





























Moab PRMP/FEIS Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences of Proposed Plan and Draft Alternatives
4.3.15 Special Status Species

4.3.15.19 IMPACTS OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES DECISIONS ON SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

4.3.15.19.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Under all alternatives, livestock grazing would not be allowed on 87,285 acres in order to protect
wildlife resources. This would primarily take place within the following habitat types: pifion-
juniper woodland, conifer and mountain shrub, and desert shrub (see Table 4.116). The removal
of livestock grazing could have long-term beneficial impacts on special status species within
these habitats by removing competition for food resources, improving vegetation composition,
species diversity and age class, forage availability, vegetative cover, and reducing surface
disturbance created by livestock.

In occupied priority migratory bird habitat, no surface disturbance would be allowed from May
1-July 30. Maintenance and/or improvement of lowland riparian, wetlands, and low and high
desert shrub communities would be prioritized in the MPA. In addition, bird habitat conservation
areas identified in the Coordinated Implementation Plan for Bird Conservation in Utah
(Martinsen et al. 2005) would receive priority for conducting bird habitat conservation
projects—including offsite habitat compensation—through cooperative funding initiatives such
as the Intermountain West Joint Venture. These actions would benefit both migratory bird and
special status species by maintaining and improving habitat necessary for survival.

Three Habitat Management Plans would continue to be implemented: the Hatch Point, Potash-
Confluence, and Dolores Triangle HMPs. These plans focus on improving upland and riparian
habitat for big game species including pronghorn, bighorn sheep, elk and deer, as well as other
wildlife species such as chukar partridges and peregrine falcons. Habitat improvements
according to these plans would also reduce adverse impacts to special status species that utilize
upland and riparian habitat (including sage-grouse, bald eagle, and special status fish species).

4.3.15.19.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

Under all Action Alternatives, the reintroduction of native and naturalized fish and wildlife
species into historic or suitable ranges would be considered where it is determined to be
appropriate. If the species to be reintroduced is a special status species, (e.g., any of the four
Colorado River endangered fishes), that species would experience a direct, long-term benefit
from the action. Even in situations where the species to be reintroduced is not a special status
species, this action could help to reestablish special status species by encouraging a more
balanced ecosystem dynamic within the habitats of the MPA.

Special status species that rely on riparian habitat for reproduction and survival (e.g.,
southwestern willow flycatcher, bald eagle, and yellow-billed cuckoo) would benefit from two
decisions involving riparian areas. Dispersed camping would be restricted (limited to designated
sites or prohibited, depending on the area) to protect riparian wildlife habitat. In addition,
riparian areas would be managed for multi-aged, multi-layered vertical structure, allowing for the
retention of snags and diseased trees. These actions would improve habitat quality for special
status species that utilize riparian habitat because of the reduction in human trampling and noise
and because of the improvement of habitat diversity and quality.

Raptors would be managed under the auspices of the Best Management Practices (see Appendix
0), including spatial and seasonal buffers, to ensure the protection of nests. These BMPs would
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directly benefit those raptors that are considered special status species, including the MSO,
burrowing owl, bald eagle, golden eagle, and ferruginous hawk.

An additional 3,263 acres of livestock grazing allotments (aside from those listed under Impacts
Common to All Alternatives) would be removed in order to benefit wildlife resources. The
removal of livestock grazing could reduce adverse impacts to special status species by
reallocating forage in these areas from livestock to wildlife use.

Fire suppression would be limited within the MPA and prescribed burns would be initiated in
order to increase native vegetation productivity and forage for wildlife. Special status species
that depend on habitat with new growth or relatively open ground (e.g., prairie dog and
burrowing owl) may be adversely affected in the short term, but would experience long-term
benefits from this action because of long-term habitat quality improvement.

4.3.15.19.3 ALTERNATIVE A

Under Alternative A, pronghorn fawning would be seasonally protected from development
between May 15 and June 20. Approximately 42,500 acres of desert bighorn sheep habitat would
be improved by preventing major human disturbance during breeding and lambing seasons.
Approximately 194,560 acres of land would be designated and managed as Rocky Mountain
bighorn sheep habitat. Seasonal protection would also apply on 260,769 acres of deer and/or elk
winter range; exploration, drilling, and other development activity would be allowed only from
May 16 through October 31. These restrictions would also protect special status wildlife species
in these areas by mitigating for the adverse effects of surface disturbance related to minerals
development (see Section 4.3.15.2.6).

Table 4.135, below, displays the total acreage of all wildlife timing limitations for each
vegetation type by alternative. Total acreage includes deer and/or elk winter habitat; pronghorn
fawning habitat; desert bighorn lambing, rutting, and migration habitat; and Rocky Mountain
bighorn occupied habitat. Although these restrictions apply to big game habitats, special status
species utilizing the habitat would benefit from surface disturbance restrictions. Tables S.1
through S.4 (4 tables) in Appendix S itemizes the acreage for each habitat type. See Table 4.116
to relate vegetation (habitat) types to special status species. Note that overlap occurs among
species habitat and therefore acreage totals for each alternative may be more than the actual
acreage represented on the ground.

Table 4.135. Acreage of All Wildlife Timing Restrictions for Vegetation Types by

Alternative
Vegetation Type Alternative A Alternative B PR(;EESED Alternative D
Conifer/Mountain shrub 29,108 95,778 50,281 23,836
Desert shrub 20,585 757,208 312,877 285,004
Invasive species and weeds 818 21,950 15,222 15,024
Pifion-juniper Woodland 188,574 979,393 553,653 449,148
Riparian/Wetland 1,594 11,746 6,609 4,588
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Table 4.135. Acreage of All Wildlife Timing Restrictions for Vegetation Types by

Alternative
Vegetation Type Alternative A Alternative B PRSEESED Alternative D
Sagebrush/Perennial 16,549 138,867 102,413 98,225
grassland

Alternative A would have the least amount of wildlife habitat subject to special wildlife
conditions (257,228 acres). Details on these conditions are found in the wildlife section and
under Alternative B, below. Because timing limitations generally reduce adverse impacts to
special status species utilizing big game habitat areas, Alternative A would provide the fewest
beneficial restrictions.

4.3.15.19.4 ALTERNATIVE B

Under Alternative B, a total of 2,004,942 acres would be subject to timing and surface use
stipulations to prevent disturbance and habitat impacts to pronghorn, Rocky Mountain bighorn
sheep, deer, and elk. In addition to benefiting big game species, these restrictions would also
protect special status wildlife and plant species in pifion-juniper woodland, desert shrub, and
sagebrush and perennial grasslands habitats (see Tables 4.106 and 4.125). Maintenance and
operation activities for mineral production as well as hunting would be allowed during seasonal
restrictions. Therefore, these restrictions would offer only minor mitigation potential for the
adverse effects of surface-disturbing activities on wildlife species and their habitats. Because
timing limitations generally reduce adverse impacts to special status species utilizing big game
habitat areas, Alternative B would provide the most beneficial restrictions for these species.

4.3.15.19.5 PROPOSED PLAN

Under the Proposed Plan, 1,041,055 acres of wildlife habitat would be subject to timing or
surface use restrictions. This would reduce impacts over a larger area of pifion-juniper woodland,
desert shrub, and sagebrush and perennial grasslands habitats (see Table 4.116) than Alternatives
A or D, and a smaller area than Alternative B. This alternative would provide more habitat use
restrictions benefiting special status species than Alternatives A or D, but fewer restrictions than
Alternative B.

Actions related to wildlife management decisions are likely to adversely affect Jones' cycladenia,
MSO and SWFL due to potential habitat modification and degradation from wildlife habitat
enhancement and treatments. Adverse affects to the endangered Colorado River fishes are also
likely due to potential habitat degradation resulting from wildlife habitat enhancements.

4.3.15.19.6 ALTERNATIVE D

Under Alternative D, 875,825 acres of wildlife habitat would be subject to timing or surface use
restrictions. This would benefit special status species in pifion-juniper, desert shrub, and
sagebrush and perennial grassland habitats (see Tables 4.106 and 4.125). Accordingly,
Alternative D would provide more beneficial impacts for these species than Alternative A, but
less than Alternative B and the Proposed Plan.
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4.3.15.20 IMPACTS OF WOODLANDS DECISIONS ON SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

4.3.15.20.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Impacts to special status species from woodland management activities include removal of trees
used by these species as cover, roosting or breeding sites, direct impacts to individuals from
trampling or crushing during harvesting, and indirect negative impacts due to changes in
vegetation structure. Woodland harvest resulting in reduced probability of catastrophic wildfire
would likely reduce potentially adverse impacts to special status species that occupy woodland
habitats.

Indirect, adverse effects of wood gathering include trampling and removal of native vegetation,
which result in special status species habitat degradation that can include reductions in prey
species, forage species, and cover. Table 4.143 in Section 4.3.17.16, Impacts of Woodlands
Decisions on Vegetation Resources, presents the number of acres of each vegetation type closed
to woodland harvest as presented for each alternative for the MPA.

Sensitive wildlife species in pifion-juniper woodland habitat would face short- and long-term,
adverse impacts from surface and noise disturbance associated with woodland harvest.

4.3.15.20.2 ALTERNATIVE A

Under this alternative, 1,243,743 acres of piflon-juniper woodland habitat would be open to
woodland harvest and wood gathering. Of the four alternatives, this alternative would have the
largest area open to woodland harvest and wood gathering, and therefore the greatest potential
risk of disturbance to special status species utilizing this habitat (see Table 4.116).

4.3.15.20.3 ALTERNATIVE B

Under Alternative B, 1,071,335 acres of pifion-juniper woodland habitat would be open to
woodland product harvest. Of the four alternatives, this alternative would have the lowest
number of acres open to woodland harvest and wood gathering and, therefore, the lowest risk of
disturbance for special status species utilizing this habitat.

4.3.15.20.4 PROPOSED PLAN

Under the Proposed Plan, 1,212,886 acres of pifion-juniper woodland habitat would be open to
woodland product harvest. This alternative would have fewer potentially adverse impacts on
special status species in this habitat than Alternatives A or D, but more than Alternative B.
Activities associated with woodlands management decisions are likely to adversely affect Jones'
cycladenia due to 27% of potential habitat areas open for woodcutting and harvesting that could
result in habitat degradation and trampling of individual plants. Woodland management under
the Proposed Plan would likely adversely affect MSO due to forest treatments that could result in
habitat loss, displacement or mortality of individual birds, or prey reductions. Adverse affects to
the SWFL and endangered Colorado River fishes are also likely due to the potential for habitat
modification and degradation associated with woodland product harvesting activities in riparian
habitats.
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4.3.15.20.5 ALTERNATIVE D

The impacts of woodlands decisions on special status species under Alternative D are identical to
those described for Alternative A.

4.3.15.21 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Table 2.2 of Chapter 2 summarizes the impacts of the various alternatives and their program
actions on special status species.

4.3.16 TRAVEL MANAGEMENT

This section discusses impacts to travel from management actions of other resources and
resource uses discussed in Chapter 2. Existing conditions concerning travel management are
described in Chapter 3.

Travel management would affect a variety of travel modes as discussed in Section 3.16.1. OHV
(motorized vehicle) travel would be managed under four possible categories, based on BLM
land-use planning decisions on route utility, and on decisions to protect natural resources and
maintain public safety. The OHV categories are: 1) Open to unlimited, cross-country travel, 2)
Limited to Inventoried or Existing routes (under Alternative A only), 3) Limited to Designated
Routes, or 4) Closed to OHV use.

The analysis of impacts to travel within the MPA was conducted under two assumptions. First,
travel routes designated as available to OHV use would allow all forms of travel (i.e., motorized,
mountain biking, and non-mechanized hiking and equestrian), which would have beneficial
impacts to travel by providing opportunities for a wide range of travel modes. Second, routes not
designated would adversely affect travel because of the reduced opportunities for mechanized
and motorized access to areas within the MPA. The indicators for analyzing impacts to travel
are: 1) miles of route (see below) designated or not designated for OHV use, and 2) the number
of acres designated as open or closed to OHV access.

Utah State road classes were considered in the impacts analysis. The road classification relevant
to the analysis was the Utah Department of Transportation Class-D roads. These are unpaved
roads, and not regularly maintained nor funded for maintenance by the state. Most of the routes
within the MPA are in this road class (see Travel Plan, Appendix G). Utah Class-B roads are also
proposed as designated routes under the Travel Management prescriptions (see Chapter 2, Table
2.2 Impacts Summary Table); however, these routes were not used as analysis criteria because
they are maintained San Juan County and Grand County roads that currently provide motorized
access throughout the MPA and whose travel function or designation would not change under
any of the proposed alternatives.

4.3.16.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

After approval of the RMP, if the MFO Authorizing Officer determines that OHV travel use
would cause or have the potential to cause adverse impacts, then an area could be closed to travel
or travel restrictions would be imposed. This would potentially have long-term, adverse impacts
on travel because opportunities would be reduced.

Once Travel Plan routes are established in the RMP, (see Appendix G for a description of the
route planning process) designated routes could be modified or adjusted at the implementation
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and project-planning level. The route adjustments would be done through a collaborative process
involving local governments and the public. The impacts to travel management would be
beneficial in the long-term because potential travel-related resource use conflicts would be
identified and satisfactorily resolved since the route modification process would include
interested and/or concerned stakeholders.

4.3.16.2 ALTERNATIVES IMPACTS

Management decisions from the following resources would have negligible impacts on travel
management and will not be analyzed further in this section: Fire Management, Health and
Human Safety, Lands and Realty, Livestock Grazing, Paleontology, Recreation, Riparian, Soils/
Watershed, Special Status Species, Visual Resources, Wildlife and Fisheries, and Woodlands.
The impacts would be negligible because reducing the risks of wildland fire; protecting public
safety around AML sites and reducing the risks of hazardous materials spills; designating ROWs,
lands acquisition, exchange, or sales; establishing livestock utilization levels and applying
rangeland grazing standards and guidelines; managing recreational areas and user groups;
protecting riparian areas, sensitive soils, water resources; protecting federally listed species and
other non-listed wildlife and fish species; protecting scenic quality; and permitting woodland
harvesting would not change designated travel routes and OHV travel within the MPA.

4.3.16.2.1 IMPACTS OF AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DECISIONS ON TRAVEL

Air quality management common to all of the alternatives would require compliance with Utah
air conservation regulations that prohibit the use, maintenance, or construction of roads without
fugitive dust abatement measures. BLM policy requires monitoring and managing exhaust
emissions and fugitive dust to prevent deterioration of air quality within potentially affected
national park Class I area (for the MFO, this would include the adjacent Canyonlands and Arches
National Parks). The impacts on travel would be minor and short-term along unpaved travel
routes (i.e., Class-D roads, single-track routes, mechanized trails) that require road surfacing-
related dust abatement measures because travelers could experience some travel delays or re-
routing around the affected road sections during dust abatement and maintenance projects.

4.3.16.2.2 IMPACTS OF CULTURAL RESOURCE DECISIONS ON TRAVEL

4.3.16.2.2.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, there are no specific prescriptions that address travel opportunities or
potential restrictions on travel within the context of cultural resources management.

4.3.16.2.2.2 Alternatives B-D

Under all of the action alternatives (B, D, and Proposed Plan), cultural sites could be closed to
visitation if it were determined that travel-related activity threatens cultural site integrity. If sites
were closed, then travel opportunities could be adversely affected in the short-term or long-term,
depending on MFO decisions to protect a threatened site. Compared to Alternative A, the action
alternatives would potentially have more long-term, adverse impacts on travel opportunities
because access would be reduced to protect cultural resources.
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4.3.16.2.3 IMPACTS OF MINERALS DECISIONS ON TRAVEL

Minerals-related access roads would be constructed under all of the alternatives and would be
generally available for use by the public, but the RFD-predicted level of mineral resource
development would result in a relatively small number of additional access roads (i.e., spur roads
to drilling sites) when compared to the existing or designated routes within the MPA. Minerals
decisions that permit oil and gas exploration and development would have beneficial, but minor,
impacts on travel access and opportunities because minerals-related access roads would increase
opportunities.

4.3.16.2.4 IMPACTS OF NON-WSA LANDS WITH WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS
MANAGEMENT DECISIONS ON TRAVEL

4.3.16.2.4.1 Alternatives A and D

No lands would be managed for wilderness characteristics under Alternatives A and D; there
would be no impacts to travel management from these decisions.

4.3.16.2.4.2 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, over 177 miles of route within 26 non-WSA lands with wilderness
characteristics would not be designated for motorized travel (compared to 294 miles in
Alternative A). An additional 7 non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics would have no
routes would designated for travel (Arches Adjacent, Big Triangle, Dome Plateau, Floy Canyon,
Horsethief Point, Mexico Point, Yellow Bird.) This would adversely impact those recreationists
engaging in motorized activities by removing 177 miles of available route. However, this would
provide a beneficial impact to those recreationists seeking a more primitive experience.
Development of routes for mechanized travel would not be permitted on the 266,485 acres of
non-WSA lands managed for wilderness characteristics.

4.3.16.2.4.3 Proposed Plan

Travel in Beaver Creek would be limited to 12.45 miles of designated route (reducing route
miles by 6.3 miles in Alternative A); travel in Fisher Towers would be limited to 4.3 miles of
designated route (reducing route miles of 6.68 miles in Alternative A); travel in Mary Jane
Canyon would be limited to 10.04 miles of designated route (reducing route miles by 23.28 miles
in Alternative A). This would adversely impact those recreationists engaging in motorized
activities by removing 36.26 miles of available route. However, this would provide a beneficial
impact to those recreationists seeking a more primitive experience. Development of routes for
mechanized travel would not be permitted on the 47,761 acres of non-WSA lands managed for
wilderness characteristics.

4.3.16.2.5 IMPACTS OF SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS DECISIONS ON TRAVEL

4.3.16.2.5.1 ACECs and Wild and Scenic River Segments

Under all alternatives, OHV, mountain biking, and non-mechanized recreational travel and
access opportunities within river segments being considered for WSR status, and travel within
ACECs would be limited to routes either designated under prescriptions to protect resource
values in these areas or under the Moab Travel Plan (see Section 4.3.16.2.6).
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This would have negligible to minor impacts on travel opportunities because travel routes into
these areas would be allowed under all alternatives. However, no areas would be designated as
open to unlimited, cross-country OHV travel within special designations, which would have
long-term, adverse impacts on this form of travel because cross-country travel opportunities
within these areas would be prohibited.

4.3.16.2.5.2 WSAs and Wilderness Areas
Alternative A

Wilderness area and WSA prescriptions under Alternative A would continue to designate 12,635
acres in the Behind the Rocks WSA as Closed to OHV access, and travel limited to inventoried
routes on 82.5 miles of way within 309,749 acres of Wilderness and WSAs. The impacts to
travel opportunities would continue to be adverse in the long-term within the Behind the Rocks
WSA because OHV access and travel opportunities would not be available in this area.

Alternative B

Alternative B prescriptions would manage all WSAs and the Black Ridge Wilderness (a total of
354,015 acres) as closed to OHV travel, which would have long-term, adverse impacts on travel
opportunities within these special designation areas. No routes would be designated. The impacts
to travel would be more adverse under this alternative, when compared to Alternative A, because
more area would be closed to OHV travel.

Proposed Plan

Under the Proposed Plan, 344,056 acres of WSA and Wilderness would be closed to OHV travel,
with 9,959 acres managed for OHV travel limited to designated routes (with 3.1 miles of route
designated). The impacts to travel would be similar to Alternative B because only 3% of all
WSA and Wilderness areas would be managed for OHV travel and access opportunities.
Compared to Alternative A, this alternative would be similar to Alternative B because the total
WSA area closed to travel opportunities would be similar.

Alternative D

Under Alternative D, motorized travel in all WSA and Wilderness areas would be designated as
limited to designated routes (with 16 miles of route designated), with long-term, beneficial
impacts on travel opportunities and access into these areas, since motorized opportunities will be
available on these 16 miles of route. The impacts on travel would less beneficial to travel than
Alternative A because although travel opportunities would be available in all WSA and
Wilderness areas in Alternative D, there would be fewer miles of route available for use.

4.3.16.2.6 IMPACTS OF TRAVEL MANAGEMENT DECISIONS ON TRAVEL

4.3.16.2.6.1 Motorized (OHV) Travel
Alternative A

Under Alternative A, OHV travel would be managed under open, limited, and closed
designations, as shown below in Table 4.136, with travel prescriptions as approved under the
current RMP and subsequently modified by Federal Register limitations and restrictions issued
after approval of the RMP. Alternative A would manage 620,212 acres as open for cross-country
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travel, 1,196,920 acres as limited to existing, inventoried and/or designated routes, and 5,062
acres as closed to OHV travel. Designation of 620,212 acres of the MPA as open to OHV areas
would have negligible impacts on travel opportunities because opportunities would be
unrestricted for all modes of travel. Limited OHV use along inventoried and/or designated routes
would also have negligible impacts on OHV travel because travel along these routes would
remain unimpeded. The adverse impacts on OHV travel would be minor, in the long-term
because, approximately 99% of the MPA would be accessible either by cross-country travel or
along designated and inventoried/existing routes.

Table 4.136. OHV Designations by Alternative

Travel Designation Alternative Alternative | PROPOSED | Alternative
A (Acres) B PLAN D

Open 620,212 0 1,866 3,064
Limited to Existing Roads and Trails 1,196,9204

Limited to Designated Routes 1,475,074 1,481,334 1,762,083
Closed 5,062 347,424 339,298 57,351
Total 1,822,194 1,822,498 1,822,498 1,822,498
D routes (miles)? 4,673 2,144 2,519 2,671
Designated Motorcycle Routes (miles)2 03 0 123 219

'Acreage figures may vary by alternative due to the changes in GIS technology and variances in GIS shapefiles.

2These are the miles of designated routes at time of EIS publication. After the issuing of the ROD, minor adjustments may be
made by the MFO to more accurately define the designated routes.

3The Slickrock Trail, while open to motorcycle use, was not designated as a motorcycle route under the current RMP.

