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Egan Resource Mangement Plan Alternatives 

February 4, 1983 

Intronuction 

The Egan Resource Management Plan will be a combined land use 
plan and environmental impact statement for the 3.R million acres 
of public land in the Egan Resource Area administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management. Four management alternatives have 
been developed. The purpose of these alternatives is to sugqest 
the range of possible management options from which the preferred 
Management action will be developed. The preferred management 
action will be developed in April of 1983, and it will be 
included in the Draft Egan Resource Management Plan which is 
scheduled to be completed in September of 1983°":----Another public 
comment period will follow the release of the Draft ·Egan 
Resource ·Management Plan. 

You are invited to review this document and to forward your 
comments to us by March 25, 1983. Please mail your comments to 
Howard Hedrick, Egan Resource Area Manager, Ely District Office, 
Bureau of Land Management, Star Route 5, Box 1, Ely, Nevada 
89301. 

Issues 

The Egan Resource Management Plan will be addressing three 
issues. The three issues are: Range Management, Realty Actions, 
and Wilderness. The fourth issue Sensitive Resources (originally 
issue Number III) has been dropped. The intent of this land use 
plan is to propose management actions which will resolve these 
issues. The alternatives included in this document represent a 
range of possible solutions. The development of the preferred 
management solution will begin after the completion of this 
public col1U'1ent period on March 25, 1983. 

Management Alternatives 

Four management alternatives have been developed. The four 
alternatives are titled A, B, C, and D. Alternative A will 
represent the continuation of current management practices. This 
alternative will represent the "base" alternative for evaluating 
the other alternatives. Alternative B will emphasize resource 
protection and ecosystem enhancement. Alternative C is a 
compromise alternative between alternatives Band D. Alternative 
D will emphasize forage production for livestock. 
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All the alternatives are constrained by various federal laws 
which require certain management actions such as protectinq 
cultural resources, and managinq for sustained yield. The 
management actions associated with each alternative can be found 
starting on page 4. 

~esignation of Manag~~~nt Zones 

Because of the large size of the Egan Resource Area 
(approximately 3.8 million acres of public land), it has been 
divided into smaller management zones having similar resource 
uses and conflicts. Boundaries were drawn along grazing 
allotment boundaries where practical to facilitate planning and 
impact analysis. (See the map of the Egan Resource Area.) 

Each zone has its own unique blend of problems and conflicts. 
The major conflicts in each are briefly discussed below. 

1. Buck ·and Bald/Diamonds: This medium sized management zone 
(about 736,000 acres) includes most of the Resource Area's 
largest horse herd, the winter range for the largest deer herd in 
the state and is used for livestock production. According to 
Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW), the zone has less than one
fourth of reasonable numbers of wildlife for the zone. Livestock 
operators are licensing less than half of the preference level of 
Animal Unit Months (AUMs). These indicators and professional 
judgement indicate utilization is greater than sustained yield 
and far less than total demand. In addition, this zone contains 
the bulk of the Resource Area's wet meadow riparian areas in poor 
or fair condition. No Wilderness Study Areas are in the zone. 
There is a demand for land disposal, especially adjacent to the 
existing ranches. One potential utility corridor crosses east to 
west in the southern end of the zone. 

2. Duckwater/Buttes: This is the largest of the management 
zones encompassing about 1,757,000 acres. A portion of the 
Resource Area's largest horse herd and all of the next three 
largest horse herds use this zone. Accordino to NDOW, existing 
numbers of wildlife are just over one-half of the number 
considered reasonable for the zone. The area also has potential 
for reintroductions of mule deer and antelope. Livestock 
operators have been licensing at about 56% of preference levels. 
These statistics would indicate a use level far below demand in 
this zone. One-half of the Goshute Canyon Wilderness Study Area 
(WSA) and all of the Park Range and Riordan's Well WSAs are in 
this zone. There is a demand for land disposal, especially 
adjacent to the existing farms. Up to two north-south and one 
east-west utility corridors have been identified in this zone. 

3. Steptoe/Horse and Cattle Camp: This relatively large 
management zone (963,000 acres) runs along the east side of the 
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Resource Area. While small portions of thr ee horse herds occur 
in the zone (Antelope herd, White River herd ana Cherry Creek 
herd) these herds wi .11 be administered by the other Resource 
Areas which have the majority of the horses on them. Primary 
foraqe use in the area is by wildlife (elk:, antelope and mule 
deer) and livestock. ~ccor~ing to Nevada Department of Wil~life 
there are about 40% of reasonahle numbers of wildlife within the 
zone. Livestock operators licen se about 65% of preference levels 
in the zone. These indicate that demand exceeds supply of forage 
in the zone. One of the primary concerns in the zone is stream 
riparian. The majority of the Resource Area's stream riparian in 
poor or fair condition ' is in this zone. About half of the 
Goshute Canyon WSA is in this zone as well as all of the South 
Eqan WSA. There is a qreat demand for land oisposal in this 
valley, especially surrounding the communities of Ely and McGill 
and the many existing ranches. Two east-west and one north-south 
utility corridor have been identified for this zone. 

4. Jakes Valley: This small management zone (about 102,000 
acresfcontains a portion of a small herd of horses (Jake's Wash 
herd). Wildlife use in the area is less than half reasonable 
numbers and livestock operators are licensing at less than 40% of 
preference levels. There are no WSAs in the zone. There is a 
slight demand for land disposal in this valley, especially 
adjacent to existing ranches. There are one potential east-west 
and one potential north - south utility corridors in the zone. 

5. West Lund Flats: This small management zone (about 284,000 
acres Jhas limi tea competition . About half of the small Jakes 
Wash horse herd unit is in the zone and non-big qame wildlife 
utilize forage. The dominant use of forage in the zone is 
domestic livestock. Livestock operators in the zone license at a 
rate of about 80% of preference. There are no wilderness study 
areas in the zone. One potential north-south utility corridor 
exists in the zone. There is n demand for land disposal in this 
zone, especially adjacent to existing ranches and surrounding the 
communities of Preston and Lund. · 
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PROBLEMS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Issue 1: How should the range resource be managed? 
Problem 1: There has been improper utilization on portions of 

the public rangeland. 

Alternative A: 
1. Range improvements: None 
2. Horse actions: Continue existing levels, monitor 

but adjust only to maintain existing numbers. 
3. Livestock levels will remain at 3-year licensed use. 
4. Big game habitat will be managed for NDOW existing 

numbers. 

Alternative B: 
1. Range improvements: Those range improvements in "I" 

allotments needed for livestock management which 
provide the greatest benefits to wildlife and wild 
horses will be given priority for funding. 

2. Livestock grazing will be reduced by a total of 
28,652 AUMs on allotments which have less than 
reasonable numbers of big 'game or are proposed for 
reintroductions of big game species. 

3. Horses will be managed at existing levels recognizing 
that natural drift has occurred outside of 1971 herd 
use areas. Emphasis will be given to minimize such 
drift. 

4. The Jake's Wash Horse Herd will be expanded from 20 
horses to 50 horses by relocating horses currently 
using the Telegraph Canyon area. 

5. Big game habitat will he managed for reasonable 
numbers of big game. 

6. BLM will support all requested reintroductions of big 
game species into historic ranges by NDOW. 

Alternative C: 
1. Range improvements: Those range improvements with 

the highest benefit/cost ratios will have priority 
for funding. No projects will be funded with a 
benefit/cost ration of less than 1.0. 

2. Big game habitat, livestock and wild horses will be 
managed at existing levels (NDOW census, 3-year 
average licensed use, and latest horse inventories). 
If monitoring shows adjustments are needed, equitable 
adjustments for all appropriate users will be sought. 

3. Big game species reintroductions will be pursued with 
NDOW where compatible with existing uses and 
monitoring shows sufficient excess forage is 
available. 

Alternative D. 
1. Range improvements: Those range improvements with 

the greatest benefit to livestock management will 
have priority for funding. 
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2. Initial livestock grazinq levels will he 192% of 
3-year average licensed use levels. (Increase use by 
113,282 AUMs.) 

3. All horse herds will be reduced to and managed for 50 
horses or existing numbers, whichever is less. 

4. Wildlife habitat will be managed for existing numbers 
of wildlife. 

5. No big game reintroductions would be supported. 

Problem 2: Some riparian areas are in less than good condition. 

Alternative A: 
1. Continue current practices on riparian areas. 

Alternative B: 
1. Discontinue livestock grazing in all riparian areas 

which are known to be in fair or poor condition. 
2. Range improvement fundinq will emphasize riparian 

protection. 

Alternative C: 
1. Use a variety of management tools to mitigate impacts 

of grazing use on riparian. 

Alternative D: 
1. Use the environmental assessment process to examine 

impacts of use on riparian areas. 

Prohlem 3: Ecosystem changes have resulted from fire management. 

Alternative A: 
1. Continue complete suppression policy. 

Alternative B: 
1. Suppress fires in riparian areas, key wildlife 

habitat and where life or private property are 
threatened. 

2. Develop fire management plans for all other areas. 

Alternative C: 
1. Develop a Resource Area-wide fire management plan, 

emphasizing fire as a tool. 

Alternative D: 

Issue 2: 

1. Generally all areas will be allowed to burn if pre
scription conditions are met and burning is in accord 
with woodland management policy. 

Which lands if any would serve the national interests 
better by beinq administered by other entities? 

Problem 1: Which lands should be disposed of to other public and 
private parties? 
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Problem 2: Corridors for utility lines have not been included in 
plans to date, creat i ng potential for proliferation 
of utility line in the Resource Area. 

Problem 3: Portions of BLM administered roads are on private 
land, potentially causin q access and management 
problems. For which road s should easements be 
acquired? 

Alternative A: 
1. Dispose of no lands, establish no utility 

corridors and acquire no easements. 

Alternative B: 
1. Dispose of up to 39,395 acres, designate two 

utility corridors a nd a cquire four road e asements. 

Alternative C: 
1. Dispose of up to 79,508 acres, plan three utility 

corridors, desiqnat e two other utility corridors, and 
acquire twenty road easements. 

Alternative D: 

Issue 3: 

1. Dispose of up to 112,459 acres, establish planning 
and designated utility corridors where companies have 
shown an interest and a cquire eighteen road 
easements. 

Which po r tions if any of the four Wilderness Stuc'l.y 
Areas (WSAs) are suitable for inclusion in the 
National Wilderness System? 

Alternative A: 
1. Non e (0 acres, 0%). 

Alternative B: 
1. All four WSAs in their e ntirety (236,860 acres, 

100 %). 

Alternative C: 
1. Portions of all fou r WSAs (165,202 acres, 70%). 

Alternative D: 
1. Portions of three WSAs (80,965 acres, 34%). 
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SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The Bureau of Land Management Is propos Ing 

to Implement a Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) for the Egan Resource Area of the Ely 

Dlstr let, Nevada. The Egan Resource Area 

encompasses approximate I y 3.8 ml I I Ion acres 

of public land In east central Nevada. The 

majority of the resource area Is located In 

White Pine County. Portions of the resource 

area are also located In Nye and Llncoln 
Counties. 

The Egan Resource Management Plan ls 

designed to provide management direction to 
reso Ive three Issues concern Ing the manage

ment of the pub 11 c I ands. Th Is document 

descr I bes the management act Ions that are 

being proposed for lmpl ementatlon, the 

a I ternat Ives that were cons I dered, and an 

env I ronmental anal ys Is as requl red by the 

National Environmental Polley Act of 1969. 

The Egan Resource Management Pl an wt 11 be 

addressing the three Issues listed below: 

1. Range Management 

2. Realty Actions 

3. WIiderness Study Areas 

The Egan Resource Management PI an Is spe

cl f lca 11 y tailored to provide management 

direction for these Issues only. This Is 

not to say that other Issues concerning such 

matters as minerals management, cultural 

resources, and recreation management wll I be 

left out of the decision making process. 

Decisions regarding these Issues wlll be 

handled through normal administrative 

procedures. Dec Is Ions affect Ing these 

resources wl I I st II I be gu Id ed by the 

Federal Land Pol Icy and Management Act of 

1976 (FLPMA), the Natlonal Environmental -

3 

Pol Icy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 

Th Is Resource Management PI an conta Ins on I y 

prel lmlnary wt lderness recommendations. 

WIiderness Is treated differently than the 

other resources because It Is Congress that 

wt II make the flnal decisions on which If 
any of the wilderness study areas are desig

nated as wllderness. A separate flnal wll
derness env I ronmenta I Impact statement wt I I 

be flied by the Secretary of the Interior at 

a later date. It wt I I contain Information 

drawn from this Resource Management Plan and 

the accompanying Egan WIiderness Tech'nlcal 

Report. 

Alternatlves 

The Egan Resource Management Plan contains a 

Preferred Alternative and five other 

alternatives for how the Egan Resource Area 

should be managed. Each alternative, wl 11 

provide a different approach to how the 

resource area should be managed, varying 

from no action; and resource protection, to 

resource deve I oprnent. The theme for each 

alternative Is discussed below, 

Preferred Alternatlve: This alternative 

emphasizes a balanced approach to land 

management In the resource area. Fragl le 

and unique resources would be protected 

whl le not overly restricting the abl I lty of 

other resources to prov I de econ om I c goods 

and services. It Is a combination of 

various alternatives, 

Alterna 'tlve · A: This alternative represents 

a continuation of present resource manage

ment uses and levels. The resource area 

would continue to be managed without a long 

range plan and actions would be determined 



on a case-by-case basis as circumstances 
and/or publlc demand dictate. 

Alternative B: This alternatlve Is oriented 
toward preservation of natural values, with 
emphasis on protecting wlldllfe and riparian 
habitats, wl Id horses, and wilderness 
values. 

Alternatlve C: This alternative Is designed 
to provide a wide variety of goods and 
services to the publ le within the sustained 
use capabll !ties of the Egan Resource Area. 

Alter 'natlve D: This alternatlve ls designed 
to emphasize the management of those 
resources contributing to the commerclal 
wel I-being of the resource area. 

Alternatlve E: This alternatlve Is designed 
to emphas I ze the protect I on of natur a I 
values through the removal of al I I lvestock 
grazing from public lands. 

4 

Table S-1 Illustrates the Summary of Impacts 
by Alternative. 



Vegetation 

Livestock 

WI 1 d II fe 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclal 
Cal I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneflclal 
( a1 I zones) 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclal 
(al I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneficial 
( al 1 zones) 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneficial 
Cal I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneficial 
Cal I zones) 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table S-1 

Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Alternative 
A 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse 
< al I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 
Cal I zones) 

Short-Term: 
no change 

Long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse 
Cal! zones) 

Long-Term: 
Ins lgn If !\ ant 
adverse 
(al 1 zones) 

Alternative 
8 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneficial 
Cal I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneflclal 
(al I zones) 

Short-Term: 
significant 
adverse 

Long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclal 
Cal I zones) 

I 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneficial 
Ca! I zones) 

Alternative 
C 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
benef lei al 
Cal I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
benef !cl al 
Cal I zones) 

Short-Term: 
no change 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneflclal 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflcla! 
Cal I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneflclal 
Cal I zones) 

Alternative 
D 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse 
Cal 1 zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 
(al I zones) 

Short-Term: 
significant 
benef lei al 

Long-Term: 
slgnlf'lcant 
beneficial 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse 
Cal 1 zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 
Cal I zones) 

Alternative 
E 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
benef le! al 
Cal I zones) 

Long-Term: 
significant 
beneflclal 
Cal 1 zones) 

Short-Term: 
significant 
adverse 

Long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclal 
Cal I zones) 

Long-Term: 
s I gn If leant 
beneflclal 
Ca! I zones) 



WI Id Horses 

land Ownership and 
Corridor Patterns 

WI lderness 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
benef lclal 
(al I zones) 

long-Term: 
significant 
benef I cl al 
Cal I zones) 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclal 

long-Term: 
s lgn If leant 
beneflclal 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclal end 
edverse 

long-Term: 
significant 
benef I c I al end 
adverse 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table S-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Alternative 
A 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse 
( al I zones) 

long-Term: 
sl gn If leant 
adverse 
Call zones) 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflcla! 

long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse 

long-Term: 
significant 
edverse 

Alternatlve 
B 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
benef lei al 
( al I zones) 

long-Term: 
sign If lcant 
benef lclal 
(al I zones) 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
benef let al 

long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclal 

long-Term: 
s I gn I f I cant 
beneflclal 

Alternatlve 
C 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflcla! 
( al I zones) 

long-Term: 
significant 
beneflcla! 
(al I zones) 

Alternat ive 
D 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse 
(all zones) 

long-Term: 
significant 
adverse 
Cal! zones) 

Short-Term: Short-Term: 
same as Preferred significant 

benef lei al 

long-Term: long-Term: 
same as Preferred significant 

beneficial 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse and 
beneficial 

long-Term: 
significant 
beneflclel 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
adverse and 
beneficial 

long-Term: 
significant 
edverse end 
beneflclal 

Alternative 
E 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
beneflclat 
Cat I zones) 

long-Term: 
significant 
benef tel at 
Cal I zones) 

Short-Term: 
no effect 

long-Term: 
no effect 

Short-Term: 
Insignificant 
benef le I al 

long-Term: 
significant 
beneflclet 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table S-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Impacts by Alternatlve 

Preferred Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
Alternative A B C D E 

Minerals and Energy Short-Term: 
significant no Impact significant significant Insignificant significant 
adverse adverse adverse adverse adverse 

Long-Term: 
significant no Impact significant significant lnslgnlflcant significant 
adverse adverse adverse adverse adverse 

Social Analysis Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: 
Insignificant no Impact significant Insignificant Ins I gn If i cant sign! f leant 
beneficial adverse beneficial adverse adverse 

Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: 
Insignificant no Impact significant Insignificant Ins I gn If I cant significant 
beneflclal adverse beneflclal adverse adverse 

Economic Analysis Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: 
Insignificant no Impact significant Insignificant Insignificant significant 
benef le! al adverse benef lei al adverse adverse 

Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: 
Insignificant no Impact significant Insignificant Insignificant significant 
beneficial adverse beneficial adverse adverse 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table S-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Preferred Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
Alternative A B C D E 

Forestry Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: Short-Term: 
28,440 acres no Impact 1 5,440 acres 28,440 acres 22,610 acres no Impact 

Insignificant sign 1 fl cant significant 

Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: Long-Term: 
same no Impact same scme same no Impact 

co 
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CHAPTER ONE 

PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 

PLRPOSE AND NEED 

Section 202 of the Federal Land Polley and 

Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) states "The 

Secretary shal I, with pub Ile Involvement 

and consistent with the terms and conditions 

of this Act, develop, maintain, and when 

appropriate, revise land use plans which 

prov I de by tracts or areas for the use of 

the pub I le lands." The guidance for 

preparing this plan, which ls known as a 

Resource Management Plan (RMP), ts contained 

In 43 CFR Part 1600, Pub I le Lands and 

Resources; 

Budgeting. 

Planning, Programming, and 

The National Environmental Polley Act of 

1969 (NEPA) requires Federal agencies to 

prepare statements document Ing the 

environmental consequences of Federaal 

actions slgnlflcantly affecting the human 

env I ronment. Resource management p I ans 

quallfy as significant actions and thus 

require the preparation of an environmental 

Impact statement (EIS). The Council on 

Environmental Quality's Regulations for 
Implementation of the Procedural Provisions 

of NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500) provide guidance 

for the preparation of environmental Impact 

statements. This document combines the 

preferred resource management pl an and Its 

envlrol')mental Impact statement Into an 

Integrated package. 

The overal I purpose of the resource 

management planning process Is to Improve 

the resources of the resource area wh lch 

would result In Increased goods and services 

to the public land users and general public. 

This wlll be accomplished through a planning 

process us Ing an I nterd I sc Ip I I nary approach 

that Inc I udes part I cl pat I on by the pub 11 c, 

other Federal agencies, state and local 

governments, and Indian tribes. Resource 

management plans are designed to make 

maximum use of the best aval I able data In 

formulating and analyzing alternatives. 
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The Egan Resource Management Plan ls 

des I gned to prov I de a framework for future 

management of the publlc lands and resources 

In the Egan Resource Area. This framework 

wll I be established by determining which 

resources wlll be given management emphasis. 

Th Is w I I I be cons I stent w I th ex I st I ng 

legtslatlon, regulations, and the pol Icy of 

management of pub I le lands on the basis of 

multiple use and sustained yleld. This wlll 
be done II In a manner that wl I I protect the 

qual lty of scientific, scenic, hlstorlcal, 

ecologlcal, environmental, air and atmos

phere, water resource, and archaeologlcal 

values" (FLPMA, Sec. 102 (a)(7) and (8)). 

In addition to meeting the planning needs 

for the Egan Resource Area, the RMP a I so 

fulfll ls other specific objectives. This 

draft RMP Includes evaluation of four 

WIiderness Study Areas (WSAs) also required 

by FLPMA. Through study of the a I tern a

t Ives, the value of these WSAs for wl lder

ness or other uses w 111 be determl ned and 

the consequences analyzed. In accordance 

with BLM pollcy the followlng procedure wll I 

be used In addressing environmental concerns 

pertaining to wilderness designation. Envi

ronmental Impacts of wllderness designation 

w 111 be Incorporated Into the Bureau 

planning process through the draft RMP 

stage. Th Is draft document presents the 

Impacts to wilderness and other resources by 

alternative In summary form. Comments 

received from this document on wl lderness 

wlll be presented In a Preliminary Fina! 

Egan WI I derness EIS to be pub 11 shed as a 

separate document from the f Ina I RMP. Th Is 

EIS wl 11 be submitted through the BLM 

Director and Secretary of the Interior to 

the President. The recommendations 

contained In this flnal wllderness EIS wll 1 

be prel I ml nary because they are subject to 

change by the BLM Director, Secretary of the 

Interior or President before they are 

presented to Congress tor leglslatlve 

action. Specific Information Is 



Incorporated Into the Egan WI I derness 

Techn I cal Report wh lch Is aval I able on 

request for those who desire more 
Information. 

A suit was flied In 1973 In Federal Court 

a 11 eg Ing that the Bureau of Land 

Management's programmatic grazing 

environmental Impact statement d Id not 

comp I y with the National Environmental 

Pol Icy Act. As a result of the settlement 

of this suit, BLM agreed to prepare specific 

grazing EISs. The resource management plan 

wll I meet this objective. 

Flnally, the resource management plan wlll 
also Identify lands which wlll be made 

ava 11 ab I e for sa I e or exchange to con so I I -

date ownersh Ip for Improved management and 

to meet other Important publlc objectives. 

THE PLANNING PROCESS 

The Egan Resource Management PI an Is be Ing 

prepared In accordance w I th the Bureau of 
Land Management's planning regulations (43 

C FR 1601 ) • The process cons I sts of the 

fol lowlng nine steps: 1) Identification of 

Issues; 2) development of plannlng criteria; 

3) col lectlon of Inventory data and 

Information; 4) anal ys Is of the management 

situation; 5) formulatlon of alternatlves; 

6) estimation of effects of alternatlves; 7) 

selection of preferred alternatlve (draft 

plan/EIS); 8) selectlon of the resource 

management (flnal plan/EIS), and 9) 

monitoring and evaluatlon. 

In July 1981 an lnterdlsclpl lnary team was 

establlshed to prepare this document. 

SETTING 

The Egan Resource Area covers approxlmately 

4.5 mll llon acres of land In Nye, Lincoln 

and White Pine Counties In eastern Nevada. 

Of this area, 3.8 mllllon acres of publlc 

I and are managed by the Ely DI strict Bureau 

of land Management (Map lnt-1 and Table 

lnt-1). 

Ranching and mining have hlstorlcal ly been 

the main Industries within the Egan Resource 

Area. Agrlcultural activities Include 

cattle, sheep and hay production. Copper, 

tungsten, 

manganese, 

lead, zinc, 

berry I I Im, 

sliver, gold, 

molybdenum and 
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te I I ur I um have a I I been mined to some degree 
In the area. The most recent addition to 
the economy has been tourism, with an 

emphasis on overnight tourist facilities and 

outdoor recreatlonal opportunities. 

Ely Is the largest urban center In the Egan 

Resource Area and serves as the hub for 

government, recreation, tourism and 

commerce. The 1982 estimated population for 

Ely according to the White Pine County 

Chamber of Commerce Is 5,717. The estimated 

entire White Pine County population was 

reported to be 9,527. Sma I I er commun It I es 

Include Ruth, McGIii, Preston, Lund, Cherry 

Creek, Currant, and the Duckwater lndlan 
Reservation. 

1·ssu'Es AND' CRl'rE 'RIA 

Resource management plans are llmlted to 

Issues which are of major concern and 

Importance to the BLM and the publlc It 

serves. The previous plannlng system 

prov I ded deta 11 on a wl de range of Issues 

and concerns without cons Ider! ng the! r 

overal I significance. 

MI nera Is are ad dressed Ind I rect I y In other 

Issues and In the Impact anal ysls section. 

p,cr:r:, and T&E species Issues are considered 

under standard operatl ng procedures. The 

range Improvement Issue ls discussed In the 

specific proposals for llvestock grazing 

under the various alternatlves. 

The three plannlng Issues d~crlbed In this 

chapter are the heart of this plan. The 

Egan Resource Management Plan ls designed to 

resolve these Issues. other resource uses 

not express I y Inc I uded as an Issue w 111 be 

managed under the prlnclples of balanced 

multlple use management. lmplementatlon 

actions wl 11 be guided by the Consistency 

requirements (43 CFR 1610.3-2) and 

Conformity and lmplementatlon provisions of 

43 CFR 1610.5-3. Further decisions affect
Ing these resources wl 11 stll I be qulded by 

the Federa I Land Po 11 cy and Management Act 

of 1976 CFLPMA), and the National Environ

mental Polley Act of 1969 (NEPA). 

One Issue, Sensitive Resources, has been 

deleted since September 1982 publlcatlon of 

the Issues and Plannlng Criteria for the 

Egan Resource Management Plan. Addltlonal 

rev I ew of th Is Issue determ I ned that ex I st-



Ing laws and regulattons proved sufficient 

management direction for this Issue thereby 

making further analysts unnecessary. 

Part of the Realty Issue, easement acquisi

tions was carried through the publlc comment 

per I od of the a I ternat 1 ves formu I at 1 on step 

of th 1 s document. I nsuff I c I ent pub 11 c 

comment was rece 1 ved on th Is component and 

the easement acquisition part of the Realty 

Issue has a I so been de I eted from the 

plannlng process. 

There are no areas of crlttcal envlronmental 

concern within the Egan Resource Area. 

Criteria Upon Which the Selectlon of the 

Prete 'rred A I ternat 1 ve and PI ann 1 ng Dec 1 s 1 ons 

wl It ' be Based 

Publlc comments from Interested and affected 

publlcs at all levets--local, state, 

reglonal, and natlonal--wlll be considered. 

Publlc land areas wlll host multlple uses, 

except where a slngle use Is In the publtc 

Interest. 

The renewable resources of the publ le lands 

wll I be managed on a sustained-yield basis. 

The present and potenttal uses of the publlc 

land wit t be considered. 

The relative scarcity of resource values and 

the aval I ab! t Tty of alternatlve sources of 

supply wll I be considered. 

The relatlve value of long-term and short

term public benefits wll I be considered. 

Speclal attention wl t I be given to socio

economic Impacts upon local communities. 

The resource management p I an w 111 comp I y 

with the various state and federal 

envlronmental protection laws. 

The resource management p I an w 11 I be con

s 1 stent with the plannlng and management 

programs of other federal 

and I oca I government and 

agencies, state 

Ind I an tr 1 ba I 

governments except where they conft let with 

the Bureau of Land Management's legal 

mandate. 
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The Impact of alternatlve decisions upon 

adjacent federal and nonfederal land wt 11 be 

considered. All decisions wlll be con

sistent with the laws and regulattons that 

govern the actions of the Bureau of Land 

Management. 

PLANNING ISSUE NUMBER I 

The Bureau of Land Management Is responslble 

for administering the rangeland vegetation . 

This responslblllty Includes protecting the 

Integrity and productivity of the vegetation 

resoure, whtle making vegetation and habitat 

aval I able for I lvestock, wl Id horses, and 

wlldllfe. One aspect of this responslbll tty 

1 s the management of the range. To meet 

this responslbll Tty the BLM wl I I develop 

range management practices based on the 

concepts of sustained yleld and multlple 

use. 

Plannlng Questions Related to Issue Number I 

1. How can the vegetation resources be 

managed under the "Rangeland Management 

Pol Icy" for the benefit of I lvestock, wlld 
horses and wlldllfe? Under the "Rangeland 

Management Polley" slmllar allotments would 

be Identified as belongtng to one of three 

categories, for which the objective would be 

to: maintain current satisfactory condition; 

Improve allotments In unsatisfactory condi

tion; or to manage allotments c'ustodla 'I ly, 

whlle stlll protecting the existing 

resources values. 

2. How can range use be administered to 

protect and Improve r 1 par I an areas to good 

or better cond 1 t I on as req u I red by ex 1st 1 ng 

Executive Orders? 

3. How can f 1 re management be used to 

modify vegetation for the benefit of 

livestock, wlld horses, and wlldllfe? 

Plannlng Criteria Related to Issue Number 

Inventory Cr I ter I a: 1. Use the mon I tor Ing 

procedures establlshed ln 1981 by the Nevada 

Rang~ Stud 1 es Task Group to obta In range 

data. 2. Identify wl Id horse herd areas. 

3. Obtain actual use data. 4. Determine 

migration routes, habitats, winter ranges 

and desired populatlon levels for wlldllfe 

from the Nevada Department of Wt Id 11 fe. 5. 

Gather soclal and economic Information 



rel at Ing to the effect of range management 

on the ranching Industry and the local 

commun lty. 6. ldentl fy management con

f I lcts associated with the range management 

program. 7. Analyze fire reports to 

determine fire occurrence, the rate of 

spread for fire and the resource values 

which may be destroyed. 8. Identify range 

Improvement needs. 

Crlter!'a for Estimating Effects: The Impact 

of the proposed alternatives on the environ

ment wt f I be based on the lmpl led legal, 

social, economic, biological and physical 

consequences (positive and negative). 

Criteria Guiding the Development of 

Alternatives: 

Protect I on Parameter: 1. Vegetat I on 

management w I I I be des I gned for the 

primary benefit of wild horse, wlldllfe 

and riparian areas, and the secondarl ly 

to benef It I lvestock. 2. Fl re 

management pollcy wll I recognize that 

tire Is part of the natural ecosystem. 

modified suppression and prescribed 

burns wt 11 be used to restore natural 

resoruce va I ues. 3. Land management 

actions wt 11 be designed to safeguard 

wildlife and wild horse habitats. 

D'evelo ,pmenf Parameter: 1. Vegetation 

wll I be managed for the primary benefit 

of livestock. 2. Fire management 

policy will be based on using fire to 

protect and Improve I lvestock economic 

opportunities. 3. land management 

actions wlf I be des lgned to emphasl ze 

use and disposal of public lands. 

PLANNING ISSUE NUMBER t'r 

Eighty-five percent of the land within the 

Egan Resource Area Is adm In I stared by the 

Bureau of Land Management. Possible future 

economic opportunities Include the White 

Pine Power Project, agricultural 

development, and the continued expansion of 

the mining Industry. Should these economic 

opportunities begin to materialize, 

additional people wt 11 be attracted to the 

region. The BLM has a responsibility, as 

the need ar I ses, to assure that the pub 11 c 

lands are available for community expansion, 

agricultural development, utility corridors, 

and other public purposes. 
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Planning Questions Related to Issue 
Number 11 

1. Which lands are suitable to be disposed 

of for development by private and other 

public entitles? 

2. Various utll tty companies have proposed 

a ser I es of ut 111 ty corr I dors through the 

E f y DI str I ct. Where and how many ut 111 ty 

corr I dors shot.I Id be p I anned and des I gnated? 

'Planning Cr'!terla Related to Issue Number 11 

Inventory · Criteria: 1. Identify lands 

suitable for disposal and utlllty corridors. 

Criteria for Estlmat'!'ng Effects: The Impact 

of the proposed alternatives on the 

environment wtll be based on the Implied 

legal, soc!al, economic, blologlcal and 
phys I cal consequences (positive and 

negative). 

Crlter 'ta Guiding the 
Alter-natives: 

Protect'ton · Parameter: 1. Land wh lch 

Is Isolated, uneconomic to manage, or 

avallable for community expansion wll I 

be d I sposed of If th Is use does not 

cont II ct wt th wll d II fe or wll d horse 

habitat. 2. utility corridors wlll be 

located where existing utlt lty I Ines 

occur. 

Develo 'pment' Parameter: 1. Al I land 

that ts Isolated, uneconomic to manage, 

or avallable to meet community 

expansion needs may be disposed of. 

utlllty corridors wlll be permitted 

based on the preferred routes of the 

utl I tty companies. 

PLANN't NG ISSUE fl I 

Four areas wt th wl I derness character I st I cs 

are located largely or entirely within the 

Egan Resource Area. They are: Goshute 

Canyon (NV-040-015), Park Range 

(NV-040-154), Riordan's Wei I (NV-040-166), 

and the South Egan Range (NV-040-168). A 

wl I derness study wl I I be conducted to 
determine If wilderness preservation ls the 

highest and best use of these areas. 



Plann 'tng Questions Re.lated to 1·ssue 

Number 111 

1. What wllderness values do these areas 

have? 

2. What other resource values occur In 

these areas and what Is the significance of 

the con f I I ct between these and w 11 derness 

designation? 

3. Can the proposed wl I derness areas be 

managed as wllderness over the long term? 

'Plannlng criteria Related to Issue 

N'umber ·1 I I 

Inventory Criteria: 1. Obtain publlc 

Input. 2. Assemble existing WIiderness 

Inventory data on the mandatory wt I derness 

characteristics (size, naturalness, and 

outstanding opportunities for solltude or 

primitive recreation) and the supplemental 

values (ecologlcal, geologlcal, or other 

features of scientific, 

or hlstorlcal value) 

w 11 derness study area. 

educational, scenic, 

present In each 

3. Gather soc I a I , 

data to eva I uate 

wilderness study 

econ om I c, and m I nera I 

highest and best use of 

area. 

Criteria for Estimating Effects: The 

Impacts of the proposed alternatlves on the 

env I ronment wl I I be based on the Imp 11 ed 

legal, soclal, economic, blologlcal, and 

physical consequences (positive and nega
tive). 

C'rlterla Guiding the Development of 

A lternatlve ·s: 

Protect'to 'n Parameter: Al I wt I derness 

study areas In the Ir ent I rety w 111 be 

recommended as su I tab I e tor wl I derness 

designation. 

beve I opment ' Parameter: Recommend as 

sultable al I acreage with good qua I tty 

w 11 derness character I st I cs and w Ith no 

significant existing or potentlal 

resource confl lets or manageabl I tty 

problems or significant combinations of 

lesser confllcts or problems. 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE DESIGNATION 

Off-road vehlcle use allocatlon did not 
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emerge as an Issue dur Ing scop Ing tor the 

Egan Resource Management Plan. However, 

off-road vehlcle designations wt 11 be done 

through the p I ann Ing process for the Egan 

Resource Area In comp I I a nee wt th Execut Ive 

Orders 11644 (Use of Off-Road Veh lei es on 

Pub I le Lands) and 11989 (Off-Road Vahle les 

on Publ le Lands). 

Publ le lands within the Resource Area must 

be designated either open, l'tm 'tted or closed 

to off-road vehlcle use. Constraints on 

off-road vehlcle use need to be based on 

ldentltlable and defendable concerns. An 

undefined "potentlal" for off-road vehlcle 

use damage Is not adequate Justification for 

constraints on off-road vehlcle use. Damage 

must be shown to be occurring or Imminent. 

To evaluate the ne~esslty and appropri

ateness of constraints on off-road vehicle 

use, Inputs were sol felted from al I Ely 

District resource speclallsts during August 

of 1982. Wh I le some off-road veh I c I e 

conflicts and potential for damage were 

I dent If I ed, no res tr I ct Ions on off-road 

vehicle use were proposed. In Instances 

where speclallsts had concerns for potential 

damage, they felt that resource protection 

cou Id be accomp II shed w I th "open" off-road 

vehicle designations through alternate 

strategies. These consist of emergency 

closures for areas endangered by vehicle 

use; alternative protections such as the 

Interim Management Plan for wilderness; use 

of the Environmental Assessment process and 

specialist review for authorizing organized, 

competitive off-road vehicle events; field 

monitoring of fragl le and environmentally 

sensitive areas; and eventual limitations on 

off-road vehicle use through the designation 

process. 

MINERAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

Mineral resources management was not 

Included as a planning Issue because the 

Bureau's mineral resources policy provides 

that, the pub lie lands shat I remain open and 

aval table for mineral exploration and 

development unless withdrawal or other 

administrative action Is clearly justified 

Jn the national Interest. Minerals are, 

therefore, addressed indirectly In other 

Issues and In the Impact analysts section. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

ALTERNATIVES 

I NTRODLCT I ON 

This chapter presents the Preferred 
Alternatlve and the five other alternatives 
that were cons I dared In the development of 
this plan. Each alternative wl 11 emphasize 
certain resource uses such as livestock 
production, or wl ldl lte habitat protection. 
In accordance with the Nat Iona I 
Environmental Pol Icy Act (Part 1502.14d) a 
No Action Alternative has been Included. 

MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

A Preferred Alternative and five additional 
a I tern at Ives have been deve I oped for th Is 
management plan. The Preferred Alternative 
ls the alternative which ls being considered 
tor Implementation. The other alternatives 
are being presented to show the possible 
range of management act Ions th at cou Id be 

Implemented. 

The five Alternatives are: 

1. Preferred Alternative - This emphas I zes \/ 
a ba I a need approach to I and management In 
the resource area. Frag 11 e and un t' que 
resources would be protected, while not 
overly restricting the ability of other 
resources to provide economic goods and 
services. This alternatlve selects the best 
management action for each Issue to flt the 
specific management zone. 

2. Alternative A - This represents a 

cont I nuat Ion of the present resource uses 
and I ~ve Is. No major resource d eve I opments 
wou Id take pl ace. Th Is Is the proposed 
action for livestock grazing. 

3. Alternative B - This represents a 
multlple use alternatlve designed for the 
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protection and enhancement 
resource values, with an 
managing tor the benefit of 

of natural 
emphas Is on 
fragl le and 

unique resources, wlldllte, wild horses, and 
wllderness values. 

4. Alternative C - This represents a 
multlple use alternatlve designed to provide 
a wide variety of goods and services to the 
publlc within the sustained use capabll !ties 
of the resources. 

5. Alternatlve D - This represents a 
multlple use alternative designed to 
emphasize the management of those resources 
contributing to the commerclal well-being of 
the publ le using natural resources 
(livestock grazing, minerals, etc.). 

6. Alternative E - This represents an 
a I ternat Ive des I gned for the protect Ion and 
enhancement of natural resource values. 
This would el lmlnate al I I lvestock grazing 
tran the pub II c I ands, wh II e ma nag Ing for 
the benefit of traglle and unique resources. 

DES.IGNATlbN OF MANAGEMENT ZONES 

Because of the large size of the Egan 
Resource Area (approximately 3.8 mll llon 
acres of publlc land), It was decided to 
divide It Into smaller management zones 
having slmllar resource uses and confllcts. 
Boundaries were drawn along grazing 
allotment boundaries where practical to 
facilitate plannlng and Impact analysts. 

1. Buck and· B'ald/bt'amonct's - This medium 
s I zed management zone (about 736,000 acres) 
Includes most of the resource area's largest 
wl Id horse herd, the wl nter range tor the 
I argest deer herd In the state and Is used 
for livestock production. According to 



Nevada Departmen t of W 11 d 11 fe, the zone has 

I ess than two-th I rds of reason ab I e numbers 

of wt Id 11 fe for the zone. There Is 

potential for reintroductions of antelope. 

Livestock operator s are I teens Ing less than 

half of the preference level of Animal Unit 

Months (AUMs). Professional judgement and 

prel lmlnary data from monitoring studies 

1 nd 1 cate that forage demand Is far greater 

than cur rent forage product I on and, In 

certain areas, there Is competition between 

wl Id horses, 1 lvestock, and wl Id 11 fe for 

available forage. 

In addition , this zone contains the bulk of 

the resource area's wet meadow rip arian 

areas. No WIiderness Study Areas are In the 

zone. There have been requests 

disposal, especlally adjacent 

exlsltng ranches. One potential 

for land 

to the 

utl I lty 

corr ldor crosses east to west In the 

southern end of the zone. 

2. Duckwater /Buttes - Th Is 1 s the I arge st 

of the management zones encompass Ing about 

1,757,000 acres. A portion of the resource 

area's largest wt Id horse herd and al I of 

the next three largest wild horse herds use 

this zone. According to the Nevada Depart

ment of WIidiife, existing number s of 

wlldllfe are just over one half of the 

number cons ldered reasonab I e for the zone. 

The area a I so has potent 1 a I for re 1 ntro

duct 1 ons of ant elope. Livestock operators 

have been I Teens 1 ng at about 56 percent of 

preference levels. Professional judgement 

and preliminary data from monitoring studies 

1 nd I cate that forage demand 1 s far greater 

than current forage production. 

One half of the Goshute Canyon WIiderness 

Study Area and al I of the Park Range and 

Riordan's Well WIi derness Study Area are In 

th 1 s zone. There have been reque sts for 

land disposal, expeclally adjacent to the 

existing farms. Up to two north-so uth and 

one east-west ut 111 ty corr ldors have been 

ldentl fled In this zone. 

3. Steptoe/Horse and Catt I e Camp - Th Is 

relatively large management zone (963,000 

acres) runs along the east side of the 

resource area. While smal I porti ons of 

three wl Id horse herds occur In the zone 

(Antelope, White River, and Cherry Creek 

herds) these herds wl 11 be administered by 

the other resource areas which have the 
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major lty of the wl Id horses on them. 

Primary forage use In the area ls by 

wlldllfe (elk, antelope, and mule deer) and 

I lvestock. Accord Ing to the Nevada 

Department of WI Id 11 fe there are about 80 

percent of reasonable numbers of wlldllfe 

within the zone. Livestock operators 

I lcense about 65 percent of preference 

levels ln the zone. Professional judgement 

and preliminary data from monitoring studies 

Indicate that forage demand ls somewhat 

greater than current forage production. 

One of the pr l mary concerns In the zone Is 

stream riparian habitat. The majority of 

the resource area's stream riparian habitat 

Is In th Is zone. About ha I f of the Goshute 

Canyon WIiderness Study Area ls In this zone 

as well as al I of the South Egan WIiderness 

Study Area. There have been many requests 

for I and d I sposa I l n Steptoe Va I I ey, 

especlally surrounding the c0111T1unltles of 

Ely and McGI 11 and the many exist.Ing 

ranches. Two east-west and one north-south 

utll lty corridors have been ldentlfled for 

this zone. 

4. Jakes Valley - This smal I management 

zone (about 102,000 acres) contains a 

portion of a herd of wt Id horses (Jake's 

Wash Herd). Wlldllfe use In the area ls 

less than two-thirds reasonable numbers and 

I lvestock operators are licensing at less 

than 40 percent of preference levels. There 

are no streams wt th In th Is zone. Profes

s Iona I Judgement Indicates that total forage 

demand may be sl lghtl y greater than current 

forage production. 

There are no w I I derness study areas In the 

zone. There have been some requests for 

land disposal In Jake's Valley, especially 

adjacent to existing ranches. There ts one 

potential east-west and one potential 

north-south utll lty corridors In the zone. 

5. West · t ·und Flats - This Is a smal I 

management zone (about 284,000 acres). About 

halt of the small Jake's Wash WIid Horse 

Herd unit ls In the zone which also contains 

big game. The dominant use of forage In the 

zone ls domestic I lvestock. Livestock 

operators In the zone 11 cense at a rate of 

about 80 percent of preference. Profes

s I onal Judgement Indicates that there ls 

llmlted competition between wild horses, 

livestock, and wlldllfe. There are no 



WI I derness Study Areas 

potential 

exists In 

north-south 

the zone. 

In the zone. One 
utl 1 lty corridor 
There have been 

requests tor tor land disposal In this zone, 

especially adjacent to existing ranches and 

surround Ing the commun !ties of Preston and 

Lund. 

Management Objectives Rationale 

The management objectives developed for this 

plan are based on the recognition that plant 

communities exist or may exist In many suc
cesslonal stages. Some of these succeslonal 
stages are more desirable for a particular 

use than others. On th Is bas Is, management 

objectives have been set for each plant com
mun I ty, for each Zone and for each a I terna

t Ive. The objectives are compared with the 

exl st! ng situation for the part I cu I ar p I ant 
community by Zone. This Information Is dis

played In Appendix 5. 

Where the des Ir ab I e I eve I of p I ant succes

s I on Is something other than the existing 

p I ant com mun I ty that I eve I w 11 I be atta I ned 

through Improved grazing management techni

ques or through vegetat I on convers I on tech
n I ques. The primary method of conversion 

wll I be through prescribed burning, but 

under some c I rcumstances may a I so Inc I ude 

chaining, plowing and application of other 
herb lei des. Regeneration of des lrab le 

plants wll I primarily be through the natural 

process of plant succession but may also 

Inc I ude direct seed Ing. Th Is wl 11 assessed 

on a site-by-site basis. 
..,· -----··· ....,___ ------.. 

;, 

... / 
-· •- •'., . 

.. _ .. _._ ... , :.... , .,_",;' 

,,r · 

21 



PREFERRED 

Objective 

The objective of this alternatlve Is to 

emphasize a balanced approach to land 

management, protecting fraglle and unique 

resources, wh 11 e not over I y restr I ct Ing the 

ablllty of other resources to provide 

economic goods and services. 

Man'agement Act Ions 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Short-term Actions (0-5 years) 

t. Initially authorize llvestock use at the 

three-year average I lcensed use, which Is 

123,461 AUMs (Animal Unit Months). 

2. Range Improvement proj acts wou Id be 

developed wh I ch emphas I ze the greatest 

return on Investment In relatlonshlp to 

resource needs. A comp I ete 11 st of 

projects, by zone, can be found In Appendix 
1. 

These projects Include: 

a. The d eve I opment of water fact 11 t I es 

and systems, wh I ch wou Id Inc I ude the 

drll llng of twelve wel Is, developlng 

five springs, digging one reservoir, 11 

miles of pipeline and numerous troughs, 

and eight guzzlers. This would provide 

water In areas where there are no other 

sources of avallable water. This ad

dltlonal water would be made avallable 

to llvestock, · wtldllfe, and wlld horses 

to encourage more even ut 111 azat Ion of 
vegetation; 

b. vegetat Ion convers Ion of 20,200 

acres of sagebrush and jun I per wou Id 

Include 15,500 acres of burning and 

seed Ing, I , 200 acres of seed Ing, and 

3,500 acres of prescribed burning. 

ALTERNATIVE 
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This wll I Increase avallable forage for 

livestock, wt Id horses, and wt Id II fe 

and Improve water Inf 11 tratlon and 
holding capacity. Avallable forage 

(additional AUMs) wt 11 be Increased 

because of all types of range 

Improvement projects. 

3. Cont I nue ex I st Ing range I and mon I tor Ing 

studies and establ !sh new studies as needed. 

Monitoring studies would be used to 

determine If adjustments In livestock and 

wlld horse numbers were necessary. 

4. WI Id horses would be managed at 1,451 

animals In the followlng herd use areas: 

Sand Springs, 494; Monte Cristo, 96; Buck 

and Bald, 700; Butte, 60; Cherry Creek, 11; 

Antelope, 14; Jake's Wash, 20; White River, 

20; Diamond HIiis, 36. The Monte Cristo 

Herd Management Area would be managed at 96 

anlmals In accordance with an approved 

management p Ian; smal I portions of the 

DI amond H 11 Is, Cherry Creek, Ante I ope, and 

Wh lte RI ver w II d horse herds occur In the 

Egan Resource Area, but would be managed by 

other resource areas (Shoshone-Eureka, 

Wei Is, and Schei I> containing the bulk of 

the herds; the Buck and Bald Herd Management 

Area would be managed at approximately 700 

animals which Is an Interim level estab

llshed through a gathering plan and environ- / 

mental assessment written In 1981; the -

remaining herds would be managed at the 

1982-83 levels; and studies wou!d be under

taken In 1984, In conjunction with BLM 

(Batt le Mount al n DI str I ct) to determl ne the 

accuracy of the ex I st Ing boundary of the 

Diamond Val fey Herd Management Area. 

5. Mon I tor Ing et forts wou Id be I ntens If I ed 

on both stream and other r I par I an areas. 

Where management objectives are not being 

obta I ned through app I I cat I on of management 

practices, fencing wlll be considered. 
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6, A resource area-wide fire management 

plan would be developed which allows a broad 

spectrum of uses, FI re wou Id be used as a 

tool when It ls the most effective and 

efficient method for improving habitat and 

Increasing avallable forage, 

7. Habitat would be managed for existing 

levels of wildlife species. Reintroductions 

of big game species would be accomplished In 

cooperation with the Nevada Department of 
Wlldllfe, where such reintroductions would 

not conflict with existing uses and If 

sufficient forage Is available. 

8. All vegetation would be managed for 
those success 1 ona I stages wh I ch wou Id · best 

meet the objectives of this alternatlve. 

These desired success Tonal stages of 

vegetation have been Identified In Appendix 
5. The Implementation of grazing systems, 

construction of range Improvements, Initial 
stocking rates, and future adjustments of 

1 lvestock and wt Id horse numbers, 1 f 

necessary, wll I determine to what extent the 
desired levels for vegetation management are 

reached. 

Long-Term Actions (5 to 20 years) 

t. In the long-term, the range JT10nltorlng 

program would provide data on wh lch to base 

additional future adjustments In I lvestock 
and wl Id horse grazl ng and to determ I ne 

additional - Improvements. 

2. The a I I otment categor I es of ma I nta In, 

Improve, and custodial would be evaluated 

per lod I cal I y. These eva I uat Ions wou Id 
assure the management objectives are being 
reached and that range Improvements would be 

Initiated for those allotments with the 

greatest potential tor Improvement In 

resource conditions and return on 

Investment. 

3. Providing forage for reasonable numbers 

of big game would be a long-term objective. 

It Is antic! pated that additional habitat 

management pl ans wl 11 be prepared and 

Implemented In the long-term. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Those lands which would be disposed of 

are those lands previously Identified for 

23 

d I sposa I and wh I ch do not cont a In key 

wl Id 11 fe habitat or key wl Id horse habitat. 

This would amount to disposing of up to 

79,888 acres. Al I land disposals would be 
done so In a p I anned and order I y manner. A 

breakdown by management zone ls as follows: 
a. Zone 1 - d I spose of up to 11,620 

acres; 
b. Zone 2 - d 1 spose of up to 8,669 

acres; 
c. Zone 3 - d I spose of up to 52, 199 

acres; 
d. Zone 4 - d lspose of up to 380 

acres; 
e. Zone 5, dispose of up to 7,020 

acres. 

Land disposals wlll not adversely affect 

threatened or endangered species or their 
habitat, or reduce the llkellhood of their 

recovery, nor wl 1 I 

loss, destruction, 
lands or riparian 

these sa I es I ead to the 

or degradation of wet
areas, or lead to the 

modification, 

natural and 

floodplalns. 

occupancy, or loss of the 

beneflclal functions of 

Refer to the Lands and WIiderness (Preferred 

Alternative) Map at the end of this chapter 

for the lands Identified for potential 
trans fer. It shou Id be noted that, because 

of the small scale, these maps are for 

general location only and should not be _ 

considered canpletely accurate. 

2. Two utility and transportation corridors 

would be designated, one running north and 

south, and one runn 1 ng east and west. Three 

others would be planned, two running north 

and south, and one runn Ing east and west. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

1. Portions of three wilderness study areas 

would be recommended as suitable for 

posslble wilderness designation. Areas with 
the I owest w 11 derness qua I I ty were dropped• 

1 mportant cont 11 cts and manageab 111 ty 

prob I ems were exc I uded, but m I nor ones were 
excluded only In combination with other 

confllcts or problems, or apparent un

naturalness of an area, This would total 

106,598 acres recommended for wllderness 

designation, Including: 



a. Goshute Canyon (NV-040-015) 22,225 
sultable acres (13,369 nonsultable 
acres) - This would exclude foothll 1 
areas possessing manageablllty prob
lems, areas of high mlneral potentlal, 
and areas with oll and gas potential. 

b. Park Range (NV-040-154) 46,831 
sultable acres (437 nonsultable acres) 
- This would exclude an area which Is a 
crested wheatgrass seeding; 

c. Rlorden 1 s Wei I (NV-040-166) 37,542 
suitable acres (19,460 nonsultable 
acres) - This would exclude areas of 
mlneral lzatlon, high potent I al for ol 1 
and gas, easy ffiV access, and a 
northern port Ion wh I ch has I ess than 
high quallty wllderness characterls
t .lcs; 

d. South Egan Range (NV-040-168) 0 
sultable acres (96,916 nonsultable 
acres) - Th Is Is exc I uded due to an 
Intensity of cherrystemmed roads, 
crested wheatgrass seed I ngs, easy off
road vehicle access, mlneral !zed areas, 
and private lnholdlngs. There would, 
however be an 80 acre designated 
geologlc area and a wlthdrawal from 
mlneral entry within T. 10 N., R. 62 

4 2 E., sec. 25, NEE and T. 10 N., R. 
63 E., sec. 30 NW4w2• This 
surrounds a recent I y d I scovered 
1 lmestone cave, high In the 
Egan Range. 

large 
South 

See the Lands 
Alternatlve) Map 
for recommended 
alternatlve. 

and WIiderness (Preferred 
at the end of this chapter 
wllderness areas In this 
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ALTERNATIVE A 

Objective 

The objective of this alternatlve 

cont I nue to manage the pub 11 c I and 

present. 

Management Actions 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Is to 

as at 

1. Livestock grazl ng I eve Is wou Id cont! nue 

to be I I censed at the three-year average 

I lcensed use. Thls has been 123,461 AUMs. 

This alternative ls the proposed action for 

llvestock grazing. 

2. There would be no planned or scheduled 

range Improvement projects, except on a 

case-by-case basis. Any unplanned or 

unscheduled projects would be done so as to 

not substantlally alter grazing levels or to 

Implement an allotment management plan. Up 

to $100,000 cou Id be spent each year on 

these types of projects. 

3. Rangeland monitoring of grazing use for 

proper utlllzatlon and trend would continue. 

For analysis purposes, It Is assumed that no 

adjustments wou Id be made on the bas Is of 

monitoring date. 

4. W 11 d horses wou Id be managed at 1 , 936 

animals In the fol towing herd use areas: 
Sand Springs, 494; Monte Cristo, 96; Buck 

and Bald, 1,185; Butte, 60; Cherry Creek, 

11; Antelope, 14; Jake's Wash, 20; White 

River, 20; Diamond HI I Is, 36. The Monte 

Cristo Herd Management Area would be managed 

In accordance wl th an approved managenlent 

plan; the remaining herds would be managed 

at the 1982-83 levels; small portions of the 
Diamond HI I Is, Cherry Creek, Antelope, and 

White River wlld horse herds that occur In 

the Egan Resource Area wou Id be managed by 

other resource areas (Shoshone-Eureka, 

Wells, and Scheff) containing the bulk of 

the herds. 
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5. Existing grazing and monitoring levels 

would continue on al I stream and other 

riparian areas. 

6. The ext stl ng po I Icy of comp I ete w II d 

fire supresslon would continue. There would 

be no development of fire management plans 

and f I re wou Id be Ignored as a resource 

management tool. 

7. Habitat would be managed for existing 

levels of wltdllfe species. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Land disposal would be considered on a 

case-by-case basis. 

2. utll lty and trans 

des lgnated 

rtatlon corridors 

or planned, but would not be 

rights-of-way appl !cations would be 

processed on a case-by-ca e basts. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

1. None of the wt ldernes study areas would 

be recommended as su !tab le for w 11 derness 

designation. 



ALTERNATIVE B 

Objective 

The objective of this alternative Is the 

protection and enhancement of natural 

resource values, with an emphasis on fragile 

and unique resources, wlldllfe, wild horses, 

and wilderness values. 

·Management' Act Ions 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Short-Term Actions (0-5 years) 

1. Llvestoc15, grazl ng I eve ls would be 

adjusted from the current 3-year average 

llcensed use of 123,461 AUMs to 92,308 AUMs. 

The lnltlal stocking level for livestock 

would be 92,308 AUMs. This would provide 

enough forage to he I p b I g game reach 

reasonable numbers. The I lvestock grazing 

levels would be 75 percent of 

the current 3-year averaged llcensed use. A 

breakdown by management zone Is as follows: 

a. Zone 1 - adjust I lvestock levels 

from 27,738 AUMs to 12,426 AUMs or 45 

percent of 3-year average llcensed use; 

b. Zone 2 - adjust I lvestock I eve Is 

from 43,529 AUMs to 40,629 AUMs or 93 

percent of 3-year average llcensed use; 

c. Zone 3 - adjust I I vestock I eve Is 

from 36,899 AUMs to 25,343 AUMs or 69 

percent of 3-year average I lcensed use; 

d. Zone 4 - adjust llvestock levels 

from 2,822 AUMs to 1,956 AUMs or 69 

percent of 3-year average 1 lcensed u.se; 

e. Zone 5 - adjust I lvestock I eve Is 
from 12,473 AUMs to 11,954 AUMs or 96 

percent of 3-year average I lcensed use. 
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2. Range Improvement projects would be 

developed which would have a substantial 

benefit, In addition to I lvestock, to 

wt Id 11 fe and wl 1 d horses. A comp I ete 11 st 
of projects by zone can be found In Appendix 

1. Those projects Include: 

a. the developemnt of water facllltles 

and systems, which would Include the 

drl I I !rig of ten wells, develop Ing five 

springs, digging one reservoir, and 

tnstal l!ng one wlndmll I; 

b. vegetat I on convers Ions wou Id In

c I ude 5,500 acres which would be burned 

and reseeded and 3,500 acres would only 
be burned. 

3. Rangeland monitoring would continue as 

In the past, but would be modified by 

Incorporating new studies as necessary. 

Monitoring studies would be used to 

determine If adjustments In I lvestock and 

wild horse numbers were necessary. 

WI Id horses would be managed at 2,235 

animals. The Jake's Wash Herd would be 

expanded from the existing level of 20 wild 

horses to 50 anlmals by relocating 30 wl Id 

horses from Telegraph Canyon; the remaining 

herds would be managed at the 1982-83 

levels; and small portions of the Diamond 
HIiis, Cherry Creek, Antelope, and the White 

RI ver w 11 d horse herds occur In the Egan 

Resource Area, but would be managed by other 

resource areas (Shoshone-Eureka, Wei Is, and 

Schei ll containing the bulk of the herds. 

5. Monitoring efforts would be Intensified 

on all stream and other riparian areas. 

Where management objectives are not being 

obtained through appl !cation of management 

practices, fencing wt 11 be considered. 



Riparian protection would be emphasized In 

w 11 d 11 fe, watershed, and range Improvement 

funding In zones 1 and 3. 

6. Wlldflres would be suppressed In al I 

riparian areas, key wlldllfe habitat, or 

when 11 fe or property are endangered. In 

other areas, prescribed burn plans would be 

developed which enhance wlldllfe and wlld 

horse habitats. 

7. Habitat would be managed for reasonable 

numbers of wlldllfe species. BLM would 

cooperate with the Nevada Department of 

Wlldllfe to reintroduce antelope Into his

toric ranges In al I zones and reintroduce 

elk 1 nto zone 3 (Steptoe/Horse and Catt I e 

Camp area). 

8. Al I vegetation would be managed for 

those successlonal stages which would best 

meet the objectives of this alternatlve. 

These desired success Tonal stages of 

vegetation have been Identified In Appendix 

5. The lmplementatlon of grazing systems, 

construction of range Improvements, lnltlal 

stock Ing rates, and future adjustments of 

llvestock and wlld horse numbers, If 

necessary, wlll determine to what extent the 

desired levels for vegetation management are 

reached. 

Long-Term Actions (5 to 20 years) 

1. In the long-term, the range monitoring 

program wou Id prov Ide data on wh !ch to base 

any future adjustments In grazing. All 

future adjustments would be designed to 
achieve the objectives of this alternatlve. 

The lnltlal assignment of allotments Into 

the categories of "maintain", "Improve", and 
11custodlal 11 would be evaluated periodically. 

These evaluatlons would ensure that grazing 

systems and range Improvements would be 

Initiated for those allotments with the 

greatest potentlal for Improvement In 

resource conditions and return on 

Investment. 

2. More on-the-ground act Ions than those 

Identified In the short-term such as 

vegetation convers Ion projects, water 
developments, and boundary and pasture 

fences may be developed to meet the 

objectives of the alternatlve. Al I riparian 

and wetland areas would be monitored. 
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Corrective action would be taken to Improve 

these areas where necessary to bring them up 

to the good condition class. Addltlonal 

hab !tat management pl ans wou Id be developed 

as needed. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Those lands which would be disposed of 

are those lands prevlously Identified for 

dlsposal and which are not In wlldllfe 

habitat or In a wl Id horse herd management 

areas. Th 1 s wou Id amount to di sposa I of up 

to 39,555 acres. All land disposal would be 

done In a planned and orderly manner. A 

breakdown by management zone Is as follows: 

a. Zone 1 - dispose of up to 3,840 
acres; 

b. Zone 2 - dispose of up to 4,721 

acres; 

c. Zone 3 - dispose of up to 24,858 

acres; 

d. Zone 4 - d I spose of up to 160 
acres; 

e. Zone 5 - dispose of up to 5,976 

acres. 

~efer to the Lands and WI lderness (Alterna

tive B) Map at the end of this chapter for 

the lands Identified for potentlal transfer. 

It should be 

~ma I I sc a I e, 
location only 

noted that, because of the 

these maps are for general 

and shou Id not be cons l dared 

completely accurate. 

2. Two utll Tty and transportation corridors 

would be designated, one running north and 

south along an existing 69 KV utlllty llne 

In Steptoe Valley and the other running east 

and west along an existing 230 KV utlllty 

1 lne. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

1. All four wilderness study areas would be 

recommended In their entirety as suitable 

for wllderness designation. This would 

total 236,780 acres recommended as suitable 

for wilderness designation, lncludlng: 



a. Goshute Canyon (NV-040-015) -
35,594 suitable acres 

b. Park Range (NV-040-154) - 47,268 
suitable acres 

c. Riordan's Wei I (NV-040-166) -
57,002 suitable acres 

d. South Egan Range (NV-040-168) -
96,996 suitable acres 

See the Lands and WIiderness (Alternative B) 
Map at the end of th Is chapter for recom
mended wilderness areas In this alternative. 
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ALTERNATIVE C 

Objective 

The objective of this alternatlve ls to 

provide a wide variety of goods and services 

to the public, within the sustained use 

capabllltles of the resource area. 

Ma'nagement' Act Ions 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Short-Term Actions (0-5 years) 

I. lnltlally authorize livestock 

3-year average 11 censed use, 

123,461 AUMs. There would be 

adjustment In preference levels. 

use at the 

wh lch ls 

no lnltlal 

2. Range Improvement projects would be 

developed wh I ch emphas I ze the greatest 

return on Investment. Those Improvements 

with the h lghest benefit/cost rat lo wou Id 

rece Ive pr lor lty fund Ing. On I y projects 

with a benefit/cost ratio over 1.0 would be 

funded. A complete 11st of projects, by 

zone, can be found In Append Ix 1. These 

projects Include: 

a. the development of water facllltles 

and systems, which would Include the 

drll llng of twelve wel Is, developing 
five springs, digging one reservoir, 

eleven miles of pipeline, numerous , 

troughs, and eight guzzlers; 

b. 
Include 

vegetation conversions would 
I 5, 500 acres of burn Ing <\nd 

seeding, 1,200 acres of seeding, and 

3,500 acres of burning. 

3. Continue existing rangeland monitoring 

studies and establlsh new studies as needed. 

Total ut 111 zat Ion w 111 not exceed proper 

utll lzatlon of key management species. 
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4. WI Id horses would be managed at 1,936 

animals. The Monte Cristo Management Area 

would be managed at 96 animals In accordance 

with an approved management plan; the 

remaining herds would be managed at the 

1982-83 I eve Is; and sma I I port Ions of the 

Diamond HI I ls, Cherry Creek, Antelope, and 

the Wh I te RI ver w 11 d horse herds occur In 

the Egan Resource Area, but wou l_d be managed 

by other resource areas (Shoshone-Eureka, 
Wells, and Schell) containing the bulk of 
the herds. 

5. Monitoring efforts would be Intensified , 

on al I stream and other riparian areas. 

Where management object Ives are not be Ing 

obta I ned through app I I cat I on of management 

practices, fencing will be considered. 

6. A resource area-w I de f I re management 

plan would be developed which al lows a broad 

spectrum of uses, depending on the lndlvld

ual situation. Fire would be used as a tool 

when It Is the most effective and efficient 

way of accompllshlng a task. 

7. Habitat would be managed for existing 

levels of wlldllfe species. Reintroductions 

of big game species would be accompllshed In 

cooperation with the Nevada Department of 

WIidiife, where such reintroductions would 
not confl let with existing uses and 

sufficient forage Is avalable. 

s. Al I vegetation would be managed for 

those successlonal stages which would best 

meet the objectives of this alternatlve. 

These desired successlonal stages of 

vegetation have been Identified In Appendix 

5. The Implementation of grazing systems, 

construction of range Improvements, Initial 

stock Ing rates, and future adjustments of 

1 lvestock and wl Id horse numbers, If 

necessary, will determine to what extent the 

desired levels for vegetation management are 

reached. 



