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SUMMARY 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE 
PROPOSED ACTION 

The Winnemucca District of the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) proposes to implement a livestock 
grazing management program in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. The Sonoma-Gerlach Grazing Envi
ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) covers approxi
mately 4.5 million acres of BLM-administered public 
lands in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Approx
imately 1.5 million acres of private, state and other 
lands are scattered throughout these public lands. In 
addition, the Summit Lake and Pyramid Lake Indian 
reservations are located within or adjacent to the 
resource area. 

Five alternatives including the proposed action are 
being analyzed in the EIS: No Action, No Livestock 
Grazing, Maximizing Livestock Grazing, Maximizing 
Wild Horses and Burros, and the Proposed Action . 

The various components to be analyzed for the alter
natives, including the proposed action, which is the 
Bureau's preferred alternative, are: ( 1) Vegetation 
Allocation Program (Summary Figure I), (2) Levels of 
Grazing Management, (3) General Implementation 
Schedule, (4) Livestock Support Facilities, and (5) 
Standard Operating Procedures. 

Chapter 1 addresses the alternatives, including the 
proposed action. The present condition of the affected 
resource area is discussed in Chapter 2. Analyses of the 
alternatives including the proposed action, along with a 
discussion of avoidable and unavoidable impacts and 
means to lessen the effects of the more severe impacts 
are presented in Chapter 3. The Appendices contain 
methodologies and back up data. 

The year 1 982 will serve as the decision for action 
point followed by a seven year period to implement 
range improvements and land treatments ( 1989). A 
two year time period, designated short term, which 
would be 1991, has been allowed for land treatments to 
become fully effective. The long-term date (2024) is 35 
years after implementation ( 1989) . Summary Figure 2 
further identifies these dates. 

COORDINATED RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING 

The recompilation of the 1947 and 1960 s range 
surveys was the source of the production data analyzed 
in the EIS and was the best information available at the 
time; however, it is the intent of the Bureau to gather 
additional rangeland data via monitoring prior to initial-

ing adjustments. Grazing adjustments, if required, will 
be based upon reliable vegetation monitoring studies. 
These studies will be obtained from an intensive, coor· 
dinated monitoring effort involving all affected interest 
groups (Coordinated Resource Management and 
Planning) . Pending this data collection, livestock and 
wild horse use may continue at approximately current 
levels, except where agreements are reached with live
stock users and/or wild horse and burro interests. 

Coordinated Resource Management and Planning 
(CRMP) is a process that brings together all interests 
concerned with the management of resources in a 
given local area: landowners, land management agen· 
cies, users, wildlife groups, wild horse groups, conser
vation organizations, etc. 

The CRMP process would not necessarily require 
participation by the formal CRMP committee. The pro· 
cess may be accomplished in a more informal manner, 
initiated by either the BLM or the range user. Regardless 
of the approach, all affected interests will be afforded 
the opportunity to actively participate in the process. 

Prior to initiating grazing adjustments the Bureau, 
within the framework of the Management Framework 
Plan and CRMP, will consider the specific management 
objectives for the allotment and other resource values 
(e.g., riparian zones, water quality, wildlife, recreation, 
wild horses and burros, livestock) to be evaluated to 
determine progress in meeting those objectives. 
Changes in the resource values may warrant a modifi
cation of the scheduled adjustments . Other informa
tion necessary to set forth actions required to achieve 
the resource management objectives for the allotment 
may also be considered. These objectives will indicate 
the intensity and types of monitoring that will be 
required in each allotment; however, as a minimum, 
studies will include rangeland condition, trend , utiliza
tion, actual use and climate data. 

Monitoring of key management species in key 
and/or critical management areas will be based on and 
tailored to the preliminary management objectives for 
the allotments. 

If monitoring and evaluation procedures determine 
that management objectives are not being achieved, 
management modifications will be made that may 
include, but are not necessarily limited to, period of use, 
livestock and/or wild horse and burro numbers, man
agement intensity, grazing system, range improve
ment, or any combination of revisions in order to attain 
management objectives. 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

In order to determine areas of concern with the pro
posed grazing management program in the Sonoma -



Gerlach Resource Area, various interest groups, local 
and state governments, other federal agencies and 
numerous individuals were contacted . The allocation of 
vegetation emerged as a main area of controversy. Of 
greatest concern was the allocation of vegetation to 
wildlife and wild horses and burros which was pre
viously allocated to livestock. Another area which drew 
considerable interest was the total elimination of live
stock grazing in the three proposed wild horse and 
burro herd management areas. The effects on ranch 
operations resulting from the proposed changes in 
periods-of -use and the implementation of Allotment 
Management Plans (AMPs) also generated cons ider• 
able interest. 

Many of these issues will be resolved at the MFP Ill 
stage and/ or during the implementation stage at which 
time all interested groups and individuals wil! be otfered 
the opportunity to join with the Bureau in resolving 
these and other issues through Coordinated Resource 
Management and Planning . 

The following summary table (Summary Table 1) 
covers only significant impacts to each resource, 
broken down by proposed action and alternative. 
Summary Table 2 shows the development of the Pro· 
posed Action through the MFP (planning) process and 
Summary Tables J. 4, and 5 outline the vegetation 
dllocations, management levels, and support facilities, 
respect ively, proposed under the various alternatives. 

ii 
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ePREPARAT I ON 
OF EIS 

PRESENT 9-30-81 

SUMMARY FIGURE 2 
TIME FRAMES 

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING BECOME FULLY TIME NECESSARY FOR CHANGES 
IMPLEMENTATION PRODUCTIVE IN VEGETATION CONDITION AND PRODUCTION 
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Propoaed Action 

Short and Long-Tera Adverse Impacts: 
9 atrearu would exceed turbidity criteria. 

streaaa would exceed temperature criteria. 
4 atreUIS would exceed colifonn. bacteria criteria. 

Short-Ter• Beneficial Impacts: 
Vegetation production projected to increase 82,020 
AUMs ( S7 percent) 1 however, eliminating land 
treat•ents within WSAs results in 77.011 AUMs (S4 
percent). 

Short-Term Adverse l~pacts: 
Less of remaining ecological cli~ax on 244,864 
acres (6 percent) frcn rangeland seedings, however, 
eliminating rangeland seedings within WSAs results 
in 226,358 ( S percent). 

Long-Tenn Benet icial Impacts: 
Ecological conrlition and trend projected to improve 
10 and 63 percent, respectively. Vegetation 
production projecte<t to increase 122,535 AUMs ( 85 
percent); however, el iminatinq land treatments 
with in WSAs results in 117,526 AUHs ( 82 percent). 
Aspen ccnmunities ( non-riparian) projected to 
impr o ve, but not significantly. 

Long-Ter11. Adverse Impacts: 
Riparian communities projected to degrade, but not 
significantly. 

Initial ( 1982) Beneficial Impacts: 
The livestock al location of 1 i 3,705 AUMs -woulci 
increase livestock AUHs over the average livestock 
licenserl use in nine ·allotments. 

Initial Arlverse Impacts: 
The livestock al location would reduce livestock 
A.Utts from the average livestock licensed use in 25 
allotments.; Implementation of the proposed 
periods-of-uRfl! wnulrl impact livestock grazing in 
all allotments. 

Short-Term ( 1q91) Bene ficial Impacts: 
The livestock a,1justraents to an estimated 192,247 
AUMs woulrl result in an increase in livestock AUMs 

over the average li vestoc k licensed use in 20 
allotments. 1'1is al so represents a 65 percent 
increase in livestock A1.11s for the resource area. 

Short-Ter~ Ac1verse I"'P:4Cts: 
The livestock adjustnents would E'educe livesto~k 
AUMa frc:a. the aver.Age livestock use in 1 l 
allotments. Propoaect periods-of-use would reeult 
in four allotaents being adversely impacted 
throu9hout the long-term. 

Long-Term. ( 2024) Beneficial Impacts: 
ThE! livestock adjustments to an estimated 228,880 
AUMs would result in an increase in livestock AUMs 
over the average livestock licensed use in 28 
allotments. This al.so represents a 95 percent 
increase in livestock AUHs for the resource area. 
Livestoc):: production would benefit frcn an increase 
in calf and lall\b crops weaned of five and seven 
percent, respectively. Livestoc):: production would 
also benefit from an increase in calf weaning 
weights of 13 pounds. 

No Liveatock Grazing 

Short and Long-Tena Beneficial Iapacts: 
9 streams would not exceed turbidity criteria. 
3 ■ treAJDs would not exceed te,.perature criteria. 
4 ■ treUIS would not exceed coliform bacteria 
criteria .. 

None 

None 

Long-Term Beneficial Impacts: 
Ecological condition and trend projected to improve 
,o and 56 percent, respectiv e ly. Vegetation 
production projected to increase 39,987 AUMs ( 28 
percent). Riparian and aspen communities projected 
to approach original (climax) plant corrwnunities .. 

None 

None 

Initial Through Long-Term Adverse Impacts; 
No allocation of the vegetation resource to 
livestock use would E"esult in a detriment to 
livestock grazing in all allotments. Also. based 
on perrnittees dependence on the public rangeland, 
40 permittee' s livestock operations would be 
adversely impacted .. 

None 

same as Initial Adverse Irapacts 

None 

s~~ ·r·ABLi. , ~ .... ",,,. _ ~ ~ 
S..-RY CCIIPARISON OF SIGIIU'JCANI' IMPACTS 

Ro Action 

SAIie a■ propo•ed action • 
sase •• proposed action .. 
Same as propoud action. 

None 

None 

None 

Long-Terra Adverse I.mpacts: 

IIATER RESOURCES 

VEGETATION 

F.cological condition and trend projected to 
degrade 1 l and seven percent, respectively .. 
Vegetation production projected to decrease 
29,194 Al:14s (20 percent). Riparian and aspen 
cormnunities and projected to degrade in aspect, 
condition and trend and/or lose capabilities to 
regain original (climax) plant communities. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Maxiaizing Liveatock Grazing Use 

same as proposed action. 
same as proposed action. 
Same as proposed action. 

Short-Term Beneficial Impacts: 
Vegetation production projected to increase 85, 550 
A~s ( 60 percent) 1 however• elimi.nating land 
treatments within WSAs re ■ulta in 78,)32 AUMs (55 
percent). 

Short-Term Adverse Impacts : 
t.oss of regaining ecological cli1llax on 259,956 
acres (6 percent) from rangeland ■eedings1 however, 
eliminating rangeland seedings within WSAs results 
in 228,840 acres ( 5 percent). 

Long-Terril Beneficial Impacts: 
Ecological condition and trend projected to improve 
11 and 64 percent respectively. Vegetation 
production projected to increase 12,, 270 AUM.s ( 85 
percent), however• elill\inating land treatments 
within WSAs results in 113,052 AUMs (79 percent). 
Aspen ccmmunities ( non-riparian) projected to 
improve, but not significantly. 

Long-Terra Adverse Impact a: 
Riparian cau:nmi ties projected to degrade, but not 
significantly. 

Initial I 1982} Beneficial I,n.pacts: 
The livestock allocation of i30, 196 AUMs "WOuld 
increase livestoc):: AUMs over the average livestock 
use in 11 allotments. 'Dlia also represents a 12 
percent. increase. in livestock AUMs for the resource 
area. 

Initial Adverse Impacts: 
The livestock allocation would reduce livestock 
AUMs fraa the average livestock licensed use in 23 

allotments. IDlplem.entation of the proposed 
periods-of-use would impact livestock grazing in 
all allotments throughout the short-term. 

Short-Term ( 1991) Beneficial Impacts: 
The livestock adjustments to an estimated 216,746 
AUMs would result in an increase in livestock AUMs 
over the average livestock licensed uee in 23 
allotments. Thia alao represents an 86 percent 
increase in livestock AUMa for the resource area. 

Short-Term Adver■e Impacts: 
The livestock adjuat1nent• would reduce live■tock 

AUMa from the average livestock licenaed u.ee in 11 
allotmenta. 

Long-Ter,n. (2024) Beneficial IJ11P4cte: 
The livestock adjustments to an estimated 251,466 
AtMB would result in an increaae in livestock Atl4a 
over the average livestock licensed use in 31 
allotments. This &180 represents a 116 percent 
increase in livestocJI: A.UM.a for the re•ource area. 
Livestock production would benefit fra. an increase 
in calf and lamb crops weaned of five and seven 
percent, respectively. Livestock production would 
alao benefit frca an increase in calf weaning 
weight• of 13 pounds. 

Maxllliz.ing Wild Horae ■ and airro• 

Same as proposed action. 
same aa proposed action. 
same a■ proposed action. 

Short-Tel"ffl Beneficial I ts: 
Vegetation production proj cted to increase 82,020 
AUMs ( 5 7 percent) 1 however eli.Jninating land 
treatments within WSAs re• lts in 77,011 (54 
percent). 

Short-Tenn Adverse Impact• 
Losa of regaining ecologic 1 cli11'lax on 244,864 
acres ( 6 percent) frOJI\ ran eland seedings 1 however• 
eliminating rangeland seed ngs within WSAs results 
in 226,358 acres ( 5 percen ) • 

Lon -Term Benet icial I c s: F.cological condition 
projected to improve 4 per ent, but not 
significantly. F.cological trend projected to 
improve 55 percent. Veget tion production 
projected to increase , 22, JS AUMs ( 85 percent); 
however, eliminating land reatments within WSAs 

results in n7,S26 AUMs (8 percent). Riparian and 
aspen connunities project to i1111prove in herd 
management areas, but not ignificantly. Also, 
aspen coonunities {non-ri rian) projected to 
improve in allotll\ents 1r1ana ed with AMPs, but not 
significantly .. 

Long-Term Adverse Impact■: 

Riparian communities proj ted to degrade where 
livestock grazing contin a, but not significantly. 
Aspen COIUlunities project d to degrade in 
allotments not managed wi A.MPs that have 
livestock grazing, but no significantly. 

Initial ( 1982) Beneficial 
'l1le livestock allocation AUMs would 
increase livestock AUMs o r the average livestock 
licensed use in seven all 

Initial Adverse I.111f:!cts: 
'11le livestock allocation 
AUMs fra:r, the average liv 
allotments. '11lis also re 
decrease in livestock: A 
Implementation of the pr 
impact livestock grazing 
throughout the short-term. 

uld reduce livestock 
25 

for the resource area .. 
sed periods-of-use would 

all allotraents 

Same as Initial Beneficia Impacts. 

same as Initial Adverse pacts. 

Lon Ten,. (2024) Beneficia l eta: 
The livestock adjuat1Hnt■ an estimated 182,092. 
A~ would result in an in rease in livestock AUMs 
over the average livestock licenaed uae in 21 
allotaenta. Thia a.la> rep r esents a 56 percent 
increa•e in livestock AUMa for the resource area. 
Livestock production would benefit frCll'l an increase 
in calf and lamb crops wea ed of five and aeven 
percent, respectively. Li estock production would 
alao benefit from an incre ae in calf weaning 
we i ghta of 13 pound■ • 
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Propo•ed Action 

Long-Tena Adver■e Iapa.cts: 
The livestock adj ustfflents would reduce live ■ tock 
AUMs from the average liveatock licensed use in 
seven allotraents. 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Reasonable number of deer attained or maintained in 
all but three allotments; antelope would attain 
reasonable nUMbers in all but three allotments. 
Habitat would be pr-ovided for 84S sheep. Sage 
grouse would increase 30 percent. Big game habitat 
conditions i•prove. 

Adverse Impacts: 
Reasonahle numbers of deer, antelope not attained 
in three allotments each; riparian ha.bi tat declines 
in condition. 

Adverse Impacts: 
Nine streams would remain in fair or poor 
conrlition. 

Beneficial Impacts: 
One stream 'WOUld remain in good to excellent 
condition. 

Beneficial Impacts: 
I"'proved health and condition of remaining animals. 
Irriprove<l health ant'! condition of removed animals. 

Arlvers P. Impa c ts: 
Reduction of animals greater than 50 percent of 
present numbers. Reduction in Herd Use Areas from 
present. Oedth loss due to capture operations of 
eight per c ent. 

Adverse Impacts: 
potential impacts from Ian~ treatments on 15,490 
Acres of VR-1. Class ti and 18,004 acres of VJtll Class 
III. 

Adverse Impacts: 
Trampling damage from livestock, wild horses and 
burros which would result in breakage, 
displacement, ~ubbing and mixing of cultural 
strata. 

Construction of livestock support facilities would 
adversely affect 97 known cultural resource sites. 

Grazing-i-elated erosion would occur. 

None 

Adverse Impacts: 
Wildlife nwnbers would increase but would not 111eet 
hunting demand. 

Stream fishing availability would not meet demand. 

II:> Live•tock Gra&i.ng 

SUie •• Initial Mverae lll.p,1cta 

SI.MNARY TABLE 1 - Continued 
S-RY CCMPARI- 0, SIGIIIPICAN! IMPACTS 

Ho Action 

Long-"l'ena Adverse i-eacta: 
Livestock production would decline due to a 
lo•• in calf and lamb crops weaned, and al•?, a 
decline in calf and la.ab weaning weights. 

WILDLIFE 

Beneficial Impacts: None 
Reasonable nUZ!Rbers of all big game species attained. 
in all allotments; sage grouae increase- SO percent, 
big game, riparian habitat i.Dprove in condition. 

None 

Adverse Impacts: 
None 

Beneficial Isapacts: 
Ten streams would improve to or renain in good to 
excellent condition. 

Same as pr o posed a c tion. 

Same as proposed action. 

None 

Adverse Impacts: 
Wild horse and burro trampling damage which would 
result in breakage, displacement, rubbing, and 
mixing of c·ultural strata. 

Grazing-related erosion would occur. 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Elimination of livestock trampling. 

Same as proposed action. 

Adverse Impacts : 
No big gmae species attains or maintains 
reasonable numbers in any allotment I sage 
grouse decline 50 percent; all habitats decline 
in condition. Significantly adverse impact to 
111.ule deer reduced by 1., S40. 

AQUATIC HABITAT 

Adverse Impacts: 
Sa.me as proposed act ion • 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Salle a■ proposed action. 

WILD HORSE AND BURRO 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Wild horse and burro removals less than 50 
percent of present population. 

Adverse Impacts: 
Reduced health and condition of remaining 
animals. Death loss due to capture operations 
of eight percent. 

VISUAL RESOU!lCES 

None 

CULTURAL RESOUA:ES 

Same as proposed action. 

Grazing-related erosion would occur. 

None 

RECREATION 

Adver ■e Impacts: 
Wildlife numbers would decrease and would not 
meet hunting demand. 

Same u proposed act ion • 

Naxiaizing Liv .. tock Grazing U.e 

Long-Tera Adverae Iapact•: 
The livestock: adju.etaent■ would reduce liveatock 
ACDu frc:a. the average liveatock licensed use in 
five allotments. 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Mule deer attain, maintain reasonable nllll\ber■ in 23 
allotments., big game habitat illlprove■• SAge grouse 
increase 20 percent. 

Adverse Impacts: 
MUle deer fail to attain, maintain reasonable 
numbers in 13 allotments, antelope fail t.o attain 
reasonable numbers in any allotment., bighorn sheep 
fail to attain reasonable n\Jlftbers in Buffalo Hills 
Allotaent, other reintroductions cancelled. 
Riparian habitat declines in condition. 

Adverse Impacts: 
same as proposed action. 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Same a■ proposed action. 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Ill'lproved health and condition of removed animals. 

Adverse Impacts: 
Total removal of wild horses and burros and 
elimination of all Herd Use Areas. Death loss due 
to capture operations of eight percent. 

Kaxiahing Wild 1 

AUMa from the 
allotaenta. 

Beneficial Impact ■: 

r••• •nd. Burro• 

reduce livestock 
licen ■ed uae in 13 

Iai:pacts to wildlife same as propo■ed action. 

Sa.me aa proposed action. 

Adverse Impacts: 
Eight streams would rem.a n in poor or fair 
conditon. 

Beneficial Impact ■: ~ 
Two streams would improve to or remain in good to 
excellent condition. ( 

1 

Beneficial Impacts: 
Improved heal th and 

I 
cond l tion of removed and 

remaining animals. Iner ase over existing numbers 
in the long term. 

Adverse Impacts: 
Reduction greater than sb percent in the initial 
allocation. Reduction of Herd Use Areas below 
present numbers. Death oss of eight percent due 
to capture operations. 

Adverse Impacts: Same as proposed · action. 
Potential impacts from land treatments on 560 acres 
of VJlol Class II and 1,910 acres of V"Ait Clas ■ III. 

Same as proposed action. 

Construction of livestock support facilities would 
adversely affect 105 known cultural resource sites. 

Grazing-related erosion would occur. 

None 

Same as proposed aqtion. 

Same as proposed act ion. 

Construction of livestoc support facilities would 
adversely affect 125 kno cultural resource sites. 

Grazing-related erosion ould occur. 

None 

Same •s proposed action. 
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Proposed Action 

:.anching COlal'Unity 

:nitial Adverse Impacts 
\UM reductions and changes in periods-of-use may 
:a.use many ranchers to go out of business, 
relocate, bec011e employees of a.gr ibusinesses or 
take non-agricultural jobs. Non-monetary values 
associated with ranching may be lost, quality of 
life reduced, and anxieties a.bout future increased. 
Those who stay in ranching could experience 
decreased property values, increased difficulties 
in obtaining loans, reduced incOll\e, and decreased 
quality of life. Acceleration of ranch 
conaolidation could occur threatening traditional 
rural community. 

No Liveatock Grazing 

Initial Adverse Impacts 
Similar to proposed action but 1110re ranchers would 
be likely to go out of business. 

Short-Tenn Beneficial Impacts None 
Some ranchers .or ranch heirs (particularly in small 
class) who stay in business could experi~nce 
slightly improved quality of life due to economic 
gains. 

Long-Term Bene£ icial Impacts None 
Members of all ranch classes who stay i _n business 
could experience improved herd condition, econom.ic 
qains, enhanced quality of life, ill'lproved property 
values and improved loan eligibility. 

Initial Through Short-Term Adverse Impacts Initial Through Short-Term Adverse Impacts 
Loss of ranchers or rancher business would result Same as initial and short-term impacts of proposed 
in social, cultural, and econanic losses to EIS action but more adverse due to greater losses or 
area residents. Community cohesion and context and ranchers and rancher business. 
quality of life individuals could be impacted. 
Increased antagonism toward BIJol and federal 
government. 

Long-Tenn Beneficial Impacts None 
Increased quality of life for individuals 
benefiting fra11 rancher business. 

Long-Term Adverse Impacts Long-Term Adverse Impacts 
social and cultural losses and impacts to ccnmunity Same a.a short-term 
context and cohesion would persist if there is 
continued absence of family-run ranches from area. 

state and National 

Wild Hoise Protection Groups 

Beneficial Impacts 
Perceptual benefits frai, fence rem.ovals, water 
developnents and priority removal fr0111 checkerboard 
lands, and improved health of animals. 

Adverse Impacts 
Perceptual impacts <lue to confinement of animals to 
HMAs and reductions in animals considered excessive 
by group members. 

Beneficial Impacts 
Perceptual i.D:pacts frOII\ horses remaining in natural 
environaent, fence rem.ovals, and improved health of 
animals. 

Adverse Impacts 
Perceptual impacts due to reductions in animals 
considered excessive by group members. 

stlUIARY TABLE 1 - Contin\ltld 
SIMMARY CCIIPARI- 0, SIGNIFICANr IMPACTS 

No Action 

SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

Initial Through Long-Tenn. Adverse Impacts 
No additional range improvement, and continuing 
problems with wild horses. Decline in 
livestock production in long term could reaul t 
in adverse social impacts alllilar to initial 
ilapa.cts of proposed action but occurring at a 
more gradual rate. 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Long-Term Adverse Impacts 
ID.pa.eta aim.ilar to proposed action initial 
through short term impacts may occur but at 
more gradual rate. 

Beneficial Impacts 
Perceptual impacts fr0111 horses remaining in 
natural environment. 

Adverse I111pac ts 
Perceptual impacts to many members from reduced 
health and vigor of animals. 

Conservation, Wildlife Recreation Groups 

Beneficial Impacts Bene£ icial Impacts Beneficial Impacts 
Improved quality of perceptual, recreational, and 
educational opportunities due to improvements in 
rarige conditions, non-riparian, big game habitat, 
slight increases in sage grouse and antelope 
populations, bighorn sheep introductions and fence 
removals. 

Adverse Impacts 
Decreased quality of perceptual, recreational, and 
educational experiences on public lands due to 
deterioration of water quality and riparian zones 
and slight decreases in mule deer numbers as well 
as dete~iorated condition of aquatiC habitat. 

Im.proved quality of perceptual, recreational, and None 
educational opportWlities due improvements in range 
condition, big game, riparian, and aquatic 
habitats, water quality, and increase.a in sage 
grouse and big game numbers. 

Adverse Impacts 
Most group members favor m.ul tiple use of public 
lands and would not advocate this alternative. 

Adverse Impacts 
Decrease quality of experience& on public lands 
due to deteriorated range condition, aquatic 
and wildlife habitats, and wildlife numbers. 

Maxllliz:ing Live•tock Grazing Ulle 

Initial Adverse Iupact■ 

Similar to proposed action but less adverse due to 
fewer and less drastic AUM. reductions. 

Short-Term Beneficial Impacts 
Sinl.ilar to proposed action. 

Long-Tenn. Beneficial Impacts 
Silllilar to proposed action but benefits greater. 

Initial Through Short-Term Adverse Impacts 
Similar to proposed action. 

Long-Term Beneficial Impacts 
Similar to proposed action. 

