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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 

Reno , Nevada 89520 

NOV 2 fi 1983 

Dear Reader: 

Enclosed for your information is the Proposed Resource Management Plan and 
Final Environmental Inipact Statement (RMP/FEIS) for the Wells Resource Area. 
This document analyzes the effects of implementing a multiple us-e resource 
management plan on 4.1 million acres of public land in the Wells Resource 
Area, Elko District, Elko, Nevada. 

This RMP/FEIS has been printed in an abbreviated format consistent with the 
National Environmental Policy Act regulations and should be used in con
junction with the draft EIS (INT DEIS 83-30). This final document contains 
the sununary from the draft, the issues and planning criteria, the proposed 
resource management plan, revisions and errata of the draft, written comments 
received during the review- period, substantive comments presented at the 
public hearings, and res.pons.es· to written and oral comments. Modifications 
from the draft are based on puBlic input and comments received during the 
comment period. 

A protest may be made on this proposed resource management plan within 
30 days from releas ·e. Any such protest must be in writing to the Director, 
Bureau of Land Management, 18th and C Streets N.W., Washington, D. C. 20240. 

Wilderness recommendations in this plan are preliminary and subject to / 
change during administrative review-. A separate legislative final environ
mental impact statement for wilderness will be prepared as required by the 
Bureau's Wilderness s·tudy Policy. 

We extend our thanks to those individuals and organizations who provided 
suggestions and comments on the draft. Your help has been invaluable in the 
preparation of the RMP/FEIS which will assist us to more effectively manage 
the public lands. -

PROTEST PERlOD 

F,NDS FEB. 7_, 1984 

1 Enclosure 



" 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 831 

Elko, Nevada 89801 

Ms. Dawn Lappin, Director 
WHOA!, Inc. 
P.O. Box 555 
Reno, NV 89504 

Dear Ms. Lappin: 
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The enclosed Elko District newsletter will bring you up to date on our 
progress toward developing a Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the Wells 
Resource Area. 

Your comments last summer and the suggestions of a number of other indi
viduals and groups were crucial in the identification of significant 
public land issues which should be dealt with in the Wells RMP. Careful 
study of all comments resulted in the consolidation of the 15 issues which 
you see described on pages 2 and 3 of the newsletter. We have also 
developed guidelines, or "planning criteria", which we propose to follow in 
resolving each of these issues. 

One of the concerns you expressed which is not reflected in these issues 
is the Desert Land Entry (DLE) program. It ha:s been our '-.~:!;._:i..cy to begin 
processing DLE applications as they are received, rather th~n -' tzo delay 
such action until completion of the ~ j: n 1983. W0' are now handling 
applications by hydrographic basin and exp-e'c~· to have completed the pro
gram using this approach by 1983. In the ~e'1ent the program has not been 
completed by that time, we will have refined our processing methodology 
to . the point where analysis in the RMP would be inappropriate. If you have 
further questions or concerns about the DLE issue, please let us know. 

We would also like to hear your ideas on the issues and planning criteria 
which have been developed. Are your concerns addressed by these issues? 
Do you think the planning criteria we are proposing will result in a 
resolution of the issues? Whether your answer to these questions is yes or 
no or uncertain at this point, please let us know and tell us why. This is 
a key step in the planning process. The planning criteria adopted now 
will largely direct the formulation of management alternatives and, 
eventually, the selection of the management plan for the Wells Resource Area. 
We need to know what you think. 



• 

Thank you very much for your interest in this program and your contri
bution to date. We hope that your support and involvement will continue. 
We will be happy to discuss any aspect of this planning effort with you 
at any time. 

Sincerely yours, 

I ~ 
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WHOA, Inc. 
P.O. Box 555 
Reno, NV 89504 

Dear Sirs: 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE 

P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

'y ? 8 1980 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is undertaking a major land use 
planning program in the Wells Resource Area of the Elko District, and is 
soliciting your assistance to help ensure the project is successful. 

The Wells Resource Area (see enclosure 1) has been designated by the BLM 
as one of five pilot areas in the western states for development and im
plementation of a Resource Management Plan (RMP) - the land use planning 
concept outlined in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 
The major effect of this new planning system will be to combine tradi
tional land use planning and environmental impact assessment processes 
into one streamlined operation. An increased emphasis on public involve
ment at all steps is intended to key the attention of land managers to 
significant issues by identifying public concerns at the outset. 

At this first stage of planning, we are especially interested in learning 
your viewpoints regarding land and resource issues which should be addressed 
in the RMP. Five general issues already identified by some ~four publics 
(described in enclosure 2) can be used as a starting point. If you have 
specific ideas relative to these or other issues, we would like to know. 
We invite you to consider the use, management, and conservation of public 
land resources in the Wells planning area, as well as local community 
needs and other concerns. 

Our schedule calls for completion of a draft Wells RMP by February 28, 
1983, and a final by September 30, 1983. These deadlines ensure com- ~ 
pliance with the court mandated schedule for completion of the Wells 
grazing environmental impact statement (included in the RMP). In order 
to allow adequate time for accomplishment of the more involved phases of 
inventory, analysis, and formulation of management alternatives, we are 
asking that recommendations on issues be submitted by June 30, 1980. 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 



We encourage your active involvement in this program, and will welcome 
your ideas at any stage of the planning process. Throughout the develop
ment of the Wells RMP, we will strive to maintain an open and continuous 
dialogue with all of our publics in order to both understand their 
concerns and to keep them informed of RMP progress. 

Please direct your questions or comments on issues to the Wells Area 
Manager, lee Wangsgard, by writing the Elko District Office at the above 
address, or by calling (702) 738-4071. Office hours are 7:30 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

We are looking forward to working with you in establishing sound manage
ment policies and practices on our public lands. 

Enclosures (2) 
1-Wells Planning Area Map 
2-Introduction to Wells RMP 

Sincer ~e•l~~y- y-~ou~ 
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Enclosure 2 

INTRODUCTION TO WELLS RMP 

The Wells Resource Management Plan (RMP) is Nevada's pilot effort at develop
ing and implementing the new land use planning system prescribed by the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and recent regulations. The 
planning area (enclosure 1) corresponds to the Wells Resource Area of the 
Elko .District and consists of two planning units - the Contact Planning Unit 
in the north and Currie Planning Unit in the south. Prior to this pilot 
assignment, schedules necessary to complete traditional grazing EISs in the 
Elko District were triggered by the Natural Resources Defense Council vs. 
Morton suit of Octob er, 1973. The requirement for meeting mandated court 
schedul.es, al though' now under the RMP concept, remains unchanged. The se
quence of steps in the process, from the current phase of issu es identifi
cation to the ultimate goal of RMP, is outlined below. 

I. 
II. 

III. 
IV. 
v. 

VI. 

VII. 
VIII. 

IX. 

Planning Area 

Identify issues 
Develop draft planning criteria (30 day comment period) 
Analyze management situation 
Develop management alternatives (30 day comment period) 
Assess effects of alternatives 
Select preferred management alternative 
(30 day comment period) 
Issue draft RMP (90 day connnent period) 
File final RMP with Environmental Protection Agency by 
September 30, 1983 (30 day protest period) 
Implement RMP and activity plans 

The geographic planning area consists of approxim a tely 5,479,000 acres and in
cludes the eastern half of Elko County. Over four million of these acres (80%) 
are public lands, including a SO-mile wide band of checkerboard ownership 
v.·hich borders the railroad right-of-way, lies in an· east-west d irection, and 
approxim a tely bisects the plRnning area. The area, bordered on th e north by 
Id aho, and the east by Utah, also adjoins the Humboldt National Forest and 
the Ruby Lake National Wildlife Refuge. Several Indian colonies and reserva
tions fall within and / or are impacted by the planning area. 

The Wells Resource Area is also split by Interstate Highway 80 and Highway 93 
( see attac hed map). The area, considered rural, has abbut three quart~rs of 
its population in three "urb an " centers - Wells, Jackpot and Wendover. The 
estimated 1980 population of the Wells Resource Area is 7,000 with . a project
ed 1985 popul a tion of 9,000. Employment is principally associated with tour
ism, outdoor recreation, agriculture and mining; tourism being the major em
ployer. Many goods and services are not provided satisfactorily wjthin the 
area resulting in residents traveling to Elko, Twin Falls , Idaho, and .Salt 
Lake City, Ut ah, for a large portion of their needs. Elko, with a 1980 popula
tion of 10,4 52 and an estimated 1985 population of 12,7bO, is located on Inter
state 80 to the west of tl1e Wells Planning Area and constitutes the major 
community in the Elko District. 
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Issues and Concerns 

A preli.minary identification of issues and concerns has been accomplished 
through public meetings held in March/April, 1979: Key representatives of 
State and local governments and others associated with major resource activi
ties were requested (November, 1979) to provide general and specific planning 
recomm endations to BLM. The following general topics were identified: 

1, Manage ment of vegetation u se on public lands 

The Elko District has been th e center of Nevada's power structure for the 
livesto ck industry since pa ssage of the Tay lor Grazing Act. The Elko based 
lead ershi p he adqu arters of the Nevada Cattl emen's Association provides repre
sentation on the Public Lands Council, the political arm qf the N~tional 
Cattlemen's and National Woolgrowers Associations. 

Close ties also exist among Nevada Cattlemen's Association . leaders in Elko 

....... , 

and local leaders of the Neva da Central Board and northeastern Nevada State 
legislators. Nevada is the "home of the Sagebrush Rebellion" which was initiat
ed by two legisl a tors located in the Elko District, and has resulted in the 
Wells . (and Elko) Planning Area(s) becoming the center of these influential 
legislators' focus on BLM. · 

The dependency of the livestock industry on public lands within the Wells 
R,es_ource Area i s substantial. Of approximately 95 l'ivestock operations within 
the Wells Planning Are a , only 10 (11%) have little or no need for BLM admin
istered vegetation to sustain their operations. Past and anticipated chan g es 
in rul es and regul a tions governing ve geta tion allocation are a controversial 
issue among r anchers and others. A prim ary c~mcern is focused on the alloca
tion of v eg etation among competing uses. Existing range surv ey dat a are in
adequ ate for determining proper vegetation allocations. 

Other concerns relating to th e manageme nt of veget at ion includ e grazing tre s
pass, change in class of liv es tock, liv esto ck distribution, period-of - us e by 
iivestock, and manage men t of wild horse s . It is e~pected that with the current 
emphas is on intensive l and manageme nt, the checkerboard land pattern occurring 
in portions of the planning area will make effective resource m~nagement mor e 
difficult th an in areas where l arge bl ocks of public l ands occur. 

The major wildlife problem und er current management is lack of live st ock graz
ing systems which also enhance or maint ai n terrestrial and aquatic wildlife 
habit at. The t ask of effectively bal ancing livestock and wildlife habit a t 
management on pub lic lands through veget ation allocations for reasonable numbers 
is one of the most ch a llen ging problems which must be faced in the Wells Plan
ning Area. ("R easonable numbers" apply to big game and are determined by the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife and reviewed by BLM.- Figures represent popula
tion averages during the pa st 10 years.) 

The demand for big game and upland game bird hunting is high. 
the public lands to produce contin ued opportunities for these 
cau sed cons iderable controversy among livestock op era tors and 

The abi.li ty of 
activities h as 
wildlife in teres ts. 

I ., 
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2. Public land disposals/exchanges 

Demands continue to increase for making public lands available for community 
and agricultural needs. Significant economic and population growth is anti
c1pated in or near principal communities within the next five years. Housing 
and other community demands are critical at the present tim e . The number of 
vacant building lots available within communities has decreased markedly as 
populations have increased recently, and logical controlled expansion may be 
directly dependent on the availability of carefully selected public lands. 

Community and county leaders are frustrated by difficulties associated with 
satisfying the regulations of agencies, principally BLM, when trying to de
velop public purpose land. Their primary concerns involve Federally admini
stered lands· adjacent to growth communities and those lands in checkerboard 
ownership. 

3. Desert Land Entry program 

The response to the rec ently re-opened Desert Land Act has ·resulted in a 
"land rush" response, which is viewed as a threat to many users of public 
lands. Th~ Act, which dates back to March 3, 1877, is intended to encourage 
and ptomote the reclamation, by irrig a tion, of arid and semi-arid public 
lands of the wes tern states through individual effort and private capital. 
It permits th e entry (or use) of up to 320 acres of land per qualified in
dividu al for f ar ming purposes. Success f ul applicants eventually receive 
title to the land. The Elko District is presently recruiting to establish 
an inter-district, interdisciplinary "Desert Land Entry Task Force Team", 
one of two in Nevada. Approximately 40% of the Nevada caseload falls in 
the Wells Planning Area. The Desert Land Entry program is expected to be 
of long duration. 

4. Mineral prospecting and potential developm ent 

Within recent 
gold, silver, 
dramatically. 

5. Wilderness 

years, oil and gas, geothermal, and locatable mineral (e.g. 
tungsten and barite) exploration and mining have increased 

It is anticipated that this trend will continue, 

The roadless/w i lderness area concept and program have been highly contro
versial. The ge nerally negative Neva da reaction to the U.S. Forest Se rvice 
Rare II effort was strongly reinforced and transferred to BLM's e ffort. 
Much of the criticism appeared to st em from an almost universal lack of 
support and und ers t andin g by local governme ntal groups ahd the vocal segment 
of the public r egardi ng inventory procedures and the intent of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. Confusion was augmented by edi
torials and news articles publish ed in rural Nevada newspap er s. However, 
environmental organizations based in Reno, Las Vegas · and in other states 
hav e voiced general support of BLM's proposed Wilderness Study Areas. 
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' i·"K•\e A-6 to A-.9 in the Proposed Wells Reso~,rce Ma~;gement Plan \and Final Environmental Impact Statement Repl t -- . ;,,. ,t t°l.>f 

..... - , TABIE h-2 

R!Wm\BIE AND EXIS'l'Il{; ( ) 't-."lMBERS FOR WII.DLIFE 
(Revised Fiscal Year .85) 

% 
Big Gane wl.thin II of 

RCA Use Are.a RCA Season MJnths Deer Antelope Bigh:mtrti Elk AIM Demando\irti 

Oteny Creec rw--1 100 11/15- 3/15 4 3800 (2600) 3800 
Ill~ . 100 12/01- 3/31 4 1200 (850) 1200 
DS-1 100 3/16-11/14 8 1050 (800) 2100 . 
r&{, 100 4/01-11/~ 8 200 (100) llOO 
DS-5 22 4/01-11/30 8 SO (20) 100 
AY-2 32 1/01-12/31 12 90 (120) 200 

t 

rorAL 7000 

Spruce/G:,shutes DY-1 100 1/01-12/31 12 200 (200) 600 
m-4 100 3/01-11/30 9 450 (300) l(XX) 

DY-3 85 1/01-12/31 12 200 (100) 500 
Jl,J'l-1 100 10/15-10/31 · 0.5 3300 (2100) llOO 

:r JJ.1-2 100 11/15- 3/15 4 3000 (2600) 3800 
0\ £1,l-5 100 12/01- 3/31 4 1200 (850) 1200 - J:W-9 51 11/01- 3/'XJ 5 1000 (700) 1300 
~ rn-10 100 11/01- 3/30 5 3300 (2100) 4150 CD 
< IW-11 94 11/01- 3/'XJ 5 1000 (650) 1150 .... 
(Q 

£1,l- 100 11/01- 3/30 5 300 (150) llOO I CD p, 
( msHUl'ES) ...__,, 

rw- 100 11/01- 3/30 5 850 (450) 1050 
(~) 300 
DS-5 78 4/01-11/30 8 150 (100) 
AY-1 29 1/01-12/31 12 20 (20) 50 
AY-2 68 1/01-12/31 12 190 (40) 700 
AY-3 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (SO) 250 
AY-4 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (25) 250 
AY-5 33 1/01-12/31 12 10 (5) 30 
EY-1 85 1/01-12/31 12 · 30 (40) 375 

11/01- 3/31 5 60 (55) 250 
BSY-4 100 1/01-12/31 12 200 (0) 500 
BSY-5 86 1/01-12/31 12 120 (0) 300 

' .... 
18,555 
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TABIE A-2 (Contirued) 

RFASON\BIB AND ~ ( ) NlMBERS Fffi WIWLIFE 

% 
Big Gane within II of 

RCA Use Area RCA Season funths ~r Antelope Bigh:>m""1ric Elk AIM Demand -
Mary's River Vi-4 87 1/01-12/31 12 250 (175) 750 

00-1 56 4/01-10/31 7 2800 (1400) 4~ 
DS-4 30 4/01-10/31 7 850 (425) 1500 
AY-1 55 1/01-12/31 12 40 (40) 100 
AS-3 13 4/01-10/31 7 60 (60) e.o 
PUW-1 5 11/01- 3/31 5 10 (0) 40 _, 

.B~-1 15 11/01- 3/31 5 10 (0) 10 

TOD\L 7380 

O'teil/Salm:>n Falls AS-1 100 4/01-10/31 7 125 (25) 175 
AS-2 100 4/01-10/31 7 150 (30) 200 

> AS-3 47 4/01-10/31 7 200 (SO) 300 I 

"' f.W-1 57 11/01- 3/31 5 150 (30) . 150 - AW-3 100 11/01- 3/31 5 150 (30) 150 ::d 

~ DY-1 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (70) 300 .... DS-1 44 4/01-10/31 7 2100 (1100) 3700 (/l 
(I) 00-2 100 4/01-10/31 7 100 (50) 175 p, - DS-3 100. 4/01-10/31 7 220 (110) 400 

IB-4 41 4/01-10/31 7 1200 (600) 2000 
DS-5 86 4/01-10/31 7 1800 (900) 3100 
ffi-9 100 4/01-10/31 7 100 (50) 175 
DS-10 100 4/01-10/31 7 75 (40) 150 

* rsP-1 100 3/01- 3/31 1 4000 (2600) 1000 · 
Il>P-2 100 3/01- 3/31 1 600 (400) 150 
rn-3 100 11/01- 3/31 5 2300 (1500) 2800 
m-4 100 11/01- 3/31 5 3200 (2000) 4000 

** rn-5 11 11/01- 3/31 5 250 (100) 300 
Plm-1 95 11/01- 3/31 5 ~ (0) 350 
PIES-2 100 4/01-10/31 7 10 (0) so 
BSY-1 100 1/01-12/31 12 ~ (0) 200 
Bs-1-1 85 11/01- 3/31 5 40 (0) 40 

'IUI'AL ~ . -.- . . 
.., . 19,765 

..• 
- -- --- • 



TABLE A-2 (C0ntirued) 

~-
RFASON\RIE AND EXL'>TIN:; ( ) Nltt&"'RS RR WUDLil'E 

% 
Big Garre within # of 

.RCA Use Are.a RCA Season llinths °=er Antelope · Bigoorn-lrinll: Elk AIM~ 

Gocse Creek "Im IW-5 31 11/01- 3/31 5 675 (300) 850 
m--6 100 11/01- 3/31 5 600 (230) 750 
D~ 100 4/01-10/31 7 820 (300) 1450 
oo--8 88 4/01-10/31 7 450 (175) 800 

. 00-5 7 4/01-10/31 7 150 (75) __m_ 

TOfAI. 4100 

Pilot/Crltten:ien D'l.'-2 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (45) 100 
D'l.'-3 15 1/01-12/31 12 30 (15) 100 

> kx rn-5 58 11/01- 3/31 5 1300 (550) 1600 
I IW--11 6 11/01- 3/31 5 60 (40) 75 00 

,-,. r&-7 100 4/01-10/31 7 200 (75) 350 
~ DS-8 12 4/01-10/31 7 60 (25) 100 (1) 

< EY-1 15 1/01-12/31 12 30 (20) so I-'• 
Dl 11/01- 3/31 5 170 (50) 700 (1) 
~ BS'l-5 14 1/01-12/31 12 20 (0) - so -

'IDTAL 3125 

1-Etropolis DY-4 13 1/01-12/31 12 40 (25) 120 
IB-4 . 29 4/01-10/31 7 820 (410) 1450 
DS-5 7 4/01-10/31 7 150 (75) 250 
IW--9 4 11/01- 3/31 5 80 (60) 100 
AY-1 45 1/01-12/31 12 35 (10) 80 
AS-3 40 4/01-10/31 7 180 (70) 250 
AS-4 100 4/01-10/31 7 50 (20) 70 
A.J'-1 43 11/01- 3/31 7 . 100 (40) 150 
.Mil-2 100 11/01- _3/31 , 7 50 (20) 70 

TOfAI. 
- ,., • • p •• ~ 

2540 

·-......... 
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TABIE A-2 (Cootirued) 

) NU1BER.5 FCR WII.DLIFE 

% 
Big Gane within # of 

RCA Use Area RCA Season M:nths Deer . Antelope Elk 

Ruby/Wood Hills m-4 100 12/01- 4/30 5 725 (475) ~ 
750 

1200 
150 
100 
so 

DSP-1 100 4/15- 5/15 
m-9 45 11/01- 3/30 
IEP-2 100 4/15- 5/15 
AY-1 71 1/01-12/31 
AY-5 67 1/01-12/31 

'IDTAL 

Wells RA Total 

1 
5 
1 

12 
12 

3000 (2100) 
l(XX) (650) 

. 600 (475) 
40 (80) 
25 (5) 

3150 
= 
66,415 

* - Jl:!er Spring (DSP) is figured at the saie percentage as the exlsti~ carryi~ capacity of the prhmry winter range (% ex::lsti~ of 
· reas:>nable) 

** ~ Reasonable & ex::1.stirg runbets do not allow for approximately 4000 deer that migrate into this area fran Idah:> & Utah. 

.. *'lrlf - Reasonable N.Jmbers up:lated by puhlication Potential Bighorn Sreep Habitat in N:>rthern Nevada, <blden & Tskuarooto 1979. 

*1rit-k - AI.M demarrl, as depicted 1-Ere, only represents wt the danarrl of reaoonable rumbers ~d be. Al.location is not impliei ror 
anticipated, this infonmtion is presented for analysis purposes only. 

- l 



PROPOSED RE&IJRO: MANAGEMENr PIAN 

AID FIN\L ENVIRON,fENfAL IMPACT STATF.MENl' 

for the 

WEI.IS RE&IJRO: AREA 

Prepared by the 

DEPARIMENI' OF '1HE INI'ERICR 
BlREAU CF LAND MANAGE1£NI' 

EI.KO DIS'IRICT 

Nevada State Director 

This proposed resource managellmt plan is a l~tenn (20 year) plan to mnage 4.1 mlllion acres of 
public 1an:1 within the Wells Resource Area. The plan has been prepared in response to Sections 202 
and 603 of the Federal Lani R>licy and :Managem:mt Act of 1976 that require the Bureau of Lan:i 
Manage!lelt to develop 1an:1 use plans for the public lanl and to study the suitability of certain 
1an:1s for wildemess designaticn. It was developed foll~ a 90-day public review of the draft 
envirome:ital impact statement, which described and analyzed five alternatives to guide the overall 
mmagement of the resource area. M integral enviromental impact stateuent assesses the 
environoontal consequerees of the plan. 

This docunent is both the proposed resource management plan and the final envirormental impact 
statement. Wilderness recamemations in the plan are prelJminary and subject to ~ durirg 
administrative review. A separate legislative final enviromental impact statement for wilderrais 
will be prepared as required by the Bureau's Wilderress Study R>licy. The Wells Wilderness 
Techrlcal Report, con~ the wildemess sttrly area specific analyses required by the stu:iy 
policy, is available upon request. 

For further infonnation · contact: Rooney lbrris, District Manager, P.O. BOlc 831, Elko, Nevada 89801 
(702-738--4071). 

Date final statement was uede available to the Enviromental Protection .Agerr.y and the public: . .MIJ 6 1884; 

IN1 FElS b4 - .. 

J l\T T F EIS 8 4 - l 



PREFACE 

The Final Wells Resource ManagertEnt Plan and Environrental Impact Stataieo.t (F»fl>/EIS) has been 
printErl in an abbre'viatErl fonna.t comistent with the National Envir~ntal Policy Act regulations. 
This Final RMP/EIS IlllSt be used with the Draft RMP/EIS (INr IEIS 83-30). The Final RMP/EIS contains 
tre sunm:try fran the draft doCU1rent, the proposed resource nenag~t plan, revisiom arrl errata of 
the Draft, written c<llll5lts received duri{l?; tre public revie.r process, sul::stantive caments 
presentErl at the public heari~s arrl the resronses to trose ccmrents. 

ii 
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SUMMARY 

In acco~e with the Federal lard Policy arrl 
Managanent Act (FIPMA) of 1976, the Bureau of 
lard :M.anageoont (filM) is proposing to :lmplE!DElt a 
Resrurce Management Plan (RMP) in the Wells Re
source Area (RA), Elko District, Nevada. The 
Wells RA enccmpasses about 5.1 million acres, of 
web 4 .1 million acres are public lan:l. The 
resource area encanpasses the eastern half of 
Elko C.Ounty in northeastern Nevada. Because of 
its large siz.e am for analysis purposes, the re
source area was divided into eight smaller areas 
called Resource C.Onflict Areas (RCAs). Each OCA 
has its own mrlque ccmbination of problems am 
conflicts. h RC.As ani their major conflicts are 
described oo page 2-1 of tre Draft Envirormmtal 
Impact Statenent (DEIS). 

F.arly in tre planni~ p~s, several issues of 
coreern \liere identified. Those issues iocl.w.ed 
tre folloo~ iteIB: 

1. lard Actions 

2. C.Orridor Designation am/or Identification 

3. Public Access 

4. Recreation Managel!Ent 

5. Wilderness Area Designation 

6. Uvestock Grazi~ Use 

7. Wild I-:brse Nunbers 

8. Terrestrlal Wildlife Habitat 

9. Riparian/Strean Habitat 

10. Woodlarrl Products 

These issues fonn the b3s1s for managaIEnt 
actions lirlthin the proposal resource management 
plan. 

AFFECTED ENV'IlUff:N1' 

lards 

Federal ownership aunmts to about 80 percent of 
the land within the Wells RA oouniaries. The 
lam in private ownership is con:entrated primar
ily within the 40 mile wide "checkerboard" are.a 
web bisects the Wells RA. 'Jhis lam was ori
ginally granted to the Union Pacific am. Central 
Pacific Railroads as an in:entive for construc
tion of the transcootinental railroad. The 
cla:kerboard laoi pattern presents managenatt 
problans in the resource area for both Federal 
ani private managers. Rapid cwm.mity growth by 
the principal towns of Wells, West \-Jen:lover, arrl 
Jackpot has created considerable pressure for 
disposal of Federal lands to private owrership. 
A recent resurgent interest in agricultural de
velopnent is the other major factor contriruti~ 
to tre demani for public lan:ls. 

C.Orridors 

No utility corridors have been designated or 
identifie.d in the resource area at this t~, al
tivugh there are existing proposals for major 
utility develop1ents. 

Access 

Irerease.d [11bllc demani for access for recrea
tion, livestock ~t, am. ~larrl products 
harvesti~ purposes will intensify the needs for 
access plannir~. 

Recreation 

Recreation activities through::lut tre resource 
area consist primarily of cauipi~, 1runti~, 
fishi~, ani sightseeing. Presently only two 
recreation sites are administered by ElM, one at 
Ruby YJarsh (a developed campgrounl) am. one at 
Tabor Creek (urrleveloped). 
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Sooe envirornental degradation problems are 
occurring at trese and otrer areas ha~ 
recreational values because of unregulated 
off-road vehicle (ORV) use, lack of facilities, 
and poor refuse disposal methods. 

Wilderness 

Frur w.µ.demess stuly areas (WSAs) have been 
identified in tre resource area as having poten
tial for wilderness designation. Each WSA has 
been evaluated for wilderness values including 
special and unique features, and also for con
flicts with other resources such as eIErgy am 
minerals, livestock use, and rights-of-way. 

TI1eSe WSAs total 175,951 acres and inclwe tlie 
Bluebell W3A (55,665 acres) in the nortrem half 
of the Goshute MO\.Illtains, tl~ Goshute Peak WSA 
(69,770 acres) in the southern half of tre 
Goshute Mountains, the South Pequop WSA (41,090 
acres) at the soutrem em of the Pequop 
Moon.ta.ins, and tre :aad J..an:ls WSA (9,426 acres) 
which inclwes a portion of Sahoon Falis Creek 
and lies to the sootl~t of the ccmIJJUity of 
Jackpot. 

Ll.vestock Grazing 

Ll.vestock grazing in tre Wells RA consists of 
ooth sheep and cattle operations with a total of 
81 livestock operators usir~ 89 allot:Irents. Tiie 
grazing prefereoce aioounts to 379,279 Animal Unit 
Months (AI.Ms) with a current licensed grazing use 

of 288, 934 AIJMs. 

Wild Horses 

Wild horses are currently foucrl in six herd units 
within the Wells RA. 'lhe m:>st recent census for 
the resource area shows that the total population 
'liBS about 700 animtls in 1981. 

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat 

The btld eagle is the only resident Federally 
listed e~ral species fourrl in t'he Wells RA. 
Peregrine falcons, also on tb:! en:langered list, 
are occasionally observed. Bighorn sheep, a 
Nevada listed sensitive species, are no longer 
fourrl in the area. 

Mule deer anl prorgoom antelope occur throughout 
the resource area withnule deer populations cur
rently estimated at 38,(XX)-40,000 animtls and an 
telope nunbers at 800-lCXX) an:imtls. Elk occur 

only in the Pilot Peak area with current popula
tion estimates at 50-100 animus. 

Mule deer habitat conlitions r~e fron fair to 
good on sunner range and fair to poor on winter 
ra1:~e. Antelope ranges are geIErally in fair to 
poor corrlition. 

A variety of upland g~, i.Jxl~ ch.Jkar part 
ridge, sage grouse, blue grouse, ~ doves, 
and rabbits inhabit the resoorce area. 

Nulerous hazards to wildlife exist in the Wells 
RA. Improperly constructed fences present bar 
riers to large gaire species and :Improperly 
constructed water facilities often prevent 
an:iJnals fran using them an:l serve as drowni~ 
hazards. 

Terrestrial riparian habitats include seeps, 
spri~s, smtll wet meadows, 8lllali natural penis, 
and 8lllali groups of trees. 

Riparian/Stream Habitat 

Riparian/stream habitats canprise less tl:mi one 
percent of the total land area, yet, trese lands 
support the majority of use by livestock, wild
life, and humns with livestock being the danin
ant use. A joint Nevada Departualt of Wild- · 
life/:!IM stream survey (1979-80), inlicated about 
73 percent of the 220 nd.les (5,928 acres) of ri
parian habitat administered by BU1 is rated in 
fair or poor con:lition. 

Threatened, ~ered, or Sensitive Fish Species 

nrreatened and Eo:langered (T&E) or sensitive 
species of fish fc:ond within tre resource area 
inclwe tre Ulhontan cutthroat trout, redbm:l 
trout, relict (Steptoe) dace, Inlepen:lence Valley 
tui club, Clover Valley speckled dace, and Inle 
penlence Valley speckled dace. The I.ahontan cut 
throat is theIOOSt wide-spread of trese species. 

Woodland Products 

Woodlani areas occupy 600,000 to 700,000 acres 
within the resource area. Fuel'-"Xld, Christmas 
trees, pinenut harvest~, and post cutting 
contrlb.ite to the area I s ecornay. s~ coomer 
cial rosinesses depeni on thase products for a 
livelihood and m:my of the local residents depen:l 
on '-"Xld for at least part of treir hem! heat~ 
needs. As energy prices rise, the demuxl for 
fuel'-"Xld may intensify. Overharvesting and 
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tma.1th>rlzed ha.tvestirg of T.IOOdlarrl products 
~ contim.e to be a problem in locali~ 
areas. 

Minerals 

Minerals minirg ani exploration is a significant 
activity within the Wells RA. Barite is the m::ist 
imJx>rtant mineral mi.ne:i; rolEVer, tmgsten, sil
ver, cq>per, an:l nolybderun are other :imp:>rtant 
minerals, minei at the 13 active mines in the re
source area. Minerals exploration for locatable 
minerals, especially gold, is very active with 
hun:ireds of new mi.nirg cla:f.n:s beirg filed anrrual
ly. OU ani gas exploration is also active with 
aboot 100 new leases issued each year. Oil an:l 
gas exploration has been lat-gely msoccessful. at 
the present tinE. Sooe geothermal exploraticn 
has ocrurre:i near Ruby Valley. The p)tential for 
geothennal develoimm,t is considered high, as 
evidenca:l by nnrerous mt sprirgs found through
out the area. 

Hunan Resources 

The 1980 pqru]ation for the resource area ~ 
alnit 3395 persons. :r-tist of these ~re concen
trated in Wells, West Wen:iover, and Ja~p)t. 
Tourism is the 1lDS t :imp:>rtant inCOIE produci~ 
trooe in the Wells RA, follo'lel by agriculture 
am then m1ni.rg. &sinesses soch as retail 
trades, bankirg, ani IIBillfacturirg are not~ 
devel.q:,ed because of the small resource area IUP
ulation. Mi.nirg an:l energy-relatErl projects such 
as the 'llnusani Spri~s arrl White Pine lb~r Prer 
jects could result in large inflmies of employees 
to COffitruct, mrlntain, an:l opera~e these faci.11-
ties. 

Vegetaticn 

The Wells RA supp)rts vegetation typical of the 
Great Basin region. A total of 18 different ve
getation types .are present as a result of~ 
t~s in climate, elevation, e,q:x>sure, arrl 
soils. The sagebrush-rabbitbrush camn.nity is 
the daninant vegetation type, c<Neri~ alioost 
tvio-thirds of the resource area. This is foll<M
ed by the pinyon pine-jmiper type wrlch canpris
es one-fifth of the area. Other vegetation types 
inclu:le greasewood, saltbush, grasslan:ls ao:l ri
parian vegetation. Range condition surveys have 
not reen canpletErl with respect to percent~es of 
the entire resource area within each of the ecer 
kgic r~e cotrlition classes. lb,ever, preli
minary infol'tlBtion sh::>YB that 20 percent is in 
poor conlition, 54 percent is in fair, ani 26 
percent is 1n good or excellent condition. 

lbi80noos plants are camon within the resource 
area. Haloget911 an:l greas~ are probably the 
nost prE!17alent an:l the source of greatest concern 
especially to sheep operations. Other cammn 
species incl.trle p)i80n vetch, death c.amas, lu
pine, rorsebrush, ani larkspur. 

N:> Federally listed T&E plants are kru>\..n to exist 
in the resource area. ~er, several ~ch are 
candidate species for inclusion 1n this list or 
are species of special c;oncem are either knavn 
to occur or have the potential of beirg foun:i in 
the resource area. 

Soils 

The relatively srort grow:l.rg seas:>n an:l low 
levels of precipitation are o.o clinatic factors 
,;,hich limit soil productivity within the Wells 
RA. High temperatures an:l lav rainfall prooote 
rapid dryi~ of soils so that by mid--surmer nost 
plant growth ceases. Soils are rather poorly de
velq:,ed because of these climatic limitations on 
plant growth. ~ m::,st productive areas are ir
rigatErl J):lStures or croplan:is foll~ by flood
plain areas of perermial streSlll3 an:l then the 
deeper IIDU[ltain 80ils at elevations ab<Ne 6300 
feet. Wini an:l W:1.ter erosion pose probleus for 
soil manag81Blt in the resource area; severe dOll.n 
cuttirg of strean channels with sub;eqrent l<:Jlo\er
i~ of both water tables ao:l productivity 1n ri
parian areas appears to be the m::ist serious erer 
sion-relatErl problem. 

Water Resources 

&.lrf ace W:1.ter in the re.source area is ratrer 
limitErl. Most overlanl flow is intenni.ttent, 
with only a few major streoois either anptyirg 
into the Hurrboldt or Snake-Columhi.a River 
systems. Availability of surface W:lter is quite 
often the limiti~ factor ,;,hich affects livestock 
distribution an:l wildlife ani wild rorse popula
tions an:l distril:ution. Grouoo W:1.ter supplies 
are nnre abundant. <£nerally, adequate aoounts 
of W:1.ter can re obtainoo for dOIIEStic use or for 
livestock ao:l wildlife by drilli~ ~ls to a 
ma:xim.m of 500 feet. 

Air ~ty 

Air quality is ratErl good for JIOSt of the Wells 
RA. Wini-blown dust is the major rontributor to 
air pollution. Imustrial sulphur dioxide pollu
tion fran the Ely, tevooa area has been fotmd to 
ex:ceErl acceptable limits in the Steptoe Valley 
area. 
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Visual Resources 

Spectacular vistas of north-south trenling noon
tain ranges sei;:m-ated by large, fl.at valleys are 
present throogoout the resource area. 

Cultural Resources 

An inten;ive inventory of archaeological re
sources in the Wells RA has not been done. 
Approximately 1100 sites have been recorded to 
date. The IOOSt camon sites are small temp:>rary 
CanpS, ro~r, SE!\Teral. large semipennanent win
ter canps, rockshelters, antelope traps, rock art 
sites, an:l lithic prorur01ent areas are al.so pr~ 
sent. 

fROrosED RESOT.RIB MANA£»ENr PIAN 

The Proposed Resource Managenent Plan is a nulti
ple use plan designe:i to protect fragile an:l uni
que resources wdl.e not overly restricting the 
abllity of other r~urces to provide econanic 
goods an:l services. A total of 90,CXX) acres of 
larrl 'WOUl.d be offera:l to the public, primarily 
throogh public sale. A total of 566 miles of 
tram}X)rtation and utility coqidors 'WOUl.d be 
identified or designated based on proposals in 
this plan. Easem:mt acqtd.sition; lOlld be~ 
quired on 158 miles of road-; for high priority 
~ement activities such as recreation, live
stock grazing, ~lan:l products, anl minerals. 
Recreation facilities at Ruby Marsh, Sal.non Falls 
Creek, Tabor Creek and Mary's River lllOllld be uir 
graled or developed. A 160 acre tract at Ruby 
Marsh Canpgrmn:i lllOllld have OID/ use limited to 
designated roais arrl trails an:l \onl.ld be segr~ 
gated fran mineral entry. A total of 159,881 
acres lOlld be recanrtarl:d as prelimi.narily std.t
able for wilderness designation. Livestock graz
ing levels yQlld be increased by 1.7 percent to 
293,846 AUMs fran the present 3 to 5 year average 
use level of 288,934 AI.Ms. This represents a 22.5 
percent reduction fran preference. A total of 
37,500 acres lOlld be seeded, 27 ,000 acres yQlld 
be b.n:ned on a prescription basis, 1,500 acres 
sprayed, 65 "1ells drilled, 5 reservoirs con
structed, 265 miles of fence 1:uilt, 30 spring,; 
de1Teloped, arrl 80 miles of pipeline ruilt. The 
wild rorse population lllOll1d be allowe:i to fluc.
tmte between 557 to 692 animals. Approximately 
95 miles of deteriorated riparian/strean habitat 
v.OUl.d be imprO<Jed over the lorg-tenn. Terrestrial. 
wildlife actions lllOllld include mxlification of 
650 miles of fence, 250 sprirg develqlllleilts, 
designation of 6,200 acres as an Area of Critical 

Fnvir~ntal. Coreem (Arne) for peregrine 
falcons, treatnent an:l seeding of 5,500 acres of 
crucial deer winter ~e and ~ of year 
restrictions on use of crucial sage groose anl 
nule deer habitats. Habitat in potential. bigrom 
sheep reintroduction sites lllOll1d be improved an:l 
approximately 53,600 acres of ~ni yQlld be 
nnre intensively imnaged to 111:!et wildlife needs. 
Woodlani products harvestirg 'WOUl.d be .ies:igned to 
achieve a sustained yield of both Chrlstims trees 
and fi~ and 'WOUl.d emphasize both cannerdal. 
an:l private uses. 

The following list displays the implenentation 
coots of the Prq:,osed Resource ~~t Plan by 
resource. 

TI»1 a::fil' 

Fecreation Developnent $30,000 

Livestock Grazing Improvemmts $2,429,500 

Wild lbrse Improvenents $90,000 

Wildlife Habitat $1,509,000 

Rii;:m-ian Habitat Improvenent $585,CXX) 

TOl'.AL $4,643,500 

NJl'E: These costs are for labor arrl mterials 
only. They do not include BIM 01Temeai 
costs for enviromental assessuent arrl 
contract preparation and contract 
supervision. 

Resource area larrl values may be expected to 
decrease as a result of implerenting a 
large-scale (90,CXX) acres) 1an:l disposal. progran. 

Corridors 

Corridcr designations an:l identifications 'WOUl.d 
prO\Tide for alequate 1~ rliJ:lse planning by the 
affected interests. Corridor designations v.-ould 
detrinental.ly affect btl.d eagles and visual 
resources. 
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Access 

Access wou1d be acquired over 158 miles on 38 
roads identified as~ important for public 
access and llM administration. No important 
acce$S routes are expected to be lost. 

Recreation 

The quality of dispersed recreational hunt~, 
fis~, and wildlife observation 'WOu1.d improve 
and recreation use wou1d iocrease. Opportunities 
at developed facilites would be enhaixed because 
of proposed improvements. No significant adverse 
:inpact to O'IW use 'WOu1.d occur. 

Wilderness 

A total of 159,881 acres in portions of the 
Bluebell, Goshute Peak, Swth Pequop, and Bed 
Lards WSAs wou1d be recaIIOOirled as preliminary 
suitable for designation as wilderness and 'WOu1.d 
retain their wilderness character. Aboot 16,070 
acres wou1d lose their wilderness character over 
time. 

Ll.vestock Grazi~ 

Ll.vestock g~ 'WOu1.d be iocreased by l. 7 
percent over the existi~ 3 to 5 year average use 
level to 293,846 AIJMs. ~e corill.tion would 
inprove as a result of new ra~ improvemmts -
mtably water develoµrents, seedings and fences 
- and ilq:>roved grazing manageil:!11t. Large scale 
lanl disposals could displace affected ran:hers 
if lams pass into private ~rship to sooeme 
other than the pennittee. 

Wild H:>rses 

Wild h:>rse nunbers wou1d fluctuate beb.'een 550 
and 700 h:>rses. New water develoµrents wou1d 
berefit wild h:>rses, 'MleieaS proposed fences 
wou1d impede their free roami~ nature. 

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat 

Opportunities to reintroduce peregrine falcons 
wou1d be enhan:ed because of ACF!:, designation. 
Reintroduction of bigh:>m sheep wou1d be enhanced 
greatly if wilderness designation of tre Bad 
Iams, Goshute Peak, and/or Bluebell WSAs -were to 
be enacted. Aboot 60 percent of existing big 
~ habitat and 75 percent of terrestrial 
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-riparian habitat wou1d improve one corrlition 
class. About 10 percent of fair or good riparian 
habitat wou1d decline one corill.tion class. An 
active program for reduction of hazards to 
wildlife w:>uld be initiated throughoot the 
resource area. 

Riparian/Stream Habitat 

Imications are that 104 miles or 23 percent of 
existing riparian/stream habitat wou1d be managed 
in good or better con:ti.tion whereas the remaini~ 
habitat ~d be in less than good corrlition. 

Woodland Products 

Fuel.wood harvest wou1d iocrease by Ill)re than 10 
percent unler an intensive 1ll3Il8gE!IDE!lt program. 
This plan 'WOuJ.d berefit both private and 
caJJJErcial parties. 

Minerals 

A total of 21,750 acres having good mineral 
potential wou1d be recC111oen:led as heir~ 
preliminarily suitable for wilderness 
designation. 

Time of ye.ar restrictions to protect sage grouse 
strutting arrl nestlr~ habitats 'WOul.d slCM oil/ gas 
and geothennal exploration and/or develop:nent. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 202 of the Federal lam Policy and Man
agenEnt Act. of 1976 (FIJM,\) states 'The Sect:etary 
shall, with p.iblic imolveient and consistent 
with the tems and conditions of this Act, devel
op, neintain, an:l ~ appropriate, revise l.an::l 
use plans wdch provide by tracts or areas for 
the use of the p.iblic lams." The guidance for 
prepirlllJ this ™Pis contained in 43 CFR Part 
1600, Public Ian:ls am Resources; Pl~, Prer 
gramd.~, and Buigeti~. 

Section 603 of -the sane act requires the Secre
tary to review roalless areas of SCXX) acres or 
mre in siz.e for wilderness characteristics and 
report to the President h:J.s recamen:latiors as to 
the suitability or nonsuitability of each such 
area as wilderness. Four wilderness study areas 
are exanlned in this plan. 

The National Enviromental Policy Act. of 1969 
(NEPA) re:iuires Federal agencies to prepare 
statenents docnnentill! the enviromental conse
qumces of Federal actiom significantly affect
ill! the humm enviroment. P.esource mmagenent 
plam qmlify as significant actiom am thus re
quire the preparation of an envirotllBltal impact 
stateiw2nt (EIS). The Chm.ell on F.nviromental 
Q.iality's Regulations for Implenentation of the 
Proce:lural Prorlsions of NEPA ( 40 CFR Part 1500) 
provide guidance for the preparation of environ
nental :impact statenents. This doo.mant canbines 
the Proposed P.esource Managenent Plan and FEIS 
into an integrated package. 

The Ol.l'erall purpose of the resource ~enEnt 
planni~ process is to ·improve the resources of 
the resource area ~ 'WOUld result in increasei 
goods am services to the public lam users am 
general p.iblic. This will be accanplislm 
through a plannill! process usillJ an interdisci
plinary approach that inclooes participation by 
the public, other Federal agencies, state am 
local gove~nts, am Indian tribes. lMPs are 

desigrurl to nake nmdnun use of the best avail
able data in foI1llllati~ arrl analyzi~ alterna
tives. 

The Proposed Wells Resource Mmagenent Plan is 
desigrurl to provide a frlllJ3olOrlc for future nan
agement of the public l.arrls arrl resources in the 
Wells RA. This frane,iorlc will be established by 
detennini~ which resources will be given manage
neat emphasis. This will be consistent with 
exist~ legislation, regulations, am the J:X)licy 
of nanagenent of public lands on the oosis of 
m.tl.tiple use arrl sustained yield. This will be 
done "in a uenner that will protect the quality 
of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, 
enviromental, air and aorosphere, \tater re
source, am archaeological values" (FIJM,\, Sec. 
102 (a)(7) and (8)). 

In addition to neeti~ the planni~ needs for the 
Wells RA, the IMP also fulfills other specific 
objectives. A suit WiB filed in 1973 in Federal 
Coort all.egillJ that the Burea.t of Iarrl Mi~e
nent 's progranmtic grazing EIS did not canply 
with the National. Fnvironnental Policy Act. As a 
result of the settlarent of this suit, BIM agreed 
to prepare specific grazi~ EISs. The IMP will 
IIEet this arrl other imp:>rtant public objectives 
as ,;,ell as identify lams "1lich will be na:le 
available for sale or exchange to consolidate 
~ership for imprOl.l'ed ~ement. 

lMPs are limited to issues lohich are of major 
concern am imp:>rtance to the BIM and the public 
it serves. The previous p~ systen prO<lided 
detail on a wider~ of issues am concerns 
wltlnut comide~ their overall significarv::e. 

The followl.IlJ issues am pl~ criteria forus 
on specific resource conflicts in the Wells RA. 
They are divided into lam mnagemant or vegeta
tion mmagarent issues. 
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I.AND MANAGMENr ISSUES 

IS.CU: 1: FRCJBIJH, CXXlR IN 'IHE MANAf»mNr <F 
'IHE "CllE(l(ERBG\RJ)" ARFA, AND IJiMANll, ARE PU.CED 
CN PUBLIC lAN[8 F<R CDff1mY EXP.Aml<E NElim 
AND ~ClJLlUW.. IEVELCH£Nr. 

· Problem:; includi~ access, accamodation of 
public works projects, anl una.ith:>rized uses of 
public lands occur in certain areas as a result 
of the intenni~led pattern of p.iblic arrl private 
1arrl ownership. Public lands are in denanl for 
agricultural. devel~nt, urbm arrl residential. 
expansion, ard other intensive uses. Public 
lards can be disrosed of for these or other 
purposes if disposal. serves tre national 
interest. A variety of 1arrl terure oojusbrent 
procedures are available wrl.ch could help nret 
trese nea:is arrl resolve 1arrl manag~nt 
problems. 

Pl.annirg Criteria 

1. Public 1anis will be placed in one of the 
follow!~ categories: 

Category I - lanis arrl mineral resources ~ich 
will be retained in Federal ownership arrl will 
not be corniderai for sale. 

Category II - lams wrl.ch will be considered 
for sale or transfer. The mineral estate of 
Category II 1arrl nay be sold upon application as 
allCMai in section 209 of FUMA. The mineral 
estate can be COll\Teyed upon application if 1) 
trere are no known mineral values or 2) that 
reservation of tre mineral rights in the lhitai 
States is interferi~ or precludi~ normineral 
devel~nt of the lard arrl that soch develqmmt 
is a nore beneficial use of tre lam than mineral 
de11elqiaent. 

Category III - lards arrl mineral resources 
wrl.ch will r8.J.uire furtrer stu:ly in order to 
detenn:ine ~ether they srould be placed in 
Category I or II. 

2. Propose sale of a parcel of lam if: 

a. It is difficult or meconanical to uenage 
anl is not .suitable for managenent by 
anotrer Federal agency. 

b. It~ acquired for a specific purpose 
~ is no l~er served by retention. 

1-2 

c. Disrosal. ~d serve :lmp)rtant public 
objectives arrl ~d ou~igh tre public 
objectives arrl values wrl.ch ~d be 
served by retention. 

3. Consider allowi~ agricultural entry nre: 

a. There is 1.Ulappropriatai groun:i water 
available arrl the develqiaent of new 
irrigation ~ls ~ts tre criteria 
established by tre state ltnter eqµneer. 

b. The lard is suitable for agricultural use 
as establishai through appropriate~ 
arrl regulations. 

4. Consider for witlrlrawal lam ~ch 
anotrer Federal agency has s~ to be 
necessary to its prograns. 

S. Where a critical resource nea:i for a 
tract of lam is identifiai, consi&!r 
PJI'chase only if otrer fonns of acquisi
tion ( such as ex:change anl easenents) are 
not feasible. 

IS3E 2: 1UJ1'ES MlBf BE IEJmtilE) F<R MA.:RR 
'IRANOOSSICN LINES, PIPmJNES, RAIIROAIE, AW 
mmll Ul1LI'lY/'mANSPOOTATICE IBES. 

As demarrls for energy (e.g., oil arrl gas, new 
~rpl.ants) arise, construction of interstate 
high voltage ~rlines, pipelines, arrl otrer 
facilities becooes necessary. 'Ibis r8.}uires de
sigrlation arrl/or identification of corridors for 
existi~ arrl future major transportation arrl 
utility rights-of-..,ay (RCWs) within tre pl.annirg 
area. 

Planning Criteria 

1. Establish designatai corridors for major 
facilities in areas that 11Eet all of tre follow
i~ criteria: 

a. Have existi~ major facilities, 

b. Are technically arrl econanically suited 
for such uses, 

c. Correspord with designatai corridors in 
otrer planning areas, arrl 

d. Lb not have significant values that would 
be ooversely impactai. Areas havi~ 
sf¢ficant values coold include 



wilderness study areas, NB:,s, arrl/or T 
and E species habitat. 

2. Give priority to corridor detemrl.nation in 
th:! folloorg order: 

a. U:le ex:istirg trammi.ssion Rrn's with 
sufficient width to upgr~ existirg 
facilities arrl that will pennit furth:!r 
expgnsion. 

b. Follow existirg secondacy highways arrl 
railrooos. 

c. Identify corridors thra.igh undevelcped 
areas or alorg interstate higm,Bys. 

ISSUE 3: u&o\L Aal?SS IS I£CmSARY 'ID ~IE 
CINl'IRJED PlELIC IEE AND 'ID FACILlTA'IE EFFECT
IVE lWW»ENf lF PUBLIC IANOO. 

Legal access is defined as the lawful right to 
enter or leave a i:arcel of lard. It includes the 
right to enter aijacent public lard fran an 
existirg p.tblic moo or trail, as -well as fran 
roads or trails that leai to public lard through 
private property. teith:!r BIM nor the public has 
an inherent right of legal access to public lands 
over irivate property. As populations, recrea
tional use, arrl minirg actMties increase, ac
cess problems coold occur. 

p~ Criteria 

1. Select roais an:l trails for inclusion in the 
transportation systan accordirg to: 

a. Type arrl freqtency of historical use, 

b. Identified public needs, 

c. Mmagenent raiuirEm:!Ilts, arrl 

d. Coordination with other Federal agencies, 
arrl state, crunty, an:l local govenm:!nts, 
Indian tribes, arrl affected private 
lan:iomers. 

2. Establish priorities for access acquisition 
on the basis of identified public arrl aiministra
tive reeds. 

3. <hIBider comolidatirg roais or trails that 
serve camon purposes, origins, and/ or destina
tiom. 

ISSIE 4: CElm\IN IANOO ~ SPECIAL 
~ FCR '!HEIR RFUID\TICN roIENTIAL. 

Special recreation mmageuent can include desig
nation, protection, arrl/or developuent of certain 
areas for a variety of significant recreational 
values. Recreationnanagenent sh:>uld be des:igrm 
to provide for current uses as well as to accan
m:x1ate projecte:i deman::ls. 

The National Parle Service _ (NPS) has corrlucted ~ 
ventories to identify the best remrlnirg rela
tively natural an:l free-floorg strean segDEnts 
in the lliited States. Sooe of these strean seg
uents may meet min:inun criteria for further study 
as potential canponents of the National Wild arrl 
Scenic Rivers Systan. The Macy's River fran the 
-western boundacy of Section 13, T. 42 N., R. 59 
E. , to its oource Wis so identified. 

~ Criteria 

1. In evaluatirg the suitability of recreational 
lands for special designations, protection, and/ 
or develq,aent: 

a. Identify for developuent th:>se areas 
wch receive significant recreation 
use. 

b. Consider recreational deman::ls rutlinoo in 
the Statewide C.anprerensive futdoor Re
creation Plan (SCDRP), arrl camty or 
local plannirg docummts. 

c. Give priority to areas llhlch provide 
opportunities for m:>re than one recrea
tion activity. 

d. Chnsider non-Federal areas or facilities 
wen planning future recreation develop
rrent. 

2. Maintain all lands open to off-road-vehicle 
(ORV) use. Consider a limited or clcsed 
desi~tion if: 

a. Significant cultural or natural features 
my be damaged. 

b. Harassnent of wildlife or damage to wild
life habitat may occur. 

c. Threatened or endangered species may be 
aiversely impacted. 
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d. Wilderness suitability of WSA.s may be inr 
paired. 

e. Extmie natural or mannade hazards to 
hunan life or property exist. 

3. Consider whether a portion of the Mary's 
River fron the ~tern bourdary of Section 13, T 
42 N., R. 59 E., to its source shoold be reccm
mm:led for further stuly as a potential cClllpoileI1t 
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
The starxiards for inclusion are: 

a. Gen?ral 

1. Substantially free-flowi~ 
2. Water of high quality or water that 

could be restored to that condition 
3. River and adjacent l.an:ls in a natural 

or aesthetically pleasi~ cmilltion 
and possess~ outs~ scenic, 
recreation, geologic, fish an:l wild
life, historic, cultural, or similar 
values 

b. Wild Rivers 

1. Free of :impoundilEiltS 
2. Inaccessible by trail 
3. Primitive ..atershed 
4. Unpolluted ..ater 

c. Scenic Rivers 

1. Free of impourdnents 
2. Accessible in p~ by roads 
3. watersheds largely primitive 
4. Smrelines largely tmleveloped 

d. Recreational Rivers 

1. SCJIE impourdnents and diversion 
2. R6:ldily accessible by road or 

railroad 
3. Sane develoµ:amt al~ sl-x>re 

ISSUE 5: 10 01!.iERMINE WHE'IHER '!HE Bl.UElEU., 
Ql5HOTE PEAK, SOUIH P~WP, AND BAD lANOO WSAs 
SlUJID BE REln1IBNDED AS WIIDERNESS AREAS. 

Bl.M's wilderness review is a process wch 
inclules public involvaoont at local, state, and 
national levels. Wilderness area desigmtlon is 
resolved by Presidential recanoomation an:l 
~ression action. 

Plarmi~ Criteria 

BlJ1 reccmneooations for wilderness suitability 
will be based on the folloo~ criteria: 

1. Evaluation of wilderness values 

a. Mandatory wilderness characteristics: 
The quality of the area's wilderness 
characteristics - size, naturalness, and 
rutstan:li~ opporttmities for solitu:ie or 
primitive recreation. 

b. Special features: The presence or 
absence, and the quality of the optional 
wilderness characteristics - ecological, 
geological, or other features of 
scientific, educational, scenic, or 
historical value. 

c. Multiple resource berefits: The benefits 
to other llllltiple resrurce values and 
uses wch only wilderness desigmtion of 
the area could ensure. 

d. Diversity in the National Wilderness 
Preservation Systan: Cbnsider the eictent 

to wch wilderness designation of the 
area un::ler stu:ly would contrirute to the 
diversity of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System from the stan:lpoint 
of each of the factors listed below: 

1. Exparrl~ the diversity of natural 
syst~ and features, as represented 
by ecosystems and landfonns. 

2. Asses~ de opporttmities for 
solitude or primitive recreatioo 
within a day's drivi~ tiDE (5 oours) 
of major population centers. 

3. Balaoci~ the geographic distrirution 
of wilderness areas. 

2. Manageability 

The area llllBt be capable of~ effectively 
managed to preserve its wilderness character. 

3. -~ty St:arnards 

a. Energy and Mineral Resource Values: 
Rec<lUDanatioos as to an area's 
suitability or nonsuitability for 
wilderness designation will reflect a 
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troroogh consideration of any identified 
or potential erergy and mi.neral resource 
values present in the area. 

b. Impacts on Other Resources: Qmsider 
the extent to wrl.ch other resource 
values or uses of the area wwl.d be 
foregone or adversely affected as a 
result of wilderness designation. 

c. Impacts of t-bn::lesignation on Wilderness 
Values: Qmsider the ·a1temative use of 
the lan::l under study if the WSA or OOIIE 

portion of the WSA is not designated as 
wilderness ant the extent to wrl.ch the 
wilderness values of the area wwl.d be 
foregone or adversely affected as a 
result of this use. 

d. Public Cament: In detenrdning Rther 
an area is suitable for wilderness 
designation, the BIM wilderness sttrly 
process will OOIBider camrents received 
frau interested and affected publics at 
all levels - local, state, regional, an::l 
national.. Wilderness recamendations 
will not be basei exclusively on a 
vote-comting majority rule system. 'Ill? 
BIM will develq, its reoomEn::latiorB by 
considering public cament in conjmc
tion with its analysis of a WSA's 
nultiple resource and social and 
econanic values ant uses. 

e. IDatl. Sod.al arrl F.conanic Effect: In 
detenrdning ether an area is suitable 
for wilderness designation, the BIM will 
give special attention to.adverse or 
favorble sod.al arrl econanic effects. 

f. Consistency with Other Plans: In 
detenrdning wether an area is suitable 
for wilderness designation, the BIM will 
consider and doo.ment the extent to 
which the recamen::lation is consistent 
with officially approved and adq,ted 
resource-related plans of state an::l 
local govenT1E11ts, and Indian tribes, as 
requind by FLIMA and BIM planning 
regulations. 

ISSUE 6: ARF.AS EXISr 'lHAT ARE IN IE$ '!HAN 
00D a::mrrrm AND ROlCilC L1VFSlUX FlEAra 
BEUW IDl'm1'IAL. 
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The central objective of the grazing ~erent 
J'rOgran is to mmage livestock grazing in such a 
narmer as to protect an:l :imprOll'e rangelan::l 
condition an::l productivity. This objective will 
be accanplished throogh implemmtation of grazing 
system; wrl.ch may require range :improvenents 
conrurrent with a progran of r~n::l 
nonitoring. 

Range improvenent efforts slnlld be designed to 
imprOll'e arrl enhance rargelan::l con::lition, 
facilitate the orderly admi.nistration of public 
lan:ts, and benefit the widest variety of possible 
uses. Range improvenents include fencing, water 
develq,nent, ant vegetation manipulation, as ~1 
as any other facilities, structures, or projects 
m.ich 111:!et the abOll'e objectives. 

Rarge imprOll'emmt needs are site sped.fie an:l are 
t~efore ootlined in in:lividual activity pllms 
soch as Allot:nent ManagE!IK:!nt Plans, Habitat 
Managenent Plans, arrl Wild lbrse Managenent 
Plam. N:!vertheless, all rarge imprCJ17E!IK:!nts 
impact nany resource values in a given area, and 
certain consideration; apply to gereral types of 
range improvenents re~nlless of their specific 
location or prinary intenled IU"JlOSe• 

1. Water 

a. ~sign water develOEXI2nts to mmage the 
rangelan:t resource and to accamniate the 
needs of the animals m.ich can reasonably 
be expected to use the water. 

b. Ensure that the public invest:nent in all 
water developirents is protecte:i. 

2. Fencirg 

a. Restrict fencirg to the m:l.ninun aoount 
necessary to treet mmagenent objectives. 

b. Fnsure that fencing confoIDIS to rureau 
stan:lanls established for the animals in 
that area. 

c. Coordinate with users an::l take 
precautions to avoid problem 
ntrlntenance areas. 

