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Abstract: This proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final 
ronmental Impact Statement (FEIS), when combined with the Draft 
ronmental Impact Statement (DEIS) describes and analyzes four alternatives 
management of public lands and resources in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, 
Antimony planning units. The four alternatives addressed are: 

Alternative A, No Action; Alternative B, Planning; Alternative C, Production, 
and Alternative D, Protection. The Proposed Resource Management Plan is 
patterned after the Planning Alternative and focuses on resolving five 
planning issues. These issues addressed such topics as land disposal, oil, 
gas, and geothermal leasing, coal leasing, protection of sensitive resources, 
providing habitat and forage for domestic livestock and wildlife, and 
providing woodland products on a sustained basis. When the RMP is finalized, 
it will provide a comprehensive framework for management of public lands 
resources. 

For Further Information Contact: 

Sheridan Hansen George Peternel 
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Cedar City, Utah 84720 801-644-2672 
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How To us This Document 

This document consists of two major sections, the Proposed Resource Management 
Plan (RMP) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), consisting of a volume of narrative and 
a map addendum, was distributed earlier (May 1984). 

7he proposed Resource Management Plan describes the management objectives and 
actions, ratimdecision imp=ntation, support needs and program 
coordination, program monitoring, and cost estimates. The proposed RMP is 
provided first to orient the reader to the management programs and provide a 
reference as to how the planning alternative has been modified from the DEIS, 
based upon public comment. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement contains six chapters including: (1) 
the Introduction; (2) Public Comments and Responses; (3) Alternatives; (4) 
Affected Environment; (5) Environmental Consequences; and, (6) Consultation and 
Coordination. Most of the data and information found in the DEIS are 
considered part of the final and are not reproduced in this document. Only 
those portions of the draft which were changed or added to, as the result of 
public input or reevaluation, are addressed in the FEIS. Thie Evironmental 
Consequences of the proposed plan will be provided in full and not referenced 
to the DEIS. Finally, the section on Comments and Responses provides an easy 
reference as to how public comment affected the proposed decisions and how 
they have been incorporated into the FEIS. 

Together, the DEIS, the map addendum, and this document constitute the full 
Enviornmental Impact Statement documentation. 

The proposed RMP in this document is a modified version of the perferred 
alternative found in the DEIS. To aid in comparing the two documents, arrows 
( ) > have been placed in the margins of this section on Program Directions 
indicating changes made on the DEIS. Maps represent proposed decisions. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The following summary briefly reviews the oevelopment of this document and 
its companion volume (the Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement Draft). The analysis and information 
presented in this document, the Final, is organized differently from that of 
the Draft in that the Proposed Resource Management Plan portion is presented 
separately from the EIS portion. This has been done purposely to focus 
attention directly on the management decisions that are being proposed for the 
planning area. In response to both public comment and internal review, 
changes have been made between the Preferred Alternative of the Draft and the 
Proposed RMP presented below. Where such changes have resulted in a 
significant departure from the environmental impact analysis presented in the 
Draft, additional impact analysis has been performed and is presented in this 
document. 

A. Location 

The Final Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Environmental Statement/Resource 
Management Plan (FEIS/RMP) addresses the proposed Resource Management Plan for 
1,071,4OD acres of public lands in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony 
planning units of the Cedar City District in southwestern Utah. 
lands affected are predominately found in Iron, Beaver, and Garfieid 

The 

Counties. There are also minor acreages in both Washington and Kane 
Counties. Withir. the planning area, there are 1,071,400 acres of public lands 
ranging in elevation from 5,500 to 110,000 feet with associated vegetation 
cove r ranging from desert shrub to mountain shrub and subalpine types. 

admi 

B. Planning Issues 

The EIS/RMP addresses the management of all Bureau of Land Management 
nistered resources and lands within the planning area. However, primary 

focus is on the resolution of issues which have been identif'ied through the 
public participation process. Five planning issues have been identified and 
analyzed: Special Resource Protection Measures. This issue addressed the 
special protections above and beyond normal multiple use management conveyed 
upon certain resources through special legislation, regulation, policy, 
special agreement, and/or management concern. Lands Actions. This issue 
addresses the concerns of the disposal of public lands that-meet Federal Land 
Policy Management Act (FLPMA) criteria and other multiple use management 
considerations for disposal, and the designation of major corridors as 
identified by the Western Regional Corridor Study (1980). F'ora e 
Management/Land Treatment. This issue addresses the concer'ils o ---+ the balanced 
management of the forage resource to provide for soil and watershed 
stabilization, the provision of forage for wildlife, and for livestock. Also 
of concern in this issue is implementation of land treatments (vegetation 
treatments and facilities) to meet specific forage management objectives. 
Minerals. This issue addresses the concerns of the revision of existing oil 
and gas leasing categories to reflect updated resource information. Also 
addressed are the concerns of the application of the coal screening process 
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which includes 1) the call for coal resource information, 2) the application 
of coal unsuitability criteria, 3) the application of multiple resource 
considerations, and 4) surface owner consultations to lands determined to have 
coal resource development potential. Forestry. This issue has been 
identified for the Cedar and Beaver planning units only and addresses the 
concerns of managing the woodlands resource for the sustained production of 
fuelwood, posts and poles, and Christmas trees (existing management programs 
in the Garfield and Antimony units would be continued). 

C. Alternatives Considered in the Draft 

Four alternatives were considered in detail in the Draft. Within each 
alternative, a complete resource management plan which prescribes the 
management of both issue and nonissue associated resources was analayzed. 
While the resolution of conflicts was the primary focus of the alternatives, 
providing overall programmatic guidance was also of major concern. The four 
alternatives considered in detail in the DEIS are briefly described below: 

1. Continuation of Present Management Alternative (No Action) 

The No Action Alternative addresses the continuation of existing 
management practices at current levels and intensities. No management actions 
or changes designed specifically to resolve planning issues are proposed under 
this alternative. 

2. Planning Alternative 

The Planning Alternative represents a middle-of-the-road approach to 
resolving the five planning issues. In situations where existing management 
practices are inadequate, prescriptions are presented for the modification of 
such practices. Some aspects of this alternative stress development, such as 
the designation of major corridors, the determination of additional lands as 
being available for further consideration for coal leasing, ancl the proposal 
for several thousand acres of land treatments. Other aspects of the 
alternative stress resource protection, such as placing additional acreage 
under protective oil and gas leasing categories and stipulations, the adoption 
of visual resource management objectives, and the possible adjustment of 
grazing uses to estimated grazing capacity on intensive management allotments 
as indicated by monitoring studies. 

3. Production Alternative 

The Production Alternative is oriented toward resolving the planning 
issues and managing the public lands resources to favor the production of 
commodity goods. Special resources are provided protection to the extent of 
the law. All discretionary actions would enhance commodity production. 
Examples are the proposal of approximately 43,700 acres of lands for disposal, 
designation of major corridors, the proposal to treat 736,000 acres for forage 
production, the recategorization of nearly all lands into oil and gas leasing 
Category 1 - the least restrictive category, etc. 

;: 
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4. Protection Alternative 

The Protection Alternative emphasizes the improvement o'r maintenance of 
important and sensitive environmental values. Proposals under this 
alternative would modify present management practices to place highest 
priority on protecting key wildlife and riparian/fisheries habitats, and 
associated noncommodity values. All discretionary actions <stress 
environmental protection. 

The Planning Alternative was tentatively selected in the Draft, subject to 
public review and comment, as the Preferred Alternative. The proposed action 
for the rangeland management, however, was the Continuation of Present 
Management - No Action Alternative (as required by policy). 

II. PUBLIC INPUT 

A. Public Comments and Responses 

Over 200 public comments in 20 comment letters were received on the 
Draft. Topics addressed in these comments covered nearly the full range of 
subjects discussed in the EIS as well as the planning process in general. 
Responses to these comments have been formulated and constitute a major 
portion of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). In addition to 
written input on the Draft, there were three formal opportunities to present 
oral comments at open houses held in Panguitch, Utah (June 26, 1984), Beaver, 
Utah .( June 27, 1984), and Cedar City, Utah (June 28, 1984). 

B. Effects of Comments on the Plan 

Comments on the Draft have affected the Proposed Plan in several ways: 
They have pointed out where errors were made in the analysis. An example of 
this is where the Draft cited nearly 83,000 acres of Crucial Deer Winter 
Range, but only proposed to provide seasonal protections for oil, gas, and 
geothermal leasing on 68,000 acres. This disparity was caused by mapping and 
acreage tabulation errors which resulted in an over-accounting of CDWR by 
approximately 21,000 acres. These errors have been corrected in the proposed 
plan. 

Another example of modification of the planning in response to comments is 
in the Soil, Water, and Air Program. Several commentors po,inted out that 
there appeared to be insufficient data on hand to make specific decisions 
about watershed management at this point in time. The proposals made in the 
draft have, therefore, been modified so that management decisions will be 
formulated through the process of more detailed activity land planning and 
that the RMP provides direction in the development of such activity plans. 

Additionally, proposals in the Draft in such areas as corridor designation 
and ORV management have been modified in response to comments. In summary, 
the public has had a significant effect on the form and content of the 
proposed RMP when compared with the Preferred Alternative psresented in the 
Draft. 
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C. Opportunities for Further Public Involvement 

There are a number of additional points in which public involvement in the 
CBGA RMP takes place. First, there is a thirty-day review period for this 
document before any decisions can be implemented. A protest may be lodged 
with the Director-of the BLM during this period against any decision in the 
plan by, "Any person who participated in the planning process and has an 
interest which is or may be adversely affected by approval . . . of a resource 
management plan . . ." (43 CFR 1610.5.2[a]). 

The more detailed activity plans that will be developed under the 
direction of the RMP will also provide opportunity for public participation. 

Finally, periodic reviews of the RMP through the Plan Monitoring and 
Evaluation process will provide for public input on the continued utility of 
the plan, continued consistency with officially approved plans of State, 
local, and other other federal agencies, changes in planning issues, and 
progress toward plan objectives. 

III. MAJOR ACTIONS 

There are management prescriptions for every resource program in the 
planning area. Some of these, such as for Fire Management and Cultural 
Resources Management, are essentially to continue with existing management. 
In some cases, such as with off-road vehicle and Visual Resource Management, 
formal management prescriptions will be implemented for the first time. In 
most other resource programs, management prescriptions represent adjustments 
or revisions of existing management practices to resolve identified problems. 
Summaries of the major actions in these programs are as follows: 

Lands - A total of 37,000 acres of public lands would be proposed for 
dispxthrough sales, exchanges, selections, etc. One hundred and ten miles 
of corridors will be designated in two separate corridors for power 
transmission lines. 

Minerals - Revised oil and gas leasing categories will be applied to the 
planning area in the following categories: 

Open with Standard Stipulations (Category 1) - 915,900 acres 
Open with Special Stipulations (Category 2) - 145,100 acres 
Open with No Surface Occupancy (Category 3) - 10,400 acres 
Not Open to Leasing (Category 4) 0 acres 

These leasing categories will also be extended to geothermal leasing which 
has not been under the leasing category system. 

The application of the coal screening process resulted in a finding of 
3,900 acres as unsuitable for surface mining and 37,000 acres as available for 
further consideration for leasing for underground mining. Approximately 
33,100 acres would be available for further leasing consideration for surface 
mining. Prior to any leasing, Coal Unsuitability Criteria 16 and 19 must be 
applied which could reduce the acreage actually available for leasing. 

. . 
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Off-road Vehicles - ORV designations wi 
the planning area as follows: 

11 be app lied to federal surface in 

Open - 1,023,700 
Limited (seasonal) - 47,700 

Wildlife - Seven habitat management plans will be developed to improve 
327,000 acres of mule deer habitat, 4,000 acres of elk habitat, 142,800 acres 

, of antelope habitat, and 23 acres of riparian habitat. 

Watershed - Watershed management plans will be developed for each planning 
unit to assess the utility of existing data, determine areas of significant 
erosion, determine surface and groundwater quality problems and needs, 
identify data needs, and prioritize individual problem areas for corrective 
actions. 

Forestry - Sustained harvest limits will be established at between 3,750 
and 6,000 cords per year (depending on conversion of woodlands to grassland 

. types for livestock grazing) and will be augmented by the development of 
improved access both to and within the stands. Commercial harvesting will be 
limited to salvage operations within the Cedar and Beaver planning units. 

Rangeland Management - Intensive management will be implemented on 75 
allotments with identified significant management problems. Currently 
adequate management will be maintained on 41 allotments. Current custodial 
management will be maintained on 57 allotments. Specific treatments, 
facilities, and developments will be determined through the development of 
Allotment Management Plans or other formal grazing agreements. 

Visual Resources - VRM classes will be established and applied to federal 
lands as follows: 

VRM Class II - 68,600 
VRM Class III - 102,400 
VRM Class IV - 900,400 

For the reader's convenience, this document is organized in two distinct 
parts. Part I contains the Proposed Resource Management Plan. Part II 
contains the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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A. Ofganizafion of the Plan 

This plan contains the objectives and land use decisions on all public 
lands within the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony Planning Area. It 
describes the general terms of implementation, prioritization, monitoring, and 
evaluation. It describes how each resource will be managed and the 
anticipated costs of implementing each program over a 20-year time frame. The 
plan does not present information on environmental consequences or 
interactions between management prescriptions. This information is available 
in Part II, Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Resource Management Plan is presented in the section, Program 
Directives. Each of the basic resource programs are discussed in terms of 
Objectives, Management Actions and Priorities, Rationale, Decision 
Implementation, Support Needs and Program Coordination, Plan Monitoring, and 
Cost Estimation. At the end of each program discussion, a program decision 
and monitoring matrix summary is provided for easy reference to program 
monitoring and evaluation. 

The types of information found under each of the headings include: 

Objectives: Provides overall resource program directives and planned 
Glts to be achieved during the plan life. 

Management Actions and Priorities: Describes a set of related decisions 
and conditions which define the combination of allowable resource uses and 
general management priorities to be followed in managing the various 
public land resources in a specific portion of the planning area. 
Priorities describe the relative importance of each planning decision. 

Rationale: Provides the reasons for implementing or selecting the 
management actions or a specific course of action followed in the RW. 

Decision Implementation: Describes when management actions take effect 
and what additional activity or project planning is required before 
on-the-ground actions can be implemented. 

Support Needs and Program Coordination: Identifies actions or additional 
planning required from other resource programs which would be required to 
meet program objectives. Examples of support needs include cadasdral 
survey, realty actions, access development, etc. Program coordination 
identifies the interactions between different resource programs required 
to implement decisions affecting the same geographic area. 

Plan Monitoring and Proqram Evaluation (Matrix): Identifies individual 
decisions to be implemented, the standards for assessment, the method of 
assessment, and intervals of monitoring required to evaluate each 
individual program's progress toward achieving management objectives. 

:. 
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Cost Estimation: Provides an estimate of work month and capital outlay 
(in current year dollars) required to meet management objectives for a 
ZO-year period. 

t3. Planming Horizon 

The management decisions identified in the proposed plan will remain in 
effect until such time as the plan is no longer valid or a plan amendment is 
completed. The RMP is considered invalid when: 

(1) Maintenance and amendments are inadequate to keep the plan current 
with changing circumstances, resource conditions, or policies; and 

(2) New data, new or revised policy, changes in resource status are 
identified, .affecting two or more of the planning issues or a majority of 
the plan. 

C. Plan MonMorhg 

The implementation of the CBGA-RMP will be monitored during the life of 
the plan to ensure that management actions are meeting program objectives. 
Formal monitoring of resource programs is identified in the section on Program 
Direction. 

Management actions arising from RMP decisions will be monitored to ensure 
consistency with the intent of the plan. Formal monitoring will be 
performed by the District Office at intervals of These reviews will: 
(1) assess the progress of plan implementation and determine if management 
actions are resulting in satisfactory progress toward achieving objectives, 
(2) evaluate the plan to see if it is still consistent with the plans and 
policies of State or local government, other Federal agencies, and Indian 
tribes, insofar as practicable, and (3) ascertain whether new data are 
available that would require alteration of the plan. 

As part of the monitoring review, the government entities mentioned above 
will be provided the opportunity to evaluate the plan and advise the District 
Manager of its consistency with their officially approved resource management 
related plans and policies. Authorized advisory groups will also be consulted 
during the review in order to secure their input. 

Upon completion of a periodic monitoring review or in the event that 
modifying the plan becomes necessary, the Cedar City District Manager will 
determine what, if any, changes are necssary to ensure that the management 
actions of the plan are consistent with its objectives. If the District 
Manager finds that a plan amendment is necessary, an environmental analysis of 
the proposed change will be conducted and a recommendation on the amendment 
will be made to the State Director. If the amendment is approved, it may be 
implemented 30 days after notice in the Federal Register. 

Changes in the plan may take the form of maintenance actions or plan 
amendments. Maintenance actions respond to minor data changes. Such 
maintenance is limited to further refining or documenting a previously 
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approved decision incorporated in the plan. Maintenance actions do not 
require the formal public involvement and interagency coordination process 
undertaken for plan amendments. A plan amendment may be initiated because of 
the need to consider monitoring findings, new data, new or revised policy, a 
change in circumstances, or a proposed action that may result in a change in 
the scope of resource uses or a change in the terms, conditions and decisions 
of the approved plan. 

D. Plan /mp/ementation 

A record of decision will be issued following publication of the FEIS and 
the proposed RMP. The record of decision will contain decisions on all the 
land use recommendations proposed in the FEIS. The record of decision will be 
the approval authority for implementing the land use allocations, objectives, 
and actions contained in the proposed RMP. However, additional activity plans 
and environmental assessments will be required prior to conducting many site 
specific actions. 

Implementation of many actions will be tied to the budget and funding 
allocations through the Annual Work Planning process. Completion of these 
projects will be dependent on receiving adequate funding allocations. Many 
funding decisions are made outside of the planning system and affect the 
achievement of program objectives and implementation of management actions. 
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1. Objectives 

The objectives of the lands program are to provide more effective public 
land management and to improve land use, productivity and utility through: a) 
accommodation of community expansion and economic development needs; b) 
improved land ownership patterns; and c) providing for the authorization of 
legitimate uses of public lands by processing use authorization such as 
rights-of-way, leases, permits, and State land selections in response to 
demonstrated public needs. 

2. Management Actions and Priorities 

The major management decisions in the lands program are: 

(a) Land Disposal 

(1) Make available for disposal over the life of the plan, 
approximately 37,000 acres of public land described in Lands Table 1 and Lands 
Map 1. These lands will be classified for disposal by: 

(a) Analyzing each proposed disposal to determine 
what effects the porposed action will have on the social, economical, and 
resource values. 

appraisal. 
(b) Establishing the fair market value through 
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(c) Public notification of the details of the 
proposed disposal for public comment. 

(2) Develop a disposal plan which identifies a preferred 
annual rate of lands availability, method of priority establishment, and means 
of coordinating disposal program with adjacent planning units. 

(3) Assure that no major investments, such as seedings, 
fences, roads, etc., will be made on land identified for disposal. 

(b) Corridor Designation 

(1) Designate two corridors for power transmission lines 
covering approximately 110 miles, one mile in width, as identifed in Lands Map 
2. These corridors were identified and analyzed for the Intermountain Power 
Project (USDI, BLM. IPP Volumes II and III Project Alternatives, Appendices 
and References, 1979.) under the titles of IPP Southern California System 
Preferred Route, IPP Utah System Preferred Route, and IPP Utah System 
Alternative Route. These corridors were analyzed for establishment of power 
transmission lines and are designated for that purpose. Any use authorization 
other than for electrical transmission lines will require a separate analysis. 

ii . . . ..,. 

(2) Encourage, to the maximum extent practicable, the 
location of new major rights-of-way within designated corridors. 

(3) A regional or state-wide study and analysis will be 
made of corridor needs and additional corridor designations made based on that 
analysis. Any additional corridor designations, identified as a result of 
this study, would require a planning amendment. 

(4) Attach the following stipulations to rights-of-way for 
electrical transmission lines located within these corridors on lands 
administered by BLM. 

1. Blasting and other surface disturbances would be prohibited within 
500 feet of all live springs, reservoirs or water wells. . . f:{: 

::' 
2. During critical periods, transmission line construction would cease ii. 

in deer, sage grouse, and bald eagle habitat along the transmission 
lines. Table Lands-2 lists habitat areas and crucial periods. 

3. Following the advice of a qualified wildlife biologist as designated 
by the appropriate federal official, roads, railroads, towers, and 
other ground disturbing activities would be located 200 yards from 
identified active dens, burrows, nests, or roosting sites to protect 
the species listed below: 
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Species 

Deer 

Crucial Transmission 
Concern Periods Line Segment Milepost 

Crucial Jan 1 - Apr. 30 Sigurd to Paragonah 68-75 
Winter 
Range 

Utah Town 
Prairie Dog Sites 

Sage Grouse Strutting Mar 15 - May 1 Sigurd to Paragonah 68-71 
Grounds 

Bald & 
Golden 
Eagle 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

SPECIES, HABITAT, AND PERIODS OF CONCERN 

Year Long Sigurd to Paragonah 66-70 

Winter Feb 15 - Jun 30 Paragonah to St. George 3-7 
Roost 
Sites 

Use helicopters to erect towers and string conductors in areas 
designated by the appropriate federal official, where access across 
the terrain or management constraints precludes standard construction 
methods. 

The applicant would prepare photographic simulations of areas in 
which facilities are proposed within foreground-middleground areas of 
high scenic value or high sensitivity. Using the simulation as a 
guide, the applicant would design and locate structures to blend into 
the existing environment. Affected government agencies would 
evaluate and approve measures before construction is begun. 

Transmission lines would be maintained and repaired to specifications 
established by the authorized officer. 

All existing improvements along transmission systems would be 
protected and damage would be repaired. 

All public land survey monuments, private property corners, and 
forest boundary monuments would be located, marked, and protected in 
place. In the event of destruction, they would be replaced. 

Clearing would be restricted to the minimum necessary. 

Scalping of top soil would not be permitted along the transmission 
line. Dozer, blade, or ripper-equipped tracked vehicles would not be 
allowed except for access road construction. 

The applicant shall conduct surveys of the grant area to determine if 
any threatened or endangered species (flora and fauna) are present. 
If such species are found the applicant shall comply with the 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act (PL-97-304) including 
consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service. The applicant will 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

take no action that will in any way destroy or adversely modify the 
critical habitat of any federally listed threatened or endangered 
species. 

A plan of operation would be prepared covering the construction of 
all project facilities in cooperation with the appropriate federal 
agencies. The applicant would provide funding to the appropriate 
federal agencies for administration of construction activities. 

Material borrow areas would be restored when possible to blend with 
adjacent terrain. 

Along transmission lines, removal of trees would be limited to those 
closer than 20 feet to an electrical power conductor. Whenever 
possible, clearing of trees creating a hazard would be done after 
conductor installation to minimize tree removal. 

Appropriate road signs for public safety purposes would be provided 
during construction, such as "Caution Heavy Truck Traffic" or "Be 
Prepared to Stop," where considered necessary. 

All rivers, streams, and washes would be crossed at existing roads or 
bridges, except at locations designated by the appropriate federal 
official. The applicant would be required to install culverts or 
bridges at points where new permanent access roads would cross live 
streams. Where streams are crossed by temporary roads, dirt fills or 
culverts would be placed and removed upon completion of the project. 
Any construction activity in a perennial stream would be prohibited 
unless specifically allowed by the appropriate federal official. All 
stream channels and washes would be returned to their natural state. 

Vegetation which has been cleared due to construction or other 
activity associated with this project would be re-established (to the 
extent practical) where designated by the appropriate federal 
official. Vegetation cleared during construction would be shredded 
and left as mulch. 

The applicant would prepare a screening plan to minimize visual 
impacts from structures. The plan must be submitted in writing to 
the appropriate federal official, to obtain approval before starting 
construction. 

All trash, packing material, and other refuse would be removed from 
construction areas on federal land and placed in approved sanitary 
landfills. 

Nonspecular conductors and compatible insulators would be installed 
on transmission line systems where required by the authorized 
officer. 

,:. :.. ::., :.:. 
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21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

Access roads on federal lands blocked as the result of construction 
of project components would be rerouted or rebuilt. Cattle guards or 
gates would be provided along the new,access roads as directed by the 
appropriate federal official. 

Intensive archaeological surveys and clearance would be required for 
all project sites (as specified in BLM Manual 8111.14) prior to new 
construction. Properties eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places would be identified in consultation with 
the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer as specified in 
36 CFR 800.4.and 36 CFR 63. Wherever possible, sites would be 
avoided. Where avoidance is not possible, mitigation of adverse 
effects to sites eligible for the National Register would be 
undertaken in compliance with 36 CFR 800. Sites discovered during 
construction or other activities authorized by BLM would be evaluated 
and managed as specified in 36 CFR 800. 

The applicant would provide funding for a qualified paleontologist 
who would be approved by the appropriate federal official. The 
paleontologist would conduct an intensive survey of all areas to be 
disturbed which are identified by the appropriate federal official as 
having high potential for paleontological resources. An approved 
paleontologist would be available, as needed, during surface 
disturbance. If the paleontologist determines that paleontological 
values would be disturbed, construction would be halted until 
appropriate action could be taken. 

In cooperation with the appropriate federal official, a fire control 
plan would be prepared. Internal combustion engines would be 
equipped with approved exhaust mufflers or spark arrestors. 

Travel would be restricted to right-of-way and existing public 
roads. Cross-country motor vehicle travel would be restricted on 
lands within the limited categories. 

All low voltage power transmission lines would be designed to prevent 
electrocution of raptors. 

Transmission line construction would not be allowed when in conflict 
with existing mining and drilling operations. 

Water bars would be constructed on permanent access roads to 
adequately divert runoff to natural drainages. Location of water 
bars would be determined by the appropriate federal Official. 
Roadside drainage ditches would be constructed on access roads to 
reduce water flow and velocity. Drain ditches would be dug at 
intervals determined by the federal authorizing officer. Roads would 
be tlout-sloped" as much as possible. Berms would be removed. 

Note: Stipulations l-28 were tiered to a list of stipulations found in 
IPP EIS (1979) and represent a partial list of those stipulations which 
would be applied to corridors in CBGA. 
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C. Use Authorization 

(1) Process applications for use authorizations such as 
rights-of-way, leases, and permits on a case-by-case basis. 

(2) Provide timely response to applications for use 
authorizations and State selections in accordance with current procedures and 
policies. 

C. Priority. The priority of management actions in-the lands 
program is subject to change dependent on demonstrated public demands and 
needs. Therefore, the management action priorities will be established by 
demonstrated public demands and needs as determined by the authorized 
officer. 

3. Rationale 

. Land Disposal. Lands identified for disposal are generally 
lands that areabelieved to be needed for community expansion or the lands are 
difficult and uneconomical to manage by a Federal agency. 

The lands that are considered difficult and uneconomical to manage are 
characterized by isolation from large blocks of public land and lack legal 
and/or physical access. The resource values on these lands are not great 
enough to justify the cost of acquiring access. Because of their isolation, 
unauthorized land uses frequently occur. Their disposal would integrate them 
into adjoining private land uses where they could be more economically 
developed and utilized and would promote a more unified land ownership 
pattern. 

b. Corridors. The purpose of corridor designation is to 
identify areas of preferred locations for future major right-of-way grants, to 
expedite the process of issuing authorization for these grants, and to avoid 
the proliferation of rights-of-way. 

C. Use Authorizations. Use authorizations, State selections, 
and exchanges are based on expressed needs of individulas and user groups. 
Since it is difficult to anticipate what these needs might be, they are I 
addressed on a case-by-case basis when the need is expressed. > 

4. Plan Implementation 

Implementation of decisions directing the lands program commences upon 
approval of the plan. A list of lands identified for eventual disposal, 
corridor designations, and continuation of use authorizations would become 
effective upon plan approval. Development of a lands disposal plan would be 
the responsibility of the area lands specialist and would be assigned through 
the AWP process and completed within one year of RMP approval. Corridor 
designation is based upon the analysis made in the Environmental Impact 
Statement for the IPP project (Volumes II and III, Project Alternatives, 

::i 
:. :.: .:. 
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Appendices, and References) and any use authorizations for electrical power 
transmission lines within the designated corridors is contingent upon the 
analysis made in the IPP EIS, and stipulations required in this plan would be 
attached to right-of-way grants when issued. 

5. Support and Program Coordination 

a. Support Needs. The following support needs would be 
required to achieve management objectives outlined for the lands program: 

-Clerical 
-Cadastral Survey 
-Land Appraisals 
-Mineral Examinations 
-Site Resource Evaluations for Affected Resources 

b. Program Coordination. Program coordination between the 
lands program and other programs will be administered as follows: 

(1) Land Disposal. The normal NEPA (Environmental 
Assessments) and Land Report process will provide for input and coordination 
with other programs. 

(2) Corridor Designation. Program coordination will be 
achieved through the normal NEPA and land report process. 

(3) Use Authorization. The normal NEPA process will 
provide for input and coordination with other programs. 
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6. Lands RMP Monitoring and Evaluation 

Management Action to 
be Implemented Standard for Assessment Method of Assessment Interval of Assessment 

1. Land Disposal 
Identify for disposal 
37,000 Bcres 

Develop disposal plan 

Implement Disposal Plan 

2. Corridor Designation 
Desi anate 2 corridors 
based on IPP Environmental 
analysis with applicable 
stipulations and condi- 
tions. 

37,000 acres listed and); 
described. 

N/A N/A 

Activity plan has been 
written: 

AWP and end of year report N/A 

Rate of disposal availa- 
bility described in plan. 

Prioritization structure 
developed in plan. 

Coordinating with adjacent), 
planning units establish- 
ed in plan. / 

Availability rate, disposal 
prioritization, and coordin- 
ation in effect. 

AWP and end of year report Annual 

Map and environmental analysis WA 
developed depicting designated 
corridors & stipulations, and 
conditions clearly identified for 
specific line segments or envir- 
onmental hazards. 

WA 

: :. ‘. 
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6. Lands RMP Monitoring and Evaluation (Continued) 

Management Action to 
be Implemented Standard for Assessment Method of Assessment Interval of Assessment 

2. Corridor Designation 
(Continued) 

Encourage major ROWS to lo- 
cate within designated cor- 
ridors to the maximum ex- 
tent practicable. 

Conduct a regional or state- 
w wide study and analysis of 
Iu corridor needs and base 

additional corridor desig- 
nations on that analysis. 

3. Use Authorizations 
Process use authoriza- 
tion applications on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Process use authoriza- 
tion applications on a 
timely basis. 

Major ROW applications are ap- AWP and end of year report Annual 
proved for location within 
designated corridors. 

Applications are being 
processed and no signifi- 
cant backlogs are develop- 
ing. 

Sensitive resources are 
being provided adequate 
protection. 

Use Authorization applica- 
tions are processed in 
accordance with current pro- 
cedures and policies. 

Case load review, AWP and 
progress report. 

Compli ante checklist 

Case load review AWP and 
progress report. 

Annual 

Annual 



7. Lands Program Estimated Costs 

Planned Action 
Measurement 

Units l-5 
Years Total 

6-10 11-15 16-20 costs 

Disposal Plan Each (7) 

Disposal of Lands Acres (37,000) 

z 
Corridor Designations Each (2) 

Use Authorization Case (500) 125 cases 125 cases 125 cases 125 cases 
& Compliance 70 WM=$l96,000 70 WM=&196,000 70 WM=$l96,000 70 WM=$l96,000 70 WM=$196,000 

5 Year Total Costs 

*WM costs based on 92,80O/WM 

9,200 acres 9,200 acres 9,200 acres 9,200 acres 
20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 
Other Costs Other Costs Other Costs Other costs 
64,500 $4,500 $4,500 $4,500 

-O- -O- -O- 

-O- -o- $ 2,800 

224,000 

18,000 

-o- 

$784,000 

$1,010,000 
18,000 

$1,028,800 

.,:. ,..-::: .‘.~.‘.‘.‘_~,~,‘. 7” 
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LANDS TABLE 1 
LANDS AVAILABLE FOR DISPOSAL 

DISPOSAL 
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION SUBDIVISION ACRES CRITERIA 
__________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

T26S 

127s 

T28S 

T29S 

T30S 

RlOW 

R9W 

RlOGI 

R7W 

R8W 
R6W 

RlCk/ 

RllW 

R7W 

R8W 

RlOW 

RllW 

R12W 

13 
25 

30 

21 
28 

33 
34 

35 
35 

4 
29 
10 
15 

19 
20 

22 
4 

9 
10 
24 

25 

34 
35 

9 
18 
33 

14 
23 

1 

14 

5 
6 

10 
14 

15 
16 
23 

27 

28 
35 

w1/2 
ALL 
El/2NW1/4,NE1/4SW1/4,LOTs 1 THRU 4 

E1/2W1/2,NWl/4NW1/4 
E1/2NW1/4,S1/2SWl/4 
NE1/4,N1/2~1/4,sW1/4~1/4,E1~2w1~2 
~1/2SE/14,LOT1,2,3,6 

w1/2 
S1/2SE1/4 

w1/2NW1/4 
LOTS 6 & 7 
LOTS 1,2,3,4 
!X1/4NW1/4,E1/2SWl/4,sW1/4sW1/4 

ALL 
SW1/4,NW1/4NW1/4 
wl/2NE1/4,NE1/4sEl/4 

sw1/4sw1/4 

w1/2~w1/4 
~1/2NW1/4,NW1/4SW1/4,SW1/4NE1/4 

El/2 

ALL 

NE1/4 
ALL 

ALL 
LOTS 1&2,NW1/4NE1/4,NEl/4NW1/4 

NW1/4SEl/4 

Sw1/4SE1/4SE1/4SWl/4 
E1/2NW1/4 

LOT 4 
NE1/4SW1/4 

SE1/4NE1/4 
N1/2Sw1/4,Sl/2NW1/4,LOT 3,4 

ALL 

s1/2 
N1/2 
El/2NEl/4,SE1/4,sEl/4sw 

Sll2 
N1/2 

ALL 
N1/2SW1/4,Nl/2sEl/4 

ALL 

313 
656 

289 
200 

160 
440 

282 
320 

80 
80 

5 
180 

155 
640 

200 
120 

40 
80 

160 
320 

640 
160 
640 

640 
160 
40 

80 
80 

42 
40 

40 
239 
642 

320 
320 

1/4,LOT 4 320 

320 
320 

641 
160 
640 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
1 

1 
2 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
----------------__-_----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART 
OF THE PUBLIC LANDS. 
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE. 
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 
DISPOSAL 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION SUBDIVISION ACRES CRITERIA 
___---_-------_--------------- _----_-__---------------------------------------------------------- 

T31S R12W 18 NE1/4NE1/4,S1/2 
19 w1/2 

30 LOT1 

31 LOT 1 
R13W 1 LOTS4,5,12 

13 El/2 

20 El/2 

21 El/2 
28 N1/2,SW1/4 

29 El/2 
31 ALL 
33 NW114 

R5W 8 N1/2NE1/4,NEl/4Nw1/4 

T32S R12W 7 LOT 1 
R13W 14 ALL 

23 E/12,NW1/4 

26 El/2 

30 E1/2W1/2,LOTs1 THRU 4 
31 E1/2,E1/2W1/2,LOTS1 THRU4 

35 El/2 
7 LOTS1 THRU 4,E1/2SW1/4.SE1/4Nw1/4 

R14W 12 El/2 
14 N1/2 

20 N1/2~1/2,S1/2SW1/4,Sw1/4~1~4 

21 SE1/4sw1/4 

22 NW114 
24 ALL 

29 WV2 
R6W 27 NE1/4NW1/4 

R8W 31 w1/2 
34 sl/2,Sl/2Nl/2,NW1/4Nw1/4 

13w 22 NE114 
T33S Rl2W 6 sw1/4sw1/4 

7 El/2 

R13W 35 Nwl/4,NW1/4NE1/4,N1/2sw1/4,sw1/4swl~4 

R14W 24 N1/2 
25 Sw1/4,W1/2SEl/4 

28 N1/2 
29 NE1/4NWl/4 

34 N1/2 
6 sw1/4sw1/4 

352 1 
385 1 

56 1 
56 1 

137 1 
640 1 

320 1 
320 1 
480 1 
320 1 

619 1 
160 1 
120 1 

57 1 
640 1 
480 1 

320 1 
283 1 

603 1 
320 1 

240 1 
328 1 
320 1 
280 1 

40 1 
160 1 
644 1 
320 1 

40 1 
321 1 

520 1 
160 1 
52 1 

320 1 

320 1 
320 1 
240 1 
320 1 
40 1 

320 1 

38 1 

:I.: 
:.:.I 
..: 

,: 
._.. 

:;: 

::::. 

;::: 

I.. 
.:. 

:.: 

---------------- ____________________------------------------------------------------------------- 

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART 
OF THE PUBLIC LANDS. 
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN Ibf'ORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE. 
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

DISPOSAL 
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION SUBDIVISION ACRES CRITERIA 
__________--_------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

T33S R15W 

R5W 

R8W 

R9W 

T34S RlOW 

RllW 

Rl3W 

R14W 

R15W 

R2W 

19 
31 

34 
25 
26 
35 

3 
4 

9 

14 

15 
22 

23 

31 
1 
12 
24 

25 
10 
15 
22 

23 
31 

10 
16 

17 
4 
7 

9 

11 
14 

18 
3 

4 
7 

1 
12 

17 
7 
2 

22 

NE1/4NE1/4 
SE1/4NE1/4,NEl/4SE1/4 

SE1/4NE1/4 
~~1/4~~1/4,W1/2SW1/4 

SE1/4SE1/4,SE1/4NW1/4 

E1/2E1/2 

N1/2 
SE1/4,SE1/4NEl/4 
NE1/4,Nl/2SE1/4,NE1/4Swl/4SE1/4 
NE1/4NEl/4,SW1/4NE1/4,SEl/4Nwl/4 

LOT 5 
LOTS 1 AND 2 
Nw1/4Nwl/4,SW1/4NW1/4,SE1/4NEl/4,Nwl~4Swl~4 

~1mwv4 
LOTS l THRU 4,Sl/2NW1/4,Wl/2SEl/4 

NW1/4NWl/4 

SE1/4,S1/2NE1/4 

El/2 
E1/2,E1/2W1/2 
Swl/4,wl/2~~1/4,N1/2NE1/4,Swl/4NE1~4 

NW1/4,NE1/4,SEl/4 

swv4 
Nl/2SE1/4,NE1/4Swl/4,LOT3 

El/2 
Wl/2NE1/4,SE1/4SE1/4 

SE1/4 
ALL 
~112~~114 

ALL 
SE1/4 
S1/2,NE1/4 
Nw1/4,W1/2NE1/4,Nl/2Swl/4,Nw1~4SE1/4 

ALL 
w1/2 
w1/2 
SE1/4,w1/2NEl/4,SEl/4NW1/4,Sl/2Swl~4,NE1~4Sw1~4 

ALL 
NW1/4NW1/4 
S1/2NE1/4 
N1/2NWl/4 

N1/2S1/2 

40 1 
80 1 

40 1 
120 1 

80 1 
160 1 

321 1 
200 1 

320 1 
115 1 

10 1 
59 1 

73 1 
61 1 

297 1 
40 1 

240 1 
320 1 
480 1 
360 1 

480 1 
160 1 

160 1 
320 1 

120 1 
160 1 
640 1 

50 1 

640 1 
160 1 
480 1 
363 1 

637 1 
317 1 
322 1 
400 1 

640 1 
160 1 

80 1 
80 1 

160 1 
4 1 

::. :_.. .:: 

:.. :::.: ..:. _.: . . . . :;: 

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART 
OF THE PUBLIC LANDS. 

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMFORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE. 

:.:-. . . . . . :: :.. 
:.:. 
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 
DISPOSAL 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION SUBDIVISION ACRES CRITERIA 
-m-e -me---- ---e----- ____________________--------------------------------------------------------- 

T34S R5W 

T35S 
R9W 
Rl@d 

RllW 

R12W 

R15W 

R9W 

E1/2NE1/4,S1/2S1/2 
W1/2NE1/4SE1/4 

E1/2NE1/4 
S~l/4,El/2SW1/4,Sl/2NE1/4 

NE1/4NW1/4 
w1/2SW1/4 
NW1/4SW1/4 
NW1/4SE1/4,SEl/4NEl/4 

w1/2w1/2 

NE1/4SW1/4 
NW1/4NW1/4 
Wll2 

NE1/4SEl/4 
NE1/4SW1/4,LoT 6 

sw1/4sw1/4 

NE1/4 
NE1/4NE1/4 

s1/2 
sw1/4SE1/4 
El/2NWl/4,SW1/4NW1/4,Nl/2Swl/4 

T35S 

T36S RlCM 

11 
22 

27 

35 
13 
15 
19 

21 
22 

24 
27 
33 
24 
25 

34 

19 
20 

22 
31 

12 
23 

26 
29 
21 

RllW 

Rl3W 

T37S RllW 

4 

35 
36 

1 
2 

1 
23 

2 

4 
18 
25 

sw1/4sw1/4 
w1/2SW1/4 
SE1/4SE1/4 
SW1/4NE1/4 
w1/2NW1/4,NE1/4SW1/4 

NW1/4SE1/4 

LOTS 6,7,N1/2SE1/4 
NW1/4'%1/4 

NW114 
NE1/4,E1/2NW1/4 

NW1/4SW1/4 
~1/2K1/4,SWl/QE1/2 

E1/2,E1/2W1/2,SWl/4Sw 

LOTS 1 & 2 
NE1/4NEl/4 
S1/2SE1/4, NE1/4SEl/4 

1/4,NW1/4NWl/4 

T38 

R15W 

RlCW 
R12W 

R6W 

240 
20 

80 
320 

40 
80 

40 
80 

160 
40 

40 
319 

40 
82 

40 
160 
40 

160 
40 

200 

40 
80 

40 
40 

120 
40 

160 
40 

45 
130 

40 
120 

559 
45 

40 
120 

37,044 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

TOTAL 

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MNAGE AS PART 
OF THE PUBLIC LANDS. 
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE. 
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1. Objectives 

a. Provide maximum leasing opportunity for oil, gas, and 
geothermal exploration and development by utilizing the least restrictive 
leasing categories necessary to adequately protect sensitive resources. 

b. Make lands available for further coal leasing consideration 
as determined by the coal lease screening process which involves: (1) Call 
for coal resource information; (2) the application of the coal unsuitability 
criteria (43 CFR 3461 and 3420.1-4(e)(2); (3) multiple land-use analysis 
(consideration of locally important or unique resource values (43 CFR 
3420.1-4(e)(3); and (4) surface owner consultation (43 CFR 3420.1-4(e)(4). 

C. Continue to meet public demand for salable and free-use 
mineral materials on a case-by-case basis. 

d. Prevent unnecessary and undue degradation on lands open for 
locatable mineral exploration and development. 

2. . Management Actions and Priorities 

The major management decisions for the minerals program are: 

a. Apply the revised oil, gas, and geothermal leasing 
categories and stipulations as described in Minerals Table 1 and Minerals Map 
1. This decision does not apply to geophysical exploration which is 
administered under the Notice of Intent Process (43 CFR 3045). 

:_ 

. 

:::. 
.:‘;: 
::: 
: 

:.: :. 
j.: 
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b. The Potential Coal Development Areas within the Kolob, 
Alton, and Johns Valley Coal Fields (Minerals Map 2) are suitable for further 
leasing consideration as described below: 

(1) Based on the coal lease screening process, the 
following lands will be considered suitable for further leasing consideration 
for underground and surface mining: Kolob Coal Field - 19,788 acres, Alton 
Coal Field - 837 acres, and Johns Valley Coal Field - 12,506 acres. An 
additional 3,900 acres, identified under criteria numbers 2, 3, 9, 11, 12, and 
15 will be considered suitable for further leasing consideration for 
underground mining, but will be considered unsuitable for surface mining 
(Minerals Table 2 and Minerals Map 2). It should be noted that application of 
Unsuitability Criterion 16 (Flood Plains) was not completed, and Criterion 19 
(Alluvial Valley Floors) was not applied to any of the potential coal areas. 
These criteria will be applied prior to any leasing (see c. below) and could 
result in additional acreages considered unsuitable. 

(2) Visual resources will be mitigated from surface 
disturbances to meet VRM Class II objectives in the foreground visual zone on 
2,800 acres within the Kolob Coal Field (Minerals Map 2). 

(3) Apply coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 
(Floodplains and Alluvial Valley Floors, respectively) prior to leasing (43 
CFR 3461.4-1). 

C. Continue to meet public demand for salable and free-use 
mineral material on a case-by-case basis. 

d. Prevent undue and unnecessary degradation on lands open for 
locatable mineral exploration and development. 

3. Rationale 

a. Based on updated resource information recent IBLA decisions 
on oil and gas leasing categories, and the objectives for management of oil, 

gas, and geo;;hermal resource development, the existing oil, gas, and 
geothermal categories and stipulations were revised. An interdisciplinary 
review revealed disparities between the existing categories and stipulations, 
the necessary levels of protection for sensitive resources, and the 
opportunity for resource exploration and development. Thus, the categories 
and stipulations were revised. 

b. The application of the coal screening process provided 
indepth consideration for the protection of sensitive resources while 
providing lands for further coal lease consideration. It will be necessary to 
apply criteria 16 and 19 prior to leasing to avoid carrying any unsuitable 
lands through the coal leasing process. 

C. There are no significant unresolved issues related to 
mineral material disposal. Therefore, continuation of administration of the 
program on a case-by-case basis is warranted. 

: 

::.. 
:.: 
::: 
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d. Prevention of undue and unnecessary degradation, as 
required by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, is necessary 
to protect sensitive resource values while allowing opportunity for locatable 
mineral exploration and development. 

4. Plan Implementation 

a. The oil, gas, and geothermal leasing categories become 
effective upon adoption of the plan and after the new category data has been 
processed by the Utah State Office, Minerals Adjudication Section. At this 
time categories and stipulations will be applied to leases as they are issued 
or renewed. On-the-ground implementation of the stipulations and categories 
is accomplished through the APD (Application Permit to Drill) process 
discussed under Plan Monitoring and Evaluation below. 

b. The areas suitable for further coal leasing consideration 
will be available for coal tract delineation, and ranking upon adoption of the 
plan. Application of coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 will be completed 
prior to leasing. Resource evaluation, tract delineation and ranking, 
environmental analysis, and competitive coal lease offering will be completed 
by the Utah State Office Regional Coal Team. 

C. Management of salable minerals will continue with adoption 
of the plan. 

d. Management of locatable minerals will continue with 
adoption of the plan. 

5. Support and Program Coordination 

a. Continued interdisciplinary support from the resource area 
staff will be required to ensure on-the-ground implementation of the oil, gas, 
and geothermal leasing category system through the APD process. Support needs 
include use of archaeology, wildlife, realty, range, and recreation staff 
specialists. Additional interdisciplinary coordination will be utilized for 
completion of the annual report on the oil, gas, and geothermal categories 
discussed under Plan Monitoring and Evaluation. 

b. The District Hydrologist and Soil Scientists will be needed 
to ensure that the application of coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 is 
completed. 

c. Continued interdisciplinary support will be required to 
ensure protection of sensitive resource values from the impacts of mineral 
material development through environmental analysis. The support needs 
include use of the archaeology, wildlife, realty, range, and recreation staff 
specialists at the resource area level. 

d. Continued interdisciplinary support will be necessary to 
prevent undue and unnecessary degradation through environmental analysis and 
compliance examinations. 

20 



6. Minerals Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

MANAGEMENT ACTION TO STANDARDS AND OBJECTIVES INTERVAL OF 
BE IMPLEMENTED FOR ASSESSMENT METHOD OF ASSESSMENT ASSESSMENT 

Apply leasing categories 
and stipulations to oil, 
gas, and geothermal leases 
as delineated in Minerals Table 1 
Provide category plats to 
;;QItl;;erals Adjudication 

. 

Make available for fur- 
ther leasing considera- 
tion the lands found 
suitable following the 
coal screening process 
(Minerals Table 2, Min- 
erals Map 2). Provide 
coal screening findings 
to US0 and Regional coal 
team. 

Administer salable minerals 
on a case-by-case basis. 

Administer locatable mineral 
exploration and development 
on lands open for mineral 
entry. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

1) 

2) 

1) 

2) 

:,::.I I:.:’ : . 

The revised categories and 
stipulations are attached to 
all new leases. 
The minimum necessary re- 
strictions have been ap- 
applied to protect sensi- 
tive resources. 
Maximum opportunity exists 
for exploration and de- 
velopment. 

Ensure coal screening de- 
cisions are applied during 
Regional leasing and dur- 
ing mine plan evaluation, 
including unsuitability 
and VRM stipulations. 
Ensure that Unsuitability 
Criteria 16 (Floodplain) and 
Criteria 19 (Alluvial Valley. 
Floors) are applied prior to 
leasing. 

Meet public demand for sala- 
ble minerals. 
Protect sensitive resources 
through the environmental 
analysis process. 

Prevent undue and unnecessary 
degradation on lands open for 
locatable mineral exploration 
and development 

1) 

2) 
3) 

1) 

2) 
3) 

1) 

2) 
3) 
4) 

1) 

2) 
3) 

Monitoring of drilling 
activity through the 
APD process. 
Summary report 
Feedback from industry 
and public. 

Review of Regional 
coal EISs. 
Mine plan evaluation 
Progress reports. 

Environmental assess- 
ments. 
Progress reports. 
Feedback from public. 
Compliance exams. 

Environmental Assess- 
ments. 
Compliance Exams. 
Progress reports. 

‘.; ~ ‘.I_: 

1) Summary report- 
annual. 

2) 5-year review. 

1) As EISs and 
mine plans are 
available for 
review. 

2) 5-year review. 

1) 5-year review. 

1) 5-year review. 



7. Minerals Proqram Estimated Costs - Twenty Year Funding 

PLANNtll ACllUN I-5 Years 6-IU Years ii-15 Years 16-ZU Years lotal 

Application of oil, 
gas, and geothermal 
leasing category de- 
cisions, including 
monitoring through 
APD process and 
annual report. 

Monitoring of Regional 
c coal leasing and mine 

plan evaluations to 
ensure application of 
coal screening deci- 

E 
sions. Application of 
coal unsuitability 
criteria 16 and 19. 

Preparation of environ- 
mental assessments and 
compliance examinations 
on salable mineral de- 
velopment. 

Preparation of environ- 
mental assessments and 
compliance exams on 
locatable mineral ex- 
ploration and develop- 
ment. 

1 workmonth (WM) per 
APD; 4 APDs per year; 
20 WMs per assessment 
period; $2800 per WM = 
$56,000. 

Application of Criteria 
16 and 19 if done in- 
house = 2 WMs; $2,800 per 
workmonth = $5,600. 

3 WMs per year; 15 WMs 
per assessment period; 
$2,800 per WM; $42,000. 

2 WMs per year; 10 WMs 
per assessment period; 
$2800 per WM = $28,000. 

$131,600 

20 WM 
$56,000 

0 

15 WM 15 WM 
$42,000 $42,000 

10 WM 
$28,000 

$126,000 

20 WM 
$56,000 

0 

10 WM 
$28,000 

$326,000 

20 WM 
$56,000 

0 

15 WM 
$42,000 

10 WM 
.$28,000 

$126,000 

$224,000 

5,600 

168,000 

112,000 

509,600 



MINERALS TABLE 1 
OIL, GAS, & GEOTHERMAL LEASING CATEGORIES 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER 
mm--- ____________________------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
____________________------------------------------------------------------------------ 

31s 11w 1 
4w 17 

18 

19 
20 
29 

30 
31 
4 

8 

280.00 
250.13 

124.99 

160.00 
400.00 
410.00 

400.00 
435.42 
160.00 

280.00 

325 

33s 

34s 

4.5 

5w 

8w 

8w 

18 109.26 

6 569.83 

7 313.18 

12 305.20 

13 240.00 

1 280.00 

11 80.00 

12 640.00 

13 326.79 

14 360.00 

22 200.00 

23 642.41 

24 110.00 

26 480.00 

27 399.79 

34 430.82 

17 640.00 

19 640.00 

20 633.87 
21 240.00 

3 186.26 

31 335.40 

4 54.34 

9 640.00 

21 40.00 

22 160.00 

23 480.00 

. . 
:;: 
Z:‘. 

;.i: 
.,.. 

1::. ::.: :. : 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

34s 9w 24 321.22 

25 218.57 

26 416.84 
27 489.84 
28 644.40 
33 600.00 

35s 

36s 

low 
9w 

low 

31 

10 
11 
14 

15 

17 
18 
20 
21 

26 
28 

29 

4 
5 

6 
7 

8 
9 

17 520.00 

18 170.00 

19 572.62 
20 280.00 

21 280.00 

22 80.00 

26 320.00 

27 280.00 

28 80.00 

30 43.21 

6 323.68 
7 650.08 

8 240.00 

339.48 
440.00 

139.71 
600.00 
200.00 

160.00 
560.00 
160.00 

640.00 
320.00 

80.00 
80.00 

160.00 

254.87 
652.40 

640.00 
560.00 
560.00 
157.19 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER 
_____---_-----_---__------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
__------_-__-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

36s 1OW 9 80.00 
11w 1 607.57 

12 560.00 
13 80.00 
23 249.65 
24 591.29 
25 667.24 
26 633.51 
27 304.69 
33 121.33 
34 658.92 
35 643.71 

37s 

38s 

11w 

12w 

12w 

10 640.00 
11 402.98 

12 120.00 
15 502.00 
17 400.00 
19 441.20 
20 790.00 

21 320.00 
22 328.77 
29 200.00 
3 641.12 
30 641.60 

31 640.00 
4 320.00 

8 360.00 
9 515.97 
24 217.17 
25 664.16 

26 122.28 
35 409.65 

1 481.66 
10 202.28 

11 320.00 

12 305.57 

3 276.67 
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MI,NERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

__------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 41,132.79 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
2 4 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER 

-_------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
------_------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

27s 7w 23 40.00 
24 280.00 
25 200.00 
35 60.00 

9w 34 80.00 
35 120.00 

28s 

29s 

30s 

31s 

32s 

9w 14 

6w 18 120.00 
9w 10 40.00 

11 160.00 

6W 17 

18 

20 
21 
6 

7 
8 
9 

1 
12 

13 
8 
9 

7w 

9l4 

4w 17 147.58 
20 160.00 
29 160.00 
30 160.00 
31 240.00 
8 80.00 
9 40.00 

4.5 
6w 

6 159.39 
25 140.00 

26 160.00 

160.00 

60.00 - 

80.12 

100.00 
210.00 
120.07 
80.00 

229.41 

211.20 
75.10 

120.00 

80.00 
60.00 
60.00 

-26- 



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
2 4 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER 

-_-_----------_-_--_____________________---------------------------------------------- 

TOwSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
--------_----_--_---____________________---------------------------------------------- 

325 6W 33 100.00 
7w 29 40.00 

30 100.00 

33s 8w 12 180.22 
25 100.00 

26 144.09 
27 49.67 

34s 

35s 

36s low 

13w 

11w 

13w 

37s 10 160.00 
20 200.00 

9 232.81 

1 90.00 
10 100.00 

11 140.00 

12 140.00 

13 30.00 
14 182.00 
4 80.00 

--------------__---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 8,261.72 

8w 

9w 

1 20.00 
3 223.35 

1 233.50 
11 190.00 
14 120.00 
15 93.21 

17 80.00 
20 80.00 

21 240.00 

22 80.00 
26 320.00 

27 280.00 
33 40.00 

::.: 
;:;j 
.:: . . 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 4 RIPARIAN GARFIELD 
____---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
________------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

33s 5w 4 50.00 
5 210.00 

6 60.00 

9 30.00 

34s 5w 
6w 

7 120.00 
11 140.88 

12 210.00 

13 20.00 
14 61.60 

37s 5w 6 80.00 
7 161.48 

-_-___-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 1,143.96 

CATEGORY STIPULATION ' RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 4 RIPARIAN ANTIMONY 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

31s 1w 30 260.40 

31 110.00 

2w 15 40.00 
18 21.11 
19 111.07 

20 180.00 
22 20.00 

25 324.24 
26 100.00 
27 188.30 

28 150.00 
29 170.00 
30 231.82 

33 220.00 
34 120.87 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 4 RIPARIAN ANTIMONY 
________-------------------------- _-__------------_----------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
________--___---------------------------- ----_---------------------------------------- 

31s 2w 35 120.00 

32s 1w 18 160.00 

19 10.00 

2w 13 170.00 
14 80.00 

19 210.44 
20 200.00 

21 60.00 
23 90.00 
25 40.00 
26 190.00 
3 99.69 
4 342.46 

5 120.90 
6 163.88 
7 210.05 

8 160.00 

34s 2w 28 40.00 

-----_----___--_---_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 4,715.23 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY 
___-_-__---_-----_-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_---------------------------------------------------------- ---_-----_--_-----__------- 

31s 2w 35 122.00 

32s 1w 6 106.00 
2w 1 512.00 

11 70.00 

12 336.00 

14 550.00 

15 97.00 
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MI~Etuxs TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY 
-_---------_---_---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOMSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

32s 2w 21 27.00 
22 557.00 
23 522.00 

26 487.00 
27 476.00 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 3,862.OO 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES _. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

28s 6w 18 197.30 

19 256.70 

29 129.40 

30 183.10 
31 348.90 

29s 6W 

7w 

18 472.80 
19 228.00 

30 283.30 

31 457.30 
5 630.00 

6 348.00 
7 640.00 
8 197.20 

1 480.00 
11 82.50 

12 640.00 

13 462.40 

14 117.80 

23 512.20 
24 393.70 

25 625.00 

26 453.80 
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MINERALS TABLE i (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

29s 7w 33 40.00 
35 431.40 

8w 30 97.10 

9w 25 594.20 

26 73.00 

35 406.60 

36 448.80 

30s 

31s 

6W 
7w 

9w 

3w 
4.5 

5w 

6 149.60 
1 483.10 

10 512.50 

11 640.00 

12 359.00 

13 25.70 

14 335.00 

15 540.40 

21 25.60 

22 53.90 

1 30.00 

10 113.20 

2 267.40 
3 568.10 

4 265.20 
9 214.20 

3 272.80 
17 63.80 

18 481.80 

19 604.00 

20 126.20 
29 27.30 

30 571.60 
4 453.60 

5 502.40 

6 59.80 

7 517.30 

8 506.70 

9 73.60 

12 183.60 

13 296.30 

:.. 

.r;, : 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 
_______________--___------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_--_---------_------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

31s 5w 25 86.70 
7w 25 91.30 

26 211.00 
27 261.30 
28 299.60 
32 90.60 
33 640.00 
34 584.00 
35 421.70 

325 4.5 

5w 

7w 

8w 

18 443.80 

19 633.10 
30 640.00 

31 140.80 
7 227.50 
25 458.20 

10 67.30 

11 333.30 

14 461.60 
15 190.50 

17 642.70 
18 309.80 

19 334.60 
20 624.60 
21 67.70 
22 301.20 
23 606.40 

25 28.10 
26 672.20 

27 589.00 
28 615.00 
29 639.00 
3 282.60 
30 274.60 

4 640.00 

5 368.60 

7 186.70 
8 603.80 
9 186.30 

36 26.30 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

33s 8w 1 268.30 

27 57.70 

34 186.90 

34s 844 17 101.60 
18 388.00 

19 285.20 

3 135.80 
30 146.20 
31 73.40 
4 254.70 

5 200.70 
8 514.70 

9 252.00 
9w 21 60.00 

23 133.50 
24 212.00 

25 150.90 
26 257.00 
27 147.80 

28 439.70 

29 125.80 

30 30.50 
31 40.00 

33 177.50 

35s 1OW 

11w 

1 525.00 
10 357.00 

11 223.00 

17 592.30 

18 90.00 

19 430.70 
20 44.80 

3 242.00 

30 661.80 

31 112.70 
4 18.00 

8 151.70 

9 396.70 

25 159.80 

. . :. j;:. 
::,_ . . 

1.:. .’ 
:::. 
:.:-. ::. ::. ..: 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL DE'ER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

35s 9w 5 15.00 
6 241.80 

36s 11w 1 349.00 
12 10.40 
23 27.60 
24 31.40 
27 152.10 
33 759.60 

15w 19 4.60 
20 10.00 
21 131.10 
28 413.60 
29 537.40 
30 378.60 

37s 

38s 

11w 

12w 

12w 

13w 

-34- 

17 320.00 
18 640.30 
19 301.60 
20 20.80 

4 176.50 
5 334.70 
6 484.90 
7 641.00 

8 281.80 

9 220.50 

1 598.50 
12 583.20 

13 536.20 
24 283.40 
26 40.00 

3 160.00 

7 507.30 

8 200.00 

12 848.70 

17 11.00 

18 51.00 

3 87.60 

7 236.70 



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 
______________---___------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
____------------ ______------_____--_-------------------------------------------------- 

38s 13w 8 88.00 
_--m-w ___----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 53,197.oo 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY 
___________---______------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_____----__------___------------------------------------------------------------------ 

31s 1w 30 440.00 

31 440.00 
2w 25 483.24 

26 280.00 
34 5.00 

. 35 391.70 

325 
1w 

1w 

2w 

18 512.76 

19 624.84 
6 628.58 

7 400.00 

1 571.58 

10 620.00 

11 480.00 

12 611.80 

13 520.00 

14 600.00 

15 440.00 

17 640.00 

18 640.16 

19 580.52 

20 230.00 

21 210.00 

22 640.00 

23 560.00 

24 520.00 

25 640.00 

: 

,... 
jq 
:i:. 
.!:. 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
-------- _____-_---______-------------------------------------------------------------- 

32s 2w 26 640.00 
27 575.00 
28 25.00 

3 337.98 
30 60.12 
7 319.99 
8 440.00 
9 460.00 

33s 2w 11 40.00 
12 120.00 
14 40.00 
2 30.00 
8 100.00 

_------__-----_____------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 15.898.27 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 CRUCIAL ELK WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 
_____-____--________------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_----_---___--_----_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

31s 5w 34 81.60 

35 491.70 

6W 11 90.10 
12 215.80 

14 34.20 

2 171.90 

325 5w 1 297.90 
___-____-___-----_--------------------------------- ---------_------------------------- 

TOTAL 1,383.20 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER 
________________________________________---------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_________________-_-------------------------------- ------------__--------------------- 

27s 8w 29 240.00 
30 80.00 

9w 1 360.00 

30s 7w 1 80.00 
1.2 80.00 

9w 5 200.00 

33s 

34s 

11w 28 160.00 
13w 13 160.00 
8w 27 199.00 

1OW 18 90.60 

25 160.00 

27 81.92 
28 100.00 

6 260.00 

7 200.24 
11w 13 40.00 
12w 31 80.00 

4 160.00 
13w 36 160.00 
14w 5 80.00 

8 160.00 

35s 1OW 1 367.36 
9d 8 240.00 

____________________------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 3,739.12 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD 
__--_------------------ __-------------------- ______----------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

______________---_------------------------ ___--__--___-------------------------------- 

: :.:. :. 
_.:. 

..- 

:: : 
_... 
::.: 
1;;: 
,:. 

33s 5w 20 110.00 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD 

__________----------____________________---------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
___----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

33s 5w 21 10.00 
29 10.00 

36s 5w 30 17.76 
6w 24 20.00 

25 40.00 

37s 5w 6 76.66 
7 95.85 

38s 5w 3 160.00 
----_---_----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 540.27 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES ANTIMONY 
----------_-----_--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
-----_--------_----------------------------------------------------------------------- 

31s 1w 6 40.00 

2w 15 40.00 
22 40.00 

30 40.00 
__----_-------_-_--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 160.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS CEDAR-BEAVER 
__________--_--_--_------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
____________________------------------------------------------------------------------ 

28s 8w 27 80.00 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS CEDAR-BEAVER 
__-__----__-__--____------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
-_---------_---------- ---------_---_-------------------------------------------------- 

28s 8w 28 240.00 
33 240.00 
34 80.00 

29s 8w 17 320.00 
18 120.00 

7 40.00 
8 120.00 

30s 

31s 

32s 1OW 

33s 

1OW 

11w 

8w 

9w 

11w 

7w 

11w 

-39- 

19 40.61 
27 320.00 

30 241.86 

34 320.00 

25 40.00 

10 640.00 

3 200.00 

10 640.00 

11 320.00 

14 360.00 

15 120.00 

18 164.11 

22 40.00 
23 120.00 

27 160.00 

7 163.98 

12 160.00 

13 160.00 

1 120.00 

11 240.00 

13 40.00 

14 120.00 

23 120.00 

24 120.00 

10 360.00 

11 120.00 

14 40.00 

15 210.00 

: : 

. ..’ 

7 : 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS CEDAR-BEAVER 
-e--e _____----_----_--_--------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
__----a _____-----_______-------------------------------------------------------------- 

33s 11w 21 380.00 
22 30.00 

28 20.00 
________------_____------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 7,370.56 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS GARFIELD 
_____-------------_------------------------------------- ----------------_------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
___________-_-_____________________^____---------------------------------------------- 

30s 5w 23 90.00 

33s 5w 25 110.00 
26 90.00 
35 40.00 

34s 5w 24 70.00 
25 110.00 
26 220.00 

35s 

36s 

37s 

4.5 

5w 

6W 

5w 

5w 

6W 

18 9.73 

7 87.82 

12 140.00 

13 94.02 

19 50.00 
30 460.00 

24 50.00 
25 300.00 

33 160.00 

30 264.86 

4 162.03 

5 30.00 

25 280.00 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS ANTIMONY 
________________---_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_________-___------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

34s 2w 21 290.00 
22 40.00 

35s 3w 20 240.00 
29 280.00 

32 70.00 
_______---_--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 920.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 ADMINISTRATIVE SITE ANTIMONY 
-__-_----------------------------- --_------------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

BRYCE ADMINISTRATIVE SITE 36s 3w 7 68.66 
_______---____------____________________---------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 68.66 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 QUITCHIPA LAKE CEDAR-BEAVER 
-_____--_------------------------ _____-_----__---------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

RIPARIAN 365 12w 21 320.00 
28 200.00 

33 160.00 
34 160.00 

37s 12w 3 67.58 
4 67.62 

-_____---_______-___------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 975.20 

:.:: : ,::: :;; 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 R&PP CEDAR-BEAVER 
_-------------------____________________---------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TONNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

BRAFFITS CREEK R&PP 35s 9w 13 160.00 

23 330.23 

24 513.28 
25 160.00 
26 280.00 

CEDAR CITY AIRPORT 35s 33 40.00 

RESIDENTIAL 

11w 

11w 365 15 160.00 

20 480.00 

21 640.00 
28 240.00 
29 240.00 

-------_--_--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 3,243.51 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 R&PP GARFIELD 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

PANGUITCH AIRPORT 34s 5w 14 560.00 

15 160.00 

22 80.00 

23 480.00 
------^------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 1,280.OO 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RtPP ANTIMONY 
_*____-__---_-_----------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

ANTIMONY LANDFILL 31s 2w 11 12.50 

BYRCE AIRPORT 36s 2w 6 314.42 
-__----__--_-----_-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 326.92 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RECREATION SITE CEDAR-BEAVER 
__-__--_------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PURPOSE TOwSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR 30s 9w 1 180.00 

11 120.00 

12 40.00 

ROCK CORRAL 28s 9w 14 160.00 
__----------_------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 500.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS CEDAR-BEAVER 
_______________-__-_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 30s low 

31s 1W 

6W 
9w 

32s low 
7W 
9w 

35s 12w 

1 84.06 

28 180.00 
29 200.00 

31 343.53 
24 160.00 

13 160.00 
13 320.00 

5 80.00 

7 80.00 

8 120.00 
9 160.00 

IO 120.00 
11 160.00 

14 120.00 

15 90.00 
---------------------------------------- ------------_--------------------------------- 

TOTAL 2,377.59 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS GARFIELD 
--__---___-__-_____-__^_________________---------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

;: 

:.: 
.I 

: 

Ii. .:._ >. : : :... 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 34s 5w 27 30.00 
35s 5W 11 30.00 

: : 
.: 
.:.’ 
.:: 
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS GARFIELD 

_______------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 35s 5w 12 20.00 

35 20.00 
36s 5w 14 110.00 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 210.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS ANTIMONY 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 33s 2w 27 
28 
33 

34 
35 

34s 2w 3 
32 

33 

35s 3w 32 
33 

36s 3w 4 
5 

7 

12 4w 

70.00 
120.00 

120.00 
350.00 

40.00 

80.16 
180.00 

20.00 
20.00 
80.00 

40.28 
20.11 

68.67 

TOTAL 973.22 
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MINERALS TABLE 2 

SlJMh%RY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA 

Criterion 

Acres 
Total Acres Coal Field* 

(Sum of All Kolob Alton Johns Valley 
Coal Fields) 20,170 AC. 920 Acres 15.922 Acres cements Legal Oescription 

Il. Federal Land Systems 

12. Rights-of-Way; Ease- 
ments; Leases for 
Commercial. Resi- 
dential. Public 
Purposes, or 
Industrial 

13. Lands Affected by 
Sec. 522(e) (4) and 
(5) of Surface Mining 
Controls and Reclama- 
tion Act: 

A. 100' Outside Line 
of Public Road 

8. 300' Public Bldg., 
School, Church, or 
Public Park. or 
Occupied Dwelling 

0 0 0 0 No Lands Fall Into Any of 

the Listed Federal land 
systems. 

63.46 51.46 0 12. Rights-of-Way for State Kolob (Surface) Johns Vailey (Surf.) 

Highway 14 Uater Pipeline T. 36 5.. R. 10 U. T. 33 5.. R. 2 W. 
and Transmission Line NU1/4 NE1/4, Sll2 NE1/4 Sec. 28 U1/2 

Sec. 25. SUlf4 NW1/4 
Sec. 26. (Rights-of-way 
Located Within l/4 
Sections) 

754. 227. 

104. 104. 

3. 524. Total of 31.10 Miles of Kolob/Johns Valley (Surface and Subsurface) 
County Roads. County Roads . I 

No Legal Description 

0 0 16 Cabin Sites (@ 6.5 ac. Kolob (Subsurface Only) 
per site) T. 37 5.. R. 10 W. 

Sec. 5 NUlf4 NE114 - 4 cabins 
SU1/4 - 3 cabins 
SW114 SE114 - 1 cabin 

Sec. 8 SU1/4 SE114 - 1 cabin 
Sec. 25 NE1/4 NE1/4 - 1 cabin (probable) 

Sec. 27 NWl/Q NE1/4 - 1 cabin 

T. 37 5.. R. 11 W. 
Sec. 24 SW114 SUli4 - 1 cabin 
Sec. 25 N1/2 NE1/4 - 2 cabins 

T. 38 5.. R. 10 U. 
Sec. 17 SW1/4 SE1/4 - 1 cabin 

T. 38 5.. R. 11 W. 
Sec. 13 SU1/4 NE1/4 - 1 cabin 

.,a :_.,I 

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface. 
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SUMFV+RY OF APPLICATION OF CaRL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA 

Criterion 

Acres 
Total Acres Coal Field* 
(Sum of All Kolob Alton Johns Valley 
Coal Fields) 20,170 AC. 920 Acres 15,922 Acres Comwlts Leqal Description 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

$9. 

Wilderness Areas or 
Wilderness Study Areas 

0 0 0 0 None 

Scenic Federal Lands 
Designated as Class 1 

(VW 

0 0 0 0 None 

Federal Lands Under 
Permit for Scientific 
Studies 

0 0 0 0 None 

Districts. Sites, 
Buildings, or Struc- 
tures Which Are 
Included or Eligible 
for National Register 
of Historic Places. 

0 0 0 0 None Identified. 

Note: NO Surveys Have 
Been Completed. 

National Natural 
Landmarks 

0 0 0 0 None Identifed. 

Federally Designated 

Critical Habitat and 
Habitat Scientifically 
Documented for T&E 
Species 

A. Utah Prairie Dog 1.140.16 0 0 1.140.16 Utah Prairie Dog (Scien- Johns Valley (Subsurface Only) 
tlfically Oocumented T. 33 5.. R. 2 U. 
Habitat - Not Designated Sec. 27 NW114 NEl/4 SUll4. SUlf4 SU1/4 ( 70) 
Critical Habitat). Sec. 28 El/2 sE1/4. El/2 Y1/2, P1/4 (120) 

Sec. 33 El/2 Yll2 NE1/4. El/2 NE114 (120) 
Sec. 34 NUll4. SUl/4 NE1/4, 

El/2 NW1/4 SU1/4. NE114 SU1/4, 
NE114 SW114 SU1/4. U1/2 SElf4. 
SE1/4 SE114 (350) 

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface. 



SUfM4RY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA 

Criterion 

Acres 
Total Acres Coal Field* 
(Sum of All Kolob Alton Johns Valley 
Coal Fields) 20,170 AC. 920 Acres 15.922 Acres Cmnts Legal Description 

19. A. Utah Prairie 009 
(Continued) 

T. 34 5.. R. 2 U. 
Sec. 3 Nll2 NE114 (80.16) 

Sec. 32 El/2 SW114 NEll4. SE114 NEl/4, 
El/2 Wll2 SE1/4. El/2 SE114 (1W) 

Sec. 33 U1/2 NW114 SW114 ( 20) 

T. 35 5.. R. 3 W. 
Sec. 33 S1/2 SW114 
Sec. 32 El/2 SE114 SE\/4 

( W) 
( 20) 

YlO. Habitat Critical or 
Essential for Plant 
or Animal Species 
Listed by State as 
Threatened or 
Endangered 

Yll. Bald Eagle or 
Golden Eagle Nest 
Sites and Appro- 
priate Buffer Zone 

112. Bald and Golden 

Eagle Roost and 
Concentration Areas. 
Wintering Areas. 

113. Falcon Nest Sites 

T. 36 S., R. 4 W. 
Sec. 12 El/2 NU1/4 NE1/4, U112 NE114 (100) 

0 0 

80. 0 80. 0 Golden Eagle Nest Sites. Alton (Surface/Subsurface) 
7 Nest Sites Identified. T. 38 S., R. 5 U. 

Sec. 3 N1/2 SE114 

440. 0 0 

0 0 0 

440. Wintering Bald Eagle Johns Valley (Subsurface Only) 
Concentration Areas. T. 33 5.. R. 2 U. 

Sec. 33 Nll2, NE114 Kl/4. SW114 SE114 
SE114 SE114 (440) 

0 None Identified. 

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal SurfaCe. 
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SUMEY\RY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA 

Criterion 

Acres 
Total Acres Coal Field+ 
(Sum of All Kolob Alton Johns Valley 
Coal Fields) 20,170 AC. 920 Acres 15.922 Acres Cements Legal Description 

a14. 

415. 

Federal Lands With None 0 0 0 None Identified. 

