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1 PURPOSE AND NEED FORACTION from t he analyzed actions

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has defined by NEPA at 40 CFR Part 1508.27.

been prepared t@nalyze a proposal by ti&t.  If the decision maker determines that this
George Field Officef theBureau of land project has significant impacts following the
Management (BLMj}o renew teryear term analysis in the EA, then @&nvironmental
grazing permits for the pertrholders Impad Statement (EISyould be prepared for
operating on th&oat Ranch, Cottonwood, the project. If no significant impacts are

and Cane Bedallotments. identifiedbeyond those already addressed in

theapplicableResourceManagemenilan
(RMP), aFinding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI)and Decision Record may be signed
for the EA approving the alternative selected.

Thethreegrazing allotments addressed in this
EA are located on approximately 13,32€res
of BLM-administered public landlong the
Utah and Arizona state bordgFigure 1-1).
Portiors of the Gat Ranch and Cottonwood Chapter lof this EAcontains the purpose of
Allotments are located in both Washington  and need for the project and includes a

and Kane Counties, Utabome acreagef the  description of the issues driving the analysis.
Cottonwood Allotment is also located within A description of the alternatives is presented

Mohave County, ArizonaThe Cane Beds in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 desmas the existing
Allotment is locate@ntirelyin Mohave resource conditions (i.e., the affected
County, Arizona. The allotments were environment). Chapter 4 discloses the
grouped for analytic purposes in a single EA, environmental effects of implementing the
based on geographic proximaydsimilar alternatives.A summary of public

resource issues involvement igncluded in Chapter 5. The

appendices provide supplemental detailed
information regarding this project and the
resources in the project area. Additional
documentatbn for this EA can be obtained
from the St. George Field Office.

Underan Agreement for Administration of
Livestock Grazing between the Arizona Strip,
Kanab, and St. George Fieldff@@es and the
Grand Staircase Escalante National
Monumentsigned inJuly of 2000

administration ofivestock grazing on the 1.1 Background

Goat Ranch, Cottonwood, and Cane Bed Rangeland Health Assessnmgmtiscissed
Allotments was assigned the St. George later in this document, wemmmpleted fothe
Field Office. Theagreement stated thatthe  cane Beds and Cottonwood Allotments in
UtahRangeland Health Standards and 2006 and for the Goat Ranch Allotment in
Guiddines would beused forfield 2007. The assessments were completed by an
assessments, as aslsafor permit renewals Interdisciplinary Team (ID Team) comprised
andcompliancewith theNational of BLM specialistsrom the St. George Field
Environmental Policy Act (NEPAprthese  Office and the Kanab Field Office (ftine
allotments Goat Ranch Allotment assessment only)
The potential impacts to the human BLM notified other federal, state, and local

environment that maresult from the federal ~ governmental agencies, interest groups, and
action of renewing grazing permits for aten the public about the field assessments, thinou
year term are disclose this EA, as required information posted on 3/22006in the Public
by NEPA The EA assists the BLM in project Room of the St. George Fielffice and
planning and ensuring compliance with through a public web page, the Environmental
NEPA, and in making a determination as to Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB), hosted
whet hesi gamiyf ificant o i miyBeYtah State Qfficgjol BLM.s A BLM
point of contact was identifieid the postings
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¥ Goat Ranch Group
Grazing Permit Renewal EA
March 25, 2008

A pasture Boundary
|
" nllmmnmaoundmy

Land Status
© Bureau of Land Management ARIZONA

Private This product may not meet BLM standards
B e for acouracy and contert. D fferent data
sources and input scales may causesome |
10 USForest Service misalignment of data layers.

[0 National Park Service Map Scale: 1:58,412

¥
./

ol Wogw v |

Figure -. Allotment Location Map, Showing Land Status,Boundaries,and
Pastures.



