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RANGELAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM DOCUMENT
Shivwits EIS Area, Arizona Strip District

Mohave County, Arizona
Washington County, Utah
Clark County, Nevada

INTRODUCTION

. L. Backgfound and History

A.

The Bureau of Land Management recently completed'an ehvironmental

impact statement (EIS) for_a proposed livestock grazing program on

public lands in the Shivwits Resource Area of the Arizona Strip

.District in northwest Arizona. This comprehensivé enviromental

impact statement covers the probable environmental impacts and the

social and economic impacts of the proposed program. In addition,

. 8ix alternatives are discussed.

With the EIS completed, BLM has now preﬁared this Progrém
Document to describe the chosen course of action for livestock
grazing in the EIS area. This program will be the most significant

step ever taken towards managing public'rapgelands!in'the Shivwits

. area.

' ‘Livéstock have grazed the EIS area for approximately 100

“ years; Rangeland use peaked at the turn of gheﬁgentqry and has

'éontinued in va:ying‘degrees to the present.  Passage of the'Taylor

Grazing Act in 1934 was the first concerted effort by the Federal ;
government to manage and improve the nation’syréngq;ands. ‘This

legislation eventually led to the establishment of allotments and




construction of some rangeland imﬁrovements in the EIS area;.
Livestock grazing has continued on a yearlong basis on most
allotments, with coptipued constructioﬁ of rangeland improvements'
by allottees and BIM, | |

The following summary presents existing rangeland condition
and trend, and emphasizes the importance ofvimplementing a

livestock grazing program.

Current Rangeland Condition

Good Fair Poor
263,802 acres 538,745 acres 1,046,348 acres
147 : 29% . 57%

"Current Rangeland Trend

Up den . Static
110,571 acres 199,672 acres 1,538,652 acres

6% S 11% S - 83%

Current Mule Deer Habitat Condition

. Good Fair ' I "Poor
162,453 acres ' © 188,307 acres . . 343,899 acres

23% 27% ' ' - 50%

The proposed action and the six éltern#tives described in the
EIS ﬁrovide various options to the manager for achieving |
multiple-use objectives. They differ, however, in the specific
degree to which some practices are used,,;n:imylemeq;afion schedule

“and costs, coordination, and the overall feasibility of each

effort.




. The proposed action was selected because it s the most
feasible method of accomplishing objectives for BIM the livestock

pernittees, and interests of the public.

B. :Environmentally Preferred Alternatives

The proposed action, alternative 2 (stocking level by
' condition class), and alternative 6 (less intensive management or
.reduced grazing pressure) have been selected as the emviromentally . -
preferred-alternatives (see Comparison Table, page 5 of the y
Shivwits Proposed Grazing Management FinalvElS).ﬂnOf.the‘seven_
‘iqalternatives:including the'proposed'action'these*threeamore‘nearly
‘acconplish’the following BLM objectives:
1. Improve and maintain the condition of rangeland:yegetation_at
desired levels of quality, quantity, and‘diversity. |
;!2. Reduce erosion,'mininize-sedimentation and siltation, promote
infiltration, and ensure the stability‘and.productivity'of |
rangeland eoils. |
3. Ensure availability of sufficient water quantity and quality
to provide for basic needs of the- vegetation, protect ground
'water recharge, meet Federal and State water quality
standards, and provide for recognized uses.
4, Through cooperative management minimize_sbort*term'disruption‘f
and ensure the long-term stability-of,thehwestern_livestock )
‘industry and the economies of many western.communitiesutnat

i

depend upon the rangelands. - - «1'7¢

it



T Improve';he rangeland ecosystem by‘increaqinglforage,for 

{k ©  livestock and wildlife. .
6. Ensure the protection of threatened or endangered plant and
animal species.and their habitat. . ;

v!7.  Provide and protect fish and,wildlife”habitaglto_eﬁsure o

LA stability andvnatural;diversity;‘ephance sgrgamside,
- 33’;.31 G shoreline, emergeﬁt, and subme:geng'yeggta;ionj'apd prévide 
% e water of a quantity and quality necéssary fqr(fish, other
;i;-’ Yaoo 1o - aquatic organisms,.and waterfowl.f.;”‘, ;, |
i+ 8. < Regulate and manage flood plains”and.yet}ands to{gpsufe

protection of people and proper;y,_and,improve_and‘cdnserve

R - riparian systems.

9. Protect areas of special natural, scenic, historical,

cultural, and scientific value‘and:safegaurd_thngublic from-
ﬁii 3 vt . -patural hazard areas. |
The proposed action and alternative §,argﬁ§gsi:ab1e becéuse
zithyp * they minimize short-term economic impaéts‘togﬁhe 1ive§Fock_indﬁstryli: 
.:5wn:z} §frand;still providé the same desired.1ong-tgrmhg?§system aqu
,Q%socio-economic benefits as alternatifghzi\ Alteﬁpativé 2 ié

rejected because of fhe high shor;-;e:m‘gggnogig”impaét to the

:;»;z? 11ve§tock operator. i« . .. ,‘~1,‘:A‘} :guw |

"7 Cu'4 Limiting Factors i ..

soraa o
ot v

fiﬁ? #+k %+, . The . mumber of -existing water squrqes“aré‘}psufficient<for good;:'

- grazing distribution. . el




@

Livestock operators travel long distances on poor roads from
population centers to reach their allotments. This inconvenience

causes loss of time and additional expense.