3. Vegetation Manipulations 

a. Consider vegetation manipulation on sites 



¥here production of desirable plant 
species is less than 25 percent of 
potential or ¥here significant noxioos 
wee:i problem3 occur. 

b. Ietennine the kim of IIBilipulation to be 
use:i, considerirg site-specific 
objectives and constraints describe:! in 
activity plans am outline:i as foll~: 

1. The b..trnirg ¥here a desirable 
understory exists for release and 
where wers tory species can be 
controlle:i by fire. 

2. Use rerbicides to control brush 'itlere 
a desirable tnderstory exists for r~ 
lease rut 'itlere overstory species are 
not controllable by fire, or for con
trol of noxioos weeds. 

3. Use nechanical brush rEm>val 'itlere 
neitrer fire nor rerbi.cides are 
suitable. 

4. Use seedings/plantings mere desire:! 
or in canbination with one of the 
above. 

c. Seeding/planting mixtures will consist of 
native species, tnless otheoo.se prO\Tided 
in activity plans. 

4. General: Ensure that all range improvenent 
urrlertadngs are ca;t effective. 

!SSE 7: WilD 11:RSE IOPOIATICNS · MET <mrIHJE 
'ID BE MAH6QD IN 1HE SIX EXIsroo HERD USE 
ARFAS WTIHIN 1HE Q\RRYOO CAPACI'IY CF 1HE RAlQ: 
WlilIE MAINii\INil{; 1HE HEAL'.IH AND VIABILTIY CF 
1HE HE.HOO. 

Wild h:>rse ~em:mt is governe;i by tre Wild am 
Free P.oami.ng lbrse and Burro Act of lec€11Der 15, 
1971, as anErrled. The i;m-pose of the Act is to 
ensure tre preservation of a tnique feature of 
our Western heri~e, as ~u as to prerent undue 
caapetition ammg wild h:>rses, livestock, and big 
gaIIE, wrlch can result in danege to rarge 
resources. 

Planning Criteria 

1. Maintain wild rorse use in areas 'itlere wild 
horses ocrurrErl on D:!oonber 15, 1971 ~ lao:1 
OvJnership patterns are canpatible with nmiag€11Elt 
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of wild h:>rses. 
2. Establish population levels by detennining 
rrd.n:htun numbers necessary to maintain viable 
herds am max:inuil rumbers canpatible with vegeta
tion re'.luiraoonts. 

ISSUE 8: TlRmSllUAL WIIDLIFE HABITAT IS 
<DE.RALLY IN PCXR CR FAIR cnmrrrm AID BIM IS 
RF.WIRED ID FBOI'ECT AND E1IJAK:E WIIJLIFE 
HABITAT. 

Managing wildlife habitat involves providing the 
essential habitat elerrents of food, cover, -water, 
am space, as~ as ensuring canpatibility with 
otrer resources ard uses. 

1. Implenent wildlife managenent actiom in the 
following order of .priority: 

a. Maintain existing projects. 

b. Eliminate ha7.ards to wildlife, .e.g. fence 
trodification in big gaae habitat, fenre/ 
protection and developnent of important 
spring nea:law canplexes. 

c. Mitigate habitat conflicts au:>rg wildlife 
am other nultiple uses. 

d. Construct new projects. 

2. D:!tennine relative needs for new habitat de
velqxoont projects by considering the degree of 
resource damage or conflicts occurring. 

3. Consider chaining, rurning and seeding to 
desirable b~e species in areas nre insuffi
cient forage exists to neet dexends of reasonable 
rnmbers of big g;me. 

4. Protect special habitat features and special 
wildlife use areas, throogh ACEC._designation or 
other neans considering: 

a. The diversity ard/or abundanre of species 
use, 

b. The relative scarcity of the type of 
feature in the general area, 

·c. The irreplaceability of the feature, and 

d. The degree to vhich one or imre wildlife 
species nay depem on the feature/ area 
for survival. 



IS&E 9: 'lHERE IS A SIGUFICANr AMlJNf CF 
~C AN) RIPARIAN HABITAT IN RXR AND FAIR 
CUIDITiffi. 

Habitats ass::>clatei with water are relatively 
scarce arrl are highly productive in terns of 
plant arrl an:ima1 s):Ecles diversity arrl aoondance. 
They are important sources of food, Witer, arrl 
ewer for uost an:fma1 s~cles arrl are p:,pular 
humm use areas. 

Plamrl.ng Criteria 

1. Retain existing l<etland/riparian/strean hab
itat mder BIM Mmi.nistration. 

2. Ma:ru:ge arrl/ or enhance l<etlarrl arrl riparian 
areas to improve them to, or ne.intain them in at 
least a good corrlition class. 

3. Special nanageuent con;iderations will be 
consideroo for areas in too following order of 
priority: 

a. 'llx>se con~ T arrl E arrl/ or protecte:l 
sensitive s~cles. 

h. Those wlth existing or potential sport 
fishifl5 use. 

ISSE 10: PUBLIC I»fAND H.'\S IDFASID Fm 
lODIAND ~ nnIJDOO FtEllUD, 
CIRIS'JMAS '.IRWS, AND CJIHER A.l)flCl'S. 

Too increasifl5 deman:l. for wood products necessi
tates a rrsnagenent progran 'vhl.ch will naintain or 
:lmpro,e the suwly of these CO!IIIOd:t.ties. 

Ietemrl.ne areas to be ~e:l for sustaina:l yield 
arrl develop rrsnagenent techniques by s~cles arrl 
project, corsiderlfl5: 

a. Present volune of prodocts, 

h. Volum prodtr.tion capability, 

c. Reproduction potential, atrl 

d. Conflict with oth?r reoources. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PROPOSED 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Goal: The Proposed Resource M<magaiEnt Plan, 
coverirg 4 .1 million acres of public lan:l, 
emptasizes a l.ru.an:ed approach to 1.arrl mmagarent 
in the resoorces area. Fragile and unique 
resources t-nt1d be protected while not overly 
restrict!~ the ability of other resources to 
provide econanic goods and services. It is a 
canbination of tlE Resources Production, Midrange, 
and Resoorce Protecticn Alternatives and i;.as 

analyzed in the DEIS as the Preferred 
Alternative. lb,,ever, it differs in that where 
these alternatives employ a bhmket set of manage
ment actions oo a resource area wide basis, this 
plan chx>ses the best mmageol:!Ilt action for each 
issue to fit the specific RCA. Table 2-5 of the 
IEIS shows the detailed managarent actions of 
this proposed plan by RCA. 

OBJF.CTIVF1MANACE£Nr ACTIONS 

Each resource issue listed belo.v cootains an 
objective staterent to be met under this plan, 
foll~ by the managarent actions proposed to 
attain that objective. 

ISSUE 1: LANOO 

Objective: To allo.v disposals, lan:l terure 
adjustments, ani lan:l use auth::>rizations based on 
lo~ rarge goals. These goals are to identify 
lan:ls to be disposed of or retained and 
administered for multiple use. These 
identifications are based on lan:l manageability 
ani quality of resource values and are shown on 
Map 2-7 of this FEIS. 

Short and Lorg-Tenn Hanagarent Actim: Dispose 
of 90,CXX) acres, lncii.ill.rg caiminlty expa11sion 
lams, primarily through public sale. 

2-1 

ISSUE 2: CDRRIOORS 

Objective: To detennine designated corridors and 
identified p~ corridors in coordination 
with otlEr multiple use objectives, incluiirg 
visual quality. 

Sh::>rt and ~-Tenn Managarent Actions: ( see Map 
2...g of the DEIS). 

1. Locate corridor routes on exist~ 
rights-of-ways whenever possible. 

2. Meet selected corridor needs projected to tre 
year 2020. 

3. Propose or designation ani/or identification 
566 miles of transportation ani utility corridors 
ioclul~ sore routes for tre proposed White Pine 
ani Tooosand Sprirgs ~r Projects. Also in 
cluled is a narro~ width of the M+-NN corridor 
segtIE11t and selection of the P-0}-Q corridor 
segirent to protect wilderness quality of tlE 
South Pequop and Goslru.te Peak WSAs respect! vely. 

ISSUE 3: ACCESS 

Objective: To acquire legal access for routes 
which l1Ull1d enhance opportunities to use public 
lan:l reSCAJrces. 

~Tenn Management Action: Acquire legal 
access for 38 roads (158 iidles) considered as 
high priority for manage.tent of all resources. 

ISSUE 4: ROCREATION 

Objective: To provide a wide range of rec:reation 
opfX)rtimities. 



Sb:>rt-Tenn Management Actions: ( see Map 2-1 of 
the DEIS) 

1. Upgrade facilities at the Ruby Marsh Camp
ground Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA.). 

2. Des4,">Mte Sa1nrJn Falls Creek as a SRMA and 
uenage Tabor Creek and Mary's River as Recreation 
Areas of Managerent C.O~m (R<\MC'.s). Develop new 
facilities at these locations. 

3. Designate the resooree area "open" for OJN 
use except for 160 acres in the Ruby Marsh Qnup
grouo:l SRMA., nre use~ be "limited" to de
sigmted roads and trails. 

4. Withiraw 160 acres at the Ruby Marsh Qlinp
ground SRMA fron mineral ent:cy. 

5. Contimte to exteosi vely manage the remain:ler 
of the Wells RA for dispersed recreation. 

ISSUE 5: W1ITERNFSS 

Objective: To mnage as wildemess tlnse por
tions of the WSAs which are manageable as a 
wildemess area and for which wilderness is 
considered the best use of the lands. 

Short-Tenn ManageuEnt Actions: ( see Maps 2-3 to 
2-6 of tre DEIS). 

1. Reccmien portions of the four WSAs totalling 
159,881 acres as preliminarily suitable for wild
erness designation. 

2. RecOOIIB1d portions of tre four WSAs to~ 
16,070 acres as ronsuitable for wilderness desig
nation. 

Suitable :tb:isuitable 
WSA Acres Acres 

Bluebell 48,308 7,357 
Goshute Peak 65,585 4,185 
South ~p 37,573 3,517 
Bad I.anls 8,415 1,0ll 

1UfAL 159,881 16,070 

The oonsuitable areas ircl.uie lands which do mt 
reet tre size criterion, are unnatural, are 
mmmageable as wilderness, incluie existi~ 

rights-of-way, and are rated by the GEM 
Assessne1t as havirg high enei:gy and/or mireral 
potential. (Bureau of Lani Management 1983). 

~Tenn M:magement Action: Manage such are.as 
as are designated as wilderness by C.Orgress to 
preserve their wilderness characteristics in the 
long-term. 

Objective: To provide for livestock grazing con
sistent with other resrurce uses resultirg in an 
irerease in 4912 Al1Ms fran the three to five year 
average licensed use of 288,934 .AlMs to 
a level of 293,846. This ~ be 1.7 percent 
over tre three to five year licensed use and 22.5 
pen:ent belCM prefe~e~ ~ :inprovements 
will be provided primarily in I C'.agegory 
allotnents. 

Sb:>rt-Tenn Managemmt Actions: 

1. Develop activity plans and grazi~ systaos oo 
Category I allotrents and grazing systems as 
needed on CategoryM and C allotnalts to allCM 
for natural recovery of rarge con:lition while 
considerirg uultiple use values. 

2. Qmstruct 265 miles of feoce, drill 65 'Wells, 
construct 5 reservoirs, develop 30 sprirgs, and install 
install 80 miles of pipeline to improve livestock 
distriootion and utilization of vegetation. 

3. Seed 37,500 acres, excluiirg areas identified 
for disposal unier the various land laws, to pro
vide for spri~ forage and allCMnatural recovery of 
tb~ native rarge. Prescribe rum (witbJut 
seedi~) 27,0CYJ acres and spray (witbJut 
seedi~) 1,500 acres nre uoo,erstory is adequate 
to provide natural revegetation. 

LotJr:Tenn Manageuelt Action: Marl.tor anl adjust 
grazi.~ managenent systems ani livestock runbers 
as required. 

ISSUE 7: WIDJ ~ 

Objective: To continle mmagenent of tre six 
existirg wild horse rerds ( see Map 3-4 of tre 
DEIS) consistent with otrer reSOlJICe uses. 

Sb:>rt and l.a£Tenn Managenent Actions: 

1. Q)ntirue to mnitor wild horse populations 
and habitat coo:litioos. 

2. wn luct gatheri~s, of excess wild horses as 
tteeessaty so as to ma:1.ntain poJ?ulat.i.on,; within 

d rd f1i}e fro:n 550 to 700 an:i.nals. 



3. Comtruct six W!lter develqmant projects 
(catclment type) with a storage tark and trrugh. 

4. Raoove wild lnrses fran private lands if 
re:iuire:l. 

ISSJE 8: TElmFSIRIAL WIIDLIFE HABITAT 

Objective: To oomel'\Te and/or enhance wildlife 
habitat to the maxim.In extent poosible Wlile 
elinrl.natirg all of the fend.fl! hazards in crucial 
big gane habitat, nrst of the fencill! hazards in 
noncrucial big ganra habitat, ani all of the high 
and DBilun priority terrestrial riparian habitat 
conflicts in coordination with other resource 
uses. 

Slnrt-Term. Managment Actions: 

1. M:>dify 475 miles of existi{l! fences within 
crucial and 17 5 miles within roncrucial big gaira 

habitats that do not 11Eet Bureau specifications. 

2. Protect, enhance, and/or develop 250 sprlrg 
soorces for their wildlife values. 

3. -Iesignate and ~e 6,200 acres as the Salt 
Lake ACEC to protect an:l enhance peregrire falcon 
habitat (see Map 2-10 of the IEIS). 

Short and Long-Tenn Managenent Actions: 

1. Mrlntain all existirg wildlife projects. 

2. Contirue to nDnitor the interaction between 
wildlife habitat condition ani other resource 
uses ani corsider aijusbrents in livestock sea
sons of use to improve or naintain only essential 
an:l crucial wildlife habitats. 

3. TmprOIJe habitat in areas identifie:l as poten
tial reintroduction sites for native species of 
wildlife as pre.rioosly identified by the Nevada 
llapartnEnt of Wildlife (NIXM). Prior to impr~ 
nent of biglnm sheep habitat in the Spruce/Go
slrutes and Pilot/Crittenden RCAs, further stooy 
of conflicts between bigh:>m and danestic sheep 
will be undertaken in oooperaticn with N00-1. 

4. Manage 2,600 acres of mnaiuatic riparian 
a.spam an:l 1,000 acres of nDOOtain malngany to 
:improve deer and elk habitat. 

5. Chain or bum, and seed 5,500 acres to :im
prooe crucial big gaire habitat. 

6. Identify, in coordination with ~nl pro
ducts mmagemmt, aboot 50,<XX> acres of crucial 
deer winter habitat for imprCJll'ement. 

7. Apply tine of year restrictiom on leaseable 
and/or saleable mineral developnent to protect 
crucial deer winter r~e and sage grwse strut
ti~ and nesti{l! habitats. 

ISSUE 9: RIPARIAN/S'IREAM HABITAT 

Objective: To improve high and ne:li.un priority 
riparian/ strean habitat to at least a good 
condition and prevent uoore degradation of all 
riparian/strean habitat dre to other uses. 

Slnrt-Term. Managem..nt Action: Improve 1,007 
acres/38. 2 miles of deteriorate:l high and ne:li.un 
priority riparian/strean habitat usirg tedmiqres 
lthlch -wrul.d result in a mi.nim.m improvenent of 
30 percent of its habitat coo:lition within the 
slnrt-tenn.. 

L:mg-Tenn Managment Actions: 

1. Improve an additional 1,511 acres/57.3 miles 
of deteriorate:l high and nedium priority 
riparian/ strean habitat usirg techniques with re
sults described abCJll'e. 

2. ~e norx:leteriorate:l areas to prarent a de
clire to less than good condition. 

3. Manage new road construction and mi.nirg act
ivities within riparian zones. 

ISSJE 10: \.KXJDIAND PRaXC1'S 

Objective: 'lb achieve a sustaine:i yield of~ 
lani products and provide as wide a variety of 
products and services as possible to ootb the 
gen?ral public and ccmrercial users. 

Slnrt and Iaig-Tenn Managerent Actions: 

1. lmplenEnt intensive mmagenEnt of Christnas 
tree wttirg on the entire 600,<XX> to 700,000 
acres of~. 

2. U:li~ tre sustaine:l yield concept, implE!llEtlt 
~Em:!nt of frelw:>od hatvestirg to ireet tre 
present annual denanl of approxinBtely 1,300 · 
cords. Open additional live and dead frelw:>od 
and post harvestirg areas to ~t ooth increasing 
general ?,lblic and comercial demarrls. 
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3. ~e salvage cuts for both the general 
public and camercal users on areas ere pin
yon pine-jtniper conversions for wildlife or 
livestock mmagaient enhancesrent ~d occur. 

4. In coordination with terrestrial wildlife 
nenagerient, prOODte the sale and harvest of 75 
percent canopy cover ramval of w:xxl1arrl products 
on about 50,000 acres of crucial deer winter hab
itat. 

S. Open pinyon pine ranges that have good or 
better crops of pine ruts to pine rut collectiqi;. 

6. Impl~t teclm:lqtEs such as fire ~anent 
and harvestirg practices to rejuvenate detericr 
ratirl?; aspen starrls. 

There are three major decision levels in the 
BtD'.'eau plannirg systan: 

1. Policy Level - national ix>licy and progran 
de,elopnent guidance, supplemental by State Dir
ector guidance, constitutes this !X)licy level. 

2. Resoorce Management Plan (RMP) Level - nulti
ple use nenageoont decisions for a definerl geo
graphic area are maie. 

3. Activity or Plan I.mplenentation Level - de
tailed, site-specific nenagement actiom are~ 
veloped. Activity plans incluie wildlife habitat 
nenagenei.t plans (lMPs) , allot:rrent nenagerient 
plans (AMPs), recreation area mmagemmt plans 
(RAM.A;) , arrl wilci!mess managerient plans. 

Implenaitation of the proposoo m1P will tFke 
place through mnitoriqi;, consultation, and 
coonlination. Coonlinate:i ResotD'.'ce ~anent 
and Plarmiqi; (mn>) is an oovisory process that 
briq1;s together all interests conceme:rl with the 
mmagesrent of resources in a given area; 
lani~ers, land nmiagemmt agencies, wildlife 
grrups, wild lnrse grrups, and conservation 
01:ganizatiom and is the recamerrloo plblic prcr 
cess through vtdch comultation and coordination 
will tFke place. Q:-azi~ oojust:rrents, if ra:iuir
oo, will be basoo upm reliable vegetation mmi
tori~ studies, corsultation and coonlination, 
baseline inventory, or a canbination of these. 

-------. 

Ll.vestock Grazing Managenent 

To implemant the propose:! plan, a graziqi; 

rmnagerient progran will be proposed to improve or 
nmntain the public 1arrl resources through a 
selective rmnagenait approach to rqeland 
mmagE!IIB!.t.· This approadl is basal on the 
coreept that an allot:nelt' s resource 
dia.racteristics, mmagaient neoos, and ix>tential 
for improvem=mt can be identifie:l and the timirg 
and intensity of the nenageuent actiom should be 
varie:l acconlirg to an allot:nelt's identifiei 
needs and ix>tential.. ~ purpose of the proposed 
grazirg rmnagenent progran is identifiei by the 
followirg general objectives: 

1. Autlnrize livestock grazirg of the public 
rargelarrls wder the principles of nultiple use 
and sustainei yield. 

2. Protect, nmntain, and improve the rangeland 
resources thrrugh sound land use and grazirg mm-
ageoent decisions. 

3. Conduct the level of soil and vegetation in
ventories necessary to suwart managaD,mt deci
sions and irovide a baseline for nDnitorirg pro
grans. 

4. Increase and encoorage systematic coopera
tion, comultation, and coordination with range
larrl users and intennirgled landCM1ers as part of 
the 1arrl use and grazirg mmageoent decision 
m9kirg process. 

S. t-bnitor rargeland resources and livestock use 
to assist in deternd.nirg proper stockirg levels 
and neasure progress toW:lrd achievirg mmagement 
objectives. 

6. Ieternd.ne appropriate stockirg levels (in
cluiirg proper season and area of use) base:l on 
nDnitorirg data and autlnrize livestock grazing 
consistent with th:>se stocld.rg levels. 

7. Initiate ca;t effective r~elarrl impr01Te
TIEilts that will help improve the condition of the 
lands for livestock grazirg, wildlife habitat, 
wild lnrses ani W:ltershei protection. 

To facilitate the selective mmageuent approach, 
BIM has developed three categories into vtdch 
allotnents are grruped accordirg to their ix>ten
tial.: maintain (M)' imprOITe (I)' and custodial. 
(C). Objectives for these categories are to: (1) 
nm.ntain current satisfactory corrlition, (2) 
improve current unsatisfactory condition, am (3) 
mmage custodial.ly vtdle protectirg ex:istirg re
sotD'.'ce valtES. 'Ile characteristics vtdch 
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pertain to these three categories are found 
begirmill5 on page 2-27 of the IBIS. 

Specific Impleueitation Procedures 

After publication of the Final RMP/EIS ani cate
gorization of allot:rrents, implanentation actions 
by category would generally be prioritized as 
sh>m. on Table 2-6 of the IEIS. Flexibility of 
livestock operations, as appropriate, would be 
all~ on all al.lotnents thrrugh tenns arrl 
conditions of permi.ts, leases, ani AMPs. 

Livestock Grazing Treatments 

Grazills system 'WOUld inclooe one or DDre of tre 
followllls treatments in canbination. 

Treatment 1: Rest fran livestock grazills for O,l) 

consecutive growill5 sea8>ns (approxi:nately April 
1 of one year to August 31 of the followills 
year). '.l\.l> growill5 seasons of rest would allow 
key ma.nagemmt species to imprO'll'e vigor arrl in
crease litter accunulation, seed production, ani 
seallills establishient. 

Treatment 2: Rest fran livestock graziqi; at 

duction for key ma.naganent species in each al.lot
nent viould result. 

Treatment 8: Allow grazirg on winterfat/Nutal.l 
sal.tbush up to 80 percent utilization durirg the 
donrent period ( approxine.tely fuverrber 1 to March 
1), ani rest fran grazirg March 1 to <ktober 31 
each year. This treatment would not apply to the 
Mary's River, O'Neil/Sal.non Falls, arrl Goose 
Creek RC.As. 

:Estimated C.ost of Impleueitation 

Cost of :lmplemmtation is difficult to determine, 
gi.ven the fact that infonnation on miles of 
fence, acres of seeding, ani rumber of Witer de
velq:,nents is scnewhat conjectural at this point. 
N:metheless, costs of implenenting the Proposed 
ReS'.)urce Managenent Plan are estimated below by 
resource. 

Item Cost 

Recreation Developrrent $ 30,000 

Livestock Grazing Improvenents $2,429,500 

least one year i:n both tre sprirg (April 1 to May Wild lbrse ImproVE!IEilts 
30) arrl SU1111Er (June 1 to August 31) durirg each 

$ 90,000 

$1,509,000 

$ 585,000 

three or four year cycle. Wildlife Habitat Improvemmts 

Treatment 3: Graze ·each J):I.Sture at SOlll:! t:i.ne Riparian Habitat Improverent 
durills each grazirg year. 

Treatment 4: Graze oo pasture nnre than twice in 
the sane growill5 seaS'.)n (sprill5 or sllltller) durills 
any three or four year cycle. 

Treatment 5: Graze livestock fran nrldsumrer to 
late fall only (approxhmtely July 16 to fuveuber 
15), am rest durirg the sprill5 or SU1111Er too 
followlrg year to improve the vigor, density, ani 
reproduction of key grass species. 

Treatment 6: PrO'll'ide rest fran livestock grazirg 
for tw:> years mtil seedlings are establishei or 
nntil it is detennine:l that a vegetation maniptr 
lation or recovery project is unsoccessful. This 
treatment provides the protection necessary for 
establislmmt or recovery· of key nenagemmt spec
ies followills wildfire, prescribed ~. ani 
seedill5 or sprayirg projects. 

'IUI'AL $4,643,500 , 

ID.IE: These costs are for labor ani mterials 
only. They do not i:nclude BIM overhe.ai costs for 
envirol'.lleltal assessnent ani contract preparation 
an:l contract supetvision. 

M::initorirg was initiated in 1981 in the Wells RA 
so that initial livestock stocldrg rates coold be 
detennined as early as 1984 ant adjusted later as 
a:lditional data dictates. Mmitorirg neth>ds 
include Utilization, Actual Use, Climatic Il:lta, 
and Condition and Trend ani are explai:ned on page 
2-30 of the JEIS. 

The DDnitorirg progran for tlnse allot:IIEnts i:n 
the M and C categories 'WOUld be of low i:ntensi ty. 
For tre I category al.lotIOOnts, m)nitorill5 i:nterr 
sity viould be variable, forusirg on th:! effects Treatneit 7: Iefer livestock grazirg fran early 

sprirg to midsumrer each year (approximately 
April 1 to Jme 30). Improva:i vigor ani repro-

of managanent actions on r@:l?;e coo::li tion. Addi -
tional DDnitoring '°11.d be conducted in crucial \ 

~ 
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wildlife am wild mrse areas. Infonnation 
gaine:l throogh these efforts arxl otrer stooies 
"°uld be used in mald:r~ any grazirg declsiom. 

The m:>nitorirg progran, alo~ with i.q>ut thrrugh 
CRMP, ~ detenni.ne tre tine at mi.ch range 
nancgenent action w:,uld be needed in a particular 
allotnent. A partial list of possible actions 
inclu:les diarge in livestock seas)n of use, 
construction of fence, Witer developrent, 
vegetation raooval (diainirg, controlled hmls) 
arxl reseeding, arxl livestock a:ljustnent. ~ 
ioonitori~ progran w:,uld be an integral pirt of 
tre Proposed Resource Manageuent Plan. 

STAND\RD O:ffiRAT~ PROCEDlRES 

r.ertain re:iuirem:mts are inh!rent in the 
implenentation of tre Prq,osed Resource 
Managerent Pl.an. ~ re:i.uirenents, or Standard 
Operatirg Proce:lures, are des:igne:i to mitigate 
:Impacts stamrl.rg fran tmnageuent objectives or 
tre cOrEtruction of sup(X)rt facilities necessary 
to impleuent any action by tre Bure.au or perscns 
autrorized by tre Bureai. These are found 
beginnirg on page 2-31 of the IEIS arxl will be 
applie:l to actiom of tre prq,osed plan. 
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CHAPTER 3 

REVISIONS AND ERRATA 

Revise Table S-1, IEIS page S-3 as follows. 

AL'IERNATIVE ISSUE 

Resource 383,452 AIMS 
Production 33% Increase 

Midrange 

Re8>Ure£! 

Protection 

Preferred 

3 Recreation 
Areas 

4 Recreation 
Areas 

176,223 AI.M3 
39% Iecrease 

Revise Table S-2, JEIS page s-4 as follCM:1. 

~e with 

M3.rket Valre 
of AI.M3 

No Action 

0 

a:rAPl'ER. 1 

See Cllapter 1 of this FEIS. 

CHAPfER. 2 

DEIS page 2-2, r-ww»1ENr ALTERNATIVES. Replace 
the second paragraph with the follow!~ four 
paregraphs. 

3-1 

For disrussion of the alternatives, excludi~ the 
N::, Action Alternative, the resource area was 

separated into three mmagerrent classifications. 
These are Disp,sal (D), Retention/C.Onsolidation 
(R/C), and Retention/Managerrent (R/M) (see Map 
2-7). na.e ~re delineated on the bisis that 
disposal areas are difficult to 111:lilage and have 
essentially no resource values and resource 
val.tea are fe~r and consequently, less cc:st 
effective to IIBill:ge in R/M areas canpared to R/C 
areas. The purpose of the three designations are 
to categorize these land types for their 
suitability for varioos land tenure aijustnents. 

The lands in the Disposal (D) category can.be 
disJX>sed of by acy available neam, oo~r, the 
priDBry vehicle, particularly around camurl.ties, 
'°11.d be through ~lie sale. Ianis within the 
"D" category typically neet the FLPMA sale 
criteria. 

The Retentio~em:mt (R/M) areas are 
generally, as the nane suggests, to remrln under 
BIM managenent. l.hlike the "D'' 1ands, ''R/M'' 
lands do not typically neet FLPMA sale criteria. 
They are, oo~ver, sui. ted for exchange for 
private lands within the Retention/Consolidation 
(R/C) areas ani developoEnt under the 
agricultural lao::l laws. Exchanges that YlOUl.d 
ao:i.ui.re private lanis within the ''R/M'' category 
are generally discouraged. 

Finally, the Retention/Consolidation (R/C) lands 
are high resource value ~lie 1ands that are to 
be retained arrl nan.aged intensively and 
consolidated wiere JX>Ssible to enhance tlBllagement 
opJX)rtmities. Dl.sposals of acy nature will 
generally not ocrur in the ''R/C" areas. The 
exceptions to this ~d only occur adjoining 
existing private lands arrl only to resolve 



specific mmaganent problems, facilitate lard 
exc~ within the "R/C" areas, or penni.t 
agricultural entry wrere state lolater law 
indicates priority water applicatioas of the 
adjoini~ 1an:i cwier exist. No specific 
mmaganent actions will be analyzed for the ''R/~r· 
or "R/C" areas ani, therefore no further 
consideration will be given th:m. 

Table 2-1, pages 2-3 to 2--6 of the DEIS has been 
corrected ani has been reprinted as Table A-1 of 
this FEIS. 

DEIS page 2-9, ISSUE 1: LANr.6, Soort and 
~Tenn Mmagem:mt Action. Revise 93,150 to 
90,001. Make de same c~e on page 2-22. 

DEIS page 2-9, ISSUE 3: ~, long-Tenn 
Managem:mt Action. Revise 11 to 14 ani 67 to 87. 

DEIS page 2-10, Issue 5: WIUERNF.SS. Add the 
foll~ after the table. '~Tenn ManagE!IIEilt 
Action: Manage such areas as are designated as 
wilderness by O:>~ress to preserve their 
wilderness cmracteristics in the ~tenn." 
Make the sane additions to pages 2-14, 2-19, ani 
2-23. 

DEIS page 2-10, Issue 6: LIVESI'O'.X GRA.ZJN;, 

Objective. Revise 94,788 to 94,518; 383,722 to 
383,452 ani 1.2 to 1.1. 

Tables 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, ani 2-5 of the DEIS have 
been revised. Those revisioas necessary are 
contained in Table 3-1 foom on page 3-6 of this 
r'EIS. 

DEIS page 2-13, ISSUE 3: ~, long-Tenn 
Managem:mt Action. Revise 35 to 38 ani 138 to 
158. Make the saJOO ~ on page 2-22. 

DEIS page 2-14, RELRFATION, long-Tenn ManagE!IOOI1t 

Action. Delete the action pert~ to 
Critten:len Reservoir. Make the same deletion 
fron page 2-23. 

DEIS page 2-15, fourth sl:x>rt ani long-tenn 
terrestrial wildlife habitat manageoEnt action. 
Replace the lvOrd ''habitat" with "to improve deer 
ani elk habitat." Make tl~ same revision to 
pages 2-20 ani 2-24. 

DEIS page 2-15, fifth soort and long-tenn 
lolO<:Xilan:i products ID3Ilagllelt action. Reword to 
read "open pinyon pine ~es that have good or 
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better crops of pine ruts to pine rrut 
collecti~." Make the same ~ to page 2-25. 

DEIS page 2-23, LIVES1'0CK GRAZINi, first 
Soort-Tenn ~t Action. ~e 35,500 to 
37,500. 

Revise Table 2-7, DEIS page 2-30 as follows. 

Livestock Qazi~ 
ToproveD:mtS 

Preferred 

$2,429,500 

$4,643,500 

DEIS page 2-30, ~'l'CEOO, Utilization. Malify 
the last senteree to read "~ areas 'WOUld be 
managed for a maxim.Ju caobine.d utilization by 
livestock and wildlife of 55 percent for 
peremdal grasses ani forbs ani 45 percent for 
shrubs." 

rm:s page 2-33, 25th starrlard operat~ 
procedure. ~ "overlow" to "overflow." 

DEIS page 2-33. Add the foll~ as the 32nd 
staniard operati~ procedure. '"Iams will be 
retained in Federal ownership if nee:led to 
protect unique resource values." 

DEIS page 2-33. Add the fo~ as the 33rd 
staniard opera~ procedure. "All areas open to 
leas~ as listed in the Elko District Oil, (as, 
and Geothetmal F.AR will nmrln open." 

Maps 2-1, 2-8, 2-9 ani 2-ll have been revised ani 
are located at the em of this chapter of the 
FEIS. 

CllAPIER3 

DEIS page 3-4. Delete the seconi full paragraph 
of the first collJlll pe~ to recreation 
opportunities at Crittenlen Reservoir. 

DEIS page 3-4, Bluebell WSA, third paragraph, 
last senteoce. Revise "5,IXXH:>,001" to "up to 
10,(X)().'' 

DEIS page 3-5, secon:l paragraph, secoo:l senteree. 
Revise "5,00'.) to 6,001" to "8,00'.) to 10,(X)()." 

IEIS page 3-10, F~ Hu.ards, secoo:l 
paragraph. Delete the last senteoce ani insert 



the followi.rg sentences. "Fences within the 
resource area have urrloultedly caused a far 
greater oortality problem to deer than they have 
to antelope. Il;!er are fre:irently caught in 
fences in ioolatEd areas not realily witnessed. 
A local study doCllllEnted that of 144 nortalities, 
13 percent ~re a result of deer beconirg 
entrapped in barbed-wire fences (Papez 1976)." 

IEIS page 3-15, lDcatable Mirerals, last 
par~aph. Md the followi.rg sentence to the 
im-agraph. '"'Im geologic enviroment of the 
Wells RA is also favorable for significant gold 
discoveries." 

Revise Table 3-8, IEIS page 3-17 as follows. 

Coom.mity 

West Weni01Ter 

Total Wells RA 

Projected Populations 
{High, M:!dium, Inw) 

1985 1990 

1,500 4,500 · 
ax) 2,400 
500 1,500 

10,900 16,500 
7,300 11,100 
4,300 5,600 

DEIS page 3-23, secoro colUlll, fourth full 
paragraph. Mete the first sentence. 

IEIS 3-25, c.ordition, secorrl paragraph, third 
sentence. Revise the word "final.bed" to 
"detenrdned." 

Revise Table 3-12, beginnirg on page 3-26 of the 
DEIS, as follCJvB. 

Vegetation Ass:>ciated 
Type Species 

Perennial balsanroot, 
Forb; lupine 

M:ultain Add Idaln 
Shrub Feso.E 

Revise Table 3-13, IEIS page 3-29, as follows. 

Mete Astragalus miser var. oblongifolius arrl 
add Triglochin maritima, cammn ~ Arrowgrass. 

DEIS page 3-30, secoro COlUlll, last paragraph. 
Mete the first sentence. 

IEIS page 3-31, Surface water, third par~aph, 
first sentence. Revise the sentence to read 
"Spr~s arrl seeps (approximately 830) in the 
Wells RA vary in siz.e an1 flow fran less than 1 
f!pl.lon per mirute (gµn) to O\Ter 50 gµn." 

Maps 3-2 arrl 3-3 have been re1Tised arrl are 
located at the errl of this CllSpter of the FEIS. 

Revise the legerrl for Map 3-3, IEIS page 3-36 as 
follCJvB. 

RCA NtffiER NAME 

Spruce/ 13 Cllase Sprirgs 
Goohutes 14 White lbrse 

15 Sugarloaf 
16 l.eppy Hills 
17 Spruce 

ClIAPIER. 4 

IEIS PArn 4-3, ISSUE 5: WILIERNESS, fourth 
assunption. Re\Tise as follCM.. "Impact co~ 
sions (eiccept for w:>Odlani products) are based 

" on •• • 

IEIS page 4-3, ISruE 6: LIVES'IOCK ffiAZII.'{;, first 
assumption, first sentence. Strike the w:>rd 
"canpleted." 

IEIS page 4-4, secoro "Other Assumption." Rew:>rd 
to read ".. • assume that the entire area havir:g 
time of year restrictions wnld be totally ..... 

IEIS page 4-7, secoro cohmn, third IBragraph, 
first sentenre. Revise 35 to 38. 

IEIS page lr7, ISSlE 4: REDIBATION, secorrl p:i.ra

graph, secorrl sentence. Re\Tise the sentence to 
read ''Visitors at Ruby Marsh Ca:npgrourrl wnld 
contirue to utilize facilities in need of rehabi
litation." 

IEIS page lr8, first colunn, secorrl full p:i.ra

graph. Ielete this entire paragraph pert~ 
to Crittenden Reservoir. 

IEIS page 4-10, ISSUE 8: 'IERRESI'RIAL WIIDLIFE 
HABITAT. Replace the fourth paragraph with the 
followirg tw:> im-agraphs. 

This alternative wn1d als:> not designate any 
wilderness areas. Prooo.bly the sirgle largest 
conflict with tre reintroduction of biglnm steep 
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........ u... ..,a:: o~ut::..u. c:UJJ. ~uuce reaK W::iAB ana on 
Pilot Peak in the Pilot/Critterxlen OCA is that 
the identified habitat is currently being grazed 
by daDaStic sheep. This constitutes a potential 
problan with an:i.mll health if reintroduction were 
to occur. 

With wilderness designation - as in the other 
DEIS alternatives - the Bureau arrl NDCW would 

consider a nore active program towards 
reintroduction because man-mide disturbance would 
be held to a mininun and habitat improvamnt 
projects could be easily coonlinated. Therefore, 
s:ignificant short and lo~te:on adverse impacts 
to bighom sheep reintroduction occur as result 
of no wilderness designation. 

Tables 4-3, 4-6, 4-11, 4-16, and 4-19 of the DEIS 
have been revised. Those revisions necessary are 
contained in Table 3-2 fcuxl on page 3-7 of this 
FEIS. 

DEIS page 4-19, ISSUE 1: IANL6, first sentence 
Revise 93,150 to 90,000. 

DEIS page 4-19, secom coll.Jllll, secorxi full para
graph, first sentence. Add the follCMing 
refereoce "(Olerxlorff, Miller, and Lelman 1981)." 
Add t~ same reference to pages 4-31 and 4.43. 

DEIS page 4-19, ISSUE 3: AOCESS, second 
paragraph, secom sentence. Revise 11 to 14 and 
67 to 87. 

DEIS page 4-20, Is.suE 4: RECREATIOO, fifth 
paragraph. Delete this senteoce deali1'€ with 
Crittenden Reservoir. 

DEIS page 4-21, second paragraph. Delete the 
last senteoce. 

DEIS page 4-21, ISSUE 6: LIVEsrax GRAZI:m, 
secom paragraph, third sentence. Spruce 
Goshutes. Revise 70,213 to 69,943. 

DEIS page 4-31, ISSUE 3: ACXE.SS, second 
paragraph, second senteoce. Revise 35 to 38 am 
138 to 158. 

DEIS page 4-32, RECREATION, secord paragraph. 
Delete this entire paragraph pertai~ to 
Crittemen Reservoir. 

DEIS page 4-32, secord coll.Jllll, first C(l)\')lete 
paragraph. Revise to read "Inpacts would gener
ally be the same ••• " Make the same revision on 
page 4-44. 

rni;i:; page 4-44, RECREATICN, third paragraph • 
Delete the w:>nls "Crittenden Reservoir" fron the 
sentence. 

DEIS page 4-44, LIVESTOCK GRAZill;, secorxl para
graph. Replace the paragraJXl with the followi~. 
"'This alternative would reduce AI.Ms from the 
three to five year licensed use of 288,934 Al.Ms 
by ll2,588 to a level of 176,376. 'This would be 
39 pereent below three to five year licensed use 
am 53 percent below preferen:e. Roouctions pro
posed by OCA are as follows: Cherey Creek (3469 
AI.Ms, 3<:Vo); Spruce/Goshutes (24,535 /\I.M<i, ~); 
Macy's River (11,367 AI.Ms, 25%); O'Neil/Salloon 
Falls (46~545 AI.Ms, 65%); Goose Creek (3474 AUMs, 
15%); Pilot/Critterxlen (13,263 Al.Ms, 44%); Metro 
polis (8530 AIJMs, 20%); an::1 Ruby/tbxl Hills (1375 
AI.Ms, W.) ~ These reductions would be soort an::1 
l~tenn s:ignificant adverse impacts to live 
stock grazir'€ in the resoorce area an::1 in all 
RCAs except Ruby/Wood Hills. 

DEIS page 4-54, ISSUE 4: REX:;R&\TION, third 
paragraph. Delete the wonis "at Crittenden 
Reservoir and impacts." 

DEIS page4-58, Cbnstruction Sector, first 
paragraph, secorxl sentence. Revise $4,595,500 to 
$4,643,500. 

DEIS page 4-62, sec<ni colllllil, rrumber 10. Delete 
the wonis "as a result of implemen~ ~ 
management options in the RMP." 

QIAP'IER.5 

No revisions necessaty. 

QJAPTER 6 

DEIS page 6-2, r.c. Fa'.ieral Agereies: Delete 
Water an::1 Iu,;er Resources Service anl insert 
Bureau of REcl.aimtion. 

APPENDICES 

Table A3-1, DEIS page A3-2. Replace this table 
with Table A-2 begimrl~ on page A-6 of this 
FEIS. 

DEIS As-9, second coll.llil, second paragraph, first 
sentence. Delete the words ''Report of Impacts 
of" an::1 insert ''Ecmanic To{lact of." 

Table AS-3, DEIS page AS-10. Delete the entire 
line across the page pertainit'€ to ''Fish (reser
voir)." Also make the follow.it'€ revisions. 



Fish 
Antelope (Stream) 

Resource 
Production 4,000 

Midraqi;e 10,000 

Resource 
Protection 175 17,587 20,000 

Preferroo. 10,000 

Table AS-4, IEIS page AS-11. Revise too source 
to rea:l ''revada Division of State Parks 1980." 

GLOOSARY 

IEIS page G-2. Add too followi~ definitions. 

IESIGNATED OEUIXR: A 3 mile wide (nre 
poosible) passage on tt.hl.ch existirg utility 
transmission or transi:ortation facilities are 
locatoo. for which a future neoo. my be 
accOIIDdatoo. 

IESIGNATED <nmIOOR - LCW VISIBILITY: A 3 mile 
wide (~ere p:,ssible) passage on which existirg 
utility transmlssion or transp:>rtation facilities 
are locatoo. for which a future neoo. my be 
accOIIDdatoo. if too facility is not evident in the 
charneristic lanlscape. 

REFEREtn:S 

N:> revisions necessary. 
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TABIB 3--1 

REVISIOO ID T.o\BIBS 2-2, 2-3, 2--4, am 2-5 CF 'lHE !EIS 

~ny S~e/ Mary's O'teiVSalnoo Qxise Pilot/ Ruby/Wood 
IsS1.E/llct.ion Creek Gostutes River Falls Cr~ Critterrlen ~tropolis Rills Wells RA 

REVISOIB 'ID TABIB 2-2 

I;\Nlll: 69,005 90,(XX) 
acres, in- kres 
eluding 360 
acres for 
crmmnity 
exparEion 
of lbltello 

Nri!SS: BI.M !bad BIM !bad 14 &>ads 
/! 1132 ~1070, 1074 

6 Miles 9 Ml.les 25 Hi.le,;; 87 Miles 
,, 

LIVE!>'"IOCK Gll\ZIID: 
Seed kres 600'.) 6500 

Ni\ - Not Applicable 

RE.VIscm ro TABLE 2-3 

ACXESS: BIM Foad Md BIM Ielete "& ex- 38 Roads 
111132 Road #1070, tension at 

1074 'Mn MeaiOWB 
Ranch" am 
inlert 1222 

6 Miles 14 Miles 34 Miles 158 Ml.les 

ROCRFATic.N: !elete ~e3 
Act.ion recreation 

areas 

NA ,. Not Applicable 

REVISICNS 'ID T.l\BLE 2--4 

ACO:SS: Ielete · "& ex-
tension at 
Mn MeaiOWB 
Ranch" a..1d 
inlert 1222 

NA ,. Not Applicable 

REVISIONS TO TABIB 2-5 

lANIS: 69,095 90,(XX) 
acres, in- Acres 
eluding 360 
acres for 
camulity 
expansion 
of M:nte.Uo 

AO::ESS: BIM !bad Add BIM Delete "& ex- 38 P.oads 

111132 &>ad #1070, tetEion at 
1074 Twin ?-ea:lows 

Ranch" an! 
insert 1222 

6 Miles 14 Miles 158 Miles 

RELRWION: Delete Mange 4 re-

Action creation 
areas 

NA • Not Applicable 



IsSte/lnq:acts 

ACXESS: Public 
access ~nts 
w:tl.d be acquire:l 

Public access ~ 
be lest 

~ON: Recrea
tion opporttnities 
,;,ioold be enhance:l or 
degra:ied. 

ACIBSS: Public 
access easeients 
w:tl.d be acquire:i 

Cheny 
CreEk 

TABI.E 3-2 

REVISICNS 'ID TABI.ES 4-3, 4-6, 4-11, 4-16, anl 4-19 of the IEIS 

Spnce/ 
Chslutes 

Mary's 
River 

O'Neil/Sal.non 
Falls 

REVISONS 'ID TABI.E 4-3 

Pilot/ 
Critterrlen ~tropolis 

Ruby/Wood 
lH.lls Wells RA 

Public access eas01e11ts 'l,l)U]_d be acquire:l on a case-by--case rasis as major difficulties arise. They w:tl.d be of very 
sue.11 magnitude anl "I0.11.d be beooficlal. to any affecte:l resource (SB). 

Public access through rootes :ln'qx>rtant for any of the resource issues could be lest.------------> 

1 

6 

6 

14 34 

REVISIONS 'ID TABI.E 4-6 

Mete 
"fishirg 
degra:ie:i at 
Critterrlen 
Reservoir 
(SA)." 

38 Roa:is 
(SA) 
158 Miles 
(SA) 

Public access eas01e11ts w:tl.d be acquire:i for access routes :ln'qx>rtant for the public use and BIM admi.nistration of 
livestock grazi~, ~ prodocts, arrl mlnerals (SB). 

1 

6 

2 

9 25 

14 Roa:is 
(SB) 
87 Miles 
(SB) 



Public access would 
be lest 

ROCREATICN: Recrea
tion opJX)rttnities 
W)uld be enhancal or 
degrade:! 

.A!XFSS: Public 
access easenents 
would be aa::iuired 

Public access would 
not be la;t 

R&:REATION: Recrea
tion opportunities 
would be enhanced or 
dEgraied 

Public access thrrugh rootes :i.mµ)rtant for public use am BI.M aimi.ni.stration of recreation, wilderness areas, wild 
rorses, anl terrestrial wildlife arrl ripuian habitats '\oOOJ.d be loot (SA). 
0 
0 

69,943 AIM; 

143% (SB) 

REVISIQm 'ID TABIB 4-11 

Ihlete 
"fishing 
~aied at 
Crittenden 
Reservoir 
(SA)." 

94,518 Allis 
33% (SB) 

Public access easE!llelts would be aa::iuired for access rootes :fm{nrtant for the public use arrl the BI.M aimi.ni.stration of 
all re8:>urces (SB) 
1 
6 

6 
14 

10 
34 

38 Roads (SB) 
158 Miles (SB) 

Public access thrrugh rootes :imµ)rtant for any of the resources \O..Jl.d not be loot (SB).-----------> 

REVISIQm 'ID TABIB 4-16 

Delete 
''Fishirg 
enhanced at 
Crittenlen 
Reservoir. 
Increase 
300 ar:gler 
days (SB)." 



ACXESS: fublic 
access easenents 
~d be acquf..rai 

Public access -wruld 
be lost 

RFXlmATI.ON: Recrea
tion opportunities 
w::cl.d be enhancal or 
degra:ial 

LIVESTCXX mAZING: 

fublic access easeients w::w.d be acquiral for access rootes :i.mp::>rtant for the public use am BIM administration of 
recreation, wilderness areas, wild h>rses, am terrestrial wildlife am ripui.an habitats (SB). 

0 
0 

Public access through access rootes important for public use am BIM administration of livestock grazi~, woodlarrl 
products, or mlnerals ~ be lost (SA). 
1 2 0 

6 9 5 

Mete 
''Fis~ 
degradal at 
Critterden 
Reservoir 
(SA)." 

9 Roais 
(SA) 
63 Miles 
(SA) 

Licersed use decrease 3469 AIM3 
3CV. (SA) 

24,535 AIMs 
SCV. (SA) 

11,367 AI.Ms 46,545 AI.Ms 
25% (SA) 65% (SA) 

3,474 AIMs 
15%· (SA) 

13,263 AllM; 8,530 AIMs 
4lflo (SA) 2CV. (SA) 

1,375 AIMs 
9% (NS) 

112,558 AUM; 
39% (SA) 

A<XESS: fublic 
access easenents 
\\Oul.d be acqui.ra:i 

R:&::RF.ATICN: Recrea
tion opportmities 
~d be enhanca:i 

REVISICNS TO TABIB 4-19 

Public access easemants w::w.d be acquiral for access rwtes important for the public use am BIM administration of all 
resources (SB). 

1 

6 

6 

14 

10 

34 

Mete 
''Fishing 
enhancei at 
Crittemen 
Resetvoir. 
Increase 
300 a~ler 
days (SB)." 

38 F.oads 
(SB) 
158 Miles 
(SB) 
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CHAPTER 4 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

PUBLIC IN\ULVEt-ENI' 

Camnnication an:l comultation with all 
intereste:l piblic l.arrl users ani other conceme:l 
people have been important CClllJX)l'leil.tS in the 
Wells IH'/EIS process ani they will contirue to 
be important in tre decision making ani 
impleientation processes. fublic participation 
will continue through such neans as cCJllll:!11t 
periods, n~ releases, Chonlinated Resource 
Managenent and Planning (CIMP), an:l infonnational 
neetirgs. 

The pl.annirg isstes ani criteria ~re developed 
after intensive input an:l review by the public. 
Initially, several piblic neetirgs ~re held in 
March an:l April of 1979 to identify issues of. 
conrem to in:li vi.duals in the Wells RA. In 
addition, representatives of state an:l local 
g<Nemrents, inclu:ling tre Elko Mayor ani the 
Elko Comty Manager, an:l representatives of 
various user ani interest groups (mi~, 
livestock, envirormmtal, ani sportsnen) ~ 
conta:ted in N:wember of 1979. This public iq>ut 
was canbinoo with iq:,ut fran BIM staff 
specialists to identify ani develop a set of 
planning issues. 

A Federal Register notice of intent was publishe:i 
on May 23, 1980. This notice discussoo isStes to 
be considered in a gereral ~ ani invited public 
cannent ani reo:mneniations. 

P~ criteria ~re developed to set staniards 
ani guidelines for plannirg to follow. A draft 
version of the isstes ani pl.armi.rg criteria w=1s 
distriruted to the public in January 1981 in The 
Sage, a district n~letter. About 350 copi~ 
~re sent to selected irrlividuals, elected 
officials, interest groups, ani other agencies. 
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Another 4,000 copies ~re distributed as a 
supplE!llel.t to the Elko Daily Free Press. 

Fifty-seven responses ~re received. These 
included 33 individuals, four econanic interest 
groups, tw conservation groups, tw:> "infonnal 
grrups" (a family am an EIS consultant), am one 
miversity depart:mmt spokesperson. A total of 
38 respondents ,;,ere residents of the Wells RA, 
mile 12 ~re fran tre Reno-Carson City area an:l 
seven ~re fran out of state. 

The 57 public responses, along with camEr1ts 
received fran the Nevada BIM State Office, ~re 
used to develop an initial set of pl.anni~ isstES 
ani criteria. In July 1982, tl}i;!Se ~re 
re,?Valuated, with issues bei~ restated as 
problem stateients imtead of general plannirg 
questions, an:l four issues being incoqorated 
into other isStes. 

A secorrl Federal Register notice was publisoo:l on 
August 23, 1982. Its purpose was to present the 
re.riserl isStes noted abolre an:l the five 
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS. This 
notice also initiated anocrer 3o-day public 
CamE11t period. 

Evening W)rkshops to disruss tre alternatives 
~re held in Reno, Elko, an:l Wells, Nevada on 
Septeti>er 13, 21, and 22, 1982. Total attendance 
at trese sessiom l-BS 24 people representirg a 
er~ section of interests including the mining 
ani livestock in:lustries, state agencies, Sierra 
Club, an:l Farth First. Also, an open house was 
held in the Elko District Office in Septanbe_r 
1982 during mi.ch 17 irrlividuals net with Bureau 
personnel.. 

~nty-five letters \lere received in addition to 



the cClllllents na:le at the aholre neet~s arrl open Elko Ch.mty Sportsnen As9'.>ciation 
hcoses. These ~re utilized, along with impact Friends of the F.arth 
analyses, in develq,i~ the preferre:l National. Wildlife Federation 
alternative. Natural Resources Mense C.Omcil* 

Nevada ~t. of Corservation & Natural 
<IX>RDINATICN IN REVIEW Resources 
CF lliE IRA.Ff ™P/EIS Nevada lept. of Wildlife* 

Nevada Wildlife Federation 
The draft ™1'/EIS 'loBS sent to abrut 450 Sierra Club* 
governnental agencies, indiv:l.duals, special The Wildlife Society* 
interest groops, an1 iooustry incl.u:li~ th>se Wil<Eroess Society 
listai below. .An asterisk indicates toose ltt¥> Wildlife ManagE!lellt Institute* 
prooded written response to the doa.ment. 

B. Chltural Resources 
I. Covemrental. .Agencies arrl Individuals 

Nevada Division of Historic Preservation 
A. ilivernor Richard Bryan arrl Archaeology" 
B. Nevada Congressional Megation Nevada Archeological Society 
c. Federal Agencies Te-Mo.i<. Banis of Western Smsh>ne 

Bureai of Indian Affairs c. Grazi~ Interests 
BIM State Offices 
Bureai of Mines Nevada Cattl81el's As9)c.* 
Burea.i of Reclmation* Nevada Wool~r's As8:>c. 
Departnent of Camerce Wells RA Livestock Operators* 
~JBrtnent of Energy 
Departnent of lefense* D. larrl Managemant Interests 
District Managers, BIM Districts in 

Nevada, Idah>, an1 Utah Elko Ch.mty Assoc. of Corservation 
Enviromental Protection Agen~ Districts 
Fish arrl Wildlife Service* Federal Iaoo Bank As9'.>c. 
Geological Survey Nevada Division of Foresti:y 
Humboldt National Forest Nevada Fann furea.i Federation 
National Park Service Public lands Comcil 
Soil llinservation Service Soothern Pacific Iarrl Co. 

D. local Olverrnmt E. Mi~ Interests 

Camurlty Services Division, Carson City AMXXl · Prodoction C.O. 
Elko City Mayor Anacorxla Copper 
Elko Ch.mty O:mn:l.ssioners Atlantic Richfieldilr 
Elko Comty Manager Chranalloy Corp.* 
Elko Ch.mty P~ Ccmnission Freeport G>ld 
Jackpot Advi9'.>t:y Comcil Nevada Mining As9'.>ciation 
Wells City Mayor thl.on Oil C.O. 
West Weooover Advisoi:y Comcil 

F. Recreation Groops 
II. Special Interest Grrups an1 Others 

Federation of Western ilitdoor Clubs 
A. Conservation an1 Wildlife Groops National Rifle Association 

Nevada ilitdoor Recreation As9'.>ciation 
htericari Fisheries Society 
Audubon Society G. lhiversities 
llisert Fishes Comcil* 
lesert Research Institute lhiversity of Nevada, Reno 
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IL Utilities 

California Pacific Utilities 
Sierra Pacific Poler Co.* 
Western Pacific Railroa:i 

I. Wild I:hrse Grcups 

Auerlcan I:hrse Protection Asmciation 
International Society for the Protection 

of Mist:args & &lrro:; 
National Mlstang As~. 
WHQt\ Inc. 

AVAIIABILTIY CF 'lHE PRCJroSED 
PIAN AND FINAL EN\TIIDtff:NrAL 

IMPACT STATEMENI' 

nus propose:i resource nmiagem:mt plan anl final 
enviromental impact statamnt 'loBS sent to those 
wh> received a draft doo.ment anl all~ 
camente:i on the draft. A Federal Register 
notice ani an area-wide t11M; release ~re also 
use:i to infonn the public of the availability of 
this doo.ment. Copies are also available for 
review at the followl.ng BlM offices an:i public 
libraries: 

BUREAU CF I.AND MANAC»1ENI' <FFICES 

Office of fublic Affairs 
Bureai of land K<magenent 
18th anl C Streets 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

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

. Battle ~tain DJ.strict Office 
N>rth 2rrl arrl Scott Streets 
P.O. Box 194 
Battle M:>mtain, NI 89820 

Car9:>n City DJ.strict Office 
1050 East Willians Street 
Car9:>n City, NI 89701 

Elko District Office 
2002 Idaln Street 
Elko, NI 89801 

Ely District Office 
Star P.oute 5, Box 1 
Ely, NI 89301 

las Vegas District Office 
4765 West Vegps Drive 
las Vegas, NV 89102 

WiI1IBWCca District Office 
705 East lith Street 
WiilOOlllCca, NV 89445 

PUBLIC LIBRARIES 

Elko C.oonty Library 
no Court Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

l'evada State library 
Attn: Ibo.men.ts 
library aiilding 
Carson City, NI 89710 

Jares DickinEDn Library 
thiversity of l'evooa, Las Vegas 
4505 Maryland Pal'kway 
las Vegas, NV 89154 

Goverrment Publications ~partnent 
lhiversity of Nevooa, Reno Library 
Rem, NV 89557 

Wells Branch library 
Wells, NJ 89835 

vJhite Pine Comty Library 
Canpton Street 
Ely, NJ 89301 

PUBLIC REVIEW AND 
HFARI~ 

S<xre 450 copies of the Draft RMP/EIS ~re maile:i 
on May 20, 1983. AccOOJ?3I1ying the draft W3S a 
letter ·ooung the date, place, arrl tine of the 
public hearings anl the procedure for the public 
to suhnit caments. The final date for cannents 
to be received in order to be incoqx:>rate:i into 
this do~nt WlS August 19, 1983. A notice of 
the release of the Draft anl i:ertinent 
infonnation on caments arrl public hearing dates 
'loBS published in the May 20, 1983 issre of the 
Fe:ieral Register. 

A public hearing was held in Reno on Jtme 20 
attende:i by 24 uemers of the public, 11 of wlnn 
neie oral statements. A secorx:l hearing was held 
in Wells on Jme 21. It 'loBS atterrle:i by 44 IISlr 

hers of the public, 20 of ~ rme oral state
nents. The transcripts of these public hearings 
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are available for imipection at the BIM Elko 
District Office, 2002 Idam Street, Elko; BIM 
Nevada State Office, 300 Booth Street, Rem; and 
BIM Office of Public Affairs, 18th and C Streets, 
Washirgton, D.C. 

A total of 56 written caments ~re received 
duri~ the public reviE:W period on th! draft 
RMP/EIS • . 

All letters an:l test:im:>ny ~re reviewed to 
detenni.ne if they net the re:i.u:lred criteria for 
resµ:,me, i.e., discussion of tre adequacy of the 
draft envirormental impact stataIE!Ilt. 
Substantive C<lll!EUts v.hl.ch presenta:l new data, 
questiona:l facts and/or analyses, or camented on 
issues be~ directly on too draft 
enviromental impact statenent or the 
emirorm:mtal impacts of tre alternatives ~re 
fully evaluated and glven responses. Olanges or 
add:f.tioIB to tre draft enviromental inq:ect 
statemmt have been incoqorated into this final 
statement. 

RFSRNIB TO 
PUBLIC OM£NrS 

Table 4-1 (see next page) is an index: of 
resµ:,nses (by nmber) to caments received, 
organized by issue. All of tre written caments 
( 1-56 left colum) have been reprinta:l in this 
FEIS beginning on page 4-23. In a:ldition, 
excerpts fran the ~lie ooari~ record \\hlch 
re:i.u:lred resµ:,nses (57-73 left collllill) have also 
been reprintai begi~ on µ3ge 4-109. 

Table 4-2, begi~ on µ:ige 4-6, displays tre 
resµ:,nses to public cament ~ch are irdexed in 
Table 4-1. When persons prcm.ded both written 
and oral cCimEnt, resµ:,nses ~ developa:l for 
th! written material only, unless iSSlEs not 
covered in the letter i;ere raised duri~ oral 
test:im:>ny. 



TABIE 4-1 

INEX OF REsroNSE NJMBERS 'ID OMENI'S, BY ISgJE 

C<M£Nl'S Wild Wildlife .Aquatic/ Wood.lam 
Written I.arrl.s C.Orridors lv:x:~ss Recreation Wilderness Grazing furses Habitat Riparian Products Ot~ 

1. Cels:ius Fnergy C.O. 
2. Iesert Fisres Cooncl.l 
3. Rea:l Seconi 
4. Jeffrey Crodt 
5. Ihn Snith"e 1 
6. Harty ~Its (1st letter) 64,65,66, 

67 
7. Werrlover form letter"m 2 
8. Bob Wright* (1st letter) 4 5 3 
9. Robert E. Wright, Jr.* 5, 7 6 8 9 

10. Atlantic Richfield C.O. 68 10 
11. Bureai of Reclane.tion 11, 2 
12. Macy Ann Ihtoon 
13. Wildlife ManagE!!!Ent Institute 12, 13 12, 13 
14. Blair G. Johm (ls t letter) 5 14 
15. Roy Youq1; 3 
16. tevada Grazi~ Board of 2,33 33 33 17,33 2,33,69, 2,5,7,15, 6,30, 3,8,31, 28,29,32 33 

District tll 70,71 16,18,19, 33 33 33 
20,21,22, 
23,24,25, 
26,27,33 

17. Ken Jones 5 
18. Bob Wright* (2nd letter) 
19. The Wildlife Society 34 3 
20. U.S. Fish & Wildlife SeIVice 86 2 36 37,38 
21. Leonard N. Wines 
22. Von L. Sorerson* 
23. Blair G. Johns (2rrl letter) 
24. Carol M. Johns 
25. Eloise McQ-eacy 5,18 
26. Robert Hawks 
27. Bert N. Smf.th 39 
28. Paul W. Snith 39 
29. Nevada State Cl.earinghoose 



30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 

47. 
48. 
49. 
so. 
51. 