Long-Term Actions (up to 20 years) 

1. In the I ong-term, the range mon I tor Ing 

program would provide data on which to base 

additional future adjustments In livestock 

and wlld horse grazing and to determine 

addltlonal Improvements. 

2. The a 11 otment catagor I es of ma I nta In, 

Improve, and custodlal would be evaluated 

periodically. These evaluatlons would 

assure the management objectives are being 

reached and that range Improvements would be 

Initiated for those allotments with the 

greatest potential for Improvement In 

resource cond tttons and return on Invest

ment. 

3. Prov t d 1 ng for age for reason ab I e numbers 

of big game would be a long-term objective. 

It ts anticipated that addltlonal habitat 

management plans wlll be prepared and 

Implemented In the long-term. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Those lands which would be disposed of 

are those lands previously Identified for 

disposal and which do not contain key wtld 

horse habitat. This would amount to dis

posal of up to 79,888 acres. Al I land dis

posal would be done In a planned and orderly 

manner. A breakdown by management zone Is 

as follows: 

a. Zone 1 - d t spose of up to 11,620 

acres; 

b. Zone 2 - dispose of up to 8,669 

acres; 

c. Zone 3 - d I spose of up to 52, 199 

acres; 

d. Zone 4 - dispose of up to 380 

acres; 

e. Zone 5 - d tspose of up to 7,020 

acres; 

Refer to the Lands and WI lderness (Alterna

tive C) Map at the end of this chapter for 

the lands Identified for potential transfer. 

It shou Id be noted that, because of the 

small scale, these maps are for general 
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location only and should not be considered 

completely accurate. 

2. Two utility and transportation corridors 

would be designated, one running north and 

south, and one running east and west. Three 

others would be plann ed, two running north 

and south, and one running east and west. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

1, Portions of all four wilderness study 

areas wou Id be recommended as s u It ab I e for 

w I I derness des I gnat I on. A I I acreage was 

recommended suitable which did not have 

Important existing resource conflicts or 

major manageability problems; or important 

combinations of existing lesser confllcts 

and/or problems, All portions of all areas 

were considered to have sufficient wilder

ness quality for designation, Only portions 

with the most unnatural features were 

eliminated, and this was done In combination 

w I th ex I st Ing resource conf I I cts or 

manageablllty problems. This would total 

165,202 acres recommended as suitable for 

wilderness designation Including: 

a. Goshute Canyon (NV-040-015) 26,436 

sultable acres (9,158 nonsultable 

acres) - This would exclude foothll 1 

areas possessing manageabll lty prob

lems, areas of high mtneral potential, 

and areas with oll and gas potential; 

b. Park Range (NV-040-154) 38,573 

suitable acres (8,695 nonsultable 

acres) - This would exclude a portion 

of a crested wheatgrass seeding, an 

area of moderate geotherma I potent I a I , 

and an area of easy off-road veh lei e 
access; 

c. Riordan's Wei 1 (NV-040-166) 42,493 

suitable acres (11,211 nonsultable 

acres) - This would exclude an area of 

mineral tzatton, high potential of I and 

gas area, and an area of easy off road 

vehtcle access; 

d. South Egan Range (NV-040-168) 

57,660 suttable acres (39,256 nonsuit

able acres) - This would exclude an 

area of high Intensity cherrystemmed 

routes, crested 

easy off road 
wheatgrass seedings, 

veh t c I e access, an 



unmanageab I e appendage, and a 

mlneral !zed area. 

See the Lands and WIiderness (Alternative C) 
Map at the end of th ls chapter for recom
mended wilderness areas In this alternative. 
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ALTERNATIVE D 

Objective e. Zone 5 - adjust I lvestock levels 

from 12,473 AUMs to 15,364 AUMs or 123 
The objective of this alternative Is to percent of the 3-year average I lcensed 
emphas I ze the management of those resources use. 

con tr I but Ing to the econom I c we I I-be Ing of 

resource users. 

Man'ag'ement Act Ions 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Short-term Actions (0-5 years) 

1. Livestock grazing levels would be 

adjusted from the current 3-year average 

I lcensed use of 123,461 AUMs to 236,316 

AUMs, which Is the preference level 

(216,348 AUMs), plus 19,968 AUMs gained 

through the reduction of wt Id horses (see 

management act Ion #4). The I Ives tock 

grazl ng level would be 191 percent of the 

current 3-year average I lcensed use. A 

breakdown by management zone Is as fo I I ows: 

a. Zone 1 - adjust livestock levels 

from 27,738 AUMs to 65,785 AUMs or 237 

percent of the 3-year average I lcensed 

use; 

b. Zone 2 - adjust 11 vestock I eve Is 

from 43,529 AUMs to 89,547 AUMs or 205 

percent of the 3-year average 11 censed 

use; 

c. Zone 3 - adjust I lvestock I eve Is 

from 36,899 AUMs to 58,014 AUMs or 149 

percent of the 3-year average I lcensed 

use; 

d. Zone 4 - adjust I lvestock levels 

from 2,822 AUMs to 7,606 AUMs or 270 

percent of the 3-year average I tcensed 

use; 
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2. Range Improvement projects would be 

developed which would be judged to be most 

essential to I lvestock management and 

enhancement, wl thout regard to other uses. 

Wlldllfe Improvement funds would be used for 

those projects which would benefit llvestock 

as well as wlldll fe and wlld horses. A 

complete 11st of projects, by zone, can be . 

found In In Appendix 1. Those projects 
Include: 

a. The development of water facll !ties 

and systems, which would Include the 

drll llng of eight wells, develop Ing ten 

springs, and lnstal I Ing seven guzzlers; 

b. vegetation conversions and I Ive

stock management tools would Include 

2,500 acres which would be seeded, 

18,940 acres which would be burned, 

17,070 acres which would be burned and 

seeded, and the construction of 70 
ml les of fence. 

3. Continue existing rangeland monitoring 
studies and establlsh new studies as needed. 

After 5 years of monitoring, If excess 

forage beyond sustained yield Is available, 

It would be g lven to I lvestock by al towing 

tor an Increase In numbers of 11 vestock. 

Total utilization wlll not exceed proper 

utll lzatlon of key management species. 

4. WI Id horses wou Id be managed at 347 

animals, which Is 50 animals per herd 

management area, except the Monte Cristo 

Herd Management Area wou Id be managed at 96 



animals In accordance with an approved 

management plan and the Jake's Wash Herd 

would be managed at 20 animals wh !ch Is the 

existing number. 

5. Existing monitoring efforts would 

cont I nue on a I I stream and other r I par I an 

areas. Consideration would be given to 

reduce Impacts brought about from projects 

on riparian areas. Grazing systems and 

range Improvement projects wou Id be 

Implemented If noticeable gains would be 

made by livestock Interests, as wel I as 

gains to riparian areas. 

6. A resource area-wide fire management 

plan would be developed, which would al low 

fires to burn In plnyon-junlper and 

sagebrush ecotypes If conditions for 

prescription are met, where there Is no 

threat to pr Iv ate or h I stor I c structures or 

life, and when such burning Is In accordance 

with the woodland management policy. 

Gener a I I y areas 

seed I ngs wou Id 

which could support grass 

be seeded wl th crested 

wheatgrass after burns. 

7. Habitat would be managed for existing 

levels of wildlife species. Reintroductions 

of big game species would not be encouraged 

or supported by BLM. 

a. All vegetation would be managed for 

those successlonal stages which would best 

meet the objectives of this alternative. 

, These desired successlonal stages of 

vegetation have been Identified In Appendix 

5. The Imp I ementat Ion of graz Ing systems, 

construction of range Improvements, Initial 

stocking rates, and future adjustments of 

I lvestock and wl Id horse numbers, If 

necessary, will determine to what extent the 

desired levels for vegetation management are 

reached. 

Long-Term Actions (5 to 20 years) 

1. In the long-term, the range monltorllng 

programs would provide data on which to base 

additional adjustments In I lvestock and wl Id 

horse grazl ng and range Improvements. Al I 

future adjustments and Improvements would be 

designed to achieve the objectives of this 

alternative. 
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2. The Initial assignment of allotments 

Into the categories of "Maintain," 

"Improve", and •Custodial" would be 

evaluated periodically. These evaluations 

would assure that the management objectives 

are being reached. Allotment Management 

PI ans and range Improvements wou Id be 

Initiated for those allotments with the 

greatest potential for Improvement In 

resource conditions and return on 

Investment. 

3. LI vestock use wou Id be author I zed above 

active preference when sufficient vegetation 

Is available and It Is consistent with 
protecting the productivity of the soil, 

water, and vegetation resources. The amount 

of vegetation aval I able for big game and 

w I I d horse use wou Id not chang_e from that 

provided during the short-term. 

4. Additional I lvestock grazing allotment 

management plans, wl Id horse herd area 

management plans, and wl ldl lfe habitat 

management plans and associated range 

Improvements would be Implemented In the 

Jong-term. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Those lands which would be disposed of 

would be lands which are difficult to manage 

or are not needed for any federal program. 

This would amount to disposal of up to 

113,479 acres. A breakdown by management 

zone ls as fol lows: 

a. Zone 1 - dispose of up to 16,870 

acres; 

b. Zone 1 - dispose of up to 21,519 

acres; 

c. Zone 3 - dispose of up to 66,985 

acres; 

d. Zone 4 - d I spose of up to 1 , 020 

acres; 

e. Zone 5 - dispose of up to 7,085 

acres. 



Refer to the Lands and Wllderness (Alterna

tlve DI Map at the end of thls chapter for 

the lands ldentl fled for potentlal transfer. 

It should be noted that, because of the 

smal I scale, these maps are for general 

locatlon only and should not be considered 

completely accurate. 

2. utll lty and transportatlon corridors 

wou l d be deslgnated and planned In conjunc

tion wlth the Western Regional Corridor 

Study and where utility canpanles have 

Indicated an Interest or need. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREASY 

1 • Port Ions of three wl I derness study areas · 

would be recommended as suitable for wilder

ness des I gnat I on. A I I acreage was recom

mended as suitable which had good to high 

quality wilderness characteristics, and 

which did not have Important existing or 

potent I a I resource con f 11 cts or manage

ab I I lty prob terns; or Important combinations 

of lesser existing or potential conflicts or 

problems. This would total 80,965 acres 

recommended as suitable for wllderness 
designation, Including: 

a. Goshute Canyon (NV-040-0151 

0 sultable acres (35,594 nonsultable 

acres) - This would exclude the entire 

area, slnce confl lets wlth minerals and 

potential oll and gas activity would 

leave a 1-mlle wide strlp of land,whlch 

would be dlfflcult to manage. 

b. Park Range (NV-040-1541 34,042 

sultable acres (13,226 nonsultable 

acres) - In addltlon to the exclusions 

I lsted In Alternatlve C, this would 

exclude an addltlon area of geothermal 

potential, with less than high wl lder

ness values, and relatlvely easy off

road vehlcle access ; 

c. Rlordan 1 s Wei I (NV-040-166) 30,363 

sultable acres (26,639 nonsultable 

acres) - In addltlon to the exclusions 

llsted In Alternatlve C, this would 

exclude addltlonal areas with moderate 

mineral potent lat lower qua I lty 

characteristics, cherrystemmed routes, 

and relatively easy off-road vehicle 

access; 
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d. South Egan Range (NV-040-1681 

16,560 suitable acres (80,356 nonsuit

able acres) In addition to the 

excluslons listed In Alternatlve c, 
this would exclude areas with a 
combination of cherrystemmed roads, 

speculative mineral potential, ease of 

off-road vehicle access, private lands, 

I ower qua I I ty wl I derness character

I st I cs, and oll and gas potential. 

See the Lands and WIiderness (Alternatlve DI 

Map at the end of th Is chapter for recom

mended wl lderness areas In this alternative. 



ALTERNATIVE E 

Objective 

The objective of this alternatlve Is the 

protection and enhancement of natural 

resource values. 

Management Actions 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Short-Term Actions (0-5 years) 

I. Livestock grazing would be excluded on 

al I pub I le lands within the Egan Resource 

Area. This would provide enough forage to 

help big game reach reasonable numbers. 

2. Range Improvement projects would be 

developed which would have a substantlal 

benefit to wlldllfe and wlld horses. A 

complete 11 st of projects by zone can be 

found In Appendix 1. Those projects Include: 

a. the developemnt of water facll !ties 

would Include developlng one spring and 

one guzzler. 

3. Rangeland monitoring would continue, but 

would be modified by Incorporating new 

studies as necessary. Monitoring studies 

would be used to determine If adjustments In 

wlld horse numbers were necessary. 

4° WI Id horses would be managed at 2,205 

anlmals 0 The Jake's Wash Herd would be 

expanded from the existing level of 20 wild 

horses to 50 anlmals by relocating 30 wt Id 

horses from Telegraph Canyon; the remaining 

herds would be managed at the 1982-83 

levels; and small portions of the Diamond 

HIiis, Cherry Creek, Antelope, and the White 

River wt Id horse herds occur In the Egan 

Resource Area, but would be managed by other 

resource areas (Shoshone-Eureka, Wei Is, and 

Schell) containing the bulk of the herds. 
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5. Monitoring efforts would continue on al I 

stream and other riparian areas. Riparian 

protection would be emphasized In wl ldl lfe, 

and watershed funding In zones 1 and 3. 

6. Wlldflres would be suppressed In all 

riparian areas, key wl ldllfe habitat, or 

when 11 fe or property are endangered. In 

other areas, prescribed burn plans would be 

developed which enhance wlldllfe and wild 

horse habitats. 

7. Hab I tat wou Id be managed for reason ab I e 

numbers of wlldllfe species. BLM would 

cooperate with the Nevada Department of 

Wlldllfe to reintroduce antelope Into his

toric ranges In al I zones and reintroduce 

elk Into zone 3. 

8. Al I vegetation would be managed for 

those successlonal stages which would best 

meet the objectives of this alternatlve. 

These desired success tonal stages of 

vegetation have been ldentlfled In Appendix 

5. The lmplementatlon of grazing systems, 

construction of range Improvements, lnltlal 

stocking rates, and future adjustments of 

I lvestock and wt Id horse numbers, 1 f 

necessary, wll I determine to what extent the 

desired levels tor vegetation management are 

reached. 

Long-Term Actions (5 to 20 years) 

1. In the long-term, the range monitoring 

program would provide data on which to base 

any future adjustments In wt Id horses. Al I 

future adjustments would be designed to 

achieve the objectives of this alternatlve. 

The lnltlal assignment of allotments Into 

the categories of "maintain", 11 lmprove 11
, and 

11custodlal 11 would be evaluated perlodlcally. 



REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Those lands which would be disposed of 

are those lands previously Identified for 

disposal and which are not In wlldllfe 

hab !tat or In a wl Id horse herd management 

areas. This would amount to disposal of up 

to 39,555 acres. Al I land disposal would be 

done In a planned and order I y manner. A 

breakdown by management zone Is as fo II ows: 

a. Zone 1 - d I spose of up to 3,840 

acres; 

b. Zone 2 - dispose of up to 4,721 

acres; 

c. Zone 3 - dispose of up to 24,858 

acres; 

d. Zone 4 - dispose of up to 160 

acres; 

e. Zone 5 - d I spose of up to 5, 976 

acres. 

Refer to the Lands and WI lderness (Alterna

tive El Map at the end of this chapter for 

the lands Identified for potential transfer. 

It should be noted that, because of the 

small scale, these maps are for general 

location only and should not be considered 

comp I et .el y accurate. 

2. Two utility and transportation corridors 

wou Id be des lgnated, one run n Ing north and 

south along an existing 69 KV utl llty llne 

In Steptoe Valley and the other running east 

and west along an existing 230 KV utility 

I lne. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

1. Al I four wilderness study areas would be 
recommended In their entirety as suitable 

tor wilderness designation, This would 

total 236,780 acres recommended as suitable 

for wilderness designation, including: 

a. Goshute Canyon (NV-040-015) 

35,594 suitable acres 

b. Park Range (NV-040-154) - 47,268 

suitable acres 
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c. Riordan's Wei I CNV-040-166) 

57,002 suitable acres 

d. South Egan Range CNV-040-168 l -

96,996 suitable acres 

See the Lands and WIiderness (Alternative El 

Map at the end of th Is chapter for recom ·

mended wilderness areas In this alternative. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

I NTRODl£TION 

The sel action of the flnal resource manage

ment plan wll I take place subsequent to a 

rev I ew of the pub I I c comments subm I tted In 

response to the draft plan. The flnal plan 

may consist of one of the alternatlves 

presented In th Is document or It may be a 

combination of several of the alternatives. 

After publlcatlon of the flnal environmental 

Impact statement, management decisions wl 11 

be documented In a record of decision 

pub 11 shed In the Feder a I Reg I st'er. 

The resource management pl an wl I I be 

Implemented through activity plans such as 

allotment management plans, wlldllfe habitat 

management plans, and wl Id horse herd 

management area pl ans. These pl ans wl I I 

Identify such detalls as the grazing system 

to be used In an allotment management plan, 

the locatlon of range Improvements for the 

benef It of 11 vestock, and wl Id horses and 

wlldllfe. The management actions developed 

for these plans wll I be Integrated Into a 

total management program des lgned to assure 

progress towards meeting the objectives of 

the resource management plan. Additional 

Imp! ementatlon guide! Ines that apply to the 

alternatives are discussed below. 

Implementation of the resource management 

plan wlll take place through coordination, 

consultation, and cooperation. Coordinated 

resource management and plannlng ls an 

adv I sory process that br I ngs together a I I 

Interests concerned wl th the management of 

resources In a given local area (landowners, 

land management agencies, wlldllfe groups, 

wl Id horse groups, and conservation 

organizations) and Is the recommended publlc 

process through which consultation and 

coordination wlll take place. Grazing 

adjustments, If required, wit I be based upon 

rel !able vegetation monitoring studies, 

consultation and coordination, lnventory,lor 

a combination of these sources. 

WILDERNESS 

Al I wl lderness study areas wl 11 continue to 

be protected under the Bureau's Interim 

Management Polley and Guldellnes for Lands 
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Under WI lderness Review. WI lderness recom

mendations made In the final envlronmental 

Impact statement for the resource management 

plan are pref lmlnary and subject to change 

dur Ing admlnl stratlve review. A separate 

flnal leglslatlve environmental Impact 

statement w 111 be prepared for the w 11 der

ness study recommendations. A wl lderness 

study report wlll also be written that 

addresses each area Individually. After 

review of these documents, the Director of 

the Bureau of Land Management would request 

mineral surveys by the United States 

Geologlcal Survey and Bureau of Mines for 

each area recommended as pref lmlnar I ly 

suitable. The Federal Land Pol Icy and 

Management Act of 1976 requires the 

Secretary of the Interior to review areas of 

the pub I le lands determined to have wt Ider

ness characteristics, and to report to the 

President by October 21, 1991 his recommen

dations as to the sultabl I Tty or nonsult

abl I Tty of each such area for preservation 

as wl I derness. The President Is required to 

report h Is recommendat Ions to Congress by 

October 21, 1993. 

Areas des I gnated as w 11 derness by Congress 

w 11 I be managed under the Bureau's WI Ider

ness Management Polley. Areas designated as 

wllderness wlll be designated "closed" to 
off-road vehicles under the authority of 

executive order numbers 11644 and 11989 and 

the Wilderness Act of 1964 except If such 

use takes place as part of a val Id existing 

right or If authorized In the wt lderness 

management plan for the area. 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS 

Al I land dlsposal actions proposed are 

discretionary. Actual disposal could be at 

the Initiative of the bureau or In response 

to express Ions of Interest from non-bureau 

lndlvlduals and entitles. Proposed land 

tenure adjustments will be evaluated through 

the envlronmental analysls process to 

determine If the action ls consistent with 

the objectives of the plan. The decision to 

dispose of a partlcular parcel will consider 

cont I I cts !dent! t I ed In requl red cu I tur a I 

resource and mineral reports. Unsurveyed 

lands wit I be surveyed prior to disposal. 



UTILITY CORRIDORS 

lttl l lty corridors which Include existing 

transmission I Ines wll I be designated. 

Plannlng corridors wlll be Identified where 

no transmission I Ines exist. Designation 

and ldentl flcatlon of corridors wl 11 fol low 

bureau procedures and wlll be made on a 

po Int-to-po Int bas·! s wl th In spec If I ed 

va 11 eys. The actua I route w 111 be estab

b I I shed after env I ronmenta I ana I ys Is Is 

completed for the r lght-of-way. Each 

corridor wl 11 be five mlles wide to provide 

opportunities for multiple transmission 

facll !ties and selectlon of routes that 

m In Im I ze env I ronmenta I degradat Ion In a 

cost-effective manner. Where utl I lty I Ines 

are In existence, the width of the corridor 

wll I encompass existing rights-of-way and be 

located to avoid sensitive resources where 

appropr I ate. App I I cants for use of a 

corridor will be required to locate new 

facl I !ties proximate to existing facl I ltles 

except where considerations of construction 

feaslbll lty, cost, resource protection or 

safety are over-riding. 

LIVESTO::K USE, WILD HORSE USE, AND WILDLIFE 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

WI Id Horses 

The management of wl Id horses wl 1 I be coor

d I nated through wlld horse herd management 

area plans. WIid horses wll I not be 

maintained outside of 1971 use areas. Whlle 

It Is recogn I zed that some wl Id horses may 

dr I ft outs I de these areas, management w 11 I 

be designed to minimize such drift. 

Wlldllfe 

The development of wlldllfe habitat 

Improvement projects wl 11 be guided by 

wlldllfe habitat management plans. The 

development of plans wl 11 be closely 

coordinated with the lmplementatlon of 

a 11 otment management p I ans to meet the 

objectives of both programs. Wlldllfe 

habitat management plans wl 11 address four 

major themes: management of cruc I a I 

habitats to provide for threatened, 

endangered, or sensitive species where 

present; management of big game ranges to 

prov Ide hab I tat for reasonab I e numbers of 

an Ima Is over the I ong term; Improvement of 
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riparian, wetland, and aquatic habitats; and 

management of other hab I tats to meet needs 

of upland game and nongame anlmals. 

Riparian and aquatic habitat Improvement 

measures could Include managing I lvestock 

through grazl ng systems cons I stent wt th 

ma I nta In Ing r I par I an vegetat Ion In opt tmum 

condition, pasture fencing, or fencing areas 

to exclude I lvestock and wl Id horses. 

Whether to use protective fencing, grazl ng 

systems, some other appropriate measure, or 

a combination of methods wl 11 be determined 

on an lndlvldual basis for each stream or 

riparian area. 

Livestock 

Livestock grazl ng allotment management pl ans 

wlll Include one or more of the grazing 

treatments described below. The grazing 

treatments wlll be designed to provide 

forage for consumptive use wh II e maintaining 

proper and judicious use levels for key 

forage spec I es. 

Grazing systems would Include one or more of 

the fol lowlng treatments In combination. 

Treatment 1: Rest from I lvestock grazl ng 

for two consecutive growing seasons (approx

imate! y May I of one year to August 31 of 

the fol lowlng year). Two growing seasons of 

rest would al low key management species to 

Improve vigor and Increase I ltter accumu

I at I on, seed product I on, and seed Ing 
establlshment. 

Treatment 2: Rest from I lvestock grazl ng 

tor at least 1 year In both the spring 

(Aprll I to May 30) and summer (June I to 

September 1) during each 3- or 4-year cycle. 

Treatment 3: Graze each pasture at some 

time during each grazing year. 

Treatment 4: Graze no pasture more than 

tw Ice In the same growl ng season ( spr Ing or 

summer) during any 3- or 4-year cycle. 

Treatment 5: Graze I lvestock to I ate fal I 

only (approxlmately July 16 to November 15), 

and rest dur Ing the spr Ing or summer the 

follow! ng year to Improve the vigor, 

density, and reproduction of key grass 
species. 



Treatment 6: Prov 1 de rest from 11 vestock 

grazing for 2 years untll seed I lngs are 

establ lshed or unt1 I lt ls determined that 

vegetat Ion man I pul at Ion or recovery project 

Is unsuccessful. This treatment provides 

the protection necessary for establ 1 shment 

or recovery of key management spec 1 es 

followlng wlldlfre, prescribed burning, and 

seed 1 ng or spray 1 ng project. 

Treatment 7: Defer I lvestock grazl ng from 

early spring to midsummer each year (Approx

lmately Aprll 1 to June 30). Improved vigor 

and reproduction for key management species 

ln each allotment would result. 

Treatment 8: Al low grazl ng on wlnterfat/ 

nuttal I saltbrush up to 80 percent utll lza

tlon during the dormant period (approxl

mately November 1 to March 1), and rest from 

grazing March 1 to October 31 each year. 

Specific Implementation Procedures 

A rangeland program summary wlll be Issued 

within five months of the completlon date of 

the Resource Management Plan to Inform I Ive
stock grazl ng perm 1 ttees and 1 nterested 

publ lcs about the lmplementatlon of the 

range I and management program. 

The Rangeland Program Summary explalns the 

procedure Involved ln establlshlng lnltlal 

and subsequent levels of I lvestock grazl ng 

use. Grazing decisions and agreements wll I 

be 1 ssued as part of the Rangel and Program 

Summary and wlll Include either lnltlal 

livestock grazing use levels or wlll 
1 dent 1 fy the data needed and the procedures 

to be used ln determining future adjust

ments. 

Range management actions for I lvestock use 

and wl Id horse numbers wl I I be based upon 

data obtained through the monitoring program 

and wl 11 consider recommendations made 

through the coord 1 nated resource management 

and. planning process. Actions could 

Include, but wlll not be llmlted to, change 

tn seasons-of-use, change ln I lvestock 

numbers, correction of I lvestock 

dlstrlbutlon problems, alteratlon of the 

number of wl Id horses, development of range 

Improvements, and taking slte-specl fie 

measures to achieve Improvements In wlldllfe 

habitat. 
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The lmplementatlon strategy for the manage

ment actions Id e ntif i ed In Tabl e 2- 1 related 

to livestock grazing allotm ents w1II be 

dependent on, and pr I or 1 ti zed accord Ing to, 

the selective management category of the 

a I I otm.mts. 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 2- 1 

PRORITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 

ACTION BY ALLOTMENT CATEGORY 

lmplementatlon Action Category 

Allotment 

Priority 

Fund range I and M 2 
Improvements with 1 
appropriated funds C 3 

Develop allotment M 2 
management plans 1 

C 3 

Use supervision M 3 

I 1 

C 2 

SELECTIVE MANAGEMENT 

It 1 s the po 11 cy of the Bureau of Land 

Management to address rangeland management 

problems through a selective management 

approach. The bureau has developed three 

categories Into which a l lotments wit I be 

grouped according to t heir resource needs 

and potential for Improvement. The names 

and objectives of the three categories are: 

1) maintain the current satisfactory condl

t Ion; 2) 1 mprove the current unsat 1 s factory 

condition; and 3) manage In a cu stodial 

fashion. 

The lmplementatlon of 1ntens Ive grazl ng 

management wt I I be accompl 1 shed through 

I 1vestock graz1 ng allotment management 

pl ans. Allotments In the "Improve" category 

wlll be given first priority for development 

of plans to resolve 1ndent1f1ed problems. 

Al I range Improvement projects proposed In 

th 1 s document are for "Improve" category 

allotments. Second pr 1or1ty for I lvestock 

grazl ng allotment management pl an develop

ment w 111 be g tver:i to "ma 1 nta In" category 



allotments and third priority wt 11 be 

assigned to "custodial" category allotments. 

-Although range Improvements are not proposed 

on second and th I rd pr !or 1 ty a I I otments 1 n 

this resource management plan, some minor 

range I and Improvements may be developed as 

the need ar 1 ses. 

The potent I al for Improvement of each 

allotment has been determined by estimating 

Its present range condition and analyzlng 

Its resource pctentlal, presence of user 

confl lets, opportunity for positive economic 

return, and present management. A comp I ete 

I !sting of the spec! fie criteria used to 

evaluate the Egan Resource Area's grazl ng 

allotments appears In Appendix 2. 

The lnltlal allotment categorizations shown 

In Appendix 3 are subject to change. Al lot

ments may be p I aced In to d 1 f ferent catego

r 1 es In the future as allotment evaluatlon 

shows changed conditions. 

THE RANGELAND MONITORING PROGRAM 

A rangeland monitoring system was Initiated 

1 n the Egan Resource Area dur Ing 1982. The 

purpose of the program ls to provide manage

ment with rel Table data to determine If 

I I vestock, w 11 d horse, and w 11 d 11 fe manage

ment actions are meeting resource management 
1objectlves. It Incorporates approved 

methods In the 1981 Range Studies Task Group 

monitoring procedures (Range Studies Task 

Group, 1981,). The vegetation monitoring 

system being used Includes: 

'ut't I lz 'atlo 'n: BLM uses the Key Forage Plant 

Method--an occular estimate for Judging 

utll lzatlon of key species by weight. In 

this method, the examiner divides noticeable 

utilization among six classes of use within 

a key management area; no-use CO percent), 

sl lght (1-20 percent), I lght (21-40 per

cent), moderate (41-60 percent), heavy 61-80 

percent), and severe (81-100 percent). 

Grazing areas would be managed for an annual 

ut l l lzatlon of 55 percent for perennlal 

grasses and forbs and 45 percent for shrubs. 

Actu 'a I Use: Livestock operators wl 11 

prov Ide records of actual I lvestock use. 

Use of the range by wt Id horses w 111 be 

determ 1 ned through census figures, with 
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refinement 

aval I able. 

big game 

cooperation 

WI Id II fe. 

made by season-of-use data as 

Actua I use and season-of-use by 

anlmals wlll be determined In 

wl th the Nevada Department of 

c ·1 lmatlc Data: Annual precl pl tat Ion and 

I ength of growl ng season have a marked 

lnfl uence on seasonal vegetation growth and 

product 1 on. Off I c 1 a I weather stat 1 ons and 

Bureau of Land Management and Nevada State 

cl lmatlc stations wl 11 provide the cl lmatlc 

data. This data wl 11 be used to correlate 

seasonal weather to pl ant growth throughout 

the resource area as determined In the 

utlllzatlon and trend studies. 

T'rend: Trend ls the direction of change In 

condition of the range observed over time. 

Changes In trend are categorized as upward, 

downward, or not apparent. Fran three to 

five years of observation are needed before 

any trend can be detected on most range 

sites. Trend ls measured by using several 

methods, prlmarlly by noting changes In the 

frequency of key species In key areas over 

time, using the Quadrat Frequency Method. 

Addltlonal monitoring wl 11 be conducted In 

crucial wlldllfe and wild horse areas. 

Information gained through these efforts and 

other studies wlll be used In making any 

grazing decisions. For more detailed 

1 n format Ion on these mon I tor Ing procedures, 

refer to the 1981 Final Nevada Range 

Monitoring Procedures (Range Studies Task 

Group, 1981), the draft Bureau Monitoring 

Studies Manual (USDI, BLM) and the Nevada 

Wlldllfe Manual Supplement 6630 (USDI, BLM, 

Aug. 1982). 

The monitoring program for those allotments 

In the "maintain" and "custodlal" categories 

wl 11 be of low Intensity. For the "Improve" 

category allotments, monitoring Intensity 

will be variable, focusing on the effects of 

management actions on range cond ltlon. The 

monitoring programwlll bean Integral part 

of all the alternatives analyzed In this 

envlronmental Impact statement except the no 

action alternatlve. 

Appropriations 

Implementation of the resource management 

plan Is dependent upon the avallabll lty of 

adequate fund Ing and manpower. Al I 



management actions proposed under this plan, 

with the exception of wild horse gatherings, 

could be Implemented If the current level of 

funding and manpower Is maintained. 

Estimated Cost of lmplemen'ta'tton for 

R~n~eland Management 

Costs of implementation are dlfflcult to 

determine, given the fact that Information 

on m I I es of fence, acres of seed I ng , etc. , 

ls somewhat conjectural at this point. 

Nevertheless, the costs of Implementing the 

Rangeland Management Issue by alternative 

has been estimated, using the best lnforma

t I on current I y ava 11 ab I e. These costs are 

presented In Table 2-2. 

Generally these funding levels are based on 

historic or reallstlc estimations of fund

ing. The Resource Area has historically re

ceived about $100,000 per year In range 

projects (8100) funding and about $12,000 

per year In wlldllfe funding (4350). These 

figures were used for Alternatives 1A1 and 
1C 1 • Since livestock AUMs are being reduced 

by 23 percent In Alternative 1B1 and range 

project funds are dependent on receipts from 

grazing I lcenses, this alternative's range 

project funding was reduced to 77 percent of 

existing levels. Funding was slmllarly 

Increased for Alternative 'D' since 

I Ives tock use Is expected to Increase by 92 

percent. The Egan Resource Area has not 

hlstorlcally received funding from the wild 

horse program (4321) tor range Improvements. 

An estimated $6,000 per year, however, has 

been estimated as reasonable tor funding 

from this source In Alternatives 1B1 , 1C 1 

and 'D'. Similarly, $10,000 per year was 
forecast as reasonable tor watershed 

developments In these alternatives. 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

Certain requirements are Inherent In the 

Implementation of any Federal action on the 

pub I le lands. These requirements, or 

Standard Operat Ing Procedures, are 

designated to mitigate Impacts stemming from 

management objectives or the construction of 

support tac 11 It !es necessary to lmpl ement 

any Federal Act. 
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The following will be applied to any action 

result Ing from the pl annlng system. These 

requirements wt 11 be part of the standard 

analysts process. 

1. Env I ronmenta I assessment wt I I be 

conducted before project development so 

that, depending on Impact, modification or 

abandonment of the project may be 

considered. 

2. Compliance with wilderness directives 

on proposed projects w 111 be In accordance 

with Section 603 (a) of the 

Feder a I Land Po 11 cy and Management Act 

(1976), which provides that until Congress 

acts on WI I derness Study Areas or on I ands 

st! 11 under wt lderness review, the fol owing 

pol Icy shat I prevail: Existing multiple-use 

activities, Including grazing, wll I 

cont I nue, but new or expanded ex I st Ing uses 

wlll be allowed only It the Impacts would 

not Impair the area's sultablllty tor 

des I gnat Ion as w 11 derness. Proposed uses 

and projects wt I I be ana I yzed on a 

case-by-case basis to assure compliance with 

the Interim Management Pol Icy and Guldel Ines 

tor Lands Under WIiderness Review. After 

designation the areas wt 11 be managed In 

accordance with the wilderness management 

p I an deve I oped for each area and wt th the 

WI lderness Management Pol Icy. 

3. Threatened or endangered plant or 

an Ima! species clearance Is required before 

Implementation of any project. Consultation 

with the Fish and WIidiife Service per 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act Is 

necessary If a threatened or endangered 

species or their habitat may be lmpracted. 

If there Is deemed to be an adverse Impact, 

either special design relocation or abandon

ment o t the project wll I fol low. 

4. Cultural resource protection required 

comp 11 ance with Sect Ion 106 of the Nat Iona I 

HI storlc Preservation Act of 1966, Section 

2(b) of Executive Order 11593, and Section 

101 (bl (4) of the National Environmental 

Pol Icy Act (NEPA) of 1969. Prior to project 

approval, Intensive field (Class Ill) 

Inventories will be conducted In specific 

areas that would be Impacted by Implementing 

activities. If cultural or paleontologlcal 

s 1 tes are found, every effort wt I I be made 
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EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
TABLE 2-2 

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative Preferred A B C D 

Livestock Range 494,225 100,000 347,455 4 9 4 , 2 2 5 995,500 

Improvements 

WI ! d ! 1 f e Habitat 60,000 12,000 104,600 60,000 120,000 

Improvements 

Watershed 30,000 0 30,000 30,000 30,000 

Improvements 
Riparian 
Rehabltatlon 

WI Id Horse 30,000 0 30,000 30,000 30,000 

Improvements 

Total 6 1 4 , 2 2 5 112,000 5 1 2 , 0 5 5 614,225 1 , 1 7 5 , 5 0 0 

Note: 
The costs for this table apply to the Rangeland Management issue only. Does not 
Include BLM overhead costs for environmental assessment preparation, contract 
preparation and supervision, etc. 

Alternatlve A - dol lar figures represent current f u n d I n g • The remaining columns 

are 5-year total s. 

AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 
SHORT TERM 

Preferred A B C D 

$640,000 NIA $525,000 $640,000 1 , 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 

E 

0 



to avo Id adverse Impacts. rbwever, where 

that Is not poss Ible, SLM wl 11 consult with 
the State HI stor I c Preservat Ion Off I cer and 

the Advisory Councll on Historic 

Preservation, ln accordance with the 

Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement by and 

between the BLM and the Councll dated 

January 14, 1980. This agreement sets forth 

a procedure for developlng appropriate 

mitigative measures to lessen the Impact of 

adverse effects. 

5. Visual resource management requires al I 

act Ions to be In comp 11 a nee wl th BLM VI sua I 

Resource Management Design Procedures In BLM 

Manual 8400. On any project wh !ch has a 

vlsual contrast rating that exceeds the 

recommended maximum for the vlsual class 

zone In which It Is proposed, the visual 

contrasts wl 11 be considered sign! fl cant 

and mitigating measures must be examined. 

The ultlmate decision as to whether 

mltlgatl ng measures must be lmpl emented or 

not rests with the District Manager and wll I 

be made on a project-by-project basis. 

6. Areas of crltlcal envlronmental concern 

wl 11 receive pr lorlty designation and 

protection during the land use planning 

process per Sections 201 and 202 of the 

Federal Land Pol lcy and Management Act. 

7. Deferral of I lvestock use wl 11 be In 

effect for a minimum of two growing seasons 

fol !owing brush control projects so 

vegetation may be reestabllshed. 

This may require 

agreement with the 

suspend part of the 

until the vegetation 

for grazing. 

a temporary non use 

rancher Involved to 

use In the a I I otment 

can be properly managed 

8. Only the minima! clearlng of vegetation 

will be allowed on project sites requiring 

excavation. 

9. Veg etat I on conv er s I on that wou I d a I ter 

the potentlal natural plant composition wlll 

not be al lowed In riparian areas now or In 

the future. 

10. Alteration of sagebrush areas either 

through appl !cation of herbicides, 

prescribed burning, or by mechanlcal means 

wt 11 be ln accordance w'lth procedures 
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specified ln the Memorandum of Understanding 

between the Nevada .Department" of Wl Id I I fe 

and Bureau of Land Management rel at Ing to 

the Western States Sage Grouse Guldel Ines. 

11. Active raptor nests adjacent to areas 

proposed for vegetation manlpulatlon wl I I be 

protected, On-the-ground work w 11 I be 

confined to the period preceding nesting 

activity or after the young have fledged 

( left the nest), Areas containing suitable 

nesting habitat wlll be Inventoried for 

active raptor nests prior to Initiation of 

any project. 

12. Sol ls Inventor I es will be completed 

prior to plannlng vegetation type 

conversions to determine land treatment 

feaslbl I tty, 

13. Fire management plans wll I be developed 

before any prescr I bed burn Ing occurs on any 

native vegetation, 

14. Project area cleanup wl I I be accom

p 11 shed by remov Ing a 11 refuse to a san I tary 

I and f 11 I. 

15. Fence construction must comply with SLM 

Manual 1737, Lay - down fences wlll be 

constructed In wlldllfe and wlld horse areas 

If necessary and feas Ible, Fences In wt Id 

horse areas wt I I contrast enough wt th 

surroundings so as to be visible to horses 

and wl 11 have gates lnstal led at least once 

every ml l e and at al I corners, 

16, Spring developments will be fenced to 

prevent overgrazing and trampling of 

adjacent vegetation and provide escape areas 

for sma I I wt Id II fe, Water at these spr Ing 

developments wll I be maintained at the 

source. 

17. Physlologlcal requirements for the 

management of different vegetation types 

w 11 I be determ l ned by BLM based on the best 

avallable scientific Information. Methods 

of management to meet these requirements 

wlll be determined through consultation with 
and recommendations from the Coordinated 

Resource Management and Pl ann Ing (C~PJ 

Committee. 

18. Water for wlldllfe and wlld horses ts 

to be made avallable In allotments and 

rested pastures, whenever feasible, 



19. All past and future I lvestock water 

Improvement sites wlll have wlldllfe escape 

devices (bird ramps) ln watering troughs, 

lateral watering sites off plpel Ines, and 

the overflow piped away fran the last trough 

so as to provide water at ground level for 

w 11 d 11 fe. 

20. When required, excess wl Id horses wl 11 

be removed from pub I le lands and put In 

custody of Individuals, organizations, or 

other government agencies. Flel d destruc

tion of wl Id horses or burros wl 11 be made 

only with appropriate authorization, 

Including cases of sick or lame anlmals. 

21. Water ava 11 ab 1I lty w 111 be ascerta lned 

by we! I site Investigation before water wel I 

development. The Investigation wlll Involve 

a detailed hydrogeologlcal study of the site 

to determ I ne ground water ava 11 ab I I I ty. 

22. Vegetative conversions that require 

herbicides wl 11 be accompl I shed In 

accordance with Washington Of flee 

Instruction Memorandum 81-135 and Department 

Manual 517 with regards to safety and 

appl !cation. 

23. Appl !cations for commercial or compet

itive special recreation permits will be 

ana I yzed through the env I ronmenta I assess

ment process to determine what Impacts may 

occur. These potentlal Impacts wll I then be 

we lghed 

whether 

permits 

against resource values to determine 

or not the spec I a I recreat I on 

wlll be authorized. 

24. Time of day and/or time of year 

restrictions wl I I be utll !zed In those areas 

where construction activities associated 

with transmission and utll lty facll !ties are 

In the Immediate vicinity or would cross 

sage grouse strutt Ing nest Ing and wl nter Ing 

grounds; crltlcal mule deer and pronghorn 

ante I ope wl nter range; or ante I ope kl dd 1 ng 

areas. The restrictions are listed below. 

Restrictions -

Sage grouse strutt Ing gounds: Fran March 

to May 15 -- 2 hours before dawn untl I 10 

a .m. 

Sage grouse nesting grounds: Late May to 

mid-June. 
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Sage grouse wl nter Ing grounds: llbvemer 1 

to March 31. 

Critical mule deer and antelope winter 

range: llbvember I to March 31. 

Critical pronghorn antelope kidding areas: 

May 1 to June 30. 

2 5. The W 11 derness Study Areas cont a 1 n 

236,860 acres, of which 97,316 acres (41%) 
are outs Ide of the resource area. For 

purposes of anal ys Is, Impacts to resources 

are being analyzed according to the total 

Egan WI I derness Study Area acreage ln 

relation to the total Egan Resource Area 

acreage. 

26. Pending the development of a management 

plan for the 34,560 acre Sunshine Local lty 

National Register District (Federal 

Register, March 7, 1978), any project which 

may affect the Sunshine Locality wlll be 

subject to the review and consultation 

procedures author I zed 1 n Sect I on 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
and as required In the Code of Federal 

Regulations (36 CFR 800). 

27.- No surface disturbance Is to take place 

within the 1/2 mlle buffer zone on either 

side of the Pony Express Route. Exploratory 

drllllng for oil, gas, and geothermal wlll 

be the only exception allowed, with 

rehabll ltatlon required upon completion. 

28. Pr tor to the appr oval of a project 

which may harm or destroy any Native 

American rellglous or cultural sites the 

affected Native American tribes or 

organizations will be contacted for their 

Input as required by the American lndlan 

Rel lgous Freedan Act of 1978. 

29. Env I ronmenta I ana I yses, Inc I ud 1 ng 

categorlcal exclusions, wll I be conducted 

prior to lmplementlng any management-level 

plans (AMPs, HMPs, WHMPs, etc.) or carrying 

out any specific projects (fences, spring 

developments, seedings, etc.). 

30. Precede any vegetat Io n convers lon 1 n 

plnyon-junlper areas with commercial 

firewood and post sales. Any material not 

sold would be available for free use by 

Individuals up until the conversion. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

I NTRODLC T I ON 

This chapter describes the resources and 
uses of the Egan Resource Area which may be 
Impacted by any one of the five al terna 
tlves, reviewed In this plan. The resources 
and uses d I scussed are: 

1. Vegetat Ion 6. WI I derness 
2. L Ives tock 7. Minerals and Energy 
3. WI Id I I fe a. Social Analysts 
4. WIid horses 9. Economic Analysis 
s. Land Ownersh Ip 10. Forestry 

and Corr I dor 
Patterns 

VEGETATION 

Vegetat I on types In the Egan Resource Area 
vary from sa It desert shrub types In the 
va I I eys to m I xed con I ferous forests at 
higher elevations. The vegetation types 
used are as follows : 

Aspen 
Meadow 
Floodplain/basin wl ldrye, alkal I 

sacaton, Inland saltgrass 
Salt desert & desert shrub/shadscale 
Salt desert & desert shrub/black 

greasewood 
Salt desert & desert shrub/wlnterfat 
Northern desert shrub/sagebrush 
Woodland/plnyon & juniper 
Mountain brush/mountain mahogany 
Playa 
Mixed conifer forest/brlstlecone pine 

See the Vegetat Ion Map found at the end of 
Chapter 2 for more specific locations of the 
vegetation types. 

These vegetation types have been class! tied 
as to existing ecologlcal successlonal 
stages by management zone. See Append Ix 4 
for vegetation typ~ acreages by zone. 
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Appendix 5 shows the successlonal stages of 
the ten vegetat Ion types found wl th In the 
Egan Resource Area. The existing 
successlonal stage Is shown along with the 
des Ired success Iona I stage for each 
vegetation type by alternative. 

There are no Federal ly-1 lsted threatened or 
endangered plants In the Egan Resource Area. 
Apendlx 6, however, Identifies those species 
listed In the Federal Register (Vol. 45, No. 
242, December 15, 1980) as candidates for 
addition to the list of endangered and 
threatened plants and are known to exist 
within the Egan Resource Area. 

Aspen - This site type Is not plentiful In 
the Resource Area and occurs on I y In 
reletlvely smal I acreages. It ls generally 
an extra water site, with basin wt ldrye, 
other grasses, and assorted forbs be Ing the 
predoml nant understory with an overstory of 
aspen. Sol Is .are nonsal lne, deep, and 
usually loamy. 

Meadow - This site type Includes wet meadow, 
dry meadow and other riparian vegetation, 
I.e., roses, wll lows, and chokecherry. It 
Is generally an extra water site, with basin 
wlldrye, other grass, big sagebrush and 
various assorted forbs. Some locations find 
this vegetation type with an overstory of 
Aspen. So 11 s are nonsa 11 ne, deep and 
usually loamy. 

Floodplaln/Basln Wlldrye, Alkal I Sacaton, 
Inland Saltgrass - This Is the site type 
commonly found In the flats, bottoms and 
basins of most val lays In the resource area, 
where extra water, somewhat saline soils and 
a high water table exist. The dominants are 
alkall sacaton, basin wlldrye, and Inland 
saltgrass. other grasses such as al kal I 
cordgrass, western wheatgrass, alkali grass 
and thlcksplke wheatgrass are present. 
Rubber rabb I tbrush, b lg sagebrush, fourw Ing 



sal tbush, Ephedra, shadscal e, and black 

greasewood along with various forbs may be 

present. There are several variants of this 

s l te depend l ng on the amount of sa I ts and 

water present. Where water Is abundant, the 

aspect Is grassllke plants and grass. Where 

gul Iles exist, dropping the water table, 

rubber rabbltbrush comes In strongly. Along 

the outer edge of the type, rubber 

rabbltbrush and big sagebrush are common. 

On saltier soils, black greasewood and some 

shadscale become part of the cover. This 

site type has a restricted drainage. 

Salt Desert and Desert Shrub/Shadscale - The 

prlnclpal plant on this type ts shadscale. 

There are several variants, Including 

shadscale occurring In almost pure form or 

with shadscale/wlnterfat/bud sagebrush; 

shadscale/black sagebrush/wlnterfat; or In 

any of the above combinations with some 

black greasewood. 

Ephedra, fourwlng saltbush, low rabbttbrush 

and Kochta may be present. Associated with 
shadscale are grasses such as Indian 

rlcegrass, squtrreltall, Sandberg bluegrass, 

and needle-and-thread. Forbs Include 

buckwheats, phlox and globemal low. 

Shadscale occurs on a number of topographic 

positions and ts mainly found on sol Is with 
some restrictive layer or hardpan within 

root Ing depths and seems to prefer s 11 ght I y 

to moderately salty soils. It may also 

occur on areas of I ow ra In fa I I or droughty 
sol Is. 

Salt Desert and Desert Shrub/BI a'c'k 
Gr.easewood - The dom I nant spec I es Is b I ack 

greasewood, wt th rubber rabb I tbrush present 

In varying amounts. The understory may 

consist of shadscale or lodlnebush along 

with Inland saltgrass and alkatl sacaton. 

Ephedra, fourwlng saltbush, and big 

sagebrush are sometimes present. 

This type usually has a high water table and 

ls highly variable depending on the amount 

of sa I ts In the so II , the degree of 

flooding, and the depth to water. It ls 

found on f I ats, bas l ns, and bottoms where 

the salt and water collect. Where the salt 
content Is h I gh, b I ack greasewood and 

I od I nebush may be the ma In components. As 

the sa It content I ewers and I ess water Is 

present, shadscate, alkali sacaton, and 
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In I and sa I tgrass are common under the 

greasewood. Big sagebrush ts usually 

located on more or less salt-free Inclusions 
and on the fringes of the type. 

Sa It Desert and Desert Shrub/WI nterfat - In 

colony form, wlntertat Is the main species. 

This type has several variations, Including 

more or less pure wlnterfat; wlnterfat/black 

sagebrush/bud sagebrush; and wlnterfat/ 

shadscate. Wlnterfat also grows singly 

scattered throughout the salt desert and 

northern desert shrub types. Grasses are 

present In sparce amounts. The most comrron 

are Ind Ian rlcegrass, squlrreltall, and 

needle-and-thread. Forbs present may 

Include globemat low, buckwheats, and 

prlncesplume. 

Northern Desert Shrub/Sagebrush - This site 

type consists of two subtypes; one where big 

sagebrush Is dom I nant on the deeper so 11 s 

and the other where black sagebrush Is 

dominant on shallower sol ls. Big sagebrush 

ts dominant In the first subtype. A number 

of other shrubs, wlnterfat, fourwlng 

saltbush, ephedra, spiny hopsage, low 

rabbltbrush, horsebrush, and rubber 

rabbltbrush occur In vary Ing amounts with 
the sagebrush. Black sagebrush Is the 

dominant species In the second subtype, with 
some ephedra, bud sagebrush, w l nterf at, 
fourwlng saltbush and low rabbltbrush. 

In both subtypes, common grasses Include 

need I e-and-thread, sand dropseed, b I uebunch 

wheatgrass, basin wt ldrye, squtrreltat I, 

Sandberg bluegrass and Indian rlcegrass. 

Forbs Include 

prlncesplume, 

and mustards. 

globemal low, 

thistles, phlox, 

penstemons, 

buckwheats 

Woodland/Plnyon-Junlper - This site type has 

two predominant understorles, big sagebrush 

and black sagebrush. Plnyon-Junlper with 

the big sagebrush understory grows mainly on 

the deeper soils, while the plnyon-junlper 

with the black sagebrush understory grows on 

the sha I I ower so 11 s. 

The plnyon-junlper type has an overstory of 

slngleleaf plnyon pine and Lttah juniper In 

varying amounts. Plnyon pine has been 

selectively cut In the past leaving a 

residue of Juniper. Usually plnyon pine 

grows on the more favorable sites and 

Juniper adapts to the drier sites. 1-bwever, 



juniper wlll grow well on the better sites 
with plnyon pine. Juniper ls probably the 
pioneer species In this type. The mldstory 
may Include mountain mahogany at higher 
elevations, bltterbrush, snowberry, 
cl 1 tfrose, servlceberry and rabbltbrush. 
The under story has b lg or b I ack sagebrush 
w 1th grasses or forbs. Grasses found are 
Sandberg bluegrass, Nevada bluegrass, Idaho 
fescue, bluebunch wheatgrass, basin wlldrye, 
need I a-and-thread, Ind 1 an r lcegrass and 
squlrreltall. Forbs Include globemal low, 
gllla, buckwheats, penstemons and lndlan 
paintbrush. 

Mountain Brush/Mountain Mahogany - This site 
, type 1 s comp,osed_ of an a I most pure stand of 
curl leaf mountain mahogany with llttle to no 
under story. If an understory 1 s present, It 
Is usually snowberry. It seems to prefer 
granites and I lmestones. Mountain mahogany 
approaches +ree size with some Individuals 
thirty feet tall with over one foot diameter 
stems. It tends to occur just above the 
plnyon-junlper type, fitting Into the 
topographic zone usually occupied by 
ponderona pine elsewhere. Mountain mahogany 
also grows throughout the plnyon-junlper 
belt, more or less In clumps or slngly. In 
this zone, It may have an understory of big 
sagebrush and snowberry and antelope 
bltterbrush. 

Playas - Areas almost devoid of vegetation 
due to periodic ponding and high salts. 
They have a h lgh water tab I e and are found 
In the I owest port 1 ons of c I osed dra 1 nage 
basins. 

Mixed Conifer Forest/Brlstlecone Pine -
These two site types have been combined, 
since neither account for a significant 
portion of the resource area. Mixed conifer 
has white fir, limber pine, and mountain 
mahogany as the ma In spec I es. others are 
aspen, ponderosa pine, douglas fir, and 
brlstlecone pine. The understory may 
Include snowberry, bltterbrush, big 
sagebrush, low sagebrush, manzanlta, 
snowbrush and currant. 

Canada 
fescue, 

bluegrass, 
letterman 

Forbs 

Common grasses are Idaho fescue, 
wl ldrye, basin wl ldrye, sheep 
bluebunch wheatgrass, Nevada 
Sandberg bluegrass, junegrass, 
needlegrass and other species. 
Include phlox, buckwheats, wl Id onion, 
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bluebel I, larkspur, miner's candlestick, 
lndlan paintbrush and locos. 

White fir grows In patches and clumps. 
Aspen Is found along streams, seeps, and wet 
places. Ponderosa pine ls found rarely on 
the Egan range or on the Wh lte Pl ne range 
and Is nonexistent In the western portion of 
the resource area. Where It does grow, 
however, the mean annual temperature may be 
slightly higher. Limber pine ls found 
scattered throughout the forest. Doug las 
fir, although uncommon, would be found along 
stream courses and wet p I aces. Mounta 1 n 
mahogany attains tree size In this area. 

Brlstlecone pine Is found on the upper 
e I evat Ions of the forest b I ome, usu a I I y on 
droughty soils. It grows In almost pure 
stands with llttle to no understory on 
1 lmestones and granites. Brlstlecone pine 
Is a very slow-growing plant and may I Ive 
for an exceedingly long time. It ls being 
used for tree ring dating purposes and a 
chronology going back to about 6,000 B.C. 
has been developed from brlstlecone pine 
data In the western United States. 

LIVESTOCK 

Essentially, all of the public lands In the 
Egan Resource Area are within grazing 
allotments. The Grazing Allotments and 
Management Zones Map at the end of Chapter 2 
displays the allotment boundaries. The 
resource area has a total of 216,348 AUMs 
act 1 ve graz Ing preference. The three year ' 
average licenses use (3/1/79 to 2/28/82) was 
123,461 AUMs or 57% of the total active 
preference. Appendix 1 shows livestock 
grazing data for the Egan Resource Area. 

The resource area provides year round forage 
for both cattle and sheep. The higher 
elevations are used for summer range, the 
va I I ey bottoms for wl nter range, and the 
benches and seed I ngs are used 1 n the spr Ing 
and fal I. On BLM administered lands, 
however, there Is much more winter 
utll ·lzatlon than summer, because much of the 
summer range Is administered by the U.S. 
Forest Serv Ice. 

The Cattle Camp/Cave Valley, Heusser 
Mountain, Steptoe, Cold Creek and Duck Creek 
Flat allotments are the only allotments 



under Allotment ~anage~ent Plans (AMPs). 

They com pr I se 6. 5~ of the r es ource area or 

248,246 acres, <1nd 101, of th e total active 

grazing preference or 21,561 AUMs. 

Zone 1 - Eleven grazing allotments make up 

this Zone. The preference ls 57,279 AUMs or 

27% of the resource area's total preference. 

The three year average licensed use ls 

27,738 AUMs (23% of the resource areas total 

three year 11 censed use and 48% of tota I 

preference for this zone. 

Zone 2 - This zone Is comprised of 15 

grazl ng allotments. (44% of the resource 

area). It has 78,085 AUMs preference, wh !ch 

Is 36% of the resource area tota I prefer

ence. Three year I lcensed use In this zone 

ls 43,529 AUMs, (which ls 35% of the 

resource area total three year I lcensed use) 

and 56% of th Is zone's preference. Th Is 

zone Is utilized by cattle and sheep on both 

a seasonal and year round basis. 

Zone 3 - Forty-three grazing allotments are 

Included In this zone. It has a total of 

58,014 AUMs of preference (28% of the total 

resource area's preference). Three year 

average licensed use for this zone ls 36,899 

AUMs, (30% of the resource area tota I 

I lcensed use). The mean percentage for 

3-year average I lcensed use per allotment Is 

70% In this zone. Use here Is generally 

seasonal, with the high elevations being 

used as summer range and I ower va 11 eys used 

as winter range. 

Zone 4 - Four grazl ng a 11 otments make up 

this zone. Grazing preference totals 7,606 

AUMs (3% of the total grazing preference for 

' the resource areal. The three-year average 

I lcensed use for the zone Is 2,822 AUMs (2% 

of the resource area's total three year 

average I lcensed use). The mean percentage 

of three-year average use per a I I otment Is 

46% of this zone's preference. 

Zone 5 - This zone ls comprised of 17 

grazing allotments. Total preference In 

this zone ls 15,364 AUMs (6% of the total 

preference In the resource area). This 

zone's total three-year average I lcensed use 

Is 12,473 AUMs ( 10% of the tota I resource 

area three-year average). The mean three

year I I censed use In the zone Is 84% of the 

total preference per allotment. 

60 

WILDLIFE 

The Egan Resource Area prov I des habl tat for 

255 species of animal llfe. Types of 

habitat range from salt desert shrub to 

al pine timber, resulting In a highly diverse 

fauna. Of spec I a I Importance to the 

wlldllfe species diversity of eastern Nevada 

are riparian zones. Table 3-1 reflects the 

various riparian types and acreages of 

riparian vegetation In the Egan Resource 

Area. Riparian vegetation makes up 1.4% of 

the total vegetation within the resource 

area. Wlldllfe use riparian zones dis 

proportionately more than any other type of 

habitat (Thomas et al. 1980). Riparian 

areas create wel I-defined habitat zones 

w I th In the much dr I er surround Ing areas and 

generally are more productive In terms of 

biomass, both plant and animal, than the 

remainder of the area. They provide habitat 

for species that otherwise wouldn't Inhabit 

the Great Bas In Reg I on. RI par I an zones are 

also attractive for other uses, such as 

I lvestock grazl ng and recreation wh !ch 

directly con fl let with wt ldl lfe. There are 

approximately 89 summer miles and 121 winter 

ml les of stream and associated stream 

riparian vegetation with In the Egan• 

Resource Area (Appendix 7). See Appendix 8 

for condition rating system used to 

determine stream riparian condition. See 

Appendix 9 for streams In each zone and 

associated riparian habitat condition. 

EGAN RESOUFCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

TABLE 3-1 

RIPARIAN VEGETATION TOTALS 

Riparian Type Acreage 

Wet Meadow 11, 196 

Dry Meadow 25,865 

Aspen 13,753 

*Other 3,831 

Total 54,645 acres 

*Includes roses, wll lows, choke cherry, etc. 

In 1981, BLM's wildlife Inventories for the 

Egan Resource Area were comp I eted under the 

guide! Ines of the Integrated Habitat 

Inventory and Classification System (BLM 

Manual 6602). A total of 176 species of 



-, 

birds, 52 species of mammals, 17 species of 

rept 11 es and amph I b I ans and 10 spec I es of 

f I sh were recorded for the Egan Resource 

Area (Suminski, 1981 ). The report Is 

avallable at the Ely BLM District Office. 

Two wlldllfe habitat management plans have 

been approved tor two areas wt th In the Egan 

Resource Area: Goshute-Steptoe Va 11 ey, and 

Buck, Bald, and Maverick M:>untalns-Newark 

Va I I ey. Ne I ther of these p I ans, however, 

have been fully Implemented. Ful I 

tmpl ementatlon Is scheduled when funds 

become available. 

B t'g Game - Mu I e deer, prong horn ante I ope, 

elk, mountain I Ions, and bighorn sheep are 

the big game species occupying the resource 

area which are directly affected by live

stock grazing. Of the five species, mule 

deer are the most abundant and w I despread, 

fol lowed by pronghorn antelope. Only smal I 

populations of elk and bighorn sheep use 

pub I le lands within the resource area. 

Bighorn sheep use occurs only during severe 

winters. Refer to Wild I lfe Habitat (Big 

Game) Map at the end of this chapter. 

Mule Deer - Mule deer populations In the 

Egan Resource Area have fluctuated great I Y 

In the past 25-30 years. Deer numbers 

peaked In the late 1950s and the early 

1960s. The most recent trend Information 

Indicated that the population ls static In 

the Egan-Cherry Creek mountain range and 

tncreaslng In the other areas of the 

resource area (Larry GIibertson, Nevada 

Department of WIidiife, personal 

communlc~tlon, 1982). 

The 1981 estimate of existing deer numbers 

t n the Egan Resource Area 1 s between 9,383 

In the summer and up to 20,773 during the 

winter months. This large winter figure 

takes Into account the migration of the 

largest deer herd within the state, the Ruby 

Mountain herd, estimated In 1981 to be 
22,870, In 1982 at 30,000 deer (Duane 

Er tckso~, Nevada Department of WIid 11 fe, 

Persona I com mun I cat I on, 1982). On I Y 5% of 

this herd summers on BLM administered lands 

but between 40% and 50% winter on SLM

administered land In the Buck, Bald and 

Maverick M:>untalns area, causing large 

population fluctuations In the Egan Resource 

Area (Duane Er lckson, Nevada Department of 

Wll d II fe, personal commun I cat Ion, 1982) • 
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The actua I percentage of the Ruby Mounta In 

deer herd wintering on BLM administered land 

ts dependent upon the severity of the winter 
months; the more severe the winter, the more 

deer that migrate onto BLM land. 

In 1976, Nevada Department of WI Id 11 fe 

Initiated restricted buck only hunting 

seasons In an attempt to Increase deer 

populations In Nevada. The deer herd In the 

Schei I Creek M:>untalns has responded wel I 

and exceeded reasonable numbers estimates In 

the Egan Resource Area portion of these 

mounta Ins. Deer herds In other mounta In 

ranges ln the resource area are static In 

the long term with sl lghtly Increasing 

population approaching reasonable numbers 

except for Egan-Cherry Creek Moun ta In herd 

whose population Is static with a sl lght 

decrease over the short term (Larry 

GIibertson, Nevada Department of 

WII d II fe, personal commun !cation, 1982). 

Ample winter range Is avallable, therefore 

Nevada Department of Wlldllfe believes lack 

of response In the Egan-Cherry Creek herd Is 

re I ated to summer range hab I tat where 

Intense competition occurs among domestic 

sheep, cattle, wlldllfe and wlld horses for 

for age. ( Larry GI I bert son, Nev ad a 

Department of Wlldllfe, personal 

corrrnunlcatlon, 1982). 

Important forage plants on winter range 

t nc I ude snowberr.y, sagebrush, serv I ceberry, 

ante I ope b I tterbrush and mounta In mahogany. 

Mountain mahogany and plnyon-junlper wood
lands are Important vegetation types on 

wt nter range tor therma I and escape cover• 

On summer range deer tend to key on riparian 

areas as we I I as the mounta In brush 

community. On spring ranges deer take 

advantage of grasses and forbs dur Ing the 

spring greenup. They may occupy these areas 

for only a short two to three-week period In 

the early spring, but their densities can 

often exceed 250 deer per square ml I e (Mark 

Barber, Bureau of Land Management, persona I 

communication, 1983). 

Pronghorn . ante I ope Pronghorn numbers 

within Steptoe and Ruby Valleys have been on 

the Increase for sever a I years (Duane 

Erickson, Nevada Department of Wlldllfe, 

persona I com mun I cat I on, 1982). Recent 

antelope sightings by Ely District BLM 
personnel Indicate that antelope populations 

In Llttle Smokey Valley, Big Sand Springs 



Va I I ey and Ra 11 road Va 11 ey are rema In Ing 

static with a sl lght Increase. Antelope 

believed to be from the Llttle Smokey Valley 

herd seem to be expanding the 'lr range to the 

north. Antelope have been spotted on two 

different occasions In Newark Valley just 

south of Buck Mountain. Qi several 

occas Ions I ast summer, a group of ante I ope 

was sighted east of the Pinto Creek Ranch In 

south Newark Valley (Dale Elllot, Nevada 

Department of WI Id 11 fe, persona I 

c0111Tiun I cat Ion, 1983). Com pet It I on for 

forage, space and water between wlld horses, 

domestic llvestock and antelope could be one 

of the llmltlng factors restricting antelope 

populations In Big Sand Springs, Little 

Smokey and Rat I road Valleys. Several 

guzzlers have been planned for the Big Sand 

Spr Ing s and Ra II road Va I I eys. LI vestock 

season of use for Railroad and Little Smokey 

Va I I eys Is genera I I y wl nter use for both 

sheep and cattle. Big Sand Springs Valley 

Is generally cattle summer use range. 

