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1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has 

been prepared to analyze a proposal by the St. 

George Field Office of the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) to renew ten-year term 

grazing permits for the permit holders 

operating on the Goat Ranch, Cottonwood, 

and Cane Beds Allotments. 

The three grazing allotments addressed in this 

EA are located on approximately 13,320 acres 

of BLM-administered public land along the 

Utah and Arizona state borders (Figure 1-1).  

Portions of the Goat Ranch and Cottonwood 

Allotments are located in both Washington 

and Kane Counties, Utah; some acreage of the 

Cottonwood Allotment is also located within 

Mohave County, Arizona.  The Cane Beds 

Allotment is located entirely in Mohave 

County, Arizona.  The allotments were 

grouped for analytic purposes in a single EA, 

based on geographic proximity and similar 

resource issues. 

Under an Agreement for Administration of 

Livestock Grazing between the Arizona Strip, 

Kanab, and St. George Field Offices and the 

Grand Staircase Escalante National 

Monument, signed in July of 2000, 

administration of livestock grazing on the 

Goat Ranch, Cottonwood, and Cane Bed 

Allotments was assigned to the St. George 

Field Office.  The agreement stated that the 

Utah Rangeland Health Standards and 

Guidelines would be used for field 

assessments, as a basis for permit renewals 

and compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for these 

allotments.      

The potential impacts to the human 

environment that may result from the federal 

action of renewing grazing permits for a ten-

year term are disclosed in this EA, as required 

by NEPA.  The EA assists the BLM in project 

planning and ensuring compliance with 

NEPA, and in making a determination as to 

whether any ñsignificantò impacts could result 

from the analyzed actions.  ñSignificanceò is 

defined by NEPA at 40 CFR Part 1508.27. 

If the decision maker determines that this 

project has significant impacts following the 

analysis in the EA, then an Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) would be prepared for 

the project.  If no significant impacts are 

identified beyond those already addressed in 

the applicable Resource Management Plan 

(RMP), a Finding of No Significant Impact 

(FONSI) and Decision Record may be signed 

for the EA approving the alternative selected. 

Chapter 1 of this EA contains the purpose of 

and need for the project and includes a 

description of the issues driving the analysis.  

A description of the alternatives is presented 

in Chapter 2.  Chapter 3 describes the existing 

resource conditions (i.e., the affected 

environment).  Chapter 4 discloses the 

environmental effects of implementing the 

alternatives.  A summary of public 

involvement is included in Chapter 5.  The 

appendices provide supplemental detailed 

information regarding this project and the 

resources in the project area.  Additional 

documentation for this EA can be obtained 

from the St. George Field Office. 

1.1 Background 

Rangeland Health Assessments, discussed 

later in this document, were completed for the 

Cane Beds and Cottonwood Allotments in 

2006 and for the Goat Ranch Allotment in 

2007.  The assessments were completed by an 

Interdisciplinary Team (ID Team) comprised 

of BLM specialists from the St. George Field 

Office and the Kanab Field Office (for the 

Goat Ranch Allotment assessment only).  

BLM notified other federal, state, and local 

governmental agencies, interest groups, and 

the public about the field assessments, through 

information posted on 3/27/ 2006 in the Public 

Room of the St. George Field Office and 

through a public web page, the Environmental 

Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB), hosted 

by the Utah State Office of BLM.   A BLM 

point of contact was identified in the postings
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for additional information and the public was 

invited to participate in the field assessments 

No other participants, other than some of the 

grazing permit holders, elected to do so (see 

Chapter 5 for additional details on public 

involvement in the NEPA process).  Lands 

administered by the State of Utah and some 

private lands are included in the Utah 

allotments; no management actions are 

identified for these lands as BLM does not 

have jurisdiction. 

 

1.2 Need for the Proposed Action 

The need for action is based on BLMôs 

evaluation of resource conditions conducted 

during Rangeland Health Assessments in 2006 

and 2007.  Completion of these assessments is 

needed for development of an EA and renewal 

of term grazing permits.  The results of the 

assessments indicated that current livestock 

management is meeting Utahôs Standards for 

Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing 

Management (Utah Standards and Guides; 

BLM 1997).  The assessments did not indicate 

the need for any changes. 