52. 
53. 

54. 
55. 
56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 
61. 
62. 

63. 

64. 
65. 

6b. 

67. 
68. 
69. 
70. 
71. 
72. 
73. 

Bureru -of Mines & Geology - -

Ilepart:nent of Wildlife 2 2 
Division of Enviromental 

Protection 
l'evada Division of Historic 

Preservation & ArdB>logy 
Nawral Res)urces IleferBe 35,36,42 
C.Ouncil 43 
Glen E. Shewnaker 1 so 

Marla Griswold & O. Ste1Te 
'Boies* 

Dick Roth* (1st letter) 46,47 
Dick Roth* (2rrl letter) 
Sierra Pacific Ib~r Ch. 2 2,48,87 48 
lands of Sierra, Inc. 49 2 
SalnDn River C.attlenen's 

Association 
Sierra Club, C.Onservation 35 

Camd.ttee 
Sierra Club, Public Lan:ls 2 18,36,42, 

Camd.ttee* 54,81 
l'evada C.attlenen' s 56 18 88 , 

Asoodation 
Jack G. Taylor 
Kenneth L. Joms 
UoydE. Shewnaker 
Chrooolloy 
U.S. F.mrirocmmtal Protection 57 42 

Agency 
D:mar H. Dahl* 
U.S. Mr Force 
Dan H. Shewmaker* 
City of Wells 
Pleasant Valley Grazing 

Asoociation, Inc. 
Ia.le R. Amrus Asoodates 18,42,58, 
Nevada Ilepartrent of 33 33 33 18,33,39, 6,33 

/\griculture 59 
HafrY Melts (2rrl letter) 64 
El.!liot t Berns haw 
Vargps & Bartlett, 68 

Attorneys at law 

ORAL 
TeJ!BS Qtlf Minerals 68 
& Metals C.O. 

Sierra Club 
(SarlE as #40 above) 

Nevada Mining As8>ciation 60 68,69,72, 
73,74,75 

lave lbrnbeck 76 
I.es McKenzie 69,74,77 5,18 
Von L. Sorensen 69 

(SarlE as 1122 abo\Te) 
Dick Roth 5 

(Sane as #34 & 35 abolle) 
lmta.Agee 78,79,ro 
Steven Boies 7 

(Sane as /133 above) 
Ienar H. Iahl 5 

(SanE as /!47 above) 
Ia.le Messner 
Robert Watt 62 83,84,85 
Ray Balke 4 1 
Walter Winchell 5 
Craig Spratling s 
Loyd Sorensen 69 
lerbert Uhlig 

* Indicates both written cament and oral testimmy receivai fran this person. 
** This was the fitst of 96 identical fonu letters received fran persons in the Wemmer, Utah 

and West Werrlover, Nevada area. 
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Resp:>nse 
:tbnber 

7 Cont. 

8 

9 

TABIE 4-2 (Contirued) 

Response 

2. femdttees ard lessees will maintain structural imprOl7emnts c<n3tructed or imtalled 
primlrily to benefit livestock grazi.rg, am the requirenent to maintain these :fmprovamnts 
in current useable conlit:l.on shall becane a corrlit:l.on of a p:?mdt or lease. The mainten
ance of :fmprovamnts not designal for the primacy benefit of livestock grazi.rg may be 
assunei by the Bureai, nonlivestock cooperators, or livestock operators. 

3. Where existirg cooperative agreements cannot be renegotiated voluntarily, the primacy 
beneficiacy of an :fmprovarent shall be assigµed nmntenance resJX)mibility by ded.sion. 

4. Failure to maintain improvenents to usable stama.rds may result in the withlnldirg of 
an anrua1 aitlnrization, cancellation of a cooperative agreement or rarge impr01Temnt 
p:?md.t, and/or eventual cancellation of the penni.t or lease. 

5. '1he <Mler of an :fmprovemmt shall be responsible for reconstructirg an :fmprovemmt or 
repairirg acts of vandalism. 

6. '1he costs of m:xlifyirg an imprcwemant shall be the resp>nsibility of the party 
reqrestirg the m:xlification. 

'1he Western States Fish am Gane Ccmni.ssioners recamendat:l.ons for the mmageuent of sage 
grouse habitat has progressively develq>ed over the past eighteen yeam. These 
recamendations have been p:?r:l.odically updatal as new research indicatal a change~ 
necessary. The guidelines are simple, straight fon.ard, an:l apply only in areaq of sage 
grruse habltat. They suggest a close ~rld.rg relationship be~n the state wildlife and 
lard tm.nageo£nt agencies. They recx::mrerrl two years a:ivancai rotice of treatllent be gl ven 
to the state wildlife agency rut allow- for less. This is comistent with the Mem:>randt.m of 
Urrlerstardirg beooen the Bureai ard · NIXW wdch requires a mf.nim.tn of 12 nnnths 
notification. 

fertainirg to sage groose struttirg am nestirg habltat the guidelines recamerrl paraieters 
within Yirlch no vegetative manipulation ta<e place. '1he blO mile ra:iius (8000 acres), so 
often referral to, incorJX)rates the uajority of the struttirg am nestirg habi.tat. This 
~uld be a "~rst case" in Yirlch the entire 8000 acres of habitat net the paraneters in the 
guidelines. Such woold vecy seldcm be the case. For each proposal vegetative TIDdification 
an on-the-gra.md investigation by Bureau ard NIXW p:?rsonnel will be perfoma:l to detemdre 
nre the specific paraueteIS exist. These p>rtiom of the fn)() acres wxtld be recoommded 
for exclusion fran m:xlification. 

Starrlard Operatirg Procedure 119, IEIS page 2-32, allows for the incorporation of re.r 
infol'.llBtion concernirg sourrl sage grouse llBtlagertent practices. 

Page 6-1 of the IEIS describes public participation within the plannirg process. The 
public was i1117ital by meam of news releases, uailirgs, am Federal Register notices to 
participate durirg issue identification, scop:1~ of the alternatives, am the 90-day 
cament p:?riod on the IEIS. 'lb detemdne ~ the concernel tlBllbers of the public are am 
contact all of them p:?r9:>nally to gpther infonmt:l.on on llllltiple use of the lam woold be 
an extremtly tine con.umirg ard expersive venture arrl as such it is not requi.ral within the 
plannirg process. 
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TABIB 4-2 (Contirued) 

Response 

Energy arrl minerals ~snot detennine:i to be an isStE becaise the pr~a:n is han:l1ed under 
nonnal MJl'llnistrative procedures as governed by Cln'Tellt laws, regulations, arrl JX)licy. 
Sped.fie mi~ prqiosals are han:lled throogh establislm emrirormental ard administrative 
processes. It is impossible to assess the impacts fran this progra:n s:fnce it is not kn<'.Ml 
where arrl when devel~t will ocrur. 

Page 6-1 of the IEIS describes the public participation activities of the issua identif~ 
tion process. !either the public nor Bureau personnel raised ~ter resources or air quality 
as isStes of concern. It slnuld be notoo, ln~er, that site sped.fie analyses of the 
effects on these resources for irdividual projects will be prepgroo throogh established 
er117iromental ard administrative proceiures. 

Cbst per acre for vegetation manipulation projects for wildlife (5.50) acres) is significant
ly higher than those for livestock becaise of several factors rut pr:Inerily due to the 
metl:nds used arrl the high ccst of bro;.se seal an::l seooli~s. 

See <llBpter 2, Prqiosed Rerource ~ement Plan, of this FEIS. 

There is no dorumentation to slnw that wild lnrses -;,ere rot on the Olase Spr~s an::l Tomr 
Allotnents on Il:!canber 15, 1971. All docunented evidence (BIM Inventories February, 1975 
arrl March 1978) in::licates that there -were l:nrses on these allotnents. Many of these -;,ere 
cJa1moo trespass l:nrses vhlch i:ere gatrered duri~ tre cla:fmi~ period of 1974 to 1978. All 
cJ.a.iim in this area -were filled dur~ this t:im:! an::l any l:nrses left :In the area are 
considered by lav to be Wild Free Roaning lbrses (letter of 'July 30, 1980 fran the Wells 
Area M!l.nager to Blair Johns in allotnent files). 

Map 3-4 of the IEIS sh:>¥B that lan:ls in T. 33 N., R. 63 E. exist within tre Spruce-PeqU>p 
Wild lbrse IErd U3e Area b.tt that T. 33 N., R. 62 E. is ootside tre area. Wild lnrses have 
been ob;etved on T. 33 N. , R. 63 E. as -well as other places in the Spruce-Peqwp rerd area. 

15 As statoo on page 2-2 of the 1EIS all project proposals are for I category allotnents but 
that sam 1mprovemmts will be done as the need arises on Mand C category allotnl!nts. 
!mir011ements could inclu:ie limited fend~ or ~ter develqmmts but not eictensive pasture 
fend.~, large pipeline projects or seedings. 

16 Altln.igh it is true that the Resource Protection Alternative -would protect m:>re springs than 
the Reoou.rce Prodoction Alternative, this is insignificant wien canpared to the prqiosoo 
seedings of tre latter. The Resource Production Alternative proposes 232,000 acres of 
crested wheatgrass seEd~s at a rost of 5.5 million dollars wrlle the Resource Protection 
Alternative proposes none. · 

17 As statoo on page 2-18 of the IEIS the goal of the Resource Protection Alternative is "the 
presetvation of natural values, with Emphasis on 11B11cgement of fr~e an::l unique res>urce 
values." Implenentatioo of this alternative -would ca.ise sulstantial improvenent of terres
trial wildlife am fishery habitats within the Wells RA. A secomary, not primary, benefit 
of these 1mprovemmts is the significant increase :In recreational use and econanic good 
caised fran increased b.nt~ am fishi~. Because these are secomary benefits they are 
appropriately aidressed :In the Resource Protection, not the Resource Production Alternative. 
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Respmse 
ltlnber 

18 

19 

20 

TABIE 4-2 (Contirued) 

Response 

Allotnent categori2.at:ion is a ~ step process mich requlres professional. juignent on the 
part of the BIM for imny of the criteria, al~ with peroonal experiences of livestock 
operators arrl CR1P Camrl.ttee manbers. 

The first step was the develqmmt of the criteria. Ch March S, 1982 de proposed criteria 
,;,ient to all li'IA:!Btock operators for treir review. Ch May 26, 1982, Elko District personnel 
,;,ent to the Elko County ClMP Camrl.ttee to reqtest treir input into the proposed criteria. 
At that tine a subcamrl.ttee (canprised of representatives fran the Nevada C.attlemm's Asso
ciation, Society for Rarge Managenent, :tbrthem Nevada Mi~ Asoociation, Elko County 
Asoociatioo of C.Onse .. vation Districts, Western Shosh:me Sacred I.and Asoociation, and Nevada 
Departnmt of Wildlife) was fonned. When the subcamrl.ttee made their recannen:iations' ttey 
included canbining the criteria of range condition, treni, ani potential into one since 
they are evaluated together. We incorporated all these recamenlatiom arrl the final cri
teria ~re approved by the BIM Nevada State Director on ll:!ceurer 21, 1982. DtE to the fact 
that these criteria have received local review arrl apprCNal by our State Office, they are 
not an isste at this point in tine an:l have not been revised because of caments received. 

The secorrl step is actual categorization of the allotnents according to the approved cri
teria. llie to the timing of the RMP arrl the tine comuned for public review of the pro
posed criteria an:l their final approval, there W3S not enough tine for livestock operator 
iq>ut into the placanent of the categocy prior to the IEIS. Therefore, it was decided to 
allow public cc.oraant oo the categorization during the review period. 

In addition, it shool.d be noted that allotnEnt categories can be changed as the allotnent 
situation ~es or as new infonnation becanes available. At soch tine the allotnents 
will be evaluated with the livestock operator an:l the Elko Comty em,n> Crnmi.ttee as to its 
awropriate categocy. 

Table A2-l of the JEIS sro,;s the footnoting of si:ecific information available ,;hi.ch in
fluence.:l the rating of ~ criteria. Ceneral professional ju::lgnent v.BS not footnoted. As 
the table displays, there are seven criteria used to derive a categocy. There are no cases 
mere all seven criteria resulted in seven Ms, Is, or Cs. Therefore, if the majority of 
the criteria ,;ere "M", then the allot:trent Wluld be categorized as an ''M''. If allotnents 
~re categorized . as "I" because any of the criteria ~re "I", then all of the allotnents 
loOuld be in the "I" categocy. The primacy p.irpose of the Final Grazing Managenent R:>licy 
is to concentrate the Bureau's personnel arrl funding to the allotnEnts with the greatest 
potential for returns. Therefore, if all of the allotnents ,;ere in the "I" categocy, the 
purpose of that policy ,;.nild have been defeated. In addition, the ability of a private in
dividual to iroest in projects is not a factor in allotnent categorization. Jbever, it 
does becare a factor in prioritizatioo of projects to be canpleted during a particular 
fiscal year. 

The definition of ''Net Ranch Incrne", as used in Table 3-2 of the IEIS, is provided in 
footnote 2 of the table. 

The nnst recent data available oo prices, at the tine these randl hid.gets ,;ere develqled, 
v.BS for the year 1980. Prices used reflect a 3--year average for 1978-80 as ootermined by 
the F.cooanic Researdi Service, IBDA.. These price levels ,;ere discussed with Wells RA randl 
operators at a 'WOrkshq, in Elko on Novenner 12, 1981. 
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Respoose 

These b.rlgets are designed to represent the "aver~e" or "typical" ranch operation arrl 
reflect the range of operating dlaracteristics identified wf.thin the imividual. si2e 
classification;. Calving percenages ard sale ~ights, etc. , are 1:esed on data developed 
for the Federal Fnterprlse ll:ita Systan by the F.conanic Research Service, USil!\. The 
appropriateness of the values estimated for these parmeters \ere discusssi with Wells RA 
ranch operators at a ranch b.rlget ~rksmp held in Elko on Noveui:>er 12, 1981. 

Production values per c<M is an average value based on est:i.nated sales of the typical ranch 
within each size grwp ard the aver~e herd size. It can be reas:mably asSl.llBd that 
production valres per C<M reflect the relative style arrl efficiency of operating 
characterisitics within each size grwp. The difference can be explainei by the rumber arrl 
type of beef cattle brooght to imrket relative to tre average rerd si2e of the typical 
ranch within each group. The runber ard type of cattle brrught to ne.rket for each size 
grrup is based on IBll\ data as a:ljusted at the ranch b.rlget ~rksmp held in Elko on 
November 12, 1981. 

The $10.06 val.re is in error. The corrected value of $0.65 was utilized in the final 
b.rlgets am in the linear programrl.ng analysis. Revised final b.rlgets are founi in Table 
A-7 beginn:lrg on page A-20 of this FEIS. The ranch ruiget linear programrl.ng analysis, as 
disrussed in the lEIS, was fully based on the revised final ruigets. 

The linear programrl.ng (LP) analysis of ranch operations am ruigets by the F.conanlc 
F.esearch Service, USDe\, is based on Total Digestible N.ttrient (TOO) ~reuEilt of the herd 
for each TIDOth of the year. While hay may be fed for a 3-mmth period, the F.conanic 
Re.search Service analysis imicated that, on the aver~e, hay prcwided only 21 percent of 
the total 'IDN r6}uireuent fran feed, forage, ard suppleuental sources. 

Revised final ruigets, Table A-7 begf.nning on' page A-20 of this FEIS, srow that labor coot 
per c<M data ~re imderatel.y a:ljustErl p:-ior to the linear programrl.ng analysis. labor oo;t 
infonmtion was developed by the F.conanic Research Service, USll\, arrl is based on data fran 
the Fooeral Fnterprise ll:ita Sys tan, pre'liws boogets developed in Elko Coonty, ard 
infonmtion directly supplied by ranch operators at the ranch b.rlget ~rksmp ill; Elko on 
November 12, 1981. 

Table AS-2 of the DEIS describes the results fran the linear programrl.ng analysis. The 
analysis is an optimizing techniqt.e wrlch seeks the nrst efficient utilization of all 
fcrtors of production. With the asSUJt)tiom incorporatErl in the imdel, under the N:> Action 
Alternative the typical ranch in each si2e category YoUJ1.d achieve its lIOilt efficient 
operation at a level ~t l<:M!r than the characteristics described by the typical 
ruigets for the existing situation. 

Table S-2 of the IEIS is in error. The $650,000 figure under the heading "Olange with No 
Action" slnuld be deletErl. 

N:ttive range comition ~d not imprOll'e as 1ll\rll tnder the Rerource Production Alternative 
as the Midrange Alternative. There ~d not be mre intensive livestock mmagene1t by 
implementation of the fonoor, rut there ~d be mre crested lilheatgrass seedings ard nnre 
cattle. 
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It is the intent of the Burea.i, throogh coqieration arrl cl<Ee coordination with livestock 
operators, that the design arrl implE!Ielltation of any project be done in such a mnner so as 
to eliminate or min:imi.ze impacts to other resource values. 

Stream; are es~cial.ly valuable ,;e.ter sources for livestock arrl the Burea.t recognizes their 
value to the livestock o~rator. HcMever, the Bureau has the respmsibility of, not only 
preservirg streans for their value as ~ter sources for livestock, rut also prCll7idirg 
wildlife arrl fisheries habitat, recreational q:>JX)rtmities arrl other uses associated with 
this resource. Streans arrl asoociated riparian camurlties are essential. ecaiysta:ns. To 
nmntain these camurl.ties arrl their nultiple use resource values, systeuetic treatrrents, 
includirg definite ~riods of rest arrl grazirg, are necessacy. 

While wild lnrse runi>ers would increase tnder the Rerource Protection Alternative, 
livestock rumers would be decreased arrl total actual AIM usage would be less o~ral.l. 
Livestock AUM3 would be decreased fran the three to five year aver~e use by 112,711 AIM; 
t,,hile wild lnrse use would only increase by 8,304 AIM; (692 lnrses x 12 nonths). 

~ primuy mmageoe:1t action in the Resource Production Alternative would be to inc~e 
livestock grazirg to preference by mears of crested wheatgrass seooirgs. These seooirgs 
would be used to supplemmt early season forage. ~r, aften.ards, the increased 
numers of livestock would be turnErl rut on native rarge. ~ canbination of these 
increased rumers arrl the exi.stirg range habitat conditions would result in increased 
utilization of key br<MSe s~cies by livestock. As this C<Ill}X)nent of the native rarge is 
already beirg severely impacted in nnst areas, big gBIII? (tmlle deer) habitat condition would 
be expected to either enter into, or oontirue in, a d~rd trerrl. 

Depen:lirg on the degree of livestock increase (SODE allotmmts would increase SO percent 
o~ three to five year use levels in the Resource Production Alternative) stockirg rates 
coold have ~h m:>re of an impact on big gaioo habitat than seas:>n or frequency of use. 

A similar situation exists on Salnxm Falls Creek throogh the Bai larrls WSA where livestock 
have little or no direct access to the strean rut tba habitat concH.tion renm.ns fair. 
Upstrean ~tershed con:lition has a tr~rrloos impact on these types of areas. lhtll 90lle 

improvenent is made to degraded stream and/or ,;etersheds, upstrean, these "pristine" 
areas will renain in less than optimal corrlition. lbever, it slDuld be noted that nearly 
all stream in the Wells RA are like Sal.non Falls Creek ( tbair habitat c.an be improved) 
whereas that type nentionoo in tba carmmt (where their habitat is mimpr<Nable) is rare. 
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Response 

The Sixth Alternative has canponents exactly the sa:ie, or similar to, th>se analyzed in the 
IEIS. The listi~ below slns by resource issrn wrlch alternative in the IEIS is like that 
pr~ed in the Sixth Alternative. 

Issue 

Larrls 
Corridors 
Acress 
Recreation 
Wilderness 
Livestock Ckazi~ 
Wild lbrses 
Terrestrial Wildlife 
Ripirian/Strean Habitat 
Woodland Products 

IEIS Alternative 

Preferre:l 
&> Action 
t-b Action 
Mm.e (See bel.OW') 
t-b Action 
Preferred (See below) 
Production (See below) 
Mm.e (See below) 
t-b Action (See below) 
Preferred 

Recreation: CanJx)nents in the Sixth Alternative wrldl differ fran those of the Preferred 
Alternative are: 1) Cla;e a:iditional areas to 00..V use besides the :&\by Marsh Canpgroom am 
2) develop c:kiditional recreation areas as needs ani opp:,rttnities arise. 

As noted in resp:,nse runrer 4, ORV use is caJSi~ very little danage wl.thin tre Wells RA and 
furtrer "cla;ures" or "limitatiors" are not necessary. 

Recreation use al~ Salnnn Falls Creek am Mary's River iniicate a current need for 
recreation facilities at these sites. To further postp:,ne developnent would bri~ abrut 
added resource damage anl visitor inCOill7enience at these areas. 

Livestock Grazing: The Preferre:l Alternative incorporates all canponents of tre Sixth 
Alternative except that the latter would a:ijust livestock grazi~ rumers accordi~ to 
results of at least five years of mnitori~. We believe that three to five years of 
m:mitori~ will provide sufficient data oo wrlch to make c:kijustl!Ents. 

Wild lbrses: The Sixth Alternative recamends mrlntaini~ wild b:>rse nmrers at tre 1971 
level of 320. First, as statai in resp:,nse rumber 6, the nmi>er of wild b:>rses in 1971 is 
~, tut it would be significantly greater than 320. Secom, the :impacts of the Sixth 
Alternative would be similar to tlDse of the Re1n.1rce Production Altemtive wrlch lO.l.ld 
re.doce wild b:>rse tll.Dllbers to 356. 

Terrestrial Wildlife: Canp:>rE1ts in the Sixth Alternative vhidl differ fran those of the 
Preferre:l Alternative are: 1) mxlify hM.ardoos fences only acnEs major wildlife migration 
:routes; 2) improve the condition of only crud.al wildlife habitat sh:7.o.n to be in dowmerd 
tren:i after mnitori~; anl 3) designate no ACZ:,. 

The Sixth Alternative would mxlify fewer miles of fence than the Res:>Urce Production 
Alternative vhich would undi.fy 475 miles wl.thin crucial big gane habitat. It ~d also 
imprOITe the con:lition of less crucial habitat than the Re8'UI'ce Production Alternative vhich 
would ueintain the condition of all crud.al habitat, not just that sh:7.o.n to be in a da;,n,m-d 
trerx:l. 

With>ut the AOC designation of the Preferre:l Alternative the Bureai lO.l.ld be doi~ not~ 
to protect the historical habitat of peregine falcon, a threatenai ard endangered species. 
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Response 

Riparian/Stream Habitat: The outcane of impl~nting the riparian/strean habitat OOIJIX)nent 
of the Sixth Alternative "10.Jl.d be the saie as the It> Action Alternative. By the tine it is 
cooperatively decided vbich areas are high an:i natl.um priority habitat an:i n£tlnds of 
Jmprovenent agreed UJX>ll by all users of the allot:mmt, nothing "10.Jl.d be done for nruty DDre 
years. ~e riparian/ strean ron:litions will have contirued to declin2 as ootline:i in 
the It> Action Alternative. If this 'I/ere to occur, the Bureau "10.Jl.d nnst likely be in 
violation of the Threaterm an:i Emargeroo Species Act of 1973, as aierrled, by allowing the 
continued degradatioo of habitat currently ocrupied by Iarontan cutthroat troot. 

Wildlife as9X:f.ated recreation expenditures data 'I/ere derived fran the Nevada ~part:IIEct of 
Corservation arrl Natural Reslurces p.iblication, ''Econanic Impact of Qitdoor Recreation in 
Nevada," Novel!Der, 1980. The 1980 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife 
Associated Recreation, Nevada SupplE!IIBlt, preparoo by the U.S. Fish an:i Wildlife Setvice, 
W:lB not available to us at the t:ime this analysis W3S comucted. 

To clear up any misunderstanding as to hJw' the level of livestock grazing .AIM3 by 
alternative ~re derived, the following rationales are prOV'ided. 

Resource Production Alternative: The increased grazing use uooer this alternative is based 
on bringing livestock use up to the preference grazing level by increasing for~ 
production through see:ling 232,000 acres of creste:l ,;vheatgrass, prescribed bmrlrg on 
10,500 acres and implerientation of manageoent systems. 

Midrange Alternative: The livestock grazing use level is based on the 3 to 5 years average 
actual grazing use level arrl see:lirg 30,000 acres of crested ~tgrass to provide spring 
forage for livestock arrl defenient for native vegetation during the critical growth period. 

Resource Protection Alternative: The reduction in livestock grazing use under this 
alternative~ based on rawval of livestock fran areas of crucial wildlife habitat. 

Preferred Alternative arrl Proposed Resoorce t Plan: Increase grazing use to the 
preference level within the Ruby ood Hills and MetroJX)lis RCAs arrl contirrue stocldng at 
the 3 to 5 year grazing level for the remairrler of the RC.As. The increase to preference in 
the RubyJt,lood Hills and Metro}X)lis RCAs ~d be based on increased forage through seeding 
6500 acres of creste:l wieatgrass an:i impl~tation of manag~nt systems. The RubyMood 
Hills and Metro}X)lis RCAs are canposed priuerily of small crested llheatgrass al.lotnEnts 
with limited }X)tential for develqm:mt of other resource values. 

A full evaluation of a It> Grazing Alternative is not required for several reasons. 

1. The Taylor Grazi~ Act of .1.m.e 28, 1934, recrgnized danestic livestock use en ~lie 
lands arrl set up procedures to autlnrize arrl regulate that use. Therefore, alternatives 
slnuld not seek to eliminate this recognized use rut discuss alternatives that recognize 
an:l regulate livestock use. 

2. Section 105 of the National EnviromEntal Iblicy Act of 1969 states that "the }X)lides 
an:l goals set forth in this Act are supplementary to th:>se set forth rn existiqi: 
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autlnrizations of Federal ~encl.es." This suggests that since the Taylor Act autlnrizes, 
and regulates livestock grazing,~ should not question the use itself (i.e., N:> Grazing), 
rut only variation;; of that use. 

3. Chmc:l.l on Fnvirormmtal Q.iality regulations on the implementation of NEPA, 1S02.14(a), 
specify evalmtion of all reas:mable alternatives and a brief disrussion of reas:>ns for 
alternatives eliminata:l. Page 2-2 of the IEIS briefly discusses \\by the N:> Grazing 
Alternative was eliminated. 

The statenents on pages 2-11, 2-15, 2-20 and 2-24 of the IEIS are intenled to reflect the 
corrlition of irrlividual streams. For eKa111ple, a strean that rurrently has a cordition 
rating of 40 percent of opt:lnum loll'.Xll.d be improved by 30 percent in the sh:>rt-tenn. This 
~uld result in a 52 percent (40 + (.3x40) = 52) of habitat opt:fmJm rat~ (incluies both 
riparian and a::i.uatic habitat) after seven years of treatnent. 

It should be noted that the rate of recovecy of a deteriorated riparian system is vecy 
rapid (based on nntEroos studies, see references in the IEIS) ani that a 30 percent 
recovecy in seven years is thooght to be easily achievable on nnst streans. The rate of 
aquatic habitat reco,ecy is ~t sle11er. In lMl1Y cases this type of recovecy is 
accelerated by improvenents in the oojoining riparian camurlty. lb.lever, a 30 percent 
impr01Tement in current corrlitions sh:>uld be a reasonable objective for any stre.an within 
the Wells RA. 

38 As stated on page 3-12 of the IEIS, the Burea.i administers aboot 28 miles of strean }:labitat 
currently inhabited by Ialnntan cutthroat troot within the Wells RA ( 43.5 percent of the 
total cutthroat habitat within the filko District). This habitat is considered by the Bur
ea.i to be the highest priority fishecy habitat in the resource area. This priority status 
is reflected in Cliapter 2 under the varioos alternatives (pages 2-11, 2-15, 2-20 and 2-24, 
of the IEIS). This habitat is incluied in that habitat \\hich '(olOU]_d be impr01Ted within the 
slnrt-tenn under the Resource Production Alternative. These sane miles are incluied am,ng 
tlnse for impr01Tement in the Midr~e, Resource Protection, ani Preferre1 Alternatives. 

39 Recamemations on the implementation of the Experinental St~rdship Prcgran will not be 
made mtil 1985 Wlell the results of the studies have been canpleted. Since the progran is 
still in the develq:,nent st~e it was not oodressed in the IEIS. 

40 Ba.rite is llBltioned on page 3-15 of the IEIS within the last ~~aph of the L:>catable 
Minerals section. The c<llllEnt aboot gold not being 111!11tioned is appropriate and Cliapter 3 
of this FEIS inclmes a statement aboot gold to .be ooded to the ~r~aph. 

41 In areas \\here restricting livestock grazing is necessacy to maintain or impr01Te crucial 
big gane habitat, that netlnd ~d be employ81 prior to cootly vegetative usnipulation. 
The 5500 acres of chain orb.ml, ani seed rec:amen:1ed on page 2-24 of the IEIS will only 
occur as a ~rt of detailed habitat mmagenent p~ to be developed cooperatively with 
NIXW ani CR-IP. The 5500 acres have rot been identified, but it is certain they will be 
dispersed throughout the Wells RA. This nenagenent action is included to allow the Bureau 
the op!X)rttnity to imprOITe primarily lllll.e deer winter range \\hich crul.d oot be effectively 
improved by any otrer neans. 
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In response to cametts received which requested additional clarification of~ infomation, 
Tuble A-3 to A~ have been prepared lfflich show data by g~ allotment am are founi beginning 
on page A-10 of this :mrs. It smuld be noted that infonmtion in the DEIS suumrizes the 
etmtl.ative effects anticipated after activity pl.ans (prepared with consultation between the 
Bureau, livestock operators, ard the O>ordinated Resource Ma.nageuent am ~ 
Camd.ttee) are implanented. 'Ihe above nentioned tables are provided as supportive data to 
the sunnaries in the DEIS. 

A ~e of gr~ treatments to be applied to allotments are listed on page 2-29 of the 
DEIS. Sitr.e the treatments to be applied to specific allotments are subject to the above 
nentioned consultation, we cannot say which treatment wruld be applied to a specific 
allotment. ~ver, with few eicceptions, on perennial native grass~, *ther systems 
are inten.9ive or custodial, the system will be designed with operator arrl CR-11:' input to 
tmet the physiological requirerrents of the vegetation by not grazi~ any ooo area duri~ 
tre critical growth period (May am June) in o«> consecutive years. In addition, on salt 
desert shrub type vegetation, systems will be designed to defer~ each year duri~ 
tre active growth period on areas •re winterfat O!ratoides lanata is the key species. 

lq)leo8ltation of activity plans will require tine al'd m,re detailed problem solvi~ du~ 
tre activity p~ phase. Wai~ until all specific plans are developed wruld t1Ea11 

several years delay in canpletion of the final Wells RMP. Envirammtal evaluation of 
proposed activity plans will be canpleted through nonnal administrative procedures as 
directEd an:i in"canpliance with erlsti~ laws, regulations, an:l policy. 

Site specific analysis of all lan:l treatment activities, utl~ herbicide spra~, will 
be through preparation of envirorwental assesanents in canpl.iaoce with exist!~ laws, 
regulations, am policy. Only herbicides approved by the Environrental Protection Agercy 
will be used an:l will be applied only in strict canpliance with label restrictions by a 
licensed applicator. 

Dr. William Platts, in his 1982 paper Livestock an:i Riparian - Fishery Interactioos: What 
Al'e the Facts? showed the Ibyes study not to be a properly cotducted scientific experiment 
am refutes its cooclusions as follows. 

"Hayes (1978) stu:lied a series of high elevation meadOiolS am their associated streams in 
central Idaho. U~az.ed meadows liere canpared with iooadows that liere bei~ grazed by 
cattle uooer a thr:ee-fasture, rest-rotation systen. After only ~ field season of ob:ler 
vation, lilyes reported that rest-rotation grazi~ by cattle did oot significantly alter 
clmmel m:>V131Elt an:i tlat soil erosion on the ~razed streambanks was significantly 
greater than the erosion on the grazei streambanks. lilyes did attrirute sane bmk erosion 
to livestock~ the vegetative g~ season. 

lbyes' conclusion that streamhmk erosion was greater on ~ "Watersheds than on grazed 
lolatersheds is biased because of improper stooy design. lbyes selectEd a stooy stream for 
the uqµ-az.ed meadow-sites that naturally had less stable streambanks, greater stream ~r, 
four times greater cl-mmel gradient, higher stream velocities, larger chaonel sulstrate, 
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an:l greater distance fi"an the strean bottom to the top of the mnk. than the streans 
selecte:l to represent graze:l conditions. ne graze:l sites l<ere also higher :In elevation. 
The sites vlere in m way canparable arrl B:> the conclusions of the study cannot be 
accepted." 

The i~tory of a:i_uatic ard riJmi-an resources within the Elko Di.strict wis a joint effort 
by NrOl arrl BIM. The in.rentory confonned to procedures :In the tevaia State Office 
Supplem:!nt (Release mo 6-38, January 25, 1978) to BIM Manual 6671. Iata collected 
incltrled specific surface l>Bter measurenents inclui~ discharge; ireasurE!Ients arrl 
categorization of strean bot tan mterials; strean bank neasurerents including ·cover, 
stability, gra::lient an:l percent ungulate damage; water quality sanpl~; n:acroin.rertebrates 
sanpling; arr:l fish population data. This inventory as ~ as nmeroos on-going scientific 
studies throoghout the Great Basin Region have sln~ that livestock grazing is the primary 
cause of strean/riparian habitat deterioration (see references :In the IEIS). 

The 1978-80 average sales price of cattle is msed on data supplie:l by the :&onood.c 
Research Service, lSUA, arrl discussions with Wells RA randl operators at the ~rksh:>p in 
Elko on ltlvember 12, 1981. 

The fee:l an:l forage requirenents for the linear programrl.ng analysis are mse:l on Total 
Digestible &ttrients (TON) in tenns of An:fma1 lliits (AU). C.ows are assunei to require 1 AU 
each or 2409 AU; of 'IDN for each of 3 winter m:,nths. Yearlings are assunm to require .45 
AUs each or 399 AUs. Bulls are asstll!Ed to require 1.25 AUs each or 133 AI.Js. This makes a 
total fee:l arrl forage requirarent of 297 4 AU; for each of 3 winter m:,nths, or a total of 
89'22 AUs throogh the winter. The m:>del incorporates an equivalency of 600 pounds of hay 
for 1 AU, therefore, 89'22 AU; are estinete:l to require a total of 2676.6 tons of hay. 

The costs of production for nea::low hay, as incluie:l in the 1:uiget line itan, are variable 
coots only an:l do not incluie fixed coots or labor - both of wrl.ch are included in other 
line itE!I6. Costs viere calrulated oo a per-acre oosis, at average yields, using 3-jiear 
aver~e prices. Variable ca,ts viere estimate:l at $27 .62 per ton of mea::low hay, or $30. 70 
per cow for the preliminary 1:uigets. These est:inntes l<ere m:>derately idjuste:l in the 
revised final 1:uigets, Table A-7 beginnirg on µ3ge A:-20 ~f this FEIS. 

The inlµlct analyses in the R1P for wilderness was guided by the BIM Wilderness Managem.nt 
Policy ard the Wilderness Study Policy. The Wilderness Study Policy, published February 3, 
1982, allOIIB for the consideration of ootside sights an:l s:>unds during the wilderness 
study. As stated on page 18 of that docunent, "during the wilderness stuiy, sights and 
sounds of mmm activities arrl -works ootside the boundaries of the wilderness study area 
ma:y be taken into accomt in assessing the quality of an area's naturalness or its 
opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation. Aey influence of ootside sights arrl 
sounds uJX)(l naturalness or opJX>rtmities for solitude or primitive recreatioo within the 
WSA slnuld be doo.mmte:l." 

Refer to Map 2-9 of the JEIS for corridor locations in the Mi.drBq?;e arrl Preferra:l 
Alternatives. The Midrange Alternative on Map 2-9 soow. corridor segnent (rXX-PP 
peretrat~ the southeast JX)rtion of the Cbshute Peck WSA ~e the Preferra:i Alternative 
displays corridor segnent Q-0}-PP ootside the boundary of the WSA.. 
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fureai inlicy, as statai in Washirgton Instruction ltm:>ranium N'.:>. 83-777 datai August 16, 
1983, has changai and lands identifiai for di.SI))Sal no longer nust be offerei for sale for 
a«> years prior to consider~ a lam ex~e. 

lhlike darestic livestock, it is not the nature of wild lnrses to contiruously graze 
ri~ areas. As a result, the ramval or elimination of a limitai ra.mi>er of wild lnrses 
fran the rarge will make little or no imprweuent in riparian rES>urces (Feist, J .O. 1971 
and Pelligrini, S.W. 1971). 

Beca.ise of the mgnitude of fencing as a hazard to terrestrial wildlife in the Wells RA, 
ruilding only future fences to wildlife specifications will not solve the problem. 
ll:pending uinn the ki.nd of livestock and wildlife wrl.ch ocrupy a given area, fence 
specifications will differ ~t. Mixirg designs anl starrlards to fit particular 
situations (fences near w:i.ter, pasture fences, boundary fences) will be evaluatei on a case 
by case basis. 

The Bureai is a multiple use agency as directai by FLPMA. The llPdification of existing 
fences to mitigate their alverse impacts to wildlife W'lS recently supinrtai by a larrlnal'k 
legal decision knOloll as the Gist ll:cision. In this case (Gist Ranch, New M:!x:ico, Interior 
Board of Land Appeals 6-78-1) it W'lS doCU1Te11ted that in New Mexico fences nodifiei to neet 
wildlife neeis did control livestock. In aldition, research in Wyanirg (Spillette etal 
1%7) has shJl.n that properly designei fences constructal on public 1.an::l can allow for 
antelq,e nnvenent ~e still setvirg their original I"Jl)OSe of livestock control. 

Several h.ndrai miles of fence with similar specifications have been h.rllt in a variety of 
situations and terrain in the FJ.ko District within the last ten years. The lack of 
canplaint fran the livestock irrlustry has led us to assune that these fences are setvirg 
the purpose of livestock control and that no major problans have been encoi.nterei. Fencing 
Marual 1737 guides the Bureai arrl states that fences srould not be constructe:i in a manner 
degrading to wildlife habitat or impede the l!OV01EI1ts of wildlife. Also that all fencing 
slnuld accanplish the desire:i objectives with the least restrictive arrl nnst cost effective 
type of fence. 

Bureai forest 1IBnagerient guidelines recamrend that maxim.ml ~larrl ha~t be at the 
sustaine:i yield level. Sustainai yield in the Wells RA is approximately 5250 cords per 
year. In practice there is no difference bet~ the Midrange, Resource Protection, and 
Preferrai Alternatives as far as cordage cut is concemai. Wood pennits under any of than 
1NO.Jld be B:)ld up to the sustainei yield level of 5250 cords P=r ~-

Both the general public arrl carrrercial Oiristrms tree cutters are allO\olOO to cut trees on 
BIM admi.nistera:l lands, with the exception of the wilderness study areas mere no live tree 
rutting is allowed. ~ver, specific areas are ootllne:i w,ere c0111Ercial cutters bid 
conpetitively each year for the opJX>rtunity to cut Pinyon Pine arrl Juniper Orri.st:nas trees. 
It should be p::>intei rut that both private and c<m1Ercial Christrms tree harvesting is 
na~e:i on a sustainai yield basis, mere only a certain rumber of trees are harvestai each 
year. 
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Response 

Table 2-1 of the DEIS has been updata:l arrl is presenta:l as Table A-1 of this FEIS. 
Average three to five year licensed use in e>ccess of grazi[l?; preference is tEm:(X)rary 
nonrenewable use. 

The mmagement action to reduce pinyon pine an:! jmiper canopy cO\Ter by 75 percent on 
approxinately 50,000 acres m.er 20 years is an attanpt to improve mule deer winter habitat. 
Throogh the designation of selective greerMX>d harvest areas, private arrl/or camercial. 
...oodrutters would thin mod.lands in areas ~re desireable understory vegetation e>cists 
that has the potential. to re-establish or increase in quality arrl quantity to benefit deer 
winter habitat. These small areas, usually less than a few hundra:l acres, will be 
carefully selecta:l by a wildlife biologist, coordinata:l an:l set up by the district 
forester, am revieW:rl by NIXW and CRMP. We believe that this 11B11Bgenen.t option is the 
nnst coot effective men canpara:l to chai~ or h.Jrnirg. 

As stata:l on page 4-8 of the 1EIS "op:(X)rtunities for luntirg, fishi[l?;, an:l wildlife 
observation would continue to decline resource area wide as a:iuatic, riparian, and big gaol'! 
habitats contirue to degraie" under the N:> Action Alternative. 

The decrease in visitor days deriva:l fran wildlife associata:l recreation (see Table AS-3 of 
the IEIS) W3S estiimted to result in a decline in expenditures of $184,700. l.sirg the 
houselnld Tlllltiplier of 0.296 (see Table AS-3 of the IEIS), the estimate! loss in personal. 
(hcuselnld) incooe in the affected area -was estiimted at $54,600. Figures ~re oosa:l on 
the est:fmata:l e>cpen:liture, rather than the annunt by l\trlch e>cpeooitures declined, with 
results rounded off (see Table AS-4 of the IEIS). 

A wild arrl scenic river sttrly of Mary's River could take place in oodition to 
implenentation of the Mary's River Habitat Managenent Plan mentiored on page 4-2 of the 
IEIS. lb,;,.m,er, ~ believe that to do so ~d be a duplication of effort arrl ~ provide 
no nnre protection for the river than implenentation of the managemant plan al.one. 

Estimates of the cllDUllt of rarge impr01T€11Ent w:>rk vere made to tIEet the objectives of each 
alternative within the constraints of personnel an:i fundirg. 

Bureau of Land Managenen.t Washington Office Instruction Mem:>randum N:>. 83-432 dated April 
1, 1983 states that e>c~e-of-use is not require! to receive crooit for a percent federal 
range license on intenni.rgled private lands within an al.lotnEnt. 

See Chapter 1 of this FEIS. 

Maps r 7 and r8 of the IEIS sh<M both riparian arrl a:iuatic habitat of this section of 
stream to be in poor con:lition. These maps, at first glance, sesn to be in conflict with 
the paragraph on page r5 of the IEIS wrlch states, "the strean fishirg available to the 
hiker or kayaker is cornidera:l the best in Elko Coonty. Both rainbow arrl Gennan bI'Ollo'll 
troot inhabit these w::i.ters, due priimrily to the e>ccellent riparian habitat foun:i al.org its 
banks. !bi.ever, largely because of increasirg sediment looos fran upstrean, the sp:iwrg 
gravels for these fish are beiq,; eliminated. ~refore, the quality of this fishery arrl 
its associata:l recreational. value is beirl'; re:iocoo over t:hre." 
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It wrul.d al.so appear to be in conflict with the Wells Wilderness Technical Report ~ch, on 
page 75, states "the mtranpled streamide riparian and aiuatic habitats are in fair condi
tion anl are con;idered tniqle ecolcgical features. The fishery thrrugh the WSA offers 
about the best opJX)rtunities for strean fishirg in Elko Comty." 

.Actually the maps, if studied carefully, are not in conflict with either dorurent am both 
statan:mts are true. There is a statemmt on each map ~ch reals "cotrlition classes sln-wn 
are overall riparian habitat averages. Isolated sections of riparian habitat may be in 
better or worse cotrlition than aver~e." This section of Sahoon Falls Creek is an example 
of an area in sOOlellilat better condition than the overall strean average. This area is ~ 
procected fran livestock graiirg becaise of steep rocky topography. Problems ~tirg 
this area are sprirg runoff (flooding) and heavy sed:immt deposition, both a result of less 
than optimal upstrean ,;,,atershed am riparian cotrlitions. 

The $54,600 figure (page 4-15 of the IEIS) represents the decline in personal. incare in 
Elko County resultirg fran the long-tenn de~ of $184,700 in wildlife associated recrea
tion expetrlitures under the It> Action Alternative. This decline in expetrlitures is a re
sult offs.er recreation visitor days expected becatse of decreased wildlife populations. 
The $572,900 figure (page 4-26 of the IEIS) represents the estimated decline in wildlife 
associated expenditures under the Resource Production Alternative, ~ch predicts an even 
m:>re severe decline in wildlife species nnmers and associated recreation visitor days. 
lhder the Midrange or Preferred Alternative (pages 4-39 and 4-56 of the IEIS), expenditures 
are est:lnated to increase by $589,000 due to increased wildlife rumbers anl associated re
creation visitor days. This is est:lnated to contrirute an i:dditional $174,400 in personal 
incane to FJ.ko County, an increase of 31 percent over the est:lnated present level of 
personal incore of $563,~ derived from wildlife associated recreation. See Tables AS-3 
arrl A5-4 of the IEIS. 

Accordirg to Dr. Robert J. Behnke (1979) of Colora:lo State University the coastal rainbow 
trout and the redbani troot hi:d camon ancestors. Genetically they ram.in "\ery closely re
lated. In fact identif,ication arrl separation of redoon:i anl rainbow troot is largely based 
on geographic locality. ~r, BOOE of the nore interestirg differences in the two 
species are found in their ecology. 

The desert basin redmrrl troot has a tolerance for high temperatures, high alkalinity arrl 
high plL For exanple in Clrl.no Creek within the Elko DI.strict (Elko Resource Area) redband 
trwt survive in -water ~ch fre:iuently has temperatures in excess of 83° F. This temper
ature extrere wrul.d have lorg since eliminated pure rainbcM troot. 

Redbani troot also appear to reach sexual maturit-y at an i:dvanced age, have a lorg max:fm..nn 
live span, arrl have a m:>re predacioos terrlancy than rainbow troot. 

The BIM Wilderness Managenent Policy (pages 14-30) identifies the specific guidelines ~ch 
will be used in developirg a wilderness nmiagemmt plan for each Bll+-admi.nistered wilder
ness area. These detailed plans will include decisiol.'B to allOW' or disallOW' rotor vehicle 
use and activities such as trappirg operations. Additionally, the plans will specify the 
fre:iuency, magnitude etc. of varioos activities occurrirg in wilderness areas. 
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Elimination of Area ''B" ~d only result in the deletion of ways W-24, W-25 arrl W-26, a 
total of aha.it three miles, fran the wilderness area. Ways W-19 through W-24 \ere deleted 
fran the wilderness area (Area "C") in the Mi.drarge an:i Preferral Alternatives. 
Additionally, there are no mining clainB in Area "B" and anticipatal conflicts with 
minerals ,;,ere deletal in the Preferre:i Alternative; larrls aljacent to the Ferguson Mining 
District were reccmren:ial nonsuitable. 

The existills ways an:i fence in Area "D" are sul:stantially mnoticeable an:i are mt 
anticipatal to present future ~eability problems. The ways are infre:J.tEnt;ly traveled. 
The elimination of the area proposal Wl'.X.Ud result in an odd configuration in the soothw::!St 
portion of the wilderness area, \ohich could result in future ~eability problems. 

Ways W-2 through W-9 are substantially tmmticeable, rarely traveled, rehabilitatiJ.ls 
naturally, arrl are not anticipated to present future mmageability problE!IB. The Wells RA 
contains Tlllrerrus areas rutside the lxundaries of the Chshute Peak WSA wich are su1. table 
for recreational canpiJ.ls. 

<£ology, Energy and Minerals (G.E.M.) assessnents (Mathe-s and Blackburn 1982 an:i Great 
Basin G.E.M. Joint Venture 1983) \ere prepanrl for all WSAs in the Wells RA arrl ,;,ere fully 
considered in the wilderness suitability reccmrendations. Public CCJIIJEilt on mineral 
potential in the WSAs was soliclte:i arrl literature revia.ed.. All cla:irm:l W:?re eKamined 
along with general reconnaissance of the WSAs. Mineral potential of the WSAs loES tren 
classifie:i based on kn<Ml mineral occurrences. Minerals data was used to fonnul.ate the 
Preferred Alternative \ohich reduced resource conflicts with mi.nerals. Minerals info:mation 
used in the IEIS was felt to be the rest available at the t:fnE. The U.S. G?olqµcal Survey 
and U.S. Bureau of Mines will perform mre detaile:i mi.neral potential evaluations of tre 
WSAs prior to the Iepartment of the Interior maki.ng a recannen:iation on suitable areas to 
the President. 

The detenninations of access rootes reing either roads or ways during the wilderness 
inlrentory process were oo.sed on the Wilderness Inventory Handbook, publishfrl Septanrer 27, 
1978. Page 5 of that doOlIIEflt states "tre ~rd roalless refers to tre ab;ence of roads 
which have teen improoed an:l maintained by 11Edi.anical tlEBllS to insure relatively regular 
arrl continurus use. A way nmntained 9'.>lely by the i:assage of vehicles does not constitute 
a road." The Interior Board of Ian:i Appeals (I.B.L.A.) has mt reversal this decision. 
Additionally, the I.B.L.A. has rule:i the use of cherrystem roads by the BI.M is an 
acceptable practice in deliniat~ WSA boondaries arrl that the use of cherrystamd.ng is 
consistent with the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

Visitor day esti.Imtes by WSA were derivoo through use of tre best available info:mation 
inclu:iiJ.ls iil\l'entory, personal knowlal~ of the WSAs, an:i field surveillence. 

Few in:iividuals use tre WSAs to ~e livestock arrl prospect for minerals, as evidenced by 
the magnitude of these operations in the WSAs. Total yearly use for these activities in 
thi! WSAs is estimate:i to re less than 500 visits. The majority of livestock ~enent in 
the WSAs is eitrer accanplishe:l through nonnotorized neth>ds or takes place on tre border 
roais arrl cherrystan roads \ohich penetrate t::hi! WSAs. The 1750 visitor days slnwn on Table 
~11 of the IEIS does not include these 500 visits, only recreational use. 
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To date there has been little production of gold in the Wells RA. ·Tue major gold 1:el.t in 
Nevada is located west of the Wells RA in the ~tern half of Elko County. 

Minirg clains \ere not used as the basis for determi.nirg mineral potential classification, 
rut did setve to delineate first priority areas for a field e,aluation. 

The existiqi; and future recreation use of the WSAs both with am witrout wilderness desig
nation are s~ on page 3-20 of the IEIS. The Proposed Resource Managenent Plan rec~ 
ren:ls 159,881 WSA acres for wilderness designation. Therefore, aboot 3. 7 percent of the 
public lands in the Wells RA ~d no longer be usable for nntorized recreation. This is 
an insignificant lo~enn impact accon:liqi; to the threslnld on page 4-4 of the IEIS. 

Page 4-25 of the IEIS states "• •• no significant adverse impacts to mf.nerals ~d occur in 
the long-tem." It does not state that "mineral developnent WJUld not be alversely im
pactErl because of wilderness designation." 

The acr~e differences bet\een the P.erource Protection and Preferra:l Alternatives is 
small, tut the 7,357 acres recoommded nonsuitable in the Preferred Alternative for the 
Bluetel.l WSA ~d result in imprO\Ted imnageability of the ranainirg area as wilderness by 
elimi.natirg or redocirg resource conflicts. 

There is no difference bet\een the visitor days displayoo for wilderness on page 93 of the 
revised MSA datErl Jaruary 1983 and tlnse on page 3-20 of the IEIS. 

All WSAs in the Wells RA \ere detenninoo to have wilderness characteristics as docunentErl 
in the Wilderness Study Area ~cisions docunent published N:>vem:ier 15, 1980. G.ddance for 
con:luctirg the wilderness inventory was containei in the BJ.M Wilderness Inventory Handbook. 
The purpose of the wilderness sttrly is to analyze the impacts to other resources and users 
of designatirg or not des:fgnatirg the area as wilderness. 

Scm:! increasErl visitor use is expected in the Bal Ian:ls WSA with wilderness designation. 
lhwever, this increased use, v.hlch is expected to be abrut 2,000 visitor days by the year 
2000, is not anticipata:l to result in conflicts with biglnrn sheep inhabitirg the area or 
its surroondirg lands. 

N:> conflicts are expected to arise be~en nnle deer an:l biglnrn sheep utilizi~ the sane 
rarge. 

Both the estinBtErl rarge con:lition (Table A2-2 of the IEIS) am apparent treni (Table A-6 
of this FEIS) are based on professional ju:ignent, not on a vegetation •inventory. 

Table AS-3 has been revised (See Oiapter 3, Revisions and Errata) to delete reservoir 
fishirg use days as nooo of this use ocrurs on public l.arrls. Fishirg use is expectErl to 
increase over current levels in the Midrange (Preferred) and Resource Protection Alterna
tives due to imprwed habitat in high use fishirg areas. Ell'en with h.mm population irr 
creases, fishirg use is expected to decline belOW' current use levels in the Resource Pro
duction am N:> Action Alternatives because of contirued habitat quality decline in import
ant recreational stream. For exanple, in tre long-term under the Resource Production Al
ternative, 52 miles of strean ~d be imprwed. lbW:!Ver, TIJ)St of these miles ~d im
prove T&E species habitat v.hlch nay not significantly improve sport fishing within the 
Wells RA. 
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livestock Wustry emplo}'DEilt arrl incane does have nultiplier effects thrrugh tl:E crunty 
arrl tl:E region. lbever, wrl1e tre livestock industry is recognized as a very :inqx>rtant 
stabilizi~ factor to the econany in tl:E area, incane arrl employnent effects resulti~ fran 
livestock actions tmder each of tre alternatives W'?re not detenrd.noo to be significant in 
tenns of tre total econcmy of the crunty. 

Three-year aver~e prices for 1978-1980 W'?re utilized in the analysis. This -..es tre llDSt 
current data available at tre tine and W3S consideroo to be a fair estilll'lte over tre next 
several years. It is reccgnized that three-year aver~e prices may or may not be 
reaoonable, dependi~ on tre state of tre cattle cycle and tre expectoo rate of inflation. 

The $25 and $70 values refer to "return above cash coots," wrl.ch represents total sales 
mims cash coots only. A better l!EBSU['e of ~s may be found in ''Return to total 
investnent" wrl.ch is tre return above cash coots ml.rus family labor and depreciation. 
These values W'?re nodifioo in the revisoo final 1:oogets, Table A-7, beginnirg on page A-20 
of this FEIS. 

See standard operati~ procedure number 32 in Oiapter 3 of this FEIS. 

The intent of tl:E definition is acCU['ate as written. A "Corridor" is intenioo to 
accarmxlate all future or existirg utility transmi.ssion arrl transportation facilities wiere 
delineatoo. The ex:clusion of a major utility transmission or transportation route fran 
corridor identification does not ignore its eKistence or conflict with tre definition. 

Groos incane represents estimated sales re\7erue. It is based on rerd sizes of randl 
OJX:?rations within each RCA multiplioo by tre estilll'ltoo sales revem.e per c<M as displayed 
in the typical l:udgets (Table A-7 beginni~ on page A-20 of this FEIS). N?t ranch incane, 
for purposes of this analysis, is definoo as tre return above cash costs arrl family labor. 
Table A-7 of this FEIS displays costs comideroo for typical l:udgets of each ranch size 
classification. 
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Comment Letter 1 

CELSIUS ENERGY COMPANY 
PO bOX 11070 • S"'LTLAl<f CIT'l'. IJTAl-i.fl-4141 • PHONEf&'.lll 030-2'600 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
Elko District Manager 
RMP/EIS Team leader 
Bureau of land Management 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

May 23, 1983 

RE: Wells Resource Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

!, welcome the opportu nity to respond on the "We 11 s Resource Management 
Plan. _Cel sius Energy Company is an oil and gas exploration finn with 
leases rn the Spruce/Goshutes Resource Conflict Area. Celsius Energy 
stronglt recormiends. that the Bureau of Land Management use the Resource 
Production Al ternat1ve for the classification of the Spruce/Gos~ 
Resource Con fl 1 ct Area. Celsius be 1 i eves that the Goshutes Va 11 ey area 
w~uld_be best utilized under the multiple use concept under this classi
f1cat1on. 

If you have an_y questions with regard to any conrnents, please feel 
free to conta ct me. 

GGF: j h 

cc: Mr. Ruland Gil 1 
Mr. Bob Pit tam 

Best regards, 

---1iJ hwv-L,Js-? 
G. G. Francis 
Western Division 
Exploration Manager 

Comment Letter 2 

"C[)edi<:atcd tn the cp,1csenL1olio11 ; .411\f-,1,r•,; i : f),.,._., ·1 ;;,f.,.,_ 
ltO? Weist Liti .e St rP et 

Bishop, Calif 0 ,·n1a , 3~1~ 

Rodu<':, H,u-ris, District ·:anager 
Bureau or Land Management 
Elko District Office 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 898ol 

Re: 1792 (NV-010, 

Dear Mr. Harrie: 

Kay 26. ·lll:' 

Tbii, refers to your recent corm:nuni cation re l ating to t h e •:n, ,·t Welle R~r:.ourcr 
Plan 8Jl ri Environmental Impact Statement Summar:,. 

In the long term interest at the people of the United St ales, the Cou.nci !. urp;ea 
you to adopt the Resource Protection llternative, which wo uld t mp,rove riparian/etreu 
habitat conditions on the greatest area o.1 length of st rt .\am ,r;ileage, while reducing 
livestock i111pa.cts. Although the Prefe ..-t·ed Alternative ! doubt mor~ acceptable 
to BIJt under the current political climate, it neverthe l eb :,, H 1 biologi cally (and 
logically) inconsistent. 

It eeem.e illogicRl to lrl&ke tacit adaiseion of continuing habitat de ti rB ,. "t~, m (by 
reducing th~ area on which ri oarian/atrearn habitat ■ight be impro-.,ed), wh.1.l · 
allowing tor a 2% increase in li vest.ock grazing , which is th11 prim!lry caur E'I o~ 
riparian,/stream habitat dalllage. 

Again• we urge adoption of the Resource Protection il ternati ve. 

Sincerely, 

E. P. ' Piste,· 
Executive s,.creta: ·y 



~--------------------- .. -
Comment Letter 3 

1-(T. ftojn,y S..rr1• 
D1.,triot ::.nu..,or 
b...,re ' u c 41 L. n~ .. :__ nt._~-"nt 
?CO2 le! _ iic 3~ rl"--t 
i:.h.o , Nev,4a ~; ~Ol 

Lfllt: r •'•!'°• Ui.. ~ ... 1a J 

,,21 rm •,rd St reot 
Li;bthouH foi nt, Florida }~Ot4 
1-:.y ~'! t l~~, 

fh•n 1nelude thi" l~t t'" r 1a th• oc.-·en t ..i oo D--:.tt .... 11, .111a i; 1P•,-:e .;,._o ..i.··,.t 
11 .rn ,. n-d Cnvi.,.on;;,enul lui:-""ct Sht~::ent. l 'lup port U:e ··e 'ic.ur ..i• prot;.::t.1;:.n 
, tt"'rw.~lve. Th• e. -.,'l:.u)c! lo~lu..-,. 1 11!"1.n.t.ti on ot 17~,?!;l 1-.:~ .. .s o~ .ilC.:1:-,:-:e~• ir.· ' i:,ur ~ 1.H"I . 
lt 1• b ,; ort•nt t h ... t1-•.i "' inln. •4.t.& . U C::rn~ ~e be uv -:' ! t. !" ... 11c!U!e, 1Q• o l :: , re -0~01 \oh.n . l, 

fn" pri1J1t1v• ·•!'..lu":-.• l 11v'"'d in Have ,J,. !'.>Jr t u e.nt ,1 r- ·• r ■• 

Jtncerely, 

&e /J .R J2c ,,~-. ;J 
:~ed J• Jord 

Comment Letter 4 
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Comment Letter 5 

1-'inao ci rtl I m iact (· 1' _r, Ju l :·: 13U' t., .. n 1 ,ut d~~-'1. 

a.nrl aL ,n th e g i f~ni ftc~t, l on:~ ' . •-;,r 1rlv ,r ~:e imo ,JCt.•~ to al l L'.Lno h ~t. c · ·,,,. ,~ . 

Hanc :1i i 1.. ! •, t, t ,n ·11ost <:nrn; 1t,lhl ' t UBF! o ~ t .hr- la.n ,1 wl "':h na b1:· • 

"!1t., C;•t.tl ,;n,m ~till in hu ·1.11,,·· 8 !"•: h1ul ':1 r,,, ,, r1, !-,,, , , t· ::~ co 1•.s. .1n,t ~ncome- •,rll l 

~a .;• .. u.:.·u ·: ·r:m,-1 an +.1·, 1.m ·•,o Hl. - t.0 :· ~ nxb · ,_ r.:ont :1~ •,.ua n tl: "l l o :: ni c 1·on<1 on th c.oe 

1 

tm dor ·;,·!t • 

-
Comment Letter 6 

Mr. rlodney Har r is 
Elko D1striot Manager 
Elko, NV 89801 

Attn. RMP/EIS Team Leader 

BubJeotl Comments on the Dratt Wells RA Drart RMP/EIB. 

