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REFER TO:
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Dear Reader:

Herewith submitted for your review and comment is the Draft Resource Manage-
ment Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Warm Springs
Qesource Area (WSRA), Millard County, Utah. The RMP/EIS assesses the impacts
of implementing four alternative plans for future management of the public
1and resources in the WSRA., e invite your comments on the merits of the
alternatives discussed and the adequacy of the statement. Please make your
commants as specific as possible.

Comments may b2 submitted in writing or verbally. Anril 11th commences a
90-day public comment pericd which will conclude on July 11, 1986, Verbal
comients may be nrasented at an open house which will be held from 3 to 7 n.m.
on May 12, 1986, at the Resource Area Office, 15 East 500 North in Fillmore,
Utah. Please address written comments to:

Mr. Wayne T. Kammerer
Biireau of Land Management
Richfield District Office
150 East 900 Horth
Richfield, Utah 84701

A1l comments recaived by July 11th, 1986, will be responded to in the Final
RMP/EIS, scheduled for distribution in October 1986. Please retain this copy
of the Draft RMP/EIS, since the final RMP/EIS may be published in an abbrevi-
ated format and refer to the contents of this document.

We appreciate your interest and invite your continued involvement in the man-
agement of your public lands. :

Sincerely,

. R AR ot
/L{’)g:r; 'éi‘i/é%g A bmE e S

Donald L. Pendleton
District Manager
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Abstract: This Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement describes and analyzes
the impacts of four alternatives for managing the public lands in the Warm Springs Resource Area in
Millard County, Utah. The aiternatives recommend levels of grazing for livestock, wildlife, and wiid
horses and provide overall management prescriptions to guide the muitiple-use management of ali
resources. Future recreation and special management area designations are aiso recommended. Alter-
native D is BLM’s preferred alternative.
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SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) is being prepared to
provide a framework of goals and objectives for
future public fand management in the Warm
Springs Resource Area (WSRA). The RMP pro-
cess is used by Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) managers to allocate resources and select
appropriate uses for public (BLM)} lands. The
RMP establishes practices and sets up systems to
monitor and evaiuate the status of resources and
effectiveness of management.

The RMP process focuses effort on significant
multiple-use problems and concerns. Public partic-
ipation (see Chapter 5} and an interdisciplinary
approach are key elements of the process.
Through these elements, information was
gathered about publiciand resources and usesin
the WSRA to provide the basis forsound resource
management decisions.

The purpose of this action is to review, update,
and revise the resource management and grazing
programs in the WSRA. The objectives are to
maintain and/orimprove condition, management,
and /or use of the WSRA pubilic land resources.

The WSRA is iocated in the Richfield District and
covers the southern two-thirds of Millard County
in west-central Utah. lis eastern border is the
forested Pavant Range. It is characterized by
broad arid valleys between saveral relatively smali
mountain ranges which rise steeply from the
Great Basin valley floor. Most people live in the
Pavant Valley near Fillmore where precipitationis
higher, and most farmiands are located.

Elevations range from 4,400 feet in Tule Valley to
9,650 feet on Notch Peak in the House Range
Mountains. Average annual precipitation on pub-
tic lands varies from 8 inches in Pine Valiey to 14
inches near Filimore. Major vegetation types in-
clude sagebrush, saltbush, greasewood, winter-
fat, and other desert shrubs; pinyon-juniper; and
grassiands. The farge barren and sometimes
inundated fioor of Sevier Dry Lake (27 miles long
by up to 12 miies wide) lies in the center of the
area. Wildlife species using the area inciude mule
deer, antelope, sage grouse, chukars, raptors,
and several other small game and non-game
species. Wild horses are also found in the area.

Land uses inciudeiivestock grazing, mining, elec-
tric power transmission, and oli, gas, and geo-
thermal exploration. Recreational uses include
hunting, camping, horseback riding, hiking, ORV
use, rockhounding, and sightseeing.

The WSRA office in Filimore administers grazing
onover 2 million acres of public lands. Of the total
3.1 million acres in the resource ares, 71 percent
are BLM, 11.5 percent private, 8.9 percent State,
8.5 percent National Forest, and less than 1
percent Paiute indian {Kanosh Band) lands.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

The WSRA RMP/EIS is being done at this time for
two reasons:

1. Theexisting management framework plan
(MFP) is outdated and in need of revision.
Preparation of the RMP, in accordance with
BLM policy, has been determined preferable
tc amendment of the MFP.

2. The WSRA was scheduled to complete a
court mandated grazing environmental im-
pact statement (EIS). It was decided that it
would be appropriate to make it part of an
RMP rather than do it separately.

BLM's RMP planning process invoives nine inter-
related actions which integrate National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for
environmental analysis.

This first phase of the process, identification of
issues, was conducted in 1983 when preplanning
analysis and public scoping were conducted to
identify the major uses, conflicts, and concerns
regarding public lands in the WSRA. Range
Management: the allocation of forage to domestic
livestock, wildlife, and wild horses and manage-
ment of the forage resource was identified as the
only planning issue. Management concerns, re-
garding each public land resource and BLM
program, were also identified: what areas should
receive speciai management designations; what
oil and gas leasing categories should be in effect;
what off-road vehicie (ORV) designations should
be implemented; what transportation and utility
corridors designations should be made; how
should forest, recreation, and wildlife resources
be managed; what is the optimum number of wild
horses; and what level of fire management is
proper?

Next, planning criteria or guidselines were iden-
tified to determine information needs, formulate
management alternatives, and evaluate the effects
of alternatives. They were pubiished and dis-
tributed for public review in July 1883,



SUMMARY

Then, information was gathered to faciiitale
decisions relative to the issue and concerns,
especially those with potentially significant
impact.

That information was recorded in the Analysis of
the Management Situation. Existing resource
capabilities and demands were defined. Future
demands and resource capabilities, to meet the
demands, were estimated.

The interdisciplinary team then formulated alter-
native plans to resolve the planning issue and
management concsrns. The four alternatives
developed were responsive to the planning criteria
and NEPA reguirements. They range from re-
source or sconomic production to resource pro-
tection. The alternatives, compileted in September
1985 and distributed for public review and com-
ment, are described in Chapter 2.

The probable effects of implementing the alterna-
tive plans were then analyzed. The result of that
analysis is Chapter 4 of this RMP/EIS.

Allinformation and analysis, developed up to this
point in the planning process, were the basis for
selection of the preferred alternative. The Area
Manager selected Alternative D (see Chapter 2}
as the preferred RMP alternative for the WSRA.
His selection was reviewed by the Richfield Dis-
trict Manager and approved by the Utah State
Director.

After evaluation of public comments on this draft
RMP/EIS, the Area Manager will select a proposed
plan, subject to review by the District Manager
and approval by the State Director. The proposed
plan will be presented in the final RMP/EIS,
scheduled for publication in September 1986.
That will be foliowed by a 30-day public comment
and protest period.

implementation of the approved plan will foliow
final approval by the State Director. Thereafter,
information will be gathered regarding progress
toward the goals and objectives established in the
RMP. Monitoring and evaluation will be con-
ducted to indicate if the plan warrants amendment
or revision. Standards for monitoring and evalua-
tion include periodic review (least every § years)
of the RMP.

PLANNING ISSUES

Thig first phase of the planning process for the
WSRA RMP was accomplished in 1983. The
WSRA interdisciplinary staff, with public partici-
pation, identified the major uses, conflicts, and

concerns regarding public land management In
the resource area. Through this process, one
planning issue and several management concerns
were identified.

The planning issue identified is Range Man-
agement: the allocation and management of
pubtic rangeland forage resources.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED

The alternatives analyzed were developed by the
interdisciplinary team to provide the BLM
manager a reasonable array of management
options. In accordance with applicable faws,
regutations, and policies, they include alterna-
tives which favor resource protection and com-
modity production, in comparison to the No
Action Alternative.

The Alternatives analyzed are: (A} No Action—
Continuation of Existing Management (and levels
of resource uses); {B) Protection—Preservation
of Natural Resource Vaiues; (C) Production—
increased Consumptive Use and Commodity
Production; and (D) Preferred Alternative {acom-
posite of the above alternatives). For a
comparative summary of the aliernatives, ses
Summary Table 1.

Elimination of Livestock Grazing was considered
but dismissed from analysis in any alternative. An
alternative to eliminate livestock grazing on public
lands in the WSRA would not meet the NEPA
requirement for “reasonable” alternatives.

ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

Vegetation

Oversall, an increase in vegetation productivity
and key plant species would occur under all
alternatives except C over the long term. Long-
term declines in overall productivity and key plant
species would occur on 32 allotments under Al-
ternative C. No adverse impact to the existing
popuiations of sensitive plant species would be
expected under any alternative. No vegetation
species or plant community would be irretriev-
ably lost under any of the alternatives.

Range Management

Under ali aliernatives except C, there would be an
expected long-term increase in livestock forage
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SUMMARY TABLE 1

Alternative Comparision

Alternative A

Afternative 8

Alternative U

Alternative U

Resource Ho Action Protection Production Preferred Alternative
VEGETATION
Forage Allocation (AUMs}
Livestock
Initial Use 87,733 132,617 150,589 133,634
§-Year Adjustment 87,733 96,845 150,589 99,265
Long-term Alloc- 700,918 110,500 Unknown 108,100
ation
Big Game
Antelope
Total 684 3,318 229 2,106
Competitive
with Livestock 276 657 66 757
Mule Deer
Total 827 1,320 384 1,388
Competitive
with Livestock 96 Klt)] 38 169
Etk
Total -- 209 o —
Competitive
with Livestock - 117 - -
Bighorn Sheep
Total - 250 - ——
Competitive
with Livestock - 140 — -
Wild Horses
Total 2,992 3,487 840 1,680
Competitive
with Tivestock 2,178 2,645 555 1,040
RANGE MANAGEMENT
Allotments Monitored
Annually (ea} 63 63 63 63

Change in Kind of
Livestock

Change in Season
of Use

Range Improvements
Structural {ea)

Nonstructural {ac)
{veg. treatment)

&1Totment Hanagement

Pians {ea}
Revise/Update
Develop

Case-by-case

Case-by-case

Hone

Hone

10
Hone

Up to 31 allot-
ments (from
sheep to cattle)

Two allotments

Spring Devel 5
Wells 4
Pipeline (mi} 73.5
Fence {(mi} 44
Cattleguards 15
27,600
10
38 1
5H

{3 AMPs/year)
3

Case-by-case

Case-by-case

Same as Alt.

41,800

10

381
5
(8 AWPs/year)

Case-by-case

Same as Alt. A,
except two ailot-
ments monitored

Same as Att. B

14,000

10
39 1

(2 B4Ps/year)



SUMMARY TABLE 1 {con

SUMMARY

tinued)

Ajternative A

Alternative 8

Alternative C

Alternative D

Rescurce No Action Praotection Production Preferred Alternative
YILDLIFE
Populations {ea)
Muie Deer
Yeariong 35 245 &1 g5
Winter 1,408 2,464 650 2,464
Antelone 700 2,99 175 1,861
Elk - 70 -— .
Bighorn Sheep - 150 e Possible intro-
duction
Wildlife Improvements
Fence {(mi) - 365 - g.5
Water Develop~ - 80 = 67
ments {ea)
Water Control - 2 - -
{water flow!
Special Management - 1/2,500 - 1/2,500
Desfgnation Areas
{#/ac)
WILD HORSES
Populations {ea}
Congar HMA 50 125 30 60
King HMA 30 75 20 30
Suiphur HMA 85 126 20 80
Burbank HMA 30 20 e -
RECREATION
Soeciatl Recreation
Management Areas {SRMAs}
SRMAs (ea} 1 2 2 1
Additional SRMAs - 3 3 1
if not wilderness
Special Management - 5/25,080 - 5/21,097
Designation Areas
(#/ac)
ORY Designations
Gpen fac!} 2,226,755 1,752,249 2,226,755 2,155,728
{percent} 100 79 100 97
Limited {ac) - 400,686 - 52,917
{percent} -- 18 1
Closed (ac) - 73,820 - 18,110
{percent) . 3 - 1
Cultural Resources Protected Same as Alt. A Same as Alt, A Same as AlL. A

LANDS

Land Tenure
Adiustments

Oisnosal action
requests would be
considered if im
compliance with
the WP,

Five tracts (239
ac} would be dis-
posed of. Al
other lands would
be retained in

Federa! ownership.

4

Same as Alt. B

Same as Alt. B



SUMMARY TABLE 1 {continued)

SUMMARY

Resource

Aiternative A
Ho Action

Alternative B
Protection

A7ternative C
Production

Alternative U
Preferred Alternative

Rights-of-Way
{a/4) Corridors

Special Management
Designation Areas
{ac)

MINERALS
Leasables

Category 1 {ac}
{percent}
Category 2 {ac)
{percent)
Cateqory 3 (ac)
{percent)
Category £ {ac
{percent)

Locatables

Mineral ¥ithdrawal
{ac}
{percent}

Saleable
Free-Use Areas {(ea)
WATERSHED/SOILS

Channet Erosion
Studies {ea)
Gully Plugs
Water Bars

Seasonal Restric-
tions on ORV use
{¥o. of allotments)

Livestock Kind,
Season of Use, or
Allocation Change.
{Ko. of allotments)

Decisions on a
case-hy-case
basis. Location
within existing
major RA/W where-
ever possibie.

Hone

2,169,427
97.4

6,321
0.3

26,840
1.2

24,167
1.1

3,567

16

Existing major
R/¥s would be
designated as
corridors. New
R/W would be
restricted to
these corridors
wherever feasible.
Special management
designation areas
and VRM class II
areas would be
R/W avoidance
areas.

Pavant Butte 2,500
Tabernacel Hill and

The Cinders 8,550
Notch Peak 5,000
Crystal Peak 640
Fossil Mtn. 1,920
Wah Wah Mta. 5,970

2,045,044
91.9

112,097
5.0

45,447
2.0

24,167
1.1

26,660
1.2

Same as Alt. A

15

15
6 to 15

11

Same as Alt. A

None

Same as Alt. A

3,567
6.2

Same as Alt. A

15
6 to 15

Same as Alt. B

Same as Alt. B,
except Tabernacle
Hi11 {3,567 ac.)
would not include
The Cinders.

2,145,358
96.3
55,670
2.5
25,727
1.2

21,677
1.0

Same as Alt. A

14

15
6 to 15

11



SUMMARY TABLE 1 {concluded)

SUMMARY

Atternative A

Resource Ho Action

Aiternative B
Brotection

Alternative C

Production

Alternative §
Preferred Alternative

WATER RESCURCES

Hater Quality 16
Moni toring (Neo.

of sources

annualily!}

FOREST RESQURCES

Forest Lands Not 15,610
Availabie for Manage-

ment of Forest Pro-

ducts {ac)

Forest Lands {wood- 205,059
Tands) Managed to
Enhance Other Uses

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Full Suppression 2,226,755
{ac}
Limited Suppression ¢

{ac)
Prescribed Fire up %to 21,697

10

Same as Alt. A

Same as Alt. A

2,015,555
up to 211,200
up te 49,297

10

Same as Alt.

Same as Alt.

Same as Alt.
Same as Alt.

up to 63,497

10

Same as Alt. A

Same as Alt. A

Same as Alt. B
Same as Alt. B

up to 55,697

Footrote: MNew AMPs to be developed under Alternative D combine some Allotments under one

plan.
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allocation over and above the current average
licensed use. The long-term forage available
under Alternative C would be expected to decline
below current average use on 32 allotments. This
would occur in Alternative C if all permits were
activated to full active preference levels annually.

Wildlife

Under Alternative A, antelope numbers would
moderately increase in the short and long term,
and mule deer numbers would remain the same.
Elk would not be affected. Bighorn sheep do not
exist in the resource area. Raptor populations
could experience short-term decreases. No long-
term impacts would be expected. Upland game
populations would remain static. Riparian habitat
would remain in fair to poor condition, except at
Pruess Lake where condition would improve from
fair to good. Bald and golden eagle and fer-
ruginous hawk populations and other sensitive
bird and mammal species would not be signifi-
cantly impacted. The potential to establish the
peregrine falcon could be jeopardized.

Under Alternative B, antelope numbers would
increase by over 300 percent. Mule deer numbers
would increase 158 percent yearlong and 75
percent winter. Elk would increase from 0 to 70
head. Bighorn sheep would be reintroduced, and
numbers would go from 0 to 150 animals. Raptor
and upland game populations would increase.
Riparian habitat would improve to the next higher
condition class on Pruess Lake, Lake Creek,
South Tule Spring, Crafts Lake, the Sevier River,
and Meadow Creek. The bald and golden eagle
populations would increase. Peregrine falcons
would be reintroduced on Pavant Butte. All sensi-
tive species would be beneficially impacted.

Under Alternative C, antelope numbers would
decrease by 75 percent. Mule deer numbers
would decrease overall by approximately 54 per-
cent. Elk would not be affected. Bighorn sheep do
not existin the resource area. Raptor populations
could be adversely affected. Upland game popula-
tions would remain static. Riparian habitat would
remain in fair to poor condition, except at Pruess
Lake where it would improve from fair to good.
Bald and golden eagle populations would remain
unaffected. The potential to establish the pere-
grine falcon would be jeopardized. Sensitive
species could be adversely impacted.

Decline in range condition would decrease avail-
able food prey species for all raptors. Poor condi-
tion grassland and riparian habitat would adverse-
ly impact ground nesting birds and riparian related

bird and mammal species. All sensitive bird and
mammal species would be adversely impacted by
this alternative, and short- and long-term popula-
tions would decrease.

Under Alternative D, antelope numbers would
increase approximately 166 percent. Mule deer
number could increase 75 percent in the winter
and remain static yearlong. Elk would not be
affected. Bighorn sheep could be transplanted
into the resource area. Raptor and upland game
numbers would increase. Riparian habitat would
improve to the next higher condition class on
Pruess Lake, Lake Creek, South Tule Spring,
Crafts Lake, the Sevier River, and Meadow Creek.
Bald and golden eagle populations would in-
crease. Peregrine falcons would be established
on Pavant Butte. All sensitive species would be
beneficially impacted.

Wild Horses

Alternatives A and D would not impact wild
horses. Mitigation would be required under Alter-
native B. Under Alternative C, injury and loss of
life to individual horses could occur because of
fencing of allotments in these Herd Management
Areas (HMAs) over both the short and long term.
See Summary Table 1 for population numbers.

Recreation

Alternative B would have the greatest positive
impact on recreation resources, followed by aiter-
natives D, A, and C. Alternative B would increase
wildlife populations and subsequent hunting
opportunities by 75 percent for deer and 328
percent for antelope. It would also eventually
provide opportunity for elk and bighorn sheep
hunting in the resource area. Under Alternative D,
deer numbers would increase by 75 percent, and
antelope would increase by 166 percent. Wildlife
populations would remain at current levels under
Alternative A and decrease under Alternative C.
Under Alternative B, the primary recreation re-
sources in the WSRA would have special man-
agement designations including SRMA. Alterna-
tive D would provide the same designations and
protective actions as Alternative B except for the
Cinders and portions of the Wah Wah Mountains.
Under alternatives A and C no special manage-
ment designations would be made, but most sig-
nificant recreation resources in the WSRA would
be designated as SRMAs. Under alternatives B
and D, additional portions of Crystal Peak, Notch
Peak, and the Wah Wah Mountains would be
protected by oil and gas Category 3 restrictions
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not proposed in alternatives A and C. Alternative
B would be the most restrictive to ORV use
followed by Alternative D. Alternatives A and C
would have no ORV restrictions. No significant
impacts to or from ORV activities would be ex-
pected regardiess of the alternative, due to current
and anticipated low use.

Impacts to visual resources would be caused by
vegetation treatment projects. Alternative A
would, therefore, receive the least amount of
impact with no projects planned, followed by
alternatives B, D, and C.

In terms of protecting significant recreation re-
sources from visual damage, alternatives Band D
would, in order, provide the greatest protection of
visual resources from disturbance.

Under Alternatives C, overutilization of forage
would damage vegetation and soils and degrade
visual values in affected areas. Alternatives B and
D would improve range conditions and subse-
guent visual resources. ORV restrictions in aiter-
natives B and D would minimize potential visual
impacts from ORV use. Alternatives A and C
would provide no ORV use restrictions.

Lands

Under Aiternative A, land tenure adjustments
would be made on a case-by-case basis. No
special management designations would be
made. Under alternatives B, C, and D, five tracts of
land (approximately 240 acres total) would be
available for sale, and right-of-way corridors
would be designated. Six areas would receive
special management designations under alter-
natives B and D, thereby protecting special values
present.

Minerals

The overall opportunity for oil and gas exploration
and development under Alternative A would be
excellent; 97 percent of the resource area is in
Category 1, the least restrictive leasing category.
Theremaining 3 percent of the resource area is in
categories 2, 3, and 4. Oil and gas exploration
would be restricted there, but potential for the
resource is speculative to very low, and no signifi-
cant effect on activity or demand would be ex-
pected. Alternative B would increase acreages in
protective leasing categories (mostly category 2
seasonal restrictions) and would leave 92 percent
of the area in Category 1. Alternative C would be
the same as Alternative A. Under Alternative D,
the area in Category 2 would increase, Category 3

would decrease, no Category 4 would be desig-
nated, and 96 percent of the WSRA would be
Category 1. Moreover, no significantimpact on oil
and gas exploration or development would be
expected under any alternative.

Areas withdrawn from mineral entry would be the
greatest under Alternative B followed by D. Even
under these alternatives, little or no change or
impact on locatable mineral activity or potential
for development would be expected. No signifi-
cant effect on non-energy solid leasables or
saleable minerals would be expected under any
alternative.

Watershed and Water Resources.

No significant impact to water rights or uses
would occur under any alternative. Livestock
overdutilization of forage on portions of two allot-
ments under Alternative A and 32 allotments
under Alternative C would adversely affect water-
shed and water quality over the long term.

No long-term overutilization would be expected
under alternatives B or D.

Little or no impact from ORV use is expected
under any of the alternatives.

Proposed watershed protection measures (vege-
tation treatments, gully plugs, water bars, erosion
monitoring, etc.) would provide beneficial impacts
to watershed.

The alternative most beneficial to watershed
values would be Alternative B, followed by D, A,
and C.

Under alternative A, livestock overutilization of
forage ontwo allotments would result in increased
runoff and sediment yield that could degrade
water quality. The same thing would occur under
Alternative C, but on 32 allotments instead of two.
The impact would last into the long term.
Alternatives B and D would not affect watershed
and water resources. Littie or no impact from ORV
use is expected.

