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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 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will concern approximately 4.5 
million acres of BLM-administered public lands in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. Approximately . 1.5 million acres of private, state and 
other lands are scattered throughout these public lands. In addition, 
the Swmnit Lake and Pyramid Lake Indian Reservations are located 
within or - adjacent to the resource area. 

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

The various components to be analyzed for the alternatives, 
including the proposed action are: (1) Vegetation Allocation Program 
(SUmmary Figure 1), (2) Levels of Grazing Management, (3) General 
Implementation Schedule, (4) Livestock Support Facilities, (5) 
Standard Operating Procedures, and (6) Interrelationships. 

Chapter 1 addresses the alternatives, including the proposed 
action. The present condition of the 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 2. The Appendix contains me~hodologies and back 
up data. 

The year 1982 will serve as the decisions for action point 
followed by~ seven year period to implement range improvements and 
land treatments (1989). A two year time period, designated short 
term, has been allowed for land treatments to become fully effective 
which would be 1991. The long term date (2024) is 35 years after 
implementation (1989). 

The following summary table covers only significant impacts to 
each resource, broken down by proposed action and alternatives. 
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Proposed 
Action 

Water Quality: 
Adverse impacts to: 
9 st reams which would 
exceed turbidity 
criteria for cold 
water aquatic life. 

3 st reams \wt1 ich would 
exceed temperature 
criteria for cold . 
water aquatic life. 

4 streams which would 
exceed coliform 
bacteria criteria for 
bathing and water 
contact sports. 

The fo 11 ow-!--ng-,n-e-
1 ong-t e rm 
s4.~ 
beneficial impacts: 
ecological range 
condition of 
vegetation types 
would improve an 
overall 10 percent. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Beneficial impacts to 
streams previously 
impacted as they 
would not exceed 
water criteria. 

The following are 
long-term 
significantly 
beneficial impacts: 
ecological range 
condition of 
vegetation types 
would improve an 
ove~all 10 percent. 

.,. 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

WATER RESOURCES 

Same as proposed 
action. 

VEGETATION 

The following are 
long-term 
significantly 
beneficial impacts: .\ 
ecological range \ 
condition of 
vegetation types 
would degrade an 
overall 13 percent. 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Same as proposed 
action. 

The following are 
long-term 
s ignif !cant ly 
beneficial impacts: 
condition of 
vegetation types 
would improve an 
overall 11 percent. 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

Same as proposed 
action. 

The following are 
long-term significantly 
beneficial impacts: 

. ... 
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Proposed 
Action 

Ecological range 
trend of veg et at ion 
types would improve 
an overall 63 
percent. 

Vegetation production 
would increase 85 
percent or 122.535 
AUMs. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Ecological range • 
_trend of vegetation 
types would improve 
an overall 56 
percent. 

Vegetation production 
would increase 28 
percent or 39,987 
AUMs. 

Riparian and aspen 
vegetation types are 
anticipated to 
approach original 
(climax) vegetation 

types 

... 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

VEGETATION 

Ecological range 
trend of vegetation 
types would degrade 
an overall seven 
percent. 

Vegetation productio~ 
would decrease 20 
percent or 29,194 
AUMs. 

Riparian and aspen 
vegetation types are 
anticipated to 
decline in ecological 
range condition 
and/or lose the 
capabilities to 
regain original 
(climax) vegetation 
types. 

\ 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Ecological range 
trend of vegetation 
types would improve 
an overall 64 
percent. 

Ve get at ion product ion 
would increase 85 
percent or 121,270 
AUMs. 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

Ecological range trend 
of vegetation types 
would improve an 
overall 55 percent. 

Vegetation production 
would increase 85 
percent or 122,535 AUMs 

... 



Proposed 
Action 

Significantly Adverse 
Impacts: 
Rangeland seedings 
would result in a six 
percent (244,864 
acres) conversion of 
vegetation types, 
which would result iµ 
a loss of regaining 
climax vegetation 
types. 

,,.. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

VEGETATION 

Ecological range 
trend of vegetation 
types would degrade 
an overall 7 percent. 

Vegetation productio~ 
would decrease 20 
percent or 29,194 
AUMs. 

Riparian and aspen 
vegetation types are 
anticipated to 
decline in ecological 
range condition 
and/or lose the 
capabilities to 
regain original 
(climax) vegetation 

types. 

\ 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Significantly Adverse 
Impacts: 
Rangeland seedings 
would result in a six 
percent (259,956 
acres) conversion of 
vegetation types, 
which would result in 
a loss of regaining 
climax vegetation 
types. 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

Significantly Adverse 
Impacts: 
Rangeland seedings 
would result in a six 
percent {244,864 acres) 
conversion of 
vegetation types, \olhich 
would result in a lose 
of requiring climax 
v~getation types. 

.... 

-



Proposed 
Action 

The following are 
significantly 
beneficial impacts: 

The short term (1991) 
livestock allocations 
of 192,247 AUMs would 
result in a 65 
percent increase over 
the Average Livestock 
Use. 

The long-term (2024) 
livestock allocations 
of 228,880 AUMs would 
result in a 95 
percent Increase Over 
the Average Livestock 
Use. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

The no allocation of 
the vegetation 
resource to livestock 
would result in a 
significantly adverse 
impact to livestock 
grazing in all 
allotments. However, 
based on livestock 
permittee dependence 
on public rangeland, 
.40 permittees would 
have a significant 
adverse impact. 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

The following are 
significantly 
beneficial impacts: 
The initial (1982) 
11 vest .eek allocations 
of 130,196 AUMs would 
result in a 12 
percent · beneficial 
increse over the 
average livestock 
use • 

The short-term (1991) 
livestock allocations 
of 216,476 Allis would 
result in a 86 
percent beneficial 
increase over the 
average livestock 
use. 

The long-term (2024) 
livestock allocations 
of 251,466 AUMs would 
result in a 116 
poercent beneficial 
increase over the 
average livestock 
use. 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

The following are 
singificant ly 
beneficial impacts: 

The long-term livestock 
allocation of 182,092 
AUMs would result in a 
beneficial increase of 
56 percent over the 
average livestock use. 

. .. 
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Proposed 
Action 

In the long-t enn, 
livestock production 
would benefit from a 
increase in calf and 
lamb crops weaned of 
five and seven 
percent, 
respectively. 

The following are 
significantly Adverse 
Impacts: 

In the initial (1982) 
Livestock Allocation 
of 113,705 AUMs would 
result in an adverse 
impact to Livestock 
Grazing from 
reductions in 25 
allotments and the 
implement at ion of the 
proposed 
periods-of-use would 
result in an adverse 
impact to Livestock 
Grazing in all 
allotments. 

,, .. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

SUMMARY TABLE l - Continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

In the long tet'ID a 
significant adverse 
impact would result 
to livestock 
production from a 
decline in calf and 
lamb crops weaned, 
and also from a · 
decrease in calf and 
lamb weaning weights. 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Long tet'ID beneficial 
impacts to livestock 
production would be 
the same as the 
proposed action. 

The following are 
significantly adverse 
impacts: 

The initial livestock 
allocations would 
result in a adverse 
impact to livestock 
grazing from 
reductions in 23 
allotments. Adverse 
impacts from 
implementation of the 
prop ·osed 
periods-of-use would 
be the same as the 
proposed act ion. 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

Beneficial impacts to 
livestock production 
would be the same as 
the proposed action. 

The following are 
significantly adverse 
impacts: 

The initial (1982) 
livestock allocation of 
95,007 AUMs would 
result in an adverse 
impact to livestock 
grazing in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area. In addition, 
livestock grazing from 
reductions would be 
adversely impacted in 
25 allotments,. 
Adverse impacts from 
implementation of the 
p,a~~aopo~iadatoai.use 

. .. 
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Proposed 
Act ion 

The Short-term (1991) 
livestock allocation 
would result in an 
adverse impact to 
livestock grazing 
from reductions in 13 
allotments. Proposed 
periods-of-use would 
result in four 
allotments being 
adversely impacted 
throughout the long 
term. 

The Long-Term (2024) 
livestock allocation 
would result in an 
adverse impact to 
livestock grazing 
from reductions in 
seven allotments. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - ·continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

The short-term 
livestock allocations 
would result in an 
adverse impact to 
livestock grazing 
from reduction in 11 
allotment. 

The long-term 
livestock allocations 
would result in an 
adverse impact to 
livestock grazing 
from reductions in _ 
five allotments. 

► 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

The long-term livestock 
allocations would 
result in an adverse 
impact to livestock 
grazing from reductions 
in 13 allotments. 

. .. 
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Proposed 
Action 

Significantly 
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 provided for 
845 sheep. Sage 
grouse would increase 
30%. Big game 
habitat conditions 
improve. 

Significantly adverse 
impacts: 
Reasonable numbers of 
deer, antelope not 
attained in three 
allotments each; 
riparian habitat 
declines in 
condition. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Significantly 
beneficial impacts: 
Reasonable numbers of 
all big game species 
attained in all 
allotments; sage 
grouse increase 50%; 
big game, riparian 
habitat improve in 
condition. 

... 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON' OF iMPACTS 

No 
Action 

WILDLIFE 

Significantly adverse 
impacts: No big game . 
species attains or 
maintains reasonable 
numbers in any 
allotment; sage 
grouse d'ecline 50%; 
all habitats decline 
in condition. 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Signifi~antly . 
beneficial impacts: 
Mule deer attain, 
maintain reasonable 
numbers in 23 
allotments, big game 
habitat improves. 
Sage grouse increase 
20% 

Significantly adverse 
impact to mule deer 

reduced by 1,135 

Significantly adverse 
impacts: 
Mule deer fail to 
attain, maintain 
reasonable numbers in 
13 allotments, 
antelope fail to 
attain reasonable 
numbers in any 
allotment, bighorn 
sheep fail to attain 
reasonable numbers in 
Buffalo Hills 
allotment, other 
re introductions 
cancelled. Riparian 
habitat declines in 
condition • 

Maximizing Wild Hor1:1es 
and Burros 

Significantly 
beneficial impacts: 
Impacts to wildlife 
same as proposed 
action. 
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Proposed 
Action 

Significantly adverse 
impact to 
73% of the streams 
which remain in fair 
or poor condition 

27% of the streams 
which remain in good 
to excellent 
condition 

. No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Significantly adverse 
impacts to: 
62% of the streams 

Beneficial impacts to 
38% of the streams 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

AQUATIC HABITAT 

Singi{icantly adverse 
impacts to: 
73% of the streams 

Beneficial impacts 
to: 
27% of the streams 

, " 
\ 
\ 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Signficantly adverse 
impacts to: 
73% of the streams 

Beneficial impacts 
to: 
27% of the streams 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

Significantly adverse 
impacts to: 
69% of the streams 

Beneficial impacts to: 
31% of the streams 

, .. 
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Proposed 
Action 

Beneficial Impacts 

Improved health and 
vigor of remaining 
animals. Improved 
health and vigor of 
removed animals. 

Adverse Impacts 

Reduction of animals 
below 1971 estimated 
numbers. Reduction 
in Herd Use Areas 
below 1971 estimated 
numbers. Death loss 
due to capture · 
operations of eight 
per _cent. 

On-site investigation 
will be necessary to 
determine 
significance 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Same as proposed 
action. 

Same as proposed 
action. 

.,. 

SUMMARY TABLE l - Continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

WILD HORSE AND BURRO 

-1--•on• ,i 

Wild horse and burro 
numbers · greater than 
1971 estimated 
numbers. Number of . 
Herd Use Areas 
greater than 1971 
estimate. 

Reduced health and 
vigor of remaining 
animals. Death loss 
due to capture 
operations of eight 
percent. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Improved health and 
vigor of removed 
animals. 

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

Same as proposed 
action 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

Improved health and 
vigor of removed and 
remaining animals, 
Increase over 1971 
estimated numbers in 
the long term. 

Reduction below 1971 
numbers in the initial 
allocation. Reduction 
of Herd Use Areas below 

·1971 estimated numbers. 
Death loss of eight 
percent due to capture 
ope rat ions. 

Same as proposed action 
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Proposed 
Action 

Since Cultural 
Resources are 
nonrenewable, there 
are significant 
adverse impacts 
because of: 
Trampling damage 
from livestock, wild 
horses and burros 

Grazing-related 
erosion 

Construct ion of 
livestock support 
facilities 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

Since Cultural 
Resources are 
nonrenewable, there 
are significant 
adverse impacts 
because of: 
Wild horse trampling 
damage 

Elimination of 
livestock trampling 

·would be beneficial 

SUMMARY TABLE l - C_ont inued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Since Cultural 
Resources are _ 
nonrenewable, there 
a re s ignif leant 
adverse impacts 
because of: 
Trampling damage 
from livestock, wild 
horses and burros 

Grazing-related 
erosion 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Same as proposed 
action 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

Same as proposed action 

. .. 
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Proposed 
Action 

The following are 
long-term 
significantly adverse 
impacts: 
In general, wildlife 
numbers will not 
meet hunting demand. 

Stream fishing would 
not increase or 
decrease in quality 
and therefore would 
not meet demand. 

Long term 
significantly 
beneficial impact: 
Establishment of 
Button Point for wild 
horse viewing. 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

The following are 
long-term 
significantly 
beneficial impacts: 

Fishing in 9% of the 
streams will improve, 
but would not meet 
demand. 

Long-term adverse 
impact to hunting. 
Wildlife numbers will 
increase but they 
will not meet demand. 

Long-term adverse 
impact to hunting. 
Wildlife numbers will 
increase but they 
will not meet demand. 

Establishment of 
Button Point for wild 
horse viewing. 

., . . 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

RECREATION 

Adverse impacts are 
similar to those 
of the proposed 
action. · 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Adverse impacts are 
similar to those of 
the proposed action. 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros · 

Adverse impacts are 
similar to that of the 
proposed action except: 
Onion Valley Reservoir 
will not be fenced 
and, therefore, will 
be adversely impacted 

. .. 
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Proposed 
Action 

No 
Livestock 

Grazing 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 - ·continued 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

No 
Action 

ECONOMICS 

Maximizing 
Livestock 

Economics Section will be available for the Draft EIS 

SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

-
I 

Maximizing Wild Horses 
and Burros 

The Social Conditions Section ia being wtitten at this time and will be available for the Draft EIS 

. .. 



CHAPTER 1 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE 
PROPOSED ACTION 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

C,- ( 

The purpose of the Sonoma-Gerlach Grazing Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of 
implementing a grazing management program in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. This EIS is being prepared in compliance with Section 
1O2(2)C of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. It will 
follow recent guidance as outlined in the Council on Environmental 
Quality Regulations of November 29, 1978. 

The general objectives of the proposal are as follows: 

1) Improve habitat and forage for livestock, wildlife, and 
wild horses by allocation of consumptive vegetation within the 
productive capability of the vegetation resource; 
2) Improve the vegetation resource by establishment of proper 
periods-of-use by li est~ b,v llotment , to , meet t e ,-, -•-- .... -- .. ,..f 

1
.,, ... ,,,1,.os,.:.. r~J e ,,.,;,,, r j?-CC./,,e.S 1,.-"P,tf c...-,. .. , 't:" ~y .,,~ --,r,-• -_,.,...-, 

physiological needs or A '-m a-t1a,gellllrn ~~; 

3) Reduce soil erosion and enhance watershed values by 
increasing ground cover and litter; 
4) Improve the health and productivity of wild horse herds by 
reducing wild horse numbers and improvement in forage 
condition; 
5) Enhance recreation values by improving the quantity, 
quality and diversity of wildlife habitat, thereby increasing 
opportunities for consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of 
wildlife; 
6) Provide suitable habitat for the reintroduction of bighorn 
sheep into areas where they once lived. 
7) Improve and maintain the condition of the riparian and 
st ream habitat. 

COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING 

Coordinated Resource Management and Planning (CRMP) is an 
approach for working with the Bureau's "publics" primarily before 
on-the-ground implementation of an activity plan. All of these 
publics users, interest groups, agencies, affected individuals are 
given an opportunity to work together to develop plans of action 
within the Bureau's planning decisions, laws and regulations. The 
result is a commitment of federal, state, and local agencies, interest 
groups, and individuals to a multiple use coordinated plan, as part of 
the activity plans to be prepared for each resource in an area. 

--] 
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The Bureau's planning system, from whence the Land Use Plan 
evolves, is the umbrella under which Coordinated Resource Management 
and Planning functions. The BLM has three levels of planning: (1) 
the general Land Use Plan--which allocates uses and resources on the 
land; (2) activity level planning - Allotment Management Plans, 
Wildlife Habitat Management Plans, Recreation Management Plans, etc.
which identifies specific on-the-ground changes, improvements and 
projects; and (3) project level plans which provide survey, design and 
contract specifications for specific projects, e.g., spring 
developments, fences, seedings, chainings, etc. The Coordinated 
Resource Management Planning process will have its maximum effect 
following the MFP and occuring as part of activity level planning. 
Coordinated Resource Management and Planning can provide a strategy 
for implementing decisions and will serve as a extension of public 
involvement in the activity planning stage. Coordinated Resource 
Management and Planning should be viewed as a positive approach to 
implementing decisions, and not as an arena to try to reverse 
decisions made through the Land Use Planning process. 

In the case of a grazing EIS, Coordinated Resource Management and 
Planning becomes very important at the implement at ion stage which 
follows Land Use Decisiions. The purpose of an EIS is to discuss 
environmental impacts of a proposed action and alternatves. The EIS 
informs the decision maker of ways to avoid or minimize adverse 
impact's or of ways to enhance the human environment. It is not a 
decision document but an informational aid to the decision maker in 
making Land Use Decisions. The implementation stage follows the 
decisions and it is at this point that the various publics, especially 
local individuals and groups, are heavily involved in Coordinated 
Resource Planning. This includes not only range users, but 
non-consumptive users and interest groups as well. 

In the Sonoma-Gerlach grazing EIS, one of the parts of the 
proposed action discusses future management actions to be implemented. 
One of these actions is the allocation of vegetation to livestock, 

wildlife, wild horses and burros. The basis of the allocation of 
vegetation was the recompilation of the 1947 and 1960s range surveys, 
which in the case of the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area is the best 
information available at this time. In addition to the recompilated 
survey, management techniques and systems, including monitoring and 
evaluation, will be applied to tailor implementation of on-the-ground 
resource management on an allotment basis. As management concepts are 
applied through the normal progression of events including 
implementation, the outcome will be based on the combination of 
mana ement considerations, derived through coordinated planning ., ~ 
not entirely on the survey data. 

\-- 2-
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In order to achieve these objectives, the following · :),4 

considerations will be applied in the decision process: ~~,~ 

1. Coordinated Resource Management and Planni~ concepts 
will be considered in all cases prior to initiating 
livestock, wildlife, wild horse and burro adjustments during 
development of activity plans, establishment of monitoring 
studies and subsequent evaluations. 

2. Rangeland suitability is a factor that will be subject to 
review and/or modification (based on refinement of specific 
data applicable to that allotment) during the process of 
coordination/consultation for the development and 
implementation of AMPs, etc. This development and 
implementation of AMP will be accomplished after completion 
of the Sonoma-Gerlach EIS and Program Decision Document. 

3. Range improvement projects identified in AMPs may replace 
the estimated . number and location analyzed in the EIS. (For 
example, before arriving at_a plan of operations and 
possible livestock use adjustments, actual detailed analysis 
of specific allotments through coordination/consultation 
will consider such things as range improvement projects, 
management systems, class of stock, period-of-use, etc.) 

4. BLM's intent is to incorporate, prior to implementation, any 
reliable new data and information which may become available 
from users or the general public. 

1--3 
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PROPOSED ACTION 

Vegetation Allocation Program 

The Winnemucca District of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
proposes to allocate available vegetation on a multiple use basis to 
livestock, big game, wild horses, and burros in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. The proposed allocation is based on information 
obtained from the 1979 recompilation of the 1947 and 1960s range 
surveys and recommendations made in the Sonoma-Gerlach Management 
Framework Plan (MFP) Step II. 

For analysis purposes, the short term would be 9 years (7 years 
for final implementation of management systems and 2 years thereafter 
for minimum required rest of land treatments) and the long-term would 
be 35 years beginning in 1989 after implementation of management 
systems and would end in 2024. 

Vegetation would be allocated to livestock by allotment or 
combination of allotments, to optimum numbers of wild horses and 
burros,bn three herd management areas, and to reasonable numbers of big 
game (as cooperatively determined by the Nevada Department of Wildlife 
[NDOW] and the BLM) by seasonal use areas per allotment or combination 
of allotments (see Appendix A for methodology). Big game reasonable 
numbers include proposed bighorn sheep and antelope reintroductions. 

All vegetation allocations would be based on Animal Unit Months 
(AUMs) which is the amount of vegetation necessary for the subsistence 
of one cow or its equivalent (i.e., four deer, five antelope, five 
bighorn sheep, five domestic sheep or one horse) for one month. 

The 1982 initial allocation would be 113,705 AUMs to livestock, 
13,415 AUMs to wild horses and burros, and 16,869 AUMs to big game 
animals. This compares with an existing use of 116,551 AUMs for 
livestock (based upon the average licensed use for the last three to 
five years), 66,012 AUMs for wild horses and burros, and 13,036 AUMs 
for big game (Table 1-1). 

The short-term (1991) estimated future production is based upon 
the probability of additional vegetation becoming available through 
range improvements such as water developments and land treatments. 
The estimated allocation in year 1991 would be 192,247 AUMs for 
livestock, 16,625 AUMs for wild horses and burros, and 16,869 AUMs for 
big game (Table 1-2). These are increases in AUMs over the initial 
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allocation of 78,542 for livestock and 3,210 for wild horses and 
burros. 

The long-term (2024) estimated future production is based upon 
the additional vegetation becoming available through grazing 
managemen1systems (Allotment Management Plans [AMPs]), reductions in 
grazing intensity of livestock, wild horses and burros to the 
estimated carrying capacity of the area and/or the complete removal of 
livestock, wild horses, and burros in specified allotments. The 
estimated allocation in year 2024 would be 228,880 AUMs for livestock, 
20,014 AUMs for wild horses and burros and 16,869 AUMs use for big 
game animals (Table 1-2). These are increases in AUMs over the 
initial allocation of 115,175 for livestock and 6,599 for wild horses 
and burros. 

Levels of Grazing Management 

Management Intensity 

The proposed levels of grazing management by allotments for the 
proposed action are shown in Table 1-3. Levels of grazing management 
would be; (a) intensive man~gement with implementation of AMPs, 
(b) non-intensive management with no AMPs, and (c) no livestock 
grazing. There are sixteen allotments or combinations of existing 
allotments proposed for intensive management with implementation of 
AMPs. There are an additional seven allotments or combinations of 
existing allotments already in intensive management proposed for 
review and revision ·of the current AMP if necessary. There are three 
allotments proposed for non-intensive management with no AMPs 
implemented. One allotment is proposed to have no livestock grazing 
with implementation of a Herd Management Area. 

Periods-of-Use 

In establishing grazing management programs, allotment by 
allotment, special consideration would be given to providing for the 
physiological needs of key plant species during the critical spring 
growing period. Until such grazing management plans are established 
and implemented, however, periods-of-use would be established on each 
allotment. These proposed periods-of-use are shown in Table 1-1, and 
would continue to be used in the non-intensive management (non-AMP) 
allotments. 
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TABLE 1-3 
LEVELS OF GRAZING MANAGEMENT BY ALLOTMENT FOR ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Alternatives 
Prop06ed No Livestock No Maximizing 

Allotment . Action Grazing Action Livestock 

Blue Wing AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Buffalo Hills AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Calico AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Clear Creek AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Coal Canyon-Poker Update Non-AMP AMP Update 
Cottonwood Canyon Non-AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Coyote Update Non-AMP AMP Update 
Desert Queen AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Diamond S No Non-A.>.!P Non-AMP AMP 
Dolly Hayden AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Gold banks Update Non-AfW AMP Update 
Harmony AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Humboldt House AMP Non-AMP Non-Af1P AMP 
Humboldt Sink AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Jersey Valley Non-AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Klondike AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Leadville Update Non-AMP AMP Update 
Licking AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Majuba AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Melody AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
North Buffalo · AMP Non-AMP· Non-AMP AMP 
Pleasant Valley AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Pole Canyon .AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Prince Royal AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP. AMP 
Pumpernickel AMP Non-Af!P Non-AMP AMP 
Ragged Top Non-AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Rawhide AMP Non-AMP Non-Ai.'1P AMP 
Rochester AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Rock Creek Update Non-AMP AMP Update 
Rodeo Creek AMP Non-AMP -Non-AMP AMP 
Rye Patch Update Non-AMP. AMP Update 
Seven Troughs AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Soldier Meadows AMP Non-AMP Non-Af1P AMP 
Sonoma Update Non-AMP AMP Update 
South Buffalo Update Non-Af1P AMP Update 
Star Peak AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 
Thomas Creek AMP Non-AMP Non-Af1P AMP 
White Horse AMP Non-AMP Non-AMP AMP 

AMP 
Non-AMP 
Update 
No 

• Intensive management (implement Allotment Management Plan). 
• Non-intensive management (no Allotment Management Plan). 
• Update current Allotment Manage~ent Plan. 
= No livestock grazing (implement Herd Management Area). 

Maximizing 
Wild Hors es 
And Burros 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
Update 
Non-AMP 
Update 
AMP 
No 
AMP 
Update 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
Non-AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
Af1P 
No 
AMP 
AMP 
Non-AMP 
AMP 
AMP 
Update 
No 
Upd-4te 
AMP 
AMP 
Update 
Update 
AMP 
AMP 
AMP 

Source: U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca 
District,Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan, 1980, and Sonoma-Gerlach EIS 
Team 
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Grazing and Rest Treatments 

A grazing treatment describes the amount of grazing and 
periods-of-use for a unit (usually a pasture) of an allotment or an 
entire allotment in one or more years. Grazing treatments are the 
building blocks of the grazing system, and are designed to improve 
rangeland forage condition by manipulating livestock grazing to 
accomplish objectives of management. The deferment of grazing or 
complete rest from grazing during the critical growth period of key 
management species would allow these species to maintain and/or 
increase their density, composition, vigor, production, and 
reproduction. The critical growth periods of the key management 
species in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area are shown in Table 1-4. 
Key management species are shown for each allotment in Appendix B. 
The following rest treatments (singly or in various combinations) 
would be combined with scheduled grazing treatments to form grazing 
systems in AMPs that would be used in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area. 

Rest Treatments: 

Treatment 1: Defer livestock grazing from early spring to early 
summer (approximately March 15· to June 15). This treatment allows key 
management grass species to rest from grazing during the critical 
growth period, and gives the plants an opportunity to make and store 
necessary food to sustain and/or increase vigor. 

Treatment 2: Defer livestock grazing from late winter of the 
first year to midsummer of the following year--providing 16 months' 
rest from grazing (approximately March 15 until July 15 of the 
following year). 

This treatment allows all key management species (perennial 
grasses, forbs and shrubs and trees) rest during the critical growth 
period. This would provide two consecutive years' rest during the 
growing season to make and store necessary food reserves, produce 
seeds and allow establishment of seedlings. In addition, this would 
allow accumulation of plant litter on the soil surface to control soil 
erosion and increase soil fertility. 

Treatment 3: Following vegetation manipulation projects and/or 
natural acts (fires, floods), provide rest from livestock grazing for 
a minimum of two consecutive years (24 months). This treatment must 
include a minimum of two consecutive years' growing season rest. 

,_q 
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TABLE 1-4 
KEY VEGETATION FACTORS 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Key Management Species 2,./ 

Grasses 

Nevada bluegrass (Paa nevadensis) 
basin wild rye (Elynrus cinereus) 
crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum) 
bluebunch wheatgrass(Agropyron spicatum) 
Thurber needlegrass (Stipa thurburiana) 
needle-and-thread (Stipa comata) 
bottlebrush squirreltail (Sit anion hyst rix) 
Idaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis) 
Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides) 
Webber ricegrass (Oryzopsis webberi) 

Forbs 

tapertip hawksbeard (Crepis acuminata) 
globemallow (Sphaeralcea spp.) 
arrowleaf balsamroot (Balsamorhiza sagittata) 
Hooker balsamroot (Balsamorhiza hookeri) 

Shrubs 

Critical 
Growth 
Period 'E./ 

5/15-6/15 
5/1-7/30 
5/1-6/30 
5/1-7/15 
5/1-7/15 
5/1-7/15 
5/1-6/30 
5/15-7/31 
4/15-7/15 
5/15-7 /30 

4/15-6/30 
4/15-6/30 
5/15-6/30 
5/15-6/30 

3/1-9/30 
5/1-7/15 

winterfat (Eurot ia lanata) 
bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata) 
Saskatoon serviceberry (Amalanchier 
quaking aspen (Populus t remuloides) 
curlleaf mountain 

alnifolia)5/l-7/15 
N/A 

mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius) 
Mormon-tea (Ephedra nevadensis) 
snowberry (Symphoricarpos spp.) 
bud sagebrush (Artemisia spinescens) 
spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa) 
willow (Salix spp.) 

5/1-9/15 
4/20-7/30 
5/1-8/15 
3/1-5/30 
3/15-5/30 
N/A 

Allowable 
Utilization 
Levels c/ 
(percent) 

50 
50 
50 
50 
40 
50 
40 
40 
50 
50 

50 
15 
30 

5 

50 
50 
40 
-40 

50 
30 
40 
30 
20 
30 

2_.I These are the current key management species in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. 

b/ Critical growth periods are based on 1976-1979 phenological studies for 
Nevada, Ecology 30(3):298-305; Agronomy Journal Vol. 56, No. 1: 80-82; 
Farm and Home Science, March 1964, page 6; and Journal of Range Management 
24(6):414-418 and 418-425. 

:::./ Taken from Winnemucca District Proper Use Factor Tables. Maximum for 
the species. These are average allowable levels under continuous use, and 
under intensive grazing management these level$ may be exceeded. 

Source: Winnemucca District Office Allotment Files and District personnel. 

I 

1--/D 



This treatment provides the protection necessary for 
establishment or recovery of key management species following 
wildfire, prescribed burning, mechanical and/or chemical treatment of 
vegetation and seedings. 

Treatment 4: Rest from livestock grazing from late spring to 
fall(approximately June 16 to September 30). 

This treatment would provide later-developing key management 
species an opportunity to make use of remaining soil moisture to 
complete some vegetative growth to store food reserves, produce 
reproductive parts, and/or produce seeds for dispersal to meet 
physiological requirements. 
Graze Treatments: 

Treatment 5: Graze livestock from early spring to late spring 
(approximately March 15 to June 15). 

In this treatment the pasture would be grazed from the time of 
range readiness to the designated end of grazing (June 15). This 
would provide new green forage for livestock during the time ~en it 
is most nutritious for livestock and may promote the highest weight 
gain per day for livestock. This treatment would provide for the 
maximum use of forage. 

Treatment 6: Livestock grazing from early summer to late fall 
(approximately June 16 to October 30). 

This treatment would provide the same benefits as noted in 
Treatment 1, and would also allow/ livestock to make partial use of 
nutritious green growth for · increases in weight. 

Treatment 7: Livestock grazing from midsummer to late fall 
(approximately July 16 to November 15). 

This treatment would provide growing season rest for key 
management species to improve their vigor, make and store food 
reserves for future growth and maintenance, and produce a mature seed. 
The grazing of livestock after seedripe: (1) tramples and shatters the 
seed onto the soil surface; (2) disturbs the soil surface so the seed 
is covered (plants the seed); (3) adds additional litter to the soil 
for soil improvement and erosional control; and (4) provides forage 
for the grazing of livestock. 

Treatment 8: Livestock grazing restricted to the fall and winter 
use period, starting approximately October 1 until the start of twig 
growth of key management shrub species, approximately February 28. 

This treatment would provide fall and winter use for livestock 
while allowing rest during the growing season to improve vigor, seed 
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production, seed trampling and seedling establishment. This would 
benefit all key management species by increasing their composition and 
density within the vegetation communities. 

Grazing Systems 

Grazing systems are sequences of grazing and rest treatments 
designed to meet physiological requirements of key management species, 
thus accomplishing AMP objectives. Grazing systems would be 
designed through coordinated planning--with selection of a particular 
system dependent on the kind and condition of vegetation, the 
physiography of the range, the kind of animals, and the management 
objectives of all interest groups. Some objectives that would be 
considered are; (!)restoring vigor of key management species, (2) 
allowing plants to produce seed and establish seedlings, (3) attaining 
uniform livestock distribution, and (4) increasing animal production 
by providing a sustained yield of perennial forage plants. These 
objectives would increase composition, density and diversity of 
perennial vegetation. The aforementioned grazing treatments would be 
used singly or in combination to derive the proper system for each 
allotment. The complexity of the grazing system would depend on the 
management intensity designated in the proposed action (Table 1-3) 
based upon the desired resource objectives. Allotments designated for 
intensive management would require more complex grazing systems to 
accomplish improved resource conditions, as compared to non-intensive 
management allotments where less management would attain desired 
resource objectives. 

The Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area is typified by marginally 
producing desert rangeland. To meet objectives of improved rangeland 
resources the grazing systems chosen would need to fulfill the 
physiological requirements of key management species. Descriptions of 
preferred grazing systems for this particular rangeland are described 
as follows: 

Rotational Grazing Systems: Rotation grazing, or alternate grazing, 
involves subdividing the range into units and grazing one range unit, 
then another, in regular succession. This results in greater 
uniformity in plant utilization and the periods of rest provide for 
the physiological requirements of the plants. 

Rest-Rotation Grazing Systems: Rest rotation grazing systematically 
(by the grazing formula cycle) provides a period (or "treatment") of 
rest for at least one continuous growing season for each pasture 
included in the allotment. Normally the number of pastures is equal 
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to the number of separate treatments employed in the particular 
grazing system. Each treatment consists of a scheduled, but 
different, period of grazing and/or resting during the grazing year. 
These treatments are rotated annually from one pasture to another to 
vary the periods-of-use and thereby provide for the physiological 
needs of the vegetation. The key management species would be allowed 
an opportunity to gain vigor, increase density, produce seed and 
establish seedlings. 

c - ! 5 & 
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Deferred Rotational Grazing Systems: Deferred rotation grazing 
consists of two or more treatments at least one of which 
systematically provides rest from grazing during the critical growing 
period for vegetation in each pasture included in the allotment. It 
is distinguished from rest rotation by the absence of rest for at 
least one continuous growing season. However, like rest rotation, the 
treatments are rotated each year from one pasture to another. 

This system provides rest so that the key management species in the 
allotment may increase stored root reserves during the critical growth 
period and thus gain in vigor. 

Deferred Grazing Systems: Deferred grazing means the delay of the 
beginning of grazing until a particular occurreqce or date has been 
met. This usually constitutes deferment of grazing until key 
management species have accomplished particular goals such as: peak 
of flowering, seedripe or dormancy. The deferred grazing allows the 
key management species to meet established goals for the allotment, 
thus benefiting that species. 

Utilization Levels 

Utilization refers to the percentage of the annual production 
of forage that has been consumed and/or destroyed by animals 
throughout a grazing period or grazing season under continued use and 
management. Utilization may refer either to a single species or to the 
vegetation as a whole. 

The allowable utilization levels of key management species 
recommended for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area are shown in Table 
1-4. These are average allowable levels under continuous use, 

<,_~,_ however, mod#ifications of these levels could be allowed as a result 
of intensive grazing or management through coordinated AMPs. These 
utilization levels, with periodic rest, would allow the key management 
species to increase in vigor and productivity. 
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The development of livestock support facilities would be required 
in order to facilitate intensive grazing management, make available 
AUMs previously not allocated because of the physical lack of water, 
and improve livestock vegetation condition and trend. These 
facilities consist of fences, wells, springs, troughs, pipelines, and 
cattleguards (see Appendix C, Table 1). 

Land treatments, such as seedings, reseedings and sagebrush 
control followed by seeding are proposed in the resource area. The 
number of treatments as well as the number of livestock support 
facilities are shown in Table 1-5. Land treatments are based on MFP 
Step II recommendations while livestock support facility numbers and 
locations were estimated to provide a base for analysis purposes. The 
approximate locations of these land treatments and support facilities 
are shown on the Livestock Support Facilities Map. The land treatment 
method, acres treated, anticipated AUM increases and cost breakdowns 
by allotment are shown in Appendix C, Table 2. 

The proposed action has not identified any areas for sagebrush 
control except where sagebrush must be eliminated to provide for 
seedings. The method of sagebrush control for seedings would be 
either by mechanical (e.g., discing, chaining) or chemical (e.g., 
spraying) treatments depending primarily on site location, soils, 
vegetation density, and/or surrounding wildlife habitat. 

All land treatments and livestock support facilities will be 
constructed, maintained, and/or implemented within the Standard 
Operating Procedures incorporated in this chapter. 

General Implementation Schedule 

The final filing of the Sonoma-Gerlach EIS is scheduled for 
September 30, 1981. Levels of grazing use in the proposed action 
would be based on suitable vegetation as determined by the 1979 
recompilation of the 1947 and 1960s range surveys and recommendations 
made in the Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan (MFP) Step II. 
The projections of impacts were based on the above data only for 
purposes of analysis in the EIS. It should be understood that the 
range survey recompilation is only an indicator of the existing 
situation and that management decisions (MFP Step III) and 
administrative actions would be tailored to on-the-ground resource 
management. The following management factors would be included in our 
decision-making process: 

1. Coordinated Resource Management and Planning: the concepts of 
CRM would be applied in all cases prior to initiating use 
adjustments and developing AMPs. 



TABLE 1-5 
LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION~/ 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Facilities 

Wells E._/ 

Springs 

Pipelines 

Troughs 

Fences 

Cattleguards 

Subtotal 

Land Treatments 

Seed and/or Reseed 

Sagebrush Control 
and Seed 

Subtotal 

Grand Total 

Units 

42.0 each 

8.0 each 

15.5 mile 

102.0 each 

399.0 mile 

18.0 each 

14,752 acres 

230,112 acres 

Cost/Unit c/ 

$5,100 each 

2,250 each 

2,600 mile 

500 each 

3,600 mile 

2,750 each 

$30/acre 

$60/acre 

d/ 

Total Cost 

$ 214,200 

18,000 

40,300 

51,000 

1,436,400 

49,500 

$ 1,809,400 

442,560 

$13,806,720 

$14,249,280 

$16,058,680 

a/ Approximate locations are shown on the Livestock Support Facilities 
Map (see Appendix~. Section j ~ for a list of proposed livestock 
support facilities by allotment). 

b/ Well site investigations have not yet been conducted, and it is 
assumed for analysis purposes that ground water is available. 

c/ Costs per unit were developed by the Division of Operations, 
Winnemucca District, and the Division of Technical Services, Nevada 
State Office, Bureau of Land Management, 1980, and the U.S. Forest 
Service, Winnemucca, Nevada (personal communication with Mr. Bob 
Tonioli), 1979. These costs were developed at 1980 prices and do not 
include future maintenance and replacement cost. 

!l._/ Wells differ in depth; therefore, this reflects average unit cost. 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan Step II, Winnemucca District 
Office files, Division of Technical Services, Nevada State Office, Reno, 
Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service, Department of 
Agriculture (personal communication with Mr. Bob Tonioli), compiled, 
1979-1980. 
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2. Monitoring studies and evaluation. 

3. Range Improvement projects identified in AMPs would replace what 
a re now only estimates. 

4. Possible flexibility in application of suitability criteria: The 
reasons for applying suitability criteria may not exist in all 
areas. Therefore, prior to developing AMPs and making livestock 
adjustments, the application of suitability would be verified. 

5. Incorporation later of new data and infomation made available by 
users and general public prior to implementation. 

Adjustments to grazing use would be made in accordance with the 
District Manager's final decisions based on the above management 
factors. The adjustments in livestock use would be implemented over a 
three year period in accordance with current regulations (Title 43 
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 4110.3-2 [c]). 

Detailed livestock grazing plans (AMPs) would be developed for 
each allotment or combination of allotments scheduled for intensive 
management and/or non-intensive management with an AMP (see Table 
1-6.) However, until AMPs are implemented, livestock grazing on these 
allotments would be in accordance with the periods-of-use listed in 
Appendix~. Allotments scheduled for non-intensive management with no 
AMPs would continue to be authorized for livestock use up to estimated 
carrying capacity and proposed periods-of-use in Appendix B 

Implementation of AMPs in those allotments scheduled for 
intensive management and/or non-intensive with AMPs would be in 
accordance with Table 1-6. For analysis purposes, it is assumed that 
all AMPs would be implemented within seven years. The AMPs for these 
allotments would be completely written by 1989 and completely 
functional by 1991. The criteria used in determining the order of 
priority of AMP implementation are based on the following: 1) 
condition of the soil and vegetation resources and the rate of 
deterioration; 2) impact of the severity of AUM reductions; 3) 
potential of the area for improvement and the anticipated rate of 
recovery; 4) the presence of threatened and/or endangered species; and 
5) the presence of areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC). 

The proposed action recommends the removal of approximately 2,056 
wild horses and burros from the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. There 
are limiting factors that prevent immediate gathering of approximately 
2,056 wild horses and burros (e.g., foaling season, weather conditions 
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TABLE 1-6 
GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 2,./ 

Allotment Name 

Intensive AMP!}_/ 

Soldier Meadow-Paiute 
Humboldt House 
Buffalo Hills-Calico 
White Horse 
Deserc · Queen 
Humboldt Sink 
Majuba 
North Buffalo-Licking-Copper Canyon 
Blue Wing-Seven Troughs 
Melody-Thomas Creek-Harmony 
Pumpernickel 
Rawhide-Rochester 
Prince Royal-Star Peak-Klondike 
Rodeo Creek-Pole Canyon 
Pleasant Valley 
Clear Creek-Dolly Hayden 

AMP Revision~/ 

Coal Canyon-Poker 
South Buffalo 
Gold Banks 
Rock Creek-Sonoma 
Leadville 
Coyote 
Rye Patch 

Priority 'E._/ 

1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Implement at ion 
Year 5::_I 

1982 
1982 
1983 
1983 
1983 
1984 
1984• 
1984 
1985 
1985 
1986 • 
1986 
1987 
1987 
1988 
1988 

1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
198_7 
1988 

!!_/ All allotments, with the exception of Diamond S, would have 
periods-of-use, proper stocking rates, and kind of livestock 
established in 1982. For three allotments (Jersey Valley, Cottonwood 
Canyon, and Ragged Top) this is all that would be done; AMPs are not 
required to obtain desired vegetative changes. Diamond S.is excluded 
because it is proposed as a Horse Management Area, with no livestock 
grazing. All other allotments would have AHPs established or revised. 
b/ Allotments having No. 1 priority would have AMPs implemented or 
revised in 1982, those with priority 2 in 1983, priority 3 in 1984, 
and so on. 
~/ For analysis purposes, it is assumed that all AMPs would be 
implemented within seven ye~rs. 

~/ Soldier Meadow-Paiute was arbitrarily given first priority because 
of the presence of threatened species. Buffalo Hills-Calico was given 
second priority because of the presence of a larger ACEC and because · 
of the wildlife values present. The other allotments in this group 
were prioritized 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. 

Source: U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area Management 
Framework Plan, 1980. 
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and/or foal age). Complete elimination of wild horses and burros from 
an area is difficult as the last wild horses and/or burros are the 
most difficult to gather. It is estimated that five years would be 
needed to completely remove all wild horses and burros from the 
specified areas. See Table 1-7 for the schedule of wild horse and/or 
burro removal by allotment. Approximately 500 wild horses and/or 
burros per year would have to be removed over a three year period to 
complete the removal (assuming a continued 11 percent yearly increase 
in wild horse and burro numbers). 
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TABLE 1-7 
REMOVAL OF WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Allotment 

Intensive Management with AMPs 
Blue Wing 

Seven Troughs 
(Total) 

Buffalo Hills 
Calico 
(Total) 

Pleasant Valley 

Pole Canyon 
Rodeo, Creek 

.' (Total) 

Pumpernickel 

Rawhide 
Rochester 
(Total) 

Soldier Meadows 

Revision and/or Update of 
•Existing AMPs 

Gold banks 

Leadville 

South Buffalo 

Non-Intensive Management 
without AMPs 

Cottonwood Canyon 

Jersey Valley 

No Livestock Grazing 
Diamond S 

Total 

Estimated Number 
Wild Horses j Burros 

for Removal 

./7 
~ [A 1Y" I 

881/39 ~ 
53/1 

(974) 

218 
29 

(247) 

9 

16 
91 

(107) 

4 

1 
18 

(l9) 

419/18 

4 

70 

14 

2 

80 

89 

1,998/58 

Prio ty ' 
for Removal l./ 

1 
1 

3 
3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 
3 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

1 

& 2 

~l/ Priority was determined by using the degree of vegetation overobligation, 
and whether or not the allotment is scheduled for an AMP. 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach Unit Resource Analyses 1979, and Management 
Framework Plan 1980. 
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NO LIVESTOCK GRAZING ALTERNATIVE 

Under the no livestock grazing alternative, all domestic 
livestock grazing on BLM administered public land within the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area would be eliminated. Available 
vegetation would be allocated to reasonable numbers of big game 
animals, and to maximum numbers of wild horses and burros in each herd 
use area and herd management area. See Tables 1-9 and 1-10 for 
initial and future allocations and use, by allotment. 

Vegetation Allocation Program 

Under this alternative, big game animals would receive an 
allocation of 16,869 AUMs. Wild horses and burros would receive an 
initial allocation of 14,795 AUMs. This would increase to 41,175 AUMs 
by 2024 due to increases in vegetation productivity. Excess wild 
horses and burros would be removed to maintain their use at or below 
the 41,175 AUM level. 

Implement at ion Schedule 

Under this alternative, no new livestock support facilities would 
be built, nor would existing facilities be maintained unless they were 
necessary for other resource uses, such as wild horses and burros or 
wildlife. In order to allow wild horses and burros greater mobility 
and to facilitate the movements of wildlife, certain fences would be 
removed from the public land. These are listed by priority in Table 
1-11. Wild horses and burros would be removed from checkerboard land 
in the priority shown in Table 1-12. The removal would be completed 
in one year. Livestock removals would begin after the District 
Manager's decisions, with no priority needed since removal would begin 
on all allotments simultaneously. 

1 
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TABLE 1-9 
NO LIVESTOCK G~I NG ALTER~ 

INITIAL ALLOCATION· : YEAR 1982--,.(AUM 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE 

Proposed Initial Allocations£_/ 

Available Mule Bighorn Wild Horse Total Total 

Allotment !_/ Vegetation 'E_/ Dee-r Antelope Sheep & Burro UsEd Unused 

Blue Wing 19,827 701 49 106 4,319 5,115 El 14,652 

Buffalo Hills 23,320 6,294 1,106 1,142 4,399 12,941 10,379 

Calico 1,741 46 44 86 158 334 1,407 

Clear Creek 2,478 176 0 20 0 196 2,282 

Coal Canyon-Poke-r 2,909 97 1 31 0 129 2,780 

Cottonwood Canyon 166 18 0 0 33 51 115 

Coyote 3,299 35 411 7 0 7453 2,846 

Desert Queen 730 0 0 0 0 0 730 

Diamond S 717 129 0 38 420 587 130 

Dolly Hayden 3,95.3 68 0 18 0 86 3,867 

Goldbanks 1,546 92 0 18 66 176 1,370 

Harmony 258 95 0 7 0 102 156 

Humboldt House 523 67 0 23 0 90 433 

Humboldt Sink 302 2 0 3 0 5 297 

Jersey Valley 600 48 0 1 276 325 275 

Klondike 1,480 57 0 10 0 67 1,413 

Leadville 2,629 179 67 176 410 832 1,79? 

Licking 88 45 0 0 0 45 43 

Majuba 3,324 57 92 0 0 149 3,175 

Melody 616 0 0 0 0 0 616 

North Buffalo 1,640 15 0 0 0 15 1;625 

Pleasant Valley 8,760 354 0 97 148 599 8,161 

Pole Canyon 232 15 7 37 95 154 78 
Prince Royal 210 47 0 13 0 60 150 
Pumpe rnicke 1 6,160 222 0 38 66 326 5,834 
Ragged Top 481 72 0 0 ·o 72 409 
Rawhide 2,493 84 0 46 16 146 2,347 
Rochester 2,429 45 0 15 296 356 2,073 
Rock C-reek 1,776 134 0 43 0 177 1,599 
Rodeo Creek 5,648 177 137 150 1,105 1,569 4,079 
Rye Patch 1,468 66 0 24 . 0 90 1,378 
Seven Troughs 4,024 495 26 0 0 · 521 3,503 
Soldier Meadows 25,335 786 429 264 2,754 4,233 21,102 
Sonoma 863 141 o. 29 0 170 693 
South Buffalo 7,640 381 0 135 234 750 6,890 
Star Peak 2,788 434 0 82 0 516 2,272 
Thomas Creek 463 90 0 35 0 125 338 
White Horse 1,073 35 0 7 0 42 1,031 

Total 143,989 11,799 2,369 2,701 14,795 31,664 112,325 

!.f No allotment management plans would be implemented on any allotments in this alternative, 

'!!_/ Available vegetation as dete-rmined by the 1979 recompilation of the 1947 and 1960s range surveys. 

s.! Initial allocations are to reasonable numbers of big game and the existing numbers of wild horses and burros. 

!/ Blue Wing Allotment did not have sufficient available vegetation remaining in the herd use areas after big game 
allocations to satisfy existing numbers of wild horses and burros, thus creating a shortage of 498 AUMs in wild h9rse . 
and burro allocations in that allotment. 

Source: U .s. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District, Sonoma, Blue Wing, and 
Buffalo Hills Unit Resource Analyses 1980, and Winnemucca District Office files. 



TABLE 1-10 
NO LIVESTOCK GRAZING ALTERNATIVE - ESTIMATED FUTURE PRODUCTION AND us~ YEAR 2024 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Estimated Future Use 'E._/ 

Available Estimated 
Allotment Name Vegetation M"ule Deer Antelope Bighorn Wild Horses Vegetation 

2024 !.I Sheep & Burros Used 2024 

Blue Wing 24,790 701 49 106 12,720 13,576 11,214 
Buffalo Hills 29,570 6,294 1,106 1,142 8,200 16,742 12,828 
Calico 2,099 46 44 86 410 586 1,513 
Clear Creek 3,094 176 0 20 0 196 2,898 
Coal Canyon-Poker 3,775 97 1 31 0 129 3,646 
Cottonwood Canyon 200 18 0 0 182 200 0 
Coyote 3,992 35 411 7 0 453 3,539 
Desert Queen 1,383 0 0 0 0 0 1,383 
Diamond S 857 129 0 38 690 857 0 
Dolly Hayden 4,779 68 0 18 0 86 4,693 
Gold banks 1,855 92 0 18 1,724 1,834 21 
Harmony 314 95 0 7 0 102 212 
Humboldt House 706 67 0 23 0 90 616 
Humboldt Sink 425 2 0 3 0 5 420 
Jersey Valley 1,571 48 o· 1 954 1,003 568 
Klondike 1,841 57 0 10 0 67 1,774 
Leadville 3,201 179 67 176 994 1,416 1,785 
Licking 128 45 0 0 0 45 83 
Majuba 4,080 57 92 0 0 149 3,931 Melody 745 0 0 0 0 0 745 

North Buffalo 1,984 15 0 0 0 15 1,969 
Pleasant Valley 10,654 354 0 97 1,581 2,032 8,622 
Pole Canyon 242 15 7 37 183 242 0 
Prince Royal 327 47 0 13 0 60 267 
Pumpernickel 7,406 222 0 38 144 404 7,002 
Ragged Top 1,150 72 0 0 0 72 1,078 
Rawhide 3,035 84 0 46 41 171 2,864 
Rochester 3,832 45 0 15 1,442 1,502 2,330 
Rock Creek 2,142 134 0 43 0 177 1,965 
Rodeo Creek 6,831 177 137 150 6,367 6,831 0 
Rye Patch 1,765 66 0 24 0 90 1,675 
Seven Troughs 8,710 495 26 0 722 1,243 7,467 
Soldier Meadow 30,635 786 429 264 ~ 3 "' i. 5,091 25,544 . 
Sonoma 1,075 141 0 29 0 170 905, 
South Buffalo 9,589 381 0 135 1,209 1,725 7,864 
Star Peak 3,351 434 0 82 0 516 2,835 
Thomas Creek 547 90 0 35 0 125 422 
White Horse 1,296 35 0 7' 0 '42 1,254 

Total 183,976 11,799 2,369 2,701 ~~ 58,044 125,932 

!_/ Available vegetation in 2024 includes improvements based on an increase in production brought about by reduced grazing 
pressure, increases due to improvement in areas formerly not allocated because of low production, and removal of horses 
in checkerboard land owners~ip areas, 

b/ Estimated future use 
land ownership pattern. 

includes use by reasonable numbers of big game, and wild horses in areas not having a checkerboard 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Resource _ Area 
Management Framework Plan (1980) and Range Survey Compilation Records (1979). 
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1982 
1982 
1982 
1982 
1983 
1983 
1983 
1983 
1984 
1984 
1984 
1984 

1984 
1985 
1985 
1985 
1985 
1985 
1986 
1986 
1986 
1986 
1986 
1986 
1987 
1987 

. 1987 
1987 
1987 
1988 
1988 
1988 
1988 
1988 
1988 

Proj <'ct 
Nu1nb~r 

0)07 
4172 
4566 
4270 
1081 
4073 
403) 
4171 
0770 
4087 
4074 
0978 

0780 
4023 
0527 
4205 
0461 
4539 
4061 
0465 
4737 
0697 
4598 
4078 
4077 
4274 
1068 
1177 
0561 
1091 
0843 
4211 
1140 
4080 
0531 

TAKI.F. 1-11 
IMPU~'1~:NTATION SCIIP.OULt FOR n:NCE RF.KOVAL n/ 

NO LIVP.STOCK GKA?.IN<; ALTr.RNATIVE .. 
SONOMA-CtRLACll llt:SOURCE AKEA 

Project Name 

Granite Mountain Drift Fence 
Lcadvil le & Coyote Allotment Fences 
Coyote Allotment Fence 
Coyot c Al lot ment Fence 
Pole Canyon Allotment Fence 
Leadville Allotment Fence 
Leadville Allotment Fence 
Leadville Allotment Interior Fence 
Calico Allotment Fence 
Stanley Camp Fence 
Crutcher Canyon Drift Fence 
C-2-N Fence (sect ions not in 

district boundary) 
East Boundary Fence 
Diamond S Fence 
Winnemucca Seeding Fence 
Sonoma Boundary Fence 
Clear Creek Fence 
Rock Creek Allotment Boundary Fence 
Big Squaw Valley Fence 
Rock Creek Spray Fence 
Mahogany Exclosure Fence 
Pole Creek Division Fence 
!lorth Buffalo Allotment Fence 
Goldbanks Fence 
Grass Valley Fence 
Goldbanks Al lotment Fence 
Plea~ant Valley Fence 
Table Mountain Fence . 
Chabagno Holding Field Fence 
Dun Glen Fence 
Ballard-Sweeney Fence 
Rye Patch Interior Fence 
Humboldt House Fence 
Coal Canyon Fence 
Button Point Seeding Fence 

App-ro><lmat e 
Miles 

11.0 
14.5 
16.0 
6.0 
6.5 
5.0 

12.0 
6.0 

10.0 
6.0 
7.0 
8.0 

8.0 
15.0 
6.2 
6.0 
7.2 
8.0 
2.0 
6.0 
6.0 
7 .o 
4.0 

14.5 
7.0 

20.5 
3.0 
4.7 
1.5 

15.0 
3.0 
2.0 
2.0 

14.0 
4.5 

275.1 

Cost/ 
Unit 
c/ 

$3,600 
/alile 

Cost 

$ 39,Q (J(J 
52,000 
57,600 
21,600 
23,400 
18,000 
43,200 
21,600 
36,000 
21,600 
25,200 
28,800 

28,800 
54,000 
22,320 
21,600 
25,920 
28,800 

7,200 
21,600 
21,600 
25,200 
14,400 
52,200 
25,200 
73,80 0 
10,1300 
16,920 
5,400 

54,000 
10,80 0 

7,200 
7,200 

50,400 
16,20 0 

$990,)6 0 

a/ Under the no grazing alternative, those portions of livestock control fences that a-re 
located in big game areas, or ~,ich interfere with wild horse movements, would be removed. 

b/ Priority was established based on wildlife habitat values of the area where fences are 
located, -It is assumed for analysis purposes that all implementation would be completed in 
a even years. 

c/ Costa per unit were developed by the Division of Operations, Winnemucca District at 1980 
Prices. 

Source: U.S. Depanment of the Interior, Bureau of La·nd Management, Winnemucca Dist rice, 
Sonau-Gerlach Resource Area Unit Resource Analyses, 1980. 

TABLE 1-12 

REMOVAL OF 
WILD HORSES AND BURROS 
FROM CHECKERBOARD LAND 

NO LIVESTOCK GRAZING ALTERNATIVE 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Checkerboard Use Areas Wild Horses/Burros to be Removed 

Truckee 64 
Shawave 446 
llumboldts 841 
Trinity 220 
Antelope 203 
tant R11nr.e 982 
Seven Troughs 286/48 
Sonoma 140 

Totnl 3,182/48 



Under the no action alternative, the present grazing management 
program would continue unchanged. For analysis purposes, it is 

that future use (year 2024) would be the same as at -----wever, its ou o ed that existing vesto se Is 
considerably be ow active preference, and thus could increase up to 

at oi In addit on, ig game anima numbers would 1 ely 
fluctuate considerably because of natural factors and management 
policies. 

Vegetation Allocation Program 

It is assumed that current livestock use would r_emain at 11 
AUMs. It is also assumed that the ._l_._1 .§.-U s of average annua 
trespass use would continue. Big game is presently a 6,430 
AUMs, but there is no forage allocated for wild horses and burros. 
Table 1-8 shows the relationship between available vegetation and 
existing allocations, as well as between available vegetation and 
existing use. Table 1-8 also shows projected future vegetation 
production and demand under the no action alternative. 

~~ ~ ~?w 
, • ~ Existing wild horse and burro use would remain at 66,012 AUMs 
~ \J " annually. With o AUMs al ocate to wild horses and burros, continued 
(i ~ .---ove-rus u o ur. There would be ~ o specific areas where ors es 
- ~ 1, ;;(c>uld.- e gathered. Reduct ions of wild horse and burro num ers would 
\ () t ~ ~ 'oniy-be ons4.& ed: " C ..,J ,:,----1 c 

~ ~ ~ 1. On areas where individuals have requested removal of horses 
~ ~ { from private lands because they were damaging it, 

~\i\' 
· '- ~ 2. Where, because of extreme deterioration of range resources, 

horses or burros would have to be removed to insure that no further 
damage would occur, or 

3. Where, because of circumstances resulting from No. 2 above, a 
die-off of horses or burros appears imminent. 

Priorities for gathering wild horses and burros in areas that 
meet any of the above criteria would be decided yearly at the district 
level. 

Levels of Grazing Management 

The level of grazing management in each allotment would remain as 
it is at the present time, as would period-of-use. These are shown in 
Table 1-8 for each allotment. Present levels of range supervision 
would continue, as would present levels of monitoring studies. 
Existing livestock support facilities would be maintained, but no new 
ones would be constructed. 
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TAIU 1-1 
NO ACTION ALT£ltlATIH - PlttStRT YECETATIOI ALIAJCATIONS, UISTl!'IC IJ'SE, AIIO fl/TIJH VECUATION PRODUCTION (I.Ullo) 

SONOMA-GUUOI usocaa: Al£\ 

hlNl•I u .. 

Averaae A.Yer•• Toto! 
U1able Laot Three lean wot three 1'1are Vecet•t to11 Un-Uae4 Ove-r-U•ed 

Yeaet at loa 1/ Lheatock Tre•p•N Vlld Nonu u .... , ••a•t•t toa YeJ~t•t IOR 
Allot•at (1980) - u .. s.l (l)oc,-nu4) s.l ""I• Doer!/ Aatolope f/ ~ lurro• (1981)) (1910) (1980) 

8luo lllfll 19,816 22,068 156 an 0 20,)S6 U,64S 0 2),829 
tuffalo Hui. 2),089 9,S86 241 ,,210 ,u 4, 1)2 20,910 2,179 0 
Calt"o 1,721 2,H4 0 44 2Z 3411 2,988 0 1,261 
Clear Cree-It 2,421 3,062 68 so 0 492 J,672 0 1,249 
Cod C..nyon-Poker 2,904 2,l4S 0 120 0 2,6SZ s. 111 o · 2,213 
Cottonwood Canyoa 168 60 0 11 0 24 106 62 0 
Coyote l,297 2,682 0 3S 2)4 0 2, 9SI )46 0 
Oet ■ rt: Queea 730 2,134 362 0 0 108 l , 904 0 J, 174 
DIHoad S 682 l,OZ, 11 36 0 828 1,906 0 1,224 
Dolly &ydu J, 9~2 l,302 156 84 0 2,856 6,398 0 2,446 
Caldb.lnke l,S44 2,040 0 114 0 948 3,102 0 1,ssa 
tLan:,ony 219 347 1 21 0 180 S61 0 122 
H,c,b->1-it flouH 516 S77 0 n 0 60 720 0 204 
Hu.-.lklldt 51ftl< 100 I, 111 0 J 0 0 1,180 0 1,080 
Jors•J YalhJ 610 989 0 St 0 960 2,ooa 0 1,198 
'Klonc!lh 1,48) 2,IIS 0 JO 0 1,841 4,078 0 2,S9S 
Lodvlll• 2,603 2,S66 0 171 JI 840 J,622 0 1,019 
ll<Unc 60 152 0 u ~ 0 165 0 IOS 
!\oJ,,lla ),)20 SOJ 0 10 21 1,680 2,214 1,046 · O 
l'ldo41 '" 290 0 0 D 0 290 326 0 
li<>tth lurtalo 1,640 96) \I ' 0 0 967 673 0 

tl~•••nt Val tey ,.as 8,SH 0 431 0 1,944 10.,n · o 2,180 
Pole Cany.un 20, S40 0 14 4 192 7SO 0 S4I 
Pl'lnc• loyal Jot IH 0 SI 0 0 211 0 ) 

Pu'3pei-nlckel 6,091 4, 9S7 0 106 0 192 S,2SS 842 0 
""H•d Top 06 184 0 It 0 2,184 3,057 0 2,S6I 
Ra.~ld• 2,48& 2,07 0 104 0 1,704 4,22S 0 1,737 
loche1t er Z,428 l,9S9 0 ,. 0 2,0S2 4,067 0 1,09 
ko.:k Creek l,JSI 2,192 0 ll 0 408 1,618 0 887 
ltodeo Creek S,S96 6,014 479 11s 61 1,092 7,828 0 ,\_ 2,231 
lr• Patch 1,462 1,H4 0 II 0 116 2,641 -,P 0 I, 179 

611 I 11,1oq~ o ~~ Se"lelll trGU&,he 4,0)4 49 4,144 
~l.L/"Z..3 Soldler Neadow• 2S,294 0 141 216 S,244 -~) ~':i 

Sonz,a 804 l,SIO J 0 Jt 0 264 1,813 0 \ \ 
South Buffalo 7,621 8,139 0 471 0 168 9,411 0 
5t&< Peak 2,189 J,21S JI Sl6 0 ),624 1,423 0 
°Th'>M ■ Cre .. lt 41) 01 0 Z) 0 192 849 0 
\i"h1t• llorte I Oil l 970 It 4J 0 2,460 4,492 0 

Total 10,211 ~t;"lfl l,W JI, 711 1,248 6',012 ,_,.., ..... 
JJ(,>Sul J"I"' Z'/ 3 <-1,139 

,!I A•atl~bl• vegetat lon ii the reosult of C1!~oapilotlon of tht 1947 ■nJ 1960a taage 1urv•r• (Ap,-.ndla A Sc..:ttoA t) • 
. ~/ [aht Ing u,e 11 the act u■l UH~ ~el n1 D,,de nf the Ye-get oc ton resource, •• oppo■ e• to ... ta, l1111 obl I aat 1onti. which t• .a.n 1pport tonaent. of reaourc.e■ 
•~ens uM1. ~ot ■t1ovu '" the Table h an e1tbt tna u•.e of U AU~ of bt&)Lorn theep uH In luffalo tft 11• Al lot:Mnt. 'lh.ete MJ'Ht ai ·e included lo the 
total vegetation used coluu for lt1;(falo 11111■ Allot.,.nt. For analyt teal pu,rpo•e•, it I ■ •••u•H that f..t.vn u1e V<MSl.d be the ••CM•• e&llttna 
use. 
£_/ Th-, l••t l!'• ·ee Je ■ r• t11,ludf!1 uH ~d• between l!l/77 and 2/29/80. Soldter He,'Mtow Allot•erc. h eA except(Oll to th• three J••r aver•&•• leceuae 
of ,·i,rlous leg•l and ad■ tn1atrat he f•ctora. thl ■ •llotaent had elther no u .. or coap,aritively · little UM 41urtna the tbree Y••T perlo4. Therefore, 
t.h.e J9il:J-8l ,..-azln1 aea■on u■e ts uaed. · 
~/ E1.ttt in& btg A•De nuaben were supplied by NOOW for their unage11ent unlta. The procedure out ltned lft Appendix A, . va• 11ucl ro apport loo these 
au:i.ber■ by allotQent. 
e/ Tut.al ·,egt:lxlon uae4 tnc.lu.de■ aver.,1,ae laat th~•• year• llveatoc.k u1e 1 aver•&• l.a ■ t three r••r• tr■ar.1••• ~oepetltt-Ye 'bita , ... u••• arwl vtld 
horae and but ro u••• 
!I Eatiaatecl f~ure product ton waa Mrtvcd u■ lna tl\e •thod■ outlined la Appendix •• Sect ion I. 

Sourc.e, U.S. Depanaent of laterlor. hr••u of IAnd Men.aaeMnt. 1 VlnBe■Wicca Clletric.t, $011101M1-Cerl■c.h 14:eo,n·c• Aru Uftlt. lt: ■ourc.e An.aly.,.1, 1979 • 
. , 

7, IS4 
0 

1,009 
l,8S7 
4,634 

OS 
J,419 

7S,ISO 

hhtln1 l•t laated 
Lnel of f L'llure 

!'al1t tna Cra&tn1 Product foD 
Pertod - of-U•• KalWl&f.'Nl\t (2024) !/ 

Ye•rlon1 Mon-A.'iP 4,7S6 
l/1 to 12/31 Hon- ANP 24,474 
4/1 to 10/IS Noa-AHP l,0)) 
11/1 to 8/]0 Non-AMP 1,4S4 
11/1 to 7/IS AIIP 1,074 
J/1 to 8/ll Non-A/IP 1'1 
4/1 to 11/1 AIIP J,49S 
Ye.arlong lion- A.~P 0 
4/IS to 9/30 Mon-AMP )4 

Y~arlong Non-AMP 2,171 
Yu,rlon1 AIIP 371 
4/1 to 9/20 Non- AKP ll 
12/1 to 9/JO lfoa-AIIP 428 
6/1 to 4/)0 Non-AIIP 0 
11/1 to l/U Non-AKP 0 
4/1 to 12/ll •on-AH.I 74 
4/1 i.o II/JO A/!P 2,160 
3/1 to 6/30 llon-AIIP ) 

11/1 to 6/30 No11-AKP J,184 
4/20 to I/IS lloa-A.V 162 
11/16 to 4/6 •oa-AIIP 1,flt · 

3/1 to 12/11 llon-AIIP 1,267 
S/1 to 9/30 Non-A."tP 0 
S/1 to 1/S llqn-ANP 208 
Yearlong Non- AHP 6,463 
Ye11 rlon1 Non-ANP 0 
Z/1 to 12/ll Non-A.HP 1,49) 
Yttarlong Non- AMP l ,4S1 
S/1 to 10/IS AI\P· 1,0SI 
Yearlons Non-~P 4,64S 
10/20 to 8/ll AMP .J. 541 
Yc,'ltlona lfon-AIIP '; J,', 202 
Ye•rlonc :~-AIIP /~ ~~~~ S/4 to 10/J 
Yearlona A/IP 6,J2S 
l••rlona Non-AIIP IJ9 
3/1 to 8/IS Non-AKP 99 
11/1 to 7/JI Non-AIIP 0 

IOS,437 



.. 

MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK USE ALTERNATIVE 

Vegetation Allocation Program 

Under this alternative the maximum development of range 
improvements throughout the resource area would occur wherever the 
improvements are technically feasible in order to maximize livestock 
use. Economic reasonableness would be disregarded; however, the cost 
of the projects are listed (Table 1-13). Vegetation would be 
allocated to livestock by allotme9-t __ 01:- eem-e-i-.n ion of allotments, to , 
existing use of big game, and to existing llocations of__~ ild horse 
and burros, for which there are no existing a ocat ons~ This ___ _ 
allocation is based on information obtained from the 1979 
recompilation of the 1947 and 1960s range surveys and recommendations 
made in the Sonoma-Gerlach MFP Step I for range. 

This action would initially (1982) al o ate _J 3_Q_,196 AUMs to 
livestock, 13,036 AUMs to big game and -o AUMs to wild horses an 
burros. This compares with an existing use of , s--rxtIBsror 
livestock (based upon the average licensed use for the last three to 
five years), 13,036 AUMs for big game and 66,012 AUMs for wild horses 
and burros (Table 1-14). 

The short-term (1991) estimated future production is •based upon 
additional vegetation becoming available through range improvements 
such as water developments and land treatments. The estimated 
allocation in year 1991 would be 216,746 AUMs for livestock, 13,036 
AUMs for big game and no allocation to wild horses and burros (Table 
1-15). This would be an increase over the initial allocation for 
livestock of 86,550 AUMs, with no additional increases over the 
initial allocations to big game, wild horses or burros. 

The long term (2024) estimated future production is based upon 
additional vegetation becoming available through grazing management 
systems (AMPs), reductions in grazing intensity of livestock to the 
estimated carrying capacity, and/or the complete removal of wild 
horses and burros. The estimated allocation in year 2024 would be 
251,466 AUMs for livestock, 13,036 AUMs for big game and no allocation 
of AUMs to wild horses and burros (Table 1-15). This would be an 
increase over the initial allocation for livestock of 121,270 AUMs, 
with no additional increases over the initial allocations to big game• 
~:r?ws:o7Z 1m ' g,S 

-



Facilities 

Wells 

Springs 

Pipelines 

Toughs 

Fences 

Catt legua rds 

Subtotal 

Land Treatments 

TABLE 1-13 

LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES 
FOR MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK USE!_/ 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Units Cost/Unit b/ 

44.0 each $5,100 each d/ 

8.0 each 2,250 each 

15.5 mile 2,600 mile 

106.0 each 500 each 

411.0 mile 3,600 mile 

19.0 each 2,700 each 

Total Cost 

$ 224,400 

18,000 

40,300 

53,000 

1, 7...9,600 

"' 52,250 

"' $ 1,867.550 

Sagebrush Control 
(spray) 

~~10 '3 </ 0 1 6 'f O 1 
,lit_.. -:,J ,:~ + ~ 

~4Q,6J.,O · 

Seed and/or Reseed 
< ' ,' ,,~~l., C6'•·•i ,.~! ;z,..,e.1,, 
..;,c,~_)'=· ~;, ' - ~w--&&e. Seed 

/ Subtotal 

( Grand Total 

21,~ acres 
JG, I 7 ~ 
18, QIU acres 

z_ </ 3 7':?f 
248,GBS acres 

$16/acre 

$30/acre 

$60/acre 

'/85';/C,c, 
.§40,6.30 

I 41c:,z._ 7
1
c, t./O 

$ l-4:J88~, ~ 

/ -:;- £./52 t;<:/c 
- / I 

$ 1,s, 7 e-e-,..;,~o 
I 7 1 3 c Cl ,: '9 0 

$H-,t,33, ,!e 

a/ Approximate locations are shown on the Livestock Support 
Facilities M~p (see Appendix _£ ,Section ~\1~1,..for a list of proposed 
livestock support facilities by allotment). 

b/ Costs per unit were developed by the Division of Operations, 
Winnemucca District, and the Division of Technical Services, Nevada 
State Office, Bureau of Land Management, 1980, and the U.S. Forest 
Service, Winnemucca, Nevada (personal communication with Mr. Bob 
Tonioli), 1979. The costs were developed at 1980 prices and do not 
include future maintenance and replacement cost. 

c/ Well site investigations have not yet been conducted, and it is 
assumed for analysis purposes that ground water is available. 

d/ Wells differ in depth; therefore, this reflects average unit cost. 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan Step I, Winnemucca District 
Office files, Division of Technical Services, Nevada State Office, 
Reno, Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forestry Service, 
Department of Agri culture (personal communication with Mr. Bob 
Tonioli) compi l ed, 1979-1980. 



. TAIi.& · 1-14 
HillKltlNC LIVl~TIIClt THAOIJQt IWl4 IZ,tl:~T A.SD Dt:VELOP>IUT ALTtllllATlvt 

IMITIAL ALLOCATIOMI, TU& 1912 (A!Jlu) !_/ 
SOIIOK4-CUI.ACII USOOICI ilt\ 

f'HH·At o. .... !d•ttn1 \IH tro20Hd. lnlt lal Alloc•tlo• - Year 1912 •' 

taa■ou'bh N•kl' di 
Aucb.ol'l•ff ... , ... Total 

Ltve. ■to .::k Utt• Moue LlftH«l wu• 110.n• Allocec•• Wald Moue Ku.le 

Allot .. nl u •• '!_/ • lurr• !_/ N...t• 0.H' Aatalope llpoC"a aa .. , UceaM4 UM!_/ • lurco sl S11 Ca■-'!_/ V.1H at lo• !/ Ltv .. tock , luno O.ar Aatelope 

laten•he ~ .. , .... 
with '-"'IP• 

llue tJtn,; 24,160 20, SS6 101 4t 106 n,ou 20,n, 10 lt,116 11,9!1 0 IU 0 

S•"'•n lrou&,b,• t, 161 4 , 344 40 u 0 ,.1~1 4,J,4 612 4,014 1,422 0 611 I 

(l c.t.al) (Jl,Ul) (24,900) (1,110 (IS) (106) (lt,211) (24, tc0) (1,411) (2l,9S0) (22,llll (0) (1,410 (I) 

luff.to IUlU 11,920 4,1!2 6,29' l,10. l,l'1 t,Sl6 4,U2 6 , 924 21,090 16,1"6 0 6,2&0 644 

Cd Leo 2,584 141 " 44 H 2 , Sl4 141 u 1,lll l,6Sii 0 .. 22 

Cfot ,11l) (14,104) (4,100) (6,140) (I, U0) (1,221) (U,IMI) (4 , SOO) <•. 9~01 (24,111) (24,111) (0) (6,120 ('62) 

Cl1t.ar Creek I, 111 492 116 0 20 ),062 492 so i,4n 2,424 0 10 0 

0ou, ... , ••• 1,109 2,IS6 H 0 II >, >02 2,IS6 14 l,9S2 ),9S2 0 14 0 

n, ... ul) (6,120) (l,IU) (144) (0) (11) (6,1'4) 0,148) (114) (6 , JU) (6,241) (0) (114) (0) 

Coc.c onwood CanJo• 60 24 II 0 0 60 24 22 '" 14' 0 22 0 

0.&cn: Quee• 1,lSS 108 () 0 0 J,134 108 0 J]J no G 0 0 

0 :.•= <>niJ S 1,ISI 821 129 0 JI 1,021 au )6 682 646 0 )6 0 

Hai:uo ny 141 JI0 u 0 1 J41 1ao JI 219 112 0 21 . 0 

~.4:b4y 1,020 0 0 0 0 290 0 0 616 616 0 0 0 

Th" :w• Cr••k 61t 192 90 0 11 611 lt2 21 411 la& 0 JI 0 

cr ... 11 (l, US) (1,200) (114) (0) (IO) (J,Jtl) (1,200) (H) (l,tSO) (1,162) (0) (11) ,i) 

..._Mlft ■eu.N 121 60 " 0 J) 111 ,o u 116 01 0 u 0 

-l>ol<I< SlolL l,UJ 0 2 0 J l,]JJ 0 , SOD 191 0 , 0 

' JerHy Valley l,131 t60 48 0 I Ut ,.o S9 610 111 0 St 0 

«:hn-tike 1,201 I ,Ill jJ 0 10 J,111 1,141 10 1,411 . 1,4ll 0 10 0 

Prlnu loJ•l ISi 0 " 0 ll n> 0 SI 101 110 ~ SI 0 

Stu· Pe1,II l,121 l,'24 04 0 n ),JU ),624 U6 J,1O 2,2SI 0 116 0 

(toed) (6,083) (S,412) (UI) (0) (I0S) (S,411) (S,412) (U4) (4,480) (l, 116) (OJ (66') (0) 

Lt1,.lr.tna Ill 0 4S 0 0 112 0 I] 60 41 0 13 0 

t.on.h kfbt. ),lt4 0 u 0 0 tl<> 0 4 •.• ,o 1,, ·1'> 0 4 0 

(Tot•ll (),441) (0) (6b) (0) (0) (l,IIS) (0) (II) (1,100) (1,611) (0) (II) (0) 

~l ••">.a 1,100 l,IIO SI t2 0 S0J 1,6110 91 ),)20 l,129 0 10 21 

l'l HUDt ValleJ 10,)92 l,94, )S4 0 t1 l , SSl 1,944 41• l,ISS a,111 0 418 0 

Polit C•nyoe S40 tl6 IS 1 ll 14(1 192 II 209 191 0 14 4 

l~,:o Crew:11. 6,Ul 1,092 111 Ill ISO 6,014 1,092 20 S,S96 !,JU 0 111 61 

\ \ (T'>tlll) (1,111) (1,114) (192) (144) (111) c•.no (1,214) (161) (S,101) cs. 144) (0) (Iii) (12) 

P .1J1::,.-r11t-cti::el t,440 lt2 212 0 Ji 4,9!1 192 106 6,091 !,HI 0 106 0 

~u~d Top 111 2,114 12 0 0 114 1,114 II 496 401 0 n 0 

h1o.tiid <t J,121 1,104 114 0 46 2,411 1,104 104 J,411 2,&84 0 104 0 

loche-at •r ),964 2,0S2 4S 0 u l,tSt 2,0S2 S6 2,4lS 2 , l12 0 SI> 0 

{Tot•l) (6,HS) (),ISi) (11t) (0) (61) (4,]16) (l,U6l (160) (4,916) (4,IS6) (0) (160) (O) 

Svldtu · ~e-.dcwe 16,010 S,244 116 4H 164 l,4Zl S,J44 961 n.2•• 14,lll 0 141 116 

.bite lloue 1,110 1,460 ll 0 1 1,tlO 2,460 4) l,0JJ 1,010 0 4l 0 

aewldon •n4/oy Ul'4ue 
o ! £d1cln1 A.'tf1 

Coa I C• a.1oa - POM r 1,144 2,612 t1 I JI z.1,u 1,,12 120 Z,to4 2,114 0 120 0 

Coyot• ),OSI 0 u ·411 I 2,6U 0 269 ),291 l,021 0 lS 214 

ColJt-•l'lk• 2,0SI 941 t2 0 II 2.0:.0 941 114 1,S44 1,410 0 114 0 

l..r•dv J lh 2,S61 140 lit ., 11, 2 , S66 &40 214 i , 60) 2,lSI 0 Ill Ji 

lock Creek 2,1'2 401 1)4 0 4l 2,192 401 Ji l,Hl 1,lll 0 ll .o s-- l,SI0 2~ 141 0 29 1,110 264 )9 104 7'S 0 lt 0 

(T04al) (l,102) ('12) (211) (0) (12) (), 102) (612) (11) (2,SSI) (1,411) (0) (11) · (Ol 

■1• hitch 1,911 10 66 0 14 1,144 "" II 1,461 l,lil 0 II 0 

Soutl1 kUale ,.111 IU 111 0 llS 1.111 ... 411 1,621 l,ISO 0 411 0 

Total ISl,111 66,012 II, ltt 2,]69 z.101 116,HI u,ou ll,016 10,1>2 U0,19' 0 ... , .. 1,241 

a/ 1\u: pu·lod•-of-u.•• 
- 2/2&. 

foe thl• •h•t'na.h• u·c llle H .. H the pro,o, .. actlnn, wh .h th• ••uptl ... •f tlaaon4-I Allot•III _.lt;h 11110Ul4 11,e 7/1 t• 

'!_/ Auth <lrhed lhe ■-to.:k u.H include• acthc U.M plu» r-e1ubr nonuH. 
£_/ Wlld ;,orH enJ ~er~ 111se 1o1u HttutU froo 1911 inven t or, fl1ur,u u .. 1n1 • IU JcHIJ Iner••"• 
!1 l"!"..:i4"'n.t~I• n,1 .,, l>er■ •• d.-rlv*41 cooperat hcly lli•twen the ,.cva,d111 0.i!p;11"t1Mnt of Wildlife and th• Vln11Wao.c:cA lurea,u, of l.an4 tbn.llilirMnt.. 
~/ The 1,ut thf"e• r••r .a-,icu,111 a.:tw.l Ucea.H4 ltveno..:lr. uu:. Soldier Kie-11dow AU~aent t• •• ,uc11pt loft to c.t.e c.hree :,«•I" •"•'•••• lee.au.•• of 

v.rulous h1al •ndl .adolnhtr.itilhe faclor ■, tllh allotNnt h.-41 elthel" ao uH er coap .. nathel1 Uul• uH 41;1rtn1 the tho• :,ear perto4. Th• •Mt•, ... 
1'9'=-l- 81 auzln.,, H ·.uo• of 16.067 .W~• w1114 ti. an lndllutor of flltun UceftHd uH. the.-. ue el&M- «her Hceptto11.ato th• three J••r awer•1u 
Joi!"u,e,- \' .. lley. Ltcktn1. :iortb Autf.a .lo. Pl••••• Valley. Prln..::• loyal. Puap,tirnld•l• lodl♦e&er alMI k•I' Peak A..llotacM.e. Th••• allot•••• beve a lh• 
ye:ar • ..,.,,.,. licensed wM • 

; I .t.llo.:aced n1ttat10■ H ~c.uralRed by the ltO and 1960a una• aun,eya. ,, lbc. ;tr opoaed lnlttal allocatlon cu: e1orl1ee the .. tl..ite4 l l,)Cal HJetetlva prCMluc.tton (1979 re.:oaplled l'Aftl• eurvcy) Illy uch YM (14 AUKI of bt&)\on 
5~1e c ;, uH occu.r tn th♦ lufhlo Ht Ila Allota«nc whi..:h au la.clud:t41 with the AM.elope allocatloa.) 