Long-Term Adverse Impacts 
same aa proposed .1.ction 

Benet icial Impacts 
None 

Adverse Impacts 
Perceptual impacts from complete removal of wild 
horaea and burros. Loss of viewing opportunities 
and what members feel to be important part of 
national heritage. 

Beneficial Impact& 
Similar to proposed action except for decreases in 
antelope and bighorn sheep. 

Adverse Impacts 
Decreased quality of experiences on public lands 
due to deterioration of water quality, decreaaes in 
mu.le deer, antelope and bighorn sheep and 
deterioration of riparian and aquatic habitat. 

Maxi■iz:ing Wild Ko • and a.irro• 

Initial .Adverse I.1Dipact• 
Similar to proposed action 
adverse. 

I 
tlfugh slightly leu 

Short-Ter11 Beneficial I eta 
Similar to proposed action. 

Long-Tet111. Beneficial Impacts 
Similar to proposed action. 

Initial Throu h Short-Ter111. Adv rse Im acts 
Similar to proposed action. 

Lonq-Tet111. Beneficial Impact• 
Similar to proposed action. 

Long-Term Adverse Impacts 
Sa.11.e as proposed action 

Beneficial Impacts 
same as proposed action except D'tOre animals would 
reaain in natural env ironnent nd aniaal num.bers 
would increase in long tem. at acceptable 
alternative to group members. 

Adverse Impacts 
Initial reductions considered o be greater than 
necessary. 

Beneficial Impacts 
Similar to proposed action. 

Adverae Impacts 
S.111'1.i l ar to proposed act ion 
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Alternatives 

PROPOSED ACTION 
Ranch Sect or 
Construction Sector 
Government Sector 
Trade and Service Sector 
Rancher Wealth 3/ 
EIS Area Economy-!!_/ 

NO LIVESTOCK GRAZING '1/ 
Ranch Sect or 
Construction Sector 
Government S.ector 
Trade and Services Sector 
Rancher Wealth 3/ 
EIS Area Tax Rev-;nue 
EIS Area Economy 

NO ACTION 
Trade and Services Sector 

MAXIMIZE LIVESTOCK 
Ranch Seel or 
Construction Sector 
Government Sector 
Trade and Services 
Rancher Wealth 3/ 
EIS Area Economy-

MAXIMIZE WILD HORSES~ BURROS 
Ranch Sector 
Construction Sector 
Government Sector 
Trades and Services Sector 
Rancher Wealth ll 
EIS Area Economy 

Individual Level 

Income 

-l,l27,000 
+ 118,000 
+ 105,000 

-1,937,000 
-2,083,000 

-2,206,000 
+ 18,000 

90,000 

-7,622,000 
40,000 

-4, 750,000 

Employment ];/ 

- 32 
+ 8 
+ 7 

- 38 

- 85 
+ 0 
- 6 

1 
-164 

INITIAL IMPACTS 

Sectoral Level Areawide Level 

Income Employment Income Employment 

-1,127,000 - 32 -1,127,000 - 32 

-2,083,000 - 38 -2,083,000 - 38 

-2,206,000 - 85 -2,206,000 - 85 

-4, 750,000 -164 -4,750,000 -164 

NO OTHER SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC IMPACTS WOULD BE EXPECTED FROM THIS ALTERNATIVE 

-I, 112,000 
+ 126,000 
+ 105,000 

-I, 113,000 
-2 ,038,000 

-1,147,000 
+ 68,000 
+ 105,000 

-2,872,000 
-2, 183,000 

- 31 
+ 7 
+ 7 

- 32 
+ 4 
+ 7 

- 46 

-1,112,000 - 31 

NOT SIGNIFICANT 

-2,038,000 - 35 

-1,147,000 - 32 

-2, 183,000 - 46 

-1,112,000 - 31 

-2 ,038,000 - 35 

-1,147,000 - 32 

-2,183,000 - 46 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC IMPACTS l_/ 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Individual Level 

Income 

-1,031,000 
+ 118,000 
+ 105,000 
+ 5,000 
+l,990,000 
-1,875,000 

-2,206,000 
+ 18,000 

90,000 
+ 9,000 
-7,622,000 

40,000 
-4, 741,000 

5,000 

-1,0ll ,000 
+ 126,000 
+ 105,000 

+3,215,000 
-1,825,000 

Employment 

- 21 
+ 8 
+ ., 
+ 

- 20 

- 185 
+ 0 
- 6 
+ 1 

1 
-164 

- 21 
+ 9 
+ 7 

- 17 

SHORT TERM IMPACTS 

Sectoral Level 

Income Employment 

-1,031,000 - 23 

-1,875,000 - 20 

-2,206,000 - 85 

-4,741,000 -164 

-1,825,000 - 17 

1/ Significant adverse economic impacts are denoted by a minus (-) sign, while significant beneifical impacts are denoted by a plus (+). 
2/ Employment was calculated on the basis of Full Time Equivalent, with a 2,000 hour work year constituting one FTE. 
3/ The Impact to Rancher Wealth should not be interpreted as an actual income impact. 
4/ Pershing and Humboldt county data was summed in order to accurately portray the EIS area economy. 
J_/ Short and ,long term impacts of the No Grazing alternative are similar to the initial impacts. 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach EIS Team, 1980. 

Areawide Level 

Income Employment 

-1,031,000 - 23 

-1,875,000 - 20 

-2,206,000 - 85 

-4, 741,000 -164 

-l,Oll,000 - 21 

-1,825,000 - 17 

Individual 

Income 

+ 425,000 

+ 5,000 
+3,822,000 
+ 899,000 

-2,206,000 

+ 9,800 
-7,622,000 

40,000 
-4,628,000 

18,000 

+ 408,000 

+4,951,000 
+ 859,000 

+ 316,000 

+ 5,000 
+l ,482,000 
+ 670,000 

Le 

LONG TERM IMPACTS 

el Sectoral Level 

ployment Income Employment 

+ 31 + 425,000 + 31 

+ 

+ 57 + 899,000 + 57 

- 85 -2,206,000 - 85 

+ 

- 1 
-164 -4,628,000 -164 

- 3 

+ 32 + 408,000 + 32 

+ 57 + 859,000 + 57 

21 + 316,000 + 21 

39 + 670,000 + 39 

Areawide Level 

Income Employment 

+ 425,000 + 31 

+ 899,000 + 57 

-2,206,000 - 85 

C/l 

-4,628,000 -164 I 
,< 
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SUMMARY TABLE 2 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION THROUGH THE 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN (MFP) 

HPP STEP I f.l:EX:OHNENOAT IONS 

Allocate all auitabl• 
livestock forage within the 
re ■ource area to liveatock. 

CONFLICTS 

~ ~•tain public land■ 
around Gerlach and bn.pire 
tor future Muni cipa l 
e,cpan ■ ion. 

1-·ore•tr y , Wildlife Consider 
aspen and mahogany a& 
"crittcal" manageinent 
specie& and desi9nate •• 
Area.■ ot Criticll 

MFP STEP lI RECOMMENDATIONS 

Accept the re commenda tion 
tor Gerlach and Empire. 

Modify recommendation •• 
followe i in d.e ■ ign, 

impl«nentation, or revi ■ ion 

of grazin9 m.t.n&ql!ment 
ayetemfil, horaa manaqem.ent 

tnvironmental Concern (ACt.~) area.a, or horse use area ■, 

consider aspfm and mahogany 
as •critic al• management 
apeciea. 

Wild HorQe , fturr o Designate Hodity recommendation as 
4 herd management area ■ and follows, dealgnate J herd 
11 herd use areas for management area ■• 

management ot wild horses. 

Wildlife Provide f or aqe for 
reasonable number o f big 
game by adju■tin9 liY&l!ltock 
allocation. 

Accept. 

Wildlife Reserve a majority Accept as ACD:. 
~able forage in 
Granite Range for a wildlife 
management area (WMA) or as 
Ar e a of Critical 
Environmental 
conce rn ( ACEC) • 

WiVUite (Aguotic) Designa.te Accept. 
following areo1 a ■ ACEC11;1 -
Maho9any Creek , its water-
ahed, , soldier Meadows Wa.rtn 
Sprin9.1. 

Watershed Protect the plant• Accept. 
from 111.U"tace disturbance or 
adverae management action■• 

Establish perioda-ot-uae foi- Sa.me u1 above for Wild Horae Accept. 
each all o tMent ~ base , Burro , Wildlita (Aqua.tic) 
management on the phyaio-
l0qical requirora.ent■ ot key 
specie ■• 

RATI ONAU 

Th• landa n•ar Gerlach and 
Empire are the inoat logical 
in which to a ■ 1ume that 
tutu.re conunWlity expanaion 
would occur. 

Coordinated planning efforts 
on an area should develop 
realiatic objective• for 
theU1 critical management 
apecie ■• 

TRADE OFPS 

26 AUMa would not be 
available for live■tock. 

lnaigniticant. 

Re ■triction of wild horse■ , 4,445 horaea (53,340 AUHa) 
bu.rroa to IIHA would permit would be removed troa th• 
eftective, inten ■ive reaource area.. 
liveatock management on 
non - HMAa. 

Bala.ncing Available forage 
among •11 grazing i11niinal ■ 

would help reveraa the 
un1ati1factory ecological 
range condition. 

Thi 8 area is the moat 
important wildlife habitat 
in the resource area. 

Theae area.a ahould be. 

afforded the apecial 
management attention that 
ACEC c lasaitication / 
designation would require. 

It ia Bureau policy to 
protect, conserve, , manage 
Federal , State T/1!: pli?mta. 

13, 140 AUHa would be 
allocated to big CJa.lR• out ot 
a total 140,260 AUMa. 

ln1igniticant. 

lnaignUicant. 

Trade off in■ignificant. 

The establishment of a El 1.mination of ye•i--round 
per iod-o t-uae baaed upon the 
physiological requirei:nenta 
ot key management spec.tea 
would help to reverse the 
declining range condition■ , 
would lead to a austained 
yield vegetation resource. 

SOurcei u.s. Department of th• Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemuc c a District, Sonoma-Gerlach Mianagement Framework Plan 1980 . 
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SUMMARY TABLE 3 
PROPOSED VEGETATION ALLOCATION PROGRAM (AUMs) 

Proposed Initial Allocation Proposed Short-Term Adjustments 
( 1982 ( 1991) 

Wild Horses Wild Horse a 
Type of Action Li.veatoclt Big Game and Burros Total Livestock Big Game and Burros Total 

Proposed Action 113,705 16,8')9 13,415 143,989 192,247 16,869 16,625 225,741 

No Action 116,551 !!I 6,430 0 122,981 116,551 J!I 6,430 122,981 

Livestock Grazing 0 16,869 14,795 31,664 0 16,869 14,795 31,664 

Maximizing Livestock Use 130 ,96 jJ,036 0 143,232 216,746 13,036 0 229,782 

Ma.xi.mi zing Wild Horse and Burro ,. >,007 16,869 14,795 126,671 95,007 16,869 14,795 126,671 

! / Livestock use for the No Action alternative is based on the last three to five year average livestock licensed use. This excludes 
1,644 At.14s of documented three year average trespass use. 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach £ IS Team 1980. 

SUMMARY TABLE 4 
PROPOSED LEVELS OF GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

lntens1.ve Management ~ / Non-Intensive Update CUrrent Allotment 
Management El Management Plan E/ 

Proposed 

Livestock 

228,880 

116,551 !!I 

0 

251,466 

182,092 

No Livestoc k 
Grazing ,SI 

Long-Term 

(2024) 

Big Game 

16,869 

6,430 

16,869 

13,036 

Uio,869 

Type of Action Ulocment.s Acres Allotments Acres Allotments Acres Allotment.& Acres 

Proposed Action 26 3,534,580 3 165,301 8 541,568 

No Action 8 541,568 30 3,718,274 0 

No Livestock Grazing 0 38 4,259,842 0 0 

Maximizing Livestock Use 30 3,718,274 0 0 8 541,568 

Maximizing Wild Horse and Burro 24 3,327,301 3 165,301 8 541,568 

a/ 'ftlose allotments that would have a ■pecified grazing system under an Allotaent Management Plan (AMP). 
bi Thoae allotments that would not have an Allotment Management Plan. 
7:1 'lhose allotaenta that would have an updating of the current Allotment Management Plan. 
# Thoae allotmenta where there 110uld be no livestock grazing allowed. 

Source: Soncaa-Gerlach EIS Tea 1980. 

18,393 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

3 225,672 

Ad J ustments 

Wild tk>rses 
and Burros Total 

20,014 265,763 

0 122,981 

41,175 58,044 

0 264,502 

66,802 265,763 



Type of l\ction 

Proposed Actio n 

No Actio n 

No Livestock Grazing 

Maximizing Livestock Use 

Maximizing Wild Horse and Burro 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach EIS 1980. 

~-

Wells 

42.0 

0 

44.0 

42.0 

SUMMARY TABLE 5 
PROPOSED LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES 

Proposed Fac~lities 

Pipelines 
!Miles I 

15.5 

15.5 

15.5 

Springs 

8.0 

0 

8.0 

8.0 

·Troughs 

102.0 

0 

106.0 

102.0 

Fences 
(Miles) 

399.0 

0 

411.0 

692.0 

Pence Removal 
(Miles) 

0 

275.1 

31.9 

Sagebrush 
Cattleguards contro l 

18. 0 0 

19.0 

18. 0 

0 

0 

21,290 

Land Treatments (Acres ) 

Seed and/or 
Reseed 

14,752 

16,172 

14,752 

Sagebrush Control 
Then Seed 

230, 112 

0 

243,784 

230,112 

Estimated 
Cost 

(Dollars ) 

$16,058,680 

0 

990,360 

$17,320,390 

$17,129,430 



~-

SUMMARY TABLE 6 
RELATIONSHIP BE'IWEEN THE GENERAL OBJECTIVES AND THE ALTERNATIVES ~ 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

General Objectives 

( 1) Improve habitat and rangeland 
cond i tions for livestock, wildlife, and 
wild horses and burros by allocation of 
available vegetation within the productive 
capacity of the vegetation resource. 

(2) Enhance the vegetation resource by 
establishment of proper periods-of-use by 
livestock, by allotment, to meet te 
physiological needs of key management 
species. 

(3) Reduce soil erosion and enhance 
watershed values by increasing ground cover 
and litter. 

(4) Improve te health and productivity of 
wild horse herds by managing wild horse 
numbers and by improving forage condition. 

(5) Enhance recreation values by increasing 
wildlife numbers through improved habitat 
condition. 

(6) Improve the condition of the riparian 
and stream habitat. 

Proposed 
Action 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

All wildlife 
mee t 
objective 

Does not meet 
objective 

No Livestock 
Grazing 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

All wildlife 
meet 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

~/ The general objectives are found at the beginning of Chapter 1. 

No 
Action 

Does not meet 
objective 

Does not meet 
objective 

Does not meet 
objective 

Does not meet 
objective 

All wildlife 
do not meet 
objective 

Does not meet 
objective 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

Meets 
objective 

All 
wildlife 
meet 
objective 

Does not 
meet 
objective 

Maximizing Wild 
Horse and Burro 

Meets objective 

Meets objective 

Meets obj«:t.ive 

Meets objective 

All wildlife 
meet objective 

Does not meet 
objective 

source: u.s. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Environmental 
Impact Statement Team 1980. 
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ERRATA 
Chapter 1 

In Table 1-6, DEIS page 1-12, add the following two 
footnotes: 

dSoldier Meadow-Paiute was arbitrarily given first 
priority because of the presence of a threatened spe
cies. Buffalo Hills-Calico was given second priority 
because of the presence of a large Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and because of the 
wildlife values present. The other allotments in this 
group were assigned priority based on severity of 
reductions, potential for increasing carrying capacity 
through management, and condition of the soil and 
vegetation resources and the degree of deterioration. 
Priority may change because of management need or 
other reasons. 

e. Allotments in this group were prioritized based on 
potential for increasing carrying capacity through 
management. 

Chapter 2 

In the fifth sentence under "Sensitive Plants", on DEIS 
page 2-7, remove the word "Proposed" from the title. 
Also change the c~mment following the title to: pro
vides additional information on status, recommenda
tions, and habitats for Nevada Sensitive Plants. 

Following the fifth sentence under "Sensitive Plants", 
on DEIS page 2-7, add the following sentence: A 
revised "Notice of Review" was published by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service on December 15, 1980 in the 
Federal Register listing those plants recommended 
for federal listing. A draft of this list was consulted at the 
November 20-21, 1980 Nevada Threatened and 
Endangere<t Plant Workshop in Reno, Nevada. The 
results of this workstiop, therefore, provide the most 
current recommendations for Nevada sensitive plants. 

Several items were omitted on Figure 2-3 (Average 
Phenology of Management Species on the Winne
mucca District) on page 2-8 of the DEIS. See additions 
to Figure 2-3-FEIS. 

In Table 2·2, DEIS page 2-9, Lomatium ravenii is 
deleted from the list and change Phacelia glaber
rims from T to S status. Change second line of foot• 
note 'a' to read November 20-21, 1980. Under source, 
change date of workshop to November 20-21, 1980. 
Also, under source, fourth line, delete "Proposed" from 
the title. 

In Table 2-8, DEIS page 2-22, under Current Conflicts, 
third line down should list Livestock. 

Chapter 3 

The first sentence under the heading "Impacts on Sen· 
sitive Plants," DEIS page 3-22 should read three plants 
recommended for threatened status, etc. 

Bibliography 

The fifth entry on the right hand column under Wilson 
etc., DEIS page 6-101, add 1978. 

1 
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FIGURE 2-3 

SHRUBS 
AVERAGE PHENOLOGY OF MANAGEMENI' SPECIES ON THE WINNEMUCCA DISTRICT ~/ 

bud sagebrush 1(Artemisia spinescens) 
spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa) 
willow ( Salix spp.) 
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serviceberry (Amalanchier alnifolia) 
snowberry (Symphoricarpos spp.) 
Mormon-tea (Ephedra) 
GRASSES 
bottlebrush squirreltail (Sitanian hystrix) 
bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatum) 
Thurber needlegrass (Stipa thurburiana) 
Basin wildrye (Elyrnus cinereus) 
Idaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis) 
Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hyrnenoides) El 
FORBS 
tapertip hawksbeard (Cepis acuminata) 
globemallow (Shaeralcea spp.) 

KEY 

Symbol Shrubs Grasses 

Leaf Growth Growth Starts 

·.-r:; 
t ·. ·.·.=:: : .. : :·: .·: : 

I 
I ' 

Forbs 

Growth Starts 

E::::::·:·-1 

p.,.--,·::H 

Twig Growth 

Full Bloom 

Flower Stalks Appear Flow Stalks Appear 

Full Bloom 

~/ 

Seed Dissemination 

Leaves Dry & Drop Plants Dry Plants Dry 

No data available for Populus tremuloides, Ceratoides lanata, Balsamorhiza 
hookeri, Purshia tridentata, Cercocarpus ledifolius, Poa nevadensis, 
Agropyron cristatum, Stipa comata, Oryzopsis webberi, and Balsamhoriza 
sagittata, also key management species. Data taken from Nevada Rangeland 
Phenolo<;fy, Bureau of Land Management 1976 to 1979. Published by Natural 
Resources Cnnsultants. Winnemucca District Phenology study Sites. 

Data taken from Nevada Rangeland Phenology, Bureau of 
to 1979. Published by Natural Resource Consultants. 
District Phenology Study Sites. 

Land Management, 1976 
Battle Mountain 

Pl 
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CHAPTER 5 

P<JBLIC PARTICIPATION 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
IN DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSAL 
AND ALTERNATIVES 

Consultation and coordination with all interested par
ties have been important components in the develop
ment of the Sonoma-Gerlach planning/MFP/EIS pro
cess, and will continue to play a vital role as the process 
moves into the final EIS, MFP Step Ill, decision docu
ment , and implementation stages. Each of these stages 
contains provisions for consultation and coordination 
through such means as comment periods, informa
tional meetings, news releases, and Coordinated 
Resource Management and Planning. 

In October 1978 ; a state-wide news release 
announced the due dates for several EISs, including the 
Sonoma-Gerlach , and explained why the EISs were 
being prepared . A public meeting was held in February 
1979 to explain the planning process and to discuss the 
need for and the avenues for public participation during 
each step of the planning and EIS process. 

In June and July, 1980, notice of intent to prepare the 
Sonoma-Gerlach EIS was published in the Federal 
Register and through news releases to the local and 
regional media. The notices, as well as individual letters, 
invited interested parties to take part in the EIS process. 
In July, briefings were held for the Washoe, Humboldt, 
and Pershing county commissioners and a formal 
meeting was held with the Nevada State Clearinghouse. 

SCOPING 

During late July, public scoping meetings for the EIS 
were held in Gerlach, Lovelock , and Winnemucca. 
Also, during June through October, consultations were 
scheduled by appointment with interested individuals 
and agencies, including livestock permittees in the 
resource area. Letters of appreciation were sent to per
sons who responded with information, and all informa 
tion gathered during the scoping process was consid
ered in developing the alternatives in the EIS. 

INTERAGENCV CONTACTS 

Professional contacts have been made with the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife, the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the USDA Soil Conservation Ser
vice. 

Coordination will be initiated with the Nevada 

Department of Highways should fencing of pasture and 
allotment boundaries occur along highway rights-of
way. Also applications for water rights will be filed with 
the Nevada State Water Engineer for water projects. 

Informal consultation on the possible existence of 
threatened or endangered plants is scheduled with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The State Historic Pres
ervation Officer was consulted on possible impacts to 
cultural resources. 

The Economics , Statistics, and Cooperatives Service 
(ESCS), U.S. Department of Agriculture, provided eco
nomic data for use in the EIS. These data were based 
on meetings with area ranchers and budget informa 
tion gathered by the ESCS as part of a nation-wide 
study. 

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND 
PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES OF THE 
DRAFT AND FINAL EISs WERE SENT: 

An asterisk indicates those who commented on the 
draft EIS. 

CONGRESSIONAL 

Senator Howard Cannon 
Senator Paul Laxalt 
Congressman James Santini 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Department of Agriculture 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 
Farmers Home Administration 
Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

Department of Defense 
Department of the Air Force 

Department of Energy4< 
Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Mines• 
Water and Power Resources Service (now Bureau of 

~eclamation) 
U. S. Geological Survey* 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 

Environmental Protection Agency• 

STATE AGENCIES 

Office of the Governor, Nevada* 
Nevada State Planning Coordinator 
Nevada State Clearinghouse*-25 copies

distributes copies to State Agencies 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 
Legislative Counsel Bureau 
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STATEWIDE COMMITTEES AND GROUPS 

Grazing Board 
League of Cities 
Multiple Use Advisory Council on Federal Lands for the 

Governor 
Predatory Animals and Rodent Control 
Sheep Commission 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

Mayor of Winnemucca 
Mayor of Lovelock 
Humboldt County Commissioners 
Humboldt Planning Commission 
Pershing County Commissioners 
Churchill County Commissioners 
Lyon County Commissioners 
Washoe County Commissioners 
Big Meadow Conservation District 
Sonoma Conservation District 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 

Max C. Fleischmann College of Agriculture 
Division of Agricultural and Resource Economics 
Division of Animal Science 
Division of Renewable Natural Resources 

Desert Research Institute, Las Vegas and Reno 
Mackay School of Mines 

EXTENSION AGENTS 

Humboldt County 
Pershing County 
Churchill County 
Lyon County 
Washoe County 

NEVADA STATE LEGISLATORS 

Assemblyman R. Douglas Bremner 
Assemblyman John Marvel 
Assemblyman Thomas J. Hickey 
Senator Carl F. Dodge 
Senator Eugene V. Echols 
Senator Thomas R. Wilson 
Senator Norman D. Glaser 

OTHERS 

Ada County Fish and Game League, Idaho 
American Fisheries Society 
American Horse Protection Association, Inc. 
American Humane Association 
Animal Protection Institute 
Audubon Society, Lahontan Chapter 
Department of Biological Sciences, Northern Illinois 

University 
Desert Bighorn Council 
Enviro T echnics , Inc. 
Exploration Geologists of Nevada 
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oresta Institute 
riends of Nevada Wilderness 
riends of the Earth 

Grazing permit holders within Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area 

National Council of Public Land Users, Colorado* 
National Rifle Association 
Nationwide Forest Planning Clearinghouse 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association• 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association/National 

Public Lands Task Force 
Nevada Woolgrower's Association 
Northern Nevada Native Plant Society 
Oregon Environmental Council 
Pacific Legal Foundation 
Pennsylvania Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit 
Private citizens who have requested a copy of the DEIS 
Public Lands Council 
Sage County Alliance for a Good Environment 
Society for Range Management 
Sierra Club 
Sterns-Roger Engineering 
T oiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club* 
Wilderness Society 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance• 
Wildlife Management Institute• 

OTHERS WHO RESPONDED ARE: 

Pershing County Sportmens' Association 
International Society for the Protection of Mustangs and 

Burros 
Wildlife Society 
Eisenhower, Carlson, Newlands, Reha, Henriot and 

Quinn Law Offices 

PE~TTEES WHO RESPONDED ARE: 

Tony Tipton 
C-Punch Corporation 
Bill Ceresola 
Robert Belzareia 
Robert Vesco 
Marvel Brothers 

LOCATIONS WHERE ANAL EIS IS 
AVAILABLE 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
were sent to everyone who requested copies. Others 
were sent letters of notification regarding availability of 
the EISs. 

Copies of the DEIS and FEIS will be available for 
review at all BLM District and State Offices including the 
following locations: (*indicates address to write for 
copies of the BS}. 



BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMEf"'IT OFACES 

Office of Public Affairs, BLM 
18th and C Streets 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno,Nevada 89520 

Battle Mountain District Office 
North 2nd and South Scott Streets 
Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820 

Carson City District Office 
1050 E. Williams Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Elko District Office 
2002 Idaho Street 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Ely District Office 
Star Route 5, Box 1 
Ely, Nevada 89301 

Las Vegas District Office 
4765 West Vegas Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Winnemucca District Office• 
705 East 4th Street 
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445 

PUBLIC LIBRARIES 

Churchill Public Library 
553 South Main Street 
Fallon, Nevada 89406 

Humboldt County Library 
85 East 5th Street 
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445 

Lander County Library 
Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820 

Nevada State Library 
Library Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Pershing County Library 
1125 Central Avenue 
Lovelock, Nevada 89419 

. University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
James R. Dickinson Library 
4505 Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89154 

University of Nevada, Reno 
Getchall Library 
Reno.Nevada 89507 

Washoe Coupty Library 
301 S. Center Street 
Reno,Nevada 89505 

PUBLIC REVIEW AND HEARINGS 

About 300 copies of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were sent out during the first week in April 
with accompanying letters noting the date, place and 
time of the public meetings and the procedure for the 
public to submit comments. Also, about 300 letters 
with information about comments and public hearings 
were sent to interested parties. About 30 more EISs 
were distributed later in response to requests. The final 
date for comments to be received in order to be incor
porated into the final EIS was May 22. A Federal 
Register notice of the release of the DEIS and all 
pertinent information about hearings and comments 
was printed on April 2, 1981 and a news release with the 
same information was sent to area newspapers. 

The first public hearing was in Lovelock on April 28 
and was attended by five persons. One person testified 
and no written responses were turned in. The next 
meeting in Winnemucca on April 29 had six people 
attending with one person testifying and no written 
responses. The last hearing was on April 30 in Reno. 
Nine people attended, two testified and one written 
response was submitted. 

Transcripts of these public meetings are available for 
inspection at the BLM District Office, 705 E. 4th Street 
in Winnemucca; at the BLM Nevada State Office, 300 
Booth Street in Reno; and at the BLM Office of Public 
Affairs, 18th and C Streets in Washington, D.C. Also, 
transcripts may be purchased from Bonanza Report
ing, 1111 Forest, Reno, NV 89509. 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
IN REVIEWS OF THE EIS 

Public comments continue to be vital to the planning 
and EIS processes, and will be welcomed before and 
after the final decisions are made in 1982. All com· 
ments received will be considered, even if letters are 
received after the EIS is published. 

AVAILABILllY OF THE FINAL EIS 

The final EIS was sent to all those who received the 
draft EIS and all who commented on the draft. Anyone 
else requesting a copy may receive one. A Federal 
Register notice and an area news release were also 
used to inform the public about the final EIS availability. 
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INTRODUCTION TO RESPONSES 

All written and oral comments have been read and 
evaluated by Winnemucca District and Nevada State 
Office resource specialists and planning personnel. 
Additions to or changes in the DEIS are noted in the 
ERRATA section of this document. Responses toques
tions and substantive comments were written by the 
various specialists and then reviewed by an interdisci
plinary team for consistency and accuracy of the 
responses. A list of respondents to the DEIS follows at 
the end of this chapter, prior to the printing of the 
comments and responses. 
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LIST OF SONOMA-GERLACH DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS 

INDEX NO. AND LETTER 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, LAS VEGAS 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF PUBLIC LAND USERS 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

PERSHING COUNTY SPORTSMEN'S ASSOCIATION 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

TIPTON RANCHES 

C-PUNCH CORPORATION 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 

BILL CE RE SOLA 

ROBER!' BELZARENA 

INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
MUSTANGS AND BURROS 

NEVADA STATE PLANNING COORDINATOR 

NEVADA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION - ELKO 

MARVEL BROTHERS RANCHING COMPANY 

WILDLIFE SOCIETY - NEVADA CHAPTER 

ROBERT VESCO 

SIERRA CLUB 

EISENHOWER, CARLSON, NEWLANDS, REHA, HENRIOT 
AND QUINN 

WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE - WHOA 

ROBER!' LIST - GOVERNOR OF NEVADA 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF MINES 

RESOURCE CONCEPTS, INC. (Public Hearing in 
Reno) 7 



CD 

Comment Letter 1 

@ 
Department of Energy 
Nevada Operations Office 
P.O. Box 14100 
Las Vegas. NV 89114 

Mr. E. F. Spang 
U.S. Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, NV 89S20 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

~PR n ~ 1981 

The Department of Energy, Nevada Operations Office, Las Vegas, 
has no comments regarding the Draft Sonoma-Gerlach Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). (Refer to: 1792 NR09 
N-020.) 

Thank you for providing us an opportunity to review this document. 

Sincerely, 

Jd,J;J~ 
Richards. Hague, Chief 
Containment and Effects Branch 

Comment Letter 2 

P. 0. Bmi:811 

Grand Junction, Colorado 81601 

9 Apr 81 

Mr. J &!!Ills Watt, Secreta17 
United States !l~ of Interior 
l'lub:ington, D. c. 2D2J,O 

Dar Sir: 

The draft gradng enn.rou.itll impact atatemnt on the Ne,rada 
GerlJlch Resource Ana las been reviewed and the . tollmrillg coament.s 
are aubmi tted. 

The people who _prepared the draft are to be compli.ment.ed on so 
clelll"ly sett.illg forth the iroblema resul~ f'roa dolastic llnstoclc 
OTergrazing. 

2 1

1 
'the cond!.Uon ot t.he watersheds and the ngetation on the National 

- Reaolll'Ce Landa clearly renect tho inability ot the Bureau of Land 
!.lanagemant to cope with the political infiuence or ttle local 11,restock 
industry and it.s lllttention in i.&shJ.neton, D, C, The stocklllln SU1"8 as 
hell should be able to boJ1' whatenr innuence they need since the 
Congress subsidises them wit.h the cheapest llnatoclc teed in the naUon. 
Perhaps this is the reason llenda believes it -can finance the •saee,brush 
rebellionn. mto CU'ell what hawena to the nation's topsoil - perhaps it 
wi.11 last the stoclaaan 1a liteU-. llowenr, those who destroy it are as 
i;ailty ot l!llrdering !11.ture generations as those who perform abort.ions. 
Those who Yandalized Rom were children compared to the nndallsm per
tonfted by the doastic llvestoclc graziera on the described lands. 

2-2, l'lhile Chapter 2, •ru,..,.te• m11ntions that averai:e annual precipitation 
varies t:rom 4 inches on Talley noors to 20 inc"-es in the mountains, there 
is no reference to annual solar and nine! evaporation. These factors, 
tor,etmr with prec1;,1tat1on, ere significant in.~uences in determinini: 
a "desert envi:ron.nt• and whether or not d0119stic livestock grazing 
should be al.lmnid. Ignoring these 1'actors indicatu that the govem
.,.nt,..grasiar-banker c:ompl.a intends t.o use destruction of the National 
Resouroe Land. wateraheda as a means or ffmilJd.111! 8 the nation tor their 
llenetit, The "carrot• 01' cheap 11e&t from the llRL is costing the nation 
.IIIDN t.han it IS worth. 

Please advise what yuu intend to do about it. It 1s requested thaae 
COlllllB?lts am ,om- reply be recorded in the final iJllpact stat.Nnt to be 
an.llable 1n Septeaber 1981. 

Copies to interested parties 

dJ;r/ ~ t&J7 ~~~ 



Response Letter 2 

2-1 I.saue, llfater■bed Prot■ct.ion 

2-2 

The i.llportance of key w■ter■bedtl ■Dd tbau -., prot■ction b&Te 
been NCOtJD.i&ed and ■tep■ are being taken to protect their critical 
value vitb ■n MFP re-,,dation for ■uch. In ■ddit.ion, the 
i.llportanc■ of vat■r■hedtl vlll al■o be addre■■ed 1.n CmlP t-• a.-ry 
of PZJ:S). 

Iaaue: Cliaate 

Solar and wind ■vapor■ticn are n,cog:nized a■ key factor■ influenci.ng 
exiatenc:e and grOVtb of -get■tion, _,,er such date are laclcing 
for tbia area. 

Comment Letter 3 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

Project t D-BLM-K65046-NV' 

215 Fremont Stn,et 
San Francisco. Ca. 94105 

Prank Shields, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
705 E. 4th Street 
Winneaucca, NV 89445 

Dear Mr. Shields: 

lil• APR 198\ 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Iapact Stateaent (DEIS) 
titled PROPOSED DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
!'.Q! .'.£!!! SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE ARE;;:---

The EPA's comJDents on the DEIS have been classified as 
Category L0-2. Definitions of the categories are provided by 
the enclosure. The classification and the date of the EPA's 
COIIIDlents will be published in the Federal R}i?ister in accord
ance with our responsibility to inform t e public of our 
views on proposed Federal Actions under Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. Our procedure is to categorize our comments 
on both the environmental consequences of the proposed action 
and the adequacy of the environmental statement. 

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to co11111ent on this DEIS 
and requests five copies of the Final Environmental lmpact 
Statement when available. 

If you have any questions regarding our co111111ents, please con
tact Susan Sakaki, EIS Review Coordinator, at (415) 556-7858. 

Enclosure 
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Comment Letter 3 

3-1 

3-2 

Water Quality co .. ents 

The Draft Environmental I■pact State■ent (DEIS) indicates 
that there will be significant water quality impacts as a 
result of the proposed plan for which no ■itigation is pro
posed (see conclusions, page 3-8). At a minimum, the Final 
Environmental Impact State■ent (!'EIS) should address the 
following issues: 

l. 

2. 

The DEIS indicates that the water quality impacts of the 
proposed plan will be from diffuse or non-point sources. 

I 
The FEIS ■ust deaonstrate that the proposed plan is in 
confo~ce with the State of Nevada regulations for 
controlling water pollution from diffuse sources (Septe■-
ber 9, 1980). I 

I ' The FEIS should deaonstrate coordination between relevant 
aspects of the State-certified Nondesignated Area Wat-rr 
oual~ty Manage■ent Plan (WO!U', promulgated pursuant to 
Section 208 of the Clean Water Act) and the Nevada Divi
sion of Environmental Protection (NDEP). Specifically, 
the F~IS should ensure that appropriate Best Manage•ent 
Practices (BMPs), as outlined in the State Conservation 
co-ission handbook, are implemented as appropriate. 

Comment Letter 3 

Ehvin:mental Inpact of the Ac:t:.ial 

ID-iadc of (bjecti.ais 

EPA has no arjectim tD the proposed ac:tim ~ des:ribed in the draft illpSCt statement; 
ar suggestS cnly mmn-changes in the proposed -=tiat. 

ER-Fnv.utnnenta JeierVatials 

EPA has zesexvatials cx:ncemi.ng the envi%tnEntal effects of certain aspects of 
the proposed actial.. :EPA believes that furtler study of suggestBi altemati:ves 
or ncdificatia,<; is zequiD!ld and has asked the ori.ginatin:J Federal~ to 
J:eaSl!eSS ttese aspects. 

m-£nvin:nlentaly Cbsatisfactmy 

WA believes that the proposed actiai is msatisfactmy because of its potentially 
bamlful effect a, the envi.romert:. rurthen!Die, the JlqerCy believes that .tile 
po1Entia]. saf.eguanls loihi.c:h might be utilized JNr'f not adequately protect: the 
envirallent fmn hazanis arising frrm this actiat. The lqaCy 1.t!O-illleU,ls that 
altematives to the action be analym:i further (including the possibility of 
no action at all) • 

Mequacy of the DiPact Statement 

categocy I-Adequate 

'Ifie draft i.trpact statement adequately sets forth the enviramental ~ of 
the proposed project or acti.ai as ,ell as alt:ematives n,asanably available 
to the project or acticn. 

category 2-Insufficient Infomation 

:EPA believes that the draft ia,act stat:elent does not ccritain sufficient. 
infcmnati.al to assess fully the envinntental inpact of the proposed project 
or acti,bn. ltJWeVer, fmn the i.nfometion subnitt:ed, the 1'qerC'f is able to 
liBke a \:,reliminary deteiminat.ion of the inpact a, the em,iram,nt. EPA has 
rnquestecl that the ori.gi.nator provide the infontetim that was not inc:luded 
in the draft stat:eltent. 

c:at:eg:lly 3-Inadequate 

EPA believes that the draft i.trpact st:atsnent a:ies net adequately assess the 
envirc:mental i.trpact of the proposed project or actioo, or that the statalent 
inadequately analyzes rea!Dlably available altematives. The J>qercy bas 
mquest.ed IIDJ.'.e infol:matioo and analysis crnceming tbe potential enviralnental 
hazan:ls and has asked that substantial revisi.at be ll8ie tD the i.trpact 
stat:e?eot. 

If a draft inpact St:atelent is assigned a Categocy 3, no ratirq will l::e made 
of the project or actiai, since a basis does not genei:ally exist oo 1'mCh to 
liBke such a dete=ina:tion. 
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Response Letter 3 

3-1 lHWU 1-pacta to llater Qaality 

I 
Darinq the CHIP proceaa water quality wil.l be ane of tboae :ni.-.-011■ 

reviewed ( ■ee diacw,■ion of. C1MP at tl>e beqiDDiDCJ of the s-,:y in 
the Pinal BXS). 1-pact■ to Vllter quality will be addrea■ed 0D a 
caae-brca• baaia u all.otaeat 1111na-t pl.ans are anal.yzed 
throuCJh the env.tramental. a■aea_,.t proce■■• 

'l'be State of Havada Hon-Designated Area Water Qaality 11ana_,.t 
Pun Handbook of Beat 11an&q....,11t Practices 1a aaed in the 
deTIOl.opaent of all -...a-nt pl.ans vbicb are ..... 1-by th• State 
Cleari.ngbouae. 1!1.e Bandbook 1a al■o ased in the daaign of &l.l -ter 
deTel_,,u to be J..ocated 0D public landso 

Comment Letter 4 

Mr. Frllllk Shields 
Di■tnct )tanager 
5..reau or Land Kanag_.,. t 
705 E. 4th Street 
Winnemuci;a, N.-n.da 894'5 

Dear .llr. Shiel.cl.a: 

)',ay 5, 1981 

Thi.a letter ia the reaponae of the Pereb.ing County Sportsmen•a Aaaociat1on 
to tbe EIS tor the Sonoma-Gerlach u... :fe are Uao in the process ot 
sending letters to the congressmen and governor of th.e State, expressing 
ou r request tb.at tC.ey aup?()rt the overall :;,lan as sta~e d :.n the EIS. It is 
:::ur ho!)e, however, that the BLH consider =:.a.lt!I:g- so:i.e addit ional reflne
:aents t o :lel;, wildli fe in the ?l&n tor the SOno:aa-Ger.lach .t..r.a along t.he 
lines ot our suggestiona that fol l ow. 

Fi.rat, •e feel that tba continued degred.atton of the ripar-1--..n tlabitat is 
unacceptable. It eeema rather contradictory to protea.a planning a program 
to rehabilitate the public range lands aa required by Congreasional edict 
and then al.lo• one of the moat important and lite-giving aspects like 
meadow areas to continue the de-cline. The sport-•n ot thie county have 
worked tor years trying to preserve what fe• meado•• we have left 1n Perab.1.ng 
Cou~ty by erect~ng ru.cea around key locations utilized ~Y •ildl~!e, B'P"9"0-
ificallJ' sage grouse, 1n hopes that SO!lle da,y the BL!1 •ollld devise a program . 
to obviate the need tor our ezpenae and labor. No• we find that the program 
of land protection•• have a-.1.ted doea not ev8n give conaideration to 
riparian habitat. 

If •• would haYe gotten ao■e be.lp fora the BI.JI in reator.ing, protecU.ng, 
fencing, and aa.1.nta1..D.1D& th••• riparian a1tea 1.n the la11t te.n yeara, •• 
would not be eo conc:arn.ed. But, •• have been able to beg onl.y about two 
mil•• of ■-do• fence a:1.nce •• began aaking requeeta twenty year• ago .,,en 
though •e have lllan.J aitee .1n need of protection. We atUl await one 
J1eedo• pre■ervatioa rsnc• that •a■ pl&aned ia 1.972 111 the Co• cr-k ..--. 

ill •• llalt, i.■ that your proposal be aodi!ied to giv• -• -conaideration to 
adjuati.ng ezpand.1 tu.res on fencing eo that ao■e tunda are 11h1fted fr0111 
doubtful .it- like re•••din« to riparian !enci.ng. le bave kno•l•d.!'• of 
•he.re th• fences are needed and would not only help the BLM to -certain 
th••• sit••• but •• woul.d also be reapon.aibl.e tor ma.1.ntenanca on th-. 
Obvioual,y lhe fencing or th• meado•• wollld not be needed if the BLH can 
dev.1.ae other aeana of protecting the aeado••• But, after read.1.D.8 the EIS, 
l tail. to ... how it collld ander the propoaed action. 

Second.l.,y, we fNl the perioda of uae 1.n the Seven Troagha, Blue Wing, 
Pleasant Valle::,, Hajuba, Star Pe■lt, Ooldbanlt, lhi te Bor■e, and Coal. Canyon
Poker .i .-:Md .sar• al.anted too ■uc.b in favor of l.iveatock and not enough 1.n 
favor o.r ~.b.e enYironaent and w1.ldl1fe. Baaed on our dee.ad•• o.r study or 
the l<e::, plant speci-■ , rainfall pattern■ , plant grortb und■r grutng and 
devoid of it, botanical atudi••• reports o.r bow the land -.a and how 1.t 1a, 
and opi.Zliou of BLM peraon.nel pereoca&l..ly eecorted to atud:, vegetat1on in 
our are■ , •e teal that the rut period or Harch through Ma.7 i ■ Ju■t not 
enough, e■pecia.ll.J' at the inception of the propoeed action. The vegetation 



Comment Letter 4 

4-1 

4-2 

both non-riparian and ripari.all 1• 1D dep.lorabla condition 1D th■ above 
nu1ed ~u,t.-.,ilf!. le don't teal th• key pl.ant apeciea cao regenerate with only 
tboae aonth.a' reat. Even the EIS wri\era and quoted aourcea feel that a 
grazing ayatu that 1a more fal.l or1•nted and leas 8'!>%'1ng oriented would be 
more deairable to our de11ert enVi.rom:aent• especially 1! the nert few years 
are dry u they are predicted to be by climatolog1sta. 

Ho■t ■peci!iea.l.ly, the Blue 11.n& &l.lotmmi.t i a in the moat deplorable shape. 
Becau.ee of poor water d.ietr 1 but1on and e:.r.ceaeive liveatock, moa t ~•Y pl.ant 
sp ec ie s are al.moat total ly ::.on-eXiatent. Thia al.lotaent ia a perfec t example 
or the desertification the ••at !.s un der goin g as reported in J 1 s, :;ews and 
4orld Reoorts d~e to bp roper land ~e~ent, 

'ie !eel these g,,, -;.,..-Jshoul.d ~e gi ve n at l east the ::iontbs of J ?Jne and July, 
also, to rest. !! they respond well enoug-h, posaibl>, an in creased :;,er i.od 
or use could be allowed.. Eut arter decades o! abuse, one woul.d.n•t expect 
th em 't-0 co:c1e out ot deaert1!1cati.on very rapidly. 

Streaa deterioration, like riparian, wtll continue to occur also. J e woul.d 
l1k• to aee fencing :noney referred to i.n ..tppendiJ: C be diverted to stream 
preservation. Je do not have enough streams that we can afford to los e the 
nineteen rererred to in the EIS. A.1..r-d.Y, our several at.ream.a that do 
support ti.ah are on the verge of ertinction due to stream bank deterioration, 
gu.l.ly1.llg, and water abed deet.ruction. Star Creek ia no• many feet below 1 ta 
or1g1n.al level- It seema to ua that tbo EIS ahowa the BU4 to be 1D violation 
of BLH Kanual. 6740 ~delinea 1D p.l&lllling t<, al.low atr•aa deterioration to 
continue. ~• con.aider all our atreuaa 11im!JC)rtant 11 in that they are very few 
in nuaber, provide 11l\1Ch recreation, and are part of the visual reeource 
i:i&JUl&Uent. It ..... onl)' proper that 11' the BU' cannot favorahly actect 
the ei.ght or nine privately owned str .... , it could at least provide acme 
protection for the ni..a.e 1.t doe• have control over. ..tccord.1.D.g to the EIS, 
thia can onl.y be done ti,. fencing. 

Another •jor conceni we have 1 ■ th• land treat11ants listed 1n Appendi.% D. 
•• can ••• on.l.7 a general lisUn.g or propoaed treatment• and cannot ucertain 
where these tr-tamita would apec:1.fi~ occw-. il'e would like the But to 
iJumre that no treatamta be 1111.d• 1:D area.a utilized by age grouae, eapec
ially ill Perab.1.ng Count,. •h- the ~UH population i"'j extr ... el.J' lo• lllld 
•here grouse habitat 1• periloualy rare. Our iallllld grpu.ee populations 
c&Dnot stand _.,. the al1.ghteet disturh&Dc• to habitat. · lie would h<>pe that 
much reaearch be done to idetity an.,- tracts where grouae do occur before any 
seeding tu .. place. The EIS •e- to i.aply that thie has not as ,..t been 
done. Upon the d.•termiuaUon that a land tract doee indeed have grouae or 
could be a 111te for potant1al gronae population ezpan■ion, •• would hope that 
&ZJ:y treataent and seeding or that tract be auapended. 

ilao, we feel. that the imp.1-en.tation schedule is rather late tor th• Sevau 
Trougha and Blue -.1.ng al1otae.ota. Tb.ese areas are ■eYerel.y depleted, ci.ore 
ao than other al.lotment■ achedul.ed earl.ier. 'le feel that 1.rlpleae.ntation 
earlier than 1985 would be deairable • 

.La.atl.y, we ho:pe that the overall. longterm design of the propoaed action tor 
Sonoma-Gerlach be slanted more t.oward wil.dlife. 'le rail to see wb.y the 
reaaonable nuabere ot deer do not riae in rel.ation to tbe incrN.ae in .I.UM••• 
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..t . .:.ao., •e don•t aee why sage grouse can only rise ~. Th• only real ga1ne: 
Wildlife rtll :iake are 1n ante.lope and bighorn aheep, aasWlling that bighorn 
are i nt.reduced in the magnitude suggested, •hicb 1s unlikely. 'rile would rather 
see eore attention given to aage grouse and deer al.ao. 

r!l&Dk you !or givi ng ua this opportunity to comment on the EIS tor Sonooa.~erlach 
area. .:ie sy:i.pathiz• with the BU-I for trying to i:. plement a program of this 
=a.~tude and chan :;e in this conservat iv e a."ld oft en ti :: es belligerent enViren
--::e:?::. "le know the :pollt1eal cli=ate is wro n:;, ·:ut we ho pe, alon e -::-:!.th ~:ou , to 
ac h :.eve a; l east so!le 'beneficial chan ges i.."l hop es of preventin& the ultbate 
des ertif i cation ot the Jest. Shoald this political cl ~o ate allow, •e would 
!lcpe ::hat the D~ -1 cons i der L~plecenting a program. that is ::iore land oriented.. 
•• would like to aee the ripar i an hab i tat, strea:ia, aspen groves, soils, 
stre~ xnks, f i sh., sage E;rouae, and other •ild.lire managed 1110r• far their 
specific benefit and not just as they tit i~t o the livestock plan. 

Sincerely yours, 

.· / ~ , c- , . ) .,-- -•. 

:-:arlo•e Jevn.2.ng 
P ershin g Count y Sportsmen's Aaaoc. 
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4-1 111-: ~ o.terJ.oratian 

IWtcllUH of the bn>ad natmw ·af '1:ba alternat1911a, includi.DcJ the -eel actian, _.:ifJ.c prot:aet.1--=- for p&rti=lAr -
could not be addraaaed. -..er, object.1.,.• for rip&riAn bAl>itat 
protectian 114- been estai>Uahed and will. be includad in the l&Dd 
use pl&D (IIFP). ID additi.oa, rip&rian bAl>itat protect .ion will be 
fully c:oaaidlu:ed in aana-nt plans deYaloped through CIIIIP. 

4-2 u,....,, :i.nd Treataanta 

i..Dd treataanta will be analysed in """i~ntal -•-ta u 
specific -gebruab c:outrol projects an proposed. Tr-manta 
proposed in -911 - UM areaa will be coordinated with the 
NeYad& Department of Wildlife, and aitiqating ..... urea will. be 
incorporated into project dliaign prior to on-the,round itreataent. 
see Standard Operating Procedures 1 and 10 in the OBIS, /page■ 1-30 
and 1-33 respecti..,.ly. 

4-3 Ia■ue: Increasing Deer a-bers 
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United States Department of the Interior 

DES 81-15 

Mmorand1111 

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
RESTON . VA. 22092 

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Managanent 
llinnaucca, NeYada 

MAY 6 

From: Acting Assistant Director for Resource ProgrUJS 

Subject: Review of draft envi~tal statanent for grazing 

1981 

aanagl!llellt progru, SollClla-&erlach resource area, Nevada 

We have reviewed the dr<1ft statment as requested in the State Director's 
notice. 

The draft statment indiates that 1110st streams disappear into the ground
.ater reservoir upon leaving the 11011ntains (p. 6-13), and tables on pages 
6-13 and 6-17 suggest the importance of ground water as a source of supply 

5-1 I for the proposed 111&n.-g9ent alternative. The stataient should simurize 
the occun:-ence of ground water, giving at least types of principal aqui
fers, typ1~al d~ths of wells, depths to .ater, well capacities, and aey 
other pert1nent 1nformation. General infol"lllilUon on quality of ground 
.ater and any observed watet--level tr-ends would be helpful. If s~ of 
the wel 1s mentioned in the tables are still to be drilled, this should 
be indiated. 