*48,169 acres would be limited to designated roads and trails; and 309,749 acres would be limited to inventoried routes in
WSAs.

Alternative B

This alternative would designate no area as open to cross-country OHV travel. Limited OHV
travel would be permitted on 1,475,074 acres of designated routes, with 347,424 acres closed to
all OHV travel. These travel designations would allow opportunities on approximately 81% of
the MPA, which would have adverse, long-term, but minor, impacts on travel opportunities
because a small proportion (19%) of the MPA would not be available for travel access.
Compared to Alternative A, this alternative would manage the MPA with more long-term,
adverse, restriction-related impacts on OHV travel, as 342,362 more acres would be subject to
long-term prohibitions on OHV access under the closed designation.

Proposed Plan

The Proposed Plan would have impacts similar to those discussed under Alternative B because
the acreages designated as limited and closed to OHV use are similar, except that a small area
(1,866 acres) would be designated as open to OHV travel within the White Wash Sand Dunes
and managed as a motorized OHV focus area (see Recreation Section 4.3.10.2.10.6). Compared
to Alternative A, the Proposed Plan would have impacts similar to those discussed under
Alternative B because the acreage comparisons are similar: approximately the same number of
acres would be closed to OHV cross-country travel.
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By restricting the Bartlett Freeride area to bicycles only, open motorcycle opportunities would be
restricted on 166 acres.

Alternative D

Under Alternative D OHV travel prescriptions, 57,351 acres would be closed, 1,762,083 acres
would be designated as limited to designated routes, and 3,064 acres would be open to cross-
country OHV travel within two motorized OHV focus areas (White Wash Sand Dunes and
Airport Hills). Approximately 97% of the MPA would be available for travel opportunities and
access. The impacts would be similar to those discussed under Alternative A, but to a lesser
degree, because, although a large proportion of the MPA would be open to travel, the access
would be along designated routes and not cross-country.

4.3.16.2.6.2 D-Class Road Travel

Note that the miles of D-Class routes are included within acreages of OHV travel discussed
previously. Class B roads are available for travel under all alternatives.

Alternative A

Under Alternative A, 4,673 miles of D-class route would be available for travel (as either
inventoried, existing or designated routes). About 122 miles would be available for single-track,
motorized travel (i.e., motorcycle OHV travel). As shown above in Table 4.136, motorcycle use
is currently allowed on the Slickrock Trail, but formal motorcycle trail-use designation was not
included in the 1985 RMP. Under this alternative, the opportunities for travel along D-Class
routes would be unimpeded, with long-term, beneficial impacts to travel.

Alternative B

Alternative B would designate approximately 2,144 miles of D-Class routes, with no miles
designated for single-track, motorized use. Under this alternative, travel opportunities would be
adversely reduced in the long-term because 2,144 miles of inventoried routes would not be
designated due to lack of an identifiable purpose and need, and 655 miles would not be
designated because of resource use conflicts (cultural, wildlife, sensitive soils, recreation,
riparian, wilderness values, and floodplains). See Appendix G for a discussion of the
collaborative BLM/County route designation process. Compared to Alternative A, this
alternative would have greater adverse impacts on travel opportunities because the proposed
Travel Plan would eliminate 2,529 miles of routes within the MPA that would otherwise be
available for travel.

Proposed Plan

This alternative would propose approximately 2,519 miles of D-Class routes, and would
designate 282 miles of motorcycle single-track routes. The impacts on travel would be similar to
Alternative B and for the same reasons, except that the designated single-track routes would
provide long-term, beneficial recreation-related travel opportunities for the off-highway
motorcycle user group (see Recreation 4.3.10 for user group descriptions). When compared to
Alternative A, the Proposed Plan would be similar to Alternative B because the miles of routes
not designated (and the reduction in travel opportunities) would be similar: approximately 2,154
miles of routes would not be designated, resulting in long-term, adverse impacts on MPA travel
opportunities.
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Alternative D

This alternative would propose approximately 2,671 miles of D-Class routes and 340 miles as
designated motorcycle single-track routes. When compared to Alternative A, the adverse impacts
to travel would be similar to Alternative B, but to a lesser degree, because the miles of route
closures would be similar. Approximately 2,002 miles of routes would not be designated,
resulting in impacts similar to those identified in Alternative B.

4.3.16.2.6.3 Mountain Biking Recreational Travel

Under management common to all action alternatives, mountain biking travel opportunities
would be allowed on all routes open to motorized travel use, and management would be applied
to these routes to identify and modify routes, as needed, to meet mountain biking travel needs.
Approximately 11 miles of existing single-track routes would be managed for mountain biking
use only. These prescriptions would have long-term, beneficial impacts on mountain biking
travel by expanding recreational travel and access opportunities for this user group.

Alternative A

Under Alternative A, the impacts of management on mountain biking travel would be adverse in
the long-term because none of the prescriptions would specifically or adequately address the
current trends of increasing resource-user conflicts between motorized OHV and mountain
biking travelers and mountain biking user displacement by motorized OHV users. Under this
alternative, mountain biking travel conditions would be degraded in the long term, and
recreational travel opportunities and experiences would likely be diminished for the
aforementioned reasons.

Alternatives B, D, and Proposed Plan

Proposed management under the action alternatives would have long-term, beneficial impacts on
mountain biking travelers by developing additional mountain biking routes: 75 miles under
Alternative B, 150 miles under the Proposed Plan, and 300 miles under Alternative D. These
routes would include proposed additional support facilities (e.g., trailheads, signs, and route
markers). The beneficial impacts would vary by degree, with Alternative D and the Proposed
Plan having the most beneficial impacts on mountain biking travel. Compared to Alternative A,
all of the action alternatives would be more beneficial to mountain biking travel because 1) travel
user conflicts and displacement would be addressed by converting inventoried routes not
designated for motorized OHV use to mountain biking travel; and 2) the demand for mountain
biking travel facilities would be addressed by installing additional facilities.

4.3.16.2.6.4 Non-mechanized Recreational (Hiking, Backpacking, Equestrian)
Travel

Management common to all action alternatives would provide non-mechanized travel
opportunities on all routes open to motorized OHV and mountain biking users. Non-mechanized
travel opportunities would be unrestricted within the MPA, except where limited or restricted to
protect specific resources values. Seventeen miles of non-mechanized routes on existing trails
would be managed for non-mechanized users. Equestrian users would be encouraged to
participate with the MFO in identifying additional non-mechanized trails for development of
equestrian and hiking routes. These actions would have long-term, beneficial impacts on non-
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mechanized travelers by expanding the travel opportunities for this user group and by reducing
user-conflicts with motorized and mountain bike travelers.

Alternative A

Under this alternative, equestrian use would continue to be discouraged in Negro Bill Canyon in
order to protect canyon resources, but would have negligible impacts on non-mechanized travel
as the canyon route would still be open to foot travel. Commercial equestrian use would not be
allowed in Mill Creek Canyon, but private use would continue. In general, the prescriptions
under Alternative A would have long-term, adverse impacts on non-mechanized travel because
the alternative does not address current trends within the MPA, including: 1) the increase in
resource user conflicts between non-mechanized and mountain biking travelers; 2) the increasing
displacement of non-mechanized travelers from areas used by motorized OHV users and
mountain bikers (see Section 3.10.2.6); and 3) the demand for recreational facilities to meet
traveler needs, such as trailhead signs, route markers, and information kiosks (see Section
3.10.2.5).

Alternatives B, D, and Proposed Plan

The specific prescriptions under these alternatives would be beneficial in the long-term to non-
mechanized travel because resource-use conflicts between non-mechanized and mechanized
(including OHV and mountain bike) users would be addressed by developing exclusively non-
mechanized travel routes. Support facilities would be installed along existing and new trails, and
specified existing trails would be managed for equestrian use (with hiking allowed). The
difference in impacts between the alternatives varies by degrees: Alternative B, Proposed Plan,
and Alternative D would develop up to 25, 50, and 100 miles of additional routes and appropriate
support facilities, respectively. Compared to Alternative A, all of the action alternatives would
have more beneficial impacts on travel by providing more opportunities and more facilities for
non-mechanized travel.

4.3.16.2.7 IMPACTS OF VEGETATION DECISIONS ON TRAVEL

4.3.16.2.7.1 Alternative A

Under this alternative, there would be no impacts from vegetation-related prescribed fire/fuel
reduction or invasive/non-native plant control projects on travel opportunities or access because
no drought management prescriptions on travel would be in place.

4.3.16.2.7.2 Alternatives B, D, and Proposed Plan

For all of the action alternatives, prescriptions for managing drought conditions under the
proposed adaptive drought management plan could adversely restrict travel or reduce travel
opportunities in the short-term by closing areas to public entry. This would potentially have more
adverse impacts on travel than Alternative A because closing areas to public entry under the
drought plan would restrict travel opportunities; however, these impacts would be minor because
they would likely be short-term and would only be imposed under exceptional conditions.
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4.3.16.3 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Table 2.2 of Chapter 2 summarizes the impacts of the various alternatives and their program
actions on travel management.

4.3.17 VEGETATION

This section discusses impacts to vegetation from management actions of other resources and
resource uses discussed in Chapter 2. Existing conditions concerning vegetation are described in
Chapter 3.

Vegetation types for the MPA were categorized as conifer/mountain shrub, desert shrub, pifion-
juniper, riparian and wetlands, and sagebrush/perennial grass communities.

For the purposes of this RMP, the primary indicator of impacts to vegetation is the acres of
surface disturbance caused by management decisions regarding other resources. Such surface
disturbance would impact vegetation resources to varying degrees, depending on the amount,
location, and type of surface disturbance and the disturbed vegetation's characteristics or ability
to withstand surface disturbance. Surface-disturbing activities that currently occur and that are
expected to continue include grazing; minerals development; recreation and OHV use; woodland
harvest; and vegetation treatments.

The following resource management decisions would have negligible impacts to vegetation and,
therefore, are not discussed further: air quality, cultural resources, human health and safety,
paleontological resources, and visual resources. The impacts would be negligible because
protecting air quality, protecting and inventorying cultural resources, maintaining public safety
around AML sites and reducing the risks of hazardous materials spills and site cleanup, allowing
scientific study of and recreational collection of fossils, and protecting scenic quality under
designated VRM Class objectives would neither improve nor degrade vegetation resources
within the MPA.

4.3.17.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Weed management in the MPA would include control of existing noxious weed species and
preventing the spread of invasive species. Restoration and rehabilitation activities would always
use certified weed-free mulch and seed mixes; native seed mixes would be used whenever
possible. Additionally, users with stock animals would be required to provide certified weed-free
feed for stock animals. These actions would benefit vegetation resources by reducing the spread
of noxious weeds.

4.3.17.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

In accordance with the BLM sagebrush conservation guidance, the MPA would reclaim and
restore up to 257,809 acres of sagebrush habitat and shrub-steppe ecosystems. Efforts would
include prioritizing sagebrush-steppe communities for wildfire suppression, emergency
stabilization and fuels reduction, and following the BLM's Sage-Grouse Conservation Strategy.
The Sage-Grouse Conservation Strategy would be used, when applicable, in the development
and implementation of vegetation and land treatments, livestock manipulation techniques, fire
projects, energy exploration and development, and any surface-disturbing activity within
sagebrush and shrub-steppe communities. All of these actions would have beneficial, protection-
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and enhancement-related impacts on native plant species from vegetation restoration and
reclamation, and from the reduction of invasive species establishment.

Vegetation treatments, including biological, chemical, mechanical, and prescribed burns, would
be used to reduce tamarisk and Russian olive where appropriate. In addition, the MPA would
incorporate vegetation treatments from the Utah Record of Decision (ROD) for Vegetation
Treatment on BLM Lands in Thirteen Western States EIS (BLM 1991a as amended).
Management would also include restoration of riparian habitat to native willow and cottonwood
communities, including replanting cottonwoods and willow subsequent to wildland fire or other
disturbance in riparian areas, where appropriate. The impacts of the above-mentioned treatments
and restoration activities on vegetation resources would be adverse, short-term, and minor due to
vegetation removal and/or trampling; however, the treatments and restoration actions would
reduce native species competition with noxious weeds and invasive plant species, which would
have long-term, beneficial impacts on vegetation resources.

Under decisions common to the action alternatives, the MPA would establish criteria for
restricting activities during drought, through an adaptive drought management program. These
restrictions could result in beneficial, short-term and long-term impacts on vegetation because
criteria would be established and BMPs applied to restrict or prohibit surface impacts to
vegetation. These actions would result in beneficial impacts to vegetation from such actions as
suspending or limiting seed collecting, suspending surface-disturbing activities, changing
livestock use, and limiting prescribed burn and vegetation treatments during periods of drought.
For more detail on adaptive drought management, refer to Chapter 2 Vegetation Management
Common to All Action Alternatives.

4.3.17.3 IMPACTS OF FIRE MANAGEMENT DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Under all alternatives, the Utah Land-use Plan Amendment for Fire and Fuels Management
would be implemented in fire-related actions (BLM 2005c¢). As discussed in Section 4.3.3 Fire
Management, the MFO would treat 5,000 to 10,000 acres annually (approximately 0.5% of the
MPA), depending on budgetary and time constraints. The majority of these treatments would
likely be concentrated in pifion-juniper vegetation. Wildland fire use would not be authorized in
areas that are known to be highly susceptible to post-fire cheatgrass or other weed invasion, areas
with important terrestrial and aquatic habitats, and non-fire adapted vegetation communities
unless reasonable resource protection measures were in place. These actions would have long-
term, beneficial impacts on vegetation by reducing the opportunities for the spread of weeds and
exotic, invasive species into native vegetation communities.

Fuels management actions such as mechanical and manual treatments, prescribed fire, chemical
or biological vegetation control, and aerial/ground seeding would have both beneficial and
adverse impacts on vegetation communities in fire-treated areas. Long-term, beneficial impacts
to vegetation would occur in treated areas once invasive species competition was eliminated or
reduced, assuming that a diverse native community has the potential to establish itself in the
area. The short-term, adverse impacts of fuels management actions on vegetation would include
the unavoidable potential trampling and disturbance of rare native species, and the thinning and
removal of ecologically desirable species. These actions could result in a short-term, adverse
reduction of native species diversity. However, these treatments would improve vegetation
communities in the long term once native or desirable non-native vegetation were reestablished.
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These beneficial impacts would include more varied species and habitat structure, multiple age
classes, and openings for forbs and woody species recruitment.

4.3.17.4 IMPACTS OF LANDS AND REALTY DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Lands and Realty decisions that have the potential to have adverse impacts on vegetation would
result from authorizations of right-of-way (ROW) grants and the expansion or development of
utility corridors. These actions would create surface disturbances of various magnitudes
depending on the size and location of the project. Impacts from minerals ROWSs such as access
roads and pipelines are accounted for in the minerals surface disturbance calculations (see
Section 4.3.17.6). Surface impacts from construction of communication facilities and wind and
solar energy development would be disclosed in site-specific NEPA documentation. There would
also be potential for the introduction of noxious or invasive plant species via construction
equipment, vehicles, and personnel. However, the adverse impacts would be mitigated through
BMPs, noxious weed controls, and restoration and rehabilitation measures outlined in
Management Common to All.

Beneficial impacts would result from identification of exclusion and avoidance areas for ROWs
and mineral withdrawals. Because withdrawals are generally for mineral entry, they are
discussed in Minerals, Section 4.3.17.6. Exclusion areas would offer greater protections for
vegetation than avoidance areas because they would completely preclude surface-disturbing
activities. Exclusion and avoidance areas would include any areas proposed as Closed
(exclusion) NSO (avoidance) due to lands being managed for wilderness characteristics, ACECs,
WSAs, Wilderness Areas, or Threatened and Endangered species habitat.

Under Alternatives A and D, potential vegetation-related surface disturbances within the
proposed 1-70 utility corridor would be up to 1-mile wide. Under the Proposed Plan, they would
be up to a 0.5-mile wide and under Alternative B, they would be up to 100-foot-wide. The
following Table 4.137 shows the acres of vegetation within each vegetation type under each
alternative that would be potentially impacted by surface disturbances in the proposed utility
corridors. Alternative A would have the least area of vegetation potentially impacted by the
proposed utility corridors, followed by Alternative B, Proposed Plan, and Alternative D,
respectively. Compared to Alternative A, all of the action alternatives would have potentially
more adverse impacts on vegetation by expanding the width of MPA utility corridors.

Table 4.137. Acreage of Vegetation Types Potentially Impacted in Utility Corridors, by

Alternative
Vegetation type Alternative A Alternative B PRSEEI\SIED Alternative D

Conifer/mountain shrub 9 0 19 19
Desert shrub 25,144 52,053 113,917 141,797
Invasive species and weeds 308 1,327 2,084 2,492
Pifion-juniper 5,345 8,808 41,672 44,189
Riparian/wetland 143 323 1,031 1,139
Sagebrush/ 1,551 3,355 14,376 14,531
perennial grass

Total 32,500 65,866 173,099 204,167
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All alternatives would manage WSAs, and Wilderness Areas as exclusion areas, and all
alternatives would manage ACECs as avoidance areas. Alternative B would manage non-WSA
lands with wilderness characteristics as exclusion areas and the Proposed Plan would manage
them as avoidance areas. All action alternatives (B, D, and Proposed Plan) would manage areas
with NSO stipulations as avoidance areas. Since Alternative B would manage 266,485 acres of
lands with wilderness characteristics as exclusion areas, this alternative would offer the greatest
protection to vegetation of all the alternatives. The Proposed Plan would manage for five ACECs
totaling 63,232 acres and three areas with wilderness characteristics totaling 47,761 acres. As a
result, the Proposed Plan would provide for the second largest area of protection but only as
avoidance areas. Thus, there could be circumstances by which ROWs could be approved, with
accompanying surface disturbance in these areas. Alternatives D would not designate any
ACECs and would offer the least protection of all the alternatives; Alternative A would continue
management of the existing 1,375 acres Negro Bill Canyon ONA, offering only slightly more
protection to vegetation. Alternatives A and D do not propose to manage any lands for
wilderness characteristics, offering less protection for vegetation than either Alternative B or the
Proposed Plan.

Under all of the alternatives, the continued withdrawal of lands from mineral entry along the
Colorado, Dolores, and Green Rivers (encompassing 65,037 acres), and within the Westwater
and Black Ridge wilderness areas (13,296 acres), would beneficially protect vegetation resources
(mostly juniper and desert shrub) in the long term by eliminating potential surface-disturbance-
related impacts from mineral entry.

4.3.17.5 IMPACTS OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

In general, making areas unavailable for grazing would provide long-term protection and
enhancement of vegetation because it would limit the loss of vegetative cover and the trampling
of species. Areas available for livestock grazing generally suffer some adverse impacts due to
decreased growth or loss of riparian and other vegetation.

Under all of the alternatives, livestock grazing would be managed according to the Guidelines
for Grazing Management in order to achieve and maintain the Standards for Rangeland Health.
Under the Guidelines, the proper functioning condition of wetlands and riparian areas would be
promoted, the use and perpetuation of native species would be emphasized, noxious weed
establishment and spread would be minimized, and adjustments would be made to grazing
practices when vegetation proper functioning conditions are not being met. These guidelines and
standards would generally mitigate the impacts of livestock grazing on vegetation resources.
However, the potential for impacts still exists and would be greater under alternatives with a
higher percentage of lands available for grazing.

The following Table 4.138 shows a comparison of the numbers of acres excluded from livestock
grazing by alternative. Alternative B would exclude the most acres, followed by Alternative A,
the Proposed Plan, and Alternative D, respectively. Acreages vary slightly between alternatives.
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Table 4.138. Acres of Each Vegetation Type Excluded from Grazing by Alternative

Habitat Alternative A | Alternative B O HO TS Alternative D
PLAN
Desert shrub 13,697 23,880 23,380 13,324
Sagebrush and perennial grassland 3,806 5,569 5,569 1,767
Conifer and mountain shrub 23,155 23,404 22,579 587
Pifion-juniper woodland 84,301 98,628 77,548 35,369
Riparian/Wetland 1,568 1,852 1,556 862
Total 126,527 153,333 132,047 51,909

More areas would be unavailable for grazing under Alternative B than Alternative A, the
Proposed Plan, and especially Alternative D, which could have beneficial impacts on native
vegetation depending on the success of re-vegetation and weed control efforts following the
removal of livestock. Management under the rangeland standards and guidelines would increase
the likelihood of native vegetation establishment, with long-term beneficial impacts to vegetation
resources. In the long term, Alternative B would likely have fewer adverse impacts on native
vegetation in the MPA when compared to any other alternative because of the additional
unavailable for livestock grazing. Alternative D would have the greatest likelihood of adverse
impacts on native vegetation in the MPA because fewer acres are rendered unavailable for
grazing in this alternative.

Fewer vegetation treatments are proposed under these alternatives than Alternative B, which
would reduce the short-term surface disturbance impacts on vegetation removal but would also
decrease the potential long-term benefits of increased vegetation health.

Vegetation treatments under all of the alternatives in allotments to increase wildlife forage would
have long-term, beneficial impacts on vegetation by expanding the acreage of native and other
desired vegetation species into existing pifion-juniper woodlands. Alternative B, Proposed Plan,
and Alternative D would designate more area (a total of 46,307 acres under each alternative) for
conversion than Alternative A (67,125 acres), but the relative size of the affected areas and the
impacts under all of the alternatives would be similar.

4.3.17.6 IMPACTS OF MINERALS DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Surface disturbance associated with mineral exploration and development would result in both
short-term impacts and long-term adverse impacts on vegetation. In the short term, loss of
vegetation associated with surface disturbances for well pads, access roads, and minerals
infrastructure would increase the potential for invasion of undesirable plant species, including
noxious weeds, and cause a potentially irretrievable loss of vegetation productivity during the
period of disturbance and re-growth.