'2_/ [atstJni; bl1 &aM l"IUaban weH provided bJ ti:evait. Dep,ut ■eat of VllJllh oa a pb■nlna ualC. ~•••• lb• frocadure 016tlhc.d In Appendix•• S..:tlo• 
_ w~• u1d Co apr,ortton •--l ■tln1 auakn by dlCJt:aent. Ila l•IN ul.Ctnj. uH tru:lw.ic.• 9'11• 41eu, •ntdope •ftd 11,l,b.on A.c.ep (14 AIJlie bl&honi &heap 
uH only la luft.lo itllJ• Alfot•.tnt). 

Sou r..:.c: U.S. Cepan. aent of the Interior ~ luc-eau. of Land Na n.ageunt. Wti:maaucc,1 Otetrtct• SonOM1-Wrbch Un1t la-■ ource AAalJ•••• Kaua•--"'- fTaMw-odL 
Pbn, Vln~c u, Gbtt"tct Otftu fllea., a:wl the 1u1tA1 &nvlroawt"nt.al l•p,1ct St-N-.. •ait pre,..,nCJOII plan 19SO. 



THLt l-t, 
NA.XUllz.lNC LlfUTOCK USI THROUQI KA.'tACCif:li't 

H11KAtt.0 UOOUCllGII AND USE. ru,a A.'"D PEvtLOr.tU'T ALR~Atlft 
IOIKIKA-Cl:IU.AO 19tt £.0 1fll4 fAU!'I-> 

USOUICf . AILA 

I.el laac:H fut:111re Pu4ect to• llatt .. t«di fut.MUI fl'o4UCUH 
'lllrou• a..,.,. l•pr ..... 11u lhrouetii "'-""••--• 

THr IH I •I Tur 1014 
Eect .. td UH - ten 1191 ht 1 .. tcd UN - leer 1024 

l■pr•veMnt !■prow"•• 
a. ... 11.-.1. t'brwp 'DlirCNsh a.•uctl• .&'l'aile\t. ,.,.,at.1 .. ti ...... ... .. '-••th~l• c ... a1,_ la C:utl• la,r01H11e11E ••a.c.c., .. IIIU ■orN lwlo wu, None .... ,. 

Allec-ac 1911 o. .. ao,-• ■ TN•t•at• Va1ittatl• 1,111: •• ~, bcentltJ !I ,,, ...... !., Lh•••dl I, lurro ..... Anl•I..- Ll.,.atod1. , hrr♦ Door bc•lotN 

t nt itna t "'• Kau.1•-- •U:11. NIP• 

11"" Wln1 1,,11, 1,UI n,n1 61,1?6 '" 6,01' l,140 '1,141 60,MI 0 us 0 H,H7 0 165 0 
Se ·,•a Trouahe 4,014 Sil tu 5,414 ... 111 4.no 11,111 6,'11 0 , .. I 10,51) 0 611 I 

(Tot al) (ll,IS0) (6,619) (14,681 I (U,110) (1,U5) (6,152) (5,llO) (7',00) (61,7))) (0) (1,416) (I) (ll,5!0) (0) (1,416) (I) 
lu,fhlo HUI• ll,0to 0 1.111 l0,211 1,107 0 ••• ll,206 U,J57 0 6,210 644 U,.210 0 6,210 ... 

Calleo 1,1?1 0 0 1, 121 n 151 0 2,164 1,655 0 •• 22 J,091 0 •• 22 
(To&•I) (14,111) (O) (1,"1) (ll,002) (l,IU) (lll) (Ill) O6,lH) (25,01)) (0) (6,l!4) (6'6) (11.111) (0) (4,ll•l ('66) 

Cle•!' Creitk 1,UJ l)0 2,840 5,59) 120 501 uo 6 , n, 1,50 0 50 0 6,281 0 50 0 
Dolly H.arlik• l,UI 215 llt "·"' lt6 0 6 S,111 ... ,oz 0 .. 0 S,, 104 0 .. 0 

(Total) (6,l7S) (545) (),65t) (I0,S1f) ()16) (505) (126) (11,HO (10,4'\) (0) (1)4) (0) (11,192) (0) (1)4) (0) 
Cot tonvoo-4 Creelr 161 16 0 201 • 0 0 210 110 0 21 0 IH 0 u 0 
D• ·nn Qu••• no Ill 0 1.Hl li Ul 1SI 2,SSJ 1,,11 0 0 0 1,55) 0 0 0 
Dt.a=.on4 S 612 0 l,Slf 1,221 IJ 161 0 2,IH J,IU 0 l6 0 2.11, 0 1' 0 

H.ar-:-on, Ill 0 151 1,090 II 61 I 1.u1 1,06) 0 21 0 l,JlO 0 21 0 
~elo4y , .. 0 Ul 1,u, lO 12t 0 1,)91 l,Ut 0 0 0 I, 191 0 0 0 
ThOG111 Creek Ill 0 )66 11, 20 .. 0 Ill 154 0 25 0 ISi 0 25 o· 

CTool) (1,910) (0) . (1,179) (S,lH) (t4) (402) (I) (1,111) (5,241) (0) (HI (0) (5,70) (0) (II) (0) 
HIIID'boUC. H°"'M '" • • )16 21 ,o Ill 110 Ol 0 II 0 111 0 I) 0 
...... , .. Siok )00 0 • 300 14 62 " u, 2,, 0 l 0 461 0 J 0 

J~U•!' V41l leJ ,10 ., 0 ,,, 21 115 Ill 1,101 •~o 0 59 0 1, 6.:., 0 St 0 
llon-10 .• 1,611 ... 0 1,501 11 505 121 J,000 1,411 0 10 0 1,9)0 0 10 0 

Prln c• l<'y.al lot 0 Ut ,., I JI ... I.UL 901 0 " 0 1,09} 0 ,. 0 

Star r .. al 1,71t 0 1,tfl 4,161 Ill 551 )2 J,411 4,111 0 516 0 4,t'5 0 5)6 0 

(Tot1q (4,480) (II) (l,lll) (7,2))1 (110) (H7) 0001 (1,Ul) (6,S111 (0) (66') (0) (1,961) (0) <•••> (0) . 

U c .ct"-' 60 0 0 60 2 10 .. 111 u 0 I) 0 125 0 ll 0 

Sort~ hffal• 1,6'0 1.21, l,)U2 4,L6"1 11 1•• 0 .. ,., 4,l'H 0 • 0 4,51l 0 • 0 

(r..,ul) (1,100) (1,119) (1,)02) (4,221) (") (154) (66) (4,7:S) (6,204) (0) (11) (0) (4,101) (0) (17) (0) 

~.a.tut-.. J,)20 11' 2,2,, ,,,., 166 0 140 6,ltt ,,,oz 0 10 21 6,20I 0 10 21 

lhannt Valle7 1,1U 124 0 '·"' 41t 1,10) IJO 11,l>I 1,S4l 0 4)1 0 10,t0l 0 4)1 0 

Pol• Canyon 20, IH 0 40) 10 41 0 451 111 0 .. 4 .,, 0 •• • 
lodeo Cireelr. 5,5'6 llO 616 ,,02 116 /! , .- l,161 JO 1,111 '·"°' 0 IU H 7,161 0 Ill) 61 

(T~al) (5,105) (516) (616) (1,051) (296) (1,205) (20) (1,561) (6,7t6) (0) (U9) (12) (1,)01) (0) (IH) (12) 

Pu.:1pe-rnlclui:I 6,091 IH 0 6,lt6 299 1,256 41 ,,.,, 6,lt) 0 106 0 1,111 0 106 0 

11.aud Top 06 26t 0 765 11 0 1,0,0 l ,116 616 0 It 0 1,121 0 Ill 0 ., ,~..,.. ..... "' 2',411 0 0 2,411 122 , .. )4 ,.u, J,)14 0 106 0 l,054 0 106 0 

Rochest:n· J,421 · ltl 0 2,121 Ill 500 1,04• 4,414 2,76> 0 H 0 ,.,ua 0 56 0 

(Toul) (6,tl6J (lU) (0) (S,lot) (241) (1,014) (1,011) o.•01 (5,14t) (0) 0•01 (0) (1,482) (0) (160) (0) 

i oldtH · ~UdOW9 J5,Jt6 0 J, Ill 21,41!1 1,161 0 0 Jt,7JI Z1,511 0 141 u, 21,114 0 1'1 116 

.,,..It• llnr•• l,0ll 0 ,., 1,6:1 )l 22J 0 l,H4 l,JJS 0 0 0 1,651 0 0 0 

le•hlo• an•/or U,.11• •f 
talat ln1 A.'lh 

Co.al Can,orPoUr 1,to4 .,, 1,401 ,.eoo 0 601 261 ),610 "·''° 0 120 0 5, S50 0 ll0 0 

Co1ote ),1'1 0 1,0ll . 6,ll6 0 0 1 4.Jll 4,061 0 31 214 4,069 0 )5 214 

Gold ■-Me 1,544 141 1,746 l,51t 0 Jll 0 J,14' J,US 0 114 0 l,7l2 0 ... 0 

...... v,u. i,60) 0 1,ll0 6,4)1 0 0 41 4.4H 6,111 0 Ill ll , 4,UI 0 11, ,, 
loie.11. Cuff. 1,151 0 1,012 1,11) 0 )6' 0 J,14' J,145 0 ll 0 l,111 0 ll 0 

Sooo• I06 0 1,Ul l,6lS 0 161 41 J,647 J,l'6 0 ll 0 J,60I . 0 l9 0 

Oot •ll (2, )5)) (0) o.•n> (5,211) (0) (5ll) (61) C,,1M) (5,141) (0) (71) (0) (5,119) (0) (11) (0) 

a, .. ,.c.11 1,462 Q 1,141 J,210 0 HI • J,501 J,Ut 0 II 0 1,'-H • II 0 

'SO\l.t.h .. tf•l• J,6U Ill J,112 10,071 0 1,172 ]11 IJ,021 t,607 0 611 0 11,556 0 01 • 

Tor.•I 16!,lll 11,4111 1',142 Jtt,711: S,915 "·"' IJ,201 114,,0J JH,746 0 U 1 711 1.zu 212,46t 0 ... , .. 1,J4& 

!.1 Av•llabt• ••1tt •t tot1 H ••t•ht IM'4 ~, th• 111' Hc:-,ll•t t• of the 1947 ... 1960. Hftl• •ur"J•• 

~, lt•tle«ed fut:11ft •t1,etetlo11 prod1K:llo11 t"AI ~H ~c.o.w •••llahl• tltir•P the dewel.,..nt of wat•r ... thtCMtP l1M cnat■-11t•• 
cone: rol , pr«ecrtbd buirolq •nil H:e,t"I•• 

••ch H .. ,.111.,.,. 

£I the •thodololJ for eetl-..tl .. lllCUUH t• aHlh~le n11t&1.lo• Utf'ou:&h lb.• 1 .. le .. at:Mlo• or r•wtalol'I of 1rulfti •r•t••• It lht .. I• "',-ftllh A1 

Sect loe I. 

~, An laprove■elC. IQ the av•lhltle Ht.-t:M:lOft 't110lll4' rH11lt thtouctt ~•uctl...,. la 1Nitna1t1 of 11.,,•irtock and wtl4 hor .. an4 lturro UM. U.. .. thNOloa, 
for d,ne.-.t.tn1 ••tl .. tff l"4:rHHI h lhtff la A.p,.n,dlh ·• Sect loa I. 

!.1 C.rtala an•• ~t..:h ••• not ••t ■lnl•uia pro4uc.tlon crlt1nh 1 ••••• 12 ac.u1 per 4UN. would. 119$1111'0"• throuP, hteul'ltt: ltv•Moc:.'i. ar•11.n,a ---1eeeot. 1 

llv1:1toclr. reductto,H, aM tlHl'lktloa• of wl1' hor•• ,., .. 'llurro pof"llatt-.s. ThHe areN h••• lhe poc.entlal to M:'-._ •ultaltle fe.r lh•Ho..:k &Uall\l• 

!I f~rtcea Atrltll of 'lll&h•m 4hHp •H occul' t■ tho lvHah llll• Allot-n(. wklct. •rt lul .. t'd with c.he •lllleto,. alloc.att• .. 

$011Tc.e: u.s. DejNrt•nt of th• lntertor. krea\l of Land ttanaa• .. nt • Wtnac-..cca Dhtrtct, Soaoaa---C.rl•ct. U11lt leawrc• AAa\J"•• "--•••at. rir_._..o,lr. rs .. 
\llmMS"cc.• lU1trtcc. OUtce Ill••• aM che lf'ld .. IEHtro.-..ar.•l lap.act StM. ... nt pnpeut toa. pbra 1910. 



Levels of Grazing Management 

Management Intensity 

The proposed level of grazing management by allotment for this 
alternative is shown in Table 1-3. This level of management is 
intensive management with implementation of AMPs. There are nineteen 
allotments or combinations of existing allotments proposed for 
intensive management with implementation of AL~Ps. In addition, there 
are seven allotments or combinations of existing allotments already in 
intensive management for review and revision of the current AMP if 
necessary. 

Periods-of- use 

Periods-of-use for each allotment are shown in Appendix B. These 
periods-of-use are designed to improve the condition of the vegetation 
by providing rest from livestock grazing during the critical growth 
period of key management species. 

Periods-of-use would be established on each allotment until the 
time AMPs could be implemented. Periods-of-use could be modified upon 
implementation of AMPs since the physiological requirements of key 
management species would be met during each grazing cycle through the 
application of grazing treatments. 

Grazing Treatments, Grazing Systems, and Utilization Levels 

Grazing treatments, grazing systems, and utilization levels for 
this alternative (Maximizing Livestock Use) would be the same as those 
described in the proposed action section. 

Livestock Support Facilities 

The livestock support facilities and land treatments that would 
be implemented under this alternative are shown in Table 1-13. Land 
treatments are based on MFP Step I recommendations (as modified) while 
livestock support facility numbers and locations were estimated in 
order to provide a base for analysis purposes (see Appendix D, Table 
1). The approximate locations of these land treatments and support 
facilities for this alternative are shown on the Livestock Support 
Facilities Map. The treatment method, acres treated, anticipated AUM 
increases and cost breakdowns by allotment are shown in Appendix D, 
Table 2. 

This alternative has 21,290 acres proposed for sagebrush control 
to release understory perennial grasses from competition with these 
shrubs. Sagebrush control may be accomplished by discing, chaining, 
burning, spraying, or other methods. nee s st 
commonly accepte and wi espread control practice, it will 
considered in greater detail here. 

o\< ~-- '> _________________ . 

\ -- -:2_)0 
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The chemical herbicide would be applied aerially or by ground 
spray vehicle at the rate of one and one-hal f to two pounds of 2,4-D 
low volatile ester per acre, using water as a carrier. Two growing 
seasons rest from grazing would be required after spraying to allow 
key vegetation species an opportunity to occupy the void left by the 
dead brush. 

Certain safeguards would be necessary to limit spray drift and 
avoid damage to wildlife habitat. Drift problems associated with 
aerial spraying can be avoided by spraying when wind speed is less 
than 7 miles per hour and by leaving buffer strips of 1,500 feet 
around houses, croplands, and known sensitive plant locations. A 
300-foot buffer strip would be necessary around meadows, drainages, 
and water sources to protect wildlife habitat. No spraying would take 
place within two miles of sage grouse strutting grounds, and islands 

~ ofjorush would be left in spray areas in sage grouse habitat. In mule 
deer use areas, unsprayed strips would alternate with sprayed strips, 

- -.. each a maximum ,#'- of one-quarter mile wide. 

In this alternative all land treatments and livestock support 
facilities would be constructed, maintained, and/or implemented within 
the Standard Operating Procedures incorporated in this chapter. 

General Implementation Schedule 

After the final EIS and the District Manager's land use decision, 
all adjustments in grazing use and management would be implemented in 
accordance with the General Implementation Schedule for Maximizing 
Livestock Use Table 1-16. It is assumed that adjustments in grazing 
use would be implemented within three years following issuance of 
decisions. AMPs would be completely implemented within seven years, 
and fully functional in nine years (seven years for full 
implementation of AMPs and two years for required rest of land 
treatments). 

The criteria used in determining the order of priority of A..~P 
implementation are as shown in the proposed action section. 

This alternative recommends complete removal of all wild horses 
and burros from the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. There are limiting 
factors that w ld prevent -immediate gathering of al l_wi ld ho_r.s~ and 
burros (e. g:, foaling s_:~so_1:_,~ eat her conditions a'Cfd7 or foal age U 
Complete eliminat"ton - of wild horses and burros from"a-n---.a~-ea ~s 
difficult as the last wild horses and/or burros are the most difficult 
to gather. It is estimated that seven years would be needed to 
completely remove all wild horses and burros from the Sonoma-Gerlach 

c. - l 5 er-
15 

Resource Area. Approximately 1,040 wild horses and/or burros per __...?· --.:,c:::...~~-~ j 
year would have to be removed over approximately a seven-year period ' 1""" .L { y __ 

~~ tol-omplete the removal (assuming a continued 11 percent yearly , .-,·:...--- L l' _, 
~ .... ""-' ,D~ \ e.,1'5, 

increase in wild horse and burro numbers). 

The Herd Use Areas occurring in the checkerboard land pattern 
shown in Table 1-12 would be given first priority for gathering, 
followed by those areas shown in Table 1-17. 
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TABI.E 1-16 
GENERAL tHrLF.MF.NTATION SCIIF.DUI.E 

FOR TIIE MAXIMIZING I. IVESTOCK USE ALTERNATIVE '!_/ 
SONOMA•Gl::Rl.ACII Rl::SOURCE A.RU 

Allotment Name 

Intensive Management wtth AMPs !}_/ 

Cottonwood Canyon 
Humboldt House 
Soldier Meadow 
Buffalo Hills-Calico 
Desert Queen 
White Horse 
Hwnbo ldt Sink 
Licking-North Buffalo 
Majuba 
Blue Wing-Seven Troughs 
Hanaony·Melody-Thomas Creek-

Diamond S 
Jersey Valley 
Pumpernickle 
Ragged Top 
Rawhide-Rochester 
Klondike-Prince Royal-Star Peak 
Pole Canyon-Rodeo Creek 
Clear Creek-Dolly Haden 
Pleasant Valley 

Revision and/or Update of 
Existing AMPs !_/ 

Coal Canyon-Poker 
South Buffalo 
Goldbanka 
Rock Creek-Sonoma 
Leadville 
Coyote 
Rye Patch 

Priority !J/ 

1 
1 
I 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 

4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

ImplellM!0nt at ion 
Year S:,I 

1982 
1982 
1982 
1983 
1983 
1983 
1984 
1984 
1984 
1985 

1985 
1985 
1986 
1986 
1986 
1987 
1987 
1988 
1988 

1982 
1963 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 

a/ All allotments would have periods of use, proper stocking rates 
and kind of livestock established in 1982. All allotments would have 
AMPs established or revised, probably in the priority established in 
this Table, This schedule can be modified, depending on funding 
and/or cooperation with the livestock user. 

b/ Allotments having first priority would have AMPs implellM!nted or 
revised in 1982, those with second priority in 1983, third priority in 
1984, and so on to the last group in · 1988. 

c/ For analysis purposes it is assumed that all AMPs would be 
implemented within seven years. 

d/ Soldier Head ow was ·given fi rRt priority because of the presence of 
threatened species, Buffalo Hills-Calico was g1.vcn second priority 
because of the presence of a large ACEC and because of the wildlife 
values present. Roses for priority rnt ings on rem.,tning nllocments in • 
thia group were severity of reductions, potential for Increasing 
cartying capacity through man.,r,cment, and condition of the Moil and 
vegetation resources 11nd the degree of deterioration. 

e/ Potential for increasing carrying capacity through management 
detendned priorlt lea in this group. 

Source: U.S. Depnrtment of Interior, flurenu of Lnnd Management, 
Winnr,mucca IJiMtrlct, 5on0f1111-(",crlach Arcn Hanni:1ement f'romcwork 
Pinn 19110, 

I 
l 



TABLE 1-17 
REMOVAL OF WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

FOR THE MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK ALTERNATIVE 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Allotment 

Intensive Management with AMPs 
Blue Wing 

Seven Troughs 
(Total) 

Buffalo Hills 
Calico 
(Total) 

Cottonwood Canyon 

Diamond Sb/ 

Jersey Valley 

Pleasant Valley 

Pole Canyon 
Rodeo Creek 
(Total) 

Pumpernickel 

Rawhide 
Rochester 
(Total) 

Soldier Meadows 

Revision and/or Update of 
Existing AMPs 

Gold Banks 

Leadville 

South Buffalo 

Jersey Valley 

Total 

Estimated Number 
Wild Horses & Burros 

for Removal 

,rt>~ 

1097/G)~ 
63R V / 

(1160/63) /\ 

346 
29 

(375) 

1 
18 

(!9) 

419/18 

4 

70 

14 

80 

2,387/81 

t/ 
0 

\ 
\ 

/ 

Priority 
for Removal a/ 

1,2,4,5,6 
1 

1 
1 

4 

2 

4 

4 

2 
2 

3 

3 
3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

a/ Priority for removal was determined by using the degree of vegetation 
overobligation, and whether or not the allotment is scheduled for an Ai.'1P. 
'I!./ Diamond S Allotment is within a checkerboard land area, but was handled 
separately due to possible land exchange, and identification for wild horse 
HMA status under other alternatives. 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan 1980. 



MAXIMI ZING WILD HORSE AND BURRO ALTERNATIVE 

C - l .5& 
Jfo 

Ji~ This alternative would provide vegetation for the maximum number 
~ ~ 0 - . -of wild horses and burr~ide for the maximum feasi le 

i ~ rease of..-ve-g~at.i ..Qn for wild ho~ and burros in the long term in 
\V') ~ I'----,- ~ Management Areas )1 nd ten Hem se Area -. All allocations to 

'~ ~ lives tock---a-r-~ e wild horses and or burros do not occur. 

' ~~ ~ 
(~ Ii 

-s:- .... \ 
'"3 'c, ~ 

This action would initially (1982) allocate 95,007 AUMs to 
livestock, 14,795 AUMs to wild horses and burros, and 16,869 AUMs to 
big game (Table 1-18). The big game allocation includes 12 areas 
identified for bighorn sheep reintroduction and 2 areas for antelope 
reintroduction. This compares with an existing use of 116,551 AUMs by .\ 
livestoc based upon the average licensed use for the last three / , _ 
years), 66,0 UMs for wild horses and burros, and 13,036 AUMs for / 

)-I big game. 
/~ ) 

//--' Future 024) allocations would increase to 182,092 AUMs for IS' ........ --s 
livestock, ,802 AUMs for wild horses and burros, and remain at 
16,869 AUMs or big game (Table 1-19). This would be an increase over 
the initial allocations for livestock and wild horses and burros of 
87,085 AUMs and 52,007 AUMs, respectively. 

Wild horses would be managed on four herd management 
(Button Point [a portion of the present Sonoma her ----rrse-a 

. -----...... 

Hills, Granite Mountain, and Rodeo Creek). All livestock grazing 
would be eliminated in the herd management areas, and any future 
available AUMs would be allocated to wild horses and burros. --Wild horses and burros would be managed on ten herd use 
(Augusta Mountains, Black Rock West, Blue Wing Mountains, 

Mountains, Lava Beds, Nightingale Mountains, Selenite Range, 
Stillwater Range, Tobin Range, and Wann Springs Canyon). Livestock 
would graze the herd use areas in numbers that, together with wild 
horse and burro numbers, would equal the estimated carrying capacity. 

On those allotments where there are no wild horses or burros, 
management would be at the level shown for the proposed action (Table 
1-3). On allotments grazed in conjunction with wild horse and burro 
herd use areas, management would be at the levels shown in Table 1-3. 
The periods-of-use for livestock in these allotments are shown on 
Table 1-1. 

The livestock support facilities and land treatments that would 
be accomplished are shown in Table 1-20. The Standard Operating 
Procedures listed in this chapter would be followed. 
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TABl.r. 1-111 
HAXHlllltlG WIW> 

Propooed Initial Allocatlnno 
Hule Bighorn Wild HorH 

Atlot111ent 
Available 

Ve get at ion f!_/ Livestock j_/ Deers/ Antelope £1 Sheep£/ • Burro 

Slue \ling 49 
26 

(75) 
1,106 

44 

106 
0 

(106) 
1,142 

86 

4,319 
0 

(4,319) 
4,399 

158 

Total 
Used 

19,827 d/ 
4,1)24 -

(23,851) 
17,863 

I, 74 I 

focal 
Unuaed 

0 
0 
0 

5,457 e/ 
0-

Seven Trough• 
{Total) 

Buff alo Hllh 
Calico 

(Tota l ) 

19,827 
4,024 

(23,851) 
23,320 

1.741 
(25,061) 

2,478 
l,9S3 

(6,431) 
2,909 

14,652 
3,503 

(l8, 155) 
4,922 
1,407 

(6,329) 
2,282 
3,709 

(5,991) 
2,780 

701 
495 

(1,196) 
6,294 

46 
(6,340) 

176 
68 

(1,150) 
0 
0 

{O) 

(1,228) 
20 
18 

(38) 
31 

(4,557) 
0 
0 

(0) 
0 

33 

(19,604) 
2,478 
3,795 

(6,273) 
2,909 

(5,457) 

Clear Creek 
Dolly Hayden 

(Total) 
Coal Canyon-Poker 
Cottonwood Canyon 
Coyote 

• !le se rt Queen 
Diamond S 
Goldbanko 
Hnt'1DOD1 

Melody 
ThOl!>U Creek 

(Total) 

Humboldt llouse 
Humboldt Sink 
Jersey Valley 
Klondike 

Prince Royal 
Star Peek 

(Total) 
Leadville 
Licking 

~Orth Buffalo 
(Total) 

H.ojuba 
Pleasant Valley 
Pol~ Canyon 

Rodeo Creek 
(Total) 

Pumpe rn 1c ke 1 
Ragged Top 
Rawhide 

Rocheater 
(Total) 

Rock Creek 
Sonoata 

(Total) 
Rye Patch · 
Soldier Headowa 
South Buffalo 
Whit1!' Hors«! 

Tot all 

166 
3,299 

730 
717 

1,546 
258 
616 
463 

(1,337) 

523 
302 
600 

1,480 
210 

2,788 
(4,478) 
2,629 

88 
1,640 

(1,728) 
3,324 
8,760 

232 
5,648 

(5,880) 
6,160 

481 
2,493 
2,429 

(4,922) 
1,776 

863 
(2,639) 
1,468 

25,335 
7,640 
1,073 

14 3,989 

60 
2,846 

730 
0 

1,370 
156 
616 
338 

(I, 110) 

433 
297 
275. 

1,413 
150 

2,272 
(3,835) 
1,797 

43 
1,625 

(1,168) 
1,100 
8,161 

0 
0 

(0) 
5,834 

155 
2,347 
2,073 

(4,420) 
1,599 

693 
(2,292) 
1,378 

16,070 
6 , 890 
1,031 

95,007 

(244) 
97 
18 
35 
0 

129 
92 
95 
0 

90 
(185) 

67 
2 

48 
57 
47 

434 
(538) 
179 
45 
IS 

(60) 
57 

354 
15 

177 
(192) 
222 

72 
84 
45 

(129) 
134 
141 

(275) 
66 

786 
381 

35 

11, 799 

I 
0 

411 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(0) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

67 
0 
0 

(0) 
92 

0 
1 

137 
(!44) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(0) 
0 
0 

(0) 
0 

429 
0 
0 

2,369 

0 
7 
0 

38 
18 
7 
0 

35 
(42) 

23 
3 
I 

10 
13 
82 

(!OS) 
176 

0 
0 

(0) 
0 

91 
37 

150 
(187) 

38 
0 

46 
15 

(61) 
43 
29 

(72) 
24 

264 
135 

7 

2,701 

0 
0 

420 
66 

0 
0 
0 

(0) 

0 
0 

276 
0 
0 
0 

(0) 
410 

0 
0 

(0) 
0 

148 
95 

1,105 
(1,200) 

66 
0 

16 
296 

(312) 
0 
0 

(0) 
0 

2,754 
234 

0 

14,795 

111 
3,299 

730 
581 

1,546 
258 
616 
463 

(1,337) 

523 
302 
600 

1,480 
210 

2,788 
(4,478) 
2,629 

88 
1,640 

(I, 728) 
1, 249 
8,760 

154 
1,569 

(I, 723) 
6,160 

227 
2,493 
2,429 

(4,922) 
I, 776 

863 
(2,639) 

1,468 
20,303 

7 , 640 
1,073 

126,671 

0 
158 

(158) 
0 

55 
0 
0 

130 !/ 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(0) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(0) 
0 
0 
0 

(0) 
2,075 

0 
78 &I 

4,019 al 
(4,157) 

0 
254 

0 
0 

(0) 
0 
0 

(0) 
0 

5,032 
0 
0 

17,318 

a/ Avail a ble ve ge tntton (AUMs) as detemlned by the c0111p!latton of the ran~e aurveyo in 1947 and the 1960•. 
ft Veg.et at ton (,\UMs) \i't,k.h occur! outs id~ the pr~s l!nt Wild Hor:.,e 3nd Burro Uae Area boundaries and checkecbo4"rd l&nd use area• 

subjc«.::t to the c.urrent ran gel:ind s u l tabillty i::ritcria listt.'<1 in Appendix A, Se-..:t1on 1. 
£,_/ Rr:1son.1blc r.uaibera •• dertv f!d coopcrat tvely ~tw e en Neva.da Oeparttat.,nt of Wildlife ,ud the Wlnnc11u~cA Burenu of Land 

11.:inag,•m<"nt .. 
!J./ Bluu llln r, Allotunt did not have sufficient av • lhble vc 11et at Ion r ~"'alnlng in the herd uoe arens to satisfy nl s tlng nu11bera 

ot wlld hor s(' and burros , thus c.rc11tln g ll short age o f 49d AIJMA in wtld horse and burro alloc3tlo n.• in that allotment. 
c / Ve ~ctn t Ion (1\IJ M~) in the Buffalo 11111• .,nd Gr~ u lt ., R.inge IIIIA• (no tlvesto,;k grating), 
f/ Ve ~et.at ton (AUM3) in the Butt i.>n l'oi.nt UHA (no liveato..:k gr t\:thtR)• 
_g/ Ve~,it atlon (.\UHs) tn th., Rodeo Creek HMA (no H•c•tock grazing), 

Sourl!,a: U. S . Dl'-PJjrt ■ent of the Interior. Sur e~IU of l.And Hn.rwJl,cAM:'nt, Wlnnc111uc~a Distrtcc • Sonoaia-c.etla.ch KaMgement Framework. 
!'Inn 1980, 

i-3S-
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TAtU: 1-19 
HAXIMl7.1NG Wll,D IIOMS,: ANO ttl!RRO AI.TI-:IINATIVK 

rROOUCTlfJ!'l l\.~ll U,t:t"''v°"Eilklll2 • (AUH" 
SONOHA-Gf.RLACII RESOUI\CK ARf 

ht t11111ted Future Use 
Total 

Allocated Mule Bighorn lllld llorsn 
Allotment Ve get at ion !./ Livestock 2/ Deer £I Ante lop<! £I Sheep E_/ & Burro 

Blue Wing 67, 79S 42,856 701 49 106 24,083 
Seven Trough• 11,046 9,803 49S 26 0 722 
(Total) (78,841) (52,659) (1,196) · (75) (106) (2'• ,805) 

Buffalo Hilu 34,317 13, 0 50 6,294 1,106 1,142 12,745 
Calico 2,184 I, 598 46 44 86 410 
(Tot at) (36,521) (14,648) (6,340) (1,150) (1,228) (13,155) 

Clear Creek 6,384 6,188 176 0 20 0 
Dolly Hayden s, 1a9 5,103 68 0 18 0 
(Total) (ll,57J) (11,291) (244) (0) (38) (0) 

Coal Canyon-Poker 5,673 5,544 97 I 31 0 
Cottonwood Canyon 200 0 18 0 0 182 
Coyote 5,225 4,772 35 411 7 0 
Desert Queen 2,553 2,5S3 0 0 0 0 
Diacond S l,869 0 129 0 38 1,702 
Gold banks 3,840 855 92 0 18 2,875 
Harcony I, 176 l ,074 95 0 7 0 

Melody 1,398 1,398 0 0 0 0 
Thomas Creek 567 442 90 0 35 0 
(Total) (3,141) (2,914) (185) (0) (i,2) (0) 

Humbo tdt House 727 637 67 0 23 0 
tiuOlboldt Sink 447 442 2 0 3 0 
Jersey Vall<;Y 1,640 637 48 0 1 954 
Klondike 1,997 I, 930 S7 0 10 0 

Prince Royal 1,093 l,Ol3 47 0 13 0 
St .ar Peak 5, 478 4,962 434 0 82 0 
(Total) (8,568) (7,925) (538) (0) (105) (0) 

Leadvtl le 4,926 1,785 179 67 176 2,719 
Licking 130 85 45 0 0 0 

~o rt h Buffalo 4,587 4,572 15 0 0 0 
{Total) (4,717) (4,657) (60) (0) (0) (0) 

Majuba 6,297 6,148 57 92 0 0 
Pleasant Valley 11,315 9,283 354 0 97 I, 581 
Pole Canyon 448 0 u 7 37 389 

Rodeo Creek 8,163 0 177 137 150 1,699 
(Total) (8,611) (0) (192) (144) (187) (8,088) 

Pu01pernickel 7,904 7,500 222 0 38 144 
Ragged Top 1,742 1,670 72 0 0 0 
,awhide 3, I 57 2,986 84 0 46 41 

Rochester 4,445 2 , 943 4S 0 15 1,442 
(lot31) (7,602) (5,9Z9) (129) (0) (61) (1,483) 

oek Creek 2,839 2,662 134 0 43 0 
Sonoma 2;106 2,536 141 0 29 0 
{Total) (5,545) (5 ,1 98) (275) (0) (72) (0) 
e Patch 3,513 3,423 66 0 24 0 
Idler Mcadovs 29,033 21,506 786 429 264 6,048 
1th Buffalo 12,046 8,464 381 0 135 J,066 
.te Horse 1,694 1,652 35 0 7 0 

,la 265,763 182,092 11,799 2,J69 2,701 66,802 

,tal allocated w~etat ion (AUMo) In the futur<? (2024) 1s based on increased ~roduct lon brought about by 
· developments, grazing r.a.'.lna~cmcnt syste■s. reduction in gr:\zlng int ens ity. and impro'leinent of ,1reas now 
t ,-ible due to low forage product loo. 
:u re vc~~t.1t lon (AUM:, which occurs outaidi: present Wlld Horse and Burro U~c? At'ca Boundaries and 
,rboard land use ar"as subjcct to th~ ran~eland suit:ibtllty criteria llsteJ ln Appendix A, Sect Ion 1, 
,onoble nu10b@rs a ■ cooperatively dertv"d by Nevad,, Oepart11ent of Wildlife and Winnemucca Bureau of Land 
tnent. 

U.S. Dep~rt-.ent of lnterior, Bureau of Land HaMg~ment, Winnemucc4 Ol~tcict, Sonoa,..1-Corl•~h 
"e11t Fra..,work Plan 1980. 

J-- ~--3~ 
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TABLE 1-20 

~ ESTOCK UPPORT FACILITIES 
FOR MAXIMIZING WILD HORSE AND BURRO ALTERNATIVE a/ 

SONOMA-GERLACH ~ E: soul{ c....e§: 

Facilities Units Cost/Unit b/ 

Wells c/ 

Springs 

Pipelines 

Total Cost 

$ 

-~,}~ 
Ir\ '- '1\ 
,~ n Troughs --7 

' ~ 0 nces _;> 
1 

·~\' .\ ~ ---- /' 

42.0 each 

8.0 each 

15.5 mile 

102.0 each 

~ 692.0 mile 

31.9 mile 

18.0 each 

$5,100 each i/ 

2,250 each 

2,600 mile 

500 each 

3,600 mile 

500 mile 

214,200 

18,000 

40,300 

51,000 

··,(- '- Fence Removal 

~- -~ 
2,491,200 

15,950 

49,500 ~ "1--.:_J, Cattleguards 

"'-1.d '•. -~ 
2,700 each 

..: . 
'"-.. ~ "I Subtotal / $ 2,880,150 

" I, 

\. ') \'.:.('_Land Treatments 
"~ ~-~ r \J J ~ Seed and/ or Re seed 
~,~~ 

Sagebrush Control & Seed 

Subtotal 

Grand Total 

14, 57_2 acres 

230,112 acres 

$30/acre 

$60/acre 

$ 442,560 

13,806,720 

14,249,280 

$17,129,430 

a/ Approximate locations are shown on Livestock Support Facilities Map 
(See Appendix C., , Sect ionJ l 1 '?- for a list of proposed livestock support 
facilities by allotment). 

b/ Costs per unit were developed by the Division of Operations, 
Winnemucca District, and the Division of Technical Services, Nevada State 
Office, Bureau of Land Management, 1980, and the U.S. Forestry Service, 
Winnemucca, Nevada (personal communication with Mr. Bob Tonioli), 1979. 
These costs were developed at 1980 prices and do not include future 
maintenance and replacement cost. 

s./ Well site investigations have not yet been conducted, and it is 
assumed for analysis purposes that ground water is available. 

d/ Wells differ in depth; therefore, this reflects average unit cost. 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan Step II, Winnemucca 
District files, Division of Technical Services, Nevada State 
Office, Reno, Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest 
Service, Department of Agriculture (personal communication with 
Mr. Bob Tonioli), compiled, 1979-1980. 
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l 1 
Under this alternative, cattle would be removed within 3 years 

following the _ssuance of the final decision on the followin 
allotments: r ~iam~ , o-te anyon, and Ro_deo Cr eek ~ - ) le) 

~ - - - - - -- - - -?1.;, ;,jA- • f-,c,,./ 1 
Approximately 32 miles of fence would be removed from the Button 

Point, Buffalo Hills, Granite Mountain, and Rodeo Creek areas to 
ensure free movement of wild horses and burros (Table 1- 21). Included 
here are two fences removed for the benefit of bighorn sheep, 
antelope, and deer as well as wild horses. These are fence numbers 
307 in the Granite Mountains and 1081 in Rodeo Creek totalling 19.4 
miles. ! ~ Const r_u_c_t io~ 
resee ,ng___wou-l-d-J5e . e~mp 
facilities, their cost and 
Table 1-22. 

, relocation of one fence, and one 
specifically for wild horses. These 

priority for implementation are shown in 

This alternati~e recommends the removal of approximately 4,219 '/ 
wild horses and 49 burros from th So -Gerlach Resource A_rea. is 1 ,.('o I' 

om :i-ete .r emov·a1 of wild horses an urros fro (i> '/ . ,1 1 

c eckerboard and reductions to es mate carrying capacit 
0
v 1 'J 

in t e remaining use areas. It is estimated that years w uld be . ,1.e-v-
needed to completely remove all wild horses and bur o from - Elie __ _ 
specified areas. The herd use areas occuring in the checkerboard land 
pattern (Table 1-12) would be given first priority for gathering, 
followed by areas having deteriorated range resources due to over 
obligation of the range. Approximately 910 wild horses and/or burros 
per year would have to be removed over a seven year period to complete 
the removal (assum i ng a continued 11 percent yearly increase in wild 
horse and burro numbers). 

/') 
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Year 

1 (1983) 

Subtotal 

2 (1984) 

Subtotal 

3 (1985) 

Subtotal 

Total 

a/ W.H. 
A = 
B = 
D = 

TABLE 1-21 

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
OR FENCE REMOVAL 

MAXIMIZING WILD HORSE AND BURRO ALTERNATIVE 
SONOMA-u~,~...,.~~n R AREA 

-------
Fence 
Number 

307 

972 

1081 

351 

Project Name 

Granite Mountain Drift Fence 

C-2-N Fence 

Pole Canyon Allotment Fence 

Button Point Seeding Fence 

Wild Horses 
Antelope 
Bighorn Sheep 
Mule Deer 

Miles 

11.0 

8.0 

19.0 

8.4 

8.4 

4.5 

4.5 

31.9 

Cost/Unit 
Cost 

$3,600/mile 

$3, 600/mile 

$3,600/mile 

$3,600/mile 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach Unit Resource Analyses and Management Framework Plan 1980. 

/ 
~ ( y /2. J .n.,.;: .,5 

C--> l.. ' ~ l, 

Species Benefited a/ 

W.H., A, B, D 

W.H • 

W.H., A, B, D 

W.H. 

39,600 
28,800 

68,400 

30,240 

30,240 

16,200 

16,200 

114,840 



Year 

1 (1983) 

Sub-Total 
2 (1984) 

Sub-Total 

Total 

TABLE 1-22 
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

FOR ACCOMPLISHMENT 0F"'"E"I'VE9!08K SUPPORT FACILITIES 
MAXIMIZING WILD HORSE AND BURRO ALTERNATIVE 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Facility Unit Cost ~/ 

Button Point Reseeding 3,036 ac. $ 30. 

C-2-N Fence Relocation 20 mi. $3600. 
/ 

Granite Mountain HMA Boundary Fence 22 mi. 3600. 

Buffalo Hills HMA Boundary F~nce 91 mi. $3600. 

Rodeo Creek HMA Boundary Fence 180 mi. \ $3600. 
, ,, 

---

Total Cost 

$ 91,080 

$ 72,000 

$ 79,200 

$ 242,280 
$ 327,600 

I $ 648,000 

$ 975,600 

$1,217,880 

~/ Costs per unit were developed by the Division of Operations, Winnemucca District, and 
the Division of Technical Services, Nevada State Office, Bureau of Land Management, 1980, 
and the U.S. Forest Service, Winnemucca, Nevada (personal communication with Bob 
Tonioli), 1979. These costs were developed at 1980 prices and do not include future 
maintenance and replacement cost. 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan, 1980. 



STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

Inherent Requirements 

Certain requirements are inherent in the implement at ion of any 
federal action on Bureau managed lands. These requirements, or 
Standard Operating Procedures, are designed to mitigate impacts 
stemming from the construction of support facilities necessary to 
implement any federal act. 

The following will be applied to any action resulting from the 
planning system. These requirements will be part of the standard 
analysis process. 

1. Environmental assessment will be conducted before implementation 
so that, depending on impact, modification or abandonment of the 
project may be considered. 

2. Compliance with wilderness directives on proposed projects will 
be in accordance with Section 603(a) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (1976) which provides that until Congress acts 
on wilderness study areas or on lands still under wilderness 
review, the following policy will prevail: existing multiple-use 
activities, including grazing, will continue, but new or expanded 
existing uses will be allowed only if the impacts would not 
impair the area's suitability for designation as wilderness. 
Proposed uses and projects will be analyzed on a case by case 
basis to assure compliance with the Interim Management Policy and 
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review. 

3. Threatened or endangered plant or animal species' clearance is 
required before implementation of any project. Consultation with 
the Fish and Wildlife Service per Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act is necessary if a threatened or endangered species or 
their habitat may be impacted. If there is deemed to be impact, 
either relocation or abandonment of project will follow. 

4. Cultural resource protection requires compliance with Section 106 
of the Naional Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Section 2(b) of 
Executive Order 11593 and Section 101 (b) (4) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. Prior to project 
approval intensive field (Class III) inventories will be 
conducted in specific areas that would be impacted by 
implementing activities. If cultural or paleontological sites 
are found, every effort will be made to avoid adverse impacts. 
However, where that is not possible the BLM will consult with the 
State Historic Preservat i on Officer and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation in accordance with the Programmatic 
Memorandum of Agreement by and between the Bureau and the 
Council, dated January 14, 1980. This agreement sets forth a 
procedure for developing appropriate mi tigative measures to 
lessen the impact of adverse effects (see Appendix E). 
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5. Visual resource management requires all actions to be in 
compliance with BLM Visual Resource Management Design 
Procedures in BLM Manual 8400. On any project which has a visual 
contrast rating that exceeds the recommended maximum for the 
visual class zone in which it is proposed, the visual contrasts 
are considered significant and mitigating measures must be 
examined. The ultimate decision in these cases of whether a 
particular project's visual impact is positive or negative, 
acceptable or unacceptable, and whether mitigating measures must 
be implemented, rests with the District Manager and must be made 
on a project-by-project basis. 

6. Areas of critical environmental concern will receive priority 
designation and protection during the land use planning process 
per Sections 201 and 202 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act. 

7. All disturbed areas, if capable of producing vegetation, will be 
reseeded with native and/or introduced species to prevent erosion 
and replace ground cover, provided they can be protected from 
livestock use for at least two growing seasons. 

8 Deferral of livestock use will be in effect for a minimum of two 
growing seasons following brush control projects so vegetation 
may be reestablished. 

9. Minimal clearing of vegetation will be _accomplished from project 
sites requiring excavation. 

10. Vegetation manipulation will not be allowed in riparian areas. 
Sagebrush control treatments will not be allowed within two miles 
of sage grouse strutting areas, islands of native vegetation and 
native vegetation in drainages will be retained, and ten percent 
of the vegetation will be preserved for wildlife cover and forage 
during regrowth of young brush plants. 

11. Raptor protection will be accomplished by inventories in areas of 
proposed vegetation manipulation to identify and then protect 
raptor nesting sites. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Soils inventories will be completed prior to project planning to 
determine project feasibility. 

Fire management plan will be developed before any prescribed 
burning occurs. 

Protect area cleanup will be accomplished by removing all refuse 
to a sanitary landfill. 

Fence construction must comply with BLM Manual 1732. Lay-down 
fences will be constructed in wildlife and wild horse areas if 
necessary and feasible. Fences in wild horse areas will contrast 
enough with surroundings so as to be visible to horses and will 
have gates installed at least once in every mile and/or on every 
horse trail and in all corners. 
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J 
16. 

0 
18. 

Spring developments will be fenced on a case by case situation 
to prevent overgrazing and tramp ling of adjacent veg et at ion, 
and to provide escape areas for small wildlife. Water for these 
spring developments will be maintained at the source. 

Water for wildlife is to be made available in allotments, rested 
pastures, and in areas utilized by wild horses and burros. 

Water improvement sites will have bird ramps in watering troughs, 
where the need is identified, and lateral watering sites off 
pipelines, overflows at troughs, and protection for seep areas 
will be established. 

.,,... - I 5 Cq,,-" 
• ..__, J 

zo 

19. 
f ' 

I ") •, "" 
Excess wild horses & burros will be removed from public lands and ~- 'x_ b 
put in the custody of individuals, organizations or other JI \'_-C,.v.,, 
government agencies. o destructio of horses or burros will be ,">} ,,,? 
allowed without the approva of the Secretary of the Interior, Of./ ~ 
except for humane reasons with sick or lame animals. 0~ 

20. Range improvement maintenance will comply with BLM Manual 7120, 
and IMNV-80-72. Existing fences and cattleguards built for 
livestock management will be covered by cooperative agreements 
with individual livestok permittees. Minor maintenance will be 
the responsibility of the pennittee, while reconstruction or 
crises maintenance will be BLM's responsibility. Maintenance 
of highway fences damaged by vehicles is the responsibility of 
the State Highway Department. BLM controlled water developments 

( including wells, pipelines, wildlife watering devices, storage 
't__tanks, catchments, pit tanks, reservoirs, and springs will 

generally be maintained by cooperator. However, with some water 
developments, such as wells, the BLM will have the well drilled 
and maintain the belowground facilities, and the permittee will 
maintain the aboveground facilities. 

21. Access to project sites will be effected by using existing access 
roads for off-road vehicles. No pennanent roads and trails will 
be built. 

22. Wetland-riparian area protection features, as outlined in BLM 
Manual 6740, will be incorporated into all Bureau programs and 
activity plans. Management objectives of activity plans (AMPs, 
HMPs, etc.) will include specific objectives pertaining to 
improving and maintaining desired riparian habitats along major 
streams, and riparian habitat in significant wet meadow areas. 

If these objectives cannot be met through intensive grazing 
systems (AMPs) then these areas will be fenced to provide 
necessary habitat improvement. 

23. Air quality will be protected as all Bureau and Bureau-authorized 
activities must be designed to prevent air quality deterioration 
beyond the established standards specified in the Nevada Ambient 
Air Quality Standards. The Federal Land Policy and Management 
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Act (FLPMA) of 1976 specifies the protection of air and 
atmospheric quality on BLM lands in Sec.102(a)(8) and 
compliance with state and federal laws in Sec. 202 (c)(8). FLPMA 
also requires an active role in preventing air quality violations 
on BLM lands in Sec. 302(c). The Clean Air Act of 1977 has 
specific requirements for the federal land managers to protect 
the air over lands under their jurisdiction. 

24. Water quality is assured by the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act of 1972 which establishes the states and local governments as 
the controls on non-point pollution, the class of pollution most 
likely to be generated by Bureau and Bureau-authorized 
activities. The State of Nevada enacted the Nevada Water 
Pollution Control Regulations in February 1978, establishing 
standards for water quality in the state. It is the Bureau's 
responsibility to abide by the state's water quality standards 
and prevent degradation of water quality as a result of Bureau 
and Bureau-authorized actions. 

25. Water availability will be ascertained by well site investigation 
before water well development. The investigaton will involve a 
detailed hydro-geological study of the site to determine ground 
water availability. 

26. Sagebrush treatment areas will receive 2,4-D herbicide 
applications in accordance with the guidelines listed in Appendix 
F. After the chemical application, the area will be seeded with 
desirable plant species. 

-z.,, I 



MANAGEMENT SUPERVISION PROCEDURES 

Evaluation and Modification 

A monitoring and evaluation program to evaluate current and 
proposed management is in the alternatives including the proposed 
action. The program includes resource studies to monitor changes in 
plant composition and ground cover. At a minimum these studies could 
monitor actual grazing use, vegetation utilization, range condition 
and trend, and climatic conditions (BLM Manual 4413.3). 
Implementation of additional studies, if needed, would occur on the 
resource values of the allotment to evaluate the effects of the 
alternatives, including the proposed action, on wildlife habitat, 
riparian vegetation, aquatic h~tat .watershed condition, wild horse 

.... , i, 1-rw") sve,,,,,_,e,.,,~ 
and burro physical condition, r and .m- -g,r-at-ion patterns. 

If evaluation procedures determined that objectives were not 
being achieved, modifications would be made that could include changes 
in period of use , livestock numbers, management intensity, grazing 
system, or any combination of revisions in order to attain management 
objectives. Significant modifications would require the preparation 
of an Environmental Assessment prior to the actual modification, in 
accordance with Section 9(a) of Public Law 95-514 (Public Rangelands 
Improvement Act). In addition, during ex.trao~Aina~conditioris (i.e., 
drought), the authorized officer would be -empowered t make 
adjustments in grazing use where such adjustm :t: · uld aid in the 

z_Z-

attainment of objectives (43 Code of Federal Reg lat ions 110. 3-2A). "'l.-) 
- ,JO 00 e-n'l("vv~, . S~ _,e'? .,..-j_ - ,.- plc{.IV...,.,.,,.,.. ~1ve>\ 
.,.- .,,,., ,r ",::, I~ ,m Administration / 

AJAt1/--1'2. ...... -/,, _,.., t? r .. £.. 
/l Livestock grazing would be i am!iU'sl~~ through the issuance of 

term permits through the local BLM office. Permits would specify the 
allotment, periods-of-use, and numbers and kind of livestock. 
Livestock would continue to be marked with ear tags, and compliance 
with the terms of the permit would be ensured by year-round monitoring 
of grazing. Grazing use beyond the limits of the permitted use and 
not approved by the BLM would be considered trespass and appropriate 
action would be taken in accordance with 43 Code of Federal 
Regulations 4150. 

INTERRELATIONSHIPS 

The alternatives including the proposed action must be 
coordinated with existing or proposed private projects and federal, 
state, and local governmental programs and policies. The 
administration of public land resources involves a complex interaction 
between resource demands and between varying types of stewardship. 
Besides providing vegetation to cattle, sheep, domestic horses, wild 
horse and burros, mule deer, antelope, and bighorn sheep the area is 
nelping in meeting the demands for energy, minerals, recreational 
opportunities, and for national defense. 



Federal Programs 

Nevada BLM 

Land use recommendations supporting the proposed action were 
developed through the BLM's planning system (BLM Manuals 1601-1608). 
Table 1-23 summarizes the Management Framework Plans (MFP) 
multiple-use recommendations that interact with the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Grazing EIS proposed action. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 

There are no Indian free use ot' other allotments in the EIS area. 
However, the Summit Lake and Pyramid Lake Reservations adjoin or are 
situated within the area. 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

In a~cordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the BLM is 
required to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service on actions 
involving threatened and endangered plant and animal species. 

State Programs 

Nevada State Clearinghouse 

The Nevada BLM has a memorandum of understanding with the State 
of Nevada designating the Nevada State Planning Coordinator as the 
Clearinghouse coordination point for BLM programs with the State. 
While all programs are coordinated, the three main areas of concern 
are with the Bureau's planning system, major environmental assessment, 
and environmental impact statements. 

Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) 

The Nevada Department of Wildlife is responsible for the 
management of wildlife populations within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area. The NDOW and BLM cooperatively determine reasonable numbers of 
big game species (mule deer, antelope and bighorn sheep). 

Nevada State Water Engineer 

Under current state law, the office of the State Water Engineer 
controls the allocation of water resources within Nevada. Because 
availability of water is critical to the allocation of vegetation, 
coordination must be maintained to ensure the availability of water 
supplies on public lands. 

Nevada Department of Highways 

The fencing of pasture and allotment boundaries may occur along 
highway rights-of-way. When this occurs, coordination with the Nevada 

l .,,u1 t , 
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l<fP STF.P l Rf.CfiM!1Y.NATlONS 

Allo-,,1tc all •111tnblc 
l!vest oc k for;s,-;e wfthJn the
resource area to livestock. 

Establish periods-of-use for 
each allotment. & base 
manag<?ment on the physic:r 
logical requirements of key 
species. 

·-r It 5L-.E J - c.3 
OGIIEL-..oPM'F:.rJT e>F iHE P~ofoSE/J f)c.·norl 
T fJ 1<01,16-J-/ T J-/ E M r::-f) 

CONPL!CTS 

~ Rt•tn l n puhr~tK 
around C:t.•rlrtch n11d F.mplre 
for future municipal 
expansion. 

Forestry~ Wllrlllfe 
Consltler as pQn .:tnd mahogany 
as 11cr1t1c:nl" rt1an.1.gement 
spC!ctes and <lcsJgnate as 
Areas of Cr!ttc • l 
Environment• l Concern (ACEC) 

Wild Horst! & Rur-ro ncsignate 
4 herd otilnngement clceas and 
11 h@rd nse area for 
:nanagement of 1,1ild h(')t!les. 

Wtldltfe Provide forage for 
~le nur.ihers of big 
game by ~djustlng livestock 
,al le:>c at .ion. 

l<FP STY.I' ! I RF.COHHY.NllATTnNS 

AccPµt the rcconmndat1on for 
Gcrln~h anJ fdTlplre. 

Modify reconun~ndat!on •• 
follow!I: tn destgn 1 1mpl'1""' 
ment~tion, or revtnf qn of 
g ra?.tng mnnage~ent syRt~~s, 
horse manar.a:l\ent II reaa, or 
horae use are3s, consider 
as~en and mahogany as 
ur:ritic&l"" managemenc 
species. 

Modify recommendation as 
follows: ~csign~tc 3 herd 
mn.nar,ement areas. 

Accept. I 
I 
I 
I 

1/ildltfe Res erve a major- Accept aa ACEC. 
ity oi avallable forage in 
Granite Range for a vildlife 
ma.nat;er.1ent a rca ( ~\) or as 
Area of Critical Environ-
mental Concern (ACEC), 

Wildlif e (Aquatic) Designate Accept. 
following ;:\reas a9 ACRCs - • 
Mahogany Creek S itt water-
shed, & Sole-Her Headows Warm 
Springs. 

Watershed Protect the Accept. 
plants from .surface disturb-
ance or adverse management 
actions. 

Same as above for Wild Horse 
& Burro & llildllfe (Aquatic) 

Accept. 

RATIONAL?. 

n,e litnds nc ,1r r.~ rlnch fln<l 
F.mptr(" 11r~ th u r.iofJt loi;tlcal 
in 'Jh lch to 11a111mu: that 
future cr.>mmunlty ,~xpanslon 
would occur. 

CoordlMted planning efforts 
4".tn an "re;1 shold develop 
r~alistlc ~bJectlve1 for 
these c rt t teal muMgement 
spect~s. 

~estrtctlon of wild horses ~ 

1:,urros to HM1\ -would pernait 
effect lve. "intensive 
livestock n,;1.nagernemt on 
non-H!1As. 

Balallctn~ ava I table forage 
among all gr~zing 3nimals 
wi 11 help reverse the uns3.t
isf actot'y ecologicsl range 
condition. 

Tl!AOP. OYFS 

2h AIJHs would not be 
ttvnilable tor llveatock. 

Insignificant. 

4 0 445 horses (SJ,140 Alllls) 
will be removed £ran the 
resource area.. 

13, 140 Alllls would be 
allocated t ,o big game out ot 
a total 140,260 Atllls, 

This area ls · the most lmpor- Insignificant. 
tant wildlife h~bitat in the 
resource! 3rea. 

Thes@ areaa should b4! Instgnl(lc.ant. 
afford"d the spectal manage-
ment ~ttcnclon that Ar.EC 
classifl c otion/designatton 
would require. 

It !s Bureau policy to pro- Trade off lnslgnlf1cont. 
tect 1 conserve, & manag~ 
Federal & State T/E plants. 

The establishment of a 
period-of-use based upo,i the 
physlolo~lcal requirements 
of key management species 
would help to reverse the 
declining range conditions & 
would leaJ to a sustained 
yield forage resource. 

)h _ r ~ 6 /r 1 

e¼c/1u·~ 

F.llmination of yenr-round 
grazing. 

-- -- --- · · -·- -- ------ ----· 
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Department of Highways is necessary. Agreements are made on an 
individual project basis, usually between the Highway District 

-- -"-=,,,._ Engineerjand the BLM District Manager. 

Private Lands 

Range permittee holdings within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area 
constitute 23 percent of the total land area for a total of 
approximately 1.3 million acres. Private lands are generally located 
on major drainages containing permanent streams. 

These lands are used primarily for agricultural production in 
relation to livestock operations. Because of their limited acreage, 
private lands cannot supply the necessary livestock forage for all 
seasons of the year. They must be combined with public grazing lands 
to provide a yearlong operation. 

County Programs 

To minimize conflicts between federal and county land use 
planning, close coordination is necessary with the County Planning 
Commission and county commissioners of the counties located in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 

Summary of Environmental Impacts 

The environmental impacts of the proposed action and each 
alternative as discussed in Chapter 3 are shown in comparative form /JJ 1:41 S""'m,1,y. 
i~:&bl=a-~. This table outlines the issues and provides a basis for 
public review and for making a choice among options by the decision 
maker. 
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CHAPTER 2 

DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

fl ...., 5(,, 
~ - 1-1 ""' -

IN r -

This chapter presents the environment as it exists today within 
the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area and serves as a basis on which 
impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action may be 
asessed. 

Emphasis has been placed on those resource components most likely 
to be impacted. Analysis, including the scoping process, indicated 
that resource components such as minerals, timber and air quality 
would not be affected, and therefore, they are not discussed. 

In preparation of this EIS, the primary data sources are 
documents of the Bureau planning system. Other references 
supplementary to or updating planning system data are cited within the 
body of the text by author and date of publication. A listing of 
these references appears in •-U :~ ace Cit~• 
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CLIMATE 
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The weather features across the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area are 
typical of a dry continental-type climate receiving a majority of its 
precipitation from the Pacific Ocean during October to June. The 
remaining amount of precipitation, approximately 12 percent, occurs as 
thunderstorms from the Gulf of Mexico during mid-July to September 
(Houghton 1969). Average annual precipitation varies from 4 inches on 

valley floors to 20 inches in the mountains. Humidity averages 20 
percent year-round. 

Large daily and seasonal temperature variations are common across 
the resource area, with an average low for January of 25 degrees and 
an average high in July of 84 degrees (Houghton et al. 1975). The 
frost-free period averages from 112 to 150 days (Sakamoto et al. 
1970 ). 
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SOILS 
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Soils data for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area are taken from 
six soil surveys and two general soils maps. The six surveys consist 
of two second order, two third order, and two fourth order soil 
surveys. Second order surveys delineate soils on a map scale between 
1:12,000 and 1:31,680; third order surveys delineate soils on a map 
scale between 1:24,000 and 1:250,000; and a fourth order surveys 
delineate soils on a map scale between 1:100,000 and 1:300,000. 

The second order surveys are the Lovelock survey, conducted by 
the Soil Conservation Service (SCS), and the Surprise Valley-Home Camp 
Area, California-Nevada Soil Survey conducted jointly by the SCS, the 
Forest Service, and the BLM. The Sonoma Survey, executed by the SCS 
under contract to the BLM, and the Buffalo-Pumpernickle Valley survey, 
performed jointly by the SCS and BLM under a cooperative agreement, 
are third order surveys. The Dixie Valley survey, conducted by the 
Division of Water Resources, Carson City, Nevada, the Agricultural 
Experiment Station, University of Nevada, Reno, Nevada, and the SCS, 
is one of the fourth order surveys. The other fourth order survey is 
the North Cal-Neva Resource Conservation and Development Project, 
executed by the SCS. These surveys include private lands and 
Reclamation Withdrawal lands, and cover 43.8 percent of the resource 
area. See Appendix G, and Watershed Boundaries and Soil Survey 
Locations Map. 

Other soils data for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area are derived 
from the general soils maps from Humboldt and Pershing counties. The 
general soils maps classify soils at the family level (USDA, SCS, Soil 
Taxonomy, December 1975). For a summary of chemical and physical 
properties of the soils found in the resource area, reference the 
Sonoma-Gerlach URA Soi ls section (1979). 

Erosion 

Gullies are the major sites of active erosion in the area and 
major contributors of sediment. This erosion is caused by high 
intensity runoff periods such as occur during accelerated snow melt or 
high intensity rainstorms. The resulting high flows carry soil away 
from the channel sides and bottom and the gullies are widened and 
deepened. Prominent in the area is the head-cut process whereby the 
channel is deepened through the agitating action of water flowing in a 
waterfall fashion over an abrupt gradient change. 

Sediment yield (soil transported by water from one point: to 
another) was estimated using the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency 
Committee (PSIAC) method (Appendix H, Section 1). Phase I Inventory 
ofthe Watershed Conservation and Development System was employed as 
the basic data source (Appendix H, Section 2). A sediment yield value 
expressed in tons/acres was assigned on the basis 

5- G-r 



of the land's geology, soil, climate, runoff, topography, ground 
cover, land use, upland erosion, channel erosion, and sediment 
transport. Results show that total sediment yield from the area is 
estimated at 5,009,330 tons annually or an average of 1.0 tons per 
acre per year. The weighted average and total sediment yield are 
based on acreage calculated by watershed area. This yield is below 
the three to five tons/acre/year limit set by the Soil Conservation 
Service for allowable yield (Grant 1973). 
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WATER RESOURCES 

The Humboldt River is the only prominent river within the 
resource area. Approximately 35 percent of the total area is drained 
by the Humboldt. Surface water from the remaining portion flows into 
numerour valley playas scattered throughout the area. 

Water Quantity 

The total area runoff is 80,136 acre feet, occurring mostly 
during the months of February, March, April, and May (see 
representative hydrograph in Figure 2-1). 

The main sources of runoff are snowmelt and rainfall from lands 
over 5,000 feet in elevation. The majority of the surface water, 
springs and streams, occurs in the mountainous locations. Overall, 
the area has 335 miles of perennial stream, 42 percent on public 
lands. 

Also, there are 1,109 springs and 40 reservoirs on public and 
private lands. Evaporation rates vary from 46 to 52 inches annually 
with the period of highest evaporation being in late July and lowest 
in December-February. 

The total annual consumption of water is estimated to be 80,000 
acre feet with irrigation the predominant user (State of Nevada 1971). 
Livestock, wild horses, burros, mule deer, antelope, and bighorn sheep 
consume about 169 acre feet annually. Animal water consumption was 
computed using animal numbers from Chapter 1 and standard species 
consumption rates. 

Water Quality 

Surface water quality varies throughout the EIS area. 
Preliminary water quality survey data collected by BLM in 1980 
indicate that, except for a few thermally influenced springs, all 
surface waters are suitable for livestock and irrigation uses. Major 
influences by man on the surface waters are from agriculture, 
livestock grazing, and mining. 
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VEGETATION 

Introduction 

The Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area supports vegetation typical of 
the Great Basin region. The extremes of climate, elevation, exposure, 
and soil type all combine to produce a diverse growth environment for 
a wide variety of plants. Vegetation varies from salt-tolerant shrubs 
and grasses which inhabit the lower valley bottoms, to the sagebrush 
steppe in the intermediate elevations, to the mountain brush in the 
higher elevations. The boundary of these vegetation zones can be a 
gradual change or abrupt, depending on the extremeties of the factors 
listed above. 

Vegetation Types 

The Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area contains eleven broad vegetation 
types which are summarized in Table 2-1. In addition, Table 2-1 
contains general information on each vegetation type (e.g. associated 
species, landform, and soil characteristics). These types are 
depicted on the Vegetation Types Map in this chapter. Vegetation 
types were identified and delineated as a result of the 1979 
recompilation of the 1947 and 1960s ocular reconnaissance range 
surveys, in accordance with BLM Manual 4412.llA. Vegetation types 
were identified according to the current vegetation aspect into a 
standard type classification as presented in BLM Manual 4412.llA. 

The following cited references indicate the present position of 
most vegetation types as they relate to climax in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. In the past, uncontrolled livestock grazing has 
induced retrogression of many climax vegetation types to a stage of 
disclimax, held in place by continued livestock grazing. 

With the advent of modern man, plant communities changed 
radically. Man brought new species of both plants and animals which 
resulted in reduced populatons of native fauna. Plant populations 
changed under the reduced native animal impact and the increased 
grazing pressure of domestic animals. Those plants that were most 
palatable to domestic livestock declined in vigor and abundance and 
became minor elements in the plant community. Less palatable plants 
increased. Entire plant communities changed their composition and 
brush and woody plants increased on many rangelands. Climax plants 
ultimately may disappear from vegetation retrogression, induced by 
grazing. They leave first from the most accessible and, hence, most 
grazed areas, and soon are evident only under the protection of stout 
shrubs or cactus. Later, even these disappear, often leaving nothing 
but annual invaders (Stoddart, Smith and Box 1975). The retrogression 
of climax bunchgrass colillllunities to annuals was further expressed by 
Kormondy (1969) when he indicated that bluebunch wheatgrass has been 
lost on many sites to cheatgrass since man brought livestock to the 
United St at es from Europe. 
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Code 

01 

02 

04 

07 

08 

09 

13 

14 

15 

rv 
f 

.. (\) 

Vegetation 
Type 

Grass 

Meadow 

Sagebrush 

Waste 

Barren 

Juniper 

Salt bush 

Greasewood 

Winterfat 

Acreage 

20,583 

69 

1,731,515 

171,840 

181,890 

3,057 

1,478,590 

582,492 

20,139 

Percent of 
Total Area 

(l 

<l 

41 

4 

4 

(1 

35 

14 

<l 

,.. 

Elevation 
{feet above 
sea level) 

4300-5000 

4000- 8000 

4300-9000 

3900-10,000 

3900-10, 000 

5000-6000 

4000-6000 

4000-4500 

4400-5000 

Table 2-iY 
VEGETATION TYPES 

Average 
Precipitation 

6-8 

6-20 

8-18 

4-20 

4-20 

8-14 

4-8 

4-7 

6-8 

Soil 
Cha ract erist ic 

Mixed 

Deep Loamy 

Mixed 

Mixed 

Deep alkaline 
silt-cla 
Shallow-rocky 

Alkaline 

Deep alkaline 
silt-clay 

Silt 

., 

Land form 

l}ottoms & 
fan s 

Adjacent 
to 

streams & 
s rin s 
Valleys 

to 
mountains 

Valleys 
to 

mountains 

Valley 
bottoms 
Benches 
& upper 
ridg e s 
Bottoms 
& Fans 

Valley 
bottODlB 

Lower 
benches 

-

Associated Species 

crested wheat grass, basin 
wildrye, inland saltgrass, big 
sagebrush, black greasewood 
big bluestem, sedge, rush, 
willow, mountain dandelion 

bottlebrush squirreltail, 
bluebunch wheatgrass, Indian 
ric egrass, spiny hopsage, 
horsebrush snowberr 
nonforage species, halogeton, 
tumblemustard, poverty sump
weed, allenrolfea, pepper
weed, Russian thistle 
None 

blu ebunch wheatgrass, Salina 
wildrye, big & low sagebrush 

bottl e brush squirreltail, 
shads cale, Torrey saltbush, 
black greasewood, bud sage 
inland saltgrass, alkali 
sacaton, allenrolfea, shad
scale, rubber rabbitbrush, 
bi sa ebrush 
bottlebrush squirreltail, 
Indian ricegrass, big sage
brush bud sa ebrush 



Halgren and Hutchings (1972) also indicated the effects of 
improper livestock grazing on salt desert shrub communities when he 
concluded that on pastures grazed heavily in late winter, shadscale 
has become dominant while the two most valuable shrub species (Budsage 
and winterfat) have declined (Figure 2-2). Laycock (1970) reported 
the effects of heavy spring grazing that damaged good condition ranges 
by reducing herbaceous production by more than SO.percent and 
increasing sagebrush production by 78 percent. Tueller (1973) 
reported that Clements (1949) made reference to sagebrush disclimax as 
an extensive vegetation formation of the Great Basin in which big 
sagebrush has achieved post-climax dominance, a position maintained by 
continuous overgrazing of the formerly dominant bunchgrasses. 

Riparian Vegetation 

Riparian vegetation is a critical vegetation type in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. These habitat sites provide forage, 
water and cover for wildlife, livestock, and wild horses and burros. 
Although most riparian types are highly productive sites, they usually 
cover too small an area to be delineated on the Vegetation Types Map. 
There is an estimated 2,000 acres of riparian vegetation in the 
resource area. . Riparian vegetation is usually _ associated with 
perennial waters; however, intermittent and/or ephemeral water sources 
have some degree of riparian vegetation. 

Typical riparian species include aspen (Populus tremuloides), 
willow (Salix spp.), chokecherry (Prunus spp.), sedge (Carex spp.), 
rush (Juncus spp.), and bluegrass (Paa · spp. ). Riparian vegetation is 
a major factor in control of soil erosion and stream sedimentation, 
thus influencing water quality. 

Aspen 

Aspen (Populus tremuloides) vegetation types occur _primarily in 
locations with year-round soil moisture, such as areas adjacent to 
streambanks, spring vicinities, and areas of heavy winter snow 
accumulation. Aspen usually occupies deep loam soils, but may also 
inhabit shallow, gravelly areas (USDA, Forest Service 1937). 

Reproduction of aspen is accomplished primarily by root suckering 
which occurs in open, deteriorating stands. Growth is initiated by 
incresed light coming through the canopy (Schenbeck and Dahlem 1977). 
Farmer (1962) describes a phenomenon known as apical dominance which 
may override the growth-initiating factors in an aspen stand. Apical 
dominance is the process of an auxin being produced in stems above the 
ground and t ranslocat ed to the roots where it inhibits the format ion 
of suckers. This auxin flow is interrupted only when most of the 
mature trees are killed at one time, such a by fire or clear-cutting. 
The result is profuse root suckering within the stand (Schier 197 5). 
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The aspen vegetation type amounts to an estimated 3,748 acres in 
the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area, due primarily to the lack of 
available water and associated habitat discussed above. This 
information is based on an extensive inventory of tree species and 
their distribution in the Resource Area, conducted in December of 
1978, by means of aerial photograph interpretation and observations by 
Winnemucca District personnel. 

Aspen types are unique in the resource area due to their limited 
acreage and in that they furnish critical habitat (e.g., forage and 
cover) for wildlife and livestock. Aspen is particularly sensitive 
because indiscriminate browsing of the tips of reproductive root 
suckers suppresses growth and endangers existence of individual 
stands. 

Phenology 

The Winnemucca District Office participated in a four-year 
(1976-1979) statewide phenology study conducted by Natural Resource 
Consultant _s (NRC). The phenology study sites in the Winnemucca 
District are _,located in Rock Creek Allotment, Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area. 

Data collected from the Winnemucca District phenology studies ~ 
were used to determine critical growth periods of key management ~ 
species. Due to the lack of data from the Winnemucca studies on some 
key management species, data from the Battle Mountain District 
phenology studies were used to determine critical growth periods also. 
The Battle Mountain District studies are similar to the vegetation 
types in the Winnemucca District studies (i.e., elevation, 
composition, species) and provided needed information to determine 
critical growth periods. In addition to the studies listed above, 
supplemental research was undertaken (Cook and Stoddard 1964, 
Blaisdell and Pechanec 1949, Pearson 1964, Drall et al. 1971, and NRC, 
Inc. 1976 through 1979) to facilitate the determination of critical 
growth periods of key management species. Table 1-4 shows critical 
growth periods of key management species in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. 

Variations in phenology occur from year to year, and are due most 
probably to variations in amounts and timing of precipitation and to 
variations in seasonal temperatures from one year to the next. Due to 
this variation in phenology data, a four-year average of the 
phenological stages of growth was determined (Figure 2-3) to develop 
average critical growth periods of key management species. These data 
(average critical growth periods) were used to determine proper 
periods-of-use for each allotment in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 
Establishment of proper periods-of-use would provide for the 
physiological requirements of key management species, thus 
perpetuatingtheir continued existence and/or maintenance in vegetation 
types within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 
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AVERAGE PHENOLOGY OF MANAGEMENT SPECIES ON THE WINNEMUCCA DISTRICT !!_I 

SHRUBS 

Bud sagebrush (Artemisia spinescens) 
spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa) 
willow (Salix spp.) 
serviceberry (Amalanchier alnifolia) 
snowberry (Symphoricarpos spp.) 
Morman-tea (Ephedra) 
GRASSES 
bottlebrush squirreltail (Sitanian hystrix) 
bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatum) 
Thurber needlegrass (Stipa thurburiana) 
Basin wildrye (Elymus cinereus) 
Idaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis) 
Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides) '!!J 
FORBS 
tapertip hawksbeard (Cepis acuminata) 
globemallow (Shaeralcea spp.) 

KEY 

.JAIJ 

Symbol Shrubs Grasses 

Leaf Growth Growth Starts 

Twig Growth 

Full Bloom 

Leaves Dry & Drop 

Flower Stalks Appear 

Seed Dissemination 

Plants Dry 

Forbs 

Growth Starts 

Flow Stalks Appear 

Full Bloom 

Plants Dry 

a/ No data available for Populus trernuloides, Eurotia lanata, Balsamorhiza 
hooker!, Purshia tridentata, Cercocarpus ledifolius, Poa nevadensis, 
Agropyron cristatum, Stipa comata, Oryzopsis webberi, and Balsamhoriza 
sagittata, also key management species. Data taken from Nevada Rangeland 
Phenology, Bureau of Land Management 1976 to 1979. Published by Natural 
Resources Consultants. Winnemucca District Phenology Study Sites. 

b/ Data taken from Nevada Rangeland Phenology, Bureau of Land Management, 1976 
to 1979. Published by Natural Resource Consultants. Battle Mountain 
District Phenology Study Sites. 
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Sensitive Plants 

C.1~ ~ 
V - 4-

No officially listed federal or state threatened or endangered 
(T/E) plants are known to occur in the resource area. The Northern 
Nevada Native Plant Society (NNNPS) maintains an annually revised list 
of candidate species for threatened/endangered status and "species of 
special concern". The Nevada T/E Plant Map Book published in 1978 by 
the Nevada State Museum summarized location information available at 
that time on T /E plants. A subsequent update of status at a November 
2, 1979, workshop sponsored by NNNPS and field work conducted during 
1979 has resulted in an update of the map book information. The 
recently completed "Proposed Threatened and Endangered Plants of 
Nevada: An Illustrated Manual" provides the most current recommended 
status for Nevada sensitive plants. Table 2-2 shows the current 
situation for sensitive plants, based on information from this latter 
source. Approximate locations of these plants are shown on the 
Sensitive Plants Map. 
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Scientific Name 

Astragalus porrectus 

Astragalus pterocarpus 

Camissonia nevadensis 

Cymopterus corrugatus 

Elodea nevadensis 

Eriogonum anemophilum 

Lomatium ravenii 

0puntia pulchella 

0rycetes nevadensis 

Penstemon arenarius 

Phacelia glaberrima 

Phacelia inconspicua 

Psorothamnus kingii 

....., 
Table 2- C

SENSITIVE PLANTS 

Common Name 

Lahontan milkvetch 

winged milkvetch 

Nevada camissonia 

corrugated cymopterus 

Nevada waterweed 

wind-loving buckwheat 

Lassen desert-parsley 

beautiful cholla 

Nevada digger 

dune penst emon 

smooth phacelia 

inconspicuous phacelia 

king's indigo bush 

Recommended 
Status a/ 

T 

s 

s 

s 

E 

s 

s 

s 

T 

T 

T 

E 

s 

a/ Status recommended by the Nevada Threatened and Endangered Plant 
Workshop held in Reno, Nevada, on November 2, 1979. 

E: Endangered 
T: Threatened 
S: Species of Special Concern 

Source: Nevada Threatened and Endangered Plant Workshop, Reno, Nevada, 
2 November 1979; Memorandum to District Files from Mike 
Yoder-Williams, Botanist, 1/16/80; H. Mozingo and M. J. Williams, 
1980, "Proposed Threatened and Endangered Plants of Nevada: An 
Illustrated Manual", Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service publication. 
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Vegetation Production 

The suitable vegetation (existing vegetation production) was 
estimated using the 1979 recompilation of the 1947 and 1960s ocular 
reconnaissance range surveys, in accordance with BLM Manual 4412.llA. 
The estimated carrying capacity was derived by occular estimates of 
the current years growth (at the time of survey) and should be used as 
a starting point for establishing proper stocking rates and management 
act ions. 

Vegetation production would decrease or increase as related to 
deterioration or improvement in range condition. Factors influencing 
change in range condition are composition, density, cover, and vigor 
of desirable rangeland species (key management species). The amount 
of vegetation production would vary depending upon site potential, 
present range condition, natural seed sources, climatic conditions, 
and management actions employed. 

The BLM has developed a basic rangeland suitability guide to aid 
field personnel in determining the amount of suitable vegetation 
production available for grazing by domestic livestock and wild horses 
and burros, while keeping in mind the various aspects of the 
plant-soil environment. These rangeland suitability criteria and 
standards are founded on three parameters of major influence 
(productivity, slope, and distance from reliable water). 

The application of these suitability criteria and standards in 
the range surveys for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area has resulted in 
the rangeland being classified as one of the following: (1) suitable, 
(2) potentially suitable, and/or (3) unsuitable. See Table 2-3 for a 
summary of the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area rangeland suitability 
classification. Appendix I illustrates by allotment and criteria the 
rangeland suitability classification for the resource area. See 
Appendix A, Section 1, for methodology used and application of 
rangeland suitability criteria to range survey data to determine 
vegetation production. 

The current vegetation production in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area is 140,260 AUMs suitable for livestock and wild horses and 
burros. In addition, see Appendix A, Section 1, Table A-2 for 
additional AUMs available to big game by alternatives. 

Ecological Range Condition 

Ecological range condition for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area 
was based on the Soil-Vegetation Inventory Method (SVIM) where data 
was available and where inventory data was not available, professional 
judgement (based on the experience of BLM personnel) was used to 
estimate the condition. 
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Table 
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RANGELAND SUITABILITY SUMMARY FOR THE SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Percent of 
Suitability Acres Resource Area ~ 

Suitable 2,402,164 57 140,260 
17 24,615 Potentially suitable 738,475 
26 23,677 Unsuitable 1,119,203 

TOTAL 4,259,842 100 188,552 

Source: u.s. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area, Range _Unit Resource Analyses 1979. 