The definition of aquifer (p. 6-91) should stipulate that an aquifer fs 5-21 c~pable of yielding useful or significant 111110Unts of water. The defi
nition of ground 1111ter (p. 6-92) should restrict ground water to that 
within the zone of saturation; otherwise soil 1110isture, vadose water, 
vapor-phase water, etc., 1111111d be included. 

~~~.al-e-
Eddie R. Vyattfl 
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5-1 ia-, Gr01ulehjater Ra.-noir 

&a atated i.n the D11:IS, 1-cta af the propoaed actian and the 
altunativ• an the -ter re110Urce ~ not cona1dared ■ 1gnJ.ficant. 

C<mll_,iUy, deteiled 1nfo..atiaD .. augguted u not iDcarporated 

i.nto - draft. 

5-2 u-, Defi.a.it1ou af Aquifer 

llhlle the su.ggeationa for ~ af the dafi.n.itian are 
~cti'ft and -.ild prol>Ably result in a aore .,._lete 
Wldaratanding, it u felt that the exi•ting defi.n.ition u fully 
adequate to provide the &Yeraga niadar with a i..ic -daratanding of 
tbeteraa. 

Comment Letter 6 
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May 8, 1981 

Franlc Shields, District Manager ~ c . •" 
705 E 4th Street 
Winnemucca, Nv 89445 

Re: Environmental Impact Statement Sonoma-Gerlach 

Dear Mr Shields: 

The following letter is submitted as comment on the proposed 
Domestic Livestock Grazing Management Program E.I.S. for the 
Sonoma-Gerlach area of Northern Nevada. This document requires 
livestock operators to examine proposals, at least three out of 
five, of which extend from detrimental to catastrophic to our 
industry. 

While the study concerns itself in great depth with super
fluous imoacts such as that of the "lizard population from 
reduced g~azing (3-40) and "the visitor days spent viewing 
wild horses {3-111) nowhere does the study take into consideration 
the potential consequences of eliminating a local source of 
human food by reducing or eliminating domestic livestock. 

This E.I.S. grazing document is radically biased against 
the livestock industry. The Bureau of Land Management has 
purportedly been managing the range since 1946 and has been 
decreasing livestock numbers, manipulating grazing criteria, 
and creating artificial barriers to animal movements to further 
reduce range use. In spite of all this management the report 
blames domestic livestock for all the ills set forth in this 
report. 

As an example,range livestock appear to be blamed for sage 
grouse decline {2-21). A large flock of grouse has lived in or 
near our alfalfa field for years in spite of the fact that we 
cut three crops of hay, spray for aphids, and pasture cattle 
there six months out of the year. The birds strut, raise t.hei.r 
young in the field and stay among the grazing cattle. The only 
event that reduced grouse numbers was when hunters came around the 
field, threw rocks at the grouse until they flew out, and then 
shot them. All but six were killed in one day. Hunter pressure, 
not grazing cattle is responsible for decline in game species. 

Forage allocations in this study have been projected on the 

1 
basis of range surveys 20 and 30 years old, and range trend 
projected on the professional judgement of field personnel. Before 
decisions are made, actual range surveys should be done over a 
protracted cycle of wet and dry years and the cummulative data used. 
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Suitability criteria, such as 50% slope, should be reexamined. 

The report does not explain the benefit of attaining a climax 
vegetation COIIDDunity when no animals would be allowed to eat this 
vegetation after this condition was attained. By reducing 
grazing numbers so that grass is allowed to dry and remain on the 
ground through the summer, you are creating an extreme fire hazard. 
More range will be completely destroyed by fire than can be 
improved by leaving dead grass. Revegetation programs cause ground 
disturbances which encourage multiplication of burrowing rodents 
that destroy forage, cause erosion, and spread disease. 

Wild horses and burros, are in actuality not wild animals at 
all, but the product of domestic stock released at the end of 
the tum-of-the-century mining era and the natural increase of 
domestic range stock which were confiscated by federal wild-
horse legislation. They should be limited to one herd-management 
area per grazing district. This should be in an area entirely 
composed of federal land and where no single permitee would be 
losing all his grazing privilege. Buying or trading for private 
land by the federal government to create a horse refuge would put 
an unfair premium on the private land. Ideally the area should be 
purchased by the horse groups,and the expense of the animals 
borne entirely by them. The other alternative would be for 
horse protection groups to pay the same per head grazing fee as 
other users. The bias in favor of horse protection groups is 
evident in this report as they were contacted and their co11UDents 
solicited (2-43). In all fairness, before a final draft is 
completed, co!IDDents from the American Farm Bureau, the National 
Cattlemens, Woolgrowers, and Cowbelles should be solicited and 
incorporated. 

Reintroduction of big horn sheep would further complicate 
the allocation problem and should not be considered. Instead of 
livestock numbers being reduced to increase big game, hunter 
pressure should be reduced. 

Tbe report explores economic options (6-75) for ranchers 
whose livestock numbers will be severely reduced, but none of 
the suggestions to mitigate rancher hardships are realistic. 
Almost all ranches are land-locked with federal land and cannot 
expand. Th~are using and selling all of the forage produced and 
many have all their farm land in production and therefore no 
expansion alternative. Federal land suitable for farming should 
be sold into private use as compensation for lost grazing privileges 
or made available for Desert Land Entry. (No provision was made in 
this report for reductions in AUM's that will occur should the 
claims be perfected on OLE or Carey Act applications that have already 
been filed.) 

In addition, ranchers should be compensated for loss of forage 
on private lands by wildlife. Ranchers gave up many of their 
range privileges voluntarily in the past in exchange for promises 
of specific improvements that were never implemented. These 
agreements should be re-considered and satisfied,and provisions 
should be made for the return of suspended non-use which ranchers 
have taken over the years. 

Comment Letter 6 

Periods of use should be made compatable wit;h individual ranch 
operation not arbitrary objectives of an allotment plan. 

In summary: the document is unwieldy and redundant. It 
is biased against livestock operators. It was written by persons 
who have inadequate ties to the co11UDunity and insufficient local 
experience to :nake valid conclusions that would terminate the 
livestock industry. Too much professional opinion and field 
judgement was used in place of serious research projects. Inadequate 
and outdated information was used on range condition and trend. 
Frequent changes in personnel and policy have diminished the 
effectiveness of federal management of the public lands. We favor 
a return of the lands to the State of Nevada and that the lands 
suitable for farming be sold into private ownership. We favor 
maximizing livestock use in the Sonoma-Gerlach area or a policy 
of no action until the lands can be turned back to the State of 
Nevada. 

Sincerely, / 
J / , 

- .,I .._ /~.._. ., ,.-, . ,Lc- ,._ 
Tony Tiptqn 

for TIPTON RANCHES 
Pumpernickel Valley 

cc's to numerous Federal officials 
and interested organizations 
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6 • 1 I...,., Range S=-)' 

See discua■i.on of CIMP at tbe beqiDDi.D<J of tbe s-ry 1D th• P'1Dal. 
BIS. 

6-2 I■■-1 Plll>lic Contact 

U outl1aed 1D .. tJ.aaal S.WU-tal :Polley .let (llllPA), 0118 of tbe 

n.r■t at-1.n pr~.,. BIS is to bo1d ecopi.Dg aeet.1- at wb.icb 
tiaa the alte.rnat.1..,.• tnclodiDIJ the propoaed action and all other 
pertJ.nent iofora■tiaa are preaaated to tbe p,b1ic. All 1.ntere■ted 
peraona _,,. encoar_.s to r.spoad. Bvery att-"' wa■ a.de to 
incorporate th1.■ pab11c i.llpE 1.nto the DEIS whenever app11cah1a. It 
ia the intent of the Snreau to - copie■ of the DllS to al.1 
interested groapa a.ad indi-.i■, ■uc:b a■ the Nevada cattl-. 
baociation, and the sevad.a ax,l.growara Aaaociation. Hllwa rel.ea.a•• 
-re isaued to iDfox. tbe pab11c of the avail.ahillt]' of tbe docaaeDt 
and that copi-■ -1.d be - to auyoae who~ aucb. 

6-3 Ia■-• Perioda-of-llae 

'Die -ed period■-of- (Appendix B, 6-9) _,,. e■tabliabed b&■ed 

11pon the =1tical growth period■ of l<ey -geme.nt -ciea for each 
individual. aUotaam.. fl>e =1ti.cal growth periods of key-~ 
apeciea ~• detezw.i.Ded thnM¢ evaluation of the ■t■ tevide 

phenological ■todi- conducted by Natural Ra■011rce Con■ultant■ (IJIRC) 

in oooperation with the - Bareau of r..Dd NaDa_,,t. see DEIS, 
O,apt■ r 2, Phenology -cticn (pa'JI' 2-5). Perioda-of- -.l.d be 
eatab11ahed through neqot.iat1on &Dd a-t until IIUcb ti.a aa an 
iDt■nai"" grazing ..,..-,,t plan baa been iapl....,..ted. However, in 
the ab■■nce of an ■-nt, period■-of- woul.d be implemented in 
conjunction with the CRMP &Dd -1toring proceaa. Dpan develoi-nt 
of an int■n■ ive grazing .....,_.,t IIJ'■t-, through ■-t and/or 
the CJ1MP proceaa, period■ -of..,... -14 be tailored to each 
individual allotaent &Dd rancb1Dg operation, based upon the =itical 
growth period■ of key ....,._,.t ■peciea. see diacusaian of CRIil' 
and m>nitoring 1D the_,.,. 1D the Pin&l J:IS. 
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~ 
C - PUNCH CORPORATION 

.....--... ~ 

11311 L ROWa ST. »■ WI MM 
LOI .tlGBD. aia' . tGDIS 
11131 ,.,_ May 13, 1981 

Mr. B. F. Spang 
State Director, l!levada 
Bureau of Land .Management 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, l!IV 89520 

Dear Sir: 

Re: 1792 NR09 l!l-020 
Sonoma-Gerlach Grazing Environmental 
Im.pace Statement 

The follovi.ng are cotDent• by C-Punch corporation to the Proposed . 
Management Grazing Program (Sonoma-Gerlach Reaouree Area, l!levada). 

c-Punch corporation wiahe• to direct it• comment• regarding the 
propoaed BXS Draft to the Blue Wing and Seven Trough• Allotaanta. 

The firat reaction to the Draft i• diaappointment that ao much 
effort and ao much expenae ha• been put into a report which doea 
not offer a valid framework upon which to baae future coupezaLi
uae agreements between the BLM and the livestock permi.ttee. 

The EIS Draft deacrihes and analyze• four propoaed al.ternativea, 
to wit: (l) No liveatock grazing, (2) No action, (3) Maximizing 
livestock. and (4) Maximizing wild horses and burros. Without 
being facetious, C-Puncb would like to offer a fifth choice, namely, 
(5) None of the above for the following reasons: 

A. THE Bl:S DRAPT FAILS TO COIIJS:IDER EXJ:ST:Il!IG COND:rT:IOl!IS. 

C-Puncb feels that the assumptions and concluaiona presented in 
the E:IS Draft are not current, are not baaed on supportable facts, 
and fail to recognize trends and changes in weather pattern• and 
vegetation which have occurred over the past thirty years which 
are probably irreveraible and which cannot be changed by the -_pro-
posed programs. · 

For example, Vegetation Production (page 2-7) ia eatimated ae being 
baaed on booocular aurveya in 1947 and 1960. l!lo rain fall figurea 
are offered for base year C0111Pariaon. Ro usage figures in the base 
years are offered for ccapariaon. 

The report states (page 2-7), •vegetation Production wa■ esti.llated 
by using the 1979 recoa.pilation of 1947 and 1960 ocular reconnai-
■ance r&Dtfe ■urveys in accordance with BLM Manual 4412.llA." 
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Mr. B. F. Spange 
State Director, Nevada 
Bureau of Land Manag~t 

Page 2 

Kay 13, 1981 

Apparently, not even an ocular recognai.sance was -de in 1979 or 
7-1 I some of the changes in the area would have been noted. l!laaely, 

because of change• in the clilllate, soil conditions, or other rea
sons, the principal ground cover in most upper elevation areas of 
the Blue Wing and Seven Troughs Units ia now cheet grass. This 

V'ilgrass ia most benefic ial in preventing erosion and is consUllled 
in large quantities by wild horses and livestock a.nd exists in 
areas which have been grazed as well as in unqrazed areas. For 
example, the Ragged Top area hasn't been grazed in over twenty 
years, yet cheet grass is the predominent ground cover on the east 
side of the mountain. There is certainly no reason to believe the 
programs outlined in the Draft would result in the re-establish
ment of 1110re desirable grass species as suggested. Further, it is 
not ahovn that a return to leas hardy grass species ia desirable 
if it could be accomplished. 

In the Blue Wing Unit, 1979 usage is eati.mated at 43,645 AO!'s 
(Appendix A, page 6-6). According to the EIS survey baaed on 1947 
and 1960 forage estimatea which are reduced by the BI.H suitability 
requirements, only 19,816 AUM's are said to be available. 

I 
The Draft states there is therefore 23,829 AUM's of overuse, or 

7-2 120"- overuse. Since no range could survive long with 120li', overuse 
and since a SOOli', increase in wild horses and burros has occurred 
since 1971 in the Blue Wing and Seven Troughs Units, why can't the 
EIS Draft deal with the facts as they now exist instead of harking 
back to some Camelot in 1947 or 1960 which is no longer material 
to the present situation? 

7 31 While ve are discussing changes over the last thirty years, why 
· doesn't the EIS Draft mention the most popular game bird in the 

area - tile chucker? The Blue Wing and Seven Troughs Units offer 
the finest chucker habitat in the State of Nevada and provides 
more recreation hours of hunting than all other species put toge
ther. I can only speculate this omission was intentional because 
the chucker ia not a native bird. Crested wheat graaa and wild 
horses are not native either. Also, both the wild horse and the 
chucker depend on, for the moat part, the unmentioned cheat grass 
for their livelihood. The omission of the obvious in the Draft 
makes it totally unacceptable. 

B. SUITABILITY REQUIREMENTS ARB UNREALISTIC. 

Appendix A, Section 1, outlines Vegetation Initial Allocation 
Procedures as follows: 

•1. No vegetation on slopes greater than So,', was all.ocated to 
livestock or wil.d horses. 

2. No vegetation was allocated to livestock or wild horses in 
areas that produced less than 25 pourns of forage per acre. 
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Mr. E. F. Spange 
State Director, Nevada 
Bureau of Land Management 
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May 13, 1981 

3. No vegetation greater than four mile■ from dependable 
water so=e was allocated to livestock or horses.• 

It is submitted none of the .foregoing requir-ents are realistic , 

(a) B9en if it wer1t desiral)l.e for cattle and horses not to 
graze on slopes greater than SOll',, how does one enforce this criter
ia? If the grass is thickest on the steep slopes, they will be 
used. 

{b) Since the most prolific grass (cheet grass) was not even 
considred, how can one determine fr0111 a 20 year old survey what 
areas produce 25 pounds per acre? Also, the same reasoning applies 
as to the slope - how can one control where the livestock and horses 
graze? 

(c) The water limitations 111ay have a0111e validity, however, moat 
desert cattle will go 1110re than four miles for water. 

I 
The 111aps in the BIS Draft shoving water locations are not accurate 

7-6 with respect to the Blue Wing and Seven Troughs Units. Many 111&jor 
springs are not shown and some shown no longer exist. Also, many 
areas contain water during spring and summer rain periods and are 
heavily grazed when water is available. Such areas should not be 
excluded. Also, C-Punch hauls water to certain area■ to .utilize 
forage and scatter its cattle . 

On page 1-2 of the Draft, it ia stated: 

•4. BLM's intent is to incorporate prior to implementation, 
any reliable new data and information which may become aV&i.1-
able from BLM, land users and the general public .• 

l
(c-Punch will be happy to assist the BLM in updating its water 111apa. 

7-7 We also suggest that actual trends and utilization statistics be 
substituted for the artificial suitability teats which have been 
incorporated into the BIS Draft. 

Actual.ly, no vegetation estimate ia feasible for the Blue Wing and 
Seven Troughs Units until excess wild ho rses and burros are removed. 
At the present ti.Ille, the ~ is under a Court Order to remove exce .ss 
horses and burros from the permittees pri vate land by October of 
1981. In addition, a wild horse drive is planned for the Lava Beds 
area in early summer. 

Land use planning must be based on the control of both horses and 
livestock. At the present time, livestock production is removed 
twice a year. Horses have been reproducing for ten years and none 
have been removed. 
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C. ElilVIROliMENTAL AND BCONCIHC CONSEQUENCES OF IMPL!MlmTATION OF 
THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES. 

Economic forecast.a are generally not very accurate and the same i• 
probably true for environmental forecasts. One prediction in the 
EIS Draft that is accurate is that the large ranches who operate 
on a tvleve month permit will be unable to function economically 
under the alternatives offered in the BIS, particularly the require
ment that livestock be rSDOved for March, April and May. 

Because of the following reasons, it is not feasible for C-Punch 
to rl!IIIOVe cattie for certain periods (i.e., March, April and May!): 

l. Any cow taken off the range must 
economi.eal. to feed her and put her back. 
transportation during the removal period 
the calif. 

be sold because it is not 
The coat of feed and 

would exceed the value of 

2. Becauae of weather conditions, it is impossible to round 
up cattle in January and February. 

3. January, February and March are heavy calving periods and 
it is unwise to try to round up calving cows. (Note: The horse 
people objected to roundups during foaling, aren't cattle entitled 
to the same consideration?) 

4. At the present time, C-Punch has no place to hold the cat
tie for three 1110ntba, notlu.ng to feed th- and does not have the 
manpower and equipment to move them. 

Along with the prediction that large ranches cannot operate under 
the proposed alternatives, to which we agree, it is also predict
able that the BLM, which employs as many people as 1the large 
ranches, will also become extinct since there will be no need for 
~eir expertise in administering the Taylor Grazing laws. 

D. "l!IONB OF THE ABOV!:", the alternative suggested by C-Punch. 

C-Punch ·believes that it is possible to develop a management plan 
which will achieve the goals of the EIS Draft Proposal without 
destroying the ranchers and the BUI. 

We recona.end the fol.loving: 

1. Moat important ia reduction of wild horse and burra herds 
to 1971 levels and p:coviding continuing programs for re1110ving ex
cess horses annually as cattle and sheep are removed annually. 

2. Under the proposals in Appendix C for l.iveatock support 
facilities, to wit: 

Fence 
Miles CatUeguards Wells 

Blue Wing 94 
Sev. Troughs 37 

3 
2 

17 
3 

Pipelines 
Miles 

3 
2 

38 
8 

l 
l 
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There is no doubt that with the proposed range improvements, the 
present carrying capacity of the range would be improved and live
stock grazing of certain areas during critical growing period.a 
could be eliminated for the 1110at part. Fortunately, the area is 
so large and elevations vary enough that growing period• are dif
ferent throughout the range. 

The..,..t critical areas for fencing are the outside perimatersi Ill 
along Righvay 34 from Lake Winnemucca to Empire, (2) the Southern 
Boundary between C-Punch and Ceresola, (3) fence off the winter 
range areas to hold more cattie through April and May, also to keep 
cattle off the winter ra.ngea till late fall. Moat of the winter 
ranges depend on late spring and summer rainfall. 

The map of proposed Land Treatments and Facilities in the EIS pro
poses to fence off many canyons and vaahea to create small fields 
for rest rotation usage. 

We doubt very much that fencing the areas shown woul.d achieve the 
desired results and believe the money could be spent better in 
creating larger fiel.da and additional. water development. 

We believe that once the key perimeters are fenced, grazing can be 
controlled by fencing off the water. Key springs and watering 
area• could be fenced off during periods when grazing was not de
sirable and the cattie moved to areas where the water is made avail
able. Thia way, both horses and cattle can be managed and fencing 
coat• cut to a lllinimWII. 

Deer and other wildlife •hould not be bothered by the fenced water 
holes. 

With water control and perimeter fencing, there is no reason the 
Blue Wing and Seven Troughs areas couldn't continue to support 
livestock in present numbers and horses at 1971 levels within. a 
very short time. Certainly, long before the year 2024. 

If the foregoing propoaal meets with BU!. approval, we would be 
very pleased to aaai•t in the planning process. 

RGI:ljp 

District Manager, 
Winnmmcca District 

Sincerely, 

C-PUHCH CORPORATION 

' ~-· .._ . 
. '-. --:c.<-'-{ /'} ..J.l( .-:,,-11 

ROBERT G. IRVIN 
President 

! 
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7-1 I-■-, Omveraioa af Vegetation ec-unitiea to 0>.atgr .. a 
Ondantoriea 

-n.. a1taatum expre■aed concern1ng the conversion af perennial. gra■a 

understcri .. C c!a■ irable to llve■toclt) to llllDU&l. grau underatoriea 
(undeair&bl■ to llveatoclt) 1n the sonau-Garl&ch Resource Area was 
addreaaed 1n the DKIS. Refer to Chapter 2, Vegetation ca.unitiH 
aectian C page 2-2). 'n:11.a afor-ntioned proceaa 1a ltn,_, aa 
retrogre-■ ion of cliaax bm>chgra■a plant cxammitiea. Partherw>re, 
the continuation of llveatoclt gra.zing can hold vegetation 
ccamunitie■ 1n a atage of diacliaax preventing .,_nt tovu'da 
cliA&x plant c:amaun1tiea (auccH■ion), without change 1n the 
liveatoclt gran.ng practice■• In addition, the DBIS O>apter 3, 
Ecological Range condition and Trend of Vegetation c.-unitiea 
section {page 3-8) expre■■ea the apparent inability of _,, 
vegetaticn C1a11UD.ities to improve, due to low ■ite potenti&l and/or 
low Ti.gor cxmdition. A aucceui.onal change towards p■rennial. 

hm,cbgraa■ ap■cJ.ea voald N hena:Ucial. by providing a auatained 
yield productJ.on for al.l grazing wiea and providJ.ng the beat me&na 
of checlting surface soil loH and rebuilding depleted aoila. 
PerllllDial production 1a not aa variable aa annual production due to 
annual cU..ti.c difference■• 

7-2 Ia■-, Range Sarvey 

See diacw,aion cm CRMP at the beginning of the SUlaary NctiOD in 
the Final EIS. 

7-3 Iaaue, Chultar 

see reapcmae to I■aue 12-7. 

7-4 Iaaue, llaDge 8Ditability criteria 

'n:le r&DCJll suitability criteria and atanc!&rda gaed in the 
Soncaa-Ge.r lacb. EX.S were deveJ.oped by BUt • 11 range at&f f. Th-• 
procedures haftl been field-teated in ■everal BUI district.a and 
reviewed by range scientiat:JI. froa: univeraitiea and other la.Dd 
aanaging agencies. BValuaticm has indicated the procedure to be a 
aound -thod of detezaining rangeland ■uitability for dcae■tic 

ll veatoclt gr a.zing. 

Rangeland vu detenoin.ed to be suitable for live■ toclt graung if it 
could produce forage an a auatained-yield baaia without -ging the 
aoil and vegetation re■ourcea. SUitable ranCJll ■how.d not be 
confuaed with usable range. Many ar■as can be grazed by llvestoclt 
and a.re therefore aa&b1e, but the- ar- aay not be suitable for 
grazing CID a lonq-ttm11 ha■ia becaa-■ of the reaulting damage to the 
area ar adjacent areaa. 

A yaJ.ue (25 pound■ of ga&bl■ forage p■r acre) or 32 acres per Alllt is 
coru,idered the _.,,. number of acre ■ p■r AtJM to be Stlit&hle for 
daoeatic llve■toclt grar.J.ng. .&.llocaticm of vegetation fraa 

rangel.anda with leaa production VOllld result i.n &bwle of adjacent 
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-,re prodactiT■ ar.a■ and re■ult in a lack af safficimrt forage for 