High Priority Habitat 
for Migratory Bird 
Species Considered 
Important by Fish & 
Wildlife 

High Priority For 

Resident Species of 
High Interest 

A. Sage Grouse Strut- 970. 0 

ting Grounds 

0 970. Sage Grouse Strutting Johns Valley (Subsurface Onlyj 
Grounds Johns Valley Only. T. 34 5.. R. 2 U. 
(Not Determined if Stipula- Sec. 21 Slf2 NE114 NE1/4. El/2 SElf4 Nwl/4, 
tions Could Be Attached to SW1/4 SE114 NUlf4. Slf2 NE1/4, 
Mitigate Impacts ano Allow El/2 SUl/4, ~112 ~~114 (290) 
Leasing.) (Subsurface Sec. 22 Skill4 NUl/4 ( 40) 
Ownersnip) Sec. 28 Nlf2 Nlf2 NElf4 ( 40) 

B. Critical Antelope 
Winter Range 

330 0 

T. 35 5.. R. 3 W. 
Sec. 20 NE114 Nlllf4. SW114 NElf4. 

NElf4 SUl/4, Ulf.2 Y1/4, 
Wlf2 NE114 SElf4, 
Wll2 SE114 SE114 (240) 

Sec. 29 NUll4, Wlf2 NElf4, Wlf2 NE114 NE114 
Wll2 SElf4 NElf4 (290) 

Sec. 32 NUlf4 NYlf4, Nll2 NE114 NW1/4. 
NW114 Sill4 NWlf4 ( 70) 

0 330 Critical Deer Winter Range. Johns Valley (Subsurface Onlv) 
(Not Determined if Stipula- T. 33 S., R. 2 U. 
tions Could be Attached to Sec. 2 Slf2 NE114 SElf4, 
Mitigate Impacts and Allow NE114 NElf4 X1/4 
Leasing) (Subsurface 

( 30) 
Sec. 8 5112 NWlf4, Elf2 (100) 

Ownership) Sec. 11 SElf4 SE114 ( 40) 
Sec. 12 SEl/4 NUlf4. Ul/2 NW114 (120) 
Sec. 14 NE114 NElf4 ( 40) 

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface. 



SUlHRY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA 

Criterion 

Acres 
Total Acres Coal Field* 

(Sum of All Kolob Alton Johns Valley 
Coal Fields) 20.170 AC. 920 Acres 15.922 Acres Cormwnts Legal Description 

(16. Riverine. Coastal, 
and 100 Year Flood- 
plains 

1 500 .!/ . - 

117. Municipal Watersheds 

118. National Resource 
Waters Identified by 
States and l/4 Mile 
Buffer Zone 

None 0 0 None Identified. 

None Identified. 

119. Alluvial Valley .__ 
Floors, Where Mining 
would Preclude Fan- 
ing and Lands Uould 
Damage Quantity and 
Quality of Water 
Systems That Supply 
Uater to Alluvial 
Valleys 

Inventory To Be Completed 

Ouring Coal Tract 
Delineation 

#20. State Criteria -- 

TOTALS 3.881.62 382.46 63.00 3.416.16 

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface. 

l/Unsuitability criteria to be applied on 1.500 acres at future date during preliminary tract delineation. 

Johns Valley (Subsurface Only) 
T. 33 5.. R. 2 W. 

Sec. 21 Sl/2 SElf4 

T. 35 5.. R. 3 Y. 
Sec. 8 5112 
Sec. 18 SElf4 
Sec. 19 SW114 
Sec. 30 Ulf2 Ulf2 
Sec. 36 Elf2 NWlf4. Ull2 NElf4 SW114 

T. 35 5.. R. 3 U. 
Sec. 28 NUlf4 SW114 
Sec. 32 Slf2. NElf4, NWl/4 
Sec. 33 Nlf2 SWlf4 

. 
T. 36 S., R. 4 W. 

Sec. 1 Slf2 !iU1/4 
Sec. 11 Nlf2 NElf4 NE114 
Sec. 10 SElf4 

jb;,. b:.. 
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1. Objectives 

Provide recreation opportunities under the Bureau's basic stewardship 
responsibilities for unstructured, extensive types of recreation uses, 
maximizing the visitor's freedom of choice. Continue to maintain important 
recreational values in Federal ownership to insure this continued diversity of 
recreation opportunities. 

2. Management Actions and Priorities 

The major management decisions in the recreation program are: 

a. Manage the CBGA planning area as an Extensive Recreation 
Management Area (ERMA), utilizing extensive, unstructured and custodial 
management principles. 

b. Place priority for management and maintenance of developed 
recreation facilities at Rock Corral. Explore possibilities to transfer 
facilities to local residents through Recreation and Public Purposes Act 
authorities (with assurance of public access) or manage the area tinder a 
cooperative management agreement for maintenance. 

. Develop an ORV Management Plan and designate public lands 
as depicted onCRecreation Map 1 into the following ORV categories by 1987: 
Open, 1,023,700 and limited to existing roads and trails, 47,700, including 
14,200 acres of crucial deer winter range in the Cedar Planning Unit (seasonal 
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limitation between January 1 to April 30), 11,100 acres of crucial sage grouse 
strutting grounds (seasonal limitation between March 15 to May l), 4,400 acres 
of nesting and roosting sites for bald and golden eagles (seasonal limitation 
between February 15 and June 30), 3,900 acres of critical prairie dog habitat 
(yearlong limitation), and 14,100 acres of riparian habitat (year-long 

limitation). 

d. Provide for the interpretation of the recreational 
opportunities within the planning area emphasizing ORV use, rockhounding, 
hiking, and sightseeing opportunities and values. 

e. Maintain public access to fishing streams and important 
recreation values including North Creek and Ranch Canyon Recreation Areas. 

3. Rationale 

Management actions, both Bureau and non-Bureau initiated, are not 

currently causing resource conflicts with recreation opportunities. Current 
and projected visitor use is not causing serious health or visitor safety 
problems. The recreation resources, though significant locally, are not of 
regional or national significance. Therefore, the administration of 
recreation use can adequately be handled through the Bureau's basic 
stewardship responsibilities under the Extensive Recreation Management Area 
designation. 

Currently, minor maintenance problems exist at Rock Corral, the only 
developed recreation site in the planning area. Different strategies for 
administration of the recreation use need to be explored with local residents 
since the primary beneficiaries of that use are local residents of Minersville 
and Milford. A cooperative maintenance and management agreement or transfer 
of administrative control through R&PP needs to be explored to solve current 
problems. 

It is the Bureau's policy to designate all public lands for off-road 
vehicle use. The designations reflect management concern over existing and 
anticipated ORV use. Since most of the planning units are experiencing only 
light use, the majority of the planning area will be designated as open. 

Interpretive material, in the form of recreation user guides have proved 
to be a cost effective management tool, where on-the-ground supervision will 
be kept to a minimum. Informational material required in the administration 
of ORVs would be identified in the ORV Implementation Plan. 

:.. . . .:.: 

‘... 
.;: 
1:;. 
::.. 

There are currently no public lands which provide access to recreation 
values identified for disposal, under provisions of Section 302 of FLPMA. 
However, indemnity selections, State sales, and exchanges are permitted under 
this plan. Legal access needs to be made a provision of any lands actions to 
ensure continued access to fishing streams and recreation values. 
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4. Plan Implementation 

Management of the CBGA planning area as an Extensive Recreation Management 
Area will begin with the adoption of the plan. Negotiations for a cooperative 
management agreement or R&PP will be initiated upon adoption of this plan. 
The ORV implementation plan will be completed by 1987 and designations will be 
implemented upon completion of the implementation plan. Interpretive material 
will be an on-going program with priority being placed on providing a general 
visitor's use guide and information on ORV designations. Periodic update will 
be required. 

5. Support and Program Coordination 

Lands and minerals support would be required in processing an R&PP for 
Rock Corral and,Ranch Canyon. Lands coordination would also be required in 
processing quantity grants, sales, and exchanges to assure access is 
maintained to areas having recreational values. 

Program coordination will be required with the wildlife and watershed 
programs in assessing the effects of the ORV limitation on riparian areas, 
CDWR, Utah prairie dog sites, and raptor nesting areas. 
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6. Recreation Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

PROGRAM DECISIONS STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 
Recreation 1 . Manage the CBGA Plan- 1. Identification of l.Recreation Assessment As status of recre- 

ning Area as an Extensive 
Recreation Management 
Area (ERMA). Complete 
additional planning on the 
Mineral Mountains if the 
status of the recreation 
opportunities changes and 
the identification of a 
Special Recreation Manage- 
ment Area is warranted. 

SRW will be based on narrative and evaluation 
criteria in BLM Manual and analysis of criteria. 
8321. 

ation opportunities 
change or at a mini- 
mum of 5 years. 

2. Continue to provide 
for the management and 
maintenance of the fa- 
cilities at Rock Corral. 
Explore additional man- 
agement agreements with 
Milford on the adminis- 
tration and maintenance 
of the facilities. 

3. Complete ORV Plan and 
designate by 1987 public 
lands into the following 
ORV Categories: open, 
1,023,700; limited to 
existing roads and trails, 
47,700 acres; and closed, 
0 acres. 

4. Provide informational 
material. 

5. Maintain public access 
to important recreation 
opportunities. 

: .D.~.'.~. ; ;, ..-.,:... 

2. Completion of a co- 2. Recreation assessment 
operative management narrative, compliance 
plan or transfer of ad- checks and use super- 
ministrative responsi- vision. 
bility through R&PP. 

3. Completion of ORV 3. Addressed in ORV imple- 
Plan and designation mentation plan. 
order. 

4. Completion of visi- 4. Evaluate and update as 
tor user guides and status of recreation re- 
ORV maps. source changes. 

5. Assure compliance 5. Review lands cases. 
in lands case involv- 
ing transfer of public 
lands. 

: :, .I'?. 

2. Maintenance com- 
pliance completed 
annually. 

3. Addressed in ORV 
implementation plan. 

4. 10 years 

5. Case-by-case 
basis. 



7. Recreation Program Estimated Costs 11 - Twenty Year Funding Estimates 

Planned Action l-5 
Years Total 

6-10 1 l-15 I6-20 costs 

1 . Management ERMA Option A - Man- 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 
agement as ERMA 21,750 21,750 21,750 21,750 87,000 

Option B Manage- 
ment as SRMA-Min- 
era1 

1. Planning 4 WM 
11,600 

2. Use Super- 
vision 

3 WM/YR 
43,500 

E’ 2. Cooperative Manage- 
ment Agreements (Rock 
Corral) 

Option A R&PP 2,900/l WM 
(4170) .5 WM/YR 

3. ORV Management 
a. Planning 
b. Use Supervision 

Option B 
1. Develop Cooperative Agreements 
2. BLM Mainten- 1,450 

ante 
3. Improvements 3,300 

4. Use Supervi- .5 WM/YR 
sion 7,200 

2 WM/5,800 
.5 WM/YR 

7,200 

1,450 

.5 WM/YR .5 WM/YR 
7,200 7,200 

.5 WM/YR 
7,200 

.5 WM/YR 
7,200 

3 WM.YR 
43,500 

1,450 

11,600 

3 WM/YR 
43,500 130,500 

1,450 

.5 WM/YR 
7,200 

2,900 
5,800 

3,300 

28,800 

5,800 
.5 WM/YR 

7,200 28,800 



7. Recreation Program Estimated Costs 1' - Twenty Year Funding Estimates (Continued) 

Planned Action 
Measurement 

Units J-5 
Years Total 

6-10 11-15 16-20 costs 

4. Interpretive Material 
a. Preparation 2 WM/5,800 2 WM/5,800 11,600 
b. Printing 3,500 3,500 7,000 

NOTE 
5 Year Totals Planned Actions (Repre- 
sents only Option A) 

$46,950 $28,950 $38,250 $28,950 $143,400 

r/ Represents current year dollars at $2,900 per work month. 
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1. Objectives 

Manage wildlife habitat to favor a diversity of game and nongame species. 
Provide forage for current big game numbers and prior stable or long-term 
numbers in the future should populations increase and habitat improvement 
occur. Improve habitat in poor condition on crucial deer winter range to 
reduce depredation on private lands. Protect against the loss of crucial big 
game habitat (see Wildlife Map 1) from encroachment by incompatible uses. 
Improve riparian/fisheries habitat in areas currently in poor condition due to 
livestock grazing practices. Avoid deterioration of riparian/fisheries 
habitat currently in fair or good condition. 

2. Management Actions, and Priorities 

The major management decisions in the wildlife program are: 

a. Big game will be provided 16,240 AUMs of forage in the 
short term and up to 34,200 AUMs forage in the long term if big game numbers 
increase to prior stable or long-term levels and habitat is improved. 
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b. Seven Habitat Management Plans will be written and will 
include the objectives of improving wildlife habitat condition from poor to 
fair or good on: 1) 327,000 acres of the 820,000 acres of mule deer habitat; 
2) 4,000 acres of the 20,100 acres of elk habitat; and 3) 142,800 acres of the 
295,000 acres of antelope habitat. Approximately 8,200 acres of land 
treatments will be implemented to improve crucial big game habitat. 
Priorities for implementation and proposed management actions for each of the 
Habitat Management Plans are found in Wildlife Table 1. 

C. Additional studies of crucial deer winter range will be 
conducted in cooperation with Utah Division of Wildlife Resources in the 
Garfield Planning Unit. If additional areas are determined to contain crucial 
winter range, appropriate resource protection actions will be taken (eg, oil 
and gas stipulations). 

d. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources has identified the 
Garfield Planning Unit as a potential antelope transplant area. BLM will 
cooperate with UDWR in establishing a population goal in balance with habitat 
availability. The actions will be fully addressed during the development of 
the Garfield HMP. 

e. Deterioration of riparian/fisheries habitat will be avoided 
on 395 acres on 63.5 miles of stream currently identified in fair or good 
condition. Riparian/fisheries habitat will be improved on 23 acres on 7 
stream miles by restricting or eliminating livestock grazing. These areas are 
included in 5 of the Habitat Management Plans. Priorities for the 
implementation of actions to protect riparian/fisheries habitat are as 
follows: 

Planning Prior- Riparian Riaprian Stream Stream 
v Unit it Stream Name Habitat Miles Fish Species 

Beaver 5 North Wildcat Creek Poor 0.0 Poor 0.5 ---- 
4 Ranch Canyon Poor 4.0 Fair 1.2 ---- 

Sevier River Poor 12.0 Poor 2.2 Brown Trout 
Wildcat Creek Poor 0.0 Fair 1.3 ---- 

Cedar 3 Murie Creek Poor 5.0 Poor 1.0 ---- 
7 Shurtz Creek Poor 1.0 Poor 0.5 ---- 

Garfield 2 Sevier River Poor 1.0 Fair Brown Trout 
23 -%-- 

3. Rationale 

BLM is charged with managing wildlife habitat on public land to maintain 
or improve species diversity and to protect threatened and endangered 
species. 

Currently forage requirements needed by big game populations have not been 
officially established in some areas. This action will provide for a more 
stable population in balance with the quality of the habitat. 

‘. 
.:_: 
.: 
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The development of Habitat Management Plans will direct management actions 
toward reducing or eliminating resource conflicts. Through coordination with 
other resource programs, some cost reduction would be realized. 

Crucial big game winter range is an important component of big game 
habitat. This habitat is identified as that portion of habitat that, if 
eliminated, would significantly jeopardize the continued existence of the 
herd. Land treatments proposed for this crucial winter range would remove 
undesirable plant species and improve areas currently in an unfavorable 
condition. 

Modifying livestock grazing practices would allow for the health and vigor 
of key wildlife forage plants to improve. Establishing grazing systems would 
allow a periodic rest from domestic grazing pressure and allow for the 
physiological needs of the plants to be met. 

The BLM is charged through Executive Order 11990 with managing, 
protecting, and improving wetlands (riparian/fisheries) habitat on public 
lands. Numerous studies have shown that livestock grazing has a significant 
negative impact to riparian habitat. Fencing has been shown to be the best 
method for rapidly improving riparian habitat. 

The priorities for developing Habitat Mangement Plans have been 
established based on the significance of resource conflicts. Areas where 
resource conflicts are most significant would receive first priority. 

4. Plan Implementation 

Following approval of the RMP seven wildlife habitat management plans will 
be written. These plans will include detailed information concerning the 
management objectives given in the summary of management objectives for each 
HMP. Objectives for individual grazing allotments will be considered during 
the implementation of these plans. Special emphasis will be placed on areas 
such as crucial big game winter ranges or threatened or endangered species 
should they occur. Land treatments, projects and developments are proposed 
for completion over the long term. 

These plans will include detailed information for riparian/fisheries 
habitat concerning the methodology for protecting and improving the areas 
identified in Wildlife Table 1. Special emphasis will be placed on those 
streams which contain fish or are capable of supporting a fishery. 

5. Suppport Needs and Program Coordination 

In order to implement the proposed habitat management plans and the 
protection of riparian/fisheries habitat several support needs and assistance 
by other resource programs will be needed. Clerical support will be necessary 
during the development and writing phase of the HMPs prior to construction of 
projects or developments. It will also be necessary to ensure that land 
treatments or developments are not proposed for areas identified for lands 
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disposal. Engineering and contracting support will be required for project 
design and construction. Support will also be required from the minerals, 
cultural, range, watershed, and visual resource programs prior to development 
construction. 

Coordination with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources will be required 
during activitiy plan development, implementation of habitat improvement 
projects, and habitat monitoring and yearly range evalutions. Coordination 
and consultation will be required where proposed projects are adjacent to or 
would affect U.S. Forest Service or State lands. Coordination with the range 
program is essential where adjustments or modification of livestock management 
may be necessary to meet objectives for both habitat management plans and 
allotment management plans. 

:.I. 
:: 
.‘_ 
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6. Wildlife Plant Monitoring and Evaluation 

DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 
Monitoring would be accomplished by 

WILDLIFE 1. Provide 16,240 AUMs nec- 1. Actions are prescribed to 
essary for current big insure sufficient forage 
game populations. is available for big game. 

2. Provide up to an addit- 2. See No. 3 above 
ional 17,960 AUMs for 
prior stable or long- 
term goals set by UDWR 
if habit conditions im- 
prove and forage becomes 
available. 

3. Develop and implement 3. Actions are being pre- 
Habitat Management Plans scribed through appropri- 
to improve 327,000 acres ate programs (Soil, Range, 
of mule deer habitat, and Wildlife) to improve 
4,000 acres of elk habi- habitat condition as de- 
tat and 142,800 acres of tailed in Table 2. 
antelope habitat. 

4. Treat 8,200 acres of 4. Actions are prescribed to 
crucial deer winter range reduce competition for key 
to improve habitat condi- forage species as detailed 
tion and provide addit- in Table 2. 
ional forage. 

5. Initiate studies in 5. A Cooperative Management 
cooperation with UDWR to Agreement or Memorandum 
verify crucial deer of Understanding with UDWR 
winter range boundaries developed that establishes 
in the Garfield Planning the standards, methods, and 
Unit. agency responsibilities. 

the area biologist through: - 

1. Development of individual HMPs. Annual 

2. Evaluate prescribed actions as Annual 
actions to their effectiveness 
in meeting objectives. 

3. Coordination with other resource Annual 
programs and UDWR. 

4. Tracking of progress will occur Annual 
through the AWP and progress re- 
ports. 

5. AWP - progress report process. Annual 



DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 

WILDLIFE 6. Cooperate with UDWR es- 6. A CM4 or MOU with UDWR de- 6. AWP Progress Report process. Annual 
(Continued) tablishing a population veloped that establishes 

of antelope in the Gar- the standards, levels, con- 
field Planning Planning ditions, agency involvement, 
Unit. Population levels etc. for antelope transplant 
will be determined by program. CMA or MOU incor- 
habitat availability. porated into Garfield HMP. 

RIPARIAN 7.a. Avoid deterioration of 7.a.flMPs are being developed 7. Monitoring wou\d be accom- Annual 

y, ::.I: 

Area Biologist 

HMPs. 

395 acres on 63.5 miles including riparian. plished by the 
of stream identified as through: 
being in fair or good 
riparian/fisheries habi- Development of 
tat condition. 

Coordination w i 
7.b Improve 23 acres on 7 7.b.Actions are being pre- programs. 

miles of stream condi- scribed.to-improve habi: _ _ _ 

th other resource 

tion riparian habitat 
by restricting or elim- 
inating livestock graz- 
ing. 

tat condition as described Evaluate actions as to their 
in Wildlife Table 1. effectiveness in meeting es- 

tablished objectives. 

..:.y :_:.::.:_, 
. . 
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7. Wildlife Program Estimated Costs 

DECIsIoNs 
PLANNED ACTIONS ADDITIONAL ACTIONS YEARS 

l-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 TOTAL 

Provide forage for current Evaluate need for more 
big game forage 

Write and implement seven Write HMPs 
Habitat Management Plans 

Implementation and 
Monitoring 

Develop 8,200 acres of 
of land treatment 

Improve by protecting 
23 acres of riparian 
habitat by fencing. 

Protect 7 miles of stream 
or 14.0 miles of fence. 

Evaluation 

3 WM 1 WM 
2,900 2,900 

3 WM/HMP 
4.2 WM/YR 

21 WM Total 
$60,900 

1 WM/YR/HMP 
2 WM 
5,800 

1025/year 
(2) years 

2,050 acres 
Cost-$52,196 

3.5 miles 
fenced 

Cost-$8,400 

Include in 
HMP Cost 

1 WM/YR/HMP 
25 WM 

72,500 

1,23O/yr. 
6,125O acres 
Total Cost - 

$156,589 

10.5 miles 
fence 

Cost-$25,200 

1 WM 1 WM $ 11,600 
2,900 2,900 

60,900 

1 WM/YR/HMP 1 WM/YR/HMP $223,300 
25 WM 25 WM 

72,500 72,500 

$208,785 

33,600 

TOTAL $538,185 



WILDLIFE TABLE 1 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEt%NT AND OBJECTIONS, ACTIONS, AND PRIORITIES 

PRIORITY 1 

Buckskin Habitat Management Plan Objectives 

1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or better on 5,456 acres with 

vegetation treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on 
the following allotments. 

Allotment Acres of Treatment 

Bone Hollow 256 

Lee Spring 1,460 
North Creek 2,040 

Fremont 1,700 

5,456 

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 36,895 acres and improve big game habitat 

condition from poor to fair or better on 14,219 acres of the total of 81,273 acres that are in 
poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the follow- 
ing allotments: 

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management 

Bone Hollow 12,105 3,771 

Buckskin Mountain 5,588 969 

Lee Spring 14,583 8,156 

Pine Cr./Indian Cr. 4,619 1,323 

36,895 14,219 

3. Maintain current fair or good riparian habitat condition on 12 acres and/or 1.8 miles in 

the following allotments: 

Stream Allotment 

Cottonwood Canyon Bone Hollow 

Indian Creek Pine Creek Ind 

North Wildcat Creek Pine Creek Ind 

Wildcat Creek Pine Creek Ind 

Maintain Improve 

Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

ian Creek 

ian Creek 
ian Creek 

2.0/1.1 
5.070.8 

0.0/0.5 
5.011.2 0.0/1.3 

12.0/3.1 0 O/1.8 

‘.:. 
,:.: 
i,:... 
,:::.: 
._:_.. 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABXTAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 

Buckskin HMP 

Proposed Changes in Existing 
Management Practices of Wild- 

life Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres WI Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish. 
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Foraqe Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Bear Creek 
Bone Hollow 
Buckskin Mtn 
Fremont 

Lee Spring 
North Creek 
Pine Creek7 

Indian Creek 
South Creek 

Spry 
West Spring 

I X X X 479 

M 6,221 

M 531 

3,423 
X X X 9,002 256 

1,240 
X 33,218 1,700 

X X X X 14,096 1,460 
X 8,524 2,040 

4,539 

81,273 5,456 14,219 36,895 12/3.1 0.0/1.8 

3,771 12,105 z/1.1 
969 5,588 

8,156 14,583 

1,323 4,619 1072.0 0.0/1.8 



PRIORITY 2 

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Antimony Habitat Management Plan Objectives 

1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or better on 565 acres with vegeta- 

tion treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on the 

following allotment: 

Allotment Acres of Treatment 

Johns Valley 565 

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 28,024 acres and improve big game habitat 

condition from poor to fair or better on 21,240 acres of the total of 23,882 acres that are 

in poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the 
follow- ing allotments: 

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management 

Antimony Creek 2,976 

Center Creek 2,026 

Dry Wash 2,423 

Johns Valley 5,392 

Pine Creek 11,063 

Poison Creek 2,112 

Pole Canyon 1,112 

Twitchell Ranch 920 

1,296 

1,113 
3,479 

10,179 
1,486 
2,982 

705 

28,024 21,240 

3. Maintain current fair or good habitat condition on 6 acres and/or 2.8 miles in the 

following allotments: 

Stream Allotment Maintain Improve 

East Fork Sevier East fork Sevier River 

North Creek Center Creek 

6.012.2 
0.0/0.6 

6.0/2.8 

: .: 
).:’ 

:; : 
-_ 

1: .: 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 

PROPOSED ACTIONS TO M%%T HABITAT IMANAGEtENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 

Antimony HMP 
Proposed Changes in 

Existing Management Practices 
of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres Wl Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish. 

Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Antimony Creek I 
Antimony Ranch C 

Center Creek I 
Dry Wash I 

Johns Valley M 

Pine Creek I 
Poison Creek I 

Pole Canyon M 
Twitchell Ranch M 

X X 1,296 
313 

1,296 2,976 

X X 444 2,026 6.0/2.8 
X X 1,285 1,113 2,423 

X 3,479 565 3,479 5,392 

10,179 10,179 11,063 
X X 3,080 1,486 2,112 

2,982 2,982 1,112 
824 705 920 

23,882 565 21,240 28,024 6.0/2.8 



PRIOEITY 3 

TABLE 1 (Eont inued) 

Garfield Habitat Management Plan Objectives 

1. Reduce competition for key forage species on 33,073 acres and improve big game habitat 

condition from poor to fair or better on 22,955 acres of the total of 48,211 acres that are in 

poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the follow- 

ing allotments: 

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management 

Big Flat 
Fish Pond 

Graveyard Hollow 
Lime Kiln Creek 

Limestone Canyon 
Mammoth Ridge 

Marshall Canyon 

Pole Canyon 
Rock Canyon 

Roller Mill 
Sage Hen Hollow 

Sandy Creek 
Sanford Bench 

Sevier River 
South Canyon 

Sunset Cliffs 

Tebbs Hollow 
Three Mile Creek 

1,610 
1,717 

1,235 
2,652 

252 

110 
202 

3,378 
3,184 

3,847 

806 
2,697 

2,019 
7,746 
1,618 

669 

491 

202 

1,268 

1,587 

1,605 
2,654 
8,434 

1,175 

2,220 
2,650 

33,073 22,955 

2. Improve riparian and fisheries habitat condition on 1 acre and/or 0.3 miles from poor to 
fair or better habitat condition and maintain current fair or good habitat condition on 25 

acres and/or 5 miles in the following allotments: 

Stream Allotment Maintain Improve 

Sevier River Minnie Creek 19.0/1.6 

Sevier River Sevier River 1.010.3 

Three-mile Creek Sandy Creek 1.0/0.5 

Panguitch Creek Sawmill O.O/O.l 

Three-mile Creek Three-mile Creek 5.0/2.8 

25.075.0 1.010.3 
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PROPOSED ACTIONS 

TABL% 1 (Continued) 

TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 

Garfield HMP 
Proposed Changes in 

Existing Management Practices 

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres WI Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish. 
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Asay Creek I 
Big Flat I 
Fish Pond C 

Gravel Bench I 

Graveyard Hollow C 
Hillsdale M 
Limekiln Creek I 
Limestone Canyon C 
Minnie Creek C 

Marshall Canyon I 
Minnie Creek I 

Pipeline M 
Pole Canyon C 

Rock Cankyon M 
Roller Mill C 

Roundy Canyon C 
Sagehen Hollow M 
Sandy Creek x 

Sanford Bench I 

Sawmill C 
Sevier River I 
Shearing Corral 

South Canyon I 
Sunset Cliffs M 

Tebbs Hollow I 
Three-Mile Creek I 

X 
X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 884 
X X 192 

X 423 
X 2,201 

432 
X 764 

285 

179 
X 3,712 

1,093 

X X 

X X 

X ‘X 

X X 

X X 
X X 

'1,268 1,268 
1,889 1,587 

1,605 
5,454 

9,209 

546 
348 

4,023 
7,196 

285 
3,573 
2,650 

48,211 22,955 33,073 25.015.0 l.OlO.3 

669 
491 

202 

1,605 
2,654 

8,434 

1,175 

2,220 
2,650 

2,652 
252 

110 1911.6 
202 

1,610 
1,717 

1,235 

3,378 

3,184 

3,847 
806 1.0/0.5 

2,697 

0. o/o. I 
2,019 l/O.3 

7,746 

1,618 

5/2.8 



PRIORITY 4 

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Bald Hills Habitat Nanagement Plan Objectives 

1. Reduce competition for key forage species on 49,745 acres and improve big game habitat 

condition from poor to fair or better on 10,231 acres of the total of 59,728 acres that are 

in poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the 
following allotments: 

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management 

Bald Hills 3,688 0 
Greenville Bench 1,579 285 
Lowe 1,301 925 
Minersville 1 23,453 1,650 
Minersville 5 11,334 7,371 
Stewart 8,390 0 

49,745 10,231 

:: 
,::I 

: 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 

PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT blANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 

Bald Hills HMP 
Proposed Changes in 

Existing Management Practices 
of Wildlife Concern Acres 8.G. Management Acres W/ Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish. 

Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Bald Hills I 

Greenville Bench C 
Long Hollow I 

2 
Lowe M 
Minersville 1 I 

Minersville 3 M 

Minersville 4 I 
Minersville 5 I 

Minersville 6 I 
Stewart I 

Yardley C 

X X X 1,739 3,688 

10,167 285 1,579 
X x .x 4 

925 925 1,301 

X X X 15,826 1,650 23,453 
7,372 

X X X 16,131 

X X X 8,512 7,371 11,334 
X X 128 

X X X 663 8,390 

59,728 0 10,231 49,745 0 0 



PkIORlTY 5 

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Antelope Mountain Habitat Management Plan Objectives 

1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or better on 1,000 acres with vegeta- 
tion treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on the 
following allotments: 

Allotment Acres of Treatment 

New Harmony 1,000 acres 

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 38,582 acres and improve big game habitat 

condition from poor to fair or better on 15,288 acres of the total of 33,413 acres that are in 
poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the follow- 

ing allotments: 

Allotment Reduce Competition Inprove Through Management 

Butte 3,259 6,993 

Desert Mound 3,310 2,415 

Dick Palmer Wash 2,614 1,045 
Eight Mile Hills 3,827 69 

Joel Spring 13,699 740 

Lindsay Mine 115 

Neck of the Desert 5,708 4,012 
Pinto Creek 1,936 14 

Silver Peak 1,874 

38,582 15,288 

3. Ilrprove riparian and fisheries habitat condition on .l miles from poor to fair or better 

habitat condition and maintain current fair or good habitat condition on 4 acres in the 
following allotments: 

Stream Allotment Maintain 

Acres/Miles 

Inprove 

Acres/Miles 

Little Pinto Creek 

Duncan Creek 

Little Pinto Creek 

Joel Spring 3.0/1.4 

New Harmony 1.0/0.6 

Reservoir O.O/O.l 

..: ::: 
i;: 
: 

4.0/2.0 O.O/O.l 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 

PROPOSE0 ACTIONS TO NEET HABITAT %NAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 

Antelope Mountain 
Proposed Changes in 

Existing Management Practices 
of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/ Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish. 

Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of l-lab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Antelope C 
Antelope Spring M 

Big Hollow I 
Butte I 
Desert Mound I 

Oick Palmer Wash I 

-4 Dry Canyon I 
l-a Eight Mile Hills M 

Grove Creek C 
Head Spring M 

Hidden Spring 
Iron Mountain C 

Joel Spring 1 
Kanarraville C 
Knell C 

Lindsay Mine C 
Lower Meadow C 
Lund M 

Neck of the I 
Desert 

New harmony I 
Pinto Creek C 
Quichapa Creek I 

Reservoir M 

Rock Springs I 
Sand Ridge C 

274 

995 
X X 7,899 
X X X 2,767 
X X X 1,174 
X X X 

584 

X 

X X X 

X X 

X 

X 

287 
29 

1,958 

387 

1,575 
4,272 4,012 5,078 

1,064 1,000 
14 14 

57 

331 

6,993 

2,415 
1,045 

69 

740 13,699 3.011.4 

3,259 

3,310 
2,614 

3,827 

115 

1,936 
l.OlO.6 

0.0/2.1 



TABLE 1 - Antelope Mountain (Continued) 

Proposed Changes in 

Existing Management Practices 

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres WI Rip./Fish. Rip-/Fish. 

Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Sand Spring 
Sevy East 
Silver Peak 

Swett Hills 
Three Peaks 
Truck Trail 
Tucker Point 

Zane 

M 42 
C 
I X X 142 1,874 
I X 245 
M 814 

C 
I 2,510 
I 5,993 -- 

33,413 1,000 15,288 38,582 4.0/2.0 OO/O.l 

,,’ .:.:_:. . . .._ 



PRlORlTY 6 

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Escalante Desert Habitat Management Plan Objectives 

1. Reduce competition for key forage species on 101,796 acres and improve big game habitat 
from poor to fair or better on 39,875 acres of the total 80,611 acres that are in poor condi- 

tion through the modification of current management practices in the following allotments: 

Allotment 

Adams Well 
Bald Hills Little 

Benson 
Black Point 

Bulloch 
Horse Hollow 
Iron Springs 

Jackrabbit 

Jenson 
Kane Spring 
Leigh Livestock 

Lizzies Hill 

Long Hollow R 
Lowe Jones 
Meadow Spring 
Mine 

Mortensen-Holyoak 
Nada 

North Gap 
Paragonah Cattle 

Parowan Gap 
Perkins 

Salt Lake 
Sherratt 

Steer Hollow 
Upper Horse Hollow 

West Hills 
White 

Willow Springs 

Reduce Competition 

12,009 
1,850 

24 

4,546 

2,671 
3,261 

7,052 

1,673 
2,942 
4,981 

8,899 

1,623 
6,075 

Improve Through Management 

3,692 
795 

225 
4,005 

4,561 
1,290 
1,550 

2,196 

2,791 
3,043 

83 

109 

5,538 
7,615 

4,639 
5,160 

7,326 
571 

4,173 
210 

775 
3,935 

3,119 
1,018 

5,520 
4,614 

1,802 

1,439 

135 

2,134 

101,796 39,875 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 

PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEKNT PLAN OBJECTIVES 

Escalante Desert HMP 
Proposed Changes in 

Existing Management Practices 

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres WI Rip./Fish. Rip./F ish. 
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Adams Well I 

Bald Hills I 
(Little) I 

Benson C 
Bergstrom I 

Black Point C 
Braffits Creek I 

Bullock C 

Crossroads I 

Desert C 

East Lake C 

Farm I 

FiddlersCyn. Or. I 
Hole in the Wall M 

Horse Hollow I 
Iron Springs I 
Jackrabbit I 

Jenson I 

Kane Spring M 
Leigh Livestock M 

Lizzies Hill 
Long Hollow R. M 
Lowe Jones C 

Meadow Spring C 

Mine I 

Mortensen- C 

Holyoak 

X 

X 
X 

X 

6,538 3,692 12,009 

889 795 1,850 
1,194 225 24 

1,531 
4,306 4,005 

5,103 4,561 4,548 

3,099 

855 
1,509 

1,626 
3,516 

747 

2,904 

3,043 
3,953 

2,878 

124 
895 

58 
7,126 

6,376 

1,290 

1,550 
2,196 

2,791 

3,043 

83 

5,520 

4,614 

2,671 

3,263 
7,052 
1,673 

2,942 
4,981 
8,899 

1,623 
6,075 

109 
5,538 

7.615 
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Proposed Changes in 
Existing Management Practices 

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres WI Rip./Fish. Rip-/Fish. 
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Foraqe Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Nada I 
Nelson M 

North Well I 

North Gas C 
North Highway I 
Paragonah Cattle I 
Parowan Gap 
Parowan Stake 

Perkins 
Perry Well 
Reed Leigh 

2 Rush Lake 
Salt Lake 

Sheratt 
Steer Hollow 

Upper Horse 

Hollow 
Urie 

West Hills 

Willow Springs 
White 

I 
M 

I 
M 
M 

I 
I 

C 

M 

M 

C 

I 

M 

X 

X 

X X 
X X X 

X X 

X X X 
X X 

X X 

X 

717 
2,243 

811 
560 

2,203 

1,853 1,802 

3,325 
469 

2,211 

1,439 1,439 
57 

1,833 
752 135 
237 

290 

2,134 2,134 
239 

4,639 

5,160 

7,326 

571 

4,173 
210 

775 
3,935 

3,119 

1,018 

- - 
80,611 39,875 101,796 



PRIORITY 7 

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Parowan Habitat Management Plan Objectives 

1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or betteron 1,135 acres through 

vegetation treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on 

the following allotments. 

Allotment Acres of Treatment 

Odlley Canyon 200 

Hamilton Fort 400 

Hicks Creek 360 

Kanarraville Unallotted 175 

Total 1,135 

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 18,875 acres and improve big game habitat 

condition from poor to fair or better on 3,735 acres of the total of 16,222 acres that are in 

poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practice in the follow- 

ing allotments: 

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management 

Oalley Canyon 254 

Fenton 4,607 2,367 

Fiddler's Canyon 4,808 631 

Hamilton Fort 4,944 153 

Hicks Creek 1,800 119 

Lister Robinson 1,013 265 

Order Canyon 133 

Surrmit 929 200 

Webster Hill 387 

18,875 3,735 

3. Irrprove riparian habitat condition on 6 acres from poor to fair or better -and maintain 

current fair or good condition habitat on the following allotment: 

Stream Allotment Maintain 

Acres/Miles 

Improve 

Acres/Miles 

:.: 

Shurtz Creek 

Shurtz Creek 

Murie Creek 

Hamilton 

Hicks Creek 

Unallotted 

0.0/0.2 

1.0/0.3 

5.0/1.3 
6.0/1.8 

77 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 

Escalante Desert HMP 
Proposed Changes in 

Existing Management Practices 
of Wildlife Concern Acres 8.G. Management Acres WI Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish. 

Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve 
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Cave M 

Cedar City 
Unallotted 

Dalley Cankyon C 

Dry Lakes C 
East Fork 
Fenton C 

2 
Fiddlers Canyon I 
Graff Point C 

Green Lake 
Hamilton Fort I 

Hicks Creek M 

Hole in the Rock C 
Hoosier Lake 

Kanarra Mountain C 

Kanarraville 
Unallotted 

Last Chance I 

Lister Robinson C 
Lower Sumnit Creek 

Main Creek C 

Order Canyon M 
P. Hill 
Parowan Unalloted 

South Highway 
Spring Creek C 
Sumnit C 

Summit Highway C 
Summit Mountain 

X 

X 

X 
C 

X 

X X 

295 

1,410 

58 

2,994 2,367 4,607 

1,990 631 4,808 

1,557 400 153 4,944 o.o/o.z 
119 360 119 1,800 1.010.3 

302 175 

788 265 1,013 

133 

4,729 
180 

731 
330 
129 

200 254 

133 

200 929 

5.011.3 



Proposed Changes in 
Existing Management Practices 

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres WI Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish. 

Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement camp. W/Conflict To Improve 

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles 

Sumnit Unallotted C 
Sweetwater 
Third House Flat C 

Water Canyon I 

Webster Hill 
West Fork 

527 387 

X X 

16,222 1.1351 3,735 18,875 6.011.8 

I’ 
. 

.; 
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Add itional ripar ian protection will be included in the following HNPs currently implemented: 

Stream 

Sevier River 

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Marysvale - Circleville HMP 

Allotment Improve 

AC res/Miles 

Circleville Canyon 12.012.2 Miles 

Mineral Range HMP 

Riparian to improve: 

Stream 

Ranch Canyon 

Allotment 

Mineral Range 

Improve 

Acres/Miles 

4.011.2 

SO 



1. Objectives 

Improve watershed conditions on areas identified with significant erosion 
condition problems and on other sensitive watershed areas (riparian areas). 

Avoid the deterioration of or improve watershed condition on all other Federal 
lands. 

Assure an adequate supply of water for existing and proposed Bureau 
management activities. Ensure production of quality water as required by 
State and Federal legislative acts and regulations for onsite and downstream 
users. Coordinate with the proper local, State, and Federal authorities on 
water-related issues. 

Assure compliance with the Clean Air Act. 
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2. Management Actions and Priorities 

The major management decisions in the Soil, Water, and Air program are: 

a. Retain PL 566 withdrawals in public ownership and continue 
to monitor withdrawal areas for satisfactory watershed conditions. 

b. Prepare Watershed Management Plans for the Cedar, Beaver, 
Garfield, and Antimony planning units. The management plans will provide for 
assessments of current information regarding significant erosion areas, ground 
water, surface water, floodplains, salinity, municipal watersheds, the 
identification of data gaps, field inventories to verify existing data or fill 
in data gaps, and a ranking or prioritization of problem areas for activity 
planning purposes. 

c. Cooperate and coordinate with local and State health 
departments, and the Utah Water Pollution Control Committee in maintaining 
water quality in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield and Antimony planning areas. 

d. Maintain compliance with the Clean Air Act through 
application of the NEPA process on a case-by-case basis. 

Priority for implementing these actions are: 

(1) Prepare Watershed Management Plans for the Cedar, 
Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony planning units. 

(2) The following items are of equal priority and are to 
be integrated into the existing program in an orderly manner. 

1) Retain PL 566 withdrawals in public ownership. 

2) Cooperate and coordinate with local and state 
authority in maintaining water quality in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and 
Antimony planning areas. 

3) Comply with the Clean Air Act. 

3. Rationale 

a. The Greens Lake PL 566 watershed project (completed in 
1962) and the Minersville PL 566 watershed project (completed in 1966) were 
established to prevent flooding of communities and agricultural areas by 
diverting floodwaters. Records indicate that considerable time and money was 
expended on these projects with favorable results. The physical structures 
and vegetation treatments need to be maintained and periodically repaired to 
maintain their effectiveness and reduce the risk of failure. The maintenance 
of the projects could not be assured if these lands are not maintained in the 
public trust. 
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b. An inventory specifically designed to identify existing 
watershed and/or water quality problems was not conducted on the Cedar, 
Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony planning area. Exisiting information on 
erosion problems in the Cedar, Bever, Garfield, and Antimony planning units is 
considered inadequate for activity planning purposes. Many potentially 
serious erosion areas (such as those occurring on or near small perched 
aquifers) may not be currently identified. Currently identified erosion areas 
need to be examined further, and an effort made to identify currently existing 
but undocumented erosion areas. 

c. Cooperation with State and local agencies will enhance 
efforts to comply with State and Federal legislative acts and regulations 
while providing the Bureau with needed information for activity planning 
purposes. In addition, this coordination of effort will reduce duplication of 
effort, and will assist in identifying data gaps. 

4. Plan Implementation 

a. PL 566, Watersheds. Following implementation of the plan, 
no further action is necessary except to monitor project and structure 
conditions. 

b. Watershed Management Plans 

(1) Initiate a search of existing data pertaining to 
significant erosion areas, ground water, surface water, floodplains, salinity, 
and municipal watersheds to identify areas of significant resource problems or 
where current data is insufficient for activity planning purposes. 

(2) Field check existing data and fill-in data gaps 
through additional field investigations. 

(3) Rank or prioritize problem areas identified in order 
of resource1 values to be lost, for purposes of preparing watershed activity 
plans. 

c. Maintain monitoring activities, including monitoring 
stations, if necessary, on public lands and continue to coordinate with local 
and State health departments and the Water Pollution Control Committee. 

d. Continue current mitigation for water quality concerns with 
surface disturbing activities. 

5. Support Needs and Program Coordination 

a. Support Needs. Clerical support would be necessary during 
the development phase of the Watershed Management Plans. Division of 
Operations support would be necessary for design and construction of certain 
projects, for contracting on some projects, and for the periodic upkeep of all 
projects. Clearances for threatened and endangered species, mineral 
resources, and archaeological values would require the support of those 
respective resources. 

:.: ::. 

,: ,:. ;:j: 
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.:.: 

a3 



b. Program Coordination. 

(1) Coordination with the wildlife with other Bureau 
programs would be necessary to properly design some watershed projects. 
Implementation of changes in grazing practices on identified areas would 
require coordination with the range program. 

(2) Coordination with local and State health departments 
and the Utah Water Pollution Control Committee would be necessary to initiate 
and maintain a proper water quality monitoring program. These same agencies 
would need to be consulted in Bureau-initiated actions with potential effects 
on water quality. 
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6. Soil, Water, and Air Plans Monitoring and Evaluation 

PROGRAM DECISIONS STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 
Soil, Water, & Air 1. Retain PL 566 with- I. a. PL 566 with- 1. a. Interaction with 1. a. As needed. 

drawals in public 
ownership &'continue 
to monitor withdrawal 
areas for satisfactory 
watershed conditions. 

drawals are retained 
in public ownership. 

the Lands and Realty 
Specialist. 

2. Prepare Watershed 
Management Plans for the 
Cedar, Beaver, Garfield 
and Antimony planning 
units. The management 
plans will provide for 
assessments of current 
information regarding 
significant erosion areas, 
ground water, surface 
water, floodplains, 
salinity, municipal 
watersheds, the identi- 
fication of data gaps, 
field inventories to 
verify existing data 
or fill in data gaps, and 
a ranking or priorti- 
zation of problem areas 
for activity planning 
purposes. 

2. a. A Watershed 
Management Plan is 
prepared for each 
planning unit which: 
1) directs a search 
of existing data to 
identify areas of signi- 
ficant erosion, ground- 
water concerns, surface 
water concerns, flood- 
plain concerns, salini- 
ty concerns, and con- 
cerns with municipal 
watersheds; 2) directs 
field investigations to 
verify existing data and 
to fill necessary data 
gaps in areas where sig- 
nigicant resource pro- 
blems are identified; and 
3) rank or prioritize pro- 
blem areas in accordance 
with resource values 
treatment for preparation 
of activity plans to take 
corrective action. 

2.b. The Watershed Man- 
agement Plans provide 
direction for the devel- 
velopment of site speci- 
fic activity plans and 

2. a. Review by District 2.a. Annually until 
and State Watershed the plan is complet- 
Specialists. ed. 

2.b. Determination made 2.b. Every 5 years 
by Area Manager, Dis- after the Management 
trict and Area Water- Plan is completed. 
shed Specialists. 
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6. Soil, Water, and Air Plans Monitoring and Evaluation (Continued) 

PROGRAM DECISIONS STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 

prioritize individual 
activity plan develop- 
ment within each plan- 
ning unit. 

3. Cooperate and coordin- 3.a Water quality 
ate with local and State concerns on public 
health departments, and lands identified by 
the Utah Water Pollution Federal, State, and 
Control Committee in main- focal agencies are 
taining water quality in incorporated in and 
the Cedar, Beaver, Gar- addressed by appro- 
field, and Antimony priate watershed 
planning areas. management plans. 

3. Input for the State 3. Annually 
of Utah 305 B Water 
Quality Report 'and 
the AWP Progress Report 
process. 

3.b. Water quality 
monitoring activities 
cooperatively identi- 
fied to be the respon- 
sibility of the BLM 
through MOU, CMA, or 
other agreements are 
incorporated in and 
addressed by appro- 
priate watershed plans. 

3.~. Periodic coordin- 
ation meetings with Fed- 
eral, State, and local 
agencies are held to 
discuss water quality 
concerns. 

4. Comply with the Clean 4. The NEPA process 4. Review of EA by the 4. Every 5 years 
Air Act through applica- is being applied on District Air Quality 
tion of the NEPA process on a case-by-case Specialists. A report 
on a case-by-case basis. basis. is prepared discus- 

sing progress. 



7. Soil, Water, and Air Program Estimated Costs 

VItASURE 
l-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 

1. Retain PL 566 withdrawals 
in public ownership & contin- 
ue to monitor withdrawn areas 
for satisfactory watershed 
conditons. 

2. Prepare Watershed Manage- 
ment Plans for Cedar, Beaver, 
Garfield and Antimony Plan- 
ning units. 

Monitor watershed condi- .1 WM .-I WM .I WM .l WM .4 WM 
tions every 5 years. 275 275 275 275 1,100 

a. Search of existing data. 

b. Cooperation and coordin- 
ation with State and local 
agencies. 

4 WM -- 

5,500 
2 WM 2 WM 

5,500 SIRXT 

-- -- 

2 WM 2 WM 
s,soo TJJJ 

4 WM 
5,500 

8 WM 
22,Q00 

c, Field check existing 
data & investigate sus- 
pected erosion areas. 

7 WM -- 

19,250 

-- -- 7 WM 
19,250 

d. Identify management 
& structures needed 
(general). 

5 WM 
13,750 -- 

5 WM 
13,750 

e. Rank or prioritize 2 WM 2 WM 
the erosion areas. 5,500 5,500 

f. Write & implement 50 WM 
activity plans. 137,500 

50 WM 50 WM 
137,500 137,500 

l50,OOO 150,000 

150 WM 
412,500 

g. Structures & treatment. 350,000 450,000 

Totals 

WM 
costs 

WM = 2,750 

20.1 52.1 52.1 52.1 176.4 
55,275 143,275 143,275 143,275 485,100 

Structures - Treatment 150,000 l50,OOO 150,000 450,000 

Total 55,275 293,275 293,275 293,275 935,100 

. . . . . . . 
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1. Objectives 

a. Manage woodland stands to supply woodland products on a 
sustained basis for fuelwood, posts, pinenuts, and Christmas trees at fair 
market value. 

b. Authorize harvest of woodland proudcts which approximates 
the biological capability of the stands to replace its harvested trees. 

c. Increase the accessibility to and within the woodland 
stands to more fully utilize woodland stands. 

2. Management Actions and Priorities 

The major management decisions in the forestry program are: 

a. Manage the woodland stands (Forestry Map 1) within Cedar 
and Beaver Planning Units for the sustained production of woodland products. 
Establish green wood cutting areas and provide additional access to and within 
those areas. Continue to authorize harvest of posts, Christmas trees, and 
pinenuts area-wide. 

b. Complete a Woodland Management Plan for Cedar and Beaver 
Planning Units. The Woodland Management Plan will identify needed access, 
establishment of green cutting areas, levels of harvest, use supervision, plan 
implementation, funding requirements, interpretive needs, and will supply an 

88 



orderly schedule to provide for harvest of woodland products. An 
Environmental assessment would be prepared for the activity plan and cover 
impacts of harvest so EAs would not be required for each sale. 

C. Continue to authorize the sale of fuelwood and posts 
through the EA process within Antimony and Garfield Planning Units. Dead and 
downed wood will be sold area-wide and harvest of green fuelwood will be 
limited to green cutting areas to be established on a case-by-case basis as 
needed. 

d. Prohibit commercial sales of all fuelwood within green wood 
cutting areas in Cedar and Beaver Planning Units and limit cutting of oak to 
10 cords per family per year. Expand the oak green cutting area to include 
all of the oak or public lands between Crater Knoll and the Ranch Exit on 
I-15. Commercial cutting outside green cutting areas may be authorized to 
achieve management objectives of other programs. 

e. Allow the harvest of woodland species with an maximum 
allowable harvest of 6,000 cords per year for the Cedar and Beaver planning 
units. Reduce from the maximum allowable harvest by 10 cords per acre as 
woodlands are taken out of the sustained yield base by land treatment 
(chainings, burnings, etc.) to a minimum of 3,750 cords per year. Place 
priority on salvaging woodland products before land treatments. 

f. The following lands have been identified as important 
riparian, wildlife habitat, and scenic areas where the value of the in-place 
trees outweigh the value of the trees for forestry products and where no 
cutting will be allowed. 

(1). No Cutting of Deciduous Trees Within 100 Feet of 
Riparian or Within VRM Class II Areas 

sets. 23 and 26. 
(a) Wildcat Creek (60 Acres - T. 27 S., R. 7 W., 

(b) South Fork/North Fork Creek (100 acres) - T. 28 
S ., R. 7 W., sets. 35 and 36. 

sets. 8 and 9. 
(c) Cherry Creek (312 acres) - T. 30 S., R. 6 W., 

sets. 8 and 9. 
(d) Birch Creek (100 acres) - T. 30 S., R. 6 W., 

(e) Parowan Creek, First Left Hand Canyon (VRM II, 
2,000 acres) - T. 34 S., R. 8 W., sets. 30 and 31; T. 34 S., R. 9 W., sec. 11, 
14, and 15. 

(f) Summit Creek (VRM Class II and Riparian, 200 
acres) - T. 35 S., R. 9 W., sets. 6 and 7. 

:. ::. 
::. : :. 

89 



(g) Shurtz Creek (No Cutting of Deciduous Trees and 
Ponderosa Pine, 60 Acres) - T. 37 S., R. 11 W., sets. 9 and 10. 

(2). No Cutting of Pinyon-Juniper Within Portions of 
Crucial Deer Winter Range Important for Thermal Cover 

(a) Parowan Front - T. 35 S., R. 10 W., sets. 9, 17, 
19, 30, and 31. 

3. Rationale 

These woodland stands (Forestry Map 1) represent the lands with the best 
potential for production of woodland products on a sustained yield basis. 
Creating green wood cutting areas provides for administrative efficiency in 
harvest and concentrates users in areas with the best woodland production. 
Additonal access will enable wood cutters to more efficiently utilize woodland 
stands where access is limited. 

Woodland management plans are required to administer the harvest of 
woodland proudcts. The plans would establish the harvest levels, access 
needs, use supervision requirements, funding, and scheduling of harvest for 
each of the green wood cutting areas. Additional woodland inventories would 
also be identified. It is anticipated that one woodland management plan would 
be required. Management of the woodland stands in the Garfield and Antimony 
Planning Units was not an issue in the RMP/EIS, therefore, current 
administration of the woodlands in those units will be continued. 

The prohibition of commercial cutting will enable the private individual 
to utilize those woodland stands most accessible to local population centers. 
Commercial cutting is currently concentrated in the Pinyon Planning Unit. 
Authorization for commercial cutting outside green wood cutting areas may be 
authorized in order to achieve management objectives of other programs or 
salvage wood before land treatments on a case-by-case basis. The quantity of 
gamble oak remaining in the Crater Knoll area will not support commercial 
harvest. The remaining oak and the additional scattered oak (east of current 
cutting area) will only satisfy local non-commercial demand. 

The limitation on the quantity of wood which will be authorized for 
harvest is based upon the sustained production of existing stands. This 
allowable harvest will be required to be reduced as woodlands are converted to 
a non-pinyon juniper vegetation aspect, through the treatments. 

The relative value of woodlands for wildlife, watershed and aesthetic 
values outweights their value for woodland products on approximately 1,200 
acres. 

4. Plan Implementation 

The identified management actions will be implemented upon approval of the 
plan as follows: Action a, c, d, and e. The Woodland Management Plan 
(management action b) will be completed within five years of RMP approval. 
Additional actions, including establishing green cutting areas and 
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identification of access needs, will be implemented upon approval of the 
Woodland Management Plans. Individual activity plans will define resources of 
the area, state activity specific objectives, specify planned actions, 
coordinate various resource values, and establish harvest levels for each 
cutting area. 

5. Support and Program Coordination 

Engineering support will be required for the design and construction of 
access. Fire management support would be needed for management of wildfire. 

Program coordination with the range, wildlife and watershed programs would 
be required in establishing green wood cutting areas, salvage areas, types of 
harvest methods, and planned results of harvest and mitigation requirements 
for the activity plans. 
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6. Forestry Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 

FORESTRY 1. Manage woodland stands for 
the sustained production of 
woodland products. Continue to 
establish greenwood cutting 
areas and provide access to 
and within cutting areas. 

2. Complete woodland management 
plarls for Cedar 41 Beaver plan- 
ing units identifying access 
needs, levels of harvest, use 
supervision, plan implementa- 
tion, and funding needs. 

3. Continue present management 
of woodland stands in Antimony 
and Garfield PUS. 

4. Limit commercial sales and 
harvest to areas identified 
for land treatment, to salvage 
woodland products, to achieve 
management objectives of other 
programs. 

5. Limit harvest of woodland 
species with an maximum allow- 
able harvest of 6,000 cords per 
year. Reduce annual harvest 
as appropriate, as sustained 
yield base is reduced by land 
treatment to a minimum of 
3,750 cords per year. Limit 
harvest of oak to 110 cords per 
year per family. 

6. Prohibit cutting of woodland 
products within identified 
riparian and wildlife habitat. 

1. & 2. Completion of Wood- 1. & 2. Area Forestry Spec- 1. & 2. Review land treat- 
land Management Plan, es- ialist would establish 
tablishing green wood cut- plan, review and evaluate 

ment proposals annually. 

ting areas and harvest 
limits. 

proposed land treatments, 
Complete status report on 
5 year basis. 

prepare requests for road 
construction, and review 
permit data for compliance 
for commercial and non- 
commercial sales. 

3. Preparation of an En- 3. Normal NEPA process 3. Annual 
greenwood 
are estab 

vironmental Assessment 
prior to establishment 
of green wood cutting areas 

4 5., & 6. Do not auth- 
o;ize commercial harvest 

4., 5.) & 6. Rev iew permit 4. Annua 1 
and harvest data . 

permits in green wood cut- 
ting areas. Do not issue 
permits for harvest in ex- 
cess of production capabili- 
ties or in sensitive wild- 
life or riparian areas. 

y or as new 
harvest areas 
ished. 
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7. Forestry Program Estimated Costs 

PLANNED ACTIONS YEARS 
l-5 6-10 . 11-15 16-20 TOTAL 

1. Complete Woodland Management Plans 

2. Plan Implementation 

A. Use Authorization 

8. Use Compliance 

C. Establish and Mdnitor Green Cutting Areas 

23 

D. Establish New Access 

1. Survey & Design 

2. Construction 

Totals 

11 Represents current year dollars at $2200 per WM. 

5 WM 
11,000 

3 WM/YR 3 WM/YR 
33,000 33,000 

1 WM/YR 1 WM/YR 
11,000 11,000 

1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 
16,500 16,500 

1.5 WM 
3,300 

$10,000 

$84,800 

1.5 WM 
3,300 

$10,000 

$73,800 

3 WM/YR 
33,000 

1 WM/YR 
11,ooo 

1.5 WM/YR 
16,500 

1.5 WM 
3,300 

$10,000 

$73,800 

3 WMIYR 
33,000 

1 WM/YR 
11,ooo 

1.5 WM/YR 
76,500 

1.5 WM 
3,300 

$10,000 

$73,800 

11,500 

132,000 

44,000 

66,000 

1.5 WM 
13,200 

$40,000 

$306,200 
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1. Objectives 

Reduce or eliminate rangeland resource problems on all 
allotments ide%ified for intensive management (Range Table 1 and Range Map 1) 
while maintaining a production goal of approximately 60,000 AUMs of livestock 
forage in the long term. 

b. Maintain or improve current resource conditions on all 
identified for maintenance of current management allotments (Range Table 2) 
while permitting approximately 23,000 AUMs of livestock grazing use over the 
long term. 

Continue current management on all allotments identified 
for custodial &nagement (Range Table 3) while preventing further resource 
deterioration. 

2. 

The major 

Management Actions and Priorities 

management decisions in the rangeland management program are: 

a. Initiate management prescriptions affecting season of use, 
grazing systems, and grazing use levels through formal grazing agreements, 
decisions, or AMPS. These prescriptions will be applied on all allotments 
identified as having one or more of the following characteristics to resolve 
problems and conflicts and meet objectives as identified in Range Table 4 
(Intensive Management Allotments): 

. Present range conditon is unsatisfactory. 

. Allotments have moderate to high resource production potential and 
are producing at low to moderate levels. 
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. Serious resource use conflict exist. 

. Opportunities exist for positive economic return from public 
investments. 

. Present management appears unsatisfactory. 

. Other criteria appropriate to EIS area. 

b. Continue current management practices to maintain or 
improve on resource conditions and to meet the objectives shown for the 
allotments which have been identified in Range Table 5 as generally conforming 
to the following characteristics (Maintain Management Allotments): 

. Present range condition is satisfactory. 

. Allotments have moderate or high resource production potential and 
are producing near their potential (or trend is moving in that 
direciton). 

. No serious resource use conflicts exist. 

. Opportunities may exist for positive economic return from public 
investments. 

. Present management appears satisfactory. 

. Other criteria appropriate to the environmental impact statement 
(EIS) area. 

c. Continue current custodial management on all allotments 
(shown in Range Table 3) which generally conform to the following criteria 
(Custodial Managememt Allotments): 

. Present range conditon is not a factor. 

. Allotments have low resource production potential and are producing 
near their potential. 

. Limited resource - use conflicts may exist. 

. Opportunities for positive economic return on public investment do 
not exist or are constrained by technological or economic factors. 

. Present management appears satisfactory or is the only logical 
practice under existing resource conditions. 

d. Priorities. These priorities are established as a ranking 
of relative importance and, as such, each priority should not be considered as 
preemptive of the next. 
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(1) Issue decisions to initiate rangeland monitoring 
procedures on allotments where BLM data to support grazing use adjustment is 
inconclusive or where grazing agreements cannot be reached through 
negotiations. Following evaluation of monitoring results, obtain signed 
grazing agreements or issue decisions if necessary for all allotments on which 
negotiated grazing agreements were not obtained. 

(2) Negotiate grazing agreements on allotments where 
permittees agree to adjustments in stocking levels or where no change in 
management is indicated. 

(3) Write and implement formal grazing agreements and/or 
AMPS within priority structures on allotments targeted for intensive 
management (as shown in Range Table 6). 

(4) Initiate rangeland monitoring procedures'on all 
allotments with negotiated grazing agreements in the following order: 

1) Improve management allotments as presented in 
Table 1. 

2) Maintain management allotments. 

3) Custodial management allotments as deemed 
necessary. 

3. Rationale 

Initial investigations indicate that significant resource 
problems requiF;ng changes in current livestock management exist on the 75 
allotments presented in Range Table 1. At present, intensive management of 
these allotments appears to be the most practical method of improving resource 
conditions. 

b. On 40 allotments (identified in Range Table 2) current 
resource conditions appear satisfactory and no serious resource conflicts have 
been identified. Changes in current management practices do not appear 
necessary at this time. 

C. On 50 allotments (shown in Range Table 3) resource values 
are low, and little economic return on public investments appears possible. 
Present custodial management appears satisfactory, or is the only logical 
practice under present resource conditions. 

4. Plan Implementation 

a. Issue decisions to initiate monitoring procedures on 
allotments where BLM data is inconclusive or where grazing agreements cannot 
be reached through negotiations. Obtain signed grazing agreements, or issue 
decisions, if necessary, on all allotments on which negotiated grazing 
agreements were not obtained. 
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b. Negotiate grazing agreements on allotments where no change 
in management is indicated or where permittees agree to adjustments in 
stocking levels. 

C. Write and implement AMPS on allotments targeted for 
intensive management as shown in Range Table 1. 

d. Initiate monitoring procedures on all allotments with 
negotiated grazing agreements in the following order: 

(1) Improve management allotments as presented in Range 
Table 1. 

(2) Maintain management allotments. 

(3) Custodial management allotments as deemed necessary. 

5. Support Needs and Program Coordination 

a. Support Needs. Clerical support would be needed during the 
development phase of AMPS and grazing agreements prior to implementaton. 
Support will be needed from the soil, water, and air program for conducting 
ground water and well site investigations on proposed well sites and spring 
developments. Support will be needed for clearances for threatened and 

endangered species, archaeological values, mineral resources, and soils 
evaluations. for areas proposed for treatments or facilities. Division of 
Operations support will be needed for designing projects, for construction 
and/or installation, and for some contracting and maintenance purposes. 

b. Program Coordination. Coordination with the wildlife and 
watershed programs concerning placement and design of vegetation treatments, 
management facilities, and management practices would be needed during the 
development phase. 

. . . . . :::.: :::: 
:: : 

::: . . 
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6. Range Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS MET-HOD INTERVAL 

Range 1. 

2. 

Initiate management actions 1. 
along with allotment facili- 
ties through grazing agree- 
ments or AMPS to correct 
existing resource problems 
and meet objectives on 
allotments as listed in 
Range Tables 91 and 4. 

Continue current management 2. 
practices to maintain or 
improve currently satisfact- 
ory resource conditions and 
to meet the listed objectives 
on those allotments which 
have few existing resource 
problems as shown in Range 
Tables 2 and 5. 

A) AMPS or formal graz- 
ing agreements are being 
written to modify ex- 
isting management 
practices. 

8) Management pre- 
scribed is meeting 
the objectives of the 
plan and of the AMPS 
or grazing agreements 

C) Xmplementation of in- 
tensive grazing manage- 
ment is following the 
priorities established 
in Range Table 6. 

A) Grazing agreements 
are being written to 
reflect and maintain or 
improve current grazing 
practices. 

5) Management prac- 
tices are meeting the 
objectives of the graz- 
ing agreement and of 
the plan. 

1. A) Monitoring of re- 
source conditions will 
be accomplished through 
monitoring procedures 
specified in the AMP 
or grazing agreement. 

B) Evaluation of pro- 
gress will occur as 
part of the range- 
land program summary 

2. Monitoring of re- 
source conditions will 
be accomplished under 
monitoring procedures 
specifed IBI the graz- 
i ng agreement 

1. A) Monitoring of re- 
source condfts"ons 
would occur at the in- 
tervals specified in 
the AMPS or grazing 
agreements. ( usually 
on an annual basis). 

T3) Monitoring of AMPS 
and grazing agreements 
for compliance with 
the plan would occur 
every 5 years. 

2. A) Monitoring of re- 
source conditions would 
occur at the intervals 
specified in the graz- 
ing agreement. 

3) Same as 1 B) 



6. Range Plan Monitoring and Evaluation (Continued) 

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 

3. Continue current custodial 3. A) Grazing agreements 3. Same as 2 above. Review for compliance 
management practices through are being written to with the plan would 
grazing agreements on the reflect current grazing occur every 5 years. 
allotments presented in practices. 
Table 3. 

B) Management practices 
are meeting the objectives 
of the grazing agreements 
and do not promote the 
deterioration of resources. 



7. Range Program Estimated Costs 

PLANNED ACTIONS MEASUREVENT UNITS YEARS 
1-5 6-10 II-15 16-20 TOTAL 

Issue decisions to initi- Approximately 25 decisions 4.25 WM 
ate monitoring procedures @ 2 days/decision. tstab- m 
on allotments where BLM lish monitoring studies on 
data are inconclusive, or approximately 5 allotments 
where grazing agreements 
cannot be reached througn 
negotiations. Obtain 
signed grazing agreements 
or issue decisions, if 
necessary, on all allot- 
ments for which negotiated 
agreements were not ini- 
tially obtained. 

w 
z Negotiate grazing agree- 

ments on allotments where 
no change in management 
is indicated, or where 
permittees agree to 
changes in stocking rates. 

Write & implement AMPS on 
allotments targeted for 
intensive grazing manage- 
ment. 

Initiate monitoring pro- 
cedures on all allotments 
on which negotiated graz- 
ing agreements were first 
obtained. 

@ 5 days/allotment. Read 
above studies @ 4 days ev- 
ery 2 years. 

Approximately 25 decisions 
or grazing agreements @ 
5 days/agreement-decision. 

Approximately 200 grazing 
agreements @ 2 days/agree- 
ment. 

Approximately 76 AMPS @ 
30 days/AMP. 70,000 
acres of treatments @ 
$28.60/acre. 
Management facilities. 

Establish monitoring 
studies on approximately 
110 allotments. Read 
monitoring studies on: 
Approximately 70 "I" man- 
agement allotments every 
2 years @ 4 days/reading 

20 WM 
$54,000 

6.25 WM 
m 

6.25 WM 
g16, 

20 WM 
$54,000 

28.5 WM 28.5 WM 28.5 WM 28.5 WM 114 WM 
$76,950 $76,950 $76,950 $76,950 $307,800 

$500,000 
$356,000 ",i;2 , 0":: ::2 , o"o"i f:2 I :E 

$2,000,000 
$1,424,000 

22.5 WM 22.5 WM 8.6 WM 8.6 WM 62.2 WM 
$60,750 $60,750 $23,220 $23,220 $167,940 



TOTALS 
Work Month costs 

Treatments and facilities 
costs. 

Total Costs 

($2,70O/work month) 75.25 WM 57.75 WM 37.6 WM 37.6 WM 208.2 WM 

m m $rcIp0 WC=0 J6562 

$856,000 $856,000 $856,000 $856,000 $3,424,000 

$1,062,000 $Y ,011,925 '8957,520 $957,520 $3,986,140 

:: :::. . 



RANGE TABLE 1 
ALLOTMENTS IDENTIFIED FOR INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT 

Beaver 

Cedar 

Planning Unit Allotment Name Allotment Number 

Bald Hills 6109 
Bone Hollow 5002 
Cove 0810 
Dog Valley 0812 
Four Mile 6121 
Hawkins Wash 5005 
Lee Spring 6110 
Long Hollow 6114 
Milford Bench 6119 
Mineral Range 6107 
Minersville 1 6101 
Minersville 2 6102 
Minersville 4 6104 
Minersville 5 6105 
Minersville 6 6106 
Pine Creek Indian Cr. 6100 
South Creek 6116 
Steward 6112 
Whitaker 6118 
Adams Well 5009 
Bald Hills Little 5012 
Benson 5013 
Big Hollow 5015 
Black Point 5078 
Bullock 5016 
Butte 5018 
Desert 5020 
Desert Mound 5082 
Dick Palmer Wash 5021 
Dry Canyon 5022 
Fiddlers Canyon 5025 
Hamilton Fort 5093 
Hole in the Wall 5029 
Iron Springs 5032 

Jackrabbit 5033 
Jenson 5034 
Joel Spring 5035 
Kane Spring 5037 
Lister Robinson 5099 
Mortenson Holyoak 5047 
Neck of the Desert 5049 
Nelson 5050 
New Harmony 5159 
North Gap 5079 
Paragonah Cattle 5052 
Parowan Gap 5053 
Perkins 5055 
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RANGE TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Planning Unit Allotment Name 

Cedar 

Garfield 

Antimony 

Quichapa Creek 
Rock Springs 
Rush Lake 
Salt Lake 
Silver Peak 
Steer Hollow 
Swett Hills 
Tucker Point 
Webster Hill 
Willow Spring 
Zane 
Asay Creek 
Big Flat 
Gravel Bench 
Limekiln Creek 
Marshall Canyon 
Minnie Creek 
Sandy Creek 
Sanford Bench , 
Sevier River 
South Canyon 
Tebbs Hollow 
Three Mile Creek 
Antimony Creek 
Center Creek 
Dry Wash 
Pine Creek 
Poison Creek 

Allotment Number 

5058 
5061 
5080 
5062 
5067 
5081 
5068 
5071 
5115 
5076 
5077 
5043 
---- 

5042 
5029 
5027 
5040 
5052 
5028 
5036 
5044 
5053 
5051 
6045 
6047 
6048 
6051 
6052 

::::: 
:.._ 

:. ..:. :::: 
iyt; 
_:. 
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Planning Unit Allotment Name Allotment N umber 

Beaver Bear Creek 5001 
Buckskin Mountain 5003 
Circleville Canyon 0809 
Fremont 5004 
Gale 6117 
Hansen 6120 
Lowe 6113 
Minersville 3 6103 
North Creek 6108 

Spry 5007 

West Spring 5008 
Antelope Springs 5011 
Cave 5084 
Eight Mile Hills 5024 
Head Spring 5027 

Hicks Creek 5094 

Horse Hollow 5030 
Leigh Livestock 5039 

Lizzies Hill 5041 

Long Hollow R. 5042 

Lowe Jones 5043 

Lund 5135 
North Well 5051 

P. Hill 5104 

Parowan Stake 5054 

Perry Well 5056 
Reed Leigh 5059 

Reservoir 5060 
Sand Spring 5064 

Spring Creek 5107 
Three Peaks 5069 

Upper Horse Hollow 5072 
Urie 5073 

White 5075 

Hillsdale 5035 

Pipeline 5039 

Rock Canyon 5044 

Sage Hen Hollow 5045 

Sunset Cliffs 5041 

Johns Valley 6050 
Pole Canyon 6053 

RANGE TABLE 2 
ALLOTMENTS IDENTIFIED TO MAINTAIN CURRENT MANAGEMENT 

Cedar 

Garfield 

Antimony 
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RANGE TABLE 3 
ALLOTMENTS IDENTIFIED FOR CUSTODIAL MANAGEMENT 

Planning Unit Allotment Name 

Beaver 

Cedar 

Greenville Bench 
Sevier 
Yardley 
Antelope 
Bergstrom 
Braffits Creek 
Cross Roads 
Dally Canyon 
Dry lakes 
East Fork 
East Lake 
Farm 
Fenton 
Graff Point 
Green Lakes 
Grove Creek 
Hidden Spring 
Hole in the Rock 
Hoosier Lake 
Iron Mountain 
Kanarra Mountain 
Kanarraville 
Knell 
Last Chance 
Lindsay Mine 
Lower Meadow 
Lower Summit Creek 
Main Creek 
Meadow Spring 
Mine 
Nada 
North Highway 
Order Canyon 
Pinto Creek 
Sand Ridge 
Sevy East 
Sherratt 
South Highway 
Summit 
Summit Highway 
Summit Mountain 
Sweetwater 
Third House Flat 
Truck Trail 
Water Canyon 
West Fork 
West Hills 

Allotment Number 

6111 
5006 
6115 
5010 
5014 
5083 
5019 
5086 
5087 
5088 
5023 
5089 
5090 
5091 
5092 
5026 
5028 
5095 
5096 
5031 
5097 
5036 
5038 
5098 
5040 
5044 
5100 
5101 
5045 
5046 
5048 
5102 
5103 
5057 
5063 
5065 
5066 
5105 
5108 
5109 
5110 
---- 
5113 
5070 
5114 
5116 
5074 
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RANGE TABLE 3 (Continued) 

Planning Unit Allotment Name 

Garfield 

Antimony 

Fish Pond 5037 
Graveyard Hollow 5048 
Limestone Canyon 5046 
Mammoth Ridge 5057 
Pole Canyon 5038 
Roller Hill 5030 
Roundy Canyon 5041 
Sawmill 5049 
Antimony Ranch 6046 

Allotment Number 
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RANGE TABLE 4 
RESOURCE PROBLEMS AND OBJECJIVES FOR JNJENSIVE M4NAGEMENJ CATEGORY ALLOJMENJS 

------------__--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: BALD HILLS ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6109 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUJHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
l[MpR(-$‘ER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-------------------------------------- IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHVSTOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMNJ PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABIJAJ---------- CHANGE MANAGEbENT JO PROVIDE FOR BIG GA# NEEDS 

13% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BV IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
51% OF ALLOTKNJ IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJXON--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

.: .:, 

____---___--_---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAt%: BONE HOLLOW ALLOTt’ENT NUMBER : 5002 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GA@ HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTt%NT--------------------- IMPROVE OR bt4INTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAFgE HABITAT 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESJOCK DISJRIBUJION-------------------------------------- IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DXSJRIBUJION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOJ PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
60% OF BIG GAM HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDIJION------------------------ IMPROVE HABIJAJ BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
73% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONOIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONOIJION BV IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

_________---_---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: COVE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 0810 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVEflOCK DXSJRIBUJION-------------------------------------- IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISJRIBU JION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

39% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
61% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALIJY OF KEY SPECIES 

__________--_______---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: DOG VALLEY ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 0812 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT--------------------- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUJION--------------------------------------I~PROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT WNAGEMNJ PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GA!% HABIJAJ---------- CHANGE MANAGE%NJ JO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

46% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
46% OF BIG GAFg HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

*,. .,;. ., 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: FOUR MILE ALLOJMENJ NUMBER: 6121 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------~~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISJRIBUTION 

PRESENT IJIANAGE#NT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAPE HABIJAT---------- CHANGE MRNAGEENJ TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAiME NEEDS 
6m OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESJOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY I~ROVING KEY SPECIES 

__________-______-_---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: HAWKINS WASH ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5005 CATEGORY,: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTENT--------------------- IMPROVE OR M4INTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTIoN--------------------------------------I~RoVE LIVESTOCK DISJRIBUJION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
45% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONoITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY Il?f'ROVING KEY SPECIES 
66% OF BIG GA% HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BV IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: LEE SPRING ALLOTNENT NUMBER: 6110 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
CRUCIAL BIG GA@ HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOJMENT--------------------- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAM! HABITAT 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVE~OCK,DISFRIBUJION--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUJION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAPE HABXTAJ---------- CHANGE SnANAGEMENT JO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAE NEEDS 

67% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESJOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 
80% OF BIG GA@ HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

_____----_______--_---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAM: LONG HOLLOW ALLOJMENT NUMBER: 6114 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT PIANAGEMENJ PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABXJAT---------- CHANGE M4NAGEMENJ TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MILFORO BENCH ALLOTENT NUMBER: 6119 CATEGORV: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESJIMAJED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT PtANAGEMENJ PRACJXCES CONFLICT WIJH BIG GAIFSE HABITAJ---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
23% OF BIG GAE HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BV IRROVl[NG QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

96% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITJON--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 

____---_-----_-------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTbfENT NAME: MINERAL RANGE ALLOT#NT NUMBER: 6107 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTKNJ--------------------- IMPROVE OR M4INTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCJION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEOS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAM HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGENENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 
50% OF BIG GAt% HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITXON------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY INPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
61% OF ALLOJNENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY KElPROVING KEY SPECIES 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERSVILLE 2 ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6102 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTNENT--------------------- INPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISJRIBUJION--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
41% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
56% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

___----------_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAK: MINERSVILLE 4 ALLOTENT NUMBER: 6104 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESfKj( DISTRIBUTION-------------------------------------- Ii%'ROVE LIVESTOCK DISJRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOJ PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANJS 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEb'ENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

37% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

.~.-.-.-.~.~_ 

.:( ‘.:,‘.‘.;.:. :. 



