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(NV--932. 6) 

Dear Reader: 

-NEVADA STATE OFFICE 
850 Harvard Way 
P.O. Box 12000 
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Enclosed for your review is the Elko Resource Area Final Wilderness 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The final EIS analyzes the Elko 
District's proposal to recommend one entire wilderness study area (WSA) and a 
portion of one WSA as suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation S_ystem and release from further consideration two entire WSAs and 
a portion of one WSA. 

The final EIS has been completed in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act. These recommendations may be subject to change through 
administrative review after receipt of the minerals reports from the Bureau of 
Mines and the U.S. Geological Survey. If significant information contained in 
the minerals reports indicates a need for change in the proposals analyzed in 
this EIS, a supplemental EIS would be issued and distributed for public review. 

We appreciate your interest and involvement in the study process for these 
wilderness study areas in the Elko District. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward F. 
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FINAL WILDERNESS 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

for the 
ELKO RESOURCE AREA 

NEVADA 

Prepared by 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
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The purpose of the Proposed Action is to manage and preserve the wilderness 
characteristics of 36,460 acres, which includes all 6,685 acres of the Rough 
Hills Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and a 29,775 acre portion of the Little 
Humboldt River WSA, and continue to manage the remaining 30,294 acres, which 
includes a 12,438 acre portion of the Little Humboldt River WSA and all the 
acreage of both the Cedar Ridge and Red Springs WSAs, for uses other than 
wilderness. This EIS assesses the environmental consequences of managing 
these areas as wilderness or nonwilderness. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) mandates BLM to 
manage the public lands and their resources under the orinciples of multiple 
use and sustained yield. Wilderness values are identified as part of the 
spectrum of multiple land use values to be considered in BLM inventory, 
planning, and management. Section 603 of FLPMA requires a wilderness review 
of BLM roadless areas of 5,000 or more acres and roadless islands. The BLM 
inventory process identified wilderness study areas which have the mandatory 
wilderness characteristics (size; naturalness; solitude and/or primitive 
recreation ooportunities). Suitable or nonsuitable wilderness recommendations 
for each WSA will be presented to the President by the Secretary of the 
Interior. The President will then make recommendations to Congress. Areas 
can be designated wilderness only by an act of Congress. 

For further information please contact: Rodney Harris, District Manager, 
Bureau of Land Management, P.O. Box 831, 3900 E. Idaho St., Elko, Nevada 
89801 or call (702) 738-4071. 

Date when the Final Environmental Impact Statement with the wilderness 
recommendations was made available to the public: OCT 9 1987 
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SUMMARY 

The ourpose of the Proposed Action is to manage and preserve the wilderness 
characteristics of 36,460 acres, which includes all 6,685 acres of the Rough 
Hills Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and a 29,775 acre portion of the Little 
Humboldt River WSA, and continue to manage the remaining 30,294 acres, which 
includes a 12,438 acre portion of the Little Humboldt River WSA and all the 
acreage of both the Cedar Ridge and Red Springs WSAs, for uses other than 
wilderness. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) mandates BLM to 
manage the public lands and their resources under the principles of multiple 
use and sustained yield. Wilderness values are identified as part of the 
spectrum of multiple land use values to be considered in BLM inventory, 
planning, and management. Section 603 of FLPMA requires a wilderness review 
of BLM roadless areas of 5,000 or more acres and roadless islands. The BLM 
inventory orocess identified wilderness study areas which have the mandatory 
wilderness characteristics (size; naturalness; solitude and/or primitive 
recreation opportunities). Suitable or nonsuitable wilderness recommendations 
for each WSA will be presented to the President by the Secretary of the 
Interior. The President will then make recommendations to the Congress of the 
United States. Areas can be designated wilderness only by an act of the 
Congress. If designated as wilderness, an area would be managed in accordance 
with the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the BLM Wilderness Management Policy 
(1981). 

The four WSAs being studied are covered by the Elko Area Resource Management 
Plan (RMP). The study areas are listed in Table S-1 which follows. 

TABLE S-1 

LIST OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

WSA'Name Number Acreage County 

Cedar 'Ridge NV-010-088 10,009 Elko 

Red Soring NV-010-091 7,847 Elko 

Little Humboldt River NV-010-132 42,213 Elko 

Rough Hills NV-010-151 6,685 Elko 

Issues 

The scooing process for the Elko Area Resource Management Plan encompassed 
issues identified by the BLM staff, by the public during formal scoping 
comment periods on issue identification (November 9 to December 22, 1983), 
review of draft issues and olanning criteria (Aoril 26 to Mav 20, 1984), 
review of draft alternatives (November 1: 1984 to January 30~ 1985), and from 

i 



comments on the Draft Elko Area RMP (August 14 to November 15, 1985) by the 
oublic and by Federal, State and local agencies. The environmental issues 
below were identified for analysis in this EIS and relate to all WSAs except 
where noted. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values. The wilderness values of naturalness, 
opportunities for solitude, opportunities for primitive recreation, and 
various special features of the WSA would benefit from wilderness 
designation. The same values may be adversely affected by uses and 
actions that would occur should the WSAs not be designated wilderness. 
These impacts are an issue for analysis in the EIS. 

Impacts on Recreational Off Road-Vehicle Use. Wilderness designation 
would eliminate the use of recreational off-road vehicles (ORVs) in the 
WSAs. Eliminating this use would affect the availability of 
oooortunities for ORV recreation and shift ORV uses currently occurring 
in the WSAs to adjacent lands. The imoact of wilderness designation on 
recreational ORV use in the vicinity of the WSAs is an issue for analysis 
in the EIS. 

Impacts on Mineral Resources Actions. Wilderness designation could 
affect the of potential and development of known mineral resources by 
withdrawing designated lands from mineral entry. Development of existing 
mineral resources within designated wilderness areas could be affected by 
wilderness management restrictions. The impact of wilderness designation 
on the exploration of potential and development of known mineral 
resources is an issue for analysis in the EIS. 

Imoacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction. Wilderness 
designation could affect livestock operations by precluding some planned 
range development projects necessary for utilization of forage at planned 
levels. The imoact of wilderness designation on the maintenance and 
construction of grazing and range management projects in the WSAs is an 
issue for analysis in the EIS. 

Impacts on Woodland Product Harvest. Wilderness designation would 
continue the policy of not allowing commercial or public harvest of 
firewood or fence posts in the Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs. The 
impact of forgoing the harvest of this resource is an issue for analysis 
in the EIS. 

Impacts on Private Inholdings. The impact of foregone uses and access by 
wilderness designation or nondesignation on private land inholdings in 
WSAs was identified as an issue during the scooing process. Future uses 
of these lands and/or access to them could be inhibited with wilderness 
designation of the Little Humboldt River and Rough Hills WSAs. This 
impact is an issue for analysis in this EIS. 

Impacts on Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat. The impact of 
wilderness designation or nondesignation on LCT, a Threatened Species 
under the Endangered Species Act, was identified as an issue in the 
Little Humboldt River WSA during the scoping process. Mineral 
exploration and rangeland development 
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activities could contribute increased stream siltation. However, these 
increased sediment levels would not adversely affect Lahontan cutthroat 
trout numbers. 

The following issues were identified in scoping but were not selected for 
detailed analysis in this EIS because they were determined after caref4l 
analysis to be less than major or were irrelevant to the decision involved. 
The reasons for setting each of the issues aside are discussed below. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Impacts on Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat. Many comments during scoping 
and on the Draft RMP expressed a general concern for wildlife without 
identifying specific issues associated with wildlife. An issue dealing 
with wildlife in general was considered but not included in this EIS 
because current activities and uses which constrain wildlife populations 
and habitat management would continue even with wilderness designation. 
Therefore, the issue is not relevant to the proposed action. 
Additionally, based on the projections of development in the four WSAs, 
little or no change in wildlife populations or habitat is anticipated 
with wilderness designation or nondesignation. 

Impact on Reintroduction of Bighorn Sheep. The Nevada Department of 
Wildlife has reintroduced bighorn sheep in the Little Humboldt River 
WSA. The reintroduction and management of more bighorn sheep will 
continue to be indeoendent of the designation of the WSA as wilderness. 
Since the Bureau's Wilderness Management Policy provides guidelines for 
reintroduction of native wildlife species, this issue was not selected 
for analysis in the EIS. 

Impact on Visitor Safety. Wilderness designation could encourage 
recreationists to use areas they otherwise wouldn't use because the areas 
are labeled wilderness. This could result in inexperienced 
recreationists being exposed to hazards they are not experienced in 
handling. This issue was not analyzed because hazards associated with 
recreation use on the WSAs would not be affected by wilderness 
designation. The hazards would be the same regardless of the area's 
status. 

Economic Impact on Livestock Operations. Concerns were raised that 
livestock operators could be required to modify their ooerations within 
designated wilderness areas in a manner that would have significant 
adverse economic impacts on their business. This issue was considered 
but dropoed from detailed analysis because the BLM's Wilderness 
Management Policy provides for the contiriued use of wilderness areas for 
livestock operations at historic levels. 

Although the management practices of livestock ooerators in the four WSAs 
would be more regulated, they would continue as they did prior to 
wilderness designation subject to reasonable controls. The imoact of 
wilderness designation on livestock operations as a result of curtailment 
of planned range developments is considered in issue 4 above. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Impact on Air Quality Classification. Concerns were raised regarding the 
interaction between wilderness designation and air quality 
classification. The Wilderness Management Policy states that BLM will 
manage all wilderness areas to comoly with the existing air quality 
classification for that specific area, so wilderness designation or 
nondesignation would not cause the air quality classification to change. 
Therefore, this issue was dropped from further analysis in the EIS. 

Imoact on Cultural Resources. No cultural sites that would be eligible 
for nomination for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
are known to exist within any of the WSAs. Since highly significant 
cultural sites are not known to exist within the WSAs, the issue of 
impact to cultural resources was dropped from further analysis. 

Imoact on Diversity within the National Wiiderness Preservation System. 
The issue of how wilderness designatipn would impact ecologic diversity 
within the NWPS was not analyzed as an issue. Since all potential 
natural vegetation types within the WSAs are currently represented in the 
NWPS, designation of these WSAs as wilderness would not expand ecologic 
diversity of the system. 

Impact on Wild Horses. Concerns were raised about wild horses and 
wilderness. This issue was considered as wild horses occur within the 
Little Humboldt River WSA, but as no management actions or necessary 
range developments could be determined which would be inconsistent with 
designation or nondesignation of the area, this issue was not selected 
for further analysis. 

Riparian Habitat. The degraded condition of riparian habitat was a 
concern to many individual commentors. The primary causes of degradation 
of riparian habitat are uses which will continue with or withou .t 
wilderness designation just as corrective actions would occur with 
~{lderness 4esignation or nondesignation. 

The, following issue is not an env:i ronmental issue, but is a program concern 
tha 't was frequently identified as an issue during scoping. 

The WSAs being studied are not what Congress intended to be included in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. Some or all of the areas 
being studied for wilderness designation may not be the kind of area 
Congress intended to have considered . for wilderness. This issue was 
dropped since it was determined in the inventory stage of the BLM's 
wilderness review process that all the WS~s being studied meet the 
minimum standards for wilderness identified by Congress in the Wilderness 
Act of 1964 and FLPMA of 1976. . . . 

Alternatives and Conclusions 

The alternatives assessed in this EIS include: (i) a No Wilderness 
Alternative for each WSA; (2) an All Wilderness Alternative for each WSA and; 
(3) a Partial Wilderness Alternative for the Little Humboldt River WSA. 
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CEDAR RIDGE WSA (NV-010-088) 

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative). All 10,009 acres of public land 
in the Cedar Ridge WSA would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the harvest of woodland 
products and exoloration of mineral resources and the resulting impacts on 
wilderness values in the long term. 

Conclusions. The Cedar Ridge WSA's wilderness values of size, 
naturalness, and outstanding opportunities for solitude would be lost. 
Woodcutting access routes would most likely protrude into the WSA from 
the western and eastern boundaries. Sights and sounds from traffic and 
construction related to mineral exploration, ten miles of access roads, 3 
oil well drill pads, and 50 miles of seismic line, would cause the WSA to 
apoear unnatural to the average visitor and lower the quality of solitude 
in the WSA. 

Although the area would be more accessible, recreational ORV use would 
remain below 200 visitor days annually. There would be no significant 
impact on recreational ORV use. 

Potential mineral resources would be available for exploration. This 
includes high favorability for oil and gas and moderate favorability for 
precious metals, barite and uranium ·, although discovery leading to 
development is not anticipated because of unsuccessful past exploratory 
drilling nearby. This would be a favorable impact for mineral 
exploration. 

No mineral development is anticipated so there is no impact on mineral 
development. Environmental impacts would be derived only from 
exoloration activities. 

There would be no imoact on grazing facility maintenance and construction 
of a pipeline in the Cedar Ridge WSA would take place. 

Woodland products would be available for harvest. This includes ~940 
acres of pinyon pine and Utah juniper which could supply 250 cords of 
firewood and 500 f~nce posts per year, or 18 percent of the local 
demand. Canooy cover on approximately 40 acres per year would be thinned 
by about 60 percent in wood harvest activities. 

All Wilderness Alternative. All 10,009 acres of public land in the Cedar 
Ridge WSA would be recommended as suitable for wilderness designation. 

The orimary impacts under this alternative relate to the elimination of , 
woodland product harvest, mineral withdrawal, and ORV closure in the 
designated wilderness and the resulting effects on woodland product and 
mineral development, recreational ORV use, and the protection of wilderness 
values. 
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Conclusions. Wilderness values would be slightly enhanced on all 10,009 
acres of the Cedar Ridge WSA. 

Recreation ORV use of 70 visitor days annually would be forgone. The 
imoacts of shifting this use to other public lands would be negligible. 

Exploration activities would be foregone. Three exploratory oil and gas 
wells with their associated 10 miles of road, drill pads, and 50 miles of 
seismic line would be precluded. Impacts would be negligible since 
discovery leading to development is not anticipated. 

There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance but construction 
of a pipeline would not take place. 

The harvest of woodland products would be forgone. Over the long-term 3 
miles of access road would not be constructed. The 250 cords of firewood 
and 500 fence posts per year that could be cut from 40 acres per year 
within the WSA would be gathered elsewhere in the Elko Resource Area at 
considerable additional expense and inconvenience to the public. 

RED SPRING WSA (NV-010-091) 

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative). All 7,847 acres of public land 
in the Red Spring WSA would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the harvest of woodland 
products and exploration activities for mineral resources on wilderness values. 

Conclusions. The Red Soring WSA's wilderness values of size, 
naturalness, and outstanding opportunities for solitude would be lost. 
Woodcutting access routes would most likely protrude into the WSA. 
Sights and sounds from traffic and construction related to mineral 
exploration would cause the WSA to appear unnatural to the average 
visitor and lower the quality of solitude in the WSA. 

Although the area would be more accessible, recreational ORV use would 
remain below 350 visitor days annually. There would be no significant 
impact on recreational ORV use. 

Potential mineral resources would be available for exploration which is 
oredicted to result in 3 wildcat wells, 50 miles of seismic line, and 10 
miles of road. This includes high favorability for oil and gas and 
moderate favorability for uranium and barite, although no discovery 
leading to development is anticipated because of unsuccessful past 
exploratory drilling nearby. 

There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance or construction 
in the Red Spring WSA. 
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Woodland products would be available for harvest. This includes ~200 
acres of pinyon pine and Utah juniper which could supply 150 cords of 
firewood and 320 fence posts per year, or 12 percent of the local 
demand. About 40 acres per year would be thinned. over the long-term 2 
miles of access road would be constructed. 

All Wilderness Alternative. All 7,847 acres of public land in the Red Spring 
WSA would be recommended as suitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the elimination of 
woodland product harvest, mineral withdrawal, and ORV closure in the 
designated wilderness and the resulting effects on woodland product harvest 
and mineral exploration, recreational ORV use, and the protection of 
wilderness values. 

Conclusions. All wilderness values would receive long-term Congressional 
protection. Wilderness values of solitude would be slightly enhanced on 
all 7,847 acres of the Red Spring WSA. 

Recreational ORV use of 125 visitor days annually would be forgone. The 
impacts of shifting this use to other public lands would be negligible. 

Exploration of high potential oil and gas resources would be foregone. 
Exoloration activities including 50 miles of seismic line, 10 miles of 
access roads and 3 wildcat oil wells would be precluded. Impact would be 
negligible since discovery leading to development is not anticipated. 

There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance or construction. 

The harvest of woodland products would be forgone. The 150 cords of 
firewood and 320 fence posts per year that could be cut from 40 acres of 
the WSA would be gathered elsewhere in the Elko Resource Area at 
considerable additional expense and inconvenience to the public. 

LITTLE HUMBOLDT RIVER WSA (NV-010-132) 

Proposed Action (Partial Wilderness Alternative). A portion of the Little 
Humboldt River WSA, 29,775 acres, would be recommended as suitable for 
wilderness designation. The remaining 12,438 acres would be recommended as 
nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the protection of 
wilderness values through wilderness designation and the resulting increases 
in naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation and the withdrawal of mineral resources. 

Conclusions. The 29,775 acres designated as wilderness would receive 
long-term Congressional protection. On the 29,775 acres designated 
wilderness, all wilderness values would be maintained. The area's 
naturalness and opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation and 
solitude would improve slightly because of the elimination of less than 

vii 



100 visitor days of recreational ORV use in support of camping, hunting, 
fishing, hiking, and horseback riding. The area's most spectacular 
scenery, naturalness, and opportunities for primitive recreation and 
solitude would be retained. On the 12,438 acres not designated 
wilderness, there would be a reduction of naturalness and opportunities 
for solitude because of mineral exploration and construction of range 
improvements. 

Recreational ORV use would be foregone on the 29,775 acres designated 
wilderness. About 130 visitor days would be forgone annually. The 
impacts of shifting this use to other oublic lands would be negligible. 
On the 12,438 acres of the WSA not designated wilderness, recreational 
ORV use would continue to increase, but would not exceed 100 visitor days 
annually for the foreseeable future. 

Exoloration for potential mineral resources would be forgone on 29,775 
acres. This includes 1,389 acres where construction of one mile of 
access road and 100 feet of trench would be foregone in exploration of 
this area with moderate favorability for gold and silver and about 7,500 
acres with low favorability for tin, zinc, and barium. The entire 29,775 
acres have low favorability for oil and gas potential, however, 50 miles 
of predicted seismic line would be foregone. Potential mineral resources 
on 12,438 acres would be available for mineral exploration activities 
which are predicted to result in construction of 19 miles of access road 
and 1,200 feet of bulldozer trench. No economical discoveries of mineral 
resources are anticipated and therefore no development of mineral 
resources would be predicted to be foregone. 

Development of grazing facilities would be forgone on the 29,775 acres 
designated wilderness. About 13.3 miles of fence would not be 
constructed and about 9,240 acres of vegetative treatment would not take 
olace. Construction of 7.3 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 
2,780 acres would occur on the 12,438 acres not designated wilderness. 

Two private inholdings would be located within the 29,775 acre wilderness 
area. One would be accessible via a cherry-stemmed road while the other 
would have no vehicular access. Both are currently used for livestock _ 
management purposes and since that use is not expected to change, no 
impact is expected from designation. No impacts would occur to the three 
private parcels located within the 12,438 acre nonsuitable · area. 

Commodity Production Alternative (Partial Wilderness Alternative). A portion 
of the Little Humboldt River WSA, 28,386 acres, would be recommended as 
suitable for wilderness designation. The remaining 13,827 acres would be 
recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The ~rimary impacts under this alternative relate to the protection of 
wilderness values through wilderness designation and the resulting retention 
of naturalness and increased opportunities for solitude and . primitive and 
unconfined recreation and the withdrawal of mineral resources. 
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Conclusions. The 28,386 acres designated as wilderness would receive 
long-term Congressional orotection. On the 28,386 acres, wilderness 
values of solitude and naturalness would be maintained. The area's 
naturalness and opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation 
and solitude would improve slightly because of the elimination of less 
than 100 visitor days of recreational ORV use in support of camping, 
hunting, fishing, hiking, and horseback riding. The area's most 
spectacular scenery, naturalness, and opportunities for primitive 
recreation and solitude would be retained. On the 13,827 acres not 
designated wilderness, there would be a reduction of naturalness and 
.opportunities for solitude because of mineral development and 
construction of grazing facilities. 

Recreational ORV use would be foregone on the 28,386 acres designated 
wilderness. About 120 visitor days would be forgone annually. The 
impacts of shifting this use to other public lands would be negligible. 
On the 13,827 acres of the WSA not designated wilderness, recreational 
ORV use would continue to increase, but would not exceed 100 visitor days 
annually for the foreseeable future. 

Exploration for potential mineral resources would be forgone on 28,386 
acres. This includes about 7,500 acres with low favorability for tin, 
zinc, and barium. The entire 28,386 acres have low favorability for oil 
and gas potential. Potential mineral resources, including 7,300 acres 
with moderate favorability for gold and silver, would be available for 
mineral exploration on the nonsuitable 13,827 acres. Exploration 
activities are predicted to result in 20 miles of access road and 1,300 
feet of bulldozed trench. Impacts would be negligible as no development 
is expected to result from exploration. 

Development of grazing facilities would be forgone on the 28,386 acres 
designated wilderness. About 13.2 miles of fence would not be 
constructed and about 8,630 acres of vegetative treatment would not take 
place. Construction of 7.4 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 
3,390 acres would occur on the 13,827 acres not designated wilderness. 

Two private inholdings would be located within the 28,386 acre wilderness 
area. One would be accessible via a cherry-stemmed road while the other 
would have no vehicular access. Both are currently used for livestock 
grazing purposes and since that use is not expected to change, no impact 
is expected from designation. No impacts would occur to the three 
private parcels located within the 13,827 acre nonsuitable area. 

All Wilderness Alternative. All 42,213 acres of public land in the Little 
Humboldt River WSA would be recommended as suitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the protection of 
wild~rness values through wilderness designation and the resulting retention 
of naturalness and increased opportunities for solitude and primitive and 
unconfined recreation and the withdrawal of mineral resources. 
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Conclusions. All wilderness values would receive long-term Congressional 
protection. Naturalness would be maintained while there would be a 
slight improvement of the areas opportunities for primitive and 
unconfined recreation and solitude because of the elimination of less 
than 140 visitor davs per vear of recreational ORV use in support of 
camping, hunting, fishing, hiking, and horseback riding. 

Recreational ORV use would be forgone on the 42,213 acres designated 
wilderness and about 140 visitor days per year would be forgone. 
Fourteen miles of vehicle ways would be closed. The impacts of shifting 
this use to other public lands would be negligible. 

Exploration activities consisting of 20 miles of access road and 1300 
feet of trench for potential mineral resources would be forgone, however, 
no anticipated location and development of mineral resources would be 
foregone. This includes 7300 acres with moderate favorability for gold 
and silver. The entire 42,213 acres have low favorability for oil and 
gas, however, 50 miles of seismic line are predicted to be foregone. 

No mineral development is anticipated so there is no impact on mineral 
development. Environmental impacts would be derived only from 
exploration activities. 

Development of grazing facilities would be forgone on the 42,213 acres 
designated wilderness. About 20.6 miles of fence would not be 
constructed and 12,020 acres of vegetative treatment would not take place. 

Five private inholdings would be located within the 42,213 acre 
wilderness area. Two would be accessible via a cherrystem road while the 
other three would have no vehicular access. All of these are currently 
used for livestock grazing purposes and since that use is not expected to 
change, no impact is expected from designation. 

No Wilderness Alternative. All 42,213 acres of public land in the Little 
Humboldt River WSA would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to ORV use, rangeland 
developments, and exploration for mineral resources and the resulting 
reduction in naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and 
unconfined recreation. 

Conclusions. On the 42,213 acres of the WSA there would be a reduction 
of the area's naturalness and opportunities for solitude because of 
mineral exploration surface disturbances, rangeland treatment, and 
increased recreational ORV use in the area. 

There would be no impact on recreational vehicle ORV use. 

Potential mineral resources would be available for exploration and 
location. This includes 7,300 acres with moderate favorability for gold 
and silver. Activities are predicted to include 20 miles of road and 
1,300 feet of trench. There are 7,500 acres with low favorability for 
oil and gas and a predicted 50 miles of seismic line. 
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There would be no grazing facility development forgone. About 20.6 miles 
of fence would be constructed and 12,020 acres of vegetative treatment 
would take place. 

No impacts on private property would occur. 

ROUGH HILLS WSA (NV-010-151) 

Proposed Action (All Wilderness Alternative). All 6,685 acres of public land 
in the Rough Hills WSA would be recommended as suitable for wilderness 
designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the protection of 
wilderness values through wilderness designation, the resulting effects on 
naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation and the withdrawal of mineral resources. 

Conclusions. All wilderness values would receive long-term Congressional 
protection. Wilderness values of the area's naturalness and 
opoortunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation 
including hunting, fishing, and hiking, would be maintained on all 6,685 
acres of the Rough Hills WSA. 

Recreational ORV use of 50 visitor days would be foregone on the 6,685 
acres designated wilderness. Impacts resulting from this use shifting to 
other public lands would be negligible. One vehicle ~y of less than one 
mile would be closed. 

Exploration for potential mineral resources would be forgone. The entire 
WSA has moderate favora'bility for metallic minerals. Since the WSA is 
covered by 1,000 to 2,000 feet of barren volcanic rock, the recovery of 
mineral resources is considered uneconomical, however, a two mile access 
road for core drilling would be foregone. 

There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance. Construction 
of a 3 mile allotment boundary fence would be forgone. 

Two private inholdings would be located within the 6,785 acre wilderness 
area. Access to these parcels is generally limited to foot and 
horseback. Both are currently used for livestock and hunting purposes. 
Since these uses are not expected to change, no impact is expected from 
designation. 

No Wilderness Alternative. All 6,685 acres of public land in the Rough Hills 
WSA would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to mineral exploration 
surface disturbances and the resulting reduction in naturalness and 
opoortunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation. 
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Conclusions. On the 6,685 acres of the WSA there would be a moderate 
reduction of naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and 
unconfined recreation because of mineral exploration. 

There would be no significant impact on recreational ORV use. 

Potential mineral resources would be available for exploration. This 
includes the entire 6,685 acre WSA which has moderate favorability for 
metallic minerals. A two mile access road for core drilling is 
anticipated. 

There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance. Construction 
of a three mile allotment boundary fence would occur. 

There would be no impact to the two private parcels within the WSA. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND PLANNING PROCESS 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the Proposed Action in one wilderness study area (WSA) and a 
portion of another WSA as examined in this EIS, as the Wilderness Act states, 
"Is to secure for the American people of present and future generations the 
benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness." In two of the WSAs and the 
remaining portion of another WSA, the purpose is to continue with management 
of the land for multiple resource values. This document analyzes the 
potential impacts of designating or not designating as wilderness all or 
portions of four WSAs in the Elko Resource Area. The Proposed Action 
represents the BLM's wilderness recommendations as they developed through the 
Bureau planning system for the four WSAs. 

NEED 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) directs the Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) to manage the public lands and their resources under 
the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. Section 603 of FLPMA 
requires a wilderness review of BLM roadless areas containing 5,000 or more 
acres and roadless islands. The BLM inventory orocess identified WSAs which 
have the mandatory wilderness characteristics of size, naturalness, and 
opportunities for solitude and/or primitive recreation. Suitable or 
nonsuitable wilderness recommendations for each WSA will be presented to the 
President by the Secretary of the Interior. The President will then make 
recommendations to the Congress. Areas can be designated wilderness only by 
an act of Congress. If designated as wilderness, an area would be managed in 
accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the Bureau's Wilderness 
Management Policy dated September 1981. 

The four WSAs being studied are covered by the Elko Area Resource Management 
Plan and are listed in Table 1-1 below. 

TABLE 1-1 

LIST OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

WSA Name Number Acreage County 

Cedar Ridge NV-010-088 10,009 Elko 

Red Spring NV-010-091 7,847 Elko 

Little Humboldt River NV-010-132 42,213 Elko 

Rough Hills NV-010-151 6,685 Elko 
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LOCATION 

The WSAs are located in northeastern Nevada in the BLM's Elko Resource Area of 
the Elko District. Map 1-1 shows the relative location of the Elko Resource 
Area within the State of Nevada. Map 1-2 displays the location of the four 
WSAs within the resource area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE IDENTIFICATION/SCOPING 

The scoping process for the Elko Area Resource Management Plan/EIS encompassed 
issues identified by the BLM staff, by the public during formal scoping 
comment periods (November 9 to December 22, 1983, April 26 to May 20, 1984, 
and November 1, 1984 to January 30, 1985); at two public hearings in Elko and 
Reno, Nevada (October 2 and 3, 1985); and from written comments on the draft 
RMP/EIS by the public and by Federal, State, and local agencies. During the 
scoping period the United States Fish and Wildlife Service was consulted 
concerning the potential effects of wilderness designation on threatened or 
endangered species. The environmental issues identified for analysis in this 
EIS follow. 

1. Impacts on Wilderness Values. The wilderness values of naturalness, 
opportunities for solitude, opportunities for primitive recreation, and 
various special features of the WSA would benefit from wilderness 
designation. The same values may be adversely affected by uses and 
actions that would occur should the WSAs not be designated wilderness. 
These impacts are an issue for analysis in the EIS. 

2. Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use. Wilderness designation 
would eliminate the use of recreational off-road vehicles (ORVs) in the 
WSAs. Eliminating this use could affect the availability of 
opportunities for ORV recreation and shift ORV uses currently occurring 
in the WSAs to adjacent lands. The impact of wilderness designation on 
recreational ORV use in the vicinity of the WSAs is an issue for analysis 
in the EIS. 

3. Impacts on Development of Mineral Resources. Wilderness designation 
could affect the development of potential and known mineral resources by 
withdrawing designated lands from mineral entry. The impact of 
wilderness designation on the exploration of potential and development of 
known mineral resources is an issue for analysis in the EIS. 

4. Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction. Wilderness 
designation could affect livestock operations by precluding some planned 
range development projects necessary for utilization of forage at planned 
levels. The impact of wilderness designation on the maintenance and 
construction of grazing and range management projects in the WSAs is an 
issue for analysis in the EIS. 
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S. Impacts on Woodland Product Harvest. Wilderness designation would 
continue the policy of not allowing commercial or public harvest of 
firewood or fence posts in the Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs. The 
impact of forgoing the harvest of this resource is an issue for analysis 
in the EIS. 

6. Impacts on Private Inholdings. The impact of foregone uses and access by 
wilderness designation or nondesignation on private land inholdings in 
WSAs was identified as an issue during the scoping process. Future uses 
of these lands and/or access to them could be inhibited with wilderness 
designation of the Little Humboldt River and Rough Hills WSAs. This 
impact is an issue for analysis in this EIS. 

7. Impacts on Lahontan Cutthroat Trout. The impact of wilderness 
designation or nondesignation on LCT, a Threatened Species under the 
Endangered Species Act, was identified as an issue in the Little Humboldt 
River WSA during the scoping process. Mineral exploration and rangeland 
development activities could contribute to increased stream siltation. 
However, these increased sediment levels would not adversely affect 
Lahontan cutthroat trout numbers. 

The following issues were identified in scoping but were not selected for 
detailed analysis in this EIS because they were determined after careful 
analysis to be less than major or even irrelevant to the decision involved. 
The reasons for setting each of the issues aside are discussed below. 

1. Impacts on Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat. Many comments during scoping 
and on the Draft RMP expressed a general concern for wildlife without 
identifying specific issues associated with wildlife (other than those 
identified above in 7). An issue dealing with wildlife in general was 
considered but not included in this EIS because current activities and 
uses which constrain wildlife populations and habitat management would 
continue even with wilderness designation and were therefore not relevant 
to the proposed action. Additionally, based on the projections of 
development in the four WSAs, little or no change in wildlife populations 
or their habitat is anticipated with wilderness designation or 
nondesignation. 

2. Impact on Reintroduction of Bighorn Sheep. The Nevada Department of 
Wildlife has reintroduced bighorn sheep in the Little Humboldt River 
WSA. The reintroduction and management of more bighorn sheep will 
continue to be independent of the designation of the WSA as wilderness. 
Since the Bureau's Wilderness Management Policy provides guidelines for 
reintroduction of native wildlife species, this issue was not selected 
for analysis in the EIS. 

3. Impact on Visitor Safety. Wilderness designation could encourage 
recreationists to use areas they otherwise wouldn't use because the areas 
are labeled wilderness. This could result in inexperienced 
recreationists being exposed to hazards they are not experienced in 
handling. This issue was not analyzed because hazards associated with 
recreation use on the WSAs would not be affected by wilderness 
designation. The hazards would be the same regardless of the area's 
status. 
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4. Economic Impact on Livestock Operations. Concerns were raised that 
livestock operators could be required to modify their operations within 
designated wilderness areas in a manner that would have significant 
adverse economic impacts on their business. This issue was considered 
but dropped from detailed analysis because the BLM's Wilderness 
Management Policy provides for the continued use of wilderness areas for 
livestock operations at historic levels. 

Although the management practices of livestock operators in the four WSAs 
would be more regulated, they would continue as they did prior to 
wilderness designation subject to reasonable controls. The impact of 
wilderness designation on livestock operations as a result of curtailment 
of planned range developments is considered in issue 4 above. 

5. Impact on Air Quality Classification. Concerns were raised regarding the 
interaction between wilderness designation and air quality 
classification. The Wilderness Management Policy states that BLM will 
manage all wilderness areas to comply with the existing air quality 
classification for that specific area, so wilderness designation or 
nondesignation would not cause the air quality classification to change. 
Therefore, this issue was dropped from further analysis in the EIS. 

6. Impact on Cultural Resources. No cultural sites that would be eligible 
for nomination for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
are known to exist within any of the WSAs. The cultural sites that do 
exist would be protected with or without wilderness designation. Since 
highly significant cultural sites are not known to exist within the WSAs, 
the issue of impact to cultural resources was dropped from further 
analysis. 

7. Impact on Diversity within the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
The issue of how wilderness designation would impact ecologic diversity 
within the NWPS was not analyzed as an issue. Since all potential 
natural vegetation types within the WSAs are currently represented in the 
NWPS, designation of these WSAs as wilderness would not expand ecologic 
diversity of the system. 

8. Impact on Wild Horses. Concerns were raised about wild horses and 
wilderness. This issue was considered as wild horses occur within the 
Little Humboldt River WSA, but as no management actions or necessary 
range developments could be determined which would be inconsistent with 
designation or nondesignation of the area, this issue was not selected 
for further analysis. 

9. Riparian Habitat. The degraded condition of riparian habitat was a 
concern to many individual commentors. The primary causes of degradation 
of riparian habitat are uses which will continue with or without 
wilderness designation just as corrective actions will occur with 
wilderness designation or nondesignation. 

6 



The following issue is not an environmental issue, but is a program concern 
that was frequently identified as an issue during scoping. 

The WSAs being studied are not what Congress intended to be included in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. Some or all of the areas 
being studied for wilderness designation may not be the kind of area 
Congress intended to have considered for wilderness. This issue was 
dropped since it was determined in the inventory stage of the BLM's 
wilderness review process that all the WSAs being studied meet the 
minimum standards for wilderness identified by the Congress in the 
Wilderness Act of 1964 and FLPMA of 1976. 

7 



THE PLANNING PROCESS, SELECTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION, 
AND DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

The Planning Process and Selection of the Proposed Action 

Development of the Proposed Action is guided by requirements of the Bureau's 
Planning Regulations, 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), part 1600. The 
BLM's Wilderness Study Policy (published February 3, 1982, in the Federal 
Register) supplements the planning regulations by providing the specific 
factors to be considered in developing suitability recommendations during the 
planning sequence. 

The Proposed Action recommends as suitable for wilderness designation those 
WSAs, or portions of WSAs, with high quality wilderness values. Under the 
Proposed Action, 36,460 acres would be recommended suitable for wilderness 
designation including the entire Rough Hills WSA and a 29,775 acre portion of 
the Little Humboldt River WSA. The Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs along with 
a 12,438 acre portion of the Little Humboldt River WSA would be recommended 
nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Action Selected for Analysis 

The BLM Wilderness Study Policy calls for the formulation and evaluation of 
alternatives ranging from resource protection to resource production. The 
alternatives assessed in this EIS include: (1) a No Wilderness Alternative 
for each WSA; (2) an All Wilderness Alternative for each WSA and; (3) a 
Partial Wilderness Alternative for the Little Humboldt River WSA. 

In this document, the No Action Alternative, as required by the National 
Environmental Protection Act, and the No Wilderness Alternative are 
equivalent. Both advocate continuation of management as outlined in the 
existing RMP and recommend the WSAs as nonsuitable for wilderness. 

The All Wilderness Alternative represents the maximum possible acreage that 
could be recommended as suitable for wilderness designation. 

Partial wilderness alternatives can make suitable or nonsuitable 
recommendations ranging between the All Wilderness and No Action 
Alternatives. A partial wilderness alternative can recommend as suitable for 
wilderness designation something less than the entire acreage of one WSA. 

Alternatives Considered But Dropped From Further Analysis 

Under the Wilderness Study Policy of 1982, there are two general cases when it 
is aopropriate to consider recommending less than entire WSAs for wilderness: 
(1) resolution of conflicts and (2) manageability of wilderness. 
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A Partial Wilderness Alternative was considered but dropped from further 
analysis for each of the WSAs, with the exception of two Partial Wilderness 
Alternatives considered for the Little Humboldt River WSA. One Partial 
Wilderness Alternative for the Little Humboldt River WSA is carried forward. 
The reasons for setting aside these other Partial Wilderness Alternatives 
which are not analyzed further are discussed below. 

Cedar Ridge (NV-010-088) and Red Soring (NV-010-091) WSAs 

A Partial Wilderness Alternative that would recommend as suitable something 
less than the entire acreage of these WSAs was considered as a means to remove 
those public lands with potential for woodland product harvest. No reasonable 
boundary adjustments were identified that would accomplish this goal and leave 
essential wilderness values intact. Therefore, this alternative was dropped 
from further consideration. 

Rough Hills WSA (NV-010-151) 

A Partial Wilderness Alternative that would recommend as suitable something 
less than the entire acreage of this WSA was considered as a means to remove 
the two private inholdings from the portion recommended suitable. No 
reasonable boundary adjustments were identified that would accomplish this 
goal and leave essential wilderness values intact. Therefore, this 
alternative was dropped from further consideration. 

Little Humboldt River WSA (NV-010-132) 

A modified rim-to-rim Partial Wilderness Alternative of about 15,000 acres was 
considered. This excluded considerable acreage with wilderness 
characteristics and diversity. These areas were manageable as wilderness and 
contained low potential conflicts. Therefore, this alternative was dropped 
from further consideration. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Since the pattern of future actions within the WSAs cannot be predicted with 
certainty, assumptions were made to allow the analysis of impacts under the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. These assumptions are the basis of the 
impacts identified in this EIS. They are not management plans or proposals, 
but represent feasible patterns of activities which could occur under the 
alternatives analyzed. 

CEDAR RIDGE WSA (NV-010-088) 

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative) 

All 10,009 acres of public land in the Cedar Ridge WSA would be recommended as 
nonsuitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-1). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Cedar Ridge WSA would continue to be allotted for livestock 
grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained at the 
existing level of 385 animal unit months (AUMs) for cattle for the forseeable 
future. Six and one half miles of fence and two pit reservoirs exist within 
the WSA (Map 2-1). These would continue to be maintained for livestock 
management purposes. A livestock water pipeline 4 miles long and storage tank 
would be constructed in the WSA. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The lands within the WSA would remain open to recreational ORV use. 
Approximately 70 visitor days of ORV use is currently occurring in the WSA, 
projections indicate that recreational ORV use would increase slightly, but 
would remain at levels below 200 visitor days annually for the forseeable 
future. 

Three vehicle ways totalling five miles exist within the WSA (Map 2-1). 
Thirteen miles of road associated with woodland product harvest and oil and 
gas exploration would be constructed into the center of the WSA at some time 
in the future. No other development of ways or roads is anticipated because 
of the low use the area receives. 

Other Recreation 

The Cedar Ridge WSA would be open for other recreation activities in addition 
to recreational ORV use. These activities would include hunting, camping, 
photography, and sightseeing. Recreational use for these activities would 
remain below 200 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. No 
recreation facilities or trails exist in the WSA and none are planned, 
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however, the thirteen miles of road constructed in association with woodland 
product harvest and oil and gas exploration would be used by hunters to gain 
access to the central portion of the WSA. Development of recreational 
facilities is not anticipated because of the low use the area receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

No development of the six existing mining claims located along the southwest 
boundary of the WSA is anticipated due to the absence of a known discovery 
(Map 3-2). Low impact collection of mineral samples for evaluation and annual 
assessment work is expected to continue. However, because the entire WSA is 
highly favorable for oil and gas, it is assumed that there would be three 
exploratory oil wells drilled in the WSA. Based on similar exploration near 
Jiggs, Nevada and in Pine Valley, Nevada, ten miles of road and three drill 
pads would be constructed in the WSA for oil and gas exploration. Surface 
disturbance from earth moving equipment would be about 40 acres. Another 60 
acres would be disturbed by seismic line exploration. No oil discoveries are 
predicted and no pipeline would be needed. 

Although the potential for occurrence of precious metals, barite, and uranium 
within the WSA is moderate, no exploration disturbances or development of 
these minerals is anticipated because of the lack of geologic features which 
would indicate an economic deposit. 

Woodland Product Actions 

The Cedar Ridge WSA would be designated a firewood cutting area for public 
use. The area would be managed under sustained yield management practices, 
which involves harvesting wood products at the same 200 year reestablishment 
rate at which it grows. Selective thinning of stands would involve harvesting 
about 40 acres per year of all trees larger than a six inch diameter. This 
selective thinning under sustained yield management on approximately 40 acres 
per year will result in a reduction of tree canopy overstory by about 60 
percent and an increase in growth rate on the remaining trees of less than 6 
inch diameter with an increase in understory vegetation from the reduced 
competition. 

Three miles of road would be constructed specifically for this purpose and 
access routes also would be created by the passage of vehicles over time. 
Harvest activities would be intense on mild topography and along roads and 
ways. Activity would be much less intense on steeper terrain. 

All Wilderness Alternative 

All 10,009 acres of public land in the Cedar Ridge WSA would be recommended as 
suitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-1). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Cedar Ridge WSA would continue to be allotted for livestock 
grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained at the 
existing level of 385 AUMs for cattle for the forseeable future. Six and one 
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half miles of fence and two pit reservoirs in the WSA would continue to be 
maintained for livestock management purposes. A prooosed four mile pipeline 
and storage tank would not be constructed in the WSA. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The Cedar Ridge WSA would be closed to recreational ORV use. This action 
would eliminate aoproximately 70 visitor days of ORV use that are estimated to 
occur annually. 