TABLE 2- t/ 
C..of'ltJI t/t::7N~L..A-::,5[;.S 

Percentage of Present Plant 
Collllllun it y that is Climax 

Range Condition Class for the Range Site 

Excellent 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 

76-100 
51- 75 
26- 50 

0- 25 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach Unit Resource Analyses, 1980. 

Table2-~ (8 
ECOLOGICAL RANCE CONDITION !J 

Range Condition Class ~ Percent 

Excellent 226,444 5 Good 746,063 18 Fair 1,323,764 31 Poor 1,959,809 46 

Total 4,256,080 100 

!,/ Includes fenced public land. The Melody Allotment has been seeded 
to crested wheatgrass, thus has no ecological range condition class 
and the public acreage is not included in the total acres. 

Source: Sonoma, Blue Wing, and Buffalo Hills Unit Resource Analyses, 
1980. 



Ecological condition is the present state of an ecological site 
in relation to the natural potential (climax) plant community for that 
site. It is an expression of the relative degree to which the kinds, 
proportions, and amounts of plant in a plant community resemble tho:/ls ' , 
of the climax plant community for the site. Ecological condition must .• , 
not be confused with "livestock vegetation condition"; because 
livestock vegetation condition is a measure of the ability of the (!-IJ.M!'-'f-1,-
vegetation to provide "sustained yield" of high quality vegetation for 
different kinds of livestock and wild horses and burros. 

Four "condition classes" are used to express the degree to which 
the composition of the present plant community reflects that of the 
climax. They are shown on Table 2-4. 

Estimated ecological range condition summary acres and percenta !:,.__- 5" 
for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area are shown in Table 2-~res 
and percentage breakdowns by allotment for estimated ecological range 
condition in Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area are shown in Appendix J, 
Sect ion 1. 

Trend 

While condition is the current state of health of the range, 
trend is the direction in which condition is moving: upward trend 
indicates an improving range condition, downward trend indicates a 
deteriorating range condition, and stable trend indicates no 
discernible change in condition. 

Generally, trend information has not been documented in a 
detailed manner for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Detailed trend 
information does not exist on some allotments; however, the majority 
of the trend information is based upon professional judgement (visual 
observations of allotments by field personnel) and will be used only 
for analysis purposes (Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area, Range Unit 
Resource Analyses, Brad Hines, Area Manager). 

Currently (1980) there are 59 trend plots and 12 exclosures 
located in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. As mentioned above, lack 
of detailed data, due primarily to an insufficient number of years of 
data collection, prohibit the use of this information. 

The estimated trend for the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area is 7 
percent (296,753 acres) of the public land in an upward trend, 25 
percent (1,062,301 acres) with stable trend, and 68 percent (2,896,026 
acres) in downward trend. These total acres do not include Melody 
Allotment, since no ecological range condition rating or trend was 
determined because of the entire allotment being artificially seeded 
to crested wheatgrass. Acres and percentage breakdowns by allotment 
for trend direction are shown in Appendix J, Section 2. 
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

There are 48 permittees authorized to graze livestock on 38 
allotments within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Of these 48 
permittees, 8 graze livestock (cattle, sheep, and/or horses) in 
allotments administered by another District, but the allotments are 
within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area boundary. The remaining 
permittees, and one permittee mentioned above, graze livestock in and 
are administered by the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Of the total 
permittees 39 are licensed to graze cattle, 1 is licensed to graze 
cattle and horses, 7 pennittees are licensed to graze sheep, and 1 
permittee is licensed to graze both cattle and sheep. The authorized 
livestock have harvested an average of 116,551 AUMs of vegetation 
annually over the past three to five years (see Table 1-1). 

The majority of cattle ranchers using the public land in the 
resource area are running cow-calf operations, while some operate 
cow-yearling operations, dependent on current market prices. Most 
cattle ranchers in the resource area follow a yearlong breeding 
program. Bulls are generally turned out with the cows and remain on 
the range with the cows for the entire grazing period. This results 
in year-round calving and lower calving crops (Vavra and Raleigh 
1976). Calving percentage (percentage of calves weaned) for cow-calf 
operations was approximately 68 percent in this area (Mitchell and 
Garrett 1978), as compared to 86 percent in the United States as a 
whole (Ensminger 1968), with an overall herd death loss of 
approximately 2-4 percent. Most operators brand in the spring and 
sell their calves in the winter and spring (Torell et al. 1980). 
Weaning weights for cow-calf operations average 433 pounds (Mitchell 
and Garrett 1978). 

Sheep operations in the resource area are widespread in grazing 
area as compared to cow-calf operations. Most sheep operations graze 
or trail through several allotments where most cattle operations graze 
within only one or two allotments. Sheep ranchers in the resource 
area follow a seasonal breeding program rather than a yearlong 
program. Breeding bucks in the resource area are either rented, 
raised on the ranch, and/or brought in from another source. Breeding 
of ewes is usual~y dependent upon the type of lambing method. Most 
sheep operations in the resource area lamb on the open range; however, 
some are converting to shed lambing. For range lambing, the rams are 
usually put with the ewes during November or December, whereas in shed 
lambing, the rams are put with the ewes after the lambs are weaned. 
Most lambing is planned to allow for abundant forage during the period 
between lambing and weaning. If range ewes are lambed without sheds 
it is more desirable to have the lambs born in April and early May. 
If sheds are available however, range lambs may be born in February 
and March. 
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Lambs are weaned in late August, September, or early October, at 
which time the sheep are trailed back to the ranch or put into corrals 
·on the range for separation of market lambs for sale. The ewes are 
then usually put back onto the range (most sheep operators have 
year-round grazing permits, with exception of two months off during 
thewinter months, e.g., November and December). When sheep are off 
the public rangeland they are kept on private pastures. Most sheep 
operators market their lambs by contract sale for the whole crop 
earlier in the season. In some operations the lambs are separated 
into three categories: feeders, fat lambs, and/or second lambs. 
Feeder lambs are fattened for a short period after shipment, fat lambs 
are immediately slaughtered after shipment, and second lambs are held 
for feeding for several weeks after shipment before slaughter. 
Generally the average lambing crop is 100-115 percent but can be as 
high as 125 percent and average weaning weights are 80-95 pounds but 
can be 100 pounds for early lambs (personal communication with Tom 
Belzarena and Stanley Ellison). Generally there are 1,000 to 1,200 
head of sheep per band and herders are obtained from Peru, Mexico, and 
some old timers remain in the resource area from France (personal 
communication with Tom Belzarena and St_anley Ellison). 

Livestock use of the public lands is managed in accordance with 
the seasons. Grazing usually begins in spring in the valleys and 
lower foothills and progresses to higher elevations in early summer. 
Livestock are moved back down in early fall when cold weather and/or 
snow forces them off the summer range. The majority of the permittees 
are also licensed for various periods of winter use at lower 
elevations (Table 2-13), thus resulting in yearlong livestock grazing 
on the public rangeland. Other permittees use hay and/or private 
pasture to hold livestock while off the public rangeland through the 
winter. 

The entire authorized livestock preference within the resource 
area is attached to land base properties. In most cases the base 
property is located within the resource area, and consists of the home 
ranch of the pennittee, which is contiguous to the authorized use 
allotment. There are exceptions to this, as preferences or 
qualifications are attached to intermingled, unfenced private lands or 
"parallel bases" (see glossary) in several situations, and in some 
operations the base is noncontiguous to the allotment. 

The huge expanses of land and the availability of yearlong 
grazing have allowed a few ranchers in the area to operate a low cost, 
low labor style of ranching described by many ranchers in the area as 
a wild-cow operation. In general wild-cow operations are 
characterized by use of large, unfenced grazing areas where the cattle 
must fend for themselves for most of the year. With this level of 
management, livestock distribution becomes a problem. This results in 
almost 100 percent utilization of forage plants close to water and 
little use in areas away from water. In addition grazing is very 
difficult to administer in these vast areas. 
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Extensive blocks of public land make up a major portion of the 
resource area. Small tracts of private land, usually associated with 
springs or streams, are found scattered throughout the area (see land 
status map). The larger private tracts occur on good soils where 
ground water or river water is available for irrigation. 

Public and privately-owned land (railroad land grants) form a 
checkerboard pattern that makes grazing administration difficult and 
hinders the range improvement program. 

Administration of livestock grazing on public lands within the 
resource area has been difficult due to historical use by ranchers and 
Bureau licensing procedures (e.g., periods-of-use have been 
established,based on the historical use and/or convenience of the f 
livestock operator, rather than the physiological requirements of ke ~..,..vt::; 7 
management species). Livestock distribution patterns, common turn out 
~ oil - ates ~ ivestock, salting practices, and lack of livestock 

control are also based upon historical use of the rangeland and/or 
convenience of the livestock operator, rather than basic needs of the 
vegetation resource. Staggered or pyramid licensing procedures see 
glossary) have made supervision of license compliance difficult and 
often have resulted in livestock trespass on the public rangeland 
(Sonoma-Gerlach Unit Resource Analyses). Increased supervision and 
gradual elimination of staggered licenses combined with eartagging of 
livestock have reduced livestock trespass within the resource area. 
Currently the resource area processes approximately 10-15 livestock 
trespasses each fiscal year (personal communication with 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area Manager). 

In the past, yearly permittee turnover within the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area has averaged approximately 25 percent. However, since 
the planning effort started within the resource area, ranch transfers 
have dropped down to approximately eight percent yearly (personal 
communication with Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area Manager), which is 
probably due to the insecurity of future levels of livestock grazing 
on public rangeland. 

The dependency of each permittee for grazing on the public land 
in the resource area is shown in Table 2-13. The livestock population 
in the resource area is estimated to be 32,700 animals (17,000 cattle 
and 15,700 sheep). Vegetation requirements for the estimated 
livestock population are 241,680 AUMs. Bureau administered public 
rangeland supplies 116,551 AUMs (based on three to five year average 
livestock licensed use) and 153,115 AUMs authorized livestock use (the 
amount of AUMs that could be authorized each year). This indicates a 
38 percent yearlong dependence on public rangelands for average 
livestock licensed use. During the spring-summer grazing period (4/1 
to 8/31) or critical period, dependence on public rangeland increases 
to approximately 56 percent for the average livestock licensed use. 



This small increase in dependence is characteristic of the 
Sonoma-Gerlach ranching operations, because many of the livestock 
operators allow their livestock to graze public range on a year-round 
basis. Those that do remove their livestock generally do so for only 
two months in the winter. Consequently, the high dependence on the 
public rangelands for summer grazing, which is characteristic of other 
districts, is not the case in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area because 
the extended grazing period spreads dependence fairly evenly 
throughout the year. 
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There is a wide variety of wildlife species inhabiting the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area; however, only those species or groups of 
species likely to be significantly affected by the proposed action or 
alternatives will be addressed here. For a complete listing of all 
vertebrate species known or believed to occur in the resource area, 
refer to the Physical Profile sections of the various Unit Resource 
Analyses prepared for the resource area. 

BIG GAME ANIMALS 

Three species of big game animals inhabit the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. These are the mule deer, the pronghorn antelope, and 
the California bighorn sheep. The mule deer is by far the most 
abundant and widespread, followed by the pronghorn. The bighorn sheep 
currently exists in very low numbers in one mountain range, but was 
once abundant and widespread. The mule deer and the pronghorn 
antelope occupy much the same areas in the western third of the 
resource area, but the antelope is largely absent from the remainder 
of the area. Refer to the Big Game Distribution Maps for information 
on occupied or potentially occupied areas. 

· Throughout their ranges, big game animals compete with domestic 
livestock for forage, and in many areas, they also compete with wild 
horses and/or burros. The degree of this competition varies from 
area to area, depending on the condition and makeup of the plant 
communities present and the time of occupancy. There is some natural 
separation of areas of use by the various wild and domestic animals, 
and some differences in dietary selection, but in essence, all 
herbivores are competing for the same limited resources. 

Mule Deer 

Mule deer occupy every major and most minor mountain ranges in 
the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. They are found in all but two 
grazing allotments, though in very low numbers in some. Deer numbers 
have fluctuated considerably in recent years, but are presently at 
relatively high levels. These high numbers are the result of improved 
harvest management (quota system) and a series of relatively mild 
winters which have allowed higher fawn survival. There are at present 
approximately 3,929 mule deer on public land within the resource area 
(whidl is essentially reasonable numbers). This is only an 
approximation, since accurate counts cannot be made, and since deaths, 
emigration, and immigration occur throughout the year, and because 
populations could be greatly reduced through the effects of climate or 
other factors. Table 2-6 shows approximate existing deer numbers by 
allotment. 

There are, at present, 3,550 AUMs of vegetation allocated for 
mule deer in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. However, 2,666 of 
these AUMs are within the Soldier Meadows Allotment. The remaining 
884 are divided as follows: 400 in the Blue Wing Allotment, and 484 
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in the allotments around the Humboldt Range. Most allotments have no 
vegetation allocation for deer, even though deer use most of them. 

There have been no terrestrial wildlife habitat inventories 
conducted within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area, and this prevents 
quantifying deer habitat as to amounts in various condition classes. 
Generally, summer deer ranges are in somewhat better condition than 
winter or spring deer ranges because they receive more precipitation. 
The additional precipitation permits greater vegetation production, 
providing cover and forage in larger amounts and in higher quality 
than on winter deer ranges. However, even on summer deer ranges, forb 
production is usually low, the exception being years of high spring 
precipitation. Many summer ranges lack preferred forage species such 
as bitterbrush, mountain mahogany, snowbush ceanothus, and 
serviceberry. This, coupled with the lack of forbs and with 
competition with livestock and wild horses, often means deer are in 
less than good condition when they leave summer ranges. 

Deer winter ranges are generally in poor condition. Most are 
used yearlong by livestock and/or wild horses, and they are seriously 
affected by wild fires and man's activities. Most winter ranges 
produce little in the way of preferred browse species, and deer 
compete with other herbivores for what forage is available. 

The only identified mule deer spring ranges in the resource area 
lie along the lower slopes of the Granite Range. Mule deer are known 
to use these ranges heavily during the early spring months, v.hen they 
seek the first green grass of the year. These areas are also used 
heavily by domestic livestock, and competition for this green grass 
can be severe. 

Deer make considerable use of specific habitat types that are 
often intermingled, in small acreages, within the broad habitat types. 
These specific habitat types include aspen groves, riparian zones, 
mahogany groves, and meadows. Deer use these sites as fawning, 
thermal (protection against climatic extremes) and hiding cover, and 
as sources of forage. These areas are generally in poor condition 
throughout the resource area, partially because of excessive use by 
large herbivores. Aspen and mahogany reproduction is inhibited 
because suckers and seedlings are repeatedly browsed off, and 
understory vegetation is heavily grazed. Meadows and riparian areas 
are often gullied because excessive grazing removes vegetation cover, 
allowing excessive erosion. 

Most deer migration in the resource area is altitudinal; deer 
simply go up the mountains in summer, and decend to the lower slopes 
and valley edges in winter. In only two areas are significant 
migrations into and out of the resource area known to occur. In both 
cases, deer from out side the resource area migrate into it for the 
winter, then return to summer ranges outside. Deer from California 
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migrate into the Buffalo Hills each winter, and deer from the Sheldon 
Antelope Range, and perhaps from Mahogany Mountain in the Susanville 
District, move into the Warm Springs Canyon area each winter. 

A number of deer concentration areas are known to exist within 
the resource area. The entire Granite Range has high numbers of deer, 
but the northern (around Fox Mountain) and southern areas (Granite 
Peak vicinity) hold high concentrations, the upper elevations in 
summer, the lower elevations in winter and spring. In the northwest, 
the Mahogany Creek drainage holds large numbers of deer in the summer, 
and northern extreme of the Sonoma Range (near Winnemucca) holds large 
numbers of deer during the winter, while the higher elevations between 
Pole Creek and Rock Creek have high concentrations of deer during the 
summer. The lower areas around Rock and Clear Creeks (Sonoma Range), 
North and South Hog Canyons (Tobin Range), and Buena Vista Creek 
(Humboldt Range) have concentrations of deer during the winter. 

Antelope 

With the exception of a small herd found north of Rye Patch 
Reservoir, antelope are found only in the western one-third of the 
resource area (see Antelope Distribution Map). At one time, however, 
they undoubtedly occupied most of the resource area. Within recent 
time, a small herd that used the Porter Springs area has disappeared. 
Table 2-6 gives antelope numbers by allotment. 

Antelope populations are currently at record or near record 
levels in all areas except in the Rye Patch area, where only a few 
antelope remain (this has never been a large herd). These record high 
numbers of antelope are, to some extent, the result of improved 
censusing techniques. However, there is no doubt that there has been 
considerable growth in antelope numbers since 1972. At the present 
time, there is a yearlong average of approximately 516 antelope using 
the resource area. This number is only approximate because of births, 
deaths, and migrations, all of which greatly affect the number of 
antelope present at any one time. Migration especially affects 
antelope numbers, since there is a considerable seasonal movement in 
the Buffalo Hills area. Summer and winter populations vary 
considerably in this area. 

Antelope feed heavily on browse species during most seasons, but 
will take large quantities of forbs in the spring and summer if they 
are available. Antelope take very little grass. Preferred browse 
species such as bitterbrush are not abundant in most antelope ranges 
in the resource area, and £orbs are seldom so. Antelope must compete 
with livestock and/or wild horses for available forage, and must often 
take nonpreferred forage when preferred forage is used by other 
herbivores. Antelope presently have an allocation of 2,880 AUMs in 
the resource area. 
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Again, there are no terrestrial habitat inventories in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area that would allow the division of antelope 
range into various condition classses. Using the figures derived by 
the range activity, almost 74 percent of the area in those allotments 
in which antelope occur are in fair (28.8 percent) or poor (44.9 
percent) condition. Most of the area in these same allotments (72 
percent) is in a downward trend. While these figures may not be 
directly applicable to antelope habitat, they are undoubtedly 
reflective of antelope habitat conditions. 

Antelope use mountain meadows as sources of forbs. Forbs in 
meadows retain succulence and nutritive value longer into the sunnner 
than do those in surrounding rangelands because of the greater amounts 
of water available even on "dry" meadows. Domestic livestock and wild 
horses also use meadows, usually very heavily. Where livestock and 
wild horses have access to meadow habitat, it is invariably closely 
cropped, with much bare ground, and often, deep gullies Miich 
effectively lower the water table. Only where meadows are protected 
from livestock and/or wild horses do meadows approach their potential 
in product ion and habitat condition. 

There is a considerable amount of seasonal antelope migration 
within, into, and out of the resource area. There are no known 
established routes for these migrations; they are generally from one 
seasonal range into an adjoining seasonal range. Considerable numbers · 
(approximately 140) of antlope from western Washoe County winter in 

the Buffalo Hills area. This migration considerably increases the 
winter antelope population of the resource area over the summer 
populat ion. 

There are three antelope concentration areas in the resource 
area. These are: (1) in and around Warm Springs Canyon (winter), (2) 
Dolly Varden Basin and adjacent areas to the east (yearlong), and (3) 
northwest corner of the Buffalo Hills (winter). These areas are shown 
on the Big Game Distribution Maps. 

Water quality or distribution is not known to be a limiting 
factor on antelope populations. 



Bighorn Sheep 
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California bighorn sheep presently exist only in the Granite 
Range, north of Gerlach. Four sheep (three ewes, one ram) were 
released in this area in March 1980 by the Nevada Department of 
Wildlife , in cooperation with the Bureau of Land Management. Two 
lambs have since been born, making a total of six sheep. California 
bighorn sheep occupied several mountain ranges in the resource area as 
recently as 1927, but they since have become extinct in the area. It 
is believed that competition with domestic livestock for forage, 
contraction of diseases from domestic livestock, and overhunting led 
to this extinct ion • 

. Nevada Department of Wildlife has identified twelve areas within 
the resource area as being suitable or potentiaily suitable for 
reintroduction of bighorn sheep (see Big Game Distribution Maps). It 
is estimated that public land in these areas could support 1,126 
bighorn sheep, given suitable habitat conditions. 

Bighorn sheep depend heavily on grass, taking few forbs and 
little browse. They evolved using vegetation in a climax condition, 
with much more grass available then than now. This means that 'there 
must be considerable vegetation improvement for the sheep to do well. 
The exception would be the Granite Range where the recent introduction 
occurred; much of this area has received lighter than normal livestock 
use in recent years and has a higher than usual quantity of perennial 
grass present, at least at the higher elevations. The lower 
elevations, where the bighorn sheep would winter, are not in as good a 
condition because livestock have continued to use these areas. 

SMALL GAME 

Sage Grouse 

Sage grouse occupy most of the sagebrush areas of the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Nevada Department of Wildlife estimates 
that there is a base population in the resource area of approximately 
5,469 grouse. At least 60 percent of these birds are found in the 
western third of the resource area. The remainder are found in small 
isolated populations scattered throughout the rest of the area (see 
the Sage Grouse Distribution Map). Sage grouse are very susceptible 
to the vagaries of spring precipitation, which can cause their numbers 
to decline or increase considerably from year to year. 

The life cycle of sage grouse apparently revolves around four 
areas or types of habitat: strutting grounds, nesting areas, brooding 
areas, and wintering grounds. Comparatively few strutting grounds 
have been located in the resource area; it is thought that more exist 
since several areas occupied by grouse have no known strutting 
grounds. Some 80 percent of all sage grouse nests occur within two 
miles of a strutting ground. The various areas of grouse habitat that 
have been identified to date are shown on the Sage Grouse Distribution 
Map. 



These four areas make up a habitat complex upon which sage grouse 
depend. The loss of any one component of the complex, or the 
degradation of all, means the loss of a grouse population. This is 
what has happened to several populations in the resource area. 
Overall habitat degradation has resulted in the apparent disappearance 
of several populations (NDOW 1980). 

As an indication of this habitat degradation, the following 
figures are offered. Approximately 77 percent of the rangeland in the 
resource area is in fair or poor condition, and some 68 percent is in 
a downward trend (see Appendix ":'r , Section , 11 '?,.. ). This indicates 
that habitat conditions for the grouse are generally bad, and getting 
worse. Nowhere is this more evident than on mountain meadows. Grouse 
depend heavily on mountain meadows as sources of £orbs and water 
during the summer. Only wnere meadows are protected from overuse by 
domestic livestock and wild horses are the meadows in good condition 
and providing near their potential as sage grouse habitat. Where 
domestic livestock and/or wild horses have unrestricted access to 
meadows, the meadow vegetation is invariably closely cropped and in a 
depauperate condition (many native meadow• species are missing), and 
there is usually much bare ground. In addition, such meadows are 
subject to accelerated erosion, resulting in gullying and lowering of 
water tables. Such meadows provide only marginal sage grouse habitat. 
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OTHER WILDLIFE 

There is a wide variety of small game and nongame wildlife 
species within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area that is dependent on 
the "special features" of the overall area. Special features are such 
things as aspen groves, meadows, wet and dry riparian zones, and the 
like; in essence, a special feature is almost anything which provides 
habitat diversity in an otherwise arid, monotypic shrub habitat. It 
is the diversity of habitat provided by these special features that 
allows many wildlife species to inhabit the resource area. 

Habitat diversity greatly influences the quality of wildlife 
habitat. This is especially true for songbirds and small mammals. 
Habitat diversity is of two types: among or between habitat types 
(where two or more habitat types meet, i.e., aspen and big sagebrush, 
or a cliff and a riparian area), and within habitat types layering of 
vegetation, i.e., understory, midstory, and canopy). Within 
reasonable limits, the greater the habitat diversity, the greater the 
species abundance, and the greater the abundance of individuals of a 
given species. 

Excessive use by domestic livestock, wild horses and . burros, and 
wildlife has decreased habitat diversity within the resource area. 
Loss of diversity anmong habitats has occurred through overgrazing of 
meadows, ~ich allows excessive erosion and sagebrush encroachment. 
The same thing has occurred in aspen groves, where understory 
vegetation has been greatly reduced through grazing or browsing; 
carried on long enough, this leads to complete lo ·ss of understory and 
midstory vegetation and eventually to canopy loss through loss of 
aspen reproduction. 

It is not known if this loss of habitat diversity has resulted in 
the complete elimination of any species from the resource area, but it 
is entirely possible that it has done so. Habitat alteration was 
undoubtedly a contributing factor in the extinction of bighorn sheep 
populations in the resource area, and it is known to be a contributing 
factor in the decline of some species in Nevada. There is no doubt 
that the continued excessive grazing use of such special feature 
habitats will result in the eventual loss of numerous wildlife species 
in the resource area. 

Threatened or Endangerd Species 

There are no known federally listed threatened or endangered 
terrestrial species of wildlife in th Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 

3-G 



Habitat for th~ f~cy A:2:zIC c~::::e Sonoma-Gerlach EIS Area 
consists of 29 rivers streams 2 lakes, 5 reservoirs, and a series 
of warm springs (Tabl½; and 2- ). 

There are a total of 335 stream miles in the EIS area, and 142 of 
these are on public land. The public stream miles were surveyed for · 
habitat condition, and 68 percent were in fair or 2.9or condition __ / 
(Stream Survey conducted by BLM, 1977) (Table 2-~, and Habitat 
Condition of Fishable Stream Map). The common cause is overgrazing of 
the riparian zone by livestock. Most of the data on species 
occurrence were collected in 1954, and it is strongly suspected that 
many of the streams no longer support a fishery. Some streams have 
been eliminated from the Nevada Department of Wildlife stocking 
program because of poor habitat condition. Approximately four streams 
which are in good condition and accessible to the public, are stocked 
regularly by the Nevada Department of Wildlife. The major river which 
drains approximately 35 percent of the EIS area is the Humboldt River. 

,1 It is a slow moving, warmwater river that contains warmwater fish 
J -· species (Table 2-t). The Humboldt River system is a closed system 

which begins . in eastern Nevada and drains into the Humboldt Sink 
located in the southern portion of the Winnemucca BLM District. 

The majority of the streams in the EIS area are small, coldwater 
mountain streams, 3 to 6 feet wide, which disappear into the water 
table soon after leaving the mountains. There are approximately 260 
miles of this type of stream, both public and private, which support, 
or if the · habitat condition were improved, could support a sport 
fishery. ,., 

t:'{ • c'.'. ', 

There are two lake\ and 'f:~reservoirs totalin e pEroximately 
12,288 surface acres (Tile 2-Jf; The major reservoirs were 
constructed by private individuals or groups to store irrigation 
water. For the most part the reservoirs are located on private land. 
Sonoma Lake is subject to winter freezeout and not suitable as fish 
habitat. Summit Lake is located on the Summit Lake Indian 
Reservation. It contains a population of Lahontan cutthroat trout. 

The only native sport fish in the EIS area is the Lahont an 
cutthroat trout whih has been federally designated a "threatened" 
species. Summit Lake and its tributaries, Mahogany Creek and Snow 
Creek, support one of the few self-reproducing populations of lake run 
Lahontan cutthroat trout left in the world. This species originally 
evolved as a lake dwelling fish that spawned in small coldwater feeder 
streams. Within the EIS area this type of habitat occurs only in the 
Summit Lake system. Parts of Mahogany Creek and Snow Creek flow 
through public land. The upper watershed of Mahogany Creek has been 
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IN Tiff; SIJNOHA-GY.KhACII Kf.!i<JIIKCY. AMY.A 
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Pl•nn1ng 
::;t t&llrl Unit 

~ot t onwood Creek 8u£rdo Hilla 

c; r:rn l t c Creek 

Mahogany Creek. 

Mud Mendov Cnek 

~cgro Creek 

Red Mountain Creek 

Rock Creek 

Donnelly Creek 

Siu,. Gullion Creek 

Snow Creek 

Soldius Creek 

Suom'e r Camp Creek 

Buena Ylata Creek SonOll4 

Bushee Creek 

Clear Creek 

Cottonwood C~e•k 

Coyote Creek Sonoaa 

El Dorado Canyon 

Golcond• Canyon 

Hoffman Canyon Creek 

Humboldt Rl ver 

Indian Creek 

Pole Creek 

Rock Creek 

Rocky Creek 

Sonoma Creek. 

Star . Creek 

Thomas canyon 

WAter Canyon Sonotaa. 

!/ Str~3m Condition Cl3salflcatlon 
Jo: _ above • Exccll~nt 

60% - 69% • Cood 
so:_ 59% • Fair 
.491 • t,eloW • Poor 

FlSII KEY 

BIi • Black bullhead 
~NT .. l\rown trout 
t\T • srook trout 
cc • Chnnnc l c 11t f \l'k 
LU • \.,r1 r~~mout h bllt1• 
LT • t.ahont 1H\ '-'utthroat 
KT ,. R., lnboW trout 
Si' • ~th:.rn••nto pcr~h 
WCK • \.1\ltc ctJ1t1\>le 
\W • llall~Y" pllr.e 
yp • Ye I l ow l"'rch 

Suur~c.,; 

trout 

Total 
Vn ll~y or Mount a In l,cngth 

Runge (n,lloa) 

Granlt e Mountain• 9,0 

Granite Mountain• s.o 

Black Rock Range 12.0 

Mud Meadow Valley 36.0 

Granite Mountain, 14,0 

Granite Hounta .tn.a 16.0 

Granite Mountaina 6,0 

Ca Uco Mount aina 11,0 

Black Rock Range 10,0 

Black Rock Range 6,0 

Black Rock Range 10.0 

Black Rock Range 4.0 

!lumboldt Range 7.0 

Tobin Range 7,0 

Sono,,,a Range 10.0 

Humboldt Range 5,0 , 

Humboldt Range 5.0 

Humboldt Ranae 4.0 

Tobin Range 5.0 

Tobin R4nge 5.0 

Humboldt River 85.0 
Valley 

Humboldt Range 6,0 

Sonoma Range 11.0 

Sonoma Range 14.0 

llumbo ldt Range 5.0 

Sonoma Range 6.0 

Humboldt Range 6.0 

Sonoma R11nge 8.0 

Son011& Range 7.0 

(Baaed on % of lbbttat Optimu10) 

~I.M 
O..m,roh Ip St rr.all 

(approx, C•11•e Spec le ■ ConJ lt Ion 
.. 11.,.) Pruat?nt % IJ~t lmu• J../ 

l,O 0 61 

2.0 81-IT (t) 4S 

6.0 LT 74 

Hostly 
Public 

2.0 BT 

4.0 BNT, ST 58 

·3,0 0 65 

9.0 0 54 

8.0 0 46 

3.0 LT (?) 56 

8.0 Unknow 59 

2.0 LT 73 

4.0 RT RT 

6.0 34 

8.0 BT, RT 59 

3,0 BT 63 

4.0 BNT, BT, RT 49 

2,0 58 

3,0 26 

4.0 BT, CT, RT 52 

(0) LB, \/CR, BB, B~T, 
cc, RT, IIP, SP, YP 

3,0 BT 64 

6,0 BT 68 

2.0 BT, LT 

4.0 ONT, BT, RT 53 

6.0 RT, BT 66 

2.0 BS!, BT, RT 46 

3.0 BT 76 

2.0 RT 56 

Bonk 
St1ohl llty Curr~nt 
% Opt l11111■ Con fl kt• 

74 Live•to<k 

88 Livestock 

9S 

Livestock 

Llve ■tock 

63 Livcatoclr. 

94 Liveotock 

76 Llveatock 

55 Livestock, houu 

77 Livestock, horu• 

5) Livestock, hones 

99 ,Llvestock 

43 Livestock 

78 Livestock 

88 Livesto ck, •lnlng 

72 Agrkulture 

88 Livestock 

26 Livestock, <1inlng 

53 Livestock, mining 

92 Livestodr. 

89 

88 1.ivestoclr. 

78 Llvestoclr. 

73 LiVf!StO-.!k, mining 

77 Livestock. 

72 Livestock, 
wuodcutt ing, 
r,ar.,.••t' ft\ft 
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LOC,',r!ONS .\NIJ 1'11'/Sl r. AJ. (~IAHACn: Hr ,;T J<:,; OP HY.sr :J(VO(l{S 
I S Tm : SIJNOH,\• (;r :Ht.At:11 H,::i<JIJK<:r: Ak~:A 

----- - ----~-- ---- --
V11llt •y or VolurM H•h 

Sp,!,: ll• lt 
i»tt-llf! Ot 

Conf 1 k t 14 

(acre a) 
and Type LAke/Reocrvoir 

R.,d Mountain 
Rc.H1crvol t 

Van Vleck 
Reservoir 

Squaw Valley 
Reservoir 

su-it Lake 

Soldier Meadows 
Hot Springs 

Rye Patch 
Reservoir 

Sonoma take 

B • Blucglll 

Hount 1tln 
R'1nae 

Grun lte 
Range 

Soldier 
Meadow■ 

Smoke 
Creek 

Deaert 

Black 
Rode 
Mountain■ 

Black 
Rock 

Deaett 

Humboldt 
Rtver 

SonotM" 
Mountains 

88 • Blad, bullhead 
BNB • Brown bul lhe 3d 
8:-iT • Brown trout 

BT • Brook trout 
CC• Channel catfi sh 
C'r • Cutthroat trout 
DO • Desert dace 
GS • Creen sunfish 
l.B ., Largeonouth bass 
LR• Lahontan redshiner 

Source: 

Surfn..:1..• 
At..tt.-!fll 

30.0 

250.0 

47,0 

560.0 

10 
Sections 

11,400.0 

1.0 

A,ro/ 
Ycet 

2,750 

1,200 

5,000 

1-71 ,000 

Owncr lfh lp 

Prlvotu 

Privoce 

Pr i vate 

Indian 
Re scrvat lon 

Hos tly 
Private 

DNT, l.B, 
8NB, LTC 

SHH, TS, 
LTC, LR 

RT, RB, 
cs, LB 

U, LT 

DI> 

BB, BNB, 
BNT, CC, 
CS, L8, 
RT, SP, 
WBA .. WCR, 
WP, YP, 
WC 

None 

LT - Lahontan ~utthrO.'.lt trout 
t.TC • Lahont an tttl .;hub 

RT - Rainb ow tr out 
SMB • Sm,1 ll oo uth ba ss 

SP • Sacr amento perch 
TS• Tahoe su c ker 

WBA • Wh lte bilSS 
WC •1/hlte ca tfi sh 

WCR • White crapple 
WP• Walle ye pike 
YP • Ye How pc r eh 

Lt v~Hit od e. uac, 
W,"lt crtowl 

Lt vest eek usu 

Ccothermal pot e nt l a l 
l O s ect t ons of d.ace 
habitat 

Agricultural, 
Sewage di s posal 

W1nterk1l l 

_,,..-., 

TAHU: 2-'tY u 
SIJHHARY OF STREAM C0~1lITlON lN nlE SONOHA- GERLACK RESOIJRCE .\REA 

Per"-=c.nt of 
Nu,ober of Total Number Number of Surveyed Pulillc 

St reo.aas· in <>f Hlles Pub lie Hllu St r~am Hil e s 

Condition 9.!!! Class In Class in Class in ct~•· 

Excellenc 7o+ 3 24 II ID 

Cood 60-69 6 43 24 22 

Fair 50- 59 10 81 48 45 

Poor 49 6 311 2S 23 

No Dota 4 149 34 

Totd 29 335 142 100 

Source: 

2. 
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designated the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout Natural Area and part of it 
has been fenced to exclude livestock. All other sport fish species 
existing and currently being stocked in the EIS area are native to 
other parts of the United States or the world. 

The desert dace, a native species of minnow, is found only in a 
few warm springs in Soldier Meadows Valley in the northern end of the 
EIS area. This fish has been designated as a "rare" species by the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife and is under review by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

3 J 
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WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

Wild horses are currently found on 22 use areas and burros on 7 
of those areas in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area (Wild Horses and 
Burro Use Area Map). See Table 2-10 for use areas and allotments 
involved. Eight areas ar~within the checkerboard land pattern, where 
every other section of land is privately owned (see Table 1-12). 

The various use areas are close to each other. This lends itself 
to migration of horses between these areas. The Wild Horse and Burro 
Use Area Map shows suspected migration routes between areas, if 
seasonal migration does occur between these areas. 

There are an estimated 5,372 wild horses and 129 wild burros ''I,_, \,t- { 
currently in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area compared to 3,100 horses 't'') ~) \I' 
and 43 burros estimated in 1971, when the Wild and Free Roaming Horse "'LI' ~ 
and Burro Act was signed into law. In the Winnemucca District, there ~ \ 
are approximately 7,817 wild horses and 179 burros presently compared \, o ~ _- r\" 
to between 3,943 and 4,108 horses · and burros in 1971. Statewide, '-s: 'J 1J \ 

there are between 34,980 and 36,252 wild horses and 1,562 and 1,619 "-t,J\: 1 ° 
burros presently while in 1971 there were between 15,389 and 16,529 ~ \."' : 
horses and 769 and 826 burros. Nationwide there is a range between ~ ~ ~ 
69,509 and 72,037 wild horses and burros with an estimated 43,890 to ~,") ~\ ~ \t, 
47,140 in 1971 (see Appendix K, Section 2). Consequently, the ,,.-- f~ ~~ ~

11 
'- ":}\ 

Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area has 68 percent of the wild horses and ~ 0\ \ 
burros in the District, the District has between 21 and 22 percent of O v 
the statewide population and the state has approximately 53 percent of 
the nationwJ...de population. 

'"'77, · .. '.)_,_.,_ "'-'C' .p.x, ,I- ,,,,,r.;;_ .. ':,' ot··~ ,.:;., L .. ,:c ~ (;1;-1,11-:>e,-. t j 
Accurate figures concerning populations, yearly increases, and 

birth and death rates are difficult to estimate • ..,The ~ct irnat!id: Re• 
_ \ .... <'iH•~..;:I <- t" be, 

a.,.-.~ yee.cly increase for the wild horse populati~n i .,11 percent (see . ! 1 
A Pe d ·x K S ctio 1) ----;.. -t' JL · .,-f-:· 11 ... ~ - - ... , ~-- · · -, .A-,J· ·\ 

p. n i , e n • , r,, ,. .. . . ·:r •-#-<A..J<--Q,,•tY (;-~-,a,,. . ..., -I' 1 , . , . v, -- 1"- -. .-·, 
j - ' « '1-~ ' A "Z; •p · <.,<.. ., if , ., U 

0 

J -~~~~~(:~-~o: :-~~:::~:~:1?no; "~;-allocat ~d--t : :~l~ -c-~~~:; s ,,-and J' 1" j 
burros within the resou ! c~_ ~ a;, The ~emr,ct it i!il;l.~ong wild horses, '~ ove.t- t>..~ 
burros and cattle · ts · irec .-and severe. )_ Th~re is less overlap of __ 
diets be~~~en horses an big - game---"t"lmnbetween horses and - cattle, but (_ ~/ 7 - c.<..~ <. 

f-l r doe s exi ~ A study in the Granite Range, Elko County, in /b"L\. 
~ --~- ~,1"'"<-~~ ~,re_ 

nol'fneastern Nevada, showed the dietary overlap for wild horses and dJ r-. .1 I .J. 

3 • \I ~,ry "-''t I"'- °'l:J -L SJ'""'l::S 
deer was percent, while the dietary overlap for horses and cattle " , , _, _, 

77 ( 1978) • 3 f f "\.,._,,..--1')4v1r'\ 'j "\'\:> Cl"'-f: was percent Nawa • See Appendix K, Sect ion or urther -f',...,.....,,-,_ a-...-e. "'-

background data on diets. ' 

The demand for vegetation in wild horse and burro areas h I~/ %~/4 + 
significantly exceeds estimated annual vegetation production-'(Table CJ("""'l e t.:->l.,,.; e,l,., 
2-11). The result is et er o ~ -ng ange condit i and wild horse an r '-. e (.., ct..,.. c. 
burro herds that are more susceptib e o a verse environmental ()..A'\\""'~'t"'-' v:il.\a..f 
changes. This was the caise in the Buffalo Hills die-off in 1977 .in C' """'-\v, "'" d 
the Sonoma-Gerlach Resou r ce Area of the Winnemucca District, where an t>,{ --1,..,, J_., vy'\"""" 

estimated 300 horses die
1

~ of starvation. .._Jr,.,~ \ ~ ~, 

I 
_.-\ ~ ~~\-..\? '1 ~ \ -_' 

I b,r \ .,,,, J_o \ y"\.. <J 
.J-~('.,Y\.c..e.-~ -~ ~..,.to<c.? c;.,c.. 

r;_::; e. ' 1 ~ 5 r.' \ 
V\A-\ -, -· ·· ) v..\\ 

~ • G,...,- 1 .. 



In the Winnemucca District _there were 
2,129 horses gather~d between July of 1979 and January of .J980. In -( .,~ 
the four independent gatherings a total of 26 horses~ at the trap 
site, ~~e- pereei:1t-{+~ A total of 155t,d~d At · the hol_di .ng facility 
or after adoption,ov ee,.i@'f\'"'peh:eoft~'I It is impossible to estimate 
how many of these horses would have died naturally from old age, 
malnutrition, "diseaseJ or parasites 1 but it is ilssyu1gd,.;;ha,t ·a nuwber,.sf 
the 181 would have died from natural causeJ · 



AukU!litA Mnunta1ns 
B l:,ck Ro~k (W,•,it) 
Blue ~lng Mountains 

Burralo 111 lh 
Calle-, Httts 

I • 

Eut Range s/ 

Fox and Lake Range 

Granite Range 
Humboldt s s/ & 1/ 

Kamm.a Mountain11 

Lav;i Beds 

N1ghtfngale Mountains 
Selenite ltange 

Seven Troughs s/ 

Shawave Mountains c/ 
Sonoma Range £.I 

St 111,.,ater Range 

Trinity Range £/ 

Truckee Range !:_/ 

Tobin Range 

V 
/0 ( 2 . 

TAIII.~ l --
CUMH>:tl'f WILD lllllts, : ANIJ ttllMHO VSV. ,\Hr.AS 

Al lot .,.,nt • 

MAJ11ha 
Scvt·n TrouJt.h• 
Jer,u _•y Va lluy 
$() Idler Mc,1dows 

· Blue Wing 

Buffa lo Hill, 
Bufflllo Hilla 
Cal !co 
Leadville 
Soldier Headova 
Dolly !laden 
Goldb:,nks 
Klondike 
Pl easa nt Valley 
Rawhide 
Star Pe•k (East) 
White Horse 
Pole C,,nyon 
Rodeo Creek 
Buffalo Hills 
Coal Canyon - Poker 
Humboldt House 
Prince Royal 
Rawhide 
Rye Patch 
Rochester 
Star Peak (West) 
Seven Trough• . 

Blue Wing 
Blue \ling 
Seven Trough• 
Blue Wlng 
Blue Wing 

Blue lllng 

Seven Troughs 

Blue Wing 
Clear Creek 
DlamonJ S (Button Point} 
Harmony 
Pumpc!tnlc:kl• 
Rock Creek 
Sonon,a 
Thomas Creek 
Cottonwood Canyon 
Jersey Valley 
Pl~asant Valley 
Rawhide 
Roc.hcster 
South Buffalo 
Coal Canyon-Poker 
Hajuba 
Ragg@d Top 
Rye Patch 
Blue Wlng 
Desert Queen 
Goldbanka 
Pleasant Valley 

l-'1-r4.1•nt t>f 
UH.- An• .1 

tn Al tottn~nt 

6) 
)7 

100 
100 
100 

100 
23 
13 
34 
30 
26 

5 
18 
19 
10 
13 
9 
8 

92 
100 

19 
7 
s 

11 
4 

36 
18 

100 

88 
12 
ll 

100 
100 

27 

73 

100 
31 
1.5 
3 

16 
19 
10 
6 
9 
8 

13 
3 

54 
13 
29 
4 

48 
19 
43 
57 
10 
41 

Swrih .. · r of 
Anlm. ,111 ~/ 

136 
67 
78 

259 y 
53 
32 

128 b/ 
97 b/ 
29 -
70 
53 

238 
75 

1S4 
153 
39 

118 
205 

16 
91 

121 
214 

5 
0 

102 
41 

153 
184 

16 
I 

779 
23 
47 

260 
5 
7 

62 
41 

224 
7 

446 
41 
69 
15 
12 
34 
22 
16 
2 
2 
4 
1 

18 
4 
7 
4 

182 
27 

5 
59 

4 
5 
4 

Clt1H8 

HorNo 
lloruc 
Ito rs ,: 
l!OttiU 

Horse 
Burro 
Horse 
Horse 
!torso 
llocse 
Horse 
Hora~ 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 

• Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 

Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Hor11e 
aurro 

Horse 
Burro 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Burr-o 
Horse 
Bur-ro 
Horse 
Bur co 
Hoese 
Horse 
H'>r■e 
Hor se 
Hortta 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse: 
Horse 
Horne 
Horse 
Hou" 
Hor-stt 
Horse 
Hor~e: 
Horse 
Horse. 
Horse 
Horse 
Horse 
Hoese 
Horse 
Horse 

Vt!Y,t't Ht 1on 

U•u 
(AIIM•l !!.,I 

1,632 
804 
936 

3,108 
616 
384 

1,536 
1,164 

348 
840 
636 

2,856 
900 

1,848 
1,836 

468 
1,416 
2,460 

192 
1,092 
1,452 
2,568 

60 
0 

1,224 
492 

1,836 
2,208 

192 
12 

9,348 
276 
564 

3,120 
60 
84 

744 
492 

2,688 
84" 

5,352 
492 
828 
180 
144 
408 
264 
192 
24 
24 
48 
12 

216 
48 
84 
48 

2,184 
324 
60 

708 
48 
60 
48 Pumpc. rnlck le 

South Buffalo 
4 

4S 
100 

.10 . > Horse _____ ~-_ 120 
"."'216 

Warm Springs C.,nyon Soldier Heado" 18 Burro 

!!./ 

~, 
.... , 

5,372 llorsl! 64,464 
129 Burro 1 548 

TOTALS 5 501 66 012 

\ ,""/ 
\.. ,-_ ... .. 

NomtH?-r, ("St lm..itt.•d from 1977 invl•ntory uslnr. an tl rerce!nt ~t mmual tncr e nsc. tt should ba 
notPJ that .111 'wild horH, 1 nl\d hurro tnv~ntortc1-1 ..,erl'! con4.tuctt?d ( rnt11 either fl~~J ... wln,t .1trc.raft 
or tu·l l co ptcr ilnd thnt iu•r-tnl ,rnrve)'tl ar, ., at bc:t:t .1 rm••~h t'Bt lmatc of O\.:tual rormtat h,n size. 
(C.:,uJ,,!,hlt•V 1974) {oun,I Ln hi~ st11dy nnd ltt ,~r,1turc :a;l!ard1 thnt lht' ~luecst an ,1.h ~rL1l ~urvoy ever 
c; lcn&.! to the m;tulll rorulHt tun nlzf! ..,,,a IS9 rcr ... ,~nt (sec S,moma -Gc rlat.:h Unit Resouri;e Analyses. 

Numb..•ts ,•st lnu1tt!-d front tt')79 lnvi..•ntary, 

Arc,,tt ..,lthln the cht.•..:lu.•rhonrd land 11t1ttcrn. 

nH •t t.• nru t'tl<> hurrtHI L•tttim11t1.•,t to he tn thh nrl'1t y~nrlonK uHln~ 24 Am!a. 

V••v.,•t. nt tm\ ""'~ (AtlMR) w••"' ,l, •tt•r!llln,•,t wllh th~ I\HR\tlftpt ton thitt ,•:,,h nntiN,l uHI '• ' th•• Y\•~t•tnr t o n 

fo r t 2 ,nuntlw " yrflt"• 

Souf4..1•: 
U. ~. O,•r,nrtm,>1\f 

0
( th•~ ln1 1•rlor. 1\11r1•1~0 nf t .,rnri H,1n, 1 ►~••11w1 ~ 1 .: '-'l;1n rn uu, ,l Ohit.rlt .. t, 

~;
1111111

,1.1, t'1,i,• \Jtm:, ,n11t lh1lln
1
l o ltlltu l ,nll N.,, •• ,1,,rli' ,\1111lYh• (I t /

1
1\, :•l•''' "'"' -\ ;,.rl ;\ih 

~j,n,1)tt•mt•11t 1o•r41inrw,1rk t•'"'' (t H\O), n111I W ln t\t'11"1u1l.11 IJtwt rl \..l ~JI I lu , t l lt •!t. 
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Herd Use Areas 

Antelope 
Augusta Mountains 
Black Rock (\,lest) 
Blue Wing Mountains 
Buffalo Hills 
Calico Mountains 
East Range 
Fox and Lake Range 
Granite Range 
Humboldt s 
Kamma Mountains 
Lava Beds .- : 
Night.;rigale Mountains 
Selenite Range 
Seven Troughs 

; --:_ ~-Aw"-,J t. -Shewne-e Mountains 
Sonoma Range 
St Ulwater Range 
Trinity Range 
Truckee Range 
Tobin Range 
Warm Springs Canyon 

TOTALS 

IN 

TABLE 2-JL 

EXISTING VEGETATION (AUM) DEMAND 
THE WILD HORSE AMD BURRO USE ARE~ 

SONOMA-<;ERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Available Big Game Wild Horse & Burro Livestock 
Vegetation Demand Demand Demand 

2,211 0 2,436 1,694 
447 0 936 88 

9,580 0 3,108 2,616 
7-02 0 1,020 483 

9,478 141 1,536 1,200 
10,643 40 2,988 6,247 
13,319 165 11,784 14,776 
5,717 0 1,284 5,490 
7,627 166 1,452 2,861 
5,587 329 "¥ ~--z"""'10,092 8,896 

0 0 204 l, 285 
5,607 50 10,188 4,911 
1,038 0 3,120 1,691 
1,601 250 144 2,658 
4,937 25 . ..4-~ -l-''1D'l 3,295 
1,591 25 5,352 2,174 
7,626 0 2,508 9,713 
2,735 94 372 l, 950 
2,486 25 2,640 2,973 

372 0 768 2,524 
-7,951- -,qs-7 0 276 5,918 
8,583 0 1,500 2,255 

f«?9,1</'-J 
09 ,8 -1-4 1,310 

~• I , -'~1/ Z.... 
· -67, Jtt, 85,698 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Mangement, Winnemucca District, 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area, Sonoma, Blue Wing, and Buffalo Hills Unit Resource 
Analyses 1979. 

' , · 

Total 
Demand 

4,130 
1,024 
5,724 
1,503 
2,877 
9,275 

26,725 
· 6,774 

4,479 
-19, 317 ./ -~ (,/3 

1,489 
15,149 
4;5u 
3,052 
7,328 
7,551 

12,221· 
2,416 
5,638 
3,292 
6,194 
3,755 

/.!.~:,_';IC..:::.. 
H4,R4 



VISUAL RESOURCES 

The Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area contains a variety of scenic 
qualities which have been classified into Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) classes following the procedures in BLM Manual 8400. The 

Winnemucca District files (8400) contain a discussion of management 
classes and their development. The resource area contains examples of 
four visual resource management classes. Appendix L, Section l can be 
consulted for the definitions of the VRM classes. 

Approximately 8,820 acres are Class I, 476,220 acres are Class 
II, and 471,390 acres are Class III. The remainder of the resource 
area is Class IV. However, approximately 137,600 acres of Class II 
quality and 39,680 acres of Class III quality are located on playas 
where no grazing occurs. Table 2-12 shows VRM classes by allotment. 

Visual class designations of III and IV denote varying degrees of 
generally average scenery or areas that are seldom seen and therefore 
not subject to significant impacts from visual change. Seedings are 
an exception in that they usually create a visual contrast greater 
than the acceptable level for a Class II area. Appendix L, Section 2, 
lists the average visual impacts of range improvements. The Visual 
Resource Management Classes Map illustrates by class. 

2--~8 
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TABLE 2-12 
VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES 

BY ALLOTMENT AND ACREAGES 
IN THE SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Allotment VRM Class~/ 

Blue Wing II 
III 

Buffalo Hills II 
III 

Calico II 
Clear Creek III 
Coal Canyon-Poker II 

III 
Coyote III 
Desert Queen II 

III 
Diamond S II 

III 
Dolly Hayden II 

III 
Harmony III 
Humboldt House II 
Humboldt Sink II 

III 
Leadville II 
Majuba II 

III 
Melody ' III 
North Buffalo II 

III 
Prince Royal II 
Pumpernickel . II 

III 
Ragged Top III 
Rock Creek II 

III 
Rodeo Creek III 
Rye Patch II 

III 
Soldier Meadows I 

II 
Sonoma III 
Star Peak II 

III 
Thomas Creek III 
White Horse II 

III 

Acreage 

19,840 
32,320 

104,320 
23,040 
26,240 

5,760 
10,240 
78,200 

3,840 
1,600 

29,440 
7,680 
9,900 
3,200 

15,040 
4,800 

19,200 
2,560 

28,440 
6,400 
2,240 
6,720 
4,480 
4,800 

15,680 
7,360 

680 
19,840 
14,070 

300 
8,000 

28,800 
7,040 

60,800 
8,820 

108,200 
14,700 

1,920 
8,960 
8,000 
4,800 

10,880b/ 

a/ For definition of VRM classes, consult the Appendix ' . 
b/ The rest of the resource area is rated as Class IV. 

Source: U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, Winnemucca District, 
Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan, 1980 



CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Presently 1,250 cultural resource sites are known to exist in the 
EIS area. For management purposes, sites have been classified into 
the following types: open aboriginal, rock shelters and caves, rock 
art, isolated finds and small sites, historic sites, permanent 
historic trails, explorer routes, and historic railroad routes. Site 
locations are plotted on maps in the Winnemucca District office. The 
draft Class I inventories which have been completed for the Sonoma, 
Blue Wing, and Buffalo Hills Planning Units contain site-specific 
information concerning location, ownership status, site description, 
significance, rating, condition, and existing protective and 
interpretive measures. 

The inventory status for cultural resources in the EIS area is 
poor. Only .56 percent (23,788.16 acres) of the resource area has 
been intensively inventoried at a Class III level. In addition, 1.69 
percent (72,187.18 acres) has been inventoried at a Class II level. 
No extensive, random sampling of the cultural resources in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area has been undertaken to date, making it 
extremely difficult to make accurate, quantified, predictive 
st at ement s. 

Archeologically sensitive areas are identified for the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area and on file at the Winnemucca District 
Office. These are areas of high probability for finding sites--based 
on present data. The methodology utilized in determining 
archeologically sensitive areas and reservations concerning the use of 
these data in predicting site occurence are outlined in Appendix · M, 
Sect ion 1. 

Several National Register properties are located in the EIS area. 
A segment of the Applegate-Lassen emigrant trail passes through the 
Blue Wing and Buffalo Hills Planning Units. The Applegate-Lassen 
trail is a mile wide corridor and also includes four separate 
locations known as Lassen's grave, Fly Canyon, Hardin City and 
Soldiers Meadow or Camp McGarry Outpost. All of these are listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places as one site. 

Also listed on the National Register of Historic Places are the 
Rye Patch Archeological District, Humboldt Cave and Leonard 
Rockshelter. The Lovelock Chinese Settlement and the Adobe at Ruddell 
Ranch have also been determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
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RECREATION RESOURCES 

The recreation resources in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area were 
identified and evaluated using the Recreation Information System (RIS) 
in BLM Manual 6111. Activities such as fishing, various types of 
hunting, winter sports, vegetation and mineral collecting, and various 
types of sightseeing were evaluated based on criteria set up to rate 
the quality of various locations in the resource area. 

Although some areas are highly rated, usage in the resource area 
is generally light and dispersed, with the exception of the Black Rock 
Desert and the area surrounding it. Part of the desert is on the 
National Register of Historic Places and a large expanse has been 
nominated as a National Natural Landmark. The Black Rock Desert is 
enjoyed by rock hounds, history buffs, wild horse enthusiasts, seekers 
of solitude, people with geologic interests and others who enjoy 
recreating in the desert. Although not as heavily used as the Black 
Rock Desert, Mahogany Creek is important because it is designated a 
natural area. The creek is the spawning ground for a rare species of 
trout (see Aquatic Habitat section). 

Visitor counts have not been conducted, but it is estimated that 
the resource area receives between 150,000 to 200,000 visitor days a 
year. A visitor day is 12 hours of site use, whether it is 12 people 
for one hour, one person for 12 hours or any combination between. 

C rt 2. 5G-
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Not 
grazing. 
fishing, 

all recreation activities would be affected by changes in 
Those that are expected to be influenced are hunting, 

and zoological sightseeing (viewing ~-il ikh ~ei ~ ~~~~~c$!~~7 
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WILDERNESS 
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A wilderness inventory, in accordance with Section 603(a) of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), is currently being 
completed on the public lands within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 
The Wilderness Inventory Handbook described procedures involved in 
conducting the inventory. Lands tentatively determined to possess 
wilderness characteristics via this inventory are referred to as 
proposed Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). The State Director's 
decisions concerning location and acreage of each WSA is scheduled for 
November 15, 1980. Unless formally protested, these decisions will 
become final on December 15, 1980. 

Until Congress acts and officially designates wilderness areas, 
grazing, mining, and mineral leasing uses that existed on the date of 
approval of FLPMA (October 21, 1976) may continue in the same manner 
and degree as on that date, even if this impairs wilderness 
suitability. New or expanded activities will be allowed only if these 
uses meet the guidelines set forth in the Interim Management Policy 
and guidelines in the 3802 regulations. 

· The affected environment is identified as the area which might 
be influenced by the proposed action and/or alternatives. The areas 
discussed are those proposed WSAs within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area where proposed land treatments would affect wilderness 
suitability. 

Eleven proposed WSAs were identified within the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area during the 1979-1980 wilderness intensive inventory 
conducted by the BLM (Table 2-14). 

These areas were so identified because they contain 5,000 acres 
or more of natural and roadless public land and have outstanding 
opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined types of 
recreation. 

Detailed reports of each intensive inventory area are o~ file 
with the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Winnemucca District Office and Nevada State Office. 
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TABLE 2-14 

PROPOSED WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
IN THE SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Study Areas 

006A East Fork High Rock Canyon 2.,./ 
~c.J:. 

007 High .aaek Lake 

008 

012 

014 

019 

200 

201 
4o<. 
:f11!8;& 

621 

622 

Little High Rock Canyon 

Poodle Mountain 

Fox Mountain Range 

Calico Mountains 

Selenite Mountains 

Mt. Limbo 
Y>'l+. Tobin 
E1&1to9'!1;: ~ -

Paiut e Peak JV 

North Black Rock Range 

TOTAL 

2-I 

2-I 

Acreage 

3,960 
(o&. 

-· 527 
10,130 

109,898 

72,347 

65,861 

31,920 

24, 126 

ili."~.1 ur 

27,456 

25,945 

SI J ID 

Allotments 

Soldier Meadows 

Leadville 

Coyote, Buffalo 
Hills 

Rodeo Creek 

Buffalo Hills, 
Calico, Soldier 
Meadows 

Cook Sheep Use Area 
Blue Wing 

Blue Wing 

c5"ov h, 6CA.. +'~Q,,IP J C:co Id. b a,,,..-,t'5 

Soldier Meadows 

a/ Proposed study areas that are contiguous with the Susanville, 
California District (Only Nevada acreage given). 

b/ Area contiguous with Paradise/Denio Resource Area. Acreage 
indicated is for Sonoma/Gerlach Resource Area only. 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
• Winnemucca District, Wilderness Study Files, compiled 1980. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER 3 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter of the EIS discusses the significant impacts that 
would result from implementation of each of the alternatives including 
the proposed action. Documentation of both adverse and beneficial 
impacts that affect the environmental components, as discussed in 
Chapter 2, will be presented. Also discussed in this chapter are: 
mitigating measures (not included under Standard Operating Procedures 
of Chapter 1) needed to lessen adverse or enhance beneficial impacts; 
unmitigatable unavoidable adverse impacts; relationship between 
short-term use and long-term productivity; and iRreversible or 
irretrievable commitment of resources. 

Analysis of climatic conditions revealed impacts would be 
insignificant. Therefore, this component will receive no further 
documentation in this EIS. 

Where the subheadings: mitigating measures, unavoidable adverse 
impacts, short-term use verses long-term productivity, and 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources do not appear, 
no further discussion is necessary as these impacts were considered 
insignificant. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS 

To facilitate the process of analyzing the effects of each 
alternative, including the proposed action, basic assumptions were 
made. They are: 

1. Coordinated Resource Management and Planning (CRMP) concepts will 
be considered in all cases prior to initiating any adjustments to 
livestock, wildlife, and wild horses and burros as well as during 
the developement of activity plans, establishment of 
monitoringstudies and subsequent evaluations. 

2. Impacts mitigated through the Standard Operating Procedure in 
Chapter 1 will not receive further discussion in this Chapter. 

3. Unless otherwise noted, all impacts identified in this Chapter 
are assumed to be direct impacts. 

4. Short-term impacts are those which would occur during intensive 
grazing management development (1982-1989). Long-term impacts 
are those remaining after grazing management · is developed (2024). 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Areas identified as intensive wilderness study areas will not be 
considered for land treatments, range improvement projects or 
Allotment Management Plans until a final decision on their 
wilderness status has been made. 

Wild horses and burros will be removed or reduced to managemen:@ f\ 
levels as specified in the MFP within seven years following \I) ~ 
completion of the EIS. ~ . '( 

It is assumed that water will be determined available at planned I,'.') J 
and that the Nevada State Water "):;\\o 

lement ed a;"'J } i D 
-:-.-~, 0 Q \ \,'J 

·-- ~\) 01\o-, 

9. Allotment Management Pl;ns - wi ll be monitored and evaluated 
following the implementation so that periodic adjustments, 

10. 

11. 

if necessary, can be made on those plans not meeting multiple 
use objectives. Adjustments will be based . on utilization 
studies, actual use data, trend, condition, etc. 

The BLM will have the funding and work force to implement and 
supervise the proposed intensive grazing management (Allotment 
Management Plans) and associated livestock support facilities. 

Baseline data for vegetation condition, trend and production are 
the most reliable data currently available, as are wild horse 
and burro population data. Available data were used whenever 
the.y were applicable and extrapolated to areas for ~ich no data 
were available. 

12. When evaluating potentially significant adverse impacts, a worst 
case analysis will be included if there is incomplete or 
unavailable information and this information is essential to a 
seasoned choice among alternatives. 
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DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The purpose of this sect ion is to identify the process for 
determining whether an impact is significant, and to define the 
threshold used in each resource to identify significant impacts. 

An environmental impact is defined as a change in the ecosystem 
caused by an act of man. 

An impact becomes significant for some affected interest when it 
meets both of the following criteria: 

1. The amount of change exceeds (varies from) a 
threshold; and, 

2. Exceeding that threshold takes on new importance 
that affected interest (i.e., according to a 
particular viewpoint or value system, it is not 
acceptable to cross that threshold). 

The threshold is a standard to be used by BLM specialists to 
judge whether or not actions proposed in alternatives in the EIS will 
cause significant impacts -and, if significant, whether the impact 
would be adverse or beneficial. 

A threshold is a maximum or minimum number, or other parameter, 
established by somebody or something that will be affected by the 
impact. It may be an individual or interest group, or it may be a 
tolerance within the ecosystem itself. The threshold is set according 
to a particular point of view (value system), based on the best 
available information. Thresholds may change as new information 
becomes available. 

Thresholds may be specifically defined levels of resource use, 
production or development which are established as maximum or minimum 
constraints. A threshold may be a single defined level such as a 
drinking water standard, or it may be a range with maximum minimum 
levels defined. 

When an environmental impact exceeds a threshold, that impact 
becomes significant. Significant impacts are either adverse or 
beneficial depending upon whether the effect is good or bad. An 
affected interest is an individual person or species, a human or other 
population, or any other part or process of the ecosystem affected by 
the impact. 

Different affected interests hold different values that influence 
their respective viewpoints. A value system is a set of values held 
by an affected interest. Usually the values we hold strongly shape 
our opinions, attitudes, and behavior, and thus our judgement about 
what is significant. 
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For example, the threshold for deer is defined as the existing 
situation. Therefore, if the deer population stays about the same 
there is no impact. If deer numbers increase above the existing 
situation it is a beneficial impact. If however, deer numbers 
decrease below the existing situation it is an adverse impact. 

The following are thresholds which have been developed for each 
resource. They represent the professional opinion of the resource 
specialist involved unless otherwise noted. 

Soils 

The threshold for sediment yield is three to five tons/acre/year. 
The Soil . Conservation Service has established an allowable sediment 
yield of three to five tons/acre/year depending upon the depth of the 
soil. Therefore, soil erosion would become significantly adverse when 
it exceeds that threshold (Grant 1973). 

Water Resources 

The threshold for water consumption is exceeding five percent of 
the total annual runoff. 

1. The thresholds for water quality are: 

2. Turbidity - Ten nephelometer turbidity units (NTUs). 

3. Temperature - summer maximum of 23°C. 

4. Fecal Coliform Bacteria - 20.milliliter for bathing and 
water contact sports. For boating and esthetics it should 
be "free from • • • blooms or high con cent rat ions of 
plankton •••• " 

These water quality thresholds are based on the Nevada Water 
Pollution Control Regulations of 1979 and the water quality criteria 
for the pollution standards outlined in Article 4.1.4 Water Quality 
Criteria For Designated Beneficial Uses. Exceeding these thresholds 
would be a significant adverse impact. 

Vegetation 
Thresholds are: 

1. Vegetation Trend - Five percent change in existing acreage. 

2. Vegetation Condition - Five percent change in existing 
acrea ·ge. 

3. Vegetation Production - Ten percent change in existing AUMs. 

4. Vegetation type - Five percent change in existing acreage. 
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Livestock 

The threshold of significance for in livestock grazing 
privilege is any figure differing over 0 percent or more from the 
last three to five years average use. Ten percent is used as a 
measure of significa ecaus f is acceptance as a reduction 
limitation in the ppropriation act for fiscal year 1980. In 
addition, the thres o d of significance in the no livestock grazing 
alternative, was based on livestock permittee dependence (yearlong) on 
public rangeland of greater than 10 percent. 

The threshold is to increase calf and lamb crop by three percent, 
calf weaning weights by ten pounds, and lamb weaning weights by five 
pounds. Any decrease in anyone of these would be considered 
significant because they are below average at present. 

Wildlife 

There are two thresholds for wildlife. The fir .st is existing 
habitat quality, with a significant impact being any change in habitat . 
quality. The second threshold is reasonable numbers of big game in 
each allotment. A significant beneficial impact is any impact which 
aids in attaining or maintaining reasonable numbers, while an adverse 
impact is any impact that prevents big game poulations from reaching 
or maintaining reasonable numbers in any allotment. 

Aquatic Habitat 

The threshold is good condition or better. Anything less than 
good condition is an adverse impact because we are to be in compliance 
with BLM Manual 6740 Wetland~Riparian Area Protection and Management. 
This manual states, "Important fisheries (which include important, . 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive aquatic or riparian species) will 
receive special management consideration • • • • • Management will be 
adjusted to provide for recovery of riparian habitat to a Class II 
[good] or greater level along shorelines or streambanks (1/2 mile or 
more segments) rated in Class II [fair] or IV [poor] • " The scope of 
the term "important fishery" was intended to include sport fisheries, 
especially if they provide or have the potential to provide a major 
recreational resource in the area (Paul Cuplin, BLM Fisheries 
Biologist (co-author 6740 Manual), personal communication, 10 June 
1980). 

The threshold is existing condition for both reservoirs (water 
quality) and fish populations. 

Wild Horses and Burros 

Any change in the number of herd use areas from 1971 would be 
considered significant. 

Any change in health and vigor of wild horses and burros from the 
present situation would be considered significant. 
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A death loss due to round-up greater than six percent or less 
than three percent would be considered significant. 

Any change in the number of wild horses and burros 
estimated populations would be considered significant. 

Visual Resources 

The threshold is exceeding contrast ratings found in BLM Manual 
8421. 

Cultural Resources 

Since cultural resources are nonrenewable, all impacts are 
considered significant. 

Recreation 

The threshold is the existing situation for the quality of the 
recreation experience. The threshold for visitor days is any change 
plus or minus from that projected by the Nevada State Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan. 

Wilderness 

The threshold for determining significant impacts to potential 
Wilderness Study Areas is impairment or non-impairment of wilderness 
suitability. Impairment is an adverse impact. Non-impairment is a 
beneficial impact. 

Economics 

Three economic agregations were used as bases of comparison in 
determining impact thresholds. These classifications begin at the 
individual household level, progress (through aggregation of 
households) into a sectoral level (agriculture, construction, etc.), 
and culminate in the combination of all sectors into an overall view 
of the EIS area economy via countywide data. Threshold values were 
established largely on the basis of professional judgement, with 
impacts discussed in terms of effect on employment as below: 

a. Any impact which causes the gain/loss of one job will be 
deemed significant at the individual level. 

b. Any impact which causes an adjustment in sectoral employment 
of five percent or more will be deemed significant at the 
sectoral level. 

c. Any impact which causes an adjustment of one percent or more 
in EIS area employment, as measured by the Humboldt and 
Pershing County unemployment rates, will be deemed a 
significant impact on the EIS area economy. 



Criteria for Determining Social Impact Significance 

In analyzing social impacts, the threshold level was defined as 
the existing situation or status quo. Quality of live components 
(i.e., opportunities for a reasonable income and a reasonable standard 
of living, a decent home and neighborhood, peace of mind, colillllunity 
and family stability, meaningful employment, etc.) were the major foci 
in determining individual and family social impact significance. Any 
increment of change in the social condition of an individual and his 
family, or any change in their perception of opportunities for 
personal and family development was considered a significant impact. 
On the community, regional, state and national levels, impacts were 
considered significant if one or more of these various groups 
indicated that their social well-being would be changed in any 
measurable or perceptual way. Some of the major evaluation categories 
of social well-being which were used included: the value various 
groups place on natural resources and resource uses, the viability and 
stability of organizations and institutions, continuity of values such 
as rural orientation, improvement of conditions associated with the 
achievement of economic stability and improved personal income. (The 
above relies heavily on information in an Abt Associates Study Social 
Assessment Manual, 1977.) 
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SOILS 

Impacts 

The proposal would result in a reduction in vegetatiON 
consumption and soil compaction (Meehan and Platts 1978). Grazing 
treatments which include rest periods and cont rolled utilization 
levels would increase vegetatiON cover. The increased vegetatiON 
cover would aid in dissipating the energy of rainfall before it 
strikes the soil surface, thus impeding the flow of water and 
promoting infiltration (Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee 
1968:USDA 1976). The greater the infiltration rate, the less runoff 
and erosion would occur (Lull 1959). Increased vegetatiON cover 
decreases runoff on watersheds contributing water to gullies, thus 
indirectly decreasing gully erosion (Grant 1973). The proposal would 
result in a decrease in livestock trampling, thus decreasing soil 
compact ion and increasing the inf ilt rat ion rate (Meehan and Platts 
1978). 

The effect, approximately four to five years after implementation 
of the proposal, would be a decrease in sediment yield from 1.00 to 
0.90 tons/acre/year over the entire resource area (!'able 3-1). This 
yield is well below the three to five tons/acre/year limit set by the 
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) for allowable yield (Grant 1973). 

All sediment yields were calculated using data from Phase I 
Inventory of the Watershed Conservation and Development System and the 
Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee method for determining 
sediment yield (Appendix H, Sect ion 1). 

The land surfaces disturbed (an action taken which results in a 
partial or complete loss of vegetation cover) for range improvements 
such as fences, wells, spring developments, troughs, and pipelines 
would increase sediment yield. Total acreage involved would amount to 
approximately 456 acres or 0.008 percent of the resource area in the 
period between initial disturbance and revegetation, normally three to 
four years, and approximately 53 acres in the period after 
revegetation (Appendix H). The sediment yielded from the 53 acres in 
the period after revegetation is not considered to have a significant 
impact on the soil resource. 

Range treatments, which include seeding, reseeding, and sagebrush 
control followed by seeding are proposed for 244,864 acres or 4 
percent of the area. There would not be an area-wide change in 
sediment yield in the period between initial disturbance and 
revegetation, normally three to four years due to the range 
treatments. However, yields on specific treatment sites would change 
from the present 0.94 to 1.03 tons/acre/year. Four or five years 
after the treatment, the sediment yield on these sites would be 
reduced to 0.74 tons/acre/year. All the present and predicted sediment 
yi elds are below the three to five tons/acre/year limit set by the SCS 
(Grant 1973). Conequently the proposed range treatments are 
considered to have an insignificant impact on the soils resource. 
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TABLE 
PRESENT AND PREDICTED SEDIMENT YIELDS~/ 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 
(tons/acre/year) 

Present Proposed No No Livestock Maximizing Maximizing Wild 
Watershed 'El Erosion Action Action Grazing Livestock Horses & Burros 

004 Winnemucca 1.29 .83 1.32 .86 .83 .83 
006 Spaulding Canyon 1.07 .80 1.21 .80 .80 .80 
009 Golconda .75 .62 .7 5 .62 .61 .62 
010 Pumpernickel 1.10 .97 1.16 .97 .97 .97 
018 Duck Flat • 71 .60 .72 .62 .60 .60 
019 Buffalo Hills .86 .72 1.04 .72 .72 • 72 
020 Hualapi Flat .97 • 74 1.10 • 7 5 • 7 5 .74 
022 High Rock Lake .73 .59 .86 .58 ~.(oO .59 
023 Mud Meadow .94 .85 .97 .86 .70 .85 
024 Summit Lake .86 .78 .88 .80 .77 • 78 
040 San Emidio 1.14 1.10 1.21 1.10 1.10 1.10 
043 Rabbit hole 1.01 .96 1.04 .97 .96 .96 
044 Majuba Mountain .87 .85 .87 .83 .85 .85 
045 Adobe Flat .90 .87 .90 .88 .87 .87 
046 Twin Buttes .83 • 76 .88 .77 • 76 • 76 
047 Winnemucca Lake 1.04 1.02 1.04 1.04 1.02 1.02 
049 Black Rock Canyon .87 .86 .87 .86 .86 .86 
051 Buffalo Valley .93 .64 I.44 .65 .64 .64 
052 Trout Creek .84 .80 .86 .80 .80 .80 
054 Buena Vista 1.15 1.10 1.21 1.10 1.10 1.10 
056 Dun Glen 1.32 1.13 1.46 1.16 1.13 1.13 
057 Humboldt 1.40 1.31 1.44 1.32 1.31 1.31 

Average £.J 1.00 .90 1.04 .90 ~.,3 .90 

l,,UOvl I 
~/ Predicted sediment yields reflect long-term effect. Long-term reduction in sediment yield w+H- begin 
after seedling establishment when vegetati~ cover conditions improve (approximately f0ttr to f:iJl.e years 

f i 1 i ) /0 1111 ._LJ . ~ . a ter mp ementat on • . , .--, .v . . 

b/ Watershed area boundaries do not correspond with allotment boundaries. 
£../ Average is computed as a weighted average which considers the acreage of each watershed and its 
relative contribution to the resource area. 1 

1 
• 1 ( , 0 

.· Lt , t::. e.t>,:if<. l ... , 1:vt of f ,J/_ t K,;t,,:
1 

f":,,, ~u~ '-' of' L • ~JJ f>h:1-•hi'-, nt ,.I.£,, UJ r» N t,,, 11 u N t, ,-1/ 1~,-" / . .S,: 0 ,Jv ni ,➔ • bt ..:),; :.1 I-. j;:; rt , JY I I) 

Source: S&.noma,-:Bl.u.e~Wing,,,B.uffalo .Hills _ .. URAs., Phase I Inventory, Data from Watershed Conservation and 
Development System using Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee Methodology for obtaining sediment 
yield. 



Conclusion 

The proposed action would not have a significant impact on the 
soils resource. Sediment yields from the range treatment areas would 
increase by 10 percent over the first three to four years of the 
short-term period but would decrease by 27 percent over the last five 
to six years of the short-term period and over the long-term period. 
The resource area would experience an overall long-term decrease in 
sediment yield of 10 percent (Table 3-1). 
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WATER RESOURCES 

Water Quantity 

Total runoff from the resource area is approximately 80,136 acre 
feet. Under the proposed action annual water consumption by 
livestock, wild horses, and big game would be just over 230 acre feet 
(see Table 3-2). This amounts to .2 percent of the total annual 
runoff, therefore animal consumption is considered to have an 
insignificant impact on the water resources. 

Wat er Quality 

Introduction 

Under section 208 of the Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 the 
State of Nevada sets regulations and standards for water pollution in 
Nevada. The regulations and standards are found in the Nevada Water 
Pollution Control Regulations of 1979 and the water quality criteria 
for the pollution standards are outlined in article 4.1.4 Water 
Quality Criteria forDesignated Beneficial Uses. 

The beneficial uses affected by the proposed action would be 
cold-water aquatic life, bathing, and water contact sports. The water 
quality parameters affected by the proposed action would be turbidity 
(sedimentation), water temperature, and fecal coliform levels (from 
livestock wastes). 

Impacts 

It would be considered a significant and adverse impact if the 
proposed action or alternative were to cause any public water to 
exceed Nevada water quality criteria, thereby interferring with public 
uses of these waters and associated resources or creating a health 
haza rd. 

Springs and Water Holes 

There would be no impacts to surface springs and water holes. 

Streams 

Turbidity 

Nine streams were documented as exceeding turbidity criteria for 
cold-water aquatic life (1980 Water Quality Survey for the S-G EIS 
area conducted by BLM). Turbidity in stream waters results from 
sediments or soils eroding from the streambanks, gullies, and the 
watershed. The proposed action would reduce sedimentation from 
watershed erosion by improving soil stabilizing vegetation cover, but 
would not reduce streambank or gully erosion into streams. This would 
be a significant adverse impact because sedimentation in streams 
contributes to the reduction of or in part prevents the establishment 
of cold water fishing. 
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TABLE 3-1 
LONG-TERM ANNUAL WATER CONSUMPTION a/ 

(acre ,.feet) -

Existing Proposed No No 
Species Use Action Livestock Action 

Livestock 107.3 210.7 0 108.8 

Wild Horses 60.7 18.4 37.9 60.7 

Big Game .9 1.6 1.6 .6 

TOTALS 168.9 230.7 39.5 170.1 

a/ Water consumption is based on the following rates: 

Cattle 
Horses 
Deer 
_Antelope 
Bighorn · Sheep 

10 gallons/day/animal 
10 gallons/day/animal 

1 gallons/day/animal 
1 gallons/day/animal 
1 gallons/day/animal 

Maximize Maximize 
Livestock Wild Horses 

& Burros 

235.9 126.5 

0 38.7 

.9 1.6 

236.8 166.8 

Source: Water consumption data for livestock and horses from Stoddart et al. (1955), 
big game from Sonoma, Blue Wing, and Buffalo Hills URAs (1980). 
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Therefore, sedimentation is considered to be a significant impact 
to stream water quality. Data presented in the Soils section, 
however, reflect low overall sediment yield rates. As stated in the 
Soils section of Chapter 2, gully erosion is a major contributor of 
sediment. While gully erosion at specific sites is often severe, the 
sediment yielded from these sites becomes insignificant when averaged 
in with the entire resource area. 

Temperature 

Three streams were documented as exceeding temperature criteria 
for cold water aquatic life. 

Water temperature, for the most part, is controlled by 
shade-producing vegetation along the streams unless cooler ground 
water enters the stream periodically (Brown 1970). There are no 
provisions specifically outlined in the proposed action to protect or 
re-establish riparian vegetation along the streams, and therefore it 
is expected that the downwward trend in stream habitat condition would 
allow no improvement in stream water temperature unless the streams 
are fenced. This would be a significant and adverse impact. 

Fecal Coliform Bacteria 

Fecal coliform bacteria grow in the digestive tract of 
warm-blooded animals. Nevada water quality standards allow none to be 
present in untreated water used for drinking. Although it is not 
proposed that any resource area waters be used for drinking without 
treatment, many waters are used for swimming and bathing, for ¥1hich 
water quality standards are somewhat less stringent. 

Fecal coliform counts are expected to vary depending on the 
number of cattle allowed along a particular stream. Four streams 
exceeded Nevada fecal coliform criteria for bathing and water contact 
sports in 1980 (water quali' survey conducted by BLM). The proposed 
action would not be expecte o change the current situation and 
maintaining coliform levels hove Nevada water quality criteria 
constitutes a health hazard to any . person wishing ; to use these waters 
for any water contact sports such as wading or bathing. 

Conclusion 

The continued grazing along EIS area streams is expected to cause 
nine streams to exceed turbidity criteria for cold water aquatic life. 
Three streams would exceed temperature criteris for cold water aquatic 
life and four streams would exceed fecal coliform criteria for bathing 
and water contact sports. 



VEGETATION 

Ecological Range Condition and Trend of Vegetation Types 

Changes in ecological range condition and trend of vegetation 
types, as a result of the proposed action, would be attributed to 
changes in composition, density, cover, and vigor of rangeland 
vegetation. The rate of change in condition would vary, depending 
upon site potential of each vegetation type, present vegetation 
condition (vigor), present cover, natural seed sources, extent of 
range improvements, and climatic conditions (Stoddart and Smith 1955). 
Rate of recovery within a species would be proportional to the state 
of · vigor, the lower the vigor the less rapid the recovery (Cook and 
Child 1971). 

