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1 PURPOSE & NEED 

1.1 Introduction and Background 

The Utah Recreational Land Exchange Act of 2009, Public Law 111-53 (URLEA) directs an 
exchange of land between the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and the State, School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (State). 
The URLEA, through reference to two maps entitled the Grand County Map and the Uintah 
County Map identifies the specific lands and interests in lands to be exchanged. The maps are 
contained in Appendix A. The parcels identified for exchange are located throughout eastern 
Utah in Uintah, Grand, and San Juan Counties, and include approximately 45,940 acres of non-
Federal land and approximately 35,516 acres of Federal land.  

The URLEA requires that upon receipt of an offer from the State to convey title to the non-
Federal land, the BLM shall accept the offer and convey all rights, titles and interest of the 
United States (U.S.) in and to the Federal land. The State filed its formal offer on December 18, 
2009. The URLEA provides for the conveyance of parcels in phases. The non-Federal land was 
prioritized into three groups with Phase I being the highest priority for acquisition by the U.S. In 
the interest of completing the processing of the exchange within the legislated timeframe of five 
years, the BLM and the State have agreed to complete the entire exchange in one single phase 
rather than multiple phases. 

While the URLEA directs the conveyance of specific parcels of Federal and non-Federal land, it 
also contains provisions allowing for the elimination of land from the exchange under certain 
circumstances, including the following: 

1) The lands to be exchanged must be equal in value or shall be made equal in value through 
equalization. Equalization can be accomplished through the elimination of either Federal 
or non-Federal land; the addition of non-Federal land; and/or by a cash payment that is 
not to exceed 5 percent of the total value of the Federal lands to be exchanged.  

2) A parcel or parcels may be set aside if the BLM and the State cannot come to agreement 
on the value of the parcel. 

3) Title to the lands to be exchanged must be found acceptable for conveyance to the BLM 
or the State. 

Through execution of an Exchange Agreement in August 2011, the BLM and the State agreed to 
the following prioritization for the elimination of parcels should it be become necessary for one 
or more of the above-noted purposes:   

If the amount of non-Federal land must be reduced, priority will be given to eliminating parcels 
from the exchange in the following order – i.e., no other parcels will be considered for reduction 
unless and until it has been determined that equalization cannot be achieved by eliminating the 
priority parcels: 

(a) Parcels identified by the BLM as administratively unacceptable during the title 
review process. 

(b) Parcels identified in the URLEA for exchange in Phase 3. 

(c) Parcels identified in the URLEA for exchange in Phase 2. 
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(d) Parcels whose value would facilitate equalization by avoiding the need to split 
parcels, reassess values, or complete additional surveys. 

Because the Federal lands were not grouped into priority phases by the URLEA as the non-
Federal lands were, any adjustments to the Federal lands will be based on the resource 
information contained in this EA, with the objective of ensuring that the resulting exchange 
configuration would be in the public interest and agreeable to both the BLM and the State. The 
final decision on which parcels are to be exchanged will be made following the valuation of the 
parcels and agreement between the State and the BLM on which parcels shall be eliminated to 
achieve an equal value exchange. This and the public interest determination will be documented 
in the decision record for the exchange. 

Section 3 of the URLEA provides that the exchange shall be subject to existing rights and, 
except as otherwise provided by the URLEA, subject to Section 206 of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1716) and other applicable laws. The 
Department of the Interior, Office of the Solicitor, Intermountain Regional Office, concluded 
that, based on the language in Section 3 the exchange requires compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and other applicable laws including the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  

1.2 Purpose of the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the land exchange, as noted in House Report 111-179 and Senate Report 111-67, 
is to:  

1) place valuable conservation and recreation lands into public ownership, including lands 
within and contiguous to wilderness study areas (WSAs), areas of critical environmental 
concern (ACECs), and land and mineral interest near the Utah’s Colorado River Corridor, 
the Book Cliffs, and Dinosaur National Monument;  

2) consolidate land ownership for both the State and the U.S.; and  

3) place lands with a high development potential into State ownership for the benefit of the 
public schools in the State of Utah.  

1.3 Decisions to be Made 

This environmental assessment will be used by the authorized officer to determine whether the 
abovementioned exchange would be in the public interest as required under the URLEA and 
defined under 43 CFR 2200.0-6(b)(1) and (2). The EA will also be used by the authorized officer 
in determining which parcels should be eliminated from the exchange, if necessary, in order to 
achieve an equal value exchange. 

1.4 Land Use Plan Conformance 

The exchange parcels within Uintah County and a small portion of Grand County are 
administered subject to the Vernal Field Office Resource Management Plan (RMP) approved in 
October, 2008. The exchange parcels in the majority of Grand County and in all of San Juan 
County are administered subject to the Moab Field Office RMP, also approved in October 2008.  

The exchange is consistent with the following planning decisions: 
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x Land exchanges with the State will be given priority consideration to resolve inholding 
issues. (Moab RMP, LAR-3, page 65 and Vernal RMP, LAR-12 page 86) 

x Public lands will be considered for disposal by exchange provided the exchange will 
result in more efficient land management of the public lands (Moab RMP, page 65 and 
Vernal RMP, LAR-10, page 87). 

x Non-Federal lands will be considered for acquisition through exchange where the lands 
contain resource values equal to or greater than the public lands being exchanged, and 
support program objectives for management of recreation resources, wilderness, cultural 
resources, wildlife habitat, riparian or wetland areas, or threatened or endangered species 
(Moab RMP, Appendix G, page G-1 to G-22 and Vernal RMP, LAR-11, page 87 and 
Figure 6a). 

x Lands can be considered for disposal by exchange where the exchange will result in more 
efficient Federal management of the public lands. Ownership changes must accomplish 
one or more of the land tenure adjustment criteria, including where the change would 1) 
be determined to be in the public interest; 2) result in a gain of important manageable 
resources; 3) ensure public access to lands where access cannot otherwise be obtained; 4) 
promote more effective management and meet essential resource objectives; and 5) serve 
regional or national priorities identified in policy directives or legislation (Vernal RMP, 
LAR-20, page 89). 

x Non-Federal lands to be acquired through both Bureau- and public-initiated exchanges 
must be in the public interest and have at least one of the following characteristics: 

o Acquisition will facilitate access to public lands and resources and/or contribute 
to a more efficient and manageable land ownership pattern. 

o Acquisition will facilitate implementation of the RMP management actions. 

o Acquisition of the non-Federal lands will maintain or enhance public uses and 
values, with priority given to acquiring riparian/wetlands; lands with high 
recreation use and/or wildlife values; sensitive plant or animal habitat; and lands 
with significant cultural sites and/or paleontological localities or within other 
special designations. 

o Acquisitions that will meet other conditions pursuant to FLPMA Section 206 or 
43 CFR 2200 (Vernal RMP, LAR-13, page 88). 

x Lands and/or interests in lands (such as mineral and conservation easements) acquired 
through future land tenure adjustments will take on the management of the surrounding 
areas (Moab RMP, LAR-13). 

x Acquired lands will be managed in accordance with management objectives identified for 
adjacent lands unless resource considerations require a plan amendment (Vernal RMP, 
LAR-14).  

There are several instances, as noted below, where the disposal of specific Federal parcels would 
be inconsistent with management decisions in the Moab and Vernal RMPs. However, the 
Solicitor has concluded that the URLEA does not require that the exchange be fully consistent 
with applicable land use plans. As part of this environmental analysis, the BLM will evaluate 
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whether the disposal of or acquisition of certain parcels as part of the exchange would be in the 
public interest, notwithstanding the provisions of any applicable land use plans that might 
otherwise restrict disposal or acquisition of such parcels.  

The inconsistencies with planning decisions include the following: 

x Lands will not be considered for disposal if they are in WSAs, ACECs, Special 
Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) or other designated areas; have habitat for 
listed, endangered or special status species; have habitat for non-listed species and 
disposal could lead to the listing of the species; have National Register of Historic Places-
eligible sites unless impacts can be mitigated; or contain floodplains or wetlands unless 
the U.S. acquires higher quality floodplains or wetlands (Moab RMP, Appendix G, page 
G-1).  

x Mange all public lands within SRMAs for retention in Federal ownership consistent with 
the MFO exchange criteria and acquire high value non-Federal lands from willing sellers 
where such acquisition will further the purposes of the each SRMA (Moab RMP, page 
83). 

Three Federal parcels that are proposed for exchange to the State (32, 33, and 34) totaling 592 
acres are located within SRMAs in the Moab Field Office. The Moab RMP contains specific 
disposal language (Appendix I, page I-1) for parcel 33 (69.36 acres). Parcel 32 (353.39 acres) is 
on the periphery of the Labyrinth Rims/Gemini Bridges SRMA, immediately adjoining the 
Canyonlands Air Field. Parcel 34 (170 acres) is on the periphery of the South Moab SRMA, 
immediately adjoining a large block of developable State land in southern Spanish Valley, a 
residential district south of Moab.  

x Non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics (i.e., natural areas) will be retained in 
Federal ownership (Vernal RMP, LAR 25, page 89). 

Federal parcel 4 (80 acres) is located within the Daniels Canyon natural area, an area that the 
BLM made a management decision to protect, preserve, and maintain the wilderness 
characteristics of in the Vernal RMP (Appendix A).  

1.5 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or Other Plans 

The proposed action is consistent with the Grand County General Plan Update (April, 2004), 
which contains stated policy concerning BLM-State exchanges (page 49): 

Grand County supports BLM-State exchanges that are advantageous to Grand County 
residents for reasons such as: (a) protection of community watersheds; (b) protection of 
lands that are important to county residents for recreational, or other economic values; (c) 
protections of lands in Grand County from developments that might otherwise lead to a 
net increase in county cost for infrastructure and public services; or (d) consolidation of 
land ownership patterns to reduce fragmentation. 

There is no specific language in either the Uintah County or the San Juan County plans 
concerning Federal – non-Federal exchanges.  

A Conservation Plan has been prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the 
Graham beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii). Some Federal parcels in the exchange may be 
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potential habitat for this species. The Conservation Plan recommends that such lands be retained 
in Federal ownership.  

1.6 Identification of Issues 

Public notice of this EA was posted on the Utah BLM’s Electronic Notification Bulletin Board 
(ENBB) on October 26, 2010. The public was invited to provide scoping comments. To date, the 
BLM has not received any comments in response to this notification.  

In addition to public notice on the ENBB, the Notice of Exchange was published for four 
consecutive weeks in newspapers circulated in Uintah, Grand, and San Juan counties beginning 
in August 2011. Notice of the exchange was also provided to all land use authorization holders 
on the Federal and non-Federal lands, Congressional representatives, and local and State 
governmental entities. Comments received in connection with this outreach are documented in 
Chapter 5 and the applicable sections of this EA.  

A BLM Interdisciplinary Team met in the Vernal Field Office on September 29, 2010, and in the 
Moab Field Office on October 25, 2010 to conduct internal scoping. Issues identified during 
internal scoping are documented on interdisciplinary team checklists for each office, which are 
included as Appendix B.  

The following issues identified during scoping will be analyzed in this EA. 

1.6.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

x Which lands within or adjacent to ACECs would be consolidated into BLM 
management? 

x How would exchange of parcels impact the relevant and important values for which the 
Red Fork/Dry Mountain, Nine Mile Canyon, Lower Green River, Mill Creek Canyon, 
Behind the Rocks, and Highway 279 Corridor/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACECs were 
established? 

1.6.2 Big Game  

x What types of big game habitat are being exchanged and how much habitat gain or loss 
will result from the exchange? 

1.6.3 Grazing and Other Authorized Land Uses 

x What impacts would the exchange have on grazing permittees and authorized users of the 
Federal and non-Federal lands? 

1.6.4 Mineral Resources 

x What mineral resources are being exchanged and how much gain or loss is there to the 
BLM and to the State? 

x What split estate parcels are being exchanged and what will be the impact to split-estate 
lands? 
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1.6.5 Natural areas and Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 

x How would the exchange impact lands with wilderness characteristics that the BLM 
decided to protect as natural areas in the Vernal and Moab RMPs?   

x How would the exchange impact lands with wilderness characteristics that the BLM has 
decided to manage for other resource uses in the Vernal and Moab RMPs? 

1.6.6 Recreation/Visual Resources 

x What losses or benefits would there be to recreation users of BLM and State lands? 

x What losses or benefits would there be to the visual resources? 

1.6.7 Socioeconomics 

x What economic impacts to Uintah, Grand and San Juan Counties would result from the 
exchange?  

1.6.8 Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 

x Which lands being exchanged would impact suitable wild and scenic river segments? 

x Would the exchange impact the free-flowing character, outstanding remarkable values, or 
tentative classification of any suitable river segments? 

1.6.9 Threatened, Endangered, and State Sensitive Species 

x What types of Threatened, Endangered or State Sensitive Species habitat are being 
exchanged and how much habitat gain or loss is there to BLM acreage? 

x What would be the impact of the exchange on sage-grouse habitat?   

1.6.10 Water, Wetlands, Riparian, Floodplains, and Soil Resources 

x Which water resources, riparian, soils or wetlands areas would be consolidated into BLM 
management?  What losses of such lands would there be to the BLM? 

x What would be the impact from the exchange on riparian and wetland resources?   

1.6.11 Wilderness Study Areas 

x Which lands within WSAs would be consolidated into BLM management? 

1.7 Issues Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis  

1.7.1 Cultural Resources 

On December 3, 2012 that State the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), concurred with 
the BLM’s no adverse effect determination. This finding is based on the fact that under State law 
(Utah Code 9-8-404), the State must afford historic properties the same level of protection as 
would the BLM under Federal law. A copy of the concurrence letter from SHPO is included as 
Appendix G.  
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1.7.2 Paleontological Resources 

Utah Code 79-3-508 (formerly 63-73-11) requires state agencies to consider the effect of any 
undertaking on paleontological resources. The Utah State paleontologist has developed a map of 
areas of paleontological sensitivity. Within sensitive paleontological areas, paleontological 
inventories and review must be submitted prior to any surface disturbance. For all other surface-
disturbing activities, individual State agencies submit proposed activities to the state Resource 
Development Coordinating Committee, which includes State Paleontologist review. If the State 
Paleontologist asks for a paleontological inventory or review, the State requires submission of an 
inventory to be assessed prior to any surface disturbance. Therefore, there would be minimal 
effect on paleontological resources as a result of the exchange.  

1.7.3 Wastes/Hazardous Materials 

All of the Federal and non-Federal lands will be inventoried in compliance with 40 CFR Part 312 
(All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI) regulations) and 40 CFR Part 373 to determine if hazardous 
substances, petroleum products, solid wastes, or physical hazards are present before title is 
conveyed. The inventories will be done under contract, subject to the review and approval by a 
certified environmental professional, the BLM authorized officer(s), and the State. Any 
hazardous materials or other hazards identified through the inventory process will either be 
remedied by the responsible agency prior to conveyance of the land, or the parcel(s) will be 
eliminated from the exchange. Any adjustments to the exchange based on hazardous materials 
issues will be documented in the decision record for the exchange.  
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2 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION  

2.1 Introduction 

The URLEA directs an exchange of land between the BLM and the State. The Federal and non-
Federal lands identified in the URLEA for exchange are located throughout eastern Utah in 
Uintah, Grand and San Juan Counties, and include a mix of surface and mineral estate, surface 
estate, mineral estate, and partial mineral estate.  

Table 2.1 provides information on the number of acres in each county identified for exchange. 
These acreages may change slightly following formal survey and more detailed title review of 
some of the parcels.  

Table 2.1. Land Identified for Exchange by County 

Federal Lands Uintah County Grand 
County 

San Juan 
County Total Acres 

Surface and Mineral Acres 25,731.97 7,706.73 170.00 33,610.77 

Surface Only Acres 615.00 0.00 0.00 615.00 

Minerals Only Acres 1,292.29 0.00 0.00 1,292.29 

Total Acres 27,639.26 7,706.73 170.00 35,515.99 

Non-Federal Lands Uintah County Grand 
County 

San Juan 
County Total Acres 

Surface and Mineral Acres 7,578.31 31,574.23 1,874.19 41,026.73 

Minerals Only Acres 40.00 4,873.12 0.00 4,913.12 

Total Acres 7,618.31 36,447.35 1,874.19 45,939.85 

Because the land exchange has been directed through legislation, no other alternatives, except 
the no action alternative, are being considered. As mentioned in Section 1.1, if any non-Federal 
parcels need to be eliminated as a result of value equalization, priority will be given to 
eliminating parcels from the exchange in the following order: 

x Parcels identified by the BLM as administratively unacceptable during the title review 
process. 

x Parcels identified in the URLEA for exchange in Phase 3. 

x Parcels identified in the URLEA for exchange in Phase 2. 

x Parcels whose value would facilitate equalization by avoiding the need to split parcels, 
reassess values, or complete additional surveys. 

If any Federal parcels need to be eliminated from the exchange as a result of value equalization, 
the BLM will use the following criteria to determine which parcels should be removed from the 
exchange.  
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x Parcels will be eliminated from the exchange that contain resources that are protected by 
other environmental laws (e.g., threatened or endangered species). 

x Parcels will be eliminated from the exchange that are specifically identified for retention 
in the existing Moab and Vernal RMPs or in other planning documents (e.g., species 
conservation plans).  

x Parcels will be eliminated from the exchange that are adjacent to existing Federal lands 
rather than intermingled with private or state land.  

x  Parcels will be eliminated that are agreeable to both the BLM and the State. 

2.2 Alternative A – Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is to complete the exchange between the State and the BLM as directed by 
the URLEA and described below.  

2.2.1 Non-Federal Lands to be Conveyed to the United States 

The non-Federal lands identified for exchange include 95 parcels encompassing a total of 45,940 
acres. The parcels are shown on the map in Appendix A and described in Appendix C. Most of 
the parcels are located in southeastern Grand County, on the eastern side of the Colorado River, 
near Arches National Park, Moab, and Castle Valley. Fourteen parcels are located throughout 
Uintah County, with one in close proximity to Dinosaur National Monument. Seventy-nine 
parcels include both the surface and mineral estates, and 16 parcels are mineral estate only. Of 
the 16 mineral estate parcels, the surface estate of one is under Federal ownership, and the 
surface estate of the remaining parcels is privately owned. The mineral estate parcels do not 
include the sand and gravel resources, which have been confirmed to be owned by the respective 
surface owners, pursuant to Utah Code 53C-2-401 and 65A-6-1.  

2.2.2 Federal Lands to be Conveyed to the State 

The Federal lands identified for exchange include 34 parcels encompassing a total of 35,516 
acres. The majority of the parcels are located in southern Uintah County in the East Tavaputs 
Plateau. Four parcels are located in northern Uintah County near the town of Vernal and south of 
Dinosaur National Monument. Five parcels are located near the town of Green River, two parcels 
are along the Highway 191 corridor in Grand County, and one parcel is in Spanish Valley in San 
Juan County. Twenty-four of the parcels include both the surface and mineral estates, one parcel 
is surface estate only (the State already owns the underlying minerals), and nine parcels are 
mineral estate only. Of the nine mineral estate parcels, the State of Utah, Division of Wildlife 
Resources (UDWR) is the surface owner of seven parcels, and the remaining two parcels are 
under private ownership.  

In addition to the exchange of lands and interests noted above, the URLEA sets forth the 
following specific requirements that must be implemented as part of the proposed action:   

1) All right, title and interest of the U.S. and the State are to be conveyed, subject to valid 
existing rights, including leases, easements, permits, rights-of-way, mining claims, etc. 
The valid and existing rights for the Federal and non-Federal lands are identified in 
Appendix D.  

2) The U.S. is to reserve an interest in the Federal lands containing oil shale resources. The 
interest to be reserved includes 50 percent of any bonus bids or rental received by the 
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State, and royalty in the amount that would have been received by the Federal 
Government if the oil shale resources had been retained in Federal ownership. This 
reservation will apply to parcels 6-11, 13, 16, 18, and 22-25, which were determined by 
the BLM to contain oil shale resources. 

3) Any water rights appurtenant to the lands are to be conveyed with the lands (Sec. 3(h)). 
This includes 15 non-Federal water rights and 37 Federal water rights. The water rights 
are described in Appendix E. 

4) Lands subject to a grazing permit, lease or contract will be conveyed subject to the 
duration of the permit, lease or contract, with certain rights of preferential renewal. The 
authorized Federal and non-Federal grazing permits are identified in Appendix F.  

5) The Federal land in Sec. 33, T. 4 S., R. 24 E., SLB&M will be conveyed subject to a 
1,000 foot-wide scenic easement and a 200 foot-wide right-of-way granted to the 
National Park Service for Dinosaur National Monument. This affects Federal parcel 2.  

6) Certain non-Federal parcels would be withdrawn from operation of the mineral leasing 
and mineral material disposal laws. This includes 48 parcels encompassing a total of 
24,384 acres. The parcels are shown on the maps in Appendix A.  

7) The value of any Federal parcel that is attributed to the presence of minerals subject to 
leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act (MLA) will be reduced by the amount that would 
have been paid to the State from bonuses, rentals, and royalties that the U.S. would have 
received if the minerals were leased pursuant to the MLA. The amount of value 
adjustment required under the URLEA will be addressed in the valuation of the parcels.  

8) Any mineral receipts on non-Federal lands acquired by the U.S. are to be deposited into 
the general fund of the Treasury and are not subject to Section 35 of the MLA, under 
which the State is entitled to receive 50 percent of the bonus bids, rental, and royalty 
payments.  

Additional actions, not specified in the URLEA that would be implemented under the proposed 
action include the following: 

1) Seven parcels encompassing 1,709.75 acres in Grand County would be withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location following acquisition by the U.S. These parcels are shown on 
maps in Appendix A. 

2) Six public water reserve withdrawals encompassing 264.21 acres of the Federal land 
would be revoked to allow for the conveyance of Federal parcels 20 and 25.  

2.2.3 Anticipated Land Use 

The URLEA directs that all lands will be conveyed subject to valid and existing rights and that 
authorized grazing use will continue for the remainder of the authorized term (subject to 
modification or cancellation under certain specified circumstances). Beyond these existing uses, 
Tables 2.2 and Table 2.3 summarize the anticipated future use of the Federal and non-Federal 
lands once conveyed.  
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Table 2.2. Anticipated Use of Federal Land  

Parcel 
No(s) 

Current Use(s) Anticipated Use(s) 

1 Recreation – parcel is heavily 
used by locals for winter 
sports. 

The State intends to sell the parcel at public auction to help 
recoup exchange costs. Because of the uneven terrain, no 
development of the parcel is anticipated post sale. 

2 Significant paleontology site 
with vertebrates (bone bed) 

This remnant parcel will be sold to the surrounding landowner 
to help recoup exchange costs. No development of the parcel is 
anticipated post sale due to its encumbrance with a scenic 
easement in favor of the NPS. 

3 Grazing, recreation (provides 
access to Green River). Within 
Blue Mountain SRMA. 

This parcel will be sold to the adjoining landowner to help 
recoup exchange costs. The existing use for dry land cattle 
grazing is expected to continue post-sale. The adjoining 
landowner does not plan any change in use of the parcel. 

4 Daniels Canyon natural area, 
existing mining operation, 
grazing  

This parcel will be sold to the current mining claimant to help 
recoup exchange costs. The existing use for flagstone mining is 
expected to continue post sale. 