28.06.8:,. 

Personal Baokground1 Even I spend summers in Canada ,epring,w1n t er 
and ~all 1s orten spent in Nevada, Arizona and Utah. I do not beloll8 
to any organ1zat1ona advooat1ng pro or against w1ldernaes. I am a 
reor eat1onal wild e rnes s user with main aot1vit1ea:day hiking and 
oamp1ng. 

First a rew general oomments tollowed oomments on speo1r1o WBA's. 

I aupport the Preterred Alternat1yf. Items I strongly support in 1t1 

1. Aoqu1r1ng or legal publio aooa 3a, In th• paat I have bean unable to 
~ie1t and enJ01 many BLM areaa due to laok or aaaamanta tor aoo••• 
reault1ng many BLM landa becoming da taoto private poaaeaaiona not 
open to the publ1o. Aooaas baoomee even more important, taking in t o 
oona1dera+.tona that maJor1ty or users are one-day users rrom their 
veh1olea. heretore legal public aooe ss and designat ed access 
oorr1dora are important. I am pleased that the 2!1-eterred Alternative 
speo1t1ea the most m1lea tor aquir1ng publio legal aooess. 

2. Bpr1ngs are important to all users. ~prtng improvements should be 
dona so that assure potably water tor the camper and hiker barring 
animals trom the well heeds 1mmed1ata v1c1n1ty to prevent contamination. 

* * . • • • 
D. Graz1ns should be exoluded 1n apeoit1c areas ao that examples or 
ungrazed natural n~t1ve vegetative areas can be viewed tor quality 
w1lderensa expar1enoe. Thia 1a apecU.lly valid where w1ldtlowar 
displays occur. ~UPpOrt a decrease 1n AUM's. 

F1re Manarement, Fire management or lightning oaused t1rea sho uld 
allow a mlilmum area to burn over 1n order to keep part or WBA's. 1n 
natural state. 

Bo1ent1t1c use or WBA'a tor research, Nevada ha.a a aad record allowing 
public lands damaged by being lax in oontrol or damaging single 
purpose ~ot1v1tiea by inat1tut1ona and •aoadem1oa". Permits are 1aaued 
without sateguarda to environmental damage.We have witnessed the issuance 
or permit to out down the oldest known br1atleoone tree (4900 years) 
1n Ely Diatr1ot near Wheeler Peak, Frequently litter, traps, out trees 
and branohes are lett attar departure. Feople getting study lllUll 
permits abould required to . 1saue a bond to cover the OOflt or rehab1iatton 
1r tt 1a required, more so 1n WBA 'a. >!anagamel!lt pol1c1ae are ther e 1. 

entoroament 1a not, 
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Goshute Peak WSA 

Support the Preferred Alternative, but with the following exeptione1 

1, Eliminate Area B (map 2-4 RMP)., 
It will elimi _nate from WA no rawer than aeven existine; Ways, ( 
W19 to W25)and part or W26, It w1ll eliminate the W24 which you 
intend tor regular use by motorized vehicles by raptor study 
biPloe;iata even attar WA ie declared, For more detail• to my 
objections are outlined in my letter or 31,05,83. Your reply 
(your rer, 8500 (NV-017) dated June 16th 83 supplied addit1ona1 
information, I ill!l · cbjeot a regularly ocouring motorized use 
in a wilderness area 0 ,my objection is based on that the motorized 
use in this case is avoidable, non-eeea ,,tial to management or this 
apecitio wilderness it designated as such, Evan your WMP states 
that "Raeearch and other studies will be conducted without use 
or motorized equipment or oonetruotion or temporary etruoturee" 
Trua,the State Director can make exceptions to this policy in 
projects that are essential to management or the apecitio wilderness 
where no other feasible alternatives exist, Trapping or 'raptora 
is not essential to manae;ement of this WA, Trappine; or raptors 
la not in the same category ea trapping or wildhoraea, 'odldhoraea 
are an introdugad species, exceeettenumbera will IUka cause 
ecological clemge. P\irther WMP states " ••• where no other fea sible 
alternatives exist". Your own WTR on page 43 states "Vehicular 
access should be allowed up Christmas Tree Canyon to the terminal 
end or W24, i'his would enable pe~aons to ha)ll neoeecary equipment 
tor trapping ODerations to the base or the mountain before having 
to carry it on toot to the top•, It it is feasible to carry this 
equipment on toot a lone;er distance on root trail up a atallJ) 
mountain side than it must be a1eo raaaible to carry this equipment 
a shorter distance through section 36 on a way (W24). Obioualy 
raptor trapping does not quality tor exopetion tor motorized vehicle 
uae,onca WA is declared. 
B:lim1nat1on or Area "B" eliminates part or the problem. Ir trapping 
is unavo1dable due to p~aaure from biologists then the trap area 
(section 35 should a1so eliminated from the proposed WA, 

I:disagree with your statement on PSS& 43 that the above trapping 
aot1vitaa are not axpectaia to impair the wilderness character or t.he 
area, A birdwatcher and/o.r wilderness visitor aura will objeot to the 
bowling or engines and trapping or birds ,All this will undermine 
the integrity or Wilderness Area pr1noiplea, 

Elimination or area B will also eliminate some opp,oaition rrom 
minin-g claim owners and· objeotione baaed that "B' 1e a good mineral 
potential area, 

2. Eliminate a amall part or area D by bavine; boundary line follow 
Wl.7 to its terminal ,follow section liije to Wl.6 than along Wl6 
until it joins the proposed boundary. ~nis will also eliminate 
a ranee line within it. Since the new boundary will follow mostly 
the two ways it should not poae -11enagemant d1ff1cult1ae, 
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3. Olaaaity aa non-suitable area F 
n1 e,ination or ·his narrow strip wf11 exclude from the proposed 
WA no leas than eight ways ( W:2 to W9). These short ways than 
will be ideal tor reoreational camper to leave a road with its 
traffic and dust and gre atly increase the quality of hie camping 
experience, 

BLUEBELL WSA 

I support the Preferred Altarnativ e and agree with your obaenat1on 
that the Morgan Rd should be left open tor motorized travel, 

In conclusion, I round the W"'R and RMP drafts well prepared and 
very in . ormative, These documents provide ideas where to go in the 
future and no doubt will incre cae the recre ational visits to Walla RA 
Reoreutiona1 use is a function or information availa~le, I hope 
aonaider c •1ons w1ll be given where the future trailheads, campsite■ 
and parking areaa will be before the final w1ldarneaa boundaries 
are ~atabliahed, 

Sincerely, /IJ .,,ltaft-' 

liarry Melts 
Box 668 
Creeton,BC VOB IGO 
Canada 
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1'1r. Rodney Harrll\ 
Elko 011'1t.rtrt M-..n,ge r 
Utn : RHP/ EI S Tea m Leader 
P.O . Box 83 1 
El ko , Nevada 8980 1 

Dear Hr . Harr 1!!: 

July 10, 198.3 

r have recently reviewed the environmental impact atate.me n t dealing 
wi t.h t he BLH land a i n Elko County . 

I 
In rev i ewing th1a doeu.ment, an area or concern haa aurrl!ced . In 

2 section 3 page 17 (3-17) the population chart ahows Wendover to have a 
population or 395 1n 1980; 370-1100 1n 1985 and ~50-1 ~00 1n 1995 . The 
current population in Weet Wendover a l ready exceeda the 1995 forecast. 
It ie 1mpos.s1ble to do any quality planning with information that ls -
th1e inac c:ur""- t f'! . 

There is a desperate need for affordable housing in West Wendover . 
Currently all the private land 1s under the control or one company and 
i t la uncertain when they will put any land on the market for 1nd1v1duala 
to purcha.ae. There la a concern Ui1t t~e land they eel 1 will be very 
expene1 ve 

l t would be benericial ror Weat Wendover to have BLH land released 
ro r prt vate rea1dent1al development . There ien I t • need ror co111merc1al 
property !.t th1e time . 

I understand that the company which owns all the land 1.s opposed 
to any BU1 land being released but that thia 1a not the feeling or a 
la r-ge major! ty or the people in West Wendover . 
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s-1,./~,,_,,N,. -f" Joi, Wr.",,if """" It/~ J/2- J.,....,{'y ~ '~'-' 't t_ 

rn-~-,,-.,NI ~ ,ilf,.,,,1 E'.l>'v1.,....,,.,._N,,.J ..i-,,...pc.d-,S;l,c-1-... tN"I. 

tl.f1'-,, .-..v;•-•N1 7'i, l)~.,t;~ PJ • ., • ..,.,/ .SI.?,.., rNI .[ 
1v1iA 'fo ,....,...,, s•-, ~-- .., • ...,f'.r ,N ,,,,.,. .J -I-• ,;~ 

d.,.,., 1( -,J/,t /"'f•u, r/ -,,,J, <l•1Ja/•f,..•N,' •,f ,,J, p/4,,,,,, 
w•1 'le ;;- .•• d·/( 1 7M., -4•i.lf.,-J, r • .,.1 ;-1,,~~. _,. y'r{, l•.MJ~ 

J'H.,.,,.1,d ,Ii~ .;I,* 8Nrr•k .ik.7' •• I .,11,lo/ ./',,..,,, IN.,.,~,!,,..,; 
we,.,, .,cJc ;N Hu W, II, .N1,,., •• ,.,, ,.,...... . 'l"j 1N 

.,,,.,,,..,;#
1 

vi, lt•l/1-.~ r.,.,4, ·,,;,. f',., ..,,;/1, fi,. ,.,, _ _, 
•JJt • f•wr-ff.. •f .,.:., ""•I• ti,,,,. «,,.,J 7-• -11,,;,JJ •f "-'t. 
11~t-1.,. ..... Nfll .,,, hi-I~ J Ill ;;., ,,, .. ~,.,, • ..,N ,.,_,1;-1, .-N_ 
r. r1' AM/.,.,.. J tr., ... ,,.,.., iJ.,r,.,.,,,,. et,,..,.,.,,..-I, ,,,,,J,. ,,_. t 

t<'f••',-"'· -f•~ -,I., , . t. ,.;, IAI,, ; • .,,.,17 /1,,//,., 1 -,,J,.,., 
tf1{a"l ,;I~ ,3.,. .. ,..,"'\ ,l,s,,,,,'1' d.,.,, ~.,r J • .,,.,,_,.Jr •.wd 

~ ... ~,'I., r,.,,,.'f c,f,.;., . 7}(.,1 ~- .1., • .1~ ;,.,;-;,.~.,/ 

r ~l,fr-J ,,f,i,.,, """' r,.,. I.J . Si. ,;.., A,v.,..,J._, J.,,,.c/1 
"vlt, e,.,,,.~•'-f ~•,'t ,t-.,.,,._ l'ANf' f'#N .J, •.;,.N,r $"N,9",~,;.N,.,,, 
,'. ... f, -11.,- ,°,.J r.,.,.-,.,i,~1- ,,,,;1,,,,. nf.., ",.,-4-,,.,, • .,,,., • 

:If J,,~r "" .. +-4c.,.. 1ttl~ ~ "Ii. ,..,-J,/..,/'~ .,,..,.,,, W,-_, 
,µ,T .,,.J, ,;,.., ,., • ., .,,. ," .. ,-... ,,,,.,,J,'"1-,a,,,,.' .,,,.,,/y I'••; • ., 
:..,.,_,¥.,_,...,"""· "7Jf.,,t,;.. A4#, '6,.'""'' .,:..,.~;,;·,,...,,·,~'/ J.,.,,. •r 
"4.,.,:1,1,,, .... ,1 /,;,,;1,.,.1,: h,-~.1✓, -"~~,. >14, .r .... , f".J'._I 
~.J,r.r ,..,.,1 -,1.,u -,.~.,fi, ,.., "'- b,r,f.u,t .,....,,,, -~ 

'..,._t,J •1 J,,;...,, '.-;J~)tr•ll11V'I, 1••J ., IJ.,;. r.,.,o/,"-1,,.;.. 
;s,..,, •-f ~, .f',.;-,':/ l'frr,-....rNI ,f" CN7r/,,f ~,,.~ 
'b,,;.,, '/,.Jc,,., ,;., "'1fr ~//r R,s.,.;,t tin,._ ,,.J,,A Sj'u.lr 1 
,,u// .f'.,. ,it, /3,. •1 • ; ··.,,. ' ·, .. ~'< · 
. 7', "'{""d ,1 *• Al~vc.J, P,,._,~,._,,.,,, •'I" fvii°.11,'/t 
'.;J,; <J,.., 1,,,.,/1 lu d,.,!,f,tl ,;., N., .. ,,,,., -" c,.,t,t.1, 
!1,,,J, bt ,-_,~• s•d b1 .y-.,., .7. .U. """:"'~l,i.-1,{. , Do.ii 
f.,,;,,._+< l•~J1 •-J ,,.,.bl,(. f-,,,.,Js w,~ ~, H1•,.rc, 
""•• c-... ,,1 ,.,,., 1,,..,J1t ,<;1._+ ,...#.,. w:11 /,I, ....... .,,.,1 
I,....,, 1Ncvu re ,I d, • ..,,:t,iall'r •U .. -Mr hu'f -f•,-1~ t. 
(,lt1 ~•vt ..,1.,'I. ;,.;,srocJ,,_ "'" -4, .. J ,1.~.. drc., •• ,. rl . 
X-1' ._, w.,1,'/dl,(c IV"• J,~.,..r AN a/AwcJ -I-• l~r1•1c c 1 

~ r•lt -Ii,,., 1,;,ufc.1t _,.,.,,.., .r/,-1,1 al,. Ir /"'_•"••r..t, ~ 
/ ; ~ . ~-,lJ.J 
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-,J.,, n,, 11,l, j,; .~,, -N o't -f•Nr • 1 ~• a.cc o,.,.. d-..+r 
w;1Jl, ·f., w~••ld Ju •"" •>£/'"'N';"'<-1,,,.,,o1 • .,.;. • .,,,~.,,,1 •-" 
,v-f r-orl •fl'•c.-f.,".,c . I"' &r•&., ,-.,_Ju_,.• ~:,J 1,1, l,..,,. ..... 1,1, 

,,.~sf I /'4 .,_J... &,I h,#4, "•IJIJI .,,,,,J ,,,..Jfll 'hJ f•~l-6/CWI I , • .1.1,,4\ 

·d~u •N• 7•1- ,/;.""'/ ,.~ ,;., • ., • .,,_. .. .r.,r >%/, JJ-o 

,._,/-, -~ {',.,,. II """ J.{,i,J .,..(, ,v,1,//,(e "rA"'•"" 
sl,,,.,J .-,,.i,, .,.,..,,.,1'"'"'11'.s ~• s..,/ • .,,1 'II,, ,,,'I rf 1", 
P,,•J·.,t . .r,;,.; 

I I dil ,.,,,i,1..,.,..,< ,,{,,,.,,, ;,. ,,J, pl•.., ,,.., :ltl, 
4 d•"'"1' l>,,;.,f d,.,, b7 /'-w, ..,,,. I d,, ·.,, 11,l,,'r.l,1 kr•,I 

"' IJ.,...,1 • .,.s •• nl ... 11r,r,c.f'~•·,,.1,,r, . 7N s--~ .,.. •• .I 

.J-1'1 ..... ..,., ,..., .... ., ,,,·,,f /1 ,.H,.,.;t ,.. r••J s!ru, ·f"~.I 

1,,-,J ,-,i~ -H,, 1Mo,,.,t1.,•J ,,,,,,~~.,t-~ 711, f"-r'I "f'C' 
J/T•o"~,. h ,<.1,,,;,t ,1.,,,. ,,., ~,u., , ... ,Jr. J;., /?•J 
• ,., ro•J f .4,..,, ,,.,. ,;,I,-, sl',,;.,I A., Nc,t/.,J l-o .._ 
d•rff. ,-{ -;,., f, -;..,,,,, f',.-;. . r,(,;, J.I,./✓ 4, •Nrn,~,1 

,;, -H,~ f''"'. 
.z., ro 1-• .,.. 1,,;l, fH/c. , .. ,,-,.,, I;., -,,,J, k,/,1/, ,p,ION'-f 

111.-,.._ I-,,;.,, v, .. 'I 1,'N/~ ,..,,.,.;,.',.. ,,r ,,.J, r,,,/,.,.,,1,,1 
·s J,,ION • '4ft A.u . 111; .,.,., "'···- ,.,~,-.~..,cJ,t ~ ""· uf,'.,, 

"''~. a,1 c•-f•••i•N.., ,Al 'hi, ,,., • .,. 1 •• 1.,-1-IU,..;/.,,,,.1 .,.,..c. 
"'°""~,c .. ._ J Iii i .. , • ._.,. .. 1•, ~ i'l!Vf,r.,...J Al'l,,,.-c. ,J/.,c_ 

sl,,1.v, ,., .t/4, ,;,_,,, .... ,-c. ,~ II. II, 111, i ...4,.., ccf..,,.1/41 ,.;-

ti .._ .t .l1/~ J., d~,,,..~-.1 c "-"-'~;,,., r.-.,,,.1 <f. 1'11, ~cl,Ve 

:p~r,,,,,,,~ • . ~ • .,,, .,,~_,.,,,...,:f~ ~ .... ,.. """'~•N ..,.,..,,7 ,NC,.,c,e 

,;, Hrl,;tM#t, fY"J';,,1 11 -Mr 17,., • .,w< (:l,...J •• ~,.;., .,_,, 

',fi{J 4,,.,, ., ... + .i_,Z. ( 

YI, ,;..,.,,.....,,...,.,~. f•"r"" ,;. d, /"t;-•" ,,,1~,~4.f,.,,. 
f',• 1,;,,rf,._~ f'•.J,;.,f ,., ,.,,d •~•1•...:lt , d_.,,, J.7, u 0 

,,icru •H ,,1,.,1.,,-,, .,,, ,-,,~•-•~f ...Ar>¥•r i,t,I, 
,+1,s•-""'' J:/.-.J,.,-1,.".v •II,,,,,,,,,...,,~ jd,,,,.,,r,,r,-., ~.JJ, •• o cc,,,.,,~ 

!111,,,, , ..... :t, .. w, II, rl, .. 1,./ lu d,.,'tl,d _ _, sl',,;.,1, cl,.,/,~•<I 
,aJ.,., i,,iH, f'f'/,.;,. 'fo oJ-1-.,/., /Hff.rr ,l,if.,..,;,;.., t>{ 

.4,;,,1 .. 1r. ,-cl ..,;1J/,'(t IUI , /111<</t Yft, • .-d_ A•t IJHN ,/."'t_ 

•N p.-,-,a;, b1,o-N1N1 .. NJ ,,,,.,,",,.,,. (I,,,,,/, "'61,, "a~· ltc.r,.r 

~~• b•,;.,f f"•f•••.1 . .e.o,.,,.;,., _-,,/ ,,,, .r•c.( ill~ 
Ow, .. ,,., .,,,II A•"'• +• ·• t,1,J '"""'l. J,.,,J,.;f w,M,;, 
'fl,, bu,.,, •~" If'"' t'',.,fr J,(,.,,v h r,,,,;,,,lfl ~.,;.,., 
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/llttf,~ 'c lft&1•s ., well ., -II., ..,,,4., , ... ,r,-.r , 

s~nJ,i,1 w•w.ld •'I• lt,lp ,.~J,oc -II,, 1A.lc., ... ,~ 4., ,,,,._Ji,J,,y 
,, ..... .{ ,;. ,M, + ....... 1 .. :1 ...... ,. 

r r,;.,J No'flf,_;,1 ,.., 'Mr J"/•AI ~J .rA,,,,, ~. ,,_,.,,,.,,c; 
eo.,,;•; 1,..,1, ;,,. •f J,, ..,,, ,I Ji ,.-r. , ,,,. ,, ..,, ~ ~ ,, " r ,. ,,,~,,,,.,,.,. .,,. •. 

lT{ A4"· ow, iJ "'",w,N1 1%1, l,~,..l~.J • ..,.; N• e-r0 ,.,,.,..,, 

l
•r-r,..,f, ~"' • f f••J ;, b.,;.,f /!"o.,,;J.J ~,,., "11, ro111I/. 
_1,,, 1,,,.,1 1,,,.,1 ,., 1,,.,.,1 -I, J· .. d,',(''1 . J;{, ;:,, .. ,, ~,: 

r
•~s,...,, ..,,,.,J 6, Ii-fl,., al/,r...t,✓ 'lo· ,.,,;,,,1,,, •~ 
,11uf•c.k. . 

YA, 'Mrff wi/doNtll ,.,,., t,,,,;,, /',."1'•11,I ,,;. -II,, 
cf•UH - i,01/,,._f.,1_ r,,_ ~ 6, ,.,,,, ""•" •.lyw._f, ;:.,_ 
.;.I,,..; fr/'• •f ..,, /J,~.,.,., . (t,_ 1Ni1,l.,,,., 11 ,.,,,. ,: • .,/J 

~-.. ,,; ,u w,I/ ••-Ff',;, .,,.,ol .,,,,,,,.,.f.1
1 

,.,,,.,;,1,. .;;, ~4" 
d,w. • .,J . 

IJ{-1-,.. ~t -;. • .,.., l"f ,,,.., ,I 'Ii, ''/"'"' ·,. - .rf,,.,..._ 
J,aj/f,.1 ,,., 7', d:,Y,,/ ,,,.,,1 n,,.,,i ""-••• ,,,,,.. ,,.,.; Hi, 
Is•:"'~,.,,,, ,,1,1u~.1 "~ '1-1., 1,,,.,.,J I''"'"'" J 1",;.,1 ;; 
I.J,/(,,.,,~ -,. b,I~•, 1'ci 'fJt ,3 ....... .., ,, /'~,yu;,.,f 
,~, •c-l•~.,, l'l,7 "';. _hl,.-c ,..,,u.~ N'rr/, f. .l, "'"'• 
't),,t'orc S<cJ.. ""' -&,f,..,r f'"•t••,., 11 .,,.,,1 ... -,1 ••• ,.,, ,Z1< ,;, "'1 .,.,d,,,.,,<,,.,tf,.,•, ~«J:. l•"'r ~.,,,,.;, <'( ,,.,; • ., J•"'U 
>, t Nol brt-., b,.,,(,c,,.,/ •~✓ -'o•~ t,,...,., ..,,,.,,.,~d, · 
'J. C ,.,,-,,'.-.,._f f,r .,..,',/,,s ,t) r,.,,,. 11 /,.,, _,,'_....,., IJ•,.,ilJ 

IJ'j., • d.t•f ',:V•~ c•••,t•, d~_..,,.,, f ,,.,,,.,. "''"T u:•,,.;J ,,.,,,'/-r. 
-~► ,.,,.11,cw,,.r1 °"'" v•,,.1•111 c/./",,,.,.,,._f,'vt.s l'''f-"''J 'M, 

• .,, IJJ I ,/,,I ~- .,,,,,, Arr9f.J,J.c ;, -,I;(~ ,.,., "";.,.;., 
lfllNr. T~ /1 • ,.""-1,;...,~..,_~,;.#4J •-I ,,fl~ ~,e.r~Ni , .... ~~,,·,-rJ 

,ANd . .,,~, ~ .--.o111.1r,,;,,f d,~,,, •. ,,u •""' 41( ~,,u~ 6, r.,, 64r,;, 
.. J;I ,, 1",,.,.-J •"'"' .,;.,.,-J,,J. AJ,,.,, .,.,,, '"' ~, ~c. w.,,,,;.,, 

7nu,, "'1/, t,/,,,,,,,.,',.,, 7 Ji,.hr /.,,,,1 · 'l'lt. ·e,t;«/i,.~, ~.,.;(/;~,: 
,, 1,,1,1,/1,r, .,.,.; I, ;,,.,,,.c It ,;,, ~- li/,t/; ""'U••r< ..... ~ """V 
,_ d.,.,. •I "'"'u r~ I lo, _,,,.,,,.,,.,,t Ml;,,,., ,ifl,,,;,.., 

'flt a/1,,,.,._f,wt /UINf .J,.,/,rr/ ,., ~ jUJ'),f /J•er✓ 1,.,o/; 

~.tit f • • , "'" .. f-.111. 'f e,:} ..-.A,N ;~ ,i y,,,,:'1/,1j re/ JJ .. + ;,i MJ••/o' 
s ... ,.1 1 1,, ,.,,.., ,u,~-.1,/f YI • ., • .,, ,(' .,t,(, ,,,-1.,,.,.;,;.

1 ,,,r,J~, ,;., "'t ,1.,., . 
I 
' 
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ROBfRl L WRIG~l, JR.,=-= - -
702-752-3458 • CLOVER VALLEY 

WELL5. NEVADA 89835 

r.r. l,";d Sp&ng 

~tat.e Ulrector 

Heva.d& State Office 

Bureau of Land Management 

i'ederal ~uilding 

JOO iJooth Stroot 

~eno, Nevada 89509 

Dea.-r-Mr. J p,uig1 

J une 21, 1983 

I have reviewed the Draft Resource Managenient Plan, ctnd Enviromnenta.l 

Impact Sta.teaent, Wells Area.
1 

and would like to offer comments for the 

conaldera.tion of the iurea.u a.nd for inclusion in the •Public Cou.enta" 

section of the Final Environmenta.1 Sta.tem.ent~ 

'l'his 9ubmlssion includes coa11ents on the proposed action, suggestions 

for lmproveaent of the Flna.l E,S. and recouenda.ttona i'or ~odtflcatlon 

of the proJ)Osed plans • 

In reading through thls Draft it realnn• ■e of college daye. 

rhe class n,aaben had to buy books on hov to rope. The cl&ss otudied 

these book.5 for ½ of the college year, Each book had a.lterna.tives. 

If you were left handed you do it one way, hold tho rope 6 inchee 

fro■ the hondo, awing lt above your head or along your side. Well, 

after 4 month• of study ve were all experts, until tt,e actua.l use 

of roping was put into action. With this example I will base ay 

subm.ieeions. 

I have been engaged in the uee of Public Lands a.11 •Y life. At 

lea.st once a week for the last 20 years I have travelled these J)Ublic 

IAnds during the accessable and cli111&t1c timee of the yea.r. I have 

watched and ..,_intained Wild Horse Bunche•, Wildlife Species, IAnd 

AA:tione, Woodl&nd Product•, Water Project• and Livestock Uee, 

Nov, after 20 yea.re of study and oxporience, &nd reading thio draft 

it makes one wonder how any of tho issue• , the Bureau identifies and 

addreeeess ever existed before now. But theY d1d. 

Of the Livoetock gra.zing iseue, the change fr .o• '.l-5 year use, 

there •att aore actitoe use A,U,M,s ln tho Wells area then y.i,u h&ve 

outlined, The Burea.u has 289,934, when actually there a.re 379,279 

Comment Letter 9 

6 

(2) 

A.U.M.e. 

rhe Jurea.u in there 5 Alternatives suggests no change in 2. A decrease 

of 39% ln 1 alternative, and an increase of 2% and . 33% in 2 alternatt vea. 

After reading furth~r into the draft the actual increase ie not JJ% 
but 1.2%. The nWllbers used in the Draft do not relate to each other 

and a.re incorrect. The Bureau states a.nd I Quote• •Lt vestock grazing 

use will continue to be ltceneed at present levele, Monitoring etudiee 

wlll be conducted on allotment• until sufficient data. has been obtained." 

End of quote. It seems to 110 that thil@raft wa.e put together wt th 

■ore e•phazieee on echool book data a.nd little or incorrect information 

on actual use or trend. 

I believe the horse numbere should be brought back to the 1971 

nuabere, And that le )20 horeee, In lfhlch there was no mention 

of thie figure in the Draft. 

woLtld also like to co•aent on the protected nu■'bera of eprings. 

Duri~ the Planning process of the Draft,Llveetock users were aeked 

to send into the Bureau the area. and nUJl\bere of opring• on the li voe tock 

ueere allotment. Publiehed in the draft &re tho number• of sprtnge 
/ 

&:s "'Unkown.... Water la a very• very i■portant source of the multiple 

uee concept. It le a management tool. 

In some allotments wa.ter is not considered as & beneficial use to 

the allotaent, because the Bureau baa never committed funds or 

improvements to water develOpmente. 

It le aentioned in the draft that water ls to be ll&de available in 

allot ■onte for vildlife, vtld horeee, and recreation. There ia no 

figures given on how much water do wildlife, wild horses. and recrea~io'} 

need. How much water does a mule deer need 1 does & crow need etc •• 

I 
It ie aenttoned that spring doveloJ)llente, riparian etroaa he.bi ta.t, 

7 
Mildlife eecapo devices, water troughe, etc. will be iapleaented, 

But no mention of who will provide and ..,_intain these project.a. 

There •lso is no recognition gt ven of any spring develoJ)l!ents done 

by any other land usere of the Bureau. 

I would like t.o coa.ont on the procedure• the Bureau will go 

in accordance Ml th as specified in tho Western States Solgo Grolll!e 

Guidelines, Any alte&tton ~f s&gsbrush a.reae, or any croet■d 
8 · vhoatgrasa eeedings will not be located in crucial big g&IIB habitats 

or e&ge grouse areas, Studies have just been Collpleted on the Sa val 

Ranch north of Elko, in which tho nuabere of sage grouse increased 

-
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81 because the sagebrush \,as re11oved and crested wheatgrasl!I Mas planted. 

In the Draft 1 t le etated that fence construction aust co■ply 

with the B.L.~. ■anual. The state fence l&lfS are auch aore reasonable 

&nd lees coet effective. It ls mentioned U,at lay-down fences will 

be constructed, gates poe t ioned every ■ile, ba.rb-le as wire uaed, 

eprlngs fenced and over 600 nlles ot fen ce reconstructed to meet theee 

guide lines. But no mention given of who has to reconstruct, build, 

and a,.J.ntain 1 t. 

No studies were 11entlonedo of publlc accees over ra.11.road iracka. 

In the Wells area railroad tracks are exlstant. 'll'hat doe s the presence 

of these tracks do to the access of public lands and do they create 

unagement problems to the users. 

I was t old that during the plaMing stages of the draft, that 

9 land users uinly livestock owners would be contacted to gather information 

on the aultlple use land they use. Thie wae not done, 

In looking at the draft references of over 120, I reconize about 1 

hand full, Of : the referencee given, 1 allot ■ent ln which a. etudy 

has been conducted by the University of Nevada for over 10 years was 

not aentioned. This study wa.e fenced so no 11 vestock could get in. 

Results of this study &re ehowlng that the fenced area ls ln a. decllnlng 

trend . 

It ia surprising that the Bureau would develop such a document 

tbat lf iaple11ented • would have adverse h,pa.cts on the 11 vestock user 

and surrounding econoaic value of a. county. 

If the livestock user can eupply da.ta. and lnfor111Btion ln an 

effort to accom11odate & valid E:,l,S,, then certainly we are willing 

to extend that cooperation and input. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert E, Wright 
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J. R. Mitchell 
Publlc lands Coordinator 

July 26, 1983 

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

Re: Draft Wells Resource Area 
Resource Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Harrie: 

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates having this 
opportunity to provide comments to the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) on the Draft Resource Managemen t 
Plan (RMP) for the Wells Resource Area, Nevada. 

Atlantic Richfield strongly supports a balanced 
approach to the multiple use of our nation's public 
lands, and believes that the BLM should fully 
consider energy and mineral resources in its planning 
procedures. As a.n initial phase in planning for the 
Wells Resource Area, the BLM identified a 11st of ten 
issues of concerns, including such items as 
recreation, wilderness, livestock and wildlife. 
However, energy and minerals was not listed as a 
planning issue, and we question whether this 
important class of resources has received 
consideration as a full and equal use of our public 
lands. 

As you may be aware, Atlantic Richfield holds 
substantial property interest in a portion of the 
Welle Resource Area known as the Elko Fairway, which 
in our estimation harbors high potential for the 
development of oil and gas. Our evaluation of the 
Preferred Alternative's recommendations for this 
tract did not reveal any proposed restrictions or 
special area designations that would hinder 
development of this area's resources. Because of its 
development potentia.l, we believe that restrictive 
stipulations should not be adopted for the Elko 
Fairway. 

We strongly recommend that the BLM fully consider the 
information now available in the Geology-Energy
Minerals (G-E-M) reports which have been completed 
for many BLM wilderness study areas in Nevada. These 
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Mr. Rodney Harris 
July 26, 1983 
Page 2 

,~ports contain useful information on the development 
potential of specific areas. With respect to 
particular wilderness proposals in the Wells Resource 
Area, we agree with the G-E-M report's recommendation 
for the south Pequop area that detailed mapping of 
phosphate occurrences be completed to determine how· 
significant these occurrences are, and that 
geochemical sampling be undertaken to check for the 
presence of metallic mineral occurrences. The G-E-M 
report for the Bluebell/Goshute Peak areas contains a 
great deal of information on their mineralization 
that should be considered in planning. We concur in 
the report•s conclusion that reconnaissance and 
geochemical sampling be used to determine if there 
are unknown mineralized or altered areas within this 
tract. These activities will help broaden the 
resource information base that is essential to 
Informed, rational land use decisions. We encourage 
the BLM to re-evaluate its preliminary 
recommendations for wilderness suitability using the 
additional information now available in the G-E-M 
reports. Because of these areas' mineral potential, 
we believe the wilderness acreage as contained in the 
Resource Production Alternative is preferable to that 
recommended in the Preferred Alternative. 

We are also concerned over the proposed application 
of time of year restrictions on leasable and/or 
saleable minerals to protect crucial deer winter 
range and sage grouse strutting habitat. For 
example, if there is a mining operation within an 
area subject to a seasonal stipulation, would the 
mine have to temporarily cease operations? such 
closure would certainly have a severe economic impact 
on operations at , the site. 

In summary, we encourage the BLM to more fully 
consider energy and mineral resources in the plan for 
the Wells Resource Area, and to incorporote 
information contained in the recently completed G-E-M 
studies. Such consideration will help the BLM 
fulfill its multiple use mandates for public land 
management. 
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Mr. Rodney Harris 
July 26, 19B3 
Page 3 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide these 
comments. Please contact this office if we can be of 
further assistance in your planning effort. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~f.'11. 
J. R. Mitchell 

JRM:JFO:drm 
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~~HIH C"ll l I \(.I • \\:\Y 
,, fl t 1·1 \ "'l\t l<.-\MI-\IIJ i \JIHJH'\I\ 'J,."~'• 
llltllt 11, MP-150 

11 

To : 

JUL 2 8 1983 

OJstrict ~1anager 1 Elko District, Bureau of La11d 
Management, Elko, NV, Attention: RMP, EIS Team Leader 

~c.'~~ g1undl Director, Sacramento, CA 

Subj,ect: Review of Draft Wells Resource Management Plan and 
Environrne11ta l Impact Statement 

We have r ev iewed the draft statement ( OEISJ. Our comments 
are as fol lows: 

Cc ucral ----
Chap t'-· r l I Planning Issues anJ. Criteria, sht..uld include a 
discus~ion o f surface and ground-water availabi lit y and 
ma11agc111ent. The issue of water avai lab i lity is critical to 
dO arid area s uch as that covered by the DEIS. 

Impacts to surface and ground-water availabi lit y resulting 
t1 om th e proposed action should be mitigated. Current water 
us e rs must be assured that the quantity and quality of their 
water will be protected. 

~pee if i.£_ 

1. a e S-1 - The introductory 
paragrap states eac a ternative] emphasizes a different 
balance between conflicting resources." In view of th e 

1:JJ;;;nr; i t;;n~ff :;rr:i~Pn!~izg!r!g~:r~.; ~~.~~l~v!!~!~p .i ~stead J 

L. Preferred Alter»ative, Issue 6 1 12 rage 2-23 • The 
d:v e lopment of water resources 1n the We ls Resource Area is 
d1scu!sed. The locati~n of the water projects mentioned, th e 
quantity of the water involved, and the water development and 
manageme nt agency should be included in the discussion . 

. Locatable Minerals, page 3-15 • The introduction to the 
~••t of miner a ls zs not clear. The list apparently id ~ntifics 

cr1t1~al ~nd~<;>r str~!eg1c mineral~ 1
11 some designated as 

occurring 1n 1de11 1 LJ.J.cd or i>oten t1al reserves.'' Barite 
~1entioned in the t··i t a~ ~he 1no~t important mineral mine~ 
1n the area. is ·,hse n :. i: om r h~ lis t . 

Comment Letter 11 

4. Environmental Conse uences a e 4-2 - As mentioned 
previous y, a speci ic amount o water evelopment is 
proposed for the Preferred Alternative discussed i_n chapter 
two. However, in the discussion of the environmental con
sequences of this water development, the first paragraph on . 
page 4-2 implies environmental impacts _have yet t? be dete~mined. 
If this implication is valid, such environmental impacts will 
have to be identified and analyzed. 

Under the discussion of an irreversible commitment of resources 
for the Preferred Alternative, 17, page 4-62, evaporation from 
newly created impoundments should be mentioned. The amount of 
water lost to evaporation and the effects of this loss on down
stream water users, should also be discussed. 

2 the Water andower Resources ~erv1ce should be changed to the 
Bureau of Reclamation. IS. Interagenc~ Contacts , J.C. pase 6-2 · The reference to 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. 
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WH.dHfe Management Institute 
Suite 725, 1101 14th Street , N.W., Washington, ia:-:i6oos • 202/l71:;80e-·""'","'f ---. 

DANIEL A. l'OOlf 
,.,...,idi,nl 

l. R. JAHN 
Vk•il'Msfdfflf 
l. L. WILUAM~ON 
Seo'".-:r 
\/VfSUY M. DIXON, Jr. 
Sc»rdOl•ll'ThWI 

Mr. Rodney Harr is 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Post Office Box 831 
H k\) . Nevada 89801 

lt.• 1 ,.,r. Harris : 

August 2, 198 3 

The Wildlife Management Institute is pleased to comment on DRAFT WELLS 
'<E$UURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, Nevada . 

'Che pl a n has so little detail that we cannot determine how the "benefits" 
wil l be derived~ if the plan is the best way to achieve benefits, or if in fact the 
wildlife benefits will be achieved. For exarg.ple, massive range improvements will 
incr e ase Livestock AUM by 4,912 (1, 7 percent) over the three to five year average 
~lcensed use at a cost of $2,381,500 (Page 2-23). This cal c ulates to a cost of 
almost $485 per AIJM or a subsidy of $29,401 for each of the 81 livestock operators 
! n th~ Wells area. 

Th~ interest, at B percent, on the cost of each ne1-1 AUM comes to $38 .BO 
cJ )'t ar. The Uniterl States charges $1.40 a year for use of that ALIM. It is inter
e:>ting to read that this ·report (Page AS-9) uses $7.88 as the lease value of an 
AUM to compute value of forage consumed by vild horses on BLM lands. 

Either the cost.a of livestock grazing improvements ($2,381,500) are too 
,1.0W, v r t he costs of 1oi11ldlife habitat improvements are too high ($1,509,000) 
(Tabl e 2- 7) . A comparison of work 1 isted does not seem to agree with the amount 
of cost . 

livestock Wildlife 
Imerovements Imerovements 

se~d 35,500 acres Chain or Burn 5,500 acres 
Burn 27,000 acres 
Spray 1,500 acres 
Fence 265 mtles Modify Fenc e 650 miles 
Wells 65 
Reservoirr:i 5 
Springti 30 Protect and 
Pipeli r., - _ _ 89 mUeti Enhance Springs 250 

C.,.n;· $2,381, ~uU $1,509,000 

DEDIO.UD TO WILDLIFE SINCE 1911 
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Mr. Rodney Harris -2- Auguet 2, 1983 

Riparian habitat is to be improved. We could find no details on how 
this will be accomplished. No fencing is listed, no grazing systems are listed, 
and only $585,000 is to be spent. 

The monitoring started in 1981 (Page 2-30). This is good. No mention 
is made of wildlife 111.0nitoring, or the part that the Nevada Department of Wildlife 
.,111 have. Since the Wells Resource area has 30 percent of Nevada I s mule deer · 
(Page 3-39), the etat.e should have an overriding interest in monitoring which will 
set the standards for grazing increases. Since monitoring and negot lac ion with . 
operators will be the basis for adjustments, we consider state wildlife participation 
ess e ntial to sound wildlife management (Page 4-3). 

The "reasonable numbers" wildlife goal (Table A3-l) 1s good . _These 
figures should include AUM's of forage reserved for wildlife and should be moved 
to the main body of the statement, not buried in the appendix. 

Since there is little detail on management of either livestock or Wildlife 
and the costs are very high for both, \ile find the plan unacceptable. Nearly all the 

/ wildlife benefits could be achieved by stream fencing and livestock reductions. 

These rem.arks have been coordinated -with William 'B. Mor~e, the Institute I s 
Western Representative. 

DA.P: lbb 

Sincerely, 

~ cn.Q,_Q_ 
Daniel A. Poole 
President 
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:·r. f-:odn0y ? 11trM, 
Lr} at .M ct l'Anll , "'r 
!.\JreaP of larirt t "'":-i~:""'f"r>~~ 
P, 0, 3ox "JI 
o;;lko 1 · A'J .!lrl A 

·: d r ,_:,..~-. ~-
1, '"". 11.sr:ch 
';]1J 'l 8T '-1 lt• .\· 
'.o(e]J ~ , . ~ •1.iar; .") ~.-;s=~~ 
A .. --,,!lt 1~, ~-~,:J 

! 1 1, ~ :-.t.11rH,.,i w1•h 1,r ,.11t. 1rtfl.rv;.; 1 your Dt-,rt of t.he Well!'! 
.:P :\o t1 rf"j;'! : · ... •· n• .. f"r,' P1ari "1nrl f)'l'l1rn nFTtenl" 1 lr"f' "l"'t St111o+,..~..,T1t. 

J'lt t.er,de<1 _vour Juri 8 21, 19PJ. p;bli e he&r1n "'. 

f ee1 t h.11.l th JOo dr11rt AS proposerl mal,es too lfl\JCh of 11n 

1s suP. about co n 0 1c t r,f i nt ere!'l ts •~ "'\al er, 01!•~h ~a1d abo ut cooparat1on 
Mt wee .... t.he u~ft r9 of' Fftderal 1 -.nci. 

I .!1.a11e l1 U vns+ nc~ ·.-r• :1.1. ~ : . 

You pr ofW)&tl a cut or ?)f of ~ razin g .A. li .M' e b11tlolif Pl""'ferf'lnr.t1t. 
You propns11 tn cut rriy A. ,i ·'. preference OTI 111y Chae111 Spr1.n, { 

• ~d Toh111r allotB1en• -~ by f,) .·f1,. That pro~?Sal is ju11t not. fa\r. 

I a11J • relat1v~l .v n,iw penn1ttf'e ha•,1n r purchasod t hlfl Ch,111:,e 
Sprlnf allot,,,.,nt l n 1970 ar.d tho Tobar allotment i n 19?1. 1 have not 
had enou ~h catt1e to 1.1se all of 1r1y .A,P ,l-!'s ttach ye-..r. So riow by t.akil'l-!l 
the three-year " ''Ar&pe of' the A, U,!'-'', used yo11 'W8!'1.t +.o penalize M by 
C&TlCfllling 6J,91, or my prefeN l"ir.:e A.,t•.· 1 !'1-,. 

'!ou will notice 1n 111y files at yo1Jr office 111&ny )Attera ri,
queat1nJr conperative participation 1n new ran~e seedi np., fenc1n~ &'lrJ 

wat.er develoJX"8nt.. '!'he A..u • .-.. reduc ti on yr,u ha vt11 prop,o98ci for rw,y a l lot ... 
M nt a vj 11 be a 1111vere ecnnond c b low to '""• I t. sever~ly un der!l'd ne 9 onA 1a 
deairf'll to Mtally prott10t, conserve uH'.! 1mprov• the r .... -1eral rani;o:e. Tt. 
~11 wr-,ck r,iy ranch\ng pl1.n!l.f'or the future, 

I s1ue ? 1 Wild Horaea. 

There W8re no wild horses o,.. rny Tohar and Cha~e Spr1nee 
allotrie nta at the time of the p. so age of' thft I.Aw on T.)ec. 1.51 19?1. 

Cscar Anderson, !D.Y 8.L.M. 'lrea aupel"Visor sa1.c! that. "No vild ho ra""'r 
vere on tho.ae allotments. Ym1 will notice t,h11.t. yr, ·, hav" }flit ter~ ~~ 
my f'1le1!!1 in your of'tice concc:rr,j "' f.' horsfl!ls. 
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~-r. Rodney J-!arr1a - Pa ptt 2 

rhe S . L .l-' . is ohl1. ,, atwi t:y law t o NlPIOVe any wild hor11e1 from 
rey ft llo !.fflflnta it they are r,.queat.ed to do ao, 

Jou have plaeiftd too l"lllCh emphu11s on 1 nc rea111ng "Wild 11.t'• 
and decreAal ni 11 ve.atoc"k g rai.1 ng. It would be better to erriphaat s.• 
cooperat1nn and an equal 1nereaa• or decrea1• of number1, Don' t 
f nrf' -,t. t,t, ., i,r1'a t part th at the private landowner• play in pro
"'\ din i-r water arid fe'td for wild life. I personally pl"C')vide tor 
wild 1 lfe on my prl vah land but I surely wl.ll not feel good 
about. it if you i nc rease Wild life )00 to 40~ and then at the 
sa,ne time out my 11 vestock B. L. M. Grazing Prefarence 6'). 91. 

~umJTL&r y I For Ch11.:,e Spri nF..s and Tobar Allotmentl!I, 

1, We should increase production as per m:r reque11ta over the laet 
12 ye Ar& tor cooJ!8rat1ve reseeding. water develop■1ent and fenc1n,.;. 
l'here j a enough land eui table tor reaeedinp:: to produce t'•~ f'nr 
to,o oo ., U.M'a pluo wild lHe feed. 

2. Your pro1xu18d bJ.~ reduction in ~ ~rAr.ing prefer.nee would 
p l&cff • very se vere flconoffl1c ~train on l:IJY lone-range plan1 for 111y 
ranchin g busiriess. Private hay land has just been acquired to 
winter enou~h cattle to fill all of my B,L.I". A, U,I!. grazing 
pref'eirence. 

). Ynur lollld lloroo l'.ap fJ-4, Spruce-Pequop Herd uao Area ahovo 
ap prox1 matly tho !ollolfing land in my Olan Springe illotment 1 

"· 

T. )J N. , R. 62 E.1 s..ltion 13, all. Section 14J SE½1 
Section 24, all1 -ection 2'J EJl1 Section 25, NE!:. 

T. JJ N., R.6J · E., Section 18, all1 Section 17, Slit, 
Section 19, all, Section 20, S\itl Section )O, RW¼, 
Section 29, lit• 

Some of the above land 1• my pr1 vate land. All of' the water 
in th e area 1a on my private land, There are not now and 
never has been any v1 ld horses 1n that area, Much ot 1 t 1a 
st ,-,ep and rough and t.oo far to water. 

I a ,:ree with the Sixth alter-native, Welt'~ Reaource Area 
Xan1~ement Flan aa developed by th6 gruing board. Will 
you pleaae use 1 t •• au~ge.sted to br1. ng together in a 
coo}lftrat"'v.,. at1110sphere all of thoafl f'actiona which use the 
Federal land, 

Sinc.,..~ ,,f,'.urs, ,, ) / 

--f8(t~~ 4--~.,,-,1,~(. "<----
K C Ranch 
Clover Valley 
Well•, Nevada 898'.l!i 

-
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Nev"44 Grulna ffoard of DI•~ #l 
Po■ t Office Bo][ 51 

Elko, Nevada 89801 
(701) 738-5716 

Augua t 8, 1983 

Mr. Rodney Harrie, District Manager 
Elko District Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 831 Elko, Nevada 89801 

llear Mr. Karr is: 

It haa come to our attention that a severe discrepancy exists 
between the wildlife numbers contained in the draft Welle Reeource Area 
Environmental Impact Statement and the numbers the Nevada Department 
of Wildlife gave to your agency in 1978 or 1979. According to lnfonnation 
given co our consultant by NDOW personnel, the numbers provided by NDOW 
were intended to reflect their best estimate of reasonable numbers for 
big-game animals. 

An analysis of NDOW'a estimate of reasonable numbers for deer 
showed a range of from a low of about -46,000 (for 8 1110ntha) to a high 
1Jf abduc 54,000 (for 1 month). The average for the year wa1 about 
49,000 . These number, include deer using adjacent National Foreac lands, 
large block.a of private land and other BLM !leaourc.e Areas aa well as 
lands within the EIS area. 

NOOW'• reasonable number of deer using Wella R.A. BLM lands 
would range from about 15,000 {for- 5 month■) to about 31,000 (for 1 month). 
The average would be about 20 1 000 head. 

The ElS gives 13,000 aa the reasonable nu..mber for deer, and 
!jhows the existing number of deer as 38,700. A similar discrepancy 
exials with the antelope numbers. 

If you will look closely at the above number,, I am sure you 
will agree that this ia a aignificant error and that corrections should 
be made in the analysis of impacts of the various alternatives. 

RY/aa 

Very truly your-a, 

.J/&31 Jl~l C-J-l -~ 
Roy Yo(1(Tlrman f 
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Nevada Grazing Board of Dl■trlct #1 
~ost Office BoI 52 

Mr, H.od Unrrltt 
District Manager 
lnterior Department 
Burea u of Land Management 
2002 Idaho Street 
Elko, ~evada M801 

Elko, Nevada 89801 
(701) 738-5716 

,\u~UHl 12 1 198) 

t£ncloeed are our commt!nte un the WellH Resource Area Resource 
Manag~~nl Plan and Environmental lmpac t Statement. Al so enclosed 18 
an alteruativt! we are sugge::itlng for the Resource ManaRrment Plan . 

) 

Pleaae consider thest! dor.umente carefully when you are 
preparlnJ• . r.he final F.IS and are selecting the alternative implementation. 

Very truly yours, 

RY is.J 
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' lsEVf,DA GRALIN G !;O A RD UF U lSrRIC T N - l 
COMME.N'I S ON WELLS RES OURCE AREA RES OUR CE MANA GE.Mt.N T P L AN 

AND ENVIR ONMEN TAL IM PAC T STATEMEN T 
by Le s ter A. Mck enzie 

GENERAL COMMENTS; 

P •ge 2-1, Resource Conflict A reos1 

Dividing the Resour ·c e Area ir1to units w1th s1a11l• r problt m~ 
probo.bly e>epedited tt1e prep.:11r - i:lltion -of the RMP and EIS~ ; Th~ c hoi c.e 
of the word •confl1 c t' was unfor•tunate, however, becaust!! 1t 
ir1dic~te~ the autt 1ors had p r econ~eived conclusior1s about tha 
interaction between the resources prior to 5ilart1ng on the RMP 
and E·rs. The use of this tin-m establishes a nag•tive tone for the 
whole doc.umsnl, 

P•ge 2- 2 J la.•t sent~ nc e of 2 nd p.-roigr~ph under · " Si!'lec:lilii=' 
Management Cr · i ter · 1 • • 1 

'All rlilnge improvement prOHitct._ propct.8d io thi& Ou cum t:n t a r-w -for 
Ciilteyory • 1 • allotments.• 

According to this, only 25 o ·f the 89 allotments would ha v e an y 
lmprovement work done. Many •c • and ~M• allotment!i:i ha v t= r•ther 
5erious live'9tock distributic>n problems that can be sol v ed o n l y 
by inst;.alling water developments and fencing. Ar e these 
iillllotmentti to be ignored until manayement plans hilve been 
implemenlc1d on all of the 'I' allotments? 

F•gti 2-2, l a&t &entence of 2nd pordgriillph under • Md.nc:11ge1nent 
Al lEi!'rnati ve!ii' 1 

'No specific management actions 1;,n ll be •nalyzed for RIC a11reas 

Thia -mentencs <read together with miip 2-7) l:iet:mli to 1iiily that no 
work will be done out5idu of the checkerbo•rd pattRrn. Surely 
thi& ta not wh~t Wii1i intended! 

The aubjsct of D1&pog•l, RIC and RIM 1& confu&ing and ahould be 
e><pl •i ned in greater datai l. 

Page 2-7, No-•ction altsrn•t1ve1 
Thv altern.itive a& written i& not r·e.il1•t1c:. Cont1nuat1on at 
present uses and levels would still require compliance with law 
and with Washington and State office diractivas . Actual practice 
would be considerably different from the picture painted by the 
description of the No-Action alternative cont~ined in thi& 
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L,u11111•t-11L !:> on Wells R .A. Rl1P/ El5 Poge 2 

1. WJ .l d t=r ue ~-.. stu d y re:•q u 1r t,Hne n t!:> would still be in effec.t, and 
oJUlt P l 1 h ,d y a t. least: c:1 por · ti c::m ot at least one o f the 'iitudy 
_, , •~as W OLi l d bE:? r t:!C.lJfll lh f:' flded. 

_ _ f:..,.,µ t.-:'11cJit u res wOt..•l d tJt:1 madt: for 1 mpr-o v ements dl)d these WO\. i ld be 
t ;<:Jv er-ed b y i.,l,:1111<:. d l'ld t-:AR d o c.umc>nt'i>, 

J. The l 1c1:.~11•=-iut:I U '::if-!o 1..ould e .a!=oi ly change from )"ii!'iillr lo y~-ar, 
d~p~ndll1Q uci pr· tL l~ltdtlo n , e c ono111ic: cond1t1on~t ate. The thrae 
to t I vt,i y t1..ir dver ·o.ql= use means noltu ng iilti f ilr •&o r•nge corrying 
.: c11pcH.::.1t y or" ad1uch c o.t~d use iE. concerned. Thlti nt!eds. to ba 
1:s-~ plio111nt!d v 11.:wy cleoi r· ly 1 r1 th1~ ducum1:t11t~ 

It th 1 i:; l'ii lrt .ll v _. ~1-~u- •c.t . 1on • •lt.ern•t1ve, Whillt 1;,i1ould CllllU~& the 
c h.:..nqli:! 111 th e mdr k e t vcalue of AUM ~s, 6hown 1n tablti S-2, ilnd 
utt 1~r mi n or c ha.nqt:' n th r c,u gr1o u t t h e Cloc:unu::.'nt ? 

The nu-- a c:t1 on c:1l.t. ernat.1 v e cou l d 11e v er be carried out cts d e \icr · ibad 
and the onl y Jus. lifi c c:1t1c:,n fo r i11clud1ng it i6 to pro v ida • range 
a-f alternat1 ve•fi t o r i llldl y s1s. It f.ills 6h or t of meeting this 
n eed , 

It wo uld be i nl ~ r-~~tJr1g to Stie an anci1lys1~ of~ t r u~ 110 - ~c:tion 
alternative whu ... 11 desc.r-ibed the minimum action Cillpilble of meeting 
•11 requirE-!ment.s of law ilfld regulations;.. 

;-·.,,,ge "2.- 9, Resourc :e production •l ternat .l ve; 
ln pa.rt, the g ,-:ial mtated for- this al tern•t i ve ii., 
~ mphasi za the iua1na.gement of the r-e&aurcas contributing 

,.,.-c o mmerci~l well - be i ng of the R~liouri.::61 Are.ia .•. •. 

• •.• ta 
to ·the 

·• r 
lhi:t mcllnagem~nl c,.Cl io n• de'iic r ibeod tor thet alter ·nativ& aewm to b& 
nea. r the m~ ~ imum pra c t.1c:able for landw, corridor5, woodlilnd and 
mi11er ·a.1s. Actions descr-ibed to benefit. gr•zing •nd othe r economic 
u s~s are quite consttrva11tive in most instance•. for &>1.-.mpla, the 
PROTECTION altttrniilitiva ha1t men:~ tapring development&, more pond& 
and mor- e b r--ulih burnino than the PRODUCllON illterniltlve. 

L att: ~r pages i n the tJo c uinent make quite • point of the monetary 
. v alue u~ rec,--eation and c redit mast of the recreational uae to 

wildlife ~tt r act1ons. I t seems t h at an alte r r,ative designed to 
emphasizt=> >commer c .1.dl well-being• would addr-es<o those 
r ec r-1::tc1.t1 cm~l .:.cti v1 t1 es that contribute or have the _paten ti iiilll to 
c nntr · ibute doll •w• to t.ne lot:al economya Omitting ilct1on& 
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desi~ined to enhance the rec:reational bene-tits of f1sht::!'r · tes dnd 
...ii1dl1.f~ tends t.o fur·ther the misconception that grdzinq, m1111rm 

and other · 'commer-C1i:'.11l~ uses oi- the pubJ1l: "landh 111L1~;t c:1lWd.Y'S::i be 111 

conflic:t with and at th+:? i::!'apenst• o+ r ·ec.rec.t1on~ tish.:.~r - 1e 1:, ia1111i:1 

w1ldl1ftci. This omission slants tht:- c.ompari=on of alten,at1ve15 by 
show1nt, a.dversF.• i mpa.cls where tt1e 1mp.,aict could hove bee, , 
ber1ef1cJal, had the ailternat1vt~ b~en wr • itten dJ •+e,ent.ly. 

Thi!:!' 1r1h · od1 .. u..:t1on lo Ch~pth'r ~ st.ates that. •l l thi::i all.ern .. t1 v ~ s 
are nrtl ~11IP.d tow .. u · cl multipl~ US!i-!' manc.cJement. A muc.h mare 
iniurm,~tivt.- r.1nd u<;,t>ful b. IS would t1a11~ r-esulted if ttn!:i 
c:1.llE"rndt .. 1..,,e hdd ffid >:lrn1~ed all of the U.St:'5 ot th~ .;.r~ ~t. 

t-'.,:iqL• .,.: · ·,~,:' , t-•rt:. •ft.•rr'- •d ..,iii til:!'t 11ative1 
ll1H st":'t.Und ':i~nt.t::"11c~ of the fir Bl. µdirc:1igr·c:11ph 5lu..te!i:i, 1n pcu · tt 
r •••• tht '::t .::11t.,;1n11fll.1vtc:- ct1uoses the bt"bt man~g~11u:er1l d1Ll1u11 for +:h;,u:..11 
1 :>~ue t u -fit the nµ~c it i c RCA. W~ l:it:ff i oust y Uoubt thc:tt . the 
PLtlnns 1-,1uposti.!d tur wild~r · ness. livestock ']rPziny. v1ilc.Jl1fe 
habltdt, r · 1pdr · 1.:01 .,..,.,.:d tr~atment itrld w1ld~1urses ,a,r-(,o t.lH-" best 
m,,H1u4, '-'nu::•11L i.:1c1.1on :~ . 

PaQ1 Js .!.- 2/ 1"'11U ,!·· ~t). J111µie111~nta.t1on, b~lect1 ..,e 11,..11-=-iqt::!ruent. 
Crit~rJ..;; dnd tablH<::. 1-,2 - 1, Allotment. Cotegorizat1on, 
fhe lcu1d uw,u, ~rstup ob ie c.t1ve!:> oil.re:!' unclear. One interprt::'lat1on of 
th+: category M ob1ec:t1v e is tt1al these la.nds will be hepl 1n t.he 
present 0 1,.ner ~hlp (the s c11me state). However · , s.everr:11 i:lllJulments; 
l1sl~d ,:11~ cotegor · y M .ar-t:! Jfl the chechc>r-b□ a, .. d !i::lind pc1tt11=rn~ where 
excti•nqes to bloc.k up owuersh1p would ta.ell i tate the mon-n.gemeut 
o+ bot.h pub l 1 c r.ind pr · 1 v~ Le 1 a1nds. 

Th~ lo.rid ownership obj~ c:t1vet. tor Cillegc.H f I and C both r'=-ter t1:, 
the ~plc:A11ntnu ~ ystt:!'m". I w,.na under · lhf= 1mpn:ts':iicm th-.t the t-:MP 
was the plan bl='!ng develc.:iped under lht::!- 'plenning wiystemr and as 
such wou!d identify the s~ec:1f1c lands t.t-idt would be!' retanne d 
bt='cause ot spec.i al resource values a.nd thostt ! hd.t would be 
offered for e1<ch~nya. sale or other disposal ac.:l1u1 . 

Item 7~ under &itch of the C.d.tegory descrlpl1anli, .;omb1ne$ 1nt<.J 
one tc1.1: tur the mosl 1mpo, · tant c.ha.rdL t er · ist1cs be11 ·1g ,: □11$-Jdert.td in 
the ca .te9or · i.zation process. Cond1t1on, lrtnd c:11nd potential should 
idl be q1ven prominence 111 Utc> dttterminat1on at pr · 1or1t1~s -fnt 
the installation of r·c1nge1 improvements and the 1111plem~ntal1on of 
mancttJement pl r.:ms. 
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to assigning their allolmer,t to d c~t~qory. lhe needs •nd d~sire~ 
of these people must be considered if the tiyst:em iii to ~ark 
proper· 1 y. 

P•ge 2-29, Li vllit•tock G,-aitz. i nQ Sracttmenl1it1 
The grw•t var1atton in elevation, 6.t>1po1iura, climat11 •nd ult,er 
factor11 m•kali tt1e u&.a ot specific dilll:if& •in th.iii br - □ ild, over•l l 
plan unre•l 1at1c, It. would make mur e '6en'iie to datae..:rit.,e the 
tre.tmant in t-erms. t:>t gf"owth st.age& of certain plant», Lht=in 
tailor the dates to t~1e ind1vidu~l ~llotment <or portior1 thereof) 
when ·c.1razing plans are developed. 

Pag~ 2-30, Monitoring• 
Monitoring was started on~ ver ·y limil~d sc•la ir, 1981 ~rid there 
iti no Wiilly you can detef" ·mine liv'k!stoc.k 1itoc~(ing rd.tea by 1984! 

