation of roads, it is possible that the bees nested in soils
compacted by herd animals or trails (Esque 2012, pers. comm.). It is important to protect those
nesting sites and associated natural habitat for the globemallow bee and other potential pollinators.

We do not have genetic information for the species.

Gierisch mallow occurs in sparsely vegetated, warm desert communities.  All occupicd habitat
throughout its range occurs within the landcover described as Mojave mid-elevation mixed desert
scrub (NatureServe 2011, p. 2). This classification represents the extensive descrt scrub in the
transition zone above the creosote  {Larrea tridentata)— white bursage {Ambrosia dumosa) desert
scrub and below the lower montane woodlands from 700 to 1800 m {2,296 to 5,905 ft) that occur in
the eastern and ceniral Mojave Descrt.  The vegetation within this ecological system is guite
variable.

Depending on the moisture regime, the Gierisch mallow also can be associated with native anpuals
that are often ephemeral (seen only in the spring) and, like many Mohave Desert plant species,
seasonally abundant based on climatic conditions. Gierisch mallow also appears 1o be associated
with biclogic soil crusts (Frates 2012, pers, comm,}. Biological soil crusts provide fixed carbon
on sparsely vegetated soils and hetp keep plant interspaces fertilc and aids in supporting other
microbial populations (Beymer and Kiopatek 1991). In desert shrub and grassland communities
that support few nitrogen-fixing plants, biotic crusts can be the dominant source of nitrogen
(Rychert et af. 1978).  Additionally, soil crusts stabilize soils, help to retain moisture, and provide
seed-germination sites. Soil crusts are effective in capturing wind-borne dust deposits, and have
been documented eontributing to a 2- to 13-fold increase in nutrients in southeastern Utah
{Reynoids ef af, 2001). The presence of soil crusls generally incrcases the amount and depth of
rainfall infiliration (Loope and Gifford 1972),

Mining activities have impacted Gierisch mallow habitat in the past and will continue to be a threat

in the future to the species” habitat throughout its range.  All of the populations and most of the

habitat that are located on BLM and State of Arizona lands have an extensive hislory of gypsum

mining and mining activities continue today in the species’ habitat. A small amount of Gierisch

matlow habitat {(approximately 167 ac (68 ha)} occurs on State of Utah managed lands; however,

no mining is proposed on these lands to-date. In Arizona, two of the L8 populalions are iocated in
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the immediate vicinity of gypsum mining, including the Black Rock Gypsum Mine, which has an
approved Mining Plan of Operation by the BLM to expand into the largest Gierisch mallow
population.  Gypsum mining is cxpected to continue and expand in the near futurc (Cox 201 1b,
Dixon 2012). Considering the small area of occupied habitat immediately adjacent to existing
gypsum mines, anticipated future mining will result in the loss of habitat for two populaticns that
comprise approximately 46 percent of the total population, Destruction and modification of
habitat for the Gierisch mallow are anticipated to result in 2 significant decrease in both the range
of the species and the size of the total population.

Recreational use from oft-highway vehicle (OHV) activity has impacted the species and its critical
habitat in Utah on BLM lands. Several hills in the habitat are crisscrossed with OHV tracks
(USFWS 2008). These impacts are from unauthorized vse OHV use in this area that leave
existing roads and trails. Continued unauthorized OHV use can have a significant negative
effect on the long-terin viability of the Utah population of the Gierisch mallow because habitat
degradation can be severe encugh to prevent reestablishment of new plants, as well as removing
mature, reproducing plants from the population,

Livestock use occurs in all of the Gierisch mallow populations on BLM lands. Livestock eat the
flowering stalks of the Gicrisch mallow and consumption of the species is quite heavy during
periods of drought (Atwood 2008; USFWS 2008}, The steepness of the terrain where many
plants are located reduces the overall herbivory pressure on the species. Persistent and heavy
grazing reduces the repreductive output of plants, potentially reducing the size of the populations
in the future. Smaller populations of the Gierisch maliow are likely to be more susceptible to the
effects of herbivory during drought years if the majority of the flowering stalks are consumed.

Invasive species are present in Gierisch mallow habitat and can be very abundant, particularly red
brome, in wel years.  Given the ubiquitous nature of cheaigrass and red brome in the Mojave
deserl and Lhe Intermountain West and their ability to rapidly invade dryland ecosystems (Mack
1981, Mack and Pyke, 1983, Thill er ¢/, 1984), we expect these nonnative species to incrcasc in the
future in response to surface disturbances from increased mining activities, recreation activities,
and global climate change. See the Holmgren milkvetch threats discussion on invasive species
for more detail {Stalus of the Species Hom).

The Gierisch mallow has a highly restricted distribution over an area that covers approximately
460 ac (186 ha). Individual populations occupy very small areas with large densities of plants.
Stochastic events could impact a significant portion of a population. Small populations that are
resiricted by habitat requiremnents also are more valnerable to the elfects of climate change, such as
prolonged droughts and increased fire frequencies.

Holmgren Milkvetch

Holmgren milkvetch is a member of the pea family (Fabaceae or Leguminosae) endemic to the
Mojave Desert.  Plants are stemiess, mostly prostrate, herbaceous perennials that produces leaves
and small purple flowers in the spring and dies back te its roots after the flowering season. Please
refer to our Astragalus holmgreniorum (Holmgren Milk-Vetch) and Astragalus ampuliarioides
(Shivwits Milk-Veich) Recavery Plan (USFWS 2006) for a more in-depth discussion of the
species’ status, life history, and distribution, which is incorporated herein by reference..
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The species occurs in six populations, all within approximately 10 miles (mi) {16 kilometers (lgm))
of St. George, Utah. This narrowly distributed perennial was federally listed as endangered in
October 2001 (50 CFR 17.12} following a final rulemaking published in September 2001 (66 FR
49560-49567).

We designated approximately 6,289 acres (ac) (2,545 hectares (ha)) of critical habitat in January
2007 (50 CER 17.12), following a finul rufemaking published in December 2006 (71 TR 7?97_’2—
78012). We designated 3 critical habitat units containing 3 critical habitat sub-units to coincide
with the 6 known populations (1 unit has 3 sub-units; 1 has 2 sub-units; and [ unit does not ha\'e a
sub-unil). Each critical habitat area contains occupied habitat as well as the primary constiluent
elements (PCEs)—or the physical and biological testures—essential for the conservation of the
specles.

Based on our knowledge of the life history, biology, and ecology of Holmgren millfvetch and the
rcquirements of the habitat lo sustain the essential life history functions of the species, the PCEs
for Holmgren milkveich are:

(13 Appropriate geological layers or soils that support individual Holmgren milkvetch plants.
For a list of the appropriate geologic layers and soils, see our final rule (December 27,
2006; 71 FR 77972). .

(2) Topographic features/relief {mesas, ridge remnants, alluvial fans, and fan terraces, their
summits and backslopes, and gently rolling to steep swales) and the drainage areas along
formation edges with little to moderate slope {0 to 20percent).

{3} The presence of insect visitors or pollinators (see cur December 27, 2006, 71 FR 77972
final rule for a list of known pollinators).

Critical habitat does nol include manmade structures (i.e. buildings, aqueducts, airports, roads, and
the Jands on which the structures were located) that existed when we published our final rule in
December 2006, For a more delailed description of Holmgren milkvetch's critical habitat, please
see the final rule published December 27, 2006 (71 FR 77972).

Holmgren milkvetch is an extremely short-lived perennial herb with low survivorship, The
average lifespan of individuals is 1.3 years, and few plants live past two growing seusons (Sll.lbbf:n
1997; Van Buren and Harper 2003; Meyer et al. 2015).  Approximately i1 percent of seedlings
survive two growing seasons. If plants survive past the first year, the average Iifgspan is 2..6
years. Although very few plants survive past two growing seasons, Holmgren milkvetch is
iteroparous, or capable of producing seed in more than 1 year.

The active growing season for the species is primarily from January to mid-June:

e January to early April — emergence. Plants entering their second year of .growth or older
plants appear following a warming event. Seedlings emerge later following a
precipitation event.

March and April - flowering. Individual plants have belween 6 and16 ﬂowers_ ol gach
flower stalk and may have several stalks. The uverage lifetime flower production 1s 34‘.4
flowers per plant (Meyer er al. 2015). This number is very low for a short-lived perennial
plant.




End of April — fruit set. The average lifetime fruit production is 114 seeds per plant
{Meyer et al. 2015). This number is very low for a short-lived perennial plant.

End of May — seeds released. Fruits contain an average of 25 seeds (Stubben 1997).
Latc May to mid-June — die back., Plants then die back te their rools between late May and
mid-June (Van Buren and Harper 2003).

Holmgren milkvetch is primarily pollinated by solitary bees. For bees to be present in a
landscape, habitat must provide suitable nesting substrate and resources such as faod, water, and
nesting materials (Steffan-Dewenter and Tscharntke 1999; Tepedine ef al. 1997; Tepedine 20003
Becanse a wide diversity of bees visit Holmgren milkvetch, a variety of suitable ground nesting
substrates is probably required. Additionalty, sufficient quantity of flowers and density of
flowering plants is needed to attract bees {Harper et al. 2000).

Holmgren milkvetch is partially self-compatible (the pollen is capable of fertilizing the female
reproduclive structures on the same plant) and although some Holmgren milkvetch flowers can
produce fruit through self-pollination (i.e. no inscct visitors), self-fertilized flowers produce fewer
fruits, which ultimately negatively influcnce the number of offspring {Tepedino 20035). Seeds are
thought to be dispersed by water, as the plants arc generally found on the skirt edges of washes or
in run-off channels around mounds (Van Buren and Harper 2004a). Rodents and smaller,
ground-dwelling birds are other likely dispersat agents.

Holmgren milkvetch seeds arc estimated to remain viable for 9 years based on seed retrieval study
(Scarle 2011; Meyer et al. 2015). Milkvetch seeds in general have hard seed coats that retain their
viability through physical dormancy that is commonly lost gradually over many years (Hull 1973;
Bowles er al. 1993).  For a more in-depth description of Holmgren milkvetch’s life history,
including pollinators, habitat requirements and associated species, please see our Astragalus

hoimgreniorum (lolmgren Milkvetch) and Astragadus ampullarioides (Shivwits Milkvetch)
Recovery Plan {LSFWS 2006).

The Holmgren milkvetch population is declining based upon monitoring data over the last 20 years
{Van Buren ez al 2016). Plants in the State Line population, the largest population of the species,
are no longer responding to favorable spring moisture conditions. The most recent evaluation for
the species indicates seedlings and reproductive output are significantly reduced in habitat
disturbed by livestock grazing and recreation (Van Buren et af. 2016). In the sccond largest
Central Valley population, there was a strong drop in reproductive output in the northern portion of
the population that also appears to be associated with soil and habitat disturbance (Shultz and
Meyer2015).  In the smallest threc Holmgren milkvetch populations (South Hills, Stucki Springs,
and Purgatory Flat}, population size has also declined with few to no plants being detected in
recent years (Table 5).  These populations may be considered functionally extirpated.

Population augmentation efforts are recommended for ail monitored poputations in designated
critical habitat on federal land and other protected land.

Table 5. Holmgren milkvetch population size of South Hills, Stucki Springs, and Purgatory
Flat populations.

Acres of
Designated Survey Number Populatio
Critical Year of Plants n Trend

Habitat
. . 2005 208
South Hiils 129 2016 0

Stuckl 2005 30 .
38 Declining
Springs 4 2015 10

Purgatory 2001 30 Declining
Flat Vo 2016 0 cchiming

Population

Declining

As stated previously, we listed Holmgren milkvetch as endangered under the ESA in 2001. The
decision to list the species was based upon its rarity and declining poputation trend as well as the
threats of urban development, livcstock grazing, recreation, displacement by nonnative invasive
plants, and mineral development,

Threats the species currently faces include land development / urban expansior}, recreati?n, illegal
dumping, climate change, livestock grazing, and invasion by exotic plant species. Hafoﬂal loss,
fragmentation, and degradation from land development, recteation (particularl},i motorized OHV
use), and livestock use affects all populations and are expected to continue,  High levels of
motorized OHV use has negatively impactled localized populations of Holmgren milkvetch (Van
Buren ef 2l. 2016). Reduced availability of poilinators due to habitat loss, fragmentation, and
degradation could severely reduce Holmgren milkvetch population viability. Habital loss and
disturbance could cause the extirpation of local populations and is an imminent concern for the
Central Valley population which supports an estimated one-third of all Helmgren milkvetch
individuals.

Livestock grazing can have pardicularly detrimental impacls on plants and plant c_:ommpnities.
Impacts incinde changes in vegetation composition and abundance, increased {;011 erosion and .
compaction, a reduction in water infiltration rates, and an increase in runoff {Gifford and Hawkins
1978, Robinson and Bolen 1989; Waser and Price 1981; Holechek ef al. 1998, Loftin ez al. 2000),
leaving less water available for plant production (Dadkah and Gitford 1980). The‘: ecolqgical
impacts of grazing include: (1) alteration of species composition of communities, including _
decreases in density and biomass of individual species, reduction of species richness, and ghangm ['4
community erganization; (2) disruption of ecosystem functioning, including interferepcc in
nutrient cycling and ceological succession; and (3} alteration of ecosystem structure, mclud_mg
changing vegetation stratification, contributing to soil erosion, and decreasing availability of water
to biotic communities (Fleischner 1994). Overgrazing by livestock may negatively impact !aee
pollinator diversity by reducing plant diversity and the floral resources those plants provide in
terms of relative abundance of polien and nectar quality (Potts er af, 2003). Livestock may also
increase the spread of cheatgrass and red brome (DiTomaso 2000).

The establishment and spread of invasive plants is one of the fastest growing threats for many rare
species. Controlling invasive species once they arc established is difficult. Because of historical
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and ongoing land disturbance, dominant forb associates include the introduced weedy species red
brome (Bromuy rubens), storksbill {Erodium ciewtarinm), African mustard (Malcolnia africanay,
and cheatgrass {Bromus tecrorwm) {Avmstrong and Harper 1991; Van Buren 1992; Smbben 1997,
Harper and Van Buren 1998, 2003b; Yan Buren and Harper 2003a, 2003b, 2004a; Searle and
Yates 201{). Nonnative annuals make up the highest percentage of living cover in Holmgren
milkvetch habitat, and they tend to emerge prior to Holmgren milkvetch, thus potentially
competing for soil moisture and nutrients. Cheatgrass has increased in abundance over the past
20 years and responds favorably to spring moisture for two consecutive years {Van Buren ¢t al.
2016). The timing of high cheatgrass abundance is in direct conflict with the peak growth and
reproduction time period for Holmgren milkvetch, and competilive effects appear to be increasing.
In addition, cheatgrass invades areas in response to surface disturbances Hobbs 198%; Rejmanck
1989; Hobbs and Huenneke 1992; Evans ez al. 2001). We already huve documentation that
Holmgren milkvetch is a poor competitor and invasive plant species has negatively impacted
localized populations (Van Buren er al. 2016). We anticipate this threat will increase in the
future, particularly in disturbed habitat. Nearly all form of anthropogenic disturbance including
the previously discussed threats of development, recreation, and livestock graving provide avenues
for invasive plants to spread. We are concerned that fire frequency may also increase with the
spread of invasive plant species in designated Critical Habitat, fire frequency has already increased
in other nearby areas of the Mojave desert.

Long-term changes in regional precipitation and tenperature regimes may affect the distribution
and viability of this species in the future. The number of planis present in any given year is
correlated with precipitation in undisturbed habitat.  We are concerned about the potential for the
cumulative ctfect of drought in combination with other threats to negatively impact the species
that is already in decline.

For a detailed analysis of the threats the species currently faces, please refer to the Asiragalus
holmgreniorum {Holmgren Milkvetch) and Astragalus ampulilarioides (Shivwits Milkveich)
Recovery Plan (USFWS 2006).

Shivwits Milkvetch

Shivwits milkvetch is a perennial herb that is considered a tall member of the pea family, although
some plants appear shorter because of grazing impacts. Stems may grow along the ground or to a
height of 20 to 50 cm (8 to 20 in); ungrarzed flowering stems may attain a height of | meter (40 in).
Please refer to our Astragalus holmgreniorum {(Holmgren Milk-Vetch) and Astragalus
ampullarioides (Shivwits Milk-Vetch) Recovery Plan (USFWS 2006} for 2 more in-depth
discussion of the species” description, which is incorporated herein by reference.

The spocies is a narrowly distributed Mojave Desert endemic restricted to Washington County,
Utah. It was first collected near Shem in Washington County, Utah, by Duane Atwood in 1576,
The specics was originally described by Stanley Welsh (1986) as a variety of A. eremiticus.
Bameby (1989) questioned the taxonomic significance of the species and submerged A. eremiticus
var. ampullarioides within typical A. eremiticus. Later rescarch work by Harper and Van Buren
{1998} and Stubben (1997) demonstrated significant genetic and ecological differences between
typicat A. eremiticus and A. ¢remiticus var. ampullarioides. Welsh (1998) revised the species’
taxonomy elevating the taxon to full species status as A. amputlarioides The species was
federally listed as endangcred on September 28, 2001 (66 FR 49560).
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We destgnated approximately 2,181 acres (ac) (883 hectares (ha)) of critical habitat in January
2007 (50 CFR 17.12}, following a final rulemaking published in December 2006 (71 FR 77972
78012). We designated 4 critical habitat units, including 2 subunits, to coincide with the 6 known
populations. Each critical habilat area contains occupied habitat as weil as the primary
constituent elements (PCEs)—or the physical and biclogical features—essential for the
conservation of the species.

Based on our knowledge of the life history, biology, and ecology of Shivwits mjlk\f'etch and the
requirements of the habitat to sustain the essential life history functions of the species, the PCEs
for Shivwits milkveich are:

(4) Appropriate geological layers ot soils that support individual Shivwits milkvelch plants.
For a list of the appropriate geologic layers and soils, see our final rule (December 27,
2006:; 71 FR 77972).

(3) Topographic features/relief (alluvial fans, and fan terraces, and geatly rolling to steep
swales with little to moderate slope {3 to 24 perccat)) that are often markedly dissected by
water flow pathways from seasonal precipitation.

(6) The presence of insect visitors or pollinators (see our December 27, 2006, 71 FR 77972
final rule for a list of known pollinators).

Critical habitat does not include manmade siructures (i.e. butldings, agueducts, airports, roads, and
the lands on which the struclures were located) that exisied when we publishcd our final rule in
December 2006. For a more detailed description of Shivwits milkvetch eritical habitat, please see
the final rule published Decernber 27, 2006 (71 FR 77972).

Shivwits milkvetch is a short-lived perennial. The average lifcspan is 2.6 years, although the
maximum lifespan can reach 13 years. On average adult plangs produce 51 seeds over their
lifespan. Seeds that don’t germinate within the first year arc probably lost from the seedbank due
to burial in the deep cracks in the Chinle soils (Searle and Van Buren 2015; Searle und Van Buren
2016). Therefore, the species does not appear to have a secdbank to aid in persistence.

Bees are the primary poflinators of Shivwits milkvetch. Those that have been collected are
Anthophora coptognatha, Anthophora dammersi, Anthophora spp., Eucera quadricincta, Bf:mbus
morrisoni, Hoplitis gimellei, Osmia clarescens, Osmia marginate, and Osrmia titusi (Tepedino
2001). Flowers are capable of producing fruit without inseet visitation, i.e., autogamously.
However, pollinator visitation is needed to increase the total number of seeds produced and
supporl genetic diversity for the species {Tepedino 2001).

A genetic study indicated that the six populations had higher gene fiow historically and are .
currently experiencing very low to no gene ffow. Populations have differeniiated 1hrough.gcnct1c
drift and the largest population in Zion National Park has the lowest overall level of genetic
diversity (Bricnholt er al. 2009).

Shivwits milkvetch grows only on purple clay soils derived from the Petrified Forest member of
the Chinlc geological formation (Ilarper and Van Buren 1997). Populations are found between
920 to 1330 m (3,018 to 4,367 ft) in elevation. A large portion of the soil surface is
non-vegetated; however, nonnative, invasive annuals have begun occupying suitable habitat.

43




Native plant species normally associated with A. ampullarioides include trees and perennial shrubs
such as Pinus edulis (pinyon pine), Gutierrezia spp. (broom snakeweed}, Colegyne ramosissima
(blackbrush) Atriplex canescens (fourwing saltbrush) and Hilaria rigida ( galleta). Native
perennial and annual forbs and grasses include Calochortus flexuosus {sego lily), Dichelostemma
putchellum (Bluedicks), and Lotus fuomistratas (hill lows).  Because of historic and ongoing land
disturbances, the most frequently found forb associates ate Lhe introduced weedy species Bromus
fectorum {cheatgrass), Bromits rubens (foxtail brome), Erodium cicutarium (storksbill), and
Moluccelia laevis (bells of Ireland) (VanBuren and Harper 2003a).

Annual exotics make up the highest percentage, approximately 37%, of total living cover in
Shivwits milkvetch habitat (Van Buren and Harper 2003a).  These invasive weed species tend to
emerge prior to Shivwits milkvetch and may compete for soil moisture and nutrients. The effccts
of exotic species is unknown, but concern exists on whether these exotic species represent
competition that prior was not in existence or whether these exotic species have replaced native
plants {Van Buren and Harper 2003a2).

Threats to the species include urban expansion and associated infrastructure development, OHV
use, grazing by domestic livestock as well as nalive grazers, and invasive species competition,
These Lhreats have led to direct habitat loss, loss of pollinators and habitat fragmentation, A newer
potential threat is that of fire due to invasion of nonnative annual grasses into suitable habitat for
Shivwits milkvelch. The soils ate extremely sensitive and prone to erosion, which could be
accelerated after fire disturbance.

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

3.1  Status of the Species within the Action Area
Red Cliffs Nafional Conservation Area
Shivwits Milkveich

The Red Cliffs NCA overlaps with 338 acres of the Silver Recf critical habitat sub-unit and 84
acres of the Hatrisburg Bench and Cottonwood critical habitat sub-unils. These sub-units occur
primarily on BLM lands but also contain private lands (Table 6).

The Silver Reef and Harrisburg Bench and Cottonwood populations of Shivwits milkvetch are
small in size. The Silver Reef population does not receive regular monitoring and contained 12
plants in 2006 (USFWS 2006). The Harrisburg Bench and Cottonwood population receives
some monitoring and contained an estimated 342 plants in 2006 (USFWS 2006}, Plant density
declined during the 2000 - 2009 monitoring period (Searle and Yates 2010}

Table 6. Harrisburg Junction Critical Habitat Sub-Units Acreage by Landowner.

Critical Designated Critical Habitat Sub-Units {acres) Total Habitat

Habitat . _ Area
Sub-Units BLM State Private Tribal

Silver Reef 415 0 47 0 462
Harrisburg

Bench and 260 { A7 U 297
Cotionwood

DPesert Tortoise

Though not exactly congruent, the boundaries of the Red Cliffs Desert Rescrve cre:ated. by the
1995 Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan, serve as a very close approximation of the
Red Cliffs National Conservation Area. The Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was established to protect a
large, diverse, and funclional expanse of habitat capable of sustaining wildlifc populations
otherwise threatened by rapid development and habitat Joss.

es t fortoise I 52,3, and 5 of the ert Res

i in 2013 2 There are appto 7 acres
desert tortoise habitat in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (Washington County 1995). Therefore a
rough population estimate of desert tortoises within the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area is

n=2,480.

The tortoise population within Red Cliffs Desert Reserve has recently declined in‘asslociation with
extended drought and an outbreak of upper respiratory tract disease. [n 2003, wildfires bur_ned
about 20% of the lortoise habitat within the reserve (McLuckie et al 2007). These cumnliative
effects mean that the preservation and enhancement of remaining habitats is of high impoﬂaqce‘fur
the long-term viability of desert tortoises in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve and the Upper Virgin

River recovery unit.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

In 2016, the UDWR conducted surveys at five previousty occupied breeding sites, two potential
breeding sites, and one restoration project sitc along the Virgin River in SL.. George, Utah '_I'hey
also conducted a survey at a potential breeding site near the Santa Clara R:_ver and Virgin 131ve_r
confluence. Ten flycatcher tetritories, distributed among three breeding sites, were occupied in

2016.

There are currently no known southwestern willow flycatcher nesting sites within the Red Cliffs
NCA. Suitable breeding, nesting, and migratory habitat are located adj acent to the NCA along
the Virgin River, Leeds and Quail Creck, and ephemeral washes. Red Cliffs NCA Is o
approximately 1.0 mile from critical habitat and 1.7 miles from the nearest known nesting site that

was surveyed in 2016.




Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Yellow-billed cuckoos were historically uncommon in Utah, Scattered records exist for the State,
mainly from the Sall Lake Valley, the Virgin River, and the southeastern part of Utah (Hayward ef
al. 1976). At the lime of our proposed listing for the species, we concluded that the number of

breeding pairs in Utah was fewer than 10 and not likely more than 20 pairs (78 FR 61622; October
3,2013).

Within the boundaries of the Red Cliffs NCA, there are no documented observations of the
species. Historical defections (1932, 1937, 1939, and 1981) (Utah Division of Natural Resources
Collaborative Information Site and Mapping Platform 2016) exist less than two miles downstream
from the boundary of the Red Cliffs NCA, on the Virgin River and Harrisburg Creek {a tributary to
the Virgin River). The extcnt of suitable breeding and nesting habitat within the aclion area is
unknown. Based on cursory review of aerial photos, there exists potentially suitable habitat along
the Virgin River in the eastern-most portion of the Red Cliffs NCA.

There is no proposed critical habitat for the species within Red Cliffs NCA.  The eloscst proposed

critical habitat {Unit 68, UT-8) is found approximately 12 miles downstream of the action arca on
the Virgin River.

Virgin River Chub and Woundfin

The action area reaches in the Virgin River within the BL.M RMP amendments include the area
from Confluence Park (the confluence of the Virgin River with La Verkin Creek and Ash Creek)
downstream to Lhe Washington Fields Diversion.

The range of habitat in Utah is identical for the woundfin and Virgin River chub. The historical
range of these fish species included rivers in Arizona, Nevada, and Utah, extending from near the
junction of the Salt and Verde Rivers at Tempe, Arizona, to the mouth of the Gila River at Yuma,
Arizona, and the Colorado River from Yuma, Arizona upstream to the Virgin River in Nevada,
Arizona, and Utah, and into La Verkin Creek in Utah. The fish were extirpated from much of
their former range, and are now confined 1o the mainstem Virgin River from La Verkin Hot
Springs and the lower portion of Ash and La Verkin Creeks downstream to near Lake Mead, The
portion of occupied habitat within the action area includes the 14.5miles of 100-year {loodplain
from La Verkin Hot Springs to the Washington Fields Diversion.

Historically, the section of the Virgin River within the action area was heavily occupied by
woundfin, Virgin River chub, and other native fish species. The UDWR samples the Virgin River
in spring and full on an annual basis. From 2003 through 2016, woundfin and Virgin River chub
were collected on an annual basis in their critical habitat; however, numbers are low and
populations of both species are still significantly impacted by poor water quality and lack of water
quantity. Fisheries sampling results for the Virgin River in falt 2016 found catch rates of 0.081
Virgin River chub, and 1.396 woundfin per 538 £t in the La Verkin Hot Springs to Washington
Ficlds Diversion reach (UDWR 2016). Although these calch rates are low compared to the
numbers of woundfin and Virgin River chub captured in 2005 and 2006 (See Table 2 above),
recent sampling results show that reproduction is cccurring and that some fish are recruiting to the
adult population.
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Virgin River flow in this reach is subject to minimum bypass of flows that are not diverted for
municipal or agricultural purposes. Uniil recently, the Virgin River downstream of the action
arca was periodically dewatered at the Washington Field Diversion (construcied in the Cf:ll'ly
1900s). Native fish were entrained into the Washington Fields Canat unlil the Virgin River
Program constructed a fish screen in 2005.

Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area

Desert Torfoise

The Beaver Dam Wash NCA is part of the Beaver Dam Siope sub-unit of the Northeast ij ave
Recovery Unit, which includes areas in Nevada and Arizona.  The estimated desert tortoise
in the er es ol the N 5.4 desert
sfkm? 12 20 ulting in desert
tortoises in the Beaver Dam Slope Sub-unit.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

In 20]6, the UDWR conducted surveys at 5 previously occupied breeding sites, 2 potentiat
breeding sites, and 1 resloration project site along the Virgin River in St. George, _Ut‘ah. .They also
conducted a survey at a polential breeding site near the Santa Clara River and Virgin Rlvgr
confluence. Ten flycalcher territories, distributed among 3 breeding sites, were occupted n 2016.

There are currently no known southwestern willow flycatcher nesting sites within the Beaver Dam
Wash NCA; however, there was onc unconfirmed sighting reported within the Beaver Dam Wash
in 1985. Suitable habilat occurs aleng Beaver Dam Wash, but is most likcly migratory habita}.
Beaver Dam Wash NCA is approximately 6 miles from critical habitat and approximately 12 miles
from the nearest known nesting site that was surveyed in 2016.

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Yellow-billed cuckoos were historically uncommon in Utah.  Scattered records exist for the State,
mainly from the Salt Lake Valley, the Virgin River, and the southeastern part of Utah {(Hayward et
al. 1976). At the time of our proposed listing for the species, we concluded that the number of

breeding pairs in Utah was fewer than 10 and not likely more than 20 pairs (78 FR 61622; October

3,2013).

Within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, surveyors have observed cuckoos infrequently, and primarily
along Beaver Dam Wash; detections occurred in 1982, 1990, 2001 (Utah Division of Natural
Resources Collaborative Information Site and Mapping Platform 2016).  Most recently,
surveyors detected a single individual in 2014, Surveyors concluded that this i_ndividua} was
likely migrating through the area (UDWR 2014). The extent of suilable breeding and nesting
habitat within the action area is unknown.

There is no proposed critical habitat for the species within Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The clpse.sl
proposed critical habitat (Unit 68, UT-8) is found approximately 10 midcs to the east on the Virgin
River in Washingion County.




8t. George Field Office
Dwarf Bear-claw Poppy

South Hills ACEC:

The proposed South Hills ACEC (1 of the 3 parcels} occurs within the Red Bluff population of
the dwarf bear-poppy. This population is considered the largest (by acrcage of suitable habitat)
poppy population with an estimated 6,221 acres across BLM, Statc, private, and Tribal lands.
The majority (84%}) of the habitat occurs on BLLM land (Table 7). The proposed South Hills
ACEC overlaps with 1,665 acres of poppy suilable habitat in the Red Bluff population, and
connects to the existing Red Bluff and Santa Clara Land Hill ACECs that protect additional
dwarf bear-poppy suitable habitat (3,435 and 225 acres, respectively). Qur records indicate that
approxitmatety 1,000 dwarf bear-poppy plants were counted in the proposed South Hiils ACEC in
1994, The poppy census is sorely out of date and a new census is needed,

Table 7. Red Bluff population suitable habitat area by landowner.

Habitat Arca (acrcs)

Totat Habitat
BLM State Biewmic Tribal Ared

Population

Red Bluff 5221 894 76 30 6221

As mentioned above, we have never been confident of a population size estimale for the Red
Bluff population because of limited census data.  The difficulty in estimating population size is
because there are vast acreages of suitable habitat within the Red Bluff population that have
niever been surveyed. The Red Bluff population was estimated to contain 10,000 plants in 1998
(Allphin 1998); however, this estimatc was considered « “best guess” and no comprehensive
survey has been performed to validate this estimate. The Red Bluff population trend is similar
to the total population (rend for the species between 1992 and 2003; plant abundancc was high
for four years following the high recruitment year of 1992 followed by a strong downward trend
to 2003 (Figure 1). The Red Bluff population experienced a favorable recruitment year in 2006,
but the majority of plants did not survive past the seedling stage.
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Figure 1. Red Bluff plant abundance at BLM monitoring transects.

‘The Red Bluff population maintains very high levels of genctic variability compared to other

dwarf bear-poppy populations and contains the greatest number of uniqup genotypes for the
speeies (Allphin et al. 1998}, This population is also genetically most sun_llar to ngarby_
populations and serves as an important genctic “bridge” between i_so[atcd sItCS Wlth.ln this large
population (includes Boomer Hill) and the Webb Hill popuiation in the clcntral portion of the .
specics’ range {Simpson 2014).  The proposed South Hilis ACEC contains the Boomer Hill site;
the site has the highest genetic variability of any poppy study siles and should be protectgd to
support genetic diversity of the species (Allphin ef al. 1998; Simpson 2014).  Boomer H_;ll
contains unique genetic markers that indicate this site has been separate from other areas for a long
period of iime (Simpson 2014).

The plants in the Red BIuff population were reported to be highly sell-incompatible (ﬂarpcr and
VanBuren 2004), a breeding system not recorded for other dwart bear-poppy populanons _
(Tepedino er al. 2014). This repori should be confirmed because self-incompatible populations
arc at greater risk of extinction (Aguilar et ¢f. 2006; Busch and Schoen 2008). . FUI'thCl‘H:lOIF‘,,
estimates of reproductive success should be assessed for the Red Bluft population as an indicator
of pollinator limitation within this population (Tcpedino et al, 2014). Poiliqators were assessed at
Red Bluff in 2012 and no specialist pollinators were found visiting the species; the only flower
visitors were honeybees {(Apis mellifera) and sweatbees (Lasioglossum sp.) thal are not expecied to
visit arcas of Jow poppy density. Reproductive stccess was on the moderate to lc_;w end of range
for the species in terms of fruil sct, seeds per fruit and seed weight eriteria (Tepedino ef al. 2014).
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Habitat within the Red Biuff population that is not currently impacted by recrcational use and
livestock grazing appears to be intact and contains sigaificantly more cryptobiotic cover than other
populations based on data coilected in 2009 (Simpson 2014). The number of asscciated plant
species 1s low at this population, likely because of the high crust cover.  Additicnally, this is the
only population that docs not contain any introduced plant species (Simpson 2014),

Webb ACEC:

The proposcd Webb Hill ACEC occurs within the Webb Hili population of the dwarf
bear-poppy. This population is considered a medium-sized (by acreage) poppy population with
an estimated 1,037 acres across BLM, State, and private lands. Approximately 40 percent of
the habitat occurs on BLM land (Table 8). The proposed Webb Hill ACEC includes all of the
dwarf bear-poppy habitat in the Webb Hill population on BLM land.

Number of Plants

Table 8. Webb Hill population habitat arca by landowner

Habitat Arca (actes) Total Habitat

BL.M State Private Area o EmB l || : | 8

I P R Rt A DD PPN ST O S PO
Webb Hill 417 356 264 0 1.037 CACR R IC T I Ut S o gt

Population

Monitering Year
The Webb Hill population was estimated to contain between 1,000 - 3,000 plants in 2014 (O

Brien 2014, pers. comm.); however, no comprchensive survey has been performed to validate
this estimatc. The BLM established two monitoring transects in 1987 to monitoring plant
abundance. The Webb Hill population trend is similar to the total pepulation trend for the
species between 1992 and 2003; plant abundance was high for (hree years foliowing the high
recroitment year of 1992 followed by a strong downward trend to 2003, sec Figure 2. In fact,
Webb Hill has the highest recorded plant abundance in 1992 and 1994 compared to the other two
monitored populations (Red Bluff and Warner Ridge). However, during the last favorable
recraitment year in 2006, the Webb Hill population has the lowest level of plant abundance of
the three monitored populations.

Figure 2. Webb Hill plant abundance at BLM monitoring transects,

The Webb Hill population has a high level of genetic diversity in ccmbinatiur} with '(}lhcr centrally
located poppy siles in the Atkinville subpopulation of the Webb Hill population (Simpson 2014;
Van Burcn and Harper 1996).  This population contains a mixture of genes from eastern and
western poppy populations, and appears (o provide a genetic corridor bctw;en castern and western
populations, at least historically (Simpson 2014).  The Webb Hill population is now complctely
surrounded by major roads (including Inierstate 15) and has no habitat connectivity to other cxtant
populations or its Atkinville subpopulation.

Pollinators were assessed at Webb Hill in 2012 and no specialist pollinators were found visiting
the species; the only flower visitors were honcybees (Apis mellifera) and s}wcalbees (Lasioglossum
sp.) that are not cxpected 10 visit arcas of low poppy density. Reproductive suceess was on .the
moderate to low end of range [or the specics in terms of fruit set, seeds per fruit and seed weight
criteria {Tepedino ef al. 2014).

Gierisch Mallow
State Line ACEC:

The proposed State Line ACEC eccurs within the Starvation Point popglation.of the Gierisch
mallow and the Starvation Point critical habitat untt.  This population is considered the second
largest {by plant abundance) Gierisch mallow population with an cstimated 5,000 to 8,000
individuals across BLLM and State of Utah lands (Hughes 2012).
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The proposed State Line ACEC overlaps with 513 acres of the Starvation Point critical habitat
unit. The proposed State Line ACEC borders the exisling Lower Virgin River ACEC and both
ACECs contain 1,982 ac (804 ha) which is all of the Utah BLM land in the Starvation Point
critical habitat unit.

Holmgren Milkvetch

South Hills ACEC:

The proposed South Hills ACEC (2 of the 3 parcels) occurs within the South Hills and Stucki
Springs populations of Holmgren milkvetch. These populations are considered small (by
acrcage of critical habitat and by plant abundance) and disjunct from the other Holmgren
milkvetch populations. The majority of the critical habitat for both populations occurs on BLM
land (Tablc 9}. The proposed South Hills ACEC contains all BLM critical habitat in the South
Hills population (124 acres), and contains the remaining critical habitat of the Stucki Springs
population (239 acres) that is outside of the existing Red Bluff ACEC (prolects 199 acres).

Table 9. South Hills and Stucki Springs population critical habitat unit by landowner.

Designated Critical Habitat Unit {acres) Total Habitat
Population b

BLM Stat Priv¢ ibs
ate rivate Tribal (Acres)

South Hills 124 0 5 ) 129
0 0

Stucki Springs 438 0 438

As mentioned above, the South Hills and Stucki Springs populations have declined with few 1o no
plants being detected in recent years (sce Table 9). These populations may be considered
functionally extirpated and pilot population augmenlation efforts are underway (beginning winter
2016) for the Stucki Spring population. Scarified seeds will be introduced into twenty plots that
will receive different watering treatments. Rescarchers will monitor seedling emergence,
survival, and plant growth at augmentation plots (Meyer and Rominger 2016}, Future plans will
imvolve plant augmentation at all declining populations on BLM fands.

The South Hills and Stucki Springs populations contain unique genotypes for the species and
contain a ger_let_lcally discrete structure than the other 4 populations.  Thus, the prolection of both
populations is important 1o support genetic diversity of the species (King et al. 2011; Young and
King 20113,

State Line ACEC:

The proposed State Line ACEC occurs within the State Line population of Holmgren milkvetch
and the Statc Line critical habitat unit. This population is considered (he largest (by acreage of
critical habitat and plant abundance) Holmgren milkvetch population with an estimated 3,836
acres across BLM, State, and private lands. Slightly more than half of the unit occurs on BLM
land in Utah and Arizona (56%) (Table 10). The proposed State Line ACEC overlaps with
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1,260 acres of critical habitat in the State Line population and contains the majority of occupied
habitat on Utah BLM lands, The proposed State Line ACEC borders the existing Lower Virgin
River ACEC and both ACECs contain 1,757 ac of Holmgren milkvetch critical habitat which is
all of the Utah BLM land in the State Line critical habitat unit. Qur records indicate that 12,829
Hoimgren milkveich plants were counted in the proposed State Line ACEC in 2005; this
represents 73 percent of the plants in the State Line population based on the 2005 census. The
Holmgren milkvetch census is sorely out of date and a new census is needed.

Table 10. State Line population critical habitat unit by landowner.

Designated Critical Habitat Unit (acres) Total Habital
Population 3 . Area
BLM BLM State of State of Private
Utah Arizona LUtah Arizona ¢ (Acres)

State Line 1.767 362 752 934 21 3,836

As mentioned above, the State Line population has declined and plants have not responded to
favorable moisture conditions in the past decade {Van Buren ¢t al. 2016). The primary driver of
the decline is due to significantly lower seediing recruitment that may be the result of habilat
disturbance and loss of poilinators as a result of livestock grazing and recreation. This is
concerning because the State Line population had the highest plant density and population size in
2005 and presumably was the population with the lowest cxtinction risk at that time.

Pilot population augmentation cfforts are underway (beginning winter 2016) for the State Line
population in an attempt to halt the decline. Scarified seeds will be introduced into twenty plots
that will receive different watering treatments. Researchers will monitor seedling emergence,
survival, and plant growth at augmentation plots (Meyer and Rominger 2016). Future plans will
involve Holmgren and native plant augmentation at all declining populations on BLM lands.

The State Line population is a large, cenirally located population that contains the highest level of
genetic diversity of any Holmgren milkveich population (King ez al. 2011; Young and King 2011).
The protection of this population is critical to support genetic diversity of the species.

3.2  Factors Affecting the Species Environment within the Action Area

Red Cliffs National Conservation Area

Shivwits Milkvetch

Residential development is a stressor to both Shivwits milkvetch populations on private lands.
Roads and trail development is a stressor to the species on BLM and private lands. Within the
Red Cliffs NCA, the Silver Reef critical habitat sub-unit contains approximately 3 miles of

single-track road spanning the entire area. Within the Red Cliffs NCA, the Harrisburg Bench and
Cottonwood critical habitat sub-unit contains 0.2 miles of single track road.

Recreation has impacted both populations in the past by extensive OHV use (USFWS 2006).
However, the BLM tock corrective action in 2006 - 2007 and instatled fences at both populations
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to address OHV impacts with funding assistance from The Nature Conservancy. Fencing appcars
to be adequately addressing recreation impacts at both populations (Searle 2016).

Nlegal dumping of household items and waste disposal has also impacted the species within both
populations (USFWS 2006). I not addressed, these activities can cause long-term irreparable
harm to the specics and its habitat.

Invasive nonnative species are impacting Shivwits milkvetch in both populations and their
increasing abunduance is a concern due to increasing competitive effects (see Status of the Species,
Holmgren milkveich). Red brome and cheatgrass are the two most abundant nonnative plants in
the species’ habitat (Miiler et al. 2007).  Subsequent alteration of [ire frequency in Shivwits
milkvetch habitat is also a concern. In 2005, a wildfire impacted areas surrounding the
Harrisburg Beneh and Cotionwood population.  We do not have information (hat indicates weed
abundance has increased in the burned areas like it has in other post-burned areas in the Mojave
desert. Herbicide usc to control invasive species by Utah Department of Transpertation (UDOT)
management 18 a potential threat to the Harrisburg Bench and Cottonwood population because of
its close proximity to Interstate 15.

The Silver Reef population faces the greaiest number of threats and appears to be subjcct to the
greatesl variety of impacts compared to the other § populations (USFWS 2006).

Desert Tortoise

Threats to the desert tortoise include discase, specifically upper respiratory tract disease (URTD);
recreation; poaching; inadequate fencing Icading to road mortalities; and illegal OHV riding, The
UDWR attributes 2003-2009 tortoise population declines to drought, disease, wildfires and
secondary tireats such as predation, habitat degradation, and direct Luke of animals (McLuckic
pers. comm. 2010). There was a slight non-significant increase (there is overlap of the 95% C.1.)

in estimated desert tortoise density within the Red Cliffs Dosert Reserve between 2009-2011
(Mcluckie et al. 2012).

One hundred sixteen species of non-native plants occur in the Mojave and Colorado Deserts
{Brooks and Esque 2002). The proliferation of non-native plant species has contributed to an
increase in fire frequency in tortoise habital (USFWS 1994; Brooks 1998:; Brown and Minnich
1986). Recurrent fires can negatively affect the desert tortoise by altering habitat structure and
species composition of their food plants (Brooks and Esque 2002).

Numerous wildfires occurred across the species’ range in 2005 due to abundant fucl from the
proliferation of non-native plant species after a very wet winter, These wildfires heavily
impacted two of the six desert torfoise recovery units, burning approximately 19 pereent of desert
tortoise habitat in the Upper Virgin River and 10 percent in the Northeastern Mojave (Table 11).

Although it is known that tortoises were burned and killed by the wildfires, tortoise mortality
estimates are nol available.

Table 11. Acres of descrt tortoise habitat burned in each recovery unit during 2005, Note all
data is preliminary and needs further analysis.

Percent CH*
Habitat Burned
Burned {acres)
Upper Virgin River®* 10,446 <19 10,446 19
Norlheastern Mojave* ** 500,000 10 124,782 11
Eastern Mojave 6,000 <1 1,219 <l
Western Mojave 0 0 0 0
Northern Colorado 0 0 0 0
Eastern Colorado 0 0 0 0
Total 516446 136,447
CH — critical habitat
Estimates only for Upper Virgin River.
Potential habitat was mapped and calculated as Mojave Desert il it were less than 4,200 tt
in elevation minus playas, open water, developed, and agricultural lands.

Percent CH
Burned

Habitat

Recovery Unit Burned (acres)

Disease was identified in the 2011 Revised Recovery Plan s an important threat 1o the desert
tortoise and occurs within the action area. Disease is a natural phenomenon in wild populations
of animals and can contribute to population declines by increasing mortality and rcducing_ )
reproduction. However, URTD appeats to be a complex, mulli-factorial discase interacting with
other stressors 10 affect desert tortoises (Brown et al, 2002; Tracy et al. 2004). The disease occurs
mostly in relatively dense descrt tortoise populations, as mycoplasmal infections are dependent
upon higher densities of the host (Tracy et al. 2004).

Southwestern Willow Flycaicher

Southwestern willow flycatchers may have always been rare in Utah.  Surveys conducted_by
Sogge et al. (2003} found only a fcw breeding locations and territories in s?oluthfern Utah qnd little
population trend data are available for the state. However, loss and modification of ha!mat may
have reduced populations. Severe flood events in 20035 and 2010 resulted in lost hablt_at ?long
the Virgin River. Conversely, several habitat restoralion projects have taken place .w1th1n the
Virgin River floodplain focusing on replacing non-native vegetation with native willow and
cottonwoed.

Recreation s permitted throughout the Red Cliffs NCA. Grazing is permitted within the
Beaver Dam Wash NCA,

Tamarisk is an important component of the flycatchor’s nesting and foraging habitat in _
Washington County. Tamarisk had been believed by some to be a habitat type of lesser quality for
the southwestern willow flycatcher, however comparisons of reproductive performance (USFWS
2002), prey populations (Durst 2004) and physiological conditions (Owen and Sogge 2002) of
flycatchers breeding in native and exotic vegetation has revealed no difference (Fleishman et al.
2003, Sogge et al. 2005).

Tamarisk beetles impact the condition of tamarisk trees and the suilability of tamarisk-dominated
habitat on the upper Virgin River and, as a result, represent an important factor influencing the
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flycatcher’s distribution, reproductive success, and habitat vse within the action area.  The decline
of tamarisk has had neutral or shorl-term detrimental effects an the southwestern witlow flycatcher
hecause flycatchers have adapted to using the invasive tamarisk as habitat.

Tamarisk beetles were introduced on the Virgin River at St George in 2006, and defoliated
lamarisk trees for the first time in late July — August 2008. In 2008 tamarisk defoliation occurred
late in the flycatcher breeding cycle or after flycatchers had finished breeding altogether, and thus
likely had little tmpact on flycatcher behavior. In both 2009 and 2010, however, tamarisk beetles
caused two defoliation events, the first in early June, coinciding with the peak of flycatcher egg
laying and incubation, and then again in late July — Augnst.  In 2011, following a winter flood and
cool spring conditions, beetles caused a single defoliation event during late July — August. In
2012 and 2013 the defloliation events occurred in late July, late in the breeding cycle. Years of
annual defoliation of nesting substrate throughout the action area may have caused flycatchers to
move nesting activities from lamarisk-dominated {Sccgmiller Marsh) Lo the native-dominated sitcs
{Y-Drain Marsh).

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Establishment of non-native vegetation, recreation, drought, and water depletions represent
significant impacts to western yellow-billed cuckoo throughout the aclion area. These activitics
increase habitat fragmentation, noise and visual disturbance, and changes in Jocal hydrology,
which in turn negatively influence the space available to cuckoo for breeding, feeding and
sheltering. Loss and reduction of space to carry out a specics’ life cycle increase the probability

of extinction of local breeding groups, particularly those that consist of a few individuals (Pulliam
and Dunning 1994, USFWS 2002).

Virgin River Chub and Woundfin

Factors that may be affecting the current distribution and abundance of Virgin River chub and
woundfin in the action area include reduced flows and pericdic dewatering of several reaches of
the river (detailed above Status of the Species section), the periodic release of sediment (sluicing)
from Quail Creek Diversion during storm events, and nonnative fish including the red shiner,

A potential factor limiting fish populations above Washington Fields Diversion may be the
periodic release of sediment (sluicing) accumulated behind the Quail Creek Diversion (Fridell et
al. 2004) during storm events. The increase in stream flow from these storm evenis are shown 1o
decrease dissolved oxygen below lcthal levels [or fish. In 2004, the Washington County Water
Conservancy District developed an interitn management plan in an attempt to address these
concerns (Olsen 2004).  However, two late summer 2007 fish kills that happened during siuicing
of the Quail Creek Diversion duting natural storms indicate that sluicing activitics may continue to
have 1mpacts o native fish in the Virgin River. Since then, the Water Conservancy District has
made efforts to monitor water quality during storm events and close gates to reduce the amount of
reduced dissolved oxygen water flowing through the Virgin River.

Red shiner became established in this reach of the river in the 1980s. The UDWR, opetating
through the Virgin River Program, has periodicalty treated portions of the Virgin River drainage
with a fish toxicant (rotenone) to remove nonnative species thereby improving habitat for
down-migrating native spectes. These chemical treatments typically oceur downstream of the
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Washingion Fields or Johnson Diversions. Prior to chemmical treatment, native fish are salvaged
from the area that will be treated, and UDWR estimates that they achieve about an 80 percent
removal of native fish. On several accasion since 1988, salvaged native fish were translocated
from downstream reaches to above the Washington Fields Diversion in preparation for rotcnone
treatments,

The reach of river downstream from Washington Fields Diversion wus treated with rotenone (a
fish toxicant) approximately 15 times since 1988 to climinate undesirable species, Prior to 2011,
the last treatment occurred during fall 2008 and the upper portion of the Virgin River was free of
red shiner through fall 2010 unti! they reinvaded during the floodwater period of December 2{}_10‘
Annual fisheries sampling has determined that rotcnone work completed in fall 2011 was cffcctive
in removing red shiner from the upper Virgin River and that a 2013 rebuild of the An?:on.a-Ut.ah
Staleline Fish Bartier was effective in keeping red shincr from reinvading the upper Virgin River,
Thus, the greatest threat to woundfin and Virgin River chub remains inadeq_ua_te w:dter guality aqd
guantity {sce Status of the Species seclion); and these are threats that the Yllr_gin River F.’ro_gram is
currently working on. These and other related Virgin River Program activilies (establishing ‘
effective barriers to nonnative (ishes upstream movements coupled with mechanical and chemllcal
control projects) constitute an aggressive and ongoing effort that are integral to native Virgin River
fish recovery.

In summary, virtuaily all factors that contributed to the decline of the Virgin Rivcr fishes occur in
portions of the action area. Extensive watcr development and diversion and persistent negative
interaction with nonnative species, particularly red shiner, are the greatest threats to the native tish
populations in the Virgin River,

Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area

Desert Torioise

One hundred sixteen species of non-native plants occur in the Mojave and Colora@ Deserts
{Brooks and Bsque 2002). The proliferation of non-native plant species has contrzbutedk to an
increase in fire frequency in tortoise habitat (USFWS 1994; Brooks 1998; Brown and Minnich
1986). Recurrent fires can negatively affect the desert tortoise by altering habitat structure and
species composition of their {ood plants (Brooks and Esque 2002).

Numerous wildfires occurred across the species’ range in 2005 due to abundant fuel from the
proliferation of non-native plant species after a very wet winter. 'l'hef;e wildfires heavily
impacted two of the six desert tortoise recovery units, buraing approximately 19 percent of desert
tortoise habitat in the Upper Virgin River and [0 percent in the Northeastern Mogave (Tabl.e 12).
Although it is known that tortoises were burned and killed by the wildfires, tortoise mortality
estimates are not available. Since 2000, over 50% of the Beaver Dam Wash National
Conservation Area has burned or re-burned. This decreases the quality and quantity of available
desert tortoise habitat in the NCA.




Tablg 12, Acres of desert tortoise habitat burned in each recovery unit during 2005 Note ali
data is preliminary and needs further analysis.

Percent CH*
Habitat Burned
Burned {acres)
Upper Virgin River** 10,446 <19 10,446 19
Northeastern Mojave®+* 500,000 10 124,732 11
Eastern Mojave 6,000 <1 1,219 <1
Western Mojave 0 O 0 G
Notthern Colorado 0 0 ] 0
Eastern Colorade 0 0 0 0
Total 516,446 136,447
g CH - critical habitat
axj Estimates only for Upper Virgin River,
*###  Potential habitat was mapped and calculated as Mojave Desert if it were less than 4,200 ft
in elevation minus playas, open water, developed, and agricultural lands.

Habitat
Burned (acres)

Percent CH

Recovery Unit
Burned

Disease was identified in the 2011 Revised Recovery Plan as an important threat to the desert
tortoise and occurs within the action area.  Disease is a natural phenomenon in wild populations
of animals and can contribute to population declines by increasing mortality and reducing
reproduction.  However, upper respiratory tract disease (URTD) appears to be a complex,
multi-factorial disease interacting with other siressors (o affect desert tortoises (Brown et al. 2002;
Tracy ct al. 2004). "The disease occurs mostly in relatively dense desert tortoise populations, as
mycoplasmal infections are dependent upon higher densities of the host (Tracy et al. 2004).

Grazing occurs in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA.  Grazing effects the structure of the vegetative
community and the quality and quantity of desert toroise habitat. For a full discussion of grazing
and its impacts on the landscape (see Effects of the Action, Beaver Dam Wash National
Conservation Area, Desert Tortoise).

Southwestern Willow Fiycatcher

Southwestern willow flycatchers may have always been rare in Utah,  Surveys conducted by
Sogge et al. (2003) found only a few breeding locations and territories in southern Utah and little
population trend data are availsble for the state. However, loss and modification of habitat may
have reduced populations. There is limited riparian habitat within the Beaver Dam NCA, and

therefore less likclihood for nesting or migrating flycaichers here as compared to the Red Cliffs
NCA.

Recreation and grazing activities are permitted throughout Beaver Dam Wash NCA.

These activities may directly or indirectly impact southwestern willow flycatchers if they
occurred in this NCA.

T amap’ sk is an important component of the flycatcher’s nesting and foraging habitat in
Washington County. Tamarisk had been believed by some to be a habitat type of lesser quality for
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the southwestorn willow flycatcher, however comparisons of reproductive performance (USFWS
2002), proy populations {Durst 2004) and physiological conditions (Owen and Sogge 2002} of
flycatchers breeding in native and exotic vegetation has revealed no difference (Fleishman et al.
2003, Sogge et al. 2005).

Tamarisk beetles impact the condition of tamarisk trees and the suitability of tamarisk-dominated
habitat on the upper Virgin River and, as a result, represent an importan{ factor influencing the
flycatcher's distribution, reproductive success, and habitat use within the action area. Thc decline
of tamarisk has had neutrul or short-term detrimental effects on the southwestern willow flycatcher
because flycatchers have adapted to using the invasive tamarisk as habitat.