Sdmmarz _ o IR

1

This document summarizes the réngeland manégement”program

3

recommended by BLM for‘the Shivwits Resource Area. The summary 1is
based on multiple-use pianhing and thézgfazing‘environmentalfimpact

statement. This summary also conforms to the record of decision

requirement of 40 CFR Part 1505-NEPA and Agenéy Decisiommaking. ’
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THE PROGRAM

II. What It Is
, The proposed action and alternative 6 have Seen seléééed>as éhe»
,.livpstock prazing prégrgm for thPlShivwits EIS‘éfea.‘ }hese'two actions
v'f P ‘Rprnvida'the most realistic and workable meth&éé)fohéﬁhieyeléﬁe stated .

' . RS A
rmultiple-use objectives. The following table shows the effect of

f:’livestonk.adjustments on specific allotments.

R O T
sl

Summary Table S
Average Estimated

Livestock
Active 5-year Carrying
. " Privilepes License Capacity
o Allotment AUMs AUMs - AUMs
SN - Intensive Management T ,
B © Beaver Dam Slope 903 802 802
St _ Black Rock 2,866 1,192 1,224
R Blake Pond 1,700 1,488 1,264
| Clay Spring 960 1,142 1,207
. Cottonwood 2,303 1,791 1,831
Diamond Butte 408 346 349
Duncan Tank 583 442 630
Grassie Mountain 10,174 5,706 4,593
Hidden and Sullivan 3,270 ' 1,782 ~ 1,910
Ivanpah o 1,089 827 - -806
.Jackson Tank 981 737 ' 857
Jump Canyon 2,286 2,177 1,351
Last Chance 2,734 - 2,170 1,235
Littlefield Community 4,311 3,501 1,821
Little Tank ' 623 662 691
L Little Wolf 640 © 305 . 427
L Lizard 178 - 168 210
S Lower Hurricane 5,193 4,815 3,398
r? Mainstreet 11,744 8,627 8,185 -
- Mesauite Community 2,809 2,568 2,153
3 Mormon Well 434 - 326 . 554
. Mosby-Nay 1,202 1,155 648
L .F , . Mt. Trumbnll 1,894 1,114 1,553
SE Mud and Cane Spring 5,130 4,883 3,779
: ' Mwle Canyon 1,811 1,023 585
. Pakoon Spring . 1,261 1,126 1,102

Parashaunt 3,708 3,292 4,988




"Pa's Pocket 1,361 1,034 . ..o 760

.Penns Well 1,110 719 589
Poverty Mountain - 5,851 - 5,298 . 5,325
» Sullivan Canyon 2,203 1,232 962
Sullivan Tank 974 452 .. 324
- Sunshine 1,218 996 - 1,379
 Tassi 01,188 © 1,087 ., .2,292
. Toguer Tank - 1,576 1,073 1,375
Whiterock-Soapstone - =~ 1,120 .- 1,259 , 1,320
Wildcat 9,653 - 8,052 6,317
Wolfhole Canyon 4,479 1 2,980 .. 2,851
‘Wolfhole Lake ’ 798 - 723 928
" Wolfhole Mountain "' "7  2,500° *'.'2,279 -~ 1,869

4 Less Intensive Management T T eyt
“+,, . ..Ilverson ) 36 . 36 47

¥ Littlefield Free Use 160 - ¢ 129 .. . :120
" ....Mustang Spring 566 553 - 511
i " Pakoon C7 1,536 © ... 987 ... 1,099
o . Pat's Pond 69 61 - 60
- Purpatory S 466 © w453 . 275
Quail Canyon . 311 - 307 431
Rosanberry ' 172 172 - 190
© Shelly o _ 106 86 65

Snyder- R 91 - . . 80 . . 73
Choy L :

" The nrnnnsal consists of the fnllowinp action:

A, Livestnck Grazing Management

:approximately 1 623 334 acres of Federal land.‘ The-. initial

stockinp ratp under intensive- management will be 64, 305 animal

unit months (AUMs), a net’ reduction of 19,635 AUMs from the
i:fq\ﬁ/“ past 5-year averape or 44,434 AUMs from grazing preference.
The initial stockinp rate - is 41 percent below preference and ‘
“jﬁﬁl N .24 peroent belnw the S5-year average use.iy-x N |

: 2. In addition to the 16 implemented allbtment management‘plans .u: B
| (AMPs), 24 AMPs will Sp written over ‘a 5-year period.beginnine

in fiscal year 1981. These AMPs will include rest rotation,

T PO Intensive prazing management iq'proposeduon—40 allotments andi~;_--7



" Less intensive prazing management. is proposed on 10 allotments3i;f,f

‘deferred rotation, seasonal deferrmant or redoeed,ggazing

pressure without a sequence of pasture ro;a;fop;:‘Ipese AMPs.
will be developed in close cooperation ylfh the permittees,
the Arizona Strip Grazing Advisory Board, the StateHLand‘

Denartment‘ and, as appropriate, the Soil Conservation
Service, the State Game and Fish Department, and other
concerned individuals and apencies.ifThese grazinglsystems and

impacts were discussed in the EIS, but if_fugthe?”siznificent

“impacts appear an environmental assessment‘willfbeiwritten to ..

Tt

discuss the impacts before an AMP is lﬁpleoenteo;:fThe AMPs

may be revised as necessary to achieve meﬁsgeweoeﬁobjeotives.
Where chanzes'are determined necessafy in‘;oewAMg ;o assure
achieving resource oblectives and an agreemenf:cahhotvbe-
reached after reasonable consultation and coordloeslon{rthe

chanpes may be implemented by decision., ; Aemu”lw C

"The alternative of reduced prazing pressure (alternative 6)

instead of a prazing system with a. specific pasture rotation

system will be selected where size,_oonfiguretion, economic'

considerations and user preference do not justify the expense-u.'”