Soils

Under Alternative A, severe overutilization of
forage could occur on portions of two allotments.
Under Alternative C, severe overutilization of
forage from grazing would occur on portions of
32 allotments. This would increase erosion in the
affected areas. No significant impacts to soils
from grazing would be expected under alter-
natives B and D. No significantimpacts from ORV
use would be expected under any alternative.



SUMMARY

Overall Alternative B is most beneficial to solls,
followed by D, A, and C, in order of decreasing
protection.

Under Alternative A, livestock overutilization of
forage on two allotments would resultin increased
srosion in those areas. The same thing would
occur under Alternative C, but on 32 allotments
instead of two. The impact would lastinto the fong
term. Alternatives B and D would not affect sciis.
Little or no impact from ORV use is expected.

Fire Management

Under Alternative A, continued full suppression
of wildfire would protect all 2,226,755 pubilic tand
acres in the resource area. Prescribed burns to
improve vegetation and watershed would con-
finue. Under alternatives B, C, and D, continued
full suppression of wild fire would protect
2,057,355 acres. Through developmentand imple-
mentation of a Fire Management Activity Plan, up
to 169,400 acres could be identified for limited
suppression. Prescribed burns to improve vege-
tation and watershed values would continue.

Economics

Under Alternative A, there would be potential for
increase in net cash cattie ranch income in the
long term. Sheep operations would experience
declines in income on some alictments. Under
Alternative B, there would be increases in AUMs
and net cash incomes for catile operations;
however, some sheep operations could be
eliminated, causing financial hardships to the
operators. Under Alternative C, production would
be maximized with resultant increases in AUMs
and net cash incomes in the short term. In the
long term, reductions in availabie forage would
require adjustments in herd sizes or purchase of
feed which would negatively afiect net incomes.
None of the alternative mineral, wildlife, or wild
horse actions proposed would be expected o
have a significant effect on local or regional
employment or income. Under Alternative D, net
cash income would increase in varying degreesin
both the short and iong term. ‘







CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE AND NEED

in accordance with Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) policy, prescribed by Federal regulation
(43 CFR 1601.0-b), resource management plans
{RMPs) must be prepared for each BLM-adminis-
trative subdivision or resource area. For the speci-
fied subdivision, the RMP establishes (in writing)
aliowable uses, goals, objectives, and manage-
ment actions intended for the area. it also identi-
fies constraints and actions needed to achieve the
land and resource management goals and
objeciives.

The planning process requires development of
reasonable alternative management plans for the
BLM land manager to chose from. An environ-
mental impact statement (EiS) must then be
prepared to analyze the environ-mental conse-
quences of implementation of each alternative
plan. This is the purpose of this RMP/EIS for the
BLM’s Warm Springs Resource Area (WSRA).
The plan selected and implemented, as a result of
this process, will govern management of all na-
tural resources on the 2.2 million acres of public
lands in theresource area. The plan will remainin
effect until it is determined to be out dated. For
analysis purposes in this document, itis assumed
the plan selected will be in effect for 20 years.

This chapter will briefly describe the resource
" area and the purpose and need of this RMP/EIS.
Following that will be an overview of BLM's
planning process and the land management
issues and concerns identified by BLM and the
public during that process. Alternative plans to
resclve those issues and concerns were developed
and are the subject of Chapter 2.

Chapter 3 presents a description of the resources
and programs of the WSRA. Chapter 4 describes
the effects expected from implementation of each
alternative. Chaptér 5 reviews the consultation
and coordination with the public, government
agencies, and other organizations thathas beena
part of this RMP/EIS process.

INTRODUCTION

Setting

The WSRA, part of the Richfield District, BLM, is
administered from the Area Office in Filimore,
Utah (see Figure 1-1}. The resource area covers
the southern two-thirds of Millard County. From
the Pavant Mountains on the easi, it extends ap-
proximately 100 miles west to the Nevada border.

The areais about 50 miles from north to southand
contains over 3.1 million Federal, State, and
private acres. it is iocated in the Basin and Range
Physiographic Province. The Province and re-
source area are characterized by north-south
trending blockfaulted mountain ranges and sedi-
mentary basins. A series of seven volcanic lava
fields occur in the Biack Rock Desert on the
eastern edge of the resource area. Landforms in
these fislds inciude lava flows, cinder cones, pit
craters, and caulderas.

The resource area is part of the Great Basin
hydrologic regicn and has an internal drainage
pattern. Runoff from 17 perennial and numerous
intermitient streams flow into the area where it is
used forirrigation, infiltrates subsurface aquifers,
or collects in broad depressed basins where it
eventually evaporates. The largest basin, Sevier
bBry Lake, covers over 200 square miles of the
resource area center. The West Desert mountains
{elevations up to 8,650 feet on Notch Peak) rise
abruptly 1o heights 3,000 to 5,000 feet above the
surrounding deseris (4,400 feet elevation in Tule
Valiey).

The climate is characterized by limited precip-
itation, low humidity, clear skies, and large
temperature variation daily (fluctuations up t0 35
degrees Fahrenheit [F1} and annually (from -32
degrees F in winter to 107 degrees ¥ in summer).
Annual precipitation ranges from over 16 inches
in the Wah Wah and MHouse Range mountains to
about 8 inches in the Black Rock Desert and 6
inches in the Desert Experimental Range in Pine
Valtey. Climatic variations correlate to differences
ir elevation. The broad lower elevation basins are
characterized by aridity; the mountains are cooler
and receive more moisture. Sagebrush-grassand
salt-desert shrub are the two major plant com-
munities in the WSRA. Stands of pinyon-juniper
irees are within both communities. Understory
vegetation is generally very sparce, because of
extreme competition for soil moisture. Where
precipitation is greater in the House Range and
Wah Wah mountains, sufficient moisture supporis
smail areas of mixed conifer forest.

A large majority of land is in Federal ownership
(see Table 1-1). Land uses in the W3RA include
livestock grazing, farming, electric power trans-
mission, mining, and geothermal and ofl and gas
exploration. Recreational uses include hunting,
horseback riding, sightsseing, rock hounding,
and off-road vehicle {ORV) use. It provides year-
long habitat for pronghorn antelope, mule deer,
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TABLE 1-1
Warm Springs Resource Ares Acreages

Percent

Acres of Total

Public/BLM Administered 2,228,755 7.0
Private 361,864 118
Stals of Utah 275,283 8.8
USFS Administered

Fishlake N.F. 211,355

Desert Experimantat Range 55,625

Total 266,880 8.5
Paiute tndians

Kanosh Band 1,102 Less than

Q.1

Total 3,136,080 100.¢

raptors, sage grouse, several small game and
non-game species, and wild horses.

The population of Millard county (approximately
13,500} is low in density (2 per square mile). The
majority of the population in the WSRA portion of
the county live in the Pavant Valley agricultural
area {Fililmore [the county seat], Holden, Meadow,
and Kanoshj.

12

PURPOSE AND NEED

The RMP’s purpose is to provide a framework of
goals and objectives for future public land man-
agement in the WSRA. The RMP addresses ail
public land resources in the WSRA and updates
and consolidates information last evaluated in
1972,

The RMP will identify alilowable resource uses,
levels of use or production 1o be maintained, and
general management practices. It will also identify
support actions and need for more detailed or
specific plans.

The RMP must mest requirements of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).
Policy goals defined in this Act state that:

1. National interest will be best realized i
public lands and their resources are peri-
odically and systematically inventoried, and
their present and future uses are projected
through a land use planning process, coor-
dinated with other Federal and State planning
efforts;
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2. Public lands are to be managed in a
manner that protects the quality of scientific,
scenic, historical, ecological, environmental,
and archaeological values; that will provide
food and habitat for fish and wildlife and
domestic animals; and that will provide for
outdoor recreation and human occupancy
and use;

3. Management is to be on the basis of
multiple-use and sustained yield, unless
otherwise specified by law;

4. Plans, for the protection of Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC),
should be promptly developed; and

5. Public lands are to be managed in a
manner that recognizes the nation’s need for
domestic sources of minerals, food, timber,
water, and fiber from these lands.

The Act calls for an interdisciplinary approach
and publicinvolvementin planning and decision-
making on multiple resource management of
public lands. The National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires preparation of an EIS
on major Federal actions. Preparation and imple-
mentation of an RMP is, by definition, a major
Federal action. Preparation of this RMP/EIS is in
conformance with the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations. Livestock
grazing management alternatives analyzed herein
are responsive to the court ruling on the 1973 suit
filed against the BLM by the National Resource
Defense Council et al.

The WSRA RMP/EIS is being done at this time for
two reasons:

1. The existing management framework
plans (MFP) are outdated and in need of
revision. Preparation of the RMP has been
determined preferable to amendment of the
MFPs.

2. The WSRA was scheduled to complete a
court mandated grazing EIS. It was decided
that it would be appropriate to make it part of
an RMP rather than do it separately.

Preparation of RMPs and their associated EISs is
guided by BLM planning regulations found in
Title 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
Subpart 1600 (43 CFR 1600) and CEQregulations
found in 40 CFR 1500.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

BLM’s RMP planning process involves nine interre-
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lated actions which integrate NEPA requirements
for environmental analysis. Public participation
and an interdisciplinary approach are also
emphasized to insure issue orientation and com-
prehensive analysis. The nine actions in se-
quential order are:

Identification of Issues

This first phase of the process was conducted in
1983 to identify the major uses, conflicts, and
concerns regarding public tands in the WSRA.
The WSRA interdisciplinary staff and the public
provided input to identify planning issues and
management concerns. Range Management: the
allocation and management of the forage re-
source was identified as the only planning issue.
Management concerns, regarding each public
land resource and BLM program, were identified.
Issues and concerns are further discussed laterin
this chapter.

Development of Planning Criteria

Next, planning criteria or guidelines were iden-
tified to: (1) determine the information needed to
deal with the issues and concerns; (2) formulate
management alternatives for resolving the issues
and concerns; and (3) evaluate the effects of
alternatives. Based on law and BLM regulation
and policy, these criteria were developed by the
BLM interdisciplinary team. They were published
and distributed for public review in July 1983.

Inventory and Data Collection

Based on the planning issue, management con-
cerns, and planning criteria, BLM personnel
gathered and inventoried relevant resource data
from 1983 to 1985. Much of this data has been
summarized from studies (e.g., range utilization,
condition, and trend studies) ongoing previous to
this period. Priority was given to gathering of
information to facilitate decisions relative to the
issue and concerns, especially those with poten-
tially significant impact.

Analysis of the Management Situation

Next, the interdisciplinary team (see List of
Preparers) prepared descriptions and analyses of
each WSRA resource and program. Existing re-
source capabilities and demands were defined.
Future demands and resource capabilities, to
meet the demands, were estimated. This effort,
completed in August 1985, focused on the plan-
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ning issue and management concerns and
provided the basis for the next two actions.

Formuiation of Alternatives

The interdisciplinary team then formulated alter-
native plans to resolve the planning issue and
management concerns. The four alternatives
developed were responsive to the planning criteria
and NEPA requirements. They range from re-
source or economic production to resource pro-
tection. The alternatives, completed in September
1985 and distributed for public review and com-
ment, are described in Chapter 2. They provide
the BLM manager with a range of reasonable
comprehensive plans for management of the
public land resources.

Estimation of the Effects of
Alternatives

The probable effects of implementing the alterna-
tive plans were then analyzed. The results of that
analysis is Chapter 4 of this RMP/EIS. The docu-
mentation of probable impacts gives the decision-
maker and the public insight to consequences of
trade-offs between the alternative plans.

Selection of the Preferred Alternative

All planning issues, criteria, information, and
analysis, developed up to this pointin the planning
process, is the basis for selection of a preferred
alternative. The Area Manager has selected Alter-
native D (see Chapter 2) as the preferred RMP
alternative for the WSRA. His selection was
reviewed by the Richfield District Manager and
approved by the Utah State Director.

Selection of the Resource Management
Plan

After distribution of this draft RMP/EIS and evalu-
ation of any public comments hereon, the Area
Manager will select a proposed plan, subject to
review by the District Manager and approval by
the State Director. The proposed plan will be
presented in the finai RMP/EIS, scheduled for
publication in September 1986. The proposed
plan will also be distributed for public review and
comment. Publication of availability of the final
RMP/EIS by the Environmental Protection Agency
(SPA), begins a 30-day public protest period and
the final approval sequence.
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Monitoring and Evaluation

Implementation of the approved plan follows final
approval by the State Director. Thereafter, infor-
mation is gathered regarding progress toward the
goals and objectives established in the plan. This
provides an indication of the effectiveness of plan
decisions and prescriptions. [talso indicates if the
plan warrants amendment or revision. Standards
for monitoring and evaluation include periodic
review (at least every 5 years) of the RMP.

Public Participation

Public commentisinvited on the adequacy of this
draft RMP/EIS. The final RMP/EIS will include
changes and responses to the public comments.
Persons, who participated in the planning process
and have an interest which is, or may be, adverse-
ly affected by implementation of the RMP pro-
posed inthe final document, may protestapproval.
Protests may only raise issues which were sub-
mitted for the record during the planning process.
As indicated above, protests must be filed within
30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability of the
Final RMP/EIS.

PLANNING ISSUE AND
MANAGEMENT CONCERNS

This first phase of the planning process for the
WSRA RMP was accomplished in 1983. The
WSRA interdisciplinary staff, with public partici-
pation, identified the major uses, conflicts, and
concerns regarding public land management in
the resource area. Through this process, one
planning issue and several management concerns
were identified.

The planning issue identified is Range Manage-
ment: the allocation and management of public
rangeland forage resources.

¢ How should available forage be allocated
for use by domestic livestock, wildlife, and
wild horses?

* What would be the effect of these uses on
the vegetation resource?

¢ Should there be any changes in class of
livestock or season of use?

¢ Whatareas are suitable forland treatment?

e Should any allotments be modified
(boundaries, consolidations, etc.)?
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¢ What structural rangeland improvements
should be constructed?

Management concerns focus on use conflicts,
requirements, or conditions that cannot be re-
solved administratively butdo not meet the criteria
for a planning issue. Management concerns were
identified for each resource and activity or pro-
gram in the WSRA. Those concerns by program
are:

Lands

¢ Which lands should be retained in Federal
ownership and which should be disposed
of?

e Which lands should be designated rights-
of-way corridors?

e Which lands should be given special man-
agement designations, such as Area of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)?

Minerals

e Have the proper oil, gas, and geothermal
leasing categories been applied to the
public l[ands.

e Are existing withdrawals adequate wu
necessary?

Forest Resources

e What areas have potential for woodland
product harvest and what quantities should
be authorized for removal?

e Whatareasshould be protected from forest
product harvesting?

Fire Management

e What areas should be designated as (1)
limited suppression, (2) prescribed burn,
and (3) full suppression?

Wildlife

e What habitat areas are suitable for vege-
tation treatment?

e What structural habitat improvements
should be constructed?

e How should riparian areas be managed?

e Are there areas with special biological
values that should have special manage-
ment designations?
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Wild Horses

e What is the optimum population of each
herd management area (HMA)?

Watershed

e Are there watersheds or recharge areas
that need improvement or protection from
other resource uses?

e Do riparian or wetlands need special
management?

Recreation

e What ORV designation (open, closed, or
restricted) should be applied to public
lands in the resource area?

¢ What areas should be special recreation
management areas (SRMAs)?

e What areas offer potential for recreational
facilities?

The alternatives presented in Chapter 2 present
different solutions or answers to the above plan-
ning issue and management concerns.

WILDERNESS

Five wilderness study areas (WSAs) are in the
WSRA: Notch Peak (51,130 acres); Howell Peak
(24,800 acres); King Top (84,770 acres); Conger
Mountain (20,400 acres); and Wah Wah Mountain
(42,140 acres) (see Figure 1-2). Designation of
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these and all other WSAs in Utah is analyzed in
the Utah Statewide Wilderness EIS. Designation
of any of these WSAs by Congress would con-
stitute an amendment of the WSRA RMP. For des-
cription of the WSAs and analysis of the potential
impacts from designation or non-designation,
see the Utah Statewide Wilderness Draft EIS (U.S.
Department of the Interior [USDI], BLM, 1986).

PLANNING CRITERIA

The second phase of the planning process was
determination of pertinent planning criteria or
guidelines for planning actions, resolution of
conflicting uses, and other decisionmaking. The
planning criteria define appropriate standards or
rules by which to judge decisionmaking, analysis,
and data collection during the remainder of the
planning process. The criteria, developed by the
interdisciplinary team, were published and dis-
tributed for public comment in July 1983. More
over, the criteria are founded in legisiation, BLM
regulation and policy, and the local WSRA public
participation process. The planning criteria devel-
oped for the WSRA are as follows:

Legal Criteria

Legislative mandates require that public lands be
managed in a manner which will:

¢ Protectfood and habitat for fish and wildlife
and the quality of scientific, cultural, recrea-
tional, ecological, air, water, soil, vege-
tation, and scarce paleontological and
mineral resources.

¢ Conserve and protect threatened, endan-
gered, and sensitive plant and animal
species.

® |dentify base floodplains and protect and
enhance wetlands and riparian habitat.

o Comply with State and Federal poliution
control laws.

* Beconsistent with the principals of multiple
use and sustained yield.

e Be consistent with other Federai, State,
and local government plans or goals.

® Maintain wilderness study areasin a condi-
tion suitable for designation as wilderness
by Congress.

* Recognize that the public lands are an
important source of the Nation’s mineral
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and energy resources, some of which are
critical and strategic.

Range Management Criteria

Forage will be allocated to livestock, wildlife, and
wild horses in a manner (amount, location, and
season of use) that will sustain or improve the
rangeland resource, subject to the foliowing
considerations:

® Existing range condition and capability of
the vegetation and soil resources to sustain
grazing use.

® Present and projected demand for live-
stock forage.

® Present and future need for wildlife forage
(projected in cooperation with Utah Divi-
sion of Wildlife Resources [UDWRY]).

® Numbers of wild horses needed to sustain
viable herd populations.

® Potential land treatments (e.g., chaining,
seeding, spraying, burning) will be evalu-
ated, based on the following consider-
ations: need for additional forage and habi-
tat for livestock and/or wildlife; potential
for treatment success; need in order to
reverse downward range trend and improve
soil/vegetation condition; and the impacts
to other resource values and users.

® Potential structural range improvements
will be based on the following considera-
tions: necessity in order to maintain or
improve range conditions; need to improve
distribution of grazing animals; contributed
funds; and physical capability of the land to
support development.

e Economic evaluation of potential public
rangeland improvements will be based on
the following: comparative costs of im-
provement alternatives; relative cost/bene-
fit ranking of alternative improvements;
and contributed funds.

Lands Criteria

Land withdrawal decisions will be based on the
following considerations:

* The need to protect resource values.

® Effects on use and management of adjacent
public lands.

* Effects on public and potential public land
users.
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e Conformance with other Federal, State,
and local plans, policies, and regulations.

Acquisition of easements and development of
new roads on public lands will be dependent on:

e Theamountof public land involved and the
significance of affected resource uses,
values, and management needs.

e Public need.
e Suitability of alternative access routes.

e The physical characteristics (solils, slope,
etc.) of the affected area.

Designation of rights-of-way corridors will be
based on:

e Present and projected demand for
rights-of-way.

e Physical limitations of placement facilities.

e Existing rights-of-way

e Land use policies, plans, and/or laws of

local, State, and Federal agencies and
Indian tribes.

e Economic efficiency.

e FEffect on other land uses and resource
values on adjacent areas

Recreation and public purposes leases, right-of-
way, sales, exchanges, and other use decisions
will be in conformance with the following policies:

e Each parcel will be managed to best serve
the public interest.

e [mportant public objectives, community,
and economic development needs will be
recognized.

e Landuseplansand goals of Federal, State,
and local governments and Indian tribes
will be considered.

e Compliment compatability with existing
and potential public land uses and adjacent
private, State, and Federal land uses.

e Public iands will be made available for
other uses (e.g., commercial, agricultural,
or residential) if non-Federal lands are not
reasonably available or suitable.

Minerals Criteria

Exploration and development of leasable and
saleable mineral commodities will be encouraged
and permitted, when surface protection measures
are included that protect other resource values
and users. Decisions will consider the following:
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e Present and projected public demand for
mineral resources.

e FEffects on other publicland users, resource
values, and adjacent private, State, and
Federal land uses.

¢ Conformance with other Federal, State,
and local government and Indian tribe
land-use plans and goals.

e Potential for rehabilitation of disturbed
lands.

Capability of private and State lands to
meetthe demand for mineral commodities.

e Ability of BLM to enforce appropriate
mitigating measures.

Public lands shall remain open and available for
mining claim location and development subject
to:

e The prevention of unnecessary or undue
degradation of public lands.

e Congressionally or administratively
approved withdrawals from mineral
development.

Forest Resources Criteria

Forest resource management decisions will be
based on the following considerations:

¢ Site sustained yield capability.
e Public demand for forest products.

e Impacts of harvest operations on other
resources and users.

e Accessibility and proximity to population
centers.

e Availability of forest products from other
Federal, State, and private lands.

Fire Management Criteria

Decisions on fire management methods and
practices will be subject to the following
considerations:

e Protection of resources and uses on public
lands, as well as adjacent Federal, State,
and private lands.

e Existing State and Federal air quality
standards.

e Hazards to the public.

e Need for modification and improvement of
vegetation communities for watershed, live-
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stock grazing, and wild horse or wildlife
habitat purposes.

e Potential for vegetation improvement
through fire manipulation.

Wildlife Criteria

Wildlife habitat management plan {(HMP) and
improvement decision will be subject to the fol-
lowing considerations:

e Forage requirements of present, potential,
and objective big game management goals,
as determined in cooperation with UDWR.

e Water source development opportunities.

e Condition and potential for improvement
of riparian areas.

¢ Condition and potential for improvement
of chukar partridge and sage grouse
habitat.

e Potential for successful reintroduction of
native wildlife species.

e Cost and potential for success of wildlife
habitat improvements.

Wild Horses Criteria
Wild horse management actions will be subject to
the foliowing considerations:

e Populations necessary to maintain viable
herds.

e Public lands used by wild horse herds
when Public Law (P.L.) 92-195 was passed
(Dec. 15, 1971).

e Private landowner requests for removal of
wild free-roaming horses from private
lands.

e Ability to manage herds in a truly wild and
free-roaming state.

Watershed and Water Resources Criteria

Resource use and land activities shall be per-
mitted subject to the following considerations:

e Downstream water quality and quantity
requirements.

e Existing surface and subsurface water
quality and quantity.
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® Susceptibility to erosion of the affected
sites.

® Reclamation potential of the affected sites.

¢ Coordination with other Federal, State,
and local faws and regulations.

Recreation Criteria
RECREATION

Decision regarding recreational facilities and
special recreation use (identified as SRMAs) will
be based on:

e Existing and projected public demand for
facilities and recreational area.

