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Rangeland Health Evaluation Summary Workshee_t___

Part 1. Areu of Interest Documentation (Bold items require complation, other informotion is optional]

State U\ Office_ O 270 _ Management Unit f/? 7 7t &‘3 75"9’/
Pasture/Watershed ID# T\ e Major Land Resource Area
Location (description)

LB3IALE
legal T R Sec , 1/4, 1/4 orlat — long —_ or UTM Coordus/s 42 ¢S,
Size of Evaluation Area Phota(s) Taken Yesx_ No
Observer(s) zalls, Hearol Yy Heatoa L 121vesS pate §-l-oz

—f A '
Ecological Site - iﬂ/»,"ﬁ.)’. cl 057:(5)@ 224V SREVR T v Soil Map Unit Name __6 7
Soil/Site Verification
Rangeland Ecological Site Description and/or Soil Survey  Area of Interest Determination
Surface Texture Surface Texture :
Depth: Very Shollow [ ] Shallow[_] Moderate[ ] Deep[]  Depth: Very Shallow [ Shallow (] Moderate[T] Deep ]
(<10 {10207  (20m40Y  [»40") (<107 (10"20"  (20°40")  (>40")
List diagnostic horizons in profile and depth list diagnostic horizons in profile and depth
2 4 2 4
Parent Material ________ Slope_H_ % Elevation 722 # Topographic Position Aspect £
Avg Annual Precip Recent Weather {last 2 years) D'rought/L Normal Wet

Describe wildlife ond livestock use and recent disturbances lostss Lilte s {*/ {\ﬂ/wk/ Shoep crS€ 0n
site «Lf""l«E"VLﬂ'\{ \m\l 4,«1‘ Gn/ ﬂ»n\do (%eo?A[C A TN j’w"'/”( U(lf/f/‘!/

Describe offsite influences on orea of interest




Species Dominance Worksheet

Part 1 {Required)

The most common species, noxious weeds (stote llsted plonis] invasive naiives, invasive exofics

{non-noxious) are ranked cccordlng to dommcnce using coverEj or welghtD

Dominant Species on Site

1 ATco
0 ELS Ak
3
4

Invasive Natives
1 Mo~

2
3

Part 2 (Optional) Dominant Species by Life Form

Noxipus Weeds
1 ON £

2
3

Invasive Exotics

1 BR1E
2 BL"\ ' T’; b\'ik:’ch(nl{)
3

The most cammon species are ranked according o dominance using cover [ or weight[] by life farm.

Annval Grasses

1 BLTE

2

3

Perennial Grasses

| ELsa___SHEY 2%

5 GRZUY 127

3 Vos& 27

Shrubs and Trees

P Atwo _ gEeA KP4
0o ATco LHVA Tlps
3 CcHul g GusA SAUL

s hi
Annual Forbs
1 SAVB (765 i artia Plartecka ’ P&idﬂféél‘”\_
2 SVAL.  TFnedin ‘f)w/a o
3 P T i Py (R l,d“fér’&t—t.f

Perennial Forbs
1 Jf/’/\é;’a fee_ o

? Cf"lpi&f\ h:\/k
3 ﬂbb

Ohuon

Succulents

1 _ﬁ'ﬁln\_‘h.a_l
2
3

Biological Crust {raie by component not species, e.g., lichen, mass, ar algae}

- Black st

2
3




Functional/Structural Groups Worksheet

State __Ul_l___ Office O 2.2 Ecological Site sitetp | — < ‘(’L é

obsewer(s)LQQ%?;J‘/'WC«(‘;/ e oton, T2rreS  pate. S —|—o72

Functional/Structural Groups Species List for Functional/Structural Groups
7
N, Grass d \7
VY, Orass 4 |z
NN do | =9
A Foclo D H
2

P e P15 &

Yoo

§OD

L o0
Biological Crust® ,(f))/{‘,f,, e

Indicate whether each “structural/functional group” is @ Dominant {D) {roughly 41-100% composition), a
Subdominant {§) [roughly 11-40% composition}, a Minor Companent (M) {roughly 3-10% composition), or a
Trace Component (T} (<3 % composition) based on weight or cover composition in the area of interest

{e.g., "Actual® column} relative to the “Potential'” column derived from information found in the ecologicol site
description and/or af the ecological reference area.