N

and efforts of a more complex system. . -

and 77 696 acres of Federal land for non~AMP allotments. The;f
initial stocking rate for the EIS area under less intensive
menayement will be 2,498=AUMS, a;net redqegion of 1,015 AUMs‘

PR
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f:om the nresent activé p;eférééée:;.At ieaéé{aﬁe or mofe.of.
the following cri;éria waélused to 1denfif§.£hése allotmenfs.
~The allntmeﬁ£ provides 1ggs‘than 120>AUMs of foraée.

-Conflicts withuéthé;:reéoufcéé-Qére not iden;ified in -
the inventory.and planniné process..

-Sixﬁy percgnt or more of thé area is not iﬁ Federal
nwnprshiﬁ)of is in Federal owﬁership where_é;her.uses
have priofit& over grazing:lv | |

-Range condition is pnod.,f' ﬁ*,&f‘

-Rénee management practicgs'are satiéfactory.'

-Benefit/cost limitations exist, inéluding costvéf.nég&ed:':ﬁ

o 1mpr§vements, allotment sizes, and low carrying cépacityt

and.notpntial.
" This form of less -intensive management, unlike

alternative 6, does not require a.written AMP. _Alfernative'6
is a totally different concept of management which dogs“ |
include a written AMP.- In addition:alternative 6 1nc1udés
monitoring studies, and reduced grazing_press@re‘to A'ligbt fo;
moderate ranpe." | | - :
Ranpeland improvements will bé construcfed ;nvline'wighithe-

specific management requirements idenfified.for each

allotment. The following table»shows,p:ojects‘determined to’

" be binlbpically=fnasible and;desirableAf:om“a.;ange management -

standpoint. Cost/benefit analysis in connection with:




-

6.

allntment nlanninp mav lpad tn some changps in tabulated
Drn19cts and to the total cost of the program.
: a i ‘ H‘,' \

Summary of Propoeed Improvements

Improvements ~ ° Number Unit
Water Developments 67 - No. .
Fences ' ‘ 130 ©~ +  Miles

Total ‘ 197
Land Trnatmentq
- Chaining - ~ - - 85,800 . - Acres

Burnine 17,600 Acres
Disc or Plow + 25,100 - .. - Acres
Seeding 128,500 Acres

Total - 257,000 -

Two Track Road 27 © Miles

Total

" To implement the erazing systems, water developments will

~ be first priority followed by fences and then by land

treatment.

Some range'improvements may be constructed on private and
State-contrnlled 'lands when the improvements are essential to
the success of grazing systems, when resources anpublic lands
will bpnpfit, and when necessary easements; ‘and cooperative
azreements can be obtailned.. Construction will start-
immediately and continue tobcompletioﬁbas,funds become
available. > { °° S e |

Systpmatic grazing in accordance with an AMP will begin as

soon as the necessary improvements for grazing management are - -

installed. All ‘identified projects,'howeyer, may not be

‘required to bepin operation of a grazing-éystem.' 

10
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c..

B.

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Revision

Ranpeland and habitat studies will be conducted according to -

_BLM manual guidelines. Periodic inspections will be conducted to

,insure compliance with terms of the AMPs. Monitoring‘studies will Lo

include actual use, utilization, climate analysis, raneelandv
condition and trend, herbage production, and plant phenology.' Io
evaluate effects of the AMPs on total resources, further studies

will monitor wildlife and riparian habitat, threatened and

_endangered species, cultural resources, wilderness, and competition

" between livestock and wildlife (bighorn sheep; antelope, and mule

deer). Based upon these studies allowable livestock use will te ‘

,determined and AMPs may be revised. Utiliiation of keY'speCies
,Twill be 1limited to 45 percent on allotments under alternative 6 and‘
- not under a pasture. rotation system or 50 percent on allotments
:(nnder a pastnre rotation’svstem. The 10 allotments under'leSS'

_ intensive management will be stocked at the level determined by the‘

initial inventory. Monitorinp studies will not be used.
, Total veeetative consumption whether by livestock or wildlife

is considered in the utilization estimate.

Non—allotment management plan areas will be inspected for

~,eompliance and ranpeland conditions. General rangeland studies

'will not be initiated unless a need is identified based on -

7:31"."

ranpeland conditions.
Wildlife
Forase allacated to wildlife will be as follows:

Mule Deer - 13,305 AUMs
" Antelope - 960 AUMs

11
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Bishorn Sheep - 840 AUMs

Desert Tortoise =~ 432 AUMs
Total 15,537

. Burros

Six hundred AUMs of forape will be allocated to maintain the
90 animal burro population and allow for an approkimately 10
percent increase in the Shivwits Area. A lassi.HMAP will be
developed in FY 1981 outlining more specific objectives in this

area,

Committed Mitigation

Areas pronosed for rangeland improvements will be surveyed
before anv construction begins. This survey will'to'determine the
extent of wilderness values, cultural or paleontological resources,

and threatened and endangered plants or animals. If cultural or

s paleontological resources are discovered, the project will be

- modified to avoid destroying the values of the site. If the

improvement cannot be successfully modified, or constructed after

the site has been scientifically salvaged the proJect will be

i

. abandoned. Moreover, if threatened and endangered plants or’

animals are found, the project will be abandoned or relocated if
the imnrnvements will diminish habitat value for ‘the given species.