Antelope and horses use all the valleys 

yearlong (Vearl Christiansen, Bureau of Land 

Management, personal c0111Tiunlcatlon, 1982). 

The potential exists for re-establlshlng 

viable pronghorn populations In White River, 

Butte, Long and Newark Valleys since animals 

are encountered on occasion. Poor water 

distribution ls the primary factor llmltlng 

their reestabllshment. 

Elk - Elk occupy publlc land In the Egan 

Resource Area on a yearlong basis. Resident 

populations Inhabit the south Egan Range, 

Horse and Cattle Camp area, Mt. Grafton, and 

possibly a smal I population exists on 

Heusser Moun ta In In the Egan-Cherry Creek 

mountain range. Most of the Schei I Creek 

elk herd winters In the Tamberlalne 

allotment along the west side of the Schei I 

Creek Mounta Ins south of Ely, Nevada. In 

the last few years elk have dispersed to 

many of the mountain ranges In the Ely area, 

as Ind teated by many recent sight records. 

They have been spotted as far west as the 

the White Pine Range, about 40 mlles from 

their usual habitat. Elk numbers are al so 

Increasing In the Egan-Cherry Creek mountain 

range south of Ward Mounta In, from Connors 

Pass south In the Horse and Catt I e Camp 

area, and In the Mount Grafton area. The 

Schei I Creek herd north to Berry Creek In 

Duck Creek Bas In seems to be stat I c w I th 

possibly a sl lght Increase (Larry 
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GIibertson, Nevada Department of Wlldllfe, 

personal communication, 1982). 

Bt 'ghor 'n Sheep - Both Nevada Department of 

Wlldllfe and BLM consider the bighorn sheep 

to be a sensitive species. Nevada 
Department of Wlldllfe ls presently planning 
to re-estab 11 sh JTPUnta In sheep In most of 

Its former range. A remnant population 

Inhabits the White Pine rTPuntaln range just 

north and east of Currant, Nevada. During 

severe wt nters the sheep I eave Forest 

Service-administered land and winter on BLM

admlnlstered land. 

Upland Game 

Sage Grouse - Sage grouse habitat within the 

Egan Resource Area occurs within al I the 

valleys In the resource area. Butte and 

Newark Valleys are the valleys of major 

grouse occurence, a I though strutt Ing, 

nesting, brooding and winter areas have been 

Identified In al I valleys. Crucial to sage 

grouse survival Is protection of strutting 

grounds, a 2-ml le radius of these strutting 

grounds, and associated meadow riparian 

habitat areas. As forbs dry up on upland 

s I tes, grouse beg In to JTPve onto meadows; 

these upland meadows then become additional 

areas cruc I a I to sage grouse surv Iva I 

(Savage, 1969; Oakleaf, 1971). Timing of 

th Is novement Is weather dependent. Most 

sage grouse strutting activity In this area 

of Nevada commences the second week of March 

and may continue Into the first week of May. 

' Sage grouse populations In this area of 

Nevada could be considered to be sl lghtly 

lncreasl ng due to the Information obtained 

from 1982 1 s sage grouse strutting ground 

Inventory. A total of 100 sage grouse 

strutting grounds have been located within 

the Egan Resource Area. Seventeen new 
grounds were located In 1982. Real !zing 

that a predator, vehicle, etc. could have 

flushed the strutting males from a 

tradltlonal ground and upon !anding the 

ma I es commenced strutt Ing act Iv It I es as the 

observer passed the area, It was determ I ned 

that repeated v Is I ts to the new I y I ocated 

grounds would determine actual strutting 

activity. Seven tradltlonal grounds 

determined to be Inactive In 1981 were found 

to be act Ive In 1982. The number of ma I es 

observed on these I eks ranged from three to 

twenty-two. Twenty-seven traditional 

j 



grounds were not checked In 1982; hbwever, 

In 1981, nineteen of the · twenty-seven 

grounds were active, realizing 70% activity 

(Perkins, 1982). Refer to Wildlife Habitat 

(Upland Game) Map at the end of this 

chapter. 

Blue Grouse - Within the Egan Resource Area 

b I ue grouse hab I tat ex I sts In al I mounta In 

ranges with the exceptions of the Pancake 

and Butte Mountains. The DI amond Mountain 

range exhibits only small local I zed 

populations primarily due to the lack of 

winter range (San J. Stiver, Nevada 

Department of Wildlife, personal 

communication, 1982). All non-plnyon 
conifers are critical for blue grouse 

survival In the winter months. The Egan-

Cherry Creek Mountains are the most 

Important hab I tat In the resource area for 

the blue grouse. The most critical llmltlng 

habitat factor to blue grouse ls winter 

range (San J. St Iver, Nevada Department of 

WI ldl I fe, personal communication, 1982). At 

the present time blue grouse populations are 

stable at relatlvely high numbers (San J. 
St Iver, Nevada Department of WI Id 11 fe, 

personal c01m1unlcatlon, 1982). 

Chuk ·ar P·ar"trldge - The most Important chukar 

partridge habitat within the resource area 

ls the east side of the Diamond Mountain 

,range. Most of the mountain ranges within 

·the resource area have I oca I I zed res I dent 

popu I at Ions around perenn I a I water sources. 

Guzzlers have been planned In good chukar 

hab I tat, where there Is not ex I st Ing water. 

Localized populations can exhibit relatlvely 

h lgh populations In good nesting years (San 

J. Stiver, Nevada Department of Wlldllfe, 

personal communications, 1982). 

Valley" Quall - Valley qua II exist In White 

River Valley within the resource area. 

Valley qua! I have a I lmlted population that 

ls present! y static at a low I evel In and 

around the agrlcultural lands of Lund and 

Preston (San J. Stiver, Nevada Department of 

Wlldllfe, personal communication, 1982). 

·scaled Quall - Scaled quall In the resource 

area are found on I y In north Wh I te RI ver 

Valley around Lund, Preston and as tar north 

as Jake's Wash. The population that exl sts 

In northern White River Valley ls one of the 

few viable populations In the state (San J. 
Stiver, Nevada Department of WI Id 11 fe, 
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personal commun !cation, 1982). 

winter of 1978 the White River 

populatlons were decimated due to 

11'1 the 

Qua! I 

severe 

winter conditions, they are presently In 

the rebu 11 d Ing process and shou Id soon be 

numerous again (San J. Stiver, Nevada 

Department of Wlldllfe, personal 

c01m1un I cat Ion, 1982). 

Hungarian Partridge - Hungarian partridge 

exhibit sparse Isolated populations within 

the va 11 eys of the resource area. Brood Ing 

par tr Id ge have been documented 1 n Steptoe 

Va 11 ey just sourth of the town of Cherry 

Creek. An estimated 90-100 brooding birds 

were documented at Crystal Creek In Rall road 

Valley In the spr Ing of 1981. Adult birds 

have been seen In Long, Newark, Steptoe and 

Railroad Valleys. Populations of Hungarian 

partridge appear to be static at relatively 

Jow numbers within the resource area. 

WATER FOWL - Ruby Lake National Wlldllfe 

Refuge I !es within a hydrologlcal ly-closed 

basin In Elko and White Pine Counties In 
northeastern Nevada. This refuge was 

established In 1938 to provide sanctuary for 

migratory birds and other wildlife. It ls a 

I Ink In a chain of Pacific Flyway refuges. 

The refuge borders the Egan Resource Area to 

the north In south Ruby Valley. This 27,191 

acre refuge and wetlands In Butte, Long, 

Newark, White River, Steptoe and Railroad 

Valleys provide Important breeding, resting 

and feeding habitat for resident and 

migratory waterfowl within the Great Basin 

environment, which, ln turn provides for 

greater species diversity. Common nesting 

species Include the American Coot, mallards, 

gadwal Is, a few plntal Is, a few species of 

diving duck, and Canada geese. Common 

nesting passerlne species In the valleys 

containing ample wetland habitat are the 

red-winged blackbird and yellow-headed 

blackbird. 

AQUATICS - Habitat for game fisheries within 

the Egan Resource Area consists prlmarlly of 

smal I mountain streams typically 4 to 9 feet 

wide and usually not over 1 foot deep. 

Appendix 8 reflects the fish species, 

habltatcondltlon and present confl lets of 

the Egan Resource Area streams as of the 

1981 stream survey. There are 16 streams In 

the resource area with tlshable populatlons. 

FI shab I e streams tot a I 30. 2 m 11 es. The two 

lakes with sport fisheries that are within 



the resource area are Comins Lake south of 

Ely and Bassett Lake north of Ely. Both are 

In Steptoe Valley and on private land. Two 

reservoirs providing sport fishing within 

the resource area are Cold Creek and II llpah 

Reservoirs, both located on pr lvate 

property. Game species present In these 

streams, I akes and reservo 1 rs are the Utah 

cutthroat trout (a State sensitive species), 

northern pike, largemouth bass, rainbow, 

brown and brook trout. The Wh 1 te R 1 ver 

Mountain Sucker and Wh lte River Speck I ed 

Dace are two species endemic to the White 

River and considered sensitive In the State. 

White River originates at 8,500 feet on the 

east side of the l'.hlte Pine Range adminis

tered by the Un I ted States Forest Serv Ice 

(USFS). Its lowest elevatlon In the Egan 

Resource Area ls 6,000 feet where It drains 

Into White River Valley. The river ls 19 

ml les long In a normal summer. Three and 

one quarter mlles (17%) of this river are on 

publ le land In summer. The only tributary 

of this river found In the Egan Resource 

Area Is El I Ison Creek, which ls usually dry. 

There are only five points where the river 

ls readlly accesslble although there are 
several roads In poor condition which fol low 

the river. 

The followlng fishes occurred hlstorlcally 

In White River and were endemic to It: 

White River Sprlngflsh, Preston White River 

Speckled Dace, White River Splnedace and the 
White River Cutthroat Trout. Trout stocking 

of the river occurred several times, 

lnltlal ly In 1923 when rainbow, brook and 

steel head trout were Introduced. Recent 

surveys conducted with the a Id of Nevada 

' Department of WI Id 11 fe resu I ted 1 n the 

col lectlon of White River Speckled Dace and 

White River Mountain Sucker. Both of these 

are llsted as sensitive species and could 

eas 11 y qua 11 fy as threatened and endangered 

In the future (R. Suminski, 1981). 

Goshute Creek has a viable populatlon of 

Utah Cutthroat trout, a State sensitive 

species since 1980. No stocking takes place 

at present. Habitat surveys since 1976 

rated total habitat condition as poor to 

fair In al I but one year. The creek has a 

tremendous variation of physlcal conditions 

Including two areas of llvestock degrada

tion. It ls anticipated that Nevada 

Department of WI Id 11 fe wl 1 I cont 1 nue to use 

the Goshute Creek population as brood stock 

for future transplants. CR. Suminski, 1981). 
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The Newark Va I I ey Chub became a State 

Sensitive species In 1981. The chub ls only 

found on pub 11 c I and at four spr 1 ng heads 1 n 

Newark Valley. Chubs are found at the 
fo I I owl ng I ocat Ions: 

T. 20 N., R. 55 

T. 20 N. I R. 55 
T. 22 N., R. 56 

T. 21 N., R. 56 

Other WI ldl lfe 

Nongame birds and 
habitat types within 

E. sec. 22 
E. sec. 22 
E. sec. 21 

E. sec. 28 

marrvnals occur In al I 

the Egan Resource Area. 
Habitat diversity within the normal 

monotyplc shrub communities Is the result of 

un 1 q ue features such as spr I ngs, rock 

outcrops, aspen clones, riparian vegetation 

or wet and upland meadows. 

Common wlldllfe found within the lower 

elevatlon shrub and grassland communities 

(sagebrush, rabbltbrush, wheatgrasses) 

Inc I ude pygmy rabb I ts, desert cottonta 11 s, 

blacktall jackrabbits, least chipmunk, deer 

mouse, coyote, bobcat, badger, harr !er, 

prairie falcon, American Kestrel, mourning 

dove, horned lark, sage sparrow, ferruglnous 

hawk and Brewer's sparrow. Of partlcular 

Interest ls the ferruglnous hawk, which was 

r~oved from the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe 

Region I Sensitive Bird Species list In 

1982, but remains on the Audubon's "blue 

Llst. 11 Nevada's nesting populatlon of this 

raptor 1 s est !mated to be between 200 and 

250 nesting pairs, with 50% of the states 

yearly production of this raptor coming from 

the EI y BLM DI str I ct. Seventy-f Ive percent 

of those raptors come from the Egan Resource 

Area (San St Iver, Nevada Department of 
WIidiife, personal coomunlcatlon, 1982). A 

ferruglnous hawk nesting study conducted In 

1981 and 1982 within the Egan Resource Area 

resulted In documentation of 56 active nest 

s 1 tes. Butte, Newark and Long Va 11 eys were 
of most Importance to the nesting hawks 

although al 1 other valleys within the 

resource area are al so lnhab lted by these 

raptors (Perkins, et al, 1982). One of- the 

only documented Swalnson hawk nest sites on 

pub I le I and In Nevada was located In White 

River Valley In the 1981 study. There are 

strong 1 nd !cations that the Nevada 

populatlon of Swalnson hawks Is decllnlng. 

On I y 29 Swa In son hawk nest Ing terr I tor I es 

are documented In the state, and aerlal 



surveys directed to speclflcally locate 

nest Ing Swa I nson hawks have found most nest 

territories to be Inactive (Gary Herron, 

Nevada Department of Wlldllte, personal 

corrmun I cat Ion, 1981). 

Typical wlldllfe species found In mountain 

shrub communities (bltterbrush and mountain 

mahogany) Include Nuttal l's cottontall, 

least chipmunk, deer mouse, coyote, bobcat, 

mountain llon, red-talled hawk, golden 

eag I e, common t I I cker, busht It, Town send' s 

sol ltalre, green-tat led towhee, chipping 

sparrow, elk, and mule deer. 

Within the plnyon-junlper type the species 

Include Nuttall's cottontall, clltt 

chipmunks, woodrats, coyote, bobcat, Coopers 

and sharp-shinned hawks, hairy woodpecker, 

Say's phoebe, plnyon Jay, scrub jay, 

mounta In b I ueb I rd, ru fous s I ded towhee and 

occasionally a Stel lar 1 s Jay. Species which 

may be found In qua kl ng aspen and white fir 

Include Uinta chipmunk, bobcat, deer mouse, 

blue grouse, goshawk, Cooper's hawk, 

flycatchers, Clark's nutcracker, · mountain 

ch lckadee, western tanager and gray-headed 

Junco. 

Endangered species 

Resource Area are 

peregrine tal con. 

found In the Egan 

the bald eagle and 

Bald eagles migrate Into 

the resource area In December and depart as 

I ate as Apr 11 • Inventor I es to determ I ne 

bald eagle use areas within the resource 

area have Identified the fol !owing areas: 

White River, Newark, Rallroad, northern 

Butte, Steptoe, and on occas I on Jake's 

Vel ley. A bald eagle roost tree has been 

Identified In Railroad Valley on private 

land. Peregrine falcons can be seen year 

around. The most recent sightings were In 

the s pr Ing of 1981, one In southern Steptoe 

Valley and the other In Duck Creek Basin 

east of McGI 11. 

Intermittent, as wel I as permanent wetlands 

of vary Ing s I ze In Newark, Butte, Ra 11 road, 

Steptoe, Ruby, Hunt I ngton and White River 

Va I I eys prov I de hab I tat for both nest Ing and 
migrating shorebird populatlons. Nesting 

habitat fluctuates yearly with water 

suppl Tes. Some nest Ing shore birds common 
to the resource area Include the American 

bittern, kllldeer, common snipe, long-bllled 

cur I ew, and wl 11 et. Snowy pl overs nest on 

alkali salt flats In Newark Valley. 
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Mourn Ing doves are found In a I I hab I tat 

types. 

Rept 11 es and amph I b I ans common to the Great 

Basin are found In the resource area. The 

most common species encountered wlll be the 

sagebrush 11 zard, co 11 a red 11 zard, Great 

Basin fence I Izard, Great Basin gopher snake 

and the western diamondback rattlesnake. 

WILD HORSES 

At present, wl Id horses are found In nine 

Identified herd use areas covering al I or 
part of 23 grazl ng allotments In the Egan 

Resource Area. Fol I owl ng the enactment of 

the WI Id and Free Roaming Horse and Burro 

Act on December 15, 1971, hlstorlcal 

Information was used to determine herd use 

area boundaries. Since that time aerlal 

Inventories and ground observations have 

been used to ref I ne the use area boundar I es 

and herd size data. See the WIid Horse Herd 

Use Areas Map at the end of this chapter tor 

specific locatlons of each herd. The 

dimensions of herd use areas and numbers 

cannot be determined exactly because horse 

populatlons fluctuate and bands move across 

use areas, resource area and district 

boundaries. WIid horses In the Cherry 

Creek, Buck and Bald, and Diamond HI I ls 

herds cross Into the Elko DI str let. The 

DI amond HI 11 s herd a I so ut II I zes the Batt I e 

Mountain District. The Antelope herd rooves 

between the Egan and Schei I Resource Areas 

In the Ely District, and -the Monte Cristo 

herd al so uses U. s. Forest Serv Ice I and In 

the Humboldt National Forest. 

The 1982-83 estimate of existing wlld horse 

numbers based on aer I a I census, In the Egan 

,,., 

Resource Area Is 2,235. The largest wl Id ~ 

horse herd In the area Is the Buck and Bald 

herd use area with an estimated populatlon 

of 1,185 (excludlng Elko), and the smallest 

herd Is Jake's Wash with 20 horses. 

WI Id horse populations have hlstorlcal ly . 

fluctuated, due to natural Increase and 

private gatherings prior to the passage of 

the WI Id horse and Burro act and two BLM 

gatherings since 1971. 

The most recent In format I on 1 nd I cat es that 

wt Id horse populations In the Egan Resource 

Area are static In the Jake's Wash, White 



River, Butte, Cherry Creek and Antelope Herd 

use Areas, and Increasing In Buck and Bald, 

Monte Cristo and Sand Springs. 

Ample year-long range Is avallable resource 

area wide, but competition Is becoming more 

Intense tn spec! tic areas as I tvestock and 

w II d II fe are com pet t ng wl th wtl d horses tor 

avallable forage and water. 

wt Id horses In the Egan Resource Area are 

general ty In good condition since up to the 

present time there has been adequate forage, 

water, cover and so I I tude l n the Ir env t ron

ment. Prob I ems wl Id horses face In the 

future are competition for forage al)d water 

and di sruptton of their free roaming 

behavior by fencing or other human 

act i vities. 

LAND O\tiN'ERSH IP A Nb CORR I DbR PATTERN'S 

The BLM administrates 85% of the land within 

the resource area boundaries, the remaining 

15% Is either private, state owned or 

managed by other federal agencies. Pub I le 

I and Is we II-b I ocked throughout most of the 

resource area. In and/or around the 

communities of Ely, McGIii, Ruth, Preston, 

Lund, and other outlylng ranches and 

sett I ements are there lntermlng led patterns 

of publlc and private lands. Publlc 

requests for dlsposal of publlc lands ls 

comparatlvely high adjacent to these private 

lands. The private lands range In size from 

relattvely smal I 40-acre parcels to large 

blocks of 15,000 acres near Ely or McGll I. 

The diversity tn land use Interest generally 

varies by management zone. Land next to 

ranches ls desired for expansion of 

operating bases; land next to conmunlttes ls 

pr !mar II y wanted for urban and suburban 

purposes; and land In some valleys Is 

des I red for farm Ing as the resu It of the 

relattvely recent resurgence of Interest In 

developing land under the agrlcultural land 

Jaws such as the Desert Land Act and Carey 

Act. 

The Egan Resource Area ls crossed by a 

number of utl I tty di str !button and 

transportation fact I !ties. On I y one major 

etectrlcal transmission facll lty traverses 

the resource area east to west; smaller ones 

run north-south on the east side of the 

resource area. To date, no ut t I I ty 
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right-of-way corridors have been formally 

establ !shed. Three U.S. highways pass 

through the resource area generally from the 

north-south and east-west, and one rat I road 

enters the resource area In Its northeast 

corner and goes south to Ely. Major 

transmlss ton t Ines and some transportation 

fact I !ties are anticipated In the future In 

support of the p I anned I ntermounta In Power 
Project and the White Pine Power Project. 

Variations In land ownership patterns and 

land uses In the f Ive management zones are 

discussed below: 

Zone I - Buck ;,nd Bald/Dlamond-s 

Most of the pr lvate I and In th ts zone Is 

associated with ranches wh !ch are scattered 

along the two paved highways traversing 

Newark Valley. One ranch headquarter's Is 

located In sothern Ruby Valley. Approxl

mately 97% of this zone Is we! I-blocke ~ 

publ le land. One major electrlc trans

mission ltne crosses east to west In the 

southern end of the zone. 

Zone 2 :.. D·uckwater-Buttes 

This zone contains approxlmately 1,757,000 

acres of wel I-blocked publ le land. Most of , 

the approxlmately 28,000 acres of private 

land In this zone Is fragmented Into smaller 

parcels In the northeast side of the zone or 

along U.S. Highway 6 near Currant, Nevada, 

or In the vicinity of the nearly 3,800 acre 

Duckwater Ind I an Reservat Ion. A few ranch 

headquarters are located In the northeast 

corner of the zone. 

Of the 21,519 acres requested for private 

and pub 11 c purposes In th Is zone, over 

19,000 acres has been ap p 11 ed for under the 

Desert Land Act and the Carey Act (Ra 11 road 

Valley). 

Zone 3 - Steptoe/Horse & Cattle Camp 

The high Incidence of private land 

surrounding the conmunltles of Ely and 

McGll I has resulted In publlc pressures for 

publlc land dlsposal to satisfy various 

Ind Iv Id ua I , I oca I government and state 

government demands. The management of the 

Jntermtngled publlc lands In this urbanized 

part of the zone Is Inf I uenced by adjacent 

private land uses. In turn, the development 

of the private land adjacent to publlc land 

Impacts pub I le land resource values. State 

and local governments, have requested publlc 

land disposals, to promote community growth, 

economic activity and the publlc welfare. 



One major transmission llne, a rallroad, 

several sma'l ler electrlc transmission and 

distribution llnes, and major highways 

crisscross th! s zone. The effect of these 

many llnear utlllty lines Is to create an 

east-west and a north-south right-of-way 

corridor through the zone. 

Zc>ne 4 - Jake's- Va 11 ey 

This relatlvely smal I management zone 

contains about 102,000 acres of publ le land. 

-The approximately 9,000 acres of private 

land In this zone ls almost entlrely 

concentrated In the vicinity of Ruth, 

Nevada, where open pit copper mining has 

occured. Past land dlsposals here have been 

prlmarlly for mineral extraction under the 

mining laws. Mining clalms and other 

I nterm Ing I ed pr Iv ate and pub 11 c I and create 

some land management problems In the zone. 

Zone 5 - West Lund F1 ats 

Within this zone there Is a relatlvely smal I 

amount of private land, but lmmedlately 

adjacent to the southeast side of the zone, 

around Preston and Lund, Nevada, ls a falrly 

I arge area of pr lvate I and. other than 

I lvestock grazing and farming, llttle land 

use activity occurs In the zone. The 

lntermlngllng of private and pub! le lands In 

the vlcln tty of Preston and Lund has 

resulted In requests for land disposals 

prlmarlly under the agrlcultural land laws. 

WILD'ERNESS 

I ntr ·o·duct I on 

Four wllderness study areas are partlal ly or 

entirely within the Egan Resource Area. 

These study areas contain 236,780 acres. A 

tot a I of 97,316 Egan wl Ider ness study acres 

are actual I y outs Ide of the resource area. 

The remaining 139,464 wllderness study acres 

occupy 3% of the resource area. They are 

generally mountainous areas which also 

contain some contiguous benchland and valley 

areas. 

Al I of the wl lderness study areas contain 

the mandatory wllderness characteristics. 

They are each more than 5,000 acres: 

G<:>shute Canyon, 35,594 acres; Park Range, 

47,268 acres; Riordan's Wei I, 57,002 acres; 

and So·uth Egan Range, 96,916 acres. The 
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areas generally appear to be In a natural 

condition with the lmpr lnts of man's work 
substantially unnoticeable. Vlrtual ly al I 

of the Impacts of man were excluded frc:xn the 

areas during the Intensive Inventory. 

Portions of all four of the wilderness study 

areas provide outstanding opportunities for 

solitude. All of the WIiderness Study Areas 

except Riordan's Wei I offer outstanding 

opportunities for recreation. Present In 

al I WIiderness Study Areas are opportunities 

for: hiking/backpacking, sightseeing, 

nature study, birdwatching, photography, 

camping, picnicking, rockhoundlng, big game 

hunting, vegetation collectlng, trapping, 

sma I I game hunt 1 ng, predator ca I I Ing, rock 

scrambl Ing, cl lmblng, mountain cl lmblng, 

and horseback r Id Ing. 

In addition to the mandatory wl lderness 

characteristics, al I of the WIiderness Study 

Areas contain speclal features which enhance 

their suitability for wllderness 

des 1 gnat Ion. 

There ls no designated wl I derness In the 
Egan Resource Area. The only wl lderness 

area In Nevada ls the Jarbldge WI lderness, 

about 270 road mlles from Ely. The Nevada 

SLM Is studying about 90 wl lderness study 

areas. Addltlonally, other agencies In 

Nevada have endorsed n I ne areas for 

wilderness and are studying an additional 

13. 

The Egan wl lderness study areas are cc:xnposed 

of three basic ecosystems: Great Basin 

Sagebrush, Juniper Plnyon Woodland and Mixed 

Conifer Forest. In addition the Riordan's 

Well unit contains a scattering of Ponderosa 

Forest. These types are under-represented 

In the National WIiderness Preservation 

System but are well represented In the areas 

being studied In Nevada. 

Only the Park Range WIiderness Study Area Is 

not within a five hour drive of any Standard 

Metropo II tan Stat! stlcal Area (SMSA). The 

South Egan Range and the Riordan's Wei I 

units are within five hours of the Las Vegas 

SMSA, and G<:>shute Canyon Is within five 

hours of the Sa I t lake C I ty /Ogden and 

Provo/Orem SMSAs. 

For addltlonal Information on wllderness 

values and other resource values In the four 

w 11 derness study areas, refer to the Ega'n 

·w1 I derness · Techn lea I° R'eport. 



Park Range 

The Park Range WIiderness Study Area (47,268 
acres) Is I ocated about 70 m 11 es west of 

Ely. The extremely rugged mountain range ls 

character I zed by rocky, tree covered peaks 

Interspersed with mountain meadows. 

Naturalness: Most of the area Is In a 

pristine condition and appears to be 

affected pr !mar 11 y by the forces of nature. 

The main exception Is the seeding along the 

northwest boundary of the wl I derness study 

area. About 450 acres of the seed Ing are 

within the unit. The seeding was put In 

a I ong contour 11 nes and the general shape 

appears natural but the abrupt edges and 

composition of grasses make It appear 

unnatural. 

Sol ltude: Opportunities for sol ltude are 

exceptlonal In the Park Range. The general 

cont lguratlon enhances opportun !ties. The 

diversity of terrain provides excel lent 

topographic screening. Vegetation screening 

ranges from dense to none, but Is generally 

good. Ne I ther cherrystemmed roads nor 

outs Ide s lghts and sounds are expected to 

serious I y Impact sol ltude opportun !ties 

since the area Is so remote and receives 

llttle use. Users within this area would 
have excellent opportunities to avoid others 

and f Ind a sec I uded spot. The core area Is 
a hlghly dissected rugged mountain range 

typl fled by steep canyons, large rock 

outcrops, generally dense plnyon-junlper 

cover and open park-like meadows. Its 

remoteness enhances solltude opportunities. 

Primitive Recreation: The Park Range 

WI I derness Study Area prov Ides good 

opportunities for camping, wlld horse 

viewing, hiking, rock climbing and 

scrambllng, backpacking, nature study, 

photography and horseback r Id Ing. El even 

springs are found within the wilderness 

study area although no water flows out of 

the unit on a perennlal basis. In 

combination, the quantity and qual lty of 

recreation opportunities Is outstanding. 

Special Features: The Park Range WIiderness 

Study Area contains archaeologlcal sites, 

pristine mountain meadows, raptor eyrles, 

and wl Id horses. The meadows, ungrazed by 

domestic llvestock are rare and are of 
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Interest to the scientist and nature studen t 

al Ike. This area Is being considered for a 

research natural area. Raptors Include 

goshawk, prairie falcon, golden eagle, 

kestrel and Coopers hawk. Of sc lent! fie and 

educational Interest are llthlc scatters and 

I so I ates, and they may Ind I cate potent I a I 

for addltlonal archaeologlcal resources. 

The wlld horses are of value for 

recreatlonal viewing and scientific study. 

Other Resource Values: Port Ions of four 

grazing allotments are within the wilderness 

study area. The area Is used by both sheep 

and cattle. Except for a portion of a 

seeding all existing range developments have 

been excluded from the area and no new 

projects are currently proposed. The Park 

Range contains 2% of the manageable woodland 

for the Egan Resource Area. A I though the 

area has useable forestry products, use In 

the past has been almost nonexistent because 

of the area's remoteness. There are no 

private lnholdlngs within the wllderness 

study area. Refer to the Mlnerals and 

Energy section fol I owing this wl lderness 
discussion. 

The Riordan's Wei I WI lderness Study Area 

(57,002 acres) Is about 50 mlles southwest 

of Ely and Includes a portion of the Grant 

Range. The portion of the Grant Range 

lmmedlately south of the Riordan's Wei I unit 

Is a U.S. Forest Service Presldentlally 

endorsed wl I derness area. Because the 

Forest Serv Ice proposa I was so far a I ong In 

the recommendation process the contiguous 

Riordan's Wei I unit was not studied along 

with the Forest Service's proposal, but was 

treated as a separate entl ty. Port Ions of 

the north and west boundaries are contiguous 
with the Blue Eagle WIiderness Study Area 

which was recommended prellmlnarlly suitable 

In the Tonopah Ora'ft Env fronme 'nta I . I m'i1a'ct 

Statement C pub II shed In Apr II , 1982). Th Is 

wl lderness study area Is made up generally 

of gentle mountains and al luvlal fans, with 

much of the area covered with relatlvely 

dense plnyon-jun I per growth. The area Is 

elongated along the north-south axis and Is 

generally steeper and more dissected In the 

south. The al I uv I al fans around the 

perimeter of this wllderness study area are 

general I y shrub communities. Heath Canyon 



on the west side of the wl I derness study 

area Is a highly scenic area due to Its 

Impressive dimensions. 

Naturalness: Riordan's Wei I WIiderness 

Study Area Is In a very natural condition. 

The northern end conta Ins a few 

cherrystemmed routes and range Improvements 

and the southeast benchland has several 

cherrystemmed routes. Wh 11 e these routes 

are technlcally excluded their use and 

presence Impact the feel Ing of naturalness 

within their Immediate area. There are no 

range Improvements within the wilderness 

study area boundaries. 

Solitude: Opportunities tor solitude are 

outstanding within portions of the unit. 

The area Is genera I I y crescent shaped and 

relatlvely narrow In places. Topographic 

screening ls very good In the core of the 

unit and only fair In the foothills. 

Vegetation screening varies from dense In 

the southern two thirds to only moderately 

dense In the northern third and along the 

eastern periphery. Vehicle use on the 

cherrystemmed roads In the southeastern 

benches and mining activity near the western 

tip could both Impair solitude opportunities 

In these areas. The w 11 derness study area 

would provide solitude while sustaining 

genera I w 11 derness use. The remoteness of 

the area from popul at Ion centers enhances 

opportunities for sol ltude. 

Primitive Recreation: Good opportunities 

tor hiking, backpacking and camping exist In 

Riordan's Well WIiderness Study Area 

although they are not considered 

outstanding. Approximately ten springs are 

within the wilderness study area and several 

streams flow out of the unit on a perennial 

basis. 

Special Features: Riordan's Well WIiderness 

Study Area contains ponderosa pine, wild 
horses, raptor eyr !es, elk and bighorn 

sheep. Stands of ponderosa pine are unusual 

In the Ely District and have scientific 

value. They are al so sought out by 

recreatlonlsts. The raptors are of Interest 

to the scientist and natural 1st, as are wt Id 

horses, bighorn sheep and elk. 

Other Resource Va I ues: Port Ions of f Ive 

grazing allotments are within the wilderness 

study area. All existing range Improvements 
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have been exc I uded from the un It. There Is 

one well proposed In the western portion of 

the unit administered by the Battle Mountain 

District. Riordan's Wei I WI lderness Study 

Area contains 4% of the Egan Resource Area's 

manageable woodland. Plnenuts and tuelwood 

have been taken from th Is area In the past, 

most I y by I ocal ranchers s I nee the area Is 

remote with I lmlted access. Refer to the 

Minerals and Energy section followlng this 

wilderness discussion. 

South Ega'n' Range 

The South Egan Range WI I derness Study Area 

(96,916 acres) Is about 25 ml les south of 

Ely In the Egan Range. The wilderness study 

area situated In this north-south trending 

mountain range consists of rugged mountains, 

foothll Is and associated benchland. The 

west side of the area Includes relatlvely 

flat bench which abruptly becomes extremely 

steep, culminating In scenic, sheer rock 

faces at the top of the mountains. The east 

side of the range slopes more gradually and 

does not exh I b It the degree of rock 

outcropping found on the west side. The 

benchland on both sides of the area has 

several cherrystemmed routes. Four of these 

ro1,1tes penetrate Into the h lgh plateau In 

the center of the area. 

Naturalness: Large portions of the area, 

ma In I y In the h l_gh country In the north and 

south ends of the wt I derness study area are 

In a very natural condition. The central 

portion of the unit Is Impacted by the 

presence of cherrystemmed routes and 

numerous cherry stemmed range Improvements 

Including fences and spring developments. 

The radio transmission structure on the 

southwestern edge just opposite the unit 

Impairs one's feellng of naturalness while 
In Its Immediate vicinity. 

Solltude: Outstanding opportunities for 

sol ltude are present In portions of South 

Egan Range WIiderness Study Area. The 

conf lguratlon Is severe I y Impacted by the 

cherrystemmed routes which create six 

bottleneck portions of approximately one 

mlle each. Topographic screening varies 

throughout the unit ranging from massive 

llmestone cllffs In the central third to 

open bowls between rldgetops In the southern 

third. The effective vegetative screening 

Is dense and extensive In the northern third 



and dense and spotty In the southern two

thlrds. Vehlcle use of the cherrystemmed 

routes which extend Into the Interior could 

Impa i r sol ltude opportunities In the high 
country. Portions of the area provide 

exceptlonal opportunities for solitude whlle 

sustaining general wllderness use. 

Prim i tive Recreation: The South Egan Range 

WI _I derness Study Area prov Ides outstand Ing 

opportunities tor recreation because of the 

diversity of activities such as hiking, 

hunt i ng (deer and mountain I Ion), nature 
study, horseback riding, rock cllmblng, 

technlcal cllmblng and spelunklng In Angel 

Cave. There are about 30 springs within the 

wilderness study area. 

Spec l al Features: This wilderness study 

area contains I lthlc scatters and high 

archaeologlcal potentlal, Angel Cave, 

brlstlecone pine, Gambels quall (unusual In 

the Ely Dlstr let), elk, raptor eyr Tes, 

mass i ve I lmestone cl I ffs and other geologlc 

values. According to the Nevada Division 

of State Parks, this area contains probably 

the best example In the Great Basin of a 

complete paleozolc sequence of geology. 

Angel Cave, Gamba Is qua II , br I st I econe p I ne 

and raptor eyrles al I have scientific and 

educational value. 

other Resource Values: Portions of eight 

grazing allotments are within the study area 

boundary. Except for one cha In Ing and one 

seed I ng al I range Improvements have been 

excluded from the area. There are no new 

Improvements proposed. The South Egan Range 

contains about 3% of the Egan Resource 

Area ' s manageable woodland. Residents of 

Lund , Preston and Ely have frequent I y used 

the area to gather Christmas trees and 

fuelwood. A portion (3,800 acres) of a 

prescribed burn Is proposed within the South 

Egan Range WIiderness Study Area. A portion 

of a Desert Land Entry has been app I I ed for 

with i n the South Egan Range WIiderness Study 

Area boundary. One pr lvate parcel and 40 

acres of spilt estate land are surrounded by 

the WI I derness Study Area. Numerous 

pr I vate parce Is are adj a cen t to the South 

Egan Range W 11 derness Study Area. Refer to 

the Minerals and Energy section followlng 

this wilderness discussion. 
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Goshute · Canyo ·n 

The Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study Area 

(35,594 acres) Is located about 60 mll es 

north of Ely In the Cherry Creek Range. It 

consists mostly of mountains, but Includes 

bench land along the east . and west 

boundaries. The mountains are steep, rugged 

and dissected with many canyons. Exchequer 

Peak rises to 10,542 feet. Mixed conifer 

and plnyon-junlper forest cover the 

mountainous slopes. 

Naturalness: One would perceive most of the 

WI lderness Study Area to be In a natural 

cond ltlon. The pr lmary exception Is the 

southern boundary wh I ch has numerous m In Ing 

developments adjacent to It. The mining 

activity would seriously Impair one's 

feel Ing of naturalness whlle In Its 

Immediate vicinity. 

Sol ltude: The Goshute Canyon WI lderness 

Study Area provides outstanding 
opportunities for sol ltude throughout most 

of the unit. This Is based on the 

combination of size; rectangular 

configuration; excellent topographic 

screening; and good vegetative screening. 

Users wt thin portions of this area would 

have excel lent opportunities to avoid 

contact with others and find a secluded 

spot. Outside sights and sounds would 

serlously Impact one's solitude only In the 

southern end where there Is mining activity. 

Primitive Recreation: The Goshute Canyon 

WI I derness Study Area prov Ides outstand Ing 

opportunities for recreation. Several 

hundred spelunkers enjoy Goshute Cave each 

year. The unique fishing tor Utah cutthroat 

trout In Goshute Creek Is of Interest 

I oca I I Y• Peop I e come from throughout the 

state to hunt deer and grouse. Moun ta In 

I Ion hunting Is also avallable. Because of 

the high scenic qual !ties, nature study, 

photography, hiking, backpacking and camping 

are al I popular. In addition, crosscountry 

ski Ing and snowshoeing are viable activities 

within the upper basin. 

Special Features: Goshute Canyon WIiderness 

Study Area con ta Ins out stand Ing scenery, an 

extensive stand of brlstlecone pine, wlld 

horses, archaeologlcal sites, Goshute Cave, 



wlldllfe values (elk, spotted bat, Utah 

cutthroat trout and raptor eyrles) and a 

portion of Goshute Canyon Natural Area. The 

scenery Is rated "class A" through the 

·visual Resources Management scenic quallty 

rating system. The extensive stand brlstle

plne has al I age classes represented. The 

Utah cutthroat trout and Goshute Cave are of 

recreatlonal and scientific value. The elk, 

spotted bat, raptor eyr !es and 

archaeologtcal sites are of educatlonal and 

scientific value. 

Other Resource Va I ues: Port Ions of four 

grazing allotments are within the study area 

boundary. Al I existing range Improvements 

have been cherry stemmed out and no new 

projects are currently proposed. The 

potentlal exists to spray about 2,500 acres 

to remove mulesear, an undesirable plant 

species. The Goshute Canyon WIiderness 

Study Area conta Ins about 1. 2% of the 

manageable woodland In the Egan Resource 

Ar ea. Wood I and products have been gathered 

within the area by local ranchers and 

residents of Cherry Creek. There ls one 

parcel of private land surrounded by the 

wllderness study area and seven parcels 

adjacent to It. Refer to the Minerals and 

Energy section followlng this wllderness 

discussion. 

Since minerals and energy wlll only receive 

significant adverse Impacts In areas 

designated as wl I derness; discussion on the 

affected environment for mlnerals and energy 

wll I be llmlted to the four wllderness study 

areas. 

Goshute ' Canyon ' '\t/11 derness Study . Area 

Geo I og I ca I I y the Goshute Canyon area has a 

diverse origin as evidenced by the numerous 

faults and folds located within and adjacent 

to the Goshute Canyon WIiderness Study Area. 

The rocks present within the wllderness 

study area represent ages vary Ing from 

paleozolc through quaternary. The rock 

types represented within the wl lderness 

study area are llmestones, dolomltes, shales 

and other sedimentary rock types. The 

vol can le rocks represented are pr !mar 11 y of 

extrusive origin, but there are also some 

representing plutonlc origin. 
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Leases for ol I and gas cover the northern 

tip and the foothlll portion on the eastern 
side. Because of the mountainous nature of 

the area and the fact that there Is no past 

production for oll and gas nearby, potentlal 

ls belleved to be low. 

-More than 150 mining clalms are located 

within the Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study 

Area. Most of these are concentrated In the 

southern end of the un It. A second large 

c I a Im group Is I ocated In the mount a I nous 

central portion. Mining Interests In the 

southern end are pr !mar 11 y concerned wl th 

sliver and tungsten, and In the central 

portion with disseminated gold. 

Most of the wllderness study area ls within 

the Cherry Creek Mining District which has 

produced significant amounts of ore for the 

past 120 years. Known production ls valued 

at 80 mllllon dollars In 1983 dollars. 

Metals produced Include gold, sliver, 

copper, I ead, zl nc, and tungsten. Severa I 

deposits have been depleted but significant 

potentlal remains In the less-lntenslvely 

mined areas. 

Two major geologlc structures, the Black 

Meta Is and the Exchequer Fau I ts I ocated In 

the southern end of the study area, are the 

main locatlons for the deposits of gold, 

s 11 ver and base meta Is. Most of the c I a !ms 

In this zone are located along these 

structures. In the Paris Canyon area 

Interest Is centered on a Jasperold breccla 

which often contains disseminated gold. 

Fifteen workers were employed dlrectly by 

the min Ing Industry In the Cherry Creek 

District In 1~81. lndlvldual prospectors 

not Included In this number also have a 

significant Interest In the District. 

An area (5,700 acres) with high mlneral 

potentlal was Identified In the southern tip 

of the Goshute Canyon WIiderness Study Area. 

The southern ha If of the un It C 18, 700 

acres), was ldentl fled as hav Ing moderate 

mlneral potential. The remainder of the 

unit has low potent l al for mlneral 

deposition. 

Park Range 

Geo I og I ca I I y, 

pr !mar 11 y of 

WIiderness Study Area 

the Park Range Is composed 

Tertiary volcanlc units with 



occasional outcrops of Paleozoic sedimentary 

rocks. The entire wl lderness study area Is 

rated as having low potential for metal I le 

minerals. There are no mining claims 

located In the area. Fbtentlal for oll and 

gas Is low. A 6,000 acre portion In the 

northeast corner of the un 1 t Is I eased for 

oil and gas. th known production of 

minerals or oil and gas has been reported In 

this area. A total of 22,230 acres of 

moderate geothermal potential have been 

ldentl fled. 

So'uth Egan Range W 11 derness Study 

Geo I og I ca I I y, the South Egan 

WIiderness Study Area Is diverse 

makeup and origin. The area 

Area -

Range 

In both 

Includes 

I lmestones, dolomites, sandstones, shales 

and other sed lmentary rock types. The area 

also displays various types of volcanic 

rocks. The rocks exposed represent ages 

varying from Paleozoic through Tertiary. 

The Sheep Pass Format Ion Is I ocated In the 

central part of this wl lderness study area. 

In other areas, this formation In 

combination with other geologic features Is 

strongly Indicative of energy resources. 

However, this occurrence of the formation 

has been dr 111 ed several times In White 

River Valley with no commercial shows. 

Because of th Is and the mounta I nous nature 

of the South Egan Range WI I derness Study 

Area, the South Egans Is be I I eved to have a 

low potential for ol I and gas. Forty-six 

thousand acres of the wilderness study area 

are I eased for o 11 and gas. The EI 11 son 

Mining district ls partlally within the 

northern tip of the wl lderness study area. 

Copper, lead and zinc are the primary metals 

removed from the El I Ison District, although 

quantities extracted have been very low. 

Because of past mineral production and 

geologic structures, 800 acres of high 

potential and 7,600 acres of moderate 
potential were Identified In the northern 

portion of the unit. Within the Ellison 

District the prlncpal ore emplacement has 

been Identified with tertiary age extrusive 

volcanic bodies. 

Riordan's Wei I Wilderness Study Area 

Geologically, the area Is complex and ls 

composed of I lmestones, dolomites, shales, 

al luvlum and volcanics. ~es of these rock 

types vary from Cambr I an to Quarternary. 

Because of the mounta !nous nature of the 
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unit, oil and gas potential ls bel leved to 

be low. Approximate I y 27,000 acres of the 

w 11 derness study area Is I eased for o 11 and 

gas. A thrust pl ate at the western edge of 

the area Indicates potential for a Jasperold 

brecc I a. A 2, 950 acre port I on of th Is 

western tip ls therefore believed to have 

moderate mineral potent I al. The rama lnder 

of the area has a low potential for metal lie 

minerals. There are three mining claim 
groups within the wl I derness ~tudy area 
consisting of about 90 claims. Mining 
operations In the vicinity of this 

wl I derness study area are the Terrel I and 

Nye mines about one ml le outside the 

southwest boundary road. Mineral production 

from the Terrel I mine Is tungsten and from 

the Nye mine Is fluorite. South of the 

wl lderness study area In the vicinity of 

Quinn Canyon are several significant 

fluorite mining operations. Because of the 

nearby operations and the geologic structure 

within the wilderness study area It Is felt 

that the most probab I e m I nera Is that cou Id 

be expected from within the wilderness study 

area are gold, sliver, fluorite and 
tungsten. 

SOCIAL ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

Approximately 96 percent of the land In the 

Egan Resource Area Is publ le land managed 

either by the Department of the Interior, 

Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Ind I an 

Affa !rs, or the Department of Agr !cu I ture. 

These lands are under multiple-use manage

ment for grazing, hunting, forestry, fish

ing, mineral extraction, rangeland,recrea

tlon and wlldllfe habitat. The Bureau ls 

responsible for managing the majority (85%) 

of the land In the resource area. 

'p I ann'!'n'g I ss 'ue Number' 

Historically, the vast majority of the 

pr lvate agr !cu I tural I ands are used for 

pasture and rangelands, and as such, are 

considered as "base proper I ties" for 

assoc I ated fed era I grazl ng pr Iv II eges. Hay 

production accounts for about 80 percent of 

harvested cropland. Agricultural land ls 

concentrated In the county's valleys 

espec 1 a I I y Steptoe, Spr Ing, and Newark 
Valleys, as well as In the Preston-Lund 

area. 



Many of the ranchers In the resource area 

are generationally llnked to the lands for 

they are decendants of the original land 

users who grazed I lvestock on the "open 

range." Because of these hlstorlcal ties, 

they feel a certain possessiveness about the 

range. By and large, the ranching canmunlty 

supports the concept of mu'ltlple-use. 

However, the ranchers strongly feel that the 

production of food and fiber should be the 

first priority and oppose the assignment of 

grazing areas to wllderness preservation, 

wlld horse, or other uses that preclude 

I lvestock grazing. 

They feel threatened by the enforcement of 

national publlc lands pollcles whl~h they 

perceive have been developed by Eastern 

bureaucrats. In the loca I context, these 

seem I mpract 1 ca I and appear to Ignore 

rancher "r I ghts", the Ir Investments and 

their dependence on pub I le lands for their 

I I ve 11 hood. 

Ranchers In the resource area seem to share 

the same personal attitudes about Federal 

Intervention In the I lvestock sector as do 

their counterparts In the adjacent Schei I 

Resource Area. As stated 1 n the Grazl ng 

Env I ronmenta I Impact Statement prepared for 

the Schell Resource Area, "In general, 

feellngs of powerlessness over land use 

decisions, a perceived lack of cooperation 

and sensitivity from management agencies, 

and the Intl uence of external Interests via 

leglslatlon and access to higher levels of 

government have tended to create 

frustration, resentment, and al lentatlon 

among the ranchers. These cont 11 cts have 

contr I buted to the over a I I strong , but 

weaken Ing, support among ranchers for the 

Sagebrush Rebel I Ion and the desire to have 

control of lands closer to home." Although 

supporting the concept of the Sagebrush 

Rebel lion, the ranching community, by and 

large, has voiced strong opposition to the 

administration's program of privatization of 

pub I le lands, CA program designed to sel I 

selected publlc lands In order to reduce the 

federal deficit.) Ranchers see this as a 

definite 

personal 

threat to their 

survlvabl I tty. 

economic 

They feel 

and 

that 
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outs Ide Interests with uni lmlted flnanclal 

resources could outbid them for ownership of 

publ le lands that they have hlstorlcal ly 
grazed. Although ranchers have been 

reassured by top administration offlclals 

that there wl I I be no mass se I I off of 

publ le lands, many Nevada rural residents 

stll I feel It Is a distinct poss I bl I tty and 

strongly oppose the program. 

p'Ia 'nnlng Issue ' Number 2 

Since 96 percent of the land within the Egan 

Resource Area Is federally administered (85% 

by the BLMl, many of the residents are 

dependent on cont In ued access to those as 

wel I as to adjacent pub I le lands for either 

their I Ivel !hood or their various 

recreational Interests. Consequent I y there 

1 s a great deal of concern about and 

Interest In maintaining the "status quo" In 

any publ le lands management proposals 

concerning those lands. Publ le lands 

management proposals or programs are viewed 
by these residents In terms of any changes 

In what they perceive to be the tradltlonal 

and historic uses of public lands. 

Some commun tty residents feel that the 

community Is federally landlocked. In the 

view of these residents, this I lmlts 

community growth opportunities. These 

residents Ind lcate that BLM control of 

surround Ing I ands depr Ives them of I ands 

that wou Id ottierwl se be ava 11 ab I e for 

Industry, housing, or other developmental 

activities In support of canmun lty growth. 

These residents support the release of 

surrounding publlc lands In support of 

commun I ty growth. 

other res I dents, however, feel that wh 11 e 

econom I c growth Is des Ir ab I e, that growth 

must not come at the expense of pre-empting 

P.ubl le lands that have historically or 

tradltlonally been used tor grazing, mining, 

or recreation and using those lands for 

other purposes. 

The "Draft Commun Tty Needs Assessment" 

Issued by Dames and Moore, (October 6, 1982) 

ls a plan that was developed over a s Ix 

month period by 150 citizens of White Pine 

County tor the White Pine Power Project. 



In that document, concerns were expres~ed 

over the Issues of: promotl ng the 

annexation of developable BLM lands to 

accomodate famlly housing within the 

community of Ely; potentlal overcrowding of 

outdoor recreational fact I !ties located on 

the publ le lands which may require the BLM 

to consider developlng these sites; and 

agrlcultural Issues Involving the publ le 

I ands such as the loss of av all abll lty of 

publ le lands resulting from development of 
the White Pine Power Project that wit I 

affect the agrlcultural producer's ab! I Tty 

to utll lze remaining ranch resources. 

Other citizen concerns may become apparent 

on the Issue of designation of utility 

corridors In the resource area. Utll lty 

corridor designation ls an on-going 

commun tty concern that has become more 

vlslble with the Initiation of the White 

Pine Power Project. 1-bwever, these concerns 

wll I be addressed In detall the the White 

Pine Power Project's Environmental Impact 

Statement. Th Is document shou Id be 

available In the fal I of 1983. 

~lan~lng Issue Number~ 

Residents of White Pine, Nye and Lincoln 

counties strongly value the relaxed rural 

social environment, the openness and un

spoiled beauty of the natural environment, 

and consider this combination a favorable 

environment for raising families. Whtie 

they see wllderness as preserving those 

values, they are also vltally concerned 

about the high rate of unemployment and feel 

that some development Is desirable and 

necessary to Improve the local economy. 

Many feel the w 11 derness study areas are 

a I ready de facto wt I derness and that the Ir 

wilderness values wlll be preserved whether 

they are designated or not. In fact some 

believe that wllderness designation wllt 
result In "outside" visitors coming to the 

area and degradl ng the wt lderness values 

present. others fee I that wt I derness 

designation Is necessary to preserve some of 
the land In the Great Basin for future 

gen er at Ions, because w 11 derness va I ues w 111 

not remain without designation. 

WI lderness Is seen by some as a subsidized, 

single user program, either prohibiting or 

placing certain restrictive constraints on 

traditional activities and personal free

doms. Of partlcular concern, are the 
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restrictive constraints placed on those 

activities which have the potential of 

enhancing the local economic vital tty, I.e., 

mining, oll and gas exploration, etc. There 

Is a high mineral Interest In the Goshute 

Canyon WIiderness Study Area where companies 

and lndlvlduals have been mining and explor

lng for years. Restrictions placed on 

mineral development and exploration are 

prec I eved as a factor, con tr I but Ing to the 

continuation of the depressed economic 

conditions of White Pine County. Some 

residents feel wllderness designation could 

help promote tourism to the area and perhaps 

expand job opportunities In the service 

sector, thus g Iv Ing a boost to the I oca I 

economy. 

Several ranchers have expressed concern that 

wllderness designation could negatively 

effect the range Improvement program by 

p I ac Ing res tr I ct Ions on deve I opments. 

other ranchers support llmlted number of 

w 11 derness areas and feel that w 11 derness 
des lgnatlon cou Id have a benef le !al Impact 

to their operations. 

Both those who support the wt lderness 

program and those who oppose It expressed 

cautious uncertainty about the program and 

Its future. They feel that future pol ltlcal 

administrations may alter the wllderness 
management pol lcles and regulations. They 

cite other natural resource management pol 1-

cles that have fluctuated from administra

tion to administration. This fear of change 

and the trad ltlonal Nevadan antipathy for 

federal government contributes to the 

opposition for the wilderness program. 

Local tc,mmu'ntty 

The success of ranching Is not only viewed 

as Important to the over a 11 corrrnun I ty from 

an economic and lifestyle point of view, but 

ls al so perceived as enhancing corrrnunlty 

stability as a result of many ranching 

tam! I Jes be! ng generational I y I Inked to the 

lands and thus to the community. 

Consequently, community views 

paral let ranching views as 

views related to the use of 

In many cases 

far as those 

publ le lands. 

Slmllarly, community views parallel ranching 

views as far as the federal presence In the 

state Is concerned. 

The Governor's Commission on the Future of 

Nevada conducted a statewide survey In 



1979. Toe strong feel Ing In the resource 

area, the surrounding counties as well as 

the State as a who I e was ref I ected In that 

survey when residents were asked to rank 

seventeen possible problem areas In order of 

Importance. White Pine County residents 

ranked "Federal Government Regul at Ion" 

second In Importance; Lincoln County ranked 

It first In Importance; and Nye County 

res I dents ranked It fourth. Statew Ide, 

residents ranked "Federal Government 

Regulation" n !nth In Importance. 

Diverse corrmunlty coal ltlons tend to join 

forces In support of the agricultural sector 

whenever proposed publ le lands programs are 

seen as a threat to that sector. The 

corrmunlty views ranching "as central to the 

local lifestyle both In Its contributions to 

the easy-going family-oriented, relaxed pace 

of 11 fe and Its effects on the retention of 

open space, a relatively pristine natural 

env lronment, and diverse recreatlona I 

opportunities." (Draft Schell Grazing EIS, 

USDI, BLM, Ely District Office, Ely, NV, 

1982). 

Reg t'on'a I and Nat Iona I 

Reg I onal and national comments on resource 

area publ le lands management proposals most 

often originate with external wildlife, wlld 

horse and environmental Interests. WIidiife 

groups are concerned about the protection of 

riparian areas and wlldllfe habitat; 

environmental groups propose grazing 

reductions to counter damage to the 

ecosystem and preserve and protect the 

sol Is, and wl Id horse groups oppose herd 

reductions without careful assessment of 

resource conditions and herd trends. 

'EtbNOMIC ANALYSIS 

The Egan Resource Area Includes the western 

two-thirds of White Pine County and smal I 

portions of northeastern Nye and northern 

Lincoln Counties. However, the affected 

environment, for purposes of economic 

anal ysls, ls confined to White Pine County. 

Any potential for population, employment, or 

Income effects beyond this area Is 

negllglble. 

Popu latt'on 

White Pine County Is predominately rural and 

soarsely populated with populatlon density 
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averaging about 0.9 persons per square mile. 

The reported 1980 populatlon of 8,167 
(Census) Is projected to grow to 8,291 by 

1990 and 8,410 by 2000 (Nevada State 

Planning Coordinator's Office), Indicating 

an anticipated growth rate of sl lghtly less 

than 3 percent over the 20-year period. 

These growth project Ions assume no 

substantlal changes In the economic 

structure of the county, and no econom I c 

development. The lmplementatlon of the 

Wh I te PI ne Power Project or any econom I c 

development activity, such as a resurgence 

of copper mining could substantially affect 

the number and character of the population. 

Eighty-two percent (6,736 persons) of the 

county's popul at Ion Is concentrated In the 

C lty of Ely (4,882), Ruth (443) and McGI 11 

(1,411). A smal I segment of the populatlon 

I Ives on ranches and mining settlements 

scattered throughtout the county. 

The closure of the Kennecott copper mine 

between 1976 and 1978 has been the slngle 

most Important Influence on county 

populatlon. Employment at Kennecott's 

operations tel I from 1,600 In 1974 to 848 In 

1977, a decllne of 47 percent. This 

contributed to a net out-migration rate of 

28 percent between 1970 and 1980, and an 

approximate 20 percent decline In White Pine 

County population from 10,150 In 1970 to 

8,167 In 1980. 



Income and Employment 

Table 3-2 llsts the sectoral and total 

Income and employment and relative 

Importance of each sector for the study 
area. Figures for 1980 show government, 

trade, services, and manufacturing to be the 
primary sources of employment. 

TOTAL I N:;OME AND EMPLOYMENT IN 1980 
WHITE Pl NE COUNTY 

Table 3-2 

E'mp'I oy'ment ·1 'ncome 

Persons Percent ($1 ,00 '6> Percent 

Agriculture 198 5. 2 1,590 2.8 

Mining 337 8.9 7,860 14. 0 
Construction 244 6. 5 5,896 1 o. 5 
Manufacturing 

357 9.5 9,133 16. 3 
Trade 681* 18. 1 7,475* 13. 3 

Services 524 13.9 5,907 1 o. 5 
Transportation 

and Pub I le 

utl 1 ltles 264 7.0 5,689 10. 2 
Government 808 21.4 10,969 19. 6 
o+he'r ' 3'58* 9.5 · '1 , ·543* 2.8 

· Total 3,'7'11 · foo.o , 56,062 

Source: Reg Iona I Economic Information 

System, Bureau of Economic 
Anal ysl s, 1982. 

* BLM Est !mates 

The unemployment rate as of September, 1980 
was 7.2 percent for White Pine County. The 

Nevada State average rate was 6.4 percent at 

that time. The unemployment rate has 

Increased since the 1980 figure, reaching 

12.0 percent In January, 1983. The more 
current high unemployment rates largely 

reflect the reduction of mining activities 
In response to natlonal economic conditions. 

In 1980, government predicted the major 

source of Income, estimated at 19.6 percent 

of total Income for the county. 

Manufacturing, mining, and trade followed, 
In that order. Annual per capita Income for 

1980 was $9,259 In White Pine County, while 

the State average was $10,723. 

76 

Affected se·ctors 

Livestock-oriented agriculture Is the major 

basic Industry to be affected by management 

proposals, although future mining activities 

are llkely to be affected by land dlsposal 

and des lgnatlon of WI I derness Areas. The 
economic potent I al from poss Ible addltlonal 

mineral extraction Is unknown. No other 

sectors of the economy wlll be dlrectly or 

slgnltlcantly affected. 

Most of the commodities purchased or sold by 

the mining and agricultural Industries are 
Imported and exported. The economic struc

ture ls relatively slmple, with wholesale 

trade composed largely of outside 
purchases. 

Agrlculture 

Agricultural production In the Egan Resource 

Area cons lsts of alfalfa, cattle and sheep. 

Cash receipts from marketing In 1980 totaled 

$11.4 mllllon In White Pine County, with 
$7.0 ml I I Ion from meat animals and other 
I lvestock and $4.4 mt 11 Ion from crops • . 

Agriculture provided 5.2 percent of 

employment and 2.8 percent of Income In 

White Pine County In 1980. While this ranks 

agriculture as the smallest economic sector 

In White Pine County, the vlabll tty and 

success of this Industry remains tied to the 

pub I le lands. Gross Income for ranch 

operations In the area for 1980 Is estimated 
at $5.7 mll lion, with a total estimated net 

ranch Income of approximate! y $2.8 ml I I Ion. 

Average net ranch Income per Al.f.1 Is 

estimated at $11.53. 

Livestock have been us! ng an average of 

123,461 AIJ.1s of . pub I le land forage In the 

Egan Resource Area. This accounts tor about 

46 percent of the tota 1 forage req u I rement 
and depicts the h lgh average dependency on 

publlc land. Appendixes 10 (cattle) and 11 
(sheep) descr !be the typical ranch budgets 

tor operations In the area. Ranches have 

been c·I ass It 1 ed by season of use rather than 

by size, as previous studies (Ulrlch, 1980 
and Torel I, 1980) have proven that aggre

gating ranch operations by slml I ar resource 

provides a more effective analysts than 

classlflcatlon by size of operation. Two 

particular seasonal characteristics have 



been Identified: (1) Federal range grazing, 

year-round, and (2) Federal range grazing, 

summer only. Olly one budget has been 

developed for sheep operators because, of 
the 10 sheep operations In the resource area 

only 2 were Identified as summer-only 

operations. These budgets have been adapted 

from a study by Resource Concepts, Inc. 

( 1980) and from the Schei I Grazl ng EIS (BLM, 

1982). 

Of the 52 active permlttees In the resource 

area, 42 were Identified as cattle 

operators, with 30 having permits for 

year-round use of BLM adm In I stered pub 11 c 

range, and 12 classlfled as summer-only. 

Year-round operators typ I ca I I y se 11 weaner 

calves and maintain an average herd size of 

473 head. 

The majority of operators with SLM grazing 

permits for the summer only operate 

cow-yearling enterprises. Average herd size 

for these 12 operators totaled 117 head. 

Six permlttees run cattle and sheep 

operations and four permlttees run 
exclusively sheep operations. Average head 

size for the sheep operations totaled 2,700 

ewes. 

Hlstorlcally, the economic benefits derived 

by area ranchers from the use of public 

range have exceed&:! the fees they are 

charged. The existence of this Imbalance, 

or "consumer surplus," has meant that 

ranchers are wt I 11 ng to pay extra for the 

opportunity to use publ le lands, thereby 

causing the grazing permit to acquire a 

market value (Vale, 1979; Nel I son and 

Workman, 1971 ). The permits can be bought 

or sold In the market pl ace, or used as 

col lateral for loans {Corbett, 1978). 

Although not offlclally recognized as real 

property, Bureau of land Management perm I ts 

have nonetheless become an Integral element 

1 n the cap I ta I and cred It structure of area 

ranchers. Currently, the market va I ue of 

federal an lmal un It months averages about 

$50 {Falk, 1980). 

Permit market value Is based upon active 

preference, wh I ch Is the tot a I number of 

animal unit months a rancher Is authorized 

to use. Total grazing preference Is 216,348 

AUMs. At an average market value of $50 per 

AUM, BLM grazing permits, In themselves, 
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contribute $10,817,100 to the wealth of area 

ranchers. 

ta ·n·ds 

Potential changes In the proportionality 

between publlc and private lands would 

affect both the tax base and BLM payments to 

the county In lleu of property taxes. 

Assessed val uatlon for White Pine County In 

the fiscal year 1980-81 amounted to 

$49,227,651. The tax rate per $100 of 

assessed 

payments 

amounted 

val uatlon was 2.3322. BLM 

In lleu of property taxes for FY 81 

to $328,000. 

·Forest ·Produ ·cfs 

Table 3-3 shows current demand and values, 

and projections for 1990, for al I forest 

products currently harvested from the publlc 

lands. Revenues received by BLM from permit 

sales of these products, valued at the 

current fee, are expected to Increase by 

thirty percent from $19,842 to $25,635 by 

1990. Estimated total retail value of these 

products ls expected to Increase from 

$227,573 to $286,150 at current prices. No 

significant economic Impact ls expected to 

result from changes In the avallablllty of 

forest products due to management actions 

proposed under any of the alternatives. 

Wildlife and Recreation 
The .proposed action and alternatives would 

affect wildlife populations In some portions 

of the resource area. These population 

adjustments are expected as a result of 

alteration of habitat conditions, as well as 

changes In the amount of vegetation 

allocated to wildlife. Adjustments In 

wlldllfe populations wlll Influence the 

number of hunter days, thereby Impacting 

expenditures, Income, and employment. An 

estimated 19,040 hunter days were expended 

pursuing affected game species In 1982. 

Expenditures associated with these hunter 

days are est I mated to tot a I $727,625 { 1982 

dollars) per year and provide $488,000 In 

Income to the regional economy. This 

represents less than one percent of Wh lte 

Pine County Income. 

Wh I le other 

contr I bute to 

activities are 

significantly 

recreational activities 

the area economy, these 

not expected to be 

Impacted and have not 

considered further. 
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9,400 2.75 

-- --1~ -~ -

Estimrt:a1 I:ernrrl Estimrt:a1 Biit.irratei! 
'Ittal let.ail (lhits) EIM 'Ittal -

\hl.te 1.e.e'l.Es R:!tail 
($) ($) \al.U:! 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - . -- . - - - .. - -($) - - - -

59,325 1,162(1) $5,810 87,15() 

5,003 2,(XX) ax> 6,~ 

33,915 3,3'.D 8,625 49,~ 

129,29} 52,(XX) 10,40) 143,(XX) 

- - - · 4btal ·VctltES· - - - - - - - -- - - - - · - - · - -- - - - ·· · ·$1~,00 --- - ---- - -- --- --- --- - ---m-,,m-- ----------------$25,635----- $285,1~ ---

(1) B:!serl en the in:::t:a:ee 1978-8'2. 