¢ Public safety of users.

e Effects on other resource values and uses
on public lands and adjoining Federal,
State, and private lands.

® Plansand goals of other Federal, State, and
local government agencies.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE

Public lands will be designated for ORV
use and subsequently managed based on
the following considerations:

¢ Capability of soils and vegetation to with-
stand ORV use.

® Impacts on other resources and users.
e Safety of the public.

® Public demand for different types of ORV
use areas.

INTERRELATIONSHIPS WITH
OTHER AGENCIES

BLM-administered lands in the WSRA are inter-
spersed with private- and State-owned lands. The
U.S. Forest Service (FS) administered lands adjoin
the east perimeter of the resource area; their
Desert Experimental Range is in the western
portion. This land ownership pattern necessitates
close coordination between land management
agencies and private landowners to accomplish
common goals and avoid resource use conflicts.
Table 1-2 identifies interrelationships between
BLM management programs and other agencies.
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TABLE 1-2

Interrelationships of WSRA Resource Management Programs
With Other Agencies

Agency

Jurisdiccion/Relationship With BLM

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Department of Agriculture

Forest Service (FS)

Soil Conservation Service (SCS)

Environmental Protection Agency

{EPA)

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)

Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)

Management of surface resources (except
administration of mineral leases and mining
claim recordation and adjudication) with
portions of the Fishlake National Forest,

which borders the WSRA on the east and
northeast. BLM manages subsurface minerals.

Whiskey Creek Allotment, a cooperative
allotment, contains BLM land in two
pastures. BLM licenses livestock grazing,
conducts forage studies, and makes
recommendations to the Fishlake Forest on
management of public lands. The Fishlake
National Forest administers livestock
grazing on this allotment.

Research, testing, evaluation, and
interpretation of the soils environment.
BLM administers use of areas studied.

Provides environmental policy and guidance
through CEQ. Oversees EIS process. BLM
administers lands which may contain mine
tailings or other hazardous wastes. BLM
prepares EISs to conform with EPA/Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines.

Coordination of use of lands in the
southeast corner of the WSRA.

Planning for flood control structures and
powersites withdrawals on public lands. BLM
administers other uses of BOR withdrawals.

Section 7 consultation regarding threatened
and endangered species. BLM administers
land uses to protect these species.

FWS would issue a biological opinion if
impacts are identified to endangered species
invelved in the action. BLM authorizes
predator control on planning area allot-
ments. The actual control work is done by
the FWS under an on-going predator control
program.
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TABLE 1-2 (continued)

Rgency

Jurisdiction/Relationship With BLM

Geological Survey (GS)

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
House Range Resource Area;
Cedar City District,

Beaver River Resource Area;
Ely District, Nevada,
Schell Resource Area.

National Park Service (NPS)

STATE OF UTAH

Department of Community and
tconomic Development

Division of State History

Department of Natural Resources

Division of Lands and Forestry

Division of 011, Gas, and Mining

Division of Water Rights

Division of Wildlife Resources

(UDWR)

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Paiute Indian Tribe

Research, testing, evaluation, and
interpretation of the geologic environment
(including hydrology). BLM administers use
of lands and streams studied.

These resource areas administer grazing use
in some areas of the WSRA and conversely the
WSRA administers grazing in allotments that
extend into those resource areas.

For information purposes, the NPS
administers areas immediately west of the
resource area (Lehman Caves National
Monument), as well as areas 70 miles to the
east and south,

State Historic Preservation Officer makes
determinations regarding cultural
significance. BLM administers cultural
resources on public Tands.

Administers State resources. BLM often
administers access to State lands.

011, gas, and mining operations on public
lands are subject to State, as well as
Federal regulations. BLM has primary
jurisdiction of Federal mineral resources.

Administers water rights (right to use
water). BLM manages water resources on
public lands.

Administers wildlife resources and hunting
of wildlife. BLM manages the habitat used
by the animals.

Indian ftribal councils administers Indian
allocated lands.
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TABLE 1-2 (concluded)

Kgency

Jurisdiction/Relationship With BLM

Six County Association of
Governments

Millard County

Cities of Fillmore and Delta

The organization includes Millard County
representatives and promoctes development,
tourism, commerce, and economic growth 1in
the member counties.

County has a master plan which includes
zoning for the county. County maintains
county roads. Sheriff has law enforcement
responsibilities. BLM administers public
lands within the zoned area; contacts
sheriff when needed.

The cities have jurisdiction over municipal
facilities, and many residents use public
lands for their livelihood or for
recreation.
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CHAPTER 2
ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the aiternative plans to be
analyzed and briefly compares the probable envi-
ronmental consequences of each. The affected
environment is described in Chapter 3, and
Chapter 4 presents a full description of the
probable environmental consequences. The alter-
natives analyzed constitute an array of different
approaches to management of the public land
resources in the Warm Springs Resource Area
(WSRA). The alternatives were developed by the
WSRA interdisciplinary staff during the fifth phase
of the planning process (see Chapter 1) for this
Resource Management Plan (RMP).

The analysis of the management situation and all
other previously developed information formed
the basis for formulating alternatives. In accord-
ance with applicable laws, regulations, and
policies, the alternatives, studied in detail, include
alternatives that favor resource protection, in
comparision to the No Action Alternative under
which the current direction and intensity of man-
agement would continue. Likewise, an alternative
is included that is more commodity and produc-
tion oriented.

Four alternatives are discussed and analyzed in
this draft RMP/EIS. A newsletter describing the
alternatives was distributed to the public in
November 1985. The alternatives are:

e Alternative A: No Action—Continuation of
Existing Management.

e Alternative B: Protection—Preservation of
Natural Resource Values.

e Alternative C: Production—Increased
Consumptive Use and Commodity
Production.

e Alternative D: Preferred Alternative (a
composite of the above alternatives).

The elimination of all livestock, wildlife, and/or
wild horse grazing in the WSRA were dismissed
as planning issue alternatives because they did
not meet the requirement of “reasonable” as
directed by the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
regulations (1978). Such actions in the WSRA
would be neither practical or feasible. Alternatives
analyzed do consider, however, elimination of
livestock grazing or relocation of wild horses in
selective areas.

The alternatives analyzed are described in detail
below. The first part of the discussion describes
the alternatives’ objectives. Then, management
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practices and policies common to all alternatives
are discussed. Following that, each alternative is
described in sequence. A comparison of the
probable environmental consequences of impie-
menting the alternative RMP follows those
descriptions.

All alternatives are in conformance with and
recognize the constraints and resource protection
and multiple use mandates of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). No action
would be taken under any alternative which
violates legislative mandates or Department of
the Interior (USDI) or Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM) reguiations or policies.

ALTERNATIVE OBJECTIVES

Alternative A: No Action

Objective: Continue current direction and level
of management intensity and levels of resource
uses.

Alternative B: Protection

Objective: Protection and enhancement of the
natural values of the WSRA. Trade offs would
favor wildlife habitat, watershed, scenic and
undeveloped/dispersed recreation. Commodity/
consumptive uses (livestock grazing, mineral
development, motorized recreation, etc.) would
be restricted if there were significant risk of
diminishment of such resource values.

Alternative C: Production

Objective: Increase thelevel of use of publicland
resources within the WSRA. Encourage and
facilitate increased livestock use, energy and
mineral production, etc.

Trade-offs would favor consumptive uses (live-
stock grazing, energy and mineral production,
off-road vehicle [ORV] use) over wildlife habitat
protection/production, scenic and ecological
values, and nonmotorized/non-developed
recreation.

Alternative D: Preferred Alternative

Objective: Provide variety and balance in use of
the resources of the WSRA. Where possible,
increase orimprove resources for both consump-
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tive use (e.g., forage for livestock grazing) and
nonconsumptive (e.g., recreational sightseeing,
hiking, etc.) or natural resource use (e.g., habitat
for wildlife and wild horses). Energy and mineral
rights-of-way, and permit policies would en-
courage resource use and development, while
insuring protection of other natural values.
Trade-off objectives would be to batance utili-
zation of the various resources in harmonious
combinations.

For a concise comparison of the alternatives, see
Summary Table 1.

MANAGEMENT COMMONTOALL
ALTERNATIVES

Resource allocations and management practices,
currently in effectin the WSRA that are in compli-
ance with BLM policy and directives and would
not change regardless of which alternative is
chosen, are enumerated below. These manage-
ment practices will be unaffected by decisions
regarding the planning issue and management
concerns. These should be considered a part of
each of the above alternatives.

The practices enumerated have been developed
from laws, regulations, and policies currently in
effect and previous WSRA land use plans.

Air Quality

As activities or projects on public lands are
proposed, special air quality protection stipula-
tions will be imposed if potential sources of major
pollutant emissions would occur. Grants of
rights-of-way and permits will be in conformance
with the area’s Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) Class I air quality goals, which allow
deterioration associated with moderate well-con-
trolled growth. Applications will be subject to
technical review, which may result in stipulations
regarding pollutant emissions.

Soils

Soil resource management objectives will con-
tinue to be maintenance of productivity and
minimization of erosion. Soil surveys contain an
inventory of soils in the resource area. From these
data, evaluations will be made to define the poten-
tial and/or limitations of each soil type. Soil loss
will be kept within acceptable limits. BLM and
non-BLM initiated projects will be analyzed inde-
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pendently for impact on the soil resource. Such
analysis will consider the susceptibility of the soil
to erosion, potential for seeding success or
reclamation, and compatibility of the project to
engineering, physical, and chemical properties of
the soil.

Range Management

GRAZING AND NON-GRAZING AREAS

Grazing would continue to be administered on all
existing allotments (encompassing 2,056,830
acres or 92 percent of the public land acres).
Areas, presently unallotted for livestock use,
would remain unallotted. These areas include
unsuitable ranges and small, scattered land tracts
where livestock grazing has not been a historic
use.

ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION

Allotments would be categorized in accordance
with Table 2-1 under all alternatives. See Figure
2-1 for allotment locations. Adjustments in
categories and/or priorities would be made in ac-
cordance with BLM policy as management situa-
tions or allotment conditions change.

MONITORING AND LICENSING OF
INTERMINGLED STATE AND PRIVATE LANDS

Livestock use, on intermingled State and private
lands within allotment boundaries, will be
monitored and licensed under exchange of use.
All transfer applications will be thoroughly
analyzed on the basis of all available range study
datatoinsure the transfer would not resultin over
obligation of forage resources.

PREDATOR CONTROL

Predator control will continue in accordance with
the Richfield District Animal Damage Control
Plan, prepared jointly with the U.S. Fish and
Wildiife Service (FWS) and reviewed annually.

EXISTING ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS
(AMPs)

Management systems, prescribed in ten existing
AMPs, will be followed. Plans will be maintained,
updated, and monitored for adjustments as
necessary, in accordance with BLM policies and
regulations.

MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING RANGE
IMPROVEMENTS

Existing structural type range improvement main-
tenance is the responsibility of the permittees.
Collection of fees for maintenance of water
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TABLE 2-1

Warm Springs Resource Area
Allotment Categorization (M I C)

Allotments within the WSRA have been categorized in accordance with MIC
criteria provided in WO Instruction Memo 82-292 (Final Grazing Management
Policy) based on the WSRA range staff's evaluation of the allotments.

Custodial (C) Category Criteria

Present range condition is not a factor.

Allotments have low resource production potential and are producing

near their potential
Limited resource-use conflicts/controversy may exist.

Opportunities for positive economic return on public investment do
not exist or are constrained by fechnological or economic factors.

Present management appears satisfactory or is the only logical
practice under existing resource conditions.

Based on the above criteria, the following ten allotments have been placed in

the Custodial category.

Allotment

Allotment Name Number Public Land Acres
Anderson 5776 513
Beeston 5780 480
Black Rock Summer 5786 3,351
McClintock 5793 1,600
Section 31 5794 440
Stott 5795 160
T. 0. Johnson 5760 160
Teeples 5798 920
Wallace 5791 900
White Bush 5770 80

Total 8,004

Improve (1) Category Criteria

Present range condition is unsatisfactory.

Allotments have moderate to high resource production potential and
are producing at low to moderate levels.

Serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exists.

Qpportunities exist for positive economic return from public
investments.

Present management appears unsatisfactory.

31



CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 2-1 (continued)

Based on the above criteria, the following 39 allotments have been placed in
the Improve category.

Allotment

Allotment Name Number Pub!ic Land Acres
Amasa 4300 4,782
Antelope Point 5777 2,895
Big Wash 5797 4,489
Black Point 5782 20,600
Black Rock Winter 5778 8,806
Blackham 4325 30,788
Breck's Knoll 4306 59,393
Church 5799 1,253
Coates 5781 19,229
Crickett 5779 90,205
Crystal Peak 4311 61,893
Deadman's Wash 4316 51,915
Death Canyon 4314 27,279
East Antelope 5796 16,404
Ephraim-Bagnall 5211 17,299
Ephraim-Meadow 5774 71,357
Fairview 5236 55,068
Holden Spring 5783 2,880
Holden Winter 5784 33,984
King 4324 48,035
Klondike 4322 32,700
Ledger Canyon 4321 17,811
Meadow Spring 5773 2,731
Mormon Gap 4397 46,606
North Canyon 4328 19,611
Notch Peak 4329 34,588
Painted Pot-Holes 4330 38,432
Painter Springs 4331 33,486
Pine Valley 4398 40,565
Seely 5787 46,208
Skull Rock 4334 50,023
Stateline 6238 33,045
Steamboat 4336 29,109
Stoti-Rowley 5789 15,145
Summit 5769 1,872
Twin Peaks 5785 179,869
Voorhees 5220 26,958
Wheeler 5790 17,522
Whiskey Creek 5792 5,001

Total 71,309,836
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TABLE 2-1 {concluded)

Maintain (M) Category Criteria

- Present range condition is satisfactory.

- Allotments have moderate or high resource production potential and
are producing near their potential (or trend is moving in that

direction).
- No serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exist.

- Opportunities may exist for positive economic return from public
investments.

- Present management appears satisfactory.

Based on the above criteria, the following 14 allotments have been placed in
the Maintain category.

Allotment

Allotment Name Number Pubiic LLand Acres
B1ind Valley 4303 39,940
Boob Canyon 4304 30,025
Brown's Wash 4302 26,112
Buckskin 4307 21,898
Clay Springs 4312 37,026
Conger Springs 4313 70,425
Crows Nest 4305 25,358
Deseret 5775 270,117
Ferguscn 4317 18,672
Garrison 4319 44,408
Granite 4320 48,801
Knoll Springs 4323 34,116
Skunk Springs 4338 37,061
South Tract 5788 4,591

Total 708,550
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facilities (e.g., springs, pipelines, wells) will con-
tinue. Fees for maintenance will be determined
annually by the Area Manager and the WSRA
representatives to the Richfield District Grazing
Advisory Board. Nonstructural range improve-
ment maintenance is the responsibility of BLM.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

BLM personnelin cooperation with affected permit-
tees will develop or update AMPs on Priority
Improve (l) category allotments identified in each
alternative toimplement the grazing management
program. If BLM personnel and permittees fail to
reach an agreement, a grazing system that
protects resources will be implemented by de-
cision of the Area Manager. Permittees would,
however, have the right to appeal any such
decision.

Livestock grazing levels and recommended pat-
terns of use will be specified in the individual
AMPs, as will BLM’s and range users’ responsi-
bilities for developing and maintaining rangeland
improvements and monitoring programs. Each
AMP will be implemented by the Area Manager
and livestock permittee as it is completed.

Details of the selected alternative(s) will be further
refined and specifically matched to resource
conditions during preparation of AMPs. Site-
specific rangeland improvements would be evalu-
ated and proposed at this stage of planning.

MONITORING PROGRAM

The priority | and Maintain (M) allotments
outlined in the selected aiternative will be
monitored to determine if management objectives
are being met. Four primary studies basic to
rangeland evaluation will be used: (1) actual
grazing use; (2) vegetation utilization; (3) trend;
and (4) climate analyses. These studies will be
conducted according to BLM Technical Refer-
ences 4400-1 through 4. In addition, studies,
including ecological range site condition, will be
established to monitor priority riparian and
aquatic habitat and key watershed areas.

Data from these studies will be evaluated to
determine management effectiveness and to
assist in making necessary adjustments. Evalua-
tions will be made prior to impiementation of each
step of a phased adjustment to determine whether
the total amount of adjustment should be
modified (eitherincreased or decreased) (43 CFR
4110.3-3(a)and (b)). Management will be modified
if evaluations determine that specific allotment
objectives are not being achieved. Administrative
modifications could include changes in livestock
patterns of use, livestock numbers, periods of
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use, rangeland improvements, or a combinations
of these.

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

Within 5 months of publication of the final
RMP/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the
Richfield District Manager and WSRA Manager
will issue the Record of Decision (ROD)/Range-
land Program Summary (RPS). This document
will summarize, by allotment, management
decisions and planned actions.

The priority for implementation of the grazing
management program will follow the guidelines
stated in the BLM Grazing Management Policy
(IM 82-292). Generally, decisions for allotments
in the M Category will be made within 9 months,
Custodial (C) Category within 12 months, and |
Category within 17 months after publication of
the final RMP/EIS. Allotments in the | Category
will have priority for development or revision of
AMPs to resolve identified problems. M and C
Category allotments will be second and third
priority, respectively. The same priority will apply
to appropriation of funds for rangeland improve-
ments. Donated funds would affect priority of
construction of improvements.

GRAZING ADMINISTRATION PRACTICES

The selected management options from the alter-
native(s) will be administered and managed using
standard BLM operating procedures. Each live-
stock permittee will be issued temporary grazing
authorizations or term permits through the BLM
WSRA office. These will specify the allotment,
proposed forage use, period of use, numbers and
kinds of livestock.

Livestock grazing will be monitored and super-
vised by BLM throughout the year in cooperation
with the permittees. Marking of livestock (pre-
ferred methods are ear tagging or dye marking)
may be required to monitor livestock movement
and proper stocking levels. Permittees will be
required to request, in writing, any desired
changes in use prior to the grazing period, since
such changes could be inconsistent with man-
agement objectives. Grazing use outside the limits
of the selected alternative(s) and without prior
authorization will be considered tregpass. Should
trespass occur, BLM will take actionto ensure itis
eliminated and that payment is made for vege-
tation consumed and/or damage done. BLM will
also make adjustments in the grazing manage-
ment program during drought or other
emergencies.

The action described in the Monitoring section of
this chapter will be used to adjust grazing use.
Administrative adjustments could be made to:
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1. Authorize the movement of livestock from
one pasture to another ahead of schedule if
forage were lacking in the first pasture and
available in the second.

2. Reduce livestock numbers temporarily if
forage production were less than normal.

3. |ncrease livestock numbers on a tempo-
rary non-renewable basis if there were an
abundance of available forage.

4. Adjust livestock use to limit utilization of
key plant species to a predetermined level.
Livestock use could be increased, decreased,
or eliminated from an allotment to control
utilization of key plant species. Rangeland
condition, competition between big game
and livestock, amount of available forage and
water, and time of year will be considered in
any decision to move livestock. Such adjust-
ments will be designed to accomplish grazing
management objectives.

STANDARD DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION,
AND OPERATION FEATURES

All range improvements will be designed and
constructed to minimize environmental impact
while maximizing function and cost effectiveness.
Prior to the installation of any range improve-
ments, an environmental assessment (EA) will be
prepared, analyzing the alternatives for the devel-
opment. In addition, a benefit/cost analysis of the
various alternatives will be completed to deter-
mine the most cost effective format for each range
improvement. The EA and cost/benefit analysis
will then be used to assist in the development of
the final project design.

The following procedures would apply to the
construction of all management facilities and
vegetation manipulations:

1. New roads or trails construction or project
sites will not be built if existing roads and/or
trails can be used.

2. All areas of proposed surface disturb-
ance, due to construction of range develop-
ments, will be inventoried for archaeological
features. All archaeological sites, identified
by the inventory, will be avoided or adequate
mitigation taken. If cultural remains are
encountered during construction, operation
will be temporarily discontinued until BLM
evaluates the discovery and determines the
appropriate action.

3. Wildlife escape devices will be installed
and maintained in all water troughs.
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4. Cost/benefit analysis will be completed
prior to installation of management facilities
or land treatments.

5. Areas where vegetation treatments occur
will be rested from livestock grazing for a
period of two growing seasons to allow
recovery and re-establishment of key forage
species.

6. Only approved chemicals will be used for
vegetation treatments and the control of
noxious or poisonous plants. All chemical
applications will be carried outin compliance
with USDI regulations and Utah pesticide
laws.

7. Landtreatments on crucial wildlife ranges
will be designed to provide appropriate mitiga-

tion measures, including adequate cover for
wildlife.

Lands

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

Prior to any adjustment in land tenure on the
2,226,755 acres of public land in the WSRA,
compliance with the existing land use plan will be
determined. Once this is done, prescribed pro-
cedures to reach decisions on proposed disposals
will be followed. Procedures followed will be as
defined in the BLLM Manual and regulations, in
accordance with the type of land tenure
adjustment.

Generally, each procedure involves a land
report/environmental assessment (LR/EA), which
assesses the impacts the disposal action would
have on public values and resources. These

values include wildlife, threatened and endan-

gered (T&E) species, cultural resources, envi-
ronmental quality, minerals, the interest of the
grazing permittees, the adjacent landowners, and
the local community. The LR/EA also addresses
the regulations’ specific criteria for each type of
land action. Public lands, to be disposed of by
sale, must meet the criteria established by FLPMA
Section 203 (exchanges), Section 212; Recrea-
tion and Public Purposes (R&PP) Act of 1926, as
amended; 43 CFR regulations; and BLM manuals
and directives.

When an LR/EA determines that a parcel is suita-
ble for sale or exchange and would benefit the
public, a Notice of Realty Action (NORA) will be
published in the Federal Register and a local
newspaper for 3 weeks. State and local govern-
ment officials, appropriate Congressional com-
mittees and representatives, adjacent land
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owners, and interested parties will be notified by a
direct mailing of the NORA.

The NORA will detail the proposed realty action
including restrictions that will be placed on any
title, deed, or lease issued. The disposition of
grazing rights, minerals, or surface use rights and
the fair market value of the parcel of public land
will be defined. The NORA will preceed a public
comment period of 45 days.

Regulations do not allow land disposals or long-
term rights-of-way in wilderness study areas
(WSAs). If not designated, the areas would be
returned to multiple-use management.

Under all alternatives, the U.S. Forest Service
(FS) Desert Experimental Range (55,625 acres)
would remain withdrawn by Executive Order from
all forms of appropriation under public land laws,
including mining.

Public water reserves around each spring on
publiclandsin the resource area have been or will
be delineated on BLM records.
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RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS

FLPMA states, “Utilization of rights-of-way in
common shall be required to the extent practical.”
The utilization of existing corridors, whether or
not designated, will be standard procedure.