live■toclt a&intenance and growth. 'lbe llteratnr■ r.ri- CID thi■ 

auhject include• stoddart and Saith C 19U), Johnatoa-Val.l■o■ and 
J:annedy C 1944), llallao■ and Po■ter ( 1975) and U.S. l"Drest Serrice, 
P'Or■■t Service Bandhoolt ( 1964 I. 

·steepness of Slope 

Raaaarch infonaation ■- that aa t:he ■teepnea■ af th■ alope 
increa■e■ there i■ leas utili:i:atiC!D of the forege. Steepar ■lopes 

(greater than 50 percent) ar■ ■eldal ntilised. - they are gaed 
it ia only after -ge to resoar<:e■ .,., adjacent, aore -Ue alopea 
ha.a t&lten pl■ ce. 'Die l.iteratu.r■ au.hst&Dti&ting th1a cancl.uaion 
includes Stoddard, et al. ( 1975), Cbolt ( 1966) and Phillipa C 1965). 

Di■t&nce frcn Watar 

Pour ailes frca w&te.r ia the aaximm, a"l'e!I. cm lr,el land, that cows 
will go to gra■s and sti.11 -intain aati■factory nae af the 
vegetation. The diatanc■ frca water vauld be - 1... iD 
aountaino... terrain ( gen■ral.ly one aile or leas). 'l!ie l.iteraturt 
reviewed co, thi.a aabject includes the Arizona IDt■rllgency Range 
c-.1.ttee ( 1972), and Stoddart, ■t al.. 11975). 

concept of Range Sui t&bili ty 

Suitability cl■ a■ificatioa af rangelanda for ll-■toclt gr&&i.ng i.a 
the con■ ideration of the capability of forage-prodllcing land to be 
grazed on a auata.ined yield baa1a, under an attai.n&ble aanageaent 
ayatem., and without. d.ut.&ge to the baai.c raaourcea af the area or to 
adjacent areaa. SUitahle range abou.ld not , be ccnfuaed with •u.aa1>1e• 
range. Nany area■ can be grazed by liv-toclt and are therefore 
usable, but -y not be suitable for gra.zing CXl a long-ten, haaia 
becauae of tbe ra■ulti.ng damage to the area or adjacent araaa. The 
clanil1cation af a particular rangeland area a■ m>Jfllit&hle does not 
necea-rlly aean that &reA will not recei'ft l.ivestoc:lt aae., but 
rather than th■ available forage an the m>auit&hle area ahow.d not 
be allocated to li.Teatoclt -•· Th■refore, the application at the 
auitahility criteria doea not ....,, actaall:, reatricting . 11 ... stoclt 
u11t11 on these areas .. 

While the- criteria are realiatic and baaed upon -..d princ1plea 
of range a11nageaent, the reaaon £or application -y not es.ist in al.l 
areaa. 'n:lerefor■, tba applicaUoo of the ■uitahil.ity criteriA voald 
be field Terilied through the CRMP and •mi :cori.ng proce■- prior to 
any adjuataanta 1.n liTe■ toclt nae. 
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7-5 :r.a-, ._ PaclliUe■ Nap 

7.7 

Dae to the ■cal• of the -p■, it i■ difficult to legibly - every 
detail an the -P• Naps of larger ■eale and aora detail are 
aYailAble at the di■trict office. 

sea diacuaaicm oa CRNP at the beginnJ.119 of th• s-ry Mctioa of 
the PinAl SI.S. 

Is.,_, Inte-i- All-nt l!IAna-nt Tllrougb Devel~ of 
Li-■tock SUpport PaclliUe■ 

The prcpoaed liYHtocll: ■upport facilitie. van, AD ~tim, to 
p,:o,,ide • - for analy■i■ purp<>aH , ... OBIS Chapter ,. LiYe.tocll: 
sapport Paciliti-■ .. ction, page 1-9). 'l'brcugb th• coordinated 
planni119 effort( ■- the CRMP ■ectioa in the Pinal IIIS ..-ry) the 
d._l_,it of allotaant --nt pl■- and a■■ociated liYUtock 
support f&ciliUes to illpl-,it th- pl■- will be coordinated with 
all illtereat gr011p■• 'nli■ would -■sure the tailoring of allotaant 
...,.._,n: plans to illclividwu. allotaanta and ranching operatia- to 
best ■ati■fy the deaired _ _,,t objectiY■■• see OBIS O>aptar 1, 
Grazi.Dg Syst- eection (page t-8) AD.d O>aptar 3, llcological RAng,, 
COaditioa and Trend of Vegetation c:caamitie■ section (page 3-9) for 
a aore detailed diacw,aicn of coordinated de-1_,it and tallorillg 
of allotaant --t plan■• 

Comment Letter 8 

Wildlife Management Institute 
70!I Wire luilding. 1000 v- Awe., N.W. , Washington, o.c. 20llll5 • lllZ /347-177◄ 

DANIEL A. l'OOlf -LII.IAHN ·-L L WIU.IAMSON -1AC1C 5. PAD:11 
-"'--

Mr. l'rank Shields 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
705 Ea.at 4th Street 
Wimiemucca. Nevada 89445 

Dear Mr. Shields: 

May 19, 1981 

The Wildl.ife Management Institute is pleased to comnent on DRAl'T SONOIIA
GJ!:IU.ACI( GRAZING ENVIRO!IMEN'IAL IMPACT SIAl'EMENI. 

A major change is needed to make the proposed action acceptable for vil.cllife. 
The primary problem rests vitb the 2,000 acres or 142 miles of riparian areas 
(p. 2-5 and 2 19). The data presented on 3-14, 3-15, 3-17 and 3-41 indicate a 
small dec .lille in riparian system condition is contemplated. The date on relation 
between grazing systems and riparian condition are good. There 1a no vay that 
the shruba v1ll improve. No mitigation is proposed. Ontl .l substanti.al effort 1a 
made to improve the riparian areas ve must object to the proposed action. 

Some specific CO!IDellts follov. 

8-1 IP. 1-2. Bow valid are the 1947 and 1960 range surveys "recompiled" ill today's 
planning? 

8-2 J P. 1-33. Add a section on the size of seedings. 

8-3( 
8-4J 

P. 2-16. Mule deer. We do not know vbat caused population declines. Bov can you 
be sure vbat is now causing the increase? An explanation 1a needed of J, 929 deer 
on 3,550 allotted A.U.M. 

P. 3-3. We do not understand the "riparian threshold." 
related to terrestrial wildlife as veil as aquatic. 

Riparian systems must be 

P . 3-15. Table 3-5 should explain that grazing syste,as vill not of themselves 
increase c.rees and shrubs in a riparian area. 

8-Sf P. 3-23. Unavoidable adverse impacts. 
at least to vildlil e. 

No riparian degradation is "non-significant," 

8-6 J P. 3-38. Add a discussion of Bighorn-domestic sheep proble,as. 

DEDICATW TO WIWLJFE SINCE 1911 
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Mr. Franlt Shidda -2- May 19, 1981 

A special section on llitig'ltion ia needed. 

Tbue remarka have been coordinated with William B. Mone, the lnstitute's 
Wutern kpruentative. 

DAP:lbb 

Sincerely, 

,U,e,;,L~ 
Daniel A. Poole 
President 
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8-1 - • Range SUZTey 

See diacuasion an ClillP at the be9i.mlin9 of tbe ~ --=ti.an in 
tbe FiDal. BIS. 

The -•bJI->: of a lliDimm or .axJma aJ.se for • ~ 
NediD,;J in the standard OparatJ.Dg - -14 be an arbitrary 
e■tiaate cnJ.y. -r, tbroagb the ClillP •- the ClillP ...:t1an in 
the n:xs -rv l proceaa -ch rangeand -41.n9 -u be ..,al11&ted 
OD • 0&941-by-caae blaia for the sue,, apeciea pl.anted. and 
configuratJ.ai of the ■-ding. flma, all character:1atica at. a 
r&Dgeland aaedin9 vou.ld be dependent 011 tha eat&bliebed ailtipl.e WM 
-_,at objectiv.a for each all.otaent wtu.dl ~ _,it proper 
r-1,&nd -...-nt. 

8-3 Iaaue1 :i:n=-- in Deer Population 

It ia n~ well anderatood exactly what tac:tonl _,. ,_ihl.e f%lr 
tbe fte9Dt increase■ in the -.le deer popw.atian. l:t ia l.ilr.el.y a 
caabinatJ.011 of factors, Illproved harv-t IMD.&_,it (illpl.-Utiao 
of a harvest quota ayateal baa no doubt cantributed conaidllr&bly to 
this increase. .l!ild vintera the peat f- years ha.., en&hl.ed _. to 
reaain an their m,re productive .-r range■ (b.1.gber elentJ.ana) 
for lon.,..r periods. Thia contribute■ to increeaed be&lth and 
productivity for the .. aniaal■• Bi(fher fawn lllln'ival also -y 
resul.t durin9 aildar winter■• See &D&l.y■ ia, DEIS lllll.e Deer -• 
page 2-16, first paragraph. 

Scaa -cie■ of _.,.tation, ••'I•• aagebruah, are utilized bi, deer 
but are - aeld<a uaed by d....Uc livestock. ~ia baa ~ -
additJ.onal forage over that initially allocated to 4oer. In -
caaea,, deer 111&y forage ca lu• de■.irable vegetati.oD,, 1..-e.,, 1eaa 
palatable specie■ or aecond year' ■ .,rowth (coarser -199 on muah 
specie■ ). The ov.rabli9&tJ.an of availal>le vegetatian 'that bas 
occurred does, bowe-var, exemplify th• -jor cauae of. laa:a claair.able 
bah~tat n:mdfttoae. 

8-4 Is-, Riparian =eabold . 

The -tic bal>itat aaction deals cnl.y with the canditJ.an of the 
riparian vegetaticm and ■treaa feature■. in relat.lcm to tbe atr ... • • 
&billty to support a apart fishery. The reletion■hip - the 
r.l,tlari&D zone and terr-trial wildlife i■ .-.1.t with in ti. ■ildl.ife 

section of the DEIS, 
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8-5 i:a■-, Riparian Degr■dAtJ.an 

Tha --.:1.gni.ficant determ1nation for the degr■dAtioD of riparian 
TilqetatioD .,.. l>ased an the veget.■ti.aa threabold■ of ■igni.ficance 

stated aa p■qe 3-2 of tbe ons. Aa di.■c:w,■ed oa page 3-16 of the 
ons tba probability of the wor■t CAN ana.ly■ ia far r:l.pari.an 
vegetation actually occurring i■ aa~tad to be lea■ th.an five 
percent• 'ftl1.a estiaatJ.ca of occurrence .,.. detenliAed, can■ idering 
the Mana-t Pr.......,rk Plan U (IIFP ll) re~tioD for 
riparian ar-■ in the proposed action. Aa atated in ons Cbapter 1, 
Gr&&ing Sya- Hcti.OD (page 1-8), if objecti.""• for riparian 
habitat cannot be a=-1>liahed through int■nai- gru::iDcJ ay■t_., 
Al.lot:aent _ _,,t Plana (lll!Pa), then these riparian areaa -.il.d 

be fenced to prDYide nece■■ary habitat ~t. -■, baaed on 
t.b.i.11 IIFP ll re=--endation, riparian habitat objecti.-• 11011ld be 
ac:c<1■11pll.abed dapendi.ng an tbe aucceaa and/or f.Ume of activity 
plab to pron.de for ~ resource objective■ aatabli.abed fo r 
ri~i.an vegetation. lao,,,r,,er, baaed on individual allot:aent 
aa.nagaaent dec.1.a i.on trade-of f • .uoa.g the .niaourcea, riparian 
veqetatiaa vUl. be .. ilmal.yzed 1.n tbe ons. 

CUrrently, dcaaatic ~ and bighorn abeep do not share the -
ranlJl!la, but. dcaeatic a.beep u- i.a a\rthori.zed in a.. are&a 
ccntaining p,tential bighorn habitat. If bighorn ~ 
1.ntrodoctiona are progr- to take pace in ar ... were daaeatic 
■beep o■e 1.a authori.&ed, or U a change in cla■■ of 11.veatock fr0111 
cattle to sbaap 1.a proposed where bighorn abeep occur, a 
site-specific envi:nmaental asae■aaent will be prepared. 'ftl1.a would 
incJ.ude an ana.lyai.a of bigborn-d<aeati.c abeap probl-. 
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Coments on (Draft) Sonoma-Gerlacb Grazinc 
Bnvironmenta~ Impact Statement 

(1) 
TABLE 1-1 

AUlls AUTB AUIia TBRBB AUIia AI.LO.ml 
ALLOT. NOW YR AU USED IN 1982 

Desert Queen 3035 2834 730 

Rodeo Creek 6631 8014 5184 

PERIOD OF 
USE 

7-2 to 
2-28 

6-1 to 
2-28 

Cannot figure wby such a reduction in Deaert Queen in 1980 the 
range looked better than it did 20 years ago or 35 y-rs ago. 

Do not agree witb reduction in Rodeo Creek. Seaaon of use -
have used year around since 1910 and range is 1n comparable 
condition. Why tbe big change? 

(2) 
Shows Rodeo Creek bas 1092 AUIia reserved for wild boraea. 
Subtract AUIia for wild horses also for elope. The wild borses 
spend most of their time in tbe high steep country - this is 
subtracting AUIia twice_,iemoving surplus boraea 1a food . 

(3) 9 3f Page 2-1 Saye data incomplete - bow can nalte decisions that a 
- stocltmana future ia at stake based 011 incomplete infor-Umr.~ 

(4) 
Page 2-11 State .07 upward trend .25 stable .68 dOW!lward 
trend. Repeat co-ent on (1) range looks better and we tm-n, 
higher weaning weights. 

(5) 
Page 3-8 
32 years 
responds. 

(6) 

Says very little response in desert salt shrub after 
of protection. Just one good wet year and it 

Page 3-8 No grazing lllarcb and April. Would be glad to work 
out rotation plan wbereby use could be made year around. Tbis 
would mean Gerlach Highway (east boundary) would be fenced. 

(7) 
3-55 States average net income per ranch would decline 
$15,000 per year. Why ba ve the progra■ if 1 t is going to 
break tbe rancher. 
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(8) 
9-61 Page 6-l No vegetation allocation on 501. Slope or greater 

the beat teed is in the high steep country. Its where the 
wild horses spend most of their time in the SUDDer. 

No vegetation allocation Oil 32 acres/AUll. 

I b&ve aeen quite a few cattle Oil areas that are -pped out 32 
acres or greater, what are they eating. 

No vegetation allocation 4 miles or more from water. 

I have beard -ny good ranchers say their cattle will range up 
to ten miles from water especially after storms (snow) they 
will drink out ot puddles and when they dry up, go back to 
water. 

One ot the statements Wild Horse Annie used before congress 
getting the wild horse bill passed was "The wild ones are 
forced to travel many miles to -ter" (Subtracting AOlls twice 
again). 

Respectfully submitted, 

.,. 
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see di■cusion DD CIIMP at the heCJilllliaq of the ~ Nc:Uon in 
the Pinal ns. Alao, - ,,..pon■e to Is- 6-3 in the Pinal. ns. 

9-2 u_, lllocatioll to Wild Bors-■ 

The propoeed al.location nf ftg■tation to opU- -rs of wild 
bora- i.D their u.- area.a, u de.fined 1D the propoaad actian, ia 
baaed on the Area Man&ger•a n.,._ndatiGGs in step ll of the 
Soaoaa-Garlach H&n■-nt Pr.,_rk Pl.&D (IIPP). Wild horN UM 
~• and popul.atioll mmhera were datuai-d through iDYentori•• and 
trca pul,11.c input prior to and durtng the NPP process. Ollly 
aw.table ""'getation-. al.located to vild borsea bec&uae the a.n.i-1.■ 

tand to graze on steep ■l- when the Te<jetlltion 1D aore acceuihle 
area■ 1a overgrazed. The propond al.location nf -getation to vild 
bora- will he Yarified throagh CRKP and -1.toring. Alao, -
response to Is- 7-4 in the .Pinal IUS. 

9-3 x■■-: Ine<aplate Data 

'Die paragraph refarred to -rely ■tatea the cmnmt situation 
c<lllceruing aaplatens■a of axJ.ating ■oils and range aite 
infor.ation. Dua to their inc<aplate 11■ture, the data - not llSed 
in aak1ng re~tions an future --t actions. 

See diacuaion on CIIMP at the beginD.ing of the ~ aaction in 
the Pl!IS. 

See ,,..pon■e to I■aue 9-1 in the Pinal si:s • 

9-6 u_, kDCJe suitability Criteria 

sae re■ponae to x■■ue 7-4 in the PiDal si:s. 
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10-1 

Comment Letter 1 O 

10-2 

10-3 
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Response Letter 10 

10-1 Is-• Trend Plot llatabliabaant 

SN 4iacua■ian an <:RIP and IIDDitoring in tile 5-ry secticm il> the 
l'inal IIIS. 

The BIS 1a hued on the rec<mmand&tiona put forth in the aur..u' a 
Plamu.ng Syat.,. - llaDa_,.t Framewo:rk Plan - step II. In the ca■e 

of the DUS., the Propoaed Actio n .ls • direct range T"• r11taUon,.. 
put forth by tbe Ar- Nanager. 1n arri- at tb■- r-.idations 
the Ar•• NaD&ger r■llu heavil y on lwl ataff for their ~••, be 
i t rang■, vildlifa , or whatever, aa -U aa &DY ■D4 all public inptt 
received. 

Seer■-- to - 10-1 1.n the Pinal BIS. 

Comment Letter 11 

INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY 
FOR THE 

PROTECTION OF MUSTANGS 4. BURROS 

11790 Deodar Way Reno. NeYada 89S06 
Telephone : (702) 972-1989 

FOUNDlD IN 1NO t. 

E1B:V11VE COIOIITIU OF 11fE 90.UD OF DlllfCTOa5 , 

IWm A. Reilly. l'fflidml 

Juba -- - v-- -· ODdi Jolin. Vite ,,_I 

May 20, 1981 

_, ~1 . 5«:rmry 

J ... W. Rally . T
A•Kaia.hblic....,_ 

Frank Sb1elda, District Naoager 
Bureau of Land ~t 
704 But Fourth Street 
W1mlenucca, Benda 69445 

Dear Mr. Shield.a: 

We tbanlt yo., tor letting us - ca the Dra1't acao...-Gerlacb Grui.Dg 1111:riza>meatal 
Impact Stat■-rt.. 

Tbe grazi.Dg .EIS llddre■aed the eDT1rcalleDtal. impac:ta of altemat1ve l.evela of live
stock use, systema ror aam,g1ng livestock use to accompllab specific N cwt 
obJect1vea, and the aupporti.Dg range d.eftl.opoent proJecta. Bot surpru1ngl.y, these 
analyse■ have :IDdJ.cated. tbe need to reduce livestock use 1n ~ areaa. 

ZX-■t1c 11 ft■toclt operat1ca■ ere bei.Dg carried. out aa laDd. tbet doe• not bel.cmg 
to tbem, caly by pe:rmit ere they uaillg 1t, and the ertent of the use sboul4 in acne 
va;y be more care1'Ul.ly regulated. in tbe public interest. Abuse• baffl been all<Ned 
to continue, particul.arlY cumbers ot cattle tar 1n exceaa or that ror vtucb • pez,11t 
1a issued.. Livestock grazing on tbe public l■llda 1a a prinl~, and not a r1ghtl 

Tb■ Bureau'• objective 1a to 1lllpnm, tbe productivity ot tbe public rangel.anda tor 
the benefit of all uaera. Tbe Bureau should caretuJ..lY exam1.ne opportunities to pbaae 
1n reduc:tica■ graduallY and inten.■1-velY lmX11tor the resu.J.t■ to determine llr:lr■ pr&
ciselY bolr the 1nd1Tidwl.l range ecoayaten reaponda to reduc:t101l9 and illve~t. 
In order to accompl1£b tbet task -i ettect1nlY and rapidly, the cooperat1aa or 
Uve■toclt operators 1■ ea■ent1al.. 

Wild horses and burros ~ to exceed the level which v1ll ma1llta1n a naturai 
ecological balance V1tb exs1at1Dg torage and other uses ot the public l■llda ■boul.d 
be removed bumanelY. Wild boraea and burros, 1n viable berda, sboul4 be retained 
tbrollgbout tbe d1atr1ct. 

The lav request BUI to remove banes and burro■ that stra.Y cato prifflte laZ>ds vben 
they are requeated. to do so by private lADdownera. Tbe borae11 1n t.respua on private 
laDd.a abould be re.o-red f"or their aaf"ety and veU'are. 

11-1 f We reccmoend to br1Dg to a halt Ueenaing or d.oaeat1c boraea or burro■ oo allotments 
vhich contain v1l.d bone• or burroa. 



Conment Letter 11 

Tbe abWty of the Bure&ll t.o carry out the Proposed ActioD ia questionable. Since 
tbere are lllBZIY c~ing d.eaanda vitbin tbe Bureeu and the Depa.rtmeat of the Interior 
it ia unllltely lllBZIY of the District• s project■ vould be tully or edequ&tely tunded. 
Given tile Bureau•• and Interior'• f'l.lndi.n;! procedures end policy it is doubtt'ul all. 
projects, drle~•• etc. vould be lft!igbed equally• Whatever adJuatlllenta are mede 
will ccrreapcmd1ngly affect tbe Proposed ActiClll. The .lll<ely result vould be the 
01111111HiClll of proJecta that balefit uaea otber tban the tradit1.oaal and daninant live
stoek. uae. Thia coupled. vith current b.1r1ng and starring policies caata doubt Clll the 
1mplemeutat1Clll of the Proposed Ac:UClll. Then! 1B alao tba Rluctance of CClllgreaa to 
appn,pnate sufficient f'l.lndi.n;! t.o ach1eve the propoaal. Anotber obatacle is tbe 
Senators supporting livestoclr. 1Jlterest beve 1.mpOsed a 11m1t Clll tba reductiClll of live
atocl< grazing t.o no more tban 1~. Allytb1ng av= ~ 1■ voluntary and tbet act1Clll 
1B tbe except1Clll ratber tban tbe rule! 

In rlff10Ning the econcm1ca • • • tbe ~ Yal.ue figures used are tboae Rlated t.o 
reduct~ 1n numbers of l1Testoclr. and conaequent ecODOID1c 1lllpeCta. Bo account 1B 
-1.e of tbe potenti&l ecODOaic ga1na provided by all. resource■ tbet vould be manifested 
tbrougb increased range 1mptu1dlllllllt. If tbe Rauurce 1a to be uTed tbeD all cmu11der
atimu1 abou1d be deelt vitb fairly. I do not believe tbet ~ solitary an1Jal Clll 
tbe uat 1Clll&l Rsuurctt land abou1d be conaidered for 1 ta ecaoomic T&l.ue, aeatbectic 

V1lluaa of tbe" public land, 1111.Bt alao be c:cnaidered. 

21 In cloaing, I vould suggest BUI. aeriuualy conaider using Coord.in&ted Reauurce Manage-
11- -,t Plalln1ng (CRMP) 1n all. ruture efforts t.o regulate p.1bllc rangelands. All users 

and speci&l interest groups (wild boraes and burroa, W1.ldl.1fe, cmu1ervat1DD&11.st), 
vorilng together, will accc:apl1ab tbe most good. 1n tbe abortest uomt of ti.De. 

We ~ ycu for letting ua expreaa our neva. 

Response Letter 11 

11-1 Issue, Licensing of -■tic Bon,ea and Burroa 

Pre■en.t Bureau policy 1a not to lloenae any dcaastic: bora- or 
burros in wild ~- and barn> .,.. areas, which 1a tba caae in the 
sonoma-Gerlacll Re~ Area. 

11-2 l8■11e, IJ81ng Ccordinated. Reaoarce Nana_,.t and Plamling !CIIKPl 

see di■cuaaicm on CIIKP and Monitoring in tb• ~ 8acti011 in tbe 
Pinal JIIS. 
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Comment Letter 12 

Mr. E.F. Spang 
State Director 

@ ' 

. 

. 

.:;ovERNQ P ·s OFFICE OF PLANNING COOAOINATlON 

: ARSON CITY NEV ADA 89 7 ;:) 

Hay 19, 1981 

Burea, of Laad Management 
300 Booth Sttut 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, !IV 89520 

ll: SAi IIVf 81300038 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

Project: Sonoaa Gerlach EIS 

Attached are the caiment■ from the following affected State Agencie■ : 

Divi ■ion■ of Bi.atotic Preservation and Archeology, Environaantal Protection, 
Forea tty, Water Re■ource■, State Parka, and the Oepart-nt of Wildlife 
conceruing the above referenced project. 

Theae c011aenta coaatitute the State ClearinghoUH review of thi■ propo■ al. 
Pleue addre■■ the ■e c0111Mnta in the fiaal or a.-ry report, 

RB/l!N 
Enclo■ure 

,,, 

Sinceru7, 

.,ldit /4ttP/4--
Mike Holan for 
B.o be rt Bi.l l 
State Planning Coordinator 
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STATE CLE.ul!IGIIOOSE COllll!NTS OD SAI 11V I U 300038 
Project: Son- Gerlach DEIS 

Division of Forettq 

Tbe So- Gerlach EIS analyze■ ■-ftral alt ■raatlwa for gradng --s-nc 
throughout: Che diattict. In reviewing Che EIS I could find DO propoHd or 
ongoing -■-a-1'1: tbac: would confllcc: wic:h RDF progr-a or pollcy. 

The dhttict baa 'fttJ' little p1Dyo11 and juniper for.at■• Ongoing and 
pot1t11tial -na-1'1: would 11ot confllcc: with a11y pinyon-junip■r aulttpa uae 
uc:11.izat1on progr-■ of cha future. 

Divi■1011 of Con■etTatlon Di■trict■ 

Tbe So--Gerlach Draft Cruing EIS, llu c:be Paradin-Oenio DEIS al■o 
-review.I recently, 1 ■ • 1111eh inproved cloc.-nt oftr earlier EIS'•• It 
aclal-1.edgea Che 11-iUtion■ of the range ■urvey data &ad comaitl the BI.It to • 
progr- of cleYeloping better data, lncludina the completion of the aoil■ 

iov■lttori- and the in■titution of • progr- of range coadi Uon &ad tread 
a>llitoring. It al■o acknovladgu that the range ■ ui tabil1 ty criteria, to 
vhi.ch thla agency ha■ long objected, -y 11ot be applicable in all ar ... , but 
vill be uaecl with flexibility. Finally, it cmudu the BLII to active support 
of the 1111e of coordinated resource unag.,..nt &ad planning ( CIIIIP) to lapl,._nt 
all declaion■: the ■u~nt that • ••• the coocepta of CRltP would be applied 
in all c■aes prior to in1ti■ t1ug uoe adjuataent■ and developing AMP■ ••• • 1a 
the sttongeat I ha.., ■een in any grazing EIS. In •-ry, thia d...,_nt 9eete 
thla agency' ■ object1ou to past EIS'•• While ,.. do oot nacH ■arily agree 
vi th the specific forage alloc■ tiou ■uggested in the DEIS, w do feel that 
the DEIS outline■ a reaaonabl.e progr .. , with which ve will be pl.aaa■d to 
cooperate. 

Dirlslon of Water Reaource ■ 

Pages 'J,-77 of the draft So--Gerlach gru:ing elff1-ro,-11tal i11.pm:t ttac:-nt 
indicate■ 39.5 acre-feet of water would be con■.-d a1111U&lly by wild hones 

and hlg -• 

Any dl""raio11 of the public water to a beneficial UH au■ t coaply vic:h the 
proviaion■ of a.■ptera 533 and 534 of the lleYada «e•iaed Statutu. 

Divi■lon of Enrlromaental Protection 

Tbe project 1■ located lo a duignated attalnaeltt area for .. bient air qa■lity 
sUDdard■• The du■c at■oding uy be rtol&ted during adverae 11eurnlog1.cal 
cODditiom auch u high wind■, Proper unagemant could be beneficial by 
aaiataill1Dg adequac:e ground cover aad reduced erosion■, 

D1"1.a1on of Bi■torlc Pre■emtion and Archeology 

Department of Wildlife 

Dl.rl■lon of State Parle■ 

Sea attached c-nta. 



I\,') 
0) 

Comment Letter 12 

12-2 l 

TIii NEYo\DA DIVISION OF HIITOl1C l'IESEIVlTIOII o\110 AICNIOLOl:T 
201 Souu, fall Street - Nye Building - Room 1l3 - Carson City. NOYada 811no 

MIMI ROOOEN. Aclm1n1stra10, Tttlephonft 1702l 885--5138 

OIPUTIIHT Of COIISEnlTIOII AIID NATURAL l£50UIIC[5 

RCHIERTUST 

ROU.ND D. WESTERGARD. Director 

GOVERNOR 

May 1. 1981 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: 

FROM: 

SlJIUECT: 

1 
~ffice of the State Plaoning Coordioator /i / 
Division of Historic Preservation & Axcheol~ 

Ccmmeots on Clearioghouse Project S<mnary SAl NV #81300038 -
Sonoma-Gerlach Graziog ElS 

Upon reviewing the So00&a-Gerlac.h Grazing Environment.al Impact Statement., it bas 
been determined that the report is not io CO!llJlliance with applicable Federal 
statutes and regul.ations for the protectioo and preservaton of the cultural 
environment. . 

Given the iosufficient cultural resource data base for the proposed project area 
(less than one percent survey at the Class Ill Level), generalizations concerning 
the frequency, location and type of cultural properties contained vitbin the area 
mun be considered bighly speculative. 

The fioal eovirmmeotal statement must ioclude evideoce of ccu.pliaoce with the 
stipulations of the Progranm:i.atic Memorandum of Agreement which was executed be
tveen the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, the 
Bureau of Laod Maoag .. eot aod the Advisory Council oo Historic Preservatioo 
