CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL |MPACTS

OVERVIEW

This chapter presents the environmental consequences of the five alternatives described in
Chapter 2 (Alternatives) to the resources detailed in Chapter 3 (Affected Environifiest)

impacts of each alternative are portrayed separatelyc@ngared with the baseline conditions

given in Chapter 3, with the exception of seemnomic impactsSince the analysis of

economic impacts is highly dependent upon model selection, those impacts are presented along
with an analysis of the modeling rhetds used.

Alternative A would continue existing managemeAtternative B would modify livestock
management, but with no reductions in stocking levels or permitted activélismative C,

the Management Preferred Alternative, would make allotmestifspchanges to allotments

which fail to meet one anoreRangeland Health Standards (hereafter referred to as Standards)
Alternative D would suspend active grazing on allotments which fail to meet either of the upland
health StandardsAlternative Ewould suspend active grazing on all allotments which fail to

meet Standards, both upland and riparian.

Impacts were assessed on a landscape. sklay of the allotment specific proposals involve
discrete actions, with site specific impacts (see Appehdot details), but the majority of those
specific, localized actions are future proposals, and would not be implemented as a result of this
proposed planning level determinatioMany of those proposals, such as fences or water
developments, were cardidorward into this analysis to determine the gross level impacts of
differing strategies of range managemenhey would not be approved as part of this decision
process, and would require further site specific analysis if and when their implemerstation i
proposed.

None of the impacts analyzed in this EIS rise to the level of significance unless specifically
stated.

For this analysis, BLM staff and interdisciplinary team collaborators have used existing data,
current methodologies, and professional jmégt Mitigation measures, such as the proposed
design requirements for future range improvements were incorporated into the analysis.

There is a considerable redundancy in this sectidany impacts were similar across
alternatives or across allotmentRather tlan forcing the reader to crogeference impacts, it
was decided to repeat them for the sake of continuity and readability.

ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS AND GUIDELINES

Short term impacts and direct impacts are ssgmnymoushand refer to impactdat are
immediate or would occur in a short time frame (generally five years or less) following
implementing EIS decisions.

Long term impacts and indirect impacts are usgbnymoushand refer to impacts that would
occur in long time frame (generally mathan five years) following implementing EIS decisions.
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All management actions would be in accordance with applicable laws, regulation, policy, and
guidance.

GENERAL EFFECTS EXPERIENCED UNDER ALL AL TERNATIVES

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Livestock and grazingelated improvements can have adverse effects on cultural sites through
several different methods. The direct impacts of cattle on sites generally results from hoof action
on artifacts, features, and cultural sediments, the creation of trails througjldeg&uction of

standing walls at architectural sites, and abrasion to rock art panels. Indirect impacts such as
increased erosion and deflation result from trail creation and use as well as the degradation of the
vegetative cover. Stoelelated rangémprovements can also impact sites. Impacts can be direct
(e.g. the construction of a col@ an archaeological site) or indirect (e.g. the placement of a salt
lick or water trough in an area that will concentrate stock use at cultural sites)

The effects of livestock on archaeological sites have been documented. Osborn et al. (1987) note
and quantify the damage to both ceramic and lithic artifacts, finding that ceramics suffer worse

than do lithics from trampling activities. They also note displacgwieartifacts. A following

paper (Osborn and Hartley) details similar conclusions noting artifact breakage, displacement,

and changes in artifact visibility. Giffor@onzales et al (1985) also tracked vertical and

horizontal artifact displacement asesult of trampling. Roney (1977) established a control plot

and introduced obsidian fiartifactso and docum
horizontal displacement. He also noted that the emitleced edge damage could easily be

mistaken forcultural modification, while Binford (1981) makes a similar observation concerning

bone artifacts and trampling. Broadhead (1999) also noted artifact movement within only two
weeks of monitoring a construct e dheéflectsohaeol og
cattle and grazing activities on surface artifacts, and found that the resulting breakage and
displacement alters the interpretation of sites by increasing the sherd count and decreasing the
ability of an archaeologist to identify the celiarstyle. He directly connected cattle impacts by

noting a negative correlation in ceramic sherd size and proximity to areas where cattle frequent.
Gann also notes that cattle are drawn to certain browse species common on archaeological sites,
hasteningerosion at these sites.

The most common observation in studies conducted by the above researchers is that lithic and
ceramic artifacts are broken and modified through trampling, and that artifacts are displaced both
horizontally and vertically within thsite. In a review of grazing related impacts to

archaeological sites, Cinnamon (1986) lists impacts noted at several National Park administered
areas throughout the Southwest. These include trampling, rubbing on and damage to/destruction
of standing higiric and prehistoric sites, erosion, and changes in historic vegetation. All of the
forms of impacts described above have been observed locally. The rare standing masonry walls
of open puebleera sitewithin the EIS areare found at locations that dreccessible to cattle.

Direct local observation has disclosed impacts to rock art gsitese cattle fecal material has

been found spattered across rock art panels at some siteh@mdabrasion is erasing both
pictographs and petroglyphs other siés
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Alcoves and Rock Shelters

Unfortunately, the visibility of these settings makes them relatively obvious and the well

preserved condition of these sites makes them a target for looters. The protection from the

elements offered by these settings alsong livestock, thus making shelters and overhangs a

focus of livestock use and increasing the levels of stelzted impacts. Recent monitoring by
archaeologists has documented extensive livestock use of rock shelters on the Kaiparowits
Plateatand elsevhere,i ncl udi ng at | east one archaeologica
cattle dung covers the floor of the shelter.

Architectural Sites

These sites are susceptible to a wide variety of impastpreviously described abownd are
especially pone to damage from looters due to their high visibility and from the impacts of cattle
on standing walls and rubble mounds.

Historic Sites
These sites are found across the project area, and are generally subject to the same impacts as
prehistoric sites.Most historic sites are open, but alcoves and shelters were used as well.

Open sites

Sites in this category may be subject to, and susceptible to, the widest variety of impacts.
Natural weathering and erosion begin acting on these sites as soona® theated.

Prehistoric sites in this category are often the least obvious sites and consequently are the most
prone to accidental disturbance by man.

Rock Art
While natural weathering and impacts from livestock take a toll on sites of this type,isandal
is by far the most serious threat.

BioLoGIcAL SoiL CRUST

While it is acknowledged that livestock impact crusts, evaluating the nature of that impact is
more problematic. There are two schools of thought on the relationship between crusts and
rangelad productivity. The first cites studies which confirm the ability of biological crusts to
prevent erosion, increase nutrients, and increase water retention. From this perspective, the
safeguarding of crusts is necessary to soil formation and retemtidthe prevention of

disturbance is necessary. The second school of thought notes studies which show that biological
crusts suppress plant germination and decrease water retention. They accept that crusts
decreased erosion, but cite evidence that emasieventually mitigated through plant

establishment. It has even been suggested that degraded rangelands have been replaced by
biological crusts, through the process of desertification. Less water retention and reduced
vegetation equate to long terns$oof range productivity. From this perspective, livestock

impacts on crust mimic that of natural herbivory, and as such aid in the restoration of rangelands
by introducing sites where water is retained, and plants can become established.
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RECREATION

Competition for Use of Space

Competition for use of space is the most common conflict between backcountry re@esation
and livestock. For recreatimts this conflict can result from either the immediate presence of
livestock, or in their absence, thaysical effects of livestock activity (especially additive
effects). Competition for use of spamecurs most oftem desert canyons, particularly riparian
canyons, wherboth recreationists and livestock tend to focus their activities majority of
backcountryrecreationistsise riparian canyons (as well as desert washes) as their main routes of
travel. In addition to the increased potential for water and cooler green environment, desert
canyons provide relatively convenienutes of travelUse canpetition decreased in the
Escalante River corridor after its closure to livestock994;however with increased recreation
use in side canyondyibutaries and box canyons, conflict between recreat®aist livestock is
increang.

One example ofompetition for use of space is locating a suitable backcountry campsite. In
some popular recreation areas (The Gulch, Lower Hackberry Canyon, Upper Paria River) the
cumulative effects of grazing activity (soil compactiorgnurebuild-up, loss of vegetatn)

have made it difficult to locate a campsite that has not been impacted by livestock activity. This
is particularly true for backcountry users trying to find shelter beneath a shade tree (cottonwood
or juniper) where the ground is often times compdeted littered witlcow manureLivestock

seek these locations as well for resting or bedding areas. In many cases, it is necessary to clear
the groundbf manurein order to pitch a tent or lay out a sleeping bag.

Another example of competition for usespace results when backcountry users and livestock
have encounters on the trailvestock behavior can vary considerably during these encounters
ranging from quiet curiosity tafrightened run The range of behavior seems to largely depend
on the topgraphy and availability of avenues of escape. Human behavior can play a part as
well, and can either exacerbate or decrease the conflict. In general, the gentler the terrain and the
more open the route of travel, the more calm livestock behave whemésrwog backcountry
recreationists Under these circumstances, livestock have many options for avoiding human
contact. In contrast, encounters in canyon environments can result in the unintentional herding
of livestock by hikers and equestrians. Thipasticularly true for steewalled and narrow

canyons where livestock have few options for escaping human contact. Such sitiatidns
conflict with the values and expectations of backcourgcyeationists

The competition of the use of space coulcréase stress levels for bdidckcountry

recreationists and livestock and also could increase the risk of an injury. For exasipk] of
enjoying a trip through a scenic narrow canyon (a major recreational attraction for the area of
concern), hikerand equestrians must instead focus on how to get afivestbck. The

recreational experienamuld be depreciated by having to hike with livestock and/or manure in a
canyon.Those seeking solitude or the opportunity to observe wildbfdd have their
experiencalepreciateds well. Some hikers, concerned for their safetyld be displaced and
choose to recreate elsewhere.
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Competition for Use of Water Resources

Although water is a relatively scarce resource, competition for physical access to water is
generally not an issue. The primary issue is the impacts that occur when liyastotkthe
water source with theimanure

An additional issue is the sedimehat gets stirred up by livestock walking through and standing

in water sources. This behavior makes it difficult for those hikers who use a water filter to purify
their water, as filters are quickly clogged by suspended sediment. While these coodliots

most ofterat small, isolated springs, they can be an issue as well along extended water courses,
as backcountryecreationistseek undisturbed portions of stream flow (absemhariure and

turbidity) to filter their water.