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Livestock prazing, establishment of non-native vegetation, recreation, drought, and water
deplctions represent significant impacts to western yellew-billed cuckoo throughout the action
arca. These activities increase habitat fragmentation, noise and visual disturbance, and changes
in local hydrology, which in (urn negatively influence the space available to cuckoo for breeding,
feeding and sheltering. Loss and reduction of space to carry out a species’ lile eycle increase the
probability of extinction of local breeding groups, particularly those that consist of a few
individuals (Pulliam and Dunning 1994, USFWS 2002).

8t. George Field Office
Dwarf Bear-claw Poppy

Seuth Hills ACEC:

Residential and road development have dirccily impacted the Red Biulf population of dwarf
bear-poppy. Residential development has resulted in the loss of the majority of the eastern end of
the population on private and Statc lands. State lands adjacent to the Bloomington residential
area are heavily impacted by recreational use. Residential development and grading of the land
may resull in fulure loss of plants and habitat on State lands within this population. Residential
development is nol & threat on BLM lands.

Recreational use by motorized vehicles (ORVs and motoreyeles), non-motorized vehicles
{(mountain bikes), and hikers have directly impacted dwarf bear-poppy habitat in the proposed
South Hills ACEC. This area has a history of unrestricted motorized until 1999 when recreational
use was restricted to existing roads and trails. In the St. George RMP, all forms of recreational use
including motorized use continue to be authorized in the proposed South Hills ACEC on existing
roads and trails whereas motorized use was excluded from the Red Biuff and Wamer Ridge ACECs
in 1999 (BLM 1999).

All forms of recreational nse occur on an existing two-track road (Cove Wash Road) that is located
within dwarl bear poppy habitat and connects to the main road in the ares, the Stucki Springs Road.
Recreational use has occurred in the general area of the lwo-track road within peppy habitat
because there are no barriers to protect the habitat from such use.  This use is technically
considered 1o be authorized because it ts difficult Lo distinguish between “existing” and “newly
created” roads and trails. We anticipate the upcoming St. George BLM Field Office Travel Plan
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wiil restrict the existing recreational use in this area, but we do not have any specific information at
this time.

We do not have informaticn regarding the extent or impacts to the dwarf bear-poppy from the
recreational use that has and continues to occur.  We also do not have information about the
number of miles of linear disturbance from recreational use within the proposed South Hills
ACEC. We consider motorized use impacts to be a high threat to the species as supported by data
from BLM OHV monitoring in the Red Bluff, Webb Hill and Warmer Ridge populations.
Protections for the species are needed that include closure of motorized use in dwarf bear-poppy
habitat and additional fencing to protect plants and habitat from recreational nse in the proposced
South Hills ACEC. Motorized use restrictions are not included in Lhe proposed South Hills ACEC
designation.

Fencing is in place along the bonndary of the proposed South Hills ACEC and the cxisting Red
Bluff ACEC to protect dwarf bear-poppy habitat in the Red Bluff ACEC. As mentioncd above,
the Red Blufl ACEC was closed to motorized use in 1999 and fencing to exclude motorized use
began in 1999 and was completed in 2008. This boundary was a problem zrea for illegal
motorized vse in the Red Bluff ACEC. At this location between 2007 and 2009, BEM law
enforcement officers wrote multiple citations made 25-30 fence repairs annually, or an average of
once every two weeks. Since 2009 at this location, there has been a downward trend in
unanthorized motorized use with the incorporation of frequent patrols by the BLM and the
notification of infractions by non-motorized users of the Bearclaw Poppy Trail (BLM 2012). The
decline in motorized usc in the Red Bluft ACEC is supported by BLM meonitoring of motorized
tracks in the Red Bluff monitoring transects that identified 157 tracks in 1987 down 1o 2 tracks at
the last recording in 2009, sec Figure 3. Similar protections are needed for dwarf bear-poppy in
the proposed Sonth Hills ACEC.

Red Bluff ACEC
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Figure 3. Red Bluit ACEC OHYV tracks in BLM monitoring transects. * indicates no
monitoring was performed that year.

Within the proposed South Hills ACEC, ali poppy suitable and occupied habitat is open
livestock use. Livestock grazing occurs within upproximately 674 acres of poppy suitablc
habitat in the Boomer Hill allotment and within approximately 912 acres of the Santa Clara
Creck allotinent.  Our records indicate that approximately 200 dwarf bear-poppy planls weic
counted in the Boomer allotment boundaries and approximately 800 poppy plants were counted
within the Santa Clara Creek proposed South Hills ACEC in 1994 (Table 13). There is
infrequent use and livestock trailing oceur in poppy habitat (BLM 2001; BLM 2014).  Livestock
use has not occurred in the proposed South Hilts ACEC in recent years becanse of non-usc
permitting (Douvglas 2016, pers. comm).




Table 13. Grazing allotment summary within proposed South Hills ACEC.

Yeur of
Most Number
Allotment Recent of Poppy
Poppy Plaats
Survey

Allotment Grazing Scuson Permitied
Acies of Use Cattle/AUMs

. 2014 — Present: 20l = Fuzssty
Boomer Hill 1994 4270 Tan 1 —May 31 31 caitle/ 154
AUMSs
2014 - Present:
16 cattle/ 92
AUMs

Santa Clara 2715 2014 — Present:
Creek T Nov | — April 30

Webb Hill ACEC:

Residential and road deveiopment have directly impacted the Wehb Hill population of dwarf
bear-poppy.  The Webb Hill population is now completely surrounded by major roads (including
Interstate 15) and has no habitat connectivity to other extant populations or its Atkinville
subpopulation.  Residential development has resulted in the loss of the majority of the Atkinville
subpopulation that occurs on privale lands, and we expect all poppy habitat on private and State
lands 1n the Webb Hill population will be developed in the future. Residential development and
grading of the land for future residential development has resulted in loss of plants and habitat on
State lands within this population.

In 1997, a land exchange between the BLM and the State of Utah reconfigured the ownership to
consolidate State parcels and minimize impacts to dwar( bear-poppy (BLM 1997). While there
may be no easy way to directly compare plant density between sites, it is known that all parcels
contained poppy habitat. The result of the Webb Hill land exchange is that 130 acres of occupied
habitat left Federal management. The gain was that 103 acres enlered Federal management in
order to create a larger block of continuous dwarf boar-poppy for management and protections
(BLM 1997). BLM lands within the Webb Hill population are completely fenced to clearly
delineate the land ownership boundary and exclude use in poppy habitat.

Recreational use by OHVs was by far the most corumon recreational activity impacting dwarf
bear-poppy, and nearly all areas of occupied habitat have experienced OHV impacl in the past 30
years. Extensive damage to the habitat by OHVs has occurred at the Webb Hill population.
OHV use is now prohibited at Webb Iilt population and throughout much of occupied habital on
BLM lands (BLM 1999). However, impacts to the land from previous use may last for decades to
come (Abelia 2014). Today, OHYV use is further restricted on BLM lands in the Webb Hill
population by perimeter fences. These fences have significantly reduced, but not ended, the
unauthorized use of OHV within fenced habitat.

Unauthorized OHV use has been recorded at all known populations {either where it was
prohibited, or off-trail use where OHV travel was restricted to designated routes). Unauthorized
motorized use oceurs in the Webb Hill population, but the freguency of this use has declined over
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time. The decline in motorized use is supported by BLM monitoring of motorized tracks in the
Webb Hill monitoring transects that identified 286 tracks in 1987 down 1o 10 tracks al the last
recording in 2009, sec Fipure 4. We have no documentation of the number of citatiens for illegal
motorized use and the frequency of fence repairs from 1987 to the present.

Webb Hil
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Figure 4. Webb Hill OHV tracks in BLM monitoring transects,

While OHV usc in the habitat has stongly declined since 1987, the impact to the habitat and the
species continues Into the future,  Old OHYV uails continue to be used by non-motorized users and
the majority of this use is unauthorized. We do not have information of the current level of
unauthorized recreational use in the Webb Hill population.  'We anticipate the level of recreational
use will increase on BLM lands in the Webb Hill population with an increase in local population
growth, with smaller buffers belween residential development and poppy habilgl, and with fower
options for recreation as open spuce is developed in and immediately surroundiag the St. George
city limils.

In 2011, the majority of OHV roads and trails in the BLM portion of the Webb Hill populgtion
werc ripped to decompact impacted soils as pait of a restoration project designed to benefit the
specics and discourage continucd use by recreationists.  We do not have information on the
elfectiveness of this restoration effort for the species.

A potential threat that is present in the Webb Hill population is the presence of invasive annual
weeds., Large areas of this population are infested with red brome {(Bromus ribens) (Roth
2011). This strong competitor may negatively impact poppy plunts and other native plants that
provide floral resources lor poliinators.
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Gierisch Mallow

State ACEC:

Mining is a threat to the Starvation Point population of the Gierisch mallow on State and BLM
lands. Mining is actively occurring in Arizona but not in Utah. To-date, there are no mining
leases or proposed leases in Gierisch mallow habitat in Utah.

Road development has impacted the species on BLM lands. The proposed State Line ACEC
contains approximately 7 miles of two-track road that provide access across the entirety of the
proposed ACEC. Recreational use by motorized vehicles (OHVs and motorcycles),
non-motorized vehicles (mountain bikes), and hikers have impacted the Starvation Point
population in the proposcd State Line ACEC. This area has a history of unrestricted molorized
use uniil 1999 when recreational use was restricted to existing roads and trails. In the St. George
RMP, all forms of recreational use including motorized use continue to be auihorized in the
proposed State Line ACEC on existing roads and trails {BLM 1999).

Recreational usc has occurred in the general area of these two-track roads within the Gierisch
mallow habitat because there are no barriers to protect the habitat from such use.  We anticipate the
upcoming St. George BLM Field Office Travel Plan will restrict the existing recreational use in this
ared to designated trails only, but we do not have any specific information on which Lrails will be
designated at this time. We do not have information regarding the extent of impacts to the
Helmgren milkvetch from the recreational use that has snd continues to occur,  We do have
information that indicates unauthorized OHV use is negatively impacting the species and its
habitat, Protections for the specics arc needed that include closure of motorized usc in the Gierisch
mallow habitat and additional fencing to protect plants and habitat from recreational use in the
proposed State Line ACEC, Motorized use will be limited to designated roads and trails in the
proposed Stale Line ACEC designation.

Within the proposed State Line ACEC, all Holmgren milkvetch habitat is open to Jivestock use,
The majority of the Starvation Point critical habitat unit is within the River pasture of the Curly
Hollow allotments.  Livestock use occurs on an annual basis in this critical habitat unit between
November 1 and the end of February. Livestock use has steadily increased since 2000 in this
allotment, and livestock adjustments due to frequent fires in other pastures of the Curly Hollow
allotment has occurred since at least 2003, We do not have detailed information about the

livestock adjustments in the River pasture as a result of those fires and how that affecled the
number of livestock or season of use.

We have documentation that the abundance of invasive plant species in the Starvation Point
critical habitat unit has increased over time (Van Buren et al. 2016). Nonnative annuals make up
the highest percentage of living cover in portions of the critical habitat. Cheatgrass has increased
i abundance over the past 20 years and responds favorably to spring moisture for two consecutive
years (Van Buren er al. 2016). In addition, cheatgrass invades areas in response to surface
disturbances (Hobbs 1989; Rejmanck 1989; Hobbs and Huenneke 1992; Evans ¢f al. 2001). We
anticipate nonnative, invasive plants will increase in the {uture, particularly in disturbed habitat.
Nearly all form of anthropogenic disturbance including mining, recreation, and livestock grazing
provide avenues for invasive plants fo spread.
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We arc concerned that fire frequency may also increase with the spread of invasive plant species i
critical habitat; fire frequency has already increased in other pastures (burn and middle) of the
Curly Holiow allotment.

Holmgren Milkvetch
South Hills ACEC:

Residential development is a threat to the South Hilis population of Holmgren milkvetch on
private lands but is not a threat on BLM lands.

Road development is a threat 1o the species on BLM and private lands.  The South Hills critica_l
habitat unit is immediately adjacent to an unpaved Cove Wash road, the main access road, along its
western border, and contains .2 miles of two-track road and primitive trail at the southern end of
the unit. The Stucki Springs road bisects the Stucki Springs critical habitat unit and the Stucki
Springs population. The Stucki Springs critical habitat unit also contains approximalely 2 miles of
two-track road that connects to the main Stucki Springs road.

Recreational use by motorized vehicles (OHVs and motorcycles), non-motorized vehicles
(mountain bikes), and hikers have impacted the South Hills and Stucki Springs popuiations pri(_)r to
the BLM fencing thesc populations in the last decade. The western portion of the Stucki Springs
population is the only area of Holmgren milkvetch critical habitat that remains unfenced to-d.ate.
This area has a history of unrestricted meotorized use uniil 1999 when recreational use was restricted
to existing roads and tratls. In the St. George RMP, all formns of recreational use including
motorized use continue to be authorized in the proposed South Hills ACEC on existing roads and
trails whereas motorized use was excluded from the adjacent Red Bluff ACEC in 1999 (BLM
1999). Regular visits to check the integrity of the fencing is nceded o ensure continued protection
from recrcational use.

All forms of recreational use occur on the Stucki Springs road within the Stucki Springs critical
habitat unit. Recreational use has occurred in the general area of the two-track road within
unfenced portions of Flolmgren milkvetch habitat because there are no barriers to protect the habitat
from such use. Authorized motorized use restrictions will be limited to designated roads and trails
in the proposed South Hilts ACEC. We anticipate the upcoming St. George BLM Field Offit;e
Travel Plun will restrict the existing recteational use in this area, bul we do not have any specific
information at this time. We do not have information regarding the extent or impacts to the
Holmgren mitkvetch from the rccreational use that has and continues o oceur.

Tllegal dumping of household items and waste disposal has also impacted the species within both
critical habitat units (see USTFWS 20063, These dump sites have been used for target practice and
have resulted in increased letter accumalation and surface disturbance. If not addressed, thesc
activities can cause long-term irreparable harm to the species and its habitat.

Within the proposed South Hills ACEC, the BLM fenced the entire South Hill critical habitat unit
in the past decade 1o cxclude livestock from Iloimgren milkvetch habitat. The Stucki Springs
critical habitat unit is split between the Boomer Hill and Curly Hollow allotments.  Livestock use
has not occurred in that portion of the Curly Hollow allotment since Grand Canyon Trust obtained
the grazing permit in 2002. The BLM has also fenced that portion of the critical habitat unt
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within the last decade to exclude all use. Regular visits to check the iniegrity of the fencing is
needed to ensure continued protection from livestock use.

Invasive plants species are identified as a threat Lo (he species in both critical habitat units
{USFWS 2006). However, we have no recent documentation of the preseince o abundance of
invasive plant species in these populations.

tatc Line

Residential development is a threat to the State Line population of Holmgren milkvetch on State
and private lands but is nol a threat on BLM lands. Private land in the critical habitat unit has
either been developed or is planned for development as part of the Sun River retirement
community. The Utah Stale Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) is protecting a
166-acre parcel for the species from development until January 1, 2020 as per a Letter of Intent
extension signed in the fall of 2015. The Letter of Intent provides our agency and our
conservation partners time (o acquire the property via a land exchange or land purchase. If the
State land is not protected by the deadline, it will likety be developed.

Road development has impacted the species on BLM, State, and private lands. The proposed
State Line ACEC contains approximately 8 miles of two-track road that provide access across the
entirety of the proposed ACEC. Recreational usc by motorized vehicles (OHVs and
motorcycles), non-motorized vehicles (mountain bikes), and hikers have impacted the State Line
population in the proposed State Line ACEC, This area has a history of unrestricted motorized
use until 1999 when recreational use was restricted to oxisting roads and trails. In the St, George
RMP, all forms of recreational use including motorized use continue to be authorized in the
proposed Statc Line ACEC on existing roads and trails (BLM 1999),

Recreational use has occurred in the general area of these two-track roads within Holmgren
mitkvetch habitat because there are no barriers to protect the habitat from such use. This use is
technically considered to be authorized because it is difficult to distinguish between “existing” and
“newly created” roads and trails. We anticipatc the upcoming St. George BLM Field Office
Travel Plan will restrict the existing recreational use in this area, but we do not have any specific
information at this time. We do not have information rcgarding the extent of impacts to the
Holmgren milkvetch from the recreational use that has and continues to occur.  We do have
information that indicates habitat disturbance is negatively impacting the species. We consider
recreation impacts to the species to be a high threat to the specics. Protections for the species are
needed that include closure of motorized use in Holmgren milkveteh habitat and additional fencing
to protect plants and habitat from recreational use in the proposed Statc Line ACEC.  Authorized
motorized use restrictions will be limited to designated roads and trails in the proposed State Line
ACEC designation.

Lllegal dumping of household items and waste disposal has also impacted the species within this
critical habitat unit (see USFWS 2006). These dump sites have heen used for target practice and
have resulted in increased letter accumulation and surface disturbance. If not addressed, these
activities can cause long-term irreparable harm to the species and its habitat,

Within the proposed State Linc ACEC, all Helmgren milkvetch habitat is open to livestock use.
The State Line critical habitat unit is within the River pasture of the Curly Hollow allotments.
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Livestock use ocours on an annual basis in this critical habitat unit between November | and the
end of February. Livestock usc has steadily increased since 2000 in this allotment, and livestock
adjustments due to frequent fires in other pastures of the Curly Hollow allotment has occurred
since al least 2003, We do not have detailed information about the livestock adjustments i the
River pasture as a result of those fircs and how that affected the number of liveslock or season of
nse. The phenology study performed in 2015 indicates that adult Holmgren mitkvetch plants
emerge and grow during the livestock season of use (Rominger 2016) and there is the potential
for livestock 1o impact the species when plants are coming out of dormancy and seediings are
germinaling in the early spring.

Invasive plants species are identificd as a threat to the species in the State Line population
(USFWS 2006). We also have documentation that the abundance of invasive plant species in the
State Line populaiion has increased aver time (Van Buren et al. 2016). Nonnative annuals make
up the highest percentage of living cover in Holmgren milkveich habilat, and they tend to emcrge
prior to Holmgren milkveich, thus potentially competing for soil moisture and nuirients. .
Cheatgrass has increased in abundance over the past 20 years and responds favorably to spring
moisture for two consecutive years (Yan Buren ef al. 2016).  The timing of high cheatgrass
abundance is in direct conflict with the peak growth and reproduction time period for Holmgren
milkvetch, and competitive effects appear to be increasing. In addition, cheatgrass invades arcas
in response to surface disturbances Hobbs 1989; Rejmanek 1989; Hobbs and Huenneke 1992,
Evans et al. 2001). We already have documentation that Holmgren milkvetch is a poor competitor
and invasive plant species has negatively impacted the State Line population {Van Buren et al.
2016). We anlicipate this threat will increase in the future, particularly in disturbed habitat.
Nearly ail form of anthropogenic disturbance including the previously discussed threats of
development, recreation, and livestock grazing provide avenues for invasive plants to spread. .Wc
are concerned that firc frequency may also increase with the spread of invasive plant specics in
critical habitai; fire frequency has alrcady increased in other pastures {burn and middic) of the
Curly Hollow allotment.

4.0 Effects ol the Action
Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Shivwits Milkvetch

Designating the Red Cliffs NCA would provide numerous benefits to the Shivwits milkveta:ih by
managing the following Resources listed below. The BA outlines the beneficial measures in
detail, typically separating the action relating to each Resource inio at least four categories:
General Management Actions, Public Education and Interpretation, Scientific Research, and
Climate Change Monitoring.

Actions within the Red Cliffs NCA include a wide variety of activities from restoration, flaming,
targeted grazing, hand removal, herbicides, mechanical methods, fuel breaks, plantings, harrowing
and chaining, artificially watering plants, recreation, transportation, biological controls,
monitoring activities, and hazard fuel reduction projects.

Within the Red Cliffs NCA, management of the following resources are most likely to affect
Shivwits milkvetch:
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Lands and Realty

Special Status Plant Species

Roads and Trails (Compiehensive Travel and Transportation Management and Recreation
and Visitor Services)

Recreation and Visitor Services (e.g. camping, competitive events, etc.)

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species

Fire Suppression

OHYV activities and livestock grazing do not occar near the popuialion of Shivwits milkveich in the
Red Cliffs NCA.

The Red Cliffs NCA RMP 1ncludes the following conservation measures for lands and realty:

1) OPLMA Section 1975 (g) (1} specifically restricts allowable uscs by withdrawing the
public lands of this NCA, subject to valid existing rights, from: All forms of entry,
appropriation, and disposal under the public Jand laws; Location, entry, and patenting
under the mining laws; and Operation of the mineral leasing, ntineral materials, and
geothermal ieasing Jaws.

Do not authorize renewable energy leases,

Designate lincar ROW Avoidance and Exclusion areas,

Under Water Quality management, the BLM stutes they will pursue acquisition of
non-federal lands from willing sellers within the NCA that would benefit the conservation
and protection of surface and groundwater resources and pursue acquisition of surface
andfor groundwater rights from willing scllers for use in campgrounds, visitor facilities,
and for other administrative uscs, where consistent with Utah State law.

The effects of these land and realty measures to the species are beneficial overall, as the NCA
designalion would provide several avoidance and minimization benefits to Shivwits milkvetch
populations, The above withdrawals would provide for substantial protection of federally listed
species within the NCA.  Under the proposed management, 32,366 acres would be managed as
ROW Exclusion areas and 12,359 acres as ROW Avoidance areas, protecting habitats for federally
listed species and from development-related impacts.  As a result of the measures in these
designations, we do not anticipate crushing or damage to individual planls or increases in habitat
fragmentation or degradation.

Acquiring ground water resources could be beneficial for the species, by protecting important
plant-soil water recharge functions {e.g. hydraulic 1ift). Acquiring water resources for nse in
campsites could provide the opposite non-beneficial cffect.

Whilc these measures provide substantial benefit to the species, developments can still occur in
avoidance areas and maintenance activities will be required along existing ROWs and
developments. These activities could result in loss or fragmentation of Shivwits milvetch habitat
and impacts to individual plants.

The BA scts out specific management actions for the management of Shivwits milkvetch in the
Red Cliffs NCA under the Resource ‘Special Status Plant Species’. These management actions
are:

1) Implement the goals, objectives, and management recommendations identified in the
approved Recovery Plan for Astragalus ampullaricides (Shivwits milkvetch) (USFWS
2006b).

Monitor identified populations of Shivwits milkveich populations within the NCA in
coordination with USFWS. Evaluate the effectiveness of management actions through
monitoring and scientific research studies.

Conduct botanical inventories of areas within the NCA where appropriale soil types are
present that comprise suitabic Shivwits milkvetch habitat.

Use protective measures such as natural barriers, fencing, signing, and trail designation to
protect populations of and habitat for Shivwits milkvetch.

Provide educational materials through various media and venues (e.g., railhead kiosks,
hrochures, websites) that inform visitors about the endemic and at-risk native plants that
grow in the NCA and appropriate public land etiquette to protect these species.

Pursue opportunitics to complete detailed soil surveys in the NCA to assist in the
identification of arcas that could snpport populations of Shivwits milkvetch,

Pursuc opportunitics to collect data on the timing, frequency, and duration of precipitation
events and how these influcnce persistence and expansion of Shivwits milkvetch
populaticns.

Pursue opportunities for scientific research that focuses on the species of native bees or
other pollinators that heip to ensure reproduction within Shivwits milkvetch populations
and gene flow between populations.

Rescarch is supported that increases the knowledge of this species and the understanding of
ccosystem processes, natural cycles, and anthropogenic factors that may influcnce
population trends and predicted climate change scenarios.

The BLM's commitment to these measures, including their commitment to implement the 2006
Recovery Plan for Shivwits milkvetch, will provide numerous protections and actionable recovery
activities. Additionally, livestock grazing in the Red Cliffs allotment will be made unavailable
over the life of the RMP. The BA is unclear if targeted grarzing could occur in these areas for
restoration purposes or wildfire suppression. While non-beneficial effects could occur from any
of these management actions (e.g. trampling), we believe the beneficial cffcets outweigh any
possible negative effects of these actions.

In addition to the above specific measures, designation of the Red Cliffs NCA would protect native
plant commtunities important to Shivwits milkvetch. Management actions associated with the
following resources in the BA are likely to effect this miikvetch: Conscrvation and Protection of
Native Vegetation Communities, Vegetation Resource Uses: Plant Materials and, Native Veg
Community Restoration.




Conservation and Protection of Native Vegetation Communities

1) Manage land uses and authorized activities to ensure that ecological systems meet or
exceed management objectives identified in the Utah Standards for Rangeland Health and
Guides for Grazing Management.

2) Apply BMPs and other management techniques designed to minimize impacis on native
vegetalion communities for all land vses and authorized activities.

3) Impiement a program to strategically collect, store, and increasc native seeds, cutlings,
biclogical soil crusl communities and species for conservation and for usc in future
restoration projects

4) Authorize the use of biological controls, targeted grazing, flaming, hand removal,
herbicides, mechanical methods, or a combination of methods to develop fuel breaks and
hazard fuel reduction projects {see Table 3-2 in the BA for descriptions of each method).

Vegetation Resouice Uses: Plant Materials

1} Fees or permits would not be required for the collection of small quantities of pinyon pine
seeds (pine nuts) for non-commercial personal use,

2} Fuelwood and Post Harvesting for Commercial and Non-Commercial Purposes

3} Do not authorize commercial and non-commercial fuelwood or post harvesting in the
NCA.

4} Do not authorize commercial or non-commercial Christmas tree harvesting in the NCA.

5) The collection of dead and down materials for campfires is not authorized in the Red Cliffs
Recreation Ares; visitors must provide firewood for use in campfires in the campground
and day use area,

6) Do not authorize nalive seed harvesting for commercial or non-commercial purposes in the
NCA.

7) Do not authorize the cominercial or non-commercial harvesting, removal, salvage, and/or
sale of native deserl vegelation {e.g., cacti, succulents, other native species) in the NCA,

8) Authorize the individual collection of native plant materials (excluding all federally-listed
native plant species) by Native Americans for religious, ceremonial, and traditional
purposes.

9) Authorize collection of native seeds, seedlings, plants, cuttings, biclogical soil crusts and
species for scientific rescarch through an NCA Scientific Research Permit and Utah BLM
Specimen Collection Permit, where reguired.

10} Autherize the collection of native seeds, seedlings, cuttings, biological scil crust
communities and species for conservation and future use in restoration projects.

ES&R Actions and Other Native Vegetation Community Restoration

1) Apply BMPs and other management fechniques designed to minimize loss of top soil and
soil crusts during restoration projects and ES&R actions,

2) In planning re-vegetation projccts for disturbed and fire-damaged areas, ideatify desired
plant communities and use ecologically sustainable methods that minimize new surface
disturbances and impacts on other tesource values of the NCA.

3) Establish monitoring plots and use desired plant species frequency, density, and
distribution data to evaluate the effectivencss of the treatments.
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Conduct monitoring to evaluatc cffectiveness of re-vegetation and ES&R actions, as
determined by the project-specific monitoring plans.

Implement a program to strategically collect, store, and increase nalive seeds, cuttings,
biological soil crust communitics and species for conservation and for use in future
restoration projects.

Maximize the use of microsites of fertile soils (“fertile islands™) and areas where biological
soil crusts are regenerating.

Authorize the use of artificial water, carbon sequestration soil treatments, or other methods
that have been shown to increase suceess of restoration efforts in desert ecosysiems.
Authorize the inoculation of biological {cryptogamic) soil crust species or mycorrhizac (o
restore biological soil crusts and assist plant es{ablishment.

Authorize use ol nalive seeds, plant materials, and native plant cultivars for re-vegetation
efforts, in the following order of preference:

[. Locally derived sources;
2. Regionally derived sources.
3. Only authorize use of non-native plant species when all the following criteria are
met:
a) Desired native spceics are not available;
b) The natural biological diversity of the treatment area would not be
diminished;
¢) Exotic and naturalized species can be confined within the treatment area;
d) Restoration of native vegetation species would be facilitated by use of
the non-native speeies;
&) Use of non-native species would benefit threatened and endangered
species, including the Mojave desert tortoise.