RANGE TABLE 4 (Continued) 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERSVILLE 5 ALLOTNENT NUMBER: 6105 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION --------------------------------------ITROVE LIVESTOCK QI~RIBuTIQN 

PHYSIOLOGXCAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHVSIOLCGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT ----------CHANGE MANAGEMENJ TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
20% OF ALLOTb'ENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION %Y IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
40% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONOITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITV OF KEY SPECIES 

________________------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERSVILLE 6 ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6106 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WIJH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
71% OF ALLOTtiNT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

_--------_------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAM: PINE CREEK INDIAALLOTNENT NUMBER: 6100 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTbtENT--------------------- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAtf HABITAT 

ESJIMAJED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHVSIOLCGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
56% OF BIG GAME HABITAJ IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALIJV OF KEY SPECIES 

64% OF ALLOTENJ IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

___________----------------------- --------^---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTENJ NAE: SOUTH CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6116 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIFIY\TED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
I#JROPER LIVESTOCK DISJRIBUTION--------------------------------------X~ROVE LIVESTOCK D1!3RIBUJION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDE0 FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAJ---------- CHANGE MNAGEKNT TO FROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
21% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 



.%ANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
____________-----_----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: STEWART ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6112 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESJIMAJED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------IRROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PHYSIWOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEFBENJ PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GA% HABIJAJ---------- CHANGE MNAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAi% NEEDS 

--_____---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOJMENJ NAM: WHITAKER ALLOJMENJ NUMBER: 6138 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
5% OF BIG GAK HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

7X OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IlvlPROVING KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: ADAMS WELL ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5009 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUJION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIOED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAi% HABITAT---------- CHANGE t%ANAGE#NJ TO PRUVIDE FOR BIG GANE NEEDS 
30% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
31% OF BIG GAISE HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTENT NAME: BALD HILLS LITTLALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5012 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
48% OF BIG GAff HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IRROVE HABITAT BY Ik'PROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMNT NAME: BENSON ALLOTRNT NUMBER: 5013 CAJEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOJ PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
_____------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: BENSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER : 5013 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAJ ----------CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

90% OF ALLOTbENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

-___---------------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTKNT NAME: BIG HOLLOW ALLOT#NT NUMBER: 5015 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------IMPROVE LIVESJOCK DISJRIBUTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHVSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 
46% OF ALLOTKNJ IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 

_________-___------_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAE: BLACK POINT ALLOTENT NUMBER: 5078 CAJEGORV : I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLM;ICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT ----------CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

24% OF ALLOTbENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
87% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONOITION------------------------ IMRROVE HABITAT BY XMF'ROVING QUALITY OF KEV SPECIES 

----em ----___--------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: BULLOCK ALLOTbtENJ NUMBER: 5016 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHVSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABIJAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
28% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BV IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

54% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ INPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

_____-------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UN1 J: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: BUTTE ALLOJMENJ NUMBER: 5018 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIDLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT IUV\NAGEENJ PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABXTAJ---------- CHANGE MANAGEENJ TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
56% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDIJION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

64% OF BIG GAE HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDIJION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALIJV OF KEY SPECIES 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONJINUED) 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: DESERT ALLOJMNT NUMBER: 5020 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT ----------CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
37% OF BIG GAM HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ I#'ROVE HABITAT BV IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAPE: DESERT MOUND ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5082 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTIMJED CAPACITY IS LESS JHAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE --------------------BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIDLOGTCAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANJS 
PRESENT MANAGEENJ PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GA!+E HABITAT---------- CHANGE MNAGEffENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAFJlE NEEDS 
SOIL EROSION EXISJS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGEJATION GROUND COVER 
6a OF ALLoT#NT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMd'ROVING KEY SPECIES 

72% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDIJION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

w 

z 
___________________------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: DICK PALMER WASHALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5021 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESJIMAJED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------~~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISJRI5UJION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHVSIOLDGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAt% HABITAT---------- CHANGE M'iNAGEMENJ TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAE NEEDS 

20% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IRROVE HABITAT BY IMf'ROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

----------------------------- _--____--__------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: DRY CANYON ALLOJMNJ NUMBER: 5022 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEhlS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
1% OF ALLoTk'ENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEV SPECIES 

____________----_------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAE : FIDDLERS CANVON ALLOTt%NT NUMBER: 5025 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENJ--------------------- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAE HABITAT 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

..:: .: y:::: 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
________-____------_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: HAMILTON FORT ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5093 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT--------------------- I#ROVE OR M4INJAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
ESJIMAJED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHVSXOLOGXCAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGE%NT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE M9NAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAM? NEEDS 

26% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IRROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
41% OF ALLOTENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY Ib%'ROVING KEY SPECIES 

,,-,,,,,,,,-,,-------------,,,,-------------------------------------------------------------~----------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTENT NAME: HOLE IN THE WALLALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5029 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTINTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AWJHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PLANNING UNIX: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAQE: HOLE IN THE WALLALLOT#NT NUMBER: 5029 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
PHYSIOLM;ICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME H45ITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

86% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITXON--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTF1ENT NAtrgE: IRON SPRINGS ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5032 CAJEGORV: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT WNAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMNT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAbE NEEDS 

19% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION ---------------REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

33% OF BIG GA# HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ I#'ROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

--------‘-----‘-“-‘““““““-“““‘--------------~---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NA#: JACKRABBIT ALLOTENT NUMBER: 5033 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTXON--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAJ---------- CHANGE MtNAGEMENJ TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOT@NT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 
35% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVPNG KEY SPECIES 

35% OF BIG GAM HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDTTION------------------------ IMF'ROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
-_-__--------------------- ------__------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: JENSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5034 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY YS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT ----------CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
29% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BV IMPROVING QUALITV OF KEY SPECIES 

60% OF ALLOTMENT XS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION ---------------REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

___________------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTPENT NAME: JOEL SPRING ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5035 CAJEGORV: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION --------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVEgKK DIgRIBUJION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT ----------CHANGE FnANAGEMENT JO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

11% OF BIG GAS% HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDIJION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
32% OF ALLOTMENT IS XN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY Ib'k'ROVING KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: KANE SPRING ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5037 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---------b-------- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
49% OF BIG GAbE HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAE: LISTER ROBINSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5099 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAt'E HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTl%NT--------------------- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
37% OF ALLOTtiNT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDIJION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

44% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IIUBPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOJMENJ NAME: MORTENSON HOLYOAALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5047 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE --------------------BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEOS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT lvlANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT ----------CHANGE MANAGEKNT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
45% OF BIG GAK HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITV OF KEY SPECIES 

___-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: NECK OF THE DESEALLOTKNT NUMBER: 5049 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE --------------------BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MNAGEl%NT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GA% HABITAT ----------CHANGE MANAGEbENT JO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAISE NEEDS 

17% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION ---------------REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
41% OF BIG GAlJE HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IRROVING QUALITV OF KEY SPECIES 

__-----_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMNJ NAME: NELSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5050 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
E!jJImJED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MNAGEMNT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GA% HABIJAJ---------- CHANGE MNAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
100% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION----------------------- IRROVE HABITAT BY If4PROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTPENT NAME: NEW HARMONY ALLOJENJ NUMBER: 5159 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
CRUCIAL BIG GAME tl4BITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTt%NT--------------------- IRROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
ESTIMATED CAPACIJV IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

____----------------------- -----_-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: NEW HARMONY ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5159 CATEGORY: 1 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

PRESENT MANAGE#NT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MNAGEMENJ TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
07% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
---__------------------------- --^-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMNT NAME: NORTH GAP ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5079 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEkENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAK HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAFSE NEEDS 
35% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONOITION------------------------ Ib%‘ROVE HABITAT BY Zk?ROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

__________________----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: PARAGONA CATTLE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5052 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIM4TED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT #NAGE#NT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GA@ HABITAT---------- CHANGE M4NAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAlvE NEEDS 
66% OF ALLOTMENT XS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION ---------------REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

____________------_-------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: PAROWAN GAP ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5053 CATEGORY: 1 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIM4TED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MtNAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
19% OF BIG GAM HABITAT IS XN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

--_---_--------------- --_---__----------_-____________________--------------- -------,--,----,---,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,-------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTKNT NAME: PERKINS ALLOT#NT NUMBER: 5055 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTINTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSI(W.OGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
58% OF ALLOTkENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IH’ROVING KEY SPECIES 

83% OF BIG GAME HABITAT l[S IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ Ib%'KOVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

_________-_------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: QUICHAPA CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5058 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
________________--__--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: ROCK SPRINGS ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5061 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
INPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION ------------------------------- -------IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIDLOGXCAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERN PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MNAGEENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GANE HABITAT---------- CHANGE MNAGE#NT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAFE NEEDS 

-------------------- --------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NANE: RUSH LAKE ALLOTkENT NUMBER: 5080 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTIM4TED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR ------------------PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

70% OF BIG GA# HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

------------------ ---------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTT(SENT NA#: SALT LAKE ALLOT#NT NUMBER: 5062 CATEGORY: I 
w PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
s ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE M4NAGEE"ENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
25% OF ALLOTNENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
25% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITXON------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

___________---______--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: SILVER PEAK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5067 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

IrJIPRoPER LIVESTOCK DISTRlBUTIoN--------------------------------------~MPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIDLM;ICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEIJIENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
36% OF ALLOTbENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 

___________________---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOT#NT NANE: STEER HOLLOW ALLOTENT NUMBER: 5081 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTTMTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT M4NAGERNT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE M4NAGEt'ENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
70% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ INPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
______---__---------------- --_----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: SWETT HILLS ALLOTMENT NUM8ER: 5068 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION --------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVEg(JCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT M4NAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT ----------CHANGE MANAGEKNT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTFrENT -----------------------------REDUCE SSF 8Y INCREASING VEGETATION GROUNO COVER 
25% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONOITION ---------------REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY It+'ROVING KEY SPECIES 

______---___----^------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: TUCKER POINT ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5071 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISFRIBUTION--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDE0 FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT FlANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAt% HABITAT---------- CHANGE MNAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
45% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION ---------------REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

+ 

G ___________------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: KBSTER HILL ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5115 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT--------------------- IMFROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY XS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT M4NAGEmNT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEbENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAFE NEEDS 

55% OF ALLOTMENT IS TN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

___________------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: WILLOW SPRING ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5076 CATEGORY: X 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIM4TED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME MABITAT---------- CHANGE MiNAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

_,..- 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: ZANE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5077 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIM4TED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 
90% OF ALLOTf!ENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDWTION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
9% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IMPROVE HABITAT BY INPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

__----_------___---------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTENT NAME: ASAY CREEK ALLOTENT NUMBER: 5043 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

EVIMTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

_---------_-------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTENT NAkE: BIG FLAT ALLOTMENT NUMBER: . . . . CATEGORY: 1 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTINTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE------------------- -BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IRROPER LIVE!jTDCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------ITJIBROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

--------__----------__________ ------_____-__---------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: BIG FLAT ALLOTMENT NUMBER: . . . . CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTKNT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

68 OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: GRAVEL BENCH ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5042 CATEGORY: X 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------I~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

4% OF ALLOTbENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
____-___------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTKNT NAME: LIMEKILN CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5029 CATEGORY: 1 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
82% OF ALLOTPENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTPENT NAME: MtRSHALL CANYON ALLOTt+iNT NUMBER: 5027 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 
ESTIMRTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- SALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
100% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION----------------------- IRROVE HABITAT BY IWROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

77% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

---_-____------_--------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: MINNIE CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5040 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIDisOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 
50% OF ALLOTbENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTKNT NAi%: SANDY CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5052 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSXOLCGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTlr&ENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 
65% OF ALLOTKENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IWROVING KEY SPECIES 

___-------------_------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAt"E: SANFORD BENCH ALLOTbENT NUMBER: 5028 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIt$iTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

IMPROPER LIVESTOCK X)ISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------~RROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

51% OF BIG GAM: HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------------------------ IESPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

81% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY ImPROVING KEY SPECIES 

. . . . . . :,:.:.:.j>~, : :. :::::.\ ., 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: SEVIER RIVER ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5036 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORlZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------~~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTKNT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

_---______-___--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTi%NT NAK: SOUTH CANYON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5044 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMdTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PFtEFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IRROPER LIVECJ-OQ( DIRRIBUTION-------------------------------------- IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTPENT NAME: TEBBS HOLLOW ALLOTKNT NUMBER: 5053 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 
go"/, OF ALLOTENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONOITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

---__------------------ ----_------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: THREE MILE CREEKALLOTKNT NUMBER: 5051 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMTED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTKNT----------------------------- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

9% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITXON--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

________________---_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTVENT NAME: ANTIMONY CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6045 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 
____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMENT NAME: CENTER CREEK ALLOTKNT NUMBER: 6047 CATEGORY: 1 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT--------------------- IPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 

PRESENT MNAGEKNT PRACTICES ARE NECESSARY FOR QUALITY HABITAT------- CONTINUE PRESENT t%NAGE#NT PRACTICES 
40% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------------- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 

______________-__--_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- --e--s 

PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMENT NAME: DRY WASH ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6048 CATEGORY: I 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTbENT NA14: PINE CREEK ALLOTbENT NUMBER: 6051 CATEGORY: X 

2 
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAK HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT--------------------- IWROVE OR MRINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--------------------------------------~~ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

________------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMNT NAME: POISON CREEK ALLOTEZENT NUMBER: 6052 CATEGORY: I 

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES 

CRUCIAL BIG GAE HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOT#NT--------------------- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAf'+E HABITAT 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------------------- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------------------ PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PRESENT MANAGEVENT PRACTICES ARE NECESSARY FOR QUALITY HABITAT------- CONTINUE PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

.: :::;. 
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RANGE TABLE 5 
OBJECTIVES FOR MAINTAINING CURRENT M4NAGEMENT CATEGORY ALLOTtiNTS 

________________-------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAl% NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

BEAVER BEAR CREEK 5003 M XRROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY Ibt'ROVING KEY SPECIES 
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

_____-------------------------------- _____________--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAb'E NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTTVES 
BEAVER BUCKSKIN MTN 5003 M CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAFZE NEEDS 

IM?ROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
IRROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

5 
____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PLANNING UNIT ALLOTPENT NAFSE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

BEAVER CIRCLEVILLE CANYON 0809 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
CHANGE M4NAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAMt NEEDS 
I@'ROVE MABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
IIUSPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

______________-_--------------------------------- -_-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAlrg: NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

BEAVER FREMONT 5004 M CHANGE MANAGEESENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IF‘PROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
Ibt'ROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 

__________-------^-------------------- _______________------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTENT NAt% NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

BEAVER GALE 6117 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROVE HABITAT BY Ib%'ROVXNG QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 0 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IWROVING KEY SPECIES 



RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 
_________________-__--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

BEAVER HANSEN 6120 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IF'd'ROVING KEY SPECIES 
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASXNG VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

_________________-__--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTF'ENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
BEAVER LOWE 6113 M CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

IMPROVE HABITAT BY KMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

_-__---____------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOThENT NAMf NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
+ 

E 
BEAVER NINERSVILLE 3 6103 M CHANGE MANAGERNT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAM NEEDS 

IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTFENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY 

BEAVER MINERSVILLE 3 6103 M 

------------------------- -------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTFENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY 

BEAVER NORTH CREEK 6108 M 

>-, 

OBJECTIVES 
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

_------------------------------------------------------------ 

OBJECTIVES 
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROVE OR f@INTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAE HABITAT 

REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTEN? NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

BEAVER SPRY 5007 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY IRROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY INPROVING KEY SPECIES 

,.;’ : :,:- 
1.’ :. 



RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 
____^________________^^_________________------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

BEAVER WEST SPRING 5008 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICkOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

_______------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAbE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR ANTELOPE SPRINGS 5011 M BALANCE AUTHORYZEU USE WITH PRODUCTION 
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAM NEEDS 
IWROVE HABITAT BY IPROVING QUALITY OF, KEY SPECIES 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

_____---------------___________________^ ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
w 

K 
PLANNING UNIT ALLOTEN NAK NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR CAVE 5084 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

_______________----------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTENT NAM NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
CEDAR EIGHT MILE HILLS 5024 M CHANGE MtNAGE,MENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTFENS NAE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR HEAD SPRING 5027 M 

_____--------------------- ---------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
CEDAR HICKS CREEK 5094 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY Ib%'ROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

IRROVE OR IF"AINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME H4BITAT 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 



RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 
______________________^_________________------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAF'iE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
CEDAR HORSE HOLLOW 5030 M CHANGE M4NAGE#NT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAkE NEEDS 

TRROVE H4BITAT BY IRROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAFE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR LEIGH LIVESTOCK 5039 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
CHANGE M4NAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAlvE NEEDS 
IRROVE HABITAT BY INPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

_------------_----------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTENT NAt'E NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTXVES 

CEDAR LIZZIES HILL 5041 M CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEOS 
IRROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

PLANNING UNIT 
CEDAR 

ALLOTkENT NANE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

LONG HOLLOW R 5042 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
CHANGE M4NAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAFJE NEEDS 
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IWROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEOS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY Ih%'ROVING KEY SPECIES 

_______________------------------------------------------------- ---------------^--------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTaNT NAPE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR LOWE JONES 5043 M PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR LUND 5135 M REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 

__-__----------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR NORTE WELL 5051 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

, 
:.:.:: ‘.‘.’ 
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTblENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR P HILL 5104 M IRROVE LIVESTOCK OISFRIBUTION 
IRROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IWROVING KEY SPECIES 

________________------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR PAROWAN STAKE 5054 M CHANGE MANAGENENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

__________________-_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTKNT NANE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
CEDAR PERRY WELL 5056 M CHANGE bt4NAGEKNT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTbENT NAM NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR REED LEIGH 5059 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
CEDAR RESERVOIR 5060 M CHANGE MANAGEtfNT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAb'E NEEDS 

IWROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-?ERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY Itl&PROVIING KEY SPECIES 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMNT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR SAND SPRING 5064 M CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY Ib%'ROVING KEY SPECIES 



RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 
______-------------- _______________________________^________----------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTKENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
CEDAR SPRING CREEK 5107 M CHANGE MNAGEENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 

If%'ROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IWROVING KEY SPECIES 
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

_______________---__-------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTkENT NAPE NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR THREE PEAKS 5069 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
CHANGE i%NAGEbENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAFR NEEDS 

IMPROVE HABITAT BY XlvPROVlNG QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
It@'ROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IRROVING KEY SPECIES 

______------m------ ____________________-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTbENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR UPPER HORSE HOLLOW 5072 M Ibt'ROVE HABITAT BY INPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES 
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

________________________________________------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMNT NAf+E NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR URIE 5073 M IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

------e ____________________-------------------------------------------- ----------------_------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

CEDAR WHITE 5075 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 

CHANGE iMANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

_______-____________---------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTbENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

GARFIELD HILLSDALE 5035 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 
____------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
GARFIELD PIPELINE 5039 M 

___----------------------- _-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTKENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
GARFIELD ROCK CANYON 5044 M PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER 

_______---_______-_---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTTaN NAl"E NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 
GARFIELD SAGE HEN HOLLOW 5045 M IFPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

____________________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTElENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

GARFIELD SUNSET CLIFFS 5041 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSlOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS 

_______------------------------------------ ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTXvENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

ANTIMONY JOMNS VALLEY 6050 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION 
ItaPROVE OR M4INTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 

REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES 

______----------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTbENT NAE4 NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

ANTIMONY POLE CANYON 6053 M 

___________^________--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES 

ANTIMONY TWITCHELL RANCH 6054 M IMPROVE OR MdINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT 



RANGE TABLE 6 

Priority of Allotments for AMP Development to Resolve Resource Conflicts 

Priority 1 

Bald Hills 
Big Flat 
Bone Hollow 
Dry Wash 

Desert 
Dick Palmer Wash 
Dog Valley 
Fiddlers Canyon 
Hawkins Wash 

Adams Well 
Gravel Bench 
Hamilton Fort 
Hole in the Wall 
Jackrabbit 
Jenson 
Milford Bench 

Antimony Creek 
Asay Creek 
Bald Hills (Little 
Benson 
Big Hollow 
Black Point 

Four Mile New Harmony 
Lee Springs Pine Creek/Indian Creek 
Mineral Range Poison Creek 
Minersville #l Sandy Creek 

Prioritv 2 

Kane Springs 
Lime Kiln Creek 
Long Hollow 
Marshall Canyon 
Paragonah Cattle 

Parowan Gap 
Perkins 
Sanford Bench 
Steer Hollow 
Whittaker 
Zane 

Priority 3 

Minersville #2 
Minersville #5 
Minersville #6 
Mortensen-Holyoak 
Quichapa Creek 
Rush Lake 
Pine Creek 

Salt Lake 
Sevier River 
South Creek 
Tebbs Hollow 
Three Mile Creek 
Tucker Point 
Webster Hill 

Priority 4 

Bullock 
Butte 
Center Creek 
Cove 
Desert Mound 
Dry Canyon 

Iron Springs 
Joel Spring 
Lister Robinson 
Mammoth Ridge 
Minersville #4 
Minnie Creek 
Neck of the 

Desert 
Nelson 

North Gap 
Rock Springs 
Shearing Corral 
Silver Peak 
South Canyon 
Stewart 
Swett Hills 
Willow Spring 

:_. :.:. :: :. : 
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1. Objective 

Manage the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd in accordance with the Wild 
Horse and Burro Act, PL-92-195. 

2. Management Actions and Priorities 

The following are the major management decisions for the wild horse 
program: 

a. Manage the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd in the short 
term to maintain the current viability of the herd while keeping the number of 
animals between 15 and 30 head, pending completion of a HMAP. (This will 
require the periodic removal of wild horses.) 

b. Initiate and compile inventory/monitoring studies to more 
precisely determine the following characteristics of the herd and its habitat: 

(1) Accurate population numbers 

(2) Age and sex ratios 

(3) Social structure 

(4) General physical conformation and condition of animals 
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(5) Colt production 

(6) General distribution of animals and seasonal 
concentrations 

(7) All water sources 

(8) Forage utilization and range trend 

(9) Updated herd unit boundaries 

. Prepare a Herd Management Area Plan (HMAP) to establish 
long-term objeitives and management actions for the Chloride Canyon Herd 
Management Area (Wild Horse Map 1). 

Priorities for these management actions are as follows: 

a Maintain the current viability of the Chloride Canyon 
Wild Horse Herd pending completion of monitoring studies and the preparation 
and adoption of a HMAP. 

b. Initiate and complete inventory/monitoring studies of 
the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd. 

Herd. 
C. Prepare a HMAP for the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse 

3. Rationale 

Current wild horse herd levels do not apear to be conflicting with 
existing livestock and wildlife use levels at this time, according to existing 
data. It is not currently known, however, what effect current use levels or 
increases in levels of use by wild horses or livestock might have on the 
existing habitat or on each other in the long term. Existing information 
regarding the characteristics of the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd and its 
habitat appears to be inadequate for use in formulating long-term objectives 
and proposed managment actions for the herd. 

4. Plan Implementation 

a. A viable Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd will be maintained 
at between 15 and 30 head pending completion of a herd management plan. 

b. Inventory and monitoring study needs for determining herd 
and habitat characteristics will be ascertained and a monitoring plan 
initiated. 

C. Inventory and monitoring results will be reviewed and a 
HMAP prepared for the Chloride Wild Horse Herd. 
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5. Support Needs and Program Coordination 

Range, wildlife, and other resource programs administering the area 
utilized by the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd must be managed to provide the 
protection for wild horses set forth in PL 92-195. 

Coordination with the range and wildlife programs must occur for 
management of the herd and its habitat. This will require close coordination 
during the development phase of the HMAP. 
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6. Wild Horses Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 

Wild Worse I. Ingtiate and complete 
monitoring studies to 
determine characteristics 
of the Chloride Canyon Herd. 

2. Prepare a Herd Manage- 
ment Area Plan (HMAP) to 
establish long-term object- 
ives and management actions 
for Chloride Canyon Horse 
Herd. 

3. PrDor to implementation 
of the HMAP manage the 
Chloride Canyon Horse 
Herd (between 15 & 30 head) 
to maintain a healthy herd. 

1. A) A inventory moni- 
toring plan identifying 
existing resource condi- 
tions and herd character- 
istics will be written. 

B) Evaluate inventory/ 
monitoring results to 
determine needs to be 
addressed in the Herd 
Management Plan. 

2. A Herd Management Area 
Plan will be developed 
to establish herd unit 
management objectives in- 
cluding boundaries and 
population numbers to 
be managed for. 

3. A viable herd of be- 
tween 15 and 30 head of 
horses is maintained 
prior to implementation 
of the HMAP. 

7. Monitoring of resource Every 2 years until com- 
conditions will be accom- pletion of the HMAP. 
pllshed through monitor- 
procedures as specified 
in the monitoring plan. 

2. A) Monitoring of re- Monitored every 2 years. 
source conditions will be 
accomplished under monitor- 
ing procedures specified 
in the grazing agreements 
for allotments concerned. 

3. The viability of the Every 2 years until com- 
herd will be assessed by p'letion of the HMAP. 
the Wild Morse Specialist 



7. Wild Horse Program Estimated Costs 

PLANNED ACTIONS MEASUREMENT UNITS YEARS 
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 TOTAL 

1. Initiate and complete Establishing and reading 5 WM 5 WM 
inventory and monitoring monitoring studies at 1 112,500 '12,500 
studies to determine work month per year. 
characteristics of the 
Chloride Canyon Herd. 

2. Prepare a Herd Manage- 1. Herd Management Area 
ment Area Plan (HMAP) to Plan at 1 l/2 month. 
establish long-term objec- 
tives and management 2. Monitoring & manage- 

z actions for the Chloride ment. 
-J Canyon Horse Herd. 

1.5 WM 
3,751) 

1.5 WM 
TJm 

3. Prior to implement- Removal of the equivalent 20 Head 
ting the HMAP, manage the of 4 head of horses/ 6,ooo 
Cloride Canyon Herd to year $300.00/bead. 
maintain a viable 15 to 
30 head herd. 

5 WM 
12,5uo 

5 WM 
12,5uo 

5 WM 
VO 

15 WM 
m 

40 Head 
12,000 

Totals 5 WM 6.5 WM 5 WM 5 WM 21.5 WM 
m 16,-250 T2,500 12,500 53,750 

Other Costs 6,000 12,000 
Total Costs 18,500 16,250 1m 12,500 65,750 

WM = 2,500 WM 
CiE't 
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1.. Objectives 

To reduce losses, compliment resource management objectives and sustain 
productivitiy of biological systems through fire management. Implement full 
fire suppression on all public lands within the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and 
Antimony Planning Units. 

2. Management Actions and Priorities 

The major management decisions for the fire management program are: 

units. 
a. Ful< fire suppression will be carried out in all planning 

b. Complete a Beaver River Fire Plan (including Pinyon, Cedar, 
and Beaver Planning Units) based on the existing plan for Pinyon Planning 
Unit. Based upon additional analysis, consider the establishment of modified 
and observation suppression areas based upon review of escape fire analysis, 
post burn reports, fuel models, vegetation aspect, and other resource values 
as appropriate for Cedar and Beaver Planning Units. 

3. Rationale 

Full fire suppression was prescribed for the planning areas due to the 
high resource values, threat of loss of life, and damage to private and State 
lands. Periodic review of resource values and past fire experience may lead 
to the establishment of observation and modified suppression areas. 

4. Plan Implementation 

Full fire suppression will begin upon approval of the RMP. The Pinyon 
Fire Plan will be combined with the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units to form 
the Beaver River Fire Plan. The Beaver River Fire Plan will establish the 
constraints and standards for fire management and establish the conditons for 
preparing an "Escape Fire Analysis" within a full fire suppression area. 
Prescribed fire plans will be required for the use of fire by other programs 
to achieve resource objectives. 

5. Support Needs and Program Coordination 

Support will be required within all resource programs in the development 
of prescribed fire plans. Program coordination will be required with the 
State Fire Control Officer and the U.S. Forest Service in implementing full 
fire suppression. Prescribed burning will be required to comply with BLM 
Manual Section 7723, "Air Quality Maintenance Requirements". 
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6. Fire Management Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 

Fire 1. Implement full fire suppres- 
Mgmt. sion. 

2. Complete Beaver River Fire 
Plan and provide for observation 
or modified suppression areas 
based upon additional analyses, 
if warranted. 

1. Employ full fire attack 1. Review of fire reports 1. Annually 
procedures on all fires. and escape fire analyses. 

2. Completion of Beaver 2. Analyses of fire plans, 2. 5 years 
River Fire Plan resource values, post fire 

reports, fire history, and 
escape fire analyses, and 
make recommendations in 
fire status report. 

~ ..‘, (’ “, . :. 



7. Estimated Costs 

Cost of fire suppressions is based upon fire occurrence, except where 
prescribed fire is employed. 
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1. Objectives 

Protect the cultural and historic values in the planning area from 
accidental or intentional destruction and give special protection to high 
value cultural and historic sites. 

2. Management Actions and Priorities 

The major management decisions for the cultural resources program are: 

a. In accordance with law and policy, require cultural 
resources clearances and mitigations on all projects involving surface 
disturbing activities prior to construcion or development and provide maximum 
protection to National Register sites at Parowan Gap and Wild Horse Obsidian 
Quarry. 

b. Complete a cultural resource inventory and map depicting 
site densities and archeological values within the planning units. The map 
will be used as a planning tool to identify avoidance areas and gauge 
potential impacts to cultural resources before projects are proposed which may 
affect cultural values. 

: :: 
:.j: 
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3. Rationale 

The requirements for the protection of cultural resources are found in 36 
CFR 800 and implement Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
and E.C. 11593. These requirements commit BLM to protect and preserve 
cultural and historic resources. 

To date, only a small portion of the planning units has been systematicaly 
inventoried. A site density map would be used in project survey and design to 
help locate planned projects in areas which would have the least impact on 
cultural resources before expensive on-site clearances are completed. This 
map would not be designed to replace the need for onsite investigations or 
mitigation. 

4. Plan Implementation 

The requirements for cultural clearances are a matter of law and policy 
and a continuing program. The RMP will not change existing management 
practices. 

Field inventories necessary for completion of the site density and 
archeological value map will be initiated upon the approval of the RMP. 

5. Support and Program Coordination 

Cultural clearances are required as a component of all project approval 
procedures. Program coordination is therefore required by all activities in 
which projects are required to achieve other programs' management objectives. 
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6. Cultural Resources Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL 

Cultural 1. Require cultural resource 1. Completion of clearances I. Cultural clearance 7. On a case-by-case 
clearances and mitigation on before project approval and status reports evaluates Basis 
all projects involving surface mitigation of adverse im- success of mitigation 
disturbing activities. pacts by avoidance or sal- techniques. 

vage where applicable. 

2. Protect National Register 2. Maintain existing status 2. Status report 
sites from surface disturbance of existing National Register 

sites and maintain a file of 
potentially higher sites. 

3. Complete inventory and site 3. Completion of site den- 3. N/A 
density'map to be used to de- sity map depicting high,. 
termine avoidance areas. medium, and low sensitivity 

areas. 

2. !&year intervals 



7. Cultural Resources Program Estimated Costs 

It is estimated that 8 WMs ($19,200 at $2,400 per WM) will be required to 
complete baseline surveys for archaeology in preparation of the site density 
maps. Cost of clearances and application of mitigation is borne by the 
benefiting activity. 
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1. Objectives 

Plan, modify, and implement resource management activities in a manner 
which will minimize impacts to visual resources. Apply special emphasis in 
environmental assessment and project design to projects in the scene area 
(foreground visual zone) in order to meet VRM objectives. 

2. Management Actions and Priorities 

Visual resource management classes are assigned within the CBGA planning 
area as follows: VRM Class I, O-acres; VRM Class II, 68,600.acres; VRM Class 
III, 102,400 ctcres; VRM Class IV, 900,400 acres (Visual Resources Map 1). 
Design and mitigate surface disturbing activities to meet VRM objectives where 
possible. Priority will be given to maintain VRM objectives in the foreground 
visual zone in VRM Class II areas and every attempt will be made to meet those 
VRM objectives through mitigation.- 

3. Rationale 

Visual quality is of concern in southwest Utah where major travel 
corridors transect the planning area. The RMP places special emphasis on 
preserving scenic quality along Interstate Highway 15 and along US-89 due to 
the regionally high importance of these travel corridors for tourist access to 
the national parks of the area. Of special concern are the VRM Class II lands 
along the Parowan Front, Circleville Canyon, and the Mineral Mountains. 

4. Implementation 

All VRM objectives are effective upon approval of the RMP. Proposed 
projects are to be evaluated to determine whether they are compatible with VRM 
class objectives. Measures will be taken (i.e. design modifications, location 

::: 
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of structures, etc.) to mitigate adverse visual impacts. Importance of the 
project versus the value of the visual resource will be analyzed before final 
approval of the project and notice to proceed is authorized. 

5. Support Needs and Program Coordination 

Support is required from the landscape architect in design of Bureau 
initiated projects and a mitigation assessment on non-Bureau projects. Since 
visual resource's management affects virtually every Bureau program, 
coordination is required from all programs in which surface disturbing 
activities are required to achieve program objectives. Special emphasis on 
program coordination is required from the range, wildlife and watershed 
programs in which significant acreage may be proposed for land treatment. The 
lands and minerals program should also coordinate with the design staff on 
non-Bureau initiated projects (oil and gas geothermal development, location of 
gravel sales, rights-of-ways, etc.) for appropriate mitigation measures. 
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6. Visual Resources Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 

Decision Standards for Assessment Method of Assessment Intervals 

Visual Establish VRM Classes and Standards for assessment Complete contrast ratings Case-by-case basis 
Re- mitigate surface distur- are provided in VRM man- as identified in 8431 program report on 
sources bance to meet VRM Objec- ual 8437. Objectives manual. Complete follow- 5-year basis. 

tives, where possible. provide degree of al- up reports on success of 
Visual resource management lowable contrast to mitigation techniques and 
classes would be assigned meet VRM objectives: reclamation measures. 
as follows: 
VRbl Class II, 68,600 acres; Class II - The degree 
VRlvS Class III, '102,400 acres; of contrast for any one 
VRM Class IV, 900,400 acres. element should not exceed 

a moderate value and the 
total contrast rating for 
any feature may not exceed 
12. 

r;; -4 
Class III - The degree of con- 
trast for any one element 
should not exceed a moderate 
value and the total contrast 
rating for any feature may not 
exceed 16. 

Class IV - The tdtal contrast 
rating for any feature may 
not exceed 20. 



7. Estimated Costs 

Costs of mitigation of visual resources are borne by the benefitting 
activity before projects are approved. 
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A. Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final 
Environmentai Impact Statement is to present what Wl believes to be the best 
management of the resources and land in the Cedar-3eaver-Garfield-Antimony 
planning area. The proposed management actions in this document result from: 
1) analysis of the four alternatives presented in the draft environmental 
impact statement, 2) internal review of management prescriptions, and 3) 
revisions resulting from public comment on the DEIS. The Proposed Resource 
Management Plan provides a comprehensive framework within which resources will 
be managed and land UL 0 allocations made on 1,071,400 acres of public lana. 

The plan provides both specific and general direction for resource 
management, but does not describe all the specific actions needed for full 
implementation. Some resource programs have proposed land use allocations or 
production targets while in others, final allocations will be identified 
during the life of the plan as time and funding permit. Such actions will be 
provided through site specific plans and will be consistent with the 
objectives and management actions presented in the RMP. These site specific 
plans are called activity plans and will require further environmental 
analysis following approval of the RMP. 

: :. .:. 
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The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) calls for an 
interdisciplinary approach to making decisions on multiple resource management 
based on issues. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) calls 
for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on major Federal actions. 
Development of an RMP is considered to be a major Federal action. The BLM 
planning system incorporates FLPMA and NEPA requirements including public 
participation. Proposed management for livestock grazing has been analyzed 
and responds to agreements resulting from a 1973 lawsuit filed against BLM by 
the Natural Resource Defense Council. 

B. Plannimg Process Overview 

The BLM Resource Management Planning Process consists of nine basic steps 
(this document represents step 8). The planning steps described in the 
regulations and used in preparing this plan are described below and are 
graphically summarized in Figure 1.1. 

Step 1 - Identification of Issues 

Identification of issues orients the planning process to ..ianagement 
problems and land use conflicts which are of the greatest importance to the 
manager and interested publics. Aside from BLM managers and staff, input is 
sought from the general public, interest groups, public land users, other 
Federal agencies, State and local government officials, and Indian tribes. 
Public participation activities are summarized in Chapter 6. 

Step 2 - Development of P1annir.g Criteria 

Planning criteria are the standards and constraints identified by the 
manager and interdisciplinary teams to guide development of resource 
management decisions. They concentrate and focus on decision making, 
analysis, and data collection. Planning criteria are based on law and policy, 
local management constraints, inventory results, and public participation. 

Step 3 - Inventory Data and Information Collection 

As a result of Steps 1 and 2, inventory of relevant resource data is 
planned and conducted. Issues and criteria help identify data requirements 
for issue resolution. Where existing information is lacking, new inventories 
are performed to collect needed data. 

Step 4 - Analysis of the Management Situation 

This step summarizes the facts and figures needed to develop 
alternatives. Resource capabilities and demands are identified for the 
present situation. Future demand is then identified, and an analysis is made 
assessing the ability of the resource to meet that demand. Issues, planning 
criteria, and inventory data are key elements in this analysis. 
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Figure l-l 

STEPS IN -l-l-l% 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS 

Identification of Issues, Concerns, 
ortunities 

Planning Criteria +$ 

Inventory Data and Information Collection 

Completed 

Analysis of the Management Situation 

Formulation of Alternatives 

Selection of Preferred Alternative 

Selection of Resource Management Plan We are Here 
* 

A resource management 
plan shall be revised as 
necessary, based on mon- 
itoring and evaluation 
findings, new data, new 
or revised policy and 
changes in circumstances 
affecting the entire plan 
or major portions of the 
plan. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
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SteD 5 - Formulation of Alternatives 

Alternatives identify a range of resource uses and management practices 
which respond to the planning issues. The alternatives identified reflect 
resource tradeoffs favoring commodity production on one extreme to 
environmental protection on another. 

Step 6 - Estimation of Effects of Alternatives 

The environmental consequences of the alternatives are analyzed and 
documented in this step. Documentation of impacts aids the decision maker and 
the public in understanding the tradeoffs and change required by each 
alternative and the relationships between alternatives. Consideration of 
physical, biological, and economic impacts is used to select a preferred 
alternative and later an RMP. 

Step 7 - Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

The decision maker selects a preferred alternative based upon a comparison 
of the alternatives, their impacts, and their success at resolving the issue. 
This document presents that alternative as Alternatiave 2, the Planning 
Alternative. The final preferred alternative selected may be one of the 
alternatives presented here or may be developed from the components of the 
various alternatives. 

Step 8 - Selection of the Resource Management Plan 

Comments from the public, State, and other Federal agencies on the Draft 
plan and environmental impact statement are evaluated. The existing analysis, 
new information, workable alternatives not previously considered, or errors 
brought to light through review and evaluation of the draft, become the base 
for selecting the proposed RMP. The RMP and final EIS are published for 
public review and a State and local planning consistency review. The public 
and the Governor are allowed to protest the planning decisions as outlined in 
43 CFR 1600. 

Step 9 - Monitoring and Evaluation of the Plan 

This step includes the implementation of the final plan that has been 
selected. It is in this step that site-specific activity plans are developed 
to guide on-the-ground activities in meeting stated management plan 
objectives. Monitoring provides the information for judging the effectiveness 
of planning decisions and the ongoing utility of the plan. Where evaluations 
determine the plan to be ineffective in meeting stated goals or where new 
conditons change such goals, the plan can be modified through the planning 
amendment process or through development of a new plan. Specific monitoring 
intervals and evaluation standards are established by the plan. 

C. Locafion and Description of the Planning Area, 

The Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony RMP area is located in southwestern 
Utah. It is comprised of four separate planning units and is administered by 
three resource areas (RA) (see Map 1.1): Beaver River RA (Cedar and Beaver 
planning units), Kanab RA (Garfield planning unit), and the Escalante RA 
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LOCATION OF PLANNING UNITS 

BEAVER RIVER RESOURCE AREA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . /////ii 

Beaver Planning Unit 
Cedar Planning-Unit 

KANAB RESOURCE AREA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . k 1 

Garfield Planning Unit 

ESCLANTE RESOURCE AREA................................. [I 11 lII1u 

Antimony Planning Unit 

Wap 1.1 
RMPIEIS 

CEDAR-BEAVER-GARFIELD-ANTIMONY 
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(Antimony planning unit). The planning area is bordered on the north by the 
BLM Richfield District, on the south by the BLM Dixie Resource Area (Cedar 
City District), on the east and south by the Dixie National Forest, on the 
north and east by the Fishlake National Forest, and on the west by the BLM 
Elko and Las Vegas Districts (Nevada). 

The land ownership pattern is fragmented between state, private, and 
federal lands. Public land administered by the BLM accounts for 1,071,400 
acres in portions of Beaver, Iron, Garfield, and Kane Counties, Utah. 

%a. Description Of the Issues, Planningr Critefda, and Now the Proposed 
Plan Resolves the Planning hues 

1. Issues Addressed in the CBGA RMP/FEIS . 

Five issues were addressed in this document. These issues were identified 
based upon the analysis of the interdisciplinary team, BLM management, 
interagency consultation, and public input and are summarized below: 

Issue 1 - Special Resource Protection Measures 

This issue is comprised of the concerns for the protection of special 
resources and the existing and potential limitations that such protections 
would place on managerial options. Addressed under this issue are the 
following resource values: riparian habitat, important soil, air, and water 
values, crucial big game winter range, threatened or endangered species, 
sensitive, status review, and protected species, visual resources, cultural 
resources, wild horses, and critical sage grouse habitat. 

Issue 2 - Lands Actions 

This issue is comprised 
FLPMA criteria for disposal 
for community purposes) and 
designation of corridors. 

of the potential disposal of lands which meet 
(difficult and uneconomic to manage or are needed 
the needs which have been identified for the 

Issue 3 - Forage Management and Land Treatments 

This issue is comprised of assessing what level of management intensity 
should be proposed on public lands for forage production and what management 
practices should be used. Primary among the management concerns addressed 
are: improving livestock and wildlife forage condition, stocking rates, 
seasons of use, treatment potential, and developments. 

Issue 4 - Minerals 

This issue is comprised of two major concerns. First, BLM is required by 
policy to periodically reassess the continued applicability of oil and gas 
leasing categories through the planning process. The application of the 
category iystem constitutes a land use allocation which has the potential of 
affecting both oil and gas discovery and development as well as sensitive 
resources. In addition, since potential impacts from geothermal exploration 
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and development are essentially the same as those for oil and gas, the leasing 
category system would be extended to geothermal leasing. Second, in coal land 
leasing it is required by regulation (43 CFR 3420.1-4) that potential coal 
lands be assessed through a multi-step screening process which includes 1) a 
call for coal resource information, 2) the application of coal unsuitability 
criteria, 3) the application of multiple resource trade-offs, and 4) surface 
owner consultations. 

Issue 5 - Forestry 

This issue results from a demand for woodlands products, principally 
fuelwood, that exceeds the accessible supply. The current estimated annual 
production is 6,300 cords per year. Of this amount only 1,900 cords (30 
percent) are currently accessible. As such, the current and projected demand, 
or harvest levels, are resulting in the long-term depletion of the available 
woodlands resource in the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units. 

A complete description of the planning issues may be found in the DEIS, 
pages 1.5-1.9. 

2. Planning Criteria 

Planning criteria were developed and revised at several points during the 
planning process to assure that planning analysis was focused on the issues, 
that there was a guide for resource inventories, and to assist in the 
formulation of alternatives and selection of a preferred alternative. 

The various planning criteria used are described in the DEIS (pages 
1.5-1.9). In addition to these criteria, one additional set of criteria were 
used in the establishment of off-road vehicle designations, which was omitted 
from the DEIS. These are described below: 

a. The capability of soils and vegetation to withstand ORV use. 

b. The protection and impacts on other resources and users. 

C. The consideration of the area for public safety. 

d. Impacts on local populace. 

e. Public demand for different kinds of ORV use. 

3. How the Proposed Plan Resolves the Planning Issues 

Special Resource Protection 

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring the protection of special 
resources would continue to be enforced. Measures would,be taken to provide 
additional protection to riparian/fisheries habitat. Improved management and 
treatments would be implemented to protect important soil and water resources, 
and crucial big game winter range. Threatened, endangered, sensitive, status 
review, and other protected plant and animal species would continue to receive 

i:: :-; . . 
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protection under the law and application of special restrictions for oil, gas, 
and geothermal leasing and ORV use. Transplant programs leading to the 
delisting of the Utah prairie dog would be continued. Crucial sage grouse 
habitat associated with 22 active strutting grounds would continue to receive 
protection from disturbance. Visual resources would receive protection 
through the adoption of management objectives within the Visual Resources 
Management system, with special emphasis on protecting the foreground visual 
zone in VRM Class II lands. 

Lands Actions 

Land disposals would be proposed on approximately 37,000 acres of 
scattered public lands. An estimated 110 lineal miles for two major corridors 
would be designated, subject to stipulations for protection of sensitive 
resources. 

Forage Management/Land Treatment 

Intensive management (including specific grazing systems, seasons-of-use, 
stocking rates, treatments, and facilities as determined through agreements or 
Allotment Management Plans) would be proposed on 75 priority allotments. 
Stocking rate adjustments would be based upon monitoring studies. 

Minerals 

Existing oil and gas leasing categories would be adjusted to relieve 
over-protection on 38,000 acres and underprotection of sensitive resources on 
34,100 acres. The adjusted oil and gas categories would also be applied to 
geothermal leasing in order to relieve the disparity between these two leasing 
systems and to provide a uniform set of protections for similarly affected 
sensitive resources. Approximately 33,100 acres of coal lands would be made 
available for further leasing consideration with special mitigation of surface 
disturbances applied to reduce visual disturbance on 2,800 acres. 

Forestry 

Use authorization would be balanced with sustainable production at between 
3,750 and 6,000 cords per year. Expansion of access and limitations on 
commercial harvest in green cutting areas would allow additional utilization 
of stands adjacent to population centers by private individuals. 

1.8 
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A. Analysis and Review Brocedsrres for Psrblic Commenfs 

All letters were reviewed to determine whether they presented sutstantive 
comments requiring response. Comments that presented new data, questioned 
facts or analyses, raised new questions or issues bearing directly upon 
alternatives or environmental analysis were responded to. A total of 20 
letters were received from interested citizens (5 commentors), organizations 
or groups (3 cornmentors), State or local governments (2 cornmentors), and 
Federal agencies (8 cornmentors). These 20 letters were divided into over 200 
separate comments for which responses are made in this chapter. All comment 
letters are reproducted verbatum below. 

Each comment was assigned an index number, such as 14.2 (indicating letter 
number 14, comment number 2). Each response to a comment was assigned a 
corresponding index number identifying the comment responded to. 

In general, topics of special public concern were with ACEC designation, 
livestock administration, ORV use, application of coal unsuitability criteria, 
protection of sensitive resources from oil, gas, and mineral activities, and 
managing wildlife habitat. Many comments were duplicated by several 
individuals. When this occurred conents were referenced to responses 
supplying the appropriate information. 

8. Commef9t Lefters and Responses 

2.1 



BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

SOUTHERN PAIUTE FIELDSTATION 
P.O. Boa 986 

I”.~,L,.~r~n,cJ 
Branch of Natural Resources 
(801) 586-1121 

Cedar City. Utah 84720 
(801)586-1121 

M. S. Jensen, District Uanager 
Cedar City District Office 
Bureau of Land l4anagement 
P.O. Box 724, 1579 North Main 
Cedar City. UT 81720 

Dear nr. Jensen: 

Reference 1s made to the Draft of the Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Cedar. Beaver, Garfield and Antimony Resource Management Plan. 
published in Flay of 1984. 

Having revieved the “Impact Statement”, in a general way. some Comme”tS 
are provided as follows: 

The report seems well vritten end covers the subject very well vith 
the alternatives given. 

Uy main concern Is that the proper alternatives be selected for the 
resources and the proper management program expedited for those 
alternatives. 

i%e one thing that stands out Is that alternatives on “Soil Resources” 
be given the highest priority alternative and then proceed to expidite 
those measures needed to provide that protection and use. This by all 
definitions means planning for use and protection with use. 

Soils and soil water will effect all other resource uses, planning and 
protection of the timber. wildlife:grazlng and recreation use vi11 all 
be effected by soils as vell as soils effecting those resources. 

Some acres now grazed. should not be. because of the high danger and 
probability of erosion of run-off on other lands downgrade. 

Some land now in timber may veil be made into good rangeland by a 
conversion of land use. Many acres in the arid west have B high 
potential range resource at elevations of 6.000 to 8.000 feet because 
of the cooler temperatures and more precipitation than the lower 
valley floors. These of course are some of the Mollisols soils. 

A good grass cover (not overgrazed) will reduce run-off greater 
than a poor stand of trees or wood vegetation. 

1.1 ELM recognizes the impvrtance of the so11 resource and Its intimate 
relationship with other resources. lnfOrmatiOn to properly address the 
important topic of where and how extensive soil erosion problems are in the 
CBGA planning area is not Currently available. As such, ELM is proposinq to 
gather this information and identify existing and potential erosion probieln 
areas through Watershed Management Plans (see the Soil/Water/Air Frogram 
Directives section of the CBGA Proposed Resource Management Plan [Rw]). 

..‘,. ,.,. 



In conclusion it’s chore than just choosing an alternative, but 
it also means carrying cut those best nanagement practices which 
are needed to fully implement those alternatives. 

In no way should the authorities choose the present alternative 
(do nothing) on soils. They should choose the highest prlorlty 
alternatIve on 6011, for it Vi11 effect all other uses and 
alternatives selected for those resources. 

Hlnlng by efther open-pit or underground will need access roads. 
Roads will need to be built In proper locations nnd to prctect 
the other facets of the environment. Exposed excavation. spoils 
or tailings will increase run-off and erosion. Care must be taken 

‘not to produce run-off vhlch ~111 be physically or chelnically 
h.,rmf”l. 

Specll, planning vi11 be needed to restore the landscape to an 
acceptable stawlard durine. the mlninR process as veil am after 
compieticn. 

I 
ThLs will in&de the n;eh for planning of land use 

and treatment after the primary alternative is decided. Some mining 
lands my best become forests. recreation and others as grazing 
or even permenent grass cover with S’.W.inS. this beInS wildlife as 
well as watershed protection. 

Sincerely. 

Natural Resource Specialist 

CC: Dee C. Wilcox 
Branch of Realty: E&onmental Section. PA0 
Land Operation, PA0 



LETTER No.2 - 

United States Department of the Interior 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 2-e 

BUREAU OF RECLAh4ATl03 
LOWER COLORADO REGIONALOFFICE 

P.O. BOX 427 
BOULDER CITY. NEVADA 89005 

JUL 2 I?3 

To: Cistrict Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 444 South Rain, 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

From: Regional Director 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Pianning Area, Cedar City 
District, Utah (your undated letter included in Subject 
report) 

We have reviewed the subject document and find no impact on Bureau of 

Reclamation activities. We found no errors or deficiencies significant 

enough to cormnent on. 

No Conanent Identified 

, ..-. , / 8 -a~““‘.‘-, _ . . . ,-_ -, ._ _, ,‘-.,,,.~,, ~ ,.,, :; .,,. 
,..> ,.;_ ._. ‘:.;.~.y,:..,;.: 



LETTER No. .2-i! 

July 3, IQ,‘ 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. A- 

3.1 This 40-acre parcel of publtc land is isolated from any other public 
i%l by private ownership. 
for recreation summer homes, 

The surrounding private land is being developed 
Because of its location and other 

characteristics. the land is difficult and uneconomic to manage as part of the 
public lands and is not suitable for management by another Federal department 
or agency. Therefore, the subject parcel wilt continue to be listed for 
disposal. In the process of such disposal, you and all adjoining land owners 
and user groups will be contacted and given an opportunity to hid for the land. 

d 
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LETTER No 4 RESPONSES TO LETTER No.4. .- 

COLORADO RIVER COMMISSION 
OF LEVADA 

1515 L. Ttopkan.. suu. 400 
Las “egar. Ncrada 89158 

,702) 739.1902 

July 5, 1984 

, 
Mr. Forest Jensen 
u. S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Cedar City District Office 
1579 North Main 
P. 0. Box 124 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Dear Hr. Jensen: 

Thank you for sending us the Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for review and cormsent. 

Water quantity is recognized as an issue of great importance 
in the western United States. In fact, the importance of 
water will increase as the demands of human consumption. 
industry, agriculture, recreation and wildlife compete for the 
same resource. In this light, we are very concerned that your 
document does not address the need for increasing water 
production within the resource planning area. 

As vou may be aware, there are numerous management techniques 
employed by many national forests and parks throughout the 
west to enhance water runoff. The most successful of these 
are vegetative treatments through coordination of patch 
clearcuts in specific elevation zones. The size and 
topographic position of the clearcut openings will affect 
water yield increases: the largest number of small clearcuts 
will have the greatest opportunity for increasing water 
runoff . Snow fencing has also been widely used to increase 
runoff by augmenting the snowpack. 

4.1 We suggest that a specific management directive be included in 

i 

the resource management plan to increase the water yield 
within the planning area. By enhancing surface water supply, 
we will preserve groundwater resources while providing for the 
-nticipated increase in water demand. The benefits that will 
accrue from increasing municipal, industrial and agricultural 

4.1 Management techniques do exist for increasing water runoff from 
However, recent literature (Hilbert, 1983) ZFious vegetation types. 

indicates that little or no increase in water yield can be expected from the 
dominant vegetation types present in this planning area, given the low 
precipitation levels occurring in the area. Vegetation treatments and 
management in this planning area will generally be directed to reduce peak 
flow in the interest of reducing soil erosion. Additionally, it should be 
noted that the vast majority of the planning area is within the Great. Salt 
Lake Drainage Basin and very little of the surface management activities would 
affect downstream flows In the Colorado River Basin. 

:.‘::.‘::.i’. ‘, ,. ;,,. .,, : ., .,-... . . . 
,.:.I ‘.:.:.:.:.:. 



LETTER No.4 

Hr. Forest Jensen 
U. S. Department of the Interior 

July 5. 1984 
Page 2 

water L su plies 
Justifia le. 1 

should render this management directive readily 

Sincerely, 

s ,%ik L. Stonehocker 
Director 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.4 
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LETTER No. 5- 

Chevron 
?& Chevron U SA Inc. 

700 Suulh Colorado Elvd p. 0. Box 599. Oenver. CO BOX1 

Hr. Jay Carlson 

Dear Mr. csr1ron: 

AI an oil and gas producer, Chevroo is interested in the approach BLH Resource 
Yamemenr Plans to take in conriderine the oil and .eas resource. While there 

5.1 %y be a number of way* to consider oil and gas in the planning process, we 
believe tba .msc meaningf.;l methods are those which first recognize the rllarive 
oil a-ad ga* potential and then consider that poreorial in making surface use 
decisions which migit af.Cect de.relopmenc of that pacencial. 

Thhe X,X Washington Office recently circularad co State Directors Program 
Sps:ific Guidance for fluid mineral leasing input into WPS (Infx-natim 
Bullarin W-:61 dared June 21, 1984). Vhile we do mc believe this ir a perfect 
spreea. nor is any system likely to be perfect, this system does iocorpmrte the 
concepts discussed above. Thus, we would encourage you to use this sprtem in 
your final plan. 

RTH:md 

Cenlfal Region - Exploration. Land and Producticn 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. -!i 

5.1 The Information Bulletin (84-26) cited presents draft guidelines for 
the imput of fluid minerals leasing considerations into the RMP planning 
process. These guidelines have not been directly incorporated in the 
Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony RMP because this plan has been formulated under 
policy established by the Utah State Office in ly83. It should be noted, 
however, that the concerns you express have been incorporated in this plan: 
the relative oil and gas potential has been included in interdisciplinary 
considerations and is described in the DEIS (3-11-14 and Appendix Minerals 2). 
Additionally, where existing protective stipulations have been found to be 
unnecessary to protect sensitive resources, they have been relaxed or removed 
(see Minerals Proposed Plan and Errata Appendix, FEIS). 

‘I,’ 1 “:.‘.: 
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LETTER No 6 *- RESPONSES TO LETTER No.6- 

L. Cordcll Peterson 
4332 South 1195 West llED 
Murray. UT 84123 
August 3, 1984 

Mr. Jay K. Csrlson, Team Leader 
B~~reou of Land Fbnagement 
Benver River Resource Area 
4 I.l South Etain 
Cedar City, UT 84720 

RE: Ccdar/Beaver/Carfieldl~otimony Environmental 
Imp;lst Statement/Resource Mnnagement Flan (nmftl 
Flay 1984 

"car vr. Carlson: 

IJnder "multiple IISC" wildlife should he afforded a recpectnhle degree OF 
protection during critical life cycle periods to insure suscainahle population 
levels. A\s indicated by prior/long term stocking levels, the protection afforded 
Big I;sme has been of minimal concern. resulting in Big Game reduction by 54:. 
!zh;re3%, livestock production has taken top priority.- Even today, the histrihution 
hctween livestock and wilrllife populations is not consistent with il positive 
wildlife restoration manogcment program. Currently livestock stocking levels are 
03: of esCim.?Ced c.lpacitv with approximately 69 allotments (393 of total allotments 
in this EIS/R'IP (dmFt) exceeding estimated capacity. wheress. Big Come is only 46% 
of e%tim~ted capacity. This Jispsrity can only reflect a downgraded or stagnated 
willllife h,lhitat mnn~gemcnt program. 

6.1 r Bnscd o> J land treatment program designed to treat 410 acres per year of 
critical Big Game winter rz.nge,‘hatitat impiovemcnts designed to imp& only 42% 
of CM?, and no improvements projected for CEWR and CIWR over the 20 yeat- life 
span of this E[S/R!IP (draftl.this drsft reflects a Planninn Alternative that 

I F: -111s way short uf an ongoing and productive wildlife restoration: program. In 
4lJbl's for livestock is eipected to incresse 71s and Big tarn; AlJFt's are 

to prior/long term levels onlv if "habitat is av~ilnble" 
no.soch scipullcion is piaced on &I ~ctsinmrnt go;ls for livestock. This reflectr 
Rig C,:lme 2nd wilJl~fe associated with Big Game h;lbitat improvements is again of 
"Inor Importance. 

A major concern associated with the Beaver Planning Unit is chat livestock 
escim~ceJ copxicy is exceeded by 10'. and elk stocking levels are at 115 of prior/ 
long fCnll Icvcls. In this planning unit which reflects a drastic decline in elk 
populations, the following allotments which contain elk exceed cstinnted 
liveccock grazing capnsity: Pine Creek Indian Creek exceeds estimntcd cattle graril 
s.lpasiCy hy 1-0: .\nd Sruth Creek by la',. Unless such disparity is correetrd or thl 
cxce92 Iircsfuck gr.':ing ic ~llowd Co perpetuntc to other planning units, further 
elk @opulAtion levels :IS well as other Big Game population levels CP" be cxPcctcJ 

6.1 Wildlife resources in general. and big game in particular, are of 
concern to BLM. Based on the estimated livestock grazing capacity identified 
during the recent inventory, an apparent overallocation of forage to livestork 
currently exists on the allotments identified. All alternatives presented ,n 
the DEIS. except the No Action alternative, propose adjusting the current 
grazing levels to the carrying capacity of the range. It should be made 

clear, however, that the estimated grazing capacity is an estimate, and 
further monitoring of resource conditions may be necessary to mnre precisely 
define the proper livestock grazing level on these allotments. Initial 
adjustments in livestock grazing levels. if determined necessary by 
monitoring, must begin within 5 years of approval of the RW. 

Livestock will be allowed to utilize additional forage in thr long-tern, nrlly 
ff and when monitoring indicates such forage is avaIlable. 

I I -l 
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LETTER No 6 .- 

6.2 

further decline. In addition, a similar situation exists in the Antimony Planning 
Unit: Antimony Creek aIlotment exceeds livestock estimated capacity by 122%. 
Unless this situation is corrected the elk can be expected to continue to decline 
below the current 509. of prior/long ten stocking level. - 

It appears that the majority of ranchers, through their ox? initiative or in 
cooperation with t3I.V or because of economic necessity, have adjusted their stocking 
levels to improve the efficiency of public range. This may. in effect, contribute 
to the overall improvement of wildlife habitat for a long term productive 
commitment. However. unless all ranchers commit themselves to a strong range 
restoration program. livestock, more specifically, wildlife objectives outlined 
in the EIS/RVP (draft) will be nearly impossible to accomplish to the detriment 
of the public at large. 

In reviewing this ElS/RIP (draft) one major l Iement in analyzing the effectiven 
of a proprosed program is missing. This the Cedar City District proposed budget. 
The final EIS should reflec- a budgetary breakdown hv percent of allocation by 
category (i.e. land treatment budget allocation for:livestock and for wildlife). 
Even though dollar amounts nllocoted may change percents normally change very little 
or change to an increased benefit for one program to the detriment of another. 
Budgetary brcnkdovns are required by the public to make a realistic assessment oC 
management practices in attainment of a fair wildlife/livestock management 
philosophy. 

Specific comments relating to the content of the EISlRMP (draft) have been 
forvuiateJ and will be submitted as part of the Utah Wilderness Association input. 
I would appreciate being placed on the mailing list for any documentation relating 
to this EIS/K?IP (draft) and on the mailing list for distribution of the final 
EIS/FNP. 

Thank you for :he opportunity to commdnt. Hopefully, a much broader rtview 

of wildlife reauirements will be initiated and improvements in the Planning 
Alternative will be reflected in the final EIS/RYP. 

Cordially, n n 

L. Cordell Peterson 

CC: 
IJtzh Wildlife Pederation 
Defenders of Wi Id1 i fe 
Utah Nilderness Association 

I RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 6 

Elk were transplanted into the Fish Lake National Forest north of the CBGA 
planning area in the 1920s. Some of the elk from this herd subsequently 
migrated to ranges within the confines of the CBGA planning area in the 
ensuing years. Elk numbers have been steadily increasing since they were 
first observed. The long-term numbers for elk are a goal established by the 
Utah Department of Uildlife Resources and are not based on a known carrying 
capacity of a particular habitat. If elk numbers continue to increase, RLM 
will allocate additional forage for their use as needed. As identified in the 
Buckskin. Garfield, and Antimony HMPs (see Appendix Wildlife 1 of the DEIS) 
and in Tables 4 and 5 of the proposed Rangeland Program Directives of the 
Final EIS/RW. BLM is committed to maintain quality elk habitat. 

6.2 Refer to Table 1. Estimates of the costs to implement the proposed 
fin are provided on an overall X)-year basis and on an averaqe annual basis. 
These cost estimates are further broken down on the basis of kork month 
(personnel and program) and capital outlay (on-the-ground expenditures on 
projects or maintenance) costs. Estimates of direct revenues to the 
government on a program basis are also provided for those programs in which 
fees are charged. As requested, percentage breakdowns are provided for all 
entries. 
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Utah Wilderness Association 
325 JUDGE BUILDING*SALT LAKE CITY,UTAH 84111480113504337 

J. K. Carlso" 
Bureau of Land Managenent 
Beaver Resource Area 
444 s. Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Dear Mr. Carlso": 

August E, 1984 

We are coamenting on the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony 
(CRGA) Resource ManerJenient Plan/Draft EIS. We have several con- 
cerns arid questions about the draft EISIRMP. These questions and 
concerns are closely tied with the adequacy of the RHP/EIS deci- 
sions and recommendations. 

These comments have been prepared by Jeff Clark, a Utah 
Wilderness Association law intern from Brigham Young University 
and Cordell Peterson, a Utah Wilderness Association staff member 
and office manager. We hope these comments will be of use in 
making a good plan. 

7.1 
r- 

HOW are comments, solicited from the public, used in the 
alternative selection and planning process in general? 

7.2 

IT 

What is BLM's rationale for selecting the Planning Alterna- 
tive as its preferred, other than the fact that it represents a 
so-called compromise between competing interest? 

7.3 

L 

Step 9 in the resource management planning process (l-5) 
examines the monitoring and evaluation of the final plan. How 
will this monitoring and evaluation be accomplished? Will the BLM 
respond only to problems brought to its attention or will it take 
a more active role? 

7.4 

L- 

What is the "secondary data" used in the analysis of the 
-minerals, forestry, recreation, ORV, and fire management issues 
(l-5 at 4th para.)? 

7.5 
C 

What was the rationale behind The District Manager revising 
the formal listoftenplanningissuesto five? Whatdoesitmea" 

7.6 
c 

to say that "Recreation, ORV, and Fire Management were determined 
not to be issues" (l-5 at 4th para.) 

7.7 Is equal wnight alloted to each of the planning criteria 
guide management decisions in assessing the Special 
Protection Measures issue (l-7 at top)? 

1 

8 they are utilized to correct erroneous infsrmation or analyses that have 
Comnents received from the public are utilized in four main ways. 

been presented in the DEIS; (2) they are utilized to clarify sections of the 
DEIS that may be confusing to the reader; (3) they may supply new informatio 
that would have a bearing on the analysis; and (4) they are considered by th 
District Manager in selecting the proposed plan. Additionally, Chapter III, 
Section E. Comparison Between Proposed Plan and Preferred Alternative direct 
addresses the ways in which the preferred alternative in the DEIS has been 
adjusted to reflect public coaanent and how such adjustment is incorporated 
into the proposed plan. 

7.2 Selection of Alternative 2. the Planning Alternative, as preferred 
m is based upon (1) it provides the best mixture of resource uses. outputs 
and protections for all public land users; (2) in as much as there are valid 
competing interests for public land resources, it is felt that reasoned 
compromises are necessary for responsible multiple resource management 
decisions; (3) it is felt that the Planning Alternative best addresses the 
divergent demands of the identified planning issues; and (4) it has the most 
favorable probability of being fully implemented within the constraints of 
anticipated funding and staffing. 

7.3 Monitoring and evaluation of the Resource Management Plan will be 
administered to assure two overall objectives: (1) that decisions made by 
management in the plan are being implemented and that the objectives of the 
decisions are being met; and (2) that the overall plan maintains an ongoing 
utility and applicability. Monitoring and evaluation standards, methods, an 
intervals are contained in each program's section (for example, see p. 11 - 
Proposed Plan) in the proposed plan. These will generally be employed to 

,’ . . 
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assure that the decisions are being implemented and wet thr* ~!rnqram 
objectives. On a 5-year basis, the overall plan will be asstssrd based cn 
these program-specific evaluations as well as other pertinent input, includin 
public comment. 

7.4 
completed 

The MSA and RMP were formulated on primary data (inventories 
in response to planning issues) and secondary data (data from 

district files, previously conducted inventories, and publlshrd literature). 
The secondary data used in CBGA consisted of published data for minerals (coa 
reports, Oepartment of Energy analyses, etc.), fnrestry analy~ls relied 01~ 
pinyon and juniper stand and volume tables completed for Pinyon Planninq 'Init 
(1981). and air photo analysis. Recreation and (IHV relied or, a Rrcredtlon 
Information System Inventory (RIS) cwpleted in 1919 and fire wnagement on 
previous fire reports and fire history for the planniny units. 

7.0 

[ 

Can the final EIS/P.:IT he morn specific as to the meaning of 
SltCh terms as “resource values”, “public values”, “public 
objectives”, and “sensitive resources” (2-2,31? 

7.9 
C 

Flow were areas needing protective stipulations identified 
l2-15)? 

Chapter 3 of the ElS/RHP contains the observation that the 
WAS area tourism 

7.11 
C 

Who determines resource values for public investment (3-9 at 
par*. 211 

The economic effl?cts to the planning alternative include the 

A major problem with the EIS lstheselectionoftheprefer- 
red alternative on page s-4. Every resource, except rangeland, 
lists the pt‘2fetted alternative and the Planninq Alternative. 
However, 

7.13 (-for 
the No-Action alternative is the preferrej alternative 

the rangeland resource. HOW can other 
resource objectives be met when the No-Action Alternative is the le referred alternative for livestock grazing? Improving soil sur- 
face factors to eliminate erosion problems, reducing conflict 
with wildlife, fencing riparian areas and other resource manage- 
ment goals that are dependent upon changes in livestock grazing 
practices and cannot he achieved with no change. These resources 
are directly influenced by the livestock management program. 

7. I4 

1. 

We are concerned about the rationale for selection of the 
"mixed" preferred alternative. Why did the llLH select the No- 
Action Alternative for rangeland and Ilventock? Was it because 
the BLH lacks the necessary data to make a decision on livestock 

razing? Big game conflicts with livestock won’t be re- 
duced or eliminated by the No-Action Alternative. Watershed pro- 
tection measures involving livestock cannot he accomplished. 

Chapter 4 contains the statement that "lands actions such as 
Project Bold . . . will be resolved by legislative action and, 

7.15 
further in this plan” (4-2 at 
incorporated into the plan at 

is there room in the plan for 

ACECs --- 

7.16 r The lack oL any areas nominated for ACECstatus is aglaring 
omission and weakness in the HMP. Why dld no areas meet Che 

2 

7.5 - Issues were identified early in the planning process tr, focus the 
planning effort. As data was developed and analyzed and public participation 
occurred, issues were modified or changed. Recreation Yas dropped from issue 
status because growth projection changed when MX was eliminatrd from future 
projections. Inventory Information showed that UHVs were not creating 
significant impacts so it was dropped from issue status. Fire management was 
also dropped from fSSUeS status when our analysis showed that modified fire 
suppression was not desirable. 

7.6 Removing recreation, ORVs and fire from issues stattis only changed 
E emphasis the plan would place on these concerns. These are still 
addressed in the plan but not to the extent originally proposed. 

7.7 - Planning criteria were written In such a way so as not to 
predetermine decision making. Planning criteria were developed by the 
District Manager and the interdisciplinary team with public input to use in 
forming judgments about decision making analysis and data collection during 
planning. Planning criteria streamlines and simplifies makinq manaqement 
decisions by srttiny forth the standards for judcjlng proposed.act~o&.. No 
overt weighting has been applied to the planning criteria in guidinq 
management decisions so all are considwed of equal importance I" assessing 
the special resource protection measures issue. 

7.8 Resource values and public values are used synonomously and are taken 
tomean the perceived use. scenic, scientific, and/or historical worth of 
renewable and nonrenewable resources such as recreation, rangr, timber, 
minerals, watershed, wildlife. and fish. Public objectives are planned 
results of management activities, usually prescribed through law, policy, or 
regulation. Sensitive resources are resources managed under legislation 
policy, or agreement, providing special protections above and beyond tho;e 
normally afforded in multiple use management. 

7.9 - The areas or resources needing special prntection from impacts of oil 
and gas lease development have hcen identified through an intrrnlsciplinary 
review of inventory and other associated resource information as required by 
policy established by the Utah State Office: First, it is policy that the 
Utah Oil and Gas Category System be included in all RLM plans in the State 
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bcritcria" for ACEC status? What about critical wildlife winter 
7.1, ranye that has hccn propose'? 

G i. 
for land exchange or sale? Don't 

h.-se areas meet the requirements for ACYs? what ahout @uichapa 
7.18 

r 

ake? The EISIPBP notes (3-251 the area is important waterfowl 
habitat and is also habitat for the endangered peregrine falcon. 
kihy ,;asn't this area selected as a possible ACEC? By refusinq to 

7.19 rccoanize and identify potential ACECs, 
II 

isn't the BLB is viola- 
ting>ts responsibility under section 103 of FLPMA? 

GPAZING/LIVESTC'CK 

serious omission in the EIS is the lack of analysis of the no- 
grazing alternative or an alternative that considers a substan- 
tial reduction in grating from the current actual use. The 1973 
NRDC lawsuit requires an analysis of the no grazing alternative. 
The EIS attempts to justify elimination of the No Grazing Alter- 

7.21 ptive-(2-241.' Why wouldn't the elimination of livestock-grazing 
help resolve the issue (see page 2-24 $211 How can the BLY claim 

7.22 fiothinq would be resolved by the elimination of livestock qrazinq 

L when page 3-24 notes that 200 of the 330 AUMs required by elk are 
in conflict with livestock? Also, through-out the Draft EIS, 
reference is made to the fact that oversrazinq has led to a 
variety of problems whose resolution the DEIS attempts to seek. 
Amono the problems attributed to overgrazing are loss of riparian 
habitat. critical and severe erosion, ooor crucial BGWR condi- 
tions, and p,,or Critical Sage Grouse Habitat conditions. 

7.23 
C 

Why is livestock grazing currently permtted on crucial big 
game winter range (2-1212 

7.24 

I 

Will the changes and proposed activities in 
wildlife/livestock range management under the planning 
alternative accomplish the reduction of competition between 
livestock and wildlife on the 308,800 acres as is proposed 
through HMPs (4-23 at top)? 

7.25 
exists for the resource area. 

! 

Page 3-34 of the EIS seems to indicate that no trend data 
If trend data exists, why was it 

not used in preparation of this EIS? How can livestock forage 
allocation decisions be made without long term accurate trend 
data? 