5S Oil/Gas/ROW/grazing This parcel is comprised of BLM surface overlying existing 
state trust minerals, which are currently leased for oil & gas 
and oil shale. No ongoing operations under either lease are 
currently being undertaken or permitted. The State intends to 
retain this parcel. Existing grazing use is expected to continue, 
with potential for use to support oil & gas or oil shale in the 
future.  

6 Grazing The State anticipates that existing grazing uses will continue 
on this parcel, and the parcel will be offered competitively for 
oil & gas leasing. Any actual development of oil & gas on the 
parcel would depend on geologic and market conditions and 
availability of pipeline access. 

7 Oil/gas/ROW/grazing Same as #6. 

8 Oil shale/oil/gas/grazing, 
hunting/wild horses & burros 

Same as #6. 

9 Oil/gas/grazing/hunting Same as #6. 

10 Grazing/tar sands/oil shale Same as #6. 

11M Private surface/Federal 
minerals 

This parcel consists of Federal subsurface under private 
surface. The State anticipates that the parcel will be offered 
competitively for oil & gas leasing. Any actual development of 
oil & gas on the parcel would depend on geologic and market 
conditions and availability of pipeline access. The State will be 
required by state law to address surface access through existing 
statutory procedures. 

12M UDWR/Fed minerals This parcel consists of Federal subsurface under UDWR 
surface. The State anticipates that the parcel will be offered 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Current Use(s) Anticipated Use(s) 

competitively for oil & gas leasing. Any actual development of 
oil & gas on the parcel would depend on geologic and market 
conditions and availability of pipeline access. The State will be 
required by state law to address surface access through existing 
statutory procedures. 

13M UDWR/Fed minerals Same as # 12. 

14M UDWR/Fed minerals Same as # 12. 

15M UDWR/Fed minerals Same as # 12. 

16 Hunting/oil/gas, grazing Same as #6. 

17M UDWR/Fed minerals Same as #12. 

18M UDWR/Fed minerals Same as #12. 

19M UDWR/Fed minerals Same as #12. 

20 Hunting/oil/gas, grazing Same as #6. 

21M Private surface/Fed 

minerals 

Same as # 11. 

22 Hunting/oil/gas, grazing Same as #6 

23 Hunting/oil/gas, grazing Same as #6 

24 Deer and elk habitat, grazing This parcel is an isolated fragment of BLM land located inside 
a much larger block of State land. The State may offer the 
lands for oil & gas leasing, but due to the remote and rugged 
nature of the parcel, actual physical development is unlikely 
for the foreseeable future. Grazing permit on the surrounding 
lands is held by UDWR. 

25 Hunting/oil/gas, grazing Same as #6. 

26 Deer and elk habitat, grazing Same as #24. 

27 Grazing/antelope habitat The State anticipates existing grazing uses will continue on this 
parcel for the intermediate term (1-3 years). The State may 
seek to lease the lands for irrigated agricultural purposes, 
depending on topography, and subject to availability of water 
rights for lease or purchase. 

28 Grazing/antelope habitat Same as #27. 

29 Grazing/antelope habitat Same as #27. 

30 Grazing/antelope habitat Same as #27. 

31 Grazing/antelope habitat Same as #27. 

32 Grazing/antelope habitat The State anticipates existing grazing uses will continue on this 
parcel for the intermediate term (1-3 years). The State may 
seek to lease or sell the lands for light industrial use. 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Current Use(s) Anticipated Use(s) 

33 Open space The State anticipates that this parcel will be planned for 
residential development, with sales projected no sooner than 
2015-2018. Development is contingent on successful 
development of existing State parcel to the north, which is not 
currently entitled for development. 

34 Grazing This parcel will be held in the State’s land portfolio for long-
term appreciation. No specific uses are currently contemplated. 
Existing grazing use will be continued.  

Under Sec. 4(a)(1) of the URLEA, lands acquired by the U.S. will become part of, and be 
managed as part of, the Federal administrative unit or area in which the land is located. Where 
not otherwise specified by the URLEA, the lands acquired through exchange would take on the 
management of the surrounding area and be managed in accordance with the approved RMPs. 
Generally, all of the non-Federal lands would be managed by the BLM for purposes of resource 
protection and recreation use, and for grazing and other uses where allowed for under the RMPs. 
Under the authority of 43 CFR 2200.0-6(f) and (g), exchanged non-Federal land within the boundary 
of a WSA are automatically added to the WSA and from that time on subject to the WSA 
Management Manual (Manual 6330). This provision applies only to inholdings, not edge holdings. 

Lands that being acquired that are on the edge of WSAs would not be added to the WSA, nor 
would they be managed in accordance with the WSA Management Manual. However, edge 
holdings would be managed under the Moab and Vernal RMPs the same as adjacent lands, which 
means that portions of these parcels would be managed as: 

x Right-of-way exclusion areas; 

x VRM Class I; and 

x Closed to OHV travel. 
In accordance with the legislation, all WSA inholdings and edge holdings that are being acquired 
by the BLM would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.  

In addition to lands that are in or on the boundary of WSAs, the BLM would acquire lands 
located in or on the boundary of many other specially designated areas, such as SRMAs and 
ACECs, as well as BLM natural areas. Both the Vernal and Moab RMPs include decisions that 
provide guidance on how acquired lands would be managed. According to both RMPs, acquired 
lands would be managed the same as surrounding lands (LAR-13 and LAR-14, respectively). In 
some instances the surrounding lands may be located in an area where there are overlapping 
designations (e.g., SRMA and WSA). In these instances, the more restrictive management would 
be applied. Furthermore, some parcels may be located between areas of special designation. In 
these instances, boundary roads or natural boundaries were used to identify how acquired lands 
would be managed.  

Finally, if the exchange occurs, the BLM will acquire only the mineral estate associated with 
some parcels. Unless specified otherwise by the URLEA, minerals would be managed similar to 
adjacent/surrounding minerals. The BLM would not be making decisions that affect the surface 
as a result of this action. 
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Table 2.3. Anticipated Use of Non-Federal Land 

Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

100-
101 

Crucial deer and elk 
winter habitat and 
recreation (Red 
Mountain trail system), 
grazing 

The parcel would take on the management of the surrounding Red 
Mountain-Dry Fork ACEC and Red Mountain-Dry Fork SRMA. 
These areas are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL. 

103 OHV use, grazing This parcel is surrounded on two sides (north and east) by the 
Buckskin Hills open riding area. The area would take on the 
management of the surrounding Buckskin Hills open riding area, 
which is open to cross country motorized vehicle travel and open to 
oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL. 

104 Crucial deer winter 
habitat, grazing, 
woodcutting 

Management would be consistent with surrounding public lands, 
which are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL. 

105-
106 

Scenic driving 
experiences, grazing 

Management of these parcels would be consistent with 
surrounding public lands, which are open to oil and gas leasing 
subject to CSU and TL. 

107 Grazing This parcel is surrounded by other BLM lands which are identified in 
the VFO RMP as public lands considered for disposal and would be 
added to these disposal lands. Management would be consistent with 
surrounding public lands, which are open to oil and gas leasing 
subject to standard stipulations. 

108 Grazing Parcel 108 is located partially within Moonshine Draw natural area 
and partially within the Daniels Canyon WSA. Approximately 100 
acres, located above the canyon rim, would take on the management 
of the Moonshine Draw natural area. This area would be managed as 
VRM Class II, ROW avoidance, and limited to designated routes. The 
area below the rim, which is surrounded by the WSA, would take on 
the management of the surrounding lands, which are VRM Class I, 
ROW exclusion, and closed to OHV use.  

According to the legislation, the entire parcel would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.   

109 Crucial deer and elk 
habitat, grazing 

The parcel is located partially within the Nine Mile Canyon and 
Lower Green River ACECs as well as the Nine Mile Canyon SRMA. 
It would not take on the management of the Lower Green River 
ACEC because the ACEC the entire parcel is above the canyon rim. 
However, parcel 109 would take on the management of the Nine Mile 
Canyon ACEC and Nine Mile SRMA. Management would be 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

consistent with surrounding public lands including NSO stipulations 
for oil and gas leasing.  

110-
111 

Crucial deer and elk 
habitat, grazing 

The parcels would take on the management of the Nine Mile Canyon 
ACEC and Nine Mile SRMA. Management would be consistent with 
surrounding public lands including NSO stipulations for oil and gas 
leasing. 

112-
113 

Wood cutting, grazing These parcels are located in the Cripple Cowboy area, which is an 
area with wilderness characteristics the BLM chose not protect, but 
are managed for other resource uses.  Management would be 
consistent with surrounding public lands, which are open to oil and 
gas leasing subject to CSU and TL 

114M BLM surface would be 
united with mineral 
estate, grazing.  

Management would be consistent with surrounding public lands, 
which are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL. 

115-
119 

Adjacent to/within 
Westwater WSA or 
Black Ridge Wilderness 
Area; wilderness, 
recreation, wildlife 
habitat, including 
bighorn sheep, cultural 
resources, grazing 

Parcels 115, 116, and 117 are immediately adjacent to the Black 
Ridge Wilderness Area.  

Parcel 115 is surrounded by the Black Ridge Wilderness Area on 
three sides (with the Colorado River on the north side); the entire 
parcel would take on the management of the surrounding public 
lands, which are VRM Class I and closed to motorized vehicles. 
According to the legislation, parcel 115 would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. 

Parcel 116 is surrounded by the Black Ridge Wilderness Area and the 
Westwater WSA. The URLEA legislation states that parcel 116 
would be withdrawn from leasing and mineral material disposal. This 
parcel would take on the management of the surrounding public land, 
which is excluded for new ROWs, VRM I, and limited to designated 
roads.  

Parcel 117 borders the Black Ridge Wilderness Area on the 
southeastern side.  The URLEA legislation states that Parcel 117 
would be withdrawn for leasing and mineral material disposal.  Parcel 
117 would otherwise be managed like the BLM lands that surround it 
on the other three sides; that is VRM II and all vehicles limited to 
designated routes. 

Parcel 118 borders the Westwater WSA on its eastern side; lands west 
of the Westwater boundary road – approximately 608 acres, would be 
managed like the BLM lands on the west side of the WSA boundary 
road; that is, VRM III and limited to designated roads. The 
approximately 32 acres on the east side of the Westwater boundary 
road would take on the management of the surrounding public lands, 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

which are an exclusion area for new ROWs, VRM I, and limited to 
designated roads. 

The URLEA legislation states that all of parcel 118would be 
withdrawn from leasing and mineral material disposal. 

Parcel 119 is completely surrounded by the Westwater WSA and 
would be added to that WSA and managed in accordance with BLM’s 
WSA policy (Manual 6330). The URLEA legislation states that 
Parcel 119 would be withdrawn from leasing and mineral material 
disposal. That is, Parcel 119 would be managed as closed to all 
surface disturbing activities, exclusion area for ROWs, VRM I and 
closed to all vehicle use.  

120-
129 

Recreation, wilderness, 
scenic, crucial deer and 
elk winter range, grazing, 
and hunting.  

Parcel 121 is completely surrounded by the Westwater WSA and 
would be added to the WSA and managed in accordance with BLM’s 
WSA policy (Manual 6330), Parcel 121 would be managed as 
exclusion area for ROWs, VRM I, and closed to motorized vehicle 
use. According to the legislation, parcel 121 would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. 

Parcels 122 and 124 are on the southern boundary of the Westwater 
WSA. The southern boundary road goes through parcels 122 and 124.  
The northern portions of those parcels (188 acres in parcel 122 and 
168 acres in parcel 124) would take on the management of the 
surrounding public lands, which are an exclusion area for ROWs, 
VRM I, and closed to motorized vehicle use. The remainder of these 
two parcels (452 acres in parcel 122 and 472 acres in parcel 124) 
would take on the management of the surrounding public lands, 
which are VRM III and limited to designated routes. According to the 
legislation, these parcels in their entirety would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. 

Parcels 120, 123, 125, 126, 127, 128 would be managed as open to oil 
and gas leasing, subject to controlled surface use (CSU) and timing 
limitations (TL), VRM II, and limited to designated routes. 

Parcel 129 is adjacent to a suitable section of the Colorado River (for 
Wild and Scenic River designation). The adjoining BLM land is 
managed as NSO for all surface disturbing activities, VRM II and 
limited to designated routes. Parcel 129 would be managed in the 
same way as these adjoining BLM lands. 

130 Recreation, scenic, deer 
and elk crucial winter 
range, grazing, hunting. 

Parcel 130would be managed like the surrounding public lands, 
which are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL, VRM 
III, and limited to designated routes.  

131- Recreation, scenic, Parcels 131-133would be managed consistent with surrounding 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

133 crucial deer and elk 
winter range, grazing, 
and hunting.  

public lands, which are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU 
and TL, VRM III, and limited to designated routes. 

134- 
135 

Recreation, scenic, 
grazing, wildlife habitat 

Parcels 134 and 135 are adjacent to the Dolores River Canyons 
SRMA and would take on the management of that SRMA. In 
addition, parcels 134 and 135 are both adjacent to the Beaver Creek 
natural area, which is managed to protect and maintain its wilderness 
characteristics. Parcels 134 and 135 would also take on the 
management of the surrounding Beaver Creek natural area, which is 
managed as NSO for all surface disturbing activities, avoidance areas 
for ROWs, VRM II, and limited to designated routes. 

136 Recreation, scenic, 
wildlife habitat, grazing 

Parcel 136 would be managed consistent with surrounding public 
lands, which are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL, 
VRM II, and limited to designated routes. 

137M Recreation, scenic, 
crucial deer and elk 
winter range, grazing, 
and hunting.  

Parcel 137M is located within the Colorado Riverway SRMA. This 
subsurface-only acquisition would be managed as NSO consistent 
with the surrounding public lands. The parcel would also be 
administratively withdrawn from mineral entry, as it is in to the Three 
Rivers Withdrawal.  

138 Recreation, scenic, 
crucial deer and elk 
winter range, grazing 

Parcel 138 would be managed like the surrounding BLM land, which 
is VRM II and limited to designated routes. According to the 
legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and 
mineral material disposal.  

139 
140M 

Recreation , grazing, 
scenic 

Approximately 16 acres on the southeastern corner of the parcel 
would take on the management of the Dolores River Canyons SRMA. 
The remaining 624 acres would take on the management of the 
Colorado Riverway SRMA. Both SRMAs are VRM II, and limited to 
designated routes. 

Parcel 140 (subsurface only) is completely surrounded by the 
Colorado Riverway SRMA. This subsurface-only acquisition would 
be managed as NSO consistent with the surrounding public lands. 
This parcel is also surrounded by the Three Rivers Withdrawal and 
would be administratively withdrawn from mineral entry. 

141 Near Arches National 
Park (approximately 2 
miles away); scenic 
protection, grazing 

According to the legislation, parcel 141 would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. It would take on the 
management of the surrounding public land, which is VRM II and 
limited to designated routes. 

142- Recreation, scenic, Approximately 540 acres of parcel 143 including lands west of the 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

144 wildlife habitat, grazing South Beaver Mesa boundary road would take on the management of 
the Beaver Creek natural area. In addition, the approximately 432 
acres of parcel 144 that are south of the Rose Garden Hill boundary 
road and north of the Hideout Canyon boundary road would take on 
the management of the to the Beaver Creek natural area. These 972 
acres would be managed as NSO for all surface disturbing activities. 
All three parcels would be managed as VRM II and limited to 
designated routes. 

Parcel 142, 100 acres of parcel 143 that are located east of the South 
Beaver Mesa boundary road, and 208 acres of parcel 144 that are 
south of the Hideout Canyon boundary road, would take on the 
management of the Dolores River Canyons SRMA, which is open to 
oil and gas leasing with CSU and TL, VRM III, and limited to 
designated roads. 

145-
146 

Border Manti-La Sal 
National Forest; deer and 
elk crucial winter range, 
grazing 

Management would be consistent with surrounding public lands, 
which are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL, VRM 
III, and limited to designated routes. 

147 Scenic, recreation, 
wildlife habitat, grazing  

According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. Surrounding public 
lands are open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL. Parcel 
147 would be managed as VRM III and would be limited to 
designated roads. 

148M Recreation, scenic, 
grazing  

This subsurface parcel is located within both the Colorado Riverway 
SRMA and the Fisher Towers natural area. It would be managed as 
NSO for all surface disturbing activities.  

149 On Fisher Mesa; scenic 
values, grazing, wildlife 
habitat 

Parcel 149 would take on the management of the Colorado Riverway 
SRMA. According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. The SRMA is 
open to oil and gas leasing subject to CSU and TL, VRM II, and 
limited to designated roads. 

150M 

151M 

152M
153M 

Recreation, scenic  These parcels are located in the Colorado Riverway SRMA. Parcels 
150 and 151 would be administratively withdrawn from mineral 
entry. These parcels would also be managed as closed to oil and gas 
consistent with the surrounding public lands. Parcels 152 and 153 
would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material 
disposal in accordance with the legislation.  

154-
155 

Within viewshed of 
Arches National Park; 

According to the legislation, parcels 154 and 155 would be 
withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

scenic protection, 
grazing, bighorn sheep 
habitat 

Surrounding public lands are open to oil and gas leasing subject to 
CSU and TL. The parcels would be managed as VRM II and limited 
to designated routes. 

156M Recreation, scenic This parcel is located in the Colorado Riverway SRMA. This 
subsurface acquisition would be managed as closed to oil and gas 
consistent with the surrounding public lands. Parcel 156M is also 
surrounded by the Three Rivers Withdrawal would also be 
administratively withdrawn from mineral entry.  

157 Recreation, grazing and 
scenic values 

The majority of parcel 157 would take on the management of the 
Colorado Riverway SRMA. Approximately 89 acres in the far 
northwest portion of the parcel would take on the management of the 
Mary Jane natural area. Those 89 acres would be managed as NSO 
for all surface disturbing activities. The remaining 551 acres would be 
managed as open to leasing with TL and CSU. The entire section 
would be managed as VRM II and limited to designated routes. 

158 Borders Manti-LaSal 
National Forest, crucial 
deer and elk winter 
range, grazing 

Parcel 158 is surrounded by the Mary Jane natural area and by U.S. 
Forest Service land and would take on the management of the natural 
area. Parcel 158 would also take on the management of the Colorado 
River SRMA. According to the legislation, parcel 158 would be 
withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. In 
addition, it would be managed as an avoidance area for ROWs, VRM 
II, and limited to designated roads. 

159 Recreation and scenic 
values; borders the LaSal 
Mountain Loop Road, a 
State of Utah Scenic 
Backway; crucial deer 
and elk winter range, 
grazing 

According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. In addition, parcel 159 
would be managed as VRM II and limited to designated roads. 

160M Recreation  This subsurface-only parcel is located within the Colorado Riverway 
SRMA. According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.  

161M Recreation, scenic Parcel 161M (subsurface only) is bordered by the Colorado Riverway 
SRMA. This subsurface acquisition would be managed as Closed to 
all surface disturbing activities consistent with the surrounding public 
lands. 

162 

163M 

Municipal watershed 
sole source aquifer, 
crucial deer and elk 

These parcels are within the Castle Valley sole source aquifer and the 
Richardson Amphitheater area. Although adjacent to the Colorado 
Riverway SRMA, they are within Castle Valley and physically 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

164 

165 

166M 

167 

168 

169M 

170 

171 

172 

winter range, recreation, 
and scenic values 

separated from the rest of that SRMA. According to the legislation, 
all of these parcels would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and 
mineral material disposal. The surrounding public lands are managed 
as NSO for all surface disturbing activities.   

The surface parcels (162, 164, 165, 167, 168, 170, 171 and 172) 
would be managed as NSO for all surface disturbing activities, 
avoidance areas for ROWs, VRM II and limited to designated roads. 

173M Municipal watershed 
sole source aquifer, 
crucial deer and elk 
winter range, recreation, 
and  scenic values 

According to the legislation, this subsurface-only parcel would be 
withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. The 
surrounding public lands are managed as NSO for all surface 
disturbing activities. 

174 Recreation and scenic 
values 

Parcel 174 is bordered by the Negro Bill WSA on the north and the 
Mill Creek WSA on the south. Approximately 385 acres of parcel 174 
that is north of the Porcupine Rim road and 68 acres of parcel 174 
that is south of the Sand Flats Road would take on the management of 
the surrounding public lands, which are excluded from new ROWs, 
VRM I, and closed to motorized vehicle use. The 187 acres that are 
between these two roads would take on the management of the Sand 
Flats SRMA. These lands would be NSO for all surface disturbing 
activities, avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II, and limited to 
designated routes. 

According to the legislation, this entire parcel would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.   

175 Adjacent to Manti-La Sal 
National Forest, sole 
source aquifer, crucial 
deer and elk winter 
range, recreation, and  
scenic values 

According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. Parcel 175 would also 
be VRM II and limited to designated routes. 

176 Recreation, scenic, 
grazing 

Parcel 176 is would take on the management of the Colorado 
Riverway SRMA. This parcel would be managed as open to oil and 
gas leasing with timing and controlled surface use limitations. It 
would also be managed as VRM II and limited to designated routes. 
As parcel 176 is adjacent to the Three Rivers Withdrawal, it would be 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

administratively withdrawn from mineral entry. 

177M Recreation, scenic Parcel 177M (subsurface only) is adjacent to the Colorado Riverway 
SRMA. The sub-surface parcel would be closed to mineral leasing 
and mineral material disposal activities consistent with the 
surrounding public lands. This parcel would be administratively 
withdrawn from mineral entry, as it is adjacent to the Three Rivers 
Withdrawal. 

178-
180  

Recreation and scenic 
values 

Parcel 178 (160 acres) is within the Colorado Riverway SRMA and 
would take on the management of the SRMA. Approximately 128 
acres of the parcel, located west of the Fins and Things road, and 
contiguous with the Negro Bill WSA, would take on the management 
of the surrounding public lands, which are VRM I, and closed to 
motorized vehicle use.  

The 32 acres east of the Fins and Things road would be VRM II and 
vehicles limited to designated routes.  

According to the legislation, parcel all of parcel 178 would be 
withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. The 
Moab File Office would also manage this area as a ROW exclusion 
area.  

Parcel 179 adjoins the Sand Flats SRMA and the Negro Bill WSA. 
The 371 acres north of the Fins and Things Road that are contiguous 
with the WSA would take on the management of the surrounding 
public lands, which are closed to all surface disturbing activities, 
exclusion areas for ROWs, VRM I, and closed to motorized vehicle 
use. These 371 acres include Morning Glory Arch, which is located at 
the end of Negro Bill Canyon, a popular hiking destination in the 
Moab area. 

The remaining 269 acres would take on the management of the 
Colorado Riverway SRMA, which is NSO for all surface disturbing 
activities, avoidance areas for ROWs, VRM II and limited to 
designated roads.  

According to the legislation, parcel all of 179 would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.   

Parcel 180 also adjoins the Sand Flats SRMA and the Negro Bill 
WSA. The 285 acres that are north of the Negro Bill Rim road and 
contiguous to the Negro Bill WSA would take on the management of 
the surrounding public lands, which are closed to all surface 
disturbing activities, exclusion areas for ROWs, VRM I, and closed to 
motorized vehicle use.  

The 355 acres that are south of the Negro Bill Rim road would take 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

on the management of the Sand Flats SRMA. This area would be 
NSO for all surface disturbing activities, avoidance area for ROWs, 
VRM II and all vehicles limited to designated roads.  

According to the legislation, parcel 180 would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. 