10) Include a high proportion of carly colenizing {(carly successional) native annual and
perennial species in sced mixes or plantings to quickly re-establish soil cover, minimize
invasive species establishment, and facilitate the re-establishment of late successional
species.

11} Include species in sced mixes or plantings that will function as “nurse” plants to facilitate
the re-establishment of species that requive shade during initial growth stages.

12} To implement sceding restoration, authorize the use of non-invasive (c.g., acrial
applications, hand scattering, surface distribution of encapsulated seeds, mulching) and
minimally invasive seeding {e.g., small seed drills, hand raking) methods, as well as plug
plants, containcrized plants, and other piant materials.

13) To protect sceds from rodents, birds, and other gramnivores, authorize the use of
non-invasive (e.g., seed encapsulation, mulching) and minimally invasive (e.g., small seed
drills, hand raking) seed protection methods,

14) Evaluaie the use of invasive seed protection methods {c.g., harrowing, chaining) outside of
designated critical habitats on & case-by-case basis. Authorize the use of such methods only
when scientific research demonstrates that the benelits would clearty outweigh the
negative effects on federally listed species, habitats, and other resource values.

15) Authorize hand planting of plugs, other plant materials, and containerized plants for
vegetation restoration and ES&R treaiments.
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These management actions are extensive and specific.  We believe implementation of these
actions will provide overall benefit to Shivwits milkvetch by improving the resistance and
resilience of the surrounding plant, poliinator, and seed disperscr communities, though some
negative effects are alse possible. Negative effects can include trampling, damage or mortaiity of
native plants and biological soil crusts, and increasing exposure to invasive or noxious plants.

Roads and Trajls

The NCA plans to develop a nationally recognized non-motorized trail system that provides high
quality opportunities for a wide range of recreational activities and manage the motorized route
system.

The proposed actions for developing and managing trails and roads will have beneficial and
non-beneficial impacts. The Shivwits milkvetch population is within one mile of a motorized dirt
road and a hiking trail. Activities occurring under the proposed action may increase foot traffic,
motorized traffic, dust deposition, invasive and weedy plant pressure, and changes to pollinator
communities. Under the Air Quality section of the BA, the BLM plans to post speed limits on dirt
roads and reclaim closed routes. They will also manage erosion and dust along roads and
throughout the NCA, though specific measures, including speed limits, are not provided. It is
unclear, but likely, that mechanized equipment used for geological and paleontological resources
would need to travel off-road at times.

[mpacts 1o the land from previous recreational uses may last for decades (Abella 2014).  Thus,
developing & comprehensive plan designating specilic trails for motorized and non-motorized use,
as committed (o in the Red Cliffs NCA BA Recreation and Visitor Service and Travel
Management, and enforcing compliance, is critical to maintaining Shivwits milkvetch habitat.

No areas in the NCA will be open to cross-country OHV use, nearly 201,000 will be closed to OHY
use, and the remaining nearly 25,000 acres will be limited o designated roads and trails. The BLM
will consider additional protections during the development of their Transportation Management
Plan (TMP). The BA states that the TMP will manage any trails with federally listed piant habitat
to protect plants and habitat.

The BLM will complcle a separate Section 7 consultation with USFWS on the specific effects of
the TMP.

Recreation and Visitor Services
Recreation and visitor scrvices include the following activities

Campground development and management;
Dispersed camping management;
Commercial, competitive, and group use management.
Prohibit SRPs for competitive equestrian events in the NCA.
Prohibit SRPs for competitive motorized events in the NCA.
Prohibit the discharge of firearms, except in the act of licensed hunting according to state
taws during prescribed seasons.
Prchibit paintball activities of any kind.
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The propesed actions for developing and managing campgrounds will have beneficial and
non-beneficial impacts. The Shivwits milkvetch population is near a popular designated
campground. Camping can crush ot remove plants, alter ‘safe-site’ characteristics (the biological
and physical components necessary for a seed in the seedbank to germinate and establish), remove,
crush, or destroy biological soil crusts important to this species, increase dust, and increase
pressure from invasive and noxious weeds (see Effects of the Action: Dwarf bear-poppy).  As
noted in the Special Status Plant Species, Vegetation Resource Uses: Plant Materials section
above, the collection of dead and down materials for campfires is not authorized in the Red Cliffs
Recreation Arez; visitors must provide firewood for use in campfires in the campground and day
use area. This will lessen the likelihood of users trampling native plants and biclogical soil crusts,
and spreading non-native species.

Prohibiting the discharge of firearms and paintball guns will reduce activity specilic effects such
as increased crushing or damage to individual plants and increased debris {e.g. bullets, targets,
paint, and pellets),

Hunting will be authorized in the NCA. This activity tends to occur off-trail increasing the
likelihood of damage or mertalily 1o Shivwits milkveich, association native plant communities,
and associated biological soil crusts. Lilter (e.g. spent casings) may also be a concern.  The
resulting surface distarbance could increase the spread of invasive or noxious weeds and erosion in
Shivwits milkvetch habitat.

Prohibiting the issuance of SRPs for competitive equestrian and motorized events will help protect
Shivwits milkvetch from increased foot traffic, vehicular traffic and associated dust, trail
widening, and dust associated with the equestrian and motorized events. Other types of SRPs that
are authorized on traiis or roads near Shivwits milkvetch will compound effects of regular
recreation use by increasing use on existing roads and trails and potentially expanding use of
campgrounds. The SRP events can impose restrictions on their participants and can be held liable
for addressing any infractions that result from the event.

Weed control would continue 10 be implemented under the proposed management using an
Integrated Weed Management approach and relevant standard operating procedures and
mitigation measures presented in the Final Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM
Lands in 17 Western States PEIS (BLM 2007)., With proper implementation, weed (reatment
methods under the proposed management would eliminate or reduce noxious weeds and invasive
species.

Under the proposed management, a range of tools could be utilized to control weeds and invasive
spectes, including: biotogical controls, flaming, targeted grazing, hand removal, herbicide, and
mechanical methods. The BA does not specify which of these methods could be used near the
Shivwits milkveich population.

The effects of herbicide can result in damage or mortality to non-targel plants, trampling and
crushing of planis and biclogical soil crusts, and negative impacts 1o pollinators (sce Effects of
actions authorized under proposed ACEC designation - Cellection and Weed Control).
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Mechanical weed control can resuit in the trampling, crushing, or uprooting of spccial status
plants, as welf as increasing dust and temporarily increasing surface disturbance. Biological
weed control agents are unlikely to negatively affect sensitive plant species, as they are generally
highly host-specific and are tested for the potential attack to non-target plant species. As we don’t
know if these methods will be used, we cannot assess their effects in this BO.

The usc of contracled grazing animals is unlikely near the Shivwils milkvetch population due to
the likelihood for associated trampling impacts on native plant communities, Controlling noxious
weeds and invasive species in riparian areas with biological controls, hand removal, herbicide, and
mechanical methods could pose some risks to Shivwits milkvetch.

Fire
Wildfire Suppression

The wildfire suppression methods in the proposed action include a variety of strategies including:
use of fertile islands, the cautious use of back-burning, tailoring sced mixes to include early

successional species, protecting seeds from herbivory, and the use of low impact methods for
easuring seed-soil contact.

Most of these would likely be beneficial to Shivwits milkvetch, thongh some negative cffects

could occur as well,  Additionally, the BA does not state which actions would occur near Shivwits
milkvelch.

During suppression aclivities, the following effects could oceur to the Shivwits milk-vetch;
s Trampling individuals or habitat by human foot traffic or vehicle use;
Soil disturbances associated with [ire suppression activities could increase erosion; and
Chgmicals in fire retardants and foams can negatively impact Shivwits milkvetch and other
native plants; the foams can dissolve plant cpicuticular wax, which makes plants more

susceplible to herbivory and changes in temperature {Tamura et al, 2001, Backer et al,
2004).

The soils are extremely sensitive to disturbance and any short-term effects to the soils or habitat
would lead to long-term effects. Some of the foreseen cffects from wildfire suppression to the
species and suitable habital are bulleted below.

&  Short-term Effects:
o Heat stress or mortality to federally protected plants from back-burning operations;
and
o Crushing of federally protected plants, resulting in damage or mortality, from

human foot traffic or use of vehicles and heavy equipment in fire suppression
operations.

» Long-term Effects:

o Federally protected species and their habitat could benefit from interdependent
effects of wildland fire suppression actions that prevent loss of suitable habitat
from catastrophic wildland fires; and

o Increased potential for erosion in the sensitive soils of the Chinle formation,

Wildfire Use and Prescribed Fire

Wildland fire and prescribed fire use would not be appropriate and is therefore not authorized
within the NCA. Prescribed fire could only occur on small scales up to onc acre as part of
scientific studies and would not be authorized in the late successional shrublands where Shivwits
milkvetch is found.

Under natural situations, fire is not likely to occur within Shivwits milkvetch habitat, However,
with the increasc in invasive species, such as Bromus spp., [ire frequency is increasing. Therefore
areas that are not adapted to fire have been recently experiencing [ire. The type of fire that is
likely to burn through the area because Bromus spp. have jnvaded is likely fo be made up of fuel
model 1 fuels, or light and flashy fuels. These fuels may burn at a high intensity, but the severity
of the burn is low and minimal if any changes to the soil chemistry would be expected. However,
these fires can be devastating to the native plant populations because native plants are not fire
adapted and cannot compete with a reduced fire return mterval.

Backburning is also a planned strategy, although it is typically only uscd in emergency situations;
the BA also states backburning will only occur on 4 case-by-case basis and with NCA manager
approval. Backburning activities may result in direct loss of plants, suitable habitat, or occupied
habitat for Shivwits milkvetch.

Overall, if wildland fires are not controlled or an unanthorized proscribed fire ocourred in Shivwits
milkvetch habitat, additional short-term effects (o the Shivwits milkvetch would include: heat
stress or mortality to federalty protected plants from wildland fires and prescribed fire operations;
and damage or mortality from human foot traffic or use of vehicles and heavy equipment during
wildland fire use or prescribed fire operations.

Non-fire Treatments

Non-fire fuels freatments may be implemented throughout the NCA.  Non-fire treatments will
likely avoid locations where Shivwits milkvelch occurs and times when it is actively growing,
though the BA does not explicitly state this. If not avoided, these fire management actions could
destroy populations, individuals, or habitat (by altering the existing substrate).

Effects from non-fire fuel treatments would be similar to those for wildland fire nse and prescribed
fire. Because of pre-planning and specific operational prescriptions for non-fire fuel trealments,
resource protection measures would be incorporated into site-specific project plans and operations
as necessary. This would allow BLM to minimize or avoid many negative shori-term and
long-term effects 1o federally protected species from these activities. Overall, these pre-planned
treatments have a grealer potential for positive long-term benefits to federally protected species
and their designated critical habitat or suitable habitat(s) than wildland fire suppression. Of the
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non-fire fuel treatments, manual and mechanical treatments have greater potential for short-term
and long-term effects than biological or chemical treatments. The following general short-term
and leng-term residual effects could occur to federally proiceted species from non-fire fuel
treatments (including manual, mechanical, and seeding treaunents; chemical treatments; and
biological control): '

¢ Short-term Effects:
o Soil or ground disturbance from vehicles or heavy equipment during treatments,
resulting in disturbance or destruction of vegetation, federally protected plant
species, and the bioclogical soil crusts upon which they depend.

¢ Long-tenm Effects:

o Decreased risk for large, catastrophic fire evenis through fuels reduction and the
gradual transition to a more natural Fire Regime;

o Restoration of habitats that have been aliered due to invasion of non-native species,
or long-term exclusion of fire {in fire-adapted vegetation communities), and

o Long-term positive effects could potentially benefit a species’ reproduction,
numbers, or distribution, in somc cases, facilitating the return of & species to its
historic range.

Overall, the proposed action includes conservation measures to avoid and minimize effects to
Shivwits milkvetch, reducing overall effects to this species. Impacts to Shivwits milkvetch will
be minimized by the designation of this critical area as an NCA. While the proposed aclion will
continue 1o allow some effects 16 the species, we anticipate the overall effect of the proposed
action will be benceficial to the species — these actions are an important step in the protection and
recovery of Shivwits milkvetch.

Desert Tortoise

The proposed Red Cliffs NCA RMP is constructed with the conservation of natural resources of
paramount importance, There is a wide suite of management actions planned and described in the
document. Though designed with conscrvation intent, some of the management actions
described may result in take of the Mojave desert tortoise and it designated critical habitat. The
use of and creation/improvement of recreation infrastructure, fire suppression activities,
vegetalion management projects, and the establishment of a ROW avoidance areas may all result
in the take of desert tortoises.

The Red Cliffs NCA encompasses a vast majority of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve {(Reserve),
created by the 1985 Washington County HCP. The Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was explicitly
designed for desert tortoise conservation so that development could occur on desert tortoise habitat
located on private land throughout the county. Most of the occupied desert tortoise habitat lies
within the Frontcountry Zones of the NCA.

Although recreation (hiking, biking, equestrian use) is restricted to designated trails in the
Frontcountry Zone there may be some desert tortoise mortaliy caused by the high levels of use.
Juvenile tortoises may be crushed as they cross the trails, some fortoises may be harassed by
recreation users, and trails tend to widen over time (effecting available desert tortoisc habitat), In
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the BA, a 11 mitigation ratio is described, as some trails are closed and new ones are created

Firc is a significant threat to desert tortoises and their habitat, Fire suppression activities are
described in the BA with deserl tortoise conservation at the forefront, Staging activities wiil
ocour on existing roads, however the use of heavy equipment to construct fire breaks may result in
desert tortoise mortality and the destruction of habitat. The intent of fire suppression activities
described in the BA is to protect desert (orloise habitat, However, those dctivilies may result in
accidental injury or mortality of desert tortolses.

Native vegetation restoration projects, including noxious and invasive plant conirol projects, are
described in the proposed RMP. These projects will be designed to improve habitat conditions
for the desert tortoise and other listed and native wildlifc and plant species. Hand tools and
non-motorized efforts will be the primary mechanisms for restoration projects. However, heavy
equipment may be utilized at certain times. The usc of heavy equipment to remove non-native
vegetation or plant/seed native vegelation, may result in desert tortoise mortality and at least
short-term: negative impacts to habitat. 1t is clear that the restoration of native vegelation
communities is the goal within the NCA and will be a Jong-term benetit, however these activities
may result in injury or mortality of desert tortoises or loss of habitat in the shorl term.

The proposed RMP creates a ROW Exclusion Area of 38,472 acres on lands managed by the BLM
within the NCA boundary (of 44, 859 total acres), which is a clear commitment to desert tortoise
conservation. The proposed RMP creates 6,367 acres of ROW Avoidance Areas, including the
existing utility corridors. However, during the maintenance or upgrade of existing utilities, there
may be some direct mortality of tortoises and degradation of habitat.

The proposed RMP states that while “considering a new proposed ROW application, to the
greatest extent possible, BLM will,...e} authorize new ROW's only when the project-speeific
NEPA analysis indicates thal the construction and operation of the facility would not result in the
take of federally-listed species; the adverse modification of designated critical habitats...”. This
demaonstrates a clear commitment to minimizing impacts to desert tortoises and their habitat.

However, the Avoidance Area described in the Proposed RMP includes the area where a future
proposed Northern Corridor may be located. This BO does not analyze this new highway as a
proposed action has not been submitted to us for section 7 consultation, Howcver, we note that a
new highway or other [acilities within this avoidance area would negatively impact desert tortoise
conservalion. A new highway or other facilities would further fragment the desert tortoise habitat
within the Reserve and could greatly impact the quality of deserl tortoise habitat within the NCA.
For a thorough description and analysis of the potential impacts of roads or other facilities through
the NCA please see Attachment A (Effects of the Proposed Northern Transportation Route on the
Threatened Mojave Desert Tortoise).

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Activities that directly disturb flycatchers and cuckoos while they are engaged in critical phases of
their life cycles may result in negative effects such as territory and nest abandonment, and reduced
reproductive success. Activities that alter or displace soils, vegetation and local hydrology in
suitable habitat decrease the space available for flycatchers and cuckoos to carry out their life
cycles. Consequently, there is increased probability of extinction of local breeding groups,
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particularly those that consist of a few individuals (Pulliam and Dunning 1994, USFWS 2002).

The following Resource and Land Use Programs within the Red Cliffs NCA may affect the
southwesiern willow flycatcher and western yellow-billed cuckoo by either disturbing the species
while it is breeding, foraging or sheltering, or degrading and eliminating suilable habitat for the
species: Water Quality, Conservalion and Protection of Native Vegetation Communities, Riparian
Vegetation, Fire Suppression, ES&R Actions and Other Native Vegetation Community
Restoration, Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species, Special Status Plant Species, Including
Threatened and Endangered Species, Special Status Wildlife Species-Including Threatened,
Endangered, and 10(j) Non-Essential Experimental Population Species, Special Status Bird
Species: Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, Western Yeilow Billed Cuckoo, and Qther
Riparian-Dependent Species, Special Status Species: Mojave Desert Tortoise, Special Status Fish
Species: Woundfin Minnow and Virgin River Chub, BLM Sensitive Species, BLM Sensitive
Species, BLM Sensitive Native Fish Species, BLM Scnsitive Mammul Species, BLM Sensitive
Raptor Species, Migratory Birds and Birds of Conservation Concern, and BLM Sensitive Reptile
and Amphibian Species.

The Water Quality Program may affect negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos in the short term
as a consequence of activities that cause soil and vegetation disturbance in suitable habitat for the
species. In the long term, this program is likely to beneficially affect the species as it includes
management actions to restrict land use along the Virgin River. It also includes actions to
inventory and map riparian vegetation, and evaluate water quality and flow rates. This
information will support future riparian restoration, which will benefit flycatchers and cuckoos.

The Conservation and Protection of Native Vegetation Communities Program may negatively

affect flycatchers and cuckoos as a conscquence of vegelation management tools implemented in
suitable habitat for the development of fuel breaks and havard fuel reduction projects,  Activitics
such as the use of chainsaws, mowing, application of herbicides, and biological control in riparian
habitat may disturb the species if they are present during application. These activities, as well as
targeted grazing implemented for the same purposcs, may further alter the vegetation structure that
comprises suitable habitat for the species. Where these activities assist in the restoration of native

vegetation communiiies, flycatchers and cuckoos will benefit from increased space to carry out its
life cycle.

The Riparian Vegetation Program may negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos where vegetation
treatments that use biological control, flaming, hand removal, herbicides, and mechanical methods
are upplied in or adjacent to suitable habitat for the species. If applied when flycatchers and
cuckoos are present, the species could suffer increased stress, and abandon territories and nests.
These activities. as well as targeted grazing implemented for vegetation treatment, may further
alter the vegetation structure that comprises suitable habitat for the species. In addition,
southwestern willow flycatchers nest in mixed native and non-native vegetation, including
tamarisk. Tamarisk control projects and the use of tamarisk beetles can negagively impact
southwestern willow flycatchers by defoliating vegetation that provides habitat for the species
(Paxton et al. 2011, Simberloff 2012). Where these activities assist in the restoration of native

vegelation communities, flycatchers and cuckoos will benefit from increased space to carry out its
life cycle.

The Fire Suppression Program may negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos as a consequence of
vegetation management tools implemented in suitable habitat for the development of fuel breaks
and hazard fuel reduction projects. Activities such as the use of chainsaws, mowing, application of
herbicides, and biological control in riparian habitat may disturb the species if it is present during
application. These activitics, as well as targeted grazing implemented for vegetation treatment,
may further aller the vegetation structure that comprises suitable habitat for the species. Where
these activities assist in the restoration of native vegetation communities, flycatchers and cuckoos
will benefit from increased spacc to carry out its life cycle.

Activities carried out under the, and ES&R Actions and Other Native Vegetation Community
Restoration Programs may ncgatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos in the short term, but will
beneficially affect the specics in the long term for the reasens previously stated ander the
Conservation and Protection of Native Vegetation Communities Program.

The Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species Program may negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos
as a consequence of vegetation management tools implemented to control weeds and exotic
invasives. These tools include biclogical control, flaming, targeted grazing, hand removal,
herbicide, and mechanical methods, and may disturb the species if it is present during appiication.
These activities may further aiter the vegetation struciure that comprises suitable habitat for the
species. Where these activities result in the restoralion of native vegctation communities,
flycatchers and cuckoos will benefit from increased space to carry out its life cycle.

The Special Status Plant Species, Including Threatened and Endangered Species Program may
beneficially affect flycatchers and cuckoos where habitat protection and restoration activities
occur adjacent to riparian habitat,

The Special Status Wildlife Species-Including Threatened, Endangered, and 10(j) Non-Essential
Experimental Population Species Program may beneficially affect flycatchers and cuckoos where
activities are implemented to protect high quality riparian habitat. These activities include the
acquisition of non-federal riparian lands and limitations on recreational activities in degraded
habitat. Protection of riparian habitat from future development may benefit the specics in the
long term by maintaining space available to cuckoo to carry out its life cycle.

Activities carcied out under the Special Status Bird Species: Southwestern Willow Flycatcher,
Western Yellow Billed Cuckoo, and Other Riparian-Dependent Species, Special Status Species:
Desert Tortoise, Special Status Fish Specics: Woundfin Minnow and Virgin River Chub, Sensitive
Species, BLM Sensitive Species, BLM Sensitive Native Fish Species, BLM Sensitive Raptor
Species, Migratory Birds and Birds of Conservation Concern, BLM Sensitive Mammal Species,
and BLM Sensitive Reptile and Amphibian Species Programs may benefit flycatchets and
cuckoos for the reasons previously stated under the Special Status Wildlife Species — Including
Threatened, Endangered, and 10()) Non-Essential Experimental Population Species Program.

Virgin River Chub and Woundfin
The primary action affceting Virgin River chub, woundfin, and their critical habitat 1s BLM’s
commitment to conduct riparian restoration along the Virgin River in the Red Clitfs National

Conservation Arca (NCA), Because BLM has commiticd to excluding any development within
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330 ft of riparian areas, including roads and other ROWs, within the NCA, we do not expect other
actions to affcct Virgin River chub, woundfin, and their critical habital.

Near or in-stream work associated with riparian restoration may cause a number of effects to the
Virgin River chub and woundfin and their critical habitats. Direct and indirect effects to the two
fish species and critical habitat may occur {rom operation of heavy equipment near the stream,
dewatering of stream via pumping or redirection of flows, removal of woody debris, removal of
in-channel sediments, and removal of riparian vegetation. Operation of heavy cquipment
instream or along the bank can disturb bottom sediments and increase turbidity, leak pollutants
(fuels, oils, lubricants, and other substances), alter channel morphology by compaction from the
weight of the vehicle, and directly harm aquatic biota such as vegetation, and immotile or slow
moving species.  Project proponents commitied to minimize these effects by scheduling activitics
outside of the spawning season, coordinating with local fisheries professionals to translocate
native fish prior to construction, and through implementation of best management practices for
sediment and pollution control (see Applicant Committed Conservalion Measures section).

The use of herbicides and pesticides n riparian areas could have a short-term adverse effect to fish
and their critical habitat. Herbicides and pesticides can affect fish and their habitats in several
ways. Direct adverse effects from the use of herbicides and pesticides include interference with
Oxygen uptake, reductions in dissolved oxygen in water, or poisoning via direct toxicity or altering
reproduction function.  BLM has committed to avoiding the use of pesticides/herbicides with
non-aquatic formulations in riparian areas and

If riparian restoralion requires dewatering of stream channels, these actions can have substantial
effects on the fish species, which depend on continual flow. There may alse be an increase in
turbidity when the stream(low is returned to its original channel. Dewatering related impacts on
listed fish can be minimized by translocation of fish prior to dewaiering operations and by
following an approved dewatering protocol.

Revegetation techniques will include seeding, collecting and planting cuttings of willows and
cottonwood, and tree and shrub plantings from container stock. Revegetation work can cause
short-term disturbance in and near the stream channel, Adverse effects to fish can be minimized
by avoiding work during the spawning season and by translocation of fish if necessary.

In the long-term, riparian restoration will reduce excessive erosion, moderate turbidity levels,

potentially reduce temperatures and reduce human-related disturbance to fish along the Virgin
River. It will also provide a long-term source of detritus to the stream and result in long-term
benefits to fish habitat as described below.

Water Elements - Short term adverse cffects to water quality may result from heavy equipment use
in the stream channels and from dewatering activities. Water quality impacts arc not expected to
exceed species tolerances in most instances, or will be limiled a duration because dewatered areas
will be rewatered fotlowing construction.  Because the project will restore riparian arcas to mote
natural functions, we expect the hydrologic regime will not be significantly altered by the
proposed action.  Channel forming and maintenance functions will still oecur in the NCA.

Physical Hubitat Elements — Construction in some areas may destroy some elements of fish habitat
such as secondary channels and backwaters; runs, pools and riffles; and instreara cover in the
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short-term. In the long-term, Lhese types of habitat clements are expected to reform as pfﬂural
fluvigl geomorphic process reshape natural channel areas affected by construction activilies.

Biological Environment {Food Supply, Predation and Competition) - Increases in sedimentation
and pellution that result from heavy equipment operation in or near the streams may cause a
reduction in food supply for endangered fish specics.  This effect will be limited in tirr)e to the
period of construction, and will be miligated to some degree by long-term benefits of riparian
restoration.

Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
Desert Tortoise

The propoesed Beaver Dam Wash NCA RMP is constructed with the conservation of natural
resources of paramount importance. There is a wide suite of management actions planned and
described in the document. Theugh designed with conscrvation intent, some of the management
actions described may result in take of the Mojave desert tortoisc and it designated critical habitat.
The use of and creation/improvement of recreation infrastructure, fire suppression activitigs,
vegetation management projects, and grazing may all result in accidental injury or mortality of
desert tortoises.

Most of the occupied desert tortoise habitat lies within the Frontcountry Zones of the Beaver Dgnl
Wash NCA. Although recreation (hiking, biking, cquestrian use), is restricted to designated tr‘alls
in the Frontcountry Zone there may be some desert tortoise injury or mortaliy caused by the high
levels of use. Juvenile tortoises may be crushed as they cross the trails, some tortoises may be
harassed by recreation users, and trails tend to widen over time {effecting available desert tortoise
habitat). Most of the desert lorloise habitat within the NCA is designated critical habitat, thus
whenever habitat is permanently lost due to the construction of new recreation infrastructure,
historic habitat should be reclaimed/re-vegetated at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio.  Additicnally, new
irails need to be sited so as to minimize the impacts to the local desert tortoise population and
associated habitat. Though an area might be highly valued for recreation development, if the arca
consists of high quality desert tortoise habitat, then the proposed recreation development should be
moved.

Fire is a significant threal to descrt tortoises and their habitat. Fire suppression activities atc
described in the BA with desert tortoise conservation at the forefront, Staging activities will
occur on exisling roads, however the use of heavy equipment to construct fire breaks may }'e§glt in
desert tortoise mortality and the destruction of habitat. The intent of fire suppression act1v1t{es
described in the BA is to protcet desert tortoise habitat, Ilowever, those activitics may result in
accidantal injury or moriality of desert tortoises,

Native vegetation restoration projects, including noxious and invasive plant control projects, are
described in the proposed RMP. These projects will be designed Lo improve habitat conditions
for the desert tortoisc and other Jisted and native wildlife and plant specics.  Hand tools and
non-motorized efforts will be the primary mechanisms for restoration projects. However, heavy
equipment may be utilized at certain times. The use of heavy equipment {o remove non-native
vegetation or plant/sced native vegetation, may resvlt in desert tortoise mortality and at least
short-term negative impacts 1o habitat, [t is clear that the restoration of native vegetation
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communities is the goal within the NCA and will be a long-term benelit, however these activities
may result in injury or mortality of desert tortoiscs or loss of habital in the short term.