Reduced Natural Appeag/Aesthetically Pleasing Environnten

Some backcountry recreatists particularly those seeking a primitive and natural recreation
experience, have a conflict with the immediate presence of livestock and the physical effects of
their activity.

Some spetic examples of the physical effects of livestock grazing activity (direct and indirect)
that decrease the overall naturalness of the environment, and which can adversely affect the
recreation experience include:

Multiple Trailing and Other Surface Imgsc

As livestock go abouhe pursuit of food and water, multiple tradse created Some

hillside trails can be quite prominent and form an unnatural terraced appearance.

Livestock create multiple trails along and adjacent to riparian areas as virin t

ongoing search for food and water. These effects are particularly noticeable in areas that
are repeatedly grazed year after year. Even though some of these effects can be produced
by wildlife (deer, elk, big horn sheep, etc.), they differ in charaand intensity and are

an intrinsic part of the natural environment.

Deceased Livestock

The Gulch Outstanding Natural Area and Buckskin Gulch (Paria Cavigomilion
Cliffs Wilderness Area) are boffopularrecreation use areas that have repeated
inciderc e @f dead livestock along the hiking corridor. In The Gulch, livestock
sometimedglie in thewatercoursecontaminatinghe water downstream.

Range Improvement Projects

The presence of range improvemprtjects (RIPs), such as corrdtsading chutes,
barbed wire fencing, developed Bs (plumbing/metal ring tanks)istoricrange

camps and stock ponds can contribute to a decrenaagtal appeanceand

aesthetically pleasing recreation environm&micountering range improvement projects
is more likely to be an issue for backcoungreationistseeking a primitive recreation
experience, than for frontcountrgcreationistsvho are oftentimesehicle sightseeing

On the other hand, some recrenists especially thosaterested irwestern culture,
couldappreciate RIPs.
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Barbed wire fences arghtes can be particularly problematic for both rasngge
recreatiomrmanagementThis is true forboth frontcountry antbackcountry settingsin
frontcourtry settings, there are many locations where barbed wire fancemtes

intersect roads. Many of these barbed wire gates are difficult to open/close, especially for
the inexperienced user. Opening/closing these gates requires pulling/stretching the gat
across the road between two anchor posts. Securing the gate is accomplished by placing
a loop, or wrap of wire, around one of the anchor posts while maintaining constant
tension. Sometimes the effort can be quite challenging. The result is thatisibone v

are unable to open some gates and are forced to change their plans. At other times, they
are able to open a gate but not able to close it. Thi®Eematic fordivestock

operations as well as recreationists.

Much of the above explanation ajgs to backcountry settings as well. An example is a
backcountry recreatiasts (hiker or equestrian), who whitgking or riding encounters a

barbed wire fence. Depending on the physical ability of the user, crossing barbed wire

can prove to be a chafige, andn some cases, can even result in injury. Fencing

restricts travel on horseback to gated routes. Some fences have been vandalized by users
who sometimes resort to cutting several strands of wire or even an entire section of fence
to accommodate easy passad he same applies to difficult to open/close barbed wire

gates, which are occasionally installed in the short sections of drift fence across desert
canyons and washes. In many cases, the gates are simply left open by users which is
problematic for livetock management.

Range Management Activity

Some recreational users enjoy observing range management activity, such as feeding,
herding, or cattle roundups. These activities are an integral part of western culture and
have been chronicled in or have pid®d a central role for Western films. For some
(particularly foreign visitors), being able to observe this type of activityHiastd is a

lifetime highlight. Much of this activity takes place in frontcountry settings and along
backcountry transportatn routes.

On the other hand, somecreationistslo not appreciate range management activity

when it intrudes into the backcountry setting. Many backcountry users actively seek out
primitive recreation experiences in order to escape the sights, sanddsstivities of

daily human commerce.

ALTERNATIVE A 7 NO ACTION

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

There would be no change in the amount of livestock grazing use authorized as compared to
current active usand no change in resource conditioht allotments would & closed to

livestock grazing There would be no direct or indirect impacts to Livestock Grazing because
there will be no change in current Livestock Grazing management.
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Changes to existing management would be limited to thosetghortadjustments cononly
associated with egoing allotment administration such as requests for change of season of use,
modification to pasture rotation use, voluntary nse, transfers and temporary nr@mewable

use

Rangeland Health Standards

Nine allotments would continue to fail to meet Rangeland Health Stand@alket, Death

Hollow, Ford Well, Soda, Mollies Nipple, Rock Credludholes, School Section, Upper Paria,

and Vermilion.With rangeland projects considered on a dasease basis anghile specific
localized management changes would be proposed in response to the results of the Standards
evaluations, it is uncertain whether these lands would make progress towards meeting Standards
The determination that an allotment was not meettagdards was made addresmg the

overall condition of the allotment, not small, site specific, failundsthout corrective

management actions, some additional allotments which were evaluated as meeting Standards,
even though specific areas within therd not, would likely fail to meet Standards in future
assessments.

Compliance with the BLMO6s range manlkyte ment
nextgrazing seasons to Evaluations and Determinations that find Standards are not being met
due b existing grazing management, would not occur.

Allotment Specific Consequences

Circle Cliffs

Under the No Action Alternative no changes would be made to remedy the conflict between
hikers and livestock. The season of use (NeMatch 31) could still gerlapthe heavy use
period for hikers (March 1Blov.1). There would bemadditionalimpacts to permittees on the
Circle Cliffs Allotment.

Clark Bench

No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazirg preference, dates or resource management from current conditrems! would remain
static to upward on the four monitored trend locatiofise allotment has the potential to fail the
riparian Standard at Calf Spring should the permittee decideumeegrazing at the allowed
level of active use Recommendations for future changegrevent damage to Calf Spring
would come through meetings with permittees and the BLM.

Collet

(Uplands and Riparian did not meet)

No change in impacts is anticipatedrh this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazing preference, dates or resource management from current conditienallotment
should continue to fail to meet the Standards for both upland and riparian areas
Recommendations for futumanges would come through meetings with permittees and the
BLM.

Coyote
No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in

grazing preference, dates or resource management from current conditienallotment

RLH DEIS Chapter 4 page7

r

e



CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL |MPACTS

should continue to fail to meet the Standards for upland .aFeaked seedings would eventually
be restored, but as a low priotitiRecommendations for future changes would come through
meetings with permittees and the BLM.

Trend would remain downwamh the winter use pastures, leaving an overall downward trend on
the ten monitoring sites.

The allotment would continue to fail Standards on four of the seventeen Rangeland Health
Indicator sites

DeathHollow
(Riparian did not meet)

No change in irpacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazing preference, dates or resource management from current conditigihshe springs are
fenced and the road is altered from its current course through Wolverine, $ipis@diotment

should continue to fail to meet the Standards for riparian .ai&#s some cattle remaining into
mid-May, and without additional fencing to keep cattle from high recreational use areas on the
allotment, onflicts between livestock and reational uses would continue in Little Death

Hollow and on Wolverine CreekRecommendations for future changes would come through
meetings with permittees and the BLM.

Trend on this allotment downward. However, it is drought, not livestock that is causing t
decline in desirable species (see Appendix 1).

Ford Well

(Riparian did not meet)

No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazing preferencealates or resource management from current conditibhs allotment

should continue to fail to meet the Standard for riparian aileesommendations for future
changes would come through meetings with permittees and the BLM.

Soda

(Uplands and Ripariadid not meet)

No major change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change
in grazing preference, dates or resource management from current conditiersllotment

should continue to fail to meet the Standards faarign areas, but some improvement is

expected toward reaching upland StandaRRiscommendations for future changes would come
through meetings with permittees and the BLM

Currently trends monitored at seven locations and appears to be statligboly upward

King Bench
No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in

grazing preference, dates, or resource management from current conditioather range
related issues are present since Thelsid rated at PFC and all uplasites that pasture are
meeting the standards.
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Lake

No major change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change
in grazing preference, dates or resource management from currentocendifhile

recommendations for future changes would coameugh meetings with permittegke BLM,

and GCNRA.

Trend in this allotment is based on four photo plot sifiése allotment is static to slightly
upward overallandshould continue upward.

Last Chance

No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazing preferencegyrazingdates or resource management from current conditions
Management changes must be done through individual environmesgatsasents and resulting
decisions (such as fencing individual riparian areas that are impacted by livestock). Trend is
down because of severe drought (loss of seeded species).

Mollies Nipple

(Uplands and Riparian did not meet)

No change in impacts anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazing preference, dates or resource management from current conditiensllotment

should continue to fail to meet the Standards for both upland and riparian areas
Recommendatianfor future changes would come through meetings with permittees and the
BLM.

Trend wouldcontinue to be downward under this alternative.

Rock CreekMudholes

(Riparian did not meet)

No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as theoeinrsmediate change in
grazing preference, dates or resource management from current conditions but would be
reauthorized baskeupon the past permiRemoval of the wild cattle from this allotment has
improved conditions and trend appears to be upwBetommendations for future changes
would come hrough meetings with permitte¢be BLM, and GCNRA

Trend within the allotment is monitored at seven different locati®ased on the most recent
trend informationtrend appears to be static to slighifyward. Under current management trend
is expected to continue upward.

SchoolSection
(Uplands did not meet)

No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazing preference, dates or resource manageme@micurrent conditions The allotmenfailed

to meet the Standards for upland ared@secommendations for future changes would come
through meetings with permittees and the BLM.
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Under this alternative, the lortgrm trend would continue to decline inZ3&cres of the old
seeding The other sites that make up the remainder of the vegetative site on the allotment would
remain in a static to upward trend.

Upper Paria

(Uplandsand Ripariardid not meet)

No change in impacts is anticipated from this aliue, as there is no immediate change in
grazing preference, dates or resource management from current conditiensllotmenmay
continue to failStandards for uplanand ripariarareasunder this alternativeRecommendations
for future changes wodlcome through meetings with permittees and the BLM.