Stock waters will be developed for safe wildlife use. Ladders
or ramps will be constructed for small animals and birds. In

important wildlife areas, separate wildlife waters will be

h
H ‘o

12




"

procficial.

developed adjacent to livestock waters. Each facility will be'

AT S R A Sy
constructed at ground level and fenced to exclude livestock.

Sprinp developments for livestock will use water that is .

surplus to riparian»veeetation and wildlife needs wherever

~

All fences will be desizned for wildlife access around

~‘waterinp facilities and in bighnrn sheep and pronghorn antelope

RV SN

ranges.

Any improvements identified in the AMPs will be analyzed to

[

!

'"*jfdetermine if the environmental impacts are similar to those.f
‘ ;‘:identified in the EIS. Where they are not similar, a site specific.f'

f;environmental assessment will be written to identify and assess the;: !

¢

- impacts. -

¢

Studies will be initiated in 1981 to determine competition

L {.“.,

: :between biphorn sheep and cattle and the siynificance of such
3% cnmpetition on allotments encompassinp bighorn sheep habitat."

;fWhere livestock erazino is found to be deterimental to bighorn T

sheep the cattle use, will be restricted on those specific habitat

w"-«,

- areas.

: Impact to the permittees operation may be mitigated in part

throueh timineg of or phasine the use adjustments. Also permitteesff

*will be encouraged to improve herd productivity through animal

husbandry and manapement practices.

13
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F, Relnted Actions

Implementation of this program will be accompanied by the

4

fnllowinp related actions‘

b

« F f
v

1, Continue the wilderness study and inventory on the Wilderness

Study Areas.

"2. Complete the Wilderness EIS on the Paiute Primitive Area,
f;ié. h | _ﬂ Paria Eanvon Primitive Area, ‘and the Vermillion Cliffs Natural
Area‘instant study areas. |
) Before imnlementing any action that could impair
snitability for wilderness, the areas will be’ inventoried to
'.assess impacts on potential or existing wilderness values;i'
Expanded existing uSes OT new uses of the area will be allowed
if the impacts will not impair suitability of the ‘area for |

-f1*W”z.d o . wilderness desienationo

.'_, bl
L IR R T AT T

R Y

New uses or actions (rangeland improvement projects) that

would adversely affect wilderness suitability will not be'.’

initiated until Conpress acts on an area that has been

¥ . .
LAl [

designated for wilderness study. ‘
'33_ ‘Continue to study and implement the Clayhole and Black Rock
.Habitat Manapement Plans (HMP). Complete inventory and write
the Parashaunt HMP, then bepin’ implementation. v

4. p Construct and maintain fences around'springs that have

1

AT H
RPN
EAN

gipnificant wet meadow vegetation.”

14




.'é. - Continue the desert tortoise sfndy in the Bﬁaver'bamvSlope
; area. Determine population densities and trend§ in the Pékoon
area.
6. . 'Cnnfinue_tn identify and correct fences arbund'reservoirs‘that
prevent bip-pame access, particulary deer and antelope.vq;w“;ﬁ
7. Prepare énd implement the Tgssi'Burro Herd Management Area

Plan.

Environmental Message of August 2, 1979.

IITI. What It Does
Implementation of tﬁis program willlbring livestock stocking rates_ “

in 1in9 with the grazing capacity of the fange'and will promote more.:“

effective manapement thrnuph.distribution of "livestock.: Réngelaﬁd‘

éonditions will improve and forage will’iﬁcreaSe.?-The existing 16 AMPs

" have already iﬁnrnvpd_ranpe conditions on those‘allotments}through'

Qolunfary‘reAuctioné of livestock ndmbers, improved distribution and

ntilizétinn of livss;nck. | |
‘.This propfaﬁ enables BLM to meet the multipleFuse mandates oflfhe

F;dp}allLand Pbli&y and Management Act (FLPMA, ;976), the Public ? 

Rangelands Imprbvement Act‘(PRIA,il978),“and the President's

BEN

A.. Ben?ficial Consequencés

1. Vepetation S S Tl e
The proposéd'action‘and alternative 6 will lead to
incrpaséd.vipn} in forage blants and éstablishment of new

* T T

forape plants. s I iy

15
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':A}~7Aﬁ ot - Rangeland:.condition over will ehangewim aw15-year‘period

Cowiir o asfollows:. el oL

e T gl o ‘

31% Good . 22% Fair : 47% Poor
;EVV‘“V te .- 567,656 acres :‘i 414,565 acresmr 866 674 acres-
”C_hﬂhPe 6verv' Current: up 17%. o down 7Z down 107

LARCE SRR

AR T Usable forage production in 15 years would increase from'7

kY
@y

84 millinn pounds (105,000 AUMq) to an estimated 100 million |

pnunds (125,000 AUMs), an increase of 16 percent.'.’. 'f' “"f7£ o

o o IS S A .
'*?*7‘*9}.20 - Soils and Watershedg_, Co 3_.;,,;w§”i,.:1:¢:;-ivt‘1 ‘?{EI;:“
R om e Watershpd cnnditions are expected to improve. uAnmgei_ |
=J,ésu.,: sediment yield in.the EIS, .area will.decrease from flv:/j .
. ST R T
‘iyg:f; Fretes aPProximately 881 acre-feet per year .to 81> ?crﬁfg%?t per year%f ; tr'”
e or 7.5:Percent.u.Acreage‘in critical or severe eresi;m';’ I i
“Gﬁ, e condition will decrease from 55, 831 acresvto 17 786 aeres or - ij' |
. . AR L ‘} ! h (RN ) e
_68.1 percent., Vg !. R
I S T
Al :

Surface water quality and quantity will improve.