(2) A~ of imivid:al ~ arrl mmer:ci.al ~ :fue. 

(3) Hi.cj:tl.y varicb1.e -1::aserl en last g:x:rl crq,. 



FORESTRY 

The forest resource of the Egan Resource 
Area consists of about 1.3 mllllon acres of 
Junlper-plnyon woodland and about 62,000 
acres of mixed conifer stands at higher 
elevatlons. 
leaf plnyon, 

The common species are sing le 
Utah Jun I per, Rocky Moun ta In 

juniper, white fir, I Imber pine, brlstlecone 
pine, and qua kl ng aspen. There are 
scattered occurances of Douglas fir, spruce, 
cottonwood and ponderosa pine. The mixed 
conifer stands are smal I and scattered In 
mostly Inaccessible areas and are considered 
non-commercials. Approximately one third of 
the woodland acres can be considered 
manageable. This amounts to about 409,616 
acres. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

I NTRODLCT I ON 

This chapter presents the scientific and 

analytic basis for the comparison of 

alternatives discussed In Chapter 2. As 

directed In Section 1502.16 of the National 
Env I ronmenta I Po II cy Act (NEPA) regu I at Ions 

for environmental Impact statements. 

In keeping with the directives of Section 
1502.2(b) of the NEPA regulations, the 

discussions of the environmental 

consequences focus primarily on those 

Impacts which are considered significant. 

Significance Is determined through threshold 

values, wh !ch are discussed later In th! s 

chapter. The approach fo I 1 owed throughout 

Chapter 4 Is to prov Ide a deta 11 ed 
d I scuss Ion of those Impacts wh !ch are 

considered significant tor each of the five 

alt~rnatlves, plus a brief discussion of the 

Impacts wh I ch do not meet or exceed 

threshold values. Impacts to wilderness 

character I sties not discussed In this plan 

wll I be covered In the Egan wilderness 

technical report, a supplemental document. 

Know I edge of the area and profess Iona I 
Judgement, based on observation and analysis 

of slml I ar areas, has been used to Infer 

environmental Impacts where data Is limited. 

Limitations on Impact assessment occur where 
I ack of ava 11 ab I e I ong-term data and 

detalled scientific data preclude an 

extensive analysis. 

This plan Is designed to be a comprehensive, 

long-range plan. Further, this plan Is the 
broad management guide under which planning, 

env I ronmenta I ana I ys Is, project des I g n and 

specific decision-making wlll take place 

before a<;:tlons occur. For example, 

wilderness decisions must go to Congress, an 

appllcatlon must be flied on a powerllne and 

are subject to an approval process, and 

competitive off-road vehicle events must 
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have a permit. As a result, most Impacts on 

resources and uses must be considered as 

potential risks and their significance 

judged accordlngly. 

The analysts which fol lows Is thus designed 

to prov I de an overv I ew of the d I rect and 

cumulatlve Impacts of the alternatives to 
each management zone. The analysts 
addressess the Impacts assoc 1 ated wl th 
particular types of projects and then 

compares the relative magnitude of the 

Impacts that would result from the 

lmplementatlon of each alternative. 

Environmental analysis wlll be performed 

tor al I projects prior to approval, except 

for those covered under categor lea I 

excl us Ion, as prov I ded under 516 

Departmental Manual 6, Appendix s. 

This chapter wlll also Include the 

relatlonshlp between short-term use of man's 

environment and the maintenance and 

enhancement of long-term productivity and 

lrreverslble or Irretrievable commitment of 

resources. Actions committing future 

generations to continue a similar course are 
considered Irreversible. Irretrievable Is 
defined as not replaceable. The standard 

operating procedures (see Chapter 2) 

Incorporate what are normally considered to 

be mitigating measures. Therefore, al I 

adverse Impacts can be cons I dered as 

unavoidable. 

Impacts to air qua I lty, sol! s, and ground 
and surface water are not cons ldered to be 

significant and wl 11 not be discussed 

further. Threatened and endangered species 

and' cultural resources are protected by 

various laws and standard operating 

procedures and wll I be managed accordlngly. 



ASSUMPTIONS AND ANALYSIS GUIDELINES 

To facllltate the process of analyzlng 

Impacts of each alternatlve and to help give 

each reader some background Into thought 

processes, the fol lowlng assumptions have 

been made: 

1. lmplementatlon of the selected alter

native would begin In the fal I of 1984, with 
short - term actions being completed within 

five years. Wilderness decisions would be 

made by Congress at a later date. 

2. BLM wlll have funding adequate for 

lmplementlng the selected alternative. 

3. Short-term Impacts are defined as those 

wh I ch wou Id occur wl th the fl ve-year time 

frame antic! pated for lmpl ementatlon. 

Long-term Impacts are those which would 

occur from five to twenty years. 

4. Anal ysls wl 11 Include the range of 

probable Impacts In most al I Instances. A 

worst case analysis however, wlll be used In 

anal yzl ng Impacts to access and other areas 

where ( 1) the Im format Ion relevant to 

adverse Impacts Is essential to a choice 

among alternatlves and (2) Information 

essential for analyzing those Impacts Is not 

ava 11 able. 

5. The standard operat Ing procedures set 

forth In Chapter 2 wl 11 be close! y fol lowed 

In Implementing the selected alternative. 

Impacts which wll I be mitigated through 

these procedures wlll not be discussed. 

6. Basellne data for vegetation, wlldllfe, 

w 11 d horses, rea I ty, w I I derness, and other 

parameters Is the best avallable. Data was 

extrapo I ated when necessary to cover areas 

for which no data was avallable. 

7. Some pub I I c demand to convert pub 11 c 

lands to private ownership wll I continue to 

Increase due to continuing urban expansion 

needs, widespread Interest In agrlcultural 

development, and continuing emphasis on land 

sa I es through Sect l on 203 of the Feder a I 

Land Polley and Management Act of 1976. 

8. Demand for utlllty and transportation 

rights-of-way wl 11 Increase and be met as 

the Wh l te PI ne Power ProJ ect Is comp I eted 

and as electrlcal power demands for 

92 

commun Tty 

development 

I Ines. 

expansion and 

necessitate more 

agrlcultural 

transmission 

9. The short-term for wl I derness Is the 

five year period followlng a congresslonal 

decision on a wllderness study area. The 

long term ls the time after those five 

years. 

1 O. Lands recommended as 

wl I derness preservation wl 11 
by Congress. 

suitable for 

be designated 

11. Lands eventually designated by Congress 

as wl I derness areas wl 11 be wl thd rawn from 

mineral entry, except for val Id rights 

existing at the time of designation. 

12. Lands recommended as nonsultable for 

w 11 derness preservat Ion w 111 eventual I y be 

released from wllderness review by Congress 

and wt 11 be managed under standard BLM 
multlple use guide! Ines. 

13. Riparian and stream habitat presently 
decllnlng and not proposed for a change of 

management wl 11 continue to decl lne at 
present rates. 

14. DI scuss Ions with ranchers dur Ing the 

spring of 1983 are a representation of 

current views held by some users of pub I le 

I ands. 

15. Manageabll tty of the plnyon-Junlper 

wood I ands Is I Im I ted to areas of I ess than 

30% slope. Under this criteria, one third 

(409,616 acres) of the total wood land acres 

Is ava 11 ab I e for management. A tota I of 

25,929 acres have been withdrawn for other 

uses and 798,440 acres are unavallable due 

to slope. 

16. The plnyon-Junlper habitat type extends 
through a broad range of mlcro-cllmates, 

from the lower elevation dry alluvlal fans 

to the higher elevation, more moist sites. 

In the lower dry s I tes, th Is habitat Is 

represented al most so I el y by Jun I per. On 

the up per , more mo I st s I tes, however, the 

plnyon tends to dominate the site. It ls on 

these lower, dry Juniper areas that the 

vegetation conversion projects would occur. 

The s I tes composed of a pl nyon- Jun I per m Ix 

would be left as woodlands and managed 

accord Ing I y. 



17. For lands actions, acreage within the 

plnyon-Junlper type which are considered for 

disposal wlll be treated as manageable. 

Power line corridor construction wll I be 
assumed to affect fourteen acres per mlle of 

corr ldor. 

18. Demand for wood land products, part I c

u I ar I y fuel wood w 111 cont In ue to Increase. 

19. A fire management pol Icy of I lmlted 

control wll I affect 25% more acres than 

current suppression pol Icy. The average 

acreage burned Is 326 acres per year. Th Is 

average does not Include castastrophlc burns 

(2,000 acres or more) wh !ch seem to occur 

once In each decade. 

20. Current off-road vehicle (OOV) use 

within the area Is generally restricted, by 

user choice, to existing roads and trails. 

Topography, terrain and vegetation 

effectively eliminate OOV use on much of the 

area. In addition, the existing roads and 

tral Is provide access to many backcountry 

areas and the roads and tralls provide the 

variety of chal fenge sought by many 

enthusiasts. OOV use Is low In canparlson 

to the s I ze of the area. Use Is est I mated 

at 8,000 visitor hours per year. Little 

damage Is known to be occurr Ing fran the 

current levels of use or from the current 

use patterns. Therefore, It Is assumed that 

there are current! y no sign! fl cant Impacts 

fran off-road vehicle use within the Egan 

Resource Area. 

21, Public lands shall remain open and 

available for mineral exploration and 

development unless withdrawal or other 

administrative action Is clearly justified 

In the national Interest, The multiple use 

management decisions recognize that mineral 

exploration and development can occur 

concurrent I y or sequent I a I I y wl th other 

resource uses, Mitigation measures, stip

ulations and operating procedures may be 
Incorporated Into Implementation actions, 

It ls further recognized that land use 

planning Is a dynamic process and decisions 

wll I be updated as new data are evaluated, 
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DETERMINATION, OF SIGNl(ICANT IMJ=>AcTS 

To assist In determining If 

significant, threshold values 

established for each resource. 

Impacts ar e 

have been 

When an 

Impact meets or exceeds a predetermined 

threshold, t~at Impact Is said to be 

significant. If the threshold Is not met, 

that Impact Is deemed to be not signifi cant. 

Thresholds are determined by the Ind i v i dual 

resource speclallst, who uses professional 

judgement, and may also be Influenced by 

law, regulation, and publ le opinion. In 

some disc I pl Ines existing condition I s the 

basal lne that separates beneflclal from 

adverse Impacts and maintaining the current 

situation results In no significant Impacts. 

The fol lowing thresholds have been deve loped 

to measure the significance of Impacts. 

Veg'et'atlon 

1, A s I gn I f I cant Impact occurs when there 

Is a change of 10% or greate r I n the 

existing successlonal stages movi ng towar d 

or away from the desired level of management 

either by zone or the entire resourc e area. 

Essentlally this ls a measure of tren d as I t 

Is · related to management objec t ives 

ldentl fled In relatlon to the uses propos ed 

and the correspond Ing estimated vegetation 

composition. 

·stream RI parlan Ha b I t'at 

1. A significant Impact occu r s when th ere 

Is a change of 10% or greater of the 

existing condition class (habitat Inventory) 

either by zone or the entire resource area. 

L'lves"tock 

1. A significant Impact occurs when there 

Is a change of 10% or greater In t he t hr ee

year averaged license use (existing leve l s) 

of I lvestock either by zone or the ent i re 

resource area. 

2. A significant Impact wll l be considered 

to have occurred If there Is a disruption I n 

the current I lvestock management practices 

on 10% or more of the allotments, either by 

management zones, or by the entire resource 

area. 



1. Any action which results In a change In 
wt Id horse numbers In a herd use area which 
ts greater than 10% of current numbers Is a 
significant Impact. 

2. Reducing or maintaining a herd 
population below 50 anlmals Is a significant 
adverse Impact. This Is the level at which 
age structure and sex rat Io factors wou Id 
make herd vlablltty dlfflcult to maintain. 

3. Any action which results In a loss of an 
area wh !ch constituted a wl Id horse area In 
1971 Is a significant adverse Impact. 

4. Any action which results In an 
Interference or enhancement of normal 
distribution and movement patterns of the 
majority of wl Id horses Is considered a 
significant Impact. 

5. Any action which results In a death loss 
of anlmals during capture operation that Is 
greater than 2% Is a s I gn I f I cant adverse 
Impact. 

6. Any action wh !ch results In the 
el lmlnatlon or enhancement of existing 
anlmal characteristics, qua I !ties or traits 
Is considered a significant Impact. 

1. A significant Impact occurs when either 
(a) there Is a change of 15% or greater In 
the populatlon of any big game species 
either by zone or the entire resource area. 

2. A significant Impact occurs when there 
Is a change of 10% or greater In density of 
any smal I game species either by zone or the 
entire resource area. 

3. A s I gn If I cant Impact occurs when there 
Is a change In density of 20% or greater of 
any upland game species either by zone or 
the entire resource area. 

4. A significant Impact occurs when there 
Is a change of 10% or greater In the 
d lstr I but Ion (use area) of any nesting 
raptor species either by zone or the entire 
resource area. 
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5. Any action which would affect the 
potential to reintroduce native wlldllfe 
species Is considered a significant Impact. 

1. An 
private 

Increase of 15% In the amount of 
land In any zone would be 

significant Impact. 

2. A significant Impact occurs when there 
Is a change In the status quo of utlllty 
corridors currently existing, either by zone 
or the entire resource area. 

WI lder 'ne'ss 

1. Des I gnat Ion of an area as w 11 derness ts 
considered to be a significant beneficial 
Impact If It would preserve mandatory 
wllderness characteristics (size, 
naturalness, opportunities for recreation or 
sol ltude) that would be lost without 
designation. A significant adverse Impact 
occurs when an area wt 11 lose any one of 
these mandatory characteristics such that It 
wou Id no I onger qua I I fy as a wl I derness 
study area. 

Mlnera Is ,. and . Energ'y 

1. A significant Impact occurs when 5,000 
acres or more of high mlneral or energy 
potential Is withdrawn from mineral en.try or 
!easing due to wilderness designation In the 
Egan Resource Area; or when 1 0, 000 acres or 
more of moderate potentlal Is withdrawn. 

Fore 'sfry 

1. A significant Impact occurs when there 
ls a change of 15% or greater In the acreage 
of manageable woodland currently existing, 
either by zone or the entire resource area. 

Recreation 

1. A significant Impact occurs when there 
Is a change of 10% or greater In the number 
of recreation visits In the entire resource 
area. 

s·oclal Conditions 

1. A significant community Impact occurs 
when there Is a 10% or greater In migration 
or out-migration of people fran the resource 



area. Any dev I at! on from the status quo at 
the Ind Iv I dual I eve! wl 11 be cons lderec! to 
be a significant Impact. 

Economlc:'s 

No objective measure of what represents a 
significant Impact Is avallable. Therefore, 
for purposes of economic analysts, the 
fol I ow Ing thresho Ids, based on profess Iona I 
Judgement, are assumed: 

1. A 5 percent change tn net ranch Income. 

2. A 10 percent change In rancher wealth. 

3. A 5 percent change ln the employment or 
sales of any economic sector. 

4. A 1 percent change In total study area. 

' ' i"·--r 
· .. >-~ 
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£nergy an~ Mlnerals 

1. A significant Impact occurs when 5,000 
acres or more of high energy or mlneral 
potentlal ls withdrawn from mlneral entry or 
!easing due to wllderness designation In the 
Egan Resource Area; or when 10,000 acres or 
more of moderate potentlal Is withdrawn. 

V lsu ·a I Resources 

1. A significant adverse Impact occurs when 
cultural modifications have a net negative 
Impact to visual resources within a 
wllderness study area, according to Vlsual 
Resource Management scenic quality Inventory 
and evaluatlon analysls. 

Cultural Resources 

1. The threshold would be destruction of 
sclentlflcal ly or educatlonal ly valuable 
sites. 



PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

VEGETATION 

1. The . s·uccess Iona I stages of 'the var lous 

plant communities . would move . toward the 

desired levels of management. 

In al I zones there would be Insignificant 

benef let al Impacts to vegetation as 

short-term management actions encourage a 

more even utilization of forage. 

In the long term, sign! flcant beneficial 

Impacts to vegetation would be brought about 

by both short and long-term management 

actions. 

Significant beneflclal Impacts are shown In 

Appendix 13 as the successlonal stages move 

toward the desired levels of management. 

LI c~ns Ing I lvestock use at the three-year 

average I lcensed use In the short-term and 

adjusting grazing use through monitoring to 

achieve sustatned-yleld uttl lzatlon levels 

would benefit vegetation by Improving areas 

of over-grazing. Although adjustments In 

grazing use and changes In season of use are 

ex·pected, mon I tor Ing data Is not ava 11 able 

at this time with which to project the 

magnitude of the adjustments In this plan. 

One of the main objectives of proper 

I lvestock management Is to Increase 

ava 11 ab I e forage use wh 11 e Im prov Ing ground 

cover, -species comPosltlon, plant vigor, and 

density. These changes would be brought 

about, In part, by various range 

Improvements. 

The physlologlcal needs of plant species 

would be met by Implementing proper grazing 

management 

projects. 
p I ans and range Improvement 

The various pl ans and projects 

wou Id promote v Igor and seed I Ing 

forage spec I es by rest and 

promote seed p I ant Ing of forage 

success of 

deferment, 

species by 
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the mechanlcal action of animal rrovement 

fo I I ow Ing deferment, reduce effects of 

repeated overuse of preferred areas that 

canmonly occur with continuous grazing, and 

Increase animal productivity as a conse

quence of Increasing forage production. 

Water developments would Improve the 

distribution of 1 lvestock. Un I form 

rest dur Ing 

reduces the 

year-I ong and 

utlllzatlon of the range and 

critical per lods of growth 

effects on plants due to 

overgrazl ng. 

Vegetation conversion would 

additional vegetation for grazing 

critical spring growing season. 

utll lzatlon levels on the native 

provide 

dur Ing the 

Reducing 

vegetation 

during the spring growing season would al low 

the vegetat Ion to Improve, and at the same 

time Increase the total amount of forage 
avallable for grazing. 

L-1 VES1CX:k C3RAZI NG 

1. Present I ken ·sed use wouTd fnfreas ·e. 

This alternatlve proposes that livestock use 

In al I management zones would continue at 

the three year average I lcensed use (123,461 

AUMs). These I lvestock levels are as 

fo I I ows: management zone 1 Is 27, 738 AtJ,1s 

or 48% of preference; management zone 2 Is 

43,529 AUMs or 56% of preference; management 

zone 3 ts 36,899 AUMs or 64% of preference; 

management zone 4 Is 2,822 AtJ,1s or 37% of 

preference; and management zone 5 ls 12,473 

ALIMs or 81% of preference. Therefore, In the 

short term there would be no significant 

Impacts to livestock operators In any of the 

management zones. In the I ong term, 

however, vegetation would move toward a 

desired level of management due to the 

Implementation of various management 

actions, lncludlng I lvestock management and 



range Improvement projects. Water 

developments required In the Implementation 

of grazl ng systems and al I otment management 

plans would make additional AUMs avallable 

to I I vestock, s I nee It wou Id resu It In more 

even livestock distribution. 20,200 acres 

of vegetation conversion, pr !marl I y crested 

wheatgrass seedings, would provide 

additional forage as a direct result of the 

seeded grasses. 

In addition to the construction of var lous 

range Improvement projects, grazl ng systems, 

an Integral part of any allotment management 

plan, would be Implemented. Grazing systems 

may requ I re greater stock Ing rates on 

smaller portions of the allotment. This 

Increased utlllzatlon In the grazed area 

a I lows the ungrazed areas to rest wh 11 e 

providing more even utilization of the 

vegetation In the grazed areas. The pl ants 

In the ungrazed areas are al lowed to 

Increase vigor, 

which leads to 

storage 

Increased 

and reproduction 

production the 

fol lowing year. These positive aspects of 

rest outweigh the Increased utlllzatlon In 

the grazed years (Shiflet and Heady, 1971; 

Hickey, 1971). Based on a review of grazing 

systems In the western states by Van Pool en 

and Lacey (1979) and the professional 

Judgement of the resource area staff, It Is 

estimated that a ten percent Increase In 

AUMs wou I d be rea I I zed through 

Implementation of grazing systems and 

allotment management plans. 

Range Improvement projects which benefit 

I lvestock would account for nearly 4,747 

AIJ.1s Increase, which would result In the 

projected I ong-term I lvestock use I eve Is up 

to 128,208 AUMs. A ten percent Increase In 

AUMs resulting frcm the Implementation of 

grazing systems, over the long-term, would 

amount to an additional 12,346 AUMs. A 

portion of this Increase would be avallable 

to klvestock and this 

significant beneflclal 

operators. 

would result In a 

Impact to I lvestock 

2. L'I vestock ' man'age'ment prob !'em's' wou Id 

occur as a 'resu 'It of land 'dtsp 'osals. 

This alternatlve proposes 

disposal of publ le land 

the 

In 34 

eventual 

grazl ng 

allotments, total Ing some 79,888 acres. 

This would affect 43 lvestock operators. If 

these I ands are acqu I red by someone other 
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than the I lvestock operator In the affected 

allotment, a significant adverse Impact to 

that I lvestock operator could result. These 

Impacts wou Id be both short and long term 

and are expected to be of a lesser magnitude 

under this alternative than under 

alternative D, but of a greater magnitude 

than those under alternatives A and B. 

3. Added costs to I lvesfock operators wou'ld 

occur because of w'tlderness ' deslg'na 'tton. 

With wt lderness designation, al I access 

routes determined to be roads and noticeable 

ways, wh I ch were cherry stemmed d ur Ing the 

BLM1 s wilderness Inventory, would remain 

open to al I vehicle traffic. Al I existing 

range Improvements have access to them. 

New range developments wll I only be 

perm I tted when they w 111 better protect the 

rangeland or the wilderness resource. Costs 

of new developments wlll be higher In 

wilderness areas than outside because of the 

emphasis placed on use of the least 

Impairing construction methods and most 

envlronmentally ccmpatlble materials. Cost 

Increases wl I I be wl th In reason. There are 

current I y no range projects proposed In the 

suitable portions of the wt lderness study 

areas. 

WILDLIFE 

1. Numbers' of bl 'g' g'ame wou'1 d I ncr 'ease. 

In the short term, 

Increase sl lghtly. 

benef I c I al Impact. 

b lg game numbers w 11 I 

This Is an Insignificant 

The sl lght Increase In 

numbers wll I be due prlmarlly to an Increase 

In vegetation. The Increase In vegetation 

wt 11 result from better I lvestock 

di str I but Ion through the lmpl ementatlon of 

grazing systems and the construction of 

range Improvement projects. Several 

projects wll I be constructed to benefit 

wlldllfe and these wlll provide an 

additional 6,435 AUMs of forage. 

In the I ong term, b I g game numbers wl I I 
Increase slgnlflcantly due to an Increase In 

vegetation and the construction of range 

Improvement projects. It Is estimated that 

a ten percent Increase In AUMs, 

approximate! y 12,346 AUMs, would be real I zed 

through the Implementation of grazing 

systems (Van Poolen and Lacey, 1979). A 



por t ion of these AUMs would be avallable to 
wlldllfe. This, plus the addltlonal 6,435 
ALt~s resu It Ing from range Improvements, 

woul d result In a significant beneflclal 

Impact to llvestock over the long-term. 

' herd . dlsfrtbut'lon . would 2. ~B:..:.l~g_..i.ga~m:::.:e::.......:.:.:.:.:...::_..:..;.. _______ _ 
lnc ·re ·ase. 

In the short term, big game distribution 

density within use areas wlll Increase 

lnslgnlflcantly. The proposed guzzlers and 

var I ous other water proj acts br Ing Ing free 

water Into areas lack! ng free water wl 11 
make forage ava II able that was not pr tor to 
the project. WI th mon I tor Ing and adjust Ing 

I lvestock and wlld horses accordingly to 

ach !eve proper utl 11 zatlon of key forage 

species, big game distribution and density 

within use areas wll I slgnlflcantly 

Increase. 

3. Ot'sfrlbutton ' o'f •s'ma'I I gc1me sp'ecles wou'ld 

t'nc'rea 'se. 

In the short term, small game species 

distribution wl 11 Increase lnslgnlflcantly. 

Smal I game species are generally tied to 

both stream and other riparian areas. With 

monitoring and adjusting wild horses and 

11 ves tock to ach I eve proper ut 111 zat I on of 

key forage species, riparian areas wlll 

Improve. In the long term stream rlparl an 
wlll move toward the desired condition class 
and other rt par I an vegetation wll I move one 

success Iona I st age toward the des I red C see 
Appendix 13). Small game species 

distribution and density will significantly 

Increase. 

4. o I stribut I on of ' up I a·nd game wou·I d 
I nc'r 'ea·s·e. 

In the short term, upland game species wl 11 

Inc r ease In distribution. Proposed guzzler 
tnstal latlon, other water projects along 

with mon I tor Ing and adjust Ing w 11 d horses 

and llvestock to obtain proper utlllzatlon 

of key forage species, wll I make avallable 

more grasses and forbs essential for upland 

game specie maintenance. In the long term, 

upland game species distribution wll I 
Increase slgnlflcantly. 
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5. bl'sfrt but I on of nesting " raptors wou Id 
1·nc'rease. 

In the short term, nest Ing raptor spec I es 

wlll remain static with possibly a slight 

Increase. In the long term, nesting raptors 
w II I Increase s I gn If I cant I y. Proposed 

grazing systems with a rest pasture rotation 

cycle In pastures with aspen vegetation 
types wll I move the aspen toward the desired 

successlonal stage. Aspen regeneration wll I 

become established and more mature clones of 

aspen wlll be avallable for nesting buteos, 
owls and acclpters. 

6. Stream 'i-I par I an ti'ab I tat' wou I cl I nc'rea ·se . 
In 'condition class. 

In the short term, stream riparian habitat 

wl 11 remain In the same condition class It 

present I y Is In. In the I ong term, stream 

riparian habitat wlll remain the same or 

move toward a better condition class than It 

ls presently. This may be accomplished by 

utll I zl ng rest pasture rotation grazl ng 
systems In pastures with stream riparian 

areas present. Season of use adjustments 
may a I so be ut 11 I zed to a 11 ow r I par I an areas 

to collect and store more plant resources. 

7. Reintroductions 'of native w'I td 'l't'fe 

species would be' s'upported. 

In the short term, reintroduction of native 

wlldllfe species wll I be supported on a case 

by case basis. Where monitoring shows 
forage Is adequate for the proposed species 

to be reintroduced, the reintroduction of 

the spec I e wl I I be supported. In the I ong 

term, after mon I tor Ing and adjust Ing 
I tvestock and wt Id horses to obta In proper 

utlllzatlon, reintroductions of native 

wlldllfe species wll I be supported In all 
zones. 

WI Lb. HbRSES 

1. 'Wt Id horse number's' wou·I d not dee 11 ne. 

In the short term, wt Id horses wt 11 Increase 

sl lghtly. This Is an Insignificant 

beneficial Impact. The sl lght Increase In 

numbers wit I be due prlmarlly to an Increase 

In vegetation. The Increase In vegetation 



wlll result from better . livestock 

di str I button through the lmpl ementatlon of 

grazing systems and the construction of 
range Improvement projects. 

In the long term, wt Id horse numbers wl 11 

Increase slgnlflcantly due to an Increase In 

vegetation and the Implementation of grazing 

systems. It Is estimated that a ten percent 

Increase In AUMs, approximately 12,346 AUMs, 

would be real !zed through the lmplementatton 

of grazing systems (Van Poolen and Lacey, 
1979). A port I on of these AUMs wou Id be 

avallable to wild horses. This would result 
In a significant beneficial Impact to wl Id 
horses over the long term. 

There wll I be no significant Impacts except 
tor zones 4 and 5. In these two zones there 
wlll be significant adverse Impacts. 1-brses 

wl 11 be maintained at a level toii lch herd 

vlablllty ts dlftlcult to maintain, thus the 

potential exists that the herds In these two 
zones may be lost. 

3. The fr 'e'e-ro'am Ing nature of ' wll d . hors 'es 

wou I d be 'pre ·served. 

There wlll not be a significant Impact to 

the free movement of wl Id horses In any 

zone. J\t> actions wl 11 be taken that wt 11 
Interrupt or change the m I grat Ion or other 

movement of the majority of wlld horses. 

4. Areas ' whe're wl I'd horses e'xt st'e 'ci' i'n' 197'1 

would be preser 'ved. 

There wll I be no sign I flcant Impact In any 

zone. Al I wl Id horse areas wh I ch were 

Inhabited by wlld horses In 1971 wll I 

continue to be managed as wild horse areas. 

5. Death ' I o·s·s· . dur Ing captu 're . op'ei-at' Ions 

'wo·u I d not 'exc 'eed' two pe6;ent. 

There will be no significant death loss 

Impact In any zone during wlld horse 

gathering operations. Htstortcally death 

loss during gathering operations has been 

less than two percent In the Ely District. 
During gathering operations It ts 

anticipated that some horses will be 

destroyed for reasons other than the 
gathering operation Itself. These reasons 

would Include disease, age, and pre-existing 
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Injuries. Few wild horses are actually 

Injured during gathering operations. 

6. Existing wl i'd horse characteristics or 
tra I ts wou Id not' be e i'I m !'n'ated. 

There w II I be no s lgn It leant Impact on w II d 

horse characteristics or traits In the Egan 

Resource Area. The random removal of wl Id 

horses wt I I Insure that no wt Id horses wl th 

specific characteristics or traits are 

pre-selected tor removal. 

REAL TY ~-1ANAGEMENT 

1. Community expansion ·and agrlcult'ural 
d·evelo 'pment' needs would b'e' accommoda't'ed. 

The disposal of up to 79,888 acres over the 

long-term (20 years) would result In a 

transfer of up to 4,000 acres per year to 
meet demands for land for a variety of 

purposes. Refer to Table 4-1, Preferred 

Alternative, for estimated acreage by land 

use classlflcatlon: residential, 
commercial, etc. Refer to the Lands and 
WI lderness (Preferred Alternative) Map at 

the end of Chapter 2 for the I ands 

Jdentl fled for potential transfer. It 

should be noted that, because of the small 
seal e, these maps are for general location 

only and should not be considered completely 

accurate. 

The smal I rural commultles of Wh lte Pl ne 

County are surrounded by Federal land and 

private land available for development ls 

relatively limited. Any substantial 

Increase In the size of the commun !ties or 

the amount of agricultural land Is dependent 

upon the avallablllty of federal land. In 

the short term commun I ty ex pans Ion and 
agricultural development would not be 

affected. Over the long term there would be 

no significant effect on community expansion 

and agricultural development In zones 1 and 
4. This Is because no communities exist and 

the potential for addltlonal Irrigated 

agr !cultural development Is Ins lgn If I cant. 
It Is expected that the anticipated 

agr,lcultural development possible In zones 2 

and 5 can be accommodated, (BLM, u. s. D. I. 
Study), resulting In a significant 

beneficial effect over the long term. 

Over the - I ong term there wou Id be no 

significant effect on community expansion In 
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Land Use Class Preferred 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 4-1 

Pool of Lands Identified for Disposal 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 

Residential 20,359 0 7,312 20,359 23 ,3 99 7,312 

Commercial 840 • 0 0 8402 8402 O 

Grazing 
(Unimproved) 24,341 0 12 , 057 24,341 19,043 12,057 

Alfalfa 
(Irrigated) 39,841 0 15,500 39,841 56,868 15,500 

Grass Seeding 
(Dryland) 913 0 712 913~ 7,855 712 

Industrial 1,714 0 1,714 l,714~ l,714~ 1,714 

Recreation & 

Public Purposes 3,760 0 2,260 3,7601 3,760~ 2,260 

Totals 79,888 0 39,555 79,888 113,479 39,555 

1 

2 

Up to acreage amounts given. 

May exceed amounts given. 



zones 2 and 5 because sufficient pr lvate 
land exist adjacent to the smal I communities 

to meet nearly al I community expansion 

needs. Should any federal land be needed 

for coomunlty expansion It would be 

accommodated resulting In a sl lghtly 

benef I cl al Impact. 

In zone 3, there Is ant lei pated to be some 

community expansion over the long-term which 

would need federal lands to meet some of the 

growth. It Is expected that there would be 

a s I lghtl y benef I c I al effect on coomun I ty 
expansion as any needs for federal land will 

be accommodated. 

Over the I ong-term the amount of I and 

sultable for agrlcultural development In the 

Steptoe Valley, part of zone 3, Is not 

anticipated to be significant. This Is 

because of the expected allowance of most If 

not al I surplus ground water by the State 

Engineer for preferred non-agrlcultural uses 

associated with community expansion, 

lndustrlal development, and planned 

agrlcultural development of existing private 
lands. Thus, the effect of allowlng only 

smal I amounts of federal land In this part 
of zone 3 for Irrigated agricultural 

development ls expected to be only sl lghtl y 

beneflclal. 1-bwever, there are some federal 

lands anticipated to be developed for 

Irrigated agrlcultural development In the 
Wh lte River Valley area of zone 3 over the 
long term. This would result In a 

significant beneficial effect over the long 

term If this Is the highest and best use of 

the sur p I us ground water ava 11 ab I e for 

appropriation. There would be some Increase 

tn the need for utl I I ties, roads, and 

serv Ices. 

2. Utt' 11 ty a'nd' transportat !'on" compa'n l es 
wou I'd , be'nef It·" from I ong-range p I a'nn Ing for 
major fa'cl l'ttles. 

Rights-of-way appl !cations are present I y 

processed on a case-by-case basis, with 

I lttle thought g lven to long-range utl I lty 

corridor plannlng. This method leads to a 

disorderly and unplanned pattern of 

rights-of-way on the landscape, more often 

than not, almost precisely In the location 

of the orlglnal application. Many times the 

granting of the right-of-way Is slowed down, 

whlle potentlal Impacts are mitigated. This 

Is time consuming and Inefficient for both 
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the BLM and the appl leant. Th ls I engthy 
app I I cat Ion process and the uncerta I nty as 

to whether the right-of-way wl 11 be granted 

does not benefit utlllty and transportation 

canpanles and hinders development of 

accurate long-range plans. 

It Is anticipated that two utility and 

transportation corridors would be 

designated, one running north and south, and 
one run n Ing east and west. Three wou Id be 

planned, two running north and south and one 

east and west. These corr ldors wou Id 

accommodate both the short and long range 

plans of the utll lty Industry for major 

facllltles. This would be slgnlflcantly 

beneflclal to the utll lty Industry. 

However , over the short- and I ong-term, the 

South Egan Range WI lderness Study Area and 

the Mt. Grafton WI lderness Study Area pinch 

off a planning corridor where It enters Cave 

Valley and thus el lmlnates this route from 

further consideration. 

WILDERNESS 

Port! ons of three w I j derness 'study , area 's 
w'ou Id ., .· bi; . recommend'ecl as s'u't'tab '1 e , for 

w(ld 'e'rn8'sS. "Wt't'dE:l'r'neSs' -~/ai'u'es' ,·wot/1d,.., 'b8 
protect 'ed ' l n ti,e 'sE( portfons '' b'ut' ' w'ou'I d '' be 

lost ove 'r ' the '' 1ong' terni ' lnpoi-- 'tions of"two 
wll 'cte'r'ness '' 'st'udy ' 'a'r 'ea·s·, , and i 'n ' ai i .· of t'h'e 

so'uth ' Ega'n' Range· Wi'i'd.er 'ness ' St'u·dy Ar 'ea. 

WSA 

Goshute Canyon 

Park Range 
Riordan's Wei I 

South Egan Range 

Sul table 

Acres 

22,225 
46,831 
37,542 

' o' 
106,598 

Nonsultabl e 
Acr 'es' 

13,369 
437 

19,460 
'9'5', '9'16' 

130,182 

Refer to the Lands and WI I derness (Preferred 
Alternatlve) Map at the end of Chapter 2 for 

the recommended wllderness areas In this 

alternatlve. It should be noted that, 

because of the small scale, , these maps are 

for general locatlon only and should not be 

considered completely accurate. 

WIiderness values would be preserved In the 

northern 60 percent of the Goshute Canyon 

WIiderness Study Area (lncludlng 5,009 acres 



of the Goshute Canyon Natural Area which Is 

an Instant Study Areal. WIiderness values 

would al so be preserved In the central core 

of Riordan's Wei I Wl lderness Study Area and 

In vlrtually all of the Park Range 

WIiderness Study Area. 

WIiderness values would be lost over the 

I ong term throughout the South Egan Range 

WIiderness Study Area and In portions of the 

Goshute Canyon and Riordan's Wei I WIiderness 

Study Areas. 

W 11 derness des I gnat Ion of any Egan Resource 

Area wllderness study area would enhance the 

Natlonal WI lderness Preservation System by 

expanding Its ecosystem diversity. The 

Great Basin Sagebrush and Junlper-Plnyon 

Wood I and ecosystems both are under

represented within the current designated 

wllderness. t-bwever, 8 mll llon acres In 
Nevada are under consideration for 

wilderness designation; some of which would 

Include representation of these ecosystems. 

Des I gnat Ion of any Egan Resource Area 

wilderness study area would help balance the 
geographic distribution of wilderness. 

Currently, only one designated area exists 

In Nevada and one In Utah. 

Designation of the Goshute Canyon WIiderness 

Study Area would Improve the opportunities 
for wllderness recreation within 5 hours 

driving time of Salt Lake City/Logan 

Standard Metropolltlan Statistical Area 

(SMSA) and Provo/Orem Standard Metropol ltlan 

Stat! st I cal Area. The Riordan's Wei I 

WI I derness Study Area Is wl th In a 5 hour 
drive of the Las Vegas Standard Metropolitan 

Statistical Area. The Park Range unit Is 

not within a 5 hour drive of any Standard 

Metropolitan Statistical Area. 

WIiderness designation would result In 

beneficial (but Insignificant) Impacts to 

wl ldl lfe visual resources, recreation, wt Id 

horses and watersheds ln all suitable areas. 

Limitations on surface disturbance would 

protect wlldllfe habitat, wlld horse 

habitat, visual resoures, watersheds and 

preserve a natural environment for primitive 
recreation. Cultural resources would 

experience Ins lgnl f leant positive and 

negative Impacts which would be offsetting. 
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Negative Impacts to the wllderness values 

are as discussed under Alternative A. The 

discussion would apply only to the 

unsuitable acres In the Goshute Canyon and 

Riordan's Wei I WII derness Study Areas and 
for the entire South Egan Range. 

Manag'eatil I tty 

Al I three of the areas recommended Sl!ltable 

can be effectively managed to preserve their 

wilderness characteristics. Boundaries were 
adjusted In th! s al ternatlve to remove 
manageability confl lets. 

to ·ncluslon 

Preserving the wilderness characteristics of 

the Goshute Canyon and Riordan's Wei I 
W 11 derness Study Areas wou Id be a 

significant beneficial Impact to the 
wilderness resource. 

Benet I c I a I Impacts wou Id occur from 

wilderness designation of the Park Range but 

they are not significant, since, even 
without des I gnat Ion, the area Is not 

expected to lose Its wllderness values In 

the long term. A significant adverse Impact 
to · the wt I derness resource wou Id occur by 

not preserv Ing the w 11 derness character of 

the South Egan Range WI I derness Study Area. 

Designation of portions of three wl lderness 
study areas as wilderness would help balance 

the geographic distribution of areas In the 

National WI lderness Preservation System; 

would expand the diversity of ecosystems 
represented In the W 11 derness System; and 

wou Id expand opportun !ties for pr 1ml tlve 

recreation and solitude In designated 
wilderness areas available to three Standard 
Metropolitan Statlstlcal Areas. 

The t'gan · Resource Area \•ii I derness Techn I ca I 
Re.port con ta Ins a deta I I ed ana I ys Is of the 

Impacts associated with this alternative as 
they relate to wilderness. 

I l Mineral dev'elopment wo·u·1d· be adversely 

a'nd ·stgnlftcantly lmpact'ed . because . of 
'wt lderne ·s's designation. 

The suitable portions of the Goshute Canyon 



and Riordan's Wei I WI lderness Study Areas 

contain 11,500 acres with moderate mineral 
potential. This Is a significant adverse 

Impact to mineral development. 

There are no confl lets with oil and gas 
potential. Some geothermal potential would 

be Included In the Park Range WIiderness 

Study Area. This would be a significant 

adverse Impact, but Is mitigated by the 

remoteness of the unit. 

There are no confl lets In the South Egan 

Range since none of the area Is recommended 

suitable. 

SOCIAL ANALYSIS 

As Is true of the adjacent Schei I Resource 

Area, Initially authorizing llvestock use In 

the Egan Resource Area at the 3-year average 
t lcensed use wh !ch would have the effect of 

significantly towering active perference 

levels, would not negatlvely Impact most 

ranchers since they are now grazing at their 

preferred levels. Some ranchers perceive 

that this alternative ts unfair to the few 
operators who had temporar 11 y reduced herd 

st ze or who now need to Increase the seal e 

of their operations to attain a profit. It 

could be expected that there could be a 

sign I ftcant pol It teal response to any 

attempt by the BLM to reduce grazing levels 
without adequate data to support those 

decisions. 

The Implementation of this alternative would 

not cause any significant changes In: 
(a) ranch Ing sectors Jobs or occupational 
outlook; In relatlonshlps between the Bureau 

and the ranch Ing com mun I ty; or In ranch Ing 
c0111T1un I ty 11 testy I es. 1-bwever, s I nee the 

range Improvement proj acts that wou Id have 

the highest priority and subsequently be 

Implemented under this alternative are those 

which have the highest benefit/cost ratio 

some operators may gain slgnlftcantly while 

others may see no direct effect. 

This would be frustrating for the latter 

operators who, given the economic problems 

facing the ranching Industry In Nevada, hope 

and expect the BLM to do more I and treat

ments, tenet ng and water development. For 

those operators not benefiting from this 

element of the preferred alternatlve, It may 
be considered a significant adv-erse Impact 
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In both the short and long term to their 

ranching operations. 

Anticipated short term reductions In 

I lcensed use would meet with substantial 

opposition among local ranchers who question 

the quality of monitoring data and the 

ab I I I ty to estab 11 sh an assessment of range 
trends over a short period of time. 1-bw
ever, In the long term, the subsequent 

Implementation of range Improvement programs 

allowlng Increased llvestock grazing would 

result In significant beneficial long term 

Impacts for most ranchers. 

Concern was expressed during the publ le 

comment period on alternatlve development 

that wlld horses are rapidly Increasing In 

numbers and are, In some areas, drl ft Ing 

outs I de of recogn I zed w 11 d horse herd use 

areas. Many of the ranchers have suggested 

that wt Id horse numbers should be reduced to 

and maintained at 1971 numbers to prevent 
what they perce Ive to be undue destruct Ion 

of public range lands. 

The reintroduction of big game species would 

probably be supported by the ranching sector 

as long as those reintroductions do not 

compete with I lvestock for ext st! ng forage. 

Reintroduction of big game species would, In 

the long term, probably Increase hunter 

days, but not sign lflcantl y so. 1-bwever, 
since the main thrust of the reintroduction 

wt 11 be bighorn sheep, that would be con
s I dared a s I gn If leant benef I c I a I Impact as 

far as reestabl lshment of that big game 

species ts concerned. Perceptually, this 

would undoubtedly be considered a 
significant beneficial Impact by those big 

game hunters who are trophy oriented. 

The alternative would have significant long

term beneficial Impacts for the utlllty 
sector since utility and transportation 

corridors would be designated and others 

would be planned. This should slmpl lfy the 

planning process, perhaps significantly so, 

for those agencies, firms and/or Individuals 

Involved with the planning for and 
subsequent construction of utll tty or 

transportation corridors. 

In terms of visual Impacts, this alternative 

would el lmlnate the posslbll lty of future 

utility or transportation corridors being 
estab 11 shed on a case-by-case bas Is wh I ch 



has the potentlal of creating, In the long 

term, a multlpl !city of significant adverse 

visual Impacts for those who I Ive In or 

transit the resource area. The Implementa

tion of this alternative would free the 

remainder of the resource area from the 

possibility of future visual Intrusions due 

to establishment of lndlvldual utility or 

transportation corridors. 

Disposal of up to 79,888 acres dispersed 

among the five management zones could have, 

In the view of many residents of the county, 

a significant beneficial Impact, In the long 

term, by reducing federal land holdlngs In 

the area and providing opportunities for 

those I ands to pass 1 nto pr lvate owner sh Ip 

for whatever use those owners may des 1 re to 

pursue. 1-bwever, this proposal wll I 

probably be met with mixed response. 

Ranchers are generally supportive of the 

opportun tty to be 13ble to purchase lands on 

wh !ch they graze. There Is some 

apprehension In the ranching sector that 

outside Interests with greater financial 

assets would be able to outbid them In a 

competitive publ le sale situation. Because 

of their historic and traditional use of and 

dependence on publ le lands for the 

I Ivel I hood In the production of food and 

fiber, they feel they should have preference 

rights In any sale situation that would 

Involve the disposal of lands on which they 

graze. 

It cou Id be expected that there cou Id be a 

significant polltlcal response to any 

attempt by the BLM to d I spose of pub 11 c 

lands on which grazing prlvlleges are 

current I y held wl thout some assurance that 

those who hold those prlvlleges would have 

preference rights In any sale situation. 

Those who enjoy and participate In outdoor 

publ le lands recreational activities have 

al so expressed concern that any disposal 

lands should Include provisions to assure 

that the disposal actions do not block off 

access to other publ le lands. It could be 

expected that th Is proposa I wou Id f Ind 

support among community members who are 

developmental oriented. These Individuals, 

as well as those lndlvlduals and stakeholder 

groups who want to see the federal land 

holdings In the resource area reduced, would 

probably consider this a significant bene

f I c I a I Im pact. 
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In both the short and long term, this could 

enhance the working relationships between 

the BLM and local residents. 

A few area res !dents have expressed some 

concern that any sa I e of pub 11 c I ands wou Id 

further depress and a I ready depressed rea I 

estate market. 1-bwever, this does not 

appear to be a significant community 

concern. It could al so be expected that 

those lndlvlduals and stakeholder groups who 

are conservation oriented may selectively 

oppose disposal actions on any parcel or 

parcels they feel has a greater value In 

be 1 ng preserved In the Ir natural state. 

They would not consider the sale of these 

parcels In the best Interests of the general 

publlc. 

Since this alternative attempts to achieve a 

ba I a nee between can pet Ing user groups wh 11 e 

strengthening the manageabll Tty of the areas 

recommended as suitable by minimizing and/or 

el lmlnatlng the majority of resource con

f I lets, It wll I probably find a broader base 

of canmun Tty support than wl I I the other 

alternatives. It Is expected this support 

w 11 I fo I I ow est ab I I shed com mun I ty response 

patterns. It Is not expected that new 

community coal ltlons would evolve as a 

result of the Implementation of this 

alternative. 

The Implementation of this alternative would 

not Introduce new people Into the area per

manently In any significant numbers (greater 

than ten percent of the existing population) 

nor would designation cause residents to 

leave In any significant numbers. lmple

mentatlon would probably not provide slgnl
f I cant em p I oyment op port un It I es ( greater 

than five percent) to the underemployed or 

unemployed, nor would It create new Jobs In 

d.1 fferent wage structures or create jobs for 

particular employee groups In any signifi

cant numbers. Al though some Jobs may 

develop In the service sector as a result of 

an Increase In wl lderness visitors, those 

Jobs wou Id be In the same sector and same 

occupations as existing Jobs In the area. 

Over a prolonged period of time wl lderness 

characteristics and values may be lrretrlev

abl y I ost on areas that were dropped from 

further wilderness consideration. This 

potential loss would probably be considered 

a sign I fl cant adverse Impact by conserva-



tlonlsts who actively support the wllderness 

program. 

The lmpl ementatlon of th! s al ternatlve may 

beneflclally Impact the mining sector, both 

economlcal ly and perceptually perhaps 

slgnlflcantly so, If major minerals deposits 

are subsequently located or are already 

Identified and are subsequently developed In 

those acres dropped from further wl I derness 

consideration. 1-bwever, the retention of 

portions of Goshute Canyon In this 

alternative may be viewed by the mining 

sector as a significant adverse Impact since 

an area of moderate mlnerals potential Is 

Included within the wllderness boundaries of 
that area. 

Loca I C ommu'n I ty 

There would be mlnlmal overal I Impacts on 

the local nonranch Ing commun Tty. Since 

there Is strong community support for the 

ranch Ing sector some opposition to the 

proposed lnltlal I lcenslng restrictions Is 

to be anticipated. A majority of local 

residents appear to favor some Immediate 

reductions In wl Id horse numbers and some 

Increase In b lg game numbers and they may 

express dissatisfaction with the proposal to 

manage for current horse numbers and current 

big game populatlons. 1-bwever, the level of 

opposition Is not expected to be severe. 

There wou Id be no s 1 gn If I cant Impacts to 

current 11 festyl es, Interact tonal patterns, 

leadershlp structure or community vlablllty 

as a direct result of Implementing this 

alternative. 

'Reg I on'a I and Nat 1 o'na I 

Although dissatisfaction with some aspects 

of the Preferred Al ternatlve has been 

expressed by various lndlvlduals and 

stakeholder groups, the majority of these 

lndlvlduals and groups could be expected to 

regard this alternative as a viable compro

mise which would not over-prioritize any of 

the multlple uses of the area. 

B'::ONOM IC ANAL VS IS 

WI I derness 

Economic Interest In the wl lderness study 

areas der Ives from the 1 r use for grazl ng, 
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recreation, forest products, mineral 

production, and tax revenues. Analysis of 

these productive uses of the potential 

wt I derness resource Ind I cates that no 

s I gn I f I cant a I terat I on of the area economy 

may be expected to occur due to formal 

wllderness designations. While there may be 

some minor trade-offs In Income and 

employment Impacts, with particular 

activities such as recreation being 

enhanced, and mineral extraction being 

discouraged, the basic structure of the 

I ocal econ any w 111 rema In Intact, wl th no 

significant Impacts, either beneficial or 

adverse. 

Re·a I ty Ma'na'gement 

The successful disposal of up to 79,888 

acres of pub 11 c I and cou Id a I ter the tax 

base of White Pine County to a significant 

degree. Based on estimated fair market 

value, applied to potentlal highest and best 

use (see Appendix 12), these lands are 

valued at $32,083,025. Assuming land values 

are not affected by the d I spo sa I of 79,888 

acres of pub I le land and assessed val uatlon 

at 35 percent of ful I cash value, the sate 

of the total acres would add $11.2 ml! I Ion, 

or approximately 23 percent, to the total 

assessed valuation ($49.2 ml! I Ion) of White 

Pine County. Estimated potentlal tax 

revenues amount to $261,884 which, based on 

fiscal year 1981-82, would Increase the 

total revenue trcm al I .sources ava 11 able to 

Wh I te Pl ne County by more than 7 percent, 

from $3.6 to $3.9 mllllon. The county's 

rece I pt of BLM payments In 11 eu of taxes 

would be reduced by less than $6,000. 

There could be adverse financial Impacts on 

local governments If the tax revenues from 

the pr lvate I and do not meet the expenses 

Incurred In providing such services to 

outlying developments In any of the 

management zones over the long term. 

Livestock Grazing 

The lnltlal and continued authorization at 

the 3-year average I lcensed use, In the 

short term wlll llkely result In the 

stab 111 zatlon and Improvement of the pl ant 

communities and a continuation of the 

present methods of ranching. 

As monitoring continues, and the appropriate 

vegetation conversions and range Improvement 



proj acts are I ntrod uc ed , a I ong wl th the 

effective utll lzatlon of fire management, 

pl ant commun !ties would benefit, wh !ch wt 11 

Increase available forage beyond existing 

levels. 

The Increase 

I lvestock, In 

lnslgnlflcant 

In forage avallabll lty for 

the long term, will 

beneficial Impact. 

have an 

Gross 

sa I es may be expected to Increase by 

$267,363, with an Increase In net ranch 

Income of $128,929. Employment In the 

livestock Industry wlll Increase by 3.9 jobs 

(3,800 hours). Total employment ls expected 

to Increase by 6.5 jobs. Refer to Table 4-2 

for deta 11 s. 

Ranch wealth deriving from publ le land use 

wlll Initially decline from $10.8 mll llon to 

$6. 2 m 111 Ion ( based on I lcens 1 ng 11ml ted to 
3-year average I lcensed use), and recover to 

approximately $6.8 ml 11 Ion with the 

add I ti ona I AlMs prov 1 dad In the I ong term. 

This estimated loss of $4.0 mil I Ion In loan 

and sale values wl 11 be sustained until such 

time as the I lcenslng up to preference 

I eve Is can be perm I tted. Th Is wl I I have an 

adverse effect upon some ranchers' ab! I lty 

to obtain short-term operating capital. 

In summary, ranch operating conditions and 

trends w 111 cont 1 n ue as at present, w I th 

positive Improvements and moderate I y 

beneflclal economic effects accruing In the 

long term. Ranch net wealth wl 11 lnltlal ly 

decl lne, but wl 11 recover somewhat over the 

long term. 

FORESTRY 

I. The 'torestry ac'reage base for deter

m In Ing · ava t'I a'b I e timber resources wou Id · be 

slgn 't 't't'cant'ly reduced from Alternative A. 

Under this alternative 342,441 acres would 

be avallable to the forestry program. 

The Impacts will be the same as In Alterna

tive B, but the causes wl I I be sl lghtly dif

ferent. Range Improvements and I and trans

fers wl 11 have a greater effect In reducing 

the acreage ava 11 able to the forestry pro

gram. WI I derness study areas wl I I not ad

verse! y Impact the forestry program as much. 

A I lmlted suppression fire management pol Icy 

will be Implemented which will result In a 

smal I Increase In areas burned. Except for 

catastrophic fires, this Impact will be 

ml n Ima!. 
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ZONE 

1. Buck and Bald/D iamonds 

2. Duckwater/Buttes 

3. Steptoe/Horse and Cattle Camp 

4. Jakes Valley 

5. West Lund Flats 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 4-2 

Economic Impacts to Livestock Grazing 

Preferred Alternative 

Long -Ter ;n 

Increase Increase 
AUMs in in 

Gross Net 
(+/-) Sales Income 

( $) ( $) 

+ 1,789 + 42,775 + 20,627 

+ 4,269 +102,072 + 49,222 

+ 2,471 + 59,082 + 28,491 

+ 72 + 1,722 + 830 

+ 2,581 + 61,7l2 + 29 ,759 

Increase 
in 

Livestocl< 
Industry 

Employment 
( fte) 1 

+ 0.6 

+ 1. 5 

+ 0.9 

0 

+ 0.9 

Increase 
in 

.l\.rea 
Economy 
Income 

( $) 

+ 39,424 

+ 94,078 

+ 54,459 

+ 1,586 

+ 56,878 

Increase 
in 

Area 
Economy 

Employment 
(ft e) 

+ 1. () 

+ 2 .5 

+ 1.5 

0 

+ 1.5 

Resource Area Total +11,182 +267,363 +128,929 + 3.9 +246,425 + 6.5 

1 FTE: Full-Time Equivalent (2,000 hours) . 



ALTERNATIVE A 

VEGETATION 

1. The success 1 ona I stages · of t'he var I ous 
p I ant c'ommun t't I es · wou Id ·move away from ; th 'e 

desired levels of . management. 

In the short term, there wl 11 be an lnslg

nl flcant adverse Impact upon vegetation In 

zones 1 and 2. In zones 3, 4, and 5 there 

wl 11 be no change In vegetation over the 

next five years. In the long term, the 

vegetation In zone 3 wlll experience an 

Insignificant adverse Impact. In zones 1, 

2, 4, and 5 over the I ong term, however, 

there wl 11 be a significant adverse Impact 

upon vegetation. 

The Impact on vegetat Ion In zones 1, 2, 4, 

and 5 over the long term would be signifi

cantly adverse as a result of the continua-

tion of exl sting I lvestock management 

practices. t--b action would be taken to 

reduce the ccmpetltlon for available forage 

between livestock, wild horses and wlld 11 fe 

In these zones. Range Improvement projects 

would only be Implemented to solve slte

specl f I c prob I ems, as necessary, to ma I nta In 

e)d stJ .ng management pr act Ices. Ex I st I ng 

manag~er1t actions that can be attr lbuted to 
bring about these adverse Impacts Include 

the current heavy utll lzatlon of the vegeta

tion by I lvestock, wlld horses and wlldllfe, 

historical periods of use, and the lack of 

allotment management plans. 

The adverse Impacts on vegetation frcm heavy 

stocking rates would result In deterioration 

of vigor and production of key management 

species, which would result In reduced plant 

vigor and/or total loss of certain species 

from Individual vegetation communities. 

Cook (1967) Indicated In relation to effect 

of Intensity of harvesting, without excep

tion, the more of the herbage that ls 

removed, the more plants died and the 

smaller were the remaining plants. 
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Based on the above discussion It Is antici

pated that the continued heavy utll lzatlon 

of the vegetat Ion resource wou Id cause 

further degradation of the pl ant species, 

thus, heavy grazl ng Intensity (overuse) 

would contribute to the significant adverse 
Impact on vegetation communities In al I 

zones. 

Th Is deter I oration would al so be caused by 

the existing perlods~f-use which allow 

ear I y I lvestock turnouts (March and Apr 11) 

In most allotments. In addition, the 

majority of livestock permlttees In the 

resource area are I lcensed for various 

periods of winter use, thus resulting In 

year-long I lvestock grazing. The fol lowing 

cited references are Indicative of how the 

existing periods-of-use In the resource area 

would adverse I y Impact the vigor of key 

management species. Tri lea et al. ( 1971) 

Indicated that depletion of carbohydrate 

reserves Is bel I eved to be a pr lmary factor 

for loss In plant vigor and subsequent range 

deter I orat Ion. Pear son ( 1964) Ind I cated, 
11 1n the grasses this critical period begins 

with the boot stage and closes with ccmplete 

maturation of the frult. 11 Also, Pearson 

( 1964) suggested as root reserves are 

depleted, thus plants become highly 

susceptible to Injury. The present periods

of-use would result In further losses of 

root reserves wh I ch wou Id cause a cont I nued 

decl lne In vigor. Deel In Ing vigor would 

result In further degradation of vegetation 

c01TYT1unltles. 

Based on the above cited references and 

discussion, the existing periods-of-use 

wou Id con tr I bute to the over a II s I gn If leant 

adverse Impact on vegetation commun !ties In 

the resource area. 

The allotments would stay as they currently 

are wt thout al I otment management pl ans and 

associated grazl ng systems. These 



allotments currently exhibit distribution 

and overuse problems and have early spring 

turnouts of I lvestock wh !ch typl fies heavy 

continuous I lvestock use. Kothmann, et. al. 

( 1969) Ind lcated from vegetation records 

kept on his study that heavy continuous 

grazing has resulted In a deterioration of 

the vigor and species canposltlon of the 

vegetation resource. 

LIVESTOCK GAAZING 

1. Present I lcense ·d use wou Id not change. 

This alternative proposes that livestock use 

In al I management zones would continue at 

the three year average I lcensed use. In the 

long term, however, vegetation In management 

zones 1, 2, 4, and 5 would slgnlflcantly 

move away fran the des l red I eve I of 

management, thereby red uc l ng the amount of 

available forage for llvestock. This loss 

of forage would have a significant adverse 

Impact upon I lvestock In the long term. 

Unpl--anned and unscheduled range Improvement 

projects would only be Implemented to 

resolve site-spec! tic prob I ems, as 

necessary, to maintain existing management 

practices and would not be equivalent to 

lmpl ementl ng an allotment management plan 

or any Intensive management system. 

.. 
No action would be taken to reduce the 

canpetltlon for avallable forage among 

1 lvestock, wl Id horses and wt Id I lte. 

Current utlllzatlon levels and seasons of 

use wou Id cont! nue throughout the resource 

area. The effect of continued canpetltlon 

for forage among I lvestock, wl Id horses and 

wlldllfe would be to reduce the amount of 

forage ava l I ab I e to I lvestock, wl Id horses 

and wlldllfe. 

2. LI vesto 'ck man'agement prob I ems wo·u Id 

occur a's• a resu ·1+o ·f 1'an·d dlsposals. 

Without the Implementation of a resource 

management plan, land disposals would be 

done on a case-by-case basis. If publlc 

land currently grazed under I lcense were 
acquired, through BLM disposal, by someone 

other than the I lcensee, a s lgn l t leant 

adverse Impact to that I lvestock operation 

could result. These Impacts could be both 

short or long term. The negative Impacts 

are expected to be of lesser magnitude under 

this alternatlve than the others because 

fewer dlsposals would take place. 
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3. No added costs to I l vestock operators 

wou Id occur b·ecause of w I I derness 

designations. 

Since no sultable wilderness recommendations 

would occur under this alternative there 

would be no added costs to llvestock 

operators. 

WILDLIFE 

1. Numbers of big game would decrease. 

Numbers of big game wl thin al I zones wl 11 

remain static within the short term, except 

tor zone 1 where big game numbers wt I I 

lnslgnlflcantly decrease. This wlll be 

caused by over-utl I lzatlon of the forage 

resource. In the long term, big game 

numbers wl 11 experience significant adverse 

Impacts to their numbers In al I zones but 

zone 3. The decrease In big game can be 

attributed to over-utll lzatlon of forage. 

This ls due, In part, to the competition 

between I lvestock, wlld horses and wlldllfe. 

No management actions would be lmpl emented 

to el lmlnate the prob I ems assoc lated with 

the heavy utll lzatlon of vegetation and 

historic periods of use. Within zone 3, big 

game numbers wll I decrease lnslgnlflcantly. 

2. Big game h·erd distribution would remat'n 

t'he · same. 

Big game herd distribution wll I remain the 

same within al I zones except for zones 2 and 

3. In zone 2, antelope wll I continue to 

Increase their home ranges south In Ruby 

Valley, because of the acceptable forage 

base found by the ante I ope. In zone 3, e I k 

wll I continue to pioneer Into new use areas 

as elk have over the past several years. 

3. Dlstrlbut'lon of smal I game species 

wo·u Id 'decrease. 

a. Zone 1 - In the short term there wlll be 

lnslgn I fl cant adverse Impacts to smal I game 

species within this zone. Small game 

species are generally tied to both stream 

and other riparian area vegetation types. 

As stream riparian moves one condition 

toward the undesired, over the long 

smal I game distribution wt 11 

slgnlflcantly Impacted. 

class 

term, 

be 

b. Zone 2 - In the short term there wlll be 

Insignificant adverse lmpac.ts to smal I game 



species within thts zone. Smal I game 

species are generally tied to both stream 

and other r I par I an area vegetat Ion types. 

As stream riparian moves one condition class 

toward the undes Ired, stage over the long 

term, sma I I game d I str I but I on wl I I be 

slgnlflcantly Impacted. 

c. Zone 3 - In both the short and long term 

there wll I be tnslgnlflcant adverse Impacts 

to the dlstr !button of smal I game species. 

Over-utl I I zatlon of both stream and other 

rl par Ian vegetation types wl II continue and 

smal I game distribution wl 11 decrease 

Insignificantly. 

d. Zone 4 - In both the short and long term 

there wit I be Insignificant adverse Impacts 

to the distribution of smal I game species. 

Over-utll lzatlon of riparian vegetation 

types w 111 cont I nue and smal I game species 

distribution wl 11 be lnslgnlflcantly 

Impacted. 

e. Zone· 5 - In both the short and I ong term 

there wll I be Insignificant adverse Impacts 

to the di str I but Ion and density of smal I 

game species. 0-ter-utll lzatlon of both 

stream and other riparian vegetation types 

wl 11 continue and smal I game distribution 

wll I decrease Insignificantly. 

4. O!'strlbutlon of upland game species 

would decrease. 

Upland game species are tied to riparian 

vegetation types during the generally hot 

summer months for water, cover, and forage 

for their brooding clutches. 

In the short term, upland game species 

distribution wt I I be lnslgnlflcantly 

adverse! y Impacted. In the long term, 

stream riparian vegetation wt 11 change one 

condition class toward the undesired from 

continued over-utilization and upland game 

species distribution wlll be slgnlflcantly 

adversely Impacted. 

5. Dl'str I b'ut I on o'f nest' Ing raptors ' wou I ·d 

remain static or decrease. 

Nesting raptor distribution wlll remain 

static In the short term. As deciduous 

riparian vegetation types continue to be 

over utll !zed and understory vegetation In 

aspen vegetation types ls el lmlnated, an 

Insignificant decrease In nesting buteos, 
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owls, and acclpters wlll occur In the long 

term. 

6. Stream r !'par I an ha hi tat' w·ou Id decrea ·s·e 

In condition cla ·ss. 

Stream riparian vegetation wit I decrease 

from the present condition class that now 

exl sts over the short term. In the long 

term stream riparian vegetation wl 11 drop 

one condition class lower. This wll I cause 

a reduction In fish populations. 

7. Reintroduction of native · i/t i'dl lfe 

s pee I es wou I d be· s u· p po.rt'ec!_. 

No native wlldllfe species Introductions 

wt 11 be supported under this alternative. 

WI Lb' HORSES 

1. WIid hor 'se nu.mbers 'wou·Id· d'ecllne. 

There wlll be no significant Impacts on wlld 

horse numbers In the short term. In the 

long term there will be significant adverse 

Impacts In al I zones except zone 3. As a 

result of the competition for avallable 

forage between I lvestock, wl Id horses and 

wlldllfe and the lack of allotment manage

ment pl ans, necessary for Imp I ementatl n of 

grazing systems, there wlll be a significant 

adverse Impact upon vegetation In zones 1, 

2, 4, and 5. This reduction, over the long 

term, In available forage wl 11 cause a 

significant adverse Impact upon wlld horses. 