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

for additional information and the public was 1.3 Purpose of the Proposed Action
invited to partICIpate in the field assessments The purpos@f the federal actiors to

No other participants, other than some of the ¢ontinue to authorize livestock grazing
grazing permit holders, elected to dosee  throughrenewaof term grazing permits
Chapter 5 for additional details on public while maintainingangeland health conditions
involvement in the NEPA process). Lands g be consistent with the Utah Standards and
administered by the State of Utah and some Guides. Livestock grazing is an accepted and

private lands are included the Utah valid use of public lands, authorized by

allotments;no management actions are several federal laws, including the Public

|dent|f|ed f'Or'these lands as BLM does not Range|ads |mpr0vement Act, Tay|or Grazing

havejurisdiction Act, and the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA).

1.2 Need for the Proposed Action

Th 4 1 ti .Livestock a2| ub|ICE ﬁmanaged
evalueatioﬂ gf fesource (éornditigncendljctgdn ‘acor na ﬂng S‘U foris (43
during Rangland Health Assessments in 2006CFR Part 4100) The BLM is responsible for

determining the appropriatevigls and
and 2007 Completion of these assessments i P
needed for development of an EA aedewal anagement strategies for livestock grazing in

. 3 thethreeallotments. Grazing permits issued
of term grazing permits. The results of the gp

o . must be in compliance with the multiple use
assessments indicated that current livestock tained yield concepts of FL

. . d
management 1s meet]| qa:;]plgrfeﬁtl Aréquia In@thatle e%tébf’vlﬁ thgdo '

Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing
9Fundamentals of Rangeldiealth (43 CFR
Management (Utah Standards and Guides Part 4180) and Utahods Ran

BLM 1997). The assessments diok indicate

Standards.
the need for any change _
Since 2000mostgrazing @rmits have been 1.4 Fc)ilggzormance with BLM Land Use

renewedunderthe authority of dridero to , )
Public Law 106113, Sec. 123 of the TheProposed Action andlternativegor

Consolidated Appropriations Act, Appendix  these allotmentare subject tananagement
H.R. 3423, Title 1) Thefiir d authbrized goals and decisions containedfe following

the Seretary of the Interioto renew term BLM land use plansthe 1999St. George
grazing permits that would hatlee same Field Office RMR theVermillion Resource
terms and conditions abe expiring permit, ~ ManagemenEramework Plan (19§or the
pending processing of such permits in Kanab Field Office, and thkrizona Strip
compliance with all applicable laws and RMP (2009. Stated objectives for rangeland
regulations Thispermit renewal authiy managemerfrom the St. George RMP (pg.

remainsif orce until 20009232Ngydgrss goal is
for all permits to haveeen anlyzed through a) Promotion othealthy, sustainable _
the NEPA procesBy the time the legislation 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 tgroperly functioning
condition, where needed

expires. Once the NEPA process has been
completed for a given grazing permit renewal,
the current permit issued pursuant to the
legislativefiridero authority would be

cancelled and a new permit would be issued
for a tenyear eriod, based othe NEPA
analysis.
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c) Providing for sustainability of the western yield, except where specifically noted
livestock industry and communities that
are dependent upon productive, healthy
rangelands

d) Ensuring public land users and

The Arizona Strip RMP also provides for the
continuation of interdisciplinary allotment
evaluations, review of resource conditions for

stakeholders have a meaningful vaice conformance to established ratagel health

establishing policy and managing public Standards and guidelines, and the
rangelands implementation of changes to grazing
. . management systems to achieve resource
The Proposed Action would be in obiectives
conformance with the .St ‘George RMPOs
Range Decisions GB1 and GZ11 found in The Proposed Action would not dbat with

the RMP Record of Decision (BLM 1999, pps.d € € i s i o n shreélamd uBelphdrits s

2.32 and 2.34). related to multiple use managemenpablic
o lands and resource values in Washingind
* Range Decision GD1 relatedo the KaneCountiesjn Utah and Mojave County in

Standards for Rangeland Health and
Guidelines for Grazing Management for BLM
Lands in Utah, approved by the Secretary of 1.5 Relationship to Statutes Requlations,
the Interior on May 20, 1997 (BLM 1997). or other Plans

BLM applies these standards and guides to its
grazing management program throughout
Washington County

