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Richfield Field Office Planning Area 
Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
Type of Action: Final, Administrative 
Jurisdiction: Comprising all of Sanpete, Sevier, Wayne, Piute, and portions of Garfield and Kane 
Counties, Utah. 

Abstract: The Richfield Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (PRMP/FEIS) describes and analyzes the Proposed RMP and other alternatives presented in the 
Draft RMP and EIS (DRMP/DEIS) for the planning and management of public lands and resources 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Richfield Field Office in Utah. The Proposed 
RMP is open for a 30-day review and protest period beginning, August 8, 2008, the date the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publishes the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Final EIS in 
the Federal Register. 

The Proposed RMP was crafted primarily from the Preferred Alternative presented in the DRMP/DEIS 
(Alternative B) and includes other decisions within the range of alternatives (Alternatives N, A, C, and D) 
in response to public comments and internal review. The No Action Alternative (Alternative N) reflects 
current management. The BLM has removed the DRMP/DEIS Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) from 
the PRMP/FEIS. The other DRMP/DEIS Alternatives (Alternatives N, A, C, and D) and analyses are 
carried forward in the PRMP/FEIS only for comparative purposes and to correct some mistakes that were 
identified during the public comment period. 

Protest: Protests must be postmarked or received no later than 30 days after publication of the NOA by 
the EPA in the Federal Register. The 30-day protest period (identified above) will not be extended. Refer 
to the instructions in the dear reader letter for additional information on how to protest. The close of the 
protest period will be announced in news releases, newsletters, and on the Richfield RMP website at 
http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/fo/richfield/planning.html. 

For Further Information Contact: 
Bureau of Land Management, Richfield Field Office 
Attn: John Russell, RMP Project Manager 
150 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 
Telephone (435) 896-1500 
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PREFACE 

How to Use This Document 

This section explains where information is located and provides an overview of the Proposed Resource 
Management Plan (PRMP) and the associated Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) process. The 
Proposed RMP/Final EIS is organized into three separate volumes containing the following major chapter 
headings and information.  

Volume I 

• Chapter 1, Introduction, Purpose and Need—Introduces the purpose and need to which the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is responding; provides an overview of the BLM planning 
process and statutes (laws), limitations, and guidelines the BLM must adhere to in preparing an 
RMP; and presents the scope of issues the RMP must address in detail. It describes the 
relationship of this RMP with other plans. 

• Chapter 2, Description of Alternatives—Describes management guidance common to all 
alternatives, as well as alternatives considered but eliminated from further consideration. It also 
presents specific management actions proposed under the alternatives and a comparative 
summary of the impacts of each alternative. The Common to All Alternatives category includes 
management actions that may be rule, regulation, law, policy, or best management practices 
(BMP) that the BLM will implement regardless of the alternative selected. The No Action 
Alternative (Alternative N) reflects current management. Management actions for the No Action 
Alternative, Proposed RMP, and three alternatives (A, C, and D) are described in Chapter 2. 
These alternatives present a reasonable range based on new information, guidance, policy, or 
scientific knowledge. In the DRMP/DEIS, Alternative B was identified as BLM’s preferred 
alternative. In the Final EIS, Alternative B has been modified based on BLM review and public 
comment to form the Proposed RMP.  

• Chapter 3, Affected Environment—Describes the Richfield Field Office (RFO) and the existing 
environmental conditions that would be affected by the alternatives. This chapter is organized 
similarly to Chapter 2, except socioeconomic conditions are included.  

Volume II 

• Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences—Forms the scientific and analytic basis for the 
comparison of environmental impacts of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, as 
described in Chapter 2. Under each alternative, analysis is organized by resource (as described for 
Chapter 2) and socioeconomic conditions. 

• Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination—Describes the scoping process and other past and 
planned agency consultation and public involvement activities. Chapter 5 also includes responses 
to comments from the cooperating agencies and from public comments that required a change to 
the Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS).  

Volume III 

• Glossary—Provides an alphabetized list of definitions for terms used in this PRMP/FEIS. 
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• Acronyms—Provides an alphabetized list defining acronyms and abbreviations used in this 
PRMP/FEIS. 