The Monte Cr I sto Herd Management Area w 11 I 

be managed at 96 horses from the existing 

365 horses. 

2. Herd 'v'lablllty wou'ld be decreased. 

There will be no significant Impacts In al I 

zones except 4 and 5, where 
significant adverse Impacts. 

maintained at a level which 

there wl I I be 

Horses w 11 I be 

herd vlabl I Tty 

ls dlfflcult to maintain, thus the potential 

exists that the herd wll I be lost. 

3. The free- ·roaml ng nat'ure of w·1I d hors 'es 

wou r'd be 'preserv 'ed. 

There w 111 not be a s lgn If leant Impact to 

the free movement of wl Id horses In any 

zone. No actions will be taken that wlll 

Interrupt or change the migration or other 

movement of the majority of wlld horses. 



4. Areas where w 11 d horses ex I sted In ·197'1 

wou Id be p'reserv 'ed. 

There wl 11 be no significant Impact In any 

zone. All wild horse areas which were 

Inhabited by wild horses In 1971 will 

continue to be managed as wlld horse areas. 

5. beath ' I oss dur !'ng capture operat'l ons 

wo'u'I d not exceed two per 'cent. 

There wl 11 be no significant death loss 

Impact In any zone during wlld horse 

gathering operations. Hlstorlcal ly death 

loss during gathering operations has been 

less than two percent In the Ely District. 

During gathering operations It Is antici

pated that some horses wl I I be destroyed for 

reasons other than the gather Ing operat Ion 

ltsel f. These reasons would Include 

disease, age, and pre-existing Injuries. 

Few wl Id horses are actua I I y Injured dur Ing 

gather Ing operat Ions. 

6. 'Exlstlng ' wi'ld . ho'rse · characteristics · or 

tra !'ts wou'I d not' be e 11 ~ I nated. 

There wl 11 be no significant Impact on wl Id 

horse character I sties or traits In the Egan 

Resource Area. The random remova I of wl Id 

horses wil I Insure that no wild horses with 
specific characteristics or traits are 

pre-selected for removal. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Commu'nlty expansion a'nd agrlc'ult'ural 

development' wou Id b'e h,I ndered. 

No dlsposal of Federal land would take place 

under this alternative. The smal I rural 

com mun It I es of Wh I te Pl ne County are 

surrounded by federal I and and pr lvate I and 

available for development Is relatively 

I lmlted. Any substantlal Increase In the 

s I ze of the com mun It I es or the amount of 

agrlcultural land ls dependant upon the 

avallablllty of federal land. In the short 

term community expansion and agricultural 

,development would not be affected because 

undeveloped pr lvate I and ex! sts to meet the 

expected needs. 

In the long-term there would be no 

significant effect on COl'mlunlty expansion 

and agr !cultural development In zones 1 and 
4, because no COl'mlunltles exist and none are 
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expected, nor Is there any significant 

potent I al for agr !cultural development. In 

zones 2 and 5 there Is anticipated to be 

some agrlcultural development because of the 

sultabl I lty of some of the pub I le lands for 

Irrigated agriculture and water avallabll

lty. 1-bwever, most of th! s agr !cultural 

development would not be posslble If no 

federal lands are made ava 11 able. There 

would thus be a significant effect on 

agricultural development In zones 2 and 5 

over the I ong term. Over the short term 

there would be no significant effect on · 

commun lty expansion In zones 2 and 5 because 

sufficient private land exists adjacent to 

the small communities to meet nearly all 

cOflYllunlty expansion needs. 1-bwever, over 

the long term there could be a significant 

negative Impact If needs occurred for 

federal land and they could not be 

accommodated on existing private land. 

In zone 3, there Is antic! pated to be some 

community expansion over the long term which 

wll I need federal lands to meet some of the 

growth. The rel at Ivel y I lmlted amount of 

undeveloped private lands and the high value 

of these lands would hinder expansion and 

development If addltlonal lands, namely 

adjacent federal lands, are not made avall

able to accommodate order I y growth and 

development. There would be a significant 

effect on cOl'mlunlty expansion If no federal 

land were available over the long term. The 

amount of land found suitable for 

agrlcultural development In the Steptoe 

Valley part of zone 3 Is not anticipated to 

be significant because of the expected 

allowance of most If not all of the 

addltlonal avallable ground water by the 

State Engineer for preferred uses associated 

with commun lty expansion, lndustrlal 

development, and planned agrlcultural 

development on existing private lands. 

Thus, there would be no significant effect 

on agricultural development anticipated In 

the Steptoe Valley part of zone 3. 1-bwever, 

some lands In the White River area of zone 3 

are anticipated to be suitable for 

agricultural development. There would be a 

significant effect over the long term If 

these federal lands were not made avallable 

for development. 



2. Utt I tty and transportation companies 

would not be.ne'ftt from long-range planning 

for major fact'I !ties. 

Rights-of-way appl lcatlons are presently 

processed on a case-by-case basis, with 

I lttle thought given to long-range utl I lty 

corridor planning. This method leads to a 

disorderly and unplanned pattern of rlghts

of-way on the landscape, more often than 

not, almost precisely In the location of the 

orig lnal appl !cation. Many times the 

granting of the right-of-way ls slowed down, 

whlle potential Impacts are mitigated. This 

Is time-consuming and Inefficient for both 

the BLM and the app I I cant. Th Is I engthy 

appl !cation process and the uncertainty as 

to whether the right-of-way wl 11 be granted 

does not benefit utl I lty and transportation 

com pan !es and hinders development of 

accurate long-range plans. 

WILDERNESS 

1. No areas would be· deslgnat'ed as wll'der

ness. WI iderness values woulci' be lost over 

the I ong term In · three of the four 

WI I derness Study Areas. 

Recommended Acreage 

WSA 

Goshute Canyon 

Park Range 

R Jordan I s Wei I 

South Egan Range 

Suitable Nonsultable 

Acres 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

/licres 

35,594 
47,268 
57,002 
96,916 

236,780 

A variety of Impacts w 111 

the wl lderness study areas 

11 kel y occur to 

If they are not 

des I gnated as w II derness. These w I II beg In 

taking place soon after the areas are 

rel eased from the I nterlm Manag'eme'nt' ' Pol 1·cy 

protections. f-bwever, their Impact to wl I

derness values within the entire wl lderness 

study area wll I not be significant until the 

Impacts have accumulated over the long term. 

The Impacts which are llkely to occur to the 

wilderness study areas (without designation) 

are discussed below: 

Roads would be built or extended In associ

ation wl th mineral and energy exp I oration 

and development, off road vehicle use, rec

reation access, woodland product harvesting, 
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access to private land, rangeland develop

ment, and standard fire suppression methods. 

Loss of vegetation and soil erosion would 

occur In conjunction with road development 

and Increased off-road vehicle use for 

recreation and other purposes. Road 

extension and development would be 

partlcularly Impacting In the Goshute Canyon 

and South Egan Range WI lderness Study Areas. 

Additional Impacts would accrue from mineral 

and energy exploration, assessment work, and 

development. In the short term about 2,000 
acres would be Impacted In the southern 

portion of Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study 

Area from min Ing operations. 

term wilderness values on about 

will be Impacted by mining 

In the long 

15,000 acres 

In Goshute 

Canyon, on about 10,000 acres In Riordan's 

We I I , and on about 5,000 acres In the South 

Egan Range. 

Wood I and product harvest Ing (fuel wood, p I ne 

nuts and posts) would continue and Increase 

within al I the wl lderness study Areas. 

Woodland harvest would Impact wilderness 

values along the perimeters of all the areas 

but especially the South Egan Range and 

Goshute Canyon W II derness Study Areas. 

Impacts to the wilderness characteristics 

wt I I occur In al I the wt I derness study areas 

as proposed range projects are lmpl emented 

and new range projects are developed. These 

would Include vegetation conversions, 

seed Ing s, spr Ing deve I opments, fences and 

pl pel Ines. 

Although localized Impacts will occur In the 

Park Range WIiderness Study Area, It ls not 

expectoo to lose Its wl lderness character-

1 stlcs over the long term. 

M'anageabl I lty 

Since no wilderness study 

recommendoo suitable, there 

manageabl I tty 

alternative. 

Conclusion 

considerations 

areas 

are 

In 

are 

no 

this 

W II derness character I st I cs w 111 be I ost In 

the long term to the po Int where Goshute 

Cany_pr,i, Riordan's Wei I WI lderness Study 

Areas and the South Egan Range un Its would 

no longer qua I I fy as wt lderness study areas. 



This ls a slgnlflcant adverse Impact to the 

wllder- ness resource In these three areas. 

In the short term, Impacts would be 

lnslgntflcant although minor Impacts of a 

local lzed nature would occur. 

Diversity ln the Natlonal WIiderness 

Preservation System wou Id not be expanded 

since none of the wllderness study areas are 

recommended suttable. 

The Egan Resource Area WIiderness Techntcal 

Report conta 1 ns a deta t I ed ana I ys Is of the 

Impacts associated with this alternatlve as 

they relate to wilderness. 

MINERALS AND ENERGY 

1. M t'nera I deve I opment wou Id not be 

lmp'actect' because of wl lderness designation. 

None of the four wllderness study areas 

wou Id be recommended as sul tab I e for 

wllderness designation. 

SO:: I AL ANALYSIS 

Although some ranchers In the resource area 

have expressed support for the lmpl ementa

tlon of this alternatlve, the majority of 

the comments received from the ranching 

community during the alternatlve development 

pub I le comment period were against the 

lmplementatlon of Alternatlve A. The 

consensual rationale of these lndlvlduals In 

opposing the lmplementatlon of this 

alternative was based on three factors. 

First, major concern was expressed that 

there would be no planned or scheduled range 

Improvement projects except on a 

case-by-case basis. Second, concern was 

expressed that monitoring data would not be 

used to adjust grazing levels. Third, 

conslderable concern was expressed that wlld 

horses would be maintained at current 

I eve Is. 

The Resource Area ranching sector Is anxious 

that the BLM use their management tools and 

revenue fran grazl ng fees to develop the 

grazl ng potentlal of the area. The lmpl e

mentat Ion of th Is a I ternat Ive Is v I ewed as 

thwarting that effort. It could be expected 

that the lmplementatlon of this alternatlve 

could have significant adverse Impact on 

relatlons and cooperation between the 

ranching sector and the BLM In both the 

short and long term. 
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It could be expected that those lndlvlduals 

and stake ho Ider groups wt th a conservatl on 

orientation would admantly oppose the 

tmplementatlon of this alternatlve since 

lmplementatlon would, In their view, 
perpetuate the degradation of the publlc 

lands In both the short and long term. It 

Is anticipated that the lmplementatlon of 

this alternatlve would have a slgnl flcant 

adverse Impact on relatlons and cooperation 

between these lndlvlduals and stakeholder 

groups and BLM. 

It Is anticipated that those lndlvlduals and 

stakeholder groups wr,o have expressed the 

view that both wlldllfe habitat and riparian 

areas are In a downward trend would 

vlgorously oppose the lmplementatton of this 

alternatlve. In the absence of actions to 

Improve wlldllfe habitat, riparian and 

wetland habitat, and the maintenance of 

present levels of wlld horses and llvestock, 

lt ls expected that relatlonshlps between 

the var lous stake ho Ider groups as we I I as 

between the stakeholder groups and the BLM 

would be strained. 

Opposition could also be expected from the 

utl I ltles sector since this alternatlve 

would neither pl an for nor designate 

addltlonal utlllty or transportation 

corridors but would process rights-of-way 

appl !cations on a case-by-case basis. This 

could Increase the costs of or Impede the 

development of major power projects, such as 

the Wh I te P 1 ne Power ProJ ect and make 

future energy development projects and 

transportation routes more dlfflcult and 

expensive to plan. It could be expected 

that those ut 11 I ty com pan I es wl th an 

Interest In the resource area would 

vlgorlously oppose the lmplementatlon of 

this alternatlve. The lmplementatlon of 

this alternatlve could have a significant 

adverse Impact on the utl I lty sector In both 

the short and long term. 

In terms of vlsual Impacts, the lmplemen

tatlon of this alternatlve has the potentlal 

of creating, ln the long term, a multl

pllclty of adverse vlsual Impacts for those 

who I Ive ln or transit the resource area. 

Depending on the number and locatlon of 

these utl I lty or transportation routes that 

would evolve over the long term, It could be 

a significant adverse vlsual Impact. 



This al ternatlve In essence, would perpetu

ate the status quo. The ma I ntenance of the 

status quo wou Id probab I y f Ind a broad base 

of support among those Individuals and 

stake ho Ider groups who use the pub 11 c I and 

resources for the Ir I Ivel I hood or In support 

of their recreational activities. 

The Implementation of this alternative would 

probably be favorably received by those area 

residents who wl thhel d support for the 

wl lderness program because of their concern 

about potential mineral deposits wt thin the 

study areas. 

Over a prolonged period of time, wilderness 

characteristics and values may be 

I rretr I veab I y I ost In one or more of the 

four areas as a d I rect consequence of those 

areas not being afforded the protection 

mandated for those areas which are Included 

In the National WI lderness Preservation 

System. This would undoubtedly be 

considered a significant adverse Impact by 

those who endorse wilderness designation. 

It could be expected that those lndlvlduals 

and stakeholder groups who are conserva

tlonal ly oriented would, at the local, 

regional and national levels, adamantly 

oppose the Imp l.ementat Ion of the No 

WIiderness Alternative. The Nevada Division 

of State Parks could al so be expected to 

oppose the Implementation of this 

alternative since they supported the 

designation of both Goshute Canyon and South 

Egan Range as w 11 derness areas. SI nee the 

1982 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 

Recreation Plan addresses wilderness In the 

first two high priority Issues, the dropping 

of these two areas may be considered a 

significant adverse Impact In statewide 

efforts to preserve "wl Id 11 fe hab I tat, 

publ le lands for outdoor recreation, 

historic structures and sites, unique 

natural and unusual areas, and wt lderness." 

Loca I Commun Tty 

There appears to be I lttle dissatisfaction 

w I th current com mun I ty cond It Ions a I though 

there ls some corm,unlty support for ranching 

sector dissatisfaction with some aspects of 

BLM1 s rangeland management pol lcles. 

However, this support fol lows traditional 

corm,unlty response patterns and It ls not 

expected that new community coal ltlons would 

form as a result of lmplementlng this 
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alternative. lib significant Impacts to the 

community would be anticipated In either the 

short term or the I ong term If th Is 

alternative were Implemented. 

Reg Iona I a·nd Nat Iona I 

It could be expected that those Individuals 

and stakeholder groups respresentlng wl Id 

horse, wilderness, outdoor recreation, 

wlldllfe and conservation oriented groups 

would oppose lmpl ementatlon of thl s 

alternative. This would contribute toward 

and Increased an lmoslty toward and dis

satlsfactlon with BLM management pol lcles, 

an adverse though non-quantifiable Impact. 

EC bNOM IC ANAL Ys IS 

lib Information ls available for the 

quantl fl cation of economic effects, either 

beneficial or adverse, or the estimation of 

their significance, from proposed resource 

uses under this alternative. A general 

discussion, postulating apparent effects, 

fol lows: 

WI I derness 

lib significant economic effects wlll result 

from non-designation of wilderness. lib 

slgnlflcantly beneficial economic advantages 

wou Id be I ost and no major adverse Impacts 

avoided. 1-bwever, wilderness recreation 

opportunities and their potential Income 

effects would be foregone, along with the 

benefits of preservation for future 

generations. In turn, mineral development 

potential wll I remain unfettered and present 

recreation uses and trends, partlcularly 

off-road vehicle use, wll I be continued. 

Rea I ty man'agement 

Expressions of Interest and appl !cations for 

transfer of pub I le lands to other ownership 

would continue to be considered on a 

case-by-case basts. But, wl thout the 

encouragement of the specific management 

proposals prov lded under the other al terna

tlves, It Is expected that the present 

pattern of land ownershl p wl thin the 

resource area would remain substantially the 

same. The potential for economic develop

ment\' or the poss I b 111 ty of rea II z Ing 

benefits that might derive from more 

efficient use of the land, wl 11 be 

d !min !shed. 



L'lvestock graz!'~ 

No assessment of the economic effects can be 

accanpllshed without Information regarding 

the projected ava 11 abll lty and al location of 

forage. 

This alternative would Introduce no changes 

Jn the administration of grazing on pub I le 

lands, so that livestock grazing would 

continue at Its present level. Although 

this would have no Immediate Impact on area 

ranchers, the present downward trend In 

ecological range condition ls likely to be 

accelerated by cont! nued overgrazl ng of the 

vegetat Jon resource. It Is expected that 

the continuation of current grazl ng levels 

would result In a decllne In available 

vegetation over the long term. 

With no data available to evaluate potential 

effects 

Impacts 

further 

brought 

grazing 

on future forage levels, econanlc 

projects, 

cannot be est !mated. f-bwever, 

degradation of the range 

about by continuation of current 

I eve Is, without range Improvement 

would result In decreased calf 

crops, I ower wean Ing 

calf weight at sale. 

weights, and reduced 

These reductions would 

In turn lower gross ranch I lvestock sales 

and revenues. These Impacts have the 

potential for significantly adverse effects 

on area ranchers, over the long term. 

Impacts resulting from slowly decl In Ing 

avallable vegetation would occur over an 

extended per I od of t I me. Ad J ustment to 

these changing conditions by area ranchers, 

perhaps taking the form of Improved 

technologies or other production function 

relatlonshlps, could mitigate some of this 

adversity. 

w·1 Id I !'fe-assoc I ated 'recreat I on 

This alternative would al so have an adverse 

Impact on wlldllfe and recreation, since 

decl In Ing habitat quallty would result In a 

reduction of wlldllfe IX)pulatlon below 

existing numbers. Impacts, while not 

quantifiable, are expected to result In 

fewer hunter-days and a reduction In hunting 

or wl ldllfe-assoclated recreation 

expenditures. The effect on area Income and 

emp I oyment wh I ch der Ives from these 

expenditures, while adverse, ls not expected 

to be significant. 
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FORESTRY 

1. The forestry acreage base for deter-

ml n Ing · avallable timber resources would not 

be affected. 

Under this alternative 409,616 acres would 

be avallable to the forestry program. It Is 

expected that the demand for forestry 

products wlll continue to Increase especlal

ly for fuelwood and chrlstmas trees. It Is 

anticipated that harvest pressures on the 

more accessable areas wll I approach the 

point that some stands wl 11 be cut above 

allowable cutting I lmlts. 

Under th Is al ternatlve the forestry program 

wll I not be slgnlflcantly adversely Impacted 

by wl lderness designation, land transfers , 

range management projects, and the fire 

management program. 



ALTERNATIVE B 

VEGETATION 

1. The successlo 'nal 'st'ages of the ' various 
p I ant' · comin'u'n Jt 'l es' w'ou I ·d move toward the 

des I red I eve Is of manag·e~ent. 

lnltlally, livestock would be licensed at 

92,308 AUMs. Allotment management pl ans and 

range Improvement projects associated with 
those plans would be Implemented. Cxle of 

the main objectives of an allotment 

management plan Is to Increase available 

forage use while providing ground cover, 

species canposltlon, plant vigor and 

density. The physlologlcal needs of plant 

species would be met by Implementing proper 

grazing management plans and range 

Improvement projects. Effective grazl ng 

systems would al low plant species the 

opportunity to flower and build up 

carbohydrate reserves be fore be Ing weakened 

by grazing CBlalsdel I and Pechanec, 1949; 

Britton, et. al., 1979). Grazing systems 

would meet the physlologlcal requirements of 

management species by providing the rest and 

uninhibited growth required to Increase 

growth, v Igor and seed I Ing estab 11 shment. 

Range Improvement projects such as fences or 

water developments would Improve the 

distribution of livestock. Uniform utlllza

tlon of the range In conjunction with rest 

dur i ng critical periods of growth would 

further reduce the effects on pl ants 

resulting fran year-long grazing and, In 

some Instances, over-utl 11 zatlon. Vegeta

tion conversions would provide additional 

vegetation for grazl ng dur Ing the critical 

spring growth period. Reducing utlllzatlon 

I eve Is on the native vegetation dur Ing the 

spring growing season would allow the 

vegetation to Improve wh II e, at the same 

time, Increase the total amount of forage 

available for grazing. 
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In all zones there will be an Insignificant 

beneficial Impact upon vegetation In the 

short term; J.e., vegetation will begin to 

move toward the des I red I eve I of management 

within the next five years. See Appendix 14 

for anticipated successlonal stage by 

vegetation type derived through management, 

In all zones there wll I be a sign! fl cant 

beneficial Impact upon vegetation In the 

long term. This movement toward the desired 

I eve! of management can be attr lbuted to 

vegetation conversion projects which wll I 

greater Increase the available forage, 

decreasing pressure on the existing forage. 

It can al so be attributed to the change In 

the fire management program, which will 

J ncrease the opportun ltl es to lnh I b It the 

growth of vegetation, which Is reducing 

available forage In many areas. 

LI VESTOC K GRAZ I 'NG 

1. Present licensed use would decrease. 

This alternative proposes that livestock use 

In al I management zones would decrease from 

the three year average I lcensed use, 123,461 

AUMs to 92,308 AUMs. The forage gained 

through the reduction In I lvestock numbers 

wou Id be made ava 11 ab I e to w 11 d I I fe to he Ip 

achieve reasonable numbers. This would 

amount to 75 percent of the current three 

year average I lcensed use and 42 percent of 

preference. Proposed I eve Is of use are as 

follows: management zone 1 ls 12,426 AUMs 

(45 percent of the three year average 

1 lcensed use and 22 percent of preference); 

management zone 2 Is 40,629 AUMs (93 percent 

of the three year average I lcensed use and 

52 percent of preference); management zone 3 

Is 25,343 AUMs (69 percent of the three year 

average I lcensed use and 44 percent of 

preference); management zone 4 Is 1,956 Al.Ms 



(69 percent of the three year average 

I l censed use and 26 percent of preference); 

and management zone 5 ls 11,954 AUMs (96 

percent of the 3-year average I lcensed use 

and 78 percent of preference). The proposed 

I eve Is of use would be a short-term 

significant adverse Impact to livestock 
grazl ng In al I management zones In the 

resource area. 

In the long term, however, vegetation would 

move toward a desired level of management 

due to the Implementation of various manage

ment actions, 1nclud1ng I lvestock management 

and range Improvement projects. Water 

developments required In the Jmplementatlon 

of grazl ng systems and allotment management 

plans would make addltlonal AU,,,s avallable 

to I lvestock, since It would result In more 

even llvestock distribution. 9,000 acres of 

vegetat lon convers Ion, pr lmar 11 y crested 

wheatgrass seedings, would provide 

additional forage as a direct result of the 

seeded grasses. 

In addition to the construction of various 

range Improvement projects, grazing systems, 

an Integral part of any allotment management 

p I an, wou Id be Imp I emented. Graz 1 ng systems 

may req u l re greater stock 1 ng rates on 

smaller portions of the allotment. This 

Increased ut111zat1on In the grazed area 

allows the ungrazed areas to rest whlle 

prov 1 d 1 ng more even ut 11 1 zat l on of the 

vegetat l on l n the grazed areas. The p I ants 

In the ungrazed areas are allowed to 

Increase vigor, 

which leads to 

fo I I ow I ng year. 

storage and reproduction 

Increased production the 

These positive aspects of 

rest outweigh the Increased ut111zat1on In 

the grazed years (Shlflet and Heady, 1971; 

Hickey, 1971). Based on a review of grazing 

systems In the western states by Van Poolen 

and Lacey (1979) and the professlonal judge

ment of the resource area staff, It ls 

estimated that a ten percent Increase In 

AUMs would be reallzed through lmplementa

tlon of grazl ng systems and allotment 

management plans. 

Range Improvement projects which benefit 

I lvestock would account for nearly 6,086 

AUMs Increase, which would result In the 

projected long-term I lvestock use levels up 

to 98,394 AUMs. 

A ten percent Increase In AUMs resultlng 
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from the lmpl ementatlon of grazl ng systems, 

over the long term, would amount to an 

addltlonal 9,230 AUMs. A portion of this 

Increase would be avallable to I lvestock and 

this would result In a significant 

beneflclal Impact to I lvestock operators. 

2. LI vestock management prob I ems wou Id 

occur as a result of land dlsposals. 

This alternatlve proposes the eventual dls

posal of publ le land In 20 grazing al lot-

ments total Ing some 39,555 acres. This 

would affect 31 llvestock operators. If 

these lands are acqul red by someone other 

than the I lvestock operator In the affected 

allotment, a significant adverse Impact to 

that I lvestock operator could result. These 

Jmpacts would be both short and long term 

and are expected to be of a lesser magnitude 

under this alternative than under 

a I tern at l ves C and D, but of a greater 

magnitude than those under alternatlve A. 

3. Added costs to I lvestock operators 

would occur because of wllderness 

designation. 

With wl lderness designation, al I access 

routes determined to be roads and notlceable 

ways, which were cherry stemmed during BLM1 s 
w 11 derness 1 nventory, wou Id rema 1 n open to 

al I vehlcle traffic. Al I existing range 

Improvements have access to them. 

New range developments wll! only be 

perm! tted when they wt I I better protect the 

rangeland or the wllderness resource. Costs 

of new developments wl 11 be higher In 

w!lderness areas than outside because of the 

emphasis placed on use of the least 

Impairing construction methods and most 

env l ronmenta I I y com pat I b I e mater la I s. Cost 

Increases wlll be within reason. Only one 

range project, a we I I , ls proposed l n the 

w!lderness study areas In this alternatlve. 

It wou I d be d 1 sa I I owed. 

Range Improvement projects which benefit 

I lvestock would account for nearly 6,086 

AUM,s Increase, which would result In the 

projected long-term I lvestock use levels up 

to 98,394 AUMs. 

A ten percent Increase In AUMs resulting 

from the lmplementatlon of grazing systems, 

over the long term, would amount to an 



addltlonal 9,230 AUMs. A portion of this 

Increase would be available to I lvestock and 

thls would result ln a slgnlflcant 

beneflclal Impact to I lvestock operators. 

2. LI vestock management problems wou Id 

occur as a result o_t land disposals. 

This alternative proposes the eventual dls

posal of pub! le land In 20 grazing al tot-

ments total Ing some 39,555 acres. Tots 

would affect 31 I lvestock operators. If 

these lands are acquired by someone other 

than the I lvestock operator ln the affected 

allotment, a slgnlflcant adverse Impact to 
that I lvestock operator could result. These 

Impacts would be both short and long term 

and are expected to be of a lesser magnitude 

under this alternatlve than under 

alternatives C and D, but of a greater 

magnitude than those under alternatlve A. 

3. Added costs to I l vestock operators 

would occur because of w ! l derness 

_des l gnat 1 on. 

Wlth wl lderness designation, al I access 

routes determined to be roads and noticeable 

ways, which were cherry stemmed during BLM1 s 

wllderness Inventory, would remain open to 

al I vehlcle traffic. Al I existing range 

Improvements have access to them. 

New range developments wlll only be 

perm I tted when they wl I I better protect the 

rangeland or the wilderness resource. Costs 

of new developments wll l be higher In 

wllderness areas than outside because of the 

emphas Is pl aced on use of the I east 

Impairing construction methods and most 

environmentally compatible mater lats. Cost 

Increases wlll be within reason. Only one 

range project, a well, ts proposed In the 

wilderness study areas In this alternatlve. 

It would be dlsal lowed. 

WILDLIFE 

1. Numbers of big game would Increase. 

In the short term, big game numbers wt 11 

Increase sl lghtly. Tots Is an Insignificant 

beneflclal Impact. The st lght Increase In 

numbers wit I be due prlmarlly to an Increase 

In vegetation. The Increase In vegetation 

wt l I result from better I lvestock distribu

tion through the lmplementatlon of grazing 
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systems and the construction of range 

Improvement projects. Several projects wl 11 

be constructed to benef It wl Id 11 fe and these 

wll l provide an addltlonal 6,442 AUMs of 

forage. 

In the I ong term, b I g game numbers wl I I 

Increase slgn!f!cantly due to an Increase In 

vegetation and the construction of range 

Improvement projects. It ls estimated that 

a ten percent Increase In A1Jv1s, approxi

mate! y 9,230 AUMs, wou Id be real I zed through 

the Imp! ementatlon of grazl ng systems (Van 

Poolen and Lacey, 1979). A portion of these 

AUMs would be avallable to wlldllfe. This, 

plus the additional 6,442 AUMs resultlng 

from range Improvements, wou Id resu It In a 

significant beneflclal Impact to livestock 

over the long term. 

2. Big game herd dlsfrlbutlon would 

Increase. 

Big game herd di str I but Ion wl 11 Increase 

Insignificantly. As big game numbers 

Increase In a response to more avallable 

forage created by a 19% reduction In 

l lvestock use area wide In the long-term, an 

Insignificant beneficial ,Impact to big game 

distribution wlll occur. 

3. Distribution of smal I game species 

would Increase. 

Smat I game species distribution wit I 
Increase lnslgnlflcantly over the short 

term. With a 19% reduction In I lvestock use 

area wide, riparian areas wlll receive less 

use. Smal I game species are generally tied 

to riparian areas, stream riparian wll I move 

one condition class toward the desired, 

other riparian vegetation types (see 

appendix 14) wll I move one successlonal 

stage toward the desired stage over the long 

term and sma I I game spec 1 es d I str I but I on 

w!II slgnlflcantly Increase their 

distribution. 

4. Dlsfrlbutlon · of upland game spect'es 

wou Id I ncrea 'se. 

Upland game species distribution wit I 

Increase lnslgnlf!cantly. Over the long 

term, with a 19% reduction In I !vestock 

resource area wide, vegetation types wl 11 

receive less use, meaning more forbs and 

grasses avallable for al I age classes of 

upland game species. 



5. DI str I but I on· of nest Ing raptors wou Id 

Increase. 

Nest Ing raptor spec I es wt I I Increase over 

the short term. Over the long term, with a 

19% reduction In I lvestoc~ use area wide, 

all vegetation types (see appendix 14) wll I 

move one successlonal stage toward the 

desired and less use wlll be Imposed on 

native grasses and forbs which are essentlal 

for raptor prey species maintenance. There 

wt 11 be more Invertebrates, e.g., grass

hoppers., beetles, avallable for raptor 

species that require Insects for their 

fledgllngs (Kestrels and swalnson hawks). 

In the long term, more raptor prey species 

wlll be avallable. Deciduous tree 

understory wt 11 receive less use with the 

proposed rest rotation grazing systems In 

allotments with riparian vegetation types, 

more deciduous trees wlll reach maturity and 

more nesting territories for owls, buteos, 

and acct pters wt 11 become ava 11 able. There 

wt 11 be significant beneflclal Impacts to 

nesting raptor distribution. 

6. 'stream riparian habitat would remain 

the same. 

Stream riparian habitat wll I remain the same 

In the short term. In the long term, with a 

19% reduction In I lvestock use area wide and 

proposed rest rotation grazing systems In 

allotments with the stream riparian, the 

grazl ng systems may stop the downward trend 

of the riparian, and the riparian habitat. 

7. Reintroduction of native wt !di lfe 

spe.cles would be supported. 

Reintroductions of native wt ldl I fe species 

Into historic use areas wlll be encouraged 

and supported because of the ava I I able 

forage made avallable by reducing llvestock 

use 19% area wide. Reintroductions of 

ante I ope Into Newark, Long, Butte and Wh lte 

River Valleys could take place and antelope 

distribution would Increase slgnlflcantly. 

Bighorn sheep could be Introduced to the 

South Pancake f\buntalns and posslbly the 

Park Mountain range and Increase bighorn 

sheep dlstrJbutlon slgnlflcantly. 

WILD HORSES 

1. WIid horse numbers would Increase. 

In the short term, wt Id horses wt I I Increase 
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sl lghtly. This Is an ln»lgnlflcant benefi

cial lmpa'ct. The sl lght Increase In nur1bers 

wlll be due prlmarlly to an Increase In 

vegetation. The Increase In vegetation wlll 

result from better I lvestock distribution 

through the lmplementatlon of grazing 

systems and the construction of range 

Improvement projects. 

In the long term, wlld horse numbers wlll 

Increase slgnlflcantly due to an Increase In 

vegetation and the lmplementatlon of grazing 

systems. It Is estimated that a ten percent 

Increase In AUMs, approximately 9,230 AUMs, 

would be realized through the lmplementatlon 

of grazing systems (Van Poolen and Lacey, 

1979). A portion of these AUMs would be 

avallable to wlld horses. This would result 

In a significant beneflclal Impact to wlld 

horses over the long term. 

2. Herd vlablllty would be enhanced. 

There wll I be no significant Impacts In any 

zones with horses except zones 4 and 5, 

where there wll I be a significant beneflclal 

Impact. Herd vlablllty wlll be Increased by 

relocating wlld horses from other zones to 

supplement the existing 20 horse herd. A 

minimum of 30 horses wll I be relocated Into 

zones 4 and 5. 

3. The free-roaming nature of wl Id horses 

wou Id be p'reserved. 

There wt 11 not be a sign! fl cant Impact to 

the free movement of wt Id horses In any 

zone. No act Ions wl I I be taken that wt I I 

Interrupt or change the migration or other 

movement of the majority of wlld horses. 

4. Areas where wlld horses existed In 1971 

would be preserved. 

There wlll be no significant Impact In any 

zone. All wlld horse areas which were 

Inhabited by wlld horses In 1971 wll I 

continue to be managed as wlld horse areas. 

5. Df)ath I oss dur Ing capture operat Ions 

would not exceed two percent. 

There wlll be no significant death loss 

Impact In any zone during wlld horse 

gathering operations. Hlstorlcal ly death 

loss during gathering operations has been 

less than two percent In the Ely district. 

Dur Ing gather Ing operations It ls antic!-



pated that some horses will be destroyed for 

reasons other than the gathering operation 

ltsel f. These reasons would Include 

d I sease, age, and pre-ext st Ing I nj ur I es. 

Few wt Id horses are actua I I y Injured dur Ing 

gathering operations. 

6. Existing wt Id horse characte 'rtstlcs or 

traits wou.ld not be el lmlnated. 

There wt 11 be no significant Impact on wt Id 

horse character I sties or traits In the Egan 

Resource Area. The random removal of wt Id 

horses wl 11 Insure that no wt Id horses with 
specific characteristics or traits are 

preselected for removal. 

REAL TY MANAGEl-1'ENT 

1. Some Commun tty expansion and 

agricultural · development needs · wo·u Id be 

a·ccommodated. 

The disposal of up to 39,555 acres over the 

Jong term (20 years) would result In a 

transfer of up to 2,000 acres per year to 

meet demands for land for a variety of 

purposes. Refer to Table 4-1, Alternative 

B, for estimated acreages by land use 

classification: residential, commercial, 

etc. Refer to the Lands and WIiderness 

(Alternative Bl Map at the end of Chapter 2 

for the lands ldentl fled for potent I al 

transfer. It should be noted that, because 

of the smal I scale, these maps are for 

general location only and should not be 

considered completely accurate. 

The smal I rural commun !ties of Wh lte Pl ne 

County are surrounded by Federal land and 

private land available for development ls 

relatively I lmlted. Any substantial In

crease In the size of the communities or the 

amount of agrlcultural land ls dependent 

upon the avallabll tty of federal land. In 

the short term, community expansion and ag

rlcultural development would not be affect
ed. Over the long term there would be no 

significant effect on community expansion 

and agrlcultural development In zones 1 and 

4. This Is because no communities exist and 

the potential for additional Irrigated 

agrlcultural development ls Insignificant. 

Over the long term some but not most of the 

pub I le desired agricultural development In 

zones 2 and 5 can be accommodated (BLM, 

u.s.o. I. study). Even so there Is 
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anticipated to be a significant beneficial 

Impact to the local economy. 

Over the short term there would be no 

significant effect on community expansion In 

zones 2 and 5 because suff I c I ent pr Iv ate 

land exist adjacent to the smal I communities 

to meet nearly all community expansion 

needs. Should any federal land be needed In 

zones 2 and 5 for community expansion It 

wou Id be most I y accommodated resu It Ing In a 

sl lghtly beneficial Impact. 

In zone 3, there Is anticipated to be some 

community expansion over the long term which 

would need federal lands to meet some of the 

growth. It Is expected that there wll I be a 

beneficial effect as federal land would be 

accommodated. 

Over the long term the amount of land 

suitable for agrlcultural development In the 

Steptoe Vat ley part of zone 3 Is not antici

pated to be significant because of the 

expected allowance of most If not al I the 

surplus ground water by the State Engineer 

for preferred non-agricultural uses associ

ated with community expansion, Industry, and 

planned agr tcu I tural development on ex! sting 

private land. The effect of allowlng only 

smal I amounts of federal land In Steptoe 

Valley for agricultural development Is 

expected to be only st lghtly beheflclal. 

However, there are some federal lands 

expected to be developed for Irrigated 

agriculture In the White River Valley area 

of zone 3. Some of these fed er a I I ands 

would be made available for such use In this 

area of zone 3. Over the long term disposal 

of some federal land for agricultural devel

opment would have a significant beneficial 

effect on agricultural development In this 

area of zone 3. 

There would be a sl lght Increase In the need 

for utllltles, roads, and services. 

Recreational and publ le purpose needs would 

be accommodated In any zone. 

2. Utl I lty and transportation companies 

would not benefit from long-range planning 

for -major I lnear facl I !ties. 

Rights-of-way a'ppl I cations are present I y 

processed on a case-by-case basis, with 
llttle thought given to long-range utll lty 



corridor planning. This method leads to a 

disorderly and unplanned pattern of 

r lghts-of-way on the I and scape, more often 

than not, almost precisely In the location 

of the original application. Many times the 

granting of the right-of-way Is slowed down, 

while potential Impacts are mitigated. This 

ls time-consuming and Inefficient for both 

the BLM and the app I I cant. Th Is I engthy 

appl lcatlon process and the uncertainty as 

to whether the right-of-way wl I I be granted 

does not benefit utility and transportation 

companies and hinders development of 

accurate long-range plans. 

Establishing only one east-west and one 

north-south corridors with I lmlted capacity 

for additional rights-of-way, does not 

accommodate the proposed projects or any 

future I I near r lght-of-way projects. Thus, 

there would be a significant adverse effect 

on the plans of the utility Industry In the 

short- and long-term. 

WILDERNESS 

1. The four W 11 derness Study Areas wou Id 

b'e des I gnated as w 11 derness. Wl l 'derness 
va I u·es· w·oul d be . preserved ' . over the I ong 

term on al I but the unman~geable acres. 

Recommended Acreage 

WSA 

Goshute Canyon 

Park Range 

Riordan's Wei I 

South Egan Range 

Suitable 
Acres · 

35,594 
47,268 

57,002 
96,916 

236,780 

Nonsul tab I e 
Acres ·' 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

Refer to the Lands and WI I derness 

(Alternative B) Map at the end of Chapter 2 

tor recommended wilderness areas In this 

alternative. It should be noted that, 

because of the sma I I sea I e, these maps are 

for general I ocat Ion on I y and shou Id not be 

considered completely accurate. 

In this alternative the wilderness resource 

would receive maximum protection, and this 

would help ensure the Integrity of the 

wilderness resource. This alternative would 

Include 5,009 acres of the Goshute Canyon 

Instant Study Area. This alternative would 
not, however, prevent some adverse Impacts 
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due to manageabl I lty problems. The 

beneficial Impacts to wl lderness would be as 

discussed under the Preferred Alternative, 

but on 236,780 acres. In addition, deslgna

t I on of the South Egan Range wou Id Improve 

the opportunities for primitive recreation 

within five hours drive of Las Vegas. 

Manageab 11 I ty 

The wl I derness study areas cou Id be managed 

to preserve the Ir w 11 derness character In 

the long term. 1-bwever, portions of the 

areas would be unmanageable as wl lderness. 

In the long term mining activities 

associated with val Id discoveries would 

I lkel y Impact approximate I y 4,000 acres In 

the southern end of Goshute Canyon 

WI lderness Study Area; 1,000 acres In the 

northern part of the South Egan Range 

WIiderness Study Area; and 500 acres In the 

western tip of Riordan's Wei I WI lderness 

Study Area. The South Egan Range WI I derness 

Study Area has one private Inholding with no 

access. SI nee access Is guaranteed, a road 

could be bu! It through the wl lderness study 

area. Portions of the perimeters of Goshute 

Canyon WIiderness Study Area, South Egan 

Range WIiderness Study Area, and Riordan's 

Well WIiderness Study Area would be 

difficult to manage to control off-road 

veh lcle use, road extens Ion and forest 

product removal. 

Cone I us Ion 

Preserving the wilderness characteristics of 

the Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study Area, 

South Egan Range WI I derness Study Area, and 

Riordan's Wei I WI lderness Study Area would 

be a significant beneficial Impact to the 

wilderness resource. Beneflclal Impacts 

would occur from designation of the Park 

Range but these are not significant since It 

ls not expected to lose Its wilderness 

values In the long term, even without 

designation. 

Designation of the four wilderness study 

areas as w 11 derness wou Id he Ip ba I a nee the 

geographic distribution of areas In the 

Nat)onal WI lderness Preservation System; 

would expand the diversity of ecosystems 

represented In the WI lderness System; and 

would expand opportun !ties for pr lmltlve 

recreation and solltude In designated 

wilderness areas available to three Standard 

Metropolitan Statistical Areas. 



The Egan Resource Area Wilderness Technical 

Report wt I I conta In a data 11 ed anal ys Is of 

the Impacts associated with this alternative 

as they relate to wt lderness. 

MINERALS AND ENERGY 

1. MI nera I deve I opment wou Id 

and slgnlflcantly Impacted 

~llderness designation. 

be adverse I y 

because of 

a. Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study Area - A 

significant adverse Impact would occur to 

mineral development due to withdrawal of 

high and moderate mineral potential from 

mineral entry. Most mining presently 

occurring on the periphery of the area would 

be unaffected unless It was desirable to 

follow a vein Into the wilderness area. 

b. Park Range Wl I derness Study Area -

Designation of this area as wt lderness wll I 

have an Insignificant adverse Impact on 

mineral exploration and development. The 

potential ls low for accumulation of mlneral 

resources. Impacts to o II and gas exp I ora-

t 1 on and development are lnslgnlflcant 

adverse. Moderate geothermal potential 

would be Included In the suitable areas 

along benches, and would become unavallable 

for development. This Is not slgnlflcant 

because of the areas remoteness. 

c. Riordan's Well WIiderness Study Area -

Ful I designation for the Riordan's Wei I 

Wllderness Study Area would be a Insignifi

cant adverse Impact. This area has moderate 

mlneral potential. Insignificant adverse 

Impacts to energy exploration and develop

ment would occur within this area due to the 

tow probability for occurance of oll and gas 

or geothermal resources. 

d. South Egans W 11 derness Study Area -

lnslgn I fl cant adverse Impacts would be 

real I zed from ful I wilderness designation of 

this wllderness .study area. This area has 

high and moderate mineral potential. 

Removal of the wt lderness study area 

from 

would 

energy 

al so 

Impacts. 

exploration and development 

create Ins I gn If leant adverse 
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'soc I AL ANAL ys·, s 

The Impacts under this alternative would be 

significantly adverse to ranchers both 

lnltlal ly and after ful I Implementation. 

Although the Initial I lcensed use resource 

area wide Is a nineteen percent (19%) 

reduction, those reduct Ions range from 

approximate I y fl fty-f Ive percent (55%) In 

Management Zone 1 to a low of approximately 

four percent ( 4%) In Management Zone 5. In 
some cases, the magnitude of these reduc

tions may exceed the critical threshold for 

maintaining a vlable ranching operation. 

These AUM reductions would be partlcularly 

objectionable to the ranching sector since 

those reductions would be Implemented In 

order to provide enough forage to help big 
game reach reasonab I e numbers. For those 

who would experience significant AUM 

reductions If thls alternatlve were to be 
Implemented, their material welfare would be 

severe I y Impacted as a resu It of reduced 

property values, Increased dlfflculty In 

obtaining loans and less Income. The 

possibility exists that one or more of the 

ranchers would go out of business and be 

subj acted to the stresses of chang Ing 

I lfestyles, occupations and pl aces of 

residence. 

The Implementation of the AUM reduction 

proposals under this alternative would also 

generate further controversy, misunder

stand Ing and con f I I ct between the ranch Ing 

sector and the BLM. The controversy wou Id 

probab I y center around the qua I tty of range 

data on wh !ch the BLM determined that AUM 

reductions were Justified. Under these 

circumstances, the ranching community could 

be expected to mobll lze and be highly 

committed to use their pol ltlcal and legal 

resources to protect their Interests and 

avoid loses. 

Those Individuals and stakeholder groups who 
support Increased numbers of big game would 

probably consider the Implementation of this 

alternative as a beneflclal Impact on the 

big game population. Simi tar perceptions 

would probably also be held by those 

Individuals and stakeholder groups who 
support the continued presence of wt Id 

horses at present I eve! s on pub I le lands, 

since this alternative generally maintains 

wild horse numbers at 1982- 83 f igures. 



Impacts related to the disposal of pub I le 
I ands wou I d be s Im 11 ar 
preferred alternative 
Intensity. 

to those 
but of 

In the 
lesser 

The fact that 236,860 acres would be 
preserved as wt lderness for the use of 
present as wel I as future generations. This 
could be considered a significant beneficial 
Impact In the transmission of our cultural 
heritage. 

This alternative would withdraw all four 
wilderness study areas from appropriation 
under the mining laws on the date of 
designation as wilderness unless otherwise 
provided for In the enacting leglslatlon. 
The wou Id perceptua I I y be v I awed as a 
significant adverse Impact by the mining 
sector. The opportun !ties foregone for the 
Individuals as wel I as tor the coomunlty 
could be a significant adverse Impact. This 
cannot be quantified since Information on 
the exact locatlon, size, and economic value 
of potential mineral and energy deposits 
within each wilderness study area has not 
been developed. 

Des I gnat Ion of al I tour wl lderness study 
areas as wt I derness wou Id not Introduce new 
people Into the area permanently In any 
significant numbers nor would designation 
cause residents to leave In any significant 
numbers. Although designation may Increase 
Jobs In the service sector, those Jobs would 
be In the same sector and baslcal ly the same 
occupations as existing jobs. Designation 
would not provide significant employment 
opportunities to the underemployed or 
unemployed, nor would It create new jobs In 
different wage structures or create jobs for 
particular employee groups In any 
significant numbers. 

Implementation of this alternative would 
pl ace addltlonal regulatory constraints on 
the use of motorized equipment, as well as 
placing constraints on other activities 
within wilderness areas. This may be viewed 
as an adverse Impact by many area residents, 
partlcularly those who enjoy off-the-road 
vehicle recreational activities In remote, 
pristine areas. 

Opposition to the lmpl ementatlon of th! s . 
alternative could be expected from the 
livestock sector. Opposition would probably 
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center around the Issue of reg u I atory 
constraints and Increased costs of future 
range Improvements. In the long term, this 
may be perce I ved by some ranchers or 
companies holding grazing permits In the 
four wt lderness study areas as a min Ima! 
adverse Impact on their ranching operation. 
A few ranchers perceive wilderness as a 
benef I c I a I Impact because of the restra I nts 
placed on other activities. 

For those Individuals who view the federal 
presence In the resource area negatively, 
the Implementation of this alternative would 
be seen as "tightening the federal grip on 
local lands" to the detriment of local 
residents. These lndlvlduals view the 
wt lderness program as a program that either 
prohibits or places restrictive constraints 
on the historic and tradltlonal multlple-use 
activities that have been al lowed on pub I le 
lands tor as long as many of the area 
residents can remember. For these Ind Iv ld
ual s, the lmplementatlon of this alternative 
would reinforce their negative perception of 
the Bureau of land Management. 

Local Community 

The lmplementatlon of this alternative would 
probably result In decreases In the via
bl I lty and stablllty of the local community 
to llfestyle changes, alterations of 
long-standing friendships, and lnteractlonal 
patterns and the possible emigration of some 
ranchers. These Impacts would result In 
adverse, although nonquantlflable social 
Impacts on the local community. 

Reg I on·a I a·nd Nat I on·a I 

Opposition could be expected from those 
regional and national stakeholder groups who 
actively support the I lvestock Industry. 
These groups would probably view the lmpl e
mentatlon of this alternative, In both the 
short and long term, as having a significant 
adverse Impact on the I lvestock sector. It 
cou Id be expected that other groups 
concerned with wt ldllfe, recreation, wilder
ness and environmental protection would 
consider the lmpl ementatlon of th! s alter
natlve as having beneflclal Impacts of 
vary Ing degrees. 



B'::ONOMIC ANALYSIS 

WI I derness 

No significant economic Impact. Refer to 

discussion under Preferred Alternative. 

Realty Management 

This alternative cal Is for the disposal of 

39,555 acres In the long term. Value of the 

lands Identified for transfer are estimated 

at $13.2 mil llon, with an estimated assessed 

valuatlon of $4.6 mll I Ion (see appendix 13). 

Potent I al tax revenue Increases are 

projected to be $107,613, with an offsetting 

reduction In county receipts of BLM payments 

In lleu of taxes of less than $3,000. 

There could be adverse financial Impacts on 

local governments It the tax revenues from 

the pr lvate I and do not meet the expenses 

Incur red In prov Id Ing such serv Ices to 

outlying developments In any of the 

management zones over the long term. 

LI vestock 'G'raz Ing 

Impacts under this alternative would be 

significant and adverse to lndlvlduals, to 

the livestock Industry, and to the area 

economy. In the short term, total AUMs In 

the resource area wou Id be reduced by 31, 1 53 

or 19 percent from 3-year average I lcensed 

use, with a resulting loss In net ranch 

Income totaling $359,194, approximately 13 

percent of the resource area's estimated 

total net ranch Income of $2,770,707. 

Employment In the I lvestock Industry would 

dee 11 ne by 11. 6 percent (22. 9 jobs), and 

ranch wealth, based on current active 

preference, would be reduced by $6. 2 

ml I I Ion. 

The estimated dee! lne In annual output, or

gross sales, of $744,868 would have further 

significantly adverse effects upon the area 

economy as the multlpl ler effect of 

financial transactions takes hold. Oteral I, 

reg tonal Income would be reduced by $686,527 

with 38.3 ful I-time equivalent Jobs lost. 

Whtie the Initial AUM reductions may be 

eased In the long term, due to proposed 

range Improvement projects and the lmplemen

tatlon of grazing systems, economic Impacts 

wll l continue to be significant and adverse. 
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The I ong-term effects wt I I be der lved from 

the continued loss of 25,327 AUMs which wll I 

result In a sustained annual decline of 

$605,569 In gross sales and $292,020 In net 

ranch Income. It Is estimated that the area 

economy would lose over fifteen jobs and 

$550,000 In lost annual Income. Ranch 

wealth wou Id decrease by $5.9 ml I I Ion from 

the current level. 

In general, ranches In the area would be 

forced to make major adjustments In order to 

respond to the loss of AUMs and continue In 

business. These would Involve reductions In 

herd size or expansion of base property 

forage sources. Many ranches are not In a 

position to adjust their operations In this 

manner, and may be forced to go out of 

business. 

Zone 1. Buck and Bal d/D1 amonds. 

This zone Is most severely Impacted. The 

proposed reduction of 15,312 AUMs, from 

3-year average I tcensed use, represents a 55 

percent loss of publtc land forage avall

ablllty. This would result In an _annual 

loss of $176,547 In net ranch Incomes and 

11.3 livestock Industry jobs. It Is llkely 

that some of the operators In this zone 

cou Id not surv Ive. Rancher wea I th wou Id 

dee 11 ne by $2. 2 m 11 I Ion In the short term. 

Long-term effects are only moderately less 

severe. Net ranch Income lost wlll be 

$164,671 annually with the loss of 5.1 jobs. 

The loss In ranch wealth would be $1.5 

ml 11 Ion. 

Zone 2. Duckwater/Buttes 

AUM reduct Ions of 2, 900 amount to on I y 6. 7 

percent of 3-year average I lcensed use, but 

represent a reduction of 48 percent from 

preference level. Short-term effects result 

In a loss of net ranch Income of $33,437 and 

2.1 jobs In ·the llvestock Industry. 

Affected ranchers wou Id need to be prepared 
to susta In themselves at more moderate 

operating levels In the short term. Ranch 

wealth Is the most severely affected aspect 

of operations In th! s zone, being reduced by 

$1.9 mll I Ion based on active preference. 

This loss In ranch wealth would have an 

Important effect on borrow Ing capacl ty for 

operating capital. 

In the I ong term, an Increase In ava II ab I e 



forage, due to grazl ng systems and range 

Improvement projects, wl 11 mean ·an Increase 

In I lvestock use. Beneflclal economic 

Impacts wl 11 be Insignificant. 

Zone 3. Steptoe/1-brse and Cattle Camp. 

AUM reductions of 11,556 would result In an 

annual loss In gross sales of $276,304 and 

net ranch Income of $133,241, resulting In 

an area-wide Income reduction of $254,664 

and an overal I loss of 14.2 jobs. The 

reduction from average I lcensed use Is 

estimated at 31.3 percent, with a loss In 

ranch wealth of $1.6 mil I Ion. 

Long-term Increases In avallable forage wll I 

ease the short-term Impacts only moderately. 

Reductions from current levels wl 11 mean a 

net annual decline of $124,939 In ranch 

Income. 

Zone 4. Jakes Valley. 

Impacts In this zone are less severe, but 

I nvo Ive fewer operators and may be of more 

Individual significance. The reduction of 

only 866 AUMs nevertheless amounts to 30.7 

percent of 3-year average 11 censed use. 

Income loss to the ranch operators Is 

estimated at $9,985 with less than one 

ful I-time equivalent job lost. 

Income I oss w 11 I ease somewhat In the I ong 

term, with the net annual loss being $7,379 

over current levels. 

Zone 5. West Lund Flats. 

The loss of 519 AUMs over the entire zone 

appears to be least significant and the 

easiest to sustain. Only 4.2 percent of the 

forage from average 11 censed use Is I ost, 

resulting In a direct Income loss of less 

than $6,000 and only 0.4 jobs In the 

I lvestock Industry. Ranch wealth Is reduced 

$170,500 from preference level. 

As In zone 2, the economic Impacts In zone 5 

will be beneficial but Insignificant In the 

tong term. The Increase In avallable forage 

wt 11 be sl lght. Net ranch Income wl 11 

Increase by about $600 annually over present 

Income levels. 

Tables 4-3 and 4-4 detail the short-term and 
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I ong-term effects of act Ions proposed under 

this alternative. 

FORES'r'RY 

1. The forestry acreage base for 

determining aval I able timber resource 's would 

be· slgnlflcant'ly reduced · from Ait'ernatlve A. 

Under this alternatlve 341,696 acres 

would be avallable to the forestry program. 

wilderness study areas wll I contain a large 

amount of the manageable forest lands. The 

short-term effect wlll be mlnlmal as demand 

can be met by using other areas. In the 

long-term the demand for Christmas trees, 

and fuelwood wlll exceed the allowable 

cuttl ng 1 lmlts. 

Range Improvements wlll Increase the supply 

of dead fue I wood In the short term. 

1-bwever, In the long term, the land treated 

through vegetation conversions wl 11 reduce 

the acreage ava 11 able to the forestry 

program. Wh 11 e some Chr I stmas trees may be 

harvested In 20 to 30 years from these 

areas, recovery Is uncertain. Land trans

fers w 111 remove some acreage, however, the 

adverse Impact wll I be smal I. 



ZONE 

1. Buck and Bald/Diamonds 
...... 
N 
CTI 

2. Duckwater/Buttes 

3. Steptoe/Horse and Cattle Camp 

4. Jakes Valley 

5. West Lund Flats 

Resource Area Total 

1 FTE: Full-Time Equivalent 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 4-3 

Economic Impacts to Livestock Grazing 

Short-Term 

--------

Increase Increase Increase 
AUMs in in in 
{+/-) Gross Net Livestock 

Sales Income Industry 
EmploytI1ent 

( $) { $) (FTE) 1 

-15,312 -366,110 -176,547 - 11. 3 

- 2,900 - 69,339 - 33,437 2.1 

-11, 556 -276,304 -133,241 8.5 

866 - 20,706 9,985 0.6 

--------

519 - 12,409 5,984 0.4 

-31,153 -744,868 -359,194 - 22.9 

------ ------

{2,000 hours). 

Increase Increase 
in in 

Area Area 
Economy Economy 
Income Employment 

( $) (FTE) 

-------
-337,434 - 18.9 

- 63,908 3.5 

--------

-254,664 - 14.2 

- 19,084 1.0 

- 11,437 0.7 

-686,527 - 38.3 



ZONE 

1. Buck and Bald/Diamonds 

2. Duckwater/Buttes 

3. Steptoe/Horse and Cattle Camp 

4. Jakes Valley 

5. West Lund Flats 

EGAN ~FSOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Tahle 4-4 

Economic Impacts to Livestock Grazing 

AUMs 
(+/-) 

-14,282 

+ 376 

-10,836 

640 

+ 55 

Alternative B 

Long-Term 

Increase 
in 

Gross 
Sales 

( $) 

-341,483 

+ 8 , 990 

-259,089 

- 15,302 

+ 1,315 

Increase 
in 
Net 

Income 

( $) 

-164,671 

+ 4,335 

-124,939 

7,379 

+ 634 

-- -- -- -- ---- --

Increase 
in 

Livestock 
Industry 

Employment 
(FTE} 1 

----- --- -----
5.1 

+ 0 . 1 

3.9 

0 .2 

0 

- --- - ------ ------ -- -- ----

Increase Increase 
in in 

Area 11.rea 
Economy Economy 
Income Employment 

( $) (FTE} 

----- ---- - - - - - ·- - - - --- - - - - -

-31 4,736 8.6 

+ 8,285 + 0.2 

-23 8,795 6.5 

- 14,103 0.3 

+ 1,212 0 

Resource Area Total -25,327 -605,569 -292,020 9.1 -558,137 - 15.2 

l FTE : Full-Time Equivalent (2,000 hours}. 



ALTERNATIVE C 

VEGETATION 

1. The successlonal stages of the various 

plant communities would move toward the 

desired levels of management. 

In al I zones there would be Insignificant 

beneflclal Impacts to vegetation as 

short-term management actions encourage a 

more even utlllzatlon of forage. 

In the long term, significant beneflclal 

Impacts to vegetation ltK>uld be brought about 

by both short- and long-term management 

actions. Significant beneflclal Impacts are 

shown In Appendix 15 as the successlonal 

stages move toward the des I red I eve Is of 

development. Licensing llvestock use at the 

3-year average I lcensed use In the short 

term and adjusting grazing use through 

monitoring to achieve sustalned-yleld 

utll lzatlon levels would benefit vegetation 

by Improving areas of overgrazing. Although 

adjustments In grazl ng use and changes In 

season of use are expected, monitoring data 

Is not avallable at this time with which to 

project the magn I tude of the adjustments In 

this plan. 

One of the main objectives of proper 

I l vestock management ls to Increase 

avallable forage use whlle Improving ground 

cover, species composition, plant vigor and 

density. These changes would be brought 

about, In part, by 
Improvements. 

The physlologlcal needs of 

would be met by lmplementlng 

various range 

plant species 
proper grazing 

management plans and range Improvement 

projects. The various plans and projects 

would promote vigor and seedllng success of 

forage spec I es by rest and deferment, 

promote seed plantlng of forage species by 

the mechanlcal action of anlmal movement 

followlng deferment, reduce effects of 
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repeated overuse of preferred areas that 

commonly occur with continuous grazing, and 

Increase anlmal productivity as a 

consequence of Increasing forage production. 

Water developments would Improve the 

distribution of 1 lvestock. Un I form 

utl 11 zatlon of the range and rest during 

of growth reduce the 

due to year-long and 

crltlcal per lods 

effects on plants 

overgrazing. 

Vegetation conversion would provide 

addltlonal vegetation for grazing during the 

crltlcal spring growing season. Reducing 

utlllzatlon levels on the native vegetation 

during the spring growing season would al low 

the vegetation to Improve, whlle at the same 

time Increase the total amount of forage 

avallable for grazing. 

LIVESTOCK GRAz't NG 

1. p'resent . I lcens 'ed use would remain 

u'ncha 'nge'd. 

This alternative proposes that llvestock use 

In al I management zones would continue at 

the 3-year average llcensed (123,461 AtJv1s). 
These livestock levels are as follows: 

management zone Is 27, 738 AtJv1s or 4 8 

percent of preference; management zone 2 Is 

43,529 AtJv1s or 56 percent of preference; 

management zone 3 Is 36,899 AUMs or 64 

percent of 

2,822 AUMs 

management 

percent of 

preference; management zone 4 Is 

or 37 percent of preference; and 

zone 5 Is 12,473 AtJv1s or 81 

preference. 

Therefore, In the short term there would be 

no significant Impacts to I lvestock 

operators In any of the management zones. 

In the long term, however, vegetation would 

move toward a desired level of management, 

due to the Imp! ementatlon of varous manage

ment actions, lncludlng I lvestock management 



and range Improvement projects. Water 

developments required In the lmpl ementatlon 

of graz Ing systems and al I otment management 

plans would make additional AUMs avallable 

to I lvestock, since It would result In more 

even I lvestock distribution. 20,200 acres 

of vegetation conversion, primarily crested 

wheatgrass seedings, would provide 

add I tlona I forage as a d I rect resu It of the 
seeded grasses. 

In add It Ion to the construct Ion of var lous 

range Improvement projects, grazl ng systems, 

an Integral part of any allotment management 

plan, would be Implemented. Q-azlng systems 

may require greater stock Ing rates on 

smaller portions of the allotment. This 
Increased utllzatlon In the grazed areas 

a I I ows the ungrazed areas 1:o rest wh II e 

prov Id Ing more even ut 11 I zat Ion of the 

vegetation In the grazed areas. The pl ants 

In the ungrazed areas are al lowed to 

Increase vigor, storage and reproduction 

which leads to Increased production the 

fol lowing year. These positive aspects of 

rest outweigh the Increased utilization In 

the grazed years (Shiflet and Heady, 1971; 

Hickey, 1971 ). Based on a review of grazing 

systems In the western states by Van Pool en 

and Lacey ( 1979) and the profess Iona I 

judgement of the resource area staff, It Is 

estimated that a ten percent Increase In 

AUMs would be real !zed through Implementa

tion of grazing systems and allotment 

managmeent plans. 

Range Improvement projects wh I ch benef It 

I lvestock alone, would account for nearly 

4,747 AUMs Increase, which would result In 

the projected long-term I lvestock use levels 

up to 128,208 AUMs. A ten percent Increase 

In AUMs resulting from the Implementation of 

grazing systems, over the long term, would 

amount to an additional 12,346 AUMs. A 

portion of this Increase would be avallable 

to I lvestock and this 

significant benetlclal 

operators. 

would result In a 

Impact to I lvestock 

2. livestock management problems would 
occur 'as' a res 'u'lt of land dlsposa 'ls. 

This alternative proposes the eventual 

disposal of publ le land In 34 grazing 

allotments, total Ing some 79,888 acres. 

This would affect 43 I lvestock operators If 

these I ands are acqu I red by someone other 
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than the I lvestock operator In the affected 

a I I otment, a sl gn If I cant adverse Impact to 

that I lvestock operator could result. These 

Impacts wou Id be both short and long term 

and are expected to be of a lesser magnitude 

under this alternatlve than under alterna

tlve ), but of a greater magnitude than 

those under alternative A and B. 

3. Added 'cost's ' to 11 vestock operators 

wo'u Id occur because of , w 11 de'rness des I g
nat Ion. 

With wt lderness designation, al I access 

routes determined to be roads and notlceable 

ways, wh I ch were cherry stemmed dur Ing the 

BLM1s wilderness Inventory, would remain 

open to al I vehicle traffic. Al I existing 

range Improvements have access to them. 

New range developments wlll only be 

permitted when they wt 11 better protect the 

rangeland or the wilderness resource. Costs 

of new developments wll I be higher In 

wllderness areas than outside because of the 

emphas Is pl aced on use of the I east 

Impairing construction methods and most 

envlronmental ly compatlble materlals. Cost 

Increases wlll be within reason. There area 

current I y no range projects proposed In the 

sultable portions of the wl lderness study 

areas. 

WI L'DL I FE 

1. Number's of b I g game wou I'd I ncre'a 'se. 

In the short term, big game numbers wt 11 

Increase sl lghtly. This Is an Insignificant 

beneficial Impact. The sl lght Increase In 

numbers w 111 be due pr !mar II y to an Increase 

In veg eta ti on. 

wlll result 

The Increase In vegetation 

from better I lvestock 

distribution through the Implementation of 

grazing systems and the construction of 

range Improvement projects. Severa I 

projects wlll be constructed to benefit 

wl Id 11 fe and these wl I I prov Ide an 

additional 6,435 AUMs of forage. 

In the long term, big game numbers wt 11 

Increase slgnlflcantly due to an Increase In 

vegetation and the construction of range 

Improvement projects. It Is estimated that 

a ten percent Increase In AUMS would be 

reallzed through the Implementation of 

grazing systems (Van Poolen and Lacey, 



1979). A portion of these AUMs would be 

avallable to wlldllfe. This, plus the 

additional 6,435 AUMs result! ng fran range 

Improvements, would result In a significant 

beneficial Impact to I lvestock over the long 

term. 