The proposed RMP authorizes grazing in allotmenss that contain occupied desert tortoise hubitat.
In an effort to greatly reduce any potential impacts to desert torioise habitat from grazing, the B1.M
has adjusted the season of use, authorizing grazing activities during the desert tortoise inactive
season. Functionally almost all desert tortoise habital within the NCA is located in three different
pastures across two allotments, where the season of use is either 11/1-3/15 or 11/16-3/15.

Grazing may negatively impact desert tortoise habitat over time. Impacts of grazing on arid lands
are well documented (Fleischner 1994, Jones 2000). Recovery from these impacts is variable, but
can take decades, will likely require significant management effort beyond excluding livestock,
and will be affected by other factors such as drought (GAO 1991; Friedel 19%1; Laycock 1991).
Livestock grazing {sheep and catile as well as horscs and burros} is known to have direct and
indirect impacts on desert tortoises and their habitats through trampling that results in direct
mortality, either while above ground or in burrows, and degradation of vegetation and soils,
including the spread of non-native plants or the displaccment of native plants (Brooks 1995; Avery
1998; Boarman 2002). The magnitude of the threat on desert tortoise populalions remains
unclear, and the degree of impact depends on a number of factors including, but not limited to,
resiliency of soil and vegetation types, type of livestock, stocking rates, scason of use, and years of
use with and without rest (USFWS 1994).  Other factors can interact with livestock grazing and
can affect the degrec and extent of impacts to desert tortoises (e.g., introduction and spread of
weeds [Brooks 20091, changes in vegetation due to grazing, fire, drought, and other land uscs
[USFWS 1994].

Graring is thought to reduce cover of shrubs and annual [orbs.  There is also evidence that the
foraging behavior and food preferences of range cattle and desert tortoises overlap (spatial and
temporal}, with the greatest overlap cccurring in the spring when fresh annual plants preferred by
both desert torloises and livestock are at their peak biomass and densities (Oldemeyer 1994)
Competition for these food plants is expected to be greatest when annual plants stuzt to dry in the
spring, before catile and tortoises switch to other forage plants {Avery and Neibergs 1997).

Direct and indirect interactions occur between cattle and tortoises (Avery and Neibergs 1997).
Grazing during winter may destroy a large perceatage of active tortoisc burrows (Avery and
Neibergs 1997).  For example, almost 200 tortoise burrows were recorded as trampled during a
survey of the 2.6-square-kilometer (1-square-mile) East Bajada (of the Black Mountains),
Arizona, study plotin 1997 (Woodman et al. 1998). The presence of cattle dung, tracks, and trails
suggested that most trampled burrows were caused by livestock, but some may have been due to
horses or burros. In a study on translocated tortoises in the northwest Mojave Desert, one tortoise
was found alive in its hibernation burrow even though the burrow had been crushed by cartle. Tt
had skin lesions and had boen parasitized by {1y larvae. The tortoise was removed from the study
because it was assumed that it would have died it it had been left in the crushed burrow (Nussear
2004). Tortoises with home ranges located in areas of poorly-managed cattle grazing may
experience increased risk of mortality, increased energeticeosts, and changes in activity time
budgets (caused by additional time and effort required to build new burrows),

Grazing can continue to impact soil biogeochemical characteristics three decades after grazing had
been removed (Neff et al. 2005). Reduced soil nuirient levels in historically grazed sites
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compared to never-grazed site occur from erosion of nutrient-rich fine soil materials due
disturbance caused by grazing practices. Soil organic matter, carbon and nitrogen content, and
microbial biomass are also lower at grazed sites. The decline of organic matter content may be
attributed to the destruction of biological seil crusts or long-term: changes in vegetation
cover/fcomposition resulting from grazing (Neff et al. 2005},

Unmanaged livestock grazing, especially where plants are not adapted to large herbivorous
mammals or where the non-native species are less palatable than the natives, can preferentially
remove native vegitation, leaving non-native plants to grow under reduced competilion
(Wittenberg and Cock 2005:228). Studies at the Desert Tortoise Natoral Area showed that both
abundance and diversity of native plants and animals is higher inside than outside of the protected
desert tortoise habitat (Brooks 2000). 1t should be noted thai the Desert Tortoise Natural Area has
received limited protection since 1473, but has been cffectively protected from sheep grazing and
off-highway vehicle use through the installation of cxclusion fencing for the last 10 years (Brooks
2000y, Similacly, graving (and simulated grazing treatments) negatively impacted native planl
species, while non-native species were unaffected and demonstrated superior competitive abilities,
at Carrizo Plain National Monumenl, California (Kimball and Schiffman 2003}

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Activities that directly disturb flycatchers and cuckoos while they are engaged in critical phases of
its life cycle may result in negative effects such as territory and nest abandonment, and reduced
reproductive success. Activities that alter or displace soils, vegetation and local hydrology in
suitable habitat decrease the space availabic for flycatchers and cuckoos to carry out their life
cycles. Consequently, there is increased prebability of extinction of local breeding groups,
particularly those that consist of a few individuals (Pulliam and Dunning 1994, USFWS 2002).

The following Resource and Land Use Programs within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA may affect
the southwestern willow flycatcher and western yellow-billed cuckoo by either disturbing the
species while they are breeding, foraging or sheltering, or degrading and eliminating suitable
habitat for the species: Water Quality, Conservation and Protection of Native Vegetation
Communities, Riparian Vegetation, Firc Suppression, ES&R Actions and Other Native Vegetation
Community Restoration, Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species, Vegetalion Resource Uses:
Livestock Grazing, Speeial Status Wildlife Species-Including Threatened, Endangerced, and 10(j}
Non-Essential Experimental Population Species, Special Status Bird Species: Southwestern
Willow Flycatcher, Western Yellow Billed Cuckoo, and Other Riparian-Dependent Species,
Sensitive Species, Sensitive Native Fish Species, BLM Sensitive Mammal Species, BLM
Sensitive Raptor Specics, Migratory Birds and Birds of Conservation Concern, BLM Sensitive
Reptile and Amphibian Species, Visual Resource Management, Comprehensive Travel and
Transportation Management, and Lands and Realty.

The Water Quality Program may affect negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos in the short term
as a consequence of activities that cause soil and vegetation disturbance in suitable habitat for the
specics.  In the long term, this program is likely to beneficially affcct the species as it includes
acquisition and protection of non-federal tracts along the Beaver Dam Wash from willing sellers,
It also inciudes actions to inventory and map riparian vegetation, and evaluate water quality and
flow rates. This information will support [uture riparian restoration, which will benefit
flycatchers and cuckoos,
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The Conservation and Protection of Native Vegetation Communities Program may negatively
affect flycaichers and cuckoos as a consequence of vegetation management tools implemented for
the development of fuel breaks and hazard fuel reduction projects. Activitics such as the use of
chainsaws, mowing, application of herbicides, and biclogical control in riparian habitat may
disturb the species if it is present during application. These activities, as well as targeted grazing
implemented for the same purposcs, may further alter the vegetation structure that comprises
suilable habitat for the species.  Where these activities assist in the restoration of native vegetation
conmmurnities, cuckoo will benefit from increased space to carry oul its life cycle.

Aclivities carried out uader the Riparian Vogetation, Fire Suppression, and ES&R Actions and
Other Nalive Vegetation Community Restoration Programs may negatively affect flycatchers and
cuckoos in the short term, but will beneficially affcct the species in the long term for the reasons
previously stated under the Conservation and Protection of Native Vegetation Communities
Program.

The Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species Program may negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos
as & conscquence of vegetation management tools implemented to control weeds and exotic
invasives. These tools include biological control, flaming, targeted grazing, hand removal,
herbicide, and mechanical methods, and may disturb the species if it is present during application,
These activitics may further alter the vegetation structure that compriscs suitable habitat for the
species. Where these activilies result in the restoration of native vegetation communities,
flycatchers and cuckoos will henefit from increased space to carry out its life cycle.

The Vegetation Resource Uses: Livestock Grazing Program may negatively affect cuckoo as a
consequence of soil and vegetation disturbance in suitable habitat for the species. Livestock
grazing is one of the most common sources of past and ongoing riparian habitat degradation (78
FR 61622; Ocicber 3, 2013).  Specifically, cattle may trample and compact riparian scils,
inhibiting germination and changing local hydrology. Cuitle further alter the composition and
structure of native vegetation, promoting the dispersal of nonnative plant species, Over time,
livestock grazing in riparian habitats, combined with other alterations in streamflow, typically
results in reduction of plant specics diversity and density, and may increase the distribution and
density of nonnative tamarisk by climinating competition from native cottonwood and willow
saplings, which are preferred forage for livestock (Krueperet al 1993).  Consequently, flycatchers
and cuckoos may experience a loss of suitable habital within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA,

The Special Status Wildlife Species-Including Threatened, Endangered, and 10(j) Non-Essential
Experimental Population Species Program may beneficially affect flycatchers and cuckoos where
aclivities are implemented to profect high quality riparian habital. These activities include the
acquisition of non-federal riparian lands. Protection of riparian habiiat from future development
may benefit the species in the long term by maintaining space available to flycatchers and cuckoos
to carry out Lheir life cycle.

Activities carried out under the Special Status Bird Species: Southwestern Willow Flycatcher,

Western Yellow Billed Cuckoo, and Other Riparian-Dependent Species, Special Status Species:

California Condor, Special Status Species: Desert Tortoise, Sensitive Species, Sensitive Native

Fish Species, BLM Sensitive Raptor Specics, Migratory Birds and Birds of Conservation

Concern, BLM Sensitive Mammal Species, and BLM Sensitive Replile and Amphibian Species
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Programs may benefit flycatchers and cuckoos for the reasons previously stated under the
Conservation and Protection of Native Vegetation Communities Program.

The Visual Resource Management Program may beneficially affect flycatchers and cuckoos
where decisions are made to preserve and retain the existing character of the landscape. Where
decisions are made to partially retain the existing character of the landscape, the Program may
negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos. Although unlikely projects or developments could be
anthorized that adversely affect flycalchers and cuckoos, they are not prohibited. Consequently,
some decisions could result in direct disturbance to thesc species If it is present during project
construction. Some decisions could also result in habitat loss that may decrease space available to
flycatchers and cuckoos to carry out their life cycles.

The Recreation and Visitor Services Program may negatively affect flycatchers and cuckoos
where recreation facilities overlap suitable habitat for these species. Construction and
maintenance of visitor faciiities, lrails, and campsites may disturb the species, if it is present during
development. 1f these recreation features are sited in suitable habitat for the species, there will be
less space available to carry out its life cycle.  Application of rules to limit dispersed camping near
surface water sources may have a heneficial cffect to flycatchers and cuckoos in the long term
because it will protect against losses of suitablc habitat.

The Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Program may negatively affect
flycatchers and cuckoos as a transportation system is established in the NCA. Where public and
admiinistralive access may ovcrlap suitable habitat for the species, there may be direct adverse
effects to flycatchers and cuckoos as a consequence of disturbance and habitat loss.  Thesc effects
may include interruption of breeding, foraging and sheltering activities. They may also include a
decrease in the amount of space available to carry out its life cycle.

The Lands and Realty Program may beneficially affect flycatchers and cuckoos where land tenure
adjustments and land use authorizations promote conservation, protection, and enhancement of
NCA resource values.

St. George Field Office
Dwarf Bear-Poppy, Gierisch Globemallow, and Holmgren Milkvetch
ACEC Protections

The proposed action to designate the South Hills ACEC({1,950 acres), State Line ACEC (1,410
acres), and Web Hill ACEC (520 acres) would have primarily beneficial effects on the listed
plants in these areas by providing protections from land use activities. The objective of ACEC
designations is (o identify and evaluatc arcas where the relevance and importance criteria, as
stated at 43 CFR 1610.7.2, satisfy biological conservation and restoration mandaies from
OPLMA (Section 1979).




ACEC protections that apply to the Proposed ACECy

Public lands in ACECs will be retained in federal ownership (unless purchased or
exchanged for conservation of ACEC designation criteria and managed accordingly).
Land use anthorizations that could result in the irreparable damage of relevant and
important values within ACECs will not be authorized. For example, ground-disturbing
military maneuvers and landfills will not be authorized in ACECs.  All land use
authorizations within a specific ACEC will be evaluated for conformance with the general
and ACEC-specific RMP management prescriptions prior to approvai.

Commercial and personal use woodland products harvesting (green wood, dead and down,
poles, and Christmas trees} and firewood gathering is prohibited.

Unless previously made vnavailable for livestock grazing in the 1999 St. George Field
Office Resource Management Plan (RMP), public lands are available for livestock grazing
in ACECs, subject to the Terms and Conditions of federal grazing permils and the Terms
and Conditions of Biological Opinions issued by USFWS, pursuant to Section 7
consultations under the ESA for federally-listed specics.

Public lands in Washington County will remain available to mining location under the
General Mining Law of 1872 and applicabie regulations, except where segregated from
mineral entry by law or withdrawn in accordance with applicable law. Plans of Operation
will be required for development in ACECs,

ACECs are closed 1o mineral materials disposal.

Proposed South Hills ACEC protections

Retain 100% of public lands in federal ownership.

Manage as Exclusion area for linear, site-tvpe, and material sitc ROWs.

Manage as closed to native seed, plants, and plant materials harvesting for commercial
purposes and personal use.

Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or noxious weeds could be
authorized for use, on a case-by-case basis, within the ACEC. Consultations would be
conducted with USFWS to identify appropriate herbicide, application methads, as well as
other projeet protocols, to ensure that special status plants are not impacted. Restore and
re-vegetate treatment areas to reduce the potential for re-infestations.

Open to fluid mineral leasing with No Surface Occupancy Stipulation.

Closed to dispersed camping,

Authorize the discharge of fitearms. Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must
be discharged toward a proper backstop sufficient to stop the projectile’s forward progress.
Targets must be constructed of wood, cardboatd, paper or similar unbreakable materials.
All targets, clays, and shells are considercd litter after use and must be removed and
disposed of properly.

Special Recrealion Permits may be issued for commercial, organized group, and
competitive cvenis, subject to site-specific analysis under NEPA and Section 7
consultations.

OHYV area designation is Limited tc Designated Roads and Trails,

State Line ACEC protections

Retain 100% of public lands in tederal ownership.

Manage as an Exclusion arca for linear, site-{ype, and material site ROWs.

Manage as closed to native seed, plants, and plant materials harvesting for commercial
purposcs and personal use.

Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or noxious weeds could be
authorized for use, on a case-by-case basis, within the ACEC. Consultations would be
conducted with USFWS to identify appropriate herbicide, application methods, as well as
other project protocols, to ensure that special status plants are not impacied. Restore and
re-vegetate treatment areas to reduce the potential for re-infestations,

Open to fluid minera} leasing with No Surface Occupancy Stipulation,

Closed to dispersed camping.

Special Recreation Permits may be issucd for commercial, organized group, and competitive
events, subject to sitc-specific analysis under NEPA and Section 7 consultations.

ORYV area designation is Limited to Designated Roads and Trails.

Propased Webh Hill ACEC protections

Retain 100% of public lands in federal ownership.

Manage as Exclusion area for linear, site-type, and material site ROWs,

Manage as closed to native seed, plants, and plant materials harvesting for commercial
purposes and personal usc.

Approved herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or noxious wecds could be
authorized for use, on a case-by-case basis, within the ACEC. Censultations would be
conducted with USFWS to identify appropriate hetbicide, application methods, as well as
other project protacols, to ensure that special status plants arc not impacted. Restore and
re-vegetate treatment areas to reduce Lhe potential for re-infestations,

Closed to fluid mineral leasing.

Closed 1o mineral materials disposal.

Closed to dispersed camping,

Do not grant SRPs for commercial, organized group, and competitive events.
Non-motorized recreation use will continue to be limited to designated trails,

Travel management in the proposed Webb Hill ACEC will remain as stated in the 1999
RMP (VG-09, OV-01); the BLM has stated in an email that OHV travel is not authorized in
Webb Hill (personal communication, 11/30/2016, Bob Douglas).

The proposed action would designate the proposed South Hills, State Line, and Web Hill ACECs
and retain ail public lands within the ACECs in federal ownership. The following two mcasures
are identified in the BA:

1) Federal designation in perpetuity would provide the full scope of ESA legal protections in
these areas. Additionally, non-federal lands within or adjacent to the potential ACECs
may be acquired for incorporation into the ACECs management.
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2) The BLM has stated that any and all proposed land authorizations within a specific ACEC
will be evalvated for conformance with the general and ACEC-specific RMP management
prescriptions (personal communication, 11/30/2016, Bob Douglas). This ticred approach
provides a significantly high level of protection for both native species. 3) Under the
propesed action, the proposed ACECs would be designated and managed as ROW
Exclusion areas {(e.g. no powetlines, borrow areas, or roads would be permitted in ACECs).
New ROWs would not be granted, avoiding impacts on Lhese endangered native plants and
Lheir habitats from the construction of new utility and transportation facilities.

Thcj effects of these land and realty measurcs to the species are beneficial overall, as the two
designations would provide several avoidance and minimization benefits to dwarf-bear poppy
populations and each land use application would nced to adhere to all ACEC protections,

Large areas of important habitat will be designated as exclusion areas and will remain under
federal jurisdication. New land uses that would be clearly harmful, such as landfills or military
maneuvers, will not be authorized.  As aresult of the measures in these designations, we do not
anticipate crushing or damage to individual plants or increases in habitat fragmentation or
degradation from new land uses. These measures provide substantial benefit to the species.
However, damage or loss of plants may oceur from maintenance activities within the ACECs
where maintenance resuits in surface disturbances in plant habitats.

Collection and Weed Control
The following three measures are identified in the BA:

1} General ACEC restrictions prevent harvesting and collecting any plants or timber
without & permit.

2) Under the proposed action, approved herbicides to control exotic invasive annuals or
noxious weeds would only be authorized on a case-by-case basis. Prior to any
herbicide being used in any ACEC, consultations would be conducted with USFWS to
idenlify appropriate herbicide, application methods, as well as other project protocols,
to ensure that special status plants arc not impacted.

Restoration and re-vegetation treatments associated with weed control activities will
comply with all legal requirements, such as project-specific NEPA processes and
section 7 consultation where federally-listed species and designated critical habitats
could be affected.

The etfects of restricting harvesting and plant/timber collection would be beneficial by
avoiding and reducing surface disturbances, foot traffic, vehicular traffic and associated
fugitive dusl, and the removal of native vegetation. Some of these effects will still occur for
permits that are issued for collections.

The BLM has stated the proposed RMP Amendment limits noxious weed and invasive species
management in the ACECs to herbicides, the use of which must be approved on a case-by-case
basis {personal communication 11/30/16 Bob Douglas).
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Herbicides have the potential to impact non-target plants through drift, runoff, wind transport of
contaminated soil, accidental spills, and dircet spraying.  Drift of herbicides {0 non-target
plants is likely to be the greatest risk to sensitive plant species. Herbicide weed control
administered by foot can also result in the trampling and crushing of special status planis,
associated native planls, and associated biological soil crusts. The propesed aclion allows
herbicide treatment within the ACECs, but the BA commits the BLM to consult with USFWS
prior to implementaiion ol any herbicide treatments where federally-listed plants may be
affected,

The BLM will follow Standard Operating Procedures they identified in the Final Vegetation
Treatrents on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western States Pragrammatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), 2007 {personal communication 11/30/16 Bob Douglas).
The 2007 PEIS provides NEPA compliance by assessing the usc of certain herbicides to treal
undesirable vegetation on public lands administered by the BLM; it provides a broad,
comprehensive background source of information to which subsequent environmental analyses
can be tiered, Additionally, the PEIS provides a programmatic Endangered Species Act {ESA)
Section 7 consultation for the broad range of activiiies described in the PEIS. In 2015, the St.
George Field Office signed a Decision Record, authorizing the use of herbicides on public land in
Washington County, as described in the Proposed Action in the St. George Field Oftice, Red Clilfs
National Conservation Area and Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area Integrated Weed
Management Plan and evaiuated in the Programmatic Environmental Assessment.  Any use of
herbicides in ACECs or elsewhere on public lands would not be authorized until all Jegal
requirements have been met, including the public disclosure of environmental impacts through a
project-specific NEPA process and the completion of all consuliations mandated by law, such as
section 7 consultation under the ESA, where federally-listed species and designated criticai
habitats could be affected.

Vegetation treatments occurring outside of special-status plant species’ habitats also may
ncgatively affect these species by affecting their pollinators. For example rare plant species that
are dependent upon poliinators for reproduction are supported by the presence of other, more
common plant species that are available as pollinator food throughout the growing season
(Tepedino et al. 1997, Coyner and Hreha 1995),

Overall, restoration and re-vegetation treatments associated with weed control efforts would
have z generally beneficial effect by atiempting to prevent reinfestation of the weeds and
improve the resilience of the local plant community. However, non-beneficial effects may
also oceur as a result of these projects {increases in foot traffic, vehicular traffic, dust, changes
10 the seed bank, etc.}. Consulting with USFWS prior to projects that may affect
federally-listed plants will help ensure these projects proceed with minimal risk.

Minerals
The following measures are identified in the BA:

1) The ACEC designation would manage the proposed South Hills and State Line ACECs
as Open to fluid mineral leasing with No Surface Occupancy (NSOG).
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2) The proposed Webb Hill ACEC would be Closed to leasing and Closed to mineral [tuid
storage.

33 All proposed ACECs are Closed to mineral materials disposal
4) All ACECs are public lands and thus remain available to mining location.
5} Plans of Operations will be required for any development of any claims in ACECs

The proposed action would manage the proposed Webb Hili ACEC as closed to mineral
material sales and harvesting, protecting listed plants habitat.  Closing the proposed Webb Hill
ACEC to leasing and mineral fluid storage (oit and gas) and closing all ACECs to mineral
materlals disposal (saleable minerals) will provide substantial benefit to these listed plants
populations by decreasing foot and motorized traffic, dust deposition, invasive and weedy plant
pressure, changes to local hydrology, possible contamination of local soils and hydrology, and
changes to pollinator communities, Currently, the BLM does not know of any leasable or
saleable claims within the proposed Wehbb Hill ACEC, South Hilis ACEC, or State Line ACEC
{(personal communication, 11/30/16, Bob Douglas).

All ACECs will remain open to mining location under the General Mining Law of 1872 and
applicable regulations, except where segregated from mineral entry by law or withdrawn in
accordance with applicable law. Locatable minerals include metallic minerals {goid, silver, lead,
copper, zing, nickel, etc.), nonmetallic minerals (fluorspar, mica, certain limestones and gypsum,
tantalum, heavy minerals in placer form and gemstones) and certain uncommon variety minerals,

While there may be locatable mining claims in either ACEC, plans of Operation will be required
for development of locatable minerals in ACECs.  Aciivities related to locatable minerals may
result in increascd surface disturbance, increased foot and vehicle traffic, vegetation disturbance,
removal of top soil, and overburden. Surface disturbance for locatable minerals can vary by
¢laim). The surface disturbance footprint for locatable minerals can include processing plants,
evaporation pends, cquipment mainienance buildings and other support facilities. Potential
impacts of locatable minerals mining include mortality of individuals, localized population
martality, habitat loss, degradation and fragmentalion, increased soil erosion, reductions in
pollinator populations, reductions in plani vigor und reproductive potential, reductions in seed
bank quantity and guality, and increasing invasive plant occurrences {Brock and Green 2003;
BLM 2008b). There is also the potential for release or exposure to toxic chemicals and wastes.

In the proposed South Hills and State Line ACECs, the NSO stipulation also provides inrportant
protection to the species by preventing surface disturbances that could impact listed plants
plants and habitat. However, the NSO stipulation may not entirely protect these populations
from indirect 1mpacts related to mineral exploration and extraction. For exampic, even on
NSO lands, seismic exploration and fracking activities may occur {discussed in further detail
below). Activities occurring under the proposed action may increase foot traffic, motorized
traffic, dust deposition, invasive and weedy plant pressure, changes to local hydrology, and

changes to pollinator comumunities in dwarf-bear poppy habitats within the proposed South
Hills and State Line ACECs.
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Effects to listed plants growth and reproduction may occur from dust deposition as a result of
increased traffic during the active growing and flowering season. Road traffic mobilizes and
spreads dust on unpaved roads (Farmer 1993; Trombulak and Frissell 2000}, and dust
accumulation within nearby habitat can negativety affect plant growth and physiology (Eller 1977;
Farmer 1993; Hobbs 2001; Spatt and Miller 1981; Sharifi et al. 1997; Thompson ef al. 1984;
Trombulak and Frissell 2000, Lewis 2013). The distance from a road at which dust can affect
vegetation varies (Bverett 1980; Spatt and Miller 1981; Walker and Everett 1987; Santelmann and
Gorham 1988; McCrea 1984; Myers-Smith 1 al. 2006, Lewis 2013).  Dust from vehicle traffic on
dirt roads can travel up to 3,281 [t (1,000 m) from the source (Walker and Everetl 1987).

Dust related impacts are greatest next to roads and impacts attenuate with distance from roads
(references sumimarized in USFWS 2014).

Dust deposition during the active growing and flowering scason from increased traffic can impact
listed plants individuals. Dust can clog plant pores, increasc leaf temperature, alier .

photosynthesis, and affect gas and water exchange (Sharifi et al. 1997; Ferguson ez al. 19599; Lewis
2013), thereby negatively affecting plant growth and reproduction though we are not sure to what
extent. During the flowering period, dust may negatively impact some plants’ reproduction out to
a distance of 1,312 ft (400 m) from dirt roads (Lewis 2013). However, we would expect impacts
to be greatest within 300 ft (91m) of dirl access roads (Etyemezian et al. 2004; Vernath er al. 2003;
Lewis 2013; Silver 2007).  We anticipate dust deposition from minerals exploration will be low.

Seismic activities are temporary actions and leave no permanent structures,  While it 1s unknown
which types of seismic exploration will be allowed, the commitments outlined in the BA state
these activities could only oceur [rom designated roads in the proposed ACECs affecting listed
plants. Seismic exploration for oil and gas is unlikely in the proposed Webb Hill ACEC as the
area is closed to leasing and fluid mineral storage. If seismic activities are authorized from a road
within known habitat of either ACEC, these activitics could disturb listed plants individuals if not
detected during site specific surveys.

Oil and gas extraction activities olten include fracking. Fracking activities may have 2 possible
effects on plants within a NSO ACEC: 1) changes to local hydrological resources‘through water
depletions, 2) contamination of water resources through improper underground mn?cral fluid
storage (Howarth ¢t al. 2011, Mehany and Guggemos 2015), and 3) possible seismic events
{earthquakes) due Lo improper or excessive underground water storage {Showstack 2012, Balcerak
2012, Mehany and Guggemos 2013),

Additionally, mineral extraction activitics could occur just cutside the ACEC boundaries, th!.IS
potentially impacting plants within the boundaries. Associated impacts include some potential
for: modilication or degradation of suitable or occupied habitat outside the ACEC; reductions
in the species’ fecundity (through dust impacts); 10ss of species’ pollinators nesting habitat,
travel corridors, and secondary floral resources; and increased competition from invasive plant
species. As a result, therc may be decreased recruitment, and increased piant damage and
mortality. All of these could have impacts on plants within the ACEC as well.

The Plans of Operation required for development in any ACEC ensure consultation with
USFWS and continued protection of federally listed plants and habitats.