Rights-of-way will be processed on a case-by-
case basis, generally in the order received. Major
linear rights-of-way will be located within existing
or designated corridors wherever feasible.

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT DESIGNATIONS

Any areas identified through the land use planning
process as needing special management desig-
nation, including Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC), will be designated and managed
in accordance with pertinent BLM policy, regula-
tions, and legislation.

Minerals

OIL AND GAS

Cancelled, expired, or otherwise terminated oil
and gas leases will be re-offered for lease if the
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lease area has not had a change in status which
prevents leasing. Since there are no Known Geolo-
gic Structures (KGS) in the resource area, the
leases will be offered through the simultaneous
leasing program, in which a lottery is used to
determine which applicant is successful in ob-
taining the lease. Appropriate environmental pro-
tection stipulations will be attached, as necessary,
at the time of issuance of the lease. Applications
for Permits to Drill (APD) will be processed within
the required time frames. Additional site-specific
stipulations, as appropriate, will be added to the
approved APDs. Notices of Intent to Conduct
Geophysical Exploration Operations will be pro-
cessed within the required time frames. Appro-
priate stipulations will be attached at the time of
approval to protect other resource values.

GEOTHERMAL

Existing geothermal leases, which are cancelled,
expire, or are otherwise terminated, will continue
to be offered by competitive sealed bids. Appro-
priate environmental protection stipulations will
be attached to the lease at the time of issuance.
Geothermal Drilling Permits (GDP) will be pro-
cessed within the required time frames upon
approval of Plans of Operations for geothermal
exploration, development, and production. Ap-
propriate environmental protection conditions of
approval and stipulations will be applied to GDPs
and Plans of Operations at the time of approval.

LOCATABLE MINERALS

Location of mining claims by claimants is a non-
discretionary action on all public lands which are
open to location. Locatable mineral activity is
regulated under 43 CFR 3800. These regulations
provide guidance to prevent unnecessary or
undue degradation of public lands. Notices and
Plans of Operations will be required for mining
activities, and through involvement with the
claimants, mitigating measures will be developed
to protect other resource values.

SALEABLE MINERALS

Sales permits will be processed on a case-by-
case basis, with appropriate mitigating measures
and stipulations attached to protect other re-
source values. No permits would be issued for
areas in oil and gas leasing Category 3 and 4
areas.

SOLID NON-ENERGY LEASABLE MINERALS

Prospecting permits will be processed, and appro-
priate environmental protection stipulations at-
tached. Leases will be issued and mining plans
evaluated in order to define appropriate stip-
ulations to protect other resource values.
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Forest Resources

Forest harvest and associated activities will be
planned to minimize visual impacts and disruption
to wildlife. Cutting areas, woodland sales, and
vegetation treatments will be designed in recog-
nition of visual resource management (VRM)
class management objectives and to provide ade-
quate cover for wildlife. Harvest activities may be
restricted due to wet soil conditions to prevent
soil compaction or rutting. Harvesting on slopes
exceeding 45 percent will be restricted to mini-
mize surface disturbance.

On public lands, no clearing will be done within a
100-foot buffer strip on each side of live streams.
Selective partial harvest methods may be allowed
within this strip. The actual width of the strip may
vary, depending upon the aspects of specific sites
(e.g., slope, soil condition, and understory
vegetation).

No forest lands in the WSRA are suitable for full
intensive or restricted management. Timber re-
source and woodland areas on the Wah Wah
Mountains and Crystal Peak (6,610 acres) and
Notch Peak (9,000 acres) wouid be forest lands
not available for management of forest products
to protect ecological, primitive recreation, and
visual resource values. All other woodland areas
in the WSRA (205,059 acres) would be forest
areas managed to enhance other resource values
and uses.

WILDLIFE

Fish and wildlife habitat will be evaluated on a
case-by-case basis as part of overall project
planning. Such evaluation will consider potential
effects on the proposed project and the sensitivity
of fish and wildlife habitat in the affected area.

Some existing fences may be modified if they
have a significant adverse effect on big game.
New fences built will allow passage of big game.
Water developments generally will not be con-
structed for livestock where significant compeii-
tion for forage would result (e.g., big game winter
range). Whenever possible, water will be provided
in allotments (including rested pastures) during
seasonal periods of need for wildlife. New water
developments will specifically address this need.

Vegetation treatments will be designed to mini-
mize impacts to wildlife habitat and improve it
whenever possible. The Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources (UDWR) will be consulted in advance
on all vegetation treatment projects. Animal
damage control programs will be coordinated
with the FWS.
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RIPARIAN AND WETLAND AREAS

Management actions within riparian areas, wet-
lands, and floodplains will include measures to
preserve, protect, and, if necessary, restore
natural functions (as required by Executive
Orders 11988 and 11990). Riparian and wetland
management objectives will be to minimize degra-
dation of stream banks, loss of riparian habitat,
andidentification of water requirements (instream
and intermittent flows for riparian habitat mainte-
nance, wildlife, livestock, etc.). Riparian habitat
needs will be considered when developing live-
stock grazing systems and pasture designs.
Surface-disturbing activities in riparian and wet-
land areas will be constrained and/or mitigated, in
accordance with the referenced Executive Order
and BLM policy and regulations.

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND
SENSITIVE PLANTS AND ANIMALS

No activities, jeopardizing the continued exist-
ence of T&E and sensitive plant or animal species,
will be permitted on public lands in the WSRA.
The FWS will be contacted prior to implementing
projects that may affect habitat for T&E species.
In addition, UDWR would be contacted regarding
any T&E animals. If a “may affect” situation is
determined through the BLM biological assess-
ment process, formal consultation with the FWS
will be initiated according to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

Mid-winter bald eagle surveys will continue to be
conducted in cooperation with UDWR and the
National Wildlife Federation. The WSRA will coop-
erate with UDWR in peregrine falcon reintroduc-
tion on Pavant Butte.

MONITORING AND INVENTORY

Wildlife habitat will be monitored to determine
seasonal habitat use and identify areas in need of
habitatimprovement. Monitored areas will include
big game yearlong and winter ranges, riparian
areas, sage grouse strutting/nesting areas, wet-
lands, T&E and sensitive species habitat, raptor
winter and nesting habitat, and non-game species
habitat. These data will be the basis for site-
specific management decisions.

As funds are available, inventories will be con-
ducted to locate important wildlife habitat. Priority
will be given to riparian habitat and T&E and
sensitive species inventory.

Deer winter range surveys, rangerides, and peliet
group counts will continue in cooperation with
the UDWR and the Fishlake National Forest. Input
will be made to the Interagency Big Game Com-
mittee on management of two pronghorn antelope
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herds, six deer herd units, and one ortwo elk herd
units. Powerlines will continue to be monitored
for impacts to raptors.

Wildlife management, in cooperation with the
UDWR, Fishlake National Forest, other BLM dis-
tricts and resource areas, and other Federai
Agencies, will continue.

Wild Horses

Three complete herd management areas (HMAs)
{Conger Mountain, King Top, and Burbank Hill)
are in the resource area. In addition, the northern
portion of the Sulphur HMA, managed by the
Cedar City District, is located in the southwest
portion of the WSRA.

Wild horses have been, and will continue to be,
managed in accordance with provisions of the
Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 and subsequent
legisiation. The 1977 Wild Horse Capture Plan
would continue to be followed.

Status of wild horse herds have been monitored
on a regular basis since 1976. Weekend surveil-
lance patrols will be made annually during the
spring foaling season to reduce harassment of
wild horses during this critical period. Wild horse
populations will be monitored on an annual basis
by ground or aerial surveys, depending on avail-
ability of funds.

Vegetation studies, established in crucial wild
horse areas in 1977, will continue. The percent
utilization of key forage plants used by wild
horses will continue to be determined each year.
Trend plots, established in these areas, will be
monitored over 6-year intervals to determine key
forage planttrends. Due to lack of opportunity, no
water developments for wild horses are proposed
under any alternative.

Wild horses would be captured by BLM personnel
at water sources or in temporary corrals, where
wild horses would be driven with aid of a heli-
copter. Captured wild horses would be trans-
ported from trap sites to a holding corral in Delta,
Utah. Those wild horses would be blood tested to
check for disease, vaccinated, wormed, branded,
and then adopted to individuals willing and able
to provide proper care. After 1 year, upon approval
by a certified veterinarian, title to the wild horse
would be given to the person adopting it.

Watershed and Water Resources

Water quality and quantity will be managed to
comply with State and Federal water quality
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standards. Proposed activities will be reviewed
and mitigating measures developed to prevent
degradation of the water resources. Actions will
be designated to protect and enhance the re-
sources. Measures to keep soil loss withinaccept-
able levels, implementing low runoff programs on
large-scale disturbances, and reclamation of ail
abandoned surface disturbances will be enforced.
Exploration holes will be properly plugged to
prevent ground water contamination. Established
watershed studies will be read each year. Water
rights for all public land water sources will be
obtained and protected to ensure the continuation
of water-dependent programs and to protect
Federal investments. Additional water sources
are developed whenever possible through coopera-
tion with the FS and quit-claim deeds of oil and
gas exploration wells.

Watershed monitoring will be conducted on
channel erosion studies and water quality on
water sources.

Drill pad sites would be reseeded, as would areas
burned by range fires (if determined to be neces-
sary by an emergency fire rehabilitation team).
Livestock grazing would be suspended for two
growing seasons on reseeded areas to aid in
seeding establishment.

Site approval would be required for periodic
cross-country motorcycle races and other activ-
ities posing potential surface disturbance to

watersheds.

Waters would be appropriated prior to project
construction, and appropriations prepared for
State adjudication areas. Through cooperative
agreements with the FS, additional water would
be made available wherever possible. Water rights
to test wells drilled by oil and gas companies
would be secured wherever possible.

Recreation

Special recreation use permits will continue to be
processed. Recreation resources will be individ-
ually evaluated as part of project level planning.
Such evaluation will consider the significance of
the proposed project and the sensitivity of recrea-
tion resources in the affected area. Stipulations
will be attached, as appropriate, to assure com-
patibility of projects with recreation management
objectives.

All identified significant historic, archaeologic,
and cultural sites will be protected in accordance
with applicable policies, regulations, and
legislation.
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VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources will be evaluated as part of
activity and project planning. Stipulations will be
attached, where possible, to protect visual re-
sources and mitigate visual impacts.

The WSRA public land acreages in each VRM
class are as follows: Class |, 0 acres; Class I,
28,484 acres; Class Ill, 106,180 acres; Class 1V,
2,092,091 acres; and Class V, 0 acres for a total of
2,226,755 acres.

WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS

Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) will continue to
be managed in compliance with the Interim Man-
agement Policy {IMP) until Congress decides on
designations. The USDI prohibition on issuing
new leases for oil and gas in WSAs will continue
until Congress decides on designation, unless the
Secretary rescinds the prohibition. Wilderness
designation is a separate action being considered
and analyzed in the Utah Statewide Wilderness
EIS. Designation of any of the five WSAs in the
WSRA would constitute an amendment of this
RMP. Any area designated would be managed in
accordance with the BLM Wilderness Manage-
ment Policy and enabling legisiation.

ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION—
EXISTING MANAGEMENT

Range Management

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Underthe No Action Alternative, the WSRA would
continue to license livestock use up to active
preference. Temporary increases in licensed use
may be permitted if excess forage were available,
based on monitoring and field investigations.

For analysis purposes, it is assumed that initial
and final stocking rates would remain at current
average licensed use on each allotment. The
objective would be to maintain current levels of
livestock use and rangeland conditions.

See Appendix 1 for forage use by allotment under
this alternative. Total animal unit months (AUMs)
of forage use on BLM lands in the WSRA would be
as found on Table 2-2.

RANGELAND MONITORING AND EVALUATION

All allotments are currently covered under the
WSRA Monitoring Plan. Five or more years of
actual use, utilization, trend, and climate data is
available on 24 allotments. Three or more years of
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TABLE 2-2
Total Forage Use on BLM Lands
Warm Spring Resource Area

Total Use! Use Competitive
{AUMs) With Livestock (AUMs)

Livestock 87,733
Big Game

Antelope 684 276

Mule Deer 827 96
Wild Horses 2,892 2,178
Total 92,236 2,550

'Average Licensed Use: For analysis purposes, it is assumed
thataverage annual use would continue. Active preference
would remain at 149,009 AUMs.

data is available on the remaining 39 allotments
(see Appendix 2). In the past, needs for adjust-
ments have been determined from the analysis/
evaluation of this data, and adjustments made
where data indicated use exceeded grazing capac-
ity. This process would continue under the No
Action Alternative.

Appendix 3 presents a summary by allotment of
range condition, trend, key species, utilization,
proper use, land ownership, and other grazing
information.

CHANGE IN KIND OF LIVESTOCK/SEASON OF
USE

Requests for change would be considered and
approved if feasible, if not in direct conflict with
other resources or uses, and environmental
analysis indicated the change would be consistent
with good rangeland management.

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS
Structural Improvements

Maintenance of existing structure type facilities
(fences, cattleguards, etc.) have been assigned to
the operators (see Appendix 4). Water facilities,
covered under cooperative agreements, would
continue to require the operators to contribute
specific fees/AUM to cover maintenance costs.

Non-Structural Improvements

Existing seeding/chaining areas wouid be main-
tained as funds permitted if they were determined
to facilitate management (e.g., livestock distribu-
tion, utilization, etc.). No new vegetation treat-
ments are expected unless requested and partially
funded by the permittee.

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS

Existing AMPs on ten allotments would be
followed and updated and monitored as neces-
sary. No additional AMPs are scheduled.

40

Lands

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

Disposals, via exchange, state selection, R&PP
Act, public sale, and desert land entry, would be
considered if they were in compliance with the
MFP, metthe criteria for the respective method of
disposal, as well as all other legal mandates.
Processing of cases would be subject to man-
power and budget constraints.

RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS

Rights-of-way decisions would be made on a
case-by-case basis. Wherever possible, location
would be within the designated rights-of-way
corridor or adjacent to the existing major rights-
of-way listed below:

® Sigurd to Nevada Transmission Line (des-
ignated corridor)

¢ |PP to Nevada Transmission Line
® |PPto California 500-kV Transmission Line
e U.S. Highway 50&6
® Interstate Highway 15
e State Highway 21
e Snake Valley County Road
¢ State Highway 257
SPECIAL MANAGEMENT DESIGNATIONS

No designations have been made to date. No
designations would be made under this alter-
native. (Note: Decision on wilderness designa-
tion by Congress is a separate action addressed
in the Utah Statewide Wilderness EIS.)

Minerals

OIL AND GAS

Oiland gas and geothermal lease activities would
be managed under the existing leasing categories
(see Table 2-3). WSAs would continue to be
managed under the BLM IMP until Congress
decides on designation. Four WSAs (Wah Wah
Mountains, Notch Peak, King Top, and Howell
Peak) have areas with categories 3 and 4 des-
ignations. If these WSAs are not designated as
wilderness areas, these lands would revert to
management under the appropriate leasing
categories.

GEOTHERMAL

See Management Common to All Alternatives
section.
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TABLE 2-3
Existing WSRA Oil and Gas
Leasing Categories

Area Acreage Category

Wah Wah Mountains 7.840 3

8,120 4
Meadow Creek 121 2
Pavant Butte 2,500 3
Tabernacle Hill 3,567 4
Crystal Peak 320 3
Fossil Mountain 1,920 3
Great Stone Face 160 3
Sunstone Knoll 130 3
Millard County Landfill 10 3
Painter Springs 160 3
Pruess Lake 760 3
South Tule Spring 320 4
Clear Lake Waterfow! 640 3

6,200 2
Gunnison Bend Massacre 40 3
Devils Kitchen 40 3
Tabernacle Hill Petroglyphs 40 3
Swasey and Notch Peak 12,280 3

11,160 4

Category Totals

Category 1 {Standard Stipulations) 2,168,427

Category 2 {Special Stipulations) 6,321
Category 3 (No Surface Occupancy) 26,840
Category 4 {No Leasing) 24,167
Total 2,226,755

LOCATABLE MINERALS

With the exception of the areas presently with-
drawn from mineral location, all areas within the
resource area would be open for locatable miner-
al development. The only area presently under
withdrawal is the Tabernacle Hill Protective With-
drawal withdrawn under Public Land Order 6310
and contains 3,567 acres.

Twenty mining claims are located within the
Tabernacle Hill withdrawal. These claims total
2,204 acres, and some are superimposed (cover
the same areas). Therefore, the actual acreage
under claim in the Tabernacle Hill area is 1,804
acres. Validity examinations conducted for these
claims, recommended that they be declared in-
valid for no discovery of a valuable mineral
deposit. Follow through with this action would
continue. The Tabernacle Hill Protective With-
drawal will expire on July 21,1987. Under current
management direction, it is anticipated that a
long-term or permanent withdrawal for this area
would be applied for prior to expiration of the
current withdrawal.

SALEABLE MINERALS

The WSRA would continue to dispose of saleable
mineral material on a case-by-case basis. Free-
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use permits, for areas presently occupied for this
purpose, would continue to be issued as they
expire.

SOLID NON-ENERGY LEASABLE MINERALS

Open leasing status for non-energy solid leasable
minerals would continue on all publiclandsinthe
WSRA. Prospecting permits for potassium have
been issued for 132,811.98 acres in the Sevier
Lake and Wah Wah Valley hardpan areas. The
area within the Tabernacle Hill Protective With-
drawal would remain open to leasing for solid
leasable minerals; however, there is no potential
for solid non-energy leasables in the area.

Forest Resources

The WSRA would continue to issue permits on a
demand basis for firewood, Christmas trees, pine-
nuts, and fence posts on the 141,221 acres of
pinyon-juniper suitable for harvesting.

Within the WSAs, restrictions on activities that
could impair suitability for wilderness designa-
tion would continue until Congress makes desig-
nation decisions on each. Forest resources on
Notch Peak and in the Wah Wah Mountains
(15,610 acres totai) would not be available for
management or harvest of forest products. In
other areas, woodland products would be subject
to sale under applicable standard stipulations,
and management would be to enhance other re-
source values and uses.

Wildlife

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Forage would continue to be provided to maintain
current big game numbers (see Appendices 5 and
6). Current big game populationsin the WSRA are
as follows: pronghorn antelope—701; mule deer
yearlong—95, and winter—1,408. Current num-
bers were derived from aerial census, population
monitoring, and professional experience, by joint
decision with UDWR and BLM.

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE HABITAT AND USE

The management objective would continue to be
to maintain black sagebrush habitat for prong-
horn. The following actions would be taken:

e Existing pronghorn water sources mainte-
nance on a priority basis as funds allow.

e Continuation of the present habitat moni-
toring program.

o Protection of general fawning habitat
through seasonal restrictions on permitted
activities.
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e ldentification of critical habitat.
MULE DEER HABITAT AND USE

The condition of critical deer winter ranges would
be evaluated and monitored.

ELK HABITAT AND USE
Public land elk use in the WSRA would be docu-

mented when encountered. No forage allocation
for elk would be made.

DESERT BIGHORN HABITAT AND
REINTRODUCTION

No action regarding desert bighorn sheep would
be anticipated.

RAPTOR HABITAT AND USE

Winter and nesting raptor populations would be
monitored.

UPLAND GAME BIRD HABITAT AND USE

Habitat use and distribution of upland game
species would be documented.

RIPARIAN/AQUATIC HABITAT AND USE

The Pruess Lake Habitat Management Plan {HMP)
would be implemented. The riparian habitat at
Crafts Lake and the temporary riparian habitat
created by flooding of the Sevier River and Lake
would be monitored.

Wild Horses

No formal allocation of forage to wild horses has
been made. Wild horses would continue to use
forage presently allocated to livestock and
wildlife.

Wild horses would be captured and removed
periodically to maintain present population num-
bers in each HMA: Conger—50; King—30;
Sulphur {WSRA portion)—85; and Burbank—30)
(see Appendix 7, Table 1). If more wild horses
were trapped than needed to be removed, only the
better quality, viable wild horses would be
released.

Watershed and Water Resources

WATERSHED PROTECTION

Range sites that must stay in good or better
condition to maintain soil loss within acceptable
limits would continue to be identified.
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Fire Management

Allfires on public lands would be suppressed with
whatever combination ot manpower and equip-
ment judged necessary to handle the incident.
Controlled prescribed fires would be used to
convertvegetation types for livestock and wildlife
benefits in areas identified as suitable for
treatment.

Recreation

RECREATION MANAGEMENT

Tabernacle Hill would be managed as a Special
Recreation Management Area (SRMA) (3,567
acres) under the existing recreation management
plan.

All other recreation resources would be managed
as part of the Warm Springs Extensive Recreation
Management Area.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

No ORV designations have been made in the
WSRA. For analysis purposes, it is assumed that
all public lands (2,226,755 acres) in the WSRA
would remain open to ORV use.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Visual resources would be evaluated as a part of
activity and project planning. Stipulations would
be attached, as appropriate in accordance with
the affected area’s VRM class, to protect visual
resources and mitigate visual impacts.

ALTERNATIVE B: PROTECTION

Range Management

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Forage allocations would be consistent with the
indicated grazing capacity based on at least 5
years of monitoring (utilization, climate, and
actual use) and 2 years of trend studies. This data
is presently available on 24 of the 63 total allot-
ments. Wildlife/big game and wild horses would
be given priority in forage allocation and use on
identified ranges. Initially, forage would be pro-
vided for potential mule deer, antelope, elk, big-
horn sheep, and wild horse numbers. Livestock
would be allocated all remaining available forage.
Big game would have priority in allocation of
increased forage resulting from vegetation treat-
ments or range improvements. The objective
would be to provide forage for potential big game
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and wild horse numbers and improve range condi-
tion on all poor and fair condition ranges. Initial
forage allocations by allotment would be as shown
in Appendix 1.

Under Alternative B, total forage allocations on
BLM lands in the WSRA is shown on Table 2-4.

TABLE 2-4
Initial Forage Allocations
Under Alternative B

Total Use Use Competitive
(AUMs) With Livestock (AUMSs)

Livestock 132,617
Big Game

Antelope 3,318 657

Mule Deer 1,320 3

Elk 209 117
Wild Horses 3,487 2,645
Total 141,201 3,860

RANGELAND MONITORING AND EVALUATION

All aliotments would be monitored. Initially,
special emphasis would be placed on | category
allotments where less than 5 years of data is
available.

CHANGE IN KIND OF LIVESTOCK/SEASON OF
USE

Change in kind of livestock from sheep to cattle
could be affected on up to 31 allotments (see
Appendix 3) if competition prevented achieve-
ment of management objectives for pronghorn
antelope and/or bighorn sheep. Any other change
would be analyzed and permitted only if it benefit-
ted or would not negatively affect wildlife and/or
wild horses.