Range sites with a high productive potential and in fair 
condition should show positive changes in range trend in a few years, 
while range sites with a lower productive potential may require the 
long-term (year 2024) or longer to show appreciable improvement. 
Holmgren and Hutchings (1972) found very little response in the salt 
desert shrub type after 32 years of protection from grazing. 
Therefore, greasewood and shadscale saltbrush types are expected to 
show little improvement over the long-term due to their low site 
potential. 

The proposed action is expected to result in a significant 
improvement to ecological range condition and trend of vegetation 
types other than the salt desert shrub and greasewood types. The 
improvement in ecological range condition is anticipated to be an 
overall 10 percent with an overall 63 percent improvement in 
ecological range trend of vegetation types. Management actions that 
can be attributed to bringing about these improvements include 
implementation of periods-of-use, Allotment Management Plans (AMPs), 
removal of excess wild horses and burros, allocation of available 
vegetation to the estimated carrying capacity and range improvements. 

The cited references and discussions below are the basic 
principles of theory for anticipated improvements in vegetation types 
of the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area from the above proposed management 
actions. The resultant improvements in vegetation types are 
quantified by changes in ecological range condition and trend acreage 
using the methodology described in Appendix N, Sections 1 and 2. The 
methodology used in determining changes in ecological range condition 
and trend is based on the following discussions of the proposed 
management actions. These proposed management actions would have an 
accumulative effect on the overall projected changes. 



The proposed periods-of-use would alter the current use . in 
allotments. These proposed periods-of-use (Table 1-1) are des ~i~ -----
provide rest from and/or delay of grazing pressure e 
of the critical growing perio o key management species (Table 
which consists of no livestock grazing in March, April, and in some 
allotments, Ma and June, also. In addition, some allotments are 
proposed for winter graz ng use only and rest the remainder of the 
year. The following cited references are indicative of how proper 
periods-of-use (as specified in the proposed action) would benefit the 
vigor of key management species in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 
As these species increase in vigor they would begin to regain 
dominance in vegetation types, which would facilitate the successional 
movement towards climax. 

Later turnout dates would result in less grazing pressure during 
the growing season than would earlier turnout dates for a given 
stocking rate (Hanley 1979). The delay would allow key management 
species the opportunity to flower and build up their carbohydrate 
reserves before they would be weakened by grazing (Blaisdell and 
Pechanec 1949; Britton et al. 1979). Martin (1978) indicated that 
rest periods allow for recovery of preferred plants. Laycock (1967) 
reported that desert ranges in poor condition grazed only in the fall 
and those protected from grazing improved 'in vigor and species 
composition, while those in good condition and grazed in the spring 
deteriorated. Cook et al. (1964) indicated that desert ranges of the 
intermountain region (primarily salt desert shrub types) are adapted 
to winter grazing but they are not adapted to spring use. Cook et al. 
(1964) indicated beyond question that stock need to leave the desert 
range as soon as growth of the shrubs is underway. Herbel (1971) 
reported in a research summary the following cited references in 
regard to period-of-use as it relates to ecological range condition. 
Mueggler (1950) concluded that heavy fall stocking did not markedly 
affect the range condition. However, spring and fall grazing reduced 
the range condition from good t o poor. Laycock (1961), in his study, 
indicated the following results: 

Range condition remained essentially unchanged 
where grazing was continued in the same season as 
formerly. However, range condition improved from 
poor to fair on the area grazed in the spring 
prior to 1950 and in the fall from 1950 to 1957. 

The area changed to spring grazing in 1950 
deteriorated from good to poor condition by 1957. 
Spring deferment and heavy fall grazing improved 
range condition faster that a complete exclusion 
of livestock. 



Cook (1971) reported that Johnson 1956; Pechanec 1945; Short and 
Woolfolk 1945; Weaver and Darland 1947 regard change of vigor as one 
of the important indicators of change in range condition since it is 
frequently the first response to a change in management. Trlica et 
al. (1971) indicated that depletion of carbohydrate reserves is 
believed to be a primary factor for loss in plant vigor and subsequent 
range deterioration. 

Based on the above cited references and discussion, the 
implementation of the proposed periods-of-use would meet the 
physiological requirements of key management species by providing for 
their buildup of carbohydrate reserves, aid in the reproductive 
processes, and increase their vigor, thereby increasing percent 
composition of desirable species in vegetation types. This would have 
a beneficial impact on the improvement of ecological range condition 
and trend of vegetation types within the resource area. Thus, 
implementation of the proposed periods-of-use would contribute to the 
significantly beneficial impact of an overall 10 percent improvement 
in ecological range condition and the 63 percent improvement in 
ecological range trend of vegetation types in the resource area. 

The proposed action recommends the implementation of AMPs and/or 
revision of existing AMPs in all but four allotments (Cottonwood 
Canyon, Jersey Valley, Ragged Top, and Diamond S allotmen~s) (see 
Table 1-1). The grazing treatments in Chapter 1 could be used to 
formulate the grazing systems also mentioned in Chapter 1 for 
implementation of AMPs specified in Table 1-1. Shiflet and Heady 
(1971) indicated that each grazing 'system must be tailored to fit the 
vegetation, climate, growing season, and management objectives of the 
allotment in which it is to be used. It was assumed that the grazing 
systems implemented in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area would be 
tailored as listed above to constitute a system to provide for the 
betterment of the rangeland resource. The following cited references 
are expressive of how grazing systems would benefit ecological range 
condition and trend of vegetation types in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area. Although the following research was not related entirely to 
ecological range condition, there is a direct correlation. However, 
it cannot be quantified. 

Shiflet and Heady (1971) summarized studies conducted on the 
benefits of specialized grazing systems: 

"Heady (1961) showed the most commonly stated 
benefit to be improved range condition resulting 
from increased plant vigor and seed production 
and from the establishment of more seedlings of 
desirable species. 



Hanson et al. (1931) reported that using a 
specialized system in Colorado resulted in a 53 
percent increase in plant density and an 18 
percent decrease in the number of undesirable 
plants. Hyder and Sawyer (1951) reported an 
increase in climax bunchgrass plants from using a 
deferred rotation system. Hubbard (1951) obtained 
improved range condition with a deferred rotation 
system; he suggested that one of the benefits of 
the system is in restoring overgrazed ranges. 
Johnson (1964) indicated the use of deferred 
rotation and rotation systems improved range 
condition on a mountain range in Wyoming. King 
and Merrill (1960) indicated that range condition 
on units in his grazing system had improved 25 
percent more than on units grazed continuously at 
the same intensity and with the same classes of 
livestock." 

R~ardon and Merrill (1976) reported that deferred rotation 
systemsallow the better forage plants to become more numerous and more 
vigorous. Leithead (1960) found that on a bunchgrass-sagebrush range 
of 8,450 acres that 82 percent changed one condition class as a result 
of deferred rotation grazing for 10 years. Kothmann et al. (1969) 
showed that yearly vegetation records obtained from the treatment 
pastures have indicated that heavy contiuous grazing has resulted in a 
deterioration of the vigor and species composition of the vegetation 
as compared to the Merrill four pasture deferred rotation grazing 
system. Shiflet and Heady (1971) also reported that others 
determining improved range condition or carrying capacity, or both 
from grazing systems include Hormay (1955), Woolfolk (1960), and 
Martin (1966 ). 

The above cited references indicate the anticipated 
beneficialimpacts to ecological range condition and trend of 
vegetation types from the implementation of grazing systems. nte 
improvement in vigor and percent composition of desirable species 
resulting from grazing systems would facilitate the dominance of these 
species in vegetation types, thus aiding the secondary succession 
towards climax. The anticipated beneficial impacts to ecological 
range condition and trend of vegetation types from grazing systems 
would contribute to the significantly beneficial impact of an overall 
10 percent and 63 percent improvement, respectively in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 
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Vegetation would be allocated to livestock, big game, and wild 
horses and burros up to the estimated carrying capacity of the 
vegetation resource to achieve a utilization level of the key 
management species of not more than 50 percent (Table 1-4). As a 
result of this, livestock use would be reduced in 28 allotments for an 
overall downward adjustment of two percent from the three to five year 
average livestock licensed use (see Chapter 1 and Table 1-1). In 
addition, wild horse and burro use would initially decrease from the 
existing 66,012 AUMs (5,501 horses and burros) in the whole resource 
area to 13,415 AUMs (1,118 horses and burros) in three herd management 
areas, which represents an 80 percent decrease. Big game allocations 
would inc _rease from the current allocation of 6,430 AUMs to 16,869 
AUMs for reasonable numbers of big game, which would be an increase 
of 3,833 AUMs over existing use (13,036 AUMs) of big game. An 
allocation to reasonable numbers of big game represents a 162 percent 
increase over current allocations and a 29 percent increase over 
existing use of big game. 

The following cited references ·are representative of the 
relationships between grazing intensity (stocking rates) and 
ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types in the 
resource area. 

Hanley (1979) reported that; "Stocking rates have a direct 
bearing on the magnitude of herbivore grazing pressure. Low stocking 
rates will favor a change from low to high steady-states and will 
maintain a high level equilibrium. Conversely, high stocking rates 
will favor a change from high to low steady-states and will maintain a 
low level equilibrium. It is conceivable that with a high enough 
stocking rate the system may be forced from a low level equilibrium 
point to extinction." Houston (1966) in a ten year study at the Miles 
City Stat ion, Montana, indicated that heavy grazing did not allow 
i mprovement in range condition or reduced range condition rating. 
Frischknecht et .al. (1953) indicated that light or moderate grazing 
intensity can either maintain or increase the number of plants and 
future density. Van Poollen and Lacey (1979) indicated that a 
reduction in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate would increase 
herbage yield by increasing species composition. Cook et al. (1964) 
indicated in relation to effect of intensity of harvesting, without 
exception, that the more herbage removed, the more plants died and the 
smaller were the remaining plants. Cook and Stoddart (1963) expressed 
the harmful effects of increased grazing intensity; "Percent plants 
killed and reduction in crown cover increased with increased intensity 
of forage removal during all seasons for both phases of the study." 
Clements (1949) made reference to the "sagebrush disclimax" as an 
extensive vegetation formation of the Great Basin in which big 
sagebrush has achieved post-climax dominance, a position maintained by 
continious overgrazing of the formerly dominant bunch-grasses. 
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Based on the above cited references and discussion, the reduction 
in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate would facilitate an 
increase in plant vigor and litter production, which would result in 
an increase in the percent composition of desirable species in 
vegetation types. This would have a beneficial impact on ecological 
range condition and trend of vegetation types within the resource 
area. Thus, the reduction in grazing intensity would contribute to 
the significantly beneficial impact of an overall 10 percent 
improvement in ecological range condition and an overall 63 percent 
improvement in ecological range trend of vegetation types in the 
resource area. 

The proposed action recommends seeding areas lacking adequate 
desirable understory vegetation to mixtures of desirable grasses, 
forbs, and, in some cases, shrubs. This would result in seeding 
and/or reseeding 14,752 acres and sagebrush control then seed on 
230,112 acres (see Table 1-5). These lands treatments would cause a 
conversion of existing predominately sagebrush types to artificially 
maintained vegetation types of predominately grassland species. This 
represents a vegetation type conversion of approximately six percent 
over the resource area. This would result in a significantly adverse 
impact on ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types 
within the resource area~ Thus, seeding and the maintenance of the 
seeding would result in a disclimax vegetation type (see Glossary). 
The replacement of the primary climax vegetation with nonclimax 
species would essentially result in a neoclimax community (see 
Glossary), thus not benefiting ecological range condition and trend. 

Vegetation types on approximately 456 acres in the short term -and 
53 acres in the long term would be adversely impacted, due to the 
construction of livestock support facilities (e.g., springs, wells, 
pipelines, fences and troughs-see Appendix 0). These range 
improvements would adv~rsely impact ecological range condition and 
trend of vegetation types on a small amount of acreage and are not 
considered significant impacts. The indirect beneficial impacts in 
the long term, to ecological range condition and trend from 
construction of these range improvements were included in the 
discussion on impacts from implementation of grazing systems. This 
was done because these range improvments would be necessary to 
implement a grazing system, thus are considered part of the grazing 
system. 

A significant long-term beneficial impact on vegetation types 
would result from implementation of the proposed action. Trend in the 
upward category would increase from 296,753 acres (7 percent) 
presently to 729,405 acres (17 percent) in the long term (2024). 
Trend in the stable category would increase from 1,062,301 acres (25 
percent) presently to 3,324,364 acres (78 percent) in the long term. 



Trend in the downward category would decrease from 2,897,026 acres (68 
percent) presently to 202,311 acres (less than 5 percent) in the long 
term. This would result in an overall 63 percent improvement in 
ecolog i cal range trend of vegetation types in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. For methodology used to determine changes in 
ecological range condition trend in the long term see Appendix N, 
Section 3. Appendix N, Section 3, shows expected trend changes by 
allotment. Table 3- .3 summarizes the expected improvement in 
ecological range trend for the proposed action as compared with the 
current situation. 

Another significant long-term beneficial impact on vegetation 
types as a result of the proposed action would be an improvement in 
ecological range condition. The following changes are projected: 

Excellent Condition - increase by 14,665 acres ( l percent), 
Good Condition - increase by 387,984 acres ( 9 percent), 
Fair Condition - decrease by 35,767 acres ( l percent), 
Poor Conditon - decrease by 366,882 acres ( 9 percent) 

This represents an overall ten percent improvement in ecological 
range condition of vegetation types in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area. Table 3-4 summarizes projected improvement in ecological range 
condition for the proposed action as compared with the current 
situation. For methodology used in determining change in ecological 
range condition in the long term see Appendix N, Section l. Appendix 
N, Section 4, shows projected changes in ecological range condition by 
allotment. 

The improvement in ecological range condition and trend would be 
a cumulative result of the above discussed management actions and 
would continue through year 2024. 

Impacts to Vegetation Production 

The available vegetation (Table 1-1) was estimated as a result of 
the 1979 recompilation of the 1947 and 1960 ocular reconnaissance 
range surveys, in accordance with BLM Manual 4412.llA (see Chapter 1). 
Implementation of the proposed action would result in an overall 
significantly beneficial impact on vegetation production by increasing 
the available vegetation product ion from the current level of 143,721 
AUMs to 225,741 AUMs (57 percent increase) in the short term and 
265,763 AUMs (85 percent) in the long term (Table 1-2 and Table 3-5). 
Management actions that can be attributed to bringing about these 
improvements include water developments, land treatments, grazing 
systems (AMPs), reduction in grazing intensity, period-of-use, and 
areas presently unsuitable with potential to be suitable through 
management. The resultant improvements in vegetation production are 
quantified by changes in available AUMs by management action. As 
stated in the vegetation section on ecological range condition and 
trend the proposed action in most recommendations would result in 
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TABLE -2._- 3 

CHANGES IN RANCE TREND !.I 

Trend Classes 

Upward Stable Downward 

Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change 
Type of Act ion - Time Period Acres Percent from Current Acres Percent from Current Acres Percent from Current 

Current 1982 296,753 7 0 1,062,301 25 0 2,897,026 68 0 

Proposed Action 2024 729,405 17 +IO 3-,324 ,364 78 +53 202,311 5 -63 
1,:J.0 11 /tl.3 ;). -:-:-!-' , , .' / '! / I: t'! 

.H6 +3S-
L..'?/;:; ,a 

No Livestock Grazing 2024 ~37-,s-/o-. 22 ,,6' -r+.11 ~32,037 _,9(:f -136-,-473 ,,4"'12- ~ --Sb 

No Action 2024 2,953 < 1 - 7 1,056,280 25 -0 3,196,847 75 + 7 

Maximizing Livestock 2024 828,765 19 +12 3,286,158 77 +52 141,157 4 -64 
Use 

Maximizing Wild Horse 
and Burro 2024 384,021 9 + 2 3,333,985 78 +53 538,074 13 -55 

!/ The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass, This ls a non-native (introduced) _species and does not relate to the original 
climax plant community, thus ecological range . trend cannot be determined, 

Source: 

uJ 
l 
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Current trend taken from Appendix _I_, ~ ..2_; future trend taken 
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from Appendix _r/__, :.l:e.bh,$ ___ • 
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Time 
Type of Action Period 

Current 1982 

Proposed Action 2024 

No Livestock Grazing 2024 

No Action 2024 

Maximizing Livestock 
Use 2024 

Maximizing Wild 
Horse and Burro 2024 

Acres 

226,444 

241,109 
:yir; 1f ') 
,H~ -24 

208,713 

243,264 

232,876 

Excellent 

Percent 
Cllange 
From 

Percent Current 

5 0 

6 +l 

,iv ,()'+- I 

5 0 

6 +I 

5 0 

3-lf · 
TABLE ~ -!l_ 

ESTIMATED ECOLOGICAL RANGE CONDITION (ACRES) !_/ 

Condition Classes 

Good Fair Poor 

Perc ent Percent 
Change Change 
From From 

Acres Percent Current Acres Percent Current Acres Percent 

746,061 18 0 1,323;765 31 0 1,959,810 46 

1,134,045 27 +9 1,287,998 30 -1 1,592,928 37 
I I( -- ~ 7' \ ij 27 :!1 1, :i :: ~ \ (.[. t/ :.,:; ,, r,.::u,'131 el?.' 
.:Sa 9,H 9- ,2'r ~2 -,822- 30 -t ·2 -l--,as-3-,-755- M 

603,914 14 -4 934,964 22 -9 2,508,489 59 

1,188,854 28 +10 1,289,617 30 -1 1,534,345 36 

940,095 22 +4 1,313,352 31 0 1,769,757 42 

!_! The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass. This is a non-native (introduced) species and does not relate to the original 
climax plant community, thus ecological range condition cannot be determined. 

Source: 

L>J 
\ 

Current ..;.-.i- taken fr0111 Appendix --=:J:.., ~ _J__; future 5-aoi taken from Appendix Ji__, ~---• 
e4vtJ,.J..r4'11\ :)~c..J.c·•I'\ c..o~J ,-.J.1·011\ ~ec::,,..,.c•o•-«S 4 

1 
S-, 7) Cf J JI 

.,. 
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Percent 
Change 
From 
Current 

0 

-9 
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+13 

-10 
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TIME PERIOD 
Type of Act ion Initial (1982) Short-term (1991) Long-term (2024) 

Proposed Act ion 143,721 225,741 265,763 

- No Livestock Grazing 

No Action 

Maximizing Livestock 
Use 

Maximizing Wild Horse 
And,Burro 

143,989 

143,231 

143,232 

143,989 

Source: Son0111a-Gerlach EIS Team( {C,fc) , 

TABLE 3-' 

229,782 · 

EFFECTS OF GRAZING SYSTEMS ON RIPARIAN-AQUATIC HABITATS 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Condit ion of resulting 

183,976 

105,437 

264,502 

265,763 

System riEarian-aguatic habitat 

1. Yearlong grazing Poor 
2, Season-long grazing Poor 
3. Deferred grazing Poor to Fair 
4. Rotation grazing Poor to Fair 
5. Deferred-rotation grazing Poor to Fair 
6, Rest-rot at ion grazing Poor to variable* 
7. Short duration, high 

intensity grazing Variable* 
8. No grazing Good to excellent 

* Resource damage, especially bank cutting, within heavy use units 
may not be repaired within the grazing cycle. 

Source: Platts (1978) 



changing downward trend to either stable and/or upward trend in the 
long term. As the range condition progresses upward towards excellent 
ecological range condition the vegetation production would also 
increase (dependent on range site). Anderson (1962) illustrated the 
projected decrease or increase in forage yield as related to either 
deterioration or improvement as measured by range condition class 
(Figure 3-1). Anderson's forage yield was based on pounds per acre 
air dry usable forage in the bluebunch wheatgrass-sandburg bluegrass 
range site. This illustrates the changes that can be expected when 
ecological range condition classes change. The upper line of the 
curve (Figure 3- I ) is based upon the average high yield that has been 
recorded for eachcondition class. The terminal point represents the 
average lowest yield that has been recorded for the site. The lower 
line of the curve is based upon the average lowest yield recorded for 
each condition class. Proposed management actions that would bring 
about this change are discussed below by reference to short-term or 
long-term projections. Refer to Appendix P for projected increases in 
vegetation production by management action per allotment. 

Projected Short-term (1991) Increases In Vegetation Production. 

Projected future increases would be in part from the proposed 
deve],opment of land treatments (e.g., rangeland seedings) in 23 
allotments. Present production on the proposed treatment areas varies 
considerably, ranging from 6 to SO acres per AUM. It was estimated 
that production on seeded areas would increase to approximately 3 
acres per AUM (based on current surveys of seedings in the 
Paradise-Denio Resource Area, Winnnemucca District and professional 
judgement of Sonoma-Gerlach EIS Team Range Conservationist). Seedings 
would be planted to a mixture of desirable grasses, forbs, and, in 
some cases, shrubs. Livestock vegetation production would be improved 
by converting predominantly brush rangeland sites to more productive 
grasslands. 

The proposed land treatments would seed and/or reseed 14,752 
acres and sagebrush control then seed 230,112 acres for a projected 
increase of 69,612 AUMs over the current available vegetation (see 
Table 1-2, and also Appendix C, Table 2). This would represent a 48 
percent increase in vegetation production over the current available 
vegetation in the short term (nine years). This would be a 
significant increase in production. 

Projected future increases from water developments would also 
contribute to vegetation production (Table 1-2). Areas unsuitable for 
vegetation allocation due to distance from reliable water greater than 
four miles are proposed for water development in the short term (nine 
years). New water sources in these areas would make an additional 
12,408 AUMs available for allocation. This increase in available 
vegetation would represent a 9 percent increase over current available 
vegetation in the short term (1991). This would not be a significant 
increase in production however, this would be a beneficial impact that 
would contribute to the overall significant beneficial impact of the 
resource area. 
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The proposed action would in the short-term increase the current 
available vegetation by an estimated 82,020 AUMs. This increase in 
production is considered a significantly benefical impact to livestock 
grazing (see livestock grazing section of the proposed action) and 
vegetation production in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 

Projected Long-term (2024) Increases In Vegetation Production. 

The allocation of available vegetation to livestock, big game, 
wild horses and burros would result in approximately a two percent 
reduction from the three-five year average livestock licensed use 
(Table 1-1). This would result in livestock AUMs being adjusted to 

the estimated carrying capacity of the vegetation resource. In 
addition, wild horses and burros would be removed from the resource 
area except in three allotments where herd management areas we 
proposed. The reductions in grazing intensity of livestock, wild 
horses and burros to the estimated carrying capacity and/or the 
complete removal of livestock and wild horses and burros in specified 
allotments would result in a reduction from heavy to moderate use of 
the vegetation ri 1ource. Van Poollen and Lacey (1979) indicated that 
35 plus or minuJAi,ercent increases are realistic estimates of mean 
herbage response to livestock adjustments that reduce grazing use from 
heavy to moderate. The area of study in Van Poo1rt'fi. 1 s and Lacey's --'·
research was located in a higher precipitation and higher vegetation 
production zones, thus the lower level of estimated increases (21 
percent) was used because of the marginal producing vegetation 
associated with the Great Basin Region. The 21 percent increase in 
vegetation production would result in a estimated increase of 22,483 
AUMs in the long term for those allotments receiving the reduction in 
grazing intensity (see Table 1-2 and Appendix P, Section 1). This 
would represent a 16 percent increase in vegetation production over 
the current available vegetation in the long term (35 years). This 
would be a significantly beneficial impact to vegetation production in 
the resource area. 

Additional future increases in vegetation production are 
projected from the implementation of AMPs on 26 allotments. Grazing 
systems would be developed for these AMPs based on the physiological 
requirements of the key management species. In accordance to Van 
Poollen's and Lacey's (1979) studies a 13 plus or minus percent 
increase is a realistic estimate of mean herbage response to grazing 
systems on Western ranges. Again, based on the marginal production 
capabilities of the Great Basin Region, the lower level of the 
vegetation response (5 percent) was used to project vegetation 
increases from implementation of grazing systems. This would result 
in a estimated 5,825 AUMs (see Table 1-2 and Appendix P, Section 1) 
increase in available vegetation in the long term period (35 years). 
This would represent a 4 percent increase in vegetation production 
over the current suitable vegetation in the long term. This would not 
be a significant increase in production however, this would be a 
beneficial impact that would contribute to the overall significant 
beneficial impact of the resource area. 



Projected future increases in vegetation production included 
areas presently unsuitable for allocation (more than 32 acres per AUM 
and areas over four miles from reliable water) with potential to be 
suitable for allocation through management. It was assumed that these 
above m~ntioned areas would also increase the estimated 21 percent 
with a reduction in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate and would 
also increase an estimated 5 percent as a result of implementation of 
grazing systems, as proposed for each allotment in Table 1-2. Those 
allotments scheduled for both a reduction in grazing intensity and 
implementation of grazing systems would receive an additive effect 
which would result in an estimated increase of 26 percent in 
vegetation production (Van Pollen and Lacey 1979)(see Methodology for 
Estimating Future Production, Appendix A, Section 1). The estimated 
increase in vegetation production as a result of areas currently 
unsuitable for allocation that would become suitable as a result of 
proper range management in the long term (35 years) is 12,207 AUMs 
(see Table 1-2 and Appendix P, Section 1). This would represent a 9 
percent increase in vegetation production over the current available 
vegetation in the long term. This would not be a significant increase 
in production however, this would be a beneficial impact that would 
contribute to the overall significant beneficial impact of the 
resource area. The proposed action would in the long term increase 
the current available vegetation by an estimated 122,535 AUMs (the 
long-term projections in AUMs include the short-term projected AUMs), 
which represents an 85 percent increase in vegetation production 'Nh.ich 
would be considered significant. 

Implementation of the proposed periods-of-use would indirectly 
increase vegetation production by providing rest during the critical 
growth period of key management species. The current grazing practice 
of continuous grazing of vegetation throughout the spring growing 
season reduces plant vigor. The following cited references are · 
indicative of how proper periods-of-use (as specified in the proposed 
action) would benefit the storage of carbohydrate reserves in plants, 
allow for the reproductive processes, increase vigor and thereby 
increase the percent composition of desirable species in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Therefore this would increase the 
herbage yield (production) capabilities of vegetation types. 

Trlica et al. (1971) reported, "The depletion of carbohydrate 
reserves is believed to be a primary factor for loss in plant vigor 
and subsequent range deterioration." Trlica et al. (1971) also 
indicated that carbohydrate reserves from all plants studies were 
generally lowest during spring 'Nb.en plants were making most rapid 
growth (about May 10). Britton et al. (1979) also indicated that 
plants cannot maintain productive growth status if grazed before early 
May (5/15). Pearson (1964) indicated that complete harvesting of 
grass species during the critical period (begins with the root stage 
and closes with complete maturation of the fruit) depleted root 
reserves, thus plants are highly susceptible to injury. Blaisdell et 
al. (1949) said "After the date 'Nb.en substantial regrowth is 
impossible and before maturity, complete herbage removal can be 
expected to most seriously impair plant vigor"• . Stoddard, Smith and 
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Box (1975) indicated that grazing which removes herbage just prior to 
the onset of the dry season prevents normal food storage, development 
of roots, and formation of buds. Krall et al. (1971) indicated that 
cutting anytime from the second week in May through seed maturation 
reduced the yield the following year and reduction in yield was 
greatest from cutting at the boot or late boot stage. Blaisdell et 
al. (1949) also noted in his discussion, "Therefore, it is logical to 
believe that if a portion or all of the herbage is removed at some 
time during the growing season, the amount of food materials available 
for translocation to the roots is reduced. This in turn reduces vigor 
of the plant and its capacity to produce flower stalks and herbage the 
following year." Cook (1971) indicated that changes in vigor 
generally precede changes in the plant composition; therefore, vigor 
measurements can be a useful tool to the range manager in predicting 
initial changes in plant composition. 

Considering the above references it was assumed that 
implementation of periods-of-use that provide for the growth of key 
management species during all or portions of the critical growth 
period would increase the herbage yield potential of vegetation and 
eventually through increased number of seed stalks and/or buds 
increase species composition within plant communities. These proper 
periods-of-use would indirectly increase vegetation production. The 
significance of this impact cannot be determined at this time. 

The above mentioned anticipated increases in vegetation 
production from the management actions discussed are expected to make 
a significant beneficial impact to the overall resource area 
vegetation production. In summary, the management actions that would 
increase the available vegetation from the present 143,721 AUMs to 
265,763 AUMs (consult Appendix , Section __ , to balance these 
figures) include: --

1. land treatments on 244,864 acres for an increase in production 
of 69,612 AUMs; 

2. reductions in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate, which 
would increase production by 22,483 AUMs; 

3. improvement in vegetation production from implementation and/or 
revision of existing AMPs for an increase of 5,825 AUMs; 

4. improvement of areas currently unsuitable with potential to be 
suitable through management for an increase in vegetation 
production of 12,207 AUMs; and 

5. development of water sources where the present lack of water 
makes these areas unsuitable for grazing would increase 
production by 12,408 AUMs. 
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However, the actual magnitude of these increases would depend 
upontreatment methods used in vegetation manipulation, potential of 
soils, precipitation received, grazing systems employed, reductions in 
grazing intensities, proper periods-of-use, and the proper location 
and installation of livestock support facilities. 

Vegetation production on approximately 456 acres in the short 
term would be adversely impacted, due to the construction of livestock 
support facilities (e.g., springs, wells, pipelines, fences and 
troughs). In the long term these acres would eventually rehabilitate 
naturally with exception of approximately 53 acres which would remain 
in an adverse impact status on vegetation production. Due to the 
small amount of acres adversely impacted in the short term and long 
term this is not considered a significant impact on the resource area. 

Other Important Vegetation Types 

Riparian vegetation (including riparian aspen types) in the 
resource area provide shade, feed, water and shelter, thus making 
these areas critical habitat for all animals (see Chapter 2). The 
following cited references indicate the adverse impacts on riparian 
vegetation from livestock grazing in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 

Since livestock are attracted to streamsides, overuse of the 
riparian zone has often resulted in widespead degradation (Platts 
1979). Where the ranges were heavily stocked with livestock and 
confined within man-made barriers, changes in vegetation took place. 
Livestock grazing can affect the riparian environment by changing, 
reducing or eliminating vegetation and by actual elimination of 
riparian areas by channel widening, channel aggredation, or lowering 
of the water table (Platts 1979). Livestock trampled and compacted 
the soil, and the high-quality, fibrilar-rooted plants gradually gave 
way to shallow-rooted annual species or taprooted forbs or shrubs that 
could exist on areas with lowered water tables (Platts (1979). Thus, 
livestock grazing has caused retrogression from the climax riparian 
vegetation. 

The proposed action recommends a reduction in grazing intensity 
(allocation to the estimated carrying capacity) and AMPs with grazing 
systems to provide for improvement in riparian vegetation. The 
affects of these management actions on riparian vegetation are 
discussed below. 

The proposed action recommends allocating vegetation to the 
estimated carrying capacity. This would result in a reduction of 
grazing intensity from heavy to moderate (see ecological range 
condition and trend of vegetation types). The following cited 
references indicate the expected impacts of a reduction in grazing 
intensity on riparian vegetation in the resource area. 
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Streamside vegetation is directly affected by grazing because 
riprian zones are usually grazed more heavily than are upland zones 
(Platts 1979 reference to Holscher and Woolfold 1953 and Armour 1977). 
Dahlem (1979) indicated that; "The high moisture content of riparian 
vegetation makes it extremely palatable to livestock, especially in 
summer when surrounding rangelands are desiccated. The presence of 
open water and shade add to the attractiveness of riparian zones. The 
tendency for livestock, especially cattle, to congregate along 
riparian areas is reinforced by the fact that, in mountainous areas, 
streams are often located in narrow canyons with steep slopes on both 
sides. These factors invariably lead to over-grazing and abuse of 
riparian areas. Both fish habitat and general vegetation conditions 
deteriorate in this situation." Duff (1979) found that when cattle 
were introduced into an area that had not been grazed for 4 years, the 
riparian vegetation declined 35 percent to present condition in 6 
weeks. Behnke and Raleigh (1978) stated: "It is primarily in arid 
and semi-arid regions that riparian vegetation is highly susceptible 
to overgrazing. -

The above cited references indicate that even with reduced 
numbers of livestock (reduction in grazing intensity from heavy to 
moderate) grazing on riparian zones, the adverse impacts of continued 
overuse would still occur. This is anticipated because when livestock 
are allowed to graze they would continue to congregate in riparian 
areas and over-utilize the available vegetation before moving into 
less desirable areas (uplands), thus riparian vegetation would 
continue to be adversely impacted. Therefore, a reduction in grazing 
intensity would not improve riparian vegetation the adverse impacts 
from livestock grazing intensity on riparian vegetation are expected 
to continue. 

The proposed action recommends the implementation of AMPs with 
grazing systems and/or the revision of existing AMPs with grazing 
systems on 35 allotments in the resource area. The following cited 
research indicates the anticipated impacts of grazing systems on 
riparian vegetation in the resource area. 

Platts (1979) indicated that; "Land managers have often failed to 
recognize that streamside environments are different from other 
terrestrial systems, and so need specialized management. The stream, 
the riparian environment, and the adjacent upland environments require 
different land-management strategies." Studies conducted by the 
Forest Service over a four year period on Malheur National Forest in 
Oregon, state: "• •• determined through in-field examination that 
streamside management objectives cannot be achieved on streams used by 
livestock season-long. Much of the time, the deferred and 
deferred-rotation grazing systems were unable to achieve management 
objectives that have been identified for individual streams. The 
rest-rotation system was originally thought to be the answer for 
achieving streamside management objectives. However, the objectives 
for herbacious vegetation were not being achieved within desired time 
limits." (Storch 1979)." 
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Behnke and Raleigh (1978) stated; "It seems obvious to us that if the 
new BLM grazing proposals rely primarily on rest-rotation grazing 
systems, a continued downward trend will occur in the riparian 
vegetation with further reduction in fishery and wildlife habitat 
values." Although grazing systems, if designed properly, would 
promote rangeland improvement on upland sites, they do not normally 
allow sufficient protection to improve riparian zones. This is not to 
say that grazing systems providing all or part of the critical growth 
period rest are not beneficial to riparian vegetation as opposed to 
yearlong grazing. The rest provided during the critical growth period 
would increase plant vigor resulting in a slow-down of riparian 
degradation and possible stabilization of some riparian areas. Table 
3-6 shows the anticipated impacts to the condition of riparian
aquatic habitat from differing types of grazing systems. Behnke and 
Raleigh (1978) stated: "There presently are no such guidelines or 
range management techniques in use short of fencing, that can protect 
riparian vegetation fro!11 overgrazing by domestic livestock." 

The above cited references indicate that grazing systems designed 
to improve the upland terrestrial vegetation would not improve 
riparian vegetation. However, if adquate rest periods are provided to 
allow sufficient recovery of woody key management species on riparian 
zones, then significant improvement towards climax can be expected. 
The following cited references show the beneficial effects of 
sufficient rest on riparian zones. 

Mahogany Creek (Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area) had a reduction of 
livestock numbers in 1974 and in 1976 had complete livestock grazing 
removal by fencing. Studies were established in mid-1976 to determine 
the effects of no livestock grazing on the riparian vegetation. 
Dahlem (1979) concluded the following results after two years of no 
livestock grazing on portions of Mahogany Creek: 

"Following installation of fencing, the cover on these 
meadows improved 17 percent, from 42 percent of optimum 
(mostly scattered willows) to 59 percent of optimum. The 
improvement comes entirely from increased herbacious 
vegetation made possible by the absence of livestock. Bank 
stability improved 20 percent over the 2-year period and 
now approaches the optimum of 100 percent. This improvement 
occurred largely because of the increase in herbacious 
vegetation due to the lack of grazing and constant trampling 
of the stream banks. In addition, there has been a 9 
percent improvement in stream bank cover along Mahogany 
Creek since 1976." 



In 1970 BLM constructed a riparian zone enclosure, fencing 
off livestock use on Big Creek, Rich County, Utah, to monitor the 
recovery of riparian habitat from livestock-grazing impacts. Duff 
(1979) reported the following results obtained from the exclosure: 

"Habitat studies from 1973 to 1978 have shown the habitat 
inside the exclosure to recover significantly from rest, 
while areas outside the exclosure continue to decline as a 
result of continued livestock use. Riparian vegetation, 
particularly sedges and grasses, responded significantly 
inside the exclosure with the initial 4-year rest (1970-74). 
This vegetation increased 63 percent in 4 years, going from 

bare, sparsely covered banks to luxuriant, grassy, 
overhanging · banks. Native willow plants which had been 
severely grazed, hedged back to basal stems, or were 
decadent, responded more slowly. After 4 years' rest, 
willow stem~ had just begun to emerge through the streambank 
grasses to a mean height of 50 cm." 

Duff (1979) recommended: "In degraded habitat, such as exists on 
Big Creek in its entirety except for the enclosure area, a minimum 
rest period of 8 plus years would be necessary to restore the habitat 
for productive fish and wildlife uses, as well as water-quality · 
maintenance." 

As a result of the above discussions on a reduction in grazing 
intensity of livestock use and grazing systems with or without rest 
periods, it was assumed that riparian vegetation would continue to be 
adversely impacted by livestock. 

Aspen types are unique in the resource area due to their limited 
acreage (3,748 acres) and in that they furnish critical habitat (e.g. 
forage and cover) for wildlife and livestock (see Chapter 2). 

This proposed action would have a beneficial impact on 
non-riparian aspen vegetation types within the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area. Riparian aspen types were included in the discussion on 
riparian vegetation above. The beneficial impacts would be 
accomplished through a reduction in grazing intensity, allowable 
utilization levels and grazing systems. These managment actions are 
discussed below. 

The reduction in grazing intensity resulting from allocation of 
available vegetation to the estimated carrying capacity would result 
in decreased grazing pressure on aspen root suckers. This would 
foster a greater density of root suckers reaching sapling size (over 
4.5 feet high). Dahlem (1979) observed in a study on Mahongany Creek, 
Winnemucca District, an 80 percent increase in aspen reproduction 
during three years of light grazing. Only 20 percent of the aspen 
suckers were four or more years old, corresponding with previous years 
of heavy livestock use. As discussed in the ecological range 
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condition/trend of vegetation types and production portions of this 
vegetation section the proposed action would promote desirable plant 
species and increase overall production of the vegetation resource. 
The projected increase in vegetation should reduce grazing pressure on 
aspen reproduction, thus allowing root suckers the opportunity to 
reach sapling size. Coles (1965) reported that sufficient forage for 
the number of grazing animals would prevent serious damage to aspen 
reproduction. Heavy use by cattle results in damage to aspen 
reproduction only ..ti.ere forage is insufficient to support the number 
of cattle. 

Thus, a reduction in grazing intensity would result in a 
beneficial impact to aspen types through improvement in aspen root 
suckers reaching sapling size out of livestock use. The beneficial 
impact cannot be quantified due to lack of resource data. 

The allowable utilization level of aspen is 40 percent (Table 
1-4). This should allow aspen root suckers to reach sapling size. 
Coles (1965) indicated that aspen re product ion which is grazed over 45 
percent fails to become successfully established; while, utilization 
less than 40 percent will allow some height increase which eventually 
will permit the young trees to exceed the reach of grazing animals. 
This would result in a beneficial impact to aspen types by allowing 
aspen root suckers to reach sapling size, out of reach of livestock 
use. This would improve aspen types but the significance cannot be 
quantified. 

Establishment of grazing systems allowing rest periods for key 
managment species would again benefit root suckers reaching sapling 
size, thus beyond livestock and/or big game reach. As discussed in 
the ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types and 
vegetation production portions relating to grazing systems the 
proposed action would promote desirable plant species and increase 
overall vegetation product ion. As stated in the above discussions 
thiswould reduce grazing pressure on aspen root suckers, which would 
benefit root suckers reaching sapling size. This would improve aspen 
types by providing replacement trees for continuance of the stands. 
However, the significance of this improvement is not quantifiable at 
this time. 

Based on the discussions above, the proposed action would 
maintain and/or slightly improve the existing condition of aspen 
vegetation types within the resource area. 

• 



Impacts on Sensitive Plants 

Through field investigation by Winnemucca District personnel four 
plants recommended for threatened status, two plants recommended for 
endangered status, and seven plants listed as species of special 
concern have been identified in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area 
(Table 2-2). General locations of these sensitive plants within the 
resource area are shown on the Sensitive Plants Map. 

The proposed act ion has not recommended any land treatment or 
vegetation manipulations within the known areas of concentrations of 
these sensitive plants. Thus, land treatments _and/or vegetation 
manipulations would not adversely impact these species. 

Information on the distribution of these plants is seriously 
lacking, so botanical clearances and protection of known populations 
orindividual plants would be necessary prior to any surface 
disturbance. The Standard Operating Procedures (Chapter 1) will be 
conducted before any surface disturbance activities are initiated, 
which would prevent any adverse impacts to sensitive plants from , 
construct ion. 

Implementing the proposed action could have a beneficial impact 
on some sensitive plants. Reductions in livestock and wild horses 
would reduce the grazing and trampling pressures associated with use 
by these animals (Yoder-Williams, BLM Botonist, Winnemucca, personal 
communication 1980). The significance of this impact could not be 
determined. 

Grazing treatments that . provide periodic rest from grazing would 
promote increased vigor and composition of these species which would 
be beneficial to their continued existance within the resource area. 
The significance of these impacts could not be determined 
(Yoder-Williams, BLM Botanist, Winnemucca, personal communication 
1980). 
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Conclusions 

The most significant long-term impact to the vegetation resource 
in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area would be the overall 10 percent 
improvement in ecological range condition. This is anticipated to 
occur by reversal of a predominantly downward trend presently (68 
percent) to upward (17 percent) and predominantly stable (78 percent) 
trend in the long term. 

Land treatments totalling 244,864 acres would cause a conversion 
of the existing predominantly sagebrush types to artifically 
maintained vegetation types of predominately grassland species. This 
represents a vegetation type conversion of approximately six percent 
over the resource area. This would result in a significantly adverse 
impact on ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types 
within the resource area. A short term disturbance of vegetation 
types on 456 acres from implementation of livestock support facilities 
which would result in 53 acres remaining disturbed in the long term. 
Due to the small amount of acreage involved, these impacts are not 
considered significant. -

The increase in vegetation production as a result of the proposed 
action would also be a significantly beneficial impact. Management 
actions that would increase the available vegetation from the present 
143,721 AUMs to 265,763 AUMs (consult Appendix , Section __ , to 
balance these figures) include: --

1. land treatments on 244,864 acres for an increase in production of 
69,612 AUMs; 

2. reductions in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate, which 
would increase productibn by 22,483 AUMs; 

3. improvement in vegetation production from implementation and/or 
revision of existing AMPs for an increase of 5,825 AUMs; 

4. improvement of areas currently unsuitable with potential to be 
suitable through management for an increase in vegetation 
production of 12,207 AUMs; and 

5. development of water sources where the present lack of water 
makes these areas unsuitable for grazing would increase 
production by 12,408 AUMs. 

Approximately 2,000 acres of riparian vegetation would continue 
to be adversely impacted by livestock and big game grazing. 
Nonriparian aspen types would be maintained and/or slightly improved 
in condition from the proposed action. Sensitive plants in the 
resource area would be beneficially impacted from the proposed action. 



Short-term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity 

Some short-term declines and long-term benefits in the vegetation 
resource would be expected to result from the proposed action. 
Reductions in livestock, wild horses and burros in the first five 
years after the final grazing decision is issued and implementing 
periods-of-use would reduce grazing pressures on many allotments. A 
further temporary grazing reduction would result in allotments that 
have land treatments proposed, due to the required two full years 
growing season rest. The temporary reduction would result through 
cooperative nonuse agreements with livestock operators before land 
treatments would be implemented. After allotment management plans 
have been implemented and in operation for several cycles and 
vegetation has reached full production in land treatments and 
rehabilitated around management facilities, then vegetation diversity, 
quality, vigor, and density of key management species would be 
expected to increase. Productivity is projected to increase in the 
long-term (2024) by 122,535 AUMs, or 85 percent of the present 
available vegetation. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The continued degradation of 2,000 acres of riparian vegetation 
adversely impacted by grazing even though it might be minimized by 
grazing systems providing rest periods. This direct impact would 
continue as long as grazing is allowed on riparian areas. A 
short-term disturbance of vegetation types on 456 acres from 
implementation of livestock support facilities which would result in 
53 acres remaining disturbed in the long term. A long-term loss of 
regaining ecological range condition climax in the 244,864 acres 
proposed for artificial seeding treatments. I 



LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Impacts 

In the initial allocation (1982) the proposed action would adjust 
the present AUMs to the estimated carrying capacity (available 
vegetation). This would result in a net decrease of 2,846 AUMs 
(116,551 to 113,705 AUMs) from the three to five-year average 
livestock licensed use (refer to Chapter 3, Vegetation Production in 
the proposed action). This represents a two percent decrease of 
available AUMs to livestock in the initial allocation (see Table 
3-7. This adjustment would result from an increase of 26,698 AUMs on 
10 allotments and a decrease of 29,544 AUMs on 28 allotments (Table 
1-1). This adjustment would not be a significant impact on livestock 
grazing in the resource area as a whole. However, the downward 
adjustment would have a significant adverse impact on livestock 
grazing in 25 allotments, when considered on an allotment basis rather 
than the resource area. In addition, the proposed action would 
totally eliminate livestock grazing in one allotment to provide for a 
wild horse and burro herd management area: this action would be a 
significant adverse impact on livestock grazing. 

The proposed action in the short terin (1991) would adjust the 
AUMs from the last three to five-year average livestock licensed use 
for a net estimated increase of 75,696 AUMs (116,551 to 192,247 AUMs) 
(refer to Chapter 3, Vegetation Production in the proposed action). 
This represents ari estimated increa~e of 65 percent over the last 
three to five-year average livestock licensed use. This adjustment 
would result from an estimated increase - of 83, 960 AUMs on 23 
allotments and an estimated decrease of 8,264 AUMs on 15 allotments 
(Table 1-2). This adjustment would have a significant beneficial 
impact on livestock grazing in the resource area as a whole. However, 
the short term adjustment would have a significant adverse impact on 
livestock grazing in 13 allotments. 

The proposed action in the long term (2024) would adjust the AUMs 
from the last three to five-year average livestock licensed use for a 
net estimated increase of 112,329 AUMs (116,551 to 228,880 AUMs) 
(refer to Chapter 3, Vegetation Production in the proposed action). 
This represents an estimated increase of 96 percent over the last 
three to five-year average livestock licensed use. This adjustment 
would result from an estimated increase of 116,046 AUMs on 29 
allotments and an estimated decrease of 3,717 AUMs on nine allotments 
(Table 1-2). This adjustment would have a significant beneficial 
impact on livestock grazing in the resource area as a whole. The long 
term adjustment would have a significant adverse impact on livestock 
grazing in seven allotments. These adjustments in the proposed action 
for the initial, short term, and long term for each individual 
permittee are shown in Table 3-___ of the Economics section. 
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A significant adverse impact would result in the initial 
allocation (1982) from the establishment of proposed periods-of-use 
(Table 1-1). Refer to the Social Conditions and Economic sect ions for 
a discussion of impacts from periods-of-use on livestock grazing 
operations. Proposed periods-of-use would be in effect until revision 
and/or updating of existing AMPs and implementation of AMPs in 
existing non-AMP allotments. This would affect all allotments in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 

In the short term (1991), as AMPs would be implemented, proposed 
periods-of-use would no longer be in effect except in four allotments 
(Cottonwood Canyon, Diamond S, Jersey Valley, and Ragged Top) which 
are not designated for implement at ion of AMPs, thus the adverse impact 
would be eliminated in all but four allotments. These proposed 
periods-of-use are designed

0

to provide rest and/or delay of grazing 
pressure during the majority of the critical growing period of key 
management species (which consists of no livestock grazing in March, 
April, and in some allotments, May and June, also). The elimination 
of spring livestock grazing would result in livestock operators having 
to provide alternative sources of feed for their livestock, livestock 

- w~mld also be off the rangeland when vegetation is most nutritious for 
11vestock production, and a loss of public rangeland as lambing 
grounds for sheep operators that lamb on the range. Due to the lack 
of private rental pastures in the resource area, most permittees would 
be forced to buy feed and put their livestock in a feedlot, truck 
their livestock out of the resource area to rental pastures, or go out 
of the livestock business. In addition, those permittees with parallel 
base property would have to find an alternate source of pasturing or 
fence their private property (see Glossary) to provide a source of 
feed off the public rangeland. Sheep operations which lamb on the 
range would be forced to find alternate lambing grounds on public 
range and/or private rental pastures to lamb. The period-of-use 
change could facilitate a conversion to shed lambing on private lands. 

It cannot be predicted what each permittee would do with their 
livestock during the period off the public rangeland since it would be 
a decision made by each individual permittee. Because most of the 
above actions translate into economic impacts, they are also discussed 
in the Social Conditions and Economic sections of this chapter. 

As shown in the Vegetation section of Chapter 3, ecological range 
condition would improve significantly under the proposed action. This 
would result from stocking the public rangeland at or below the 
estimated carrying capacity and initiating grazing rangeland at or 
below the estimated carrying capacity and initiating grazing systems 
and periods-of-use based on the physiological requirements of key 
management species. The estimated projection of increased forage 
quality and quantity would result in an improved nutritional base for 



livestock production. An increase in rangeland nutrition would 
benefit ~eproduction, lactation, growth, and fattening processes of 
livesto bk, which would increase livestock production. 

The projected changes in livestock product ion are based on the 
above increase in rangeland nutrition, cited references, and 
professionjudgement. 

The following cited references (Kothmann et al. 1969; Kothmann et 
al. 1970; and Waldrip et al. 1964) were conducted in the rolling 
plains of Texas. This area of Texas receives approximately 24 inches 
of precipitation per year. Under rangeland conditions, rainfall 
affects the level of nutrition and livestock production more than any 
single factor, as shown in a 21-year study by Know 1953 in Waldrip et 
al. 1964). Thus, the results determined from these studies would be 
expected to occur in a shorter period of time and be greater in degree 
than would the same management action implemented in the Sonoma 
Gerlach Resource Area. However, the same principles of theory are 
expected to occur in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area, given more time 
and lesser results. Kothmann et al. (1969) indicated that the Merrill 
(four-pasture deferred-rotation system) grazing system significantly 
increased livestock production when compared to continuous, moderate 
use; however, heavy continuous use produced considerably more 
kilograms of calf weight per hectare than any other treatment. 
Although heavy continuous grazing produced more weight of calf per 
unit area, it is not the preferred grazing system because the yearly 
vegetation records in Kothmann's study (1969) indicated that heavy 
continuous grazing resulted in a deterioration of the vigor and 
species composition of the vegetation. Thus the high level of 
production per unit area obtained from heavy stocking was, in effect, 
reducing the potential of future production. Kothmann et al. (1969) 
indicated that the Merrill system weaned calves significantly heavier 
than any other treatment studied. 

Based upon this research, it appears that under heavy continuous 
grazing by more cows, a higher total weight of calves per unit area is 
achieved, but that under a deferred-rotation grazing system by fewer 
cows, higher calf weaning weights are achieved, while promoting 
increased long-term rangeland productivity. 

Kothmann et al. (1970) again confirmed that both two and 
four-pasture deferred-rotation grazing systems were effective in 
increasing the weaning weights of calves. Waldrip et al. (1964) 
reported the advantage of four-pasture deferred-rotation systems in 
his summation, "Cows in a four-pasture system of deferred-rot at ion 
grazing consistently weaned more and larger calves than cows under 
continuous grazing or cows under a two-pasture system of 
deferred-rotation grazing." Another indicator of livestock production 
as related to grazing systems and increased production of the 
rangeland was noted by Hughes (1980) in the Little Wolf Allotment 
(Arizona Strip), where a rest-rotation system showed a 10 percent 
increase in calf crop and a 22-pound increase in calf weights. 
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A major portion of these increases must be attributed to large 
chainings and plowings, which increased usable forage in otherwise low 
forage production areas. However, increases in livestock production 
are variable and dependent on the type of grazing systems designed for 
each individual allotment and livestock operation. Thus, projected 
increases in livestock production would depend on the proper grazing 
system for the livestock operator as related to the vegetation within 
each allotment, as to whether these following projections could be 
obtained. 

Kothmann et al. (1970) also showed that percent calf crop weaned 
increased from 88.2 percent under moderate continous grazing to 90.5 
percent under a two-pasture deferred-rotation system, and to 93.7 
percent under a four-pasture deferred-rotation system over an 
eight-year period. This represents a 2-6 percent increase in calf 
crop weaned from moderate continous grazing to deferred-rotation 
systems. Ralphs et al. (1980) conducted a performance testing program 
to provide an evaluation of beef production in relation to extensive 
range improvements and livestock husbandry practices · that were 
implemented between 1970 and 1976. His results 5oncluded a 7 percent 
(86 to 93) increase in calf crop weaned from implementation of a 
rest-rot at ion grazing system. 

From the data cited and professional judgement, it was estimated 
that under the proposed action the calf crop weaned would increase 2-7 
percent (estimated mean of 5 percent) in the long term depending on 
the type of _grazing system employed in combination with the degree of 
rangeland productivity. This would mean an increase in present calf 
crop weaned from 68 percent currently to an estimated 70 to 75 percent 
in 35 years. The estimated average increase of 5 percent in the calf 
crop weaned would be a significant beneficial impact. Refer to the 
Economics section of this chapter for a discussion of beneficial 
impacts from an increase in calf crop weaned. 

Kothmann et al. (1970) showed that weaning weights of calves 
increased from 501 pounds under a moderate continious grazing to 506 
pounds under a two-pasture deferred-rotation system, and 521 pounds 
under a four-pasture deferred-rotation system over an eight-year 
period. This represents a 5 to 20 pound (one to four percent) 
increase incalf weaning weights from moderate continous use to 
deferred-rotation systems. Ralphs et al. (1980) illustrated that 
average weaning weights increased from 347 pounds in 1970 to 363 
pounds in 1976 (16 pounds or five percent) for the rest-rotation 
grazing system established in his study. 

From the data cited and professional judgement, it was estimated 
that under the proposed action the calf weaning weights would increase 
one to five percent (estimated mean of three percent) in the long 
term depending on rangeland productivity and/or the grazing system 
employed. This would indicate an increase in calf weaning weights 



from 433 pounds currently to an estimated 437-455 pounds (estimated 
mean increase to 446 pounds) in 35 years. The estimated mean increase 
of nine pounds in calf weaning weights would not be considered a 
significant beneficial impact. Refer to the Economics section of this 
chapter for a discussion of the beneficial impacts from an increase in 
calf weaning weights. 

Since sheep operations are in dual use with cattle operations in 
the resource area, reference material was based on dual use data. 
Huss et al. (1969) studies were conducted on the Edwards Plateau of 
Texas where precipitation averages 18 inches. However, the same 
principles of theory, that grazing systems would increase livestock 
production, should apply to grazing systems implemented in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Huss et al: (1969) showed that percent 
lamb crop increased from 105.6 percent under yearlong use to 111.5 
percent under two-pasture rotation and 113.7 under four-pasture 
rotation over a seven-year period. This represents a six to eight 
percent increase in percent lamb crop from yearlong use to rotational 
use. This would mean an increase in percent lamb crop from 100-115 
percent (mean l~mb crop should be 108 percent) currently to an 
estimated 106-124 (estimated mean increase to 115 percent) percent in 
35 years. The estimated mean increase of seven percent in lamb crop 
would be considered significant. Huss et al. (1969) showed that lamb 
weight increased from 79.1 pounds under yearlong use to 82.0 pounds 
under two-pasture rotation and 79.4 pounds under four-pasture rotation 
over a seven-year period. This represents a three pound or four 
percent increase in lamb weight from yearlong use to rotational use. 
This would mean an increase in lamb weight from 80-95 pounds (mean 
lamb weight of 88 pounds) currently to an estimated 83-98 pounds 
(estimated mean increase to 91 pounds) in 35 years. The estimated 

mean increase of three pounds in lamb weight would not be considered 
significant. · 

Implementation of grazing systems and periods-of-use would create 
an additional workload on the livestock permittee. This increased 
workload would originate in two ways. One, more frequent movement and 
control of livestock within a grazing system. This would affect the 
cattle operator more than the sheep operator. Sheep operations would 
not be significantly affected because these operations currently 
employ full-time herders to control sheep movement, while cattle 
operators would have to increase the work force to properly comply 
with the grazing system. Two, the required livestock support 
facilities and/or land treatments necessary to implement the desired 
grazing systems would, as past experience indicates, create a heavy 
burden on all installation and/or maintenance of these support 
facilities. Some permittees could adjust to this situation with their 
present work force, while other permittees would be forced to hire 
additional employees to handle the increased workload. This would not 
change the method of operation, but would add to the cost of the 
operation. Refer to the Economics and Social Conditions sections of 
this chapter for a discussion of impacts and significance from 
management actions on the work force of the ranching sector. 
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Administration problems and historical use of the rangeland that 
have resulted in trespass, overuse, improper periods-of-use, lack of 
livestock control, and poor salting practices would be significantly 
reduced and/or eliminated with implementation of the proposed action. 
Adequate supervision combined with ear-tagging of livestock and 
elimination of staggered or pyramid licenses (see Glossary) would 
substantially reduce trespass. The intensive management of each 
allotment at or below estimated carrying capacity would alleviate the 
current overuse problem. Periods-of-use would be based on the 
physiological requirements of key management species rather than 
historical use of the range (usually based on rancher convenience). 
Intensive management of allotments would result in regular herd checks 
and more handling of livestock, combined with proper salting 
practices, would gain better distribution of livestock, and help 
prevent overuse of site-specific areas. The above changes in 
administration procudures would facilitate implementation of the 
pro.Posed management actions; thus, in determining significance levels 
for livestock production, consideration was given to benefits 
anticipated from proper administrative procedures. 

Conclusion 

The initial allocation (1982) would not have ·a significant impact 
on the resource area as a whole because the net downward adjustment 
would be 2 percent; however, this would have a significant adverse 
impact on livestock grazing in 25 allotments because the downward 
adjustments range from 14 to 100 percent below the average livestock 
licensed use. The short-term (1991) adjustments would have a 
significant beneficial impact on livestock grazing in the resource 
area as a whole because the net increase in AUMs would be an estimated 
65 percent. However, there would be a significant adverse impact in 
the short term on livestock grazing in 13 allotments because the 
downward adjustments in these allotments would range from 14 to 100 
percent below the average livestock licensed use. The long-term 
(2024) adjustment in AUMs would have a significant beneficial impact 
to livestock grazing in the resource area as a whole because the net 
increase in AUMs would be an estimated 96 percent over average 
livestock licensed use. However, seven allotments would be have a 
significantly adversely impacted because these allotments would have 
downward adjustments ranging from 16 to 100 percent . below average 
livestock licensed use (see Table 3-7). 

Establishment of the proposed periods-of-use in the resource area 
would create a significant adverse impact until full implementation of 
AMPs (short-term, 1991). This would create a need for additional 
pasture and/or feed while livestock are off the public rangeland. 
This would also eliminate most public range lambing by sheep 
operations. 
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The implementation of grazing systems would increase the work 
force needed to comply with the grazing system and installation and/or 
maintenance of range improvements. 

In the long term, percent calf crop weaned would increase an 
estimated two to seven percent (mean five percent), calf weaning 
weights would increase an estimated one to five pounds (estimated mean 
increase of nine pounds)j £ercent lamb crop would increase an 
estimated six to eight I ~t/4, and lamb weight would increase an 
estimated three pounds as a result of improved vegetation quality and 
increased vegetation availability. 

Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity 

The proposed action would result in short-term declines in 
livestock grazing, but result in long-term increases in livestock 
production. In the short term, livestock numbers would be reduced to 
the estimated carrying capacity in most allotments. However, the 
implementation of proper periods-of-use, grazing systems, 
administration procedures to prevent overuse, and livestock support 
facilities to gain better distribution of livestock would in the long 
term increase livestock production. This would be accomplished 
through greater weight gains and a greater percent of livestock 
reproduced. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The initial adjustment (1982) could force some livestock 
permittees to reduce their herd size, move to rented pasture, buy 
additional feed, or go out of the livestock business as a result of 
the stocking rates being adjusted to the estimated carrying capacity 
and proposed periods-of-use. For most pennittees this adverse impact 
would be minimized and/or alleviated upon full implementation of AMPs. 

However, for some livestock permittees this adverse impact would 
continue throughout the long tenn (35 years). The implementation of 
AMPs and periods-of-use would create an additional workload for many 
livestock permittees that would require a greater work force be hired. 
This would continue throughout the long term (35 years). 
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WILDLIFE 

Impacts 

The primary wildlife species or group of species that would be 
affected by the proposed action is big game. There would be both 
short-term and long-term effects on big game as a group, but the 
various species would be effected to different degrees and in 
different manners, as will be discussed later. Short-term effects 
would result from the vegetation allocation process, the setting of 
periods-of-use, and the removal of wild horses and burros. Long-term 
effects would result from the vegetation allocation process and from 
the implementation of grazing systems with their accompanying support 
facilities. The effect of these short and long-term impacts would be 
an improvement in big game habitat, which would result in maintaining 
reasonable numbers in most allotments. 

Reasonable numbers of big game animals represent an average 
population level for which vegetation would be allocated. By 
agreement with the Nevada Department of Wildlife, this is the 
population level of big game that the Bureau 9f Land Management will 
manage for. Reasonable numbers represent an average population level; 
it is recognized that natural and man-caused factors affect big game 
populations, causing them to vary in size from year to year. Such 
variations can be of considerable dimensions. Und·er the proposed 
action, the goal would be to reach reasonable numbers of big game 
animals, and to maintain big game populations at an average population 
size equal to reasonable numbers over the long term. Population 
variations above and below reasonable numbers would be expected, and 
would not be considered significant so long as average population 
levels remained at least at reasonable numbers. 

Many other wildlife species would be affected by the proposed 
action. Some of these species are dependent only on upland range 
habitats; others are dependent on riparian, aspen, or meadow habitat 
for at least part of their life cycles. Impacts of the proposed 
action on these species would depend on each species habitat 
requirements. 

The proposed action consists of a number of discrete parts, these 
being: (1) the allocation of vegetation to the major consumptive 
uses, within the estimated carrying capacity of the range; (2) setting 
periods-of-use that take into account the physiological requirements 
of key plant species; (3) removal of wild horses and burros from the 
entire resource area except for three Herd Management Areas; (4)land 
treatments (5) installation of livestock support facilities, and; (6) 
implementation or revision of AMPs on all but four allotments. These 
discrete parts 
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will be analyzed as they would be implemented. The allocation of 
vegetation and setting of periods-of-use would be implemented 
immediately. ~ (Reductions in livestock use would be phased in over a 
period of ~ll'et'iU years, but will be analyzed as though it occurred 
wholly within the first year.) Removal of wild horses and burros 
would begin immediately, but would require approximately five years to 
complete. (This part, too, will be analyzed as though it occured 
wholly within the first year.) Other parts of the proposed action 
(land treatments, support facilities, and AMP implementation) will be 
analyzed as separate actions, unrelated to one another, although they 
likely would occur together. 

BIG GAME 

Mule Deer 

The various aspects of the proposed action would have different 
impacts on mule deer habitat in different allotments. Table 3-8 
indicates the best estimate of the probable impacts of the various 
actions and treatments in the proposed action on mule deer habitats in 
each _allotment. The following is a general analysis of the impacts of 
the components of the proposed action on mule deer. 

Vegetation Allocation 

The vegetation allocation program under the proposed action would 
have significantly beneficial impacts on both deer habitat quality and 
on deer populations. The vegetation allocation program would impact 
mule deer habitat in that implementation of the program would lower 
stocking rates of consumptive vegetation users from high levels down 
to moderate levels. The res~lt of this would be a substantial 
increase in vegetation production (see Vegetation section, Chapter 3). 
This would increase both the amount and variety of forage and cover 
available for mule deer. This would be a significant beneficial 
impact on deer habitat quality. 

The improved habitat quality resulting from implementation of the 
vegetation allocation program would be the major factor in reaching 
and/or maintaining reasonable number population levels in most 
allotments. In 23 allotments, such levels already exist, and would be 
maintained over the long-term. In 13 allotments, some population 
growth must occur to reach reasonable numbers. This should occur 
within the short-term after which populations would be maintained at 
approximately reasonable numbers. Table 3-9 lists existing numbers 
and reasonable numbers by allotment. Except as affected by other 
factors in the proposed action (as will be discussed below), mule deer 
would be maintained at population levels which would average 
reasonable number levels in all allotments over the long-term. This 
would be a significant beneficial impact on deer populations. 
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al ~, 
Exlsc ing- lleas.:,nable £_/ 

All-,tr:iut Numbers Nu111hP.r11 Dlfferenca 
Bl,e lllng 288 2)4 .;:54 
tuffalo Hllla 209) 2098 ... 5 
Calico IS 15 0 
Cle,r Creek 17 59 -42 

· Coa. l Canyon/Po\.et' 40 )2 + 8 
Cotton~Jod Ca.nyon 7 6 + J 
Corote 12 12 0 
Oesc:-rt Queen • • 
01.1:tond S 12 43 -31 
Dolly !!.!den 28 23 + s 
Coldbanks 38 31 + 7 
H.1r.:iony 9 32 · -23 
H•l~h'> ldt House 28 22 + 6 
Hu::,boldt Sink 1 I 0 
Jc rsey Valley 20 16 + 4 
Klond!k~ 23 19 ... 4 
Lead·,11:e 59 60 - 1 
Licking 4 IS -11 
II.Juba ~ 23 19 + 4 
Me lod) • • • • 
!.Qrth tuffalo I s - 4 
Pl~as•nt Valley 146 118 +28 

Pole Canyon 5 i 0 
Pr 1nt..:.c-Roy.al 19 16 .. 3 
Pu.-:i'E'rntc\o:le 35 74 -39 
Ra;.~cd To:, )0 24 + 6 
Ra,-!llde 35 28 + 7 

Jlo..:.h~.st ~r 19 IS + ~ 

Rock Cr~ek "13 4S -32 
Rodeo Creek 58 59 - 1 
R)·e P:atch 27 22 + 5 
Seve!l Troughs 204 165 +)9 
Soldl~r ~!el.do._.• 249 262 -1) 

Sor.oc.1 I l 47 -)4 

South Buff,lo 157 127 +30 
Sc.ar Pea4 179 145 +34 
ThoC'i.lS Crel?k 8 30 -22 
I/hit e Horse 14 12 + 2 

TOTl-,LS 3929 )9)6 - 1 

TASLE 3-3- · 
l.ELATIOSSHIP Bt:T'.IEEN EXISTlliC BIC C,\::E llUl1REilS MO REASOS>.8LE :,.-umERS 01 IIC CA."IE 

0~ PUBLIC LAl>O rn nu; soso:1>.-CERLACll "RESOURCE AREA 

ANTELOPE ~/ ISICIIORN SliEEP !.I 

E><l<ting lleasonilble t:xlat1ng Reasonable 
Nu:nbera Numb~rs Diff~rence ~umbcrA Kur-ibers Difference 

0 20 - 20 0 !.!. - " 263 461 - 98 6 476 - 470 
9 18 9 0 36 - 36 

* • • 0 8 8 

• • !/ • 0 I) 13 .. • * • * 
98 171 - 7) 0 ) 3 

• • • • • • 
• • • 0 16 16 

• * • 0 8 8 

• • • 0 1 1 . • • 0 3 3 

• • • 0 10 10 

• • • 0 1 l. 

• • . 0 I 1 

• • • 0 4 4 
16 28 - 12 0 73 73 

• • • • • • 
9 38 29 • • • 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • 
• • • 0 40 40 

2 3 . - 1 0 15 15 

* • • 0 s 5 
• * • 0 16 16 . . 

* * • * • 0 19 19 
• * • 0 6 6 
• • • 0 18 18 
28 57 - 29' 0 63 63 
• • • 0 10 - 10 

1 12 - ll • • ' 90 179 - 89 0 110 110 
• * • 0 . 12 12 

• 0 56 - 56 
• • 0 34 - 34 
• * * 0 16 16 
• * * 0 3 - 3 

516 987 -471 6 1126 -112u 

!.I txls~lng numbers of big It"""' anlotob were provided by t:ev,,do Dcpart11en:: of 1:lldl1fe on a planning unit bails. The procedure 
outlined 1n Appendix-A-, Section ___ was used to apportion existing number• by allotoent. 

·~, 

~I 

R.edsonoble numbers represents the nu~ber of big ga~e ~nlcnals tha~ vegetation would be allocated fot. Reasonable numbers •re the 
long ter.n r,.oals D.S far as big game nurnbeciili are concerned. · 

Nucnbers preceded by a plus sfgn (+) indtcate- the number of anloala present 1n an allotment in excess of reason.able number•, and 
whi..:h cx..:ccd :n.'.lr.ngc-m~nt coals • . Nur.t~t':l pre..:.cdcd by a 11inus a1gn (-) indicate the nuober of •nio.111 by •.htc.h the 
population of an allotment could tn.crra.se to rcill...h _reasonable nuc:ibers; fora&e -would be alloc3ted for the11e aniaals even though 
they do no~ oxlst. A zero (0) lnl!cnres that the population of an allot.,.nt 1s Bt reasonable nui:l>e:s. An uterkk (*) lndlcau• 
that th ere ls no b lg r.ame use 1n th3t a 1 lotmcut. 

Inchtdcd . tn the ftr.urt's for nnte-tnre n.r~ 20 nntm,"lls tn th~ Blue \,Un~ ,'lllott:ient and 12 animals in the Seven Trough• allotment that. 
vould occur tn use areaa that presently have no antelope, and \ob.1,c.h have only potential co &uppon .antelope. ileint-rodu,..;.t.ioo 
woulJ hi,v~ to b.! ra:,Jt! in the fut\lt"I.! ln order to atta.ln rca=.it>r\nblc nutab..-n,. 

!_/ Only one bl~horn sheep uae area in the resource area presently has bij'thor,, &hcep; thta area has 6 animal• .and would eventually 
1upport 180 anl;nal1. 'The rer.1alnder are potent tal only, dependent on retntroductionA to reach reaaon.able number,. 

f/ There ls one AUH of potent lal Ant elope u~c 1 n Coal Canynn/Poker allot a:ent. 

Source: United States Dopanment of lnterlor, Burdau of Land Management, lllnnemu~c• Olstdct, Sonocaa-Cerl•ch Unlt lle1ourc1 Al>&lyaca, 
1980, and lL1nagell<'nt FraClk!work Plan, 1980. 



Periods-of-Use 

An important facet of the proposed action would be the 
establishment of periods-of-use in all allotments. These proposed 
periods-of-use generally require that domestic livestock be off the 
public land during the early spring months which are coincident with 
the critical growing period of many key forage species. These 
periods-of-use (see Table 1-1) would be in effect, as proposed, until 
such time as allotment management plans were written or revised for 
each allotment. Under AMPs, the periods-of-use could be modified, 
allowing grazing use during any period, depending upon the management 
objectives determined for each allotment. 

Having livestock off the range during the early spring would be 
beneficial to mule deer habitat, and thus to mule deer. Allowing 
grasses and forbs to make full growth in the spring would increase 
their vigor and production, increasing their availability in late 
spring and early summer. This represents a significant beneficial 
impact on deer habitat. The increased qua nit ies of forbs present on 
spring and summer ranges should increase deer herd productivity 
(Pederson and Harper 1978), which would aid in reaching and/or 
maintaining reasonable numbers in all allotments. This would be a 
significant beneficial impact on deer population levels. 

Implement at ion of the periods-of-use aspect of the proposed 
action would remove any possibility of mule deer having to compete 
with livestock for forage during the spring; it is during the early 
spring that competition for grass is most likely ,to occur between 
livestock and mule deer (Tuellar 1979). This represents an 
improvement in habitat quality, since it means increased availability 
of deer forage, and would be thus a significant beneficial impact on 
deer habitat. 

Carried on for a prolonged period, the period-of-use aspect of 
the proposed action would have detrimental effects on mule deer. The 
continued deferment of grazing in the spring gives perennial grasses a 
competitive edge, increasing their ptoduction. Perennial grasses in 
good condition have been shown to reduce bitterbrush vigor and 
production (Valentine 1971); the same could be true for other browse 
species. In addition, spring rest followed by fall grazing has been 
shown to reduce shrub production (Laycock 1970). This would be a 
decrease in browse supplies, and would be a decrease in deer habitat 
quality. This would be a significantly adverse impact. There is very 
little chance of this adverse impact occuring, however, as the 
proposed periods-of-use would be modified in all but four allotments 
by implementation of allotment management plans. 

LU1.,..,-3 f/J 
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Under the proposed action, wild horses and burros would be ~ 

removed from the entire resource area, with the exception of three ~ 'J· t A~ ~ ~ 
areas: the Buffalo Hills proper, the Lava Beds, and the Diamond S ; "( J ~ f 
allotment (Button Point). These three areas would be designated as \ ~ ~~ t 

· Herd Management Areas (HMAs), and available vegetation, except ~ , ti '(_ 'J ~' 
· a portion requ i re o satisfy reasona e numoers g ga ould "' --. i 4,0'J.-. } 

If\~ e- all 9.cated for use by wild horses and burros. ~ C>' \ ~ "l ~ 

' The-~:~ l ~t-: r : m:- al of - - - - --- sf i JI o\ ~} 
of the resource area wou d...h."""-"-'...___......._. --,..._~ \ / 

V) 6 " \) 
~ mule deer habit -a i C .1-S" S \ essenti ~L--patt of the vegetation allocation program as previously ["-t' 'Jljj J"'-
~ \.J anal~ l:fd. It would enhance the benefits of the vegetation allocation "'v~ ll'-j

1

"1 
~ ~ nJ?ogram, and of the proposed periods-of-use, since it would end spring "'J" ' o, ~\", t> 

'-. y If [A ' 
~ ~) \i_..,,,,/ grazing use (except by wildlife) of the areas of complete removal. ~ \... , ·1~{ ; I 

\J ~ 'I) i ,_', ;r ~ ~ ~ Mule deer occur in all three of the proposed Herd Management ~ 
, ~ "' ~ \ Areas. Two of the areas, Lava Beds and Button Point, have small I 

\ 1 , resident herds, but the Buffalo Hills area has a rather large resident -~ 
~ ~ t ~ deer herd (150 head) and also gets heavy winter use when deer from R' 
~ ~ ~ ~ California migrate into the area. Assuming that wild horse numbers ~ 
~ t {; would be kept at or below carrying capacity in the HMAs this proposal ;~ 
~~; would be significantly beneficial to mule deer habitat in that total f~ 

grazing use would be reduced from heavy to moderate, allowing for ~J 
increased vegetation production (Van Poolen and Lacy 1979). However 
since the horse use would be year-round within the three HMAs, there 
would continue to be at least a potential forag _eao etition 
between horses and deer. Horses use co id rable amounts -of grass in 
all seasons, and at times, take rge mounts of br uring the 
winter months (Buffalo Hills Unit Resour t'e---1\ lyses 1979). Deer take 
large amounts of green grass early in the spring (Tuellar 1979, Smith 
1976), and it is at this time that supplies of green grass are most 
likely to be less than needed, resulting in competition between horses 
and mule deer f or this spring green up. The overall impact of HMAs 
would be significantly beneficial to deer habitat because of the 
reduced grazing pressure and resultant vegetation production 
increases. 

Land Treatments 

Under the proposed action, some 244,864 acres of land would be 
treated to increase the livestock carrying capacity. These land 
treatments would include seeding burned areas, re-seeding old crested 
wheatgrass seedings (14,752 acres), and 230,112 acres of new seeding. 

In most allotments, these land treatments would have no 
significant impact on mule deer because the treated areas lie adjacent 
to, or occupy only small portions of deer habitat areas. 



These treatments would have some small but insignificant beneficial 
impact because such seedings could augment or compliment the existing 
situation by providing late winter forage or by providing additional 
dietary variety (Cole 1968, BLM Manual 6601-6). 

There are three allotments, however, where land treatments would 
have significant adverse impacts on mule deer habitat quality and deer 
numbers. In the Buffalo Hills allotment, 1,557 acres of deer spring 
range is proposed for sagebrush removal and seeding, and a 7,900 acre 
block of deer winter range within the Clear Creek and Sonoma 
allotments is proposed for the same treatment. The area of spring 
range within the Buffalo Hills allotment is presently in a 
sagebrush/grass community and is entirely usable by mule deer since 
shrubs provide cover over the entire area. Removal of the shrub cover 
and seeding to grass could render much of the area useless to deer 
(Cole 1968). 

The area of deer winter range in the Sonoma and Clear Creek 
allotments (approximately 7,900 acres) is also currently in a 
sagebrush/grass community. Shrub removal and seeding to grass would 
essentially end this area's value as deer winter range, as deer make 
little or no use of grass seedings in winter (Cole 1968). 

The degree of impact on mule deer of these two proposed land 
treatments would depend on how they were carried out. The standard 
operating procedures insure that portions of the treated areas would 
be left in native vegetation. This would allow deer use in _parts of 
the seedings, depending on the amount, pattern, and distribution of 
the native vegetation left. In addition, the method and degree of 
sagebrush kill, and the variety and/ or combination of seeded 
veget ,at ion would affect the impact of the proposed land treatments on 
mule deer. Should a relatively low degree of sagebrush kill occur, 
deer use would be less affected (Cole 1968), and if desirable shrubs 
and forbs (i.e., bitterbrush, alfalfa) are included in the seed 
mixture, deer use would also be less affected, and could even be 
enhanced. 

However, since it is not known to what degree the above factors 
would be taken into account in carrying out these proposed land 
treatments, it must be assumed that maximum detrimental affects would 
occur. The effect of t~ese treatments on the resource area deer herd 
would be a decline of as many as 12 deer in the Buffalo Hills 
allotment, since these deer would be deprived of spring forage, and a 
failure of the deer herd in the Sonoma/Clear Creek allotment area to 
expand to reasonable numbers. This expansion would not occur because 
of the loss of winter range. 

In the Buffalo Hills Allotment, this would result in a population 
of 2,086 deer rather than 2,098 (reasonable numbers). In Sonoma, the 
long-term population would be 20 deer, rather than 47, and in Clear 
Creek, 50 deer rather than 59. On a resource area basis, this means a 
population of 3,888 deer, rather than 3,936 deer. 

·--- - - ~ 
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Support Facilities 

Support facilities, as outlined in the proposed action, would 
have no significant impact on mule deer in the resource area (Table 
3-8). 

There woul~ be an unquantifiable amount of death or injury to 
mule deer due to entanglement in the fences outlined in the 
proposedaction; however, this would not be enough to prevent reaching 
or maintaining reasonable numbers in any allotment, and would thus not 
be a significant impact. 

Allotment Management Plans 

The proposed action does not specify specific types of grazing 
systems, or specific treatments to ·be used in each allotment. It 
specifies only that certain allotments would have AMPs developed for 
them, those presently having AMPs would have them updated, and some 
allotments would have no AMPs. 

Those allotments that would have new or updated AMPs (all but 
four) would have some combination of grazing and resting treatments 
applied to them, with the general objective being to provide adequate 
rest to meet the physiological needs of key forage species, to allow 
important wildlife habitats such as aspen groves, riparian zones, 
meadows, and browse stands to recover and maintain condition, and to 
provide for maximum livestock production, given the first two 
objectives. 

While no specific grazing or resting treatments have been 
proposed, the proposed action narrative (Chapter 1) does list a number 
of possible treatments that could be used individually or in various 
combinations. The impacts on mule deer of these various treatments are 
indicated in Table 3-8. It should be noted that the impacts listed in 
the table could vary, depending on what combination of treatments is 
applied to the area in question. For the purpose of this analysis, 
each treatment is treated as a discrete action, unrelated to events 
preceeding or following it. Beneficial impacts are usually associated 
with rest periods which would increase forage production and eliminate 
forage competition. Adverse impacts are usually associated with 
treatments that encourage herbaceous vegetation on winter range at the 
expense of shrubs, or which would allow heavy livestock use on deer 
winter use areas. No impacts would occur where treatments would be 
applied to areas not normally used by cattle or deer during the 
treatment period (e.g., spring rest on high summer ranges), or where 
summer/fall grazing at proper use levels would occur on deer winter 
ranges. (The no impact would change to adverse impacts if proper use 
levels were exceeded under the AMPs). 

I 
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Even without knowing what specific treatments or grazing system 
would be used in each allotment, some general statements concerning 
the effects of grazing systems on mule deer and their habitat can be 
made. There is little doubt that allowing vegetation to rest during 
its critical growing period through implementation of grazing systems 
would increase vegetation production (Van Poolen and Lacey 1979). 
This would be significantly beneficial to mule deer habitat because of 
the increased vegetation. However, some grazing treatments would place 
large numbers of livestock in deer winter ranges during the late 
summer and fall, very likely resulting in winter forage deficiencies 
for mule deer. Other treatments would allow livestock grazing on deer 
spring range during the early spring period, when both livestock and 
mule deer are seeking new green grass (green-up). This would likely 
result in comp et it ion for this type of forage (Tuellar 1979). 