91




Within the proposed South Hills and State Line ACECs, all listed plants suitable and occupicd
habitat is open to livestock use. Livestock use has increased sleadily in the State Line
papulation aliotments; the State Line population includes the largest Holmgren's milkvetch
poputation and the second largest Geirish matiow population. Livestock use has not occurred in
the proposed South Hills ACEC in recent years because of non-use permitting {personal
communication, 11/30/2016, Bob Douglas}. Livestock usc does not occur in the Webb Hill
ACEC. If livestock grazing permits are reissued in the proposed South Hills ACEC, etfects to
dwarf bear-poppies are likely,

The deleterious effects of livestock on western arid ecosysters are well-documented (Clark ef al.
2015; Jones 2000; Munson ez al 2016). Trampling by livestock can disturh the biological soil
crust layer (Belnap and Gilette 1997) which can yesult in increased crosion and reductions in soil
fertility and soil moisture {Belnap e al. 2001; Belnap ez al. 2009; Kuske e¢f al. 2012; Rosentreter et
al. 2007; Schwinning e? al. 2008). Biological soil crusts are beneficial for piant establishment
and growth (Belnap e al. 2001}, and may take hundreds of years to recover from disturbance
{Beinap 2003). Soil compaction by tivestock trampling can affect water infiltration, soil porosity,
and root development, making plants less able to take up water and more vulncrable during
drought conditions (Castellano and Valone 2007; Sharrow 2007). Livestock grazing can also
alter the structure of the rodent community, which may have impacts to plants (Hall ez af. 2005;

Jones 2000; Jones 2001) and facilitate the spread of invasive plant species (Masters and Shelcy
20013.

As liveslock use an area, they can cause changes to soil structure from trampling the ground and
help introduce invasive species which changes the structure of the plant community, This, in
turn, can alter the insect community. Some of these changes may include damage to
ground-nesting pollinators and their nests, changes in water infiltration due to soil compaction,
subsequent nonnative plant invasions, and changes in the timing and availability of pollinator food
plants (Jones 2000).

Cattle trampling can result in severe damage to individual plants, particularly in heavily travelled
areas such as watcring areas, fences, and along trails (Clark et al. 2015, Rominger 2016). Dwarf
bear-poppy evolutionary and life history traits and their desert habitats generally result in naturally
low vilal ratcs. Livestock grazing likely results in suppression of alrcady low population growth
rates, throvgh lowered recruitment rates (Clark 2008a; Clark e al. 2015; Clark and Clark 2008).
Because reproductive effort is posilively correlated with size, impacts from liveslock grazing that
negatively affect size would be expected to negatively affect reproduction and species survival
(Clark et ¢l 2015). Indeed, State Line Holmgren's milkvetch population expertences heavy
livestock grazing that may be driving a significant decline in scedling recruitment for this species,
These trampling effects are also likely to affect survival and recruitment of Gierish mallow
populations in the proposed State Line ACEC,

Gierisch mallow is palatable (o livestock; Holmgren's milkvetch and dwarf bear-poppy are not.

Livestock eat the flowering stalks of (he Gierisch mallow and consumption of the species is quite
heavy during periods of drought (Atwood 2008; USFWS 2008). Continued heavy grazing in the
State Line population will increase the consumption and mortality of Gicrisch mallow individuals.
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Recreation Authorizations
Modify existing off-highway vehicle {OHV} Area Designations
The following measures ase identified in the BA:

1) The proposed action would change OHV travel in the proposed Scuth Hills and State
Line ACECs from restricted to roads and irails to restricted to roads
and trails.

2) BLM would retain their ability to close routes in sensitive species habitat and in all
ACECs (personal communication, 11/30/2016, Bob Douglas).  As such, BLM has
indicated that the proposed Webb Hill ACEC is closed to all OHV travel.

These designation changes are required prior to development of the Travel Management Plan.
Closing the proposed Webb Hill ACEC to OHV travel will benefil listed plants by eliminating a
major threat to the species in this area (see below). The proposed action to modify existing
off-highway vehicle {OHV) area designations in the proposed South Hills and State Line
ACECs would also have beneficial effects, bul could also have potentially harmful eftects on
the listed plants in this area.

A significant stressor to listed plants is OHV use (44 FR 64250-64232, November 6, 1979;
USFWS 1985; USFWS 2016). Approximately 50 percent of the poppy’s historic habitat has been
lost to urbanization and degradation from off-road vehicles (Harper and Van Buren pers. comim,
2004). The proposed limit of use to designated trails is compliant with the goal set out in the
listed plants Draft Recavery Plan: (1) effective control of vnauthorized land uses, particularly
those identified as damaging to listed plants and its habitat, such as GHV and bicycle use. The
second goal will be addressed during devclopment of the Travel Management Plan: directing road
and trail development away from listed plants recovery populations such that neither construction
nor OHV use has anegative effect on the plants or their habitat.  Unauthorized OHV usc oceurs at
all known listed plants populations {cither where it was prohibited, or off-trail use where OHV
travel was restricted to designated routes).

Activities occurring under the proposed action may decrease in areas no longer designated and
increase along designated routes. These include: foot traffic, motorized traffic, dust deposition
(see Effects of the Action), invasive and weedy plant pressure, and changes to pollinator
communities in dwarf-bear poppy habitats within the ACECs. Limiting travel to designated trails
also eliminates confusion regarding which trails are already ‘existing’. This elimination should
benefit listed plants by reducing crushing or damage to individuals, associated plant communitzes,
and biological soil crusts. Habitat fragmentation would also be reduced and non-designated
routes that have been impacted in the past would have an opportunity to begin natural ot
human-assisted recovery.,

Impacts from ail forms of recreational land use includc damage and mortality of mdividuals,
destruction and fragmentation of habitat, soil compaction and erosion, destruction of biological
soil crusts, and degradalion of the vegetative community (Brooks and Lair 2005; Ouren e: «l.
2007; Roth 2012b). Recreational land use modifies the natural Mojave Desert ecosystem
including soil components, biological soil crusts, associated native plant communities, pollinator
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communities, and the poteniial for encroachment of non-native weeds in disturbance areas (Adams
¢t al. 1982; Geeft and Alder 2001}, Soil compaction and erosion may render the habitat
unsuitable for the listed plants and affect future recruitment of the species in some locations.
Studies show that the majority of environmental impacts occur within the trail footprint because
soil compaction and erosion are generally confined to the existing trail margins with minimal
change to adjacent areas (White et al. 2006; Goeft and Alder 2001). Rccreational land use by
OHVs is by far the most common recreational activity impacting listed plants, and nearly all areas
of occupied habitat have experienced OHV impact in the past 30 vears. Extensive damage to the
habitat by OHVs has occurred at Webb Hill and continues to occur within the proposed South Hilis
ACEC and the proposed Statc Line ACEC.

Seeds from invasive species are often carried and spread by vehicles (Forman and Alexander
1998) and livestock. The spread of invasive nonnative specics is considered the second largest
threat to imperiled plants in the United States (Wilcove ef al. 1998), and is second only to hahitat
loss as factors responsible for biodiversity declines (Randall 1996}, Invasive nonnative plants
alter ecosystem attributes including geomorphology, fire reginie, hydrology, microclimate,
nutrient cycling, and productivity (Dukes and Mooney 2004). We are particularly concerned that
fire frequency may increase with the conlinued pressure of invasive plant species in the proposed
Webb Hill and State Line ACECs. Invasive nonnative plants also can detrimentally affect native
plants through competitive exclusion, alteration of poilinator behaviors, niche displacement,
hybridization, and changes in insect predation. Examples are widespread and involve numerous
taxa, localions, and ecosystems (Aguirre and Johason 1991; D’ Antonio and Vitousek 1992:
DiTomaso 2000; Melgoza et al. 1990; Mooncy and Cleland 2001; Levine e af. 2003; Traveset and
Richardson 2006). Invasive species seed pressurc can occur both from roads within the proposed
ACECs and roads outside the proposed ACECs, Changes in OHVY use as a result of ACEC
designation will help reduce this pressure, but will not eliminate it,

Additionally, the proposed Webb Hill ACEC and the proposed State Line ACEC have large
populations of the invasive annual grasses red brome {Bromus rubens) and cheatgrass {Bromus
tectorum), as well as other invasive and noxious weeds, Even with OHV closure in the proposed
Webb Hill ACEC and road designation in the proposed State Line ACEC, weeds will continue to
be a problem. Proactive weed management of the proposed South Hills ACEC, which docs not
currently have a weed infestation, will help protect listed plants in this area.

[mpacts io the land from previous OHV use may last for decades (Abella 2014). The poppy
habitat is slow to recover from recieational impacts and visible evidence remains on trails with no
recreational land use since 1999. Thus, closing the proposed Webb Hill ACEC to OHV use and
medifying existing OHV Area Designations in the proposed South Iills and State Line ACEC's
will provide an important protection for recovery of the listed plants). The BLM will consider
additional protections during the development of their Transportation Management Plan {TMP),
The BA states that the TMP will manage any trails with federally listed plant habitat o protect
plants and habitat; however, no specific conservation measures are identified in this consultation.
The measures we currently recommend are included in the Conservation Recommendation section
below.

The BLM will complete a separate Section 7 consultation with USFWS on the specific effects of
the TMP. It should also be noted that vnauthorized OHYV trails multiply on SITLA lands —
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fugitive dust and invasive weed pressure [rom hese areas adjacent to the ACECs will also affect
plant communities within the ACECs,

Camping, Target Shooting, and Non-motorized recreation
The following measures are identified in the BA:

1) Federally listed plants and habital would be proiccted in the proposed ACECs by
closing the areas to dispersed camping.

2} The BLM wounld continue t¢ authorize recreational target shooting in the South Hills
ACEC, but would require the removal of all targets, clays, and shells to protect plants
and habitat in this area.

The proposed Webb Hill is within the city limits of St. George, which has implemented
shooting ordinance restrictions; these ordinances were adopted by BLM for the Webb Hill arca
through the 1999 RMP, While the proposed Staic Line ACEC is also partiaily within the city
limits of St. George, the ACEC is not completely banned from shooting and hunting is
permitted. However, the BLM is not explicitly authorizing recreational target shooling in the
State Line ACEC,

The proposed South Hills and State Line ACECs allow off-trail non-motorized recreation,
hunting, and non-motorized wheeled game carriers for game retrieval. These activities can
crush and damage plants and associated biological soil crusts. Litter (e.g. spent casings, lost
artows) may also be a concern.  The resulting surface disturbance may increase the spread of
invasive or noxious weeds and erosion in listed plants habitat.

In the proposed Webb Hill ACEC, the BLM would not authorize Special Recreation Permits
(SRPs) for commercial, organized group, or competitive events. The BLM would continue to
authorize the issuance of SRPs for commercial, organized group, and competitive events in the
proposed South Hills and State Line ACECs, The SRP events increase foot traffic and
associated vehicular traffic as well, The BLM has committed to only issuing SRPs in ACECs
if site-specific NEPA analysis and Section 7 ESA consultations find that the proposed activities
would not result in adverse modification of critical habitats or the damagc or loss of the
federally-listed native plants,

Closing the proposed ACECs to dispersed camping is an important protection for the listed
plants. Regulation and enforcement of this restriction will be critical to ensuring the beneficral
effects of this closure, Dispersed camping can crush or remove plants, alter ‘safe-site’
characteristics (the biological and physical components nccessary for a seed in the seedbank to
germinate and establish), remove, crush, or destroy biological soil crusts important to this
species, increase dust, and increase pressure from invasive and noxious weeds (see Effects of
the Action}.

Target shooting presumably occurs near designated roads and trails; however, we do not have

information of designated target shooting arcas within the proposed South Hilts ACEC.

Target shooting is not explicitly authorized in the State Line ACEC. Due to city ordinances,

the proposed Webb Hill ACEC would not allow the discharge of [irearms or target shooting.
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Effects would be similar io other recreational trail uses, such as hikin g {increased foot and
vehicle traffic, increased camping}. Activity specific effects can include increased crushing or
damage to individual plants near the trail (e.g. in areas likely to be used for crouching behind
shrubs or other foliage, walking to collect stray or spent arrows or bullels) and increased debris
(e.g. arrows, bullets, targels).

Any SRP events in the proposed South Hills and State Line ACECs will compound effects of

regular recreation use by increasing use on existing roads and trails and potentially expanding

use of campgrounds. The SRP cvents can impose restrictions on their participants and can be
held liable for addressing any infractions that resull {rom the event,

Overall, the proposed action includes conservation measures to aveid and minimize effeets to
listed plants, reducing overall effects to this species.  Impacts to lisied plants will be minimized
because BLM will: {1} not allow future land exchanges on ACEC lands, providing a federal nexus
for the protection of the plants on these lands in perpetuity, (2) not allow minerals material
disposal on these lands, (3) not allow surface occupancy for minerals development in ACECs, (4)
not allow most new ROWs or road construction, (5) only allow travel on designated roads and
trails, {6) not allow dispersed camping, (7) consult with USFWS on any proposed herbicide
application in an ACEC and (8) not allow any collecting or harvesting of plant matertals within
ACECs. While the proposed action will continue to allow effects to the species, we anticipate the
overall effect of the proposed action will be beneficial to the species - thesc actions are an
important first step in the protection and recovery of listed plants.

5.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects inelude the cffects of future State, Tribat, local or private actions that are
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future Federal
actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they
require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act.

Shivwits Milkvetch, Dwarf Bear-claw Poppy, Gierisch Globemallow, and Holmgren
Milkvetch

Cumulative effects to the listed plant species under the proposed action would include, butare not
limited to, the following broad types of impacts;

* Changes in land use patterns or practices that adversely affect a species’ occupied,
suitable, or potential habitat; and

Program management actions by some, or all, of the following groups, on lands adjoining
or upstream of BLM-administered lands:

State of Utah

County Governmerits in Utah
Local Governments in Utah
Private landholders in Utah

The RMP action area is surrounded by a checkerboard pattern of land ownership inciuding Tribal,
State, and private landowners. The proximity of these lands to these populations of Shivwits
miikvetch makes them susceptible to activitics on Tribal, State and private lands. Unrelated
State, tribal, local or private aclions that are most likely to occur in the future within the action area
is the conlinued use and new development of the nearby tribal, private, and SITLA parcels for
housing and roads, minerals development, grazing, herbicide and pesticide treatment, agricuiture,
or recreation. These have resulted in the temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation and
the erosion of soils.

8t. George and Washington County have changed dramatically over the past 100 years due 10
increased urbanization; the area continues to sec additional urban growth and development.
Some of this growth has resulted in the conversion of agricultural land to subdivisions and housing
developments and the concemilant development of roads and isfrastructure in and around the
proposed NCA. Some impacis related to this growth have been detrimental, including increased
loss of suitable and occupied habitat within the population, increased soil compactlion and invasive
and noxious plant species in and adjacent to the action areas, and increased recreational
development and recreational use. Dircct loss of habitat through Jand conversion and indirect
loss of habitat through erosion and fragmentation continue to impact this species.  In addition, any
further fragmentation of endangercd plant habitat is likely to lead to further genetic isolation of the
remaining populations for these species.

On State tands, there is no formal or regulatory protection for the milkvetch and there are no formal
enforcement or management measures to protect the species from residential development and
recreational land use.  Without additional protections, these uses result in the Joss of plants and
habitat, habitat degradation and fragmentation, and the continual generation of fugitive dust into
ESA lisied plant habitats. Plant habitat within the action area would also be subject to increased
invasive or noxious weed pressure from the surrounding State lands,

Undocumented cndangered populations may exist on non-Federal lands. Many activities,
including mincrals development, grazing operations, housing developments and associated
infrastructure, recreation activities (e.g. OHVs, camping, hunting, etc.}, unauthorized herbicide
control, and research are expected to continue on State und private lands within the Shivwits
milkvetch range.  These activities may lead to loss of plants, populations, and habitat; habitat
fragmentation that may negatively impact the poliinators and gene flow between populations.
Building new roads and upgrading two-tracks will likely increase on private and state lands.
Unauthorized OHYV trails will likely continue and increase. Contributing as cumulative effects to
the proposed actions, all these activities may affect endangered palnt populations by increasing
mortalities, injuring plants, and further impacting occupicd and suitable habitat.

Dresert Tortoise

Unrelated State, tribal, local or private actions that arc most likely to oceur in the future within the
project area is development of the nearby privatc parcels. Development on most of those lands is
covered and mitigated by the incidental take permit issued for the Washingion County Habitat
Conservalion Plan {HCP).




Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Cumalative effects to the federally protected western yellow-billed cuckoo may result from rapid
urbanization and population growth that is cxpected to continue in Washington County. This
population growth could affect the species and its habitat in the following ways: 1) conversion of
agriculture lands to runicipal and industrial may change existing water return-flow patterns; 2)
increased slorm-water runoff could diminish water quality; 3) population grow(h will likely result
int the need for more bridges, infrastructure, and residential and commercial development, which
could affect physical habitat; and 4) recreation use may increcase along river banks (O Vs, fish
transport, physical disturbance of habitat, etc.).

Virgin River Chub and Woundlin

Cumulative cffects to the federally prolected Virgin River chub, and woundfin may result from
rapid urbanization and population growth that is expected to continue in Washington County.
This population growth could affect natural resvurces in the following ways: 1) conversion of
agriculture lands to municipal and industrial may change existing water return-flow patterns; 2)
increased stormwater runoff could diminish water quality; 3) population growth will likely result
int the need for more bridges, infrastructure, and residential and commercial development which
could affect physical habitat; and 4) recreation use may increase along river banks {QOHVs, fish
transport, physical disturbance of habitat, etc.). Recent efforts (o develop Master Plans for the
Santa Clara and Virgin Rivers represent a step toward sound river and floodplain management;
however, these guiding principles must be continuously implemented on a large scale to achieve
success. Moreover, the municipalities, BLM, and WCWCD have been and will continue to
acquire riparian habital, remove non-native vegetation, and restore native vegetation to protect the
river cortidor [rom these impacts.

6.0 Conclusion

After reviewing the current status of the listed species, the environmental bascline for the action
arca, the cffects of the proposed RMPs and amendment, i is our biological opinion that the Red
Cliffs NCA RMP, Beaver Dam NCA RMP, and St. George Field Office RMP amendment,  as
proposed, arc not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the the listed specics in this BO or
destroy or adversely modify destgnated critical habitat.

We base our conclusion on the following:

Shivwity Milkveich

1} In the long-term, the proposed Red Clilfs NCA RMP is expected to improve habitat
conditions and reduce impacts from linear ROWSs, commercial and personal plant
material harvest, fluid mincral leasing, mineral extraction, dispersed camping,
competitive recrcation events, target shooting, and severe wildland fire.

2y BLM’s commitment to follow the applicani committed measures of this BO.

Desert Tarfotse

1} The management actions described in the submitted BA’s are primarily designed to
improve habitat conditions and maintain a functioning landscape where desert torioise
conservation is a priority.

2) Some of the management actions defined in the submitted BA’s may result in the take of
individual tortoises. However, the potential impacts do not posc threats at the
population level.

3) The BLM'’s commitment not to authorize new ROW’s within the ROW avoidance area
of the Red Cliffs National Conseration Area if the new ROW would result in take of
threatened or endangered species.

4) BLM’s commitment o follow applicant commilted conservation measures in this BO.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The lack of critical habitat within the action area,

The small segment of population that uses the action arca.

Management of riparian habitat would be consistent with the Final Recovery Plan:
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher {(Empidonax traillii extimus) (USFWS 2002).

The potentiial for long-term benefits to the species, including habitat restoration and
maintenance.

BLM's commitment to Tollow applicant committed conservation measuzres.

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

1y The absence of document occurrences of cuckoo and the small area of potentially suitable
habitat. within the Red Cliffs NCA.

2} The potential fur long-term benefits to the species, including habitat restoration and
maintenance.

3} BLM’s commitment to follow Applicant Committed Measures {Management Actions),
including the management of riparian areas based on future recovery plans [or cuckoo.

4) The small segment of population that uses the Beaver Dam Wash NCA,

5) The potential for long-term bencfits to the species, including habitai restoration and
mainienance.

6) BLM’'s commitment to follow Applicant Commiited Measures (Management Actions),
including the management of ripatian areas based on future recovery plans for cuckoo.

Virgin River Chub and Woundfin

13 BLM has excluded any development within 330 {U of riparian areas within the NCA.

2} The only activities with adverse effects to fish or their crilical habitat is riparian restoration.
Restoration effects will be short-term and will have benefits to fish and their critical habitat
long-term.

3) BLM has committed to using approved revegetaiion techniques to restore temporary
impacts along the Virgin Rives, which is critical habitat for the cndangered fish species and
the southwestern willow flycatcher;

4) BLM’s commitment to follow applicant committed conservation measures in this BO.
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Dwarf Bear-Poppy

13 1n the long-term, the proposed ACEC designations are expccted to improve habitat
conditions and reduce impacts from linear ROWs, commercial and personal plant
material harvest, fluid mineral leasing, dispersed camping and recreation usc.

2) The issuance of Special Recreation Permits for commercial, organized groups and
compeltitive events would not result in the damage or loss of listed plants.

3) BLM'’s commitment to follew applicant commiited conservation measures in this BO

Holmgren Milkvetch

13 In the long-term, the proposed ACEC designations are expected to improve habitat
conditions and reduce impacts from lincar ROWSs, commercial and personal plant
material harvest, fluid mineral leasing, disperscd camping and recreation use,

2) The issuance of Special Recreation Permits for commercial, organized groups and
competitive events would not result in the damage or loss of listed planis.

3) BLM'’s commitmenl to follow applicant committed conscrvation measures in this BO.

Gierisch Mallow

[ In the long-term, the proposed ACEC designations are expected to improve habitat
conditions and reduce impacts [rom linear ROWSs, commercial and personal plant
material harvest, fluid mincral leasing, dispersed camping and recreation use.

2) The issvance of Special Recreation Permits for commercisl, organized groups and
competitive events would not result in the damage or [oss of listed plants.

3) BLM's commitment to follow applicant committed conservation measures in this BO

7.0 Incidental Take

Scetion 9 of the Act and Federal regulation pursuant to scction 4(d) of the Act prohibit the tuke of
endangered and threatened species, respectively, without a special exemption. Take is defined as
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kifl, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to engage in
any such conduct. The regulatory definition of harm is “an act which actually kills or injures
wildlife. Such an act may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it
actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns including
breeding, feeding, or sheltering.” The regulatory definition of harass is *...an intentional or
negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury to listed wildlife by annoying it to
such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which include, but are not
limited to breeding, feeding or sheltering.” Incidental take is defined as “...takings that result
from, but are not the purpose of, carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity conducied by the
Tederal Agency or applicant.” Under the terms of section 7(b}4) and sectton 7(0}(2), taking that
is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered to be prohibited
taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of
this incidental take statement,
In May, 20135, the Services finalized a new rule regarding incidental take statements in
programmatic consultations (30 CFR Part 402, Vol. 80, No. 90). Under this final rule, the
Services defined the term framework programmatic uction: “for the purposes of an incidental take
statement, as a lederal action that approves a framework for the development of future actions(s)
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that are authorized, funded, or carried out at a later timc, and any take of & listed species would not
occur unless and until those future action(s) are authorized, funded, or carried out and subject 1o
further section 7 consultation” (50 CFR Part 402.02 Definitions). The general nature of the the
Proposed Resource Management Plan {(RMP)/Final EIS for the Red Clitfs National Conservation
Area (NCA), the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Final EIS for the Beaver Dam
Wash National Conservation Area (NCA), and the Proposed St. George Field Olfice RMP
Amendment does not allow the Service to describe and anticipate quantifiable levels of take at this
time for any of the species analyzed, and all leascs issued would be subject to Section 7
consultation at the site specific level. Thus, the actions proposed by BLM St. George Field Office
and analyzed in this BO, fits the definition for a framework programmatic action.

In the new rule, section 402.14 (1)(6) states that “for a framcework programmatic aclion, an
incidental take statement is not required at the programmatic level; any incidental take resulting
from any action subsequently authorized, funded, or carried out under the program will be
addressed in subsequent section 7 consultation, as appropriate”. Therefere, incidental take
statements for relevanl species are not provided in this BO,

8.0 Conservation Recommendations

Section 7{a)(1) of the Act direcls Federal agencics to utilize their aunthorities to {urther the purposcs
of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and threatencd
species, Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to minimizc or avoid
adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement
recovery plans, or to develop information.

Shivwits Mitkvetch, Dwarf Bear-claw Poppy, Gierisch Globemallow, Helgren Milkvetch

1) The following commitment should apply to «ll ACECs: the St. George 1999 RMP states,
“BLM will continue to implement existing recovery plans, habitat management plans, and
the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan as they apply to listed species. Among
other things, cxisting plans call for monitoring and studies, habitat consolidation, selected
fencing, public education, signing, law enforcement, and protection from mining, otf-road
travel, and other forms of impacting land use.”

Exclude motorized use from ACECs and BLM lands in listed plant occupied habitat and
dcsignated critical habitat.

Do not authorize existing roads or trails in ACECs and BLM lands in listed plant
occupied habitat and designated critical habitat.

Frequent law enforcement and regulation should occur at dispersed camping closutes in
ACECs.

Target shooting areas should be developed and clearly marked with signs detailing
restrictions outside of listed plant oceupied habitat and designated critical habitat.

Follow the below measurcs for listed plants for all proposed surface disturbance activitics
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Prohibit all seismic exploration in ACECs, and BLM lands within 1,25 miles of listed plant

occupied habitat and designated critical habitat.

8} Prohibit energy and mining development in ACECs, and BLM lands within 3.25 miles of

listed plant occupied habitat and designated critical habitat.

9) Withdraw ACECs and BLM lands within 1.25 miles of listed plant occupied habitat and
designated critical habitat from mineral entry.

103 SRP events should be monitored before, during, and after events (o monitor compliance

with conservation measures designed to avoid impacts to listed plants. No specific SRP

restrictions are included in this BA, and the BLM shonid develop specific restrictions in
consultation with us.

1T) Controlling noxious weeds and invasive species in listed plant habitat may negatively

impact the species. No specific weed control measures and restrictions are included in this

BA, and the BLM should develop specific measures and restrictions in consultation with
us.

12) The BLM should consult with us on restoration activities following fire or other surface
disturbance within 1 mile of listed plant habitat or designated critical habitat to ensure
activities do not negatively impact the species or its pollinators.

Pronosed Surface  sturbance Activities

For the purpeses of these recommendations, the following terms are so defined: Suitable habitat
18 defined as areas which contain or exhibit the specific components or constituents necessary for
plant persistence; determined by field inspeetion and/or surveys; may or may not contain listed
plants; habitat descriptions can be found in Federal Register Notice and species’ recavery plan
links at . Occupied habitat is defined as ateas
currently or known to support listed plants; synorymous with “known habitat.”

1} Pre-project habilal assessments will be completed across 100% of the project action
area within potential habitat pricr to any activities to determine if listed or sensilive
spceics habitat is present.

Species surveys will be conducted within svitable habitat to determine occupancy.
Where standard surveys are fechnically infeasible and otherwise hazardous due to
topography, slope, etc., suitable habitat will be assessed and mapped for avoidance
{hereafter, “avoidance arcas”). [n such cases, ) 1 mile buffer will be maintained
between surface disturbance and avoidance areas, or b} 1.25 mile buffers wil} be
maintained between avoidance areas and subsurface disturbance activities (including
drilling), water depletions, or other actions that may result in changes to the local
hydrology and avoidance areas. However, site specific distances will need to be
approved by Service and BLM when surface disturbance will accur upslope of habitat.