Other Recreation 

The Cedar Ridge WSA would be open for non-motorized recreation activities 
including hunting, camping, photographv, and sightseeing. Recreational use 
for these activities would increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 
200 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. No recreation facilities 
or trails exist in the WSA and none are planned, Development of those 
primitive recreation facilities which would be compatible with wilderness 
management are not anticipated because of the low use the area receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

Subject to valid existing rights, the Cedar Ridge WSA would be withdrawn from 
all forms of appropriation under the mining and mineral leasing laws. If a 
plan of operations is submitted a validity examination would be conducted on 
the six mining claims that are presently located within the WSA and any other 
mineral claims that exist at the time of designation. The expected 
exploratory drilling of three oil and gas wells in the WSA would be forgone. 
No mineral development or exploratory activities for the precious metals, 
barite, or uranium in the WSA is expected to occur. No oil or gas discoveries 
are predicted, based on historic success ratios in Nevada, 

Woodland Product Actions 

The Cedar Ridge WSA would not be designated a firewood cutting area for public 
use. No cords of pinyon pine and/or Utah juniper firewood or fence posts 
would be taken from the WSA~ No roads would be constructed nor would access 
routes be created by the passage of vehicles used to gather woodland products 
over time. About 40 acres per year of wood harvest and thinning would not 
occur. 

Summary of Impacts 

Table 2-1 summarizes the impacts of the All Wilderness and No Wilderness 
Alternatives in the Cedar Ridge WSA. 

13 



Environmental 
Issues 

Impact on 
Wilderness 
Values 

Impact on 
Recreational 
ORV Use 

Impact on 
Mineral 
Resource 
Actions 

Impact on 
Grazing Facility 
Maintenance and 
Construction 

Impact on 
Woodland Product 
Harvest 

TABLE 2-1 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
CEDAR RIDGE WSA 

Proposed Action 
No Wilderness Alternative 

The area's wilderness values 
of naturalness and solitude 
would be lost. 

Although the area would be 
more accessible, recreational 
ORV use would remain below 
200 visitor days annually. 
There would be no significant 
impact on recreational ORV 
use. 

All Wilderness Alternative 

Wilderness values of size and 
naturalness would be main
tained. 
Solitude would be slightly 
enhanced on all 10,009 acres 
of the Cedar Ridge WSA. 

Recreational ORV use of 70 
visitor days would be forgone 
annually. The impacts of 
shifting this use to other 
public lands would be 
negligible. Five miles of 
vehicle ways would be 
closed. 

Exploratory activities for oil Exploratory drilling of 3 
and gas would continue. wildcat oil wells and SO 
These include SO miles of miles of seismic line, and 
seismic line, 10 miles of construction of 10 miles of 
road construction and drill- access road would be 
ing of 3 wildcat wells. No foregone. As no economical 
economical discoveries are discoveries are predicted, 
predicted to result in de- there would be no impact to 
velopment. mineral development. 

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
New construction of 4 miles 
of pipeline and a storage 
tank would take place. 

An annual harvest of 250 
cords of firewood and 500 
fence posts would occur 
on a sustained yield 200 
year reestablishment basis. 
Approximately 40 acres per 
year would be thinned about 
60 percent. Over the long
term 3 miles of access road 
would be built. 
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There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
New construction of 4 miles 
of pipeline would be forgone. 

Harvest of woodland products 
would be forgone. 



RED SPRING WSA (NV-010-091) 

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative) 

All 7,847 acres of public land in the Red Spring WSA would be recommended as 
nonsuitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-2). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Red Spring WSA would continue to be allotted for livestock 
grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained at the 
existing level of 482 AUMs for cattle for the forseeable future. One 
developed spring, Red Spring, exists within the WSA (Map 2-2) and it would 
continue to be maintained for livestock management purposes. No new 
additional range developments would be constructed in the WSA and maintenance 
activities would not change. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The lands within the WSA would remain open to recreational ORV use. 
Approximately 125 visitor days of ORV use are currently occurring in the WSA. 
Projections indicate that recreational ORV use would increase slightly, but 
would remain at levels below 350 visitor days annually for the forseeable 
future. 

Two vehicle ways totalling one half mile exist within the WSA (Map 2-2). 
Twelve miles of road associated with woodland product harvest and oil and gas 
exploration would be constructed into the center of the WSA at some time in 
the future. No other development of ways or roads is anticipated because of 
the low use the area receives. 

Other Recreation 

The Red Spring WSA would be open for other recreation activities in addition 
to recreational ORV use. These activities would include hunting, camping, 
photography, and sightseeing. Recreational use for these activities would 
remain below 350 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. No 
recreation facilities or trails exist in the WSA and none are planned because 
of the low use the area receives, however, the twelve miles of road 
constructed in association with woodland product harvest and oil and gas 
exploration would be used by hunters to gain access to the central portion of 
the WSA. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

No mining claims exist in the WSA. However, because the entire WSA is highly 
favorable for oil and gas, it is assumed that there would be exploration of 
three oil wells in the WSA. Based on similar exploration near Jiggs, Nevada 
and in Pine Valley, Nevada, ten miles of road and three drill pads would be 
constructed in the WSA for oil and gas exploration. Surface disturbance from 
earth moving equipment would be about 40 acres. Another 60 acres would be 
disturbed by seismic line exploration. No oil discoveries are predicted based 
on historic success ratios in Nevada. 
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Although the potential for occurrence of barite and uranium within the WSA is 
moderate, no development of these minerals is anticipated because of the lack 
of geologic features which would indicate an economic deposit. 

Woodland Product Actions 

The Red Spring WSA would be designated a firewood cutting area for public 
use. Permits to cut up to a total of 150 cords of pinyon pine and Utah juni
per, and 320 fence posts per year would be sold to the general public. Two 
miles of road would be constructed specifically for this purpose and access 
routes also would be created by the passage of vehicles over time on forty 
acres per year, trees larger than six inches diameter at the base would be 
harvested, resulting in a 60 percent reduction of tree canopy density. 

All Wilderness Alternatives 

All 7,847 acres of public land in the Red Spring WSA would be recommended as 
suitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-2). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Red Spring WSA would continue to be allotted for livestock 
grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained at the 
existing level of 482 AUMs for cattle for the forseeable future. Red Spring 
would continue to be maintained for livestock management purposes. No 
additional range developments would be constructed in the WSA and m~intenance 
activities would not change. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The Red Spring WSA would be closed to recreational ORV use. This action 
would eliminate approximately 125 visitor days of ORV use that are estimated 
to occur annually. Approximately one-half mile of vehicle way would be closed. 

Other Recreation 

The Red Spring WSA would be open for non-motorized recreation activities 
including hunting, camping, photography, and sightseeing. Recreational use 
for these activities would increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 
350 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. No recreation facilities 
or trails exist in the WSA and none are planned because of the low use the 
area receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

Subject to valid existing rights, the Red Spring WSA would be withdrawn from 
all forms of appropriation under the mining and mineral leasing laws. If any 
future claims were located prior to withdrawal and a plan of operations were 
submitted, a validity examination would be conducted on the mineral claims. 
The expected exploratory drilling of three oil wells, 10 miles of access road, 
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and 50 miles of seismic line in the WSA would be forgone. No oil production 
would be foregone as no discoveries are predicted based on historic Nevada 
discovery ratios. No mineral development or exploratory activities for barite 
or uranium is expected to occur. 

Woodland Product Actions 

The Red Spring WSA would not be designated a firewood cutting area for public 
use. No cords of pinyon pine and/or Utah juniper firewood or fence posts 
would be taken from the WSA. No roads would be constructed nor would access 
routes be created by the passage of vehicles used to gather woodland products 
over time. 

Summary of Impacts 

Table 2-2 summarizes the impacts of the All Wilderness and No Wilderness 
Alternatives in the Red Spring WSA. 
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Environmental 
Issues 

Impact on 
Wilderness 
Values 

Impact on 
Recreational 
ORV Use 

Impact on 
Mineral Resource 
Actions 

Impact on 
Grazing Facility 
Maintenance and 
New Construction 

Impact on 
Woodland Product 
Harvest 

TABLE 2-2 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
RED SPRING WSA 

Proposed Action 
No Wilderness Alternative 

The area's wilderness values 
of naturalness and solitude 
would be lost. 

Although the area would be 
more accessible, recreational 
ORV use would remain below 
350 visitor days annually. 
There would be no significant 
impact on recreational ORV 
use. 

Exploratory activities for 
oil and gas would continue. 
These include 50 miles of 
seismic line, 10 miles of 
access road, and drilling 3 
wildcat wells. No mineral 
development is anticipated 
so there is no impact on 
mineral development. 
Environmental impacts would 
be derived only from ex
ploration activities. 

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance 
or new construction. 

An annual harvest of 150 
cords of firewood and 320 
fence posts would occur. 
Approximately 40 acres per 
year would be thinned by 
about 60 percent. Over 
the long-term 2 miles of 
access road would be con
structed. 
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All Wilderness Alternative 

All wilderness values of 
size, naturalness, would be 
maintained. 
Solitude would be slightly 
enhanced on all 7,847 acres 
of the Red Spring WSA. 

Recreational ORV use of 125 
visitor days would be forgone 
annually. The impacts of 
shifting this use to other 
public lands would be 
negligible. Approximately 
\ mile of vehicle way 
would be closed. 

Exploratory drilling of 3 
wildcat oil wells, 50 miles 
seismic line, and construc
tion of 10 miles of access 
road would be foregone. 
No mineral development is 
anticipated so there is no 
impact on mineral develop
ment. Environmental impacts 
would be derived only from 
exploration activities-

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance 
or new construction. 

Harvest of woodland products 
would be forgone. This 
would result in considerable 
additional expense and in
convenience to the public. 



LITTLE HUMBOLDT RIVER WSA (NV-010-132) 

Proposed Action (Partial Wilderness Alternative) 

A portion of the Little Humboldt River WSA, 29,775 acres, would be recommended 
as suitable for wilderness designation. The remaining 12,438 acres would be 
recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-3). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Little Humboldt River WSA would continue to be allotted for 
livestock grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be 
maintained at the existing level of 3,779 AUMs for cattle for the forseeable 
future. Thirteen miles of barbed wire fence would be maintained in the 
portion recommended suitable for wilderness designation. Construction of 13.3 
miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 9,240 acres in the suitable portion 
would be forgone. Construction of 7.3 miles of fence and vegetative treatment 
of 2780 acres would occur on the nonsuitable area 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The 29,775 acre parcel recommended as suitable for wilderness designation, 
including 10.5 miles of vehicle ways, would be closed to recreational ORV 
use. This would eliminate approximately 130 visitor days of ORV use that is 
estimated to occur annually in the area. 

The 12,438 acre parcel recommended nonsuitable would remain open to 
recreational ORV use. A way 3.5 miles long would be open for vehicle use. 
Projections indicate that recreational ORV use would increase slightly, but 
would remain at levels below 350 visitor days annually for the forseeable 
future. 

Other Recreation 

The Little Humboldt River WSA would be open for non-motorized recreation 
activities. These include hunting, fishing, horseback riding, camping, 
Photography, nature study, and sightseeing. Recreational use for these 
activities would increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 350 
visitor days annually for the forseeable future. The quality of the 
recreation experience of those hunting with a commercial guide in the WSA 
would also be expected to improve. No recreation facilities or trails exist 
in the WSA and none are planned because of the low use the area receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

Subject to valid existing rights, the 29,775 acres of the Little Humboldt 
River WSA recommended suitable would be withdrawn from all forms of 
appropriation under the mining and mineral leasing laws. Although no mining 
claims currently exist in the suitable area, validity examinations would be 
conducted on any mineral claims that might exist at the time of designation, 
for which a plan of operations is submitted. 
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About 19.0 miles of road would be built in the 12,438 acre nonsuitable portion 
of the WSA (southeastern and southwestern areas) to explore for gold and 
silver. In conjunction with this exploration, about 1,200 feet of trenches 
are anticipated to be dozed. Surface disturbance from earth moving equipment 
would be about 50 acres. 

Although the potential for occurrence of gold and silver within the WSA is 
moderate, no development of these minerals is anticipated because of the lack 
of geologic features which would indicate an economic deposit. 

Management Actions to Exchange for Private Land 

BLM would initiate action to acquire two parcels of private land totalling 200 
acres through voluntary exchange. 

Management Actions To Enhance Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

Actions to maintain the existing 9 miles of riparian gap fences within the 
suitable portion of the WSA and mineral withdrawal on 29,775 acres would 
enhance LCT habitat. 

Commodity Production (Partial Wilderness Alternative) 

A portion of the Little Humboldt River WSA, 28,386 acres, would be recommended 
as suitable for wilderness designation. The remaining 13,827 acres would be 
recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-4). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Little Humboldt River WSA would continue to be allotted for 
livestock grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be 
maintained at the existing level of 3,779 AUMs for cattle for the forseeable 
future. Thirteen miles of barbed wire fence would be maintained in the 
portion recommended suitable for wilderness designation. New construction of 
13.2 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 8,640 acres in the suitable 
portion would be forgone. New construction of 7.4 miles of fence and 
vegetative treatment of 3,380 acres would occur on the nonsuitable area. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The . 28,386 acre parcel recommended as suitable for wilderness designation, 
including 10.0 miles of vehicle ways, would be closed to recreational ORV 
use. This would eliminate approximately 120 visitor days of ORV use that ·is 
estimated to occur annually in the area. 

The 13,827 acre parcel recommended nonsuitable would remain open to ORV use. 
Two ways totalling 4.0 miles would be open for vehicle use. Projections 
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indicate that recreational ORV use would increase slightly, but would remain 
at levels below 350 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. 

Other Recreation 

The Little Humboldt River WSA would be open for non-motorized recreation 
activities. These include hunting, fishing, horseback riding, camping, 
photography, nature study, and sightseeing. Recreational use for these 
activities would increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 350 
visitor days annually for the forseeable future. No recreation facilities or 
trails exist in the WSA and none are planned because of the low use the area 
receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

Subject to valid existing rights, the 28,386 acres of the Little Humboldt 
River WSA recommended suitable would be withdrawn from all forms of 
appropriation under the mining and mineral leasing laws. Although no mining 
claims currently exist in the suitable area, validity examinations would be 
conducted on any mineral claims that exist at the time of designation for 
which a plan of operations is submitted. 

About 20.0 miles of road would be built in the 13,827 acre nonsuitable pbrtion 
of the WSA (southeastern and southwestern areas) to explore for gold and 
silver. In conjunction with this exploration, about 1,300 feet of trenches 
are anticipated to be dozed. Surface disturbance from earth moving equipment 
would be about 60 acres. 

Although the potential for occurrence of gold and silver within the WSA is 
moderate, no development of these minerals is anticipated because of the lack 
of geologic features which would indicate an economic deposit. 

Management Actions to Exchange for Private Land 

BLM would initiate action to acquire two parcels of private land totalling 200 
acres through voluntary exchange. 

Management Actions To Enhance Lahontan Cutthroat Trout Habitat 

The primary impact upon LCT habitat is increased sediment loads from livestock 
grazing and/or mineral exploration and development activities. Therefore, the 
two most important actions to enhance LCT habitat would be to maintain the 
existing 9.0 miles of riparian gap fences within the suitable portion of the 
WSA and the mineral withdrawal of the 28,386 acres. 

All Wilderness Alternatives 

All 42,213 acres of public land in the Little Humboldt River WSA would be 
recommended as suitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-3). 
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Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Little Humboldt River WSA would continue to be allotted for 
livestock grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained 
at the existing level of 3,779 AUMs for cattle for the forseeable future. 
Thirteen and one half miles of barbed wire fence could be maintained in the 
WSA. Construction of 20.6 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 12,020 
acres would be forgone. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The entire 42,213 acre WSA, including the 14.0 miles of vehicle ways, would be 
closed to recreational ORV use. This action would eliminate approximately 140 
visitor days of ORV use that are estimated to occur annually. 

Other Recreation 

The Little Humboldt River WSA would be open for non-motorized recreation 
activities. These include hunting, fishing, horseback riding, camping, 
photography, nature study, and sightseeing. Recreational use for these 
activities would increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 350 
visitor days annually for the forseeable future. No recreation facilities or 
trails exist in the WSA and none are planned because of the low use the area 
receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

Subject to valid existing rights, the entire Little Humboldt River WSA would 
be withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the mining and mineral 
leasing laws. 

Approximately 112 acres of the Little Humboldt River WSA are covered by 9 
post-FLPMA mining claims for precious metals. These claims would be examined 
to determine validity if a plan of operations were submitted. 

Although the potential for occurrence of gold and silver within the WSA is 
moderate, no development of these minerals is anticipated because of the lack 
of geologic features which would indicate an economic deposit. 

Management Actions to Exchange for Private Land 

BLM would initiate action to acquire five parcels of orivate land totalling 
480 acres through voluntary exchange. 

Management Actions To Enhance Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

Actions to maintain the existing 9 miles of riparian gap fences within the WSA 
and mineral withdrawal on 42,213 acres would enhance LCT habitat. 

No Wilderness Alternative 

All 42,213 acres of public land in the Little Humboldt River WSA would be 
recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-3). 
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Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Little Humboldt River WSA would continue to be allotted for 
livestock grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained 
at the existing level of 3,779 AUMs for cattle for the forseeable future. 
Thirteen and one-half miles of barbed wire fence would be maintained in the 
WSA. Construction of 20.6 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 12,020 
acres would occur. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The entire WSA would remain open to recreational ORV use. It is reasonable to 
expect that recreational ORV use would increase slightly, but would remain at 
levels below 350 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. Vehicle 
ways totalling 14.0 miles would be available for recreational and other 
vehicular use. Further development of ways or roads is not anticipated 
because of the low use the area receives. 

Other Recreation 

The Little Humboldt River WSA would be open for recreation activities in 
addition to recreational ORV use including hunting, fishing, horseback riding, 
camping, photography, nature study, and sightseeing. Projections indicate 
that recreational use for these activities would increase slightly, but would 
remain at levels below 350 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. 
The quality of the recreation exoerience of those hunting with a commercial 
guide in the WSA would not change. No recreation facilities or trails exist 
in the WSA and none are planned because of the low use the area receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

Approximately 112 acres of the Little Humboldt River WSA are covered by 9 
post-FLPMA mining claims for precious metals. Plans of operations for these 
claims would be processed in accordance with existing regulations. 

About 20.0 miles of road would be built in the WSA (southeastern and 
southwestern areas) to explore for gold and silver. In conjunction with this 
exploration, about 1,300 feet of trenches are anticipated to be dozed. 
Surface disturbance from earth moving equipment would be about 70 acres. In 
addition, about 50.0 miles of seismic lines to explore for oil and/or gas are 
expected to occur in the northeastern portion of the WSA. 

Although the potential for occurrence of gold and silver within the WSA is 
moderate, no development of these minerals is anticipated because of the lack 
of geologic features which would indicate an economic deposit. No oil or gas 
discoveries are predicted based on historic success ratios in Nevada. 

Management Actions to Protect Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

Maintenance of 9 miles of riparian gap fencing and reclamation measures to 
limit sediment yields from mining operations would preclude impacts on LCT 
habitat. 

Summary of Impacts 

Table 2-3 summarizes the impacts of the Proposed Action, Partial Wilderness, 
All Wilderness and No Wilderness Alternatives in the Little Humboldt River WSA. 
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Environmental 
Issue 

Proposed Action 
Partial Wilderness Alternative 

Impact on The 29,775 acres designated as 
Wilderness Values wilderness would receive long 

term Congressional protection. 
All wilderness values in this 
area would be maintained. The 
area's naturalness and opportuni
ties for primitive and unconfined 
recreation and solitude would 

Impact on 
Recreational 
ORV Use 

be retained. On the 12,438 
acres not designated as wilder
ness, there would be a reduction 
of naturalness and opportunities 
for solitude. 

Recreational ORV use of 130 
visitor days would be forgone 
on 29,775 acres annually. 
Impacts of shifting this use to 
other public lands would be 
negligible. On the 12,438 acres 
of the WSA not designated as 
wilderness, recreational ORV use 
would continue to increase, but 
would no~ exceed 350 visitor 
days annually. About 10.5 miles 
of vehicle ways would be 
closed. 

TABLE 2-3 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
LITTLE HUMBOLDT RIVER WSA 

Commodity Production 
Partial Wilderness Alternative 

The 28,386 acres designated as 
wilderness would receive long term 
Congressional protection. All 
wilderness values in this area 
would be maintained. The area ' s 
naturalness and opportunities for 
primitive recreation and solitude 
would be retained. On the 13,827 
acres not designated as wilderness, 
there would be a reduction of 
naturalness and opportunities 
for solitude. 

Recreational ORV use of 120 
visitor days would be forgone 
on 28,386 acres annually. 
Impacts of shifting this use to 
other public lands would be 
negligible. On the 13,827 acres 
of the WSA not designated as 
wilderness, recreational ORV use 
would continue to increase, but 
would not exceed 350 visitor 
days annually. About 10 miles 
of vehicle ways would be 
closed. 
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All Wilderness Alternative 

All wilderness values would 
receive long term Congressional 
protection. There would be a 
slight improvement in 
naturalness and opportunities 
for primitive and unconfined 
recreation and solitude on 
42,213 acres. 

No Wilderness Alternative 

There would be a reduction in 
naturalness and opportunities 
for solitude on 42,213 acres 
because of continued ORV use, 
new mineral exploration activities, 
and rangeland development projects. 

Recreational ORV use of 140 There would be no impact on 
visitor days would be forgone recreational ORV use. 
on 42,213 acres annually. 
Impacts of shifting this use to 
other public lands would be 
negligible. About 14 miles of 
vehicle ways would be closed. 



Environmental 
Issue 

Impact on 
Mineral Resource 
Actions 

Impact on 
Grazing Facility 
Maintenance and 
Construction 

Proposed Action 
Partial Wilderness Alternative 

The 29;775 acres of wilderness 

TABLE 2-3 (continued) 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
LITTLE HUMBOLDT RIVER WSA 

Commodity Production 
Partial Wilderness Alternative 

The 28,386 acres of wilderness 

All Wilderness Alternative 

would be withdrawn from mineral would be withdrawn from mineral 
entry and leasing. Approximate- entry and leasing. Approximately 
ly 50 miles of seismic explora- 50 miles of seismic exploration 

The enitre 42,213 acres would 
be withdrawn from mineral entry 
and leasing. 

tion line on a 7,500 acre north
ern portion of the area would 
be foregone. Construction of 1 
mile of access road and 100 feet 

line on a 7,500 acre northern 
portion of the area would be 
foregone. 

of bulldozed exploration trench . On the 13,827 acre nonsuitable 

Exploration activities consist
ing of 20 miles of access road 
and 1,300 feet of bulldozed 
trench on the southwest and 
southeast portions of the area, 
7,300 acres of moderate poten
tial for gold and silver, would 
be foregone. Exploration acti-

would be foregone on an area 
of 1,389 acres of moderate 
potential for gold and silver 
on the southwest portion of 
the suitable area. 

On the 12,438 acre nonsuit
able area, exploration acti
vities consisting of 19 miles 
of access road and 1,200 feet 
of bulldozed trench would 
occur on a 5,911 acre area 
of moderate potential for 
gold and silver in the south
west and southeast portions of 
the area. 

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of 13.3 miles of 
fence and vegetative treatment 
of 9,240 acres would be forgone. 

area, exploration activities 
consisting of 20 miles of access 
road and 1,300 feet of bulldozed 
trench would occur on a 7,300 acre vities consisting of 50 miles 
area of moderate potential for of seismic lines on a 7,500 
gold and silver in the southwest acre northern portion of the 
and southeast portions of the area. area would also be foregone. 

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of 13.2 miles of 
fence and vegetative treatment 
of 8,640 acres would be forgone. 
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There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of 20.6 miles of 
fence and vegetative treatment 
of 12,020 acres would be 
forgone. 

No Wilderness Alternative 

The entire 42,213 acres would be 
open for mineral entry and leasing. 
Approximately 20 miles of access 
road and 1,300 feet of bulldozer 
trench would be constructed as a 
result of exploration on 7,300 
acres of moderate potential for 
gold and silver on the southwest 
and southeast portions of the 
WSA. Approximately 50 miles of 
seismic line would occur on a 7,500 
acre northern portion of the WSA. 

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of 20.6 miles of 
fence and vegetative treatment 
of 12,020 acres would occur. 



Environmental 
Issue 

(continued) 

Impact on 
Private 
Inholdings 

Impact on 
La hon tan 
Cutthroat Trout 
Habitat 

Proposed Action 
Partial Wilderness Alternative 

On the 12,438 acre nonsuitable 

TABLE 2-3 (continued) 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
LITTLE HUMBOLDT RIVER WSA 

Commodity Production 
Partial Wilderness Alternative 

On the 13,827 acre nonsuitable 
area, construction of 7.3 miles area, construction of 7.4 miies 
of fence and vegetative treat- of fence and vegetative treat-
ment of 2,780 acres would occur. ment of 3,380 acres would occur. 

All Wilderness Alternative No Wilderness Alternative 

There would be no impact to two There would be no impact to two There would be no impact to five There would be no impact to five 
private inholdings, 200 acres, 
within the suitable portion. 

Designated wilderness areas 
would preclude mineral explora
tion and range development acti
vities which might affect LCT 
habitat through siltation. Negi
lible increases in siltation of 
LCT habitat would occur on non
designated areas as a result 
of stipulations and mitigations 
imposed on mineral exploration 

private inholdings, 200 acres, 
within the suitable portion. 

Designated wilderness areas 
would preclude mineral explora
tion and range development acti
vities which might affect LCT 
habitat through siltation. Negi
lible increases in siltation of 
LCT habitat would occur on non
designated areas as a result 
of stipulations and mitigations 
imposed on mineral exploration 

and range development activities. and range development activities. 
The LCT population would not be The LCT population would not be 
affected. affected. 

29 

private inholdings, 480 acres, 
within the suitable portion. 

The LCT habitat would be main
tained and the LCT population 
would be unaffected. 

private parcels, 480 acres. 

Small increases in siltation of 
LCT habitat would occur as a result 
of stipulations and mitigations im
posed on mineral exploration and 
range development activities. The 
LCT population would not be 
affected. 



ROUGH HILLS WSA (NV-010-151) 

Proposed Action (All Wilderness Alternatives) 

All 6,685 acres of public land in the Rough Hills WSA would be recommended as 
suitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-5). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Rough Hills WSA would continue to be allotted for livestock 
grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained at the 
existing level of 1,024 AUMs for sheep, cattle, and horses for the forseeable 
future. The only range improvement facility within the WSA is a developed 
spring near the southern boundary. It would continue to be maintained for 
livestock management purposes. No additional range developments would be 
constructed in the WSA and maintenance activities would not change. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The entire WSA would be closed to recreational ORV use, including the 0.8 mile 
way leading through Inez Gulch in the southwestern corner of the WSA. This 
action would eliminate fewer than 50 visitor days of recreational ORV use that 
are estimated to occur annually. 

Other Recreation 

The Rough Hills WSA would be open for non-motorized recreation activities. 
These include hunting, hunting related horseback riding, camping, photography, 
nature study, and sightseeing. Recreational use for these activities would 
increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 100 visitor days annually 
for the forseeable future. The quality of the recreation experience of those 
hunting with a commercial guide in the WSA would also be expected to improve. 
No recreation facilities or trails exist in the WSA and none are planned 
because of the low use the area receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

Subject to valid existing rights, the Rough Hills WSA would be withdrawn from 
all forms of aporopriation under the mining and mineral leasing laws. 
Although no mining claims currently exist in the WSA, validity examinations 
would be conducted on any mineral claims that exist at the time of designation. 

Although the potential for occurrence of metallic minerals within the WSA is 
moderate, no development of these minerals is anticipated because of the 
presence of volcanic cap rock 1,000 to 2,000 feet thick. 

Management Actions to Exchange for Private Land 

BLM would initiate action to acquire two parcels of private land totalling 200 
acres through voluntary exchange. 
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No Wilderness Alternative 

All 6,685 acres of public land in the Rough Hills WSA would be recommended as 
nonsuitable for wilderness designation (Map 2-5). 

Livestock Grazing and Range Management Actions 

The entire Rough Hills WSA would continue to be allotted for livestock 
grazing. Projections indicate that livestock use would be maintained at the 
existing level of 1,024 AUMs for sheep, cattle, and horses for the forseeable 
future. The only range imorovement facility within the WSA is a developed 
spring near the southern boundary. It would continue to be maintained for 
livestock management purposes. An allotment boundary fence about 3 miles long 
would be built across the WSA to better manage livestock. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The entire WSA would remain open to recreational ORV use, including the 0.8 
mile way leading through Inez Gulch in the southwestern corner of the WSA. 
Recreational ORV use would increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 
100 visitor days annually for the forseeable future. Further development of 
ways or roads is not anticipated because of the low use the area receives. 

Other Recreation 

The Rough Hills WSA would be open for non-motorized recreation activities in 
addition to recreational ORV use. These include hunting, fishing, 
hunting-related horseback riding, camping, ohotography, nature study, and 
sightseeing. Recreational use for these activities would increase slightly, 
but would remain at levels below 100 visitor days annually for the forseeable 
future. The quality of the recreation exoerience of those hunting with a 
commercial guide in the WSA would not significantly change even with mining 
and range fence constructioJ activities. No recreation facilities or trails 
exist in the WSA and none are planned because of the low use the area receives. 

Mineral Resource Actions 

No mining claims exist in the WSA. However, because the entire WSA is 
moderately favorable for metallic minerals, it is assumed that there would be 
exploration for, but no development of, minerals in the WSA. Two miles of 
road leading to the interior of the WSA would be built to perform exploratory 
drilling. Surface disturbance from earth moving equipment would be about 10 
acres. 

Summary of Impacts 

Table 2-4 summarizes the impacts of the All Wilderness and No Wilderness 
Alternatives in the Rough Hills WSA. 
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Environmental 
Issues 

Impact on 
Wilderness 
Values 

Impact on 
Recreational 
ORV Use 

Impact on 
Mineral Resource 
Activities 

Impact on 
Grazing Facility 
Maintenance and 
Construction 

Imoact on 
Private Inholdings 

TABLE 2-4 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
ROUGH HILLS WSA 

Proposed Action 
All Wilderness Alternative 

All wilderness values would 
receive long term Congres
sional protection. All 
wilderness values would be 
maintained. The area's 
naturalness and opportunities 
for solitude and primitive 
and unconfined recreation 
would improve. 

Recreational ORV use of 
SO visitor days would be 
forgone annually. The 
impacts resulting from this 
use shifting to other oublic 
lands would be negligible. 
One vehicle way 0.8 miles 
long would be closed. 

The 6,685 acres would be 
withdrawn from mineral entry 
and mineral leasing. Con
struction of 2 miles of 
access road for exploratory 
core drilling would be fore
gone. 

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of a 3 mile 
long allotment boundary 
fence across the WSA would 
be foregone. 

There would be no impact to 
two private inholdings, 200 
acres, within the WSA. 
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No Wilderness Alternative 

There would be a reduction of 
the area's naturalness and 
opportunities for solitude 
and primitive and unconfined 
recreation. 

There would be no impact on 
recreational ORV use. 

The entire 6,685 acres would 
be available for mineral 
entry and mineral leasing. 
Construction of 2 miles of 
access road and exploratory 
core drilling for moderate 
potential of gold and silver 
deposits is predicted to 
occur. 

There would be no impact on 
grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of a 3 mile 
long allotment boundary 
fence across the WSA would 
occur. 

There would be no impact to 
two private parcels, 200 
acres. 



CHAPTER THREE 
Affected Environment 



General Characteristics 

CHAPTER 3 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

CEDAR RIDGE WSA (NV-010-088) 

The Cedar Ridge WSA lies approximately 23 air miles south of Elko, Nevada. 
The dominant topographic feature of the unit is the single north-south ridge
line. The west side of the ridge has a short uptilted remnant bench, which is 
deeply dissected. The east side of the ridge is severely eroded and gullied. 
The highest point within the unit is Hilton Peak near the northern boundary at 
7,151 feet. The lowest elevation is 5,600 feet on the flats along the eastern 
boundary. 

Numerous wildlife species, including deer, sage grouse, Swainson and 
Ferruginous hawks, golden eagles and other raptors are found within the WSA. 

Land Status 

The Cedar Ridge WSA contains 10,009 acres of public land. There are no 
orivate or state lands within the WSA. 

Wilderness Values 

Naturalness 

The WSA generally appears natural. Although man-made facilities exist they 
are subtle and possible to escape in much of the WSA. Two ways totalling five 
miles extend into the unit. Also evident are three allotment boundary barbed 
wire fences totalling 6\ miles (Map 3-1). The northern three-mile section is 
not bladed. The other two segments are bladed and their path through the 
juniper trees is easily noticeable. The northeastern portion of the WSA 
contains an old burn, remnant fire breaks and Hansel Well, with its associated 
water trough and corrals. Two pit reservoirs also exist near the western and 
southeastern boundaries of the WSA. 

Solitude 

The WSA provides the best opportunities for solitude in the west side bench 
and deeply dissected draws due to topographic screening and vegetative 
screening orovided by dense Utah juniper. The junioer stands on the east side 
offer good solitude with dense vegetative screening but lack any topographic 
relief. The single narrow configuration of the ridge provides limited 
solitude with little opportunities to avoid others. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation 

Primitive recreational activities available include hiking, backpacking, 
camping, hunting, horseback riding, and wildlife observation. The lack of 
water and lack of diversity of recreational areas limit the attractiveness and 
potential for outstanding recreational opportunities within the WSA. 
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The WSA lacks any challenging hiking terrain. It could be explored by the 
average hiker in a day's time. To fully explore the WSA might require two 
days, although the inclination to do so would be low. 

Special Features 

The unit has good quality vistas, small populations of deer and predators, and 
some picturesque twisted, burned juniper trees and stumps. The WSA is an 
example of an isolated Great Basin juniper woodland. These features 
contribute to the WSA but fail to enhance its suitability as wilderness. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The WSA has little recreational ORV use, about 70 annual recreation visitor 
days. Most off-road vehicle use occurs in association with illegal wood 
harvesting activities. Terrain and vegetation limit ORV access and use occurs 
in approximately 50 percent of the WSA. 

Mineral Resources 

Map 3-2 depicts areas of mineral favorability within the Cedar Ridge WSA as 
reoorted in the Geology, Energy, and Minerals (GEM) Report. The mineral 
favorability classification system is explained and favorability for GEM 
Resources shown in Table 3-1 below. 

The dominant physiographic feature is a north-trending ridge of Paleozoic 
limestone. The limestone forms an anticline, the limbs of which dip 
moderately to the east and west. The WSA is within the block-faulted basin 
and range province, however, no major faults are indicated on geologic maps of 
the area by Smith and Ketner (1975). 

As of December 1985 there were portions of six post-FLPMA mining claims in the 
southwest corner of the WSA (Map 3-2). They were located by Cominco American 
in September 1983, apparently for precious metals. No activities requiring a 
43 CFR 3802 plan-of-operation have occurred on the claims to date. 

Stream sediment concentrate samples (Quade and Tingley, 1984) show 
geochemically anomalous concentrations of barium and occasionally silver in 
areas draining from Paleozoic limestone terrains within the WSA. Whole rock 
samples from areas of Paleozoic limestone, although rather few, show anomalous 
concentrations of arsenic, antimony, and mercury which are good indicators of 
potential precious metal mineralization. The WSA is also along the most 
significant gold trend (in terms of production) in the U.S. Area Ml-3C (Map 
3-2) is classified as moderately favorable for precious metals mineralization 
and barite. 

Area Ul-3B (Map 3-2) is underlain by rock similar to the host rock containing 
uranium mineralization. However, increased distance from mineralized areas 
along with dissimilar ages of host rock and veneers of quaternary gravels 
reduce the level of this confidence rating. 
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COMMODITY 

Metals/Non-Metals 
Metals/Non-Metals 
Geothermal 
Uranium/Thorium 

Coal 
Oil and Gas 
Tar Sands/Oil Shale 
Limestone 
Bentonite 
Diatomite 
Zeolites 
Barite 

Turquoise 
Perlite 
Phosphate 
Paleontology 
Sand & Gravel 

TABLE 3-1 

Mineral Favorability of the 
Cedar Ridge WSA 

CLASSIFICATION CONFIDENCE 
LEVEL LEVEL 

3 C 
2 C 
1 D 
3 B 
1 B 
1 C 
4 C 
2 B 
4 D 
2 C 
1 B 
2 C 
3 C 
2 C 
1 B 
1 C 
1 C 
3 D 
4 D 

REMARKS 

Area Ml-3C, Map 3-2 
Rest of WSA 

Area Ul-3B, Map 3-2 
Rest of WSA 

Area Ml-3C, Map 3-2 
Rest of WSA 

LEGEND: Favorability of the Geologic Environment to Contain GEM Resources. 
Class 1 
Class 2 
Class 3 
Class 4 

- Unfavorable 
- Low Favorability 
- Moderate Favorability 
- High Favorability 

Confidence Level A - Insufficient data or no direct evidence 
Confidence Level B - Indirect evidence available 
Confidence Level C - Direct evidence but quantitatively minimal 
Confidence Level D - Abundant direct and indirect evidence 

The WSA is highly favorable for oil and gas. Noncommercial oil and gas 
discoveries have been reported in Tertiary strata near Jiggs, Nevada about six 
miles southwest of the WSA. A dry hole was drilled by Texaco in 1981 about 
ten miles north of the WSA. This wildcat did not test the Paleozoic section 
which is producing in Pine Valley, 25 miles southwest of the WSA. In 1984 
ARCO submitted an Application for Permit to Drill (APO) an exploration well 
through both the Tertiary and Paleozoic strata three miles northwest of the 
WSA. Seismic oil and gas exploration was very active near the WSA during 1983 
and 1984. The entire WSA was leased for oil and gas in 1983. Subsequently 
some of the leases have terminated. Due to high industry interest in the area 
it is highly orobable that the entire WSA would be leased if available for 
leasing. 
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Based on favorable oil maturation levels, excellent source rocks, nearby oil 
production and shows, and a favorable structural setting, the U.S.G.S. 
(Sandberg, 1983) rated the WSA as a prime area for petroleum exploration with 
high potential. Potential source rocks include Paleozoic marine strata 
(Chainman Shale, Webb Formation, and Nevada Dolomite) and Eocene lacustrine 
oil shales of the Elko Formation. 

The WSA contains no geothermal features or requisite geologic criteria in the 
area which would indicate favorability for geothermal resources. Therefore, 
it is rated unfavorable for geothermal resources. All other leasable minerals 
are unlikely to occur in the WSA. 

Upper Pennsylvania and Permian strata contain sparse, local, very 
fossiliferous beds having an invertebrate fauna consisting of brachiopods, 
bryozoans, crinoid columnals, foraminifera, and gastropods (Smith and Ketner, 
1975). The Moleen Formation contains an abundant invertebrate fauna 
consisting of corals, echinoderms, bryozoans, brachiopods, foraminifera, and 
Pelecypods. The WSA is rated moderately favorable for paleontological 
resources. 

Livestock Grazing 

The entire WSA is allotted for livestock grazing. It includes portions of 
three allotments: Hansel, Sleeman, and Dixie Creek. These three allotments 
are operated by two permittees and total 385 AUMs within the WSA. 

About 48 percent of the WSA (northeastern portion) is within the Hansel 
Allotment. This allotment is operated under a rotational grazing system. 
Ecological status is rated as early to mid-seral stage. Most operations 
involving the 150 AUMs and maintenance of an existing fence within the WSA are 
primarily accomplished by horseback. About 29 percent of the WSA (western 
portion) is within the Sleeman Allotment. Within the WSA there are 85 AUMs. 
Cattle are grazed from May to August. Ecologic status is rated as early to 
mid-seral stage. Cattle are gathered by horseback within the WSA portion of 
the allotment. The allotment contains one pit reservoir just inside the 
western WSA boundary which might periodically require repair or maintenance by 
motorized equipment. 

About 23 percent of the WSA (southern portion) is within the Dixie Creek 
Allotment. It is operated from May to July with 150 AUMs within the WSA. 
Ecological status is rated as mid-seral stage. The allotment contains two 
bladed fencelines. A pit reservoir is in the WSA's southeast corner. Fence 
maintenance has been accomplished by vehicle and horseback. The pit reservoir 
is connected to the south boundary road by a vehicle way and will periodically 

- require heavy equipment for maintenance and repair. Cattle gathering and 
salting operations have been accomplished within the WSA by vehicles and 
horseback. Much of this allotment within the WSA is readily traversed by 
off-road cross countrv vehicles. 

Woodland Products 

The Cedar Ridge WSA contains 4,940 forested acres of pinyon pine and Utah 
juniper, a forested inventory of about 50,400 standing cords of wood, and a 
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projected inventory of 197,600 total harvestable posts (Map 3-3). Based on a 
re~stablishment rotational basis of 200 years, Cedar Ridge WSA could support 
an annual harvest of about 250 cords of wood and about 500 fence posts. 
Because of the relatively mild terrain and close proximity to Elko, in 
relation to other forested areas, the WSA has a high potential for being a 
major supoly source of woodland products to Elko residents. It could supply 
about 18 percent of the local demand for firewood, based on average annual 
oermit sales in 1983 and 1984. 

RED SPRING WSA (NV-010-091) 

General Characteristics 

The Red Spring WSA lies approximately 20 miles south of Elko, Nevada. The 
elevation varies between about 5,500 to 6,400 feet. The core of the WSA is an 
east titled block of limestone. The remaining area is comprised of soft 
Tertiary sedimentary rocks forming rounded weathered hills and eroded 
drainages. The area is a dense woodland of pinyon pine and Utah juniper. 

Numerous wildlife species, including deer, sage grouse, golden eagles and 
other raptors are found within the WSA. 

Land Status 

The Red Soring WSA contains 7,847 acres of public land. There are no private 
or state lands within the WSA. 

Wilderness Values 

Naturalness 

The WSA generally apoears natural. Although man-made facilities exist they 
are subtle and oossible to escape. Two ways totalling one half mile exist 
within the WSA (Map 3-4). The WSA also contains evidence of woodland product 
harvesting. Faint vehicle tracks thought to be associated with woodcutting, 
are often encountered in the relatively easily traversed terrain. Ax and saw 
cut stumos are evident in much of the WSA. Stumps estimated to be at least 80 
years old are common. 