‘.1*

ot Increased vepetative pround cover will decrease surface flow .
Sodre e ,yiriqg

. i and increase.water:infiltrationn
: S e [ Y

wbosthory Dagnpsf

3. wWildlife LR L

g
B o

I ,“';,‘ i _(; .,,q
The proposal will directly benefit the'diversity and

. PR ognmes D ys

o e

Drndnctivity of wildlife habitat.‘ yivestock—wildlife; ;e

s . ) ,-:;‘(‘,sj

]i@: Pee comnetition will continue to. decline.l 15 327 AUMs of forage

e 7@“@VhﬂV9;boen allocated to‘wildlife-_ This positive impact on }-'

R r.r [ -»” wﬁ'
4

vegetation will promote higher fawn and kid survival rates for :
. '~“‘ -(l"\f?;:
; mule deer and pronghorn antelope; and increase protective 'ung}}.b;s'




cover and forage (grass,-seeds, and sﬁcculent forbs) for birds

‘"and small mammals. . Deferred and rest-rotation grazing will

desert tortoise.

)

increase production of key specles for thg(
The Pfféct_of light to moderate_gtaiing is known to improve
range condition, however, the effect on the tortoise and othe;”"
desert wildlife is unknown. Lighter gragingvpreségrelwill

increase the ungrazed area and create an;éffectiqf rgsted or

unprazed habitat.

Riparian and Wet Meadow Habitat .

. o
i T

Mitipating measures committed to reduce adverse impacts .
state that sienificant wet meadow areas in a deteriorated
condition will be - fenced. ..r.

S I 4

Livestock" SRS . o C ,'"._ 

¢

'

New water developments will_gequirg,livesgqu toutravel‘

less distance’ from feed to water. L' e

Vegetation manipulation and.imprpyedvmgnggemgﬁt will

increase auantity and quality of forage and improve livestockf

“performance. - o~ L

Calf weights are expected to ingréase by 10-35 percent as

'h'result of improved forage quality'andﬁsqpply.

' Calf'crops are expected to‘iﬁcrgase by»15 percent as a

result of improved animal nutrition,ﬁrom improved forage, -

better control of breeding hera_affopdeq from pasture grazing; ;f .

NS . , .
. . ".’ P

17



"fi .Deéthlioss ie'exppctedfto decrease,byyiﬁaoereentV‘ %;117
ié . fesoltinz from iﬁproved range conditions.andﬂoooortunity £§;; :fwgf;f:q g
{ ﬂetter‘énimal care. T et uyyk.igﬁ ', j ;;'7'f_ f%frpt}‘
A Burro herd management’ plan will be'deVeloped to'benefit';if“; |
o lthpsp(animals in FY 1981. EIRE j' - | ’
V6f Recreation’. B I S ) pfﬂ#ﬂﬂ a
o . Recreation in’the EIS area-is generally primitive aod-.':ifkilﬂ f
- dispersed. Overall the long-term. effects of the proposed_i- V;: M
action would benefit recreationtquelity{gopportunity, and . i
i visitor use. |V . “ ,Aao vy \‘i S S 'E'é'rf )
{ij.j JEcoﬁomics"' - S ,~n';;fe ﬁyﬂfg E B o
Folloﬁing implemeﬁtation, annuel{inqoﬁe_ﬁiil‘itheeée» ; “f.fﬂ‘g::'
from the increased AUMs and improved iiveetoqk petforﬁeneet f | |
i Ad%éfé; Conseaueocee‘¢ T e e o |
All practical efforts would be" taken to avoid or minimize
*y;ovironmental harm for each adverse: consequense.f; ._' f‘(;tiv fﬁ;gtffiif
‘yilti V?vetation" 2 ffMT*f:‘~vﬂ.“f*“'*ﬁo‘»jg\+woﬁ :.::"' :,f:”y"i i
A short-term loss (up»to 2 yem‘s).in.yexzet:at:ioﬁproduc:-.'.'i
tivity wnuld OQCnr “on 128 510 . acres proposed for vegetation
manipnlation however long-term productivity will improve
sivnificantly;” A permanent- loss ofjvegetation woqld_occur;
"around 86 pew’water;developments.z_\@ .5i;ﬁf"
' Soils and Watershed ' i o oo,

Livestock use at the 86 proposed water developments would -

destroy approximately 44 acres of vepetation. Sediment”1055§ss:nnﬁ




become entangled in fences and die.;'?Lib

substitute for

of 1.0 to 1.5 acre—feet per jear Qould be somewhat ‘offset by a

reduction in sediment losses around existing waters. Land

ot : .
treatment would cause an estimated loss of 47 acre-feet per

year for 2 or 3 yeérs. After groundvcover is stabi1ized,

however, npdimant 1nss would decliné.r“

it
v

Wildlife

Construction of water developments'wbuld temporarily

disrupt wildlife. |
Construction of 137 miles of new fence in the EIS area

may restrict bip—pame movement and increase their‘potential to

IR 3

i

v Land treatmént on 125,510 acres would décréase tﬁé
div;rsify of ﬁb;game populétidns becauééhcliﬁax'wildiife
species would be ;ermanehtly removedlfroh treatgd afeas.
Wildlife potpﬁéiélly could.return, ﬁoﬁever;'if.ttéated area§
are allowed‘to:révert to native habitat. """

Less intensive grazing would avéragg”SO”percent

utilization but provide no rest to brdtect key wildlife foragei'*’“

Ty

species during their criticél growing period. The Vigor of

‘.‘browse would decrease oh 105,338 acres of habitat.