Where conditions allow, surveys:

a) Must be conducted by a qualified botanist(s), and according to BLM and FWS
accepled survey protocols {(USFWS 2011);

b) Will be conducted in suitable habitat for all areas proposed for surface
disturbance prior to initiation of project activities and within the same
growing season, at a time when the plant can be positively idcntiﬁc@
(surveyors should verify flowering dates and that (he plant is flowering by
contacting a BLM or FWS expert or demonstrating that the nearest known
pepulation is in flower);

<) Will occur within 1 mile from the edge of the proposed action;

d) Will oceur within 1.25 miles of proposed water depletions or other actions that
will result in changes to the local hydrology;

e} Will include, but not be limited to, plant species lists and habitat
characteristics, and;

) Will be valid until June 1% of the following year; and

g) Electronic copies of cicarance survey reports (included appendices) and QIS
shape files will be sent no later than December 31*' 1o each of the foliowing;

» Lltah Natural Heritage Program (with copies of NHP field survey
forms};
Applicable/affected Jand owners and/or management agencies; and
U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service Utah Field Office {mailing address: 2369
West Orton Circle, Suite 50, West Valley City, Utah 84119},

3) For project activities within | mile of suitable or occupied habitat:

a) Aertal application of herbicides or insecticides will not occur at any time;

b) All weed control efforts will be consulted on with USFWS.  100% clearance
surveys will be required, _

¢) Consult with USFWS on any restoration and revegetation projects (including
those associated with weed control treatments);

d) No burning, including backburning, will be authorized;

e) No livestock grazing, including targeted grazing;

) Surface disturbing activities will not oceur (including new access routes);

g} Roads and utilities should share common right-of ways where possible;

h) Place signing to limit off-road travel in sensitive areas;

i) Existing roads will be graveled; the operator is encouraged to apply water for
dust abatcment to such areas during flowering and fruit set period of
applicable plants; dust abatement applications will be comprised of wateronly;

j) Place signing to reduce vehicle speed to 15 mph ot lower on dirt or g_ravel
roads within 300 ft of suitable habilat and 25 mph or lower in the project area;

k) Stay on designated routes and other cleared/approved areas;

1) Reduce current infrastructure and right-of-ways to the minimum needed,
without compromising safety;

m)Minimize the disturbed areas through interim and final reclamation, Al
disturbed areas will be re-vegetated with native species comprised of species
indigenous to the area;
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nt} Construction activities will not occur within occupied habitat;

0} Before and during activities, areas for avoidance should be visually
identifiable in the field, ¢.g., flagging, temporary fencing, rebar, etc.;

p) A qualified botanist will be on site during activities to monilor the
surface disturbance activity and assist with implementation of
applicable conservation measures (USFWS 201 1); and

) Post activity monitoring for invasive species will be required.

4)  For project activities within 1.25 miles of suitable or occupied habitat:

a) Subsurface activities (including drilling), water depletions, or hydrologic
alteration activities will not oceur;

b) Ensure that water extraction or disposal practices do not result in change
of hydrologic regime;

c) Ensure abave ground contaminants and byproducts are contained and properly
managed;

d) Usc silt fences, hay bales, and similar structures or practices to avoid water
flow and/or sedimentation into habitat and avoidance areas; appropriate
placement of fill isencouraged; and

€) Subsurface explosives or other ground-shaking actions will not be aliowed, unless
hydrological and botanical surveys are completed that positively identify no
groundwater reserves are present that could be used by associated nurse plants in
the area for hydrological lift.

5) All activities that may have some effect on listed species shall be monitored for a period
of five years. Monitoring will include annual plant surveys to determine plant and
habitat impacts retative to actions, Annual reports shall be provided to the BLM and the
Scrvice. To ensure desired results are being achieved, minimization measures will be
evaluated and may be changed afier a thorough review of the monitoring resulis and
annual reports during annual meetings between the BLM and the Service,

The BLM will work with USFWS to develop restoration plans when there is potentiat impact
to suitable habitat for any listed species. Additional site-specific measures mayalso be
employed to avoid or minimize effects to the species. These additional measures will be

developed and implemented in consultation with the Serviee to ensure continued compliance
with the ESA.

Desert Tortoise

1) Before all ground disturbing activities within deser torteise habitat, FWS protocol level
deserl lortoise surveys should be conducted.

2) In addition to the [:1 mitigation ratio within the Red Cliffs National Conscrvation Area
{for developing new recreation infrastructure), desert tortoise conservation will be the
management priority and alternative routes and sites will be considered for new recreation
infrastructure that is within high density desert (ortoise habitat. This same consideration
should be given to high density desert tortoise habitat when developing new recreation
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infrastructure within the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area. There should be
no net loss of desert tortoise habital due to the implementation of the two proposed RMP’s.
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

1) Surveys for southwestern willow flycatcher will be conducted according to A Natural
History Summary and Survey Protocol for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Sogge et
al. 2010).

2) We recommend the following for southwestern willow flycatcher:

o Temporary and permanent activities that elevate noise levels greater than 10 dBA
above ambient conditions will not occur within 0.25 miles of suitable habitat
between April 13-August 15.

Temporary or permanent structures wili nol be sited within 0.25 mile of suitable
habitat,

Aerial application of herbicides or insecticides will not occur at any time of the year
within 0.5 miles of suitable habitat.

Mechanical or manual application of herbicides or insecticides will not occur
between April 15-August]5 within 0.25 miles of suitable habitat.

Removal of vegetation comprising suitable habitat for the species (e.g. tamarisk,
Russian olive, Siberian eim) will not be conducied between April 15-August

15. No more than 10 percent of non-native shrub or tree specics targeted for
removal will be treated or removed in one year within a habitat

palch. Re-vegetation efforts with native shrub and tree species will immediately
follow.

No burning will occur within 0.5 miles of suitable habitat between Aprii 15-August
15.

No general livestock grazing will occur within suitable habitat.

No back-burning will occur within 0.5 miles of suitable habitat between April
15-August 15.

Work will not be permitted within suitable habitat between April 15-August 15
unless protocol level surveys have been completed and the area is decmed
unoccupied,

3) BLM will work with USFWS 1o develop restoration pians when there is potential impact to
suitable southwestern willow flycatcher habitat.

Waestern Yellow-billed Cuckoo
1} Suitablc habitat for Western yellow-billed cuckoo will be identified prior to any activity in
riparian areas that may increase noise levels or result in surface disturbance. Suitable

habitat assessments will be conducted according to Guidelines for the identification of
suitable habitar for WYBCU in Utak (USFWS 2015).
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2) The survey protocol for western yellow-billed cuckoo was updated in 2016, Future
updates are likely, Therefore, we recommend that surveys be conducted according to the
most recent version of A Natural History Summuary and Survey Protocol for the Western
Distinct Population Segment of the Yellow-billed Cuckoo: U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Technigues and Methods (Halierman et al,, 2016).

3} Within 0.5 mile of suitable habitat for the species, we recommend the following:

a. Temporary and permanent activities that elevate noise levels grealer thanl0 dBA
beyond ambient conditions will not occur between June 1 — August 31,

b. Temporary or permanent structures will not be sited within 0.5 mile of suitable
habitat.
The aerial application of herbicides or insecticides that may directly or indirectly
eradicate prey base for cuckoo will not occur at any time of the year.
Mechanical or manual application of herbicides or insecticides will not occur
between June 1 — August 31,
Mechanical vegetation treatment mecthods, such as mowing or cutting with a
chainsaw will not accur during the cuckoo nesting season, June | — August 31.
Removal of vegetation comprising suitable habitat for the species {e.g. tamarisk,
Russian olive, Stherian elm} will not be conducted between June 1 — August 31,
No more than 5 percent of a habitat patch (as defined in our 2015 Suitable labitat
Guidelines) will be treated or removed in one year. Revegetation efforts with
native shrub and trce species will immediately fellow removal.

g. Use of fire will not occur between June 1 — Auvgust 31.

Virgin River Chub and Woundfin

1) To minimize the potential for impacts to spawning fish (spawning period is April | — July
31} and the breeding season for the Southwestern willow flycatcher (breeding period is
Aptil 15 ~ August 15), actions within the Virgin River channel or within the Virgin River
100-year floodplain will not occur between Aprit 1 and August 15, During this
timeframe, construction actions may occur above the Virgin River’s 100-year floodplain.

Dewatering and Fish Clearances — Tao minimize adverse effects to the aguatic environment
[rom in-water construction, construction crews will dewater areas using cofferdams or
other water control structures prior to construction, Prior to dewatering, the applicant
should contact UDWR {(currently Melinda Bennion, 435-879-8694) to arrange fish
clearance at each respective site.  Biologists will prepare a report for USFWS and UDWR
that summarizes the number of fish handied, species, and individual lengths. After
consiruction, construction crews will remove cofferdams incrementally to minimize pulses
of sediment downstream,

3) In-water work protection measures for fish protection wilf include the following:

o Fish clearance prior to river diversion.

o If water is pumped out of the dewatering area it will be pumped into a stilling basin
prior to entering back in the Virgin River.
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o Follow the chemical pollution prevention measures included below

o No additional disturbance should occur outside of the fish clearance area withoul
prior notification and additional fish clearance.

The qualifications of any organization conducting fish clearances, with the exception of the
UDWR, must be approved and permitted by us prior to any aclivities associated with the
fish clearances.

Construction activities witl maintain upstream and downstrearn fish passage when working
on the river and will ensure fish passage in the river channel where work is completed on
water diversions.

All temporary water inlake pipes and water diversion structures will be [itied with fish
sereens to minimive fish mortality.

The design will include the installation of non-native [ish protection measurcs (geotextile)
at the base of any riprap wall to prevent creating non-native fish habitat in the river
channel. This geotextile will be wrapped into the riprap (riprap installed on the top} to
prevent unraveling in the flowing stream channel.

Construction activities in designated critical habitat for woundfin and Virgin River chub
will not occur during active flooding events (when the water level rises more than 6 inches
above the normal wetted channel).

Erosion control will be provided on all cut-and-fill slopes with exposed bare soil by _
applying compost or mulch to the slope or through other means. Native vegetation will be
¢stablished on the slope where possible.

10) Large equipment will be used in floodplains only when necessary.

11) The contractor or responsible representative will minimize sedimentation resulting from
bank or stream bed disturbance.

12} The contractor or responsible representative will operate equipment from the top of the
bank or from the channel behind a cofferdam to minimize disturbance to the riparian area
and to protect stream banks.

13) The contractor or responsible representative will minimize channel crossing and will not
cross or disturb wetlands with heavy equipment.

14) The contractor or responsible representative will remove all construction material from the
active channel and the 100-year floodplain at the end of the project.

15) All staging areas will be located outside of the Virgin River’s 100-year floodplain in
previously disturbed sites.

16Y BLM or other responsibie representative will identify and minimize the potential f{‘)r’ ‘
accidental spills of hazardous matcrials by implementing BMPs and measures specified in
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the storm: water poilution prevention plan (SWPPP}, BLM will develop a spill prevention,
control, and countermeasures (SPCC) plan and will follow it during construction. This plan
will identify riparian zones and drainages and describe measures to ensure protection. This
plan will be implemented to identify and prolect sensitive resources through applicable
BMPs. The SPCC and SWPPP will address the following issues:

o Provide the contractor with a list of specific requirements for refucling construction
cquipment near riparian zones and water bodies, which could include washing
equipment, not refueling within 100 ft of water bodies, and steps to control,
contain, and clean up any spiil thal occurs,

Designate riparian zones and drainages by staking and flagging them,

Ensure that cquipment operating near aqualic habitat contains a hazardous
materials response kit to prevent impacts to aquatic habitat. Use equipment mats to
prevent fuel and contaminant lcakages from enlering the river.

[7} Concrete, grout, cement mortar, and selid and sowrce site materials will be stored in staging
arcas away from the 100-year [toodplain. The contractor or responsible representative
shall provide watertight tanks or barrels for the storuge and dispasal of chemical pollutants,
including those that arc produced as byproducts of the construction activities, such as
drained lubricating or transmission fluids, grease, soaps, or concrete.  Upon completion of
construction work, these containers will be removed. Fueling machinery will occur off
site or in a confined, designated arca to prevent spiltage into the Virgin River. In case of
emergency, a hazardous materials spiil kit will be kept on site during construction that is
appropriate for the solvents involved in operation and maintenance of vehicles and
machinery used during the Project.  Sanitary facilitics, such as chemical toilets, will be
located at a sufficient distance from the wetted channel to prevenl waler conlamination. At
the completion of construction activities, facilities will be disposcd of without causing
pollution to the river or soils.

18} The contractor or responsible representative will not dispose of or place any excavated
material and/or construction debris into any stream channel, flowing waters, or adjacent
wetlands; this includes material such as grease, oil, joint coating, or any other possible
pollutants, Excess soil material will be disposed of at an upland site away from any
channel or habitat of a federally listed or sensitive species.

19} Broadcast applications of herbicide is prohibited within the Virgin River's 100-year
floodplain; if necessary, spot treatments will be applied by hand using herbicides approved
for aquatic habitats by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in order to treat noxious
weeds within the floodplain.

20} All revegelalion work will be implemented as deseribed below and in coordination with the
Virgin River Program Local Coordinator (currently Steve Meismer, 435-673-3617).
Furthermore, this work will be consistent with the Virgin River Master Plan (VRMP).
Appropriate specifications can also be obtained from the Utah Pollutant Discharge
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Elimination System (UPDES) Permit as long as this information does not conflict with the
revegetation specifications below or with the Virgin River Program recommendations.

21)Revegetation will occur in all areas disturbed by Project activitics including but not limited
to staging/stockpile areas, active construction sites, access corridors, and burrow/disposal
sites. The planting success criteria and monitoring will be coordinated with the Virgin
River Program and us. Monitoring will occur for three years following construction
completion and BLM will follow-up on future revegetation needs if the planting is not
successful.

22)Native grasses, forbs, shrubs, and certified weed-free native seed will be used to reseed
disturbed soils as appropriate.

23) Riparian vegetation, consisting of vegetation dormant season pole plantings of coyote
willow {Salix exigua), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), Goodings willow (Salix
gooddingii), and/or seepwillow {Baccharis salicifolia), will be planted using the methods
described below.

24) All pole plantings will use dormant cuttings from all specics listed above and will be
planted in the bank and lower overbank zones. Pole plantings utilize multiple stems that are
pianted into holes excavated by an auger (chainsaw or cquipment mounted), Pole plantings
for coyote willow and seepwillow will have 3 cuttings of the same species per hole and will
be spaced 12 fi on center. Multiple rows will be staggered. Cuttings will be buried no less
than 4 fi into the ground, 1o reach the lowest water tablc of the year. With stems placed
into the open hole, good soil-to-stem contact will be achieved by filling the hole with
mud-water slurry. Good soil-to-stem contact promotes root development. Once buried,
sterns will be cut to leave approximately 6-8 inches of stem above ground surface.
Goodings willow and cottonwood cuttings will be planted immediately adjacent to the toe
of the bank stabilization, with willows closer to the stteam.  These species may be planled
as single poles with 1-2 coyote willow siems in the hole as well. Longer cottonwood
poles (3-4 ft longer than the depth to water surface) can be planted behind bank
stabilization and within gabion blankets and baskets.

25) Tamarisk, Russian olive, arundo and other invasive plant species should be treated prior {o
the beginning of construction in order to prevent the spread of viable seeds and vegetative
material,

26) If bank slabilization and erosion control structures are necessary, they should be properly
designed to maintain or cnhance nataral stream function (sinnosity, gradient, hydrology,
and sediment transport}.

27) Congcrete, asphalt, steel or other human-made materials should not be used for bank
stabilization or in the active stream channel. Boulders, root-wads and other natural
materials found locally should be used to stabilize stream banks.

28) Il construction materials arc displaced by high flow, the applicant will contact the USFWS,
Utah Field Office (currently Mr. George Weekley, 801-975-3330; ext. 137) or the Virgin
River Program {currently Mr. Steve Meismer, 435-673-3617; Virgin River Program) as
soon as possible to coordinate the least intrusive retrieval methods.
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29} Confine construction activities and equipment to the designated construction work areas
These areas will be designated by lathes and flagging. Construction activities will be
contained in these areas. New areas will need approval.

30} Ingress and egress access should be kept to a minimum.

31) Best management construction practices will be used to limit the release of fine sediment
into the Virgin River during construction in areas adjacent to the river. BMPs include the
use of silt-free fill, riprap {if used for rock slope protection), and silt barriers.

323 A construction SWPPP will be developed to prevent pollutanis from being introduced into
the river due (o construction.

33} Equipment will be cleaned to remove noxious weeds and seeds and petrolenm products
before being moved onsite,

34y Materials will not be stockpiled immediately adjacent to the river channel.
35) Full materials will be free of fines, waste, pollutants, and noxious weeds.

36) Sort excavated soils into mineral soils and iop soils. When backfilling a disturbed site,
place top soils on top to provide a seed bed for native plants.

37) Disiurbed areas will be monitored for noxious and undesirable plant speeies, and control
actions will be implemented if necessary for three years following construction
compietion. Disturbed areas will be revegetated when appropriate after construction with
native plants or certilied weed-free native seed. Planting success will be monitored, and, if
the planting fails, it will be reseeded or replanted.

9.0 Reporting Requirements

Upon localing dead fish, wildlife, or plant species, where human activity is suspected as a possible
cause, immediate notification must be made to the Service’s Salt Lake City Field Office at (801)
975-3330 and the Service's Division of Law Enforcement, (435} 734-6446. Pertinent
information including the date, time, location, and possible cause of injury or mortality of each
specics shall be recorded and provided to the Service. Instructions for proper carc, handling,
transport, and disposition of such specimens will be issned by the Service’s Diviston of Law
Enforcement.

10.0 Reinitiation — Closing Statement

This concludes formal consultation on the action outlined in your request.  As provided in 50 CFR
§402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency
involvement ot control over the action was retained {or is authorized by law) and if; (1} new
information reveals cffccts of the agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a
manner or to an extent not considered in this opinion; (2) the agency action is subsequently
modified in a manner that causes an effect fo the listed species or crilical habitat not considered in
this opinicn; or (3) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated thal may be affected by the
action. Ininstances where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations
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causing such take must cease pending reinitiation.

We appreciate your commitment in the conservation of endangered species.  If the Proposed
Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Final EIS for the Red Cliffs National Conservation Arca
(NCA), the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Final EIS for the Beaver Dam Wash
National Conservation Area (NCA), and the Proposed St. George Field Office RMP Amendment
affects listed species differently than identified above; it may become necessary to reinitiate
section 7 consultation.  If you require further assistance or have any questions, please contact
Nathan Brown at {435) 865-3763.
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ATTACHMENT A

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED NORTHERN TRANSPORTATION ROUTE ON TIE
THREATENED MOJAVE DESERT TORTOISE

U8, Fish and Service
Utal Ecological Services Field Office
Mavember 2015

Infroduction

Washington County, Utah has proposed a northern transportation route multi-lane highway that
wauld bisect Zone 3 of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (Figure 1.  The Red Cliffs Desert Reserve
was estublished in 1996 to protect a large, diverse, and funclional cxpanse of habitat capable of
sustaining wildlife populations otherwise Lhreatened by rapid development and habitat loss. The
Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was established as part of the requirements of the 1996 Washington
County Habitat Conservation Plan {HCP), as compensation for impacts to the desert tortoise from
lthese ongoing habitat losses,

The Red Clilfs Desert Reserve is also part of the Bureau of Land Management {BLM) Red Clifts
Nalional Conservation Area (NCA) that was established by the Omnibus Public Lands
Management Act of 2009 (OPLMA) to conserve, protect, and enhance the ccological, scenic,
wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of its public
lands. Section 1974 (d)(1) of OPLMA mandates the Secretary, throngh BLM, to develop a
comprehensive resource management plan (RMP) for the Red Cliffs NCA to in part protect

threatencd or endangered species that oceur within the NCA, including the threatencd desert
tortoise (BLM 2015).  Alternative D of the Draft RMP includes Washington County’s proposal to
construct a northetit lransportation route through Zone 3 of the Red Ciiffs Desert Reserve (Figure
1), which would have negative impacts on the area’s natural resources, including the desert
tortoise (sce Analyses of Effects of Roadways to Descrt Torloises, below; BLM 2015).

The Red Cliffs Desert Reserve is part of the Upper Virgin River recovery unit for the desert
tortoise, which is the smalfest recovery unit in the species’ range.  However, the recovery unit is
of high importance to the rangewide status of the species due to its high population densities of
desert tortoises. The approximately 30,000 acres of protected tortoise habitat within the Red
Cliffs Desert Rescrve is a fragile comerstone of the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit, and this
habitat is subjected to significant pressores associated with residential and commercial
development, including associated infrastructuze,

The tortoise population within Red Cliffs Desert Resesve has recently declined in association with
extenided drought and an outbreak of upper respiratory tract disease. In 2003, wildfires bumed
about 20% of the tortoise habitat within the reserve (McLuckie et al 2007). These cunnilative
etfects mean that the preservation and enhancement of remaining habitats is of high importance for
the long-term viability of desert lortoises in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve and the Upper Virgin
River recovery unit.

This paper presents our analysis of the effects of roads, and specifically the proposed northern
transportation route, to the Mojave desert tortoise, We provide our assessment of a recent
Washington Parkway (i.c., northern transportation route} study that concluded that it may be
possible to develop a new transportation corridor that would improve conditions on the Reserve
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(Jacobs and Logan Simpson Design 2012). We also cvaluate the proposed development of a
northern transportation route relative to consistency with existing land use planning efforts; ie.,
Washington County HCP and Red Cliffs NCA. Finally, we provide our conclusion and
recommendations for the ongoing decision process regarding the proposed northern Lransportation
reute.

Analyses of Effects of Roadways to Desert Tortoises

Paved highways have significant impacts on desert fortoisc populations and habilai. Roads
fragment habitat and facilitate invasion of non-native vegetation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) 2011). Desert tortoises arc killed by vehicle raffic. IHighways also provide access to
remote arcas for collectors, vandals, and poachers. Owerall, the desert tortoise recovery plan
recommends precluding land disturbances within tortoise conscrvation areas, including the
construction of roads or other lineur facilities (USFWS 2011).

Substantial nombers of desert tortoises are killed on paved roads (Boarman 2002, USFWS 2011).
In the central Mojave Desert, at least one adult tortoise is killed per 2.0 mile (3.2 kilometer (km))
of road per year along a heavily traveled road (Boarman and Sazaki 1996). The numbers of
juveniles killed likely goes underestimated due to the difficulty in locating them because of their
small size (Boarman and Sazaki 1996). Fencing has been used to successfully reduce highway
mortality of desert tortoises; however, fencing may increasc the effects of habitat fragmentation to
desert tortoisc populations (Boarman and Sazaki 1996, Boarman 2002, Nafus et al. 2013; see
Habitar Fragmentation and Population Viability, below),

Road Zone

Roads result in reduced desert torioise population densities in a zone exlending at least 437 yards
{400 meters {m)) from roadways (Boarman and Sazaki 2006, Nafus et al. 2013), and as far as 2.8
mi (4.6 km) (Von Seckendor{l Hoff and Marlow 1997).

High traffic volumes can exacerbate the road effect zone (Boarman and Sazaki 2006). For
cxample, the relative abundance of tortoisc sign and burrows are significantly [ower along
intermediate (30-60 vehicles per day) and high traffic volume {320-1100 vehicies per day) roads as
compared to low traffic volume roads (<1 vehicle per day) (von Seckendorif Hoff and Marlow
2002, Nafus et al. 2013). Adult tortoises located near high traffic roads were at least 30% smaller
(and below the typical size for sexual maturity) than tortoises associated with lower traffic
volumes or no roads {Nafus et al. 2013). A reduction in the average size of individuals may result
in lower population growth rates. Overall, these observations may indicate that habitat near roads
nsed by as few as 300 vehicles per day represents sink habitat for desert tortoises (Nafus et al.
2013}

The reasons for reduced tortoise population densities and changed demographic structure adjacent
1o the roads is not known, but highway mortalities likely play  role (Boarman and Sazaki 2006,
Nafus et al. 2013). However, roads also provide access to remote arcas for poachers; create high
noise conditions; fragment habitat; and facilitate the invasion of non-native vegetation {Boarman
2002; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2011)), as we further describe below. These
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factors may individuaily or cumulatively negatively affect tortoise populations adjacent to roads.
More study is warranted regarding the factors that result in reduced tortoise densities adjacent to
roads.

Habitat and Ponulation Viabiliry

Infrastructure such as fencing and roads can greatly inhibit desert tortoise movements, resulting in
population and habitat fragmentation (Edwards et al. 2004, Brooks and Lair 2003, Boarman and
Sazalsj 1996). These barriers to movement and population connectivity reduce the exchange of
genctic material, which can lead to inbrecding (Boarman and Sazaki 1996). Effects of inbreeding
may take decades to be manifesied in a tortoise population.  However, demographic cffects such
as population declines due to reduced immigration and emigration, especially in already small
populations, would happen on much quicker timescales, as described below.

Our 1994 desert torloise recovery plan included a minimum viable population study for the
Mojave population of the desert tortoise, concluding that effective reserves should be 1,000 square
mules and support 10,000-20,000 tortoises (i.e., a minimum 10 adulis per square mile} (USFWS
1994; USFWS 1995, Washington County HCP Steering Committee (WCHCP) 1995). In all of
Washington County, an estimated 10,491 tortoises existed on 192 square miles when the
Washington County HCP was developed {USFWS 1995, WCHCP 1995).

It has long been acknowledged (hat the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve is small (95 square miles) and
does not achieve the desired size for tortoise reserves (USFWS 1995). However, viable
populations can persist if active management and protection of popuiations and habitat is
achieved—i.e., through establishment and management of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (USFWS
1995).  Overall, we conclude that populations of at leasi 10,000 adult tortoises are more likely to
temain viable in the long term, but populations as Iow as 2,000 adult tortoises mnay only be viable
under concerted management efforts. Population segments with fewer tortoises than 2,000 are
unlikely to remain viable even with intensive management,

The Red Cliffs Desert Reserve is already fragmented by Interstate Highway 15, State Road (SR)
18, Red Hills Parkway, Cottonwood Road, and the rapidly growing St. George and neighboring
urban areas. These linear features and ongoing urbun development have resulted in the
segmentation of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve into five desert tortoise populations: Zones 1 and 2
are contiguous but are separated from Zone 3 by SR-18 and desert tortoise fencing (see Figure 1).
Zones 4 and 5 are separated from Zone 3 by 1-15 (and tortoise fencing) and from each other by the
Virgin River (see Figure 1).

Zone 3 (., the location of the proposed northern transportation route) represents the largest
section of contiguous habitat with the highest deasities of tortoises in the Red Cliffs Desert
Reserve. Only Zone 3 comes close to attaining a torioise population of 2,000 animals. A recent
population decline has resulted in abundances that fall short of the 2,000-animal goal (Table 1).
However, the estimated population was over 2,400 animals each year from 1998-2001 (Mcluckie
etal. 2015). Therefore, we can reasonably expect that management actions should still target
sustaining & population of 2,000 animals in Zone 3. The ability for Zone 3 to mainiain viable
desert tortoise populations long-term relies at a minimum on 1) avoiding the placement of any
additional features that would result in added habitat fragmentation and 2) reducing existing
habitat fragmentation,
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Table 1. Zone 3 Subunits

Area (km®)
Subunit 1999 Abundance® 2014 Abundance
A 21.18 515 242
B*#* 441 107 50
A+B 25.59 622 292

g 1.98 48 23

C £4.31 1563 733
D 7.18 175 22
C+D 7149 1738 815

*Tortoise abundance numbers are based on cslimates of densities in Zone 3 of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve
Density=24.3 tortoises/km2 in 1999 and 11.4 wrtoises/km2 in 2013 (I\liCLL‘ICki(.: et al. 2015).
#% Subunits south of propused notthern wansportation highway route are highlighted yellow.

However, pepulations within Zone 3 are fragmented into three populat‘ion subunits by the' Red
Hills Parkway, Cottonwood Road, and tortoise fencing (see Table 1, Figure 2), across which
tortoises do not readily interact (McLuckie 2015, pers. comm.}: subunits (A+B}, (Ltf+D), and E
(Figure 2.) In order to reach and sustain a minimum population of 2,000 aflult animals that
genetically interact in Zone 3 of the reserve, connectivity needs to be cstabhshe;i: [} across
Cottonwood Road, linking subunits (A+B) and (C+D), and 2} across the Red Hills Parkway,
linking subunits (A+B) and E.