Solitude 

The heavily forested area offers outstanding solitude because of vegetative 
screening. The WSA in general provides ample opportunities to find seclusion 
although the two eastern most sections and several areas along the western 
boundarv offer almost no ooportunities for solitude due to their total lack of 
topographic and vegetative screening. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation 

Primitive recreational activities available include hiking, backoacking, 
photography, camping, hunting, horseback riding, and wildlife observation. 
The lack of water, diversity of recreational areas and vegetation, and 
geologic formations limit the attractiveness and potential for outstanding 
recreational opportunities within the WSA. 
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Special Features 

The unit has a few good quality vistas, small oopulations of deer and 
predators, and some picturesque twisted burned juniper trees and stumps. This 
WSA is an example of an isolated Great Basin juniper woodland. These features 
contribute to the WSA but fail to enhance its suitability as wilderness. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The WSA has little current recreational ORV use, probably about 125 annual 
recreation visitor days. Most off-road vehicle use occurs in association with 
wood harvesting activities. 

Mineral Resources 

Map 3-5 depicts areas of mineral favorability within the Red Spring WSA as 
reported in the GEM Report. The mineral favorabilitv classification system is 
explained and favorability for GEM resources is shown in Table 3-2 below. 

The dominant ohysiographic feature is a north-trending low rounded ridge of 
Miocene Humboldt Formation sedimentary strata and Permian limestone. The 
strata generally dio moderately to the east. The major structural feature is 
a high angle normal fault trending north-south in the north central portion of 
the WSA. 

As of December 1985 there were no mining claims or any evidence of mineral 
development in the WSA. A uranium anomaly occurs about one mile northeast of 
the WSA where workings consist of several dozer cuts. The best uranium 
mineralization seems to be along the silicified margin of a 
limestone/sandstone contact, where samples containing 240 to 440 ppm U30s 
were reported by Percival and Bright (1982). Another uranium occurrence was 
reported by Percival and Bright (1982) in tuffs about six miles north of the 
WSA. Although the source of uranium and mode of deposition are not well 
understood, it is evident that the Humboldt Formation and possibly most of the 
Tertiary section comprising most of the WSA is a favorable host for uranium 
mineralization. On the basis of this data, Area Ul-3C is rated moderately 
favorable for uranium (Map 3-5). The remainder of the WSA is unfavorable for 
uranium (Area U2-1C, Map 3-5). 

Quade and Tingley (1984) report high barium values in stream sediment samples 
from many of the channels draining the WSA. No source for the barium was 
found. The WSA is rated moderately favorable for barite. The WSA has low 
favorability or is unfavorable for other locatable minerals. 

The WSA is highly favorable for oil and gas. Noncommercial oil and gas 
discoveries have been reported in tertiary strata near Jiggs, Nevada about six 
miles southwest of the WSA. A dry hole was drilled by Texaco in 1981 about 
five miles north of the WSA. This wildcat did not test the Paleozoic section 
which is productive in Pine Valley 25 miles southwest of the WSA. In 1984 
ARCO drilled through both the Tertiary and Paleozoic strata three miles west 
of the WSA. Seismic oil and gas exploration has continued at a high level 
near the WSA from 1983 to 1986. The entire WSA was leased for oil and gas in 
1983. Subsequently some of the leases have terminated. Due to high industry 
interest in the area it is highly probable that the entire WSA would be leased 
if available for leasing. I •-
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COMMODITY 

Metals/Non-Metals 
Geothermal 
Uranium/Thorium 

Coal 
Oil and Gas 
Tar Sands/Oil Shale 
Limestone 

Bentonite 
Diatomite 
Zeolites 
Barite 
Turquoise 
Per lite 
Phosphate 
Paleontology 
Sand & Gravel 

TABLE 3-2 

Mineral Favorability of the 
Red Spring WSA 

CLASSIFICATION CONFIDENCE 
LEVEL LEVEL 

2 C 
1 D 
3 C 
1 B 
1 C 
4 C 
2 B 
4 C 

2 C 
1 B 
2 C 
3 C 
1 B 
1 C 
1 C 
3 C 
4 C 

REMARKS 

Area Ul-3C 
Rest of WSA 

Economic factors 
would reduce 
classification 
considerably. 

Economic factors 
would reduce 
classification 
considerably. 

LEGEND: Favorability of the Geologic Environment to Contain GEM Resources. 
Class 1 - Unfavorable 
Class 2 - Low Favorability 
Class 3 - Moderate Favorability 
Class 4 - High Favorability 

Confidence Level A - Insufficient data or no direct evidence 
Confidence Level B - Indirect evidence available 
Confidence Level C - Direct evidence but quantitatively minimal 
Confidence Level D - Abundant direct and indirect evidence 
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Based on favorable oil maturation levels, excellent source rocks, nearby oil 
production and shows, and a favorable structural setting, the U.S.G.S. 
(Sandberg, 1983) rated the WSA as a prime area for petroleum exploration with 
high potential. Potential source rock includes Paleozoic marine strata 
(Chainman Shale, Webb Formation, and Nevada Dolomite) and Eocene lacustrine 
oil shales of the Elko Formation. 

The WSA contains no geothermal features or requisite geologic criteria in the 
area which would indicate favorability for geothermal resources. The WSA is 
rated unfavorable for geothermal resources. All other leasable minerals are 
unlikely to occur in the WSA. 

Livestock Grazing 

The entire WSA is allotted for livestock grazing, including portions of the 
Crane Springs and Hansel Allotments. These allotments are operated by two 
permittees and total 482 AUMs within the WSA. 

About 99 percent of the WSA is within the Crane Springs Allotment. It is 
operated under a season long grazing system and has 456 AUMs within the WSA. 
About one percent of the WSA is within the Hansel Allotment. It is 
voluntarily operated under a rotation grazing system. The ecologic status of 
both allotments is early to mid-seral stage. No range improvement projects 
have been proposed which would involve the WSA. 

Woodland Products 

The Red Spring WSA contains approximately 3,200 forested acres of pinyon pine 
and Utah juniper (Map 3-6). The WSA has a forested inventory of 32,700 
standing cords of wood and a projected inventory of 128,200 posts. Basing 
reestablishment on a 200-year rotation, the WSA could support an annual 
harvest of about 150 cords of firewood and about 320 fence posts. The Red 
Spring WSA has a high potential for being a major firewood source for Elko, 20 
miles to the north, and is capable of supplying about 12 percent of the local 
woodland product demand based on the annual average wood permit sales for 1983 
and 1984. 
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LITTLE HUMBOLDT RIVER WSA (NV-010-132) 

General Characteristics 

The Little Humboldt River WSA lies about 65 miles northwest of Elko, Nevada, 
and about three miles north of Midas, Nevada. The study area is primarily the 
upper drainage basin of the South Fork Little Humboldt River, situated between 
the middle slopes of the Snowstorm Mountains on the west, Castle Ridge on the 
East, and Owyhee Bluffs on the south. The 12 miles of the Little Humboldt 
River; Winters and Castle Ridge; Snowstorm Flat; Bush, Winters, Snowstorm, and 
First Creeks and Oregon Canyon constitute the main features of the area. 

Numerous wildlife species including deer, antelope, sage grouse, chukar, 
quail, golden eagles, prairie falcons, American kestrels, and other raptors 
occur in the WSA. In December 1985, California Bighorn Sheep, a state listed 
sensitive species, were reintroduced to the area by the Nevada Department of 
Wildlife. In December 1986, an additional release of California Bighorn Sheep 
occurred. Lahontan cutthroat trout, a threatened species, also exist within 
the WSA. 

Land Status 

The Little Humboldt River WSA contains 42,213 acres of public land. In 
addition there are five private parcels totalling 480 acres within the WSA 
boundary (Map 3-7). 

Wilderness Values 

Naturalness 

The WSA generally appears natural. Although man-made facilities exist they 
are possible to escape in much of the WSA. Four ways totalling 14.0 miles 
extend into the WSA. Thirteen and one half miles of barbed wire fence is 
found throughout the WSA. Approximately half of this fencing was constructed 
in 1984 for enhancement of riparian vegetation along the South Fork Humboldt 
River. Much of this fencing consists of short segments constructed across 
draws and canyons to control impacts on the WSA from wild horses and livestock 
and is not noticeable. The remaining fences were constructed in 1985 as 
pasture fences and extend westward from near the confluence of First Creek and 
the Little Humboldt River. These fences are temporary and may not remain if 
wilderness designation occurs. 

Solitude 

The size of the 42,213 acre WSA, its configuration, and the presence of only 
six access routes aid in the opportunities for solitude. Vegetative screening 
is excellent only along the main stream and its side creeks. The wide flats 
to the west of the canyon area offer little topographic screening from other 
users. The rolling hills over much of the area offer moderate screening. 
Overall, within the WSA, there are numerous areas where outstanding 
opportunities for solitude exist. 
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Primitive and Unconfined Recreation 

The deeply dissected, narrow twisted volcanic canyons, and creek confluences, 
with their spire-like formations, offer outstanding opportunities for 
photography, rock climbing, hiking, fishing and exploring. The mouths of the 
creeks offer equal attractions away from the main canyon. A significant 
opportunity exists for viewing and photographing wild and free roaming 
horses. The entire WSA is used by wild horses and consists of nearly equal 
amounts of year-round and summer wild horse range. The lack of vegetative 
screening, wide flat mesas and rolling hills between the entrenched creeks are 
an enhancement for viewing wild horses. The numerous drainages and rock 
formations offer almost unlimited opportunities to sneak within close viewing 
distance of bands of wild horses in the open areas or for close encounters 
where they trail through narrow rocky gorges. The year round presence of the 
bands somewhere within the unit is unique. 

Opportunities for hiking vary from fair in the flats to very difficult within 
the canyon area. Trips would average two to five days. Excellent camping 
exists among the aspens along the streams. Good camping opportunities occur 
within the canyon areas. Fair to poor camping opportunities are present 
within the northern third of the WSA as limited sheltered sites along the 
river and the lack of water away from the river limit this activity. 

Due to the presence of horse trails, the area provides excellent horseback 
riding opportunities. It would easily take a three day trip to fully explore 
the WSA. 

The river provides good fishing opportunities for Lahontan cutthroat trout. 
The population averages about 400 of these trout per mile of stream. 

The rugged high rock formations combined with the good condition of the 
riparian areas support a high population of cliff-nesting raptors, providing 
outstanding opportunities for nature study. Prairie falcons and golden eagles 
nest within the WSA. Chukar and valley quail can also be observed along the 
drainages. 

A licensed outfitter and guide from Midas, just south of the WSA, started 
operations in 1985. No use data is yet available, however, it is his 
intention to operate within the WSA and the adjacent Snowstorm Mountains 
during the deer season. 

Special Features 

The WSA provides a unique area for study of a transition zone containing 
portions of the southern Owyhee Cold Desert and the lower slopes of a Basin 
and Range aspen forest without the typical pinyon pine and juniper woodlands. 
Within the northern portion of the WSA, Artemesia packardiae, a rare sagebrush 
of concern to the Nevada Native Plant Society, is thought to occur. 

An estimated 150 to 200 wild horses exist within the unit, with the peak in 
summer. With an average band size of six to eight horses, there are numerous 
bands spread throughout the WSA. 
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Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The WSA has little recreational ORV use, probably about 140 annual recreation 
visitor days. Most off-road vehicle use occurs in association with deer 
hunting and upland bird hunting. 

Mineral Resources 

Map 3-8 deoicts areas of mineral favorability within the Little Humboldt River 
WSA as reported in the GEM Report. The mineral favorability classification 
system is explained in Table 3-3 below. 

TABLE 3-3 

Mineral Favorability of the 
Little Humboldt River WSA 

Metals Ml-3C 3 C Au, Ag 

Ml-2C 2 B Au, Ag 

M4-1B 1 B 
Geothermal Entire WSA 1 B 
Uranium/Thorium Entire WSA 1 A 
Coal Entire WSA 2 B 
Oil and Gas Entire WSA 2 B 
Tar Sands/ 

Oil Shale Entire WSA 1 C 
Limestone Entire WSA 2 C 
Bentonite Entire WSA 2 C 
Diatomite Entire WSA 1 B 

Clinoptiloli te Entire WSA 1 A 
Barite Ml, M2, M3 2 B 
Turquoise M4 1 B 

Entire WSA 2 A 
Per lite Entire WSA 1 B 
Phosphate Entire WSA 2 A 
Palentology Entire WSA 1 B 

LEGEND: Favorability of the Geologic Environment to Contain GEM Resources 

Class 1 - Unfavorable 
Class 2 - Low Favorability 
Class 3 - Moderate Favorability 
Class 4 - High Favorability 

Confidence Level A - Insufficient data or no direct evidence. 
Confidence Level B - Indirect evidence available 
Confidence Level C - Direct evidence but quantitatively minimal. 
Confidence Level D - Abundant direct and indirect evidence. 
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The WSA is entirely underlain by Tertiary volcanics. The geologv and ore 
deoosits of the Gold Circle Mining District (southern portion of the WSA) are 
well described by Rott, 1930, and many rock units underlying the WSA occur in 
the mining district. 

Volcanic activity in Nevada is categorized by two periods of volcanism which 
occurred between 43 and 17 million years ago and again between 17 to 6 million 
years ago (Stewart, 1980). Mineralization in the vicinity of the WSA occurs 
in the older volcanics while the younger volcanics are barren. 

Three rock types have been identified in the older volcanics. They are 
pre-andesite rhyolite, and sites and post-andesite rhyolite. All these rock 
types are altered, mineralized, faulted, and introduced by dikes (Rott, 1930). 

The older volcanic group is unconformably overlain by unaltered and 
unmineralized rhyolite welded tuff (Cougar Point Tuff) dated 12.2 m.y. 
(Stewart, 1980). Also occurring in the WSA are younger volcanics chiefly 
consisting of rhyolite flows and domes with subordinate amounts of tuffaceous 
siltstone and sandstone, conglomerate, and limestone. Basalt crops out in the 
northeast portion of the WSA. 

As of December 1985 portions of nine post-FLPMA lode claims (112 acres) are 
located on the southern and western boundaries of the WSA (Map 3-8). These 
claims are in an area of altered volcanics designated Ml-3C. No development 
has occurred on these claims within the WSA, however, a few trenches have been 
dozed-in just outside the WSA. Rocks from Area Ml-3C are in some places 
altered, brecciated, silicified, and iron stained. The most distinctive 
feature is the alteration which bleaches the rocks white. Eleven samples were 
taken in Area Ml-3C and analyzed for gold and silver. Low but anomalous 
amounts of silver were detected in most samples (Brooks, 1983). No gold was 
detected. Based on alteration and known mineral occurrences, Area Ml-3C is 
moderately favorable for gold and silver. The only evidence of mineral 
development in the WSA consists of a few prospect pits in Areas Ml-3C and 
M2-3C. 

Area M2-3C is moderately favorable for precious metals. Stream sediment 
samples by Tingley and Quade (1984) delineated a broad zone of correlative 
geochemical anomalies for barium, tin, copper, lead, zinc, and arsenic. Area 
M3-2B has low favorability based on low, but geochemical anomalous values for 
tin, zinc, and barium in stream sediment samples. The remainder of the WSA, 
Area M4-1B, is unfavorable for locatable minerals. 

There are no oil and gas leases in the WSA. The WSA is estimated as having 
low favorability for oil and gas with a low level of confidence. Sandberg 
(1983) rates the WSA as having low oil and gas potential, however, little data 
specific to the WSA is presented. Exxon Company conducted widespread seismic, 
gravity, and magnetic surveys during 1984 on the OWyhee Desert to within a few 
miles northeast of the WSA. Exxon has rated the area as having low 
favorability based on rather sketchy data (personal communication, Blackgoat, 
1983). 
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The WSA contains no geothermal features or requisite geologic criteria in the 
area which would indicate favorability for geothermal resources. The WSA is 
unfavorable for geothermal resources (Terradata, 1983). 

The WSA is rated as having low favorability or is unfavorable for other GEM 
resources. 

Livestock Grazing 

The entire WSA is allotted for livestock grazing. It includes portions of the 
Bullhead and Little Humboldt Allotments. These two allotments are operated by 
two permittees and total 3,779 AUMs wi~hin the WSA. 

About 87 percent of the WSA is within the Bullhead Allotment. It is 
administered by the Winnemucca BLM District for grazing and wild horses by a 
cooperative agreement with the Elko BLM District. This allotment is under a 
Coordinated Resource Management Plan (CRMP) which was signed on April 9, 
1982. A final Allotment Management Plan (AMP) was completed March 4, 1985. 
The AMP contains eleven pastures, of which all or portions of six are within 
the Little Humboldt River WSA. The AMP and CRMP is a combination of rest 
rotation and deferred use systems. Both the AMP and CRMP are post-FLPMA and 
subject to BLM's interim management policy. There are 3,013 AUMs for cattle 
within the WSA in the Bullhead Allotment. 

The Little Humboldt Allotment is administered by the Elko District. The 
livestock permittee operates from April to October as licensed. There are 766 
AUMs for cattle and domestic horses within the WSA in the Little Humboldt 
Allotment. 

Both vehicles and horses are utilized for livestock operations in both 
allotments within the WSA. 

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

Approximately 20.0 miles of LCT habitat exists within the WSA (Map 3-9). LCT 
populations average about 400 per mile of stream. Conditions and quality of 
the habitat vary considerably in relation to accessibility by livestock, but 
is generally rated poor and declining. Reclamation potential for the river is 
very high. Recently completed riparian fencing should correct past overuse. 
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ROUGH HILLS WSA (NV-010-151) 

General Characteristics 

The Rough Hills WSA lies approximately 60 air miles north of Elko, Nevada. 
The topography of the WSA is extremely mountainous, includes eight drainages 
and over two miles of the Bruneau River Canyon. The highest peak is 7,923 
feet, approximately 2,000 feet above the Bruneau River. 

Numerous wildlife species exist within the WSA. The area is key summer range 
for mule deer. Chukar are common throughout the area with low to high 
densities. In addition, sage grouse, Sandhill cranes, Hungarian partridge, 
and valley quail are present. Migratory bald eagles have been observed along 
the Bruneau River, however no sightings have been recorded within the WSA. 
Furbearers such as river otter, muskrat, mink, raccoon, and beaver occur along 
Bruneau River and Copper Creek. 

Land Status 

The Rough Hills WSA contains 6,685 acres of public land. In addition, there 
are two private parcels totalling 200 acres within the WSA boundaries (Map 
3-10). 

Wilderness Values 

Naturalness 

The WSA is natural. There are no roads, man-made improvements, cherry-stems, 
or other intrusions except the 0.8 mile way in Inez Gulch within the southwest 
corner of the WSA. The private parcels are also natural in their present 
state. 

Solitude 

The topographic screening in the WSA is outstanding overall. The meandering 
axis of the main ridge and the area to the west of the ridge offer screening 
from encounters by recreationists. The area east of the ridgeline offers 
excellent topographic screening with numerous winding drainages and the 
Bruneau River Canyon. 

Vegetative screening is less than outstanding overall because of the large 
steep barren rock canyon faces. However, the tree and brush areas of the 
canyons offer numerous well distributed opportunities for experiencing 
isolated camping. Overall, there are numerous areas where outstanding 
opportunities for solitude exist. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation 

Recreation opportunities available in the WSA include backpacking, camping, 
hiking, horseback riding, hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, floating, 
sightseeing, , photography, rock climbing, and gold panning. Deceiving for its 
compact size, the ruggedness and steepness of the WSA require two or three 
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days to cover while hiking or backpacking. Movement within the area is 
challenging and difficult as many routes require climbing on hands and knees. 

Excellent day hikes are available along the lower drainages. Entering the WSA 
from the boundary road on the northeast corner of the unit, Bruneau River and 
Copper Creek offer excellent day hikes. The shallow river and associated 
riparian habitat areas are easily traversed and attractive. 

Horseback riding and outfitting occur in the WSA in association with hunting 
and fishing trips. The lack of trails and their ruggedness hamper riding for 
pleasure and limit the area to exoert riders. 

Outstanding opportunities for primitive recreation exist in the WSA because of 
the diversity of activities available. 

Special Features 

The island-like effect of the Rough Hills WSA in relation to the mountain 
ranges around it results in outstanding scenic value. Vistas of up to twenty 
miles to the subalpine regions to the north, east, and west stand in contrast 
to the stepoe basin and range areas to the south. Mahogany forests, aspen 
stands, and the river drainages generally appear in the middle to foreground 
areas and add contrast to the scenic views. Excellent scenic values also 
exist along Bruneau River and Copper Creek. The picturesque contrasts of 
rugged rock formations, riparian meadows and vegetation, and the water body 
offer scenic values far from common in Nevada. 

The contorted and eroded geologic features of the area are also unique as well 
as picturesque. Canyon walls appear convoluted into grotesque formations 
which invite exploration. 

Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The WSA has little recreational ORV use, probably about 50 annual recreation 
visitor days. Most off-road vehicle use occurs in association with hunting 
activities. 

Mineral Resources 

The mineral favorability for GEM resources in the Rough Hills WSA are shown in 
Table 3-4. 
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COMMODITY 

Metals 
Geothermal 
Uranium/Thorium 
Coal 
Oil and Gas 
Tar Sands/OU Shale 
Limestone 
Bentonite 
Diatomite 
Clinopt iloli te 
Barite 
Silica 
Phosohate 
Palentology 

TABLE 3-4 

Mineral Favorability of the 
Rough Hills WSA 

CLASSIFICATION 
AREA LEVEL 

Entire WSA 3 
Entire WSA 1 
Entire WSA 1 
Entire WSA 1 
Entire WSA 2 
Entire WSA 1 
Entire WSA 2 
Entire WSA 2 
Entire WSA 1 
Entire WSA 1 
Entire WSA 3 
Entire WSA 3 
Entire WSA 2 
Entire WSA 2 

CONFIDENCE 
LEVEL 

C 
C 
A 
C 
B 
C 
C 
A 
B 
B 
A 
C 
C 
A 

LEGEND: Favorability of the Geologic Environment to Contain GEM Resources 

Class 1 - Least Favorable 
Class 2 - Low Favorability 
Class 3 - Moderate Favorability 
Class 4 - High Favorability 

Confidence Level A - Insufficient data or no direct evidence. 
Confidence Level B - Indirect evidence available 
Confidence Level C - Direct evidence but quantitatively minimal. 
Confidence Level D - Abundant direct and indirect evidence, 

The Rough Hills WSA is a rugged mountainous area of mid-Tertiary rhyolite 
flows, domes, plugs, and tuffs that have been incised by eastward-flowing 
tributaries of the Bruneau River. Older Tertiary volcanics crop out along the 
southeastern portion of the Rough Hills while Triassic siltstones extend along 
the southwest boundary. Paleozoic limestones and quartzites of the Sun Flower 
Formation following the westward margin of the WSA and older tertiary 
volcanics, along with paleozoic and Cambrian quartzites, occur to the north 
and east of the study area (Coash, 1967), 

Headward erosion along Cornwall Creek has captured the stream flow into 
Cornwall Basin diverting it into the Bruneau River. Currently the stream is 
down-cutting the older volcanics that form the floor of Cornwall Basin 
exposing white rhyolite tuffs. The WSA is underlain at an unknown, but 
estimated depth of 1,000 to 2,000 feet by Paleozoic sedimentary rocks. 
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The WSA is within the block-faulted basin and range province. One of the 
major structures in the vicinity is a northwest striking normal fault which 
follows the western edge of the Copper Mountains one to two miles east of the 
WSA. The fault down-drops Tertiary volcanic rocks against Cambrian and Upper 
Paleozoic sediments which host mineralization in the area. 

As of December 1985 there were no recorded mining claims in the WSA, although 
old claim oosts and a small placer gold prospect pit were noted at the 
confluence of Copper Creek and the Bruneau River. Except for this prospect 
pit there is no evidence of mineral development in the WSA. A few holes were 
drilled in Paleozoic siltstone for precious metals one mile west of the 
southwest boundary of the WSA in 1984. Results from these drillings are not 
known (Elko District case files). 

The Island Mountain mining district is adjacent to the western boundary of the 
WSA and derives its name from a prominent hill about five miles west of the 
WSA where gold was discovered in placer gravels near the Junction of Gold and 
Martin Creeks in 1873 (Coash, 1967). 

The first ore deposits in the Island Mountain Mining district were discovered 
at the headwaters of Rosebud Creek several miles northwest of the WSA. The 
veins were characterized by high silver-lead content with minor gold, and in 
some places copper-iron sulfides. Similar mineralization was found in the 
same rocks and structures on Pine Mountain several miles North of the WSA. 
The gold bearing placers of Gold, Martin, and Rosebud Creeks all originate on 
the sides of Rosebud Mountain and flow to the west (Bushnell, 1967). A fourth 
stream (Cornwall Creek) flows southeast between Rosebud and Pine Mountains, 
into Cornwall Basin, eastward along the northern margin of the WSA, and into 
the Bruneau River. A concentrate sample from this stream, taken just north of 
the Colvin Ranch, ran 70 parts per million (ppm) silver, 100 ppm gold, 3,000 
ppm lead, and 700 ppm Tungsten. There is no evidence that this stream has 
ever been worked for placers (Quade and Tingley, 1984) 

About three quarters of a mile to the west of Cornwall Basin on the eastside 
of Cornwall Mountain is the site of the St. Elmo Mine. This mine was opened 
in 1940 and closed in 1950 during which time extensive tunnels and workings 
explored gold and silver bearing quartz veins, but there is no record of 
production. 

The Charleston Mining District extends along the entire eastern boundary of 
the WSA and includes the Bruneau River drainage from Dry Creek south of 
Charleston to Coon Creek 11 miles north of Charleston. The history of the 
district has been well documented by Schrader (1923) and Vanderburg (1936). 
Briefly, the earliest discoveries were gold placers at Seventy-Six Creek in 
about 1876 with later placer discoveries at Badger, Pennsylvania, Union, and 
Dry Creeks, all tributaries of the Bruneau River. 
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Lode mining of gold, silver, copper, antimony and barite from the Prunty, 
Graham, Rescue, Slattery and Seventy-Six Mines began in 1905, continuing 
intermittently until the present. The host rocks are cherts, limestones, 
quartzites, sandstone and claystones of probably Ordovician age. 

Samples within the WSA (Quade and Tingley, 1984) are generally indicative of 
an unmineralized volcanic terrain, except for two panned concentrate samples. 
One sample, from a drainage flowing from the southeast side of the WSA 
collected near the contact between older and younger volcanics, contained 150 
ppm silver and 200 ppm lead. The other sample from rhyolite on the 
northeastern side of the WSA, contained 20 ppm silver. 

The entire WSA is classified as moderately favorable for metallic minerals. 
The confidence level is based on the presence of known minerals and mines on 
all sides of the WSA. 

Clearly, ranking the metallic mineral potential of the WSA is something of a 
dilemma. The youthful volcanic pile that makes up the Rough Hills WSA does 
not appear to be highly mineralized but the rocks surrounding and underlying 
the volcanics may contain metallic mineralization. Although the metallic 
mineral potential is moderate, it may never be economically feasible to 
discover and develop (Quade and Tingley, 1984). 

As of March 1985 there were no oil and gas leases in the WSA. The WSA is 
classified as having low favorability for oil and gas. Paleozoic sediments 
are presumed to be over mature for oil generation in the vicinity of the WSA 
(Sandberg, 1983) due to heating by volcanic intrusive rock. Lower Tertiary 
sediments may have been heated to optimum maturity for oil generation, 
however, these sediments are very sparse in the vicinity of the WSA. Hence, 
the low favorability for oil and gas. The high structural position (uplifted 
mountainous terrain) of the WSA is also a limiting factor for oil and gas 
accumulations. 

The WSA is rated unfavorable for geothermal resources as there is no evidence 
of geothermal activity, no very young volcanics, and no major faults in the 
WSA (Mathews and Blackburn, 1983). 

Livestock Grazing 

The entire WSA is allotted for livestock grazing. It includes portions of two 
allotments; Rough Hills and Annie Creek. These two allotments are operated 
by two permittees and total 1,024 AUMs within the WSA. 

About 76 percent of the WSA and 887 AUMs are within the Rough Hills Allotment 
while the remaining 24 percent of the WSA and 137 AUMs are in the Annie Creek 
Allotment. Both allotments are run in common (not separated by a fence) and 
graze cattle, sheeo, and horses. The present ecological status of the 
rangeland resource of both allotments within the WSA is good and is 
categorized in the late seral stage. Past and current grazing management 
within the WSA portion of the allotments has occurred without motorized 
vehicles. 

61 



CHAPTER FOUR 
Environmental Consequences 



CHAPTER 4 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

CEDAR RIDGE WSA (NV-010-088) 

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative) 

Under the proposed action, the entire 10,009 acres of the Cedar Ridge WSA 
would be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the harvest of woodland 
products and mineral resource actions, and the resulting impacts on wilderness 
values in the long term. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

The entire WSA would be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation and 
none of the wilderness values on 10,009 acres would receive the special 
legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. 

No development of the six existing post-FLPMA mining claims in the WSA is 
anticipated due to the absence of a known discovery. However, because the WSA 
is highly favorable for oil and gas, it is assumed for this analysis that 
exploration of three oil wells would take place within the WSA. The 
exploration would include construction of ten miles of road and three drill 
pads. The roads and pads would cause 40 acres of disturbance. Another 60 
acres would be disturbed by seismic line exploration. 

The 10 miles of exploration access roads would most likely protrude into the 
WSA from the southern and western boundaries and would be obvious along the . 
WSA's ridgeline. This is the portion of the WSA that is most likely to be 
used by the public. Therefore, the WSA would no longer appear natural to the 
average visitor. 

Mineral exploration activities would adversely impact the wilderness value of 
solitude. Sights and sounds from traffic and construction related to mineral 
exploration would lower the quality of solitude in the WSA. Outstanding 
opportunities for solitude would be lost. 

Sights and sounds from the collection of 250 cords of firewood and 500 fence 
posts per year would have an adverse impact on solitude and naturalness. 
Canopy cover on approximately 40 acres per year would be thinned by about 60 
percent as a result of wood harvest activities during the 200 year rotation 
cycle. The sound of chainsaws would interrupt the feeling of solitude within 
the WSA. Stumps and slash would also be evident in the WSA, adversely 
affecting naturalness. 

Sights and sounds from recreational off-road vehicle use would have an adverse 
impact on solitude. However, this impact is expected to be slight since ORV 
use is estimated to be about 70 visitor days annually and is expected to 
remain below 200 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. 
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Other recreation uses would increase slightly, but would remain at levels 
below 200 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. This increase 
would not significantly impact opportunities for solitude. 

A livestock water pipeline would be constructed in the WSA, however, 
maintenance activities would not change. Livestock use would be maintained at 
the existing level of 385 AUMs for the foreseeable future. Therefore, grazing 
facility maintenance and construction actions would not affect wilderness 
values in the WSA. 

Conclusion. The Cedar Ridge WSA's wilderness values of naturalness, and 
outstanding opportunities for solitude would be lost. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The WSA would be open to ORV use. Over the long term ten miles of oil and gas 
exploration road would be constructed within the WSA making the central 
portion of the WSA more accessible to ORV use. Recreational ORV use would 
remain below 200 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. 

Conclusion. Although the area would be more accessible, recreational ORV 
use would remain below 200 visitor days annually. There would be no 
significant impact on recreational ORV use. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

All lands within the WSA would remain open for mineral entry. Areas (Map 3-2) 
of moderate potential for precious metals, barite, and uranium would be 
available for exploration and development. Due to the absence of a known 
economic discovery it is unlikely that exploration activities or development 
would occur. 

All lands within the WSA would remain open for mineral leasing. The high 
favorability for the occurrence of oil and gas with equal favorability under 
the entire WSA would likely result in fifty miles of seismic exploration lines 
which would disturb sixty acres. Exploration would likely result in three 
wildcat wells being drilled. This would result in ten acres of disturbance 
for construction of drill pads and two miles of constructed access roads which 
would impact an additional thirty acres. No oil and gas discoveries are 
predicted based on historic success ratios in Nevada. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on mineral resources in the Cedar 
Ridge WSA. 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and New Construction 

Maintenance of the existing fences and pit reservoirs would not change. A 
livestock water pipeline would be built within the WSA. Therefore, there 
would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance or new construction. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance or 
new construction in the Cedar Ridge WSA. 
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Impacts on Woodland Product Harvest 

The Cedar Ridge WSA would be designated a firewood cutting area for public 
use. The area would be managed under sustained yield management practices, 
which involves harvesting wood products at the same 200 year reestablishment 
rate at which it grows. Selective thinning of stands would involve harvesting 
about 40 acres per year of all trees larger than a six inch diameter. This 
selective thinning under sustained yield management on approximately 40 acres 
per year will result in a reduction of tree canopy overstory by about 60 
oercent and an increase in growth rate on the remaining trees of less than 6 
inch diameter and an increase in understory vegetation from the reduced 
competition. 

Three miles of road would be constructed specifically for this purpose and 
access routes also would be created by the passage of vehicles over time. 
Harvest activities would be intense on mild topography and along roads and 
ways. Activity would be much less intense on steeper terrain. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on woodland product harvest in the 
Cedar Ridge WSA. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources and Adverse Impacts 
Which Cannot Be Avoided 

Nondesignation of the area as wilderness will result in loss of solitude and 
naturalness. Slight increases in motorized activities from ORV use and 
woodcutting along oil well roads would tesult in minor adverse impacts. 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

All present short-term uses would continue and preclude enhancement of 
long-term productivity. The most significant change over the long-term would 
result from wood harvest activities under sustained yield management. The 
pinyon-juniper ecosystem over the long-term would result in an even-aged 
juvenile stand of trees. The density of the grassland ecosystem would 
increase as a result of thinning of the pinyon-juniper overstory. 

All Wilderness Alternative 

Under the All Wilderness Alternative, all 10,009 acres of public land in the 
Cedar Ridge WSA would be recommended suitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the elimination of 
woodland product harvest, mineral withdrawal, and ORV closure in the 
designated wilderness and the resulting effects on woodland product harvest 
and mineral exoloration, recreational ORV use, and the protection of 
wilderness values. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

Under the All Wilderness Alternative all 10,009 acres of the Cedar Ridge WSA 
would be recommended suitable for wilderness designation and all wilderness 
values would be protected over the long-term by legislative mandate. 
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Wilderness values of size, naturalness, opportunities for solitude, and the 
supplemental features of diversity of wildlife, and vistas would be retained 
in the WSA. Wilderness designation would withdraw the WSA from mineral entry 
and exploration of three oil and gas wells and seismic lines would not occur. 

Wilderness designation would close the entire 10,009 acres of the Cedar Ridge 
WSA to all forms of woodland product harvest and recreational ORV use. 
Although encounters between ORV users and others are infrequent at current use 
levels, the elimination of wood cutting and ORV use would enhance 
opportunities for solitude. The improvement in the area's naturalness as a 
result of ORV closure would be marginal since the existing level of use is 
only 70 visitor days per year. 

Livestock grazing and range management actions would not affect wilderness 
values in the WSA because no new range developments would occur in the WSA and 
maintenance activities would not change. 

Conclusion. Wilderness values would be slightly enhanced on all 10,009 
acres of the Cedar Ridge WSA. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

Wilderness designation would close the entire 10,009 acre Cedar Ridge WSA to 
all forms of recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use of approximately 70 
visitor days would be eliminated annually from the WSA. Public land that 
offers similar or superior opportunities for recreational ORV use is located 
throughout the region. Therefore, recreational ORV use forgone in the WSA 
would be absorbed on surrounding public lands. 

Conclusion. Recreational ORV use of 70 visitor days would be foregone 
annually. The impacts of shifting this use to other public lands would 
be negligible. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

All lands within the Cedar Ridge WSA would be withdrawn from mineral entry. 
Exploration would be precluded from areas of moderate potential for precious 
metals, barite, and uranium. Due to the absence of a known economic 
discovery, it is not predicted that any development of these minerals would be 
foregone. 

All lands within the WSA would be withdrawn from mineral leasing. Exploration 
for the highly favorable occurrence of oil and gas resources would be 
precluded. Fifty miles of seismic line and three wildcat wells with forty 
acres of drill pad and road construction disturbance would be precluded. 
Based on historic Nevada success ratios, no oil or gas discoveries are 
predicted to be foregone. 

Conclusion. There would be adverse impacts to oil and gas exploration 
activities in the Cedar Ridge WSA. As no economic discoveries are 
predicted, there would be no impacts to mineral development. 
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Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and New Construction 

Maintenance of the existing fences would not change and no new range 
developments would occur within the WSA. Therefore, there would be no impacts 
on grazing facility maintenance but construction of a livestock water pipeline 
would be forgone. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of a new livestock water pipeline would be forgone in the 
Cedar Ridge WSA. 

Impacts on Woodland Product Harvest 

The WSA would not be designated a public firewood cutting area. The harvest 
of up to 250 cords of wood and 500 fence posts per year would be forgone. 

Conclusion. The harvest of woodland products would be forgone. This 
would require users to expend up to 1\ hours more time traveling to other 
areas capable of supplying this resource commodity. 
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RED SPRING WSA (NV-010-091) 

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative) 

Under the proposed action, the entire 7,847 acres of the Red Spring WSA would 
be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the harvest of woodland 
products and exploration for mineral resources and the resulting impacts on 
wilderness values in the long term. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

The entire WSA would be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation and 
none of the wilderness values on 7,847 acres would receive the special 
legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. 

Since there are no existing mining claims within the WSA, no mineral 
exploration is anticipated. However, because the WSA is highly favorable for 
oil and gas, it is assumed for this analysis that exploration of three wildcat 
wells would take place within the WSA. The exploration would include 
construction of ten miles of road and three drill pads. The roads and pads 
would cause 40 acres of disturbance. Another 60 acres would be disturbed by 
seismic line exploration. 

The ten miles of exploration access roads would most likely protrude into the 
WSA from the west and would be obvious along the WSA's ridgeline. This is the 
portion of the WSA that is most likely to be used by the public. Therefore, 
the WSA would no longer appear natural to the average visitor. 

Mineral exploration activities would adversely impact the wilderness value of 
solitude. Sights and sounds from traffic and construction related to mineral 
exploration would lower the quality of solitude in the WSA. Outstanding 
ooportunities for solitude would be lost. 

Sights and sounds from the collection of 150 cords of firewood and 320 fence 
posts per year would have an adverse impact on solitude and naturalness. The 
sound of chainsaws would interrupt the feeling of solitude within the WSA and 
stumps and dying slash would also be evident in the WSA on about 40 acres per 
year of disturbance during the 200 year rotation cycle. Approximately two 
miles of access road would be constructed over the long-term. 

Sights and sounds from recreational off-road vehicle use would have an adverse 
impact on solitude. However, this impact is expected to be slight since ORV 
use is estimated to be 125 visitor days annually and is expected to remain 
below 350 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. 

Other recreation use would increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 
350 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. This increase would not 
significantly impact opportunities for solitude. 
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Activities to maintain range developments would not change. Livestock use 
would be maintained at the existing level of 482 AUMs for the foreseeable 
future. Therefore, grazing facility maintenance and construction actions 
would not affect wilderness values in the WSA. 

Conclusion. The Red Spring WSA's wilderness values of naturalness, and 
outstanding opportunities for solitude would be lost. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The WSA would be open to ORV use. Over the long term ten miles of road for 
oil and gas exploration would be constructed within the WSA making the central 
portion of the WSA more accessible to ORV use. Recreational ORV use would 
remain below 350 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. 

Conclusion. Although the area would be more accessible, recreational ORV 
use would remain below 350 visitor days annually. There would be no 
significant impact on recreational ORV use. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

All lands within the Red Spring WSA would remain open for mineral entry. 
Areas of moderate potential for barite and uranium would be available for 
exploration and development. Due to the absence of a known economic discovery 
it is unlikely that exploration activities or development would occur. 

All lands within the WSA would remain open for mineral leasing. The high 
favorability for the occurrence of oil and gas resources with equal 
favorability under the entire WSA would likely result in fifty miles of 
seismic exploration lines which would disturb sixty acres. Exploration would 
likely result in the drilling of three wildcat wells. This would result in 
ten acres of disturbance for the construction of drill pads and two miles of 
constructed access roads which would impact an additional thirty acres. No 
oil or gas discoveries are predicted based on historic success ratios in 
Nevada. 

Conclusion. There would be no impacts on mineral resources in the Red 
Spring WSA. 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and New Construction 

Maintenance of the existing Red Spring would not change and no new range 
developments are planned within the WSA. Therefore, there would be no impact 
on grazing facility maintenance or construction. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance or 
construction in the Red Spring WSA. 

Impacts on Woodland Product Harvest 

The WSA would be designated a public firewood cutting area and up to 150 cords 
of wood and 320 fence posts per year would be harvested. Approximately 40 
acres per year would be available for a sixty percent thinning to supply wood 
products. The area would be managed under sustained yield management 
practices, which involves harvesting wood products at the same 200 year 
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reestablishment rate at which it grows. About 2 miles of access road would be 
constructed over the long- term. Approximately 12 percent of the local demand 
for firewood and posts could be supplied by this area. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on woodland product harvest in the 
Red Spring WSA. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources and Adverse Impacts 
Which Cannot Be Avoided 

Nondesignation of the area as wilderness will result in loss of solitude and 
naturalness. Slight increases in motorized activities from ORV use and 
woodcutting along oil well roads would result in minor adverse impacts. 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

All present short-term uses would continue and preclude enhancement of 
long-term productivity. The most significant change over the long-term would 
result from wood harvest activities under sustained yield management. The 
pinyon-juniper ecosystem over the long-term would result in an even-aged 
juvenile stand of trees. The density of the grassland ecosystem would 
increase as a result of the thinning of the pinyon-juniper overstory. 

All Wilderness Alternative 

Under the All Wilderness Alternative, all 7,847 acres of public land in the 
Red Spring WSA would be recommended suitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the elimination of 
woodland product harvest, mineral withdrawal, and ORV closure in the 
designated wilderness and the resulting effects on woodland product harvest 
and mineral exploration, recreational ORV use, and the protection of 
wilderness values. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

Under the All Wilderness Alternative all 7,847 acres of the Red Spring WSA 
would be recommended suitable for wilderness designation and all wilderness 
values would be protected over the long-term by legislative mandate. 
Wilderness values of size, naturalness, opportunities for solitude, and the 
supplemental features of diversity of wildlife, and vistas would be retained 
in the WSA. Wilderness designation would withdraw the WSA from mineral entry 
and exploration of three oil and gas wells and seismic lines would not occur. 

Wilderness designation would close the entire 7,847 acres of the Red Spring 
WSA to all forms of woodland product harvest and recreational ORV use. 
Although encounters between ORV users and others are infrequent at current use 
levels, the elimination of wood cutting and ORV use would enhance 
opportunities for solitude. The improvement in the area's naturalness as a 
result of ORV closure would be marginal since the existing level of use is 
about 125 visitor days per year. Preclusion of 40 acres of wood harvest per 
year would preserve existing naturalness but not enhance it. 
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Livestock grazing and range management actions would not affect wilderness 
values in the WSA because no new range developments would occur in the WSA and 
maintenance activities would not change. 