RANGE IMPROVEMENT
Structural Improvements

Installation, of planned rangeland improvements
(see Appendix 4) on | and M allotments, would be
accelerated to improve livestock distribution and
more uniform forage utilization. Priority for new
range improvements on public lands would favor
those areas and improvements that would benefit
wildlife and wild horses.

Non-Structural Improvements

Big game would be given priority in allocation of
increased available forage resulting from vegeta-
tion treatment projects. Projects would be de-
signed to primarily benefit wildlife. Areas treated
would be those shown in Table 2-5. Approximate-
ly 27,600 acres or two-thirds of the potentially
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suitable areas (41,800 acres) would be treated.
One-third of the area would be retained for
wildlife cover. All suitable areas would be treated,
based on availability of funds and favorable cost/
benefit ratios.

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS

Existing AMPs on ten allotments wouid be fol-
lowed and updated and monitored as necessary.
No additional AMPs are scheduled.

Lands

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

The only lands identified for disposal (see Figure
2-2) are the following tracts which are suitable for
sale under one or more of the criteria defined in
Section 203 of FLPMA:

e Tract1—T.23S.,R.19W.,, Sec.17,S%SE",
NE%SEv:, SEV4NEY:; 160 acres.

e Tract 2—T. 19 S, R. 19 W., Sec. 35,
NE%“NEY; 40 acres.

e Tract3—T.22S.,R.6W.,, Sec.3,Lots 9,10,
11; 20.36 acres.

e Tract4—T. 19 S., R. 4 W, Sec. 4, Lot 11;
12.05 acres.

e Tract5—T. 18 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 33, Lot 5;
6.79 acres.

All other public lands would be retained in Federal
ownership. Disposal of any other public lands
would require an amendment of the RMP.

RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS

Existing major rights-of way would be designated
as corridors (see Table 2-6). New rights-of-way
would be restricted to these corridors wherever
feasible. Special management designation areas
and VRM Class Il areas (approximately 47,000
acres total) would be right-of-way avoidance
areas.

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT DESIGNATIONS

Areas which would receive special management
designation are listed below along with the man-
agement prescription for each:

e Pavant Butte: ACEC (2,500 acres) with
mineral withdrawal and Category 3 for oil
and gas leasing. Close to motor vehicles
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TABLE 2-5

WSRA Acres Suitable for Vegetation Treatments
or Seeding and Estimated Production

Public Land?

Estimated Production®

Acres SuitableP Before After

Allotment Acres Suitable with Limitations Treatment Treatment
Black Point 3,800 0 190 633
East Antelope 3,300 10,400 685 1,980
Ephraim-Meadow 0 560 26 77
Twin Peaks 11,200 12,300 1,175 3,559
Unallotted (S.W. 0 240 0 0

of Kanosh - -
Totals 18,300 23,500 2,076 6,249

Grand Total 41,800 Increase 4,173

3portions within these acreages may not be suitable due to stoniness, rock

outcrops, or slope.

brt is estimated that 75 percent of these areas are suitable.

Cestimated current production is 20 acres/AUM.

treatment would be 6 acres/AUM.
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Estimated production after
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TABLE 2-6

Right-of-Way Corridor Specifications

ALTERNATIVE {

Name Width (Tt) Specifications Terms®

Sigurd to Nevada 1,500 Available for all utility uses 4, 7

Transmission Line

IPP to Nevada 1,500 Available for all utility uses 4, 7

Transmission Line

IPP to California 1,500 Available for all utility uses a, 7

500-kV Transmission

Line

U.S. Highway 5086 2,000 Available for all uses 1, %, 3,
5,

Interstate Highway 3,000 Available for all uses 5, 6, 8
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State Highway 21 2,000 Avaitable for all uses 1, g, 3,
5,

Snake Valley County 2,000 Available for all uses 1, 2, 3, 5

Road

State Highway 257 2,000 Available for all uses 1, 2, 3,

and Union Pacific 5, 8

Raiirocad

aTerms:

1. The road or highway within the right-cf-way corridor shall be used fo the
maximum extent possible for construction and maintenance of new rights-

of-way.

2. Roads that are needed for construction of a new right-of-way shall be
temporary and fully rehabilitated.

3. A1l land disturbed by new rights-of-way except authorized new access roads
shall be rehabilitated tc as close to natural conditions as possible.

&, Transmission Tine rights-of-way shall be adjacent to each other or as

close as possibl

e’

5. Buried telephone cable lines shall be close to existing rcads and highways
and generally within the road right-of-way.

6. New rights-of-way shall be Timited to below the surface of the ground uses

only.

7. Existing transmission line access roads shall be used, and only tee roads

to new tower sites shail be constructed for new rights-of-way.

8. A1l rights-of-way must comply with the applicable Visual Resource

Management Class guidelines.
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and cooperate with UDWR and FWS in de-
velopment of a2 peregrine falcon reintroduc-
tion plan.

e Tabernacle Hili and the Cinders Volcanic
Field: ACEC (8,550 acres} with mineral
withdrawal anc¢ Category 3 for oil and gas
leasing on the cinders; continue Category
4 on Tabernacie Hill;, deveiop recreation
facilities; acquire State section; limit ORV
use; restrict rockhounding and shooting.

e Notch Peak: If not designated as wilder-
ness, nominate 9,000 acres for National
Natural Landmark, withdraw from mineral
entry and place in Category 3 for oil and
gas leasing. Close to motor vehicles and
pian to develop recreaiional support
facilities.

e Crystal Peak: if not designated as wilder-
ness by Congress, nominate for National
Natural Landmark, withdraw 640 acres from
mineral entry, and continue Category 3 for
oil and gas leasing. Close to vehicular
traffic; develop management plan; interpre-
tational materials and facilities if required.

e Fossii Mountain: Historicsite (1,820 acres)
with continued classification as Category 3
for oit and gas leasing. Develop interpreta-
tional materials.

¢ Wah Wah Mountains: Designate a Re-
search Natural Area {5,970 acres). Acquire
State Section 32; designate Category 3 for
oif and gas leasing; designate as a reten-
tion-acquisition and right-of-way avoid-
ance arez; restrict harvesting of woodland
products; close to ORVs; and develop a
management plan in coordination with
Nature Conservancy to preserve the area’s
integrity and ecological values.

Minerals

Oli., GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL LEASING

Leasing categories would be assigned to protect
riparian areas, unique surface features, importani
wildlife habitat, and other rescurce values. Alter-
native B off and gas and geothermal leasing
acreages would be as shown in Table 2-7.

LOCATABLE MINERALS

The foliowing areas would be withdrawn from
mineral entry: Crystal Peak {in the event the area
is not designated as wilderness by Congress), 840
acres; Pavant Butte, 2, 500 acres; Notch Peak (in
the eventthe grea is not designated as wilderneass
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TABLE 2-7
Olt and Gas Leasing Categories
Under Alternative B

Arasa Acreage Category

Wah Wah Mountains 14,830 3

9,120 4
tMeadow Creek 123 2
Pavant Butte 2,500 3
Tabernacle Hill and The Cinders 3,567 4

5,017 3
Crystal Peak B840 3
Fossit Mountain 1,820 3
Great Stone Face 160 3
Sunstone Knoli 130 3
Millard County Landfiil 16 3
Pzinter Springs 160 3
Pruess Lake 780 3
South Tule Spring 320 4
Clear Lake Waterfowl 840 3

6,200 2
Gunnison Bend Massacre 40 2
Devils Kitchen 40 2
Tabernacte Hili Petrogiyphs 40 2
Swasey and Notch Peak 18,400 3

11,160 4
t.ake Creek Riparizn 180 3
Crucial desr winter range 8,200 2
Crucial raptor nesting ares 86,458 2

Catsgory Totals

Category t (Standard Stipuiations)
Category 2 (Special Stipulations}

2,045,044
112,087

Category 3 (No Surface Occupancy) 45,447
Category 4 {No Leasing) 24,187
Total 2,226,755

by Congress), 8,000 acres: Tabernacie Hill and
the Cinders, 8,550 acres; Wah Wah Mountains,
5,870 acres for a total of 26,660 acres.

Aliremaining publiclandsinthe WSRA (2,200,085
acres} would remain open to mineral entry.

SALEABLE MINERALS

Materia!l saies would be conducted in conform-
ance with oil and gas and geothermal leasing
categories to provide protection for other re-
source values,

NON-ENERGY SOLID LEASABLES

Non-energy solid leasable mineral activity would
be in conformance with oil and gas and geo-
thermal teasing category restrictions and areas
withdrawn from locatable mineral entry as identi-
fled above (180,031 acres total}.

Forest Resources

On approximately 11,830 acres of crucial/critical
wildlife ranges and riparian areas, only selective
removal of woodland products would be aliowed.
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individual permits would be issued on demand for
tuel wood, posts, Christmas trees, and pine nuts
on the remaining 129,391 acres of pinyon-juniper
suitable for harvesting operations.

Wiidlife

The obiective would be to achieve potential big
game numbers and improve big game habitat
currently in poor or fair condition (see appendices
5, 6, and 8). Poiential big game numbers are
based on prior stable populations for mule deer
where available, carrying capacity of the forage
habitat as determined on the Desert Experimental
Range, and by professional experience in coop-
ergtion with UDWR.

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Wildlife capacity would be increased through
habitat development and managing livestock
grazing (change in kind of livestock, season of
use, reduction of use, etc.) for optimum wildliife
habitatimprovement. The forage aliocation to big
game can be found on Table 2-4. Long-term big
game populations in the WSRA would be as
follows: pronghorn antelope, 2,984; mule deer
yearlong, 95 and winter, 2,464; elk, 70; and desert
bighorn sheep, 150.

PRONGHORN HABITAT AND USE

Black sagebrush habitat type within suitable use
areas would be designated as critical pronghorn
habitat. Kind of livestock would be changed from
sheep to cattie if compstition prevenied attain-
ment of wildlife objectives. Up to 31 allctments
where forage use conflict exist could be affected
(see Appendix 5}.

Black sagebrush habitat, approximately 326,452
acres, would be maintained or improved to agood
condition. Black sagebrush would be monitored
in ali livestock and wildiife vegetation studies.

On suitable pronghorn habitat, 26 water sources
would be developed to achieve a maximum of 2
miles between waters. The potential changes in
Kind of livestock on 31 allotments would require
construction of up to 365 miles of fence. See
Appendix ¢ for other wildiife habitat
improvements.

During May and June, restrictions on conflicting
activities (ORV use, right-of-way permits, cit and
gas exploration and development, etc.) would be
adopted in critical antelope fawning areas. Areas
would be determined annually, based on herd
distribution.
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MULE DEER HABITAT AND USE

Critical deer winter range conditions would be
monitored. Livestock use would be restricted in
areas where competition limited achievement of
management objectives for mule deer. Proper
ratios between cover and forage would be main-
tained by removing juniper withoutdamaging the
forage resource. Critical deer winter range would
be protected from conflicting uses. The unaliotted
6-Mile tract would be fenced to exclude livestock.

Year-long deer herds would be expanded in the
West Desert through habitat development and
transplants of desert deer.

ELK HABITAT AND USE

The colonizing elk herds on the Pavant Plateau
and Needie Mountains would be monitored io
define their use of public iands. if competition
with livestock became evident as the herds ex-
pand, a suitable forage allocation of 117 AUMsfor
elk would be made, and livestock allocations and
management adjusted as necessary.

DESERT BIGHORN HABITAT AND
REINTRODUCTION

in the West Desert of the WSRA, mountainous
areas would be evaluated to defermine suitability
for reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep. Suita-
bie areas would be prioritized. To prevent compe-
tition with domestic sheep, change in kind of live-
stock to cattle would be made a priority in
identified bighorn reintroduction areas. In coop-
eration with UDWR, HMPs, including forage al-
iocation {see Appendix 8) and monitoring plans,
would be developed for reintroduction.

RAPTOR HABITAT AND USE

Winter raptor poputations would be monitored to
detineate bald eagle critical winter habitat and
protection stipulations. Raptor habitat use would
be monitored and correlated with range condition
and trend, livestock class and management, and
prey availability. CGrucial wintering habitat would
be designhated.

Raptor nesting populations would be monitored
with emphasis on sensitive and T&E species. A
0.25-mile radius around all active and inactive
nests would be designated as crucial nesting
habitat. Crucial raptor nesting areas {four) would
be managed (Category 2 oll and gas leasing, ORV
designations, permits, etc.) to prevent significant
disturbance to nesting rapior from March 1
through June 30.

Pavant Butte would be designated an ACEC
{2,500 acres) 1o protect this historic peregrine
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falcon nesting and reintroduction site. in coopera-
tion with UDWR, a peregrine falcon reintroduc-
tion plan would be developed.

UPLAND GAME BIRD HABITAY AND USE

Condition and potential of chukar and sage
grouse habltat would be evalualed to determine
areas where improvements are need o increase
populations and improve habitat and distribution.
Up to 54 water sources would be developed for
chukars.

Sage grouse sirutting grounds would be in-
ventoried to estabilish a 2-mile radius buffer zone
around each ground. Sagebrush manipulation
would be prohibited within that zone.

RIPARIAN/AQUATIC HABITAT AND USE

The Pruess Lake HMP would be implemented.
Livestock management, permits, 0.5 mile of fence,
and off and gas leasing restrictions would be
taken to improve the aguatic habitat condition of
Lake Creek and the riparian habitat €onditions of
Lake Creek, Pruess Lakse, South Tule Spring,
Craft’s Lake, the Sevier River, and Meadow Creek.
The management opportunities for Craft’s Lake
would be invenioried and evaluated. A HMP
would be developed for public lands adjacent to
the Clear Lake Waterfow! Management Area for
cooperative habltat management.

Riparian and waterfowl habitat would be placed in
Category 3for oil and gas and geothermal leasing.
All riparian areas would be closed to ORV use.

Spring and summer grazing on Lake Creek,
around Pruess Lake, and on the Sevier River
would be eliminated where potentiai for perma-
nent riparian habliiat exists.

Wild Horses

Forage would be allocated to sustain increased
wiid horse numbers as shown in Appendix 7,
Table 2. Total forage aliocation would be 3,487
AUMs for 346 wild horses: Conger HMA, 125;
King HMA, 75; Sulphur HMA, 126; and Burbank
HMA, 2C. Livestock use would be curtailed or
eliminated on crucial wild horse areas if compe-
tition limited wild horse management obiectives.

Surveillance, especially during foaling periods,
would be increased to insure wild horses are not
harassed or captured and removed.

Selective removal of witd horses would be initiated
{o leave better breeding stock on the HMAS.
Colorifut wild horses (studs) with good confor-
mation would be introduced io the herds to make
wild horses captured for removal more adoptable.
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Watershed and Water Resources

WATER PRODUCTION

Waters would be appropriated as described in
Management Common to All Alternatives. Springs
proposed for appropriation ars Sawtooth, Trap,
Amasa, Tunnel, James, Black, Rocky Knoli, Mud,
Needie Point, Side, North Knoil, Unnamed, and
Mud Lake.

WATERSHED PROTECTION

An activity plan would be developed for instal-
fation of 15 gully plugs on six grazing alloiments
asfollows: Amasa,3; Black Point, 2; Clay Springs,
3; Meadow Spring, 1; South Tract, 2; and Twin
Peaks, 4. Sixto 15 water bars would be established
on 2 miles of road in Amasa Allotment.

Seven new channel erosion studies would be
established on the following aliotments: Clay
Springs, Conger Spring, Deadman, Deseret, Mor-
mon Gap, North Canyon, and Notch Peak. Al
channel erosion studies would be monitored sach
yvear. On 11 allotments susceptible to critical wind
erosion {Anderson, Deseret, Ephraim-Meadow,
Holden Winter, King, l.awson Cove, McClintock,
Skunk Spring, Stott-Rowley, Twin peaks,
Wallace), ORV would be seasonally restricted.
Livestock grazing season of use would be
changed on two allotments (Stott-Rowley and
Ephraim-Meadow) o protect watershed vaiues.

Fire Management

Full suppression would remain in effect within 2
miies of sage grouse strutting grounds, capitai-
ized investment areas, areas adjoining private
lands, and lower elevation West Desert livestock
and big game ranges. The following areas coulid
be designated fire management or modified sup-
pression areas: Areas suitable for vegetation
manipulation and pinyon-juniper vegetation type
areas on West Desert mountain ranges.

Recreation

RECREATION MANAGEMENT

Tabernacie Hill, Pavant Butte, Fossil Mountain,
Noich Peak, and Wah Wah Mountains would be
managed as SRMAs. Fossil Mountain would be
designated a historic site. Pavant Butte (2,500
acres) and Tabernacle Hill and the Cinder (8,550
acres} would be designated as ACECs.
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Notch Peak would be nominated for designation
as a2 National Natural Landmark with mineral
withdrawa! of 8,000 acres. Crysial Peak (840
acres) would be designated as an Nationai Natural
tandmark. The Wah Wah Mountains would be
designated a Research Natural Area (5,970 acres).
See Lands, Special Designations, above, for des-
cription of management prescriptions for each
area.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

Public lands in WSRA planning area would be
designated the following ORV categories:

e Open: 1,752,249 acres.

e Limited to existing and/or designated roads
and trails: 400,686 acres—critical deer
winter range, 8,200 acres; sage grouse
strutting/nesting (seasonally}, 10,000
acres; crucial raptor nesting, 96,458 acres;
high erosion potential, 276,480 acres; and
Tabernacle Hifl and the Cinders, 8,550
acres.

e Closed: 73,820 acres—Crystal Peak, 640
acres; Pavant Butte, 2,500 acres; Noich
Peak (if not designated as wilderness by
Congress), 42,140 acres; Wah Wah Moun-
tains (if not designated as wilderness by
Congress), 28,000 acres; Fossil Mountain
{if not designated as wilderness by
Congress), 360 acres; and Lake Creek, 180
acres.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Surface disturbing activities would not be permit-
ted if VRM objectives within VRM Class il areas
would be exceeded after proposed mitigation.

ALTERNATIVE C: PRODUCTION

Range Management

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Forage used by livestock would be maximized.
Requested livestock use would be licensed up io
existing active preference or indicated grazing
capacity, whichever is greater. Increases (1o indi-
cated capacity} over current active preference
would be implemented in phases only when at
least 5 years of monitoring data and 2 years of
trend data were available that indicated grazing
capacity exceeded active preference. Forage allo-
cations for wildlife and wild horses would provide
for viable populations. Initial forage allocations
by allotment would be as shown on Appendix 1.
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Obijectives would be to provide for increased live-

stock grazing use.

Under Alternative C, total initial forage alloca-

tions on BLM fands in the WSRA would be found

on Table 2-8. '
TABLE 2-8

inlilal Forage Allocations
Under Alternative ©

Total Use® Use Competitive
{AUMSs) With Livestock {AUMs})

Livesiock 150,588
Big Game

Antelope 229 )

Mute Dear 384 38
Wild Horses 840 555
Total 162,042 €59

RANGELAND MONITORING ANDEVALUATION
Same as Alternative B.

CHANGE IN KIND OF LIVESTOCK/SEASON OF
USE

Change in kind of livestock to accomodate
operator need(s) would be allowed if economical-
ly advantageous to the operator, and an EA
indicated such conversion was in accordance
with BLM policy and regulations.

BANGE IMPROVEMENTS
Structural improvementis

installation of planned rangeland improvements
(see Appendix 4) on | and M allotments would be
accelerated to accommodate increased livestock
use through improved distribution and more
uniform forage utilization.

MNon-Structural improvements

Proposed vegetation treatment projects would be
completed on about 41,800 acres to increase
useable forage by 4,173 AUMs. This increase
would be allocated firsi to livestock use; cother
uses would be secondary. Those AUMs would be
used 1o restore suspended preference, maintain
current preference, and/or increase active prefer-
ence. AUMs in excess of livestock needs would be
aliocated to big game. All aliocated areas suitable
for treatment (see Tableg 2-5, Alternative B}, would
be treated, based on availability of funds and
favorabie cost/benefit ratios.

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS

The WSRA would continue to evaluate, monitor,
and update the ten existing AMPs. Management
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plans would be prepared on a priority basis on the
39 | and five M category allotments that do not
have AMPs at a rate of approximately five per
year.

Lands

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMERNTS

Same as Alternative B.

RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS

Same as the No Action Alternative.
SPECIAL MANAGEMENT DESIGNATION
Same as the No Action Alternative.

MINERALS

OfL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL
Same as the No Action Alternative.
LOCATABLE MINERALS

Same as the No Action Alternative.
SALEABLE MINERALS

The resource area would be inventoried for suita-
ble sand, gravel, and lava rock deposits, un-
encumbered by mining claims or other existing
rights to identify and estabiish community sale-
able mineral pits.

Three iocations southwest of Fiowell, Utah, could
be established as community pits for lava rock.
The preferred location for a pit is Lot 7, Section
35, T. 21 8., R. 6. W. Alternate sites could be Lot
10, Section 35, T. 21 S., R. 8 W. and SE%SWY,
Section 26, 7.21 8., R. 6 W.

NON-ENERGY SOLID LEASABLES
Same as the No Action Alternative.

Forest Resources

Green wood cutting areas would be established in
the Cove Fortarea. Access to facilitate harvesting
would be developed. Woodland areas wouid be
inventoried to identify areas suitabie for com-
mercial fuel wood or Christmas tree harvesting.
Tracts for harvesting would be offered as demand
required.

On the 141,221 acres of pinyon-juniper suitable
for harvest, individual permits for dead wood fuel,
posts, Christmas trees, and pine nut harvesting
would be issued on demand.
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Wildiite

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Viable big game populations would be main-
iained: pronghorn antelope, 175; and mule deer
yeariong 41 and winter 650. Viable population
numbers are equal to the minimum population
that occurred within each herd unit during the
past 35 years. These numbers were adjusted by
percentages from the current populations and
apporticned to aliotments.

PRONGHORN HABITAT AND USE

Pronghorn habitat condition would be monitored
by interpretation of livestock data. No new waters
would be developed specifically for pronghorn.

MULE DEER HABITAT AND USE
Same as No Action Alternative.
ELK HABITAT AND USE

Same as No Action Alternative.

DESERT BIGHORN HABITAT AND
REINTRODUCTION

Same as No Action Alternative.

RAPTOR HABITAT AND USE

Same as No Action Alternative.

UPLARND GAME BIRD HABITAT AND USE
Same as No Action Alternative.
RIPARIAN/AQUATIC HABITAT AND USE
Same as No Action Alternative.