7.26 The EIS notes (page 3-351 no threatened or endangered plant 
known to exist within the planning area. Have any 
conducted to determine whether threatened or endan- 
exits? What information is there to document the 
sensitive plants other than Silene petersonii Var -.-.-.L 

7.27 r Pages 3-36 and 3-37 note a difference between range condi- 
tion and ecoloaical condition. Aren't those two terms, ao normal- 

synonymous? Shouldn't they be treated as the same? If 
are defined differently, how was range condition determined? 

covered by pinyon/juniper considered climax ecological 

(Instruction Memorandum 82-259); second, basic parameters for the categoric<. 
and stipulations are defined by State Office policy (Instruction Mrmorandu~~ 
82-325); and finally, specific criteria for Stipulations and 
oil and gas alternatiave formulation and analysis are also de 

guidelines for 
~ncd 

(Instruction Memorandum 83-70). As required by these various policies, the 
interdisciplinary team established the known locations of sensitive resources 
and prescribed protective categories and stipulations considered adequate to 
protect these resources (Planning Alternative, OEIS). More stringent 
protections were also considered (Protection Alternataive. DEIS) as were less 
protective prescriptions (Production Alternative, DtlS). By comparing the 
various impacts to both the potential for oil and gas lease development and 
protection of sensitive resource values generated under these three 
alternatives, the interdisciplinary team has proposed that the prescriptions 
described in the Planning Alterative be implemented. The protections 
prescribed in the Production Alternative generally were found to be inadequate 
to protect resource values while the stipulations prescribed in the ProtectJon 
Alternative protected resource values, but unnecessarily restricted the 
potential for lease development. As noted above, these analysis were 
performed by the interdisciplinary team with representation from wildlife, 
watershed, range, minerals, threatened or endangered species, minerals, 
recreation. visual resouses. and socioeconomics. 

7.10 Tourism in the planning area is predominantly of a "pass-through" 
character oriented along the US-89 and I-15 travel routes with destinations 
outside the planning area in such regional attractions as Zion and Bryce 
Canyon Natlonal Parks, Cedar Breaks National Monument, Lake Powell and Lake 
Mead, and Las Vegas'. While there are accomnodations in the area supporting 
the tourist trade, no measurable contribution is made to the industry from 
public lands within the planning area. As such, the tourist industry was not 
a major concern in picking the preferred alternative nor is it anticipated 
that any of the action proposed in the FEIS will significantly affect the 
tourist industry.. 

7.11 Resource values for public investments are determined jointly by a 
team of knowledgeable resource specialists and administration through an 
interdisciplinary review of the area and values involved. 

7.12 This income would accrue to the region over the long-term and would 
result primarily due to increases in hunter expenditures (frp assumed 
increases in big game populations up to prior stable/long-term levels and 
proportionate increases in hunter participation) and increases in income to 
the livestock industry (from long-term increases in stocking levels). The 
sectors of the economy that would incur the most significant portions of these 
increases would be: meat animals and miscellaneous livestock, feed grains, 
wholesale and retail trade, real estate, and automotive repair and service. 

7.13 The Planning Alternative is also the preferred alternative for the 
rangeland resources. However, as required by Bureau policy (BLM Washington 
Office Instruction Memorandums 82-650 and 83-428) the proposed action for 
rangeland resources was identified as the "No Action" or continuation of 
present management alternative (see pages Z-20 and 2-21 of the DEIS). 
Monitoring as the basis for actual grazing adjustments as well as the planning 

3 
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bites but poor range Sites? Over 60% of the resource area was 
found to be in low or median Iless than 50X of climax) ecological 

7.2’) Eon?ition. Khat is the primary factor for this reduced conAition7 
The apparent trend data lists 149,000 acres in a downward condi- 

7.30 tion. The same page (3-38) lists 366,000 

c 

acres of land as appa- 
rently overstocke.1. Why don’t the two figures agree more? Don't 
.?rcas that are overstocked normally have a downward trend? It is 
quite clear the appcrent trend data and forage production figures 
estimated in the EIS are limited (see paqe 3-341 in scope and are 
inadnquate to make well documented decisions. 

Even with th*? information presented in the EIS, no matter 
how incomplete, there is strong evidence changes should be ma3e. 

here are identified, in the DEIS, over 1,000,000 acres of public 
7.31 ford-j* condition or are 

are the reasons for the 

7.32 L' 
exl;tl”q po,r conditions? Will treatments be merely band-aids? 

Xouldn’t the identification, treatment and control of the surface 

L disturbing agents be more effective than the treatment of damaged 
lands? Shouldn’t another alternative, other than the No-Action be 

have require- 

7.34 

7.35 

7.36 

1.37 

7.38 

There are several problems that are evident once one exa- 
mines the appendices. For example, the Bear Crock Allotment lists 
more short term grazing for the Protection Alternative than it 
does for the Production or Planning Alternatives. The Bone Hollow 
Allotment has a” active preference (543 AUMs) greater than the 
estimated capacity. However, the Planning Alternative lists 51 
AUns gained from improvements and 687 AUHs of short term grazinq 
with e.?en more in the longterm. When 543 AUMo is considere6 
overslockinl. how can the addition of onlv 51 AUHs lustifv 687 
AlJMs of livestock forage? Several other ailotmento h-we similar 
problems. Are the grazing allotments placed or will they be 
elated into the C, H, and I management categories? If so, are any 
dE the allotments assigned to the C (custodial) category in 
important wildlife habitat? Couldn’t serious problems result from 
nssiqning allotments to the C category? 

WILDLIfE/RIPARIAN/FISHERIES 

Is wildlife getting a fair portion of land treatment prog- 
rams? If 70,000 acres are programmed for lan3 treatment, of which 
only 8,200 acres are identified for wildlife habitat improvement 
under the Planning Alternative, the wildlife portion of scheduled 
habitat improvements is only 12%. This represents a major dispro- 
portionate land treatment allocation program and probably ref- 
lects a major hudgeLary allocation discrepancy between livestock 

_and wildlife. The final EIS should display a financial breakdown 
hy percentage for each category receiving funds (e.g., land 
treatment budget allocation for livestock and for wildlife). Eve” 
though dollar amounts allocated may change due to changes in the 
overall budget, percentages allocated to the various categories 
rarely do. Financial breakdowns are needed by the public in order 

4 

alternative objectives for the rangeland resnurcc have been incnrporated in 
the rangeland resource program d#rectiwl: sectIon of the Proposed Plan (see 
the FClS/Rk?). 

7 14 -L-- See Response 7.13. 

7.15 It is not known at this time how legislative actions such as Project 
Bold will affect the plan. Enabling legislation for such actions will have to 
provide guidance on lands acquired and it is likely that plan amendments would 
be required to address actions to be applied to acquired lands. 

7.16 During ELM scoping (1980). inventory (lY81-82). and analysis phases, --- 
the ACEC criteria of “importance and Relevance" (Federal Register, Volume OS, 
ho. 168, 1980) were applied to certain public lands within CL%*. The ,~\anning 
team looked at various resources! including wildlife habitats, threatened and 
endangered species habitat, critlcal watersheds, visual resources, and natural 
hazards. and found that none of these resources met the criteria of -more than 

, local significance, areas where sperial management attention is required", or 
sites that are of "special significance or special worth, consequence, 
meaning, or cause for special concern". In addition, there is no record of 
"local governments, State governments. citizens or interest groups" requesting 
consideration of any specific portion or location within the planning area as 
ACEC during the scoping process. The Issue of ACEC designation was only 
identified in one coimnent letter during scoping and that letler expressed 
concern for ACEC designation. 

The RHP does recognfze that crucial deer, antelope, and elk winter range 
habitats, habitats for threatened and endangered species, critlcal watersheds, 
riparian areas, etc.. require special management attention and has proposed 
actions to protect these areas. These actions include preparing wildlife 
habitat management plans, coordination of allotment management plan actions 
with wildlife habitat needs, applying special seasonal restrictions to oil and 
gas exploration, retention of crucial deer winter range under Federal 
admnistration, allocating AUMs to wildlife, restrtcting ORVs in the most 
crucial deer winter range, and land treatments to improve crucial deer winter 
range. The application of these special management actions and others would 
imorove and orotect these resource values. Additlonal actions dhove and 
beyond those'delineated in the proposed RMP are not considered necessary to 
prevent "irreparable damage" to these sensitive resources.' The protection and 
enhancement of these resources under the proposed RMP would be similar to 
anticipated management under an ACEC designation. 

7.17 -. 
Crucial wildlife habitat within the planning alternative received 

special management attention to protect and enhance those lands which are 
important for the survival of the deer herds without the identification of an 
ACEC (see Response 7.16). Management actions including retention of crucTa1 
deer winter range, land treatments, special oil and gas stipulations, etc., 
will be incorporated into the RMP to manage crucial dee,- winter range. Uithin 
the proposed final RFP, only 167 acres of crucial deer winter range containing 
an occupancy trespass are identified for disposal and would not constitute a 
reasonable ACEC designation. 
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so make a realistic assessment of management practices (2-10). 

7.39 
[I 

Why is habitat improvement less under the Protection Alter- 
native than under the Planning Alternative (2-28)? 

H’.!PS 

7.4 0 

I 

The Protection Alternative identifies 45 allctments which 
require riparian Eencing to meet habitat management objectives. 

The Planning Alternative identifies “one but shows 23 acres 
requiring fencing, Are any of these 23 acres found in existing or 
proposed Planning Alternative allotment additions !4-25 and !J1.9 
to WI.?)? 

7.41 

I 

Harysville-Circleville and Ninersl 5lountain tlM?s have not 
bee” imple!sentcd but !lave been initiated. Why were they not 
included in kJildlife Appendix I? These HXPs, it appears, are part 
of the overall managerent objective during the 20 year scope of 
this ElS. Shouldn’t the public be ahle to comment on these lIp!ps 
prior to the final EIS (?-25)? 

Even though imolemented, Birch Creek HMP information should 
have been included in Appendix r:ll?lifs I and should be included 
in the final SIS. In addition, public review of this information 
prior to the final EIS may be warranted (3-25). The Birch Cree!< 
U::P area is also not shown on slap 3.6. 

7.42 Page 3-24 notes 200 of the 330 AU!zls of forage required by elk 
competition with livestock. How will that change under the 

alterna’ives? i 

No A!J?ls are alloted to wildlife under the No-Action Alterna- 
to assume wildlife will receive no “oEficia1” forage 

this is the alternative selected? 

7.44 

[ 

Page 3-24 notes that the antelope habitat deterioration in 
Johns Valley is related to past livestock management practices. 
Are these oractices still in effect? 

Riparian 

7.45 
- 

The “Range and Wildlife Habita 
table should reflect t!le condition of 

t Condition by Alternative” 
Riparain/Fisheries habitats 

by allotment to afford a” oppor’unity for the public to assess 
a 1 lotment riparain habitat conditions. This would heln in the 
formulation of riparien habitat preservation recommenda<io”s (4- 
25, Appendix Range 7) _ - 

7.46 The Planning Alternative is not adequate to meet riparia" 

5 
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7.18 
-----r 

Quichapa Lake represents waterfowl hahitat and historical migratnry 
habitat for the peregrine falcon. This resource received special management 
considerations to protect the resource values in the planning alternative, 
including retention of habitat in Federal ownership and special oil and oas 
stipulations (no surface occupancy). The area was not identified as an ACfC 
because it did not meet the criteria of "importance". This lake provides one 
of many "prey bases" for the migratory peregrine falcon, but it is not 
considered as critical habitat for the species. Consultation with Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources indicated that special manaoement attention 
above and beyond those identified in the oreferred alternaiive wnuld not be 
required for management of Quichapa Lake (Wess Shield, 1984 personal 
conununication). 

7.19 BLM is required to "give priority to the designation and protection 
of ACECs" (Sec. 202(c)(3) based on the application of the ACEC criteria of 
"Importance and Relevance" in the planning process. The interdisciplinary 
planning team applied the criteria and found no areas qualifying for ACEC 
designation. The DEIS is. therefore, in compliance with Sections 103 and 202 
of FLPMA (see Responses 7.16, 7.17, and 7.18). 

7.20 As described on pages S-7, 2-8, 2-12, and 4-62 of the DEIS, the 
Protection Alternative, if implemented, would result in nearly a 20-percent 
decrease in stocking levels from 61,700 AUMs to 51,300 AUMs. A "no grazing" 
alternative is not required, necessary, 
below and in the DEIS on page 2-24: 

or reasonable for the reasons cited 

1. Court decisions rendered as a result of the 1973 NRDC lawsuit do not 
require BLM to analyze a "no-grazing" alternative. Further, a "no grazing" 

, alternative is not required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
Section 102 specifies only that there be alternatives to the proposed action 
and that such alternatives be appropriate. 

2. The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 recognized domestic livestock use on 
,public lands and set up procedures to authorize and regulate that use. 
Therefore, alternatives should not seek to eliminate this recognized use, but 
discuss alternatives that continue to recognize and regulate livestock use. 

3. Section 103 of the Federal Land Policy and Management'Act of 1976 
includes livestock grazing in the definition of principal or major uses of 
public lands. Section 202 states that any management decision that excludes 
one of the principal or major uses is subject to reconsideration, 
modification, and termination by the Secretary of the Interior. Section 202 
also requires Congressional review of decisions that totally eliminate one OF 

more of the major uses. 

4. Since livestock have existed on public lands in the planning area for 
over 100 years, the "no grazing" alternative does not provide a baseline as 
it would be very difficult to accurately describe resource conditions 106 
years ago. 

5. The costs of fencing of public lands to exclude livestock grazinq 
would be prohibitive and such fencing would be a hazard to wildlife and wild 
horses migrations. 

..~.~.-.,‘:,:~, 
y:.:,:.>>:: 2 ‘*‘:.‘.t 

,’ . . .I .,...... : . . . . . . . 
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critical H,:Mtat - -- 

Because any loss of CDNR around Cc:lar City is detrimental to 
that are~‘s dcrr hnrd, and qiven the demonstrated lack of concern 
for wil?lifg: protection in planning by dcvelo?ers, city planners, 
an3 lcgislatlve representatives throughout the state, large 
tracts of CDWR should not be disposed CC eve” in cases where 
“disposal will serve important public objectives." Continual 

7.47 rre,luctinn of CD!?R cannot be to1eratc.l. Why cac’t areas such as 

7.45 
G 

W!ly will livestock grazing in excc~?~ of estimated capacity 
e allowed to continue on 42 allotments ? This is a strong pro- 

7.49 nivostock concession and indicates that wildlife will be sacri- 
bleed at the expense of continued overgrazing. This also reflects 

7’50 Lhich ha;e’a;rcady bipn drastically reduced. With this concfs- 
a competltlo? reduction at Lhe expense of wildlife populations 

I =iO” a major w3dtive factor in th; attainment of long term biq 
qarn~ stock level objectives has been reqretably identified I;- 

k3,25). 

Other Ouestions and Concerns -- 

the same chart on pa9e R7.77 shows 

I prior/long term levels at 9 AUHs and 5.5 AUWs-oE current deer 
forale. Why do no habitat condition figures exist when there is 

_obviously deer habitat in the allotment? 

7.53 3. 

i 

The Antimony Ranch Allotment, with 382 acres of antelope 
habitat available, has only 1 AUH projected for prior/long term 
stocking objectives? Why? IR7.86) 

7.54 4. Appendix Range 2 FORAGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES FOR LIVESTOCK 
AND RIG GAME lR2.1 to R2.78) problems/conflicts should be consis- 
tant throuqhout (e.g., 

L 

if livestock or big game habitat in Poor 
condition is unknown or nonexistant, this should be indicated). 
The five objectives (season of use, grazing system, etc.) should 
be indicated on each page. 

7.55 5. Fiddlers Canyon Dr. 

I 

listed in the Escalante Desert HMP is not 
listed in either Appendix Ranqe 2 or P.ppendix Range 7. Shouldn’t 
this allotment be included for analysis? (W1.ll) 

7.56 6. 
c 

Th? Desert Allotment should be included on W1.7 and indicated 
under the Flar~nirlg AlLernative on W1.11. 

7.57 7. Appendix Wildlife I should include columns that show which 
c ~lternat~vc is al.plicable. lW1.l thru 1.7) 
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Council on Environmental Quality regulations on thr implemwtatlon of ktl'li 
1%X.14(a) specify evaluation of all reasonahle alternatives. For the redsons 
cited ahove and for those given on page 7-24 of the DEIS, it was felt that for 
the purposes of this RMP/ElS. "no grazing" was not a reasonahlr alternative. 

7.21 - The elimination of livestock grazing from public lands rithln 
the planning area would, in fact, have a positive impact on much of the forage 
I-IZSOUI-CC. However. the orotection. olannino. and oroduction alternatives all 
meet the same geneial objective (p+o;idlng i& the'p+ySiolo~IC21 needs of 
plants) without the numerous shnrtcol!lIngs discussed on page 2-24 of the NIS 
and in Response 7.2U that are inherent to an climirlatlon of livestock grazing 
proposal. 

7.22 Actual competition for forage between elk and livestuck is not 
documented in the planning area at this time. Hrw.,er. because of dietary 
overlap, competltlon for forage could occur if grazing management. resource 
conditions, or elk distribution problems were to change. On those allotments 
containing elk, adjustments have been made to estimated carry,"9 capacitiy 
(livestock) to provide sufficient forage for current elk numbers. These 
estimated livestock carrying capacities are set at levels which should 
preclude the overutilization of plants which both elk and livestock prefer. 

7.23 - Livestock grazing is a legitimate land use and in most cases, does 
not conflict with crucial deer winter range. AS discussed on paqes 3-27 and 
3-24 of the DEIS, current livestock grazing practices have been modifieo over 
a period of several years to accommodate deer winter use on crucial ranges on 
all but eight allotments. These modifications have consisted of adjustments 
in livestock grazing levels and changes in season of use to a spring/Sumner 
period. Generally, grazing by livestock of crucial deer winter range during I 
the spring/sumner period minimizes use of browse species and hetter maintains 
the health of the plant community than single use hy either species. In this 
way, livestock grazing can he a valuable tool in managing and improving 
crucial hig game winter range. Studies have shown that sprlnq grazing hy 
livestock can be used to hold grass vigor below oplimum levels allowing more 
soil moisture to he available for browse production (Jensen. et al., 1972; 
Frischknect. et al., 1979). Generally, in the planning area livestock grazing 
during the spring and summer on CINH is intended to pro-note browse production. 

7.24 - As stated on page 4-25 of the DEIS/Rt+, competition would be redllcpd 
between big game and livesttick on 219.700 acres, but would continue on 89,lrx) 
acres under the planning alternative. Reasons for the 89.100 acres continuing 
to have colnpetition or dietary overlap between species is a result of no 
actions being proposed in H and C management category allotments which will 
change livestock grazing practices. 

7.25 Less than 10 percent of the allotments covered in the CffiA planning 
a= have actual trend data of 5 years or greater. 
consistent between allotments and planning units, 

To keep the analysis 
apparent trend was one of 

several baseline measurement units used. As explained on pages 2-20 and 2-21 
of the OEIS, decisions regarding allocation of fora!+! are not made at the time 
of the EIS. Adjustments to livestock grazing use lrvels will bP made when It[M 
determines that sufficjent supporting data is available. initial adjustments 
in grazing levels, 
RMP. 

if necessary, must begin within 5 years of approval of the 
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1.53 -ii U. The DEIS stat?3 th?t there were DC arcas that qualified as 
ACECS. This positior! shoul? !>e reanalyzed. Big Game stockinq 
levlls are at only 469 of prior levels and 46% of the CDWRis in 
poor condition which suq3ests that il drastic wildlife decline has 
occured in the Cedar City District. Therefore, critical big game 
winter hebitat shrwl 3 50 fully awlyzer: and C0cumcnte-J justifyin? 
exclusion of critical winter !labitat from ACEC consideration. 
'ihis research should be made part of the final EIS. 

7.26 BLM contracted for a threatened and endangered plant inventory fnr 
*ions of the CEGA RMP area during the spring and Sumner of 1987. 
information for input into the RMP came from the results of that inventory, a 
well as from summarization of collection data on rare plants of Beaver, 
Garfield, Iron. Kane, and Washington Counties prepared by Dr. Stanley Welsh 
curator of the BYU plant herbarium. Additional inventory work and compilatjo 
of data on threatened and endangered and sensitive plants of the area was 
provided by Dr. Duane Atwood while employed as a botanist by the BLM Cedar 
City District between 1975 and 1978. 

‘7.59 a. The allotments listed below ingdcate that there are 100,563 
acre3 of antelope and 1238 acres of elk habitat with no current 
or prior/long tbrm stocking levels. Why are stocking levels not 
indicated? Does "no stocking level" indicate a decision not to 
include wildlife as part 0 E the allotment management enJ forage 
allocation? Will stocking levels be included in the final EIS? If 1 not, why? 

Plannin-j Unit Current AUF1.s Prior/Long Tern AlJ!,1s 8 of Len? Tern 
Antizenv "83.F 2077.5 43 

3613.4 15922.4 57 7.27 As used in the CffiA DElS,.range condition is synonomous with 
livestock forage condition, and as explained on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the 
DEIS, these terms are significantly different from ecological condition. The 
main difference between these two measurement tools is that ecological 
condition is designed to give an indication of how closely the current 
vegetation on a particular site matches the plant composition of that site if 
it was in an undisturbed or "climax" condition, while range or livestock 
forage condition is designed to give an indication of the relative value of 
the vegetation on that site for consumption by livestock. 

, 
Page Beaver Planning Unit 

Allotment 
Wildlife Habitat (acres) 

Antelope Elk 

7.28 Those sites on which pinyon-juniper would normally occur as a climax 
species and are currently supporting appropriate densities were generally 
considered as being in high or climax ecological condition. Where pinyon and 
juniper were currently identified as a dominant species on sites which would 
not include pinyon-junipoer as a climax species the areas were generally 
rated as being in low or medium ecological condjtion. 

R7.3 cove 1035 a. 564 
R7.6 Hansen 17587 a. 
R7.8 Lowe 1290 a. 
R7.9 Milford Bench 8406 
R-l.11 l * Minersville 3 14924 
R7.12 Minersville 4 16855 
R7.13 Hinersville 6 850 
R-7.17 Whitaker 10953 
R7.19 Bald Hills 1650 
R7.34 Hidden Springs 393 
R7.42 Leight Livestock 7270 
R7.47 Meadow Spring 730 
R7.49 Nelson - - 968 
R7.51 North Highway 811 
R7.58 Rush Lake 3515 
R7.59 Salt Lake 1439 
R7.60 Sand Springs 42 
R7.63 Steer Hollow 2608 
R7.70 West Hills 225 
R7.76 Limekiln Creek 2652 
R7.80 Roller Hill 1587 
R7.R2 Sanford Bench 4573 
R7.75 Hillsdale 542 
R7.19 Pole Canyon 132 

7.29 There is no one primary factor that is responsible for the current 
ecological condition found in the CBGA planning area. Current resource 
conditions that have contributed to current ecological classes include the 
large acreages invaded by pinyon and juniper, the extensive replacement of 
native species with nonnative species on treated sites, and the tendency of 
grazing ungulates to maintain sites at seral stages below climax. 

7.30 -. 
condrtion 

Apparent trend is a subjective estimate of the trend of range 
at one point in time. Because of the nature of the estimate, the 

parameters defining a trend class (up, down. or static) are broad. Slight to 
moderate overstocking is not always discernible as a downward trend in range 
condition because of yearly variations in precipitation, stocking rates. and 
management practices. This is one of several reasons for the current BLM 
policy of basing stocking levels or several years of monitoring studies. For 
many of the same reasons, the estimated production figures are best utilized 
for planning purposes and identifying potential resource conflicts. See also 
Response 7.25. 

7.31 T As discussed on page 3-37 of the DEIS, the vast acreages of 
prnyon-juniper ano sagebrush in the planning unit without adequate understory 
species, have resulted in generally poor condition on many ranges. Reasons 
for these conditions range from past poor grazing practices to generally poor 

potential on many sites. 
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7.50 

7.61 

7.62 

7.63 

‘Sr ShoulGn’t this allotment receive the name treatment in the 
Plannix Alternative as it dccs in th? Frotection Alternative 
beceus~ of its i-portance (Appendix Wildlife I)? - 

i0. Thn allot;nents liste-l below indicate stocking levels, both 
3urrent and long term, for elk. Shouldn’t these double starred 
311otrrents, because of their importancs for wildlife, be included 
in t5e Planning Alternative HMP (see Appendix WildliEe I) with 
~i17jYsted ma”a<err.e”t acticns as proposed in the Protection Alter- 
n;ztivc? Will hJ!,itat conditions be indicated in the final EIS? If 
“Ot, why? 

Page Planning Unit Allotment Current AUMs Prior/Long Term AUM 

R-7.15 Beaver "South Creek 7.2 64.0 
H7.83 Antimony ‘*Johns Valley 32.0 64.0 
R7.88 **Pine Creek 0.0 130.0 
R?.R9 “Pole canyon 39.0 76.0 
E7.69 Poison Creek 0.0 13.5 

il. Because 651 of the deer habitat in the Johns Valley allotment 
is in pour condition and stocking levels are: deer(4581 and 
elk(509) of prior/long term levels, should not more than just 
'trcdtmfnt oE crucial deer habltat” be considered in the Planning 
Alt’rndtlve? If not, wh1.l (W1.14) ..- 

2. Why are the allotnents listed below not included in the 
lannixg Alternative for the indicated HMP tal?otments with pri- 
r/Ion,3 term stcckinq levels over 60 AU%)? 

T 
P 
cl 

II 

A 

5, P Allotment Data Page Justification Ear Addit.10” 

ntimony Antihony Ranch R7.86 Of the 107 acres of deer 
habitat, 64 acres (52%) 
are in poor condition. 
Stocklnq levels: deer 60% 
of prior-/long term levels. 
Livestock stocking levels 
exceed estimated capacity 
by IR6\. Of the 436 acres 
of Livestock range, 317 
acres 177%) irre in poor 
condition. 

Johns Valley R7.08 Of the 5392 acres of BGli, 
3479 (65%) are in poor 
condition. Deer stockin? 
levels are only 459, elk 
503, and entelope OU c’ 
prior stocklnq Icvels. The 
allotment- contains 
possible CDZR and CAWR. 

Pi”@ Creek R9.88 Appears that prior levels 

8 
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7.32 Treatments are not proposed hy BLM as Stnp-gap or “ha”+aid” 
meas,res. As can be seen by analyzing Appendix H-Z, Planning ATlernattve, 
vegetation treatments are nearly always accompanied by changes in grazing 
management practices, including adjustments in stocking levels. changes in 
seasons of use, implementation of intensive grazing systems, and the 
construction of other livestock management facilities. As discussed in 
Response 7.29 and Appendix R-3, extensive monitoring studies are proposed to 
identify causal agents resulting in needed adjustments in grazing practices. 

7 33 - See Response 7.13. 

7 34 -L- The confusfon regarding the Bear Creek, Bone Hollow, and other 
similar allotments arises from the fact that all "I" category allotments in 
the planning alternative and all allotments except those containing cructal 
big game winter range in the protection alternative were adjusted to the 
estimated grazing capacity for analysis purposes. In the case of Bear Creek, 
Bone Hollow, and numerous other allotments, the estimated grazing capacity is 
greater than the current average actual livestuck use. For example, in the 
Bone Hollow Allotment, the average actual use is 406 AIMS, active preference 
is 543 AIJMs, and the estimated capacity is 687 AIIMs. Bone ttollow Allotment Is 
an "I" category allotment, so under the plannng alternative it would be 
adjusted to capacity (687 AUMs) in the short term. In the long term, 51 AUMS 
would be realized due to a vegetation treatment, and 63 AUMs would be accrued 
due to improvement of the resource through better management on this allotment 

7.35 As shown in Appendix R-5. the grazing allotments in the CRGA planning 
area have been placed %n management categories (see also the Planning 
Alternative in kppendln Range 2). 

7.36 Small isolated areas of important uiidlife habitat do occur in some 
ii-- C" category allotments. These areas are generally of low potential, and 
current custodial grazing management ts not compromising big game use of the 
area. 

7.37 --- It ts the position of BLM that wildlife is getting its "fair share" 
of land treatlments. Through interdisciplinary traln interactlons, numerous 
land treatments were identified. Many of these treatments were proposed by 
the range program and were supported by the wlidlife program. Those proposed 
by the wildlife program occur in areas where no treatments by range are 
proposed, but are needed to inprove condition on crucial big game winter range 

7.38 Refer to response 6.2. 

7.39 Reasons for less habitat tmprovement in the Protection Alternative -- 
than the Planniny Alternative results from different management-actions 
proposed for these alternatives. Under the Planning Alternative, 70,OGO acres 
of land treatments are proposed. Treatments of this nature rapidly improve 
plant diversity resulttng in higher quality hahitat. Improved management in 
the Protection Alternative, on the other hand, would stabilize habitat 
condition and would cause some improvement of crurtal deer winter range, 
watershed values, and reduced livestock stocking levels. It also provides 
additional protection to other resource values such as visual resources and 
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7.63 
cont. 

Pole canyon R-l.@? 

eald Hills 

H?!P - Allotment pagn 

Minerville 3 R7.11 

Buckskin Bear Creek 

Twitchell Ranch R7.90 

Greenville Bench R7.6 

R7.1 

Buckskin Mt. ~7.2 

9 

of deer and antelope 
ha-/e heon Cecin4te,!. In 
order to increase storlin-j 
levels to prior/lonq tern 
"5F), close management is 
r e -.SJ i r e 2. 10170 acres 
(92%) of PGH is in poor 
conditicn. Allotment 
ccntains possible CDW. 
0: the 6447 acres 0: deer 
habitat, 2032 acres (45%) 
are in rocr coneition. T\e 
tot31 '1112 acres Of 
antelope habitat are in 
poor condition. Stocking 
levels: deer 45%, elk 50% 
of prior/long term 
stocking levels. Note: 
p-t.89 2oes not contain any 
elk habitat information, 
nor does it show antelope 
stocking levels. 
of the 920 acres of deer 
habitat, 705 acres (77%) 
are in poor condition. 
Stocking levels: deer 60%, 
antelope 09 of priorllcnq 
term stocking levels. 
Possible CDWR. 
OE the 11654 acres of deer 
habitat, 10186 are in poor 
condition. Stocking 
levels: deer 62% of 
prior/long term stocking 
levels. Livestock stocking 
levels exceed estimated 
capacity by 468%. 
Livestock range 100% in 
poor condition. 

Justification_: 
$ poor cond. % prior level 

deer 62% 
Note: No antelope stocking 
levels are listed but 
14924 acfes od antelope 
habitat are listed. 
deer 768 deer 63% 
Note: no elk stocking 
levels are listed but 2397 
acres of habitat are 
shown. 

deer 638 
Note: no elk stockjng 
levels are listed but 5568 
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forestry, and is more restrictive in the applicatinr of oil and gas 
stipulations. In general, the Protection alternative focuses on the 
protection of all resources, while the Planning Alternative is directed toward 
improving range and wildlife hahitats. 

7.40 The 23 acres proposed for protection in the planning alternative are -- 
a subset of the 75 acres to be protected under the protection alternatave and 
are within the 45 allotments identified. 

7.41 The Habitat Management Plans described have been written and made 
alable for public comment (Birch Creek, R/4/76; Marysvale, 11/l/78; Mineral 
Mountain, 4/7/78) prior to the development of the DEIS in full compliance with 
NEPA requirements. Copies are available for inspection at the RLM Cedar City 
District Office. The HMPs proposed in the final plan will be subject to a 
30-day public comment period. The Birch Creek HW area has heen added to Map 
3.6. 

7.42 Competition, or termed more appropriately "dietary overlap" would be 
aced or eliminated in both the production and protection alternatives. In 
the planning alternative, it is estimated that competition would be reduced to 
84 AUMs. 

7.43 As stated on page 4-8 of the DEIS, no forage would be allcated to 
-T--- wildlife under the no action alternative. 

7.44 During the 1920s and 1930s. large areas of sagebrush were heavily 
grazed by sheep. This resulted in a deterioration of sagebrush habitats. 
During the 1950s and 196Os, sheep use was then converted to cattle use. while 
the seasons of use in some areas of Johns Valley may not be optimum, the range 
deterioration caused by sheep use has been reversed. Studies have shown that 
dietary overlap between cattle and antelope is very low and is not causing a 
significant problem at this time. 

7.45 A table reflecting riparian habitat condition by allotment is found 
7. ln Rlparian Appendix 1 of the Final EIS/RMP. 

7.46 In accordance with Executive Order 11990, BLM is proposing to protect 
23 acres of riparian from livestock grazing where livestock grazing practices 
have resulted in poor habitat condition. While 54 acres in poor condition 
occur in the planning area, only 23 acres were capable of being managerially 
improved (see page 3-27 in the DEIS). BLM is focusing its management 
activities on those areas in poor condition where improvement can be realized 
through managerial actions. In addition, BLM is proposing mana9cment action 
which would maintain or improve areas currently in fair or good condition. 

7 47 -2.d See Response 7.17 

7.48 Resource conditions on the 42 allotments that could potentially 
--. receive overutilization by livestock would be monitored, and if 
overutilization resulting in degradation of the resource were occurring, 
appropriate management actions to eliminate overgrazing would he initiated. 

i’.l”” “. . , , . . . . . . . . ‘.I 1,: _.; ‘. 
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7.63 

Ant. Wt. 

ESC.31 ante 

P.3r?.WO" 

Frernont R7.5 

:lorth Creek R7.13 

South creek R7.15 

SPY R7.15 

Antelope R7.18 

Antelope Springs R7.19 

Dry Canyon R7.27 

8 Hile Hill 

Pinto Creek 

Reservoir 

Rock Springs 

R7.29 

R7.56 

R7.57 

R7.58 

Sand Ridge 

Sand Spring 

Sweet Hills 

Llzries llill 

Long Hollow 

Nada 

R7.59 

R7.60 

R7.65 

R7.43 

R7.44 

R7.40 

cc unallot. 

Fenton 

G?raff Pt. 

Green Lakes 

Hole in Rock 

R7.24 

R7.30 

R7.31 

R7.31 

R7.34 

10 

acres of habitat are 
shw:n. 
deer 45% deer 62% 

elk 119 
possible winter habitat 
deer 762 dPl?K 6 2 p. 
livrstoc): exceed CdQr.City 
bY 139 

deer 62\ 
elk 11u 

livestock exceed capacity 
by 18% 
deer 65% deer 63% 

deer 0% 
livestock exceed capacity 
bv 48%. No condition 
listed 

deer silo 

deer 58% 
livestock exceed capacity 
by 357% 

deer 58% 

deer 58% 

deer 599 

deer 59% 
livestock exceed caoacity 
by 29% 

deer 
no condition listed 

deer 

deer 
antelope 

deer 441 deer 
antelope 

deer 368 deer 
antelope 

antelope 519 
antelope 

deer 
deer 

dper 629 deer 

deer 

deer 
no condition listed 
livestock 96% deer 

OU 

598 

599 
0% 

628 
0% 

62% 
0% 

OU 
638 
649 

638 

61% 

08 

63% 
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7.4Y __ The 42 allotments mentioned are both "M" and "C" category 
allotments. While some overstocking by livestock may occur, it is not 
expected to significantly impact wildlife habitat. If monitoring indicates 
that changes are needed, allotments can be recategorized for intensive 
management and corrections made I" management practices. 

7.50 
7 

Wildlife populations in most of the planning area are currently 
increasing, making it necessary for special hunts to control animal numbers. 
At the present time. competition, or more specifically. "dietary overlap", is 
r,ot believed to be a major problem. However, in order to insure that 
competition or dietary overlap dies not reach a critical level. RLM. in 
cooperation with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, will monitor both 
wildlife habitat and their numbers. making adjustments in livestock or 
wildlife numbers when necessary. 

7.51 At the present time, antelope use in the Antelope Allotment is very 
tight. requiring less than 1 AUM. This allotment was not invetltoried for 
habrtat condition due to its small size and does not contain a significant 
amount of antelope habitat. Antelope, however, periodically use the area. 

7.52 The table for mule deer habitat in the Mamnoth Ridge Allotment found 
on page R-7.77 of the DEIS should read, *the 288 acres are in fair conditlo" 
in all alternatives except for the Production alternative. in the Production 
alternative, 178 acres wotild be in good conditionnand the remaining 110 acres 
should remain in fair condition. 

7.53 Antelope use in this allotment is light. Antelope presently require 
less than 1 AUM and their use is not expected to significantly increase in the 
long term. 

7.54 The Problem/Conflict section of Appendix R-2 was designed to 
highlight those cxlst+ng or potCntla1 resource conflicts. It was not intended 
to serve as a running checklist of all resources occurring in an allotment. 
The reader can determine what allotments support big game populations by 
scanning the estimated stocking level column for all alternatives. Only those 
objectives pertinent to solving problems or conflicts identified as occurring 
in a particular allotment are listed. 

7.55 
Desert is 

The Fiddlers Canyon Allotment is divided by 1-15 The fiddlers Canyon 
a pasture of the Fiddlers Canyon Allotment located west of I-IS. 

This separation was made to show that a portion of the Fiddlers Canyon 
Allotment occurs in and will be considered as part of both the Escalante 
Desert NW and the Parowan HW. 

7.56 At the present time, neither significant competition nor potential 
for improvement through.ma"agement exists within the Uescrt Allotment. This 
allotment is found on page W1.ll. (DEIS) 

7.57 Appendix Wildlife 1 was provided to describe the objectives and 
management actions that would be necessary to improve wildlife hahitat 
irrespective of alternative. 0" pages 1.8 through 1.15, the actions p;oposed 
for both the planning and protection alternatives arc given for each 
allotment. This information can then be compared to objectives hy allotment 
provided on pages W1.1 through U1.7. (DElS) 
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7.63 
cant 

IivpFtock exco~d capacity 
I>... 75’ 

l,@..l”r 511-1 c::. p.7.45 livo7tock 102% deer 63% 
livestock exceed capacity 
by 639 

Psr;.:./on "3. R7.54 dvr 56% deer 4% 

SuTnit R7.63 livestock 62% deer 439 
livestock exceed capacity 
by ilO: possible CD:‘!R 

r,,,fipIB Rock canyon R7.79 doer 63i1 

Sage He" Hoi. R7.61 deer 27% dec?r 633 

Shearing Corral R7.e3 deer 1008 deer 633 

It becomes obvious from the above chart that wildlife has 
been consistantly discriminated against in past management 
decisions. The propose? alternatives don’t appear to change the 
current situation. 

7.64 13. Is l/4 mile enough of a distance between exploratory drilling 

i 

activities and prairie dog colonies to avoid habitat disturbance 
(4-23 a’_ para. 41? 

F0RESTP.Y 

7.65 

[ 

hap 3.8 identifies wood suitable for management which may 
also be part of an identified CDWR. Would these woodlands consist 
oE the 4300 acres under consideration for land treatments? If 
not, why not? (4-25, Map 3.8, Hap 3.51 

7.66 - 

L 
The planning criteria used to guide management decisions 

concerning the forestry issue appear very pro-development. Do the 
planning criteria represent all environmental concerns as well? 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

7.67 

[ 
Visual resources protection (s-6 at 1.g) considers the same 

acreage for the Planning, Production, and Protection 
Alternatives. Is not the visual resource a non-commodity value 
eligible for highest priority in the Protection Alternative? 

7.58 the acreage considered in each alternative reflect the 
of the issue/plan element to the purpose of the 

IJnder the issue of Special Resource Protection Measures (l- 
S), several resources are addressed. One of these is the visual 

7.69 iesource. Is this resource to be granted equal weight when 
considered in conjunction with the other resources mentioned? In 
other words, is the visual resource considered to be as valuable 
as riparian habitats, soil and water values, etc.? 

7.70 
r 

Thn last sentance cf the 1st paragraph on 4-32 can only be 

11 

7.58 - The DEIS addresses current management concerns on cruciual biq qane 
winter ranges b 
(DEIS. page 2-7 f 

proposing management actions to imnrove and protect habitats 
. 

BLM recognizes that stocking levels are affected by many factors, including 
the quality and quantity of crucial habitats, weather, and hunting pressure, 
to name a few. 
Parowan Front. 

BLM also recognizes that herd sizes have declined along the 

of the habitat. 
Some of this decline can be attributed to the current quality 

To this end, the Proposed Plan (page 55) proposes to improve 
crucial big game habitats through completion of wildlife hahitat management 
plans, land treatments, adjustments to estimated carrying capacity on 
allotments proposed for intensive management, adjustments to seasons of use 
and protection to crucial habitats from oil and gas disturbances and ORVs 
during critical periods. These actions would be implemented within the 
context of the Final RMP, activity plans and established environmental 
assessment process, 
ACECs. 

without the identification of crucial big game ranges as 

7.59 During the 1980-81 wildlife inventory, 
having very light antelope and elk use. 

many areas were identified as 
In such areas, the hahitat was 

evaluated and recorded and a determination was made as to whether or not 
forage allocation was necessary. The areas you have outlined will not be a 
part of the forage allocation to antelope or elk, however, these species and 
their habitat will be considered when allotment management plans are developed 
and implemented. If these species increase in these areas in the long term. 
forage allocation will be made at that time. 

7.60 The Minersville 3 Allotment has been placed as an "M" category 
Xtment. As a result, no actions are specifically proposed for this 
allotment under the planning alternative. This allotment has recently been 
placed under a deferred grazing management system, and it is believed that 
this system will resolve wildlife conflicts concerning stocking rates, seasons 
of use. and grazing systems. 

7.61 These allotments are included in the Habitat Management Plans. The 
allotments identified presently have few wildlife-related resource conflicts. 
Stocking rates and adjustments in grazing management practices may occur in 
the South Creek, Pine Creek. and Poison Creek Allotments if trend and 
monitoring studies indicate a change is needed. 
not proposed at this time. 

These changes. however, are 
The Pole Canyon and Johns Valley Allotments are 

"M" category allotments and little or no adjustments in management for elk is 
anticipated. 

7.62 The 65 percent of the Johns Valley Allotment in poor condition is 
found primarily on pinyon and juniper sites. 
sites is through vegetation manipulation. 

The primary way to improve these 
Present management of this 

allotment is directed toward maintaining areas of sagebrush used by wintering 
mule deer and antelope. Treatments in the pinyon-juniper areas will be 
designed to increase forage production while providing cover. 

. . . . . . ._., ,,.,a ,.; .I_. :::;; 



LETTER No.7- RESPONSES TO LETTER No.w.Z- 

interpreted to mean t’lat projects which do not meet VR'l cla%s 7.63 The allotments identified are, in general, small in nature and have 
o’:j-cr iv-5 wi 11 i-v :urt!lcr c,J.alu3t.+ wit11 an el;i'Iasis on clovn?ra- few resource problems and/or low management polential. All of these 
<lnq VT:.: oljjectives in favor of in,?.,s?ry an.? dRtrircenta1 to tl1.3 
visual r*'~ource. t:?en projects arr? further evaluated, this rwans 

allotments will be included in the Habitat Management Plans. 

I.& :\‘hy 

Any resource 

t’lat industry has an “open door” to formulate project plans not 
conflicts which may occur in these lower priority dllotments will be evaluate< 

n?+tin; visual resource otjectivcs, ?novin? that furtller stul:J is 
during the development of individual HMPs. The Proposed Plan focuses 

fort?coJinq an<1 t%et rulings in favor of in:ilstry m,y he promul- 
primarily on significant resource conflicts. 

7.71 

r -. 

have VR:4 classes been identicied if reevaluation may 
!e-d to decisions favorable to ind?rstry and less favorable to the 

Antimony Ranch. C category allotment. No resource conflicts have been 

visual resource (4-32)) identified. Page R-2.171, OElS. 

7.72 u -3 3 ” : t?? Pro!uction Alternative, the devslopment of t’le Johns Valley. Change to M category, has no wildlife resource conflicts 

2100 -cres in the Koloh field is expecterl to seriously da-jrads 
-_-- 

identified. Page R-2.174, OElS. 
‘KY II visual objectives and therefore should not be authorized. 
zassd upon the past reluctance of the Interior Department to Pine Creek. No Wildlife resource conflicts identified. Page R-2.175. 
in,!rstiqate approximately 2000 acres of possible land use viola- 

-- 
Page H-2.175, OEIS. 

tions by industry, particularly in the manaqexcnt of coal resour- 
cts and reclamation, it could hr considered doubtful that recla- 
mation vo1.11~ be initiated on the above mentioned 2800 acres. In 

exis’,“lepT;~~~“i.,~7,~a~~~~~y allotment. Few wildlife resource conflrcts 

addition, the statement “upon reclamation VRH Class II objectives 
woul< ts met where possible”, suggests permanent visual resource Twitchell Ranch. 
degradation and definately indicates thet land reclamation is not 

M category allotment. Few wildlife cesource conflicts 

_+ssur%d (4-381. 
exist. Page R-2.178, OEIS. 

7.73 r- Undnr Impacts to Visual Resources (4-12 at J.1, it is found 
Greenville Bench. 

1 

C category allotment. Little opportunity to resolve 

thdt "VPPI Class II ohjpctives could be rxceeded during active resource conflictsXxists. Best management would be to reduce sagebrush 

nnlne life for the onsito users.” In that active mine life is 25- density and cover and increase plant density. This does not appear to be 

40 years, is it reasonable to allow VQ:< Class II objectives to be economically feasible. 

violatedlexce?ded for that milch time? 
Minersville 3. M category allotment. Resource conflicts are being 

ORV - resolved by the implementation of a deferred grazing system. Page R-2.22, 

7.14 
OElS. 

[ 

Why are so many acres (1,057,300~ deslqnated es open to 
ORVs?ls there any reason to keep large sensitive areas open to Bear Creek. H category allotment. Grazed below estimated capacity. 
such use 14-22 at para.4)? C?;l;r;?mgrazing system is resolving wildlife resource conflicts. Page ~-2.2, 

7.75 

r 

There appears great cause for concern that the CBGA planntng 
arca is entirely open to ORV use at the present (3-21 at para. 

Buckskin Mountain. M category allotment. Few resource conflicts have 

31 ORV designation planning should he under the seasonal res- 
been7ireTntltled. Page R-2.4, OEIS. 

1 

trictions and the yearlonq limitations as outlined in the Protec- 
tion Alternative. Posting areas and identifying reasons for res- 

Fremont. M category allotment. Some resource conflicts exist, however, 

trictions on signs would educate the public to the necessity of mostarebeing resolved through improved management as one of the best 

inposed restrictions. Without restrictions encompassing critical 
allotments in the planning area. 

wildlife life sustaininq periods and the protection of riparian 
hnhitats, long term objectives, as stated in this DEIS will be North Creek. H category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts 
morn difficult to obtain. ORV harrassmcnt of wildlife and destru- 

---- 
Identified. Page R-2.26, OEIS. 

ction of ripnrlan habitat should be considered major impacts (4- 
23, 4-42, Map 4.41. South Creek. Changes in stocking rates, season of use and stocking rates 

7.76 
are proposed for this allotment. 

Chapter 4 at 4-23 (para. 61 states that "minor impacts to 
Page W-1.12, OfIS.. 

habitats woold result from unrestricted ORV use WY- M category allotment. 
periods by rrlnCering mule deer, elk, and 

Inventortes Indicate little need for changes 
in stockin rates; deferred system should maintain wildlife habitat. Page 

statement appears incomplete end contrary to R-2.30, OE?S. 
Studies have shown that even roads have a 

Antelope. C category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts 

12 
idenEfied. Page R-2.36. OEIS. 
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significan i-pact on elk. OF3 use can cnly conpound the impacts. 

7.77 
fact, O’:ef 

C 

!.!ost of t!le r~sourcc i-, o?en un?er all alternativzs. In 
9G?. is open (971,273 acres! un:>er the P:-utection 

Alternative. Shouldn’t there ho more diversity in alternatives 
an,: r,;ore land cl-J551 to ORVS un?er the Protection A:ternativP.f 

Antelope Springs. M category allotment. Allotment is currrntlv stocked 
at close to estimated capacity. Proposed facilities will improve 1;vestock 
and wildlife distribution. Page R-2.37, OEIS. 

Dry Canyon. I category allotment. The actions proposed in this allotment 
have now been included in the actions proposed on page W-1.15, DEIS. 

7.78 

Eight-Mill Hill. M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts 
exist. Stocking rate is not excessive. Cattle qrazing during this period 
should be beneficial to mmule deer habitat. Page R-2.57, DEIS. 

Pinto Creek. C category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts have 
been identified. Page R-2.111, OEIS. 

7.79 

I 

87 acres of CI)WR ~9s identified for disposal. Is the acreage 
:li: of Cedar City (T36S,RllW, a?prox. 784 acres) considered within 
CD?:? as outlined on Nap 3.57 If so, t!le total CDXR acreage iden- 
tified for dispos-ll is 864 acres. HOW can CDWR be considered for 
<is?osal (4-23)? 

7.80 

G 

v:hv is so much land (41,400 acres1 available for disposal 
under the Production Alternative when FL.M production vi11 not 
‘nrrense as a result. It wouid in fact decrease. If the Protec- 

7.81 tion Alternative purpose is to preserve, why is any land being 

i 

considereB f7r disposal under this alternative? Have land exchan- 
ces bee!] consrdere5 as an alternative to land sales? 2 

7.52 - Why is there no -variety between the Planninq, Protection and 
ProductIon Alternatives in their treatment of Corridor 

i 

designations? Surely development of these corridors would produce 
inpacts sujstantial enough to warri.nt alternative variety (s-7 at 
2.b) ? 

7.83 r Have public lands, currently considered for disposal, been 
considered for exchange? Can they be exchanged for private and/or 
state lands which would be easier and more economical to manage? 
Also, 

1 

does the fact that land is difficult or uneconomical to 
manage outweigh any value the land considered for disposal may 
have? 

7.u 

I 

Appendix Lands-3 coantains the admission that any pipeline 
leak/spill “would release relatively large quantities of 
pulverized coal... which could affect the water quality of the 
streams." Pipeline P-2 (map 3.11, as proposed, runs through the 
mid3le of a CDWE, a fisheries habitat , a riparian habitat, a 
bald eagle roost site and a VRM Class II area. It alS0 runs 
adjacent to two sage grouse strutting areas and another bald 
eagle roost site. It light of the fact that the corridor does 
not contain an existing right-of-way, it appears that an 
alternative location for the corridor should be considered based 
upon the potential damage a pipeline leak could cause. 

Another cause for concern is the proposed construction of 
Railroad “3” (nap 3.1) through the middle of two sage grouse 
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Reservoir. --- M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts. Page 
R-2.115, DEIS. 

I category allotment. The text (page W-1.15) has been 
an adjustment in stocking rates. Page A-2.115, DEIS. 

Sand Ridge. C category allotment. Few or no wildlife resource 
conflicts. Page R-2.119. DEIS. 

Sand Spring. M category allotment. Allotment is currently grazed at 
estimated capacity. Resource conflicts exist, but do not appear to be 
significant. Page R-2.119, DEIS. 

Swett Hills. I category allotment. The proposed actions table on page 
W-1.15 DEIS has been modified to include the establishment of a grazing 
system. 

Lizzies Hill. M category allotment. Current season of use is 
satisfactory. 
DEIS. 

Allotment is grazed below estimated capacity. Page R-2.86, 

Long Hollow. M category allotment. Management practices appear to be 
resolving wildlife resource conflicts. 

Nada. C category allotment. Resource conflicts identified cannot be 
fmproved or reduced through livestock grazing management. Page R-2.96, DEIS. 

Cedar City Unallotted. Area is currently unallotted and has little 
potential for land treatments. Page R-2.47, DEIS. 

Fenton. C category allotment. Current season of use enhances crucial 
deer-r range. While conflicts exist, there is little opportunity to 
resolve these conflicts through livestock management. 

Graff Point. C category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts 
exist. Page R-2.61, DEIS. 

Green Lakes. C category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts 
exist. Page R-2.62, DEIS. Allotment was not invenloried. 
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7.85 

strutting arcas, s CDWR, a fisheries habitat, a riparion habitat I , a VP:: Cl;r!.S II area, and two, ccunt th?!?, two bJl,l eagle roost 
qitea. hpp?nlix I.an.ls-3 c@ntains the follovinj a:?missiun: 

Un:lcr the provisions of the EndanTPred Species Act of 1973, 
i-,:lncts to fed,,rally listed species cannct he allowed. If a 
biological assessment of the impact of a proposed project 
determines that a project may affect a particular species, formal 
section 7 consultation with Fish and Wildlife Service is 
recluire2. The consultation will include reco.mmendation* to 
nll?viote impacts to listed species or a recommen.3stion not to 
r.rocee:I with the project . 

(L-3.31 Pages L 3.2-3.3 describe typical environmental imapcts to 
wildlife reso’irces associated with the development of corridors. 
In the description are impacts to nesting raptors and the 
observation that “larse raotors Isuch as the bald eaalel are 
quick. to abandon nest;." Giben the-provisions of the Endangered 
S:x?ci.?s Act of 1973. the ontential environmental imoacts of this 
c;rri!loe development, and’tho fact that the corridor contains no 
cxi*:ing right-of-way, it appears that an alternative route for 
Railroad “8” should be identified and included in the final 
EIS/R!.IP. 

7.R6 

c 

I* the bennfit from disposing of 1800 acres of mule deer 
habit.3t greater than the loss of 1530 acres of sage grouse 
habitat and 80 acres of CDWR (4-23 at para. 111 

7.R7 

MINERAL I:IPACTS -~ 

Even though the area' Is 
tly” from oil, gas, 

-not experiencing any damage presen- 
and geothermal exploration or extraction at 

this time, the possibility exists that impacts could be substan- 
tral In the future. Based on the Mt. Ellen controversy and the 
difficulty in reclamation, it appears that BLH is lax in recla- 
mation enforcement. The Planning Alternative would be feasible 
an4 acceptable under special stipulations if RLH’s enforcement of 
reclamation was more stringent and reclamation success was as- 
sured through better management and more conducive climactic 

Conditions. However, because of these factors, the Protection 
Alternative specifying “No Leasing” 
especially critical winter range, 

on critical wildlife habitat, 
is the only feasible aiterna- 

tive to ensure that continued reduction in wildlife populations 
through decreasing habitat does not continue. Again, it should be 
reiterated that in critical wildlife habitat areas, work areas 
and road construction associated with exploration and extraction 
should be reclaimed to the benefit of wildlife and to the exclu- 
sion of ORV intrusion into these dress. Without such a guarantee 
by industry and the BLH, the Protection Alternative must be 
-implemented in the final EIS. Comments by industry that favor the 
Pro3uction Alternative will emphasize their major commitment to 
“unregulated” economic growth whii-h can only lead to a continua- 
tion of the decline in wildlife habitat and numbers of animals 
(4-23.15, M1.3, M4.6). 
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Hole-in-the-Rock. C category allotment. Must tonfl~cls nlfrct l~vestuck 
grartng. --wildlife resource conflicts exist. Page R-2.hli. 0115. 

Lower Summit Creek. 
rE.0TK----- 

C category allotment. No resource conflicts to 
Page R-L.YU, UEIS. 

Parowan Unallotted. No livestock grazing and no conflicts are 
identified. Page R-2.108, DEIS. 

Sumnit. -_-- C category allotment. Few opportunities to resolve minor 
resource conflicts exist. Page R-2.12b. ntl5. 

Rock Canyon. M category allotment. Few wildllfe resource conflicts 
exist. Page R-2.157, OEIS. 

Sage Hen Hollow. M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts 
exist. Page R-2.160. OEIS. 

Shearinq Corral. Unallotted area. Poor condition habitat is not related 
to livestock grazing. Page R-2.165, OEIS. 

7.64 There are no documented incidents in the planning area in which a 
productton area of .25-mile wil! not provide adequate protection to Utah 
prairie dogs. Activities which have the most siqnificant impacl such as 
burrow collapse or vehicle collisions with prairie dogs would be eliminated by 
this protection. j 

7.65 The identification of woodlands suitable for management does not 
preclude these stands from consideration for land treatment. The Proposed 
Plan points out the need for coordination of land treatments with the woodland 
program. It will be the District policy to concentrate harvest programs on 
lands identified for land treatments to improve crucial deer winter range. 

7.66 --- The planning criteria as well as the proposed actions within the 
wnodland program do take into consideration envirunmental conc,!rns. Two of 
the planning criteria deal with environmental concerns, "site capability for 
sustained yield and impacts [of harvest] on other resource users". In 
addition, an environmental assessment would be done which would address 
environmental concerns. finally, environmentally sensitive areas, including 
riparian habitat and thermal cover for wildlife would be prohibited from 
harvest (page 86, FEIS). 

7.67 Visual Resource Management Classes are based upon inventory 
guidelines (ELM Manual 8410). Resource considerations would not qencrally 
alter the acreage within the alternatives unless a proposed project would 
significantly alter the VRM class. ViSuai Resource Management classes and 
oblectives are established in the RMP in conformance with other land use 
allocations made in the plan. 
provide standards for planning, 

These are Specific classes and objectives and 

projects (RLH tlanual A4U0.07). 
designing, and evaluating future management 
Only in situations where the scenic resourLes 

are Congressionally mandated or specifically identtfted for protection ~111 
allocations for protection of scenic values be made (as in the case of VRM 



IFTTFR Nn 7 1 RESPONSES TO LETTER No. v.zew 

s-7 sho:?s little djf:crence in the oil!qas laosing 
Fro-,? alt?rn?tive to hltnrnb!iv?. i:‘ly? ShuulAn’t the 

least 5G:, of tile rcc,o”rcc area 

7.89 r 
P.,;.? 2-25 ShOilS that a significant decrease in opportunity 

for rxnloration would occur un3er the Protection Alternative. __. ,.. HOWeVer, 321,000 acres would he availabl? for category 1 under 
the Protection alternative with only 123,300 acres unavailable 
fcr leasin:. 

.L 
Tie Production Altfrnativ= lists l,CG1,900 acres 

avail;‘,!+ f2r 1easin-j un:?er catez>ry 1. T’lat s?all of a decrease 
in acres available for leasing can harely he considered si3nifi- 
cant. 

7.90 3: ” a r e concerned with the fact that the Planning 
Altrrnative, 
industry axI t’le envitonment, 
the Cet~gory 3 and Category 4 oil, qas, and geothermal leasing 
cateqoriss by 67% and 47% respectively while increasing acreaTe 

: 

which is su??osed to represent a compromise hetjre?n 
proposes to reduce acroaqe eithin 

tinder the second catergory by 18(1X (gable 4.3 at 4-191. While 
acreage un?cr Category 1 is decreased by 65,900 acres, this only 
represents a decreas of 6.5% with 921,500 acres still under 
Category 1. This represents 86% of the planninq area (4-201. This 
hardly se?15 to represent a compromise. 

7.91 why are only 68,000 acres of 82,700 CDWR acres and 1,500 of 
6,300 acres of CEWR protected form oil,gas and geothermal leasing 

i 

2nd development under the Protection Alternative? If indeed the 
rancje is crucial, shouldn't all of the acreage be protected under 
that alternative which places highest priority on “protecting key 

P and riparian/fisheries habitats” (s-5 at c. E;;;;if _ and s- 

7.92 

i 

h’hy is there more coal listed for lease under the Protection 
Alternative than under the Production Alternative? (see page s-81 
Also, there does not appear to be a significant difference 
between the Production and Protection Alternatives in their 
treatcent of coal. (s-8 at 4.b) 

Class 1 areas). lherefore, the acreage considerations within VRt< classes are 
generally based upon landfork!, scenic values, viwdl sensitivity, and distance 
zones not on the degree of protection or production addressed in the 
alternatives. 

7.68 Since specific allocations for scenic resources were not made (VKM - 
Class 1) in any of the alternatives, and no projects or proposals were 
identified which would alter (long term) VRM classes or objectives, the 
acreage did not change between alternatives. 

7.69 Visual resources are considered by BLM as a valuable natural resource 
7 which should be managed "to protect the overall quality of scenic (visual) 
value" (ELM Manual 8400[.02] Objective L1984J). BCM recognizes relative 
values of the visual resources varies on the public lands. In making land use 
decisions, the relative value of visual resources along with other resources 
such as riparian habitats, soils, and water and other resources are taken into 
consideration before making decisions. 

7 70 L Within the Visual Resource Management program, latitude is available 
to the manager to exceed VRM objectives. Visual resources are only one of the 
many resource values which are taken into consideration in making resource 
management decisions. The BLM recognizes that VKM objectives may be exceeded 
in order to approve a project and the relative value of the visual resource 
being impacted. On the other hand, BLM has also not approved projects based 
upon impacts to visual resources. The VKM system represents a "management 
tool" used by managers to identify the relative value of the visual resource, 
analyze tradeoffs in making multiple use decisions, and a "design tool" to 
modify or plan projects to make them compatible with the scenic resources, 
where possible. 

7 71 .L--- VRM class objectives are assigned to public lands to serve two 
purposes: (1) an inventory tool that portrays the relative value of visual 
resources, and (2) a management tool which identifies the level of acceptable 
change to the characteristic landscape from a visual resources standpoint. 
When making resource decisions, the VRM system provides information which 
allows the manager to quantify the scenic values which may be lost as a result 
of his decision. 

SOILS 

Why does the Protection Alternative consider less critical 
acreage for improvement than either the Plan- 
Alternatives I Shouldn’t the maximum amount of 

be found under the Protection Alternative la- 

7.72 The primary assumption used in analyzing the production alternative 
-ides for the enhancement of comnodity production, including coal. BLM 
recognized that VRM Class II objectives would be seriously degraded under the 
production alternative. The Proposed Plan reflects that concern and will 
require coal development be screened from critical viewpoints and VRM Class II 
objectives be attained after successful reclamation. 

In conclusion, the EIS has several weaknesses. There is no 
rates, the mixture of the No- 

is unclear as to how different 
the obvious bias in resource 

protection in no way balances the need for 
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In the analysis of coal development, the conclusions on impacts to visual 
resources assumes successful reclamation. General reclamation requirements 
are assigned to the coal lease and site specific mitigation techniques would 
be assigned during resource recovery and protection plan preparation. The 
lessee shall conduct surface and underground coal mining operatinns in 
accordance with the rules, terms, and conditions of the lease and approved 
resource recovery and protection plan and any orders issued by the authorized 

~__ . .._.. / . . . . . . . . .,\ .,... (.... II . . ..c .; ..I_. p*. 
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officer (43 CFH 34Rl.l[h]). In addition. a lease bwtl will hr rrnuired with 
respect to operat~o~~s which IS ddwuate at all times to sallsfy the 
reclamation requirements of the protection plan. 

The statrnwnt 011 page 4-36. " . . . upon reclamation VKM Class II objectives 
would be met where possible" refers to the fact that managers have the 
discretion to exceed VRM class obJectives (see Respollse 7-70). The statement 
was not intended to reflect on the degree of succ~?sS anticipated for 
reclamation. 

7.73 As noted in the analysis on page 4-32 (DLIS), prlmsry wlrhasis was 
xed on mitigation of visual impacts from coal development. from critical 
viewpoints, namely 1-15 and Cedar City. Onsite users are expected to make up 
only a very small portion of total users. The primary emphasis nf the 
olannino alternative is to mitiqate potential coal artivitles frool the 
Lajorit; of the users. 

7.74 Based upon public comment and further analysis on the affects of ORV ---- 
use on wildlife resources and crucial habitats, the existing and anticipated 
OHV USP natterns the orooosed final KMP reflects the followino chances I" LIKV 
designation: open, l:OZj.700; limited to existing roads and iraIls: 47,700 
includino 14.200 acres of crucial deer winter ranoe In the Cedar Plannlno Llhit 
(seasonal linlitation between January 1 to April 30). 11.100 acres of criiical 
sage grouse strutting grounds (seasonal limitation between March 15 to May 1). 
4,400 acres of nesting and roosting sites for bald and golden eagles [seasonal 
limitation between February 15 and June 30). and 3,9lJO acres of critical 
prairie dng habitat (yearlong limitation). The limitations on riparian 
habitat is unchanged at 14,100 acres (yearlong limilation). 

The majority of the planning unit will remain open to ORV use. Consultation 
with Utah Division of Wildlife Resources indicates thdt there are 110 
documented conflicts on the majority of crucial hi9 gnme habitats, nor did 
they indicate a need to establish restrictions on flsr!. In addition, during 
the CLM intensive inventory, there were few areas where OHV use HIS causing 
concern. Upon further consultation, ltIlWR did indicate that the Parowan Front 
was an area of concern, mainly from sightseers vieulng deer durlnp critical 
winter periods. lhe 14.200 acres identified for sedsonal limitations reflects 
that concern. On the remaining crucial deer winter rauge, no impacts have 
been documented or anticipated. 

7 75 L The Final RMP reflects changes made in ORV dcsiqnations and 
represents a compromise on placing limitations on crucial deer winter range 
(see Response 7.74). Specific methods of implementation of ORV destgnations 
will he made in the ORV implementation plan and will include posting of areas, 
providing interpretive material, patrols, and monitoring. 

ORV harassment of wildlife habitat and destruction of riparian hdbitat are 
considered and reflected in the Proposed Plan (Page 50, FEIS). 

I 
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7.76 -- Currently, most ORV use resulting in harassment to hi9 I!.w~~! is 
reported around the Cedar City area. As a res\:lt oi your conruerlt and 
reevaluation of the ORV use information. the proposed plan will provide 
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seasonal protection to crucial deer winter range beginning south of Cedar 
City and running north Lo just above Parowan, Utah. Little or no URV use 
occurs in areas used by wintering elk (see Uildlife Map 1) during crucial 
winter periods. 

7.77 Acreage identified in the protection alternative reflected the 
interdisciplinary team analysis of the sensitive resources. It reflected the 
maximum protection of sensitive resource. regardless of whether or not the 
resources were currently being impacted. The alternative did not include 
acreage or critical watersheds because they are located in terrain which is 
not suitable for ORV use. The critical watersheds are identified on Map 3.7 
(OEIS) and represent areas of extremely steep slopes, deeply incised canyons, 
boulder areas. or pinyon-juniper areas containing dense tree cover. 

The diversity of acreage identified for ORV designations between alternatives 
does not represent an arbitrary decision on acreage. It represents resource 
considerations, potential conflicts, and need for protection of sensitive 
resources from ORV use. 

7.78 There are no known sagegrouse strutting grounds on the land proposed 
for disposal in the planning alternative. 

7.79 The 80 acres you referred to is located in NW1/4SW1/4. Sec. 19, T. 35 
CR. 10 W. and NE1/4SE1/4, Sec. 24, T. 35 S., R. 11 U. and is not part of 
the 784 acres northeast of Cedar City. The 784 acres are part 01 the COWR but 
are recom-nended for disposal only in the production and not in the protection 
or planning alternatives. They will not be proposed for disposal in the 
proposed plan. The 80 acres at-e also part of the CUWR but are proposed for 
disposal .in both the production and the planning alternatives of the draft 
statement. The 80 acres are recommended for disposal because of their 
isolated location in private land and because they are part of a State 
quantity grant application (Miner's Hospital List No. 130). The State's 
application also included.82 acres of CDWR in NEl/4SW1/4 and lot 6, Sec. 25. 
T. 35 S.. R. 11 W. The 82 acres were inadvertently left out of the Planning 
Alternative for disposal (Appendix Lands-l, page L-1.6). The total acreage 
for the State quantity grant application is 162 acres, all of which should 
have been proposed for disposal in the planning and production alternatives. 
In addition to the 162 acres, approximately 5 acres of CUUR in lots 6 and 7, 
Sec. 29, T. 28 S., R. 6 W. are also proposed for sale to solve an 
unintentional residential tresspass. This entry is also in error as it 
appears in Appendix Lands-l, L-1.1, in that the acres appear as 122 rather 
than 5 acres and they were not listed in the planning alternative for 
disposal. The State's application for the 162 acres has been cleared by the 
State of Utah Resource Development Coordinating Committee, approved by the 
Iron County Commissioners, and an environmental analysis written. There are 
no policies that prohibit the disposal of CDWR, but generally planning has 
recommended retention. In this case, however, most of the land IS scattered 
parcels isolated by, private land lacking legal access and is, therefore, 
difficult to actively manage and protect as critical deer winter range. 

.‘.‘.:‘.~.‘.‘.~.‘.‘. : ), ._. ,._.,._.;_ ., 
. . . . .._. ._._._.__,_ 
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To correct the errors of the Waft statement. the proposal for drspnsal of 
critical deer winter range is am"ndrd so thdt, e*c'r%l't fnr d,l(>l I,* ,mntrly 5 
acre; i(;luSr:;o; 29. T. 28 5.. R. 6 W. and approximately 162 acres in 1. 35 
S 
dGp";al. . 

No critical deer winter range will be consldcred for 

7 80 L The production alternative places primary emphasis on making public 
land and resources available for use and/or development. Environmental values 
would he protected to the extent required by applrcable laws, rrrr~latrons. and 
policies. The goal of this alternative is to change present mananement 
direction so that the identified issues are resrllvrd in a manner' that 
generally places highest priority on the production of comnodlties such as oil 
and oas. coal. and livestock forase. Lands identifle" for disoosal are 
relatively low in productive valu;s and are generally difficult and 
uneconomical for the Federal government to manage where p'otentlal for mineral 
or oil and gas production may exist. These values are retained \n public 
ownership and only the surface estate is disposed. 

7.81 The lands being proposed for disposal in the protection alternative 
are those lands that are lacking in significant fesnurce values, are in excess 
of any public need and meet the requirements of FLPMA for disposal. They have 
also been screened through an interdisplinary review process and found to be 
free of significant resource conflicts. To preserve these lands in public 
ownership would not serve any useful productive purpose and would prevent any 
use or development that could be made of the land in private ownership. Land 
exchanges are considered as a method of disposal. Therefore, lands available 
for disposal are simultaneously available for exchange. 

7.82 Your comments on corridor designation are acknowledged and the 
proposal changed so that only those corridors for which a need has been 
expressed and for which an adequate impact assessment has been completed are 
proposed for designation. In addition. it is also proposed that a regional or 
statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and additional corridor 
designations made based on that analysis. At this time, the Proposed Plan 
nominates for designation the Soulhern California Svstem preferred route, the 
Utah System preferred route. and the Utah System alt~!rnative route for the 
Intermountain Power Project into two corridors. Foth corridors are for power 
transmission lines. The corridor locations are shown on Lands Map 2 in the 
Proposed Plan. 

7.83 Public land within disposal areas generally will be made available 
for disposal through sale or exchange or both. 

The fact that land is uneconomical or difficult to manage does nut override or 
outweigh any value the land considered for disposal may have. Uisposal c: 3 
tract must serve important public objectives which outweigh other public 
objectives and values which would be served by maintaining the land in Federal 
ownership. For example. of the 1,071,400 acres of public land In the planning 
area only 53,400 acres were identified as meeting FLPMA criteria for 
disposal. Out of the 53.400 acres, 12,000 acres were eliminated from 
consideratfon because they contained valuable resources, such as coal 
geothermal, or mineral deposits. An additional 4,4UO acres were ideniified as 
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being valuable for public programs, such as management of wildlife habilat and 
livestock grazing, leaving 3b.llUU acres available for disposal ln the plannlny 
alternative. 

7.84 Your comments on corridor designations are acknowledged and the 
proposal changed so that many areas of conflict will not be encountered by a 
proposed corridor. In addition, it is also proposed that a RegIonal or 
Statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and addrtional corridor 
designations made based on that analysis. For a discussion of the proposed 
changes refer to comment 7.62. 

7.85 Your comments on corridor designation are acknowledge and the 
sosal changed. In addition it is also proposed that a regional or 
statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and additional corridor 
designations made based on that analysis. For a discussion of the proposed 
changes refer to comment 7.62. 

7 86 A Your comments on the disposal of CDWR are acknowledged and the 
proposal changed so that except for approximately 167 acres, no CDWR will be 
considered for disposal. For more detailed discussion, see Response 7.78. 
The sage grouse habitat identified for disposal consists of small, scattered 
isolated tracts which, because of their location or other characteristics, are 
difficult to actively manage. 

7 a7 L In selecting the oil, gas, and geothermal lea!;ing categories and 
stipulations, the Cedar City District must comply with ELM policy and IBLA 
decisions. These require that the least restrictive s:ipulations necessary to 
protect sensitive resource values be utilized. There is no evidence in the 
planning area that seasonal no-surface occupancy stipulations will fail to 
adequately protect critical wildlife habitat. Decisions regarding reclamation 
of exoloratin roads in critical wildlife habitat areas would be made on a 
case-by-case basis through the Application to Drill/Environmental Assessment 
process based on input from staff wildlife biologists. 

7.88 6LM is required to promote, foster, and encourage mineral development 
through a variety of laws (Minerals Leasing Act of 1920. Mineral Policy Act of 
1970. Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, etc.). Utah State 
Office policy establishes criteria, stipulations, and guidelines for 
alternative formulation and analysis. These legal and policy requirements 
include multiple use interdisciplinary consideration of a full range of 
resource values, but do not address an arbitrary closure of portions of the 
area on simply a percentage basis. Additionally, lease law developed through 
a variety of cases before the Interior Board of Land Appeals consistently 
rejects arbitrary restrictions to fluid mineral leasing which have not been 
based upon demonstrated resource needs. For additional discussion of the oil 
and gas category system, refer to response 7.9. 

7.89 The major significance of the 123,300 acres of category 4 
(No-leasing) in the Protection Alternative is: 1) it represents an 6200 
percent increase in No Leasing over the existing situation and 2) these areas, 
which makes up 12 percent of the planning area, represent blocks of land 
sizeable enough to contain pctential oil and gas fields. While the potential 

.‘.- -- “_ . . ........... _ 
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for the existence of oil and gas fields is thought to be reiat.ivrly uniform 
within the planning area (except ln the Mineral Mountains ared *hcrr iL 15 
very low). any sizeable loss of land area from the possibility of exploration 
iS Considered significant from a Statistical point of view. Since 123.300 
acres of No Leasing represents 12 portent of the planniny area, this is 
considered significant. 

7 90 -z--- The objective of the planning alternative is to provide the least 
restrictive oil, gas, and geothermal Teasing stipulations necessary to protect 
Sensitive reesources in accordance with RLM policy and IELA declS?ons. See 
also response to 7.08. 

7.91 As a result of your cormrent a complete reevaluation of both oil and -- 
gas categories and the amount of crucial big game winter ranges waS 
initiated. A significant amount of error was founq in the acreage of public 
land identified to be crucial deer winter range. Errors resulted from the 
areas drawn as crucial range crossing site write-up area boundaries. The 
acreages reported in the DEIS were for the entire site write-up area acreages 
rather than those portions actually within CDWH. resulting in an Inflated 
acreage value. The proposed plan has corrected these errors and now protects 
slightly more acres of crucial winter range than actually occurs (see Sumnary). 

7 92 -L- The coal screening process has been applied to 37.000 dcres. This 
should be the sdme for edCh alterldtive. The planning alternaLive shows 
32,000 acres. This is a typogrdpnicdl error that will be corrected in the 
proposed plan. Application Of tha COdT unsuitability Criterld dOeS not vary 
by alternative because the criteria, applied in determing "UnSuitdbiTity". are 
prescribed by law and regulation dnd generally are not discretionary. For 
this reason the unsuitability criteria were applied prior to generation of 
dltertlatives. lhe VRM class II lands were the only resources nc-rdiny 
()rotection Identlfted subsequently to the dpplicdtion of Coal unsuitability 
criteria. The objectives of each alternative are reflected by drfferent 
levels of protection for the VRH Class II lands. 

7.93 As explained on page 4-56 of the DEIS. fewer acres would be .-- 
considered for iqjrovement by land treatments beCduSe of possible conflicts 
with wildlife values. In addition, adjustments in grazing practices would be 
limited to changing the level of livestock use or the season of use by 
livestock in this alternative. Critical erosion areas in allotments which 
would be reduced to 40 percent of capacity to improve (see page 4-59 of the 
DEIS), but not enough to Change condition class. Other crltical erosion dreds 
which would only receive adjustments in livestock grazing levels to the 
carrying capacity and/or would receive Changes in sedson of use to benefit 
wildlife would be expected to respond less than if these same areas received 
periodic rest from grazing as would occur under proposals in the Planning and 
Production alternatives. 