Biological Crust’ dominance is evaluated solely on cover not composition by weight.

79/



Cover Worksheet
State AT office O 0 Ecological Site , 7/L/

Observer(s) Date Site ID

COVER CLASSES (% Canopy]

2.5 6151 1630 | 315

LIFE FORMS' 0

Annual

}} | Native Perennial

Exotic Perennial

Annual

Perennial

% GROUND COVER? : 0

I - Vascular Plants

\V | Il - Standing Dead Vegetation

fit | M - Litter {in contact with the soil surface)

I} | IV - Biolagical Crust

1 | V= Rock/Gravel

24

I M Vi - Bare Ground

' Life Forms Cover - Record multiple canopy cover classes; total plant canopy may exceed 100%. Smali
openings {less than 2" in diameter) are included as cover.

2 Ground Cover - Category | is an estimate of total vascular plant cover; overlapping canopies are counted as
only one canopy {record life form with first point of confact]. Total vascular plant cover {I} together with the sum of

cover in Categories |Vl should total to approximately 100%.

Nates: Include source of cover data [e.g., estimates or measurements)

<€7




Part 2. Indicator Rating

Depurture from Ecological Site Description/
Ecological Reference Area(s)

slight to
Atribute indicators Maderate
SH 1. Rills
Comments:
S,H 4L2 Woater Flow Potterns
Comments:
SH l 3. Pedestals and/or Terracettes

Comments: \’&{T\p\bv\ﬁ, A ty\»‘*&f&?ﬁlCES & \Ji\\l”/‘f
SH U Bare Ground [

Comments:

S,H | 5. Gullies .

Comments: (Gullio. pvegost bl iv e faded o

S ! 6. Wind-ScoGred, Blowouts, and/or Depgsilion Areas |

Comments: -

H ]7 Litter Movement

Comments: S o MOV pran {’ 1A LJ&»L@\/J‘:[E,»\) P»CHLCW\)’
-§;H,B - | 8. Soil Surface Resistance io Erosion .

Comménfs: [Oi{ SOWA g :‘!"\L‘l(/‘{ ty S oy ~--ﬂ.\,ﬁ/ l Spﬂ( s 5

S,H,B { 9. Soit Surface Loss or Degradation
Comments: S;Wﬂgg ik,(?lmr\ \“’ IR IR P IN

H 10. Plant Community Compositicn and
Distribution Relotive o Infiltration and Runoff

Comments: DV\(_/ 0 (;fof)(/ % s (‘_L,‘,\ { \)}(144 c
S,H,B T] 1. Compaction I.oyer

ne WL

Comments:

B l 12, Functional/Structural Groups
Comments:

B |'13. Plant Mortality/Decadence
Comments:

H.B ll 4. Litter Amount

Comments:

B FS. Annual Preduction
Comments:

B ] 16. Invasive Plants

Comments:

B ] 17. Reproductive Capability of Perennial Plonts
Comments:




—

Part 3. Summary

A, Indicator Su

mmary

Deporture from Ecological Site Description/

Ecolagical Reference Areols)

Rongeland Health Atiributes

S Soi

|/Site Stability {indicators 1.6, 8, 9 &11)

Hydrologic Function (Indicators 1-5, 7-11 & 14}

B Biofic Integrity {Indicators 8.9 & 11-17)

Moderate
to Extreme

B. Atiribute Summary - Check the cotegory thot best fits the “preponderonce of evidence” for each of the three

oftribules relative to the disiribution of indicator ralings in the preceding Indicator Summary table.