2. Big game he'rd dlsfrlbut'fon wou'ld 

!'ncrease. 

In th e short term, big game distribution 

density within use areas wl 11 Increase 

Insignificantly. The proposed guzzlers and 

var lous other water projects bring Ing free 

water Into areas lacking free water wll 1 

make forage available that was not available 

prior to the project. With monitoring and 

adj ustl ng I lvestock and wl Id horses 

accordingly to achieve proper utlllzatlon of 

the range forage resource, b I g game 

distribution and density with!~ use areas 

wll I slgnlflcantly Increase. 

3. Dlsfrlbutt'on of sm'al I game species 

would Increase. 

In the short term, sma 11 game spec I es 

distribution wl 11 Increase lnslgnlflcantly. 

Smal I game species are generally tied to 

both stream and other r I par I an areas. WI th 

monitoring and adjusting wlldhorses and 

11 vestock to ach I eve proper ut 111 zat I on of 

range forage resource, riparian areas wl 11 
Improve. In the long term stream rlparl an 

will move toward the desired condition class 

and other riparian vegetation wl II move one 

success I on a I st age toward the des I red sma I I 

game species distribution and density wl 11 

significantly Increase. (See Appendix 15) 

4. DI str I but Ion of up I and game wou Id 
l'n 'c r 'ea·s·e. 

In the short term, up I and game spec I es wt I I 
Increase In di str I but Ion. Proposed guzzler 

lnstal latlon, other water projects along 

with monitoring and adjusting wlld horses 

and livestock to obtain proper utll lzatlon 

of the range forage resource, will make 

ava 11 ab I e more grasses and forbs essentl a I 

for up I and game s pee I e ma I ntenanace. In the 

I ong term, up I and game spec I es d I str I but I on 

will Increase slgnlflcantly. 

5. Distribution of nesting · ·raptors would 

lncreas ·e. 

In the short term, nest Ing raptor spec I es 
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wll I remain static with possibly a sl lght 

Increase. In the long term, nesting raptors 

wlll Increase significantly. Proposed 

grazing systems with a rest pasture rotation 

cycle In pastures with aspen vegetation 

types wll I move the aspen toward the desired 

and more mature clones of aspen, thereby 

Increasing nesting opportunities for buteos, 

owls, and acclplters. 

6. Sfr 'eam rl 'parlan habitat wo·u1ci" !'ncrease 

'In condition class. 

In the short term, stream riparian habitat 

wl 11 remain In the same condition class It 

presently Is In. In the long term, stream 

riparian habitat wlll remain the same or 

move toward the desired condition class by 

utlllzlng grazing systems In pastures with 
stream riparian areas. Utll lzlng proposed 

season of use changes wl 11 al so al low for 

the vegetat I on to be ab I e to store more 

plant reserves (Stoddard and Smith, 1955). 

7. Relntr 'oductlons of native . 'wt lct'I t'te 
'spec I es wo·u Id be s'u'pported. 

In the short term, reintroduction of native 

wildlife species will be supported on a case 

by case basts. Where monitoring shows 

forage ls adequate for the proposed specie 

to be reintroduced, the reintroduction of 

the specie wt 11 be supported. In the long 

term, proper utilization will be achieved by 
adjust! ng I lvestock and wl Id horse use of 

the range forage resource. Reintroductions 

of native wlldllfe species wlll be supported 

In all zones. 

WILD HORSES 

1. WI Id horse numbers w'ould not decl Ina. 

In the short term, wild horses will Increase 

sllghtly. This Is an Insignificant 

beneficial Impact. The sl lght Increase In 

numbers wlll be due primarily to an Increase 

In vegetation. The Increase In vegetation 

wlll result fran better livestock distribu

tion through the Implementation of grazing 

systems and the construction of range 

Improvement projects. 

In the I ong term, wll d horse numbers wl II 

Increase significantly due to an Increase In 

vegetation and the Implementation of grazing 

systems. It Is estimated that a ten percent 

Increase In AlMs wou Id be rea I I zed through 

the Implementation of grazing systems (Van 



Poo I en and Lacey, 1979). A port I on of these 

AUMs would be avallable to wlld horses. 

This would result In a significant bene

ficial Impact to wlld horses over the tong 

term. 

2. Herd ~lablllty would be enhanced. 

There wll I be no s lgnl f leant Impacts In any 

zones wl th horses except zones 4 and 5, 

where there will be a significant beneflclal 

Impact. Herd vlabl I jty wt 11 be Increased by 

relocating wlld horses from other zones to 

supp I ement the ex I st Ing 20 horses In zones 4 

and 5. A minimum of 30 horses will be relo

cated Into the zones 4 and 5. 

3. Th~ free-roaming n~ture of wlld horses 

would be preserved. 

There will not be a significant Impact to 
the free movement of wl Id horses In any 

zone. t--b action wit I be taken that wll I 

Interrupt or change the migration or other 

movement of the majority of wlld horses. 

4. Areas where · w 11 d. horses ex I sted In · 1971 

wo·u·ld be pr 'ese·rved. 

There wl 11 be no significant Impact In any 

zone. Al I wlld horse areas which were 

Inhabited by wlld horses In 1971 wll I con

tinue to be managed as wt Id horse areas. 

5. Death I oss dur Ing capture op'er 'at t'ons 

wou I d not excee ·d 2 per ·cent. 

There wl 11 be no significant death loss 

Impact In any zone during wl Id horse 

gathering operations. Hlstorlcal ly, death 

toss during gathering operations has been 

I ess than 2 percent In the Ely DI str I ct. 

During gathering operations It Is antici 

pated that some horses wit I be destroyed for 

reasons other than the gather Ing operat ton 

Itself. These reasons would Include 

disease, age, and pre-existing Injuries. 

Few wl Id horses are actua I I y I nj ur ad dur Ing 

gathering operations. 

6. 'Existing ' w'I Id horse · ch'ar 'act'e 'ri'stlc ·s · or 

traits wou'ld not ' be 'el lmtnated. 

There wl 11 be no significant Impact on wl Id 

horse character I sties or traits In the Egan 

Resource Area. The random remova I of wl Id 

horses wlll Insure that no wlld horses with 
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specific characteristics 

preset ected for removal. 

or 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

tra Its are 

1. Community expansion and agricultural 

develo;:,ment needs wou'ld be accommodated. 

The disposal of up to 79,888 acres over the 

long term (20 years) would result In a 

trans fer of up to 4,000 acres per year to 

meet demands for land for a variety of 

purposes. Refer to Table 4-1, for estimated 

acreages by land use classlflcatlon that 

wl 11 be disposed by Alternative c. Refer to 

the Lands and WIiderness (Alternative C) Map 

at the end of Chapter 2 for the lands 

I dent If I ed for potent I al trans fer. It 

shou Id be noted that, because of the sma I I 

scale, these maps are for general locatlon 

only and should not be considered completely 

accurate. 

The smal I rural communities of White Pine 

County are surrounded by federal land and 

private land avallable for development Is 

relatlvely llmlted. Any substantlal 

Increase In the sl ze of the communities or 

the amount of agrlcultural land Is dependent 

upon the avallablllty of federal land. In 

the short term, community expansion and 

agrlcultural development would not be 

affected. Over the I ong term there wou Id be 

no significant effect on community expansion 

and agrlcultural development In zones 1 and 

4. This Is because no c011111unltles exist and 

the potentlal for addltlonal Irrigated 

agrlcultural development Is Insignificant. 

It Is expected that the anticipated 

agrlcultural development posslble In zones 2 

and 5 can be accommodat ed (SLM, u.s.0 .1. 
study), resultlng In a significant 

beneficial effect over the tong term. Over 

the long term there would be no significant 
eHect on community expansion In zones 2 and 

5 because sufficient private land exists 

adjacent to the smat t commun !ties to meet 

nearly all community expansion needs. 

Should any federal land be needed for 

community expansion It would be accommodated 
resultlng In a beneflctal Impact. In zone 

3, there ls anticipated to be some community 

expansion over the tong term wh tch would 

need federal lands to meet some of the 

growth. It Is expected that there would be 

a sl lghtly beneflclal effect on c011111untty 

expansion as any needs for federal land wl 11 

be accommodated. 



Over the I ong term the amount of I and 

suitable for agrlcultural development In the 

Steptoe Vall ley part of zone 3 ls not 

anticipated to be significant. This Is 

because of the expected allowance of most 1 t 

not al I the surplus groundwater by the State 

Engineer for preferred non-agrlcultural uses 

associated with community expansion lndus

trlal development, and planned agrlcultural 

development on existing private lands. The 

effect of allowlng only small amounts of 

federal land In thl s part of zone 3 tor 

Irr !gated agr !cultural development Is 

expected to be only slightly beneficial. 

rbwever, there are some federal I ands 

anticipated to be developed for Irrigated 

agrlcultural development In the White River 

Va I I ey area of zone 3 over the I ong term. 

This would result In a significant bene

tlclal effect over the long term If this ls 

the highest and best use of the surplus 

groundwater avallable for appropriation. 

There would be some Increase In the need tor 

utll ltles, roads, and services. 

2. Utlllty ' ' and transpo 'rtatlon companies 

wou Id benefl t from I ong-ra 'nge p I ann Ing for 

m'ajor tac 't I !ties. 

Rights-of-way appl I cations are present! y 

processed on a case-by-case basts, with 
I lttl e thought given to long-range utl I Tty 

corridor planning. This method leads to a 

disorderly and unplanned pattern of 

rights-of-way on the landscape, more often 

than not, al most precl sel y In the location 

of the orlglnal appl !cation. Many times the 

granting of the right-of-way ls slowed down, 

whlle potenttal Impacts are mitigated. This 

Is time-consuming and Inefficient for both 

the BLM and the appl leant. This lengthy 

appl !cation process and the uncertainty as 

to whether the r lght-of-way wl 11 be granted 

does not benefit utll lty and transportation 

companies and hinders development of 

accurate I ong-range pl ans. 

It ls anticipated that two utlllty and 

transportation corridors would be desig

nated, one running north and south, and one 

running east and west. Three would be 

PI anned, two runn Ing north and south and one 

east and west. These corr Id ors wt I I accom

modate both the short- and long-range plans 

of the utl I lty Industry for major facl I!

ties. This would be sign I flcantl y benefl

clal to the ut1l 1ty Industry. 
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WILDERNESS 

1.. Portions of aI ·I four wl lderness study 

areas would be deslg 'nated · as w'l'lderness. 

WIiderness values would be protected over 

The I ong term In these port Ions, · but wou Id , 

b·e lost In the •u'nsuttabi'e portions · of al 1· 

four · w 11 derness stud 'y a're ·a·s. 

Reco'mmend,ed Ac'i-'ea'ge 

Sultable Nonsultabl e 

WSA Ac'res A'cr 'es· 

Goshute Canyon 26,436 9, 158 

Park Range 38,573 8,695 

Riordan's Wei I 45,791 11,211 

South Egan Range 57', '6'60 39,2'56 

168,460 68,320 

Refer to the Lands and WI I derness 

(Alternative C) Map at the end of Chapter 2 

for recommended wilderness areas In this 

alternative. It should be noted that, 

because of the smal I scale, these maps are 

for general location only and should not be 

considered canpl etel y accurate. 

The wilderness values and the Integrity of 

the areas would be preserved under this 

alternative. This would Include 4,649 acres 

of the Goshute Canyon Natural Area. 

The beneflclal Impacts to wilderness would 

be the same as those d I scussed under the 

Preferred Alternative and Alternatlve B, but 

on 168,500 acres. 

Negative Impacts to the wllderness values 

are as discussed under Alternative A, but on 

68,360 acres. The di scusslon would apply 

only to those unsultable but manageable 

areas In Goshute Canyon WI I derness Study 

Area, Riordan's Wei I and South Egan Range 

WT lderness Study Area. 

Manageab't l'tty 

Al I of the four areas recommended suitable 

In this alternatlve can be effectively 

managed to preserve their wt lderness 

characteristics. Boundaries were adjusted 

In the alternative to remove manageabll lty 

cont I lets. 

Conclusion 

Preserving the wilderness characteristics of 

<'"'.. 



the Goshute Canyon WI I derness Area, South 

Egan Range W 11 derness Study Area, and 

R ! ordan' s We I I Wt I derness Study Area wl I I 
result In a sign! flcant beneflclal Impact to 

the wl I derness resource. Beneflclal Impacts 

wou Id occur from des I gnat Ion of the Park 

Range but these are not significant since It 
ts not expected to lose Its wt lderness 

values In the long term. 

Designation of pcrtlons of four wl lderness 

study areas as w 11 derness wou Id help ba I ance 

the geographic distribution of areas In the 

National WI lderness Preservation System; 

would expand the diversity of ecosystems 

represented In the W 11 derness System; and 

would expand oppcrtun!tles tor primitive 

recreation and solltude In designated 

wllderness areas avallable to three Standard 

Metropolltan Stat!stlcal Areas. 

The Egan Res·ource · Area WI tderness Technlcal 

Report wl I I conta In a data It ed anal ys Is of 

the Impacts associated with this alternatlve 

as they relate to wilderness. 

MINERAt·s· ANb ENERGY 

1. M t'nera I ' 'deve t op'ment' wou I .d . be adverse I y 
and · s I g·n't f I c'ant I y ·1m·pacted because 'of 

w I t der 'nes·s· des I gnat! o·n. 

a. G'.>shute Canyon WI lderness Study 

area - Mlneral development w!II be adversely 

and slgnlflcantly Impacted due to the 

wlthdrawal of over 10,000 acres of moderate 

mineral pctent!al from mineral entry. 

There wll I be Insignificant adverse Impacts 

to energy exploration and development since 

al I land withdrawn from !easing has low 

potent! al for o 11 and gas or geotherma I 

occurrence. 

The remainder of the three wl lderness study 

areas wlll have Insignificant adverse Im

pacts to both mineral development and ol I 

and gas as well as geothermal exploration. 

b. Park Range W 11 derness Study Area -

Partial designation of this area as wilder

ness wlll have an Insignificant adverse Im

pact on m!neral exploration and development. 

The potentlal ls low for accumulatlon of 

mineral resources. Adverse Impacts to oil 

and gas exploration and development are 

lnslgn I fl cant. Moderate geothermal pcten-
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tlal would be Included In the sultable areas 

on 16,420 acres along benches, and would 

become unavallable for development. This ls 

not sign! fl cant because of the area's 

remoteness. 

c. Riordan's Well WIiderness Study 

Area - Partlal designation for the Riordan's 

Wei I Wt lderness Study Area would be an 

lnslgn!f!cant adverse Impact. The suitable 

area has 1,230 acres of moderate m!neral 

potent! a I • Ins I gn t f I cant adverse Impacts to 
energy explorat!on and development would 

occur within this area due to the low 

probab 111 ty for occurrence for o 11 and gas 

or geothermal resources. 

d. South Egans WI I derness Study Area 

Insignificant adverse Impacts would be 

real !zed from partlal wilderness designation 

of this w!lderness study area. The su!table 

area has 4,300 acres of moderate mlneral 

potent! al. 

Removal of the sultable portion of the 

wilderness study area from energy 

exploratlon and development would 

create tns!gnlflcant adverse Impacts. 

·set I AL ANAL '(S I s 

also 

Except for w!lderness, Impacts under this 

alternat!ve would be slm! lar to those under 

the Preferred Alternative for the ranching, 

local, regional and natlonal communities. 

The w 11 derness Impacts wou Id be s Im 11 ar to 

those In alternative B. 

ECbNOM IC ANAL YS Is 

WI I derness 

No significant economic effect. Refer to 

d lscusslon under Preferred Al ternatlve. 

Lands !dent! f I ed for d I sposa I under th Is 

a I tern at Ive are the same as those Inc I uded 

In the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 
Preferred Alternative for discussion. There 

could be adverse financial Impacts on local 

governments If the tax revenues from the 

pr Iv ate I and do not meet the expenses 

Incurred In providing such services to 

out I yl ng deve! opments In any of the zones 

over the long term. 



Livestock Grazing 

Livestock grazl ng proposals and AUM reduc

tion are the same as those Included In the 

Preferred Alternatlve. Refer to Preferred 

Alternatlve for discussion. Table 4-5 

provides detalls of the long-tenn economic 

Impacts. 

FORESTRY 

1. The forestry acreage base for deter

m In Ing avallable timber resources would . be 

significantly reduced from ' Alternatlve A. 

Under this alternatlve 342,441 acres would 

be available to the forestry program. 

The Impacts wlll be the same as In Alter

native B, but the causes wt 11 be sl lghtl y 

different. Range Improvements and land 

transfers wt I I have a greater effect In 
reduct ng the acreage ava 11 able to the 

forestry program. WI I derness study areas 

wl 11 not adversl y Impact the forestry pro

gram as much. A I lmlted suppression fire 

management po I Icy wt I I be lmpl emented wh !ch 

wlll result 1n a small Increase In areas 

burned. Except for catastrophic fires, th! s 

Impact wlll be mlnlmal. 
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ZONE 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 4-5 

Exonomic Impacts to Livestock Grazing 

Alternative C 

AUMs 
(+/-) 

Long-Term 

Increase 
in 

Gross 
Sales 

( $) 

Increase 
in 
~ret 

Inco r.ie 

( $) 

---- -- - - - -- --·- ----- - - - --- -- - - - -- - - --- - -- -- -- - ---

1. Buck and Bald/Diamonds + 1,789 + 42,775 + 20,627 

2. Duckwater/Buttes + 4,269 +102,072 + 49,222 

3. Steptoe/Horse and Cattle Camp + 2,471 + 59,082 + 28,491 

4. ,Jakes Valley + 72 + 1,722 + 830 

5. \'lest Lund Flats + 2,581 +61,712 + 29,759 

Resource Area Total +11,182 +267,363 +128,929 

1 FTE: Full-Time Equivalent (2,000 hours). 

Increase 
in 

Livestock 
I n oustry 

Employment 
(FTE) 1 

+ 0.6 

+ 1.5 

+ 0.9 

0 

+ 0.9 

+ 3.9 

Increase 
in 

Area 
Economy 
I ncome 

( $) 

+ 39,424 

+ 94,078 

+ 54,459 

+ 1,586 

+ 56,878 

+246,425 

Increase 
in 

Area 
F:conomy 

Emplo y ment 
(FTl':) 

+ 1.0 

+ 2.5 

+ l.'i 

0 

+ l."i 

+ 6.5 



ALTERNATIVE D 

VEGETATION 

1. The successlonal stages of the various 

plant corrmunltles would not move toward the 

desired levels of management. 

In the short term, there wl 11 be an 

lnslgnlflcant adverse Impact upon vegetation 

In zones 1 and 2. In zones 3, 4, and 5 

there wl 11 be no change ln vegetation over 

the next f Ive years. In the long term, the 

vegetation In zone 3 wl 11 ex per Jenee an 

lnslgnlflcant adverse Impact. ln zones 1, 

2, 4, and 5 over the long term, however, 

there wlll be a slgnlflcant adverse Impact 

upon vegetation. 

The Impacts to vegetation ln zones 1, 2, 4, 

and 5 over the long term would be 

slgnlflcantly adverse as a result of the 

heavy utlllzatlon of vegetation. Appendix 

16 shows the movement away form the des 1 red 

I eve Is of management, due to heavy utl 11 za

tlon of vegetation. 

The adverse Impacts on vegetation from heavy 

stocking rates would result In deterioration 

of vigor and production of key management 

species, which would result In reduced plant 

vigor and/or total loss of certain species 

fran lndlvldual vegetation corrrnunltles. 

Cook, et. al., (1964) Indicated ln relation 

to effect of Intensity of harvesting, 

wl thout except Ion, the more of the herbage 

that 1 s removed , the more pl ants d 1 ed and 

the smaller were the remaining plants. 

Based on the above discuss Ion It Is 

anticipated that the heavy utll lzatlon of 

the vegetation resource would cause further 

degradation of the plant species, thus, 

heavy grazing Intensity (overuse) would 

contribute to the slgnlfcant adverse Impact 

on vegetation communities In al I zones. 

This deterioration would also be caused by 

the existing periods-of-use which al low 
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early I lvestock turnouts (March and Apr 11) 

In most allotments. In addition, the 

majority of I lvestock permlttees In the 

resource area are I lcensed for various 

periods of winter use, thus resulting ln 

year-long I lvestock grazing. The fol lowing 

cl ted references are 1 nd !cat Ive of how the 

existing periods-of-use In the resource area 

would adversely Impact the vigor of key 

management species. Trllca, et. al. (1971) 

Indicated that depletion of carbohydrate 

reserves 1 s bel leved to be a pr lmary factor 

for loss In plant vigor and subsequent range 

deterioration. Pearson (1964) Indicated, 

"In the grasses this crltlcal period begins 

with the boot stage and closes with. complete 

maturat ton of the 

( 1964) suggested 

depleted, thus 

fruit." Also, Pearson 

as root reserves are 

plants become highly 

susceptible to Injury. The present perlods

of-uso would result In further losses of 

root reserves which would cause a continued 

decline In vigor. Decllnlng vigor would 

result In further degradation of vegetation 

communities. 

Based on the above cited references and 

discussion, the existing periods-of-use 

would contribute to the overall significant 

adverse Impact on vegetation communities In 

the resource area. 

The allotments would stay as they currently 

are wl thout al I otment management pl ans and 

associated grazing systems. These 

allotments currently exhibit distribution 

and overuse problems and have early spring 

turnouts of livestock, which typifies heavy 

continuous I lvestock use. Kothmann, et. al. 

( 1969) Ind Teated from vegetation records 

kept on his study that heavy continuous 

grazing has resulted In a deterioration of 

the vigor and species canposltlon of the 

vegetation resource. 



LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

1. Present ltcensed use would Increase to 

above preference. 

This alternattve proposes that livestock use 

l n al I management zones 

above preference levels. 

through the reduction In 

wou Id increase to 

The forage ga t ned 

wild horse numbers 

would provide the Increase (19,968 AUMs) 

above preference. Th Is wou Id be a 191 

percent Increase from the current three-year 

average licensed use. Increases proposed are 

as follows: management zone 1 Is 65,785 

AUMs (237 percent of the three-year average 

llcensed use and 115 percent of preference); 

management zone 2 is 89,547 AUMs (205 

percent of the three-year average 11 censed 

use and 115 percent of preference); 

management zone 3 ls 58,014 AUMs (149 

percent of the three-year average 11 censed 

use and 100 percent of preference); and 

management zone 4 Is 7,606 AUMs (270 percent 

of the three-year average 11 censed use and 

100 percent of preference); and management 

zone 5 Is 15,364 AUMs C 123 percent of the 

three-year average licensed use and 100 

percent of preference). These Increases 

would be short-term significant beneflclal 

Impacts to livestock grazing in al I 

management zones In the resource area. 

In the long term, however, there would be 

significant adverse Impacts upon the 

vegetation due to heavy stock Ing rates. 

This would result In deterioration of vigor 

and production of key management species. 

This, In turn, would result In significant 

adverse Impacts to I lvestock operators as 

the amount and qua I tty of avatlable forage 

decreased. 

2. Livestock management problems would 

occur ·as a resu It of I and d t sposa Is. 

This alternatlve proposes the eventual dis

posal of pub! le land In 35 grazing al lot-

ments totallng some 113,479 acres. This 

would affect 46 I lvestock operators. If 

these I ands are acqu I red by someone other 

than the I tvestock operator In the affected 

allotment, a slgnlftcant adverse Impact to 

that I tvestock operator could result. These 

Impacts would be both short- and long-term 

and are expected to be of a greater magn 1-

tude under this alternatlve than under the 

preferred alternative and alternattves A, 8, 

and C. 
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3. Ad.ded costs to 11 vestock operators 

wou Id occur be'cause of w 11 derness des I gna

t I on. 

With wtlderness designation, all access 

routes determined to be roads and nottceable 

ways, wh t ch were cherry stemmed dur t ng the 

BLM's wllderness Inventory, would remain 

open to al I vehlcle traffic. Al I ext sting 

range Improvements have access to them. 

New range developments wlll only be 

perm t tted when they wl I I better protect the 

rangeland or the wilderness resource. Costs 

of new developments wt 11 be higher In 

wilderness areas than outside because of the 

emphasis placed on use of the least 

lmpa Tri ng construction methods and most 

envlronmental ly compatible materials. Cost 

Increases wll I be within reason. There are 

current I y no range projects proposed In the 

sultable portions of the wl lderness study 

areas. 

WILDLIFE 

1. Numbers of b I g game wou Id decr 'ease. 

In the short term, numbers of big game wit I 

rema t n stat le or decrease t ns t g n If t cant! y. 

In the long term, numbers of big game wit I 

decrease slgnlflcantly. This would result 

from the Impact to vegetation as a result of 

heavy stock Ing rates. 

2. Big game herd dls'trlbutfon would remain 

the same. 

In the short term, b I g game herd d I str I bu

t I on wt 11 Increase tnslgnlflcantly, due to 

the range Improvement projects~ In the long 

term as big game numbers decrease due to 

over-uttl lzatlon of the range forage re

source because of raising levels of I Ive

stock to above preference, big game 

d I str I but I on wl I I rema In the same or reduce 

lnslgnlflcantly. 

3. DI str t butt on of s'ma I I game spec'! es 

·wou Id decrease. 

Smal I game species distribution wt 11 remain 

static or decrese lnslgnlftcantly In the 

short term. Smal I game species are gener

al I y tl ,ed to riparian areas, both stream and 

other riparian areas. In the long term, 

unprotected stream riparian habitat would 

move one condition class toward the unde-



sired and other riparian areas (see Appendix 

16) would move one successlonal stage toward 

the undesired due to raising I lvestock 

I eve Is to above preference. Th Is wl 11 cause 

a reduction In fish populatlons, brooding 

habitat, crltlcal to upland game species and 

habitat crucial for smal I game would' be lost 

and a reduction of al I up! and and smal I game 

species ls anticipated. In the long term 

smal I game specie distribution would 

decrease slgnlflcantly. 

4. DI str !but I on of up I and game spe·c I es 

would decrease. 

Distribution of upland game species wll I 

remain static or Increase lnslgnlflcantly ln 

the short term due to the proposed range 

Improvements, 1.e. guzzlers and other water 

projects. In the long term, raising I Ive

stock to above preference levels wlll result 

In over-utll lzatlon. Up I and game spec 1 es 

are t 1 ed to r I par 1 an areas both stream and 

other riparian dur Ing the hot summer months 

for brood Ing puposes. Unprotected stream 

riparian areas wlll move one condition class 

toward the undes 1 red and other r 1 par 1 an 

areas wll I move one successlonal stage 

toward the undesired due to over-utlllzatlon 

and upland game species distribution and 

populatlon wlll decrease slgnlflcantly In 

the I ong term. 

5. DI'strlbutlon of nesting raptors w·ould 

remain static or decrease. 

In the short term, nesting raptors wll I 

remain static. In the long term, as aspen 

vegetation types are moved one successlonal 

stage toward the undesired (see Appendix 16) 

mature stands of aspen wl 11 have understory 

vegetation removed by I lvestock being raised 

to above preference levels and, ln turn, 

wl I I create areas undeslrabl e for nesting 

raptor species; 1.e. acclpters, owls, and 

buteos. Raptor nesting distribution wl 11 

decrease lnslgnlflcantly. 

There w 111 a I so be a I oss of Invertebrates, 

e.g., beetles and grasshoppers. This will 

be a loss of prey species for raptors that 

depend upon Invertebrates (Kestrels and 

Swalnson hawks). 

6. Stream riparian habitat would decrease 

one condition class. 

As a resu It of ra Is Ing I Ive stock numbers to 
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preference levels, ongoing stream riparian 

degradation wl I I continue. 

Projected I ong-term Impacts are that stream 

riparian habitat would decrease by one 

condition class. 

7. Re I ntr 'oduct I on of nat Ive spec I es wou Id 

not be supported. 

Reintroductions of native wlldllfe species 

wt 11 not be encouraged nor supported because 

all available forage will be given to 

I lvestock. 

WILD HORSES 

1. Wild horse numbers would be reduced. 

There will be a significant adverse Impact 

In the short and I ong term 1 n zones 1 and 2 

If herds are reduced to 50 horses. 

2. Herd vlablltty would be lost. 

There will be significant adverse Impacts In 

zones 4 and 5. 1-brses wll I be maintained In 

this herd use area at a level ln which herd 

vlabll lty Is dlfflcult to maintain. 

3~ The free-roaming nature of wlld horses 

would be preserved. 

There wl 11 not be a s lgn If leant Impact to 

the free movement of wild horses ln any 

zone. r-b act Ions wl 11 be taken that wl 11 

Interrupt or change the migration or other 

movement of the majority of wl Id horses. 

4. Areas where wl Id horses existed In 
1971 would be preserved. 

There wl 11 be no significant Impact In any 

zone. Al I wild horse areas which were In

habited by wild horses In 1971 will continue 

to be managed as wlld horse areas. 

5. Death loss during capture operations 

wou Id 'not exceed two percent. 

There wl 11 be no significant death loss Im

pact In any zone during wlld horse gathering 

operations. Hlstorlcal ly death loss during 

gather Ing operat Ions has been I ess than 2 

percent ln the Ely District. During gather

Ing operations It Is antlclpated that some 

horses wt I I be destroyed for reasons other 

than the gathering operation Itself. These 



reasons would Include disease, age and 

pre-existing Injuries. Few wild horses are 

actua I I y Injured dur Ing gather Ing 

operations. 

6. Existing wlld horse characteristics or 

traits would be el lmlnated. 

There wl 11 be significant adverse Impacts to 

wlld horse characteristics and traits In 

zones 1 and 2. When wl Id horses 1 n these 

herd use areas are reduced to fl fty an Imai s, 

due to the magnitude of the relocation, many 

characteristics would be lost. There wll I 

be no significant Impact to wlld horse 

character! sties or traits In zones 3, 4 and 

5, since no horses would be removed. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1, Community expansion and agrlcultural 

deve I opment needs wou Id be un'p I anned and 

exceed the sustained yleld capacity of the 

g~ound water resource, 

The disposal of up to 113,479 acres over the 

long term (20 years) would result In a 

transfer of up to 5,674 acres per year for 

land for a variety of purposes, Refer to 

Table 4-1. 

Al so, refer to the Lands and WI lderness 

(Alternatlve D) Map at the end of Chapter 2 

for the lands Identified for potentlal 

transfer. It should be noted that, because 

of the small scale, these maps are for 

general locatlon only and should not be 

cons ldered complete! y accurate. 

The smal I rural cormiunltles of White Pine 

County are surrounded by Federal land and 

private land avallable for development Is 

relatively I lmlted, Any substantial In

crease ln the size of the corrvnunltles or the 

amount of agrlcultural land Is dependent 

upon the avallablllty of federal land. In 

the short term commun tty expansion and agrl

cultural development probably would not be 

affected. 0.,er the I ong term there wou Id be 

a significantly adverse effect on corm,unlty 

expansion and agrlcultural development In 

al I management zones. This Is because the 

existing demand for agrlcultural development 

In a 11 the management zones w 111 far exceed 

the capacity of these zones for agrlcultural 

development becaus e of the 11ml ted groun d 

water avallable for addltlonal development 
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on a sustained yield basis. Thus, there 

would be a significant adverse effect on 

Rxlstlng and new agrlcultural development In 

these two zones over the long term. 

Unplanned disposal of large amounts of 

federal land In advance of actual needs for 

community expansion or other nonagrlcul

tur al deve I opment wou Id probab I y resu It In 

an unwanted burden on local government to 

provide services. This would be especlal ly 

the case where a large development with 

smal I lot sizes for recreatlonal cabins or 

home sites were constructed In an outlylng 

rural area far removed from the existing 

communities where services such as fire and 

pol Ice protection, roads, and schools are 

avallable, There could be adverse financial 

Impacts on local governments If the tax 

revenues from the pr Iv ate I and do not meet 

the expenses Incurred In prov Id Ing such 

services to outlylng developments In any of 

the management zones over the long term. 

3. Utlllty 

opportun 'tt I es 

'expect'ed needs. 

and transportation 
wo'uld exceed 

corr 'ldor 

reason 'ab I y 

Rights-of-way appl !cations are present) y 

processed on a case-by-case bas 1 s, w I th 

I lttl e thought given to long-range utl I Tty 

corridor plannlng. This method leads to a 

dlsorderly and unplanned pattern of rights

of-way on the landscape, more often than 

not, almost preclsely In the location of the 

orlglnal appl !cation. Many times the grant

Ing of the right-of-way Is slowed down, 

whlle potentlal Impacts are mitigated. This 

Is time-consuming and Inefficient for both 

the BLM and the appl leant, This lengthy 

appl !cation process and the uncerta lnty as 

to whether the right-of-way wlll be granted 

does not benefit utl I tty and transportation 

companies and hinders development of accu

rate long-range plans. 

The Identification of many corridors would 

provide the maximum opportunity for utility 

and transportation companies to plan facll

ltles. Also, lncludlng al I routes for the 

proposed ut 11 I ty projects 1 s extreme I y 

beneflclal to these companies, This would 

be sign! flcantl y beneflclal In both the 

short and long term. 

lt:>wever, des I gnat Ing more ut 11 I ty corr 1 dor s 

than actua I I y expected to be needed over the 



short and long term could easily lead to a 

unnecessary amount of land being reserved or 

managed for a slngle use that may never 

materlal lze In certain corridors. The 

effect Is to have a potential for a pro

fusion of right-of-ways crisscrossing the 

resource area which In essence Is not much 

better than an unplanned no corridor 

situation. 

WILDERNESS 

1. Portions of three wl lderness ·s+udy 

areas wou Id be recommended fo ·r w 11 derness 

des I gnat I on. W 11 derness · va I ues In the .. I ong 

term wou Id be protected on these port Ions, 

b·u+ would be lost In one entire unit, and In 

port'lons of the other three w 11 derness study 

areas. 

Recommended Acreage 

Sul table Nonsultable 
·wsA Acres Acres 

Goshute Canyon 0 35,594 
Park Range 34,042 13,226 
Riordan's Wei I 30,363 26,639 
South Egans Range 16, '560 so·,3s6 

80,965 155,815 

Refer to the Lands and WI I derness 

(Alternative D) Map at the end of Chapter 2 

for the recommended wllderness areas In this 

alternatlve. It should be noted that, 

because of the sma I I sea I e, these maps are 

for general locatlon only and should not be 

considered completely accurate. 

The wilderness values would be preserved In 

Riordan's Wei I WI lderness Study Area and In 

the northern part of the South Egans Range 

WI lderness Study Area. 

The beneficial Impacts to wilderness would 

be the same as those d I scussed under the 

Preferred Alternative and Alternatlve B, but 

on 80,965 acres. 

Negative Impacts to the wl I derness va I ues 

are as discussed under Alternative A and 

apply here but on 155,895 acres. The 

discussion would apply to those unsuitable 

but manageable acres In the Goshute Canyon 

WI lderness Study Area, Riordan's Wei I 

WI I derness Study Area and the South Egans 

Range WI lderness Study Area. 
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Manageabl I lty 

A 11 three of the areas recommended sul tab I e 

can be effectively managed to preserve their 

wilderness characteristics. Boundaries were 

adjusted In this alternative to remove 

manageability confl lets. 

Conclusion 

Preserving the wilderness characteristics of 

the Riordan's Wei I WI I derness Study Area and 

north-ha If of the South Egans Range 

WIiderness Study Area would result In a 

significant beneflclal Impact to the 

wl I derness resource. Beneflclal Impacts 

would occur fran designation of the Park 

Range but these are not sign! fl cant. 

Sign! fl cant adverse Impacts wl 11 result In 

the long term to the wllderness character of 

the Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study Area and 

the Goshute Canyon Natural Area. 

Designation of portions of three wl lderness 

study areas as wilderness would help balanc e 

the geogrph I c d I str I but I on of areas In the 

National WI lderness Preservation System; 

would expand the diversity of ecosystems 

representa.l In the WI lderness System; and 

would expand opportunities for primitive 

recreation and sol ltude In designated 

wl I derness areas ava 11 ab I e to one Standard 

Metropolitan Statistical Area. 

The E·gan Resource ' Area 'w'I I derness Techn I ca I 

R·eport wl I I con ta In a deta 11 ed ana I ys Is of 

the Impacts associated with this alternatlve 

as they relate to wllderness. 

MINERALS AND ENERGY 

I. Mineral 

lnslgnlflcan'tly 

deve I op·m·ent wou Id 

I mp.act'ed because 

wl lder~ess ~eslgnatlon. 

be 

of 

a. Goshute Canyon WI I derness Study 

Area - There wl 11 be no Impacts to mineral 

development under this alternative as the 

Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study Area would 

not be recommended for wl I derness designa

tion thereby leavl ng the area open to 

minerals development. 

b. Park Range WI I derness Study Area -

There w 111 be Ins I gn If leant Impacts to 

mineral, oll and gas potentlal In the 

sultable portion of this wl lderness study 



area due to low potentlal. Moderate 

potentlal for geothermal energy occurs 

w 1th 1 n the area recommended as su 1 tab! e for 

designation, but this wlll be lnslgnlflcant 

because of Its distance from markets, trans

portation, and commun !cation. 

c. Riordan's Wet I Wt lderness Study 

Area - There wt 11 be lnslgnlflcant adverse 

Impacts within this study area to mineral 

and energy development from designation. 

Al 1 of the acreage ln the suitable portion 

has low potential for minerals and energy. 

d. South Egans W 11 derness Study Area 

- Since only 4,300 acres have moderate 

mlneral potent! al ln the suitable portion of 

the wllderness study area, wllderness 

designation wlll only have an lnslgnlflcant 

adverse Impact. 

SOCIAL ANALYSIS 

If the assumption ls made the ranchers ln 

the resource area would Increase their scale 

of operation to take advantage of the 

opportunity to graze at full active 

preference, the potential would exist for a 

slgnlflcant beneficial Impact on rancher 

wealth for a short period of time. 1-bwever, 

the posslblllty exists that grazing at one 

hundred percent ( 100%) of active preference 

for 3 to 5 years may abuse the range ln one 

or more of the management zones to the 

extent that by the third to fifth year 

monitoring data may Indicate the need to 

drop I 1 cens Ing be! ow current I eve! s. The 

operators most 11 ke I y to be affected wou Id 

be those who graze on allotments where 

monitoring data would Indicate that 

significant portions of the allotment(s) are 

In a downward trend. Should th! s occur, 

some of those operators may be forced out of 

business and perhaps In some cases would 

have to I eave the area In search of a I ter

natlve anployment. For those lndlvlduals, 

that would be a significant adverse Impact. 

Wlldllfe Interests may oppose the Imple

mentation of thl s al ternatlve since those 

range Improvements projects that would be 

developed are those wh !ch would be judged to 

be most essentl al to I lvestock management 

and enhancement without regard to 

This situation would be further 

by three additional elements 

proposed a I tern at Ive. FI rst, 

other use. 

aggravated 

of th! s 

wt Id 11 fe 
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improvement funds would be used for those 

projects which would benefit I lvestock as 

we I I as wt Id 11 fe and wt Id horses. Second, 

habitat would be managed for existing levels 

of wlldllfe species with reintroductions of 

big game species neither being supported or 

encouraged by the BLM. Third, ln the long 

term, the amount of vegetation available for 

b I g game and wt Id horse use wou Id change 

from that allocated during the short term. 

The lmplementatlon of these proposals may be 

viewed by wlldllfe Interests as having a 

slgnlflcant adverse Impact on wlldlife. 

WIid horse Interests could be expected to 
oppose the Implementation of this alter

native for many of the same reasons that 

wildlife Interests could be expected to 
oppose lt. In addition, the slgnlflcant 

reductions which are proposed In wlld horse 

numbers; 1.e., reducing to fl fty (50) 
an Ima Is per herd management area except for 

Monte Cristo and Jake's Wash area, may be 

unacceptable to one or more of the wt Id 

horse stake ho Ider groups. The lmpl ementa
t ton of th 1 s a I ternat Ive wou Id probably be 

viewed as having a significant adverse 

Impact on the wl Id horse population by one 

or more of those groups. This would further 

strain relatlonshlps between those groups 

and the BLM. 

Impacts as a result of lmplanentlng proposed 

rea I ty management act Ions In th Is a I tern a

t Ive would be slmllar to but of greater 

magn 1 tude than those of the Preferred 

Alternative. 

Over a prolonged period of time, wilderness 

characteristics and values may be Irretriev

ably lost on the 155,895 acres dropped from 

further consideration. This would be 

considered a significant adverse Impact by 

those who endorse wilderness designation. 

The Implementation of this alternative would 

probably be favorably received by those area 

residents who withheld support for the 

WI lderness Study Program because of their 

concern about potential mineral deposits 

within the study area. 

Local Community 

Impacts from lmplanentlng this alternative 

on the local community could be both bene

ficial and adverse, perhaps significantly so 



In both cases. Imp! ementatlon might br lefty 

enhance the vlabll Jty of the area's ranching 

Industry, with effects on the local 

commmun I ty Inc I ud Ing some Increases In 

economic vlablllty. 1-bwever, If subsequent 

sign I fl cant ALM reductions were to be 

Imposed, the I ocal effects may .be felt 

community-wide. If some ranching operations 

were to fall, accompanied by the subsequent 

out-migration of some local ranchers, 

several negative 

Including reduced 

deterioration of 

Jnterrelatlonshlps 

Impacts may evolve, 

economic vlabll Jty, a 

established social 

and leadership 

structures, and a deterioration of the 

cont! nu I ty and stab 111 ty wh I ch are va I ued 

components of the local 11 festyle. 

Re'glonal and National 

lmplementatlon of this alternative may 

result In severe adverse Impacts for 

regional and national Interest groups, 

especially those who actively support 

wlldllfe, wlld horse, and wllderness 

programs In the resource area. These 

groups, plus other Interest groups with 
other than a I lvestock orientation, could be 

expected to reject the concept of Increased 

prioritization of I lvestock grazing In the 

area, partlcularly In I lght of their 

assertions of overgrazing. lmplementlng 

this alternative would Increase confl lets 

and tensions and the probabl I lty of legal 

confrontations between each of these groups 

and BLM. 

ECONOMIC ANALYSt'S 

WI I derness 

No significant Impact. Refer to discussion 

under Preferred Alternatlve. 

Re·a I ty ' Mana·gement 

Complete transfer of the 113,479 acres Iden

tified under this alternative, excluding the 

3,760 acres proposed for Recreation and 

Publlc Purposes, would Increase private 

ownership of land In White Pine County by 

approx I mate I y 56 percent, and Increase the 

fair market value of private land In the 

county by $37.3 mll llon. Assessed valuation 

would Increase by more than $13 mlll Ion, and 

prov Ide tax revenues of more than $304,000. 

The loss In BLM payments In I leu of taxes Is 

estimated at $8,454. 

See Appendix 12 for details. 
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livestock Grazing 

Ranch wealth, net ranch Income, I lvestocf 

Industry employment and area econom\ 

employment would be slgnlflcantly benefJ. 

clal ly Impacted under this alternative, 

Ranch wealth, In the short term, would 

Increase by $1.2 mllllon, and net ranch 

Income would Increase by $1.3 mllllon 

throughout the resource area. 

Livestock Industry employment would Increase 

by 83.3 ful I-time equivalents (2,000 hours), 

and total economic area employment would 

Increase by s I I ghtl y more than 139 Jobs In 

the short term. Area economy Income wou Id 

be expected to Increase by $2.5 mll llon. 

Significantly beneflclal Impacts occur 
w I th In zones and 2 to net ranch Income, 

I lvestock lndusry employment, and area 

economy employment. Zone 3 shows signifi

cant and beneficial impacts In net ranch 

income and livestock Industry employment. 

See Table 4-6 for detal Is of the short-term 

economic Impacts to livestock grazing under 
this alternative. 

Long-term effects are Indeterminate until 

sufficient data ls provided from range 

monitoring programs, upon which addltlonat 

adjustments wou Id be based. WI th the 

lmplementatlon of grazing systems and range 

Improvements, I lvestock grazl ng and the 

wet I-being of the corrrnunlty, which derives 

benefits from llvestock-assoclated Income 

and employment would Improve In the short 

term. If, however, livestock grazing ls 

unable to continue at above preference 

because of the results of monitoring, any 

loss In Income and employment would be 

proportionate to the net change In grazl ng 

levels. 

FORESTRY 

1. The forestry acreage base for deter

ml n Ing ava 11 ab I e t Imber resources wou Id be 

~educed from Altern~tlve A but not 

slgnlflcantly. 

Under th! s al ternatlve 365,616 acres would 

be avallable for forestry. The Impact of 

f I re management program wl I I be the same as 

Alternative c. Reductions In wilderness 

designation recomendatlons wl 11 al low 

addltlonal acreage to be made ava 11 able to 

the forestry program. The forestry program 

wit I lose some acreage as a result of range 

Improvements. 



ZONE 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 4-6 

Economic Impacts to Livestock Grazing 

Alternative D 

AUMs 
(+/-) 

Short-Terrn 

I ncrease 
in 

Gr oss 
Sales 

( $) 

Increase 
in 
Net 

Inc ome 

( $) 

1. Buck and Bald/Diamonds +38, 0 47 + 909,704 + 438 ,682 

2. Duckwater/Buttes +46,018 +1, 100 ,290 + 530,58 8 

3. Stept oe/Ho rs e and Ca ttle Camp +21,115 + 504,860 + 243 , 456 

-----------------

4. Jakes Valley + 4,784 + 114,385 + 55,160 

5. West Lund Flats + 2,891 + 69,124 + 33,333 

Increase 
in 

Livestoc"k: 
Inclustry 

Employment 
( FTE) l 

Increase 
in 

Area 
Economy 
Inco me 

( $) 

Increase 
in 

Area 
Economy 

Employment 
(FTF.:) 

+ 28. 1 + 838 ,453 + 47.1 

+ 34.0 +1,0 1 4,112 + 57.0 

+ 15.6 + 465,317 + 26.2 

+ 3.5 + 105,427 + 5 . 9 

+ 2.1 + 63,709 + 3 . 5 

Resource Area Total +112,855 +2,698,363 +1,301,219 + 8 3.3 +2,4 8 7,018 +13 9 .7 

1 FTE: Full-Time Equ iva le nt (2,000 h o urs). 



ALTERNATIVE E 

VEGETATION 

1. The successlonal stages of the various 

p I ant commun It I es wou I ct' · move genera I I y 
toward the desired levels of management. 

Under this alternative, al I I lvestock would 

be removed from the public lands. Plant 

communities would need to be managed at 

those levels Identified In Appendix 17 to be 

optimum for wlldllfe and wlld horses. A 

significant beneficial Impact on vegetation 

Is expected as the communities move toward 

cl !max. Management actions bring Ing about 

these Improvements to vegetation Include the 

complete removal of llvestock, managing 

wlldl lfe at reasonable numbers, and managing 

wlld oorses at the 1982-83 levels. The 

subtstantlal reduction In grazing would move 

the plant communities toward the desired 

levels of management, for the most part. 

This would also al low key management species 

to complete growth cycles with I lttle or no 

grazing pressure. Plants which have been 

rel laved of grazing pressure would Increase 

carbohydrate reserves wh I ch wou Id resu It In 

Increased vigor and reproductive parts that 

wou Id promote seed 11 ng estab I I shment. VI gor 

would be restored, usually within one to 

eight years (Tri lea, et. al., 1977). 

The vegetation commun !ties would then beg In 

to move toward cl !max because, "Partial or 

complete protection from grazing on 

deter !orated rangeland releases the 

vegetation from dlscllmax status, and 

secondary succession follows." (Tueller, 

1973). This would be true In most 

vegetation communities. 

El lmlnatlon of I lvestock grazing frOT1 the 

pub 11 c I ands wou Id mean that there wou Id be 

llttle If any funding av;;illable for range 

Improvements. Eventual loss of many 

pl pel Ines and wal Is would tend to 
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concentrate wt ldllfe and wl Id horse use, 

creating an Insignificant adverse Impact to 

the vegetation communities surrounding those 
remaining waters. 

In some vegetation communities, however, 

cl !max condition Is not the most deslrable. 

Therefore, this movement toward cl !max would 

be a significant adverse Impact to the 

sagebrush and plnyon-Junlper communities, 

but as a who I e, the vegetation commun !ties 

would benefit significantly frOT1 this 
alternatlve. 

LI VE STCC K' GRAZ I NG 

1. Present I lcensed us'e WOU I 'ct decrease. 

Under this alternative, al I domestic 

I lvestock grazing on SLM-administered publlc 

land within the resource area would be 

el lmlnated. This alternative would require 

permlttees to reduce their herds to a size 

that could be maintained on their base 

property, purchase feed, move to rented 

pastures outs Ide the resoruce area, or go 

out of the llvestock business. This would 

be a significant adverse Impact to I lvestock 

grazing In the Egan Resource Area. 

Specific Impacts to the communities and 

economy of the area are discussed In the 

social and economic analysts sections of 
this alternative. 

WILbLIFE 

1. Numbers of big game w6~Id lncrea~e. 

The el lmlnatlon of I lvestock grazing from 

BLM-adm In I stered I ands wt th In the resource 

area would make forage avallable far In 

excess of current big game needs. The 

Increased forage avallablllty would provide 



an opportun I ty for popu I at! ons of ex I st l ng 

big game anlmals to Increase dramatically, 

exceeding reasonable numbers and approaching 

historic highs for such species as bighorn 

sheep which would benefit slgnlflcantly from 

a change In vegetation toward a cl !max 

situation. Elk and antelope would also 

benefit slgnlflcantly with Increases llkely 

to exceed reasonable number estimates. M.JI e 

deer, although favored by vegetation stages 

away from cl !max conditions, would benefit 

frQTI Increased forage and lack of I lvestock 

competition for overal I population Increases 

In excess of reasonable numbers. Refer to 

Appendix 17. WIid horses help to reduce 

vegetation wh !ch cQT\petes with bltterbrush 

on mule deer winter 
Urness, 1981). 

2. Big game herd 
l ncre 'as·e. 

ranges (Reiner and 

distribution would 

Mule deer, elk, pronghorn antelope, and 

bighorn sheep Inhabit the resource area. 

Bighorn sheep use Is only during severe 
winters. With the el lmlnatlon of I lvestock 

grazing vegetation wll I move toward the 

desired. More qua I tty and quantity forage 

wlll be available to big game and Increased 

survival of young of al I big game species 

wl I I be real l zed. Wt th l ncreased numbers of 

big game, distribution wlll Increase 

sign I flcantl y. 

3. DI str l but I on of s·ma I I game spec l es 

wo·u Id Increase. 

Small game species are generally tied to 

r l par l an areas, both stream and meadow 

riparian. With the el lmlnatlon of I lvestock 

grazing, meadow riparian wlll move toward 

the deslrEKI and stream riparian wlll 

Increase one condition class toward the 

desired. Other vegetation types will also 

move toward the desired. M::>st vegetation 

types wlll experience a significant 

beneficial Impact. Smal I game distribution 

and numbers wlll experience a significant 

beneflclal Impact. 

4. ·01sfrlb .utlon of upland game species 

wou Id l ncr 'ease. 

With the el lmlnatlon of I lvestock grazing 

upland vegetation sites wt 11 receive less 

use In the short term. In the long term, 

more forbs and grasses wll I be avallable for 
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upland game species maintenance. Wet and 
upland meadows wlll receive less use which 

wlll move this vegetation type toward the 

desired which ls a significant beneflclal 

Impact. Guzz I er p I acement l n areas I ack Ing 

free water along wt th no I Ive stock grazl ng 

wll I Increase upland game species 

distribution slgnlflcantly. 

5. Dlstrlbutlon of nesting raptors would 

l ncre~se. 

Nesting raptor distribution wt 11 Increase 

sign! flcantl y. Deciduous rt par Ian stands of 

cottonwoods and cl ones of aspen wl I I move 

toward the desired with the el lmlnatlon of 

I lvestock grazing. These areas wl 11 receive 

much less use, more regeneration of the 

trees wll I survive and more stands and 

clones of these vegetation types wtll reach 

maturity creating more nesting sites for 

owls, acct pters, and buteos. Raptor prey 

species wll I also Increase with the absence 

of livestock grazing. There wlll be much 

less use Imposed on native grasses and forbs 

essential for maintenance of raptor prey 

species. Raptor prey species wl 11 Increase 

In numbers and distribution. Also, with the 

Increased vegetation avallabll tty, more 

Insects such as grasshoppers and beetles 

cou Id becQT\e ava 11 ab I e for certa In spec l es 

of buteos, such as the Swalnson 1s hawk. 

6. Stream riparian habitat would remain 

the same. 

In the short term, stream r l par l an hab l tat 

wlll Increase In condition class 

s lgn l fl cant I y. In the long term, stream 

riparian habitat wll I Improve one condition 

class on sites with more potential, a 

significant beneflclal Impact. There wlll 

be more fish avallable, sediment loads 

within the streams wll I decrease and stream 

f I ow wl I I l ncrease wl th Increased r l par I an 

habitat condition. With less sediment load 

In the streams water qua I Tty wt 11 

along with avallable spawning 
Improve 

habitat. 

Water wl 11 be present later and further 

downstream than In the past with the 

Improved riparian habitat. (Winegar, 1982). 

7. Reintroduction of native wlldllfe 

species wou'ld be supported. 

With the Increased forage avallablllty 

derived from the el lmlnatlon of I lvestock 



grazlng, relntroductlons of natlve wlldllfe 

specles wl 11 be encouraged and supported. 

Thls wll I be a slgnlflcant beneflclal lmpact 

to blg game dlstrlbutlon from 

relntroductlons of natlve wlldllfe specles. 

WILD HORSES 

1. Wlld horse numbers would Increase. 

In the short term, wl Id horse numbers wl 11 

lncreaso sl lghtl y ln response to vegetatlon 

moving toward the desired level of manage

ment. This would be an lnslgnlflcant 

beneficial lmpact. 

In the I ong term, however, w 11 d horse 

numbers wl l I be kept at the 1982-83 I eve Is 

through planned gatherlngs. Wlth a 

slgnlflcant Increase ln avallable forage and 

numbers kept to the 1982-83 levels, the 

rema 1 n 1 ng wl Id horses wl I ! have amp I e 

avallable forage, whlch wlll exceed each 

anlmal's lndlvldual needs for nutrltlon. 

2. H'erd vlabl I tty would be enhanced. 

There wl 11 be no slgnltlcant lmpacts ln any 

zones wlth horses except zones 4 and 5, 

where there wl 11 be a slgnlflcant beneflclal 

lmpact. Herd v 1 ab 1I l ty w 1I l be 1 ncreased by 

rel ocat 1 ng wl Id horses from other zones to 

supplement the exlstlng 20 horse herd and by 

creatlng more avallable forage for those 

horses. A mlnlmum of 30 horses wlll be 

relocated lnto zones 4 and 5. 

3. Thi free-roamlng nature of wlld horses 

wo·u Id be preserv 'ed. 

There wlll not be a slgnlflcant lmpact to 

the free movement of wl Id horses 1 n any 

zone. t-,b actlons wll I be taken that wll I 

interrupt or change the mlgratlon or other 

movement of the majority of wlld horses. 

4. Areas where wl Id horses ext'sted ln 1971 

would be preserved. 

There wl 11 be no significant lmpact In any 

zone. All wlld horse areas which were 

tnhablted by wlld horses In 1971 wlll 

continue to be managed as wl ld horse areas. 

5. Death loss dur t ng capture operat 1 ons 

would not exceed two percent. 
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There wt l I be no significant death loss 

Impact tn any zone during wtld horse 

gathering operations. Htstortcal ly death 

loss durlng gathering operations has been 

Jess than two percent ln the Ely district. 

During gathering operations It ts anttcl

pated t hat some horses wl I I be destroyed for 

reasons other than the gather 1 ng operat lon 

1 tse If. These reasons wou Id l nc I ude 

dlsease , age, and pre-exlstlng lnjurles. 

Few wl Id horses are actual I y 1 nj ured dur 1 ng 

gatherlng operatlons. 

6. Exlstlng wl Id horse characterlstlcs · or 

tralts · would not be el lml 'nated. 

There wl 11 be no slgnlflcant lmpact on wl Id 

horse characterl stlcs or tralts ln the Egan 

Resource Area. The random remova I of wl Id 

horses wll I Insure that no wild horses wlth 

speclflc characteristics or traits are 

preselected for removal. 

REALTY MANAGEMENT 

1. Some commun·1+y 

·agr 1 c·u I tura I deve I opment 

accommodated. 

ex'panslon a'nd 

needs wou Id b·e 

The dlsposal of up to 39,555 acres over the 

long term (20 years) would result In a 

transfer of up to 2,000 acres per year to 

meet demands for land for a variety of 

purposes. Refer to Table 4-1, Alternative 

B, for estimated acreages by land use 

classlflcatlon: residential, cornmerclal, 

etc. Refer to the Lands and WI I derness 

(Alternatlve B) Map at the end of Chapter 2 

tor the lands ldenttfled for potential 

transfer. It should be noted that, because 

of the smal I seal e, these maps are for 

general location only and should not be 

cons ldered comp I etel y accurate. 

The smal I rural communltles of White Pine 

County are surrounded by Federal land and 

prlvate land avallable for development ls 

relatlvely I lmlted. Any substantial In

crease ln the size of the communities or the 

amount of agricultural land Is dep endent 

upon the avallabtttty of federal land. In 

the short term, commun tty ex pans ton and ag

r lcu I tural development 't«>ultl not be affect

ed. Over the long term there would be no 

significant effect on community expanslon 

and agr !cultural development tn zones 1 and 



4. This Is because no communities exist and 

the potentlal for addltlonal Irrigated 

agrlcultural development Is Insignificant. 

Over the long term some but not most of the 

publ le desired agricultural development In 

zones 2 and 5 can be accommodat~d (BLM, 

u. s. o. I. study). Even so there Is 

anticipated to be a significant beneficial 

Impact to the local economy. 

Over the short term there would be no 

significant effect on community expansion In 

zones 2 and 5 bee au se suf f I c I ent pr I vate 

land exist adjacent to the smal I communities 

to meet nearly all community expansion 

needs. Should any federal land be needed In 

zones 2 and 5 for corrrnun I ty ex pans Ion It 

would be mostly accommodated resulting In a 

slightly benetlclal Impact. 

In zone 3, there ls anticipated to be some 

community expansion over the long term which 

would need federal lands to meet some of the 

growth. It Is expected that there wll I be a 

beneflclal effect as federal land would be 

accommodated. 

Over the long term the amount of land 

suitable tor agricultural development In the 

Steptoe Valley part of zone 3 Is not antici

pated to be significant because of the 

expected a I Iowa nee of most If not a I I the 

surplus ground water by the State Engineer 

for preferred non-agricultural uses associ

ated with corrrnunlty expansion, Industry, and 

planned agricultural development on existing 

private land. The effect of allowing only 

sma I I amounts of fed er a I I and In Steptoe 

Valley for agrlcultural development ls 

expected to be only sl lghtl y beneficial. 

However, there are some federal lands 

expected to be developed for Irrigated 

agrlculture In the White River Valley area 

of zone 3. Some of these federal lands 

would be made available for such use In this 

area of zone 3. Over the long term disposal 

of some federal I and for agr !cu I tura I deve I

opment would have a significant beneficial 

effect on agricultural development In this 

area of zone 3. 

There wou Id be a 

for utl I !ties, 

Recreational and 

sl lght Increase In the need 

roads, and serv Ices. 

publ le purpose needs would 

be accommodated In any zone. 
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2. Ut 111 ty a'nd transportat I on compan I es 

would .not. benefit .from long-range .. plann .lng 

tor major I !near tac! I !ties. 

Rights-of-way appl !cations are pres ent I y 

processed on a case-by-case basis, with 

little thought given to long-range utility 

corridor planning. This method leads to a 

disorderly and unplanned pattern of 

r lghts-of-way on the I and scape, more often 

than not, almost precisely In the location 

of the orlglnal appl !cation. Many times the 

granting of the right - of-way Is slowed down, 

while potential Impacts are mitigated. This 

Is time-consuming and Inefficient for both 

the BLM and the app I I cant. Th Is I engthy 

appl !cation process and the uncertainty as 

to whether the r lg ht-of-way wl I I be granted 

does not benefit utl I lty and transportation 

companies and hinders development of 

accurate long range ,plans. 

Establishing only one east-west 

north-south corridors with I lmlted 

and one 

capacity 

does not tor additional rights-of - way, 

accommodate the proposed proj acts or any 

future I !near r lght-ot-way projects. Thus, 

there would be a significant adverse effect 

on the plans of the utility Industry In the 

short and long term. 

WI LDERN'ESS 

1. The ' tour wl 1·derness stud 'y areas w'ould 

be de's lgnat'ed - as -w 11 derness. W!'I derness 

va·I ues · wo'u Id be preserved over the I ong 

term on a Ii' but the ' unmanageab I e acres. 

WSA 

Goshute Canyon 

Park Range 

Riordan's Wei I 

South Egan Range 

Sul table 

Acres 

35,594 

47,268 
57,002 
96,916 

236,780 

f\bnsultable 

Acres 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Refer to the Lands and WI I derness 

(Alternative B) Map at the end of Chapter 2 

tor recommended wl lderness areas In this 

a I tern at Ive. It shou Id be noted that, 

because of the smal I seal e, these maps are 

tor general location only and should not be 

considered completely accurate. 



In this alternative the wilderness resource 

would receive maximum protection, and this 

would help ensure the Integrity of the 

wilderness resource. This alternative would 

Include 5,009 acres of the Goshute Canyon 

Instant Study Area. This alternative would 

not, however, prevent some adverse Impacts 

due to manageabl I Tty problems. The 

beneficial Impacts to wl lderness would be as 

discussed under the Preferred Alternative, 

but on 236,780 acres. In addition, designa

tion of the South Egan Range would Improve 

the opportunities for primitive recreation 

within five hours drive of Las Vegas. 

Manageabll Tty 

The wl I derness study areas could be managed 

to preserve their wllderness character In 

the long term. 1-bwever, portions of the 

areas would be unmanageable as wl lderness. 

In the long term mining activities 

associated with val Id discoveries would 

1 lkel y Impact approximate I y 4,000 acres In 

the southern end of Goshute Canyon 

WI lderness Study Area; 1,000 acres In the 

northern part of the South Egan Range 

WI lderness Study Area; and 500 acres In the 

western tip of Riordan's Well WIiderness 

Study Area. The South Egan Range WI I derness 

Study Area has one private Inholding with no 

access. SI nee access Is guaranteed, a road 

could be bu! It through the wl lderness Study 

Area. Portions of the perimeters of Goshute 

Canyon WI lderness Study Area, South Egan 

Range WIiderness Study Area, and Riordan's 

Well WIiderness Study Area would be 

d I ff I cu It to manage to contro I off-road 

vehlcle use, road extension and forest 

product removal. 

Cone I us Ion 

Preserving the wllderness characteristics of 

the Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study Area, 

South Egan Range WI I derness Study Area, and 

Riordan's Wei I WIiderness Study Area would 

be a significant beneflclal Impact to the 

wl lderness resource. Beneflclal Impacts 

would occur from designation of the Park 

Range but these are not significant since It 

Is not expected to loso Its wllderness 

values In the lon<.;i term, even without 

designation. Designation of the four 

wilderness study areas as wllderness would 

help balance the geograph{c distribution of 

areas In the National WI lderness 
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Preservation 

diversity of 

WIiderness 

opportunities 

sol ltude In 

avallable to 

System; would expand the 

ecosystems represented In the 

System; and wou Id ax pand 

for primitive recreation and 

designated wl I derness areas 

three Standard Metropolitan 

Statistical Areas. 

The Egan · Resource Area WI I derness ·T,echn I ca I 

Report wlll contain a detailed analysis of 

the Impacts associated with this alternative 

as they relate to wl lderness. 

MIN'ERALS AND ENERGY 

1. MI ·nera I · deve I opment wou I ct'" be ·ad·versely 

and slgnlflcantly lmpact'ed becau 'se of 

'wt"lderness 'designation. 

a. Goshute Canyon WI lderness Study Area - A 

significant adverse Impact would occur to 

mineral development due to withdrawal of 

high and moderate mineral potential from 

m I neral entry. Most m In Ing present I y 

occurring on the periphery of the area would 

be unaffected unless It was desirable to 

fol low a vein Into the wilderness area. 

b. Park Range WIiderness Study Area -

Des I gnat Ion of th Is area as w II derness w II I 

have an Insignificant adverse Impact on 

mineral exploration and development. The 

potential Is low for accumulatlon of mineral 

resources. 

tlon and 

adverse. 

would be 

Impacts to oil and gas explora

developmont are Insignificant 

Moderate geothermal potential 

Included In the suitable areas 

along benches, and would become unava 11 able 

for development. This Is not significant 

because of the areas remoteness. 

c. Riordan's Wei I WI lderness Study Area -

Full designation for the Riordan's Well 

WIiderness Study Area would be a Insignifi

cant adverse Impact. This area has moderate 

mineral potential. Insignificant adverse 

Impacts to energy exploration and develop

ment would occur within this area due to the 

I ow probab 11 I ty for occur ance of o 11 and gas 

or geothermal resources. 

d. South Egans WI lderness Study Area -

lnslgn I fl cant adverse Impacts would be 

real I zed from ful I wilderness designation of 

this wilderness study area. This area has 

high and moderate mineral potential. 



Removal of the wt lderness study area 

from energy exploration and development 

wou Id a I so create Ins I gn If leant adverse 

Impacts. 