Trend would remain static under this alternative

Vermilion
(Uplands and Riparian did not meet)

No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in
grazingpreference, dates or resource management from current condifio@sllotmenmay
continue to failStandards for both upland and riparian argader this alternative
Recommendations for future changes would come through meetings with permittees and t
BLM.

Trend on this allotment is static, and would continue static.

Willow Gulch
No change is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in grazing
preference, dates or resource management from current conditions

The Lower @lIf Creek Falls Pasture would remain closed to graziagntaining the 1964
decision

Of the six upland sites redl, all six met Standards,hi | e t he one r iPpper i an r e
FunctioningCo n d i .t Itiiscexpected that impacts from this alternative would not diminish the
resource and it would continue teeet Standards the future Overall trend would be upward

or static depending on the ecological site.

VEGETATION

There will be no direct impacte vegetation as a result of this alternative. Indirect impacts are
described for each plant community below.

Aspen

Under the No Action alternativaspen stands would continue to regenerate, based on 2007
analysis.
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Evergreenforest

Evergreen foregplant communities currently receive light use and minimal impacts from
livestock grazing These impacts would likely continue under the No Action alternative
Potential for indirechegativeimpacts may occurom increased livestock use adjacent pldn
communities reach capacity and grazing is shifted onto Evergreen Forest communities.

Oak woodland

Impacts of the No Action alternative may include an eventual degradation in the health of this
plant community or a potential site conversion to Pinyoiper woodland These impacts

would be the result of indire@tnpacts oradjacent plant communitiesf range conditions

continue to deteriorate under this alternative, grazing pressure in adgaggafirusigrassland

and Pinyoruniper woodlands may faw an increase in juniper recruitmerduniper expansion

from these communities may reach into Oak Woodland, particularly if competition is reduced
from grazing pressureProgress would not be made towards achieving DPC for Oak woodlands.

Pinyon-juniper woodland

Impacts orPinyonjuniper communities would include continued degradation to understory
vegetation that would result in a loss of grass and forb components and an increase in the amount
of dead and decadent shrubis areas where late spring giag regimes are present,

replacement of cool season grasses with warm season gragkksontinue This plant

community may also receive indirect impacts as a result of reduced forage in adjacent
Sagebrustgrassland Pinyonjuniper woodlands typicallexperience light grazing but as

resources are diminished in adjac8agebrusigrassland, Pinyorjuniper woodlandsould

receive an increase in use and subsequent reductions in cover and desirable RBpegriess

would not be made towards achievin@© for Pinyorjuniper woodlands.

Ponderosa pine/Douglafir

Under the No Action alternative, Ponderosa Pine/Dotigla® mmunities would receive
marginal impacts Because this is a relatively uncommon community type with limited grazing
pressure, ndirect impacts are expectethdirect impacts may occur if adjacent cover types
reach carrying capacity and grazing pressure is shifted onto Ponderosa pineAiouglas
communities.

Blackbrush

Impacts orBlackbrush communities under the No Action alterreamay include further
degradation with respect to understory cover and shrub dive3ttyer current impacts that

would continue include exotic species invasion, replacement of cool season grasses with warm
season grassef€ontinued grazing pressureagncause an increase in blackbrush density and a
reduction of understory species, making the community more susceptible to weed iniasion
provisions would be made for achieving DPC.

Desert shrub

Under the No Action alternative, Desert shrub communitieuld likely continue with currently
observed trends towardscieased cover of exotic species ahdfts in species composition
Although the Desert shrub type contains many different assemblages of plant species with
differing responses to grazing,mse general impacts can be expectbthny of the impacts are
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long-term in nature and include a decrease in overall shrub and grass cover (particularly of
palatable species such as bud sagewartwing saltbush, and winterfatMany of the Desert
shrub ommunities in the Monument are at a threshold state where continued impacts from
grazing my cause a shift in biotic integrity from functionindNion-Functioning No progress
would be made toward achieving DPC for this community type.

Grassland and Meadwo

The No Action alternative would primarily impact Grassland and Meadow communities that are
functioning at risk or failing to meet Standard&olonged grazing without changes in
management wouldontinuecurrent problems at these sites such as invasion of exotids, ishif
species compositiomnd increases in bare grourflubject toelevation, climate, and soils,
grasslandsnay be susceptible to conversimnmixed Desert shrub, Sagebrush, or Piryon

juniper grasslandsContinued grazing pressure within these skgrdsslands can result in a
decrease in grass composition, or invasion by annual grass sdesiesbed grasslansites

may become overtaken by cheatgrasd,brome, or other annual éxograsses or forbsAs the
results of the biotic indicators in the Rangeland Health Assessments show, these effects have
been seen on the Monumemo progress would be made toward achieving DPC for Grassland
and Meadow communities.

Mountain shrub

Impacts associated with the No Action alternative to Mountain shrub communities are not
expected to be substantidecause of the relative scarcity of this cover type in the Monument, it
does not receive much grazing pressuké sites sampled for rangeld health were functioning
normally and would likely continue to function normally unless indirect influences from adjacent
plant communities occurred

Sagebrushgrassland

The No Action alternative would likely have the greatest impact t&#gebrustgrassland
community type While Sagebrustgrassland are composed of several different types of
sagebrush, some general impacts associated with continued grazing can b€ootedied

levels of grazing may reduce the vigor and reproductive capalildgtible shrubs (such as
Fourwing saltbush) while favoring less palatable species like rubber rabbitbrush, big sagebrush,
and broom snakeweed\ decrease in grasses may occur and this, coupled with an increase in
shrubs, may facilitate pinyon and junipevasion This occurs through an increase in the cover
of nurse shrubs necessary for woodland establishn@misome soil types and topographic
positions, increasedi®/on and dniper densities iBagebrustgrassland can result in decreased
understorycover and species richness, and make these sites more vulnerable to soil loss from
erosion (West and Young 2000)

Seedings

Under the No Action alternative, seedingaycontinue to experience downward trends with

only temporary closures following rehétation measuresMany of the seedings have

experienced recent mortalities in seeded species, particularly with crested wheatgrass, and if not
rested or rehabilitated may become dominated by exotic spatfiéis the loss of forage species

in seedings, I@zing pressure may be increased on shrub species or on adjacent plant
communities.
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Wetlands/Riparian

Although a relatively small component of the Monument, riparian cover types would receive
continuedimpacts under the No Action alternativlany riparian areas would continue to have
water developments inside the riparian zone which would continoegativelyimpact
vegetation through concentrated use and trampliErgsion control measures would not be
implemented where needed resulting in the drgiwhriparian areas and loss of wetland
vegetation Canyons would continue to receive concentrated use which would degrade riparian
vegetation Under this alternative no rest would be given to riparian vegetation in several
pastures resulting in littlariprovement to riparian vegetatiokVith no improvements in native
riparian communities, exotic species would remain and continue to sgdeadities of Russian
olive and Tamarisk may reach uncontrollable levels in many reachegacts described here
would be both direct and indirect.

THREATENED , ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Many of the special status species found in the Monument are edaphic endemics that are
restricted to sparsely vegetated sites with specialized soil or bedrock chstiestéFhese are

often harsh sites that provide little forage for livestock and are frequently inaccessible because of
steep slopesBecause of these habitat features, most special status plant species receive little to
no impacts from livestock grazingotential does exist for indirenegativeimpacts as a result

of habitat degradation from invasive weed species from adjacent habitats and loss of pollinators
that rely on the health of the surrounding vegetatiodirect impacts are the most likely

influences on special status plant populations under the No action alternative.

Current threats to the Kodachrome bladderpod are mainly relatedrimadfiehicle use but
trampling by livestock is a possibilityNo provisions would be made for protedtithis species

under the No Action alternativel he population status would remain the same or potentially
decline Approximately 599 acres of habitat are occupied by the Kodachrome bladderpod in the
Dry Valley, Upper Hackberry and Upper Paria allotmenrtke population size and condition

would remain the same or decrease as a result of ongoing threats.

Ut e | adi e = festrictedadistsbetion (Kireg 8ench Allotment, Deer Creek) in the

planning area and is managed in a manner that generally encourages the growth of the species
Winter grazing benefits this species by removing competing plant.cépgroximately 49

adoes of riparian habit at UnderthoNoAdignialerhativey Ut e |

current grazing practices would continue, whi
levels
Joneds cycladenia woul d reé&nmaniofithisspeael withigteed . Se

planning area. The site occupies approximately 36 acres of steep, remote habitat in the Moody
allotment that is inaccessible to livestock. No change to this population is anticipated under this
alternative.
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RIPARIAN AND WATER RESOURCES

Watershed Health

Grazing management would not be modified, except on-&péeific basis Degraded

hydrologic conditions in dominant plant communities would remain static or continue to degrade
as vegetative and soils resourcestinue to be impacted by livestock grazir@overof shrubs,
grasses, and littewvould remain depressed, resulting in increased ruriint communities with
relatively high infiltration rates, such as aspen, oak woodlands, grasslan@&ageimush

grassland, would be susceptible to conversion to communities with lower infiltration rates
Seedings would continue to deteriorate and would be vulnerable to high rates of tjpiafid
hydrologic conditions governing infiltration and runoff would noprove in the six allotments

(for 473,323 acres or 21% of the planning ares)meeting Standard 1

Riparian Proper Functioning Condition

Under this alternative, BLM6s policies regard
therefore we would aitiipate that riparian restoration would occur resulting in positive direct

and indirect impacts to riparian communities.