Attribute

Soii/Site Stability Ralionale:

Hydrofogic Function Rationale: -

Biotic Integrity Rationale:

Attribute Rating- Check one in each row _
SoiifSite Stability '} Not Stable——--—1{1 At Risk—3 _ S_t__ablg-_-—-——-—-f-ﬂ
[ S ——— N
Biotic Integrity Not Intact O | At Risk —0O Intact —————%
Watershed Function Nop-Functioning— [ At Risk —0 Functionin:
Comments on lnﬂicalor(s) on other side of this page
40 R
. o e
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Rangeland Health Evaluation Summary Worksheet

Part 1. Area of Interest Documentation {Bold items require completion, other informolion is optionol}

State U Office 0z0 Management Unit zast 6'19‘ 5{)/
Pasture/Watershed ID# g 4(6 Maijor Land Resource Area
Location {description)
Er3z2\30
legal T R . ,Sec \ 1/4, V/4ortat —__ long.— or r UTM Coord 2145 12 %726
Size of Evaluotion Area Photo{s) Taken Yes A_ No
Observer(s) Satee, !%‘Lfolv ) Hé’f\ o, 1, AN Dare b-l-o Z
Ecological Site, %Qf \"“ LC’RW\ ["\“’” . A\Q/\ Soil Map Unit Name zZ,
Soil/Site Verification

Rangeland Ecological Site Description ond/or Soil Survey  Area of Interest Determination
Surface Texture Surface Texture
Depth: Very Shallow [ ] Shallow [} Moderate[] Deep[[]  Depth: Very Shallow [] Shallow [ ] Moderate["] Deep[]

(<109 [10%20") {20"40"  (>40") (<10 (10%20% (2040" |>40%)
list diognostic horizons in profile and depth list diagnostic horizons in profile and depth
2 4 2 4
Parent Material ______ Slope ‘ % Elevotion 4566 ft Topagrophic Position Aspect
Avg Annual Precip Recent Weother (last 2 years) Draught X Narmal Wet

N o bt
Describe wildlife ond livestock use and recent disturbances Vev aav v g\‘*Ju/(? Wl P vl linle
Erxshy Gve Y Aldgtand fepves oo f\,ﬂﬁu&*mi .g\,\{f,{ o Pﬂ.p‘}'ﬂi’ [ J_',,fhl

Describe offsite influences on orea of interest




Species Dominance Worksheet

Part 1 (Required}
The most common species, noxious weeds {state-listed plants}, invosive natives, invasive exotics

(non-noxious) are ranked according to dominance using cover [ or weight[].

Dominant Species on Site Noxious Weeds

1 Atco ] N /f\

2 \?m« Lol co Iz 2
3_Chedqwnsy 3

4

Invasive Natives Invasive Exotics

1 NL‘\ 1 _Bae boldieoy
2 2 _C he diﬁ"« FisL
3 3

Part 2 (Optional} Dominant Species by Life Form

The most common species are ronked according to dominance using coverE[or weight[] by life form.

Annval Grasses Annual Forbs

1 _BRTK 1 _Brr bl Lo
2 2 __HAGL

3 3 _SAKA
Perennial Grasses Perennial Forbs
1 _ELEL 1 .8 ,10 Co

2 :ITN(“ K Y'lmc} 1-05('; 2

3 3

Shrubs and Trees Succulents

1 ATceo 1 _NON-.
2 A RS‘L 2

3 _BRLA 3

Biological Crust [rate by component not species, e.g., lichen, moss, or algae)
1 Bleek Cyugt

P

3
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State VT Office

Cover Worksheet

12

-1 |
Ecological Site ]/'M }

Observer(s) Gﬁj"ﬁﬁﬁm’dﬁ Meabn Todves pate b [~ 02 stetp |~ // é
e b
{ ']b I
: /(/{1/
COVER CLASSES (% Canopy}
LIFE FORMS' 0 15 | 1630 | 31502

25 | 615

L RS

Annua!

Native Perennial §

Exotic Perennial

Annual

Perennial %

0
O
% GROUND COVER? -0
I - Vascular Plants
Il - Standing Dead Vegetation
HI - Litter [in contact with tha soil surfﬁe} -
IV - Biolagical Crust
V - Rock/Gravel 2

VI - Bare Ground

! Life Farms Caver - Record mulliple canopy cover classes; total plant conopy may exceed 100%. Small

openings (less than 2" in diameter) are included as cover.

2 Ground Cover - Calegory | is an estimate of total vasculor plant cover; overlapping canopies are counted as
only one canopy {record life form with first point of contact}. Total vascular plant cover (I} together with the sum of

cover in Categories [Vl should total to approximately 100%.