L.t.~t lilitntenct1 under 'Ulili2.ii:ttlon•1 
You will not managl::! for 5~1/. utilization on ALL perenniu.l grc1,sses 
and 45¼ utilization on ALL shrubs. God ' help the range and the 
ltvestocJ.: both if you use 45¼ o.f the current .;,ear''= growth on big 
&iillgebrush or rubber rabbi t br u.s.h ~ · • 

Climatic dato.l 
The source• named should b~ supplemented by BLM . c,1nd c.ooperator 
operatt!d precipitation and temperature Eitat.1ons

0

• Th~ eHtrame 
"iff i..,. t 1 on betweeri l oc at i ens~ even in the sams Vill l ey, mals:as 1 t 
import.ant th•t ilS much d.atil as po'6sible be obtained ~nd thilll you 
DO NOT attempt to illvsr·cig~ the daita fr om var ·iou• •t•ti ons lo 
c.omputa climatic tidju&tment factors. 

Condition -.nd Trtitnd1 
You do not hav& soil& and range &it.a deiicript1on& for most of t.hii!
re~our·ce •rea at this timil. How do you intend to arrive at 
condition during the interim period, while s011 '!iur · veys are bein·g 
completed, site& descr·ibed and correlation ilccomplished ? 
. -, 
Page 2-31 1 third paragraph, last sentence1 
This sentence indicateta that monitor·ing would not be done under 
tt,e ~Na Action• •lternat1ve. l•n't monitoring required by 
WaShington and/or Stats m-emorand•? 

Pilge 2-32, Standard Operating Procedures, 
The wording of procedure 4+9 1ndi cilltes that the rt:tcommend;.-t ions 
contained in the Western State's Sagegrouse Guidelines will be 
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. u ti ni d L..:, .:!'d ..,.~ .. µ~cit11 : Dil1ons, rath~u - than as gu1de!1n~& to be 
t Ol i-.. ad ♦? rt,:!d J tt 1Jt>velo'11nq sc:t.gta>Or·ust1 modification pro1ects. From 
, ul, •· r· '=>~lt• .m w ,1 U1 pi:!r sonnet of th~ Elko otfice of the Nev.ida 
1,,, 1. 1 111t.•nt t •t W1 lcH1f_. _ •• 1l apµ~cu · s thi11t. BLM biologl!iilii m.-.y bti! 
1111, ,, J,r ~1 irn; 1 t h •-~ 'fJu1cJ~l1r1e':i' mu c h mor ·~ strictly tr1an are N0OW 

I , I I d ''I I I ~ ! -

t ·oqta • ·,- ~::. !:ii '"'111J~u d Upt- ?1 ...il i,11;.1 .-., UC.i;~Uurw nun 1bwr 231 
Wl+• dt. .. l 1~r mJ1t t..:'~• whl:..'Utt :W or nol lh!li Lli t~iiiUiible "t Who payli th'=! coat 

l•lhOi•llH..t du.• 11,q ! /n .,. utt - ,~u.s,011 or the colit of rep.i1r · s CillUSad by 

.,. r, , .,..:it ~•r l t H.1 fd C J lllJt::!~ oper·ot1onal during a1 rest period ? 

· ~. ~ l~11ddtd U1J~t dt1r ,g f· roced ures number 24, 25 ~ 26, 
,,1,, l l 1,.,. 1 · ·~ potl~>LllJt::' for th~ uper - iiltiun and milinten-.nce of 

, ,_., ., n,udJt1cd.LJu1.,;,., ·· Wt:tul d th~v t,e required on improvements 
,t1t1 : t1 1..1(_ i~tt w idt..r ,~ct1or1 4 pt!-rm1l, wher-a the oper•tor 11ii payinQ 

• • i ~,f • , J th!:! JH "O }t'1 . t '.' 

~. ~. bldofHJ,.-, u Uµ 1:tr .lli1H, t-1· t:IC.wJdUrtil numb~,- 29, 
, , ,, ... J tc-.•d wh ~~ lq,o ti& , 1..Jnliiit.Jerwd to be il n.t.ttve Bpt!Ci&li -for · iln Y 

~-·• . , J' . 

1 ..,.y, . ·...-,~. 8lt:41r1d;, d Uµ~r- at i ng f'rocedun:: nuruber .3-11 
i h1 . cm tHH.: el lent. c;ha.nqe -trom thtt statement conta1n~d 1n the 

" l r11, 11J 11q Cr ,te1 10 do c.:,iment. 

f··G:1.yff 4 · -·~ iSc11c.1r al As•u111pl1onii, numbar 71 
·F,t~~ l ,:h'..tJ.l11 d..Jle ' dal-. WU vag1ttl,i1llVtill condition, tr-and ilnd hillbit,&t 
~<J1id1 t ·1cJ11 o1r'lt'! based on 'p,-o-t ~•&ional judgement~ which 1• •n 
educ at t:tU gu~'it• •t bvat •nd may incl udli' par&onill bi illl •t the 
wo, ... t. Wh1 )t:c1 tht:c!ioti 1udge111wntli m•y b• .-dlilquat~ for ganer•l 
~ ldnn i ng pu, pove•, they may not pr·ovidEt • suitable baaia for the 
0 1 ,<1l -;s t ti ot t mp.1ct'li. 

ISSUE ll l. LANDS, 

Page 4-1~, Social 1mpacts1 
l maw · nothing in th& no action alter-native proh1b1ting l•nd 
e ~chang~s and nothing in the other alterniltive& encouraging them. 

ISSUE 112, COR RIDORS, 
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f'age 4 - 19, f<~SL>t.1r·c e vu lu t.:!=> wuu hJ be deqroded: 
Merely dti<stgn..tt1ng c.orr 1dor s would ha.I/Et nu ~t - t E::"L.l C.J1 1 ~·•• .uc.d 
4unl i t y , w i l derrH: ?S~ cti~r doc:ll ~r or w11 d l 1 ft:! tldbL tal. lt11= , i .0 11~. ~s 

that 1,02 3 IR). 1 es woL 1l LJ b t± u st:d 1 s P.) ; 1.t ~mil:.'!, , emot t:.•. I.Jul 
dE!~1gndllun """ould provide, flk! ;t l b1l1 l -.. .P.4,H "i,a.vt- _• ~ l ~lrE-:-.111 t.J~dl 1Jf 

time .:.nd Ehtpt:c"nr..e 111 tt1e tutu,~. l s it t~cdly luql c..cd l.1.1 l1J ..,.,1u,: 
bald eaylt:1 t.t1uot1n~1 dem lh'ii en, a, i:,owe, J 1,, iH ·. Co ml:! 011 nuw, wl ty 1,ut 
IJl .uuw lhe yun or lh~ c.,..,.,--:, 

ISSUE 113, ACCESS : 

P~4e 1-4, Pl .P.ru11ng Cr i t.&r 1 c:.: 
L~gml dC:t...t!Sii across privat .t:.- l~11,t.J•, w1 Jl b'i:::! d1f·tJc:ult t.o oblc1.1n 
unl~s.s ao111t:tlh111g lS d(Jru: t to r ·~l JaYt:: l ,-,r,11d uwnL-r ':..i ot lli11tl.dl1t y +or
injurietio or propt::!r-ty LJomng~ c l c1.J.m~ tf1-,,l moy r· t:c!sul t -from such 1.1se. 

ISSUc #4, RECfiEATlON1 

Pay~ 1 - 5 , f'l clrmi ng Cr1 ter 1 a, 
Cl usur ~ to ORV u5,1:1 s.houJ d bi:.' c:orH:d dt::!r-&d l:u µ, t-vt="nt. cJctmd4t:::- l L, 
fragi 1 e soil 5 •nd other ,·es ou rc~!ii, to pr1:1vent t1i11r c1.ssme n t· u· i-
1 i v~s to ck dnd to pr&vent. 1 ntt:>rfar~uce w1 th othet · u<o~o.:,. 

f'age 4-7, first par~gr · a~h1 
Wh y woult.J tht= f.,;,.ci l 1 ti a-. •t Rt..4by M-.rt.h Cu11nµqr- ound lJe l t:..i~~~ lh•u 
proµ~, - 1y mointa11ned under tho no-.ictio11 .... ltt,n " net1llvt· .· rht.• 
illtarr1atJ.va 11ugg6!mls no reduclion 1n mointlliPncu1, e tund11. It tt1 i..• 
f.i.cLlJ.ty lii not being proptir"ly ma111t~1n1td now, t.r-11:11 nothing w...,uJ d 
chanqe, 'ao lhi:!na would be no i mpiilct, Eli lhk'r btuu;if i -r: 1 •1 o t 
ildver~a. 

Pc1.q1a 4-8, OfiV1 
The deai gndti on o-t tht=> WSA-.. •'Ii Wl l d1::1r-r1a-.!ii would Ut:? a1dv!W'r i:- ~ 

impacts to recreation under .. 11 altern•tives except no act1tltl4 
Pl:!rson1ai depending upon motor vehicle• to u•e thes,e areo:\s would be 
excluded. Thi• number pr -obably includeii nearly 1ovr. ot the people 
now using the area& and tho~e pr-oJe cte d to us~ the area~ ~itt1out 
wilder11ess desig11atian. 

P•ge 4-15, Economic lmpacts1 
The reported economic impact on recre.-tion is based l•r~ely on 
proJected decrea'iies in big-g,ii,me .and fist1er-1es habitat. Since the 
conclu!!iion th•t these dec:r1t•se._ would c.:u:cur 16 boilsad on 
questionablH assumption&, there 1& no real ~v1dence that tt,~ 

-
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economic impact would be ilS ~tated. 

ISSUE-~, WILDERNESS, 

Th ■ racommend•tion to daliigniillt• thtiillitil •r••• •• _..11dsrniP1aa 1•, in 
our opinion, not tha bli'lit ma1n.-gwnj.ent •ction for this i•liutit~ lha 
tt,rwa sou.ther ·n •r-MilS ilrg very 1&1 mi. l ilr to eillc:h other and to othur 
ne•rby mountain r.ingw• 1n topographi c , vagwt..,ativa •nd other 
chiillrillctartstics. Thwy •r• all short of w•t•r. lh•y cwrt•1r1ly h~vw 
th~ cillpilbility lo provide &olttud~, but il is not r~~lly 
•out&tanding' when .i •imtliillr oppor-tu.nity 1• Mvillil""'blu in au ui.;1.ny 
pl ii.Ce& in northEt•litern Nevad•. Can th't:! r1wcr~•tional opportu.ni ti as 
be called outatanding when •n illrea is so dry •nd 16 ao atmil.•r to 
much of the surrounding co untry? 

Two of the are.tie cont•in cherry-stemmed r-0o1.ds and .iil l have 
so-called way• litading to mining cl•im&~ wood cut.ting ar~•!i:, 
chri'litmati tree ha1rv~fit areas and lives;tock handling facililit.-s. 
Some of lhiHte •way•• have had occ.-sional m.aintlitn.anc& ptirformed to 
keep them p.assolbl~. The eM1stence of thegu feature& .t.nd the 
h•bit5 and needs of the people who created .ind have used them 
will make menagement difficult. The Mily 1982 lfisue of the 
Management Situation Analysis discusaes the need to evaluate the 
closure of the cherry-stemmed roads to improve manegeabil1ty. If 
closure is nece6aiiry to maintain wilderness qualities., the areas 
are not roadless in the first place and &houldn't have been 
con&i der·ed as potential wi l derne•s. · · 

T•ble 3-11, on page 3-20 &howti a calculation of User D~y B~nefits 
for recreatloniill u••ga of th4it four WSAs under the il'li&umpt1ons of 
designation and non-d~aign•tion. How ware the visitor dily number• 
for the eHl&ling situ•tion obtained ? Acce&a to the Badl•nd&. 1& 
pretty well li.mi.ted to crossing occupied private land . How could 
500 people hav& entered this area without h.iving been seen by the 
l-1nd owners? Were these numbers; ilctuill counts. or were they JU&t 
ba&ed on visitor d.iy estim.ites m.i.de on similar sized •re.i-. 
aomewhera else? Why .ire these numberli &o different from those 
s;hown in table 3-21, p•ge 104 ot tt:ie M•y 1982 i 55ue of the 
M•nagement Situation An.ilysi&? 

If ther~ were ~00 people in the Badlands, or 300 people in 
Bluebell, or BOO in Goshute Peak or 150 in South Pequop dur-ing 
1981, the milJority most likely was there to gather firewood, cut 
chriMtmas trees, collect plnenut&, hunt duer or c.irry out some 
other •ctivity h•ving flathlng what&o~ver to do with s;olitude or~ 
wi lderne'ii,& e>1plH'rienc;e. This maj6rity, ,nost likiily, Uliied a mo~or 
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veh1cl~ to qet to where they were going •nd would not hilve bean 
there ltcu ! lhe y not bti!en •bl& to uae the ,noter vehicle. If there 
were t,7'50 recreiltional vi&itor days on thaaa 4 •rea&, how many 
UEi4J d•y s. , e mul led +ram peoplil working with llv•stock• pro■pecting 
-for mi ner · al 'Iii. or doing something el•• not qu•l i fying •• 
r ~er ..,..at1ur ,·-• T11~ !mp.ictn on id l the puoplw pra•cmtly using th••• 
..Ar .. .,,n1.: ha v 11:t nol buen ild&tqu•·tffly c.unaid•rttd in makino t.hl ■ 
rt:!', _ommerujat J Dn. 

w~ qL1i1::"~ t 1ur1 lhe ac..:ur• cy of the w•t1 milt ad nu.mbtitr of vi st tor• for 
tht1 e>;16llnq sLtu.•t1on and must •l•o qu11tlition the pro j act11td 
r 1umt..H:::-r~~ 1 tie percentaqe i nc.reils.11=!' portrilyad ilr·en• t rli!'al i &t1c. Why 
wouJcJ the v1-.ilolion lo South Pequ□p int:rea•• bb7Y.. while the 
....-1sita.t1on to Gashute P>¾ak only incr-ease 37~½.7 According to tabla 
3-18 of the MSA, Goshutt: Peilk iii largti!r oilnd of·fitrli- a more varied 
select io n of ~ ,1tlr•cti ons• than doe'ii South Pequop. Viai t•t.ion to 
Badldr1ds ~ouJ~ 1ncred$e only 400¾. in ~pite of lt's being th~ 
most de§1r~riblw of tha four area6. 

A5tiumir14 lhtiUi4it pro1eLt.1on• •rit accur.:.tlit, what would be the imp•ct 
on th ~ phyt.ico1.l environment of tnJecting 3,000 visitor day&. Into 
tht::' Go i,hute Peal: . •rea or 2,000 into the B•dland& ? What would be 
the effect on wi lderne& •ii quality itself? Thtit n..._rro"" tit.rip of 
land on eac.h side of Salmon F.ills Creek would cer · ta1nly &how the 
effects a+ man's presence if you encour-.ge 2,000 people to spend 
the day there by design•t1ng it a!i .,,.ilderne!is. What would it do 
to the solitude that now e~1st6 and i~ likely to remain if the 
~ted is NOT design~ted? 

Page 3-4, Af.fected Environment.a 
The de'at.::riplion!it con-t.•ined in this document and tn the Wi ldernelia 
Techn1cii1l r·eport paint a pretty picture of the ■ o-c-iillad 
wilderness qt.1a.lit1es. of these WSAliio while down-plilying the v..._lue 
ilnd potl::i!ntial value to other uses. The tone of these doCum~nta 
makes one wonde r 1f they were not d~veloped to &ell w1ldernes&, 
rather th•n to provide unbi.a1.ed informat1on tor .•omeone &l&lil to 
use i.n making a. decision. 

Page 4-10, 3 rd parograph, left column, 
Thi& paragraph seems to indi~ate that the da•1gnation or 
non-designation as wilderness would h..._va •n affact on the u&e of 
the WSAs by sheep. Nothing I hiilve t.e&n in the Wildernas& Act 
would c-.use a1 change tn tt,e cla5& of liV&1itock Utiing an area. 

ISSUE ltc, LI VE STOCK GRA l ING 1 
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f'dQt! 1 - 1~ f' luon1 n q t...:r· 1ter l d ·~;a: 

E:lu,· nlhg, '=>prd y lr,y or me chon 1ca.l t:.:on trol w1thuul "~~t.- (:l:u ~ d t .. t' 

Ll!;i Uctl 1v d t'=:ld.µpo 111t1nq on btt. e s w ller · e destredble •~ .. 1-t. i tt<:> ,,.~ ~ u u µ 

l ~~'=' t h~r1 ~~j% ui Utt. ~ µ, odu t.:. l 1 UH . I he 1jttg,- E:-!tr .J.i.d r .:1p l t: tt y u+ 
1mpru vc>111~nl. d u (~ tCJ llt u~ l1 LtJ 11l1 o l, 11::, dtrec:1-l y µ ..-upur ltl, H , • lo 
tht' ""l.Ju11lJ-1 11LI:.!' u t d a'.a.1rL ~dlJlt-> -..pt-!'Ll~ ':i. 111 lll~ µl, ... 11l c. urn111u111t.y ~,~111q 

lr "ticil.1:::!cj. Sul1-=-fd L l u r y 1111p, ·0 11~1 11l-?11I. ol- (:t.l1111m .. u11t 1~b l1e1-v111q 1 ..-':..b th •11 
:.!~,7. d4,..~lt"t-.•ctt11 .,.. '::.iµ t.!Cic -.•1:;, lllt.J'..,t. uttt:..•11 t · -~4 Llll 11:75 'i.it.!t:- dl1 '1t,4 1,; c,11.,-1. t, ~11 

'Dµ t=L lt!( .~ . in .,L1dtll~;1 1 tu Uru"ah , u nlr o l . 

t-· .. u .11.• ,>·"~ !-1 UL lt~ C l 1 VHI 

ll J.':.1 111ur·tt:- dt.C.LW,:it.c< ~11 •.t ri1£i oil1.lt1gtul lu sc11y Un,! pruJt::'1 · t+2fJ nL!mber · u -i 
AUM'i.. CUll'=>lllull=!~ <..\ll H~;, 4 JJ AUM o r ~""5.'l. , · eduLllOII fr o m ~refsf'"enct= 
r uUn.! , - t/1c1.n ~c1.y l I. 1~ on 111c r l::!d.':.iil=' CJt 4, · - 1 ·2. AUMs uve, tt,e lt"1f"ee to 
-t J v ♦-! y eor J it. ~ us~d U~t:!. 

It ,.,_- --->--:_, ..,.-,:c-.,.1t ~vt::t .,uJt."' u ~ •-· !::>lmpl y 1nd1c~tt!'~ the amou11t t.Jf ·.-u 1 , .• nlcu · y 
lil ~fl- LH::il1 tdkt:-11, tur vc11rl<.l1.-1h rt:!d.':i o ns, u v er tht! -:::.--~ year ~J'-'' 1, 11.J, and 
hd-:i nu t'"t-•laL1on s h1µ lu 1. c,ury1n~ c o:1p,~L1 ty or r· angtt CCJfldil11. ,1,. Thtb 
c::.c1, 1 bt:! 1llubtrdl~U Uy ,_ c.,m, .,d, .. ltH . .J t h ~ µt:!'rc~nt.u,jt.!ti c ont ... .1.ned in 
t , :., J1::• 2- 1- wit/, t. t,€! , utinq o t 1_und1l1u<•~ trt-11d, '=Il e. Ub ~ d 1n tht: 
l L~l t:?4c::Jt 1,,:.,,.t1an ut dllotmt:!nts (,::1µpeod1 r: t..iibl~ ~ ,--l.~-l)a 

lt1~ 1..01·,d1ti.ur1 - l1w1 d t.:'l c . f,;1i,. to, wd.S rat.4:::!d 'I' 011 23 ut the 89 
c1.l l w lm t:?nts. On thti'se 23 c1.l l ...itm 1=nts the 3 - 5 year · use r onged -trom 
4 3 . 7% i:.it prE:'+ererict:? t.o 115.97. o t preference, with an cl V EffcH,le ot 
83.3½; 

This f,a1.ctor was rc1.led 'M ' Wl ~(I cdlotmentli, t•dth the j,•- 5 y~dr · 
aver · c11ye use/preference r-~nging tr ·orn 15. li'. to 1~1.3"1., o r· .:1111 
~v~r~ge of B0.1%J 

It Wc''::t rated ~c• on the re111a1r11nq 16, with th.t 3 -5 Y-'•r .,, ... ~r · .. ge 
use/pre-fer·ence rang1nCJ fr ·oin 33 . 2'l. to 117.3"/. for an aver-age of 
80.5'l.; 

Ov erall, thit riil.nge Wd!:> tram 15.l'l. lo 15J.3'l. w1th cl s.imple o1ver ·ege 
of 81, l'l.. The we1ght.ec.J average was 76.2%, reflectiny the 1:::-f+ect. 
of several f c1.i r l y 1 drge sheep a.11 otments with 1 ow useage because 
1:t-f economic, labor, pn3doitor and other factors. ho.vinq nothing at 
all to do with rar1ge condition or carrying capacity. 

In other words, the all olmentii c•teqor 1. zed aia •I'. bP-t .a us.e t.hey 
need improvement, s~1owec.J the lea'lit non-use being tal (en, wtule the 
.al lot.111ent5, Sil .id to bE:! satis.fa.ctor-y avtu ·aigad thti! highest 
percentage ot non-use. Whlch i!ii wrong~ the professlon"'l Judgemant 
U'!:iot=d in c..:~l~gor · 1zirH_ J the •J lolm~nt=i ot the theof'" v I t,.-,,,t tt1e -~--·~, 
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Yt'ar average llcensed u s e r ·eflects the car rying capdc1t y a-f the 
allotment ? 

PillQW :.:!-23, Shor · t - lwr m M..tn .. qumt=nl Acl 1 i:m • i:i 
The ne~d oind putantiilll e ~ lo'iit tor much mor · e ra11ng11 1mµru"~mio r1t wu, · h 
than 1 D 1 rn.Ji C..:oi11lt.1U 1 n pdr agr · iillphii- 1 .and 2 urn.Jiff th1 !i i t~m. 

My und~r!it•nd1ng ha'iil b~4i!n th-.t th1• documtltnt d-1 liCUt:-U.iit• nu 
improvif:tm~nl WtJr ·k -for ldtHJt:i 1dent 1fiwd tor dJ li-po&iil • 's!O why 

tncluda tha- phratie •. ,e>1i:lucl.ing areillli. ic.Jenti+i~(J ~, •• • 7 lht=r k:! 

c.:ertuinly atre ani:iugh suit.abls !ii;.oedin9 -.rae£i. not &O tdpnli-f1ed t_o 
m•ke roam -for- much rnore than 35, :.oo ac.:n,~b. 

Ho ... would gr•zing syliilem&; be implem•~nted on c...itlilgory •M• c1rid ~c ~ 
.:llotmenta unl&ii1i you instc1ll fencing, ~m1t-.r · d'=fve:lopmentt- and 
oth&r r-ilngw 1 mpr OVl'.:llhfitntw ? Huw did t.h"'Y qel t n thtii • M• anil • C.:' 
categorie& in tha fir~t pl•~e if qraz1ny ayblWmti dfe ne~ded ? 
Ooaan ~ t lhi • niled i ndi cat& tha~ mofld(J ~m ttnl ts riot »at i i.t ""'- tor y , 
th~ .a.ctlv1ty pl•n . 1s not Soi11liiifa1ct.or · -I' l 0 11d1.tion -.nd tr-end ara 
not mc1.ti•factory, tmµrovemR!ntli c1.re 11uf ~~..c1.llsf.-ctory and ttu::!r ·e ls 
a potent 1 al far ~conomic t ·t:"tun --, on -u1N11v~'i..linanl? 

Pd.ga 2-23, Long-term Mar1o1g~menl Act i cin::,J 
The propo6ed program should _ be designed to provide suttic1.er1t 
f □rdge to supµly Mt least th~ full preference number at livestock 
and REALISTIC reasonable wildlife numbers. The improvemants 
necessary to accomplish this should be programmed ovE.'r- .a. sever-i::,l 
year period to avoid much of the imµc1ct on the. land and on 
budgets. It would be impr · actical to tr · y ta .iccomplis t1 the 
necessary improvements on a short-t,u-m basis, since funds mo:1y not 
be cwaila1ble to carry out even the modest illmount of improvemen t 
work. discu&st:"d in th1• alternative over the per-!ad of time 
described. 

The preferred olternative should make provision -for pr1vi=i11tely 
finilnced range improvements on all categories of -.110tment~. 

Page 3-7, Afft=tcted Environment., L1vesto1::k Grtilz1nq1 
379,279 AUM'li reprelientm tht= currant active grazing pr&ifert:tnce, 
not the total grillz ing preference. More than 25,000 AUHs of 
liUSpended non-u&e listed on grillz.ing permit1i are completely 
ignorti'd. Suspundli!d AUMs make up a11pproximately 2 /3 of the 
pr-iiifwrenc:51 on one illl l otmant .ind ,iii.ppr-ax im•tal y ,t.k~ of the 
pr·efer·ence in the Ruby/Wood Hills ari:ttili ~ AUMlii were ·i.u!i),ii11<.h,i•d tor ill 

variety of rtz•oa,onfi• r•ng1ng from punishment f.or liOmt:J infraction 
of tha r u les to a ~emporar·y adjutitment to fact 11 tat~ .the 
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51 1mp l te1menlation ot cl grazing system. Most per·mittee• were 
Gpµ«ffEc"ntly told t.h ... t tht:' AUMs would be re!ilored ilfl&ff ~ certain 
d~tt! ur· .,.fte,- t-:t'rl.,.Jo m ... n~gement . ob.11act1v.aa were .ittainttd . Other·• 
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1,ftJr t!!' ~.u umi•t:"t.J rainqiz •:.t::-1.1d111y'-', AIUH.1/ur (~ther- tmµrovemlilnta to 
,·eslLJr•~• &t.•tipt-~I 1th ... <l ~lUMs, but thr•HiW w~r-u dwl iilyed pending the 
c1_1mpl1~t.iu11 ut tht.' f . !S. ,/ 

rta.• numb~r ot su~~1Ht1det1 AUMs 1s siyn1f1cau1t li,n the e'Vi11luat1on of 
11,, .. , •c.:cmoml c. atf1:1c . l'h c>t- tho or · oz i 11g ,· educt ions pror.,oliililt1 under the 

,~ 1 wu~ d . l l.t?'r 11,.;,t l V~!;. dl'1d '»huu l c.l be t. t 1owu in lh'111 r-wpart. 

r .. l.JlH i-:.t , .Llvld-sluLl brd...:111y Chd.ct.er ·1'iillct.' I 
•:•~ d~t,.., under lht.' i.:..ol,..1mo t1e,i1detJ ~Net. R.i.nch Income• do not 

rt:flt=!Ll Lr ub' ,,et. 111L.uma t.Jec•ust:! tr ,~y do not includ~ two vritry 
1 moc.wt.•1\t 1 temYi ut ~1,plloc'11•tt-deµr ·ec i.it1 on and 1 nter·eat on 

11v~elmt:.'!nl. (l1r.ti.tt ,.., ~ 'DlQ111 t1ca11t c.:os.ts for · r ·•ru:h OpEffiiltion•, 
1u&t a~ tt,oy •r~ tor ,nolel~, »~rv1ce ~lal1ona ~nd t~ctoriew. 
l b , , .1-.1 r~u»t• bllould tH~ J 11c: luded lo a11void t.ha e, · n:meous !'°nclu!iion 

! . . ,1 Bod.ch AUM µr ·ovuJe'il r,, nel rt:1tur ·n of $18.74. <•...,,416,bOO 
,J , ., u~rt li . ::.:'.HB,9 ~4 AUN!-,) 

ldLle':i A::....-1 i.:..onlcU H -:,Um~ 4ue»tionable 1n+orm•t1on tti•t could 
~.-1yn1f1Lonll v t'ffe t: l l:11~ f!'conom1c. comµutiltionss 
th~ µr J, I:::": u~t:d 111 c ri1lLuldt111g the totdl value ot llvtil!itock 

1,rud1H.t . .lu11 ,a.tt::' aut ot llllt' on today ··s; mdrkat aind probably airs 
. CJl•'=>lCh-tra.1.J.ly t1Lgher t t1a11 the .a.ver-.ge received by ranchers during 
t ~1+· 1978- 198(1 µeriod. · 

Ci:111 .... inq µe,·centage!:i. and Sdle weights are usui:11lly signiticiillntly 
1 o wer l t1a11 d-~e, · .aqt=- on the very 1 arge opera.tion2 bee.a.use the owne r 
,._,r ma,na.qt>r Lcumot pm1y a.s. muct1 personal attention to the detaii l!i 
,t good cu11mc:1;l husb,,.nctr·y. rh1& r·epor · t s.how'ii these f'lgurea and 

1.1U1f=r oµer · otione:411 paramet~ri:. lo be tha sc:1;me for iill l tour · herd 
s1.;;e~ analyzed, 

Al ! tl.Ju.r tab l es s l HJW l t ,t::' same c.alt cr ·op percentage, lo•• 
J.Jerc.entagL•::t. r ·ep l acement rci.le, cow/bul l ratio, sale weight and 
pr · 1ce per· pound. Why then, 1s the production v•lue per cow so 
mur.h l ower · ftJr the less lhan 200 hect d operation thilin it 15 for 
the other thn~e ·• Rounding would account for some o f the 
var1dtion, but c~rta111ly nut 16¼ and more. 

Tt,e grd~lr1g tee cotit~ ~l~ted ~r~ not cona1stanl with th& p ercant 
I ~Ui::'r ,d land fo,.-.y.:, d~pt3ndenc:y 1 tsted in t.he foot notlil'& for tha 
... cu · ltJLJ:i herd Sl~l:!s • .-:-ur E!Hillmpli:! , thtffa :I.iii no real reil t. on why , T or 
t l 1€.• o-19i., c.ow oplf-:r ·at.iari. grazing tees for .a N•tion• l For-~1it 
~•d · m1 t. pr · avit1i1HJ li' , of the year~s -for.a(JE-!' sho ul d c.o•t •10 . 06/c.ow 
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I while cl BLM 
$12, 31. 

per 1ni l 

Comment• on Wells R . A. Rl1P/ElS 

µr-ovilJilH.J 3.0% of 

I lt1,., :0:::1::,~ uf Q yu....,r ur · ·2.~j 01unt.t, tt.•L•U1nlJ pttr-itJll 1s r1ut lo11q t::tnuuyl 1 
for Elko County condit1on'ii. A 1110,· e r·Bdlltil1c. ... '- mo,1l11 (J'iffLud would 
i11cr t::-dt:-1:!' tidly dnd µ, olaiH !=.Upµl~m~nt co<:.te by ~tJt.n,t ~•c.1'l... 

Tilt.· Lot .. ! l..thor cu~it per · L UW ,tumily ·t•hcJr plui.s h1r ·~d l.-1Uor·1 
bhuw--~ ct r ,,d.lH ?f i .Hll..4\AhJl vr.:111r idlion lJ1::1lWEH1<~n thf" tour d1tft- 3r· -..--111t !!d.~·• .~ 

t'lpot~r- ,::1, t 1 rn 1s ~ l hlt 0 - 1 <J'-1 ii.rid tt10 5t)CJ-99"', t11:::!'m1d uni l • both 1- to.! qll l t t:

,:11IJou l !1-4:2 p~..- i:nw, tht:t 20(1-499 hea11d unit na1qu1 r t:•ti 1'69 p~..- Low ~11d 
lht.~ l(t(i1 .• µlu!io untl tt.tqu1rt::1s o.buut $~6 pt:!'r cow . It 1 1:; d1t+1c.ult tu 
u111..h='r !.it,::uit.J wt1y tht! 2C)1) ~499 head ur,t;r · .i.t 1011 r~qu1 r l-!b h ~,;-, mor · ~ ht r ~t.J 

l tiilll.Jur µ1:1r cuw than doa• th~ 501) to f./99 hecnl uµe.•r ,..,t 11..ll• dHH.J at. tlli,:, 
5 .. unB t.l1t1l.,. ulil1z.eu 6~1/~ morf¾ f.,i,mlly ldbo, t11dr1 due.,. Uh· \atq,~t 
u11lt~ U11t.! wu1Lld 1: Hrl.-.1hly th111J th~ 1· u~ult . 1. ,1t lhl lii d111u1...111I •.JI 

l•Uor wc,ul<l bu t'1vldun4 - l::!'d 1n 1111:r .. "=ottd 1..J.lf c.ru1 ,. tu='•vi1::r · w~1qhl'i, 
o, ,;,u111t::-o ut l,1:..'t + ...... 1.: tor. 

t-·rubo;1l.Jly 11u11t- ot ll1t! .. uov~ fl•ws 1s.. fatdl Uy t l '::!t-J ·f ~ t.J1.\l i t ! IH~ =-t 

and uttH ,~rs l havt:t nut listed wer · e currf .?l.tt'LJ . th~ t t:?tiuJ. t ut t h e 
t:.<c:onum1 c. Ofldl y!:>E::'!:o m1 qht 1 oo• mu ch di f f1.::-, fJ r1t . 1 ...,. 

Pc,ye S -25 1 Cund1t.1ur11 

Ttus 1s the t1rs.t E::15 1 t1oivt: =aeen c1.c.~nowted1...1~ thal tht:t pre!:tt:nl 
vegetative condi t1 on 1 s a r·esul l ot past I rather !..h.ar, pre.,;.ent • 
gr·,::1iz1ng proi:t1cas. Th1s. pdrc\gr·.:\µt1 also indi ...:ales t.t1-='t =:,umt,-: 
impr·ovemenl ts tal<.1ng ~la1c:a under e,;1sl1nq LIS.~. Conyrdlu l ,:1,t.1onn 1 

Page 3-2, Cond1t.1on, 2nd pardqr · ctph; 
The third sentenc.e of this porc1.graph indJ.c.~tes th.-.t tr · c:-nd Sb .id.ti=.'~ 
will be +inalized when soils informat.ic:in be c ome"F> c:1iv c1.1la.ble. IJ-1~ 
monitoring of tr · end should be a perma.ne11t pn,r · t of tt1e mi:11nr-1,,1ement 
of rangelands; .a.nd should never be ' t I nal 1 zed~. Pr ·uµEu · l -,.· 
inte,-preted soilm in ·for-111,:1,tion 1s US.i::!'tul in selc-<-ttnq u111..1 
evaluatiflg loc-.tions i-or monltor1ng studies. and 1n cst.abl lS.h ., ng 
r ·ealistic go•ls and ot.J J~ct.1ves for manaqt:c'menl. but µlcJ.y ... ~r -.. 
little par · t 1n actual trend iH"h:Alysi::!'s. 

labl~ S-1 2 L□11t1.--11r1 ~ some ,ether obvious er r or!:> 1n lhe l1sts o-f 
species &\S.soc:1.1led wi lh the various types.. E.Kc1.mµle& Idaho tei.t:ute;! 
1s missing -from the 6agebru!:it1-Rabbi tbr-ush •nd tlie Muunldin shruli 
types and Dhould defirutuly NCH be 1 isted in th~ Sud tbuiit, type. 

Pc:11g4::' 4-3 1 Li v+?.stuc .k Gr a.t. J ng~ c1.1:o"2uinpti on :81 J 

Tt1Ls assumption inthcates tt1at. monitor · 1n>1,,1 w11! be discontinued 
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aiter sutfi~1ent information ha'ii b~en 
laval •dJu'iilment~. The word •completed' 
~void this 1nter1>retdt1on. 

obta.1n~d to n1•kti' yrdz1ng 
&hould be eliminated to 

Page 4-15, Econcimit. Impact, Livc11ilock 1.:ir•zing1 
ThLs parayraph titates that the r,o action alterna~lve would hav~ 
na impocl on lha r•11chir1g econom)'. Why than does t•ble A5-2 show 
_. negative economic effact when comparit.d with t.h0 e ~ 16LlllQ 
•1 tual 1 on -.rid t•bl 61 S-2 shuw .m 1 ncr~.-.•~ 1 n th1;t mtitlr· k.ti'l y,;1d u1c- of 
AUMa under tha no •c:lion a.ltern111tive ? 

Page 4-lb, Soc.1..il Impacts, L1v~stocJ. : grc1z1ng1 ""' 
The statement thilll the no-a.ct1on aJte,..native would not be U1e 
r•mcher'!a +1r1:at choice lii quet.tionable. fh~ no-.aLl1an all'=ffnal iva 
wou .l d not pr ·eclw.h,1 thta lnlitall-.tion ·::, of pet;ll'li•diry , · .u1qe 
improvement•. 

P~ge 4-21, L1ve5tock gr · a z ir1g1 
Tt1e projected ov~rall 1ncraa~~s in ALIM& would not be d1str1but~d 
among allotments w1thin an RCA in accordance with tt ·;eir need for 
i1~pr □vement. EMamplsi Spruce-Goshute& ha6 14 ~llotm~1,ts, all at 
which LUif:!d leli• th~n t1:cti.va pref~reoc:e over the pilltit 3,-~ ye•u · 'Si, 
i1CC'or~1ng to lablw 2-1. Only 3 ot lhttlilie -.re 1.n cilll .t=c/ury 'I", s;.o 
only .3 could bw 1mprov1:td illnd reca1v~ u pt.n · tiun ut thf:t 7<;,oo, ; ~UM 
i nc:reiiuie projected for thi Ii RCA. Of •thu 1:39 -.1 lotmenta, 56 ust=d 
less than the permit, but only 2::5 were placed in c•t~g9ry • 1 •: 

All writttii!n, lhoii Resource! Production •ltsrn•ttva could not 
po-w.tiibly re'iiult 111 iiittct<.Jing-. wt11ch would bt1 locillted pr·aper ·ly to 
~provide tor the _tipr1 ng f or•g~ nt:>iu.Js ~ I' t..:\.o-r ent 11 vi:'ililoc.k numbt:orfi 

•nd the mil.1or1ty of the r~quiri::!, .. ~L ,u,- .additiondl liv~&lock 
numberli'. Improving 25 al lotmiints Jl1!:>l would not get. this Job 
done. 

Paga 4-21, 2,Nativ~ range •.• , 
Ov&r the long-tliil'rm, proper grazing m•nagement lihould ri;tEault in AT 
LEAST • one condition class improvement on area.Ii at native 
vegetation that are presently in fair or better conditon. Toilble 
A2-2 shows that on 1 y about 20'/. of th~ R. A. i • 1 n p6or cond 1 ti on. 
Th~refore, if .just the c~tegor ·y •1• ~llot1na,1t& are tr~•tad, tt1e 
imµr ·ov4=!ment in condition on •t lea&t !::iOm~ at the RCA• lihould +.-r 
iil-lCeed tha lhrl:!'shol d of iii gni f i cance. Yuu iillrE:! ov&Pr 1 oolo :i ng the 
f.sct thillt vwyetat1va tr ·end will bt! monitort:td an all allotmanllii 
.and •ppr ·oprt.attt •dJustmant& m.-de undar thtii .-1ten1 .. ttve. 

Pillga 4-21, No addad c:06ts ••• 1 
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Lom1111,H1L1:. on Wei 1 Iii R. A. kMP/E.IS 

This 1,;, cl quelitionablt: delt:'rmination. The pa6s.ibil1ty that BLM 
md·/ sumeUay close the cher-ry-!:alemmttd r ·oads t,ecoiu&e they int&trfere 
1r41th thP. wildernes.s c.t1cu-acter was discussed 1n the MSA and 
11,~r -pfor~ should b~ con'::i1dered 1.n determining t.he impact. 

~·ci4~ 4 - 22 , Lo~5 of itvestock gr · azing .•. : 
ll1t.• lutib 1,t furuy€:c' 1s not lhe flldJCr odvt=rt!ie imp-.ct that would 
rfH,,u!t from t~nc : 1n~~ r tpar·1•11 •r·e•s1 

l.FenciHg p ,.--opo~ols +:rn1st on allotment-. having eMllillng, p,opar-ly 
funct1on11H:, gria11,1ng »y"=>tems. Hie 1nsar-tion of fenced strips moil.)" 
cut tt1e fields into su~t, small ~egments ~ti to ir1t~r -fere with the 
fum.:.l1ooi11q ut th e sy6tt:m J 

2.f tmc1 t1(,.I will inl~r ru pt lhci1 4:uatum•ry rnt:>vtamant of ll vk"'iitoc."- ♦ rUrn 
one pu.rt of tht= r· o.nye tu Gnother, ,/. nd m•y CiillU!i& 1 &ol a1ted 
u 11ut1 1 1.::e d df"li:fCU:i,J 

J . t~,,~ing ~,~y c ut o•f accu~tomed ~ources of ~tock w~ter and 
•cJ v ersely effect. liv~s. t□ck pt?rfor · mdnce and utiliz•t1an pilltt1lr"nH. 
Strl:IJ.m& •rs et:.pec:1w,lly va11 .. able as ..... ter liources beCoilUtilit they 
r ~quirk':" no mc11 ntti!n•nc.1r;:t •nd can bri dti!!pwndad upc.,n to oot filli I 
1.Lfh,01p'="t:..tk:tdl y t.ML:.E'fJl undtdr- LU1ulliu .. 1 cir •curni.;l1111nc:e1v. Thiit µroviaio11 cf 
wo.t1i:n- gaipc, is a las• th.-11 iialibf•ctor ·y aulution becau1Hii!! of 
d ► >:>lr - Liclivw ~ro&iou arid iflCr-tiiliil!i~d fence milinten111nctit du& to 
•. r- ,1wd1 ng of 1 i vestoc• ~ wherti wetter gctp& a.rt.! too n•rr · ow1 

4.Fenciri~ cil.long liili ,e hills 111.llY crt::hllV tr•p• which C-ilfl C:~li& de•th 
lOhU. or- lnJur·y to both liveutoch . and w1llilifti!. r 
~ .Loc~l4ng fence5 lo avoid the lR1µillct 5t~t~d in 4 could c•u5& 
1nany mar~ than l,blO acres to ba el1m111ated from grazing under 

tt, i s ~llerndtiveJ 

6.Fence 01air1tenance will b~ a problem. Part of thQ sales pitch 50 
far hds been tha.t BLM will maintain the fences~ Thi.• could c.:h•nge 
at any lime, re'9ulting in e ·tther the requirement th•t th& 
permitt~e m•intain the fence or abcmdonment ..,.hich would in time 
r·esul l 1n do ... n wire struny out across the landscape. Trespii&S 
Nill undoubtedly result from 1 mproper· or no ma11intenance, or from 
poor- fence l oc-.t 1011 or contitruct1 on. Mil:ny ril:ncher• •re 
hrit d-pr · esliod to ma1nt•in lhlli impr ·av4:ilment& they h•'-'e. no..,., l&t 
-.1001:1 ft:!f1 C0!ii whJch -.re goini;i ta bu of no importilnce to thtlir 

o'-'er·•tiun . 

rh~ ur · der in which tha above impitct• •r6it l i&tiad h•& no blif•ring on 
thl:!'ir irnµortillnc.s. Some ot the above imp-.ctti could ba avoided by 
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prup~r plcu1niny ot •ll LI,~ r ·asour -c.:e n~E!d!: , on..,,, ...ill ut me ,,t p r i o r 
tu th ~ 1 mp l em~11tdl1.on ut d.ny ma_1ur ct,d.ngt.'s or · .1. mpr u vE:-mc-r,t '1:1. 

F'ruje 4 - "';.~-, µ.u · c11c1r ·<'lpt1 l>ta.-~.an ru n q .-t l.Joltum of left h ci1r1CI LCJlumn : 
Vt:.-gll:.?! dt. l v ~ 1mµr ovomtlnt. unc.Jer · tt1~ r t..•=-~n.1r t. tct µr · oducl1u11 ..i.l lE!r·ncJ.lJ ,1e 

shoulr.J b e c:1t l t-1-ia1~ t a=i qr · ~ at "4!'» 1 ~ =ot1uw11 here be t: iiLu'E:.t' o-t I he 1uo, · e 
.lfd . 6c:-1t~d Vl.! mii::llric11,JLHIU:!Hl •. H O~h.1':a~LI UHLh a.•r l"h d 1 cd t. t!r n..-t 11,. t:. 

Pc1q,~ 4 · ~-9, l . l'¥'ll'bt.OLJ< . qrc4..:J1141 
J f 11u .1.11c:ruc1.st" 1n '-'UM!i. J.'!:.. µt OJt::'Llt.:tcJ , Nlly Lhib t.!>1~ t C 1 !:h.· · ttow Lc:ttl .,. 

~. 5 "1. 111cr t:2dS ~ i 11 =oa 1 t:'S r k=SU 1 t l n dO 11 • l '1. de>c r f::'d'»t=' J n I I t' t JI IC □mE! 
wh1 l ~ d 2. 1 'l. ~dl e'l:I in c , 1-:'ds~ r t-.:-•.-.ul ls l r1 ~ 16. 1 i". i n L r 'tc"cHit=d I nc.ume -:' 

PdqL' 4 --41, LJ. VL1hlULJ. g t._-,\,_• 1 114 1 

All u t lh~ •llt::H ·not,v+ .•~ Ut..~p t>11LI LIJ..IUl1 111u111LClf"lll4 1.lf v +.H.jt.tl c.1t 1rnl to 

dt:d . t ·r mlne li m•11ag~HH:: t 11l dt.J iu":>tments need t o L1k! ,r1ad~ . Ii 
muu1t1 11 11, q 1s t.Jo,u_a r €::'all ~ ll L aJly 1 cou µt<r1cJ1t.lvttl v ...-nd f""' 1 r ly, th ere 
1 ~~ ru 1 • , ~a':t un lo bt:!l 1e ve the1l ranch,~r~ ll>fl J l b e tJ1 ~>lhuvo-:-d" ctt the 
r t-! !=>LIJ l_ ~ . 

Pc1 t_t~ -l - "l::,, Neill ve r .,.nq.::: ••• ~. 1 

fl,t:.- Hl,:.\llV l tt l H~ - tt'r n, lt Hl:.. lOSl l ( E'!:::, l<JL ci lctcJ thr OU{Jlt • Jlll H Ur lt1u r 1, N~ v,1 dr1,. 

1nd1 t. ... lt:! tt ·1g1t co 111µlal e 1i:,1,H.:. lu._1 on i:1t 11 .... l:l!i.l.OcJ . du ... ~ ~. n ut 

111:!C".e':iotietrll y ri.Hiult 1n 1mprovad niltlvtl r.anyi. ~ c:ont.:IJl.1t111. 

ISSUE ~1, WILOHOF<S~b: 

~a1.4E-~ 4 - 4~, W1 l lfhwr-st:J r1umbit.."rt..1 
Wl1c11t ur1 4:..'cwth would ba Ltit.- r•t1onaJ~ tc...,,· .,. J low1nQ wi ldhor64'::I 
numbers tl> tnLni,~••se by lOU"I.. ln the Prolt~ct.Jort dLl,ffnat.J.vll:::!' ':"' rh1& 
is ,.jll un111~nc:1qed, 12 month::. o-f the v~a.r u~ 1::1. It,, .• 1mp ... c t~ uf lt11s. 
d~~tr Ul: t1vt= use dr t: not dddr E:tS~t-d. 

ISSUE MB, TERF<ESTF<IAL WILDLIFE HABITAT: 

Paye '..!-- :24, Shur t - t.enn managemli'nl act1oos; 
The prdclices dnti c1paled to mdnage the propo~t=1d ACE C ~ 1,uuld b~ 
sp~c.it it:!-d. 

F"a.ye 2- 24, St1orl ~ lu11g - t.'l::i!r · 111 md11c1.gemi=tnt ac..ttu,1a: 

fhe iilt:tion\i anli c q.t..ttl:!'d to 11uµrovu- h•btl•lti iur ttn:1 
rui11lr o 1ju c tion llt ~11 .. LJ.vt:t' litpecieli s.t1oulr l be:' sµta:1<.l.f J.t::!'d &t.• 

~nv1 . , · unm'='11t.-..1 •H1J wll1l.tr wf +uct& ciln ba idaonl l +, ud . 

l ilt:' t:'11 liun!-:o ccd1l.1 c..· 11JatE1t.J lt:1 mcUldge th~ 11un - c401• ~· • i i 
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mounla1.in mahuqilny heibll•t1i bhould tJe iiJ)tiCifi~d Ii□ environmental 
•ntJ oiher effect~ can be identified~ 

Whdt would be ~~~ded in the 5,500 acre µroJ~ct(s) for b1g - ydme ·1 
Would ttut. (the•e> projecl(t.). ala□ benefit livestock? If not, how 
~ould it (lhay) b~ prot~ctad from live~tock u•~ 7 I could iind r10 

mention of thtt timvtr ·or,mental or · athe,.. &ff1ac:t of tt,ig ,.u:tion . 

Thtit illction'ii antic.tpilltctd lo 1mpruv1::t tht= 50,0IJ(i S11cr~5 of cruc1o:11,l 
dYEH" winter· h.p,tJ1t•t tiohould l:Je &µecif1ed mo the env1ronn1ental .and 
other· E!f+~cts c.an bEI i dent1 f i ~d. 

Page 3--9, !:Hg Gi1i1lu.J Popul-.tiunti .rnd Hdbitat COndit1pn1 
Appendix t-.blt.i1 A.J-1 iii li-.id to cont•.i.n reasonidiblai .i,nd EH<l!il1rlg 
big-game number Ii prov1 dad by the Neviiida Dep,u·tment of W1 ldl i fa in 
1977 i:1nd 1978. A compoilr i mon bet""'ean the numbe,.-li cont-.1 ned in this 
tabla •nd copies of the NOOW information, obtc1.i1ied from BLM 
b1olog16t& in 1980, indica.tes that some mistake in tabulation 
must have been made. For Mule Deer, table A3 - l shows o reasonoblt! 
number of 73,700 while the NDOW information indicates a peak 
month reasonable number of 54,000. The NDOW number · includes deer 
u&!ng N•tion~l Fore&t L~nds, pr · iv.ale lands and BLM l•nds. outt.ide 
of the Wel la Rwsource Area. The man1mum reason•b ·l4i:t number 
proJected for BLM lt1nd& within U1e Well& Ret.ource Are• would be 
31,.QOO haad on the firiit day of March. The mulimum numb11:1r 
projected for Wti!l l ._ R. A. BLM l 111ndii. wills 1~, 000 h~ad for · ill f i vt= 
month period, Junu through Octobar. Note thiilt the -.bove number·ia 
for 1::CLM 1·ilnds ._till includ11:1 deer- th•t would u&e • s11Jn1tic,.nt 
-:\creage of prtv•tely o.,..ned lands, much of wt1ich compriseSi tht=i 
better deer habit•t. Al~o r1ote th~t th~ pe~k •reabonabl~• r1umber 
obtained from the NDOW lihet!'tti 1• not very much higher than the 
•e1-<-i&ting' number r~porlt:td in the EIS. A s-imilar diacrepency 
e>e iatti in thiii!' antelope nu111bliiitrli. 

Wildlife h_,bit•t cor1d1tion w~• determin~d by numer · ic•lly r~t1ng 
sever•l &Histing habit~t feilturvs againwt a apecit1c ~ptimum 
condition for- thoalit f&iltur ·e1a, then tat•ling the riltinq11 to obt.un 

percent of optimum. Thi& m&thod of ev.alua1tion · doeti not tal-..e into 
contiider•tion thw c-.pab1lity ot the 11itlit to produce lhii de!iired 
char•ctwrtattca. It 111 b-.1.ed li□ luy on whethttr or not the dH&ir ·ed 
•ttributa~ ~re praaenl or ab&Qnt. 

Obviously, not every one of the 4.5 million a1.cre1D of BLM lands in 
the Well5 R.A. h•~ th~ c•pability to provide all th~ altrib1Jte~ 
it t•ke6 tor.ate ~& good or e1-<cellent deer, •ntelope, ~lk or 
bighorn habitat. Many acre& 1n this ar~p are not uned dt all by 
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t.ii y ·- q"'ur1u ,;,.p~1. ·1t .•~ . Me11ny 114=-ld.Vlly ui.acJ •er ~ !!i Cilffl !iupply or1ly p-.rt at 
ll• l-' tt,tr1q~ r~q uJ.red or t.he qudllty ot whc11t. i!::i suppl tied inoy be 
1ht-d1ut.1 l="• lhe ~i"=' c11i.:r·e~ m.:1y be roted only +air or poor becaiusE:!' the 

t:• l -$ u11<1<blt• t u prudu ce good or- £~,.(c::.el lsnt corrdition duE! to 
" ' 1 .. ,1io i .. ,lur1.:"~ elt:!'v.ilion. ~~p□!iura, lemp£H ·.atur&, fir ·ti!' or other· 

11-:-- , i , c,nmt.~1,t~;l to.1.t ci r-n hav111g rioth1nq to do w1tt, competition from 
I I .., L• ~; t 1 ,, · I, . 

I t,. •li •t ._,, il!Lrldllun oi 1.hc-1 lrt,,HH.J 1n co11Uit1on fo r- •ny USS rliilqUil'"liflii 
-~ll1+- fr 1,-)r,_., __ J ~~l: mtt,:::1,"nur· 4::!rnt;;tnts O\/er · a. pr~ rt otl of never-a1,l year-!:iii. "fhe 

, •·• till ':> u· r tl 1~ !c,t::" rnt1.c1su.-emenl!i must be eva11lud.ted very ca, - efully, 
1 lt-...r · A.11q tl ,L· .. ,--tt ~c t of wedlh~, cun d1l.1onst ""ildlife •nd 

1 1 .,.;: ,tu4:h U'iitt, fir .--~ 1n6ect'a, r·odents and other var·tabl..i'ii, Thw 
· ... _.,,, •u r t 111~ W~i lm au 11:::!'cll t: l f.i he:iv~ uu t l.lt::1an going on tor long 

••-1r,1 ql i t.u ma k e meaniny -C:..11 u.:.impd.r · i•tmlii, nor to identify thEf c.iu&e 
t~ ~11d 1f il di iJ exist. 

.-,JUI )""' uer · ~unc~l l l'=!'J l ll•t:':' l h ceAt lhe trand 1 n deer end ante! ope 
·-. 1 1mt·P.r-!.i:i 1=, gtrner · atl y upward. Would t h is be happening 1-f habitat 

r·1c1t1uns were so bdd and in a downward ~, ·end ? 

r1 ,, ~,nb - ui t.tlt:! laci, uf solid dat•~ the EIS cite& livestock 
,.Ji, 1 ... •t1t100 ,=1.s, the primary rec11'5iar1 for thtii ~decline' in dear 

,.-:41:. t ... t4 dnlt:dopt:a h~b1t-.t and Elk hc11bitat. The li-t-.tememt nil!a.r the 
,r, of page ·5-101 'El~ hab 1 t ait 1 ~ in poor cond i. t 1 on 111.t l ewer 

~••1::•1, ,.t ,1'..:!flS prim.ar ·i ly from livestock competition.• is ai goad 
t:~:-<"omplti- uf ltus.. lhe mo&t s1grdficiillnt c.tu&a of poor elk hoi1bitiit 

lhr:t lc.,w elltil'vilt.ian.; of Pilot Peoilk 11i c:onnectad with !!iitiia 
•• t:tr ~but&'ii, not with l1ve..,toc:.k U'ii-6". Tt,is ar"Etdl ts. Ju&t na.tur·illlly 
m,:.ryincll elk hc1.Ldti1l •nd even complete remo"Val of livestock will 
nat d l low it to ~•rovide the .tttribute& raquired to , -~te ii& good 
or · ta1>1cel lent c ondition. 

t-i oiltJtt 4-::i, Ot=lennind-Lian wt & i gnitica.nt imp•ct•, Ttarraatri•l 
Wtldl1f~ H~bilaillt l 
·ihr estic1ld' numbitr 4 1it.ate'!i tha.t •nv -.ctiun which re&ult• in ~Oi'. 
or rnor·a of the knm..in c.:ondition of btg gamtt hillbitiat bainQ in f.a1r 
a,- 1-oor · c..oudltion i-. •n •dvert.Q imp111.ct . TeLbl111 A:3-2 indic:ataa thtit 
mar"' than ~01/.. of the ~mown condi tiori of d1iter boil.bi tat illnd 100'l, of 
th~ ~now r1 conditiun of illntelopa hoi1bitat oilr ■ in f,ilir or poor 
condition a1t the pret.ent tim'iil. Haw c.:•r1 this bii ill auitablv 
"Uu·elihold' for d11:t.41:Prm1ning the wffsct ot iln .ilter· niltiv■ whan th■ 
t>)oltat.ing tiit.uat1on already a~ceedii the stated level? 

lk, data is pril:::'"iBnted t1J show that 50¼ cf the eP.rliiil'iil Uiii&d il.5 
ti14 -•qc1m~ habitat has tilts ch~racteri&tic5 c~p~ble of aupporting 
f ,i 1r or better· habit~t condition. Without evidence th•t this 
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c1mou11l uf l mp, (JVt'IM:?lll C,::HI t i e .:Ill t ,jl flOd , • t l1r·Hs t1ul tJ . 1Lt .Hr1b or..·t 

r, u t su ppo rt d bl e. f ll tc..• 1 1 H.: l us1 on t:>i 4 o.nd ~ 1:. redl 1..,- u 111111::•i 

bt<t:iiUba • thr e=ihol d' n u mber 3 aclequcl.t"lf-d ·y cover5 t.tH "!" J mp ~K t ,_..11·.,.-
estimc,lt-.:!c.l cl 1,:4nge 1 n t11:1b1 t.:4t c:ond 1 t.1 □ri . 

Hoµa-fuli y - uuir!''::iihol d' n umUe r- 6 l':ii nut: rt ·:"tt:.-r r· ir1~ t.u t. .. !.tl ~...'.' •i· J -~., 

b!!lll~ NUlJWs dtd ·initiori u+ "re .... s1.u1c1.t.l-ia 11umlH '1r• J · . 

f -"o.gt>!' 4-1'.I~ ~rtd pc, rCHJr - .. µr. , r t qht c.:ul111nn1 
rlla t 1:rr-e!:ii.tr1~l wl J dl1t E-> i nv+: 11t cir -,.. r · et li!'r· a uu~ •d 1n tlHs µdr · c1,qr .... ..,11 
doet.. 11at 1 .. 1ir·ov1de .a bdsi~ tu ~,-uppor-t the st..-t.ernent lhot 5 '.t½ of .d l 
fdJ.r- ur lliett.1:=r- t-1aU1ti:11l ,; will detl='rior ·.at~ by tJne cond1t1on clo.:is. 
hb. hali b~en tildtt::-d ~H"E:t'-'lousl ·1~ th~ det£ln n1n id . io11 of t· r·e nl.i must b4::!' 
do1 ,~ over · '"' µer · 1od u f Lim,.,.~ f1 u••~ p□ inl-111 - l i 111E:' l:.•!:::ol1,11a t .rt t1. -,;,;. 110 

vc11l1d1ty wht-11 d~i:11l 1 nq with ~ 1 dynamic: veqetat.iva c.:oinmunity. 

P~ qe- 4 -- J ' ) , -::SnJ µ or c1.4r· a.p r. . r J y hl col wnn 1 
f:tLM tic:1bi l a l stu d1~s l 1c.1·,1~ 11at. been c ar T it:td o u t -for · sufi-i1 .. 1en t t1n1t= 

t o 1denl 1 ty .a tre1icJ J l1 c.o nd1t1tm~ If the rate ot detarJ L,i ,3.t1on 
ia11llu ded to in this p ... ,,a qrap~l an d on the follow1nq pay e h r,1icl bl::c'en 
c unst.a.nt. i t1roughoul the 1U O plu"=> ye.a.rs these lands hove U ell:::!',\ 
gr~zed. ~ll t,ab1tat tl F8 d!, would hav~ b een r·edllC ~~l l cl p4J□r 

c:rn1dit.1on or would have beer1 dt='!itr- □ yt1cJ . ,11Br-e 1liii t.:!v1den t:..1?. tihoi,,n11 L1 
that b1q - ga1iut:? number · <::; a.rlc' muct, gren,t, ,:or nuw tha n th~ y w t= t ~ 11-, t , , _. •• 

wt"lt t~ ma.n fir· sl settl i:!d E.l ~-.D County. l f th~ h-.l.11 t.t:iit t1t:.uJ LJ tJ.-, 1 

plentiful at that time wouldn ~ t the, -~ h.a.ve tiee11 deer itnd Mr1l·t:.•;,,opt:" 

to f I 11 it ? 

The winter o-f 198~ - 198 '.:; wi;:11s r-ather !::ievt.:!1 ·· 4:.l. However - , U1~r • r t.ir r.:: no 
l""epurts o-t a significant die- o ff of clE~t · , suet, a!.i occur·rt:>U dur ·1 1HJ 
pr-ev1 □u'ii heovy snow w1nt.er!ii. Since w1nle..- r·ange seems ta ma1.he up 
the bulh o+ tht- cruc:i..al r-•nge• rated c1s poor condition i11 thl'i. 
document, wouldn't: there have bean d1e - offli i-. f c:011diti a 11•,- a ,-e 
really ds ~~d as portr · ~yed? 