Water Quality

Current trends in upland and riparian areas would contancesome upland areas would

continue to deliver runoff ansediment to stream®Because the primary sources of total

di ssolved solids (TDS) are marine shales (O0ba
receive light grazing pressure, grazing would continue to have negligible orindirect or

directimpacts on TDS and salinity

Using tools contained in the Riparian Toolbox, offsite water and shutoff valves veolule: the
magnitude and duration of dewateringish mayreduce water temperatures in some spfat)
streams

SOILS

The soils resourceould improve the leastnder Alternative Aof any of the alternativesnd the

direct and indirect impacts as discussed below would contibwestock management would
continue at the present authorized use levels with minimal, if any, changes to gexnnity

terms and conditionsCurrently closed areas would remain closed to livestock grazing, but no
additional closures would be proposékhe current conditions on most allotments exhibit less
vegetative diversity, particularly grasses and forbs, thaud be expected for native

rangelands This contributes to a deficiency in the amount of litter and an increase in the percent
of bare ground A lack of litter increases overland flow exacerbating erasiyumthorized use at

this level is not expectetb result in the increased protective cover of residual vegetation and
litter resulting in reduced areas of bare .soil

Soil health including micrarganism populations, infiltration, aggregate stability, porosity, plant

nutrients, litter accumulatiomrganic matter, woody material accumulation most likely would
not be enhanced.
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Management activities wouletain the existingmphasis on avoiding and/or mitigating
detrimental compaction, wind and water erosion.

Existing and proposed uses woudgteivestandard monitoringp detect any unacceptable soil
erosion and compaction.

Soil disturbance would be minimized during management activities including vegetation
management projects (i.e., mechanical harvest of Pijwuper, seed bed preparation, and
drilling seed) but no new measures would be instituted for soil protectBunface disturbance
that would cause loss of litter and the organic matter layer would be awwidedite specific
basis

Under t he @ANo Aherewonld beAdtrategy for ansuring ehatroding land
rehabilitationwould bea priority, with less ofan emphasis on improving conditions in areas
where there is a lack of ground cover, gullies, rills, and sheet erosion.

Current requirements do not necessitate tietayement ignitedire (prescribed fire) béow
intensity fire that would only result in light soil heating, preventing undesirable chemical and
physical alteration of the soil, including hydrophobic soils.

Noxious WEEDS AND NON-NATIVE PLANTS

An indirectimpact would occur because thikernative makes no major changes in grazing
intensity or location, therwill likely be a gradual increase in noxious and/or exotic species
spread This negative impact may rise to the level of significance if noxiousisvaed non
nativeplantlevels are not controlled.

Currently closed allotments would not experience lar@stock dispersed increase in noxious
and/or exotic species.

WILDLIFE

In this alternative, current livestock grazing practices and managensegss would
continue Direct and indirect impacts are descrillmdow for specific species

Impacts on Migratory/Special Status Bird Species of Concern

The utilization standardéeither 50% or 60%) established in the Management Framework Plans
would be continued These standards would maintain coaad a seed source from grass and
grasslike speciesContinuation of existing management wouidintain or benefibird species
populationsvhich respond welld the currenfhuman impact alteregjlant communities Bird
species which have been negatively impactelistpricalplant community changes will

continue to experience those negative impacts

Monitoring data has verified that sever#lthe rangeland seedings within the planning area

failing rangeland health standard3eeding restoration is ongoing, and would continue under
this alternative, but as a low priorityrhe lack of surface cover would have a positive impact on
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birdsthat prefer that habitabut those which require ger would continue tavoid these areas.
Birds which require structural diversity would continue to avoid seedings

On allotments withhepeatedyrowing seasograzinguse, ground nesting birésd nestsvould
be subject tpotentiallivestock trampling Manyground nesting birds are migratory.

Repeated growing season grazing within specific plant communities, such as aspen, would
continue to have impactfkecurrengrowing season use results in the selective, repetitive
removal of palatablplantspecies,with aresultantmodification in the overall composition of the
plant community, and in some cases, a loss of protective.c&yacific examples inclugdea
reduced understory of forbs in Pinygamiper woodlands, eeductionof perenniagrassesn
Sagebrustgrasslandccommunities, a lack of juvenile recruitment in Aspen staoda,change in
structure in Mountain shrub communities

Most changes to community composition have already occluaseal yesult of over a century of
livestock use Impactsare most notabjend best understopaithin the two communitiesshere
grassis a dominantomponentspecifically theSagebrustgrasslandind Grasslanieadow
communitieg10% of planning area)On a regional scaldistorical herbivoryhasbeen
identified ashavinga negative impact on Sageouse and Sage sparrowhere has been a loss
of understorygrass and forlbover at nesting sitekeading to a increased susceptibility to
predation These impacts would continue under this alternative.

Within the Pinyorjuniper communitychanges itommunity structurenay havenada negative
impact onVirginia Warbler, Blackthroated Grey Warbler and Grey Viresince these birds
requireopen woodlands with a shrub understolany of thesevoodlandshavebecone closed
canopyand lack an understaryf his alternative would not modify that conditio(it should be
noted thafire regimechanges&ndinvasive annuals are additional causal factors within this
community, and both haymstulatedies with grazing The lackof structural varietyhas also
assisted other species, specifically the Pinyon Jay, which prefers large contiguous stands of
mature trees

On June 28, 2007 the Bald Eagle was removed from the list of Threatened and Egdlange
species but will continue to be regulated by the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines,
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and The Migratory Bird TredtylApacts to this
species areninimal with some impacts being increased food soumrtiee form of carrionfrom

dead cattle and in the losssafmecover for ground dwelling prey specieRecruitment of

potential roosting trees may be affected by grazing practices in riparian areas.

Under this alternativene recovery of some ripariameas may be suppressed due to growing
season use by livestacKhiswould retard establishment of woody specasd would continue
negative impacts on riparian dwelling bird species which need structural diversity, such as Blue
Grosbeak or Common Yelldtwoat As with other impacts under this alternative, most of the
change has already occurred
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Impacts o Bats

Under this alternative there would be little to no change on bat roosting or foraging habitat in all
habitats, or on water availabilitympacts on the overall composition of the plant community

such as reduced understory of forbs and perennial grasses results in limited habitat for the insect
prey community and the overall quality ledit foraging habitat Suppressed recovery oparian
communities a lack of juvenile recruitment in Aspen stands, and limited structure in Mountain
shrub communitiemit the availability of roosting habitaor riparian and tre@oostingbat

species.

Table 41 Summary oflmpacts m Bats

HABITAT Non-riparian, Nortriparian, Riparian, Roosting | Riparian, Foraging | Open water,
TYPE Roosting Foraging Foraging &
Drinking
BAT SPECIES Fringed myotis, Fringed myotis, Western red bat Western red bat Fringed myotis,
Al 1l end-s || Al | eppéts | Al l end-s |
brow bat, brow bat, brow bat,
spotted bat, big spotted bat, big spotted bat, big
freetailed bat, freetailed bat, freetailed bat,
Townsendd Townsend?©o Townsend?od
eared bat eared bat eared bat , Westerr
red bat
IMPACTS Little to no change | No change from No change from No change from No change from
in impacsk onbat existing impacts existing impacts existing impacts existing impats
roosting habitat in | expected expected expected expected Current
cliff, cave, non water availability
riparian treeand to bat species for
multiple habitats drinking should
remain unchanged.

Impacts en Game Species

Desert Bighorn Sheep

Under this alternative, ninety three percé€n612,509 acres)f suitable Desert Bighorn habitat
would continue to be grazeshder existing terms and conditionsnpacts orBighorns would
continue, in the form of competition for grass, and competition for watee later is of concern
since Bighorn sheep tend &avoid water sources when livestock are pres8etven percent of
Bighorn habitat would continue teelunavailable for livestock use, and would havepoiential
for livestock related conflicts.

Mule Deer

No changes imnmpacts orMule Deer are expected der this alternative Mule deer compete

with livestock for browse, especially during the winter season, and that competition would
continue Livestock prefer grasses and forbs, but during winter, when both lack nutritional
value, will shift their consuntn to woodier speciessmproved livestock management,
specifically actions which shift livestock use from the growing season to dormant seasons may
have & impact by increasing livestock browse use

Pronghorn
No change inmpacts orpronghornare anicipated under this alternativéll suitable pronghorn

habitat would continue to be grazed by livestock under current manage@anpetition for
forbs during the early growing season would continue.
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Sage Grouse
Impacts on Sage grouse would remamthanged under this alternativenpacts on occupied

habitat would remain unchanged under all alternati&ege grouse currently occupy habitat on
Black Rock and Pine Point allotment, and both allotments meet existing utilization standards,
show goodrend, and meet Rangeland Health Standards.

Impact on historical, but unoccupied, habitat would continligose impacts are primarily on
brood rearing habitatSage grousbrooding habitat normally consists of areas of dense cover
(which reduces predatiy, andnear riparian zones (which provides food in the form of forbs and
insects). Wherecurrentlylacking, umerstory cover would not increasunder this alternative
Riparian areas with low or lost functionality would continue to provide poor br@sthge

habitat

Impactson Fish and Aquatic Species

Under this alternative grazing management would continue largely unchanged and there would

be no provisions to prevent consecutive spring season of use by livestock in riparian or upland
areasHerbace us utili zation standards would remain
growth Utilization on woody riparian species would not be lowered to 40 percent of current
year 6 s | e Rigagan argas wowld continue to be subject to livestock gralzinng

spring and summerThese conditions could impact the letegm recovery and health

of riparian habitats with resultaimhpacts orfish and aquatic species which depend on them.

Impacts o Threatenedand EndangeredWildlife Species

MexicanSpotted Owl

Habitat conditions itMexican Spotted Owl critical habitat would remain unchangBae three
grazing guidelines in the Recovery Plan are being followed, and would continue to be followed
under this Alternative, with therovisothat few riparan restoration projects have been identified
for implementation of the riparian recovery guidelir@@urrently nine percent of the Mexican
Spotted Owl habitat within the planning area is not used by livestock, and that would be
continued.