Arizona

This section contas information about other

legal, regulatory, and land use planning

decisiors that relatéo grazing on these

e Range Decision GZ1 provides a list of allotments. The Proposed Action is consistent
guidelines applied to grazing management in with all applicable federal lawsegulations,
order to help achieve approved standards on gnd policiesincluding the following:

public lands within Washington County « Endangere®pecies Act of 1973, as
TheKanab Fi eVednillianf f i ¢ e 6 s amended
Resource ManagemeFramework Plaml e FLPMA of 1976 (43U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)
(MFP 1Il approved in April 198)lidentified e Public Rangelands Improvement Act of
theGoat Ranch and Cottonwoatlotments as 1978
being open for livestock grazing, under the 4 Taylor Grazing Act of 1934
authority of the Taylor Grazing Act, FLPMA, . o _
and federal regulations under 43 CFR 4100. ® National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

The Proposed Action is in confoence with o Executive Order 13186 Re s ponsi bi | i t
Vvermillion MFP 1l Decisions RM1.1.; of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory
RM1.3; RM 1.4; RM 2.2.; RM 2.9; RM3.3; Birdso

and WL 2.2. The alternatives analyzed in this
EA would satisfy these MFP decisions. None
of the alternatives would conflict with other

The Fundamentals of Rangeland Health and
Ut ahbés St amesdB@FRPartnd Gu

decisions in the MEP II1. 4180_) _address water_sheds, ecolqgical

_ _ ) condition, water quality, and habitat for
The Arizona Strip RMPfor which a Recat special status species. These resources are
of Decision was signed in 200&ade the addressed in the IDeamAnalysis Record
following land use allocatiofor all planning Checklist(ID Team ChecklistAppendix A)
areas (Proposed Plan/FEIS 21) and, if potentially impactedya analyzedn

On BLM lands, all allotments would continue to Chapter 4 of this document.
be classified as available for grazing by livestock
under the principle of multiple use and sustainea

4



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

BLM manages the Goat Ranch Allotment in  Statemen(BLM 1978), theKanab/Escalante

the Al mproveo manag e reanng Managenegtdinay E&LM d9813;n
Allotment Management Plan (AMP) is in the St. George Field Office RMEIS (BLM

effect for it. AMPs are written to set 1995, 1998)Kanab Field Office Draft

objectives for range management, including RMP/DEIS (BLM 2007a) and Arizona Strip
improvemat of condition and trend. Both the RMP/EISand Recordf Decision(BLM

Cottonwood and Cane Beds Allotments are  2008). Eachof these EISlevel NEPA
ACustodial o0 al |l ot me n tagalysesvaluatedth®enviranmental ampacts A MP s
in place. ofBLMO6s | ivestock grazing
program inWashingtorand KaneCountes,

Utah andMohave County ArizonaThe

resource impacts that could result fram

range of livestock grazing alternatives,

including a No Grazing Alternative, were

Consistency with State and Lod3Bns

BLM collaborates with other agencies to the
extent practical to achieve consistency
between plans that may address the same

resources. disclosed in these prior NEPA analgselhe
Livestock grazing is consistent with analyses of the No Grazing Alternativem
management objectives for federathanaged each of these statememi®incorporated by
landsin Washington County that were reference in this EA.

identified inthe Washington Couty General
Plan adopted in 1994. This Platentifies

lands within two of the allotments as open for Issues for consideration in this analysis were
economic uses such as livestock grazing determined by input from the BLM IDeam

(Washington County 1994). andresults ofthe rang_eland hea_lt_h

_ assessmentsThe public was notified of
The Kane County General Plaadopted in BLM6s intent to prepare a
June 1998, describes as one of the purposes proposed term permit renewals and invited to N
and intents of its plygBrkifyissuek Brashlysk@urihg@ ¥capind be i
contnued\grazmg use of federaltyanaged period initiated orNovember 102007.
llando. The General PlINgtificat@rPuwas$malethroligh postiigithe® t hat
Alt]he expectation f &fGgeorfeFletiffiadé®d Phbitihe | n
livestock industry in the County is essential to Rgom and on the Utah ENBBnd through
support economic stability and to preserve theinformal contacts with permit holdersther
custom and culture of the citias (p. 123). governmental entities, and interested parties