• References—Provides details for references cited within the document. Most cited documents are 
available from other public sources such as libraries; many are available for public review at the 
RFO. 

• Appendices—Includes documents and information that support existing resource conditions or 
situations, substantiate analysis, provide resource management guidance, explain processes, or 
provide other information directly relevant to the PRMP/FEIS.  

• Maps. 

• CD of Comments and Responses on the Draft RMP/EIS. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA, 42 United States Code 
[U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.) and under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(FLPMA, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared a Proposed 
Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS) for public lands and 
resources administered by the Richfield Field Office (RFO) in Utah. The PRMP/FEIS includes an 
identification and analysis of the Proposed RMP for future management of the public lands and resources 
that are administered by the BLM’s RFO. The planning area is located in south-central Utah and includes 
all of Sanpete, Sevier, Piute, and Wayne counties and portions of Garfield and Kane counties, an area 
totaling 5.4 million acres. Of this area, the BLM manages a 2.1 million-acre surface and subsurface 
(mineral) estate, an additional 1.5 million acres of federal mineral resources underlying the national 
forests, and 95,000 acres of split-estate lands on which the mineral estate is held by the Federal 
Government but the surface rights belong to the State or private parties. The planning area is administered 
primarily by the RFO with additional support from the BLM Hanksville field station. Decisions in this 
PRMP/FEIS apply only to BLM-administered public lands (surface and subsurface) and resources.  

The PRMP/FEIS resulted from public involvement and the gathering of the best available information. 
The BLM posted a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register to initiate the scoping phase of the 
planning process on November 1, 2001. Citizens and groups submitted comments from November 2001 
to April 2002, helping the BLM identify the issues that were addressed during this planning process. 
Based on agency expertise and on issues raised by the public, the BLM prepared a Draft Resource 
Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP/DEIS) with a full description of the 
affected environment, a reasonable range of alternatives, and an analysis of the impacts of each 
alternative. The BLM posted the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the DRMP/DEIS on October 26, 2007. 
The public submitted comments on the DRMP/DEIS from October 2007 to January 2008. Based on 
comments on the DRMP/DEIS and internal review, the BLM wrote the PRMP/FEIS and posted a NOA 
for the PRMP/FEIS on August 8, 2008.  

DRAFT ALTERNATIVES 
Five alternatives, including a No Action Alternative, were analyzed in detail in the DRMP/DEIS (2007). 
The alternatives were developed to address major planning issues that were identified through public 
scoping and to provide management direction for resource programs. The alternatives are as follows: 

• Alternative N (No Action) would continue to manage the land and resources according to 
direction prescribed in the six existing Land Use Plans (LUPs), as modified by subsequent law, 
regulation, and policy. Of the alternatives, Alternative N would least restrict cross-country off-
highway vehicle (OHV) use, designate the most miles of open routes, continue the designation of 
four areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC) (14,780 acres), continue identification of 
one special recreation management area (SRMA) (120 acres), and manage all 12 eligible wild and 
scenic river (WSR) segments (135 miles) to protect their outstandingly remarkable values. 

• Alternative A would manage the land and resources with an emphasis on providing motorized 
access and encouraging commodity production—mining, grazing, commercial recreation, 
commercial woodland products harvesting, and energy development, including oil and gas—
using the minimum restrictions required to meet legal, regulatory, and policy mandates. To 
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protect resources, Alternative A relies on existing laws, regulations, and policies, rather than on 
special management prescriptions or special designations. Of the alternatives, Alternative A 
would least restrict oil and gas leasing and mining, designate no ACECs, recommend no suitable 
WSR segments, and identify five SRMAs (514,500 acres). 

• Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) would manage the land and resources by relying 
primarily on existing law, regulation, and policy and by applying special designations and 
restrictive management prescriptions only as needed to protect threatened or otherwise important 
resources. Alternative B would eliminate overlapping wilderness study areas (WSA)/ACEC 
designations, designate two ACECs (2,530 acres), recommend two suitable WSR segments (Dirty 
Devil and Fremont Gorge [59 miles]), identify five SRMAs (838,700 acres), and provide 
protection to 12 areas that would be managed as non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics 
(78,600 acres) to protect, preserve, and maintain their wilderness characteristics. 