While the RFD assumes that reclamation of disturbance would be successful within a scope of
10 years, it does note that reclamation times would be dependent on soils, vegetation, and rainfall
(BLM 2005f). The typically slow re-growth of vegetation within the MPA would cause surface
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disturbance to have long-term, indirect, adverse impacts on vegetation resources. Initial
establishment of sagebrush and other native species following seeding is estimated to take 3 to 4
years, depending on the successful exclusion of livestock and weedy annuals from the site during
this time (Monsen et al. 2004). Revegetation is especially difficult in desert shrub habitat,
because soils are shallow and highly saline, and moisture availability is relatively low (Monsen
et al. 2004). The potential long-term, adverse introduction and establishment of undesirable plant
species, particularly cheatgrass, is likely in the sagebrush/perennial grass vegetation cover type
due to cheatgrass ability to out-compete native species in disturbed areas and to thrive in arid
conditions (Morrow and Stahlman 1984; Piemeisel 1951).

Although the acreages open to mineral leasing vary by alternative and would include a
substantial portion of the MPA, the true indicator of impacts to vegetation come from the surface
disturbance associated with the predicted RFD for minerals. Proposed surface disturbances from
these activities are outlined in Table 4.139. Impacts to vegetation resources would be adverse,
but would impact a relatively small portion of the MPA.

Table 4.139. Predicted Surface Disturbance on BLM Lands from Minerals Activities
for the 15-Year Life of the Plan (Acres)

Type of Disturbance Alternative A|Alternative B PRSEESED Alternative D
Surface disturbance from oil and 6,772 3.963 6.483 6.739

gas development
Geophysical surface disturbance 2,397 1,404 2,072 2,329
Surface disturbance from mineral

activities other than oil and gas 1,015 1,015 1,015 1,015
Total surface disturbance 10,184 6,382 9,570 10,083
% of surface disturbance within

the MPA 0.005 0.002 0.005 0.005

4.3.17.7 IMPACTS OF NON-WSA LANDS WITH WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS DECISIONS ON
VEGETATION RESOURCES

4.3.17.7.1 ALTERNATIVES A AND D

Under these alternatives, no non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics would be managed
to maintain those characteristics. The impacts on vegetation resources would be potentially
adverse in the long term because no prescriptions specifically to maintain wilderness
characteristics would be specified to protect these areas from surface disturbances.

4.3.17.7.2 ALTERNATIVE B AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Alternative B and the Proposed Plan would manage for wilderness characteristics on 266,485
acres and 47,761 acres, respectively. Logically, Alternative B would offer the greatest protection
of all alternatives due to the large number of acres that would be managed as closed to mineral
leasing and woodland harvest.
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Non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics would be designated as VRM Class II in both
alternatives and would be closed to oil and gas leasing in Alternative B and would be managed
as no surface occupancy in the Proposed Plan. They would be closed to woodland harvest under
both alternatives. These actions would preclude most large-scale surface-disturbing activities,
thereby offering beneficial impacts to vegetation resources.

Management of non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics (266,485 acres in Alternative B
and 47,761 acres in the Proposed Plan) would limit the type of treatments needed to reclaim or
restore sagebrush-steppe habitat. Mechanical treatments would not be allowed in these areas.

4.3.17.8 IMPACTS OF RECREATION DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

In general impacts from recreation activities on vegetation would be limited to isolated surface
disturbances where activities such as dispersed camping and cross country hiking occur. These
impacts would be mitigated by the application of the MFO Recreation Rules and the Standards
for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Recreation Management. Where recreation is
managed using a Special Recreation Management Area, (SRMA) these rules and guidelines
would limit or control activities through specialized management tools such as designated
campsites, permits, area closures, and limitations on number of users and duration of use. In
addition efforts would be made to educate public land visitors and users about the ethics of
responsible use.

4.3.17.8.1 ALTERNATIVE A

The short-term and long-term, adverse impacts from recreational activities within the 132,832
acres of existing SRMAs (Cameo Cliffs, Canyon Rims, and Colorado River) would be minor to
vegetation because 1) motorized and non-motorized travel would be limited to existing,
designated routes, and 2) adaptive management would be applied to camping sites to limit
impacts to vegetation, as discussed above. Table 4.140 shows the approximate acreage of
vegetation within each SRMA for all of the alternatives.

Within the Moab ERMA, motorized recreational OHV use would have short-term and long-term,
adverse impacts on all vegetation types from OHV-related surface disturbances as approximately
620,212 acres (34% of the MPA) would continue to be designated as open to cross-country OHV
use (see Section 4.3.17.13 below). This surface disturbance would adversely impact the scenic
resources that visitors come to the MPA to enjoy.

Table 4.140. SRMA Acreages Proposed Under Each Alternative

SRMA Alternative A Alternative B PROPOSED PLAN Alternative D
Bookcliffs 0 348,105 0 0
Cameo Cliffs 15,456 15,473 15,473 15,473
Canyon Rims 101,523 101,523 101,523 101,526
Colorado 15,853 101,523 87,336 76,375
Riverway
Labyrinth 0 298,711 298,711 0
Lower Gray 0 3,527 3,527 0
Sand Flats 0 6,245 6,245 6,246
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Table 4.140. SRMA Acreages Proposed Under Each Alternative

SRMA Alternative A Alternative B PROPOSED PLAN Alternative D
South Moab 0 63,577 63,577 0
Two Rivers 0 28,540 28,540 12,481
Utah Rims 0 15,175 15,175 0
Dee Pass 0 0 0 60,421
Total 132,832 982,399 620,107 272,522

4.3.17.8.2 ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would manage 982,399 acres under existing and proposed SRMAs (seven times
more acreage than under Alternative A). The impacts to vegetation within these SRMAs would
be as discussed under Alternative A because of prohibitions and/or restrictions on surface
disturbances to protect recreation resources and scenic values. The impacts on vegetation within
the ERMA would be minor to negligible also because no acres would be designated as open to
OHV cross-country travel, and all recreation-related travel would be restricted to existing,
designated routes. The impacts to vegetation from dispersed camping within SRMAs would be
negligible, as adaptive management could be applied to manage surface disturbance impacts
resulting from dispersed camping to these areas. Compared to Alternative A, this alternative
would have greater, long-term, beneficial impacts on vegetation because of the increased
restrictions on cross-country OHV travel and dispersed camping.

4.3.17.8.3 PROPOSED PLAN

The Proposed Plan would manage a total of 620,107 acres under SRMAs (approximately five
times more acreage than under Alternative A). The impacts to vegetation would be similar to
those discussed under Alternative B, except that 1,086 acres would be managed as Open to OHV
cross-country use within the White Wash Sand Dunes area. The impacts on vegetation in this
OHV area would be negligible, as very little vegetation covers this proposed open OHV focus
area.

4.3.17.8.4 ALTERNATIVE D

The impacts on vegetation under this alternative would be similar to the discussion under the
Proposed Plan, because the limitations on surface disturbances to vegetation would be similar.
However, this alternative would designate 272,522 acres as SRMAs (twice as much area as
under Alternative A, but three times less than the Proposed Plan), with travel within the MPA
limited to designated routes except for 3,064 acres of open OHV use in the White Wash Sand
Dunes focus area (an area, as discussed above, that has little vegetation).

4.3.17.9 IMPACTS OF RIPARIAN DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Compliance with the BLM National Riparian Policy under all alternatives and the exclusion of
surface-disturbing activities within 100 meters of riparian areas under all action alternatives
would result in long-term, beneficial impacts to riparian vegetation. This stipulation would
eliminate surface-disturbing activities because surface disturbances would be avoided in order to
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maintain and to improve riparian vegetation. These beneficial impacts would be the result of
travel routes that would be located or re-located away from riparian areas; prohibitions on
woodcutting (except for limited cutting of willows for Native American ceremonial purposes);
dispersed camping in riparian areas that would be avoided and/or managed to reduce riparian
vegetation impacts; exotic species management that would be applied to reduce their spread; and
grazing actions that would be managed to ensure proper functioning condition of riparian
vegetation.

4.3.17.10 IMPACTS OF SOILS/WATERSHED DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Generally any decisions that protect soils from surface disturbance would also protect vegetation
as the two resources are closely linked. Under all action alternatives, vegetative cover would be
maintained, based on desired future conditions, to provide adequate ground cover to prevent
accelerated erosion of wind-erodible soils. In addition, limited OHV routes would be allowed in
saline soils other than those already designated in the proposed Travel Plan. These actions would
have long-term, beneficial impacts on vegetation by maintaining and protecting vegetation in
these areas.

All of the action alternatives would also apply a controlled surface use stipulation excluding
surface-disturbing activities within 100-year floodplains, within 100 meters of springs, or public
water reserves. In addition, a controlled use stipulation would be applied to all slopes in the MFO
greater than 30%. These management actions would benefit vegetation in the long term by
limiting surface-disturbance-related impacts to the resource. Table 4.141 shows the size of
vegetation communities protected by the controlled surface use stipulation on steep slopes.

Table 4.141. Acres of Each Vegetation Type Protected in the Action Alternatives Due to
Slope Steepness Category

Vegetation Tvpe Acres protected due to Acres protected due to

9 yp slopes >30% slopes 21-30%
Conifer/mountain shrub 33,954 13,856
Desert shrub 20,707 16,146
Invasive species and weeds 196 209
Pifion-juniper 200,559 108,046
Riparian/wetland 2,181 1,234
Sagebrush/perennial grass 9,352 5,841
Total 266,949 145,332

(14.6%) (0.08%)

4.3.17.10.1 ALTERNATIVE A

Under this alternative, a timing limitation would prohibit all surface-disturbing activities on
313,800 acres of saline, erodible, Mancos Shale soils (17% of the MPA) from November 1 to
April 30. These restrictions would have indirect, beneficial impacts on vegetation by 1) reducing
soil erosion that could otherwise adversely cover or bury existing plant communities, and 2)
reduce the likelihood of exotic, invasive weed establishment in these areas as seeds are brought
in by machinery.
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4.3.17.10.2 ALTERNATIVE B AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

The indirect, beneficial impacts to vegetation would be similar to those discussed under
Alternative A because the management actions are similar: timing restrictions would be applied
to 330,142 acres of Mancos Shale soils (18% of the MPA).

4.3.17.10.3 ALTERNATIVE D

Under this alternative, no timing limitations on surface-disturbing activities within saline soils
would be applied, which would have indirect, adverse impacts on Mancos Shale vegetation
communities from potential surface disturbances that would increase the likelihood of invasive,
exotic species establishment and erosion-related impacts to vegetation. Compared to Alternative
A, this alternative would have greater adverse impacts on vegetation.

4.3.17.11 IMPACTS OF SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

4.3.17.11.1 AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

Under alternatives B and C, where Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) overlap
Wilderness Study Areas, WSA management would take precedence. This land would be
managed according to the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under
Wilderness Review (IMP) which precludes surface-disturbing activities. This would have
beneficial impacts on vegetation resources. Please see the WSA section for details.

Any areas proposed for designation as ACECs would be managed as NSO for oil and gas leasing
and preclude other surface-disturbing activities. They would also be managed as avoidance areas
for ROWs. These actions would offer beneficial impacts because, as noted in the Lands and
Realty section, surface-disturbing activities would be precluded.

4.3.17.11.1.1 Alternative A

No ACECs would be designated under Alternative A; therefore, no beneficial impacts would
occur to vegetation as a result of ACEC designation.

4.3.17.11.1.2 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, all 14 potential areas totaling 613,077 acres would be designated as
ACECs. Approximately 309,599 acres of this total are within WSAs and would be protected
under the IMP as noted above. The remaining 300,576 acres would be managed with either a
NSO or closed stipulation for oil and gas leasing and preclude other surface-disturbing activities.
Since surface disturbance is one of the greatest threats to vegetation (due to the displacement of
soil and plant matter and the subsequent risk of noxious weed spread) this prescription offers a
high degree of beneficial protections.

Alternative B would include other management restrictions in each of the proposed ACECs that
would provide greater increased protection for vegetation than the other alternatives. The
additional management restrictions include restricting vehicle-based camping to campgrounds,
not allowing campfires outside of campgrounds, closing areas to surface-disturbing vegetation
treatments except for treatments for noxious weeds and exotics, and closing the area to
harvesting woodland products. The greatest protection from the proposed ACECs would be to
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the pifon-juniper and desert shrub vegetation types largely due to their abundance in proposed
areas.

More restrictive management prescriptions to enhance white-tailed prairie dog habitat such as
AMPs and grazing systems would be developed to benefit vegetation under Alternative B.
Additionally, restrictions developed to protect the three special status plant species located in the
Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon and Behind the Rocks proposed ACECs including
recreation restrictions for camping and OHV use would be beneficial to vegetation. Alternative B
would not allow competitive OHV events in the Colorado River Corridor ACEC, thereby
providing more protection that Alternative A. Additionally, no new road construction would be
allowed in Labyrinth Canyon resulting in short- and long-term beneficial impacts to vegetation.
Beneficial impacts would include protection from crushing, trampling, or uprooting by
motorized vehicles.

4.3.17.11.1.3 Proposed Plan

Under the Proposed Plan, 5 areas (63,252 acres) would be designated as ACECs including,
Behind the Rocks, Cottonwood-Diamond Watershed, Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon,
Mill Creek Canyon, and Ten Mile Wash. These designations would result in similar impacts to
vegetation as discussed under Alternative B due to similar management requirements, but only
for the five proposed areas.

4.3.17.11.1.4 Alternative D

Under Alternative D, none of the potential ACECs would be designated, so impacts would be
similar to those in Alternative A. In comparison to the other action alternatives, Alternative D
would allow the greatest number of acres open to oil and gas leasing resulting in the greatest
number of adverse impacts to vegetation.

The Bookcliffs, Canyon Rim, Cisco White-tailed Prairie Dog Complex, Labyrinth Canyon,
Westwater Canyon, and Wilson Arch areas would be managed with the same requirements as the
Proposed Plan. Under this alternative, the Colorado River Corridor would experience similar
impacts to vegetation as those described under the Proposed Plan with the exception that it
would have greater potential for surface disturbance from the area being open to minerals
material disposal and geophysical exploration for oil and gas

Alternative D would manage the White Wash area under the prescriptions of the White Wash
Sand Dunes Open OHV Area within the proposed Dee Pass SRMA. Competitive motorized
events would be allowed; however, since the open use is in a designated area that lacks
vegetation, it is not anticipated that there would be any adverse impacts to vegetation. The area
does include some cottonwoods and rocky areas but would not be affected by motorized use.

4.3.17.11.2 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

Under Alternative B and the Proposed Plan for Wild and Scenic Rivers, the stipulations that
would be applied to oil and gas leasing and other surface-disturbing activities within suitable
river segments were developed based on other resource values such as scenery, wildlife and
fishery, riparian, and recreation. Any segments identified as suitable are either within areas either
closed to oil and gas leasing or with a NSO stipulation under Alternative B and the Proposed
Plan resulting in increased protection for riparian vegetation.

4-433



Moab PRMP/FEIS Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences of Proposed Plan and Draft Alternatives
4.3.17 Vegetation

Under Alternatives A and D, no areas would be determined as suitable, thereby offering no
protections to vegetation because of WSR designations.

Under Alternative B 287.5 river miles would be determined as suitable. This would protect
riparian vegetation within these areas because they would be managed as NSO areas.

Under the Proposed Plan 112.3 river miles (9 river segments) would be determined as suitable
and would be managed as NSO areas. About 15 river miles (Westwater Canyon of the Colorado
River) would be determined as suitable and would be managed as closed to mineral leasing, as it
is within the Westwater WSA.

4.3.17.11.3 WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS AND WILDERNESS AREAS

Under all alternatives, there is no surface disturbance, permanent new development, or rights-of-
way allowed in WSAs or in Wilderness Areas. Additionally, these lands are closed to oil and gas
leasing which would provide protection from surface-disturbing impacts to vegetation.

Approximately 348,815 acres of the MPA are included as WSAs for each of the alternatives.
WSAs include Behind the Rocks; Black Ridge and Lost Spring Canyon; Desolation Canyon,
Floy Canyon, Flume Canyon, Mill Creek Canyon, Negro Bill Canyon, and Spruce Canyon; and
Westwater Canyon. Black Ridge is a 5,200 acre designated wilderness area

Alternative B offers the most protection to vegetation by closing all WSAs and Wilderness Area
to OHV use while Alternative A offers the least protection by limiting motorized use to
inventoried areas.

Additionally, all WSAs and Wilderness Areas would be designated as VRM Class I, which
would preclude surface disturbance thereby offering beneficial protections to vegetation.

4.3.17.12 IMPACTS OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Under all of the alternatives, compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires
avoiding and/or minimizing surface-disturbing activities in Threatened and Endangered species
habitat. This would indirectly benefit vegetation by limiting or restricting activities that would
disturb vegetation in these habitats. Managing sage-grouse as a Sensitive species, the BLM's
National Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, the Conservation Assessment of Greater
Sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats, and the Gunnison Sage-grouse Range-wide Conservation
Plan would be implemented in suitable habitat in the MPA, including developing and
implementing sage-grouse habitat restoration, conserving sage-grouse habitat, and identifying
important habitat. Compliance with these plans would have similar beneficial impacts on
vegetation resources by providing long-term, beneficial protection for sagebrush and perennial
grassland vegetation types in the MPA.

There would be no ground-disturbing activities allowed within a 1.0-mile radius of known bald
eagle nests and within a 0.5 mile radius of Mexican spotted owl (MSO) nests, which would
provide long-term protection to conifer and mountain shrub vegetation in those buffer zones.
MSO Protected Activity Centers (PACs) would be protected as outlined in the MSO Recovery
Plan (USFWS 1995), and cooperative agreements would be established with other agencies and
entities to inventory and monitor existing potential habitat and annually schedule assessment
plans of MSO habitat to determine quality of habitat and presence of species. These actions
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would have long-term, beneficial protection-related impacts on vegetation resources because
habitat protection would also protect vegetation resources.

In Jones Cycladenia and suitable habitat, site inventories for all surface-disturbing projects
(including prescribed burns) would be required, and road construction, land disposal, and ROW
corridors in suitable Cycladenia habitat would be avoided. The use of chemical treatments,
herbicides, and habitat manipulations in this habitat would also be restricted, which would have
long-term beneficial impacts on vegetation resources.

Within endangered Colorado River fish habitat, there would be no surface-disturbing activities
within the 100-year floodplain of the Colorado River, Green River, and at the confluence of the
Dolores and Colorado Rivers, which would have long-term, beneficial impacts on riparian and
wetland vegetation resources in those buffer zones. In addition, the riparian habitat utilized by
southwestern willow flycatcher and yellow-billed cuckoo is governed by a controlled surface use
stipulation excluding surface-disturbing activities, benefiting riparian and woodland vegetation
resources.

4.3.17.12.1 GREATER SAGE-GROUSE

4.3.17.12.1.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, no management actions are specified for protection of sage-grouse habitat,
except as discussed under actions common to all alternatives above.

4.3.17.12.1.2 Alternative B

The special status species management decisions for Alternative B would identify and manage
more greater sage-grouse habitat acreage (12,850 acres) and this would benefit vegetation more
than the other alternatives. This alternative would require that any surface occupancy that could
result in the loss or fragmentation of this habitat be avoided or minimized. If surface occupancy
cannot be avoided, sagebrush habitat would be reclaimed at a ratio of 2:1. This would
beneficially protect approximately 12,850 acres of sagebrush-steppe habitat in the long term
from surface disturbance and occupancy. Also under Alternative B, in lek habitat (a 2-mile
radius around an active strutting ground), there would be no surface-disturbing activities from
March 1 to May 15, and no aboveground facilities would be allowed within a 2-mile buffer year-
round. In nesting and brood-rearing habitat there would be no surface-disturbing activities from
March 15 to July 15. In winter habitat there would be no surface-disturbing activities allowed
from November 15 to March 14 on 12,850 acres. These restrictions would mitigate the adverse
impacts of surface-disturbing activities in lek, winter, and nesting and brood-rearing habitat, with
beneficial impacts on the vegetation resources within these areas.

4.3.17.12.1.3 Alternative D and the Proposed Plan

Alternative D and the Proposed Plan would identify 3,068 acres and 1,986 acres, respectively, of
sagebrush habitat to be managed for sage-grouse. Similarly, the alternatives would avoid or
minimize the loss or fragmentation of this habitat. If surface disturbance cannot be avoided, these
alternatives would reclaim sagebrush habitat at a ratio of 1:1. Under all three action alternatives
greater sage-grouse habitat would then be subject to controlled surface use and timing limitation
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stipulations with subsequent reduced risks of surface disturbance to vegetation resources in 1,986
to 12,850 acres of sagebrush.

The same timing restrictions applied to greater sage-grouse habitat discussed under Alternative B
would also apply to Alternative D and the Proposed Plan with similar beneficial impacts on
vegetation resources; , the lek habitat radius would be 2.0 mile for the Proposed Plan, and 0.25
mile for Alternative D. The decrease in acreage excluded from surface disturbance and surface
occupancy in and around sage-grouse leks would increase the risk of adverse impacts on
vegetation resources. Under the Proposed Plan, 9,782 more acres (76%) of sage-grouse habitat,
and under Alternative D, 1,082 more acres (35%) of greater sage-grouse habitat would be
available for surface-disturbing activities and/or surface occupancy, compared to Alternative B.
Compared to Alternative A, the action alternatives would be more beneficial because specific
management prescriptions would be applied to protect greater sage-grouse habitat.

4.3.17.12.2 GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE

Under Alternative B, 246,107 acres of pre-settlement Gunnison sage-grouse habitat would be
subject to controlled surface use and timing stipulations if Gunnison sage-grouse are present.
This area is 29% larger than the Proposed Plan (175,727 acres) and 83% larger than Alternative
D (41,620 acres).

All of the action alternatives would prohibit surface-disturbing activities from March 20 to May
15 in lek habitat, and construction of fences would be prohibited or limited year-round.
Alternative B and the Proposed Plan would provide for the highest degree of vegetation resource
protection, with a 2-mile radius around active strutting grounds (within sagebrush and perennial
grasses), which would have beneficial impacts as discussed above for greater sage-grouse. The
impacts of Alternative D would also have habitat protection zones similar to greater sage-grouse,
with impacts to vegetation resources as discussed above, with a similar comparison to
Alternative A.