7.94 See responses 6.1. 7.13, 7.25, and 7.30. - 
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Ref: BPY-EA 
A'JG o 19~4 

Hr. Jay K. Carlson 
Bureau of Land Management 
464 Sou3 Mai? 
Cedar City, Utah 8472'3 

Re: OraCt Cedar/?eaver/Garfield/ 
Ant'mony Resource Managenelt 
Plan/Environmental Impact Stateaent 

- 
Dear Mr. Carlson: 

The Region VIII Office of the Environmental orotection Agency has 
reviewed the referenced document. We have apcreciated the opportunity to 
discuss our concews with you. Our deta!led comnel:s are enclosed. 

The char9 a?d tables in this RXP/!IS am well done and are valuable in 
presentlno comoar'sons be%een alte-latives. As you how, our concerns re:ate 
primarily to water quali?y and watershed managenelr. implementation planning. 
We Selfeve that the RuPs are an extremely important mechanism for a?dress;ng 
the long-term management of these resources. Conseqnuently, there are several 
aroects of watershed management and tlonooint source water pollution Control f~ 
which the R?lP could estab!ish more definitive, stronger programs and goals. 

Extensive site-specific project planning and impact analysis will be done 
under this Iroad RqP/E!S. We believe that there will be a continuing need for 
DubliC and othei-agency ilVo?Vemelt in planning scne Of these projects. The 
process aFd opoortunity for this involvement should be clarified. 

Based on our concerns and the criteria EPA has established to rate the 
adeouacy of draft environmental statements, we have given this draft EIS an 

- ET-2 ratin?. This means that we have environmental reservations rpgar?'?; tCz 
prooosed action and we believe that further evaluation and modification of the 
alternatives are needed in order to establish a stronger long-range resource 
management program. Thank you for your conslderat!on of our comments. Please 
contact Doug Lofstedt of my staff (303-844-2460 OP FTS 564-2460) for any 
continuing EPA assistance that may be needed. 

&f-gig> 

Acting'Assistant Re'gional Atiinistrator 
for Policy and Management 

Enclosure 

:;: I;.:‘.’ . . , . 

, 

_.._..... .,. ,’ . . . ‘. 
,.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.: :.:. :. 
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8.1 

8.2 

p.. 3 

EPA Comments on ELM's Draft Cedar/Beaverf 
Garffeld/Antimony Resource Management Plan/ 

Environmental Impact Statement 

The discussion of eroslon problems on pages 3-28 through 32 and in 
Appendix Soils-l Is an Important indication of the condition of the resource 
base. We are concerned about the streambank and gully erosfon. and the large 
amounts of land with moderate and critfcal erosion. What are the annual per 
acre soil losses from moderate and critlcal category lands? How much is 
natural and can't be corrected? We believe that the RMP/EIS goals for 
rehabilitation and restoration of these conditions need to be more extensive 
and better defined. In order to do this however, it appears that the RMP 
needs to target more specific watershed inventory activities. It is unclear 
why reductions to man-induced "moderate" erosfon rates have not been 
addressed. What are the targeted gully and streambank erosion control 
projects and thefr priority rankfng? 

I- 
. 

- Some specffic erosion problems by allotment are noted in Appendix 
Range-2. It is unclear whether the erosion problems are comprehensively 
addressed. On manv of the allotments. erosion is noted as beina "excessive" 
and that increases-f" vegetation would be used to reduce the erosion. What Is 
"excessive" and how much erosfon reduction would be achieved? The value of 
imnrcving vegetation condition to reduce erosion seems to be contradicted by 
the statements on page 4-27 and 4-59 which state that imoroved qrazinq 
management land resuiting plant cover improvements) would not be able-to 
imorove the erosion condition class. The RMP/EIS should deal more 
alqressively with the use of vegetation condition improvements through 
management to reduce erosion. 

We conmend the designation of lands needing special stipulations for oil 
and gas leasing. Special stipulations to help facilitate tmprovement of areas 
of critical erosion (as mapped on page 3-31) deserve consideration. It 
appears that the environmental restrictions, except possibly for soils, have 
been fdentiffed to the extent needed to facilitate site-specific requirements 
for individual applications for permits to drill. 

a.4 

i 

The current Utah water qualfty standards, Includfng designated beneficial 
uses and use protection criteria, should be included as a planning base. 
Streams meeting or exceeding these standards should be identified. 

8.5 

1 

The problem of sediment loading is mentioned on page 3-4. How extensive 
is the sedfment loading and sediment yield in the various watersheds? How 
much of the erosion imoacts water quality? What is the impact of the sediment 
on the stream and reservoir (such as Minersville) designated uses? What are 
the nutrfent contrtbutions? The EIS should more clearly lfnk the sediment 
loading problem to sediment reductions and water qualfty improvements that 
could be achieved under each alternative. 

8.1 
Gultant 

The ELM is concerned ahout streamhank and qully erntion and the 
sedimentation of down slope areas. However, BLH does not currently 

have. nor does it expect to obtain in the near future, data at the level of 
tlral ai I reqursted. n5 d WSUI~ d ~h,t- 0*n WA~II~I ~~~~~~ hd )t3pb1~ fllllll Li'rh, 
othrr agencies. and Private indlv ~rluals, BLM 1s (*ruL'orrny 10 drvc.Iop Wster<hrb 

Management Plans (WM') addressing the need for more and better information 
regarding areas of significant erosion, water quality. ground water resources, 
and salinity of surface water. As dIscussed 111 the Soil kAtt>r, and Atr 
Program Directives section of the Proposed plan, prtorlties for individual 
Uatershed Activity Plans will be identified in these WNPs. A reduction in 
sediment yield due to increased plant cover would also he expected on moderate 
eroslou class areas that would receive intensive grazing mandnfir~rnt. 

82 _L lnformatlon currently available regarding erosion problems in the 
CBGA planning area is not uniform areawide, and ln many cases. hiyhly 
subjective. The term "excessive" in Appendix K-2 is based on a subjective 
observation by specialists in the area and generally indicates that some 
visual evidence of erosion is present at the sate. No quantatlve measurements 
of erosion on these sites are currently available. Controlled evaluation of 
these suspected erosion areas will occur during the WMP inventory evaluatron 
process. Methodology and prlorlties for stabilizing erosion areas will be 
determined during the Watershed Activity Plan phase following preparation of 
the WMP. 

8.3 -- Existing or potential erosion can be adequately administered through 
the application for permit to drill process and stipulations and mlti ations 
under Oil dnd Gas Category 1. Kipdrlan areas sensitive to erosson WI ,9 1 be 
protected under oil and gas category 2. stipulatson 4 (no surface occupancy 
within 400 feet of live water). 

Crittcal erosion areas are a potential problem in most oil. gas. and 
geothermal exploration. Not enough definitive information is available to 
warrant special leasing categories for critical erosion areas at thss ti.rle. 
However, special protective stipulations for erosion control will be generated 
and applied to application permits to drill (APDs) on a case-by-case basis. 

a.4 - These concerns have been addressed in the Soil, Water. and Air 
Program directives included in the Proposed Plan. Current water quality for 
some selected streams in the CBGA planning area is included in the current 
State of Utah 305 report. BLM intends to comply with standards established 
for the various stream seyments on public lands. 

8.5 BLM currently has little data quantifying sediment loa.Ling of ~t,,~~as 
Edwatering or passing through on public lands. As discussed 11, the Soil, 
Water, and Air program directives of the Proposed Plan, BLM intends to 
coordinate with State and local agencies in gathering and evaluatlny pertinent 
data. 



LETTER No. 8 

2 

8.6 
of ORY use on soils and vegetation conditions should be disclosed 
(page 3-21). 
criterion for ORY planning. 
it appear that sofls and vegetation are considered. We believe that the 

i, 

Another watershed-related concern deals with ORYs. The existing impacts 

We would like to see management of these resources as a 
However, in only the case of rfparlan areas does 

Protection Alternative presents a very reasonable, justifiable approach to 
seas-la1 protection of wildlife resources. Why isn't it the preferred 
action? What are the seasonal or yearlong protectfon needs for the other 
resources as mentioned? 

We commend the in-depth treatment of the riparian and aquatic habitat 
resources. We support the Protection Alternative's more aggressive approach 
to management of thes? valuable resources. 

6.7 We have several concerns related to the vegetation management plans and 
grazing impacts. Ranqe condition is used as an indicator of the "health and 
value" of the vegetation for livestock forage oroduction (page 3-37). From 
the definition of range condition, ft appears that range condition is a better 
indicator of erosion control value than ecological condition. This should be 
clarified. It is unclear how range condition improvements wfll serve needed 

erosion control, vegetation ecological condition, and watershed improvements. 

8.8 Existing ecological condition! range condition (existing and planned!, 
and big game habitat condition (existing and planned) are given. 

L 

We recommend 
clarification about how the soecific resource evaluation techniques will be 
integrated at the watershed and allotment levels to plan and monitor watershed 
improvements. 

8.9 Well over half of the BLM land has vegetatfon in low to medium ecological 
condition (page 3-37). Why is so much in such low condition? What is the 
implicatfon of this situation to water qualfty and other watershed values? 

i- 

Apparently, the RMP/E!S does not target improvements in these conditions. We 
would like to se? the RvP/EIS address ecological improvements to be achieved 
and relative value to watershed protection needs. 

8.10 Because of the need for watershed resource improvements in varfous land 
areas, we question the preferred action of "treating" 70,000 acres of land by 
chaining, burning, etc. in the next few years to improve forage production. 
What are the quantified and unquantified costs and benefits? Use of these 
treatment funds to establish the needed resource management programs first 
(such as rest-rotation systems, erosion control, water quality/riparfan area 
protection, and monitoring) deserves serious consideration. Under this 
approach, for example, it appears that the overgrazing which would continue on 
2D5.000 acres under the Preferred alternative (oaae 4-251 could be orevented 
"uch more quickly. 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.8 

8.6 Watershed-related concerns were analyzed when ORV desianations were 
formulated. The critical watersheds contained in CBGA and generally located 
on sites which are not suitable to ORV use. The sites (OEIS Map 3.7) are 
generally located on steep slopes, deeply insized canyons, boulder areas, 
rocky soils, or pinyon-juniper sites containing dense vegetation cover. There 
have been no documented impacts from ORV use (see Response 7.77). 

The Proposed Plan does reflect a need'for additional inventory of critic.11 
watersheds (Page 79, FElS). If additional data reveals confl>cts with OR*/ use 
or that ORV use is contributing to watershed problems, additional DRY 
limitations may need to be addressed in the Watershed Activity Plan. 

The proposed Final RMP reflects additional chan9es in ORV desisnations and 
places additional limitations on crucial deer winter range, threatened and 
endangered species habitat, and sensitive species habitat. 

0.7 Neither ecological condition or range condition is a particularlv 
Gd indicator of erosion conditions on a given site. improvements in raise 
condition would, as discussed on pages 4-27. 43, 58, and 59 of the Uraft Ei5, 
result in improved erosion control, and an overall stabilization and 
improvement of watershed conditions. Depending on the theoretical climax 
species associated with a specific ecological site, the seral staqe may be 
higher or lower with improved range condition. 

8.8 Please refer to responses 8.1. and 8.2 and the Watershed Program 
Directives of the Proposed Plan. 

8.9 Please refer to the discussion on soil erosion condition on pages 
m9 through 3-32 of the Draft ElS and to Responses 7.29 and 7.31. 

Ei 10 -r.-- The 70,000 acres of treatments presented in the Planning Alternative 
for analysis purposes have not been carried forward as decisions in the 
Proposed Plan. Precise acreages and types of treatments will not be finalized 
until formal agreements, AMPS, etc. are developed. At the time these grazing 
plans are developed, benefit/cost analyses will be performed on all proposed 
projects to determine economic efficiency. Such benefit/cost analyses are not 
performed at this time because final treatment-facility needs are not yet 
known. Management prescriptions have been developed for the allotments with 
significant resource problems which will address the watershed and suspected 
overgrazing concerns that you list (see Table Range 4, Proposed Plan), 

,.y..:..::.::. 
__ 

~.......*.~.‘.‘.:~, ‘. ,. :..’ .,, 1 
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8.1 I 

i 

These varfour watershed management concerns lead EPA to questfon the 
statements on page 2-8 whfch clafm that protection of "fmportant watershed 
values on all lands" will be ensured. Furthermore, the relatfonship of the 
RMP alternatfves to at least two sectlons of the Federal Land Polfcy and 
Management Act of 1976 also Is unclear, In Sectfon 102fa)ig). Congress 
requires that the qualfty of the "ecological, environmental," and "water 
resource" values will be protected. Sectfon 401(blfl! recognfzes the 
substantfal amount of range land In deterforatfng condltfon and establfshes a 
"range rehabilitatfon. protection, and Improvements" program to benefit 
livestock, wildlife, and watershed protectfon. 

We belfeve that the concept of establfshing watershed management plans 
dnserver serious consideration In the RMP. The RMP could also be an important 
mechanfsm for statfng the basfc management objectfves for each major 
watershed. After watershed plan development, the site-specific actfvlty plans 
could then be designed to achfeve specific goals for watershed resource 
Ivegetation, soils, vfldlife habftat, water quality, etc.1 management. 

8.11 See Responses 8.1 and 8.4. -- 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. -8-e 
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YARDLEY CATTLE CO. 

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

I m sending my ommcnts to you re@-ding th- P ‘bOVB3 ~Tiro?nentcll IlFDCt s',.bY!~Ot 
for the Beaver, Cedar, Antimoay, md Garfield e.?eas* I em President of the Purer 
Cooor.:, C,ttlmens Assccatlo~ ood I .m wit.% es tepreser,tine the tiev?r of test 
crtler cp:t2eneu in this area an3 also as a p?mlctee ir. the Garfield x-es &nd .s 
P oey ccncerned titiren of tnir area and of thif &met codr.trf, Tte United States 
Cf &m?*ea. 

This p1.a is eo extensive end large that I feel that . lot cf it Is a waste and 
P terrible waste of taxplger.3 money. There ai-3 wmt ports of iz that arc OK. It 
is certainly . big job to dry to read snd digest end underataoa au& .n extensive 

plan. 

Ye feel thrt the Alternative Plen that should be Choolan 1s Alternative I ] 
the PKUDV’CTION &JZ.NATlTL Ye think that the PutlAc Lands that ere cdrinlstered 
by the El,, should be men&$ed for thel? mtiur proluction, md I feel tbst my 
lands that eu*t be fully nameed end ttat em met in e aood lend pettern should -_-_ ~~~ ~~. 

g., be Uqosed of through a&? .n;j exchanze. II IS 1EEEL~ ?a IKE iln ‘IC PAV’% 

C 

WE WC ACrIvr ALTE?-?WIVR as the prozosed action fcr WAZ?X !lpflA,;93’T. It 
looks llkt you doott cm-e about irapr~vlo~ the ranges a!!3 carryleg eafadty of 

9.2 *ml? lends. 
I,, the FlPnniDg U3=. 

c 

Ilreatock Gruing and ProductiOn is the ncrt basic of any Industry 
You have tried la this strtment to pley this dove. I 

dooft, agree with pour statennnt that only 12 FeXe:.t 0.c the tot&I. e@o~ent io 
the area is directly relrted to @‘icUlture. :t is P let higher than this end you 
ahculd give these PacP1.a a lo*, aore cansidcro:ion in the Eml.raosntal Impact Stata 

THE budGet cr ycur C-qertment is ler&er than it hes e-ze?' been, but yC% we dcini, 
less to improve thr ranges now ttan you have ever done. All the mcney is beins ape 
cu wages for o larger work fcree who writs mo:e reprts, many of which aze uimessar 
e,,d V.Zv tUStef\il. TLe ncrk~crce should be cut down ark t.!>$ monep used for rmge 
im~rcveo.snts, and this is t.t e greatest. thing ttet you cn do tc inprove the econrr.g 

.._ 

9.1 See Responses 7.2 and 7.13. - 

9.2 In the five-county region used in the DEIS (Beaver, Iron, Garfield, 
Kane. and Paiute Counties), total employment was reported as 12.392. Comhined 
farm proprietor and farm wage and salary.employment was reported at 1,466 
employed. This equals 11.8 or approximately 12 percent. County-by-county 
breakdowns are as follows: 

Beaver Garfield 1 ron --- Kane Fiute - Total -- __ 

Total 1.629 employment 2,143 6,726 1,452 442 12.392 

Farm proprietors 207 2D9 376 122 134 1,048 

Farm wage and 
salary 

103 27 

Percent farm 
employment 

19 11 9 10 37 12 

It should be pointed out, however, that these figures (table 3.3. page 3-46 of 
the DEIS) represent only reported direct employment in agricultural 
activities. Nonreported employment (such as family workers in some cases) and 
indirect employment such as in transportation, farm implement sales, wholesale 
trade, services, etc.) would account for a much larger portion of regional 
employment. 

‘.I.:;: :,:.:, 
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9.3 The Utah prairie dog was recently delisted as endangered and now 
zrles the status of threatened. However, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
requires that species considered as threatened or endangered be protected on 
public lands from actions which would adversely affect their habitat. As 
such, the continued protection of the Utah prairie dog on public lands is 
still required by law. 

1.4 
Gcerns. 

Your ccxrnnents on pending land exchanges ire acknowledged as valid 
Unfortunately, land exchanges are, by poljcy, low priority and are 

often superseded by other higher priority work. Exchanges require a 
considerable amount of detailed transactions and can experfencc technical 
difficulties in thelr processing which can also tend to delay their completion 

9.5 Based on the inventory of the Asay Creek Allotment concluded in 1981. 
T&estimated capacity has beer) idcnlifled as 39 AiNs. As explained on pans 
2-20 and 21 of the Draft EIS, adjustments In grarlrl9 use Icwls will be mndr 
only if monitoring results indicate that such adjustments are necessary. HLH 
is aware of the localized soil erosion problems and loss of fnraqe resulting 
from vehicular use of meadows adJacent to the river and is interested in 
discussing further possible solutions, including signs and barriers. 
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L6 The grazing capacity of the Minnie Creek Allotment is currently 
estimated to be 74 AUMs based on the 1981 survey. This estimated capacity 
will need to be verified by monitoring studies before adjustment would be 
made. ELM understands your concerns and appreciates your efforts to improve 
the vegetation resource on allotments on which your livestock graze. We look 
forward to working with you in achieving these goals. 

..*,,., 
:;: -:. ,1_’ 

‘.‘~,~,:.~.~.~.:: 
. ,... :.. ‘. _: :*:. 
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P. 0. Box 11350 
Salt Lake City, UT 84147 

August 7, 1984 

Jay K. Carlson 
Team Leader 
Bureau of Land l4anagement 
444 South Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Dear Mr. Carlson: 

We have reviewed the USDI Bureau of Land Management draft Resource Management 
Plan environmental impact statement for the Cedar/Beaver/Carfield/Antlmony 
Pihnnlng Area. Our comments are as follrwr: 

r 

. 
10.1 1. The planning and production alternatfve both provide for increased 

vegetative cover which will overall provide better orotection for the soil 

1 resource base. However, localized increased utilizhtion recreatjon and/or 
forest production can cause severe erosion problems. Site plans should 
be d+veloped to minimize soil erosion. 

is essentially forage condition. 
Range condition. as used in the statement, 

Ecological condition would reflect the 
soil, plant and animal components of the site and could be used In 
assessing all impacts instead of only the forage condition. 

10.3 6. Hap 1.1 Is labeled incorrectly. 

10.2 2. 

[ 

The use of ecological condition instead of range conditton would more 
accurately excess the impacts. 

Ue appreciate the opportunity to revfew and consnent. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~.~ . 
State Conservationist 

cc: Peter C. Myers, Chfef. SCS. Washington, DC 
Sandy Long, DC, SCS, Fillmore, UT 
Lorin Hunt, DC. SCS. Cedar City, UT 
Tom Simper, RC. SCS. Cedar City. UT 
Carolyn Wiarda, Soil Scientist, Cedar City, UT 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.II).. 

10.1 Watershed activity plans addressing specific erosion problem are,,\ 
n be developed followiny completion of Hatershed Management Plans (WMPs). 
Major surface disturbing activities would be identified and mitigated as part 
of the Environmental Assessmenl process. 

10.2 -. As discussed on page 3-37 of the DEIS. BIM recognizes ecologica! 
condition as an important tool in projecting or measuring plant comwnity 
responses at the ecological site level. BLM intends to use ecological 
condition in the preparation of activity plan level allotment management plans 
and herd management plans. 

10.3 Map 1.1 has been corrected to reflect your comment. 
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El@ON COMPANY U.S.A 
ronomcrax~zo.ofm~~-mo~ 

August lY, 1984 

Mr. Jay Cerlson 
Drsft RHPKIS Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
443 South Main 
Cedar City, UT 8A720 

Dear Ur. Carlson: 

Exxon Company, U.S.A. it pleased to have the opportunity to comment on 
the Draft Resource Henagement Plan end Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony plannina units in southwest 
Utah. Exxon has a strong interest in the planning process Ccr federal 
public lands because many of these lands have potential for oil and gas 
discovery and development. 

WC have examined the Draft Resource Hanagemcnt Plan and Environmental 
Imoact Statement (DRHPKIS) for its ranoe of alternatives and their 
impacts, especially as it rcletes to iI1 and gas explorstio” and 
development activities. We are encouraged to sac 011. gas, and coal 
considered by the plan as multiple use resources. In addition, we 
agree with the Bureau's assessment that a moderately high oil and gas 
potential exists along the Masatch Hingeline. 

Exxon applauds your plan's rccognitjcn of the importance of sincral 
*eSOUftcS. Heny times land use plans seem to address only surface 
resources such as wildlife, grazing, snd recrsstion and barely con- 
sid:r pote"?islsubsurfece rcsourcea such as petroleum, coal, hardrock 
minerals, and geothermal energy. We recognize the difficulty of 
sssessing, for planning purposes, the impacta of potsntieldcvelopment 
of subsurface ~CIOU~CCS. In many cases the needed specific ccaourcc 
information may be lacking evan though an area may be generally 
ncknowlcdged es having a high potcntiel for mineral diacovcry. our 
era~llnation of your plan's impact analysis indicate6 a thorough study 
of the available published information. 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.-!de 

No Comment Identified 

:.:; ::jl’.‘. ‘.,’ “?-’ - 
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II*. Jey Carlson -2- Au9ust lJ, 1984 

Exxon strongly endorses the Bureau’s practice of periodically re- 
rlarlnq the continued applicability ofita various oil and 9aa lcasino 
cstcgoiit.. WC feel that there a;e two aiqnificant benefits of such 
periodic rcvlcws. First. they provide opportunities for resolution of 
conflicts between efforts to protect aurfacc resourcea and the a~- 
tivities necessary for economic development of newly discovered aub- 
surface feso”res. Second, they permit re-evaluation and modification 
of lease stipulations in order to fasllitate, where appropriate, oil 
and gas exploration activitea. 

Exxon also notes with l ppteclatlon the Bureau's willin9ness to re- 
assign less strlnocnt cateaorr desiqnations where clrcumstanccs per- 
nit.. We strongiy supoori ihc rebesignatlon under the Preferred 
Alternative, of 22,VGO acres of leasable land from the “No Surface 
Occupancy” category to the “Leases with Special Stipulations” crte- 
9o*r. 

In summery. your recognftlon of the importance of mInera refiource 
potcntlal, your periodic rcvlcw of lerslng categories, and your 
willingness to consider reassignment OF category designations are, in 
our view, important factors in responsible land-use planning. We hope 
your efforts in this direction continue. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Crdar/Bravrr/tar- 
field/Antlnony Draft Resource tlanrgencnt Plan. Should you have any 
further questions or if we can be of further help, please contact Hr. 
Amos Plantc at (303-789-7550) or Hr. Fernando Blackgoat (305-789-7488) 
in our Denver office. 

FB:mma 

c - Mr. f. Blackpoat 
Mr. R. R. Dern 
Hr. A. A. Plrnte 
Mr. 1. F. Walsh 
Hr. J. A. Willott 
Mr. C. 1. Wllrott 
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The Wilderness Sxiety Slerrs club 

1720 rl!vx street 736 S. Wlelland S1. 
Denver, al 80209 salt Lake city, ur g4102 

._ 

10 August 1989 

norgan Jensen 
Cedar City District Manager 
Bureau of Land H?nagement 
P.O. Box 724 
Cedar City, Utah 64720 

, 

Dear Hr. Jensen. 

The Sierra Club mnd The Wilderness Society continue our 
involvement in the management of public lands in Utah. Enclosed . 
are ccomments on the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield. Antimony Resource 
Hanegement Plan. Please consider these in making a final 
decision. 

Ye request to be retained on your mailing list’fo; all 
issues related to public lands and to receive notice of any 
environmental analysis or planning amendment concerning the areas 
that are commented on in our comments. Ye further request , 
written notification of soy planning decision. 

Thank you for your help. 

James Catlin 
Conservation Chairman 
Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club 

d 

l4ike Scott 
Southwest Regton 
The Wilderness Society 

_ , 
I 
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Cedar Beaver. Garfield, Antimony Planning Area 
Plann:n$ issues 

ihr*ughout t"? wilderness revleu and other resource management 
;rc1draz3s t!xe Sierra Ziu b haa railed lsaues wnich need 
soori~eratlon. 'Several of those issues ralsed are considered in 
the wilderness revleu of this area. Unfortunately, we can not 

12.1 [Tlnd where we were glVen notice Of the aCopIng process for thIa 
fiS. In checklng Chapter 5 of the DE:S. no mentlOn is made 
vhether the public was Informed of the issue gathering atage of 

L:::.:ia”- 
Could the dLM please check to see if we were sent 

> .1-;? &1>!17: 71 *or;; hai grrnt ?2:5 pre$rtln; :i.i~ pial. r t < 
naps are helful ln seeing the proposed actions. They are an 
enormous lmproveaent over the Grand R.GP maps. The comparison of 
aiternaciuca table is simple and offers = aood summary of tne 

12.2 ;1lrfcrence betwee" the proposed sctlons in each alternative, 
There 1~ a conflict between the map and table on ORY 
designations. The maps says "limited" and the table says 
"clolred". Aany of the nppendicies (re very helpful. While the 
jrage managemenage alternatives (appendix range 2) does not have 
lnfsrmatio" foage trends and condition. there is good Information 
on permits sold. grazing ayatcm, and problema and conlllct~. 
lhll 1~ quite helpful but could be laproved. 

12.7 ‘ihlle the tables in the grazing budgets are interesting. there is 

r 
no net tabulation of the economic benefits of grazing. There is 

I 

a net tabulation on the sale,s of fire wood. We request that P 
table be i"cluded 1" the final that totals the range economic 
benefltz and ooJt= for the planning area. 

The following issues need to be conaldsrsd in this plan. 

Hany of the major land “se declrlons for public lands arc 
ulthout the comprehcnslve 

the plrnnlng process. The 
plan makea no analysis of the economic or resource i-pacts of 
leasIng of oil and gas. coal. end other minerals. Uhile national 

12.5 

and 

i 

regional guidance is needed, the major pollclss on land use 
need to be made In the AHP and not rastrslned by fragmented 
auxlllary administrative pOllcie3. 

actual land use decisions are occurring in other documents. 

i 

hlle mcntlon is made to most of these vithln the plan. the 

l.eaalng for 011 and gal haa no plan which consider:, leralng need 
r economic return to the public. Coal leasing 1s covered In (1 

regional EIS. 

These najor actions need to be consIdered ln the plan. Seperate 
declslon documenta fail to adequately eddresa conflicts. 

- 1 - 

12 1 A The public was informed of scoping meetings on issue identification 
through publication of a notice in the federal Reylstrr (Vol. 45. No. 71. 
April 10. 1900). notices carried by loc%~r~~l@XTT-mcdia. and through 
direct mailings. BLM mailing list records for the Issue identification phase 
of this plan indicate that the followng individuals in the Sierra Club and/or 
Wilderness Society were contacted: 

John A. &Comb 
Sierra Club 
Yashington, D.C. 

Sierra Club 
Utah Chapter 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

Ruth Frear 

Isaac C. Eastvold 
Sierra Club 
Califorftia 

Brian @card 
Sierra Club 
Utah Chapter 
Logan, Utah 

The Wilderness Sacletv 

Linda wade 
Sierra Club 
California 

Nina Doughtery 
Sierra Club 
Utah Chapter 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

Dick Carter 
Sierra Club WashIngton, D.C. * 
Utah Chapter 

The Wilderness Society 
(LItah) 

Salt Lake City, Utah Salt Lake City, Utah 

12.2 The error on OKV deslgndtion is noted and will be ch,~ngW in the 
rG:dl LIS. 

12.3 ---r 
Refer to response 6.2. Over the W-year plarwing horizon, it Is 

esttmated that $562.000 would be required in personnel or work month costs and 
$7,4?4,nno in project costs for a total of nrnrly ~~,1Y~O,Ow. rliI.pCt inc~tnp 
ft-,I111 ,,I .,1,,n, IWS (nt 1111~ ~ltrrl~lll Il.?I/AIIM) 15 ,'$, l"lntCil al "L ,!I I\. 
$~.4t4,1lI10. Uenctits to watrrsht,d and v~tdl~fe, whlrh would ac(r-w' as a 
result of improved rangeland managcunent, are not ac(wnled for in this 
1 ah lallcm 1~ duw INI re:oorces to 111 M are gcru!raiC'd by tht.5ta prt,gra"!s. 1 I 
should Iw noted that lhvse figure\ are lentatlvr bernuse firlal treatment awl 
facility needs will not be know until allotment management pla"s or formal 
grazing agreements are established with range users. The $3.414,000 presented 
in the lahle represents the cost in current dollars of constructlog all 
lwatmrnt and facilities displayed for the Plannirlg AlternatIve for i cateoorv 
allotwnt 5 1" Appendix Ran!jc ! of 1tw DLIS. Ihclc 1st ulwts wrt' ldpntlf lptl hi 
the interdisclpl~odry teal" as bel"g capable of resolving the problems and 
conflicts and meetirig allotment obJectlves identified tor'eactl allotment In 
the same appendix. They do not represent a proposal, however, herause, as 
stated above. AMP or formal agreements have nut yet hwn estahllshcd. 
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LETTER No.12 
v 

12.6 

Sierra Club and Yilderness Society Comments 
Cedar, eeaver, Garfield, and Antimony R4P 

-7. Coal development directly adjacent to Zion National Park 
dould significantiy is?act the air quality, the Yater shed that 
Toed into this park. the visual resources of that area. wildlife 
sasitat. ye’. uninvenforied plant and animal species, cultural 
‘esoui-c.?s. the wilderness designation potential of those lands. 

2nd other regio”a?ly important value found in this area. 

12.7 3. 

i 

The BLf( is not receiving fair market value for the commercial 
services and goods the EL:! is supp:ying to the public in grazing 
>-.d mlr.erals management prograss. The plan laci any report on 
finacial costs or payments on BLW programs and offers no 
iifference in budset and revenue between the alternatives. 

!2.6 j. r On a map where have veg?tation manipulation from chemicals. 
fire , 07 machices occurred? Again on a map, which areas have had 

c?,Jiev of mlneral withdrawal review since the passage of FLPHA. 

2.3 r;. What areas are “a” leased? 

12. :o T. What areas are DOW claimed for locatable minerals? What 
nintng plans are in effect and what special development 
stipulation3 are in place? 

Since these issues were raised several times in writing to the 
9L:I. we request a” explanation as to why they were not being 
considered in the R:4P. 

The Federal Land Policy Management Act requires several issues be 
considered. These issues also appear no t to have bee” adequately 
considered and given priority as Congress has directed: 

12.11 10. The ne+. value of archaeological sites has and will add to 
our understanding of America before the Europeans arrived. These 
resourcns are bein destroyed both accidentally and deliberately. 
The destruction cf Some of America’s most important wildlife 
habitats is accelerating. 

L 

Increased motorized recreation is 
callsing both primary and secondary impacts to important wildlife 
Species. plant c3amunities. and water resources. Crazing 
continues to damage important natural resources. Important relic 
natural communities face major disturbances. Visual, scientific, 
and recreational opportunities are being degraded, and in some 
cases lost. 

. Commercial operators on public lands are making profits from 
less than that offered by 

Leases and permits are being granted, and 
subsidize permit and lease 

-2- 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 12 

12.4 Resource impacts of mineral leasing were analyzed in Chapter 4. 
Economics with regard to development potential were discussed in Chapter 3, 
Minerals. 

12.5 All major land use decisions on leasable minerals and applicable to 
E planning area are made in the Proposed Plan. Policy requires that oil, 
gas. and geothermal leasing categories be periodically reassessed through the 
planning process. 
Proposed Plan. 

This has been done and adjustments are included in the 
Reglations require that the coal screening process (conmonly 

referred to as "Coal Unsuitability") be applieni t'hrough the planning process 
in order to determine those lands which are available for further 
consideration for coal leasing. This has been done and is inclllded in the 
Proposed Plan. Additional site-specific analysis will be performed prior to 
leasing as required by law and regulation. 

12.6 No resource conflicts with Zion National Park were identified 
regarding the coal unsuitability criteria that were applied. Additionally, no 
comments were received fra Zion National Park officials regarding coal 
leasing. 

It should also be noted that this phase of the coal screening process, 
including a call for resource information, application of unsuitability 
criteria, multiple resource analysis, and surface owner consultation is not a 
final leasing determination. Further resource evaluation tract delineation, 
site specific environmental analyses, tract ranking by the regional coal team, 
and preparation of a regional coal and tract selection based on regional 
leasing. Additionally, coal unsuitability criteria 16 (floodplains), and I? 
(alluvial valley floors) will be applied prior to leasing in accordance with 
43 CFR 3451. This will include the analysis of the offsite impacts, inclllding 

I potential impacts to Zion National Park. 

It should be noted that because of greater than 200-foot overburden depths, 
the Kolob coal involved could only be mined by underground methods and that 
the surface impacts incident to underground mining could only he known during 
mine plan evaluation should leasing occur. Mitigation measures to prevent 
adverse impacts onsite and offsite. including poterltial impacts on Zion 
National Park, could be determined at that time. 

.-..- 

.: ::::: 
::::::::::j:;:, 

.,.... ::~:-:::.:.:.:. 
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A 

sierra Club and ‘Illderness Society Cosments 12.7 Fair market value is received by BLM for commercial goods and 
C?dT?r, bel'llr, GiTf:e;d. -_ an, Pn:l!2cny R tP services in which BLM has discretion to charge such fees. tirazlny fees are 

estahlished by Conqress and reviewed annually for adjustment in response to 
shllts in grazlny lee rates on s~mllar private or State owwtl yr-nziwg laruls 

12.13 ‘2. 

‘L 

‘(he hL:; Is ,,ct directly “IC”itCrl”z3 the Producti"" Of livestock market conditions, etc. 
re,,urccs on public lands. Oil and 8aS production in,-Cr~atiCn is 

In the minerals program, the Mining Law of 
1872 establishes the rights of individuals to locate minerals on pubi~c larlds 

.,nltored by the perolttee not the age"CY. Direct monitoring by and provides no discretion to BLM to collect fees for mlaeral location. 
the agency ia needed. 

Fees 
collected for mineral leasing (oil and gas, getohermal. coai. etc.) are 

12.14 '3. 

[ 

very little objecttve data or documentation exist on the' 
established hy their respective enahling statutes. Refer to re<pnnse 6.2 in 

forage cond,,.,"" of the range and current animal "ae. Dcclrio”a 
which estimated expenditures and revenues for the implementatton of the 

3" g-azi,g =anaaement are made without adequa'.e objective 
proposed plan are provided by program. 

1.3;:'1:5 >c 13n-,-ter~ ra,er -?nd?tio?. 
12.8 Vegetation manipulations completed by BLH on public lands are 

IU. Gradual changes in animal and Plant POPulationa are not know" 

i 

-- 
contained in a current Job Description Report (JDR) file at each of the ~LH 

and are not properly asseSsed at the present time. The impacts area offices. In addition, identifiable treatment areas were mapped on 7.5 

>,- aa"agea‘Z"t ectio", on these pCpUlatiC”s need to be predicted. minute quadrangle maps during the 1980-82 soil/vegetation inventory. Becaltse 
this information is readily available for site specitlc use at the activity 

12.16 15. Public land "ales are proposed !dithr,Ut field i”V~“tCrie~ Of 

L 

plannfng level, the preparation of another map is considered unnpcessary. A 
natural resources, uithout important pobllc need for r.sle, mnd review of ""St withdrawals was completed in 1982 prior lo the f,KA plar\"ing 
illthout a”aly3is of the benefits gained from sale against the effort (see pages 2-14 and 3-7 of the DETS). Review of withdrawals is not 
C?stS. This plan needs to include this analysis. discussed in detail in the DEIS hecause it was not identified as an issue. 

information regarding the recent withdrawal review is available for study at 
12.17 16,. 1t i, well k”cu” that a” excessive "umber of coal, 011. and r the 8LM Cedar City Uistrict Office. Additional wIthdrawal reviews are 

aa, lease, have bee" iaaued on federal lands. The effect has 

I 

fdentified in Utah Instruction Memorandum UT If4 84-297 and will he completed 
'seen to render impractical the U!Ultlplc use of resource,. by 1989. Because mineral withdrawal is not considered a plannirlg issue due to 
Lxce~~\ve leasing has made mineral erplCitatlCn the dominant. lack Of any land use conflicts, no map has been provided shnwing areas 

~:“gle use on mCst BLli lands. previously reviewed for withdrawal. This information is avatldble through the 
Cedar Ci:y District Office. 

12.18 17. ho greater wz.~te for no net benefit to the public is possible 

.[ 

on BL?I land3 than off-road vehicle “se. Alternate rscrePtlon 12.9 
methods are restricted by ORV user. 

Currently, approximately 95 percent (essentially all except Category 
Ylldllfc populations and -- 

habltata are degraded. Crazing operators ace increased damage to 
4, No Leasing) Of the Public Lands in the District al-e leased for nil a"d.qas 

the ra"ge and graZi"& faC%litfeS. The problem groWa. and yet the 
through the simultaneous and over-the-counter leaslng system. 51"cr m"St of 

FLY ha, not acted to protect all Of the public lands. 
these Teases are on a revolving IO-year basis and as such it is extremely 
difficult to accurately portray an area the size of the Planning Area, no map 

12.11 19. +Ilneral entrlcs threaten important ArChaeOlOgiCal sites. depicting status has been developed. Specific information on a yiven Tease 
l ndanzered and threatened species habitat. springs and lmportsnt area is available through the respective resource area office, the Illstrict 
vater cc"rlcs. significant recreation areas. important scenic office, or the State Office. 

viailal resources. etc. The majority of Dicing claims do not meet 
the "ecesaary requirements to be deemed valid. nining plans are - 12.10 Locatable minerals were not identified as a planning issue becaqse of 
not currently evaluated adequately. and modlflcatlons are not the lack Of resource conflicts within the planning aren regardinq locatahje 

mineral development. tfowever, the areas claimed for locatable nrrwral are 
12.x 23. r The permitted grazing use 1” many cases exceeds the carrying shown on the Utah State Geographical Index available from the KM (Itah State 

_gapaclty of the land. Office. No Plans of Operations are in effect within the planning area at this 
time. 

StipulatIona comsonly found on mineral exploration permits 
12.11 The values of these sensitive resources are currently, and ntT1 

The sppllcatlo” of 
- 
continue t0 be, protected within the laws providing for such protections. ho 
significant Tosses of the resources listed (cultural resources, relic 
communities, visual resources, scientific or recreational opport0jnities) have 
been identified for the Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Planning Area. 
ReSOUrCe Conflicts with livestock grazing. wildlife habitat, and watershed 

- 3- 
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Sierra Club and Wilderness Society Comments 
Cedar. Beaver, Garfield, and Aqtlmony R;1P 

12.22 
r 

z2. The SacretarY of the Interior decided not to consider areas 
less than 5,O'lO acres for wilderness consideration. BL?I 
districts in other areas have reinstated those areas back Into 
the wilderness review. The Cedar District has "ot done this on 
Spring canyon. NO explainatto" has bee" made on what the BLR has 
recommended. With no explalnatio". the BLi4 dropped this ares 
while not dropping other areas which are less than 5,000 acres. 
This area needs to be reconsidered in the wilderness review. 

23. The 3L:1 needs to consider in the plan the comments submitted 
jy the Sierra C?ui and Wilderness Society durlqg the wilderness 
study phase. These comments are at the Cedar City District 
)ff!ce. L 

12.23 24. 

i 

The BLW has allowed federal funds to be used for the 
personal benefit of grazing operators and members of the Grazing 

Advisory Council. 

12.24 25. 

i- 

What is the regional supply for products and services that 
are now supplied by public lands? 0" public lands. other federal 
lands, local government lands, and private lands. what resources 
are available? 

What a:ternate resources both on and off public lands can be 
Clany of these resources have readily 

Co"servatio" OF energy 
to be considered for 

the demand for Fossil Fuels 

-4- 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 1Z 

conditions have been identified and managment prescriptions devc,loped for 
their resolution (refer to Appendix Range 2, Appendix Wildlife 1 and 
Riaprlan/Fisheries 1. and response 8.11 respectively). 

12.12 ELM receives payment for commercial uses of public laud in accordance 
withspecific laws governing such uses. 
and 12.7. 

Refer also to responses 6.2, 12.3, 

12.13 ELM is directly monitoring resource production on public lands in the 
ming area. At the present time, no production of oil and pas is occurring 
in the planning area. 

12.14 Although monitoring and actual trend data is limited in the planninq 
area, extensive information regarding current plant composition, occurrance of 
big game species, and condition of big game habitat was collected and analyzec 
during the CBGA inventory and EIS process. This information is cataloged 
individually for over 1,900 site writeup areas (WAS). See also Response 7.25 

12.15 Please see Response 7.25. 

12.16 All public land proposed for disposal has been analyzed and found 
suitable for disposal in accordance with the cr'lteria found in Section 203 of 
FLPNA. They have also been subjected to analysis by an interdisciplinary tean 
of resource specialists and administration to determine what resources and 
programs might be affected. 

After consideration in this land use plan. each disposal will be analyzed 
further in an e"VirO"me"tal analysis/land report to analyze the purpose, need, 
and environmental consequences, and provide for additional public conment. 

12.17 -. Issuance of Coal. oil. and gas leases on public lands in the planning 
area IS administered in full accordance with law establishing the rights of 
individuals to pursue such resource development opportunities as a legitimate 
component of multiple use arrangement. Within the planning area there are no 
documented incidents in+hich mineral leasing practices have precluded or 
rendered impractical the multiple use management of public lands resources. 

12.18 Page 3-17. The 8LM recognizes that ORV use is a legitimate use of 
public lands and that planning for that use will be incorporated into its land 
use plans and regulations (Executive Order 11644). The CBGA OEIS did analyze 
the effects of ORV use (pages 2-7, 2-17. 3-21. 4-2, 4-7, 4-8. 4-22, 4-38 
through 4-42. 4-54, 4-55. 4-57, 4-59, 4-66. and 4-69). The proposed Final RMP 
considers ORV use conflicts and addresses actions (seasonal limitations) to 
reduce conflicts with wildlife and riparian habitats (see also Response 7.74). 

12.19 Mineral entry iS administered under existing regulation (43 CFR 2609) 
inaccordance with the Mining Law of 1872 as amended by the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act (FLPM) of 1976 to assure the prevention of undue 
and unnecessary degradation. Mining claim validity is evaluated when resource 
conflicts are identified which constitute undue or unnecessary deqradaion, 
occupancy trespass, damage to legislatively protected resources, etc. At 
pressent. there are no mining plans in effect in the planning area. 
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I% sc?ecr:on of an alternative is guldr?d by the planning 
criteria established ulth goals. The DE15 (Draft Environmental 
I~pacr Statenen’.) table of contents show five pages of criteria 
(paces 1-u t.J l-9). Page l-4 correctly elplains that criteria 
are "standards and constraints tdcntifled by the manager and 
lnterll~c~pllnary tean3 to guide development of resource 

.nninaaeaent decisona.’ 

i : ‘-..I -.:- :I:‘>? .:tn-.::.ci:-.:n st33D. ue Jr.1 :?t?T?ite^ :., 
oe:n~ involved I” developing the planni;lg criteria. While many 
of the issues have criteria listed several do not. In some of 
the criteria. Inadequate attention lx given to reportin& all the 

12.26 key leg31 rtqulrements the plan must meet. 
c 

There are no planning 
mrlteria that guides ORV “se deslgnatlon. 

ImInerals. 
mecagcment of locatable 

None Of the Criteria r%?QUire “fair market return" cn 
k9e use of pullc land's resources. 

i2.27 
F 

“1 of the area is open to 011 and gas leasing. one of the mcst 
iarface dlrturbing actlvltie9. Inadequate provlslon 1s aade for 

I 

er9513n ccntro1. reclamation requirements, or vehicle uze. The 
erploratlon roads are apparently made permanent with no rrovislcn 
53 ~PJOVP vehicle use and reclaim the area after exploration or 

&velopment actions end. 

12.28Fhe prertrre4 alternative sllow~ "aes uhlch conflict vlth the 
goal or obJectlve :n this case. One example of this Is the 
cre:ered alternatIve allow3 the all ORV use In critical ~011 
erorrlon areaa and vlthlng critical uildllfe habitats. I ORV use 
uill lncreaae erosion in those areas and impact wildlife 
populations. 
- 

Thla ia not a" ""ccmmc" ccqurrence. as ttlc re3ourcc areas are 
discussed. many of the preferred alternative deciJicns conflict 
ulth the published criteria. 

The Sierra Club and Wilderness Scclety reguests that the plannlng 
crlterla include the following: 

. .Crltlcal Watershed: ___-_---- 
* Develop sedimentation mcnltoring to auanltativelv measure 
the effect of management on water-quality. 
l Designate areas aigniflcantly contrlbutlng to 
ledlmentation as area3 of crltical cnvlrcnmental concern. 
l Eztabilsh sadlmentatlon threshold levels and a planning 
period water quality level which will be monitored. 
* Begln ~011 sedimentation and Salinity erosion trend 
analysla giving five year changes in so11 degradatatlon. 

12.20 As discussed on page 3.3R of the DAIS, 63 dllotments have actual "51 
levels greater than the estimated grazing capacity bawd on the recent 
inventory. However, it should be restaled that this is an estlwalc and 
permltted livestock levels will be determined followting evaluation of 
monitoring results. For a discussion of grazing use adjustments, see pages 
Z-20 and 2-21 of the DEIS. 

12.21 There are no documented incidents within the planning area in which 
slations currently attached to mineral exploratinn permits are failing to 
provide adequate protections to critical resources. 

12.22 The OEIS (page 2-24) states the Cedar City Itistrict position on 
Spring Creek Canyon inventory unit (UT-040-140). The District did not analyze 
the unit due to pending litigation nor did it choose to analyze the unit under 
Section 202 of FLWA. lhere are currently no YSAs of less than 5.000 acres 
befng analyzed in the State of Utah in RHP/EIS efforts. As stated in the 
DEIS, RLM will analyze the suitability or nonsuitability of Spring Creek 
Canyon in the Statewide EIS if the inventory unit is reinstated to tiSA status 
or in a planning amendment if the kinal Statewide wilderness E1S is completed 
prior to resolution of the suit. Comnents received at the.Cedar City District 
would be analyzed in the Statewide EIS should the unit be reinstated as a WSA. 

12.23 
operators 

As with all public lands users. personal benefits accrue to grazing 
as public land management and facilities are maintained or 

Improved. The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 prescribes the formation of 
Advisory Boards to advise BlM in grazing management decisions and that 

Grazing 

portlons of the grazing fees collected be invested in range betterment. Tn 
Utah. the boards serve in the distribution of range betterment fdnds wthin the 
District. As range betterment fund investments are affected and the benefits 
of rangeland improvements are realized, the range and the range users Incur 
benefits as was intended by the passage of the law. 

12.24 ELM is required to develop land use plans on publ lands within the 
planning area and is not provided with administrataive jurisdsn over lands 
of other ownership, or outside the planning area. Since administrative 
jurisdiction is not extended to these areas which are outsfde the planning 
area, the supplies of goods and services available from these areas are not -_ 
subject to discussion administered under this plan and. therefore, will not be 
incorporated in analyses of this RW/EIS. Impacts to regional supplies of 
goods and services from public lands in the planningarea have been analyzed 
and are displayed in each alternative in Chapter 4 of the DEIS; 

12.25 Refer to response 12.24. 

12.26 Your comment is noted and guides for ORV use designation have been 
Incorporated In the proposed plan. A "fair market value" planning criterion 
has not been incorporated into the plan because no decisions are being made 
which would affect any fee rates on public lands resources. Section 102(g) of 
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I 3 In these crit:cal vatershed areas, mineral eXPIOratiOn 

I 

and development activities have stipulations which limit 
pubi;c ORV use to maintained roads, allow “0 road 
construction in netor washes or on slopes steeper than 51, 
and require closure and reclamation of exploration and 
development facilities including roads. 

l rineral exploration access be excluded from sensitive 
surface water courses. 

2. Livestock Grazing_ 

12.30 r l Elisinate overgrazing (over utlllzatfon) Of public and. 

i Identify indicator animal and plant species which are 
sensttive to grazing. These species should not be limited 
to major gaae species or plants found favored by domestic 
stock. 

t envelop threshold levels measuring the quantity and 
qualit'/ of indicator species for eacn grazing are=. 

l give pr,!oilty in range budget "se to d?veIoP adequate 
forage data. From this data, develop ranse condition trends 

on forage. water quality and quantity, wildlife diversity 
and populations. CRV "se. etc. (Range trend:, are not no" 
known.) 

i Objectively monitor actual grazing use of public land3 by 
wild and domestic animals. (Currently, the BL% has not 
reported on any field inventories of actual domestic grazing 
USC.) Actural use may not follow the permitted period or 
permitted number. 

1) fteinove grazing use from from fragile riparian zones, from 
endangered plant species habitat, and during imPortant 
pericds from critical winter range for game and nangame 
wildlife. 

t Reduce grazing use in allotments where wildlife 
PoPu:ac,ion levels and riparian habitat impacts reach a 
threshold level OP when the forage trend is downward. 
Remeve or reduce grazing from breeding grounds, nesting 
areas. and critical wildlife habitat. In the case of 
ante?ope and elk, this means renoving grating from their 
criLica1 feed a-d breeding habitat. 

FLPMA reads, ". . . it is the policy of the United States that -- the united 
States reCeiVe fair market Value of the use of the public lands and their 
resources unless otherwise provided for by statute. . .I' No proposals of land 
use decisions conveyed through this RMP qre inconsistent with or violate this 
provision of the law. 

12.27 Erosion control and reclamation requirements are very important. 
stations to prevent erosion and ensure reclamation are developed during 
environmental assessment for any Application Permit to Drill, based on site 
Specific situations (see Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1 and Oil and Gas 
Provisions. Second Edition). NO policy exrsts to automatically leave 
explOrtaiOn roads in place after the project ends. Uecisions regarding road 
closure are made during the environmental assessment phase of an Application 
Permit to Drill and are based on consideration of the best use of the specific 
area with due consideration to all resource values in accordance with land use 
planning decisions and objectives for the area. 

No policy exists to aUtOmatiCally leave exploration roads in place after the 
project ends. Decisions regarding road closure are made during the 
environmental assessment phase of an application to drill and are based on 
consideration of the best use of a specific area with due consideration to all 
resource values in accordance with land use planning decisions and objectives 
for the area. 

12.28 The preferred alternative has been changed to reflect additional 
information and analysis on the effects of ORV use on crucial deer winter 
range (see Response 7.74, page 50, FEIS). Your assessment on the effects of 
ORV use on critical erosion areas is also correct in that use would increase 
erosion. However. the nature of the terrain within critical watersheds is not 
conducive to ORV use. and in many cases, precludes that use. In addition, no 
documented problems exist on critical watershed areas, nor has any erosion 
been linked to ORV use (see Response 8.6). BLM will monitor and complete 
additional surveys on critical watersheds (page 79, FEIS). If additional 
Conflicts are discussed at a later date, then adjustments to ORV designations 
would be made. 

12.29 These concerns are addressed in the Soil/Water/Air program directives 
section of the Proposed Plan. See also Response 8.3. 

12.30 These points have been considered in the preparation of the 
alternatives presented in the DEIS. BLM is committed to preventing 
degradation of the vegetation resource and improving that resource where and 
when it is economically feasible. As discussed on pages 2-20 through 2-22 of 
the DEIS and in Appendix Range 3, BLM proposes to implement an extensive 
monitoring system. AS explained in Table 2.1 on page 2.4 of the DFlS, if and 
when big game numbers increase, additional forage will be allocated for their 
use. A cost benefit analysis will be performed on all range improvements as 
part of an AMP implementation package prior to implementation or constructjon. 

-6- 
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Sierra Club &Wilderness Society Comments 
Cedar. beaver, Garrield. and Antimony R,IP 

I ~i:n:i range 1npr~ve.nenis (vegetation changes and water 
jevclojoen:) to artas where the costs clearly are Less than 
bd-,eflts. wnere no quantifiable increase in sediaentation 
Ulll occur. uherc ulldllfe range and populatlon3 are not 
affected. rnd other planning goals arc first met. Range 
:mprovem;“ts funded by yublic-money should be give” a 
prlorlty lower than protection for watershed. ulldllfe. 
ulLde;cc>z. rlparLa” habitat. and areas of crltlcal 
environmental concern. 

3. UlldllI’e Habitat 
. Desknate habitats of threatened and endangered (T&E) 
specIea-and ~peclca being considered to be added to the ThE 
List as area5 of critical environmental concern. 

. Reduce wildlife conflicts with water resources through 
allowed grazing level and period, fencing, and offering 
alternate water supplier. 

. Establish target ulldllfe populations uhlch represent the 
populations th,at the cesource area would normally support 
unjer natural conditions. Plan ulldlife conflict reductions 
to mee these targets. 

. Valldatr the alledged ulldllfs benefits f;om range plan 
community desLructlon due to chemical appllcitlons, burning, 
chaining. and other forma of vegetation manipulation. 

6. Off-road Vehicle Use and Hansgement 
The planning crlterla need to more clearly separate recreation 
vehicle use (right seclng. hunting. etc.) from permitted u3e 
(grazing. q lninu. 011 h gas, etc.). PermItted vehicle “ae Is 
managed under the apeclfic language of the pcrmlt. Permittees 
often confuse public use restrictions which-do not actually 
aCfect permitted “9~. 

We rexquest the following ORV use desinatlon crlterla b; used: 
#‘Clored” Closed designations be made In rrcaz where _-- 
significant impacts from vehicle use has or ~111 occur. in 
designated wilderness areas. dcslgnated primitive or natural 
areas. relic bloloaical communltlcs. endangered and 
threatened species habitat. archaeological, altes, areas 
where ORY use would impact important nonmotorized 
recreation. areas which have no cxistlng vehicle ways which 
would be impacted by ORV use. rlparian habitat and water 
t-.CSO”rC.?S, areas where the BLll lacks the budget to manage 

-I- 
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12.31 During BLM scoping (1980). inventory (1981-G) and analysis phases. 
the criteria of "ln-qortance and Reieva”ce” were applied to the hnhitats of 
threatened or endangered species. As stated on page l-6, these species are of 

manaprmrnt concern and require thal special protecl~~~~ be prov,drtl. The 
planning team analyzed threatened and endangered ~p#?c~es hab~tal albd found 
that none of these areas meet the criteria for ACEC designation. 

Both tlw conwnts concerning wildlIfe confiicts with water reswrceb and 
estahllshed wildlife target popuiations are discussed on page l-8 of the DtlS 
under the foraye manayel:,<?nt issue. The criteria given on page l-8 were aiso 
used to direct management decisions concerning wildlife habitat and land 
treatment of their habitat. In r;!any instances. the treatment of decadent 
stands uf pinyon-juniper or saqehrwh would he Iwwf ~cial. Ilowt~wr, the 
trcJtnwnl of sayc!bru\h on crucial dwr winter ranyc. for example, would he 
drtriwntal to cnrcial ranges. These types of actions were evaluated and 
their impacts on wildlife habitat given in the UEIS. 

12.32 The planning criteria were inadvertently omitted in the DEIS, but 
nhe included in the Proposed Plan (pane ). lhese plannlny criteria 
were devclnped and dot:unwntrd in Lhe Hesourc~ana!rc~lilcnl Action Plan (Decemtter 
17, 19110, llistrict files). The planning criteria Included: 

a. The capability of soils and vegetation to withstand ORV use. 

b. The protection and impacts on other resources and users. 

C. The consideration of the area for public safety. 

d. Impacts on local populace. 

e. Public demand for different kinds of ORk use. 

In addition to the local planning criteria developed in the Cedar City 
District, ELM considered "Designation Criteria" (43 CFR 8342.1). Lxecutive 
Orders 11644 and 11989 In the dcsiynation of CffiA for ORV use. Dlanket 
crfteria leadlng to a closed, Ilmited. or open category were not utilized, as 
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Sierra Club hWIldernes@ Society Comments 
Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony RrlP 

OAV use. and uildlif'e habitat during critical sta30nS. 

**Limited** Limited dealgnattons should occ”f on lands 
underderness study, areas of critical environmental 
c*ncel-n * land important for domla:ic and wildlife range. 
The limited designation be applied to lands where sustained 
u:e of the exist:ng vehicle ways will not cause impacts to 
the adjacent lands, the travelled way. Iivestock t wildlife 
populatfons, and other nonmotarlred “sea. Specific uays 
OCB” for use to OR’fs *within areas desinnated as limited 
snoul4 be marked in the field and naps produced which are 
available to the public. rlithin limited areas, the ways 
designed for use shoul3 be only those needed for recreation 
use, which don’t prevent conflicts to other P@~~UPC@S (for 
@Xa!“pl@ ( OR’I UI’? increases archaeological site destruction). 
and can be managed for resource protection under the ELM 
budget. 

‘*QCl@?l** Open destgnations should allowed on lands uhich 
haGproven to be able to sustain general area off-road 
vehicle use under the wofat ca?,e use estimates. Analysis of 
genera: area OR’/ use impacts needs to include compreheosive 

analysis of the impacts on all natural resources and other 
land use3 and be based on objective data taken from the area 
under analysis. The analysis needs to consider threshold 
levels for scenic qualities. soil condition, forage 
producitan, w:ldlife h livestock population. and conflicting 
uses. Areas identified for open ORV 238 should be able to 
be intensively managed to monitor and control the OsV use. 
A miniaqm of areas should be designated open to meet the 
limited demand for general area ORV recreation. If all 
other requirements are met, open a~@@ designations should be 
linited to those which the BLti can support the intensive 
management in their budget. 

r7 Cultural Resource3 12.33 '* 
The aLH offers II@ specific inventory or management policy for 
archaeological site protecrion. While oil h gas stipulations 
prohibit access roads from crossing a site until it is 
inventoried, no protection is given from the impacts of 
permitteea and OR\’ users. The Chapter requests the following 
planning criteria be used: 

I Conduct a comprehensive 51 Inventory of archaeological 
sites in the RA. (Currently a 1% survey has been conducted 
on part of the RA.) 

-a- 

you suggest. The ORV designations were based upon policy. impact of ORV use 
on resource values, the most effective category which could be employed to 
resolve the conflicts, public input and demand for various recreation 
experiences (including ORVs). and impacts to other resource users. 
blanket criteria for open, 

Applying 
ClGSed, and limited categories would not allow for 

resolution of local problems and situations. Applying blanket criteria could 
unnecessarily restrict ORV use. where resource conflicts are not now or 
anticipated to cause management concerns. 

Many of the criteria you suggest for the closed category are already covered 
in current policy, Executive Orders, and regulations. Much of the criteria 
you list in your corrment were used by the interdisciplinary team when 
determining the ORV categories. Finally, the planning criteria employed were 
intentionally written so as not to predetermine eventual planning decisions. 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. L&il 

12.33 The DEIS does discuss the inventories completed within the plannin9 
area (page 3-42) upon which the resource decisions affecting cultural 
resources were based. The DEIS offers the level of inventory, site density, 
and limitations of existing data. 

Management policy regarding archaeological site protection is provided on p,?!,e 
2-23 and in the 35 CFR Part 8DO as amended, Section 106 of thl’ National 
Historic Preservation Act, and Executive Order 11593, "Protection and 
Enhancement of the Cultural Environment". 
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I 

cedar. eeaver, ~ar:l?l~. ar.* Antllncny R.lP 

. ~e~:gnare area, having important lifes II area, of 

I 

i 

inventory archaeologic resources. and to prevent theft. 
destrUc:lO". or de:radatlon of there cultural values. 

12.34 

12.35 

. Lands ActIonS 

Flannlng criter1r 

Lan,s available for acquialtlo”: (not considered 1” plan) 
l nI”>u>li- lands which are crltlcal for the 2nanagement and 
;rrtlTt?,,” >. F nzr<:r;: va:Jes 01 ;:;3c+.7r. ;.I::-. L?.?JS 
*nonpublic lands wlthln designated wllder”eJs areas 
*lands that would lmprove the managment of public lands. 

Lands available for sale or exchange. 
Each of the fol:out”g crlteria.“eeda to be met: 

l la”dz uhlch do not po,sess present or future valuable 
natural. scenic. hlatorlc. economic purpose. 
*land, bcca”Je of locatlo” or characterlatio 1s dlfflcult 
sod unecanomlc to manage as part of the public lands .“d la 
not suitable for management by another Federal agency, 
*lands uheae disposal serves P documented important public 
ob;ectivc 1” the local government laod management plan uhlch 
can not be achieved hy any other alternative. The public 
objective must outuelgh all the benefits that could ba 
renllzed 1” retalnlng those lands. 
‘Lands uhlch have ouallflcd for dllposal must first be 
considered for exchange of other nonpublic lands which meet 
the acqulJiti0” Criteria. 
*Lands made svallable for "ale uhlch have met the above 
criteria be JoId for fair market prlcc. 

r. Utlllty Corridors 
critcr1a 

Utility facllitles bc llmlted to designated corridors. 

. Deslgnatlo” of a utlllty corridor or right-of-way only 
occur through P plan amendment or revlslon with public 
involvement. 

* To mlnlmizc environmental impacts and reduce the number 
of rights-of-way. common rights-of-way should be required to 
the extent pract1cel. 

. Each right-of-way or permlt of access shall require 
removal of facllltlts and reclamation after the permit 
purpose has ended. The permittee should be responsible for 

- 9 - 
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Additional guidance on management of cultural resowces and 1111 need for 
additional inventory has been identified in the Proposed Plan (I'dye 136). 
Specific actions proposed include; 

I. In arcardnnre with exis:rnn pottcy, rcqnire cultwal r+~*.o~nce 
iledratlces and mitigations on all projects involvirlq wrfare disturbing 
activities prior to construction or development. 

2. Complete a cultural resource inventory map depicting site densities 
and archaeological values within the planning units. lhe map wcnrld he used OS 
a predictive tool to identify avoidance weds and help gauge polentral tmpatts 
to cultural resowces before projects are proposed. 

Finally, the need for specific planning criteria regarding the cultural 
resources program was not deemed appropriate since no specific actions 
regarding Lhis program were proposed in the OEIS. 

12.34 7 The need for land acquisition was considered in the preplanning 
Inventory and evalrrdtion process and no a,qnisitian nerds were idrnttf~ed 
through either the public scoping process or the Rweau's inlertlisrrpltnary 
team review. The criteria you listed for sale of public land are only part of 
the criteria required by Section 203 of FLPW. All required criterta in FLPN 
will be applied to public lands considered for disposal. 
disposal we simultaneously available for exchange. 

Lands available for 

The legal basis for evaluation of the Teasfng categories is to select the 
least restrictive leasing category necessary to protect sensitive resource 
values. Use of any other leasing criteria would exreed our authority. The 
format for Stipulattnns and categories used in the State of tltah standardized 
and reflected in the category and stipulations shown in Appendix Minerals I of 
the DEIS. 

12.35 ---- Your comments on corridor designation are acknowledged and the 
proposal chanqcd So that only those corridors for which d current nerd has 
been er(~rc!ss~~l and for whtch an ddrqtrate impact asscssmcnt has hcrn canpleted 
are proposed for designation. In addition, it is also proposed that a 
regional or statewide study and analysis be made of corrtdor needs and 
addtt\onal corridor drstgn3tions made hased on that analysts. For a 
discussion of the proposed changes refer to comment 7.W. 

. ..-- ---.--__. 
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12.36 

Sierra Club &Wilderness Society Comments 
Cedar, BeaVer, Garfield, and Antimony R:IP 

L the control of OAVs to prevent ORV use in sensitive areas. 

84itlel-alS: 

al. oil, gas. getherma’ and other leasable reso”rces should 
lieu the following planning criteria: 

* Not iSSUe lease.3 on land3 pOSee53ing important natUrei 
values. vkere the cunulatlve impac’.:, of exploration and 
development with lead to signlf:cant danlage. 

* Taking all sources of mineral reeo’~rzez iocludlng 
conservation and alternate so’~rce,, limit offering leases to 
the number needed to meet the basic minerral demand. 
* Limited leasing to only those lands which can adequately 
be prove” tc have diliqen t exp:oration and development 
witkin the lease period. 
* Extend only leases which are diligently producing a 
comncrciaily competitive mineral commodity. 
* DequiFe fair marke: competitive pricing on all leasea. 
* Req.Jire explorat:on to occur within two yeara of lease 
issuance. 
l Revoke leases sold for’more than the lease fee. 
* ilot more than 10% of the RA should be available for lease 
above the amount of land expected tc be diligently explored 
and developed in the lease period. 

Lease stipulations are described but which category attached 
is attached to leases is not described by the planning 
criteria. The following criteria need to be used: 

category 1 minimal resource protection 
Areas where this category applies include those areas where. 
the OR’1 destgnatlons for open area apply. Ltmit the use of 
these stipulations to areas where current intense oil or gas 
production has occurred and no zignificaot impacts are 
found. 

category 2 watershed arId wildlife habitat protection 
This Category needs to be divided into subcategories: 
category 2x Watershed Protection 
Apply this criterion to critical waterjheds end riparlan 
habitat areas 
category 78 Culturzl Resource Protection 
:-ply this criterion to areas containing archaeological 
sites. 
Cater.arY zc Protection of ACEC 
Appl; this to areas designated area3 of critical 
environmental concern 

 ̂ 10 - 
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12.36 The legal basis for evaluation of the leasing categories is to select 
the least restrictive leasing category necessary to protect senqitive resource 
values. Use of any other leasing criteria would erceed our authority. The 
format for stipulations and categories used in the State of Utah are 
standardized and reflected in the category and stipulations shown in Appendix 
Minerals-l of the DEIS as they apply to the planniny area. 

._,-,- . 
i.~,~i..‘.~.i. 
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Categ>ry 2D Uildlife and Llvcstock Protection 
:h~a :ates?ry applies to areas which have inportant Same. 
“ongame wildlife or llvertock resourfes. 
category 2E Recrcatlo” and scenic resources protection. 
Areas uhich contain important recreation and scenic 
re,“urces (class II or. III VRX) should have these 
stlpu?atio”s on aoy lease. 

facti ,T these subcategories Will Contain COmmO” prOteCtlO” 
s::;.l?ations vhlch apply to areas sensitive to aoil erosion, 
1 1 : ; * ; j - ( 2 : 2 - : ‘.. 2 : .T : :, :y $ I- ? rsad co”str;z:l:z v!ll >F “:<I. 
gra;i”g lands. 

category 3 NO surrrce Actlvlty 
Surrace protection needs to be required on lands within important 
natural arcan to protect their resources. Certain ACLCs may need 
this s:ipu1ation. 

category 4 NO Leases Issued 
Lands that are designated uildernens areas. under vlldcrncas 
study. major archaeological sites, endangered and threate”cd 
species habitat, major recreation areas should not be open for 
Ira3.T. .- 

Locatable Minerals 

Fontrolling locatable mineral exploration and development offers 
several management options. A majority of the present mlnlng 
claims fail to meet the mlnlmum rcqulrsments necessary rcr 
rcmalnlng valid. In managing mineral development, the BL!4 needs 
to svst.cmatiCallY evaluate the DCrfOrmanCa of asseaament work and 
establish the presence of a “alLable mlneraf. Claims which fail 
to meet the necessary crlterla need to be contrated for validity. 

Lands be wlthdroun from mineral entry in eraa where the value of 
natural reSO”rcr.3 and tht benefits from other uses from 
outweight potential mineral production benefits. 

The Wilderness Society and the Sierra Club request that mlnlng 
plans be systematically evaluated an.d protectlo’n requirements 
placed dependinS upon the following orlterll: 

Class 1 Operation in crlstlng productlo” areas 
In areas where historic major mlnlng has occurred mining plans 
need to include removal of surface structures. allmi”atlo” of 
human hazards, disposal of talllngs. replacement of top 8011, 
control of arosion, water qualtty protectlo”. and ravegatatlo” 
ulth natural vegetatlon’i” . manner uhlch will allow natural 
plant succession. This category spplles to areas where major 

- 11 - 
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12.37 - The existing 43 CFR 3809 regulations for adminislral~c~n of locatahlr 
mrnernls are based on the 1872 mining law as amended by FLPW In prevent undue 
and unnecessary degradation. No opportuntty exists within the planning 
framework to modify existing regulation a5 you propose. Addrt:onally, it is 
not BLM policy to challenge the validity of mining claims cases. Usually. 
claims are evaluated when some resource conflict arises such as occupancy 
trespass for purposes other than mining, unnecessary or undue degradation, or 
disruption or damage of a legislatively protected resource. or pntentlal 
Impact to a wilderness study area (43 CFR 3RU2 and Interim Management Policy 
and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review). 
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Sierra Club &Wilderness Society Comments 
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mining activities have cccurred in the past. 

Class 2 New mineral activities in existing natural areas 

?!lnlng plans need to perform Class 1 requirements and avoid 
impacting surface water supplies, road consfruction on steep 
S:CptS. cpenlng “e-4 areas to ORV use. New roads need to be 
reclaimed and closed to ORV access within a stated period. This 
category applies to areas wnere mining activity has not regularly 
occurred. 

Class 3 ilining in XCEC 

In areas of critical environmental concern mining plananeed to 
Include the requirements in Cldsses 1 and 2. In addition to 
these, mining plans need to limit mining activltles in duration, 
period, and degree that would lead to a” important natural value 

Ifound in the A CF,C receiving a measurable negative Impact. 
i’le%icle access would be limited to the mining operation and 

access routes closed and reclaimed after diligent operation 
ceases. 

Class 4 Closed to mining. withdrawn from mineral entry 
Areas withdrawn from mineral entry are those which are designated 
as wilderness areas. wild and scenic rivers. relic communities. 
and outstanding ‘natural areas. Also withdrawn are areas where 
management 

bignificant 
of mining activities can not be allowed without 

impacts cr conflicts with other multiple resources. 

r- 
,. Wilderness 

The Chapter has sent extensive comments on each of the wilderness 
study areas in the rescurce area. None of the decision criteria 
and issues raised in those comments are specifically addrtssed in 
the draft RHP. ;Je request that those comments be responded to in 
the final EIS for this plan. 

The plan fails to consider Spring Canyon USA dropped and not 
reinstated as other areas have been. The plan also needs to 
consider wilderness designation for area where wilderness 
inventory violations occurred leading to the area not receiveing 
wilderness study. UT-040-166. Granite Peak is one of those 
areas, The next page gives the specific inventory errors made 
and the BL.8 violations that were made. The Chapter requests that 
the 0L;4 review the intensive inventory areas dropped from 
wilderness study and identify those areas where deletions were 
made for the same reascns the ISLA ruled invalid. 
should also be relnventoried. 

,Those areas 

- 12 - 
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Unit name and number 
acerage 25,261 

3Ld Wilderness Recommendations 

“‘ihe area obviously and cleariy does not meet the crltrla for 
:de”tificatla” a, a uilderneaa St;-.? Area,” in1tia1 Inventory 
5L.I illlderness Situa’.ion Evaluation. 27 rikrch 19:‘). 

dL,, iezonoendatlo” supporring RaL:J"<s ----I-- 
The same situation evaluation ga”e these reasons: 
The unit 1s so heavily intruded by past mining activity. 

rOt3dt4ayS. prospect holea and the rcacreatlon site that the 
“aturalnc33 1s greatly imprlred. Although highly scenic. it 
cannot meet the Ullderncsz Study Area Crlterla. 

I” the final decijion on the initial inventory, the BLd 
incorrectly found the acreage of this area 10,261 acres Instead 
of a larger area. 20,261 acres. 

Field investigation plus a review of the BLd record reveals that 
several violations of the BLi4 inventory occurred. 

A map included 1” the BLH record show almozt 15.000 acres have no 
human impacts at al?. There form the fore of the u”it and the 
i=p,cta are limlted. for the moat, the small areas “ear the edge 
of the area. 

The BLH failed to consider boundary changes to make part of the 

unit qua11ry. The BLH record ahouo evidence directly 
contradicting the conclusion and rationale found in the declslon. 
both of these errors VtOlatel the bureau regulatlona on the 

.1pventory. 

12.39 The laportance of the area for recreation is demonstrated in the 

I- BLH assessment of this area and describes the “highly scenic 
Granite Peak region.” The BLH Ignored lnformatlon found in their 
own records and flcld observations that showed the pre,ence of 
owtatandlng opportu”ltleS for wilderness actlvltlas. 

L 

Thls area should have been studied for wlldrrners. we raqueat 
that this plan conaidcr protective management that will continue 
to qualify the area for future ulldernrss Study. 

10. Areas of Critical Envlronmrntal Concern 

- 13 - 
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12.39 Granite Peak (Ul-MO-lbb) inventory unit was dropped from further 
con3ideration for wilderness on August 8, 1979 with the puhllcation of the 
results of the initial inventory. A protest period was included before the 
final decision became effective on October 4, 1979. Et.M will not, therefore, 
entertain any additional information or requests for additional analysis on 
any units affected by the final decision. 
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ihe EL?1 needs to give priority to the identification designation 
and protection of areas of critical environmental concern. 

N 
. 

Fl 
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ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR AHALYSIS 

The prcpossd Resource :lanagement Plan (k.lPl pls:er each of the 
a;trrnarives in parallel columns. Thlr helps compare the 
dlfferenccs between altcrnatlves. Improvements have been made in 
tne maps provided in the DEIS. They clearly show the major 
actions (except coal unrultobIllty) and are major improvement eve 
the map, found in the Grand il.1P. 

in this Section Of the Yllderness Society and Slcrrm Club’s 
comments. the existing olternstlves will be dlscurred. Ye also 
request consideration of changes to these alternatives. 

12.40~~_s_~_U_n_~u_~~abtllty: 
in ltovember of 15’79. the Sierra Club and other group, petitioned 
the Department of the Interior to designate parta of the Altcn 
Coal field as unsuitable for surface coal mining operrtlona. 

This petition’s rationale ertabllshed that: a) the affected 
area could not be reclaimed after surfacd coal slnlng operations; 
5) these operations would seriously damage Brycc Canyon National 
Park and the Dixie National Forest; and c) these operations would 
adversely affect water qualliy and qusntlty and reduce the 
productlvlty of agricultural lands In the affected and adjacent 
areaS. 

These same lsaues apply to the Kolob .rea which rbutr the Zion 
Jational Park. Unfcrt”nrtcly. the BLH dld not conrider there 

12.41 ls~ues in their unaultabillty assessment. 
are now in lltlgatlofl because the BLi( dropped them from 

c 

Some of these lands 

WlldernesJ study wtthout due ~rocass. Addltlon@l. parta of Deap 
Creek roadlean arta "PI incorrectly dropprd by the gLH from 
wllderners review. 

12.42 The DLH choose not to designrtt quallfylng lands Vlsuml Resource 

i- 

Management class I In order to avoid aaklng an unsultabillty 
rccommcndatlon. This 1s some of the most scenic canyon lands BLM 
hab. 

I2.43phe BLrl has no proof of any comprehensive Inventories on site of 
archaeologlccal sites or threatened mnd endangered species. 