P•lJe 4-22 and 4 - 23 I 
fhe ""tis.ur11pt1ons r-elal.1nq lo the dYt1:n-1or .irt1on o-f b1g-qillmii hiillbi t~t 
~r~ bc)tt1 unr · aali~tic ~ncl c1rbitrary. A wQll ~ccapted pr · inctpal of 
r;,inge man,il.gl:!'ment is lhdt 111111 µ4i!r ·emnia1l t □rillga np1i=c.1e~ inclu1.11n'91 
gr ·cit.li6e'ii,, -for-Lt ~-~ lihr-ubs, hd.lf-lihrubs untJ tr-eew will benefit from 
pltr·iatHt :: r-·e•t. during U11::.' yroto.1intJ &Stiuion . fhct cu~tiL4mptioh thiilt th& 
ma.neP.gement pr- opo'::i-ed in the re&ource pr ·aduc t 1cm 111.l ter-r1s1t 1 Vl.i' would 
ccr1use brt.Jwse lo 1::c'rJlE!-r into o downwar-d tr- ·encl 11:i not 1:iUpportillble. 

Paige 4-35, :E:lig game ha1bitc1t would ••••• 1 

Tht=-n:!- is no basis +or the ass.umption that lh-i:! change in U1t= 
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condition of b1g-gamli" habitat would be any d1 ♦ fert=nl tor lh1s. 
ti11lternat1ve than ior lht= n:?source production alt1:1rnc1tiva. Jhe 
baiiiC difference between the two alternative» i& stocking rdl~ 
and the amount of rc11nge seeding proposed. Lives;tock stocking rate 
tias much le6s eifect upon vegetat1 "'e cond1 t1on than does seci1.!:::ion 
ilnd frequency tJf us~, k1 nd of mani:llgement •yt.lem and other 
factor-s. 

ISSUE •9, RIPARIAN/6TREAM HABITAT; 

Page 2-25, O~ject1ves 
The worthy objt<ct1ve ot 1111proving the=>e hi:lb1tc11to to g □ud or 
better condition m~v not be physicc11ll~ c11tta1nable becaube tt1e 
site may not hdlva the ch•r · acter istics necessary to suµport t:.he 
illtributew required 1n yood or- t,etter condition. For t2-K t1.mple, a 
fisheries habitat sludy was done on tt,e upper Mary•s River by the 
Forest Str·v1ce and NDOW, using esDentially the 'lidme cr1ter · ia dS 

is used by BLM. IJne section 1n lhe upp~r rt:!achas Wd~ r at&d fi=ilr 
cand1tia11 with • remark lo the effect thmt the ~ite wos 
esatmtially p r ifit1na 1 with little or no evidenc.:e of livt"';it.o ck 
relo.ted influences. Obviously, the site did not ho.ve the 
potential for any better · condition . Quite conceivably this i!:J nol 
~ ur1ique circumst~nce. 

Page 3-11, Ripdr1ar1/slredm t1abitat; 
The pr-ocedure used to evaluate fisheries habitat 1s e >t pla1ne□ in 
several of the pa.ragrapns on the left side of pa1ge 3-12. 1 he 
fifth full por-a.graph on thl!ii page discusses the pr·1mc1r ·y r·o.ting 
factors and the number of streams where the~e tactors ~ere in 
poor or fair condition. 

These fi~e faclors, as well as lhe 'Priority 8~ factor~, ~re al! 
effected to s-□me degr · ee by one or more of the fol low1r1111 yro.di~nt 
of the- 5tream bed, liOi 1 s and soil parer,t m.at.eri .d 011 lt.e 
Wilt.&r•hed and 1n the ar ·ea ot thE, •tradm channel J m•qn1 tudft of the 
pitak ,..nd minimum waler flow& and the relalions.tdµ betw1:ten the 
.annu.._l tuyh and low flows1 geologic condit1on6 c1.nd evenlt.1 other 
envi ronment~l f actor&J and man caused d1 •tur ·bances , 

On ma~t stre~ms, tha things that man cannot control h.ave more 
influence on some of the r· aitinq ·f•ctorli th.an do the thingm tu::P c•n 
control. The gr.i.dient ot thliil litrwc1,m bed, for e>< ... mple, t:011trols 
tt1~ valo~1ty of th& water · , which in turr 1 etfects1 th~ !1ind of 
m~terial or, ttie stre,..m bwciJ the r· atio ot r·iffl~ii- tcJ poolwJ the 
width of the t.:.t1t:11nnlE!l in ral.ation to water dept.hit.he qu-11ty at 
poolsJ the ii-laibl.lity of &tr · iectm ba.uh!iiJ ii.ncJ lrl tiOm~ C,it;'iiiHi the l:ind 
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, it v t:H.Jt:tt.,t1c,n u.long ttu •: stredin. lhe degre~ lo wl11ch yr a.d1ent will 
1:-'ffet~t . these" fc1.ct.ars 1s 1n turn de~endent upon hydrologic, 
•-1eoloq1c, soil~ and ut.tier t.opoqro.ph1c c..:ond1t1ons. 

tJ+-:-co.use rJt lht> i.:.0111µ11::!'1, relcitionships involved, persons familiar 
with c:111 n t lt 1e-sc ':!Clc~n(;es should be? inc..luded on tha taa.m cha.r ·ged 
with lr y1ng t1.1 iJel.P.r-mine the reason a =otrt:o.m 1s iu a pa11rttcu.lar 
i .on d1t1on c1r1tJ huw mwt:tl µatent1al it has to reach a better 
L n11i::lltion. fhe Joint '::tlrecrn1 iuventor - ies, referr · ed lo on the 3rd 
µa.ra.gr · dlµtl on µc.qe 3 -1 2. wer·e not. made by nuc:h a team. The 
co11c.:l1is1un tt1..il ... ~ ~i lrl::!c.m 1n ir1 dt::'ter·ior•ted corn.J1t1cm due t.o 
l1vestcu:h grc:1:.:1n 1.1 (11 J.-· 14, 3r d pdr.) may theretor-ie be t:!r·roneous. 
111 r1,urf.-! cast'<::> tl1c1.11 1l 11:i right.. 8eci:tiu5e t:!c:u.:.h s;trec11m segment is 
unique .and cll.ffr.-r-P.nl. t.he succe~s or fo.ilur~ at a certain 
tr ·ea.trnenl CH1 •A tew se 1 ... ~Lt .~d s treetm redlches. will not nec.essarily 
mettn thdl · dll f.;ther stre dlms w1l!~ or will not, have~ 6imil-.r 
r~'£.>t .. HJ11st= t.o U,dll lt Hr.J.Lm11:nt. 

F·~qt,, 4 -::J , lh ! L~rf(llfld. l..ton ut sitJlllflc ... nt iinpa.clii, Rip•ri•nlliilre•m 
l1ttl1i lclt l 

f\s pr ·ev.luumly lit.J.t~d 1 11 these co nurienls, nol all r1por1•nl!i.tr ·aam 
l111111b1t.a~ts are lm .. ated on s1tes capatJ.le a+ suppor · ting good or 
better c:ond1 l.1on. Uoti 1 c:011dit1011 is defined as beincJ in 
!""elationsh1p to t.he µatentii:illl for the site. 111 lh, · a!ihold of good 
or bett er · con cl 1 t 1 an is unreo.l 1st i c . . 

P~gt= 4 - 17, Ripdlr lco / st.ream t1ab1 t.:1t: 
Tt1e phr~se 'subt . le changes 1r1 ripar · ian condition' bears out tha 
prt:-vious comment that only long-t...enn studies and investigation by 
8n interdisc:iplln~ry team Cdrl deter · mine tha actuu.l trend arid 
,..ond1t1on at these u.r-aab. 

The purpose tor Lh1:i E:.1;5 lli lo d1sc.lo'be lhll=' env1to 111nental effec:tti 
tt1illt would reosul t from the i mplementa.ti on of th e five RMP 
al ter-na.t i van. Since the RMP proper) y does nol propo1ite iilny 
t, ,?J.t.me11t on pr · iv•teJy owr1ed land, the EIS lihould riot inc.luda 
private dLreu and mil ~s of &tre~m when d1scuwainQ th& v~riou& 
~i ri ds uf- wildlite habitat. The r..ange peapli::! wi:!r'a ablt= to liieperoate 
th~ BLl-1 udn,ini=itened li:ilnds ft om the µri v ately owned land~ when 
11":it inq range types .and estimating ecalogi c• l co ndition. It 
~t1ould h ... v~~ ht:-i:!'r1 E!Cdi1 er -for· the wi ldl ite people becduve lhay cfflii! 

l~ll : iny dbtJul t,~w~r ~L,~ $ . 

lnc..luc.J111L;.1 µr 1 ..-~tt:• w · oµerly ddd!iii ernphoiiitila to th&, µoinl th.i 
b1olor.1ist 1.:> ore lr y 111t.t1 to sell, but lht.1 cond1t.ion ...,fld trend of 
p, · ivnlt-dy OWHt;J t1t:11.t.1tat {par · t.icula.rly fenc :ti!d landtio) is uf 
t::tbs ol11tely no 1in~,u ,- 1 uinc.l:.:' to lht= deten11ina.tian of lhtE impilct!i ot 
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l l h.: lr - t-:, ,.1.11,ttn t. c,f µut.,J J • J._.1111~~- IL l b nu mr.,, - t.t trH .·: ( Utlt t.-"t I , , t J ;j ,' 

t l1c1 t p rl v.,.1 1 ... l v u wr H··tl ~ lri= ,:.;11, ~l:.'4m t-J 11l '=> 1111q 1, t Li+::-d l.! l1 ~,1u r.,..1 1ni-1 i,r 

kt11~J< uv 1r,q lh""n tt 1h ,t ,, .11 Ult~ p r l vo t. c~ l <::1111Cl'=> 11>J fjht li t..• 1-•r--, 1Lh ... •d ,. -:,. .., 

rt:..'Su l t c ,t 1,r 1, 1c:1t1r1 t.1 111 1.• l1 <:11V 111:::'E::"ll~d tu w1 nt+c. •r ti•~ 1nw:. tt1c<1\ l.jf ,.;.• .:.ic· 

Ul.M I d flll !..... 1 ll( ~f \.' nr t ? ot t1t>r aq~n c:. l i::!S dU d ot t lHr pr c.,qr rJ.mb Lt, .. , q,- ,J 
w1Lt1 1;1url l t, •I w ill, l , , 1,d CJ ... 111.-.•1 ~ l o ~vd l,, c,t t.• c.r,U <:.u l ·; ~ t• f L•l , l 1·m •·~ 

P l" 1 " n t o-:" I ,-,u d. 

ht' '::illL! I l t n l I ~ ·,. 14lJmJ tt ♦.•d e 
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;,-, 1 A I H 1-iL I E:1-<hlB I l VE. 
Well s kesourc~ Ar · ea h:E:!'~uurc e M<Ancu . .J~mt-nl P J eo1n 

ll1l 'ii i::1J t .t:.•rn~llVt=, Lit•ll lQ J,Jrw µu:=.t.: U li 'V LIil:! l .... it:"Vc:HJd Gr c:1.:1r1y tiuc:1t ti t ur 
D1st.r1c:t. N - 1, 1£> mulltµ lt' ual:! or l t:!11L~ L.1. 'i.ilr~<.:. h lnq ~1 w urlob l ti' 
apµ r oo.c .ll Lo r€ : =oou r c.e mc:1no.qemt'1 1l 111 th~ Wells 1--<ttsuur c t:i Hr~d. U 1nt s 
o f \fdr iou s pr-cu..: liLes cu ,d l li'::iUti'~ hci'l.1~ 11ot b~~fl 4uc:1nl1 t11:1..J lfl mo s t. 
C d~e!:::>. bec• u&e t. he ~l:! 11u mU e,s s t1uLd d r~mdl11 tlt- >-1bl e lLJ µl:!rm1t 
appr ·upr · 1c:1,lP. e11d 1u s lm~11l~ to be mcH.h::! . 

Ul<JECT l VE/ MANAGEJ1ENl ACl IONS 

I SSUE:. l i l AU US 

Sharl cind L.an u -l er-m M.:ir1dlqemt::- nt Acl101 1s : 

1 .01spose ot '--IS., 1 '5(• d L l'"e!:::>. 11, c ludll H-I t..CJJhlllUl1lt y t:!»:JJCIIU'21Uli lc:111d!:::>. 
pr1mcu-1l y Uirough public. sale. 

2 .E >;µll='d1tt- 1 ... nd t- >cct1~nges to, · lhe purpCJ=oe o t bloc li 1 111J uµ 
owr1er · st1ips lo pe,.-m1t more e+f1 cien t.. mdflcHJement of bolt, p ut.JI i t: and 
pr 1 vale l c:1nds . 

ISSUE 2 , CORRIDORS 

ObJ6'C li ves 1 (Same as n o-ac tion) 

Short .. nc l Lo ng - -lwrm Man•yumt.!11t ~c:t10111o1 l.J~•1qr1uil,i, ..-11:10.no11ab
0

J t:: 
w1d lt 1 lr•r1&port.at1on .it.r1U ut111ty corr1durs a11lunq t;,x1s.t111q 
rights-o-f- -wc1.y . kE-qu1r ·~ Uiioe of thP-~e cor-r · 1dur · !it -fo r t ulu r ~ 
de vel 1:.p111~nts wh~rever taas1ble~ New corridors will be c ons.idert:!d 
fo r des1qnc11l1on on tht.,t bds1s of e c onomtc .1ustJ.f1cc11t1ou, pro x 1r,utv 
lo e~ l &t.1 ng cor-r i dor.1. e11nd complk:!le envi ro nmk:!"n t .~l 1:;l u d1 ~, u t 
~lterr1dle r·oul~li . 

ISSUE 3 , ACCESS 

Ob1ect1ve1 To ~cqui r ~ leg•l ~ccess to,.- ,.-oules n~ces~~r · y for 

, ' 
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Luny-1 ~, -111 Mo:1n,-,1qtdm•,:mt A1;.t1 a.:1n1 Ac qui n;: accetili through neg ati •ti on 
with l a111t.1 4Jvmer-s as net.:!ds a.re identified aind opportu.n1ties ar1se~ 

-~su, 4, RECREATION 

• Jh ••-~• t lVt:.H lu pr ,1vida ,,. r dl'll.JLI of r acre•tion opportun1ti ■■ wh1 lti 
1•rotf :-~.•.11u 1 fr •g, le r·esourc.eis .md .tvotding tntttr'ferance with other 

'}l 1or: ··· TP-r·m Man1111qema11t Act1ons1 

· .Uur. Jr ddt:i -facilttie• at e>:1sting dev11loped recraa1tton ar•••• 
' . , t u<o, :_, 1 bO a.Cr-te!''J:i in Rub y Mar·sh ci11111pground to ORV use. 

·. _ Cd~1,t1f v ar-eds ot- sleep slopes ond fragile soila for cloau.re to 
Ot<V U£ P~ 

4. ld•,mtit v o:1.reds. where ORV user-• .ara h_.rra5sing wildlifa or 
1 1 ve!.~· •.lC:I<. a,- are inter·+er1ng with other land u&.11• and close thasa 
f , Ul-<V l.15~. 

Lo11g-lerm M•n•gem&nt Action; Continua to 1tvaluilte tha n1n1d to 
d eve lop additional recreational areaa and 1nst•11 fac111t1a• •• 
needs and opportunities ariae , 

I SS UE 5t WILDERNESS 

Ob lBCt1 VRI (8a11me .,., no-•ct ion> 

Sho, · t. •nd Long - lt:!rm Millniil.gemant Action1 <B•m• ila no-•ction) 

l "' SUE 6t ' ' VESTOCt '. GRA/ . ING 
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Ob .1ect.ivai ro i ncr·ease th~ \/l~ ld o ·f u!:iec4ble l J VH!iil~ c.k , l ,r uL J l,,: 

su ff icient l y to meet .at .le~st the full grazing pret, • ·en ce · iP.,n .. mcJ 
on all illl l otm ents whert.• th~ potential e>11 sts t .o o;uGt...) 1 i, this 
l &>\/&l ot use and the l i \/es toe• , opt.Jt dtor is wl l l,., 114 l4 , etc_ t _ J .·c.l ~· 
cooperate 1n plannin ,1 a.nd i.mplement.1nq lht:! 1mprn vf.~tltt" 11t -=:,. Mild 
manaqt.>me:;-11t oiil.clions ne c •-•ssa r ·y t.o met::'t. this c•b je ct J \/e~ 

Shurt- ·r~rm Mclnaqement Aclionsa 

l.t-<a v 1f:!w U1l,! 1_1;,1lt:.0qur· 1..:.idllU11 procedur ►.:!' dem1 : t 1 b 1 J 1n tli. • Rl1F· / E.J •·, 
doc.uml:'11t dnd. ,Jift~r · c un1sull,i1tio11 with the ,1, .i z 1r11,1 1..1µ1:t,•t.~r · s ~ 
re-cMtegor · 1 Zt:.' thE al lotmenb;, pl ac inq gr-e•tr,u- emph ~~s : un r · .:,HHH ,· 

c.onch l1wn, r un4e tr '=nd ..iind pr · uduc .l 1 ve puLPnl i 11111 ,:tnd l .)n 1. hl
1 

de1u n ,!H at the 1 t vvo;.toc~ ope r· .it.ors .. 

.,?,U-3 v1:::1)up qrJ ..::ing i,d on!:> tor · t.ho'iie ,ttllotmants. wtiart:. • , .. ,. t . h!r Hi:d 
impr ·ov~mtmt6 and/or graz i nu ~•vs tems ...,,-~ need-.t< .1 a11d µrnc; _t I c.. ~ 1, ~ 
wht:u-e th ~ 11\/ e stocl< Opi::!'r· ,:1,tors ~re will1r14 to p-4.r t.tLl pitl ♦:;, ~ 
will consider all UtiU!i of the allotment dnd will 1nc.lut.h -:,., t!, t.· 
trecltment-5 arid practices fli::!'Hded f1,:1r- w1ldl1fe habitat ,mpf ,1 v k:!'m,-i , • 
and other uses as. appropri•te .. 

3. Install nt:ted~d watt=r development projects 011 thd!:ei~ '"'11 at .•rit ? llt b 

having treatable livestock distribution prob!em s. 

4. ln!!itall 111on1lor · ing st.ud1es on i1llotm1=nls where grd.l.l11q plF.11ns 
have already been implemented ilnd ilre tunct1.on1ng sa tlriif• c:t.o r 1. l 
a11nd on all otmemt5 whert.:1 no qr -.z tnq pl •ns or 'Eii gn 1 + 1 Lr.int 

improvements •re .inticipated. 

Lonq-ferm Management Act1onsi 

l .. lnat•ll pl.,iU11111d liv1u1tock and wildlife 1mµrovamsnt . 1;, illrHJ 
m•nillgement practice& over • period of yaar& to •void a 5ulJdt%r t. 
1UiUi ■ 1 ve impilllct on h.ibi tats .t.nd l i vtil&tock u•ie. T"hi s wi 1 l <JI <at.; 

f•cilit.ata priv.1ta inv11Uitmlint ilnd provide • more Uuifu, m 
distributior, of feder.il funds. 

2.Est.ibl15h monitoring studiea on •llotment1- where ma11ur Lt,ai , lu• ,~!!i 
in liveatock distribution pattern& have ratiulted or will r tt'!:1-!il l 
from the implementation of qr•zing pl.anli, 

'3.Make .adjuia-tments to gr-a z1n q tiystems and/or l tvti.!slock L1U.mbt:', · 'a ;,, f-:1 

indicated by the results. of not less than 5 Y~llir& of moni t.of ; ,v~ 
studies. 
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ISSUE 71 WILDHORBES 

Obj1n:tivm1 Tu miilnii\ge wildhori.e hiitrd& in .-cc.ordamce with U1& 
m~ndates of l•w ii\nd thw need to protect the ravourcu&. 

Short and Long-Term M•nagem~nt Action&1 

1,Continue 
condition&. 

to monitor wildhor&e 

2, Conduct wt l dhorstil g•theri ng11 •• neceaa•ry to rili!duc~ •md 
maintilin the total number of horlia& tn the resource arwa .al the 
1971 number of approHimalely 320 head. 

3.Remove wildhor&eQ from area~ where they did not occur in 1971 
and from private lands if requesled. 

ISSUE B1 lERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Objec .tivea lo enhance wildlife habitat conditions thr ·ougt- 1 
improved livestock management, ,nultiple uiie range improvements 
and &pacific habitat improvement practices. 

Short iillnd Long-Term Millnilgement Action&1 

I.Modify hazardous 
~igration routes, 
utilizing the araa. 

liections of fence, located ilcrows m• .1or 
to meet standards for the ' apeciws of wildlife 

2.Maintain &ki&ttng Nildlife proJects. 

3.Work with user& to develop liU.itable remedies in ciuieii where 
monitoring &hows a downward trand in the condition of crucial 
wi ldl.ife habitil.t to be res;ulting fr"om othe,- - retiourca u'iie&. 

4.Plan .-nd carry ouJ: multiple u5e projwcl& for . wild.lite t"ti:i1b1t-a1t 
improvement, live5tock forilge production ilnd woodland management 
on crucial deer winter ril.nge&. 

ISSUE 91 RIPARIAN/STREAM HABITAT 

Objectives To develop a recognition of th~ value of 
ripii.ri.an/slrii!am habitats and initiate a program to impr"cve the&e 

- ·, ? 1 1 I 
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hal>llr.•tli lo a conditlo,, conliialenl with th1tir · µotenlital iand oth•r 
re1>ou1 ca u•er.. 

'-il1or l· ltiilr · 111 Man-.qemwnt Acl1c.m1 f-' l..inli on .allotm■nt ■ conta.intng high 
ctnd medium priorily r 1 p ~r ian / Ktre.am habitat ayala~• will inc1ud■ 
orav1 ,:,10,i tor th~ im~ - 1Jvf:'meol •od or millintan•nce bt theae llilrea.lit 
i~ .•. nq methods agreed t u by all users of the allotment .. 

L onq ·· li.trm Moilnilly&manl Ac.:lian1 Work with Uli&r5 to dwv■ lop liUitabl ■ 
r emedtt:Ui ih t.:,ui~ti ""'h1.1re moni . tor.ing ahuw& ._ downw•rd trend ln th• 
,._1JndtlJm1 u t ,· iµa ,- 1-.u h1111btlillt!ii to biiit rill ■ull1ng from othwr-
.. tJ'iiOLtr l.t-:? Utit:i b, 

~SBUE 101 WUODLHND 1-·~0DUCTS. 

tJb1ective1 (S .. m~ a11= •· r ~ter · red Alt&rnative) 

Short and Lon e,-· (!=!rm Ma111oiyement Ac:tion!!iiJ 

1. imp I t:!m~nt tll~ 11~C t:tS$ar · y management action• to llil.1i1iure th•t 
Chris l maib t, · ee a.nd ·tence po'6t cutting .and fuel...iood hiu·ve~ting .are 
·1one 011 a SL1slainaU y i e ld ba.sii:i. 

2.Managa salvage c.:ul E:i for · both t.he general public and commlrdi iilll 
Ulier!li on •ir ·ca s where p1nyon- Juniper · convli!rtii anti tor wi ldl J fee er 
J ivefito ck -fur · ilige enh a ncement would occur. 

IMPLEMENlATION 

Selective Maniligement Cr · 1t1c1r1t1. for LivetJtock Gr-azing-(f'age 2 - 27> 

Category M Allotment Char~cteri5lics 
r, evi~e 4 to rea.d -" lhe land owner-ship obutctive is to ret•in tt,e,5& 
1 dnd& in public ownerst1ip or lo -"Xchang■ them fur · 6ther l~nd to 
fct.1:..i 1 i tate mcilnagement. • 

Revis~ l to r e~d- " The Lurr~nt ecologic~l ~•nga condition ia 
, ati s +aclo r "· • 

Hdd '8.lhe tn ,::'nd i n ecolog1cal range condition is up or not 
c1pparent. • 

Add "9. The pot&1nt1 al tor Yli!getiltive product.ion iii moder•t• t:.o 

2 Si . f 2 C ts ;·" ?'., .-,'.fr 2 ::tat 
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lliqh.' 

Add •tO.W.it1c•rbht:!ds. ._:,we 1n E'=o:At.1s f~ t.: lo r v condition. · 

Cc1.teqar ·y l Al lol1nenl Chc;tr · act.t:r · 1cfi 
Revis~ 4 ln rl::;'oo1d- 'lhe ldnrJ uwner ·tihip ob1ective 15 tu rr.!'lo:1.1 1 ! 1)1-n., e 

l mnd!Ei 1n pull! ic ow11k-!'f" at,ip or to axchanqe U1en1 for fllher ld.tid lt1 

f mci l i t.it . t-.> n,anaqt::-ment.' 

R'=!'vl se 7 tu r ~ad - ' Th '=' curt t!lll t!COl oql Lal r ii\lHl& L.u rnJi t_ i un mc.lv l,t;, 

UflSii:'ti !;.t.;,.i ; I.or y. · 

Hdd 'B . t::LL tlOqic..a ... 1· a114,:.t::-L011d1t.1uu 111.-1 . b~ LJowri or not ,appor-en l . · 

kdd 
hlUII • . 

~1. l'l1t:- potential to t ve9t:!lat1 _1~! production 1. ~ ,uuderdte to 

t.\t.il.J ' t1.,,W.,,.tll:!'rsl1ed t.:.011Uilio11 !."i mp_v bt:.• u 11~ ~t.i-sfc11. tor-y. 

Cotego,..-y C .. tl lotment Chc1racter1 st.IL?> 

Revise 4 to n=-iad - 'The land owru ""•r·ship oUjective is to d1!ipo s e of 
the ma.jor · 1ty of the public l~nd~ within the allotment.~ 

Revise I lo reod -- 'lhe current t Lt.Jloqical r· o:mge condition i£> . nul a 
ma 1or concern in tt11 n c:ategor v 

Add ' B.The lrcmd in ecoloyit....d r.ing~ cor11 .Ullon 1-s nut""' 111i:\J01 

concerr1 ir, tt1is t:illtegory 

Add •<r.rtie potential tor vt-tq& tc11tive produc..t..ion 11:i not .:A m.a1or 
c.:onc ,u ·n in this t: ateqor y 

Add ~ ll).Watershad condition is not ., mmi□r cooc:t.?r"h in u,i, 
cc1.tegory 

MONITORING-Cllm•tl c D;o.ta-(Paga 2-30) 
Chilnge liecond and third sentence• to r·ead-'Officicll waath~,. 
ii-tilltion!i-, BLM •n d Nevil.dill Slat.le cl imait1 c ii-t .. tion• and e,tot · · ,:m!=i 
operilted by cooperating ranchers would provide c "ltmat i'- atca. 
Thi& diLtil would be used tc, cor-rel•te sea11sonal weather v .at 1 --' t , on!& 
occuring in different parts of the r· esour c;e il.rea to pl ant •""lh 
•s determined in the utilization ond t rend studies. · 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES-(Page 2-31 > 

Modify , item 9 to read-•AJter•t1on of sagebrus,~ -~ ... ,.c:. \ Lh e r 

Comment Letter 16 

' ·J · l l::ikhl lN(:l LiOAh·D 

throuqh oppl1 c ~1.Lirni ot harb1c1 ise s, µresc, it.Jed burn1nq or bv 
mE~ch L-1ni i:; ,_-4} m1::1~ns will ht::• q uJ.ded l , v the pr · oc .edures outlin1=.•d 111 lht: 
Wf:!'st. t,.~r ,, St.atL · ' s S age Gr oust=- l:-;u1del 1nes~ thE- l"'l~mor - ~ndum o-f 
Lh1d(1, •- l c:.\11id1ny b~lt•men U1e t,lt: ... -.,,.,,.de Dt.tpdr · lment ot W1ldli-f~. ll1e 
r· es ul l ~,- o f rl~ i:.U bv r·esear · LI• pro 1ects and either st u die s . ~ 



~ 
I 

V, 
N 

? 

Comment Letter 1 7 

:L)e-,4~ £,p I 

4.vt ~.C:CA/~ ,.. ~~~ /'-7,,vrl~ 

TC f~,o f'.:?&# A A.lt?'T"~ /NOu::,'9-77,,,./" 

/-Ht ,'4!'"''-1,J&,.f' t:::1~,e,<l--,v/,v~ ~ 

uJ~~s- ~Ml' #1 S. 
/,v 71/e ~r- ~ff/~ o,,e -t:?"4o/~ 

.z l'fRv~ ~,vdf!?o A ~,.....?' ~ ~ 
A-'-'TZ!?,eu"""'77c/e p,e.q/'.Qe',o Br ~ ;()~~~ 

c~,J<, f?,,;q,z.p I A.I-/ .f).-.rna,1c.r tv;f-tt:.H 

L.ct?,t:::.£" ,et!?$",,v,t4~,5 -n:, M~ ff~ ..T w+,uu::7 

;/-,:,,Pt:: 77f7,,t-r- 'f'it7«L ,;,,e~u:: ... ~ t-t»«~ 4'1(/~ 

1-r _r~.,e,/,:7M_r ~/()~,'f??.:,,v, 

C# -r,1-G ,,,,,,_~A-r?ve.r 17,e,e.~.e.e--,;o 

1A.l ~,,n,r£.. O,e~ .s~~r 771r 

! 7; ,,,.,~ ,e;,,L,. S" /7U"'4-'T7,:?,✓-T --n::, .if'~ #,,-;vpL&;::) 

liVP/V/Pvr~~ ~t::) ~ 77,,..-,~ ,19-NO C,-4!.

c:,"',,-,:;~e;r ~#A;>./~~ 

.I"" ~ e,~E;erv~ ~,vrr- -r7f-e pe,,, 

5 ,,.,, lif'A-&",,.,,;~ -".,;'/'~ ~~ ~,J,; ~ ,-.J 

-n,-4 :s -r-r> ..s- Y4~ ~e~,,,....;~ «.r~. /,c./ ,;,,,-L.. ~..--.t5 
T ,.:;c/_,, ~ .,,._1~ KAv'~ -Q£:-=4e.e~ ~~-

11 tr IF t:tr Ii 7 a , 

Comment Letter 17 

.- 1P 

-"2 

£)&,t,U,v' -nf~ J'71"4':f:.,,./~ ;<,l~ ,81!-e~~ ~ 

/.l,,,....v'€- ~l!!:e/~ S.:7-7~ ,'.e~ .rdF-t://t!!A!.. 

,J),e,i,t-n/ f./6,,9,,e.f ~,vP 
1

~cc,f~,#~ "77-H= 

~r -r/4e~~ o/~h'#-.f -,,c.1 p1-e 44 '7 ~~o/ 
r,,p~ 

1 
,4~~ .561!',,,._; ,'I,,./ e"/1/ae_,~,._,.r t!!!.4'NC.~,v'T,li?,r7'N';41 

t?✓- J~,i,:: L:',1441-r..r; ,,e::,~ u✓;/re/1 Ai?~~.:,,./ a/4 

/1-;,t+-c,/t!! ,.,,,,,, S-n::,c~ -,P pf,..,..,.... -4£~,-9 H-,,.,-,e,,::J'-Y 

,,4-r R~ $/,,-./C~ ~ f,V~,AI'~ g,,e /9rt:J. 

a~ ~r~,,ee,;,,..n::~ .A vi~/ .r ~.£ ,,,,.L...L.. 

8~~,v E.,«4#-r ""'71./P ~~ ,.,_,..,e A,,JP .I 

Bt:: A"'24~/'l,IZ/~f" ,,,,,,_,c::;e,,J ~,e,✓-7 «s ,w,~ 

C:,r-r /", A.irA77q-A./, 

··.· a n~, ,- r n 0 9 C - C - , • · et~ 



~ 
I 

Ln 
w 

- - ~ = - =- -- - - - - ... 

Comment Letter 18 

fi',r. llud Harri ~ 
Dlst.r1ct Mgr. ~U<o b.L.M. 
P .C. Box 8J t 
~lko, Nev 89ROl 

Uc o.r Uoct: 

QUALITY HEREFORDS 
Mr. and Mir1. Robert A WrlQhl 

CMJl'ller vanev Rt. 
w~,. Ne~ada 89835 

752-3784 

Au~ . 1 ', , 19RJ 

r w1:;h t o d.,ncnd O,c: c omme nt s t ha t 1 ha ve pr t!vi o us ly 111ad C:

li j regard t c, t ht: ~~ll s Uraft lie so urc~ Mana µ,eme nt flan. In • Y 

pr~v1 o u~ cort.it.c:nt :; l s e l ected t f,e "n o a ct~o n' ' al te:i·na tlv c as 

bf'1n,£ U1c 11,:ost nea l'ly sa tl -sf ac t o ry o f a ny offt::r t::d. 

1 lfi :..t, Lo nv w e ndor se: a s tx Ln al t e rna ll v c: p ro po sed by th e 

f;1str1 c t G1·a:z.lne Board, Thi s alternatlvll 1s a co mbin a tion of 

some of t hr, praYloui:; altcr11i:i t lvtis a s wt.:11 as ad.din g Home ne w 

,dctt :..: and prof)O t3al ::;. 1 t :3,•., 111::. t o mn nt n••o r ly t!'Xpro:.:s~ my th OUt!:ht fi 

on JJana.p~mt:n t in l htt We ll ;..; il1•:,;ourt. :c Areu . 

Would appre c lu t~ yo u a.nd t htt Well~ ht::s our ct:: Mt1..na~i;:mo.:nt te am 

glvlug se riou s co n:•; id e rat1 ,m to acc e ptlnP.; the al t1.;rnativ ~ o f th~ 

Dist1·1 c t Advh ,ory Board. 

:Hn c erely, 
3,./-

Bob -"rlght, l-'re s . 
Hobcrt h: . Wri g ht Co. 

Comment Letter 19 

Tlte <>Wildlife ~ociety 

Nevada Chapte, 

Rodney Harris, DiBtrlct Manager 
Elko District 
Bure au or Land Man age men! 
2002 Idaho St. 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

August 12, 1983 

The Nevada Chapter of the Wildlife Society herewith aubmits the following 
comments on the Draft Wells Resource Management Plan EIS. The Nevada Chapter 
also desires to monitor annual progress or the Implementat ion of the Final RMP. The 
Nevada Chapter strongly supports the BLM Intentions of following the Standard Operating 
Procedures (pages 2-30 through 2-32) in the Implementation of this RMP. 

The Nevada Chapter or The Wildlife Society is a non-profit organization comprised 
of professlonel wildlife biologists. The Society is dedicated to the wise management 
and conservat!oo of the wildlife resources and 1,_he habitat upon which all wildlife rely 
for life. Ecology is the primary sclentiric discipline of the wildlife profession; and, 
therefore, the Interests or the Society embrace the Interactions or all organisms with 
their environment. The Society recognizes that man, as well as other organisms, has 
a total dependency upon the environment and It Is the Society's belief that wildlife, 
In its myriad forms, is ba.sic to the maintenance of a quality human existence. 

We believe that the impact analysis section has not adequately addressed 

I competition amo.-.i- wildlife, livestock and wild horses. The discussion of reasonable 3 numbers of wildlife should include A UM requirements, season of use and the degree 
of dietary overlap among the three groups of herbivores. The Nevada Chapter supports 
the preferred alternative In relation to livestock grazing, assuming that reasonable 
numbers of wildlife can be achieved and maintained under this alternative. 

The Nevada Chapter endorses the preferred alternative for fence modification, 
as improperly constructed fences hinder the movement of deer and antelope and may 
cause mortality as well. The wildlife resource Is of such economic value to the area 
that simple fence modifications would ha! t the needless waste of these valuable resources 
and still provide livestock control. Fences In antelope range and deer winter range 
should have the highest priority for modification, and rence modification should meet 
BLM manual specifications tor wildlife fences. 

The Nevada Chapter supports the protection alternative for improvement of 
terrestrial and streambank riparian habitat. Since riparian areas comprise such a small 

The lnternataonel O~en1zat .a n of Profeee1one1 V\hidllfe Eco log1ete end Managers 
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Mr. Kodney Harris 
August 12, 1983 
Page 2 

percentage of the total rengeland resource Oess then 1 % or the public land In the 
Wells Resource Area) and are so Important for wildlife and fish, they should receive 
maximum protection (see position statement on l\,iparian Habitat by Nevada Chapter 
of The Wildlife Society). Protection of this omall afreage •hould not cause a significant 
loss of livestock forage. The Impact analysis of livestock grazing errects on riparian 
habitat should be discussed In greater detail. Streambank riparian habitat may not be 
adequately protected solely by grazing systems and fencing may be necessary to Improve 
and maintain this habitat In a good ecological condition. Benefits of fencing to 
livestock, range quality, watershed, wilcllite, fisheries and recreation should exceed 
construction and maintenance costs of such fencing. Streams eontaining red band trout 
and the threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout should recieve high priority for protection 
and improvement. 

Other threatened an'1 endangered species should receive maximum protection. 
llald eagle roost and feeding areas should be managed primarily for this wildlife species. 
The Nevada Chapter supports the protection alternative for peregrine falcon habitats. 

The Nevada Chapter supports the preferred alternative for wilderness area 
recommendations. Although The Nevada Chapter supports wise use of our natural 
resources, we believe this to be the best alternative for protection and improvement 
of some important and unique wildllf e habitats. 

The economic benefits attributed to recreation appear unrealistically low. Based 
on the 1980 National Survey of Fistung, Hunting, and Wildlife Associated Recreation, 
Nevada Supplement (U.S. Fish <le Wildlife Service and Bureau of the Census, 1980), 
Nevada hunters expended an average or $55.00 per hunter day while fishermen averaged 
$50.00 expended per fisherman day. At these cost estimates, expenditures under the 
existing situation would be $2,230,375 and would increase or decrease accordingly under 
the various alternatives. 

We believe the values of recreation uses (fishjng, hunting, backpacki~, ORV 
use, etc.) are underestimated in the EIS and need greater attention to refiect more 
ree.listie values. 

The Nevada Chapter hopes that these comments are of value to you in developing 
final land management decisions which will result in a healthy, productive ecosystem 
which supports a high density and diverse wildlife community . 

WAM:mp 

Sincerely, 

William A. Molin!, President 
Nevada Chapter, TWS 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AMI WII.IIUH: S[RVIC.:E 
GKEA, BA~ IN t:OM~LEX OFF !Ct 
46UO K1 etzke Lone - BI dg. C 
Reno, Nevodo 8%02-5093 

August 15, b83 

Mr. Rodney Horr1s 
D1strfct Manoger 
Bureau of Land Manogement 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Dear Mr. Horris: 

We opprectate the opportunity to cooment on your droft Wells Resource 
Management Pl on and Env1 ronmenta 1 Impact Statement. The document ade
quately identifies the resource issues and current wildlife habttot 
conditions, porti cularly your coverage Df terres trh 1 ri part an and 
riparian stream habttats. Me feel the No Action Alternattve should be 
avoided since B2 percent of the BLM adminktered area is wtthout AMPs or 
ony other grazing systel)1. Under these cond1tfons rrulttple use would be 
difficult to attain . The fish ond W11dlife Servtce supports the Prefer
red Alternattve if several modifications can be made. 

The following section includes cooments and questions on specific sections 
1n the EIS: 

Page S-2. We reconmend that this toble be amended to seplrote the economic 
impacts of grazing on publ 1c lands from other agriculture in the 
Wells RA. Figures such as the $1,985,000 net ronch tncome from 
grazing on public lands presented on page 2-2 would be very use
ful to represent impocts of the proposed actions. Why is tht s 
figure not identified in Table S-2? Data on grazing fees would 
al so be valuable. We recommend inclusion of a comparable toble 
su11111ariz1ng economtc impact\ upon all other multiple use acti v
tties over the 20 year peri[ < of analysis. We feel thts EIS 
is deficient unt11 such inffll-mation is included. 

Page 5-3. Quantt f1catton of the No Act ton Alternative would be useful. 

Page 1-3. Issue I. Public lands are a significant portion of our national 
heritage . These lands offer opportunity for fish and w11dl 1fe 
management and publ1c access to utilize these manoged resources. 
We acknowledge that the present distribution . of some publ tc lands 
(for example 'checkerboard" lands) can greatly hinder attai1V11ent 
of multiple use requirements. We recommend that land exchange be 
considered the primary method used to remedy ex1sting diff1cult1es. 
We reconrnend that equal wtldl lfe value and public use thereof be 
used as one of the deciding criteria. Nationally we are dealing 
with a dwindling wtldltfe habttat base, and this approach would 
preclude additional losses. 
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Unique hob1tots and hob1tots supporting threatened or endangered 
spec1es should not be considered 1n the above recorrmendat1on. 

Page 1-4, Issue 3: 

Page 1-7, Issue 8 : 

We support on active program designed to secure legal 
access to pub11c lands . 

We concur w1th the physical oct1ons proposed 1n this 
section. However, to correct socre poor w11d11fe hobttat 
cond1t1ons, we rec00100nd placing emphasis on planning 
criteria l. e.g., mitigation of conflicts among w11dllfe 
and other multiple users, possibly through CRMP. How
ever, this document should be very specific to assure 
the CRMP process works. 

Page 1-8, Issue 8 and 9: Constderotlon should be given to federal respon-
s 1 b1l 1t ies toward mi grotory b1 rds in management of habitats 
covered 1n issues 8 and 9. Wetlands/ripor1an areas are 
well documented as critical for many migratory birds. 

Page 1-8, Issue 9 : We suggest a pr1or1t1zed 11st of proven approaches be 
Included here as is Included under 1ssue 6 above . 

Page 2-2 . The Introductory paragraph under Management A 1 ternati ves dis
cusses the moral and social aspectf of grazing on public lands . 
We would li ke to see a slm11ar adjacent paragraph discussing 
s1m11ar consideration 1nvolv1ng f1sh and wildlife and their non
consumptive and consumptive uses. The emotional value of these 
resources to consumers who expend monies and 11m1ted vocation time 
deserves recognition. The economics of these uses should also be 
developed . This should also Include economics of business depend
ent upon these users ( sport 1 ng goods, mote 1 s, res tauronts, service 
stations, ta,idermists, etc., etc). 

Regardless of BLM' s op1n1on as to the "1mpractica11ty" of • no 
groz1ng alternative because of impacts on ranchers, such an 
alternative deserves complete treatment 1n the dra~ HMP/EIS. 
In considering only wildl 1fe values, al 1 alternat1 ves presented 
except the Resource Protection alternative are "1mpract1col" 
because of impacts to w11dl 1fe, recreation, etc . A thorough and 
accurate presentation Is needed of the economic 901 ns rea 11 zed 
through 1 ncreased hunt Ing, fishing, camping, boat1 ng, etc., 1f 
no grazing were allowed. A no-grazing alternative 1s routinely 
considered 1n HMPs and/or Grazing ElS; and we seriously question 
the valld1ty of the Wells HMP/EIS unless such an altemat1ve is 
presented and cons 1 de red. 

Page 2-22, Is sue I : The d1 sposa 1 of 93,150 acres pr1mar11y through sa 1 e 
would certainly preclude multiple use aspects. We recommend 
cons1derat1on of figures 1n the range of the Resource Protection 
Alternative . Also, we recommend that land exchange be the pri
mary approach w1th w1l dl 1fe habitat va 1 ues and human use thereof 
bet ng one of t he dee 1 d1 ng factors. 

- - ~ - - - - -- . - - -~ -- ~ -
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Page 2-11, 2-15, 2-20, 2-24. Is sue 9. What 1s meant by "result In a ml nimum 
1111)rovement of 30% of its condition w1th1n the short term"? We do 
not understand how hab1ta t can be improved some "percentage of its 
cond1t1on", 1f cond1t1on refers to poor, fair, good, or excellent. 
Is the Bl.11 statln~ that 1t w111 Improve 30% of the 1nd1cated 
r1par1on habitat (e.g., 26.2 m11es) a minimum of one condition classT 

Page 3-12 . Threatened, Endangered, and Sens1t1ve Species. No mention is made 
of the Mary I s R1 ver Aquatic Habitat flanagement Plan (Mary's River 
HMP) and Its management 1mplicatlon for Lahonton Cutthroat trout . 
This 1s crucial because the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout Fishery 
Management Plan for the Humboldt River Drainage Basin specifies 
that agency (e.g., BLM) land management planning processes (e.g., 
HMPs) w111 be the mechanism for management of rt parhn and stream 
habitats. Th1s plan hos been approved and signed by the Director 
of the Nevada Department of Wildlife and ts being reviewed for 
signature by the Regional 01 rector, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 
Reg1 ona 1 Forester, U.S. Forest Service; and State 01 rector, Bureau 
of Land Management. Once signed, th1s management plan corrm1ts each 
of the agencies to implement the management actions specTTieir1n 
the plan. De11sting of the Lahontan Cutthroat trout 1n the Humboldt 
River Basin would then be 1n1t1ated by the U. S. F1sh and Wildlife 
Service . It is important for the BLM to realize that the Humboldt 
River Drainage Basin management plan for Lahontan Cutthroat trout is 
one component of the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout Recovery Pl an, as 
~ under Section 4 of the Endangered Species Act. Approval 
of' tlle Hur.iloldt River plan by the four agencies involved is a major 
commitment of those agencies to undertake specific management action~ 
so that del1st1ng of the Lohontan Cutthroat trout may be 1n1t1ated . 
failure of the Wells RMP to satisfy these proposed actions would 
violate the intent and purpose of the Endangered Species Act. In 
th1 s context, Bl.11 should be aware of the fol 1 owl ng object Ives stated 
1 n the Humboldt R1 ver - Ora1nage Lohontan Cutthroat Trout Management 
Plan: 

I) Stream riparian qua11 ty w111 not be allowed to dec11ne below 
present cond1t1on class ~ 

2) One-third of the stream r1par1an and habitat conditions w111 
be 1mproved one cond1t1on class w1th1n the first 10 year period. 

3) Land management plans w1th1n the Lahontan Cutthroat trout 
planning areas will receive funding pr1or1ties for progra m 
implementation when funds ore available . 

Furthermore, the Humboldt River Drainage plan spec1f1es the 
fol lowing management pr1or1ties 1n the Mary's River subbasin : 

I) R1 par1an hab1 tat and stream qua 11 ty improvement through HMP 
and AMP p 1 ann Ing 

2) Completion of fish population surveys 
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3) lnstream improvements in M1ry' s River through boulder placement 

4) Complet1on of the stream survey on south end. 

BLM should therefore insure that management plans for riparian 
and stream habitats meet criteria specified 1n the Humboldt River 
F1 shery Management Plan. 

In the context of the 11 and #2 objectives for the enttre 
Humboldt River Bas1n, none of the alternatives appear to meet 
this objective. As potnted out prevtously, wording of manage
ment acttons under Issue 9 in each Alternattve ts confustng 
and we suggest they be rewritten. 

Page 2-24, Issue 8: Under Short and Long-Term Management Act1ons, No. 2, 
we rec0n1rend that you tmplement adjustments tn ltvestock seasons 
and numbers as necessary to support multiple use objectives, 
1nclud1ng w11d11fe on all hab1tats. 

Page 2-24, Issue 9: It 1s rec011111ended that the enttre 161 mtles (p. 3-12) of 
Riparian/Stream Hilb1tat tn less than good cond1tton recehe upgrading 
to good cond1tion within the 20 year long-term Management Act1on. 
Aga1 n, the Humboldt River Basin Lahontan Cutthroat Trout Management 
Plan speci ft es that one-third of rt parhn habitats w111 be 1,,.:,roved 
one cond1tion class in the first 10 years. 

Page 2-31. Standard Operat t ng Procedures. FWS supports the 11 sted pro
cedures and recornnends their continued implementation tn BLM actions. 

Page 3-9 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species. Does the BLM have 
management plans proposed for the known roosting areas for Bald Eagles? 
Are there any proposed plans for possible retntroductton (with NDOW 
asst stance) of peregrine falcons t nto known ht stor1c habt tat ( Sa 1t Lake 
ACEC )? Four b1 rd spect es (Ferrug1 nous hawk, Swa 1nson' s hawk, Long-
b1 ll ed curlew, and Whtte-faced ibis) are considered candtdate species 
by FWS. Information tndtcates that these species warrant constderatton 
under the Endangered Spec t es Act, pend1 ng addt tt ona I data. FWS would 
11ke to see effects of poss i b 1 e a 1 ternati ve act tons on these spec1 es 
·addressed tn the RMP/EIS. Consideration of these actions on candtdate 
species may help to insure that future listing of those spec1es w111 
not be necessary. 

Page 3-12 Redband trout and Relict dace are both candidate species for listing 
under the Endangered Spectes Act. Does the SLM have any management 
plans for these two species? As wtth above-mentioned birds, present 
cons1derat1on of these spectes and their habitats may help prevent 
future 1ist1ng. 

Page A5-9 Relfance on only 35 "key members of the local econOIIIY" for tnterviews 
to determine information on social values and public attitudes ts 
highly questtonable fn our op1n1on. Were an equal number of hunting/ 
ft shlng/w11derness/camp1ng/etc. representatives included a 1 ong 
with ranch1 ng/n,1 n1 ng/bank t ng/development, etc. interests? 

4 
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Page A5-l0 On Table AS-3 we question the on1ss1on of user days for upland 
game and waterfowl. Stnce th1s EIS covers a 20-year per1od, 
average conditions should serve as a guide. We believe that the 
Resource Protection and other alternatives should produce sub
stantial gains 1n these areas over the 20-year period of analysis. 
we rec011111end the inclusion of user days 1n these areas. Is this 
tab le representa t1 ve over the 20-year period of ana lys 1 s T 

Please explatn the 175 user days tdent1fied for deer under the 
Resource Protection analysts. 

Please explain how the Resource Protection alternattve w111 support 
2,000 less days of camping than the Resource Product ton alternative. 

Are the baste figures for hunting and fishing consistent wtth Nevada 
Department of W11 dl 1fe figures and projections for these act t vtt 1es? 

Page AS-11 Table AS-4. ls the listed source correct for d~rivatton of thts 
table? BLM 1982b, according to References, ts an unpublished report 
on range cond1t1on and trends. Where were the data for Table A-5-4 
derived? How does Table A5-4 relate to the user days presented in 
Table AS-3 1n terms of a dollar value for each type of user day, 
and an average value for all types combined. 

Page AS-II Is Table AS-4 a complete analysis of expenditures generated 
through act1v1t1es ident Hied t n Tab 1 e AS-3? A 1 arge proportion 
of such expenditures frequently occur beyond the irrrned1ate area 
of analysis and are normally considered essential for a thorough 
analysis. 

Does Table AS-4 include consideratton of intangible values to the 
1dentifted users? 

Does Table AS-4 represent the 20-year pertod of analys1s? 

We rec0f1l00nd creation of another table wh1ch may be used 1n con
junction w1th Sumnary Table S-2 on page S-4. 

If you have any questions concem1ng these cornnents, additional 1nput can be 
provided tn an effort to adequately address the w11d11fe values of the Wells 
Resource Area. 

~ly, ·- • 

uo~ ~~~lixJC T ~ 
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August 15, 1983 

De :1r Mr. Hat"ris 1 

I approve of th~ Nevada Grazing Board•e eltor
n • ttvo grazing plan, 

Yours Truly, 

I t t' i . r '·,. .. ,,, f , 4 • • , .... .. 

Comment Letter 2 2 

,_,::t~ / C / ,u,f / 
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1-'r. Podney Harr1• 
District .,..111nager 
9.ireau of Land l'..anatel'lent. 
P. 0, !lox f!'.ll 
Elko, tlovada 89eo1 

Dear Mr. Harris 1 

Sla1 r G. Joh ns 
K C Ranch 
Clo U'er 'a111~y 
\olftll•, J,evada P96'.l5 
A11'!'1•t I?, 19~'.l 

In "'-Y letter to you of Au~uat 14, 19P-3 concernin•~ 
the Wells Resource t-'.il.n•f~fur.:ent Plan 1. tn.11.ie a m1.t.hll\8.t1cal 
err .or 1n stating that your proposed cut in my !~r,a1.nf. prtrt
forence would be 6'.). 9'.t, It •hould have read 55. 9'.t cut 
baaed on the three-year avera r.,e use. 

Sincerely • 

. ~~;,,,) <:!~,/ ,, ~. 
9,J,j 

Comment Letter 2 4 

Mr. Rodnfll y Harri s 
D1str1 ct t•:ana~er 
9Jrea1 1 of land ?-'.a11ap;ement 
P, o. Box 8'.)t 
"1ko, Nev•do 89801 

Dear ~. Harris, 

Carol ►•. Johna 
K C Ranch 
Clover Valley 
Woll•, Nevada 898'.35 
AuRu•t 1?, 198:J 

_ 11.m '\nvolved "'1t h ,ny father in ranching i n Clov.-r 
·.1all8 _V. As • user of t.h& l'hase Sprlngs 11.Ni Tobar illot11ent 
•1r111a I endorae the Sixth A.lte rn at1 ve to the Wells &i,vj ron111ental 
.it atement for the 'Wel 1 s Re8ource Area t-'.anagement Plan a1 

df!lveloped by the ~r,111-z1 np bo.t.rd. Please use th1a to develop 
a cooperative atl'losphere of all those tact1ons which usfl the 
Federal lands. 

Sincerely, 
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__ .-z.,T ______ I_I _X_l_.l_V_l:s_·1_·t_H_;K_<_~t_L_\\_l'_A_N_Y ___ s_1_1s_1s_a __ _ 

~ KUUY VAU.EY, NEl'AOA 

·Ar. Hod tif.!ff l 9 

Us t r11. .. t M-c1nayer, bureou of Laod Mandgement 

(: lko , N._. 89801 

Mr tiar r15 

I r. , e~ 1t:w inQ thtf Drat t Wt!lls Resour ct, Management Plan and Env1r~mental Im-

pad -.1atement, w~ fmO se ... eral plans that leave us with concern. ' 

5
1

1 . .Ve qu estion the w 1sdom o f tt1e stocking rate oc1sed on a 3-5 year period. 

we. were oft one p1ec.e ot ou r 8 L M during thi~ 

can ~t:t rh1 s 1s hardly fair to ou, opera t ion. 

perioo because of a range ftre , you 

18 

✓fr ,~el strongly tt1dt no fe ncing should be cione along the streambottoms to 

1o.. ,~ ,; ►• I .,.,c:Ho ck. a nd w1lcJlife aw,.1y frnm tn1s forage and shelter. I realize the problem 

.1 ~.- -•"-'1119 tru " s Heam bottoms from showmg ht!avy wear from cattle, bu t the fencing 

o f tnese .:Heas w 111 cause greater we<::1r cino tear along the fence Imes and m tile 

wa1c , Qctps wnere live stoc k w ill be allowed to go to the stream beds. This is also 

anorni:,r trar - t o , m1gratmg deer, any fence that will keep l11o"estock back from these 

prun <: grazing areas will also trap man)' deer while trying to go through or over 1t. 

J. WtJ tee l the Im pa ct Statement is pu tting too much emphas is on w1ldllfe, spending 

too mu c h mu 11c on them compa red to ex.pend1tures on the I 1vestock mdust ry. 

4 . We feel that eac h allotmE:! nt shou ld be recatagorized, puUmg more emphasis on 

ownership and trends and all ow people to put In private investments if they so desire 

w 1t h the approval n t the BLtv ~. 

Because of these listed 1,Hot>lem!>, we urgE: you to consider th e sixth alternate 

p roposa l that 1s sactionea by the grazing boa r d . We fee l th is proposal ftl ls our needs 

arrd answers the many problem s of the use grow th on the BLM. 

I-<: mdest pe rs onal ,egards , 

REGISTERED &- COMMERCIAL HEREFORDS 

Comment · Letter 2 6 

('""} .. 
:..,wm Memo HAWKS ANO SON 

~
. / 

~ . , .. ? 
, ./// ,, ✓ _,,-: /_ , '•c1 - •- -~,; / , 

/(./ ·-C ' / _.,, ,// ·c.- - ., -~ - · <-- ( • ' ,· , ...... 

_..,,,,. 

~ / <- ,.· r .· 

')J/4 ✓ ,<1/C, 

;· . ··1 

BURLEY BUTTE OJSTOM FEEDLOT 
Box B, BUUIIY, IDAHO 83318 

1 • 208 • 6711-2844 
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Mr. liod llarri s 
Bure-au of Laad Ma.aaf;elle■ t 
i?002 . Idaho St. 
Elko ' NeY.;...da 

Dear Mr. hrria: 

SMITH BROS. OX RANCH 
RUBY VALLEY . NEVADA B9833 

702 - 779 -2:293 

Aug.12, 198?, 

ll the -tter of tlle Wells RMP aJld i:IS, we 111511 to go oa record to state ._ 
!olloviq: 

1. We prefer tb• Ste-.ard•hip Progru a1 re-::oaaeat1.ed by Mr. Jue6 Watt, Sec>-

' 

retary of the Iaterior, and the Burford. Tb• Well• ieaourae l-aage■e•t Flaa and 
EIS haa failed to add.res• the Stewa.rd&h.ip Progrtt11 11hicil we feel could be illplemer- _- -.. 
ted 'by all the ra.ac-her■ --::-per'ltiag here ll Ru.by Valley •• ,,u aa ao■t of the other 
ra.achea 1a the We11• li.eaource Area. It 1■ obrloua that if your aaactioa vas g1-,.ea 
-d you. peraoaally eacou.raged thi• progrui it vould be far superior to the Preferred 
alternati.•e proaoted by the Wella Un.it Ma.aager beeaaae of the !ol.lowillg reaeo•a: 

A. There woc ld be a real i:llceat1Te for the ru ch era to UJt their fund■ iato 
aeceasary re-Yegetatioa, W!lter, fe:acing a.nd other project& vhi.ch would greatly belp 
to i.Jlcrea.ae the habitat of vildlife aa v~ll •• fora!t for liTeatock. These tu.d.s 
produced by tbe ramcher, his equipneut use, and hours or labor would a.a.BY t.Laea 
eneed.. the acrea a.ad tu.de proo".." ■ed by the , Preferred Uteru.ti•e Table 2 - ~ 

•.. The rancher• vould ha•e ream• to be really inYcl•ed ia the -s:e-■ent of 
of tb,pir allot■enta vb.ere they could aee &11:d beaefit fro■ their efforts. 

C. The oral hearllg held i■ the Wells High School proTed to ae there are aa.ny 
poteatial Ste wa.rda aore capable to carr,- out this great pro~aa th.all the Ud.irldualE 

vbo will try to impro•e the r-lrage ll the iilella Resource A.re-a by uallg only the 
Preferred Alteraa.ti"f'e progru. 

D. The NeYada '3raz.iag Board has concurred with our deci.re to ha•e the Stevarcl
ah~ P progn.a i■ple■eated by stating under the head.i.JJg of l ■ sue 6, Loag Tera Ka.aagea
eat Aetioa, "---Thia will aleo facilitate pri•ate i•Te ■t11eat a.ad proYide a aore 
Wlifo?"II diatributio• of federal funds". 'lie ■ight add, tbe gTaz.iAg fund ■ returned to 
the Grazing Boa.rd could be put to • wiser aad aore e-quita1:tle uee under this b.etter _. 
pro~T&IEi. 

:.. Tber.e vould be a :ru :.h i11pro•ed rela tion.ahip betvei!a the HlJ'. 9.11.d Rancher • 
.f. We are avare of the fact that tb.e jtl"eferred .llt~n.a.tiTe i• not i11 the iate~ 

est of the 1iYe!ltoclr. producer and will not beJ1er1 t the other u•era ciTThe Welle RA 
or wildlife •• aruch as a !u.11 fiedged Stewardship Progru. .. 

0 • The We11s W.P has not addressed the Stew!lrship Pro gr.am and there fore is 
!2!_ carrying out apr:-ogr,t■ fully b■.cked by Mr Watt &11:d Mr Burford. •e vould like to 
Dov wb;r tbe RM}-) doee:n I t aantion the Ste,.,arship Progra■ ao that this ■atter call be 
brought to the attention of Mr. Burford. 

2. wle waat to regiaterour coapl.ai.Dt that the Well ■ lilKP anir'. EIS i• i..11 direct 
rlolation of the la..,s of the State of Ne•ada .. 

J. A.n;:r change ot erloting lad except by the congrea• of the U .s. ie UJ1Co11~tit,,.. 
utioll.&.l.. 

4. We feel there are =:r ~d point• in the ~en~ Clrui.llg lloard N I il ter-

Comment Letter 27 

ut ~•e eub11itt'!d to )"::>U. HoweTer, we do not vi.sh to full!( end or se it a11 we can eee 
Yhere someone could twist it in such a aanner as to uae it ag-:1.llEt us like the so 
c&lled great aul tii:;le use progran that was forced UJ'.)On u.s oTer 2C ,-e-ra:!"a ago a:ad tben 
it vae relK)C)Ted in such • 'rtaJ that the Preferred Alter'll8t:i•e makes the rancher look 
like a breach• cov that neeOs to be t.Uen to task. 

5. Tl::~ Preferred Alternati•e attecnpt s to take from the r.u:.chee., their •eeted 
graz.i11.g right s that were created and 11 ce■e:nted" durin£ the past 120 yei:rs of uee. 
These a ra.a.cbea, during thi a period of use, created a 11dema.11d" the eane alS the 11

de11a.Dd
11 

vbe:m. aomeo:ne homesteaded a parcel or land. Thi.E. r.ltern.atiTe fa.il& to aclcno'rtledge 
grazing rig::hta: established du.ri.ng the priori t:, ;yea.ra and adjudicated .since thezi thus 
aaking these gru:ing righta a •er,- tangable i tea. 