181 Recreation and scenic. 
Parcel includes Corona 
Arch, as well as critical 
bighorn sheep lambing, 
migration and rutting 
habitat. 

Parcel 181 is enveloped by the Labyrinth Canyon/Gemini Bridges 
SRMA (Goldbar Hiking Focus Area) and would take on the 
management of this SRMA and Focus Area. According to the 
legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and 
mineral material disposal.  In addition, 5 acres of parcel 181 is within 
the Highway 279/Shafer/Long Canyon ACEC. Parcel 181 (including 
the 5 acres in the ACEC) would be managed as NSO for all surface-
disturbing activities, avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II and all 
vehicles would be limited to designated roads.  

182 Hell Roaring canyon; 
critical bighorn sheep 
lambing, migration and 
rutting habitat, grazing, 
recreation and scenic 
values. 

Parcel 182 is enveloped by the Labyrinth Canyon/Gemini Bridges 
SRMA and would take on the management of the SRMA. Parcel 182 
would be managed as NSO for all surface disturbing activities, 
avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II and all vehicles limited to 
designated routes.  

183  Recreation, cultural, 
scenic values, watershed 
protection, municipal 
sole source watershed 

Parcel 183 is completely surrounded by the Mill Creek Canyon WSA 
and would be added to that WSA and managed in accordance with 
BLM’s WSA policy (Manual 6330). In accordance with the Moab 
RMP, this parcel would also be managed as an exclusion area for 
ROWs, VRM I, and closed to all vehicle use. 

According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. 

184-
186 

Recreation, cultural, 
watershed protection, 
and scenic values. 

Parcels 184, 185 and 186 are adjacent to both the Mill Creek 
Canyon ACEC and the South Moab SRMA and would take on 
the management of these specially designated areas. All three 
parcels would be managed as NSO for all surface disturbing 
activities, avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II, and limited to 
designated routes.  

188 Recreation, scenic, and 
wilderness values  

This parcel is adjacent to the Sand Flats SRMA and the Mill Creek 
WSA. According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.  The 592 acres 
that are south of Sand Flats road and contiguous with the WSA would 
take on the management of the surrounding public lands, which are 
excluion for new ROWs, VRM I, and closed to all vehicle use. The 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

remaining 48 acres that are north of the Sand Flats road would take 
on the management of the Sand Flats SRMA and managed as NSO 
for all surface disturbing activities, avoidance area for ROWs, VRM 
II, and limited to designated routes. 

189 Recreation, scenic, 
cultural and watershed 
protection 

This 15 acre parcel is adjacent to Mill Creek Canyon WSA and the 
South Moab SRMA. The 8 acres on the northeast side of the 
Steelbender Road would take on the management of the surrounding 
public lands, which are closed to all surface disturbing activities, an 
exclusion area for ROWs, VRM I, and closed to all vehicle use. The 7 
acres that are to the southwest of the Steelbender Road would take on 
the management of the South Moab SRMA, which is NSO for all 
surface disturbing activities, an avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II, 
and limited to designated routes. 

According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.   

190 Recreation, scenic, 
cultural, and watershed 
protection 

This 13 acre parcel is adjacent to Mill Creek Canyon WSA and the 
South Moab SRMA. The 5 acres on the northeast side of the 
Steelbender Road would take on the management of the surrounding 
public lands, which are an exclusion area for new ROWs, VRM I, and 
closed to all vehicle use.  The 8 acres that are to the southwest of the 
Steelbender Road would take on the management of the South Moab 
SRMA, which is managed as NSO for all surface disturbing activities, 
an avoidance area for new ROWs, VRM II, and limited to designated 
routes.  

According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal.  

192 Recreation, riparian, 
wildlife habitat and 
scenic. Parcel includes 
Williams Bottom, a 
developed camping area.  

This 508 acre parcel is between the Labyrinth Rims/Gemini Bridges 
SRMA and the Colorado Riverway SRMA. Approximately 245 acres 
would be would take on the management of the Colorado Riverway 
SRMA and 263 acres would take on the management of the Labyrinth 
Rims/Gemini Bridges SRMA.  

In addition, 110 acres of parcel 192 are within the Highway 
279/Shafer/Long Canyon ACEC.  

According to the legislation, this parcel would be withdrawn from 
mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. In addition, the parcel 
would be managed as NSO for all other surface disturbing activities, 
avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II and limited to designated roads.  

194 Mineral Canyon; critical 
bighorn sheep lambing, 
rutting and migration 

Parcel 194 is enveloped by the Labyrinth Rim/Gemini Bridges 
SRMA. It would take on the management of the SRMA. This parcel 
would be managed as NSO for all surface-disturbing activities, 
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Parcel 
No(s) 

Anticipated Use(s) based 
on Planning 
Prescriptions and Federal 
Designations 

RMP Management Area (WSA, ACEC, SRMA, etc.) Surrounding 
Acquired Parcel 

habitat, grazing, 
recreation and scenic 
values. 

avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II, and limited to designated routes.  

195-
196 

Recreation, riparian, 
watershed protection, 
scenic and cultural 
values 

Parcel 195 (75 acres) is adjacent to the Mill Creek ACEC and the 
South Moab SRMA. It would take on the management of ACEC and 
the SRMA. Parcel 195 would be managed as NSO for all activities, 
avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II, and limited to designated roads. 

Parcel 196 (520 acres) is adjacent to the Mill Creek ACEC and the 
South Moab SRMA. It would take on the management of the ACEC 
and the SRMA. Parcel 196 would be managed as NSO for all 
activities, avoidance area for ROWs, VRM II, and limited to 
designated roads. 

197-
198 

Wilderness, recreation, 
scenic, T&E plant habitat 

Parcel 197 is completely surrounded by the Behind the Rocks WSA 
and would be added to the WSA and managed in accordance with 
BLM’s WSA policy (Manual 6330). Consistent with the Moab RMP, 
this parcel would also be an exclusion area for ROWs, VRM I, and 
closed to all vehicle use. According to the legislation, parcel 197 
would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material 
disposal. 

In addition, parcel 197 is located in the South Moab SRMA. 

Parcel 198 is adjacent to the Behind the Rocks WSA on the east and 
the Behind the Rocks ACEC on the west.  According to the 
legislation, parcel 198 would is withdrawn from mineral leasing and 
mineral material disposal. It is surrounded by the South Moab SRMA. 

Approximately 505 acres of parcel 198 that is east of the Behind the 
Rocks Jeep Safari route and contiguous with the WSA would take on 
the management of surrounding public lands, which are an exclusion 
area for new ROWs, VRM I, and closed to vehicle use. The 
remaining 135 acres of parcel 198 would take on the management of 
the Behind the Rocks ACEC.  These 135 acres would be managed as 
NSO for all surface disturbing activities, avoidance area for ROWs, 
VRM II, and limited to designated roads.  

In addition, parcel 198 is located in the South Moab SRMA.  

The surface estates of all of the non-Federal mineral estate parcels to be acquired by the BLM 
are under private ownership except for parcel 114. The surface ownership and current use of the 
surface estates of these parcels are identified below in Table 2.4 (Surface ownership information 
derived from Grand County Tax Roll Data 5/10). 
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Table 2.4. Mineral Estate to be Conveyed to the U.S. 

Parcel Acres Current Use 

114 M  40 Unite with surface estate 

137 M 80 Vacant land – possible home construction; conservation easement with The 
Nature Conservancy (TNC) 

Completed home. Conservation easement with TNC. 

140 M 40 Conservation; conservation easement with TNC. 

148 M 640 Permanent management by TNC for conservation 

150 M 160 All four sub-parcels have conservation easements with the TNC in place. 

151 M 329.11 Cattle ranch 

152 M 640 Permanent management by TNC for conservation 

153 M 640 Conservation; conservation easement Utah Open Lands (UOL) 

156 M 560 Permanent management by TNC for conservation; conservation easements on 
portions with TNC 

160 M 640 Conservation; conservation easement with UOL 

161 M 120 Conservation; scenic easement on portion owned by Fryer 

163 M 217.30 Conservation 

166 M   30 Second home 

169 M 291.70 Conservation; easement to UDWR for wildlife and scenery 

173 M 226.35 Conservation; easement to UDWR for wildlife and scenery 

177 M 256.16 Permanent management by TNC for conservation 

2.3 Alternative B – No Action 

The No Action alternative is to not complete the exchange of land as directed under the URLEA. 
The analysis of this alternative provides baseline information for the public and the BLM 
authorized officer to render a decision on whether the exchange would be in the public interest 
determination. 

2.4 Summary of Impacts 

Table 2.5 shows a comparison of acres gained and lost by the BLM for various resources under 
the Alternative A, the Proposed Action. As mentioned, above, under Alternative B, the No 
Action Alternative, there would be no exchange of lands, therefore there would be no change in 
resource management. A detailed analysis of all resources included in the table below can be 
found in Chapter 4.  
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Table 2.5. Summary of Impacts 
Resource Acres Gained  Acres 

Relinquished  

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern   2,574 0 

Wildlife: Pronghorn    1,919   1,897 

Wildlife: Desert Bighorn Habitat    7,787 0 

Wildlife:  Desert Bighorn Migration Corridors    3,074 0 

Wildlife: Rocky Mountain Bighorn  0   5,606 

Wildlife: Mule Deer and Rocky Mountain Elk Winter Range 29,600 29,135 

Grazing  Land 32,733 32,682 

Mineral Potential: Oil and Gas 35,677 34,167 

Mineral Potential: Potash 23,235 239 

Mineral Potential: Sand, Rock, Gravel   4,390 80 

Mineral Potential: Tar Sands 0 31,429 

Natural areas (Lands managed for the protection of Wilderness Characteristics)*   2,330 80 

Special Recreation Management Areas 14,339    1,230  

Visual Resource Management Class I*    3,368 0 

Visual Resource Management Class II  22,497   7,399 

Visual Resource Management Class III  12,684 26,131 

Visual Resource Management Class IV  961 640 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Mexican Spotted Owl 27,448 975 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Southwestern Willow Flycatcher   7,332 0 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Colorado River Endangered Fish   4,148 0 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Hookless Cactus 920 0 

Sensitive Species: Greater Sage Grouse Occupied Habitat    1,738 7,670 

Conservation Agreement Fish Species: Roundtail Chub, Bluehead Sucker, and 
Flannelmouth Sucker 

  4,146 0 

Conservation Agreement Plant Species: Graham’s Beardtongue 0 19,255 

Sensitive Species: White-tailed Prairie Dog 681 0 

Sensitive Species: Bald Eagle   4,984 0 

Sensitive Species: Burrowing Owl 30,989  2,605 

Water and Riparian Resources 286 197 

WSA Inholdings   1,760 0 

WSA Edge Holdings 2,930 0 

* Acres gained and acres acquired were calculated only for those parcels where there will be a change in surface ownership. 
Lands where the BLM or is State is acquiring minerals only were not taken into consideration. 
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the potentially affected existing environment (i.e., the physical, biological, 
social, and economic values and resources) of the impact area as identified in Chapter 1 of this 
assessment. This chapter provides the baseline for comparison of impacts/consequences 
described in Chapter 4. 

Tables 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 include information on the location of Federal and non-Federal parcels, 
the, management of adjacent lands, and anticipated use of these lands. In general, the anticipated 
uses of exchange parcels are the same as the existing uses. Exceptions to this rule are noted in 
individual resource sections. For example, nearly all Federal lands being acquired by the State 
for minerals development are currently available for development under the Moab and Vernal 
RMPs. Conversely, non-Federal lands that are located within BLM-administered ACECs, 
suitable wild and scenic river corridors, SRMAs, WSAs, and natural areas have the same 
resource values, are in the same condition, and offer the same recreational opportunities as 
adjacent Federal lands.  

3.2 Resources/Issues Brought Forward for Analysis 

3.2.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern  

No Federal parcels identified for exchange are located within ACECs.  
Approximately 5,665 acres of surface/mineral estate and 4,255 acres of mineral estate of the non-
Federal lands are located within or adjacent to ACECs, including the Red Fork/Dry Mountain, 
Nine Mile Canyon, Lower Green River, Mill Creek Canyon, Behind the Rocks, and Highway 
279 Corridor/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACECs (See Appendix A). Table 3.1 includes 
information about these ACECs, including their relevant important values and current size. 

Table 3.1. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

ACEC Name Relevant and Important Values Acres 

Red Fork/Dry Mountain  Relic plant communities, cultural 
and paleontological, wildlife 

24,285 

Nine Mile Canyon Cultural, special status plants, high 
quality scenery 

44,168 

Lower Green River Canyon Riparian and high quality scenery 8,470 

Mill Creek Canyon Cultural, fish and wildlife, high 
quality scenery, and natural systems 

3,721 

Behind the Rocks  Cultural, high quality scenery, and 
special status species  

5,201 

Highway 279 Corridor/Shafer 
Basin/Long Canyon ACECs 

Plant, wildlife, and high quality 
scenery 

13,500 
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3.2.2 Big Game 

Table 3.2 shows estimated acreages of big game habitat associated with the exchange parcels:  

Table 3.2. Acreages of Wildlife Habitat 

Type of Habitat Habitat on Federal 
Lands (acres) 

Habitat on Non-Federal 
Lands (acres) 

Pronghorn Habitat 1,897 1,919 

Desert Bighorn Habitat 0 7,787 

Desert Bighorn Migration Corridors 0 3,074 

Rocky Mountain Bighorn Habitat  5,606 0 

Crucial Mule Deer and Rocky Mountain Elk 
Winter Range 

29,600 29,135 

Mule Deer Migration 4,980 0 

Habitat managed by the BLM for mule deer, Rocky Mountain elk and pronghorn is open to fluid 
mineral leasing subject to minor constraints (timing limitations); in the Moab Field Office, these 
constraints are also applied to other surface disturbing activities.  

Habitat managed by the Moab BLM for mule deer and Rocky Mountain elk has seasonal 
restrictions that include no surface disturbing activities from November 15th through April 15th.  
Habitat managed by the Vernal BLM for mule deer and Rocky Mountain elk has seasonal 
restrictions from December 1st through April 30th in crucial winter ranges.  Within the Vernal 
Field Office, deer fawning and elk calving restrictions are from May 15th through June 30th.  
Restrictions in migration corridors are in place from April 15th through May 31st .  

All pronghorn habitat is found within the Moab Field Office. Pronghorn habitat on BLM land 
has seasonal restrictions that include no surface disturbing activities from May 1st through June 
15th in pronghorn fawning areas.  

All desert bighorn sheep habitat is on lands currently under State ownership.  On nearby BLM 
lands, a No Surface Occupancy (NSO) stipulation is applied in areas that are important habitats 
for lambing, rutting and migration use.  

All Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat is located in the Vernal FO. This habitat is open to 
fluid mineral leasing and is not subject to any leasing constraints. 

3.2.3 Grazing and Other Authorized Land Uses 

3.2.3.1 Grazing 
Approximately 32,858 acres, or 92 percent of the Federal lands, are within Federal grazing 
allotments with active permits. Approximately 32,138 acres, or 70 percent of the non-Federal 
lands, have authorized grazing permits.  

The Federal government would acquire lands in some areas that are unavailable for livestock 
grazing in accordance with the 2008 Moab RMP. These parcels are in the Castle Valley, Sand 
Flats or Mill Creek areas (North Sand Flats, South Sand Flats, Between the Creeks, Mill Creek, 
Ida Gulch, Arth’s Pasture (Poison Spider Pasture) and Castle Valley Grazing Allotments). The 
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parcels are: 152, 156, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 176, 177, 
178, 179, 180, 181, 184, 185, 186, 188, 189, 190, 195, and 196).  

3.2.3.2 Other Land Uses 
The authorized encumbrances on the Federal and non-Federal parcels are identified in Appendix 
D. All lands would be transferred subject to these valid and existing rights, and the acquiring 
agency will honor the terms and conditions of the existing authorizations. All applicable Federal 
right-of-way holders were provided notice of the exchange and given the opportunity to amend 
their grant or to convert their grant to an easement. None of the holders responded with the desire 
to do so.  

All three affected Counties expressed concern over existing roads that have not been formally 
recognized by the administering agencies. The following course of action is planned for existing 
roads: 

Roads on Non-Federal Parcels 
The State has coordinated with each County and will authorize easements across the parcels for 
existing roads, pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §75-5-203 if requested by the counties. These 
easements will be issued prior to completion of the exchange and the U.S. will take title subject 
to the easments. The State will also provide an opportunity for other qualifying entities to obtain 
easements under State law.  

Roads on Federal Parcels 
The Federal conveyance documents will be issued subject to valid and existing rights, including 
any rights that may be claimed pursuant to Revised Statute 2477 (43 U.S.C. 932).  After THE 
STATE acquires the parcels, they will work with the respective Counties to issue disclaimers of 
interest on existing roads that are determined to have existed prior to 1976.  

3.2.4 Mineral Resources 

Mineral potential reports were completed by the BLM for oil and gas resources and for solid 
minerals in December 2009, and the State of Utah Geological Survey (UGS) completed a 
mineral resource potential report for minerals except for oil and gas also in December 2009. 
These reports were further assessed in coordination with the Department of the Interior, Office of 
Mineral Evaluation (OME). Table 3.3 identifies those parcels considered to have potential 
mineral value as a result of the OME review. These mineral values will be taken into 
consideration during the valuation of the parcels.  

Table 3.3. Mineral Potential 

 

Mineral Commodity 

 

Parcels with Potential Value 
Federal 
Acreage 

Non-Federal 
Acreage 

Oil and Gas 6-25, 27-34, 103-107, 109-114, 127, 130-
176, 178-182, 184-185, 188-190, 192, 
194-198 

34,167 35,677 

Potash 27- 34, 138, 140-141, 145, 147-167, 169-
185, 188-190, 192, 194-197 

2,126 23,235 

Sand, Gravel, Rock 4, 120, 159, 162, 164, 165, 167, 168, 80 4,390 
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Mineral Commodity 

 

Parcels with Potential Value 
Federal 
Acreage 

Non-Federal 
Acreage 

Aggregate, Stone,  170, 171 

Tar Sands 7, 9-11, 13, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22, and 25, 
and portions of parcels 6, 8, 20, and 23 
located within the Hill Creek or PR 
Springs Special Tar Sands Areas 

31,429 0 

There are no active mineral leases or permits on the Federal parcels, due primarily to the fact that 
the lands have been segregated from operation of the mineral leasing and mining laws since 
August 2005 in support of the exchange. There are seven active mineral leases and one mineral 
material permit on the non-Federal lands, some of which will expire prior to completion of the 
exchange. The U.S. would take title subject to any existing leases and permits through the 
duration of their terms, and would administer them consistent with the terms and conditions 
outlined in the authorizing documents.  

Federal parcels 3 and 4, located in the Vernal planning area, are encumbered by active mining 
claims. These parcels would be conveyed to the State subject to the claims and any rights of the 
claimants under Federal and State law.  

Based on the December 2009 mineral potential report prepared by the BLM, oil shale resources 
estimated to be at least 50 gallons per ton are known to occur within 14 of the Federal parcels 
encompassing approximately 21,323 acres. Pursuant to the URLEA, the U.S. will reserve an 
interest in these parcels (11, 22, and 23, and portions of parcels 6-10, 13, 16, 18, 24, and 25) 
equating to an amount that would have been received by the U.S. under the applicable royalty 
rate if the oil shale resources had been retained in Federal ownership and 50 percent of any 
bonus bid, rental or other payment received by the State in connection with the leasing and 
development of the oil shale resources.  

The URLEA directs the automatic exclusion of 48 parcels encompassing a total of 24,384 acres 
from the operation of the mineral leasing and mineral material disposal laws, but not from 
mineral entry. The parcels to be excluded from leasing include parcel Nos. 108, 115-119, 121, 
122, 124, 138, 141, 143, 147-149, 152-155, 158-160, 162-175, 178-181, 183, 188-190, 192, 197, 
and 198. Twelve of these parcels are currently encumbered by mineral leases or permits that 
would continue through the lease terms.  

The BLM is proposing a mining withdrawal of non-Federal parcels 137, 140, 150, 151, 156, 176, 
and 177, encompassing a total of 1790.75 acres. All of these parcels, except for 176, are mineral 
estate only parcels. All of the parcels are located within the Colorado Riverway SRMA which is 
subject to NSO for leasable minerals and closed to mineral material disposal; however, these 
restrictions would not extend to locatable mining claims. All of the parcels listed above are 
enveloped by or adjacent to the Three Rivers Withdrawal, put into place in October 2004 to 
protect the recreational, scenic, cultural, riparian, and fish and wildlife values of the Colorado, 
Dolores, and Green River corridors. The withdrawal order (Public Land Order 7618), withdraws 
certain Federal lands from mineral entry and location, but does not specify that subsequently 
acquired lands within the withdrawal area would be incorporated into the withdrawal. While Sec. 
4(a)(1) of the URLEA  directs that non-Federal land acquired under the URLEA shall become 
part of, and be managed as part of, the Federal administrative unit or area in which the land is 
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located, the Solicitor has concluded that this is not an administrative unit in the context of the 
URLEA. Upon acquisition of these parcels, the BLM will request a Secretarial withdrawal on 
these parcels for purposes of management consistency with the surrounding lands. 

3.2.5 Natural areas/ Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 

3.2.5.1 Natural areas 
Natural areas are lands with wilderness characteristics that the BLM has made a management 
decision to protect through the land use planning process.  

A total of 2,330 surface acres bordering the Mary Jane Canyon and Beaver Creek natural areas 
(in the Moab Field Office) would be conveyed to the BLM. These include all or portions of 
parcels 135, 142, 143, 144, 149, 157 and 158.  

In addition, a total of 640 acres of mineral estate (parcel 148) within the Fisher Towers natural 
area (in the Moab Field Office) would be conveyed to the BLM. 

Federal parcel 4, totaling 80 acres, is located within the Daniels Canyon natural area and would 
be conveyed to the State. A map showing natural areas in relationship to proposed exchange 
lands is included in Appendix A.  

3.2.5.2 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 
Several non-Federal parcels (109, and 111-114) are located within or adjacent to non-WSA areas 
with wilderness characteristics that were analyzed in the Vernal RMP but not selected for 
management for the protection, preservation and maintenance of primitive recreation, and the 
appearance of naturalness and solitude. The areas include Cripple Cowboy and Desolation 
Canyon in Uintah County. 

In the Moab Field Office, all or some of parcels 116, 122, 124, 125, 126, 131, 133, 134, 135, 
138, 139, 141, 143, 144, 147, 149, 154, 157, 158, 164, 165, 171, 172, 174, 178, 179, 180, 181, 
182, 188, and 198 are adjacent to or surrounded by lands determined by the BLM to possess 
wilderness characteristics. While these non-Federal lands have not been inventoried for 
wilderness characteristics, based on their location in relation to lands that have been inventoried, 
they may possess them. The acreage of land surrounded by or adjacent to lands inventoried by 
the BLM and found to have wilderness characteristics is 11,709 acres. 

3.2.6 Recreation/Visual Resources 

3.2.6.1 Recreation 
Approximately 11,006 acres of surface/mineral estate and 3,333 acres of mineral estate to be 
acquired by the U.S. are located in BLM managed SRMAs, including the Red Mountain-Dry 
Fork, Nine Mile Canyon, Two Rivers, Dolores River Canyons, Colorado Riverway, Labyrinth 
Rims/Gemini Bridges, Sand Flats, and South Moab SRMAs. Federal parcel 3, totaling 639 acres, 
is located within the Blue Mountain SRMA, and provides public access to the Green River for 
non-commercial float trips. 