SOC I AL ANALYSIS 

As was true In the adjacent Schei I Resource 

Area, the consequences of th Is proposa I 

would be the most adverse for al I ranching 

operations In the Egan Resource Area. The 

Impacts on the economic, psychological, and 

social wel I-being of the ranching sector 

would be slgnlflcantly adverse. In the most 

extreme case, many, If not most, of the 

ranchers would go out of business If al I 

grazing prlvlleges on public lands were 

withdrawn. The gravity of th! s ! ! fe change 

would be compounded by significant 

reductions In the value of the ranches so 

that owners' Investments would not be 

returned by a sa I e. Ranchers would then 

have fewer resources wt th wh I ch to move and 

reestablish thenselves elsewhere. In 

addition, ranching as an occupation, 

l!festyle and form of community would be 

almost entirely el lmlnated from the area. 

Those operators with grazl ng preferences In 

more than one BLM DI str 1 ct may a I so suffer 

cumulative losses In AUMs that wl 11 affect 

them more adversely than others. 

With Increased numbers of ranchers and ranch 

hands leaving the area and competing for 

available jobs regionally, It would be 

exceedingly dlfflcult for the local and 

reg tonal economies to absorb them. Lack of 

re-train Ing fact I !ties In Wh lte Pl ne County 

(such as vocatlonal-technlcal) would mean 

d 1 sp I aced ranchers wou Id I! ke I y have to 

travel outs !de the area and perhaps the 

region to find work. Even nearby counties 

would be hard pressed to absorb them. 

other Impacts are the same as those under 

Alternative B. 

Local Cc>mmunlty 

Implementation of Alternative E would result 

In strong opposition from the local 

nonranch!ng community. Lost business 

activity and a probable out-migration of 

some rancheers would 

lnstablllty, a potential 

and the disruption 

lnteractlonal patterns. 

contribute to 

leadership vacuum, 

of establ !shed 

Valued lifestyles 
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d er lved from the ranch 1 ng character of the 

area wou Id be d 1 srupted, and 1 ntense 

animosity toward BLM would anerge. In 

combination these changes would be 

disruptive In terms of community 

satisfaction and functional vlabll!ty. 

Though nonquantlflable, there would 

therefore be a significant adverse overal I 

Impact on the local community. 

Regional and National 

WI Id horse, wl Id 11 fe, wt lderness, outdoor 

recreation and natural resource protection 

stake ho Ider groups recogn 1 ze the ranch Ing 

sector as a pr !me contr I butor to the un I que 

and valued soclal and economic cl !mate of 

the area and do not advocate the comp I ete 

el lmlnatlon of grazing from the Egan 

Resource Area. Even though the 

Implementation of this alternatlve would 

enhance opportuntles for enjoyment of 

aesthetic and other amenities which these 

above groups may wish to preserve within the 

resource area, 1 t cou Id be expected that few 

If any of those stakeholder groups would 

act!vely support the Implementation of this 

alternative. 

B:ONOM IC ANALYSIS 

WI lderness 

th significant economic Impact. Refer to 

d I scuss 1 on under Preferred A I ternatl ve. 

Realty Management 

Lands Identified for disposal under this 

alternative are the same as those Included 

tn Alternative B. Refer to Alternative B 

for d ! scuss !on. 

L ! ve·stock Graz Ing 

Implementation of this alternative would 

result In the Immediate loss of 123,461 AUMs 

of grazing on the publ le lands. Short-term 

effects upon ranch operations would be 

significant and severely adverse. Gross 

sales would decllne approximately $3 mll llon 

annually, with a corresponding loss In net 

ranch Income of about $ 1. 4 m 11 I I on and the 

I oss of 91 jobs In the I Ive stock 1 ndustry. 

Ranch wealth would decline $10.8 mllllon 

based on the loss of active preference. 

Table 4-7 provides details by zone. 
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ZONE 

1. Buck and Bald/Diamonds 

2. Duckwater/Buttes 

3. Steptoe/Horse and Cattle Camp 

4. Jakes Valley 

5. West Lund Flats 

EGAN RESOURCF. MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Table 4-7 

Economic Impacts to Livestock Grazing 

Alternative E 

AUMs 
(+/-) 

-27,738 

-43,529 

-36,899 

- 2,822 

-12,473 

Short-Term 

Increase 
in 

Gross 
Sales 

( $) 

- 663,216 

-1,040,778 

- 882,255 

+ 67,474 

- 298,229 

Increase 
in 
Net 

Income 

( $) 

- 320,096 

- 502,325 

- 425,814 

+ 32,566 

- 143,938 

Increase 
in 

Livestock 
Industry 

Employ ment 
(FTE) l 

- 20.5 

- 32.2 

- 27.3 

2.1 

9.2 

Inc rease 
in 

Area 
Economy 
Income 

( $) 

- 611,799 

- 960,093 

- 813,858 

62,243 

- 275,109 

Increase 
in 

Area 
Economy 

Employment 
(FTE) 

- 34.4 

- 54.0 

- 45.8 

3.5 

- 15.4 

Resource Area Total -123,461 -2,951,952 -1,424,740 - 91.3 -2,723,102 -153.1 

1 FTE: Full-Time Equivalent (2,000 hours). 



It ls est !mated that the multi pl l er effect 

of spending on the area econany would create 

an Immediate loss of more than $2.7 mllllon 

In lncane and 153 jobs. This represents 4.9 

percent of l ncome and 4 percent of emp I oy-

ment In White Pine County. The addltlonal 

effects of reductions In government 

employment and construction activity, as 

wet I as the loss In tax revenues, have not 

been calculated. 

Area permlttees rely on ALM rangeland for 46 

percent of their vegetation requirements. 

Dependence on ALM I and ls even h lg her for 

those without Forest Service grazing 

prlvlleges. This alternative would leave 

perm l ttees who wt sh to rema l n l n the 

I lvestock business with the option of either 

reducing herd size or acquiring addltlonal 

forage. Addltlonal forage could be obtained 

through the purchase or lease of addltlonal 

private acreage, the purchase of hay, or the 

tntensl flcatlon of production on current! y 

owned acreage. 

f-bwever, private lands presently owned, 

leased, or avallable for leaslng would not 

be adequate to ma l nta l n ext st l ng herd s l zes 

due to the h lg h percentage of I and In the 

area under pub I le ownership. Consequently, 

herd sl ze reductions and/or the purchase of 

hay are the only fea~lble options avallable 

to ranch operators In the area. 

Due to the costs lmpcsed by el ther of these 

options, a number of area permlttees are 

I lkely to be forced out of business. l'b 

quantlflcatlon of this group ls posslble due 

to the myriad . of var lab I es Involved. It Is 

11 kel y, however, that those ranches wh !ch 

have employed the highest levels of debt 

financing, those which have the highest 

degree of dependency on BLM vegetation, and 

those which command the smallest reserves of 

capita! would be most severely affected. 

Many area ranchers have stayed In the 

I lvestock business despite relatlvely low 

rates of return due to the 11 festy I e 

Involved. This alternatlve would force 

reeval uatlon of the tradeotf between further 

Income reduction and 11 festyle retention. 

Alternatlve E would undoubtedly cause some 

ranchers to halt their I lvestock operations, 

and cou Id cause others to cease the l r 

rel lance on ranching as a primary source of 

tncane. 
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FORESTRY 

1. The forestry acreage base for 

determining avallable timber resources would 

Increase. 

Under this alternatlve 341,696 acres would 

be avallable to the forestry program. 

WIiderness study areas wlll contain a large 

amount of the manageable forest lands. The 

short-term effect wlll be mlnlmal as demand 

can be met by using other areas. 

In the long term as the plnyon-junlper 

vegetation type moves toward cl lmax, there 

wl 11 be a slgnlflcant beneflclal Impact to 

forestry as the forestry base Increases. 

The timber resource wl I I eventua I I y meet or 

exceed the demand for al I wood products. 



IRREVERSIBLE CO~M ITMENT OF RESOUR:ES 

1. Any actions which result In dlsposals 

of publ le lands are considered trreverslble, 

s I nee the t ands themse Ives wt I I no long er be 

avallable for management. 

2. Actions which result In permanent 

considered corridors being created are 

I rrevers I b I e. 

3. Areas which are wllderness In character 

but which lose these features as a result of 

management actions Included within this RMP 

wt 11 sustain an trreverslble loss. 

4. Permanent grazl ng Improvements such as 

water developments wll I be lrreverslble for 

the areas on which they are located. 

5. Lowered vegetation productivity and 

changes In plant c01m1unlty composition which 

occur as a result of seedings, Increased 

erosion from grazing, ffiV activity, harvest

Ing wood land products, or other vegetation 

disturbances could be lrreverslble. 

6. Evaporation of water from newly-created 

Impoundments would be an lrreverslble com

mitment. 

IRRETRIEVABLE Ca-1MITI-1ENT OF RESOUR:ES 

1. Generally, al I fossll fuels, labor, 

capita!, and unsalvageable construction 

materlals used to Implement the RMP consti

tute an lrretrlevable commitment of re

sources. 

2. Any 
would be 

resources 

pub I le lands sold 

an lrretr I evabl e 

assoc I ated wt th 

or exchanged 

loss, since 

them would no 

longer be managed for the benefit of the 

pub I le. 

3. Any construction or other action wh !ch 

wou Id create a permanent scar or l ntrus Ion 

on pub I le land hav Ing high recreation, 

wllderness, or aesthetic values would 

constitute an trretrtevable commitment of 

resources. 
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4. Loss of recreational opportunities as a 

resu It of I oss of access, I and d I sposa Is, 

changes In wilderness character, or land 

treatments would be Irretrievabl e . 

5. Any loss of wtldltfe or fisheries 

resources over the short or I ong term wou Id 

be lrretrlevable. 

6. Construction or dlsposal which result 

In the loss of cultural resources are an 

lrretrlevable commitment of resources. 

7. Sot I 
management 

losses. 

erosion losses 

activities are 

resulttng from 

trretr l evabl e 

8. Any I oss of human resources such as a 

ranching operation going out of business as 

a result of lmplementatlon of the RMP would 

be an lrretrlevable loss. 

9. Mlneral resources removed as a resu l t of 

Implementing the management options In the 

RMP would be an trretrlevable commitment. 

SHORT-TERM USE VS. LONG-TERM 

PRODLCT IV I TY 

The fol !owing actions may affect overal I 

productivity of Egan Resource Area pub! le 

lands. Detrlmental or beneftc t al Impacts 

are Identified as appropriate. 

1. Land dtsposal actions for agrlcultural 

purposes would be beneftctal over the long 

term with respect to vegetation produc

tivity. 

2. Land disposal actions for commun tty 

ex pans ton wou Id be detr !mental to natura I 

resources productivity over the long term. 

other land dlsposal actions would not be 

expected to have a significant Impact on 

long-term productivity. 

3. Actions which result In the maintenance 

of the current situation (Al ternatlve A) In 

terms of I lvestock and wild horse grazing 

management would result In a long-term los s 

In productivity of I lvestock, forage, ri

parian/stream and wlldllfe habitat, sol! and 

water resources, and the econ om le structure 



of the farming canmunlty. Actions which 

enhance the vegetation resouces (Including 

livestock and wlldllfe forage and habitats) 

wll I result In an Increase In long-term pro

ductivity. 

4. Maintenance of a no action pol Icy for 
woodland products wlll result In a long-term 

loss of productivity. 

5. Range seedings should Improve produc 

tivity over the long term. 1-bwever, unsuc

cessful seedings could lower productivity. 
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CHAPTER 5 

LIST OF PREPARERS 



CHAPTER FIVE 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Berton Bresch, Soc! ol og I st, Masters Degree 

In Counsellng, Callfornla State University 

at Sonoma. Five years ex per lence. 

Responsible for social values and public 

attitudes analysts. 

Hal Bybee, WIid 1-brse Speclallst, B.S. 

Agrlcultural Range Management, University of 

Nevada at Reno. Seven years ex per lence. 

Responsible for the wlld horse sections. 

Vear I Chr I st I an sen, Range Conservat Ion I st, 

B.S. Range Science, Brigham Young 

University. Six years experience. 

Responsible for the vegetation and range 

management portions. 

Diane Colcord, Cartographer, B.S. Art 

Education, University of Q-egon. Sixteen 

years ex per I ence. Res pons 1 b I e for 

cartography. 

Benjamin Cope, Realty Technician, A.S. 

Associate of Science, Dixie College. 

Twenty-two years ex per I ence. Respons I b I e 

for cartography. 

Wll llam J. Lindsey, Range Conservationist, 

B.S. Range Resources, Q-egon State 

University. Four years experience. 

Responsible for vegetation mapping. 

Howard Hedrick, Egan Resource Area Manager, 

B. s. Range Resources, Un Ivers tty of Idaho. 

Eight years experience. Responsible for 

directing the Egan Resource Management Plans 

Team. 

Jerry R. O1Donnel, Clerk-Typist. Five 

months ex per I ence. Res pons Ible for typ Ing 

the Egan Resource Management Plan. 

Paul Myers, Reg tonal 

Economics, University of 

EI even years ex per I ence. 

economic analysts. 

Econom I st, B. s. 

Nevada at Reno. 

Respons I b I e for 
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Michael w. Perkins, WI Id 11 fe Management 

Blologlst, B.S. Wlldllfe Science, Fisheries 

Science, Utah State University. Eight years 

exper I ence. Respons I b I e for the wt Id 11 fe 

and fisheries sections. 

Jacob Rajala, Outdoor Recreation Planner, 

M.A. Anthropo I ogy, M. S. Forestry and Range • 

Management, Wash I ngton State Un Ivers i ty. 

Five years experience. Responsible for the 

wilderness portion. 

.Stephen Rynas, District Plannlng 

Coordinator, 

Mary I and at 

experience. 

control. 

B.A. History, 

Co I I ege Park. 

Un I vers I ty of 

Four years 

Responslble for qua I Jty 

Ron a1 d SJ ogren, 

Geography, San 

Realty Specialist, B.A. 

Diego State University. 

Twenty years ex per I ence. Res pons I b I e for 

the realty management sections. 

Rita R. Suminski, Wildlife Management 

Biologist, M.s. Fisheries Science, New 

Mex I co State Un Ivers I ty. Respons I b I e for 

art work. ( Sche I I Resource Area, EI y BLM 

District). 

William D. Robison , Geologist, 
B.S. in Geology , San Diego State 
University. Six years 
experience . Res ponsible for 
minerals and energy sectjon s . 

NEVADA STATE OFFICE SP(r, I AL I ST REVIEW 

Speclallsts In all fields fran the Nevada 

State Office have reviewed this document for 

technical accuracy and consistency with 
Federal law and BLM pol Icy. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND SCOPING 

Preparat Ion of the Egan Resource Management 

Plan was Initiated In July 1981. To bring 

the publ le and other agencies Into the Egan 

planning process, a mall Ing 11st has been 

developed to keep Interested parties Inform

ed on the progress of the pl an. Further, 

briefings, workshops, and newsletters have 

been prepared to encourage publlc contact 

and to sol !cit publ le Input. At the end of 

this narrative Is an abbreviated 11st of 

organizations that have been asked to 

contribute to this plannlng process. 

On July 16, 1981 a "Notice of Intent" for 

the pre par at Ion of the Egan Resource 

Management Pl an appeared In the Federal 

Register to formally "kick off" the begin

ning of the planning process. This Initial 

phase Involved developlng the Issues that 

the Egan Resource Management PI an wou Id be 

.addressing. To solicit publlc Input the Ely 

District Initiated a mass mall Ing to the 

people and organizations on the malllng 

11st, Issued press releases to the news

papers In Nevada and Utah; and presented 

briefings to the Nevada State Clearlnghouse, 

Nevada Congresslonal delegations, local 

governments, Ind Ian Tribes, Plannlng 

Comm! ss Ions, and c Iv le organ I zat Ions. Of 

the six-hundred Issue Identification 

brochures which were distributed, Just under 

one-hundred were returned. Basic Issues 

which the pub! le thought that the Egan 

Resource Management Pl an shou Id address 

were: grazing, wlld horses, wllderness, and 
minerals. 

In Aprll, 1982 the Issues and Planning 

Criteria for the Egan Resource Management 

Pl an were rel eased for pub 11 c rev I ew. Just 

over ten comments were rece I ved from the 

public concerning this phase of the plannlng 

effort. The majority of the letters were 
support Ive of th Is document and con tr I buted 

addltlonal criteria for lncluslon Into the 

planning process. 
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In January, 1983 the draft alternatlves for 

the Egan Resource Management Pl an were 

released for pub! le review. This phase was 

preceded with a Federal Register notice, 

mass mall Ing, and press releases. Workshops 

were held In Ely (Feb. 15, 1983) and In Reno 

(Feb. 16, 1983). By the end of the pub I le 

comment period just over twenty-five written 

comments were received. The majority of 

comments received were sent by the Nevada 

State Clearlnghouse, ranching Interests, 

mining Interests, and conservation groups. 

Overal I the respondents were In favor of 

a I ternat Ives wh I ch reduced wl Id horse 

populations, promoted economic development, 

and kept wl I derness designation to a 

minimum. Briefings were offered to the 

Nevada Clearlnghouse, the Nevada 

Congress tonal Delegatlons, and local 

governmental organizations, however, none 

was ever requested. 

The followlllg 11st of organizations and 

persons 1 s an abbrev I ated vers I on of the 

Egan Resource Management PI an ma 11 Ing 11 st. 

These organizations and persons wll I be 

automatlcal ly receiving a copy of this 

document. Cop I es of th Is document may be 

requested by writing to the Ely District at 

the address found In the Introduction. 

I. State Governmental Agencies 

11. 

A. Governor Richard Bryan 

B. 

c. 

Nevada's Congressional 

Delegatlons 

District 35 Assemblyman, 

VI rg 11 Getto 

D. State Senator, Richard Blakemore 

E. Nevada State Clearlnghouse 

Federal Agencies 

A. Nevada State BLM Office 

B. Adjacent BLM District Offices 

C. Bureau of lndlan Affairs 

D. Environmental Protection Agency 

E. Fish and Wlldllfe Service 



I I I. 

F. 

G. 
Humboldt Natlonal Forest 
Natlonal Park Service 

H. Soll Conservation Service 
I. 

J. 
K. 

White Pine County Extension 
Agent 
Llncoln County Extension Agent 
Nye County Extension Agent 

Local Governmental Agencies 
A. White Pine County Commissioners 
B. Llncoln County Corrrnlssloners 
C. Nye County Commissioners 
D. Ely C Tty Counc II 
E. White Pine County Reglonal 

Pl ann 1 ng Comm! ss Ion 
F. Nye County Plannlng Commission 
G. Llncoln County Plannlng 

Commission 
H. Central Nevada Development 

Authority 
I. Preston/Lund Town Counc 11 
J. McGI I I Town Councl I 
K. Ruth Town Counc 11 

IV. Publ le Libraries 

v. 

A. 
B. 
c. 
o. 

White Pine County Library 
Llncoln County Library 
Nevada State Library 
University of Nevada Library 

E. Nye County Library 

BLM Advisory Counclls 
A. White Pine County C~P Corrrnlttee 
B. Ely District Grazing Board 
C. Ely 01 str let Adv! sory Councl I 
o. Nevada State Grazl ng Board 

VI. lndlan Organizations 
A. 
B. 

Duck water Tr 1 ba I Counc 11 
Ely Colony Councll 

VI I. Conservation Groups 
A. 

B. 
c. 
o. 

E. 
F. 

G. 
H. 

I• 

J. 
K. 

American 1-brse Protection 
Association 
Anlmal Protection Institute 
Natlonal WI Id 11 fe Federation 
Natural Resources Defense 
Councl I 
The Nature Conservancy 
Nevada Archaeologlcal 
Association 
Nevada Wlldllfe Federation 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation 
Association 
Sierra Club 
White Pine Sportsman's Club 
The WIiderness Society 
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V 11 I. 

IX. 

L. 
M. 

WIid 1-brse Organized Assistance 
The W 11 d 11 fe Soc 1 ety 

Grazl ng Interest 
A. Nevada Cattleman's Association 
B. Nevada Woolgrowers Association 
C. Society for Range Management 
D. Resource Concepts lncompany 
E. Egan Resource Area Permlttees 
F. Natlonal Cattleman's Association 
G. Wh I te Pl ne County Farm Bureau 

Mining Interests 
A. Amselco Mlnerals, Inc. 
B. Atlantlc Rlchfleld 
C. Chevron Resource Co. 
D. Exxon Ml neral s Co. 
E. 
F. 

G. 
H. 
I. 

J. 

K. 
L. 
M. 
N. 
o. 

Kennecott Mlnerals Co. 
Northeastern Nevada Miners and 
Prospectors Association 
Nevada Mining Association 
Sliver King Mines 
Super Tor 011 Company 
Texaco Inc. 
White Pine Mlnerals Corporation 
Boundy and Forman 
Ely Valley Mines 
Bear Creek Mining Co. 
Pl acer Amex 

X. El ectrlc Utl I !ties 
A. 
B. 
c. 
o. 

Mt. Wheeler Power Company 
Sierra Pacific Power Company 
White Pine Power Project 
Nevada Power Company 

XI. Mlscellaneous Corporate Interests 

XI I. 

A. White Pine County Chamber of 
Commerce 

B. Pacific Legal Foundation 
C. Publ le Lands Institute 
o. Pub I le Lands Councl I 
E. Renewable Resources Center 
F. Natural Resources Defense 

Councl I 

Newspapers 
A. LI nco In County Record 
B. Ely Dally Times 
C. KELY Radio 
o. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 

Nevada State Journal 
Iron County Record 
Salt Lake Tribune 
Wei Is Progress 
Eureka Sentlnel 
MIi lard County Chronicle 
Elko 0a 11 y Free Press 

K. Elko Independent 

,, 



XI I I. Perlodlcals 

A. Nevada Farm Bureau's Journal 

B. Habitat 

c. Tolyabe Tralls 

D. Rangel ands 

E. Natlonal WI Id 11 fe 

F. Rangel and News 

G. Great Basin Reporter 

Ava'llab 'tllty of the braft and Ft'nal 

Egan Resc,urce Man'agement ·p Ian 

Persons whose names appear on the Egan 

Resource Management PI an ma 11 Ing 11 st w 11 I 

receive notification of the avallabll lty of 

the draft and flnal documents. A statewide 

news rel ease wl 1I al so prov Ide Information 

for request! ng personal copies of these 

publlcatlons. 

Coples of the draft and flnal plan wl 11 be 

avallable for review at the I lbrarles and 

off Ices 11 sted be I ow. For further 
Information contact 1-bward Hedrick, Egan 

Resource Area Manager, Ely District Office, 

Star Route 5, Box 1, Ely, Nevada 89301. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT OFF ICES 

Office of Publlc Affairs, BLM 

18th and C Streets 

Wash I ngton, D.C. 20240 

Nevada State Office, BLM 

300 Booth Street 

P.O. Box 12000 

Reno, Nevada 89520 

Battle Mountain District Office, BLM 

North 2nd and South Scott Streets 

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820 

Carson City District Office, BLM 

1050 E. WI I I lam Street 

Carson City, Nevada 

Elko DI str I ct Off Ice, BLM 

2002 Idaho Street 

P.O. Box 831 

EI ko, Nevada 89801 

Ely District Off lee, BLM 

Star Route 5, Box 1 

Ely, Nevada 89301 

89701 
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Las Vegas District Office, 

4765 West Vegas Drive 

P.O. Box 26569 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89126 

Winnemucca DI str let Off Ice, 

705 East 4th Street 

Winnemucca, Nevada 89445 

Utah State Office, BLM 

University Club Bulldlng 

136 East South Temp I e 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

BLM 

BLM 

Salt Lake District Office, BLM 

2370 South 2300 West 

Sa I t Lake C I ty , Utah 8 4 119 

Cedar City District Office, BLM 

1579 N. Main Street 

P.O. Box 729 

Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Rlchfleld District Office, BLM 

150 E. 900 N. 

P.O. Box 208 

Rlchfleld, Utah 84701 

FIi lmore Area, BLM 

P.O. Box 778 
FIi lmore, Utah 84631 

PUBLIC LI BRAR I ES 

White Pine County Library 

Campton Street 

Ely, Nevada 89301 

Llncoln County Library 

Cal lente, Nevada 89008 

Lincoln County Library 

Pioche, Nevada 89043 

Nevada State Library 

Library Bui I ding 

Carson City, Nevada 89710 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas 

James R. Dickinson Library 

4505 Maryland Parkway 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89154 

University of Nevada, Reno 

Getchel I Library 

Reno, Nevada 89507 
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Zone 1 

Federal 
Acres 

736,050 

Periods of 
Use 

Year Round 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Append!x 1 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING STATISTICS BY MANAGEMENT ZONE 

3 Year Ave. 
Licensed Use Preference W!ld Horse 

(AUMs) (AUMs) Use (AUMs) 

26,266 C 

T ,472 S 

53,308 C 
3,971 S 

9,312 

Ex!stlng 
WT I di T fe 

Use (AUMsl 

3,947 D 

Reason ab le 
Numbers of 

W!ldl!fe CAUMsl 

16,405 D 

WT ldl I fe 
Re T ntroduct ion 

Potentlal CAUMs> 

353 A 

Unmet 
WI ldl !fe 

Demand ( AUMs l 

0 

MIC Category 
CAI lotments) 

5 M 

5 I 

C 

Range Improvement 
Projects !alternative] 

2,500 acres seeding 
9 ml le fence 

D 

1,500 acre burn/seed C 
1 /2 m I I e p T pe trough C 

5 acre rlpar! an 
1,000 acre burn/seed 

5 ml le fence 

D 

DB 

1,000 acre burn DB 
Meadow rehab, B 
2 guzzlers BCO 

wel I COB 
wel I C 

14 m!le fence D 
2-1 /2 m I le fence D 
1 guzzler BCDE 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT A._AN 

Appendix 1 (Continued) 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING STATISTICS BY MANAGEMENT ZONE 

3 Year Ave. Existing Reasonable WI I di I fe Unmet 
Federal Periods of LI ce nsed Use Preference WIid Horse WI ldl lfe Number s of Rein troduction Wildlife MIC Category Range Improvement 

Acres Use (AUMsl (AUMs) Use (AUMsl Use (AUMsl WIidiife (AUMsl Potent I al (AUMsl Demand CAUMsl (Al lotmentsl Projects [alternative] 

Zone 2 1,756, Year Round 43,529 78,085 15,168 3,448 D 5,859 D 387 A 310 8 M 500 acre burn/seed/ D 
807 230 A 642 A 8 I fence 

C 
15 ml le fence D 
13,440 acre burn D 
1/2 ml le fence D 

..... wet I BCD 
cr, 
co 

wet I and pl pe BCD 
2- 1/2 ml le fence D 
5 + 3 ml le pipe BCD 
1,500 acre burn/seed/ 

fence DB 

well C 
5 guzzlers BCD 
wel I B 
~el I DBC 
fence/seed 5 acr es DC 

wel I C 
5 springs BCD 
1,200 acre see/we I I C 
2,000 acre bum/seed/ D 

wet I 
1,500 acre burn C 
4 mi le pipe D 
wel I BCD 



Zone 3 

...... 
O'I 
lO 

Feder a I 
Acres 

962,878 

Per lods of 
Use 

Year Round 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAG£MENT PLAN 

Appendi x 1 (Continued) 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING STATISTICS BY MANAGEMENT ZONE 

3 Year Ave. 
Licensed Use Preference Wild Horse 

(AUMs) (AUMs) Use ( AUMs) 

36,899 58,014 300 

Exis ting 
WT ldl I fe 

Use (AUMs) 

8,003 D 

184 A 

906 E 

Reaso nable 
Numbers of 

WI ldl 1 le (AUMs) 

16,721 D 

440 A 

4,806 E 

WT Id Ii fe 
Re Introduction 

Potential (AUMsl 

7 A 

78 E 

Unmet 
'1/lldl i le 

Demand (AUMs) 

1,403 

MIC Category 
(Allotments) 

27 ~· 
7 I 

8 C 

Range Improvement 
Projects !alternative ] 

570 acre burn/seed 
a,430 acre burn/seed 

2 ,5 00 acre burn/seed 

reservofr 
wi ndml 11 tower 

1, 000 acre burn 

2,500 acre burn 

1,000 acre burn/seed 
wel I 

1,000 acre burn /seed/ 

CD 

C 

0 

BC 
Fl 

D 

BD 

D 

BC 

we t I BCD 



Zone 4 

Federal 
Acres 

102-4 32 

Per fods of 
Use 

4/15 to 
11/30 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 1 (Continued) 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING STATISTICS BY MANAGEMENT ZONE 

3 Year Ave. 
Lice nse d Use Pre fer ence Wild 1-br se 

(AUMs> (AUMs) Use (AUMs) 

2,822 7,606 80 

Existing 
WI Id I i fe 

Use (AUMs) 

450 D 

Reaso nab le 
Numbers of 

WI ldl f fe CAUMs) 

1,195 D 

Wi I d i i fe 
Rein tr oducti on 

Potential CAUMsl 

A 

Unmet 
WI Id 11 fe 

Demand (AUMs) 

0 

MIC Catego r y 
(Al lotmentsl 

2 M 
3 I 
0 C 

Range Impr ovement 
Projects lalternatlvel 

5 sp r f ng fence 7 meadows 
H20 fence B 
1 spr l ng 
we l I 
1,000 acre burn 
5,000 acre burn/ seed 
10 m I le fence 
wel I 
seed/we! 1/2,000 acre 

burn 
3 m II e pf pe & t rough 

D 

E 
D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

C 
C 



Zone 5 

Federal 

Acres 

3,842, 

216 

Periods of 

Use 

Year Round 

3 Year Ave. 

Licensed Use Preference 

(AUMsl (AUMsl 

123,461 216,348 

EGAN RESOURCE W\NAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix I (Continued) 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING STATISTICS BY MANAGEMENT ZONE 

W 11 d Horse 

Use ( AUMs> 

24,132 

Existing 

Wlldllfe 

Use ( AUMsl 

16,810 D 

414 A 

906 E 

Reasonable 

Numbers of 

WI ldl 1 le (AUMsl 

41,353 D 

1,082 A 

4,806 E 

WI ldl i fe 

Reintroduction 

Potent i a I ( AUMs > 

816 A 

78 E 

Unmet 

WI ldl lfe 

~mand CAIMsl 

1, 713 

MIC Category 

(A I lotmentsl 

50 M 

27 

16 C 

Range Improvement 

Projects lalternativel 

wel I 

2,000 acre burn/seed/ 

wel I 

7 ml le fence 

we! I 

wel I 

2,000 acre burn/seed/ 

wel I 

we! I 

BC 

C 

D 

C 

BC 

BCD 

D 
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Appendix 2 

Selectlve Management Criteria 

_g_~teg_or_y _ _M_ 

Potential to Increase forage production Is low to moderate. 
Current forage production ts near maximum. 
Littl e or no confl lets between resources. 
No change required tn the current grazing pract ice to 
maintain or Improve the vegetative resource. 
Current forage value ts good. 
Current trend ts upward or static. 
Moderate return on public Investment. 
Soc ial controversy Is tow. 

Category I_ 
Potential to Increase forage production ls high. 
Current forage production ts below maximum. 
f'oderate to extreme resource confltct. 
A moderate to high degree of change tn the current grazing 
practice ts required to Improve the vegetative resource. 
Current forage value ts fair to poor. 
Current trend ts static to downward. 
Moderate to high return on publ le Investment. 
Soctal controversy ts moderate to high. 

Category C_ 
Pot enttal to Increase forage production ls low. 
Current forage production ts near maximum. 
Ltttle or no confl lets between resource. 
No change required tn the current grazt ng practice to 
maintain the vegetative resource. 
Current forage value Is fair to poor. 
Current trend ls static. 
Low return on public Investment. 
Social controversy ls low. 

Criteria Deftnltlons and M, I, C Classtflcatlon 

Production Potential - A professional judgment criteria, where 
range site data ts not available. This criteria Is based upon 
the lands potential to Increase production, either naturally or 
artlftclally. On those areas where soils and range site data are 
avatlable, they wtl I be used. 

High potential 
Moderate potential 
Low potential 

M 

C or M 
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Append 1 x 2 (Cont 1 nued) 

Select Ive Management Criteria 

Present - Ma~ement 

Maintain - Present management Implemented and meeting resource 
management objectives; no major revisions 
necessary. 

Improve - Resource management objectives not being met; 
allotment In need of an AMP or grazing system; 
major rev 1 s ton of ex 1st! ng AMP needed. 

Custodia! - Present resource management appears satisfactory or 
ts the only loglcal practice considering all other 
criteria. 

Current Production - A professlonal judgment criteria used when 
there ls a lack of range site data. A subjective rating of what 
the area ts now producing compared to Its potential. 

Current forage production ts near maximum - M or C 
Current forage production ls below maximum - I 

Resource Conti lets -

Crltlcal wlldllfe habitat, wlld horse and burro/I lvestock use 
areas, recreation, water rights, mining, lands actions, A.C.E.C., 
reintroduction of plants and animals, soil, water, and air 
qua I 1 ty. 

An tnterdlsclpllnary team wll I be used to determine the 
effect a I lmlted number of the above mentioned criteria 
w 11 I have on present graz 1 ng management - M 

One or more major cont I lets must be present - I 

Same as M - C 

Forage Value - An al lotment-wlde rating. Professional judgment 
ls used to determine If predominant vegetation Is palatable and 
preferred by the type of I lvestock grazl ng the area. 

Good - M 

Fa 1 r - I or C 
Poor - or C 
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Appendix 2 (Continued) 

Selectlve Management Criteria 

Trend - An lndlcatlon of the movement of successlonal stages ln 
relation to the desired level based on monitoring studies, and 
professlonal judgment. 

Upward - M 
Static - M, I, or C 
Downward - I 

Economic Investment Potentlal - The potentlal for a positive 
economic return on Investments, 

Hlgh - I 
Moderate - I or M 
Low - C 

Soctal Controversy - Professlonal judgment ts used to determine 
areas where competition among user groups for the range resource 
products may result In debate over proper range management 
decisions; a.e., areas of Intensive mining, Important blg game 
winter range, potential site for a power generating plant, etc, 

Low - M or C 
Moderate - High - I 
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Appendix 3 

Categorization of Al I otments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest. Social Final 

A I lotment Potential Production Conf I icts Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

0129 
Wi I low Springs WI WI '-1/C M 

0915 (Conners Summit) 

0401 
Indian Creek C MIC we we M M M M M 

0402 
Goshute Basin M M MIC M M M M ,_. 

-...J 
u, 

0403 
Cherry Creek we C 

0404 
Becky Creek MIC M/C MIC C MIC C MIC M 

0405 
North Steptoe C we we we M M M we M 

0406 
Lovet I Peak C M M M M M M M M 

0407 
Sche I I bourne C M M M M M 

0408 
Whiteman Creek MIC 1/C 1/C M C 

0409 

Bennett Creek C we we we M M M we M 
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Appendix 3 

Categorization of .A.I lotments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest. Social Final 
.A.I lotment Potential Production Conf I lets Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

0410 
Big Indian Creek M/C 1/C 1/C MIC C 

0411 
Middle Steptoe C M we M/C M M C M C 

0412 
Duck creek Flat C MIC M/C M M M/C M 

0413 
Gold Canyon C M we M/C M M M M 

t-J 
--..J 0415 
(j) 

Steptoe M M M M M M M 

0416 
Heusser Mountain we we M M M M M 

0417 
Second Creek C M M M M M M M M 

0418 
Gallagher Gap M we M M M M M 

0419 
Duck creek Basin M MIC M/C M M M MIC M 

0420 
Schoolhouse Spring C C C C C C C C 

* Kennecott so2 fallout limits product. 
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Appendix 3 

Categorization of Allotments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest, Soc! al Flnal 

Allotment Potential Production Conf I lcts Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

---

0421 
Goat Ranch MIC M MIC 

0422 
Georgetown Ranch M M C C 

0423 
Duckcreek C M MIC MIC M M M MIC M 

0424 
Gi I ford Meadows C M we MIC M M C M M 

I-' 
--..J 
--..J 

0426 
Cherry Creek ADP 
(No, Steptoe Tra 11} M we C C 

0427 
Copper Flat M M M M M M M 

Gleason Creek M M M M M M M C M 

0433 
West Sche I I Bench M M M M M M M C M 

0501 
Medicine Butte M M M M C 

0502 
No, Butte MIC MIC 
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Appendix 3 

Categorization of A 11 otments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest. Social Fina! 
Allotment Potent!al Production Cont 11 cts Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

0503 
Thirty Ml le Sprl ng M M M C M M 

0504 
so, Butte M M M C M M M 

0505 
McDermltt C M M/C M M M M MIC M 

0506 
so. Butte Seeding C M we we we we M we M ....... 

'-I 
co 

0507 
Butte Seeding C M MIC M/C M M M M/C 

0601 
Ra! I road Pass 1/M 1/M 

0602 
WP Seeding 1/M M M M/1 1/M M M 

0603 
Cold Creek M 1/M M WI M WI M 

0605 
Ft. Ruby M/1 M M M M M/1 M 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 3 

Categorization of Allotments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest. Social Final 

Allotment Potential Production Conf 11 cts Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

0606 
Warm Spr 1 ngs 

0607 
Strawberry 1/M M 1/M 1/M M M 

0608 
Newark 1/C 1/M M M/1 M M/C M 

f--' 0609 
--..J Dry Mountain M/1 M/1 M C/M M M 
"° 

0610 
Sabala Springs M M/1 M M 1/M M C M 

0612 
North Pancake 1/C M/1 M 1/M M ,,,, M 

0613 
Six Ml le M M/1 M/1 M M/1 M 1/C M M 

0614 
Monte Cristo M M M M M M 

0615 
South Pancake 11,1 M M M M/C M M 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 3 

Categorization of Allotments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest. Social Final 

Allotment Potential Production Cont I lets Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

0617 
Black Point MIC MIC MIC e 

0619 
Ruby Valley M 1/M 1/M we 1/M 

0620 
Horse Haven M/1 M M/1 1/M 1/e M 

0621 
I---' Maverick Springs 
(X) 

M WIIC we M 
0 

0622 
Warm Springs Trail M M 

0623 
SI I verado C C e e MIC e e 

0701 
Duckwater 

0802 
Moorman Ranch WI M/1 "'1/1 M 1/M 

0803 
Tom Plain M M e C 

0804 
Indian Jake e 

0805 

McQueen Flat M M M M M M M M 
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Categorization of Allotments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest. Soc! al Final 

Allotment Potent I al Production Conf I lets Pr act lees Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

---

0806 
Preston M M M C C 

0807 
Sawml 11 Bench M M M M M M M C M 

0808 
Rock Canyon M M C C 

0810 

~ Douglas Point C C C M 
co 
~ 

08 11 
Douglas Canyon C C C C C C C C C 

0812 
Big Six Wei I C C M C C C C C C 

0814 
Six Mlle Ranch M M M M M M M C M 

0815 
Dee Gee Spring M C C C 

0816 
North Cove M 

0817 
Cove M M C C M 

0818 

Sorenson Wei I C C C C C C C C C 
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Appendix 3 

Categorization of Allotments 

Production Current Resource Management Forage Range Invest. Social Final 

Allotment Potential Production Conf 11 cts Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

---

0819 
Wei Is Station M M C 

0821 
j akes Unit Trail C M 

0822 
Preston Lund Trail C M M 

0823 
,_. Badger Spring M/C M/C M M we 
co 
N 

0824 
WI I low Springs Seeding M M M M M M M C M 

0825 
Wi I low Springs Addition M M M M M M M C M 

0826 
Giroux Wash M M M M M C 

0827 
Dark Peak M C 

0828 
Maybe Seeding M M M M M M M M M 

0829 
Sheep Tral I Seeding M M M M M M M C M 

0830 

East Wei Is C C C C C C C C C 
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Appendix 3 

Categorization of Allotments 

Production Current Resource Management corage Range invest. Social Final 
Allotment Potential Production Conf I lets Practices Values Trend Return Controversy Designation 

0831 
Brown Knol I 1/1.-1 M M M 1/M C 

0832 
Swamp Cedar M M M M M M C 

0901 
Tamber Ii ne C M/C M M M M M M/C M 

0902 
White Rock M M C 

,_, 
co 
w 0903 

Cattle Camp/Cave Lake C 

0904 
cave Valley Ranch M M M M C 

0905 
Sheep Pass M M C 

0906 
Shingle Pass M M M 

0907 
Haggerty Wash M M M M M M " v 

0908 
cave Valley Seeding M M M M M C C 

0909 

Cold Spring C M M \1 M M 
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Appendix 3 

Categorization of A 1 lotments 

Pro duction Current qesource Management Forage Range Invest. Soc I al Fina l 

Allotment Potential Production Conf I lcts Practices Values Trend Return Cont roversy Desi gnatio n 

---

0910 

Lake Area M M M 

0913 

Little White Rock M M M M M M C M 

0914 

Chimney Rock M M M M M M M M 



...... 
co 
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Vegetation Type Acreages By Zone 

* Includes Pr i vate Land 

Zo ne 1 

Aspen __________ _ ______ - -- -~~~~ - -

Meadow 15 ,433 

Zone 2 

____ 2, 759 - --

14, 600 -·--- ·--- --

Flood Plain/Basin Wildrye ___ l~•- -~~ - _ _________ _ 

Salt Desert -S had scale _ _ _ __ __ ___ _ __ ?_Q_, 7 7':!____ _ ~~--~Q.2__ __ 

Nor thern Desert Shrub 
Big/Bl ack Sage br ush 

Woodland - Pinyan & Juniper 

Mountain Brush -
~~unta~~ Mahoga ny _________ _ 

Mixed Conifer/Bristlecone Pine 
. ------

Playa _________ _ _________ _ _ 

Crested Wheatgrass 

Salt Desert -Win terfat 

To tal Acres by Zone 

332,823 ------

262,251 ----- ---

12,986 - - ----- ---

3,142 

11,447 -- - ---
26,944 ------ -

104,648 

878,276 

448 , 062 

~,156 

24,648 --------

23, 681 ----- ·---

1,294 

19 , 653 

85,842 ---- -- -

1,736,990 

Zone 3 

3 , 558 - - - - -- ------ -

9,598 - - - ---- ·---

63,397 - ---- -----

17,212 

50 ,047 - -------

386,089 

328,607 

40,808 

20,012 -------- --

- - --------

52 , 649 --- ----

- -- - --- -- ---

971,977 

Zone 4 

176 

20,127 

26 , 822 ---- ----

94,345 ------- - -

2 , 259 --------

-----------

----------

9 , 411 -- ------

---------

153,140 

Zone 5 

2,610 - - ---- -- - --

9,828 

59 , 038 --------

110 , 624 

91,257 - -- ------

- ---------·-

-- -- ---- - ---

-- -- -- ----

12,761 

41,524 

327,642 

Total l\cres 
-by Veq. Type 

11,553 ------ -- -----
42,417 

87,598 
- -- ·- - -- ----- - ---

624,763 - - -- - - - -- ·- ---- -- --

76,949 

1,304,420 - -----

1, 426,616 - -- - ------

80,701 -- -- - - --------
46,835 - ---- -- - --- ----

12 , 741 - - - - --- -- - ----

1 2 1,41 8 - --- -- -- -- ----

232 , 014 -------------
4,068,025 
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Appendix 5 

Existing and Desired Successlonal 

Vegetation Stages by Type 

and 

Management Zone 

The narrative below describes the use of the 
charts wh I ch fo 11 ow, The chart on the next 
page for the Aspen Vegetation Type wl 11 be 
used as the example for how this appendix Is 
to be used, 

Within Zone 1, the aspen vegetation type 
presently consists <existing situation) of 
the fo 11 ow Ing: 5% in perenn i a I grasses/ 
forbs and aspen suckers; and 70% In 
perennial grasses/forbs, aspen trees and 
young conifers, The remaining 25% of this 
vegetation type consists of mature aspen 
trees with scattered conifers. 

Management direction for Zone 1 under the B 
alternative will be to move the successlonal 
stage of the Aspen Vegetation Type to: 20% 
of the vegetation ln perennial grasses/forbs 
and aspen suckers; 50% aspen trees a I ong 
with perennial grasses/forbs, and young 
conifers; and 30% as mature aspen trees with 
scattered con I fers. I ncreas Ing the percent
age of perennial grasses/forbs and aspen 

186 

suckers will benefit all range users, 
I ncreas Ing the percentage of mature aspen 
trees wl I I benefit tree nesting raptors, 
mule deer, elk, blue grouse and non game 
species, 

On the other hand, the management direction 
for the D alternative in Zone 1 of the Aspen 
Vegetation Type would be directed toward an 
early successlonal stage to produce more 
1 lvestock forage, Under this alternative 
25% of the vegetati on would be In perennial 
grasses/forbs, The remaining 75% would be 
In perennial grasses/forbs and aspen 
suckers, 

Alternative C is a compromise alternative 
between alternatives 8 and D, Alternative C 
also proposes the same management actions 
for vegetation as the Preferred Al'ternatlve, 
(As a result there Is no seperate I lne for 
the Preferred Alternatives In the followlng 
charts), Under this alternative the manage
ment direction wl 11 be achieve a vegetation 
mixture of: 60% In perennial grasses/forbs 
and aspen suckers; 25% in perennial grasses/ 
forbs, aspen and young con I fers; the 
remaining 15% would be mature aspen with 
scattered con I fers, This a I tern at Ive wou Id 
benefit both livestock and wl ldllfe, 

Alternative A represents a continuation of 
current management practices, Under this 
a lternat Ive des I red success Iona I stages have 
not been proposed, As a result al I entries 
under this alternative appear as a dashed 
line, 
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Existing and Desired Successiona l Stages by Vegetation Type and Management Zone 

APPENDIX 5 

ASPEN 
Successional Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Des i red Management Desired Management Des ir ed Management Des i r ed '-~an agement 

Levels by .~l t e rn at ive Levels by Alterna tiv e Leve l s by Alternative Levels by Alt ernat i ve Levels by Alternative 

(% of acr es by zo ne) (% of acres by zonel Ct of acres by zone) ('.{ of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) 

E, S.* P** A B C D E E,S.* P** A B C D E E. S.* P** A B C D E E. S. * P** A B C D E E, S.* P** A 8 C D E 

Annua l s D 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Per enn 1 al grasses/Fo r bs 0 0 - 0 0 25 0 0 20 - 0 20 25 0 0 10 - 0 10 25 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -~ ,_, 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Aspe n s ucke r s 5 60 - 20 60 75 20 25 50 - 25 50 75 25 10 40 - 25 40 75 25 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Perenn 1 al grasses/Fo r bs/ 
Aspen/You ng conife r s 70 25 - 50 25 0 50 60 15 - 60 15 0 60 75 40 - 60 40 0 60 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Aspen trees/Con i fers 15 5 - 20 5 0 20 10 10 - 10 10 0 10 5 5 - 10 5 0 10 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Aspen tr ees 10 10 - 10 10 0 10 5 - 5 5 0 10 5 - 5 5 0 5 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 a 0 

* Exis ting Si tuati on 
** Pr efe rre d Alt er nativ e 
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Existing and Desired Successional Stages by Vegetation Type and Management Zone 

MEADOW 

Successional Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management Desired ~anagement 
Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternative 

(% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zonel 

E.S.* P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E E. S. * P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E 

Annuals 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 5 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 90 - 80 90 90 80 10 90 - 70 90 90 70 15 90 - 70 90 90 70 20 80 - 75 80 80 75 20 90 - 70 90 80 70 

>-' Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
CD Young shrubs 20 5 - 5 5 10 5 20 5 - 15 5 10 15 70 10 - 15 10 10 1 5 50 20 - 15 20 15 15 75 5 - 15 5 5 15 CD 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs 70 5 - 15 5 0 15 70 5 - I 5 5 0 15 1 5 0 - 15 0 0 I 5 25 0 - 10 0 5 10 5 5 - 1 5 5 15 15 

Existing Situation 
** Preferred Alternative 



..... 
0::, 

'° 

Success lonal St ages 

Annua ls 

Pere nnial gr as ses/Fo r bs 

Pere nn ial grasses/ For bs/ 
Young shr ubs 

Pere nn ia l gr asses/Fo r bs/ 
Mature shru bs 

... Exi sti ng Si t uat ion 
Pre fer r ed Alt er nat ive 

Exi sting 

Zone 1 

Desired Management 
Leve ls by Alte r nativ e 

(% of ac res by zone) 

E. s .• P** A B C D E 

0 5 - 10 5 0 10 

5 65 - 60 65 75 60 

5 25 - 25 25 20 25 

90 5 - 5 5 5 5 
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Appendix 5 

and Desi r ed Successional St ages by Vegeta ti on Type and Management Zone 

FLOODPLAIN/BASIN WILDRYE, ALKALI SACATON, INLAND SAL TGRA SSE S 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management '.)es I red :~anagement 
Leve ls by Alt er nat ive Levels by Alt erna ti ve Leve ls by Alt ernativ e Leve ls by Alt ernati ve 

<% of acr es by zone) <% of ac r es by zone ) <% of acres by zone ) (% of ac r es by zone ) 

E. s. * P** A B C D E E. s . • P** A B C D E E. S. * P** A B C D E E, S,* P** A B C D E 

0 5 - 10 5 0 10 0 5 - 5 5 0 5 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 5 0 0 5 

5 65 - 60 65 75 60 40 65 - 60 65 75 60 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 20 65 - 40 65 85 40 

5 25 - 25 25 20 25 50 25 - 30 25 20 30 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 40 30 - 50 30 15 50 

90 5 - 5 5 5 5 10 5 - 5 5 5 5 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 40 5 - 5 5 0 5 



-'° C) 

Suc cessfon a l Stages 

Annua ls 

Perennia l gra sses/ For bs 

Perennial grasses/F or bs/ 
Young shru bs/ Young s hads c ale 

Perenn la l gr asses/Fo r bs/ 
Mature shru bs l shadscale 

* 
** 

Existln g Sltuatl on 
Preferred Alternatlv e 
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Exfstln g and Desired Successi ona l Stag es by Veget atl on Type and Management Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/SHAD SCALE 

Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 

Des l red Management Des i r ed Management Deslr ed Management Des 1 r ed Management 
Leve ls by Alte r native Leve ls by Alterna t ive Levels by Alte r nat ive Leve ls by Alte r nat ive 

(% of acr es by zone) (% of ac r es by zone) (% of acr es by zone ) (:{ of acr es by zone) 

E. S.* P** A B C D E E.S . * P** A B C D E E. S.* P** A B C D E E.S . * P** A B C D 

15 0 - 0 0 0 0 30 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 

5 40 - 35 40 15 35 0 40 - 50 40 25 50 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 

20 50 - 60 50 80 60 10 40 - 25 40 70 25 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 

60 10 - 5 10 5 5 60 20 - 25 20 5 25 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 

Zone 5 

9es lr ed Management 
Leve ls by Alte r nat ive 

(1 of ac r es by zone) 

E E. $. * P** A B C D E 

0 5 0 - 0 0 0 0 

0 0 20 - 15 20 20 15 

0 0 50 - 60 50 70 60 

0 95 30 - 25 30 10 25 
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Existlng and Desired Successional Stages by Vegetation Type and 

SALT DESERT /\NO DESERT SHRUB/BLACK GREASEWOOD 

Success Tonal Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 

Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative Levels by Alt ernative Levels by Alternative 

(% of acr es by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) 

E. S.* P"* A B C D E E. S.* P** A B C D E E. S. * P** A B C D 

Annuals 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 

Per en nial gra sses / Fo.-bs/ 
Young shrubs/Greasewood 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs & greasewood 

.. 
** 

Existing Sltuatlon 
Preferred Alternative 

5 0 -

0 40 -

25 45 -

70 15 -

0 0 0 0 5 

50 40 25 50 0 

40 45 50 40 0 

10 15 25 10 95 

0 - 0 0 0 0 5 0 - 0 0 0 

40 - 50 40 25 50 0 40 - 50 40 25 

45 - 45 45 50 45 0 45 - 45 45 50 

15 - 5 15 25 5 95 15 - 5 15 25 

Management Zone 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative Levels by Alte r nat ive 

(% of acr es by zone) (% of acr es by zone) 

E E. S.* P** A B C D E E. S.* P** A B C D E 

0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

50 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

45 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

5 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Append ix 5 

Existing and Desired Successional Stages by Veget ation Type and Management Zone 

NORTHERN DESERT SHRUB/SAGEBRUSH 

Successiona l Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Des Ired Management Desired Management Des I red •~anagement Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative Levels by Alter nati ve Levels by Alter native Levels by Alternat ive Leve ls by Alternative 

(% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) c-:r of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) 

E.S.* P** A B C D E E. S. * p- A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E E. S.* P** A B C D E E. S.* P** A B C D E 

Annuals 5 0 - 0 0 0 0 10 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 5 0 - 0 0 0 0 30 0 - 0 0 0 0 

,_. Perennial gra sses/Forbs 15 40 - 15 40 50 15 5 40 - 15 40 50 15 5 40 - 15 40 50 15 5 40 - 15 40 50 15 10 40 - 15 40 50 15 

'° N 

Perennial gr asse s/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 20 40 - 60 40 30 60 30 40 - 60 40 30 60 15 40 - 60 40 30 60 30 40 - 60 40 30 60 10 40 - 60 40 30 60 

Perennial grasses/Fo r bs/ 
Mature b ig sage and black 
sage 60 20 - 25 20 20 25 55 20 - 25 20 20 25 80 20 - 25 20 20 25 60 20 - 25 20 20 25 50 20 - 25 20 20 25 

* Existing Sit uatio n 
** Preferred Alte r nativ e 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 5 

Existing and Desired Successlonal Stages by Vegetation Type and Management Zone 

WOODLANO/PINYON-JUNIPER 

Success ional Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management Deslred Management Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternatlve Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternatlve 

<% of acres by zone) <% of acres by zone) (1 of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) 

E.S.* P** A B C 0 E E,S.* p ... A B C 0 E E.S.* P** A B C 0 E E.S.* P** A B C 0 E E.S,* P** A B C D E 

Annuals 10 0 - 0 0 5 0 0 0 - 0 0 5 0 0 0 - 0 0 5 0 0 0 - 0 0 5 0 0 0 - 0 0 5 0 

Perennial grasses and forbs 10 10 - 10 10 15 10 0 15 - 15 15 15 15 0 15 - 5 15 15 5 0 15 - 5 15 15 5 0 15 - 5 15 15 5 ,_. 
CD 
w Perennlal grasses, forbs and 

shrubs 10 30 - 20 30 30 20 0 30 - 15 30 40 15 5 30 - 15 30 35 15 0 30 - 15 30 40 15 0 30 - 15 30 40 15 

Perennial grasses, forbs, 
shrubs, and young plnyon-
juniper 5 40 40 40 20 40 5 35 40 35 20 40 15 35 45 35 20 45 10 40 50 40 20 50 20 35 45 35 20 45 

Perennlal grasses, forbs, 
shrubs, and mature jun I per/ 
plnyon 15 5 - 10 5 10 10 30 5 - 15 5 10 15 75 5 - 20 5 10 20 50 5 - 20 5 10 20 30 5 - 20 5 10 20 

Mature Junlper/plnyon 
(closed canopy) 50 15 - 20 15 20 20 65 15 - 15 15 10 15 5 15 - 15 15 15 15 40 10 - 10 10 10 10 50 15 - 15 15 10 15 

* Exlsting Situation 

*' Preferred Alternatlve 
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Appendix 5 

Existing and :)eslred Successional Stages by Vegetation Type and vanagement Zone 

MOU TAIN BRUSH/MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY 

Successlonal Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management Des ired Management 
Levels by Alter nativ e Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternative Levels by ~lternatlve 

<% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) (% of acres b·f zone) 

E.S.* P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E E.S .* P** A B C D E E.S .* P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E 

Annuals 0 0 - 0 () 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 o, 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 15 - 5 15 20 5 0 15 - 5 15 20 5 0 15 - 5 15 20 5 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -'-D Pere nnial grasses/Forbs/ -"" 
Young shrubs 10 50 - 50 50 50 50 10 50 - 50 50 50 50 5 50 - 50 50 50 50 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young mahogany 25 25 - 35 25 20 35 25 25 - 35 25 20 35 25 25 - 35 25 20 35 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Mature shrubs/Mature 
mahogany 60 10 - 5 10 10 5 60 10 - 5 10 10 5 50 10 - 5 10 10 5 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Mahogany 5 0 - 5 0 0 5 5 0 - 5 0 0 5 20 0 - 5 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

* Existing Sl tuatlon 
** Preferred Alternative 
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Exi sti ng and Des ir ed Successio na l Stages by Vegetation Type and Management Zone 

MIXED CONIFER FOREST/BRISTLECONE P INE 

Success iona l Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Desired Management Desired Management Desired Management Desi r ed Management Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative Levels by Alternativ e Levels by Alternative Leve l s by Alternative Leve l s by Alter nat ive 

<% of acres by zone) <% of acres by zone) {% of acres by zone) (% of acres by zone) <% of acres by zone) 

E.S . * P** A B C D E E. S.* P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E E.S.* P** A B C D E 

Annuals 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 5 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 10 - 10 10 5 10 5 0 - 10 10 5 10 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

...... Perennl al grasses/Forbs/ 
'-" 
(Jl Young aspen, conirer & pine 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 10 80 - 50 80 95 50 75 80 - 50 80 95 50 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Mature aspen, con i fer & pine 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 85 10 - 30 10 0 30 5 10 - 30 10 0 30 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

Mature conifer and pine 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 5 0 - 10 0 0 10 10 0 - 10 0 0 10 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 

* Existing Situatio n 
** Preferred Alternative 



>--' 

'° CJ'> 

Successio nal Stages 

Annuals 

Peren ni al grasses/Forbs 

Perennial grass es/Forbs/ 
Young winterfat 

Perennia l grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature wlnterfat 

.... Exis t ing Si t uation 
Pr e ferr ed Alt ernative 
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Appendix 5 

Existing and Desi red Successional Stages by Vegeta ti on Type and Manageme nt Zone 

Zone 1 

Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative 

(% of acres by zone) 

E,S,* P** A B C D 

10 0 - 0 0 0 

10 40 - 50 40 10 

50 40 - 30 40 10 

30 20 - 20 20 BO 

E 

0 

50 

30 

20 

S.ALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/WINTERFAT 

Zone 2 

.:lesired Management 
Levels by Alternative 

<% of acres by zone) 

E,S,* P** A B C D 

30 0 - 0 0 0 

15 20 - 50 20 0 

45 60 - 40 60 10 

10 20 - 10 20 90 

E 

0 

50 

.40 

10 

Zone 3 

Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative 

(% of acres by zone) 

E, S.* P** A B C D 

0 0 - 0 0 0 

0 0 - 0 0 0 

0 0 - 0 0 0 

0 0 - 0 0 0 

E 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Zone 4 

Des ired Management 
Levels by Alternative 

(% of acres by zone) 

E.S.* P** A B C D 

20 0 - 0 0 0 

0 30 - 50 30 0 

0 50 - 40 50 10 

BO 20 - 10 20 90 

E 

0 

50 

40 

10 

Zone 5 

Desired Management 
Levels by Alternative 

(% of acres by zone) 

E, S,* P** A B C D 

10 0 - 0 0 0 

0 20 - 50 20 0 

0 10 - 40 10 10 

90 70 - 10 70 90 

E 

0 

50 

40 

10 
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Sensitive Plants 

Scientific Name ---- ----- ·---

Astragalus callithrix 

Astragalus uncialls 

Castillefa salsuginosa 

Coryphantha vivipara var. rosea 

Zigadenus vaginatus 

Sphaeralcea caespitosa 

197 

Common Name 

callaway milkvetch 

currant milkvetch 

Monte Neva paintbrush 

rose cushion coryphantha 

sheathed deathcamas 

Jones globe-mallow 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 7 

Stream , Rl par 1 an co nd It Ion, Co nt I 1 cts, BLM-adm I n 1 stered Ml I es and Fl sh Spec 1 es In Egan Resource Area Streams 

1981 ~ l , Sp,/Sum, 

BU•! Fish Species Habitat Acres of 

Stre am Allotment Adm 1 n 1 stered Occurrence Condition Ripa rian Cont i lets 

Ml les C l ass 

Berry Duck Creek - 0423 1.0 R, T, B.T. 3 1,0 Livestock grazing 

Bl9 Ind Ian Ind 1 an Creek - 0410 1.2 R,T. B. T, 2 1. 0 Livestock grazing 

Boneyard G 11 ford 1-'eadows - 0424 0. 5 R, T. B. T. 2 . 2 L lvestock grazing 

9u I I whack Llttle Wlllte Rock - 0413 2. 0 ---------- 4 • 5 Livestock grazl ng , eras Ion 

Cold Co Id Creek - 0603 . 25 R, T. B. N.T . 1 . 5 None 

Connors Cold Creek - 0603 9 , 0 ---------- 3 Livestock grazl ng 

Crystal Duckwater - 0701 3.0 ---------- 2 .4 L lvestock gr azing 

Currant 'Juck wa ter - 0701 2,0 B. T. R. T. 2 ,05 Ltvestocl< grazing 

Deadman 1/arm Spr 1 ngs - 0606 0 . 5 ---------- 3 1,0 L lvestock grazing 

Doug las Douglas Canyon - 0811 1. 75 ---------- 3 LI vestock grazl ng, large reservolr on prtvate I and 

Duckcreek Basin Duck Creek - 0423 1.0 s . D.? 3 14,0 L lvestock grazing ..... 
'-D Duckwater Duckwater - 0701 1.0 (wi nter) ---------- --------------------
co 

East Duck Creek - 0423 1. 5 B. T, R,T. 3 7,0 Livestock grazing 

Egan 8herry Creek - 0403 2.0 R, T, I! 2 3.0 Livestock grazl ng 

First Second Creek - 0417 • 75 II 1 .3 Livestock grazl ng 

Fitzhugh Second Cr eek - 0417 1.0 # 3 2.0 Livestock grazing, water held pr lvate land dry yrs . 

GI I ford GI I ford Meadows - 0424 1,0 ---------- 1 2.0 LI vestock grazl ng 

GI ea son Thirty Mlle Spri ng - 0503 2,0 ---------- 2 5.0 Livestock graz Ing 

Gol d Gol d Canyon - 04 13 2,2 ---------- 2 5. 0 None at present 

Goshute Cherry Creek - 0403 7.0 U,C, T, 2 15.0 Lives to ck, slltatlon upper bas In road 

Haggerty Shlngle Pass - 0906 2,0 3 1. 0 L ivestock, erosion 

HOrse and cattle Wl I I ow Spr 1 ng - 0129 2. 5 4 1.0 Livestock grazl ng 

Huntington Railroad Pass - 0601 . 25 R,T. 1 . 2 Livestock grazing 



Stream 

111 1 pah 

11 I I pah unnamed 

Indlan 

McDonal d 

Ni ne Ml le 

North 

01 d Deadman 

Par is 

Pl nto 

Sche i I 

Second 

Snow 

Steptoe 

Te hema 

Third 

Water Can yon 

Wtr Cnyn (Sa dl e r) 

Whiteman 

Wh lte R Iver 

WI I l ow 

WI I I ow-Snowba I I 

WI I I la ms 

WI I son -I -1ather 

'I/or th I ng ton 

Zips Cabin 

Duck Creek 

Tota l s 
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Stream, Riparian condition, Conti let s , BLM-ad mlnlst ered MIies and Fish Spec ies I n Egan Reso urce Area Streams 

Al lot ment 

Moor man Ranc h - 0802 

Moorman Ranch - 0802 

In d 1 an Cre ek - 0410 

GI I ford Meadows - 0424 

Che rry Creek - 0403 

Duck Cr eek Bas in - 0419 

Warm Spr i ngs - 0606 

Medicin e Butte - 0501 

Newark - 0608 

Schei lbourne - 0407 
Second Cr eek - 04 17 

Med 1 cl ne Butte - 050 1 

Heusser Mountai n - 0416 

Wh I te,,ian Cr eek - 0408 

Seco nd Creek - 0417 

White Rock - 0902 

Newar k - 0608 

Whi teman Creek - 0408 

Tom P I a I n - 0803 

Lake Area - 0910 

Due kwater - 070 l 
Lake Ar ea - 0910 

Ben nett Cr eek - 0409 

Duck Creek - 0423 

North St eptoe - 0405 

Cherry Creek - 0403 

198 1 Ml, Sp. /Sum , 

BLM 

Adm 1 n I ste r ed 

Ml l es 

3. 2 

2.0 

.25 

. 25 

3. 0 

• 5 

2.5 

2. 0 

1. 0 

1 . 5 

3. 0 

3. 0 

o.o 
1. 7 
, 5 

7. 0 
2. 5 

2.0 

1.0 

1. 5 

2,0 (Winter) 

2 , 0 

2 , 3 

1. 0 

, 75 

30 , 0 (Winter) 

0.0 (Summer) 

88 . 9 (Summer ) 

121 . 8(Wl nte rl 

F is h Species 

Occur r ence 

R. T. B,T. B.N.T, 

----------
# 

----------
I! 

R. T • 

----------
R. T. B, T. 

R. T. 

----------
II 

----------
,t.R.M,S. 

----------
# 

B.T. ? 

ff 

I 
RT , RNT , BT, WRMS, WRSD 

R. T. B, T. 

----------
----------
R.T. B. T. 

R. T. B. T. 

----------
R. T. B.N. T. 