1 

The 
rjLfi lacka the inventory data to meat crlterla 7 and 10. The BLH 
has not presented any record OC an inventory of know falcon nests 
in this area and this can not meet Crlterlon 13. 

12.44 Also, 
criterion 15. 
thlo B~CB. 

/ 

the BLH has not shown nny proof of adequately assessing 
Several Important streams and hunting areas are in 

accause of the critical nature of the streams 
entering Zion Natlor.al Park to the park valuao. these atreams in 
Kolob UnJultsblllty Study Area should be deslgnatlon national 
rCJO”rCe waters. and be unsuitable for coal mining. 

- IS - 

12.40 BLtl applfed the Unsuitability Criteria on Potential Coal Development 
Areas as required by 43 CFR 3420. The applfcation of the criteria is supplied 
in Minerals Appendix 5, Section 1. page M-5.1 through M-5.17, including maps. 
The Bureau did consider each of the criteria, including consultation with Zion 
National Park, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and the State of Utah on 
wildlife habitat and applied the criteria within the constraints of existing 
data. 

12.41 Your comment suggests that ELM did not consider lands under 
iiilderness review in the application of Unsuitability Criteria 44. Neither 
Spring Creek Canyon (UT-040-148) nor Deep Creek (UT-040-146) inventory units 
Tie within or are contiguous to the Kolob Potenttal Coal Development Area. 
Therefore, none of the coal development area was declared unsu!table. 

12.42 VRM Class J objectives are applJed to designated wilderness areas, 
some natural aeas. uild portions of wild and scenic rivers, and an situations 
where the management activities are to be restricted (as identified in the 
RMP) (ELM Manual 8411.6. 1976). None of the lands within the Koloh. Johns 
Valley, or Alton Potential Coal Development Areas meet these requirements for 
identification of VW4 Class I. Therefore, none of these lands were identified 
as unsuitable under Criteria 65 (OEIS, page H-53). 

12.43 BLtt resource area files maintain the consultation records for the 
application of unsuitability criterion 7. 10. and 13. A request for Section 7 
consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was conveyed on September 1, 
19U3. From the maps received from this consultation as well as discussions 
with UDWR, sufficient data was available for the application of these 
criteria. In addition. the Exception to Criterion 7 was applied which 
requires that additional consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the Historic Preservation Offtcer be conducted should 
additional sites be identified during site specific analysis. The criterion 
also requires that no direct or indirect effects of mining he allowed on 
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We argue that the BLH has not applied all the criteria I” the 
Xolob area. There IS no record of the Inventory of “eceaaery 
dac.a and Its application on P majority of the criteria used for 
uneultabllllty decls:o”s. If all “ere applied the BLIi would 
arrive at the same recommendatlo” found on the Alto” Coal Field 
?ear aryce National Park anf rind the Kolob area unsuitable for 

LJrface coal operetlo”s. 

Ye requert that A Second draft of the unaultabllty proposal for 
the i(olcb area be prepared with a” opportu”Ity for public 

\ partIclpatlo” be for the final LIS la released. 

12.45 
~DecIaiona made in thla plan will 6ulde the lo"6 term trcnda for 

forage and soil candItIo”o for more than a decade. 
Iprogram I” the BLM has a history of poor management. 

The grazing. 
The BLH 

ldoez. not provide any Information on the cconamlc costs of 
managing grazing. the coats of range “improvement.” the revenue 
supplIed by permitteee, or the Improvments provided by 
peraitteea. i(hl1.e the ELI3 doea prcvldc some sample ranch 
economlcz, the DEIS doea not offer any Information that would 
tell the net ecor~omlc benefit public lend grazing pravldee. 

The real return to the public for grazing fees is eve" lesa than 

the fee paid. A fraction of that fee goer to grazing 
*improvement” programs. Tradltlonslly there Include vegetation 
manipulation (bulldozer chainlnga, herblcldr spraying, and 
burnlngl selected by the local grrrlng advisory council (who are 
major grsrlng permit holders). This DE13 proposes to continue 
this tradition. The plan proposes to give priority 1" the budget 
to diverting money for 70.000 "orea of "land treatments.k. Use 
of grazing fees for rsnge use monitoring actural use or removing 
overgrazing is not described in any of the alternatives. 
Protection of other resources 1” give” a lower priority. 

The BLR needs to openly discuss the budget and report the 
Information that either proves or disproves there trrdltIo”rl 
problems. 
exists. 

All the 1nformat:on give” suggests that the problem 
The DEIS needa to Include what range Improvements have 

bee" made I” the last planning interval and thelr coat.’ The DEIS 
need3 t0 report what. permits the Crazing Advisory Council holds 
in the RA and which range Improvementa are associated with 
council members. 

FLPHA requires the government rscclva fair market value for the 
use of the public lands. The DEIS clearly dofumtnts that this 
legal requirement la not being met. 
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properties eligible for the National Register Of Historic Places. Criterion 
110 was applied based upon the information in the Section 7 consultation which 
states kthe closest known falcon eyrie is located in llryce Canyon National 
Park". In addition, UOWR has completed extensive raptor inventories and did 
not identify any roes: sites within the coal study errea (Hike Coffee", 
personal comnunicatlon. 1984). 

12.44 Unsuitability criterion 115 was addressed (OEIS. page R-5.7) in full 
coordination with UOUR. Additionally. the draft of the application of the 
unsuitability criteria was presented to the State of Utah Mineral LeaSlng Task 
Force (October 1983) for comnent. Upon review of this criterion and others 
presented above. no additional lands were declared as unsuitdhle based upon 
the consultation. These contacts :re addressed on page 5-3 of the OEIS. 

Estimated cost breakdOwns by program for the implementation of the 
ssed Plan by work month cost dnd project cost are displayed in TaDle 1. 
response 6.2. These figures dre considered tentative becauSe they may not 
reflect actualoutcMnes of allotment management plans or agreements worked out 
with range users at the activity pldnnlng level. Revenues providea by range 
users (fees paid to BLM) are set in a fee formula establishtd by Congrness ano 
adjusted d”“Udlly. The current range use fee is $1.37 per AUH. This would 
amount to a" estimated long-term dnnual revenue of nearly $120.700 based on 
estimated stocking levels of 88,100 AUMs (Table 4.2. page 4-31 of the OEIS). 
By law (Taylor Grazing Act of 1934). grazing fees are distributed as shown in 
figure 1 below. Use of range betteixent funds is further defined by the final 
Rangeland Improvement Policy (Instruction MemOrdndum 83-Z?. g/30/83) ln 
general rules for expenoing range bertenent funds as follows: 

Kind of Improvement Practice Allowable Charaes 

Livestock management fence 
Spring development 
Oamm/reservoir/diversionS 
Pit tank 
Catchment 
Corral/chutes 
Trails 
Brush/weed/pest COntrOl 
Veaetatian manipulation. seeding, planting 
Uiid horse/burro gathering 
Uildlife improvements (rangeland) 
Yild horse/burro facilities 
Enclosures 
Research 

GRAZIRG FEE 

TO RANGE 8:llERMENT FUND 

r 1 
25% 25% 

RENRNEO TO OIS- DIS'IRIBUTUT 
TRICT FOR RANGE AS SECRE- 

BETTERMENT PROJECTS TARY OECIOES 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
NO 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
NO 
NO 
No 

1L 37 :,n 
TO STATE IN UTAH 6ENERAL 
RANGE OEVELWrENT TREASURY 
COMMISSION UNDER 

SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 
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The numbers of cow1 and sheep 
that they systenatlcally 18mplr thr number of wild rnd dom~stlc 
animals grstlng on BLH land. 

! 

For both cattle and rh*.p. th. EL.! has not prrrentrd tvldenco 

appearing In the DAIS are the mallmum number of pcrmltted anlmalr 
or the number of anlaala that the permlttrr pays a fee for. In 
the Dbsence of objecttve l rldencr on get”81 “se, these flgurrs do 
not represent an accurate mcasur* or forage UIC. 

12.4,ihe d*clrlon Of the plan would net change the prmlsrcnca lrvel.of 
?1.0’1’1 ru.1. I(onC or the altcrnatlvcs conaldsr changing this 
:*/1;. 

L 

;:>e prvfe-cd alternative would Increase the rllcded 
ptrmlts sold from the current lcral of 61.100 to 86.800 AU:ls. 
The BLH needs to consldtr setting the prrrcrencc level to the 
capacity of tha range on the dry years and l vr1uet.a tha 
l nrlronmantal bnnvfItI and l oonomia chen$er. 

12.48 ;hC DEIS explllned thr rnrlyglr that Ired to Judging r‘ngc 
condltlon: 
“The vegatatlon production data displayed and used in this EIS 
were collrcted durln4 the 1980 to 1982 llrld sC.L)onl, using 
.ccrpted Bur88” Standarda.” 
c,plrlnatlon of the the number and locatlon of srmplr altar, the 

I 

Unrortunmtly thmra la no 

rrvouvncy or sampling these altos. the ren6c vsgrtatlon 
CondItlon. the actual use data, and other supporting lnformgtlon. 
Uhlic thll is in total t0 large Lo include in an E;S, there 1s no 
l vldcncc pretcntcd that v4lldntss thrt the ELM hag the necessary 
rorrge data to make grazing “8. drclslons. nora lntormatlon is 
?redad. 

12.49 the DE13 conaludas, “(r)rvirvr of .thls EIS, however, should 
recognlrc the llmltotlons of vegstrtion inventcry d8tv. 

! 

Uhiln 
these data are adequate for purporrl of plennlng and rnrly~ta, 
they must be auraported by the rosultr of aonltorlng studlea 
before m*klng forage aIloostt0n declslons: Thr BLH 1s makin 
grrzlng UIC decIsIona In this DEIS. They lnarcase the nombrr.of 

pcralts sold by 361. 

12.50 he DEIS rdmlts that under the pl~nnln4 dectrton ovrrgrrzin6 
ould occur: 

For l nalyals put-poser. It v.8 l ssvnrd that all othar 
l llotmcnts would b* utllirad nt out-rent rctlva prrrerenca 
1cvr1s. rosulrlng to thr potential ovrrutlllzatlon of torm~e 

on P2 sllotmrntr (205,000 aor*s). tab l vtrrg@ apparent 
ovrrutlllrrtlon on these 42 rllatmenta would br 
rpprorlaetely 28 percent (an cstlmated grazlgn crpaclty of 
lj.100 runs vers”a an l atlaatcd grmrlng use level of 16.891 
runs). 

Range use monitoring, collection of actual use data. and other grnrtng 
management activities are 8dmintstered under appropriations hy Congress 
through FLPM4 (1976) (exclusive of range betterment funds) and the Public 
Rangelands lrryrovement Act (1978). 

The plan does not give budgetary priority to any program since tt has no 
control over Congressional appropriations from year to year. The plan 
establishes priority for the implementation of intensive management on over 70 
allotments. By Bureau policy, intensive range use monitoring, collection of 
actual use data, and adjustment of stocking levels to grazing capacity over 
time are required and shall be performed on these allotments. In additton, as 
march as 70,000 acres of rangeland tredtments may be performed in order to meet 
multlple use management objectives. 
refer to response 12.7. 

For a discussion on fair market value', 

12.46 #ildltfe numbers used in the C&A planning area were provided by the 
(itahDivision of Yildlife Resources. The current livestock grazing levels 
used in the 8natySiS Of impaCtS iS a 5-j'ear aVerage Of the 8ctual use data 
collected by the various BLH area offices. 

12.47 Please refer to pages 2-20 and 2-2) of the DEIS. BLH will make 
adJustmentr to grarlng levels tf monttortng data indicates adjustments are 
warranted. Therefore, no final aT)ocationS will be made until adequate data 
are available. See also Response 7.25. 

12.48 Thfs information is avatlahle for review at ELM area offices within 
the-planning wea. A minimUm of one sampling transect was taken In each of 
the over 1,900 site writeup areas (SWAs). See also Response 12.47. 

12.49 No grazing use dectstons arc being made by the proposed plan. Also, 
please refer to Response 12.47. 

12.50 - Please refer toResponse 7.48. 
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If permittees on all allotments not proposed for 
intensive management were to graze at their recent actual 
use levels (5-year average>. 23 allotments (76,000 acres) 
would be grazed at levels above the estimated grazing 
capacity. 

The law requires that grazing use not exceed the sustained forage 
oroduction. Yet he-e the ELM olans to allow overarazina. It 

/ 

- - 
would appear that even with the limited range condition data, the 
BL:( concluded that some areas are being grazed at current “se 
levels. The decision to increase permittad use by 36: clearly 

Eiolates the requirements to protect the range. 

The BLN has initated a good program to alse~s range trends aa 
outlined in Appendix Range 3. A good sample size of each of the 
allotments is needed to determine the diversity of species, their 
quality. and their production. Ue hope that in the range studies 
sites selected fairly shown lands grazed by stock and not grazed 
by domestic stock. For comprehens:ve analysis, areas not grazed 
by domestic stock needed to also be aanpled. We suggest the BL;I 
establish natural study areas representing each of the major 
plant communities and of adequate size for scientific study of 
long term range trends. The plan makes no proposal to establish 
these important bench marks in range analysis. An addltlonal 
alternative needs to be considered which identifies and 
designates natural study areas. 

The Chapter agree3 with the BLfi that it will take many years for 
the information from these range studies to judge trends in rar.ge 
condition. The variation in range ULI~ and environmental factors 
(rainfall for example) can make comparison of adjacent years 
inconclusive. Five year interval3 for trend analysis will allow 
more accurate estimates of changes. The dilemma is that no trend 
analysis now exists. The BLH is juzt beginning their range 
studies. 

12.51 Several grazing alternatives need consideration. 

:I 

The first is 
the no domestic grazing alternative mandated by the grazing court 
decision. The purpose of the no grazing alternative 13 to 
calculate a comparitive ba3e to measure the losses oh sail, 
wildlife. and other range values caused by grazing. While no 
grazing may not be the preferred alternative, it should be 
considered for the purposes of determining the net ecomonic 

enefit from the public lands without grazing. 
remove grazing for the whole year 

from critical winter range. from 
from important surface water sources. and from 

The CEIS reported 48% (148,000) of the antelope 
It is not clear if the planning decision 
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12.51 Please refer to Response 7.20. 

!2.52 No demonstrable need to implement these measures has bren found. The 
alternatives considered in the DElS provide several viable options for 
resolving conflicts associated with the resources. Please also refer to the 
Program Directives of the Proposed Plan. 
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~euirea improving this habitat. 

12.53 :(n cnmprehennlve anelyrls la performed on vegetation treatment 
prograns shoulng the “et long term costs and bencflts. 

L 

No other 
alternatives are selected for long term range improvement in 
those areas. These alternatives include reduced &raring “se. 
lenclng. and nonmechanlcal reintroduction of native plants. 

12.54 Freas of Critical Environmental Cow 

:::e 3E:S ~d‘X?s no reconnendatio" for designating ACECs 1~ my 
aiterflatiVe. The flL.4’~ sole response to the issue of ACECs is 
faued on page S-4 of the DEIS: 

Alternatives were considerad for the dsalgnatio” and 
management of Areas of Critical Environment81 Concern 
(ACECS). but were not carried f~rwar because no units within 
the planning area were found at thla time to meet the 
crlterla necessary for dcdignstlo” of a” ACEC. 

The BLH has no record >f’ a comprehensive lnvcntory of cutural 
l-esO”rCeS. thrsntened and endangered specler, or ulldllfr 

c?mmunltlcs t" ldnetlfy important cnvlronmental concerna. 

12.55 The BLit appears to have down rated exCeptIona virurl resource, 
such a, the mountains just north of Zion National Park. 

! 

Many of 
the same canyon walls and streams can be found 1” this area. ‘The 
ELM incorrectly did not find one ."I-. polaesalne Claar I in ."y 
of the l ltcrnatlvss. These .I-.* should ba protectad .S ACECa. 

81~0” by the ELM ldsntlfiea important 
One of the largest herds of antelope use this 

habitat is “DOOT.” This is . crItica 
environmental co”CCr” of a” iapOrta”t rCsourcc+ 

Endangered species are found in the area and the BLtl incorrectly 
concudes that the habitat of thcas species l ra not Important. 
Habitats for the threatened and endangered species and species 
now with serloua threats. Those include the Bald Eagle. 
Haliattua ltucocsphalus. 

The BLH has no record of meatl"~ the requirements to #lva 
priority In the inventory and dasian~tlon of ACECa. 
We request a” alternative be developed and assessed that include 
designating Areas of Critical Environmcntrl Concern in areas 
containing: 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. ei?v 

12.53 Refer to responses 6.2 and 12.45. 

12*54 The Beaver River Resource Area completed an intensive inventory on 
wildlife habitats, including threatened and endangered species. for the 
completion of the CBGA. In addition, numerous contacts wit" IIDWH and 
Department of Fish and Game were initiated to gather data on wildlife 
species. The records of these inventories and contacts are on file in the 
Beaver River, Kanab, and Escalante Resource Area Wfices. This information 
was utilized by the interdisciplinary team in assessing ACtC criteria (see 
Response 7.16). 

12.55 The criteria used for the identification of VRM classes is supplied 
in BLM Manual 8411. The VRM classes were applied to public lands where the 
surface is administered by ELM. VRM Class I objectives are applied to 
designated wilderness areas, wild portions of wild and scenic rivers, 
designated natural areas, or in areas where management activities are to bc 
restricted (as identified in the REP). None of the lands in CBGA met these 
criteria. Additionally. the lands directly north of Zion National Park are 
largely privately owned (in the Deep Creek area) and the VRH criteria were not 
applied. The public lands northwest of Zion National Park which contain high 
scenic values similar to the National Park were identified as VRM Class II. 

12.56 See Responses 7.16. 7.17, 7.19. and 7.58. Your comnent also 
erroneously concluded that BLM considers habitat for threatened and endangered 
species as "not important". ELM is required by law. policy, and regulation tc 
avoid actions affecting these habitats. Examples of protective measures 
include seasonal limitations from ORV use, and seasonal stipulations to 
mitigate potential impacts from oil and gas leasing. 

In sumnary, the sensitive resources identified in your conment were identified 
as requiring special management action. These resources and problems were 
identified under the Special Resource Protection Issue and management actions 
specifically addressing conflicts and concerns were addressed in the DEI5. 
BLM feels that the actions proposed in the RMP will adequately protect and 
enhance these resource values without designation as ACLC. 
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l the necessary habitat to support the target antelope herd 
size; 
') critical breeding and forage habitat to sustain the target 
deer and elk herds: 
* prairie dog communities; 
* relic plant 0059munities: 
* areas where important aichaeological sites are found; 
l critical watershed areas include important water coursea, 
and important surface water sources; 
* all class II and Class I visual reso~rce'management aread 
facing mineral exploration oi- development, and seeing OR'{ 
"3.2. 

'The plan needs to propose a" ACEC designation of the habitat 

iwith no changes. 
necessary to maintain the present population of these species 

I ” 
The proposed management of the ACEC needs to 

g~lde actions that prevent any population change in these 
sensitive species and the ACEC plan be included in the RXP 

bvvailable for p.ablic comment. 

12.57 'iland Sales 
Certain lands have been proposed for sale by the BLN. These 
lands need the foll.oving consideration placed on each area: 

*because of location is its manaaement difficult. 

I 
'is managenent by another federa? agency possibl;. 
*does the sale outweigh other public objectives 

and values including wilderness, 
*is a" importa"? public objective being met 

which cannot be met realistically with nonpublic 
land? 

None of the recommended lands have had each of these questions 
answered in the draft RMP. Each of these questions needs to be 
ansvered and if disposal is possible, exchange for needed lands 
pursued first. If exchange is not possible, then sale should be 
considered. 

12.58 The BLN needs to consider acquisitions of land. We recommend 
acquiring the natural portions of state and private land in the 
Cedar Hountai"s in Townships 37s Rll W and T38S RllW, The lands 
in this area are an integral part of the Zion Canyon area 
containing some of the finest forest, stream, and-canyons. 

The upper part of the Deep Creek roadless area lies in this area. 
Because of the "nuasual land ownership in a" otherwise natural 
area. the SL4 dropped part of this area from study. Additional 
:a"ds around this and other roadless areas 1" the area described 
should be given priority In making land exchanges. - 
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12.57 All land considered for disposal by sale has been subjected to the 
criteria required by Section 203 of FLPM4. The action taken is described 
under "Lands Action" on oaoe l-7 of the DEIS. Lands available for disoosal 
are simultaneously availbbie for exchange. 

12.58 The 8LM inventoried and identified the Deep Creek Unit (UT-040-146) 
as a WSA. Currently, the Deep Creek Unit is being studied in the Statewide 
EIS for wilderness under Section 202 of FLPFy\. Utah ELM received permission 
from Washington to deviate from the WSP and prepare a Statewide wilderness 
EIS. The Statewide EIS and SSAs would be the appropriate forum for your 
comments regarding acquisition of non-Federal lands for wilderness purposes. 
This planning effort does not address wilderness issues. 
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12,tjg ^JCl’-Road Vehicle?. 

r 
~>e preferred alternative wsuld designate 95: of the RA (IS open 
r>r all use. :he BL*f offers no crlterlr supporting that 
declalo”. The preferred alternative would dcstgnate less than IS 
of the RI 8s closed to vehicle “me. 

,It 1s difficult to gauge the changes this decision would cB”s.2. 
areaa arc proposed The bL!l needs to measure vehicle 

acce5s n.,t in acres but 1” miles of vehicle ways used. Yith a 

reu l rcepr.ions. vehicle i,se usually follows vehicle rays end 
TOddd. ey neastrring tne lrngth of the roads ratner than the 
acreage which in most cases vehicle don’t use, 0 more aCCUratC 

mealurc of ORV use areas con be made. 

The Chapter proposed a Set of criteria to choose which area are 
open. closed, and limited. The BLfi lacks comprehensive criteria 
and many conflicts can be gee” in areas deslgnsted.ope” and 
llmlttd. Some of the moot important anlmll habItat 13 deslgnatad 
open. 

The BLH need3 to develop an ~lternstlvr which uses the oriterla 
The darl&“ltlons 

/Hone of the altcrnstlva consider which lands should bs lensed and 
rhlch not during the next planing period. All rlternrtives lea30 
everything. Ye request that l ltern~tivas be analyzed that choose 
leasing only those areas where there is en established objcctlve 
need to develop the resource. Ye also request that that 

‘alternative exclude from leasing ~re?.s which signiflcsnt impacts L would occur on important natural resources. 

12.61 The Kolob Coal Study AreI la one Of those are.8 that should not r be offered for coal lanaa in thla plan. As we have descrlbrd, 
thls area contaln~ important natural values that equal the 1 abutting Netlonal Park. Any development would affect these and 
Zion National Park. 

All the aIter”stlv+s will rllou 
The BLtl fails to mention 
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12.59 See Responses 7.74 and 12.32. -- 

ELM is not given the latitude to only designate roads or ways for ORV use. 
Executive Order 11644 provides for the,designation of "areas and trails" 
rather than the more restrictive roads and trails (44 FK 34835 No. 177. June 
15. 1979) as you suggest. 

ELM has made extensive public contacts (pages 5-3 through 5-57. DEIS) 
regarding issues to be addressed in this planning effort. ORV designations 
were part of this scoping and analysis process for which we reqwsted public 
input. There have not been any specific public comnents which point out 
"numerous conflicts between hikers, hunter, and ranchers reporled to the BLM" 
within the CBGA planning area. 

12.60 No leasing areas for oil, gas. and geothermal resources are 
incorporated as part of the No Action. Planning. and Protection Alternatives. 
Uhere less stringent leasing categories adequately protect sensitive 
resources, ELM policy and decisions of the IBLA require that the less 
stringent stipulations be selected. Use of any other criteria for determining 
leasing categories and stipulations would exceed our legal authority. 

12.61 See responses 12.40, 12.41, 12.42, 12.43. and 12.44. 

12.62 I- See response 12.27. At present very fen new exploration roads are 
constructed w)thin the planning area and explorat:on canpanies are encouraged 
to use existing roads whenever possible. Additionally, within the planning 
area, new exploration roads have been closed and reclaimed to minimize 
environmental Impact and promote effective rehabilitation. 
th!s is avatlsble fran the Resource Area Files on APDs. 

Oocumentatfon of 
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ORV use. Thr BLC needs to consider an alternative where no “et 
gain in roads are added and u?lere the “et rosd mlleaze is 

&educed. 

12.63 T’le BLN needs to consider a no further leasilg alternative for 

r 
the “cXt F:.S”r.iCg CYC:P. The economic analysis needs to consider 

lthe ability to produce products from ex:s:i”g sources to meet tne 
expected. Nc”p,Jblic lands, recyc?inq aa:eris?s, and conservation 
need to bc considered. At this time, no estiTlates Of mineral 

ke.qnand are give” in the DfIS 

12.64 T! 

r 
3% 

,+ stipulation categories for oil and gas need the fol?oui”g 
,ipula’ions added t3 then: 

I” ail CategOrie.3: a) The peraittee 511311 provide a copy 
of all geologic and mineral deposit lnro*aatio” obtained 
f?oa ex):orat’on and de?elopnent to the gL:l. 
51 She permittee shall be respcnsibie for preventing ORV 
'use of a-.cess roads which are not on the RA tranzportation 
svstc!n nac. Fre,/eqtl”? 3RV use incluaes the construction of 
bar’riers. posting of s?gls, and tne ?:acl”g cf ga’os. 
C! The operal;o- shall close and reclsin the eccess ways not 
open to 097 use upon comp:eticn of exploration or 
4cvelo~men2. 
d ! For production facilities. the operator shali provide 
cali,rpted f!.oii mrasureme? t‘ins:ruments which are nonitored 

by the B-Y. These instruments skall have prote-ztive 
features to prevent tampering. 

Category 2 L?aited Resource Protection 
Categ,,ry ZA k’atershed Protection 
Add to ca’.egcry 2s requirements need to prevent any salinity 
or sedinentatio” increase over the established thresholds. 
A?l?u no roads in surface water supplies or construction of 
a road that wouid increase surface runoff and ~011 sluff 
in:0 surface water. 

category 23 Cultural Resource Protection 
Add ‘.o category 2 requirements to prevent additional vehicle 
v:sit.atic> to archaeological site areas. This includes 
closing vehicle ways to ORV “se and payment for agency 
mani’.ori”q of archaeological sites for damage or.theft. 
This requires ‘.he operator fund an inter.rlve inventory for 
archaeological sites in the activity area and within 100 
yards of those activities. 

Category 2C Protection of ACEC 
Add to category 2 reauiremcnts that prevent any measllrable 
change in the important natural vale? which the area we.s 
designated ACEC to manage. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER No. %- 

12.63 A No Further Leasing Policy within the planning arca would violate 
BLM Policy and go against decisions of the Interior Board of Land Appeals and 
the National Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 regarding opportunity for 
leasing. Mineral demand within the planning area is estimated in Chapter 3 
(:4inerals) and at the begioning of Chapter 4 (Assumptions) of the DEIS. See 
also responses 7.9 and 7.88. 

12.64 Oil and gas categories and stipulations for the Cedar-beaver- 
Weld-Antimony planning area have been developed in accordance with policy 
established by the Utah State Office. These protections and thP rationale for 
them are presented in Appendix Minerals-2, DEIS. The concern< you list are 
administered as follows: 1) DRV management, water and watershed protection, 
archeological values protection, and recreation resource values protection at~c 
assured through the site specific Application Permit to Drill process on an 
individual case-by-case basis; 2) monitoring of resource prodxtion will he 
performed in accordance with applicable law and regulation (currently there 
are no producing wells in lhe planning area); 3) Protection of critical 
wildlife valdes and visual resource values is incorporated into the proposed 
categories and stipulations; and 4) protection of ACECs does not apply in this 
planning area because there currently are none. See also responses 7.9, 7.118, 
8.3, 12.27, 12.59, and 12.62. 
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The “l”,~,r~;as Society k Sierra Club Comments 
, beaver. Garfield. and Antimony R.IP 

12.65 

Category 2E R&creatlo” and Sccnlc Resources Protection 
Add to category 2 requirements that prevent measurable loaa 
of recreation opportunltles end degrading of scenic visual 
resources. 

Sinlng 

L 
;! 

r 

rhe DEIS reports that the area has 11,400 aores of mineral 
,lthdrauals. Chc BLtl lndlcates that the plan will not consider 
an sdditlonal reVleW Of withdrawall. Us requdst information on 
this review of withdrawals. We request informetlon on the size 
and location af .a11 revoked withdrawals and new withdrawals that 
nave bee” de’<ig”ated slnct 1976. UC alao request copier of the 
reporting documents required in this review. 

Category 23 Uildllfc and Livestock Protectlo” 
&dd to category 2 requlresents that prevent measurable 
forage changes. animal breeding. Changes 1” “eating 
patterns. population changes. and other impacts to vater and 
faCilltleS. 

The DEIS has no criteria for tha srlsctlon of armma to withdraw 
from mineral entry. We suggest that you adopt Our recommended 
criteria and appl-y them consistently to the RI. 

cultural Resources 
~o”e of the alternatives considers archaeological resource 
inventory. study. protection. Or llstlng on ihe registry. No 
staff 1s allocated to this rasOurca. The preferred alternative 
needs to make thla l priority program. 

utlllty Corridors 
Consider also not siting rights-of-way in ACECs. crltlcal 
watershed l rezs. wilderness study areas. VRH class II and I 
BrcaJ. T h E habitat areas. important wlldllfc habitat. and 
important water resource areas. 

Wilderness 
As described in the crltcrlr comments, other alternatives need 
consideration. Under full development. consider recommending all 
wilderness areas vhlch have no commrrcl~l development potential. 
Consider ulldernss3 study of areas with 1nVe”tOry errors that the 
IBLA remanded to the BLR. Consldsr wilderness study on 

_addltlonal areas where slmiiar ioVentOry errora occurred. 

12.6h 
of revenue and expenditure Is “ot adequate in the 

There 1s no lnformrtion On revenue from minerals or 
The BLH also gives no Information on the current budget 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 2-m 

12.65 NO conflicts between sentivite resources and mining nave been 
identified. Therefore, further withdrawal was not considered at this time. 
Any documents yoti need for evaluation of the withdrawal review process are 
available at the Cedar City District Office. (See also response 12.8) 
Regarding cultural resources, cultural resource inventories are conducted by 
the permanent archeology staff prior to surface disturbing activities. 
Regarding utility corridors, the corridors were selected in the OElS to 
minimize impacts to sensitive resources. Regarding wilderness study areas and 
appealed inventory units, evaluation and recomnendations. as to their 
wilderness suitability, is carried out through the Wilderness Review Process, 
separate from the present planning process. See also response 12.8. 

12.66 - Under Section 1617.31C of the Bureau Manual. estimates of the cost of 
implementing the plan are required. Estimates of budget needs by program and 
broken down by work month costs and project costs are presented in Table 1 
response 6.2. Anticipated revenues by program are also presented in Tdble'l. 



,I-TTCII u- 13 I RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 12 
LC I 1r.n RO.~ 

The Wilderness Society h Sierra Club Comments 
Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony AYP 

how it is allocated and what budget requirements are needed far 
each alternative. 

I 

The absence of budget information makes it 
impossible to determine which alternatives are cost effective, 
Sudget information is also need to tell how each point in the 
):an will be implemented. Areas without that receive a" ~ 
inadequate budget will not be implemented in the plan. 

Financial analysis of the expenses and revenue of the BLH 8~ well 
as the local surrounding region is needed to determine if the BLH 
cost benefit relationship ineets public needs. We request that 
the BL:l provide this information in the plan. 

- 24 - 



13.1 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

ECCLOCICAL SERVICES 
1311 FEDEl?AL BlllLDING 

125 SOUTH STATE STREtT 

TO: District nanaqer 
Cedar Citv District 
Bureau of-land Hanagement 
Cedar City, Utah 

FROM: Assistant Field Supervisor, ES 
Fish and Wildlffe Service 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

SUBJECII Review of Resource Management Plan/Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement - Ce6arlSeaverlGarfieldlAntimony 
Planning Area, 1601 UT-040 

We have reviewed the above document and offer thcac commenta. 

I” 9cncra1, the Plan and environmental analysis are very well 
prepared and are quite comprehensive. Our comments are directed 
mainly to some of the basic management philosophies and possible 
conflicts among some of thin objectivea. 

Lo”9 term productivfty of the land for either domestic livestock 
or wildllfe la largely dependent on maintaining soil stability 
and healthy watershed conditions. On page 4-69D, Soils 
Resources, it is stated that, “Some livestock management actions 
(i.e., land treatments, change of season of use and changes in 
atocking rates) would insure long-term a011 stability under the 
Planning and Protection Alternatives.” 

However, the table in the following section, (d-69, F. Range), 
indicates that only the Protection Alternative would provide long 
term forage production significantly greater than long term 
forage consumption bY livestock. Presumably, for&se production 
in eiceys of livestock needs would be at lebat partially 
available for wildlife as well as improvinq soil stabilitv. The 
fame table indicates that the Production Aittrnativc, though 
producing more AUHs of forages, would also include a 
corresponding increase in liventock use. Presumably, this 
increase in livestock use would be at the expense of vegetation 

1 

13.1 The estimated grazing capacities used in the DEIS have already been 
adjusted to provide adequate forage for existing wildlife populations 
Lfkewise, if big game numbers increase, additfonal forage will be all&ated f 
satisfy their forage demands. Under the Production alternative. lona term 
grazing levels would not exceed the estfmated grazing capacity of a Given- 
allotment. Increases in stocking levels noted would result from the 
additional forage produced by the approximately 736.000 acres of treatments 
and the numerous intensive management systems implemented. As discussed unde 
the Impacts to SotI Resources section in Chapter 4 of the DEIS, the grazing 
management proposed under each of these alternatives, except No Action, WOUIO 
provide for improved watershed condition. 

:0 

!r 

I 
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L that otherwise miaht be available for wildlife consumption and 
watershed protection. 

13.2 

13.3 

13.4 

13.5 

On Map 3.5 (Crucial Wildlife Habitast end Riparian Areas), we 
note that the wetland area knom as Quichapa Lake is designated 
as “Pereqrlne Falcon Waterfowl Prey Ease.” However, on flap 4.1, 
(Lands Available for Disposal). this same parcel of land is shown 
as being available for disposal under the Production Alternative. 
If the above typlifies actions to be expected under the 
Production Alternative. obviously the Production Alternative 
vould not be in the best interest of wildlife resources or the 
natural environment. 

We question the basic concept of range improvements being 
accompanied by increased livestock grazing. 

[ 

Heavy grazing by 
livestock Is the greatest single cause of the deteriorated 
condition of range. watershed. riparian vegetation. water quality 
and aquatic habitat. It seems counterproductive to accompany 
range restoration measures with on increase In the land use 

1 
practice that caused the need for range restoration measures in 
the first place. 

Climatic and scil conditions throughout much of the study area 
are cnly marqinally suited for growth of grass and forb species 

i 
desirable for foraqe and watershed protection. Therefore, the 
stre.es of even moderate livestock grazing can often stimulate the 

iinvasion of pinyon-juniper woodland which further reduces the 
lmore desirable species. In the past, many areas cleared of 
pinyon-juniper or sagebrush for range improvement have been 
reinvaded by those species in a relatively few years. 

I 

Range 
improvement measures must be followed by very careful control of 
livestock grazing if improved watershed conditions are to endure. 

l-8, 1. r Livestock and Wildlife Forase Condition 

It is not clear whether there Is an overlap In the 562,000 acres 
in poor livestock forage condition and the 451,100 acre in poor 

L 
wildlife habitat condition, or if there is a total of 1,013,100 
acres in poor forage/habitat condition. 

2-24, A. No Crazins Alternative 

we believe that under the multiple 
livestockHqz:ffg deserves 

, under 

we auestion the validitv of reason No. 2. “Grazins 
was not the.agent’ creating the issues, and the elimination of - 
grazing would not resolve the issue.” 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 13 

13.2 As presented in the Rangeland Program Directives section of the Final 
EIS/RMP. BLM is proposing to implement grazing management practices designed 
to resolve resource problems and meet objectives identified during the CBGA 
planning effort. These problems and objectives were identified by an 
interdisciplinary team during the planning process, and are desiqned to result 
in balanced use of resources in the planning area. See also responses 7-25, 
7.32, and 13.1. 

13.3 BLM agrees that range improvement measures most be maintained and 
proper,livestock grazing practices followed if resources are to be improved. 
Sites identified as potential treatment sites have undergone an initial 
screening process to eliminate marginal areas from consideration. In 
addition, proposed treatment sites will receive an on-the-ground evaluation by 
the District soil scientist prior to any surface disturbance activities. 
Maintenance of new and existing treatment sites is BLM policy. 

13.4 - 
livestock 

There are approximately 287,000 acres that are both in poor range or 
forage condition and in poor wildlife habitat condition. 

13.5 The Rangeland Program Directives section of the Proposed Plan 
addresses your concerns. Also, please refer to responses 7.20 and 7.29. 
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grazing obviously is not the sole cause of all prOblems 
affectina fish and wildljfe habitat. HCZWCVIX. 

historically, grazing has probably been the single most pervasive 
cause of severe deterioration of crucial habitat, both 
terrestrial and aquatic. 

Depletion of rfparian Veqetetion alonq water courses, together 
with accelerated runoff from heavily qrated watersheds, has 
caused ~couriny and entrenchment of streams and consequent 
lowering of water tables. This, 1” turn, has caused alternation 
of vegetal cover and lowerins of productivity. Host expenditures 
of public funds for range and watersbed restoration have been 
necessitated by heavy livestock grazing. 

We agree that it is not realistic, and possibly not desirable or 
necessary, to eliminate all livestock qrazlny. However, In light 
of tt.e low productive capacity of much of the public land for 
livestock and the substantisl coSt to the public for range and 
watershed restoration or lapravemcnt, we believe that at least a 
cursory analysis of both positive and negative impacts from 
eliminating grazing would be informative. 

13.6 We wish to emphasize the need for special management 
considerations for rlparlan vegetation. 
supports a higher diversity and density of wildlife than any 
other habitat type, 
depletion. 
to wildlife, 

L 

Riparian habitat 

and is the most vulnerable to loss or 
In addition to the immediate and site specific value 

rlparian weyetation is vital for erosion control and 
protection of water quality and aquatic habitat. 

Because of the tendency of livestock to concentrate along 
riparlan areas, this habitat la often abused even when the 
overall level of grazing in an allotment is low. Therefore, it 
is essential that significant riparian areas be managed 
separately from sdjactnt uplands. 

‘The above problems are recognlzcd in the report, and measures are 
dercribed for alleviating them. Our concern is that the 
underlying emphasis on providing for increased livestock use will 
conflict with measures needed for improvement of wildlife habitat 
to the detriment of the latter. 

The 0ppOrtUnit.g t0 Comment ia Appreciated. 

CCI RO, Denver, Colorado 
FWS, Washington, DC 
Utah GWR, Salt Lake City, II 

3 

RESPONSES TO LETTfR No. 13 

13.6 In the proposed Plan. R1.M iS PrOpOSiflg 10 PrOtect ripdrldn dredz -- which are in ooor condilion ds a result Of livestock QrdZinCi. BLM is 
;onCentrating’itS Corrective management actions in these areas! dnd will 
ensure thdt areas in fair or good condition at-e improved or malntdined In 
their present condition (see also response 7.46). 



LETTER No.14 

August 9, 1984 

M.S. Jensen 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Cedar City District 
P.O. Box 724 
1579 Nort:l Main 
Cedar City, VT 84720 

RE: Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement, Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony 
Planning Area, Utah 

Dear Mr. Jensen: 

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates the 
opportunity to con?ment on the Draft Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Planning Area 
in the Cedar City District. 

As a company, Atlantic Richfield is primarily 
involved in the exploration, development and 
production of oil and gas. We are very active in the 
Cedar City District and presently have approximately 
45,000 acres under lease. 

14.1 kthough your preEerred alternative, Planning, leaves 
854 of the plannina area open to oil and gas leasing 
with standard stipulations, we are concerned with the 
137,700 acres under Category 2, leasing with special 
stipulations, especially in those areas located in 
the Antimony Planning Unit and along the Parowan 
Front in the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units as shown 
on the attached maps. 

1 

Although the restrictions in these two areas are 
primarily seasonal for the protection of crucial big 
game winter range, they will especially limit 
exploration efforts along the Hurricane Fault TrenJ 
of the Parowan Front. 

14.2 Category 1, 

r 

leasing with standard stipulations, 
acreage for both the preferred Planning Alternative 
and the Protection Alternative are the same, 921,500 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 14-d 

14.1 We are required to select the least restrictive stipulations and 
categories necessary to protect sensitive resources. Seasonal no-surface 
occupancy IS the minimal protection necessary to adequately protect crucial 
big game winter range. It is not clear from your letter why the seasonal 
restrictions would significantly limit your exploration efforts along the 
Hurricane Fault trend or in the Antimony area. If exploration is conxmenced 
early enough in the OCCupdnCy SedSOn, most wells could be drilled without 
conflict. It is true. however, that drilling of deep wells could be inhihitec 
by temporary shutdown during the no occupancy season. However, in such cases 
the authorized officer may allow continued drilling if there would be no 
significant impact to crucial big game winter range in the particular case. 

14.2 The resources requiring protective stipulations under the protection 
and planning alternatives are the same ard the only such resources 
identiffed. The alternatives simply reflect different levels of protection 
for those resources. 
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M.S. Jensen 
August 9, 1984 
Page 2 

acres. 

i 

We would like you to reevaluate these two 
areas as shown on the maps in order to decrease the 
137,700 acres presently in Category 2 so they can be 
added to Category 1 and open to leasing with standard 
stipulations. 

If you have any questions or need additional 
inEormation on our comments, please contact me at the 
above address or phone. 

Sincerely, 

PBB:md 
attachment 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.&?- 
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LETTER No. 15 

15.1 

P.O. Box 1442 Fillmore, Utsh 64631 

B-10-84 

Dear Sir: 

I have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Cedar, 
Beaver, Garfield, Antimony Resource Management Plan, and I have no 

particular concerns with it. I would however, suggest B possible 
relook at the alternative selected for range. 

?he preferred alternative listed on page 3-4 states that the No 
Action Alternative will be selected for rsnce. I would prefer the 

Production Alternative to any of the others: This would-bring the 
area under mere intensive range management and calls for extensive 
land treatment. The increased land treatment would improve the ares 
in all aspects. Not only would livestock grazing be increased, 
wildlife habitat and watershed protection would be improved and 
erosion would be reduced. These relationships have b&n shown to 
exist many times, a case in point being the Oak Creek Evaluation 
_project in Hillard County. 

15.2 Another point to consider in selecting a more aggressive range 
development alternative is public attitude. The public will not 

L 

stand for the msnagement of the land in a passive manner forever. 
A maJor resource such as this rw~ge needs to be managed aggressively 
for the publics’ best interest. 

15.3 @p 1.1, (peg= I-Z), h es the areas labeled incorrectly. 

Sincerely, 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 15 

15.1 Please refer to response 7.13. 

15 2 A 

15.3 

Please refer to response 7.13. 

The necessary corrections have been rade to this map. 

:. ,... . ........... .......... .; .... ........ 



LETTER No. 16 

August 14, 1984 

Jay Carl&on, Project Leader 
Bureau of Land tlanagement 
Beaver River Resource Area 
444 south tkain - suite C-3 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Dear nr. Carlson: 

The Pwource Developrrnt Coordinating Comittee has reviewed the 
Cedar/Beaver/ Garfield/ Mtimnv Draft Resource Wnaqement Plan and 
mvlronm0ntal Iwct statemi2nt.S The planning staEE is to be -nded for a 
difficult job well done in developing and presenting a conprehensive and 
balanced resource allocation plan. we appreciate ml’s extra efforts to 
involve the state in plan formlation. Of note are several special 
presentaticns mde to the PMC and opportunities extended to that group for 
early review OE the plan, as wall as inuolvemant of the Division of Wildlife 
Resources in providing big gang numbers, in specifying various wildlife 
habitat values and areas of ccnflict, and in analyzing and presenting the data. 

AR state has identified no inconsistencies between the RW and formally 
adopted plans, programs or policies of the state. me attached ccamwts are 
provided primxily to enhance the accuracy of the plan. 

We appreciate the opportunity to nave participated in the develqment of 
this plan and to nave reviewd it at this stage. We look forward to antinun] 
gaA relations between tne DLll and the state of Utah. 

sw:jd 
enc. 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.16 

t-7 
h 

. 
N 



Chapter 2 - Alternatives 

The pla”r.i”g team avoirkd two of the mst coma” shortcomings of resource 
plans: unrealistic alternat:ve? and undifferentiated alternatives. GenerallY, 
in t5e CprA PKJ each alternative could reasonably k irq-&mnted and each -- 
alternative is consistent with and would inplemnt a different management 
philosThy, thus providing a real choice mng the alternatives. 

The sumnary tables in Chapter 2 Were very helpful in analyzing the 

document--in understanding the i@ications of each alternative and the 
relationships between alternatives. The general inplemntation schedule on 
page 2-33 was also very useful in understanding the significance of the RIP as 
it relates to on-the-ground activities. 

16. I wildlife 

r The EIS tMs identified a significant Count of Critical wildlife habitat 
Planning should consider alternatives to 

me option miqht include leasinq lands to the 

16.2 Mach alternative discusses economic ValUe of wildlife, particularly 
The discussion is controversial because there are 

Based on a” expenditure of $20 per 
annual harvest value of 

According to the 1980 National 
ISukey of Fishing, Hunting, and WildlifPAssociated &creation, the average 

A range of values wld be sore 

Corridors 

LETTER No. 16 

16.3 - me state is concerned that a significant allocation of resources is being 
mde, in the proposal to designate 470 linear miles 01 corridor, before an 
adequate impact assessment has teen mnpleted. The state supports corridor 
designations because designated corridors can minimize adverse environmental 
iwcts, avoid the proliferation of separate rights-of ways (Rckl), and reduce 
the time required to approve R(M applications. HOWeVer, the above objectives 
my not be mt when desigrlation is mde without a concmitant ccqxrative 
resource analysis as appears to be the case in this instance. 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.lL_ 

16.1 Your coimients on the disposal of CDWR are acknowledged and the - 
nrnoosal chanoed so that exceot for aooroximatelv 167 acres. no CDWR will be r -I - ~. 
considered for disposal. Land exchanges and/or Teases to the Utah Division-of 
Wildlife Resources (UDWR) have been and can be made. One such exchange of 
pubic land and UDWR land was consummated in 1983, in which UDWR acquired 2268 
acres of CDWR between the communities of Parowan and Sumnit. A private 
exchanoe is also beino orocessed at the present time between BLM and a orivate 
individual in Beaver county. in which the BLM will acquire 160 acres of' 
valuable deer and sage grouse habitat. For more discussion, see Response 7.79 

16.2 As you note, the assignment of monetary values to hunter-related 
expenditures is not subject to direct configuration and therefore can be 
somewhat controversial. BLM does not challenge the values submitted by the 
Division of Wildlife Resources, but notes that those values utilized in the 
DEIS were employed primarily for illustrative purposes. If the Division's 
figures were employed, the same conclusions would still be reached: The 
$3,289.299 cited still represents only 2 percent of earnings of the region 
versus nearly 1 percent for the $l,l76,M)O in the DEIS. In either case, the 
economic viability of the region does not hinge upon wildlife related 
expenditure in the area. Additionally, it should be noted that Bureau 
investments in and management activities for wildlife resources are not 
contingent upon hunting related expenditures in the region and as such, they 
have little bearing upon management decisions affecting wildlife habitat 
management. 

16.3 Your comnents on corridor designation is acknowledged and the 
proposal changed SO that only those corridors for which a need has been 
expressed and for which an adequate impact assessment has been completed are 
proposed for designation. In addition. it is also proposed that a regional 01 
statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and additional corridor 
designations made based on that analysis. For a discussion of the proposed 
changes refer to response 7.62. 
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LETTER No. 16 

Page Y3 of Attachr.W,ts 

?Ile axlysis should be based on the criteria already outlined by the 
planning team but not yet awlied: present and future denund for lend use 
(with Input from interested parties such as that from industry reflected in 
the Wstern Reqlonal Corridor Studyl, the need to protect resource values, the 
effect of the lands action on the managerent of ad]acent plbllc lands, the 
effect on presenr public land users, ccordlnation with other Federal, State, 
and lcral plbns, goals, and regr;lation, physical capal,llity of the resources 
rn the area, and compliance with applicable State and Federal laws (see page 
1-7 of the PJ:?/EIS). 

Since there are no expressed demands for corridors at this time, the BUI 
should wait before designating any cwridors until a analysis is cunpleted 

I 

based on the above criteria. A corridor desisnatwi in lioht of that criteria I 

Unsuitability Criteria I 

16.4 The RMP/EIS information on the inpact of qplication of the unsuitability 
availability of the coal resources 1s not consistently presented. 
amend .x states that application of unsuitability criteria 116 

not bee11 uxpleted and that the lands will be treated as 
for un&?rgrour.d mining pending additional analysis required during i QPreliminary Tract Delineation I* to detecnune if the lands wuld also be 

[suitable for surface mining (see page H-5.1 of the WP/EIS). This uncertainty 
,as to exact acreage available for surtace mining is not always reflected in 
/the rest of the &c"nf. lbe discussion of the coal resour& on page 4-20 
does not account for this lack of data and states that 33,100 acres are 

Iavailable for surface mining. Until all of the urisuitabiiity criteria are 
I 

lapplied the BIJI is not in a position to state the nunixr of &es available 
I 

for surface rmning. ml.2 accurate 1s the discussion on pge 2-16 which 
Indicates that the 3,900 acres currently considered unsuitable could be 
locreased once criteria 116 and #I9 are applied. Table 2.2. on caqe 2-6. is 
also scr&>at misleading in its present&i& of the qzplicaiion bf-criteiia I- t/16 and 115. 

I 

16.5 Because of the problems& that arise with delayed application of the 

This inforrration should be avail&l; for-the 
and the State Division of Oil, as and tllning to wxk with at the 

Cants By page NUT&~ 

16.6 r page 5-4 The state chooses to 90 cm record as stating a preference 
for irrplementbtion of the Planning Alternative in each 

I 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.16 
I 

16 4 -L- you are correct, we have mistated the actllal areas considered 
sllitahle for flIrther leasing consideration. All wferences to lands suitable 
for further consideration for leasing ~111 reflect the mole qcrurdte woro~ng 
on page 2-16 of the DEIS. 

16 5 A Management In the proposed plan is to apply unsuitability criteria 16 
and 19 Prior to leasing in accordance with 43 CFA 3461.4. This will prevent 
future problems such as the one you describe regarding the present Alton nine 
Plan Review. 

16.6 See response 7.13. 



LETTER No. 16 

!6.7 Page 2-4 

i 

16.12 ‘i;aoe 3-23 

L 
16.13 page 3-25 

! 

resource area including range. M understand that the RU: 
also prefers to irrplement the Planning Alternative for 
ranq rbmeqxnt bzt is foreclosed from doing so until a 
five year m”itOring stug is co@cted. The RIlP/EIS is 
smevhnt confusing in its representation of the ‘proposed 
actior.’ for range management. The documnt should have 
included a” ewla”atio” as to why the Ko Action Alternative 
must be chosen at this time. 

1:wl 5. Riparian/Fisheries. T%e Plaming tijective should 
include ‘protection’ as well as improvement. Also, it is 
deslrabla to inprove ‘fair condition’ areas to ‘mm. 

Iten 7. Forestry. Under the Planning Alternative 
Cbb?ective, last sentence, add the words *,..while 
preserving important esthetic and wildlife habitat 
vz1ues: Y’bis agrees with the Protection Alternative 
Objective in gable 2.1 and the same subject in Table 2.2. 

Iten 5. Ri.parian/Fisheries, Plm”i”g Alternative. The 
habitat iqxovenent of 23 acres and 8.7 miles of strear 
see?s nirlute coxidering the total available, and tt:, great 
vaiue of such areas for wildlife. 

Item 8. pange. In the Planning, Production, and the 
Prctection AlternatiVe colums, do the numerals indicate 
AUM’S or aim1 “Wx?rs? 

Elule Deer, Paragraph 4. Other factors affecting mole deer 
habitat should include the various mans of land disposal, 
~.e., indemity selection, sales, exchanqes, etc. 

Antelope. The Division of Wildlife Resource's Southern 
Regional Office has prqxwxl that antelope be introduced to 
the ranges east and northeast of Panguitch City. lt~ere may 
also be sonw potential for a -11 herd southwest of 
panguitch on the slopes east of Raycock Hountain. ?hey 
were informed by the FM District office that this would be 
analyzed in the plan. tise prop~sdls should be addressed 
in the EIS. 

sage FrO”SP. ‘i’he last paragraph indicates there are M) 
conflicts with sage grouse. However, in certain areas, 
heavy livestock use is detrimental to sage grouse broods in 
mesic habitat; for exarrple, the Winersville 1 allotment in 
the wld Hills. 

Hap 3.5 precludes critical deer vinter range near 
Swguitch. a small portion on the Beaver Ridge east of I-15 
and near Circleville. These areas should be included in 
the EIS ad can be ide”tified by Fersonnel in Division of 
Wildlife Resource’s Regional Orfice i” Cedar City. Please 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 16 

16.7 See response 7.46. 

16.8 Your comment is correct and the proposed Final RMP/EIS will reflect 
thechange. 

16.9 BLM is proposing to concentrate its management efforts on areas where 

excessive livestock grazing has resulted in poor habitat condition. The 
objectives for riparian habitat management also include maintaining or 
improving areas currently in fair or good condition (see response 7.46). 

16.10 The stocking levels refer to AUMs. 

16.11 The discussion on page 3-72 of the DEIS concerning factors affecting 
mule deer habitat has been modified to reflect your cwrment. 

16.12 This action was not addressed in the DEIS, however, RLM favors the 
proposed transplant and will address the proposal in the Garfield HFP. 

16.13 The mesic areas identified are generally small in nature. While som( 
isolated conflicts may exist with livestock grazing. it is believed that the 
management actions (such as a grazing system, chanqe in season of use. 
adjustment in stocking rates, and land treatment) proposed for the Minersvillc 
1 Allotment (page R-2.20) will reduce or eliminate these conflicts. 

16.14 After careful evaluation of inventory data, ELM has not been able to 
locate areas where moderate or heavy use by mule deer is occurring near 
Panguitch. In light of this information, BLM is proposing to monitor and 
evaluate these areas used by mule deer in coordination with LlnWK. If, through 
monitoring and evaluation, the area is determined to contain crucial deer 
winter range, an amendment to the plan and appropriate protection measures 
will be initiated. No information indicating crucial deer winter range was 
collected near Circleville or Beaver Ridge. 
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Page Four of Attachnents 

16.16 j?ige 4-X 

16.17 Page N-5.16 

I- 

L 

note that a reference in the text to imp 3.5 being located 
in the packet of maps and not in the document itself would 
be very helpful. 

Paraqraph 5. Livestock grazing will adversely affect sage 
orouso in mpsic areas, depending on the availability and 
distribution of water, the season of use, and the stoching 
rate. 

coxlusion. \filich is correct-a loss of 900 acres of 
critical deer winter range-or 80 acres? Second paragraph, 
paqe 4-23. 

In addition to maps reflecting application of the coal 
unsuitability criteria in the Johns Valley and Kolob area, 
a mp of the *Alton potential Cm1 cevelopnent 
Area--Application of the Coal Unsuitability Criterion’ 
should also be included in the final WP. 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No.16 

16.15 See Response 16.13. 

16.16 Both the 900 acres on page 4-25 and the 80 acres on page 4-23 are in 
error. For a more detailed discussion. see response 7.79. 

16.17 A map showing the Alton Potential Coal Development Area and 
application of coal unsuitability criteria will he provided III the proposed 
plan. 
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LETTER No. 17 

'&ila I too often find m~selC vorking alon*?, I have to handle mg cattle the best 
“a’, I can. KY cattle hndlr 8 lot better whan I can uw hay to help hold th%n. 

Their children., or their children's children raj- find thsnuslws in an Ansrican .. 
wtttng dircarcnt than their father’s expected. Ihs soada of Imadoa will have to 
bs continully planted and cultlrated to psrpetuats itself. 

It Is tha gamrnlwna~nrus that if one dms not protart, he approra~. (Not 
necessarily ao.) Hw about turning it abcut and count the approvals that are made 
in roica or witing, ad consider all also IS protests, lnsludtng thos, who do not 
tqe anovqh understardlng to voice an opinion. If there was P cmputar to focus the 
matm picture of the frankenstrln in action, they vould have no trouble in voicing 
an opinion. 

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



LETTER No.18 RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 18 

HE?(ORANDUH 

TO: Jly K. Carlson, Te-m Leader, Bureau of Land Management, 
Cedar City, Utah 

FROM : Field Supervisor, Endangered Species OLfice, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Salt Lake City, Utah 

SUBJECT: Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony Environmental Impact 
Statement 

In response to the subject environmental impact statement dated 
H7.y 14, 1984, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurs with 
your assessment of no effect on endangered species. This 
determination is based on the fact the Bureau of Land Management 
is required by Sectlon 7 of the Endangered Species Act to consult 
with this office for any project that may affect a threatened or 
endangered species in its habitat. 

IL we may be of any servlca in this or other matters concarnlng 
the Enqangered 
convenience. 

’ ./Fred L. Bolwahnn 
Field Supervisor 

No Comnent. Identified 
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LETTER No.i!t RESPONSES TO LETTER No. K 

tlr. Jay K. Carlson. Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
a44 south Main 
Cedar City, UT 04720 

RE: Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Draft Resource Management 
Plant/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) 

Dear Mr. Carlson: 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review the referenced RHP/EIS. 

19.1 Review of the RMP/EIS indicates a visual training route traversing the study 
area on a north-south axis from the vicinity of Beaver in the north to an area 

/ 

approximately equidistant from Cedar Clty and Panguitch jn the south. There is 
also an instrumentation training route crossing from east to west just north of 
Beaver and below Milford. 

The Air Force positton on these fliqhts is to retain the use of existino and th 
[establishment of future military ai; training routes which may traverse-uilder- 
iness areas. These flishts are releoated to areas which are least accessible an 
'sparsely Inhabited. T&e main deteriinants in locating a military training acti 
vity are: mission requIremcnts, fuel costs. and environmental constraints. 

The use of low altitude airspace by the Air Force is necessitated b.v the 
requirement for flight cr?ws to maintain a high degree of training and readines 
proficiency. Thus, military airspace requirements are subject to frequent 
chaflge. 

Restrictions on military overflights are opposed by the Air Force. Therefore, 

I 

we ask that you give consideration in your management planning efforts to these 
Air Force needs to avoid any conflicts with future use of low altitude airspace 
by the Air Force. 

Ue hope this information is helpful in your planning efforts. If additional 
information is needed, please contact Hr. Tony Robledo at 214-767-2514, or FTS 
a-729- 514. 

7kbcckL 

\ 

/CL--- 
PAUL 0. GARCIA, Lt Cal, USAF 
Chief, Evironmental Planning Division 

cy to: HQ USAF/LEEV 
AFREP/Northwest Mtn 
Rg" 

19.1 No conflicts have been identified with Air Force overfliphts of the 
planning area. 
requirements. 

There are no proposals to limit or control mtlitary 



LE’ITER No. 2L 

zissociation of governments P 0 BOX “0” 
si. GEORGE. UTAH 94770 
PHONE 18011 673.3548 

AREAWIDE CLEAklNGHOUSE A-95 REVIEW 

Type 01 Action: Pre.Application -Notification of Intent -Application - 

Notice of Fedrral Actmn - ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

Receipt Date 5-16-84 SAl Number UT 840514-020 ACH Number 

Bureau of Land Management (Cedar City Dfstrict Cf:ice) 

Applicant Idenrification. Address Jay K. Carlson, Team Leader 
Beaver River Resource Area 
444 South Nain 
Cedar City, UT 84720 5t36-2458 

7-12-84 .- 

Copy of rcvlew%%t to applicant. 

BEAVFR CiARFIFI n ianu KbWP W*C”I,*p.TfiU 

No Conment Identified 

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. Z!?- 

--- 



LETTER No. 20 HtSPUNStS IO Ltl ItK No.- 

Hr. Jay Carlson Letter 
piasy 17. 1984 

5. Disposal of Lands: We support the production alternative for 
dispcsel of lands. Those lands not withdrawn for public purposes should be 
made available for economic development and cormunity development purposes. 
Additionally, utility corridors should be made available as needed to 
support the growth of the area. 

6 Recreation: The Rock Corral Recreation Area.should be -improved and 
nwintained. Perhaps a cooperative agreement between the BLM. Beaver County, 
and the City of Milford could be negotiated to improve and maintain the 
site. 

7. Wildlife: We support the production alternative to maintain 
existing lands of big game and range. 

a. Grazing: The need to improve grazing and Increase AUMs are 
important for the Tong-tern viability of the livestock industry. Past 
grazing EIS's have failed to show schedules and projected costs to make 
range improvements. If that is not possible in this plan, at least a 
priority of improvements should be presented. 

9. Visual Resource Manaaement: -- Since BLM lands are under multiple use 
management. developments should be managed so that the developers construct 
improvements that are in harmony with the natural landscape such as color, 
screening, and access. 

We appreciate the time and effort you have put in toward coordinating the 
dract document with us. Ue look forward to continued cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

l?Yi%%&S 
Director Natural Resources 

DVH:dl 

AREAWIOE CLEARINGHOUSE 
COMMENTS 

The Resource llanagement Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Cedar, 
Beave-, Garfield planning Area represents an in-depth analysis of imoacts 
and BLY management objectives. The Five County Association of Governments 
supports the production alternative for the most efficient use of public 
lands. The multiple use Of lands in the planning area must be maintained 
for public benefit and economic return. During the preparation of this 
document, the ELM coordinated with local government aqd received input 
from the Asrociation staff on specific impacts and management issues. The 
plan is an improvement over previous OLH planning efforts in Its content 
and in its analysis of impacts and managment objectives. Of particular note 
are the range analysis outlining priorities for allotTent development and 
the forage management alternatives for livestock and big game which show 
the grazing system, stocking levels, 
allotment. (Vaughn McDonald) 

facilities. and treatments for each 

,. 
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Mr. Jay Carlson Letter 
&l;a;y 17. I984 

dispc;al c!~ys~;~@fT~ands: We support the production alternative for 
hose lands not withdrawn for public purposes should be 

made available for economic developnent and cormunity development purposes. 
Additicnally. utility corridors should be made available as needed to 
Support the growth of the area. 

6 Recreation: The Rock Corral Recreation Area should be -improved and 
mcrintainea?erhaps a cooperattve agreement between'the BLH. Beaver County, 
and the City of Milford could be negotiated to improve and maintain the 
site. 

7. Wildlife: We support the production alternative to maintain 
existing lands big game and range. 

8. Grazia: The need to improve grazing and increase AUHs are 
important=the long-term viability of the livestock industry. Past 
grazing EIS's have failed to show schedules and projected costs to make 
range improvements. If that is not possible in this plan. at least a 
priority of improvements should be presented. 

9. Visual Resource Hanaoement: Since BlH lands are under multiple use 
managcmen~~pnents should be managed so that the developers construct 
improvements that are in harmony with the natural landscape such as color, 
screening, and access. 

We appreciate the time and effort you have put in toward coordinating the 
drart document with us. Ue look forward to continued cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

62Gk&GtW~ 
Director Natural Resources 

DYH:dl 

AREAWIOE CLEARINGHOUSE 
COHflERTS 

The Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Cedar, 
Beaver, Garfield Planning Area represents an in-depth analysis of impacts 
and ELM managerent objectives. The Five County Association of Governments 
supports the production alternative for the most efficient use of public 
lanas. The multiple use of lands in the planning area must be maintained 
for public benefit and economic return. During the preparation of this 
document, the BlFi coordinated with local government and received input 
from the Asrociation staff on specific impacts and management issues. The 
plan is dn improvement over previous OLH planning efforts in Its content 
and in its analysis of impacts and managment objectives. Of particular note 
are the range analysis outlining priorities for allotment development and 
the foraTe management alternatives for livestock and big game which show 
the grazing system, stocking levels, 
allotment. (Vaughn McDonald) 

facilities, and treatments for each 
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Chapter 111 - Alfernafives 

This chapter briefly summarizes the alternatives analyzed in the DEIS and 
presents a table portraying the comparison between the Proposed Plan and the 
preferred alternative. The Proposed Plan and the Planning Alternative are 
displayed side by side for easy reference to the changes made in management 
directions as the result of public comments. 

A. Continuation of the Present Management Alternative - No Action 

The No Action alternative presents a continuation of present levels or 
systems of resource use and management. The analysis of this alternative 
forms the basis to compare the effects of the other alternatives against and 
does not necessarily resolve all plann' issues. 

fi 
Special Resource Protection Measures , ‘\ 

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring protection of special resources 
would continue to be enforced. Additional measures for the protection of 
special resources or to reverse existing conditions would not be undertaken. 

Lands Actions 

Lands actions would continue to be addressed on a case-by-case basis. 
Applications for land tenure adjustments not addressed in existing planning 
documents could only be accommodated through a planning amendment process. 
The exception to this policy would be sales, exchanges, State selections, 

3.1 



State quantity grants, and sales or leases under the Recreation and Public 
Purposes Act to local, State, and Federal public entities. The transaction 
must serve a public purpose and accomplish a local, State, or national public 
objective. Upon ccmpletion of this planning document if addtional tracts of 
public land are identified that meet FLPMA land disposal criteria, they may be 
disposed of without a planning amendment by completing the NEPA requirements 
for public land disposal. Rights-of-way would continue to be processed on a 
case-by-case basis. No additional corridors would be designated. 

Forage Management/Land Treatment 

Existing forage managment would be continued. Current stocking rates and 
seasons of use would not be adjusted. Existing management systems would be 
maintained, but more intensive allotment management would not be proposed. 
Land treatments and facilities currently programmed would be completed, but no 
new treatments would be proposed by BLM. Individual projects could, however, 
be implemented by permittees at any time, subject to BLM clearances. 

Minerals 

Existing oil and gas leasing categories would be retained. Some 49,100 
acres would be protected under Category 2 (Open with Special Stipulations); 
34,100 acres would be protected under Category 3 (No Surface Occupancy); and 
approximately 1,600 acres would be protected under Category 4 (No Leasing). 

Currently geothermal leasing is not conducted under a category system. 
Stipulations governing geothermal leasing, exploration, and development were 
derived from EAs developed to provide necessary protection for other 
resources. Approximately 133,000 acres are currently‘protected by special 
stipulations, and over 8,900 acres are protected by no surface occupancy 
stipulations. Leasing of coal would be deferred until planning would be 
done. 

Forestry 

Use authorization would continue on a demand basis. Green wood cutting 
areas would be established periodically as needs arise. 

B. P/arming AIfernafive - ( Preferred Alfernafive ) 

The major objective of this alternative is to provide a balance between 
resource outputs and demands. In attempting to meet this objective, a 
compromise was struck between competing needs: the need to protect sensitive 
resources, and the resource production base versus the need to generate 
resource outputs in support of local and regional economics. Under this 
alternative, the five planning issues would be resolved as follows: 

Special Resource Protection Measures 

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring the protection of special 
resources would continue to be enforced. Measures would be taken to provide 
additional protection to riparian/fisheries habitat. Improved management and 
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treatments would be implemented to protect important soil, water resources, 
and crucial big game winter range. Threatened, endangered, sensitive, status 
review, and other protected plant and animal species would continue to receive 
protection under the law. Transplant programs leading to the delisting of the 
Utah prairie dog would be continued. Crucial sage grouse habitat associated 
with 22 active strutting grounds would continue to receive protection from 
disturbance. Visual resources would receive protection through the adoption 
of management objectives within the Visual Resources Management system, with 
special emphasis on protecting the foreground visual zone in VRM Class II 
lands. 

Lands Actions 

Land disposals would be proposed on approximately 36,400 acres of 
scattered public lands. An estimated 470 lineal miles of major corridors 
(300,800 acres) would be designated, subject to stipulations for protection of 
sensitive resources. 

Forage Management/Land Treatment 

Intensive management (agreements, systems, Allotment Management Plans 
(AMPS), and vegetation treatments (70,000 acres) would be proposed on 75 
priority allotments. Stocking rates on all priority allotments would be 
adjusted to reflect forage availability based on monitoring studies. 

Minerals 

Existing oil and gas leasing categories would be adjusted to relieve 
overprotection on 38,000 acres and underprotection of sensitive resources on 
34,100 acres. The adjusted oi! and gas categories would also be applied to 
geothermal leasing in order to relieve the disparity between these two leasing 
systems and to provide a uniform set of protections for similarly affected 
sensitive resources. Approximately 33,100 acres of coal lands would be made 
available for leasing with special mitigation of surface disturbances applied 
to reduce visual disturbance on 2,800 acres. 

Forestry 

Production and use authorization would be balanced with demand at between 
6,000 and 3,750 cords per year. Expansion of access and limitations on 
commercial harvest in green cutting areas would allow additional utilization 
of stands adjacent to population centers by private individuals. 

C. Production AIfernafive 

The production alternative places primary emphasis on making pulbic land 
and resources available for use and development. Environmental values would 
be protected to the extent required by applicable laws, regulations, and 
policies. The goal of this alternative is to change present management 
direction so that the identified 'issues are resolved in a manner that 
generally places highest priority on the production of commodities such as oil 
and gas, coal, and livestock forage. Under this alternative, the five 
planning issues would be resolved as follows: 
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Special Resource Protection Measures 

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring special protection of special 
resources would continue to be enforced at existing intensities. Addit,ional 
measures for the protection of special resources or to reverse conditions 
currently contributing to the loss of special resources would not be 
undertaken. 

Lands Actions 

Lands disposals would be proposed on approximately 41,400 acres of 
scattered public lands. Approximately 470 lineal miles of major corridors 
affecting approximately 300,800 acres would be designated, subject to 
stipulations for protection of sensitive resources. Issuance of rights-of-way 
grants would be given priority over requirements for special stipulations to 
protect sensitive resources. 

Forage Management/Land Treatment 

An estimated 736,000 acres of treatment (with necessary supporting 
facilities) yielding approximately 149,100 additional animal unit months would 
be proposed. Intensive management (agreements, systems, AMPS) would be 
implemented on all allotments. Stocking levels would reflect increased forage 
availability. 

Minerals 

The entire planning area would be placed in Category 1 (open to leasing 
with standard stipulations) for both oil and gas and geothermal leasing. All 
coal lands, approximately 37,000 acres, not removed from consideration through 
the application of the Coal Unsuitability Criteria, would be available for 
consideration for leasing. 

Forestry 

Use authorization of fuelwood harvest would be displaced to adjoining 
planning units or other Federal (Forest Service) lands, in the long term, as a 
result of treatments proposed under the Forage Management/Land Treatment 
issue. In the short term, use authorization would be continued area-wide as 
specified in the Planning Alternative. Additional woodland products would be 
made available as the result of salvage within land treatment areas in the 
short term. 

D. Profecfion Alfernafive 

The protection alternative places primary emphasis on maintaining or 
improving important environmental values. Resource use and development would 
continue to the extent compatible with the environmental protection emphasis. 
The goal of this alternative is to direct management so that the identified 
issues are resolved in a manner that generally places highest priority on the 
maintenance or improvement of the condition of key wildlife and riparian 
habitat's, and noncommodity values. Under this alternative, the five plannning 
issues would be resolved as follows: 
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Special Resource Protection Measures 

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring the protection of special 
resources would be emphasized. Riparian/fisheries habitat would be protected 
from surface disturbing activities such as oil and gas exploration, livestock 
grazing, and ORV usage. Treatments, structures, and improved management would 
be implemented on approximately 6,400 acres of high moderate to critical 
erosion conditon watersheds. Livestock grazing would be eliminated from 
crucial big game winter range. Threatened, endangered, sensitive, status 
review, and other protected plant and animal species would be protected from 
disturbance. Transplant programs for the Utah prairie dog would be 
continued. Crucial sage grouse habitat associated with 22 active strutting 
grounds would be protected from surface disturbing activities such as ORV 
usage and oil and gas exploration. Visual resources would be protected 
through the adoption of management objectives within the Visual Resources 
Management system with special emphasis on VRM Class II lands. 

Lands Actions 

Lands disposals would be proposed on 26,000 acres which have been screened 
through an interdisciplinary review process to be free of significant resource 
conflicts. All right-of-way needs would be addressed on a case-by-case 
basis. Approximately 470 lineal miles of major corridors affecting 
approximately 300,800 acres would be designated, subject to stipulations for 
protection of sensitive resources. Stipulations to protect sensitive 
resources would be given priority over issuance of rights-of-way. 

Forage Management/Land Treatment 

Stocking rates would be adjusted to estimated grazing capacity within the 
short term on all allotments. Livestock grazing would be adjusted to 40 
percent of capacity on all allotments with crucial big game winter range. 
Season of use adjustments to benefit wildlife would be made on 127 
allotments. Land treatments to benefit wildlife would be performed on 8,200 
acres. Intensive management would be implemented on all allotments with 
livestock grazing. 

Minerals 

Existing oil and gas leasing categories would be modified to impose more 
extensive protection for sensitive resources from both oil and gas and 
geothermal leasing. With regard to the existing categories, Category 2 (open 
with special stipulations) would be reduced by nearly 49,100 acres; Category 3 
(no surface occupancy) would be increased by nearly 300 acres; and Category 4 
(no leasing) would be increased by approximately 119,300 acres. The adjusted 
oil and gas categories would also be applied to geothermal leasing to relieve 
the disparity between these two systems and to provide a uniform set of 
protections for similarly affected sensitive resources. Coal lands on 33,100 
acres would be available for leasing for certain stipulated methods of 
underground mining of coal. Multiple resource considerations would prohibit 
surface disturbance from coal development on 2,800 acres for protection of 
visual resources. 
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Forestry 

Use authorization for fuelwood would be limited to currently available and 
accessible sustainable production levels of 1,200 cords per year. 

E. Comparison Between the F 

The following table presents 
the preferred alternative (Plann 
the changes made to the planning 
and additional analysis, and the 

*oposed Plan and fhe Preferred AIfernafive (fable) 

a comparison between the proposed plan the 
ng Alternative, DEIS). This table portrays 
alternative as the result of public comment 
anticipated outputs of the proposed RMP. 

Following the table will be a summary of how the proposed plan resolves the 
planning issues. 

For easy reference arrows ( ) ) are placed in the table indicating changes 
made in the preferred alternative (Planning Alternative from DEIS). 
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TABLE 3.1 
COWARISOR EIETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

(rr 
. 
-.I 

RESOURCE OR PLAN 

PRD.XAM ELEKNT 

1. Lands Land Oisposal 

ALLOCATION 

OR OUTPUT 

UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP 

tKASURE FROM OEIS HNAGEkENT ACTIONS 

Provide for disposals, exchanges. or Identify for disposal 37.000 acres. 
selectfons of publfc lands on 36.400 Develop disposal Plan. 
acres (Appendix Lands-l, Map 4.1). Implement Disposal Plan 

Disposals 
Exchanges 
Selections 

Acres Fed. 
Surface 

36,400 37,000 

Corridor Designation Continue to process individual Designate 110 miles of corridors < 
rights-of-way. Designate 470 miles as identified on Lands nap 1. 
of corridors as identified in the 
Yestern Regional Corridor Study Encourage major ROMs to locate 
(MaP 3.1)(OEIS). within designated corridors. 

Appropriate stipulations are ap- 
plfed in approval of major ROW 
applications within designated 
corridors. 

Corridors Designated Lineal Miles 470 110 4 

Use Authorizations Process use authorization applica- Process use authorfratfon applf- 
tions on a case-bycase basis. cations on a case-by-case basis. 