Since 2000, most grazing permits have been 

renewed under the authority of a ñriderò to 

Public Law 106-113, Sec. 123 of the 

Consolidated Appropriations Act, Appendix -

H.R. 3423, Title 1).  The ñriderò authorized 

the Secretary of the Interior to renew term 

grazing permits that would have the same 

terms and conditions as the expiring permit, 

pending processing of such permits in 

compliance with all applicable laws and 

regulations.  This permit renewal authority 

remains in force until 2009.  BLMôs goal is 

for all permits to have been analyzed through 

the NEPA process by the time the legislation 

expires.  Once the NEPA process has been 

completed for a given grazing permit renewal, 

the current permit issued pursuant to the 

legislative ñriderò authority would be 

cancelled and a new permit would be issued 

for a ten-year period, based on the NEPA 

analysis. 

1.3 Purpose of the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the federal action is to 

continue to authorize livestock grazing 

through renewal of term grazing permits, 

while maintaining rangeland health conditions 

to be consistent with the Utah Standards and 

Guides.  Livestock grazing is an accepted and 

valid use of public lands, authorized by 

several federal laws, including the Public 

Rangelands Improvement Act, Taylor Grazing 

Act, and the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act (FLPMA). 

Livestock grazing on public lands is managed 

according to BLM grazing regulations (43 

CFR Part 4100).  The BLM is responsible for 

determining the appropriate levels and 

management strategies for livestock grazing in 

the three allotments.  Grazing permits issued 

must be in compliance with the multiple use 

and sustained yield concepts of FLPMA and 

implementing regulations that establish the 

Fundamentals of Rangeland Health (43 CFR 

Part 4180) and Utahôs Rangeland Health 

Standards. 

1.4 Conformance with BLM Land Use 

Plans 

The Proposed Action and alternatives for 

these allotments are subject to management 

goals and decisions contained in the following 

BLM land use plans: the 1999 St. George 

Field Office RMP, the Vermillion Resource 

Management Framework Plan (1981) for the 

Kanab Field Office, and the Arizona Strip 

RMP (2008).  Stated objectives for rangeland 

management from the St. George RMP (pg. 

2.32) include: 

a) Promotion of healthy, sustainable 

rangeland ecosystems that produce a wide 

range of public values such as wildlife 

habitat, livestock forage, recreation 

opportunities, clean water, and safe and 

functional watersheds; 

b) Restoration and improvement of public 

rangelands to properly functioning 

condition, where needed; 
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c)  Providing for sustainability of the western 

livestock industry and communities that 

are dependent upon productive, healthy 

rangelands; 

d) Ensuring public land users and 

stakeholders have a meaningful voice in 

establishing policy and managing public 

rangelands.  

The Proposed Action would be in 

conformance with the St. George RMPôs 

Range Decisions GZ-01 and GZ-11 found in 

the RMP Record of Decision (BLM 1999, pps. 

2.32 and 2.34).  

 Range Decision GZ-01 relates to the 

Standards for Rangeland Health and 

Guidelines for Grazing Management for BLM 

Lands in Utah, approved by the Secretary of 

the Interior on May 20, 1997 (BLM 1997).  

BLM applies these standards and guides to its 

grazing management program throughout 

Washington County. 

 Range Decision GZ-11 provides a list of 

guidelines applied to grazing management in 

order to help achieve approved standards on 

public lands within Washington County. 

The Kanab Field Officeôs Vermillion 

Resource Management Framework Plan III 

(MFP III approved in April 1981) identified 

the Goat Ranch and Cottonwood allotments as 

being open for livestock grazing, under the 

authority of the Taylor Grazing Act, FLPMA, 

and federal regulations under 43 CFR 4100.  

The Proposed Action is in conformance with 

Vermillion MFP III Decisions RM1.1.; 

RM1.3; RM 1.4; RM 2.2.; RM 2.9; RM3.3; 

and WL 2.2. The alternatives analyzed in this 

EA would satisfy these MFP decisions. None 

of the alternatives would conflict with other 

decisions in the MFP III. 

The Arizona Strip RMP, for which a Record 

of Decision was signed in 2008, made the 

following land use allocation for all planning 

areas (Proposed Plan/FEIS 2-151): 

On BLM lands, all allotments would continue to 

be classified as available for grazing by livestock 

under the principle of multiple use and sustained 

yield, except where specifically noted. 