Southwestern Wdw Flycatcher

No change in Southwestern Willow Flycatcher habitat would occur under this alternative
Currently forty seven percent of Southwestern Willow Flycatcher habitat is open to livestock
grazing, and fifty three percent is closddvestock woull have continued access to riparian
arean the Paria River segments of theabitat so little willow (or other shrub sized species)
recoverywould occur (The Escalante River portions of Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
suitable habitat are closed taagmng, and would have no changes in impacts.) Cottonwood
Allotment, which contains most of the suitable habitat identified in the Recovery Plan, is
currently grazed during the growing season, which meanshthaelective reduction of
preferential browsevould continue, with @ontinued andradual net loss of willows and other
shrub and tree speciesdthin riparian areasSince these flycatchers depend on a dense riparian
habitat of shrubs and trees, there would be no improvement in Seatighw WillowFlycatcher
habitat or numbers under this alternative
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Existing uilization standardé or cur rent year 0s gr obetcdntinmel gr as

under this alternativeWhile these standards would not increase available habitat, they would
prevent new damage to them in that livestock browsing on riparian shrubs would be terminated
prior to reducing shrub mas3he existing utilization standards are higher than those proposed
under Alternative€ through E within suitable habitat, so thereul be less habitat protection
under this alternative.

Cultural Resources

Cultural resources would be managed under existing guidelines, and without the proposed
Cultural Resources Protocol (Appendixud)der the no action alternativ8ite specifiampacs
oncultural sites would be mitigated when identified, with individual protective measures
designed for each local&Vhile no new grazing is anticipated under this alternative watidno
redistribution of grazing intensity, existimgpacs oncultural sitesfrom indirectimpacts (such
as erosion) would continuéddditional directimpacts (such as trampling or rubbing of
structures) would continue, but no new or cumulative effects are anticipated, since this
alternative continues an existing wgean existing level of uséJnder this alternative no cultural
resource specific, grazinglated monitoring and research program would be initiated, so this
alternative offers less protection to cultural site than the action alternatives.

Recreation
Conflicts between recreational users and livestock would remain as thiey tre shorterm

and would likely worsen ovehe longterm,as recreationalse increases while resource
conditions declin@inder the no action alternative
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ALTERNATIVE B
LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Implementing Alternative B would result imited changes in authorized livestock grazing\No
allotments would be closed to livestock girey. Initially 76,507 AUMs would be authorized
The impacts would be both direct (shtetm) a indirect (longterm) based upon the allotment
descriptions found below.

Retention of the Phipps Pasta® aforage reservevould leave the status of the area unchanged.

Closure of the Antone Flat (currently unalloted) and Little Bowns Bench (diy e forage
reserve) allotments and the Wolverine Pasture (currently a forage reserve) would have no impact
as these areas are not used for livestock grazing and no AUMs are authorized within them.

For the remaining@ 3 allotmentsthat meet Standardehanges to existing management would be
minimal as they would be limited tbose shorterm adjustments commonly associated with on
going allotment administration such as requests for change of season of use, modification to
pasture rotation use, volunyanonuse, transfers and temporary r@mewable use

Allotment Specific Consequences

Circle Cliffs

Under this alternative livestock would be prevented from using the Upper Gulch Pasture of the
Circle Cliffs Allotment after March 15. This woudtdleviate much of the conflict in the Upper

Gulch. It would, however, require a change in management of the rest of the allotment. Cutting
short the period of time that the Upper Gulch Pasture could be used would require changes to
stocking rates and rational schedules for the rest of the allotment. The changes resulting from
altering the Upper Gulch Pasture may impact the permittees ability to properly use the rest of the
allotment, since it would require the 15 days in the Upper Gulch Pasture tadieeumin some

other pasture of the allotment. This issue, compounded with the failed reseedings and increased
elk use, may require future changes to stocking rates. A thorough allotment evaluation, which
involves production measurements, may need twobepleted.If an evaluation is necessary, and

if changes to stocking rate are deemed necessary, reductions to stocking rates may be swallowed
up in relinquishments on allotments nearby, should there be any offered.

Clark Bench

Livestock numbers woulthcreasebut the season of use would be shortened by 30 days in the
spring resulting in no change to AUMsShortening the season of use by one month would
improve the longerm trend on all four trends studies by increasing the number and percent
coverof perennial grasses in each of the studigse trend would improve because the
perennials would be able to set seed every year as long as there is sufficient soil moisture
remaining once livestock are removed from the allotm@&hie shortened seasonuse would

allow for improved riparian stability on the dike at the Calf Spring impoundment as a result of
enhanced vegetative coverhis would also move the functioning rating towards Proper
Functioning Condition.
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Establishing the Dive Pasture would ued the utilization in the heavier used areas in Clark

Bench because cattle would not be staying in the Clark Bench Pasture the entire Eeason

new pasture would improve cattle distribution especially in the new pasture by keeping the cattle
in Dive longer then under current management.

Collet

(Uplands and Riparian did not meet)

Under this alternative rangeland coandtibans
alternative While livestock numbers would not change, distribution would chdngeto

fencing, water developments, and restoration prajethe exclusion of livestock from Right

Hand Collet Canyon would help restore the riparian areas there through rest, but would result in
a modified livestock rotation, since only two pastures ldidloen be available for grazin@ he

spring rest requirement (GRAZ), along with the revised rotation would increase the upland
rating for the allotmentFurther improvement would result after the installation of a gap fence to
create three pastureSince the installation of these gap and exclusion fences is subject to
funding, it is anticipated that the reduction of impacts would be phased in over the life of the
plan Considering the amount of time required for the environmental impacts assessment,
funding, and construction of these projects recognition of on the ground gains would be slow
Once in place, riparian and upland areas would progress toward meeting Standards with a net
increase in desirable species, litter, and solil retentionvever exotic and undesirable species

would continue to be present.

Coyote
Under this alternative there would be no permanent AUM reduction, temporanseaf 588

AUMs would be effective during restoratioRestoration activities would address the problems

on Sand Gulch and Five Mile Pastures by increasing the percent cover and reducing the amount
of overland flows within the old seeding$his would result in reduced soil erosion and more
forage production in these two pasturésng-term trend in thesegstures would improve

through increased number and density of perennial grasses once the new seeded plant species
become established'he trend in the winter pastures would remain downward until recovery

from the effects of the drought has been realized

Permittees would be impacted by not being able td88eAUMs whilethese pastures are rested
resulting in a shofterm, significant, negative impactn the longterm there would ba positive

impact because there would imere forage available &h is currently available Currently the

pastures receive infrequent ugifter restoration is completed permittees would be able to use
them at least once a year under a pasture rotation, which would also reduce grazing pressure on
the pastures within thellotment which do not require restoration.

DeathHollow

(Riparian did not meet)

Livestock numbers would increase, but the season of use would be shortened by six weeks in the
spring, resulting in no change to AUMEInder this alternativeattlerecredional user conflicts

would bediminisheda s ¢ o mp ar eadc tti oo ntoh entdétaate nsa would end on

March 31 instead of the May 19 his alternative would not change livestadtive preference.

In order to achieve ripariddroper Functiomg Condition shared water exclosures would be
constructed to allow for better protection of riparian resourgemgfences would be
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developed.It is anticipated that this would reduce erosion and increase desirable vegetative
cover, community, antitter throughout the allotmentSince the installation of structural
improvements, such as fences, is subject to funding, it is anticipated that the reduction of impacts
would be phased in over the life of the plan

Currently grazing is authorized froNovember I throughMay 15th Grazing would end
approximatelysix weekssooner the off date beinglarch 3£, which would reduce grazing
pressure on perennial grasses duringetiy growing seasanThe rest would also assist in the
recovery of ripaan areas which are not proposed for exclosures

Ford Well

(Riparian did not meet)

The authorized active use on the allotment would remain the same as in AlternakivedA

Well and Old Corrabpringsarel ocat ed on t he al IFumdtionmgAt and was
Riskd which led to the allotment failing to meet Standardis alternative would proposke
reconstruction of a structural range improvement in order to achieve PFC and to meet the

Standards Spring protection fencewould be constructedr improved which would allow the

riparian area to enlarge to its potential, reduce the hoof action and trailing of cattle in the riparian
area, reduce cattle use on and improve the riparian vegetation composition, age class distribution,
vigor, and perent cover

Soda

(Uplands and Riparian did not meet)

Under this alternative rangeland coadtibaoans w
alternative While livestock numbers would not change, distribution would change due to

fencing, watedevelopments, and restoration projed@ce in place, riparian and upland areas

would progress toward meeting standar@e@mbiningFortymile Ridge Allotment and Sia

Allotment would still be considereds would the development of a revised rotaticaistyy to

incorporate the pastures gained from Soda Allotment.

Water developments would be constructed to allow for better protection of riparian and upland
resources It is anticipated that this would reduce erosion and increase desirable vegetative
cove, community, and litter throughout the allotmeRiparian areas which do not meet
Standards should improve with a net increase in desirable species, litter, and soil retention,
however, exat and undesirable specie®uld continue to be presenBincethe installation of
structural improvements is subject to funding, it is anticipated that the reduction of impacts
would be phased in over the life of the pla@onsidering the amount of time required for the
environmental assessment, funding, and canstn of these projects, recognition of on the
ground gains would be slow.

Long-term trendwould continugo be static to slightly upward.

King Bench
No change in impacts is anticipated from this alternative, as there is no immediate change in

grazing preference, dates, or resource management from current conditions. No other range
related issues are present since The Gulch is rated at PFRpahgpland sitesn that pasture
are meeting the standards.

RLH DEIS Chapter 4 page22



CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL |MPACTS

Lake

This alternative would not change livestock numbers, but livestock distribution and use periods
would change Fences would be constructed to protect springs and reaches allowing for better
protection of riparian resourceSince the installation of structural improvements is subject to
funding, it is anticipated that the reduction of impacts would be phased in over the life of the
plan Considering the amount of time required for the emmnental assessment, funding, and
construction of these project, on thegnd gains would be slgwut once in place, riparian

areas would progress toward PFC with a net increase in desirable species, litter, and soil
retention.

Trend in the Lake Aotment is based on four photo plot siteBhe allotment is static to slightly
upward overall, and with the chges in livestock distribution arsdructural range
improvementstrend should continue upward.