2. Minerals Oil, Sas, and Geother- 
ma1 Leasing 

Apply the following oil, gas, and Apply the follwing oil, gas. and 
geothermal leasing categories: geothermal leasing categories: 
Category 1 - Open - Standard Sti- Category 1 - Open - Standard Sti- 
pulatlons 915.9DD acres; Category 2 - pulations 915.900 acres; Category 

Open - Special Stipulations 145.100 2 - Open - Special Stipulatfons 
acres (VRli Class II 41,100 acres, 145,100 acres (VRH Class II 41.100 
riparian acres 14,100 acres; CEVR acres, riparian acres 14.100 acres; 
1.400 acres, CDUR 69,100 acres, sage CEM 1.400 acres, CDUR 69.100 acres 
grouse strutting grounds 11,100 sage grouse strutting grounds 
acres, raptor nesting areas 4,400 11,lOU acres, raptor nesting areas 

acres); Category 3 - Open - No Sur- 4,400 acres); Category 3 - Open - 
face Occupancy 9,600 acres (Utah No Surface Occupancy 10.400 acres 
prairie dog sites 3.900 acres, rfp- (Utah prafrie dog sites 3,400 acres 
arian lands - Quichapa Lake 1,000 Riparian lands - Duichqa Lake 
acres, recreation sites 500 acres. 1,ODO acres. recreation sites 1,XfJ 
R&PP and patent lands 4,100 acres); acres RbPP and patent lands 4,100 

Category 4 - No Leasing 800 acres acres); Category 4 - No leasing 0 ( 
(recreation sites). acres. 
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TAKE 3.1 COWARSSOH 6ETIlEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

RESOURCE OR PLAK ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RF%' 

PRCGRAR ELEHNT OR OUTPUT KASURE FROM OEIS MNAGEMNT ACTIOWS 

Minerals (Continued) cat. 1 - Standard Acres of Fed. 915.900 915,900 
Stipulations Hinerals 

Cat. 2 - Special Acres of Fed. 145,100 145,100 
Stipulations Minerals 

Cat. 3 - No Surface Acres of Fed. g.@JfJ 10,400 
Occtlpancy Minerals 

Cat. 4 - No Leasing Acres of Fed. 800 0 
Minerals 

Coal leasing The following lands will be consi- 
dered as suitable for further con- 
sideration for leasing for certain 
stipulated methods of underground 
mining; Kolob coal field 20,200 
acres, Alton coal field 900 acres, 
and Johns Valley coal field 15,9M) 
acres. An additional 3,900 acres. 
shall be considered as unsuitable 
for surface mining within these 
coal fields. Mitigate inpacts to 
visual resources on 2.800 acres 
within Kolob coal field in the VRM 

Class II foreground visual zone. 
Apply coal unsuitability criteria 

16 and 19 when additional informa- 
tion is gathered before issuing a 
pennit to mine. 

The following lands will be consi- 
dered as suitable for further con- 
sideration for leasing for certain 
stipulated methods of underground 
mining; Kolob coal field 20,200 
acres, Alton coal field 900 acres, 
and Johns Valley coal field 15.900 
acres. An additional 3.900 acres 
shall be considered as unsuitable 
for surface mining within these 
coal fields. Uitigate inpacts to 
visual resources on 2,800 acres 
within Kolob coal field in the VRH 
Class II foreground visual zone. 
Apply coal unsuitability criteria 

16 and 19 when additional informa- 
tion is gathered before leasing. 

Provide coal screening findings to 
US0 and Regional coal team. 

Available for fur- Acres Fed. 37;ooo 37, ooo 
tkr consideration Minerals 
for underground (Unsuitabili- 
mining ty criteria 

applied) 

Unsuitable for 
surface mining 

Acres Fed. 
iiinerals 
(Unsuitabili- 
ty criteria 
applied. 

3.900 3.900 

< 

< 
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TAKE 3.1 COCIPARISJN BETUEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

RESOURCE OR 
PROGRAM 

2. Hice.rals 
(Continued) 

PLAN 

ELEnENl 

AlLKATlON UNIT OF PLANNlNG ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP 

OR OUTPUT KASURE FROM DEIS MNAGERNT ACTIONS 

Unsuitable for Sur- Acres Fed. 0 0 

face Occupancy Minerals 
for coal mining (Multiple 

resource in- 
teractions 
applied) 

Suitable for Surface Acres Fed. 
mining l4inerals 

33,100 33,lW 

Other !linerals'Manage- 
ment - Locatable. 
Salable 

Administer salable minerals on a Administer salable minerals on a 
case-by-case basis case-by-case basfs 

Administer locatable mineral Administer locatable mineral 
exploration and development exploration and development 
on lands open for mineral entry on lands open for mineral entry 

3. Recreation Recreation lfanagement Manage CEGA planning areas as an Manage CBGA as an ERM. 
Extensive Recreation Management Area Conmlete additional planning on the 
(ERM) utilizing extensive. un- Mfneral Mountains if the status of 
structured, and custodial manage- the recreation opportunities 
ment principles. changes and the identification of 

a Special Recreation Management 
Area is warranted. 

Place priority for maintenance on Continue to provide for the < 
developed recreation sites (Rock management and maintenance of the 
Corral) and bring facilities to facilities at Rak Corral. Explore 
Bureau's maintenance standards. additional management agreements 

with Hilford on the administration 
and maintenance of the facilities. 

ORV Management Designate the public lands in CBG4 Designate by 1987 public lands into 
under the following ORV categories: the followfnq ORV categories: 

Open - 1.057,300 acres; Limited to Open - 1.023,700; Limited to Exist- < 
Existing Roads and Trails - 14,100 ing Roads and Trails - 47,760 
acres; and Closed - 0 acres. acres; and closed - 0 acres. 

Open Acres of 
Fed. SurFace 

1,057.300 l.O23,7W < 

Limited 
(Seasonal 
Restrictions) 

Acres of 

Fed. Surface 
14,100 47,7w < 

Closed Acres of 
Fed. SurFace 

0 0 

,._I ::. .:::: : 



TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETMEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

RESOURCE OR 

PROGRAM 

3. Recreation 
(Continued) 

PLAN 

ELEKNT 

Access 

ALLOCATION 

OR OUTPUT 

UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RHP 

PeASURE FROM OEIS HANAGEMNT ACTIONS 

Maintain legal access to all fishfnq Maintain legal access to all fish- 
streams and important recreation ing streams and important recreai 
values and opportunities. tion values and opportunities. 

w . 
0” 

4. Yfldlife Develop and implement 7 habitat Oevelop and implement 7 habitat 
management plans to laxwove from management plans to inprove from 
poor to fair or good - 327.000 acres poor to fair or good - 327,000 
of the B20,OW acres of mule deer acres of the 820,000 acres of mule 
habitat; 4,000 acres of the 20.100 deer habitat; 4.000 acres of the 
acres of elk habitat; and 142,800 20.100 acres of elk habitat; and 
acres of the 285,BOG acres of ante- 142,800 acres of the 295,800 acres 
lope habitat. Maintain 62.300 of antelope habitat. Maintain 
acres of crucial deer winter range 62,300 acres of crucial deer win- 
in public ownership. ter range in public ownership. 

Big game Habitat Habitat Inproved 
Surface 

Crucial+ Wildlife Crucial Yfldlife* 
Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

Acres Fed 7,900 156,800 7.900 156.800 

Deer Habitat Maintained AcresFed. 53,300 655,600 53.300 655,600 
Surface 

Habitat Declined Acres Fed. 
Surface 

1.100 6.900 1,100 6.900 

Elk Habitat Inpmved Acres Fed. 0 4,400 0 4,400 
Surface 

Habitat Maintained Acres Fed. 1,300 15,lW i,u)o 15,100 
Surface 

Habitat Declined Acres Fed. 0 700 0 700 
Surface 

Antelope Habitat Iapmved Acres Fed. 0 39,300 0 39,300 
Surface 

Habitat Uaintained Act-es Fed. 3*m 250,600 3.800 250,600 
f&It-f&X 

Habitat Declined Acres Fed. 0 6,@‘3 0 fLCQf3 
Surface 

l Inpmvemnts indicated in wildflife habitat are dependent upon management objectives for indfvidual allotments being met. 
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TABLE 3.1 CQW'ARISON BETKEN PROPOSE0 PLAN AND PLARNING ALTERNATIVE 

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP 

PROGRAM ELEHENT' OR OUTPUT KASURE FRDM OEIS MANAGEHNT ACTIONS 

4. Wlldlife 

(Continued) 

Big Game Forage Big game would be provided 16.240 Pmvide 16,240 AUMs necessary for 
AUMs in the short term and up to current big game populations. Pro- 
34,200 WMs in the long ten if big vide up to an additional 17,960 
game numbers increase to prior stable AlJMs for prior stable or long-term 
or long-term levels and if habitat goals set by UDHR if habitat condi- 
Is available. tions impmve and forage becomes 

available. 

Deer Forage Demand IUJMS 15,500 31,DOD 15,SDO 31,OOD 

Elk Forage Demand AUHs 330 1.5oD 330 1.5OfJ 
Antelope Forage Demand WMS 410 1,700 410 1,700 

Land Treatments Inplemant 8,2OD acres of land traat- Treat 8,2CG acres of crucial deer 
ments designed to inprove big game winter range to improve habitat 
habitat. condition and provide additional 

forage. 

Acres Treated Acres Fed. 
Surface 

8,200 8.200 

RiparianlFisheries 

Habitat Improved 

Habitat Maintained 

Irrpmve riparian habitat on 23 acres Imrove 23 acres of poor condition 
and 2.5 stream miles of fisheries riparian habitat by eliminating 
habitat. livestock grazing. 

Riparian Fisheries Riparian Fisheries 
Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

23 Acres 2.5 Nlles 23 Acres 2.5 Nlles 

410 Acres 32.5 Niles 410 Acres 32.5 Miles 

Habitat Declined 16 Acres 0 Miles 16 Acres 0 Niles 



TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON RETKEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

RESOURCE OR PLAN 

PROGRAM ELEMNT 

ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSE~I fw 
OR OUTPUT MASURE FRD+i OEIS FV\NAGEMNT ACTIONS 

5. Soils, Rater, Yatershed Condition Reduce soil erosion on 7,DDD acres of 

Air (Critical Erosion) critical erosion areas (SSF 61-80) 
through watershed treatments and/or 
structures and nitlgation of uild- 
life and range program initiated 
vegetative treatments. Mitigate 
surface disturbing activities to 
ensure protection of important 
watershed values on all lands. 

Hater Quality 

Air Duality 

1. Retain PL 566 withdrawals in < 
public ownership and continue to 
monitor *itMrawal areas for sat- 
isfactory watershed conditions. 

2. Prepare Yatershed Management < 
Plans for the Cedar, Beaver. Gar- 
field, and Antimony planning units. 
The management plans will provide 
for assessments of current infor- 
mation regarding significant 
erosion areas, ground water, sur- 
face water. flwdplains, salinity, 
municipal watersheds, the identifi- 
cation of data gaps, field inven- 
tories to verify existing data or 
fill in data gaps, and a ranking 
of priortization of problem areas 
for activity planning purposes. 

3. Cooperate and coordinate with < 
local and State health departments, 
and the Hater Pollution Control 
Cannittee in maintaining rater 
quality in the Cedar, Beaver, Gar- 
field, and Antimony planning areas. 

4. Cmply with the Clean Air Act ( 
through application of the NEPA 
process on a case-by-case basis. 

Condition Class AcresFed. 7,000 Undetermined - acres of critical < 
Ilrpmved Surface watershed will be identified in 4 

activity plans and additional 
- Condition Class AcresFed. 18,GOO inventories completed to identify 

Fiaintained Surface critical erosion sites and suita- 
ble areas for potential treatments 



TABLE 3.1 CWARISON BETl&IEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 
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RESOURCE OR PLAN 

PROGRAM ELEMNT 

ALLOCATION 

OR OUTPUT 

UNIT OF 

FEASURE 

PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE 

FROM DEIS 

PROPOSED RW 

WNAGEMNT ACTIONS 

6. Forestry Use Authorization/ 
Woodland Nanagement 

Establish green wood cutting areas 
adjacent to local population centers 
and make available for harvest, not 
to exceed 3,750 cords per year, pin- 
yon and juniper woodland products. 
Provide additional access to and 
within green wood cutting areas. 
Prohibit comnarcial sales of fuelrood 
within green wood cutting areas. 
Continue to authorize sales of posts, 
Christmas trees, and pine nuts to 
meet public demand. Limit the sale 
green oak to 10 cords per permit per 
year. Preserve important esthetic 
and wildlife values. 

1. Nanage woodland stands for the 
sustained production of woodland 
products. Continue to establish 
green wood cutting areas and pro- 
vide access to and within cutting 
areas. - 

2. Complete woodland management 
plans for Cedar b Beaver planning 
units identifying access needs, 
levels of harvest, use supervision, 
plan inplemenfation, and funding 
needs. 

3. Continue present management of 
woodland stands in Antimony and 
Garfield PUS. 

4. Limit convmarcial sales and har- 
vest to areas identified for land 
treatment, to salvage woodland pro- 
ducts to achieve management objec- 
tives of other programs. 

5. Limit harvest of woodland spec- 
ies with an maximum allowable har- 
vest of 6.ODD cords per year. Re- 
duce annual harvest as appropriate, 

as sustained yield base is reduced 
by land treatment to a minimum of 
3,750 cords per year. Limit har- 
vest of oak to 10 crods per year 
per family. 

6. Prohibit cutting of woodland 
products within identified riparian 
and rildlife habitat. 

Sustained Harvest Cords 6,000 3.750 . CC”33 3.750 

-‘. .,.; > ,.....,.;, ,, . ./ 



TABLE 3.1 CUiPARlSON BETkEEN PROPOSE0 PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

RESOURCE OR PLAN 

PRLGRAM ELEENT 

ALLOCATION 

OR OUTPUT 

UN11 OF 

KASURE 

PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE 

FROM DEIS 

PRUPWYO RN' 

WNAGEHNT ACTIONS 

7. Range Grazing Systems New intenslvc grazing systems would 

be lnpleolented on 58 allotments. 

Current Intensive grarlng systems 

would be modified on 11 allotments. 

Manage 75 allotrwnts as 'I' (Im 

prove) category allotments, 41 as 

W* (Maintain) category allotments, 

and 57 as 'C' category allotments. 

Initiate management actions along 
with allotment facilities through 

grazing agreements or AUPs to cor- 

rect existing resource problems and 

meet objectives on allotments as 

listed in Tables 1 and 4. 

Continue current management Prac- 

tices to maintain or iwrove cur- 

rently satisfactory resource condl- 

tions and to meet the listed obJec- 

tires on there allotments which 

have few existing resource problems 

4s shown in Table 5. 

Continue current custodial manage- 

ment practices through grazing 

agreements on the allotments pre- 

sented in Table 3. 

Allotments Number of 75 'I" Cateoory 75 'I' Category 

Allotments 41 'K Category 41 'Y Categov 

57 'C' Category 57 'C' Category 

Stocking Levels Proposed stocking levels would be Undetenained stocking levels will < 

67.ooO in the short term and 88.100 based upon monitoring studies. 

in the long term. Initial use adJustments will begin 

within 5 years of RW approval. 

Treatments Acres Treated Acres.Fed. Land treatments would be completed Undetermined. land treatments will < 

Surf ace on 70.000 acres. be determined as a function of 

allotment management plans and 

cooperative agreements. 

8. Wild Horses Herd Nanagewent The equivalent of an average removal 1. Initiate and cwlete monitoring 

of 3-5 horses/year. The current studies to determine character- 

ability of the herd and the exist- istlcs of the Chloride Canyon Herd. 

ing corwatibility of uses on the 

area would be maintained. 2. Prepare a Herd Management Area 

Plan (HW) to establish long-ten 

oblectives and management actlons 

for Chlorlde Canyon Horse herd, 

3. Prior to lnplementation of the ( 

HEAP manage the Chloride Canyon 

Horse herd (between 15 6 30 head) 

to maintain a healthy herd. 

Herd Size Nmlwr of 15 30 Herd rlre to be drtsnnlned through 4 
HFnP (Interim herd size IS-JO) 



TABLE 3.1 COWARISON BETMEN PROPOSED PLAN AR0 PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RI@' 

PRCGRAR ELEFENT OR OUTPUT WSURE .FROH OEIS WNAGEKNT ACTIONS 

9. Visual VRM Management Classes Assign the following VRtl Classes to 

lands within the CBA planning area: 
Class I (0 acres); Class II (68,600 
acres); Class III (102.400 acres), 
and Class IV (900.4M) acres). Design 
and mitigate surface disturbing 
activities to meet VRM objectives 
(Appendix Visuial Resoune-1) on 
Federal lands within these classes. 
00 not exceed VRN objectives within 
the foreground visual zone of VRN 
Class II. 

1. Visual Resources - establish VRR 

Classes and mitigate surface dis- 
turbance to meet VRM Objectives, 
where possible. Visual resource 
management classes would be assign- 
ed as follows: VRll Class II, 68,600 
acres; VRN Class III. 102,400 
acres; VRM Class IV. 900.400 acres. 

VRI Class I Acres Fed. 0 0 
Surface 

VRH Class II AcresFed. 68,600 68,600 
Surface 

VRH Class III Acres Fed. 102.400 102,400 
Surface 

VRN Class IV AcresFed. 900.400 900.400 
Surface 

10. Cultural Cultural Resource 
Management 

1. Require cultural resource clear- 1. Require cultural resource clear- 
ances and mitigation on all projects antes and mitigation on all pro- 
involving surface disturbing acti- jects involving surface disturbing 
vities. activities. 

2. Cmlete inventory and site den- 2. Carplete inventory and site den- 
sity map to be used to determfne sity.map to be used to determine 
avoidance areas. avoidance areas. ., 

3. Protect national Register sites 3. Protect National Register sites 
from surface disturbance. from surface disturbance. 

11. Fire Management Fire Suppression 1. Implement full fire suppression. 1. Implement full fire suppression. 

2. Complete Beaver River Fire Plan 2. Complete Beaver River Fire Plan 

and provide for observation or and provide for observation or mod- 
modified suppression areas based ified suppression areas based upon 
upon additional analyses, if additional analysis if warranted. 
warranted. 

..-I - .c .._...I. _ ,. ..__. .~ 
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Chapter V - Environmentat Consequences of the Proposed 
Wan 

A. Impacts of the Proposed P/en 

-:; 
'. 

This chapter describes the environmental impacts of the proposed plan. 
The numbers presented in this chapter, including acres of land treatments, 
stocking levels, acres in watershed, range and wildlife habitat, etc., 
represent upper limits or maximum numbers considered in the RMP. Achieving 
objectives, however, is dependent on decisions made outside of the planning 
system mainly associated with appropriations. The analysis of impacts 
portrayed in this chapter assumes that these figures will be achieved during 
plan life. 

. . . ::: :.: ::: .:. ::: 

In several of the programs, however, these upper limits may or may not be 
achieved because additional information and analysis will be performed in 
activity planning. This additional planning may alter target numbers, but 
will be within overall program objectives. In the range program, for example, 
stocking levels will be adjusted based upon monitoring studies. L'ocation, 
size, and type of land treatments will be determined in formal agreements, 
AMPS, HMPs and Watershed Activity Plans and will be based upon site specific 
data. The environmental impacts of the proposed plan summarized by the 
program are addressed below. 

1. Impacts to Lands 

Disposal of 37,000 acres (Lands Map 1, Lands Table 1) would decrease the 
public land ownership and increase the private land ownership. Public land 
would be available for private industrial development and provide for 
community expansion. It would allow better development of private lands by 
eliminating Federal inholdings. It would dispose of public land that is 
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difficult and uneconom ical to manage. Pub 1 ic lands totaling 6,000 acres and 
meeting FLPM4 land disposal criteria would be retained in public ownership. 
Although these lands have varying degrees of littering, trespass, and lack of 
access problems, they possess resources of significant value to ongoing 
programs and would, therefore, be kept in public ownership. The littering, 
trespass, and access.problems would continue to require attention to eliminate 
or reduce them. .':- 

Two electrical transmission corridors, covering 110 miles and 1 mile in 
width (Lands Map 2), will be designated and site specific mitigations applied 
to rights-of-ways. These corridors were identified and analyzed for the 
Intermountain Power Project (IPP) and are found in Volumes II and III of the 
Final EIS (USDI, BLM, IPP Volume II and III, 1979). The conflict analysis and 
discussion of impacts are addressed in these documents and are only summarized 
below. This action will only meet a portion of industries' stated needs. An 
addition?1 state-wide or regional corridor analysis will be completed 
analyzing additional corridors and would require a plan amendment before 
additional corridors could be established. 

Briefly summarized, the environmental impacts of corridor designation and use 
(after appropriate mitigated measures are attached) are summarized as 
follows: 

a. Short term disturbance to the endangered Utah prairie dog 
chaining construction activities. 

b. Unquantifiable loss of scientific-educational information 
associated with disturbance of archeological and paleontological sites, 

". 

C. High visual contrast associated with transmission line 
construction. 

d. Visual intrusion of powerlines into largely undeveloped 
lands and loss of recreation opportunities associated with the 
Dominquez-Escalante trail due to the intrusion of the transmission lines on 
the hiking experience. 

2. ‘Impacts to Minerals Resources 

There are three plan actions affecting mineral resources: a) oil, gas, 
and geothermal leasing categories would be modified to reflect updated 
resource information; b) The oil and gas category system would be extended to 
include geothermal resources; and c) Coal resources land would be made 
available for further consideration for leasing, as determined through the 
application of the coal unsuitability criteria, multiple resource analysis, 
and surface owner consultation. 

a. Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 

Under this plan, adjustments in the existing categories would be made as 
shown in Table 5.1 and Minerals Map 1. 
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TABLE 5.1 :. 

IMPACTS TO OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL LEASING CATEGORIES 

Proposed 

Categories and Stipulationsl/ 
Existing Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 
Situation Categories 

(Acres) 

Category 1 986,600 915,900 
(Leasing w/Standard Stipulations) 

Category 2 49,100 145,100 
(Leasing w/Special Stipulations) 

Seasonal No Surface Occupancy 
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 
- Raptor Nesting 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 
- No Surface Occupancy Within 400 

feet of Live Water (Riparian 
Areas) 

36,100 69,100 
0 1,400 
0 3,900 

4,100 4,400 
7,500 11,100 

1,30: 
41,100 
14,100 

Category 3 
(No Surface Occupancy) 

34,100 10,400 

2,600 
900 

1,800 
3,300 

0 

1,30: 
4,100 

Scenic Lands 
Raptor Nesting 
Recreation Sites 
Recreation & Public Purposes, 

Sites of Patents, (R&PP) 
Utah Prairie Dogs 
Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 
Riparian Area 
Administrative Site 

Category 4 
(No Leasing) 
- Scenic Lands 
- Recreation Sites 
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- R&KPP and Patent Lands 

1,0000 
0 

4,500 
0 

800 0 

800 

i 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

3,900 
1,000 

: 
100 

11 For detailed descritpions of these categories and stipulations and 
the resources they are designed to protect, refer to Appendixes Minerals 
3 and 4. (DEIS) and (Minerals Map 1). 
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Category 1: The areas open to leasing with standard st ipulations 
(Cateqory 1) would be decreased. This is an adverse impact 
for oil,-gas, and geothermal exploration because Category 1 

to the opportunity 
is the least 

restrictive leasing category. However, 86 percent of the p 
still remain in Category 1. 

lanning area would 

Impacts of adjustments in individual categories would be as described, by 
category below. 

-v: 
The changes in the areas open to leasing with special 

stipulations Category 2j represent a SignifiCatIt acreage increase compared to 
the existing situation. The impacts vary with the type of special stipulation 
imposed. The greatest adverse impact results from seasonal protection (74,400 
acres) of crucial big game winter range in the Antimony Planning Unit, along 
the Parowan Front in the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units, in Circleville 
Canyon, and from the stipulations for protection of visual resources along the 
Parowan Front (41,100 acres). These areas represent relatively large blocks 
of land'in which exploration would be seasonally impeded although not 
precluded. An increase of nearly 12,800 acres for protection of riparian 
areas (no surface occupancy within 400 feet of live water) is not particularly 
significant because access routes and drilling targets typically would not be 
within live water areas. However, conceivably a few projects might be 
adversely affected by this stipulation. Finally, approximately 18,500 acres 
would be covered by the seasonal restrictions for sage grouse and raptors 
resulting in only site specific adverse impacts. 

Category 3: The changes in the areas open to leasing with no surface 
occupancy (Category 3) represent a significant beneficial decrease in acreage 
compared to the current stipulation. The only significant increase in 
Category 3 would be nearly 3,900 acres for protection of Utah prairie dog 
habitat in the CBGA planning area. The benefits of the overall net decreases 
in Category 3 acreage outweigh this acreage increase. 

Category 4: The changes in the no leasing areas (Category 4) represent a 
minor beneficial acreage decrease compared to the existing situation. The 
area to benefit most is along the Parowan Front where 800 acres of Category 4 
for protection of R&PP (Boy Scout Camp) under the existing situation would be 
reclassified into less restrictive leasing categories (NSO). 

b. Impacts to Coal Resources 

Within the action, Kolob and Johns Valley Potential Coal Development 
Areas, the 37,000 acres of federally administered mineral estate analyzed for 
potential coal leasing would be available for further leasing consideration 
for underground mining. Results of the application of the Coal Unsuitability 
Criteria (43 CFR 3461) make 3,900 of these 37,000 acres (10 percent) 
unavailable for coal development by surface mining methods; however, the 
remaining 33,100 acres would be available for further consideration for coal 
leasing. In addition, the location of structures, roads, coal stockpiles, and 
other surface disturbing activities on 2,800 acres federally owned surface of 
the Kolob Coal Field (Minerals Map 2) would have to be mitigated (screened 
from critical viewpoints) to meet VRM Class II objectives. It is expected 
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that this would result in only site specific impacts in which facilities may 
be put in less than ideal locations from the standpoint of economic mine 
development. This would result in increased development costs. The extent of 
costs could only be determined during the evaluation of specific mine plans 
when critical viewpoints could be compared to proposed surface facility 
locations. These restrictions would be likely to decrease industry interest 
on the 2,800 acres affected. 

3. Impacts to Recreation Resources 

There are two plan actions which would affect the recreation resources. 
These actions include coal leasing and ORV designation. Other impacts on the 
recreation resources from other programs and plan elements would not affect 
the opportunity to experience existing recreation experiences or status of 
recreation resources. The impacts on the recreation program are based upon 
the assumption that coal development would occur on Alton, Kolob, and Johns 
Valley coal fields within the planning horizon. 

A wide variety of recreation opportunities would be indirectly affected by 
coal development on the Kolob and Johns Valley coal fields. The extent and 
location of the impacts are not determined at this time, but may include 
disruption within travel corridors from coal hauling by truck, disruption of 
the largely natural scene by facilities required in underground mining, and 
increased pressure on limited recreation facilities by coal workers. If 
mining takes place, nonmotorized forms of recreation such as horseback riding, 
backpacking, hiking, hunting, and other similar activities would be affected. 
The disruption of the land surface, equipment and accompanying noise, and 
other facets of mining. activity reduce the desirability and the opportunity 
for recreation where naturalness is sought by the user. 

The CBGA planning area will be designated under the following ORV 
categories 1,023,700 acres as open; 47,700 acres of seasonal closures 
(including CDWR along the Parowan Front, sage gravel habitat raptor areas, 
Utah prairie dog habitat, and riparian areas). There are no intensive use ORV 
areas identified and any use now occurring, not accommodated on existing roads 
and trails, would easily be accommodated on adjacent "open" lands. The ORV 
use associated with viewing deer during the winter months would be displaced 
to county-maintained roads and the frontage road along the Parowan Front. 

4. Impacts to Wildlife and Riparian/Fisheries 

There are eight plan actions which would affect the wildlife resource. 
These actions include 1) land disposal, 2) oil and gas leasing, 3) ORV use, 4) 
prioritization of intensive range management and range treatments, 5) 
livestock season of use, 6) grazing systems, 7) land treatments to improve 
crucial deer winter range, watershed and livestock forage condition, and 8) 
stocking levels for big game and livestock. Four of these plan actions are 
not yet finalized and will depend on further planning at the activity level. 
L,ivestock seasons of use, grazing systems, land treatments, and stocking rates 
will be determined through the development of individual AMPs/HMPs. 
Interdisciplinary team assessment of the range management proposals (see 
Tables 4, 5, and 6 for the Range Program pages 107-131 Proposed RMP) indicates 
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that if the management objectives for the individual allotments were met and 
the identified resource problems resolved, then the general impacts disucssed 
in the Planning Alternative, DEIS would apply. It must be understood, 
however, that the functions of this proposed RMP is to direct the development 
of AMPs/HMPs and that specific proposals for changes in livestock seasons of 
use, grazing systems, specific amounts of land treatment, and stocking rates 
are not made at this time. For analysis purposes it is assumed that the 
management actions and anticipated impacts discussed under the Planning 
Alternative would apply here. Of these actions, oil and gas leasing, and 
particularly livestock management practices including livestock season of use, 
grazing systems, land treatments, and forage use levels, would result in the 
most significant impacts to habitat quality. There will be seven wildlife 
habitat areas (Wildlife Map 1) where Habitat Management Plans (HMPs) would be 
developed and implemented. The objectives of these HMPs primarily would be: 
1) to improve habitat condition on 8,200 acres through l,and treatments; 2) 
improve habitat condition on 127,500 acres of big game habitat through 
improved management practices; and 3) reduce competition for forage between 
big game and livestock on 30,700 acres (Wildlife Table 1). 

The disposal of 37,000 acres of public lands would result in the loss from 
public ownership of 1,800 acres of mule deer habitat of which 167 acres are 
small scattered tracts of crucial deer winter range, and 1,500 acres of sage 
grouse habitat (this does not include any sage grouse strutting grounds). 

The implementation of seasonal stipulations on oil, gas, and geothermal 
leasing would result in the protection of 74,000 acres of crucial big game 
winter range, 11,100 acres of sage grouse strutting grounds, and 4,400 acres 
used by bald eagles for perching and roosting, and golden eagles for nesting, 
perching, and roosting. 

Oil, gas, and geothermal leasing seasonal stipulations would eliminate 
disturbance to crucial deer winter range by not allowing drilling and 
exploration between January 1 to April 30 when disturbance would have the most 
significant detrimental impact. This stipulation is necessary to ensure 
continued reproduction and well-being of the herds depending upon this range. 
Sage grouse strutting grounds (protected from March 15 to May 1) and bald and 
golden eagle perching and roosting and golden eagle nesting sites (protected 
from November 1 to April 30)'would be protected from disturbance during 
critical periods when disturbance would have a significant impact by 
interrupting the reproductive cycles of these species. These stipulations are 
necessary to protect these species during critical periods of their life 
cycle. 

No surface occupancy (Category 3) would protect 3,900 acres of Utah 
prairie dog habitat by not allowing surface occupancy within one-quarter mile 
of paririe dog colonies. This stipulation is necessary to eliminate 
disturbances to the habitat of this endangered species from exploratory 
drilling activities. 

Impacts from oil and gas categories would add protection to wildlife 
habitat areas, but it would not result in a change of wildlife habitat 
condition, since the area is not experiencing any damage presently. 

5.6 



Impacts to crucial big game habitats would be reduced from unrestricted 
ORV use during peak use periods by wintering mule deer along the Parowan 
Front. No impacts would be expected from potential coal development, because 
the application of Coal Unsuitability Criteria generally eliminates important 
habitat of high priority wildlife species from consideration of coal leasing. 

Proposed management actions would result in improved livestock season of 
use on 23 allotments. The adjustment of livestock stocking levels to 
estimated capacity and the implementation of more intensive livestock grazing 
systems would improve the quality of big game habitat and support Habitat 
Management Plan objectives by improving 31,800 acres. 

Initially forage would be made available for current big game populations 
(mule deer 15,500 AUMs, elk 330 AUMs, antelope 410 AUMs). In the long term, 
forage would be provided to meet prior stable or long-term stocking level 
objectives for big game (mule deer 31,000 AUMs, elk 1,500 AUMs, antelope 1,700 
AUMs) if forage and habitat are available and populations have increased. 
Livestock grazing .(at active preference levels) would, however, continue to 
exceed the estimated capacity on 42 allotments (Wildlife Table 1). 
Competition in excess of 1,100 AUMs would occur between big game and 
livestock. Competition would be reduced between big game and livestock on 
219,700 acres but would continue on 89,100 acres (allotment specific 
information can be found in Appendixes Wildlife 1 and 2). In addition, 
present management practices, which are resulting in a loss of wildlife 
habitat quality (see Chapter 3), would continue on 22 allotments. Overgrazing 
on 205,000 acres within 42 allotments and continuing present management 
practices on 22 allotments would lead to a deterioration of habitat (i.e., 
reduced browse and forage production) on 6,900 acres of mule deer habitat, 
1,000 acres of crucial deer winter range,.700 acres of elk habitat, and 6,000 
acres of antelope habitat. Continuing these actions would not allow HMP 
objectives to be met on 95,700 acres of poor condition habitat (Wildlife Table 
1). 

Land treatments to improve crucial deer winter range, watershed values, 
and livestock forage production would affect as much as 84,400 acres. 
Treatments, adjustments to estimated carrying capacity, establishment of 
grazing systems, and adjustments in some seasons of use would reduce 
overutilization of preferred forage species and improve plant diversity 
resulting in improvement in habitat quality on 156,800 acres of mule deer 
habitat, 16,700 acre; of crucial deer winter range, 4,400 acres of elk 
habitat, and 39,300 acres of antelope habitat. Improvement would also be 
expected on an undetermined amount of sage grouse habitat. 

The overall improvement in big game habitat condition would be expected to 
favor an increase in big game population levels. However, projecting the 
amount of increase in big game populations is impossible because of other 
natural and managerial factors outside of BLM control which influence their 
numbers. 

plan actions which would affect riparian/fisheries habitat include land 
disposals, oil and gas leasing, ORV designations, fencing approximately 23 
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acres of riparian to eliminate livestock grazing, and adjustments in current 
livestock grazing practices. Only those areas currently in poor condition 
would receive protection from livestock grazing. In addition, five of the 
HMPs proposed under this alternative include measures to maintain 45 acres of 
riparian/fisheries habitat in its current fair to good condition and improve 
23 acres currently in poor condition. 

Land disposal actions would result in approximately 3 acres of riparian 
habitat being removed from public ownership. However, prior to the disposal 
of lands containing riparian habitat, it would be necessary that the following 
criteria taken from Instruction Memorandum 83-602 concerning the disposal of 
riparian or wetland areas be met: 

a. The tract of public wetlands is either so small or remote 
that it is uneconomical to manage. 

b. The tract of public wetlands is not suitable for management 
by another Federal agency. 

C. The patent contains restrictions of uses as prohibited by 
identified Federal, State, or wetlands regulations (Executive Orders 11988 and 
11990). 

d. The patent contains restrictions and conditions that ensure 
the patentee can maintain, restore, and protect the wetlands on a continuous 
basis. 

Oil, gas, and geothermal leasing Category 2 (no surface occupancy within 
400 feet of live water) on 14,100 acres and ORV designation of "Limited" on 
the same areas would protect riparian'and associated watersheds from oil and 
gas exploration and development and would limit ORV usage to existing roads 
and trails. This protection would help prevent disturbance and destruction of 
riaprian vegetation as well as contamination of fisheries habitat by offsite 
disturbances and would support efforts to meet HMP objectives. 

Fencing 23 acres of riparian habitat would result in the most significant 
impacts. Riparian areas are highly susceptible to overgrazing and overuse by 
cattle. Fencing would eliminate the effects of livestock grazing, 

Riparian habitat would be maintained in fair or good condition on 50 acres 
which are currently grazed by livestock. 

Livestock grazing practices would be modified on 11 allotments containing 
riparian habitat. Adjustments to the estimated capacity, fencing 23 acres, 
and the establishment of grazing systems would allow some improvement in 
riparian condition. Riaprian habitat would be expected to improve on 25, 
acres, and would result in the following habitat condition: 
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Existing Situation Proposed Plan 11 Net Changes 
Condition Acres Condition Acres Acres 

Good 253 Good 273 + 20 
Fair 142 Fair 144 + 2 
Poor 54 Poor 29 - 25 

449 
- 

446 

1! Approximately 3 acres would be disposed of. 

Impacts to fisheries habitat would be closely associated with those to 
riparian habitat (i.e., increased vegetation, cover, and lower stream 
temperature). Fencing of 23 acres of riparian would tend to improve stream 
bank stability and enhance the fisheries habitat by encouraging establishment 
and improvement of riparian vegetation along stream banks. Fisheries habitat 
would be expected to improve on 2.5 stream miles and maintained on 32.6 stream 
miles. Impacts to fisheries habitat condition would be as follows: 

Existing Situation Proposed Plan 
Condition Stream Miles Condition Stream Miles 

Good 12.8 Good 
Fair 17.7 Fair 
Poor 4.5 

35.0 
Poor 

5. Impacts to Soils Resources 

The most significant management actions that would affect soil resources 
in this plan would be watershed improvement activities resulting from the 
implementation of the four watershed management plans (WMPs) and the numerous 
livestock grazing management changes to be implemented in individual AMPS and 
HMPs. The WMPs will be specifically designed to identify soil erosion problem 
areas, and to prioritize these areas in order of resource values to be last 
for purposes of preparing watershed activity plans. As discussed in the 
Impacts to Wildlife and Riparian/Fisheries, and Impacts to Range Resources 
sections of Chapter 5 of this document, an exact determination of proposed 
management activities would not occur until activity level planning (AMPS, 
HMPs, and WMPs) is completed. 

General impacts to the soil resource under the proposed plan would be 
expected to closely parallel those identified in the Planning Alternative 
(DEIS page 4-27). Improved management practices implemented as a part of 
activity plans would have a positive impact on sediment yield by improving 
plan cover and increasing litter accumulation. This would result in a general 
stabilization or improvement in watershed conditions over most of the planning 
area. Land treatments and other similar erosion control measures completed on 
critical erosion areas as a part of activity plans would improve erosion 
condition in the long term, although short-term (2-3 years) loss of soil may 
occur due to a temporary loss of plant cover. 
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6. Impacts to Forestry Resources 

There are four plan actions affecting the woodland resources, including 
increased road access to woodland stands, use authorization of woodland 
products limited to 6,000 cords per year short term and 3,750 cords per year 
long term, land treatments for livestock and wildlife, and limitation of 
harvests for habitat protection. 

Additional road access would enable woodcutters to more fully utilize the 
existing stands. The quantity and location of the roads required would be 
determined during activity planning when green cutting areas are established 
or as ancillary benefits of other program developments. Additional access 
would make available an additonal 4,400 cords of fuelwood per year. Sustained 
production would exceed projected demand by 300 cords per year (MSA, 1983) 
without chainings. 

Harvest would be limited to 3,750.cords per year of pinyon and juniper in 
the long term. The elimination of commercial sales of firewood within green 
wood cutting areas would bring allowable harvest closer to sustained 
production. This limitation would displace commercial firewood cutters to 
adjacent lands. The impact to commercial cutters would be small, since most 
commercial cutters of pinyon pine are currently located in the Pinyon Planning 
Unit (MSA, 1983) and (based on permit data) make up only 17 percent of the 
total harvest in Cedar and Beaver Planning Units. By the year 2000, harvest 
would be reduced from projected demand by 3,200 cords per year and displaced 
to adjacent Federal lands. Adjacent Federal lands in the Pinyon Planning Unit 
contain large quantities of woodland products capable of absorbing any 
displaced cutting. The woodland stands are located between 60 and 100 miles 
from the population centers of Cedar City and would represent at least a 100 
percent increase in driving distance, mostly on gravel roads. Transportation 
costs would, therefore, increase to utilize this wood. 

Forest Service lands also provide a significant quantity of local fuelwood 
needs. Availability of fuelwood on Forest Service lands is largely dependent 
on timber stand improvement thinnings and slash cleanup after commercial saw 
timber harvest. It is currently unknown what effect of shifting additional 
demand to Forest Service lands would have, given the current uncertainty of 
demand for saw timber and the availability of slash. 

The harvest of gambel oak within the Crater Knoll green oak area has 
reduced the available' supply by an estimated 50 percent of previous volume. 
Trespass and commercial cutting have harvested most of the oak. It is 
estimated that the supply of oak on 10,000 acres would be exhausted in 5 
years. The limitation to 10 cords per permit for oak would discourage 
commercial firewood cutters and shift demand to the local cutters and extend 
the time oak would be available by an undetermined amount. 

It is estimated that land treatments on 43,800 acres for range 
improvements, 3,200 acres of watershed improvements, and 4,300 acres of CDWR 
within woodland stands would reduce from sustained yield base 229,000 cords of 
fuelwood and 1,500,OOO posts over a 20 year period. The treatments would 
remove 11,500 cords of fuelwood per year. It is anticipated, assuming all 
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1:. demand could be focused in salvaging the woodland prouducts before and after 

treatments, that 60 to 80 percent of the woodland products would be salvaged, 
based upon demand projections. The remaining sustained yield base would then 
be 75,000 acres of woodlands capable of producing 3,750 cords of fuelwood per 
year in the long term. 

The prohibition of cutting fuelwood on 1,200 acres of riparian would 
reduce available woodland products by an estimated 5,400 cords, long term. 

7. Impacts to Range Resources 

..! :.: ,:-_ :;:; .C' :., ; L 

.- 

The most significant actions affecting the range/vegetation resource in 
this plan are land disposals/exchanges;' vegetation treatments to improve 
livestock forage production, CDWR and soil and water resources; adjustments in 
stocking levels, grazing systems, grazing seasons and protection of selected 
riaprian areas. Four of these plan actions are not yet finalized and will 
depend on further planning at the activity level. Livestock seasons of use, 
grazing systems, land treatments, and stocking rates will be determined 
through the development of individual AMPs/HMPs. Interdisciplinary team 
assessment of the range management proposals (see Tables 4, 5, and 6 for the 
Range Program, Proposed RMP) indicates that if the management objectives for 
the individual allotments were met and the identified resource problems 
resolved, then the general impacts discussed in the Planning Alternative, DEIS 
would apply. It must be understood, however, that the functions of this 
proposed RMP is to direct the development of AMPs/HMPs and that specific 
proposals for changes in livestock seasons of use, grazing systems, specific 
amounts of-land treatment, and stocking rates are not made at this time. For 
analysis purposes it is assumed that the management actions and anticipated 
impacts discussed under the Planning Alternative would apply here. 

Of the 37,000 acres identified for disposal/exchange, 29,000 acres would 
be disposed from 29 existing allotments and could result in the transfer of 
annual production of up to 1,600 AUMs of livestock forage from public 
ownership. 

Treatments to improve CDWR on 6,200 acres, and livestock forage production 
on 70,000 acres would be completed. These treatments would be expected to 
dramatically change existing vegetation from predominately trees and 
undesirable shrubs to grasses, forbs, and desirable shrubs. 

.:: _. :.: .:. .[: 

All allotments proposed for intensive management would be adjusted to 
estimated grazing capacities based on monitoring studies in the short term and 
would accrue addtional AUMs in the long term as they become available due to 
treatments and management practices. For analysis purposes, it was assumed 
that all other allotments would be utilized at current active preference 
levels, resulting in the potential overutilization of forage on 42 allotments 
(205,000 acres). The average apparent overutilization on these 42 allotments 
would be approximately 28 percent (an estimated grazing capacity of 13,100 
AUMs versus an estimated grazing use level of 16,841 AUMs). 

If permittees on all allotments not proposed for intensive management were 
to graze at their recent actual use levels (5-year average), 23 allotments 
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(76,000 acres) would be grazed at levels above the estimated grazing 
capacity. The average apparent overutilization on these 23 allotments would 
be approximately 57 percent (an estimated grazing capacity of 2,800 AUMs 
versus 4,400 AUMs actual use). 

If subsequent monitoring were to verify that overutilization of forage was 
occurring and was resulting in degradation of the resource, current BLM policy 
directs the range manager to implement procedures to correct the problem. 

Overutilization of forage, as would occur in the allotments identified 
above, would result in a loss in vigor of desirable forage species, and a 
deterioration of present range conditions. 

New grazing systems providing periodic rest to vegetation from livestock 
grazing would be implemented on 57 allotments (786,200 acres) and would allow 
established desirable forage plants to improve in vigor and numbers. However, 
on sites that currently support dominant undesirable woody species and few 
understory species little change would be expected. Intensive grazing systems 
would be modified In 9 allotments, and 18 intensive grazing systems would 
continue unchanged. 

Desirable forage species would be lost from sites that would continue to 
receive yearly spring grazing by livestock (49 allotments, 153,600 acres). 
Cook (1971) found, "Desert plants will not tolerate heavy and continuous 
spring use because they do not have an opportunity for regrowth and 
carbohydrate replenishment. . . . I' 
new grazing systems, 

As a result of the vegetation treatments, 
adjustments in stocking rates, and changes in-seasons of 

use, range condition would improve significantly. Range condition for all 
three management categories would be as shown below. 

Impacts to Range Condition 

Range Condition 
Current (Acres) Long-Term (Acres) 

Cattle Sheep Cattle Sheep 

Good 125,800 28,600 234,400 75,600 
Fair 352,700 118,200 317,900 98,800 
Poor ;;;:;,"&I 139,900 

286,7-00,8OCL- 286,7Od/ w 
112,300 

11 Totals will not sum to planning area totals due to dual use overlap. 

As discussed previously, adjustments to grazing capacities, new intensive 
grazing systems, and vegetation treatments would all increase available 
livestock forage. Production of livestock forage would, however, be less than 
that utilized in both the short and long term, primarily due to 
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the estimated grazing capacity would be utilized at active preference levels) 
as described below. 

Impacts to Livestock Forage Production and Estimated Stocking Levels 

Short Term (AUMS) Long Term (AUMS) 
Estimated Estimated 
Stocking Stocking 

Levels Production Levels Production 

Livestock Forage 67,000 65,900 88,100 86,800 

8. Impacts to Wild Horses 

No significant change would be expected in the viability of the Chloride 

:: 
:I: :;i :. . . 

Canyon Wild Horse Herd under this plan. 

9. Impacts to Cultural Resources 

No significant change would be expected in cultural resources under the 
proposed plan. 

10. Impacts to Other Resources From the Fire Program 

No significant changes to multiple resource values would be expected from 
the Fire Program from the proposed plan. 

11. Impacts to Visual Resources 
..- 

The plan actions affecting the visual resources involve surface 
disturbances, including oil, gas, and coal exploratrion and development, and 
land treatments. 

The impacts to visual resources would be minimal on lands in VRM Class II 
(Class A Scenic Quality) which are managed for protection of visual quality. 
Degrees of modification within VRM Class III and IV lands would be mitigated, 
and impacts to visual resources would also be minimal. Conformance to the 
different degree of visual modification allowed under the various.management 
classes, and-completion of contrast ratings on specific proposed projects 
would reduce the impacts on the visual resources. 

In the short term, impacts of land treatments on 50,900 acres within 
pinyon/juniper stands would exceed VRM objectives in all VRM classes. In 
long term, VRM objectives would be met after vegetation was reestablished 
most treatments would be compatible with VRM objectives after mitigation. 

Attaching special stipulations to oil and gas leases (Category 2: 

the 
and 

Stipulation 2) designed to locate visual disturbances (e.g. drill pads, roads 
and trails.) outside the foreground visual zone in VRM Class II lands, would 
adequately protect visual resources. 
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The location of structures, access roads, coal stockpiles, and other 
surface disturbing activities from unmitigated coal leasing, exploration, and 
potential development would exceed allowable VRM Class,11 objectives for 
visual contrast in 2,800 acres in the Kolob Potential Coal Development Area 
(Visual Resources Map 1). Surface disturbing activities would be required to 
be screened from view from critical viewpoints, and therefore these visual 
impacts would be minimal. VRM Class II objectives could be exceeded during 
active mine life for the onsite users. Upon reclamation, VRM Class II 
objectives'would be required to be attained. 

B. Short Term Use Vrs. Long Term ProductMy 

This section identifies the trade offs between short-term and long-term 
productivity of the resources involved in the proposed plan. For this 
analysis, short term refers to the period of implementation of the plan within 
about 5 years, and long term refers to the period of 20 years or beyond which 
the adverse or beneficial impacts would still occur. 

1. Lands 

Disposal of lands would result in a short- and long-term loss in the land 
base and opportunity for utilization of the resources they might contain by 
the public. 

Electrical transmission line development within the two corridors would 
result in the following short term and long term imports. 

Scars caused by disturbance of soils and vegetation on 2,803 acres for 
transmission line construction, would gradually heal, but could still be 
apparent in some areas after the project's life. Even with federally required 
measures, it is possible that some individually threatened or endangered 
plants or animals could be inadvertantly destroyed. It is not likely that the 
continued existence of any of the species would be jeopardized. 

Illegal removal or destruction of archaeological and paleontological 
remains would result in a loss of some scientific understanding. Present 
archaeological and paleontological salvage techniques do not insure total 
information recovery. 

The transmission line might serve another power source and would probably 
remain beyond the project's life. When the generating units have become 
obsolete, the generating complex could be kept in reserve for peak electrical 
loads or could be redesigned or rebuilt to house up-to-date generating 
facilities. 

The aesthetic values would change as preceived by the public, but such 
changes would not be permanent. Local people would become accustomed to-the 
change, but persons traveling through the area may realize the short-term loss 
of the quality of the present visual experience. (IPP EIS, 1979, Vol II, pages 
8.6-l - 8.6-2) 
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2. Minerals 

The short-term removal of mineral resources would result in the long-term 
loss of opportunity to remove these resources, since they would no longer be 
available for future use. Mineral withdrawals would protect the resources 
included in the withdrawal areas, preserving them for future use. 

Mineral withdrawals would have no short-term impact on existing mining 
claims, but new claims could not be filed in withdrawal areas. In the long 
term, however, mining claims could not be refiled when abandonment occurred 
from failure to file annual assessment notices. There is no way to predict 
the frequency of such occurrence. 

3. Wildlife 

Land disposals would result in a long-term loss of habitat productivity, 
because disposal would remove the lands from BLM management. Short-term 
activities such as oil, gas, geothermal, and mineral exploration would result 
in loss of forage and habitat (caused by surface disturbance) and displacement 
of wildlife (caused by human occupancy). Long-term productivity would not be 
affected, because after mineral activities have been completed, the disturbed 
areas would be rehabilitated, and wildlife would again occupy the area. Land 
treatments and prescribed burning would result in a short-term loss of 
wildlife habitat, but over the long term, forage production for wildlife would 
be increased. Under the plan long-term productivity of wildlife habitat would 
be increased by changes in seasons of use, changes in stocking rates, 
elimination of livestock grazing in riparian areas, and reservation of forage 
for use by deer, elk, and antelope. Long-term productivity of sensitive 
species such as Utah prairie dog, golden and bald eagles, and sage grouse 
would be protected by implementing the oil, gas, and geothermal leasing 
systems. 

4. Soil Resources 

In the short term, soil loss from vegetative manipulation and mineral 
development would occur. Soil loss in the short term would continue due to 
livestock grazing. Some livestock management actions (i.e., land treatments, 
change of season of use, and changes in stocking rates) would insure long-term 
soil stability. In the long term, management actions designed to increase 
vegetation cover would provide long-term net improvements to the soils 
resource. 

5. Forestry 

In the short term, demand for woodland products would be met. Long-term 
productivity would be reduced by conversion of a portion of the stands to 
rangelands by land treatments. A portion of the long-term demand would be 
displaced to adjacent lands, since the stands are not capable to meet demand 
through sustained yield. 
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6. Range 

Numerous plan elements and resource uses such as livestock grazing levels, 
seasons of use, grazing systems, and vegetation treatments would affect the 
Tong-term productivity of the range resource as shown below: 

Livestock Forage Production and Estimated Stockinq Levels 

Short Term (AUMS) Long Term (AUMS) 
Estimated Estimated 
Stocking Forage Stocking 
Levels Production 

Forage 
Levels Production 

7. Visual Resources 

Short-term uses such as chainings, other land treatments, surface 
disturbances associated with mineral developments, and rights-of-way would 
create short-term changes in VRM classes under all alternatives. VRM 
objectives would not be changed because the areas would be essentially 
returned to original natural vegetation by rehabilitation work required by 
mitigation. 

C. irreversible and irretrievable Commltment of Resources 

This section identifies the extent to which the plan 
limit potential uses of the land and resources. Irrever 
irretrievable commitments of resources occur when a w4de 
options are foreclosed. All resource programs were cons 
following programs considered to have impacts. 

1. Lands 

would irreversibley 
sible and 

range of future 
idered with only the 

Land disposals would irretrievably comnit any public resources (except 
minerals) to ownership and private use. 

Development within electrical-transmission corridors would commit these 
lands to a single purpose for the life of the project. Some unquantifiable 
loss of scientific-education material will result from vandalism to and loss 
of archeological and paleontological sites. 

2. Minerals 

The sale, leasing, and removal of oils, gas, salable minerals, and coal 
would result in an irreversible and irretrievable loss of those resources. No 
estimate of removal of these resources is available. 

3. Wildlife/Riparian 

Wildlife habitat would be irreversibly lost through land disposals. Oil, 
gas, geothermal, and coal discoveries and development within wildlife habitat 
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areas and riparian areas would result in a short-term, irreversible loss of 
habitat for deer, elk, antelope, upland game, and other sensitive wildlife 
species. 

4. Forestry 

If land treatments convert woodland stands to rangelands, the loss of 
woodland products would be irreversible and irretrievable, if rangelands are 
maintained in a nonpinyonljuniper aspect. 

5. Range 

Livestock forage production would be irreversibly and irretrievably 
transferred from public ownership through land disposals. 

.: 
;i . . :: 
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Chapfer VI - Consulfafion and Coordinafion 

A. Consistency with Other PIans 

No inconsistencies were pointed ou t during the comment period for the 
Draft EIS. Although a formal consistency review or Governor's review (43 CFR 
1610.3-2) will begin after the preparation of this final EIS with the State of 
Utah, State comments received during the draft comment period specifically 
state, "The State has identified no inconsistencies between the RMP and 
formally adopted plans, programs or policies of the State (see Chapter 2, 
Public Comments and Responses, letter number 16)." 

The following agencies responded during the comment period with favorable 
comments or no comment responses: 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Five county Associaton of Governments 

The following agencies responded with comments which are addressed in 
Chapter 2 of this document. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
State of Nevada - Division of Colorado River Resources 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Soil Conservation Service 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Department of the Air Force 
State of Utah 
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B. Public Involvement I 

This document has been prepared by the Beaver River, Kanab, and Escalante 
Resource Area Offices of the Cedar City District. Initiation of the planning 
process, of which'this RMP/EIS is a part, took place on April 10, 1980 with 
the publication of a Federal Register notice of intent to begin preparation of 
the document. It requested help from the public in identification of issues 
and planning criteria. On April 14, 1980, an interdisciplinary team of 
specialists refined a previously prepared list of identified issues. This 
list of issues was distributed to the public through 200 mailings on April 30, 
1980 with a request for comments on how the issues should be refined. 

I.. .:.. ::: *: :c ::. 
'.. 

Information meetings were held with the county commissioners as follows: 
April 23, 1980, Iron County; April 28, 1980, Garfield County; and May 1, 1980, 
Beaver County. During these meetings the planning process was explained and a 
request made on how they would like to participate. 

A news release in local and regional newspapers was distributed on May 1, 
1980, explaining the RMP process and requesting public review and comment on 
identification of issues by June 2, 1980. 

Nine individuals or organizations responded by June 2, 1980, and their 
comments were used to revise the preliminary issues and develop the planning 
criteria. 

During the period of 1980 to 1983, field inventories, data compilations, 
and preliminary analyses were conducted. Also, during this period frequent 
contacts were made with range users and other affected publics in reviewing 
inventory procedures, results, and allotment categorization results. Records 
of over 200 such contacts are on file in the area offices. 

The October 6, 1983 publication of the Federal Register (Vol. 48, NO. 195) 
carried a notice of intent to prepare the EIS and solicited public input into 
the planning process. In addition, an earlier "Call for Coal Resource 
Information" (Federal Register 48, No. 136, 1983) solicited public and 
industry input on Coal Screening Process. The following were contacted in the 
Surface Consultation phase of this screening process: 

:i:: .::: :I:: 

Detlef & Vicky Schwurack Layton P. Ott 
., Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 Salt Lake City, Utah 84122 

Roselyn Ott Debeve Mayo Udell Rich 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 Paguitch, Utah 84759 

Dean & Erma Wintch Steed Ranches 
Tropic, Utah 84776 Ruby's Inn, Utah 84764 

Doris Gleave 
Antimony, Utah 84712 

Sandberg Ranch, Inc. 
Ruby's Inn, Utah 84764 

Ruby's Inn, Inc. 
Ruby's Inn, Utah 84764 
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On December 16, 1983 letters requesting consultation were sent to nine 
possible qualified surface owners. The letter informed the recipients about 
the coal planning process and requested a statement on,their preference, 
favoring or opposing the mining of federally owned coal under their lands. 

Over the course of the preparation of the document, ongoing contact with 
the public has been maintained through personal contacts, meetings with users 
(especially livestock operators, 
industry representatives, 

Department of Wildlife Reources, utility 
et. al.), meetings with State and local governments, 

and contacts with other Federal agencies. These contacts have served to 
continually refine the analysis and to update the issue resolution process. 

The Draft RMP/EIS was submitted for public review on May 14, 1984. .At 
that time approximately 1,000 copies of the Draft were sent to individuals and 
organizations indicating they would like to review the document. In addition, 
letters were sent to over 200 individuals who have grazing permits in the 
area. These letters were to inform these individuals that the Draft was 
available upon request and that the BLM would discuss the anticipated impacts 
associated with the proposed plan which would affect their operations at any 
of the three area offices. 

On May 12, 1984 news releases were sent to local newspapers to inform the 
public that the Draft was available for comment. In addition, a newspaper 
insert was placed in local papers to solicit public comment on the 
alternatives and issues*discussed in the Draft. 

Open houses were held in Panguitch (June 26, 1984), Beaver (June 27, 
1984), and Cedar City (June 28, 1984) in order to receive public input. 

Information meetings were held with both the Five County Association of 
Governments and with the State of Utah Planning Office (Resource Development 
Coordination Committee). These meetings were designed to inform these 
organizations on how the Draft was organized, how it might affect the 
organization or their constituencies, and how it could best be used. 
Additionally, a tour of the area was attended by representatives of the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources, Utah Division of Lands, County Agents, the 
City of Paragonah, rancher groups, and other interested individuals. 

C. Distribution of the Plan 

Copies of this document have been sent specifically to the following 
agencies, organizations, businesses, and interest groups. In addition, over 
1300 copies have been made available to individuals. 

Federal Agencies 

Eastern States Office, Bureau of Land Management 
Air Quality Division - National Park Service 
Environmental Protection Agency - Region VIII 
Soil Conservation Service 
Minerals Management Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

6.3 



Western Area Power Administration 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Fishlake National Forest - Beaver District 
Bryce Canyon National Park 
U.S. Geological Survey - Cedar City Subdistrict 
Zion National Park 
Arizona Strip District - Bureau of Land Management 
Capitol Reef National Park 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Phoenix Area Office 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
Caliente Resource Area - Bureau of Land Management 
Las Vegas District - Bureau of Land Management 
Corps of Engineers - Los Angeles District 
Richfield District - Bureau of Land Management 
Moab District - Bureau of Land Management 

County and Government Representatives 

U.S. Senators Garn and Hatch 
(Jeanine Holt) 

Representative Hansen's Office 

Utah State Representative 
R. Haze Hunter 

Utah State Representative 
James F. Yardley 

Utah State Representative 
Ray S. Schmultz 

Utah State Senator 
Cary G. Peterson 

Utah State Senator 
Ivan M. Matheson 

Chairman, Iron County Commission 

Chairman, Washington County Commission 

Chairman, Beaver County Commission 

Chairman, Garfield County Commission 

Chairman, Kane County Commission 

Five County Association of Governments 
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State Agencies 

Utah Geological and Mineralogical Survey 
Division of Environmental Health 

;Governor's Office 
Utah Energy Office 
State Planninq Office - Resource Development Coordinating Committee 

_ Utah Division-of Wildlife Resources 
Department of Natural Resources 
Utah State Parks and Recreation 
fitah Department of Transportation 
Division of State Lands and Forestry 
Iron Mission State Park 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada 

Mavors 

Mayor 
Boulder, Utah 

Mayor 
Enoch, Utah 

Mayor 
Escalante, Utah 

Mayor 
Hatch, Utah 

Mayor 
Milford, Utah 

Mayor 
New Harmony, Utah 84757 

Mayor 
Panguitch, Utah 

Indian Tribes 

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
Kaibab-Paiute Indian Tribe 

Businesses 

Western Energy Company 
Union Pacific Railroad 
Tosco Corporation 
Chevron U.S.A., Inc. 
Exxon Minerals Company 
Atlantic Richfield Company 
C.H.S. Exploration Company 

. 

Mayor 
Parowan, Utah 

Mayor 
Beaver, Utah 

Mayor 
Brian Head, Utah 

Mayor 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mayor 
Kanarraville, Utah 

Mayor 
Minersville, Utah 

Mayor 
Paragonah, Utah 
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Conoco, Inc. 
Western Land Exchange Company 
Gulf Mineral Resources Company 
Amax Exploration Inc. 
Bronco Exploration 
Bountiful Light and Power 
Coastal States Energy Company 
Utah Power and Light Company 
Utah International, Inc. 
Wallace Land and Livestock 
5M Inc. 
East Canyon Irrigation Company 
Rocking J. Livestock 
Esplin Cattle Company 
Diamond Valley Ranch 
Malapai Resources Company 
El Paso Exploration Company 
Intermountain Exploration Company 
Nevada Power Company 
Bechtel Power Corporation 
Republic Geothermal, Inc. 
Southern California Edison 
Union Oil 
Pfizer, Inc. 

Organizations 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
Sierra Club 
National Cattlemen's Association 
The Wilderness Society 
American Mining Congress 
Minerals Exploration Coalition 
American Wilderness Alliance 
Intermountain Mustang Association 
Utah Mining Association 
Utah Petroleum Association 
Wasatch Mountain Club 
Utah Audubon Society 
Utah Wildlife Federation 
Utah Wilderness Association 
Intermountain Water Alliance 
The Humane Society of Utah 
Friends of the Earth 
Slickrock Country Council 
Utah Farm Bureau 
SOURCE 
Cedar Livestock Association 
Kolob-Virgin Audubon Society 
Southern Utah Wilderness Association 
Southwest Resource Council 
South Side Association 
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National Mustang Association 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
United Mining Councils of America 
National Resources Defense Council 
Wildlife Management Institute 
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List of Preparers 

:j:i 
:::::: 
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Management Team 

Morgan Jensen - District Manager, Cedar City District 

Sheridan Hansen - Area Manager, Beaver River Resource Area 

Rex Rowley - Area Manager, Kanab Resource Area 

George Peternel - Area Manager, Escalante Resource Area 

Document Production - Word Processing 

Billie Hansen - Beaver River Resource Area, Word Processing, Draft 

Sharon Paris - Cedar City District Office, Word Processing, Final Composition 

Writer-Analyst Core Team (RMP/EIS) 

Name and Title Assignment 

Jay K. Carlson Team Leader 

Supervisory Env. Specialist Writer-Analyst- Socio- 

Paul 6. Boos 

Outdoor Recreation Planner 

Paul W. Ernst 

Natural Resource Spec. 

Pete Kilbourne 

Geologist 

Ervin Larsen 
Realty Specialist 

Ron D. Tucker 

Wildlife Biologist 

Economics 

Writer-Analyst: 

Forestry, Recreation, ORV, VRM, 
Wilderness, Graphics and 

Cartography 
Coordinator, Coal Unsuitability 

Writer-Analyst: 

Range, Soils, Water, 
Wild Horses, Vegetation 

Writer-Analyst: 

Oil and Gas, Coal 

Writer-Analyst: 

Lands, Corridors 

Writer-Analyst: 

Wildlife, Riparian, Fisheries, 

Lands, Minerals, Automatic 
Data Processing for All 

Resources 

Educational Background 

BS Resource Management 

MS Forestry 
MS Economics 

BS Wildlife Biology 

MF Forest Recreation 

BS Resource Management 

BS Geology 

BS Forest/Range Mgt. 

BS Wildlife Management 

MS Range Animal Science 

Federal 
Experience 

7 years 

12 years 

8 years 

4 years 

18 years 

6 years 



Quality Control 

D. Curtis - Procedural Adequacy 
V. Swain - Technical Adequacy 

Special Assistance 

Ted Alm - Utah State Office - Cartography 

John Nielson - Utah State Office - Illustrations 
Pete Wilkins - Cedar City District Office - Special Editing 



GLOSSARY 

See Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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Grazing: 3.14, 5.6 

Estimated Grazing Capacity: See Forage 

Allotment Categorization: 3.14 

Allotment Management. Plans (AMPS): 5.1, 5.5, 5.6, 5.9, 5.11 

Issues: See Planning 

Lands: 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.7, 5.1, 5.5, 5.8, 5.11, 5.14, 5.16 

Corridors: 3.2, 3.3, 3.5, 3.7, 5.2, 5.14 

Livestock: See Grazing 

Minerals: 1.6, 1.8, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 5.2, 5.15, 5.16 

Leasables: 3.2, 3.3. 3/5. See also Oil and Gas. 

Monitoring of the RMP: See Resource Management Plan 

Off-Road Vehicles (ORVs): See Recreation 

Oil and Gas: 3.2, 3.5, 3.7, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.8' 

Leasing Categories: 3.2, 3.3, 3.5, 3.7, 3.8, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.8, 5.13 

Planning: 1.2, 1.3 

Criteria: 1.2, 1.7 

Issues: 1.2, 1.6, 1.7, 3.3, 3.4 

Forage management and Land Treatments: 1.6, 1.8, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 

Forestry: 1.7, 1.8, 3.3, 3.4, 3.6 

Land Actions: 1.6, 1.8, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 

Minerals: 1.6, 1.8, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 

Special Resource Protection Measures: 1.6, 1.7, 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5 

Public Participation: 2.1, 6.2, 6.3-6.7 

Public Comments and Responses: 2.1, 6.1 
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Rangeland: 3.14, 5.12, 5.15, 5.17 

Condition: 5.12 

Monitoring: 5.12 

Rangeland Improvements: 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.11, 3.14, 5.1, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.10, 

5.11, 5.13 

Recreation: 3.9, 5.5 

Off-Road Vehicles: 3.9, 5.5, 5.7 

Resource Management Plan (RMP): 1.4, 5.1, 5.5 

Riparian/Fisheries Habitat: See Wildlife 

Soils: 3.12, 5.9, 5.15 

Erosion: 3.12, 5.9, 5.15 

Visual Resources: 3.3, 3.5, 3.15, 5.13, 5.14, 5.16 
. 

Water: 3.12 

Watershed: 5..9 

Watershed Management Plans: 5.9 

Wild Horses: 3.14, 5.13 

Wildlife: 5.15, 5.16, 5.17 

Crucial Big Game Winter Range: 3.3, 3.5, 3.10, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7 

Endangered Species: 3.3, 3.5, 5.1, 5.6, 5.15 

Habitat Condition: 3.10, 5.7 

Habitat Management Plans (HMPs): 3.10, 5.1, 5.5, 5.6, 5.8, 5.11, 

Riparian/Fisheries Habitat: 3.5, 3.11, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.9, 
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.:: 

Sage Grouse: 3.3, 3.5, 5.6 . 
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Appendix A RI PARIAN- 1 
RIPARIAN AND FISHERIES HABITAT CONDITION AND CONFLICTS 

STREAM cnNDITIoN RIPARIAN CONDITION 
_----_-__________----------------- __--_______----_-_-_----------------------------- 

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTHENT NM STREAN ME HILES CWPITION STABILITY FISH ACRES CONDITIGN TREND coN!=L1c1s 
____________-___________________________----------------------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

BEAVER BEAR CREEK BEAR CREEK I,9 

BONE HOLLW C0110Numl@ CANYON 1.1 
CIRCLEVILLE CANYDN SEVIER RIVER 4,7 

FENTON 
HAWINS YASH 
MINERAL RAHGE 

LlllLW CREEK 
BULL RUSU CriEEK 
CHERRY CMEK 
RANCH CANYON 
RDCK CWRAL 
INDIAN CREEK 
NORTH UTLWAT CREEK 
YllDCAT CREEk 

1$2 
083 
0.0 
1.2 
0.5 
O,B 
0.5 
2.5 

FIWE CR INDIAN CR 

SOUTH CREEK 

SPRY PEAR CRFEK 0.5 
UNIVLOTTED BEIIVER RIVER. I*3 

CEDAR PALLEY CANYON 
DRY LAKES 
FENTON 
HARILTON FORT 
HICKS CREEK 

JDEL SPRING 
hANARM MN, 
COWS SUMIT CREEK 
IfAIN CRFCK 
NEU HARtUlNY 

P HILL PAROUAN CREEK 1.0 
OUITCHAPA CREEK OUlCHAP4 CREEK OJ 

rAIR FAIR 
FAIR GOOD 
FAIR FAIR 
POOR FAIR 
F414 FAIR 
FAIR GOOD 
FAIR FAIR 
FnfR FAIR 
PnllR FAIR 
GMJP GMD 
Prl')R FAIR 
FAIR FAIR 

BIG TYIST CREEK 0.6 FAIR 6onD 
BIRCH CREEK 4.2 GnGn GOOD 

SOUTH CREEK 4.R 

SUHlfIT CREEK 1,s 
DRY LAKES CREEK 0.6 
LllTLE U?EEh 2.8 
SHURTZ CREEK 0.2 
HICKS CREFK 0.6 
StlUR12 CREEK 2.3 

LITTLE PINTO CREEK I*4 
K4NARRA CREEK 0.7 
SUHHIT CREEK 2.9 
PARWAN CREEK 0.3 
DUNCAN CREEK 0.6 
OUICH4F4 CREEK 2&Z 

BROYN TROUT . 
PROUN TROUT 

BROUN IRDUT 

4.0 
2.0 
7.0 

12.0 
3bO 
0.0 
2.0 
4.0 
0.0 
5.0 
0.0 
5.0 

CUllHROAT TROUT 
l*O 
3.0 

FAIR STnTIC 
FAIR STATIC 
FAIR STATIC 
POOR STATIC 
FAIR STATIC 
WnR SIATIC 
FAIR STATIC 
PnnR STATIC 
mnQ SrPTlC 
FAlR STATIC 
FOOR ST4TlC 
FAIR STATIC 
POOR STATIC 
6000 STATIC 
GOOD UP 

FAIR 6nm 8.0 FAIR UP 
Gonb GOOD 12-o GOOD STATIC 

RAlNROUtBROUN TRW 
FAIR Grimm 
FAIR FAIR 
FAIR GOOD EROUN TROUT 

RAINBOU~BROUN TROUT 

7.0 6DiNJ STATIC 
9,o FAIR STATIC 
1.0 FAIR STATIC 
ItO FDGR STATIC 

lb,0 GOOD SlATIC 

GOOD 
FAIR 
FAIR 
PonR 
FAIR 
Gnnn 
FAIR 

RAINROU TROUT 
RAINBOU TROUT 
RAINBW TROUT 

f%uR 
FAIR 
604-l 
GOOD 
Gnnn 
FAIR 

GO(1D 
GOOD 
FAIR 
FOOR 
FAlR 
FAIR 
GOOD 
FAIR 
FAIR 

GOOD 
GOOD 
Gnon 
GnoD 
FAIR 
GOOD 
F4IR 
FAIR 
GOOD 

RAINBOU TROUT 

7,o GOOD STATIC HO CURRENT PROBLEM 
4.0 6606 STATIC No CURRENT PROBLEt!S 

12.0 FAIR UP FLOODING 
0.0 POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
2.0 6000 STATIC NO CURRENT P?O!opLEHS 
4*0 GOCJD STATIC NO CURRENT FROBLEMS 
3.0 6nOD STATIC NO CURRENT F'ROBLEJiS 
0.0 6Gilb STATIC NO CURQFNT PRORLEHS 
1.0 POOR ST4TIC LIMSTOCK GRAZING 
3*0 POOR STATIC LIVESTDCK GR4ZIN6 
3.0 600D STATIC NO CURIIENT PROSLERS 

11.0 6DOO STbTIC ND CIJRRENT FROBLEHS 
2ao fioon STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLENS 
l*O FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
4,o 6LwD STATIC NO CURRENT FRO@LEtiS 
9,o GOOD STAIIC NO CURRENT PROBLEHS 
6tO FAIR UP LACK OF UATER 
1.0 6OoD STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLEHS 

FAIR 
FAIR 
GOOD 

NO CUQRFNT FWBLEHS 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
FlOOPlN6 
LIVESTOCK 6RAZING 
NO CURRENT PROKEnS 
FLOODING 
LIVESTOCK WAZING 
LIVFSTOCK GRAZING 
lIVESTOCK GRAZING 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
LIVESTOFX GRAZING 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
NO CURRENT PROBLENS 
NO CURRENT PROPLEHS 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
NO CURRENT PRUBLCHS 
FLOODING 
LACK OF UATER 
Nn CURRENT PROBLEHS 
LACK OF UATER 
NO CURRENT PROECEHS 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
NO CURRENT PROBLEHS 
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RIPARIAN AND FISHERIES HABITAT CONDITION AND CONFLICTS (Continued) 

STREAR CONDTflGN RIPARIAN CONDITION 
__^_________________-------------- ______-__---_-_--_---------------------------------- 

PLANNING IJNIT ALLOTIIFNT NAHE STREAK NAHE HILFS CONDTliON STAPILITY FISH ACRES CONDITION TREND CONFLICTS 
_____________-______-----------------------------~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CEDAR 

7 
GARFIELD 

7-l 
I 

c-r 
. 
N 

ANTItlWY 

auITcwa CRFEK 
RESERVOIR 
SPRING CREEK 
SunnIT 
SYEETYATER 
UNALLOTTED 

WICWPA CREEK 
LITTLE PIN10 CREEK 
SPRING CREEK 
PRAFFITS CREFK 

SPRING CREEK 
PnUERY CREEK 
COAL CREEh 
EAST FORK PRAFFITS CREEK 
FIDDLERS CREEK 
KANARRA CREEK 
KURIE CREEK 

0,l 
0.3 
0.5 

1,3 
0.7 
0.8 
2,) 
1.6 
0.R 

1.2 

FATR 
POUR 
FllIR 
FAIR 
Fall! 
FOOR 
PIMR 
60GB 
POOR 
60'3) 
FOOR 

PAROUM CREEK 3.0 

IJNACOTTED 

REC CREEK 2.0 
YEST FORK PRAFFITS CREEK O,E 
COAC CREEK 1.5 

GOOD GOOD 
FAIR FAIR 
POOR FAIR 
FAIR FAIR 
POOR POOR 

BIG FLAT CASTRO YASH 1QO POOR 

FISH PuND BIG HOLLOU uasH 0*2 PflOR 
LIHE KILN CREEK LIHEKIIN CREEK 2-4 POOR 
LIHEKILN CREEK LIMEKILN CREEK 0.1 POOR 
HAHHOTH RIDGE SEVIER RIVER leb FAIR 

FOtSflH CREEK POISON CREEK 0.0 DRY 
SANWORD PENCH SAND UASH 2,9 POOR 
SANDY CHlFK WREE HILf CREEK 0.5 FATR 
SIYHILL PANCUITCH CREEK 0.1 FAIR 
SEUIFR RIVER SEWER RIVER 0.3 FAIR 
TEPBS HOLLOU PCAR CRFEK I .9 rAIR 
THREE HILE CREEK THREE HILE CREEK 2.8 FlilR 

CENTER CREEK CENTER CREEK 0.0 
EAST FORK SEVIER RIWR 2.2 

JOHN5 ValLEY 
PINE CREEK 

POISON CREEK 
POLE CANYON 

NORTH CREEK O,b 

DFER CREEK 2*5 

DEEP CREEK 0.0 

DEER CREEK .' O,b 

FOREST CREEK 0.0 

PINE CREEK 0.0 

ANTIHONY CECCK 0.1 
BIG HnLLOU UASH 0.4 
WOKE CREEK 1.7 

FAIR 
GOOD 
FPIR 
POOR 
FAIR 
ERT 
GOOD 
DRY 
DRY 
FAIR 
PflOR 
FAIR 

. 