The Mojave Countyeneral Plan, adopted in  NO issues were identified by other
1994, does not specifically address livestock governmental entities or the public during
grazing on federal lands, but this action does scoping for the NEPA analysis.

not conflict with other decisions in that plan.  The BLM ID Team which included resource

The Proposed Action is also consistent with Pprofessionals from the St. George and Kanab
other plansincluding water quality and Field Offices and the Arizona Strip District
watershed management plans, regional plans Office, reviewed the Proposed Actiamd

for game and negame wildlife management, €valuated the potential effects to the human
andthe Utah State Comprensive Outdoor environment in order to identify issues that

1.6 Identification of Issues

Recreation Plan need to be carried forward for analysis.
| hat Limit th Documentation of that reweis attached as
NEPA Analyseshat Limit the Scope Appendix Ai ID Team Checklist which

This EA is tiered to thélot Desert Grazing

. . contains all resources considered by the 1D
ManagementFinal Environmental [Impact]

Team Qualitative assessments of rangeland
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health, in association with quantitative
monitoring and inventory information, were
used to assess apgtential resource concern
on upland rangelands or in riparian zones.
The results of the assessmeraaducted on
the allotments during 2@&and 2004vere
used during the issue identification process
(BLM 2007c; BLM 2006a; 2006

Particularly important in determining relevant
issues i s
of the Human
are subject to requirements specified in
statute, regulation, or executive order and
must beconsidered in all EAs (BLM 1987

The ID TeamChecklist (Appendix A)
summarzes theeffects of the proposed action
and alternativeen the critical elements, as
well as other issuesf concern. Relevant
issues arearried through the analysis process

in the EA. Theseexaltlaltayrén
i mpactedo on tiste | D
(Appendix A). Issuesthatai@n ot pr e

are indicategdas 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 givean the cheklist.

Critical elementshat are not preseit the
analysis areaand thereforavill not be
analyzed in this EA, include the following:
environmental justice populations or issues;
prime or unique farmlands; floodplains;
Native American religious conaes;
threatened, endangered, or candidate plant
specieshazardous or solidastes; and wild
and scenic rivers.

Other resources that also are not present
include: BLM/State Sensitive plant species
(Utah and Arizong)energy productiomssues
wild horses ad burros; andands with
wildernesscharacteristics

Critical elements of the human environment
that may be presertiutthat wouldnot be
measurably affected by tfRroposed Action
or alternativeare not carried forward for

-P

analysis in this EA. Thesadlude the
following: air quality;areas of critical
environmental concerfCanaan Mountain
ACEC); cultural resourcesvater quality
(drinking and ground)wilderness and
wilderness study ared¥/SAs).

The Goat Ranchnd Cottonwood\llotments
overlap withthe Canaan MountaiACEC
(Figure 1-2) in Washington CountyThis

consider at i 031,000 acre ACECiwasidesigrateddn 1699e nt s
Envi r on nheongh the&St. GAolge Kedd Offide BMRR to t s

provide special management attention to the
special values of the area. These values
included the speatular scenery of Canaan
Mountain and thadjacent Vermillion Cliffs,
opportunities for quality primitive recreational
experiences, and prehistoric and historic
period cultural resources. No new range
improvements or changes in livestock grazing
e o g
Cgt nwg gg{; at could act

re of the under either
alternative considered in the EAherefore,
this critical element wasot carried forward
for detailed study

Although cultural resourcesduding those
that areeligible 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 reasonsiNo new
rangeland managnent facilities or changes in
livestock management are proposed tivatid
directly or indirectlyimpactsignificant

cultural resources for the allotmenBLM
maintins a database of culturalsources i
occur within the allotment areasd collects
site condition data, through monitoring by
BLM archeologists and others, including
volunteer site stewards. Monitoring has not
indicated hat any NRHP propertiegithin
these allotmentare beingneasurably or
adverselyaffected by livestock grazing at
currentstocking levels ounder current
grazing management systems.
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Figure 1-2. Map ShowingAllotments, ACEC, Wilderness, and WSA Boundaries