• Alternative C would manage the land and resources by putting more emphasis on protecting 
special and sensitive natural resources. Alternative C would protect all 12 eligible river segments 
as suitable WSRs, designate all 16 potential ACECs (886,810 acres), identify four SRMAs 
(930,000 acres), and prohibit cross-country OHV use.  

• Alternative D would manage the land and resources by putting the most emphasis on protecting 
special, important, and sensitive resources and by applying special designations and restrictive 
prescriptions. Alternative D would recommend all 12 eligible river segments as suitable WSRs, 
designate all 16 potential ACECs (886,810 acres), identify seven SRMAs (1,358,100 acres), and 
provide the greatest protection to scenic values and non-WSA lands with wilderness 
characteristics (682,600 acres) to protect, preserve, and maintain their wilderness characteristics. 
Alternative D would prohibit cross-country OHV use, designate the fewest miles of routes open 
to motor vehicles, and impose the greatest restrictions on OHVs, oil and gas leasing, and mining. 

The alternatives were described in detail in Chapter 2 and analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DRMP/DEIS. 
Based on the Chapter 4 analysis, Alternative N was determined to have the greatest overall environmental 
impact, followed by Alternative A, Alternative B, and Alternative C, respectively. Alternative D would 
have the least environmental impact and would provide the greatest protection for most elements of the 
affected environment. Conversely, Alternative A would provide the greatest opportunities and the least 
restrictions for developing energy and mineral resources; whereas Alternative N would least restrict OHV 
use. 

THE PROPOSED RMP 
The Proposed RMP (summarized in Table ES-1) was crafted primarily from the Preferred Alternative 
presented in the DRMP/DEIS (Alternative B) and includes other decisions within the range of alternatives 
(Alternatives N, A, C, and D) in response to public comments and internal review. The No Action 
Alternative (Alternative N) reflects current management. The BLM has removed the DRMP/DEIS 
Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) from the PRMP/FEIS. The other DRMP/DEIS Alternatives 
(Alternatives N, A, C, and D) and analyses are carried forward in the PRMP/FEIS only for comparative 
purposes and to correct some mistakes that were identified during the public comment period. 
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Major Changes from the Draft RMP to the Proposed RMP 
Review of and comments on the DRMP/DEIS have resulted in several changes and the subsequent 
development of the PRMP/FEIS. Changes are in response to a combination of public comments, meetings 
with cooperating agencies, internal review, and changes in BLM policy and management direction. Some 
specific comments suggested that alternatives to maximize particular uses or to maximize protection of 
certain resources should be analyzed in detail. Although these types of alternatives were considered, they 
were not analyzed in detail because they did not meet BLM’s multiple use and sustained yield mandate as 
established in the FLPMA or the planning criteria set out in the DRMP/DEIS. Other comments suggested 
consideration of items outside the scope of BLM’s decision authority and therefore were not considered 
in this PRMP/FEIS. Changes from the DRMP/DEIS include the following: 

• The DRMP/DEIS Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) has been modified and renamed the 
Proposed RMP. 

• Maps were updated to reflect changes in the Proposed RMP and to correct errors. 
• Air Quality: Air quality emissions calculations were completed for each alternative. 
• Livestock Grazing: Temporary non-renewable use of grazing was added to reduce site-specific 

fuels (i.e., cheat grass). 
• Non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics: Management prescriptions for non-WSA lands 

with wilderness characteristics were added to the Proposed RMP. Twelve land units (totaling 
78,600 acres) would be managed to protect, preserve, and maintain their wilderness 
characteristics. 

• Recreation: 
– Under the PRMP/FEIS, the size of the Factory Butte SRMA was increased, and the size of 

the Big Rocks SRMA was decreased. 
• Travel Management: 

– The boundary of the Factory Butte Play Area was adjusted to designate OHV play areas 
while avoiding sensitive plant species.  