A 2-pasture deferred system may have ‘a negative impact on
browse species. The reduced grazing'prg§§ure is not a’

rested haBitat:eGen;though 1t will have the

effect of allowing for habitat improvement and for areas of

f e

wnprazed habitat.
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‘:??frfﬁf_na e COoperative working relationship must be maintained by BLM and. all”

v Rinarian and Wet Meadnw Habitat

-, pasture rntatinn syqtem the condition of perennial grasses, C

Livestock

vman—cansed alteratinns of the natural environment would

affected parties, as emphasized by Section 8 of the Public

- TR DOV}

‘Where riparian areas are not fenced and not under a

e % - .S .
AU oy N

I T L SR
forbs, and sedges may not improve. Moreover,'woody_riparianj '?]
vegetation may_not}improve. . O
The density‘ot cottonwood, willou; andfother‘woody'
' : MR B by :
phreatnphytes (except salt‘cedar) wouldfcontinue to decline

T
s

because of inadequate seedling survival. : S R C

0 .
' R

[T f
Vot ‘L t TN
']

No adverse livestock impacts have been identified.

ek
—d

Recreation

Ut o

. Intrusions within view of archaeological‘sites woulle

N s
ot $'z,~~ :

lower the quality of archaeoloeical sightseeing..
B "'zgs u

Roads, fences, water sources, land treatments, and other

.'{l’<v

e o ‘.'-'., &S
unavoidably degrade primitive values,
' E A S A PR R S S

Economics L

Foermeen Gt

\94\1.' v

Ranch income would decline an estimated $184 400 in the

A vt ‘:'nx;;,:.,.v;?;‘{-,“‘

term before the erazinp program begins to show increased

r‘»&"‘-}‘}ny1~- N K
v [ '-jur(

foraze production because of an initial decrease in forage -

v ETa 5

STt RS
available to livestock. Fifteen years after implementation
income is estimated(to increase to $300 000 annually. »Q

S |¥ S .
RS s ,,E‘,.?,:z,;,w Adereeit

In nrder to obtain the multiple-use obiectives, a close and

P

KR BT I B NN
4 SR At

A "‘ ko

el R B . e
e g . RO

SRS A DL
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# . 1IV. ALTERNATIVES

‘Rangeland Improvement Act of 1978. The proposal provides the best -

,
Yo

suppnrtable position.

:‘The EIS addressed the following five'alternativesfto the proposed

action: T s

Alternative I: Full Stockine with Management

Alternative 1 would allnw stockinerat the estimated livestock'

-

Acarryinp capacity for each allotment and permit livestock to use 77 ,012

o ;AUMs nf forage, which is 12 707 AUMs more than under the proposed

“action. This alternative differs from the proposed action in that it

does not nronose a reduction for the rest pasture in restfrotation

i 01

erazinn systems,
Thiq alternative was not chosen because a rest-rotation grazing
.system must have the AUMs subtracted when the system is” implemented.

Hieh utilizatinn is avoided when one pasture is rested and the other

Tatey

pastures are used.

§ oo

 Alternative 2: Stocking Level by Condition c1As§fﬁ“t T

The stocking level by condition class alternative would " set the

{

stoekinp 1evel in relation to the averape condition and apparent trend.g‘wlf

of the allotmentq. This alternative would allow ranpes*in poor or fairj
B I'cmi.‘g‘ ’ )
.reondition tn recover faster than they would under the proposed action,:-'-

”since maximum use would not exceed 30 361 AUMs for the EIS area."

The followine criteria would be used for setting the initial

[V S 1 N
S .
" R

stockine levels‘
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Fait A.:;¢Cnndition pood,.anparent trend stable or up—-the initial stocking
. B B ~‘ _‘! )
rate would be the same as under the proposedvaction.' Utilization

of key forage species would 3Vera2e'50 percent'.

‘L HB-uﬂ Condition fair, apparent trend up, or condition good and apparent'
trend down--the initial stocking rate would be 80 percent of "that .

under the proposed action._ Expected utilization of key forage

. -+ & species would average 40 percent.
S . ) ' [N : .
5;»2 2 iCs . Condition poor, apparent trend up, or condition fair and apparent
l . ""x'i

« trend’ stnble or down-—the initial stockinp rate would be 60 percent e

.;’é f+t5;-+ of that under the proposed action. Expected utilization of key
ramtt i
© + forape qneeies wnnld Average 30 nercent. ’

R : . . o :
i ] ‘

o - " D. . Condition poor, apparent trend qtable or down-—grazing would be

© - ; -deferred for at least 5 years. _ »
) : o o N T “ LN ) 'v~r . . : .
. w. This alternative would result in favorable environmental impacts as,

. 7 s ’ . IR £ -
ey Mo

~.in.the proposed. actinn and would allow more rapid vegetation

ol

improvement, reduced soil erosion, and wildlife habitat improvement.
: w [ETE N .
The larse reduction in stocking levels would, however, cause immediate N

w..~. - .
. ; . f,,. ,“.;A_ ,M‘, .