Hab i t at Acres of 

Co nd I t Ion Ri parian Conf I lets 

C lass 

2 4,0 Livest ock 

4 2 ,0 L lve stock 

2 .4 LI ve stock 

3 1. 0 --------- -
2 4. 0 None at ;>r esen t 

2 , 03 None a t present 

3 1.5 Livestock, wl I d horses 

2 12 .0 L iv es t ock 

3 1. 0 Livestock 

3 1,0 Livestock 

3 o.o Live stock 

3 • 5 L ivestock, d 1 tched 

4 0.0 Llvestock 

3 . 3 L lvestock 

1 0.0 t-bne at prese nt 

3 7 , 0 L lvestock 

15.0 -----------
1 1. 0 None at prese nt 

3 4.0 Ll vestoc k 

4 2 , 0 Llvestock 

2 4.0 LI vestock 

2 . 5 L lves t ock 

2 4. 0 LI vestock, poss lb I& div . o nto 

.5 t-bne a t prese nt 

4 2. 0 Livestock 

4 4129.0 L ive stock 

424 5. 2 

pr lvat e l and 



N 
0 
0 

Rlparlan Condition Classes for Streambanks and Shorel Ines. 
1. Class I. Excel lent - No negllglb le use/damage; wel I-rooted vegetation (primari ly grasses, sedges, and forbs); sod Intact; 

very llttle, II any, erosion from vegetation ar eas; less than 51, bar e soil showing a long shore l ine, 

2. Class I I. Good - Some use/danage; vegetation generally wel I-rooted; sod mostly Intact; sol I showing In places (6~ to 151, bare 
soll show:ng overal I); some surface erosion evident . 

3 . Class 111. Falr - use or damage close to sod; vegetation shallow -r ooted; moderate surface erosion (16% to 25:'( bare soil 

sho wing overall). 

4. Class IV. Poor - Heavy to severe use/damage; vegetation generally grazed down tq the soll; co nsl derable soll showing 
(over 25 percent) wlth sod damage serious; active surface eros ion a serious problem, 

w 
D 

s 

Winter 
Dry 
Summer 

R.T. = Rainbow trout 
B.T. = Brook trout 
B. N.T. - Brown tr out 

U.C. T. = Utah Cutthroat trout 
s.o. = Steptoe Dace 
w.R.M.S. = White Rive r Mountain Sucker 

W.R.S.O. = White River Speckled Dace 
D,T. C. = Duckwater Tut Chub 
I= Proposed utah Cutth r oat Introduction 
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Riparian Condition Rating For Streams 

Class '};/ 

Excellent 

Good II 

Fair 

Poor II 

% OptimuJ:1 
Habitat 

70 > 

60-69 

50-59 

> 49 

1. Class rating only for Ely District 

2. Excellent and Good= Satisfactory Habitat 
Condition 

3. Fair and Poor= Unsatisfactory Habitat Condition 

201 
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Stream Riparian Condition 

ZONE 1 
BUCK, BALD, DIAMONDS 

-- -----·--- ---- - ~- -- ·~ -- ·-- ·-

STREAM ALLOTMENT RIPARIAN CONDITION 

Col<l 
Connors 
Deadman 
Huntington 
Old Deadman 
Pinto 

STREAM 

Crystal 
Currant 
Gleason 
Illipah 
Illipah unnamed 
Paris 
Snow 
Nil low-Snowball 
Gold 

Cold Creek - 0603 
Cold Creek - 0603 
Warm Springs - 0606 
Railroad Pass - 0601 
Warm Springs - 0606 
Newark - 0608 

ZONE 2 
DUCKWATER/BUTTES 

Excellent 
Fai r 
Fair 
Excellent 
Fair 
Fair 

--- ·- ----- --- - ·--- ··- --- - ·- -··-·- -· - - ·- ·-··- ·- - -·- ·-·-

ALLOTMENT RIPARIAN CONDITION 

Ducl<water 
Ducl<water 
Thirty-Mile Spring 
Moorman Ranch 
Moorman Ranch 
Medicine Butte 
Medicine Butte 
Ducl<water 
Gold Canyon 

202 

Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Fair 
Good 
Good 
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Stream Riparian Condition 

ZONE 3 
STEPTOE/HORSE & CATTLE CAMP 

--~ --- --- ·- ·- ·~--- ·~----- - ·------ ·-- · - - ·- ·- --- ---·-- ------- ·- - - ··- •·--- ---- -- -- -- -"-- ··-- --·-

STREAM ALLOTMENT RI !?ARIAN CONDI'l,TON 

Berry 
Big Indian 
Roneyard 
I3ullwhack 
F:gan 
Pirst 
Fitzhuqh 
Gilford 
Goshute 
Haggerty 
Horse & Cattle 
Indian 
McDonald 
Nine-Mile 
North 
Schell 
Second 
Steptoe 
Tehema 
Third 
Water Canyon 
Whiteman 
Willow 
,,1i 11 iams 
Wilson-Mattier 
Worthington 
Zip's Cabin 
Duel< Creek 

Duck Creek 
Indian Creek 
Gilford Meadows 
Little White Rock 
Cherry Creek 
Second Creek 
Second Creek 
Gilford Meadows 
Cherry Creek 
Shingle PnSS 
Willow Spring 
Indian Creek 
Gilford Mea clows 
Cherry Creek 
Duck Creek Basin 
Schellbourne 
Second Creek 
Heusser Mountain 
Whiteman Creek 
Second Creek 
Whiterock 
Whiteman Creek 
Lake Area 
Lake Area 
Bennett Creek 
Duck Creek 
North Steptoe 
Cherry Creek(Various) 

ZONE 5 

Fair 
Good 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Excellent 
Fair 
Excellent 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 
Good 
Fair 
Good 
Good 
Fair 
Fair 
Poor 
Fair 
Excellent 
Fair 
Excellent 
Poor 
Good 
Good 
Excellent 
Poor 
Poor 

--- -------- ·-- ·- ·- ·-· - --- --- -- ·-··- - •.•- - --- ·- ·-- - ---- - ··---- -- ··-- •- >••- ·- ··- - -·- ·-..- -- ------- ··- ·- ·-

STREAM ALLOTMENT RIPARIAN CONDITION 

Douglas 
White River 

Douglas Canyon 
Tom Plain 

203 

Fair 
Fair 
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Costs and Returns for Cattle Operations 

(Values are in$ per cow) 

Federal Grazing 

SALES 
Steer Yearlings 
Heifer Yearlings 
Steer Calves 
Heifer Calves 
Cull Cows 
Cull Bulls 
Alfalfa Hay Sales 

Total Sales 

PRODUCTION COSTS 

A. CASH COSTS 

Government Grazing Feeds 
Raised Alfalfa Hay Sold 
Raised Alfalfa Hay Fed 
Raised Grass Hay Fed 
Hired Labor 
Veterinary Expenses 
Hired Trucking 
Marketing Commission 
Fuel 
Repairs and Maintenance 
Accounting 
Brand Inspection 
Salt and Minerals 
Fencing 
Bull 
Horses 
Taxes 
Dues 
Other Cash Costs 

Total Cash Costs 

204 

Summer·Only Year~Round 

207.06 
113.91 

60.75 
6.15 

69 ;· 7 5 

457;62 -

11.33 
25.34 
58.86 
17.72 

8.99 
2.64 

.22 

.72 
4.00 
3.00 
2.38 

.41 
2.24 
3.78 

20.17 
1. 55 
6.06 

.81 
··1 1;18· 

130.16 
73.69 
49.34 

7.64 

20.06 

6.70 
5.13 

18.01 
1.84 
1. 71 

.62 
9.43 
5.94 
1. 43 

.30 
1.97 
1. 73 

25.21 
1.55 
5.01 

. 3 5 
- · · 5;85 ·· 

- 112;84 · 
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Costs & Returns for Cattle Operations 

8. O'I'HER COSTS 

Family Labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on Brood Stock 
Interest on Equipment and 

Buildings 

Total Other Costs 

Return Above Cash Costs 

Return Above Cash Costs and 
Family Labor 

Return to Total 
Investment 1 

Net Ranch Income 2 

86.01 76.99 
37.03 24.71 
74.75 74.75 

---s.-crn- · · 3; 24 · ·---~----
· 202.-79 - ·179;69 · 

275.62 147.99 

189.61 71.00 

152.58 46.29 

238.59 123.'.28 

1 Return to total investment equals sales (Gross Income) minus 
cash costs, depreciation, and family labor. No estimate is 
included for interest on land or for opportunity cost. 

2 Net ranch income is calculated by deducting cash costs and 
depreciation from sales (Gross Income). The remaining 
revenue (Net Ranch Income) is available to service long-term 
debts on land and capital, to provide an income to family 
labor, and to provide a return to risk and management. 

205 
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Costs and Return for Sheep Operations 

SALES 

Wool 
Lambs 
Cull Ewes 

Total Sales 

PRODUCTION COSTS 

A. CASH COSTS 

Grazing Fee<is 
Hirer1 Labor 
Veterinary Expenses 
Fuel 
Repair and Maintenance 
Salt and Minerals 
Fencing 
Shearing 
Accounting 
Horses 
Rams 
Taxes 
Dues 
Other Cash Costs 

Total Cash Costs 

B. 01 1 HF:R COSTS 

Family Labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on Broo<i Stock 
Interest on Equipment and Buildings 

Total Other Costs 

Total Other Costs 

206 

$/Ewe 

12.32 
40.04 

· - 6; 49 -
-58;8S:-

3.78 
12.00 

.14 
3.30 
1.07 

.30 

.85 
l.04 

.37 
• 1 2 

2.75 
. 71 
.18 

- - ; 7 5 -
~;Pf':36-~ 

8.00 
3.21 
8.45 

- · · ;41 -
· 2();()7-

20:07 · 
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Costs & Returns for Sheep Operations 

Return Above Cash Costs 

Return Above Cash Costs ana Family Labor 

Return to Total Investment 

Net Ranch Inco111e 

207 

31.49 

23.49 

20.28 

28.28 
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ESTIMATED VALUE OF LANDS PROPOSED FOR DISPOSAL ($) 

Classification For Per Preferred A I tern at 1 ve Alternative Alternative Alternat!ve A I ternat Ive 

Highest & Best Use Acre Va 1 ue A I tern at Ive A B C D E 
(Judgement) ( Judgement) 

Resident I al 1,000 20,359,000 7,312,000 20,359,000 20,399,000 7,312,000 

Commercl al 1,500 1,260,000 0 1,260,000 1,260,000 0 

Grazing 75 1,825,575 904,275 1,825,575 1,428,225 904,275 

Alfalfa 150 5,976, 150 2,325,000 5,976,150 8,530,200 2,325,000 

Grass 100 91,300 71,200 91,300 91,300 71,200 
N 
0 
co 

lndustr!al 1,500 2,571,000 2,571,000 2,571,000 2,571,000 2,571,000 

R & pp 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 32,083,025 0 13,183,475 32,083,025 37,279,725 13, 183,475 

Est !mated Assessed 
va·i'uat Ion (35%) 11,229,059 0 4,614,216 11,229,059 13,047,904 4,614,216 

Estimated Potential 
Tax Revenue <-11 261,884 0 107,613 261,884 304,303 107,613 ------
Estimated Offset of BLM 
Payments !n 1 leu Of 
Taxes c2> 5,952 0 2,947 5,952 8,454 2,947 

(1) Based on FY 1981 Tax Rate of 2.3322 per $100 of Assessed Valuatlon. 

<2) BLM administers 4.4 mlll!on acres In White Pine County. Payments ln lleu 
of taxes for 1981 amounted to $328,000: 328,000 - 4,400,000 = 0.0745 per acre. 
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Succession al St ages for th e Pr efe rr ed Alt er nat ive by Veget a tion Type and Zone 

ASPEN 

Success ional Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

::. s.* O. L. ** A. L.* ** E. S. O. L. A.L. E. S. O. L. A.L. E. S. !). L. A. L. ~-s. O. L. A.L. 

Annuals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Per e nnia l gr asses/Fo r bs 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pe r enni al gr asses/Fo r bs/ 
Asp en su ckers 5 60 20 25 50 30 10 40 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pere nni al gr as ses/Fo r bs/ 
N Aspen/Sma ll con i fe r s 70 25 60 60 15 55 75 40 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

'° 
Aspen t r ees/S m a I I coni f er s 15 5 10 10 10 10 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspe n tr ee s 10 10 10 5 5 5 10 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Exl s tln g s it uati on 
** Des ir ed manageme nt level 

*** Antic ipa t ed l eve ls t hr ough management acti on 



N ...... 
0 

Success io na l Stages 

E. S. * 

Annuals 0 

Per ennial gr asses/Fo r bs 10 

Pe r ennia l gr asses/Fo r bs/ 
Young sh r ubs 20 

Pere nn ia l grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature sh ru bs 70 

** 
Existin g s itu atl on 
Des ir ed management le ve l 

Successio nal Stages 

Zone 1 

D. L. ** A. L. *** E. S. 

0 0 0 

90 25 10 

5 15 20 

5 60 70 

Ant ici pat ed levels thr ough management act ion 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Appendix 13 

fo r th e Prefe rr ed Alte r natl ve 

MEADOW 

Zone 2 

D. L. A. L. E. S. 

0 0 0 

90 20 15 

5 15 70 

5 65 15 

PLAN 

by Veget at io n Type and Zone 

Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

D, L. A. L. E, S. D, L. A.L. E.S . O. L. A. L. 

0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 

90 30 20 80 25 20 90 40 

10 65 50 20 45 75 5 55 

0 5 25 0 25 5 5 5 



N ...... ...... 
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Success lona l St ages for the Pr eferr ed Alt er nat lve by Vege ta tion Type and Zone 

Successlo nal Stages 

E, S, * 

Annuals 0 

Per enni a l gra sses/Forbs 5 

Per enn lal grasses/Forbs/ 
Young s hr ubs 5 

Per ennia l gr as ses/ Forbs/ 
Matu re sh r ubs 90 

Exi sti ng s i t uat ion 
Desi r ed management le ve l 

Zone 1 

D, L,** A,L. *** 

5 0 

65 5 

25 10 

5 85 

* 
** 

H --- Anti c ipat ed leve ls t hroug h management ac ti on 

FLOODPLAIN/BASIN WILDRYE, ALKALI SACATON, INLAND SALTGRASSES 

Zone 2 Zone 3 

E. S. O, L, A, L, i:. s. O, L, A,L, E, S. 

0 5 0 0 0 0 

5 65 5 40 65 45 0 

5 25 10 50 25 50 0 

90 5 85 10 5 0 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

D, L. A,L, E, S. D,L. A, L, 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 20 65 20 

0 0 40 30 40 

0 0 40 5 40 



N 
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N 
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Apoendix 13 

Successional Stages for the Preferred Alte r nativ e by Vegetation Type and Zone 

Successional Stages 

E.S . * 

Annuals 15 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs / 
Young shrubs/Shadscale 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature sha dscale 60 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D. L. ** A. L.*** 

0 15 

40 5 

50 20 

10 60 

** 
*** Antici pated levels through management acti on 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/SHADSCALE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 

E. S. D.L. A.L. E. S. D.L. E. S. 

30 0 30 0 0 0 0 

0 40 0 0 0 0 0 

10 40 10 0 0 0 0 

60 20 60 0 0 0 0 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

l) . L. A.L. E. S. D.L. 

0 0 5 0 5 

0 0 0 20 0 

0 0 0 50 0 

0 0 95 30 95 



N 
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Successiona l St ages for t he Pr e fe rr ed Alt ern at lve by Veget atio n Type and Zone 

Successlo nal Stages Zone 1 

E. S. * D,L. ** 

Annua ls 5 

Peren ni al gr asses/Forbs 0 

Per e nnial grasses/Fo r bs/ 
Young shrubs/You ng 
greasewocd 25 

Perennial gr asses/Fo r bs/ 
Matur e shr ubs/Mat ur e 
greasewocd 70 

* ... Exls t lng situa t ion 
Desi red management le ve l 

0 

40 

45 

15 

A.L. *** 

5 

0 

25 

70 

*** Anticipa t ed leve ls t hroug h management ac t lo n 

E. S. 

5 

0 

0 

95 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/BLACK GREASEWOOD 

Zone 2 Zone 3 

E, S. E, S. 

0 5 5 0 5 0 

40 0 0 40 0 0 

45 0 0 45 0 0 

I 5 95 95 15 95 0 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

E, S. D. L. 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
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Successional Stages /or t he Pre/erred Alternatlve by Vegetation Type and Zone 

Successional Stages Zone 1 

E, S, * D,L, ** 

Annuals 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs l 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young sagebrush 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature sagebrush 60 

* 
** 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

0 

40 

40 

20 

A.L.*** 

20 

30 

25 

25 

Anticlpated levels through management action 

E,S, 

TO 

5 

30 

55 

NORTHERN DESERT SHRUB/SAGEBRUSH 

Zone 2 Zone 3 

D,l, A,L. E,S, D,L, A,L, E, 5, 

0 25 0 0 25 5 

40 30 5 40 30 5 

40 30 15 40 30 30 

20 15 80 20 !5 60 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

D,L, A,L. E,S, O, l , A,L, 

0 25 30 0 25 

40 30 10 40 30 

40 30 10 40 30 

20 15 50 20 15 
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Success ion al Sta ges for th e Pre fe rre d Alt er nativ e by 

WOODLAND/PI NYON-JUNIPER 

Succes si o na\ Sta ges Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 

E. S.* D. L.** A..L. *** E. S. D.L. A.L. E. S. D.L. 

Annual s 10 

Per enni al gr a sses/Fo rb s 10 
Perennia l gr asse s / For bs/ 
Shr ubs 10 
Pere nn i a l gr asse s / For bs/ 
Shru bs/Yo ung piny on- j uni pe r 5 
Per e nnia l gr asses/Fo r bs/ 
Shru bs/ Matur e p in yon - j uni pe r 15 
Matur e plny o n-j unipe r 
( c I osed ca nopy ) 50 

Exis t i ng si t uati on 
Desire d manageme nt leve l 

0 15 

10 5 

30 15 

50 15 

5 5 

5 45 

* 
** 

*** Anti cipa t ed le ve l s th r ough management acti on 

0 0 10 0 0 

0 15 10 0 15 

0 30 15 5 30 

5 35 10 15 35 

30 5 5 75 5 

65 1 5 50 5 15 

Vegeta t ion Type and Zone 

3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

A. L. E. s. D.L. ~. L. E. s. D.L. A.L. 

5 0 0 5 0 0 5 

5 0 15 10 0 15 5 

10 0 30 20 0 30 25 

20 10 40 20 20 35 1 5 

45 50 5 40 30 5 25 

5 40 10 50 15 25 
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Success ;o na I St ages for t he Pr e f e rr ed Alte r nati ve by Veget at io n 

MOUNTAIN BRUSH/MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY 

Success io na1 Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 

£ . S. * D. L . ... A. L. *** E. S. D. L. A. L. E. S. D. L. A. L. 

Annua ls 0 

Per e nni a l gra ss e s/ Forbs 0 
Per e nnial gr as ses/ For bs/ 
Young shr ubs 10 
Pere nnlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Shru bs/Yo ung mahogany 25 
Mat ure shrubs/Ma t ur e 
mahogany 60 
Mat ur e mahogany 
(closed ca nopy) 5 

... Exis t ing si t uat ion 
Des ir ed management level 

0 0 

15 0 

50 10 

25 25 

10 60 

0 5 

Ant icipa t ed levels through management ac t io n 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 15 0 0 1~ 0 

10 50 10 5 50 5 

25 25 25 25 25 25 

60 10 60 50 10 50 

5 0 5 20 0 20 

Type and Zone 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S. D. L. A. L. E. s. D. L. A. L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Successlona l St ages for t he Preferred Alt er nat ive by Vegeta ti on 

Successional Stages 

E. S. * 

Annua ls 0 

Per ennia l grasses/Forbs 0 

Per ennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young aspe n, conife r , pi ne 0 

Mat ure conifer, aspen & pine 0 

Mature co ni fe r & pi ne 0 

Existing situation 
Desi r ed management level 

Zone I 

D. L . .... A.L. *•* 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Ant ic i pated leve ls throug h management action 

E. s. 

0 

0 

10 

85 

5 

MIXED CONIFER FOREST/BRISTLECONE P INE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 

D.L. A. L. E. S. D.L. A.L. 

0 0 5 0 5 

10 0 5 10 5 

80 10 75 80 75 

10 85 5 10 5 

0 5 10 0 10 

Type and Zone 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S. D. L. A. L. E. S. D. L. A. L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Successional Stages for t he 0 referred Alternat ive by Vegeta ti on Type and Zone 

Successio nal Stages Zone 1 

E, S,* O, L,•• A,L,*** 

Annuals 10 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 

Per ennia l grasses/Fo rb s/ 
Young winterfat 50 

Perennia l gra sses/Fo rb s/ 
Matur·e w i nterfat 30 

Exist ing situation 
Desired management leve l 

0 10 

40 10 

40 50 

20 30 

Anticipated levels through management action 

E, S, 

30 

15 

45 

10 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/WINTERFAT 

Zone 2 Zone 3 

D, l , A,l, E, S. D, L. A,L. E, S, 

0 30 0 0 0 20 

20 15 0 0 0 0 

60 45 0 0 0 0 

20 10 0 0 0 80 

Zone 4 Zone 5 

D, L. A,L. E, S. D. L. 

0 20 10 0 10 

30 0 0 20 0 

50 0 0 10 0 

20 80 90 70 90 
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Successio nal Stages for Alternative 8 by Vegetation Type and Zone 

ASPEN 

Successlo nal Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S . * D.L.** A.L.*** E, S. D.L. !\.L. E.S. D.L. A. L. E. S. D.L. !I. L. E.S. D.I_. ~.L. 

Annuals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pere nni a l grasses/Fo rbs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

N ._. Perennia l grasses/Forbs/ 
,o Aspen suckers 5 20 10 25 25 25 10 25 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Perennial grass es/T r ees/ 
Forbs/Aspen/Smal I conifers 70 50 65 60 60 60 75 60 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspen Trees/Conifers 15 20 15 10 10 10 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspen Trees 10 10 10 5 5 5 10 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Existing situa ti on .... Desir ed management level 
•** Anticipated levels through management action 



N 
N 
0 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs 70 

* Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

o.L .** A.L.*** 

0 5 

80 20 

5 15 

15 60 

*** Anticipated level s through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT "LAN 

Apcendix 14 

Successlona l Stages for Alternatlve B by Vegetation Type and Zone 

"1EAD0'// 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. Q.L. A.L. E.S . 'l .L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S . ').L . A.L. 

0 0 5 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 5 

10 70 15 15 70 25 20 75 55 20 70 50 

20 15 20 70 15 55 50 15 20 75 15 35 

70 15 60 15 15 15 25 10 15 5 15 10 



N 
N 
>--' 

Successional Stages 

E. s. • 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 5 

aerennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs 90 

Existing situation * 
** Desi red management I eve I 

Zone 1 

O.L.** A.L. *** 

10 5 

60 5 

25 10 

5 80 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 14 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative B by Vegetation Type and Zone 

FLOODPLAIN/BASIN WILDRYE, ALKALI SACATON, INLAND SALTGRASS 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S . D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

0 10 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 

5 60 10 40 60 50 0 0 0 20 40 20 

5 25 15 50 30 40 0 0 0 40 50 40 

90 5 70 10 5 10 0 0 0 40 5 40 



N 
N 
N 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 15 

Perenn I a I grasses/Forbs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs/Shadscale 20 

Perenn I a I grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shadscale 60 

* 
** 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D. L. ** A.L .. *** 

0 10 

35 10 

60 25 

5 55 

Anticipated levels t hrough management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 14 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative 8 by Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/SHADSCALE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D. L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

30 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 

0 50 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 5 

10 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 10 

60 25 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 25 85 



N 
N 
w 

Successiona l St ages 

E. S.* 

Annuals 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs/Young 
greasewood 25 

Perennlal grasses/ For bs/ 
Mature shrubs/ Mat ure 
greasewood 70 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L. *** 

0 5 

50 10 

40 25 

10 60 

* 
** 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Append ix 14 

Successional Stages for Alternative B by Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/BLACK GREASEWOOD 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. f). L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E. S. f).L. A.L. 

5 0 5 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 50 10 0 50 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 45 10 0 45 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

95 5 75 95 5 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
N 
.j:s 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annua Is 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 15 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young sagebrush 20 

Perennia l grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature sagebrush 60 

* 
H · 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

o.L.** A.L.*** 

0 

15 20 

60 30 

25 45 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOUR~E MANAGEMENT ,>LA 

Appendix 14 

Successlona l Stages for Alternative B by Vegetation Type and Zone 

NORTHERN DESERT SHRUB/SAGEBRUSH 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S. O. L. ~.L. E. S. D.L. A.L. E.S . D. L. A. L. E. S. D. L. ~-'-· 

10 0 10 0 0 0 5 0 5 30 0 25 

5 15 10 15 10 1 5 10 10 15 20 

30 60 30 15 60 15 30 60 30 10 60 50 

55 25 45 80 25 70 60 25 50 50 25 5 



N 
N 
(J1 

Successional Stages 

E,S,* 

Annuals 10 

Perennial gr asses/F orbs 10 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs 10 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young pinyon-junlper 5 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Mature pl nyon-juniper 15 
Mature p I nyon- jun I per 
(closed canopy> 50 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D, L.*"· A,L.*-

0 5 

10 5 

20 15 

40 25 

10 15 

20 35 

* 
** 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 14 

Success ional Stages for Alternative B by Vegetation Type and Zone 

WOOOLAND/PINYON-JUNIPER 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E, S, !l , l , A,L, E.S, D,L. A,L. E,S. !l,L. A,L. E, S, D,L. A,L. 

0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 5 

0 15 5 0 5 0 0 5 5 0 5 5 

0 15 5 5 15 10 0 15 10 0 15 10 

40 15 15 45 25 10 50 10 20 45 20 

30 15 15 75 20 50 50 20 35 30 20 20 

65 15 55 5 15 10 40 10 35 50 15 40 



N 
N 
CT\ 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 
perenn1al grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 10 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young mahogany 25 
Mature shrubs/Mature 
mahogany 60 
Mature mahogany 
(closed canopy) 5 

Exlstlng situation 
Deslred management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L .* ** 

0 0 

5 5 

50 10 

35 20 

5 60 

5 5 

** ..... Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 14 

Successlo nal Stages for Alternative B by Vegetation Type and Zone 

"OUNTAIN BRUSH/MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 50 10 5 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

25 35 25 25 35 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

60 5 60 50 5 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 5 5 20 5 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
N 
--..J 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S,* 

Annuals 0 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 0 

Per ennlal grasses / Forbs/ 
Young aspen, conifer & pine 0 

Mature con I fer, aspen & pine 0 

Mature conifer & pine 0 

** 
Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

O,L,** A.L .. *** 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 14 

Successional Stages for Alternative B by Vegetation Type and Zone 

MIXED CONIFER FOREST/BRISTLECONE PINE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E, S, D.L, A,L. E.S. D,L. A.!.... E,S. D.L, A,L, E,S, D.L, A,l, 

0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 10 0 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 50 10 75 50 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 

85 30 85 5 30 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 10 5 10 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
N 
co 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 10 

Perennial grasses/ Forbs 10 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young wlnterfat 50 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature winterfat 30 

* .... Existing situation 
Desire d management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L. *** 

0 5 

50 45 

30 35 

20 15 

...... Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 14 

Successional Stages for Alternative B by Veget ation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/WINTERFAT 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S. !J.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

30 0 20 0 0 0 20 0 10 10 0 

15 50 20 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 50 0 

45 40 40 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 40 10 

10 10 20 0 0 0 80 10 90 90 10 85 
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Successlo na l St ages for Alternat ive C by Veget ation Type and Zone 

ASPEN 

Successlo nal Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S. * D. L. ** A. L. *** E. S. D. L. A. L. E. S. D.L. A.L. E. S. D. L. A. L. E. S. D,L. A. L. 

Annuals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Per enn ial grasses/ For bs 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

?erenniat grasses/Fo r bs/ 
Aspen suckers 5 60 20 25 50 30 10 40 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 

f'v 
f'v 
<.D Perennial gr asses/Forbs / 

Aspen/S mal I conifers 70 25 60 60 15 55 75 40 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspen t r ees/S ma I I con I fers 15 5 15 10 10 10 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspen trees 10 10 5 5 5 5 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Existing slt uat lo n 

** Desi r ed nanagement le ve l 

*** Anti c ipat ed leve l s thr ough management action 



N 
w 
0 

Success ional Stages Zone 1 

E.S.* O.L.** A.L."** 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs 70 

* 
** 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

0 0 

90 25 

5 15 

5 60 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT "LAN 

Appendix 15 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve C by Vegetation Type and Zone 

MEADOW 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. s. A.L, E.S. E.S. O.L. E. s. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 

10 90 20 15 90 30 20 80 25 20 90 40 

20 5 20 70 10 65 50 20 45 75 5 55 

70 5 60 15 0 5 25 0 25 5 5 5 



N 
w ...... 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs 90 

* .... Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

O.L.** A.L.*** 

5 0 

65 5 

25 10 

5 85 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE -!ANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix I 5 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative C by Vegetation Type and Zone 

FLOODPLAIN/BASIN WILDRYE, ALKALI SACATON, INLAND SALTGRASSES 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S. D. L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 65 5 40 65 40 0 0 0 20 65 20 

5 25 10 50 25 50 0 0 0 40 30 40 

90 5 85 10 5 10 0 0 0 40 5 40 



N 
w 
N 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 15 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs/Shadscale 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shadscale 60 

Existing situation 
Deslred management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L. *** 

0 15 

40 5 

50 20 

10 60 

* 
** 

*** Anticipated levels through management actlon 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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Successlonal Stages for Alternative C by Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/SHADSCALE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A.L. E. S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. I\.L. 

30 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 

0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 

10 40 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 

60 20 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 30 95 



N 
w 
w 

Successlon al Stages 

E. s .• 

Annuals 5 

Per ennial grasses/Fo r bs 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 
Young shrubs/ Young 
greasewood 25 

Perennia l grasses/For bs / 
Mature shrubs/Mature 
gr easewood 70 

• .. Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

o.L.·'* A.L.*** 

0 5 

40 0 

45 25 

15 70 

*** Anticipa t ed levels t hrough management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 15 

Successional Sta ges for Alternative C by Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT ANO DESERT SHRUB/BLACK GREASEWOOO 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D. L. A.L. E. S. o.L. A.L. E. S. D. L. A.L. 

5 0 5 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 40 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 45 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

95 15 95 95 15 95 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
w 
.p. 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 5 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 15 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Young sagebrush 20 

Perennial grasses/ Forbs/ 
'1ature sagebrush 60 

Existing situa ti on 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

O.L.** A. L. *** 

0 25 

40 30 

40 30 

20 15 

.. 
** 

*** Anticipated levels thro ugh management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

.~ppend Ix 15 

Successlo nal Stages for Alternative C by Vegetation Type and Zone 

NOTHERN DESERT SHRUB/SAGEBRUSH 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S. O.L. A.L. E. S. O.L. A.L. E. S. D.L. A.L. E. S. D.L. A.L. 

10 0 25 0 0 25 5 0 25 30 0 25 

5 40 30 5 40 30 5 40 30 10 40 30 

30 40 30 15 40 30 30 40 30 10 40 30 

55 20 15 80 20 15 60 20 15 50 20 15 



N 
w 
Ul 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 10 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 
Perenn I al grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs 10 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young plnyon-Juniper 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Mature plnyon-junlper 15 
Mature pinyon-Junlper 
(closed canopy) 50 

* ... Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

o.L.** A.L.*** 

0 25 

10 25 

30 15 

40 10 

5 10 

15 15 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 15 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve C by Vegetation Type and Zone 

WOCDLAND/PINYON-JUNIPER 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A.L. E. S. CI.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. ~.L. E. 5. D.L. A.L. 

0 0 10 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 5 

0 15 10 0 15 5 0 1 5 10 0 15 5 

0 30 15 5 30 10 0 30 20 0 30 25 

5 35 10 15 35 20 10 40 20 20 35 15 

30 5 5 75 5 45 50 5 40 30 5 20 

65 15 50 5 15 5 40 10 5 50 15 80 



N 
w 
a-, 

Successl onal Stages 

E. S. * 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 10 
Peren nial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young mahogany 25 
Mature shrubs/Mature 
mahogany 60 
Mature mahogany 
( c I osed canopy ) 5 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D. L.** A.L.*** 

0 0 

15 0 

50 10 

25 25 

10 60 

0 5 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 0 LAN 

Appendix 15 

Successional Stages for .Alternative C by Vegetation Type and Zone 

'•10UNTAIN BRUSH/MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A. L. E.S. !).L. A.L. E.S. !).L. A. L . E.S . D.L. A. !_. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 15 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 50 10 5 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

25 25 25 25 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

60 10 60 50 10 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 0 5 20 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 



1)3 
____, 

Successiona l Stages 

E.S . * 

Annuals 0 

Pere nn ia l gr asses/Forbs 0 

Perennia l grasses/Forbs/ 
Young aspen, conifer & pine 0 

Mature conifer, aspen & pine 0 

Matur e con ifer & pine 0 

Existing si t uatio n 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.* * A.L.*** 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

** 

*** Anti cipated levels t hrough management actio n 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 15 

Successional Stages for Alt ernative C by Vegeta ti on Type and Zone 

MIXED CONIFER FOREST/ BRISTLECONE PINE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S . D.L. A.L, E.S. O.L. A. L. E. S. D.L, A,L. E. S. D.L. A.L. 

0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 10 0 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 80 10 75 80 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 

85 10 85 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 0 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
w 
CX) 

Suc ce s s lonal Stages 

[ . $.* 

Annuals 10 

Perenn ia l grasses/Forbs 10 

Pere nni a l gr asses/Forb s/ 
Young wint erf at 50 

Pe re nn ia l gra sses/Fo r bs/ 
Mat ur e wlnter f at 30 

Existin g slt uatl on 
Desire d management level 

Zone 1 

D.L. ** A.L.**• 

0 10 

40 10 

40 50 

20 20 

* 
** ...... Anticipated leve ls throu gh management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 15 

Successional Sta ge s to r Alt ernati ve C by Veget ati on Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/WINTERFAT 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S. D. L. A. L. E.s. D.L. A. L. E. S. !).L. A.L. E. $. D.L. A. L. 

30 0 30 0 0 0 20 0 20 10 0 10 

15 20 15 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 20 0 

45 60 45 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 10 0 

10 20 10 0 0 0 80 20 80 90 70 90 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

ASPEN 
Successional Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S.* D. L. ** A.L . **" ;::. s.* D. L.** A. L. **" E. S. * D.L. *• A. L.*** E. S. * E.S.* D. L. ** A. L. *** 

Annuals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pe r ennial grasses/Fo r bs 0 25 10 0 25 0 0 25 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 

N 
Aspen sucke r s 5 75 15 25 75 20 10 75 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 

w 
'-0 

Pere nnial grasses/Fo r bs/ 
Aspen s ucke r s/sma l l co n ife r s 70 0 5 60 0 60 75 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspen t rees/ sma I I conifers 15 0 60 10 0 10 5 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspe n t r ee s 10 0 10 5 0 10 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.. Exi stin g s itu atio n 
** Desired management level 

*** Ant icipa t ed leve ls th r oug h management actio n 



N 
+'> 
0 

Successlonal Stages 

E. S.* 

Annuals 0 

Per ennia l grasses/Forbs 10 

Per en nia l gr asses/Forbs/ 
Young shr ubs 20 

Pere nnia l gra sses/Fo r bs/ 
Matur e s hr ubs 70 

* 
** 

Ex is ti ng s it uat io n 
Desi r ed management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A. L. *** 

0 0 

90 5 

10 25 

0 70 

Ant icipa t ed le ve ls th r ough manageme nt act ion 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successio nal Stages for Alte r native D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

MEADOh' 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. s. O.L. !\.L . E. s. D.L . l\, L, E.S, D.L, !\, L, E, S. D,L , !\,L, 

0 0 0 0 0 15 5 0 5 0 0 0 

10 90 5 15 90 5 20 80 10 20 80 15 

20 10 30 70 10 80 50 15 60 75 5 80 

70 0 65 15 0 20 25 5 25 5 1 5 



N 
-I'> 

Successlonal Stages 

E. S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennlal gr asses/Forbs 5 

Perennial 9r asses/Fo r bs/ 
Young sh r ubs 5 

Peren ni al grasses/Forbs/ 
Mat ure shrubs 90 

* 
** 

Exis tin g situation 
Desi red management leve l 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A. L. *** 

0 0 

75 0 

20 5 

5 95 

Antic ipated levels thro ugh management acti on 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlo nal St ages for Alternative n by Vegetation Type and Zone 

FLOODPLAIN/BASIN WILDRYE, ALKALI SACATON, INLAND SALTGRASSES 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S . D. L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.!... E.S. D.L. !\.L. E. S. D. L. A.L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 75 0 40 75 40 0 0 0 20 85 20 

5 20 5 50 20 50 0 0 0 40 15 40 

90 5 95 10 5 10 0 0 0 40 0 40 



N 
.t,, 
N 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S,* 

Annuals 15 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs/Shadscale 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shadscale 60 

* 
** 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D,L,** A.L.**• 

0 15 

15 10 

80 20 

5 45 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/SHADSCALE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. S, D.L, .o .. L. E.S, D,L, A.L. E, S. D.L, A.L, E.S, !l.L. A. L. 

30 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

0 25 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 5 

10 70 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 70 0 

60 5 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 10 90 



"' ~ w 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 5 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
young shrubs/Young grease-
wood 25 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs/Mature grease-
wood 70 

** 
Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L.*** 

0 5 

25 0 

50 20 

25 75 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlonal Stages fo r Alternative D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/BLACK GREASEWOOD 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. O. L. A.L. E.S. O.L. A.L. E. S. D.L. A.L. 

5 0 5 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 50 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

95 25 95 95 25 95 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
-+'> 
-+'> 

Successlonal Stages 

[ . S.* 

Annuals 5 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 15 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young sagebrush 20 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature sagebrush 60 

Existing sl tu atlon 
Desi r ed management level 

Zone 1 

D.L. ** A.L .*** 

0 5 

50 15 

30 20 

20 60 

** 

*** Antic ipa ted levels t hroug h management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ~LAN 

Appendix 16 

Succes siona l Stages for Alternative D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

NORTHERN DESERT SHRUB/SAGEBRUSH 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S . o.L . A.L. E. S. o.•_. A.L. E. S. ') . [.. A.L. E. S. <J.L. A. L. 

10 0 10 0 0 0 5 0 5 30 0 30 

5 50 5 5 50 5 5 50 5 10 50 10 

30 30 30 15 30 15 30 30 30 10 30 10 

55 20 55 80 20 80 60 20 60 50 20 50 



N .,,. 
u, 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 10 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs 10 
Perennial grasses/Forbs / 
Shrubs/Young plnyon-Junlper 5 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Mature pinyon-Junlper 15 
Mature plnyon-junlper 
Cc I osed canopy) 50 

* Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone I 

D.L. ** A,L. *** 

5 15 

15 15 

30 15 

20 10 

10 10 

20 35 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

WOOOLAND/PINYON-JUNIPER 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

f.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. /\.L. E.S. D,L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

0 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 0 "> 5 

0 15 5 0 15 5 0 15 5 0 15 5 

0 40 5 5 35 5 0 40 5 0 40 5 

5 20 5 15 20 ; 5 10 20 10 20 20 20 

30 10 30 75 10 60 50 10 40 30 10 30 

65 10 50 5. 15 10 40 10 35 50 10 35 



N 
-"' a, 

Successional Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 
Peren nial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 10 
Peren nia l grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young mahogany 25 
Mature shrubs/Mature 
mahogany 60 
Mature mahogany 
(closed canopy) 5 

.. 
** 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L.**• 

0 5 

20 5 

50 5 

20 30 

10 60 

0 5 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlo nal Stages for Alternatlve D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

MOUNTAIN BRUSH/MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. s. D,L. A,L. E,S. D.L. A.L. E.$. D,L. A.L. E.s. D,L. A,L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 50 0 5 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

25 20 25 25 20 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 

60 10 65 50 10 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 0 10 20 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
~ 
--.J 

Successlo na l Stages 

E,S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young Aspen, Conifer & Pine 0 

Mature Conifer, Aspen & Pine 0 

Mature Conifer & Pine 0 

* Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D,L.** A.L.*** 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

MIXED CONIFER FOREST/BRISTLECONE PINE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E,S , D,L, A.L. E,S, D,L, A.L, E,S, D,L, A,L, E,S . D, L, A,l, 

0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 5 0 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 95 10 75 95 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

85 0 85 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 0 5 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
+> 
CD 

Successional Stages 

E,S.* 

Annuals 10 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 

Perennial gr asses/Forbs/ 
Young winterfat 50 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature winter fat 30 

* 
** 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone I 

O,L.** A.L, *** 

0 20 

10 

10 10 

BO 65 

*** Anticipated levels throug h management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 16 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative D by Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/WINTERFAT 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S, D,L, A,l, E,S, !l,l , A.L, E.S. D.L. A,l, E,S. D,l, A.L, 

30 0 35 0 0 0 20 0 20 10 0 15 

15 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

45 10 45 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 10 0 

10 90 10 0 0 0 80 90 80 90 90 85 



EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Append Ix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

ASPEN 

Successlonal Stages Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S.* D.L.** A.L.*** E. S. D.L. A.L. E,S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A,L, 

Annuals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Perennl al grasses/Forbs/ 
N Aspen suckers 5 20 10 25 25 20 10 25 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
-"' 
co 

Perenn 1 al grasses/Trees/ 
Forbs/Aspen/Smal I conifers 70 50 50 60 60 60 75 60 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspen Trees/Con I fers 15 20 25 10 10 10 5 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aspen Trees 10 10 20 5 5 10 10 5 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Existing situation 

** Desired management level 
*** Antic ipated levels through management action 



N 
u, 
0 

Successlonal Stages 

E,S,* 

Annuals 0 

Perennl al grasses/Forbs 10 

Perenn!al grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 20 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs 70 

* 
** 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D,L,** A,L,*** 

0 0 

80 5 

5 15 

15 80 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

MEADOW 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E,S, D,l, A,L. E,S, D,L, A,L. E,S. D,l, A,L. E.S. D,L. A,L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 

10 70 5 15 70 15 20 75 15 20 70 15 

20 15 15 70 15 20 50 15 20 75 15 20 

70 15 80 15 15 65 25 10 65 5 15 65 



N 
<.n ..... 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs 90 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L. *** 

10 0 

60 0 

25 5 

5 95 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RES0URC£ MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

FLOODPLAIN/BASIN WILDRYE, ALKALI SACAT0N, INLAND SALTGRASS 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A.L. E. S. D.L. A.L. E.S. 0.L. A.L. E.s. D.L. A.L. 

0 10 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 

5 60 0 40 60 15 0 0 0 20 40 5 

5 25 5 50 30 25 0 0 0 40 50 15 

90 5 95 10 5 60 0 0 0 40 5 BO 



N 
U1 
N 

Successlonal Stages 

E,S.* 

Annuals 15 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shr ubs/Shadscale 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shadscale 60 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

Q.L,** A,L.*** 

0 0 

35 5 

60 15 

5 80 

* 
•• 

*** Antlclpated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Append Tx 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/SHADSCALE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. O.L. A,L, E,S. O.L. A.L, E. S. D,L, A.L, E, S, D,L, A.L. 

30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 

0 50 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 T 5 0 

10 25 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 5 

60 25 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 25 95 



N 
u, 
w 

Successlona l Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 

Perenn I al grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs/Young 
grease wood 25 

Perenn I al grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature shrubs/Mature 
greasewood 70 

* 
** 

Existing situation 
Oeslred management level 

Zone 1 

D.L. ** A.L. *** 

0 0 

50 5 

40 10 

10 85 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAG£MENT PLAN 

Appendix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/BLACK GREASEWOOD 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S, D,L. A.L, E.s. D.L. A,L, E,S, D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L, A,L. 

5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 50 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 45 5 0 45 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

95 5 95 95 5 95 0 0 0 0 0 0 



C I 

N 
Ul 
~ 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 5 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 15 

Perennl al grasses/Forbs/ 
Young sagebrush 20 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature sagebrush 60 

Existing sltuatlon 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

o.L.** A.L.*** 

0 0 

15 5 

60 15 

25 80 

* 
** 
♦- Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Append Ix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

NORTHERN DESERT SHRUB/SAGEBRUSH 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E. s. O.L. A.L. E.s. O.L. A.L. E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S. O.L. A.L. 

10 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 30 0 0 

5 15 10 5 15 0 5 15 5 10 15 10 

30 60 15 15 60 5 30 60 15 10 60 20 

55 25 75 80 25 95 60 25 80 50 25 70 



N 
<.Tl 
<.Tl 

Successlonal Stages 

E.s.• 

Annuals 10 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 10 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs 10 
Perenn l al grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young plnyon-Junlper 5 
Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Mature plnyon-Junlper 15 
Mature plnyori--Junlper 
(closed canopy) 50 

Existing situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L."" A.L.**" 

0 0 

10 0 

20 0 

40 5 

10 5 

20 90 

• 
•• ... Ant1c!pated levels through management act!on 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

WOOOLAND/PINYON-JUNIPER 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.s. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. O.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 15 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 

0 15 0 5 15 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 

5 40 0 15 45 5 10 50 5 20 45 5 

30 15 5 75 20 5 50 20 5 30 20 

65 15 95 5 15 90 40 10 90 50 15 90 



N 
u, 
O'I 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennlal grasses/Forbs 0 
Peren nial grasses/Forbs/ 
Young shrubs 10 
perennlal grasses/Forbs/ 
Shrubs/Young mahogany 25 
Mature shrubs/Mature 
mahogany 60 
Mature mahogany 
(closed canopy) 5 

Exlstlng situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A. L. *** 

0 0 

5 0 

50 0 

35 20 

5 25 

5 55 

• 
•• ... Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendlx 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternative Eby Vegetatlon Type and Zone 

MOUNTAIN BRUSH/MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.s. D.L. A.L. E.$. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E. s. D.L. A.L. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 50 0 5 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

25 35 20 25 35 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

60 5 25 50 5 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 5 55 20 5 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
u, ..._, 

Successlona l Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 0 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 0 

Perennia l grasses/Forbs/ 
Young aspen, conifer & pine 0 

Mature conifer, aspen & pine 0 

Mature conifer & pine 0 

* .... Existi ng situation 
Desired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L.** A.L.*** 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Append Ix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

MIXED CONIFER FOREST/BRISTLECONE PINE 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. £.s. D.L. A.L. 

0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 10 0 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 50 5 75 50 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 

85 30 85 5 30 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 10 10 10 10 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 



N 
u, 
00 

Successlonal Stages 

E.S.* 

Annuals 10 

Perennial grasses/Forbs 10 

Perenn I al grasses/Forbs/ 
Young wlnterfat 50 

Perennial grasses/Forbs/ 
Mature wlnterfat 30 

Existing situation * 
** Des Ired management level 

Zone 1 

D.L. ** A.L.*** 

0 5 

50 10 

30 20 

20 65 

*** Anticipated levels through management action 

EGAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Appendix 17 

Successlonal Stages for Alternatlve Eby Vegetation Type and Zone 

SALT DESERT AND DESERT SHRUB/WINTERFAT 

Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. E.S. D.L. A.L. 

30 0 10 0 0 0 20 0 10 10 0 0 

15 50 15 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 50 0 

45 40 20 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 40 5 

10 10 55 0 0 0 80 10 90 90 10 95 



GLOSSARY 



GLOSSARY 

ACT I VE REFEREt--C E: The tota I number of AUMs 

that can be I lcensed. 

AGR !CULTURAL ENTRY: An al lowed appl !cation 

that permits an lndlvldual to enter upon and 

develop publ le lands for Irrigated agrl

culture; completlon of which entitles that 

lndlvldual to the land's tltle. 

ALLOTMENT: An area allocated for the use of 

the livestock of one or more quallfled 

gra z Ing perm I ttees wh I ch Inc I udes prescr I bed 

numbers and kl nd s of I Ive stock under one 

plan of management. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT (AMP): A docurnented 

prograrn which applles to llvestock opera

tions on the publ le lands, which Is prepared 

In consultation with the permlttee(s) or 

lessee(s) Involved, and which: 1) pre-

scribes the manner In wh !ch I lvestock 

operations wlll be conducted In order to 

meet the multiple-use, sustalnedyleld, 

economic, and other needs and objectives as 

determined for the pub I le lands through land 

use planning; 2) describes the type, 

locatlon, ownership, and general 

spec! flcatlons for the range Improvements to 

be lnstal led and maintained on the pub I le 

lands to meet the I tvestock grazing and 

other object Ives of I and management; and 3) 

contains such other provisions relating to 

1 lvestock grazing and other objectives as 

may be prescribed by the authorized officer 

consistent with appl !cable law. 

ANIMAL UNIT (AU): One mature (1,OOO-lb) cow 

or Its equivalent (4 deer, 5 antelope, 5 

bighorn sheep, 1.25 elk, or 1 horse) based 

upon an average da 11 y forage consumpt Ion of 

26 pounds of dry matter per day. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM): The amount of 

forage necessary for the sustenance of one 

cow or Its equivalent for one month. 
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AQUATIC: Living or growing In or on a 

stream or other water body or source. 

BROWSE: That part of the current leaf and 

twig growth of shrubs, woody vines and trees 

avallable for animal consumption. 

CARRYING CAPACITY: An estimate of the 

maximum number of animals (expressed In 

AUMs) a g lven area can support each year 

without Inducing damage to the vegetation or 

related resources. 

CHAINING: The process of knocking over, for 

the purpose of extirpating, plnyon and 

juniper trees and sagebrush by means of 

dragg 1 ng an anchor cha In between two I arge 

caterpll lar tractors. 

C HERRYSTEM ROAD: Dead end road wh I ch forms 

part of the boundary of a wl I derness study 

area. 

CLIMAX: The terminal stabll lzed plant 

community, In which maximum biomass and 

symbiotic function between organisms are 

maintained. 

CRITICAL ffiOWTH PERIOD: The per lod In a 

plant's growth cycle when food reserves are 

lowest and grazing Is most harmful; for 

example, In grass species this period begins 

with the boot (prebud stage) and closes with 

complete maturation of the fruit. 

C R IT IC AL HAB I TAT: Any or all habitat 

element(s), the loss of which, would 

appreciably decrease the llkellhood of the 

survival and recovery of an offlclal ly 

11 sted s pee I es. It may represent any 

portion of the present habitat of an 

offlclally listed species and may Include 

additional areas for popul at Ion expansion. 

The official determination of critical 

habitat Is the responslbl I tty of the U. s. 



Fish and Wlldllfe 

appropriate Federal 

and action. 

Serv Ice 

Register 

and takes 

not! flcatlon 

CRLCIAL HABITAT (Range): Habitat on which a 

species depends for survlval; there are no 

alternatlve ranges or habitats avallable. 
May al so be cal led "key range or habitat". 

CULTURAL RESOUR:: ES: Those fragl le and 
nonrenewable remains of human act Iv tty, 

occupation, or endeavor, ref I acted In 

districts, sites, structures, bu! Id I ngs, 

objects, artl facts, ruins, works or art, 
arch ltecture, and natural features, -that 

were of Importance In human events. These 

resources consls-t of (1) physlcal remains, 

(2) areas where significant human even-ts 

occurred--even though ev ldence of the event 

no longer remains, and (3) the environment 

Immediately surrounding the resource. 

DESIGNATED CORRIDORS: A preferred locatlon 

for expansion which has an existing trans

ml sslon or -transportation facl I Tty and room 

for expansion. 

ECOSYSTEM: Collec-tlvely, all populatlons In 

a communl-ty, plus the associated environ

mental factors. 

EROSION: Detachment and movement of soil or 

rock fragments by water, wind, Ice, or 

gravity. 

ESSENTIAL HABITAT: Hab t tats wh I ch possess 

the same characteristics as critical 

h ab I tat, but wh I ch have no-t ye-t been 

officially designated. It ts -the 

responsibility of each Federal agency to 

conduct -the appropr I a-te stud I es and to 

provide the biological Information necessary 

to dellneate essential habitat. 

FORAGE: Al I browse and herbaceous foods 

that are avallable to grazing anlmals. It 

may be grazed or harvested for feed Ing. 

FORAGE CONDITIONS: The proportion of 

preferred, desirable, and undeslrable plant 

spec t es based upon the forage preference or 

palatabl I Tty displayed by a spec! fie live

stock or wt Id I I fe spec I es. 

FORB: A nongrass seed-producing plant that 

does not develop persls-tent woody tissue. 
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GRAZING PREFEREN::E: The total number 

(active and suspended nonuse) of animal unit 

months of I lvestock grazing on publ le land 

apportioned and attached to base property 

owned or control led by a permlttee. 

GRAZING SYSTEM: A systematic sequence of 

grazing trea-tments applied to an allotment 

to reach Identified multlple-use goals or 
object Ives by I mprov Ing the qua I 1-ty and 

quantity of the vegetation. 

GRAZING TREATMENT: A prescription under a 

grazing system which grazes or rests a unit 

of land at particular times each year to 

a-ttaln specific vegetation goals. 

GREEN-UP: 

growth. 

When plants start producing new 

GROSS RAt-CH I N::OME: Is equal to the gross 

sales for an Individual ranch or group of 

ranches. 

HAB !TAT: Place where an animal or plant 

normally lives, often characterized 

dominant and codomlnant plant form 

plnyon-junlper habitat). 

by a 

(e.g. 

HABITAT CONDITION (BIG GAME): The condition 

ot seasonal habltat(s) as they relate to the 

habitat needs of a partlcular big game 

species. Habitat components Include such 

factors as browse vigor rating, forage 

qualty, cover factors, human Interference 

and water distribution for mule deer and 

water distribution vegetation quallty and 

quantity and vegetation height for antelope. 

These habitat components are evaluated 

Independently and are somewhat related to 

but are not the same as ex! st Ing or poten

t I a I range condition. 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN: An official I y 

approved plan for a specific geographlcal 

area designed to maintain the habitat of 

specific wlldl lfe species having high 

priority for management. 

IMPROPER UTILIZATION: Grazing of the 
vegetation resource at levels other than 

those recommended In the 1981 Nevada Range 

stud les Task group monitoring Procedures. 

Includes overutlllzatlon, underutlllzatlon, 

and Inefficient distribution of grazing. 



IJICO~E MULTIPLIER: An Indicator of how much 

Income ls stimulated In the economy of a 

region by an economic sector above and 

beyond the lnltlal Income produced by a 

sector. 

INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT: Managing a vegetation 

or other resource through a system to obtain 

desired results. 

KEY FORAGE AND BROWSE SPEC I ES: ( 1) Forage 

species whose use serves as an Indicator to 

the degree of use of associated species; (2) 

those species which must, because of their 

Importance, be considered In the management 

program. 

LICENSED USE: 

perm I ttee has 

grazing period. 

Active use AUMs 

pa Id for dur Ing 

that a 

a given 

LOCATABLE MINERAL: A mineral subject to 

location under the 1872 mining laws. 

Example of such mlnerals would be gold, 

s 11 ver, copper, and lead as compared to ol I 
and natural gas, which are leasable mln

eral s. 

LONG-TERM: A po Int In time from 7 to 20 

years followlng the beginning of the 

Implementation phase (1984) of the Egan 

Resource management plan. 

MINERAL POTENTIALS: High Potential - High 

potentlal Is assigned to areas that contain 

or are extensions of active or Inactive 

pro pert 1 es wh 1 ch show ev 1 d ence of ore, 

mlnerallzatlon, and favorable geologic 

characterlsts. All producing properties 

fal I within thl s category. Good Potent I al -

Good potential Is assigned to areas with 

several geol ogle character 1st I cs Ind teat Ive 

of mlneral lzatlon, relatively lower, 
economic value of past production, and 

slmllar environments but at greater distance 

from known ore and mineral occurrences. 

This category may Include areas adjacent to 

known districts or In mineral belts. 

Low Potentt'al - Low potential Is assigned to 

areas that are outside any construed 

favorable geologic and mineral trend 

projections or are burled by over 1,500 

meters of alluvium (except oil and gas). 

MULTIPLE-USE: The management of public 

I ands and the Ir var lous resource va I ues so 

they are utl 11 zed In the combination that 
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wt 11 best meet the present and future needs 

of the American people. 

MULTIPLIER EFFECTS: The lndlvldual effects 

which spread throughout an economy as the 

result of a one-unit change In an element of 

a sector direct! y Impacted by an action, 

e.g., an Income multlpl !er of 2. 1021 for the 

meat an Ima Is and pou I try sector means that 

tor a $1 change In Income within the sector 

the overal I Impact on the economy wl I I be a 

change In Income of $2.10. The Indirect 

effect ls the total Impact ($2.10) minus the 

direct Impact ($1.00) resulting In an 

Indirect effect of ($1.10). 

NET RAJICH IJIC().1E: Computed by deducting 

total cash costs and the value of famlly 

I abor from gross I lvestock Income. 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE: 110ff-Road Vehlcl e" means 

any motorized vehicle capable of, or 

designed for, travel on or Immediately over 

land, water, or other natural terrain, 

excludlng: (1) Any nonamphlblous registered 

motorboat; (2) any mllltaty, fire, 

emergency, or law enforcement vehicle whlie 

bel ng used for emergency purposes; (3) any 

vehicle whose use Is expressly authorized by 

the authorized officer, or otherwise 

offlclal ly approved; (4) vehicles In 

official use; and (5) any combat or combat 

support; vehicle when used In times of 

national defense emergencies. 

PERMITTEE: One who holds a permit to graze 

I lvestock on pub 11 c I and. 

PLANNING CORRIDOR: A utility corridor which 

has no ex I st Ing transm I ss I on or transporta

t Ion fact I !ties and Is a preferred location 

for future facll !ties. 

PLANT VIGOR: The state of hea I th of a 

plant. The capacity of a plant to respond 

to growing 

food and 

stages. 

POPULATION: 

conditions, to make and store 

to complete the reproductive 

All of the lndlvlduals 

belonglng to a single species occupying a 

particular area of space. 

PUBLIC LAND: Vacant, unappropr lated, and 

u.nreserved lands which have never left 

Federal ownership; also, lands In Federal 

ownership which were obtained by the 



Government In exchange for pub I le lands or 

for timber on publ le lands. Land adminis

tered by the Bureau of Land Management. 

QUADRAT 

permanent 

FREQUEt-CY METHOD: The use of 

wh !ch plots (1000 1 square) 

measurements or estimates are 

document frequency of key species 

key areas over a period of time). 

In 

used to 

( rooted In 

RAt-CH BUDGET: An Itemized summary of the 

expend I tures and rece I pts of a ranch opera

t Ion. 

RANGE IMPROVEMENT: A 

development, or treatment 

rehab 11 I tate, protect, or Improve 

lands to advance range betterment. 

RANGELAND MONITORING PROGRAM: 

designed to measure changes 

structure, 

used to 

the pub I le 

A program 

In pl ant 

composition, ground cover, an lmal popu-

1 atlons, and cllmatlc conditions on the 

publlc rangeland. Vegetation studies wll 1 

be used to monitor changes In rangeland 

condition and determine the reason for any 

changes that are occurring. The vegetation 

studies consist of actual u5'3, utlllzatlon, 

trend, and cllmatlc conditions. 

REASONABLE NUMBERS: The long-term (10 year) 

average of big game popul at Ions (mule deer, 

antelope, elk, and bighorn sheep) or the 

number of Individuals hlstorlcal habitat 

could support If reintroduction were to 

occur. These numbers have been cooper a

t Ivel y developed and agreed upon by the 

Bureau of Land Management and the Nevada 

Department of W 11 d 11 fe. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT, AQUATIC (STREN~S I DE): 

Vegetative communities found In association 

with streams (both perennlal and 

Intermittent) lakes, ponds and other open 

water. This unique habitat, comprising less 

than 1 percent of the land area, Is crucial 

to the continued existence of the fish 

species known to occur In the Ely District. 

Many species are found nowhere else. 

ROAD: A vehicle route which has been 

Improved and maintained by mechanical means 

to Insure relatlvely regular and continued 

use. 

SECTORAL MULTIPLIER: The sum of the 

portions of the dollar that remains within 
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the region's economy at each turnover by 

sector (source). A sector Is present for 

each type of expend I ture such as for 

recreation, construction, or retail trade. 

SEED TRAMPLING: Trampl Ing of disseminated 

seed Into the soil mantle by livestock, wild 
horses and burros, and wlldllfe. 

SHORT-TERM: The period of time needed to 

Implement management's decisions following 

the c001pletlon of the RMP, approxlmately 5 

years. 

SPECIES, CANDIDATE: (1) Designation applied 

to sens It Ive, threatened , or endangered 

species not yet offlclally listed but which 

are undergoing a status review or are 

proposed for 11 st Ing accord Ing to Fed era I 

Reglst'er notices publlshed by the Secretary 

of the Interior or the Secretary of Commerce 

or according to caT1parable state documents 

published by state offlclals; (2) applied to 

species whose populations are consistently 

smal I and widely dispersed or whose ranges 

are restricted to a few local !ties, such 

that any appreciable reduction In numbers, 

habitat, avallablllty, or habitat condition 

might lead toward extinction; of (3) appl led 

to . spec I es whose numbers are dee I In Ing so 

rapidly that official listing may become 

necessary as a conservation measure. 

SPECIES, ENDANGERED: An anlmal or plant 

whose prospects for survival and repro

duction are In Immediate jeopardy, and as 

further defined by The Endangered Species 

Act of 1973. 

SPECIES, SENSITIVE: An animal or plant 

classified by a state government pursuant to 

state laws and/or regulations, which Is 

faced with potential extinction throughout 

al I or a significant portion of Its range, 

especially within the respective state. 

SPECIES, Ti"REATENED: Any species which Is 

1 lkel y to becaT1e an endangered species 

within the foreseeable future throughout al I 

or a significant portion of Its range, and 

as further defined by the Endangered Species 

Act of 1973. 

SLCCESSION: An order I y process of commun lty 

development that Involves changes In species 

structure and caT1munlty processes with time; 

It Is reasonably directional and, therefore, 

pred I ctab I e. 



SLCCESSIONAL STAGE: A relatlvely transitory 

plant community, which, when part of an 

oder I y process of commun I ty deve I opment, 

culminates In a stabilized ecosystem. 

SUSTAINED YIELD: The achievement and 

maintenance In perpetuity of a high level of 

annual or regular periodic output of the 

var lous renewab I e resources of the pub I l c 

lands consistent with multiple-use. 

THRESHOLD: A threshold Is a maximum or 

ml n !mum number, or other parameter, estab-

11 shed to define a significant Impact 

(either positive or negative). If a 

negative threshold level ts crossed, 

management actions wll I be taken to correct 

the situation. 

TREND: The d lrect Ion of change In range 

condition or wildlife habitat over a period 

of time, expressed as upward, static, or 

downward. 

UNDERSTORY: Plants growing beneath the 

canopy of other p I ants. Usual I y refers to 

grasses, torbs, and low shrubs under a tree 

or brush canopy. 

UTILIZATION: The portion of the current 

year's forage production that Is consumed or 

destroyed by grazing anlmals. 

VEGETATION CONVERSION: Actions taken which 

alter the existing natural plant communities 

to achieve the goals of management In a 

particular area. There are several ways ln 

which vegetation can be altered: (1) with 

tires; (2) mechanically, which Includes 

chaining, pl owing or crushing; (3) 

chemlcal ly; and (4) blologlcal ly. 

VISUAL RESOUR:: E MANAGEMENT (VRM): The 

plannlng, design, and lmplementatlon of 

management object Ives to prov Ide acceptable 

I eve Is of v I sua I Impacts for al I BLM re

source management activities. 

V IS UAL R ESOUR:: ES: VI s I b I e features of the 

landscape lncludlng land, water, vegetation, 

and anlmals. 

WATERSHED: A total area of I and above a 

given point on a waterway that contributes 

runoff water to the flow at that point. 

WAYS: Veh I c I e routes est ab 11 shed and 
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maintained solely by the passage of motor 

vehlcles. 

WILDERNESS CHARACTER I ST IC S: Identified by 

Congress In the 1964 I'll I derness Act: 

namely, size, naturalness, outstanding 

opportun I ties for so! ltude or a pr lmltlve 

and unconfined type of recreation, and 

supplemental values such as geologolcat, 

archaeologlcal, historical, ecological, 

scenic, or other features. It ls required 

that the area possess at least 5,000 acres 

or more of contiguous public land or be of a 

sl ze to make practical Its preservation and 

use In an unimpaired condition; be substan

tl al I y natural or general I y appear to have 

been affected pr I mar II y by the forces of 

nature with the Imprint of man being 

substantially unnotlceable; and have either 

outstanding opportunities tor sol ltude or a 

primitive and unconfined type of recreation. 

Congress sa Id a w 11 derness area may have 

supplemental values, which Include ecologi

cal, geologlcal, or other features of 

scientific, educational, scenic, or hlstor

lcal values. f-bwever, the presence or 

absence of supplemental values could not 

make or el lmlnate an area for wl lderness 

designation. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POL ICY: This pol Icy 

document prescribes the general objectives, 

pol lcles, and spec! fie activity guidance 

appl !cable to all designated BLM wl lderness 

areas. Specific management objectives, 

requirements, and decisions Implementing 

administrative practices and visitor activi

ties ln Individual wllderness areas are 

developed and described In the wllderness 

management plan tor each unit. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA): A road less 

area which has been found to have wllderness 
characteristics. 

WILD HORSE HERD AREA: An area of the public 

lands which provides habitat for one or more 

wild horse herds. 

WILD HORSE: Al I unbranded and unclalmed 

horses and their progeny that have used 

publlc lands on or after December 15, 1971, 

or that do use these lands as al I or part of 

their habitat. 

WILDLIFE HAZARD: Any man-caused use, 

activity or phys !cal feature placed In the 
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