– The sizes of the Big Rocks Trails Area and the Glenwood Play Area were decreased. 
– The Mayfield Open Area was eliminated from the PRMP/FEIS. 

• Wild and Scenic Rivers: The Fremont River in the Fremont River Gorge would be found suitable 
as a wild river for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System (NWSRS), whereas 
the Dirty Devil River would be found non-suitable for inclusion in the NWSRS. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
The environmental consequences that could result from the Proposed RMP were analyzed relative to 
meaningful direct, indirect, short-term, and long-term impacts. The impacts of each alternative are 
summarized in Chapter 2 and described in Chapter 4. Also included in Chapter 4 is a discussion of 
cumulative impacts that could result from the Proposed RMP when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions. The Proposed RMP would be considered by the BLM to be the 
environmentally preferable alternative when taking into consideration the human (social and economic) 
environment as well as the natural environment. The Proposed RMP attempts to balance protection and 
conservation of physical, biological, and cultural resources, while providing for commodity production 
and mineral extraction. 
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CONSULTATION 
During the planning process, BLM coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 
United States Fish Wildlife Service (USFWS), Native American tribes, cooperating agencies, and the 
public.  

• Consultation with State of Utah SHPO: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) mandates a review process for all federally funded projects that will impact sites listed 
on, or eligible to be listed on, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  

• Consultation with USFWS: The Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs all federal agencies to 
work to conserve endangered and threatened species and to use their authorities to further the 
purposes of the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA, called "Interagency Cooperation," is the mechanism 
by which federal agencies ensure that the actions they take, including those they fund or 
authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of any listed species.  

• Coordination with Native American Tribes: BLM is required by law to coordinate with Native 
American tribes in developing RMPs, to be consistent with tribal plans and protection of treaty 
rights, and to observe specific planning coordination authorities. In developing the Richfield 
RMP, BLM representatives met with representatives of the Hopi, Navajo, Paiute, and Ute Tribes.  

• Coordination with Cooperating Agencies: In preparing the Richfield DRMP/DEIS and 
PRMP/FEIS, BLM invited other federal agencies and state and local governments to participate 
as cooperating agencies. The State of Utah and Garfield, Piute, Sevier, and Wayne counties each 
signed cooperating agency agreements and participated as members of the interdisciplinary team. 
Other federal agencies, including the United States Forest Service (USFS), National Park Service 
(NPS), and USFWS, also participated in the interdisciplinary team meetings.  

• Other Consultation: The field manager, land use planner, and other staff communicated 
regularly with a variety of groups and individuals that were interested in the RMP. Such 
communication will continue through the Record of Decision (ROD) and plan implementation.  

FUTURE ACTIONS, PROTEST PERIOD, RECORD OF DECISION, AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 
The BLM posted the NOA in the Federal Register on August 8, 2008. The NOA formally begins the 30-
day protest period, scheduled to end September 8, 2008. The BLM Planning Regulations set forth the 
provisions applicable to protests (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1610.5-2). A person who meets 
the conditions as described in the regulations cited above and who wishes to file a protest must file said 
protest within 30 days of the date that the NOA is published in the Federal Register. Additional 
information on protests is set forth in the “Dear Reader” letter of the Richfield PRMP/FEIS. The Record 
of Decision (ROD) will be the decision document for the approved plan. The ROD will state the decision 
on the RMP, will state the reasons for the decision, will identify all alternatives, and will state compliance 
with applicable laws. The Approved RMP will provide overarching guidance for all subsequent site-
specific decisions and implementation and activity plans within the RFO. Many LUP decisions are 
implemented or become effective upon publication of the ROD for the Approved RMP and may include 
desired conditions, land use allocations (allowable uses), or designations and special designations. These 
designations include the following: 

• VRM class designations 
• OHV area designations 
• Areas closed and open to oil and gas leasing and the stipulations applied to leases within the open 

areas 



Executive Summary  Proposed RMP/Final EIS  

ES-10  Richfield RMP 

• WSR suitability recommendations 
• ACEC designations 
• ROW avoidance/exclusion  