4.3.17.12.3 WHITE-TAILED PRAIRIE DOG

Under Alternative B, 117,481 acres of white-tailed prairie dog habitat within the Cisco White-
tailed Prairie Dog ACEC would be managed to protect the species, which would have long-term,
beneficial impacts to desert shrub vegetation by designating the area with an NSO leasing
stipulation. An additional 82,024 acres of habitat outside of the ACEC would be managed as
controlled surface use allowing no surface-disturbing activities within 1300 feet of prairie dog
colonies. Compared to Alternative A, this alternative would be more beneficial to vegetation
resources because surface disturbances to vegetation would be restricted within the NSO and
CSU areas.

The Proposed Plan and Alternative D would manage 117,481 acres (41% less) of habitat and
31,186 acres (84% less) of habitat (respectively) than Alternative B, with controlled use leasing
stipulations within 660 feet of active prairie dog colonies. The impacts to vegetation resources
would be beneficial in the long term near active colonies because surface disturbances would be
prohibited; however, outside of these active areas, surface disturbances would be permitted,
which would have long-term, adverse impacts to the resource. Compared to Alternative A, these
alternatives would have similar impacts because the level of permitted surface disturbances to
vegetation would be similar.
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4.3.17.12.4 GUNNISON PRAIRIE DOG HABITAT

Under Alternative B and _, 10,700 acres of Gunnison prairie dog habitat would
be managed under controlled use leasing stipulations, which would prohibit surface-disturbing
activities within 1,300 feet of these colonies for Alternative B and 660 feet of prairie dog
colonies fc.. The impacts to vegetation would be similar to those discussed
above for and Alternative D for white-tailed prairie dogs because the habitat
would be open to minerals-related disturbances except for the zones around active prairie dog

colonies. The impacts to vegetation would be similar to those for the white-tailed prairie dog
habitat and for the same reasons.

4.3.17.13 IMPACTS OF TRAVEL MANAGEMENT DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

4.3.17.13.1 ALTERNATIVE A

As discussed in Section 4.3.17.8 Recreation, Alternative A would have direct and indirect, short-
term and long-term, adverse impacts on all vegetation types from cross-country OHV use within
the 620,212 acres (34% of the MPA) designated as open to OHV use (see Table 4.142 below).
Short-term, direct impacts would include fugitive dust production that would adversely inhibit
vegetation productivity. Long-term, direct impacts would include loss of vegetation and long-
term loss of vegetation productivity in disturbed areas from trampling and crushing. Indirect,
adverse impacts to vegetation would result from unvegetated or sparsely vegetated, exposed,
disturbed soils that would increase the opportunities for the establishment and spread of non-
native, exotic weed species.

Table 4.142. OHV Area Designations for All Alternatives

Designated Routes Acres

Designation Alternative A Alternative B ' Alternative D
Total Closed Acres 5,062 347,424 339,298 57,351
Total Open Acres 620,212 0 1,866 3,064
Total Limited to 1,196,920 1,475,074 1,481,334 1,762,083
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4.3.17.13.2 ALTERNATIVES B, D, AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Under the action alternatives, travel within the MPA would be confined to designated routes for
motorized (scenic and OHV) and non-motorized/mechanized (mountain bike) use. In addition,
trails would be provided for non-mechanized (hiking, equestrian, backpacking) travel. [The
Proposed Plan and Alternative D would permit open OHV use only in the focus area within the
White Wash Sand Dunes, but this area is sparsely vegetated and would have negligible impacts
on vegetation resources within the 1,866 acres proposed under the Proposed Plan or the 3,064
acres proposed under Alternative D. The impacts of travel along designated routes would have
negligible impacts on vegetation because past and current use has already impacted these areas.
Compared to Alternative A, these alternatives would be more beneficial to vegetation resources
because the impacts from the open OHV use areas would be greatly reduced, and those areas
impacted in the past could recover.

4.3.17.14 IMPACTS OF VEGETATION DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Under management common to all action alternatives, consideration would be given to the
preservation and improvement of sagebrush plant communities during the implementation of
vegetation and land treatments, and during wildland fire suppression planning. In accordance
with sagebrush conservation guidance, up to 257,809 acres of sagebrush and scrub-steppe habitat
would be reclaimed and restored. Riparian vegetation communities would be managed to restore
native species and to reduce invasive, non-native species. All of these actions would have long-
term, protection- and preservation-related beneficial impacts on vegetation resources.

4.3.17.14.1 ALTERNATIVE A

There are no specific vegetation management decisions under this alternative.

4.3.17.14.2 ALTERNATIVE B

Under Alternative B, the loss of sagebrush-steppe habitat from BLM initiated or authorized
actions would be avoided or minimized, and loss of sagebrush-steppe habitat essential to wildlife
would be reclaimed at a ratio of 2:1. This would have long-term, beneficial impacts on these
vegetation communities because reclamation would expand the range of these communities. This
alternative would have more beneficial impacts on sagebrush-steppe vegetation than Alternative
A because Alternative A does not propose to reclaim sagebrush-steppe vegetation communities.

4.3.17.14.3 ALTERNATIVE D AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Under Alternative D and the Proposed Plan, the impacts of vegetation management decisions on
vegetation resources would be similar to those discussed under Alternative B, but to a lesser
degree, because the loss of sagebrush-steppe habitat essential to wildlife would be reclaimed at a
ratio of 1:1 instead of 2:1. Therefore, 50% fewer acres of sagebrush-steppe habitat would be
reclaimed when compared to Alternative B. Accordingly, these alternatives would have fewer
beneficial impacts on vegetation resources than Alternative B, but compared to Alternative A the
impacts would be more beneficial for reasons as discussed under Alternative B.
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4.3.17.15 IMPACTS OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

4.3.17.15.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Under all alternatives, surface-disturbance activities, vegetation-altering projects, and broad-
scale use of pesticides in identified occupied migratory bird habitat would be avoided during
nesting season (May 1 through July 30). Under all of the alternatives, continued implementation
and modification of three Habitat Management Plans (HMPs) would take place. Sagebrush
habitat improvements would occur under the Hatch Point HMP providing protection for
sagebrush vegetation species in these areas. Implementation of the Dolores Triangle HMP would
result in habitat improvements for riparian and native and naturalized fish habitat thus benefiting
riparian vegetation. Additionally, 278,000 acres of habitat on land administered by the BLM
would be maintained in good condition and habitat would be improved where needed under the
Potash-Confluence HMP thereby benefiting varied vegetation types. These actions would have
long-term, beneficial impacts on native vegetation in lowland riparian, wetland, and upland
communities in the MPA.

4.3.17.15.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND THE PROPOSED
PLAN)

In the Cisco Desert HMP the percent of browse and forb species would be increased on 6,375
acres of perennial grass vegetation, and livestock grazing activities would be excluded from May
15 through June 20 to reduce disturbance and improve pronghorn habitat. In the Hatch Point
HMP a total of 69 acres would be seeded with a combination of forbs, grasses, and shrubs, and a
rest/rotation grazing plan would be recommended to improve pronghorn habitat. Improvement of
42,500 acres of crucial bighorn sheep habitat by limiting major human disturbance would take
place in the Potash-Confluence HMP. In addition, any future proposal for a change in kind of
livestock from cattle to sheep in Rocky Mountain bighorn habitat would be denied. These
changes would help mitigate the adverse impacts of surface-disturbing activities on vegetation
resources critical to pronghorn, desert bighorn sheep, and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep
survival. For additional information on vegetation types included in these habitats, including the
acreages, please refer to Section 4.3.19, Wildlife and Fisheries.

4.3.17.15.3 ALTERNATIVE A

Under Alternative A, surface-disturbance restrictions would be in place for wildlife habitat only
during parts of the year. Specifically, exclusions for grazing would be in place during May and
June to protect and improve pronghorn habitat. Protections for bighorn sheep and Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep habitat including reductions in grazing and human disturbance would be
beneficial to vegetation particularly in the pifion-juniper vegetation type. Compared to
Alternative B, the Proposed Plan, and Alternative D, Alternative A would have the least amount
of wildlife habitat subject to special wildlife conditions.

4.3.17.15.4 ALTERNATIVE B

Under Alternative B, management actions in riparian areas would be implemented with the goal
of ensuring a multi-aged community, allowing for retention of snags and diseased trees, and
providing multiple layers of vegetation within 10 feet of the ground. Additionally, restrictions
concerning surface occupancy and surface-disturbing activities would be established for wildlife
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habitat during parts of the year, dispersed camping in riparian areas would be restricted,
prescribed fire treatments would be judiciously applied to improve vegetation productivity, and
grazing season of use would be modified to improve wildlife forage productivity. Current
pronghorn habitat (822,001 acres) within Cisco Desert and Hatch Point (the La Sal Wildlife
Management Units) would be protected by applying a timing limitation stipulation that would
preclude surface-disturbing activities from May 1 to June 15. Spring grazing would be removed
on 188,975 acres of allotments to protect crucial pronghorn habitat and encourage forb
production. This would likely reduce grazing impacts to the desert shrub and pifion-juniper
vegetation cover types. An NSO stipulation for oil and gas leasing and precluding other surface-
disturbing activities would protect desert bighorn sheep lambing, rutting, and migration habitat
(130,419 acres) and the desert shrub vegetation type associated with this habitat. Under
Alternative B, management of 458,242 acres of habitat for Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep
would include improving or maintaining vegetative conditions and the ecological condition of
rangelands in the sagebrush and perennial grass vegetation types. All of these actions would have
long-term, beneficial impacts on vegetation by 1) reducing and/or minimizing surface
disturbances to vegetation, and 2) managing for achieving proper functioning conditions in
wildlife habitat and in riparian areas. Compared to Alternative A, this alternative would have
more beneficial impacts to vegetation resources because more area would be managed for
protection of the resource.

4.3.17.15.5 PROPOSED PLAN

Under the Proposed Plan, the impacts of wildlife and fisheries management decisions on
vegetation resources would be similar to those discussed under Alternative B, but to lesser
degree because grazing restrictions would be applied to a smaller area (293,741 acres of crucial
pronghorn habitat to encourage forb production) and fewer acres of protection for desert bighorn
sheep (101,897 acres) and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (310,726 acres), Additionally,
restrictions concerning surface occupancy and surface-disturbing activities would be established
for wildlife habitat during parts of the year. Under this alternative, there would be 42% more
acres of recognized Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat than under Alternative A, benefiting
sagebrush and perennial grass vegetation types, and 77% more acres of protected deer and/or elk
habitat than under Alternative A, benefiting all vegetation types discussed in this section.
Because of these differences, management decision under the Proposed Plan would be less likely
to adversely affect vegetation resources in wildlife protection areas of the MPA than those under
Alternative A.

4.3.17.15.6 ALTERNATIVE D

Under Alternative D, the impacts of wildlife and fisheries management decisions on vegetation
resources would be similar to the Proposed Plan, except that no season of use adjustments to
protect pronghorn habitat would be made, pronghorn fawning habitat protection would
encompass 78,477 acres, desert bighorn sheep protection would include 46,319 acres, and
protection of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat would include 194,560 acres. When
compared to Alternative A, this alternative would have more beneficial impacts to vegetation
resources because management actions common to all action alternatives would ensure greater
protection and enhancement of vegetation resources than Alternative A.
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4.3.17.16 IMPACTS OF WOODLANDS DECISIONS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES

Short-term, adverse, direct impacts of woodland harvest would include trampling of understory
vegetation from vehicles accessing harvesting areas and during woodland harvesting and
removal. Long-term, indirect impacts would include the potential introduction of weedy, non-
native species into areas with surface disturbances caused by woodland harvesting and removal,
and related vehicle use. Table 4.143 shows the acreages open and closed to woodland harvest.

Table 4.143. Number of Acres in the MPA Open and Closed to Woodland Harvesting

Zone Alternative A Alternative B PROPOSED Alternative D
PLAN

Total Closed 601,146 827,063 646,694 601,146
Total Open 1,217,635 991,198 1,172,436 1,217,635
(with comparison to (-19%) (-4%) (0%)
Alternative A)
Actual Woodland Coverage 437,216 329,895 411,905 437,216
(pifion-juniper) in Open (35% of Open (31% of Open (34% of Open (35% of Open
Areas Area) Area) Area) Area)

The potential short-term and long-term, direct and indirect, adverse impacts to vegetation
resources would be similar for all of the alternatives because all open harvesting areas with
woodland coverage would be similarly impacted by vehicles accessing harvesting sites and by
trampling and other surface disturbances related to this activity. Under Alternative B, the impacts
would be to a lesser degree because a smaller total area (107,321 fewer acres) would be open to
harvesting-related surface disturbances.

4.3.17.17 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Table 2.2 (of Chapter 2) summarizes the impacts of the various alternatives and their program
actions on vegetation.

4.3.18 VISUAL RESOURCES

This section discusses impacts to visual resources from management actions of other resources
and resource uses discussed in Chapter 2. Existing conditions concerning visual resources are
described in Chapter 3.

The BLM's VRM class objectives were used in analyzing impacts on visual resources. These
objectives provide a baseline for determining how much a proposed management action would
affect visual resources/scenic quality, as well as determining the level of disturbance an area can
support while still meeting visual resource objectives.

The following BLM VRM class objectives and descriptions are summarized from BLM Manual
Handbook H-8431-1 (1986b).

VRM C(Class I

The objective of Class I is to preserve the existing character of the landscape. This class
provides for natural ecological changes; however, it does not preclude very limited
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management activities. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be very
low and should not attract attention.

VRM C(Class 11

The objective of this class is to retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of
change to the landscape should be low. Management activities may be seen, but should not
attract the attention of the casual observer. Any changes to the landscape must repeat the
basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of
the characteristic landscape.

VRM Class III

The Class III objective is to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level
of change to the landscape should be moderate. Management activities may attract the
attention of the casual observer, but should not dominate the view of the casual observer.
Changes should repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the
characteristic landscape.

VRM Class IV

The objective of Class IV is to provide for management activities that require major
modifications to the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the landscape
can be high. The management activities may dominate the view and may be the major focus
of viewer attention. However, every attempt should be made to minimize the impact of these
activities through careful location, minimal disturbance, and repetition of the basic visual
elements of form, line, color, and texture.

In addition, since the current RMP did not identify visual management objectives for the MPA
during the last RMP process (except for the Canyon Rims area) the VRM inventory will serve as
the baseline (i.e., Alternative A) by which impacts to visual resources are analyzed in this EIS. If
Alternative A were to be adopted, these VRM inventory classes would become management
classes. The acres designated through the VRM inventory more accurately represent current
scenic quality and visual sensitivity within the MPA.

The criteria for analysis was the number of acres proposed for designation under the Visual
Resource Management (VRM) classes, and the level of impacts and surface disturbances
permitted under each class. At the broad-scale level, analyses of the impacts on visual resources
are discussed in terms of the number of acres in each VRM class because the proposed RMP
management actions would be required to comply with (i.e., not exceed) the designated VRM
class objectives within the MPA. For the fine-scale analysis, potential impacts from mineral
development are discussed in terms of the number of acres of surface disturbance predicted
within selected MPA visually sensitive areas.

The assumptions for analyzing the impacts to visual resources in the MPA are 1) that the greater
the size and/or severity of surface disturbance and/or degree of air quality degradation, the
greater the impact there would be to scenic quality, and 2) that all planning area resources with
management actions that permit surface disturbances or degrade air quality would have adverse
impacts on visual resources to some degree. Surface disturbances would introduce new visual
elements onto the landscape or intensify existing visual elements, altering the line, form, color,
and/or texture that characterize the existing landscape. Changes in air quality, either from smoke,
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dust, haze, or other pollutants could potentially reduce or degrade scenic quality by obscuring
distant views in the short-term and long-term. It should be noted, however, that the Clean Air
Act sets limits on the allowable degradation of visibility within the adjacent national parks.
Arches and Canyonlands National Parks have been designated as areas requiring the highest
level of visibility (Prevention of Significant Deterioration [PSD] Class I), so smoke or haze that
originates within the MPA cannot exceed the allowable NPS PSD I scenic quality standards for
air pollutants.

4.3.18.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

Actions that would designate utility corridors as VRM Class III within inventoried VRM Class II
areas would have long-term, adverse impacts on visual resources within the MPA. These areas
were inventoried as VRM Class II because of their high scenic quality and managing them under
less-stringent VRM class objectives would allow surface-disturbance-related impacts that would
eventually decrease the long-term visual aesthetics of the area.

Closed or No Surface Occupancy stipulations would be applied to all VRM Class I areas (see
Tables VIS I and VIS II below), and VRM Class II-designated areas would have Controlled
Surface Use leasing stipulations applied. These specific management actions would preserve
and/or protect visual resources to the extent allowable under the VRM class objectives, with
long-term, beneficial impacts on scenic quality in these areas.

4.3.18.2 ALTERNATIVES IMPACTS

Table 4.144 shows the proposed acres designated as each VRM class for all alternatives. The
analysis logically assumes that areas designated as VRM Class III and VRM Class IV objectives
would permit more surface-disturbing impacts and potentially have greater adverse impacts on
visual resources and scenic quality than those areas designated as VRM Class I and II objectives.
Table 4.145 illustrates the increase and decrease in VRM class acreages (as a percentage) within
the MPA, compared to Alternative A. Note that Alternative A acreages are those designated
through the VRM inventory process; Alternative B, Proposed Plan, and Alternative D are VRM
Class acreages.

Table 4.144. VRM Class Acreages by Alternative

Alternative A Alternative B PROPOSED PLAN Alternative D

VRM Class VRM Inventor Proposed Proposed Proposed
y Management Class | Management Class | Management Class

Class Il 349,110 453,462 358,911 349,617
Class Il 401,015 373,647 365,566 245,773
Class llI 800,782 784,246 829,158 956,724
Class IV 271,356 210,532 268,133 269,641
Total 1,822,263t 1,821,887 1,821,768 1,821,755

Source: BLM GIS data 2003 and 2006.
'Acreage figures vary by alternative due to variances in GIS shapefiles.
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Table 4.145. MPA VRM Acreage Designations (by percent)

4.3.18 Visual Resources

VRM Class ALt/f:;a,\t/:;iA Alternative B PROPOSED PLAN Alternative D
Class | 19 25 (6)' 20 (1) 19 (0)
Class Il 22 20 (-2) 20 (-2) 14 (-8)
Class I 44 43 (-1) 45 (1) 52 (8)
Class IV 15 12 (-3) 15 (0) 15(0)

'"The numbers in parentheses represent the percent increase or decrease, compared to Alternative A.

4.3.18.2.1 ALTERNATIVE A

Under Alternative A, the 2003 visual inventory determined that 349,110 acres would be assigned
VRM Class I scenic values, 401,015 acres would be assigned VRM Class II scenic values, and
1,072,138 acres would be assigned scenic values of VRM Class III and VRM Class IV. The
impacts on visual resources under this alternative would be negligible because Alternative A
would manage scenic quality as determined by the MPA VRM inventory. An acreage
comparison of Alternative A with proposed VRM acreages under each action alternative is
shown below in Table 4.146. Conversely, areas that were inventoried at high levels of scenic
quality and were managed under lower VRM Class objectives would, in the long-term, assume
the characteristics of lower VRM Classes because surface disturbances and visual intrusions
would be allowed to degrade visual/scenic quality in those areas. So, the long-term shifts in
scenic quality within the MPA would be based on the proposed VRM Classes.

Table 4.146. Acreage Comparison of Action Alternatives' VRM Management Classes to
Alternative A VRM Inventory Classes

Alternative A Alternative B EROES =D Alternative D
PLAN
Class | 349,110 +104,352 +9,801 +507
Class Il 401,015 -27,368 -35,449 -155,242
Class lll 800,782 -16,536 +28,376 +155,942
Class IV 271,356 -60,824 -3,223 -1,715

4.3.18.2.2 ALTERNATIVE B

More acres (6%) within the MPA would be designated as VRM Class I under this alternative
than under Alternative A, which would have more direct, long-term, beneficial impacts because
more acreage would be protected at the highest degree of visual resource protection than
indicated by the VRM inventory. Thus, this alternative would be the most protective of visual
resources.

Under Alternative B, 266,485 acres of non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics would be
managed as VRM Class II. This would preclude surface-disturbing activities that do not retain
the characteristic landscape, and could impact all programs and activities.
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4.3.18.2.3 PROPOSED PLAN

In the long-term, the designation of VRM classes under this alternative would result in more
beneficial impacts to visual resources than Alternative A because more acres (1%) within the
MPA would be managed to preserve pristine and/or relatively undeveloped high-quality scenic
landscapes than indicated by the VRM inventory. However, more acres would be designated as
Class VRM III and IV (1%), with long-term, adverse impacts on those areas inventoried as
having high scenic quality, but managed at lower levels of scenic quality. The Proposed Plan
would, in the long-term, permit areas inventoried as having higher scenic quality to develop the
characteristics of lower scenic quality areas because of permitted surface disturbances and visual
intrusions, would be less protective of visual resources than Alternatives A or B.

Under Proposed Plan, 47,761 acres of non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics would be
managed as VRM Class II. This would preclude surface-disturbing activities that do not retain
the characteristic landscape, and could impact all programs and activities.

4.3.18.2.4 ALTERNATIVED

Compared to the Alternative A VRM inventory, Alternative D would have more long-term,
adverse impacts on visual resources because more acres (8%) would be managed at lower levels
of scenic quality protection (VRM Class III and IV) than indicated by the VRM inventory. This
would subject a higher percentage of the MPA to surface-disturbing activities, and permit, in the
long-term, areas with higher scenic quality to assume the characteristics of lower VRM Classes
(III and IV). For this reason, Alternative D would manage the MPA with the least protection of
visual resources.