and which was ratified on Jaouary 14, 1980 . 

Should you have any questions or require further assistance. please do not hesit
ate to contact this off1ce~ 

WDS:vh 

o. ·. 
·,. 

::· J ) 
\. y 
-~: , 
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MEMO 
TO 

FROM 

SU8/ECT 

Roland Westergard 

Jom L. Meder 

DRAPT SONOMA-GERLACH GRAZING EIS 
SAi NV I 81300038 

D.\TE APR 2 . 1981 

The Division of State Parka appreciates the opportunity to comment 1111 
the Draft Sonoma-Gerlach Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. 

We generally concur with the BLM Proposed Action IOI" the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. While short term impacts will not substantially alter the 
present conelitions of the area in regard to recreation, it appears the long 
term impacp will be beneficial. Increased vegetation cover wculd be 
beneficial from an aesthetic point of view as well as increasing wildlife 
production !Ol" future game huntjng. 

However, we are concemed with the general effects of the prcpmed action 
on aquatic habitat. Most other impacted resourees e1'entually show improved 
conditions under the proposed action. The DEIS states "'Jbe proposed 
grazing systems would have no beneficial effect on cold water fi511 in the 
resource area streams". The 1977 State Comprehensive Outdoor RecTeStion 
Plan i~ntified stream fishing as a favOl"ite activity of Nevada residents 
in five of the six Outdoor Recreation Planning Regions. In-a-much-as 
BLM lands are ffpublic" lan<ls to be 1191!d mtder the multiple use concept, 
we would like to see more cansideration given to recreationists and their 
desire few quality fishing locations. Plll'ther research and cost analysis 
should be conducted on stream areas to ~termine the feasibility and 
benefits of fencing. Private landowners aJong these streams could possibly 
be encouraged to sign cooperative agreements to 11rotect stream areas. 
Should a private landowner refuse to protect stream habitat on his own 
property, grazing allotments on "public" property could be withheld. 

Should BLM change their methods of allocating Yegl!tatlon based on Animal 
Unit Months (AUM's), as they han, in the Caliente Management Area, the 
Division of State Parks would like to be ootlfied, and eventually included, 
In the five (S) year monitOl"ing program. Dispened recreation on public 
lands is an integral part of the Nevada lifestyle. As such, recreation 
suppliers and planners should be included in the decision making process 
where impacts upon recreation are possible. 

JLM,tls 
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Mr. Hike Nolan 
State Clearinghouse 

Kay 18, 1981 

Office of the State Planning Coordinator 
Capitol Co~le.x 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Dear Mike: 

The Nevada Department of Wildlife appreciates the opportunity to 
review and provide comments on the Sonoma-Gerlach Graiing Draft EIS, 
SAI NV# 81300038 . 

You will note some similarities with these comments and those 
vbich ve submitted for the Paradise-Denio EIS. This is due to the 
similarities in format and in some cases content. beaeen the two 
documents. ,Unless otherwise noted, our comments are directed at the 
proposed act.ion rather than the various alterna tives because ve consider 
them to be either less desirable than the proposed action or unrealistic 
or both. We fiod the EIS to be acceptable in tenns of organization, 
format and objectivity of the analysis. We support the statement of the 
purpose and need for the action, and the broad MFP II objectives. 

GEN ERA!. COMMENTS 

Int~ overall analysis !th is document i s fairly complete in the 
amount of supportive data th.it it contains and the assessments are, 
for the 110st par~, accurate and supported by an appropriate data base . 
there are, however, exceptions which are noted in our spec.1.fic co.raenta . 
There are al.so ·several issues in the proposed action which are of .ajor 
concern to us. 

The subject of vegetation allocation by class of anilllal is one 
specific area of concern. Summary Figure 1 and the text indicate that 
under the proposed action, vegetation will be allocated to reasonable 
Dllllhers of big game (mule deer , antelope, bighorn sheep}, but that 
increased forage, which becomes available through the 11aD&gemeot 
strategies of the proposed action, will be allocated only to domestic 
livestock and wild horses and burros. Not only is no provision aade 
under the proposed action for allocation of any of this forage to big :1\~1~20?12~ 
game, but no such provision is made under any of the alternatives. !'-~' .. 

1i~~ •2,S\ 
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Kr. Mike Nolan 
Kay 18 • 1981 
Page 2 

Our concern is centered on the fact that reasonable numbers of 
big gaa, are just that, reasonable, and they are not opt1- nUlllbers. 
Although ve negoti&ted an agreement with But on the reasonable nUlllber 
concept, this vas done with the understanding that under the existing 
situation vegetative use exceeded available vegetation by a substantial 
amount, and that a high percentage of the public ungelands Are in 
fair to poor condition with a d"""""11td trend. Recognizing this situation 
and the fact that all uses would have to make a contribution to change 
the unacceptable condition and trend of the rangeland, we decided to 
use a reasonable nUllber approach for big game rather than an optilKlll 
number approach. Reasonable nU11ber figures are derived from long-ter. 
populacion estimates and represent a ·mean population level. ra~her than 
the highest popuation levela vh1ch have occurred 1.n past years. 

When the supply and delllllnd picture for the big game resource is 
considered in this area, it is evident that the people of Nevada 
desire a considerably bigher number of big game animals in the area 
than currently exists, or than would exist at reasonable numbers. for 
deer alone, the demand for tags in the Sonoma-Gerlach area, exceeds the 
supply by more than 100 percent. With this fact in mind, it would seem 
that provision should be made for a more equitable allocation among 

classes of animals of aoy additl.onal forage which becomes available 
through intensive management . This Department remains willing to work 
with the But in identifying big game population levels above reasonable 
numbers for vhicb forage should be made ava il able. 

One further point on forage allocation is that forage for big gn,e 
aist be allocated where it i s needed by the animals. Because the EIS 
presents forage al.locations by allotment, provision for this concern 
bas been made. It is not acceptable to allocate forage in allotments 
where it is not. needed., and not allocate forage ~n allotments where it: 
is needed, as is the case in the existing situation. as expressed on 
page 2-20 for antelope. 

tbe proposed laud treataents are of paramount concern t.O t.h1• 
Depart:ment because of their potential for detrimental impacts to vilclli.fe 
h&bitat . Many species would be subject to debilitating impacts from the 
proposed treatments, but ve have special concern for deer,. antelope,. sage 
grouse, chukar partridge and California quail. 

Some of the proposed vegetati ve type con veraiona are poorly placed 
for big game. In fact large seed i ngs are prop osed on n,o of the most 
critical big game ranges in the entire resource area: 



(.) 

0 

Comment Letter 12 

"r. llike Nolan 
Hay 18, 1981 
Page 3 

a. The map eotitled "Proposed Land Treatments ..... showa a proposed 
seeding at approximately T35N, R22E, Sections 4, 5, 7 and 8, and 
T36N, R22E, Sections 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33 
and 34 in the Buffalo Hills Allotment. In Nevada Department of 
Wildlife's Buffalo Hill.s input report in Table 15 on page 3 7, a 
total of 1,844.75 AUM's were identified as being needed for deer 
within these sal>e townships and in nearly the identical area as 
the proposed seeding. In essence, the Bl.II District is proposing 
a large seeding on a small vital deer range which provides 16% of 
t:he identified demand for the entire resource are.a. An ante.lope 
demand of 269 AUM I s or 11% of t.he resource are.a total vas also 
identified as needed in this same general area (page 49 of 
Nevada Department of Wildlife's input report). Tb~re is al.so 
a significant sage grouse resource within this proposed treat
ment area which would -be significantly illpacted by this sage
brush control project. 

b. This same map 1o the DEIS identifies a proposed seeding at 
approximately TJ5N, R20E, Sections 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 

12-5 I 
11 and 12 in the Coyote Allotment. Nevada Depart:IDent of 
Wildlife's Buffalo Hills input report indicates the need for 
500 AUM's for antelope in this area in Table 27, page 49 . This 
r.,,resents 21% of the need identified for the entire resource 
area. 

ln both these areas, sagebrush represents the dominant Vegetation; 
and most importantly, it is critical to big gaae using the area . 
These seedings bave the potential to seriously impact (possibly 
eliminate given the worst circumstances) 16% of the deer population 
and 32% of the antelope population for the entire resource area. 

llotb instances combined represent only a small fraction of the proposed 
230.112 acres of seedings and both probably represent the vorst possible 
pLacemeot for big game. but. just these t:wo proposed seed.i.nga could result. 
in reduced carrying capacities for deer by JOO animal• and antelope by 150 
animals presuming half of tbe affected populations could relocate. This 
does not consider the negative impacts anticipated Oecauae of period-of-use 
proposals (page 3-29), or impacts by seedings proposed by Susanville District 
OD adjacent, contiguous big game ranges (see Tuledad-Home Car,p E:15), which 
emphasizes the inaccuracy of the Winnemucca District ' s anticipated impacts: 
0 The effect of these treatment.son t:he resource area deer herd vould be a 
decline of 12 deer in the Buffalo Hills Allotment ••. " (page 3-35) or "In 
Coyote Allotment, the shortfall would be 20 bead, and three head in Leadvi.ll.e 
Allot111ent." (speaking of seeding impacts on antelope on page 3-37). The Bl.II 
either did not use our submitted data or chose to disregard it. ln these 
instances treatment is being applied on the most critical deer habitat in 
the resource area and on the 1110st critical antelope habitat in the State. 
The Susanville District also proposed seedings on this 5'Ule piece of 
antelope habitat. 
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"r. Mike Nolan 
May 18, 1981 
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Reductions in cover and food resources resulting from many of the 
proposed seedings are expected to have severe negative 1.mpac.t.s on aage 
grouse, chukar partridge, and California quail. Adherence to the Western 
States Sage Grouse COBlittee "Guidelines" as specified in the Standard 
Operating Procedures vould help ameliorate impacts to sage grouse. 

It is not. our intent to issue a blanket condemnation of vegetation 
type conversions and seedings, as there are circumstances where such 
actions can be beneficial to wildlife from several aspects. It is our 
position, however, that such projects when placed in certain wildlife 
habitats are most often detrimental to the species of concern . We 
therefore strongly reco.aend that the BLM maintain very close coordination 
vith NDOW on site sel.ection and project design for vegetal control land 
trea.t.ments a 

the management of riparian communities is an issue which we feel is 
not adequately provided for in the proposed action or any of the alternativu, 
except the no livestock grazing alternatives. Recognizing that the Bureau 
is mandated by Congress to provide for 01.1ltiple uses on public lands, the 
enhancement and management of riparian coamunities through the no livestock 
grazing alternative is not a viable option. The EIS points out the 
importance of riparian comamities to fish and wildlife and further provides 
an accurate assessme.nt of the conditions and trend of these very important 
CO!IIIIIWlities. The EIS alao (page 3-43) presents BLM policy on Wetland
Riparian Area Protection and Management. Yet, tbe document fairly states 
that these communities vill, with few exceptions, continue to degrade under 
the proposed action management strategy . Because riparian areas and 
streams are so important ro a broad array of fish and wildlife speci.es, as 
well as livestock and people, we feel that these areas must receive special 

I 
management attention. In fact, riparian comnunit~es are so significant to 
the Great Basin ecosystem, it is our recommendation that they be considered 
for designation as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. Regardless of 
their classification, such areas should be fenced, as this may be the only 
possible solution to their unique management problems. Although such 
action is expensive, in light of the proposed e.xpenditure of 16 million 
dollars for livestock support facil~ties under the proposed action, the 
expense of preserving these extremely valuable riparian areas certainly 
seems justified. 

12-71 
A final area of general concern to us is the fact. that several 

important wildlife species are not addressed in the EIS docU.11ent. The 
most notable of these is the chukar partridge, as the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area support• soae of the best chukar populations in the statea 
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Hr. Hike Nolan 
May 18, 1981 
Page 5 , 

We also anticipate that both beneficial (water development) and 
negative (vegeul control) iDpacts will result to cilis species from 
the proposed action. · ocher ialportant species which are not addressed 
include California quail, cottontail rabbits, and furbe.arera, e.apecial.ly 
bobcats. 

1. 
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SPECIFIC Ca-lHENTS 

The allowable utilization levels for key species as presented 
il> Table l-4Lappear to be acceptable, but these expressed levels 
should be fie.Id checked through the 1110nitoring process to ensure 
cilat pl ant heal.ct, and vigor is being ·m&intain,:d at these levels 
of use. The manageaent factors presented under t.he General 
_llllplementat.ion Schedule also are accepuble,. excep't thar in 
ite■ 4. ve would strongly recommend that consultation concerning 
the exemption of the suitability criteria be conducted with 
others ,. rather cbao just the usere In cases where import..aat 
wildlife habitats are involved, the consultation process should 
also include the Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

The period-of-use proposed for most livestock allotments is 
6/1 to 2/28 (Table 1-1). The DEIS indicates th i s will have 
adverse i,,q>act on deer (page 3-29). The iDpacta may be larger 
than they predicted because of the failure to consider aeason
of-use in tandea with the proposed seedings (see General eo-nts). 

No provisions to -ge 1DOUDtail> brush t:ypes were included 
although our input emphasized this was necessary - refer to 
page 5 and Table 19 1n Nevada Department of Wlld:..ife's Buffalo 
111.ll.s P.O. input report. 

We endorse UU:~~tandard Operating Procedure with the following 
suggest.ions ('f"ted by procedure number) . 

12-1.1 I l. £A's on aajor projects ahoul.d be routed t.broughthe Stace 
Cleari.ngbouse for reYiew and 1.nput by acat:e agencies. 

10. 

12-12 I l3. 

We strongly support this procedure, but would suggest cilac 
ia SODe cases, it 111.i.ght be necessary to leave more than t.en 
percent native vegetative cover in order to provide 
necessary wildlife cover and forage. 

'l1le Depart:aent desires to have input into fire management 
plans. 
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Hr. Kilr.e liolan 
May 18, 1981 
Page 6 

5. We do not. agree vith the inclusion of vildlife in the stateaent 
on page 2-21 under Other Wildlife: "Excessive use by doaestic 
liveatoclr., wild horses and burros, and wildlife has decreased 
habitat. di.Yersi.ty vitbin t.be resource area. 11 We question 

6. 

12-13 7.J 

12-14 
8

., 

9 . 

• whether data is available to support the inclusion of wildlife 
in tbia stato•ent. 

Under 'Tbreat.ened and £.ndangered Species (page 2-21), bald eagles 
do llligrate through the area and soaetiaes use portions of the 
area for vi.ntering. 

The at.au.enc.a iD the first and la.st sentences in the 5th 
paragraph OD page 3-39 are in direct conflict . 

Page 3-39, 6th paragraph, this stateaent is subject to challenge, 
as not all sage grouse habitat within sage grouse range bas been 
delil>eated . 

We question the conclusions presented il> the Suaury for Sage 
Grouse (page 3-40) as the continued degredation of riparian 
habitats coupled vitb vegetative rype conversions will negatively 
impact sage grouse. n.e third paragraph on page 3-41 indicates 
that most species associated vitb riparian habitats would not 
be benefited under the proposed action, yet the conclusion 
for sage grouse is that they will benefit by as aicb as a JO% 
populat.ion il>crease. Improved condition of upland ranges 
should indeed benefit sage grouse, but this benefit could 
easily be offset by the above aentioned action&. 

We hope that you will find these co-nts useful in formulating a 
state position, and that they will be.Ip the BU! in pbnniJlg and implementil>g 
management act.ions which v1ll improve public rangelands and atteodaai >d.ld
life habitats. 

Wll:pv 

cc: Regions 
Front Desk 
Comissioners 
Paul Bottari 

Sincerely,. 

1 
.J--<!-

Josepb C. Greenley 
Director 
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12-1 Ia■ues Oclllplianct1 with N..,.ada Revieed Statute■ 

It ia the Bureau' ■ intant to ccmpl.y with the State of NeTada Revi■ed 

Statutu concernJ..n9 water .... Al.ao, thia concern 1a addr•••ed. by 
St■ndard Operatinq Procedur■ IIUlobar 26, in the DIUS, 

12-2 I■■ua, In■ufUciant Clll.tural. Re■aurce Data -

The Standard OperaUng Procedure■ (p,■99 1-lO, D11:IS) deal. with the 
Proqr....,tic ,i-,randua of Aqr-..t. llndar Standard Operatinq 
Proeedur- it ■tat- ■pecUie&lly that, 

"Prior to proj•ct approval, int..,.i"" fiel.d (Cl.a■■ Ill) 
inventorie■ will be conducted iD apeci.fic areaa that 
woul.d be 1-cted by i.mplementinq activiUea. ll 
cultural or palecmtological ait- are found., every 
effort will be aade to avoid advarae 1-et■ ,• 

11.J.tiqaUng -ur-■ for theN project■ will be determined on a e&ae
by-caae baai■ dua to the tact,. •• noted in c:x:amant letter, that 
pre■ent inventory 11.altu predictive atat-nta •axtremel.y tentative• 
(p■qe 6-43). 

Tbe Standard Operating Proe■ durea al.ao ■tata "Tb• BUI 1a cr:.aitted 
to upgrading cultural. re■ource inVl!Dtory data in the following area, 
aa manpower and funding al.low. In the Bureau's ongoing inventory, 
aurvay efforts are concentrated OD thoea areas identified a■ beinq 
archeol.ogic&lly unait1'91t,• i•••• spring devel.opmenta, range 
illprOV11111e.Dt■, etc. 

'l.'he Standard Operating Proeeduru does not refer to a Clua I 
inventory but th• district preaanUy h&a • Cl.&aa I i..a. p:rogrea■ to be 
completed by Fi■cal. Yu.r 1981, 

12 · 3 I■sue, Al.l.ocation of V■qetation 

See diacua■ion on CIIKP and lk>IUtorinq in the S\111111111%y section in the 
Final SIS. 

12· 4 I■■ue, Vegetation Allocation by Cla■a of Ani-1 

Tbe reasonable big - foraqe deJMDd repra■ents a mana-nt 
objecUVl!I baaed on currant available data, Monitorinq will be u■ed 

to detenline the effects that graring syat..,.,. and activity plans 
iu,,.. on available ,,.,qetation and biq - population■, There will 
be opportunities to include new data in the calculation of long term 
a'"'rage biq - -1-&tiona on a e&ae-by-case basis "'1en IIODitorinq 
nrniala an inc:r-- of available -..qetation oa a permanent baaia. 
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12-5 x■aue, 

Sboul.d the proposal to CODtrol aaqebrusb in these big - .... -■ 
be brought forth tbrougb the CJIMP -•• ait-cific 
•=ironmental. -■ae-nt■ will. be ccmpleted and -.ttigating -■ur-■ 
illpl-ted prior to on-tbe-groand traataant■ • - d.illCWleiOD OD 

CRNP and Monitoring in the 11.-ry Nction in the .Final SIS, 

See r-■ponae to Is■ue e-s in th• Final ns. 

12 • 7 l■■ue, Clukar Partridge 

Cbukar partridge ware not addre■aed in th• DEXS, beeau■■ siqnifieant 
1-et■ to thia speci- reaul.tinq frca the iapl.-,itation of one of 
the al.ternatift!■ or tha proposed action var■ not anticipated. 

12·8 I■ au■, SUitahillty criteria COnaul.tati.on Proeeaa 

See .U.cu■aion on CRNP at the beginning of the Smaary ■ecUoa in 
tb• FKIS. 

12 • 9 I■ sue: Period-of-DH 

A■ analyzed in the DSXS (p■ge l-29, colm111 2, paragraph J), it ia 
anticipated that there W011ld be onl.y a alight chance that aucb an 
ad'"'r■e 1-ct would occur, becau■■ the propo■ed periocla-of-uae 
woul.d be replaced by periodic rest in all but four all.otment■-■ 

allotaant IMDA-nt plan■ are iapl-ted, 7ba ~nq four 
allotment■ aither oontain very f- deer or contain wild bo-■a llb1.eb 
woul.d prevent aucb an adVllr- 1-ct frca oeeurrinq. 

12 • 1 0 Iaaue: Mana_,it of Mountain Bruab Type 

Management atrategie■ for •nmtai.n bru&b ware di.acu■sed in the 
Graz:ing and Rzut Traat:mant■ secUOD OD p■ge■ 1-5 and 1-e of the 
D11:IS, Treatment 2 woul.d benefit eurlleaf -.mntain aaboqany and 
antel.ope bitterbru■b. Traat■ant J would provide needed rest (of boo 

year■ al.nimml to damaged browse apeci-■, followinq wildfire, to 
reqain vigor and/or re■prout. Treataent e woul.d al.■o benefit 
-.,unta.in brush, especially t.boae specie■ at the higher alevatioa.a, 
■inoe dcaeati.c 11,,.,■toek woul.d normally aake .,.. of the lowar 
foothill.a and val.leya durinq the winter. 
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12-11 

12-12 

:i:a..,.: State ClearincJl>oDN -- , 
J:t 1a Bureaa policy in Nevada to roata _...i.r-tai ---ta 
and -IUl_,it pla.na an -jar project■' t.hroaqb the State 
Cleari.nghoaee for rn-1-. 

Ia■uei 

12-13 l:HWU 00DU1ct1Dg Sta~ta 

12-14 

The "Western Statea sage Grooae c-tttee Ga1del1-a tor Bahi.tat 
ProtectJ.on 1D sage Growl• RADge• wil1 be adhered to U tbe -cliDga 
in the Buffalo llilla, Ooyot• and Leadvi.l.l.• a1~ are propo■ed 
through CRKP. Aleo ■- Standard Operating Procedm:e 10, p■ge 1-33 
DEJ:S, 

ia ■ue : Deli.Deati.oa of Sage Grouae IIAhi tat 

There is little cloubt thet additional cruc1Al aage groa9e .... areas 
occur which ba,.. not been identified. 1-c:t9 · fraa l■nd treataenta 
woald be ~Y aa...rae to ■age groa9e U aagehruah -re .....,,,.., 
trca. area■ enccapaaaing 1m.1d.enti.fied crucial uae are.aa. Si.nee the 
locat.icn of theae ere not known, iap■ct■ (beneficial or ad...r■ e) 

could not be analyzed. Site-specific enviranaei,tal a■■e■- will 
be written to analyze the iap■ ct■ en ■age groa9e a■ apec:Uic land 
treatments are propo■ed through the CRKP procua. 
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...... .. __ Nevad.a 
Cattlemen"s 

Association 
... -w,m- 975 F"dlh SU-• Elko, Ne.ada lllll!OI 

(702> 738-921• 
,-s .,~ 
~ 

WW . IBil)HIII -·-.. __ Msy 22, 1981 

,_ 
- - Mr. Fnmlt Shields. District Milnager 

,... Blneailofl&ldMalnagml!nt 
EXEOITM! -- 705 East ~ Street 
p ... -. Winnmu::ca, NV ems ., .. 
EXEOITM!- Dear Sir: 
EE {l'tldlhn-...... .. __ 
., .. 

1.-a,-.... 

WW [&•) KIii 

P.-.dlM V...,. 

.... -,._.... --

'1he Nevada cattlanen' s Assoc:iati.ai p:rovi.des the following amnents 
on the Saole-Gerlach Grazing Enviram!nta.l lnp,ct Stat:anent - Dreft • 

Genera].Q:mnents: 

. We a:, net SIJRl(lrt the use of forage inventories, including those 
:11 the 1947 arxl. 1960 sur.,eys, to establish stcdting rates. Fbrage 
llM!Dt:Dn.eS have not pt'OIIB'l to be a reliable neans to base stcdting 
rates on. 'Ihese izM!ntories are highly si:t>ject to manipulaticn and 
persooaJ. bias; am ti dlallenged in oourt wwld surely not stand up 
to scrutiny . 

,_ We a:> supp:lrt the basing of future stoddng rates upon data de-
_, • .,_ ,a......,, rived fran la,g-t:eim m:nitxring of trend and util.izaticn. Ala,; this 

a.- ...... . -· line, we ~ l.eav:ing livesto::lc mm:iers at their present level and 
• ..,,__,..rs IIBkin} adjustments in the future based upon the results of treol 