The Arizona Strip RMP also provides for the 

continuation of interdisciplinary allotment 

evaluations, review of resource conditions for 

conformance to established rangeland health 

standards and guidelines, and the 

implementation of changes to grazing 

management systems to achieve resource 

objectives.  

The Proposed Action would not conflict with 

decisions in BLMôs three land use plans 

related to multiple use management of public 

lands and resource values in Washington and 

Kane Counties, in Utah and Mojave County in 

Arizona.   

1.5 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, 

or other Plans 

This section contains information about other 

legal, regulatory, and land use planning 

decisions that relate to grazing on these 

allotments.  The Proposed Action is consistent 

with all applicable federal laws, regulations, 

and policies, including the following: 

 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 

amended 

 FLPMA of 1976 (43U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) 

 Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 

1978 

 Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 

 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

 Executive Order 13186-ñResponsibilities 

of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory 

Birdsò 

The Fundamentals of Rangeland Health and 

Utahôs Standards and Guides (43 CFR Part 

4180) address watersheds, ecological 

condition, water quality, and habitat for 

special status species.  These resources are 

addressed in the ID Team Analysis Record 

Checklist (ID Team Checklist; Appendix A) 

and, if potentially impacted, are analyzed in 

Chapter 4 of this document.  
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BLM manages the Goat Ranch Allotment in 

the ñImproveò management category and an 

Allotment Management Plan (AMP) is in 

effect for it.  AMPs are written to set 

objectives for range management, including 

improvement of condition and trend.  Both the 

Cottonwood and Cane Beds Allotments are 

ñCustodialò allotments that do not have AMPs 

in place. 

Consistency with State and Local Plans 

BLM collaborates with other agencies to the 

extent practical to achieve consistency 

between plans that may address the same 

resources.   

Livestock grazing is consistent with 

management objectives for federally-managed 

lands in Washington County that were 

identified in the Washington County General 

Plan, adopted in 1994.  This Plan identifies 

lands within two of the allotments as open for 

economic uses such as livestock grazing 

(Washington County 1994).   

The Kane County General Plan, adopted in 

June 1998, describes as one of the purposes 

and intents of its public land policy to be ñthe 

continued grazing use of federally-managed 

landò. The General Plan goes on to state that 

ñ[t]he expectation for continuation of the 

livestock industry in the County is essential to 

support economic stability and to preserve the 

custom and culture of the citizensò (p. 123).  

The Mojave County General Plan, adopted in 

1994, does not specifically address livestock 

grazing on federal lands, but this action does 

not conflict with other decisions in that plan. 

The Proposed Action is also consistent with 

other plans, including water quality and 

watershed management plans, regional plans 

for game and non-game wildlife management, 

and the Utah State Comprehensive Outdoor 

Recreation Plan. 

NEPA Analyses that Limit the Scope 

This EA is tiered to the Hot Desert Grazing 

Management Final Environmental [Impact] 

Statement (BLM 1978); the Kanab/Escalante 

Grazing Management Final EIS (BLM 1981); 

the St. George Field Office RMP/EIS (BLM 

1995, 1998); Kanab Field Office Draft 

RMP/DEIS (BLM 2007a); and Arizona Strip 

RMP/EIS and Record of Decision (BLM 

2008b). Each of these EIS- level NEPA 

analyses evaluated the environmental impacts 

of BLMôs livestock grazing management 

program in Washington and Kane Counties, 

Utah and Mohave County Arizona.  The 

resource impacts that could result from a 

range of livestock grazing alternatives, 

including a No Grazing Alternative, were 

disclosed in these prior NEPA analyses.  The 

analyses of the No Grazing Alternative from 

each of these statements are incorporated by 

reference in this EA. 

1.6 Identification of Issues 

Issues for consideration in this analysis were 

determined by input from the BLM ID Team 

and results of the rangeland health 

assessments.  The public was notified of 

BLMôs intent to prepare an EA for the 

proposed term permit renewals and invited to 

identify issues for analysis during a scoping 

period initiated on November 10, 2007.  