“- . adverse economic impacts to the ranching community., This alternative -
SRR was nnt selected, becauqe the same long-term objectives could be’ achieved'

‘rn4~.

:,55 ¢ with less economic impact by implementing the proposed action.

T ARt et <l

o Alternative 3: No Vepetation Manipulation

The no. vegetation manipulation alternative would implement all

nrnviqinnq of the prnpnsed action except land treatment. The proposed

PET -

AMPs would be developed with no additional forape anticipated from land

LY LR
¢ . . Voot e g

AR Py
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treatment. All increases in carrying capacity, would .come from natural

iDotential.'

B R S

Subtynes such as vinyon-juniper, blackbrush,Jandwmuch-sagebrushfare

Tk ety

clessified as being in poor range condition. .Even through management

P I

thpqp species would not increase significantly in condition, whereas
: NE :W"

'they could increase to good condition through vegetation manipulation.
A ey .
For this reason alternative 3 was not chosen. .

"Alternétive 4: No Action

FE S AR I

The no action alternative proposes no change in grazinp. Livestock B

sy -4: §ﬂ

a stnckine rates would be 1imited to the recognized active privilegee of
Coantt R “%"v-

108 739 AUMs and the 16 AMPs already implemented would continue in

r'operation. “Allotments under AMPs would be. monitored and.modified as iif

"Ly

”needpd to reach management objectives. - .

I

TR

vy

_“the orderlv nse nf the range or to replace or, maintain exiqtinp AMPs.

PSSR ',z' 44;; {

Other resource proprams would be managed to meet MFP objectives. )
S S e

Under thie alternative opportunity would be lackinz to improve
;‘raneeland condition and forage production on most allotments. High

;'r\

'~-”nppntiv9 impacts would result in the -long term on wildlife, soils,
* [ A

”vepetatinn, water resources, and the ranching community. For that

Tt re 5{v,*-;‘

'rpnsnn this alternative was not selected.

"AlternntiveJS: "Elimination of Grazing on Federalblands

Altnrnativp 5 would eliminate livpstnck erazina on the Federal

lands in the EIS area. Grazine trespass would be’controlled by range’

use sunervision and extensive fencine to separate public land, from

23

No new ranee improvements would be authorized except as needed for :j.f‘



private and State ‘lands. ° Arizona State  law-would. require BLM to, survey N

and fence approximately 423 miles of State and private land boundaries

“ R N

’:“:.!F Tl

to prevent livestock trespass on publiec land. Existingrimprovements‘on -

Ry BT T e

Federal ranpeland that benefitted only livestock use and managenent
PR s . Lo
wnnld be removed and the.surface distnrbance would be rehabilitated.

»

-

This alternative was not selected because of the extreme adverse

ecnnnmic impact on livestock operators and ranch values.r Thea-gpﬁ"

fal!

¥

" alternative is also impractical in view of the'need to fence 423 milesv‘

ERR N “avt - .
of land boundaries. T BH B S T

ok 1; byt

Alternative 6 7Less.Intensive Management'(Reduced Grazing Pressure)‘

; valhisradditional alternative was discussed in the Final EIS after
wéo;nents on the draftfwere analyzed.’ Alternative 6 wouldladjust grazing
to naintain utilization.of the key species at. 45 percent._ This‘qouldx S
o mprovide for 67 &61 AUM s, grazing use. With'the exception of

POREA L m

imnlemented AMP:, alternative 6’ would not: employlintensive grazing

manaeement systems. BLM would implement: allotment studies to evaluate
SRR Gyl :
the effectiveness of the program and change: management if necessary. The.

. _
an LR

range improvements needed for pasture rotation; would not be needed.

B speny . ’
S I ' ) PR
- Only . those imnrnvements needed to distribute use would be constructed.

AT R e

~These improvements would be lower in priority than the projects planned

-

fnr nasture rotation. v o N o B
. P :. e Vv . \u

Thisualternative has been selected as part;of_the”livestocgfgrazing

fo i :
. propram. S S R
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V. PUBLIC.INVOLVEMENT o e e

Planning o R L N
During the planﬁing process District personnel met wi;hif"

representatives from'seven_different agencieSuand;ins;itutionsvon‘

the looal, State, and Federal levels. From.FeBruary;lél‘1979lto.

8 Jonuary 22,~l980 BLM conducted public meetings ‘with ranchero;

spécial'infnrpst groups, and individuals concetnedfwito,the
;Shivwits.Resource A;;a.‘ An open house was held to feoeive comments'; 
on éop Grand Wash Management Framework Plan,»the:basisoof_thg
.environméntai statement. 'Ranchers Were'coﬁtacted»informally'
thronehout this periad. . ._ ';}q ‘:“ |
Draft EIS C R |
.'.Fnbrnary 9, 1979:" Notice of intent to o#épare:on‘

‘aniroﬁﬁeﬁtal impact statement'waS'published:iﬁlthé;Feoérai.
Repister. ' o !*%f RERR

| Februéfy 14 and 16, 1979: Four meetingé}wefe held with'l4

ranchprs of the Shivwits area to obtain economic information on

P

:ypical_ranch operations.."* A BRI S A

March 1, 19795"ietters to explain the>purposevof the EIS and;*f
request public participation were sent to ranchers, other ;,.
intnrastpd individuale and groups on local State, and Federal

levels. prs releases ‘also described thp EIS-and requested

Coy

0nntribntionq from the public. © - *~'!i - Y %h<9y

[N
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¢ .
B

ey

Anril 2, 1979: Economic data compiled from the February

;
5;1‘

meetings was sent to each Shivwits raneher for review and approval

'A'%v

rnenltinp in rome chanpes for specific size opprations.