Wild Horses

Wild horse numbers would be reduced to the
minimum necessary to maintain viable herds on
the Conger Mountain, King Top, and Sulphur
HMA. Wild horses on the Burbank Hill HMA would
be removed. Forage would be allocated for 30
wild horses on the Conger Mountain HMA, 20 on
the King Top HMA, and 20 on the north portion of
the Sulphur HMA (see Appendix 7, Table 3).

Watershed and Watler Besources

WATER PRODUCTIOHN
Same as Alternative B.
WATERSHED PROTECTION

Gully plugs and water bars would be instalied and
vegetation treatments would be as described in
Alternative B.
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Fire Management

Same as Alternative B.

Recreation

RECREATION MANAGEMENT

Tabernacie Hill and Pavant Butie would be
managed as SRMAs. The following areas would
also be managed as SRMAs to protect and
enhance recreation values: Fossit Mountain,
Notch Peak, and Wah Wah Mountains.

All other recreation resources would be managed
as the Warm Springs Exiensive Recreation Man-
agement Area. No areas would receive special
management designation.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

All 2,226,755 pubtic land acres in the WSRA would
be designated as open to ORV use.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Surface disturbance would be mitigated where
practical, but activities would be allowed to pro-
ceed even if VRM objectives were exceseded,
except in any areas designated VRM Class | in
actions subseguent to this RMP.

ALTERNATIVE D: BALANCED
USE

Range- Management

FORAGE ALLOCATION

The objectives of management would be to utilize
key forage species as shown in Appendix 2,
maintain good condition rangeland, and improve
poor and fair condition rangeland. Forage alio-
cations wouid be consistent with indicated
grazing capacity based on at least 5 years of
monitoring data and 2 years of trend studies.
Adjustments in livestock use could be made in
1987 on up to 24 allotments currently having the
required data. Adjustments, if necessary, would
be made on the remaining allotments as the
required data became available. Forage resources
would initiatly be allocated as follows:

1. Objective big game numbers.
2. Objective wild horse numbers.

3. Balance ofindicated capacity to livestock
up o preference.

4. Forageinexcess of the above equitablyto
all uses.
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See Appendix 1 for initial forage saliocations
under this alternative.

Under Alternative D, total initiai forage ellocations
on BLM lands in the WSRA are shown on Table
2-9.

TABLE 2-8
initial Forage Allocations
Under Alternative D

Totat Use? Use Competitive
{AUMS} With Livestock {AURMS)

Livestock 133,834
Big Game

Antelope 2,108 797

Mule Deer 1,388 187
Wiid Horses 1,680 1,040
Total 138,808 2,004

RANGELAND MONITORING ANDEVALUATION

Monitoring would continue as in the No Action
Alternative. Emphasis would be placed on | cate-
gory aliotments with limited data.

CHANGE IN KIND OF LIVESTOCK/SEASON OF
USE

Same as No Action Alternative.

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS
Structural Improvements

Range improvements, deemed environmentally
acceptable and having a favorable cost/benefit
ratio, would be installed as funds become avail-
able. Emphasis would be placed on improving
livestock distribution to insure more uniform
forage utilization patterns. Priority would be given
to | and M category aliotments with opportunity
forimproved livestock distribution. See Appendix
4 for proposed rangeland improvements by
aliotment.

Non-Structural improvements

Along the eastern edge of the WSRA (primarily in
| category allotments), approximately 14,000
acres of the land suitable for vegetation treat-
ments would he treated. Priority would go to
allotments demonstrating greater need for im-
provement in livestock forage and watershed
condition. Treatment would increase available
forage by 1,633 AUMs.

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS

The ten existing AMPs would continue o be
updated, monitored, and evaluated as necessary.
Priority for development of new AMPs would be
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as follows: Breck’s Knoll, Pine Vailey, Deadman
Wash, Mormon Gap, Antelope Point, Black Rock
Winter, and East Antelope in Category I; and
Biack Rock Summer in Category C. One AMP
would cover Antelope Point, Black Rock Winter,
East Antelope, and Black Rock Summer. Plans
would be developed on these aliotments and the
remaining | Category aliotments at a rate of ap-
proximately two plans per year.

l.ands

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

Same as Alternative B.

RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS

Same as Alternative B.

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT DESIGNATION

Areas selected for special management desig-
nations are listed below:

e Pavant Butte: ACEC (2,500 acres) with
mineral withdrawal and continuation of oil
and gas leasing Category 3. Close to motor
vehicles and cooperate with UDWR and
FWS in development of a peregrine falcon
reintroduction plan.

e Tabernacle Hiill: ACEC (3,567 acres) with
mineral withdrawal and Catgory 3 for oil
and gas leasing; develop recreation
facilities; acquire State section; limit ORYV
use; restrict rockhounding and shooting.

¢ Notch Peak: If not designated as wilder-
ness, designate 9,000 acres an National
Natural Landmark and place in Category 3
for oil and gas leasing.

o Crystal Peak: Outstanding Natural Area
and withdraw 640 acres from mineral entry
if not designated as wilderness by
Congress.

® Fossil Mountain: Historicsite (1,920 acres)
and continued classification as Category 3
for cil and gas leasing.

e Wah Wah Mountains: Designate a Re-
search Naturai Area (5,970 acres). Acquire
State Section 32; designate Category 3 for
oiland gas leasing; designate as aretention-
acquisition and right-of-way avoidance
areg; restrict harvesting of woodiand pro-
ducts; close to ORVs; and develop a man-
agement pian in coordination with Nature
Conservancy to preserve the area’s integ-
rity and ecological values.
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Minerals
OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL LEASING

il and gas ieasing categories would be as on
Table 2-16. :
TABLE 2-10

Ol and Gas Leasing Categorles
Under Alternative D

Area Acreage Category

Wah Wah Mouniains 5,870 3
Lake Creek 180 3
Notch Peak® 8,000 3
Pavant Butte 2,500 3
Tabernacie Hilt 3.567 3
Crystat Peak’ 840 3
Fossil Mountain® 1,920 3
Great Stone Face 160 3
Sunstone Knoit 130 3
Millard County Landfily 10 3
Painter Springs 160 3
Pruess Lake 760 3
South Tule Spring 85 3
Clear Lake Waterfow! 840 3

. 8,200 2
Gunnison Bend Massacre 40 2
Devits Kitchen 40 2
Tabernacle Hilt Patroglyohs 40 2
Critical Deer Winter Range 7,768 2
Crucial Raptor Nesting Area 41,585 2

Category Totais

Category t (Standard Stipulations) 2,145,358
Category 2 (Special Stipulations) 55,670
Category 3 (No Surtace Occupancy)} 25,727
Category 4 {No Leasing) Q
Total 2,228,755

' If not designated as wiiderness by Congress.

LOCATABLE MINERALS

The foliowing areas would be withdrawn from
mineral entry: Crystal Peak {in the event the area
is NOT designated as wilderness by Congress),
640 acres; Pavant Butte, 2,500 acres; Notch Peak
(inthe event the area is not designated as wilder-
ness by Congress}, 9,000 acres; Tabernacle Hill,
3,567 acres; Wah Wah Mountains {inthe eventthe
area is not designated as wilderness by Congress),
5,870 acres for a total of 21,877 acres.

SALEABLE MINERALS

Same as Alternative B.
NON-ENERGY SOLID LEASABLES
Same as Alternative B.
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Forest Resources

Same as Alternative B.

Wiidiife

Management would be to achieve objective
numbers of big game.

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Habitat development and livestock grazing man-
agement would be undertaken to achieve ob-
jective numbers of big game. Populations would
be: pronghorn antelope, 1,861, and mule deer
yeariong, 95 and winter, 2,464, Objective numbers
of big game were jointly agreed upon by BLM and
UDWR. Data used to set these objsctives includes
prior stable populations when available, potential
of the forage resource, and other known resource
confiicts and limiting factors.

PRONGHORN HABITAT AND USE

Management objectives for black sagebrush
habitat would be to improve condition of habitat
in poor to fair and fair to good condition through
better distribution and management of grazing
use.

e Good condition class present acreage is
35,880; objective acreage would be
118,000.

e Fair condition class present acreage is
180,152; objective acreage would be
153,452.

e Poor condition class present acreage is
110,440; objective acreage would be 55,000.

Twenty-six water sources (guzzlers, reservoirs,
etc.) would be developed in habitat more than 2
miles from existing water sources as funds
permitted.

Monitoring to better define pronghorn suitability
requirements would be ptanned and initiated.

When requested by the livestock permittee,
change in kind of livestock and/or season of use
on critical habitat would be evaluated. As a result
of this evaluation which would consider all re-
source uses, a determination would be made asto
whether change in class of livestock would be
allowed in order to achieve pronghorn habitat
management objectives.

MULE DEER HABITAT AND USE

Condition of critical deer winter range would be
monitored and livestock managed to prevent
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degradation. Proper ratios between cover and
forage area would be maintained. Conflicting use
of critical deer winter ranges would be restricted.
Management objectives would include utilization
of all syitable winter range.

West Desert yearlong deer habitats would be
inventoried and monitored, and crucial habitat
identified. Habitat development would be under-
taken to establish and expand yeariong deer
herds where feasible.

ELK HABITAT AND USE
Same as No Action Alternative.

DESERT BIGHORN HABITAT AND
REINTRODUCTION

Mountainous areas would be evaluated to deter-
mine suitability for bighorn sheep reintroduction.
if suitable areas were found, analysis wouid be
made to determine conflicts with existing fand
uses and potential for reintroduction.

RAPTOR HABITAT AND USE
Same as Alternative B.
YUPLAND GAME BIRD HMABITAT AND USE

Same as Alternative B, excepta 2-mite bufferzone
would be established around aclive sage grouse
strutting grounds. Up to 41 water sources wouid
be developed as funds allowed..

RIPARIAN/AQUATIC HABITAT AND USE

The Pruess Lake HMP would be implemented.
Measures, such as fencing, the installation of
spawning structures, revegetation, etc., would be
taken to improve the agquatic and riparian habitat
conditions of Lake Creek (including 0.5 miie of
fence), Pruess Lake, South Tule Spring, Craft's
Lake, the Sevier River, and Meadow Creek. The
management opportunities for Craft's Lake would
be invenicried and evaluated.

Protective oil and gas and gosthermal leasing
category restrictions would be placed on Meadow
Creek, Pruess Lake, the area around Clear Lake
Waterfow! Management Area, and South Tule
Spring (potential least chub aquatic habitat) to
protect habitat and wildlife values.

Wiid Horses

Wild horse numbers would be maintained at the
levels shown in Appendix 7, Table 4. Selective
removal of wild horses would be initiated to leave
better breeding stock. Colorful studs with good
form would be introduced to improve herds and
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make wild horses more adoptable. Total forage
allccation to witd horses would be 1,040 AtMs for
a total population of 140 horses: Conger HMA,
80, King HMA, 30; and Sulphur HMA, 59. The
Burbank herd {30 wild horses) would be captured,
removed from the HMA, and relocated. HMA
Pians would be developed for each HMA follow-
ing RMP approval.

Wealershed and Water Resources

Same as Alternative B; however, the livestock
season of use on two aliotments (Stott-Rowley
and Ephraim-Meadow} wouid be monitored and
adjustments made to season-of-use and/or reduc-
tion in livestock, whichever proves necessary.

Fire Management

Same as Alternative B.

Recresation

RECREATION MANAGEMENT

The Tabernacle Hill and the Wah Wah Mountains
would be managed as a SRMA. Protective oil and
gas leasing categories would be in place to
preserve recreational, archaeological or historical
values in the foliowing areas: Great Stone Face,
Gunnison Bend, Devil's Kitchen, Tabernacle Hill
Petroglyphs, Sunstone Knoll, Painter Springs,
Pruess Lake, Meadow Creek. Pavant Butte, Taber-
nacie Hill, Notch Peak, Crystal Peak, Fossil Moun-
tain, and the Wah Wah Mountains would receive

spectal management designations as outlined
under the Lands section.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

The public tands in WSRA would be designated
the following QRYV cateqories

e Open: 2,185,728 acres.

e Limitedtoexisting and/or designated roads
and trails: 52,817 acres — Tabernacie Hill
{designated roads}, 3,567 acres; critical
deer winter range, 7,765 acres; Raptor
nests, 41,585 (seascnal March 1 to June
30).

e Closed: 18,110 acres — Notch Peak (if not
designated as wiiderness by Congress},
8,000 acres; Crystai Peak (if not designated
as wilderness by Congress), 640 acres;
Pavant Butte, 2,500 acres; and Wah Wah
Mountains, 5,870 acres.

VISUAL RESOURBCE MANAGEMENT
Same as No Action Alternative

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF
ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

Table 2-11 summarizes and compares the major
environmental consequences of the alternatives.
See Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion of the
impacts of each alternative.
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TABLE 2-11

Comparative Summary of Envirommental Conseguences

Resource

Kiternative A: No Action

Flternative B: Protection

Aiternative C: Production

Ki{ternative 0: Prefarred RILarnative

YEGETATION
Productivity

Composition

RAMGE WMANAGEMENT
Livestock Use

Livestock
Operations

WILDLIFE
Praonghora
Antelope

Hule Deer

A% current levels of use, 48
of the 63 allstments would
increase in overall forage
productivity by an average of
§ percent over the long temm.
Thirteen allotments would
remain the same or slightly
decline in productivity. Two
allotments {Stott-Rowley and
Anteiope Point) would decline
substantially in forage pro-
duction (by as much as 80
percent) sver the Tong term.

Yegetation camposition would
change 1ittle or not at all
on 61 allotments. The com-
position of key species on
these 61 allotments would
remain stable or siightly
improve. The fwo remaining

overstocked aliotments (Stott-

Rowley and Antelope Point)
would incur a loss of key
plant species and subseguent
decline in range condition.

Present grazing use would con-

zinue at the average licensed
use level of 87,733 AilMs. Two
allotments (Stott-Rowley and

Antelope Point) could decrease

by 80 percent in long-term
useable forage. The other 61
allotments would be expected
to provide a relatively
stable base of forage over
the long term. Projected
tong-term available tivestock
forage would be about 100,919
AMs for 211 allotments.

There would be np major impacts

to existing livestock opera-
tions by continuing present
management and ltevels of
permitted use.

Gratual improvement in habitat

condition and a slight increase
in anteiope numbers {701 animals
at present} could occur in both

the short and long tevm.

Populations would be expected

to remain 2t present levels (95

yearlong and 1,408 winter
animals).

Inttially, 22 allotments
woutd be substantially over-
stocked and productivity
could decline on these
allotments. Proper stocking
jevel adjustments would be
expected to increase produc-
tivity on all 63 allotments
over the long term, Forage
productivity would be ex-
pected to increase an aver-
age of 15 percent on the 39
I and 14 M category atlot-
ments managed under AMPs.

The vegetation composition
of key desert shrub species
would increase significantly,
especially on up to 31 West
Desert sheep allotments that
could be converted to cattle.
The composition of key spec-
tes on the remaining 32
aliotments would stablize
and improve over the iong
term.

A shift in composition from
tree snecies to forage
species (grass and browse)
would occur on 27,600 acres
of treated areas {primarily
on three allotments}.

Initial allocation would be
132,617 AUMs and further
adjustments {within 5 years}
wmade as monitoring indicates.
Overall long-term available
forage would be approxi-
mately 110,500 AUMs or about
a 22,767 AUM increase above
current sverage use. All
grazing use could be alio-
cated for cattle if 31 sheep
operations converted kind

of livestock.

There could be significant
impacts to sheep operations
on the West Desert if con-
version of 31 allotment
from sheep to cattle was
implemented. This would
requive major changes in
marketing, methods of opera-
tion, and ranch tifestyles.

Improving habitat condition
would allow antelope numbers
3 increase moderately in
the short term and signific-
antly {up to 2,994 animals)
in the long terw.

Critical mule deer habitat
would remain static or im-
prove, allowing population
aumbers to incresse. tule
deer numbers would increase
te 245 yearlong and 2,464
winter animals.
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1f proposed levels of tive-
stock use {active preference
or higher) were sustained
over the Tong term, 32
aiiotments would substant-
i21ly decline in forage
productivity {by as much as
80 percent) Ten allotments
would remain relatively
static in productivity and
21 aliotments would improve
in productivity over the
Tong term.

O9f the 63 allotments, the
composition of key plant
spacies would increase on
21 allotments, remain
approxinately the same on
ten allotments, and sub-
stantially decline on 32
allotments. Of the 32
declining allotments, 19
overstocked sheep allot-
ments (759,694 acres)
would be lTargely con-
verted from salt desert
shrub communities €o grass
Thirteen allotments
(748,188 acres) over-
utilized by cattle would
decline in key grass
species and increase in
brush composition dominance.
Compositon would shift from
tree/brush species to pri-
marily grass species on
47,800 acres of treated
range in three allotments.
However, on two of these
atlotments {24,000 acres),
vegetation could revert to
trees and other undesirable
species as overutilization
continued.

Initial grazing allocatisns
for livestock would be
150,589 AUMs, At this Tevel
of use, 32 atlotments would
be substantially overallotted
and could decrease in avail-
ahle forage by as much as 80
percent over the long term.
The remaining 31 allotments
would be expected to increase
slightly. The:long term
available forage would be
expected to he below currest
Ticensed use.

Ranch operations that run
Iivestock on the 32 allot-
meats that would be sub-
stantially overstocked
would have to adjust to
tong-term losses in forage
productivity, Up to an 80
percent ioss in available
Tivestock forage could be
expected over the long term.

#aximum use of forage by
Vivestock would reduce that
avatlable to antelope and
reduce populations to 178
gnimals. Habitat condition
would dectine in the long
tarm.

Long-term deer hevrd popul-
ations in the resource ares
could decline to 4% year-
Tong and 650 winter animals
over the leng tewm.

inftially, 22 atlotments would be
substantially overstocked znd produc-
tivity could deciine on these aflot-
ments. Proper stocking tevel adjust-
ments would he completed within 5 yaars
Following these adjustments, forage
areductivity would be expected to
increase on all 63 allotments over the
Tong term. On the tem allotments with
existing AMPs and 37 allotments with
proposed AMPs, nroductivity could
increase by an average of 15 percent.

The composition of key species would
be expected to stabitize and/or
increase in all 63 allotments over
the Tong term. This would primarily
result from stocking Tevel adjustments
with the first 5 years of plan fmple-
mentation and the long-term scheduling
and compietion of up to 37 allotment
management nlans.

Vegetation composition wouid change
from tree/brush species to key grass
ané forb species on the proposed
14,000 acres of vagetation treatment
in three alloiments.

Initial allocation would be 133,634
AUMs and further adjustments made
{within 5 vears) as monitoring
indicates. Overall, long-temm
availabie forage would he anproxi-
mately 108,100 AUMs or an increase of
anproximately 20,367 AlUMs ahove current
Ticensed use.

Thare would be no major impacts to
Tivestock operations over the long
term.

in the long term, critical habitat

would gradually improve. This would aliow

antelone nopuylatiosn increases un o
1,861 animals.

The good gquality of winter deer
hahitat would be maintained or im-
nroved s1ightly. Available forage and
gsopulation numbers would increase

{95 yeariong and 2,464 winter animals).
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TABLE 2-11 {continued)

Rasource

Riternative A:

Ro Action

Alternative B: Protection

Alternative U:

Production

Riternative O:

Praferred Riternalive

ETk

Jesert Bighorn

Sheep

Rantors

Usland Game

Riparian Habitat

Threatenad and
Endangered
Soecies

WILD HORSES

RECREATION

LANDS

Etk use of WSRA rangss would
continue to be siight., Ho
adversa impact to the species
or the habitat would be
expected.

None axist in the WSRA, No
change would occur.

Ho Yong-term effects on rastor
poputations would be expected.

Upland game populations would
be expected to remain static
in the short and long term,

Riparian habitat conditions
would remain in fair to poor
condition, except at Pruess
Lake where condition would
improve from fair to good.

The potential to establish

the peregrine falcon could be
jeopardized. Ferruginous

hawk reproduction could be
affected. Bald eagle and other
raptor populations would be
unaffected.

Wild horses in four HMAs would
be managed to maintain the
total curreat population of
195 head. Wild horse average
actual use would continue at
2,992 AUMs of forage from BLM
Tands., Trapping of excess
horses wouid occur. If more
horses wera trapoed than
needed to be removed, only
the better quality horses
would be released.

Hunting would remain at cur-
rent Tevels. No special
managemant designations would
be made. Cultural resources
would not be impacted.

The entire resource area
would remain open to ORY

use, MNo significant impact
on visual resources would be
expected.

Land tenure adjustments would
be made on a case-by-case
basis. Ore designated right-
of-way corridor exists now.
Ko snpecial management
designations would be made.

In the long term, el num-
bers could increase to 70
head on oublic Tands in the
WSRA.

Bighorn sheep would be
introducted to suitable
areas, atiocated 140 AUMs

of forage, and the popula-
tior could reach 150 animals.

Restriction on ORV use and
o1l and gas operations would
be imposed to nrotect raptors
during critical nesting
perfods. Raptor numbers could
increase in the tong term.

Habitat improvement and pro-
tections would allow sage
grouse and chukar numbers to
increase in the long term.

In the Tong term, riparian
habitat condition would be
expected to improve to the
next higher condition class
at Pruess Lake, Lake Creek,
South Tule Spring, Crafts
Lake, the Sevier River,

and Headow Creek.

The peregrine falcon would
be reintroduced on Pavant
Butte. Bald eagle and other
raptor populations would be
unaffected.

Wild horses would be allo-
cated 3,487 AliMs of forage
from 3LM Tands and managed
to maintain an average popu-
Tation of 346 head en four
HMAs, Studs of the desired
type introduced to increase
diversity of the gene pool.
Proposed 1ivestock fence
construction would have to
be mitigated, or it could
cause injury and loss of
1ife to wild horses.

%ildlife populations would
increzse along with subse-
quent hunting opportunities
(deer by 70 percent and
antelope by 328 percent}. The
primary recreation resources
{5) would receive special
management designations.
There would be no signifi-
cant impact to ORY use. This
alternative would improve
range condition and, there-
fore, visual resources.
Cultural resources would not
be affected.

Five tracts of land {239.2
total acres) would be f{den-
tified for disposal and be
available for sale. Right-
of-way corridors would be
designated, and wajor right-
of-way zoplications would be
restricted to these desig-
nated corridors where
feasible. Six areas would
receive special management
designations.
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Same as Alternative A,

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A,

Same as Alternative

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative

Wild horses would be aiio-
cated 840 AlMs of forage
from BLM YTands and managad
to meintain an average
poputation of 70 head on
three HMAs. Yild horses
would be removed from the
Burbank HMA. Limited live-
stock fencing could cause
injury and loss of 1ife to
witd horses in three HMAs

Witdiife poputations would
decrease along with hunting
opportunities (deer hunting
decrease of 50 percent and
antelope decrease of 75
percent}. No special man-
agement designations would
be made. This alternative
would result in no signifi-
cant impact on ORY use.
Grazing overutilization
would degrade visual re-
sources. Cultural resources
would not be sffected.