6. "W.Ye&tock gr,..S..n.g i• a Talid uae of the public laad■ as ,tetenri.:ned by la•.
11 

Fow,d Oil pe ge 2 - 2 o ! the R!IP 

Sincerely, 

J~Eia: 0 X ll.uch 
llert fl- Seith 
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Mr. Rod llc-ria 
llu:-eau of Lud llen.age,eat 
2002 lciMh<> St. 
Elko, Ji ••ada ., 

Dear llr • Barri•: 

SMITH BROS. OX RANCH 
RUBY VALLEY. NEVADA 89833 

702 • 779•2Z93 

~ug. 12, 1983 

I woul.d like to •hte r, OWII peraou.l !e•~• .. d protut ill regards to tbe 
Wells Rl!P and EIS. 

l. I concur rl th the etate■enta we haTe atated i.111 the coameats ve •:rpnssed 
i• our Smith Bros O X Ru.ch letter.. I feel th• Stewa.rd.ahip prograa iE the ac,st 
pod. ti•e ud beneficial wa1 to ■eet the deau.d• of all uaera of tbe allotaent• ve 

2.. The oral teeti110n1 giYe11. ia Well• was si.acere and ~atl7 pod.t1Te. Tbeee 
aea would be aoae of the .Rancbere 1...D. tbe WeU.. RA vbo could u.k.• a great aucceaa of 
tbe Stewardoldp F-rograa. 

3. I feel the N D O W abould enter illto the Stevardahip l'Togru by also furaisha.. 
iag fund.a and labor if they are to haTf' a Yoice ill. the i■proTi.ng and -.....ge■ent or 
tbe Wells BA. 

4.. The 'wella RMP do•• not set • specific auaber for Wildlife 011. the ~ella RA. 
The NOOW ~ set a defi.nate H.arl.aru■ number or la.rge,.,Aniaal (deer, antelope and ect) 
that vill gru.e each area cf the ·•ells RA, the same as the 11.uaber of liYe■tock. .ltn-'.S 
ba•e been set.. 1 feel the :au■bers of deer, antelope and ect that are presenti!" 
gra~ing i:a: gbe ·•ells RAt ar1' completely without any re■ so11... The progenator8 of the 
antelope on cur allotaent were trall.6plaDted from another atate following •orld War II. 
•'here theae antelope do .!21 &:ol!'t tbe requ~e11ents and criteria of t.he priority ,.ear■ 
of 1929 to June 1934, they are in tre15pasa and au.st be re■o•ed fro111 the 'it'ella R.l. The 
Raap ststel!i these should be oYer l?,co::> a.ntelope on the W'ell8 RA., also tbr deer bez,~a 
ha•e become eo excessi.•e that they are !!pending a large part of the Spring on our 
pri•ate la.nd, and adjacent a:;.:; luda. I challenge aJ:1yoae to docuaent the fact th.at 
such large herd.a existed in the iiella RA during, prior, or d,Ten after the priority 
years. 

5. The BMP trie■ to dccwnent b7 showing circled area• o» ■ -p where crucial 
ldddi.Dg area.a ezi.st. A:m we erpected to belieYe such. trite1 who and vbe11. vere such 
obserTation.a aade"l I de .. nd proof be •hoW'll tL,1.t this docuaent ia Talid. 

6. IT is a fact that there are r.iumerous NA' a found ia U.e tablee of '\he BM? 
UDder the Rub1 1Wood Hil1a bead.111g. Where this is eo. bow cu uyone ulte • decisioa . 
one way or another unless the info?'llation or study 1• co■plete? Don't you agree that +, 
the Wells RKP &Dd ElS wet ba ehelYed until all studies are co■plete aad 21.l infor-
-tioa ia aYail11ble. - -

7. Our allotaent pro-.ea 'l'reataent 3 is ~r1.or to T'reat■enta l and 2 Page 2 - 29,, 
8. I feel page 2 - 30 coataiJl• coi.ents about Cll■atic Data that should be chang• 

The rain !all ill llub,- 1a greatly nried tbru out tbe Yalley u I 1.aegilie 1t io thru 
out the ...-ell.a RA.. 

9. I feel there are eo■e Bureau peraoa.nel who could haTe • field day with the 
M l Clruug Boards Uternati-.e Issue. I bet tbe1 co;;rr,=e-.ll,- tviat that to their lilt~. 

~- -- ·~ 
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10. I challenge the title of Preferred giYen to the Uternti-.e proposed b,- the 
Unit auu1ger. I al.so cb&llenge and condemm t.be action of someone gi• ~ng the title of 
No.:...A.ctio• to one Alternat1Te., How b:' ~a cu. you get? I suppoae that person should 
be gi Tea. some credit. They didn I t call it the Leaat Preferred or No-good Al tern.a ti ye. 
The R1'Jl didJ::i.'t speak •er, highly of it and gaye it it'a least attentioa. I feel that 
because of this attitude that we vere in limbo. llo-Action eaata a bad reflection 
upon th~ past actiou• and efforts, during the pest decade a, of tbe Bl.Mt raJlcher■ and 
llllelt'. We do 11.ot feel tbese tbree groupe are deserr"ing of tbio bad Ught. Our llub 1 7 
i• rated 8 ''Mg". 

11. I feel that TABl.E 4 - 7 i■ •er,. efficie11.t ll wa~ a red nag in ■- face. 
Who is the edu:ated geaiu■ vbo ■.ade up the Table■? 'What fact■ and studies did that person 
or group"-to sbov that there vu absolutel;r no good vilcUHe Habitat. 

1.2. After rea=.i.11.g the RMP'a thought oDvhat i& going to happen to the ecoaomic 
a.nd aocial Yaluee of the now ao-called perai tteea ( vho ahould reall:'f be licensee■),. 
and their fa.mi.lies &Dd to th.in. '.-: of loosing much of their life'• •veat &.Dd effort&, 
J:e.6e 2 - 2, 4 - 51 &: 5? make• one wonder if strong actioa be tak:e111 to correct this 
inju ■tice. I was wonderi:ag if tho ote responsible for tbll!' iiella RY.P realize- that NeTada i.6 i 

1u, lot!ger • colon;r or territory but a ■ta~.e, vi.th 11tate rierhte oYer 1t•a ow» dou.in? 
13. Meat and fiber production rill greatly be curtailed. if the preferred al.ter.aati Til!' 

goe• 1:ato effect. 
lJ+. The '-'ell.&: RMP fail• to addreas tbe subject of bow 1ruch water,. forage aad 

sa1 t is ft.-rn.iahed to rlldlif• i:m. the Wel l• 1u. by tbe ruct.er wb(.. ;,a.ya fc,r -d perfoM.a 
the labor vbereby wildlife be11etite. b;r getting theae ite- ~ .. 

15. Specific ra.age u.ng~,..ea.t practice• wch a -: sprayiq 11n.d ect Ma :r.ot bee11 
addre ... d. 

Si.ltcerel7, 



~ 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

~ 
~ 

STATE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 
CA~ITOL COMPLEX 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710 

Hr. Ed~ard F. Spang 
State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, Nevada 89520 

August 12, 19B3 

Re: SAI NV No. B3300086 Project: Draft Wells Resource 
Area HP/EIS, 1792 
(NV-010) 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

Attached are the comments from the UNR-Bureau of Mines, 
Nevada Department of Wildlife, and Division of Environmental 
Protection concerning the above referenced project. 

These comments constitute the State Clearinghouse review of 
this proposal. Please address these comments or concerns in the 
final decision. 

t.AR :JBW/aa 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~ f ,1!:,'!!:,, 
Linda A. Ryan 
Director 

Comment Letter 29 
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TO: 

FRON: 

'. f(DERAL ~JillPACl 

lHV lf-W PROGRAM 

Gove~nor•s Off Ice 

Attorney General 

A~lnistrctlon 

I A~lcul'ture 

Caraunl'ty Services 

SCElO 
Econ0111lc Devel0(:1.-ent 

E.cucation 

£mploy1110nt Security Depertl!'ent 

Ertergy 

EqucJ Rlg!'lfs Couilss Ion 

tt1:men Res.ources 

ln-:llen Canmlsslon 

Li nC!a A. Ryan. Olrector 

orFICES Of COM~UNITY SER~rCES 
1100 E..lST WILLIAl1, SUITE 109 

CAASON CITY. NEVADA 89710 
<102, ae~-4-'20 

Lebor Conmhslon 

,L L&gis la tiwi Counsel Bireau Conservation and Notiral Resoirces 

L lbrary 

Pr r sons 

Public S«-vlce, Cawihslo n 

Ta,cet lon 

Tren!.port,11,tlor , 

,;t,N-li.en.:t-~IE:- /jefuroT 

Resot.rces 

L Wlld l lfe 

_!__ S'tate Leners 

Conservation Districts 

T [nvlronnental Pratect Ion 

X rorestry 

HI st. Preservet Ion 

·, Archeology 

X Stde Prirks 

.X kater Plannlng 

Water kesoirces 

=Mine""! Resource-s 

SAi "' , 83300086 PROJECT: We 11 s Resource Area, RMP - EIS 

Mhcti&d lcY rovh,11 ana c~rrt Is a copy of the afor-emntloned pro Jact. Please evaluate i t with respect to: 

I) the progr111111s -ettect on your plans ano programs; 

21 "the 111.;,ort~nce ot Its contribution to State and/er ar&a•ld& gc,als aM objectl~s; 

; J Pts accord" 111th env ~l)lica~te law, oroer or r-eg.uletlon •Ith which you are 1anrif ller- a,nd/or 

4) adalt lonol cons I aerat Ions. 

PLEAS[ SUBNI l YOlR CXH£NTS M:l LATER TliAH • 'lr l te out your ccmments If ~ol 11:at> le, 

cneci.. Tne eppropr-fri1e box below am:t return tne fora "tO this office . Pl.£ASE 00 SO E'iDr ff YOU HA.VE t«:) (XM,£NT 

on 1hi s portlcular project so thot we Ally ca,iplete OU""" irocesslng. If you ere un«>le to ccmment t,y tile 

prescribed !kite, please notify 'this office l~lotely. 

nus SCCTICfril Ht BC COA..trto BY REY 1£111 lt«i AGEJrC'I': 

No CO'Ml811,t on tnls proJIK:'t Confen,nce oeislred (see bet01,1l 

Proposal supported es written .!f:. Conditional support Cwtl I ned be-low) 

AdOltlonal lnforaatlon hee t>elowl Disepproval/denfel of fLll"ldlng 

(must' spec! fy ree.son below) 

c.c-.etnts: {use add I t lo nol sheets If necessary) 

.r.,, rle src:t""_;. - ~~ {r-, 3~✓>), 8...-, /4 ,,..,cl 
9o/d' s-1,./,/ I.e . .,.,,;/..1/ ,,,.,,, rle /,.i/" f' -,,;~~~ . 

-r-,/-, r,._,,,
0 

:; /,:. _c;;,, - O• ✓ c.,, ·#,/,, J .t.,. /ef ,._ r 
t,.e -✓ ,..:, .. ., -.,4. ~ J•< ( - #,;, . 4/✓,X- ?./,.I 

- " -6-,-,~ ..... ,. ,,.~ ~ - ...,.;. t;..,.,,/: "':_;,,.. / .r/;.4;; 
-d Cr,/r./ c.

0
...,._,l,-c,.; ~ i1.,.1' ,,,_ __ ,,./,j, <-.e-</ ;,.~,1.J 

-✓ oe.,.,, r6..,"t5-) --:,../ <><r-c,-/C"'j ...,,,-',;'.,.,. -r-4 ,.-,.u/J 

~-rf' --.... . 

I 

7frln 
Do'te ' 
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1100 VALLEY ROAD P.O. BOX 1067111 RENO. NEVADA 89520-0022 

Ms • Linda Ryao 
Director 
Offices of Community Services 
1100 East William, Suite 109 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Dear Linda: 

July 5, 1983 

TELEPHONE <702) 764~214 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft 
Wells Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement which 
was prepared by the Elko District of the Bureau of Land Management (SAI 
NV #83300086). The EIS does present a detailed evaluation of planniog 
issues and criteria, alternatives, affected envirotDD.ent, and 
e.nvironmental consequences. We further believe the document presents 
some very good assessments of current conditions for wildlife habitat 
and appreciate the Bureau I s efforts to present this information io a 
straightforward and unbiased manner. Those portions of the text 
relative to riparian condition were particularly well presented and 
provide strong commitments toward resolving conflicts at degraded sites. 

The Department does recognize the Bureau's mandate to manage all 
resource values uoder the multiple use concept and therefore the 
reasoning behind the selection of the preferred alternative. We 
naturally would support the Resourc~ Protection Alternative as it 
outlines the strongest coltlllitments for wildlife. We see no reason to 
oppose the overall concept of the Preferred Alternative since it appears 
to reasonably satisfy or address problems and concerns for many issues. 
The concerns we have relative to the preferred alternative include the 
followiog: 

We questions whether the I category allotments can accommodate 
35,000 acres of seedings, 27,000 acres of burns, and 1,500 acres of 
spray w/o seeding and not seriously jeopardize a significant amount of 
wildlife habitat. A total of 63,500 acres out of a total of 4.3 m.1.llion 
acres in the Resource Area does not appear to be very significant. 
However I wben considering the past cumulative effects of vegetal 
conversion and the large percentage of area physically unsuitable for 
conversion, it places the proposal in a different perspective. It is 
also stated that "any loss of wildlife or fisheries resource .a over the 
short or long-term from range seedings, livestock grazing practices, or 
land disposal actions and subsequent development would be irretrievable. 
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Ms. Linda Ryan 
July 5, 1983 
Page 2 

Also, it is unclear whether the t:ota.l acreage is a fi:t11 commitment or 
can be substantially modified based on soils, climate, aod wildlife 
concerns. With 3,523,000 (82%) of the resourc~ under neither AMP's or 
any grazing system it would appear that significant gains in overall 
condition attft trend of vegetative resources can be realized merely by 
the im.plementB.tion of well designed: grazing systems. This alone would 
appear to significantly reduce the necessity for large scale vegetal 
conversions. It is stated in the EIS that "on areas under AMP's and 
grazing systems designed to all.ow for periodic food storage, seed 
production, and seedling establishment of desirable plants, ecologic 
condition improves relatively quickly." We would recoaaend that t.he 
preferred alternative address goals for numbers of AMP's to be completed 
in a given time frame. 

We would suggest that the. top priority for wildlife would be to 
insure that wildlife receives equal consideration with all resource 
values in all land management actions and decisions. We feel that the 
broadest spectrum of wildlife benefits will be realized from the 
integration of vildllfe needs and conflicts i.n projects and planning not 
specifically designed as vi.ldlife projects. Si .nee grazing aanagement 
plans 1.nclude virtually all wildlife habitats, firm commitaents and 
decisions which will insure the protection or enhancement of wildlife 
habitat will benefit wildlife on a broad scale. This should not imply 
that specific "wildlife. projects" have nor or will not provide 
substantial benefits. However, funding levels for impleme.ntatioo and/or 
maiotenaoce of such projects vill probably never meet the identified 
needs. If wildlife needs are an integral part and ·given full 
consideration, based on identified values and requirements, in all AMP' s 
and gra:zi.ng systems then broad scale benefits will be realiz.ed. 

The following section will be coaments or questions to specific 
sections in the EIS: 

PAGE 1-4 1 ISSUE 2: 1 1 d 

Establishment of designated corridors should not adversely impact 
key or critical wildlife habitats in addition to lands with wilderness 
potential, ACEC1 s 1 and/or T & E species babltat. 

PAGE 1-1-.!',, ISSUE -6:' 1 1 a 

:!'anni.ng criteria should stipulate _ thB.t all watel" developments 
maintain an adequate supply of water a.- · the source for wildlife needs 
and the maintenance of all existing riparian or mesii:: vegetation. 
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PAGE 1-7 1 ISSUE 6: 3 1 b 

Constraint.a should also include a thorough evaluation and 
consideration for wild.life needs. We would recommend that mec.banical, 
with the ezception of plowing, me.ans of brush removal be given equal 
consideration with spray or fire in any vegetal conversion proposal. 
Often the total removal of all native browse species can cause adverse 
impacts to wildlife. Kechan.ica.l removal methods can often be designed 
to leave a desirable amotmt of native browse species and cause minimal 
impacts to forbs. 

PAGE 1-7 1 ISSUE 6: 4 

When computing cost/benefit ratios, would adverse impacts on 
wildlife habitat be added to the cost in the analysis? 

PAGE 1-8 1 ISSUE 8 : 3 

Planning criteria should include the establishment and enhancement 
of a wide variety of browse species, which could include . sagebrush, 
mahogany, serviceberry, cliff rose 1 4-wing saltbru.sh, and not just be 
limited to bitterbrusb. Grazing management should also be cousidered aa 
a means to enhance the overall condition and trend of desirable browse 
species. 

PAGE 1-8 1 ISSUE 9: 2 

We. thoroughly agree with the planning criteria commitment to manage 
and/or rehabilitate wet.land and riparian areas to improve t.hem, or 
maintain them in at least a good condition class. 

·PAGE 1-8, ISSUE 9: 3 

Special management. considerations should also be given to riparian 
areas with valJJ.able habitat needs for any spec .ies, not just. for T & E 
and/or protected species. and sport fishing. 

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES 

All RCA' s should stat.e there are conflicts occurring between 
wildlife and livestock. graz.ing. Specific conflicts which should be 
identified for individual areas include the following: 

PAGE 2-1 1 SPRUCE/GOSIIUTES RCA 

We would recommend that. the maintenance and eobance:ment of key deer 
winter Tange be included as a primary conflict in this RCA. 
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PAGE 2-2 1 PILOT/CRITTENDEN RCA 

Pilot Peak provides habitat and supports a limited populatioo of 
Lahontan cutthroat trouc. The need for habitat protection should be 
identified. Conflicts also occur with the elk herd in the area. 

PAGE 2-2, RUBY/IIOOD HILLS RCA 

Wildlife conflicts in this area .should include relict dace, mule 
deer, and antelope. 

PAGE 2-2 1 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

lhe management classification (D, R/C, R/K) is rather confusing and 
particularly vague W'here it outlines those areas designac:ed for 
disposal. The disposal areas (map 2-7), in most cases, are extreme.ly 
large W'ith no given evaluation of why they W'ere so designated. Many 
areas within the disposal designation contain very valuable public 
resource uses and should be evaluated further before being given a broad 
brush disposal classification. 

We presume that no specific management actions will be analyzed for 
the R/C areas means that no land exchanges will be considered. This 1s 
not clearly defined in the narrative . We would suggest that: many areas 
in the R/C areas could be consolidated into public ownership to protect 
valuable resource values. We feel that specific management actions 
should be considered in the R/C areas. 

CHAPTER 2 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

PAGE 2-22 1 ISSUE 1: LANDS 

The disposal of 93,150 acres could jeopardize a number of valuable 
resource values. The midrange or resource protection alternative where 
18,065 or 10,385 acres were identified for disposal would be a better 
choice. We would recommend a very cautious approach to disposal until 
detailed evaluation has shown that these lands do not provide valuable 
natural resources. 

Land disposal south of Montello (Te.coma or Pilot Valley), although 
much of this area ls checkerboard, a growing antelope population exists. 
Disposal to the private sector cou.ld decrease wildlife values. Elk 
sometimes winter at low elevations on both private and public land. 
Development of this remote area could also decrease wildlife values. 
The disposal of lands immediately around Wells, Montello and Wendover are 
oot a major problem. 

-
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PAGE 2-23 1 ISSlJE 5 : WILDERNESS 

We would favor the identified wilderness lo the preferred 
alternative as being preliminarily suitable for wilderness designation. 

PAGE 2-23 1 ISSlJE 6 : LIVESTOCK GRAZING 1 3 

We wholly support the development of AKP's aod grazing systems oo 
allotments. r..1e would hope that such systems would be implemented for 
all category allotments . 

PAGE 2-24 1 ISSUE 8 : TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Livestock adjustments should be implemented. not just considered. 
to improve or maintain essential or crucial wildlife habitats. Also 
numbers, not just season of use. may have to be adjusted. It would be 
desirable to set a specific level at which these habitats would be 
maintained at or improved to . We wou.ld suggest that the level be set at 
least at go od or better condition. 

What is the definition of essential habitat? Our definition of 
essential <Jould cover a very broad range of habitat needs for all 
wildlife species. 

W-e would suggest that the improvement of 5~000 acres of crucial big 
game habitat be accomplished by a variety of management methodst not 
just by chain or burn. In some areas a very restrictive livestock. 
grazing system may accomplish identified goals. 

A high priority management action for wi.ld.life should include. the 
complete integration of w-ildlife needs into any graz.ing system. 

PAGE 2-24 1 ISSlJE 8: 5 

Chain or burn and seed StSOO acres to improve crucial big game 
habitat should be considered carefully. Vegetative manipulation on 
winter ranges is a risky proposition at best. Seeding browse would be 
beneficial, but lives tock removal is a must until "1D 0 team agrees that 
plant phenology coul~ handle livestock use. 

PAGE 2-2S I ISSlJE 10: WOODLAND PRODUCTS 1 4 

The recommendation to harvest 75 percent canopy cover removal of 
woodland products on 50 1 000 acres of crucial deer winteC' habitat should 
be site specific. Thermal cover is essential for winter survival of 
mule deer. 
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PAGE 2-2S I ISSUE 10: 6 

To successfully rejuvenate deteriorated aspen stands will require 
some long-term managemeot com.i tments, such as elimination of grazing 
for a period of years till sprouts are established. Merely burning and 
cutting in itself will not be successful. We also seriously question 
whether there is sufficieot aspen in the Resource Area to even support 
any level of harvest program. 

Proper use levels for live.stock should be established for key 
browse species on all key or critical. big game winter ranges. Proper 
livestock utilization oo these species will assure that ample forage 
remains for big game. 

PAGE 2-30 MONITORING 

We would consider 45% utilization of shrubs by livestock on key 
winter ranges to be excessive. The utilization level should be held to 
25-30% or less in these areas . 

PAGE 2-32 

The incorporation of the Western State's Sage Grouse Guidelines 
into the Standard Operating Procedures is a very positive 
accomplishment. We also view Standard Operating Procedures numbers 22 
through 30 as having positive aspects for wildlife. 

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

PAGE 3-9, BIG GAME POPULATIONS AND HABITAT CONDITIONS 

Maps 3-5 and 3-6 should be updated from additional information 
which is available at our Elko office. We are particu.larly concerned 
that the potential reintroduction sites for antelope and bighorn sheep 
are not adequately identified on these maps. 

PAGE 3-11 1 HABITAT CONnICTS 

It should also be identified that conflicts with livestock and 
riparian areas include the excessive C'emoval of mesic vegetation 
associated with the site. Long term excessive use will result in 
elimination of desirable meeic species and/or invasion by less desirable 
species. Excessive C'emoval of mesic vegetation can also initiate or 
accelerate erosion. 

Thet'e are numerous habit.at conflicts not associated with 
tet"restrial or stream riparian sites throughout the RA. These conflicts 
shou.J.d be discussed in the narrative. 



Comment Letter 2 9 

2 

2 

Ms • Linda Ry an 
July 5, 1983 
Page 7 

PAGE J-14, SIGNIFICANT HABITAT CONFLICTS 

We totally support the statement, "in most cases, livestock grazing 
was primarily responsible for producing and maintaining deteriorated 
aquatic/riparian habitat conditions" . It is also stated that 
~ ·ncemporary riparian studies withln the Wells RA support this finding. 
ic probably would add emphasis an_:.7support to the statement if some 
speci.fic results ?r findings ~- !leer Creek or other studies were 
included in the EIS.. · 

PAGE J-2 J , LIVES TOCK GRAZING 

If all the ranchers interviewed "said chat they would not run more 
cattle o~eir BLM allot.111ents, even if they were allowed co'\ why 
propose a, L 7% increase in AUHs over the three to five year licensed 
use, as stated in the preferred alternative. We find the statement a 
lltcle incredulous when considering local attitudes. 

PAGE 3-24, WILDLIFE HABITAT 

What is really gained in the EIS when Statements such as "most 
interviewers did not think cattle competed for forage with other big 
game su-ch as deer or antelope"; "seedings are beneficial to wildlife"; 
and "cattle do not create that much of a problem on good fishing streams 
because they usually cannot penetrate the willows and brush 11 are 
presented. We feel the EIS should present only documented facts and not 
wild conjecture. 

PAGE J-30
1 

VEGETATION - THREATENED, ENDA.~GERED, AND SENSITIVE SPECIES 

The statement that "the complete removal of even one plant from any 
of these populations wou.ld be detrimental" seems completely in 
opposition to the statement "grazing does not seem to have a harmful 
effect on any of the known populations of these species". 

CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

It would seem reasonable that lands suitable for agricultural 
development be allowed not only uc.der the constraints of water 
availability, but also under the constraints to protect or preserve all 
valuable resource values as _ they presently exist on those lands. 

~ 
PAGE 4-5 1 ISSUE 8: TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT, 2 

We would suggest that the change in one condicion class be based on 
10% of the acreage. This would make wildlife consistent with livestock. 
in the percentage for condition class change. 

-
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PAGE 4-5, ISSUE 8: 4 & 5 

We would request that the fair condition be changed to good in 
number four and poor condition be changed to fair to signify significant 
beneficial or adverse impacts. 

PAGE 4-55, ISSUE 8: 6 

We question whether the Ruby /Wood Hills and Metropolis RCAs can 
support grazing at preference levels without resource damage. 
Preference levels wou.ld entail stocking rates which are 8:t above cu .rrent 
levels. If the increase will rely totally on established crested wheat 
seedings then probably little conflict wou.ld occur. 

APPENDICES 

PAGE A3~2 APPENDIX TABLE AJ-1 

Reasonable numbers for deer as presented in Appendix: Table A3-l 
appear to be incorrect or the table may be titled improperly. Thi.s 
table should be reviewed and possibly revised using information 
available at our Elko office. 

It is also rather difficult to interpret the reasonable numbers 
because the RCAs combine areas different than our herd management units. 
The Department has calculated reasonable numbers on herd management 
areas. We do question the existing number of JO antelope in the 
Ruby/Wood Hills RCA.. Present numbers probably surpass the 60 given as a 
reasonable number. A reasonable number of 200 would represent a goal 
level for this RCA. 

We also seriously question the existing number of elk listed for 
the Spruce/Goshute RCA. Existing elk in this area are probably only 
transient animals . 

A 5-10 TABLE A5-J WILDLIFE REC. DAYS WRA 

The preferred alternative will decrease current. use levels of 
fishing (both stream and reservoir) by 30% aod 15% respeccively? 
Fishing use days are predicted co decrease under all alternatives, even 
the no action alternative. Either we do not understand the table or it 
is not accurate. We do not believe angler days vill decrease in the 
WRA. 
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We basically find the RMP and EIS a well written document which 
addresses the ramifications of most important issues within the Wells 
Resource Area. Hopefully the BLM planning staff wil~ find the above 
listed comments useful · in developing a final plan which addresses all 
wildlife concerns . If you have any questions on this matter of feel a 
need for further input at this time, please advise. 

J\l:RPli:cb 

cc: Region Ill 

Sincerely, 

William A. Molini 
Direct.or 
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F"EOERAL HIPACT 

REYIEV PROGRA.M OfFJCfS OF COJ4"'UHITY SE:R'l'ICES 

1100 EAST ll'llllAH, SUITE 109 

CARSON crrr, HE'l'AOA 89710 

_ GoverncRJL(; f:',: ~ l abor Conmhslon 

At-torne "al L le9fslotive Counsel Bu-eou = A.nln/strat iot,\A.Y :G. i:::-vJ Li:>r«-y 
...!_ Agr lcuJture . . l- Pd sons 

- Conrn&rce v,~o~::--,~- ◄l~ P\lblfc Sen Ice C:C-lsslon 

_ ea.nun ity serttles 01e.c1,cN Toafion 

SC£.TO PR Transport.,tlon 
fconanic Development 

Educ.at Ion 
K_ lthR-9ireau of Ml nes 

U~-Renew.aole r;atural 
£rnployment Securrty Deparr-..&n1' Resotrces 

_E:!9rgy X Wlldtfle 
_ Equal ~ !gtits Canmf.ssion 

Hur.ia n Resources 

lndlan Caralsslon 

(702) 885-4420 

Conser-Yatlon and Nahral Resou-ces 

.:onsenatlon Ols rr l cts 

i :oresrr·f 

- rlf s't4 Preserver Ion 

' Ardl&ology 
X s:ate Per.ks 
.X )loater P1annrng 

·,..,,er Resoi.rces 

loll nerer Resources 

FRCJh Li ~a A. Ryein, Dlr-&ctor 

,,., •• r 83300086 
ffiOJECT: Wells Resource Area, RllP - EIS 

" tt .K nea for roYle• ano canment I s a copy o f ttia alorein,ntloned proJtte-r4 Ple-ase •"•lu.lllte It ■Ith respect f'O: 
I) fh1t program's effect on your p la ns and or~oms; 

:?J the i~ix>r1'~nce ot rts contrlb11tlon to St ate ana/or oreowJde g::ials and oojectlves; 

; J Its accc,r C ■ Jt.n ony ,applfcoble la ■, oroer or regulation wltl'I wnlc.n yoo are fan1ilfor and/or 
4) aaaitlonal consl(Jer1Hlons. 

Pt.EASE Sl:SMIT YOUR CD+EHTS NJ LATER J'l-1-"N • .,....lte out ya.r cc:mments. J t appl l:::ab!e, 
cheCIO. tr-e appropr r ete b0 betO'or end return tr,,e t..:,rrn ro:::, this ot f ke4 ft.EASE 00 SO E\'EH IF 'IOU M'l'E HO CllJ,l,EJrilT 

on this pertfculi:tr project so tn..:,t "'6 •eiy canplera oir processing. Jt you ere IM'laDle to COllff'ent Dy the 
pre-scribed date, pleo11se not i fy this office fanedlately. 

TI·tl S SECTION TQ. BE CCM-'l[TED SY REV fE'III I~ AGENCT: 

tile c0Tlfflen.t on this proj&et 
Propo:.o11 I s u:;,porteo as ·•r r t ten 

Add[tioMI Information <see below) 

Cca:,en"ts: (use t!ldoltlonel sheets if necessary) 

Confer-en.at c1e-srred (,e,e tielowl 

Condltlonal support ta,tJ !ned below) 

Di sapprOYoJ/denl 111 of h,ndl ng 

laiust spe,cl fy reeson below> 

AIR-Dick Serdoz: This area has some e.z.isting permitted sources of Air Pollution. 
The area has been identified as having at least two po t ential power plant location 
along with a lime kiln depending on the economics in the ne8t5; future. The area ha 
been used for mineral extraction which are not in operation at the present time4 
These potential conficts were not identified nor were m:i.tigat.ion addressed. 

WATER-Allen Biaggi: The Nevada Division of Env~ Prot. recognizes the deterioratin1 
condition of ..riparian areas vi thin the resources study area. The Divi.sion strong! 
supports those alternative actions which will most improve and protect the resourc1 
values in these areas. The Division permits a number of municipal discharges~ thrqugh . 
the N.P.D.E4S 4 system. into vaters io the resource area. Impacts of these dischaqes. 
if any• on the values present are not addresse<L 

I SOLID WASTE _ _ -~s~e~e~a~cMt~•~c~b~ed._.2 .. , .. s .. e-----------------~ 
;l'(d. ~A µministrator 

•••'•••r~ -:c,-:-.,-,.-------------- 885-4670 5/2J/8J 
Dote 
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Clearinghouse Comments. 1/83300086, Wells Resource ARea, RMP - EIS 

Solid Wast e - Doug l"'.artin: Several to'lo1!1S in the resource area have existing R&PP lea ses 
for solid ,,.,asce disp osal sites yet there is no mention of th is or other solid t,,,1aste
is su res, for example, the BL'-1 campground at Ruby Marsh is a major generatier of solid 
.,_,as te, what impa ct doe s thi s generation have on the local landfil l and wha t does BL-'1 
plan doing if they expand or close the campground? 

Comment Letter 30 

■tc.KARD H UYAJIII - ST ATE OF NE.VADA 

~ 
V 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
OIVISIOflil Of HISTOklC P1tESDtV,UJON AND ARCHEOLOGY 

2:0l S . Fall StrN1 

August 17, 1983 

Mr. Rodney Barr is 
Elko District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

C.pltol Co•pks 

Cano• C1t11. Nn•d• 89710 

(702 ) 885 .5138 

ATTENTION: Wells RMP /EIS Ten Leader 
P. 0. Box 831 
Elko, l!V 89801 

Dear Hr. Barris: 

The Division bas reviewed the draft of the Wells Re.source Management Plan and 
Environmental lmj>act St.ateme.nt. Altbougb there are no properties listed on 
the National Regist.er of Historic Places within the Wells Resource Area, num
erous archeological and historical sit.es have been discovered, some of which 
may be eligible to the Register. 

BLM proposes to protect significant cultural resources under standard operating 
procedures which entails compliance vith current federal preservation laws and 
regulations. We encourage the BLM to utilize existing data (such as that found 
in the Cultural Resources Overview of the District) during planning to identify 
potential conflicts, for example, between the placement of transmission line cor
ridors and archeologically or historically sensitive areas. We would also recom
mend a similar app roach for proposed land transfers. The more promptly potential 
conflicts are noted in planning, the :more easily they are resolved before plans be
come form.ali%ed. 

Native American consultation should be a con.side.ration durin g the plamrlng of lar
ger projects . Plant and an.imal gathering areas , burial grounds and sacred sites 
should be taken into account when making .,.jor decisions concerning transmission 
line corridors and land transfers. 

We have no other cOlllllLents at this time. 

s7J};;'tr;_ ~ 
ALICE M. BECKER 
Staff Arcbeologiat 

AIIB/1-
cc.~ John Walker, Office of Community Services 

Re: 83300086 
Ed Spang, State Director, SLM 
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August 16, 1983 

Rodney Harris, District Manager 
Attn: RMP/EIS Team Leader 
P .0. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Re: ~ells Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

have reviewed the Wells RMP/EIS and submit these comments 
on its range management provisions on behalf of the Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Inc. 

The range management sections of the RMP/EIS are inadequate 
both as a land use plan and as a grazing EIS. The provisions are 
so vague and generalized that they will not constrain or limit 
future resource uses and will not provide meaningful guidance 
for existing or subsequent resource activities, as required by 
law. See 43 U. S.C. S 1712; 43 C . F.R. SS 1601.0-S(kJ 11983), 
4 100.0-5 11982) (definition of "land use plan"). The EIS also 
lacks ~he detailed proposals, resource information, and impact 
analysis required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
See~ v. Morton, 388 F. Supp. 829 (D . D.C . 1974). Given these 
deficiencies~etailed-below, the draft should be revised and 
supplemented extensively and circulated for additional public 
comment. See 40 C.P.R. § 1502.9(a) ( 1982). 

One cruci~l shortcomi n g of the RMP/EIS is its failure to 
analyze specific proposals for range manage~ent, even thOugh 
such proposals are concededly necessary to remedy serious 
r esource problems. EISs must contain proposals and alternatives 
t~at i nclude the actual terms and~conditions under which grazing 
wil l be al l owed. Such proposals must include, for each allot
ment or group of allotments, numbers of livestock, seasons of use, 
maximum u t ilization levels, and grazing systems . See NRDC v, 
~ . supra; 43 .c.F.R . SS 4 120.2, 4120.2- l (a) (1982)-. -

Although the proposals and alternatives in the Eis include 
grazing levels , they lack all the other element~ necessary to 
make a reasoned choice among ~l ternatives . The Bureau states 

.\',.,, F:rt(!,!mrd Of/1, ,· .- 17 ~kit 1'1{n 1 • , \ L ll :K, '-IA 01 7lic, • G 17 G:,~1-d•· ,11 

l'u/ 1/ic l .wul~/1uu1u1r· : 17 2 .. 1-c.u 1 '>ll<ll J •0 '"!\.\11,t ,10 Kc,:..-(16•:s11jj// !'7 1u 

,ou"; lt• ~\,k<I l'apr, 
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th<lt it WLll "develop activit}' pldns and grazin<J !::iystems" under 
each alLcrnative (EIS, pp. 2-10, 2-14, 2-19, 2-23), but the 
EIS tails to identify any such specific plans or systems. Even 
under the 0 no action" alternative, existing AMPS and grazing 
systems are mentioned but not described. (p. 3-7 . ) Similarly, 
wildlife objectives arc set forth in terms like ''improve" or 
"identify" crucial habitat, but i:io specific "techniques 10 for 
atti..1ininq these goals are identified. (E.g., pp. 2-11, 2-15.) 

The lack of specific proposals is particularly troublesome 
given the area's serious resource problems. The EIS concedes 
that approximately 75% of the area is in unsatisfactory range 
condition and that "im[?roved range management practices and 
treatment'' are needed to remedy this situation (p. 3-25), but 
fails to identify the needed actions. Similarly, there are few 
specific proposals to improve riparian and aquatic habitats that 
have been degraded by livestock. (Tables 3-4, 3-5, p. 3-14.) 
Likewise, although mule deer and antelope habitat have declined 
due in part to excessive livestock use (pp. 3-9 to 3-10) the 
EIS lacks any remedial proposa l s. Under the circumstances, the 
proposals and alternatives in the EIS clearly violate the 
Bureau's duty to "take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary 
or undue, degradation" of the public lands. 43 u. S. C. S 1732.(b). 

The alternatives in the EIS are also inadequate. The EIS 
fails to consider any alternative management practices, much 
less a 

1
'full range of management practices, 1

' as required by NEPA 
and the 01 Final Grazing Management Policy," p. 1-18 {I.M. No. 
82-292, March 5 , 1982). Although the EIS contains a range of 
grazing levels, it fails to explain or justify the numbers 
chosen. Moreover, the Bureau's decision to reject the "no grazing" 
alternatiVe was erroneous, for the reasons stated in the attached 
memoranda from BLM officials in Colorado and New Mexico . 

Another fundamental deficiency of the EIS is the absence 
of essential range and resource condition data. The EIS is 
wholly lacking in basic range information. Ecological range 
condition data have not even been gathered. (p. 3-25.) The EIS 
lacks esti ma~es of current and future grazing capacity, which are 
essential to prevent overgrazing. The Bureau has long conceded 
the need for this information, arid has included it in most 
past grazing EISs . Nor does th e EIS contain any discussion of 
specific resource confl ic ts and problems in particular areas. 
Without this information, it is impossible for the public or the 
agency to analyze the impacts of the proposed action or the 
alternatives. 

Given the dbsence of specific proposals and baseline 
information , the EIS's environmental impact analysis is totally 
unsatisfactory. The analysis is based on unfounded ''assumptions '• 
like ''proper season of use'' (p. 4- 3), even though such ''proper" 
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seasons are nev~e iJc11L1 t ~~J:. lmpU .. J '/l. .:J 1t1.:nt.::. 1 tt ...:t;HLil l 1u1 1 cl.Le 

predicted (e . g., IJ~l. 4- 3 2 t o 4-33) but nev e t ;,.:xp l ained (H 

justifi ed adequate ly . The .J.nu.lyi;j~ i mpror,ct · l y f ocuses un the 
ad ve r sc c i..;onomi c i mp ,1 c Ls Lo j )1...: rm i t tee s of r~ •:1uc l!J ':.Ir i1 z 1. nq 
(e.cJ ., 'l'dhlt1s S-2 , 3- 21 whilti 1g nor in lJ thl! adver::.H: e nvir on ·
m~ntal i mp • .H."!t !~ to th e 1Jubli c .lu.nds ot existing and propoSE.'d 
9n..1z1nq. (n sho rt., the 1mp.:.1ct analysis s imply assume s thot 
man ... 1'-)e mcn L w il l be " imp n •vcd " tc. cJ., p. 4-J 3 ), ..ind pr PLJicls 
c n vironmc•nt.i l b, -rn~fi t:; l .hltit.!d u n tht ~!-il? lt ypo th..:: t icul act i ons . 

1
. 1'hc Eri ; dlso fail s to ana lyz e the potentially serio us 

adverse e ffe cts cau~ed by herbicide treatments. Virtually no 
infor mat ion i s provided wit h respect to the types of treatments 
that will be allowed, th e spec ific areas that will be sprayed, 
or the nee d for such tr eat me nts. The EI S lacks any analysis 
of the potentia 1 risks to humans and t[l e env ironn ;e nt posed by 
herbicide spraying, inclu d ing a worst case analysis, a s req uired 
by NEPA. Se e , ~-=-..9._:_, Save Our Ecosystem s v. ~!_!, Civ. No . 83-
6090-E (D. Ore. May 6, 1983); Merre l l v . Block, Civ. No. 
81-6138-E (D . Ore. Apr i l 19, 1983); SouthernO regon Ci t izens 
Against Toxic Sprays v . ~tt , Civ . No. 79-1098FR (D. Ore . 
Sept. 9, 19821. The EIS s hou l d cons ider utilizing other tech
niq~es of vegetation manipulatio n, such as burning, as well as 
the possib ility of ~no action ,' 1 or foregoing nll such techniqu~s. 
Without su ch analysis, neither the Bur e au nor th e public can 
determin e how much, if any , herbicide sprayir:g should be allowed. 
Moreover, beca u s e the RMP is des igne d to provide co mpreh ens ive 
guidanc e for a ll futur e man ayc ment actions , including he rbicide 
spraying, if any, this analysis should be included in the draft 
RMP/EIS, not in some lat e r document . See , ~-' 40 C.F .R. 
S 1502.22 (1982). 

In conc lu sion , the rang e manage me nt provision s of the 
draft \;ells RMP/EIS shou ld be completely r e vised and c ir cu lated 
for additional public comment . As is, the docum e nt fal l s far 
sho rt of satisfying the requirement s of NEP A and th e judgment 
in NRDC v. Morton, and will undoubt e dly be ruled inade q uate . 

Thank you for considering the se com ments. Fee l fr ee t o 
contact us to discuss th ese issues further. 

Sincerely. 

I > 
David B. Edelso n 

Encl osures 
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United States Department of the Interior 160 1 

, 
••' 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Ro swe l \ Resource A r~a 

P. 0. Drawer 1857 
Roswell, New Mex1co 88201 

July 

Dear f>ubl ic Land User: 

This lette r is t o inform you of the additi on o f Alternative 5 t o the West Roswell 
Management Framework ~1 an Amendment (MF PA) and En, i r onmenta 1 1 mpac t Statement (EI s) . 
Alternative 5 is the No Graz mg A 1 tern a t i ve" and wil 1 be considered far the fa 11 ow-
1 ng reasons. 

Our Final Graz ing Management Pol icy dated 3/5/82 sta tes: 

"Alternatives analyzed in t he EIS must describe a full range of management 
prac t i ces, incl ud ing various levels o f livestoc k grazing use. Recommended 
minimum altern atives are: 

Proposed Action 
No Action 
No Graz ·;ng 
Increased livestock grazing use; & 
Decreased livestock grazing use." 

As you may recal l, at_our public meeting ·;°~ March of this yea r ,ie made the state
ment that we d id not inc l ud e the "llo Grazing Alternative" because we di d not see it 
as a viab l e alternative . We still main tain that i t is not a viable alternative 
however, it must be included. ' 

The reason the policy directs us to include this alternative is to comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act and the 1975 U.S . Dist r ict Court Agreement. 

The ~urpose in in~luding this alternative, even though it may not be viable. is to 
pr~v1de the decision maker the ~pportunity to study the effects of no grazing. 
This pr ov ides him with information from a b r oad r ange of alternat iv e ac ti ons and 
impacts from whic h he can make comparisons and select the least impa.cting progra m 
tor implementation. 

In addition, our State Office has al so directed us to inclu de t his additional 
al terna tive for the reasons stated above and because of legal acti on taken aga in st 
two recen t 1 y co mp 1 eted EI 5 • s because they fa i 1 ed to 1 nc 1 ude the "No Grazing 
Al ternat ll/e 11

• 

If you have any questions concerning thi s issue, please contact us . 

5 i ncere l y yours, 

Area Manager 
Roswel 1 Resource Area 
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1,hmed S:i, tcs D::partrrwrn of tht: Int er ior 

BUIEAU Of LArW M AW,GdkNT 
:::iu:.i ;::,.:.o'J s;J...r; :;::i=-.-

10:-,: :.>C,1ri ~"A':~~ 
o:~lVE.R COE0:'."0:' 

/ Dt:cc. ::1.her 16 , 1981 
·/ 

C0-933 
l ,S: 

RECEIVED 

AUG l ., 158J 

NRDC CAllf. 

11:!, t r:.1 : · L ior. M1..'Jl' ) r .rnCu::: lfo. ✓-CO 62-6 6 / 
' :.>.;,. , ,:,, 9.IJC,/8) ( 

TL. District f!.'loage¼__ ____ / _,/ 

Fror.:.: Stace Diret :t.o :, Colorario 

Cc,J.ui:.:-:d:i ... .-:1 1 c:uncir,uJ.:: [O consider 2 "! ~o G:-a::.in.; . .-...lte:--nat.i·J;.?" in the 
t: c .. -dni:1 _1.; EIS 

1 
s c.::..-:-:idau~d by the J;f !JC vs . M.o r !-9~ - <:_~ur t j uCgcc.n t. 

T:Lt:n : .::ire r-.. ·o o p::.io n~ t.hat c.a1i b ...-: ~sed, and the Disc:rict 1:.n;::iager cay 
dcc irll' on :i local b.:3sj!; \.lhict1 o;it io:.j to use. 

l. 

,. 

1.)1 ~pL. !~_. tht: 
11 

ful 1 dv.· c: l u;.-c.cn:. i!r?:d ~:~tly.: , is o:::' tht 0 f{': Gra:;:: i ng 
A.1 tc1·na c 1 ve i::. the El S as " 't:: h .::ive done in t he p.:!.6 t. 

U;:.ve the Gc.ve lopmen:. c:111d ar::2l1•sj s of the 1'1;0 Gr.:.~i ng Alter n ative'' 
cocplete a!; she l f data , 2vc.il2bl€: io::- ~hose \.,Tho \.·.ish t o revie•.,i iL 
In the EIS or. t.he table of 11 S L!...-:w:.ar:r a~d Cc:;::;pa:-iso:i. of lc.?acts ," 
cl is play the impacts fer the 11Uo Gr""-::in:i;, ~~ tern 2:ivc:. " Docl.Zer.:t 
1:r. the EI S 11,;hy th is. al tern.ative is not f u lly dis cussed i n the 
statcc::o2nt ~r,C. 1-.'h c:-e the: " shelf data" are av..::i l 2::ile !or rc,.,·1er;.,?. 

Th t:..Ie ..!.re. sevc:ra l t c~~~o:::...s for cu-ntinu i n~ 't.O an.:::.ly z.c t.his al-:.e:rnativc . 

l. 

2 . 

J. 

4 . 

I.t '""ill prov-i.de baseline inf □ r.::.a t ion ~ r:a i nst ,._-h::! c h to ceasure 
other ~lternatjves to consirlcr . 

It docs d:1spl2y t.t,e socioc-co:-w:.::.ic 1.r:Ta:::ts a t t he local and 
rc:gio:-.21 l eve l of l_iv.:-:.; tock eraz:in.g; en public lands . 

Past Ubrt.:ec-.en ts \,:1t h out.5idc grL-uµs that a 111.;o G:-a:?.i.ng" 
alterna L1ve ~ o~lC be appl:1ca~le to ~11 grazio~ EIS'6. 

H..:.1nta1P. co nsi stE::ncy in Co!ciado, 

Th-.::. c:-:.::105,, ,C is~u e paper t.races th e hi sto ry 

', 

Enclcsur~ 
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COMMENT ON WELLS RIS/RMP 

Juno 21, 19BJ 

l 

The Reeourt"e Production Altema.ti'ile it11 miana.m.ed enrl I or anal ·,zed 

!nf'o rrfl ctl y . It would oc.ly allow for a 1.2% increaee ln the preference. 

Thi o io the rirot example of the ne~ative th J nkinp. i.n preparin~ thio 

rio~ument. 

On pape 2-1 thie document deecritlf,111 t1re110•.Jrce conflict araaL'!I. 0 

~1e ae c.:onrl ma_jor topic of nflpativft thinklnp. One of the bfmr:hmar: <! or 

rrolor:· l e thl" a;1111hiotic relationi,hip of planti, and aminal.111. For ex&[Dple, 

thP. lnr,,.rrcr! con f lic t f'Atween deer , ante lopf!, anrl cattle on th f': l!BJM ranr• 

.. t.ni1.P t!-iat l irht p-r·azinp: of t:-itterl :rush is heneficial t o riVHife. 

T~e R~eourc~ Pro rlucti on Alternative 18hould be the poel.ti,,e th1nkinp 

-,1 M en~ t he one I eupport. Howt!lver, t he plan doe-a not propo:!!e maxi mum 

nr:irhiction of th~- ranp _e I'esourcee. for liveetock. It ie th e opinion of man~~ 

ranre m.enar~r!'I:, includiniP: ar.ency per-Bonnel, that brush control on a cre sted 

w!-".eatrraas s~edj ne:, for example, may -only la:!!t 20 year:, until somet hing 

need s to be <lone ae&in whet he r or not 1 t ha• he en heavily grazed or lightly 

rrezed. Our a-saociation ha.-ei begun • hrul!h control prop:ram on our private 

-seedinp.:a whic h were plante ci ah-out 2~ear:e &f!:O, Th111 do cument doestPt propose 

an~.rvher" near the nttede d maintftnanc-e of a.lread 11 exi.atinp 1mprovemente and 

Bl!"er:H.nr~. 
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ThP. RP.~:">urce Protection lltemati ve ia 1i.naccepta hle. The underlyiny 

--remi.~P is that liveetoc-k pra-zlnp ia alv• ~·s to thr. rletriment of the other. 

The r,ref~rred al tema.t l ve propoaea 11eed.in,1Z" 10 .ono acres and prel!leri bed 

h,rr,lnp 3. 5')() a<rH in the O1Nhl/Salmon ralla RCA (Table 2-5,) Althoufh 

thl11 ii, the sa.m., ae proposed in the Re ■ourc• Product i on Alternative, the 

AJOOunt ot eP-edj ng would h1 about rlyht for our allotment · but not enoup.h 

to ~nrear1 h!lb,-""en all the allotment a 1 n thie RCA.. The amount ot humin,;: 

1a atoL1t ,:t of the BLH acer.,• in the RCA. Fire can be the cheapeet hN•h 

control tool avail able, It la >tell documented that the Juniper >toodlanda 

h 11,\'e inr-r""ll""ri hec-euae o! man•a ,;ver-rontrol of 'Wil~fires. am not arivo-

,,..Lnp torchinr off vai,t acreapee on all typee o! ranpe eitee anr! hahitat 

t·•1'\f! ... I,. niiJuserl rire can c-r.-ale ssri0u!" '!"lr<lhlPJ':'19 fnr wildlife. l1vestoc-k, 

The worf!:t r:.onflict with the cr i tical ff'!t>T vint.-r ranye was the wi.1.-4 

'!1,,::,r:!"e ro nre.ntretion orcurinp ~p until 1979. The control of the hor,.e:, 

rr--.rr, th1!"r r-r t ttral areae in Mea~ow Creek, the Graniti, Ranp,:e and the L and 

O M--.untatnio- l1ae alread ~t ehown r,oeitive reaulte. It 1 e our opinion that with 

<'urr,.nl Pt.orl-'".inp rat.ea the critical c1eer ranpe111 will continue to imorove. 

T'ie cvntro l of wild horee continuoue prazing on riparion areas vi.11 also 

all ow for improvement at theaf! areae. 
s r 

Tho S&J!.e Hen population ia thrl vin.< in the pasture nort h of Gollier 

Hountaln. This area receives early spring use at moderate stocking r&tee. 

The area"•• &lao epra· :ed sxt.enaivoly for bniah control ln the !lliddle 6o 1 a. 

Their rating ot the current m&nafet'lleot ae nuneatiefactor,1° in• the KS"

ren~cta nn themoel vee. The BLH hu rail~d to maintain tho ranpeo by bruoh 

-
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ranpA9 'With an ineffective ctiance or natural recover:, maintainine water 

imp rov ements, ar.rl buildinr. and ma.intena nc-e of fences to control U ve!loc k . 

The inr-onsistenciee in the BLM persoMel and policies ia the underlying 

nr ohl fl!m nf most of the fa.ilures. 

The RIJ.f1 e apprai ea 1 'lf the ranr11 condi ticne ani1 · tren d or the 5al.n,on 

fii vr r A~ lot.Tllent i !I: <'l"lnt.rar ' to an ·•onel:, oni nion who hn s nbPler;ierl thn Vtlrf' 

t.,.t.l "1n ')'\'e1· A li'mp- p.-rlod or tim('I, 

F'05 acres or 2f .. 2 miles of dett-rlorated l1ip h prlor1t ·, r 1pa.rlan/etr~am tialiitat 

37 usi np 1 r:chn lquc.s wh tch wn·Url r, ~euJ t l n a minimum improw!msn t s of J O per cent 

l f ~ tf'I , ,.,ndi t ion in t.h~ short.-tf?nc, 11 Thie 1 e hip:hl y unl ikel ,:r' The BLH 1& 

ovt:n~EL i .mat..Jnp t he rate of r,•covPJry of the riparian s::etem. There is u:uch 

Wf' ,'on 1t .now a l,oul riparian ayate rus, h;v~rolnp ,. and the effect of llveetoc l: 

r razinp. There have Oeen ver ;r few properly conducted scientific experiment:, 

Md ot. servations of Rrazinr, effects of riparian areas. Reeul ta 1 nd.icated, 

44 .1 11 a etuc ty h!" Hayes, 19711, that real-rotation grazi~ did not eignificantly 

.11cc el-,rate channel movement. and that the occurrence or degradation during 

spr in8 di acharge &long ungra.zed etreambanks was e1gn1 ficantly greater than 

<l,ifradation occurring aloni!: grazed etreambanke. 

11Currently P.? percent or about J9 f. miles or etreama are in a deteriorated 

45 oLato. Primarily a• a result of llveetock f'T&Zing ... the ongoing decline 

W'"'>U1c' · nr ,tinur.." (Pare /.-11) That ia an orinion not a acientific pro .1ection. 

I apree t "iat. the nr0pfle~rl ae6 rlinP,11 woulri h elp solve the prohlem of 

rpr :1Jr far&fl"! an d improvP. tr·e nati ve ranp-e con~ition on the hieher pT'f!:cipa

tl!\tion !lt~f'I becau~~ of longer deferral from ,1Zra1.ing. (Resource Pr-oc'uction , 
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Th e DLM ohouldn't fir,ure yearlings aa a full Wm&l Unit. A yearling 

r oes n •t consume 26 lbs. dr7 matter per rtay. Holechek and Vavra (1982) 

detenn.inP.d steers had a mean forage intake level o! 2.1% ot body weight. 

Therefore, a 6fJ0 ib, oteer would ~onsume 12.6 lbs. dr,· matter per day. 

Range m&naRers are concerned about the plan ta ph:, sloloiica.l needs 

and rif htl:, eo, bu t we are ignorln,: the phyeiologica.l nee~r, of cattl:e. 

'.·ll1•' rlo cattle concentrate on riparian a.rea11? Bryant (1982), etudyint reeponse 

:i f livestock to riparia."l zone exclusion, concluded that regardless of aspe ct 

100th cow, ,,.,1th calves and ye arlings t,enerally eelectect the riparian zone 

,,\·er the upl a:irl zone tt.roughout moat of the ewnmer. Out both claeses of 

· i, ·,.!'lt~,c rev,..rsP.•! t heir select. i on in favor of uola.nd Yer,et.at ion in 

S" - lr r.• r:r t l: r -,ur '1 Oc-toher. 

Ht· J'"'rr.inrls us that unp.ulatea have few rr.ec:haniems to control borly 

t"'r.~ P T,et : .1N-. Cat1 .}e c1~s w-i.th exc-e~ei,.-e he at in the foll owing wa._vs: 

(1) i:i:r·r'!&fle re!!j'lir ation (2) coneume w-a.tl!r (3) restrlct movements or rate 

... r r.10,.·emio,nl! ( 4) . l!IP!"'k mor"' comfortarile envi ronmantal condl tiona ( 5) perspire 

thrrlur: l•, rfl':1 atl \l,al y tneuff i r.:lent. a.pocrine lfl,(,eat planr1s. All of lheee reduc:l!'!I 

t l1"' e1elal -,llc rate. 

In t.his l'l&r.le stud :.-, Br:rant recorded tha.t the temperature was cooler 

and hucidi t, \• hig her in the riparian zone during the eummer. Ir we c an 

figure out how to provide shade, water, and palatable Corage at interval• 

awa;, from the riparian zones. we ehould be able to better dietribute live

oto •I< on t he rarigo and at th e , ..., tima make them comfortable. If cattle 

&re otr•••ed the,, "111 not go.in weight properly . Fencing of riparian zone• 

wi Jl not solve the problem of 11ve!ltock comfort or diatribution, the cattle 

wi ll rnerel ;• c-nncentrate 1lonp, the fenee. Thie !Study also found that salt 

!'Jlerer.ient r!lr1 not affert. liv~stod distrlbutlon . 
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Cf)rfcerrinr the rtesl rr. of the BLM to delay the turnout date of the cattle, 

t h· !' r.t& '' O.-• •'.P.~irahle f or plant phy ai olopy brt would be the economi c ruin 

\f our- ~t-H·kl)olr\e rs. Almost al l of our c-attle are wintered on irrigate d 

1 f an :.! anrl ' l ~ u:i.t:. 1 aVFirar:P. turnout date o f April 22. It is critical that 

tl :e ,..e.ttl e be r emov erl fr om the irr i ,:ate~ !arn1 p,rounrl in orcter to plant. crape 

rinr ~rr~-i r·rlrale the i roplann. In adrlition . to feed 7 , (,00 head or cattl ~ 

:t,&., e. t. 1n ha.:, at 22 pounds per hea.n f :Jr one ....eek woul d cost. the Ass oci ati on 

-'l:.S2,31..0.00. Il cu.rrentl ~• r::osts mnNt t.o p roduce a calf than Wfl can p-et at 

t ~A mR.r:,etp lacl"!I. 

Tho he:st opportwtl.t;~ t'or dela.,yint turnout on native ranree la to &ef!d 

cre.,terl vheatr,raa., on aprTt,f'lrl ate aitee to accommodate tha livestock duri ng 

thi:, crucial p-,riod of nati.ve plant growth . We cur rentl y are wor king w-lth 

the DU! lo develop a plan for <leoirable grazing o_;•otema to meet the phyoi

olo eic &l requfremento of the plant•. 

A BUI letter dated December 15, 1955, lists a ten j•ear permit ios ued 

to the A s~ ,...~d et.ion for 6, 5()0cattle for eight month a and 4,43 6 l!lhf'tep ro r 

r, ., ,. P1intt1~ ( A..,r,rox.tmattil ·, r,1 ,!.3( AUl{'s). In J&nuar·· lG( ·• an11 1'arre EHn"'nt 

Hn l.~ 1. ~11 · h +.imo that more fpe~ ie availa bl,. e i t~P.:r t hro:Jf'.i·· water ,.,c, ,~1opmonts 1 

r~P"'l&P"ment. or artifi ri al rever,etatlon 11• The rlor-1unent liete our Clase I 

r ,,nw,d a t 31,304 AUM'o (CF.R 4110,0 -5 (K)(I)). It &loo states "The Bureau 

...,f Lan~ Jl.anarP.ment. apreee to co operate v i th the Salmon River C.·ttleme n 1 !1 

AIHIOf·i a tion t.hr"lurh manar.eme11t anr1.'or reveretati nn to rft atore the e.uspenc1ed 

non-us<!. 11 

1-16 do ai,?ree that the potential for an economic return on 1nve:,t'mept 

t1 high. However, tho Ass oci ation has inveeted close t o one milli on doll ar:, 

1 
n 1 at r.i.r ar..rl' materi ala over a l onr peri on o f t i1M and have not receive d 
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,:,.:r-edit frc1n the BU :. Our only gain from thi.& investn.ent. has been a few 

pounds of beef. Al though the improvc:ment!:9 we mad.e i,,,ere the respons1 ble 

thing to do, it is not economically tea::::ible to subsidize the BLM this 

way, 

The re are several bections of eeg,~brul!llh between ♦~he San Jacinto 

Hanch Haadquartara and highway 93 which have not been grazed by livestock 

for a period of time 1n exceaa ot 30 yeari,. lt!!l within the SVl.M survey 

done in 1979 t.he BLM described it aa 1n poor con<l.itlon and in a. down1ir,1ar<l 

t rend, agree with the poor ecological condition statue, but. I bellevo ,,. 
tho tr~nd io not apparent, 1.1 veetock grazing 1o obviouoly not the cri U-

r.al fee.tor in the failure of the vegetation to progresa toward a cli.max 

contrm.ml ty or late ecral state. 

I believe the Grazing Board Alternative ia a more poai ti ve and work

able plan to get the BLM and resource usere back in the ~ management 

business. If the B1J.t ha.s the objective ot increasing an d ueing resource 

values, then it will take a committment o! pereonel and funde to under

take •on the groun d I improvementl!!I. 

I thank you !or the opportWlity to exprt:Hrn some fa cts and observation& 

or the Welle EIS and RI-IP. I hope you will have an open mind and truly 

study these corrunent:,. 

Sincerely, 

J"4,.,.. !, JL-..A-i 
Glenn E. Shewmaker 

-
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; r•:11t~t L~r-r· D. (1 11?2. RP.~;>On:!'1~ of Ll YP:!tor- t.1) P.i'::"l!rj M Z-nnf! Ex~lus1.rm, 
,1., R11nrr ~~MaP-'"". 3~: " F'Cl- '"HI r. 

H"11, f·'l:r- ,J.,,.rry L. Anri Hart l.n Va-vr&. Fl '2 Forape Intake l 1:• Caltle on Forent. 
AW' r.r.e~a l anr Re.n{'el"I, J. Ranrf: Ma.na,r-A. J ~: " :37-?i l. 