s .
i

Lo ‘December 10, 1979: The Draft EIS was submitted to thelJ

" Environmental Protection Apency and made available‘to the public{

’ ”BLM mailed approximately 600 copies.M:Comments;Wepe requested.from

VL

“more than 100 agencles, interest groups,¥and individuals.‘

fry e

January 4, 1980: Notice of availability of the Draft EIS and

Za public hearing announcement were published in the”Federal

“Repister. - News releases were issued for Arizona, Nevada, and Utah

NEeWSDANPTR.

i
S

January 30, 1980: A public hearing was heldﬁin.St, Geqrge,

g
R

- Utah to receive comments on the Draft.EIS.“_Sixpggnchefe offered

" oral testimony and two additional ranchers,indieeted they would

" submit written statements.

Do e, "
{ .

Vi

February 11, 1980:‘ The 45-day comment period ended on the

" Draft EIS. A total of 27 comments vere received from individuals, ° .

sy e

- special interest proups, and local, State and Federal agencies. As‘

L
Loy e

1" a'result of public comment an additional‘alternative was included

R S

""and analyzed in the Final EIS..

U Rinal BIST . ¢ % s mgpes s o e

- Julv”IS 1980:.;:The Final Shivwits Environmental Impact
Statement was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency..v»-

July 18, 1980: Notice of availability of the Final EIS and a’

comment perind'of 30 days appeared in the Federal Register. The

26




GOVIL

BLM Arizona State Office issued a.news releese.explainine:vt

provisions of the EIS. 'Thus far the: District has received and;'

answered six written comments. - .- .. .

July 25, 1980: 'The Environmental P:otecticngAgency notice.
enneared in the Federal Repister.  The 30-day comment neriod'was.\
July 25 to August 25.0- . - L e G, ‘;,2"‘_

A cony of this Ranpeland Management PrperamchCument will be

sent to the'current mailing listkoffpermittees,end the;general,

‘public who received the Draft and Final Shivwitpprvironmental

"Impact Statements. Copies also will be,availableifor general

distribution at the Arizona Strip District Office. .

IMPLEMENTATION

A,

O
[ans

bt ‘reductions could be taken over a .period of, time with thﬁ scheduling.jffﬁ'ﬁ

'Grazing Administration and Use Adjustments

I B ST ST RN

tareet utilization of key forage species.. , . .,

A maximum of 86 decisions on grazinz use adjustments will be

issuedvby September 15, M1981. Prior'to-the decision issuance,'each

permittee will be consulted in an attempt to reach agreement on the T

Coy

. AMP and the schedule. for ad justments, on each allotment.‘ If

reductinns would cause a hatdship on the livestock permittee, these SEIE

of time and amount of adjustments worked out with each operatcr
within the limits of existing repulations} When sufficient

imnrnvements have been installed to implement a grazing system,'an Y

apreed upon reductinn for. the rested pastures will be made.

! Furthpr‘zrazing use'adjustmentS’mayrbeAnecessaty”tclmaintain the
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"Where need is identified in implemented management;plans:
" allotments will be adjusted immediately. - BLM will.place high .

priority on existing AMPs that are not fully implemented.

Beginning in FY81, 24 new AMPs’will'be'writtenfwithin a S5-year
E"ﬁariod. This projiect wili’require close coordination,and'
.‘cooperation between BLM and the permittees. - If permittees cénﬁot
a?rnp_nn a proposéd AMP within é.réasonableitime, however, tﬁe AMP
T will be prepared and'incorporated in the'permittée grazing permit

:mby decision. = o e N ""."ﬁf Cbee

i .
1 T
o i

Grézing qsevadjustments'will begin October,i,'1§81(aﬁd::
“eontinue nﬁtil fullfadjnétments are completed.thllofmentsIunaer_‘
rest-rotation Qfazinp, however, will not receive‘reductioﬁffé?tthe
rested bastnrp wntil improvements are madegtélglloﬁ a~gfazin§;

seauence to be followed. - v

BRI

Initial AMP implementation, consisting of achieving.
"ﬁoperatiénal'grazing’systems, will beg{p in FY 1982.and will.
:icontinne Bﬁer a 5-year' period. All identified rangeland

'va“%Yiﬁproveﬁents will be completed within 5 years if.the.district

IRRY KRG

receives the necessary appropriations to complete. the scheduled . ;':

- projects. SR v Epa s

: fey.: o : b
B. ' Improvements o

& P TR
b H R

R I T

Rangeland improvements to implement the grazing systems w;ll_
'é.ﬁn canétructéd as identified in the EIS.,‘Devélopmgnt of'wa;ersland‘
" fences will be-emphésized first, followed by land treatments, soA:-‘

‘that AMPs ecan be implemented as soon as possible.

28
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The needed improvements iﬂpntified in the Shivwits Grazing EIS

are as follows:

Needed dollars/yr.

Estimated - to implement over a
Improvement Cost 5 year period
86 water developments $614,900 : $122,980 -
137 miles of fence 301,400 60,280

32.5 miles of two-track road (included in other
improvement costs)

128,510 acres of land treatment 4,688,880 A 937,776

Total $5,605,180 Total/yr. $1,121,036

The estimated cost of the above rangeland improvemehts is
oo $5,605,180. Development will be based on future appropriations and

cost berefit analysis.
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