Conclusion. Wilderness values of solitude and opportunities for 
primitive recreation would be slightly enhanced on all 7,847 acres of the 
Red Spring WSA. Naturalness would be preserved. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

Wilderness designation would close the entire 7,847 acre Red Spring WSA to all 
forms of recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use of approximately 125 
visitor days annually would be eliminated from the WSA. Public land that 
offers similar or superior opportunities for recreational ORV use is located 
throughout the region. Therefore, recreational ORV use forgone in the WSA 
would be absorbed on surrounding public lands. 

Conclusion. Recreational ORV use of 125 visitor days annually would be 
foregone. The impacts of shifting this use to other public lands would 
be negligible. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

All lands within the Red Spring WSA would be withdrawn from mineral entry. 
Areas of moderate potential for barite and uranimum would be precluded from 
exploration. Due to the absence of a known economic discovery, it is not 
predicted that any development of these minerals would be foregone. 

All lands within the WSA would be withdrawn from mineral leasing. Exploration 
for the highly favorable occurrence of oil and gas resources would be 
precluded. Fifty miles of seismic line with 60 acres of disturbance and three 
wildcat wells with forty acres of drill pad and road construction disturbance 
would be precluded. Based on historic Nevada success ratios, no oil or gas 
discoveries are predicted to be foregone. 

Conclusion. Oil and gas resource exploration activities would be 
foregone in the Red Spring WSA, 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction 

Maintenance of the existing Red Spring Allotment would not change and no new 
range developments would occur within the WSA. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts on grazing facility maintenance or construction, 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance or 
construction. 

Impacts on Woodland Product Harvest 

The WSA would not be designated a public firewood cutting area. The harvest 
of up to 150 cords of wood and 320 fence posts per year, 12 percent of the 
local demand, would be precluded from this area, Other nearby areas would be 
incapable of absorbing this demand, 

Conclusion. The harvest of woodland products would be forgone. Users 
would expend up to 1\ additional hours traveling to other suitable areas. 
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LITTLE HUMBOLDT RIVER WSA (NV-010-132) 

Proposed Action (Partial Wilderness Designation) 

Under the Proposed Action, 29,775 acres of the Little Humboldt River WSA would 
be recommended suitable for wilderness designation and 12,438 acres would be 
recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the development of 
mineral resources and the resulting impacts on wilderness values in the long 
term. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

In this alternative 29,775 acres of the Little Humboldt River WSA would be 
recommended suitable for wilderness designation and 12,438 acres would be 
recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. Naturalness and solitude 
of the 29,775 acres recommended suitable for wilderness designation would 
receive the special long-term legislative protection provided by wilderness 
designation. The areas of the most spectacular scenery and outstanding 
opportunities for primitive recreation and naturalness would be retained. 

Three cherrystem roads and the northern and western boundary roads would be 
used by the public to access the wilderness area and by livestock operators to 
maintain 13 miles of fence and their livestock within the area. This vehicle 
use and maintenance would have negligible effect on the wilderness values of 
naturalness and solitude in the 29,775 acres designated wilderness since the 
amount of vehicle use would be low and the facilities already exist. 

The 29,775 acre area, including 10.5 miles of vehicle ways, would be closed to 
recreational ORV use. This action would eliminate approximately 130 visitor 
days of recreational ORV use that is estimated to occur in the area at 
present. This would maintain the area's naturalness and improve opportunities 
for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation slightly because of the 
near elimination of surface disturbance and because visitors would not 
encounter or hear ORV users in the area. 

Exploration for mineral resources would not affect wilderness values in the 
suitable area since it would be withdrawn and no mineral exploration would 
occur. 

Acquisition of the two parcels of private land totalling 200 acres within the 
WSA would enhance the wilderness values of naturalness and solitude as the BLM 
would then have control over future uses of these lands. 

The 12,438 acres not designated wilderness, including a 3.5 mile vehicle way, 
would remain open for recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use on this 
parcel would remain below 200 visitor days annually for the foreseeable 
future. About 19 miles of road would be built in this area to explore for 
gold and silver. Also, about 1,200 feet of trenches would be dug. Surface 
disturbance from earth moving equipment would be about 50 acres. Construction 
of 7.3 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 2,870 acres would also 
occur. These actions would reduce the naturalness and opportunities for 
solitude on the 12,438 acres. 
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Conclusion. The 29,775 acres designated as wilderness would maintain 
long-term naturalness, solitude and opportunities for primitive 
unconfined forms of recreation. In the immediate areas of the closed ORV 
ways and the two acquired inholdings, naturalness and solitude would be 
enhanced. 

On the 12,438 acres managed for other multiple uses, naturalness and 
opportunities for solitude would be foregone because of continued 
recreational ORV use, mineral exploration activities, and construction of 
future range improvement projects and vegetation manipulation. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

Wilderness designation would close 29,775 acres and 10.5 miles of vehicle ways 
to recreational ORV use. Recreational vehicle use of approximately 130 
visitor days would be eliminated annually from the WSA. Public land that 
offers similar opportunities for recreational ORV use is located throughout 
the region. Therefore, recreational use forgone would be absorbed on 
surrounding public lands. 

The 12,438 acres not designated wilderness would remain open to ORV use. 
Recreational ORV use levels would increase but remain under 200 visitor days 
annually for the foreseeable future. 

Conclusion. Recreational ORV use would be eliminated on the 29,775 acres 
designated wilderness and 130 visitor days would be forgone annually. 
The impacts of shifting this use to other public lands would be 
negligible. On the 12,438 acres not designated wilderness, recreational 
ORV use would continue to increase but would not exceed 200 visitor days 
annually for the foreseeable future. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

The 29,775 acres recommended as suitable for wilderness designation would be 
withdrawn from all forms of mineral entry and mineral leasing. Mineral 
exploration of one mile of access road and about 100 feet of open trench would 
be foregone on 1,389 acres of moderate potential for gold and silver. No 
discovery or development of these minerals is predicted to be foregone. Fifty 
miles, 600 acres of disturbance, of seismic exploration lines in the 
northeastern portion of the suitable area would be foregone even though it is 
not predicted there would be any foregone discoveries. 

The 12,438 acres recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation would 
remain open for mineral entry and mineral leasing. The 5,911 acres of 
moderate potential for gold and silver, which includes the nine post-FLPMA 
mining claims, are anticipated to receive 19 miles of exploration roads and 
1,200 feet of exploratory trenches. These are not predicted to result in an 
economic discovery leading to development. 

Conclusions. Exploration for mineral resources would be precluded on the 
29,775 acres recommended for wilderness designation. This includes one 
mile of exploratory access road and 100 feet of open trench predicted in 
the 1,389 acres of moderate potential for gold and silver. Additionally, 
7,500 acres in the northeast portion of the area would also forego SO 
miles of seismic exploration lines. 
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The 12,438 acres recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation 
include 5,911 acres of moderate potential for gold and silver which are 
predicted to receive 19 miles of exploratory access road and construction 
of 1,200 feet of open trench. 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction 

All grazing facilities would be maintained as they are now. However, 
construction of 13.3 miles of new fence and vegetative treatment of 9,240 
acres would be forgone. Construction of 7.3 miles of fence and vegetative 
treatment of 2,780 acres would occur on lands not designated. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of 13.3 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 9,240 
acres would be forgone. 

Impacts on Private Inholdings 

Under this alternative two private inholdings totalling 200 acres would be 
included in the 29,775 acre wilderness area. One would be accessible via an 
existing cherrystem road while the other would have no vehicular access. Both 
are currently used for livestock management purposes. Since that use is not 
expected to change, no impacts to these parcels is expected from designation. 
No impacts would occur to the three private parcels within the 12,438 acre 
nonsuitable area. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to the two private inholdings 
within the wilderness area nor to three private parcels within the 
nonsuitable area. 

Impacts on Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

Wide fluctuations in LCT populations in Gance Creek, a Humboldt River drainage 
located approximately 50 miles east of the WSA, were documented by Platts and 
Nelson in 1983. They found that populations varied from 207 fish per mile in 
1978 to 1,135 in 1980 and decreased to 518 in 1982. These population levels 
reflected variable habitat conditions which can be favorable, marginal or poor 
at any given time. Platts and Nelson suggest LCT found in the upper Humboldt 
have evolved adaptatively to naturally unstable conditions and have the 
abilitv to rebound quickly from depressed population levels. 

Consequently, proposed range developments and mineral exploration activities 
which would occur on the 12,438 acres not designated as wilderness could 
contribute negligible amounts of siltation which would not affect LCT 
habitat. Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would 
occur in accordance with the Endangered Species Act and stipulations would be 
attached to these projects to reduce siltation to acceptable levels to 
perpetuate the LCT. Any negilible increase in siltation would not result in a 
significant impact. The 29,775 acres designated as wilderness would preclude 
new range developments and mineral exploration projects in near proximity to 
nineteen miles of LCT habitat and adjacent watershed, As there would be no 
increase in siltation of LCT habitat, there would be no affect on the LCT, 

Conclusion. Designated wilderness areas would preclude mineral 
exploration and range development activities which might affect LCT 
habitat with siltation, Negligible increases in siltation of LCT habitat 
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would occur on nondesignated areas as a result of stipulations and 
mitigations imposed on mineral exploration and range development 
activities. The LCT population would not be affected. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources and Adverse Impacts 
Which Cannot Be Avoided 

Nondesignation of 12,438 acres of the area as wilderness will result in loss 
of naturalness and solitude. Effective upon designation as wilderness, 1,389 
acres of moderate potential for precious metals would be withdrawn from appro
priation under the mining laws. With wilderness designation there would be a 
loss of 130 annual motorized recreation user days resulting from the closure 
of 10.5 miles of vehicle ways. Construction of 13.3 miles of livestock fence 
and 9,240 acres of vegetative treatment for grazing would be foregone. 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity. 

Present short-term uses involving motorized vehicles and mineral exploration 
activities would be precluded on the suitable 29,775 acre portion. Over the 
long-term the sagebrush grassland ecosystem would be protected and realize 
some slight enhancement. The riparian ecosystems would be enhanced over the 
long-term with the preclusion of these short-term uses. All other present 
short-term uses would continue. 

The 12,438 acres not designated as wilderness would expect to experience 
substantial degradation of natural ecosystems as a result of commodity 
development short-term uses. 

Commodity Production (Partial Wilderness Alternative) 

Under this alternative, 28,386 acres of the Little Humboldt River WSA would be 
recommended suitable for wilderness designation and 13,827 acres would be 
recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the protection of 
wilderness values through wilderness designation and the resulting increases 
in naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation and the withdrawal of mineral resources. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

In this alternative 28,386 acres of the Little Humboldt River WSA would be 
recommended suitable for wilderness designation and 13,827 acres would be 
recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. All wilderness values on 
the 28,386 acres recommended suitable for wilderness designation would receive 
the special legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. The 
areas of the most spectacular scenery and outstanding opportunities for 
primitive recreation and naturalness would be retained. 

Three cherrystem roads and the northern and western boundary roads would be 
used by the public to access the wilderness area and by livestock operators to 
maintain 13 miles of fence and their livestock withi n the area. This vehicle 
use and maintenance would have negligible effect on the wilderness values of 
naturalness and solitude in the 28,386 acres designated wilderness since the 
amount of vehicle use would be low and the faci l ities already exist. 
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The 28,386 acre area, including 10 miles of vehicle ways, would be closed to 
recreational ORV use. This action would eliminate approximately 120 visitor 
days of recreational ORV use that are estimated to occur in the area at 
present. This would improve the area's naturalness and opportunities for 
solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation slightly because of the near 
elimination of surface disturbance and because visitors would not encounter or 
hear ORV users in the area. 

Exploration for mineral resources would not affect wilderness values in the 
suitable area since it would be withdrawn and no mineral exploration would 
occur. 

Acquisition of the two parcels of private land totalling 200 acres within the 
WSA would enhance the wilderness values of naturalness and solitude as the BLM 
would then have control over future uses of these lands. 

The 13,827 acres not designated wilderness, including a 4 mile vehicle way, 
would remain open for recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use on this 
parcel would remain below 200 visitor days annually for the foreseeable 
future. About 20 miles of road would be built in this area to explore for 
gold and silver. Also, about 1,300 feet of trenches would be dug. Surface 
disturbance from earth moving equipment would be about 60 acres. Construction 
of 7.4 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 3,380 acres would also 
occur. These actions would reduce the naturalness and opportunities for 
solitude on the 13,827 acres. 

Conclusion. The 28,386 acres designated as wilderness would maintain 
long-term naturalness, solitude and opportunities for primitive 
unconfined forms of recreation. In the immediate areas of the closed ORV 
wavs and the two acquired inholdings, naturalness and solitude would be 
enhanced. 

On the 13,827 acres managed for other than wilderness, naturalness and 
opportunities for solitude would be foregone because of continued ORV 
use, mineral exploration activities, and construction of future range 
improvement projects and vegetation manipulation. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

Wilderness designation would close 28,386 acres and 10 miles of vehicle ways 
to recreational ORV use. Recreational vehicle use of approximately 120 
visitor days would be eliminated annually from the WSA. Public land that 
offers similar opportunities for recreational ORV use is located throughout 
the region. Therefore, recreational use forgone would be absorbed on 
surrounding public lands. 

The 13,827 acres not designated wilderness would remain open to ORV use. 
Recreational ORV use levels would increase but remain under 200 visitor days 
annually for the foreseeable future. 

Conclusion. Recreational ORV use would be eliminated on the 28,386 acres 
designated wilderness and 120 visitor days would be forgone annually. 
The impacts of shifting this use to other public lands would be 
negligible. On the 13,827 acres not designated wilderness, recreational 
ORV use would continue to increase but would not exceed 200 visitor days 
annually for the foreseeable future. 

75 



Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

The 28,386 acres recommended as suitable for wilderness designation would be 
withdrawn from all forms of mineral entry and mineral leasing. Fifty miles, 
600 acres of disturbance, of seismic exploration lines in the northeastern 
portion of the suitable area would be foregone even though it is not predicted 
there would be any foregone discoveries. 

The 13,827 acres recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation would 
remain open for mineral entry and mineral leasing. The 7,300 acres of 
moderate potential for gold and silver, which includes the nine post-FLPMA 
mining claims, are predicted to receive 20 miles of exploration roads and 
1,300 feet of exploratory trenches. These are not predicted to result in an 
economic discovery leading to development. 

Conclusion. Exploration for mineral resources would be precluded on the 
28,386 acres recommended for wilderness designation. This includes 7,500 
acres in the northeast portion of the area which would forego 50 miles of 
seismic exploration lines. Impacts would be negilible since discovery 
leading to development is not anticipated. 

The 13,827 acres recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation 
includes 7,300 acres of moderate potential for gold and silver which are 
predicted to receive 20 miles of exploratory access road and construction 
of 1,300 feet of open trench. Benefits are insignificant since 
exploration leading to development are not anticipated. 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction 

All grazing facilities would be maintained as they are now. However, new 
construction of 13.2 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 8,640 acres 
would be forgone. Construction of 7.4 miles of fence and vegetative treatment 
of 3,380 acres would occur. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to grazing facility maintenance. 
New construction of 13.2 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 8,640 
acres would be forgone on the designated area. The nonsuitable area 
would receive vegetative treatment on 3,380 acres and 7.4 miles of new 
fence construction. 

Impacts on Private Inholdings 

Under this alternative two private inholdings totalling 200 acres would be 
included in the 28,386 acre wilderness area. One would be accessible via a 
cherrystem road while the other would have no vehicular access. Both are 
currently used for livestock management purposes. Since that use in not 
expected to change, no impacts to these parcels is expected from designation. 
No impacts would occur to the three private parcels within the 13,827 acre 
nonsuitable area. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to the two private inholdings 
within the wilderness area nor to three private parcels within the 
nonsuitable area. 
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Impacts on Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

As noted in the Proposed Actions research by Platts and Nelson has shown that 
populations of Humboldt drainage Lahontans fluctuate dramatically in response 
to current environmental conditions and that populations can rebound quickly 
from depressed levels. 

Consequently, proposed range developments and mineral exploration activities 
which would occur on the 13,827 acres not designated as wilderness could 
contribute negligible amounts of siltation which would not affect LCT 
habitat. Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would 
occur in accordance with the Endangered Species Act and stipulations would be 
attached to these projects to reduce siltation to acceptable levels to 
perpetuate the LCT. The negligible increase in siltation would not result in 
a significant impact. The 28,386 acres designated as wilderness would 
preclude new range developments and mineral exploration projects in near 
proximity to nineteen miles of LCT habitat and adjacent watershed. As there 
would be no increase in siltation of LCT habitat, there would be no affect on 
the LCT. 

Conclusion. Designated wilderness areas would preclude mineral 
exploration and range development activities which might affect LCT 
habitat with siltation. Negligible increases in siltation of LCT habitat 
would occur on nondesignated areas as a result of stipulations and 
mitigations imposed on mineral exploration and range development 
activities. The LCT population would not be affected. 

All Wilderness Alternative 

Under the All Wilderness Alternative, all 42,213 acres of public land in the 
Little Humboldt River WSA would be recommended suitable for wilderness 
designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the protection of 
wilderness values through wilderness designation, the resulting increases in 
naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation, and the withdrawal from mineral resources exploration and 
development. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

Under the All Wilderness Alternative all 42,213 acres of the Little Humboldt 
River WSA would be recommende~ suitable for wilderness designation and 
wilderness values would be protected over the long-term by legislative mandate. 

Three cherrystem roads and the northern and western boundary roads would be 
used by the public to access the wilderness area and by livestock operators to 
maintain 13.5 miles of fence and their livestock within the area. This 
vehicle use and maintenance would have a negligible effect on the wilderness 
values of naturalness and solitude in the 42,213 acres designated wilderness 
since the amount of vehicle use would be low and the facilities already exist. 

The 42,213 acre area, including 14 miles of vehicle ways, would be closed to 
recreational ORV use. This action would eliminate approximately 140 visitor 
days of recreational ORV use that are estimated to occur in the area at 
present. This would improve the area's naturalness and opportunities for 
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solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation slightly because of the near 
elimination of surface disturbance and because visitors would not encounter or 
hear ORV users in the area. 

Development of mineral resources would not affect wilderness values in the 
suitable area since it would be withdrawn and no mineral development would 
occur. 

Acquisition of the five parcels of private land totalling 480 acres within the 
WSA would affect the wilderness values of naturalness and solitude as the BLM 
would then have control over future uses of these lands. 

Livestock grazing and range management actions would not affect wilderness 
values in the WSA because no new range developments would occur in the WSA and 
maintenance activities would not change. 

Conclusion. The 42,213 acres designated as wilderness would maintain 
long-term naturalness, solitude, and opportunities for primitive 
unconfined forms of recreation. In the immediate areas of closed ORV 
ways and with the acquisition of the five inholdings, naturalness and 
solitude would be enhanced. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

Wilderness designation would close the 42,213 acre Little Humboldt River WSA 
to recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use of approximately 140 visitor 
days would be forgone from the WSA. Public land that offers similar 
opportunities for recreational ORV use is located throughout the region. 
Therefore, recreational ORV use forgone in the WSA would be absorbed on 
surrounding public lands. 

Conclusion. Recreational ORV use would be eliminated on the 42,213 acres 
designated wilderness and 140 visitor days would be foregone annually. 
The impacts of shifting this use to other public lands would be 
negligible. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

The Little Humboldt River WSA would be withdrawn from all forms of mineral 
entry and mineral leasing. Exploration activities involving 20 miles of 
access road and 1,300 feet of open trench would be precluded on 7,300 acres 
with moderate potential for gold and silver. Fifty miles of seismic 
exploration lines on the northern portion of the area would not occur. No 
economical discoveries of mineral resources are predicted to be foregone. 

Conclusion. Exploration activities of 20 miles of road, 1,300 feet of 
trench, and 50 miles of seismic line would be foregone. 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction 

All grazing facilities would be maintained as they are now. However, 
construction of 20.6 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 12,020 acres 
would be forgone. 
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Conclusion. There would be no impact to grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of 20.6 miles of fence and vegetative treatment of 12,020 
acres would be forgone. 

Impacts on Private Inholdings 

Under this alternative five private inholdings totalling 480 acres would be 
included in the 42,213 acre wilderness area. Two would be accessible via 
cherrystem roads while the other three would have no vehicular access. All 
are currently used for livestock management purposes. Since that use in not 
expected to change, no impacts to these parcels is expected from designation. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to the five private inholdings 
within the wilderness area. 

Impacts on Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

Wilderness designation would preclude range development and mineral 
exploration surface disturbances. Increased siltation would not result. LCT 
habitat would be maintained. There would be no affect on LCT populations. 

Conclusion. LCT habitat would be maintained and LCT population would be 
unaffected. 

No Wilderness Alternative 

Under the No Wilderness Alternative, the 42,213 acres of the Little Humboldt 
River WSA would be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to ORV use, range 
developments, and development of mineral resources and the resulting reduction 
in naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

This alternative would recommend the entire 42,213 acre WSA nonsuitable for 
wilderness designation and solitude and naturalness would not receive special 
legislative protection. 

Three cherrystem roads, the northern and western boundary roads, and 14 miles 
of vehicle ways would be used by the public to access the area and by 
livestock operators to maintain 13.5 miles of fence and trend their livestock 
within the area. This vehicle use and maintenance would have a negligible 
effect on the wilderness values of naturalness and solitude in the WSA since 
the amount of vehicle use would be low and the facilities already exist. 

The entire WSA would be open to recreational ORV use. Off-road vehicle use is 
expected to increase slightly, but would remain at levels below 200 visitor 
days annually for the foreseeable future. This use would slightly reduce the 
area's naturalness and opportunities for solitude. 

About 20 miles of road would be built in the WSA to explore for gold and 
silver. In conjunction with this exploration, about 1,300 feet of trenches 
are anticipated to be dozed. In addition, about 50 miles of seismic lines 
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to explore for oil and/or gas are expected to occur in the northeastern 
portion of the WSA. 

Proposed range management projects include construction of 20.6 miles of new 
fence. Vegetative manipulation would include 12,020 acres of disturbance. 

Conclusion. On the 42,213 acre WSA there would be a reduction of the 
area's naturalness and opportunities for solitude because of the continu
ed recreational ORV use, and additional mineral exploration activities, 
and future range improvement projects. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The entire WSA would be open to recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use 
levels would increase but remain under 200 visitor days annually for the 
foreseeable future. There would be no impact on recreational ORV use. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on recreational ORV use. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

The Little Humboldt River WSA would remain open for mineral entry and mineral 
leasing. Exploration activities consisting of construction of 20 miles of 
access road and 1,300 feet of bulldozer trench are predicted to occur on 7,300 
acres with moderate potential for gold and silver. Fifty miles of seismic 
exploration line for oil and gas are predicted to occur on the northern 7,500 
acres of the area. No economic discoveries are predicted. 

Conclusion. The 42,213 acres would remain open for mineral entry and 
mineral leasing. Exploration activities involving construction of 20 
miles of access road and 1,300 feet of bulldozed trench are predicted. 
In addition, fifty miles of seismic exploration lines are predicted to 
occur on 7,500 acres in the northern portion of the WSA. No impacts on 
mineral development are expected since no valid discovery is anticipated. 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction 

Maintenance of the existing grazing developments would not change. Planned 
range developments would be constructed. These include 20.6 miles of fence 
and vegetative treatment of 12,020 acres. There would be no impact on grazing 
facility maintenance or construction. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance or 
construction. 

Impacts on Private Inholdings 

Under this alternative, none of the five private inholdings totalling 480 
acres would be within a wilderness area. There would be no impact to the 
private parcels. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to the five private parcels. 
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Impacts on Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT) Habitat 

As noted in the Proposed Action, Platts and Nelson found that Lahontan 
Cutthroat trout populations fluctuate dramatically in response to 
environmental conditions. On another Humboldt drainage located in the Elko 
Resource Area they found population levels varied from 207 fish per mile in 
1978 to 1,135 in 1980 to 518 in 1982. They concluded that LCT have evolved to 
accommodate naturally unstable conditions and have developed the ability to 
rebound quickly from low population levels caused by normal environmental 
constraints. 

Proposed mineral exploration and range development activities may contribute 
small amounts of siltation which would not affect LCT habitat. Section 7 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would occur in accordance 
with the Endangered Species Act and stipulations would be attached to the 
projects to reduce siltation to acceptable levels to perpetuate the LCT. Any 
negilible increase in siltation would not result in a significant impact. 

Conclusion. Negligible increases in siltation of LCT habitat would occur 
as a result of stipulations and mitigations imposed on mineral 
exploration and range development activities. LCT populations would not 
be affected. 
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ROUGH HILLS WSA (NV-010-151) 

Proposed Action (All Wilderness Alternative) 

Under the Proposed -Action, all 6,685 acres of public land in the Rough Hills 
WSA would be recommended suitable for wilderness designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to the protection of 
wilderness values through wilderness designation, the resulting increases in 
naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation, and the withdrawal of mineral resources. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

All 6,685 acres of the Rough Hills WSA would be recommended suitable for 
wilderness designation and all wilderness values would receive the special 
legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. Wilderness values 
of naturalness, solitude, primitive recreation, and supplemental features of 
diversity, topography and scenery would be retained in the WSA. 

The entire WSA, including the 0.8 mile vehicle way through Inez Gulch, would 
be closed to recreational ORV use. This action would eliminate 50 visitor 
days of recreational ORV use annually. This would improve the WSA's 
naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation by eliminating surface disturbance and encounters between ORV users 
and non-motorized recreationists. 

Development of mineral resources would not affect wilderness values since no 
mineral development is expected. 

Acquisition of the two parcels of private land totalling 200 acres in the WSA 
would affect the wilderness values of naturalness and solitude as the BLM 
would then have control over future uses of these lands. 

Conclusion. Wilderness values would receive long-term Congressional 
protection. Wilderness values would be maintained on all 6,685 acres of 
the Rough Hills WSA. The area's naturalness and opportunities for 
solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation would improve because of 
the elimination of ORV use and the acquisition of the private land within 
the WSA. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

Wilderness designation would close the entire 6,685 acre Rough Hills WSA to 
all forms of recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use of 50 visitor days 
would be eliminated annually from the WSA. Public land that offers similar or 
superior opportunities for recreational ORV use is located throughout the 
region. Therefore, recreational ORV use forgone in the WSA would be absorbed 
on surrounding public lands. 

Conclusion. Recreational ORV use of 50 visitor days would be foregone 
annually. The impacts of displacing this use to other public lands would 
be negligible. 
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Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

The Rough Hills WSA would be withdrawn from all forms of mineral entry and 
mineral leasing. Predicted exploration activities for moderate potential 
metallic minerals include construction of 2 miles of access road into the 
interior for mineral core drilling which would be precluded with wilderness 
designation. However, the 1,000 to 2,000 foot cap of volcanic rock is 
predicted to preclude any economical development. 

Conclusion. Construction of 2 miles of access road and exploratory core 
drilling would be foregone. 

Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction 

The developed spring in the southern portion of the WSA would continue to be 
maintained. Construction of an allotment boundary fence would be forgone. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance. 
Construction of a three mile allotment boundary fence would be forgone. 

Impacts on Private Inholdings 

Under this alternative two private inholdings totalling 200 acres would be 
included in the wilderness area. Neither would have vehicular access. Both 
are currently used for livestock management purposes. Since that use in not 
expected to change, no impacts to these parcels is expected from designation. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to the two private inholdings 
within the wilderness area. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources and Adverse Impacts 
Which Cannot Be Avoided 

Wilderness designation would mandate that existing wilderness values on 6,685 
acres would be preserved. No irretrievable loss of resources would occur. 
Negligible adverse impacts would occur as a result of withdrawal of the area 
from all forms of appropriation under the mining laws and the closure of one 
vehicle way. 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Environment and the 
Maintenance of Long-Term Productivity 

Designation of the Rough Hills as wilderness would ensure the long-term 
productivity of ecosystems and would maintain the present wilderness values 
within the boundaries of this 6,685 acre area. 

Livestock utilization would continue without any change to existing ecosystems 
or natural ecological succession. Prohibition of recreational vehicle use and 
mineral extraction will allow preservation of natural ecosystems and 
wilderness values over the long-term. 
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No Wilderness Alternative 

Under the No Wilderness Alternative, the entire 6,685 acres of public land 
within the Rough Hills WSA would be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation. 

The primary impacts under this alternative relate to mineral development and 
the resulting reduction in naturalness and opportunities for solitude and 
primitive and unconfined recreation. 

Impacts on Wilderness Values 

The entire WSA would be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation and 
none of the wilderness values on 6,685 acres would receive special legislative 
protection. 

The entire WSA, including the 0.8 mile vehicle way through Inez Gulch, would 
be open to recreational ORV use. Recreational ORV use would increase 
slightly, but would remain below 100 visitor days of recreational ORV use 
annually for the foreseeable future. 

Because the WSA is covered by 1000 to 2000 feet of volcanic rock, exploration 
for, but no development of, mineral resources is expected to occur. Two miles 
of road leading to the interior of the WSA would be built to perform 
exploratory drilling. Surface disturbance from earth moving equipment would 
be about 10 acres 

An allotment boundary fence would be built across approximately 3 miles of the 
WSA to manage livestock. 

Conclusion. On the 6,685 acres of the WSA there would be a reduction of 
naturalness and opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation because of continued recreational ORV use, and predicted 
future mineral exploration activity and construction of a 3 mile 
allotment boundary fence. 

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The WSA would remain open to ORVs. Recreational ORV use levels would increase 
but would not exceed 100 visitor days annually. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact on recreational ORV use. 

Impacts on Mineral Resource Actions 

The Rough Hills WSA would remain open for mineral entry and leasing. All 
potential mineral resources would be available for exploration. This includes 
construction of 2 miles of access road for core drilling. 

Conclusion. Two miles of access road and exploratory core drilling are 
predicted to occur. 
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Impacts on Grazing Facility Maintenance and Construction 

The developed spring in the southern portion of the WSA would continue to be 
maintained. Construction of an allotment boundary fence would occur. 

Conclusion. 
construction. 
constructed. 

There would be no impact on grazing facility maintenance and 
A 3 mile long allotment boundary fence would be 

Impacts on Private Inholdings 

Under this alternative neither of the two private inholdings totalling 200 
acres would be within a wilderness area. There would be ·no impact to the two 
private parcels. 

Conclusion. There would be no impact to the two private parcels. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Consultation and Coordination 



CHAPTER 5 

CONSULTATION, COORDINATION, AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

In Preparation of the Proposed Action 

Development of the recommendations for the Elko Resource Area Final Wilderness 
Environmental Impact Statement has included an on-going coordination and 
public participation effort. Federal Register notices and news releases have 
announced all steps of the process to date, including the study schedule, 
notices of intent for preparation of the EIS, notice of availability of the 
draft Elko Area RMP/EIS, notice of public hearings, and public comment periods. 

Throughout the study, consultation and coordination has occurred with other 
Federal agencies, State, county, and local governments, and the public. At 
this time, recommendations as to suitability or nonsuitability of WSAs for 
wilderness designation are consistent with officially approved and adopted 
resource-related plans of these agencies and governments. 

Inventories determined that no cultural sites that would be eligible for 
nomination for listing on the National Register of Historic Places are known 
to exist within the WSAs. 

The U.S. Geological Survey and Bureau of Mines are inventorying each proposed 
WSA suitable for wilderness designation to determine its leasable, locatable, 
and saleable mineral potential. The BLM has supplied both agencies with maps 
and information of each WSA. The reports of the agency's findings should be 
available after September 1987. 

Comments were requested from the following agencies, tribes, interest groups, 
and from business with permits, leases, and or easements which might be 
affected. 

GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND INDIYIDUALS 

Federal Agencies 

Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation 

Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

Department of Defense 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Bolling Air Force Base 
Hill Air Force Base 

Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power 

Administration 
Office of Environmental 

Compliance 
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Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Environmental Protection 

Agency 
Fish & Wildlife Service 
Geological Survey 
National Park Service 
Office of Environmental 

Project Review 
Offshore Environmental 

Assessment Division 



Congressional Delegation 

Senator Chic Hecht, Nevada 
Senator Paul Laxalt, Nevada 
Reoresentative Harrv Reid, 

Nevada 
Reoresentative Barbara 

Vucanovich, Nevada 

Indian Tribes 

Intertribal Council of Nevada 
Shoshone-Paiute Tribe 
Te-Moak Western Shoshone 
Duckwater Council 
Shoshone-Paiute Tribe 
South Fork Band 

State of Nevada 

Governor Richard Brvan 
State Assemblvman Bvron 

Bilveu 
State Assemblvman John Marvel 
State Senator Dean Rhodes 

Deoartment of Minerals 
Division of Agriculture 
Division of Historical 

Preservation & Archaeologv 
Division of State Parks 
Division of Water Resources 
Division of Wildlife 
Land Use Planning Advisorv 

Council 
Multiole Use Advisorv Board 
Office of Communitv Services 
State Communications Board 

Local Government 

Carlin Citv Mavor 
Carlin Citv Planning Board 
Elko Citv Manager 
Elko Citv Mavor 
Elko Citv Planning Board 
Elko Countv Manager 
Elko Countv Commissioners 
Eureka Countv Commissioners 
Lander Countv Commissioners 
Lander Countv Planning 

Commission 
Jackoot Advisory Council 
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Others 

Northeast Elko Conservation District 
Elko Chamber of Commerce 
Elko County Farm Bureau 
Elko Countv Association of 

Conservation Districts 
Elko County CRMP 
Elko Countv Game Board 
Clover Conservation District 
Duck Vallev Conservation District 
Eureka Conservation District 
Jiggs Conservation District 
Lamoille Conservation District 
Lander County Conservation District 
Owvhee Conservation District 
Paradise Vallev Conservation District 
Starr Vallev Conservation District 
White Pine Conservation District 
Lander Countv Planning Commission 
Jackpot Advisorv Council 
Saval Research Project 
College of Agriculture UNR 
Mackay School of Mines 
Forest Institute 
Intermountain Forest Range 

Exoeriment Station 
Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation 
Nevada Archaeological Association 
Nevada Historical Society 
Nevada Council of Professional 

Archaeologists 
National Wildlife Federation 
Wildlife Societv Nevada Chapter 
Friends of Nevada Wildlife 
Nevada Organization for Wildlife 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
American Fisheries Society 
Missouri Conservation Comm. AFS 
Wildlife Management Institute 
Izaak Walton League 
National Audubon Society 
Desert Fishes Council 
Nevada Chukars Unlimited 
Bighorn Unlimited 
American Horse Protection Assoc. 
The Center for Wild Horse 

& Burro Research 
Int'l Societv for Protection 

of Mustangs & Burros 
WHOA! Inc. 
National Mustang Assoc. 
Nevada Humane Society 



Other (continued) 

Humane Societv of Southern Nevada 
Sierra Club 
The Wilderness Societv 
American Wilderness Alliance 
Earth First 
Friends of the Earth 
Friends of Plumas Wilderness 
Federal Land Bank 
Nevada State Grazing Board 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada Woolgrower's Assoc. 
Pacific Legal Foundation 
American Mining Congress 
Amoco Productions Co. 
Anaconda Comoany 
ASARCO Inc. 
Atlantic Richfield Co. 
N.L. Baroid 
Bullion Monarch Mining Co. 
Carlin Gold Mining Co. 
Chromallov Mining & Milling Co. 
Citizens for Mining 
Cominco American Inc. 
Cordex Exoloration Co. 
Duval Coro 
Cortez Gold 
Dee Gold 
Exxon Co. 
Freeoort Gold 
Gettv Mining Co. 
Gold Standard of Nevada, Inc. 
Homestake Mining Co. 
Indeoendent Petroleum Assoc. 
Kirkwood Oil and Gas 
Dressor Industries, Inc. 
Meridian Land & Minerals Co. 
Minerals Exoloration Coalition 
Newmont Exoloration Limited 
Noranda Exoloration Inc. 
Queenstake Resources (USA), Inc. 
NICOR Mineral Ventures 
Rockv Mountain Oil and Gas, Assoc. 
SOHIO Petroleum Co. 
Sun ExPloration & Production Co. 
Western States Mineral Corp. 
Texas Gulf Minerals & Metals, Inc. 
Nevada Mining Assoc. 
Northeastern Nevada Miners & Prospectors 
Natural Resource Defense Council Inc. 
Public Lands Council 
Sage ASsociation, Inc. 
Nevada Ooen Land Organized Council 
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Other (Continued 

National Outdoor Coalition 
Elko Countv Resource Action Council 
Four Wheel Drive World, Inc. 
Silver State Four Wheelers, Inc. 
Sierra Pacific Power Company 
Lands of Sierra 
California Pacific Utilities 
Wells Rural Electric Co. 
Idaho Power Company 
Southern Pacific Transportation Co. 
Southern Pacific Land Co, 
Union Pacific Systems 
Power Engineers 
Southwest Gas Corporation 
Nevada Mobile Teleohone Co. 
Bo-K Explorations 
Dale R. Andrus Associates 
Silver State Resource Consultants 
Adobe Hills Ranches 
Barnes Ranches, Inc. 
C&C Cattle Co. 
Damele Ranches, Inc. 
Wildhorse Ranch 
Corta Livestock Company 
HaPPY Daze Ranch 
Dahl, Inc. 
Sheen Creek Ranch 
Dewey Dann Estate 
Elko Land and Livestock Co. 
Elko Nevada Stake Welfare Ranch 
Ellison Ranching Co. 
Glaser Land and Livestock Co. 
Gund Ranches 
Hammond Ranches, Inc. 
Holland Ranch 
Howard Ranches, Inc. 
CKO Land Company 
Lee Livestock Company 
Maggie Creek Ranch, Inc. 
71 Ranch 
Merklev Ranches, Inc. 
101 Ranch 
Nevada-Garvev 
Nevis Industries, Inc. 
Northfork Cattle Company 
Northern California Financial Service Corp. 
Palisade Ranch, Inc. 
Paris Livestock Company 
Petan Company of Nevada, Inc. 
Joe Pieretti Ranch 
Rancho Grande, Inc. 
Roaring Springs Associates 



Rother Farms, Inc. 
Salicchi Ranches, Inc. 
Heguv Brothers 
Saval Ranching Comoanv 
Slagowski Ranches, Inc. 
Sundown Land and Cattle Co. 
Te-Moak Livestock Association 
Stone House Ranch 

Julian Tamera Ranches, Inc. 
Twenty-Five Corporation, Inc. 
Van Norman Ranches, Inc. 
Lee Wilson and Co. 
James J. Wright Ranch, Inc. 
Zaga Ranches 
Zeda, Inc. 
Zunino Ranches 

In addition, cooies of the document were distributed to many interested 
individuals whose names are maintained on the Elko District's mailing list. 
Informational cooies have been suoplied to the following media organizations 
and libraries: 

Nevada State Journal-Reno Evening Gazette 
Elko Daily Free Press 
Elko Indeoendent 
Elv Dailv Times 
Battle Mountain Bugle 
The Nevada Rancher 
The Idaho Statesman 
Times News 
KELK/KLKO Radio Station 
KRJC 95 FM 

U.S. Deoartment of the Interior 
Natural Resources Library 
BLM Library - Denver Service Center 
James Dickinson Librarv, UNLV 
Getchell Librarv, UNR 
Nevada State Librarv 
Elko Countv Librarv 
Elko Countv Bookmobile 
Eureka Countv Librarv 
Lander County Library 
White Pine Countv Librarv 

The Draft Wilderness Environmental Imoact Statement was supplied to the 
following BLM Offices: 

Director, USDI, Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office 
Idaho State Office 
New Mexico State Office 
Battle Mountain District Office 
Carson Citv District OFfice 
Ely District Office 
Las Vegas District Office 
Winnemucca District Office 
Butte District Office 
Idaho Falls District Office 
Salt Lake District Office 
Boise District Office 
Burley District Office 
Craig District Office 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION IN DEVELOPING AND REVIEWING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

In early August 1985, approximately 580 copies of the draft Elko Area RMP/EIS were sent to the 
agencies, organizations, and individuals. The draft was officially filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on August 7, 1985. A new release was issued announcing the draft's 
availability. The public review period extended to November 15, 1985. Public hearings were held 
on October 3 and October 4, 1985 in Elko and Reno, Nevada respectively. 

Comments and related responses are printed at the end of this chapter. 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Name Responsibility I Education I Experience 

Steve Ashworth Team Leader/Writer BS Natural Resources BLM 6 years Outdoor Recreation 
Planner, Recreation Technician 

Kurtis Ballantyne Wildlife BS Wildlife Management BLM 11 years Wildlife Biologist, 

Burton Bresch 

Dave Curtis 

Jeffrey Gardetto 

Midge Gillette 

Roy Masinton 

Paul Meyers 

Nancy Phelps 

Bruce Portwood 

Hank Riek 

Skip Ritter 

Social Conditions 

Livestock Grazing 

Wildlife 

Wilderness 

Fisheries 

Economics 

Planning 

Wild Horses 

Range 

Woodland Products 

BA Sociology, MS 
Counseling 

BS Wildlife Management 

BS Wildlife Management, 
BS Range Management 

BS Natural Resources 

BS Fisheries Biology 

BS Economics 

BS Range Management 
MS Forestry & Range 

Ecology 

BS Range Management 

BS Natural Resources 

BS Forestry 
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Recreation Technician, Watershed 
Technician 

BLM 7 years Sociologist 

BLM 6 years Range Conservationist 

BLM 9 years Wildlife Biologist, 
Range Conservationist 

BLM 1 year Wilderness Technician, 
USFS 3 years Wilderness Technician 

BLM 7 years Fisheries Biologist 

BLM 6 years Economist. Various 
Federal Agencies, 12 years 
Economist 

BLM 8 years Planning Coordinator, 
Range Conservationist 

BLM 24 years Wild Horse 
Specialist, Range Conservationist 

BLM 6 years Range Conservationist 

BLM 6 years Forester, Range 
Conservationist 



Name 

Gene Drais 

St anley Jaynes 

Nic k Rieger 

Tim Hartzell 

Caroli ne Norris 

Bonnie Martiartu 

Responsibility 

Recreation, 
Wilderness 

LIST OF PREPARERS (Continued) 

Education 

BS Zoology 

Cultural Resources BA & MA Anthropology 

Soils 

Manager 

Maps 

Typing 

BS & MS Range 
Management 

BS Geography, MS 
Natural Resource 
Management 

BA Fine Arts 

High School 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Experience 

BLM 8 years Outdoor Recreation 
Planner/Wilderness Coordinator. 
HCRS 4 years Outdoor Recreation 
Planner 

BLM 6 years Archaeologist 

BLM 6 years Surface Protection 
Specialist 

BLM 14 years Elko Area Manager, 8 
years Planning & Environmental 
Specialist, 3 years Surface 
Protection Specialist 

BLM 6 years Visual Information 
Specialist, Cartographic Technician 

BLM 4 years Word Processor 
Operator 

A t ot al of 29 letters were received and oral testimony given by two individuals concerning 
the draf t RMP/EIS. The following index illustrates the 21 comment letters which are 
repri n t ed at the end of this chapter, those which mention the wilderness issue, and those 
whic h we re determined to require a printed response. 