If the proposed northern transportation route is construcled, the population in Zone 3 that is
currently fragmented into three separate populations {subunits (A+B) , (C+D), fmd E) would be
seginentcd into five populations subunits A, B, C, D, & E; (sec Figare 2) . .ThlS would f}:fther
reduce the ability for Zone 3 to achieve a genetically connected minimum viable population goal
of 2,000 adult animals. Establishing renewed connectivity across the subunits (rather than further
fragmenting habitats with a new road) will be important to assure long-term viability of the
population.

The remaining Zones 1, 2, 4, and 5 of the Red Clifls Desert Reserve essentially s‘erve as
“assurance"” satellite reserves. They are small in size and support very fow tortoise population
numbers {(WCHCP 1995) with the exception of Zone 4 which has relati.vely highet t(_)rtoise
populations due to the fact that the population is supplemented by tortoise translocations from
incidental take areas. Overall, the small size and low population densities of Zones 1, 2,4, and 5,
means that the long-term management and successful conservation of Zone 3 1s of paramount
importance to the success of the Red Cliffs Descrt Reserve and the viability of the Upper Virgin
River desert tortoise recovery unit

As described above (see Road Mortality), tortoise fencing may reduce moriality of desert tortoises
{Bearman et al. 1997), and tortoises have been documented to use culverts to cross beneath
roadways (Boarman et al. 1998). The degree to which fencing and culverts mitigate the
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population- and habitat-fragmenting effects of roads remains unknown (Nafus et al. 2013).
Information is lacking to enable us to design structures that ensure demographic and geaetic
connectivity of tortoise populations.

Fences can transforim a semipermeable barrier into an impermeable one, thereby further
fragmenting populations and subsequently increasing extinction risk (Nafus et al. 2013}, For
example, within Zonc 3 there is no evidence that desert tortoises use the [ive existing culverts
across Red Hills Parkway for dispersal; remote camera documentation shows that tortoises only
use these culverts as burrows or temporary shade {(McLuckie 2015, pers. commt.). The Red Hills
Parkway is similat or smaller in length and width as the proposed northern transportation route
would be; therefore the lack of eflectiveness of culverts would likely be the same, Long-term,
genetic divergence occurs within desert tortoise populations separated by highways, even where
culverts are present {Latch et al. 2011).

Almost the entire available, imporiant desert tortoise habitat was altcady set aside as part of the
Red Clitfs Desert Reserve to compensate for impacts to tortoises from residential and commetcial
development. We do not belicve there is sufficient additional high quality tortoise habitat that
coulid be protected and managed as adeguate mitigation for the loss of habitat and population
connectivity associated with the construction of 4 northern transportation route through Zone 3.

In summary, the only way to sustain a viabie population of tortoises within the Red Cliffs Desert
Reserve is to ensure that habitat connectivily is retained and improved between subunits.  Zone 3
is the largest and most contiguous portion of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve and supports the largest
population densilies. The proposed northern transportation route would further fragment Zone 3
and severely hinder our ability to ensure a viable desert tortoise population, There are no known
methods to minimize or mitigate the habitat and poputation fragmenting effects of « new highway
in Zone 3. The use of fencing and culverts cannot be considered a viable strategy to offset the
effects of deserl tortoise habitat and population fragmentation that would result from the

construction of a northern transportation ronte (see Assessment of the Washington Parkway Study,
below).

One hundred sixteen species of nos-native plants occur in the Mojave and Colorado Deserts
(Brooks and Esque 2002). As natural areas arc impacted by linear features such as roads, routes,
trails, and railroads, previously intact, contignous habitats become degraded and fragmented, and
non-native invasive species play a more dominant role in ecosystem dynamics (USFWS 201 1).

Paved roads and highways act as conduits for plant invasions into adjacent plant communities,
with greater cover and species richness of invasive plants along road verges, when compared to
unimproved roads {Gelbard and Belnap 2003).  For example, road corridors and their associated
disturbance to habitat is a primary pathway for red brome {Bromus rubens) invasion, and other
exotic plant invasions into the Mojave desert (Hunter 1991, Geibard and Belnap 2003).
Non-native, invasive species and edge-associated species ofien become dominant along lincar
features (e.g., roads), which serve as corridoss for weed dispersal {Boarman and Sazaki 2006;
Brooks 2003). Vehicies serve as a major vecior in dispersal of non-native species along roadways
(Brooks and Lair 20053; Von der Lippe and Kowarik 2007).
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Areas with high road density tend to have more exotic species than arcas with low road density
(Dark 2004). Heavily travcled roads are positively correlated with nitrogen pollution, increased
levels of soil nitrogen, and also produce gradients of heavy metal accumulation in the soil and
plants (Brooks and Lair 2005). These nutrient and metal inputs affccted the growth and
composition of plants up to 200 meters away from a highway (Angold 1997). Plants that are
better competitors for those nutrient additions, respond positively with increased biomass and
density {Angold 1997, Brooks 2003, Brooks and Lair 2005). In nitrogen-limited dryland
systems, even small increases in nitrogen facilitate the invasion of weed species (Brooks 2003,
Chambers et al. 2007, James et al. 2008). In the Mcjave Desert, soil nitrogen additions result in
an increased density and biomass of invasive annual plants, with a concurrent decrease in density,
biomass and species richness for native plant species (Brooks 2003},

Overall, the cover and richness of non-native plant species increases as distance from the road
decreases (Boarman and Sazaki 2006). Similarly, less desert tortoise sign is obhserved closer to
roads as compared to further away {LaRue 1993; Boarman et al. 1997; von Scckendorff Hoff and
Marlow 2002; Boarman and Sazaki 2006, also see Road Effect Zone, above).

All ecological systems in the Red Cliffs NCA are highly departed from their natural range of
vartability due to the presence of non-native grasses and forbs (Provencher et al. 2011). The
proliferation of non-native plant species has contributed to an increase in firc frequency in tortoise
habitat (USFWS 1994; Brooks 1998; Brown and Minnich 1986).

Recurrent fires negatively affect the desert tortoise by altering habitat structure and specses
composition of their food plants (Brooks and Esque 2002). Large areas of cach NCA burned
2005-06, and thereby converted from shruh to annual non-native grassland and forbland
{(Provencher et al, 2011); about 20% of the tortoise habitat within the Red Chiffs Desert Reserve
burned (McLuckie et al. 2007).

Any purported” benefit” of the northern transportation route serving as a fire break (see
Assessment of the Washington Parkway Study, below) would be nullified because the highway
becomies a seed source and establishment zone for non-native vegetation. The highway would
likely increase the occurrence of non-native invasive plant species and consequently increase the
risk of catastrophic {ire in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.

Controlling invasive weed specics is difficult. Prevention should be the first line of defense and is
the most cost-effeclive strategy against invasive species because wcll-cstablished infestations are
difficult to eradicate (Transportation Research Board 2006). Control after weeds have
established or gone to sced may begin a long process, because many sceds are viable for years
{Transportation Research Board 2000).

Increased Human Access

Direct take of desert lortoises by collectors and pet owners has played a role in the population
decline in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (McLuckie et al, 2015). Law enforcement officials have
documented illegal collecting of tortoises for food or cultural ceremonies on a few occasions
(USFWS 1994). Therc are pending law enforcement investigations where desert tortoises were
illegally collected directly adjacent to existing readways that bisect the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve
{(McLuckie 2015, pers. comm. ).
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Hi gh\juays can result in an incrcased access point as people park their cars along the shoulders and
walk. into adjacent habitats (LaRue 1993). The construction of a northern transportation route
muiti-lane highway through the heart of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve could increase the potential
for the illegal collection and removal of desert Lortoises by providin g increased human access.

It is_possiblc that human access could be minimized by avoiding the construction of exits and
vehjfsle pull-offs, gnd fencing the highway right-of-way, However, as previously described,
fencing of a new highway would result in the unmitigable effects of increascd habitat

f ragmen.tation within Zone 3 of the Red Cliffs Deserl Reserve (see Habitat Fragmentation and
Population Viability, above),

ereased Predation

Desert lortoises have several natural predators including: coyotes, kit foxes, feral dogs, bobcats
skanks, badgers, common ravens, hawks, and golden eagles. Predation by native predators alo;w
would nol be expected to canse dramatic population declines of desert torloise populations
(USFWS 2011). However, lincar features such as roads can serve as corridors that increase the
dispersal of predators {Boarnian 2002).

Linear features {e.g. utility corridors and roads) aitract avian predators, including ravens
red-tailed hawks, and turkey vultures (Knight & Kawashima 1993, Boarman & Berry 19’95
Boarman et at 1993, Knight et al 1999). ’

Th.e presence of roads may encourage such opportunistic species because road-killed animals are a
reliable food source (Camp et al. 1993; Knight & Kawashima 1993}, Barrier fences can be used
to reduce road-kills, and conseguently removc this as a food source for ravens and other predators
{Boarman and Sazaki 1996). However, as described above (see Habitar Fru gmentation and
Population Viability), fencing would result in the unmitigable effects of increased habitat
fragmentation within Zone 3 of the Red Cliffs Descrt Reserve.

In addition, roads can result in induced residential and commercial development (see feduced
Growth, belox_v) with subsequent increases in predation. For example, in the Mojave Descit,
raven populations increased by more (han 1000 percent over the past 25 years due to the increase
of human-provided food resources (Boarman 20033, Ravens obtain food in the form of organic
garbage from landfills and frash containers, water from sewage ponds and municipal arcas, and

nesting substrates on billboards, utilily towers, bridges, and buildings (Boarman 2002, Boarman et
al. 2006). '

Management actions to reduce raven populations and predation of tortoises include (1) managing
raven populations by reducing access to anlhropogenic resources; (2) removing offending ravens
or other birds in specially targeted tortoise management zones; and {3) conlinuing research.
However, not all of these actions arc sufficient to significantly reduce the problem of increased
raven predation in developing areas.  For example, there is little value in modifying structures to
prevent perching becuuse ravens hunt primarily on the wing (Boarman 2003). There is also no
evidence that lethal removal will have a long-lasting effect on raven population levels, raven
foraging behavior, or survival of juvenile tortoises (Boarman 2003). ?




Overall, the construction and operation of a northern transportation route through the Red Cliffs
Desert Reserve will increase the predation risk of desert tortoises due to its ability to provide a
dispersal corridor for predators and the availability of increased road-kill animals for predators to
scavenge. A fenced highway corridor, while it may reduce the availability of road-kill animals,
would result in the unmitigable effect of increased habitut fragmentation of Zone 3. Our
recommended recovery actions for the Mojave desert tortoise include management actions to
reduce human features that increase predator populatians (USFWS 2011).

Induced Growth

The proposed northern transpottation route may cause induced growth on private lands in the Red
Cliffs Desert Reserve.  Not all of the private lands have been acquired and protected (Figure 3).
A new highway could result in landewners selling their properties to commercial developers with
ensning land use changes, timing, and rate of change given the current absence of paved access
across this area.  The potential for new interchange locations or points of access may also increase
residential and commercial growth in these areas.  The Endangered Species Act regulations
require analyses and minimization of indirect effects, including growth and development
assoctated with new highways (National Wildlife Federation v. Coleman, 5th Circuit March 25,
1976},

As described above, we conclude that it would not be possible to minimize the effects to desert
tortoises of a northern transportation route in this area to the extent needed to preserve the
biolagical and ecological integrity of the ccosystem due to effects of habitat and population
fragmentation, invasive species, increased human access, and increased predation (see /nereased
Predation, above); all of which would be increased by induced growth.

Noise

The 1994 Recovery Plan cited noise and vibration as having potentially significant effects on the
desert tortoise’s behavior, communication, and hearing appararus (USIFWS 1994), While there
are no studies regarding the effects of road noise to desert torteise populations (see Road Effect
Zone, above), a large number of other vertebrate species are significanly negatively affecicd by
road noise (Reijnen and Foppen 2006, Fahrig and Rytwinski 2009, Benitez-Lopez et al. 2310,
Rytwinski and Fahrig 2012). Therefore, any evaluation of a northern transportation route thropgh
the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve should consider the poteniial effects of rouad noise to desert tortoises
and other wildlife species for which the Red Cliffs NCA provides important habilat.

As described in our 1994 desert tortoisc recovery plan (USFWS 1994) and reiterafed in Boarman
2002:

Anthropogenic noise and vibrations may impact tortoises in several ways including: disruption of
communication, and damage to the auditory system. Background noise may mask important
vocal signals in insects and amphibians (e.g., bushcrickets (Bailey and Morris 1986) and green
treefrogs (Ehret and Gerhardt 1980). Hierarchical social interactions, hearing, and vocal
communication have all been identified in desert tortoises (Adrian et al. 1938, Campbell and
Evans 1967, Patterson 1976, and Brattstrom 1974, Bowles el al. 1999},

Manry anthropogenic noises, such as automaobile, jet, and train noises cover a wide frequency
bandwidth. When such sounds propagate through the environment, the high frequencies rapidly
atlenuate, but the low frequencies may travel great distances (Lyon, 1973). The dominant
frequencies that remain after propagation correspond closely to the frequeney bandwidth
characteristic of desert tortoise vocalizations. Therefore, masking of these signals may
significantly alter an animal's ability to effeclively communicate or respond in appropriate ways.

The same holds true for incidental sounds made by approaching predators; masking of these
sounds may reduce a torioise’s ability to avoid capture by the predator. The degree to which
masking by noise affects tortoise survival and reproduction depends on the physical characteristics
(i.c., frequency, amplitude, and short- and long-term timing) of the noise and the animal signal,
propagation characteristics of the sounds in the particular environment, auditory acuities of the
tortoises, and importance of the signal in mediating social or predator interactions.

There ate no studies to test the masking effect of ncise on tortoise behavior, but the

effect is likely to be relatively low given that vocal communication is probably not extremely
important in mediating soctal interactions and that noises loud enough to mask sounds important to
tortoises are generally uncommon and short in duration.  Howgver, the noise would be contingcus
enough alongside heavily traveled roads to result in effects to tortoise behavior.

Loud noises {and associated vibrations} alse may damage the hearing apparatus of tortoises.
Little research has been performed on tortoise ears, but it is clear that tortoises are able to hear, and
the relatively complex vacal repertoires demonstrated by tortoises suggest that their hearing acuity
is similarly complex. Off-highway vehicle noise can reduce the hearing thresholds of Majave
fringe-toed lizards (Brattstrom and Bondello 1983 in USFWS 1994). Relatively short, single
bursts (500 sec} of loud sounds (95 dBA at S meters) cansed hearing damage to seven test lizards
(Brattstrom and Bondello 1983 i# USFWS 1994). Comparable results were obtained when desert
1guanas (Dipsosaurus dorsalis) were cxposed to one to ten hours of motoreycle noise (Bondello
1976 in USFWS 1994). It is likely that repeated or continuous exposure to damaging noises will
causc a greater reduction in auditory response of these lizards. It is not unreasonable to expect
loud noises [e.g., highway noise] to similarly impact the auditory performance of desert tortoiscs.

Assessment of the Washington Parkway Study

The Washington Parkway Study (study; Jacobs and Logan Simpson Design 2012) evaluated
effects of a new northern transportation corridor to desest tortoises. The study concluded that it
may be possible to develop a new transportation project that improves condilions on the Red Cliffs
Desett Reserve.  We do not agree that a new road could improve conditions for desert tortoises,
other sensitive species, or habitats within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (see Anal yses of Effects of
Roadways to Desert Tortoises, abave},

The Swdy offers a number of best management practices and recommendations to minimize
documented effects and improve conditions for desert tortoises from highway construction and

operation. We conclude that these measures are not sufficient to offset the negative effects of the
highway:




a. The study recommends the use of torteise fencing, culvert passages, and signs warning

motorists of the poteniial for lorioise presence.

We conclude that tortoise fencing and culverts would not fully compensate for the habitat
fragmentation effects of a multi-lane northern transportation route (see Habitar
Fragmentation and Population Viability, above). As previously described, there is no
evidence that desert tortoises are moving through existing culverts aiong the multi-lane
Red Hills Parkway in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (see Habitat Fragmentation and
Population Viability, above), and information is lacking to design passage structures to
cnsure population conncetivity. Therefore, additional fencing and culverts along a new
mulii-lane highway through Zone 3 would likely increase existing fragmentation (see
Habitat Fragmentation and Population Viability, above).

The stady suggests that an elevated roadway over important habitat arcas would prevent
direct impacts of tortoises being hit by vehicles and allow habitat to remain intact below the
bridge.

We agree that elevated roadways can reduce impacts of tortoise mortality from vehicle
collisions and provide increased connectivity as compared to culverts.  However, the long
cxpanscs of clevaicd crossings (3 miles minimum)' needed to climinate habitat
fragmentation in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve is likely not economically feasible. In
addition, there would still be impacts from invasive species, increased predation, and
potentially noisc associated with an clevated highway corridor (sce Jnvasive Species,
Increased Predation, and Noise above),

The study recommends eliminating Coftonwood Road.  The northern transportation route
would provide for east-west traffic demand and an additional road to the north may be
needed L0 access private property.

The removal of Cottonwood Road would provide positive benefits to the desert tortoise if
compleied irrcspective of the northern transportation route.  However, replacing
Cotionwood Road with the northern transportation route and an additional road to the north
does not result in reduced fragmentation of Zone 3. A northern transportation route would
likely incur higher vehicic speeds and increased traffic densities as compared to
Cottonwood Road, with commensurate higher effects to desert tortoises {Bearman and
Sazaki 2006, Nafus et al. 2013; see Road Effect Zone, above). The only feasible
management direction toward sustaining viable tortoise populations is to reduce existing
habitat fragmentation within Zone 3 (see Habitar Fragmentation and Population Viability,
above).

The study recommends reducing habitat loss by using minimum shoulder widths and
median barriers to reduce the construction footprint, and using wails to minimize cut and

fill requirements.

1 We estimated spans needed to cross the desert totisise reserve using G1S analysis of the proposed routing (Figutes
1 and 2) of the highway provided 10 vs by the BLM.
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We conclude that even if direct habitat loss is minimized, the resulting multi-lane highway
will still severely fragment desert tortoise populations in Zone 3 (see Hubitat
Fragmentation and Population Viability, above).

The study recommends restoring old abandoned roadways within the Red Cliffs Desert
Rescrve where they are not designated for recrcational use. The study also suggests that
there may be opportunities to consolidate utility corridors and access roads, limiting
disturbance in remote parts of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve,

As described above (sce Habitat Frugmentation and Population Viability, above), desert
tortoise habitat in Zone 3 of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve is already fragmented by
existing roads. Old abandoned roadways, access roads, and utility corridors also
contnibute to habitat degradation and we believe they should be sestored or consolidated as
feasible even without construction of a northern transportation route.

The study recommends that compensatory mitigation for a new northern transportation
route could include the purchase and protection of lands with other exisling tortoise
populations in the Upper Virgin River recovery unit.  These areas would be satellite
populations Lhat could become important if there is a marked population decline as a result
of a large fire or discasc,

As described ahove (see Habitat Fragmentation and Population Viability), Zone 3 is the
largest contiguous habilat within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. Due to its large size and
relatively dense tortoise populations, we do not believe there are remaining desert tortoise
habitats of sufficient size or quality to provide adequatc compensation for the loss of
ecological and population viability that would occur as the result of a northern
transportation route.  Satellite reserves by themselves would not result in sufficient
compensation for a multi-lane highway’s impacts to Zone 3, given that Zone 3 is the
largest, contiguous section of habitat in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (also see g., below).

The study recommends establishing a satelite reserve to minimize the potential for
localized exlirpation. The study also recommends establishment of a head-start program
(i.e., “tortoise hatchery™),

We agree that establishing a satellite reserve to minimize the potential for localized
extirpation is worthy of consideration cspecially given the low tortoise numbers in the Red
Cliffs Desert Reserve (see Table 1). The study's recommendation for a head-stast
program should be considered a last-resort or short-term option to increase tortoise
numbers in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve rather than as a long-term means of population
management. The need for satellite reserves or a head-start program should be addressed
cven without consiruaction of a new road through Zone 3.

The study recommends eliminating the spread of non-native plants assoctated with the
highway corridor by 1) using native plant species to resced disturbed areas following
highway construction, 2) washing equipment prior to entering and leaving the construction
site, 3) utilizing weed barriers and herbicides to reduce the spread of invasive species, 4)
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minimizing the project footprint to reduce the potential acreage for the introduction of
exotic and invasive species, and 5) using targeted grazing by goats and other bio-control
agenis.

We agree that these are appropriate measures for minimizing the introduction and
establishment of non-native plant species. However, sustained invasive weed species
management is likely to be difficult and costly (see Invasive Species and Fire, above). In
addition, none of these measures would be necessary if the northern transportation route is
not built.

The study recommends that 2 comprehensive fire management plan could be prepared that
incorporates the transportation facility as a fire break and point of access for fire fighters.

We agree that a comprehensive fire manageiment plan is an essential part of long-term
management of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.  However, a highway is not an essential
component of fire management, and brings additional negative impacts to tortoises and
their habitat {(see Habitar Fragmentation and Population Viability, Invasive Species,
Increased Human Access, Increased Predation, and Noise above). The BLM will
continue to address fire management under the NCA RMP; all alternatives include fire
management scenarios including the use of biological controls, targeted grazing, hand
removal, herbicides, mechanical methods, or a combination of methads to develop fuel
breaks and hazard fuel reduclion projects {BLM 2015).

The study recommends the use of trash management; increased signage relative to impacts
associated with litter and off-leash dogs; and avoiding structures that can be used as
perches by tortoise predators (e.g., overhead lighting, fences) to reduce the threat of
predalion,

We agree that these are appropriate measures for minimizing predation concerns {see
Increased Predation above). However, these actions are not sufficient to significantly
reduce the problem of increased raven predalion in developing areas {see Increased
Predation, above). Inaddition, none of these measures would be necessary if the northern
transpottation route is not built.

The study recommends that a new lransportation facility could be designed to allow limited
and controlled access to the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, encouraging recreation only on
designated trails.

We agree that these are appropriatc measures for minimizing human access concerns (see
Increased Human Access above). However, none of these measures would be necessary if
the northern transportation route is not built.

Consistency with Existing Land Use Planning Efforts

Preservation of exisiing ecological values and diversity are the foremaost objectives of the
Washington County HCP. These values include the endangered, threatened, and candidate
speeies of concern; the Mojave desert vegetation which provides food and cover for these and
other specics; and the relatively untrammeled areas which provide scenic spiendor for Washington
County inhabniants and visitors (WCHCP 1993),

The central clement of the Washington County HCP was the prolection of the threatened desert
tortoise through creation of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. Managcment of the Red Clitfs Desert
Reserve includes the removal of competing and consumptive uses which may potentially impact
the desert tortoisc and other species.  As described above (see Analyses of Effects of Roadways ta
Desert Tortoises), competing uses that could impact the desert tortoise and should therefore not be
authorized include the development of a northern transportation route within the Red Clifls Desert
Reserve,

The Washington County HCP spoke Lo Lhe presence of existing roads but did not identily the
development of any new roads within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (W.CHCP 1995). The
expansion of Skyline Drive (i.c., Red Hills Parkway) was the only new road project to occur in the
Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (WCHCP 1995). The Red Hills Parkway expansion was completed to
meet the traffic needs of the growing community,

As described above, tortoise barrier fencing and culverts were instalied along the Red Hilis
Parkway to allow tortoises to move under the road, but available information indicates that the
tortoises are not using these featurcs for dispersal (see Habitat Fragmentation and Population
Viability, sbove), Therefore the construction of any similar or larger highways would likely
increase habitat fragmentation within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, reducing the reserve’s ability
to meet its purpose of compensating for human development impacts under the HCP.

The Red Cliffs NCA includes a majority of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, which was created to
offset impacts to desert tortoises and their habitat from human development under the 1996
Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). Desert tortoise conservation is of
paramount importance in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, while other commensurate uses are
authorized as long as impacts to desert tortoises and their habitat are avotded or sufficiently
minimized.

As described by the BLM in their draft RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA, management decisions under
Alternative D {(which would allow for construction of the northern transportation route) would not
meet the conservation, protection, and enhancement purpose of the NCA for ecological resources.
The designalion of utility and transportation corridors would damage or destroy native vegetation
and adversely modify critical habitat for the desert tortoise, including destroying dens and
burrows, and native vegetation that provides shelter and nutrition. Injuries and mortalities to
tortoises during new utility developments or roadway conslruction would certainly oceur, as this
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area has some of the highest tortoise densitics documented in the Upper Virgin River Recovery
Unit.

A new multi-lane roadway, constructed along any of the alternative alignments proposed by
Washington County, would also fragment tortoise habitat and reduce population connectivity and
viability (see Habitat Fragmentation and Population Viability, above). The potential impacts on
desert tortoise populations could threaten the viability of tortoises in the Upper Virgin Rivee
Recovery Unit.

BLM manual No. 6220 Nationzal Monuments, National Conservation Areas, and Similar
Designations (Public) updated 7/13/2012 (BLM 2012) also states the BLM will only develop new
facilities, including structures and roads, within Monuments and NCAs where they are necessary
for public health and safety, are required under law, are necessary for the exercise of valid existing
rights or other non-discretionary uses, prevent impacts to fragile resources, or further the purposes
for which an area was designated.. As described throughout this paper (see Analyses of Effects of
Roadways to Desert Torloises, above), we conclude that a northemn transportation route would
have significant negative effect to the desert tortoise and other wildlife populations within the
Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In this paper we completed an evaluation of Washington County’s propesal Lo construct a
mulii-lane highway northern transportation route through the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.
Construction of a highway through this area was not envisioned by the 1995 Washington County
HCP which established the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve as compensation for impacts (o desert
tortoises and other species from ongeing residential and commercial development. A highway in
this area is also not consistent with the purpose, goals, and objectives of the Red Cliffs NCA.

The proposed northern transportation route is inconsistent with the HCP and NCA because the
construction and operation of a multi-lane highway would have signilicani negative impacts to
desert tortoises, their habitat, and the ecological functioning of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve for a
multitude of Mojave desert specics. Impacts from a northern transportation routc would include
increased road-kills, habitat fragmentation, invasive species and fire, hurnan access, predation, and
increased noises. These impacts are likely to have a substantial negative impact on the desert
tottoise population stability and viability within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.

We conclude that the effects of habitat fragmentation to tortoise populations from a highway are
not mitigahie (see Habitat Fragmentation and Population Viability, above) given our current
knowledge of managemcnt practices.  Although management actions may minimize some effects
of highways (e.g., fencing to reduce tortoise road-kills, reducing invasive weed species), more
study is needed to determine the efficacy of these methods, Tortoise barrier fencing also has the
effect of further fragmenting habitats and we are not aware of design features that would result 1n
the successful use of culverts by tortoises. We do not know if culverts can provide long-term,
sustained demographic and genetic connectivily within or betwecen fragmented desert tortoise
populations across a multi-lane highway. Similarly, additional information is needed on the
effects of noise to desert tortoises before this impact can be fully assessed.

New highways should not be considered within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve nntil we are able to
undf:rstand and fully avoid impacts to population viability, Furiher, there are no remaining
habitals of sufficient size or quality to provide adequale compensation for the loss of desert tortoise

population cannectivity and viability that would occur as the result of a northern transportation
route through Zone 3.

There is no support or scientific basis for the conclusions presented in the Washington Parkway
Study (Jacobs and Logan Simpson Design 2012) that there would be a net conservation benefit
from the construction, operation, and maintenance of a new highway through the Red Cliffs
National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.  For example, any beneficial effects
_from the road serving as a fire break would be nullified immediately by the road serving as an
ignition point and anchor point for the spread of invasive species (which often carry fire in the
Mo;a_wc system). The construction of an “elevated” highway would still present the same fire
igmtion and invasive species propagation issues as a grade-level highway.

The expansion and continuation of Red Hills Parkway east to I- 15 should be considered as an
alternative to the northern transporiation route. A comprehensive traffic analysis should be
conducted to examinc how the timing of traffic lights, existing route design and modification, and
the expansion of the Red Hills Parkway could all be augmented to enhance tralfic outcomes.
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