GOOD 

GI-IGD 
GOOD 
FAIR 
FAIR 
F4IR 
GonD 
FAIR 

RAINPDU TRW1 

FAIR 

FOOR 
FAIR 
FAIR 
forx 
FAIR 

FalR 
FAIR 
GOOD 
FAIR 
FAIR 
FAIR 

GOOD 

FAIR 
FAIR 
GGGD 

FAIR 
FAIR 

RAlNBOUtPROUN TROUT 

RAIHPW TROUT 

PROUN TROUT 

RAINROU TROllT 
RAINPOU TROUT 
PROUN TROUT 

RaINDuU TROUT 
PPOUNIRAINRIIU TRMIT 
PROYNvRAINPOU IROuT 

RAINPOY TROUT 

RAINPOU TROUT 

1.0 POOR STATIC 
0.0 POOR SlAllC 
0.0 FAIR I1P 
1*0 FAIR UP 
0.0 GnOD STATIC 
3.0 FAIR UP 
4.0 POOR STATIC 

4.0 FAIR UP- 
3.0 PIWR STATIC 
4.0 GWD STATIC 

5.0 FOOR STATIC 

12.0 GnnD STATIC 
8.0 FAIR UP 

16.0 rAIR STATIC 
1.0 ralR STATIC 
7,o FOOR srarlc 

LACK OF UATER 
LIVESTGCK GRAZING 
FlOOBIND 
FLOODING 
FLOODING 
FLOOPTNG 
FLOODING 
FLOODING 
FLODDING 
till CURRENT t'RnPLEti5 

NO CURRENT P+'ORLEliS 
LIVESTGCK GRAZING 
NO CURRENT FRORLEHS 
LArK Or UATER 
FLllnDlffi 
FLOODlNG 
FLOOOING 

0.0 PllflR STATIC FLnnDlNri 

o*o POOR sTaTTc FLOnPING 
0.0 POOR sTam FlOOPING 
0.0 POOR STaTIc Fl00blNG 

19,o FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GPAZING 
0.0 POOR DnUN LACK M UAlER 
0.0 POOR sTaTTc FLOODING 
1.0 FATR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRa7ING 
0.0 FAfR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
1.0 POnR STATIC LIVFSTOCK GRaZING 
7,o FOM\ STATIC FLOODING 
5.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

1.0 GfmD STATIC NO CIIRQENT PRnPLEWS 
5.0 FOOD STAlIC LIMSlOCK FFAlING 
l*O POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK 6RaZIt1G 
0,o GOOD STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAlING 

22.0 GOOD sTaTIc NO CURRENT FhOBLEt!S 
e,o FAIR STATIC LACK GF UATER 
e,o GunD STATIC No cuRRwT PROSLE~IS 

46.0 GOOD UP LACK OF WTFR 
8.0 FAIR STATIC LACK M UATER 
1,o FAlR sTaTIc FLOOPlNG 
0.0 P[IOR STATIC FLOWING 

32,O cnnn up NO CUERENT FROBLEHS 



RIPARIAN’AND FISHERIES HABITAT CONDITION AND CONFLICTS (Continued) 

STRCAN CONDITION RIPARIAN CONDTTION 
-_-----------------_-------------- _-_-_-------__-_---_------------------------------ 

PLARNING UNIT ALLOTllENT WAKE STREAtl NAilE WIltS CONDITION STAPILITY FISH ACRES CONDtTION TREND CONFLICTS 
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P 
i 
I 

c-’ . 
w 



:,g 
:::: .< :,: :. 

Appendix B - Errata of the DE/S 

Summary 

Significant revisions and corrections to the Draft Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement (RMPIEIS) are presented in this Appendix 

tj. Typographical errors are corrected only where confusing. The page numbers 
that appear along the left margin thfoughout this appendix indicate the page 

of the Draft RMP/EIS on which the addition or correction would appear if the 

entire draft were being reprinted. Changes.to the draft are underlined. 

Page S-3 Alternatives Considered in 

Detail - Production Alterna- 

tives 

Page S-4 Alternatives Considered in 

Detail - Protection Alter- 
native 

Page S-4 Alternatives Considered, but 

Eliminated from Detailed 

Study. 

Page S-5 Table S-l 

Page S-6 Table S-l 

Page S-J Table S-l 

The last sentence of the paragraph 

should be changed from "the re- 
categorization of all lands" to 

the recategorization of most 
lands. 

Change the last sentence of the 

section to read Table S.l provides 
a summary. 

The last sentence of the second 

paragraph under this section 
should be modified to read 

evaluate the unit in a state- 
wide EIS. 

This page of Table S-l is repro- 

duced with appropriate revisions 
at the end of this chapter. 

Remove "H. Wilderness Values IMP 

Protections Provided Under All 

Alternatives" from this table. 

This page of Table S-l is repro- 

duced with appropriate revisions at 
the end of this section. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction - Errata 

Page 1-2 Map 1.1 In the location map transpose the 
labels Cedar and Beaver. 

Page 1-5 Planning Issues, Special The last word on the page "Wilder- 

Resource Protection Measures ness" should be removed. 

Page 1-6 Planning Issues, Special The first word on the page, 

Resource Protection Measures "values," should be deleted. 

Page 1-6 Planning Issues, Special In the first sentence change 

Resource Protection Measures, "82,700" to 62,300. In the 

3. Crucial Big Game Winter second sentence change "6,300" 

Range. to 1,300 and "4,000" to 3,800. 
In the fourth sentence change 

"39,400" to 29,500 and "200" to 
180. 

Page l-6 Planning Issues Special Change "4. Endangered Species" to 

Resource Protection 
Measures, 4. Endangered 

Species 

4. Threatened or Endangered Species. 
Change the,second sentence to There 

are two endangered species (bald 
eagle, and peregrine falcon) and one 
threatened specie (Utah prairie doq) 

in the planning area. 

Page l-7 Planning Issues, Lands 

Actions 

Under Land Disposals change "53,400" 
to 52,700 in the first and third 

lines, "41,400" to 40,700 in the 
fifth line, and "26,000" to 25,400, 

and "41,200" to 40,700 in the ninth 

line. 
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::. Chapter 2 - Alternatives - Errata 

Page 2-2 

Page 2-6 

Page 2-7 

Page 2-8 

Page 2-9 

..‘. 

Page 2-10 

.I . Page 2-11 
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Page 2-11 

Page 2-12 

Alternative 1, Minerals 

Table 2-2, Minerals, 

Wildlife 

Table 2-2, Wildlife, Big 

Game Habitat 

Table 2-2, Soils, Watershed Under the No Action Alternative 

Condition replace "25,800" with 22,100. 

Table 2-2, Forestry Under the Planning Alternative 

replace "not to exceed" on the 

third line with as a minimum. 

Table 2-2, Visual Resources 

Alternative 2 - Lands 
Actions 

Alternative 3, Lands 
Actions 

Alternative 3, Minerals 

Alternative 4 - Lands 
Action 

Change "34,300" to 34,100 in the 

second line, and "1,500" to 1,600 
in the third line. 

This page of Table 2-2 is repro- 

duced with appropriate changes 
at the end of this section. 

Under the No Action Alternative 

change "82,700" to 62,300. -- 
Under the Planning Alternative 

change "112,915" to 62,300. 
Under the Protection Alternative 
replace "82,700" with 62,300. 

Under the Planning Alternative 

replace the last sentence be- 

ginning with "DO not exceed" with 
Projects which still do not con- 
form to VRM objectives would be 

further evaluated as to their 
Significance and weighed against 

the value of visual resources be- 
fore a decision is made to 

proceed. 

Change "36,800" to 36,400 in the 
first sentence. 

Change "41,400 to 40,700 in the 
first sentence. 

Change the first sentence to read 
Nearly all the planning area. 

Change 1266000" to 25,400 in the 

first line. 
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Page 2-12 Alternative 4 - Minerals In the fourth and fifth lines revise 

the text to read Category 3 (no 

surface occupancy) would be in- 
creased by approximately 400 acres, 
and Category 4 (no leasinq) would 
be increased by approximately 18,700 
acres. 

Page 2-26 Table 2.3, Minerals, This page of Table 2.3 is repro- 

Wildlife duced with.appropriate revisions 
at the end of this section. 

Page 2-27 Table 2.3, Recreation Under the Allocation/Output and 

Impacts Section reverse the posi- 
tion of closed and limited. -~ 

Page 2-28 Table 2.3, Wildlife This page of Table 2.3 is repro- 

duced with appropriate revisions 
at the end of .this section. 

Page 2-30 Table 2.3, Soils Under the No Action Alternative 

change "25,800" to 22,100. Under 
the Planning Alternative change 

"18 800" to 15 100 

ll,;lO, and 
, 3 "14,900" to 

"18 800" to 15,100 

Under the Produrtion Alternatiie 
replace "19,400" with 15,700. 

Page 2-31 Table 2.3, Wild Horses Under the No Action Alternative 

replace the word "ability" with 
the word viability. 
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment (Revisions Only) - Errata 

Page 3-7 Lands, Corridors Line 13 should be changed to 
attached to help focus. 

Page 3-10 Minerals, Map 3.2 The map legend should read 

Oil and gas potential for 
occurrence. 

Page 3-15 Minerals, Table 3.1 Table 3,.1 is reproduced with 

appropriate revisions at the end 
of this section. 

Page 3-22 Wildlife Line 9 of the first paragraph 

should be changed to (Haliaecetus 
leucocephalus), and the peregrine 

falcon (Falco peregrinus), as well 
2s the Utah prairie dog (cynomys 
earvindens). 

Wildlife, Mule Deer 

Wildlife, Mule Deer 

Page 3-22 Wildlife, Mule Deer 

Page 3-23 Wildlife, Table 3.2 

Page 3-24 Wildlife, Elk 

In line 3 of the first paragraph 

change "82,700" to 62,300. 

The second sentence of the second 
paragraph should be changed to 
Condition of crucial winter ranqe 
is 9 percent (5,500 acres) good, 

44 percent (27,300 acres) fair, 
2nd 47 percent (29,500 acres) 

eoor habitat condition (see Table 
3.2). 

The last sentence in paragraph 5 
should be changed to read "Other 

factors affecting mule deer habitat, 
particularly crucial ranges, include 

ORV use, potential oil and gas ex- 
ploration, and land disposals, such 

as exchanges, sales, and indemnity 
selections." 

Several corrections have been made 

in Table 3.2, which is included at 

the end of this section. 

Change "6,300 acres" to 1,300 
acres in line five of the first 

paragraph of this section. Replace 

"11 percent" in the last sentence 

of the first paragraph with 13 - 
percent. 
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Page 3-25 Wildlife, Endangered Species . The first sentence should be modi- 

fied to read *'federally listed as 
threatened or endangered." 

Page 3-25 Wildlife, Endangered Species Change "and have its endangered 

status reduced to threatened or 
possibly even delisted" to 

recently this species has had 
its status reduced to threatened 
in the last sentence of the third 
paragraph. 

Page 3-26 Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat Change "Buckshin WHA" to Buckskin 

Areas, Map 3.6 WHA. -- 

Page 3-30 Soils Resources, Erosion In the Erosion Class by Soil Group 

Condition Table at the top of the page 
change "310,400" to 308,900 and' 

"4,700" to 6,200 under the Low 
and Intermediate Fans column, 
"357,900" to 361,100, "111,900" 

to 113,900, and "19,500" to 
14,300 under the Upper Fans col- 
umn, and "770,400" to 772,100, 
"235,000" to 237,000, and 
"25,800". to 22,100 under the 
total column. 

Page 3-30 Soil Resources, Erosiqn 

Condition 

Page 3-32 Soil Resources, Erosion 

Condition 

In the boftom paragraph, fourth 

and fifth lines, change "25,800" 
to 22,100. 

In the table at the top of the 

page under the Acres of Critical 
and Severe Erosion Conditon 

column change "4,700" to 6,200, 
"19,500" to 14,300, and "25,800" 
to 22,100. 
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Page 4-4 

Page 4-5 

Page 4-6 

Page 4-7 

: Page 4-8 

Page 4-8 

Page 4-8 
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Page 4-9 

Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences - Errata 

Alternative 1, Impacts 

to Lands 

Alternative 1 Impacts to 

Mineral Resources Table 4.1 

Alternative 1 Impacts to 

Mineral Resources 

Alternative 1, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternative 1, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternataive 1, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternative 1, Impacts to 

Wildlife, Conclusions 

Alternative 1, Impacts to 

Wildlife, Table 4.2 

In the third paragraph change 

"41,400" in the third line to 
40,700. 

Table 4.1 is reproduced with 

appropriate changes at the end 

of this section. 

In paragraph four change "22,700" 

in the second line to 22,600 and 

"11,600" in the third line to 
11,500. In the fifth paragraph 

change "1,090" in the second line 
to 1,100. 

In the second p.aragraph under this 

section change "46,600" to 34,100 

in line two. 

Change the second sentence of 

the second paragraph to read: 

This Treatment would result in 

improvement of habitat quality 
on 1,050 acres of the 62,300 
acres of crucial deer winter range 
(Table 4.2). 

In paragraph four change the second 

sentence to read: Long-term impacts 
would include a deterioration of 

15,900 acres of mule deer habitat, 
2,000 acres of crucial deer winter 

range, and 2,100 acres of antelope 
habitat. In the seventh line of 

this paragraph delete 1,400 acres 
of crucial deer winter range. 

Change the third sentence to read: 

Land treatments would improve ap- 
proximately 1,000 acres of crucial 
deer winter range. Change "2,500 in 

the sixth line to 1,000, and "900" 
to 1,000. Delete and 200 acres 

of crucial elk winter range from 
the last line on the page. 

Table 4.2 is reproduced with 
appropriate revisions at the 
end of the section. 
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Page 4-10 

Page 4-11 

Page 4-18 

. 

Page 4-19 

Page 4-20 

Page 4-23 

Page 4-23 

Page 4-24 

Page 4-25 

Page 4-25 

Alternative 1, Impacts to 

Wildlife, Conclusions 

Alternative 1, Impacts to 

Soils Resources 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Lands 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Minerals Resources, Table 
4.3 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Mineral Resources 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

to Wildlife, Table 4.4 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Wildlife, Conclusions 

Change "2,500" to 2,000 in the third 

line of the page. 

In the second paragraph of this 

section replace "25,800" in the 

first sentence with 22,100. 

In the first full paragraph change 

"36,800" to 36,400 in the first 
line. 

Table 4.3 is reproduced with 

appropriate revsions at the end 
of this section. 

In the third paragraph on this 

page replace '~69,500" in the 

fourth line with 69,100. 

In the second paragraph change 

"36,800" to 36,400 in the first 
line, and "80" in the second line 
to 167. 

In the third paragraph delete 

"69,500 acres of crucial big 
game winter range," and insert 

69,100 acres of crucial deer winter 
range, 3,900 acres of crucial ante- 

lope winter range, and 1,400 acres 
of crucial elk winter range 

Table 4.3 is reproduced with ap- 

propriate revisions at the end 
of this section. 

In the first paragraph change 

"1,000" to 1,100 in the 
eighth line. In the second 

paragraph change "16,700" 
to 9,300 in the seventh 
line. 

Replace "900" in the second line 

with 167. "Change the second sen- 
tence= read: Oil and gas leasing 

seasonal stipulations would pro- 
tect 69,100 acres of crucial deer 

winter range, 3,900 acres of criti- 
cal antelope winter range, 1,400 

acres of crucial elk range, 11,100 
acres of sage grouse strutting 
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Page 4-27 

Page 4-30 

Page 4-32 

Page 4-33 

Page 4-36 

Page 4-37 

Page 4-39 

Page 4-40 

Page 4-40 

Page:4-41 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Soils Resources Conclusions 

Alternative 2, Impacts to 

Range Resources 

Alternative 2, Economic 

Effects 

Alternative 2, Economic 

Effects 

Alternative 3, Impacts to 

Lands 

Alternative 3, Impacts to 

Mineral Resources, Table 4.7 

Alternative 3, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternative 3, Impacts to 

Wildlife Resources 

Alternative 3, Impacts to 

Wildlife Resources, Conclu- 
sions 

Alternative 3, Impacts to 

Wildlife Resources, Table 
4.8. 

grounds, and 4,400 acres used by 
bald eagles and golden eagles. 
Change "15,700" to 9,300 in the 
seventh line. 

Change "14,800" in the third line 

to 11,110. 

In the first paragraph replace 

"36,800" with 36,400 in the first 
line. 

In the last sentence of the page 

change "36,800" to 36,400, and 
"921,500" to 915,900. 

In the first line of the page 

change "137 700" to 145,100 
and "11,400:1 to 9,600. 

In the third paragraph change 

"41,400" in the first line to 
40,700. 

Table 4.7 is reproduced with 

appropriate revisions at the 
end of this section. 

In the first paragraph under this 

section change "41,400" to 40,700 in 
the second sentence. Also change 

"41,400" to 40,700 in the first line 

of the second paragraph. 

In the second paragraph change 

U10,800N to 2,300 in the 
fourth line, "100" to 70 in - 
the fifth line, "20,700" to 
6,800 in the eighth line, 

and "4,000" to 3,800 in the 
ninth line. 

Change "9,900t to 6,800 in line 

seven, and "4,000" in line eight 
to 3,800. 

Table 4.8 is reproduced with 

appropriate revisions at the end 
of this section. 
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Page 4-43 Alternative 3, Impacts to 

Soil Resources 

Page 4-47 Alternative 3, Economic 

Effects 

Page 4-47 

Page 4-50 

Page 4-52 

Page 4-53 

Page 4-55 

Page 4-56 

Alternative 3, Economic 

Effects, Specific Impacts 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Lands 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Mineral Resources 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Mineral Resources 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Wildlife 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Wildlife, Table 4.10 

In the third paragraph under this 

section, change "17,400" to 
13,700 in the first line. Under 
Conclusions change "17,100" to 

13,700 in the second line. 

In the first paragraph under this 

section the second line should 
read "40,700 acres of public lands, 

the placement of nearly all 
lands . . .*I 

In the first line of this section 

change "41,400" to 40,700. 

In the second paragraph change 

"26,000" in the first line to 
25,400. 

Table 4.9 is reproduced with ap- 

propriate revisions at the end 
of this section. 

In the second paragraph change 

"65,000" to 70,700 in the second 
line. In the fourth paragraph 

change "29,600" to 34,500 in the 

second line. In the fifth para- 
graph change "120,300" to 121,000 

in the first line. In the seventh 
paragraph change "108,100" to 
115,500 in the first line. 

The first sentence of the second 

paragraph has been rewritten to 
read: In order to provide maximum 
protection to wildlife habitat, 
69,100 acres of crucial deer 
winter rang:, 3,900 acres of 
crucial antelope winter range, 
1,400 acres of crucial elk winter 
range, and 14,100 acres of riparian 
habitat would be placed in Category 

4, No Leasing. In the last para- 

graph on the page change "13,500" to 
10,700, and "700" to 320 in the 

fourth line, and "900-o 700 in the 
fifth line. 

Table 4.10 is reproduced with 

appropriate revisions at the 
end of this section. 
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The first sentence has been re- 

written to read: Maximum pro- 
tection from oil and gas develop- 
ment would be provided to 69,100 
acres of crucial deer winter ranqe, 

3,900 acres of crucial antelope win- 
ter range, and 1,400 acres of cru- 
cial elk winter range by placing 
the habitat in Category 4, No 
Leasing. Replace "36,700" with 

10,700 in line nine and "700" 
with 320 and "900" with 700 in 
line ten. 

Page 4-57 

Page 4-6 

:::: 
;:i: 
‘i,ii 
:::. 
:: 

i 

.-; 
1, 

, 

Page 4-61 

Page 4-62 

Page 4-63 

Page 4-63 

Page 4-66 

Page 4-66 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Wildife, Conclusions 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Range Resources 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Range Resources 

Alternative 4, Impacts to In the second paragraph change 

Visual Resources “38,600” in line one to 41,100. 

Alternative 4, Impacts to 

Visual Resources, Conclu- 
sions 

Change "38,600" in the first 

line to 41,100. 

Alternative 4, Economic 

Effects 

In the first paragraph under this 

section change “26 000" to 25 400 

and "921,500" to 9;5,500 in tke 
second line, and "29,600" to 34,500 

and w120,300” to 121,000 in the 
third line. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, 

Lands 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, 

Minerals, Oil and Gas 

In the second paragraph change 

"26,000" to 25,400 in the first 
line. 

In the table concerning range 

condition delete Cattle and 
Sheep from under the Range 

Condition heading and insert Cattle 
and Sheep under the Long Term 
(Acres) heading. 

In the first line change "36,800" to 

36,400 and "41,400" to 40,700. In 
the second line change "26,000" to 
25,400. 

The first sentence has been revised 

to read: Under the planning alter- 

native, 10,400 acres would not be - 
available for surface exploration or 
leasing which would adversely affect 

the opportunity to explore for oil, 
gas, and geothermal resources. 
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Page 4-67 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, In the first paragraph change 

Wildlife/Riparian "900" in the first line to 167. 
In the second paragraph change 
1,500" to 1,300 and "31,800" to 
25,500 in the second line. 
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Appendix - Errata 
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Page L-l.1 Appendix Lands-l For T. 28 S., R. 6 W., section 29 

delete lot 5 and change "122" 
acres to 2 acres. For this same 

location description insert an 
X under Planning Alternative. 

Page L-l.2 Appendix Lands-l 

Page L-l.2 Appendix Lands-l 

Page L-l.3 Appendix Lands-l 

Page L-l.6 Appendix Lands-l 

Page L-l.7 Appendix Lands-l 

Page M-4.14 Appendix Minerals-4 

Page M-4.43 Appendix Minerals-4 

Delete T. 30 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 1, 

SW1/4NW1/4. 

Change "T. 31 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 31, 

NW1/4NW1/4" to T. 31 S., R. 12 W., 
Sec. 31, Lot 1. 

Change "T. 31 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 7, 

NW1/4NW1/4" to T. 31 S., R. 12 W., 
Sec. 7, Lot 1. 

For T. 35 S., R. 11 W., section 25 
NE1/4 insert an X under Planning 

Alternative. 

Delete T. 36 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 32, 

S1/2NW1/4, ~1/2swl/4. 

Delete T. 36 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 15, 
sw1/4sw1/4. 

Delete T. 36 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 21, 

28. 

All oil, gas, and geothermal leasing 

category tables for the planning 
alternatives have been revised and 

reproduced at the end of this 
section. 

All oil, gas, and geothermal leasing 

category tables for the protection 

alternative have been revised and 
teproduced at the end of the sec- 
tion. 

Page R-l.1 Appendix Range-l Add Milford Bench and Pine Creek 

under Priority 3. Delete "Ante- 

lope Springs", "Hillsdale" and 

"Mammoth Ridge" under Priority 4. 

Page R-2.10 Appendix Range 2 - Gale 
Allotment 

Remove "Combine with Asay Creek" 

from the remarks section under 
Production and Planning Alterna- 
tives. 
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Page R-2.66 Appendix Range 2 - Hicks 

Creek Allotment 

Delete "10% of allotment is in 
poor livestock condition" and 

"6% of Big Game Habitat is in 
poor condition" from the Pro- 
blems/Conflicts section. 

Page R- Appendix Range 2 - Antimony Delete "Combine with Grand Bench" 

2.170 Creek Allotment from under the Production Alter- 

native Remarks Section. Delete 
"Combine with Minnie Creek" from 
the remarks section under the 

Planning Alternative. 

l 
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TABLE S.l 
SUMEY\RY OF MAJOR MANAGEKENT ACTIONS AN0 IMPACTS BY PLANNING ISSUE 

Issue and 
Plan Element No Action Planning 

ALTERNATIVES 
Production Protection 

2. Lands Actions 

a. Lands Disposals No land would be available 36,400 acres would be available 40,700 acres would be available 
for disposal without further for disposal. for disposal. 
planning. 

b. Corridor Desig- No additional corridors 

nations would be designated. 

3. Forage Management/ 
Land Treatment 

27 allotments would remain 
under intensive management, 
no additional intensive man- 
agement would be implemented. 
Stocking levels would remain 
at 61,700 AUMs. No land 
treatments would be per- 
formed. 

4. Minerals 

a. Oil and Gas 

11 corridors. covering 470 lineal 11 corridors, covering 470 
miles would be designated. lineal miles. would be desig- 

nated. 

27 allotments would remain under 
intensive management and 58 allot- 
ments would be brought under in- 
tensive management. Stocking 
levels would increase from 61,700 
AUMS to 86,800. Approximately 
14,000 of these would result from 
over 70,000 acres of land treat- 

ments. 

27 allotments would remain un- 
der intensive management and 
88 additional allotments would 
be brought under intensive 
management. Stocking levels 
would increase from 61.700 
to 214,800 AUMs. Approximately 
147.000 of these would result 

from 736.000 acres of 
treatments. 

No changes in existing O&G Offi leasing categories would be All leasing would be managed 
leasing categories would be extensively changed and the cate- under the standard stipula- 

made. Acreages under each gory system would be extended to tions (Category 1) except 
category would be as follows: geothenal leasing. Acreages under those areas protected by law 

each category would be as follows: (T&E habitat and airports). 

CATEGORY 1 986.6001' CATEGORY 1 915,900 CATEGORY 1 1.057,700 
CATEGORY 2 49,100 CATEGORY 2 145,100 CATEGORY 2 4,400 
CATEGORY 3 34,100 CATEGORY 3 9,600 CATEGORY 3 9,300 
CATEGORY 4 1.600 CATEGORY 4 800 CATEGORY 4 0 

25.400 acres would be avail- 
able for disposal. 

11 corridors, covering 470 
lineal miles, would be desig- 
nated. 

19 allotments would remain 
under intensive management, 
8 existing systems would be 
modified, and 56 additional 
allotments would te brought 
under intensive management. 
Stocking levels would decrease 
from 61,700 to 51.300 AUtis. 

No land treatments for live- 
stock would be implemented. 

O&G leasing categories would 
be extensively changed and 
the category system would 
be extended to geothermal 
leasing. Acreages under 
each category would be as 
follows: 

CATEGORY 1 915,500 
CATEGORY 2 0 
CATEGORY 3 34,500 
CATEGORY 4 121.000 

27 For discussion of the Oil and Gas Categories, refer to Chapter 3, Minerals, and Appendixes Minerals 3 and 4. 



TABLE 5.1 
SUMw\RY OF MAJOR ElRNAGEHNT ACTIONS AND IRACTS BY PLANNING ISSUE 

Issue and 
Plan Element No Action Planning 

ALTERNATIVES 
Production Protection 

1. Special Resource 
Protection Measures 

a. Riparian habitat 
conflicts 

b. Soil and Water 
values acres'with 
critical and severe 

erosion 

c. Crucial big game 
winter range 

m . 
d 
m 

Crucial Oeer Winter 
Range 

Crucial Elk Winter 
Range 

Crucial Antelope 
Winter Range 

Identified problems would be Identified problems would be rc Identified problems would be Identified problems would be 
resolved on none of the 75 solved on 23 of 75 acres with prob- resolved on none of the 75 resolved on all 75 acres with 
acres with problems. lems. 

Erosion condition would be Erosion conditions would be im- 
improved on none of 22,100 proved to at least moderate on 

acres with problems. problems. 

Erosion condition would be im- Erosion condition would be im- 
proved to at least moderate on proved to at least moderate 
8,400 acres of the 22,100 acres on 6,400 acres of the 22,100 

with critical and severe acres with critical and se- 
erosion. vere erosion. 

Protection from Oil, gas, and Protection from oil, gas, and 
geothermal leasing, explora- geothermal leasing, explora- 

tion, and development impacts tion. and development inpacts 
would be provided on: would be provided on: 

None of 62.300 acres All 62,300 acres 

None of 1,300 acres All 1,300 acres 

None of 3,600 acres All 3,800 acres 

acres with critical and se- 7.000 acres of the 22,100 acres 

vere erosion. with critical and severe erosion. 

Protection from oil and gas 
leasing, exploration. and 

development impacts would be 
provided on: 

Protection from oil, gas. and 
geothermal leasing, exploration, 

and development impacts would be 
provided on: 

36,200 of 62,300 acres All 62,300 acres 

None of 1,300 

None of 3.800 acres 

All 1,300 acres 

All 3,800 acres 

Long-tens changes in the 
amount of crucial big game 
winter range in poor condi- 
tion would be: 

Long-tens changes in the amount 
of crucial big game winter range 
in poor condition would be: 

COd30,500; 1,Mo more 
CEWR 180; no change 
CAWR 0; no change 

CDM 22.400; 7,100 less 
CEWR 180; no change 
CA!& 0; no change 

Long-tens changes in the amount Long-tens changes in the 
of crucial big game winter range amount of crucial big game 
in poor condition would be: winter range in poor condition 

would be: 

CDWR 36,300; 9.000 less 
CEWR 180; no change 
CAWR 3,800; 3,810 more 

CDWR 15,500; 14,000 less 
CEWR 180; no change 
CAWR 0; no change 

.!,I CDWR - Crucial Deer Winter Range 
CEWR - Crucial Elk Winter Range 
CAWR - Crucial Antelope Winter Range 
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1. LWDS Disporalr, 
Exchanqes, 
Selocrlons 

Rlqhts-of-way 
an0 Corridors 

2. YIEERALS Oil ana Gas 

COO1 

Table 2.2 
Sumnary of “anaq~nt Actions and Plan Ele=entr by Alternative 

lo Action Alternative 

Continue to process diSpoSa1S. 
exchanges, ano selections on a 
case-by-case basis in conformance with 
existing Ian0 use plans. 

Continue to issue rights-of-My 
suo~ecr to exisniq resource 
manaqexe:.ent pro;runr on a case-by-case 
bd516. IO corrtdors ,,oold oe 
aes:qndted. 

continue to lease lanas for Oil. gas. 
ma qrarnemai e~olora~~~n unoer rhe 
follE*1nq 1ex.rnq CdteJorleS: 
cateqory I - Joen - itanoaro 
StlLl"iatlOn5, 966,UO acres; CJreqorY 
2 - Open - 5pecldl Sttpulationr. 
49.!W ,XdR 16.200 acres, r*pcor 
nesr,nq *reds, J.100 *cm*. sage qrovse 
*;rurr;nq qrovnos i,MO acre5, 
rlparian areas 1,300 acresi; Category 
3 - onen - HO surface occupancy ?4.!OO 
acres ,scen,c Ianas 22,600 acres, 
raptor nesrrnq areas 9ou acres, 
recrearion sores, 1,800 acres, RLPP 
d", parer&t :anos 3.300 acres. 
riparldn are*5 5.500 acres); Cdte- 
gory 4 - Closea - or no ie*sinq 
1.600 acres, (scenic lanas 1.100 
acres, recreation sites ml acres). 

Defer leasing of coal. 

Provide for d$rposals. exchmqes, or Provide for disposal, erchanqe. w 

selections of P"OliC 1anas on 36.400 reiectlos of public lands on 40.700 

acres (Appenoir Lanes-I. Map 4.1). acres (Appenaix tunas-1, Rap 4.1). 

Continue 10 process indirldual riqhts- 
of-wry. Oeslqnare 470 alIes of CowI- 
dors as identlfieo in the Yestern 
Repronal Corrioor Study Map 3.1). 

Rare all public lands available for 
ngilts-of-way. Jeslqnare 47U mxles 
of corr:dors as iaennilea 1n the 
Yestern aeglonal cornaor Study 
m3p 3.1). 

Appiy the following oil. gas. dnd 
qeothermrl leasing c*reqor,e5: 
c.xrqory I - open - stancaro 
Stipularions 915.-W acres; tateqory 2 
- Open - C.wx~al Stlpuiatians !45.;W 
*tres ,"RM L:ass :: 41,100 xres. 
rlpdrldn are*5 :4. iOn *cws; ':Em 
I.400 acres, CDhR ,3.:w ICRS. ?!*a 3.900 
acre*, 5aqe qrouse STr"LT1nq grouncs 11,:w 
acre*, r*DLOT WSC7ng *Ted5 0,400 aCreSi; 
careqory 3 - Open - 10 Surface 
occupancy 9,600 acres Wan prrirre 
aog s,tes 3.900 fCWS, rrpar,a.n 1anas 
- Qurchaoa Lake 1,OW acres, recreation 
rites 500 acres, RWP d"O patent 
4.100 acres, admInistrative slte5 
103 dcres,); Carepory 4 - no Leasing 800 
acres (RLPP parent lanas). 

The foliownq lands will be consrdered 
as soltable for further consiaeration 
for leasing for certain stloulated 
~erhoos of unaergroond mininq; Kolob 
coal field 20,200 acres, Alton coal 
field 900 acres. and Johns vllley coal 
field 15,900 dcre~. An additional 
3.500 acres shall be considered Is 
unsuitaole for surface mtninq within 
these coal fields. Witjgate impacts 
to visual resources on 2,SW acres 
wthin Kolob co&i field in the YR?! 
Class I! foreground visual Zone. 
Apply coal unsuitability criterra 16 
md 19 when additional information is 
gathered before Issurng a pennit to 
.IW. 

ProductIon Alternative 

Sdme a5 Planning Alternative. 

Protection Altematrve 

Prwrde for ai$wsalS, exchanges. or 
selecnons Of p”ol?c !MOS on 25.m 
acres (Appendix ianm-1, Xap 4.1). 

SsJe as Planning Alternatire except 
a?tlqaTe all nrqar1.e ,mpac'.s to 
rensltive re5ources. 

The fOilwing lanJs will be consioered 

as suitable for further conslderatlon 
for leasing for Certain stiouldted 
dkdT’l(1ds of~unoerqrouno coal’mininq: 
Koioo Coal field 20.200 acres, Alron 
Coal field 960 acres, Md Johns Ydiley 
coai field 15,904 acres. An 
aodrrional 3,900 acres sndlt be 
considered as UnSultable for surke 
lllnlnq wltio these Coal fields. 
Proniblt Surface oirturbing activities 
assoaated rith coal cnning an 2.800 
axes. which will not neet vRI class 
II oojectiver. Apply coal 
unswtrbllity Criteria 16 and 19 when 
additionai information 11 gdtherea 
before issuing * permit to mine. 



TABLE 2.3 
Comparison of Alternatives - Suaaaary of Allocations/Outputs and Impacts by Plan Element 

Resource 

Allocation/ Unit 
Plan Output and of 

Element Inpacts Measure Alternative No Action Alternative Planning Alternative Production Alternative Protection 

1. Lands Lands Retention Acres Fed. 1.071,400 1,035,OOC 1,030,100 1.046.400 
Gisposal Disposal Surface 

Corridors 

Acres Fed. 0 36,400 40,700 25,400 
surface 

Inpact: No change from present Irrproved land owner- Inproved land ownership Some irrprovement in land 
condition: Retain ship patterns - re- patterns. Dispose of ownership patterns. Sen- 
lands uneconomical and tain 4.600 acres of isolated tracts contain- sitive resource values 
difficult to manage. isolated lands to ing sensitive resources would not be impacted by 

protect sensitive on 15,400 acres. Signi- disposals and would con- 
resource values. ficant resource values tinue to be managed to 
Resource impacts transferred from Federal protect those sensitive 
would be small. ownership. resources. 

Designated Miles of 0 470 470 470 
Corridors Corridors 
Impact: No significant change - Avoid proliferation Same as Planning Alter- Same as Planning Alter- 

rights-of-way author- of rights-of-way con- native. Issuance of native. Sensitive re- 
ized on a case-by-case flitting land uses rights-of-way grants sources would receive 
basis. and reduce time re- given priority over re- priority for protection 

quired to process quirement for special and mitigation in grant- 
rights-of-way - im stipulations to pro- ing rights-of-way in 
pacts to sensitive tect sensitive re- identical corridors. 
resources weighed sources. 

against value of 
grant, inpacts miti- 
gated accordinqly. 

2. Minerals Oil, Gas, & Cat. 1 - Acres of 986,600 915,900 1.057.700 915,900 
Geothermal Standard Fed. Minerals 
Leasing Stips 

Cat. 2 - 
Special 
Stips 

Acres of 
Fed. Minerals 

49,100 145,lcxJ 4.400 0 

Cat. 3 - Acres of 34, loo 9,600 9.300 34,500 
No Surface Fed. Minerals 

Occupancy 

Cat. 4 - Acres of 1,600 800 0 121,CQo 
No Leasing Fed. Minerals 
Inpacts: No change in opportun- Slightly more restric- Increase in opportunity Significant decrease in 

ity for exploration. 
Visual resource pro- 
tected by more restric- 
tive stipulations. 
65,ooO acres of sensi- 
tive resources not pro- 
tected by special stipu- 
lations. 

tive for opportunity for exploration. Only opportunity for explora- 
for exploration. Sensi-sensitive species pro- tion. Maximum protection 
tive species protected tected by special stip- afforded to all sensitive 
by seasonal restric- ulations and prohibi- resources. 
tions, prohibition on tion on surface occu- 
surface occupancy, paw. Potential im- 
restrictions on loca- pacts to CDWR, riparian 
tion of structures and areas, visual resources, 
surface disturbance. recreation sites from 

exploration activities. 
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TAKE 2.3 - Comparison of Alternatives - Sumnary of Allocations/Outputs and Inpacts by Plan Element (Continued) 

Resource 

Allocation/ Unit 
Plan Output and of 

Element Impacts Measure Alternative No Action Alternative Planning Alternative Production Alternative Protection 
_- 

Land Treated Acres Treated Acres Fed. 1.000 8.200 0 8,200 

Surface 
4. Wildlife Big game Crucial Wildlife Crucial Wildlife Crucial Wildlife Crucial Wildlife 

Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat -- -- -- -- 

Deer Habitat Acres Fed. 
Improved Surface 

1,000 11.300 7,900 156,800 2.300 277,300 10,700 144,300 

. 
Habitat Acres Fed. 60,3OC 803,400 53,300 655.600 45.500 542,700 51,600 675,700 

Maintained Surface 

Elk 

Habitat Acres Fed. 1.m 15,900 1.100 6.900 14,500 0 0 0 

Declined Surface 
Inpact: Net Chanqes: Net Changes: Net Chanqes: Net Changes: 

1.000 acres of CD!@ and 9.300 acres of COWR 6,800 acres of CDWR 10,700 acres of CDWR and 
4,500 acres of deer and 149,900 acres of would oeteriorate, and 144,300 acres of deer 
habitat would deterior- deer habitat would 277,300 acres of deer habitat would improve. 

ate. Remainder of improve. Remainder habitat would inprove. Remainder of the habitat 
habitat maintained. of habitat maintained. Remainder of habitat maintained. 

maintained. 
Habitat Acres Fed. 0 0 0 4,400 70 8,100 320 1.500 
Improved Surface 

Habitat Acres Fed. 1,300 19,700 1,300 15,100 1,230 12.000 9,800 18,600 

maintained Surface 

Habitat Acres Fed. 0 400 0 700 0 0 0. 0 

lapacts: Net Chances: Net Changes: Net Changes: Net Changes: 
400 acres of elk habi- 3,700 acres of elk 70 acres of CEWR and 330 acres of CEWR and 

tat would deteriorate habitat would inprove 8,100 acres of elk habi- 1,500 acres of elk habi- 
and the remainder of and the remainder of tat would improve. The tat would improve. The 

the habitat would be the habitat would be remainder of the habi- remainder of the habi- 
maintained. maintained. tat would be maintained. tat would be maintained. 

Antelope Habitat Acres Fed. 0 2,500 0 39,300 0 29,300 700 75,600 
Improved SurFace 

Habitat Acres Fed. 3.800 293,300 3,800 250,600 0 266.600 3.100 220,200 
Maintained Surface 

Habitat Acres Fed. 0 0 0 6,000 3,800 0 0 0 

Declined 
Impacts: 

Surface 
Net Chanqes: Net Chanqes: Net Chanqes: Net Chanqes: 
2.500 acres of antelope 33.300 acres cf ante- 3,800 acres of CAUR 700 acres of CAWR and 
habitat would inprove. lope habitat would im- would deteriorate and 75,600 acres of ante- 

The remainder of the prove. The remainder 29,300 acres of ante- lope would improve. The 
habitat would be main- of the habitat would lope habitat would im remainder of the habi- 
tained. be maintained. prove. The remainder tat would be maintained. 

of the habitat would 

‘.~,..‘ii’,‘.‘. 
‘. . . . . . 



Table 3.1 
Existing Oil and Gas Leasing Categories 

Categories and Stipulations 

Category 1 

(Leasing w/Standard Stipulations) 

Category 2 

(Leasing w/Special Stipulations) 

Seasonal No Surface Occupany 

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Site 

- Sage Grouse Strutting Ground 

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- No Surface Occupancy 

Within 400 Feet of Live Water 
(Riparian Areas) 

Category 3 

(No Surface Occupancy) 
- Scenic Lands 
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 

- Recreation Sites 
- Recreation & Public Purposes, 

Sites of Patents (R&PP) 
- Utah Prairie Dogs 

- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Ground 

- Raptor Nesting Area 
- Riparian Area 

Category 4 
(No Leasing) 

- Scenic Lands 
- Recreation Sites 

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 

- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 

- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- R&PP and Patent Lands 

Existing 

Situation 
Acres 

986,600 

49,100 

36,200. 

0 
0 

4,100 
7,500 

0 

1,300 

34,100 

22,600 

900 

1,800 

3,300 

0 

1,000 
0 
0 

4,500 

1,600 

8.20 



Table 3.2 
Big Game Habitat Condition 

Mule Deer Habitat 

Current 
Typical Range CDWR 

Good 139,000 5,500 
Fair 354,000 27,300 

Poor 327,000 29,500 

Total 820,000 62,300 

Elk Habitat 

Current 

Typical Range CEWR 

Good 1,400 170 
Fair 14,700 950 

Poor 4,000 180 

Total 20,100 1,300 

* Antelope Habitat 

Current 
Typical Range CAWR 

Good 16,500 0 
Fair 136,500 3,800 

Poor 142,800 0 

Total 295,800 3,800 

B.21 



Table 4.1 
Oil and Gas Leasing Categories 

Existing Situation 

Categories and Stipulations 

Category 1 

(Leasing w/Standard Stipulations) 

Category 2 

(Leasing w/Special Stipulations)' 

Seasonal No Surface Occupany 
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 

- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Ground 

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- No Surface OCCUpanCy 

Within 400 Feet of Live Water 

(Riparian Areas) 

Category 3. 
(No Surface Occupancy) 

- Scenic Lands 
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 
- Recreation Sites 

- Recreation & Public Purposes, 

Sites of Patents (R&PP) 
- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Ground 
- Raptor Nesting Area 

- Riparian Area 

Category 4 
(No Leasing) 
- Scenic Lands 
- Recreation Sites 
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 

- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- R&PP and Patent Lands 

Existing 

Situation 
Acres 

986,600 

49,100 

36,200 

0 
0 

4,100 
7,500 

0 
1,300 

34,100 

22,600 

900 
1,800 

3,300 

0 
1,000 

0 
0 

4,500 

1,600 

1,100 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
500 

8.22 



Good 139,000 5,500 147,000 6,500 

Fair 354,000 27,300 336,000 25,300 

Poor 327,000 29,500 337,000 30,500 

Total 820,000 62,300 820,000 62,300 

Elk Habitat Condition 

Current 

Typical Range CEWR 

No Action Net Change Net Improvement 
Typical Range CEWR Typical Range CEWR Typical CEWR 

Good 1,400 170 

Fair 14,700 950 

Poor 4,000 180 

Total 20,100 1,300 

1,400 170 0 0 
14,300 950 - 400 0 
4,400 + 180 + 400 0 - -- 

20,100 1,300 - 400 0 

Antelope Habitat Condition 

Current 
Typical Range CAWR 

No Action Net Change Net Improvement 

Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR CAWR Typical 

Good 16,500 

Fair 136,500 3,800 
Poor 142,800 

Total 295,800 3,800 

18,900 + 2,400 
132,000 3,800 - 4,500 0 0 
144,900 + 2,100 --- 

295,800 3,800 - 2,600 0 

Table 4,2 

IMPACTS TO BIG GAME HABITAT CONDITION 7 NO ACTION 

Mule Deer Habitat Condition 

Current 
Typical Range CDWR 

No Action 
Typical Range CDWR 

Net Change Net Improvement 
Typical Range CDWR CDWR Typical 

+ 8,000 +1,000 

-18,000 -2,000 
+10,000 +1,000 -- 

4,600 -1,000 

8.23 



Table 4.3 

Impacts to Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Leasing Categories - Planning Alternative 

Categories and Stipulations-l-' 

Existing Proposed 
Situation Categories 

(Acres) (Acres) 
Net Acreage Changes 

Increased Decreased 

Category 1 986,600 915,900 70,700 
(Leasing w/Standard 

Stipulations) 

Category 2 49,100 145,100 96,000 

(Leasing w/Special 
Stipulations) 

Seasonal No Surface Occupancy 

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 

- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 

- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 

- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 

36,200 69,100 32,900 
0 1,400 1,400 
0 3,900 3,900 

4,100 4,400 300 
7,500 11,100 3,600 

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 0 41,100 41,100 
- No Surface Occupancy Within 1,300 14,100 12,800 

400 Feet of Live Water 

(Riparian Areas) 

Category 3 34,100 9,600 24,500 

(No Surface Occupancy) 

- Scenic Lands 
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 

- Recreation Sites 

- Recreation & Public Purposes, 

22,600 0 
900 0 

1,800 500 

3,300 4,100 800 

22,600 

900 
1,300 

Sites of Patents, (R&PP) 

- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 
- Riparian Area 

- Administrative Site 

0 
1,000 

0 
4,500 

0 

3,900 
1,000 

0 
0 

100 

3,900 
0 
0 
0 

100 
4,500 

0 

Category 4 

(No Leasing) 

1,600 800 800 

- Scenic Lands 
- Recreation Sites 
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 

- Crucial Elk Winter Range 

- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 
- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- R&PP and Patent Lands 
Administrative Site 

1,100 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
500 800 

0 0 

1,100 

YFor detailed descriptions of these categories and stipulations and the resources they 

are designed to protect, refer to Appendixes Minerals 3 and 4. See alSO Map 4.2. 

8.24 



Table 4.4 

IMPACTS TO BIG GAME HABITAT CONDITION - PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 

Mule Deer 

Current Planning Alternative Net Chanqe Net Improvement 

Typical Range CDWR Typical Range CDWR Typical Range CDWR Typical CDWR 

Good 139,000 5,500 243,000 13,700 + 104,000 f 8,200 

Fair 354,000 27,300 315,000 26,200 - 39,000 - 1,100 
Poor 327,000 29,500 262,000 22,400 - 6,500 - 7,100 - - 

Total 820,000 62,300 820,000 62,300 149,900 +9,300 

Elk 

Current Planning Alternative Net Change Net Improvement 

Typical Range CEWR Typical Range CEWR Typical Range CEWR Typical CEWR 

Good 1,400 170 4,200 170 + 2,800 0 
Fair 14,700 950 12,800 950 - 1,900 0 

Poor 4,000 180 180 - 900 3,100 0 
Total 20,100 1,300 '20,100 1,300 3,700 0 

Antelope Habitat Condition 

Current Planning Alternative Net Change Net Improvement 

Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR Typical CAWR 

Good 16,500 0 43,900 0 + 27,400 0 

Fair 136,500 3,800 132,000 3,800 - 4,500 0 
Poor 142,800 0 119,900 0 - 22,900 0 

Total 295,800 3,800 295,800 3,800 33,300 0 

6.25 



Table 4.7 

Impacts to Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Leasing Categories - Production Alternative 

Categories and Stipulations 

Existing Production 
Situation Alternative Net Acreage Changes 

(Acres) (Acres) Increased Decreased 

Category 1 986,600 1,057,700 71,100 
(Leasing w/Standard 

Stipulations) 

Category 2 49,100 4,400 44,700 
(Leasing w/Special 

Stipulations) 

Seasonal No Surface Occupancy 

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 

- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 

- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 

36,200 
0 
0 

4,100 
7,5DO 

4,400 300 

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- No Surface Occupancy Within 
0 

1,300 
400 Feet of Live Water 

(Riparian Areas) 

Category 3 34,100 9,300 24,800 
(No Surface Occupancy) 

- Scenic Lands 
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 

- Recreation Sites 
- Recreation & Public Purposes, 

22,600 

900 
1,800 
3,300 

Sites of Patents, (R&PP) 
- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 

- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 

- Riparian Area 
- Administrative Site 

0 
1,000 

0 

4,500 

500 0 
4,900 1,600 1,300 

3,900 3,900 

Category 4 

(No Leasing) 
- Scenic Lands 

1,600 

- Recreation Sites 
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- Crucial Deer Winter Range . 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 

- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- R&PP and Patent Lands 
- Administrative Site 

1,100 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

500 

8.26 



Table 4.8 

Impacts to Big Game Habitat Condition - Production Alternative 

Mule Deer 

Good 

Current Situation Production Net Change Net Improvement 
Typical CDWR CDWR Typical Typical CDWR Typical CDWR 

139,000 5,500 397,000 4,900 +258,000 - 600 

Fair 354,000 27,300 369,000 21,100 + 15,000 - 6,200 

Poor 327,000 29,500 54,000 36,300 -273,000 + 6,800 - - 

Total 820,000 62,300 820,000 62,300 277,300 6,800 

:; f : 
:: .:: 

Elk - 

Current Situation Production Net Change Net Improvement 
Typical CEWR Typical CEWR Typical CEWR Typical CEWR 

Good 1,400 170 11,200 240 + 9,800 + 70 

Fair 14,700 950 6,600 880 - 8,100 - 70 

.i 
Poor 4,000 180 2,300 180 1,700 0 

I -- 

l Total 20,100 1,300 20, 100 1,300 8,100 + 70 

.i Antelope 

Current Situation Production Net Change Net Improvement 

Typical CAWR Typical CAWR Typical CAWR Typical CAWR 

Good 16,500 0 20,000 0 + 3,500 0 

Fair 136,500 3,800 168,500 0 + 32,000 - 3,800 

Poor 142,800 0 . 107,300 3,800 - 35,500 + 3,800 - - 

Total 295,800 3,800 295,800 3,800 29,300 - 3,800 

.: _. 
:; '1. z 

8.27 



Impacts to Oil;Gas, and Geotherma 1 Leasing Categor 
Table 4.9 

Categories and Stipulations-l' 

Category 1 
(Leasing w/Standard 

Stipulations) 

Category 2 
(Leasing w/Special 

Stipulations) 

Seasonal No Surface Occupancy 
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 

- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- No Surface Occupancy Within 
400 Feet of Live Water 

(Riparian Areas) 

Category 3 
(No Surface Occupancy) 

- Scenic Lands 
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 

- Recreation Sites 
- Recreation & Public Purposes, 

Sites of Patents, (R&PP) 
- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 
- Riparian Area 
- Administrative Site 

Category 4 
(No Leasing) 

- Scenic Lands 

- Recreation Sites 
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 

- Utah Prairie Dogs 
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 
- R&PP and Patent Lands 
- Administrative Site 

es - Protection Alternative 

Existing 

Situation 
(Acres) 

Protection 

Alternative Net Acreage Changes 

986,600 

(Acres) 

915,900 

Increased 

49,100 0 

36,200 
0 
0 

4,100 
7,500 

0 36,200 
0 0 

0 
0 

0 

1,300 

0 

0 

34,100 34,500 400 

22,600 0 
900 4,400 

1,800 0 
3,300 0 

3,500 

0 
1,000 

0 
4,500 

3,900 
1,000 

11,100 
14,100 

0 
11,100 

9,600 

1,600 121,000 l 118,700 

1,100 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

500 
0 

0 

500 
41,100 

69,100 

1,400 
3,900 

500 
41,100 
69,010 

1,400 
3,900 

4,900 
100 

4,900 
100 

Decreased 

70,700 

49,100 

4,100 
7,500. 

0 

1,300 

22,600 

1,800 
3,300 

1,100 

1/Far detailed descriptions of these categories and stipulations and the resources they 

are designed to protect, refer to Appendixes Minerals 3 and 4. See also Map 4.6. 
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Good 139,000 5,500 
Fair 354,300 27,300 

Poor 327,000 29,500 

Total 820,000 62,300 

Good 
Fair 
Poor 

Total 

Good 16,500 0 

Fair 136,500 3,800 
Poor 142,800 0 

Total 295,800 3,800 

Table 4.10 

IMPACTS TO BIG GAME HABITAT CONDITION - 

Current 
Typical Range CDWR 

Current 

Typical Range CEWR 

1,400 170 4,400 490 + 3,000 + 320 
14,700 950 13,800 630 900 - 320 

4,000 180 1,900 180 - 2,100 0 
20,100 1,300 20,100 1,300 1,500 +320 

Current 
Typical Range CAWR 

Mule Deer 

Protection Alternative 

Typical Range CDWR 

188,600 16,100 
421,000 30,700 

210,400 15,500 
820,000 62,300 

Elk 

Protection Alternative Net Change Net Improvement 
Typical Range CEWR Typical Range CEWR Typical CEWR 

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

Net Change Net Improvement 
Typical Range CDWR Typical CDWR 

+ 49,600 + 10,600 
+ 67,000 + 3,400 , 
- 116,600 - 14,000 

144,300 +10,700 

Antelope Habitat Condition 

Protection Alternative 
Typical Range CAWR 

29,600 7do 
186,000 3,100 

80,200 0 

295,800 4,O 

Net Change Net Improvement 
Typical Range CAWR Typical. CAWR 

+ 13,100 700 
+ 49,500 700 

62,600 0 

75,600 700 
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PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER 

___________--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_________--------------------------------*---------------~---------------------------- 

27s 8w 29 240.00 

30 80.00 

9w 1 360.00 

30s 7i4 1 80.00 

12 80.00 

9w 5 200.00 

33s 

34s 

11w 28 160.00 
13w 13 160.00 

8W 27 199.00 

low 18 90.60 
25 160.00 
27 81.92 
28 100.00 
6 260.00 
7 200.24 

11w 13. 40.00 
12w 31 80.00 

4 160.00 

13w 36 160.00 
14w 5 80.00 

8 160.00 

35s low 1 367.36 
!3w 8 240.00 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 3,739.12 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD 
__--____-------_---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP.. RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_______________----------------------------------------------------------------------- 

33s 5W 20 110.00 

21 10.00 
29 10.00 

B.30 



PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE 

:; 

::: 

2; 
::: 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD 
________________-_-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

. 
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_____________-_--_-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

36s 5w 30 17.76 
6W 24 20.00 

25 40.00 

37s 5w 6 76.66 
7 95.85 

38s 5w 3 160.00 
____________-_------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 540.27 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES ANTIMONY 
-_----------------------------- -------------_----------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
----------------------- --_--_----_---------------------------------------------------- 

31s 1w 6 40.00 
2w 15 40.00 

22 40.00 

30 40.00 
w--w-------------- _______--------_---------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 160.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 R&PP CEDAR-BEAVER 
-----------------------------~- ------------------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHTP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

BRAFFITS CREEK R&PP 35s 9w 13 160.00 
23 339.23 

24 513.28 
25 160.00 

26 280.00 

CEDAR CITY AIRPORT 35s 1lW 33 40.00 
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PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
3 R&PP CEDAR-BEAVER 

_________________________^______________---------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
. 

RESIDENTIAL 36s 11w 15 160.00 

20 480.00 

21 640.00 

28 240.00 
29 240.00 

------------------ ---_-------------------------------------"-------------------------- 

TOTAL 3,243.51 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 R&PP GARFIELD 
_---_-_---------------------------------- ---------_----------------------------------- 

FURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

PANGUITCH AIRPORT 34s 5W 14 560.00 

15 160.00 
22 80.00 

23 480.00 
------------------- ____--------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 1,280.OO 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 R&PP ANTIMONY 
-"---------------- _____--------------------------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

ANTIMONY LANDFILL 31s 2w 11 12.50 

BYRCE AIRPORT 36s 2w 6 314.42 
____--_____-_____--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 326.92 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RECREATION SITE CEDAR-BEAVER 
______----I__-_--------------------------- _------------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR 30s 9w 1 180.00 
11 120.00 

B.32 



PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RECREATION SITE CEDAR-BEAVER 
______________-____------"-------------------------------------------------------"---- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR 30s 9w 12 40.00 

ROCK CORRAL 28s 9w 14 160.00 
_______""_____-___"_------"--------"--------------""-------------------"------"------- 

TOTAL 500.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE OOGS CEDAR-BEAVER 
_________________________________I______--------"------------------------------------- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 30s low 

31s 1M 

32s 

35s 

6W 
9w 
low 

7w 
9w 

12w 

1 84.06 

28 180.00 
29 200.00 

31 343.53 

24 160.00 

13 160.00 

13 320.00 
5 80.00 
7 80.00 

8 120.00 

9 160.00 

10 120.00 

11 160,OO 

14 120.00 

15 90.00 
--_I------_-----“-“-_____________^__ --“--“---_-----_----“-“----“*-“------”-----------~ 

TOTAL 2,377.59 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS GARFIELD 
_“_---__-____-----------“------------------------------ ---------“---------“-------“--- 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
. 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 34s 5W 27 30.00 
35s 5w 11 30.00 

12 20.00 

35 20.00 
36s 561 14 110.00 

B.33 



PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS ANTIMONY 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 33s 2w 27 

28 

. 33 
34 
35 

34s 2w 3 
32 
33 

35s 3w 32 
33 

36s 3w 4 
5 

70.00 

120.00 

120.00 
350.00 

40.00 
80.16 

180.00 
20.00 

20.00 
80.00 

40.28 
20.11 

8.34 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 
* 

CATEGORY STIPULATION .RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER 
___-__-------"--"----------- -----------_-------------"------"-----"-------------"----- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

31s 11w 1 280.00 
4w 17 250.13 

18 124.99 

19 160.00 
20 400.00 
29 410.00 
30 400.00 

31 435.42 
4 160.00 
8 280.00 

32s 4.5 

33s 8W 

34s 

5w 

8w 

9w 

18 109.26 
6 569.83 

7 313.18 

12 305.20 
13 240.00 

1 
11 
12 

13 
14 

22 
\ 

23 
24 

26 
27 

34 

17 640.00 
19 640.00 

20 633.87 

21 240.00 
3 186.26 

31 335.40 

4 54.34 

9 640.00 
21 40.00 
22 160.00 

23 480.00 

24 321.22 
25 218.57 

280.00 
80.00 

640.00 

326.79 
360.00 

200.00 

642.41 

110.00 
480.00 
399.79 
430.82 
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PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
4 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

34s 9w 26 416.84 
27 489.84 
28 644.40 

33 600.00 

35s 

36s low 

low 
94 

11w 

31 

10 

11 
14 
15 

17 
18 
20 
21 

26 
28 

29 
4 
5 

6 
7 

8 

9 

17 520.00 

18 170.00 

19 572.62 

20 280.00 
21 280.00 
22 80.00 
26 320.00 
27 280.00 

28 80.00 
30 43.21 
6 323.68 
7 650.08 
8 240.00 
9 80.00 

1 607.57 

12 560.00 

13 80.00 

339.48 
440.00 

139.71 

600.00 
200.00 
160.00 
560.00 
160.00 

640.00 
320.00 

80.00 
80.00 

160.00 
254.87 
652.40 

640.00 
560.00 

560.00 

157.19 
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PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER 
--_---------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

365 11w 23 249.65 

24 591.29 
25 667.24 

26 633.51 
27 304.69 
33 121.33 
34 658.92 
35 643.71 

37s 

\ 

11W 

12w 

10 640.00 
11 402.98 

12 120.00 
15 502.00 
17 400.00 
19 441.20 
20 790.00 

21 320.00 

22 328.77 
29 200.00 
3 641.12 

30 641.60 

31 640.00 
4 320.00 

8 360.00 
9 515.97 

24 217.17 
25 664.16 

26 122.28 

35 409.65 

38s 12w 1 481.66 
10 202.28 
11 320.00 

12 305.57 
3 276.67 

-___-------__----_-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
TOTAL 41,132.79 

0.37 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER 
__________---------_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------- 

27s 7w 23 40.00 
24 280.00 
25 200.00 

35 60.00 
9w 34 80.00 

35 120.00 

28s 

29s 

30s 6W 

31s 

32s 

9w 

6w 
9w 

7w 

9w 

4w 

4.5 
6W 

7w 

14 160.00 

18 120.00 
10 40.00 
11 160.00 

17 60.00 
18 80.12 
20 100.00 
21 210.00 
6 120.07 
7 80.00 
8 229.41 

9 211.20 
1 75.10 
12 120.00 

13 80.00 
8 60.00 
9 60.00 

17 147.58 
20 160.00 

2? 160.00 

30 160.00 
31 240.00 

8 ' 80.00 
9 40.00 

6 159.39 
25 140.00 

26 160.00 

33 100.00 

29 40.00' 
30 100.00 

8.38 



CATEGORY STIPULATION 

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

PLANNING UNIT 

3 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
__________---_-----------------------*------------------------------------------------ 

33s 8w 12 180.22 

25 100.00 

26 144.09 

27 49.67 

34s 84 1 20.00 
3 223.35 

35s 9w 1 233.50 

11 190.00 
14 120.00 

15 93.21 

36s low 

37s 

.13w 

1lW 10 160.00 
20 200.00 

9 232.81 

13w 1 90.00 
10 100.00 

11 140.00 

12 140.00 
13 30.00 
14 182.00 
4 80.00 

--_---------_------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
TOTAL 8,261.72 

* 

17 80.00 
20 80.00 
21 240.00 

22 80.00 
26 320.00 
27 280.00 

33 40.00 

8.39 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RIPARIAN GARFIELD 
^_________-_-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_____-----------_--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

33s 5w 4 50.00 

5 210.00 
6 60.00 

9 30.00 

34s 5w 
6w 

7 120.00 
11 140.88 

12 210.00 

13 20.00 
14 61.60 

37s 5w 6 80.00 
7 161.48 

-----------_------------- _------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 1,143.96 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RIPARIAN ANTIMONY 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

--_------------------ ----------------------------------------------------------------- 

31s 1w 30 

31 

2w 15 
18 

19 
20 
22 

25 
26 
27 

28 
29 
30 

33 
34 

35 

260.40 

110.00 

40.00 
21.11 

111.07 

180.00 
20.00 

324.24 

. 100.00 
188.30 
150.00 
170.00 
231.82 

220.00 
120.87 

120.00 

8.40 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

_. ..: . . :.: ::: 
j;: 

: .:: 
. . . . 
:::. 
,..’ 
_.: 
.: : 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE ' PLANNING UNIT 

3 RIPARIAN ANTIMONY 
-----------------------------------------------------~-------------------------------- 

TObiNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
,,_,,,--,,-,,,-,,----------------------------~---------------------------------------- 

32s 1w 18 160.00 
19 10.00 

2w 13 170.00 
14 80.00 
19 210.44 

20 200.00 
21 60.00 
23 90.00 
25 40.00 
26 190.00 
3. 99.69 
4 342.46 

5 120.90 
6 163.88 
7 210.05 
8 160.00 

34s 2w 28 40.00 
_______--_----------____________________---------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 4,715.23 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY 
________-__--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
______________--_--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

31s 2w 35 122.00 

32s 1w 6 106.00 
2w 1 512.00 

1 'I 70.00 

12 336.00 
14 550.00 

15 97.00 
21 27.00 
22 557.00 
23 522.00 

26 487.00 
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PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
4 CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY 

__________---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
__________---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

32s 2w 27 476.00 
________------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 3,862.OO 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
4 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDARLBEAVER 

____________-_------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_____-_-__---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

285 6w 18 197.30 

19 256.70 

29 , 129.40 
30 183.10 

31 348.90 

29s 6W 

7w 

8w 
9w 

18 472.80 
19 228.00 
30 283.30 

31 457.30 
5 630.00 
6 348.00 
7 640.00 
8 197.20 

1 480.00 
11 82.50 
12 640.00 

13 462.40 

14 117.80 
23 512.20 
24 393.70 
25 625.00 
26 453.80 
33 40.00 
35 431.40 

30 97.10 
25 594.20 
26 73.00 

35 406.60 - 

8.42 . 



PROTECTION ALTLERNATIAVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 
-se--- _------- -e-T--- ---e----- ______-____---____-_------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

----me ____________________-------------------------------------------------- --------- 

29s 9w 36 448.80 

30s 6w 6 149.60 

7w 1 483.10 

10 512.50 

11 640.00 

12 359.00 

13 25.70 

14 335.00 

15 540.40 

21 25.60 

22 53.90 

9w 1 30.00 

10 113.20 
2 267.40 

3 568.10 

4 265.20 

9 214.20 

31s 3w 
4.5 

5w 

7w 

3 272.80 

17 63.80 

18 481.80 

19 604.00 

20 126.20 

29 27.30 

30 571.60 

4 453.60 

5 502.40 

6 59.80 

7 517.30 

8 506.70 

9 73.60 

12 183.60 

13 I 296.30 

25 86.70 

25 91.30 

26 211.00 

27 261.30 

28 299.60 

32 90.60 

33 640.00 

34 584.00 

8.43 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 
________------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
________---“-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

31s 7w 35 421.70 

33s 

34s 8W 

32s 4.5 18 
19 
30 

31 
7 

5w 25 
7w 10 

11 

14 
15 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

25 
26 

27 

28 
29 
3 

30 
4 

5 
7 
8 
9 

36 8w 

a 

443.80 

633.10 
640.00 
140.80 
227.50 

458.20 
67.30 

333.30 

461.60 
190.50 
642.70 
309.80 
334.60 

624.60 
67.70 

301.20 
606.40 

28.10 
672.20 

589.00 

615.00 
639.00 
282.60 

274.60 
640.00 

368.60 
186.70 
603.80 
186.30 
26.30 

1 268.30 
27 57.70 
34 186.90 

17 101.60 

18 388.00 

19 285.20 

3 135.80 
30 146.20 

8.44 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
4 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

34s 8w 31 
4' 
5 

8 
9 

9w 21 
23 
24 

25 
26 

27 
28 
29 

30 
31 

33 

73.40 
254.70 

200.70 

514.70 
252.00 

60.00 
133.50 
212.00 

150.90 
257.00 
147.80 
439.70 
125.80 

30.50 
40.00 

177.50 
. 

35s 

36s 11w 

low 

11w 

9w 

15w 

1 525.00 
10 357.00 

11 223.00 

17 592.30 
18 90.00 

19 430.70 
20 44.80 
3 242.00 
30 661.80 
31 112.70 
4 18.00 
8 151.70 
9 396.70 
25 159.80 
5 15.00 
6 241.80 

1 349.00 

12 10.40 
23 27.60 

24 31.40 
27 152.10 
33 759.60 

19 4.60 
20 10.00 

8.45 



PROTECTION ALTLERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
________------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

36s 15w 21 131.10 

28 413.60 

29 537.40 

30 378.60 

37s 11w 

12w 

17 320.00 
18 640.30 

19 301.60 

20 20.80 
4 176.50 
5 334.70 
6 484.90 
7 641.00 
8 281.80 
9 220.50 

1 598.50 
12 583.20 
13 536.20 

24 283.40 
26 40.00 

3 160.00 

38s 12w 7 507.30 , 

8 200.00 

13w 12 848.70 

17 11.00 

18 51.00 

3 87.60 

7 236.70 
8 88.00 

______________------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 53,197.oo 

6.46 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY 
_____________-_----------------------------- ------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
______-_--_------------------------------------------ --------------------------------- 

31s 1w 30 440.00 

31 440.00 

2w 25 483.24 
26 280.00 
34 5.00 
35 391.70 

1w 

1w 

2w 

2w 

18 512.76 

19 624.84 
6 628.58 
7 400.00 

1 571.58 
10 620;O0 

11 480.00 

12 611.80 
13 520.00 
14 600.00 

15 440.00 
17 640.00 

18 640.16 

19 580.52 

20 230.00 

21 210.00 

22 640.00 
23 560.00 
24 520.00 

25 640.00 
26 640.00 
27 575.00 
28 25.00 
3 337.98 

30 60.12 
7 319.99 

8 440.00 

9 460.00 

11 40.00 

12 120.00 

14 40.00 

2 30.00 
8 100.00 

_----------------------- -------------__-----____________________---------------------- 

TOTAL 15,898.27 

8.47 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
4 CRUCIAL ELK WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER 

_________-----------_______^____________---------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
----__-_------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

31s 5w 34 81.60 
35 491.70 

6W 11 90.10 
12 215.80 
14 34.20 
2 171.90 

32s 5w 1 297.90 
______-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 1,383.20 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER 
___-__-___---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
--------------------------------------------------------*----------------------------- 

27s 8/l 29 240.00 

30 80.00 

9w 1 360.00 

30s 7w 1 80.00 

12 80.00 
9w 5 200.00 

33s 

34s 

11w 28 160.00 
13w 13 160.00 
8w 27 199.00 

1OW 18 90.60 
25 160.00 
27 81.92 

28 100.00 
6 260.00 

7 200.24 

11w 13 40.00 

12w 31 80.00 

8.48 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
3 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER 

_______________--------------------------------------------------------"-------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_--_---------------_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

34s 12w 4 160.00 
13w 36 160.00 

14w 5 80.00 
8 160.00 

35s low 1 367.36 
9w 8 240.00 

---___--__-_-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 3,739.12 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD 
--____-___---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
-_-_--_-_----_------------------------------ -_---------------------------------------- 

33s 5w 20 110.00 

21 10.00 
29 10.00 

36s 5w 30 17.76 
661 24 20.00 

25 40.00 

37s 5w 6 76.66 
7 95.85 

38s 5w 3 160.00 
_____--------_----_------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 540.27 

8.49 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
3 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES ANTIMONY 

__^___-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

31s 1w 6 40.00 
2w 15 40.00 

22 40.00 

30 40.00 
----_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 160.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS CEDAR-BEAVER 
_--_-------------_-_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
_-_-__--_----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

28s 8w 27 80.00 

28 240.00 

33 240.00 

34 80.00 

29s 

30s 

31s 

32s 

8l4 17 320.00 
18 120.00 
7 40.00 
8 120.00 

low 

11w 

8w 

9w 

low 

19 40.61 
27 320.00 

30 241.86 
34 320.00 

25 40.00 

10 640.00 
3 200.00 

10 640.00 
11 320.00 

14 360.00 
15 120.00 
18 164.11 
22 40.00 

23 120.00 

8.50 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
3 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS CEDAR-BEAVER 

____________-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
--------------_----------------------------------------------------------------------- 

32s low 27 160.00 
7 163.98 

11w 12 160.00 
13 160.00 

7w 1 120.00 
11 240.00 
13 40.00 
14 120.00 
23 120.00 
24 120.00 

33s 11w 10 360.00 
11 120.00 
14 40.00 

15 210.00 
21 380.00 

22 30.00 
28 20.00 

--_----_------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOTAL 7,370.56 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UN IT 

3 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS GARFIELO 
-------------------_------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
---------------_---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

30s 5W 23 90.00 

33s 5W 25 110.00 
26 90.00 
35 40.00 

34s 

35s 

5w 

4.5 

6.51 

24 70.00 
25 110.00 
26 220.00 

18 9.73 
7 87.82 



PROTECTION ALTEitNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
3 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS GARFIELD 

_""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
""""""""""""""""""""_______________^____"""""-"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

35s 5w 12 140.00 
13 94.02 
19 50.00 

30 460.00 
6W 24 50.00 

25 300.00 

36s 5w 33 160.00 

37s 5w 30 264.86 

4 162.03 

5 30.00 
6W 25 280.00 

""""""""""""""""""""""-""---"-"""""""""""""------""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOTAL 2,818.46 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS ANTIMONY 
""""""""""""""-"""""""-"""""-"-""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""*"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

34s 2w 21 290.00 

22 40.00 

35s 3w 20 240.00 
29 280.00 
32 70.00 

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""-""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOTAL 920.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 ADMINISTRATIVE SITE ANTIMONY 
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

BRYCE ADMINISTRATIVE SITE 36s 3w 7 68.66 

B.52 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 
3 QUITCHIPA LAKE CEDAR-BEAVER 

_______""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

RIPARIAN 36s 12w 21 320.00 

28 200.00 

33 160.00 
34 160.00 

37s 12w 3 67.58 
4 67.62 

““““““““““““““““““““““““““” ““““““““““““““““““““““““““““““““”””””””””””””””““““““““““”” 

TOTAL 975.20 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 R&PP CEDAR-BEAVER 
""""""""""""""""""" """"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

BRAFFITS CREEK R&PP 35s 9w 13 160.00 
23 330.23 
24 513.28 

25 ' 160.00 
26 280.00 

CEDAR CITY AIRPORT 35s 11w 33 40.00 

RESIDENTIAL 11w 15 160.00 I 36s 
20 480.00 

21 640.00 
28 240.00 

29 240.00 
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" """"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOTAL 3,243.51 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 R&PP GARFIELD 
"_"""_"""""__""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

PANGUITCH AIRPORT 34s 5w 14 560.00 
15 160.00 
22 80.00 

6.53 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 R&PP GARFIELD 
_______"_"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" """"""""""""""""""""""""""""-"""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

PANGUITCH AIRPORT 34s 5w 23 480.00 
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""-"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOTAL 1,280.OG 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 R&PP ANTIMONY 
_""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

ANTIMONY LANDFILL 31s 2w 11 12.50 

BYRCE AIRPORT 36s 2w 6 314.42 
______________"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOTAL 326.92 

CATEGORY ' STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

4 RECREATION SITE CEDAR-BEAVER 
___""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""~"""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR 30s 9w 1 180.00 

11 120.00 
12 40.00 

ROCK CORRAL 28s 9w 14 160.00 
. """""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOTAL 500.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS CEDAR-BEAVER 
______“““““_““““““““““““““““““““”””~”””””””””””““““““““““~””””””“““““““““““““““““““““” 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 302 low 1 84.06 
31s 1oW 28 180.00 

29 200.00 

6W 31 343.53 
9w 24 160.00 

B.54 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS CEDAR-BEAVER 
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 325 1oW 13 160.00 

7w 13 320.00 
9w 5 80.00 

7 80.00 
8 120.00 

9 160.00 

35s 12w 10 120.00 
11 160.00 
14 120.00 
15 90.00 

““““““““““““““““““““““““““““““““”””” ““““““““““““““““““““““““““““““““”””””””””””””””““” 

TOTAL 2,377.59 

CATEGORY STIFULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS GARFIELD 
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""-""" """"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 34s 5w 27 30.00 
35s 5w 11 30.00 

12 20.00 
35 20.00 

36s 5w 14 110.00 
"""""""""""""""""" """""""""""""""""-"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

TOTAL 210.00 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS ANTIMONY 

""""""""""" """""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" """"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 33s 2w 27 70.00 

28 120.00 
33 120.00 

34 350.00 
35 40.00 

34s 2w 3 80.16 
32 180.00 

33 20.00 

35s 3w 32 20.00 

El.55 



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT 

3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS ANTIMONY 
_“““““““““““““““““““““““““““““““”””””””””””””””““““““““““”””””””“““““““““““““““““““““” 

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES 

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 35s 3w 33 80.00 
36s 3w 4 40.28 

8.56 
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