The i dentifying number in the upper left-hand corner of each letter corresponds to the index 
of le t t ers. The comments for which responses have been printed are identified by a RESPONSE 
LETTER and corresponding number to the original letter which is also in the upper left hand 
corner . These response letters are depicted to the right of the original letter or following 
this le tter. Comments in the letters for which responses have been printed are identified by 
dark ver t i cal lines and are numbered in the left margins of the letters. The corresponding 
response s a re numbered to match the comments. 
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INDEX OF COMMENT LETTERS 

Letter Letter Mentions Response to 
Number Comment or Printed Wilderness Letter 

1 USDI, Bureau of Mines . . Yes No No 
2 Reed Secord 

.. -
Yes Yes No . . . . . . . . . . . 

3 Sierra Pacific Power Comoany. . . . Yes Yes No 
4 National Park Service . . . Yes Yes No 
5 Bruce Mitchell. . . . . No No No 
6 Grant T. Kien . . . . . . Yes Yes No 
7 Pete Tomera . . . . . . . . No No No 
8 Alan R. Wasner. . . . . . . . . Yes Yes No 
9 Kenneth Nelson. . . . . . Yes Yes No 

10 Rov G. Jones. . . Yes Yes No 
11 Lance McCold. . . No No No 
12 The Wilderness Society. . . Yes Yes Yes 
13 Nevada Grazing Board No. 1. . . . Yes Yes No 
14 Dean Rhodes . . . . . . . . No No No 
15 USDI, Geological Survey . . . Yes No No 
16 Wells Rural Electric Comoany. . No No No 
17 Jiggs Conservation District . No No No 
18 John Swanson. . . . . . . . . . . Yes Yes Yes 
19 Elko Countv Conservation Association. Yes Yes No 
20 NV State Office of Community Services Yes Yes Yes 
21 Elko County Recreation Board. . . No No No 
22 Sierra Club . . . . . . . . . . . Yes Yes Yes 
23 Minerals Exoloration Coalition. . . Yes Yes Yes 
24 Wildlife Management Institute . . Yes Yes No 
25 Amoco Productions Company . . . No No No 
26 Environmental Protection Agencv . Yes Yes Yes 
27 Exxon Company, USA. . . . . . . . . Yes Yes No 
28 USDI, Fish and Wildlife Service . . . Yes No No 
29 USDI, Bureau of Indian Affairs. . Yes Yes No 

Hearing Testimonv 

1-2 Nevada Grazing Board No. 1. No No No 
1-2 Freeoort McMoRan Company. . No No No 
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Comment Letter 1 

@ ' 
-

. 

Nemcr-andu11 

United States Depanment of the Interior 
BUREAU OF MINES 

WUTlR:'11 FIEL O o,u.A no~s C[:'\ITE.R 
( \~T 1i:i0 !RO A\[:r,,l.i[ 

SPOKA."t[, 'IIIASIU:i-GTON '!1920:Z 

August 2t, l985 

Ta: Otstrlct llan•ger, Elka Otstr1ct Off Ice, Bureau of t•nd Management, 
Elka, Nevada 

Fr011: Supervisor, lltnera h Involvement Sect ton, Branch of Engtneerl ng 
Stud 1 es 

Subject: Ora ft Elko Rnource llanagement Plan and Env1 ronmenta 1 l11p•ct 
Statement 

The report 1dequately and clearly usesses the 11tner1l tssuu tn the dtstrtct 
except for one question. Wt 11 there be special occe" restrict tons or spechl 
stlpulattons and requtrements for ■lne operating per11its tn areas where other 
resources receive pr1or1ty conslderatton, although 11lnlng clat11s can legally 
be staked? Experience has shown that management pr.ctlce affecting access or 
requlrtng special sttpulattons In the mine permlU tends to tnhtb1t 01inerals 
act h1t 1 es. Somet I mes these restrict tons bec0ffle so burdensome as to tend to 
preclude mtne development. 

An example of thts questton 11l9ht be 1pplled under Altornathe A to the areas 
within one-half •11e of the htgh water 11ne .round Wfhon, Zunlno/Jlggs, and 
Wtldhorse Reservotrs and the rtm-to-rt11 portton of the South Fork of the 
Owyhee Rher area. Will there be access restrictions for alneral exploratton 
or development on locatable 11tnerals? Wtll there be spechl stlpulattons on 
111 ne de•e 1 opment attached to ~1ne per111t s In these areas, or wtl 1 there be 
only standard st1pulat1ons as elsewhere tn the dtstrtct? 

These questtons could be addressed and clar1fted In rhapter 4 under the 
c.onsequences of each al ternat 1 ve. As the- draft no• appears. the reader 
.iust assume no access restr1ct~ons on explor,tton or 111ntng •nd no special 
requ 1 rements wtl 1 be 1 ncorporated 1 n ,al ne operat t ng permits 1f the area ts 
legally a.allable to clah1 staking. Clirtttcatton ts needed. 

Comment Letter 1 

You ,olght be tnterest•d tn how the Forest Sentce hu addressed these 
qu01tlons 1n their land plans. They h .. e divided their land tnto four 
categories, depending on degree of restrlctton. An example copy fr0111 ttie 
Beaverhead National Forest of their four categories Is enclosed. 

Enclosure 



Comment Letter 1 

Categorf I 

~·:t~~;:::,,~:/:;:~::d ~•or ,..itl,diav.Jl lrm1 m1n~r,1L c-ntry. 

2. \,,1dd .Jnd •c,rn~c r,,..,..r, 

l. Sttes for rac ti 1t 1es 
4 . H11tor1c and cvltural suc-s 
1. Dir.,eloped recreation ,,cc-,. 

5t•t'1Jt!I ot ,u:ecut '"" ocder:11 r'fqu 1r,r sprc 1f1c protect 1on or 
■ 1 t ll•t 10n measures, 

1. Propose-d "l ldernes, au·.:11. 
2 . Congr•ssaonaily r,andated v1 ldf'rnes, stud7 are-•• · 
), A.Alf. ll futther Pl.1nn1n, auu. 
4. H,E Spt'C I u. 
S._fto•d..!.!!! . {Typie I) displl!!lHd rtcnat1on uu1, 
6. Cuolt1-1rally 11gnd1c.ant areas. 

Category C Sp•c11I cond111on1 "•ist J,n,lands vhich tf'qutrlf specul 
lf'At.t' Sl 1pul.at aona o, pl.1~r C'J><'rat 10n cond 11 aoru. 

J. I 1g ga11rt v1ntf'r rangf'. 
2 . Elk calving area. 
). Rap.arun area. 

Standard lf'ast- st1pulat1on1 and plan or operation con.dition!,. 
•pply. 

I. T 1.,be-r product 10n 1re1a. 
2. Ea,attng ■ lDeral proce11.1ing areaac. 

Comment Letter 2 

lureau Of JAM Mllnegeaent 
n~o- Dt otrlot O!'riae 
ATT!h: 1MP T••• Leader ,., "°" e,1 
!lko, llonda 89801 

Dear D1•'4ri01. Manager• 

2921 R "rd 9t.N1et. 
L11htllouoe Po1nt, Pl.orido ,5064 
Auguot 27, *' 

Regarding tho Elko WUdem .. , foobnioal Ropo-r<,, 1: •uno.n tho ute~lbhaont of fOl>r 
wildornou arH• ( llcYgh HUto, lll.ttlo F.u11bolt Rl:Nr, C.dor ll1di•• •ml Rod 8pr1Jl&)• 
Th• entire vilderneae atudy ••o•• ehould be de1ign•t•d wild•rn•••• The area ■ are 
l■portaot tcf )EndhUl or11ne., 'bald and golden eagle ■., mulf' deer., and n.rioua turb11rert1. 

n 11 important that the!I •N•• be pN ■e"•d •• 111llderne11 tor their prlm1t1n., 
•o•nia., reore-ation.el., and wildlife velu••• Thank. you tor \hie opportunity ta, 
eo-•nt. 

Sinoare-11',. 

Reed Sectord. 
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Comment Letter 3 

7 

Sien-a Pacific Po\1\/er Co1T1pany 

CUTIFIED Woll 
RETURN RECEIPT RCOUESTED 

Mr. Rodney llarrh 
Dis trtct M1n19er 
Bureau of Lind lla••-ftt 
P. 0 . Bo• 8]1 
EUo, Nn1d1 89801 

Dear Mr. H,i..,.h: 

-'"C• L. ■ '1'11110111 , PI:. 

V.ce Pr•1o10•.,1·l""i1'"'"""'9 

Sept.,.ber 4, 198S 

We hue reuhed 1nd re,le...,d the Dnft Elko R .. ource Area Resource 
llanogement Phn ( Rl1I') 1nd Enwt ronmenta I llll!)act Statement. Our rev tew 
wu keyed an utl 1 tty corridor des t9na lion 1nd w!l derness reconnenda tlons, 
as .,..11 11 other pl1n contents with potential to 1"'!>act energy de,olop..,nt 
and tr1ns•tss ton. lie rea I tze th1t fonau lat Ion of sound land ~•nage,.,n t 
phns bf!c"""'s "'°" u...,llcated as the nnge of Issues and numbers of 
interest group1 i"cre1se. Shrra P1ctfic 111d:es eYery effort to N;ntatn 
1n objective ind ritason1b1e stance on hnd use issues. 

froa the I t1ndpotnt of a.en 11 equtty in resource I 11 ocat 1 on. Sterr• 
Paclft c concurs with Alttni• t t •e O. the oreferred • lterna the of the 
Rl'.P. The ten ,..jor ts sues 1 dent tf led and ••• luated, 1 nc lud 1 ng land tenure, 
corrt dors, and wtl derneu, are handled logtca 11 y and cons i, tent 1 y. Slerr• 
Pulftc Is parttcuhrly pleased with the t>tel lent treat...,nt given the 
utl I tty corrtdor ts sue, and "" cons Ider the Elko Rtll' a mode 1 document 
tn thh regard. I hop• you, the planntnq tu11 leader, and all of the 
parttctpatlng staff wll 1 accept our conqratuhttons for a Job well done. 

Pleau let us tnow "henewer we , .. y bf! of assistance. 

JlB/Jl/ra 

cc: BlM Stlte Director 
Southern C1 I Horn ta [dtson Co. 

i,,.o. •01 ....... NO. till'UDA IHH. TlUJtMONI fU1Jff -41U2 

Fl Ji a 

Comment Letter 4 

a 1 I 

United States Department of the Interior 
NIITIONIIL PAil!: SEIi.ViCE 

L1619 (llR-RPE) 

Octobu 10, 1985 

Memor•odum 

WESTERN REGION 
◄ ,o COLDEN CAT! AVf:NUl . lOX HOH 

5AM fkANCISCO . C.,..UfOflNIA "410:Z 

To: District K.anager, 'Bureau of Land Man ■geae.nt, Ellt.o, Me.vada 
Attention: RMP Te .. Leader 

from: Reglooal Director, Western lte.gion 

Su.bj ect: Oraf t Elko Re ■ourc.e. Management Plan and Envlronae.nt ■l l•p•ct Statement 
(DES-85/37) 

ID accordance vith your State Director' ■ Memorandum of August 7, 198.S, ve have 
the foll°"'ing comment ■ relatiug co the tl'eat■e:at of cultural re ■ources in the 
aubject Plan and DEIS. 

1. The Draft Management Plan and DEIS do not adequately addl'e ■■ cultural 
resources in that: 

(a) The initial chapter to the doc:U111ent, " Summary of Management 
Actions" (Pages S-1 through S-9), fall• to include cultural 
re.aources as a management activity. 

(b) Cultural re-sources ~re not cite,d to the Reference• ■ection 

of the volume. At a 111int1D\.11111, the Nevada Stau Plan for 
cu.ltural resource ■ should be referepced. 

(c) The appendices include, tabular and other data on recreation, 
l tvestock/g,raz tng/rantte issues, ecologh:al/biological c.oacernl, 
and minerals. etc.• however, nothing 11 included on cultural 
resources. 

(d) The Hanage--ment Plan and DEIS evaluate the consequences and a.all 
recommendations for all five (S) proposed alte-mattvu1 under 
considerat ton. Cultural Resource ■ are not discussed in aay of 
the altern.ativea. 

2. While Pap:e 2-36 addresses compliance procedure• and notes that a 1980 
Progrannatic:. He.morandu.m of Understanding exi ■ta betveen the lure ■u of 
Land HaDagement and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation. 
the Overview of cultural resources pret1ented on Page J-27 1 ■ auperficial 
when compared to other aiJnif leant natural re ■our-ces and coacerna the 
Bureau must consider. As n:ample:1: 

. 21 7 z II pt ' .• -



Comment Letter 4 

(a) The Overview should include a summary of the prehisto-ric and 
historic sites including inventories conducted to datej. a 
break.do'Wll of the number and types of sites already identified 
in previous surveys; the number and types of sites already 
detenllined eligible or potentially eligible for nomination 
co c.he National Reghter of H.1.storic Place,~ and potential 
impacts to National Register or eligible: properties. 

(b) Xaoag,emenc options. benefits and potentially adveTH: iapacts 
to cultural resources should be discussed fo!C' each. al ternat lve 
presented. 

(c) The cultural resour-ces portion of the Management Plan should 
provide a uc-ies of projected (5-year) m.anagemenc. directive/ 
obj,ectives/alternac.ives liri.th ■ discussion of h..,w each dic-ective 
vill be implemented. These dic-ectives ahould be evaluated on 
au annual ~sis and revised a:1 needed. The directives and 
objective• should Ge articulated vith the overall Nevada State 
Histoc-ic. Pc-eservation Plaa. 

). The Plaa. and DEIS do not address Native Amertcaa iaaue1. cooc.erns, or any 
coordinatioa with 1uch groups. 

We appreciate the opportunity to re.view and c0a11mt upon thi• draft Resource 
~na.gement Plan and DEIS, 

cc: 
~at ioaal Regl:1t.er Programs - 1AS 
WASO (762) 

Comment Letter 6 
3.32. ~ro .. ':l c,.,..,.~," Pt<"""'f 
£ fl(o, Neva,1.a.. fl'f.fr>[ 

Qc r. 2. i, , q iS 

1k"l- E!Ko U,5T.,.,"c..T (}J./rif)·=-···------- ------ -- -··-·-
------------------------- ---- ---------------- - ·-
__ _f_~_z_ 



Comment Letter 6 Comment Letter 8 

Dear Folks: 

I am writing in responlii~ to the Draft Elko Resource Are.i Man.ii.ament 
Plan. 

I very much support Alternative C. 

I would really 11~e tci •see thP. Little Humboldt River WSA become i 
Wilderness Area. "This 1 s a unique area where I once spent mo~t ... ~ 
summer. 

Also, I would really like to see the Hough Hills WSA became a 
Wilderness Area. This area at the headwaters of the Bruneau River ts 
one of my favorite places in Elko County. 1•d really like to see it 
set aside. 

Both these areas are, in my opinion, good "muSeum pieces." of a 
landscape that we 5hould set aside in its natural state. WQ have 
plenty of roads in Elko County, and it would be a good idea to protect 
AJ \EAST these two areas from further development. I would lika to 
see all 66,7~4 acres beome Wilderness. 

! waulci also Li~e to see as part of the final plan more protected 
watershed areas, ie.: fenced springs and riparian habitats not only 
with a mind to wildlife but also to people who need potable water. I 
would like to see set quantities and acreage goals for this as opposed 
to vague statements ~uch as, ''improve riparian area quality by Jax~. 

I did not see much mention of watershed management in this document. 
In the driest state in the nation I would think that watershed 
management would be much more of an issue, and 1 do not understand why 
it was not addressed more fully. 

5/f'j':rel? tJ~ 
~ Wasner 
798 5th St. 
Elko, NV 89801 

11-7-ts' 
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., ..... ~-
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

C,U!FORNIA ."J.;E\ ' ADA llGION 

7 November, 1985 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
Distr1ct Manager 
Elko District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

The Wilderness Society appreciates the opportunity to 
convnent on the Draft Resource Management Plan IRMPI and 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement IDEISI for the lands 
encompassing the Elko Planning Area. 

The Wilderness Society is a major national conservation , 
organ1zation devoting resources to the preservation and wise 
management of our nation's public lands. Our current 
nat1onal membership of 145,000 individuals includes 500 
members who call Nevada their home state, 

we strongly object to the selection of Alternative Das the 
Preferred Alternative. In it's current form, the Preferred 
Alternative would designate only l percent of the entire 
planning area as wilderness, open 98 percent of the planning 
area to Off Road Vehicle CORVI use, and 82 percent to 
unrestricted minerals development. Furthermore. management 
d!rection proposed 1n the RMP for wildlife and riparian 
habitat 1s skewed in favor of increased grazing and mineral 
exploration/development. 

Following is a section by section discussion of our 
criticisms of the selection of Alternative Das the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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12-21 

12-al 
12-41 

12-sl 

' 

Inadequate Wilderness Recorrrn~ndat1ons 

~ou9h Hills 

The SLM is to be complimented for the reco,m,endation to 
designate the entire Rough Hill WSA as wilderness . The 
area offers outstanding opportunity for sol1tude or 
0r1mit1ve and unconfined recreation. The area is key mule 
deer IOdocoileus hemionusJ swrmer range, and is populated 
by a var1ety of upland game birds: blue grouse 
IDendropagusJ, ruffed grouse (Bonasal, chukar (~lectorist, 
and sage grouse tCent.rocerc •JsJ. Ripar1.an hab1.tat.s along 
the Bruneau River and Copper Creek sustain furbearers such 
as marten (Mart~s>. beaver tcastor), r1.ver otter 1Lutra), 
and muskrat IOndatraJ. These and many other wildland 
dependent res~in the area would be protected through 
wilderness designation. We support the Bl.M's recOJm>endation 
for Rough Hills. 

on the other hand, The Wilderness Society disagrees with 
the BLM's wilderness recorrmendations for the ether study 
areas addressed in the Draft RMP. It appears that the SLM 
has decided against proposing an area for wilderness when 
any possibility for resource conflict exists. 

Little Humboldt River 

Of 42,21) acres studied, the BLM is recorrmending 29,775 
acres for w1lderness and 12,438 acres for non-w1lderness. 
Acreage in the north and northwest should oe included in the 
proposed wilderness to protect additional year round deer 
range. This acreage 1s unfavorable for minerals, and ,should 
be included to provide a more natural boundary for the area. 

Cedar Ridge and Red Spring 

Both the 10,009 acre Cedar Ridge WSA and the 7.847 acre Red 
Spring ws~ are well timbered, provide valuable year round 
deer range, offer important winter cover for sage grouse, 
and are important to migrating captors including the bald 
eagle (Leucoceohalus). Ho wilderness is recommended in 
either area, rather, both of the entire areas will be opened 
eo intensive corrmodity development. ORV use, fuelwood 
cutting, minerals development, and oil and gas leasing are 
proJected to seriously degrade the current condition of both 
areas. 

In swrrnary, the BLM 1.s proposing wilderness designation for 
)6,460 acres, only l percent of the entire planning area. 
Conversely, 99 percent of the planning area would be open to 
developmental activities during all or part of the year. 
The Wilderness Society disagrees with this management 
proposal, and requests further wilderness recormiendations 
De considered. 

3 11111 
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RESOURCE MANAGE!·l~!'IT DI ;lECT!OII 

The Wilderness Society has several very serious concerns 
regarding management direct.ions proposed 1n the Preferred 
Alter~at.1ve. Our greatest concern involves che effects of 
resource manaqemenc act.1vit1es on the diversity and status 
of wildlife populations. 

Rinar1an1Aauat.ic Habitats 

Our initial concern involves the ObJect1ves for specific 
:nanagement issues arrayed 1n the "Alt.ernat.1ves' 1 sect.ion . On 
?age 2-lB in the Preferred Alternative~ t.ne Ob)eCtlVe for 
Issue •7: Wildlife Habitat reads "Conserve and enhance 
terrestrial and aquatic w1ldl1fe hab1tat. 11

• Riparian 
ha01tats are glaringly 3bsent. from the ob1ecc111e. 
Alternat1ve 1 s A, C and E all include rlpar1an haoicats for 
protective management., yet the Preferred Alternative does 
not. 

Approximately l2,000 acres of riparian habitat occur within 
the Elko Resource Area IRA). About &,000 of these acres are 
presently 1n poor or fair =ondition. Of 73 inventor1ed 
streams t585 rn1les1 66 percent are 1n poor condition and 27 
percent are in fair condition, and only 1 percent are in 
good condition. More than l00 wildlife species are Known to 
occur within the Resource Area, approximately 140 of which 
~re directly dependent on riparian habitat or use lt. mare 
than any otner habitat IDraft RMI' l-9). The discussion on 
the value cf riparian habita~s goes on to state that ~he 
s1ng le most dest ructive force ~o r1par1an habitats 1s 
trampling by livestock. Additional supporting l anguage for 
this can be found in the Draft RMP on page J-11, " .. . i n most 
cases. livest ock grazing was primar1ly responsible f ar 
producing and ma1nca1n1ng deter iorated aquat1c1r1par1an 
habitat cond1.t1ons". Despite cn1s , the Preferred 
~lternac1ve proposes to increase grazing opportun1t1es by 30 
percent , limit livestock fencing , and exclude mic1gacion 
language for road cons~ruccion. 

Clearly the effects of these practices would be to further 
degrade che already fair co poor conditions of riparian 
habitats and severeiy impact wildlife. The Wilderness 
Society urges the assurance of proceccion for riparian 
habitats 1n the final recammendat1on. 

~1neral Restr1ct1ons 

The Draft RMP does propose seasonal restrictions on 
rnineral-leasinq actlVlt.1es to protect wildlife species 
during sens1c1ve c1mes of che year ·. The Preferred 
Aiternac1ve proposes seasonal restr1cc1ons co protect sage 
grouse brood rearing grounds, and pronghorn tAntilocaora1 
year round range, however l1m1ts restrictions on mui e deer 
range ~o winter range . 

Response Letter 12 

12-1 The areas under analysis in this docuemnt were selected following 
evaluation of the wilderness inventory. Percentages wer e not a criteria 
for selecting lands for furth er wilderness study. 

12-2 BLM recommendations as to which lands are suit ~ble for wilderness 
designation by Congress result from evaluation of many factors under the 
Wilderness Study Policy. The four areas analyzed in this document all 
contain resource conflicts to varing degrees. 

12-3 Reco1D111endations result from analysis of which areas are suitable for 
wilderness classification. While wildlife values can enhance a 
wilderness, the presence or absence of wildlife values is not an 
essential criteria in determining which areas have outstanding 
naturalness, solitude, and primitive values; wilderness. 

12-4 Boundaries on the north and northwest were selected as a result of 
evaluation of boundaries which would be manageable over the long-term, 
not as a result of mineral conflicts or naturalness. 

12-5 See response 12-1. 

12-6 We recognize wildlife resources and their value, however, this is not one 
of the wilderness characteristics in determining which areas to 
recommend as suitable or nonsuitable for wilderness to the Congress. See 
Chapter 1, alternatives considered but dropped from further analysis. 

12-7 See responses 12-3 and 12-6 for discussion on wildlife values. This 
document does analyse recreation impacts. 
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C t 

We must admit to some confusion regarding the potential 
impacts of No Surface Occupancy tNSOt requirements on 
mineral exploration. On page 4-33, in the Preferred 
Alternative, the RHP states that NSO requirements are the 
same as 1n Alterna t ive C, the 11all wilderness .. alternative. 
In the Prefer r ed Alternat i ve the impacts associated with 
these NSO requ i rements and seasonal restrictions are 
pred1.cted to be "adverse, but not s i gnificant"' , 
yet on page 4-26 the RHP states that NSO requirements in 
~lternative c !identical to those in Alternative DI would 
have an "adverse .. 1.mpact. 

QUESTIONS/SUGGESTIONS 

In conclusion , The Wilderness Society has the foilow1ng 
questions and suqgest1ons to t>e considered in the 
development of a Fi nal Resource Management Plan. 

1 . 1 Expano wilderness reconwnendations to include lands 
valuable to wildlife and recreation in Little Humboldt 
River, Cedar Ridge , and Red Spring. 

2.1 Include riparian habitat protection in management 
issue obJectives for wildlife habitat, 

).I Impro ve NSO language by including firm language 
regarding tne requirement of NSO stipulations. 
example, replace "may require" with "will require" 

4 . ) Are there differences between the NSO requirements 
of Alternative C and D? 

~-l Clarify the contradiction in projected impacts of NSO 
and ' seasona l requirements on minerals development •as 
discussed above~ 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Elko 
~esource Ar~a Resouce Management Pian and Envirorunental 
lmpact S~&~ement. 

Sincerely . 

~a,:~/4.,y~ ht"ft~u L . Hedge 
Regional Director: California-Nevada 

Fi 7 r 
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Nevada Grazing Board of District #1 

Post Office Box 52 
Ell<o, Ne.-ada 89801 

(702) 738-S716 

Sover:?ber 11, l llie'i 

~r . ~odney H.11"1"is, :list rtcc ~ana1iter 
Sut"eau nf L-'lnd : tana ,zeoent 
Elk.'.) :list rice 
P.O . 8<Jx SH 
Hkn. ~evada Bq801 

Dear ~k .. Harris: 

Enclosed are our coc-.nencs un the dr .1~t £lko ~esource .\rea 
g.esour..:e '.1.ana~e!t.ent ?lan and Envlron::.encal (o~act Scat.etnent. 

Ple31se consider c.he!'le co~nts thorou~hly 'When you an pref1arin~ 
the final alc:ernacive. 

Sincerely. 

?.oy Younf., Chaln:i.:tn 
'ClY/s a 
Enc lo sure 

Comment Letter 13 

'.lt.'/,...L•1>11 1.J~,.:.LJlh3 E:·:.:,..;FO OF lil ·jlt-c·tCI 11-1 
COMMEtHS ON WELLS rttSOCfLC. .::.rs.A ~•f.il-\Fl ~l:.S'-,;IJF,,CE Mt-1Ur1GE.NEr1r F-LNJ 

..... o Er1vJr;0,111er11..:.L iMf'~CI 5T••TEMEM1 
bv L~ster ~. Mc+~n;ie 

GENER"'- COMMENI 

This 01.iin rcOt? 1'r5 r. o b• ._..,,._t:.1 ·, ,,np, O"i:"d, ... n<t?n como..-rta-d t. o tne 
docum~nt EcLM pr-wp.ired fo, · the1r w._.l ls f.esource .... re.t.. 

1h'cl or-eu•r-ers o• t.h1-. docu1111ent dld •.Jse 50 111• 0 •.1e;t:1l.ln~o1e 
p,·oce,J 1...,-e• t.o d~-..relcioe 111nd •o•l..,·;;:@ tne t>.as1c d,a,tr . use"3 1n tho 

f.t.lr- ,n•.11 c11t1on Ot the ~•r La...ia •l tliH"n..it.1 4•e5,. The pub I l c.it;, Oil ot lht s 
.:1-'l ... ,-s llfll'at11 ... d1nq •nd :ihould De lftOdltli!'d er a iil .... t o?oTlent 
dESCr"lb1nq ,t·• tn<ilCCUr"illCIVS aMould t>e orotn,nctotl .... dl~pl.a.ed Ln 

the +~n•l r~cort. 

No un►••rr~nttll'tJ .idverse e+-,.e-:.t. Of"I oer1n1t.tees "!ih0\.1Jd o,:c.ur at t:cLM 
continues to follow the pol1cv reQu1r1no 11 ·.~sto-::J.- •.>;e 
ad tustment'li to be b•'i-ti!'d upon 1nt-or (n•t.;.on develop~d t-. l1f'" 1:>\..l•1 h 

re•l1st1c •nc:I etftlct1ve mon1tor1nq prooram. 

P-•o• 4-l. lntroch.1ct1oci tEn.,1ron111entol CCon5eauenCi:'51 
1st 6tU1t.ance- · Hus sect a on orest;;nl!i tt1" s.:.1~nt1 fac •ncJ C'ln•l v t1.c 
b•sa • for CCllftll•r 1 'SO'l of th,e •i t2rno1t, ""es .,1nLJ se\ '<let 1. on •Jf t-ne 
r-~sourca ,R..,noilOll!••ent pl •n. · 

P~qe --2. A'lisumotions for kn•l.,w1s 
,.::.-s.su,ripl1on ~- · ~•sel1ne d,i,t~ .,c,.. ·~•o"t•tian cond1 t1on •nel trs:ind 
•nd , other o•r•meter& 1~ the best •va1l•bl~ ••••••• · 

The d.tt.a on cond1t1on •nd trend m•v be the " be=ot ~..,~1lor1ble · hut 
lt is Nor •uequate -,o,- co~o•rtng •ltern•t1~95 on~ •~c1cntif1c 

~nd •n•lvt1c~ b•••• •• st,ted on c•ge 4-1. The d1scuss1an in th~ 
ne::t three sect a one of tt1ts report •re an tended to supoo, · t th1.., 
st..,tement. 

CCJNOll ION ANO TREND SUWEY ANO ANAL ,sis 

fhd' q~••t•st proble• walh the •coroach us~d td obt•1n r•nae 
condat1on •nd trlind d•t• used \fl tt°'1s r,,t1F-..-E]S was th.it the t:e.Ma 
con duct,nq the survev ..:.ould not po!is1blv ev~lu-te ,.,11 of the 
•I Jotir,enL-. Ln the Fu1sourc.., f'W'e• wtth the ffiiiinuoiloler ..,,ld t 11T,e 
,il'V.lelloilbld'. To •U!'el th• de~dl1ne-.. C0 1Rpr o11111sea WE,or'"e •TuHJ& CJfl two 
¥erv import.ant poantsa 
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N-1 GF<HZING EtOAAD C.omments on dr•fl Ell .o R.A. fit1P/EIS 

Condi t10-n •nd trvnd on · 11• •nd •c• •l Jot•wnt• were est.1« ,~t•d 1n 
the off l CRI "'"d 

,:.;:, i1eJd 11,o,1or, on the ·1• •llot""•nts w•• l1111Juted lo occ•s1oooill 
wr1te-uos o♦ veo•♦-•tn,e cond1t1on A'ld t.,.end or♦ the •,11_1or 5tt~s 
included 1n ltie m..,po1n9 1..m1t de•c,.1ot.1on• 'for thl!f •r&a. beJog 
s.urveved. ltle res1..•lt1n9 •1.li1P111t•• w•r• then .,:tr•pol•ted to '-' 
~uch l•rqer .ilre•. usu•llv 1nclud1no •11 of lh• p•rttcul•~ ~a0O1ng 
1..1n1t del1ne~t1on in which the wrtl•-u" w•s flhJde, SOfr1P.t111111•s 
1nclud11lQ th• .,.,ft!e r,illnD~ 1,1t• found 1n •not.her ~•op1n9 unit or 
del1n111c1t.1on. •nd •otn•l•tn~• to ., •• ,.. ... ,...•nv •1l•• ♦ rt.>fft the 
or191n~l wr1le-up. A~o~re1'1tly no •tt•~ot w•• ••d• to d~J1ne•t• 
v.arv1nc;, •culo91c •t•tu• w1th1n th .. bound•,.1•• ot A f"•m;1• ••te or 
1k.ippJ nc;:1 unit.. even thouoh •1 ant fl c•nt dl i twrenc•• do occur •n lhi r, 
reJ illttvelv short d1st•r1ces ♦ r-01111 som• o♦ the ...-at11-up loc.•t•on•. 

lhe ,esult. o ♦ these c0ntpro•1•e• 1• • verv unrel1~bl• set o♦ d-t• 
for tho5e •I) ot"'ents where the •ur , • ._. w..a• condl.'Ctu·d •nd 
ootent1•llv wor~e lh•n unr•Ji•bl• where cond1t1on -nd lr~nd wer• 
esl111n,1:te d . 

On t.he ~I' •I )otments. tl.Do,ia.renl trend .,. •• dc--ter•J.ne~ 111or-e o•· 19'1:S 

1u •ccord.ince Htlh the ou1d•l1nec cont.••n•d 1n the tWv•cJ• 
f.•nov)and 11on,tor1ng H•ndbooa. lJn the ·c· •rid "P1. ,llo•.me,,t,!.. 
,1100.arent tr end we1s est 1 "'.tt ed 1" th• ot f I c• bv th• a,1:,nw fol I • ""'"'c, 
est _1n,o1t~d the e..:olou1c •l•lus. 

ll1~ dvter-l'tl1n•l1on o♦ •0o•re11t t, end reou1re• • .,..,.,.,.1 •ub 1ect1 .,. 
_iudoe,nents tc b• llf'iilOe. t1":.J"St o+ th• ovoc.l• ill•s19ned to r'""9" 
sur ·.,• ·•· 0•rt1c-s. do nut hr"R th"" 1tMD9r1e11ce r,ec.•• ••rv to •llow th~• 
to moill • the5e Jt.•da1P-,.,ents. ~o".irent lr•nd 1s • on•-ao1nt-•n-t1"'• 
i:Jbser vi.1l1or1~ t tur •c....cur-,..1,.v o+ wlo ch d•penda on we~thvr" cono1 t I or.•. 
currf!'nt ve.-r·• u•e or nor1-use bv l1v-•'litOC.t •nd1or w,ldl1+E-~ 
1•••11="cl 1,1-f'&"'lit•l1ons.. per 5on,ii,) ba•-.. •"•d · other +•ctors. l:.ven wn•n 
h1 ohl v •)'.09r 1 encvd peool e llh•t·v lhe dete,.-'11n•t1 "'1 in the f, •lo! 
the 1nfor111c1t,or, provided J'io unr~l••bl• •nd 1• na•rlv u!iel••• 11, J/o 

de>CJSIDl'l "'#I 1na proc.es• or 1n .n •n•lvs1s o ♦ •)t..-n...,t1•-,e!i~ lh"!!' 
tr-~nd O\.•e1ost1,,.•t•• on 'M" •nd •c~ c•t~or-v •lJot..,.nt• •r-• turth.-r
♦ J~wed bv b•1nq ••~• 1n the ott1ce. 

lhe ne ~:t ~leD 1n the •n•l -''SlS of th• r•na• •urve'lf d•t• w•,; tt1'!

pr~dict1on ot th• •cre.aoe'!io ot "•r-•ou• s4E:'ri!J sl•QIVS tt,i'lt ""CM.•ld 
ev-P.nl•.1#1).., r-esu)l 'fro.,., the •Pol1c1itaon of e,11ch o4 th• f1v• 
.-1 tPrn•t, ..... ,. an v•ch a-I I otn••nl . lh1 • w•• •noth•r Ol.•ess 11,9 O-'cne 
becoi', .. ,-.e there 1s. i'b•olutelv NO docu11t11ent•l10f"\ •v•• l•bl• lo st,o"" 
wh•l ch•r•i;a'l:l'S 1n ecoloa1coi11I condition c•n b• •~:pvct&-d on th.- r-,..11q.P 

7 Pi 9 1 a t I 71 er b , . ea rs 
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~1-1 G~IHZ um f:cO.Z.FD Com111ents on dr.a.ft Elko Fo: ...... F-1:P,EIS 

»lt'l..!'S 1n EtJ ~o Count ·.,. f4ev•d• .. ._ • result oi- .appl ,dna .dlern..11t . 1v~"i 
" b · • ·r.:.· • · o · Of" ' E.' ilP5 deioCr"Lb~tj 1r, thlti dOC '--'" •..tnt. l f ,· eal1&tlC. 

,, ,. 1 ,;. :oured tr 2nd drt a h•l'.J t,~ ~ n .,,. . ., ._, ..,b 1 -:i. r & •s onil b le uro 1<:r•: • ~ on'5> 

,n l o t'lt h 111..,e b ee n "'•de f •~r ., l t er11 Jt 1 v e " • b •Jt «?-, en t. t u ·; l s 
•JO•~tJ t-r u l bll=!C.i USia- o• t.h e • rt 1f 1c1 a l con ;;;tr ,i:J.Ht s .iiODll q,_1 1n th~ 

'-'1 •n. 
; he- 11e:i. t 'lot ec w .as the? ,:,o ri.•, er !i 1 on 01' th e r ,;.1 i•J 'I:' cond 1 t • Cf"I 
LO,.Ot'",'llill t.l Cf\ l o c .;r- , ·· ,tlOQ C .,.0 .Cl t L t!' 'S 'loll t.t1e ... ,Jf l ii, .. . ,,,,, 1 .. ble u n ciar 

eiC.h •lt-arnc,r , t ,e c o ul d b e 0 f"'l'."'1 L •.:te•.3. 3LS ~ co lOCLC.l'i ~ , i.a o.Jl..l li.l£1>S 

c=:-nt~ 1 n est11 T11111li:!S o f th e t o t.•l poteut1~l •r,nu,.J11i a1r--,j ,-y 
L1rodu c: tJ.Qrl u ♦ '?-ilCh r. n qlir s a te t,~r ♦ • .1or,c,bl-t "'"no uu-i•-.·o,.-•bl~ 
.-eC"r-s . C,n sit.es wh e re oro <1uct1on L S or11,1.arll-. •f••d e u o •:.• 

o,.l,t,;,ble so e-c,c':it, ~ re .. sur,.-b l 'li! ,c11st1 m.;,t .,, Of' .:.ut1s,scr& c•n be 1n.-dc 
using these q1.•1d~l1nvs . Tt,e o~mcers qe~ re~•~~ wild when• n1oh 
;:i,.:r-::.1Ent.,;i1.J~ o f u·,e ...-e ,Je t•t.100 ls ioC1"-"..:1e~ with .ii lo"'' ti-:i1l.it&11t1l1t~. 
boec,..us~ ot t r, 1:: ;dJutiotmeutg; ,..00L1vd Ln an e•f,;:irt •.c .. ccount tor 
d1• ♦ ~renc~~ 1n c~t-t~b1l1t~ oillnd us~~o1l1tv. 

The ~0~01n~t1on of unrai1~Dl~ d~~•· ~n~l-.~e•l bv ~ntested 
orocedt. 1r e,. •..1s1no ~rb1tr'11r Liv :»a1eCt.9d f•ct.Jr• •nd aonor 1n\l ••Jl'f\..f 

obv10•-1s coos1,Jer1itt1ons 1s bo'-.Jr,d t'-3 res•-•lt ,n qu\?st1on.-c.lP. 

,;,ns~e, s. 

.:On ~::s,moie. 1.1s1nQ d..rit• Train tht.., docu,nent: 
M-:10 re.,..~renc~ · ;""lu..r,ber 4 1;, • · C · c•teqor"V" •• Lot.ner,t, rhe 

~stt•n~tor s ~~1d 3. 4 Z: acre& ~• the ~LM loi11nd _,..~ Ln l•t~ s•r~1· 
e,::oloQLC.al st.•tufi. •nd l.~•.il ,1cres. •re it1lSiiCell•neo1..11i-. rna
~st1matora •lso s•10 the trend 1s downw•rO~ 

Wh~n tne or e d1ct.&r'- aat done running thl."S throuah the vilrto•.u: 
fr;..rmu1 .as ~nd .iopl ..,,na f•ctor-. •or ..ril tt1r-n-a11t.1 .... a · o•. thev 0r<?d1c 1. e•l 

thdt mon1 tor 1.nQ w1 l l •how the need •or illn Sc:,i~ cut 1n ,;,lJMa. Th-.., 
•l so or~cacted th•t w1 tnout •n._. treoiitment. Jthe-r thlliin the 
,-.;01..,ct1on 1n u5e. tha long-ter ,u r~sul t .... 1 l l be to , 1nor0,..e l5•. 1 

•cres to the potent1•l n4~1ve .1voet~t1on eco,oQIC •t•tus • 

.:. JooJ. .3t the •1loti11ents 1r,.10 in thti" pl•n sho11o11'li the 4.9~4 •cr~'5 ot 
&U·l la.nd to b& ,bout i:,:~ 01' the tot•l .are~ w1th1n the boundilr1e1o 
of th1~ ~llat~ent . ~ look a.t the •lt~rn~t1ve ·o· l~nd tenure 
iidJu,tment ,1\diD 1iha w• the l'Lf1 1-,nd w1th1n th1• ~llot111ent would be 
des1on-te,~ fo r i:11soos.1. 1nd1C,i11.llno th•t no special •·•l ues ho .e 
be~ n 1dent1faed ♦ or these l.inos. 

s~v er- ill Q1..•est1 o ns naed .,;11nswer1nq here1 
11) ~ ow on e~rth d1d thev fLn~ tha 4.9:4 •c,..a~ af ~L~ land lft 

th1s l•rq ,e, t1tll d so tna-. · could determ,n~ tne ecolo~1c:~l c.ond1+.1on 
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so prec1'1ie) ·f-. f..en iember. lhi& w•s. d01 ,e II • the c,++1ce . 

l 2 , Wh ~ t e v ,dence ar1d1c.ate1. ~ downwc1 r d trend of suc.h • -.-119n 1 tu-:te 
i' '!i t.o r e u u1 re c1n Bb~~ cut. wt, ~ n th1 5 -.re# h e'• bven us e d In tt ,e 
o re 5 en t mi" nf"l e r for m.inv v ear s •nd •t L 11 h4111 tt1e , 1r1d11 o+ o1 .tnts 
requ1red to pJ ... c t.- 1l 1n late ~ er • l •t:olo91c•l •t•tua ~· 

\~) Ho w c oul d t~e p rC1)o ~ e d c ut be ~ppl1ed on an •ll o tM? nt where 
» u~h ~ ore o o n d ~r~n ce o f l• nd 1 5 p r 1 v •l•l v owned ? 

l co1,,.1 Jd c::1te other e~:~ moles of aue5tiOJ"\iJibl• •nswwrs obt•1n•d b'i 
this orccecJure. tJut ~oil refrain tro"' d0Jr1 Q so 1n the 1nlltf'R5-l o4 
vou r t1me and dtne. 