Last Chance
Impacts would be the same as analyzedliernative A

Mollies Nipple

(Uplands and Riparian did not meet)
The authorized active use would remain 863 AUMs in this Alternative This is the same as
in the No ActionAlternative

The permittedseason of use woutgmainl2 monthsvith approximately80 days being spent on
private groundat Nipple Rancland deferring use on the transition pastures by using two in the
fall and two in the spring and alternating the sequence on a yearly basis. This would allow rest
during the growing seasdar both warm and cool season foragpecies. This would change

how the livestock operator rotates his cattle through the different pastures on the allGiwent

of the fve transition pastureslennyClay, Blue Spring, TelegrapMine Springand Rockbuse
Pasturesvould be rested every year during the growing season April and May, and two would be
usedin the fall approximately October and November

The change in the season of use would benefit the cool season grasses by providing these plants
periodc rest during the critical growing period which occurs during the months of April and

May. This change would also improve the vigor of the perennial grass spé@tiegrass

species, especially the cool season grasses, would increase in number arniccpeecas a

result of this change.

Restoration of the old seedings and the areas of sagebrush die off in the Rockhouse and Mine
Spring Pastures would increase the amount of forage for livestock as compared to what is
currently available in these degradareas Restoration activities, onaiccessfully completed,
would restorghe number and percent cover of cool season graBesgting the pastures where
restoration actions are implemented would impact the pasture rotation for a minimum of two and
possibly up to five years The length of the rest period would depend on when the new seedings
meet restoration objectives.

The combination of season of use change and restoration work would allow the allotment to start
making progress toward meeting Stamida The combination of both actions would increase the
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number and percent cover of perennial grasses, increase ground cover, reduce overland flow by
water, and reduce plant mortalitiRestoration would not immediately increase biological crusts

Thetrend would improve first due to tlkeferredrest these pasture would receive during the
critical growing period for grass species and secondly due to restoration activities in the
Rockhouse, Mine Spring, Blue Spring, Jenny Clay and Telegraph Pastuidsywehld
increase the number and percent cover of perennial grass species in these pastures.

Spring protection fences or redesigning of the water developments would increase the percent
cover of the riparian vegetation, improve vigor, diversify-ags®s and reduce or eliminate
altogether, hoof action and trailing of livestod®nce the protection fences are constructed cattle
would not be a contributing fact@o not meeting standards

The proposed Buckskin Gulch fence would eliminaterdoeeational/livestock conflict in lower
Buckskin Gulch There would be no decrease in active use from the construction of the fence
Restricting livestock use in Buckskin Gulch would assist in moving this area towards meeting
Standards

Since the ingllation of structural improvements is subject to funding, it is anticipated that the
reduction of impacts would be phased in over the life of the glaomsidering the amount of
time required for the environmental assessment, funding, and construdiiis moject, on the
ground gains would be slaw

Rock CreekMudholes

(Riparian did not meet)

There would be no change in active usez@g would beeauthorized at current levels.

Fencing and restoration of riparian sites would be a priolitigs anticipated that this would
reduce erosion and increase desirable vegetative cover, community, and litter throughout the
allotment This would beverified by monitoring. Since the installation of structural
improvements is subject to funding, itaisticipated that the reduction of impacts would be
phased in over the life of the pla®nce in place, riparian areas would progress toward PFC
however exotic and undesirable species would continue to be present.

Trend within the allotment will improvender this alternative.

SchoolSection
(Uplands did not meet)

Under this alternative rangeland coadtioboans
alternative While livestock active use, number of livestock or season of use would not change,
Rargeland Health would improve upon completion of the seeding restoration activities planned
for in this alternative Restoration activities would be completed as funding becomes available
Considering the amount of time required for the environmentalsmses, funding, and
implementation of the restoration activities on the ground gains would be slow until the activities
are completedUpon completion of the restoration activities there would be a decrease in
undesirable species such as RusHigsile cheatgrass and other annuals and increase of

perennial grasses.
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The longterm trend would improve upon completion of restoration activities especially in the
352 acres of the old seedinghe other sites that make up the remainder of the vegetativansite
the allotment would remain in a static to upward trend.

Upper Paria

(Uplandsand Ripariardid not meet)

Under this alternative rangeland coadtibans w
alternative, whiclwould result fromtemporary reduatin of cattle numbers, temporary changes

in season of use, and adaptable rotation strategiesctive Grazing Association oversees this

allotment and one of the impacts from this alternative would be the nurturing of trust and a

working relationship beteen the BLM and grazing permit holdefBhis grazing association has
demonstrated a willingness to work with the BLM for the protection and enhancement of

resources in the past and it would be beneficial to both parties and the resource to continue this
relationship

Rehabilitationactions would-esult inan increase in hydrological function and desirable species
As resource goals are met, the grazing levels would be restored in direct relationship to
sustainable levels of available foragénce a bnce is achieved, proper socking rates would be
identified on a more permanent basis that satisfies both resource objectives and the economic
sustainability of the permitteefRestoration and revised livestock management, combined with
continued involverant of grazing association members in adjusting annual stocking rates and
utilization levels for the allotment/pastures would achieve satisfactory progress toward meeting
Standards during the life of this plaihe other upland sites that are not locateskedings

would also benefit from this course of action as the amount of cattle on the ground during the
grazing season would relate directly to available forage on a yearly Bdsswould greatly

reduce overuse of desirable species while gipeigennial grasses a chance to produce seed,
build, and store the necessary carbohydrates for plant survival and production reserves
Increased litter would aid in dispersing overland flow and decrease erosion in areas determined
to have poor hydrologicdlinction

Riparian sites impacted by grazing would also show improvement under the above course of

action However, the major factor behind three reaches of Willis Creek, one reach of Henrieville
Creek and one reach MoRFulkcittitolnea | ©r evek e rdd rvlkeirrsg o
and these areas would most likely not reach PFC since these imp@abts/ond the authority of
BLMtocontrol Pri vat e water wuse al so | Apdaingdd sever a
Ri sk o such akHewaldiCanydnand Sheegredk;,however through a combination

of structural improvements and management methods discussed above stream bank vegetative
cover, plant vigor, and stream morphology would improve under this alternative

Overall trend would bepward or static depending on the ecological ditkd and late seral

species would most likely increase, represented by recruitment of perenniatasoh grasses
in upland sites
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Vermilion
(Uplands and Riparian did not meet)

The active use othe allotment would remain at Z8AUMs. The season of use would be
ch?ngechpproximately April 18 through May 28 and then from June™throughFebruary
28",

Changing the season of use so that cattle are not authorized during the active peowahdpr

grass species would have a beneficial impact to the cool season grasses, especially in the
seedimgs located in Fossil Wash, Seam\&ash, Government Reservoir and the three RCA
Pastures The cool season grasses in these pastures would be atmaeidseed every year in

each of the pastures instead of being grazed every year in some pastures and other every other
year in others.

Restoration activities proposed for this alternative would address the Rangeland Indicators that
were not meet on theElotment The soil erosion problem would be corrected with the seeding of
perennial grasses and the initiation of erosion control structures and actiVhiese actions

would reduce the gullying and rills formation, overland water flow, infiltrateom bare ground,
while increasing perennial grassver and correcting low annual production, litter and
reproductive potentialRestoration activities would improve Rangeland Health by allowing the
water retention to increase, resulting in an increaska ground cover percentage by perennial
grasses Erosion control activities would slow the flow of water across the landscape decreasing
soil loss The pastures would not be closed until restoration is funded, and would continue to fail
the soil and Iotic Standard until restoration work is approved.

Restoration activities would impact the livestock operator in that after reseeding, pastures would
not be available for grazing for a minimum of two \ssand possibly moreThis closure would

require achange in pasture rotation while the season of use for the allotment would be shortened
until all of the restoration objectives are met for the restoration efforts.

Since the installation of structural improvements is subject to funding, it is antictpatdtie
reduction of impacts would be phased in over the life of the plaimsidering the amount of

time required for the environmental assessment, funding, and construction of these project, on
the gound gains would be slaw

Growing season rest wallresult in aslightly upward trend.

Willow Gulch
Same as Alternative A.

VEGETATION

There will be no direct impacts to vegetation as a result of this alternative. Indirect impacts are
described for each plant community below.

Aspen

Under Alternative Baspen stands would continue to regenerate, based on 2007 anadysis
slowly progress towards DPC standards.
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Evergreenforest

Evergreen forest plant communities currently receive light use and minimal impacts from
livestock grazing These impacts woulikely continue under Alternative .BPotential for

indirect impacts may occur as adjacent plant communities reach capacity and grazing is shifted
onto Evergreen forest communities.

Oak woodland

Changes in distribution as a result of range developmedtgramwing season rests would assist
this community in reaching DPC parametekéany of the Oak woodland communities in the
Monument are functioning and would continue to function under this alternative with
improvements in overall health occurring ovendi Oak woodlands would receive a lower

priority for monitoring under this alternative and changes in community structure or invasion by
juniper may go undetected.

Pinyon-juniper woodland

Impacts orPinyonjuniper woodlands would include slight ieoderate improvements in

understory species cover and diversityith no changes in stocking rates, these improvements
would likely occur slowly, with incremental changes over tirReogress would be made

towards achieving DPC for this communityhe sgcific criteria outlined in the DPC for
Pinyonjuniper woodlands would create higher priorities for restoration activities in this cover

type A more diverse age structure and greater diversity of understory species would be achieved
and maintained ovembe with this alternative The timeframe for achieving results would not be
accelerated but gradual improvements would occur over time.

Ponderosa pine/Douglafir

Under Alternative B, Ponderosa Pine/Dougiiasommunities would receive marginal impacts

Because this is a relatively uncommon community type with limited grazing pressure, no

substantial impacts are expecteslight improvements to community health may occur as a

result of growing season rest reqgmometmenalsl é m
measures Indirect impacts may occur if adjacent cover types reach carrying capacity and

grazing pressure is shifted onto Ponderosa pine/Dodigleemmunities This cover type would

likely receive a lower priority for monitoring and shiftscommunity composition may go

undetected.