4.3.18.3 VISUALLY SENSITIVE AREAS

Scenic and visually sensitive areas were selected within the MPA for analyses of impacts on
visual resources. These visual analysis areas are Canyon Rims, Onion Creek, Fisher Towers,
Richardson Amphitheater, the viewshed along the Colorado Riverway/Highway 128 from
Dewey Bridge to the intersection of Highway 191, and public lands immediately adjoining
Arches National Park. The analytical methodology of determining the impacts to these areas was
a comparison of the VRM inventory with MPA management actions.

All of the visually sensitive areas discussed below are within either the Big Flat-Hatch Point or
Eastern Paradox RFD Areas. The RFD predicted number of oil and gas wells for the 15-year life
of the RMP and related surface disturbances are tabulated below in Table 4.147.

Table 4.147. The 15-year Oil and Gas Reasonably Foreseeable Development within the
Big Flat-Hatch Point and Eastern Paradox RFD Areas

RFD Area Alternative A Alternative B PR(F),EESED Alternative D

Big Flat-Hatch Point

Number of wells

oredicted 46 19 34 44

15-year average surface

disturbance (acres) 697 292 508 665
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Table 4.147. The 15-year Oil and Gas Reasonably Foreseeable Development within the
Big Flat-Hatch Point and Eastern Paradox RFD Areas

RFD Area Alternative A Alternative B PR(F),ESSED Alternative D
Eastern Paradox
Num_ber of wells 34 21 28 32
predicted
1§-year average surface 512 320 493 486
disturbance (acres)

Source: BLM 2005f (RFD Scenario for the MPA)

4.3.18.3.1 CANYON RImMS

4.3.18.3.1.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, the Canyon Rims SRMA was visually inventoried and is currently
managed as VRM Class II (approximately 33,583 acres) along the western rim of the SRMA and
the remainder of the area under VRM Class III objectives (67,943 acres). The western rim
viewshed includes views along the Hatch Point escarpment that defines the boundary of the
MPA, views into Lockhart Basin within the Monticello Field Office planning area, and views of
the Island in the Sky and Needles Districts of Canyonlands National Park.

Management actions under this alternative would have visual resource-related impacts because
the SRMA is open to minerals development with Controlled Surface Use leasing stipulations. If
oil and gas exploration and/or other mineral resource development projects were conducted
within the Canyon Rims SRMA, then areas managed under VRM Class III objectives would
permit moderate short-term and long-term surface disturbances. The SRMA is a portion of the
Big Flat-Hatch Point RFD area, which is projected to have an estimated 46 oil and natural gas
exploration wells drilled resulting in an estimated 697 acres of surface disturbance during the 15-
year life of the RMP.

Areas managed under VRM Class II objectives would require mitigation to reduce surface
disturbances to a level that would not attract the attention of the casual viewer. Surface
disturbance impacts in Canyon Rims, when viewed from Lockhart Basin within the Monticello
Field Office planning area, would not likely be visible because the angle of view from the basin
and the variation in elevation between the canyon rim and the basin would block views of
surface disturbances. Surface disturbances in Canyon Rims might be visible from Canyonlands
National Park, but site-specific visual analyses would be required to determine the level of
impacts to visual resources. The impacts of minerals-related surface-disturbance from fugitive
dust during well pad construction, access road construction, and minerals-related vehicle traffic
on the Canyonlands National Park viewshed could adversely degrade visual quality, but dust-
abatement mitigation would likely reduce this potential impact to a minor level, as required by
the PSD standards mentioned in the introduction.

4-446



Moab PRMP/FEIS Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences of Proposed Plan and Draft Alternatives
4.3.18 Visual Resources

4.3.18.3.1.2 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, no acres within the Canyon Rims SRMA would be designated as VRM
Class I, 40,450 acres would be designated as VRM Class II and 61,081 acres would be
designated as VRM Class III. This is 6,867 more acres (7%) of VRM Class II than under
Alternative A. The RFD for oil and gas development projects that 19 wells would be drilled
during the 15-year life of the RMP in the Big Flat-Hatch Point RFD area, with approximately
292 acres of associated surface disturbance. The impacts to visual resources would be less than
under Alternative A because a smaller area (approximately 41% of the area under Alternative A)
would be subject to surface disturbances, and because more area would be protected under VRM
Class II objectives.

4.3.18.3.1.3 Proposed Plan

Under this alternative, 33,515 acres within the Canyons Rims SRMA would be designated as
Class VRM 1I (68 fewer acres than Alternative A) and 68,016 acres as VRM Class III. There
would be no lands designated as VRM 1. The Proposed Plan would have less predicted surface
disturbance than Alternative A, as 34 wells (508 acres of surface disturbance) would be
developed under this alternative during the life of the RMP in comparison to 46 wells (697 acres
of surface disturbance) under Alternative A. This is approximately 73% of the area predicted to
be disturbed under Alternative A. Therefore, the potential impacts to scenic values under this
alternative would be greater than Alternative B but less than Alternative A.

4.3.18.3.1.4 Alternative D

Alternative D would have the same reduction in acreage from VRM Class II to VRM Class III
(with the same long-term impacts to scenic quality) and a predicted level of oil and gas-related
surface disturbances very similar to that described for Alternative A (95% of the area under
Alternative A). Consequently, this alternative would have a similar level of potential impacts to
visual resources as Alternative A.

4.3.18.3.2 ONION CREEK

4.3.18.3.2.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, the Onion Creek trail system has a VRM Class II inventory classification.
The western portion of the creek and trail lies within the Richardson Amphitheater. Upstream,
the creek narrows into a steep-walled, scenic canyon. The area is a popular non-mechanized
recreation destination for equestrian users, as well as a popular destination for mountain bike and
motorized users. Surface disturbance impacts to this area include RFD predictions of 34 natural
gas and/or oil wells drilled during the 15-year life of the RMP within the Eastern Paradox RFD
area, with short-term and long-term degradation of visual/scenic quality associated with surface
disturbances of approximately 512 acres from well pads, access roads, and infrastructure. (The
Onion Creek area is a small portion of the Eastern Paradox RFD area). The locations of well sites
are presently unknown; however, the VRM Class II objectives would require mitigation to
reduce surface disturbances to a level that would not attract the attention of the casual viewer, so
the impacts to visual resources would be minor.
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4.3.18.3.2.2 Alternatives B

Under Alternative B Onion Creek, as part of the Richardson Amphitheater Focus Area for non-
mechanized recreation, would be established, within the proposed Colorado Riverway SRMA.
The Onion Creek area would be designated as VRM Classes I and II; impacts to visual resources
would be less than those discussed under Alternative A because the VRM Class I affords a
higher level of protection. The RFD for oil and gas would be less than under Alternative A: 21
wells under Alternative B, with surface disturbances totaling approximately 320 acres (62% of
Alternative A) over the 15-year life of the RMP. Visual resource/scenic quality degradation
would not occur because the VRM Class I and II designation for this area would be the more
restrictive than the Alternative A/VRM inventory class designation for the area. Under
Alternative B, designation of some portions of Onion Creek as VRM Class I would provide
stronger levels of protection for visual resources than in any of the other alternatives.

4.3.18.3.2.3 Proposed Plan

Under the Proposed Plan, Onion Creek would be designated as VRM Class II. Impacts to visual
resources would be similar to those discussed under Alternative A. The RFD for oil and gas
would be less than under Alternative A, 28 wells in the Proposed Plan compared to 34 wells in
Alternative A, with surface disturbances totally approximately 423 acres for the Proposed Plan
(83% of Alternative A). Visual resource/scenic quality degradation would not occur because the
VRM Class II designation for this area would be the same as the Alternative A/VRM inventory
class designation for the area.

4.3.18.3.2.4 Alternative D

Alternative D would have impacts similar to Alternative A because the level of RFD for oil and
gas drilling in the Eastern Paradox RFD area would be very similar. The area would be
designated as VRM Class II Management objectives (the same as Alternative B and the Proposed
Plan) with the same level of impacts as discussed under B and the Proposed Plan. As discussed
under Alternative B and the Proposed Plan, scenic quality degradation would not occur because
the VRM Class II designation and objective would remain the same as the Alternative A/VRM
inventory.

4.3.18.3.3 RICHARDSON AMPHITHEATER/FISHER TOWERS

4.3.18.3.3.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, the Richardson Amphitheater and Fisher Towers areas were visually
inventoried as VRM Class II. As discussed above for Onion Creek, the Richardson Amphitheatre
is a relatively flat, broad, and open area adjacent to the Colorado Riverway, bounded on its
eastern side by scenic red-rock cliffs. The area is a popular hiking destination. Similarly, Fisher
Towers is a popular hiking trail (see Section 3.10.1.2.18) that rises out of Fisher Valley and
provides unobstructed views of Richardson Amphitheatre to the south, the Colorado Riverway
and Arches National Park to the west, and views down into the Onion Creek Canyon from the
eastern end of the trail. The RFD predicted level of surface disturbances from oil and gas
development would be the same as discussed under Onion Creek because the area also lies
within the Eastern Paradox RFD area. Impacts from surface disturbances within the Richardson
Amphitheatre would be highly visible from the Fisher Towers trail because of the trail's elevated
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point of view. Surface disturbances to the west of the Colorado Riverway and adjacent to Arches
National Park would potentially be visible from the trail, but site-specific visual analyses would
be required to determine if visual mitigation could reduce visual contrasts to meet VRM class
objectives. Minerals-related surface disturbances and fugitive dust production from minerals-
related activities could have long-term, adverse impacts to the park viewshed, particular in areas
open to minerals leasing adjacent to the park boundary, but site-specific analyses would be
required to determine the level of impacts.

4.3.18.3.3.2 Alternatives B, D, and the Proposed Plan

Under Alternative B, the Proposed Plan, and Alternative D, the Colorado Riverway SRMA
would be established, with VRM Class II Management objectives (except for areas of VRM
Class I in Alternative B). The Richardson Amphitheater and Fisher Towers areas would be
designated as recreation focus areas for non-mechanized recreation (hiking, backpacking, and
equestrian use) under Alternative B and the Proposed Plan. Under Alternative D, the focus areas
would not be established. The potential impacts from oil and gas RFD surface disturbances under
these alternatives would be the same as discussed under Alternative A because the level of
predicted minerals-related surface disturbances would be the same. Under all of the action
alternatives, the impacts to the Richardson Amphitheater/Fisher Towers area from potential
scenic quality degradation would be negligible to minor because the Colorado Riverway would
continue to be designated as VRM Class II to protect scenic quality, which is the same level of
protection as indicated by the Alternative A VRM inventory. Under Alternative B, designation of
some portions (approximately 6,700 acres) of the Richardson Amphitheater as VRM Class |
would provide stronger levels of protection for visual resources than in any of the other
alternatives.

4.3.18.3.4 HIGHWAY 128/ COLORADO RIVERWAY

4.3.18.3.4.1 Alternative A

As discussed above for the Fisher Towers and Richardson Amphitheater, the Highway
128/Colorado Riverway recreation management area from Dewey Bridge to the intersection with
Highway 191 was visually inventoried as VRM Class I (3,968 acres) and VRM Class 1I (13,761
acres. Visual impacts to the river corridor viewshed under Alternative A would potentially be
similar to those discussed for the Richardson Amphitheater and Fisher Towers because the level
of RFD predictions for minerals-related surface disturbances and visual intrusions from oil and
gas exploration and development would be the same, and the topography of the areas are similar.
Minerals-related activities and surface disturbances within the Richardson Amphitheater would
likely be visible from the Riverway because of the relatively unobstructed view of the area from
the Riverway.

4.3.18.3.4.2 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, the Colorado Riverway SRMA would be established and expanded. The
river corridor would be designated as VRM Class I, VRM Class II, and VRM Class III, with
initial management guidance provided by the current Colorado Riverway Recreation
Management Plan. The impacts of this alternative would be to proportionally increase the areas
designated as VRM Classes I, II, and III when compared to the Alternative A VRM inventory for
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the area: approximately 15 times more acres (58,950 acres total) would be designated as VRM
Class I; two and a half times more acreage (a total of 33,615) designated as VRM Class II. The
impacts would be to protect and enhance scenic quality in the long-term because more acreage
would be protected for preservation of scenic quality than indicated by the VRM visual inventory
for the Riverway. The impacts from minerals development would be less than the impacts
discussed under Alternative A because the level of RFD for oil and natural gas development
would be less.

4.3.18.3.4.3 Proposed Plan

The impacts on visual resources would be similar to Alternative B, but to a lesser degree,
because fewer acres would be designated as VRM Class I and Class II when compared to the
VRM inventory for the Riverway. Four times more acres would be designated as VRM Class I
(16,639) and five times more acres would be designated as VRM Class 11 (67,655). In the long-
term, the impacts on visual resources would be beneficial because more area would be protected
and enhanced than indicated by the Alternative A/VRM inventory classes.

4.3.18.3.4.4 Alternative D

The impacts of this alternative on visual resources within the Riverway would be similar to
Alternative B, but also to a lesser degree because fewer acres would be designated as VRM Class
I and II when compared to the Alternative A VRM inventory. Under this alternative, two times
more area (7,552 acres) would be designated as VRM Class I and three and a half times more
area (50,551 acres) would be designated as VRM Class II. The impacts on visual resources
would be beneficial in the long-term because, as discussed for the other action alternatives, more
area would be protected from scenic quality degradation when compared to the VRM inventory
for the area.

4.3.18.3.5 PuBLIC LANDS IMMEDIATELY ADJOINING ARCHES NATIONAL PARK

Under all alternatives, the public lands immediately adjoining Arches National Park would be
designated as VRM Class II to protect the views from critical key observation points within the
park.

4.3.18.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Table 2.2 of Chapter 2 summarizes the impacts to visual resources in terms of acreages affected
for each alternative.

4.3.19 WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

This section discusses impacts to wildlife and fisheries from management actions of other
resources and resource uses discussed in Chapter 2. Existing conditions concerning wildlife and
fisheries are described in Chapter 3.

The table below summarizes the habitat types utilized by the representative wildlife species
found in the MPA. These representative species were chosen for their high public interest, such
as deer or elk, or because they represent an important ecological group, such as neotropical birds.
The Wildlife and Fisheries section in Chapter 3 (Section 3.20) explains the connection between
specific habitat types and associated wildlife in more detail. Most of the quantitative analyses in
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this section report impacts by habitat type, since there are too many wildlife species to address
each one individually.

Table 4.148. Grouping of Wildlife Species by Habitat Type

Vegetation/ Habitat Type Wildlife Associations
Aquatic Amphibians, fish, macro invertebrates
Conifer / Mountain shrub Mule deer, elk, mountain lion, black bear (primarily in old growth

stands), raptors, bobcat, coyote, neotropical birds, upland game
birds, reptiles

Desert shrub Pronghorn, desert bighorn sheep, elk (winter), raptors, neotropical
birds, upland game birds, reptiles, mountain lion, bobcat, fox,
coyote

Pifion-juniper Mule deer, elk, pronghorn, mountain lion, neotropical birds,

upland game birds, reptiles} bobcat, weasels, raptors

Riparian/ Wetland Mule deer, elk, mountain lion, neotropical birds, upland game
birds, amphibian and fish species, reptiles; fox, coyote, bobcat,
river otter, beaver

Sagebrush/ Mule deer, elk, Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep, mountain lion,
Perennial grass neotropical birds, upland game birds, reptiles; pronghorn

The BLM has designated habitat within the MPA for mule deer, elk, pronghorn antelope, Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep, and desert bighorn sheep. Mule deer and/or elk habitats have been
combined by the BLM in an attempt to simplify the management of their closely overlapping
ranges. With the exception of Alternative A (see below), further discussions and analyses will
consider the two species together. Where available and appropriate, BLM-designated habitats for
particular species are used rather than vegetation types. The BLM-designated habitats proposed
under Alternative B for each species are generally the largest. The Proposed Plan generally
recognizes less habitat for each species, and Alternative D the least.

The impacts analyses in this section are divided into impacts common to all alternatives
(including Alternative A), impacts common to all action alternatives (Alternatives B, D, and
Proposed Plan only), and impacts that vary by specific alternative. For each alternative, the total
impacts include those specific to the alternative and those common to all alternatives (and all
action alternatives where applicable). Therefore, the actions and impacts described under
Alternatives B, D, and Proposed Plan include not only those actions and impacts unique to
Alternatives B, D, and Proposed Plan but also those listed and discussed under, Impacts
Common to All Alternatives and Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives.

Impacts to wildlife and their habitats will vary between alternatives by size, condition, and
quality of those habitats and the degree to which those habitats can support viable populations.

Within habitats designated and managed for specific species, management prescriptions can be
implemented that will benefit the target species as well as other wildlife species within the area.
Increases in habitat size improve wildlife carrying capacity, thus benefiting wildlife. Within
these habitats, management decisions from other resources could adversely impact wildlife
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Development activities and human disturbances may alter or eliminate wildlife use, thus
affecting the quality of wildlife habitats. By reducing human-related disturbances and conflicts in
critical locations and during critical times of the year, the quality of the habitat may be protected
and improved.

Surface-disturbing activities and other decisions that affect the biotic conditions of the vegetation
and soil also affect wildlife habitats. Biotic conditions affect forage production and quality,
vegetative cover, vegetative composition and species diversity. Changes in these biotic
conditions affect the condition and quality of wildlife habitats and may alter or eliminate wildlife
use. By reducing surface-disturbing activities and maintaining or improving biotic conditions,
the condition and quality of the habitat may be protected and improved. The size of managed
wildlife habitats, combined with the quality and condition of those habitats, will demonstrate
impacts on those species.

Improving or maintaining the size, quality and condition of habitats would be beneficial to target
and most non-target species, while decreasing size or degrading the quality or condition of those
habitats would adversely impact most wildlife species.

4.3.19.1 IMPACTS OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DECISIONS WITH NEGLIGIBLE IMPACTS ON
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Management decisions related to the following resources would have negligible impacts on
wildlife resources, and are therefore not included in the analyses below: Air Quality, Cultural
Resources, and Paleontological Resources. The impacts of management decisions for these
resources would be negligible because maintaining air quality, protecting and inventorying
cultural resources, and allowing recreational fossil collection and scientific study of fossil
resources would 1) not improve or degrade wildlife and fish habitat or 2) cause the gain or loss
of wildlife and fish habitat.

4.3.19.2 IMPACTS OF FIRE MANAGEMENT DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

The impacts of fire management on wildlife would be the same under all alternatives, with all
use guided by the Utah Land-use Plan Amendment (LUP Amendment) for Fire and Fuels
Management (BLM 2005c). Adherence with the LUP Amendment (which mandates the
maintenance of existing healthy ecosystems and the protection of threatened, endangered, and
special status species) would have beneficial impacts on wildlife habitat in the MPA wherever
wildlife habitat overlaps with that of protected special status species, and would ensure that
healthy ecosystems are not adversely impacted by fire management and fuels reduction.
Wildland fire use would not be authorized in the following areas unless reasonable Resource
Protection Measures (RPMs) were in place: areas that are known to be highly susceptible to post-
fire cheatgrass or other weed invasion, important terrestrial and aquatic habitats, and non-fire
adapted vegetation communities. These RPMs would have beneficial impacts on wildlife habitat
by reducing the spread of weeds and preserving native plant species, thereby maintaining
suitable wildlife forage, cover, and habitat.

Fuels management actions include fuels-reduction treatments on 5,000 to 10,000 acres annually.
These actions include: mechanical and manual treatments, prescribed fire, chemical or biological
vegetation control, and aerial/ground seeding. These fuels management decisions would likely
have a beneficial long-term impact on wildlife and fish populations by helping to restore the
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natural fire regime, which would improve habitat health (Lewis and Harshbarger 1976), forage,
nesting opportunities, and cover. Restoring the natural fire regime would also reduce the chance
of catastrophic fire, and the subsequent loss of major ecosystem components. In the short-term,
vegetation treatments could result in trampling or removal of wildlife forage and/or habitat, and
human-caused wildlife disturbance.

4.3.19.2.1 TERRESTRIAL SPECIES

Short-term adverse impacts from fire management actions include mortality, habitat destruction,
and habitat displacement. These actions would likely affect habitat used by raptors, migratory
birds, small mammals, amphibians, reptiles, and big game species. Direct impacts from wildfire
suppression could include habitat corruption from fire retardant and aviation fuel, soil erosion
from fireline construction on steep slopes, and damaged vegetation and soils from heavy
equipment and fire camps.

The adverse impacts of fuels management actions include the short-term disturbance of wildlife
habitat while it regenerates and the thinning and removal of ecologically desirable species. Short-
term impacts of treatments would include the mortality of non-target plants due to herbicide use
and from seeding methods that cause soil-surface disturbance. These actions could result in a
reduction of native species diversity and consequently a reduction in wildlife habitat.

However, managed wildfire and prescribed burns provide long-term benefits to wildlife and
wildlife habitat. Fire produces a varied mosaic of habitats and results in the regeneration of old
and decadent vegetation, which can be favorable to big game. Fuel reduction treatments also
reduce the risk of catastrophic fire, which otherwise could cause the long-term loss of wildlife
habitat.

4.3.19.2.2 AQUATIC AND AMPHIBIOUS SPECIES

Adverse impacts to fish, amphibians, and other aquatic species would include an increased risk
of contaminating water sources with fire retardant or vehicle fluids; soil erosion following
surface-disturbing fire suppression measures; damage to riparian vegetation and soils by heavy
equipment; and reduced stream flow where water for fire suppression is drawn directly from
streams and water bodies. Erosion would increase the sedimentation of surface waters, which
affects water temperature, turbidity, and chemistry. These changes in water quality would
generally have adverse impacts on aquatic species.

4.3.19.3 IMPACTS OF HEALTH AND SAFETY DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Health and safety decisions would have the same impacts on wildlife and fisheries under all
alternatives. The primary impacts on wildlife and fisheries would result from the prioritization of
abandoned mine lands (AMLs) for reclamation and mitigation.

Because abandoned mining structures are often used as roosting habitat by bat species,
completely sealing off AML entrances during reclamation would have direct adverse impacts on
roosting individuals and populations by displacing them from this habitat and reducing the
availability of suitable roosting sites. Of the 18 bat species in Utah, 14 species regularly occur in
abandoned mines (Grandison 2004). However, mines would be surveyed for bats prior to being
sealed, and mitigation including the installation of bat-compatible mine gates and cupolas (which
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allow bats to pass through, but prohibit human entrance) would minimize the adverse impacts of
mine closures on bats.