WJLDL IFE HAie'! 1,:.1 COf<lil T ION 

toll w1J:dl1 ♦ 1' ha-b1l•t cond1t1c-n surve...,.s. ~wheth~r the ·., i're 
condv~t~d on bJq o•rne uoland hab1l•~s. r10a.r1•n habit~~-. 
conriec.t11:-d with 1otr~•ms. r,c.,,,-c1ouaitac r10i>ra•n !1,11t,1t,at&. or fi•h 
hab1tatsl rate cond1t1on1, ♦ ound on lhe c;,round us1no ,a nu<t,er1c•J 
sc.o, e wh1ct, r~l•ll!s to an 00\1,-uth or 1dee1,l ha.b1tat. .for c- ~C"E!--:1es 

or" aroup o+ s.oec1es.. r.lo tt,,uugt,t 0'" c:onsader.-tion 1s, 91...,en to the 
.;,b1l1t\o' o♦ ltie .,. .... be1no slud1~d to urov1d~ the d~'!l1red •=ind _.,,d 
.;.1110\.int of c.ov ·er or lhe deSl r &d t 1nd •nd •mo1.tnt. o-t 1'00d ·:i," t~ ..... 
dt=-Slr"ed r~t10 of pools to r1 ♦ f!es Of" •n11 o ♦ the other· de~1red 
h.;.b1 loiot. co,1,oof,ent.5- .... J J the ~ur-.·ev does. l'a i'iioSlOn ,11 nu"1-'E:''"1C ,c<)urr-
+ or ~tie comoo11ent. wh I ch 1 s .ldded t c, tt,e v.l) ues · ♦ or the ot.: her 

-=:o•noonE>nl~ 1n ... ·0 J v ed to •r r Ive rt ., toliill scorv •••tu ch ~ .. v s. the 
cc,nd1t1on 1-a goorJ. ••1,.. or po..:,r. Hus •,ethod s,robublv oot.io& ,;, oooc! 
}Ob o• r~t1no ,.,.n·s cunceot o♦ how oc.1t.1d ... c, ... 1· t1c1.1l•r h .. bi t~l 1<J: 
♦ or l•SE' by w1 ld .in11n.:1l s, CY ♦ 1'k>h. Jt t,OE.: HOT pro..,101:- tt-.e 
I U'T or fl•i't l Ol I Of:-E-dl!d lo es. t ""b J I ~h r ~ ,i,) J st IC. O\Ji' I !I 0"' ot., H.<'C t I ,. ~=--f ,·r 
-, hesource H.--.n.;,9'b-•1'1r'r1l Fl•n or for~ Hc1b1l<t1l t1•11--,ui1mient f'l,H1. 

--~•o~ 7-b. W1ld)1i~ H•b1t•l 
lt,, .. 1§:0Cor,tJ C#r ~ori-ot,. ,;.1,d "21i'r1lttf1C:e, uuo+_e,'li, 1111 ,r,., W1c.l 1 .,,..1,,t1-,n• r_,f t.1,""? 
E 11 o U[,QW o ♦, I C'i:' ,;.s. st~~1no lh,il1. the ::,.1 "'e•r lr ~nd ♦ Of" h,iobl lr■ t 

,iltll) LIC.•Pulc<t! Of 1 c, ♦ both d~e• and •nl.-lOL•V ... ~. duwnw.-, u. 

t:-ub f1~1Jt.•l"'·E ~ . Hcc1b1t•":. 5~ctJ<..'fl Chi&• 1n the t,llJ(XtJ 1,t,;,le ot-f1•.:~. 
tol rj 11,e Ui=11t t .~ b£11 ~•l:::'d Ltu.;, , ._._.s.oo the l ·11•b1 l• .l t1·e1 ,u .,._,,,. 

ciowow...,.r·d wc1• be~ .. vs~ be•_ ter r<i!lnae mrn.loe,floent or ~cl I c•!5- .,rt: 
1.:.h c., ·19100 the< ·..-~o:JE'l~t1c,n on d e er h•b1 l,iit'lio t.•~-:1 lo or•"' = dL•11,,1, .. ,tlll't:. 
td •nt com~•-•ni ti ":!5- trollh S:hr!,..!b d<..lffll n,rl-E.>d ol c'lll C0 1l1ffil,U., ll t~'!r .... ,H Ct, 



.. 
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r,.i,wr~ cre .. t.-t.:I ~--- oe~truclL""' ?r .. ::.111,, •r0t .u 1d t••,w, turn ot t h9 
c~,;t:..1rv. 

,-m .,rtLCl\J b ; b.~. :.1t•at-.. ~ubl 1-;he-.J tn t.h.- CJc.:tob .ar ;,,. 1'7&5 ·:0U ,o 
lntlell9"U<ii t, t. 'luatea W1c.t . ~r"'l=h•nt .as. reoort.1na • c.r.:,1'6&..:J.er·ilbl111 ;-,u,•bcr 

•l'f Je~r t111HJS :ill 11 b_..111q •V•I l..t.blu, lhlll!' •rt1cl..- •.l01:1''1. on to ,01,.1•.Jir _~ 

13.or,~"' r._.._,t,"'moto. r11icw•s c111-il''t cf ~.._rt1til. •• 1ot..ilt1nq lhe !itt1ot .t, wt.td• 

..:lti!~r · popul.it1on n,iri5 • 1·c~, 1unc•d • .;(,i ~ 1nc.rw•lio• this Vfl• .•r. 

Tt·,ft'!ie a•..!Ql,1t10n-s l•.-J onv lo blllltt "• ':.hat no cn4il 1s •:•ctl ~ s.vrol'l 
,..r,~t tt1& tr~rilJ 1n auer nur.oer"" ••id h,1ib1t•t con11.J1t1on• J'J. •n d 
th oiit •n-., tri?nd lfttlP-' not be or1••r1lv dt..1e to e ::ce•1:1 · .. ~ l1-..••t.:ic'
cr•=.1nQ. di._ ·.1-.r1ou"S o•s••u•• 1n c.tu-s docu ,nt:tnt. w.:.uiel le•IJ •.15 t.> 
be! 1 vve. 

--F-ii.q,e !,-11. IMQ1,.hiot LC H'lflbJ t•t 
!'h.;;, :,r~ c.o1r... l iit. ailntence 11st• the .-.ctors bel 1 evea t\3 be 
r~~c~n•1Dle •or e x 1st1n~ •ouatJc h•b1t•~ cona1t1ons. G~olo~1c 
ti'l~llt'S. ctt111r .ac:t:1, oT God. t11nd .... 11 al L f• 5f,oui tJ be COOSl ,,e, ltQ 

•me.no the c• L1ses of ' d•te,·1or,1,ted' concht1.on•. The • ~ il,npltoi u, .... en 
u-a b-1 the \Je1atruc.t1 ·.,• rur,otf on the '1l.•i.J.., t1o-.Jnt.JiLtlS • ,.,..w .,~.,.,., 
.a.qo see"' lo h• -.,• bven Tot""Qollen •lrllil'.td" oiS Olllvv lhe r10•• · 1o11n 
~r~~• •nd other w1ldl1•• h.ab1t~ts lh•t ~r• ut.terl~ Jostrov ~ d bv 
tha E:'4tt:!'HSl va Tlf'"US Uf' l""'o.J. =ioom,i' a• th•s• events .,.,." n.io .. e "5'> 

1111 tvred the SL 'tits •• to oreclu<.1e 11nv 1•orov<e-Ment. reo• .rdleas i,f 

-tlat m•ndo~~~nt ch•noe• •r• ffllllde. 

:rd Dlllr . .. 2nd sentence- lt .,. • ., somehcw datarrnln&d that li-. ·estoc'-
0Jroii.::1na W<illS Df'lfll-'!r11., r-espons.abla 'tor gr0ouc111a ch1iterior•l."'!',rj 
c~d1ticns. lf th~ third ••ntenca 1n this p•ragraoh 1s suogosvd 
to be ~ucoort tor t.nas theo,-v. th•,.e ;nust. ba 111.n ••sL.1ftlpt1on tt,at 
llll l 7J stre•111!i •r• 1dent1c:•l to G•nca Cre•k •nd the •t,-e•ll'I~ 
studi•d bv El1.ll Pl•tts. 1 think f"l•t.ts . w1ll ..iqre-lit th•t no lwo 
'litr-a•IJls are e ~:i11ctl·.; •llt<• •nd that.. whale ll'Vestock Qr.ii.::1na ••" 
contr1buta to the condition o♦ the h,i1blt<ilt on o1 p•rt.,c•.d.i,
stre•M. v0t..1 c•nnot ••k• • fl•t st~tement th.it l1ve5toc~ ~r~:,nu 
ts •lw~vs pr1m•r-1lv r9soons1ble Tor det~r-1or-L•d cond1t1~ns .. 
Gri11:.::1nq. can in no w•v be bl••h■<I fa,- two of the f,,.,. •or1oritv A" 
lamitJng f..iictors d1scuss•d 1n th• -4th Piitr•qr•oh on o•glii' ,:;-1,:.. 

3rd pil!r... bth sent■r~c•- Nost floodana an this .1.r•• result• frtJ.fft 
rapid sno1to11. melt. on trozen ,:a,- 5ilt.ur•tud around. ,ro111 r,1.int•J L 
..ind;or unse•son•bl v ••r11 "••ther wt th • he•v ·; wet. snowotlcJ.. or 
fro~ conv~ct1on st.or"'•· ~011 ca.no•ccion on r10o1r1•n •re•~ h•• • 
verv 1n~1on1tic•nt affect on flood flows Drim•rilv bec•use of the 
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3rd o,ir •• L•) tt, Sc:?i"'ll"°nce- bt.•llvinc;a. •u,d tht! result•nt l°"'~r1n9 o 4 

t:t1e w~lert.-.bl& c.•r- bE- cauaed bv •uch th1no• •s fire. oeolo91c 
itlC:t.Jvlt 'lr. be.- .... cr d•m• fi111l1nc:;r. ••vere convect1of'I stor••s £>le. 

--~~o~ 4-:.l. W1ldl1 ♦~ Hc1b1t~t 
:;:'nd l,Ji'tr •• J'Dl ;erite11ce- Wh•t as. tt,e b,..~,• -for oro , ...,ct.1no ~ 

bl,iinlel one cond1t1on clc1s1. 1morovtt1T,ent ~· l• therw sc1er,t;.141:: 
1nfor1111,;rition ,i,V oi111lc'ble to she~ th•t #ll w1Jdl1f• t1•b1t•t 1n twe 
areci <wt1J ch 1 s !i.hoiwri on o Wooe :.-e to b• 9(Ji. o4 U1e iff E-• J , !i. 

c•P~ble o.f t.L1pporl1ng the •tt.r1bul•s o♦ 011• c.l••• ti.-tter 
cond1 ti on"'." 

WJLC>L IFE UUl·tl<Ek5 

Esl111,c"lf:-d e,-1'1 l Jno •nd so-Lal)ed ·rfl'c1•on.-.bl11t' ,,u111t,er~ tor d~~~ • 
.-nt~looe .a.od b10-hor-n sheet- we f"V oro .. nded bv the f.Jioil' .. ,..i:!~ 

L1~par-tn,ent ot W1ldl,.,• 1n • oubl1c•t1on titled • 1npul. into L~r..:1 
Man<il'oen1t:nl ... aenc 1 e~ F'l •n,-.1 no S vsten, w.-El I-o he•ourc.e ;..., e .. •• lt,c 
IJOIJW - do..:-•..1thE-nl orci-1.-cts · ,..e;11,o n •ble · nu111be, • _.uoro: : int•lel ... d r.>t.•bl'!' 

the e•· 1 'lill l nq nt.•mbe,.. ~ ct deer •nd •ntvlot.1• •nd oroot.: ••v • to 
1nlr'=!dl.1ce 14: t-e..,d oi b10-horn shee~ 1~lo the res.our-CE •r-e.:.~ 
Acc.ord1nu le, fcLM" • Ello d1slr1cl w1ld)Jte b1oloc1s.l. 11.r. $0c"tiQ 
t1a'!: stane<.J .,,,,., ~Qreen,ent w1th ,,.c,°'"'• pro11t1~1n0 lo 0rov1'1e 
suff1c1e11t ht11b1t•l lo s,uuport the est1n.-1it.c.-d • r•••on•bl•· r, ,.111,be,.. 'E 

o-f t,19-9o1me- . 

1.it-le I oi .,JOL•@nC:1x ◄ of lt1e kMf' : E:,.1S t,hows the w1ldl1ff- MUt' '~ 
... ss19ned t," l,<l~t1 to e•ch •1 l ot11,ent. ·ti-.• footnote on c.••::,e H-•h ., 

st~te1o1 - ~~~~on~ble ,11nd e .: 1•~1nc;a numbers bv •ilol~ent ..,,·e 
,natheinat1c,111l c.a.lcul at1ons t>r•ed on lhR p"1'rc.enl of b10 'Ji.ii"•e t..':i£ · 

i'lre,r1s occur-rerice w1tn1n eilich -ililloun~nt. ••••·• lhe r•SO'-' ' C£- _.,._,...., 
w1ldl1 ♦ e con~er,_,-,t,0n1st l~ld m~ lh• nufflberto 1n lh., t~t•l9 t.-,v~ 

been .JdJl.l!»l~d to ,11cco~mt for the -cre•qw ot pr 1 v<i>ltti..., own~cJ ) ,...,1 
1f1 th• ~l lotn,enlii. 

Con rprort"•O Lhe nL.•n,L,IJ'rs 11L•UW c,ro~1dvd +or dee:..- 1,.-b1 l•l •r<?..-!': w1 t.t, 
t_he nv11,t.Jer-. cor•'-•tr •vd u , t.h~ t~t•te. 1 •m un.ib)e t.o recon':'1 le t.J•I£• 

~~ltlf:'~•t1c5 u,ed b~ ~LM t.L ~•~1on AU1• l~ ~)lol~knt.•1 

11.ilD refer5-nce nu,r,ber l. st,owi I:~. of ht1b1 l.a.t .-rv.i \u•• ii!'-=-•· [· • --
to l.Jf:' 1n tt,e Lh,.,,.t,ee .a.lJolrn~nt •nd t.t1_.t 1.:;:17 ;.UM~ _.,.,. 1,£•-,,:dC'd le • 
ffleet the ·r••~on~b!e· r,\.1",oe,. deni•nd. flUUW"• nu,..ber · • tc ,r t-.~oiti"t 
.,,,.. ec' c,; -:;.· .. r '!' I • 7 41., ... u,1s d\.1r 1 nu lt•ll" oer I od t r-011111 -:.: 16 lo J : , , .. .., ,1,l"l.:I 

tr 11 SI 22 Sit tan r I a 111 



.... .... 
I\) 

Comment Letter 13 

N-1 GRAZING BOORD C~•nt ■ on dr•ft Elko R.A. Rl'IP✓EIS P•1:1• ·1 

z.=o7 AUMs dur1nq the o•riod fro• 11/10 to 3/1~. This••• tot•l 
of 4.007 AUN& ••ti••t•d •• needed fO<" NDOW•• •r•••on•bl•' nu~uer 
of deer in h•btt•t •r•• ov-z. Hy rt-35 c•lcul•tor tells me t.h•t 
137. of ~.007 la ~21. not 1,277. 

The T 1-3~ •l •o tel 1 • - th•t the 77~ of DY-2 shown for the ·,tp 

•llot~ent 5hould be ~SQ. not b4~. 

fh• tot•l of •11 the ~r•••on•ble# nu.t>ar ~UM• shown in t•ble t 
fer •r•• DV-2 ls tt.149 in-.t••d of ..i.Qt)7 as listed 1n the r,4DQlir.l 
document. A s1~1l•r check of the D~-1 •re•. coc,t•1nad w1th1n tha 
•llotments in NOOW ••n•qamant •r•• 6~ shows• tot•l of ~.7:8 AUHs 
•Jloc•ted to deer bv BLN •s co~•r•d to• n•ed for 2.104 ~UM• 
shown by the NOOW documant. There •re •n •ddit1on•l ~~,a~ AUMs 
•lloc•ted on the •llot.11ent5 cont•.1n1nq DV-l in NDOW 1t1•n-qe""t1ent 
•r'llil'il 7. The NOOW docu,.,,ent does not 9how • h•btt•t •r•·• DV-l in 
••n•qe~ent •re• 7. but it 1• on the m•p •nd Ou•n• Erict•on told 
me th•t • suopl•••nt does list 1,2W AUMs for this h•bit•t •"••· 

M•p reference nu~ber 4. the lndi•n Creek FFR •llot•ent. 1s 5hown 
•s h•ving ,;;~ of DY-2 And •n •L loc•t.1on of ~8~ A4Jtls for ~ deer 1o1•• 
••d•. Aq•tn~ the Tl-3~ show•• tot•l of 120 AUl'1• .-.ould be• •ore 
•ppropri•te •lloc•tion. Howaver. the are• shown on the m•o •• 
be1nq included an this •llot•ent is •pproxi~•tely ~~Z 0r1v•t•ly 
owned •nd cont•ins • l•rge •cre•g• of ienced trrig•ted l•nd. With 
th• exception of socne sm•ll corners •lonq the west •1de oi the 
•l)otaent. 1t •PP••r• th•t the &LM •d•1nl•tared lilnd 1• •ll 
within •re• ow-2. r•ther th•n DY-2. An •djustmant 1n •lloc•t1on 
to •ccount for prtvat• ownership would alim1n•t• •nv •lloc•t1on 
o~ AUNs fer deer in the h•bit•t •re• DV-2 portion of this 
<ill I ot-.ent. 

NDOW reports • tot•l of 3,000 AUl'1a needed for the •r•••on•ble• 
number of deer tn h•btt•t •r•• DW-2 of ~•n•G••ent •r•• b. ~LN 
esti~•tes the lndi•n Creek Allot~ent to cont•1n · 3% of this •r•• 
•nd •lloc•t•• 22~ AUM• for deer. My •rlth•••tic ••v• the 
•lloc•ticn should be 90 AUHA. reduced by the 904.S•e •~hibit NI 
for •n in depth look •t th• •lloc~t1on on th• fir•t ten 
Allotments on t•ble l. 

lf for•q• is to be •lloc•ted to 'r••~on•bt•• nufftbera of •tldllfe. 
it t• import•nt th•t the COfflC)utation• ••d• to det•rm1nQ the 
for•qe need5 of •ildllf• be•• •ccur•t• •• pos•1ble. Th• •P.thod 
used to ~~k• thts det•r•tn&tion in thls RP'IF'/EIS h•• four ••r1ou5 
f,111.dts1 (1) It ••su••• th•t wildlife •nd livestock h•v• tdant6coiil 
dtat•ry requ1ra~ents1 (2> It •••u~•• th•t w1ldl1fe ut.1li:e 

Comment Letter 13 

N-1 GRHZ IHG f!Q,=.fi[) Comme11t• on dr•4 t El l:o fi. A. F.:MP/t.lS 

t\.;t,bit•t are,iiS un1-formlv. reoi!lrdless o+ haib1t•l ot..1•l1t .. · i t~) ft 
doef. not .;deo\.••telv recoon1.:e CJeer \.•S& on or1vatelv owned laind!.1 
.,ind (4) E·..,e,n if th~ other thr&11 po1nl1, were not •rb1tr,1;,.v. the 

m•them~l1cs ~re erroneous. 

LIVES TUCI . l~U11~ERS 

--f ·~o• S-~. Su~~•r~ l•ble It 
--~~Qe ~-18. 6r~=Jn9 Action•~ 
--Pi"oe 4-31-1. L1ve!litcc• . Gra:1n9. l•t Oiilf". 
~LM ne~o~ to ~ore stronal~ ~moh•~i=~ tt,,11t the 3 to 5 ve•r ~v~r~o~ 

1 s. -for E JS ouroo'ioe!li onl v •nd th•t I J vestoc.l· . inav u•e 1..to to the 
C"Ctl"'E' ore ♦ erence AUMs on .all ,1;llolfl'lents until fl 1on1tof'tr10 

1 nd1 cat es .i need (or ocoortun1 tv> +or the •d 1uiatment oi n1,.ont:,prs 
or period oi use. 

USES AIID OAlA BY LI-IND OWNE.F<SHlf' 

--~aoe 1- 1 . T~ble 1-1 
Tne ·-· -.1•• or1 v c1,le l.ands. the C'o':~ US F S 1 .. nd5 .ind the 4~; ot.h f!-r l• n dis 
o1,re •dd'='d to the ~=;. l(LM l•nd'io to M•l ·e the IQ(,~ -; ot l•nd an lhP 
ol~nn111c;i ,rea. ll therefore .-ooe•rs thPt slaten,wnts nailodl-- iilLout 
•.he re!:0L1rce• 1n th£- pl.,nn1na .. ,...,. or fittf- •re• •opl..,. to •I l 
l•nd~. not JU5l ~LM. unles5 cth~rw1•~ ~oec1t1ed. 

--~ .. ae 3-:. fiecrvat1on, bth o•r. 
l he first through to,...1r-th sent@ncvs 1.t .. te th-i'l ~•-•~~ ot the -Stii>til:'· 1o 

de-el" f'@S) de in tt,6- FfHF' c1re.- bul th•t l l l S dl i ,fl CL•I t to est l 11111-i!'t E

the hft.tr.t In.;> 1.•se U•i't occur1i or1 BLH Of" USFS 1 •ndli Lec...-u•e of thE
mJ ;. e-d ownef"'s.hic between tlLM o11nd USFS. lhis wou)d 1-..~.; Ont- teo 
believe ~h~t all o+ the de~..- in this •rv• live on pubt1cl. o-iP.d 
l•nds ..,nd thc11l •ll hL1nt1n9 oc.ct.•rs tt,er~. Th1s 15 NOl lhe C.•'5~ •nd 
it should be- clarified tt-,•t • 5L'bStlilnta•l -1mount of d•er hr-t-it•t 
1s +01...md on o,., .• ·ate oroc. •£"rt v ,..,..d th-'t;, s1qn1 ♦ 1c•nt prouor-t.ion o+ 
the hunt. i na occurs. on these 1 •nds. 

Th\!' l•s t sentence ,,. , this L•tilrii!Qri'oh 01sc1.1sses •cc.-ss o,.or,1..-" •S 
rt! sult1na frotfll p -- 1 .. · •te) v owned l•nds. lhe is.t.~ternentt • •nCI 
re cr ~~t1or , 1sts- often \.tnlnter,taon.a.llv or inten\.1on•llv tre-.so .rs~ 
on t1r1 v •te orooert, ·• should l •-f:' olldded. 

- - f~ae :-i~. M1ner~l& 
J l 1 s unc J e•r ..,t ,~th~ ,. t_h e st •l 1 •l 1 '- • on product 1 on. d l .,, 1..ff betJ 
J.u,~s etc. r~lo3'tli!' to J L!1il i:-Ll1 land. 
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F-•q~ :-17. f<i Diirl _,n '/QOet•tion 
lat o•r.. fhe !rd 'lliilHtenca does not "'•"-• 1 t cl••r wh•U,er .-I I 
~:.?.,)(,tJ •ere~ of rip•rt•n vegwt. ... t1on 1nvento.-1ed •r• on t-Lt'I Loi1nd. 

--P•ae ~-~1. Mln1no lndu•trv 
L1£t!i pn.rson•l 1nco,11e. t•x revenue-.. _.nd ••ooJo-.,went rewult1no 
from nun1ng. ,;na fro• aeother.n•l •nd 011 .,g•• l~••ino. Jt 111, 
uncl~.ar whelhwr the•• nun,bers r•l•t• str1c.tlv to ~Ll1 l•r,as or 
wh,:?ther tht:!v 1nclude pr1 v•te ~nd perh•P5 forest: l 1111nd•'7· 

--~•oe 3-:~. ~ec~•~t.ion1W1ldernes5 
ls t p.i,r •• ..::.nd ~entence- ~uver 15 cercent ot the state'• tat.•1 tor 
1'1-S.tuoo. llilnd •bout .:5 01E!rc•nt ot b.acl ·o•ck1ng occur• w1th1n the 
,=;.NF--ilr""ea.' It 1 s uncle..ir ""'hether the•e recr&.&t101,a.l •ct1v1t1es 
•l 1 cc~ur on tiLH J •nd•• or wnel.her the nu,nber'li 1nclud11t N. F • .ind 
pr1v•te l•nds also. 

--Paoe M-2~ Appendix 1. T•bJe I 
I ~er1ou&l~ doubt ...,..ether ~1.~00 person d•vs of recra~tion•l 
hor5&b•ck r1d1nq lS don• on bLM l•nd5 Qvarv ve•r• Thas ts •n 
•vfir•q• of 92 peoola evar v d•v ot th• v••r or 180 people everv 
d•v for• 51 ~ month#• period. The numcers 1n this t•ble. Jf thev 
re'flect .. 11 ownerships. 4'r• highly m1sle•din9. lf thev •re 
1ntl!'nded to ref l~ct Just .&LM. thav should ba chect-:ed b•c•u&• th'1 
numbers for mainv •ct1v1ties •re unre•l 1.st1c .. 

--P~ge 3-~7. Cultur•l A~soorca5 
lat sentence- It is uncla•r whather •11 1,bO t) knC)lli«'\ cult...,r11) 
sites ere on c1Lt1 l•nd. Ho ... w•s the ~-'••)(,HJ est.11111•t• obt~1ned'':'-" 

PLANNING 

Since this 1s • bro•d pl•n• whv not ••v 1~1.0c.,0 •eras of l•nd 
treat~ent r•ther th•n 120.9781 ibo ■ 1la• of · fence r•ther th•n 
258: -IJ .,(i(it) MUM& rather then 40. 782 ate. ? lha tt:K•ct nu9'bers used 
1nd1c-i1te • degree of prect5&on th•t doe& not v~&st 1n this 
docuinent .. 

--P•a• 2-18. Gr•zinq Action •4 
--f'.ige 4-1-•J. Gr-i1~1ng, 2nd par.~ 1st ••ntenc• 
Th• SlH c•teaorv ' M• ~IJot~ants needing AMf-s should be pl•c•d tn 
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cate90ry ~,• •long with th• cate9ory 'M• and •c• allotments 
need1na r•no• 1~prov•~•nt work. 

--f'~Qe 2-24, Man~~e•ent GuidAnce 
The ,. ;;:nd sentence of the l •st 1>•r•gr•ph on tha s P•a• •t•t.•• th•t 
"det•1Jed. site soec1fic ~•n•oeMent •ction■• •r• outl ined tn 
AM~s. HNP., WHMPs, wilderness pla~s •tc. 

fhe oolv dr•ft Hl1f' 1 h•ve h•d th• opportun1tv to review did nol 
90 into much d•l~il •nd w•• not s1~•-specif1c other th•n to 
suggest •n unusual gr•z1ng svst•~ •nd • ch•nge 1n ••••on of use 
+or • 0ort.1on of one •l lotment, Oth•r •ct1on-. were 11ent1on•d. but 
the wildlife conserv•t10nist s•ad th• HMP •re•••• so l•ro• •nd 
h•d so m.-n,, oeeded proJecta th•t he JU•t dtdn't h•v• t.11'11e · to qet 
down to soeci+ic•• 

Se v er~l dr•ft AMF's cont•in th• •t•tentent th•t w1ldl1fe 
enh•ncement pr•ct1ces wtll be don• an •ccord•nce Nith th• HMP 
d1sct.•~sed oilbove. Tt1e Ur•+t HMF-- does not ~entscn •01111• ot thes.• 
0ract.1ce• •nd d1,cusses other• 1n • very oener•l w•v• cert•tnlv 
not ,n enOl•ah det•1 I to U• us.•d •• • ref•~•nc.e for loc:•tion •nd 
s0vc1f1cat1ons in •n AM~. 

PJ•nnana would be 1111uch more ~••n1noful .1i pl•n• for an •lJol~en\ 
wer.- develooed within the ♦ r•~work of the F(Mf,- •nd tnch .•ded ol•n• 
fOf"" l.1 v e1otocl ' qr•:.ina. wildlife h.J1b1t•t 1111•n"gemwnt. feril) ho,..•• 
m.-n1t-1;11r-.nent •nd other u.,es •• •oproor1•t• •1 I 1n th• •• ,..., p•c• =•oe .. 
Under lhe orc.•sent procedurtt.. 1 ·,.. concernltd about wh1 ch co.;.,,.WI 
first-the ch1cJ:en or th• e99--0bv1ouslv •11 the d1f ♦ erent lands 
oi Pl ans w111 not bv devel ODRd •• .-ul l11oeousl v. vet ••ch shouJ d bp 
•nd 1 • stipoois.ed to b• coordinated with th• oth•r• How c•t• •n ir::.Hf. 
be COOf'"di n•ted w, th Ill HHf' Of" • WHMF' th,at won• t b• d•velOUl:!'d vn(.1 J 
J ve•r Iii l •ter? 

--P•oe 2-29. AJJot~ent H•n~aefflent ~lens 
The st~te~ent in the +trst · p•r•9r•oh 15 •~eel lent! It br1n9• out 
th•t AMF--s need not btt ft'ltrll-ElS•. It Cl YIIP5 hoo• th•t tt,e,·• IIIJ oht 
be some q1 ve •ncJ t •ke bet ween HMF-a. WHl"lf'• •nd AMf-""a. r • lher th.illn 
h•v2in9 lo"'~'• th• AMF· fit the other kinds of ol•ns •• s_.•"•• to 
bet~• ores•nt rule of the c;,•me. 

GRA71"G AND WILDLIFE IMPfiOl.'EHENTS 

--~•9• 2-JB. Gr•:1n9 ~ct1on •3. W1ldlif• Helton •2 
Water d~ ~eloo~ent~ +or livestock would benefit wildltf• too. Will 
the waldltfe w~ter dev•loo~ent• be des19ned for ""-llt1ple use or 
str.1ctlv for w1Jdl1 ♦ •? 

r>:P SP 
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Ihe 18~ mtle~ OT w1ldl1fe tence •ooe•r• to b• ,n •dd1t1on t~ ~"6 
:~d ;':ll le!: •.J• ,~nee orooo'5ied un.Jer or.-.:1n11. t-'oor •nteloo• • .;Ol.•ld 
these •ences be ccor-d1no&t~d to •••Ht them 5er ·,1e inorw th,1n en& 
puroose •nd thus retJuc-it lhe tot.al needeel.., 

--P~Qe S-~. ~um~•rv T4bl• 1 
--~•oa :-1~. ~,tdl1fe Action •b 
--F~Qe :-1,). ~au~t,c H<i1b1t~t 
; hE C 1 .n does. not ilOEC I f v how the r l p,.,- I •n I str" l!!<ilftl h<iib l t • t ii ,..0\.1 J '1 

t;e ,nt1n•qed to bf"lng •bout • :o~~ 1mcrove1T,,ent 1n a.16 of th~ 

"i-t>lected 116 .a1tes w1th1n a 5 ""e•r Pti'rlod. Whiillt tecnn1Qt.ii1e-. •r• 
pl~nned and 1s th1• obJect1ve re•llv reason•ole for ~LL llb 
4111.i.e;..": 

--F -11ae :-:.1). F!anoe l 11nor ov•,nents 
f-•r. cJ St,ilit.es that s•1Jebr•.a•h •lt.&r•taons. "'lllll be IN ACCO~~fll.:£ 
Wl rH Pt;QCECiUFES ~FEC IF 1£0 1n thfi Western St•tes S•o• Grouse 
Guldeitnes. The resgonse ~ram W•sh1noton to th• N-l Gr•=,n~ 
£10,;1rd', protest to the Well• NMf-'IElS st•ted th.it th4l'5e qu1\Jvl,ne• 
would be USED ,..;S GUIOELH~ES . not •s soeclflC.itlons. 

MOf II TOR ING 

--P~oe 5-~. Summarv Tabl~ •1 
Page ~- 18. Gr•~1ng Action•~. 
Ho..,. much ch •ng e .nust occur oillnJ tor how long -a ger1od betor-1:!' 1 t 1-li 
cons1 dered to be •n upw•rd or downw,.rd trend th .. t w•rriant.s • 
choinoe 1n 0r-eference~ 

Will mon1tor-1nq continue. •fter •dJustments •re ~•de . to ••sure 
~he ad1ustment w,.s eftect1ve 1n ~e~t,ng ~tie ob1ect1ve,. ; 

--F;qa ~-18. W1ldl1ie Action • 3 
Th1s ~ct1on should be rewritten to st•t• th•t se•svn-o+-u•~ 
~d1ust~&nts or other m•n•a•ment ch•nge~ woold be cons1derea If 
1non1 tor1nq 1nd1c:•tws the need .. 

--P•qe ~-19 . Hor5e r\ct1on •2 
How w1Jl util1=at1on •nd •f+•cts on vecat•tion due to horses b~ 
d1tferent1ated from qr•:1ng bv 11~esto~~ .ind w 1 l~l1ie ? 
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--haoe ~-~ .1. l"looito..-Jnc;:t ,...,..ogr.iM 
lhe ~rd sentenc• of the ~-rd oc.,-ac;:tr#oh sho,.tld ret•r to tt1• 1984 
ed1l1on o.f the Nev.a.di! R•no~J ,1.nd 110111lor-1ng Handbooh. 

--P~Qe :-~:. Use M•op1n9 
The 1st p.;trillar#oh g.,rl1•llv ei :pl•1ns th• 1,noortanc&- of u•e 
~i'OOJnO but does not QD f•r enouoh. U•• Dillttern ••-'PPIOO IS the 
mc, '3't_ l~1+ective tool a--1•1l~t •le ♦ or r..-noe ,n_.n•oar• to u•• 1n 
ol~nn1n9. loc-..t,no ,nonJlor1n9 sites. ilnd d••-ermtn1n(jll .,..ether t)'P'" 

net the pJ-,n 1s wort:1r,9. U•• c,,,11t.tern ffl'li'PP1no •ust riot bP dor,-, 
.1•J'Et be~,11use ,omeone si11ys to m,,.iio v•• o,.;alterns. •t ,,u .. ••t be done 
t-ecillUSif' the r,illnce ilt'li'n.,.a•r N,;,,r,ts ~nd w1ll use the 1ni0f'"«1•l1on Jl 
pr-0,1des. To obt•1n m•x1mut1 ben£-f1l fOf" i11)l 0•rl1•s~ th• 
f,erffl1 ltee should ~ct1 vel v p,.\rt 1c1p.at.e 1n u•e tnc10p1n9. 

OlHEF-- ALfEktU-~TJ ',.'ES 

--F-iilo~ =-:~. Looo-ter-• Ho •· se H-:.t.1ori• •t •nd •:! 
lt ,1;ooe•rs. unn~ce -.silr- v to o•t.l,er hors•• ,11nd r estr1ct hor~'f 
nu..-,be,..s under the nc:,-or,1,::1no <i1l lerr , at1 "•• ll. would bf:' J111or• ,,, .e•l•1 
to analv:e the ef'l'~ct. o.f unconlr-ol Jed hori.• pooul•l1001- th"'n 1t 
wa.s. lo ;;u1•lvze U ,e- 11!-ffect. o♦ no l1ve•toc._ or,..::1n9. 

F-~o~ 4-~- Assumot.1ons ior- ~nial v SJS 
--..; ::-1...••r,ot_ ion 110. 4 - tlon, t or Inc c.,, ... ei;,&t•t 1 .. -e l.•se L • • reou1, e,.,,e,,t 
o• (,ILl'1 ool1cv and lhi:"r-e•or-e 1;, UOl c1 v.Jr1.-bl~ th.,.t c.in bt:' 0,1 ■ ,tt. t>d 

t-rcrr . rll ,i1}le,..n-c."t1,e-s e ;•Cl-ot the prf:'+E.•rr-ed ~1t.,n,.. t1,,..,. U1T.1,t1r, •1 
tt ,1,;. 1mpor-t.a, , t m._:,,n.-Qt:'lll•P'1l c6Cl1v1tv b1a1se1a th~ "'"•l~•Js Jr , t,jvor 
c.,-f the i>l!.E'P'"nat, •."& lhill Wi■ S 0bYIOl1S.Jv •iE:-Jecli.•d fi'\, ' frrr. L••·LI•· \hlf
an.:-1 ~ 'i.l 5 be9•n 1 

__ .,_ roe 4-8. L1 ·~·esto-c• c-.r-..-: ,nc CHl ternc1t1 .,..e At 

-::,,O?-::cx-,d se11t1:"nce- " Ho""'E.• ... tir . pc1o.,.t.1cul~r ;,llot11n<!r1 ts m.Jv e :: 0~r1E-nc..
oc1o1ns. or- J v sst::-s co'.i • re~t..•lt ot c.hiH1oes 1n +or..;.ot:- coud1l1or1 .rin:1 
tr~nct . over t1n,e. · lt tll'lon1tor1no 1s not • o•r\ of ti1lternrt1-..P. ..t. 
~r .,w w:.>uld ch,1;1,Q E-S ilrtd trends. be detec\&d --; 

fH 3CELLHI !EUUS 

--F~90 ~-~1. Leo~L ~,c~~s 
lhi:- :,r-d ~entcr,c,:i re.-cs, · e...,.~~n1ent~ reau1ro12"d to oro ... ,de- *CC£ •E • tc , 

oubl I c I <11nO~ w1 JI be i1cuu1r~d •••• • L•ol:!'s th1 • I •n~nu,oe I n..11 c •l, : 

• • 
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do not trulv reflect or ev•n •cknowledge the wildlife us• on 
priv•te l•nd5. lh• recre•taon•l u•••• +or•g• p r oduction. wlldl1f• 
h•bit•t •nd other v•lu•• o♦ the 1nter•inglad priv•t• l•nd• •r• 
5\.•b•t•nti •l i&nd •r• 1nseoer•bl• trDfk t.hoa .. on &LN adm1n1 st.ered 
l•nd5. The eM1stanc• of these v•lues should b• •C ~no~J•d9ed an 
the pl•n bec•u•• thev do h•v• • e f fect on how the AdJAcent 
feder•J l•nd 1& mAn•gR. 
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CHI..CUl.rtl IOH Of DEER AUMS FOf': TEH ALL01!1EtlT5 
r..1oow W1 ) d l I t • Helbl l •l Ar-••· DY-;:. •nd ow-::. 

-----------------------------------------------------------
K•o o ..... Acre• of 1'. o♦ u .. AUM• Aopr,d . 

foe+. u ... u ... '-ro,• u ... Hl"R<i Est. on l •t ~I e 

No. Hre• In Allot '" Allot AUl'ls l<t.11 1'Lt1 • I 
CRMPI IR11f · 1 Cl I (2> (°l ► ·~· ,:;, (f't1 F"> 

::? 

3 

4 

:; 

C, 

7 

B 

., 
lt.1 

DY-2 17 , .28 ( • J'I. 3 ~7:. 98 ~O:? t .Z. 77 

DY-:? '17,:&v 7.8 31:C 98 J.OQ ..~5 

DV-2 12,800 1 . 0 40 BO -· ~ ( • 

D~-2 ';:?.04(J :-1,b 1(.i• :; :; :?85 
ow-;: 7:, 'ibf> 41.b 1.::48 :; b2 ••J 

DV-2 1~,(,8(1 1,1 44 ~B F 
DW-2 1,'l:ZO l,I -.-J., ,-6 1::. 

DV-2 10.ear, C•.9 :;., ca -J 

D¥-2 l:i.lb<> l.2 48 77 . · , 
ow-:: 5.1:0 ;:.CJ .;, 77 67 

DY-:? 2. :56(, fJ.;; & El" 
ow-2 lO.b4•J 9.~ ;;;e:, 89 2:5-1 

rM-2 .-. 4a,_, ~.t, 7B :i! ~I 

LUii-;:' -1.-1ac1 --~ 78 49 ~8 

(11 "' I ilCr'Cl'·Q·· ••t.1i1nA.\.ed tr-o• l-tl.t1 ,5.(1 fhlnul• flli"ID"i> MJ th 
allot11Nnt ~nd OeRr uae .re• bound•rie• ololl~d ~£ 

clo••l~ •• oo•••bJa. 

<2, F-"...-c ■nl ot u•• &r ■ I- ••t J. i111•ted bv d1 v Id I r,a ioC ,· ., • OT 
use •r•• an •lloli11 ,ent b-, toto1I ... i.:.reli ot Uiie ~r ·v .- . 

4: 
11 

8~ 

7:; 
:,"=" 

f<B 
16 

7 !:, 

:1:1 

C3-i U.•· .. ,..&• Al..11'1• m-sli,a.,tea bv t11ull1ol" ·1n9 t·ll •U~• r1.td':C•r1.-L •1e 
;.ut1 tot.) ♦ or- v-•c.h ut.e ~,...,,.. b ·,• t.t,~ per~vnl c.t tr,~ v~v 
., .•• wst I m•t•d tc bt::" "l lhl n the .1 lOllft~fll. 

l4> t. Bl.t'f dwl ■r"'Ml t, 1:-d bv da -,1d1no l4Lt1 ~cr4::!>-:. ,-ouenci1 ;· 
t•t.de 1, b "' lint tot•l 1:-'ii,l.am•lE:>d .tr~• c.,i th-... .llolA•E- 1,t . 

1~, HUl1t, c,n &LN dt1l'i'rtu"vd bv ffloUJt1ulv1ru.1 tht> l:'• t ilf ,:,,t _f -"1 

Hut11 Tor the u•e ,...-w.-lh \lie •l&ulf41enl bv lt,i: c, ..-r ,;:er , ~ 
t-Ll1 J ... na 11, l.hw •IJC,llh.,..nl. 



Comment Letter 15 

United States Department of the Interior 
GlOlOGICAl Sl"R\"EY 

RESTOS. \'A . !:!OIi!! 

In ~e~ly Refer To: 
VGS-1'\a i 1 Stop 423 
DES 85-37 

Memo rd ndum 

To: District l'\anagH, ATTN: RPI'\ Tu• Luder, Uko Dlstrtct, Ne .. d• 

Fro111: 

Subject: 

~• i nan t 01r-ec tor for Engt nee rt ng Geo logy 

Review of re-source 1P1anage111ent phn •n-d d11ft ,nvironaef'ltil state.,ent 
for El to A:esou""Ce Area • N:eod1 

we have reviewed the state,oent •• requested tn l "e■orandu• of Augu<t I fr0<0 
the State Oirecto"'. Bureau of Land Mtn,gement. 

Since ground water Is used for trr1gation, th• sut..,ent should eoluate the 
scope of such use and assess tts effects on ground-water r-esource, undeT the 
proposed Nnagemenl plan. Ptriodic monito<1ng of th• qu•l Hy of drinking water 
supplied to the pub! ic 1nd st&ff should be dtscuss,d. 

Copy to: 

~·
JHU F. 0 .. 1 •• 

Dtstrtct Chi•f, WRD, C.rson Ctty 
(tnfonnatton only) 

-comment Letter-18 
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18-1 This document analyses and proposes wilderness recommendations concerning 
the Rough Rills, Little Humboldt River, Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs. 

The Owyhee Canyon and South Fork Owyhee River WSAs are analyzed in the 
Owyhee Canyonland Wilderness EIS. Rock Creek was analyzed as part of the 
wilderness invetory of the Elko District and determined not to qualify 
for further wilderness study in November 1980. The East Little Owyhee 
River i s not within the Elko BLM District. 