In addition, the maximum rest period in the list of possible 
treatments in the proposed action would be 16 months, encompassing 
twogrowing seasons; most of the rest periods encompass a period of 
only three months. Such rest periods are beneficial to upland 
vegetation. However, they are insufficient to allow recuperation of 
condition of several deer habitat types (aspen, meadows, riparian). 
Under grazing systems, riparian areas would continue to decline in 
condition, r,..nile upland aspen would stabilize, or improve only 
slightly (see Vegetation section, Chapter 3). 

Under allotment management plans, there would be significant 
improvements in upland deer habitat quality, but this would be offset 
by the increased density of livestock, increased human presence 
associated with intensive livestock management, and by declines in 
riparian habitat condition. Deer numbers would thus be unaffected by 
allotment management plan implementation in the resource area. 

Summary 

Implementation of the proposed action would result in 
improvements in mule deer habitat quality, and would thus have a 
significantly beneficial impact on mule deer habitat. Various aspects 
of the proposed action would aid in reaching and/or maintaining 
reasonable numbers of deer in most allotments. The greatest benefits 
to mule deer habitat (and thus to mule deer) would accrue from the 
vegetation allocation program, wild horse and burro removals (since 
such removals would be essential for the vegetation allocation to work 
as proposed), and from the setting of periods-of-use. Aspects of the 
proposed action having no significant impact on deer numbers would be 
support facilities and AMP implementation. Land treatments would have 
significant adverse impacts in three allotments, and no significant 
impacts in all other allotments. 

Mule deer habitat would be significantly improved in all 
allotments by implementation of the proposed action. Reasonable 
numbers would be reached or maintained in all but three allotments, 
the exceptions being where land treatments eliminated portions of deer 
habitat. 

l,UL.-,;JIJ 



Mule deer populations would be maintained over the long-term 
average level of 3,888 deer. Populations would rise above this level 
in some years, resulting in increased harvests, and fall below it in 
others, resulting in decreased harvests. 

ANTELOPE 

Antelope habitat quality and antelope populations would be 
impacted by various components of the proposed action. Table 3-8 
gives best estimates of effects of the various actions and treatments 
on antelope in the resource area. Following is a general analysis of 
the proposed action impacts. 

Veg et at ion Al lo cat ion 

The allocation of vegetation to antelope within the resource area 
would cover reasonable numbers fully. It would also cover antelope 
reintroductions in the Blue Wing and Seven Troughs allotments. The 
allocation of 2,369 AUMs would support 987 antelope yearlong. There 
is at present a yearlong average of 516 antelope in the resource area, 
meaning that under this allocation, antelope could increase by 471 
animals. 

The allocation of vegetation under the proposed action would be 
significantly beneficial to antelope habitat because it would mean 
reduced stocking rates on rangeland. Reduced stocking rates mean less 
intense utilization of vegetation and increased herbage production 
(Van Poolen and Lacey 1979). Increased herbage production can be 
interpreted as larger amounts of vegetation of a wider variety. These 
factors mean more forage would be available for all consumers, and 
that there would be less likelihood of competition for this forage 
(Stoddart et al. 1975). These factors can all be interpreted as 
improvements in habitat quality, and thus as significant beneficial 
impacts. 

The improved habitat quality, brought about by the vegetation 
allocations, and the allocation of vegetation to reasonable numbers of 
antelope, would help assure that forage would be available for 
reasonable numbers of antelope. This would aid in reaching reasonable 
numbers in all allotments that contain antelope habitat, and would 
thus be a significant beneficial impact. Under the proposed 
vegetation allocation, reasonable numbers would be attained and then 
maintained in all allotments, except as affected by land treatments, 
as will be discussed below. Table 3-9 lists existing and reasonable 
numbers of antelope in all allotments. 



Period-of-Use 

The implementation of proposed periods-of-use would be 
beneificial to antelope habitat because it would improve rangeland 
vegetation, increasing grass and forb production (Laycock 1970). This 
would be an improvement in habitat quality, and thus a significant 
beneficial impact. 

Increased forb availability during the spring would increase 
antelope productivity by helping to assure that antelope does have 
access to sufficient highly nutritious forage during the last three 
months of pregnancy (March, April, May). It is believed that if 
female antelope lack such forage (usually forbs) at that time, they 
are unable to produce or maintain healthy fawns (Yoakum 1978). Weak 
or undernourished fawns often die soon after birth, reducing 
productivity of the herd. The increased productivity in antelope 
herds would help attain reasonable numbers, and would thus be a 
significant beneficial impact. 

Wild Horse and Burro Removal 

c -) 5&
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The removal of wild horses and burros from all but one area o} d ',\ . -1 >-::: 

A-,< ... 
antelope habitat would be an integral part of the vegetation r4, . 
allocation process, since the vegetation allocations, as proposed, ./ A-, ..,,.....,,,. /.,,.,,.,....., 
would not work without wild horse and burro removal. In addition, T_ cl ~ 6 ,. ..,,. 
removal of wild horses and burros would compliment or enhance the --/f,,4t ,'r w ... ..,. _ 'i 
benefits arising from the establishment of periods-of-use, as ~: • f•?",,.~; .. .,, :"'.J. 71... c.. 

described above, since their removal would leave only wildlife on the r::,f>r,f-, .,. ..... ✓ .6.::J. 
range during the spring period. %~,,,,"(.tee/. t cJ c 7 

Thus benefits arising from wild horse and burro removals would I' !:J c> J 

be simila; to, or part of, benefits described for the vegetation .,,<\... \., -{ l((' \--. 
allocation program and for establishment of periods-of-use. \ 0 v ~ 
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Hills would impose no new adverse impacts on the antelope in this {e.,, e,fa 
area, since there presently is a herd of wild horses in the area. ~ ~ \ \ b 

This action would be significantly beneficial to antelope habitat in l/"' 

that, within an HMA, wild horse and burro numbers would be kept within 
carrying capacity of the vegetation resource, rather than being 
allowed to exceed it, as now can happen, and has happened in many 
areas. This would allow vegetation production increases, thus 
improving the habitat. 

Land Treatment 

Under the proposed action, many thousands of acres of land would 
undergo treatment to remove sagebrush and then would be reseeded to 
increase livestock carrying capacity. Such projects have the 



capability of greatly improving antelope habitat, especially if 
existing range conditions are less than good (Yoakum 1977). This is 
true only if the seedings are of a mixed variety, containing forbs, 
and perhaps shrubs, as well as grass. Areas seeded to grass only are 
of little value to antelope (Yoakum 1977). It is not known what type 
of seed mixtures would be used under the proposed act ion, so it must 
be assumed that pure grass seed would be used, as has generally been 
the case in the past. 

The above assumption was used in determining the impacts of land 
treatments on the various antelope use areas as noted in Table 3-8. 
Land treatments would be beneficial to antelope only where they would 
occupy only very small areas of antelope range, or lie adjacent to 
antelope range, or where range conditions are so poor that antelope no 
longer can exist. In the first two instances, they would be 
beneficial because they would add a new variety of forage to the 
habitat without replacing large segments of natural vegetation. Land 
treatments would be adverse to antelope in allotments where they would 
occupy large blocks of antelope habitat, replacing much natural 
vegetation. While such seedings would benefit antelope, the impacts 
would not be significant. 

In three allotments, large blocks of antelope habitat are 
proposed for seeding. Because of this, the antelope herd in the 
Buffalo Hills Allotment would fall 24 head short of reaching 
reasonable numbers. In Coyote Allotment, the shortfall would be 20 
head, and 3 head in Leadville Allotment. 

Support Facilities 

As outlined in the proposed action, support facilities would have 
no significant impact on antelope habitat or antelope populations. 
What fencing that is proposed for construction in antelope habitat 
would be built to wildlife specifications, allowing big game passage. 

There would be some antelope lost to entanglement in fences when 
newly constructed, but this impact would diminish as populations 
became accustomed to the fence's presence. This impact would not be 
significant, as it would not prevent reasonable numbers from being 
attained. 

Allotment Management Plans 

Under the proposed action, all allotments that contain antelope 
range, or potential antelope range, would have allotment management 
plans devised or revised. What type of grazing system, and what type 
and combination of grazing and resting treatments would be used in 
each allotment will be determined in the future. Thus, it is not 
possible to analyze the effects of specific systems or treatments on 
antelope. Grazing treatments listed in Table 3-8, and analyzed 
therein, represent only the types of treatments that could be used; 
what actually occurs could be quite different. 
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Implement at ion of grazing systems that account for the 
physiological needs of key antelope forage species, such as 
bitterbrush, would be significantly beneficial to antelope habitat 
because of the improvement in vegetation condition. Implementation of 
grazing systems would increase herbage production (Van Poolen and 
Lacey 1979), thus increasing the amount of vegetation available to 
antelope. The increased vegetation represents increased forage, and 
would thus aid in attaining reasonable numbers of antelope in all 
allotments. This would be a significant impact on antelope numbers. 

Summary 

Implementation of the proposed action would have significant 
beneficial impacts on antelope habitat quality, and on antelope 
populations. Habitat quality would improve, and reasonable numbers 
would be achieved and then maintained in all but three allotments. 
The vegetation allocation program, setting of periods-of-use, and wild 
horse removal would have the greatest impacts on both habitat quality 
and population levels. Lesser beneficial impacts would result from 
implementation of allocation management plans. Support facilities 
would have no significant impacts. Land treatments would have 
significant adverse impacts on both habitat and antelope numbers in 
allotments where they were located, and no significant impacts in all 
other allotments. 

Adverse impacts from land treatments would result in the resource 
area population level failing to attain reasonable numbers. Antelope 
populations over the long term would average 940 head, assuming 
reintroductions were made in the two potential habitat areas. This 
population level is 3.2 percent below reasonable numbers. Of the 11 
allotments which now contain antelope populations, or potential 
antelope habitat, all but three would reach reasonable numbers. 

Bighorn Sheep 

California bighorn sheep once occupied many of the mountain 
ranges within the resource area, but were extirpated during the first 
quarter of this century. Nevada Department of Wildlife has identified 
12 areas within the resource area as being suitable or potentially 
suitable for reintroduction of bighorn sheep. One such re introduction 
has occurred (Granite Range); there are presently six bighorn sheep in 
this use area. 

Veg et at ion Al lo cat ion 

The vegetation allocation program under the proposed action would 
be beneficial to potential bighorn sheep habitat, and to bighorn 
sheep. Bighorn sheep habitat would be improved because the reduced 
stocking rates would bring about increased herbage production (see 
Vegetation Section, Chapter 3), which would mean increased forage 
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and cover available for bighorn sheep use. This would be a 
significant benefical impact. 

The allocation of vegetation specifically to bighorn sheep, even 
though they do not yet occur in most use areas, would be significantly 
beneficial to the bighorn sheep in that it would help assure that 
sufficient forage would be available for them once reintroductions 
occurred. It would greatly increase the chances for success of 
reintroductions. In the one use area where bighorn sheep now occur 
(within Buffalo Hills allotment), the vegetation allocation would help 

the population in reaching reasonable numbers and would thus be a 
significant beneficial impact. 

The lowered livestock stocking rates resulting from the 
vegetation allocation would also reduce competition between livestock 
and bighorn sheep for space, which would also enhance the chances of 
success for reintroduced sheep. Studies cited in Wilson et al. 
(1978) indicate that bighorn sheep avoid areas used by livestock. 
Thus, by bringing about lower densities of livestock, the vegetation 
allocation would have a significant beneficial impact on the space 
aspect of sheep habitat, by lessening the amount of contact that would 
occur between the sheep and livestock. There would, however, continue 
to be some contact between sheep and livestock. 

Periods-of-Use 

The proposed periods-of-use would have a significant beneficial 
impact on bighorn sheep habitat because the effect of this act ion 
would be to promote or increase the density and production of 
perennial grasses and forbs (Laycock 1970). Any action which would 
increase the grassland characteristics of shrub stands would have 
beneficial effects on bighorn sheep (Wilson et al. 1978). This is 
because grasses are usually the major part of bighorn diets during all 
seasons (Dunaway 1972 as cited in Wilson et al. 1978). 

Wild Horse and Burro Removal 

The removal of wild horses and burros would be essential for he -~-----vegetation allocation program to work as proposed • ;7 .Luis act Iofl wou d 
J' 

also compliment the proposed periods-of-use; it would thus enhance the 
benefits to bighorn sheep habitat arising from those two actions. 

Wilson et al. (1978) indicates that there is a strong possibility 
of competition for space between wild horses and burros and bighorn 
sheep. Removing the wild horses and burros would eliminate this 
possibility. 
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Two of the proposed Horse Management Areas (HMA) would have 
potential bighorn sheep ___!_~nge§_~!t l!_Ln_tJ).e~r boundaries (Buffalo Hills 
a!ld B ton Point .)-< ' Est ablishment of these areas as HMAs would _.Qe~----,.2-

(S i gnificantly beneflcia to the shee --habi - because it woul d me 
\th at wild horse numbers ould be controlled and kept within carryin 

capacity, rather than being allowed to exce ed it, as is now e case. 
This would allow significant vegetation production increases (see 
Vegetation section, Chapter 3). 

Land Treatment 

Land treatments under the proposed action would occupy only small 
areas of several of the potential bighorn sheep ranges. These land 
treatments would be beneficial to bighorn sheep because they would 
change these small areas of brush to grassland. Bighorns are known to 
use reseeded areas (Wilson et al. 1978). Table 3-8 indicates which 
allotments and bighorn sheep areas would have land treatments in them. 
There would be no significant impacts, either adverse or beneficial, 
derived from these treatments, because very little of potential 
bighorn sheep habitat would be affected. 

Support Facil i ties 

As listed in the proposed action, livestock support facilities 
would have no significant impact on bighorn sheep. 

The small amount of death loss or injury due to the few miles of 
fences proposed for construction in bighorn sheep range would not, in 
itse~f, be sufficient to prevent populations from reaching reasonable 
numbers. 

Allotment Management Plans 

Under the proposed action, all but three allotments that have 
potential bighorn sheep range would have Allotment Management Plans 
(AMPs) devised or revised for them. Though it is not known what types 
of grazing systems or ...tiat kind or combination of rest/grazing 
treatments would be used in each allotment, it is known that there 
would be both beneficial and adverse impacts to bighorn sheep 
resulting from implementation of AMPs. Beneficial impacts would 
result from increased herbage product i on resulting from grazing system 
implementation (Van Poolen and Lacey 1979). This increased herbage 
production would do much to assure satisfactory habitat conditions 
...tien bighorns are reintroduced. The increased herbage production 
would be an improvement in habit at conditions, and would be a 
significant beneficial impact. The increased forage would also be 
significantly beneficial to bighorn sheep populations, as i t would aid 
in attaining reasonable numbers. 
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Significant adverse impacts to bighorn would arise from the 
increased livestock densities in use pastures, and from the increased 
human presence associated with intensive livestock grazing management 
systems. High concentrations of livestock would cause bighorn sheep 
to abandon, at least temporarily, those portions of their habitat 
where the livestock occurred (Wilson et al. 1978). The presence of 
livestock operators (and other people, as well) would have the same 
result. Under AMPs, at least part of every bighorn sheep range in 
every allotment would receive these impacts every year. This would be 
sufficient to prevent populations from attaining reasonable numbers in 
all allotments. The shortfall would vary from allotment to allotment, 
depending on stocking rate, grazing system design, treatments, support 
facilities, and class of livestock. For purposes of this impact 
statement it will be assumed that the impact would amount to 25 
percent; that is, populations would attain only 75 percent of 
reasonable numbet levels. 

Summary 

Implementation of various aspects of the proposed action would 
have significant beneficial impacts on bighorn sheep habitat. Impacts 
resulting from the veg et at ion allocation program, the setting of 
periods-of-use, removal of wild horses and burros, and establishment 
of AMPs would bring about habitat improvements that would allow 
reintroduced populations to attain reasonable numbers in the long 
term. However, sheep populations would be deprived of various 
portions of their ranges during periods of livestock, wild horse, or 
human occupancy, and would thus be unable to attain reasonable 
numbers, even though habitat would otherwise be suitable. It is 
estimated that this impact would amount to at least 25 percent of 
reasonable numbers. Table 3-8 lists long-term population levels by 
allotment. The one already established population would reach 
ultimate population level (135) by 1991 (short term); assuming all 
other reintroductions were made, long term populations would be 
approximately 845 head. 

Sage Grouse 

Sage grouse occur in most mountain ranges in the resource area, 
though many of the populations are small and concentrated within or 
around small areas of suitable habitat. Major populations occur 
mainly in the western third of the resource area, though all 
populations have the potential to expand. 

Various aspects of the proposed action would have significant 
beneficial impacts on sage grouse habitat (and thus on grouse 
populations), others would have no significant impact. 
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Vegetation Al lo cat ion 

The vegetation allocation, as proposed, would have significant 
beneficial impacts on sage grouse habitat by bringing consumptive use 
of the vegetation down to a level more consistent with proper range 
use. Patterson (1952, as cited in Savage 1969) indicated that a major 
reason for declines in grouse populations was habitat deterioration 
caused by man's activities, including overgrazing by domestic 
livestock. Savage (1969) and Robertson and Kennedy (1954) found 
significant changes in vegetation communities, due to overuse by 
domestic livestock, that were detrimental to sage grouse. These 
changes included declines in acreages of mountain meadows, decline of 
forbs in rangelands, increases in sagebrush densities, and drainage of 
wet meadows. The allocation of vegetation to all consumptive users, 
and in amounts within range carrying capacity, would greatly reduce 
theoveruse of upland sagebrush areas. These areas would experience an 
increase in herbage production, t-.hich would mean improved for sage 
grouse habitat. 

However, the mountain meadow habitat, on which sage grouse depend 
for summer. forage (forbs) and brood rearing habitat, would continue to 
receive significant adverse impacts under the forage allocation. 
These sites are heavily used by livestock, regardless of the stocking 
rate (Hormay 1976), because they provide more nutritious forage in 
summer than do upland range sites, and because they often have water 
on · them. This continued heavy use would cause this habitat to decline 
further in condition. 

Periods-of-Use 

The proposed periods-of-use (deferment of spring grazing) would 
be significantly beneficial to sage grouse habitat because it would 
increase production of forbs and grasses in upland sagebrush areas. 
Savage (1969) found that when upland sagebrush areas have abundant 
succulent forbs, sage grouse were not dependent on mountain meadows as 
sources of forbs. However, the periods-of-use as proposed would allow 
livestock use of mountain meadow habitat during the late spring/summer 
period when grouse are most dependent on meadow habitat. The proposed 
periods-of-use would keep livestock off of the meadows during the 
early spring, allowing meadow vegetation to make some growth. 
However,the heavy summer-long grazing use which would begin with 
turnout would prevent significant recovery of condition, and would 
allow utilization of much of the vegetation needed by sage grouse 
broods for food and for cover. 
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Wild Horse and Burro Actions 

Removal of wild horses and burros from most of the areas used by 
sage grouse would have significant beneficial impacts on sage grouse 
habitat in that it would lessen the grazing pressure on mountain 
meadow habitat during the early spring. Implementation of the 
proposed three wild horse Herd Management Areas (HMAs) would pose no 
new significant adverse impacts on grouse populations in the HMA areas -. ~ 

since there are already wild horses in these areas. This action woul « /Lr~,: \e.!>.S -I 
be beneficial to grouse habitat in the long-term because wild horse ~f Y,-2.i,<, t--. el J 

numbers would be controlled in the HMAs. o e ,-7f>f' Y 
.-f H -t .b-<. 
1 ld "' , 

Land Treatments i1-i;q -...:> .,..,._ - H MA~ 
C,,,,di-o //e c! ' 

Within three allotments (Buffalo Hills, Coyote, Leadville), 
proposed seeding projects occur within the critical two mile radius of 
sage grouse strutting grounds. These projects would have significant 
adverse impacts on sage grouse populations if grouse make considerable 
use of the areas proposed for seeding. Grouse nesting seldom occurs 
in areas having five percent or less sage brush cover (Klebenow 1970), 
as is common in new seedings. Other proposed land treatments would 
occupy small areas of sage grouse range. The impact of these projects 
on the grouse would depend on what use grouse make of these areas. 
Over much of the sage grouse range within the resource area, strutting 
grounds, brood areas, and such have not been identified; therefore, 
the impact of some of the proposed land treatments cannot be fully 
analyzed. However, conversion of sagebrush areas to pure grassland 
almost always eliminates the area as grouse habitat. 

Livestock Support Facilities 

There are no livestock support facilities that could impact sage 
grouse habitat proposed within sage grouse range, therefore there 
would be no significant impacts from support facilities on grouse 
habitat. 

Allotment Management Plans 

Implement at ion of allotment management plans on all allotments 
containing sage grouse range would have significant beneficial impacts 
on sage grouse habitat. The degree of these impacts would depend upon 
the kind of grazing system, and on the combination of grazing 
treatments selected for each allotment, as these factors would 
influence the degree of increase of herbage production resulting from 
implementation of AMPs. AMPs would benefit grouse habitat because 
they would increase the density and production of forbs in upland 
sagebrush sites. Sage grouse make considerable use of such forbs 
before moving onto meadows, and can live on them throughout the su1I1111er 
if they happen to be available (Savage 1969). 



However, the condition of mountain meadow habitat is often a 
much more limiting factor on sage grouse populations than is upland 
range condition or production, for sage grouse depend on meadow 
habitat for brooding habitat during the dry, hot months of summer. 
Without proper planning and ope rat ion behind each allotment management 
plan, all that · could be expected from AMPs would be a stabilization of 
dry meadows in present condition (mostly poor) and continued decline 
of wet meadow sites, because of the presence of water. Properly 
planned and operated AMPs could greatly improve dry meadows, and could 
stabilize wet meadow (riparian) sites, but it is not known if such 
planning and operation will occur. 

Generally, implementation of AMPs would have significant 
beneficial impacts for sage grouse. Improved upland range condition, 
combined with stabilized dry meadows, would provide additional forage 
and cover for sage grouse. 

Summary 

The combined impacts of the various aspects of the proposed 
action would be significantly beneficial for sage grouse habitat. 
Reduced consumptive use of the vegetation resources, allowance for 
vegetation growth during the critical growing periods, and periodic 
rest allowed by AHPs would improve upland sage grouse habit at 
significantly; the same cannot be said for meadows and riparian 
habitat. These critical habitats would at best be stabilized in 
their present condition, which is generally fair or poor. Thus, in 
normal or above normal precipitation years, the improved upland 
habitat condition would allow for grouse population increases, which 
could be as high as 100 percent. However, in dry years, when grouse 
would be much more dependent on meadows and riparian areas, population 
declines would occur. In effect, sage grouse would continue to be 
subject to climatic variation, much as they are now; the only 
difference being that, in the long-term, there would be an average 
increase of perhaps 30 percent in the base population of sage grouse. 
This increase is an average because the population highs of good years 
would be offset by declines in poor years. 

Other Wildlife 

In addition to the four wildlife species previously addressed, 
there is a wide variety of other wildlife species within the resource 
area. These species have specific habitat requirements which could be 
impacted by the proposed action. These specific habitat requirements 
often involve the "special features" of the overall area. These 
features, aspen groves, meadows, riparian zones, springs, and the 
like, provide diversity of habitat in an otherwise monotypic shrub 
habitat. Others are found only in upland range sites. Habitat 
diversity is the key to maintaining a diverse fauna. Within reason, 
the more -diverse the habitat, the more diverse the fauna of an area. 
Several aspects of the proposed action would affect habitat diversity. 



Forage Allocation/Period-of-Use 

Grazing use in the resource area has greatly altered the natural 
vegetation community, and has thus very likely caused a shift in the 
bird community toward closer resemblance to bird communities of more 
dry sites (Wiens and Dyer 1975). Several aspects of the proposed 
action (forage allocation, periods-of-use, horse removals) would 
lessen the intensity of grazing pressure on upland range sites , thus 
allowing increased herbage production. This would represent a shift 
back toward the climax situation, and toward normal bird communities. 

The increased herbage production would also benefit small mammals 
which generally depend on foliage and/or seeds for food. Reynolds and 
Trost (1980) found that grazing reduced the forbs and grass seeds 
needed by rodents for food, thereby reducing small rodent populations. 
Lizard populations would also benefit from the reduced grazing 
pressure (Jones 1979). 

The proposed forage allocation, periods-of-use, and horse 
removals would not cause any significant improvement in riparian 
areas, meadows, and aspen groves. These sites would continue to be 
heavily used by livestock, and would not be expected to improve in 
condition, riparian areas would decline in condition. These sites are 
important to wildlife because of the habitat diversity they provide in 
otherwise monotypic shrubland. The loss of this habitat diversity 
would be a significant adverse impact because it would be a decline in 
habitat condition and density. 

Allotment Management Plans 

Allotment management plans could have significant beneficial or 
adverse impacts on many wildlife species depending on what combination 
of grazing treatments is used in each one. Grazing systems can 
increase herbage production (Van Poolen and Lacey 1979) and could thus 
significantly benefit wildlife, but such systems often concentrate 
livestock use in small areas. This would offset benefits arising from 
increased herbage production (Buttery and Shields 1975). In addition, 
most grazing systems are of little value in improving riparian 
vegetation (see Vegetation section). Unless each grazing system is 
properly designed and operated, with the requirements of riparian 
habitat accounted for, riparian habitat would continue to decline. 
This would be a loss of habitat condition and diversity, and thus 
would be a significant adverse impact. 
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Land Treatments 

All of the areas proposed for land treatments are presently 
occupied by small wildlife species of considerable diversity. These 
species would be impacted significantly by conversion of their 
shrubland habitats to grassland. Impacts would be beneficial to those 
species adapted to grasslands (e.g., western meadowlark, horned lark), 
and adverse to those species adapted to sagebrush habitats (e.g., 
Brewer's sparrow, sage thrasher). The edge effect created by land 
treatments would bring about higher bird densities in the ecotone 
between treated and untreated areas. 

Well planned and executed land treatments can improve song bird 
habitat (Buttery and Shields 1975), but since it is not known to what 
extent such planning would be used in implementing land treatments 
under the proposed act ion, it . must be assumed that it would be 
minimal. Under these conditions, the overall impact of proposed land 
treatments would be significantly adver~e. Nongame bird populations 
·in treated areas would decline in diversity. and density due to the 
loss of structural habitat diversity (overstory, midstory, 
understory). 

Livestock Support Facilities 

As outlined in the proposed action, and addressed in the Standard 
Operating Procedures, livestock support facilities would have no 
significant adverse impacts on these other wildlife species. Some 
would have no impact, others a significant beneficial impact. Fences 
and windmills would provide elevated perches for raptors, and some 
nest sites. Water developments could extend the range of some 
species. It is not likely, however, that there would be a measurable 
increase in population numbers resulting from these impacts, except 
perhaps in very localized areas where habitat conditions would be 
greatly improved. 

The cumulative impact of the various aspects of the proposed 
action on these other wildlife species would vary. For those species 
totally associated with upland range sites, there would be a 
significant beneficial impact. These species would experience an 
increase in density, and perhaps a change in species dominance, coming 
to more closely resemble a normal sagebrush/grassland vertebrate 
community. 

The proposed action would do little for those species dependent 
on riparian, meadow, and aspen habitat, or which make considerable use 
of such sites (288 of 363 vertebrate species in southeast Oregon's 
Great Basin are included here [Thomas et al. 1979)). Under almost any 
grazing system or intensity, meadows and riparian areas continue to be 
heavily used by livestock (Hannay 1976). Declines in riparian faunas, 
due to heavy grazing use, have been documented (Oakleaf and Klebenow 
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1975; Boeer and Schmidly 1977). Page, et al. (1978) found that 
certain bird species occured only in aspen groves which had a lush 
herbaceous understory (ungrazed). Under the proposed action, these 
habitat types would at best stabilize in their present condition; many 
would continue to decline. This would be a significant adverse impact 
on the habitat of the wildlife species dependent on, or which make use 
of, these habitat types; there would be a decline in both species 
diversity and density within the resource area. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of this alternative woud have significant 
beneficial impacts on most wildlife habitats. The vegetation 
allocation and other aspects of the proposed action would increase 
herbage production in all allotments, which would mean increased 
forage, cover, and habitat diversity in the resource area. Habitat 
quality would improve in all habitats except aspen and riparian. 
Non-riparian aspen would not be affected by the proposed action, and 
riparian habitat would continue to decline in condition, though the 
decline would be slowed somewhat. 

Mule deer would maintain reasonable numbers over the long term in 
all but three allotments, where land treatments would eliminate 
portions of their habitat. Antelope would attain reasonable numbers 
in all allotments where they occur, except where land treatments 
eliminated portions of their habitat. Bighorn sheep, assuming all 
reintroductions were made, would increase to 845 head, failing to 
reach reasonable numbers only because of adverse effects of AMP 
implementation. See Table 3-10 for a summary of big game numbers. 
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Alternative 

Proposed Act ion 

No Action 

TABLE 3-10 
SUMMARY OF SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM BIG GAME 

NUMBERS UNDER THE VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES 

Ok 

Mule Deer 
Antelope 
Bighorn Sheep 

Existing 
Numbers 

(1979) 

3,929 7< 
516 

6 

Short-term Long-term 
Numbers Numbers 

(1991) (2024) 
~?1r"'....-- J1rftT 

3,9H ~91! 
910 940 

-Httr"' -t,126 e 
' :;.~ ' i( 7 

Mule Deer 3,929 3,929 2,389 "Sq<,, 
Antelope 516 516 ~-:P:i T 

-
__________ _ _:B.:i.'.:g::.,:h.:_o.=_rn:_S.:._h..:._e::_:_.ep 6 Wahiirlil.1 o O T,ht!eaaWi. t dO .,,, ------ ----------------

--- - ~91\o 
No Grazing Mule Deer 3,929 3,9d9 3,936 

987 Antelope 516 957 
Bighorn Sheep 6 --~1~8:,.:::0__ _ 1, 126 

-- - ------------- - -- - ------ - ------ 39. ~-~~~-~.~-;--------
Mule Deer 3,929 ~?19 ~ 3, 79-2 s79" Maximizing Livestock Use 

o l".- Antelope 516 416 416 
Bighorn Sheep 6 W:ahniw11.S"'O ½,1m:::::z S"c:> 

-~~~-:-~:-:-:-::-:----~~----~~~,,,.- I~ff' 1~---------
Max:im1-z-ing Wild Horses Mule Deer 3,929,. ~,9tt -.,91~ 

and Burros Antelope 516 910 940 
c,1'-- Bighorn Sheep 6 ~ 1,126 -

/3 ") ~ 'f s-

Source: Chapter III Wildlife Impacts Narr2tive. 
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AQUATIC HABITAT 

Introduction 

Of the 29 rivers and streams that flow through the Sonoma-Gerlach 
EIS area, 26 streams or 203 stream miles occur in grazing allotments 
that would be affected by the proposed action. Currently 68 percent 
of the surveyed public stream miles are classified as poor or fair 
(Table 2-7). The condition trends are estimated by BLM to be static, 
or in some cases, downward. 

General Effects of the Proposed Action on Aquatic Habitat 

In general, the grazing treatments described in Chapter 1 would 
not improve stream habitat condition. The effectiveness of the 
grazing system would depend on the combination of treatments used as 
well as the nature of the stream itself. 

Rest rotation grazing without some special protective measures 
for the stream and streambanks will not maintain or restore a healthy 
productive riparian-aquatic zone (Platts 1977). Rest-rotation grazing 
as proposed in Chapter 1 is based on the physical needs of key 
management species of plants. This may work in the case where the 
st reambanks are resistant to tramp ling damage by livestock, but it is 
not likely that a 5,000 acre pasture would be managed on the basis of 
the condition of a riparian species such as willow when it is 
documented that the riparian zone is generally utilized first and 
hardest by livestock (Thomas et al. 1979·, Johnson et al. 1978, Martin 
1979). 

The grazing treatments, which if used properly, could provide the 
'- basis to maintain the riparian and aquatic habitat condition if it 

were improved. Improvement of the habitat condition requires an 
extended period of rest which is not provided for in the proposed 
act ion. 

Most of the streams in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area do not 
have streambanks that are resistant to mechanical damage by livestock. 
Fragile streambanks could not be stabilized and the stream habitat or 
fishery would not benefit from rest-rotation grazing as proposed. 

A major benefit ·of rest-rotation grazing systems would arise from 
the vegetation of the watershed and accompanying increased 
infiltration of rainfall and snowmelt into the aquifer. This causes 
an increased and stabilized streamflow (Meehan and Platts 1978). 

The standard operating procedure for the proposed action requires 
compliance with BLM Manual 6740 Wetland-Riparian Area Protection and 
Management. This manual states, "Important fisheries (which include 
i mportant , threatened, endangered, or sensitive aquatic or riparian 
species) will receive special management consideration •••••• [Grazing] 
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Management will be adjusted to provide for recovery of riparian 
habitat to a Class II [Good] or greater level along shorelines or 
streambanks (1/2 mile or more segments) rated in Class III [Fair] or 
IV [Poor]." The scope of the term "important fishery" was intended to 
include sport fisheries, especially if they provide or have the 
potential to provide a major recreational resource in the area. (Paul 
Cuplin, BLM Fisheries Biologist and Co-author of the 6740 Manual). 

The riparian wetland standard operating procedure also states 
that livestock would be excluded by fencing from those streams not 
improved by rest-rotation grazing systems. This would be done only 
after it was proven that the grazing systems were not accomplishing 
the riparian objective. It could take until the year 2000 to see any 
appreciable improvement in the riparian aquatic habitat of the EIS 
area under this action. 

Specific Impacts 

The impacts of the proposed action and alternatives to the EIS 
area's aquatic habitat are analyzed in terms of expected changes in 
habitat condition over the long term (Table 3-11 and Appendix Q). The 
level at which the change becomes significant is fixed by the BLM 
Manual for Wetland-Riparian Area Protection and Management (# 6740). 
This manual requires that public st ream habit at condition be 
maintained at good or excellent rating. It is considered a 
significant and adverse impact if the habitat condition rating of any 
fishable water is caused to drop to or is maintained at fair or poor. 
It is considered a significant and beneficial impact if the habitat 
condition rating of any fishable water is improved to or maintained at 
good or excellent. 

Streams 

The proposed rest-rotation grazing systems would have no 
significant beneficial impacts on deteriorated Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area streams. No specific accomodations other than fencing were made 
to improve the riparian and stream habitat. 

Seven streams would remain in good or excellent condition. These 
streams are either largely inaccessible to cattle or were not grazed. 

Seventeen streams would remain in fair or poor condition. There are 
no survey data for an additional two streams which are also estimated 
by BLM to be in fair or poor condition and would remain so. 

Maintaining these nineteen streams in fair or poor condition is 
considered an adverse impact. Ten of these streams require private 
landowner cooperation to protect, i.e., are not protectable (see 
Glossary) by BLM (see Table 3-11, Appendix Q and Figure 3-2 
following). The remaining nine of these nineteen streams are 
protectable by BLM. 
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TABLE .s-;.3 -g> 3-// 
STREAM HABITAT CONDITION AND PROTECTABILITY SUMMARY TABLE 

Proposed Action No Action 
Stream Streams/ Streams/ 

Condition Stream Miles Stream Miles 

Fair P b/ 9/70 9/70 
to PW-c/ 8/50 8/50 

Poor MP d/ 0/0 0/0 
.1 .. 1,TotIT 

0

17/120 17/120 

.Good Pb/ 1/12 1/12 
to Pirc/ 6/45 6/45 

Excellent NP d/ Ji.]_ 010_ 
:)wf, Totai 7/57 7/57 

No P b/ ·0/0 0/0 
Data PW-c/ 0/0 0/0 

NP d/ 2/26 a/ 2/26 
~ .. J;'l'o'f'aI" 2726 

..... 2/26-

/ 
: Total _ 

) ' 
26/203 26/203 

...... ___ . , 

a/ Does not include stream mileage for the HW'llboldt River. 
b/ Protectable by BLM. 
;/ Protectable through agreements with private landowners. 
I__/ Not protectable. 

.,. 

No Crazing 
Streams/ 

Stream Miles 

0/0 
8/50 
0/0 

17so 

10/82 
6/45 
0/0 

16/I 27 

0/0 
0/0 
2/26 

"7:{'1:b 

26/203 

··------. ·- ·- ; .' , 
_., •• ,' .•✓ I 

/ ' 
( 
.' · 

• a, 

Maximizing Livestock 
Streams/ 

Stream Miles 

9/70 
8/50 
0/0 11mo 
1/ 12 
6/45 
0/0 
7/57 

0/0 
0/0 
2/26 

-2/26 

26/203 

~ _. I • • ) 

Maximizing 
Wild Horses & Burros 

Streams/ 
Stream Miles 

9 /1(6.s"o/' 
8/50 
0/0 

1-f!Yl" ;.?8' 
6/45 

6 J)~ 7 s 

, ., 

/ . 
·-· f ~,-") 

0/0 
0/0 
2/26 
2/26 

26/203 
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In general, the proposed rest-rotation grazing systems would not 
comply with the proposed action objective on riparian and stream 
habitat. 

There would be a major beneficial impact on those streams that 
were fenced to exclude livestock as discussed in the standard 
operating procedures for the proposed action but this is not 
considered significant at this time because of the ext ended amount of 
time these streams would remain in fair or poor condition before 
fencing would be done. 

Reservoirs 

None of the lakes or reservoirs would be impacted by the proposed 
act ion. 

Fish Populations 

The proposed action would have no effect on warm water fishes or 
lake and reservoir fish populations (Table, 2-8). 

¼'-
The proposed grazing systems would have no beneficial effect on 

cold water fish populations in the resource area st reams. There would 
be a beneficial impact if the streams were fenced to exclude livestock 
(see Standard Operating Procedures, Chapter 1). Seven separate 
studies reported an average 350 percent increase in trout populations 
in various streams by simply eliminating grazing from those streams 
(Kennedy 1977, Duff 1977, Platts 1979). It is also expected that 

there would be a corresponding increase in angler use. 

There would be no impact on the Soldier Meadows Desert dace. The 
threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout would be adversely affected by 
continued grazing along Summer Camp Creek. This .stream is classified 
as being protectable only with cooperation of the private landowner 
along the stream since approximately 50 percent of the stream is 
privately owned. Since BLM cannot assume to control what happens on 
private land an attempt to limit grazing on the scattered publicly 
owned portions of Summer Camp Creek would have limited value. 

Conclusion 

The proposed action would have no beneficial effect on the 
deteriorated stream habitat in the EIS area. It would maintain seven 
streams in good or excellent condition and nineteen streeams in fair 
or poor condition. The overall impact would be significant and 
adverse. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Under this alternative 73 percent or nineteen streams would be 
maintained in fair or poor condition. This would be an unavoidable 
adverse impact. 

c -3 
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WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

IMPACTS '! 
L, \ ' 

Under this alternative wild horse and burro use would initially \ / , ,~J\. 
decrease from the existing 66,012 AUMs (5,372 horses and 129 burros) () v 0 

to 13,415 AUMs (1,068 horses and 50 burros), and eventually over the ~v 'o,e/J~':J,, 
long term (2024) would increase to 20,014 AUMs (1,593 horses and 75 { ~o~ 
burros). This compares with an estimated 3,100 horses and 43 burros in r{.\ 9 ~~ Ql(.' 
the area on December 15, 1971 when the Wild and Free Roaming Horse and ·~ r v · ~ 
Burro Act was passed (see Table 3-12). {Y :C,"-,~ If" d 

Wild horses are presently found in 22 areas and burros in 7 of ;,,Ji..,_,/ / /vv-
these areas. Under the proposed act ion, the horses would be removed r~-f, <7YIC:... <- /7 

' L ( y,e yyJt,V <--
from all but three areas, Buffalo Hills, Button Point, and Lava Beds, f.-1""' · 
and burros wou -a e remove from a - areas e xcep t ·the Lava Beds (refer ~ 
to Wild Horse and Burro Use Area Map). All available vegetation i,:,,. / • -/, < e. .P • <t 1'-rn.r 
within these three management areas would be allocated to big game, 0 f e1c-,, z ~ -. 

~ . ,,,.lc-1•~<t 
wild horses, and burros. tuht>!!f-1-,11:~,o,ur 

of-f,.f,( ,f"t,.'f'Y'l'f>V.._/ 

The removal of the excess 
numbers would require that the 
and cost effective way. Water 
methods presently used. 

wild horses and burros to optimum ~ .... ¼<.!oo<. ...... 5'.._~ l 
' l J • , ~ ,re s-r animals be captured in the most human '~ ~~ ~~-,.-.. · 
.,.f ""•<>7" • ,., ....n.J. S<Arv.v,a/ 

trapping and . winged corrals are the 0 ,. pl-ty., 1~ .... _1 e,J,,.,.,.,,;1.~ 
t,f )'t,.(Y' .. ,..,, ... , .,.,..,...,..,v/,s 

I 

In water trapping, horses are captured at major horse watering \ 
0 /l<vT ,~ 

areas by building a trap around these areas. As horses come to water, / +"t;; - - "'
they must enter the trap, the gate of the trap is remotely activated, ;· Cc._.. f' /..._,,,. ~ 
and the horses are trapped. The water trapping method is used in ; 7/,:,:.,n 7 
areas where there are limited sources of water. There is less , 
physical stress to the horses using this method and it is relatively Jc/.::. di!.(~/.,._ 
inexpensive. "'f1.-.z,-~ 

The second method is the use of a winged corral, where horses are 
driven into the corral with the use of a helicopter and riders. A 
winged corral can be used in most areas where horses are fcund, but 
causes greater stress to the horses and there is a higher incidence of 
injur y to the horses and the horse wranglers (see Economics sect ion 
for discussion of costs). / 

In a gathering, a number of horses and burros may die during and 
after the gathering operation. Based upon the discussion in Chapter 2 
it is assumed that a number of horses, slightly under eight percent 
would die as a result of the total gathering and adoption operations, 
and of that eight percent, one percent would die as a direct result of 
capture. 

The overall loss of eight percent of the horses gathered would be 
a significant adverse impact. 
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TABLE 3.: / -z_ 
NUMBERS OF WILD HORSES AND BURROS AND THEIR RESPECTIVE 

FROM PASSAGE OF THE WILD HORSE AND BURRO ACT 
THROUGH THE LONG TERM 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

USE AREAS 

Number Number Number Number 
of of Use of of Use 

Year Horses Areas Burros Areas 

1971 3,100 15 ~L------ ~ ---
1979 · 5,372 ,.!J.-'l;-:.....~ 11- 'I 

.. JJR 7 \ 

1982 3 50 

2024 3 75 

Source: U,S, Department of Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area, Sonoma, Blue Wing, and Buffalo 
Hills Unit Resource Analyses 1979. 

TABLE 3~ 13 
"'?"'> 

CUMULATIVE WILD HORSE AND BURRO REMOVALS STATEWIDE MN'() 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Area 

Caliente 
Tonopah 
Paradise-Denio 
Sonoma-Gerlach 
Winnemucca District 
State of Nevada 

Existing 
Numbers !_I 

1,052 
2,268' 
2,495 
5,501 
7,996 

34,980- 3 6-,25-2 'J!.I 
: I. . • . . '. I 

1,647 
2,109 
4,383 
6,492 

28,397-29,~26 'J!.I 

!_/ Wild horse and burro numbers have been combined. -
- ,.-.. 

Percent 
Reduction 

53 
73 
85 
80 
81 
2:Z' 
. . ;.; 

r I- J\ 

Methods for determining the statewide population are outlined in 
Appendix~ction 'Z., 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Caliente, Tonopah and Paradise-Denio Environmental Impact 
Statements, Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area, Management Framework Plan 1980. 
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With the exception of this mortality, the proposed removal of 
4,304 horses and 79 burros would have a significantly beneficial 
impact on the individual animals through the Bureau's adopt-a~horse 
program. They would experience an increase in health and vigor 
resulting from a steady and adequate supply of food, and the increased 
vigor would result in an estimated increase in survival over the long 
term. However, the animals would no longer enjoy xheir r 
lif~st le as wild and free-roamin animals • .A-...--=~~s-;--r-.r,;!:°"le-....... ~~ 

- ~ 

v\,l 
"" ' " f{', '• ') )( I 

c"' x"'". '- l,~ \ A P"' l~ f 
\ ', '> \ J, "' ., 
'\ 0 • J' fi. 

- 1 { "'l ,../- 1' 
}--t,,t,. j . 1./' r,,~ ( ?(/ ~(, t"· 
,(I'\ I \ p V\ I 

The complete removal of wild horses from nineteen areas and 1 .. .,-"'\_ (,\tc.,1/.7 
0
\o 

burros from 6 areas would have a significantly adverse impact on the , \"" ,?. ,;1 .:1 \~ ,-. 
individual herd populat i ons due to the total removal of those A;' V \,l \1' ,✓ X -> 
populations. The entire resource area's wild horse population would /\v f°\t, 'x/·,(l, 
be concentrated in three areas and _t e. wild 9-urro population in one - cv---►' , 1- ~-;, r, 1lt 1

{ 

area. l-t,)4a..1 a_,,-c. C'/.z ..._v ..__c:,,fa,~ t e,...!, O't- ,._,;-1 J h.o-v::,e_ rcf'<-/41,. .;\' '\ 1 i.\, f 
/oc,/- a.s. r--e.6'-'t./fo/e/,.,;.,,-,,4.7"',..:,_., :i-<-"'ot...'""" ...,~ >,:,\~)I ~ 

The reduct ion of wild horses and burros in the Buffalo Hills, ?'-" \ e.--~? - ,/.., 
Button Point and Lava Beds areas to estimated carrying capacity would Q~ \~ ,\ , 
be a beneficial impact on the health of the horses and burros · it, l\.'v J" 
remaining in these areas. If horse and burro numbers were reduced to ~'r ,.'l>J l,/ 
estimated carrying capacity, actual use of the vegetation would ,r .\ /> 
approach proper use and therefore the condition and vigor of the ~ .' /. 
vegetation should increase (refer to Chapter 3 Vegetation). As the ,.,,-1< ~r>,-')(.t~ 
condition and the amount of vegetation increases, the health and ,._lo

0 ,/',,/lo,;',J~\ 
survival of the horses and burros using the vegetation should also ~ •~,~, ~ /'.r,-~-t-1 

t-"' 
increase. --rt, J / .,.,::.:,-ne.-t'.;,h .. :f.1~r e,,,,,._.,~/ J 

lA;'t~\ J .... t"-- c!o,.,,,.,_._...,,. /6.e-~\"\~)11;-~J\_? I 
Studies using a mathematical population model show hat unde v 4)q:./ , (>-,x_ 'l--1 

ideal conditions the maximum net wild horse productivity is 25.1 ~\1/' '} \f'- v-~ 1f 
erc~t- -- ( onely 1979). Present annual increase s es imat ed to e /"(_ ' ..] e, _\,,~ 

between 4 nd 11 percent, (see Appendix C). Removal of wild horses and ., I\_ / 7' 
burros uld be a beneficial impact to the health an d.. tlgor of the .)'v-- ..l t.., (t ~ . 
remaining animals and a beneficial impact to the r survival ) but the ~ r{\.

0 _,/"', 1 ,\ 
impact to survival would not be significant. ~ --- ---- ~ oVJ If) 

c)" . '-\ t,1· 
Over the long term (35 years) the amount of vegetation avail ,, v> '- _JCJ 

to wild horses and burros on the Buffalo Hills, Button Point, and ,;;..~;:5 ','? 

Beds Herd Management Areas would increase from 13,415 AUMs (1,118 \;>,"' #u 
animals) to 20,014 AUM,s--E+,-6--o~ als). As the amount of vegetation _,.rf'..r,,\'- <-~~ 
increased, the annual roductivity f the horses and burros would -1'..~Y 
reach its peak at perce • re would be a 550-horse increase in ' - ~ ~ 'f/ 
maximum numbers allowed on the three herd anagement areas. This ..,\ ,.1\,\ / ; 
would be an adverse impact when comp a red to 1 7 1 t imat ed numbers. O ~ 01.,.., ~ u v'J ft o {" 

,,/1. r; A \_1) 1 .,,• ' 
~ - - - _ __ - - _____,---=,~ - \ \ / r' ~ ) li 

The viability of the ndividual horse .p' l, \ i <--1 _ ( JI 

actio could be uestioned. om tn ero umi-o;p-s-i- n- tne - n ca ~,\iv-· ..... j,-11-f .?" 
1"";:.~u..ci._,,.,..-..S/.s:!.!h~oc'!wn~~ • at the prese ~~~ e techniques are biased V ,,f-5,., e,.'-1'-V\0.,7 h .f/ ~J 

or--f emal -es -a re ca ture Without corrective (,Y'-J--\~ ,.,,1 .,l /'b''"} 
measures th s cou advers ... y a the viability of the herd over a c0 

,. .. -'l"'r c,~ ff ( 
period of time. However, intensive anagment is planned in ✓-(r-' _ ~~ot\ 1 

J,_" \ ,, ,_,'l -:1" 
-'\' u--' \~ 
!]<-? .(t.. 

~Cl I 

&.)j,::_/ Tffe,.t, { t•(~,,,./ .5,,.._n.Jvi_i::_:,.5/ :Je!C/,;i. :1-e) '--"~// 

tJ -c... J ,._ft <rit y' .,,.,,..,_ ;J ( -f- ~ /,., "'---{ ~l-; I ~ ? «- Cf "' f 
Yf."'1-JrvJnJ ;,'f1,-i+Y~ ~ (c-A..1/ l n.7 rJr~,e , 
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vv, . u ef'T 1 ·1 

\ ? ~ ..1{, 
combination with reduction of wild horses and burros to estimat j d (b ..;--'-..f--r,--'- ..,...o¢~ , 

::,..,; ./'-- V 

carrying capacity in the three herd management areas under this , ..... , . ., ,_,c, .,,J 
alternative. This management would include control of capture _,)'()~~~,._-<'-

operations to maintain optimum sex ratios, further study on mortali ~~ - ~'(,~ 
and natality, and collaring of horses and burros to determine seasona n e : 
use and behavioral patterns. This would have a beneficial impact to 
the viability of the herds in the herd management areas, due to the 
increased amount of high quality habitat and the increased opportunity 
to intensively manage the three herds. 

/---- -
There are presently our Bureau of Land Managemen -, rdmnrtst-e--1:.ed 

areas statewide that have een proposed for the removal of wild horses 
and/or burros in published oc s ·Ern~ne-p.:r.=.o. ed 
reductions are described in the Caliente, Tonopah, Paradise-Denio, and 
Sonoma~Gerlach Environmental Impact Statements. Table 3-13 shows the 
existing numbers, proposed removals, and the percent reductions of the 
wild horses and burros statewide. 

~ . 
Conclusion 

r< \ 
\ -' 

/, 
1 

~/ ( The initial reduct ion from 5 S..OL h.orses - and _ burros to 1,118 
\._f e,J\,.. horses a ruLJ mr..r--0s...w..o.ul.cLh_ave_ __ §igni -f-fo-ant-~ advers i,mpact since 

£_,) './ ,:,-r"' ors s WOJJ_ld be_ £Ompletely , 1removed from 1 ~as and~ rros would be 
~ "'- ' I\ 6 - -- - - - t\J "i\00...,,,.. . .., 1:1 /Jl

11
L.? 0-,~ . .,.-removed from areas rn:- t:tre res-ource area ere woul ~ 

1 '' er--~('~ ,.v"'' significantly ~~~se - impaet - in - the - l_Qng_ t;_e_r:m 2024) hen considering 
c.( .l'.(,x.)· he - op·cimum-~number of horses and burros allowed on the Buffalo Hills,' 
~~ ,-r- Button Point, and Lava Beds herd management areas (1,668 long term), ;<' {'-' compared to ~?) estimated numbers. _ _ _______ _____ ., _ _,, 

' - - -- -· - - [,) }; A -I w~-z --rr=,~-~ CA"""' b e ;' ::, ·;HV\ '-\f~ f ~ ~ t~Je d->) 
-0V<-<.. a..(C.'-'.5 7 [J.,_f{ ... 1,, r-.f,l(:J f)tA. n'I -I,, 

\ ( ' ) C--7'1 C,U <:' C /2 -r7 .:PC' /A ,, ; 
~-ry~,!5h,t;r/ cl ,Y.,. 15? ~ 
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VISUAL RESOURCES 

1 c-3 orr 
l)f<.-1 Pl} 

Range improvements recommended in the proposed action could cause 
significantly adverse impacts, depending on what the improvements were 
and where they were located. 

The degree of impact cannot be determined until an on-site 
investigation is made for each range improvement. A contrast rating 
(found in BLM Manual 8421) would be used to determine whether or not 
the impact is significant. The average impact of proposed range 
improvements can be found in Appendix L, Section 2. The Table also 
gives an indication of the most restrictive visual class area in which 
a project could be placed yet not create a significant impact. It 
must be stressed that this table is an approximation since every 
location has so many variables. 

Fences, seedings (some involving plowing), pipelines, water 
troughs, wells and cattleguards are the range improvements proposed 
under the proposed action. Those projects that may have significant 
adverse impacts are listed by allotment in Table 3-14. 

A mile of fence is proposed for a Class I area (Mahogany Creek 
Natural Area of the Soldier Meadow Allotment) and 24 miles are 
proposed for various Class II areas. (See Appendix L, Section 1 for 
definitions of Visual Resource Management Classes.) Fences normally 
do not exceed the contrast standards for these classes. However, some 
actions can cause a lowering of the visual class. Two examples that 
would cause sharp changes in color and texture are the following: (1) 
a maintenance road along a fenceline and (2) a heavily grazed pasture 
adjacent to one that is lightly grazed. The visual effects of fences 
can could be modified by keeping them away from ridgelines, where they 
a re conspicuous. 

Pipelines, wells, water troughs, and cattleguards would normally 
not cause scenic disturbances if procedures were followed to reduce 
any visual clash with the landscape. Such procedures should exclude 
access road construction and painting range improvements with colors 
that would clash with the background. 

Seedings could have a very disruptive effect on the landscape. 
Some techniques involving plowing could temporarily (two to four 
years) change the color and texture of the area being treated. Also, 
if the boundaries of the seedings were straight and sharp angled, the 
visual class would be poor. This could be prevented by following the 
contour of the land where possible and by feathering the area's edge 
so there are no straight lines. 

3 -7 7 
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Allotment 

Blue Wing 

TABLE 3-j_'j 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES 
FOR PROPOSED RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

(by Allotment) } ~ / I c.,.q fJ 'S . 

Range VRM Classes..!lJ' 
Improvements..k,/ I II 

Plow and Seed 19Q.Q_ft/ 
Fence 6.5 

III Q_/ 

1600 
3.5 

Buffalo Hills Plow and Seed 1500 
~111 .0 Plow and Seed 

seed and Reseed 2600 
'¥1480 Seed and Reseed 

cattleguard 1 \; Fence 1.~\- 4.5 y Fence 28 J 5.5 
Calico Fence 1.5 
coal Canyon-Poker Plow and Seed 3800 

Well 
Desert Queen Well 

~-5 x Fence 
Diamond s Reseed f/ 3036 we, 

Plow and Seed 560 !I 320 J 
Fence 5 1 

Dolly Hayden Plow and Seed 320 1600 
Reseed 2100 

Harmony Plow and Seed · 320 2700 
HUI!lboldt Sink Fence 1.5 

We.11 1 
Majuba Fence .s 

-Melody Reseed 3500 
Prince Royal Plow and Seed 2400 300 
Pumpernickel Fence 4 

Ragged Top Fence 1.~e; 
Fence 5 / 
Well 

1 'e,. Well 

Rock Creek Plow and Seed 1284 

£;+ Rodeo creek Fence 2 
Fence 30 

Rye Patch Plow and Seed 1120 
Soldier Meadow Plow and Seed 5600 

Fence 7.5 
Star Peak Plow and seed 2400 
Thomas Creek Plow and Seed 300 
White Horse Plow and Seed 300 960 

Fence 2 .5 
Well 1 

!/ see Appendix ~ for definitions of VRM Classes; 

~ Range improvements are for the proposed action, unless otherwise noted. 

{ii Range improvements for maximizing livestock only. 

~~Range improvements for maximizing horses only. 

4~ · fl The remainder of the proposed improvements are located in Class IV areas. 
\ - T;ese include those listed in the above table and sagebrush removal. 

'----._,y Figures listed in the table are in miles for fences, numbers for water 
troughs and wells, and acres for the various types of seedings. 

-· 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Livestock and Wild Horses 

Under the proposed action, adverse impacts to cultural resource ~ 
sites due to livestock trampling and rubbing would increase on a . } 
cumulative basis. However, increased distribution of grazing animals 
brought about by water development would lessen the intensity of these 
adverse impacts to sites in the vicinity of current permanent water 
sources. Trampling damage due to wild horses would decrease in most 
of the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area with some increase in three herd 
management areas. Increased vegetation cover resulting from grazing 
management would reduce adverse impacts to cultural resource sites 
resulting from erosion. 

That portion of the Applegate-Lassen Trail (a National Register 
property) on the playa of the Black Rock Desert would receive little 
or no impact from the proposed action due to the complete lack of 
water and vegetation. 

However, under both short and long term periods, increased 
grazing would result north of the Black Rock Desert, thus increasing 
the impacts of trampling on the northern course of the 
Applegate-Lassen Trail. 

The physical impacts of cattle on the trail may include continued 
or increased erosion due to cattle trailing along the remnants of the 
trail,- but no documentation has been done to actually substantiate 
this. 

From a historic point of view it could be argued that cattle and i 
an overgrazed terrain would be typical of the conditions of the trail ) 
as many of the emmigrants would have viewed it. This point of view is 
consistent with the integrity of setting which qualifies the trail as 
a National Register property. 

' No other cultural resource sites listed on the National Register ~ 
would e advers.ely impacted by the proposed action. J 

In summary, adverse impacts to cultural resources from livestock 
trampling and rubbing would continue on a cumulative basis, but 
improvement of the range may help ease the adverse impacts resulting 
from erosion due to concentrated tramping. 



Range Tievelopments 

Although many of the potential adverse impactf to cultural 
resources from range developments would be avoided through adherence 
to the Standard Operating Procedures outlined in Chapter 1, some 
indirect (adverse) impacts (see Appendix M, Section 2), as well as 
adverse impacts to sites not discovered during Class III inventories, 
would be likely to occur. Some adverse impacts also would be expected 
to occur as the result of management decisions to salvage or otherwise 
mitigate adverse impacts to cultural resource sites. Since these 
impacts occur at unpredictable rates, adverse impacts due to range 
developments cannot be quantified. Consequently, Table 3-15 
representsthe 97 known sites which could potentially be impacted by 
construction of the proposed livestock support facilities. These are 
listed by BLM cultural resource site management categories. 

Due to the absence of any extensive random sampling of the 
cultural resources in the EIS area and the minimal inventory data 
existing for this area, it is not possible to make quantified 
predictive statements concerning expected occurrence rates of 
archeological sites with any useful degree of accuracy. However, 
archeologically sensitivity areas already identified (see Chapter 2 
and Appendix M, Section 2) may help predetermine cultural resource 
areas which might be impacted by the proposed . range developments. The 
percentage of each range project lying within archeologically 
sensitive areas is also listed on Table 3-15. This information has 
been included in order to give a general idea of the potential 
magnitude of these impacts. 

The effects of most impacts would be cumulative. Consequently, 
although the occurrence of an impact may decrease, unless totally 
eliminated, the damage to cultural resource sites would continue to 
increase. 

Salvage of a cultural resource site also constitutes a 
significantadverse impact. Once excavated, a site is effectively 
destroyed and removed from future research considerations which may 
utilize new techniques. A data gap in the history of an area could 
result as a consequence. 

For a more thorough de script ion of potential impacts to cultural 
resources, refer to Appendix M, Section 2. 

No cultural resource sites listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places would be impacted by these range developments. 

In summary, most potential adverse impacts from range 
developments could be mitigated by adherence to the Standard Operating 
Procedures. 
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Range Project 
Type 

Fences 

Cattleguards 

Spring 
Development• 

Pipelines 

Water Troughs 

Wells and 
llindmills 

Sa gebrush Control 
and Seed 

.Se ed & Reseed 
_L_.J..-◄ 1., 

Open 
Aboriglnal 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39 

I 

3'i 

TABLE '3-/S 
IMPACTS OF PROPOSED ACTION RANGE PROJECTS· 

ON KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES ANO ARCHEOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Known Cultural Resource Sitea 

Isolated Finds 
and 

Small Sites 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

I ~-

Historic 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

<, 

0 

2 

Hlstorlc 
Tr a lls 

6 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 
7T 

Rock Shelters 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 
S" 

Antiquity 
Observations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O· 

3 

0 
-v 

Source: U.S. Depanment of the Int edor, Bureau of Land Ma nagement, Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Unit 
Resource Analyses, 1979, and Sonoma-Gerlach Managemenc Framework Plan, 1980. 
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A rcheologically 

Percent of Project 
in Archeologically 

Sens it 1 ve Areas 

5.55% 

22.22% 

100.00% 

9.(,7% 

0 

0-

7.4% 

4.1% 

Senslt ive Areas 
Hiles, Acres 

or Numbers of Sites 
in Archeologically 

Sens it lve Areas 

22.18 miles 

4 

8 

1.5 mlles 

0 

0 

16,970 acres 

600 acres 

Total Proje ct 
Hiles, Acres 

or ~u.C1.ber 

399.0 miles 

18 ea. 

8 ea. 

15. 5 mil e s 

10~ ea. 

42 ea. 

230,112 acres 

14,752 acres 



RECREATION 

Recreation activities in the resource area are generally light 
and scattered. The Black Rock Desert and the mountain ranges that 
adjoin it receive the most recreation use, but since it is such an 
extensive area, large numbers can use it without making the area seem 
crowded. 

Most activ i ties such as off-road vehicle use, rock hounding, 
hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, photography, and the searching 
and observation of relics, cultural and historical resources, wildlife 
and plant life would not be affected by the proposed action. 

Since the deer population is expected to remain about the same 
(they would be managed for reasonable numbers), hunter days would also 
remain the same. Big game tags are allocated according to available 
numbers of deer. This would have a significant adverse impact since 
the demand greatly exceeds the resource. In 1979, approximately 25 
percent of the people who applied for deer tags did not receive one. 
In 1980 between 30 and 40 thousand people applied for 24,000 available 
tags. According to the Nevada State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan (NSCORP), the average increase for recreation activity is 10 
percent every five years. This demand would not be met. 

The antelope population can be expected to nearly double but 
since the population is so low (present population 516) it is expected 
that the demand for antelope licenses will greatly exceed the number 
of animals available. This is especially true since less than half of 
the animals present are available for hunting due to being of the 
wrong sex, too young, etc. This is also true for deer. 

Although no reliable figures are available, it is estimated that 
400 visitor days a year are spent in the resource area viewing wild 
horses and burros. This involves actually seeking the horses out, not 
just a happenstance meeting along a road. A visitor day is defined as 
a 12 hour period spent recreating. This can be broken down as one 
person for 12 hours, 12 people for one hour, or any combination 
between. 

Using 14 percent every five years as the maximum increase for any 
recreation activity, it is predicted that in the year 2024, 1,300 
people would actively view wild horses (NSCORP). The Bureau estimates 
that this number would be approximately the same under thes action 
except for one area. Since the threshold level would not be met, 
there would be no impact except for this area. 

Under the proposed action, three herd management areas would be 
established. The two located at the Lava Beds and in the Buffalo 
Hills would not significantly impact or be impacted by the recreation 
activity of viewing wild horses. The Diamond S Allotment (also known 



as Button Point) adjoins Interstate Highway 80. In 1979, an average 
of 3,900 vehicles a day drove past the proposed HMA (1979 Annual 
Traffic Report, Nevada Department of Transport at ion). If proper 
facilities to receive a percentage of these travelers are established, 
this would have a highly significant beneficial impact on recreation. 
Wild horses are closely entwined with the mystique of the "Old West" 
and many visitors enjoy seeing them. The figures listed above for 
projected visitor use would not be applicable here. 

Of the 26 streams in the resource area, 9 are on public lands and 
in a fair or poor condition with a downward trend (see Aquatic Habitat 
section). This would have an adverse detrimental effect on recreation 
since fishing is a popular sport and the demand for fishable streams 
increases every year at a rate of 13 to 14 percent, every five years. 

Conclusion 

Viewing of wild horses and burros would not be impacted except 
the Diamond S allotment. Big game hunting would be significantly 
adversely impacted due to inability to meet the demand, as would 
st ream fishing. 



WILDERNESS 

Range improvements recommended in the proposed action could cause 
significantly adverse effects depending on what the improvements are 
and where they are located. See Chapter 1, Range Facilities and Land 
Treatments - Proposed Action Map, and Chapter 2, Wilderness Inventory. 

Within ·a Wilderness Study Area (WSA), existing grazing uses may 
continue in the same manner and degree in which they were conducted on 
October 21, 1976, according to the Interim Management Policy and 
Procedures Guideline (IMP). However, these uses -must cause no 
unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands or their resources, and 
they must include environmental protection. 

New range improvements needed to support and facilitate grazing 
use and management may be installed and maintained if the activities 
and structures meet the nonimpairment criteria described in the 
Interim Management Policy and Procedures Guidelines. Some range 
improvements (such as fences, well or spring developments and small 
earthen reservoirs) would be allowed in WSAs, but only under careful 
controls that would prevent changes in the area's wilderness 
suitability. In some cases, there improvements would not be allowed 
if a -determination were made that wilderness suitability would be 
impaired by their presence. 

In order to best qualify and analyze the effects of the proposed 
range projects upon a WSA, a case-by-case analysis would be performed 
to determine whether or not an area's wilderness suitability would be 
impaired by the activity associated with each project. Refer to 
Appendix R, Section 1 for a listing of range improvement projects that 
may or may not be permitted in WSAs and Section 2 for a breakdown of 
the proposed range projects for each WSA. 

As recommended in the proposed action, vegetation manipulations 
of seeding and sagebrush control would create visual impacts upon the 
proposed wilderness study areas. Line, color, form and texture 
changes caused by seedings and sagebrush control would create maximum 
contrasts in relation to the surrounding landscape of the areas. Such 
contrasts would be substantially noticeable, distracting from the 
naturalness of the areas and indicating a permanent presence of man. 
Both types of land treatments would be so apparent that the proposed 
WSAs wilderness suitability would be impaired. 

Land treatments would significantly adversely impact 6 of the 11 
proposed WSAs under the proposed action (Table 3-16). The six WSAs 
are located within seven grazing allotments: Blue Wing, Buffalo 
Hills, Goldbanks, Leadville, Rodeo Creek, Soldier Meadows, and South 
Buffalo. 
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TABLE 3-~ 
ADVERSE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE LAND TREATMENTS ON WILDNERNESS STUDY AREAS 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

East Fork 
High Rock Hlgh Rock Llttle High Poodle Fox Mountain Calico Selenite 
Canyon Lake Rock Canyon Mountain Range Mountains Mountains Ht, Limbo 
Unit 006A Unit 007 Unit 008 Unit 012 Unit 014 Unit 019 · Unit 200 Unit 201 

Improve::1ents- , Acres 
, 

Acres ' Acres I Acres I Acres I Acres I Acres I Acres 
Alternatives Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected 

ProEosed Act ion 
Sagebrush Control 0 2 8,323 0 0 122 0 2,231 2,717 

So Act ion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

So Livestock Grazing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Max!~lzing Livestock 
Sagebrush Control 3,559 2 4,533 1,200 10,859 122 0 2,231 2 2,833 
Seeding 0 0 0 1,751 0 0 1,620 0 

Li ves tock Reduction/ 
~..1xi=i,iz:ir:~ llild 
H.:>rses a!ld Eurros 

Sa.se!, rush Control 0 2 4,533 1,200 0 122 0 2,231 2 2,833 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District Wilderness Files, 1980, Sonoma-Gerlach Management 
Framework Plan, 1979. 

Refer to: EIS 1.'llderness Map, Oiapter 2, and Land Treatments Haps, Oiapter 2, for locations. 

, · 

North Black 
Ht. Tobin Rock Range Pahute Peak 
Unit 406 Unit 622 Unit 621 I Acres , Acres , 

Acres 
Affected Affected Affected 

2 1,180 6,000 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

2 1,180 6,000 0 
0 0 0 

2 1,180 6,000 0 



Conclusion: 

As no land treatments would be permitted, •no adverse impacts 
would occur to the WSAs to impair their wilderness suitability. 



NO LIVESTOCK GRAZING ALTERNATIVE 

SOILS 

Impacts 

This alternative includes no range treatments or range improvements. 
Proper utilization of the vegetation resource would be achieved which would 
decrease sediment yield from 1.00 to 0.90 tons/acre/year over the long tenn 
(Table 3-1). Yields were calculated using data from Phase I Inventory of 

the Watershed Conservation and Development System and methodology based on 
the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee for estimating sediment yield 
(Appendix H). The alternative would have an insignificant impact on the 
soil resource since the sediment yields are below the Soil Conservation 
Service allowable yield rate of three to five tons/acre/year (Grant 1973). 

WATER RESOURCES 

Water Quantity 

Under this alternative 39.5 acre feet of water would be consumed 
annua~ly by wild horses and big game (see Table 3-2). This quantity 
amounts to less than .04 percent of the area's total runoff and is not 
considered to be significant. 

Water Quality 

This action would improve the turbidity levels in nine streams, . 
temperature levels in three streams, and fecal coliform levels in four 
st reams. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

There would be no adverse impacts to the EIS ·area water quality from 
this action. 



VEGETATION 

Ecological Range Condition and Trend of Vegetation Types 

A significant beneficial impact on vegetation types is 
anticipated from the increase in ecological range condition towards 
climax. This is expected to occur from a reversal of a predominantly 
downward trend (presently 68 percent) to an upward (28 percent) and 
predominantly stable (60 percent) trend in the long term (2024). 

c--3 ~ & 
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Management actions that can be attributed to bringing about these 
improvements in vegetation types towards climax include the complete 
removal of livestock grazing and the allocation of the vegetation 
resource to big game and wild horses and burros at the estimated 
carrying capacity (available vegetation) shown on Table 1-9. 

Those areas where livestock grazing would be removed and are not 
utilized by wild horses or burros would have big game use in some 
portions. The substantial reduction in grazing intensity (only 
seasonal use by big game) with periodic and/or complete rest periods 
would improve ecological range condition. This would allow key 
management species to complete growth cycles with little or no grazing 
pressure. Plants which have been relieved of grazing pressure (rest) 
would increase carbohyrate reserves which would result in incresed 
vigor and reproductive parts that would promote seedling 
establishment. Vigor would be restored usually within one to eight 
years (Hormay 1970; Trlica et.al. 1977, and Duff 1979). The rate of 
recovery within a species was proportional to the state of vigor, the 
lower the vigor the less rapid the recovery (Cook and Child 1971). 

The vegetation types would then begin to move toward climax 
because, "partial or complete protect ion from grazing on deteriorated 
rangeland release the vegetation from disclimax status, and secondary 
succession follows." ('fueller 1973). 

This would be true in most vegetation types. Exceptions might be 
the salt desert type and deteriorated big sagebrush stands with little 
understory vegetation. These types would probably remain in a 
subclimax st at us until some natural catalyst changed the seral (see 
glossary) state of the type. Holmgren and Hutchings (1972) found that 
extended drought is the necessary catalyst for change in the salt 
desert type. The big sagebrush stands, on the other hand, would 
require fire or a serious insect outbreak to produce a change in their 
seral state. 

No livestock grazing would have a beneficial impact on the 
improvement of ecological range condition and trend of vegetation 
types within the resource area. Thus, no livestock grazing would 
contribute to the significantly beneficial impact of an overall 10 
percent improvement in ecological range condition and the 56 percent 
improvement in ecological range trend of vegetation types in the 
resource area. 
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in the proposed action clearly states the benefits to climax l-1.o-.-:,<" 5 -: -\l :l~--n,,,, 
vegetation types expected from reductions in grazing intensity. In ' •-
summary, a reduction in grazing intensity would promote improved range 
condition and trend, through increased composition, cover, density, 
and vigor of key management species. However, the improvement to 
ecological range condition would not be as great as expected in the 
proposed action because these areas would continue to be grazed year 
round with rest periods based solely on seasonal use of areas by big 
game, wild horses and burros. 

The reduction in grazing intensity (heavy to moderate) from the 
allocation of vegetation to big game, wild horses and burros at the 
estimated carrying capacity would be a beneficial impact to the 
ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types in the 
resource area. The reduction in grazing intensity would contribute to 
the significantly beneficial impact of an overall 10 percent 
improvement in ecological range condition and the overall 56 percent 
improvement in ecological range trend of vegetation types in the 
resource area. 

Based on the above discussions of the impacts to ecological range 
condition from the proposed management actions, a methodology was 
developed to project future changes in ecological range condition (see 
Appendix N, Section 1). Projected summary changes (Table 3-4) from 
this alternative are: 

Excellent range condition areas would increase by 18,745 
acres or one percent. 

Good range condition areas would increase by 419,737 acres 
or nine percent. 

Fair range condition areas would decrease by 100,111 areas 
or two percent • 

Poor range condition areas would decrease by 338,371 acres 
or eight percent. 

Therefore, ecological range condition would signifnificantly 
improve an overall 10 percent in the resource area. See Appendix N, 
Section 5, for anticipated changes in ecological range conditon by 
allotment. 



Also, based on the above discussions of the impacts to 
ecological range trend from the proposed managment actions, a 
methodology was developed to project future changes in ecological 
range trend (see Appendix N, Section 2). The trend summary (Table 
3-3) indicates anticipated improvements by year 2024 in ecological 
range trend of vegetation types from this alternative. Trend in the 
upward category would increase from 296,753 acres (7 percent) 
presently to 1,204,143 acres (28 percent) in the long term. Trend in 
the stable category would increase from 1,062,301 acres (25 percent) 
presently to 2,560,404 acres (60 percent) in the long term. Trend in 
the downward category would decrease from 2,897,026 acres (68 percent) 
presently to 491,533 acres (12 percent in the long term. Therefore, 
ecological range trend would improve an overall 56 percent in the 
resource area. Appendix N, Section 6, shows anticipated changes in 
trend by allotment. 

The improvement in ecological range condition and trend of 
vegetation types would be a cumulative result of the above discussed 
management actions and would continue through year 2024. 

Impacts on Vegetation Production 

This alternative is expected to significantly increase vegetation 
production in the long term (2024). The increase in production would 
result from a reduct ion in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate 
and/or light with no grazing pressures in some areas. Van Poollen's 
and Lacey's (1979) review of pertinent literature on the effect of 
manipulating management variables, such as grazing intensities, was 
used to estimate this anticipated increase in suitable vegetation. 
From the use of Van · Poollen's . and Lacey's results it was projected 
that vegetation product ion would increase by 21 percent in the long 
t~rm from reductions in grazing intensity of heavy to moderate. The 
21 precent was used for the entire resource area, even where it was 
believed that no grazing pressures would occur. This was done 
because, "Vegetation in ungrazed or natural areas does not respond 
like areas which are grazed to some extent. The specific vegetation 
association may actually deteriorate after an extended period of 
deferment" (Reardon and Merrill 1976). This could be due to 
stagnation of particular vegetation species, which would lessen their 
vegetative growth and result in less production. However, this would 
not occur in all vegetation species, thus, the 21 percent increase in 
production was used. 

Projected future increases (2024) in vegetation production for 
this alternative included areas potentially suitable for allocation 
which are now (1982) unsuitable for allocation due to the suitability 
criteria. It was assumed that these areas would also increase in 
vegetation production with a reduction in grazing intensity. 
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Based on the abo ve projected increases, vegetation production 
would increase from the present 143,989 AUMs to 183,976 AUMs over the 
long-term (Table 3-5). This represents a 28 percent (39,987AUM) 
increase in vegetation production over the presently allocated 
vegetation. This would be a significantly bewneficial impact to 
vegetat i on production from the no livestock grazing alternative. 

Other Important Vegetation Types 

Riparian vegetation types are considered to improve significantly 
under this alternative. The proposed action discussion on studies in 
Utah and the Winnemucca District, where livestock grazing was 
eliminatd on riparian zones, clearly indicates the expected increases 
in riparian vegetation toward; original climax plant communities. 

Due to the availability of water, riparian vegetation has the 
potential for substantial improvements. The rate of recovery of these 
areas would be proportional to state of vigor, the lower the vigor the 
less rapid the recovery (Cook and Child 1971). However, in the long 
te~, riparian vegetation is expected to improve beyond the results of 
studies above mentioned. Any improvement in riparian vegetation 
condition over 10 percent would be a significantly beneficial impact 
and very few areas would fail to meet the 10 percent improvement by 
the long-term (2024). 

Grazing use in wild horse and burro areas would decrease from the 
present heavy use by livestock to moderate use. Horse use of riparian 
areas is expected to be moderate to light as horses are not known to 
congregate and loiter in these ares as cattle do (based on field 
observations by District personnel). This decrease in riparian area 
use is expected to result in a significantly beneficial impact that 
would exceed the 10 percent change in vegetation condition. However, 
this is not quantifiable at this time. 

Aspen types in the resource area are presently deteriorated and 
show little reproduction as a result of livestock grazing (see Chapter 
2). Under this alternative, livestock grazing of aspen root suckers 
would cease and aspen stand condition would improve substantially. 
Also, the size of many stands would increase to their former limits. 
Based on observations by District personnel, horse use would not be a 
problem as horses generally avoid aspen stands. 

Not all stands are capable of successfully regenerating 
themselves because above ground stems of some deteriorating stands 
produce plant hormones that override the growth-initiating factors and 
inhibit sucker production (see Chapter 2). Special disturbance 
treatments (burning, clear-cutting, or herbicide spraying) would be 
necessary to stimulate regeneration in these stands (Schenbeck and 
Dahlem 1977). 
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The discussion in livestock use of aspen types is expected to 
result in a significantly beneficial impact to stand condition and 
reproduction that would exceed the 10 percent change in condition of 
aspen types. However, this is not quantifiable at this time. 

Impacts on Sensitive Plants 

The reduction in grazing intensity, plus periodic and/or complete 
rest from grazing pressures and trampling would have a beneficial 
impact on sensitive plants within the resource area. No information 
is available on the impacts that wild horses and burros would have on 
sensitive plants. The assumption was made that they would be similar 
to livestock grazing, thus the reduction in grazing intensity from 
heavy to moderate and/or light would be beneficial to the existence of 
these sensitive plants. The significance of these beneficial impacts 
is unknown (Mike Yoder-Williams, BLM Botanist, Winnemucca, personal 
communication 1980). 

Conclusion 

In the long term ecological range condition of vegetation types 
would increase towards climax, an overall 10 percent in the resource 
area. This would be accomplished by reversing a predominately 
downward trend (68 percent presently) to an upward trend (28 percent) 
and predominately stable trend (60 percent) in the long term. This 
would result in an overall 56 percent improvement in ecological range 
condition trend of vegetation types in the resource area. 

Improvement in vegetation production would provide an additional 
39,987 AUMs or a 28 percent increase by the year 2024. 

In the long 
vegetation types 
towards climax. 
impact from this 

term, from this alternative riparian and aspen 
are expected to significantly increase in condition 
Sensitive plants are anticipated to have a beneficial 
alternative. 

-
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Impacts 

Under this alternative there would be no livestock grazing 
privileges and therefore no livestock grazing on public rangeland. 
This would be a significant adverse impact to livestock grazing in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area (see Table 3-7). The degree of adverse 
impact to each permittee would correspond with their dependence on 
public rangeland for livestock feed (see Table 2-13). The greater the 
dependence on public rangeland, the greater the adverse impact to 
their livestock ope rat ion. It was determined that any permittee with 
more than 10 percent dependence on the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area 
would be significantly impacted as a result of the loss of their 
grazing preference. As shown on Table 2-13 in Chapter 2, 40 of the 48 
livestock permittees in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area have 10 or 
more percent dependence on the public rangelands. These livestock 
permittees could be forced to reduce their livestock numbers to a size 
that could be maintained on their base property and/or other private 
lands within their control, or graze public lands outside the resource 
area, buy feed, rent private pasture, or go out of the livestock 
business. These adverse impacts would be unavoidable. The remaining 
eight livestock permittees have less than 10 percent dependence on the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area and therefore would not be significantly 
impacted. Refer to the Economics section for a more detailed 
discussion of impacts. 

Conclusion 

Of the 48 livestock pennittees in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource 
Area, 40 would be significantly impacted by this alternative. These 
livestock permittees could be forced to reduce their livestock numbers 
to a size that could be maintained on their base property and/or other 
private lands within their control, or graze public lands outside the 
resource area, buy feed, rent private pasture, or go out of the 
livestock business. 
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WILDLIFE 

Under this alternative, all normally licensed domestic livestock 
use of public lands in the resource area would end; all grazing 
preference would be cancelled. Wild horses and burros would continue 
to occupy all non-checkerboard areas they currrently exist in. 
Vegetation would be allocated to reasonable numbers of all big game 
animals, and to maximum numbers of wild horses and burros in the non 
checkerboard areas. Some 275 miles of fence would be removed from big 
game habitat (Table 1-11). 