'" M K'"' st:ulies. 'Jhis is the DIJSt reliable meailS to deteJ:mine -what the 

'""" actual. effect of livestoclt grazing is on the :i::eac,grce. If the quali.t:y 
•- ""- of m:initoring is of a cxnsi.stently high level:, the results will pre,--

_., vi.de the m::,st aa:urate, and least chal.lengeable, indicaticn of range 
~ CDldi.tial tn!nl. All entities c:cn::en,ed with range a::nliticn will. 

be assmed that data necessary to DBk.e good range nenagement" deM sicms 
,..... - is available. 

P.- ............ .....,_ 
°""' .............. ,_ I OJ-ordinated Ae9ouroe Managellent PL!lnning can be effective ti 

-•-• 13-1 local ;isers are involwd and the CIM' gnmp respcllds an a n,guest 
ElliD basis,. 

FMH~ ,.,_,.. 
, .... ......, ----·-
"--• ., .. 

A.fftliate Member 
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Wild lt>rses 

It is essential that wild larse nmtJers be reduced as 90Cll as 
J;OSS.ible to reasonable levels if good resource manage,rent is to te 
ensue. Cb::e reduced to a reasonable level, they should be kept to 
a mmageabl.e level as requized of other public land usen;. 

llange~ts 

Range :ilq,rovements should be ixrplementl!d as soon as possible. 
A.M. P. 's should rr:>t te mandatory before ~ts are allowed. 
'Ihese inprovenents benefit wildlife and wil.dhor.;es and burros, as 
well as livestoc:lc. 'Ille sooner they are :ilq,leoetted, the sa:iner the 
public will realize their benefits. 

Season of Use 

No livestock grazing during ' early growth is rr:>t always necessacy. 
We do rr:>t support this decision a, an area or district-wide basis. 
Size of the al.lot:nent, stoclcing rate, type and species of forage, 
and prior use, all play a part in dete:cni.ning if a ID livestock 
grazing during the early growth is necessacy. If the trend is static 
or lJIFI'0Ving, there should be ID reas:::,n to .restrict use during early 
oaiths. 

Wild h:lrse rnm,ers should be 're:iooed to a reascnable nmt>er as 
soon as possible. Once this is aoca,plished, trend and utilization 
studies should be established throllgtx)ut: the area and a, all allot
nents. Livestock and wildlife nmtiers should te kept at their 
present levels, and future adjustl!E!nts made using data mn the 
lcn;t-teim trend and utilization stuiies. 

'lbank you for your consideration of these cxmtelts. 

Sincerely, 

Pay).. &Jttari., Executive Secretary 

PB/sk 
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see discuaaion CID OIIP at the beg1.m,.Lnq ot tha s-ry aectioa i.D. 
tha l"iDal BIS. 

13-2 Ia■-, &eaaon-of-OSe 

See zeap01111• tx> Iaaue 6-3 and tha diacuaaion CID tbe OIIP in tbe 
s-ry aecti.an in the Final ns. 
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Mr. Gerald i?.oritz 
i.ureau of ...and Mana&ement 
IJ~ ~ast Fourth Street 
•imlemucca, Nevada d9445 

i,e ar )U' • i:or i tz : 

Marvel Brothers Ranchin, Co. 
P.O • .Eox 1567 
Bettle Mo\llltain, Neveda 
1".ay .al, 1581 

Than, you for the o;.~ortunity to review and offer COiill!lent 
;n tne ~onOlllli-Gerlach Graz1 n, ~nvironmental Impact Statement.. 
...!ter review~ it, we submit the fo.~owin,. 

l. lie are not satisfiedtl:ba:tbe information ·,i.otted in the 
~~e ~tudies ~.a~. that is acquired from ran,e trend plots, 
is va.;.1d. •e feel tnere are not enou,b rar,ie plots for the 
~urpose of trend determinations for uccuraLe predictions tote 
;;u.te •· AIULlyses of exi s t in& ;,lots are often :tLde l:y perso r.s 
~r.~uali!ied ~o reco,::ize what is Gctually occurrin1 in res
pect to ~ercent o. use. ~e reco~mend allowin, the permittee 
tote present w~en the plots ere evalucted and have his opinion 
ofticieli.y recorded tionc with those of the i.~-:. 

14-21 z. ~e do r.ot understand · tbe : infePance . of . Appendix I that 
~,oZO Aim's in the ~outh Euffalo allotment are =suitatle. 
How was this arrived at ~ ,;e "1oul,1 also li~e to ~r.ow the 
;UCt location of the ~2,3JO acres that are classi fi ed as=~ 
suitatle in this al.otu:ent. 

14- 3 
~ I:: .::-eference to n;.;.encHx J, .Section l, no·,; do you e::-:-ive 
at the conclusion th at ~d\. of the South Buffalo al-otu:ent is 
in · oo:- con~ition anc that ~l~ of the same allot~er.t is in e 
co-.~-.a::-d trend? The ran&e studies :nc., of t:-end ,,lo ts inc111uced 
in the;:;,;;;:.,; doesn"t neve several tr end ;,lots, that ·.;e i!:now to 
exi~t, even on the ::iap. This leeds us to t elieve that the 
conclusions dra-.r. f rom tnis stu : y are inaccurate due to in
co:rle.e data coLiect i on. 

I 
4. Ir. res.,ect to cattle not usin 6 slo~es over 507,, we woul.d 
te rlces ed to snow any of the persor.n el "1ho dra, these con
~lusions wnere use of these steeper slo pes has teen u:ade by 
cettle ,;ithout cau~in& soil erosion or over,razi~ of creek 
tott~ms. 

Comment Letter 14 

14-5 
~. In review of Appendix E, removal of cattle from the public 
r~e in Marer. and April is unwise from a cattie management 
stand;,oint. Most of the cows are either calvic.& or very ne,ar 
calvin, durin1 tnese two months. They need trowse and a little 
.,reen irass to i,rei,are them for this ultimatel; · stressful pe:r~o/1. 
!his is a critical period in res~ect to health of the cattle. 
For us to do extensive &atherin& and then dr1v1~ our cattle 
thirty to sixty miles at the.t tillle would cause unnecessary 
economic bardshi., to rancners due to increased calvin& death 
l ~ss. 

In conclusion, we ere sure that :cod coordinated efforts 
betweer. the Bureau of Land Mane.1ement and the ranchers will 
satisfy the needs of alJ. involved. we ~eel this can te done 
without ~uttin& Nevada's Livestoc~ industry in jeopardy. 

Sincerely. 
' .,.. 

j }<..-/~~~~, ;_· 

Joe Jf.arvel 

Pete Marvel 
Marvel Brothers RE.Ilcbin& Co. 



Response Letter 14 

Se• discuaaion dn CRIil' at the begimu..ng of tba s-ry NCtian in 
the Pinal !US, 

14 -2 I■sue, Range SuJ.tability criteria 

The application of the propo■ed suitability criterie to the 1947 aDd 
1960■ range ■lttTey far vegetaticm all.ocation analyai■ i■ explained 
in Appendix A, section 1 (page 6-1) of the DBIS. Al■o, - reapon■e 
to I■■ue 7""' in the FiJ>a.l ns. 

14-3 I■■-: RaDgaland omdition and Trend 

Methodology for detuaihlng estimated pre■ent range condition and 
trend for the SOncaa-Gerlach Je■ource Area 1a diacuaaed in Chapter 
2, Bcol.ogical Range Condition and Trend sections (page 2-11) and 
Appendix J Cpage 6·35) of the ons. Becauae of the aaall acal.e uaed 
on the raference -ps, it is difficul.t to ahaw met locationa or 
ccapleteneas of project.a and plota. Also, refer to ti. diaCU11sion 
OD CBIP at the .begimu..ng of the S\lllllll&r}' ■ection in tba Final. EIS, 

14-4 Iaaue, Range SuJ.t.ability criteria 

See re■ponae to X.aue 7""' in the Pinal SIS. 

14- 5 I■■ue, Period-of-Dae 

Thera vou.ld be ad"'rae illpact■ to ll vestoclt gra.dng from the 
proposed periods-of-UN aa discussed in Chapter 3, Livestock Gra&ing 
(page 3·25, DEIS). Bowever, the projected benefits fr<1111 the 
proposed periods-of-woe and/or grazing ayat.,.. cm t.be vegetation 
reaourqe lfOUld i.n the long-term., qreatly offset any adverse illpacts 

to llveatoclt gra&1ng. U.O, - reaponae to Iaaue 6-3 in the Final 
EIS, 
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Tfte c.wi]dlye joeiety 

Nevada Chapter 
?.0. :!lox 1806 
Carson City, ~V 89701 

21 :Jay 1981 

:tr. Prank C. Shields, District :.!anager 
:!?u.reau of Land '..'.anage:nent 
705 ~ast 4th Street 
7innemucca, NV 89445 

::>ear :,'.r. Shields: 

4~1':f. ~-=-• 
-~-4l 
~~:,; 

The NeVci.:ia Chanter of The 'Jililife Society has reviewed the 
Draft :,:c:vi.ro=ental I:n-cact Statement ( !lEIS) for the Sonoma.
Gerlach !lesou.rce Area and our co=ents follow. 

This is a very :-:ell prepered IISIS. It has been -,,ell =itten 
and the discussions ere succinct, to the point, =d provide 
an accurate descripj:ion: . of the existing situation, proposed 
action, :and alternatives. ·,7e sup port your proposed action
vegetation allocation-and our co=enta will concentrate on it. 

?ora~e Allocation. The demands (r easonable numbers) of big 
ga=.e specias -,nll be f or the most p:i.rt met by forage allo
cation, ;.hich .,,e support. -:le q_uestion that there will be 
no additional Arr~•s reserved for big game even if these be
come ~vailable. It is discouraging to see all additional 
forage -,,hich accnies fron =agement and range io.provement 
allotted to livestock and wild horses and burros. Considering 
that hunter i e=nd (as evidenced by permit applications ) 
far exceeds supply, we urge you to reconsider the ~EIS and 
:Jake an effort to allocate additi onal forage for big game, 
even if it :::ieans going back to the Nevada Depa.rt:::ien t of ?lild
life (~~) e.od asking them to update their figures. The 
Nevada Cha~ter also questions the concept of forage allocation 
in the '.'l'o Ll."\'estock Grazing alternative. ·,1e cannot see a 
need for allocation since current populations of big game and 
'rild horses zmd burros are a long ·.-ray ::ron fil:!.ing the AIDl 
consumption gap ca!lsed b·r removal of livestock. 

Small ~abitats 1 i.:lcluiin! Streams. There are 4,259,842 acres 
of 'Jllblic h.nci = ':ne J:! S are a : only 5,817 of these acres 
are · riparian, ::e.spen, or meado;vs. Less than t-;vo tenths of. 
one -cer cent of the land area is covered by what -,,e consider 
to be very i.=:portant habitats. These habitats ere essential 
to the continued survival of at least 75 per cent of the 
vertebrate s~ecies using the DEIS area. If they are degraded 
or destroyed~ rildlife individuals and perhaps populations 
::w.y be lost. ~he riparian habitats are of particular iJ:lport
ance, for no other habitat supports such a diverse fauna in 
terms of both species and individuals. Riparian habitat-

Tlw ~ ,_, etio el Clrganizal:il:, of l=A"I". o,,ot,· -liano,allll w-,. F + ..-,a an::I MIii .... w 
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15-3 

15-4 

?.tr. Frank C. Shields Page 2 

including streams- is to be maintained or improved per the 
number 6 objective of SU,mmary Table 6, yet every action except 
no livestock grazing will degrade this habitat in the DEIS 
area. There is no proposal to protect these habitats by 
fencin g or other means, although the degradation problem is 
:rell covered in chapter J. The Nevada Chapter ca:.not accept 
this, nor can .ve accept the DEIS premise that degradation will 
be insignificant. A:rJJ degradation is significant, considering 
the very small acreage involved, and its tremendous impor
tance to m.ldlife . ·,•te urge you to reconsider this entire 
situation and pronde for fencing in the final SIS, as 
fencing is the only- management facility known to protect 
riparian and stream habitats from degrad a tion by livestock. 
~he cost needed to do this will be insignificant compared 
:vi.th the total estimated coat of implementin g the proposed 
action. After all, protection of these habitats is re quired 
by :9~ :aanuals, Presidential executive orders, and FL?'..!A. 

Sagebrush control and Seeding. The total of 230,11 2 acres 
of ve getal control is a tremendous amormt by anyone's 
standards. 7e urge you to consider using every possible 
:::ieans except seeding ( which includes ,mter develo:;;ioents, 
fencing, and propo s ed grazing treatments) for two full 
grazing cycles, if possible, before embarking on this major 
program. 3arring that, we support the program except on 
two big game areas, and as long as the ll:r.:.! follows the 
·1estern States Sage Grouse Co=i ttee Guidelines for !:fabi tat 
:?rotection in Sage Grouse Range ( which is co1:1mendable). 
Seedings as shown on the map "Proposed Land Treatments ••• " 
in the Eu:ffalo Hil l s and Coyute allotments would adversely
affect both deer end antelope populations in these areas, 
and should be reconsidered, since the deer and antelope 
populations in these allotments are significant in the DEIS 
area. The l!evada Chapter urges the :BLM to closely coor
dinate these vegetal control jobs with miow. 
Bighorn Shee-o. How firm are the release site proposals? 
The !fev:s.la Je-u:s.rt:m:mt of ·.u1dlife has d.iscusaed -oro-oosed 
releases on public lands in several Bil l districts and urged 
the 31!! to develop habitat :nanagement plans and ennronmental 
analyses, etc., only to change their (NDOW'S) plans or prior
ities. ~hus releases have not been :iaade or have been de
layed ~everal years. Something you might consider is to con
centrate sheep releases in only two or three areas, and let 
the forage allocated to the other sites revert to use by 
=le deer and antelope where they are present. 

15-5 fana. gai:1e species in the area-cln.tkar. It is surprizin e 

I 
Jhukar. ~e ~3IS does not ad i ress the most important up-

that this snecies was omitted. The Sonoma-Gerl ::.ch area has 
some o~ the-best chukar populations and finest hunting any
where in the United States, baaed on our knowledge, exper
ience, and N'DO:V data. ·,Vhile clmkars doe not utilize sagrbrush 
for f ood, it does provide essential escape cover. In areas 
where sagebrush has been removed, such as by fire or 
::iechanical or chemical means, use by chukars is low, even 
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:.lr. Frank C. Shiel.de ?age 3 

if there is a good stand of cheatgrass. ;-re urge you to put 
a thorough discussion of clmkars into the final ~IS, as they 
are such an important species, . and to coordinate all pro
?(lSed vegetal changes very closely ~th rmow personnel. 

:.:ans. These are generally easy to read and understand, and 

I 
have adequqte color contrast. On the map showing ::id.sting and 

15-6 ?reposed Range facilities, we suggest the following additions: 
somewhere on the map title put in it that this is for the 
proposed action; put down the numbers of miles of fence, 
pipeline, acres of seeding, etc., for both existing and pro
posed, to give the reader a good perspective of the entire 
situation. 

In summary, this is a very well prepared DEIS. 7e urge you 
to J:13.ke the changes -:ve have sug gested, particularly as these 
apply to riparian habitats including streams, and proposals 
for vegetal control. 

·.1e thank you for the o:;,:;:,ortunity to co=ent, and nsh to be 
kept on all ::tailing lists for the final EIS, plus all seg
I!lents of CF.!:?. 

-:Til.liam R. :Brigham 
President 
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15-1 Inm: ~.,. Allocation 

See~ to Xs- 12-4 1D the Final. SIS. 

- .,.._. to :ta.- 8-5 1D the Final ELS. 

15-3 I..,,., Sllgebruab CDDtrol 

s- re._.., to x.-■ &-2 and 12-s in the Final. srs. 

15 -4 I■■-: lligl,cp Sheep 

~ &91'DCJ' and the Nevada Deian-,nt of Wllcllile hHe idantilied 
U9&JI vi.th suit.able bahitat for bighorn llheep and Uao the 
reasonable ..-rs which -1.d ba supported 1D these areas Ollce 
rai.ntroductiOll■ haTa taken place. Priorities for relea■e vary. The 
Granite RllDCJ" ia firlrt in the State (Cl.liforni& bighorns). other 
&reaJI are of lower priority. It is recognized that priorities .. ,. 
chan'J" a■ iDtenaift live.tock grazing sy■t"'"" and the activity plans 
are iaple.ented and ...,.,.uu .... :n111ponaea occur. 

15 -5 Isa_, Omk&r 

- responae to x.■- 12-7 in th• Final BIS. 

15-6 I■-• llapa 

Th• fences, pipe~• and seedings propoaed are in Tabla 1-5 on page 
1-10 of the ons. M for exJ.atiDg facilitiea, this inforaatiOll i■ 

.available iD project records. In certain areas, OOwever, 
especially ..,_ ~ old projects, th•- records &re incomplete. 
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.14ay 22, 1981:. 

Frank Shields, District Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 

Winnemucca, Nevada, 89445 

Re: EIS-Sonoma-Gerlach District 

Dear llr. Shields: 

We are responding to the recently released EIS Dre.rt of 

the Sonoma-Gerlach District. 

First, the range survey or Al]Jj['s is not a .true summary of the 

area, because they re1erred to ~he 1947 and 1960. surveys. They 

were not ~ted I These years happen to be two of the driest years 

during the last 30 to 40 years. The real problem is that the 

AU?l!'s a1located for the Sonoma-Gerlach area are 153,000 Allll's aild 

you intend to cut this to 115,000 Al]Jj[~s in 1982. fhis is a ls,t; cut 

in the first year L During the last ten y~ this area has had 

exc..eptionally good moisture. We all know that this varies from 

year to year, but we do have ample forage left aver frall · :the ~eVious 

year. In the good moisture years,. you never mention increasing the 

AUll's. It is ironic that just :this mornimr,. - heard on the lievada 

news that •r. Ed Spang, State B..L.M. Director, stated that there is 

so much dry forage that there is a fire hsJmrd co:adi tion. Why 

haven•t the Allll's been increased to try to alleViate this condition? 

16 -2 r Cheat grass: is a very ~ forage, and yet. the Blll "policy• is to 

consider this grass as l°" for two months of the -grazing season. 

This BLJI policy is not justified. Most a1l the range surveys in 
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16-3 

16-4 l 

recent years, . prepared by people other than the B ..... , have 

indicated that this ~rage is vestly underrated and should be 

allotted more grazing value. 

A June l turn out date woul.d carry a devastating impact 

on Livestock operator~ in the entire west. The cost of additional 

feed would make it economically impossible to stay in the livestock 

business. We realize that the R.L.M. would prefer to have all 

livestock off the ranges entirely. 

According to your analysis, l°" forage value is allotted to 

Cheatgrass, an amIWtl, and 9°" forage value is allotted to the 

perennial plants. According to Webster's Dictionary: •a perennial 

lasts for years, contirming withoug cessation or interruption, 

neve:r-failing, continuing to live for ~ears.• Thereby, where 

does the reasoning of no ~ing until June l, •after the plants 

haiite seeded,• · warrante this consi4eration? These perennials, during 

an extremely dry period,. remain semi-dormant until such time as 

suffie:i.ent moisture renews it. ll 9°" of the range is perennial, 

where does reseeding appl~ 

According to your survey, cattle will not graze a 5°" slope. 

We have observed, through many years of working with livestock, 

that as the hot season commences, the cattle, if allowed, will 

proceed to cooler areas which are found on the mountainsides. Have 

you observed the trails spiral.ing to the tops of mountains? Have 

you ovserved the moisture captured in those trails after a rain 

or spring thaw'? 

ite,. as rangbexs, want to maintain multiple use of our 

ranges, but we still want to utilize it in a more efficient 

manner in the wet years as well as the dry years. In recent 

Comment Letter 16 

years, the ranchers and 111:i.ners hal,,e had very little input into 

the BLK decisions. '?h~ l.ocal and s-tate advisory boards have 

very little influence on ch2.ngill& any B..LJ. decisions,. as it 

indicates in the RIS Draft. As a director of the State Advisory 

Board (N-2 District), I am well aware of this. 

Sincerely, 

------17 ...;;_,__r ' -L---
Ro bert c. Vesco 

N, c~:f. - ?/~~ 
biane L. Vesco 

P..O. Box 506 

Winnemucca, Nevada, 89445 
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See dillCllSaion cm CIIIIP at ttu, begi.mung ot ttu, s-ry aection in 
the !'1.nal. SIS. 

16-2 laaue, Cheat Grua 

16-3 la■ae, Period-of-llae 

In r-poD.N to the qgeat.icn of •mere doea reaeedin9 appl.y, • refer 
to Cbapter 3, llcol.ogical. ~ Condition and Trend ot Veget&tiOll 
C...W,iti• aectic:m (paCJB 3-10) and t.h• Vegetation Production 
section (paCJB 3-17) ot t.he OBIS. .Uao eee response to laaue 6-3 in 
t.he Final. SIS. 
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11-2 I 

SIERRA CLUB 

Tolyabe Cb apter • N••ada aad laatera Cal lfonia 

P.O. Ba• 81118 • llb1nn1t;J St&Uoa • -- -a-, 
1685 Kings Row Reno, NV 89503 

( 702) 747-4237 
Blay 22, 1981 

Ed S~ang, Director 
BLM/Nevada State Office 
P. o. Box 12000 
Reno, NV 89510 

Dear Direc~or Spang, 

The Public Lands Committee of the Toiyabe Chapter of the 
Sierra Club submits the following comments on the draft 
EIS on the Sonoma-Gerlach ~esource Area. We are address
ing our comments to you to insure receipt by BLM. After 
many hours of work on our comments for the draft EIS for 
Paradis-Denio, also in the Winnemucca District, we have 
received neither acknowledgement of their receipt, res
ponse to any questions raised, nor acceptance or rejection 
of our proposed "Land Resource Maximizing Alternative.• 
At this point, we surmise that the BLM Winnemucca District 
will advise us just before the FEIS is published, that 
they have insufficient time to include our alternative 
in the FEIS (despite its sutni.ttal on 3/27/81), 

With this experience and others, we feel that BLM is less 
than unequivocable in its use of public comments which it 
is legally required only to solicit. In addition, in 
this instance, the Sonoma-Gerlach DEIS is remarkably 
similar to the Paradise-Denio DEIS in format and in content. 
Therefore, we would like to incorporate by reference our 
comments on the P-D DEIS into these comments. We would 
also like to incorporate our comments of 8/4/80 on the 
MFP-II for S-G, as their receipt was also never acknow
ledged and the stated concerns do not appear to have been 
incorporated into the DEIS. 

We would like to include the following specific comments 
based on our very cursory review of the DEIS, 

1) The adverse impacts to the "aquatic habitat" of the 
proposed al.ternative is in direct violation of BLM's own 
regul.ations and totally non-acceptable. 
2) The expenditure of over $16,000,000 on range improve
ments to benefit primarily the livestock industry is not 
only a violation of multiple use, but ridiculous in view 
of the budget cuts proposed for nearly all federal. programs. 

1 31 3) Even more ahocking is the area of native vegetation 
7- proposed to be destroyed - over 230,000 acres - some of 

which provides critical. habitat for wildlife. The DEIS 
_ . . To ..,,.,. • . MJo, . a,,d ,,,...,act tM ..,.r.i __.,.u, - .. . 
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does not establish the public benefit of such an expendi
ture, nor adequately analyze the nagative impacts of such 
a huge disruption to the ecosystem of the area. 

17-4 I 4} We total.ly oppose any vegetative destruction or reseeding 
in the Buffalo Hills and the Coyote Allotments due to the 
adverse impacts of such destruction on critical. deer and 
antelope habitat. 

17-51 
5) We al.so oppose the scheme to allocate al.l increased 
forage to livestock and the few remaining wild horses. 
As we understand it, "reasonable" ambers are just that -
reasonable given current conditions. As conditions improve, 
"reasonable" numbers should al.so increase. 
6) Given that 7~ or J,28),57) acres of the S-G R.A. are 
in poor or fair condition, the proposed 2-' reduction in 
livestock use appears to be somewhat inadequate and un
reasonable. Perhaps the DEI S authors plan to drown the 
rangeland problems in millions of dollars for range im
provement - a solution which is financially, ecologically, 
and politically bankri..'Pt! 
7) The DEIS is inadequate in providing any rationale for 
the "optimum" numbers of wild horses and burros . Confining 
wild horses in "herd management areas" is a violation of 
the free-roaming status of the animals and al.so of the 
Wild Horse and Burro Act . 
8) The proposed use of CRMP appears to be an abnegation 
of BI.M's responsibility to manage the public lands for 
the public. While agency staff - federal., state, and local. -
are paid to attend CRMP meetings and pe:nnittees can deduct 
their travel as a business expense for the one allotment 
they are direc t ly i nvolved i n, representatives of other 
public land interest groups must pay their own travel, and 
arrange time off their jobs in order to participate in CRMP. 
We regard this as a private subsidy by wildlife, conserva
tion, and wild horse volunteers to legitimize CRMP. CRMP 
may be an infringement of our rights to partic i pa t e in the 
BLM planning process, due .to its financial. requirements. 

We hope you real.ize that the negative tone of these comments 
is a reflection of our disenchantment with BLM's "planning" 
for the public lands as well as of our frustration over 
our effective disenfranchisement from participating in 
decision making on the public lands and the apparent and 
intentional nullification by BUI of the entire EIS process. 