18-2 The Elko Resource Area contains 3,134,019 acres administered by BLM. You 
fail to specify where the 636,000 acres you consider suitable for 
wilderness are located, however, the entire Elko Resource Area has been 
inventoried for lands suitable for wilderness. This document analyses 
the environmental issues of the recommendations on those lands which were 
determined suitable for further study, except for the two units involved 
in the Owyhee Canyonlands Wilderness EIS. 
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Mr• Rod Barr 1■ 
D1.etrict llazul&er 
&Jrea,, ot i.n4 Manag-t 
:5900 -t Idaho StrHt 
P. 0, Box 8}1 
Ella>, !lend& 89801 

Dear Mr. Barri■ a 

Ella> County ConaerTation .laaociation 
P. 0, Boll 2561 
Elko, llevada 89801 
llov•b<lr 14, 1985 

Recently a nu■bor of Elko Cowlty ruident■ who are 1'itally intoro■ ted 
in natural rNourco conaorTation a■■eabled to for■ the Elko Count7 
Con■eM'ation .ol.aaociatiOll. Vo wi■h to work cloael)' with tho l■Dd 
mnage■ent 11&enciu, conaeMation groupa, and induatr7 in con.aeMing, 
protecting and enballcing Nffada •• natural reaourcee. Vi th thia in 
aiDd, plouo accept our co■■enta on tho Draft Elko Reeourco .ol.roa 
Management Plan. 

Introduction 

Attar rffieving the Draft Elko RMP, 011r iaproeaion ia that the general 
condition of tho 1anda within the Elko RA are in either fair or poor 
con4it1on. Thi• indicate■ to u■ that eigaificant probl- ui■t in 
tho Elko RA, and we foel that it ia urgent that probleu 14entifhd 
in the Draft RMI' be rectified. The generall)' poor production of natiu 
plant■ and tho detorioated condition· of riparian areae are a chief 
concern. 

I. Riparian habitat 1• tho heart of the native ecoey■ tea in Jlr,ada 
and ita condition 1■ genoral.l)' indicatiu of the qualit7 of l■Dd 
aaag•ent practicoa. It 1• diaturbing that ot tho nearly 600 ■iloe 
of riparian habitat within tho Elko RA, ~ ie rated in poor, 2"" 
in ~,and only "" in good condition. Each aUernatin ot tho RMP 



..... ..... 
co 

Comment Letter 19 

~e 2 
Riparian COD It. 

WOl>ld reault in a net decline of riparian habitat within the Elko 
RA, and •ch ta unacceptable in that roepect. We urgt that the 
Elko BLM diatri c t adopt u ite guideline the criteria outlined 
in the I.aerie... Fieheriea ~per--''!!!!. .!!a!!! Management Practicee ~ 
Manage■ent !.!!! Protection .2! ~ Rharian fil.!'!!!! Ecoazet .... " 
Should the Bureau adopt &zJ.'f mnage11ent plan that allOWII for ll 
decline in or eitaple m.inteD&DCI ot current reparian habitat condi
tiooa, we would like a written explaoatioa for the adoption of auch 
ll plan. 

11 !!!!£! Manapent 

Liveatock IIAl>llgnent practicte ahould enhance onrall range conditiou 
tor wildlife. That ia, i■pronment or range conditiou ahould be the 
goal or the &ire&U for •h• mtu■l bene!i t or li•oetock and wildlife. 
Howner, no practice ahould lie iapleaented that will ban a detrimental 
ertect on wildlife. We reco,aend that the &ireau adopt a •igoroua 
progr&11 tht.t would ~ enhance aoil and vater cooaerntion within 
the Elko RA. Under such a progre■, livestock and wildlife will both 
benefit. 

Spe citicall7, the conditiOJ1 of all range land within the Elko RA 
ahould be atabilaed and -god tor iapron11ent. Reseeding in 
burned ar..., ahould include the reintroduction or natiH apeciea. 
R!ll!lller monitoring ia a crucial i-,rt of the mnase■ent program. 
We !eel that eucb monitoring ie neceaaary to an ef!ectin manage
ment plan. 

Ill Wilderaesa 

Both the Rough Hilla and the Little Humboldt Rinr \ISi. 'a aboul.4 be 
given wilderneH atatua. The Cedar Ridge and Red Springs VSI. •a 
ahoul.4 be dropped from wilderneaa cOJ1Sidera tion. 

IV ,!:!!!!! Exchangaa 

Land exchangea tl:at will block up ar .. or wildlife l:abitat abould be 
pursued. Jublic acceaa corridors ahould be a part of anr axcbange. 
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V UUii t1 ~ pipe liaaa, etc, should cloael.J follow ex1.ating 
corr ra. 

Queationa~~ 

Preferred Uteraative D wc,ul.4 raault in deterioation of aapen atanda 
(p.t+=jj). Dov a thla-c011i-,tible with the &ireau•a raaponaibilit7 
to protect and enhance wildlife habitat and with executin order• 
ll988 and 11990 to protect ripllrian habitat (pp. 1-6 and 1-?)? 

'!.'he Uternatin E (p.lt-}?): The rnoval or linatock grasiag will 
incraaae big geme populatiou. Doea thia suggest that llllle deer 
populatiou would benefit from a cliax graaa t7Pe? Don't atudiea 
indica to otherwiae? 

Shouldn • t habitat i11pronaenta alao conaider the reintroduction of 
ebarp-t&iled . grouse? 

Wouldn • t the aboliahllent o! all livestock grazing (Alttrnatin E) 
be 4etrimental to cbuclcar pllrtridge habitat? 

Gruabopper control bu bean an important and coatly program • 
Gruebopper , probleea are lergel7 a reflection of pocr lon&-hr■ 
lll&Dll&ftent, 1•t this problem ia not mentioned. llhy'I 

l.lternative E suggeats that r ange fires wc,ul.4 be • greater problem if 
cattle grar.ing were elillillated, but don ' t cheat graaa rangea now poae 
the greetest !ire danger? 

Respectfully aublllitted, 

B.!:. Av§.:_~ 
Bob McGint7 
Ctai..-n 
Elko Count7 Couervation Aaaociation 
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Hll HARU II HK'l'"N 
Go~.-, .. ., , 

STATE Of NEVADA 

@ . . 

STATE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
District Manager 

Cap11ol Com pin 

Caraon Clly . Nl'!ll•d• 89710 

(702) 885 -4420 

November 14, 1985 

Elko District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Re: SAI NV t86300014 Project: Elko RMP/EIS 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

.IE.AN FOR[ 
DlrrctlN 

Enclosed is the Governor's position on the wilderness 
recommendations as presented in the Elko Draft Resource Manage
ment Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Also attached are 
individual State agency comments. Agency comments on wilderness 
are provided on an informational basis and may not directly 
correspond to the Governor's position. 

We would also like to express our appreciation to you and 
your staff for the briefing held for State agencies in Octobeq 
we will be looking forward to reviewin g the Final EIS when 
published. 

JBW/11 
Enclosures 
cc, Edward Spang, BLM 

Sin7:r1y, 0 \ ,ll 
~" E 21JtUN-J 
.'Joh n B. Walker 

J 1 Planning & Intergovernmental 
Affairs, NOCS/SPOC 
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RJCHARD H. BRYAN 
Go.«1tor 

STATE OF NEVADA 

@ . 
. 

' Jt.AH FOHO 
0/r~,h" 

STATE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 
C■pltol Complex 

C■r■on Cit~, Nevada 89710 

(7021 8-8~-4420 

November 14, 1985 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
District Manager 
Elko District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Re: Governor's Position on Wilderness, Elko RMP/EIS 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

The State of Nevada acknowledges receipt of the draft 
Re source Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Elko Resource Area. Several State agencies will be comment
ing directly on different aspects of the document. This latter 
constitutes the official State position on the wilderness 
recommendations developed in the plan. 

1. Red Spring and Cedar Ridge Wilderness Study Areas: The 
State concurs that these two relatively small wilderness areas 
should not be given further consideration for wilderness designa
tion. Located very close to each other, only twenty miles from 
Elko, these areas do possess a certain scenic beauty. However, 
they are not unique, and opportunities for solitude and primitive 
recreation are not outstanding. Both areas con ta in conflicts 
with wilderness designation (mineral and wood product potential 
as well as a considerable range fire hazard) that outweigh the 
limited wilderness values • 

2. Rough Hills Wilderness Study Area: This is an isolated 
area of very rugged terrain. It has ex cell en t oppor tun it ie s for 
solitude and primitive recreation. Although it Is a small area, 
it has many scenic rock formations and canyon areas. Access is 
presently difficult and the area is not frequently visited. The 
State does have some concerns about the two private inholdings 



Comment Letter 20 

~r. Rodney Harris 
November 14, 1985 
Page 2 

found in the area and al ■o about th■ moderate ■ ineral potential. 
We will be conducting additional research into these areas of 
concern. However, baaed on information available at the present 
tine, the State concurs that the Rough Hilla Wilderness Study 
Area appears suitable for wilderness designation. 

3. The Little Hu,.boldt River Wilderness Study Area, Thi ■ 
area includes 42,000 acre ■ of the canyon and drainage basin of 
the Little Humboldt River, The canyon itself is undeniably 
scenic and unique, and we concur that its high wilderness values 
outweigh other values. However , we have some concern about the 
inclusion in the wilderness area of so much of the rolling 

I 
uplands above the canyon. we are concerned about the 

2
0- 1 11anageabil i ty of these uplands as wilderness. we also note the 

presence of private inholdings, several roads and way■ , and sone 
mineral potential, particularly for gold and barite, we would 
s upport a modified wilderness proposal in which the boundaries 
a re dra"'n back closer to the canyon ri11. we would be happy to 
work with you on specific boundary demarcations, but initially 
suggest that the top of Castle Ridge would be a preferable 
boundary on the northeast, and the boundary shown in Alternative 
Bon the southwest. 

The State appreciates the opportunity to conment on this 
document, we look forward to continuing to work with you in your 
wilderness reviews. Please do not hesitate to contact this 
office for any additional information you may need . 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Director 

JF/11 

~e~pqnse Letter 20 

2D-1 See Chapter 1, alternatives considered but dropped for further analysis. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 
1100 Valley Road 

AI CH AAO H BRYAN 
Go~11trnor 

P .0. 00)( 10678 

Reno . Nevada 89520-0022 

(702) 789 -0500 

Mr. John S. Wa 1 ker, Coordinator 
State Clearinghouse 
Office of Community Services 
1100 E. W1111am, Suite 109 
Carson C1ty, NV 89710 

RE: SAi NV 186300014 

Dear John: 

November 5, 1985 

WILLIAM A . M OUN1 
O,rec1o r 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and cOQnl!nt on the 
Elko Resource Management Pl an and Envi ronmenta 1 Impact Statement and 
sublllit our con111ents and rec011111endations for your consideration in the 
final RMP/EIS. 

In the Department's role to protect, ..alntaln and enhance the 
state's wildlife N!SOurces, we 111Ust rely on the land management agency 
to ~rovlde the necesnry_ quality and quantity of habitat to support that 
resource. Therefore, we see the' present condition of that habitat and 
the proposed future conditions, as brought about by land management, to 
be key factors in our role of providing desirable populations of 
wildlife. It is often stated that good range management Is good 
wildlife management and we certainly support that premise If the goal is 
applied to native range and the attainment of good or better ecological 
range condition. We be 1 ieve that in many cases the RMP/EIS does 
document nany resource conditions that are far from being optimal for 
wll d1 i fe and severa 1 other land users. The RMP/EIS states, that of 
22,000 acres of riparian habitat Inventoried, 91 percent is in poor or 
fair condition. The resource area contains 212 miles of streams of 
which 66 percent are In poor condition. Trout populations are present 
in 37 of the 73 streHs inventoried and historically trout were found in 
most, if not all, of those streams. Of the 2,511,893 acres of native 
range inventoried, 67 percent of the native vegetation is producing at 
or below half of the plant connunlty potential. A total of 52 
a 11 otments was shown to have an apparent downward trend. We fee 1 these 
statements in the RMP/EIS certainly warrant some decisive and far
reaching management con111ltments to bring about improvenent . 
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We feel that thro ugh the selective managenent process and the 
subsequent categorization of 27 •r• a 11 otments ( approximately 70 percent 
of the resource area), that a positive commitment toward the first step 
in good range nanagement has been made. We certainly connend the Bureau 
for such a positive approach to the categorization process . However, we 
feel the goals of Improved fflanagement fall short of that needed to 
restore productivity to much of the wildlife habitat. For example, in 
the Environmental Consequences chapter, we see the following goals as 
being less than satisfactory to resolve some of the resource conditions 
previously stated: 

I. Three percent of the native vegetation would 1110ve toward the 
potential native con111unlty and the remaining 97 percent would 
not change over the 1 ong ten11. 

2. Fifteen percent of riparian vegetation would ifflprove In 
habitat quality and 85 percent would reinain unchanged or 
decline. 

3. Habl tat qua 11 ty would improve on 106 acres of protected spring 
site riparian vegetation and 1,144 acres would decline or 
re,nain unchanged. 

4. Aspen stands would remain unchanged or decline overall on 
approximately 14,ooo acres . 

In order to address and correct some of these condl tions 1nd 
goal s we strongly recollllll!nd that the Bureau select the w1ld1 lfe · -
objectives under Alternative C. If these goals are not selected, we 
would request an explanation why such a decision was not ,nade. In 
recognition of the Importance that riparian areas play in overall 
productiveness of the resource area, we recommend that one more 
management guidance standard be adopted. This would be the acceptance 
of the American Fisheries Society paper entitled "The Best Management 
Practices for the Management and Protection of Western Ripar ian Stream 
Ecosys tens • as the fundamenta 1 inanagenent standard for s trHm riparian 
areas in the Elko Resource Area . 

Even though wildfire was not identified as an Issue in the planning 
process, we feel that its effects in the resource area are significant 
enough to warrant some goa 1 s and object Ives. For example, Just this 
year alone approximately 153,800 acres were burned. Many of these areas 
were valuable w11dllfe habitat and in all probab11ity a najor percentage 
of it will never, at least In the foreseeable future, return to its 
forner productivity. We request that the RMP/EIS address this concern 
and adopt some guidelines that will promote the restoration of native 
plant species where needed to 111intain wildlife populations on critical 
and crucial habitats. 
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The long-tel'WI proposal to increase livestock Allll's 30 percent above 
the current three to five-year average use does 111eri t serious 
consideration to assure that i11p1cts to wildlife habitat w111 be 
avoided. We support livestock increases if w11dlife conflicts can be 
avoided, but we also advocate livestock reductions if wildlife conflicts 
are Increased. The ulti11111te AIM goal 1s really Irrelevant as long as 1 
c011prehenslve and effective 1110nltortng program fs conducted to assure 
that range resources are not degraded. We totally support 1110nftorlng 
and feel that under the present range 111nagetnent syste111 ft Is the best 
way decl s Ions can be supported. 

In our review of the RMP/EiS, we recomend that the following 
alternatives be selected for each issue category: 

Legal Access 
Lands and Realty 
Corridors 
Wilderness 
L lvestock Grazing 
Wildlife 
Horses 
Woodland 
Minerals 

Page 1-5 

- Alternative D 
- Alternative C 
- Alternative C 
- Alternative D 
- No RecOllllll!ndatlon 
- Al ternatlve C 
- Alternative D 
- Alternative D 
- Alternative D 

SPEC! FIC co"'oos 

The docunent states that the plan will be revised periodically (1 
11tni11U11 of five years) to detemfne the need for amendment. Can 
a,nen<hents or addendun1s to the RMP/EIS be sublnitted and activated at 
anytime or does the five-year 11lni1111111 refer only to the review process? 

Page 2-1 

The public nay have s0111e conment on ACEC's tf s0111e candidate areas 
were proposed for review and conment. 

What makes Alternative D a balanced approach? 

Page 2-3 

Why could not an alternative be developed that would continue the 
average level of use of 305,247 AUM's and stil 1 fnitiate the 111nagl!lllent 
actions of Alternative D7 

Are there studies that show current nanagement Is providing only 
20,338 AUM' s of forage for existing ni.mbers of mule deer? 
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Page 2-5 

Would land be sold just because It is difficult and unecon011ic to 
manage or would other factors also be considered? 

Page 2-8 

In Alternative B, the objective to treat or seed 635,000 acres and 
spend $14,000,000 on livestock range l11provements seeWIS Inappropriate 
and unrealistic under current budget restraints. We question that this 
alternative is even necessary or feasible. 

Page 2-13 

In Alternative C tt states that: (1) direction 1s to lnipl-nt ■ n 
RMP which would allow livestock grazing at use levels which would avoid 
significant conflicts w1th sensitive resources, and (2) grazing systems 
and range lmprovetnents would be tq,le11ented to enhance overall rangeland 
vegetative condftion. This would appear to Imply that Alternatives A, 
B, and D would result in significant conflicts with sensitive resources 
and grazing systems and range l11PrOvl!lllellts would not enhance overall 
rangeland vegetative condition. Is thts the Intent? 

Page 2-15 

In Alternative D, how 111ny acres of the 243,200 acres Identified 
for transfer are proposed for dlsposa 1 under the Dl.E and Carey Land 
acts? 

Page 2-~ 

What ts a low visibility corridor? If this 11eans a setback of a 
certain distance fr011 the highway despite conflicts wtth wildlife we 
certainly have some concerns. An exa11ple of our concern was exemplified 
by the Elko Secondary Source powerltne which was placed one-half to one 
11ile away fr011 the highway despite our reconmendation to use an existing 
corridor adjacent to the highway. 

We have no concerns and agree w1th the designated SRMA' s. However, 
we do have a question concerning the South Fork of the Hu11boldt River 
SRMA. We thought the land ownership and 11anagl!lllent of the area was 
going to State Parks. 

The Department supports acquiring legal access for the public and 
public land adlltnlstratlon. Would any of the legal accesses (Table 2-4) 
be closed to the publ fc? 
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Page 2-16 1 W1 lderness 

We do support the Wilderness proposal as presented 1n the preferred 
a 1 ternative. 

Page 2-18 

Does the treatnent of 120,978 acres include retreament of old 
seedings? 

Wtl \ all treatments or seedings have to neet a positive 8/C ratio 
and how long 1s the period of amortization? When the 8/C ratio is 
developed, will documented adverse 11npacts to wtldl1fe be added to the 
cost of the project? 

In our departmental briefing session with the Bureau on the Elko 
RMP/EIS, 1t was our understanding that none of the 120,978 acres of 
treatments or seedings w111 be located on crucial or key w11dl1fe 
ranges . Is thts correct; and 1f correct, where 1n the RMP/E!S 1s 
reference made to th1 s? 

Page 2-25 throuqh 2-36 1 Specific Resource or Progr111 Guidance 

The selective 11111nagement sectton really did not discuss levels of 
mon1tor1ng. 11111 all "I' category allotnents receive sufficient 
110n1tor1ng upon which to execute grazing decisions 1n three to five 
years after the Record of Dec1s1on is signed? 

We request that the degree of allowable livestock use of browse 
species on delineated big gane winter ranges be no 1110re that 30 percent 
1n any season, not the 50 percent shown 1n the table on page 2-32. Also 
some of the use seems rather high, particularly 1f associated with 
riparian areas. 

We request that guidelines be included that do not allow the 
routtne harvest of live 11ountain 11ahogany or standing deciduous trees, 
unless the harvest 1s to neet specific habitat Nnagenent requirements. 

Under the Wtldlife and Threatened and Endangered Habitat Management 
Program, we highly reconmend the riparian pasture as a very beneficial 
management concept which would accoq,lfsh several objectives. 

We recorm,end that the Bureau encourage and authorize, to the extent 
feasible, the use of track-mounted drill r1gs. 
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We reconmend that the Bureau outline what bonding requ1relll!nts will 
be needed for the reclamation of areas disturbed by mining and nine 
exploration . We also encourage guidelines that wtll keep new cut-f111 
roads, associated with n1neral exploration, to a mln1nun, to avo1d 
critical habitats such as riparian zones, aspen stands, etc., and be 
closed as soon as possible. Native plant species should be seeded at 
suitable sites . 

Page 3-8, Btg Gane Population and Habitat Condition 

The Bure~u•s big game studies to date report that crucial nule deer 
sumer habitat to be 1n fair to good condition and crucial winter 
habitat to be 1n good to excellent condition. To sOllll!one unfan11hr 
with the area, this would g1ve the impression that nule deer habitat and 
populat Ions are good and that habitat 1s not a l11111t1ng factor 1 n the 
Elko Resource Area. This certainly 1s not the case. We nust point out 
that these studies represent only a small percentage of the habitat. In 
addition, nule deer populations are far below historical levels and 
1 lterally thousands of acres of very valuable nule deer habitat have 
been lost or severely degraded due to wtldfire, livestock (see page 
3-11), and 111n1ng activities. 

Page 3-9 

The Terrestrial Riparian Habitat portion states that the pr1111ry 
habitat conflict is the trampling of water sources. We question whether 
this Is true. Probably of greater concern 1s erosion channel cutting 
which results 1n lowering of the water table and subsequent loss of 
riparian habitat. Forage overutfl lzat1on and roads are also sources of 
conflict. 

Page 3-22 

Were expenditures for trapping included 1n the $3,160,000 total for 
hunting and fishing? Were trapping revenues included 1n the total 
lnc011e figure? 

In conclusion, we feel the Elko RMP/EIS does adequately recognize 
110st of the concerns we 1dent1fy with w11d11fe habitat. The degree to 
which those concerns will be resolved 1s still a question of 
considerable concern. In relation to other RMP's/EIS's which have been 
prepared by the Bureau in Nevada, the Elko RMP/EIS Is better for 
wfld\1fe than most. However, none of the RMP's have met our 
expectations In regards to comn1tnents for the management of basic land 
resources ( soil , water, vegeta t1 on) , upon wh1 ch wfl d\1fe are totally 



Comment Letter 20 

Mr. John B. Walker 
Novetlber 5, 1985 
Page 7 

dependent. We felt the AMP 111de SOIN! sol td comn1tnents to r1partan 
concerns, but we st111 have a concern that 111ch r1parhn habitat w111 
decltne over the long ter11. lie applaud the goal of establtshfng 27 
AMP's and the placing of nearly 70 percent of the resource area 1n the 
• I' category. This categorf zat f on when integrated w1 th effect1 ve 
110n1tortng and enviromentally sound objectives for the resource area 
will result in improvfng ecological conditions. 

LB:pw 

cc: Region II 

Sincerely, 

111111&11 A. Mol Inf 
Director 
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atcHMD H. A'i'M - STATE OF NEVADA 

~ 
V1 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIYIIION OF HlliTOfllC l'IIIESEJtV,UION it.ND A&CHE.OLOGY 

201 S . F■U Strnt 

Capitol Co•plea 

Cano• Clty, Nnad■ 19710 

<1011 aas-sua 

November 5, 1985 

MEHORAIIDIJM 

TO: 

FROM: 

John Walker, Office of Comaunity Service■ ~ 
Alice M. Becker, Staff Archeologiat ~ rn 

SUBJECT: DRAFT/ELKO RESOURCE AREA RMP & EIS, SAI NV #86300014. 

The Diviaion baa reviewed the draft Elko Resource Area RMP and 
EIS. As de■c.rlbed in the document• m.aneroua historic and arcbeologlcal 
properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places are located lo the Elko Resource Area. We recognize that uoder 
specific resource program guidelines, the BLM will comply with the 
National Historic Preaervation Act of 1966 (NHPA), aa amended, and 
Executive Order 11593 prior to construction of wildlife and live ■ tock. 
improvements. However, we are concerned that management of land a■ 

recreation areas and the increase in public acceaa roads say have 
indirect impact■ to Regiater eligible propertieo not addresaed by the 
RMP and EIS. During road planning and development of management plans 
for the recreation areaa, the BLM m.ust exaaine whether such actiona 
will increase acta of illegal collection or vandaliam . In the case of 
road building, the BLM should con11ider alternative• where the placement 
of a road may increase acceaa to fragile archeological resouTcea. 

M part of the management of the Elko Resource Area, the BLM DJ.at 
also follow Section IOI and 110 of the NHPA regarding the eetabliobment 
of a program to nominate properties to the Natiooal Register. 

If the BLM ha.a any questions regarding these comaenta, pleaae 
have Elko ataff call ""'· 

AMB/de 
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DEPARTMENT OF MINERALS 

MR JOHN WALKER 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Office of Co11111unity Services 
1100 East Wi 11 iam Street - 117 
Carson City, NV 89710 

RE: SAi NV #86300014 

Dear Mr. Walker, 

400 W . King S I.reel , SuUe 106 

Car.on C IIV, Nev•d• 89710 

l702) 88!>-5050 

Oc tober 30, 1985 

RI C H.ARD L . .. . EVB UNH 
D l1ac 10, 

The Nevada Depar tment of Hi nera 1 s apprec i ates the opport unity to comment on 
the Draft/Elko Reosurce Area RHP & EIS, SAi NV #86300014 . 

We appreciate the fact that mineral resource management was treated as an issue 
in the draft documentation . However, we have concerns regarding the designated 
mi nera 1 potent la 1. We bell eve that an area's true mi nera 1 potent i a 1 can never be 
fully known until ac tual exploration and mining occur . In many cases, major mineral 
depos it s are overlooked or ignored until new te chnological breakthroughs or shifts 
in industr i al needs soddenly transform an area which seems to have little or no 
mineral potent i al into a prime exploration target . Fr om our viewpo i nt, wilderness 

I 
areas should onl y be considered if an area has no mineral pot ent i al, that is , areas 

120-2 with suffic i ent geologic data to ind i cate the lack of favorable host roc ks or minera l 
,, resour ces given today ' s mini ng techno 1 ogy and, of course, present and pred 1cted economic 

conditions. 

We support the 8LM' s preferred alternat iv e for the Red Spring and Cedar Ridge 
WSA' s, which re commends that these areas are not sui ta~le for wilderness designation . 
Both the Red Spring and Cedar Ridge have high favorabil ity for oi 1 and gas, and 
moderate favorability for barite and other minerals . 

We are opposed to wilderness designation fo r the Rough Hills WSA. There are 
several mines north of the WSA with new di scoveries be i ng made periodically. 
Product i on of go 1 d, s 11 ver, copper and lead has occurred from the Black Warrior, 
Cl eve land, Mc Knights Pl acer, Vanity Fair and Virginia mines 1 oca ted only 2-3 miles east 
of the WSA. According to the USGS open-file report 1976-56, Miner al Resources of 
Elko County, Nevada, the Virginia mi ne produced 450 tons of ore averaging 2 .8 ounces 
go 1 d per ton, 2 . 3 ounces of silver per ton a long with 0 . 7 4 percent copper and 3. 7 
percent lead . Although there have been no mining cla ims located within the Rough 
Hi 11 s WSA, we fee 1 there is a moderate mi nera 1 potenti a 1 based on demonstrated 
surrounding mi neral l zat i on . 
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I 
We are also opposed to wt 1 derness designation for the Little Humbo 1 dt River WSA . 

20-3 Our concern is the nineral potential In the northeastern portion . Two prominent roads 
· also exist in that portion . We note that the mini ng claims and area of mineral 

po ten ti a 1 in the southeastern portion of thl s WSA are not i nc1 uded i n the preferred 
alternative . We feel that, at the very least, the preferred alternative ' s north
eastern boundary should be adjusted to exclude the area of mineral potent i al . 

The Department does value preserving some public land for future generations and 
scientific study, as long as the mining industry, which Is so essential to our national 
defense and thl s state ' s progressive econony, can remal n hea 1 thy and be provided the 
opportun I ty to pursue new mi nera 1 resources. 

DO:wf 

Sincerely, 

~D~ 
Doug Oriesner 
Resource Engl neer 
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20-2 The Congress of the United States acknowedged the importance of mineral 
resources in the wording of the Yilderness Act (1964) and the Federal 
Land Policy and lfanage.,.,nt Act (1976). Extensive efforts are mandated 
therein for identification of mineral values in all areas recommended 
suitable for designation. In the Elko Resource Area Yilderness EIS, 
suitability recommendations have been affected by mineral potential even 
when there are no known deposits. Further adjustments could be made 
based on information provided by USGS/Bureau of Mines Mineral Surveys. 

20-3 The area of low mineral potential in the northeastern portion of the YSA 
was considered in the final suitability recommendation. See Chapter l, 
areas considered but dropped from further analysis. Two cherrystem 
roads, outside the boundaries, e~ist in this area of the YSA. Their 
significance to the naturalness of the area overall was examined in the 
wilderness inventory. 
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DIVISION 
OF 
STA'l'E 
PAUKS 

MEMO 
TO John Walke r 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

Steve Weaver ~ -

DRAFT ELKO RESOURCE AREA RHP 
SAI# 86300014 

IMTB 10/17/85 

The Division of State Parks supports the draft Resource Management 
Plan for the BLM Elko Resource .Area. However, we do wish to ex
press our concerns about the propased recreation si tee at Wild 
Horse and South Fork Reservoirs. 

Both of these areas need to be managed in co njun cti on with the 
corresponding state recreation area. Thus, close cooperation with 
the Nevada Division of State Parks will be desirable. However~ 
unless B~ is willing and able to make the nece ssa ry f i nancial and 
personnel commi ttrnents, the Division anticipat es problems that will 
inevitably affect the adjacent state lands. If there is any 
possibility that the Division is going to eventually be saddled 
"'i th the burden of :managing these BLM areas, contingency plans 
should be considered now for a cooperative management agreement 
or outright transfer of the lands involved. 

SW:vh 

801.6b(5) 
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- The Clearinghouse has tentatively set a briefing 
for October 4, 1985 . 

AIR-Dick Serdoz: No comment 

WATER-Ralph Capurro: The water quality section ot Div. of Environmettal 
Protection (DEP) supports the BLM's attempt to improve the aquatic 
habitat conditions as outlined in Table 4-1 of the Draft Resources 
Management Plan tor the Elko Resources Area. This table shows a deci~ed 

t,dmin ist rat or 
T tie 

1J t6 (85 
Doti 
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Page · 2 

Clearing House CoDJDents 

SAi NV #86300014 Draft/Elko Resource Area RMP l EIS 

Water- Continued: improvement in the "good" and "excellent" 
conditions from 11 miles (for the existing condition) to 117 
mil es (f or the prefered alternative) caused by the reduction 
of poor and fair conditions from 201 miles to 95 miles. This 
improvement should improve the water quality in various streams 
rivers in Nevada. Tbe DEP would appreciate t he opportunity 
to comment on the specific proj ects proposed to accomplish 
this aquatic habitat improvement. 

WASTE-Verne Rosse: No comment. 

tm 
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~ .. ,.~~~;R~~~~-
• ,.o. , .. eo•• 

Unl~treil, suu,n 
Ru t , Nulh 89,07 

November 14, 1985 

Nancy Phelps, RMP Team Leader 
SLM/Elko District 
PO Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Dear Team Leader Phelps, 

0 LAS VEGAS CUU)IW 
P.O. !It ■ 19777 
Lu - Vtllll• NIY .. I 691 19 

On behalf of the Tolyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club, am 
submitting comments on the Elko Draft Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement. I am also submitting 
comments as a member of the Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association, Defenders of Wildlife, the 
National Wildlife Federation, and the Wilderness Society. 

As a conservationist with specific Interests In Improving public 
rangeland conditions, wildlife habitat, and riparian area 
management, as well as in generally improving public land 
management, I am very disappointed In the Draft Elko RMP/EIS. As 
currently proposed, the draft plan emphasizes the development and 
aggrandizement of commodity uses of the public lands at the 
expense of and to the direct detriment of non-commodity public 
land uses, including soil & water conservation, range condition 
improvement, wilderness, wildlife habitat, and riparian/fisheries 
habitat. The draft EIS consistently overemphasizes the benefits 
of resource development, while underestimating the costs of that 
development, both financial costs and costs In terms of 
continuing resource damage. At the same time, the document 
underestimates the values of non-commodity resources, both 
economic and non-economic. My specific comments are as follows: 

Elko Wilderness Technical Report: This document is an exception 
to the generally superficial and Inadequate nature of the Elko 
planning documents. The wilderness report was obviously written 
by SLM employees who actually have been in the areas, and who can 
appreciate the wilderness qualities of the areas , as well as 
objectively judge and report on manageability and quality 
standards. The excellence of the report is only qualified by the 
"political" requirement they had to emphasize (and thus justify 
the Alternative D recommendations) the wilderness values in the 
Rough Hills and Little Humboldt River WSAs, while de-emphasizing 
similar values In the Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs. 

My only specific comments on the Report concern statements on 
p.7. Only potentially adverse Impacts of wilderness designation 
are mentioned on range and cultural resources. Omitted are 
potential beneficial Impacts of decreased vehicle-dependent 

To uplo,,t , ajoy, Md proutf till, •nnl ~ IMN .• • 
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vandalism and rustli~g which would be limited by the motor 
vehicle restrictions. 

Summary Tabla I, Managaaant Actions, This Table should include 
by alternative the expected improvements (or decreases) In 
ecological condition, so that the public can compare the changes 
in condition along with other Impacts of the different 
alternatives. This Tabla should also Include the costs of each 
alternative, so the the public can compare the impacts"Tn terms 
of the costs of each alternative, It is very difficult to keep 
turning from Table 2-2 on p, 2-9 to the suDlllary table In the 
beginning of the document. 

Chapter !• We were glad to read on p. 1-4 that "Public land 
resources were Inventoried to establish a data base upon which to 
develop a resource management plan and analyze the Impacts 
expected from the various alternatives.• It is not clear from 
the document how much specific Inventory data was collected on 
each resource, nor exactly how the Inventory data was used. In 
addition, I do not understand how inventory data can be adequate 
for planning, but not adequate on which to base management 
decisions, such as reducing livestock to the carrying capacity In 
each allotment. Please clarify, 

Chapter~• The entire alternative formation process la faulty. 
The range of alternatives Is inadequate on livestock grazing. 
The management action for livestock numbers resulting from each 
alternative except for the no-grazing alternative la exactly the 
same for each alternative; that ts, existing numbers! 
Alternative A proposes to continue existing numbers, until 
monitoring Indicates upward or downward adjustments. 
Alternatives Band C propose to increase livestock numbers by 621 
if monitoring supports an increase. Alternative C proposes to 
decrease numbers by 371 if monitoring supports a decrease. The 
only action the BLM plans to take Is to continue licensing 
existing numbers until and unless monitoring Indicates a change 
Is justified (by BLM standards). Because there Is really only 
one alternative, the public Is effectively denied the opportunity 
to participate In the decision on how much livestock use Is to be 
permitted on the public lands, and, consequently, how much 
wildlife and wild horse use should occur and what conditions 
public rangelands should be managed for, 

We also object to the But rationale which dismisses moat of the 
non-commodity resources as •not significant,• therefore, 
relieving the agency of considering all public land resources In 
Its comprehensive land use plan. Such a process can only result 
in emphasizing existing management programs which are slanted 
towards continuing the status quo. 

!
Alternative Az We do not understand the objective for wilderness 
on p. 2-3 (or in other alternatives)- "Manage all lands currently 

22~1 under wilderness review as nonsul table for wilderness 
designation.• We believe the Interim Wilderness Management 
regulations apply to all WSAs, whether recommended suitable or 

2 
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22-1 

As aentloned on page 1-6 of the Draft Ellto RM!', the ..,lldern~ss ;,hnn1ng 
hsue is to detenline which WSAs, or portions t~rrof. should be 
reco:utenJed suitable and nonsut :..able for 'W'ilderne-ss de !I tgnilt lon. 
Therefore, the objectives an vritten in ter..s of being suitable or 
nonsuttable for vilderness. 

Yu, H a catter of Bureau policy and as stated oo page 1-6, the Bureau 
vill "manage lands under review ln a manner that wlll not i~palr th~i.r 
1ultabllity for wilder"ness d~slgnatioa.," 
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22 _ 1 I non- ·aui table 
designation. 

by BLM, until 
Please clarify. 

Congress decides on wilderness 

22-2 

Table 2-2: Why are there no •rangeland lmprove■ent projects• 
figures Included for Alternative A In this table? Shouldn't the 
current BLM budget for planned range i ■provements projects be 
included in this table for Alternative A? 

Alternative D: We were glad to finally find~ range condition 
improvement goal in one of the alternatives. However, we do not 
underatand what la meant by "improving rangeland vegetative 
conditions.• Thia term I• not defined In the glossary, Does the 
statement refer to ecological status? to range forage 
conditions? to a scale of excellent-good-fair-poor? Issue 7 
refers to livestock permits, vegetation manipulation projects, 
livestock range improvements, categorization, and monitoring, but 
sets no specific objective for how much improvement In range 
condition will be obtained from all these management actions. 

We support BLM'a commitment to Improving riparian area conditions 
and management (Alternative CJ. However, we do not aea how the 
estimated improvements can be achieved given the commitment to a 
301 Increase in the preferred alternative for livestock numbers. 
It la ludicrous for BLM to promise to increase livestock numbers 
when there Is Insufficient forage capacity to carry existing 
livestock numbers. This promise Is also based on an optimistic 
assumption of a high level of funding for livestock range 
Improvements when the agency budget Is declining annually, We 
urge BLM to modify Alternative D to increase or decrease 
livestock numbers to the carrying capacity of the allotments, 
based on whatever existing data la available with further 
adjustments when 1110nltorlng data supports a change. 

We support wild horse and wildlife objectives and actions In 
Alternative C. But we have the same questions about whether 
these commendable goals and objectives can be achieved without 
necessary livestock reductions. 

We support wilderness recommendations in Alternative D and 
recreation recommendations in Alternative C. we support 
Alternative A for land disposals and utility corridors. No 
Information in the draft justified the eKcesslv• proposals for 
land disposals or utility corridors, other than statements that 
•requests• had been made. 

Nanageaent Resource or Prograa Guidance: This section la very 
weak. Applicable BUI handbooks and regulations are not cited for 
most resources. The wilderness section should be supplemented by 
reference to Report No. 96-617 "Designating Certain National 
Forest System Lands In the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, and For Other Purposes• which details management actions 
permitted In wilderness, 

Selective Nanageaent 
opposing this policy, 

Polley. The Sierra Club Is on record as 
because it rewards (with range Improvement 

Response Letter 2 2 

22-2 Lands designated as wilderuess by Congress are managed by the Bureau of 
Land Manage1111!!nt in accordance wit 43 CPR Part 8560 titled ·Designated 
Vilderuess Areas, Procedures for Management; Find Rulemaking.• 
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funds) poor management ln · I allotment■, but ••••ntially ignore■ 
both good management ln M allotments and abysmally poor 
management in C allotment■, Whlle we do not object to 
prlortlzlng management efforts, our conservation ethic prevent■ 
us from condoning agency attempts to write off any allotments in 
terms of monitoring and management, and our common sense prevents 
us from endorsing a system which bullds ln financial lncentivea 
for poor managsment. 

Notwithstanding our policy on MIC categorization, we read wlth 
great interest Table 4 in Appendix C. While we support the large 
acreage put into the I category, we could find no rhyme or reason 
why some allotments were designated I and others with the same o: 
greater I ratings in the 7 criteria were not designated. 14 
allotments with I ratings i n 6 or 7 criteria were finally 
designated as I allotments. 24 allotments with I ratings in 5 
categories were designated I; but 2 were designated Mand l was 
designated c. 8 allotments with I ratings In 4 categories were 
designated I with the others designated elther M or c. 4 
allotments with I ratings in 3 categories were designated I and 
amazingly enough, one allotment with I ratings in only 2 
categories was designated I. The draft document does not 
disclose that BUI weighted some categories over others, a 
procedure which could explain these discrepancies. If weighting 
does occur, we would certainly support weighting the 7th 
category, existing ecological condition, over the other 
categories . 

Key Forage Plant Utlllxetlon , Does the table on p. 2-32 include 
-utilization by livestock only, or by all grazing animals? If the 
allowable use levels do not include all use, they are much too 
hlgh • 

Ecological Status: We do not understand the statement on p. 2-33 
that "Ecological status ls use-Independent ••• • Please explain. 
Do the four seral stages correspond to the excellent, good, falr, 
~nd poor scale used in moat other BUI land use plans? 

Appendix 51 Table 2: If BUI can use existing data to derlve 
current and projected aeral stages down to one acre in every 
allotment, why can't BUI use existing data to determine livestock 
carrying capacity in each allotment? 

Table l: Appendix 3: 
this table based on? 

What data are the •apparent trends• In 

Map■: The maps at the end of Chapter 2 are very misleading. 
They imply resource conditions and management actions over the 
entire area. Not until the next chapter is information presented 
to Illustrate that BUI administers only a little over 501 of the 
area. Land status information should be Included In every map. 

Chapter Three: This entire chapter Is superficial with only 
cursory Tiil'ormation provided on most resources and resource 
conditions. What llttle information is provided documents the 

4 
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adverse impact■ of paet land management activitlea, especially 
poor livestock management, on most of the other resource values. 

Landa and Re_alty: The explanation totally ignoree the management 
requirements of the checkerboard land pattern. Does But manage 
the checkerboard land■ like consolidated public lands? 

Livestock 
allotments 
operations 
allotments? 

Gra&ing: We were shocked to learn that 851 of 
are not Intensively managed. Are these "wild 
or is some klnd of grazing system in use ln 

the 
cow• 

thesa 

Wildlife Habitat: Wildlife habitat (Including riparian and 
aquatic habitat) ls very poorly managed wlth poor condltlons, 
downward trends, and depressed populations for almost every 
species. While we support the proposed actions to improve 
wildlife habitat, we don't feel that, even if fully implemented, 
they will be sufficient to reverse unsatisfactory wildlife 
habitat management, unless excess livestock numbers are reduced. 

Please explain the statement "Major alteration in peregrine 
falcon habitat and current land status have eliminated the 
possibility for reintroductions wlthln the planning area.• 

Chapter Pour: These chapter Is actually even more superficial 
and perfunctory than Chapter 3. Perhaps there are few 
significant differences in Impacts among the alternatives because 
there are no signlflcant differences In alternatives. Even the 
no grazing alternative shows little overall Improvement In 
ecological condition. The impacts of livestock grazing on 
vegetation are separated out with livestock impacts belng numbers 
of livestock and range Improvements while changes in vegetation 
appear divorced from livestock use. The disastrously negative 
Impacts of a 621 increase in livestock numbers and extensive 
monotypic range improvements proposed in Alternative B hardly 
inconvenience the already stressed wildlife at all. 

The analysis of Alternative A does eeem to support the fact that 
livestock numbers slgnlflcantly exceed carrying capacity. The 
statement on p. 4-41 ln the last paragraph is especially 
convincing. We were certainly glad to learn on p. 4-7 that • ••• 49 
allotments would show an improvement In ecological status due to 
continued stocking levels below forage capacity.• Would you 
explain the basis for this statement? If BUI knows that 49 
•llotments are below the carrying capacity, then does BUI know 
how many allotments are over the carrying capacity? 

Lands and Realtf: The statement on p. 4-10, • ••• transferring 
TI6,ee0 acres o scattered and difficult to manage parcel■ out of 
Federal administration through exchange,• seems contradictory. 
If 336,000 acres are exchanged, presumably 336,000 acres of non
iederal or federal land would be transferred to BLM, for a net 
effect of 0 acres transferred out of federal administration. 
Please clar I fy. 