Land tenure adjustments
would be the same as
Atternative 3, Right-of-
way corridors and special
management designations
would be the same as
Alternative A,

Same as Alternative A,

Bighorn sheep number could be intro-
duced into the WSRA,

Same as Alternative

Same as Alternative

Same as Alternative

Same as Alternative

Wild horses would he altocated

1,680 AUMs of forage from BLM lands
and managed to maintain an average
population of 140 head on three

HMAs, Studs of desired type intro-
ducted to increase diversity of the
gene vool. Wild horses on the Sur-
bank HMA would be removed to eliminate
confiict with Tivestock and witdiifa,

Witdlife nopulations would increase
along with subsequent hunting
opportunities (deer by 75 percent
and antelope by 166 percent).
Special management designations {5)
would be made as in Alternative B,
except The Cinders would not he
designated. This alternative would
improve range condition and, therafore,
visual resources. There would be no
significant impact on ORV uge,
Cyltural resources would not be
affectad.

Land tenure adiustments and right-nf
way corridors would be the same as
Altarnative 8. Sovacfal manigement
designation would aiss be the same as
Altarnative B with one excesting: the
Tabernaclie Hi11 ACEC would be smaller
in size with The Cindars aliminated
from designation.
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ETEernative U:  Preterred Riternative

B action

ATférnative 5. Protection

Kiterpative C:  Production

Rasource

WIMERAL

WATERSHED AND
WATER RESOURCES

SOILS

FIRE MANAGEMENT

ECONOMICS

ATternative Al

The overall ooportunity for
oi1 and gas exploration and

development would be excellent.

97 percent of the resource
area is in leasing Category
1, Little or no change in
tocatable mineral activity
would be expected. The area
under withdrawal would be
3,567 acres.

Livestock overutilization of
forage on two zllotments
would result in increased
runoff and sediment yield
that would degrade water
quality and watershed values.
Little or no impact from ORY
use would be expected.

Livestock overutilization of
forage on tws allotments would
increase evcsion in those
areas. Little impact from
ORY use would be expected.

Full suppression wouid con-
tinue on all 2,226,755
acres. There would be
prescribed fires to maintain
previous treatment areas.

No significant impacts would
be expected.

There would be no predict-
able change in net cash
income to cattle and sheep
operations under this alter-
native in the short term.
Over the long term, there
could be some change in
forage avaitability, resuit-
ing in a change in net cash
income, but the change is not
expected to be significant.
No significant change in the
value of hunter days and no
significant economic impact on
mineral-related activities
wonuld he expacted.

Ho significant impact to

o1l and gas exploration and
development would be expect-
ad, The area in Category 1
would be reduced to 32 per-
cent of the resource area.
Little or no change in geo-
thermal, locatable, non-
energy soiid leasable, and
saleabie mineral activity
would be expected, The
areas under withdrawal would
be 26,660 acres.

No long-term overutilization
would occur., Little or mo
impact from IRV use would be
expected, Vegetation treat-
mants could improve water-
shed values on up to 27,600
acres.

No long-term overutilization
would occur. Little imoact
from ORY use would be
expected.

Full suppression would con-
tinue on 2,015,555 acres.
Limited suppresssion on up
6 211,200 acres and pre-
scribed fire use would be
defined in the Fire Manage~
ment Plan. No significant
impacts would be expected.

Initially, small cattle
operations would benafit
from a 77 percent inCrease
in forage use and net cash
income. Medium and large
cattle operations would bene-
§it to a lesser degree. The
economic affect of change in
kind of livestock from sheep
to cattie could he signifi-
cant to affected operators.
Over the Tong term, smail
cattle operators would bene-
fit the most, followed by
medium and large cattle
operations. Increased
hunting activity would
siightly benefit economics,
but not significantly either
tocally or regionsally.

Same as Alternative A,

Livestock overutilization
of forage on 32 aliotments
would resylt in increased
runcff and sediment yleld
that would degrade water
quality and watershed
values. Little or no
impact from ORV use

would be expected.
Vegetation treatments
could improve watershed
values on up to 41,800
acres.

Livestock overutilization
of forage on 32 allotments
would resylt in increased
erosion in those areas.
Little impact from ORV
use would he exspected,

Same as Alternative B.

In the short term, small
cattle operations would
benefit the most, followed
by sheep operations then
large and medium cattie
operations. In the long
term, most operations would
experience sconcmic impacts
due to decreases in avail-
gble forage. The value of
hunter days would decrease
suhstantially under this
alternative. None of these
changes or mineral retated
actions would be expected to
siqgnificantly affect Tocal
or regional economies.

The acreage in Categorv 1 under this
alternative would be 96 percent of the
public tands. The area under with-
drawal would be 21,677 acres. fHo
significant offect on oil, qas, and
geothermal or nonenergy solid leasabie
activity would be expacted. Ho {mpact
to locatable and saleable mineral
activity would be expected.

Same as Alternative B except vegetation
treatments could fmprove watershed
values on up to 14,000 acres

Ho long-term forage overutiiization
would accur., Little impact from
ORY use would be expected.

Same gs Alternative B.

Initially, small cattle operations would
benefit the most, followed by sheep
operations then medium and Targe cattle.
fOver the Tong term, all sizes of cattle
and sheep operations would realize
increases in net cash income.

None of the increases would be expected
to be significant in local or regional
economies. Increased hunting activities
would henefit the economy hut not to a
significant degree. No significant
effect on mineral reiated exvandituras
or incomes would be expected.
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CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the affected environment
of the Warm Springs Resource Area (WSRA). it
provides the basis for evaluating impacts of the
preferred alternative and other alternatives dis-
cussed in Chapter 2. Descriptions presented here
are commensurate with the significance of im-
pacts expected under the preferred or other
alternatives and discussions reguired by law (e.g.,
threatened and endangered species [T&E]
species). The effects of the alternatives on the
environment here described are presented in
Chapter 4.

The primary source for information presented in
this chapter is the WSRA Management Situation
Analysis (MSA), developed earlier in the planning
process. Unless otherwise indicated, that is the
source document for information and analysis
presented here.

None of the alternatives would have significant
effects on climate, air quality, sociclogy,. topo-
graphy, or geology; however, these are briefly
discussed to describe the area’s setting.

SETTING

Climate and Air Quality

The WSRA climate is typical of the Great Basin;
characterized by limited precipitation, low relative
humidity, rapid evaporation, high frequency of
clear skies, and large daily and annual ranges in
temperature. Rapid evaporation is an important
climatic characteristic.

Annual precipitation in the resource area ranges
from & to 30 inches per vear. The highest values
(20 to 30 inches) occur in the Pavant Mountainsin
the eastern poriions of the resource area.
Secondary maximum values, about 16 inches, are
found in the House Range and Wah Wah moun-
tains. By contrast, annual precipitation is about 6
inches inthe Pine Valley. Maximum rainfall occurs
in the late summer and early fall thunderstorm
season. in the spring, low pressure systems
originate in the Pacific Ocean, move through the
Great Basin, and result in a secondary precipita-
tion peak. Utah is the second driest state in the
union {(Nevada is first}.

Representative temperature distributions have
been recorded at several locations. Those loca-
tions and their respective elevations above mean
sea level (m.s.l) are: Deseret, 4,540 feet; Clear
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Lake Refuge, 4,600 feet; Fillmore, 5,252 feet;
Kanosh, 5,016 fest; Black’'Rock, 4,800 feet; Cove
Fort, 5,700 feetl; Garrison, 5,275 feet; and the
Desert Experimenial Rangs, 5,252 feet. Data from
these sites show seasonal extremes ranging from
low winter values of -32 degrees Fahrenheit (F}, 10
summer highs of 107 degrees F. Large diurnal
variation in temperatures {from 30 to 35 degrses
F) are common because of low relative humidity.

The length of the growing season closely cor-
relates with elevation. High elevations generally
have shorter growing seasons because of lower
minimum nighttime temperatures. The shortest
growing season (20 days) occurs in the higher
elevations of the Pavant Mountains. Elevations in
this area reach 10,215 feet above m.s.l. The length
of the growing season increases significantly as
elevations decrease. In the Black Rock Desert, the
frost-free period is generaliy between 140 and 160
days. Further west in the resource area, the
growing season decreases; an influence of higher
terrain. This area generally has a growing season
lasting 80 to 120 days {Environmental Applica-
tions, 1881).

Air quality in the resource area has been desig-
nated as Ciass il by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). This classification per-
mits moderate deterioration, normally accompa-
nying well-controlled growth. The nearest Class |
area {extremely limited air quality degradation
permitted) is Capitol Reef National Park, approx-
imately 70 miles 1o the east.

Emissions inventory data (Utah Bureau of Air
Quality, 1983) indicates that the resource area is
little affected by air poliution. There is, however,
concern over possible future West Desert air and
visibility degradation from the Intermountain
Power Project {(IPP), currently under construc-
tion near Delta. Presently, suspended particu-
lates, sulphur oxide, nitrogen oxide, and hydro-
carbons are very low and are far below the
maximum aliowed under the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). During summer,
iong periods of intense sunshine cause sirong
vertical air turbulence, resulting in good poliution
dispersion potential. In the winter, high pressure
systems dominate the area causing stable mete-
orological conditions and periods of relatively
poor poliution dispersion potential.

Unimpaired visibility is an important vaiue of the
resource area. Panoramas of Great Basin block-
faulted mountains, rising steeply from sagebrush
covered plains, are greatly enhanced by the
generally excellent clarity of the air. The resource
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areais near the center of the area with the highest
visual range (70+ miles) in the United States (EPA,
t1879).

Topography and Geology

All of the resource area and the western one-third
of the State lies in the Great Basin physiographic
province. This topographic region is not a single
basin, but consists of block-faulted mountains
and intermontane basins in approximately egual
proportions. The landforms consist of arid desert
lowland without external drainage, and north-
south trending isofated mountain ranges. The
mountains are short ranges, rising abruptly to
heights of 3,000 to 5,000 feet above the sur-
rounding desert floor. Over 150 mountain ranges
are found throughout the Basin and Range
province. Many intermontane basins exhibit
internal drainage where runoff collects into de-
pressed valley basins and eventually evaporates
from desert playas (Thornbury, 1965). During his
expeditions of 1843 and 1845, John C. Fremont
originally designated this topograhic region as
the “Great Basin” because he recognized the
unigue internal drainage patiern. The eastern
portions of the resource area show recent evi-
dence of volcanism, including such landforms as
lava flows, caulderas, cinder cones, and pit
craters.

Sociology

Millard County (population 13,500) has & low
population density (2 per sguare miie}. In the
WSRA portion of the county, most of the pop-
ulation is centered along Interstate (I} 15 in the
eastern portion of the planning unit. The only
population centers in the western portion of the
resource area are the small farming settlements of
Garrison and Eskdale, located near the Navada
border.

Historically, population expansion by Utah's
Mormon pioneers was a planned successive
movement along the Wasatch Frontlowlands and
high piateaus. Ssttlement aiong the “Mormon
Corridor” from Sait Lake City to the Pacific Coast
is exemplified by the communities along 115
{Meinig, 1965}). Today, these communities func-
tion as retall centers with agrarian economic
bases (Murphy, 1874). Fillmore, 150 miles south
of Salt Lake City, was originally established as the
territorial capital of the Utah territory. Today itis
the Millard county seat.

Eskdale was settled in the 1950s by the Order of
Aaron, a religious sect modeled after Hutterite
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communes of the Midwest {Roylance, 1982). The
community consists of about 100 individuals and
is ssif-supporting, operating a dairy, orchard,
school, and machine shops.

Communities in the WSRA have been culturally
homogenous. Residents value their small-town
way of tife, community spirit and solidarity, access
to the outdoors, air quality, and gesthetic and
recreational opportunities as important lifestyle
advantages. They regard the area as a good place
to live and raise a family. Most would probably not
consider relocating for alternative employment
opportunities. Generally, livestock operators
accept the multipie use concept for surrounding
public lands. “Opportunity to earn a living” and
“appearance” were considered significant local
community disadvantages needing improvement
{(Department of the Alr Force, 1981a).

Other major interest groups using resource area
lands are conservation and recreation organi-
zations with State and national affiliation. Of
these groups, preservation-coriented organiza-
tions show the most concern for aesthetic values,
the block-faulted mountain ranges, scenic quality,
and limited recreation development. Rockhound
groups value the area for mineral collécting and
geciogic sightseeing.

The Kanosh Band of the Paiute Indian Tribe has
approximately 44 memberslocated on an 80-acre
tract 1-% miles northeast of Kanosh. The band
leases its water rights to nearby cattle ranchers.
At the time of European contact, the Southern
Paiutes occupied an area encompassing what is
now Southern Utah, Northern Arizona, Southern
Nevada, and Southeastern California. Eventual
pioneer encroachment on indian lands caused
the Southern Paiutes to be located on five
reservations; one of which was at Kanosh.

When established in 1828, the original reservation
at Kanosh contained 4,280 acres. in 1954, the
Kanosh Band was terminated from Federal trust
status. Foilowing termination, they sold their
tribally-owned lands. In 1980, the band was rein-
stated to Federal trusteeship and granted reser-
vation lands (Department ofthe Air Force, 1881b).
Near Cove Fort, 1,102 acres of WSRA publiclands
were granted to the band (Federal Register,
September 13, 18984). The band pians to use the
newly acquired iands for livestock grazing, tourist
oriented commercial development, and possible
geothermal development (.3, Department ofthe
interior [USDI], Bureau of Indian Affairs [BIA],
1982).
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Alkali sacaton

VEGETATION

Major Plant Communities

The WSRA is situated along the east-central edge
of the Great Basin Desert. The two major plant
communities of the Great Basin Desert are the
sait-desert shrub and sagebrush-grassland, which
are dominated by shadscale (Atriplex conferti-
folia) and big sagebrush (Artemesia tridentataj,
respectively. Together, these two plant com-
munities account for nearly 82 percent ofthe total
vegetation cover in the resource area.

SALT-DESERT SHRUB COMMUNITIES

The salt-desert shrub communities comprise
nearly 85 percent of the vegetation cover in the
WSRA (see Figure 3-1). These communities
inciude saltbush and greasewood plant associa-
tions that occupy vast areas in the lower elevation
basins and playas of the West Desert. Theyarean
important rangeland type as far as providing
winter forage for sheep and cattle and year-round
forage for antelope and wild horses.
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Vegetation of the sait-desert shrub ranges is
characteristicaily sparse. These plant communi-
ties are largely dominated by shrubs and half-
shrubs of the goosefoot (Chenopodiaceae) family.
Some of the most important species are shadscale
(Atriplex confertifolia), fourwing saltbush
(Atriplex canescens), greasewood (Sarcobatus
vermiculatus), winterfat (Ceratoides lanata),
green-molly (Kochia americana), and spiny hop-
sage (Grayia spinosa). Several shrubs of the
Composite family are also prominent members of
the salt-desert shrub communities, including bud-
sage (Artemesia spinescens), black sagebrush
(Artemesia arbuscula nova), snakeweed
{Gutierrezia sarothrae)}, horsebrush (Tetradymia
spp.), and low rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus
viscidiflorus spp. stenophylius).

Cool season grasses prevalent in the salt desert
shrub ranges include Indian ricegrass (Orvzopsis
hymenoides), squirreltail (Sitanion hystrix}.
Sandberg bluegrass (Poa sandbergii), and
needle-and-thread grass (Stipa comata). impor-
tant warm season grasses are galleta (Hilaria
jamesii), alkali sacaton (Sporabolus airoides}.
and sand dropseed (Sporobolus crytandrus
{Blaisdeil and Hoimgren, 1984).

Forbs frequently cbserved throughout the salt-
desert shrub ranges inciude glocbemallow
(Sphaeralcea spp.), phiox (Phlox spp.), indian
paintbrush (Castilleja spp.), daisy (Erigeronspp.),
and buckwheat (Friogonum spp.). Native annuals
seldom comprise more than asmall fraction ofthe
total cover, but three exotic species, cheatgrass
(Bromus tectorumy), Russian thistle (Salsola kali),
and halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus) are found
throughout these ranges. These species are
especially abundant on poor and/or disturbed
range sites (Blaisdell and Holmgren, 1984).

The composition of the salt desert shrub com-
munities has changed during the last 140 years,
since the introduction of sheep on the West
Desert ranges. Winter sheep use has affected the
structure of these communities. Grazing has
caused an increase in the grass (herbaceous
forage) component over the shrub component,
which is more heavily utilized as & source of
winter forage.

SAGEBRUSH-GRASSLAND COMMUNITIES

The sagebrush-grass range communities occupy
nearly 17 percent of the resource area. These
vegetation communities dominate the benches,
aftuvial terraces, and upland foothills of the re-
source area. They often form a mid-vegetation
zone between the desert shrub valley floors and
upiand pinyon-juniper sites.
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Tunnet Spring Beard Tongue
Penstemon concinnus
{Sensitive-Category2;}

fem

Sand-ioving buckwheat
Eriogonum ammophilum
{Sensitive-Category 1}

3 Compact Catseye
Cryptanths compacta
{Sensitive-Category 2}

Jones Globemaliow
Sphasraicsa casspitosa

{Sensitive-Category 2} Seed set:

in Flower:

Aslragaius unciails
{Sensitive-Category 2)
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The native sagebrush-grasslands are dominated
by woody shrubs, particularly several varieties of
big sagebrush. On some sites, big sagebrush can
account for 70 percent or more of the brush
species present. Other dominant shrubs, general-
ly in the higher mountain foothill zones, include
bitterbrush (Purshia), mountain mahogany
(Cercocarpus), and snowberry (Symphori-
carpos).

Usually, stands of big sagebrush inhabit well-
developed soils that can also sustain a vigorous
understory of herbaceous (grass and forb)
species. Principal grasses present are species of
wheatgrass (Agropyron), fescue (Festuca), blue-
grass (Poa), bromegrass (Bromus), needlegrass
(Stipa), squirreltail (Sitanion), ricegrass
(Oryzopsis), and wildrye (Elymus). Common
forbs present in varying amounts are yarrow
(Achillea), locoweed (Astragalus), segolily
(Calochortus), larkspur (Delphinium), daisy
(Erigeron), buckwheat (Eriogonum), lupines
(Lupinus), penstemons (Penstemon), phlox
(Phlox), Indian paintbrush (Castilljia), and death-
camas (Zigadenus) (Blaisdell et al., 1982).

Because of their location (along the foothills and
benches) and general productivity, the sagebrush
zones provide important forage for livestock and
wildlife, particularly during the spring/fall transi-
tional seasons. They are sites preferred by cattle
for their variety of grasses. Domestic sheep and
deer utilize the forbs and shrub species.

Competitive uses by grazing animals in these
sagebrush communities has led to changes in
plant composition on some sites. Heavy grazing
use by cattle, often repeated each spring/summer,
has led to diminishing plant reproductive vigor of
several key grasses. Some annual grass (cheat-
grass) and weed species, along with deep-rooted
undesirable shrubs (rabbitbrush, broom snake-
weed, junipers), have encroached on these sites.

OTHER MAJOR PLANT COMMUNITIES

The third major vegetation type in the resource
area is pinyon-juniper, often found on rockier
mountain sites. On the drier sites (elevations
4,000-7,500 feet), the pinyon-juniper woodlands
are often dominated by Utah juniper (Juniperus
osteosperma), which may comprise 80 percentor
more of the overstory species. However, on the
wetter sites (elevations 5,000 to 8,000 feet), pinyon
pine may form nearly pure stands as the dominant
species. The most common pinyon species en-
countered in the eastern foothill region of the area
is Pinus edulis, while the mountain ranges of the
West Desert contain singleleaf pinyon (Pinus
monophylla), an endemic species of the Great
Basin Region.
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Pinyon-juniper types are frequently associated
with big sagebrush communities and, therefore,
can occupy or invade some of the most productive
soil associations. On sites where pinyon-juniper
trees have formed a dense canopy, understory
vegetation is usually sparse. In the eastern foot-
hills of the resource area where precipitation is
higher, these “closed” vegetation communities
often respond well to treatment (chaining or
prescribed burning). These practices, followed
by rangeland seedings, have enhanced overall
forage productivity on sites as much as four-fold.

Other important vegetation communities in the
resource area account for only a very small
fraction of the total area. Mountain shrub, sub-
alpine conifer, and aspen communities occupy
sites in the upper reaches of the House Range and
Wah Wah mountains. Riparian and wetland vegeta-
tion (associated with springs, seeps, ephemeral
streams, and lake bed playas) are important
communities, but are very limited in area and
distribution. These types are further discussed in
the Forest Resources and Wildlife sections.

Vegetation Inventory/Rangeland Studies

The vegetation types in the WSRA have not been
formally mapped in detail, since range surveys
were completed in the early 1960s. The majority
of the vegetation data available has come from
two sources.

The first source of vegetation information is from
research conducted at the Desert Experimental
Range, located in the southwest region of the
WSRA. This research station, established in 1933,
has provided a variety of detailed information
from studies on the effects of livestock and big
game grazing (primarily winter sheep and ante-
lope) on desert shrub ecosystems. Collectively,
these studies have provided information that is
used in the resource area regarding:

1. Evaluations of key forage plant species
used by grazing animals to determine diet
overlap between animals.

2. Methods of evaluating range condition
and trend on desert shrub ranges.

3. Pasture management techniques and
rangeland requirements for rest from live-
stock use.

The second major source of vegetation informa-
tion is from grazing monitoring studies conducted
by the WSRA range staff. Monitoring studies
(including actual use, climate, utilization, and
trend) have been established on all 63 grazing
allotments. Several studies were established as
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early as 1967. The majority of studies involving
utilization have been initiated in the last 6 years
(1980-1985). The monitoring studies (utilization
and trend) completed to date are summarized in
Appendix 2.

The utilization studies have formed the basis for
determining the indicated (estimated) carrying
capacity for all 63 allotments. Average utilization
is determined annually for each allotment through
measurements in the field. One to three key
species are sampled, depending on the site evalu-
ated (native range or seeding) and the kinds of
grazing animal use. The percent of vegetation
removed from each key species is estimated to
the nearest 20 percent. This recorded estimate of
utilization is compared to what is considered
“proper use” for the key plant species on the site.
(The criteria used in establishing proper use
factors for key species is summarized in Appendix
10.) In order to compute an indicated (estimated)
capacity, the average observed utilization, the
proper use factors, and actual use grazing records
are used.

Range Condition

The data needed to determine ecological range
condition for range sites in each allotment is
presently not available. Range sites, as described
in the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) National
Rangeland Handbook (1976), have not been fully
mapped on the West Desert ranges of Millard
County. Consequently, ecological condition rat-
ings have not been completed.