Notes: Include source of cover data [e.g., estimates or measurements)




Part 2, Indicator Rating

Departure from Ecological Site Description/
Ecological Reference Areals)

Atiribute Indicators

S,H 1. Rills

Comments:

S,H l 2. Water Flow Patterns
Camments:

SH | 3. Pedestals and/or Terracettes
Comments:

S,H J:i Bare Ground

Comments:

5.H , 5. Gullies

Camments:

S j 6. Wind-Scoured, Blowouls, and/or Deposition Areas :
Comments: L
H ' 7. Litter Movement

Camments:

-5,H;B- l 8. Soil Surfoce Resistance ta Erosion

Comments: Deccumi  Avngs 1€ ymissbiy
SH,B F? Soil Surface Loss or Degradohon

H 10 Plont Communlty Composmon and
Distribution Relative ta Infillration and Runoff

Comments: e eaniel v noes R Shurl s
S,H,B ] 1TCompcchon I.uyer

Comments:

B l 12. Functianal/Structural Groups S

Comments: D\\]{‘g\\r‘\ 1% (L;,\,m\' v e }Lﬂ J“I\Wb favmss Spp ' Lols .wuns;uc 'y\u e
B l 13. Plont Morloilty/Decodence

Comments:

H,B l 14. liter Amount
Comments: £.o1 5 of (. h@o‘lcﬁ Y $e,

B rl 5. Annval Praductian ‘

Comments: 60 fo of  paniugld P yvody cry ot
. v /

B I 16. Invasive Plants

Comments: GKTQ” 4 Bur b -’u(‘”\/j)

B ] 17. Reproductive Capability of Perenniol Planis

Commesnis: [?)e\,.u-} l,mm”],$ l.“ ,lu\,j I\ I{iw» L’LS)‘H'(I)

e




Part 3. Summary

Departure from Ecological Site Description/

Ecological Reterence Areals)

A. Indicator Summary
Moderate Slight to
Rangeland Health Attributes to Extreme
S Soil/Site Stability {Indicators 16, 8, 9 &11)
H Hydrologic Funclion {Indicators 1-5, 7-11 & 14)
B Biotic Integrity (Indicators 8-9 & 11-17)

aftribules relotive to the disiribution of indicalor ratings in the preceding Indicatar Summary table.
e : Slight to
Moderate

Attribute

Soil/Site Stability Rationale:

Hydrolegic Function Rationole: -

Biotic Integrity Rationale:

_ Atiribute Rating- Check one in each row
Sol/Sité Stability ~i{ Not Stable————101 | AtRisk—0 Sggmgt———jtﬁ
Biotic Integrity Not Intact M | AtRisk —O Intaet eem—————01"
Watershed Function Non-Functioning— 0 At Risk —0 Functioning Q |
fop 5wyl Joss.

Hc.l\ub\ S\né‘"" US}‘) S Pves,

Comments on ln;licaior(s) on other side of this page

dp‘i&LAg Ko, pme.m.\w( Hyneses F 5‘-«\-{‘1‘{;;5; :s]oN UNSIES AL Ahundant
. Page 2
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 Trend Site #182 ] .

~ Bureau of Land Management
Salt Lake Field Office

uT 84119

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City,

East Grassy Allotment

This product may not meet BLLM standards for

accuracy and conteni. Different data sources
and input scales may cause miszlignment of data layers.

Figure 1. East Grassy allotment Rangeland Health Assessment Site Locations.



FUNDAMENTALS OF RANGELAND HEALTH
Standards and Guidelines Assessment
East Grassy Allotment

Utah Standards for Rangeland Health were assessed by and an interdisciplinary team on
5/01/2002 on the East Grassy (#04025) allotment. The interdisciplinary team (consisting of
Rangeland Management Specialists, Wildlife Biologists, and Natural Resource Specialists)
utilized the Tooele County Soil Survey (USDA-NRCS 2000), Range Site Descriptions (USDA-
SCS 1994), and Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health (USDI-BLM et al. 2000). Specific
Upland sites were selected based on land ownership, representative range sites, livestock use
patterns, and the permittees (figure 1).