Notification was made through postings in the 

St. George Field Officeôs Public Information 

Room and on the Utah ENBB, and through 

informal contacts with permit holders, other 

governmental entities, and interested parties. 

No issues were identified by other 

governmental entities or the public during 

scoping for the NEPA analysis.    

The BLM ID Team, which included resource 

professionals from the St. George and Kanab 

Field Offices and the Arizona Strip District 

Office, reviewed the Proposed Action and 

evaluated the potential effects to the human 

environment in order to identify issues that 

need to be carried forward for analysis.  

Documentation of that review is attached as 

Appendix A ï ID Team Checklist ï which 

contains all resources considered by the ID 

Team.  Qualitative assessments of rangeland 
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health, in association with quantitative 

monitoring and inventory information, were 

used to assess any potential resource concerns 

on upland rangelands or in riparian zones.  

The results of the assessments conducted on 

the allotments during 2006 and 2007 were 

used during the issue identification process 

(BLM 2007c; BLM 2006a; 2006b). 

Particularly important in determining relevant 

issues is consideration of ñCritical Elements 

of the Human Environment.ò  These elements 

are subject to requirements specified in 

statute, regulation, or executive order and 

must be considered in all EAs (BLM 1987). 

The ID Team Checklist (Appendix A) 

summarizes the effects of the proposed action 

and alternatives on the critical elements, as 

well as other issues of concern.  Relevant 

issues are carried through the analysis process 

in the EA.  These are identified as ñpotentially 

impactedò on the ID Team Checklist 

(Appendix A).  Issues that are ñnot presentò 

are indicated, as are those that are present in 

the project area but that would not be 

measurably affected by the proposal.  A 

rationale for dismissing each resource from 

further analysis is given on the checklist. 

Critical elements that are not present in the 

analysis area, and therefore will not be 

analyzed in this EA, include the following: 

environmental justice populations or issues; 

prime or unique farmlands; floodplains; 

Native American religious concerns; 

threatened, endangered, or candidate plant 

species; hazardous or solid wastes; and wild 

and scenic rivers.  

Other resources that also are not present 

include: BLM/State Sensitive plant species 

(Utah and Arizona); energy production issues; 

wild horses and burros; and lands with 

wilderness characteristics. 

Critical elements of the human environment 

that may be present, but that would not be 

measurably affected by the Proposed Action 

or alternative, are not carried forward for 

analysis in this EA.  These include the 

following: air quality; areas of critical 

environmental concern (Canaan Mountain 

ACEC); cultural resources; water quality 

(drinking and ground); wilderness and 

wilderness study areas (WSAs).  

The Goat Ranch and Cottonwood Allotments 

overlap with the Canaan Mountain ACEC 

(Figure 1-2) in Washington County.  This 

31,000 acre ACEC was designated in 1999, 

through the St. George Field Office RMP, to 

provide special management attention to the 

special values of the area.  These values 

included the spectacular scenery of Canaan 

Mountain and the adjacent Vermillion Cliffs, 

opportunities for quality primitive recreational 

experiences, and prehistoric and historic 

period cultural resources.  No new range 

improvements or changes in livestock grazing 

management are proposed for the Goat Ranch 

or Cottonwood Allotments that could impact 

the values of the ACEC under either 

alternative considered in the EA. Therefore, 

this critical element was not carried forward 

for detailed study. 

Although cultural resources, including those 

that are eligible for listing to the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP), are 

present in the allotments, this critical element 

was not carried forward for detailed analysis 

in this EA, for the following reasons.  No new 

rangeland management facilities or changes in 

livestock management are proposed that could 

directly or indirectly impact significant 

cultural resources for the allotments.  BLM 

maintains a database of cultural resources that 

occur within the allotment areas and collects 

site condition data, through monitoring by 

BLM archeologists and others, including 

volunteer site stewards.  Monitoring has not 

indicated that any NRHP properties within 

these allotments are being measurably or 

adversely affected by livestock grazing at 

current stocking levels or under current 

grazing management systems.  



Term Grazing Permit Renewal Environmental Assessment for Goat Ranch, Cottonwood, and Cane Beds Allotments 

 

7  

 

  Figure 1-2. Map Showing Allotments, ACEC, Wilderness, and WSA Boundaries 

 

 

 

 