Big Game 

The vegetation allocation program under this a~ternative would 
have essentially the same impacts on big game habitat, and big game 
species, as it would have under the proposed action. In areas used by 
both wild horses and burros, and big game consumptive use of the 
vegetation would be reduced to moderate levels under the allocation, 
and vegetation would respond by increasing production and maintaining 
that production over the long term (see Vegetation Section, Chapter 
3). This would be a significant beneficial impact on big game habitat 
because of the increased forage and cover provided by the increased 
vegetation production. 

Where only big game use would occur, because of the removal of 
wild horses and burros (checkerboard land areas, mainly), consumptive 
use of the vegetation would be reduced to light levels. This could 
result in veg et at ion st a gnat ion (Tower 197 0) which would reduce browse 
production. However there would still be sufficient browse production 
to support big game population levels averaging reasonable numbers, 
especially in light of the fact that increased grass and forb 
production would lessen the degree of reliance on browse by big game. 
The increased herbage production in these areas would be a significant 
beneficial impact on big game habitat, since there would be additional 
forage and cover available. 

The removal of some 275 miles of fence from big game qabitat 
would remove this possible source of animal loss, and thus aid in 
maintaining reasonable numbers. 

Wild horses and burros would continue to make some use of meadows 
and riparian areas. However, with the possible exception of some 
upland meadows, wild horses and burros make considerably less use of 
these areas than do livestock (Zarn et al. 1977). These critical 
habitats would improve in condition, which would be a significant 
beneficial impact on big game habitats. Those upland meadows used by 
wild horses 
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would still receive less use than at present, and would be expected to 
improve in condition. Under this alternative, mule deer would be 
expected to maintain population levels averaging at least reasonable 
numbers (3,936) in the long-term. Antelope would increase from the 
existing 516 head to 957 head in the short-term. Improved habitat 
conditions in the potential antelope areas would allow increases to 
987 head in the long-term. Bighorn sheep numbers would expand to 180 
head in the short-term, and, assuming that all potential 
reintroductions were made, to 1,126 head in the long-term. Since 
reasonable numbers would be attained and maintained, thi.s alternative 
would have significant beneficial impacts in all allotments on big 
game populations • 

.Sage Grouse 

The no livestock grazing alternative would be significantly 
Qeneficial to sage grouse habitat. The increased production of 
vegetation on upland range sites, and the improved condition of wet 
and dry meadows and riparian zones, would lessen the fluctuation in 
grouse populations caused by climatic extremes or variation. Wild 
horse use, \o'here it occured, would keep meadow vegetation from 
becoming rank, (and thus less valuable to grouse) while still allowing 
some condition recovery on the meadows. Where wild horses would not 
occur, meadows would improve tremendously in condition, but due to the 
growing rankness of the vegetation, would decline in value as sage 
grouse habitat (Oakleaf 1971). Increased forb production in ungrazed 
upland areas would offset this decline in meadow value to some degree. 

Habitat conditions for sage grouse within the resource area under 
this alternative would allow for considerable increases in grouse 
populations. Populations could increase by better than 100 percent in 
some areas, but because climatic factors would still affect 
populations, the long-term average increase would probably approach 
only 50 percent. 

Other Wildlife 

The no livestock grazing alternative would improve habitat quality for 
most wildlife species in the resource area. Vegetation condition 
improvements and increased herbage production (see Vegetation Section, 
Chapter 3) would represent beneficial changes in upland range 
habitats, and the improvements in riparian, meadow, and aspen 
condition under this alternative would also be beneficial to wildlife 
habitat. These changes would represent increases in habitat 
diversity, since denser understory and mid-story vegetation would 
result. This would be a significant beneficial impact on wildlife 
habitat. 



Because this alternative would promote habitat diversity, it 
would ~lso promote wildlife species diversity in the resource area. 
As vegetation production increased on upland sites, and other habitats 
(aspen, meadows, riparian) improved in condition, the vegetation 
community would come to more closely resemble a climax condition, and 
wildlife species dominance would shift from the present disclimax 
condition to one more closely resembling normal wildlife populations. 

Conclusion 

This alternative _would be significantly beneficial to all 
affected wildlife habitats, as all affected wildlife habitats would 
improve in condition. Big game species would attain and then maintain 
population levels equal to reasonable numbers in all allotments, in 
response to improved habitat conditions. This would be a 
significantly beneficial impact. Big game populations would vary in 
size, being above reasonable numbers in some years, and below in 
others, tesponding to climatic and management influences, but maintain 
a long term average of reasonable numbers. Table 3-10 summarizes 
population levels for big game species under this alternative. 

AQUATIC HABITAT 

There would be a beneficial impact on 15 (62 percent) of the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area streams which would improve to or remain 
i n good or excellent condition (Figure 3-3 ~J.o.w-i-ng-and,, 1 Ta ble, . 3-11 1 .,...:__,,;. .. · " ___,...--,,.,-
and Appendix g;. BL~ assumes that ten (38 percent) of the stream~ 
which also require private landowner protection would remain in fair 
or poor condition. 
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WILD HORSE AND BURROS 

Impacts 
(3 . i_..J e /2a;:-c 
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This alternative would have the same reduction of wild horse and burro 
numbers as in the maximizing wild horse and burro alternative. Horses 
and burros would be allocated vegetation on 14 areas as shown in the 
maximizing wild horse and burro alternative. The impacts to wild 
horses and burros would be the same as shown in the Proposed action 
with respect to capture, removal of an entire herd, and herd 
viability. 

Conclusion 

Wild Horse and burro numbers would be reduced to estimated carrying 
capacity on four Herd Management Areas . and ten Herd Use Areas. 
Reduction of numbers and numbers of Herd Use Areas would be 
significantly adverse when compared to 1971 figures, but would 
beneficially imp t _the - rema~· ing horses and burros byc ~~f' 
their vigor an productivity. ncreased vegetation from reduced \ 
grazing En ong tenn would allow horse and burro 
1;-umb.ers ,233 to 3,431--a significantly beneficial / 
impact. J -
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Under this alternative the visual resource would improve slightly 
with the removal of livestock, but the impact wo.uld not be 
significant. 
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Elimination of grazing would be beneficial to cultural resources. cU~'\ t.--::.,
1
'16 l (~ do 

Vegetation cover would improve with the removal of livestock, reducing ~- (• 
impacts to archeological sites due to erosion and vandalism. Impacts •> 

4 so 
to cultural resource sites caused by livestock trampling would be 
eliminated, although adverse impacts due to wild horse trampling would 
continue to be sustained. However, wild horse trampling damage would 
occur at rates reduced from present. 

As no livestock support facilities are proposed under this 
alternative, no _impacts to cultural resources would result from these. 

No cultural resource sites listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places would be adversely impacted by this alternative. 

RECREATION 
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The impacts of this alternative would be similar to those listed 
in the proposed action, except for fishing. 

Nine streams on public lands would improve to good or excellent 
condition (see Aquatic Habitat section). Since these are all that the 
Bureau has control over, it would be a beneficial significant impact 
for recreationists to have additional fishable water bodies. While 
the demand would not be met, all possible act ions would be taken to 
try to meet it. 

Since wildlife would be maintained at reas(:mable numbers, th .e 
amount of hunter use would be at the level ment io .ned in the proposed 
action. It would have a significantly detrimental effect. 

Visitors would be attracted to the proposed HUAs but there would 
be no impact. Thie Diamond S Allotment is an exception. Visitor use 
there would be high . and recreation would be impacted beneficially and 
significantLy. Refer to the Proposed Action-Recreation for details. 

Conclusion 

Viewing wild horses would be beneficially impacted at the Diamond 
S allotment if facilities to receive visitors were constructed. ---
Hunting wou e adversely impacted since available supply would not 
meet the projected demand. Fishing would have both beneficial impacts 
(better quality ·st reams) and adverse impacts . (inability to meet 
projected demand). In this area, the beneficial impacts would be 
greater than the adverse impacts. 
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WILDERNESS 

Under this alternative elimination of land treatments would be 
beneficial to the naturalness of the proposed WSAs (Refer to Table 

3-16). 
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

SOILS 

Impacts 

The long-term impact of this alternative would be an increase in 
sediment yield from 1.00 to 1.04 tons/acre/year (Table 3-1). Sediment 
yields were calcu l ated from Phase I Inventory data of the Watershed 
Conservation and Develo pme nt System and the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency 
committee method for estimating sediment yield (Appendix H). Based on 
Soil ~onservation Service allowable yield of three to five tons/acre/year 
(Grant 1973), the imp act of the no action alternative on the soil resource 
would be insignificant. 
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WATER RESOURCES 

Water Quantity 

Under the no action alternative total water consumption by 
_livestock and big game would be about 107 acre feet annually (see 
Table 3-2) which is .1 percent of the total runoff from the resou~ce 
area. No significant impact would occur under this alternative. 

Water Quality 

The effects of the no action alternative would approximate those 
of the proposed action. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The continued grazing along the EIS are~ streams is expected to 
cause nine streams to exceed turbidity criteria for cold water aquatic 
life. Three streams would exceed temperature criteria for coldwater 
aquatic life and four streams would exceed fecal coliform criteria for 
bathing and water contact sports. 
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VEGETATION 

Ecological Range Condition and Trend of Vegetation Types 

The no action alternative is expected to result in a 
significantly adverse impact on ecological range condition 
of vegetation types in the resource area. This alternative is 
expected to decrease ecological range condition an overall 13 percen 
and decrease ecological range trend an overall 7 percent in the 
resource area. Existing management actions that can be attributed to 
bringing about these adverse impacts include the current overuse of 
the vegetation resource (heavy grazing intensity), historical 
periods-of-use and the lack of AMPs (grazing systems). 

The resultant adverse impacts to ecological range condition and 
trend of vegetation types from the above existing management actions 
are discussed below. 

The adverse impacts to ecological range condition and trend in 
the long term would result from the existing use of the vegetation 
resource by livestock, big game, wild horses and burros over the 
estimated carrying capacity (usable vegetation). Table 1-8 shows the 
amount of overused vegetation to be 75,150 AUMs. This overuse of the 
vegetation resource denotes the existing heavy livestock grazing 
occurring in the resource area. The adverse impacts on vegetation 
from heavy stocking rates are clearly cited in the ecological range 
condition and trend portion of the proposed action. In summary, 
overgrazing of the vegetation resource would result in deterioration 
of vigor and compostion of key management species, which would result 
in reduced range condition and/or could result in extinction of 
species. Cook et al. (1964), indicated in relation to effect of 
intensity of harvesting, without exception, the more of the herbage 
that was removed, the more plants died and the smaller were the 
remaining plants. Cook and Stoddart (1963) expressed the harmful 
effects of increased grazing intensity when they stated; "Percent 
plants killed and reduction in crown cover increased with increased 
intensity of forage removal." 

Based on the above discussion it was anticiapted that the 
continued overgrazing of the vegetation resource would cause further 
degradation of the ecological range condition and trend of vegetation 
types. thus, heavy grazing intensity (overuse) would contribute to 
the significantly adverse impact on ecological range condition and 
trend of vegetation types in the resource. 

-



This deterioration would also be caused by the existing 
periods-of-use which allow early livestock turn-outs (March and April) 
in most allotments. In addition, the majority of livestock permittees 
in the resource area are licensed for various periods of winter use, 
thus resulting in yearlong livestock grazing (see Table 2-3). The 
following cited references are indicative of how the existing 
periods-of-use in the resource area would adversely impact the vigor 
of key management species in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. Trlica 
et al. (1971), indicated that depletion of carbohydrate reservesis 
believed to be a primary factor for loss in plant vigor and subsequent 
range deterioration. Pearson (1964) indicated, "In the grasses this 
critical period begins with the boot stage and closes with complete 
maturation of the fruit." Also, Pearson suggested root reserves are 
depleted, thus plants highly susceptable to injury. The present 
periods-of-use would result in further losses of root reserves which 
would rcause a continued decline in vigor. Declining vigor would 
result in further degradation of vegetation types which would lower 
therange condition. 

Based on the above cited references and discussion the existing 
periods-of-use would contribute to the overall significantly adverse 
impact of a declining ecological range condtion and trend in 
vegetation types of the resource area. 

Currently there are eight allotments in AMPs, however the 
majority of these AMPs, are not meeting the desired objectives for 
which they were established (e.g., increased ecological range 
condition, by improving species composition, density, cover and 
vigor). The remaining allotments would stay as they currently are 
without Allotment Management Plans and associated grazing systems. 
These allotments currently are overused and have early spring turnouts 
of livestock which typifies heavy continuous livestock use. Kothmann 
et al. (1969) indicated from vegetation records kept on his study that 
heavy continuous grazing has resulted in a deterioration of the vigor 
and species composition of the vegetation resource. Laycock (1961) 
expressed that range condition remained essentially unchanged where 
grazing was continued in the same season as formerly. This would 
continue the present trend of downward ecological range condition. 

Based on the above discussion, methodology for determining change 
in ecological range condition of the no action alternative was 
developed (see Appendix N, Section 1). 

A significant long-term adverse impact on vegetation types as a 
result of the no action alternative would be the continued decline in 
ecological range condition. The following changes are projected 
( Table 3-4) : 

Excellent range condition - decrease by 17,731 acres (less 
than one percent). 
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Good range con -dition - decrease by 142,147 acres (4 percent) 

Fair range condition - decrese by 388,801 acres (9 percent). 

Poor range condition - increase by 548,679 acres (13 
percent). 

This represents an overall 13 percent decline in ecological range 
condition of vegetation types in the resource area. See Appendix N, 
Section 7, for changes in ecolog i cal range condition classes by 
allotments. 

Based on the above discussions of impacts to ecological range 
trend; methodology for determining change in ecological range trend 
was developed for the no action alternative (see Appendix N, Section 
2). 

The trend summary (Table 3-3) indicates the significantly adverse 
decline in ecological range trend by year 2024 with the no action 
alternative. Trend in the upward category would decrease from 296,753 
acres (seven percent) presently to 2,953 acres (less than one percent) 
in the long term. Trend in the stable category would decrease from 
1,062,280 acres (25 percent) in the long term. Trend in the downward 
category would increase from 2,897,026 acres (68 percent) presently to 
3,196,847 acres (75 percent) in the long term. This would result in 
an overall seven percent decline in ecological range trend of 
vegetation types in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. See Appendix N, 
Section 8, for changes in ecological range trend by allotments. 

The decline in ecological range condition and trend would be a 
cumulative result of the above discussed management actions and would 
continue through year 2024. 

Vegetation Production 

As stated in the ecological range condition and trend portion, 
the predominantly downward trend (68 percent of the resource area) 
would continue in a downward direction (75 percent in the long-term, 
2024). The downward trend in ecological range condition would result 
in a decrease in vegetation production in the long-term. Anderson 
(1962) illustrated the projected decrease or increase in forage yield 
as related to either . deterioration or improvement as measurd by range 
condition class (see Figure 3-1 in the Vegetation Production portion 
of the Proposed Action). This clearly indicates that as ecological 
range condition class declines, then vegetation production also 
declines (depending on vegetation type). 
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Currently, there are eight allotments in the resource area that 
are underused by a total of 21,138 AUMs (Table 1-8). This light use 
would result in improved vigor of key management species and increased 
production (13,185 AUMs) over the long-term (Table 1-8). However this 
increase in production is 9 percent of the available vegetation and is 
not considered a significant increase. 

The remaining 30 allotments in the resource area are currently 
being overused by 75,150 AUMs (52 percent overuse of the usable 
vegetation). The effects of overgrazing on the vegetation resource is 
explained in the preceeding portion on ecological range condition and 
trend. This would result in lowered vigor and/or less vegetation, 
which would reduce vegetation production in the long-term. The 
current overuse of the vegetation resource would result in an overall 
29,194 AUM decrease in available vegetation, which represents a 20 
percent decline in vegetation production in the long-term. This would 
be a significant adverse impact on v.egetation production in the 
long-term (2024). 

Other ~mpDrtant Vegetation Types. 

Riparian areas would continue to be degraded by livestock grazing 
and remain in a deteriorated condition as discussed under the proposed 
action, other important vegetation types. No improvement in the 
condition of the riparian type would be anticipated under this 
alternative. 

The serious overgrazing documented above also indicates the 
extent to which livestock are impacting the riparian vegetation. The 
following cited reference indicates the adverse impacts from livestock 
grazing on riparian vegetation types in the resource area. Davis 
(1977) summarized the effects of livestock on riparian communities as 
follows: 

Overgrazing by domestic livestock, is probably the major 
factor contributing to the failure of riparian communities 
to propagate themselves. Continued overuse of riparian 
bottoms eliminates essentially all reproduction as soon as 
it becomes established. Overstocking and the consequent 
loss of vegetative cover on the adjacent watersheds is 
probably the main reason for the frequency of high intensity 
floods resulting in drastic changes in the density and 
composition of riparian bottoms. 

Based on the above discussions of the overuse of the vegetation 
resource, it was assumed that riparian vegetation would continue to be 
significantly adversely impacted by livestock in the no action 
alternative. 



Aspen types in the resource area would not going to improve under 
the no action alternative. Livestock grazing appears to be the 
primary impact on aspen and cottonwood, resulting in many stands being 
in poor to fair condition. These stands are composed largely of 
mature trees with little or no seedlings or suckers present. As the 
mature trees die and resulting regeneration is suppressed, stands 
would deteriorate and be lost. (Sonoma-Gerlach, Forestry MFP Step 1 
1979) The heavy continuous livestock use currently in practice would 
continue the decline in aspen types by over utilization of the 
reproductive root suckers. Coles (1965) indicated that aspen 
reproduction which is grazed over 45 percent fails to become 
successfully established. As explained in the vegetation production 
portion of this alternative, it is believed that this alternative 
would reduce vegetation production by decreased vigor and composition 
of key management species. Coles (1965) reported that, "As herbs and 
palatable browse are depleted by overgrazing, damage to aspen 
reproduction increases. With very heavy browsing, aspen reproduction 
does not survive beyond the age of about five years." 

Since aspen stands reach maturity in 80 to 100 years and then 
begin to undergo a natural deterioration (Schenbeck and Dahlem 1977), 
a reduction in the size of stands would be expected in the long term 
with most stands eventually lost or markedly reduced in size due to 
the elimination of aspen reproduction by livestock. The reduction or 
loss of aspen types would be significant, due to their importance in 
providing desirable habitat for all livestock and numerous wildlife 
species. 

Sensitive Plants 

See Chapter 2 for listing of sensitive plants in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. In this alternative impacts to these 
species are assumed to continue as they are now however, due to lack 
of field data on these plants (i.e., location and condition) these 
impacts are not known. 

As specified in the ecological range condition and trend of 
vegetation types and the vegetation production sections of this 
alternative, the present heavy stocking rates, extensive overgrazing, 
earlier periods-of-use, and lack of AMPs with grazing systems would 
result probably in greater adverse impacts to these sensitive plants. 
However, there are no data available to indicate the significance of 
these adverse impacts. 

Conclusion 

The overall decline in ecological range condition and trend over 
the long term would be a significantly adverse impact to the 
vegetation resource under the no action alternative • This would 
result in a 13 percent decline in ecological range condition and a 7 
percent decline in ecological range trend in the long term. 
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Vegetation production would also have a significantly adverse 
impact, as overuse of the vegetation resource in 30 allotments would 
reduce available vegetation from 143,231 AUMs presently to 114,037 
AUMsin the long term. This represents a 20 percent decrease in 
vegetation product ion. 

Other important vegetation types (riparian and aspen types) in 
theresource area would remain in a deteriorated condition or continue 
to decline in condition. This may result in a complete loss of the 
capability of these types to reach the original climax vegetation, and 
result in a significantly adverse impact on these vegetation types. 

Sensitive plants would continue to be impacted as they currently 
are at this time. The significance of these impacts cannot be 
determined. 

Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity 

The continued overuse of the vegetation resource would result in 
a short-term gain in livestock productivity but the long-term impact 
to both vegetation production and livestock production would be a 
severe loss. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

All of the above impacts in this conclusion are considered 
unavoidable adverse impacts. 
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Impacts 

Under this alternative, livestock use (1982) would continue at 
the level shown (average last three to five-year livestock licensed 
use) in Table 1-8 (see Table 3-7). In the short term (1991), 
operations would remain much as they are at the present time. Calf 
crop, weaning weights, and death loss would be the same as described 
in the Livestock Grazing section of Chapter 2. Over the long term 
(2024), a decrease of 29,194 AUMs (143,231 AUMs to 114,037 AUMs) in 
available vegetation would result (see Chapter 3 Vegetation section) 
from the current heavy continuous over use in the resource area (Table 
1-8). Kothmann et al. (1969) reported that yearly vegetation records 
obtained from the studied pastures have indicated that heavy 
continuousgrazing has resulted in a deterioration of the vigor and 
species composition of the vegetation. Thus the high level of 
production obtained from heavy stocking was, in effect, reducing the 
potential of future production (Kothmann et al. 1969). Lowered 
productivity may express itself in a lower percentage calf or lamb 
crop, less wool produced, or less gain on market animals (Stoddart, 
Smith, and Box 1975). 

The severity of the impacts to the calf or lamb crops, weaning 
weights, and death loss are difficult to predict. It is assumed under 
the current grazing use that lowered range productivity would result 
in a decrease in percent calf or lamb crops and in weaning weights, 
andthat death loss would increase. Any decrease in calf or lamb 
crops, and/or weaning weights would adversely impact livestock 
production. A decline in livestock production of any amount would be 
considered a significantly adverse impact to ranching operationp. 
Refer to Economics section for discussion of impacts to ranching 
sector. This would have an adverse impact on ranching operations. 
Although in the short term a ranching operation may gain in livestock 
production by overgrazing, the long-term impact to both rangeland 
vegetation and livestock production would be a severe loss. 

Conclusion 

Vegetation allocations would remain at approximately 116,551 AUMs 
(three to five-year average livestock licensed use) throughout the 
long-term (2024). This would result in overuse of the vegetation 
resource, which would cause a decline in vegetation production (Table 
1-8). Lowered vegetation production (see Chapter 3, Vegetation 
Production for the No Action Alternative) would result in a decline in 
livestock production. Any loss in livestock production would be 
considered a significantly adverse impact on the ranching sector • 
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Short-Tenn Versus Long-Tenn Productivity 

Short-term livestock use woul d remain as stated in Chapter 2, 
Livestock. This would result in overgrazing of the vegetation 
resourceby 75,150 AUMs (Table 1-8), which could result in livestock 
production increases from overgrazing in the short term. However, the 
long-term impact to both livestock production and the vegetation 
resource would be a severe loss due to overgrazing. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The overgrazing of the vegetation resource would result in a 
decline in calf or lamb crops, and/or weaning weights which would 
cause a loss in livestock production in the long-term (2024). 
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WILDLIFE 

Under the no action alternative the livestock grazing program 
currently in existence within the resource area would continue 
unchanged. The existing overobligation of the vegetation resource to 
domestic livestock would continue as would the heavy use by wild 
horses and burros (Table 1-8). Allocations of vegetation to big game 
would satisfy existing numbers in only one allotment. Special 
habitats (riparian, meadow, aspen, browse stands) would decline in 
condition, with many disappearing in the long term. 

Mule Deer 
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Under the no action alternative, there would continue to be heavy 
over use of the vegetation resource by livestock, wild horses and 
burros, and wildlife in most allotments. This would lead to declines 
in herbage production, and thus to decreased habitat quality. 

Within all allotments, continued heavy season-long use of 
import~nt deer habitat types (riparian, meadows, aspen, browse stands) 
would lead to continued downward trend for most sites. Many of these 
sites, especially riparian, would eventually disappear, with resulting 
adverse impacts on deer populations. Mule deer wquld continue to 
inhabit these areas, but in reduced numbers, due to reduced habitat 
quality. lmpacts to deer habitat quality under this alternative would 
be significantly adverse. 

Mule deer populations could be expected to maintain existing 
numbers under this alternative, and perhaps even expand somewhat, as 
long as favorable climatic conditions occur. However, habitat 
conditions would be declining during this period because consumptive 
use of the vegetation resource would be in excess of carrying capacity 
in most allotments. Within a few years, habitat conditions would 
decline to the point where the habitat would be unable to sustain 
existing populations, expecially during adverse climatic conditions, 
and population declines would occur. 

Where reasonable numbers currently exist, numbers would fall well 
below that level; reasonable numbers would not be attained where they 
do not now exist. These would be significant adverse impacts. 

Based on the lowered future vegetation production (Table 1-8) and 
the decreased qualit 'y of deer habitat due to loss of riparian, meadow, 
aspen and browse sites, the estimated long-term (2024) mule deer 
population for the resource area would be 2,389 deer. This represents 
a decline of 1,540 (39.2 percent) deer from existing numbers, and is 
1,499 (38.6 percent) deer fewer than would occur under the proposed 
act ion. 
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Antelope 

Antelope would not be as severely impacted by adoption of the no 
action alternative as would mule deer. This is because most of the 
resource area's antelope (83 percent) occur in allotments that would 
experience vegetation production increases under this alternative. 
However, while general rangeland production would increase under this 
alternative, habitat sites preferred by antelope for quality forage 
would decline because of continued heavy livestock and wild horse and 
burro use and early spring grazing. These sites include riparian and 
upland meadows, and browse stands. In addition, there would continue 
to be competition for spring forage on many sites. This would be a 
significant adverse impact on habitat quality. 

In response to increased vegetation production in several 
allotments, antelope would be expected to maintain existing numbers in 
the short-term (1991). However, in the long-term (2024), in response 
to lowered habitat quality, populations would decline to approximately 
396 head, a 23.3 percent decline from exisiting numbers, and 57.8 
percentfewer than would occur under the proposed action. Reasonable 
numbers would not be attained in any allotment, which would be a 
significant adverse impact. 

Bighorn Sheep 

Under the no action alternative, no additional bighorn sheep 
transplants would occur. The existing population in the Granite Range 
would be expected to expand somewhat from existing numbers (six), but 
it would not reach reasonable numbers because of habitat decline. 
Much of the bighorn habitat in this area is relatively inaccessible to 
cattle, but domestic sheep, if permitted into the area, would 
adversely impact bighorn habitat. In addition, the meadows in this 
area would continue to be heavily used by livestock and wild horses 
and burros, reducing bighorn habitat quality. There would be 
significant adverse impacts on both habitat quality and population 
levels, as habitat would decline in condition, and population levels 
would fail to reach reasonable numbers. Because of decreased habitat 
quality, bighorn sheep populations probably would not exceed 100 
animals. 

Sage Grouse 

Sage grouse habitat and populations would experience significant 
adverse impacts under this alternative. While much of the habitat 
would undergo slight increases in upland vegetation production, the 
riparian and dry meadows on which these birds are now so dependent 
would decline in condition, some becoming worthless as grouse habitat. 
Grouse populations would be even more subject to climatic variations 
than they are now, and base populations would be expected to decline 
by as much as 50 percent. 
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Even more detrimental than population declines would be the loss 
of a number of small isolated populations such as those in the Trinity 
and East Ranges. The small amounts of meadow habitat on which these 
depleted sage grouse populations depend would disappear, and the 
grouse would soon follow. 

Other Wildlife 

Very few wildlife species' habitat would be benefited under this 
alternative. Those species adapted to depleted range conditions (e.g. 
black tailed jackrabbit, certain ground squirrels) would see improved 
habitat conditions, but the great majority of species would experience 
significant adverse impacts in tenn~ of habitat quality. The no 
action alternative would inevitably lead to decreases in habitat 
quality and diversity, both within and among habitat sites, with 
resultant decreases in diversity of the resource area's fauna. 
Species dependent on riparian, meadow~ and aspen habitat would be most 
severely impacted; many could be expected to become extinct within the 
resource area. Those species which make only some use of such 
habit at s, but a re not dependent on them, would be less severely 
impacted but would still experience significant adverse impacts in 
habitat quality. 

Conclusion 

The no action alternative would result in declines in big game 
habi.tat quality, and in declines in big game populations. Most other 
wildlife species would also experience significant adverse impacts in 
the form of declines in habitat quality. Table 3-10 summarizes the . 
impacts of this alternative on big game numbers. 

AQUATIC HABITAT 
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The No Action Alternative would result in a continued stable or 
downward trend on 73 percent of the resource area's streams which are 
in fair or poor condition (Table 3-11 and Appendix Q). Seven streams 
would be maintained in good to excellent condition. The impacts would 
be the same as those caused by the proposed action. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Under this • alternative 73 percent or 19 st reams would be 
maintained in fair or poor condition. This would be an unavoidable 
adverse impact. 
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WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

Impacts 

-- /! /Ii :~ ;,--ti,. ... Under this alternative the wild horse and burro numbers (5,501) 
would remain relatively constant through periodic atherings in the 
resource area as is the case presently. future horse and burro 
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co~centrate in a otments witn c eckerboard land patterns (Table 2-10) ?71,..,-/4-/, 7 ,,,,. 

because of the priority given to wild horse and burro removal from 
private lands, and the requests received from the private landowners. 

Horses and burros, under this alternative, would not be allocated 
any vegetation and livestock use would continue at present levels. 
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In the 32 allotments where there ·is a combination of horse or 
burro and cattle use, the tot al AUMs used would . continue to be in 
excess of the available vegetation (Table 1-8). Overuse of the rang 
would result in an adverse impact to range condition (reference 
Chapter 3 Vegetation). In areas where the vegetation resource has 
been overused the condition and vigor of the wild horses and burros 
would be adversely affected, making them more susceptible to adverse ~c.d. ..._c.t! d w~" I'\. 

environmental factors. This could result in mass die-offs ·as in the r"'-YL!Jc.. d.e..fe,,..,.....~_.-t, ...... 
Buffalo Hills (Sonoma-Gerlach) in 1977 where 300 horses died of O < e- .....,_ .,.> 

starvation (reference Winnemucca District Wild Horse and Burro files). ( 

Conclusion 

Under this alternative the number of horses and burros would 
remain relatively constant since gatherings would be made periodically 
on the resource area. The significance of this alternative would be 
the adverse impact on the vigor and condition of the wild horses . and 
burros that would result from the overuse of vegetation by a 
combination of cattle, wild horse, burro, and big game. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The situation would remain as it is presently. 
techniques would not impact the visual resources. 
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RECREATION 

With the continuation of the Bureau's present grazing program, 
several recreation act.iviti es could expect significantly adverse 
impacts from the Bureau's failure to meet increasing recreation 
demands, especially for big game hunting and fishing. 

In 1979 and 1980 approximately 25 percent and 50 percent, 
respectively, of the people who applied for big game hunting tags did 
not receive one. The demand greatly exceeds the available resource.· 
This has a significantly detrimental effect on recreation. 

Seventy-three pe.rcent of the resource area's st reams would 
cpntinue being stable or proceed in .a downward trend (see Aquatic 
Habitat section). This would have a significantly detrimental impact 
on recreation. 

C-3 
~ _, 

The ~ ffi ·z::-...-_wild horses would con d:nue efore. G' sage would · _j/ 1 

/ rls(. s~app; oximately at the same rate as the popula::==rion 1.ses. Ji ·J 7'1.,d 

\_ W;>uld be no impact. 1,.,)h c Jl"C / j :.rr\ c~e. 

-------~ - C7ifyt!! /v- --.--
Conclusion j ,/>Y"-; ; ~<,, \ I r 

Big game hunting and fishing would be adversely impacted since ~t.._,.e/ .,..-\ .rr\ 

the projected demand would greatly exceed the available supply. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
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to vandalism and trampling damage. The cumulative long-term impacts r~l~~c 1~t+, 
to cultural resources would be significant. y~f 

As no livestock support facilities are proposed under this 
alternative, no impacts to cultural resources would result from these. 

No cultural resource sites listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places would be adversely impacted by this alternative. 
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WILDERNESS 

Under this alternative the range management program in the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area would remain as is at the time the EIS is 
being prepared. As no land treatments exist within any of the 
proposed WSAs, their wilderness suitability would not be impaired 
(Refer to Table 3-16). 
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MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK ALTERNATIVE 

SOILS 

Impacts 

This alternative would i nvolve 281,246 acres (5.1 percent of the 
resource area) of range treatments, which would include seeding, reseeding, 
sagebrush control, and sa gebrush control followed by seeding. Yields on 
specific treatment sites would increase from the present 0.94 to 1.03 
tons/acre/year in the period between initial disturbance and revegetation, 
normal l y three to four years. Over the long term and for the last five to 
six years of the short-term period the sediment yield would decrease to 
O. 75 t_ons/acre/year. Sediment yields were determined using Phase I 
Inventory data of the Watershed Conservation and Development System and the 
Pacific South west Inter-Agency Committee method for estimating sediment 
yield (Appendix H). 

These treatments would result in an average change in sediment yield 
over the last f i ve to six years of the short-term period and over the 
long-term period from 1.00 to 0.73 tons/acre/year over the entire resource 
area (Table 3-1). No yield value exceeds the three to five tons/acre/year 
allowable yield set by the Soil Conservation Serv.ice (Grant 1~73), thus 
this alternative would have no significant impact" on the soil resourc ·e. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Water Quantity 

Total water consumed annually by livestock, wild horse s , and big game 
under this alternative would be about 237 acre feet (see Table 3-2). Since 
this amounts to .3 percent of the area's total runoff, the impact of this 
alternative on the water resource would be insignificant. 

Water Quality 

Impacts to water quality under this alternative would approximate 
those outlined for the proposed action. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The continued grazing along EIS area streams is espected to cause nine 
streams to exceed turbidity criteria for cold water aquatic life. Three 
streams would exceed temperature criteria for cold water aquatic life and 
four st reams would e·xceed fecal coliform criteria for bathing and water 
contact sports. 



VEGETATION 

This alternative differs from the proposed action in the 
following ways: 

1. ' increase in the amount of acres to be seeded, 
2. sagebrush control treatments are proposed, 
3. allocation to big game would be to existing numbers, 
4. there would be no allocation to wild horse and burros, 
and 
5. all allotments are proposed for intensive management 
with AMPs and/or revision of existing AMPs (Table 
1-14). 

Ecological Range Condition and Trend of Vegetation Types 

Projected changes in ecological range condition and trend of 
vegetation types in this alternative would be attributed to the same 
management actions as specified in the proposed action (e.g., 
implementation of periods-of-use, AMPs, removal of wild horses and 
burros, allocation of available vegetation to the estimated carrying 
capacity and range improvements). Refer to this same section in the 
proposed action for the anticipated beneficial impacts in composition, 
density, cover, and vigor of rangeland vegetation for this 
alternative. These management actions would contribute to a 
cumulative overall significantly beneficial impact _on ecological range 
and trend of vegetation types in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. 
This would result in an overall 11 percent improvement - in ecological 
range condition and an overall 64 percent improvement in ecological 
range trend. 

Land treatements would be carried out on a total of 281,246 
acres; 21,290 acres are proposed for sagebrush control, 16,172 acres 
are proposed for seeding and/or reseeding and 243,784 acres proposed 
for sagebrush control then seed. The impacts to ecological range 
condition from rangeland seedings are anticipated to be the same as 
those stated in the proposed action. The rangeland seedings would 
result in a vegetation type conversion of approximately six percent 
(259,956 acres) over the resource area. This would result in a 
significantly adverse impact on ecological range condition and trend 
of vegetation types within the resource area. However, sagebrush 
control treatments could facilitate and/or act as an artificial 
catalyst for secondary succession towards climax vegetation types, if 
the species being released by sagebrush removal were the original 
climax plants. An example would be when sagebrush controls release 
understory bunchgrasses, and these were the original climax plants, 
then sagebrush controls would allow these species the opportunity to 
again achieve climax dominance. Thus, sagebrush controls would 
benefit ecological range condition only when the species being 
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released were the original . climax species. These land treatments 
(sagebrush control) would act as an artificial catalyst to stimulate 
vegetation types held in disclimax status. This would initiate 
secondary succession to produce a change in the current seral state. 

Big sagebrush can be controlled by several different techniques. 
Spraying herbicides has been the most commonly used practice and is 
likely to continue as such due to its low cost, predictability, 
effectiveness, and due to the vast amount of experience gained from 
the use of spra ying in the past. The herbicide 2,4-D is preferred for 
sagebrush control, and is thought to have no direct detrimental effect 
on mammals, birds, and fish in the amounts normally applied on 
rangelands. However, under certain conditions there can be definite 
problems. 

Pimentel (1971) summarized the research of others on 2,4-D and 
its adverse impacts on the environment. The research discussed below 
is from his publication. 

Keith et al. (1959) found that 2,4-D spraying of mountain 
rangeland reduced the production of perennial forbs 83 percent and 
reduced the pocket gopher population 87 percent in one year. The 
reduction in gopher numbers, however, may have been caused by the 
depletion of forbs and by nitrate poisoning. 

Some plants have been found to develop toxic levels of potassium 
nitrate a f ter treatment with 2,4-D, even when the dosage was not high 
enough to kill the plants. Plants found to have levels toxic to 
cattle include pigweed and lambsquarter (Chenopodium), smartweed 
(Polygonum), sugar beets, mustard, Canada thistle, and Russian pigweed 
(Olson and Whitehead 1940; Stahler and Whitehead 1950; Berg nd McElroy 
1953; Whitehead et al. 1956). It would be advisable to exclude 
herbivores from sprayed areas for a time to avoid the possibility of 
nitrate poisoning. 

Forbs are an important part of the diet of certain wildlife 
species such as antelope, sage grouse, deer (during spring), and 
cottontail rabbits. This major reduction in forbs, as noted above, 
can have a considerable impact on these animals, and especially their 
young when they are dependent upon heraceous plants as a food source 
in spring and summer. Laycock (1979), however, reported forbs 
usually return to former abundance, and sometimes in greater numbers, 
in 5 to 19 years after spraying. Forbs are most abundant around 
meadows and water sources which, under Bureau guidelines, would not be 
sprayed. 

Lundholm (1970), in a rather unusual incident, reported the death 
of 40 percent of a reindeer herd of 600 head that fed on coniferous 
vegetation ten months after it was treated in July, 1969 with 2 parts 
2,4-D and 1 part 2,4,5-T at a rate of 2.5 pounds per acre. The 



coniferous leaves were found to contain 25 ppm of 2,4-D and 10 ppm of 
2,4,5-T. In addition, the fetuses of 40 of the surviving reindeer 
were aborted. Perhaps herbicides can be concentrated and stored in 
plant tissue under certain circumstances. 

The 2,4-D does not normally persist in soil, air, and water. 
Under normal use and at the rates normally applied to rangelands, it 
lasts in the soil about one month with little or no leaching (Klingman 
1961; Sheets and Harris 1965). House et al. (1967) found 2,4-D 
persisted in water for about the same period as in soil, but 
significant concentrations (58.8 ppm) were recorded by Smith and Isom 
(1967) in reservoir sediment samples ten months after treatment. The 
impact on air quality is expected to be very short term (one day) and 
very localized when applied in accordance with Bureau guidelines. 

Other research (other than that reported by Pimentel 1971, above) 
reflects the beneficial results that can be expected from brush 
control with 2,4-D. Control of big sagebrush using 2,4-D, followed by 
two growing seasons of rest from grazing and proper grazing management 
thereafter, usually provides beneficial long-term impacts to the 
livestock, vegetation, and soil resources. Sneva (1972) found a spray 
project in southeastern Oregon to be productive after 17 years and did 
not anticipate the need for repeated spraying in the near future. He 
foresees a long life expectancy for brush control projects in the 
Great Basin due to the summer droughts here which slow brush 
reestablishment. This contrasts with the more rapid brush invasion in 
spray areas under the more favorable climatic conditions found in 
Wyoming by Johnson (1969), where the benefits of spraying were 
nullified within 14 years of treatment. 

Spraying quarter-mile-wide strips and leaving similar unsprayed 
strips in mule deer use areas may not reduce the treatments' life 
expectancy as a result of sagebrush invasion from the adjacent 
untreated strips. Sneva (1972) found seedling sagebrush plants to be 
the progeny of plants missed at the time of treatment and not the 
result of invasion from the treatment borders. 

Sagebrush invasion of seedings and sprayed areas can be s1owed by 
livestock management. Cattle grazing, even under a rest-rotation 
system, favors the sagebrush invading the treated area. Dual use 
(sheep and cattle) or occasional heavy fall or winter use by sheep 
after spring rest, can be useful in maintaining sagebrush in a state 
of low vigor and density (Laycock 1979). 

In summary, spraying can reduce the number of £orbs available to 
wildlife, produce toxic nitrate concentrations in certain plants, and 
persist for a short time in water, soil, and air. Persistence is not 
likely to be a problem due to 2,4-D's short-term nature, especially if 
the treatment follows Bureau guidelines. 



The possibility of problems with potassium nitrate poisoning can 
be avoided by restricting use of sprayed areas by large herbivores, if 
plants known to accumlate nitrates are present. In any event, spray 
project areas would be rested two growing seasons ~o allow key 
management species the opportunity to fill the niche left by the dead 
brush. Subsequent use would require management that would maintain 
grass vigor and production, while reducing re-invasion by sagebrush. 

The loss of forbs important to certain wildlife species would not 
be serious in deer use areas where quarter-mile-wide strips are left 
unsprayed. In addition, forbs may return to their former abundance in 
a few years. 

Vegetation types on approximately 470 acres in the short term and 
55 acres ' in the long term would be adversely impacted, due to the 
construction of livestock support facilities (e.g., springs, wells, 
pipelines, fences and troughs). These range improvements would 
adversely impact ecological range condition and trend of vegetation 
types on a small amount of acreage and are not considered significant 
impacts. 

Since the proposed management actions recommended in the proposed 
action and maximizing livestock use alternative are very similar, then 
projected changes in ecological range condition and trend are very 
similar. For methodology used in determining changes in ecological 
range condition see Appendix N, Section 1. Projected summary changes 
(Table 3-4) in ecological range condition are: 

Excellent range condition areas would increase from 226,444 
acres presently to 243,264 acres in the long tenn or a 1 
percent increase. 

Good range condition areas would increase from 6,061 acres 
presently to 1,188,854 acres in the long term or a 10 
percent increase. 

Fair range condition areas would decrease from 1,323,765 
acres presently to 1,289,617 acres in the long term or a 1 
percent decrease. 

Poor range condition areas would decrease from 1,959,810 
acres presently to 1,534,345 acres in the long term or a 10 
percent decrease. 

Therefore, ecological range condition would significantly improve an 
overall 11 percent in the resource area. See Appendix N, Section 9, 
for projected changes in ecological range condition by allotment. 

Another significant beneficial impact on vegetation types would 
result from the anticipated improvement in ecological range trend. 
Trend in the upward category would increase from 296,753 acres (7 
percent) presently to 828,765 acres (19 percent) in the long term 
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(2024). Trend in the stable category would increase from 1,062,301 
acres (25 percent) presently to 3,286,158 acres (77 percent) in the 
long term. Trend in the downward category would decrease from 
2,897,026 acres (68 percent) presently to 141,157 acres (4 percent) in 
the long term. This would result in an overall 64 percent improvement 
in ecological range trend of vegetation types in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. For methodology used to determine changes in 
ecological range trend in the long term see Appendix N, Section 2. 
Appendix N, Section 10, shows expected trend changes by allotment. 
Table 3-3 summarizes the expected improvement in ecological range 
trend for this alternative as compared with the current situation. 

Vegetation Production 

The impacts and resultant increase in vegetation production 
from management actions in this alternative are anticipated to be 
slightly greater than the proposed action due to the increase in 
intensive management of allotments (Table 1-2 and 1-15). Refer to the 
same section in the proposed action for a discussion of anticipated 
beneficial impacts to vegetation production from the proposed 
management actions. The projected increases in vegetation production 
by each management action in this alternative would be as follows 
(land treatements are discussed in more detail later): 

1. reductions in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate, 
which would increase production by 16,598 AUMs, 

2. improvement in vegetation production from implementation 
and/or revision of existing AMPs for an increase of 
5,915 AUMs, 

3. improvement of areas currently unsuitable with potential 
to be suitable through management for an increase in 
vegetation produiction of 12,207 AUMs, and 

4. development of water sources where the present lack of 
water makes these areas unsuitable for grazing would 
increase production by 12,408 AUMs. 

These anticipated increases in vegetation production from the 
management actions would together make a significantly beneficial 
impact on production, although most individually would be beneficial 
impacts, but not significant. 

Projected future increases would be in part from the proposed 
development of land treatments in 24 allotments. Present production 
on the proposed treatment areas varies considerably, ranging from 6 to 
50 acrs per AUM. It was estimated that production on seeded areas 
would increase to approximately 3 acres per AUM and production on 
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sagebrush control areas would increase to approximately 7 acres per 
AUM (based on current surveys of seedings and sagebrush control 
treatments in the Paradise-Denio Resource Area, Winnemucca District 
and professional judgement of Sonoma-Gerlach EIS Team Range 
Conservationist). The proposed land treatments would treat 281,246 
acres for an anticipated 74,142 AUM increase in production (Table 
1-15). The projected increases by treatment method are: 

Sagebrush control (21,290 acres) for a 745 AUM increase in 
production, 

Seed and/or reseed (16,172 acres) for a 3,999 AUM increase 
in production, and 

Sagebrush control then seed (243,784 acres) for a 69,398 AUM 
increase in production. Any increase over 10 percent would 
be significant. 

The projected increases in vegetation production from the 
development of land treatments would be a significantly beneficial 
impact. Based on the above discussions, vegetation production would 
significantly increase an overall 85 percent (121,270 AUMs) in the 
resource area over the long-term. 

Vegetation production on approximately 470 acres in the short 
termwould be adversely impacted, due to the construction of livestock 
support facilities (e.g., springs, wells, pipelines, fences and 
troughs). In the long term these acres would eventually rehabilitate 
naturally with exception of approximately 55 acres which would remain 
in an adverse impact status on vegetation production. Due to the 
small amount of acres adversely impacted in the short term and long 
term this is not considered a significant impact on the resource area. 
Refer to Table 3-5 for changes in allocable vegetation production for 
this alternative as compared to other alternatives. 

Other Important Vegetation Types 

Management actions proposed under this alternative would produce 
the same impacts to riparian and aspen vegetation types as discussed 
under the proposed action. Refer to this section under the proposed 
action for impacts to riparian and aspen vegetation types. 

Impacts on Sensitive Plants 

Management actions proposed under this alternative would produce 
the same impacts to sensitive plants as discussed under the proposed 
action. Refer to this same section under the proposed action for 
details. 
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Conclusion 

The most significant long-term impact to the vegetation resource 
in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area is the overall 11 percent 
improvement in ecological range condition. This is anticipated to 
occur by reversal of a predominately downward trend presently (68 
percent to upward (19 percent) and predominately stable (77 percent) 
trend in the long term. This would result in an overall 64 percent 
improvement in ecological range trend. 

The increase in vegetation production as a result of this 
alternative would also be 'a significantly beneficial impact. 
Management actions that would increase the available vegetation from 
the present 143,232 AUMs to 265,673 AUMs (consult Appendix __ , 
Section __ , to balance these figures) include: 

1. land treatments on 281,246 acres for an increase 
in production of 74,142 AUMs, 

2. reductions in grazing intensity from heavy to 
moderate, which would increase production by 
16,598 AUMs, 

3. improvement in vegetation product ion from 
implementation and/or revision of existing AMPs 
for an increase of 5,915 AUMs, 

4. improvement of areas currently unsuitable with 
potential to be suitable through management for an 
increase in vegetation production of 11,830 AUMs, 
and 

5. development of water sources where the present _ 
lack of water makes these areas unsuitable for 
grazing would increase production by 12,207 AUMs. 

Land treatements (sagebrush control then seed) totalling 243,784 
acres would cause a conversion of the existing predominately sagebrush 
types to artifically maintained vegetation types of predominately 
grassland species. Also, 16,172 acres of land treatments (seed and/or 
reseed) would be converted to artifically maintained vegetation types. 
This represents a vegetation type conversion of approximately six 
percent over the resource area. This would result in a significantly 
adverse impact on ecological range condition and trend of vegetation 
types within the resource area. In addition, 21,290 acres of land 
treatments (sagebrush control) would have sagebrush overstory reduced 
and/or eliminated to release desirable understory species. Depending 
on the vegetation type this may or may not benefit ecological range 
condition and trend in the resource area. 



Approximately 2,000 acres of riparian vegetation would continue 
to be adversely impacted by livestock and big game. Non-riparian 
aspen types would be maintained and/or slightly improved in condition 
from this alterntive. Sensitive plants in the resource area would be 
beneficially impacted from this alternative. 
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A short term disturbance on vegetation production and vegetation 
types on 470 acres from implementation of livestock support facilities 
which would result in 55 acres remaining disturbed in the long term. 
Due to the small amount of acreage involved these impacts are not 
considered significant. 

\ 

Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity 

Some short-term declines and long-term benefits in the vegetation 
resource would be expected to result from this alternative. 
Reductions in livestock, wild horses and burros in the first five 
years after the final grazing decision is issued, and implementing 
periods-of-use, would reduce grazing pressures on many allotments. A 
further temporary grazing reduct ion would result in allotments that 
have land treatments proposed, due to the required two full years 
growing season rest. The temporary reduction would result through 
cooperative nonuse agreements with livestock operators before land 
treatments would be implemented. After allotment management plans 
have been implemented and in operation for several cycles and 
vegetation has reached full production in land treatments and 
rehabilitated around management facilities, then vegetation diversity, 
quality, vigor, and density of key management species would be 
expected to increase. Productivity is projected to increase in the 
long term (2024) by 120,893 AUMs, or 84 percent of the present 
available vegetation. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The continued degradation of 2,000 acres of riparian vegetation 
adversely impacted by grazing, even though it might be minimized by 
grazing systems providing rest periods, is considered an unavoidable 
adverse impact. This direct impact would continue as long as grazing 
is allowed on riparian areas. A short-term disturbance of the 
vegetation types on 281,246 acres, as a result of land treatments is 
another unavoidable adverse impact. Another unavoidable adverse 
impact would be a short-term disturbance of vegetation types and 
vegetation production on 470 acres from implementaton of livestock 
support facilities which would result in 55 acres remaining disturbed 
in the long term. A long-term loss of regaining ecological range 
condition climax in the 259,956 acres proposed for artificial seeding 
treatments would also be considered an unavoidable adverse impact. 
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Impacts 

In this alternative the initial allocation (1982) would adjust 
the livestock AUMs upward from the three to five-year average 
livestock licensed use for a net increase of 13,645 AUMs (116,551 to 
130,196 AUMs). This represents a 12 percent increase of available 
livestock AUMs in the initial allocation over the three to five-year 
average livestock licensed use. This adjustment would result from an 
increase of 34,097 AUMs on 11 allotments and a decrease of 20,452 AUMs 
on 27 allotments (Table 1-14). This adjustment would be a 
significantly beneficial impact on livestock grazing in the resource 
area as a whole (see Table 3-7). However, the downward adjustments 
would have a significant adverse impact on livestock grazing in 23 
allotments. This is because the downward adjustments in these 
allotments would be significantly below the three to five-year average 
livestock licensed use. 

The short term (1991) would adjust the livestock AUMs upward from 
the three to five-year average livestock licensed use for a net 
estimated increase of 100,195 AUMs (116,551 to 216,746 AUMs). Refer 
to Chapter 3, Vegetation Production for AUM increases in . this 
alernative. This represents an 86 percent estimated increase of 
available livestock AUMs in the short term over the three to five-year 
average livestock licensed use. This adjustment would result from an 
estimated increase of 106,929 AUMs on 25 allotments and an estimated 
decrease of 6,734 AUMs on 13 allotments (Table 1-15). This estimated 
adjustment would be a significant beneficial impact on livestock 
grazing in the resource area as a whole. The downward adjustments 
would have a significant adverse impact on livestock grazing in 11 
allotments. These adverse impacts would result from significant 
downward adjustments below the three to five-year average livestock 
licensed use. 

The long term (2024) would adjust the livestock AUMs upward from 
the three to five-year average livestock licensed use for a net 
estimated increase of 134,915 AUMs (116,551 to 251,466 AUMs). Refer 
to Chapter 3, Vegetation Production for AUM increases in this 
alternative. This represents a 116 percent increase of 137,239 AUMs 
on 31 allotments and an estimated decrease of 2,324 AUMs on 7 
allotments (Table 1-15). This estimated adjustment would be a 
significant beneficial impact on livestock grazing in the resource 
area as a whole. However, the estimated downward adjustments would 
have a significant adverse impact on livestock grazing in five 
allotments. These adverse impacts would result from significantly 
downward adjustments below the average use. 

Refer to the Economics and Social Conditions sections of this 
chapter for a more detailed discussion of impacts to the ranching 
sector from this alternative. 
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The adverse impacts from e.stablishment of the proposed 
periods-of-use would be the same as those described in the proposed 
act ion. The only except ion would be that in th is alternative all 
allotments would be designated for implementation of AMPs, thus the 
adverse impacts from the establishment of proposed periods-of-use 
would be alleviated when AMPs were implemented. 

It is assumed that upon final implementation of AMPs and the 
increased amount of land treatments proposed in this alternative the 
calf or lamb crop, weaning weights, and wool production would increase 
with the increase in vegetation production. This increase in 
vegetation production would result from low producing range being 
seeded and/or control of brush to create higher producing rangeland 
which would provide more nutritious forage for livestock consumption. 
Refer to Chapter 3, proposed action for projected increase and 
discussion of impacts to livestock production. 

The adverse impact from an increased workload on livestock 
permittees from implementation of AMPs and associated livestock 
support facilities and land treatments would slightly increase over 
the proposed action. This would be due to the increased amount of 
AMPs, livestock support facilities, and land treatments. Refer to the 
Economics section for a more detailed discussion of impacts on the 
ranching sector for this alternative. 

Conclusion 

In summary the initial, short-term, and long-term livestock use 
adjustments would result in a significantly beneficial impact on 
livestock grazing in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. However, the 
downward adjustments would result in a significantly adverse impact on 
livestock grazing in 23 allotments for the initial allocation, 11 
allotments in the short-term, and 5 allotments in the long term. All 
other impacts to livestock grazing would be the same as those 
described under the proposed action. 

Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity 

Refe~ to the proposed action for a discussion on short-term use 
versus long-term productivity. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

These adverse impacts would be the same as those described under 
the proposed action. 



WILDLIFE 

Impacts to wildlife under this alternative would be similar to 
those which would occur under the proposed action, with the exception 
of those listed below. 

Mule Deer 

The vegetation allocation under this alternative would have 
similar impacts on mule deer habitat as it would under the proposed 
action. Reduction in grazing use from high to moderate levels would 
bring about increases in total herbage production, meaning improved 
habitat conditions. This would be a significant beneficial impact on 
mule deer habitat. Mule deer populations would be affected somewhat 
differently under this alternative, as compared to the proposed 
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· action. The vegetation allocation under this alternative would be to 
existing mule deer numbers in each allotment, rather than to 
reasonable deer numbers, as under the proposed action. The effect of 
this allocation would be to cause mule deer populations to stabilize 
at existing levels (except as affected by land treatments) rather than 
at reasonable number levels. 

Table 3-9 lists existing deer populations in each allotment. 
Improved habitat conditions and the allocation to existing numbers 
would result in long term populations that would average those listed 
levels, with the following exceptions, caused by land treatments. 

Land treatements under this alternative would be more extensive 
than under the proposed act ion. Additional acreages of deer habitat 
in the Soldier Meadows and -Buffalo Hills allotments would be treated. 
The impacts of such treatments were discussed under the proposed 
action. Because of land treatmments, the deer population level in 
Soldiers Meadows allotment would decline from 249 head to 199 head; in 
Buffalo Hills allotment, from 2,093 head to 2,020 head; in Sonoma 
allotment, from 13 head to 6 head; and in Clear Creek allotment, from 
17 head to 14 head. This would result in a long term average 
population level of 3,796 deer in the resource area, as opposed to a 
long term population level of 3,888 under the proposed action. 
Populations would average at or about reasonable number levels over 
the long term in 23 allotments (significant beneficial impact) and 
below that level in 13 allotments (significant adverse impact). 

Antelope 

Antelope habitat would improve in condition under the vegetation 
allocation program under this alternative. Consumptive use of the 
vegetation resource would be reduced to moderate levels, resulting in 
increased herbage production, which would be increased forage and 
cover for antelope. This would be a significant beneficial impact on 
ant elope habit at. 
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While antelope habitat would improve significantly under this 
alternative, vegetation would be allocated only to existing antelope 
populations, rather than to reasonable numbers. Existing populations 
(516) are only 53 percent of reasonable number levels (971). This 
allocation would inhibit future population growth, causing antelope 
populations to maintain average population sizes at existing levels 
(Table 3-9), except as affected by other aspects of this alternative, 
specifically land treatments. This would be a significant adverse 
impact since reasonable number levels would not be attained, either in 
the resource area or in any allotment. 

Land treatments would have significantly greater adverse impacts 
on antelope under this alternative than under the proposed action. 
Additional acreages treated in S·oldier Meadows and Buffalo Hills 
Allotments would result in loss of habitat for 53 additional antelope 
(19 in Soldier Meadows, 34 in Buffalo Hills). This would bring to 100 

the number of antelope lost to land treatments under this alternative, 
as opposed to ' 47 under the proposed action. This would be a 
significant adverse impact, since it would increase the amount by 
which populations would fail to reach reasonable numbers. 

Implementation of this alternative would result in long term 
antelope popula½ions averaging 416 head, as opposed to 940 under the 
proposed act ion. 

Bighorn Sheep 

The reduced grazing pressure which would exist under this 
alternative would allow vegetation production increases which would 
improve bighorn sheep habitat. This would be a significant beneficial 
impact. However, allocation of vegetation to existing rather than 
reasonable numbers would prevent future reintroductions of bighorn 
sheep, and would prevent the existing population from reaching 
reasonable numbers. This population consists of 6 animals, and would 
not expand beyond perhaps 50 animals in the long term. This expansion 
would occur only because this habitat area · is in good condition, and 
because much of it is inaccessible to livestock. This would be a 
significant adverse impact because of the failure to attain reasonable 
numbers in any allotment. 

Sage Grouse 

The upland range improvements that would result from 
implementation of this - alternative would represent improvements in 
upland sage grouse habitat, and would be a significant beneficial 
impact. However, riparian meadows would continue to decline in 
condition, which would be a significant adverse impact. The improved 
upland habitat condition would lessen the degree of reliance on 
meadows by sage grouse, but there would still be a strong dependence 
on meadows which would lessen the degree of population expansion under 
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this alternative. 

Additional land treatments would occur under this alternative. 
These additional treatments would occur within sage grouse range, and 
while there are no known strutting grounds within these areas, the 
treatments would reduce the quality of the grouse habitat in the areas 
a significantly adverse impact, and thus reduce grouse populations 
somewhat. The sage grouse population in the resource area would 
increase an average of only 20 percent under this alternative, as 
opposed to 30 percent under the proposed action. 

Other Wildlife 

Impacts to other wildlife under this •alternative would be similar to 
those described under the proposed action, except that the treatment 
of additional acreages of land would have significant adverse impacts 
on wildlife populations in the additional areas. 

Conclusion 

Big game habitat would improve significantly under this 
alternative, but the forage allocation and land treatments would have 
significant adverse impacts on big game populations, preventing them 
from reaching reasonable numbers. Mule deer would reach and maintain 
population levels at or above reasonable numbers in 23 allotments, but 
would be below reasonable numbers in the resource area, as would 
antelope and bighorn sheep. Table 3-10 gives short and long term 
population levels for all alternatives. 

Sage grouse habitat and populations would improve significantly 
under this alternative. 

AQUATIC HABITAT 

The Maximizing Livestock Alt ti 
stable or downward trend on 7 3 erna ve would result in a continued 
hi h . . • percent or 19 st reams in the EIS area 

; c a;e in fair or poor condition (Table 3-11 and Appendix Q) 
c~:;~t~onthe streams would be maintained in good or excellent • 
proposed ;ct~~. impacts would be the same as those outlined under the 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Under this alternative 73 percent or 19 streams would be 
maintained in fair or poor condition. This would be 
adverse impact. an unavoidable 
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WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

Impacts 

Under this alternative wild horses and burros would be totally 
removed.The impacts to wild horses and burros would be significantly 
adverse, as there would be no wild horses or burros in the resource 
area. Refer to the Proposed Action, Chapter 3, for a detailed 
description of the impacts to wild horses and burros with respect tq 
capture, removal of an entire herd, and herd viability. 

Conclusion 

Wild horses and burros would be significantly adversely impacted due 
to their total removal from the resource area. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The additional grazing improvements proposed under tois 
alternative may cause significant adverse impacts depending on the 
type and location. Recommended added improvements are 12 miles of 
fence, 4 water troughs, 2 wells, 21,290 acres of sagebrush control, 
3,269 acres of seeding and/or reseeding, 17,973 acres of plowing and 
seeding and one cattleguard. 

Table 3-14 gives the changes in VRM classes by allotment for this 
alternative. All of the sagebrush control, wells, water troughs, and 
the cattleguard would be in a Class IV area. Six miles of the 
proposed additional fences would be in a Class III area. Of the 
acreage proposed for plowing and seeding, 560 would be in a Class II 
area, 1,430 would be in a Class III area, and the remainder would be 
ina Class IV area. Four-hundred and eighty acre$ that would be seeded 
and/or reseeded are in a Class III area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Adverse impacts would be the same as under the proposed action, 
except that long-tenn livestock trampling damage would occur at an 
increased rate. Also, there would be additional potential impacts 
from fencelines ., burning, spraying, and seeding (see Table 3-17 and 
Appendix M, Section 2). A total of 105 known sites could be impacted 
by these support facilities. 

No cultural resource sites listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places would be adversely impacted by this alternative. 

--··- . JI' ·,, 

,s 



Range Project 
Type 

Fences 

Catt legua rds 

Spring 
Developments 

Pipelines 

\later Troughs 

\Jells and 
lllnd01ills 

Sagebrush Control 

Sagebrush Control 
Then Seed 

Seed and/or Reseed 
:(,..,.J.,,I:, 

Open 
Aboriginal 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

41 

TABLE 3-/7 
IMPACTS OF MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK ALTERNATIVE RANGE PROJECTS 

ON KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES AND ARCIIEOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
SONOf!A-GE RLACK RESOURCE AREA 

Known Cultural Resource Sites 

Isolated Finds 
and 

Small Sites 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

1 
--;9 

!list orlc 

3 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

_Q_ 
lJ 

Historic 
Tralls 

6 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Rock Shelters 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

n 

7 

Antiquity 
Observations 

0 

0. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

Source: U. S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, • IJinnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Unit 
Resource Analysis, 1979 and Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan, 1980 
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Archeologically Sensitive Areas 
Miles, Ac res 

of Project or Numbers of Sites Tot al Project 
Percent 

in Archeologically Miles, Acres 
in Archeologically 

Sens it 1 ve Areas or Nuober 
Sens it lve Areas 

s.ssx 22.18 mlles 411.0 ailes 

22.22% 4 19 

100.00% 8 8 

9.67% 1.5 miles 15. 5 miles 

o,: 0 106 

0 44 
ox 

6.8% 1,4n acres 21,zg rJ acres 

w- 19,855 acres ~17?2tcres 

'f!ll'° 
16 ,n .. 

800 acres ~ acres 



RECREATION 

This alternative would have severely detrimental impacts on hunting, 
wild horse viewing, and fishing. 

A decrease in animal forage can be expected to cause a decrease in 
animal numbers in this case. The demand for hunting tags already exceeds 
the resource by approximately 2 to 1 (see Proposed Action-Chapter 3, 
Recreation). This would be highly detrimental to the hunters. 

People who enjoy the viewing of wild horses and burros would not be 
able to see any. In the past wild horses have received enough support to 
have legislation passed through Congress. By dropping to no use at all, 
this activity would be significantly adv~rsely impacted. 

Fishing would be detrimentally impacted in the same manner as was 
mentioned in the Proposed Action-Chapter 3, Recreation section. 

Conclusion 

Hunting, due to inadequate habitat, would be adversely impacted. 
Since wild horses would be removed, the activity of viewing them would be 
adversely impacted. The quality of a number of fishable streams would be 
downgraded, having a detrimental effect on fishing. 

WILDERNESS 

Land treatments are proposed for 9 of the · 11 a·reas recommended 
for WSAs (Table 3-16). The nine WSAs are located within seven grazing 
allotments: Blue Wing, Buffalo Hills, Goldbanks, Leadville, Rodeo 
Creek, Soldier Meadows and South Buffalo. 

Of the land treatments proposed under this alternative, those 
vegetation manipulations of seeding, sagebrush control, and burnings 
would create visual impacts upon the proposed WSAs. Line, color, form 
and texture . changes caused by seedings, sagebrush control and burning 
create maximum contrasts in relation to the surrounding landscape of 
the areas. Such contrasts are substantially noticeable, distracting 
from the naturalness of the areas and indicating the permanent 
presence of man. All three types of land treatments would be so 
apparent that the proposed WSAs wilderness suitability would be 
adversely impaired. 

Conclusion 

As no land treatments would be permitted, then no adverse impacts 
would occur to the WSAs to impair their wilderness suitability. 
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MAXIMIZING WILD HORSES AND BURROS ALTERNATIVE 

SOILS 

Impacts 

This impact would be similar to the no livestock grazing alternative 
with the exception that 244,864 acres (4 percent of the resource area) 
would be reseeded. Sediment yield on this treatment would increase from 
the present O. 94 to 1. 03 tons/ acre/year over the period between the initial 
disturbance and revegetation, normally three to four years. Sediment yield 
on the treatment site would be reduced to 0,74 tons/acre/year approximately 
four to five years after implementation. Sediment yields were determined 
using ·Phase I Inventory data of the Watershed Conservation and Development 
System and the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee method for 
estimating sediment yield (Appendix H). 

The sediment yield over the entire resource area would decrease over 
the last five to six years of the short-term period and over the long-term 
period from 1.00 to 0.90 tons/acre/year (Table 3-1). All sediment yield 

· values would be less than the allowable three to five tons/acre/year 
sediment yield as established by · the Soil Conservation Service (Grant 
1973). This alternative therefore would have no significant impact on the 
soil resource. 

MAXIMIZE WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

WATER RESOURCES 

Water Quantity 

This alternative would result in the consumption of about 167 
acre feet of water annually by livestock, wild horses, and big game 
(see Table 3-2). This would amount to .02 percent of the total runoff 
from the resource area, which is not considered a significant impact 
on the water resource. 

Water Quality 

This act ion would approximate the effects of the proposed act ion. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The continued grazing along the EIS area streams is expected to 
cause nine streams to exceed turbidity criteria for cold water aquatic 
life. Three streams would exceed temperature criteria for cold water 
aquatic life and four streams would exceed fecal coliform criteria for 
bathing and water contact sports. 



VEGETATION 

This alternative would be a combination of portions of the 
proposed action and the no livestock grazing alternative. The wild 
horse and burro allocations in herd use and herd management areas 
would be similar to those found in the no livestock grazing 
alternative. Allocations to livestock, on the other hand, would 
parallel those in the proposed action, except in allotments used by 
wild horses and burros. Big game allocations would be the same as 
found in the proposed action. ~·t 

In this alternative there are allotments not ecommended for wild lf 
horse or burro use. The proposed management actions for th ~ 
allotments are the same as the proposed action, thus all impacts to 
the vegetation resource are considered the same as the proposed 
action. Refer to the vegetation section of the proposed action for 
impacts on the vegetation resource for the following 21 allotments: 

Clear Creek 
Coal Canyon - Poker 
Coyote 
Desert Queen 
Dolly Hayden 
Harmony 
Humboldt House 

Humboldt Sink 
Licking 
Majuba 
Melody 
North Buffalo 
Prince Royal 
Ragged Top 

Rawhide 
Rock Creek 
Rye Patch 
Sonoma 
Star Peak 
Thomas Creek 
White Horse 

The following impact analysis concerns only those allotments not 
listed above. However, all acreage summaries include all the 
allotments in the resource area, so comparison of alternatives can be 
accomplished. 

Ecological Range Condition and Trend of Vegetation Types 

Changes in ecological range condition and trend of vegetation 
types, as a result of this alternative would be attributed to changes 
in composition, density, cover, and vigor of rangeland vegetation. 
Management actions that would bring about improvements in ecological 
range condition and trend of vegetation types would be the allocation 
of the vegetation resource at the estimated carrying capacity and in 
some allotments management through Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) 
with grazing systems. These management actions would result in a 
beneficial overall four percent improvement in ecological range 
condition and a significant overall 55 percent improvement in 
ecological range trend of vegetation types in the Sonoma-Gerlach 
Resource Area. These management actions and their resultant impacts 
to ecological range conditions and trend of vegetation types are 
discussed below by herd mana~ enet areas and herd use areas • 
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There are four wild horse and burro herd management areas (see 
Chapter 1) proposed in this. alternative: W~ld horse __ ~n4_J;:mr_ro_ _ _ ~ ~l~.---.. t 
populations _ ~ o~! d b~ -~ i nta1ned in c~mb1nat1on wit - ~b¼g.:~am~ _:1~§ ") c-.,:.•~J, ..._ 
~ o~ !~.!..:_nt w~t ~ an_dTor e ow t2:e_ est 1mated carry ng c:_~ ~ >,J \.. ., 7 (Available 1egeta~10, Table 7 -18J. ------- be../ .. ~ ·- . 

.,, \- __ ___.,..,. ;1 .. ...J. ..,.,,..-, 
1, ~#

11
,~ These allotments (Pole Can Rodeo Creek and Diamond S) would ;:;lt._,p_.;~!l n:j: 

bU-:11° ' ot have AMPs but would be under herd management areas J...- ,,,,.,,e..-. 
.,,,-t:..-> 

J.Aif without ck razin However, the Buffalo Hills Allotment would ...._ 
~~ +~. e two sepa rate-h ~rd management areas where there would be no 
~~ livestock grazing, and the remaining portions of the allotment managed 

~o unde~ P for livestock and big game grazing. lA · I 0 ~4 I "'17 :-,;, ..1. ------ ----- ,HM ,4:, cl ~-\- J. • 1 "' \ 5 . \:-..e: o-- "" 
,~ , ./ d management areas would result in reduced grazing pressure on 

c t:>e.... the vegetation ~ ource r ea ·vy to moderate grazing intensity. 

5 I 

Refer to the ecological range condition and trend portion of the 
proposed action for the anticipated benefits to climax vegetation 
types expected from reductions in grazing intensity. To recapitulate, 
a reduction in grazlng inte _n~~~y _would ~ m~ e ~ r ~j..._I anu crec. ~e t'°~/-:?l>~• ~<C>">?? 
condition, through ..@_c~ea-S-d compositon cover, density, and 'vigor of 
key management species --:-- H~wever, the improvement to ecological range 
condition would not be as great as expected in the proposed action 
because these areas would continue to be grazed year round with rest 
periods based sole ·ly on seasonal use of areas by big game, wild horses 
and burros. 

Based on the above discussion the reduction in grazing intensity 
from heavy to moderate would facilitate an increase in plant vigor, 
which would result in an increase in the percent composition of 
desirable species in vegetation types. This would have a beneficial 
impact on ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types 
within the rewsource area. Thus, the reduct i on in grazing intensity 
would contribute to the beneficial impact of an overall 4 percent 
improvement in ecological range condition and an overall significantly 
beneficial impact of a 55 percent improvement in ecological range 
trend of vegetation types in the resource area. 

In addition, there are 10 wild horse and burro herd use areas 
(see Chapter l) proposed in this alternative. Livestock and big game 

would graze the herd use areas in numbers that, together with wild 
horse and burro numbers, would equal the estimated carrying capacity 
(Available Vegetation, Table 1-18). In this recommendation 11 
allotments would be managed through implementation of new Allotment 
Management Plans and/or revision of existing Allotment Management 
Plans (Blue Wing, Seven Troughs, Calico, Goldbanks, Klondike, 
Leadville, Pleasant Valley, Pumpernickel, Rochester, Soldier Meadows 
and South Buffalo). These areas would have a reduction in grazing 
intensity from heavy to moderate, thus benefiting ecological range 
condition and trend of vegetation types as stated in the previous 
paragraph. Also, these allotments would be managed with AMPs and 
associated grazing systems that would normally benefit ecological 



range condition and trend. Refer to ecological range condition and 
trend portion of the proposed action for benefits to ecological range 
condition and trend from grazing systems. However, the anticipated 
beneficial impacts would not fully be realized from grazing systems 
because of the year round wild horse and burro grazing. ~ear ro ~ 
wi~ ur 1:.?__~raz j~ g _::o1:1ld prevent 1:_ey -~nag ~ment_~__E_ecie ~ m 
receiving periodic rest from gr a-zing pressure. This would defeat the 
primary purpose of a grazing system, by allowing continuous grazing 
throughout the critical growing period of key management species. 

The improvement in vigor and percent composition of desirable 
species resulting from grazing systems would facilitate the dominance 
of these species in vegetation types, thus aiding the secondary 
succession towards climax. The anticipated beneficial impacts to r~ 
ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types from grazing --f-~~ 
systems would contribute to the beneficial impact of an overall 4J'j:"-'c.-.,,..\ 
percent improvement in ecological range condition and the / j 
significantly beneficial improvement of 55 percent in ecological range 
trend of vegetation types within the resource area. 

Within the herd use areas (Cottonwood Canyon an 
Jersey Valley) s, ith allocations of the 
vegetation resource ma e to ig game, livestock, wild horses and 
burros. The only benefit to ecological range condition and trend 
would be from the reduction in grazing intensi ty_____as. ated above. 
Beneficial impacts fro mg razing sy stems and periodic rest during the 
critical growth period w --0t alized by ve etation n ese w -f w-1/°Kc: 
allotments, due to the year round grazing use by wild horses and 1.,"'f-,f' b~ cJ;,"lj J 
burros. Refer to the proposed action eco og ca range con itio and ·iJ.~"-1~.fy 1 

trend) for a discussion of the impacts from land treatments on ~e 
ecological range condition and trend. Since the land treatments in ~ ~Vi. i 1'11',,.-\., 
this alternative would be the same recommended in the proposed action _) l~~~~;Jt~yl>'-
(MFP Step 2), then this would result in a vegetation type conversion Y~~;,? "'-1 

of approximately six percent over the resource area. This would 1..-\_ e '1. 
result in a significantly adverse impact on ecological range condition f-.J 
and trend of vegetation types within the resource area. 

Ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types on 
approximately 749 acres in the short term would be adversely impacted, 
due to the construction of livestock support facilities (e.g., 
springs, wells, pipelines, fences, and troughs). In the long term 
these acres would eventually rehabilitate naturally with exception of 
approximately 70 acres, which would remain in an adverse impact status 
to ecological range condition and trend of vegetation types. However, 
due to the small amount of acres adversely impacted in the short and 
long tenn this was not considered a significant impact on vegetation 
types. 



Projected summary changes (Table 3-4) in ecological range 
condition are: 

Excellent range condition areas would increase 
from 226,444 acres presently to 232,876 acres in 
the long term or less than 1 percent increase, 

Good range condition areas would increase from 
746,061 acres presently to 940,095 acres in the 
long term or a 4 percent increase, 

Fair range condition areas would decrease from 
1,323,765 acres presently to 1,313,352 acres in 
the long term or less than 1 percent decrease, 

Poor range condition areas would decrease from 
1,959,810 acres presently to 1,769,757 acres in 
the long term or a 4 percent decrease. 

Therefore, ecological range condition would improve an overall 
four percent in the resource area which would be a beneficial impact 
but not a significant improvement. For methodology used in 
determining changes in ecological range condition see Appendix N, 
Section 1. For changes in ecological range condition by allotment see 
Appendix N, Section 11. 

A significant long-term beneficial impact would result to 
ecologicai range trend from the implementation of this alternative. 
The trend summary (Table 3-3) indicates improvements anticipated by 
year 2024. Trend in the upward category would increase from 296,753 
acres (7 percent) presently to 384,021 acres (9 percent) in the long 
term. Trend in the stable category would increase from i,062,301 
acres (25 percent) presently to 3,333,985 acres (78 percent) in the 
long term. Trend in the downward category would decrease from 
2,897,026 acres (68 percent) presently to 538,074 acres (13 percent) 
in the long term. This represents an overall significant improvement 
of 55 percent in ecological range trend. For methodology used to 
determine changes in ecological range trend in the long term see 
Appendix N, Section 2. Appendix N, Section 2, shows expected trend 
changes by allotment. 

Vegetation Production 

Improvements in vegetation production would be similar to those 
expected for the proposed action. Refer to the vegetation production 
portion of the proposed action for details on anticipated increases. 

The long-term increase in vegetation production would result from 
water developments (12,408 AUMs), land treatments on 244, 864 acres 
(69,612 AUMs), improvement through management systems (5,825 AUMs), 
improvement through reduction in grazing intensity (22,483 AUMs), and 



from areas unsuitable with potential to be suitable through management 
(12,207 AUMs), for an overall increase in vegetation production of 
122,535 AUMs or an 85 percent increase. This would result in a 
significantly beneficial impact on vegetation production in the 
resource area. 

Vegetation on approximately 749 acres in the short tenn would be 
adversely impacted, due to the construction of livestock support 
facilities (e.g., springs, wells, pipelines, fences, and troughs). In 
the long term these acres would eventually rehabilitate naturally with 
exception of approximately 70 acres which would remain in an adverse 
impact st at us on veg et at ion product ion. Due to the small amount of 
acres adversely impacted in the short tenn and long term this is not 
considered a significant impact on the resource area. 

Table 3-5 compares changes in allocable vegetation production 
(AUMs) for each alternative and for each time period. 

Impacts on Vegetation Types 

Impacts on the riparian and aspen types would be simiJ:-ar ,to those 
discussed under the proposed action for allotments where livestock or 
livestock, wild horse and burro use occurs (herd use areas). Refer to 
the proposed action for a discussion of impacts to riparian and aspen 
vegetation types. In general, livestock would continue to impact 
riparian areas by congregating in and overgrazing these areas. In 
allotments with AMPs the adverse impact from the livestock grazing on 
riparian areas would not be as severe as the allotments where no A.MPs 
are proposed • . Livestock grazing would continue to adversely impact 
aspen types in non AMP allotments, however those allotments proposed 
for AMPs, the aspen types would be maintained and/or slightly improved 
from the benefits of grazing systems. 

Based on the above discussion it was assumed that where livestock 
grazing continues, riparian vegetation would continue to be adversely 
impacted, because these animals would congregate on riparian zones. 
Aspen types in allotments managed under A.MPs would be maintained 
and/or slightly improved, however, in non-AMP allotments aspen types '.5 
would continue to degrade in condition. Due to lack of resource area 
the significant of these impacts cannot be determined (professiona 
opinion of EIS range conservationist). 

Impacts on riparian and aspen types would be similar to those 
discussed in the no livestock grazing alternative for wild horse and 
burro use in herd management areas. Refer to the no livestock grazing 
alternative for a discussion of impacts to riparian and aspen 
vegetation types in herd management areas. In general, wild horse and 
burro grazing in herd management areas would result in beneficial 
impacts, since these animals do not concentrate in riparian and aspen 
types, as do livestock. However, due to the lack of resource data the 
significance of these impacts cannot be determined (professional 
opinion of EIS range conservationist). 

-



Impacts on Sensitive Plants 

Refer to the proposed action and no livestock grazing alternative 
for a discussion of possible impacts to sensitive plants. 

Conclusion 

Ecological range condition would improve an overall four percent 
in the resource area, -which would not be considered significant 
however, it would be a beneficial impact on vegetation types. 

The most significant long-term impact to the vegetation resource 
in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area is the reversal of a predominately 
downward trend (68 percent presently) to predominately stable (78 
percent) and upward (9·percent) trend. This would result in an 
overall 55 percent change in the vegetation resource towards a st able 
and upward ecological range trend. 

Ecological range condition and trend of vegetative types and 
vegetation production within the resource area would be adversely 
impacted on 749 acres in the short term due to the construction of 
livestock support facilities (e.g., springs, wells, pipelines, fence$, 
and troughs). In the long term these areas would eventually 
rehabilitate naturally with exception of approximately 70 acres, which 
would continue to be adversely impacted. Due to the small amount of 
acres involved in both the short term and the long term these impacts 
would not be considered significant. 

Vegetation production would improve significantly, due to an 
anticipated increase of 85 percent (122,535 AUMs) over the available 
veg et at ion. In summary, the management act ions that would increase 
the available vegetation from the present 143,989 AUMs to 265,763 AUMs 
(consult Appendix ___ , Section ___ , to balance these figures) 
include: 

1. land treatments on 244,864 acres for an increase in 
production of 69,612 AUMs, 

2. reduct ions in grazing intensity from heavy to moderate, 
-which would increase production by 22,483 AUMs, 

3. improvement in vegetation production from implementation 
and/or revision of existing AMPs for an increase of 
5,825 AUMs, 

4. improvement of areas currently unsuitable with potential 
to be suitable through management for an increase in 
vegetation production of 12,207 AUMs, 

5. development of water sources where the present lack of 
water makes these areas unsuitable for grazing would 
increase production by 12,408 AUMs. 



Riparian vegetation would continue to be adversely impacted where 
livestock grazing is continued. Aspen types would benefit in 
allotments managed under AMPs and continue to degrade in allotments 
not managed with AMPs that have livestock grazing. Herd management 
areas would benefit both riparian and aspen types because wild horse 
and burros do not concentrate in these types (field observations by 
District personnel). Sensitive plants would benefit in herd management 
areas and in allotments managed under AMPs. 