PART 1. CONFORMANCE REVIEW

STANDARD#1 Upland soils exhibit permeability and infiltration rates that sustain or
improve site productivity, considering the so0il type, climate, and landform.

Utilization Site #1 | Stable Functioning

Trend Site #1&2 At Risk Functioning

Trend Site #5&6 Stable Functioning

RESOURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? Yes

Rationale: The Ecological Sites in this allotment included Desert loam (Shadscale)
(#122), Desert gravelly loam (Shadscale) (#120),Desert Flat (Shadscale)
(#126), Alkali Flat (Greasewood) (#004), Semi-desert stony loam (Black
sagebrush) (#252), Semi-desert sandy loam (Wyoming big sagebrush)
(#226). There were no signs of gullies, wind scours, or blowouts. Bare
ground was considered adequate for site potential and litter was found to
be in place. No sign of compaction was observed. Flow patterns matched
that expected for the sites studied. There were no active pedestals or
deposition areas. The vegetation on the site is adequate to protect the site
from erosion. These factors indicate that the existing soil resource is
stable and functioning hydrologically.

STANDARD#2 Riparian and wetland areas are in properly functioning condition. Stream
channel morphology and functions are appropriate to soil type. climate and
landform.
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No Riparian Areas on | N/A
allotment

RESOQURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? N/A

Rationale: There are no riparian areas on the East Grassy Allotment. Standard #2
does not apply.
STANDARD#3 | Desired species, including native, threatened, endangered, and special-

status species, are maintained at a level appropriate for the site and species

involved.

Trend Site #1&2 Intact

Trend Site #5&6 Not Intact

Utilization #1 At Risk

RESOURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? No

Rationale:

A portion of the allotment nearly matches the Range site descriptions, biotic
diversity is for the most part “Intact.” All native plant species are present and in
abundance on all sites studied and the condition of the allotment was considered
to be improving. The Rangeland health assessment team determined that Trend
Site #1&2 is “At Risk™ due to the exotic nonnative forb Halogeton (Halogeton
glomeratus). Halogeton is currently a minor component of this site, but could
become dominant if some disturbance were to happen. The Biotic Diversity for
Site #3 was determined to be “Not intact.” The Site is an Alkali Flat
(Greasewood), major components of this ecological site are missing. The team
concluded that it was along the Hastings Cutoff and could have been due to
historic grazing practices.

STANDARD#4 BLM will apply and comply with water guality standards established by

the State of Utah (R.317-2) and the Federal Clean Water and Safe
Drinking Water Acts. Activities on BLM lands will fully support the
designated beneficial uses described in the Utah Water Quality Standards
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(R.317-2) for surface and groundwater.

RESOURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? Yes

Rationale: The allotment is not located near a water body, water source, or wetland.

PART 2. ARE LIVESTOCK A CONTRIBUTING FACTOR TO NOT
MEETING THE STANDARDS?

Standard #1

No. The East Grassy allotment is currently meeting the standard for Soil Stability and Hydrologic
Function.

Standard #2

No. his standard does not apply to the East Grassy allotment.

Standard #3

No. The East Grassy allotment is not currently meeting the standard for Biotic Diversity.

The Rangeland Health Assessment team found that Trend Site #1&2 was “At Risk” to invasive
nonnative annual forbs. The Biotic Integrity of this site was determined to be “At Risk” because
of the presence of Halogeton throughout the site. Halogeton is currently a minor component,
although some disturbance or chain of disturbances on this site may allow Halogeton to dominate
this site. It was determined that the current livestock use on this site is not contributing to the
Halogeton problem.

The assessment team determined that Site #3 is “Not Intact” due to large Halogeton flats that
have had some historical disturbance. The team could not identify the cause of the disturbance.
This site is located along the Hastings Cutoff trail, an important migration route for early settlers
to the west. Perennial grasses are almost completely absent and the shrub component is
significantly reduced. It was determined that the current livestock management is not
contributing to the Biotic diversity situation.

The current management on the East Grassy allotment will be according to the East Grassy
Allotment Management Plan.

Standard #4

No. This standard does not apply to the East Grassy allotment.
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