Table 3.4. Acreage Gained or Lost from SRMAs  

SRMA/Field Office Acres Gained Acres Lost 

Colorado Riverway (Moab) 2,037 surface; 3,333 subsurface 0 
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SRMA/Field Office Acres Gained Acres Lost 

Dolores River (Moab) 652 surface 0 

Labyrinth/Gemini (Moab) 2,054 surface 350 surface 

Sand Flats (Moab) 2,584 surface 0 

South Moab (Moab) 2,450 surface 241 surface 

Two Rivers (Moab) 1,229 surface 0 

Blue Mountain (Vernal) 0 639 surface 

Totals 11,006 surface; 3,333 subsurface 1,230 surface 

3.2.6.2 Visual Resources 
The table below approximates the acres to be acquired and disposed of in the various VRM 
Classes. The non-Federal parcels to be acquired do not have VRM classifications. The acreages 
have been estimated based on their location in relation to classified BLM-administered lands. 
Table 3.5 shows the acres to be exchanged by Visual Resource Class. 

Table 3.5. VRM Classes on Lands to be Conveyed in the Exchange 

VRM Class 
Non-Federal 
Lands Surface / 
Mineral 

Non-Federal Lands 
Mineral 

Federal Lands 
Surface / Mineral 

Federal Lands 
Mineral 

Class I 3,368 0 0 0 

Class II 22,497 4,861 7,399 80 

Class III 12,684 0 26,131 1,212 

Class IV 961 0 640 0 

3.2.7 Socioeconomics 

The proposed land exchange between the State and the BLM would have socioeconomic effects 
based on impacts to several resources under BLM management. These include recreation, 
minerals and grazing. In addition, there are potential fiscal impacts to state and local 
governments from a variety of fee programs and payments in lieu of taxes (PILT). Impacts on 
other resources from the proposed exchange would have minimal to no socioeconomic effects, 
and will not be addressed further. It is important to remember that the planning area encompasses 
two BLM field office jurisdictions and three counties. There may be adverse economic impacts 
in one office and/or county, but corresponding positive economic impacts in another field office 
and/or county.  

3.2.7.1 Recreation 
Most of the socioeconomic impact from recreation resulting from the proposed exchange would 
occur in Grand County. San Juan County has relatively few acres involved in the exchange, and 
this acreage lies in close proximity to Moab, the population center of Grand County. Any 
additional recreation activity occurring on San Juan County acreage would affect the Moab 
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(Grand County) economy, due to its proximity to visitor services. Similarly, the lands being 
exchanged from Vernal BLM to the State are located in an area with very light recreation use, 
with consequential minor socioeconomic effects. The discussion which follows, therefore, will 
concentrate on the affected environment within Grand County. 

Visitation 
The economy of Grand County is based primarily on tourism, with over 44% of Grand County 
employment contained in the recreation and tourism sector (over 3.5 times the State-wide 
percentage)1. The variety of recreation attractions within a short distance of Moab attracts 
visitors from all over the U.S., and also from many parts of the world, especially Western 
Europe. The non-Federal lands within Grand County include many parcels with recreation 
amenities, such as Corona Arch, Morning Glory Arch within Negro Bill Canyon, and lands 
within the Sand Flats Recreation Area, home of the well-known Slickrock Bike Trail (a portion 
of which lies on non-Federal lands which would be acquired under the proposed exchange). 

The Utah Office of Tourism estimates that spending by travelers to Grand County totaled $122 
million in 2008.2  Of that amount, local tax revenues from traveler spending totaled $11.6 
million. Transient room tax on lodging rentals totaled nearly $1.5 million, with restaurant and car 
rental taxes contributing an additional $328,000. The major source of Grand County funding is 
from property taxes, of which an increasing percentage is from part-time residents and second 
homes. There is evidence that the presence of natural amenities, such as access to recreation and 
scenery, is an important driver of the second home market, as well as an important draw for 
retirees and near-retirees3. 

Moab BLM estimates recreation visits to BLM-administered lands at approximately 1.6 million 
visitors, most of who are on multi-day trips. Of this visitor total, most are dispersed-use visitors, 
as distinguished from visitors to developed sites (e.g., campgrounds). Recreation visits to Moab 
BLM lands range from very short visits to developed sites to multiday trips utilizing a variety of 
BLM sites.4 The scattered nature of non-Federal lands, often surrounded by BLM lands, makes it 
difficult to distinguish recreation activities and experiences as wholly dependent on either 
Federal or non-Federal lands, but likely to depend on both in concert. Many visitors to Federal 
and non-Federal lands are also visitors to other recreational lands in Grand County, especially 
Arches National Park. There is no practical means to distinguish which visitors are in Grand 
County exclusively for the park or for Federal or for non-Federal lands, although it is likely that 
many (perhaps most) recreation visitors are utilizing all three types of land ownership. 

                                                 

1 Source:  U.S. Department of Commerce, 2010 
2 Source:  Utah Office of Tourism (2008). Report available at 
http://travel.utah.gov/research_and_planning/documents/GrandCounty_003.pdf 
3 See, for example: Venturoni, L., P. Long, and R. Perdue. 2005. The Economic and Social Impacts of Second 
Homes in Four Mountain Resort Counties of Colorado. Also: Francese, Peter. 2003. “Trend Ticker: The Second 
Home Boom”. American Demographics. June 2003 
4 A comprehensive summary of recreational use on public lands within the Moab Field Office was undertaken in 
2006 as part of the U.S. Forest service’s National Visitation Use Monitoring (NVUM) program. 
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The Federal parcels in Grand County currently receive little recreation use. Federal parcel 1 in 
Uintah County receives considerable local winter recreation use as a sledding hill. 
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Special Recreation Permits 
Both the BLM and the State require commercial outfitters and event sponsors who use BLM or 
lands for recreational activities to obtain a Special Recreation Permit (SRP). An SRP holder pays 
the BLM three percent of gross revenues, with a discount available for time spent off public 
lands.  The same permittee who utilizes State lands pays a total of $300 in fees, but also 3 
percent of gross revenues with no discount for time off State lands. Many SRP holders on 
Federal lands in Grand County also use State-administered lands for their activities or events. 

Moab BLM currently permits more than 200 SRPs, of which over 160 also operate on State-
administered lands. These permittees, therefore, currently must obtain permits and premit fees to 
both agencies for those recreational activities that use both the BLM and the State.  

The Federal parcels in Grand County currently receive little to no use from SRP holders. There 
are 18 SRP holders in the Vernal Field Office that may use lands that would be conveyed to the 
State. All 18 SRPs cover large geographic areas and are for commercial hunting. These permits 
would continue to be valid.  

Other Economic Values (including Non-market Values)  
In addition to the existing economic conditions described above, it is important to also consider 
the non-market5 values of the study area’s attributes that may be affected by the proposed 
exchange, including its natural and cultural resources. Unlike gasoline or employee wages, these 
values either do not have a market or, in the case of property values, do have a market but are 
difficult to quantify. Nevertheless, such values are important to consider because they help tell 
the entire economic “story.”  Despite the difficulties associated with measurement of these 
values, it is well-accepted that the natural and cultural resources of an area, and the open space 
the area may provide, can have a dollar value. For example, it is common for real estate investors 
to pay more for view lots or property adjacent to open space, or for people to make financial 
donations to help protect old-growth forests, endangered species, or other sensitive resources. 

There is a body of evidence suggesting that natural amenities: such as scenery, access to 
recreation, and the presence of protected areas (such as designated wildernesses or other forms of 
protection) have positive economic benefits for communities possessing such amenities. A recent 
study by Headwaters Economics (Headwaters Economics, 2007) summarizes much of the 
available research and reaches several conclusions:  

x Retirees are attracted to areas which possess high levels of natural amenities. 

x Entrepreneurs and employees who are not dependent on a particular workplace location 
(“cyber-commuters) are attracted to areas which possess high levels of natural amenities. 

x A positive relationship exists between environmental protection and in-migration, 
retaining businesses and attracting new businesses. 

x There is no evidence to suggest that protection of public lands is detrimental to local 
economies. 

                                                 
5 Nonmarket values are not included in the Appraisal Services Directorate appraisal process for values equalization. 
They are discussed here in the interests of full disclosure. 
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The above conclusions are reinforced by several other comprehensive studies, including those by 
the Sonoran Institute (2004) and the Wilderness Society (2007). 

Non-market values consist of “use values” and “non-use values.” Use values are the dollar 
values of those benefits derived from the direct utilization of the resource area (e.g., hiking, 
hunting, general nature appreciation, etc.). Economists measure the non-market component of 
use values by estimating the consumer surplus associated with these activities, which is defined 
as the maximum dollar amount above the actual market price that a consumer would be willing 
to pay to enjoy a good or service. The market component of use values is relatively easy to 
measure, via actual expenditures by recreationists. Examples include amounts spent by 
recreationist in the local area for food and lodging associated with their visit, or fees paid by 
visitors to commercial guides or outfitters. Given the competitive supply market that typically 
exists for these types of services, actual expenditures provide a good measure of consumer 
demand. Other types of “goods” demanded by and enjoyed by recreationists may not be priced 
accurately relative to their intrinsic value, and sometimes are free. An example of such a good 
would be a popular hiking or jeep trail for which no permit is required, nor fee collected. Any 
amount that a recreationist would be willing to pay to use this otherwise free resource represents 
the non-market value of that resource to that consumer. 

The non-market values recreationists are willing to pay for a wide variety of recreation “goods” 
has been studied extensively, using a variety of methodologies. An example of a range of typical 
non-market values for recreation activities is summarized in Table 3.6, derived from a U.S. 
Forest Service report titled Updated Outdoor Recreation Use Values on National Forests and 
Other Public Lands (Loomis 2005). This study summarizes the findings from 1239 studies 
covering much of the nation from 1967-2003, and separates out the studies by region. Table 3.6 
provides summary statistics for the intermountain region in which the planning area is situated. 
The table shows all activities for the intermountain region, and necessarily includes ones not 
typically available in the planning area (e.g., snow-based activities). It does report activities one 
would expect to be popular in the planning area. 

Table 3.6. Detailed Descriptive Statistics on Average Consumer Surplus Values per Person 
per Day by Activity in the Intermountain Region, 1967 to 2003.  

Activity Number of 
Studies 

Mean 
(dollars) 

Std. Error 
(dollars) 

Minimum 
(dollars) 

Maximum 
(dollars) 

Camping 21 34.72 6.64 2.03 116.66 

Cross-Country Skiing 7 29.88 4.58 14.05 46.49 

Downhill Skiing 3 39.62 13.88 15.05 63.11 

Fishing 48 49.57 6.96 8.96 227.28 

Non-motorized boating 22 67.70 14.33 2.7 316.42 

General recreation 12 48.46 20.92 7.91 257.51 

Hiking 7 38.53 7.84 12.85 75.76 

Hunting 109 48.55 3.35 2.6 169.31 

Motorboating 7 53.68 25.93 5.29 203.62 
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Activity Number of 
Studies 

Mean 
(dollars) 

Std. Error 
(dollars) 

Minimum 
(dollars) 

Maximum 
(dollars) 

Mountain biking 6 184.48 41.05 65.88 295.69 

OHV driving 7 22.81 4.31 7.96 40.86 

Other recreation 10 56.35 17.36 12.17 206.82 

Picnicking 5 28.27 4.09 38.76 136.61 

Driving for pleasure 4 69.74 33.23 26.41 167.24 

Rock climbing 3 50.45 7.58 35.78 61.14 

Sightseeing 11 23.58 8.65 0.65 100.73 

Snowmobiling 8 36.29 13.24 10.79 124.44 

Swimming 1 29.54 N/A 29.54 29.54 

Waterskiing 2 56.96 13.09 43.87 70.07 

Wildlife viewing 61 37.24 3.30 5.26 193.91 

All wilderness activities 32 41.68 N/A N/A N/A 
N = Number of studies measuring specific recreation activity 
Mean = Mean consumer surplus per visitor-day for that activity in 2004 dollars 
Std. Error = standard error of the mean, with larger values relative to the mean indicating larger response variability 
Minimum = average minimum consumer surplus per visitor-day for that activity in 2004 dollars 
Maximum = average maximum consumer surplus per visitor-day for that activity in 2004 dollars 
A study done by the Moab Field Office in 2006 provides comprehensive data on activities 
pursued by recreationists within the Field Office, including many in the above table. For 
example, hiking, bicycling and driving a passenger car for pleasure were listed by 42.2 per cent 
of the respondents as their primary activity when visiting the area.6 

3.2.7.2 Minerals 
Economic benefits from minerals development include fiscal benefits to state and local 
governments from minerals lease payments. These payments include production royalties, bonus 
lease payments, annual rents and property taxes. To the extent that minerals-based expenditures 
take place in the local economy, there can be benefits in the form of increased local sales, 
lodging, and restaurant and rental car taxes. There are also economic benefits to the local 
economy to the extent that minerals activities create local employment and income. Conversely, 
minerals development, especially if large in scale, can create increased social pressures in local 
communities, which may lead to an increase in public expenditures on public safety, health 
services, schools and other infrastructure. 

The State has active mineral leases, primarily for oil and gas, on 12 of the exchange parcels 
encompassing 5,450 acres. At the current rental rate of $1 per acre, the State collects $5,450 
annually from these leases. The State also collects royalty payments for other types of leases, 
including sand and gravel and metalliferous minerals. These payments to the State on lands 
involved in the exchange totaled $2,922 in 2009. 

                                                 
6 Source:  USFS, National Visitor Use Monitoring, Moab Field Office (2007). 
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Impacts from minerals activities resulting from the proposed exchange are likely to be greatest in 
Uintah County, where the Federal lands being acquired by the State are judged to be higher in 
mineral potential than the lands being given up by the State in Grand and San Juan Counties. The 
mere fact of ownership does not affect the quantity of minerals present. From the perspective of 
the State, however, the State (as opposed to Federal) ownership results in a higher percentage of 
mineral lease revenues staying with the State. 

3.2.7.3  Grazing 
Under the provisions of the proposed land exchange, the BLM would acquire 1,680 Animal Unit 
Months (AUM)s from the State, but would convey 2,064 AUMs to the State. The BLM’s AUM 
“gains” would occur primarily in the Moab Field Office, with BLM “losses” occurring primarily 
in the Vernal Field Office. The total AUMs available would remain basically unchanged between 
the two field offices; only their administration would change. Grazing permittees currently pay 
$1.35 per AUM on BLM lands, and from $3.92 to $7.00 (depending on allotment size, with the 
$3.92 charge being most common) on State lands. State permittees also pay a variety of 
administrative charges not paid by BLM permittees. Using the BLM $1.35 fee and the State 
$3.92 fee, the BLM currently collects approximately $2,786 from grazing fees on the Federal 
parcels. The State currently collects approximately $6,586 from grazing fees on the non-Federal 
parcels.  

3.2.7.4 Other Fiscal Considerations  
Under the Payments of In Lieu of Taxes Act (31 USC 6901-6907), the Counties of Uintah, 
Grand and San Juan would be entitled to receive payments in lieu of taxes (PILT) for the Federal 
lands acquired by the State in the exchange. Under 31 USC 6902(b)(3), each County would also 
be entitled to receive PILT payments for lands acquired by the U.S. in the exchange if they are 
currently receiving PILT payments from the State of Utah for the lands, although these payments 
would be limited to the amount that would have been paid by the State under applicable State 
law. The current Federal PILT acreage in all three Counties exceeds the population limitations 
set forth in the Act, so any increases in PILT acreage resulting from the exchange would have no 
effect on the amount of Federal PILT payments made to the Counties. State law provides for 
equalization of State PILT payments in the event of State-Federal land exchange, so the 
exchange will not result in any impact to counties with regard to State PILT. Table 3.7 
summarizes the increase in Federal PILT acreage, based on the maximum amount that could be 
transferred in the exchange. The acreage of the mineral estate parcels has not been included.  

Table 3.7. Federal PILT Acreage 

 Uintah Grand San Juan 

Increase in Entitlement Acreage under 31 USC 
6902(b)(2) – Lands acquired by the State 

26,349 7,706 170 

Increase in Entitlement Acreage under 31 USC 6901(3) 
– Lands acquired by the U.S.  

7,578 31,574 1,874 

Payment Made by the State to Counties Per Acre in 
2012 

$0.79 $0.79 $0.79 
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In the event that leaseable mineral production is established on the Federal lands conveyed to the 
State, the counties would become entitled to certain distributions from the State Land Exchange 
Distribution Account, although the amount and timing of such distribution would be speculative. 

In addition to the fees and payments received by the State discussed above, the State collects 
revenues from rights-of-way, right of entry permits, and special use lease agreements on the non-
Federal parcels. The total collected in connection with these authorizations in 2009 totaled 
approximately $11,000. Of this amount, approximately $5,000 was for use of State lands in the 
Sand Flats Recreation Area (monies that would otherwise be retained by Grand County if the 
lands were to be managed by the BLM), and approximately $5,310 for use of the lands on which 
the BLM-managed Williams Bottom campground is located. 

There are 22 rights-of-way on the Federal parcels, 12 of which are exempt from rental. The BLM 
collects rental payments on the remainder, either on an annual, multi-year, or one-time-payment 
basis. The fees for linear rights-of-way vary by the R/W acreage and zone, with Grand County at 
$32.59/acre and Uintah and San Juan Counties at $8.15/acre. Fees collected in connection with 
the rights-of-way on the Federal parcels would be difficult to calculate given the variables, but 
any fees that are collected annually would not be substantial.  

3.2.8 Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Six non-Federal parcels are adjacent to the Colorado River. The Moab RMP designated the 
Colorado River as Suitable for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River system. There are no 
Federal parcels in suitable Wild and Scenic River Corridors.  

3.2.9 Threatened, Endangered and State Sensitive Species 

Table 3.8 shows the habitat (in acres) on the exchange parcels for threatened, endangered and 
state sensitive species. 

Table 3.8. Potential Habitat Acreage for Threatened, Endangered and State Sensitive 
Species 

Species Status Federal 
Acres 

Non-
Federal 
Acres  

Mexican Spotted Owl  Threatened 7,936 33,704 

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Endangered 0 7,332 

Colorado River Basin Fish (Colorado pike minnow, 
humpback chub, razorback sucker, and boney-tailed chub) Endangered 

0 

 
4,146 

Uinta Basin Hookless Cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus) Threatened 0 920 

Greater Sage Grouse (occupied) Candidate Species 7,670 1,738 

Roundtail Chub, Bluehead Sucker, and Flannelmouth Sucker Conservation 
Agreement Species 0 4,146 

White-Tailed Prairie Dog Sensitive Species 0 681 

Bald Eagle Sensitive Species 0 4,984 

Burrowing Owl Sensitive Species 2,605 30,989 
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The Mexican spotted owl, the southwestern willow flycatcher and the Colorado River Basin Fish 
are all Federally-listed species that are managed under the requirements of the USFWS Recovery Plans 
developed for each species. 

The Federal lands proposed for inclusion in the URLEA were screened for special species 
habitats, and lands known to contain occupied Graham’s Beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii) 
habitat were eliminated from the exchange prior to passage of the URLEA through a process of 
direct coordination with, and consent from, the USFWS and the UDWR. However, further 
efforts have been made to better identify Graham’s beardtongue habitat and those efforts indicate 
that Grahams’ beardtongue could be present on up to 19,255 acres on Federal parcels 5-10, and 
on mineral estate parcels 11-15. Graham’s beardtongue habitat only exists in the Uinta Basin 
(northeastern Utah and western Colorado) directly on weathered exposures of the oil-shale strata 
associated with the Parachute Creek member of the Green River Formation. Current distribution 
extends from the vicinity of the shared convergence of Carbon, Duchesne and Uintah Counties 
east across southern Uintah County towards Dragon; then north towards the White River and 
Cowboy Canyon and then north-northeast across the Colorado line into Raven Ridge, the eastern 
end of the species’ range. In 2012, USFWS funded surveys of proposed exchange parcels 5 and 9 
and found a total of 345 plants on the two parcels.  

The BLM does not possess GIS data for plant species for the parcels in Grand and San Juan 
counties. Habitat for Jones cycladenia, a Threatened plant, is approximate to the non-Federal 
land in the Castle Valley area of Grand County. Two special status plants, the Stage Station 
Milkvetch and the Hole-in-the-Rock Prairie Clover could possibly be located near Federal parcel 
32. The Iseley Milkvetch, while not technically a special status plant, has been identified by the 
Nature Conservancy as rare, and populations of the plant are known in the southern portion of 
Spanish Valley near Federal parcel 34. 

As shown in Table 3.8, Federal parcels identified for exchange include 7,670 acres of occupied 
sage-grouse habitat in the Vernal Field Office.  

Following passage of the URLEA, in March of 2010 the USFWS determined that the greater 
sage-grouse warrants the protection of the ESA but that listing the species is precluded by the 
need to address higher priority species first. As part of the 2010 listing decision the greater sage-
grouse was placed on the candidate list, meaning the species does receive statutory protection 
under the ESA. 

In order to conserve, enhance and/or restore greater sage-grouse habitat and reduce, eliminate, or 
minimize threats to that habitat the BLM is preparing land use plan amendments for all land use 
plans that include sage-grouse habitat, including the Vernal RMP. 

On December 27, 2011, the BLM released Instructional Memorandum (IM) 2012-043. This IM 
outlines interim conservation policies and procedures across multiple programs, which must be 
followed when considering ongoing and proposed authorizations and activities, including realty 
actions such as land exchanges that affect the greater sage-grouse habitat while the BLM 
considers amendments or revisions to land use plans. 

This land exchange is exempt from the policies and procedures in IM 2012-043 because it was 
initiated prior to the date of the IM. Nonetheless, impacts to sage-grouse from the proposed 
exchange are analyzed within the document.  
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The BLM proposes to transfer parcels and mineral rights to the State in mapped, occupied sage-
grouse habitat (7,670 acres in parcels 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 25), using UDWR 
March 2012 sage-grouse data layers. The parcels proposed to go to the State are in the Book 
Cliffs (6,854 acres), East Bench (198 acres), and Blue Mountain (725 acres) sage-grouse 
population areas. In exchange, the BLM proposed to acquire parcels (1,738 acres) that overlap 
with the occupied sage-grouse habitat in the Diamond Mountain (1,096 ac) and Blue Mountain 
(641 ac) population areas (parcels 100, 105, 106, 107, and 108).  

In the Book Cliffs sage-grouse population, there are no longer any known active leks on the 
Book Cliffs for unknown reasons. The parcels (parcels 10, 16, 20, 22, 23, and 25) proposed to go 
to the State are in an area considered brood-rearing habitat. Birds are occasionally seen in the 
summer and are assumed to be coming from the tribal lands (to the west). A low level of natural 
gas well development has occurred but is not attributed to the inactivity of the Book Cliff leks.  

The East Bench sage-grouse population has declined to one active lek in recent years and is 
estimated to be less than 30 birds. The proposed parcels to transfer to the State overlap with the 
southern edge of habitat and are marginal late brood-rearing habitat (parcel 9). The East Bench 
population has been impacted by oil and gas development near the leks (to the north) and the 
birds using the area for breeding and nesting activities has declined to an estimated 30 birds.  