While we could spend some time commenting on the positive 
aspects of the Sonoma-Gerlach DEIS, we feel such time would 
al.so be wasted as BLM decisions on our public lands are 
strictly of a political nature and do not depend on public 
imput. Nor do they reflect in any regard an understanding 
of environmental impacts of actions, their ecological. or 
financial. legitimacy, nor of any particular concern about 
the lands which are entrusted to your care. 

Sincerely, 

L ~...,.. IQ 
Rose Strickland 
Public Lands Committee 
Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club 
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The data bo. .. and 1-ct analyaia for th• lloluaa-Gerlacb DlUS .... 
dgnilica.ntly dilfarant than that uaad for the Parada-Denio DEIS, 
which llllk•• it difficult to incorporate the -cific Paradi--Denio 
.,_nta into th• Sc:Jnaaa-Garlacb Fina.l ns. -...u, where,nor it ia 
poasihle, the aa.nageaent co:ncarna apru■ad in the ParadJ.ae-Den.io 
ons c,-nt; latter will be co1111idered in the soncaa-Garlacb 
Reaource Area. In reqa.rda to the KFP II caaenta, tbaae concerna 
are under conaideratiaD at thia tJ.aa by th• Diatrict N&nager a■ he 
prepare■ to llllke Ilia IIFP UJ: deciaiona. 

17-2 Iaaue, llqUatJ.c Habitat 

The protecti011 of -= ■traaa and riparian sane will. require a 
different OOIIDJ..nation of protect19'8 --aura■ .. 'l'h• broad nature of 
the aJ.ternatJ.ve■, including the propo■ed action, precluded & 

~ti.nt to any puticula.r aet of protecti- -a■urea for an:, 
particular •=-• .ID objectiv. to improve and ll&intain the 
condition of riparian and ■tr-- habitat-• -■tabliabed in the 
N&na-,,t Fraaeworlr. Plan. Protect!.- aea■urea DMtded to improve 
the condition■ of p,blic atre-■ will be included in the deV'8loiaent 
of each coordinated re■ourc:11 ...,._,,t plan. 

Tbe analyai■ of prapoa■d l.and treatment -• oovered in -ven.1 
nctiona of the DIUS and repruenta both the benaficiaJ. and adverse 
iapact■ fr0111 land treataenta. Refer to Chapter 3, Ecological. Range 
Condition and Trend of Vegetation caa=-i.tiea Secti011 (page 3-10), 
Vegetation Production Section (page 3-17 ) , Li'ftatoclr. Gr&&ing SectiaD 
(page 3-23), Big Gaae - Mule Deer Section (page .J-29), Antelope 
section (page 3-371, Bighorn llheep section (JMlge 3-38), Opland Ga.e 
- Sage Gr011ae Secti011 ( page 3-39), other Wildlife Becti.an ( 3-40) , 
Visual Reaourcu (page 3-47 ) , CUltwcaJ. Reaourcee - R&Age 
Development& Section (3-49), Wildernua Potential Section (3-51), 
and through011t tbe Bccmc-.J.ca Section ( ■tarting on page 3-52 } • The 
aboV'9 aentioned -ct.ions rel.ate to propoaed land treat:aenta in the 
proposed action. ID addition, beneficial and ad'99r■e illpact.a 
011 the propoaed and treatment& are di■cu.■Hd tor each alternatJ.w, 
in the DEIS ( ■ea respective .. ct1ona for -ch aJ.ternatJ.ve) • 

sea re■ponae to :i:a-- 12-s in th• r1-1 ns. 

17 -5 :i:■■ue I J:ncrea■ed UJ.oc:.r.tiona 

See re■pollll■ to J:a■- 12-4 in the Fina.l JIJ:S. 
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May 15, 1981 

Mr. Edward F. Spang 
State Director, Nevada 
Bureau of Land Mangemen t 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, Nevada 89520 

Re: Com,ents of Summit Lake Paiute Tribe on 
draft Sonoma-Gerlach grazing environmental 
impact statement 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

OU,. T", 11:LUOTT l 19 '7e l 

'572-900 

&"LA COD I: ZO& 

This firn represents the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe of 
Indians. The Summit Lake Paiute Tribe hereby submits to BLM 
its co111J11ents on the draft Sonoma-Gerlach grazing environ
mental impact statement. Those collllllents are as follows: 

1. On page 1-30 of the DEIS, in the paragraph entitled 
•standard Operating Procedures• there is a brief statement 
concerning how threatened or endangered plant or animal 
species' clearance is required before implementation of any 
project. We believe that the DEIS should more specifically 
describe the standard operating procedures which are used in 
connection with endangered and threatened species 1 clear
ance. This should include references to any criteria which 
are used. 

In this connection, we would also point out that while you 
note that consulation with the Fish and Wildlife Service per 
§7 of the Endangered Species Act is necessary if a 
threatened or endangered species or their habita t nay be 
impacted, there is nothing in the DEIS concern i ng the §7 
consultation which is currently underway between BLM and FWS 
concerning grazing on upper Mahogany Creek. We believe that 
this is a glaring deficiency in the DEIS. The §7 biological 
opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service concerning grazing 
on upper Mahogany Creek is an essential part of the final 
environmental impact statement. 
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May 15, 1981 
Page 2 

2. Your map entitled "Proposed Land Treatments and 
Facilities Existing Livestock Support and Management 
Facilities" shows that sagebrush control and seed programs 
are scheduled for areas adjacent to and northwest of the 
SIDlllit Lake Reservation and adjacent to and south of the 
SWlllit Lake Reservation • 

With regard to the proposed sagebrush control and seed area 
adjacent to and northwest of the Su111J11it Lake Reservation, 
the DEIS should specify measures to be taken to insure that 
there is no adverse impact on the Summit Lake Reservation 
and particularly the water resources of the Summit Lake 
Reservation. 

With regard to the sagebrush control and seed area south of 
the Sunnit Lake Reservation, we note that on your map 
entitled "Proposed Wilderness Study Areas• the sane area is 
included in the North Black Rock Range proposed wilderness 
study area (NV-020-622). It seems to us that there is an 
inherent conflict between this sagebrush control program and 
a wilderness area. The environmental impact statement 
should address this conflict. The EIS should also discuss 
measures to be taken to protect the water resouces of the 
SuU1it Lake Reservation . 

3. On Table 2-8 you list Mahogany Creek as a stream 
within the resource area. Under •current Conflicts," live
stock should have been listed. This is because of problems 
with livestock grazing in the upper Mahogany watershed on 
land owned by Mr. Kenneth Earp and on BLM land to which Mr. 
Earp has grazing rights. 

4. On page 2-30 you discuss current recreation 
resources in the affected environment. In this section, you 
mention th .e importance of Mahogany Creek as a natural area 
and spawning ground for a rare species of trout. The refer
ence, of course, is to the Lahontan cutthroat trout. While 
this section may not be totally appropriate for the discus
sion, somewhere in Chapter 2, there should be a discussion 
of the importance of the Mahogany Creek and Snow Creek 
watersheds and Sum,it Lake to the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe . 
The discussion should not only include the importance of 
these resources to the Tribe as recreation areas but also as 
sources of livelihood and for their cultural and historical 
importance. Chapter 2 of the DEIS is definitely deficient 
in that it lacks this discussion of the importance of these 
water res .ources to the Sum,it Lake Paiute Tribe. 
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18-71 

Mr. Edward F. Spang 
May 15, 1981 
Page 3 

5. On page J-6 of the DEIS, there are several subsec
tions under the heading "Water Quality". In these 
subsections, the turbidity, temperature and fecal coliform 
bacteria status of a number of streams is discussed. Unfor
tunately, the discussions do not specify which streams are 
involved. The final EIS should specify the streams which 
are being discussed. 

6. On page 3-43 of the DEIS under the heading "Fish 
Populations" you state that the threatened Lahontan cut
throat trout would be adversely affected by continued 
grazing along the unfenced portions of Mahogany Creek and 
Summer Camp Creek. This section should be expanded to 
specify the adverse impacts which are expected. This might 
be done in connection with the inclusion in the final EIS of 
the §7 biological opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
The final EIS will be defective in this regard unless the 
adverse impacts are pointed out with more specificity. 

7. On Table 2-6 of the DEIS, you describe the present 
livestock grazing situation. We belive that this table 
should be expanded to include information concerning the 
date upon which the present permitted use began, the area 
covered by the present permit, the number of cattle 
presently using the permitted premises, the proposed term of 
the permit, and the amount of privately owned grazing land 
each permittee owns. At present, table 2.6 bases permittee 
dependency upon a comparison of total herd size to AUM's 
available on BLM land. We believe, however, that the 
correct test of dependency is to compare AUM's available on 
the permittee's privately owned land, AUM's available on BLH 
land and the number of AUM's necessary for the permittee to 
maintain a moderate livelihood. 

8. The DEIS should include a discussion of what 
effect, if any, the designation of the Lahontan cutthroat 
trout natural area or the entire Mahogany Creek watershed as 
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern would have on 
grazing and any grazing permits issued by BLM. At present, 
such a discussion is not included in the EIS. 

9. The environmental impact statement should discuss 
with nore specificity the effect grazing has on the BLM 
plans to rehabilitate the deteriorated habitat on Mahogany 
Creek. In terms of the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act that BLH address "any adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the 
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proposal be implemented" we believe that BLH will have to 
come to grips with the fact that any grazing in the Mahogany 
Creek watershed will have an adverse impact on the Lahontan 
cutthroat trout habitat and fishery in violation of the 
Endangered Species Act. This situation lllllSt be addressed in 
the impact statement. 

10. 'The importance of and the national duty to protect 
the threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout vis a vis the 
desirability of allowing cattle grazing In""the7;j'ahogany 
Creek water shed must be compared and discussed both with 
regard to "the relationship between local short-term uses of 
man 1 s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of 
long-tern productivity" and "any irreversable and irretriev
able commitments of resources which might be involved in the 
proposed action should it be implemented." This discussion 
is not included in the present DEIS. 

I 
11. The "economics" and "social conditions• sections of 

Chapter J must be expanded to discuss the impacts of the 
18-10 proposed action on the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe and the 

Summit Lake Paiute Reservation . At present, the discussion 
focuses entirely on the effect that the proposed action will 
have on local ranchers in the area. There is no attempt 
made to discuss impacts on the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe. 
That is a 11ajor deficiency of the DEIS. 

18-11 
12. The DEIS must address the question of whether the 

I 
proposed action will violate the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe's 
reserved rights to maintain the Lahontan cutthroat trout 
fishery in Summit Lake and Mahogany and Snow Creeks. It 
must also consider whether the proposed action will infringe 
upon the Tribe's reserved rights to maintain the water 
quality of these water resources. 

13. In terns of the discussion of alternatives to the 
proposed action, we believe that the DEIS should address the 
following potential alternatives: 

A. Allowing no further livestock grazing on BLH 
18 121 land within the Mahogany Creek watershed. This might 

- include buying out existing grazing privileges pursuant to 
the provisions of the Federal Land Management and Policy Act. 

I 
B. BLM purchasing existing privately owned land 

18-13 in the upper Mahogany Creek watershed and including it 
within the Lahontan cutthroat trout natural area. This 



Convnent Letter 18 

18-141 

Mr. Edward F. Spang 
May 15, 1981 
Page 5 

might be accomplished by outright purchase or by trading 
other BLK land for the private land. 

c. Mitigation for any adverse impacts cause~ by 
grazing in the upper Mahogany Creek watershed. Th1s,m19ht 
include BLM support for the Su11J111t Lake Pa1ute Tribes 
hatchery program or other fishery protection programs. 

The above represents the colllllents of the Sulllllit Lake Paiute 
Tribe on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We would 
appreciate receiving a copy of the final environmental 
impact statement when it is ready. 

MRT/cwp 
cc: Lorieta Cowan, 

Tribal Chairman 

Sincerely, 

Michael R. Thorp 
~ribal Attorney, Summit 
Lake Paiute Tribe 

Members of the 7ribal Council 
Robert L. Hunter, 

Superintendent, Western 
Nevada Agency 

Don Miller, Native American 
Rights Fund 

William Cowan, Manager 
'!'ribal Fishery Program 
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18-1 x..-, ~ ~ta 

Aa lltllted ill Standard Operating Proc:adure mmber 1 ill th• OBIS, 
e11Yir1maental .. auSMDta will be done prior to iapl-,itatian. At 
■DCb u.e, ~ ccac:erua IIOUld be addreaaad. 

Propoaed range iapr- . cotdlict.J.ng with --1 wlldanle■■ 

area.-• nC09]1.Lzed and addr•-■ed in the DUS on: 

Page 3-10, lA■t paragraph1 
l'.llge 3-88, ■econd colmm, fir■t paragraph, and 
Page 3•105, aecond col....,, -cond paragraph. 

18 • 3 I.asae: Tahl.e 2•8 

s.. Chapter ll Errata in the Final. ns. 

18 • 4 :ta.,_, Ufacta of the B:tS on s-1.t Lake Paiuta Tribe 

our pn,li.llinary analyai■ reweel.ed that the all.ocation of -getation 
ill the Maho<jany creek area would not 1-ct the recreati01> and 
cultural Tlll.oea of the SWllait Lake reservation. It i.a felt that the 
present d.iacuaaioa cai.cerning the Mahogany cr.elt and Snow creek 
watershed& contained in the DB:tS i■ adequate a■ far aa the effect■ 

the alternatiYea IIOUld ha"" en th.,.. and that no further diacuaaion 
U needed in the Final. B:IS • 

18-5 x..■-, t.ck of :Identified Strums 

Th..e ■tre- exceeding water quality criteria -re docaaented by 
the 1980 Sonmoa.-Gerl&ch water Qua.llty :tnventory. Whether ar not any 
■t:reaa exceeds Nevada -ter qual.ity criteria depends ln the clenaity 
of livestock and the Level of flow for that particular year. Thia 
will clulnge 1aueaa by stream lljDd year to year, resu.l.tiDg l.D a 
-nriation in the mmber of stzjeAIIIS exceeding the various Nevada 
-ter quality criteria. Whether any particul.ar at:reaa will exceed 
acae of these criteria year after year also depe,nda on these factors 
and therefore, the water quality h.iatory of any ■t:reaa aay be 
vari.&ble .. 

Tha 1980 Soncaa-GerlAch water Qua.llty Inventory ar■ the cnly data 
available and ar■ indie&ti- of general condition■ for 1980. A copy 
of this inventory ia availahl.e in the Winnemucca Office for plblic 
revi.- and a copy ... sent to the s-1 t Lake :tndi&n Tribe apan 
=-pl.etion of the inventory in 1980. 
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18-6 Is_, Table 2➔ 

18-7 

18-8 

It 1a hl.t tb&t IIUCb info:r:aation 1a not IOtlCe■aary for the 1-ct 
anal.J'IIU, bat lnlCb J.Dfomaticn i.■ in the fUu of th• Diatrict 
Office and a availablA to the <Jllnaral pabllc. 

-· 
If the &r9& of ccacern •re to be d-ign.ated u an Area of critical 
11:DYirmaantal Concern (ACBC), a-~ plan for the area WOQ].d 
be ~oped llbich would identify ccapatihle and non-caapatihle 
....,.. If the plan rec,ei9ea f1.nal deaignatiDD u llCBC, only tho■-

u■- found ccapatible with the au.ntananca of the Mahogany creek 
-tersbed &Del it■ benefit to the Labontan cutthroat Troat ""'1ld be 

au-..!. In &dditicn to ■etting • ■peclal -~ requirement 
for the ar.a, the plan e■tabli■ba■ a -clal _ _,,t priority for 
that area. '!'here 1a pr■■enUy oo gra"1ng in tba exclo■ure area. 
The da■ignation of th1" area aa an ACBC WOQ].d have no effect on the 
gra"1.ng perait■ in the Jlahogany creek area. 

Ia.ue: Effect■ of Grazing in Mahogany creel: 

That portion of Mahogany creel: llbich can be totally protected by BIM 

baa - f■nC'ed. The ~ of Mahogany creek and si-r cu,p creek, 
auch of 'llhich is private or en the Re■ervation, vi.l.l be managed 
throu.gh coordinated resource mana_,.t planning in which the 
protac:tion of th!! ■treaa will be a pr1-ry objective. 

'ft>e rel.ation■hiP between liveatoc:lc grazing and aquatic and riparian 
hahi tat con.di tion vaa di acuaaed in the DEIS. D.le to the general 
nature of the DllS, the effectll of grazing on Mahogany Creek could 
not be disc:ua■ed. St&ndard Operating Procedure Number Onl! on page 
1-30 atat• that e.aviromaental -•-~ta will be conducted prior 
to projec:t ini:t.1.&tion. of: any nature. l..t such ti.ma ~ the specific 
point■ in the ~ letter will be ■1t.-_clf1cally addressed. 
In iddition, activity plans will be developed through CRKP vllich may 
or may not -coura"" liveatoc:lc graz.ing in th1" area. 

S- ~e to I■- 18-4. 
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18-11 I■■-1 Effects of the Propoaed Action en the Labontaa Oltthroat 
Troat 

It ■tat- in the DUS, pa"" 3-43, tb&t the propo- acticn -1.d 
}lave no ef"fect an • -.ra water ti.aha■ • 

18-12 .:ia-: 
'!be No Li-tock Gr&"1ng Alternati.- addr-■■• tha. sea page 3-111 
of the DBIS. 

18-13 Issue : IIUl Purchaae Private Landa 

'l'bere 1a an MFP 11 .,.,.,_datian to ■cquira through exchange, 
transfer or wbatlever those prival:a lands within the upper KahoqaDy 
crl!ek vaterahad. :U this .....,._ndaticn a accepted, then tho■e 

land■ would becxtae part of the natural ax.a. 

18-14 Issue, 

-n. exl.■ting en:loeura 011 Mahogany creak ha■ pro9en beneficial •• 
far aa ml.tigating adverse affects cauaed by grazing in the upper 
Mahogany Creek water■bed.. Al.■o, if the area beccaea an ACEC, ■acb A 
de■ignation will serve to further • ■upport auch lliti,Jatioo. 
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DAVm I.. BELDING 
JACltC . McELWEE 

WILD HORSE ORGANIZED AS81SI'ANCE 
INC. 

A F-tim for tho W.U...ol 
Wild,,_lloamiqH..-aadllamlo 

P. 0 . 9DS 15'i 
&NO. Nnad.a 119,o.t T-12\-'900 

.A..C-"02 GORDON W. KAH.IS 
BELTON P. MOURA!! 
GERTRUDE BIIONN . 8-ay .lle.y 15, 1981 .. _ 

LOUISE C. KA RRISON 
VEUIA B. JOHNSTON . "WDII- ,._ . 

19-1 J 

Jl!r. FAlrard F, Spu,d, State Direetor 
Depe.rtaent of the Interior 
Bureau of Land .11e.nag.,.,,nt-llevada State Office 
JOO Booth Stree t 
Pcst Of-fice Box 12000 
Reno, Nevada. 89520 

Re I Sono-/Gerlach Grazing lEIS 

Dear llr, Spang: 

'lb&nk you very 1111ch for the opportunity to comment on the Sono-,
Gerlach IEIS. 'Ibe dintction of the Bureau under the curreot administxation 
ha.s been duly noted; however, nothing in the regulations or the la» allOlfs 
the Bureau to abrogate it's respcmsibilities by induendo, Specific laws 
regulations and policies are still · intact and therefore are to be abided by, 
until such a ti.lie as they are repealed. Sonoma-Gerlach 1s in violation 
of several portions of the Wild Horse Act, therefore we respectfully 
subait our objections to this docwtent. 

We have concluded that this doc1D1ent, not unlike the Paradise-Denio, 
ha.s identified a. s~icant adverse impact on wild horses and burros 
under the proposed and ai terna ti ve actions ( excepting the no grazing ) . 
The dOCU11ent does not sufficiently a.na.l.ize the n"€&tive impacts in 
detail and therefore you should preps.re an additional environ11ental 
statement on wild horses and burros, 

No statisical procedure 1s available which will ma.Ice data collected 
under different coDditions coaparable in addition to the degree of error 
With ae:ri.aJ. inventories . No indication is given as to ~the percent of 
use by wild horses, wildlife, livestocit on the 4, 5 million acres. 
Your 'best available' 1nformtion onl;y confl..rms our cl..aiJn that reduction 
and reduction only is the perception of responsibility under PL 92-19 5 , 

While inventories are not necessary to allocate forage or determine 
optiaua nWlbers for the resource, the importance and significance of an 
inventory to esta\llish DUllbers to be left is essential . What techniques 
are used to separate vild horse use from that of livestock ? 

Does the DEIS reflect the reduced incoae of the counties on the 
inventory tax? Far the public's benefit the EIS should relate the 
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Page tire 

of Feder&l -subeidies for linstock production on the rangelands, i.e., 
SCS, range 1.aproveaents, agriculture, predator cont.rel., grasshopper 
control, etc, !!ore than & little is u.de about the costs perta1n.1.Qg 
to the horse prograa and ve feel 1t is only fair the public understands 
what exacU,- 1t costs thea, as taxpayers, for the livestock industry, 

The econoaic retums are unreali.stic and not applicable in this 
day and age, please expl&1n hOlf you justify those aill.ions on single 
use? 

In swia.ry, we will not point by point in the Sonoa.=Gerlach point 
out the 'single use' benefits we feel this document reaks with; but 
instead challenge you to ake & decision besed on this data; challenge 
you to el.1.m.1.nate the horses fro11 their historical habitat. Knowing 
fro11 experience fro• previous doc1D1ents, this one will never be 
implemented either, or at the least will be l1t18ated to death, 

11HOAI does not support, and in fact we will seek aeasures to 
assure, this proposal 1s not 1.lllple•ented as it applies to wild horses 
and burros, We are sa.dded aga1n, that this 1s the result of the 
Bureau's interpretation of multiple use , 

llcst sincerely, 

i / ' ~N ~ A ,• _ 

,"-'1-<-<-'x - . . ..., -~-

lawn Y. Lappin (Mrs,) 
Director 

cc: Board of Trustees 
API 
Sierra Club 
EiC 
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The - o( the DEI:S ... to analyze 1-ct.■ --,,J.ting fraa tbe 
i.lapl-ntati01> of the alternative■ including tbe ~ action . 
Therefore, econca.ic 1-ct.■ reaul.ti.ng tr.a the m>alle'-nt of the 
Inventory Tax an, not dillCWl■ad 1.n any of tbe altarnativee ar the 
prcpo■ ed action. 
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Mr. E. F. Spang 
State Director 

~ 
~ 

al~e _State of Ndl:aha 

~ifrt (cqamhtr 

April 13, 1981 

Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, Nevada 89520 

Dear Ed : 

(,qri!Dl~ 
Gm- lllifv, N- D71D 

Thank you for providing us with the draft •sonoma
Gerlach Grazing Environmental Impact Statement.• 

The draft report has been referred to the appropriate 
state agencies for review. I appreciate your efforts to 
keep me informed of your agency's activities in Nevada. 

Sincerely, 
~ --- ·- ; 

I ' • ·itoBERT tfST 
Governor 
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bl UPt..YaD'EaTO ; 

'n>: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF .:\UNES 
2-101 E STREET, N\V . 

WASH.11\GTOX, D.C. 20241 

May 13, 1981 

IES 81-15 

State Directrx, Nevada State Office, Bureau of Lard Manllgellll!nt, 
Reno, Nevada 

9.mjecb Dnlft Sanc:la-G!!rladl Gl:aziDJ fnvirtnlental Stateaent 

AU:D:lu9b the BuE-.i of Mines bas oo significant ccmnent, we tbanlt you 

fer tae opportunity to RView tbia draft stateaent . ., 
1 .... l. . 1-:.. .. - . ~ ··-; ·-: 

, .1-8 Plll0ne 

Response to Hearings 

R-1 111■-• Sllitahillt:y Criteri.■ 

see disca■ llian on CMP at tbe beqinninq of the s-ry ■ectiCID i.11 
tbe Pillal US. 

see~ to 111■- r;-3 1.11 r1.na1 1:xs. 

IIXpectationa are that tbe ■alt de■ert ahruh type wil.l iJlprove . 
llcNe99r, ao those ■i.tes th&t ■bow low Yi.gor at thi.■ time, it i■ 

_,:ted th&t ■uc:h ■ite■ wil.l need longer perioda of time to no■pond 

th&n the loD.<J t■na aay pravide, In the Dl!IS refer to Chapter n , 
page 2-2, Veget..ti.oo CCDaanitie■ and ■ee alao Pigare 2-2, page 2➔, 

the right hand porticm of tbe figur.. ll■o, refer to Chapter n.1, 
page 3-8, lk:olo<Jical ll&nge condition and Trend of Veget..ti.cm 
ex-mtu- . 

R-4 I■-, Slope Criteria 

S- r,upcmae to x■sue 7-4 i.n tbe Pi.n&l BIS, 

see di.8CUS&icm an CJIIIP and Nmutoring i.n the S-.ry ■ecti.Clll i.n .t:be 
Pin&l IIXS. 