Some AML sites would be prioritized for reclamation due to hazardous waste contamination and
water quality issues. These reclamations would have long-term beneficial impacts on fish,
amphibians, and other aquatic species by improving water quality and reducing groundwater
contamination.

4.3.19.4 IMPACTS OF LANDS AND REALTY DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

4.3.19.4.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

The following lands and realty decisions would impact wildlife and fisheries in the MPA:
ROWs, easements, permits, utility/transportation systems, acquisitions and disposals, and
withdrawals. Under all alternatives, Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) would be exclusion areas
for rights-of-way (ROWs), which would benefit wildlife by preventing the fragmentation of
habitat in WSAs. However, all areas not identified as avoidance or exclusion areas would be
available for ROWs and could be subject to multiple-uses and surface disturbances. The
authorization of ROWs for utility and communication infrastructure (among others) could have
direct, long-term, adverse impacts on wildlife due to habitat loss or fragmentation and human
disturbance during construction activities.

The withdrawal of 78,333 acres from mineral entry within the MPA would be continued, thereby
reducing or eliminating surface-disturbing activities and associated impacts to wildlife and their
habitat. Under all alternatives, approximately 14,740 acres of land would be listed for potential
disposal. This would include 12,470 acres of desert shrub, 1,794 acres of pifion-juniper, 102
acres of riparian and wetland, and 208 acres of sagebrush/grassland habitats. Although disposals
could lead to the loss of potential wildlife habitat, they could also lead to the beneficial
acquisition of wildlife foraging habitat and relict vegetation areas as part of the exchange
program. Where possible, TES species habitat, quality riparian areas, and key productive
ecosystems would be retained or acquired under all alternatives. This would allow for protection
and management of these key wildlife habitat areas, prevent their fragmentation from adjoining
parcels, and mitigate the adverse impacts of land disposals.

Surface-disturbing activities associated with authorizing ROWs, roads, and other development
projects in the MPA would have the potential to adversely impact wildlife species and their
habitats. The ROW utility corridor around Highway I-70 would vary in width across alternatives;
regardless of width, surface-disturbing activities within the corridor would cause the long-term
loss or degradation of wildlife habitat and avoidance of the area by wildlife. It could also provide
increased predation of small prey species by raptors perching on utility poles, and potentially
electrocution of some birds.

4.3.19.4.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

Under Alternatives B, D, and Proposed Plan ACECs would be avoidance areas for ROWs. The
impacts of ROWs are discussed above. Minimum Impact Criteria for filming permits would
ensure that filming projects would not: impact Sensitive species habitat, use exotic species,
adversely impact relict environments or riparian areas, utilize excessive numbers of livestock, or
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involve more than 15 vehicles and 75 people. These criteria would reduce human disturbance of
wildlife and their habitat during filming.

All action alternatives would identify the entire MPA as available for wind or solar energy
development in the MPA except in areas identified as closed or NSO for oil and gas leasing.
These stipulations would preclude all other surface-disturbing activities, including ROWs. Areas
designated as NSO or closed include non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics, WSAs,
WSR corridors, ACECs, raptor habitat, and special status species habitat. These ROWs would
have adverse impacts to wildlife similar to those described above, with the exception that wind
energy development would adversely impact birds to a greater degree.

4.3.19.4.2.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, the impacts of lands and realty decisions on wildlife resources would be
limited to those common to all alternatives. Under this alternative, the existing utility corridor
would continue to disturb approximately 32,183 acres of habitat, primarily of desert shrub
vegetation (Table 4.149) associated with pronghorn, desert bighorn sheep, elk (winter), raptors,
neotropical birds, upland game birds, and reptiles (see Table 4.148).

4.3.19.4.2.2 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, an additional 100 ft would be added to each side of the existing utility
corridor, resulting in a total of up to 64,539 acres of surface disturbance concentrated in desert
shrub habitats. Impacts to rare riparian and wetland habitat would be almost double that of
Alternative A, but would be mitigated by no surface occupancy stipulations for riparian areas.

Table 4.149. Acres of Surface Disturbance due to Utility Corridors by Major Habitat
Type

Habitat Type

Associated
Wildlife

Alt. A

Alt. B

PROPOSED
PLAN

Alt. D

Desert shrub

Pronghorn, desert bighorn
sheep, elk (winter), raptors,
neotropical birds, upland
game birds, reptiles,
mountain lion, bobcat, fox,
coyote

25,144

52,053

113,917

141,797

Pifion-juniper

Mule deer, elk, pronghorn,
mountain lion, neotropical
birds, upland game birds,

reptiles, bobcat, weasels,

raptors

5,345

8,808

41,672

44,189

Riparian and
wetland

Mule deer, elk, mountain
lion, neotropical birds,
upland game birds,
amphibian and fish species,
reptiles) fox, coyote,
bobcat, river otter, beaver

143

323

1,031

1,139
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Table 4.149. Acres of Surface Disturbance due to Utility Corridors by Major Habitat

Type
. Associated PROPOSED
Habitat Type Wildlife Alt. A Alt. B PLAN Alt. D
Sagebrush Mule deer, elk, Rocky 1,551 3,355 14,376 14,531
and perennial Mountain bighorn sheep,
grassland mountain lion, neotropical
birds, upland game birds,
reptiles, pronghorn
Total 32,183 64,539 170,996 201,656

Note: not every acre in a corridor would necessarily be disturbed.

Thus, impacts to riparian wildlife would primarily be caused by human disturbance, rather than
physical disturbance of their habitat. Overall, Alternative B would disturb more than twice as
much of most of the habitat types present as Alternative A.

4.3.19.4.2.3 Proposed Plan

Under the Proposed Plan, the surface disturbance to wildlife-associated habitat types would total
170,996 acres, more than 2.5 times greater than under Alternative B and more than 5 times
greater than Alternative A (Table 4.149).

4.3.19.4.2.4 Alternative D

Under Alternative D, the surface disturbance to wildlife-associated habitat types would total
201,656 acres, slightly greater than the Proposed Plan, more than three times greater than under
Alternative B, and more than six times greater than Alternative A (Table 4.149).

4.3.19.5 IMPACTS OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Livestock grazing can have both adverse and beneficial impacts on wildlife. If not properly
managed through Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing Management,
harmful impacts to wildlife can include loss of biodiversity, lowering of population densities,
disruption of some ecosystem functions, change in community organization, and change in the
physical characteristics of both terrestrial and aquatic habitats (Chaneton and Lavado 1996;
Fleischner 1994; OIff and Ritchie 1998). Improper grazing can further increase salinity even in
already saline soils (Chaneton and Lavado 1996), leading to inhibited plant diversity, especially
in arid and relatively infertile soils (OIff and Ritchie 1998). Decreased plant diversity would
have long-term adverse impacts on wildlife habitat. Many of the adverse impacts listed above
occur when livestock are not carefully managed, and an overconcentration of animals causes
excessive grazing and long-term disturbances. Carefully managed livestock grazing can
potentially benefit some wildlife habitat by promoting regrowth of forage species, reducing the
prevalence of some invasive plants, and creating openings and disturbed areas utilized by some
species (GSRSC 2005: 116). Because of the level of management required for beneficial impacts
to occur and the sensitivity of desert ecosystems, the following analyses assume that livestock
grazing could potentially cause adverse impacts on wildlife species, except where active
management intended to benefit wildlife is proposed.
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4.3.19.5.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Under all alternatives, livestock grazing would be managed according to the Guidelines for
Grazing Management to achieve the Standards for Rangeland Health, which would benefit
wildlife by maintaining or restoring the proper functioning condition (PFC) of riparian and
wetland wildlife habitat, maintaining desired species (including native and non-native species) at
a level appropriate to the site and conditions, and maintaining or improving aquatic habitat by
ensuring that all state and Federal water quality standards are met. Additionally, the
recommendations of the National Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy (BLM 2004c) and
the Strategic Management Plan for Sage-grouse (UDWR 2002) would be followed where
applicable. Sage-grouse management plans are generally beneficial for all sagebrush-associated
species (see Table 4.148).

4.3.19.5.1.1 Mule Deer, EIk, Pronghorn

Management decisions common to all alternatives would exclude livestock grazing from certain
allotments (including Between the Creek, North Sand Flats, South Sand Flats, and Castle
Valley), directly benefiting big game by making more forage available. Vegetation treatments for
rangeland improvement in pifion-juniper habitat are proposed under all alternatives, including
plowing and seeding, chaining and seeding, drill seeding, and prescribed fire and seeding.
Vegetation treatments would benefit pronghorn, deer, and elk by improving the quality of their
winter habitats.

4.3.19.5.1.2 Riparian Species

Livestock grazing in riparian areas could have adverse impacts on riparian-associated wildlife
species (Table 4.148). Direct adverse impacts would include competition with wildlife for
forage, and possible trampling of individual animals or nests. Indirect adverse impacts of
livestock use of riparian areas include an increased susceptibility to invasion by noxious weeds,
which reduces the value of forage, and reduction of cover species for sensitive wildlife
(Popolizio et al. 1994; Kauffman et al. 1983; Sarr et al. 1996). Bird species that rely on native
riparian trees for nesting and roosting sites and protection from predators would be adversely
affected by the replacement of native vegetation with introduced species (Saab et al. 1995).

4.3.19.5.1.3 Fishes, Amphibians, and Other Aquatic Species

Livestock-caused erosion in saline soils would contribute to increased salinity in the Colorado
River and other surface waters in the MPA, which could modify species composition within an
ecosystem (Galindo-Bect and Glenn 1999; Hart et al. 1998) and cause mortality of freshwater
species (Nelson and Flickinger 1992). Sedimentation can also have similarly detrimental
impacts. Soil compaction due to grazing in riparian areas would result in less rainwater
infiltration into soils and more overland flow. The result would be large, short-lived flows rather
than small, perennial flows (Trimble and Mendel 1995). This would reduce the duration of
seasonal water availability for a wide range of wildlife species.

4.3.19.5.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN )

Under all action alternatives, conversion of allotments from cattle to domestic sheep would not
be considered in bighorn sheep habitat because of conflicts with bighorn sheep. This would have
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beneficial impacts to desert bighorn because it would maintain the separation of wild and
domestic sheep, thereby reducing or eliminating the transmission of Pasteurella, which has been
suspected as the cause of catastrophic bighorn die-offs (UDWR 1999).

4.3.19.5.2.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, livestock would be excluded from a total of 126,907 acres (including the
Beaver Creek, Bogart, Cottonwood, Diamond, Pear Park and Spring Creek allotments), in
addition to those mentioned under Common to All Alternatives. Alternative A would exclude
livestock from the second greatest amount of wildlife habitat, and would therefore have the
second greatest beneficial impacts on wildlife forage, habitat, and cover as described above.

Mule Deer, Elk. Pronghorn, Bighorn Sheep

The exclusion of livestock from the Bogart, Cottonwood, Diamond, Pear Park and Spring Creek
allotments would have beneficial impacts, especially on mule deer and/or elk, because these
allotments are in these two species' crucial winter range. Wintering deer and/or elk would not be
forced to compete with livestock for sagebrush and early season grasses. Competition for forage,
escape terrain, and thermal cover would not occur between livestock and deer and/or eclk.
Increased forage would lead to increased reproductive success for both deer and/or elk.

Alternative A would continue vegetation treatments on 67,125 acres. This would include
mechanical treatments on 11 allotments (52,976 acres) and prescribed fire treatments on 14,149
acres. The increase in AUMs would be split evenly between livestock and wildlife where both
are present. Wildlife species would benefit from additional AUMs available for their use, and all
sagebrush-dependent species would benefit from expanded habitat as vegetation treatments
would be used to restore sagebrush.

Riparian Species

Under Alternative A, grazing would continue to be excluded from riparian areas within five
allotments: South Sand Flats, North Sand Flats, Between the Creeks, Cottonwood, and Diamond
(no acreages available). This action would benefit riparian-associated wildlife species by
protecting their habitat from soil compaction, erosion, and grazing of vulnerable plant species.
Alternative A would exclude grazing in the fewest acres of riparian habitat, approximately 53%
of the area excluded under Alternative B, 72% of that excluded under the Proposed Plan, and
94% of that under Alternative D.

Fishes, Amphibians, and Other Aquatic Species

Under Alternative A, livestock grazing would continue to be adjusted in order to reduce salinity
in the Colorado River drainage in seven allotments (Athena, Cisco, Cisco Mesa, Crescent
Canyon, Highlands, Monument Wash, and Thompson Canyon). Grazing exclusions in riparian
areas under Alternative A would also help to mitigate the adverse impacts of soil compaction and
salinization in the Colorado River drainage.

4.3.19.5.2.2 Alternative B

Grazing would be excluded from a total of 153,797 acres (including Beaver Creek, Bogart,
Cottonwood, Diamond, Pear Park, Professor Valley, Ida Gulch, River, Mill Creek and Spring
Creek allotments), in addition to those mentioned under Common to All Alternatives. This is
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26,890 acres more than proposed under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative B would be more
beneficial to wildlife species and their habitats than Alternative A.

Mule Deer, Elk, Pronghorn, Bighorn Sheep

The continued exclusion of livestock from the Bogart, Cottonwood, Diamond, Pear Park, Mill
Creek and Spring Creek allotments would have beneficial impacts similar to those described
under Alternative A, especially on mule deer and/or elk, because these allotments are in these
species' crucial winter range.

Alternative B proposes 46,307 acres for vegetation treatments; 20,818 acres (35%) less than
under Alternative A. Because the degree of indirect impacts depends upon the quality of the
treatment and the success rate of re-vegetating, differences among the alternatives are difficult to
quantify. However, it is reasonable to assume that fewer AUMs and/or less sagebrush habitat
would be restored under Alternative B, and that big game species and other wildlife that depend
on rangeland habitat would not benefit as much under Alternative B as under Alternative A.

Riparian Species

Under Alternative B, grazing would be excluded from 4,673 acres of riparian habitat in nine
allotments. These exclusions would help mitigate the adverse impacts of livestock grazing in
riparian areas discussed under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. Therefore, livestock
management under Alternative B would be the most beneficial for riparian habitat and associated
wildlife because more acres would be unavailable for livestock grazing.

Fishes, Amphibians, and Other Aquatic Species

Under Alternative B, grazing systems and Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) would be used
on nine grazing allotments to minimize impacts to highly saline soils and reduce salinity in the
Colorado River drainage. Aquatic species such as fish and amphibians would benefit from these
AMPs with the subsequent reductions in turbidity and salinity and increased water availability.
In addition, aquatic species would benefit from the continued exclusion of grazing from
Cottonwood, Diamond and Bogart allotments.

4.3.19.5.2.3 Proposed Plan

Grazing would be excluded from a total of 132,047 acres (including Bogart, Pear Park, Ida
Gulch, Cottonwood, Diamond, portions of Professor Valley, and River along Highway 128 and
Mill Creek allotments), in addition to those mentioned under Common to All Alternatives. This
is slightly less acres excluded from livestock grazing than under Alternatives A and B, and more
than under Alternative D. Therefore, the impacts of these exclusions on wildlife would be very
similar to Alternative B and Proposed Plan, but more protective of wildlife than Alternative D.

Mule Deer, Elk, Pronghorn, Desert Bighorn Sheep

The exclusion of livestock from the Bogart, Cottonwood, Pear Park, Diamond, and Mill Creek
allotments would have beneficial impacts especially on mule deer and/or elk, because these
allotments are in these species' crucial winter range. These beneficial impacts include lack of
competition with livestock for sagebrush and early season grasses, the elimination f competition
for forage, escape terrain, and thermal cover, and increased reproductive success of deer and/or
elk.
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The impacts of vegetation treatments on big game would be the same as those discussed under
Alternative B because the acreage proposed for treatment is similar.

Riparian Species

Under this alternative, grazing would be restricted in 1,169 acres of riparian habitat in five
allotments. Restrictions would include the development of AMPs. In addition, 77 acres in Day
Canyon would be unavailable for grazing. This alternative would protect more riparian wildlife
habitat from the detrimental impacts of livestock grazing than Alternatives A and D, and less
than Alternative B.

Fishes, Amphibians, and Other Aquatic Species

The Proposed Plan would implement AMPs on more allotments than under Alternative B.
Therefore, livestock management under the Proposed Plan could increase salinity in soils and
freshwater systems more than under Alternative B, and would have correspondingly greater
impacts to fisheries and aquatic species. In addition, aquatic species would benefit from the
continued exclusion of grazing from Cottonwood, Diamond, and Bogart allotments.

4.3.19.5.2.4 Alternative D

Grazing would be excluded from a total of 52,214 acres under Alternative D. The only allotment
excluded, other than those in Common to All Alternatives, would be Mill Creek. The impacts of
these exclusions on wildlife, especially deer and/or elk, would be more adverse than under any of
other alternatives. In addition, many of the allotments available in this alternative (including
Bogart, Diamond, Cottonwood, and Pear Park) are largely inaccessible, making management of
livestock, including distribution, difficult to implement and maintain. Difficulties with cattle
distribution could lead to greater adverse impacts to wildlife, especially to big game animals.

Grazing would only be restricted as needed to mitigate conflicts with wildlife under Alternative
D. This would result in more detrimental consequences for wildlife than under Alternative B and
Proposed Plan, because livestock-wildlife conflicts would not be avoided (as under Alternative B
and Proposed Plan).

Mule Deer, Elk, Pronghorn, Desert Bighorn Sheep

Cottonwood, Diamond, Bogart, Spring Creek, and Pear Park, all allotments in deer and/or elk
crucial winter range, would be available for grazing (cattle only). This would mean that cattle
would compete with deer and/or elk for forage in these allotments. As a result, there would be
less forage for established deer and/or elk herds. The social intolerance of elk for cattle would
lead to the rate of elk use decreasing on these crucial winter grounds. Competition for forage,
escape terrain, and thermal cover would occur, leading to decreased reproductive success for
deer and/or elk. This would result in a reduction in herd viability and a decrease in herd
population.

The impacts of vegetation treatments on big game would be the same as those discussed under
Alternative B because the same number of acres are proposed for treatment.

Riparian Species

The adverse impacts of livestock grazing decisions in riparian areas on wildlife species would be
greater than discussed under Alternative A because while North Sand Flats, South Sand Flats,
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and Between the Creeks would continue to be unavailable for grazing, the riparian systems
within the Bogart, Cottonwood and Diamond allotments would be available for livestock
grazing. Because management in these allotments would be difficult due to their inaccessibility,
needed riparian protections could not be implemented. This would result in watershed
degradation in the headwaters of these large canyon systems, resulting in habitat loss.

Fishes, Amphibians, and Other Aquatic Species

The impacts of livestock grazing decisions on fish, amphibians, and other aquatic species would
be the most adverse in Alternative D because the aquatic habitat in Bogart, Cottonwood and
Diamond allotments would be available for grazing. Aquatic environments are rare in the MPA,
and the species that they harbor are highly susceptible to environmental changes. Grazing would
result in alteration of the aquatic habitat, which would result in habitat loss and species
abandonment in the canyon systems within those allotments.

4.3.19.6 IMPACTS OF MINERALS DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Impacts from minerals decisions on wildlife and their habitats would include habitat loss and
degradation resulting from the removal of vegetation (surface disturbance) and subsequent
occupation of areas for oil/gas well pads, open pit mines, and associated roads and infrastructure.
Wildlife avoidance of disturbed and occupied areas would reduce their value as habitat. Many
species of wildlife avoid areas with high or inconsistent levels of noise, roads with frequent
automobile/truck traffic, areas that are heavily lit at night, and areas surrounding structures.

Adverse impacts of minerals decisions on wildlife resources would be reduced by the
implementation of BMPs outlined in Section 2.1 and Appendix O. Restrictions include no
surface-disturbing activities within riparian habitat, required revegetation of oil and gas well sites
upon project completion, and land management that meets or moves toward meeting Utah's
Standards for Rangeland Health. In addition, the implementation of BMPs for the benefit of
wildlife and their habitats (e.g., centralization of drill rigs and storage tanks, reduction of the
number of access roads, and interim and final reclamation practices) would also reduce some of
the short- and long-term adverse impacts listed above. Interim reclamation occurs during the
operational phase of a project and consists of revegetating all areas surrounding wells and roads
that are not actively used during oil or gas production. Final reclamation occurs when a well has
been decommissioned and includes the practices of recontouring soil surfaces to match
surrounding landforms, replacing topsoil, and reseeding with native plant species wherever
possible, The number of years required for successful final reclamation would depend on the
habitat type; grasslands recover more quickly than sagebrush or desert shrub, which recover
more quickly than forested areas such as pifion-juniper or conifer habitat. A commonly used
average value and goal for reclamation across the project area is 10 years. Following the
successful reclamation of a well site or road, the long-term adverse impacts to wildlife species
would be largely eliminated.

The amount of land that is open to oil and gas leasing or other mineral use is not necessarily
indicative of the number of acres that would be directly disturbed. Areas managed under
Standard or Timing and/or Controlled Surface Use stipulations allow minerals development, but
not all of those acres would be subjected to surface disturbance. Habitat quality may be
preserved by the implementation of seasonal restrictions and spatial buffers that protect crucial
habitats. Areas categorized as NSO or Closed preclude all surface-disturbing minerals
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development and therefore improve the quality and condition of wildlife habitats. Riparian and
wetland habitat, lands with a slope greater than 30%, and VRM Class I areas have been excluded
from analysis because they have been assigned the leasing category of NSO, which precludes
them from all surface disturbance.