In the Blue Mountain sage-grouse population area, two parcels (725 acres, parcels 3 and 4) are 
proposed to transfer to the State and one parcel (641 acres, parcel 108) proposed for the BLM to 
acquire from the State. The Blue Mountain population is a strong population of more than 5 leks 
and is estimated to range between 100-450 birds. One of the two parcels to go to the State is near 
the western-most portion of the occupied habitat adjacent to the Green River (parcel 3) and is 
marginal wintering and brood-rearing habitat (B. Maxfield [DWR] pers comm. Feb. 4, 2013). 
The other parcel (parcel 4) is further east, just west of the southern leks. The 80-acre parcel is 
within 4 miles of five leks but overlaps with a gravel pit in a rocky area and is considered 
marginal brood-rearing habitat. The BLM will acquire a parcel of approximately 641 acres 
(parcel 108) from the State in sagebrush that is in excellent condition, providing nesting, brood-
rearing, and wintering sage-grouse habitat.  

In the Diamond Mountain sage-grouse population area, the BLM proposes to acquire 4 parcels 
that overlap with occupied sage-grouse habitat (1100 acres, parcel 100, 105, 106, and 107). The 
Diamond Mountain population is one of Utah’s four largest sage-grouse populations with an 
estimated population ranging between 800-1450 birds (>17 leks). Of the acreage the BLM is 
proposing to acquire, approximately 46 acres is within 4 miles of a lek but most of the habitat is 
considered wintering habitat with and understory of cheat grass (bromus tectorum), an 
undesirable non-native invasive annual grass.   

Habitat managed by the Moab and Vernal BLM for white-tailed prairie dogs is open to fluid 
mineral leasing subject to minor constraints (i.e., controlled surface use or timing limitations) 
and in Moab these constraints are often also applied to other surface disturbing activities. 
Surface-disturbing activities and permanent aboveground facilities within 660 feet of active 
prairie dog colonies are not allowed. 

All habitats identified in the URLEA for bald eagles are found within the Moab Field Office. No 
permanent structures or surface disturbing activities are allowed from January 1st through August 
31st within a mile of active nesting territories on BLM lands.  
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Habitat managed by the Moab and Vernal BLM for burrowing owls is guided by the use of "Best 
Management Practices for Raptors and Their Associated Habitats in Utah"; this utilizes seasonal 
and spatial buffers to maintain and enhance nesting and foraging habitat, while allowing other 
resource uses. 

3.2.10 Water, Riparian, Wetlands, Floodplains, and Soil Resources 

Portions of six Federal parcels in the Vernal Field Office (3, 5, 9, 10, 16, and 20) totaling 610 
acres and five non-Federal parcels (103, and 110-113) totaling 175 acres are located within 
designated FEMA floodplain zones. Federal parcels within floodplains zones would be conveyed 
subject to a restriction limiting their use to purposes consistent with local ordinances for 
floodplain zones.  

Riparian data does not exist for the non-Federal lands, but based on a review of GIS data, it 
appears that approximately 197 acres of riparian habitat would be lost to Federal ownership in 
the exchange. The BLM would gain approximately 286 acres of riparian habitat in the Mill 
Creek, Granite Creek, Coates Creek, Castle Creek, Negro Bill Creek and other drainages that 
have high value riparian resources. In addition, several parcels are important to either the City of 
Moab or the Town of Castle Valley as sole source aquifer areas and upstream watershed areas.  

The BLM Moab Field Office has reported that there are no wetlands associated with any of the 
exchange parcels in its planning area. The BLM Vernal Field Office uses riparian data to identify 
potential wetland habitat. 

The U.S. would convey 37 perfected water rights to the State in the exchange, most of which are 
diligence claims predating 1903.  The State would convey 15 water rights to the U.S. in the 
exchange.  

3.2.11 Wilderness/Wilderness Study Areas 

No Federal or non-Federal parcels are located within designated wilderness areas.  
Non-Federal parcels 115, 1116, and 117 adjoin (edge holdings) the Black Ridge Canyons 
Wilderness Area. 

Numerous non-Federal parcels are either within (inholdings) or adjoin (edge holdings) WSAs, 
including Daniels Canyon, Westwater Canyon, Negro Bill Canyon, Mill Creek Canyon, and 
Behind the Rocks. Those parcels that are totally encompassed by BLM WSA lands would be 
automatically added to the WSA at the time that they are acquired by the BLM. A total of 1,760 
acres of surface/minerals estate are wholly within the WSAs.   

No Federal parcels are located within WSAs, but 6.5 miles of Federal surface/mineral estate and 
1.9 miles of Federal mineral estate acreage adjoin the Winter Ridge and Flume Canyon WSAs. 

A map showing proposed exchange parcels in relationship to designated Wilderness and WSAs 
in included in Appendix A.  
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects are 
caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably 
foreseeable. 

4.1.1 Proposed Action 

Under the proposed action the Utah Recreation Land Exchange would be completed. Exchange 
of lands would result in immediate changes in management, but would not necessarily result in 
changes in actual land use. Nearly all Federal lands being acquired by the State for minerals 
development are currently available for mineral development under the Moab and Vernal RMPs. 
On the other hand, most non-Federal lands being acquired by the Federal government are 
surrounded by Federal lands where development is restricted or prohibited to protect recreation 
and other resource values. The presence of important surface resource values combined with land 
use restrictions on adjacent Federal lands makes management of these lands for the purposes of 
revenue generation difficult.  

If the proposed action were selected, the result would be a more consolidated land ownership 
pattern creating management efficiencies for both the State and the BLM. The exchange would 
also ensure the long-term protection of recreation and other resource values, and provide the 
State with the ability to develop acquired lands for the benefit of schools and other beneficiaries.  

4.1.1.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
Non-Federal parcels encompassing approximately 5,665 acres of surface/mineral estate and 
4,255 acres of mineral are located within or adjacent to ACECs, including Red Fork/Dry 
Mountain, Nine Mile Canyon, Lower Green River, Mill Creek Canyon, Behind the Rocks and 
Highway 279/Shafer/Long Canyon ACECs.  

Table 2.3 discusses how each of these parcels will be managed. Seven non-Federal parcels 
located in or adjacent to ACECs in the Vernal Field Office would be acquired by the BLM. Of 
the seven parcels, three (103, 110, and 111) would take on the management of the Red Mountain 
and Nine Mile Canyon ACECs, respectively. The remaining three parcels (100-101, and 109) 
would take on the management of the surrounding Federal lands.  

Seven non-Federal parcels located in or adjacent to ACECs in the Moab Field Office would also 
be acquired by the BLM. All seven parcels would take on the management of the ACECs.  

Acquisition of non-Federal parcels in or adjacent to ACECs, and management of these parcels 
the same as the ACECs would result in consolidated land ownership pattern improving 
management efficiency. It would also ensure the long-term protection of relevant and important 
historic, cultural, scenic, and fish and wildlife resources resource values from irreparable harm.  

4.1.1.2 Big Game 
Lands included in the URLEA include pronghorn, mule deer, Rocky Mountain elk and desert 
and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat. As discussed in chapter 2, many of the lands being 
acquired by the State are in the Book Cliffs, which is a rugged area with abundant wildlife 
resources that is especially known for big game hunting.  
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All lands being acquired by the State located in the Book Cliffs are currently managed by the 
BLM as open to fluid mineral leasing subject to minor constraints (i.e., controlled surface use or 
timing limitations). Most constraints on development in this area are timing restrictions tied to 
the presence of crucial wildlife habitat, mainly deer and elk winter range and fawning/calving 
areas. Within this area, parcels that include both Federal mineral and surface estate, as well as 
parcels that include Federal minerals only, that are part of or directly adjacent to State Wildlife 
Management Areas (WMAs), which are managed by the UDWR for the enhancement of big 
game habitat.  

As shown in Table 2.2, the State intends to offer these lands for competitive oil and gas lease. 
Because these parcels are currently available for oil and gas development, changes in 
management would not necessarily result in immediate changes in land use. However, under 
current management, stipulations included in the Vernal RMP would be applied to any new 
leases offered on these parcels. The intent of these stipulations is to reduce or eliminate the 
effects of development on wildlife resources. Approximately 29,000 acres of winter range is 
located on parcels that are currently managed by the Vernal BLM that would be transferred to 
State ownership. There is no certainty that species would be afforded an equal level of protection 
under State management.  

All lands in the Moab Field Office area that offer deer/elk habitat have seasonal restrictions in 
place during the winter months to protect winter range wildlife needs.  Approximately 26,000 
acres of State lands adjacent to the LaSal NF and in the Castle Valley and Dolores Triangle area 
and several isolated parcels in the Book Cliffs area would be transferred to Federal ownership, 
thus affording winter range protections in these areas, as well as facilitating contiguous winter 
range management. 

There are 5,606 acres of unoccupied, potential Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat within the 
Vernal Field Office that would be conveyed to the State. These lands are predominantly 
surrounded by State lands in the southernmost portion of the Vernal FO. This makes Federal 
management in this area difficult. For this reason, this acreage is not identified in the Vernal 
RMP as areas with specific management practices for Rocky Mountain bighorn.  

The BLM Vernal Field Office typically coordinates with the State UDWR on issues related to 
bighorn habitat to determine whether measures are necessary to address impacts to the species. 
However, because there are no specific planning decisions included in the Vernal RMP 
protecting bighorn, impacts to this species from future development would be similar regardless 
of administration.  

Stipulations in the Moab RMP provide protection to desert bighorn sheep. Under the current plan 
bighorn lambing, rutting and migration habitats are managed as NSO. Several non-Federal 
parcels are of particular importance to desert bighorn sheep, including parcels 154, 155, 182 and 
194. Parcels 154 and 155 would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral material 
disposal. However, development would still be allowed to occur on adjacent Federal lands, 
which are managed as CSU/TL for fluid mineral leasing. Parcels 181, 182 and 194 would be 
managed the same as adjacent lands, which are NSO.  

Exchange of these undeveloped lands to the Federal government would both provide for and 
ensure continued protection of desert bighorn sheep. This is of particular importance in the Moab 
area, as this herd is the surviving native desert bighorn herd that supplies sheep to relocation 
efforts throughout the west. 
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Stipulations in the Moab RMP provide protection during fawning to pronghorn habitats north of  
I-70 where several parcels (27, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32) would be relinquished to the State. There 
is no certainty that pronghorn would be afforded an equal level of protection under State 
management. Several other parcels located south of I-70 (118,141 and 154) would be evaluated 
for antelope fawning and would be restricted during the fawning season once under Federal 
management. 

4.1.1.3 Grazing and Other Land Uses 
Grazing 
Approximately 32,858 acres (92 percent) of the Federal lands are within Federal grazing 
allotments with active permits. Approximately 2,064 Federal AUMs would be relinquished as a 
result of the exchange. Based on information in Table 2.2, the State anticipates that grazing will 
continue on nearly all lands being acquired. Exceptions could include those parcels that that 
State intends to sell to recover the costs of the land exchange (e.g., 33, 2, and 4). If lands are sold 
in to private ownership, grazing could be discontinued on these parcels.  Based on size, there are 
very few AUMs associated with these parcels (80 AUMs).  

Approximately 32,137 acres (70 percent) of the non-Federal lands have authorized grazing use 
that will continue through the duration of the permits. Approximately 1,680 AUMs are 
associated with these permits. In most cases, the acquired parcels would be incorporated into 
existing BLM grazing allotments.  

Consolidation of land ownership would create grazing management efficiencies for the both the 
State and the Federal government. As discussed in Section 3.2.3, lands being acquired by the 
BLM in the Sand Flats and Mill Creek areas are unavailable for grazing. However, because there 
currently is no livestock grazing on State-administered lands that are within Federal grazing 
allotments in this area, there would be no impacts to livestock grazing operations or other 
resources from exchange of lands in these areas.  

Grazing currently occurs on state lands that are identified for exchange in the Castle Valley as 
well as on parcel 181, which is located in Arth’s pasture. Grazing on BLM-administered lands in 
these two allotments was discontinued under the Moab RMP to benefit wildlife and watershed 
resources, to protect bighorn sheep habitat, and reduce conflict with recreational resources. 
Following completion of the exchange, grazing would be allowed to continue on newly acquired 
Federal lands until the permit expires, at which time grazing would be discontinued in these 
areas. This would result in a direct impact to the livestock grazing operations as well as resource 
other resources.  

The State has identified two range improvements – a stock watering pond on parcel 134 and a 
fence installed by the Town of Castle Valley on parcel 162.  The range improvements on the 
Federal lands to be relinquished by the BLM are noted in Appendix F. The BLM will work with 
the grazing permittees to ensure their interests are adequately addressed if future decisions are 
made to not reauthorize grazing upon termination of the permits. 

Finally, 264.21 acres of land being acquired by the State (parcels 20 and 25) are currently 
withdrawn for protection of springs and waterholes. Once the Exchange is finalized the State 
would be able to determine the use of these lands. While, partial revocation to public water 
reserve number 107, could allow for settlement, sale, or development of protected water 
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resources on these parcels, based on the State’s proposed uses (Table 2.1), these lands would 
continue to be used primarily for livestock grazing.  

Other Land Uses 
Exchange of State and Federal lands would have no impact on other land uses. Measures have 
been taken by the State and the BLM as part of the exchange process to ensure the recognition of 
existing authorizations by the acquiring agencies. Actions have also been taken to recognize 
existing roads on lands that are subject to exchange.  

4.1.1.4 Mineral Resources 
Based on the assessment of mineral potential completed by the Utah Geological Survey and the 
BLM, in cooperation with the Department of the Interior, Office of Mineral Evaluation, the 
exchange would result in the following net gain or loss of mineral resources by the U.S.: 

Table 4.1. Exchange of Mineral Resources 

Mineral Commodity Federal Net Gain/Loss in Acres  

Oil and Gas 1,510 

Potash 22,996 

Sand, Gravel, Rock Aggregate, Stone,  4,310 

Tar Sands -31,429 

The value contribution of these mineral resources will be considered in the appraisal of the 
parcels to be exchanged. Value adjustments under Section 3(d)(4) of the URLEA will be made 
for those Federal parcels whose value is attributed to the presence of minerals subject to leasing 
under the MLA. Oil shale resources will not be given further consideration in the valuation 
process pursuant to Section 3(f)(5)(A) of the URLEA; however, the U.S. would receive 50 
percent of any future bonus, rental or royalty payments associated with future mineral leasing 
activities authorized by the State. The sand and gravel resources on six of the non-Federal 
parcels to be conveyed to the BLM (parcels 151, 161, 163, 166, 169, and 173) will not be valued 
because these are mineral estate parcels in which the sand and gravel resources are owned by the 
private surface owner. The surface estate of 15 of the 16 non-Federal mineral estate parcels to be 
acquired is privately owned. In most cases, the surface is owned by entities that have acquired 
and are managing the lands for conservation purposes. Eight of these parcels, encompassing 
3,325 acres, would be withdrawn from mineral leasing under the provisions of the URLEA, and 
the remainder would be withdrawn from mineral entry and subject to NSO subsequent to 
acquisition by the U.S. Therefore, no new mineral exploration or development would occur 
except on valid existing rights, including existing leases or mining claims. 

The reservation of interest by the U.S. in those lands determined to contain oil shale resources 
addresses the uncertainty in development potential and value of the oil shale resource by 
ensuring that the U.S. will receive appropriate compensation for any future leasing and 
development activities that may occur on the lands conveyed out of Federal ownership.  
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For the lands conveyed to the U.S., the State would not be entitled to receive Federal mineral 
lease revenues provided for under Section 35 of the MLA. However, this loss would be off-set 
by the value adjustment provided for in the URLEA for the mineral resources on the State lands. 

There would be no impacts to the State mineral lease and permit holders, as the BLM would 
continue to honor the terms and conditions of their authorizations through the lease/permit terms. 

Approximately 24,384 acres acquired by the U.S. would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and 
mineral material disposal automatically pursuant to the URLEA. Most of these lands are within 
environmentally sensitive areas, and the closure of these lands would complement the existing 
management objectives in place for the surrounding Federal lands. In most instances, 
surrounding Federal lands are managed as either closed to mineral leasing or NSO.  

Acquisition and withdrawal of non-Federal lands in areas where NSO is the dominant leasing 
category could, in effect, result in closure of some areas from mineral leasing and disposal. 
Under existing conditions, based on surface restrictions, access to Federal minerals can only be 
obtained from non-Federal lands dispersed throughout the area. These Federal lands were made 
NSO, in part, to protect Federal drainage in the event that non-Federal lands, which are now 
being acquired, were leased for development. The actual impact of the effective closure of these 
areas from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal is minimal because of a lack of industry 
interest.  

Approximately 1,790 acres would be administratively withdrawn from mineral entry and 
location subsequent to acquisition by the U.S. The proposed withdrawal of non-Federal parcels 
137, 140, 150, 151, 156, 176, and 177 would ensure management consistency with the Colorado 
River SRMA and the Three Rivers Withdrawal and would protect the important scenic and 
environmentally sensitive resources of this area. The preclusion of mining claim location would 
also prevent future conflicts with the surface owners on the 1,425 acres of split estate. The areas 
withdrawn from mineral entry do not overlap the areas withdrawn from mineral leasing and 
disposal. Mineral rights held by the State are a perceived threat to those owners who have bought 
property from the State for conservation values. Transferring these mineral interests to the BLM, 
and withdrawal from mineral entry would mean that the minerals on these parcels are managed 
as they are in the surrounding area.  

All of the mineral estate parcels to be acquired by the BLM are in areas where BLM-
administered land is managed as NSO or closed to oil and gas leasing. Thus, acquisition of the 
mineral rights by the BLM would enhance the conservation values of those parcels where the 
surface is held by a conservation owner. 

Finally, 264.21 acres of land being acquired by the State (parcels 20 and 25) are currently 
withdrawn from mineral location or entry under the public land laws for protection of springs 
and waterholes.  Once the exchange is finalized the State would be able to determine the use of 
these lands.  According to Table 2.1, the State intends to continue to use these lands for livestock 
grazing and to offer these parcels for competitive oil and gas leasing. Based on the State’s 
proposed uses of these parcels, there would be no change in land use, only changes in land 
management.  
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4.1.1.5 Natural areas/ Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 
Natural areas 
Natural areas encompass non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics identified for special 
management in the Moab and Vernal RMPs. A total of 2,330 surface acres bordering the Mary 
Jane Canyon and Beaver Creek natural areas (in the Moab Field Office) would be conveyed to 
the BLM. Consistent with the 2008 Moab RMP, this acreage would be managed in a manner 
similar to the adjoining natural areas. These management prescriptions would ensure protection 
of the wilderness characteristics which these acquired lands possess.  

A total of 640 acres of mineral estate that would be acquired by the BLM lies wholly within the 
Fisher Towers natural area in the Moab Field Office. The acquired mineral estate is associated 
with private lands that are managed for conservation purposes. Because the surface ownership is 
private, these lands would not be added to the natural area; However, acquisition of mineral 
estate and withdrawal from mineral leasing and mineral material would reduce the likelihood of 
future development. 

Only parcel 4, totaling 80 acres to be conveyed by the BLM to the State, is located within a BLM 
natural area. The Daniels Canyon natural area includes 3,015 acres of lands with wilderness 
characteristics and is contiguous to the 2,496 acre Daniels Canyon WSA.  

The parcel 4 is located on the eastern boundary of the natural area and is contiguous with 
developed private lands. The parcel also includes a rock quarry and access road that were cherry-
stemmed out of the area in the 1999 Utah Wilderness Inventory (revised 2003), and out of the 
natural area as identified in the Vernal RMP.  

As discussed in Table 2.2, the State intends to sell this parcel to the existing quarry operator for 
the expansion of mining operations. The existing flagstone operation, which is being developed 
under a Federal mining claim, does include any surface facilities. Mining occurs intermittently at 
the site and accomplished through use of removable heavy equipment. 

If parcel 4 exchanged the BLM would no longer be able to manage the lands within that parcel 
for protection of wilderness characteristics. Exchange of parcel 4 and expansion of mining 
operations could result in the direct loss of 80 acres of land that have been determined to be 
natural in appearance. Based on the location of this parcel in relationship to existing mining 
operations, limited opportunities for solitude and or primitive and unconfined recreation 
currently exist in the area proposed for exchange.  

The exchange of 80 acres of lands with wilderness characteristics would impact approximately 
one percent of the Daniels Canyon area (i.e., the natural area and contiguous WSA). The mining 
operation would be screened by the steep, rugged topography of the area and by vegetation.  

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 
As discussed in Chapter 3, several non-Federal parcels that would be acquired by the BLM are 
located within or adjacent to lands that have been inventoried by the BLM and found to have 
wilderness characteristics. During the planning process for both the Vernal and Moab RMPs, the 
BLM considered managing these lands to protect their wilderness characteristics, but chose to 
manage for other resource uses. Based on the RMP planning decisions, no protections would 
specifically be afforded to acquired lands with the intent of maintain wilderness characteristics. 
However, management of these lands for the protection of other resources (e.g., visual resources, 
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ACECs, wildlife conservation, recreation) would limit development on some parcels, thereby 
indirectly protecting the potential naturalness of these areas.  

4.1.1.6 Recreation/Visual Resources 
One of the primary purposes of the Utah Recreational Land Exchange is to convey high value 
non-Federal recreation lands to the Federal government. These high value recreation lands are 
primarily located within the Moab Field Office boundaries with scattered parcels through the 
Vernal Field Office. Table 2.3, outlines the anticipated Use of Non-Federal Land that will be 
acquired by the BLM.  

Of special note are the following parcels that would be acquired by the BLM in the Moab area: 

1) Parcels 176, 179, 180, and 188 are within the very popular Sand Flats Recreation Area, 
which is jointly managed by the BLM and Grand County. Grand County currently leases 
these lands at a considerable annual cost. Acquisition of the lands by the BLM would 
mean that Grand County would no longer need to lease them from the State. Parcel 179 
contains portions of the Slickrock mountain biking trail, as well as Morning Glory Arch, 
a very popular hiking destination.  

2) Parcel 181 contains Corona Arch (also known as Little Rainbow Bridge), one of the 
largest freestanding natural arches in the U.S., and one of the more popular hiking 
destinations in the Moab area. 

3) Parcel 192 contains the BLM-managed Williams Bottom Campground, as well as popular 
petroglyph viewing sites along the Colorado River. 

Parcels 184, 185, 186, 189, 195 and 196 are within the Mill Creek Canyon area; this area 
provides excellent hiking opportunities for both locals and visitors. 

In the Vernal Field Office, several parcels to be acquired by the BLM provide recreational value.  

1) Parcels 103 is located adjacent to the Buckskin Hills Open Riding Area, where activities 
such as littering, under-age drinking, shooting, vandalism, etc. often conflict with 
adjoining landowners and cause management and enforcement issues for the BLM. 
Consolidation of BLM-administered land within the riding area would give the BLM an 
added level of control to manage these activities. Open OHV use currently occurs on then 
non-Federal parcel that is being acquired.  The BLM will continue to manage this area as 
open to cross country motorized vehicle travel.   

2) Parcels 100 and 101 are in close proximity to the Roho Mountain Bike Trail. Acquisition 
of these parcels give the BLM extended capability to plan, designate and maintain the 
trail system in this area.   

3) Parcels 110 and 111 are located in the Nine Mile Canyon ACEC and near the Sand Wash 
boat ramp. This area includes high concentrations of cultural resources and provides 
access to Desolation Canyon, which is a premier river trip destination.  