Blackbrush

Under AlternativeB, Blackbrush communities would experience gradual improvements to
community health and may slowly progress towards achieving E¥&kbrush communities
arenot particularly resilient and improvements to vegetation cover and diversity may be slow at
best under this alternativé&srowing season rest would allow some of the native species to
recover but complete recovery and reaching DPC objectives may nossielp without more
substantial modifications to livestock managemesites that were determinedhave a

moderate departure from the reference aeee the best chance to show improvements to soil
erosion, and species compositiddhifts in composion from cool season grasses to warm
season grasses may be irretrievabithout season use modificationSites that areot

functioning would be prioritized for monitoring under this alternative but overall improvements
in this plant communityare expeted to be slow
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Desert irub

Under Alternative B, dsert shrub communities would show some gradual improvements in
overall vegetation cover and biological soil crust cov@hanges in species composition may be
longer term in nature under this alternatiihese communities would not likely be prioritized

for restoration under this alternative and would not likely receive the inputs necessary to cause a
shift in species compositiorProgress towards DPC would be gradusdil loss and erosion

have beemdentified agmpactsonthis community and changes in distribution and growing
season rest would result in improvements over time to these fadtamts would be a positive
impact Desert shrub communities often occur in dry low elevation sites, oftarsaline soils,

and as such are naturally slower to recover from disturbance than other commuviitiethis
alternative, changes would alsocac slowly because most of thesigrt shrub communities

would not receive high priority for monitoringAs a result, sites that are at a threshold state may
not receive corrective measures soon enough to adjust management.

Grassland and Meadow

Grassland and Meadow communities would benefit from the improved distribution and growing
season rest measures asdedavith Alternative B Improvements to this community would

include a longterm increase in total vegetation cover and subsequent decrease in the amount of
bare ground Reduced surface resistance to erosion is a concern in some grassland sites and
growing season rest would allow increases in vegetation cover and litter to improve these
conditions Under this alternative, changes in species composition (increased diversity and
frequency of desirable and appropriate species) may not be detectable forea@ynless the
community is prioritized for more substantial changes in management or restoration.

Mountain shrub

Impacts associated with Alternative B to Mountain shrub communities are not expected to be
substantial Because of the relative scarcif/this cover type in the Monument, it does not

receive much grazing pressurgll sites sampled for rangeland health were functioning

normally and would likely continue to function normally unless indirect influences from adjacent
plant communities occted

Sagebrushgrassland

Alternative B would bring improved conditions to a large number of acr8agdbrush

grassland As with other community types, the changes would be gradual with initial increases
in total vegetation cover and decreases in bewand Longer term changes may be expected
for shifts in species composition and overall diversithe competitiveness of native grasses
against invaders such as cheatgrass may be increased slightly with changes associated with range
improvements Sagebrushgrasslandites wouldreceive higher prioritization for monitoring

under this alternative which may generate restoration plans or more substantial changes to
management in order to reach DPIGvestock management changes under this alternative
would not prevent or control the spread of junipeSagebrusiyrassland but monitoring may
identify areas to prioritize for treatmenBpecific seral stage percentages outlined in the DPC
would not be achieved in a timely fashion with grazing seasomamesthanges in distribution as
the sole measures for improving community health
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Seedings

Under Alternative B, seedings that do not meet standards or have experienced plant mortalities
would continue to be grazed until restoration activities are iadidtVhile this may provide

some measure of weed control, soil conditions would continue to deteriorate which would
ultimately reduce chances for successful restoratioyportant post restoration provisions for
achieving success criteria, adjusting singkates to reflect forage available, and generating a
general management plan are not provided under this altern&®astored seedings would
therefore have limited chances for letggm persistence under this alternati8eedings would

make slow prgress toward achieving and maintaining DPC.

Wetlands/Riparian

The proposed fences around riparian areas and improvements to water developments would
result in immediate increases in the total vegetation cover with subsequent increases in the
amount of liter, diversification of age classes of woody species, and potential expansion of
riparian zones to match site potenti@lhanges in species composition and structure for
herbaceous species may be observed in the-wrartwith more moderate to longerrter

changes to woody species compositidhere they exist, exotic species such as tamarisk and
Russian olive would continue to be strong competitors with native tree and shrub species without
proactive management and control of these plants

THREATENED , ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Many of the special status species found in the Monument are edaphic endemics that are
restricted to sparsely vegetated sites with specialized soil or bedrock charactértstiss are

often harsh sitethat provide little forage for livestock and are frequently inaccessible because of
steep slopesBecause of these habitat features, most special status plant species receive little to
no direct impacts from livestock grazingotential does exist fareggtive, indirect impacts as a

result of habitat degradation from invasive weed species from adjacent habitats and loss of
pollinators that rely on the health of the surrounding vegetation

Under this alternative, a positive impact would occur as dtresumproved habitat conditions
associated with rangeland improvements may ensure the health of adjacent special status plant
populations over the loagerm Indirect impacts are the most likely influences on special status
plant populations under Alteative B.

Threats to Kodachrome bladderpod are mainly related tmatf vehicle use but trampling by
livestock is a possibility Impacts orkKodachrome bladderpod would be reduced as a result of
the language in VEG (Chapter 2) which prevents tramplittgough placement of salt blocks,
supplements, and water away from Kodachrome bladderpod populafibissspecies occupies
approximately 600 acres within the Dry Valley, Upper Hackberry, and Upper Paria allatments
Under this alternative, roughly 588ras of the occupied habitat (98% of population) would
remain unchanged and approximately 14 acres of habitat (2% of population) would experience
improvements as a result of changes in grazing management (timing.otumskey this

alternative, Kodachromeladderpod populations would remain the same or show improvements
in size and extent
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Ute | adiesd tresses have a restricted distri
planning area and areanaged in a manner that generally encouragesollgof the species

Winter grazing benefits this species by removing competing plant.céggroximately 49

acres of riparian habi t atnderAltermatve B, purrentdgrating Ut e
practices would continue where this popiglatis located, which would maintain the population

at itsd current | evels

Under Alternative B, Joneos Seveyatsites aimawna wo ul d
this species within the planning areBhe site occupies approximately 36 acres eégt remote

habitat in the Moody allotment that is inaccessible to livestdik change to this population is
anticipated under this alternative.

RIPARIAN AND WATER RESOURCES

Watershed Health

The net effect of the proposed grazing management changkstinents not meeting the

Riparian and/or Upland Standards would be a slight to moderate reduction in the severity of
impacs onupland hydrologic processeSlight to moderate improvements in understory cover
would occur in dominant vegetation typesjsiag commensurate reductions in rundfhese
impacts would occur slowly, since grazing would continue in degraded allotments and there
would be minimal net reductions in use, although the initiation of growing season rest would
cause some immediate ingwements Continued grazing pressure would cause already
degraded seedings to deteriorate further and be vulnerable to high rates of Mowitbring

may not be adequate to identify and respond to changes in plant communities that are undergoing
convesion to less hydrologically desirable communities or are reaching threshold Sthages
design and location of restoration projects would likely focus on habitat improvement, and any
watershed benefits would be coincidental.

In the longterm, upland hydrlogic conditions governing infiltration and runoff would improve
slightly too moderately in the six allotmen{473,323 acres or 21% of the planning arez)
meeting Standard. IExcessive runoff from uplands would continue in the stemn, and to a
lesser degree, in the lorigrm

Riparian Proper Functioning Condition

The Riparian Toolboxvould be implemented on a site specific badigparianareas that are not
attaining or trending towards Progaunctioning Condition Emphasis would be placexh
reducing livestockmpacts orriparian areas through the use of range improvements, such as
exclosurefenesandoff-streamwater developmentsActive erosion control and treatment of
invasive exotic species would occur, but not on a widespread enstst basis

Riparian systems on all allotments would benefit from the initiation of growing season rest every
other year Bank stability would increase as a result of less frequent trampling and increased
vegetation cover, and sediment delivery fradjacent uplands to stream channels would

decrease as a result of enhanced sediment capture by vegetation
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Retrofitting existing water developments to reduce dewatering would increase the extent,
diversity, and vigor of native riparian plants in thersiierm, and would improve stream
channel conditions in the lortgrm (via increased bank stability and large wood recruitment).

Management changes in allotments failing Upland Standards would cause slight benefits in
riparian areas, ds/e of thesix allotments failing Standards 1 and/or 3 also fail Standard 2
Long-term reductions in runoff from uplands would cause reduced rates of headcutting and
channel widening, thereby allowing for maintenance and establishment of riparian communities
Dependingon how rotations are scheduled and season of use is changed, utilization of
herbaceous and woody riparian vegetation could be either decreased or incRepagdn areas

in functioning condition are more likely to respond positively to-retdtion graing, whereas

the condition of areas that are functionigisk or nonfunctional may remain static, slightly
improve, or degrade.

Under this alternativea§ well as Alternatives,®, and E)maintenance of new and existing
riparian fences would be critical to meeting riparian objectiv¥tenconstructed and

maintained, these fences would reduce herbivory and trampling (the most common causes of
riparian degradation in lentic systems), armig also slow the rate of headcut development and
migration

Riparian areas in allotments where temporary or permanent changes in grazing management are
to be implemented immediatelZollet, Mollies Nipple, and Vermilion) wouldegin improving

quickly, although installation of fences would be required to ensure sustainetetomg

recovery Management changes in allotments failing only the riparian Standard would improve
riparian areas incrementally over the life of the plan, since the fences enephaditzis

alternative would only be constructed as funding allows

Erosion control projects would avert reductions in the extent or functionality of a limited number
of riparian areasThe benefits of these projects would be greatest in functieatingk systems
where fences are repaired or installed to control grazing and trampling

Riparian vegetation treatments to remove invasive exotics would occur on a limitedibasis
successful, these treatments would increase recruitment of willow &#ndwood. Thewould
thereby maintain or restore important ecological (e.g., habitat) and physical (e.g., large wood
recruitment and bank stability) functians

Water Quality

In theshortterm areas vulnerable to erosion wouldhtinue to receive liveeck use however

because of management change®ff and erosion from degraded allotments would be reduced
Because the primary sources of total dissolve
are naturally highly erosive and receive lightzjng pressure, grazing would continue to have a
negligible or minor impact on TDS and salinityimited implementation of erosion control

projects could be used in streams and meadows to reduce the downstream transport of saline

soils derived from erodmuplands.
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Livestock use around springs would be reduced as a result of rangeemgaras and growing
season rest.