The impacts of minerals decisions are analyzed for the entire MPA rather than for each
individual RFD area for the purposes of comparison. Impacts may be concentrated in particular
RFD areas, however. Depending on the distribution of wildlife habitat across particular RFD
areas with high levels of disturbance, the amount of particular habitats disturbed may not match
the composition of vegetation in the MPA. The Bookcliffs and Greater Cisco RFDs are projected
to experience the greatest minerals development-related disturbances, and therefore impacts to
wildlife and their habitat. The Bookcliffs RFD contains predominantly pifion-juniper habitat with
conifer/mountain shrub habitat as the second most common habitat. Greater Cisco is dominated
by desert shrub followed by pifion-juniper.

Of the seven oil and gas development areas within the MPA, wildlife habitat in the Greater Cisco
RFD area is expected to be most heavily impacted by minerals decisions because it has the
highest predicted levels of oil and gas well development (almost 45% of the 451 wells in the
MPA would likely be sited in the Greater Cisco RFD). Site-specific analysis would be necessary
to determine the exact impacts to wildlife from oil and gas development. Appendix S, Wildlife
Impacts by RFD Area provides the estimated number of acres of disturbance in each wildlife
habitat type under all alternatives given the assumption that disturbance would occur
proportionally to the vegetation distribution within each RFD.

4.3.19.6.1 ALTERNATIVE A

4.3.19.6.1.1 Leasable Minerals

Surface disturbance and human-caused disturbance (noise, night-lighting, increased automobile
traffic, and habitat fragmentation and loss) associated with well, pipeline, and road construction
would result in both short- and long-term adverse impacts on wildlife. Surface disturbance would
result in loss of habitat and would increase the potential for invasion of undesirable plant species,
including noxious weeds (Piemeisel 1951). This loss of native vegetation would result in long-
term adverse impacts on wildlife by decreasing the amount of available habitat and degrading
existing habitat.

Wildlife species that use pifion-juniper and desert shrub habitats would be the most heavily
impacted by surface disturbance and related impacts due to oil and gas development (Table
4.150) because these are the predominant habitat types in the areas most likely to be developed.
Human occupancy and activities would cause the adverse displacement of wildlife.

Under Alternative A, approximately 277,678 acres of pifion-juniper habitat would be managed as
either NSO or Closed, while approximately 41,086 acres of desert shrub would be managed
under the same designations. A total of 389,633 acres (of all habitat types) would be managed as
NSO or Closed.
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Habitat . - Alternative | Alternative | PROPOSED | Alternative
Type Associated Wildlife A B PLAN D

Conifer Mule deer, elk, mountain 267 157 256 266
and lion, black bear (primarily in
Mountain old growth stands),
Shrub neotropical birds, upland

game birds, reptiles
Desert Pronghorn, desert bighorn 2,829 1,656 2,708 2,815
Shrub sheep, elk (winter), raptors,

neotropical birds, upland

game birds, reptiles
Pifion- Mule deer, elk, pronghorn, 2,801 1,639 2,682 2,788
Juniper mountain lion, neotropical

birds, upland game birds,

reptiles
Sagebrush/ | Mule deer, elk, Rocky 488 285 467 485
Perennial Mountain bighorn sheep,
Grassland | mountain lion, neotropical

birds, upland game birds,

reptiles
Total Acres of Disturbance 5987 3,737 6,113 6,354

Mule Deer and/or Elk: Under Alternative A, the BLM would not specifically manage habitat
for elk. Out of a total of 79,361 acres of designated mule deer crucial habitat under Alternative
A, 30,259 acres (38%) would be managed as either NSO or Closed (Table 4.151). These leasing
categories would preclude new surface disturbance, resulting in beneficial protections in these
areas to mule deer and other wildlife species that occur within designated mule deer crucial
habitat.

Pronghorn: Of a total of 25,367 acres of designated pronghorn crucial habitat under Alternative
A, no land would be managed as either NSO or Closed (Table 4.151). The entire designated
habitat would be managed under controlled surface and timing stipulations (CST), which would
allow leasable mineral entry with special protections for wildlife relating to the timing of
construction and operation. Pronghorn and other wildlife that use their habitat would benefit
from the restriction on leasable minerals development in these areas, but not as much as if the
lands were managed as NSO or Closed.

4-463



Moab PRMP/FEIS Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences of Proposed Plan and Draft Alternatives
4.3.19 Wildlife and Fisheries Resources

Table 4.151. Acres of Big Game Crucial Habitat Open and Closed to Surface
Disturbance in the MPA by Alternative

Big Game Alternative A Alternative B PROPOSED PLAN Alternative D

Species Open* | Closed** | Open Closed | Open Closed Open Closed
Mule Deer 49,103 30,259 241,518 | 393,477 | 234,960 | 114,663 | 264,831 84,844
and/or Elk (38%) (62%) (33%) (24%)
Pronghorn 25,367 0 469,781 | 351,919 | 291,902 1,822 291,915 1,822

(0%) (43%) (<1%) (<1%)

Desert 314,346 16,546 200,636 | 130,256 | 230,640 | 100,252 | 320,498 | 10,394
Bighorn (95%) (5%) (59%) (41%) (70%) (30%) (96%) (4%)
Sheep
Rocky 25,857 151,750 | 65,837 | 364,064 | 48,057 | 257,047 | 33,358 | 161,201
Mountain (85%) (85%) (84%) (83%)
Bighorn
Sheep

*"Open" includes Standard and CST lease categories.

**"Closed" includes NSO and Closed leasing categories. The percent of the total designated habitat closed is listed in
parentheses.

Desert Bighorn: Of a total of approximately 330,892 acres of designated desert bighorn crucial
habitat under Alternative A, 16,546 acres (30%) would be managed as either NSO or Closed
(Table 4.151), resulting in beneficial protections in those areas to desert bighorn and other
wildlife species that occur within designated desert bighorn crucial habitat.

Rocky Mountain Bighorn: Of a total of 177,607 acres of designated Rocky Mountain bighorn
crucial habitat under Alternative A, 151,750 acres (85%) would be managed as either NSO or
Closed (Table 4.151) resulting in beneficial protections in those areas to Rocky Mountain
bighorn and other wildlife species that occur within designated Rocky Mountain bighorn crucial
habitat.

4.3.19.6.1.2 Geophysical Activity

Under Alternative A, approximately 2,261 acres of wildlife habitat would be temporarily
impacted by geophysical exploration over the life of the RMP (Table 4.152). Impacts to wildlife
habitat associated with exploration would include short-term impacts such as noise and
disturbance from people working in the area and long-term impacts such as the loss of vegetation
and potential spread of invasive and weedy plant species within the areas directly disturbed by
geophysical exploration.
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Table 4.152. Estimated Surface Disturbance (in Acres) on BLM Lands Associated with

Geophysical Exploration by Vegetation Type

. . - Alternative | Alternative | PROPOSED | Alternative
Habitat Types Associated Wildlife A B PLAN D
Conifer and Mule deer, elk, mountain 95 55 82 92
Mountain lion, black bear (primarily
Shrub in old growth stands),

neotropical birds, upland
game birds, reptiles
Desert Shrub Pronghorn, desert 1001 587 866 973
bighorn sheep, elk
(winter), raptors,
neotropical birds, upland
game birds, reptiles
Pifion- Juniper | Mule deer, elk, 992 581 857 963
pronghorn, mountain lion,
neotropical birds, upland
game birds, reptiles
Sagebrush/ Mule deer, elk, Rocky 173 101 149 168
Perennial Mountain bighorn sheep,
Grasslands mountain lion, neotropical
birds, upland game birds,
reptiles
Total Acres of Disturbance 2,261 1,324 1,954 2,196

4.3.19.6.1.3 Salable Minerals

The exploration and development of salable minerals would have similar impacts to wildlife as
other development described above. Under Alternative A, 1,467,768 acres of land in the MPA
would be available for disposal of mineral materials. That is approximately 57% of the 1,821,374
acres in the MPA. However, the amount of expected salable development is low under all
alternatives (up to 27 acres of disturbance per year), so Alternative A would not likely have
much impact on wildlife.

4.3.19.6.1.4 Locatable Minerals

Under Alternative A, all public lands within the MPA would remain open to mining except
within existing withdrawals. About 1,389,531 acres would be open to locatable minerals.
Impacts resulting from locatable mineral exploration and development include habitat
disturbance and fragmentation as described under Leasable Minerals, including direct loss of
habitat, loss of forage, and disruption of migration routes. In addition, indirect impacts on
individual animals related to the presence of roads, traffic, and human presence would occur. See
discussions of impacts of minerals development to wildlife at the beginning of this section for
more detail. However, the amount of expected locatable mineral development is low under all
alternatives (up to 25 acres of disturbance per year), so Alternative A would not likely have
much impact on wildlife.
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4.3.19.6.2 ALTERNATIVE B

Under Alternative B, the impacts of minerals decisions on wildlife resources would be of the
same nature as those discussed under Alternative A, but would vary in the acreage over which
those decisions would impact wildlife and wildlife habitat, as described below.

4.3.19.6.2.1 Leasable Minerals

Under Alternative B, approximately 3,737 acres of wildlife habitat disturbance due to oil and gas
development would be expected, or approximately 2,809 acres (41%) fewer than under
Alternative A (see Table 4.150). Because less surface disturbance would occur under Alternative
B than under any other alternative (see Table 4.150), Alternative B would result in fewer oil- and
gas-related impacts to wildlife than Alternative A.

As under all alternatives, the greatest surface disturbance, and therefore the greatest impact to
wildlife, is expected in the Greater Cisco and the Bookcliffs RFD areas.

Impacts of oil and gas leasing on wildlife species and their habitats under Alternative B would be
similar to those under Alternative A, with the following exceptions. Under Alternative B,
approximately 535,373 acres of pifion-juniper habitat would be managed as either NSO or
Closed, while approximately 337,807 acres of desert shrub would be managed under the same
leasing category. The total number of acres (of all habitat types) to be managed as NSO or
Closed approximate 996,175 under Alternative B. Compared to Alternative A, Alternative B
would manage approximately 2.5 times the total number of acres for management as NSO or
Closed. Overall, wildlife species in desert shrub and pifion-juniper habitats would benefit more
from the impacts of NSO or Closed leasing categories under Alternative B than Alternative A.

Mule Deer and/or Elk: Of approximately 634,995 acres designated as mule deer crucial habitat
under Alternative B, 393,477 acres (62%) would be managed as either NSO or Closed (see Table
4.151). More habitat would be managed as Closed under Alternative B than Alternative A.
Alternative B designates seven times more crucial habitat for mule deer and/or elk than
Alternative A designates. An increase in the acreage of designated habitat along with an increase
in the percent of acres managed as Closed or NSO for mule deer and/or elk would directly
benefit these species and other wildlife in the MPA by decreasing impacts related to surface
disturbance (as described above). Alternative B would have considerably more beneficial
impacts to deer and/or elk than any other alternative.

Pronghorn: Of approximately 821,700 acres designated as pronghorn crucial habitat under
Alternative B, 351,919 acres (43%) would be managed as either NSO or Closed (see Table
4.151). Approximately 41% more habitat would be managed as NSO or Closed under
Alternative B than Alternative A. Alternative B would designate approximately 32 times more
crucial habitat for mule deer and/or elk than Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative B would have
far more beneficial impacts to pronghorn than any other alternative.

Desert Bighorn: Of approximately 330,892 total acres of habitat, 130,256 acres would be
managed as either NSO or Closed (see Table 4.151). More habitat would be managed as Closed
under Alternative B than Alternative A. Alternative B designates 2.3 times more crucial habitat
for desert bighorn than Alternative A designates. Therefore, Alternative B would have far more
beneficial impacts to desert bighorn than Alternatives A and D, and similar impacts to the
Proposed Plan.
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Rocky Mountain Bighorn: Of approximately 429,901 acres designated as Rocky Mountain
bighorn crucial habitat under Alternative B, 364,064 acres (85%) would be managed as either
NSO or Closed (see Table 4.151). This is the same percentage that Alternative A would manage
as closed, but includes a much greater number of acres. Alternative B would designate 2.4 times
more crucial habitat for pronghorn than Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative B would have
more beneficial impacts to Rocky Mountain bighorn than any other alternative.

4.3.19.6.2.2 Geophysical Activity

Under Alternative B, there would be approximately 1,324 acres of surface disturbance to wildlife
habitat associated with geophysical exploration. This is approximately 41% fewer acres of
disturbance than would be expected under Alternative A; therefore, Alternative B would result in
a smaller overall impact.

4.3.19.6.2.3 Salable Minerals

Under Alternative B, 808,097 acres would be open to disposal of salable minerals under standard
or controlled surface use and timing limitation stipulations. Thus, the alternative would allow
disposal on 658,970 fewer acres than under Alternative A. No disposals would be allowed in
NSO or closed areas on 1,014,643 acres. Overall, less land would be open to disposal of salable
minerals under Alternative B than Alternative A; these limitations would benefit wildlife species
by preventing surface-disturbing activities and associated human impacts over larger habitat
areas.

4.3.19.6.2.4 Locatable Minerals

Alternative B would manage 268,873 acres as open to locatable mineral entry under standard
stipulations, and restrict 1,120,658 acres to controlled surface and timing limitation stipulations.
For comparison, Alternative A would manage all open lands (1,389,531 acres) under standard
stipulations. Under Alternative B, 79% of open lands would be managed under special
stipulations. Due to this increased acreage managed with timing and/or surface restrictions on
development, Alternative B would be more beneficial for wildlife species and their habitats than
Alternative A.

4.3.19.6.3 PROPOSED PLAN

Under the Proposed Plan, the qualitative impacts of minerals decisions on wildlife resources
would be similar to those discussed under Alternative A. However, the level of that impact
would be different based on the acreages open to oil and gas leasing and mineral entry (more
information is found in Appendix T, Vegetation).

4.3.19.6.3.1 Leasable Minerals

Under the Proposed Plan, approximately 6,113 acres of wildlife habitat disturbance due to oil
and gas development would be expected, or approximately 272 acres (4%) fewer than expected
under Alternative A (see Table 4.150). More acres would be disturbed under the Proposed Plan
than Alternative B.

Impacts of oil and gas leasing on wildlife species and their habitats under the Proposed Plan
would be similar to those under Alternatives A and B, with the following exceptions. Under the
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Proposed Plan, approximately 394,087 acres of pifion-juniper habitat would be managed as either
NSO or Closed, while approximately 109,356 acres of desert shrub would be managed under the
same designations. Approximately 586,437 acres (of all habitat types) would be managed as
NSO or Closed under the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan would designate approximately
196,804 more acres for management under NSO and Closed designations than Alternative A, but
381,362 fewer acres than Alternative B. Wildlife species in all habitat types (especially in pifion-
juniper and desert shrub) would experience more beneficial impacts related to oil and gas lease
designations under the Proposed Plan than under Alternative A, but fewer than under Alternative
B.

Mule Deer and/or Elk: Of approximately 349,623 acres designated as mule deer and/or elk
crucial habitat under the Proposed Plan, 114,663 (33%) acres would be managed as either NSO
or Closed (see Table 4.151). The Proposed Plan would set aside a smaller percentage of
designated crucial habitat as NSO or Closed than Alternative A (38%) or Alternative B (61%).
However, the Proposed Plan would close more acres than Alternative A (30,259), but fewer than
Alternative B (387,563). The Proposed Plan would designate 4.4 times more total crucial habitat
for mule deer and/or elk than Alternative A would designate.

Pronghorn: Of approximately 293,724 acres designated as pronghorn crucial habitat under the
Proposed Plan, 1,822 (<1%) acres would be managed as either NSO or Closed (see Table 4.151).
The Proposed Plan would set aside a slightly higher percentage of designated crucial habitat as
NSO or Closed than Alternative A (0%), but a smaller percentage than Alternative B (41%). The
Proposed Plan would designate 11.6 times more total crucial habitat for pronghorn than
Alternative A. Overall, the Proposed Plan would be more beneficial for pronghorn than
Alternative A, though not as beneficial as Alternative B.

Desert Bighorn: Of 330,892 acres designated as desert bighorn crucial habitat under the
Proposed Plan, 100,252 (98%) acres would be managed as either NSO or Closed. This would be
a larger percentage closed than Alternative A (30%) but less than Alternative B (100%) (see
Table 4.151). The Proposed Plan would designate 1.8 times more total crucial habitat for desert
bighorn than Alternative A. Overall, the Proposed Plan would be far more beneficial for desert
bighorn than Alternative A, though not as beneficial as Alternative B.

Rocky Mountain Bighorn: Of approximately 305,105 acres designated as Rocky Mountain
bighorn crucial habitat under the Proposed Plan, 257,047 acres would be managed as either NSO
or Closed (see Table 4.151). The Proposed Plan would close a slightly smaller percentage of
designated Rocky Mountain bighorn habitat to oil and gas activities than Alternatives A or B.
However, when total acreages are considered, the Proposed Plan would close more total acres
than Alternative A but fewer than Alternative B. The Proposed Plan designates 1.7 times more
total crucial habitat for Rocky Mountain bighorn than Alternative A designates. Overall, the
Proposed Plan would be much more beneficial for Rocky Mountain bighorn than Alternative A,
though not as beneficial as Alternative B.

4.3.19.6.3.2 Geophysical Activity

Under the Proposed Plan, there would be approximately 1,954 acres of surface disturbance to
wildlife habitat associated with geophysical exploration, or approximately 14% fewer acres of
disturbance than under Alternative A and 47% more than under Alternative B. Therefore, the
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Proposed Plan would result in fewer adverse impacts from geophysical exploration to wildlife
than Alternative A, but more adverse impacts than Alternative B.

4.3.19.6.3.3 Salable Minerals

Under the Proposed Plan, 1,234,267 acres would be open to disposal under standard, CSU, or TL
stipulations. Thus, the alternative would allow disposal on 233,501 fewer acres than under
Alternative A and 684,531 more acres than under Alternative B. No disposals would be allowed
in NSO or closed areas on 587,730 acres. The beneficial impacts of these limitations on wildlife
are discussed under Alternative B, above.

4.3.19.6.3.4 Locatable Minerals

The Proposed Plan would designate 427,466 acres as open to locatable mineral entry under
standard stipulations, and restrict 946,203 acres to controlled surface and timing limitation
stipulations. For comparison, Alternative A would manage all open lands (1,389,531 acres)
under standard stipulations. Under the Proposed Plan, 68% of open lands would be managed
under special stipulations. Due to this increased acreage managed with and/or surface restrictions
on development, the Proposed Plan would be more beneficial for wildlife species and their
habitats than Alternative A, though less beneficial than Alternative B, which would manage 79%
of lands under special conditions.

4.3.19.6.4 ALTERNATIVED

4.3.19.6.4.1 Leasable Minerals

Under Alternative D, approximately 367 more acres (<1%) of oil- and gas-related surface
disturbance (see Table 4.150) would occur, as compared to Alternative A. Overall, Alternative D
would include slightly more oil- and gas-related adverse impacts to wildlife than would
Alternative A, since more surface disturbance translates to less intact habitat, more roads, and a
higher level of human presence. Alternative D would provide less protection from disturbance
than either Alternative B or the Proposed Plan.

Under Alternative D, approximately 226,524 acres of piflon-juniper habitat would be managed as
either NSO or Closed, while approximately 57,892 acres of desert shrub would be managed
under the same designations. Approximately 357,716 acres (of all habitat types) would be
managed as NSO or Closed under Alternative D. Alternative D would designate approximately
31,917 fewer acres for management under NSO and Closed designations than Alternative A,
610,083 fewer acres than Alternative B, and 228,721 fewer acres than the Proposed Plan.
Alternative D would be the least beneficial to wildlife because it would set aside the fewest
number of acres as NSO or Closed to oil and gas leasing.

Mule Deer and/or Elk: Of 349,675 acres designated as mule deer and/or elk crucial habitat
under Alternative D, 84,844 (24%) acres would be managed as either NSO or Closed (see Table
4.151). Alternative D would set aside the smallest percentage of designated crucial habitat as
NSO or Closed (see Table 4.151) but would close more acres than Alternative A (though fewer
than Alternative B or the Proposed Plan). Alternative D would designate 4.4 times more total
crucial habitat for mule deer and/or elk than Alternative A, and less total habitat than Alternative
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B or the Proposed Plan. Overall, Alternative D would be more beneficial for wildlife than
Alternative A, though not as beneficial as Alternative B or the Proposed Plan.

Pronghorn: Of 293,737 acres designated as pronghorn crucial habitat under Alternative D,
1,822 (<1%) acres would be managed as either NSO or Closed (see Table 4.151). This is more
acres than Alternative A, fewer than Alternative B, and the same number as the Proposed Plan
(Table 4.150). Overall, Alternative D would be more beneficial for pronghorn than Alternative
A, though not as beneficial as Alternative B.

Desert Bighorn: Of 330,832 acres designated as desert bighorn crucial habitat under Alternative
D, 10,394 acres would be managed as either NSO or Closed. This represents slightly fewer
closed acres than under Alternative A, and considerably fewer than under Alternative B or the
Proposed Plan (see Table 4.151). Alternative D designates only 83% as much crucial habitat for
desert bighorn than Alternative A designates. Overall, Alternative D would be less beneficial for
desert bighorn than Alternatives A, B, or the Proposed Plan.

Rocky Mountain Bighorn: Of 194,559 acres designated as Rocky Mountain bighorn crucial
habitat under Alternative D, 161,201 acres (83%) would be managed as either NSO or Closed.
This represents more acres of closed areas than would be managed under Alternative A, but
fewer than Alternative B or the Proposed Plan (see Table 4.151). Alternative D designates 1.1
times more total crucial habitat for Rocky Mountain bighorn than Alternative A designates.
Overall, Alternative D would be more beneficial for Rocky Mountain bighorn than Alternative
A, though not as beneficial as Alternative B or the Proposed Plan.

4.3.19.6.4.2 Geophysical Activity

Under Alternative D, there would be approximately 2,196 acres of surface disturbance to wildlife
habitat associated with geophysical exploration, or approximately 3% fewer acres of disturbance
than under Alternative A, 66% more than under Alternative B, and 12% more than under the
Proposed Plan. Therefore, Alternative D would likely result in larger adverse impacts than
Alternative B or the Proposed Plan, but slightly fewer adverse impacts than under Alternative A.