Some parcels identified for exchange to the state also have recreational values. For example, the 
majority of lands being acquired by the State are located on the East Tavaputs Plateau in the 
Book Cliffs. This area provides outstanding opportunities for wildlife viewing and big game 
hunting.  
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Many of the State lands in the Book Cliffs area are managed as WMAs for big game. Pursuant to 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the State and the UDWR dated February 17, 
2007, the State agreed that it would grant the public, through UDWR, a perpetual public access 
easement for hunting, trapping, fishing and public viewing of wildlife on lands to be acquired by 
the State in southern Uintah County and northern Grand County. Since most of the deer and elk 
habitat being acquired by the State is in areas subject to the above-mentioned agreement, this 
habitat would continue to be available to the public.  

As discussed in Section 4.1.1.2, development of lands in in the Book Cliffs could result in 
impacts to wildlife. The presence of new oil and gas related infrastructure and the associated 
displacement of wildlife could change hunting opportunities and experiences.  

Numerous parcels that are being acquired by the State may be sold to cover the costs of the 
exchange. If acquired lands are sold, that public access might be denied access by future 
landowners. Future sale of the following parcels could result in impacts to recreation: 

1) Federal parcel 1 in the Vernal Field Office has recreation value as a local sledding hill 
during the winter. This parcel would no longer be Federally managed.  

2) Federal parcel 3, located in the Blue Mountain SRMA, provides access to the Green 
River.  

Special Recreation Management Areas  
Approximately 11,006 acres of surface/mineral estate and 3,333 acres of mineral estate of the 
non-Federal lands to be conveyed to the BLM are located within or adjacent to SRMAs, 
including Red Mountain-Dry Fork, Nine Mile Canyon, Two Rivers, Dolores River Canyons, 
Colorado Riverway, Labyrinth Rims/Gemini Bridges, Sand Flats, and South Moab.  

The 3,333 acres of mineral estate being acquired by the BLM are located within the boundaries 
of the Colorado Riverway SRMA; much of this surface is held by conservation owners such as 
Utah Open Lands and the Nature Conservancy, as well as private landowners who have donated 
conservation easements to these organizations. The lands within the Colorado Riverway SRMA 
are managed as NSO or closed for oil and gas leasing and all other surface disturbing activities. 
Management of this subsurface acreage by the BLM would benefit recreation and conservation 
values within the Colorado River corridor. 

In return, the BLM would relinquish management on 1,230 acres of lands currently in SRMAs. 
The acreage located within the Moab Field Office is on the periphery of two SRMAs. Core lands 
in the middle of these same SRMAs would be acquired by the BLM, which would offset any 
impacts associated with exchange of recreational lands.  

Federal parcel 3, to be acquired by the State, which is in the Blue Mountain SRMA, is managed 
by the Vernal Field Office, provides access to the Green River. According to Table 2.1, the State 
intends to sale this parcel to cover the cost of the exchange. If the parcel is sold, public access to 
the river may or may not be restricted.  

In general, consolidating management of popular recreation lands would create management 
efficiencies for the State, Federal government, and commercial users. Outfitters and guides 
would have only one office to do business with when securing permits for commercial 
operations.  
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Visual Resource Management 
The BLM classifies scenery into Visual Resource Management classes. Class I represents the  
highest scenic value, and Class IV has the lowest scenic value. The table below approximates  
the acres to be acquired and disposed of in the various VRM Classes. The non-Federal parcels to 
be acquired do not have VRM classifications; the classifications and acres have been projected 
based on their location in relation to classified BLM-administered lands. Table 4.2 illustrates 
lands to be acquired or lost to the BLM through the exchange by VRM Class.  

Table 4.2. Acreages to be Added or Subtracted from VRM Classes through the Land 
Exchange  

VRM Class Non-Federal 
Lands 

Non-Federal 
Subsurface  

Federal 
Lands 

Federal 
Subsurface 

Net 
Gain/Loss 
to BLM 

Class I 3,368 0 0 0 3,368 

Class II 22,497 4,861 7,399 80 19,879 

Class III 12,684 0 26,131 1,212 -14,659 

Class IV 961 0 640 0 321 

Thus, the BLM would acquire a net gain of 23,247 acres of Class I and Class II VRM lands in 
exchange for a net loss of 14,659 acres of Class III VRM lands.   

4.1.1.7 Socioeconomics  
The proposed land exchange between the State and the BLM likely would have socioeconomic 
effects based on impacts to several resources under BLM management. These include recreation, 
minerals and grazing. In addition, there are potential fiscal impacts to state and local 
governments from a variety of fee programs and payments in lieu of taxes (PILT).7  Impacts on 
other resources from the proposed exchange would have minimal to no socioeconomic effects, 
and will not be addressed further. It is important to remember that the project area encompasses 
two BLM field office jurisdictions and three counties. There may be adverse socioeconomic 
impacts in one area of jurisdiction, but corresponding positive impacts in another.  

Chapter 7 of the BLM Land Exchange Manual (H-2200-1) provides detailed information and 
guidance on how lands exchanged are to be valued economically. The responsibility for such 
valuations is assigned to the Department of the Interior, Office of Valuation Services. Given this 
policy, the analysis which follows will not discuss relative valuations, but instead concentrate on 
the relative socioeconomic impacts accruing to affected resources within the affected counties. 

  

                                                 
7 Communication between SITLA and BLM was used as the baseline for this impact analysis.  
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Recreation 
Most of the socioeconomic impact from recreation resulting from the proposed exchange would 
occur in Grand County. San Juan County has relatively few acres involved in the exchange, and 
this acreage lies in close proximity to Moab, the population center of Grand County. Any 
additional recreation activity occurring on San Juan County acreage would affect the Moab 
economy, due to its proximity to visitor services. Similarly, the lands being exchanged from the 
Vernal BLM to the State are located in an area with generally light recreation use, with 
consequentially minor socioeconomic effects. The discussion which follows, therefore, will 
concentrate on the economic impacts within Grand County. 

Visitation 

The proposed action likely would result in small to moderate increases in recreation visitation in 
Grand County. As discussed in the recreation section (Section 4.1.1.6), incorporating lands 
currently under State management in high visitation areas into BLM management should result 
in a more positive recreation experience for most users. Recreationists currently must contend 
with at least two sets of management policies, affecting all aspects of recreation use. Common 
management policies would enhance overall visitor satisfaction, which in turn may lead to an 
increase in both repeat and new visits. The potential reduction in total fees paid by Special 
Recreation Permit (SRP) holders, discussed below, could result in either lower trip costs for 
visitors, or enhanced services due to additional revenues available for employees and services 
provided. 

An additional consequence of the land exchange which would enhance recreation visitors’ 
experiences would be the non-availability of these conveyed lands for development. The 
proposed action would preserve the open spaces which are an integral part of the visitor 
experience on BLM lands in Grand County. Any increase in recreation visitation to Grand 
County resulting from the exchange would have a positive impact on employment and income in 
those sectors dependent on recreation which currently dominate the Grand County economy. 

One BLM parcel (parcel 1) identified in Uintah County as receiving on-going winter sledding 
recreation use would be conveyed to the State under the proposed action. There could be some 
negative impacts to local recreationists depending on the disposition of this parcel by the State. If 
the State sells the property, it might be unavailable for local winter recreation use. 

Special Recreation Permits 

As discussed in Chapter 3, both the BLM and the State require commercial outfitters and event 
sponsors who use the BLM or the State lands for recreational activities to obtain a Special 
Recreation Permit (SRP). The Moab BLM currently permits more than 200 SRPs, of which over 
160 also operate on State-administered lands. Assuming that these permittees are in compliance 
with State regulations, their activities generate over $48,000 in administrative fees alone to the 
State, in addition to the three per cent of gross revenue charge. These permittees, therefore, 
currently must pay to obtain permits and remit fees to both agencies for those recreational 
activities that use both Federal and State-administered land.  

Many of the non-Federal parcels that would be conveyed to the BLM are located in areas which 
receive a high level of current SRP activity. Many BLM permittees would no longer be required 
to obtain State permits under the proposed action. These permittees would thus be relieved of the 
additional paperwork and costs to which they are now subject. Some permittees may use these 
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cost savings to provide lower cost trips to their customers, and thus perhaps increase demand for 
their offerings. Other permittees may use the cost savings to enhance the quality of their product, 
which may also attract additional customers. Still others may use the additional profits resulting 
from lower costs for their own personal benefit. Regardless of the choices made, the cost savings 
(if spent in the local economy) should create some additional employment and income. This 
could be partially offset by lost revenues to the State, depending on whether these revenues 
would have been spent in the local economy. 

The non-Federal lands in San Juan County being conveyed to the BLM under the proposed 
action currently receive little to any use under SRPs. Similarly, the BLM lands being conveyed 
to the State in Grand and Uintah Counties currently receive little SRP use. Therefore, the 
proposed action as it relates to SRP-based recreation would have minor to no effects on the local 
economies of San Juan and Uintah counties. 

Other Economic Values (including Non-market Values)  

Other economic values, including non-market values, are not part of the appraisal process 
discussed in Chapter 3. Nonetheless, benefits to recreationists from non-market values are likely 
to increase under the proposed action. This is especially the case in Grand County, where most of 
the recreation use in the planning area occurs. For example, the 2007 National Visitor Use 
Monitoring (NVUM) study cited in Chapter 3 indicates that over 18 per cent of respondents said 
that some form of hiking or walking was their main activity while visiting the Moab FO BLM. 
Given the MFO’s estimate of total visitation to Moab BLM at 1.6 million visitors annually, and 
assuming that 18 per cent were in Moab for hiking-type activities, the mean reported consumer 
surplus for this activity would be over $15.7 million (1.6 million X  18 per cent X $48.55), based 
on data cited in Chapter 3. Similar computations could be done for other activities discussed in 
Chapter 3. Even using minimum reported consumer surplus values, it is clear that the proposed 
land exchange has the potential to generate considerable increases in non-market benefits for 
Moab-oriented recreationists. 

In Uintah County, the proposed exchange may produce a minor decrease in non-market values 
associated with recreation on public lands. However, the recreation use on BLM lands which 
would be conveyed in Uintah County is small compared to the recreation use on BLM lands in 
Grand County. 

Minerals 
Economic impacts from minerals development include employment and income effects during 
the exploration, development and production phases of individual developments. Economic 
consequences also include fiscal impacts to state and local governments due to the potential 
sharing of mineral lease revenues, property tax collections and state and local taxes on income 
and expenditures, either directly or indirectly related to minerals employment, and spending for 
goods and services in the local economy. 

Under the proposed exchange, the BLM would convey to the State 27,639.26 acres in Uintah 
County, 7,706.73 acres in Grand County and 170 acres in San Juan County. These lands 
currently are not leased for minerals. To the extent that the State is able and willing to lease these 
parcels for minerals, and to the extent that such leases result in successful minerals production, 
there will be positive employment, income and fiscal benefits to the affected local economies. 
An aspect of the exchange worth noting is that Grand County will receive from the State a 
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portion of mineral lease revenues on the lands they acquire in Uintah County. It is beyond the 
scope of this document to estimate potential minerals production from these parcels, as this is 
part of the separate legally required appraisal done by the State and the Department of Interior.  

Under the proposed exchange, the State would convey to the BLM 31,574 acres in Grand 
County, 7,578 acres in Uintah County and 1,874 acres in San Juan County. These totals include 
surface and subsurface ownership. As discussed in Chapter 3, the State currently has active 
minerals leases on acres of these parcels, primarily for oil and gas. At an annual rental of $1 per 
acre, the State would lose $11,745 in mineral lease revenues from this exchange, in addition to 
any other royalties from resulting production from future development. Additionally, the State 
would lose $2,922 in leases it currently lets for sand and gravel, and metalliferous minerals. It is 
probable that minerals-based revenues to the State gained by acquisition of lands in Uintah 
County will exceed losses resulting from the loss of lands in Grand and San Juan Counties.8  

To the extent that BLM is able and willing to lease these parcels for minerals, and to the extent 
that such leases result in successful minerals production, there will be positive employment, 
income and fiscal benefits to the affected local economies. Many of the parcels being acquired 
by the BLM, especially in Grand County, would either be legislatively withdrawn or would be in 
mineral lease categories which are less likely to result in exploration and development. It is 
beyond the scope of this document to estimate potential minerals production from these parcels; 
however development potential and the values associated with the various mineral commodities 
will be captured in valuation of the exchange parcels.  

Grazing 
Under the provisions of the proposed land exchange, the BLM effectively would acquire 1,680 
Animal Unit Months (AUM) from the State, but would give 2064 AUMs to the State. The 
BLM’s AUM “gains” would occur primarily in the Moab FO, with BLM “losses” occurring 
primarily in the Vernal FO. Those permittees whose AUMs are transferred from the BLM to the 
State will pay, on average, an additional $2.57 per AUM, or a total of $5,304. Conversely, 
permittees whose grazing rights are transferred from the State to the BLM management would 
see a reduction in their AUM fees of the same amount per AUM, or a total of $4,490. Economic 
impacts due to a change in management would be limited, with an overall increase in grazing 
fees totaling $814 ($5,304-$4,490). 

Other Fiscal Considerations 
Under the proposed land exchange, PILT payments to the counties would remain unchanged.  
The State would lose the $11,000 in fees which it now receives for a variety of uses on non-
Federal lands being exchanged to the BLM. The State would enjoy some cost savings due to no 
longer needing to administer these permits. The State would also levy use fees on lands acquired 
from the BLM, but incur some additional costs to administer these fees.  

Lands acquired by the BLM from the State in Grand and San Juan Counties would produce 
additional fee revenues to the BLM, but also impose additional administration costs. The BLM 

                                                 
8 As discussed in the recreation section above, Grand and, to a lesser extent, San Juan counties will gain more in 
recreation benefits than Uintah County will lose from their probably diminished recreation benefits. 
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would lose fee revenues due to conveying BLM lands to the State, but would also be relieved of 
the costs of administering these fees. 

Use fees charged by both the State and the BLM vary from year to year, and cannot be reliably 
predicted. The land exchange appraisal requires that the State and the BLM exchange lands 
having equal economic value, and the separate appraisal process also considers likely sources of 
fees gained or foregone. The values of other land use fees should be small relative to the values 
assigned to the exchange in its entirety. 

4.1.1.8 Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Six non-Federal parcels to be acquired by the BLM are adjacent to the Colorado River in areas 
the Moab RMP designated as Suitable for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System. The 
acquisition of these parcels would result in a consolidated land ownership and the long-term 
protection of outstanding and remarkable resource values, which make this river suitable for 
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.  

4.1.1.9 Threatened, Endangered and State Sensitive Species 
Habitat for several threatened, endangered and state sensitive species are involved in the 
proposed action. Table 4.3 lists the habitat gain or loss to the BLM that would result from the 
exchange of lands as described in the Proposed Action. 

Table 4.3. Habitat Gained and Lost to the BLM for Threatened, Endangered and State 
Sensitive Species 

Species Status Habitat Gain/Loss to the BLM 

Mexican Spotted Owl  Threatened 

A net gain of 25,768 acres of potential habitat 
to be conveyed to the BLM to be managed 
under the 2008 Moab RMP (including 2,876 
acres of mineral estate). 

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Endangered 
7,332 acres of potential habitat to be conveyed 
to the BLM to be managed under 2008 Moab 
RMP  (including 895 acres of mineral estate). 

Colorado River Basin Fish (Colorado 
Pikeminnow, Humpback Chub, 
Razorback Sucker, and Bonytail Chub) 

Endangered 
4,146 acres of habitat to be conveyed to the 
BLM to be managed under 2008 Moab RMP. 
(including 1,385 acres of mineral estate) 

Uinta Basin Hookless Cactus 
(Sclerocactus wetlandicus) Threatened 920 acres of habitat to be conveyed to the BLM 

to be  managed under 2008 Vernal RMP 

Greater Sage Grouse  Candidate 
Species 

7,670 acres of occupied habitat of which 80 
acres is within 4 miles of a lek to be conveyed 
to the State.  

1,738 acres of occupied habitat, of which 688 
acres is within 4 miles of a lek to be conveyed 
to the BLM.  

Roundtail Chub, Bluehead Sucker, and 
Flannelmouth Sucker 

Conservation 
Agreement 
Species 

4,146 acres of habitat to be conveyed to the 
BLM to be managed under 2008 Moab and 
Vernal RMPs (including 1,385 acres of mineral 
estate). 



   56 

 

Species Status Habitat Gain/Loss to the BLM 

Graham’s Beardtongue (Penstemon 
Grahamii) 

Conservation 
Agreement 
Species 

19,255 acres of potential habitat to be conveyed 
to the State and State management (including 
812 acres of mineral estate). 

White-Tailed Prairie Dog Sensitive 
Species 

681 acres of potential habitat to be conveyed to 
the BLM to be managed under the 2008 Moab 
RMP.  

Bald Eagle Sensitive 
Species 

251 acres of nesting territory and 4,733 acres of 
essential habitat to be conveyed to the BLM to 
be managed under the 2008 Moab and Vernal 
RMPs. (including 1,806 acres of mineral 
estate).  

Burrowing Owl Sensitive 
Species 

28,384 acres of potential habitat to be conveyed 
to the BLM to be managed under the Vernal 
and Moab RMPs (including 4,211 acres of 
mineral estate). 

Thus, the completion of the land exchange would mean that the BLM would manage additional 
habitats for the following Federally-listed species under the ESA:  Mexican spotted owl, 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, Colorado River Basin Fish (Colorado pike minnow, humpback 
chub, razorback sucker, and boney-tailed chub), Uinta Basin Hookless Cactus (Sclerocactus 
wetlandicus), Roundtail Chub, Bluehead Sucker, Flannelmouth Sucker, White-Tailed Prairie 
Dog, Bald Eagle, and Burrowing Owl. Other than the Mexican spotted owl, no ESA species 
habitat would be conveyed to the State. Lands conveyed to the State that offer potential Mexican 
spotted owl habitats would continue to be subject to ESA requirements. 

The greater sage-grouse was placed on the list of species that are candidates for ESA Protection 
on March 5, 2010. The USFWS will make a final decision to list or not to list greater sage-grouse 
as a threatened or endangered species by December 2015.  

The BLM’s proposed land exchange would result in the transfer of 7,670 acres of sage-grouse 
occupied habitat in the Book Cliffs, East Bench, and Blue Mountain sage-grouse populations. 
The Book Cliffs and East Bench sage-grouse populations have declined substantially and are 
estimated to be less than 50 birds. The parcels in the Blue Mountain population (725 acres) are 
considered marginal brood-rearing and wintering habitat and has a gravel pit in the area. In 
addition, the parcels in the East Bench and Book Cliffs sage-grouse populations are habitats 
surrounded by State-owned parcels. The State is expected to continue grazing and open the 
parcels for oil and gas development. Oil and gas development may result in temporary and 
permanent habitat loss and/or degradation to the habitat from sagebrush removal from oil and gas 
infrastructure, increased human disturbance (noise), increased invasive plant species associated 
with ground disturbance, and increased predation rates. Such impacts may result an increase in 
adult and chick mortality from decreased habitat availability and increased mortality. The 
aforementioned areas are not considered high value habitats as the local sage-grouse population 
has declined substantially and the areas are not supporting many birds. The 80-acre parcel in the 
Blue Mountain population is within 4 miles of more than one lek but is currently a developed 
gravel pit surrounded by marginal habitat. The largest impact in that area, if further developed, 
would be increased road traffic on an existing road that goes by the active southern leks.  
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The Federal Government is set to acquire 1,738 acres of sage-grouse habitat in the Diamond 
Mountain and Blue Mountain sage-grouse populations. The Blue Mountain 641-acre parcel is 
within 4 miles of some of the northern leks and is considered excellent nesting, brood-rearing, 
and wintering habitat. The Diamond Mountain parcels partially overlap with wintering habitat 
that has an understory of annual grasses (1,097 acres). 

The State would acquire 7,670 acres of occupied sage-grouse habitat (80 acres within 4 miles of 
leks), but the habitat support a local sage-grouse population that has substantially declined in 
recent years (7,590 acres) and is expected to decline further with more development expected on 
surrounding State-owned properties. Alternatively, the occupied sage-grouse habitat the BLM 
would acquire ranges between excellent to moderate sage-grouse habitat in sage-grouse 
populations that are strong populations in Utah. Therefore, we conclude that there would be a net 
benefit to sage-grouse populations in Utah.  

The Federal lands proposed for inclusion in the URLEA were initially screened; lands known to 
contain occupied Graham’s beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii) habitat were eliminated from the 
exchange prior to passage of the URLEA through a process of direct coordination with, and 
consent from, USFWS and the UDWR. However, further efforts to identify potential habitat for 
Graham’s beardtongue has identified that potential habitat could be present on Federal parcels 5-
10 and 11M -15M).  In 2011 and 2012, Red Butte Garden conducted surveys in parcels 9 and 5. 
No plants were found in parcel 3 (615 acres) but over 300 plants were found in parcel 9 (3,742 
acres). 

The Graham’s Beardtongue is not a listed species requiring protection under the ESA, and the 
Conservation Agreement among the agencies (which are referred to in the Vernal RMP) does not 
carry the force of law. Given this, and the limitation imposed by the URLEA to eliminate lands 
from the exchange only for the purpose of equalizing values, the BLM plans to proceed as 
follows:   

1) Collaborate with USFWS and UDWR and other appropriate local, state and Federal 
agencies during the exchange. 

2) If presented with an opportunity to eliminate Federal land from the exchange to equalize 
values, identify occupied and potential Graham’s Beardtongue habitat as a priority.  

The BLM does not possess T&E data for plant species for the parcels in Grand and San Juan 
Counties. One threatened plant, the Jones cycladenia, inhabits the area around the Colorado 
River and Castle Rock. The exchange would convey to the BLM the mineral rights on parcels 
152, 153, 156 and 160, all of which are in potential habitat area for this plant. The surface rights 
to these parcels is held by the Nature Conservancy and Utah Open Lands and are managed for 
conservation. Parcels 152, 153, and 160 would be withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral 
material disposal. Parcel 156 would be administratively withdrawn from locatable mineral entry 
and managed as closed to mineral leasing. Prohibitions and restrictions on mineral activities 
would eliminate threats to the species. 

A review of the Utah Department of Natural Resource’s Utah Natural Heritage Program (UNHP) 
map indicates there are no known T&E plant species in the proximity of the parcels to be 
conveyed to the State by the BLM in Grand and San Juan counties. However, two special status 
plants, the Stage Station milkvetch and the Hole-in-the-Rock prairie clover could possibly be 



   58 

 

located near Federal parcel 32. The Iseley Milkvetch, while not technically a special status plant, 
has been identified by the Nature Conservancy as rare, and populations of the plant are known in 
the southern portion of Spanish Valley outside of Federal parcel 34. 

Based on the UNHP map, it appears likely that some populations of special status plant would be 
 acquired by the BLM in the exchange in the areas of Castle Valley, Richardson Amphitheater, 
Behind the Rocks, and Poison Spider Mesa. These plants include the Schultz stickleaf, Dolores 
rushpink and Canyonlands lomatium. 