5 
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Economic Condltl ona: The economic analyses are mean lnglesa. For 
Instance, Impacts on the livestock Industry assume that BLM 
actions occur In e vacuum - that BLM actions are t he only facto r 
I nfluencing the livestock Industry. The analyses totally miss 
the fact that the Industry Is I n a slump due to lower beef de mand 
with ranchers going out of business ell the time. The economic 
analysis In Alternative B missed the Impact of all that extra 
beef from a 621 Increase In livestock numbers on beef pr ices and 
expected Inc r eased profits. The economic analyses omit the 
Inf o r mation that like most ag r icultural operations, most ranching 
operat i ons are mar ginal at best, existing only on massive 
subsidies pr ovided mai nly by t he federal government - below 
mar ket value gr azing fees, free livestock Improveme nts, free 
predator control, etc. 

All I n all, the on ly way to significantly Improve the draft 
RMP/ElS would be to rewr i te It In Its entirety. We do not feel 
that It Is even min imally adequate as a comprehensive 
resource management pl an which will guide resource management on 
over 3,000,000 acres of public l and for the next 20 years . 

Since r e l y , 

L~~J 
Ros e St r ickl and, Cha i r 
Publ i c Lands Commi t tee 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

J. /(_ Jones 
Cha"'"" n 

Jolln D WeN.s 
Pr6'idenl 

Sendra l. a.tackSlone 

John G. HIM 

Da wd C. Jonson 

John R. Klnfl 

Rob<Nr 8. KIS/.,, 

Ke,rh R. Knoblock 

Donna S. Mason 

DonaK1 E. Rania 

R1ctiard H. Russell' 

Majo, W. Seery 

Eliseo GonzaJez-U,ien 

23-1 

23-2 

MINERALS 
EXPLORATION 
COALITION 
MirinalJ ..Wvocau 
In Public Policy 

J 2640 Wa l C..S.r Driw 
P.O. Box 156.lB 
Dffl vtr, Colonado 80ll 5 
3/)J/989-5567 

Rodney Harrie 
Bureau of Land Management 
Elko District Office 
P .o. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Dear Mr. Harrie, 

OLCIM w--~ .. LQ,o,rUandlM 
MHW••-
La..ctowr , Ma'1{lafNI %Q1BII 
Y! /I /JU -57fJ1/ 

November 13, 1985 

The following coaments constitute the response of the 
Minerals Exploration Coalition CMEC) to the Proposed 
Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmenta l Illl)act 
St a t ement (DEIS) f or t he Elko Resource Area. The MEC 
r ep re sen t s compani es and ind i v idu als eng aged in 
e xp l or a t i on for mi ne r a l~ on t he fe de r a l l ands . 

The descri p ti on of min e r a l s on pages 3- 15 t o 3-16 an d 
the maps sh owing lea sa ble and lo c atable minera l 
potential g ive a good gen e ral overview of t he known 
minerals and the mineral potential of the Elk o Reso urce 
Area, but the descrip t ion is la cking in cer t ain 
respects. 

Data should be presented for the Elko Resource Are a to 
show the dollar value of past mineral production and 
known resources and an estimate of the value of future 
production from the areas of high and moderate 
potential for both locatable and leasable minerals. 
This would provide background data on the Importance of 
minerals in the area. 

Wilderness designation will prohibit exploration for, 
and production of, minerals, therefore, the value of 
mineral production that may be foregone is very 

I 
important. overlays on the maps of the wilderness 
study areas (WSA) showing the mineral potential should 
be prepared and the location of mining claims should be 
shown. An estimate of the dollar values of locatable 
and leasable minerale for each WSA should be prepared 
and included as part of the data used to compare the 
alternatives and determine the preferred altern a tive. 
Without this data, valid comparisons cannot be made 
between the vari ous res ou rces, an d the decision process 
i s thereby fla wed. 
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Elko Resource Area 
November ll, 1985 
Page Two 

[

How will the ainerala data pertaining to each WSA, 
23-3 prepared by the u. S. Geological Survey and Bureau of 

Mines during their aineral surveys, be incorporated 
into this decision document? 

MEC opposes the designation of areas with high and 
moderate mineral potential as wilderness areas. 
Furthermore, we believe that the Bureau of Land 
Management has the legal and regulatory tools to 
protect areas of environmental, wildlife or 
recreational concerns without withdrawing the areas 
from mineral activity . 

Most of the Rough Bills WSA has ~oderate mineral 
potential, therefore, it should not be recommended as 
suitable for wilderness. 

The southern part of the Little Humboldt River WSA ha■ 
moderate mineral potential and should not be 
recommended for wilderness . 

The Cedar Ridge WSA should not be reco1111ended for 
wilderness designation because of the high oil and ga■ 
potential . 

A major portion of the Red Spring WSA baa moderate 
potential for oil and gas production, therefore, the 
WSA should not be recommended for wilderneaa 
designation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to coament on this fore■t 
plan. 

Sincerely, 

µo.r--d& 
John D. Wells 

JDM/dlm 
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23-1 See the Elko Wilderness Technical Report (May 1985) 

23-2 Kinerals data available is not sufficient to estimate value (if any) of 
locatable or leasable minerals in the WSAs with an acceptable level of 
accuracy. No economically minable mineral deposits are known to exist in 
any of the WSAs. 

23-3 The jonit USGS/Bureau of Mines Mineral Survey Report was not completed at 
the time this EIS was prepared. Further adjustments in the 
recommendation could be made based on the report if it identifies 
additional sig1.nif1.can.c 11.ia.e.ral resoiirces and 1f these mineral resoriice 
outweight the wilderness values. Any adjustments based on the joint 
report would be issued through a supplemental EIS. 
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Wildlife Management Institute 
Suite ns, 110114th Street, N.W., Washington , D.C. 20005 • 202/371-1l!06 

DANIEL A . POOL£ 

"'"""" l. R. JA.HN 
V,ce,.~ 

l. L W1LUAM SO, 
s.a .. ..,. 

November 14, 1985 

WESLEY M. CMXON, Jr, 
ao.,,oa,..;,m,.n 

Hr. Rodney Harris 
Dia tr let Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
3900 East Idaho Street 
P.O. Box 83l 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr • Harr is : 

The Wildlife Management Institute 1a pleased to comment on 
DRAFT ELKO RESOURCE AREA HANAGDIENT PLAN and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATD!ENT. 

We prefer Alternative C, the High Amenity Alternative becau•e 
it provides more wilderness, better diversity. more hunting and 
angling and more riparian illlprovement. Tbeae are attained largely 
by reduced liveatock grazing. (Page S-8). 

No total of vildlife numbers 1s provided, only AUM. (Page A-39) 
The proposals would be easier understood if numbers of animals were 
used. Both Alternative C (Amenity) and D (Preferred) provide only 
enough habitat to reach .. reasonable numbers" of big g8lle. 11Reasonably 
numbers,., by agreed definition are the average numbers for the last 
l5-l 7 year a. Although "reasonable numbera 11 are more than current 
population, there is no provision for 1ncreaaing big game through im
proved habitat management. That is the flaw in the reasonable numbers 
concept, which incidently ia not applied to livestock nUllbera which 
are scheduled to increase 30 percent. The Elko planning unit now con
tains 20 percent of Nevada' a mle deer . Holding this better habitat to 
produce only a past average population is not acceptable, especially 
when no such restrictions vill be applied to livestock. The heavy 
subsidy to the livestock permitteea is proposed in the preferred alter
native. Por example: 

DEDICATED TO WIWUFE SINCE 1911 
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Mr. Rodney Harrie 

(Page 3-7) 
(Page S-7) 
(Page S-7) 
(Page 3-21) 
(Page 2-9) 

-2- November 14, 1985 

Number of Permittees 
Average Use (AUM) 
Proposed Use (AUM 
Capital Value of an AUM 
Cost of Proposed Range 
Improvements cal cu.lat ing: 
New AUM Created 
Cost of a New AUM 
Capital Value of 91,742 new 
AUM 
Average Capital Gain of New 
AUM I e for each perm.it tee 
Direct Subsidy per permittee for 
Range Improvements 
Total Subsidy - per permittee 

99 
305,247 
396,989 

$50 

$4,704,105 
91,742 

$51.28 

$4,587,100 

$46,334 

$47,516 
$93,850 

The grazing fee is now $1.35 per AUM. Since a new AUH costs 
$51 . 28 and 8 percent interest on that AUM is $4.10 per year, the 
$1. 35 fee charged represents a continuing subsidy from the taxpayer 
to the livestock operator . 

These subsidies are for a livestock industry that provides only 
3.9 percent of the income and 7.3 percent of the jobs in the country. 
(Page 3-20). 

The plan, as written, is unsatisfactory until equal treatment and 
expansion are provided for the habitat that produces one-fifth of Nevada's 
mule deer. Alternative C is the minimum acceptable for wildlife . 

These remarks have been coordinated with William B. Morse, the 
Institute' s Western Representative. 

OAP: elh 

Sincerely, 

Daniel A. Poole 
President 
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UNITED STAT(S ENVIRONMENT Al PROTECTION AGENCY 

111rc10,1• 

Edward F. Spang 
Nevada State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, Nevada 89S20 

Dear !Ir. Spang, 

215 ft~mont S1,••1 

S•n franc11,co . Ca. 9•1 OS 

The Environmental Protection Agency !EPA) has reviewed 
the Draft Envic-onme-nt8l J.mpol!C't Statement {DEIS) titled ELKO 
RtSOURCt AREA, R~SOURCE KA~AGE!IENi PLAN, ELkO, L'NDER ANO 
EUREKA COUNTIES, NEVAllll. We have the enclosed COlll.~ents 
r~garding this D~IS. 

We have classified this DEIS as Cotegory EC-2, Environmental 
Concerns - Insufficient Information C•ee attached •sum~ary 
o! Rating Definitions and rollo"'-UP Action"). This DEIS Is 
rated EC-2 because JI EP~ recom~ends reevaluation of proposed 
riparian habitat protection efforts, 2) water quality concerns 
need to be addressed, )) air qual,ty Issues have not been 
addressed, ◄- herbici~e issues have not been addressed, and 
5) resource mana9e~ent conc~rns need to be clarlfied. The 
classification and date of EPA's comments will be published 
in the federal Realster In accordance with our public disclosure 
responsibilities under Section )09 of the Clean Air Act. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please 
send five copies of the Pinal Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEISJ to this office at the SM1e time It is officially 
filed with our Washington, D.C. office. If you have any 
questions, pleas~ contact Patrtct J. Cotter Federal Actlvittea 
Branch, at (415) 974-0948 or FTS 454-0948. 

Enclosure (4 pa9es) 

J)J;&.· &~:·1&1""d 
Charles W, Hurray, Jr. \ 
Assistant Regional Adfflinistrator 

for Polley and Manageme~t 
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Riparian . Rabi tat Comments 

•Aquatic areas and riparian vegetation types constitute 
less than one perc~nt of the total land area administered 
within the R~P ~raa, however, tney are the most productive in 
terns of plant and ~ildlife diversity. They are also area5 
wher~ como~titlon exists among various resources, including 
wildlife, - mining, and livestock• (p. 1-7). 

1. The preferred alternative will only Improve 151 of the 
rip~rian habit~ts while allowing 851 to remain unchanged 
or to decline lp. 4-13). EPA urges 8L!4 to reevaluate this 
managem~nt objective so that more of this valuable resource 
can b~ p~otect~d. The FEfS should identify those riparian 
areas ~h~r~ m~nage~ent ~techniques proven to be effective 
in improving and protecting riparian habitat• will be used 
(pp. 2-ll, 2-H). 

2. The FEIS indicates that "livestock grazing was primarily 
respons i bla for ?t·oducing and maintaining deteriorated 
aquatic : ripari.sn habitat conditions• fp. 3-11). These 
impacts are r~l.sted to livestock overuse of strearabanks 
which cause s!ou;hing of the banks, strea~ turbidity, 
redu~tion of str~~mbank veget.stion, increases in stream 
te~per3ture and soil compaction. 

a. £sti~ates of resource reduction should be consi~ered 
very carefally when BL~ plans mitigation procedures to 
protect t~e aquatic and cipacian habitats within the 
resource area. The nature of these impacts shoutd also 
be considered during the monitoring phase when BLM is 
evaluating whdth~r or not the grazing allotments can be 
increased JO, beyond the present levels. 

b. The FE!S shoul~ discuss, in greater 1etail, mitigation 
mea~ures th~t will be i~plemented to restcict •activities 
affecting riparian areas and erosive soils• (p. 2-211 
and t~ose •~anagement actions vithin floodplains and 
wetlands (that) ~ill include measures to pres~rv~, 
prot~ct and if necessary restore their natut3l functions• 
(p. 2-35). 

Water Qualitv Com..~ents 

The f£IS s~ould discuss the potential •impacts associatad 
with ~ini~g, ro31S, ~ate1· diversions and chann~liz3tion 
!which) were i~?Ort3nt on some specific stre~m locations• 
(p. J-ll). ~he discussion should include an evalu3tion of 
possihle ~iti}~tion ~eauras that could be era?loyed to 
prevent si~n.i !' icant det~r iorJit ion of instcea:n 11ah1e:is ft'om 
mining activities on stee~ slo?es, ~otential impacts fro~ 
erod3ble soils, and w3ter quality impacts from Oevelopmant 
of oil 3nd gas leases. 
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a. The discussion of aquatic habitats (p. 3-101 should 
include a d iscussion of ~hether str~ams in the planning 
area mee t Nevada water quality stand~rds. If violations 
of wa ter ouality parA~eters occur, the FEIS should 
d i scus s prob&ble causes and possible mltlgatlon measures 
that could be e~ployed for the segments that may be 
affected . 

b. The fo!S sho u ld list the strea~s that occur In the 
resource at ·ea vith information about co:npl iance with 
w,ter quality stand~rds and abundanc• of aquatic life . 
This information would b~ simllar to the data presented 
in Table 3-2 (p. 3-12) and page 3-26 , but the new 
ta~le would be more site specific for each stream. 

c . Possibl e measures should be discusse~ which would enable 
these streams to comply with Nevada water quality 
standards . £PA recommends that the R.HP be modifie~ to 
prohibit any further degradation of streams that do 
no t meet Nevada w3ter quality standards and, wh!'re 
possible, m~asures shovld be implemented to improve 
the st re l ns. 

2. The fE!S should inclurle ~ map with the location of all 
water resources improvements (pp. 2-18, 2-)0) and a b a seline 
reference map of the existlno water resources in the 
resource area. 

Air Ouality Comrr,ents 
' 

The FEIS should provide data and evaluate the air quallty 
of the resource area in terms of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards as w!'ll as those standards of the Stat~ of 
tlevada (p. 2-35). The statement that "air quality la generally 
good" (p. 3-27) Is not an adequate evaluation of tt,e present · 
air quality of the resource area. for those activities that 
may a ffect air quality, the f£IS should discuss th• kln1s of 
mitigation that would be used to prevent air quality !~pacts. 

Herbicide Comments 

The RHP is Intended to outline ~anagement techniques 
within the resource area, therefore, the FEIS should contain 
a broad overview of the potential uses of herbicides (pp. 2-18, 
2-29, 2-301. The discussion should Include the type of 
herbicide to be used, target specie•, areas to be treated and 
potential impacts fro~ the appllcatlon of the herbicide. 
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Resource Management Comments 

The FEIS should: 

-3-

26 _ 1 I l. Disclose criteria used to designate 12,438 acres of the Little 
Humboldt River WSA as unsuitable in the preferred alternative 
(pp. s-S, 2-18). The criteria listed under the description 
for the area were unclear (p. 4-22). 

2. Discuss the impact of ve9etation conversion from P!nyon 
Pine/Juniper areas to grasslands (p . 2-34 I. The discussion 
should include the criteria that will be evaluated to 
determine when an increase in the harvest of ~oodland 
products (to 60,000 acres) and an incr~ase of Christmas 
tree cutting {to 23,000 acres) would be penaitted (p. 2-19). 

3. Disclose what monitoring criteria will be used to allow an 
increase of 30\ in the grazing area as discussed in the 
resource area described in the preferred alternative (pp. 
s-s. 2-181. 

4. Include a brief discussion of mitigation success for mine 
site reclamation efforts (p. 3-151. 
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r,,viromental lr!?"Ct of the /1,Ction 

LO-I.de~ of ct>Ject ions 
1l1if:' [FA review nas not identihed any µ,tential envirorrental iq..act.s requi.ril"9 
su!lstanove c:harqes to t.he pc-oposal. nae ~viev ""'r' ha....-e disclosed q,µ::.rtunities 
for a~pticat.100 of mi t 19.9t ion znea.sures that could be acCXJ't\,lllished vt th no rrore than 
ninor c:harqes to the proposal. 

EC -r.:nv i n:,rn,en ta l Concerns 
The t.:PA r-ev1N nas 1oenuf ied env1ronTient..al urpacts that shc:Juld be avoided In order 
to fully protect t.he envirorment. Corn!'ctive ,reasures may req.iire ci\4~5 to the 
preferred alternative or ai,,phcauon ot 1nit19ation TtE'asvre-s that can red\Ja' the 
envi romental impoct. El'/\ wo.old like to ••<>1:1r. vlth the lead l9"1lC)' to reouc:e these 
inlpacts. 

n.~Envi rorrriental ctnect ions 
1ne lPA revie ·. · nas 1oent 1t111:!<J significant environnental ur.;,,.,cts tha:. n-ust be a·~ided 
in order to provide aoequate prot~t ion tor the envi t(:."l(T.'enl. Corrective treasures may 
require SU!:>stantial cnarYJeS to the l)reterred alternatlvll! or consi~rat ion ot sore 
other pr-oJect alternative I incl~ing the- no action alten'Nltive or a new alternative). 
EPI\ intends to ..ork with the le.-d ..-.ienc:y to r-educe tnese iffl?aCU• 

El..'--Dwi?"Clf"rne'ntally Unsatisfactory 
1he t.PA review nas 1oent1t1eo aoverse enviromental tm;::.acts that are ot sufficient 
ma;Jnitude U\at they are \l\5at.tstactory trcn the starop:,int ot public tiealth or 
""Hare or envi~ntal quality. El'/\ inteoos to work with tne lead ar,,ency to re<!uce 
these impacts. If the potential unsatisfact.ory llf1)acts are not C'O['"irect.e<J •t the- final 
EIS sta;ie, this prq:.osal vill be rec:a,monded for referral to the a:Q. 

Adeouacy of the Intpoct Staument 

Cateoory 1->oeouate 
EPA tell eves tne oratt EIS aoequately sets forth the enviram,ntal ~ti•> of 
Ule preterred allernat ive ano tnose of the alternatives reasonably available to the 
pro1ect OC" action. ~ turtner anal)"SlS or data collection is necessat), but the 
rev,.,..,r may sur,igest the addition of clarifying 111n11,.._ cc lnlonMtion. 

cateoorv 1-Insutticient Intormatiai 
1ltt:: oratt EIS ooes not contain suttici.ent intonnatlon tcr EPA t.o fully assess 
env1ronner1tal impacts that shcvld be avoioed in ceder to fully protitet the e-nvlronnent, 
or thE' EJ>A reviewer has identified new reasonably available elternat1ves that are 
..,,i thin the spect n.JT1 of a ltemat i ves analyzed in tne oraft EIS, which could ['educe 

t.he envirorr.w?ntal uriµ,:,cts of t.he a.ct100. 1he ident.ified adellt.ional information, aata, 
analyse&, or o'-scuss1on should be included i.n the final I.IS. 

<:ateuory 3-1 naoeouate 
EPA ooes not oeueve that t.ne craft t::IS adequately assesse5 '-'°tentially significant. 
envi.rormental .in\,act.s ot the act icn, or the EP.\ rev1~r has ioentif 1ed new, 
reasonably available alternat.ives thait are outside ot the spect.n.ni of alternatives 
analy2ed in the draft EIS, vhich should be analyzed in order to reduce the 
potentially s1yniticant environnental ~ct.5. EPA believes that the ioenttfied 
additional intonnation, data, analyses, or discussions are of such • JMgnit.uoe that 
they should have full public review at a dratt stage. El'/\ OOH not bell- that the 
dratt EIS is adequate tor the puq,ases of the NEPI\ and/or Section 30~ n,viev, """ 
thus should be formally revised and """"' available tor public c:a,mont in • suwl....,ntal 
or revised draft EIS. u, the basis of the ,:.otential si11nlticant urpact.a im,ol-, 
Ulis prq,osal c:o.,ld be a candidate tor n,ternl to the a:Q. 

•rran, El'/\ 11anual 1640 Folicy ard Pr-ocedun,s foe the 111ev1.,. of 
Federal Actions 1Jr9aetirr;i the DWiromw.?~t 

ResRonse Letter 26 

26-1 
The CTlterl• uttllud to detenline the& 1u1tability or nonsu1tablltty of 
all or • portion of a WSA for wilderness destination .au &.U forth ln 
the IL!'t \11 ldernen Stud~ dated Febru•ry 3. 1982. They ,are aho 
lleted oo p.1ge l ot the Elko \olllderneu Technical Report. 

The 12,lil8 non1ult ■bh acre, are co.:tprhed of three separau area, 
vtthln the W'SA.. One- p,>rt ior. Yas non9.uit.able because tt, iaodecate 
•ineul poLC'ntlal outweighed the moderate: w1lderne11 v•lue1 preu,nL 
Private land boundarle1 of the eui table port 1on were also avoided to 
allow for future rec.Teational access~ 

Another portion included •odll!'rate 1dn'!'r•l potential .and low quality 
w1ldern1t1s values. The 1u1table boundarv wu . also dn""1l to avoid 
acheru impacts to ovnera of prtva,te hnd and allow for future 

recreational acce••~ 

The third poTttoo coatatna lov quality vildernes1 •alue1 and include& 
tett'ain that ii e111U1 acce11lble by •otorlud vehicles. lt was 
detet"atned non1ultebh to avoid future manageabtl1tJ problem&. 
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Ef{ON COMPANY. USA 
POST OFFICE BOX 120• DENVER. CCLORADOe0201-0l20 

lUI.ORATIOf1 DO'AATMI.Nl 
WfSTUIN OIV1$10frt 

H.,. . P'l'IAtlOflllU S 
1,U.H4(;U'I 

Mr. Till Hartzell 
attMu or tam ~ 
P.O. Box 831 
IWoo, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr• Hartzell I 

llaolllt.r 27, 1985 

Exxal O::mpuly, U.S.A. 1a pleaaad to have thia opportunity to cx:amatl: on the 
Dcatt Resource Mllnllgl!m&1t Plan and Envira.aital Ilp!ICt stateaent tar the Elko 
Resource Araa. Exxal haa a lltrcn1 i.ntceat in the management direction or 
tederal publ.1c lan1a becawoa mrrt or ~ areaa have potential rar · hydr0cart)on 
dJ..acxMiries ard pmcb::tion. 

Exxal O::mpuly, U.S.A. haa nr.riam the Dcatt Plan tar ita rmge or alternatives 
ard trea1lDant or llinarala, eapecially oil ard gaa. We roun:1 it aiocuraging 
that the air.au reoogn1zaa the bport.ance or the hardrock lllinarala 1n:!J.Jstxy to 
the eo:rairf ot Navada, b.tt IIIOr9 ■igniticantly, it has prcwi.ded tar rutura 
exploratiai ard devalcplllllnt opportunities with leaaable minerals. 

In another exanple or :n,spomible dec:iaion-maldn, the B.Jreau has dlosen not to 
reoamend the Cedar Ridge and Rad. Sprirg vildernesa atu:1y areas as suitable tar 
designatiai. we heartily oon::ur with t.ltl.a actiai because the area has been 
ackn:Mlect;ied as havirg high oil and gas potential by the U.S. Geological survey 
in Cir0.1lar 902 , entitle:!., "Pel;rol.eum Potential o! Wilderness 1lln:ls in the 
Western united states." 

1llank you tar the cpportunity to ~ and your o::insideratiai or our view&. 
Pl- teel tree to ccntact FemarDo Blackgoat at 303/789-7488 it wa can be or 
turther help. 

c - E. F. Span:J, Nevada State BU( Oinlctar, Rlno, Navada 
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United States Department of the Interior 
nsH A:-rD WILDLIFE SER\10: 

l'!8li OEt-s A ~ 22 

GREAT BASl!l COMPLEX 
4600 Ktetzke Lrne, Bldg. C 

Reno , Nevada 89502 

Oecen,ber 3, 1986 
Henor andllll 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

District Manager-
Bureau of La.nd Kanagenent 
Elko , Nevada 

Compl ex r4anager. Reno. tlevada 

Draft Elko Resource Management Plan and Envirormental 
Impact Statement 

We are sorry to let you le.now that because Qf other corm1itments, we cannot 
review and provide con:nents on the above subject documll!fLt. We do~ however, 
thanX you for the opportunity to provide corrnents on this dr-aft RMP and HS. 
and 1 ook fo.....,rd to providing input on future Bureau of Land Management 
planning doctJJ11ents. 

cc: Assistant Regional Director (AFW£), Portland, Oregon 
Dave Han10n. Bureau. of Land Management, Reno. lfevada 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

..,"l"EI ~cellber 11, 1986 
memorandum 

,... Elko Din.rict K&.Da9er, Ba.r••u of t.&nd M&n&g--.ct 
Att■ntion : Dave Squir••• El.to District Otfiee 

We ha-.. rerle,,,ed the en.v.i.roAaaa:ca.l Npor-~ you au.pp lied t.o our Ke.al ty 
Ot!ica in r.cru••t tor co--.nta. n,.e .. r•por-t.• •r• •• follow■ c 

l. Mell• lleccrd ot t>eciaion 
2. Draft Walla :Reacurce Management Plan / EIS 
l. llko R•aourc• Kan.aq...,11~ Pl•n/EIS 
◄• Ello Wild•rn•H Tecluuc-al R.epo~ 
5. l>r•tt !lJr:o ll•aou.rca Area Hanag•-nt Pla.n / E.IS 

Opoa coaphtion of ou A<J•ncy raview. .. :found the report• to be 
adequate but b&•ed on protaabl• Tri:C.l concern• of 1piritu.al ••l11■ a 
and cultiu■ iapact•• our Otfica ott•r• • •No Cc....at. • 

If you have any qveationa or coneerna. pl .. •• !eel fr•• to c-cntact 
J•••• Va.111■ ct olU' ll■alty Sta.ft' at tat.phone nwaber ( '702 J '7JB-Sl6S. 

•u.s . o: 
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APPENDIX 1 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING DATA BY ALLOTMENT 

ACTIVE 
INVENTORIED TOTAL EXISTING GRAZING AVERAGE 
PUBLIC PREFERENCE PERIODS PREFERENCE LICENSED APPARENT 

ALLOTMENT NAME LAND AC. AUMS OF USE AUMS USE AUMSll. TREND~ 
Little Humboldt 64,075 10,256 04/10-10/15 7,656 7,654 Downward 
Rough Hills 4,902 887 05/01-09/30 887 669 Upward 
Annie Creek 2,954 592 05/01-10/15 592 592 Downward 
Crane Springs 22,304 2,120 05/01-09/30 1,281 768 Upward 
Dixie Creek 44,796 6,526 06/01-11/17 4,105 5,145 Not apparent 
Sleeman 5,433 1,392 05/01-09/20 1,392 1,014 Downward 
Hansel 11,169 1,533 05/10-10/01 1,553 1,677 Not apparent 
Bullhead3/ 50,137 9,039 6,779 6,779 Downward 

1/ Values were averaged for the period 1979 to 1983. Total includes only those allotments with 
Elko District Grazing Administration. 

2/ Apparent trend analysis represents an overall allotment average and may not reflect certain 
localized situations. 

3/ Allotments are within the boundaries of the Elko Planning Area, but grazing management is 
administered by other BLM Districts. 
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Land Status of 
Location Miles Inventoried 

APPENDIX 2 

STREAM INVENTORY DATA 

Habitat Condition Fish Species Present 
Water Name Township Range Private Public 

Year 
Inventoried % of Optimum Rating Gamel Non-Game 

Maximum 
Angler 
Day/Year2 

Little 40N 
Humboldt 
River S.F. 

Annie Cr. 44N 
Bruneau R. 42N 

(Upper) 

1 BT= Brook Trout 
BRT = Brown Trout 

45E 6.5 

56E 8.5 
57E 11.5 

LCT = Lahontan Cutthroat Trout 
RT= Rainbow Trout 
Red= Redband Trout 

0.5 

2.5 

77 

77 
77 

52.4 

28.8 
40.2 

2 Angler Use is the maximum value recorded over the 10 years (1970-1980) 
ND= Not determined 

Fair 

Poor 
Poor 

LCT 

X 

ND 

ND 
891 

3 These values are averages, localized areas of better or worse condition than the average may be found on each stream. 

Aquatic and riparian inventories were conducted by NDOW and BLM jointly during 1977 and 1980 on all streams known to 
support or having the potential to support fish populations. The inventory conformed to procedures in the Nevada State 
Office Supplement (Release NSO 6-38, dated 1/25/78) to BLM Manual 6671. Both public and private segments were inven
toried to provide overall information about each stream and its watershed. This information provides for a complete 
understanding of the stream and the surrounding riparian community necessary for effective public land management. 
Owners of inventoried stream segments were contacted prior to evaluation and all individuals gave their consent. 

The riparian habitat condition rating is derived from an average of ratings for streambank vegetation cover and 
streambank stability. This rating is expressed as a percentage of optimum. The resulting rating of excellent, good, 
fair, or poor corresponds to classes I, II, III and IV, respectively as shown in Appendix I of BLM Manual 6740. 

NOTE: 70% - above= Excellent, 60% - 69% = Good, 50% - 59% = Fair, 49% - below= Poor. 



GLOSSARY 



GLOSSARY 

ABBREVIATIONS 

AMP 

AUM 

BLM 

CFR 

EIS 

FLPMA: 

GEM 

IMP 

LCT 

MOA 

NAS 

NWPS 

ORV 

RA 

RMP 

SCORP: 

SMSA 

VRM 

WSA 

TERMS 

Allotment Management Plan 

Animal Unit Month 

Bureau of Land Management 

Code of Federal Regulations 

Environmental Impact Statement 

Federal Land Policv and Management Act of 1976 

Geologv, Energv and Minerals Reoort 

Interim Management Policv 

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout 

Military Ooerating Area 

Naval Air Station 

National Wilderness Preservation System 

Off-Road Vehicle 

Resource Area 

Resource Management Plan 

State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 

Standard Metrooolitan Statistical Area 

Visual Resource Management 

Wilderness Studv Area 

ALLOTMENT: An area designated for the use of a orescribed number and kind of 
livestock. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP): A documented orogram which aoolies to 
livestock ooerations on the oublic lands is orepared in consultation with the 
oermittee(s) or lessee(s) involved. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM): The amount of forage necessarv for the sustenance of 
one cow or its equivalent for one month. 

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC): An area where soecial 
management attention is required to protect and prevent irreoarable damage to 
imoortant historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources, 
or other natural systems or orocesses, or to protect life and safety from 
natural hazards. 
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CHERRYSTEM: A boundary configuration in which the boundary of a wilderness 
studv area of proPosed wilderness is drawn around a dead-end road or other 
linear feature so as to exclude that road or feature from the wilderness study 
area or proPosed wilderness. 

CHERRYSTEM ROAD: A dead-end road excluded from wilderness study by means of a 
cherrystem. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY CLASSES: 

Class I - librarv, archival, and literature research with consultation to 
identifv known cultural resources. Class II - a field inventory of an area, 
svstematicallv designed to provide a Predictive model of the nature and 
distribution of the cultural resources in the area. Class III - An intensive 
field search of surface-evident cultural resources for an entire area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES: Those fragile and non-renewable remains of human 
activitv, occupation, or endeavor reflected in districts, sites, structures, 
buildings, ob)ects, artifacts, ruins, works of art, architecture and natural 
features, that were of imPortance in human events. These resources consist of 
(1) Phvsical remains; (2) areas where significant human events occurred - even 
though evidence of the event may no longer remain and; (3) the environment 
immediatelv surrounding the resource. 

DISCOVERY: A term used in connection with mining claims. As stated in a 
legal ruling which has been upheld in many later decisions, it is "where 
minerals have been found and the evidence is of such a character that a person 
of ordinary prudence would be justified in the further expenditure of his 
labor and means, with a reasonable Prospect of success, in developing a 
valuable mine ... " 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS: The present state of native vegetation of a ecological 
site in relation to the climax plant community for that site. It is an 
exoression of the relative degree to which the kinds, oroportions, and 
community resemble that of other native plant communities for that site. Four 
ecological status classes are used to express the degree to which the 
comoosition of the oresent olant community reflects that of the potential 
native: Potential Native (76-100%), Late (51-75%), Mid (26-50%), Early 
(0-25%). 

ECOSYSTEM: A comolex self-sustaining natural system which includes living and 
non-living comoonents of the environment and the interactions that bind them 
together. Its functioning involves the circulation of matter and energy 
between organisms and their environment. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES: Anv soecies in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range, as identified in accordance with the 
Endangered SPecies Act of 1973, as amended. 

GRAZING PREFERENCE: The total number of animal unit months (AUMs) of 
livestock use aPoortioned and attached to base prooerty owned or controlled by 
a permittee or lessee for grazing on public lands. 
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HABITAT: All elements of an organism's environment needed to complete its 
life cvcle through reproduction including, but not limited to food, cover, 
water and living space in the amounts, qualities and locations which the 
organism requires to complete its life cycle. 

HUNTER DAY: One hunter spending 12 hours hunting on BLM land, or 12 hunters 
spending 1 hour each, or any combination of these. 

INHOLDING: State or orivatelv owned orooertv surrounded by the WSA. 

LEASABLE MINERALS: Those minerals subject to lease bv the Federal 
Government. Includes oil and gas, coal, geothermal, ohosphate, sodium, Potash 
and oil shale. 

LITHIC SCATTERS: A surface distribution of stone flakes and tools, indicative 
of aboriginal stone knapping activities. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS: Minerals subject to disPosal and development through the 
Mining Law of 1872 (as amended). Generallv includes metallic minerals such as 
gold and silver and other materials not subject to lease or sale. 

LONG-TERM: Five vears or more from the imolementation of the Congressionally 
selected alternative. 

MANAGEABLE WOODLAND: Any woodland area of 10% or greater crown cover located 
on a slope of 30% or less which has existing or potential feasible access. 

MESOZOIC: An area of geologic time following the Paleozoic era and succeeded 
by the Cenozoic era. 

MINERAL ENTRY: Claim location on Federal lands open to mining for the ouroose 
of exoloration or exoloitation of minerals located there. 

MINING DISTRICT: A section of country usually designated by name and 
described or understood as being confined within certain natural boundaries, 
in which gold or silver or other minerals may be found in Paying quantities. 

MINERAL POTENTIAL: 

High Mineral Potential: The geologic environment, the inferred geologic 
processes, the reported mineral occurrences, and the known mines or 
deposits indicate high favorabilitv for accumulation of mineral resources. 

Moderate Mineral Potential: The geologic environment, the inferred 
geologic Processes, and the reoorted mineral occurrences indicate 
moderate favorabilitv for accumulation of mineral resources. 

Low Mineral Potential: The geologic environment and the inferred 
geologic processes indicate low favorabilitv for accumulation of mineral 
resources. 

NATURALNESS: Refers to an area which "generallv aooears to have been affected 
Primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work 
substantially unnoticeable." (from Section 2(c), Wilderness Act). 
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OFF-ROAD VEHICLE (ORV): Any motorized vehicle caoable of, or designed for 
travel on or immediately over land, water, or other natural terrain. 

OUTSTANDING (Wilderness): 1. Standing out among others of its kind; 
consoicuous; orominent. 2. Superior to others of its kind; distinguished; 
excellent. 

PATENTED MINING CLAIM: A claim in which title has passed from the Federal 
government to the mining claimant under the mining laws. 

PERMITTEE: One who holds a permit to graze livestock on public land. 

POST-FLPMA: The oeriod of time after the enactment of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (October 21, 1976). 

PRELIMINARY WILDERNESS RECOMMENDATION: Refers to a wilderness recommendation 
at any stage orior to the time when the Secretary of the Interior reports his 
recommendation to the President. Until the Secretarv acts, the recommendation 
i s "preliminary" because it is subject to change during administrative review. 

PRESCRIBED BURNING: Controlled apolication of fire to wildland fuels in 
either their natural or modified state, under such conditions of weather, 
fuel, moisture, etc., as to allow the fire to be confined to a predetermined 
area while oroducing the int~nsity of heat and rate of speed required to 
achieve certain planned objectives of silviculture, wildlife management, 
grazing, fire hazard reduction and insect and disease control. 

PRIMITIVE AND UNCONFINED RECREATION: Nonmotorized and nondeveloped types of 
outdoor recreational activities. 

RANGE IMPROVEMENT: Any activity on or relating to rangeland designed to 
i mprove production of forage, change vegetation comoosition, control pattern 
of use, orovide water, stabilize soil and water conditions and enhance habitat 
for livestock, fish, wildlife and wild horses and burros. 

RAPTOR: A bird of prey 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM (ROS): A land classification system which 
identifies a oarticular area's capability to produce certain types of outdoor 
recreation OPoortunities based -on a spectrum from primitive to urban. 

RECREATION VISITOR DAY: Particioation in a particular recreation activity by 
an individual for anv oortion of, or all of a 24-hour period. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP): The basic decision document of BLM's resource 
management olanning Process, used to establish allocation and coordination 
among uses for the various resources with a Resource Area. An RMP is a 
"land-use plan" prescribed by Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act. The RMP regulations appear at 43 CRR 1601. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY: An easement license or oermit; does not grant an estate of any 
kind, only the right of use. May also include a site. 
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RIPARIAN: Situated on or pertaining to the bank of a river, stream, or other 
bodv of water. Normally used to refer to Plants of all tvPes that grow along 
streams or around sPrings. 

ROAD: A vehicle route which has been imProved and maintained by mechanical 
means to ensure relatively regular and continuous use. 

ROADLESS: For the purpose of the wilderness review program, this refers to 
the absence of roads which have been improved and maintained by mechanical 
means to ensure relatively regular and continuous use. A way maintained 
solelv by the passage of vehicles does not constitute a road. 

SCOPING PROCESS: An early and open Process for determining the significant 
issues related to a proposed action which are to be addressed in the 
environmental impact statement. 

SHORT-TERM: The five-year Period following the implementation of the 
Congressionallv selected alternative. 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: A meaningful standard to which an action may imPact the 
environment. The imPact mav be beneficial, adverse, direct, or indirect. 

SOLITUDE (Wilderness) 1. The state of being alone or remote from habitation; 
Isolation. 2. A lonely, unfrequented, or secluded place. 

STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA (SMSA): A population center which has 
a POPUlation of 100,000 or greater. An SMSA is a county which contains at 
least one citv of 50,000 inhabitants or more plus as manv adjacent counties as 
are metropolitan in character and are sociallv integrated with that central 
city or cities. 

SUITABLE FOR PRESERVATION AS WILDERNESS: Refers to a recommendation that 
certain Federal lands satisfy the definition of wilderness in the Wilderness 
Act and have been found appropriate for designation as wilderness on the basis 
of an analysis of the existing and potential uses of the land. 

SUPPLEMENTAL VALUES: Values that may be present in an area under 
consideration for wilderness, such as ecological, geological, or other 
features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value. They are 
not required for wilderness designation, but their presence will enhance an 
area's wilderness quality. 

THREATENED SPECIES: Anv species which is likely to become an endangered 
species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion 
of its range. 

VALID EXISTING RIGHTS: Valid existing rights as of October 21, 1976 will be 
recognized. Examples of valid existing rights include: a valid mining claim, 
a mineral lease, or a right-of-way authorization. Valid existing rights are 
not absolute. The scope of a valid existing right depends upon any 
conditions, stioulations or limitations stated in the law or approval document 
that created the right. 
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VALID MINING CLAIM: A mining claim on which a discoverv has been made (See 
"discoverv".) 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION: Alteration of vegetation bv fire, mechanical, 
chemical, or biological means to meet management objective. 

WAY: A vehicle route which has not been improved and maintained by mechanical 
means to ensure relativelv regular and continuous use. A vehicle route 
established and maintained solelv by the passage of motor vehicles. 

WILD HORSE HERD AREA: The geographic area identified as having been used by a 
herd as its vearlong habitat in 1971. 

WILD HORSE HERD USE AREA: The geograPhic area which a herd currently uses as 
its habitat. 

WILDERNESS: An uncultivated, uninhabitated, and usuallv roadless area set 
aside for preservation of natural conditions. According to Section 2(c) of 
the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works 
dominate the landscape is hereby recognized as an area where the earth 
and its communitv of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a 
visit0r who does not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to 
mean in this Act an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its 
Primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human 
habitation, which is protected and managed so as to Preserve its natural 
conditions and which (1) generallv appears to have been affected 
Primarilv bv the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work 
substantiallv unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for 
solitude or a Primitive and unconfined tvpe of recreation; (3) has at 
least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make 
practicable its Preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) 
mav also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, 
educational, scenic, or historical value. 

WILDERNESS AREA: An area formallv designated by Act of Congress as part of 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS: Key characteristics of a wilderness listed in 
Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 and used by BLM in its wilderness 
inventorv. These characteristics include size, naturalness, outstanding 
OPPOrtunities for solitude, outstanding opportunities for primitive or 
unconfined recreation and supplemental values. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POLICY: This oolicy document prescribes the general 
objectives, oolicies, and specific activity guidance applicable to all 
designated BLM wilderness areas. Soecific management objectives, 
requirements, and decisions imolementing administrative practices and visitor 
activities in individual wilderness areas are develooed and described in the 
wilderness management olan for each unit. 
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WILDERNESS RECOMMENDATIONS: A recommendation bv the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Secretary of the Interior, or the President, with respect to 
an area's suitabilitv or nonsuitability for oreservation as wilderness. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA): A roadless area or island that has been 
inventoried and found to have wilderness characteristics as described in the 
Wilderness Act of 1964. 

WILDERNESS STUDY CRITERIA: The criteria and qualitv standards develooed in 
the Wilderness Studv Policy to guide olanning efforts in the wilderness EISs. 

WILDERNESS VALUES: The wilderness characteristics and multiole resource 
benefits of an area. 

WITHDRAWAL: Removal, or withholding, or public lands by statute, or 
Secretarial order, from ooeration of some or all of the public land laws 
("surface" mining and/or mineral leasing laws). 

WOODLAND: Land oroducing trees that are typically utilized for nonsaw timber 
oroducts and sold in units other than board feet. 

WOODLAND PRODUCTS: Anv useful tree product produced from woodlands such as: 
fuelwood, oosts, ooles, nuts and Christmas trees. 
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