Reducing the magnitude and duration of dewatering would improve water temperatures in some
springfed streara Livestock grazing wouldantinue to affect woody riparian species that

provide stream shading, although impacts would be reduced relative to current conditions as a
result of repair and installation of fenceShanges in season of use could affect stream shading
Channel incisia and widening (and attendant increases in solar radiatputs and water
temperaturejvould continue, although recovery of riparieggetationas well as a limited

program of erosion control, would allow channels to stabilize over time

SoILS

Thegoal of this alternative is to make progress towards Standards using current range
management techniques, with minimal stocking adjustmeéatazing management would be
modified only as necessary to begin the process of making progress towards meetagiSta

in areas not now meeting Standards and to meet the goals and objectives of the land use plan
The current conditions on most allotments exhibit less vegetative diversity, particularly grasses
and forbs, than would be expected for native rangelahts contributes to a deficiency in the
amount of litter and an increase in the percent of bare grofutack of litter increases overland
flow exacerbating erosionThe undefined time frame towards achieving Standards in this
aternative makes it thieast favorable, with exception of Alternative A, for the improvement

and maintenance of the soils resource.

Management wouldncouragehe growth of species with high root production and a mix of
species with different rooting depths and patterns isingamicreorganism populations,
infiltration, aggregate stability, porosity, plant nutrier@sysion prevention, organic matter, and
resilience to compactiorManagement would maintaivearsurface roots, plant litter, and
vegetation to reduce ttseiscetibility of soils to compaction by helping to cushion impacts.

Soil health including micrarganism populations, infiltration, aggregate stability, porosity, plant
nutrients, litter accumulation, organic matter, woody material accumulation would be
maintained.

Management activities would avoid and/or mitigate detrimental compaction, wind and water
erosion. Existing and proposed uses would be constantly monitored to detect any unacceptable
soil erosion and compaction.

Soil disturbance would be minimizeldiring management activities including rangeland
improvement projects (i.enechanical harvest of Pinyganiper, seed bed preparation, and
drilling seed) When possible, only designated trails and roads would be $&ethce
disturbance that would cae loss of litter and the organic matter layer would be avoided
Where appropriate, eroding land would be rehabilitated with an emphasis on improving
conditions in areas where there is a lack of ground cover, gullies, rills, and sheet erosion.
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Noxious WEEDS AND NON-NATIVE PLANTS

Since this alternative makes no major changes in grazing intensity or location, there will likely
be a gradual increase in Noxious and/or invasive species spramsdnegaive impact may rise
to the level of significance if noxious weeds and-nativeplantlevels are notontrolled

Successful restoration and vegetation treatment projects aimed at improving vegetation health

and cover would result in a decreas@axiousand invasive plant species. Soil disturbance due

to fence building and pgtine extension has potential to increase weed spread but, the

i mprovements would result in |localized i mpact
disturbances but, wilhenly disperse livestock which will likely increase the distribution of

Noxious and/or invasive species. Rest and an improved rotation would reduce Noxious and/or
invasive plant species dispersal by livesto¢ke overall result would be a positive, iretit

impact.

WILDLIFE
In this alternative, limited changes to livestock grazing practices and management strategies
would occur Direct and indirect impacts are descriltbedow for specific species

Impacts onMigratory/Special Status Bird Species ob@cern

This alternative would correct problems identified by monitoring through active livestock
managementEmphasis would bplacedon improving distribution and timing of livestock use,
along with the construction of range improvements necessary\a@roetter control and
distribution

Seeding restoratiof®.25% of planning areayould be a high priority With the proposedlan
level requirements for species selection in restoration-Q/krough 12), theestoredseedings
would have a greatendrsity of plant types and species, and would include native spédies
change would have a positive impact birds since the failed seedings usually consist of
monotypic stands of introduceplassspecies Restoration wouldesult in greater plantariety

and an increase in habitat diversity, with a positive impagjressland dependent bird species;
especially in locations which currently have little surface cover as a result of seeding failure
There would be an increase in desirable habitagdound nesting migratory birds which require
nesting or protective coveihe small number of bird species which require exposed ground,
such asornedlarks orkilldeer, would be impacted by restoration actions

Season of use changes, growing seassn(GRAZ2) and improved livestock distribution from
fences and revised pasture rotations, would result in changes in vegetative composition
Livestock engage in selective herbivory, and improved managemoeid change vegetative
composition through #hrecovery of species which are selectively grazed or browidad
recoverywould increase habitat niches for bird species, and would reduce the impacts of grazing
on those bird species which have been negatively impacted by past grazing prattoese of
recovery would vary by vegetation type, with rapid response in forb or grass dominated types
(especiallyin early seral vegetation dominated by annuals), and less response in late seral types
such as Blackbrush or Pinygumiper.
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Uplandareaswhich have experiencedl loss of biological diversity or loss of spiloductivity
would showlittle or no recovery Somesagebruskgrasslandsand many myon-juniper
woodlands fall into this categaryDther plant communities, such dadkbrush, which have
been invaded bgnnualswould also see little change under this alternativeboth cases, bird
species numbers and diversity would remain. low

Growing season rest would reduce tramplimgpacts ormigratory ground nesting birds, since
the growing eason overlaps the nesting season

Range improvements which protect riparian areas, either through exclusion or by redirecting

livestock, would improve the structure and density of riparian vegetatiwhbenefitiparian
dependent specied he net irease in water availability from new range improvements would
also have a positive impact on bird species.

Table 42 Impacts on Birds by Habitat Type

Habitat Type Bird Species Impacts
(% land)
0 Aspen |0 Wil Il i ams o|l Growing season rest, along with new rotation, would aid the
(0.02 %) sapsucker reproduction and generation of these stands by redudhnay

grazing of aspen sprouts and seedlings

0 Pi -Gupipen
(41.7 %)

0 B Il-ttwaated gray
warbler

PinyortJuniper habitats in unsatisfactory condition would likel
remain so with slight improvemenFood sources (seeds and

0 Gr ay vi r elinsects)for birds would remain diminished as a result.
60 Pinyon ja
OVirginiads
0 Ponder|{d FI ammwll at| Currentimpacts from season of use and grazing intensity wol
PineDouglasFir |6 Gr ace ds w| continue.
(1.1 %) 0 Lewisds w
0 Northern
0 Desert|{d0 Brewer ds Habitatsthat are failing Standards would show improvement g
(7.20 %) 0 Sage s par|20yearsDegraded sagebrush areas would not be recavened
0 Sagebrush 0 Sage gr oultherecoveryofsome grasses and forbs is expectgagabrush
grassland grassland
(8.22 %)
0 Grassl| |0 BI ac€fikchr o s| Areas would make progress towards meeting the habitat
Meadow 0 Burr owi n g| StandardsCurrentimpacs onbird habitats would continue in
(1.7%) 0 Ferrugi n ol mostareas.
0 Sagebrush 60 Northern
grassland 0 S kearedtowl
(8.22 %) 0 Swainsonbd
0 Ripari|0 Bl ue gr os| Riparianareas currently not meeting Standards or are in a
(0.51%) 0 B r-tailedd downward trend would see modesiange over the next 10 to 2
hummingbird years Livestock management would only be minimally altereg
0 Common Y e| under this alternativeRiparian dependent bird habitats would
0 Lucyds wajseetheleast positive change.
0 Peregrine
0 Prairie f
0 Y e-billed auckoo
0 Bald eagl
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Impacts on Bats

Under this alternative there would be little 1@ change on nenparian bat roosting habitat
Improvements should be seen in figrarian and riparian foraging habitdihcreased vegetative
ground cover would result in an increased diversity of understory plant and insect prey species in
both nonriparian and ripariaforaging habitat resuling in the development of better quality

foraging habitag over time Reduced grazing pressure should atevease the recovery of
riparian communities;esuling in the development of better quality roostindibat (i.e large
cottonwood trees) over timéRange improvement design standards would increase the
availability of water for bats in existing water locations.

Table 43 Summary oflmpacts on Bats

HABITAT Non-riparian, | Non-riparian, Riparian, Riparian, Open water,
TYPE Roosting Foraging Roosting Foraging Foraging &
Drinking
BAT Fringed Fringed myotis, | Western red bai Western red bat | Fringed myotis,
SPECIES myotis, Al |l eno-s Al |l enod-s
Al | en 6 { brow bat, brow bat,
lappetbrow | spotted bat, big spotted bat, big
bat, freetailed bat, freetailed bat,
spotted bat, | Town s end Townsend
big freetailed | eared bat eared bat ,
bat, Western red bat
Townsel
big-eared bat
IMPACTS Little to no Minor changes tq Exclusionary Exclusionary Range
impacs on stocking rates range range improvement
bat roosting | and exclusionary| improvements | improvements design standards
habitat in range could resultin | could result in lesg would increase
cliff, cave, improvements less grazing grazing pressure | the availability
nonriparian | would resultin | pressure in in riparian of water through
tree, and less grazing riparianor foraging habitat, | the installation of]
multiple pressure in roostinghabitat, | resulting in Awil dlif
habitats foraging habitats| resulting in developmentof |[fr i endl vy
Increased developmenof | better quality improvements.
vegetative better quality foraging habitat
ground cover roosting habitat| over time This
results in (i.e. large would include
increased cottonwood more diverse
diversity of trees) over time| riparian
understory plant vegetation that
and insect prey would support a
species in greater diversity
foraging habitat of insect prey
Most current
impacts would
see slow positive)
change over 20
years.
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Impactson Game Species

Desert Bighorn Sheep

Only thirty six percen{585,816 acre)f suitable Desert Bighorn habitat would fe¢ained in
existing managemeninder this alternativeThis means under this alternative conflicts for
forage and water, betweendstock and Bighorns, would be reduced over sixty four percent of
the planning areaFifty five percent(896,468 acre)f suitable habitat would receive