Short-tenn Use Versus Long-Term Productivity 

See proposed action for a discussion of short-term use and 
long-term productivity. It is anticipated that the reduct ion in 
short-term use would facilitate the improvement in long-term 
productivity by increasing vegetation production an 85 percent or 
122,535 AUMs. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Degradation of the riparian types would continue where livestock 
graze, due to concentration in, and overgrazing of riparian zones. 
Aspen types in non-AMP allotments would continue to degrade from 
livestock overgrazing of reproductive root suckers. 

The short-term disturbance of vegetation types on 244,864 acres 
from implementation of land treatments and 749 acres from construction 
of support facilities, would be unavoidable in order to obtain the 
desired increase in vegetation · production. In the long term 70 acres 

. would remain in a disturbed state . as a result of the support 
facilities and a loss of regaining ecological range condition climax 
in the 244,864 acres proposed for artificial seeding treatments. 



LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Impacts 

This alternative would initially (1982) adjust the livestock AUMs 
downward from the three to five-year average livestock licensed use 
for a net decrease of 21,544 AUMs (116,551 to 95,007 AUMs). This 
represents an 18 percent decrease of available livestock AUMs from the 
three to five-year average livestock licensed use. Refer to Chapter 
3, Vegetation Production section for this alternative. This 
adjustment would result from an increase of 16,229 AUMs on 9 
allotments, a decrease of 37,773 AUMs on 28 allotments, and no change 
in livestock AUMs in one allotment (Table 1-18). 

This adjustment would be a significantly adverse impact on 
livestock grazing in all the resource area allotments as a whole (see 
Table 3-7). Livestock grazing in 25 allotments would be directly 
impacted because of the downward adjustments in these allotments. 

The long term (2024) would adjust the livestock AUMs upward from 
the three to five-year average livestock licensed use for a net 
estimated increase of 65,541 AUMs (116,551 to 182,092 AUMs). This 
represents a 56 percent estimated increase in available livestock AUMs 
in the long term over the three to five-year average livestock 
licensed use. Refer to Chapter 3, Vegetation Production section for 
this alternative. This adjustment would result from an estimated 
increase of 78,824 AUMs on 23 allotments and an estimated decrease of 
13,283 AUMs on 15 allotments (Table 1-19). 

This adjustment would be a significantly beneficial impact on 
livestock grazing in the resource area. However, the downward 
adjustments would have a significant adverse impact on livestock 
grazing in 13 allotments. Refer to the Economics section of this 
chapter for more detailed discussion of impacts from this alternative. 

In the initial allocation (1982) this alternative would 
completely eliminate livestock grazing in three allotments. In the 
long term (2024) this alternative would completely eliminate livestock 
grazing in four allotments. This would be a significant adverse 
impact to livestock grazing in these allotments. These permittees 
could be forced to find alternate sources of livestock feed, reduce 
their herd size to capacity of their private land, and/or go out of 
the livestock business. 

Adverse impacts from establishment of the proposed periods-of-use 
would be the same as those described under the proposed action. 
Percent calf and lamb crop, weaning weights, wool production, and 
increased workload would be the same as the proposed action. The 
elimination and/or minimization of administrative problems would be 
the same as the proposed action. 
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Conclusion 

The initial allocation (1982) would have a significantly adverse 
impact on livestock grazing in the resource area. This would have a 
significant adverse impact on livestock grazing in 25 allotments with 
downward adjustments. The long-term allocation (2024) would have a 
significantly beneficial impact on livestock grazing in the resource 
area. However, the downward adjustments in 13 allotments would have a 
significantly adverse impact on livestock grazing in these allotments. 

Short-Tenn Use Versus Long-Term Productivity 

A reduction in livestock use in the short-term would benefit 
increased long-term livestock productivity. Refer to the proposed 
action for a more detailed discussion. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Those livestock permittees that graze livestock in allotments 
that would be adjusted downward by greated that 10 percent and/or 
graze livestock in allotments that have been totally designated as 
wild horse and burro herd !Mnagement areas could be forced to either 
sell out, find additional sources of feed, or reduce their livestock 
ope rat ions. 



WILDLIFE 

Under this alternative, wild horses and burros would be removed 
from checkerboard land areas, would share the range with livestock and 
big game in ten herd use areas (HUA), and would have four herd 
management areas (HMAs) established for them wherein there would be no 
livestock grazing, but big game would be present. 

Where wild horses would be completely removed, all facets of the 
proposed action would apply. Impacts to wildlife under the proposed 
action have been addressed previously. 

While HMAs under this alternative would not be the same areas as 
under the proposed action, the same general impacts to wildlife would 
occur in HMAs under this alternative as in the proposed action; thus 
impacts to wildlife in HMAs will not be discussed here. 

Impacts to wildlife within the HUAs, except as discussed below, 
would be similar to those discussed under the proposed action. 

Big Game 

Vegetation allocations under this alternative would cover full 
reasonable numbers of big game animals, including proposed 
reintroductions of bighorn sheep and antelope. In the HUAs, big game 
would share the range resource with both livestock and wild horses and 
burros. Proposed periods-of-use would apply to livestock, but wild 
horses and burros would continue to use the vegetation resource 
yearlong. 

Overall vegetation production in the HUAs would increase under 
this alternative, because consumptive use of vegetation would be 
reduced to a moderate level (see Vegetation Section, Chapter 3). 
However, livestock and wild horses and burros would continue to make 
use of aspen groves, riparian sites, and upland meadows. As under the 
proposed action, these sites would stabilize or perhaps improve 
slightly in condition, but riparian areas would continue to decline in 
condition. 

Land treatments as described in the proposed action would be 
implemented under this alternative and would have the same impacts on 
big game habit at and population. 

The allocation of vegetation to reasonable numbers of big game 
animals, and the reduction of grazing use to moderate levels would 
allow habitat improvements to occur that would represent significant 
beneficial impacts. This habitat improvement, along with the 
stabilization of meadow and aspen habitat, would allow big game 
populations to attain and then maintain population levels equivalent 
to reasonable numbers except as affected by other aspects of the 



alternative. These other aspects would affect big game populations in 
the same manner as they would under the proposed action. Long term 
populations of deer and antelope would be average 3,888 and 940 head 
respectively because of land treatments in their habitat, and bighorn 
sheep would be held to a long term population level not exceeding 845 
head because of adverse influences of allotment management plans 
(increased livestock densities, increased human presence, fences). 

Sage Grouse 

Sage grouse habitat would be significantly beneficially impacted 
by the increased upland herbage production brought about by reduced 
stocking rates, as this would mean increased amounts of forbs for 
spring and summer forage. This would also benefit grouse populations. 

However, riparian meadow habitat, needed for brood rearing during 
hot summer months, would not improve significantly. This would offset 
some of the benefits derived from improved upland herbage production. 

Overall, sage grouse populations would undergo average population 
increases of perhaps 30 percent under this alternative. 

Other Wildlife 

Impacts to other game and nongame wildlife habitat in the HUA 
would be mixed. Those habitats in upland areas would be significantly 
beneficially impacted by the increased herbage production. This is 
because the increased production would mean increased habitat 
diversity. 

There would be little or no impact on aspen groves on meadows, as 
these habitats would remain in their existing condition. Riparian 
habitats would be adversely impacted, as many riparian sites could 
continue to decline due to continued livestock use. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of th~s alternative would impact wildlife habitats 
and species in the same manner as would the proposed action. Table 
3-10 indicates short and long term big game species populations under 
this alternative. The habitat improvements allowed by the forage 
allocation program would allow significant big game habitat 
improvements, which would allow big game species to attain and then 
maintain average population levels equivalent to reasonable numbers in 
all allotments except as indicated in Table 3-8. Sage grouse would 
undergo average population increases of 30 percent due to habitat 
improvements. 



AQUATIC HABITAT 

The effects of the maximizing wild horse and burro alternative 
would approximate the proposed action in every way except that the 
habitat condition of Red Mountain Creek which is located in the 
Granite Range Herd Management Area would improve. Wild horses do not 
linger along the stream and cause damage as do cattle (Table 3-11 and 
Appendix Q). 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Under this alternative 69 percent or 18 streams would be 
maintained in fair or poor condition. This would be an unavoidable 
adverse impact. 



Impacts 

Under this alternative wild horses and burros would be removed 
from areas of checkerboard land and and areas where wild horse and 
burro numbers exceed estimated carrying capacity. Management of 
horses and burros on intermingled private and public land is not 
f easible since a majority of the operators involved have requested 
that the horses and burros be removed from their private land 
(reference Winnemucca District files). Wild horse and burro numbers 
on the remaining 14 areas would be reduced to estimated carrying 
capacity (1,233) (reference Wild Horse and Burro Use Area Map). This 
reduction would increase the vigor and productivity of the remaining 
animals and result in a healthier population, and would therefore be a 
beneficial impact on the herds (see Chapter 3 Proposed Action for 
productivity increase figures). It is assumed that the impacts to 
wild horses and burros with respect to capture, removal of an entire 
h erd, and herd viability would be the same as those described in the 
proposed act ion. 

Over the long term, vegetation available to horses and burros 
would increase to 66,802 AIJMs (5,567 horses and burros), a 
significantly beneficial increase over the long term when considering 
total horse and burro numbers. Refer to Table 1-19 for increase in 
vegetation available to wild horses and burros by allotment. 

On the 14 areas where horses and burros would be reduced to 
estimated carrying capacity, four are Herd Management Areas, where no 
livestoc k grazing would be allowed. These areas are the Buffalo 
Hills, Button Point, Granite Mountains and Rodeo Creek. The remaining 
Herd Use Areas, Augusta Mountains, Black Rock West, Blue Wing 
Mountains, Calico Mountains, Lava Beds, Nightingale Mountains, 
Selenite Range , Stillwater Range, Tobin Range, and Warm Springs Canyon 
would only allow the number of livestock that, in combination with the 
optimum number of horses and burros, would equal estimated carrying 
capacity. Refer to Table 2-11 for the allotments involved with these 
areas. Fences within the Herd Management Areas would be removed to 
allow tmrestricted movement within the area. 

Conclusion 

Horse and burro numbers would be reduced to estimated carrying 
capacity on four Herd Management Areas and ten Herd Use Areas. This 
would beneficially impact the remaining horses and burros by 
increasing the vfgo r amt ptcH1deliV:te-, . Increased vegetation over 
t e long term would allow horse and burro numbers to rise from 1,233 
to 5,567--a significantly beneficial impact. 
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VISUAL RESOURCES 

Under this alternat:ive, the majority of land treatments put forth 
in the proposed actiqn would not be done. Some 3,036 acres in a Class 
III area would be reseeded. All of the facilities would remain the 
same except for an additional 293 miles of fencing. Of this, 28 miles 
would be in Class II area and 35.5 would be in Class III areas. 

The amount of impact (if any) can only be determined by 
site-specific examinations. Reference to the Visual Resource section, 
proposed action, Chapter 3 may be made for a more detailed discussion. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The impacts of trampling to cultural resource sites would be 
reduced initially under this alternative due ·to the reduction of both 
cattle and wild horses. As vegetation cover increased, the livestock 
and wild horses and burros would be allowed to expand according to the 
carrying capacity and impacts on cultural resource sites would 
increase. This would be a cumulative effect. Increased vegetation 
cover resulting from grazing management would reduce erosion impacts 
to cultural resource sites. Impacts from range facilities would be 

. the same as under the proposed action, except that there would be 
reduced impacts from spraying, plowing and seeding. Miles of 
fencelines would be increased however (see Table 3-18). A total of 
125 known cultural resource sites could be affected by range 
facilities. 
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TABLE 3-/8 
IMPACTS OF MAXIMIZING WILD HORSE AND BURRO RANGE PROJECTS 

ON KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES AND ARCHEOLOCICALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE /fREA 

Known Cultural Resource Sites 

Isolated Finds 
Range Project Open and Historic Antiquity 

Type Aboriginal Small Sites Historic Trails Rock Shelters Observationa 

Fences 20 17 4 8 3 2 

Fence Removal 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Catt legua rds 0 0 3 0 0 

Spring 
Developments 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pipelines 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Water Troughs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

l.lells and 
1,/indr.ll \s 0 0 0 0 

Sagebrush Cone rol 
and Seed 39 12 6 2 3 

Seed and/or I 0 0 0 0 
Reseed ~ '31 - -

,';./-/3 I/ ,3 s- s-
Source: u.s. Depanment of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Unit 

Resource Analysis, 1979 and Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan, 1980 

,,. 

Archeologicall;i: Sensitive Areas 
Miles, Acres, 

Percent of Project or Numbers of Sites Tot al Projects 
in Archeologically in Archeologically Miles, Acres, 

Sens it 1 ve Areas Sensitive Areas or Nuober 

1,08% 7.5 miles 692.0 ciles 

0% 0 31.9 miles 

22.22% 4 18 

100.00% 8.0.......,.. 8.0~ 

9.67% 1.5 miles n.5 miles 

0% 0 102 

· 0% 0 42 

7,4% 16,970 acres 230,112 acres 

4.01% 600 ac't'ea 14,752 acres 



RECREATION 

The impacts of this alternative would be varied on the recreation 
activity. · For viewing wild horses they would be beneficial and for hunting 
and fishing they would be detrimental. 

With the emphasis on an increase in horse numbers, an increase in 
visitor use to the HHAs and HUAs could be expected. It is estimated that 
1,500 visitor days a year would be actively spent viewing wild horses 
throughout the resource area except for the Diamond S Allotment. . 
Recreation in this allotment would be very benefically impacted. Thousands 
of visitor days a year could be spent there if the proper facilities and 
interpretative devices were built. Refer to the Proposed Action-Chapter 
3-Recreation section for additional discussion. 

Big game would be managed for reasonable numbers and this would 
preclude a large number of people from obtaining a big game tag. This · 
impact would be significantly detrimental. Further discussion can be found 
in the Proposed Action-Chapter 3-Recreation section. 

Fishing would be significantly detrimentally impacted. The Proposed 
· Action-Chapter 3-Recreation section contains a discussion of it. 

Conclusion 

Viewing wild horses would be beneficially impacted with the · 
construction of recreation facilities at the Diamond S allotment. Big game 
and fishing would be adversely impacted because the projected demand would 
greatly exceed the available supply. 

WILDERNESS 

Under this alternative land treatments are recommended for 7 of 
t~e 11 proposed WSAs (Table 3-16) in seven grazing allotments: Blue 
Wing, Buffalo Hills, Goldbanks, Leadville Rodeo Creek Soldier 
Meadows and South Buffalo (see Chapter 1, 'Ran:ge Facili~ies and Land 
Treatments Map and Chapter, Wilderness Inventory Map for locations). 
The land treatments with vegetation manipulations of sagebrush control 
would create visual impacts upon the proposed WSAs. Line, color, 
form, and texture changes caused by sagebrush control creates maximum 
contrasts in relation to the surrounding landscape of the areas. Such 
contrasts are substantially noticeable, distracting from the 
naturalness of the areas and indicating the permanent presence of man. 
The proposed la~d treatment would be so apparent that the recommended 
WSAs wilderness suitability would be adversely impaired. 

Conclusion 

As no land treatments would be permitted, then no adverse impacts 
would occur to the WSAs to impair their wilderness suitability. · 
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CHAPTER V 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION IN DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSAL 

Consultation and coordination with all inte~ested parties have 
been important components in the development of the Sonoma-Gerlach 
planning/MFP/EIS process, and will continue to play a vital role as 
the process moves into the final EIS, decision document, and 
implementation stages. 

In June and July, 1980, notice of intnt to prepare an EIS was 
published in the CT3 Federal Register CTl and through news releases, 
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 w2re 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 and July, 
consultations were scheduled by appointment with interested 
individuals and agencies. 

INTERAGENCY CONTACTS 

s &. 

Professional contacts have been made with the Nevada Department 
of Wildlife(Fish and Wildlife Service and Soils Conservation Service). 

Informal consultation on the possible existence of threat .ened or 
endangered plants is scheduled with the U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service. 

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES OF THE DRAFT EIS 
WILL BE SENT 

CONGRESSIONAL 

Senator Howard Cannon 

Senator Paul Laxalt 

Congressman James Santini 



FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 

Soil Conservation Service 

Department of Defense 

Department of the Air Force 

Department of Energy 

Department ot the Interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Bureau of Mines 

Water and Power Resources Service 

Geological Survey 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 

Environmental Protect ion Agency 

STATE AGENCIES 

Office of the Governor, Nevada 

Nevada State Planning Coordinator 

Nevada State Clearinghouse - 25 copies 

Nevada Department of Wildlife 

Legislative Counsel Bureau 

distributes copies to State 
Agencies 



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 

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 

Assemblymn John Marvel 

C1-, 5 
.3 
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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 . 

Audubon Society, Lahontan Chapter 

Desert Bighorn Council 

Foresta Institute 

Friends of Nevada Wilderness 

Friends of the Earth 

{!}I .s 
+ 

Grazing permit holders wit h in Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area 
TS f l'-1\ 8 ? -
National Council of Public Land Users, Colorado 

National Resoures Defense Council 

Nevada Cattlemen's Association 

Ne•1ada Outdoor Recreation Association/National Public Lands Task Force 

Nevada Woolgrower ' s Association 

Northern Nevada Native Plant Society 

Oregon Environmental Council 

Pacific Legal Foundation 

Private c i tizens who have requested a cop y of the DEIS 



Public Lands Councul 

Sage County Alliance for a Good Environment 

Society of Range Management 

Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club 

Wilderness Soceity 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance 

Wildlife Management Institute 

AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be sent to 
everyone who requests a copy of their substantive comments will be 
treated in a comments and responses section of the FEIS. Others 
identified in the Preparation Plan for this EIS will be sent letters 
of notification regarding availability of the Draft and Hearings. A 
news release will be issued statewide concerning availability of the 
EIS. 

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 EIS). 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT OFFICES 

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 VegaB, 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 8982 0 

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 County Library 
301 S. Center Street 
Reno, Nevada 89505 

HEARINGS. 

Public Hearing will be held on th.is Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Notice for dates and times for public hearing will be 
announced in advance to the public news media and in the CT3 Federal 
Register CTl. 



APPENDIX A 

Sect ion l 

Methodology for Determining Vegetation Production and Allocations for 
the Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 

Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area 

Vegetation Initial Allocation Procedures 

The Sonoma-Gerlach vegetation allocation program is based on occular 
reconnaissance range surveys that were completed during the summers of 
1947 and 1961-66 (BLM Manual 4412.llA). 

The following rangeland suitability criteria were applied for initial 
vegetation allocations in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area (Refer to 
Table A-1 for suitability acreage by allotment). 

1. No vegetation on slopes greater than SO percent was allocated to 
livestock or wild horses. 

2. No vegetation was allocated to livestock or wild horses in areas 
that produced less than 25 pounds of forage per acre (greater than 
32 acres/AUM). 

3. No vegetation greater than four miles from a dependable water 
source was allocated to livestock or wild horses. 

The Nevada State Office (NSO) Cartography Section prepared 7.5 minute 
orthophoto quadrangles (base maps) showing land status, allotment 
boundaries, and range survey write-up areas (vegetation types). An 
electronic planimeter was used to compute an acreage figure for each 
section, township and quandrangle. Overlays were constructed for each 
quandrangle depicting each of the rangeland suitability criteria used 
in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area as well as overlays showing big 
game and wild horse and burro use areas. Winnemucca District 
personnel then determined acreages for each vegetation type and the 
unsuitable areas in each vegetation type for each 7.5 minute 
orthophoto quadrangle, and entered this data into a computer. 

Proper Use Factors (PUFs) and Forage Acre Requirements (FARs) were 
established for the 1~47 and 1960s range surveys. These were used to 
compute acres/AUM for each vegetation type. All of these figures 
remain unchanged for the proposed vegetation allocation. 



Animal Unit Months (AUMs) were computed by dividing the total number 
of acres in a vegetation type (provided by the computer) by the 
acres/AUM figure for that type. The acreages and AUMs for each 
category of the suitability criteria (slope, production, 
production/water, water) were subtracted from the totals in each type 
to determine the acres and AUMs suitable for livestock, wild horse, 
and burro use. 

Example 1 

Allotment 
Vegetation type 

Total acres in vegetation type 
Total suitable acres 
Total unsuitable acres 
Acres/ AUM 
Total \uitable AUMs 

Example 2 

Allotment 
Vegetation type 

Total acres in vegetation type 
Total suitalble acres 
Total unsuitable acres 

du~ to: slope 
distance from water 

Acres/AUM 
Total suitable AUMs 

Dolly Hayden 
13 (saltbrush) ATC0-ARSP (Atriplex 

confertifolia - Artemisia 
spinescens) 

2000 
2000 

0 
. : 12 

167 

Blue Wing 
4 (sagebrush) ARAR-ARSP (Artemisia 

arbuscula - Artemisia spinescens) 
29,630 
22,315 

7,318 
2,587 
4,731 

32 
697 

Big game use areas for antelope, bighorn sheep, and mule deer were 
provided by the Nevada Department of Wildlife (ND0W). A reasonable 
number of big game animals cooperatively agreed upon by NDOW and BLM 
was assigned to each use area along with periods-of-use. 

When allocating vegetation to meet big game demand, it was assumed 
that big game species are equally distributed throughout all 
vegetation types within those use areas. The following formula was 
used to der i ve AUM demand by vegetation type for each big game 
species: 

Big game AUM demand in vegetation type= AUM demand in big game use 

area x (acres in vegetation type) 
(acres in big game use area) 

.• ·-·-i . 



AUMs were allocated to big game species, livestock, wild horses, and 
burros to the extent of the AUMs produced by the vegetation type. _.....,.,.r..)&..JL 
Some Animal Unit Months (AUMs)i'-'a"nocated to big game that were not 
available to livestock, wild horses, and burros and were labelled 
non-competitive AUMs • AUMs allocated to big game that were suitable 
and hereby available to livestock, wild horses, and burros were 

~ - la~~titive AUMs. Table A-_ shows the competitive and 
f"--'~ non-competiti~initial and future allocations for all alternatives 

for all species of big game combined. • • I o 
In all alternatives, including the Proposed Action, except the No () -~ 
Action alternative the methodology for in~U.al...J!llication and -~),I' 
estimating future production was the samr:fj The methodology used in •. ~ -~. 
the No Action Alternative will follow. ~ 

Outside of big game and wild horse use areas all available AUMs were 
allocated to livestock, however, where big game and wild horse use 
does occur, the use was recognized and AUMs were allocated for each 
use. 

Methodology for Estimating Future Production 

In estimating future production over the long-term (35 years) it was 
assumed that low-productive land (land producing less than 1 AUM over 
32 acres of land) could improve through: Reducing grazing intensity, 
implementing grazing systems, or a combination of both. It was 
assumed that by reducing grazing intensity, the estimated production 
would increase by 21 percent, and by implementing a grazing system the 
production would increase by 5 percent over the long-term (Van Poolen 
and Lacey, July 1979). If a combination of the lower grazing 
intensity and the grazing systems were used, then an estimated 
increase over the long-term would be 26 percent. 

Following these assumptions: 

1) Land producing 33.68 acres per AUM would become suitable land by 
implementing grazing system. 

33.68 acres/AUM 
5% increase from grazing systems ---

1.6840 increase 

33.68 acres/AUM 
1.68 increase 

32.00 acres/AUM 

2) Land producing 40.50 acres per AUM would become suitable land by 
reducing the grazing intensity from heavy to moderate. 

40.50 acres/AUM 
21% increase from reduction of grazing 

intensity 

4050 
8100 
8.5050 increase 

40.50 acres/AUM 
8.50 increase 

32.00 acres/AUM 



3) Land producing 43.24 acres per AUM would become suiutable land 
by a combination of grazing systems and reduction of grazing 
intensity. 

acres/AUM 43.24 
26% increase for grazing intensity 

and grazing systems 

43.24 acres/AUM 
11.24 increase 

25944 
8648 

11. 2424 

32.00 acres/AUM 

increase 

The acreages which improved due to the assumptions above were taken 
from the Sonoma, Blue Wing and Buffalo Hills Unit Resource Analyses. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE - FUTURE AVAILABLE VEGETATION METHODOLOOGY 

In the no action alternative (existing use) there are a specific 
number of AUMs being used by livestock, big game, and wild horses in 
each allotment. Surplus AUMs are carried into the Unusued Vegetation 
Column (Table 1-8). A deficit in AUMs is shown in the Overused 
Vegetation Colunm.. To determine the total future available vegetation 
for the year 2024 it is necessary to project the AUMs from current use 
to future use based on the percentage of unused or overused vegetation 
against the total available. To do this the following percentages 
were used: 

Available Vegetation Change in available 
Unused or Overused vegetation (2024) to 

(19 79) projected future 

0- 5 percent No Change 
5.1- 15 percent 6 percent 

15.1- 45 percent 17 percent 
45.1- 75 percent 40 percent 
7 5.1-100 percent 63 percent 

100.1-125 percent 76 percent 
125.1-150 percent 86 percent 
150.1-200 percent 95 percent 
200. l plus 100 percent 



Estimated future vegetation (AUMs) 

Example 1 

Allotment 
Available vegetation (1979) 
Actual use 
Overused vegetation 
Percent overused 
Future available veg et at ion (2024) 

Blue Wing 
19,816 AUMs 
43,645 AUMs 
23,829 AUMs 

120 percent 
4,756 AUMs 

The percent overused (120 percent) falls within the 100.1 to 125 
percent range which means there would be a 76 percent decrease 
(15,060 AUMs) in available vegetation by year 2024 for a total 
estimated future production of 4,756 AUMs. 

Example 2 

Allotment 
Available vegetation (1979) 
Actual use 
Underused vegetation 
Percent underused 
Future available vegetation (2024) 

Majuba 
3,320 AUMs 
2,274 AUMs 
1,046 AUMs 
31.5 percent 
3,884 AUMs 

The percent underused (31.5 percent) falls within the 15.1 to 45 
percent range which means there would be a 17 percent increase 
(564 AUMs) in available vegetation by year 2024 for a total 
estimated future production of 3,884 AUMs. 

, .• , _,,..._,._..r.. 
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APPENDIX A 
SECTION I 
TABLE A-2 

BIG CAMI! COHPl!:TITIVE AND NONCOl!PETITIVE FORAGE BY ALLOTMENT FOR ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION (AUMa) 

Pro2osed Act ion No Action No Li vest ode Maxb1lzin,& Livestock Kaxlmh lng lllld Hor1es and Burro■ 
Pr es ent Future Present Future Present Future !-'re.sent Future Present future 
(l 982) (2024) (I 982) (2024) (1982) (2024) (1982) (2024) (1982) (2024) 

Allotment C !.7 NC !,7 C NC C NC C NC C NC C NC C NC C NC C NC C NC 

Blue lllng 244 612 · 322 534 400 0 400 0 244 612 . 32? S34 264 601 264 601 244 612 322 S34 
Buffal o Klll ■ 7,363 1,179 7,464 1,078 480 0 480 0 7,36) I, 179 7,464 1,078 S,97S 949 S,975 949 7,363 1,179 7,464 1,078 
Ca l lco 141 35 141 35· 0 0 0 0 141 35 141 35 51 IS 51 15 141 35 141 35 
Cleat' Creek 123 73 . 132 64 0 0 0 0 123 73 132 64 32 18 32 ,a 123 73 132 64 
Coal Canyon - Poker 88 41 90 39 15 0 15 0 88 41 90 39 84 36 84 36 88 41 90 39 
Cottonwood Canyon 7 II 7 II 0 0 0 0 7 II 7 II 9 13 9 13 7 11 1 II 
Coyote 448 5 449 4 0 0 0 0 448 5 449 4 266 3 266 3 448 s 449 4 

i Desert Queen 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 so O· 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DJ.1:nond S 124 43 12S 42 0 0 0 0 124 43 12S 42 28 8 28 8 124 43 125 42 
Do lly Hayden 68 18 68 18 0 0 0 0 68 18 68 18 67 17 67 11 68 18 68 18 
Goldl:ank. s 76 34 84 26 0 0 0 0 16 34 84 26 82 32 82 32 76 34 84 26 
Har-cony 11 2S 77 25 0 0 0 0 i1 25 77 25 21 6 21 6 77 25 77 25 
HuC!lboldt House 0 90 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 90 90 0 0 83 0 83 0 90 90 0 
llumbo ld< Slnk 0 5 0 5 46 0 46 0 0 5 0 5 0 3 0 3 0 s 0 5 
Jersey Valley I 48 28 21 0 0 0 0 I 48 28 21 I SB I SB l 48 28 21 , ,. Klondike 43 24 4) 24 0 0 0 0 43 24 43 24 43 27 43 27 43 24 4J 24 
Lead v 11 le 377 4S 389 33 0 0 0 0 377 45 389 33 197 19 197 19 377 45 389 33 
Ll <k lng s 40 41 4 0 0 0 0 5 40 41 4 I i2 I 12 5 40 41 4 
~ajuh a . 137 12 143 6 0 0 0 0 137 12 143 6 SJ 8 83 8 · 137 12 143 6 
:-le lody 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o· 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~ort h Buffalo 15 0 IS 0 o· 0 0 0 15 0 IS 0 4 0 4 0 . IS 0 15 0 
Pl 1!.as .1,1t V•ll"ey 277 174 308 143 0 0 0 0 277 174 308 143 269 169 269 169 277 i74 308 143 

I Po l,~ Canyon 27 32 59 0 0 0 0 0 27 32 59 0 9 9 9 9 27 32 59 0 
Prin c e Ro yal 0 60 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 0 0 58 0 58 0 60 60 0 
Pu.n;>e rn [ck.el . 175 85 22 7 33 0 0 0 0 175 85 227 33 84 22 84 22 175 85 227 j3 
Ra~ged Top 1 65 45 27 0 0 0 0 1 65 4S 27 9 80 9 80 7 65 45 27 
Ra\Jh lde 88 42 94 36 41 ·o 41 0 88 42 94 36 67 37 67 37 88 42 94 36 
Ro..:hescer 14 46 S4 6 168 0 163 0 14 46 S4 6 II 45 11 45 14 46 S4 6 
kodc Cr:!ek 14S 32 14S :!2 0 0 0 0 145 32 14S 32 31 7 31 7 14S 32 145 32 
Rodeo Creek 3S5 !09 lSS 109 0 0 ·O ·o 3S5 109 3S5 109 186 51 · 186 S7 355 109 3SS 109 
Rye Patch 37 53 37 53 5 0 5 0 37 SJ 37 53 34 47 34 47 37 53 37 Sl 
Seve n Troughs 392 129 521 0 0 0 0 0 392 129 5ll 0 -473 139 473 139 392 129 521 0 
Soldier Meadows 1,382 97 1,382 97 5,066 0 .5,066 0 1,382 97 1,382 97 907 56 907 56 1,382 97 1,382 97 
Sonoma 94 76 94 76 0 0 0 - 0 94 76 9,1 76 22 17 22 17 94 76 94 76 
South Buffalo 360 IS6 360 156 0 150 0 150 360 156 360 156 334 137 334 137 360 156 360 156 
Scar Peak 3S2 164 354 162 209 0 209 0 352 164 354 162 371 165 371 165 352 164 354 162 
Tho :aas Creek 63 62 63 62 0 0 0 0 63 62 63 62 13 12 13 12 63 62 63 62 
W'h ltc Horse. 35 1 35 7 0 0 0 0 35 1 35 7 36 1 36 1 35 1 35 7 

TOTAL 13,140 3 , 729 13 , 901 , 2,968 6,430 200 6,430 200 13,140 3,729 · l3,901 2,968 10,064 2,972 10,064 2,972 13,·140 3,729 13,901 2,968 

!.I C • Competitive AUMe 
NC • Nonco11pet it ive AllMa 

Sour ce: U.S. Department ot the Inte :rlorJ Bureau of Land Management, Winne111uc.c,.. Di ■trit;t. Son01A&-Gerlacb Re1ource Area, Sooocu., Blue Wing, and Buffalo 
Hllla Unlt Res\liut'c.• Analyae:a and Di,t rice file a. 

,,. 
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TABLE 

HAXIMIZINC Ll\'ESTGCK use ,'.1.TERNATIVE 
AtITIC[PATED lllCRf.ASY. [N FCIRA<;E PROllUCT!IIN ( AUlls ) TIIKOUGII ttANAC.EMf.!IT PER ALLOTMENT 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Unsuitable vith R 
Potential to be Suit a ble t/ 

Reduc tion in Impl ement at ion of Suitable by 
Grazing Intensity Crazin g Systems Water & Reco,. p l led Combined 

All<.ttc:i.cnt (2U) tj_/ (5 %) ~ Wnt,·r Produ1.: t l on ProdLh..: t 1011, Jn..:rc ,1se Surv e y Totdl 
C , 

Sl u.? \Jing 4,035 961 6, I 5R 1,0 06 134 12,294 19,215 31,509 
Buf fa!o Hll la 0 I, 107 0 816 0 1,923 22, I'l 24,064 
Calico 358 85 0 0 0 4H 1,7 06 2,149 
Clear Creek. 50 5 120 330 120 0 1,075 2,405 3,480 
Coa l Canyon- Poker 602 0 495 266 2 I ,3 65 2,868 4,233 
c ,.,c t o :'l•,..(,od Canyon 0 8 34 0 0 42 I 55 197 
Co: .. ,:,te 0 0 0 2 0 2 ).294 3,296 
De sect Queen 153 36 883 500 251 1,823 730 2,553 
D!a~ond S 141 13 0 0 0 174 67~ MS 
c;olly Hayden L.:. 0 196 215 0 6 417 3,935 4,352 
C-...:.d e.ar.:.te <:.ol"-'t,.,.."' j 317 0 241 0 0 558 1,512 2,070 
H.arcony 48 11 o· 8 0 67 23) 300 
Hucbo l d t House 90 21 0 183 0 294 433 727 
Hu:oboUt Sink 62 14 0 61 8 145 297 442 
Jersey Valley 115 28 69 883 0 1,095 552 1,647 
Kl CJn Hke 305 72 18 56 66 517 l,~56 1,973 
l,;,adv!lle 0 0 0 41 0 41 2,58 4 2,625 
Li..:kir.g 10 2 0 66 0 78 48 J:!6 
~~.a !1t'. ,1 0 166 379 67 7J 6~5 3,312 ), 997 

~e la dy 129 JO 0 0 0 159 616 715 
So rth Eofh lo )!,4 82 1,219 0 0 l, 645 1,61,0 3,2 85 
Pl eas-1nt \'alley 1,8 0 ) 429 224 122 8 2,586 8,586 II, I 72 
t'ole Canyon 42 10 196 0 0 248 200 448 
Prin~e Roya l )I 1 0 146 0 184 150 314 
Pu"I:r, ,!rnl c kel I , 2'..6 299 199 "2 0 l, 796 6,075 7 ,87 I 
R• &~•d To p 0 21 269 620 4 10 1,)20 "6 l, 736 
:la·.1~1de 514 122 0 34 0 670 2 ,,. 51 ) , 121 
P-:.c~ eCi.t~r 5()0 I 19 )93 94) IOI 2,056 2,383 ,. , 439 
R?..:ic. Cr eek 366 0 0 0 0 366 l , 744 2,110 
Rodeo <:reek l, I 63 276 3RO 20 0 1, 839 5,539 7,378 
Rye Pa t..:h 297 0 0 0 0 297 1,415 l, 7 I 2 
Seve:1 Troughs 817 ?94 52 1 3,998 692 6,222 3,B95 10,117 
Soldier ~eadows 0 I, 262 0 0 0 1,262 25,238 26,500 
So:10 ::1a 165 0 0 47 0 212 787 999 
South e.uf falo I ,572 0 185 377 0 2,134 7, 484 9,618 
Star fe .1k 551 1)1 0 14 18 714 2,624 3,338 
Tho-=.as Creek 84 20 0 0 0 104 401 505 
"Jhtte llo rse 22) 53 0 0 0 276 .1,066 l. )42 

Total 16,598 5,915 12,408 10,438 I, 769 47,128 140,260 187,388 

0 ! I l t:provec::..?nt through reduc.tiOI) in grazing intensity \Jill re su lt froia reduc .t ion in livesto ck, wil d horse and burro u1e to the estimated 
car:-y1ng capac ity of the aU ot.aen ts. 

C !/ l ciprove:nen t thr ough o-.anagement systeru would be a..:i:ompltshed by i mplementatlon ot intensive and/or non-intensi ve management. 
,:\_!/ Areas that are currently unsuitable for grulng (application of soltablUty criteria) that will be come suitable through management (gru1ng 

systems and reductions in grazing intensity) and development of water. 



APPENDIX A 
SECTION 

METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING REASONABLE AND EXISTING NUMBERS OF 
BIG GAME ANIMALS BY ALLOTMENT 

1. NDOW provided BLM with reasonable numbers of mule deer by 
allotment; no further calculation was necessary. 

2. NDOW provided BLM with reasonable numbers of antelope and 
bighorn sheep by use area; the following method was used to 
apportion these numbers by allotment: 

f!/ Percentage of use area within the allotment was 
calculated based on acreages calculated from NDOW 
maps and BLM allocated boundaries; 

EXAMPLE: Buffalo Hills Allotment 

Antelope Use Area 
Within Allotment 

AW-1 
AW-2 
AW-3 
AW-4 
AW-6 
AW-7 
AW-8 

Percent of Use Areas 
in Allotment 

100 
100 
22.5 

100 
35 

100 
93.2 

E._/ The percent of reasonable numbers within each 
allotment was then calculated. Reasonable numbers 
for each use area were supplied by NDOW, who used 
methods agreed upon by BLM to arrive at the 
numbers. 

EXAMPLE: Buffalo Hills Allotment 

Percentage Total Reasonable Reasonable Numbers 
Use in Average Numbers In Use Areas 

Areas Allotment in Use Areas In Allotment 

AW-1 100.0 X 20 ::: 20 
AW-2 100.0 X 46 46 
AW-3 22.5 X 209 = 47 
AW-4 100.0 X 111 = 111 
AW-6 35.0 X 40 = 14 
AW-7 100.0 X 119 ::: 119 
AW-8 93.2 X 1471 = 137 

Total Reasonable Number of Antelopes in Allotment 494 

l'. 
4-.,... -
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3. Existing numbers of big game animals was provided by NDOW 
for their management units. These existing numbers were 
apportioned by allotments based on the percentage of 
reasonable numbers in each allotment. The following formula 
was used. 

Total Reasonable 
Number in Allotment 
Total Reasonable Number 
in NDOW Management Unit 

= 

}' ~, 
,<...-

/ 

Existing Number 
In Allotment 
Total Existing Number 
in NDOW Management Unit 



APPENDIX A 
SECTION ---

Big game allocation resulting from the 1947 and 
1960s range surveys are shown in the following 
table. 

Allotment Mule Deer AUMs Antelope AUMs 
Blue Wing 400 
Buffalo Hills 480 
Coal Canyon-Poker 20 
Humboldt Sink 46 
Rawhide 41 
Rochester 168 
Soldier Meadows 2,666 2,400 
Star Peak 209 

3,550 2,880 

'~-.,-· 
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APPENDIX B 

MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK USE ALTERNATIVE (AND PROPOSED ACTION) 
RECOMMENDED PERIODS-OF-USE AND KEY MANAGEMENT SPECIES 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA a/ 

Allotment 

Blue Wing 

Buffalo Hills 

Calico 

Clear Creek 

Coal Canyon-Poker 

Cottonwood Canyon 

Coyote 

Desert Queen 

Diamond S 

Period-of-Use 

6/1 to 2/28 

6/ 1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 2/28 

5/1 to 2/28 

6/15 to 10/1 

5/1 to 12/1 

7/1 to 2/28 

7/1 to 2/28 

Key Management Species b/ 

Key species in salt desert 
shrub: (1) ORHY, (2) SIHY, 
(3) GRSP, (4) EULA 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY, (4) PUTR 

Key species in salt desert 
shrub: (1) ORHY, (2) SIHY, 
(3) GRSP, (4) EULA 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY, (4) PUTR 

Key species in salt desert 
shrub: (1) ORHY, (2) SIHY, 
(3) GRSP, (4) EULA 
In sage brush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY, (4) PUTR 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

In pinyon-juniper sagebrush 
grass: (1) AGSP, (2) STTH 

(1) AGSP, (2) STTH 

In salt desert sh rub: (1) OP.HY, 
(2) EULA, (3) STCO 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 
On seeding: (1) AGCR 



Dolly Hayden 

Goldbanks 

Harmony 

Humboldt House 
North of Freeway 
South of Freeway 

Humboldt Sink 

Jersey Valley 

Klondike 

Leadville 

Licking 

Majuba 

Melody 

North Buffalo 

Pleasant Valley 

Pole Canyon 

Prince Royal 

6/1 to 2/28 

5/1 to 2/28 

111 ta 10130 

10/1 to 2/28 
6/1 to 9/30 

6/1 to 2/28 

10/1 to 2/28 

6/15 to 2/28 

5/1 to 11/30 

7/15 to 9/30 

6/1 to 2/28 

5/1 to 9/30 

6/1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 2/28 

6/15 to 9/30 

6/1 to 2/28 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

(1) STTH, (2) AGSP, (3) FEID 

(1) EULA, (2) 0RHY, (3) STC0 
(1) 0RHY, (2) STTH, (3) SIHY, 
(4) FEID 

Adjacent to sink: (1) SPAI, 
(2) ELCI 
North of Freeway: (1) ORHY, 
(2) GRSP, (3) STC0 

(1) SIHY, (2) EULA 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

(1) AGSP, (2) STTH, (3) FEID 

(1) AGSP, (2) STTH, (3) FEID 

(1) 0RHY, (2) STTH, (3) EULA, 
(4) STC0 

(1) AGCR 

(1) 0RHY, (2) EULA 
Trailing Permitted Year-Round 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

(1) AGSP, (2) STTH 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

,.,. .. ~ .. 
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Pumpernickel 

Ragged Top 

Rochester 

Rawhide 

Rock Creek 

Rodeo Creek 

Rye Patch 

Seven Troughs 

Soldier Meadows 

Sonoma 

South Buffalo 

6/ 1 to 2/28 

12/1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 2/28 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

(l) ORHY, (2) GRSP, (3) EULA, 
(4) STCO 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) STTH, (2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

6/15 to 11/30 In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 

6/1 to 2/28 

5/1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 2/28 

7/1 to 10/30 

5/1 to 2/28 

In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY, (4) FEID 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY, (4) PUTR 

In salt desert shrub: (1) ORHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) STCO 
In sagebrush grass: (1) AGSP, 
(2) FEID, (3) STTH 

In salt desert shrub: (1) ORHY, 
(2) SIHY, (3) GRSP, (4) EULA 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY, (4) PUTR, 
(5) FEID 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
( 2) AGSP, (3) S IHY, ( 4) FEID 

(1) AGSP, (2) STTH, (3) SIHY 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

,..-~ ...... 
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Star Peak 

Thomas Creek 

White Horse 

6/1 to 2/28 

6/1 to 9/30 

5/1 to 11/30 
6/1 to 11/30 

In salt desert shrub: (1) SIHY, 
(2) EULA, (3) GRSP 
In sagebrush grass: (1) STTH, 
(2) AGSP, (3) SIHY 

(1) STTH, (2) AGSP, (3) STCO 

On the seeding: (1) AGCR, 
Native: (1) AGSP, (2) STTH, 
(3) FEID 

a/ Use same table for Proposed Action. The only change is the Diamond S 
Allotment period-of-use. Change to 3/1 to 2/28. 

b/ Abbreviation Scientific Name Common Name 
AGCR Agropyron cristatum Crested wheatgrass 
AGSP Agropyron spitatum Bluebunch wheatgrass 
ELCI Elymus cinereus Basin wildrye 
EULA Eurotia lanata Winterfat 
FEID Festuca idahoensis Idaho fescue 
GRSP Grayia spinosa Spiny hopsage 
ORHY Oryzopsis hymenoides Indian ricegrass 
PUTR Purshia t ridentata Bitter brush 
SIHY Sitanion hystrix Bottlebrush squirreltail 
SPAI Sporobolus airoides Alkali sacaton 
STCO St i pa comat a Needle-and-thread 
STTH Stipa thurberiana Thurber needlegrass 

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Winnemucca District, Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan. 
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LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES 

PROPOSED ACTION 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Fences Pipelines 
Allotment (miles) Cattleguar _ds Wells (miles) Troughs Springs 

Blue Wing 94 3 17 3 38 1 
Buffalo Hills 25 1 0 0 0 0 
Calico 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Clear Creek 7 l 0 0 0 0 
Coal Canyon-Poker 0 0 l 0 2 0 
Cottonwood Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Coyote 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Desert Queen 11 0 6 0 12 0 
Diamond S 6 0 0 0 0 0 
Dolly Hayden 6 0 0 0 0 0 
Goldbanks 0 0 1 1-1/2 4 1 
Hannony 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Humboldt House 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Humboldt Sink 7 0 1 0 2 0 
Jersey Valley 0 0 0 1-1/2 2 l 

· Klondike 9 1 0 1-1/2 1 0 
I Leadville· 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Licking 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 
Majuba 17 2 1 0 2 0 I 
Melody 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 
North Buffalo 0 0 0 0 0 0 I Pleasant Valley 22 0 1 0 2 0 
Pole Canyon 6 0 1 2 4 l 
Prince Royal 0 0 0 0 0 0 i 
Pumpernic kel 18 0 0 0 0 0 
Ragged Top 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rawhide 11 2 0 0 0 0 
Rochester 18 2 5 2 12 1. Rock Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rodeo Creek 30 O· 4 0 8 0 

I 
Rye Patch 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Seven Troughs 37 2 3 2 8 l 
Soldier Meadows 46 4 0 0 0 0 
Sonoma 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South Buffalo 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Star Peak 26 0 0 2 3 2 A 
Thomas Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 k • White Horse 3 0 l 0 2 0 ' i 
Total 399 18 42 15.5 102 

i 
8 l : 

-l 
Source: Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan 1980. I 
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PKOM~F.ll ACTION f{t-:c11m11-:mn:u vt-:1:t:TATION TREAT~lt:~T ~l".R AI.I.Unl ENT o/ 

SONt>HA-U:KI.A~II ~\'.SOlJK,:E Al<U 

Trt.•nlrn,•11r. Curr.-nt El!ll 1maL-~d 
Hl•lhu ,I At:r~11 to Anl tc I l'"t ,•d Eat i!:'..alt"d Coal ($) Vroduct Ion Product {t\n 

Allol in.,nl (Rd.I) be Tr~oted Inc:rf'ns~ tn AUHH To<al i'er Acn:! Pt:r AUH (Acre•/ AUH) (Acre•/AUH) 

Blue Wing Plow & s~,•J (I) 15,2% 4,621 917,760 60 199 32 3 
Plow & St,,•J (~) 2,H4I 663 170,460 60 257 10 3 
Plow & s._,,,,I ()) 16,892 S,049 l,OIJ,520 60 201 29 3 
Plow & s,_.,,,I (4) 3,580 1,030 :14,800 bO 209 22 3 
Pio"' & St.•~d (5) 17, 55,, S,OIS 1,053,240 60 210 21 3 
Plow & S<'~J (6) 58. I Ill 17,495 3,486,600 60 199 31 3 
Plow & S",•J (7) ~2- _hKJ_! 3b4 320 --'-'-'-= 60 194 42 3 

SUHTOTAL 120,345 35,752 7 ,no, 100 

luff a lo Iii lls Plow & Seed (1) 1,557 459 93,420 60 204 26 3 
R~ge:ed (2) 2,608 739 78,240 30 106 20 3 
Plow & S-,:.,•d (7) 1,590 I, 946 455,400 60 234 13 3 
Plow & St!t!d (8) ~4-l ~ 2%,580 60 212 20 3 

SUSTUTAL 16,698 4,545 923,640 

Clear Creek Plo., & s.,ed (I) 700 183 42,000 60 230 14 3 
Plow & Se"d (2) ..1..1.~ ....Ll1.?. 597,840 60 225 15 3 

SUBTOTAL 10,664 2,840 639,840 

Coal Canyon-PokQr Plow & Sct!d 4,865 1,401 291,900 60 208 22 3 

Coyote Plow & Seed 4,204 1,233 252,240 60 205 25 3 

Diamond S R@seed (2) 3,036 1,012 91,080 30 90 0 3 

Dolly Hayden Reseed (I) 2,102 539 63,060 30 117 13 3 
Plow & Seed (2) 960 280 57,600 60 206 24 3 

SUBTOTAL 3,0C,2 819 120,660 
Coldb11nks Pio"' & So od 6,539 1,744 392,340 60 225 15 3 

Harmony Pio"' & Seed (I) 934 292 56,040 60 192 50 3 
Plow & Se~d (2 ) 2. 180 559 IJ0,8_qQ 60 234 13 3 

SUBTOTAL 3,114 851 180,840 

Leadville Plo" & Seed (1) 3,814 1,080 228 ,840 60 212 20 3 
Plo" & Seed (2) 2,240 645 1~400 60 208 22 3 

SUB'l:OTAL 6,054 I, 725 36),240 

Hajuba Plow & Seed (1) 5,626 1,667 337,560 60 202 27 3 
Plo., & SccJ (2) 2,257 027 135,420 60 216 18 3 

SUBTOTAL 7,883 2,294 472,980 

Melody Reseed 3,737 623 112,110 30 180 6 3 

North Buffalo Plow & Se ed (I) 2,919 801 175,140 60 219 17 3 
Plow & Seed (2) 2,257 SOI IJS,420 · 60 270 9 3 

SUBTOTAL 5,176 1-;Toz 310,560 

Prince Royal Plow & S• cd 2,491 759 149,460 60 197 35 3 

Rock Creek Plow & Seed (I) 1,284 352 77,040 60 219 17 3 
Seed (2) 1,479 345 44 I 370 30 129 10 3 

SUBTOTAL 2,763 697 121,410 

Rodeo Creek Plo"' & Seed (1) 1,012 313 60,720 60 194 42 3 
Plow & Seed (2) 1,207 363 72,420 60 200 31 3 

SUeTOTAL 2,219 676 133,140 

Rye Patch Plow & Seed 6,072 1,748 364,320 60 208 22 3 

Seven Troughs Plow & Soed (1) 640 184 38,400 60 209 22 3 
Plo., & Seed (2) !,!~ 745 156,480 60 210 21 3 

SUBTOTAL 3,248 929 194,880 

(3) 6.150 1,517 369,000 60 240 12 3 
Soldier Meadows Plow&: Seed 

899 lli.J~O. 60 257 10 l 
Plo"' & SP.cd (4) 3,853 

SUBTOTAL 10, 003 2,436 600, 180 

6,228 1,631 373,680 60 229 14 
Son.,.... Plow & Seed 

(1) 1,790 398 53,700 30 135 9 3 
South Buffalo Rc~c~d 315,240 6() 216 18 3 

Plow & Seed (2) 5,254 1,459 
88 740 60 214 19 3 

Plow & ~~t!d (3) ~7-~ 415 
457:680 

SUHTl)TAL 8, S23 2,272 

(1) R56 244 51,360 60 210 21 ) 

Star Pcnk Plov & s,.~,t 
220 44,400 60 202 27 3 

(2 ) 740 PlntJ & $('1•rl 
~ 3E_II_J_2.Q. 60 204 26 3 

Plow tr SPPd (3) _5J..!1_7_ 
~UHTIJTAL o,n.1 I, 978 401, ~HO 

1,207 345 72,420 60 210 21 3 
\rn\lltt Horse Plow t, Srt:c1 

244 ,H/,t, 69,612 14, l-4?,280 
TotAI ·-----·-- - ---- -~---·-

""~,. 1.,tl d .,, for ~xl1!'1lt.lnJ ~ 'JI Iii Hocllf« 11nd ll11rr1, Alto·ri1 ,11..lv1! 

!'.I u •• 
Int 1• r I ••C', t111 t~1tll Of l.:111,I Manu•tl•rin~·nt, Wt 11n1•m11,·,· 11 ·Ulwl tl r-.L, ~on,,,n,a- f;t, rl.1r.h ·H,1n11r,1•nh•nt r· ,"JMJ'-°Ork Pl11n, 

~flUfl"f!f u.s . fl••flil flr!t1•11-1. of Uw 

11H\1"1. 
_,.... - "-;? 
I,_., . "*,....,,_ ..... 
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APPENDIX D 
TABLE 1 

LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES 
MAXI11IZING LIVESTOCK ALTERNATIVE 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Fences Pipelines 
Allotment (miles) Cattleguards Wells (miles) Troughs Springs 

Blue Wing 94 3 17 3 38 1 
Buffalo Hills 25 1 0 0 0 0 
Calico 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Clear Creek 7 1 0 0 0 0 
Coal Canyon-Poker 0 0 1 0 2 0 
Cottonwood Canyon 0 Q . 0 0 0 0 
Coyote 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Desert Queen 11 0 6 0 12 0 
Diamond S 6 0 0 0 0 0 
Dolly Hayden 6 0 0 0 0 0 
Gold banks 0 0 1 1-1/2 4 1 
Harmony 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Humboldt House 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Humboldt Sink 7 0 1 0 2 0 
Jersey Valley 0 0 0 1-1/2 2 1 
Klondike 9 1 0 1-1/2 1 0 
Leadville 0 0 0 0 0 0 I Licking 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Majuba 17 2 1 0 2 0 

I 
Melody 0 0 O· 0 0 0 
North Buffalo 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pleasant Valley 22 0 1 0 2 0 
Pole Canyon 6 0 1 2 4 1 
Prince Royal 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pumpernickel 18 0 0 0 0 0 
Ragged Top 12 1 2 0 4 0 i Rawhide 11 2 0 0 0 Q . 
Rochester 18 2 5 2 12 I 
Rock Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rodeo Creek 30 0 4 0 8 0 
Rye Patch 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Seven Troughs 37 2 3 2 8 1 
Soldier Meadows 46 4 0 0 0 0 
Sonoma 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South Buffalo 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Star Peak 26 0 0 2 3 2 
Thomas Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 
White Horse 3 0 1 0 2 0 

Total 411 19 44 15.5 106 8 

Source: Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework Plan, 1980. 



AJ'PE!f!)n D 

. TARI.! 2 ALLO'!!IF.NT 
MAXIKIUNC LIVtsTOClt usr. ALT!:RNATIVr, UCOKMENDED Vl':GtTATIO~ TRT.A'tMt!IT PU . 

SOKO!IA-C!IU.AC11 R!SOUaCE AREA 

Triet.acnl C11ntl'l tat lult4 
~t!t.ltod Act•• to 1-nt1ct~•tl<I tn l1111t 14 Co,t t$) ho411tt\a11 hotucl\011 

Uloi.wtt'4. Cllel.f) b4I Tt .. td lMteue \n A\ll\a 'total ht Acfl hr Alll\ (/.om/AUl\) (/.crn/Allll) 
·, 
I llu• W\."1, Pl.O'I' &. Se!!d (I) 15,296 4 ,621 917,760 60 199 32 l 
I Plow , Set'!:d (2) 2,841 663 J)O ,460 60 2n 10 l 
I Plow • Se,•d (J) 1&,8n 1,049 1,013,120 60 201 29 l 

'1011 & See(! (4) 3,180 1,030 214,800 60 209 22 3 
f'lov • Seed (5) 17,114 5,011 l,O~iJ.240 60 2,IO 21 3 Plew , Seed (6) 18 ,110 17,491 3,48 6 ,600 60 199 31 l Plov 6 S~\"d (7 ) ~ _j_J\ _~ 364,_)20 60 194 42 3· 

SUBTOTAL 120,341 J), 752 l ,220,700 

loft.lo Rtlb Plov • Seed (I) I, 5'7 4S9 93,420 60 204 26 3 
b■od (2) 2,608 739 78 ,240 30 [06 20 3 Seed (3) 1, 751 421 12 ,130- 30 124 11 3 
Plov £ Seed (4) 10,859 l,633 611,140 60 247 II l 
Scad (I) 117 22 3 ,110 30 160 7 3 Ptw, Seed (6) 1,897 1,512 353,826 60 234 13 3 
Plow , S•ed (7 l 

2;: ~; ~ 
~ ~)_!Q 60 212 20 3 

SUITOTA.t. 7,191 1,.529,660 

Cl•tr Crult Plov & Set!d (1) 700 183 42,000 60 230 14 ] 
Plov 6 St:e!d (2) 9,96 4 ~,6.57 .597 ,840 60 2%.5 1.5 3 

SUBTOTAL 10,6611 . • 0 639,840 

Corel C&nroo-PokeT Plov, h,ed 4.865 -1,401 291,900 60 208 22 ] 

• Co)'ote Plow , Seed 3,142 1,039 212,.520 60 201 25 

Dlaeond S Uov, Seed (1) 1, 920 527 li5,2UO 60 219 17 l 
lae•ed m 3,036 !,_Q.!l 91,080 30 90 0 3 

SUl'IOTAL 4,956 l,jJ9 206,280 

Dolly Hayden bHed (I) 2,102 539 63,060 30 117 I] 3 
Plow & Sood (2) . %0 280 57,600 60 206 14 3 

SUBTOTAL T;u'2 -.w . TI'o,t,.bO - Coldt,,,nka Plav 6 Seed 6,539 1,744 392 ,340 60 221 15 3 

.Raraooy Plow 6 Seed (I) 934 292 Sti,040 60 192 50 l 
Plaw 6 Seed (2) 2,180 55~ 130 1 800 60 234 ll 3 

SUBTOTAL l,ll4 m 186,840 

LeadvUle Plov 6 Seed (I J 3,814 1,080 228,840 60 212 20 l 
Plow • Setd (2) 2,608 7.50 1.56,480 60 209 22 3 

SUBTOTAL 6, 422 l,85o )85,320 

Kajuba Plow 6 Sec-d (I) 5,626 1,667 337 ,.560 60 202 27 3 
Plow 6 Seed (2) },25~ 627 135,.!!!! 60 216 18 ) 

SUBTOTAL • 8 2,294 m,,eo 

Kalody bMitd 3.737 623 112,110 30 180 6 

lonh luffalo Plov , Seed (I) 2 ,91 9 801 171,140 60 219 17 
Plav , Seed (2 ) 

~·2r 
IOI 135,420 60 270 9 

SUITOTAL . 1-;roI 310 ,560 

Pttn~• Royal Plow 6 See'd 2,491 759 149,460 60 197 35 3 

loelt Cruk l'lov 6 Seed (I) 2,884 791 173,040 60 219 17 3 
s .. c1. (2) Ht¼ 241 ·30 930 30 128 10 l 

SUBTOTAL . 1,m 201:970 

lod•o Creek Plov , Seed (l) 1, 012 313 60,7.20 60 194 42 3 
Plow & Seed (2) 1,207 )6) 72,420 60 200 31 3 

SUBTOTAL 2,219 •i6 lll.140 

RJ• Patch Plov , Seed 6,072 1,7 48 364,320 60 208 22 

S.••a trough• Plow , Seed (I) 640 [84 38 , 400 60 209 22 ] 
Plow, St.ed (2) 2,608 745 IS6,480 60 210 21 3 

SUITOTAI. lt248 929 194,880 
Sold ter N'udov, Sar,c bfUsh 

Control (I) 11,024 477 2,0,384 16 s04· ' Sagebru•h 
.Cont.Toi (2) 6 ,26 6 268 100,256 16 )74 10 7 

Plow , Seed (3) 6 , 150 1,537 369 , 000 60 240 12 l 
1low , S<!'!!d (4) 3,853 899 231,160 60 257 10 l 

SUBTOTAL 31,293 37iei 940,820 

!· ,., __ 
Plow , Seed 6,228 1,631 373,680 60 229 14 

i 
S-C.b lufblo le■eed (I) 1,790 398 .53, 700 30 135 9 3 

Plov " Set:d (2 ) ,,254 1,4 59 JU ,24 0 60 216 18 3 
Plow 4 S<ed (3) +.ffi 415 _88,740 60 214 19 l 

SUBTOTAL . r:m- 437.6ts0 

kal' P••lt Plow " Seed (l) 8.56 244 51,)60 60 210 21 ] 

Plow , Seed (.2) 740 l20 44,400 60 202 27 3 
Plow 4 Seod (J) h!..31. ~ ~.! ... t~ 60 204 26 3 

SUBTOTAL 6,733 1.978 403,9•0 

Th.,.. ■ cr .. k Plow 6 S•ect 1,280 ]66 76,800 60 210 21 

lilhtt• Moue Plow 4 Se•d 1.201 JO 72,420 60 210 21 

Total 281,246 74,142 U,452,8'-0 

.j _ 
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APPENDIX E 

PROGRAMMATIC MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

AND THE 
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICERS 

REGARD ING THE 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING AND RANGE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, administers public lands principally in the 11 Western 
States and Alaska, under concepts of multiple-use and sustained yield, 
and, among other responsibilities, the Bureau of Land Management is 
charged with management of rangeland and forage products under the 
Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C. 315) and the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 7101), which also charges the 
Bureau of Land Management with the management and protection of 
cultural resources; and 

WHEREAS, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. 470£, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320) requires that the head of 
any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a 
proposed Federal, federally assisted, or federally licensed 
undertaking affecting properties in or eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places shall afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (hereafter Council) a reasonable opportunity for 
comment ; and 

WHEREAS, livestock grazing and range improvement activities 
undertaken by the Bureau of Land Mangement may have an effect upon 
properties in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
and will require compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, Section 2 of Executive Order 11593, May 13, 1971, 
"Protect ion and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment," and the 
Council's regulations, "Protection of Historic and Cultural 
Properties" (36 CFR Part 800); and 

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Mangement is currently engaged in an 
ongoing program of rangeland management which involves the 
preparation, by 1988, of approximately 145 environmental statements on 
specific areas whre grazing is permitted on approximtely 174 million 
acres of public lands in the Western States and has requested Council 
review of the rangeland management program; and 



Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement 
Livestock Grazing & Range Improvement Program 
Bureau of Land Mangagement 
Page 2 

WHEREAS, the Council and the Bureau of Land Management have met 
and reviewed the livestock grazing and range improvement program of 
the Bureau of Land Management and its relation to compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and 
Exe~utive Order 11593, as implemented by the Council's regulations (36 
CFR Part 800) and the responsibilities for historic and cultural 
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321) as implemented by the Council on Environmental quality in 
the "National Environmental Policy Act Regulations" (40 CFR Parts 
1500-1508). 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed that the Bureau of Land 
Mangement will ensure, through the stipulations outlined in this 
Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement, that historic and cultural 
properties will be given adequate consideration in grazing management 
program decisions and implementation which includes, but is not 
limited to , the preparation of grazing environmental statements, 
thereby meeting its responsibilities under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

STIPULATIONS 

1. The Bureau of Land Mangement will conduct Class I (existing data 
inventory) and Class II (sampling field inventory) inventories of 
historic and cultural properties, as specified in BLM Manual 
Sectin 8111, to be completed at the appropriate planning state 
and prior to the preparation of the draft environmental 
st at ement. Inventory results will be evaluated, in consult at ion 
with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer, to 
identify properties including in or eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
a. The inventory requirement may be modified on a case by case 

basis for interim grazing environmental statements (i.e., 
those prepared during fiscal years 1979 through 1981) if an 
alternative is acceptable to the appropriate State Historic 
Preservation Officer. 

b. If an acceptable alternative cannot be negotiated wi th the 
appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer, then the 
Bureau of Land Mangement will proceed with the preparation 
of the environmental statement and request the comments of 
the Council in accordance with 36 CFR 800. The Council's 
comments will be included in the final environmental 
statement. 
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2. This Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement and the inventory 
reports identifying historic and cultural properties will be 
referenced in each environmental statement. 

3. Prior to commencement of any range improvement activities which 
involve land disturbance, the Bureau of Land Management will 
conduct a Class III inventory, as specified in the BLM Manual 
Section 8111.4, supplementing previous surveys to locate, 
identify, and evaluate properties in the impact area that may be 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. Range improvement activities which involve land 
disturbance include, but are not limited to, such activities as 
construction of fencing and corrals, water development, chaining, 
and controlled burning. If properties that may be eligible for 
the National Register are found, the Bureau of Land Management 
will consult with the appropriate State Historic Preservation 
Officer and forward the documentation to the Keeper of the 
National Register to obtain a determination of eligibility in 
accordance with 36 CFR Part 63. 

4. The Bureau of Land Management will provide the appropriate State 
Historic Preservation Officer with copies of the reports of the 
Class I, II, and III inventories in accordance with Sections 
102(a) (2) and 202(c)(9) of the Federal Land Pol i cy and Management 
Act of 1976 for inclusion as part of the State inventory 
conducted pursuant to 36 CFR Part 61. 

5. The Bureau of Land Management will design the livestock grazing 
and range improvement program to avoid adverse effects on 
properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places, unless this is not prudent or 
feasible. 

6. Where it is not prudent or feasible to avoid adverse effects on 
properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places as part of a livestock grazing and 

__ , 

l...,,-- -· 
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range improvement program authorization and the property is not a 
National Historic Landmark or National Historic Site, the Bureau 
of Land Management will consult with the appropriate State 
Historic Preservation Officer and will: 
a. Develop mutually acceptable measures to mitigate the impact 

of the proposed action; and 

b. Notify the Council in writing of agreements reached with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer under the provisions of 
6(a) above. The Council need not be afforded further 
opportunity for review and comment. 

7. The provisions of this Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement shall 
apply only to the States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington and 
Wyoming. 

8. If it is determined that the affected property is a National 
Historic Landmark or National Historic Site, or agreement cannot 
be reached between the Bureau of Land Mangement and the 
appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer on satisfactory 
mitigation measures, the Bureau of Land Mangement will request 
the comments of the Council in accordance withu 36 CFR Part 800). 

9. At the request of the President or a Member of Congress, the 
Council may advise the Bureau of Land Mangement, that a 
particular action, authorized by a grazing permit or lease, will 
require individual review and comment pursuant to 36 CFR Part 
800. In that event, the Bureau of Land Management will comply 
with the provisions of the Council's regulations. 

10. The Council and the Bureau of Land Management will review the 
provisions of this Agreement on an annual .basis to determine 
whether modification or termination is appropriate. Should the 
current livestock grazing program of the Bureau of Land 
Management be revised, the ratifying parties will mutually 
determine whether the provisions of the Agreement will continue 
to apply. 

T-"''
...... ~~· l,,,,.. 
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Deputy Executive Direct or (date) 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation 

Associate Director, Bureau of Land Management (date) 

President, National Conference of (date) 
State Historic Preservation Officers 

Chairman (date) 
Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation 

~...._.. .. 
~;._., 

~ ,r '!I .. ,.,.,,,# .. 
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Survey Name 

Buffalo-Pumpernickel 

Dixie Valley 

Lovelock 

North Cal-Neva 

Sonoma 

APPENDIX G 

SOIL SURVEY DATA 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Acres 

Valley 330,071 

359,040 

75,384 

1,398,860 

260,480 

Surprise Valley-Home Camp 28,043 

Total 2,451,878 

Percent 
of Area 

6.0 

6.5 

1.4 

25.2 

4.7 

0.1 a/ 

43. 8 ~/ 

a/ North Cal-Neva encompasses the Surprise Valley-Home Camp Survey, so 
0.1 percent has been subtracted from total percent of area. 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 
Reno, Nevada 1965-1979 
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APPENDIX H 

Sect ion 1 
PSIAC METIIOD FOR ESTIMATING SEDIMENT YIELDS 

Sediment yield estimates were derived using the method developed 
by the Pacific Southwest Interagency Committee (PSIAC), Water 
Management Subcommittee, Sedimentation Task Force in 1968 (see BLM 
Manual 7317), 

Nine factors are considered in estimating sediment yield, These 
are geology, soils, climate, runoff, topography, ground cover, land 
use, uplan~ erosion, channel erosion and sediment transport. The 
sediment yield char~cteristi~s of each factor are assigned a numerical 
value representing its relative significance in the yield rating. 
Phase I Inventory of the Watershed Conservation and Development System 
was employed as the basic data source. The numerical values were then 
summed and converted to tons per acre. 

APPENDIX H 

Sect ion 2 
PHASE I INVENTORY OF THE WATERSHED CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM 

Toe Watershed Conservation and Devel opment System originated in 
1970 as a six-phased system which inc l uded inventory, anal ysis, 
design, implementat i on , evaluation, and maintenance procedures 
neces sary to identif y and attain the watershed objectives on spec -H i e 
geographic areas. Phase I , conducted in the EIS Area in 1971- 1974 was 
the reconnaissance level i nventor y and appraisal phase of the system. 
Specifi c methodology is outlined in BL.~ Manual 7322. According to 
manual procedure, areas were .subdivided into homogeneous areas within 
a single vegetative type. Criteria used in delineation were 
differences in vegetation, composition, slope, aspect, or eros i on 
condition. Each subtype was then field sampled to determine sur f ace 
cover (veg et at ion, ro ck, bare ground, litter, effective rooting depth 
of plants, texture of the surfac e-and sub-soil, erosion condit i on 
(soil surface factor]). Specific ·sampling data as col lected in the 
Phase I inventory are available at the Winnemucca District Office, 
BLM. 

The soil surface fact or (SSF) rating is a method of quantifying 
the erosion condition by assigning a value from Oto 15 to each of 
seven surface erosion features which are: soil movement, surface 
litter, sur f ace rock, pedestalling, rills, flow patterns and gullies. 
The total of these values is conside r ed as t he present soil surfac e 
factor for the area represented by that subtype. Based on the SSF, 
the subtype is cate gorized into one of five erosion classes as 
follows: 

SSF Erosion Condition Class 

0- 20 Stable 
21- 40 Slight 
41- 60 Moderate 
61- 80 Critical 
81-100 Severe 1 

f 
J .. 
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SURFACE GEOLOGY 
(a) 

SOILS 

(b) 

CLl~\ATE 
(c) 

--------------~--------------+------------------()0) (JO) (JO) 

RUNOFF 
(d) 

TOl'OGRAPHY 
(e) 

(10).___ (20) 

a. M«rine sh,des «nd rt·
lated ::rndstc,nes and 
si1ts~ones 

a . Fine texturPd; E:·asi- a. 
ly disp.-r!'-<ed; !<eline
alk aline; hi 6 h ~-hrink
swe ll charactt: r!stics 

S10:-ms of !>e·,eral a. Hi~h pc·ak nows per a. S1Pep up1Hnd ~! t, pt.·~ 
(i;, <'l'C"t!~ - S of J(o-·, ) 
H1,;h r<.:!ief, little or 
n L• f1o r-c!r! air. de\'el
op:..ent 

days' dt!raUon \vith ~nit cirea 
sher. period:; of in- b. Large volumf' of flow b. 

(5) 

a. Rocks of medium 
hardness 

b . S:nglt- g:«in sil:~ ;,nd b . 
fine sands 

c. 

(5) 

a. Medium te>:tured soil a. 

b. Occ~sior.al rock frai;-

tt-:1se rainfall p~~ ~nj! area 
Fre~u ::-n~ ; n!~~se con.-
\'t'Ct! \ '( • ~t o~s 
Fr e-e~e-thctw occur-
n.:nce 

-
(5) (5) 

St c,r:-:is of moderate a. Moderate peak nows a . 
dur,c1tion a nd J:,;tensity per uni t area 

b. ~1od e: 'ate ly weathered r::c:1ts b. lnfrcqut=>:1t con v ectivP. b. \i ,:,d~ rat" volu:-:ie of b. 

( 10) 

Modc>:-a !<· up: <ind 
slopes (JeVi tr.a n 20::",) 
Modt:-atf' far , or flood
plain d,:,,·i.Jo;,~e nt c. Moduately fractured C. C .. Jichc la ye :s st o rms flow per unit iarC'a 

(0) (0) 
_________ _;_~~------------l- --- --------1--~-----

(0) (0) (0) 

a. Humid climate with a. Lov, peak nows per a. Gentle u;:,!and slopes a. Massive, hard forma
tions 

a . High pt:rcen: age of 
rock fra g-:-nents rain fa 11 of low int en

sity 
unit area (l<ess th«n 5'7,) 

b. Agi;rega1Pd clays b. Low \'olume of runoff b. E>:tensi\'£' alll.:\"ial 
c . Highin or ganic matter b. Precipitation in form 

of snow 
per unit area plain's 

GROVND COVER 

(f) 

( 10) 

Ground Co\'er does not ex
ceed 207, 
a. \' ege t&tion sparse; little 

or no !itler 
b. No rock in surface- soil 

c. R ,;re runoff E'Vents 
c . Arid climate, low in • 

tensity stcrms 
d . Arid climate; rare 

cor. vective ~t o rrns 

LA .. 1'D USE 

( g) 

(l 0) 

a. More than 50'7, culti,·ated 
b. Almost all of area inten

sive!]· g:azed 
c. All of area recent!,· 

burned 

I 
UPLAND EROSION 

(h) 

l 

ns) 
a. More than SO% of lhe 

area charac 1erizt> d by rill 
and gully or J,.ndslide 
erosion 

CHA!'\l'\EL EROSiO:>: A:-;D 
SEDI~1E;-.;T TRAl\S?Ol-<T 

(i) 

(25) 

a_ Erodini;; banks c-o:it inu
ously or at frecc;uent in
tervals with !;,,ge depths 
;;nd 1-:ing flow d •~cation 

b. Acti\'e headcu1s: and de
gracation 
char.~e!s 

----------------+--- - ----------- ---1 ··- ------------- - +---- ---- -- -.----- - -
(0) (0) (10) (10) 

Cover not exc-eeding 40% 
11. Noticeable litter 
b. If \ rees present under• 

story not well de,·el oped 

(-JO) 

a. Area c om pletely pro tec:
cd by ,·e~c:ation. rock 
frntcr:,enls, l i tter 

b. Little opp•,rtunity for 
rainfall to re .. ch !."rvdibie 
r:,aterial 

a. Less than :!5% cultivated 
b . scr·, or less . rt· c ently 

log,:P d 
c. le~ ~ thc:.1n ~o-,:-, intt::n~ivP

ly [!Caze d 
d . Ordi:-i";,r:, road ;,nd other 

C~lnStruction 

(-lO) 

a . Nv cultivation 
b. ~a rt-'c<: :"lt :r,F,~ing 
c. L ow ~ nu~n~ it y t.=-~zing 

a. About 25% of the area 
charact e,izcd by rill and 
gully or l ands1 idc e rosion 

b. \\"ind 1,ro«ion wi:h d<:po
sjtion in s:rt. · um cha:1nels 

(0) 

a. No apparent sig ns of 
erosion 

a. Moderate now d<"pths, 
mi"'dium flow di...ration 
withc,c casio~a li~ · ~rodi.ng 
b,anJ.:g o, b(·d 

(0) 

a. Wide ·.h;;llow ch ... nnt>ls 
with flat i;:;,r! ,,:, :,:~ an d 
s!, <'.irt fluw cv:.1ion 

b. Ch ;,nnels 
rock , b.d gc- houi C t>TS, or 
well vegeln t<ed 

c. Artif,ci:.lly controll"d 
ch;,nn e ls 



APPr.NOIJ( l 

SUITA81Ll1'Y CLASSH'ICATION 
SONOMA-CERl,ACII RESOUKCE AREA 

Suitable Potentlolll Suitable Un•ultable 
Uat~r & 

Total Water Product Ion Prod1.1c:l ion 
Allot..,nt Acre• y Acre:s AUIia Acrel!l AU!u Acre11 AUIia A<:.rP.s AUMa Acres AUHs 

Blue lollng 976,928 428,412 19,215 150,t,78 6,158 39,855 1,006 5,998 134 352,185 4,622 
Ruffalo Hllb 394,516 282,085 22,141 0 0 30,777 816 0 0 81,654 2,005 
C.1ltco 36,490 22,392 1,706 0 0 0 0 0 0 11, ,098 361 
Clear Creek 55,455 40,658 2,405 5,025. 330 4,102 120 0 0 5,670 378 
Coal Canyon-Poker 97,265 66,842 2,868 11,861 495 9,824 266 56 2 8,682 367 
Cottom.1ood Canyon 12,470 4,572 155 1,818 34 12 0 0 0 6,068 20 
Coyote 34,270 33,846 3,294 0 0 78 2 0 0 346 25 
Dase rt. Queen 123,161 9,447 730 10,562 883 20,458 500 10,058 251 72,636 770 
Diamond S 18,393 12,257 674 0 0 3,920 0 0 0 2,216 130 
Dolly Hayden 77,904 67 ,06) 3,935 4,511 215 0 0 206 6 6,124 354 
Gotdbanks 37,460 27,542 1,512 4,873 241 0 0 0 0 5,045 216 
Harmony 6,803 3,750 233 0 0 469 8 0 0 2,584 84 
Humboldt House 23,837 8,635 433 0 0 6,547 183 0 0 8,655 164 
H\l,,,boldt Sink 68,985 3,562 297 0 0 2,121 61 252 8 63,050 694 
Jersey Valley 66,517 11,276 552 1,883 69 38,421 883 0 0 14,937 221 
Klondtke 50,321 31,276 1,456 469 18 2,048 56 2,743 66 13,785 421 
Lead•,ille 54,572 48,199 2,584 0 0 1,396 41 0 0 4,977 220 
Licking 4,569 576 48 0 0 2,273 66 0 0 1,720 69 
Majuba 100,581 77,812 3,312 9,650 379 2,299 67 2,585 73 8,235 165 
Melody 3,762 3,762 616 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

North Buffalo 51,573 32,365 1,640 17,361 1,219 0 0 0 0 1,847 229 
?lcasant Valley 174,543 144,557 8,586 4,096 224 41542 122 327 8 21,021 1,446 
Poli! Canyon 13,877 4,193 200 4,847 196 0 0 0 0 4,837 186 
?rinr.e !loyal 10,425 4,054 ISO 0 0 5, 183 146 0 0 I, 188 34 
Pumpernickel 124,934 111,784 6,075 2,950 199 1,526 42 0 0 8,674 516 
Ragged Top 86,314 9,947 416 5,888 269 21,902 620 14,414 '•10 JI,, 16] 486 
Ra-hide 122,631 63,213 2,451 13 0 1,261) 34 0 0 sa , 14s 696 
Roche stet' 173,679 65,900 2,383 10, 7~7 393 34,841 943 3,829 101 58,322 941 
Roel< Creek 23,365 20,290 I, 744 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,075 ll6 
Rndeo Creek 193,402 116,914 5,539 10,564 380 854 20 0 0 65,070 986 
Rye Patch 40 ,123 34,527 1,415 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,596 312 
Seven Troughs 302,371 94,854 _3,895 13,475 521 146,127 3,998 25 , 011 692 22,904 649 
Soldie,; M~a.dows 327,739 259,410 25,238 0 0 0 0 0 0 68,329 2,017 
Sonoma 20,178 11,682 787 0 0 I, 582 47 0 0 6,914 500 
South Buffalo 234,335 163,255 ,7,484 4,539 185 13, 73D 377 0 0 52,811 1,620 
Star Peak 84,091 55, 3)3 2,624 0 0 583 14 616 18 27,559 I, 188 
Thoif\3~ Creek. 11,264 7,631 401 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,633 229 
llhite Horse 20,739 18,291 1,066 0 0 0 0 <) 0 2,448 120 

Total 4,259,842 2,402,161. 140,260 275,650 12,408 396,730 10,438 66,095 I, 769 1,119,203 23,577 

=.I Includes fenced public land. 

Sout'ce: U.S. O..part.,,ern; of the Interior, Burca1.1. of Land Mana.ge:ineot • Winnemuc:ca Dist t'ict, Sonoma, Blue Wing, and Buffalo Hills Unit 
Resource Analyses, 1980. 
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,\1'1'>:tmlX .I 
St;t;Tl<IN I 

tSTIHATY.0 ~co1.,x;!CAL MNGf. CONOIT!ON 

~.!.."~'• Condit. ton Cl11J~ 
Poor 

&xr.cllent. 1;ood Fair 

Tot.al 
% % Acre• % 

Allotlll4'Rl Acru '!/ Acre11 % At:res Acrea 

772,006 15,440 2 154,401 20 293, 163 38 308,802 40 
Blue lllnsi 40,985 20 77,870 38 81,969 40 

204,922 4,098 2 Lava Bedd HHA 
20 371,233 38 390,771 40 

{Tot11l) 976,928 19,538 2 195,386 

32,522 12 21,681 8 40,652 IS 176,163 65 
Buffalo Hilla 27\ ,018 

l8,525 15 80,273 65 
8uffGlo Hills HJ-IA 123,498 14,820 12 9,880 8 

65 
394,516 47,342 12 31,561 8 59,177 15 256,436 

{Totnl) 

36,490 4,014 11 6,203 17 14,961 41 II ,312 31 
Calico 24,400 44 

55,455 555 I · 8, 3l8 15 22,182 40 
Clear Creek 

3,891 4 1,945 2 90,456 93 
97,265 973 I Co.11 C;inyon-Poker 
12,470 0 0 0 0 3,492 28 8,978 72 

r.ottonwood Canyon 7,539 22 
34,270 343 I 10,28i 30 16,107 47 

Coyote 18,474 15 43,106 35 49,265 40 
Desert Queen 123,161 12,316 10 

8,829 48 
18,393 368 2 1,839 10 7,357 40 

Diao.ond S 23,372 30 26 ,1,81 34 26,487 34 
Dolly Haden 77,904 1,558 2 44 

37,460 4,120 II 3,746 10 14,235 38 15,359 
Coldbanks 34 

6,803 340 5 3,402 50 748 II 2,31) 
Harmony 

2),837 0 0 1,907 8 477 2 21,4Sl 90 
HumbcJ ldt Houa4! 