Range condition estimates have been determined
for each allotment, based on existing utilization
and trend study data and the professional judge-
ment of the WSRA range staff. The mapping of
vegetation types, used in determining condition,
was done in conjunction with ocular reconnais-
sance forage surveys completed prior to 1963.

Range condition, as estimated in the WSRA, is
based primarily on observations of the amount,
productivity, and vigor of key forage species
within the various plant communities. The guide-
lines used in determining range forage condition,
specifically for salt desert shrub ranges, were
those outlined from studies done at the Desert
Experimental Range. The descriptions of condi-
tion classes (excellent, good, fair, and poor) were
condensed, summarized, and used from studies
by Blaisdell and Holmgren (1984). A description
of these condition classes is presented in
Appendix 11.
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TABLE 3-1
Range Condition’

Acres Percent
Excellent 100,371 5
Good 803,061 40
Fair 889,732 44
Poor 234,065 11
Total Federal Acres 22,027,229 100

' Based on analysis of existing utilization and trend data and
the professional observations and judgement of the WSRA
range staff using the Condition Class Rating Guides
described in Appendix 11.

2 The total number of Federal acres in the 63 grazing
allotments administered by the WSRA. Acreage of the four
allotments administered by the Ely District, Nevada, are
not included in this table.

Table 3-1 shows the cummulative acreages for
each condition class in all 63 allotments. The
condition class ratings for individual allotments
are shown in Appendix 12).

Range Trend

Trend is the change in vegetation and soil char-
acteristics as a direct result of environmental
factors, primarily climate and grazing use. Indi-
cators oftrend (e.g. plant vigor, severity of grazing
use, changes in plant composition, soil move-
ment, etc.) are the same and recognizable across
numerous sites or habitats.

There have been 229 permanent trend plots estab-
lished in 52 allotments in the resource area (see
Appendix 2). One hundred and thirty-nine of
these plots were established between 1967 and
1976 and have been read at various intervals
since. Of the 139 plots, 55 show improving trend,
44 indicate a static trend, and 40 a downward
trend. The remaining 90 trend plots were estab-
lished morerecently, between 1980 and 1984, and
are read every 3 years. Initial trend readings from
these plots indicate 18 improving, 69 static, and
three declining.

The 229 trend plots are scattered throughout the
grazing allotments and provide a good overall
representation of range trend. Eleven allotments,
however, do not have permanent trend plots
established, but apparent trend (observed over
1-2 years) has been estimated in these allotments.
Appendix 2 indicates which allotments do not
have trend plots.

Summarized in Table 3-2 is the estimated range
trend (including observed and apparent) for all
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TABLE 3-2
Range Trend'

Acres Percent
Improving 575,858 28
Static 1,237,310 61
Declining 214,061 11
Total 2,027,229 100

T Includes estimates of observed trend on 52 allotments and
apparent trend on 11 allotments, administered by the
WSRA. Acreage of the four allotments administered by the
Ely District, Nevada, are not included in this table.

Federal range in the 63 grazing allotments.
Appendix 12 shows the trend acreages for each
allotment.

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive
Plant Species

No federally-listed T&E plant species have been
identified in the WSRA.

Five plant species, found inthe resource area, are
listed as sensitive (undergoing candidate status
review as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildiife
Service [FWS]). These species are Astragalus
uncialis, compact catseye (Cryptantha
compacta), sand-loving buckwheat (Eriogonum
ammophilum), tunnel spring beardtongue
(Penstemon concinnus), and Jones globemallow
(Sphaeralcea caespitosa). Of these species, only
sand-loving buckwheat is presently listed as a
Candidate species—Category 1 by the FWS. That
indicates, there is substantial data to support its
recommendation as T&E. The other species are
presently Candidate species—Category 2. More
datais needed to make a biological assessmentas
T&E.

Shown in Table 3-3 are these sensitive (candidate)
species, their current status, and identified habi-
tat. This table also lists other endangered and
sensitive plants that are likely to occur in the re-
source area, and those located in adjacent
counties/resource areas that may potentially
occur in the WSRA.

Poisonous Plant and Noxious Weed
Species

Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus) is the only
poisonous plant that poses a major threat to live-
stock in the resource area. This species is quite
prevalent throughout the West Desertranges and
has attributed to considerable sheep loss in the
past 20-40 years. Only in recent years have
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operators been able to greatly reduce losses
through more careful and effective management
of herds on their winter/spring ranges.

Other poisonous species found in the WSRA
include horsebrush Tetradymis spp.), death
camas (Zigadenus spp.), locoweed (Astragalus
spp.), and whorled milkweed (Asclepias sub-
verticillata). There have been few reports of live-
stock poisonings directly attributed to these
species.

There has been concern over a recent infestation
of Scotch thistle (Onapordum acanthium), a very
competitive noxious weed. The, infestation is
presently localized between Filimore and Cove
Fort, where it has established in cultivated fields
and along road sides. Although not presently
widespread, this species has the potential to
infest substantial areas of public range, partic-
ularly the more productive ranges and important
riparian stream communities.

RANGE MANAGEMENT

Grazing Permits and Licensing

Presently, 96 permittees graze livestock on allot-
ments containing approximately 2,056,830 acres
of public rangeland in the resource area. This
represents 92 percent of the public lands within
the resource area. Far less that the 2,056,830
acres of public land are actually grazed by live-
stock, due to waste areas, rough inaccessible
slopes, and limited water supplies. The 8 percent
of public range not within allotment boundaries is
largely comprised of Sevier Dry Lake.

Of the 96 permittees, 53 have cattle permits, 41
have sheep permits, and two have dual use
permits (sheep and cattle). Twenty-eight permit-
tees presently use more than one allotment.

The agricultural centers for the majority of these
livestock operations are located primarily north
and east of the resource area. Many of the largest
sheep operations are from Salt Lake, Utah,
Sanpete, and Wasatch counties. The cattle opera-
tions, most of which consist.of small cow/calf
herds, are primarily based in eastern Millard
County and the two West Desert communities of
Garrison, Utah, and Baker, Nevada. Table 3-4
shows the comparative size of the livestock opera-
tions in the WSRA.

Grazing Allotments

At the present time, all or portions of 73 allot-
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TABLE 3-3
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Plant Species
WSRA
Species Common Name Status® Habitat Descriptionb

Known Populations in the WSRA:

Astragalus
unc%a!is

Cryptantha
comEacfa

Eriogonum
"Eﬁ%aﬁﬁiium

Penstemon
“TToncinnus

Sphaeralcea
caesEifosa

Compact
catseye

Sand~Toving

buckwheat

Tunnel spring
beardtongue

Jones globe
maTlow

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 2
Federal Register
Nov. 83.

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 2

Federal Register

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 1
Federal Register
Nov. 33.

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 2

Federal Register

oV,

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 2
Federal Register

Nov. 83.

Elevation 4,650 ft.
Atriplex confertifolia in
and near small wash
areas. 07d Take shores,
gravel. Millard County,
Nye County (Nevada).

Elevation 5,000 to 6,500
ft.; Sevy Dolomite For-
mation gravelly Toam,
open siopes and ridges,
cutcropping covered with
shallow soil Tayer;
desert shrub and grass-
Tand community. Millard
County.

Elevation 5,270 f%t.
Quaternary Alluvium,
sandy soil; mountain
shrub community.
MilTard County

Elevation 5,500 to 7,500
ft.; Sevy Dolomite for-
mation, gravelly soil;
p-Jj woodland. Beaver
and MiTlard counties.

Elevation 5,000 to 6,500
ft.; Sevy Dolomite, rocky
calcareous soil, mixed
shrub, p~j, and grass
community. Beaver and
Millard counties.

Populations Likely to Occur in the WSRA (Not Verified):

Cuscuta warneri

Warner's dodder BLM Sensitive

FWS Category 2

Federal Register

Aug. 35.
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ETevation 4,700 f¢t.

This species is depend-
ent upon a host species
(Phyla cuneifolia) that

has been 1dentified near
Fiowell, Utah. Millard
County.
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TABLE 3-3 (concluded)

Species Common Name

Status?

Habitat Descriptionb

Frasera gypsicola

Trifolium Frisco clover
~andersonii var.

fr iscanum

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 1
Federal Register

RUg. 85.

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 1
Federal Register

Rug. B5.

Habitat description
unavailabTe.

Habitat description
unavailabTe.

Known Populations in Adjacent Resource Areas/Counties That May Occur 1in WSRA:

Penstemon Tidestrom
Tidestromii beardtongue

Townsendia L.ast Chance

~aprica townsendia

BLM Sensitive
FWS Category 2
Federal Register

July &4.

Endangered
Federal Register

Aug. 1985,

Elev. 5,600 to 8,200 ft.
variety of substates,
desert shrub, snowberry,
and juniper commun-
ities. Juab County.

Elevation 6,500 to 8,000
ft. Arapian shale, scat-
tered Tava boulders in
sandy soil; mixed p-J
grassland community.
Sevier County.

ayspI, FWS, 1983; USDI, FWS, 1984; USDI, FWS, 1985,

byelsh and Thorne, 1979.
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TABLE 3-4
Livestock Operators by Herd Size
Warm Springs Resource Area

Livestock Operations

Number of Average  Estimated Aggregate
Operators’ Herd Size Herd/Flock Size?
Cattle
1-99 Cows 28 40 960
100-489 Cows 18 233 3,360
500 and up Cows 3 1,530 3,680
Sheep
1-2,000 Ewes 23 1,050 15,330
2,001-4,500 Ewes 12 2,570 45,990
4,501 and up Ewes 2 3,000 11,680

'Includes two duel operations. Aiso, asingle operation may
have more than one permittee.

2 Based on 8,000 cattle and 73,000 sheep that graze public
lands in the WSRA.

ments are in the resource area (see Figure 2-1).
Ten allotments are licensed and administered by
other BLM offices. There are four allotments
along the Nevada border (Burbank, Hamblin,
Pruess Lake, and Smith Creek) managed by the
Ely District, Nevada. Six allotments (Hansen,
Hardpan, High Rock, Lawson, Cove, Smithson
and Wells) are managed by the Cedar City District,
Utah (only the High Rock and Lawson Cove
allotments are depicted on Figure 2-1).

Of the total of 63 allotments administered by the
WSRA, 43 are individual allotments, while 20 are
used by more than one operator. Thirty-two cattle
allotments, 27 sheep allotments, and four dual
use (cattle and sheep) allotments are in the re-
source area.

Currently, ten allotments are actively managed
under existing Allotment Management Plans
(AMPs). The majority of these AMPs are fully
implemented with prescribed grazing systems,
pasture fences, water developments, and some
rangeland seedings completed. The Boob Can-
yon, Clay Springs, Deseret, and Knoll Springs are
all cattle allotments with implemented AMPs.
Sheep allotments under AMPs are the Blind
Valley, Buckskin, Granite, and Skunk Springs
allotments. Ephraim-Meadow and Twin Peaks
allotments are presently managed for dual use.

In addition to these ten AMPs, the Garrison
Allotment is managed under an AMP in conjunc-
tion with the Smith Creek Allotment by the Ely
District Office, Nevada.

Allotmentinformation (regarding land ownership,
grazing preference, kind of livestock, season of
use, etc.) has been summarized for all 63 allot-
ments in Appendix 3.
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Livestock Season of Use

Although livestock operations fluctuate greatly, it
is estimated that, on the average, nearly 8,000
cattle and over 73,000 sheep are grazed on public
rangesinthe resource area annually. Most grazing
use is by sheep and cattle in the West Desert
during the late fall, winter, and early spring
months. Several allotments, including the large
Deseret Allotment (270,117 public land acres),
have authorized summer cattle grazing, and a few
have spring or fall seasons. Figure 3-2 shows the
approximate percentages of livestock use by
season in the resource area.

Livestock Trailing

Numerous established livestock trailing routes
are in the area; the majority are east-west sheep
routes across the desert to the foothill divides. In
recent years, the practice of trailing sheep has
substantially diminished. Many operators chose
to use trucks in order to decrease time, reduce
injuries and losses, and improve efficiency. This
is particularly true when moving to lambing
grounds and shearing pens. Only about 10-12
operators continue to trail sheep on a regular
basis.

Forage Demand and Indicated Carrying
Capacity

Maximum allowable livestock use in the resource
area is the active preference level of 149,009
animal unit months (AUMs) of forage. Approxi-
mately two-thirds or 99,389 AUMs of this forage
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FALL
FALL
24% WINTER
° 25% 30%

. WINTER
| SUMMER 56%

1% SUMMER

19%
SP{;';:G SPRING
26%
SHEEP CATTLE

LIVESTOCK USE IN THE WSRA BY *SEASON

*The above charts indicate the present amount
of time licensed for livestock in each season and
do not reflect the numbers of animals grazing
within each season.

FIGURE 3-2
LIVESTOCK USE IN THE WSRA BY SEASON
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demand is allocated for sheep and one-third or
49,620 AUMs for cattle. Actual licensed use has
averaged approximately 87,761 AUMs on an an-
nual basis from 1980-1984. This represents about
59 percent of the total active preference. Ap-
pendix 1 shows the active preference and average
actual use on public lands for each allotment.

Current inventory information, based on utiliza-
tion and long-term trend studies, indicates there
is approximately 101,156 AUMs of competitive
forage available for livestock, wild horse, and big
game animal use.

As described in the Inventory/Vegetation section,
the indicated capacity is the BL.M’s best estimate
of the available competitive forage. Vegetation
study data is based on those areas that are key
areas for livestock grazing. Additional non-com-
petitive forage is available to wildlife or wild
horses. Also, there is additional forage not pre-
sently used by livestock, due to water limitations
and topographic or annual weather restrictions.

Grazing Interrelationships

In evaluating the grazing of animals on the WSRA
desert ranges, the major competitive uses of
forage are between sheep and antelope and, even
more directly, between cattle and wild horses. In
considering competitive factors (e.g., overlap in
seasons of use, key species, and habitat) these
conflicts in forage used do not appear to be
severe within the resource area.

Aithough competition between domestic livestock
and antelope has been regarded as a cause of low
antelope productivity, Smith and Beale (1980)
concluded that this was not serious on the deserts
of western Utah because many plants grazed by
antelope provide little or no forage for livestock.
Many annual forbs used by antelope in the spring/
summer are ephemeral; therefore, not present in
winter when the majority of livestock are on the
range.

Species, such as, broom snakeweed and desert
almond, are of value to antelope, but of minor
importance to livestock. Conversely, winterfat, a
key specie for livestock, and shadscale, a key
specie for sheep, are largely ignored by antelope.

Despite these differences in forage preference,
winter diets of antelope and sheep do overlap in
the case of black sagebrush. Competition for this
species can be severe, especiallyin drought years
when new vegetation growth islimited. The overall
diet overlap between antelope and sheep is ap-
proximately 50 percent (including the use on
black sagebrush). See Appendix 13 for the
methods used in determining diet overlap.
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The interrelationship between wild horses and
livestock, specifically cattle, indicates a much
more direct overlap in diet. The key species that
receive the most competitive use (100 percent
diet overlap) are the higher quality perennial
grasses (e.g., Indianricegrass, needle-and-thread,
and Galleta grass). There is some overlap between
wild horses and sheep, but the competition is not
severe and is comparable to the overiap between
antelope and cattle.

Much wild horse winter use is on rougher foothills
and desert mountain ranges. These areas are not
easily accessible to winter cattle grazing or, and
to alesser degree, winter sheep grazing. The wild
horse overlap occurs principally on lower ranges
in the proximity of water sources.

The estimates of dietary overlap for all domestic
and wild grazing animals are shown in Table 3-5.

TABLE 3-5
Estimates of Diet Overlap on Key Species
for Grazing Animals in the WSA

Percent

Animal Domestic Sheep Cattle
Antelope’ 51 2
Mule Deer’ 20 8 Desert
4 Eastern
foothills
Elk? No current 55
competitive use
Bighorn sheep! Unknown 52
Wild Horses? 67 100

' For the method used to determine diet overlap between
domestic livestock and big game animals. (See Appendix
13).

2 Methods of determining diet overlap between livestock and
wild horses are based on studies completed in the Ely
District (Shell Resource Area), Nevada, 1978-79 and fecal
analysis studies in the WSRA in cooperation with Colorado
State University in 1977. The 100 percent diet overlap
between cattle and wild horses is based on the key species
of Indian ricegrass, needle-and-thread grass, and Galleta
grass. The estimated 67 percent diet overlap between
sheep and wild horses is based on competitive use for two
of three key species (winterfat, Indian ricegrass, direct
overlap; black sagebrush, no direct overlap).

Structural Range Improvements

WATER DEVELOPMENTS

Presently, 30 wells, 19 developed springs, nearly
117 miles of pipeline, and 92 reservoirs provide
water for livestock, wild horses, and wildlife. Most
opportunities for water development in the re-
source area have been completed. See Appendix
4 for a list of existing range improvements by
aliotment.
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Despite these developments, providing reliable
water sources remains one of the most difficult
and important tasks in obtaining proper livestock
distribution. Many existing wells, pipelines, and
springs are reliable for the periods used. Theydo,
however, require nearly annual inspection or
maintenance. Existing reservoirs and stock water
pits can remain dry throughout much of the
grazing season, due to the limited and unpredic-
table amount and distribution of rainfall.

Snow, also unpredictable, is the most important
water source on all winter sheep and some winter
cattle allotments. Rougher, hilly portions of these
allotments have no other water source and hauling
is not practical. If snow is not available, most of
these areas are not utilized. The result is heavy
grazing use on areas easily serviced by hauling
water or near permanent existing water facilities.
The practice of hauling water for livestock began
about 1950 and has helped reduce much of the
heavy use around permanent water sources.

In addition to the developed water projects,
several undeveloped springs/seeps, a few irriga-
tion reservoirs and lakes, and approximately 20
small intermittent streams are available to live-
stock, wild horses, and wildlife (see Figure 3-3).

FENCING AND LIVESTOCK CONTROL
STRUCTURES

Presently, over 460 miles of existing fenceline are
on public lands in the WSRA. The majority of the
fences consist of barbed wire along cattle allot-
ment boundaries. Some sheep allotments have
modified barbed wire fences. There is very little
sheep-tight woven wire fencing. The majority of
the sheep allotments remain unfenced due to
conflicts with antelope migration, economic con-
straints, and the control of sheep bands by
herders. Unfenced winter sheep allotments have
boundaries that are posted or designated by
topographic barriers.

In addition to allotment fencing, there are 60
cattleguards. Many connect fences on the most
frequently used BLM and county roads in the
West Desert.

Non-Structural Range Improvements/
Vegetation Treatments

Rangeland seedings have been established in
several sagebrush and pinyon-juniper communi-
ties, following chaining, plowing, prescribed burn-
ing, or wild fire rehabilitation in these areas. Table
3-6 shows the type of treatment and acres treated
for these areas.
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TABLE 3-6
Vegetation Treatments in the WSRA

Method of Treatment Acres Treated

Chained/Seeded 10,598
Plowed/Seeded 6,500
Prescribed Burned/Seeded 2,191
Wwildfire Rehab./Seeded 2,408

Total 21,697

Areas suitable for treatment are limited in relation
to total public lands in the resource area. Existing
seedings have been primarily limited to the allot-
ments along the eastern edge of the resource
area. Presently, 21,697 acres has been treated and
seeded on 11 allotments (Antelope Point, Black
Point, Church, East Antelope, Holden Spring,
Meadow Spring, South Tract, Summit, Twin
Peaks, Whiskey Creek, and White Bush).

The majority of the treatment areas have been
seeded with a mixture of perennial grasses.
Crested wheatgrass has been very successful on
many sites and has been the most important
species in providing early spring forage. Russian
wild rye and pubescent wheatgrass have also
proven to be useful, in terms of providing spring
forage and watershed cover. Available forage on
these treatment projects has increased forage
production up to 6 acres/AUM from 20 acres/AUM
or greater. The majority of existing seedings are
producing at between 6-10 acres/AUM; however,
some seedings (Holden Spring and Meadow
Spring allotments) have been reinvaded by sage-
brush orjuniper species and no longer produce at
these levels.

It is estimated that 41,800 additional acres could
be treated/seeded in the allotments where treat-
ments have been completed. Approximately
18,300 acres are rated as suitable and 23,500
acres suitable with limitations (refer to Table 2-5
in Chapter 2). Figure 3-4 shows the existing
vegetation treatment/seedings and those areas
potentially suitable for treatment and suitable
with limitations.

WILDLIFE

The WSRA provides habitat for mule deer, prong-
horn antelope, elk; historical habitat for bighorn
sheep and nesting peregrine falcon; riparian,
raptor, and upland game habitat. Big game habitat,
populations, and forage use in the resource area
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are discussed below by species, herd unit, and
grazing allotment. Then, discussions of raptors,
upland game, T&E and sensitive species, and
riparian habitat follows.

Antelope

Approximately 700 pronghorn antelope arein the
WSRA with total forage needs of 894 AUMs.
Portions of two antelope herd units, Unit 2 (West
Desert) and Unit 4 (Southwest Desert), are within
the resource area (Figure 3-5). Yearlong critical
habitat occurs in both herd units: Herd Unit 2
contains 105,040 acres and Herd Unit 4 contains
221,412 acres (see Table 3-7).

Table 3-8 summarizes habitat condition, AUMs of
forage, and current antelope numbers by
allotment.

Estimates of yearlong current numbers are based
on aerial inventory data. Population numbers
were distributed to allotments by BLMand UDWR.
Antelope herds generally move over several allot-
ments during the course of a year; therefore,
these numbers are proportionate estimates. Areas
of critical yearlong antelope habitat are depicted
on Figure 3-5.
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TABLE 3-7
Critical Antelope Habitat in WSRA

Herd Unit Acres Percent Condition!

Herd Unit 2 33,720 32 Good
40,320 38 Fair
31,000 30 Poor

Herd Unit 4 2,160 1 Good
139,832 83 Fair
79,420 38 Poor

* Condition based on abundance of preferred forage species
for pronghorn as determined by Smith and Beale, 1980.

Mule Deer

Portions of six deer herd units occur within the
WSRA. These are units 53, 54, 55, 56, 62B, and
62C (see Figure 3-6). Estimates of current num-
bers and forage needs are presented in Table 3-8.

All critical mule deer habitat within the WSRA
(6,840 acres) occurs on the scattered tracts of
public lands adjacent to National Forest Lands in
the foothills of the Pavant Mountain Range and
the Canyon Mountains (Figure 3-6). Critical winter
range in the Southern Canyon Mountains in Unit
53 includes portions of two allotments, Summit
and Whiskey Creek. The critical habitat covers
650 acres of public land and is in good condit<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>