Recovery Plans for Federally Listed species developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the Moab and Vernal BLM RMPs and their accompanying Biological Opinions 
recognize the need to avoid lands trades/disposals of listed and sensitive species habitats. 
Overall, the exchange would result in allowing the BLM to consistently manage   lands offering 
habitats for many threatened, endangered, or special status species by eliminating multi-
ownership situations throughout many of these important habitats. 

The proposed action would also give Moab BLM management of additional habitats for Utah 
State Sensitive Species, including the Roundtail Chub, Bluehead Sucker, Flannelmouth Sucker, 
White-Tailed Prairie Dog, Bald Eagle, and Burrowing Owl.  The exchange would result in 
allowing the BLM to consistently manage lands offering habitats these State special status 
species.  

4.1.1.10 Water, Riparian, Wetlands, Floodplains, and Soil Resources 
Portions of six Federal parcels (3, 5, 9, 10, 16, and 20) totaling 610 acres and five non-Federal 
parcels (103, and 110-113) totaling 175 acres are located within designated FEMA floodplain 
zones. The Federal parcels would be conveyed to the State subject to restrictions for 
development within the floodplain zones to the extent provided for under local zoning 
ordinances pursuant to Executive Order 11988. Thus, although the BLM would have a net loss of 
435 floodplain acres, the restrictions placed on that acreage would mean that the floodplain 
would continue to have the same level of protection afforded it under Federal stewardship. 

Riparian data does not exist for the State lands to be conveyed to the BLM, but based on a 
review of GIS data, it appears that approximately 197 acres of riparian habitat would be lost in 
the exchange. The U.S. would gain approximately 286 acres of riparian habitat in the exchange, 
resulting in a net gain of 89 riparian acres.  The Mill Creek, Granite Creek, Coates Creek, Castle 
Creek, Negro Bill Creek and other drainages have very high value riparian resources; lands 
would be acquired by the BLM in these drainages. Castle Creek is particularly important to the 
Town of Castle Valley, as it is part of its sole source aquifer. Mill Creek is particularly important 
to the City of Moab, as it comprises its upstream watershed.  

The BLM Moab Field Office has reported that there are no wetlands associated with any of the 
exchange parcels in its planning area. The BLM Vernal Field Office does not have data 
differentiating between riparian and wetland habitat. The State is subject to Federal law 
governing wetlands, pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act. Thus, the effect of the exchange 
on wetland habitat is neutral. 

The BLM would convey 37 perfected water rights to the State in the exchange, most of which 
are diligence claims predating 1903. The State would convey 15 water rights to the BLM in the 
exchange. The beneficial use for all of the State’s water rights is stock watering, except for one 
for which the beneficial use has been classified as other.  
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Under an amendment to Utah Code 73-3-31, livestock watering rights may only be acquired by a 
public land agency jointly with a beneficial user after May 12, 2009. A letter from the State 
Engineer, Division of Water Rights dated October 2, 2009, recognizes that the State’s water 
rights associated with the exchange parcels were in existence substantially prior to May 12, 
2009, and that the amendments to the Utah Code would not preclude transfer of these water 
rights to the U.S. in this exchange.  

Finally, 264.21 acres of land being acquired by the State (parcels 20 and 25) are currently 
withdrawn for protection of springs and waterholes. Once the Exchange is finalized the State 
would be able to determine the use of these lands. While, partial revocation to public water 
reserve number 107, could allow for settlement, sale, or development of protected water 
resources on these parcels, based on the State’s proposed uses (Table 2.1), there would be no 
change in land use, only changes in land management.  

4.1.1.11 Wilderness/Wilderness Study Areas 
Wilderness Areas  
No parcels involved in the exchange are located within designated wilderness areas. However, 
three parcels to be conveyed by the State to the BLM (parcels 115, 116, and 117) adjoin the 
Black Ridge Canyons Wilderness Area. Two of these parcels (115 and 116) would be managed 
in a manner that protects wilderness characteristics. Parcel 117 would be managed the same as 
other public lands.  

Wilderness Study Areas 
Numerous non-Federal parcels are either within or adjoin WSAs, including Daniels Canyon, 
Westwater Canyon, Negro Bill Canyon, Mill Creek Canyon, and Behind the Rocks WSAs.  

Those parcels that are totally encompassed by BLM WSA lands would be automatically added to 
the WSA at the time that they are acquired by the BLM. That is, Federal acquisition of lands 
totally within the WSAs would result in the protection of wilderness characteristics in these areas 
until a final decision is made regarding wilderness designation. Lands acquired by the BLM 
within the WSAs (1,760 acres) would be managed in accordance with BLM Manual 6330- 
Management of BLM WSAs. 

In addition to WSA inholdings, the BLM would be acquiring numerous WSA edge holdings. 
These lands would be not be automatically added to the WSAs nor would they be managed under 
the BLM’s WSA manual. However, some edge holdings (2,93 acres) would be managed to 
protect wilderness characteristics. Boundary roads or other boundary features were used 
determine how edge holdings should be managed.   

No Federal parcels being acquired by the State are located within WSAs; however, 6.5 miles of 
contiguous boundary of surface/mineral estate and 1.97 miles of mineral estate boundary adjoin 
the Winter Ridge and Flume Canyon WSAs. Lands being acquired by the State that are 
contiguous with Winter Ridge and Flume Canyon are being obtained for development. Outside 
human imprints are not taken into consideration when considering an areas naturalness of an 
area. Outside sounds and influences are not normally taken into consideration when considering 
opportunities for solitude unless these impacts are pervasive and omnipresent. Given the size of 
the Winter Ridge and Flume Canyon WSAs, opportunities for solitude would still be present 
within the areas.  



   60 

 

The exchange would result in a net gain of 1,760 acres of surface/mineral estate within WSAs, 
and 12.3 miles of contiguous boundary of surface and/or mineral estate bordering WSAs.  

4.1.2  No Action 

The No Action alternative is to not finalize the exchange as required by the URLEA. The 
benefits of the exchange, which include consolidation of land ownership, management 
efficiencies for both the State and the Federal Government, the long-term protection of recreation 
and other resource values, the ability to develop acquired lands for the benefit of schools and 
other beneficiaries would not be realized. 
In general, State and Federal lands would continue to be managed as they are currently being 
managed. Nearly all Federal lands proposed for acquisition by the State are currently available 
for development under the Moab and Vernal RMPs. Therefore, it is anticipated that minerals 
development would occur under BLM-administration on these lands under conditions outlined in 
the existing land use plans. 

Most non-Federal lands being acquired by the Federal government are surrounded by Federal 
lands where development is restricted or prohibited to protect recreation and other resource 
values. The presence of important surface resource values, combined with land use restrictions 
on adjacent Federal lands would continue to make management of these lands by the State for 
the purposes of revenue generation challenging. Despite these challenges, if provided an 
opportunity, court precedence allows for access across Federal lands in order to make use of 
school trust lands for economic purposes.  

4.1.2.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
Approximately 5,665 acres of surface/mineral estate and 4,255 acres of mineral estate within or 
adjacent to ACECs would not be conveyed to the BLM by the State. Fewer protections are 
afforded to relevant and important resource values on non-Federal lands located in existing 
ACEC boundaries.  

4.1.2.2 Big Game  
Desert bighorn sheep in the Moab area would not be afforded the special protections provided in 
the Moab RMP by conveying key non-Federal properties to the BLM (parcels 182 and 194). 
Mule deer and elk in the Book Cliffs would continue to be protected through application of 
stipulations included in the Vernal RMP.  

Other big game (pronghorn, and Rocky Mountain bighorn) would continue to be managed by 
current State and Federal agencies.  

4.1.2.3 Grazing 
Grazing permittees would not be required to transfer their permits to another agency. Grazing 
would continue to be available on State lands in the Castle Valley. Therefore there would be no 
loss of public lands grazing in this area.  

4.1.2.4 Mineral Resources 
Under the no action alternative there would be no changes in minerals management. State lands 
comingled with Federal lands managed for conservation values would remain available for 
leasing and mineral materials disposal. State-administered lands in the in the Colorado Riverway 
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SRMA and within the Three Rivers Withdrawal area would not be withdrawn from locatable 
mineral entry. Therefore, development of these lands would remain a possibility.  

Lands in the Vernal Field Office with high oil and gas potential that are open for leasing would 
continue to be managed by the Vernal Field Office. These lands would be managed in a manner 
that allows for resource development while taking into consideration impacts to other resources.  

4.1.2.5 Natural areas/ Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 
Natural areas 
A total of 2,330 surface acres bordering the Mary Jane Canyon and Beaver Creek natural areas 
(in the Moab Field Office) would be not conveyed to the BLM. These areas, which likely possess 
wilderness values, would not afforded permanent protection.  

In addition, a total of 640 acres of mineral estate would not be acquired by the BLM within the 
Fisher Towers natural area in the Moab Field Office.  

Parcel 4, which is located in the Daniels Canyon natural area, would not be exchanged. 
Therefore this area would not be sold for mining operations. The claimant would be allowed to 
continue mining on existing claims in Section 9, which includes lands both in and out of the 
natural area. Mining in the natural area would result in a loss of wilderness characteristics.  

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 
Under the no action alternative there would be no changes in management to lands with 
wilderness characteristics. Although the BLM has made a decision though its planning process to 
managing these lands for other resources, the appearance of naturalness and opportunities for 
solitude and/or primitive and unconfined recreation may be indirectly protected in areas where 
there are special designations (e.g., ACECs, suitable wild and scenic rivers, or SRMAs).  

4.1.2.6 Recreation/Visual Resources 
The primary purpose of the URLEA is to convey high value non-Federal recreation lands to the 
BLM would not be achieved. Consolidated management of recreation lands near Moab would 
not be attained. Parcels 176, 179, 180, and 188 are within the very popular Sand Flats SRMA, 
which is jointly managed by the BLM and Grand County would not be acquired by the BLM. 
Grand County would thus be required to continue to lease these lands at a considerable annual 
cost.  

As discussed in under Section 4.2.2, in general, lands would continue to be managed as they are 
currently managed. Therefore, State lands that are located in areas managed by the BLM for 
recreation purposes would continue to be used primarily for recreational purposes. However, 
because the purpose of State lands is to generate revenues for schools and other beneficiaries, 
there would be no guarantee of long-term protection.  

Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs)   
About 11,006 acres of land would not be acquired by the BLM in the SRMAs. In addition, 3,333 
acres of subsurface non-Federal lands located within the Colorado Riverway SRMA would not 
be acquired. The surface associated with the 3,333 acres is held by conservation owners such as 
UOP and TNC. These lands would continue to be available for development under State 
management.  



   62 

 

Recreationists and outfitters would continue to have to secure permits for commercial operations 
from both the State and Federal Government. 

Visual Resource Management 
The No Action alternative would mean that there would not be a net gain to the BLM of 3,368 
acres of VRM Class I, nor would there be a net gain of 19,879 acres of VRM Class II lands. The 
BLM would not acquire 23,247 acres of potential Class I and Class II VRM lands in exchange 
for 14,659 acres of Class III VRM lands. The opportunity to gain high quality visual resources 
would be lost to the BLM. 

4.1.2.7 Socioeconomics  
If the proposed land exchange between the State and the BLM did not occur, the impacts 
discussed above would not occur. These include socioeconomic impacts on recreation, minerals 
and grazing. In addition, the potential fiscal impacts to state and local governments from a 
variety of fee programs would not occur. Economic impacts on other resources should the 
proposed exchange not occur would be minimal, and will not be addressed further.  

Recreation 
Most of the socioeconomic impact from recreation resulting from the proposed exchange would 
occur in Grand County. San Juan County has relatively few acres involved in the exchange, and 
this acreage lies in close proximity to Moab, the population center of Grand County. Any 
additional recreation activity occurring on San Juan County acreage would affect the Moab 
economy, due to its proximity to visitor services. Similarly, the lands being exchanged form 
Vernal BLM to the State are located in an area with generally light recreation use, with 
consequential minor socioeconomic effects. The discussion which follows, therefore, will 
concentrate on the affected environment within Grand County. 

Visitation 

The small to moderate increases in recreation visitation in Grand County posited under the 
proposed action would likely not occur under the No Action alternative. Not incorporating lands 
currently under State management in high visitation areas into BLM management would fail to 
produce the more positive recreation experience for most users which should occur under the 
proposed action.  

Under the No Action alternative, the non-Federal lands would continue to be available for 
development. This could put at risk the open spaces which are an integral part of the visitor 
experience on BLM lands in Grand County. Any decline in visitors’ experiences caused by 
development on non-Federal lands could have a negative impact on employment and income in 
the Grand County recreation sector. 

One BLM parcel (parcel 1) identified in Uintah County as receiving sustained recreation use 
would not be conveyed to the State under the No Action alternative.  To the extent that this 
reduces the likelihood of development on this parcel, local winter sports recreationists could 
continue to enjoy recreating on this parcel to the same extent as currently.  

Special Recreation Permits 

As discussed in Chapter 3, both the BLM and the State require commercial outfitters and event 
sponsors who use BLM or State-administered lands for recreational activities to obtain a Special 
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Recreation Permit (SRP). Moab BLM currently permits more than 200 SRPs, of which over 160 
also operate on State-administered lands. These permittees must pay to obtain permits and remit 
fees to both agencies for those recreational activities that use both the BLM and the State. Most 
of the non-Federal parcels that would be conveyed to the BLM are located in areas which receive 
a high level of current SRP activity. Under the No Action alternative, many, although not all, 
permittees would continue to be subject to State permit requirements and payments. These 
permittees would continue to incur the additional paperwork and costs to which they are now 
subject. These costs would continue to reduce income for the affected permittees, reducing their 
opportunities for improvements in the quality or quantity of goods and services which they 
provide.  

The non-Federal lands in San Juan County being conveyed to the BLM under the proposed 
action currently receive little to any use by SRP holders. Similarly, the BLM lands being 
conveyed to the State in Grand and Uintah Counties currently receive very little SRP use.  

Other Economic Values (including Non-market Values)  

Other economic values, including non-market values, are not part of the appraisal process 
discussed in Chapter 3. Nonetheless, benefits to recreationists from non-market values are likely 
to increase under the proposed action. The No Action alternative makes less likely the realization 
of the non-market values discussed in section 4.3.1.11.1.3.  

Minerals 
Economic impacts from minerals development include employment and income effects during 
the exploration, development and production phases of individual developments. Economic 
impacts also include fiscal impacts to state and local governments due to the potential sharing of 
mineral leases revenues, property tax collections and state and local taxes on income and 
expenditures, either directly or indirectly related to minerals employment, and spending for 
goods and services in the local economy. 

Under the proposed exchange, the BLM would surrender to the State 27,726 acres in Uintah 
County, 7,712 acres in Grand County and 170 acres in San Juan County. These lands currently 
are not leased for minerals. Under the No Action alternative, the BLM could continue to make 
these lands available for lease, but the proportions of payments returned to the state (and on to 
the affected counties) would be less. It is beyond the scope of this document to estimate potential 
minerals production from these parcels, as this is part of the separate legally required appraisal 
done by the State and the Department of Interior.   

Under the proposed exchange, the State would surrender to the BLM 45,786 acres in Grand 
County, 7,618 acres in Uintah County and 1,874 acres in San Juan County. These totals include 
surface and subsurface ownership (see Table 2.1 for additional details). As discussed in Chapter 
3, the State currently has active minerals leases on 11,745 acres of these parcels, primarily for oil 
and gas. At an annual rental of $1 per acre, the State would retain $11,745 in mineral lease 
revenues under the No Action alternative, in addition to any other royalties from resulting 
production, had these leases been developed in the future. Additionally, the State would retain 
$2,922 in leases it currently lets for sand and gravel, and metalliferous metals.  

Grazing 
As discussed in section 4.3.1.11.3, the proposed action could impose minor additional costs on 
some permittees due to increased grazing fees, but provide savings to other permittees due to 
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decreased grazing fees. Under the No Action alternative, the approximate net increase to all 
affected permittees of $814 would not occur. 

Other Fiscal Considerations 
Under the No Action alternative, the State would continue to receive the $43,348 it currently 
receives on those BLM lands which the State would receive under the proposed exchange. The 
State would retain the $11,000 in fees which it now receives for a variety of uses on the non-
Federal lands being exchanged to the BLM. The State would continue to incur costs to 
administer these permits.  

The BLM would not realize additional fee revenues it would have received under the proposed 
action, but also would not incur additional administration costs. The BLM would not lose fee 
revenues due to conveying BLM lands to the State, but would also continue to incur the costs of 
administering these fees. 

Use fees charged by both the State and the BLM vary from year to year, and cannot be reliably 
predicted. The land exchange appraisal requires that the State and the BLM exchange lands 
having equal economic value, and the separate appraisal process also considers likely sources of 
fees gained or foregone. The values of both PILT and other land use fees should be small relative 
to the values assigned to the exchange in its entirety. 

4.1.2.8 Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Six non-Federal parcels adjacent to the Colorado River (a Suitable Wild and Scenic River) would 
not be acquired by the BLM. Therefore, there would be no long-term protection provide for the 
outstanding remarkable values on identified exchange lands.  

4.1.2.9 Threatened, Endangered and State Sensitive Species 
Special status species habitat would continue to be managed as it is currently being managed.  

There would be no impacts to T&E animal species because both the State and the BLM are 
obligated to protect T&E species under the ESA.  

There would be no exchange of lands in greater sage-grouse occupied habitat. Sage-Grouse 
habitat used by the Diamond Mountain and Blue Mountain sage-grouse populations would not 
be exchanged to the BLM. The BLM is currently in the process of amending existing land use 
plans, including the Vernal RMP to ensure conservation of important habitats. If the no action 
alternative is selected, the BLM would not be able to manage these lands for protection of sage-
grouse.  

The BLM would not manage additional habitat for the Jones cycladenia in the Castle Rock area. 
The Nature Conservancy and Utah Open Lands, which purchased the surface of these parcels for 
conservation values, would not benefit from having restrictions on mineral development. The 
BLM would not acquire populations of special status plants in the Richardson Amphitheater, 
Behind the Rocks and Poison Spider Mesa areas, including the Schultz stickleaf, Dolores 
rushpink and Canyonlands lomatium. 

4.1.2.10 Water, Riparian, Wetlands, Floodplains, and Soil Resources 
The BLM would not lose 435 floodplain acres (although the State would be required to manage 
these acres subject to restrictions on development within the floodplain). 
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The BLM would not gain 286 acres of riparian habitat, including areas within Mill Creek,  
Granite Creek, Coates Creek, Castle Creek and Negro Bill Creek. The riparian acreage within  
Mill Creek, particularly important to the City of Moab as its upstream watershed, would not be  
acquired by the BLM. Riparian acreage within Castle Creek (part of the sole source aquifer for 
the 
Town of Castle Valley) would not be acquired by the BLM. 
  
The BLM would not convey 37 perfected water rights to the State; the BLM would not gain 19 
perfected water rights from the State. 

4.1.2.11 Wilderness/WSAs 
The BLM would not acquire parcel 115, 116, or 117 which are adjacent to the Black Ridge 
Canyons Wilderness Area. In addition, 1,760 acres of State in holdings in WSAs would not be 
conveyed to the BLM, making management of these WSAs a continuing challenge. Inholdings 
and edge holdings would be not Congressionally withdrawn from mineral leasing and mineral 
material disposal. Development of state lands with high oil and gas potential would continue to 
pose a threat to the integrity of the WSAs. 

4.1.3 Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

Cumulative impacts are those impacts resulting from the incremental impact of an action when 
added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency or 
person undertakes such other actions. 

4.1.3.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
The CIAA is the Red Fork/Dry Mountain, Nine Mile Canyon, Lower Green River, Mill Creek 
Canyon, Behind the Rocks, and Highway 279 Corridor/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACECs.  

Past actions that affect the same components of the environment as the proposed action include 
recreation, and in some ACECs (e.g., Nine Mile Canyon), livestock grazing and minerals 
development.  
Recreation in all ACECs is anticipated remain at least at current levels. Grazing is also expected 
to continue in areas where it is currently permitted. Low to moderate levels of development 
would continue to occur in the areas where mineral development has been identified as an 
allowable use.  

Consolidation of land ownership would improve management of ACECs. It would ensure 
protection of relevant and important values located on non-Federal lands, which are not currently 
protected by management decisions in Moab and Vernal RMPs.  Prohibiting or restricting uses 
on acquired non-Federal lands would also provide protections for relevant important resources 
on adjacent Federal lands because resource impacts extend beyond jurisdictional boundaries.  

Acquisition and withdrawal of non-Federal lands in ACECs managed as NSO could, in effect, 
result in closure of these areas from mineral leasing and disposal. Under existing conditions, 
based on surface restrictions, in some instances, access to Federal minerals can only be obtained 
from either lands outside of the ACEC or non-Federal lands located in the ACEC boundaries.  
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4.1.3.2 Big Game 
Table 4.4 provides information on cumulative impacts for various species.  

Table 4.4. Acres of Big Game Habitat Gained and Relinquished by the BLM 

Big Game Species 
Acres  

Gained by BLM Relinquished by BLM Net Gain/Loss 

Pronghorn  1,919 1,897 22 
Desert Bighorn Habitat (total) 7,787 0 7,787 
Desert Bighorn (managed as NSO)  3,074 0 3,074 
Rocky Mountain Bighorn  0 5,606 -5,606 
Deer and Elk Winter Range 29,600 29,135 -465 

The CIAA for big game includes big game habitats identified in exchange parcels. 

Past actions that could impact these resources include recreational activities, grazing, energy 
development and minerals extraction.  

Recreation is expected to continue at current levels and increase over time. In areas near Moab, 
recreational use is currently high and is expected to increase more rapidly than in the Bookcliffs, 
Dolores Triangle and other areas, where recreational levels are much lower. Habitat 
fragmentation and population displacement from recreational activities is not expected to 
increase the cumulative impacts associated with recreation on lands being acquired by the BLM.  

Consolidation of land ownership would improve management of recreational activities as the 
BLM would be able to facilitate current land management prescriptions associated with adjacent 
lands that have been developed in order to protect important habitats.  Recreational uses 
associated with changes in management through the URLEA are expected to be negligible to 
pronghorn habitats and winter range through the entirety of the URLEA due to the minimal net 
gain in habitats.  Recreational use associated with changes in management through the URLEA 
for Rocky Mountain Bighorn sheep is also expected to be negligible through the entirety of the 
URLEA due to the lack of designated management prescriptions for this species.   

Recreational use associated with changes in management through the URLEA for Desert 
Bighorn sheep are expected to improve throughout the entirety of the URLEA. Specifically, 
State lands within Desert Bighorn Sheep habitats would receive applicable protections through 
the NSO requirements on over 3,000 acres of bighorn habitats.  In addition, camping regulations, 
off road policies, group use requirements, and permitted commercial activities currently in place 
on adjacent BLM lands throughout the entire 7,700 acres would be regulated.  Therefore 
cumulatively over 7,700 acres of desert bighorn habitats would receive contiguous reductions 
from disturbances and impacts associated with some recreational activities. 

Grazing activities currently occur on all parcels associated with the URLEA.  Though grazing 
use has the potential to alter big game habitat and create spatial competition, the total AUMs 
available and the grazing use would remain basically unchanged; therefore no appreciable 
cumulative impacts are expected from changes in grazing activities to big game habitats.  