4.3.19.6.4.3 Salable Minerals

Under Alternative D, 1,387,473 acres would be open to disposal under standard, CSU, or TL
stipulations. Thus, the alternative would allow disposal on 80,295 fewer acres than under
Alternative A. No disposals would be allowed in NSO or closed areas on 434,991 acres.
Therefore, Alternative D would have the greatest adverse impacts to wildlife due to the disposal
of salable minerals.

4.3.19.6.4.4 Locatable Minerals

Alternative D would designate 797,031 acres of land in the MPA as open to locatable mineral
entry under standard stipulations, and restrict 592,500 acres to controlled surface and timing
regulations. For comparison, Alternative A would manage all open lands (1,389,531 acres) under
standard stipulations. Though all alternatives would manage for the same number of open lands,
Alternatives B, D, and the Proposed Plan would manage varying percentages of that land under
controlled surface and timing use stipulations. Under Alternative D, 43% of open lands would be
managed under special stipulations. Therefore, Alternative D would be more beneficial for
wildlife species and their habitats than Alternative A, though less beneficial than Alternative B
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or the Proposed Plan, which would manage 79% and 68% of lands under special conditions,
respectively.

4.3.19.7 IMPACTS OF NON-WSA LANDS WITH WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS DECISIONS ON
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Managing non-WSA land to maintain wilderness characteristics would generally benefit wildlife
by reducing habitat degradation and fragmentation. The management of these areas would
prohibit surface-disturbing activities in areas managed as NSO or closed. Management of non-
WSA lands with wilderness characteristics includes limiting vehicles to designated roads, and
excluding or avoiding new ROWs.

4.3.19.7.1 ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would not implement any specific wilderness characteristics decisions that would
affect wildlife. This would have an adverse impact on wildlife as habitat fragmentation due to
surface-disturbing activities would be more likely to occur.

4.3.19.7.2 ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would manage 266,485 acres of non-WSA lands to maintain wilderness
characteristics, and would have the greatest beneficial impacts on wildlife because habitat
fragmentation would be less likely to occur on this acreage, since surface-disturbing activities
would be precluded.

However, protection of wilderness characteristics could preclude fencing and enclosures in
Granite Creek, new water installations to benefit pronghorn habitat in Hatch Wash, Harts Point,
Floy Canyon and Coal Canyon, new water facilities for bighorn sheep in Labyrinth Canyon,
Shafer Canyon, Gooseneck, Goldbar, Horsethief Point, Dead Horse Cliffs, and Hatch/Lockhart,
and could preclude mechanical vegetation treatments for elk forage within Big Triangle,
Westwater Canyon, Hells Hole, Hideout Canyon, Mexico Point, Westwater Creek, Flume
Canyon, Coal Canyon, Floy Canyon, and Desolation Canyon. Any of these new projects, if
mitigated appropriately, could be permitted within these areas.

4.3.19.7.3 PROPOSED PLAN

The Proposed Plan would manage 47,761 acres of non-WSA lands to maintain wilderness
characteristics, and would have more beneficial impacts on wildlife than Alternatives A or D, but
less beneficial impacts than Alternative B. Habitat fragmentation would be less likely to occur on
this acreage, which is less than the acreage protected under the Proposed Plan.

4.3.19.7.4 ALTERNATIVE D

No non-WSA lands would be managed to maintain wilderness characteristics, so no beneficial
impacts to wildlife would occur, and some adverse impacts may occur due to increased surface
disturbance resulting in habitat fragmentation.

4.3.19.8 IMPACTS OF RECREATION DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

The primary impacts of recreation on wildlife would include surface disturbance of wildlife
habitat by vehicles and non-motorized recreationists, habitat fragmentation by motorized vehicle
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use, the introduction and spread of noxious weeds, and direct mortality through wildlife
collisions with motor vehicles and crushing of eggs or nests. In addition, many wildlife species
(birds in particular) are sensitive to traffic and other human-caused noise. Traffic noise has been
shown to directly interfere with bird vocal communication, which affects territorial behavior and
mating success (Reijnen and Foppen 1994). Increased road traffic also increases the risk of direct
mortality of wildlife species due to vehicle impacts; carrion-eating raptors and mule deer
attempting to cross roads are especially vulnerable. Where designated, Special Recreation
Management Areas (SRMAs) would reduce adverse impacts on wildlife by restricting recreation
or reducing dispersed recreational activities, and would therefore have beneficial impacts on
wildlife in the area.

The adverse impacts of recreation decisions would be partially mitigated by the required
reclamation of disturbed areas to meet the Utah Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines
for Recreation Management and protective measures outlined for federally listed species under
Impacts Common to All Alternatives. In addition, careful recreation management through
actions such as group size permits and non-motorized focus areas (see below for more details)
would help to mitigate some impacts.

4.3.19.8.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Under all alternatives, the BLM would consider and, where appropriate, implement management
methods to protect riparian resources and wildlife habitat while enhancing recreation.
Management methods may include: limitations of visitor numbers, camping and travel controls,
implementation of fees, alteration of when use takes place, and other similar actions.
Additionally, information would be provided to the public concerning the value of riparian
wildlife habitat. These management and education efforts would reduce the adverse impacts of
recreational uses on riparian-associated wildlife species and their habitats.

4.3.19.8.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

All action alternatives would establish focus areas for motorized and multi-use recreation.
Recreational OHV and mechanized travel would be consistent with area and route designations
described in the travel management plan. The short- and long-term adverse impacts of OHV use
are varied and complex. Short-term adverse impacts include human presence and noise
disturbances (though some species can become habituated to certain noises). Long-term adverse
impacts include habitat fragmentation from roads and cross-country riding, soil compaction,
increased erosion, and reduced air quality. These impacts would reduce habitat quality and
quantity for wildlife species in a variety of different habitats (Stokowski and LaPointe 2000).

Special "non-motorized focus areas" proposed under some of the action alternatives would help
to alleviate both short- and long-term impacts due to increased human traffic, noise, and habitat
disturbance resulting from OHV use. Table 4.153 summarizes the acres set aside for non-
motorized use by alternative. However, because non-motorized recreation can also be disruptive
of wildlife, these focus areas would also have slight adverse impacts on wildlife associated due
to human presence in addition to their beneficial impacts described above.
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Table 4.153. Acres of SRMAs and Designated ""Non-Motorized Focus Areas' by

Alternative*

Alternative Alternative | PROPOSED Alternative
A B PLAN D
SRMAs 135,094 1,020,313 658,642 277,495
Non-Motorized Focus Areas 0 483,062 473,688 142,966

* "Non-motorized focus areas" are managed for hiking, mountain biking, ecological study, equestrian use, climbing, and BASE
jumping.

Under all action alternatives, dispersed camping would be allowed where not specifically
restricted. Dispersed camping could lead to an increase in human disturbance of wildlife. The
creation of new, dispersed campsites would have both direct and indirect adverse impacts on
wildlife by encouraging avoidance behavior in individual animals and reducing the quality of the
habitat around the campsite (Buechner 1960). Dispersed camping may be closed seasonally or as
impacts or environmental conditions warrant within SRMAs in order to decrease the adverse
impacts of noise, vegetation trampling, and other human-caused wildlife disturbances.

Under all action alternatives, the BLM would provide visitor information and promote outreach
programs focused on low impact recreation techniques. The program would focus on the
prevention of the spread of invasive and exotic weeds and the value of wildlife species and their
habitats, especially riparian habitats. Educating the public in this way would likely increase
awareness and ultimately decrease human impacts on wildlife species and their habitats.

4.3.19.8.2.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, only 135,094 acres would be designated as SRMAs; therefore Alternative
A has the least beneficial impacts on wildlife from SRMAs. While Alternative A would limit
some OHV use to designated routes, it would not include any non-motorized focus areas.
Therefore, OHVs would have the greatest adverse effect on wildlife under this alternative. Along
with Alternative D, Alternative A would place the fewest limitations on dispersed camping and
group size, and would therefore have the greatest potential for human disturbance of wildlife.

4.3.19.8.2.2 Alternative B

Alternative B would designate 1,020,313 acres as SRMAs, and would therefore have the greatest
beneficial impacts to wildlife from the increased management and restrictions on recreation in
these areas. In addition, 483,062 acres would be designated for non-motorized recreation (Table
4.153), thereby further benefiting wildlife by protecting and improving the quality of wildlife
habitats.

In the Colorado Riverway SRMA, the north shore of the river would be managed for high quality
bighorn sheep habitat. An additional emphasis would be placed on the protection of riparian
values in the Kens Lake area (South Moab SRMA). Both of these actions would provide
beneficial impacts for wildlife species living in these habitats by improving habitat quality and
avoiding the adverse impacts of recreation in riparian areas as described above (see Impacts
Common to All Alternatives).
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Alternative B would be the most restrictive of dispersed camping and group size, and would
therefore have the least adverse impacts on wildlife and their habitats due to human disturbance
by campers and large groups.

4.3.19.8.2.3 Proposed Plan

The Proposed Plan would designate 658,642 acres (388% more than Alternative A) as SRMAs.
The Proposed Plan would therefore have greater beneficial impacts on wildlife and their habitats
than Alternative A, but less than Alternative B. The Proposed Plan would propose fewer acres
(473,688 acres) to be managed with a non-motorized focus than Alternative B, but far more than
Alternatives A and D (Table 4.153). Similarly, the Proposed Plan would limit camping and
group sizes more than Alternatives A and D, but less than Alternative B.

4.3.19.8.2.4 Alternative D

Alternative D would designate 277,495 acres (105% more than Alternative A) as SRMAs.
Alternative D would therefore have greater beneficial impacts on wildlife and their habitats than
Alternative A, but less than Alternative B or the Proposed Plan. Alternative D would designate
142,966 acres as non-motorized focus areas, far more than Alternative A, and far less than
Alternative B or the Proposed Plan. Therefore, Alternative D would result in fewer OHV impacts
to wildlife than Alternative A, but more than Alternative B and the Proposed Plan. Dispersed
camping and group size would be less restricted than under Alternative B or the Proposed Plan,
but more than under Alternative A.

4.3.19.9 IMPACTS OF RIPARIAN DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Wildlife that utilizes riparian habitats would be affected by restrictions on livestock grazing in
riparian areas under each alternative. Because these management actions are also proposed as
livestock grazing decisions, they are discussed in Section 4.3.19.5 Impacts of Livestock Grazing
Decisions on Wildlife and Fisheries.

4.3.19.10 IMPACTS OF SOILS/WATERSHED DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

4.3.19.10.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Under all alternatives, soil and water decisions would comply with Utah's Standards for
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing and Recreation. In addition, all floodplains and
riparian/wetlands would be managed in accordance with Executive Order 11988, which would
protect the quality of stream water and Federally listed species habitat. Uses in the MPA would
be managed to minimize and mitigate damage to soils, and activities located in areas with
sensitive soils would be subject to site-specific NEPA analysis. These restrictions would
decrease the number of acres in the MPA subject to the adverse impacts of surface-disturbing
activities on wildlife habitats, including surface water contamination and sedimentation by runoff
from disturbed soils.

4.3.19.10.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

Under all action alternatives, vegetation would be maintained based on desired future conditions
(DFCs) to provide adequate ground cover to prevent accelerated erosion in wind erodible soils.
This would have a positive indirect impact on wildlife by increasing possible forage.
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All action alternatives would prohibit surface-disturbing activities within 100-year floodplains,
public water reservoirs, and within 100 meters of riparian areas and springs. These actions would
help to mitigate the adverse impacts of surface-disturbing activities on wildlife that utilize
riparian habitats. A combination of timing and controlled use stipulations would be applied for
all slopes greater than 30% in the MPA, which would help to decrease erosion and therefore
habitat degradation for wildlife species. Specifically, these action alternatives would also help to
mitigate adverse impacts on fish and other aquatic species' habitat due to increased overland flow
associated with upland soil disturbance. Seventy-five percent of protected areas (due to extreme
slopes) occur in pifon-juniper habitat. Wildlife species such as mule deer, elk, pronghorn,
mountain lion, and neotropical migrant birds in pifion-juniper habitat (Table 4.148) would
benefit from these stipulations.

4.3.19.10.2.1 Alternative A

Under Alternative A, grazing would be manipulated on portions of ten allotments to lessen
impacts on saline soils and reduce salinity in the Colorado River drainage. This action would
protect fisheries and aquatic wildlife from salinity impacts, as well as help to lessen the adverse
impacts of grazing on wildlife, which are described in Section 4.3.19.5.

4.3.19.10.2.2 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, the Castle Valley and Mill Creek municipal watersheds would be closed to
oil and gas leasing and other surface-disturbing activities. This would benefit wildlife species
and their habitats as described in Section 4.3.19.6.

Watershed Management Plans would be developed and implemented for 17 areas under
Alternative B. These plans are generally beneficial to wildlife species and habitats because of
specified restrictions on human activities, grazing, and other surface disturbances.

Grazing systems and the development of AMPs would be used to minimize impacts to saline
soils in nine allotments. Both of these management strategies would have long-term beneficial
impacts on wildlife and fisheries, as described above.

4.3.19.10.2.3 Proposed Plan

An NSO stipulation to oil and gas leasing and precluding other surface-disturbing activities
would be applied in the Castle Valley and Mill Creek municipal watersheds. This stipulation
would help to mitigate the adverse impacts of oil and gas development, but to a lesser degree
than Alternative B, which would close this area to oil and gas development.

Watershed Management Plans would be developed and implemented for eight areas under the
Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan would provide fewer beneficial impacts than Alternative B.

Grazing systems would be used and AMPs developed to minimize impacts to saline soils in 16
allotments. The Proposed Plan would require the development of AMPs in seven more areas than
under Alternative B.

4.3.19.10.2.4 Alternative D

Under Alternative D, the impacts of soil and water resource management decisions on wildlife
and fisheries would be the same as under Alternative A.
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4.3.19.11 IMPACTS OF SPECIAL DESIGNATION DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Special Designation areas, such as Areas of Critical Concern (ACECs) and Wild and Scenic
Rivers (WSRs) would generally have long-term positive impacts on the wildlife and fisheries
that occur within their boundaries by limiting or preventing surface disturbance, human
activities, and associated habitat degradation and fragmentation. Impacts to wildlife and fisheries
vary between alternatives primarily according to the proposed acreage of these specifically
designated areas.

ACEC:s designated specifically to protect wildlife and vegetation would directly benefit wildlife
species and their habitats. ACECs designated to preserve historic, cultural, and scenic values (as
opposed to wildlife or vegetation) would indirectly benefit wildlife by limiting human and
surface disturbance, preserving habitat, or preventing noise. Therefore, all ACECs are assumed
to be beneficial to wildlife. Where established, ACECs would be avoidance areas for all ROWs,
including wind, solar energy, and communication sites. Prohibiting these uses within ACECs
would prevent adverse impacts to wildlife related to these developments. The designation of a
river as suitable for WSR status would beneficially impact wildlife that utilize habitats directly
associated with the river (e.g., riparian, wetlands, open water) by mandating the protection of the
river's "free-flowing character" and restricting surface-disturbing activities within 1/4 mile of the
river.

4.3.19.11.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

While they are non-discretionary, WSAs prohibit surface disturbance, permanent new
development, and ROWs. In addition, WSAs are closed to mineral leasing. Under all
alternatives, where ACECs overlap WSAs, WSA management takes precedence. All alternatives
would close WSAs to OHV use or limit such use to designated routes. Therefore, both WSA and
ACEC designation would benefit wildlife by reducing surface disturbance in wildlife habitat and
habitat fragmentation due to OHV use.

4.3.19.11.2 ALTERNATIVE A

Under Alternative A, none of the proposed ACEC sites would be established (with the exception
of the existing 1,375 acre Negro Bill ONA). No rivers would be designated as suitable for WSR
status, but eligible rivers would be managed to preserve their wild and scenic qualities. This
alternative would generally be less beneficial than Alternative B and the Proposed Plan, which
would designate multiple segments as suitable, but more beneficial than Alternative D.

4.3.19.11.3 ALTERNATIVE B

Under Alternative B, all thirteen of the proposed ACEC sites would be established and managed
with NSO or closed leasing stipulations. Compared to Alternative A, Alternative B would be
much more beneficial to wildlife and their habitats by eliminating disturbances related to salable
and leasable mineral development in these areas. Alternative B would designate the most river
segments as suitable for WSR status, and would therefore have the greatest beneficial impacts on
riparian and aquatic wildlife.
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4.3.19.11.4 PROPOSED PLAN

Under the Proposed Plan, five of the thirteen proposed ACEC sites would be established. They
would be managed with closed or NSO leasing stipulations. The Proposed Plan would be more
beneficial to wildlife and their habitats than Alternative A, and less than Alternative B. The
Proposed Plan would designate fewer river segments as suitable for WSR status than Alternative
B, and would therefore have slightly less beneficial impacts on riparian and aquatic wildlife.

4.3.19.11.5 ALTERNATIVE D

Under Alternative D, none of the thirteen proposed ACEC sites would be established. All
eligible river segments would be designated as not suitable for WSR status under Alternative D,
which would therefore have no beneficial impacts on wildlife and fisheries.

4.3.19.12 IMPACTS OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

4.3.19.12.1 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Under all alternatives, no management action would be permitted on public lands that would
jeopardize the continued existence of plant or animal species that are listed, officially proposed,
or candidates for listing as Threatened and Endangered (T&E). The BLM would commit to
current and future conservation agreements, management plans, and recovery plans specific to
T&E and BLLM Sensitive Species, as described in the Special Status Species section of Table 2.1
(in Chapter 2). Although meant to protect and conserve special status species, the actions would
also benefit other wildlife species that share habitat with the targeted special-status species.

4.3.19.12.2 IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (B, D, AND PROPOSED PLAN)

Under all action alternatives, protective management of prairie dog and sage-grouse habitats
would benefit big game species because of their overlapping ranges. Limitations on surface-
disturbing activities within greater sage-grouse habitat would indirectly benefit deer and/or elk
that winter in the same region by preventing disturbances such as vegetation removal and noise
related to traffic or other human activities. Although some protection is common to all action
alternatives, they differ in the number of acres affected. Table 4.154 lists the quantitative impacts
of sage-grouse and prairie dog habitat conservation on the habitat of mule deer and Rocky
Mountain elk, pronghorn antelope, desert bighorn sheep, and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep.

Table 4.154. Number of Acres Within Big Game Habitats That are Protected for Special
Status Species

B|g_Ga_1me Relevant Associated Habitat | Alternative | Alternative |PROPOSED| Alternative
Wwildlife
. Types A B PLAN D
Species
Mule Deer Sagebrush, Grassland, Conifer/ 0 116,176 64,201 18,223
and/or Elk Mountain Shrub, Pifion-Juniper,
Riparian/Wetland
Pronghorn Grassland and Desert Shrub,
Pifion-Juniper 0 250,572 135,449 34,942
Desert Bighorn |Desert Shrub
Sheep 0 0 0 0
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Table 4.154. Number of Acres Within Big Game Habitats That are Protected for Special
Status Species

B|g-Ga.1me Relevant Associated Habitat | Alternative | Alternative |PROPOSED| Alternative
Wildlife
. Types A B PLAN D
Species
Rocky Sagebrush, Grassland
Mountain
Bighorn Sheep 0 9,855 1,082 0
Total Acres 0 376,603 200,732 53,165

4.3.19.12.3 ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would not implement any special status species decisions that would affect
wildlife other than those common to all alternatives.

4.3.19.12.4 ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would place restrictions on development within 469,162 more acres of special
status species habitat than Alternative A, thereby benefiting other wildlife species. Habitat
protections for greater sage-grouse, Gunnison sage-grouse, white-tailed prairie dog, and
Gunnison prairie dog habitats would generally benefit other wildlife that utilize desert shrub or
sagebrush and perennial grassland habitats, including mule deer, elk, pronghorn, desert bighorn
sheep, mountain lion, various raptors, and upland game species.

Approximately 376,603 acres of special status species habitat that would be protected under
Alternative B overlap with big game range, thereby conferring some level of protection to big
game habitat as well (see Table 4.154). Pronghorn would benefit the most from special status
species protections, followed by deer and/or elk. The habitat of desert bighorn within the MPA
does not overlap with any special-status species protected lands under any of the alternatives;
therefore, desert bighorn would not experience any benefits from special status species
management. The benefits to big game under Alternative B would be far greater than under
Alternative A.

4.3.19.12.5 PROPOSED PLAN

The Proposed Plan would place restrictions on development within 306,976 more acres of
special status species habitat than Alternative A. The Proposed Plan would therefore benefit
wildlife species more than Alternative A, but less than Alternative B.

Approximately 200,732 acres of protected special status species habitat would overlap with big
game range under the Proposed Plan (see Table 4.154). As under Alternative B, pronghorn
would benefit the most from special status species protections, followed by deer and/or elk,
while desert bighorn would not receive any benefit. Although the Proposed Plan would benefit
big game more than Alternative A, it would be less beneficial to big game than Alternative B.
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4.3.19.12.6 ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would place restrictions on development within 74,792 more acres of special status
Sﬁecies habitat than Alternative A, but considerably less than Alternative B and _

Approximately 53,165 acres of protected special status species habitat would overlap with big
game range under Alternative D, which is more than under Alternative A and less than under

Alternative B and . The benefits to individual species would be similar to those
described under Alternative B and , but to a lesser magnitude.

4.3.19.13 IMPACTS OF TRAVEL MANAGEMENT DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

The impacts of travel decisions on wildlife would primarily depend on the number of acres open
and closed to OHV use under each alternative. OHV use can cause damage to vegetation used as
wildlife forage and cover, as well as cause noise disturbance. OHV use therefore generally has
adverse impacts on wildlife species, especially birds, in the MPA (Reijnen and Foppen 1994;
Gelbard and Belnap 2003). Areas closed to OHV use would include some WSAs. OHV use also
contributes to habitat fragmentation and habitat degradation, including the spread of noxious
weeds. The impacts of habitat fragmentation due to minerals and travel decisions under each
alternative are discussed in Section 4.3.19.18.

4.3.19.13.1 IM