10,348 15 37,942 55 13,797 10 
llumboldt Sink 68,985 6,898 10 

59,200 89 
66,517 1,996 3 4,656 7 665 l 

Jersey Valley 
50,321 0 0 0 0 9,561 19 40,760 81 

Klondike 
21,829 40 22,920 42 9,823 18 

54,572 0 0 Lendvll le 
4,569 183 4 457 10 2,741 60 I, 188 26 

t.lcklng 20,116 20 60,349 60 10,058 10 
Majub'1 100,581 10,058 10 

~!elody 3,762 y 
:lonh Buffalo 51,573 I, 547 3 10,315 20 23,208 45 16,503 32 
Plea.ant Valley 174,543 10,473 6 52,363 30 78,544 45 33,163 19 
Pole Canyon 13,877 139 I 139 I 1,943 14 11. 656 84 
Pr1,1~e Roy.t 10,425 0 0 0 0 4,066 39 6,359 61 
?umperntckel 124,934 2,499 2 47,475 38 62,467 50 12,493 10 
R.lgged Top 86,314 21,578 25 25,894 30 34,526 40 4,316 5 
Rawhlde 122,631 245 0.2 19,621 16 3,679 3 99,086 81 
Rorhester 173,679 347 0.2 27,789 16 5,ZlO 3 140,333 81 
Rock Creek 23,365 2,337 10 12,617 54 7,009 JO l ,402 6 
Rodeo Creek 193,402 I, 934 I I, 934 I ~7.076 14 162,458 84 
Rye Patch 40,123 0 0 13,641 34 13,241 33 13,241 33 

Seven Troughs 275 , 549 13,777 5 41,333 IS 96,442 35 123,997 45 
Lnva Reds IL'iA 26,822 1,341 5 4,023 15 9,388 35 12,070 45 
{Tot'1I) 302,371 15,118 5 45, 35& 15 105,830 35 136,067 45 

Soldier Meadows 327,739 49,161 !5 98,321 30 131,096 40 49,161 15 
Sonoma 20,178 1,009 5 1,009 5 11,098 55 7,062 35 
South Burt a lo 234,335 4,687 2 16,403 7 77,330 33 135,915 58 
Star Peak 84,091 4,205 5 5,045 6 10,932 13 63,909 76 
~omas Creek 11,264 563 5 901 8 8,336 74 1,464 13 
ii.:hi te llorae 20,739 0 0 1,452 7 2,489 12 16,798 81 

Totals 4,259,842 226,444 . 746,061 18 I, 323,765 , 31 1,959,810 46 

!_/ Inr..ludes fenced publ tr.. lands. 
'J_/ The ~elody A llotmenl has been seeded to crested Wht!at grass and has no ec:ologicil condition c:lae1. 

Source: U.S. Oe psrt mcnt of the Interior, Bureau of Land Manar,E-ment, Winnemuc c a Oti:it. rict, Sono11:a-Cerlach 
EIS Tenm, Sonoma., Blue Wing, ,1nd 8uff"'1lo Hill~ Un!t Resource ,\n,ilyscs, 1980. 

- ·· ' .... ~ 



APPF.NU!X J 
TML~ 2 

~STIH/\TflJ TRfND 

-Ufl"ard 
TrPnd Dtrcct1on 

Total Stu bi•- -··- OCJwnwc.rd 
Allotment Acres !!I Acree % Acres % A,:rea % 

Blue Wtng 976,928 D 0 762,004 78 214,924 22 Buffalo Hilla 394,516 0 0 47,342 12 347,174 88 CaUco 36,490 0 0 0 0 )6,490 10-0 Cle!lr Creek 55,455 0 0 555 1 54,900 99 Coal Canyon-Poker 97,265 0 0 4,864 5 92,401 95 Cottonwood Canyon 12,470 0 0 0 0 12,470 LOO Coyote 34,270 0 0 26,216 77 8,054 23 De sc rt Queen 123,161 0 0 61,581 ·so 61,580 50 Diamond S 18,393 0 0 368 2 18,025 9ij 
Dolly llayden 77 , 904 0 0 . l ,558 2 76,346 911 Cold banks 37,460 0 0 7,866 21 29,594 79 Hamony 6,803 0 0 4,490 66 2,113 34 l!u,.boldt House 23 , 837 0 0 0 0 23,837 10-0 IIUlllboldt Sink 611,985 51,739 75 17,246 25 0 0 Jersey Valley 66,517 0 0 1,996 3 64,521 97 Klondik• 50,321 0 0 0 0 50,321 100 LeadvUle 54,572 0 0 0 0 54,572 100 Licking 4,569 0 0 183 4 4,386 96 Majuba 100 , 531 90,523 90 10,058 10 0 0 Melody 3,7622_/ 
North Buffalo 51,573 0 0 l , 547 3 50,026 97 Pleasant Valley 174,543 0 0 10,473 6 164,070 94 

Pole Canyon 13 , 877 0 0 0 0 1J,a11 100 
Prince Royal 10,425 0 0 0 0 10, 425 100 
Pumpe rn idti: l 124,934 0 0 2,499 2 122 , 435 98 
Ragged top 86,314 0 ·o 21,578 25 64,736 75 
R3wh1de 122 ,6J I 0 0 24 5 0.2 122,386 99.8 
Roche stet' 173,679 0 0 347 0.2 173,332 ?9.8 
Rock Cr:et:!k 23, 3b5 7,009 30 2,337 10 14, 0 19 60 ! 
Rodeo Creel< 193,402 0 0 0 0 191,402 100 
Rye Patch 40,123 0 0 13,241 33 26,882 67 
Sev e n Tr-oughs 302,371 0 0 15,118 5 287,253 95 
So l dier Meadows 327,739 147,482 45 0 0 180,257 55 
Sono.a 20,178 0 0 9,080 45 11 ,0 98 55 
South Buffalo 234,335 0 0 21,090 9 213, 245 91 
Slar Peak 84,091 0 0 9 , 250 ll 74,841 89 
Thomas Creek 11,264 0 0 9,169 SI 2 ,095 19 
l.i,tt.e: Horse 20,739 0 0 0 0 20,739 100 

Total 4,259,842 296,753 7 1,062,JOl 25 2,897,0 26 68 

!_I Include• fenced pu bile lands. 

"!2_/ The 'lelody Allotment has been seeded to crested whea.tgrass and has no est !mated trend .. 

Source: U .. S. Oeport.ment of the Interior, Buredu o f Lanci MangemP.nt. W'lnner.i.ucc:a Oisl rtr.t, 
Sonoma, Blue Wing, and Buffalo Hllls Unit Res Ourr.e Analyses, 1980. 
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APPEND IX t· ,.,. 
Sect ion 1 

DETERMINATION OF ANNUAL INCREASE IN WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

ate on annual increases of wild horses and burros are limited 

~ 
.I"-'1 ,y 
f' .(-7 

\ "o\" c}' 
but stud · es indicate the increase frlls between 4 and 11 percent. In rt ,./1 r 
the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area an& annual increase of 11 percent was S lrtl' 
used for the following reasons: ✓ ~ ~ 

e}IJ /I ~ /< 
In an ongoing study in the Granite Range of the l,) .(It- x.,. ; 
Winnemucca District, preliminary data from Dr. r;r:t -1'1 

0
..r~t 

Joel Berger indicate an annual increase of wild \ J1 ~ \~ 
horses of 27 percent. The Granite Range, however, QI. f~ \i~ 
has had very little livestock grazing since 1974 ~~' ~v 
and the forage condition is good. Since these n 
conditions do not exist together in the remainder 

1
9 ~:_----::;?, 

of the resource area, 27 percent was considered / / 
high. Aerial inventories conducted in 1974, 1977, ·" ~ vA-' / / 
and 1980 have shown an average 10.7 percent annual e''J. / 
increase in the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. f: C c,i;_; / / ~ 
This figure may be conservative in light of the Y:-~ e :5 f, _,y1t:;,, 7 
above study, and very high when compared to other ,.. ") r ~ ,e !;, ~ ~ d,r)'\ L, 

studies done in states other than Nevada. /b' t;<.tl I y o tx..:> c-evi !j v-

k. .,._,f v->v-SL ~._,...;, .--
v> vJ \.-tA-1- "Y""-~ S ~c fa~ I I'll:, 

In addition, t ' king ~he 19 average population from the 15 herd / r _,.,
9 

n 
use areas whid ~JI c u't~ i ; 1971 when~ - Wild Horse and Burro Act was ~ ..._5> /2 ~ Y✓ ' • 

signed into law and comparing to the 1979 estimated population in ~lc. /,.,.... ~.,~/4., 
those same herd use areas, the net an . increase is approximately r~• r~-f, 

0
, 

I "- 7,..,_('1""41 .. or' 

10.7 percent. P>n.,/ ae,.,'#1./c.,,,:;...., 

Example: (1 + I)n = Vn/Vo 
Where: 

I percent net increase of wild horses and burros 
n = number of years involved 
Vn = 1979 average wild horse and burro population 
Vo=- 1974 average population 

I)s 428 
(1 + I) S = 5 

(1 + = 258 1.66 1 + I = 1.66 

1 + I = 1.107 I= . 107 or 10.7 percent 



Section 2 

DETERMINATION OF STATE AND NATIONAL POPULATIONS 

Data concerning wild horse and burro populations for the state 
and the nation were taken from the 1974 and 1978 issues of public land 
statistics. The 1971 through 1973 data were inconsistent or 
completelylacking. As a result, 1974 numbers were used in conjunct ion 
with between a 10 and 14 percent net annual increase to determine 1971 
populations, and 1978 numbers were used in the same manner to estimate 
1979 populations. The range from 10 percent to 14 percent was derived 
from the following Environmental Impact Statements: Caliente (10 
percent), Tonopah (12.5 percent), Paradise-Denio (14 percent), and 
Sonoma-Gerlach (11 percent). 

Section 3 

VEGETATION RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN LIVESTOCK AND WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

There have been five fecal analysis studies of wild horses in 
recent years, all of which generally show grass species as the staple 
of the diet during spring, summer, and fall, and forbs and browse of 
secondary importance. In the winter, this pattern was reversed. In 
three studies of wild burros in California, forbs were the mainstay of 
the spring diet, while browse comprised a large percent of the fall 
diet. Forage preference between wild horses and cattle have been 
determined to be 45 to 77 percent identical in various studies in 
Nevada and the West while dietary overlap between wild horses, mule 
deer, and antelope was less than 3 percent (reference Sonoma, Blue 
Wing, and Buffalo Hills Unit Resource Analyses). 

In the Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area, while severe competition 
exists for the available vegetation, the dietary overlap was not 
considered during the allocation of forage to livestock, wild horses, 
burros, and big game. It was decided that one AUM of livestock forage 
would be considered equal to one AUM of forage for any big game 
species, wild horse or burro, because diet overlap was not considered 
in the 1947 and 1960s range surveys, the base data. Therefore, it is 
assumed that one AUM will support one cow, one horse, one burro, four 
deer, five bighorn sheep, five antelope, or five sheep for one month. 



APPENDIX L 
Sect ion 1 

THE VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

The establishment of visual resource management classes is 
accomplished by a process of involving Visual Sensitivity, Visual 
Zones and Scenic Quality. The exact procedure is described in Bureau 
Manual 8411. The result of this procedure is to divide the resource 
area into the following classes: 

Class I: This class provides for ecological 
changes. Any contrast created within the 
cha ract erist ic environment must not attract 
attention. It is applied to some natural areas, 
wilderness areas, wild portions of wild and scenic 
rivers and other similar situations where 
management activities are to be restricted. 

Class II: Changes in any of the basic 
elements (form, line, color and texture) caused by 
a management activity should not be evident in the 
characteristic landscape. A contrast may be seen 
but should not attract attention. 

Class III: Contrasts to the basic elements 
(form, line, color and texture) caused by a 
management activity may be evident and begin to 
attract at tent ion in the characteristic landscape. 
However, the changes should remain subordinate to 
the landscape. 

Class IV: Contrasts may attract attention 
and be a dominant feature of the landscape in 
terms of scale; however, the changes should repeat 
the basic elements (form, line, color and texture) 
inherent in the characteristic landscape. 

Class V: Change is needed or change may add 
acceptable visual variety to an area. 

To determine whether or not a proposed project will meet the 
limits of acceptable change listed above, a contrast rating system is 
used. This is described in detail in Bureau Manual 8431 and is 
accomplished with the use of form 8400-4 (Visual Contrast Rating 
Worksheet). 



APPENDIX L 
Sect ion 2 

AVERAGE IMPACTS FOR RANGE IMPROVEMENTS ~/ 
(Long-Term) 

Allowable 
Maximum Element Visual Resource 

Improvement Contrast Management Class 

Well Moderate Class II 

Water Pipeline Moderate Class II 

Spring Developement Moderate Class III 

Trough Moderate Class II 

Fences ~/ Weak Class I 

Cattleguards d/ Weak Class I 

Land Treatments: 
with seeding Strong Class IV 
without seeding Moderate Class II 

~/ These are the average visual impacts. The impacts for any 
particular project may vary thus requiring a Visual Contrast Rating 
analysis for each proposed project. 

'!?._/ For the contrasts listed, this is the most restrictive management 
class in which the project could be located without creating a 
significant impact. 

c/ This rating is for fences where there is no blading of the fence 
line or access routes and approximately even grazing occurs on both 
sides of the fence. 

2_! 

ii Cattleguards are visually insignificant compared to the associated 
road and fence. 

...... , 



APPENDIX M 

SECTION 1 

METHODOLOGY UTILIZED IN 
DETERMINING ARCHEOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 

Archeologically sensitive areas have been identified for the 
Sonoma-Gerlach Resource Area. These areas are where high densities of 
prehistoric sites are likely to occur based on present data for the 
area. Criteria utilized in determining these sensitive areas are: 
(1) permanent water sources as listed on U.S. Geological Survey 
7-1/2' and 15' topographic maps, (2) gently sloping land (no more than 
10 to 20 percent slope) within 1/2 mile of permanent water sources. 
Several reservations concerning the information on these areas should 
be noted: (1) predictions are based on a very limited data base, 
consequently this evaluation of sensitivity is extremely tentative; 
(2) some permanent water sources are not recorded on topographic maps; 
(3) modern water sources do not necessarily reflect past conditions. 

Locations of springs and seeps can change as the result of geological 
and climatic processes. The locations of prehistoric and historic 
sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places are 
identified as well. 

.. 
1, .. • ! ~ ... " .. 
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APPENDIX M 

SECTION 2 

EXPLANATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
TO CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources are finite, fragile, and non-renewable. Any 
structural change in the condition of cultural resource sites 
constitute erosion of the total information base. Such changes are 
permanent and irreversible. Therefore, all changes are adverse 
impacts. The only beneficial impacts are those which reduce the 
intensity of factors promoting change. Following is a description of 
potentially significant impacts to cultural resources. 

Livestock and Wild Horse Grazing Related Impacts 

Major impacts to cultural resource sites due to livestock and wild 
horse grazing involve trampling, rubbing, and erosion. 

1. Trampling 

Lithic artifacts can be broken, chipped, buried and displaced 
by wildlife, livestock, wild horses and burros. Wear 
patterns on edges of lithic artifacts are critical in 
interpreting their function correctly, and fractures caused 
by trampling can alter or obliterate these wear patterns. 
Displacement of surface artifacts also constitutes an adverse 
impact since spatial distribution of artifacts on a surface 
can be important in reconstructing prehistoric activity 
patterns. 

Some conception of the degree of artifact breakage and 
displacement caused by cattle trampling can be gleaned from 
an experiment conducted by Roney in the Winnemucca District 
in 1977. In an impact situation equivalent to 12 years of 
continuous grazing at a density of one cow per 20 acres, 
Roney found that 48 percent of a sample of premeasured 
artifacts suffered some degree of physical damage. In 
addition, 38 percent of the premapped specimens were 
displaced with an average displacement of between .75 and 1.6 
meters. This amount of movement would be sufficient to 
obscure small-scale distribution patterns. Also, 95 percent 
of the specimens were buried beneath the surface. The result 
of this effect would be significant reduct ion of site 
visibility as well as mixing of cultural strata where 
subsurface components were involved. 

This experiment was limited to a zone of very soft sandy 
loam. A harder, rockier surface would unquestionably result 
in a higher rate of artifact damage. Additionally, this 
experiment did not simulate the uneven distribution of cattle 
on the open range. Areas near water would receive heavier 
impacts while areas with poor feed would be less impacted • 
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2. Rubbing 

Abrasion type wear can be sustained by historic structures as 
a result of livestock and wild horses rubbing against them. 

3. Erosion 

Livestock and wild horse grazing increases soil erosion which 
is detrimental to cultural resource sites. Consumption of 
vegetation results in increased soil erosion and consequently 
erosion of cultural resource sites. Also, cattle and wild 
horse trampling loosens surface soil, accelerating erosion. 
Alterations in the subsurface components of sites with 
vertical deposits would occur as a result of erosion. 
Vertical context is often an important key to the chronology 
of sites and mixing of distinct cultural layers results in 
the loss of this information as well as data concerning the 
spatial structuring of prehistoric activities. 

Impacts from Range Developments 

Other impacts include disturbances to cultural resource sites by range 
developments. The individual impacts of these are outlined in the 
following section. 

1. Fences 

Cultural resource sites which are transected by fencelines 
would be directly impacted by fence construction activities. 
Use of heavy equipment in construction of fences would result 
in some probable disturbance to surface distributions and 
breakage of artifacts. Also, collection of artifacts might 
take place during fence construction. Principal impacts 
would be indirect, occurring after the completion of the 
fence. Vehicles and livestock tend to travel along 
fencelines, thus intensifying trampling damage and vehicle
caused breakage of artifacts and disturbance of surface 
distributions. Although instances are minor, these impacts 
are cumulative and continue throughout the life of the fence. 

2. Cattleguards 

Cattleguards are generally constructed along established 
roads where cultural resource sites on surface would have 
already suffered extreme disturbance. Thus the impact to the 
cultural resources would generally be insignificant unless 
subsurface cultural materials were present. 

3. Spring Developments 

Present inventory data indicates that aboriginal activity was 
concentrated around permanent and semi-permanent water 
sources such as springs. Consequently, spring developments 



could be highly detrimental to cultural resource sites. Open 
aboriginal sites could be seriously damaged by moving 
equipment across them and by excavation activities. In 
addition, springs are potential sources of pollen samples 
which could provide important paleo-climatic data as well as 
ethnobotanical information. Excavation in the vicinity of 
springs could cause mixing of pollen layers,thus rendering 
them useless for research purposes. Also, drying of pollen 
caused by spring development would adversely affect its 
information potential. Very little pollen data has been 
gathered thus far for this area. Climatic data has been 
largely based on geologic data to this point. Thus a 
potentially valuable source of information concerning the 
prehistory of the area could be lost. 

Construction of a fence around a spring would result in a 
beneficial impact, if the fence encloses a site, because 
trampling of cultural materials would be prevented. 
Initially, however, adverse impacts would occur due to the 
heavy equipment utilized during fence construction. Adverse 
impacts also would be likely to occur if a gate is installed 
in the fence exclosure. Past experience suggest that 
ranchers may utilize the spring enclosure as a holding pen. 

4. Pipelines 

Excavation for laying of pipelines could transect cultural 
resource sites, destroying surface and subsurface cultural 
deposits of large sites and possibly obliterating small sites 
and isolated finds. 

However, if cultural resource sites are avoided during 
installation, pipelines can be beneficial to cultural 
resources. Pipelines provide water over large areas, 
reducing the number of animals congregating in any one area 
and thus reducing the amount of trampling on some cultural 
resources sit es. 

5. Water Troughs 

Water troughs established along fence lines would concentrate 
livestock in these areas. If troughs are located in cultural 
resource site areas, livestock-related impacts would be 
intensified in these areas. 



6. Wells and Windmills 

Cultural resources would be adversely impacted if these 
projects were executed within site boundaries. While the 
physical size of the area disturbed by each project would be 
small and only small sites would be obliterated, impacts 
could be severe, especially where deep, old, small, or unique 
sites were affected. Watering troughs at well sites would 
concentrate cattle, accelerating impacts from trampling. 

7. Reservoirs 

Movement of fill or excavation of a pit would mix deposits 
and destroy cultural contexts if they were to occur within a 
site's boundary. The intensity of such impacts would be a 
function of the size of the specific development and the size 
and nature of the cultural site affected; however, no 
reservoirs have been proposed. 

8. Burning 

Burning could destroy or damage historic structures and 
Basque Aspen Carvings as well as shattering stone and glass 
artifacts. Burning would also make archeological sites more 
visible and more susceptible to vandalism. 

9. Sagebrush Control 

The initial effect of spraying would be increased erosion of 
sites and increased susceptibility to vandalism since 
cultural resource sites would be made more visible. The long 
range effect would be decreased erosion of sites because of 
improved vegetative cover. Chaining and disking would result 
in severe damage to cultural resource sites. Serious 
displacement, and burial of artifacts would occur. Burning 
would result in the same impacts as are listed above. 

10. Seeding 

Plowing done prior to seeding could cause breakage of 
artifacts as well as result in serious disturbance to surface 
and subsurface deposits of cultural resource sites. 
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Indirect Impacts 

Several indirect impacts can occur as the result of range 
improvements. When range development projects are located in isolated 
areas, construction and maintenance equipment may have to be brought 
cross-country. If cultural resource sites are crossed, displacement 
and breakage of cultural materials could occur, as well as possible 
shallow subsurface disturbance. Further disturbance could occur as a 
result of the tendency of temporary roads to become permanent. 
Occasionally, inaccessible range project sites may require the 
building of roads. Blading and other road building activities can 
obliterate isolated finds and small sites as well as portions of large 
sites. Even if a road does not transect cultural resource sites, they 
may provide better access to sites by vandals. 

Reduced vegetative cover and increased erosion resulting from 
overgrazing causes increased numbers of artifacts to be exposed to 
vandalism and trampling. 

One positive aspect of proposed range projects is that their 
implementation would require additional archeological surveys in order 
to mitigate adverse impacts to cultural resources. These surveys 
would contribute significantly to our understanding of the prehistory 
of th is area. 



APPENDIX N 

SECTION 1 

METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING CHANGE IN ECOLOGICAL RANGE CONDITION FOR 
THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Changes in ecological range condition were determined in 
accordance with Appendix , Section using the criteria below. 

Based on the cited references in the vegetation sections on 
ecological range condition and trend, knowledge of the resource area 
range site potentials and professional judgement of field personnel 
currently determining ecological range condition in the resource area. 
The following criteria was determined to project future changes in 
ecological range condition. 

I. Projected changes for the Proposed Action and Maximizing 
Livestock Use alternative by management recommendations. 

A. Allotments proposed for Allotment Management Plans and/ or 
revision of existing Allotment Management Plans (Table 1-1 
and 1-14). 

1. Upward and/or Stable Estimated Trend. 
Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Three percent of good condition areas would improve 
one condition class to excellent condition. 

Thirty percent of fair condition areas would improve 
one condition class to good condition. 

Twenty percent of poor condition areas would improve 
one condition class to fair condition and ten percent 
of poor condition areas would improve two condition 
classes to good condition. 

2. Downward Estimated Trend 
Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Two percent of good condition areas would improve one 
condition class to excellent condition. 

Twenty-five percent of fair condition areas would 
improve one condition class to good condition. 

Fifteen percent of poor condition areas would improve 
one condition class to fair condition and five percent 
of poor condition areas would improve two cond~tion 
classes to good condition. 



B. Allotments Proposed For No Allotment Management Plans 
(Table 1-1). 

1. Upward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 
Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

One percent of good condition areas would improve one 
condition class to excellent condition. 

Twenty percent of fair condition areas would improve 
o~e condition class to good condition. 

Ten percent of poor condition areas would improve one 
condition class to fair condition. 

2. Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Good condition areas would remain the same. 

Ten percent of fair condition areas would improve one 
condition class to good condition. 

Five percent of poor condition areas would improve one 
condition class to fair condition. 

C. Allotment and/or Areas Proposed For No Livestock Grazing 
(Herd Management Areas). 

1. Upward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 

Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Good condition areas would remain the same. 

Fair condition areas would remain the same. 

Poor condition areas would remain the same. 

2. Downward Estimated Trend. 

One percent of excellent condition areas would decline 
one condition class to good condition. 

Five percent of good condition areas would decline one 
condition class to fair condition. 

Ten percent of fair condition areas would decline one 
condition class to poor condition. 

Poor condition areas would remain the same. 



II. No Action Alternative (Table 1-8). 

A. Upward Estimated Trend 

Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Good condition areas would remain the same. 

Fair condition areas would remain the same. 

Poor condition areas would remain the same. 

B. Stable and/or Downward Estimated Trend 

Ten percent of excellent condition areas would decline one 
condition class to good condition. 

Twenty-five percent of good condition areas would decline 
one condition class to fair condition. 

Forty percent of fair condition areas would decline one 
condition class to poor condition. 

Poor condition areas would remain the same. 

III. No Livestock Grazing Alternative (Table 1-9). 

A. Upward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 

Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Four percent of good condition areas would improve one 
condition class to excellent condition. 

Thirty five percent of fair condition areas would improve 
one condition class to good condition. 

Twenty percent of poor condition areas would improve one 
condition class to fair condition and 10 percent of poor 
condition areas would improve two condition classes to good 
condition. 
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B. Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Two percent of good areas would improve one condition class 
to excellent condition. 

Twenty percent of fair condition areas would improve one 
condition class to fair condition. 

Ten percent of poor condition areas would improve one 
condtion class to fair condition and three percent of poor 
condition areas would improve two condition classes to good 
condition. 

IV. Maximizing Wild Horse and Burro Alternative (Table 1-18). 

This criteria applies to allotments with wild horses and/or 
burro use only and the remaining allotments with no wild horses 
or burro use the proposed action criteria would be used. 

A. Upward and/or Stable Estimated Trend. 

Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Two percent of good condition areas would improve one 
condition class to excellent condition. 

Twenty five percent of fair condition areas would improve 
one condition class to good condition. 

Twenty percent of poor condition areas would improve one 
condition class to fair condition. 

Downward Estimated Trend. 

Excellent condition areas would remain the same. 

Good condition areas would remain the same. 

Fair condition areas would remain the same. 

Poor condition areas would remain the same. 
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APPENDIX N 
SECTION l 

METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING CHANGE IN ECOLOGICAL RANGE TREND THE 
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Changes in ecological range condition trend were determined in 
combination with Appendix ___ , Section ___ using the criteria 
below. 

Based on the cited references in the vegetation sections on 
ecological range condition and trend, knowledge of the resource areas 
range site potentials and professional judgement of field personnel 
currently determining ecological range condition in the resource area. 
The following criteria was determined to project future changes in 
ecological range condition trend. 

I. Projected changes for the Proposed Action and Maximizing 
Livestock Use alternative by management recommendation. 

A. Allotments proposed for Allotment Management Plans and/or 
revision of existing Allotment Management Plans (Table 1-1 
and 1-14). 

1. Currently U2ward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 

Excellent - 2 percent would continue upward 
98 percent would stabilize 

Good 3 percent would continue upward 
97 percent would stabilize 

Fair - 30 percent would continue upward 
70 percent would stabilize 

Poor - 30 percent would continue upward 
70 percent would stabilize 

2. Currently Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent -100 percent would stablilize 

Good 2 percent would be upward 
98 percent would stabilize 

Fair - 25 percent would be upward 
75 percent would stabilize 

Poor - 20 percent would be upward 
70 percent would stabilize 
10 percent would continue downward 
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B. Allotments proposed for No Allotment Management Plans (Table 
1-1). 

1. Current UEward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 

Excellent 100 percent would stabilize 

Good 1 percent would continue upward 
99 percent would stabilize 

Fair 20 percent would continue upward 
80 percent would stabilize 

Poor 10 percent would continue upward 
90 percent would stabilize 

2. Currentll_ Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent - 100 percent would stabilize 

Good - 100 percent would stabilize 

Fair 10 percent would be upward 
80 percent would stabilize 
10 percent would continue downward 

Poor 5 percent would be upward 
80 percent would stabilize 
15 percent would continue downward 

c. Allotment and/or areas proposed for No Livestock Grazing 
(Herd Management Areas). 

1. Currentl:r UEward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 

Excellent - 100 percent would stabilize 

Good - 100 percent would stabil i ze 

Fair - 100 percent would stabilize 

Poor - 100 percent would stabilize 

2. Currentll_ Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent - 99 percent would stablilize 
1 percent would continue downward 

Good 95 percent would stabilize 
5 percent would continue downward 

Fair 90 percent would stabilize 
10 percent would continue downward 



Poor 40 percent would stablilize 
60 percent would continue downward 

II. No Action Alternative (Table 1-8). 

1. Currently Upward Estimated Trend 

Excellent 1 percent would continue upward 
99 percent would stablilze 

Good 2 percent would continue upward 
98 percent would stabilize 

Fair 99 percent would stabilize 
1 percent would be downward 

Poor - 98 percent would stabilize 
2 percent would be downward 

2. Currently Stable and/or Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent 60 percent would stabilize 
40 percent would continue downward 

Good - 30 percent would stabilize 
70 percent would continue downward 

Fair 20 percent would stabilize 
80 percent would continue downward 

Poor 10 percent would stabilize 
90 percent would continue downward 

III. No Livestock Grazing Alternative (Table 1-9) 

1. Currently Upward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 

Excellent - 100 percent would continue upward 

Good - 80 percent would continue upward 
20 percent would stabilize 

Fair - 70 percent would continue upward 
30 percent would stabilize 

Poor - 50 percent would continue upward 
50 percent would stabilize 



Currentl:t: Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent 10 percent would be upward 
90 percent would stablize 

Good 20 percent would be upward 
80 percent would stablize 

Fair 70 percent would be upward 
75 percent would stabilize 
15 percent would continue downward 

Poor 5 percent would be upward 
70 percent would stabilize 
25 percent would continue downward 

IV. Maximizing Wild Horse and Burro Alternative (Table 1-18). 

This criteria applies to allotments with wild horses and/or burro 
use only and the remaining allotments with no wild horse or burro 
use, the proposed action criteria would be used. 

1. Currentl:t: Upward and/or Stable Estimated Trend 

Excellent - 100 percent would stabilize 

Good 2 percent would continue upward 
98 percent would stabilize 

Fair 25 percent would continue upward 
75 percent would stabilize 

Poor 20 percent would continue upward 
80 percent would stabilize 

2. Currentl:t: Downward Estimated Trend 

Excellent 99 percent would stabilize 
1 percent would continue downward 

Good 95 percent would stabilize 
5 percent would continue downward 

Fair 90 percent would stabilize 
10 percent would continue downward 

Poor - 60 percent would stabilize 
40 percent would continue downward 
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APPENDIX N 
SECTION 3 

PROPOSED ACTION l 
ESTIMATED FUTURE RANGE TREND (2024) 'l 

• ~ Trend Direction ';l 

Allotment Total Upward % Stable % Down % 

' ~ Blue Wing 772.006 183,738 24 588,268 76 0 0 ~ 
Lava Beds HMA 204,922 0 0 202,832 99 2,090 l Ii 
(Total) 976,928 183,738 19 791,100 81 2,090 (1 i . 

Buffalo Hills 271,018 46,480 17 206,922 76 17,616 7 "' 'F.-

Buffalo Hills :, 
\ 

* HMA 123,498 0 0 72,988 59 50,510 41 
(Total) 394,516 46,480 12 279,910 71 68,126 7 i • Calico 36,490 6,126 17 29,232 80 1,132 3 ~ 

Clear Creek 55,455 10,603 19 42,412 76 2,440 5 r 
t Coal Canyon/Poker 97,265 18,713 19 69,506 71 9,046 10 

i Cottonwood Canyon 12,470 799 6 9,976 80 1,695 14 
Coyote 34,270 12,283 36 21,987· 64 0 0 $ 
Desert Queen 123,161 26,172 21 96,989 79 0 0 ( 

Diamond S 18,393 0 0 12,298 67 6,095 33 t ,, 
Dolly Hayden 77,904 12,417 16 62,838 81 2,649 3 'i 

~ 

Gold banks 37,460 6,825 18 29,099 78 1,536 4 t 
Harmony 6,803 796 12 5,776 85 231 3 ! 
Humboldt House 23,837 4,448 19 17,244 72 2,145 9 

,. 
~ 

Humboldt Sink 68,985 15,970 23 53,015 77 0 0 h 

Jersey Valley 66,517 6,100 9 60,417 91 0 0 f 

Klondike 50,321 10,542 21 35,703 71 4,076 8 * s~ 
Leadville 54,572 8,132 15 45,458 83 982 2 ~ 

' 
Licking 4,569 936 20 3,515 77 118 3 t 
Majuba 100,581 21,926 22 78,655 78 0 0 ~ 

North Buffalo 51,573 9,340 18 40,583 79 1,650 3 i 
~ 

Pleasant Valley 174,543 27,525 16 143,702 82 3,316 2 ~ 
Pole Canyon 13,877 2,820 20 9,891 71 1,166 9 I Prince Royal 10,425 2,289 22 7,500 72 636 6 
Pumpernickle 124,934 19,116 15 104,569 84 1,249 l ,. 
Ragged Top 86,314 3,669 4 78,546 91 4,099 s i 
Rawhide 122,631 21,134 17 91,588 75 9,909 8 I 
Rochester 173,679 29,933 17 129,713 75 14,033 8 a 
Rock Creek 23,365 2,809 12 20,415 87 141 1 I Rodeo Creek 193,402 39,300 20 137;856 i1 16,246 9 
Rye Patch 40,123 7,555 19 32,568 81 0 0 ~ 
Seven Troughs 275,549 49,737 18 213,412 77 12,400 5 i 

Lava Beds HMA 26,822 0 0 18,440 69 8,382 31 ti 
i' 

(Total) 302,371 49,737 16 231,852 77 20,782 7 i 
Soldier Meadows 327,739 46,539 14 276,284 84 4,916 2 ! 
Sonoma 20,178 4,944 25 15,234 75 0 0 

i: 

l South Buffalo 234,335 47,102 20 173,642 74 13,591 6 l Star Peak 84,091 15,750 19· 61,950 74 6,391 7 
Thomas Creek 11,264 2,826 25 8,292 74 146 1 I · White Horse 20,739 4,011 19 15049 73 1,679 8 

I 
TOTAL !_/ 4,256,080 729,405 17 3,324,364 78 202,311 5 I !./ The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wb.eatgrass. This is a 

non-native (introduced) species and does not relate to the original climax 
plant community, thus ecological range trend cannot be determined. 

Source: Extrapolated from Appendix , Sect ion See Appendix ( / , 
Section : ~ for methodology- . --
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APPENDIX N I SECTION 4 .. 
I 

PROPOSED ACTION ij 
ESTIMATED ECOLOGICAL RANGE CONDITION (2024) I 

l 
Condition Class (Acres) ~ 

j 

Allotment Excellent % Good % Fair % Poor % Total J 

t 
Blue Wing 18,528 2 264,026 34 267,114 35 222,338 29 772,006 

,, 
; 

Lava Beds .HMA 3,688 2 39,325 19 79,940 39 81,969 40 204,922 ~ 

(Total) 22,216 2 303,351 31 347,054 36 304,307 31 976,928 
Buffalo Hills 32,956 12 38,897 14 56,913 21 142,252 53 271,018 ~ 
Buff _alo Hills HMA 14,820 12 9,386 8 17,117 14 82,175 66 123,498 ~ (Total) 47,776 12 48,283 12. 74,030 19 224,427 57 394,516 

~ Calico 4,138 11 10,300 29 12,918 . 35 9,134 25 36,490 
Clear Creek 721 1 14,735 27 20,296 37 19,703 35 55,455 ! 
Coal Canyon/Poker 1,090 1 8,104 8 15,027 15 73,044 76 97,265 .. 

~ 
Cottonwood Canyon 0 0 349 3 3,592 29 · 8,529 68 12,470 ' , 
Coyote 651 2 15,006 44 13,185 38 5,428 16 34,270 *" 

.t 
Desert Queen 12,685 10 32,823 27 42,182 34 35,471 29 123,161 ·, 
Diamond S 368 2 1,747 9 6,704 36 9,574 53 18,393 i 
Dolly Hayden 2,025 3 30,653 39 23,838 31 21,388 27 77,904 1 

" Goldbanks 4,232 11 7,846 21 12,980 35 12,402 33 37,460 . ~ 
Hat'lllony 442 6 3,622 53 871 13 1,868 28 6,803 

, 
:. 

Humboldt House 38 < 1 2,900 12 3,576 15 17,323 73 23,837 i 
Humboldt Sink 7,208 10 22,525 33 29,318 42 9,934 15 68,985 ~ 
Jersey Valley 2,043 3 4,742 7 6,452 10 53,280 80 66,517 t 
Klondike 0 0 4,122 8 13,285 26 32,914 66 50,321 l!-

~ Leadville 437 l 27,540 50 18,663 34 7,932 15 54,572 ... 
Licking 192 4 1,184 26 2,234 49 959 21 4,569 

< 

Majuba 10,661 11 38,423 38 44,256 44 7,241 7 100,581 " , 
North Buffalo 1,753 3 16,612 32 19,881 39 13,327 26 51,573 • ! 
Pleasant Valley 11,520 7 72,361 41 63,882 . 37 26,780 15 174,543 ~ Pole Canyon 141 1 1,117 8 3,205 23 9,414 68 13,877 • Prince Royal 0 0 1,287 12 4,003 38 5,135 50 10,425 ' ~ Pumpe rnic kle 3,449 3 62,673 50 48,724 39 10,088 8 124,934 ~ • Ragged Top 21,578 25 29,347 34 31,289 36 4,100 5 · 86,314 4 

Rawhide 637 1 24,360 20 17,622 14 80,012 65 122,631 j 
Rochester 903 1 34,500 20 24,957 14 113,319 65 173,679 ~ 

r 
Rock Creek 2,716 12 14,401 62 5,116 22 1,132 4 23,365 ' Rodeo Creek 1, 973 1 15,568 8 44,676 23 131,185 68 

f 
193,402 Rye Patch 273 1 17,737 44 12,579 31 9,534 24 40,123 ~ Seven Trou ghs 14,604 5 69,887 25 90,931 33 100,127 37 275,549 Lava Beds HHA 1,341 5 3,822 14 8,630 32 13,029 49 26,822 (Tot al) 15., 945 5 73,709 24 ·99,561 33 113,156 38 302,371 i Soldier Meadows 52,111 16 130,234 40 105,696 32 39,698 12 327,739 Sonoma 1,039 5 4,319 21 9,735 48 5,085 26 20,178 '! 

South Buffalo 5,179 2 41,020 18 78,384 33 109 , 752 47 234,335 i Star Peak 4,356 5 10,343 12 17,785 21 51,607 62 84,091 Thomas Creek 584 5 3,44 3 31 6,055 54 1, 182 10 11,264 Ii 
White Horse 29 < 1 2,759 13 4,387 21 13,564 66 20,739 

i 
I 

TOTAL!_/ 241,109 6 1,134,045 27 1,287,998 30 1,592,928 37 4,256,080 I The Melody Allotment has been seeded to c rested Wheatgrass. This is a non-native (introduced) species and does not relate to t he or ig inal c l imax pla nt community , thus ecological range condition cannot be determined. · 
• 

Extrapolated from Appendix r I urce: __ , Sect ion . See Appendix ·/ , Section for methodology. -- - ' 
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APPENDIX Ji_ s . I SECTION ::;::::-,--
SAAi E __;;::: ~ 

F. 

NO LIVESTOCK GRAZING f 
ESTIMATED ECOLOGICAL RANGE CONDITION (2024) ' i1 .. 

Condit ion Class (Acres) ~ 
~ 

' Allotment Excellent % Good % Fair % Poor % Total ~ 
/. 

'i 
Blue Wing 23,446 2 360,486 37 319,540 28 273,540 28 976,928 ~ 

~ 
Buffalo Hills 47,973 12 50,458 13 72,986 18 223,099 57 394,516 ~ 
Calico 4,138 11 9,411 26 13,100 36 9,841 27 36,490 i 
Clear Creek 721 1 13,320 24 20,186 37 21,228 38 55,455 • 
Coal Canyon/Poker 1,129 1 6,838 7 10,601 11 78,697 81 97,265 ' Cottonwood Canyon 0 0 968 8 3,691 29 7,811 63 12,470 t~ Coyote 754 2 15,054 44 13,185 39 5,277 15 34,270 
Desert Queen 13,055 10 37,749 31 37,871 31 34,486 28 123,161 J 

Diamond S 405 2 3,538 19 6,769 37 7,681 42 18,393 ~ 
? 

Dolly Hayden 2,025 3 28,997 37 23,838 31 23,044 29 77,904. • . 
Goldl>anks 4,270 11 6,904 18 12,924 35 13,362 36 37,460 ; 
Harmony 476 7 3,597 53 718 10 2,012 30 6,803 
Humboldt House 38 < l 2,608 11 2,527 11 18,664 78 23,837 ' j 
Humboldt Sink 7,312 10 24,593 36 27,422 40 9,658 14 68,985 ~ 

Jersey Valley 2,089 3 6,472 10 6,452 10 51,504 77 66,517 ~ 
" Klondike 0 0 3,135 6 11,725 23 35,461 71 so, 321 

Leadville 473 l 26,271 48 19,318 35 8,546 16 54,572 ~ Licking 192 4 1,032 22 2,312 51 1,033 23 4,569 ; Majuba 10,863 11 41,439 41 <i 1,239 41 7,040 7 100,581 
North Buffalo 1,753 3 15,245 30 20,217 39 14,358 28 51,573 
Pleasant Valley 11,520 7 68,019 39 66,152 38 28,852 16 174,543 j" 
Pole Canyon 142 1 874 6 2,720 20 10,141 73 13,877 f 
Prince Royal 0 0 1,004 10 3,889 37 5,532 53 10,425 " 
Pumpernickle 3,448 3 59,394 47 51,223 41 10,869 9 124,934 s ,.. 
Ragged Top 22,095 26 32,411 38 28,053 32 3,755 4 86,314 ;; 

~ 

Rawhide 637 1 22,937 19 12,852 10 86,205 70 122,631 l 
Rochester 903 l 32,485 19 18,201 10 122,090 70 173,6 79 ~ 

t 
Rock Creek 2,589 11 14,860 64 4,696 20 1,220 5 23,365 .. 

1 
Rodeo Creek 1,973 1 12,184 6 37,907 20 141,338 73 193,402 j 
Rye Patch 273 1 17,340 43 13,241 33 9,269 23 40 , 123 ~ 

Seven Troughs 16,025 5 69,697 23 98,271 33 118,378 39 302,371 i 
Soldier Meadows 53,094 16 122,082 37 109,793 34 42,770 13 327,739 !· 
Sonoma 1,049 5 3,895 19 10,291 51 4,943 25 20, 178 f 
South Buffalo 5;343 2 35,290 15 75,456 32 118,246 51 234,335 1 
Star Peak 4,407 5 8,947 11 15,136 18 55,601 66 84,091 i 
Thomas Creek 568 5 3,839 34 5,565 50 1,274 11 11,264 • * White Horse 29 < l 2,425 12 3,671 18 14,614 70 20,739 J 

} 

t 
TOTAL!/ 245,189 6 1,165,798 27 1,223,654 38 1,621,439 38 4,256,080 i 

I The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass. This is a non-native (introduced) species and does not 
relate to the original climax plant COIJllllunity, thus ecological range condition cannot be determined. l. 

Extrapolated from Appendix __ , Sect ion 
\~) I I -- . See Appendix _1_:_, Section_ ;_ for methodology. 
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APPENDIX ~ C. I 
I SECTION 

"IIM&Ml . ~~ i 
' J 

NO LIVESTOCK GRAZING ' f 
ESTIMATED FUTURE RANGE TREND (2024) i 

[ 
Trend Direction 

* Allotment Total Upward % Stable % Down % I 
Blue Wing 976,928 496,280 51 480,648 49 0 0 
Buffalo Hills 394,516 72,394 18 249,137 63 72,985 19 

'. Calico 36,940 3,704 10 27,714 76 5,072 14 
Clear Creek 55,455 5,657 10 40,371 73 9,427 17 
Coal Canyon/Poker 97,265 8,803 9 65,556 67 22,906 24 
Cottonwood Canyon 12,470 798 7 8,904 71 2,768 22 
Coyote 34,270 18,780 55 .14,282 42 1,208 3 
Desert Queen 123,161 44,954 37 71,741 58 6,466 5 
Diamond S 18,393 1,913 10 13,169 72 3,311 18 
Dolly Hayden 77,904 10,205 13 57,104 73 · 10,595 14 
Gold banks 37,460 9,038 25 22,177 59 S,975 16 
Harmony 6,803 3,701 54 2,524 37 578 9 
Humboldt House 23,837 1,502 6 16,900 71 5,435 23 
Humboldt Sink 68,985 48,634 71 20,351 29 0 0 
Jersey Valley 66,517 5,954 9 45,663 69 14,900 22 
Klondike 50,321 2,994 6 35,703 71 11,624 23 
Leadville 54,572 7,149 13 41,529 76 5,894 11 
Licking 4,569 608 13 3,253 71 708 16 
Majuba 100,581 73,424 73 27,157 27 0 0 
North Buffalo S 1,573 6,756 13 37,210 72 7,607 15 

" Pleasant Valley _174,543 30,458 17 124,013 71 20,072 12 
Pole Canyon 13,877 819 6 9,853 71 3,205 23 
Prince Roya·l 10,425 724 7 7,501 72 2,200 21 
Pumpernickle 124,934 18,865 15 93,575 75 12,494 10 
Ragged Top 86,314 30,425 35 49,631 58 6,258 7 
Rawhide 122,631 9,492 8 87,816 71 25,323 21 

f Rochester 173,679 13,442 8 124,372 71 35,865 21 
Rock Creek 23,365 9,837 42 13,178 56 350 2 t 
Rodeo Creek 193,402 11,411 6 137,315 71 44,676 23 l 
Rye Patch 40,123 10,673 27 27,464 68 1,986 5 i 
Seven Troughs 302,371 41,576 14 210,904 70 49,891 16 ! 
Soldier Meadows 327,739 143,385 44 152,399 46 31,955 10 I Sonoma 20,178 6,457 32 12,056 60 1,665 8 South Buffalo 234,335 32,338 14 156,419 67 45,578 19 Star Peak 84,091 12,530 15 53,944 64 17,617 21 Thomas Creek 11,264 6,814 61 4,084 36 366 3 White Horse 20,739 1,379 7 14,787 71 4,573 22 

TOTAL ~, 4,256,080 1,204,143 6 2·,560,404 
r 

60 491,533 12 I 

!./ The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass. This is a 
non-native (introduced) species and does not relate to the original climax 
plant community, thus ecological range trend cannot be determined. 

Source: Extrapolated from Appendix , Section • 
See Appendix __:j__, Section ~: . for methodology. 
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APPENDIX rl-::---7 
SECTION 

111 RI 7 2S£:sa 

NO ACTION 
ESTIMATED ECOLOGICAL RANGE CONDITION (2024) 

Condition Class (Acres) 

Allotment Excellent % Good % Fair % Poor % Total 

Blue Wing 17,584 2 148,005 15 252,341 26 558,998 57 976,928 
Buffalo Hills 42,608 11 27,221 7 40,951 10 283,736 72 394,516 
Calico 3,613 10 4,953 14 9,967 27 17,957 49 36,490 
Clear Creek 499 l 6,280 11 14,566 26 34,110 62 55,455 
Coal Canyon/Poker 876 l 2,991 3 1,765 2 91,633 94 97,265 
Cottonwood Canyon 0 0 0 0 2,095 17 10,375 83 12,470 
Coyote 309 l 7,736 23 11,212 33 15,013 43 34,270 
Desert Queen 11,084 9 14,779 12 28,820 23 68,478 56 123,161 
Diamond S 331 2 1,407 8 4,696 26 11,959 64 18,393 
Dolly Hayden 1,402 2 17,646 23 19,421 25 39,435 50 77,904 
Gold banks 3,708 10 3,118 8 9,165 24 21,469 58 37,460 
Harmony 306 5 2,577 38 964 14 2,956 43 6,803 
Humboldt House 0 0 1,430 6 572 2 21,835 92 23,837 
Humboldt Sink 6,208 9 8,278 12 40,702 59 13,797 20 68,985 
Jersey Valley 1,796 3 4,856 7 665 1 59,200 89 66,517 
Klondike 0 0 0 0 5,737 11 44,584 69 50,321 
Leadville 0 o . 16,372 30 17,026 31 21,174 39 54,572 
Licking 165 4 356 8 1,716 38 2,332 . 50 4,569 
Majuba 9,052 9 21,122 21 60,349 60 10,058 10 100,581 
North Buffalo 1,392 3 7,852 15 15,496 30 26,833 52 51,573 
Pleasant Valley 9,426 5 40,057 23 55,138 . 32 69,922 40 174,543 
Pole Canyon 125 l 115 1 1,189 9 12,448 89 13,877 
Prince Royal 0 0 0 0 2,440 23 7,985 77 10,425 
Pumpernickle 2,249 2 35,794 29 44,639 36 42,252 33 124,934 
Ragged Top 19,420 22 21,039 24 24,923 29 20,932 25 86,314 
RaWhide 220 < 1 14,734 12 5,155 4 102,522 84 122,631 
Rochester 312 < 1 20,868 12 7,300 4 145,199 84 173,679 
Rock Creek 2,103 9 9,638 41 10,222 44 1,402 6 23,365 

Rodeo Creek 1,741 1 1,595 Rye Patch · l 16,565 9 0 0 10,231 25 
173,501 89 193,402 

Seven Troughs 13,606 4 35,151 
9,991 25 19,901 50 40,123 

Soldier Meadows 12 70,528 23 183,086 49,161 15 98,321 61 302,371 
Sonoraa 30 -78,658 24 101,599 908 4 31 327,739 
South Buffalo 832 4 6,826 34 11,612 58 4,218 2 20, l 78 
Star Peak 12,654 5 48, 92-9 21 168,534 72 3,784 5 4,099 5 234,335 
Thomas Creek 507 5 

7,379 9 68,829 81 84,091 
White Horse 718 6 5,145 46 4,894 43 0 0 1,089 5 1,711 8 

11,264 
17,939 87 20,739 

TOTAL!./ 208,713 5 603,914 14 934,964 22 2,508,489 59 4,256,080 

The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wh 
relate to the original climax plant community th eatgr~ss. This is a non-native (introduced) species and ·does not , us eco ogical range condition cannot be determined. 

Extrapolated ·-. 1 
' from Appendix Section --· . See Appendix !._.l__, Section for methodology. -- . 
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APPENDIX ..r/~ fl 
SECTION --sh!.=., ·- .;... 

NO ACTION 
ESTIMATED FUTURE RANGE TREND (2024) 

Trend Direct ion 
Allotment Total Upward % Stable % Down % 

Blue Wing 976,928 0 0 183,663 19 793,265 81 
Buffalo Hills 394,516 0 0 75,352 19 319,164 81 

\ Calico 36,490 0 0 8,392 23 28,098 77 
Clear Creek 55,455 0 0 9,704 17 45,751 83 
Coal Canyon/Poker 97,265 0 0 11,186 12 86,079 82 
Cottonwood Canyon 12,470 0 0 1,596 13 10,874 87 
Coyote 34,270 0 0 7,265 21 27,005 79 
Desert Queen 123,161 6 0 26,480 22 96,681 78 
Diamond S 18,393 0 0 3,127 17 15,266 83 
Dolly Hayden 77,904 0 0 1'5,893 20 62,011 80 
Gold banks 37,460 0 0 7,979 21 29,481 79 
Harmony 6,803 0 0 1,606 24 5,197 76 
Humboldt House 23,837 0 0 2,812 12 21,025 88 
Humboldt Si nk 68,985 0 0 58,327 85 10,658 15 
Jersey Valley 66,517 93 < 1 64,435 97 1,989 3 
Klondike 50,321 0 0 5,988 12 44,333 88 
Leadville 54,572 0 0 12,115 22 42,457 78 i 
Licking 4,569 0 0 914 20 3,655 80 ' ' Majuba 100,581 402 < 1 95,052 95 5,127 s l 

• 
North Buffalo 51,573 0 0 10,315 20 41,258 80 i 

l 
Pleasant Valley 174,543 0 0 41,018 24 133,525 76 { 
Pole Canyon 13,877 0 0 1,680 12 12,197 88 

i Prince Royal 10,425 0 0 1,449 14 8,976 86 J. 
Pumpernickle 124,934 0 0 29,484 24 95,450 76 f 

i. 
Ragged Top 86,314 0 0 28,052 32 58,262 68 ' 
Rawhide 122,631 0 0 6,769 6 115,862 94 ! 

' 
Rochester 173,679 0 0 23,620 14 150,059 86 \ • Rock Creek 23,365 0 0 12,266 52 11,099 48 1 Rodeo Creek 193,402 0 0 23,401" 12 170,001 88 

' Rye Patch 40,123 0 0 . 8,064 20 32,059 80 J 
f 

Seven Troughs 302,371 0 0 43,844 15 258,527 · 85 ; 
t· 

Soldier 11eadows 327,739 2,458 1 176,159 54 149, 122 45 
Sonoma 20,178 0 0 3,834 19 16,344 81 f 
South Buffalo 234,335 0 0 36,790 16 197,545 84 ' f Star Peak 84,091 0 0 12, 614 15 71,477 85 ! Thomas Creek 11,264 0 0 2,421 21 8,843 79 
White Horse 20,739 0 0 2,614 13 18,125 87 

~ 
t 

" 
2,953 

i, 
TOTAL !_/ 4,256,080 < 1 1,056,280 25 3,196,847 75 f 

t 
~ 

!_/ The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass. This is a l 
non-native (introduced) species and does not relate to the original climax ' plant community, thus ecological range trend cannot be determined. i 

Source: Extrapolated from Appendix , Sect ion • f 
See Appendix~. Section ?-, for methodo l ogy . " 
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Allotment 

Blue Wing 
Buffalo Hills 
Calico 
Clear Creek 
Coal Canyon/Poker 
Cottonwood Canyon 
Coyote 
Desert Queen 
Diamond S 
Dolly Hayden 
Goldbanks 
Harmony 
Humboldt House 
Humboldt Sink 
Jersey Valle y 
Klondike 
Leadville 
Lick i ng 
Majuba 
North Buffalo 
Pleasant Valley 
Pole Canyon 
Prince Royal 
Pumpet"nickle 
Ragged Top 
Rawhide 
Rochester 
Rock Creek 

Rodeo C-..-eek 
Rye Patch 
Seven Troughs 
Soldier: Meadows 
Sonoma 
South Buffalo 
Star Peak 
Thomas C-..-eek 
White Hone 

TOTAL!_/ 

APPENDIX 1i._ Q 
SECTION ----- I 

MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK USE 
ESTIMATED ECOLOGICAL RANGE CONDITION (2024) 

Excellent % 

23,446 2 
47,973 12 

4,138 11 
721 I 

1,090 I 
0 0 

651 2 
12,685 10 

405 2 
2,025 3 
4,232 11 

442 6 
38 < I 

7,208 10 
2,136 3 

0 0 
437 I 
192 4 

10,661 11 
1,753 3 

11,520 7 
141 1 

0 0 
3,449 3 

22,096 26 
637 I 
903 1 

2,716 12 

1, 973 1 
273 1 

16,025 5 
52,111 16 

1,039 5 
5,179 2 
4,356 5 

584 5 
29 < 1 

243,264 6 

Condition Class (Acres) 

Good % 

334,110 34 
56,623 14 
10,300 29 
14,735 27 
8,104 8 
1,255 10 

15,006 44 
32,823 27 
4,016 21 

30,653 39 
7,846 21 
3,622 53 
2,900 12 

22,525 33 
9,452 14 
4,122 8 

27,540 50 
1,184 26 

38,423 38 
16,612 32 
72,361 41 

1,117 8 
1,287 12 

62,673 50 
34,191 40 
24,360 20 
34,500 20 
14,401 62 

15,568 8 
17,737 44 
76,690 25 

130,234 40 
4,319 21 

41,020 18 
10,343 12 
3,443 31 
2,759 13 

1,188,854 28 

Fair % 

338,017 35 
82,848 21 
12,918 35 
20,296 37 
15,027 IS 
3,960 32 

13,185 38 
42,182 34 

6,842 37 
23,838 31 
12,980 35 

871 13 
3,576 15 

29,318 42 
12,30S 18 
13,285 26 
18,663 34 
2,234 49 

44,256 44 
19,881 39 
63,882 37 

3,205 23 
4,003 38 

48,724 39 
26,541 31 
17,622 14 
24,957 14 

5,116 22 

44,676 23 
12,579 31 
99,782 33 

105,696 32 
9,735 48 

78,384 33 
17,785 21 
6,055 54 
4,387 21 

1,289,617 30 

Poor 

281,355 
207,072 

9,134 
19,703 
73,044 

7,249 
5,428 

35,471 
7,130 

21,388 
12,402 

1,868 
17,323 
9,934 

42,624 
32,914 

7,932 
959 

7,241 
13,327 
26,780 

9,414 
5,135 

10,088 
3,486 

80,012 
113,319 

l, 132 

131,185 
9,534 

109,874 
39,698 

5,085 
109,752 
51,607 

1,182 
13,564 

1,534,345 

% 

29 
53 
2S 
35 
76 
58 
16 
29 
41 
27 
33 
28 
73 
15 
65 
66 
15 
21 

7 
26 
15 
68 
50 

8 
3 

65 
65 

4 

68 
24 
37 
12 
26 
47 
62 
10 
66 

36 

Total 

976,928 
394,516 
36,490 
55,455 
97,265 
12,470 
34,270 

123,161 
18,393 
77,904 
37,460 

6,803 
23 ,8 37 
68,985 
66,517 
50,321 
54,572 

4,569 
100,581 
51,573 

174,543 
13,877 
10,425 

124,93 4 
86,314 

122,631 
173,679 
23,365 

193,402 
40,123 

302,371 
327,739 
20,178 

234,335 
84,091 
11,264 
20,739 

4,256,080 

The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass. This is a non-native (introduced) species and does not 
relate to the original climax plant community, thus ecological range condition cannot be determined. 

Extrapolated f-..-om Appendix __ , Section _, I 
• See Appendix J....:___, Section~ for methodology. 
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APPENDIX JY. I O 
! 
~ 

SECTION ;;;;;--

~ I 
) 

MAXIMIZING LIVESTOCK USE • 
' ' ESTIMATED FUTURE RANGE TREND (2024) . t 

Trend Direct ion ~ 

Allotment Total Upward % Stable % Down % 1 
j 
~ 

Blue Wing 976,928 232,509 ·24 744,419 76 0 0 ! 
Buffalo Hills 394,516 67,659 17 301,213 76 25,644 7 ~ 

Calico 36,490 6,126 17 29,232 80 1,132 3 ; 

,_ Clear Creek 55,455 10,603 19 . 42,412 76 2,440 5 
Coal Canyon/Poker 97,265 18,713 19 69,506 71 9,046 10 1 Cottonwood Canyon 12,470 2,669 21 8,904 71 897 8 
Coyote 34,270 12,283 36 21,987 64 0 0 
Desert Queen 123,161 26,172 21 96,989 79 0 0 
Diamond S 18,393 3,649 20 13,861 75 883 5 
Dolly Hayden 77,904 12,417 16 62,838 81 2,649 3 
Gold banks 37,460 6,825 18 29,099 78 1,536 4 
Harmony 6,803 796 12 5,776 85 231 3 
Humboldt House 23,837 4,448 19 17,244 72 2,145 9 
Humboldt Sink 68,985 15,970 23 53,015 77 0 0 

-Jersey Valley 66,517 18,140 27 48,377 73 0 0 
Klondike 50,321 10,542 21 35,703 71 4,076 8 
Leadville 54,572 8,132 15 45,458 83 982 2 
Licking 4,569 936 20 3,515 77 118 3 
Majuba 100,581 21,926 22 78,6~5 78 0 0 
Not"th Buffalo 51,573 9,340 18 40,583 79 1,650 3 
Pleas a nt Vall ey 174,54,3 27,525 16 143,702 82 3,316 2 
Pole Canyon 13,877 2,820 20 9,891 71 1,166 9 

' Prince Royal 10,425 2,289 22 7,500 72 636 6 
Pumpernic;kle 124,934 19,116 15 104,569 84 1,249 1 
Ragged Top 86,314 10,377 12 75,235 87 702 1 

l Rawhide 122,631 21,134 17 91,588 7S 9,909 8 
Rochester 173,679 29,933 17 129,713 75 14,033 8 
Rock Creek 23,365 2,809 12 20,415 87 141 1 l 

Rodeo Creek 193,402 39,300 20 137,856 71 16,246 9 ! 
Rye Patch 40,123 7,S55 19 32,568 81 0 0 

t 

Seven Troughs 302,371 54,880 18 233,884 77 13,607 5 

Soldier Meadows 327,739 46,539 14 276,284 84 4,9i'6 2 
Sonoma 20,178 ·4,944 25 15,234 75 0 0 
South Buf falo 234,335 47,102 20 173,642 74 13,591 6 
Star Peak 84,091 15,750 19 61,950 74 6,391 7 
Thomas Creek 11,264 2,826 25 8,292 74 146 l I 
White Horse 20,739 4,011 19 15,049 73 1,679 8 I 

t 
TOTAL !..I 4,256,080 828,765 19 3,286,158 77 141,157 4 t 

!..I The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheat grass. This is a I 
non-native (int reduced) species and does not relate to the original climax t 
plant co111111unity, thus ecological range trend cannot be determined. 

Source: Extrapolated from Appendix , Section I See Appendix rl__ , Section -) fer inethodology. 
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APPENDIX Jj__ I I . l SECTION ___.-
Pl! tbilll.::z .... _ 23 .. 

MAXIMIZING WILD HORSE AND BURRO ! 
ESTIMATED ECOLOGICAL RANGE CONDITION (2024) I 

;: 
Condit ion Class (Acres) j 

t 
Allotment Excellent % Good % Fair % Poor % Total 

j · 
1 

Blue Wing 19,538 2 288,194 30 356,579 37 312,617 31 976,928 :~ 

Buffalo Hills 47,342 12 31,561 8 59,177 15 256,436 65 394,516 ~~ 
Calico 4,014 11 6,203 17 14,961 41 11,312 31 36,490 4 
Clear Creek 721 l 14,735 27 20,296 37 19,703 35 s5;4s5 r: 

Coal Canyon/Poker 1,090 1 8,104 8 15,027 15 73, 044 76 97,265 ~ 
i 

Cottonwood Canyon 0 0 0 0 3,492 28 8,978 72 12,470 .' 
; 

Coyote 651 2 15,006 44 13,185 38 5,428 16 34,270 :i, 
Desert Queen 12,685 10 32,823 27 42,182 34 35,471 29 123,161 ~ 

Diamond S 368 2 1,839 10 7,357 40 8,829 48 18,393 t 
Dolly Hayden 2,025 3 30,653 39 23,838 31 21,388 27 77,904 

~. 

Gold banks 4,195 11 3,671 10 14,235 38 15,359 41 37,460 ~ 

Harmony 442 6 3,622 53 871 13 1,868 28 6,803 ' ;, 
Humboldt House 38 < 1 2,900 12 3,576 15 17,323 73 23,837 ~ 
Humboldt Sink 7,208 10 22,525 33 29,318 42 9,934 15 68,985 , 
Jel'sey Valley 2,089 3 4,729 7 12~339 19 47,360 71 66, 517 > 

t, 
Klondike 0 0 0 0 9,561 19 40,760 81 50,321 . 

~ 
Leadville 0 0 21,829 40 22,920 42 9,823 18 54 , 572 J 
Licking 192 4 1,184 26 2,234 49 959 21 4,569 t 
Majuba 10,661 11 38,423 38 44,256 44 7,241 7 100,581 "' ~ 

Nol'th Buffalo 1,753 3 16,612 32 19,881 39 13,327 26 51,573 
,, 
i Pleasant Valley 10,473 6 52,363 30 78,544 45 33,163 19 174,543 " 

Pole Canyon 139 1 i39 1 1,943 14 11,656 84 13,877 ! 
Prince Royal 0 0 1,287 12 4,003 38 5,135 50 10,425 : z 
Pumpe rnickl e 2,499 2 47,475 38 62,467 so 12,493 10 . 124,934 ;i 

Ragged Top 21,578 25 29,347 34 31,289 36 4,100 5 86,314 ~ 
" Rawhide 637 1 24,360 20 17,622 14 80,012 65 122,631 ,., 

Rochester 347 < l 27,789 16 5,210 3 140,333 81 173,679 
; 
It 

Rock Creek 2,716 12 14,401 62 5,116 22 1,13 2 4 23,365 ' . 
Rodeo Creek 1,934 1 . 1,934 1 27,076 14 162,458 84 193,402 

f 
Rye Patch 273 1 17,737 44 12,579 31 9,534 24 40,123 j 
Seven Troughs 15,118 5 45,356 15 105,830 35 136,067 45 302,371 ~ 

! Soldier Meadows 51,127 16 96,355 29 131,096 40 49,161 15 327,739 

' Sonoma 1,039 5 4,319 21 9,735 48 5,085 26 20,178 
South Buffalo 5,015 2 16,075 7 77,330 33 135,915 58 234,335 :: 

I, 

Stal' Peak 4,356 5 10,343 12 17,785 21 51,607 62 84,091 ~ 

Thomas Creek 584 5 3,443 31 6,055 54 1, 182 10 11,264 i 
Ii 

White Horse 29 < 1 2,759 13 4,387 21 13,564 66 20,739 'it 
£ 

TOTAL 2,./ 232,876 5 940,095 22 1,313,352 31 1,769,757 42 4,256,080 I 
I 

The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass. This is a non-native (introduced) species and does f 
not i relate to the original cl i max plant community, thus ecological range condition cannot be determined. 

•.'\. I J 
Extrapolated from Appendix __ , Section See Appendix __j_J_, Section I for methodology. --
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APPENDIX "'-==---12-
l 
i SECTION __ . ! 

ir,a; 

MAXIMIZING WILD HORSES AND BURROS 
ESTIMATED FUTURE RANGE TREND (2024) t 

Trend Direct ion ' Allotment Toi:al Upward % Stable % Down % 

Blue Wing 976,928 170,962 17 796,002 81 9,964 2 n 
.'' 

\ Buffalo Hills 394,516 0 0 284,716 72 109,800 28 
Calico 36,490 0 0 30,119 83 6,371 17 
Clear Creek 55,455 10,603 19 42,412 76 2,440 5 
Coal Canyon/Poker 97,265 18,713 19 69,506 71 9,046 10 
Cottonwood Canyon 12,470 0 0 8,530 68 3,940 32 
Coyote 34,270 12,283 36 21,987 64 0 0 
Desert Queen 123,161 26,172 21 96,989 79 0 0 
Diamond S 18,393 0 0 14,033 76 4,360 24 
Dolly Hayden 77,904 12,417 16 62,838 81 2,649 3 
Gold banks 37,460 75 < 1 29,818 80 7,567 20 

, 
' Harmony 6,803 796 12 5,776 85 231 3 
I 
i • Humboldt House 23,837 4,448 19 17,244 72 2,145 9 

Humboldt Sink 68,985 15,970 23 53,015 77 0 0 
Jersey Valley 66,517 12,099 18 54,418 82 0 0 
Klondike 50,321 0 0 33,061 66 17,260 34 
Leadville 54,572 0 0 47,260 87 7,312 13 
Licking 4,569 936 20 3,515 77 118 3 
Majuba 100,581 21,926 22 78,655 78 0 0 t, 

' 
North Buffalo 51,573 9,340 18 40,583 79 1,650 3 
Pleasant Valley 174,543 0 0 150,806 86 23,737 24 

\ Pole Canyon 13,877 0 0 9,013 65 4,864 35 ~ 
Prince Royal 10,425 2,289 22 7,500 72 636 6 i 

Pumpernickle 124,934 0 0 111,316 89 13,618 11 
~ 

Ragged Top 86,314 3,669 4 78,546 91 4,099 5 f 
Rawhide 122,631 21,134 17 91,588 75 9,909 8 ) 

! 
Rochester 173,679 0 0 115,636 67 58,043 33 "li 

' Rock Creek 23,365 2,809 12 20,415 87 141 l ' 
' Rodeo Creek 193,402 0 0 125,595 65 67,807 35 ~ 

Rye Patch 40,123 7,555 19 32,568 81 0 0 r 
Seven Troughs 302,371 0 0 234,093 78 67,278 22 i 

f • Soldi er Meadows 327,739 1,966 1 292,999 89 32,774 10 ~ Sonoma 20,178 4,944 ·25 15,234 75 0 0 i' 
South Buffalo 234,335 328 < 1 171,908 73 62,099 27 t 
Star Peak 84,091 15,750 19 61,950 74 6,391 7 ~. 
Thomas Creek 11,264 2,826 25 8,292 74 146 1 ii 
White Horse 20,739 4,011 19 15,049 73 1,679 8 

f 
TOTAL !_/ 4,256,080 384,021 9 3;333,985 78 538,074 13 I 

!_/ The Melody Allotment has been seeded to crested wheatgrass, This is a I non-native (introduced) species and does not relate to the original climax 
plant community, thus ecological range trend cannot be determined, 

.t 
Source: Extrapolated from Appendix , Sect ion • 

See Appendix_ .' _, _, Section "?', for methodology. 
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APPENDIX 0 

PROJECT IJISTURBANCE 'rOTALS a/ 
SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

Pro2osed Action 
MaxlmlzinS Livestock 

Short-Term Long-Term Sh.art-Tena 

Project Type Units Acre IJisturbance Acre Disturbance Units Acre Disturbance 

Sagebrush Control 
21,290 21,290 

Seeding/Reseeding 14,752 14,752 0 18,021 18,021 

Sa 5abrush Control/Seeding 230,112 230,112 0 245,085 245,085 

Spring DevelopaDent 8 each 2.0 0 8 each 2.0 

I/ells 42 each 10.5 3.4 44 each 11.0 

Pipelines 15.5 miles 19.4 0 15.S miles 19.4 

Fences 399.0 miles 399.0 23.9 411.0 miles 411.0 

Troughs 102 each. 25.S 25.5 106 each 26,S 

Totals 245,320.4 52.8 284,865.9 

'!/ Acres of disturbance for range loprovements were calculated using the following estimates: 

Spring Development 
°"1e lls 
Pipelines 
Fences 

Shon-Term 

0,25 acre s/ea ch 
0. 2 S ac r.es / each 
I. 25 acres/mile 
1,00 acres/mile 
O. 25 acres/ each 

Long-Term 

0 
0,08 
0 
0.06 
0.25 

acres/each 
acres/each 
acres/mile 
acres/mile 
acres/each Troughs 

Sourc e : Robert Carroll, persona 1 communicat 1on, 1980 and Sono01a-Ger lach Env 1 ronment al Impact Statement Team. 

f \ ___ j 
, · 

1 • 

Maximizing Wild Horses and Burro& 
Sh.art-Term Long-Ten,, 

Unit• Ac re Dist urhance Aue Disturbance 

Long-Term 
Acre Disturbance 

0 
14,752 14,752 0 

0 
230,112 230,112 

0 
8 each. 2 0 

0 
42 each 10.5 3.4 

3.5 
15. 5 mllea 19.4 0 

0 
692,0 miles 692.0 41.~ 

24,7 
102 each 25.5 2',5 

26.5 245,613.4 70.4 

54.7 
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APn:Nl>lX p 

Sf:CTION 

PR<>POSf.U ACTION 
ANTICIPATY.D (NCRP.ASP. IN FORAGf: PROUUCT 1 ON (AIJH,o) TIIROUGII HANAGf;M~N•r PER ALLOnlY.IIT !!/ 

SONOMA-<;f:RI.ACU kf;SOUkCE AKf:A 

Unoult •b le wllh 
Potent lal to be Suitable b/ 

Implement at ion of 
Reduct ion ln Crazing System■ Suitable by 

Grazing Intenaity (N1P■) \later & Recompiled Combined 

Allot me~ (21%) ~/ (5%) !l/ Wilter Product ten Product ion Increase Survey Total 

Blue Wing 4,035 961 6,153 1,00(, 134 12,294 19,215 31,509 

Buffalo 11111• 4,650 1,107 0 816 0 6,573 22,141 26,714 

Calico 358 85 0 0 0 114) I, 706 2,149 

Clear Creek 505 120 330 120 0 1,075 2,405 3,480 

Coal Canyon-Poker 602 0 495 266 2 I, 365 2,868 4,233 

Cottonwood Canyon 0 0 34 0 0 34 155 189 

Coyote 692 0 0 2 0 694 3,294 3,988 

Desert Queen 153 36 883 500 251 1,823 730 2,553 

Diatoond S 141 0 0 0 0 141 674 815 

Dolly Hayden 0 196 215 0 6 417 3,935 4,352 

Goldbanka 317 0 241 0 0 558 1,512 2,070 

Harmony 48 11 0 8 0 67 233 300 

Hutoboldt House 90 21 0 183 0 294 433 721 

'lumboldt Slnl< 62 14 0 61 8 145 297 442 

Jersey Valley lU 0 69 883 0 1,067 55-2 1,619 

Klondike 305 72 18 56 66 517 I ,456 1,973 

Leadville 543 0 0 41 0 584 2,584 3,168 

Licking 10 2 0 66 0 78 48 126 

~juba 0 166 379 67 73 68~ 3,312 3,997 

!!elody 129 30 0 0 0 159 616 775 

North Buffalo 344 82 1,219 0 0 1,645 1,640 3,285 

Pleasant Vall"Y 1,803 429 224 122 8 2,586 8,586 11,172 
Pole Canyon 42 10 196 0 0 248 200 448 
Pr 1 nee Royal 31 7 0 146 0 184 150 334 
Pum P" rn 1 c:kal 1,256 299 199 42 0 l, 796 6,075 7,871 
R•gged Top 0 0 269 620 410 1,299 416 l, 715 
Rawhide 514 122 0 34 0 670 2,451 3,121 
Rochester 500 119 393 943 101 2,0S6 2,383 ,,,439 
Roe~ c~eelt 366 0 0 0 0 366 I, 744 2,110 
Rodl!o creek 1,163 2H, 380 20 0 I, 8 39 5;539 7,378 
Rye Pate.I\ 297 0 0 0 0 297 1,415 I, 712 
Seven Trougha · 817 1g4 521 3,998 692 6 ,222 3,895 10,117 
Soldier !!eadowa 0 I ,262 0 0 0 1,162 25,238 26,500 
Son ·oma 165 0 0 47 0 212 787 999 
South: But!alo 1,572 0 185 377 0 2,134 7,4 84 9,618 

551 131 0 14 18 714 2,624 3,338 
84 20 0 0 0 104 401 505 

223 53 0 0 0 276 1,066 1,342 

22,483 5,825 12,408 10,438 I, 769 52,923 140,260 193,183 

Use s.:ame table for Maxiz:a{zing Wild Horse and Burro Alternative: 

Areas that are currentlv 1Jnsuitable for grazing (applicat1.on of suitability criteria) that would become suit.Able through manc1.gcment (grazing 
iys tems and reductions in S,rai.ing intensity) and developrnenl ot wa.t~c .. 

c/ Improvement throuih reduction in gt'3zing intensity would r~sult froa1 reduction in livestock 1 wild hors@ and burro use to the cstiraoted 
~ai-rying capacity of the al totrzient5 .. 

~/ tmp't'ovcment through gt"azing 11ystems (AMPs) would~ a.cc:0111pllshed by implementation of intensive and/or non-intensive mnagt!rnent .. 

\ J 
i:J" ~ _ ..,.,... 

{ 
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T6ft' P:::t> t 

IMPACTS TO POTENTIAL WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS ('wSAs) FROM RANCE IMPROVEMENTS 

~~~Gerl:;_c).., 

lMPROVEMJ-:NT 

URMJBE flB!l!:0-RESOURCE AREA 

IMPAIRS 
WILDERNESS SUlTA 

BlLlTY 

No 

No 

No 

lio 

No 

No 

No 

Yes a/ ... 

te8 ~·1 
' ... 
l'e~ .!!I I 

I 
i 

... -_ 

l'es .!!I 

l'es .!!I 

Yes .!!I 

l'es a/ --
Nob 

i 
I 1 

:( . N, ...., 0-V 
l 
t 
i ; 

I 
I 
I 
I 

. , .. 

I 

I 
.i: 

I 
I 
l 
i 
! 

I 
I 
J 
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~:i:.-~ 
IMPACTS Ot' ALTERNATIVE RANGE PROJECTS ()N WI I.Ui!RNESS STUDY AREAS 

SONOMA-GERLACH RESOURCE AREA 

East F'lrk 
Hi gh Rock lll gh Rock Litt le High Poodle Fox Mountain Calico Selenite 
Can yo n Lake Rock Canyon Mountain Ran Ke Mc..unt a ins Mountains Mt. Limbo Mt. Tobin 
Unit OObA Unit 007 Unit 008 Unit 012 Unit 014 Unit 019 Unit 200 Un't 201 Unit 406 

l.:,; , r -,.•,1'!:=e nt.1,- I A-:re s ' Ar:.ree I Acres I Ac res , Acres II Acr es I Acres I Ac['e9 
Al :. ~ma~ tves Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected Affected 

f' ~(\= -.... t-1 .-.-:-t t ?n 
·-·1.>.:t le1u.:J r1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.: 1 -. ~ :" l 11 0 0 0 0 .5 0 0 0 
r i: :·.c ~ ? 1 i.i:!: 0 3 II mile& 0 l.5mllee 12 miles 0 ) miles 2 3.5 miles 
?! ; ie-1~:-.e 0 0 0 0 I .. u. 0 0 0 
:r -, •J,p. 0 0 0 0 ,I 0 0 0 
::J.:•, e-1'Jpe-d S;::ri ng 0 0 0 0 .1 0 0 0 

:.:22 .:~t t on 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~•:. ~ :
1.-es~c-:, Graz1nz 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

'.::..:1~: '."l~? : :17 1.fv ~stoc\c 
.. : -:--;i !.:. 0 0 0 0 . 5 0 0 0 
r c-:-.r:e-11:ie: 0 3 II mile• 0 3 10 miles 12 mlleo 0 2 111les 2 3.5 mileo 
i'i :~ ! l ne 0 0 0 0 1 o,lle 0 0 0 
"':'::tl!tl 0 0 0 0 .5 0 0 0 
Ot>. c:\.:)~ .:! S;ir i:,g 0 0 0 0 ,5 0 0 -0 

!.~·; -~s: :.-:.C. ~ fd•.:~ t i -:Jr./ 
-~;, ~..:i !l :! 2 ',.'!i C 
:: :- ,.,. ;, _.,- . : _ ~ -;~ t r,s 
. : ; .. ~!:. 0 0 0 0 • 5 0 0 0 
? ,r: ·:c d;:ie 0 II miles 0 1.5 mile• 12 miles 0 3 miles 2 3.5 miles 
P!; ~ ~ im : 0 0 0 0 l mile 0 0 0 
T .- -,.,i' I 0 0 0 0 .5 0 0 0 
t,. • .,.·.-c!o;, -i!d Sp r in g 0 0 0 0 .5 0 0 0 

V . S ~ k pa i-~ ::-:e,.t of the l nte rior, Bureau of Land Management • \.Ii r,nemucca 01st r icL, Wl lderness Fi l e & 
1 

l 980. Sonoma-Ce rlach Management 
Yr~~ ~~ork Plan. !97~ . 

' 

~ -'=" :i ! r,r o Jic.::.t s ::u;, be fe Mitt ed 1n a \.."SA if a cas e -~y-case a na 1 ys is of each 1 ndic.at es the project would be noni111p,a 1 ring to the area's 
•.·.1.! ta~ ~ l!tJ as wl l t!e rness . U1t an.ilyst.s would include, but not. b~ limLed to, consfdc.?ration of the project size, methods and ma·terials used 
! :1 r:.o:istrL:ct:0 :1, r e.ha bt litatl on accivitles, and mainte nan ce requirements. In certain cases, such aa when cumulative impacts would be 
r.-.J~!ttar:t.lally r,ot!ceable , or '-hen the 1ndiv1du.al project ta detemined to be &ubtilanllally noticeable because of topography and vegetation, 
t h e prQject vo uld not he allowed. 

r:.t .. - lo EIS llildemu~ H.ap (Chapter 2) and Land T.reataent Hapo (Chapter 2) for locatlona. 

------...,,-,,, .... 
,. . 
; ' 

Acres 
Affected 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

North Black 
Rock Range Pahute Peak 
Unit 622 Unit 621 
I Acres ' AcrC"s 

Affected Affected 

0 0 
0 0 

2 8 111lea 2.5 111les 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
2 8 11Uea 2.5 11.ile ■ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
2 8 milea 2.5 11.Ues 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

-
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