Energy development and minerals extraction is expected to continue throughout the area. 
Indirect impacts from development (noise and human activity) result in habitat fragmentation 
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and displacement of wildlife. Consolidation of land ownership would improve the management 
continuity on big game habitats in relation to energy development and mineral extraction. The 
BLM would be able to facilitate current land management prescriptions associated with adjacent 
lands that have been developed to protect important habitats.   Energy development and minerals 
extraction associated with changes in management through the URLEA are expected to be 
negligible to pronghorn habitats and winter range through the entirety of the URLEA due to the 
minimal net gain in habitats.  Energy development and minerals extraction associated with 
changes in management through the URLEA for Rocky Mountain Bighorn sheep are also 
expected to be negligible through the entirety of the URLEA due to the lack of designated 
management prescription for this species.  Energy development and minerals extraction 
associated with changes in management through the URLEA for Desert Bighorn sheep are 
expected to improve throughout the entirety of the URLEA.  Specifically, acquired lands within 
Desert Bighorn Sheep habitats would receive applicable protection through NSO requirements. 

4.1.3.3 Grazing and Other Authorized Land Uses 
The CIAA for livestock grazing is all allotments that include parcels subject to the exchange.  

Past actions that could impact the same resources include recreation, watershed protection, 
residential development, and minerals extraction.  

Recreation is expected to continue at current levels or increase. An increase in minerals 
development is expected in areas being acquired by the State. Where minerals extraction is an 
allowable use, a decrease in minerals development is expected on land being acquired by the 
BLM.  

In all areas except the Castle Valley, changes in management would not directly result in 
changes in livestock use.  

Minerals development in the Vernal Field Office which includes development on both State and 
Federal lands would result in loss of available forage for livestock. Increases in development 
could also result in changes in management, livestock harassment, and vehicle/livestock 
collisions.  

In areas where the BLM is acquiring non-Federal lands, an increase in recreation could result in 
increased user conflicts. 

Federal land in the Castle Valley and Arth’s Pasture allotments is unavailable for livestock 
grazing. These allotments were made unavailable in 2008 by the Moab RMP. If the non-Federal 
parcels are acquired by the BLM, upon expiration of the permit, these lands would become 
unavailable. This would result in a cumulative loss of opportunity to graze in these areas.  

There would be no direct or indirect impact to other land uses, therefore, there would be no 
cumulative impacts.  

4.1.3.4 Mineral Resources 
The CIAA for mineral resources is all lands included in Grand and Uintah counties.  

Both of these areas include valuable mineral resources. Past actions that have impacted mineral 
resources include congressional and administrative designation of lands.  

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in a decrease in Federal mineral 
development. Federal lands being acquired by the State are primarily open to fluid mineral 
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leasing, mineral material disposal, and mineral entry. If the exchange were to occur, mineral 
development in these areas would be under State-administration. 

Approximately 24,384 acres of non-Federal lands being acquired by U.S. would be withdrawn 
from mineral leasing and mineral material disposal. Therefore, minerals development on these 
lands would be precluded. As discussed in other sections, withdrawal of non-Federal parcels 
would also in effect close some areas that are NSO to mineral leasing. 

Administrative withdrawal of 1,710 acres from mineral entry along the Colorado River in the 
Three Rivers Withdrawal area would cumulatively result in additional lands that are precluded 
from locatable mineral development.  

The mineral value of lands that are part of the exchange will be taken into consideration as part 
of the valuation process. 

4.1.3.5 Natural Areas/Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 
The CIAA is the Fisher Towers, Mary Jane Canyon, Beaver Creek and Daniels Canyon natural 
areas.  

Past actions that affect the same components of the environment as the proposed action are 
recreation, and in some instances livestock grazing. 
Recreation in all natural areas is anticipated remain at least at current levels. Grazing is also 
expected to continue in areas where it is currently permitted.  

Consolidation of land ownership would improve management of natural areas. It would ensure 
protection of wilderness characteristics located on non-Federal lands, which are not currently 
protected by management decisions in Moab and Vernal RMPs. Prohibiting or restricting uses on 
acquired non-Federal lands would also provide protections for wilderness characteristics on 
adjacent Federal lands because impacts to wilderness characteristics (appearance of naturalness, 
and opportunities for solitude and or primitive and unconfined recreation) extend beyond 
jurisdictional boundaries.  

Acquisition and withdrawal of non-Federal lands in natural areas managed as NSO could, in 
effect, result in closure of portions these areas to mineral leasing and disposal. Under existing 
conditions, based on surface restrictions, access to Federal minerals can only be obtained from 
either lands outside of the natural areas or non-Federal lands located in the natural area 
boundaries.  

Exchange of non-Federal parcels would enlarge the size of all the natural areas except Daniels 
Canyon, would be reduced by 80 acres. However, a parcel is being acquired in the contiguous 
Daniels Canyon WSA. Therefore, the acres of lands with wilderness characteristics gained in the 
Daniels Canyon area would exceed the acres lost.   

4.1.3.6 Recreation/Visual Resources 
Cumulative Impact Analysis Area  
The CIAA is all BLM-administered SRMAs, ACECs, wild and scenic river segments, WSAs, 
and natural areas that include exchange parcels. The CIAA also includes State administered 
WMAs and surrounding public lands in the Book Cliffs affected by the exchange. These have 
been identified as the CIAA because these are either managed specifically for recreational use or 
have resource values (e.g., scenic, cultural, historical, wildlife riparian) that attract visitors.  
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Past or ongoing actions that affect the same components of the environment as the proposed 
action are recreation, and in some areas, livestock grazing and minerals development.  
Recreation use would remain at least at present levels. Growth in this sector is expected. Grazing 
is also expected to continue in areas where it is currently permitted. Minerals development would 
continue to occur in the areas where it has been identified as an allowable use.  
Consolidation of land ownership would improve management of all these specially managed 
areas. As discussed in other sections, acquisition and withdrawal of non-Federal lands in areas 
currently managed as NSO could, in effect, result in closure of these areas from mineral leasing 
and disposal. This would protect the recreational/visual setting.  

In the book cliffs, oil and gas leasing and development in State WMAs, on other State lands, and 
on adjacent Federal lands would result in a direct loss of big game habitat. Indirect impacts from 
development (noise and human activity) would also result in habitat fragmentation and 
displacement of wildlife. The Book Cliffs are known as a remote hunting destination. The 
presence of roads and development throughout this area could modify recreational opportunities 
and experiences. Development would also result in ground clearing activity and the presence of 
infrastructure, both of which would introduce new elements of form, line, color and texture that 
would contrast with and cumulative impact the scenic quality of the Book Cliffs.  

4.1.3.7 Socioeconomics 
The cumulative impact area is the land managed by the Moab and Vernal field offices of the 
BLM. 

The checkerboard ownership patterns of the lands involved in the exchange, especially those in 
Grand County, has made management of fee-based activities, especially recreation-oriented 
activities, more difficult to manage. It has also increased costs and complexity for permittees.  

There is an application for an agricultural lease on Federal parcels 27-30 located near Green 
River, Utah. There is also a proposal for a large-scale residential and commercial lodging 
development (Cloudrock). Cloudrock adjoins parcels being acquired by the BLM.  

The Federal parcels near Green River were identified for disposal in the Moab RMP. 
Conveyance of these lands to the State would enhance agricultural production in the Green River 
area. The Federal parcels in the Lemon Lane area of Grand County were identified for disposal 
in the Moab RMP. Conveyance of these lands to the State would provide additional housing 
construction opportunities in an area lacking housing, especially affordable housing. 
4.1.3.8 Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
The CIAA for is the Colorado River Suitable Wild and Scenic River segments located in the 
Moab planning area (segments 2, 3, and 4). Other past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions impacting that have impacted this resource include recreation. Recreation use would 
remain at least at today’s levels. Growth in this sector is expected. Exchange of parcels located in 
these segments; would result in a consolidated land ownership patter and consistent 
management, including withdrawal from locatable mineral entry. The management afforded 
lands in the Colorado River Suitable Wild and Scenic River corridor would ensure the long-term 
protection of outstanding and remarkable resource values. 
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4.1.3.9 Threatened, Endangered, and State Sensitive Species 
Table 4.5 provides information regarding cumulative impacts to special status species in the 
planning area.  

Table 4.5. Summary of Threatened, Endangered, and State Sensitive Species Habitats 

Species 
Acres  

Gained by BLM Relinquished by BLM Net Gain/Loss 

Threatened and Endangered Species: 
Mexican Spotted Owl 27,448 975 26,473 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 7,332 0 7,332 
Colorado River Endangered Fish 4,148 0 4,148 
Hookless Cactus 920 0   

State Sensitive Species: 
Greater Sage Grouse Habitat  1,738 7,670 -5,932 
White-Tailed Prairie Dog Habitat 681 0 681 
Bald Eagle Habitat 4,984 0 4,984 
Conservation Agreement Species   4,146 0 4,146 

The CIAA for special status species is all associated habitats for the identified special status 
species within parcels subject to the exchange.  

Past actions that could impact the same resources include recreational activities, grazing, energy 
development and minerals extraction.  

Recreational activities, grazing, energy development and minerals extraction associated with 
changes in management through the URLEA are expected to be negligible to the Federally listed 
Mexican spotted owl, southwestern willow flycatcher and the Colorado River Endangered Fish 
through the entirety of the URLEA due to requirement by both Federal and  State lands to 
comply with ESA requirements.   

Recreation is expected to continue at current levels and increase over time. In areas near Moab, 
recreational use is currently high and is expected to increase more rapidly than in the Bookcliffs, 
Dolores Triangle and other areas, where recreational levels are much lower. Habitat 
fragmentation and population displacement from recreational activities is not expected to 
increase the cumulative impacts associated with recreation on lands being acquired by the BLM. 
Consolidation of land ownership would improve management of recreational activities as the 
BLM would be able to facilitate current land management prescriptions associated with adjacent 
lands that have been developed to protect important habitats.   

Recreational use associated with changes in management through the URLEA are expected to be 
negligible to the greater-sage grouse as areas where suitable sage grouse habitat exists is not 
known or expected to substantially increase in recreational use. 

Recreational use associated with changes in management through the URLEA for the Utah State 
Sensitive Species (the bald eagle, the white-tailed prairie dog and the burrowing owl) are 
expected to improve throughout the entirety of the URLEA as these habitats would consistently 
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be managed according stipulated measures in the Moab RMP that protect bald eagle and 
burrowing owl nesting territories and active prairie dog colonies from new permanent facilities 
such as trails and campgrounds. 

Grazing activities currently occur on all parcels associated with the URLEA.  Though grazing 
use has the potential to alter special status species habitat and create spatial competition, the total 
AUMs available and the grazing use would remain basically unchanged; therefore no appreciable 
cumulative impacts are expected from changes in grazing activities to special status species.  

Energy development and minerals extraction is expected to continue throughout the area. 
Indirect impacts from development (noise and human activity) result in habitat fragmentation 
and displacement of wildlife. Consolidation of land ownership would improve the management 
continuity on Utah State Sensitive Species, including the bald eagle, burrowing owl and white-
tailed prairie dog habitats in relationship to energy development and mineral extraction. The 
BLM would be able to facilitate current land management prescriptions associated with adjacent 
lands that have been developed to protect important habitats.  These habitats would consistently 
be managed according stipulated measures in the Moab RMP that protect bald eagle and 
burrowing owl nesting territories and active prairie dog colonies from surface disturbances 
associated with construction, installation and development if facilities and  new permanent 
facilities.   

Impacts from energy development and minerals extraction associated with changes in 
management through the URLEA are expected to increase on greater-sage grouse habitats as 
there will be a net loss of 5,900 acres of lands on which stipulations in the Vernal RMP may no 
longer be implemented; however, the occupied sage-grouse habitat that the BLM would acquire 
supports a strong populations.  Therefore, a net benefit to sage-grouse populations in Utah would 
occur over time. 

4.1.3.10 Water, Riparian, Wetlands, Floodplains, and Soil Resources 
The CIAA for water resources is the area surrounding the riparian/wetland/floodplain resources 
identified in the exchange. 

Past and future actions that could impact the same resources include recreational activities, 
grazing, energy development and minerals extraction. Recreational activities, grazing, energy 
development and minerals extraction associated with changes in management through the 
URLEA are expected to be negligible to the water resources/riparian/wetlands/floodplains 
through the entirety of the URLEA. 

Cumulative effects to floodplains are negligible because, although the BLM would have a net 
loss of 435 floodplain acres, the restrictions placed on that acreage would afford the same level 
of protection as they had under Federal ownership. 

The net gain of 89 riparian acres in the exchange (including high value acreage in Mill Creek, 
Granite Creek, Coates Creek, Castle Creek, and Negro Bill Creek) would improve riparian 
functioning in those drainage, providing a cumulatively positive effect. 

Recreation is expected to continue at current levels and increase over time. In areas near Moab, 
recreational use is currently high and is expected to increase more rapidly than in the Bookcliffs, 
Dolores Triangle and other areas, where recreational levels are much lower. Cumulative impacts 
from recreation to floodplain and riparian areas are not expected to increase. Consolidation of 
land ownership would improve management of recreational activities as the BLM would be able 
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to facilitate current land management prescriptions associated with adjacent lands that have been 
developed to protect important riparian areas. 

Grazing activities currently occur on all parcels associated with the URLEA.  Though grazing 
use has the potential to alter riparian habitat, the total AUMs available and the grazing use would 
remain basically unchanged; therefore no appreciable cumulative impacts are expected from 
changes in grazing activities to riparian areas. 

Energy development and minerals extraction is expected to continue throughout the area. 
Consolidation of land ownership would improve the management continuity on riparian acreage. 
The BLM would be able to facilitate current land management prescriptions associated with 
adjacent lands that have been developed to protect important riparian areas.   These areas would 
consistently be managed according stipulated measures in the Moab RMP that protect riparian 
acreage from surface disturbances associated with construction, installation and development if 
facilities and new permanent facilities.  

4.1.3.11 Wilderness Study Areas 
The cumulative impact area is all Wilderness Areas and WSAs with exchange parcels. 

Recreation is the primary use in these areas. Grazing also occurs in some areas. Recreation use 
would remain at least at today’s levels. Growth in this sector is expected. Grazing is also 
expected to continue in areas where it is currently permitted. 

If non-Federal parcels located in the WSAs are acquired, they would enlarge the size of the 
WSAs. All lands acquired within (inholdings) the WSA boundaries would be managed according 
to the BLM’s WSA policy (Manual 6330). Under this policy, the BLM manages WSAs in a 
manner that preserves wilderness characteristics so as not to impair the suitability of such areas 
for designation by Congress as wilderness. Increased recreational use of these areas could result 
in decreased opportunities for solitude. Under the Wilderness Act, grazing is an allowable and 
compatible land use with wilderness management.  
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5 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

5.1 Introduction 

The issue identification section of Chapter 1 identifies those issues analyzed in detail in Chapter 
4. The ID Team Checklist provides the rationale for issues that were considered but not analyzed 
further. The issues were identified through the public and agency involvement process described 
in sections 5.2 and 5.3 below. 

5.2 Persons, Groups, and Agencies Consulted 

5.2.1 History of the Exchange Proposal, including Public Participation 

The land exchange proposal that was ultimately enacted by the URLEA began with discussions 
held by an informal group known as the Grand County Roundtable in 2002. This group included 
representatives from the Grand County Council, the BLM, The Grand Canyon Trust, the Sierra 
Club, the State and various unaffiliated local citizens. The group promoted public discussion 
concerning land use issues in Grand County, and public participation was welcomed. The Grand 
County Roundtable and BLM staff identified numerous non-Federal lands in the Colorado River 
corridor that would be desirable for acquisition by the BLM.  The exchange proposal was 
originally contemplated to be completed through the BLM administrative process. However, the 
parties were unable to identify substantial BLM lands in Grand County that could easily be made 
available for exchange so the consensus was that a legislative exchange proposal might be more 
feasible. 

In discussions held between the Utah Congressional delegation and the State in spring and 
summer 2004, the delegation indicated willingness to sponsor exchange legislation based on the 
roundtable proposal. In fall 2004, the State and Vernal BLM met to discuss potential State 
acquisition of BLM lands in the Vernal planning area. On December 6, 2004, the Uintah County 
Commission held a public hearing on the exchange, and voted unanimously to support the 
exchange. On December 7, 2004, a presentation and question and answer session concerning the 
proposed exchange was presented by the State to the Grand County Council, which voted 7-0 to 
support for the exchange. In the same time period, the exchange proposal was presented to the 
Governor’s Outdoor Recreation Task Force, a public advisory committee, receiving a unanimous 
resolution of support on November 18, 2004. On May 10, 2005, the City of Moab’s City Council 
reviewed the proposal in a public hearing and unanimously voted to support the proposal. The 
San Juan County Commission indicated its approval of the exchange by letter dated December 
15, 2005. 

The proposed exchange was also the subject of public hearings in the 2005 general session of the 
Utah legislature. The exchange proposal was presented to the Senate Education Standing 
Committee on January 21, 2005, and to the House Natural Resources, Agriculture and 
Environment Committee on February 4, 2005. On January 31, 2005, the Utah Senate 
unanimously approved a resolution approving the exchange, and the Utah House unanimously 
approved the resolution on February 9, 2005. The resolution, S.C.R. 4 (2005), was signed into 
law by Governor Jon Huntsman on February 22, 2005. 

During the Federal legislative process, the exchange proposal was the subject of multiple 
congressional hearings, as follows:  September 27, 2005 (House Resources Committee, 
Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health); May 24, 2006 (Senate Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee, Subcommittee on Public Lands & Forests); May 3, 2007 (Senate Energy 
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and Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee on Public Lands & Forests); March 24, 2009 
(House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public 
Lands) .The bill passed the House of Representatives on April 8, 2009 by a vote of 423 to 9; it 
passed the Senate unanimously on August 5, 2009 and was signed by the President of the U.S. on 
August 19, 2009.  

5.2.2 Consultation Efforts for the Purposes of this EA 

The Utah State Office of the BLM prepared an “Action Plan” in order to iterate the steps that the 
BLM would undertake in order to affect the exchange. Since the URLEA requires the agencies to 
comply with their regular procedures, the U.S. Solicitor determined that an environmental 
document be prepared in conjunction with the exchange. Although a great deal of consultation 
had occurred in formulating the exchange package, additional consultation was undertaken for 
this EA. 

Table 5.1. List of Persons, Agencies and Organizations Consulted 

Name Purpose & Authorities for 
Consultation or Coordination 

Findings & Conclusions 

State Office of Historic 
Preservation 

Utah Code 9-8- 404 The exchange would result in a no adverse effect 
situation because the State must afford historic 
properties the same level of protection as would 
the BLM under Federal law.  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Endangered Species Act The BLM informally consulted with the FWS 
regarding impacts of the proposed exchange. In an 
email correspondence to the Vernal Field Office 
the USFWS indicated that no formal consultation 
was necessary given the limited amount of 
discretion associated with a Congressionally 
mandated land exchange. A copy of this EA will 
also be provided for USFWS review.  

Sportsman’s Roundtable Consultation under E.O. 13443 
and the IM 2007-041 

In accordance with E.O. 13443 and IM2007-041, 
notice was sent to all parties included in the MOU. 
No responses were received.  

Federal ROW holders Compliance with BLM’s 
easement policy regarding the 
transfer of Federal lands.  

Comments were received from one ROW holder 
as noted in the Table below.  

Southern Ute Tribal 
Council 
Hopi Tribe 
Navajo Utah Commission 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
Navajo Nation 
Ute Indian Tribe 
Paiute Tribe of Utah 

Native American Tribe 
Consultation 

Comments were received from the Hopi Tribe, 
requesting a copy of the EA to see how cultural 
resources in the exchange are addressed. No 
comments were received from any other Tribe. 
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5.2.3 Summary of Public Participation 

Public participation in drafting the exchange package that was put into law by the 111th Congress 
is detailed above. During the preparation of the EA, the public was notified of the proposed 
action by posting on the ENBB on October 20, 2010. To date, no scoping comments have been 
received.  

A Notice of Exchange was published for four consecutive weeks in newspapers in circulation in 
Uintah, Grand and San Juan Counties, beginning in August 2011. Notice of the exchange was 
also provided to all authorized users of the Federal and non-Federal lands, adjoining land 
owners, surface owners of the mineral estate parcels, Congressional representatives, and State 
and local governmental entities in August 2011. A total of seven parties provided comments in 
connection with these notices, as noted in Table 5.2:   

If a favorable decision is reached to complete the exchange, a Notice of Decision will be 
published in Uintah, Grand, San Juan and Salt Lake Counties, and provided to authorized users, 
notice will be provided to the same parties receiving notice of the Exchange. The Notice will 
provide for a 45-day protest period before the exchange will be completed.  
Comments received in connection with the Notice of Exchange are summarized in Table 5.2.  

Table 5.2. Notice of Exchange Comments 

Date Rcvd Commentor Comment 

9/2/2011 Gold & Green Ltd.  Holder of mining claim - in favor of exchange.  

9/12/2011 Grand County Road Department Request that Class B and D County roads on State 
lands be incorporated into the BLM Travel Plan. 

9/12/2011 Grand County Sand Flats 
Recreation Area Special use permit holder - In favor of exchange.  

9/19/2011 Foundation Energy Management 
LLC 

R/W holder noted option chosen for their Federal 
ROW. 

9/28/2011 San Juan County Commission 

County will assert RS2477 claims on 5 Class D roads; 
3 on Federal parcel 34 and 2 on State parcel 198. 
Additional road on parcel 198 authorized under State 
Esmt 1010.  

9/30/2011 Uintah County 

Conditionally support exchange subject to: 
 - correct legal description for lands in Federal ROW 
- review of draft legislation and exchange documents 
prior to execution/passage and documents prior to 
execution/passage.  
 - All exchange docs must contain language that 
County RS2477 claims are adequately protected and 
not prejudiced and that any net loss of private land 
over Federal ownership (measured in acres and value) 
is not authorized.  

9/29/2011 Hopi Tribe Request for continued consultation through the 
process and a copy of the draft EA when available. 
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Table 5.3. List of Preparers 

Name Title Responsible for the Following Section(s) of this 
Document 

Joy Wehking Realty Specialist, Utah State Office Preparation of Action Plan detailing facts and 
figures 

Ann Marie 
Aubry Hydrologist, MFO Water, Wetlands, Riparian, Floodplains 

Katie Stevens Outdoor Recreation Planner, MFO ACECs, Recreation, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Visual 
Resources 

Pam Riddle Wildlife Biologist, MFO Special Status Species, Big Game  

Jan Denney Realty Specialist Lands/Access 

Bill Stevens Outdoor Recreation Planner, MFO Natural areas, Socioeconomics, Wilderness/WSA 

Eric Jones Petroleum Engineer Mineral Resources 

Jordan Davis Range Conservationist Special Status Species, Livestock Grazing 

Kelly Buckner Planning and Environmental 
Coordinator, Green River District 

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, Socio-
economics, Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Brandon 
McDonald Wildlife Biologist, VFO Big Game, Special Status Species 

Stan Olmstead Natural Resource Specialist, VFO Water Resources  

Robin Hansen Geologist, VFO Mineral Resources  

Maggie Marston Botanist, VFO Special Status Species 

Cindy McKee Realty Specialist, VFO Lands / Access 

Marc 
Stavropoulos 

Rangeland Management Supervisor, 
VFO Livestock Grazing 

Jason West Recreation Planner, VFO ACECs, BLM natural areas, Recreation, Visual 
Resources, Wilderness/WSA 

Aaron Roe Botanist, VFO Special Status Species  
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