H,civr-:,,. F. A. l Q7 ,1"1. Strt>amhank atabil it •· and mea,1ow con dition ln relation 
t o ]Jv~f'litor-~ rn 1zlnr: in mounta i n mear!owe of ('entral Ids.ho. M.S. Thee.ii,. 
Univ. ~r Irl alio. Moscow, ID. 9lp. 
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(,!UAU'JY l/VES1'OCK 

BOIES R.RNCHES 
WELLS, NEV ADA 8983.l • 

. 
. . 

. 
. 

·-11r: ' J, Dlstr ) :~~. Manaqe, · 
·~ t-Aure au n •· r .i'..lni:! Manrn 11 •1,,cmt 

•tit;• :t"·2 ! '.v,::11 .:~ ~-esp rn1~,s•~ tn th::! 1·1,-:~Ft l.tl~.lls Resnurc o 
1 ' Envir·rnu ru-)nl;il 1· LI. St..-lh! !1tent: t'ly the 11wners and 

· -~s Ranch , •s. 

·. · ·: \ :Jf'9 E'!l_i □ thie n c·Ba was pai-t 1 1 -. t ' l 1t pro1J rc111 t u ~mrJJpcnent tile 
·•ul t.:r•!P. use concept of mana~;en\f:>nt oi · 11l! 1,,.!d i c: lands. Inli .!r, •st in this 
•! ro j ~!::;- •riey have dlmln I At1ed wit h eone ,· t: -'-! j 1?.r l 1 f' !l im,o]vf?il, t,u t the 
rnuJ t-, ,_ ' use c onc ept has alway~ t1een , ,ract . · 1 11 iri ttijs ~r ~a hy the manage-
r.1er,, · , ~ol ,...n qAn che~ . . 

, :11' 1t ~1Jf1 to tile oral testfoaon ~ 1; ive 11 lit,, Steven Aui~:J td. tile June 21 
... ?" 1 •eftr1 nl] held at Wells, Nevada, Wf • t.lfJ11! d li ke to rt:t. rn m1e 111l the Sixth 
_; tr•,-native proposed by th e Nevada Gru, ,111] Oo~d fnr Dtstrl. c t ~J-1 be 

:ur>ted. Pleese f1nd copy c!Ocl osr.d. 

i !I th e : nterest of a ll conc e rns more rnone11 :nust -it:" pul tnto on the ground 
i mprm.1P.menta. The stud y process has hP.en much too r. □s t1 y in terms of 
men power end money. We ere troubled by t he fut .111 ty of this process 
end feel lt 1B time for the B.L.M. to move ·1n Lhe direct io n of construc
~ive implementation . We must be mindful U ,i-it. tt,e en virorvnentel valuee 
,ue all fe e 1 are so impor tan t _are not p lar:.i•• · 1ri _jt;i(JflBrdy. 

One atudv ma.._,, n~ n.ain to be done . If en ·h p:uty lnvo l ved woul d do a 
s~H-t ~va ) .ifltion of !;heir lndtvidual att.lt .11ri~, pr CX)ress tuward cunstruc 
t!•~7 f'IOPl s.wo u )rJ , indoubter11•/ result . ltl11:lu>·1t tl1 ls effort prCX)1. s 
w .. he 1mµmrnH1l e. 

1 ·r ea ! dfi: -,' Sti les rlanchea 

PJM-'4.°d~ 
l 

V lee -Pres lclent Ool es flanch ee 
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FLYIRG "S" LAND C CATTLE COMPANY 
DIG SPtllRGS RAll'CD 

WELLS, IIEVADA BS83S 

15 August 198 3 

Rodney Harris 
Elko District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Elko, Nevada 

Dear Sir: 

These writings will serve as comments upon the "Draft Wells 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement," pr e 
pared by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Manage
ment. They are written by Dick Roth, Ranch Manager, Big Sprin g s 
Ranch, Flying 'S' Land & Cattle Co., Wells, Nevada, 89835. 

"Livestock production is a major industry within the Wells RA11 

(WRA-RMP/EIS, p 3-21) •. :The residents of the resource area perceive 
the livestock industry to be both socially and economi c ally important 
to the community . .. In fact, ninety percent of the persons interviewed 
for the social analysis mentioned ranching as the number one industry 
associated with public lands ... " (WRA-RMP/EIS, p 3-23). 

As ranchers, we are well pleased with the BLM•s attempt at a 
good neighbor policy. However, we are shocked at the antagonism 
encountered towards us as an industry throughout this document. Many 
things would lead us to believe that a "good neighbor" is simply 
"window dressing.• What we see here is an end result of the 
"Preferred Alternative,• - ·reduction of our AUM's to 48,11 of that 
to which we are now entitled. This, of course, would be economically 
catastrophic if it were carried through. 

It is evident that those in tbe BLM who prepared this document 
do not understand the economics of ranching. An attempt to gloss ov er 
this inadequacy was rather lamely made on page 3-21: "Within the Wells 
RA, each ranch has a set of unique characteristics which will cause its 
operation to differ from those of the 'typical ranch.'" I need mention 
only two items from pp A5-2 through AS-5 to prove my assertion of lack 
of understanding. 

1) The estimated sales price of cattle said to be the 1978 to 
1980 average price is questionable, at best. (One could make a 
case that it has been wildly inflated,) My best guess is that 
it averages at least 151 higher than actual prices. This fact 
alone could vastly affect an assessment of the economic impact 
of the BLM's proposals. 

2) Selling yearling steers and heifers requires feeding those 
animals through a winter. For ease of figuring, one can assume 
that each animal will consume one ton of hay per winter, (twenty 
pounds per day for one hundred days). Add this to one ton of hay 

HOIE: El.ED, mw. fCLI, ITll!DI m IHJJH UICI #l 
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(approximately), per cow and bull in the herd, and one would 
have 3298 tons of hay to feed as per your example on page A5-5, 
At a price of $80, per ton of hay, this would be $263,840. 
worth of hay. Assuming that the ranch can produce hay at 85\ 
of market value, we would expect the ranch to have to purchase 
$176,840. worth of hay to keep the animals al i ve that this 
document mainta i ns that it does, However, this document shows 
no cost to purchase hay. This is patently ridiculous and 

shows the total lack of understanding of economic~ and realities 
that the BLM has of its "good neighbors." 

These are . but two of many examples that would obviously wrongly 
influence the BLM's assessment of the ranchers ability to survive, 
hav i ng his AUM's drastically reduced as you ha v e so blithely proposed 
to do to our operation and many others in this study. These fictional 
e cono mic numbers for the "typical" ranch would lead the reader of this 
docum e nt to believe that ranchers are presently "rolling in cash." 
Of cou r se, as any aware individual knows, the exact opposite is true. 
In fact, the ranching industry is struggling hard to improve range con
ditions and stocking rates so that it can conceivably operate at a 
profit. We don't ne e d the Federal Government to take from us the few 
chances we may have to succeed . A truly 11 good neighbor" would help his 
ne ighbor to do what he has the ability to do, rather than impose condi
tions upon him that would force him to vacate his premises. 

The BLM has gone on record in this document as 11preferring 1
' this 

alt e rna t ive, saying that it does not •overly restrict the ability of 
oth e r resourc e s (i.e. ranching) , to provide economic goods and services . " 
It further states that this is "the best management action . " (p 2-22.) 
We, of c ourse, could not disagree more vehemently . 

That the BLM does not consider ranching a resource worth protec
tin g is shown further in its "Resource Protection Alternative." I 
orig in ally thought we were at least considered a "resource" when the 
authors of this document designated the ent.ire Wells ar e a a "Resource 
Area," and further when they divided us up into "Resource Conflict 
Areas." (This term shows the negative attitude inherent in the entire 
study. A positive outlook could just as easily have chosen the term 
"Resource Cooperation Area." Surely this would show a more "good 
neighborly" underlying attitude . Ur-fortunately, it is more evident 
that the management of the USDI and the BLM have not effectively instil
led even their rhetoric throughout the rank and file of tt,eir bureau
cracies.) I assumed that we were at least considered a "resource" that 
was in conflict with others. But e v en if we are in "conflict" they have 
chosen not to "protect" us. To quote how the Resource "Protection" 
Alternative affects ranchers: "Ranch e rs would be extre mely displeased 
with the AUM reductions in this alternative. Rancherd would b e severly 
i mpacted and some would be put out of business." (p 4-52) This is 
"protection of a resource?" 

I have presented just a s mall portion of the evidence that the 
BLM i s h ig hly antagonistic towards the ranching community, and would 
seem i ngly "pr e fer• to have ranchers out of business. If their calcu
lations of o ur economic viability are simple errors, we would expect 

-
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them to be corrected and their pre ferred alternativ e to be ad j us t t.!d 
accordingly. If, in ~act , the errors are deliberate attemµts t o mi s -· 
lead the decision-making process, we expect them to remain in pl ace . 
We will, of course, be forced in that case to bring them to the 
attention of those who make the decisions in this country thro ug h 
other means. • 

We strongly support the attitude in evidence in th e Sixth 
Alternative, submitted by the Wells District Grazing Board. This pro 
posal takes the !ULU.Ona.l approach to the grasing issue by stating the 
objective as: 

Increase the yield of usable livestock forage sufficiently t o 
meet at least the full grazing preference demand on all all o t
ments whe.Jte poten.t<'.a.t ex..u..u. t o ou.<1.ta.i.n tlu:.4· lev el 03 u.<1e, and the U..ve· 
4tcc.k upeA<lto'L .u, wUU,,g tc actively coope11a.te .in p.fann,ng a11d .unpl emen 

t.i.ng th e .unp1t0vemen.u. and mnagement ac.Uon,, necuoaJty tc meet tJ,u. 
obj~euve." . 

Not only docs this statement reveal a much more helpful, re~liuLl c , 
and n <>ighborly attitude, it would go a long way towards lialping main
tain the heal th of a very important industry to our Nation. 1'h L f-1 

alternative would not approach the grazing issue in an arbitra1 ·y , 
RA-wide, insensitive fashion, but would deal with the issue rational l y, 
case by case, trying to bring a resource to its full potenti al . 

We look forward~ with interest, to the resolut i o n of the o r rors 
and attitudes c ontain e d in this do c ument. 

DR/ sd 

Dick Roth 
Manager 
Big Sprin gs Ranch 
Flying 1 S' Land ~ Ca t t ] ·· Co. 



Comment Letter 35 

FLYING "S" LARD & CATTLE COMPANY 
BIG SPR!IIGS RANCH 

WELLS, NEVADA 89835 

15 August 1983 

Mt. HoJ Harris 
Bill District Manager 
Elko, Nevada 

Dear Sir: 

As manager of the B1g Springs Ranch, I would like to go on 
record supporting the Sixth Alternative (copy enclosed), as pro
posed by the Nevada Grazing Board for District N-1. 

As submitted 1n greater detail in other comments, we feel the 
HLM's ,Preferred Alternative for the WRA-RMP/EIS to be based on erron~ 
eous information , arbitrary attempts to solve a diversified issue, 
dnd an underlying predjudiced and antagonistic at t i tude towards the 
ranc..:h>ug community. 

we feel the Sixth Alternative to be rational, realistic, and 
fdir, esµecially in relatio11 to livestock grazing. 

Thank you fvr your forthcoming solutions to the problems in 
yout doc.:ument. 

Uk/sd 
e ncl. 
CC: Bob Wright 

Sincerely, 

Dick Roth 
Manager 
Big Springs Ranch 
Flying 1 S 1 Land & Cattle 

PDDIC: ELlO, ICV111A, TOLL IU!IOl 110 BPIIIH UICI #I 
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Mr. Rodney Harris, Manayer 
Elko 01str1ct 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. !lox Bll 
Elko, NV 89801 

HE: Draft Wells Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Dear Mr . Harris: 

'rhank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Wells 
RMP and EIS . BLM Elko District, Wells Resource Area is to be 
t:onyrntulated for its multiple use planning efforts. The iden
tification of the corridor issue and subsequent designation of 
corridors 1n Lhis Draft RMP are in keeping wi.,th the intent of thP 
Feeler al Lancl Pol i cy and Mana')ement Act (FLPMA}. , 

S ierra Pacific ~ower Company supports the "Ptelerr~d 
Alternative" subject to the clarification and resolution of dCed: i 
of major concern outlinerl in this letter. 

The following are aredS of maJor concern that Sierra P~cific 
Eeels need to be clarified and resolved; 

I. a) Draft RMP/EJS Quote: 

b) 

GLOSSARY-page G-1: "COkRillOR: A passayeway 
through which all utility trans1nission (powerlines, 
gas pipelines, etc.} a n d transportation (roads, 
railroads) facilities, both existing and proposed , 
are located."' 

Problem: 

Sierrd Pacific finds this Oefinition to Le 
misleading and not consistent with the definitions 
oc their intent as foun<l in 43 CFR 2800~ The use 
of •A11• in this definition leads one to believe 
that there are no utility and tran~portation 
facilities outside of a "Corridor.• 

Due to topographic constraints, compatibi l ity , etc. 
not all transportation and ut il ity facilities will 
be in the ~ame cor rirlor. Also, we find that a 
definition of d ' 1desi11r\aterl corr id or• needs to be 
includeO in th~ Glossary. 

P. 0 . BOX 10100 /RE NO, NE'vAOA 89520 / TELEPHONE 702/769-4011 
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2. 

c) 

a) 

bl 

cl 

!)ol •Jtiun: 

S ie:-rr.a Pac..::ific t"ecommend~ the following chdrtqe.:::, ,rnd 
addit1ons to be made to the r;lossary. 

II C~1dnqe definition ag follows: 

~corridor : A passdgeway through which any 
combination of similar, identical, or cocn
patible utility transmission (powerlines, gas 
pipelines, etc.) and transportation (roads, 
railroads) facilities, both existing and pro
posed are located.N 

2) Add definition as follo~s: 

11 Desiqnat.ed Co rridor: A. three-mile (3) wide 
passage on which existing transportation and 
utility facilities are located and are 
suitable to accommodate future transportation 
and utility facilities which are similar, 
identical, or compatible. " 

Draft RMP/EIS Quote: None. See Map 2-9. 

Problem: 

The term "Des1gnat~rl (:orridors - Low VisibilityM is 
used o n Map 2-9. This term is undefined in the 
Draft !~MP and EIS. This oversight will surely !earl 
to a misunderstanding of accepted use within this 
"designated corridor M by transportation and utility 
users. In meeting with Charles Boyer - Wells R.A. 
Manager on August 9, 1983, Sierra ~acific was 
informed of specific constraints and stipulations 
with i n corridor V-K-Y-WW-0 (see map 2-9). Yet, 
these constraints and stipulations (i.e., no 
powerlines along Interstate 80) are not defined or 
addressed in the Draft RMP and EIS. Hence, the 
public has not had the opportunity to review or 
comment on BLM intentions in the Wells Resource 
Are<1. 

Solution: 

Sitrra Pacitic recommends that the above-mentioned 
issue be addressed in the Final RMP and EIS. 
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DraEt RMP/EIS Quote: 

Cha~ter l - Alternatives - Preferred Alternative -
Issue 2: CORRIDORS - page 2-22 

MJ. Propose for desiqnation •. ,Power Projects. 
Also included is a narrowed width oE the MM-NN 
corrinor segment and selection of the P-GG-Q 
corridor segment to protect wilderness 
quality of the South Pequop and Goshute Peak 
WSAs respectively." 

(Emphasis Added) 

Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences - Mid-range 
Alternative - Issue 2: CORRIDORS - page 4-31 
(Preferred Alternatives same as Mid-range 
Alternative) 

M2. Resource values would be degraded. 

Designation and/or identification of 566 miles 
of corridors is expected to have significant 
short- and long-term adverse impacts to visual 
quality, wilderness character and wildlife 
habi tat. These resources would be affected 
because of the locations of some of the corri
dors. Impacts are generally fewer than in the 
Resource Production Alternative. Corridor 
s~qments G-F; K-I, I-U; and U-B on Map 2-9 
would cause significant visual impairment. 

The aolitude and primitive recreation 
experience within the northern portion of the 
South Pequop WSA would be impaired by the 
adjacent corridor segment MM-NN. Corr1dor 
segment Q-XX-P would he within the 
southeastern portion of the Goshute Peak WSA. 
The location of the power line, railroad 
and/or other transportation routes in this 
area would not on ly greatly impair the 
experience of solitude and pr1mit1ve 
recreation but would also cause the loss of 
naturalness 1n the area. 

( Emphasis Added ) 

-
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4. 

b) Problem, 

C) 

a) 

Sierra Pacific finds the above statements unaccep
table as written. These statements constitute a 
"wilderness buffer zone• around the Wilderness 
Study Areas in the Wells Resource Area. Not one 
corridor shown in the Preferred Alternative 
encroachs upon a WSA. Corridor distances from WSA 
boundaries range from common boundaries to a six
mile (6) separation. Sierra Pacific feels that 
Congress did not intend to create wilderness buffer 
zones . If a WSA cannot stand on its own merit as 
outlined In the Wilderness Act of September 3, 
1964, then the WSA unit should be recommended as 
unsuitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. An example would be the 
suggested loss of naturalness in Goshute Peak WSA 
because of the influence of the corridor which lies 
outside the WSA boundary. When the Wilderness Act 
talks of solitude or primitive and unconfined type 
Of recreation, it was looking to preserve those 
opportunities within a given area or boundary. 
There is nothing to our knowledge in the Wilderness 
Act that states or implies that man's imprint will 
not be seen from a wilderness area. 

Solution: 

Sierra Pacific recommends that the BLH rewrite the 
environmental consequences for the corridor issue. 
Adverse impact on wilderness characteristics is 
improperly applied to the corridor. 

Draft RHP/ EIS Quote: 

Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences - Hid-range 
Alternative - Issue 2: CORRIDORS page 4-31 
(Preferred Alternative same as Hid-range 
Alternative) 

"Bald eagles would be adversely impacted from 
increased shooting deaths as a result of 
powerline placement near highways on segment 
P-0. Wintering bald eagles would be adversely 
impacted if construction took place from 
November l to March 31 on segment r-u.• 
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5. 

b) Problem, 

Sierra Pacific questions the first sentence of the 
above-mentioned paragraph. Sierra Pacific ls un
aware of any shootin•J of balcl eagles from powP.r 
lines in this state. Further, BLH appears to have 
taken the position that a supposed adverse impact 
to bald eagles by power line placement cannot be 
mitigated. This Is totally incorrect. The utility 
industry, through years of research and experience, 
is able to mitigate adverse impacts to raptors. 
Mitigation measures can either enhance raptor habi
tat or deter raptora from areas ·such as mentioned 
in this RMP, 

c) ' Solution : 

a) 

b) 

•.r·-
The entire paragraph on bald eagles deals in areas 
of mitigations. Thus, the adverse impacts of power 
lines and construction time are not environmental 
cons equence s but mitigation measures . Mitigation 
is project ,related on a case by case basis and 
wou ld be a condition of a grant of right-of-way. 
Therefore, Sierra Pacific Power Company requests 
the deleti o n of the entire paragraph in the Final 
RHP and EIS . 

Draft RHP/ EIS Quote: None . 

Problem: 

(See Hap 2-9) 

Happing of the Corridors is of extreme importance 
in land use planning process. This mapping becomes 
the public documentation (Resource Hanagement Plan) 
with which the BLH will manage public lands for 
this use , Therefore, the need for complete and 
reasonably accurate maps is essential. Corridor 
A or E- PP-1-U-ZZ-B was to represent the AT&T 
Transcontinental Cable. This corridor was also 
represented in the Western Regional Corridor Study. 
From a field investigation on August 9, 1983, it 
would appear that corridor A or E-PP-r-u-zz-B on 
Map 2-9 is located south of the actual location of 
the AT&T Cable . 

Also, Sierra Pacific finds some corri~ors located 
(see Exhibits "A" and "B") in areas having either 
no potential for utilization as corridors or corri
dors excluded where facilities presently exist. 
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6. 

c) Solution, 

a) 

Because of the crucial and essential need for 
cotrldor mapping ln the Final RMP and EIS, Sierra 
Pacific strongly urges and recommends the 
following: 

1) Accurately locate the AT&T Transcontinental 
Cable on Hap 2-9. 

2) 

3) 

Implement the corridor changes and additions 
shown on the attached •wells" 1:250,000 Quad 
Map (Exhibit "A") and the "Elko" 1:250,000 
Quad Map (Exhibit "B"). The solid black line 
represents the Draft RHP and EIS corridor 
location. The solid red line represents the 
requested corridor changes and additions . 
Also attached for your information is a 
graphic display of the mapping discrepancies 
and changes . 

Attached is a brief summary, hereto referred 
to as Exhl~itr•c,• of each corridor segment 
describing in general what and where the 
corridor traverses, pointing out any excep
tions to the corridor widths and locations. 
BLM may want to consider implementing portions 
of this in the Final RMP and EIS. 

Draft RHP and EIS Quote: 

Chapter 2 - Preferred Alternative - Issue 11 
Lands page 2-22 

"Objective: To allow disposals, land tenure 
adJustments, and land use authorizations based 
on long-range goals. These goals are to iden
tify lands to be disposed of or retained and 
administered for multiple use. These i den
tifications are based on land manageability 
and quality of resource values and are shown 
on Hap 2-7. 

Short- and Long-Term Hana~ement Action: 
Dispose of 93,150 acres,ncluding community 
expansion lands, primarily through public 
sale . • 
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b) Problem, Sierra Pacific Power Company has 
purchased the Gamble-Winecup Ranches for the pro
posed Thousand Springs Power Plant. .Our concern 
centers around the land tenure adjustments in the 
Thousand Springe Creek and Toano Draw area. Sierra 
Pacific does not find definitions or explanation to 
the terms Retention/Consolidation - R/C or 
Retention/Management - R/M referenced on Map 2-7 . 

Can exchanges or sales be made in either R/ C or R/H 
areas? Can a power plant site be "blocked" up ln 
either R/C or R/H areas? 

c) Solution: As you can see, Sierra Pacific has many 
questions as to the impact of land tenure adjust
ment in the Draft RHP and EIS. Sierra Pacific 
requests that Land Tenure Adjustments not preclude 
acquisitions by direct sale or exchange of land s 
for a power plant site. 

Sierra Pacific is anxious to have the corridor issue in the 
Wells RHP developed with the most up-to-date and complete data. 
Sierra Pacific feels the Wells RHP is the cornerstone for th e 
guidance and direction of the future RHP's to be develo pe d i n 
Nevada. Sierra Pacific feels consistency of the RHP's on lhe 
corridor issue is essential to developing a statewide tran~pot
tation and utility corridor system. 

We hope that our comments and concerns will be instrumental 
in the outcome of the Wells RHP. 

MPS/cf 
EAE4/69-84 

Attachment 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Michael P. Sullivan 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 
& Right-of-Way Acquisition 

cc: Ed Spang - BLH, Nevada State Director, Reno 
• Stu Gearhart - BLH, Reno 
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'l'h1s exhibi t 1s h e r eby made a pdr t 0E Sierra Pac ifi c ' ~ ..;0111-
!11, •nts on the OC"a Et Well s HMP an d EIS. 

T he f u ll o winq i~ a wtltt en dn<"lysis c_,t the proposc.:d Cot riii o t· 
/I.L11J 2-9 1n the Draf t RMP ann f:[S. This written analy s i s is to bt.: 
u s i-!d a ll -:...nq wit h Exhtt.its 11 A"' and 01 B . " '['his analysi s wi1 l d drlres s 
the f1LM pr u posal s a nd requ es ted ctld nqes by S i e r ra Pa c i f i c. 

G -Pl•-A- f 

L~umment:, 

HMP : A o ne c1nd ime-h1,.1ll mi l e cor t-1d ,, r 
edc h s irle o f !liqhway 93 fr- o m th e 
Idah o horl1er to ll (inry, NAva<la; 
thellt..:l~, straillh t south prefiL1mably 
f o l l o wi nq th e lrldh-1 Po wer Co . 138 
kV t ransm i ss i on line t o 111l~r sec 
ti on with Sierra Pacific ' s 3 4 5 kV 
transmission l i n~. 

SP P...:\J: 1'h e corr id or ne e d s t o Lt wo rl i f 1ed 
as s h o wn on Exh1b1t " A. " A 
c o rridor thru th e Jack pot co,11-
mun i~y and its logicftl e ~1~~ n sion 
is not use ab l e . If BI.M w lshes to 
in c lude •iiqhway 93, S1orrd 
Pa cific wo uld th en teque~t th e 
expa nsion of th e corridor lO th e 
rect line on the we ~ t. The 
changes south ot Jac k~ o t ta '' G'' 
are se l~ e xplfna to~y. 

liMP: It is p resum e d that th e int e nt ot 
this co rridor wa s t o f ol l o w the 
e xhainq SPP Co . ) 4 5 kV 
tra11smission lin e a11d A'f&T Cab le. 

SPPCo . The p lotting of the ) 45 kV 
tr ansm i ss i o n l i ne hds po int e11 ou t 
some maj o r mapping d is c repancies . 
Also , field 1nv es t1gati o n has 
fo unrl extensive J(J ricultural 
rlevelopment nro1Jnd t he Mary ' s 
River Ran.ch. Exhi b it '1A" 
ref l ects wh e r e t he c0 rrirl o r 
s h ou lrl be along with some 
s uqqt s terl chanq~s. Al so , the 
AT&T Cabl e neccls t o be lo 1;a t e~ 1r 1 

t.h1~ a rea. 
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u-u-:; 

5 -IJ 

V-K-Y 

5 -K 

W-1P: 

SPPCo: 

It is presu1ned t t1a t th e int e nt of 
th i s corridor was t o q e nerally 
follow the IPCo. 138kV 
transmission line and Jliqhway 93 
to Wells, Nevada. 

Suggest that the corridor be 
designated as outlined on P.xhibit 
"A . • 

No mapping problems . 

J~MP: This corridor was g en eral ly sho wn 
on the Western Regional Corridor 
Study and i s supposed to be AT &T 
Cable. 

SPPCo : Pielrl investi g ati o n sho ws the 
AT&T Cable to he farther north. 
The AT&T Cable needs to be more 
accurately locat ed on Map 2-9. 
Sierra Pacific will offer BLM 
assis t ance in this matter upon 
request . 

l<MP: This corridor generally follows 
the Southern Pacific Ra i lr o ad anrl 
Highway 30 from Cob re , Nevada, t o 
a point ap p roximately three miles 
northeast of Montello , Nevada; 
thence , north to the presumed 
AT&T Cab l e corridor. 

SPPCo : The corridor on the south side of 
the Southern Pa c ific Railroad 
from three miles northeast of 
Mo ntello, Nevada , to the Utah 
border shou l d b e included in the 
Pinal RMP and EIS. BLM has 

RMP: 

c ited the Pereqrine Fal co n habitat 
as the reason for excluding this 
corr i dor. Sierra Pacifi c Ooes 
not support or agree with these 
findings . BLM is basing its 
decision on historical habitat as 
stated on page 3-9 of the Draft 
RMP and EIS. The Draft RMP and 
EIS does not i nventory any 
Pereg r ine Palcons within this area . 

No mapping problems . 

No co ntinuous corridor along 
Sou thern Pacific Railroad from 
Cob re, Nevada , t o Wells, Nevada. 
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K-MM-Nt--J and 
K-MM-H 

;,-N N- KH-M-l.J. 

::i-Y-H; :5-hW 
~ r,d Y-1,H 

HW-1) 

~,l .. 1-'Cu: l"hts Cul L idoc- shoulrl b-= in clu ded 
1n t.llc Pinal HMJJ cJ.nti EI.S in ordec 
to provide for~ cc>ntinuous 
tranN1>nrldtion ccJrridor. 

JtMP; arra~ed width of MM because of 
WSA to the south. 

SPl>Co: Has teal ly th ese co re id ors are 
useable wLth the exception of t he 
c r-oss i nq of the Pequop Mount a ins. 
DeCdUSC of topoq~aphic 
constcaints, a split corridor 1s 
recommenrterl as shown on Exhibit 11B." 

RMP: Corr 1dor follows the Nevada 
Northern Railr oad . 

SPPCo: No pro blem with mapping or co rri
dor t o Curri-= {M). Corridor 
se<iment M-LL sho uld be moved west 
as shown on Exhibit MD'' so as to 
avoid Goshute Lake. 

No maµpin.q problems . 

kMP: Map 2-9 1s selt - explantory o t area . 

SPPCo ~ 5 -W\'J cot- r 1dor as mapped by OLM 
woul rl traver se along t l1e t op of 
the Toano Range. Also i n this 
arta, a portion of the Western 
Pacific Rdilroad is no t included 
in a corridor. Sierra Pacific 
re~om mends that the corridors be 
altered in this area per Exhibits 
11A• and "B. • 

RMP: This corridor generally follows 
1-80 to Wendover, Utah. 

SPPCo: Passage of transportation and 
utility fac i lities thru Wendover 
are g r eatly constra i nted by the 
mountains on tt1e north and the 
u. S . Ai r Force base o n the south . 
This, coupled with the community 
expansion , makes passage extre 
mely diff i cult. Sierra Pacific 
recommends a two - mile (2) wide 
corric ~or on the no r th s i de of the 
mouri t ains as shown on Exhibit 
"B. • 
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U-Gh- • i· -u , l l hj 

Q-XX-P-0 
!<Ml•: d,t J~J I-' un, f E l.:-i l~; !--i.•: l : 

cxplanct t ory. 

~>Pl'LL :: ~~SA 1s u.,p<.>qt ·. 11,hii..: constrntlll ~:. ·1. ,J 
m1liLiry 1nstc1llat1011 s a.t:"e ltie 
prime fa1..:tnrs in recomm~ndinq tLt ~ 
corridors as sho•,rn on i-· :.:11 i Lit 
"B.' 1 Tt Lis recommt:nrldt1on pr o -
vi,ics (or u 1rrore u •;1~<1bl(! ,Jnd 
fc(J: ; ible co tc1c1 oc th,H1 pn.::.;cot.l· : 
q iv e n in the Orctft n~P anO 1-:cs 

SPPCo: These two 1 two-mil~ wide cor · r i• 
dors were ddclreosed i11 the 
Western Rec1ional i~or rirlor Sludy 
May 1980 - Utah . Th~ Nevad a ma1 
of this study overlc,oke(1 tl1~sP 
co rri do rs. S i e rra P,1,· 1 1· , --

questions wheth er the Elk,J 
n i strict tLas conl~cte,1 the ctd)ct 
ce nt BLM Distri~ts in Ulah to 
discL,ss the corridor issue. 
Sie rra Pac: i E ic recommen ... ~s th. • 1 
these (:Orridors be addreS!'l~d 11 , 

the Final RMP and 81S. 
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Au~ust 18, 1983 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
Elko 01 str 1 ct Mdnager 
HureJu of land Mana~ement 
P. U. Ho, 831 
Elko, NP,ada 89801 

100 EAST HOAHA LANE 
P .O . 80X. 10100, RENO . NEVADA 19510 TELEPHONE {70 

Re: Draft Wells Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. H1Hris: 

Thank you for this opportunity to coinment on the Uraft Wells Resource 
MdndyemE!nt Pl an and £nvi ronmenta l Impact Statement. Lands. of Sierra, Inc. is 
Lhe owner of the Gamble-Winecup R•nches, with holdings of over 248,000 acres 
«ithi11 the boundari es of the Wells Resource Area. Lands of Sierra has speci
fic concerns regar d ing the c 1 ass if i cation of and proposed management for the 
grazing lands we lease from the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mdp '/.-/ depicts the land tenure adjustments proposed 1n the Wells Resource 
Area for the next twenty years. Lands of Sierra is at tempting to con so 1 i date 
1 ts I and hO l dings 1 n the area of the Gamble Ranch headquarters. Checkerboard 
ownership and i solated tracts of other private ownership make impro\lements to 
our cattle operation difficult to acco,l'jllish. We would like to block up some 
of these areas around the ranch headquarters through land exchanges with the 
Bureau of Land Management. It is our understanding that under present po lic y, 
lands in the dispo sal classification must oe offered for publi c sale for a two 
year period prior to oei ng a ,a i 1 able for ex change. The requirement fo r this 
two year offering could significantly affect our plans for consolidation and 
land improvenients . As these lands are within the checkerboar d ownership pattern 
owned by either Lands of Sierra or the Bureau of Land Management, we don't 
feel that there will be a general public inte rest in these isolated tracts. 

We propose that the boundary for the dtsposal area be located further 
westerly of t he Gamble Ranch headquarters, thus separating these isolated 
tracts so that they would fa 11 into the recent i on/management category, 
allowing for future land exchanges. The parcels of speci f ic concern were 
identified in our letters dat~d April 11, 1983 and April 21, 1983, to 
Mr, Gary Bowe rs. 

The Pilot Valley a ll otment is include d in the ldnds classified for dispo
sal, ana as I am sure you are aware, this allotment is one of the few within 
the Resource Area that provides winter range for cattle grazing, We 
understand that the mult i tude of private land ownersh1p has made management of 
this allotment difficult, however, it would create a financial hardship to our 
cattle operations if we were to lose these grazing rights. We are also aware 

. of the requirements i mposed on BLM throu gh the Asset Management Prog ram. More 
recently, as the Asset Management Program has been de-emphasized, i t is our 
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Mr. Rodney Harris 
August 18, 1983 
Page 2 

hope that the land disposal program will 1 ikewise be diminished. We request 
that if these 1 ands a re scheduled for d 1 spos a 1 in the future. that the present 
1 icensees be given priority t .o purchase these tracts. 

In Table 2-1 on Page 2-5 listed under the Pilot/Crittenden Resource 
Conflict Area, we note that the Pi 1 ot Va 11 ey a 11 otment has been p I aced within 
the custodial category. It 1s our understanding that 1t has been so 
classified because management of the allotment 1s COIJl)licated by the multitude 
of private owners. While under the custodial classification, the allotment 
will recef,e minimal al lo cations for range improvements, unt1l 1t 1s either 
disposed of or reclassified. If the disposal does not occur during the course 
of this twenty year plan, due to some future policy change, the licensees will 
not have received their share of imp ro,ements from their grazing fees. We 
there fore urge you to reconsi de r the di sposa 1 alternative, given the recently 
announce d changes to the Asset Management Policy. We further urge the BLM to 
provide as IJlUCh advance notice to the permittees as possiDle, in the event 
that these lands are scheduled for disposal. 

On Page 2-5, the acreage listed under the "Private Acres" heading for the 
Gamble individual allotment is 1n error. Lands of Sierra and others own over 
120,000 acres within t h1 s a 11 otment, as compared to the ) ,045 acres listed 1 n 
the tab 1 e. 

Regarding the Crittenden Rese rvoir, the Preferred Alternative states a 
1 ong term management action to ••• •. "Manage Crittenden Reservoir (1 f 1 and 
around the reserv o ir can be acquired through exchange) as a RAMC develop new 
fac111t 1es at t his site. " To d ispel any misunderstandings that may have 
occur red 1 n the past, the pr iv ate 1 ands surrounding Crittenden Reservoir and 
the reservoir 1tself, are not available for land exchange or sale. It is our 
intention to continue managing this water resource 1n its present mode. 

Shou 1 d you have any quest 1 ons concern f ng these conrnent s, or need add 1-
t i ona 1 information concerning the ranch operations, pl ease ca 11 me. 

Sincerely, 
,_,, 

,,.,f._-; ,,,, vf:. & 
Gary M. Soule' 
Vice President 

GMS/MPS/ks 

cc: Ed Spang, BLM 
Nevada State 01 rector 



Comment Letter 3 8 

51 

Dear Slre: 

My name ls Maurice Fuller and I am a stockholder and at 

present the President or the Salmon River Cattlemane Aeeoc1at1on . 

I would like to f1ret comment on the spring turn out t1me 

ror cattle . I would like to recomend an early turn out time, 

by the 15th of Aprll when the weather 11 perm1tt!ng and 

eepeclally when there has been pleanty or graes oarr1ed over 

from the season before. Th1e ralls 1nto the category of man

agement, with good management the range land and grass will 

Improve ror tbe livestock and give more reed for the wlldllre. 

Several yeare ago the S.R.C.A. recieved perm1es1on rrom the 

BLM to remove all or the wild horeee from the private and 

public range lande. By doing th1e the grass has improved 100% 

and tbe wildltre like deer and sage grouee have also inoreaeed. 

So with good management llvestock and wildlife can and will 

work together. 

But good management requiree many things and fences are a 

needed and lmportant part on the range lands, such as to control 

over grazing. But the Fish and Game wants to put up rencee that 

are only 4 strands, 48 inobes high and with the bottom wire 

18 incbee err the ground so wildlife can crawl underneath. 

With the bottom wire so high calves can easily crawl under, 

and with only 4 strands or wire and 48 inches high, cows could 

wallr. right through thla type or rence. 

The Salmon River Cattlemane Aseociat1on have been making 

improvements on tbe range lands since it wa■ organized on the 

28th day or April 1947. Tbeae impro•ements cone1et or plowing 

and spraying aagebrusb and reseeding these landa into ueealbe 

range • lands . 

Comment Letter 38 

Plue installing ~umeroua miles or pipe line and hundreds or 

water troughs. With tbeae many 1JIJ)rovementa it baa coat the 

aeeoc1ation between 1 million and lt million dollar■ over the 

period or years. These improvement& ware tor the livestock, 

but the w1ldlire baa also bene!1tted from these impro•ewente. 

The increased numbers or wildlife can alone prove this statement. 

I would recomend the BLM to .start a program of spraying aagebruah 

and the reseeding or the grass landa, With this, in the nea~ 

future, would not only help make the range lands better tor 

the llveetook but also malr.e_ it better tor the wildllte, 

A.U.M. 'a 

The S.R.C.A. baa always used all or their A.U.M .' a every 

grazing season, while other ranchers may not. In light or thla 

tact many ranobera may take a cut in thelr allotments or A.U.M.'a, · 

the S.R.C.A. cannot arrord to take a out, because a certain 

amount or cattle will haH to be left home costing . the cattleman 

more money 1n reeding hla cattle. 

With tbls statement I would like to bring to your attention 

a deal the a.R,C.A. worked with the BUI area manager Don Ray in 

the year or 1968, The a.R.C.A. volutarily took nonuee on 4000 

A.U.M.'e with the intention it the S.R.C.A. would make improvements 

on the range land, like improving atoclr. water with pipe llnea 

and springs, spraying sagebrush, do acme reseeding and with the 

removal or the wild horse ■, the BLM area manager led ue, the 

S.R.C.A., to bel1e•e we would reo1a•e back these 4000 A.U.M.'e 

after tbeee improvements were made. After 15 years the a.R.O,A. 

have still not reo1eve these A.U.M.'a baclr.. 
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I f eel that the 8 .R .C .A. hae rultllled their part or the 

ag r eement an d ehould be entit l ed to the 4000 A.U.M. ' s, wbl oh 

were vo l unt a ri l y pu t as ide , ba ok fr om t he BLM who have eeemed 

to forg o t that the deal was ever made . 

81n oe r e l y yo urs , 

Mauri ce Ful le r 
f r eelde n t or the Sa l mon Ri ver Cattlemane Ass oola tio n 
Houte 2 Box 5536 
Twin Fa l ls , Idaho 8 33 0 1 
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SIERRA CLUB 
Toi)·abt- Ch1ptt r Ncwrtd■ and Eaatcm CaUforn!a 

,.!L io~ / Hfi> , ~ l D10 __ __ _ _ _ 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
Elko District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. 0 . Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Deac Mr. Harris: 

Ql,k [ l>T SIA.S IU i..1<V u5' 

P .O. 8u~ 60913 
L, n1~ u1,Lt 5111,on 

Flu ,~. N t Hh E,.-,j:,.,J 7 

0 Lol.S \o[GAS CFIWP 
P.O. 8ao I 9777 

L u \!• t• •• N1nda 89 I I !;I 

720 Brookfield Drive 
Reno, Nevada 89503 
l'lugust 17, 1983 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Well s 
Resource Area Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. We think you and your staff have done a great deal 
of wo rk on this document and that it is well-pr epared and well 
written. Division o f the entire area into Res our ce Conflict 
Areas makes the differences in the various regions clea r to the 
reader. Our comments will address the various issues in turn, 
either stating the reasons for supporting the preferred alterna
tive if we do so or stating the rationale for ad op ting some 
other alternative. 

We favor the preferred alternative on · the wi1decness i ssue 
and c ongratulate your staff on the excellent presentation er · 
thi s issue. The four WSA's in the Wells area ar e al l of out
stan d ing wilderness quality and will make important additions 
to the National Wilderness 8ystem . With the bounaries drawn 
as suggested in the preferred alterna t ive, almost all real 
resource conflicts are avoided, and the areas are eminently 
manageable . The Badlands WSA is a 'little jewel 1 of wilderness 
with i t s psectacular canyon walls and the fine trout fishing in 
Salm on Falls Creek. Bluebell, Goshute Peak , and South Pegu o ~ 
are larger areas which provide not o n ly o utstanding solitud e 
and primitive recreation values but are also important habitat 
for raptors including the bald eagle . 

Although recreation use.,..in the Wells area is now generally 
light, except for t he Ruby Mars~ pampground, it will undoubtedly 
increase as those who are tired of heavily used areas come t o 
enjoy the scen ic and recreational values of Eastern Nevada. Fo r 
this reason we favor the preferred alternative which identifies 
five recreati o n areas to be designated or upgraded. Ho wever , we 
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SIERRA CLUB 
Toiy1b~ Chapter - Nnada ■nd Eulcm California 

Rodney Harris 
8/17/83. Page 2. 

r 

0 GR[Al 8A~III GROUP 
P.O. Bu 8096 
Un,o ,,lt t !otu,on 
R, no, N•~•O a5'~ 0 7 

0 .__.s \'[G-'S GROUP 
P.O. Bu 151111 
Lu '<'t pn. N1¥&dl. 89 1 I Si 

feel that the 1650 acre Salmon Falls Creek--an extremely important 
scenic and recreation area--should have ORV use limited to 
designated roads and trails, as proposed in the Resource Protection 
alternative. In this way ORV's are not excluded but managed 
so as not to im pact the resource. We are certainly in favor of 
upgrading the Ruby Marsh campground, withdrawing it from mineral 
entry, and limiting ORV use to designated roads and trails. 

We favor the preferred alternative on the wild horse issue 
which maintains the herds at approximately the present populations 
and continues to monitor habitat conditions~ Presumably the 
six water development projects for horses could also be used 
by wildlife and cattle . We also support the preferred alterna
tive calling for a terrestial wildlife habitat plan that protects 
250 spr i ngs and modifies 650 miles of fence in big game 
habitats . 

Th e proposal to increase livestock grazing in the preferred 
alternative from 289,000 to 294,000 AUM's seems contrary t o 
the information provided in your document on the condition of 
the range. According to your estimates of ecological range 
condition (Pg. 3-251, the Wells Resource Area has 20% in poor 
condition, 54% in fair condition , 25% in good condition, and 
only 1% in excelle~t condition. It would appear that some 
decrease in AUM1 s would be in order, particularly in RCA's 
where over 20% of the range is estimated to be in poor conditon-
O'Neill-Salmon Falls, Goose Creek , and especially Cherry Creek 
with 40% of the range in po o r condition .) It is particularly 
important t hat grazing seasons be adjusted so that perennial , 
grasses not be grazed during the critical growth period (early 
May through mid-July), and winter fat not be grazed during the 
summer growth period. The spending of over two mil lion dollars 
for live stock grazing improvements does not justify the decision 
to increase the AUM's. We favor an alternative on this issue 
that t akes into account the real condition of the range and 
yet is not economically and political ly unfeasible such as the 
39% proposed reduction in the Resource Protection Alternative. 
Since no such alternative has been included, we ask that the 
preferred alternative be modified in this direction. 
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SIERRA CLUB 
T0ty1bc Ch.apfcr - Nc~·&da and Eail~m C1lifomi1 

Rodney Harris, 
8/17/83 . Page 3. 

lJ,.1~1•1 11·, St , t , on 
R, ~.._ No•U l!H,::00 7 

Q 1..A S V[G A.S GFIOUP 
P.O. Bo, L 9777 

Riparian/Stream Habitat is an extremely important i ssue in 
this Resource Area and one that needs to be given t op priority. 
As is stated on Page 3-14 of this document, "livestock grazi n g 
was primarily responsible for producing and maintaining 
deteriorated aquatic/riparian habitat conditions ... Lowered 
water tables, higher stream temperatures, increased sedimentation, 
decreased water storage capacities, unstabl~ stream banks, 
and elimination of streambank vegetation all are common 
occurrences on Wells RA streams where riparian zones are not 
protected . " This serious problem needs to be addressed 
immediately in an all-out effort. Consequently, we feel that 
the Resourc e Protection Alternative which improves conditions 
on 220 miles o f stream and 5935 acres of riparian habitat is 
the only logical choice for the BLM to make on this issue . The 
95.5 miles and 2518 acres in the Preferred Alternative is 
t o tally inadequate and cannot be justified by your own res earch 
and statistics. Bold steps are needed if this problem is t o be 
solved. 

I 
On the woodland products issue, we are completely mystified 

as to why 5250 cords per year are listed for the Resource 
Protection Alternative and only 1300 cords per year for the 
midrange and preferred alternatives. We favor th e latter. 
We question the cutting of Christmas trees on the entire 600,000 
to 700,000 acres of woodlands (presumably not including the 
wilderness recommendations) in the RA. If this is a one tree 
per family perm it, it will undoubtedly have little effect, but 
if commercial cutting is allowed, we are concerned that all of 
the woodlands are to be subjected to such cutting. 

One of our grave concerns with the proposed alternative 
involves the amount of land recommended for land disposal. 
93,150 acres is a large amount of land, especially when the 
balanced mid-range alternative recommends only 18,065 acres. 
We believe that most of the lands identified for disp os al in 
the preferred alternative (as shown on Map 2-71 should be kept 
in public ownership and then used as trading stock to acquire 
environmentally sensitive lands that are now in private owner
ship . We realize that checkerboard land is sometimes difficul t 
to manage, but if the public land is sold, there will be no way 
to acquire the private lands where this is desirable. We 
therefore favor the mid-range alternative on land disposal. 
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It is important to identify utility corridors within the 
resource area, but every care must be taken that such corridors 
do not interfere with other values. In the preferred alterna
tive section MM-NN seems to be unnecessary and undesirable 
because of its impact on the South Pequop WSA. 

The Salt Lake ACEC is an important addition to preserve 
peregrine falcon habitat, but the 6200 acre proposal in the 
preferred alternative is entirely too small. We recommend the 
full 16,200 acres included in the Resource Protection Alterna
tive. Other potential ACEC's should also be identified to 
help preserve special values (for example, the Steptoe dace) 
in the Wells Resource Area. 

Please send us a further clarification on the Christmas 
tree cutting issue and a copy of your final decision and EIS 
when these are completed . 

Sincerely, 

Ma~~~ 
Conservation Chair 

To .xpJo,s , ftl/f.J01. •ltll. ,,.,,er ,., .. ,.,,.., olllCNUIIIU'I #tM . .• 
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Rod Harris, Manager 
liLM/Elko District 
PO Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Oear Manager Harris, 

□ LAS VEGAS G,fllOU, 
P.O. IH 19117 
Lu v .... ........ 11111 

On behalf of the Public Lands Co~mlttee of the Tolyabe Chapter of 
the Sierra Club, I am submitting these comments supplemental to 
my testimony at the 6/20/83 public hearing In Reno on the Draft 
Wells Resource Area RHP and EIS. 

Before commenting on the substance of the document, I would like 
to compliment the authors on a well-written, well-organized and 
readable document. I only wish the substance of the document had 
measured up to its style! 

CHAPTER l: PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 
The stated overall purpose of the resource management 

plannl ng process (p. l-1) Is uther uti 11 tar Ian. We would 11 ke to 
believe that the Bureau is striving to Improve the resources of 
the resource area whether or not the Improvements would result In 
increased goods and services to the users or public, but because 
we are all striving to be good stewards of the land and all its 
re s ources, are we not? 

It Is not clear from the document what vegetation Inventory data 
(l-2) is available or used by BLH. Table A2-2 cites no source. 
Is the estimated ecological range condition based on a vegetation 
inventory? If so, how and when was the Inventory taken? 

In Issue 2 (l-5), key or critical wildlife habitats should be 
added as a category that should not be adversely affected by 
utility or transportation corridors. 

In Issue 4, Planning Criteria 2 (l-5), it 1s not stated that ORVs 
will · be limited or closed if ORV use results in visual or 
environmental degradation, specifically, scars on hills or 
erosion. Isn't BLH concerned about these problems and should they 
not be part of the RHPlan7 

In Issue 6, Planning Criteria (l-7), what happened to livestock 
reductions as a means of range Improvement? We are certain we 
raised this as an issue during scoping. We feel BLM should be 
capable of adjusting numbers to the carrying capacity of the 
range because In Issue 7, · Planning Criteria 2 (l-7), it is 
proposed to establish maximum wlldhorse numbers compatible with 
vegetation requirements. Please explain. 

Also on Issue 6, Planning Criteria l, we are concerned with the 

To upJon , ffl/oJJ, •r1d pro,J, the ulwr•I mo1o1,ruJn ,c.1111 . . . 
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broad wording of the section on water developments for cattle, 
We certainly would not support any expenditure of funds for this 
purpose unless BLM guarantees that an adequate supply of water 
would be left at the source for wildlife and existing riparian 
vegetation would be maintained. Perhaps such language should be 
Included In this planning criteria. 

In Issue 9, Planning Criteria J (1-8), we noticed that no 
priority Is given to most wildlife species (non-game and non-T&E) 
for special management consideration in aquatic and riparian · 
areas. Since the documents states that most species are highly 
dependent on riparian areas for food, cover, and water, we feel 
that a third category - all non-game animals - should be added to 
this planning criteria. 

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES 
RCAs. The division of the Wells RA Into resource conflict areas 
Is unique to this district. While it appears to make writing and 
reviewing this document easier, we fear that It contributes to 
the lack of specificity In resource problem identification and 
proposed management actions for real on-the-ground problems. 

Doesn't the Spruce/Goshutes RCA (2-1) contain wildlife? If so, 
are there not serious resource problems between wildlife and 
livestock? We have the same question on the Pilot/Crittenden RCA 
(2-2) and the Ruby/Wood Hills RCA (2-2), 

Selective Management Categorization. This process (2-2) has 
always filled us with great dismay. How allotments are 
categorized and what the short and long term effects of such 
categorizations will be are unknown. Why the permittees doing 
the best job (M allotments) are not rewarded In favor of others 
who have more problems, and how C allotments are written off by 
BLM as not improvable violate not only common sense, but also our 
strong values of resource conservation and good land.stewardship. 

In particular, the selective management categorization in this 
document ls obscure and implausible. While the criteria 
Identified in Appendix 2 are clear, the judgments, apparently not 
subject to public review, some how result~d in an inordinate 
number of M allotments. The characteristics for M allotments 
(2-27,28) do not natch up with the estimated ecological condition 
In Table A2-2, nor the allotment categorizations in Table A2-l. 
For instance, resource conflicts are identified in many 
allotments which are then judged to be M. Yet, M allotments are 
supposed to have resource conflicts that can be corrected with 
minimal effort. Are we then to be .lleve that the 12 allotments 
with I or C resource conflicts which were judged to be in the M 
category anyway have easily corrected resource conflicts? Or 
that the J RCAs with a high Intensity conflict level have 16 out 
of a total of 29 allotments In the M category - I.e., all have 
current satisfactory conditions? We are.dissatisfied with this 
process and feel it should be opened up for public scrutiny. 

Table 2-l (2-3) ls also confusing, In the allotments where I 
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grazing preference used exceeds 1001, are we to understand that 
the percentage over 1001 represents overgrazing, trespass 
grazing, or temporary non-renewable use or something else? 

Management Alternative,. We disagree with the decision to 
eliminate from study a no grazing alternative . An EIS Is not a 
decision document, but Is written to analyze the environmental 
impacts of BLM actions, A no grazing alternative would provide 
the baseline data against which to judge other alternatives. we 
fear that it was eliminated not because of political 
infeasibility, but because an analysis would show that the 
environmental impacts of not grazing the public lands would have 
far more beneficial effects on all natural resources, besides 
being much cheaper than all the other alternatives, tnat the BLM 
decision-makers and the public would have to reconsider whether 
the public benefits of livestock grazing as currently practiced 
outweigh its public costs. Besides, such an alternative ls 
required by the court order which mandated grazing EISsl 

The discussion of the categorization of the Wells RA into three 
management classifications (2-2) was very perfunctory. Are we to 
understand that all lands Identified for disposal (D) are 
difficult to manage and have essentially no resource values? And 
are resource values fewer and consequently, less cost effective 
to manage In Retention/Management (R/M) areas than in 
Retention/Consolidation (R/C) areas? We're not sure what this 
language means, Map 2-7 ts rather large scale. It is difficult 
to Identify the differences between R/M and R/C lands or why the 
huge area around Montello ls any more worthless than the other 
checkerboard areas. And since it's public knowledge that many 
wildlife species, including antelope and elk use the lower lying 
areas slated for disposal, how does BLM justify that the D lands 
have no resource values? 

ISSUE 1: LANDS. We support the Resource Protection Alternative 
proposal on lands. Although we generally support public land 
disposal for community expansion, we greatly object to the 
disposal of 72,245 acres around Montello in the Resource 
Production and Preferred Alternatives. At first, we thought the 
acreage must be a typo as the other communities, West Wendover, 
Jackpot, and Wells, average about 7000 acres each proposed for 
disposal. But the Inflated figure ts repeated throughout the 
document. .If real, no explanation or justification Is given for 
the huge expansion planned for Montello. Please provide 
additional information In the FEIS, 

ISSUE 2: CORRIDORS. We support the Resource Protection 
~lternatlve proposal on corridors, We totally reject the 1823 
miles proposed In the Resource Production as ·exhorbltant. It 
appears that more acreage for corridors ls proposed than acreage 
for wilderness. We do not understand how BLM can propose many of 
the corridors as the proposals violate the planning criteria set 
out in Chapter l. The EIS documents that some propoaed corridors 
have significant negative Impacts on wilderness areas, ACECs, 
peregrine falcons and eagles, sumner deer range and visual 
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quality, Impacts which should disqualify these sections. Explain. 

ISSUE 3: ACCESS. We support the Midrange Alternative on access. 
BLM does the public a disservice by separating the need for 
access for administrative and commodity users from other users. 

ISSUE 4: RECREATION. 
proposal on recreation. 

We support the Preferred Alternative 

ISSUE 5: WILDERNESS. We support the Resource Protection 
Alternative proposal on wilderness. We do Indeed feel that the 
Elko District wilderness inventory was too restrictive in 
selecting WSAs for review. The four remaining are indeed the 
very best and should be recommended for wilderness de ,signation. 
Detailed comments on ~ilderness will be submitted sepa~ately. 

ISSUE 6: LIVcSTOCK GRAZING. We support the Resource Prot~ction 
Alternative proposal for livestock grazing, only because we have 
no other choice. From the information available in the EIS, we 
do not know if 176,211 AUMs use is within the carrying capacity 
of the Wells RA or h~w BLM arrived at this precise number, bot 
are sure that some red uc tions will benefit all other resoorces~ 
we are also sure from BLM •estimates• of range condition and 
muted recital of resource problems that current use, 288,934 
AUMs, is contributing to massive resource problems and conflicts 
and that the 293,846 AUM figure proposed in the Preferred 
Alternative is a blatant violation of the law which requires 
sustained yield management on the public lands. 

l~~Ut 7: TERR~STR!AL WILDLIFB HABITAT. We support the fence 
modification and spring protection proposed In the Resource Pro
tection and Preferred Alternatives and the ACEC proposal in the 
R~source Protection Alternative. These proposals are among the 
best made in this 8IS and we commend the Elko District on the 
identification and analysis of terrestrial wildlife habitat 
problems. 

Our only criticism lies in the superficial treatment of livestock 
grazing as a problem and livestock grazing management as~ part 
of the solution. For e~ample, in the preferred alternative (2-
24), it is stated that BLM will •consider adjustments• in 
livestock use to maintain essential or crucial wildlife habitats. 
we hope BLM will implement adjustments in livestock numbers as 
well as seasons-of-use to maintain critical wildlife habitats and 
to improve habitats as well. A good livestock grazing system may 
improve wildlife habitat far more effectively than the chaining 
or burning and seeding of 5,500 acres Identified in Issue B, 14. 
Vegetation manipulation on critical wildlife areas is very risky! 

ISSUE 9: RIPARIAN/STREAM HABITAT. We support 
Protection pr opos al on riparian/stream habitat. We 
BLM for its excellent identification, analysis, 
solutions to this long overlooked problem. 

the Resource 
again commend 
and proposed 

ISSUE 10: WOODLAND PRODUCTS. We supgort the Resource Protection 
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Alternat1vti proµosal for 4 RCAs under intansivu manayement, but 
the Midranye Alternative ~nd Preferr~d Alternative proposal f or 
cords/yr harvest. However, some of the management actions slated 
for woodland products in the preferred alternative appear quite 

I 
radical. Removing 75% canopy cover on deer winter range might 
have negative res~lts as any additional foraye obtained may be 
far outweighed by the loss of the thermal cover needed by deer In 
the winter. We totally oppose BLM proposing a timber sale on the 
highly valuable aspen stands (2-25)in the Elko District. Perhaps 
you should consider~ the aspen stands are deteriorating and 
fit tl1e management action to the resource problem. A good 
grazing system or deferrment might benefit the aspen sta nds far 
more than a fire or a chainsaw! 

In general, we fear that t tie alternatives offered for analysis 
are variations of the No Action Alternative, at least as far as 
livestock grazing is concerned. Livestock overgrazing, the most 
ser io us of the Wells RA resource problems, has gotten lost in the 
discussion of the other resource problems, objectives and 
management actions. 

While m~ny of the proposed actions in non-livestock grazing areas 
sound good, we are concerned whether many of them ~ill be 
implemented, due to BLM budget and staff contraints, etc. We 
especially question the panacea of CRMP, as CR.MP will only work 
if all interest groups and agencies are repre sented in developing 
on-the-ground plans. Obtaining wide representation on the number 
of CRMP groups necessary for this huge RA will sbe difficult if 
not impossible. Plans developed,:.tithout wide consensus are 
doomed to abandonment with every change i.j1 national politics. As 
far as the livestock grazing treatments; we wonder if any of them 
will be implemented. We hope Treatment 8 will be eliminated 
Immediately, as 80% utilization of any native plant, whether 
growing or dormant, is very unwise. We greatly hope that BLM 
really i ntends to use its monitoring data to adjust stocking 
rates to vegetation needs. By 1984, BLM will have 3 years of 
monitoring data 12-30). Will stocking rates be adjusted in 19847 
How many years of data does BLM need to adjust livestock numbers 
to the carrying capacity of the range? 

We strongly support the inclusion of the western State•s Sage 
Grouse Guidelines In the Standard Operating Procedures (2-32). 
We also strongly urge the addition of a fourth factor to 116 
ORV designation (2-32) - to protect the RA from any undue 
environmental degradation, especially erosion. 

C~APTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Indirect l y, this cha~ter does document the majority of 

resource problems in the Wells RA. We were very disappointed to 
learn that only 9 allotments have AMPs. This deficiency probably 
explains why so much of the RA is in poor condition and why there 
are so many livestock-wild l ife conflicts. We hope SLM will 
strongly pursue the development of AMPs on all allotments with 
resource conflicts and poor range conditions. The work done on 
riparian areas in this RA is excellent. We only hope the 
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solutions match the identification of the problems! 

We were quite a mused to read that the AUM a wlld horse consumes 
Is worth $7.88, but the AUM a cow and calf consume costs the 
permlttee only Sl.41. Either the value of• wild horse AUM 
should receive the same subsidy domestic livestock receives or 
the subsidy the livestock Industry receives In lower grazing fees 
should be calculated into public~ of livestock grazing! 

We were also startled to learn that greasewood and horsebrush are 
poisonous p l ants, as we have observed both plants being browsed 
by cattle. We fervently hope that the Elko District does not 
have any poisonous plant control programs in mind for our native 
plants, especially rare AstragalusJ 

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
· Generally, a good effort is made to evaluate the 

environmental impacts of proposed actions. We do have some 
questions, however. 

GENEHAL ASSUMPTIONS. Why baseline (4-2) 
condition and trend, habitat condition, and 
adequate for planning and analysis purposes 
for making forage allocation decisions ls 
us. Please explain. 

data for vegetation 
other parameters is 
and is not adequate 
incomprehensible to 

OTHER THRESHOLDS. What possible justification exists for the 
statement that a significant adverse impact to mineral 
development would occur if 1% of lands within an RCA or the Wells 
RA were segregated from mineral .entry? I can understand the 
statement if made by the Nevada Mining Association, but not from 
the Bureau of Land Managment which ls supposed to be managing the 
public la nds for multiple usel 

Our last comments are on the economic analysis, not the one in 
Chapter 4, but our own on the implementation costs by alternative 
(Table 2-?). It appears that the 33% increase proposed for 
livestock grazing in the Resource Production Alternative would 
cost the public over 571/AUM. At $1.41/AUM, it would take over 
50 years to amortize that investment. On the other hand, it 
appear s a far better deal than that in the Preferred Alternative 
which proposes to spend $2,381,500 on livestock grazing improve
ments for a 2% increase ln AUMs, or over $484/AUM. We didn't try 
to calculate the pay-back time! 

It took us many hou rs to review the DRMP and DEIS. We are left 
with a hazy view of the Wells RA, Its users, its problems and 
conflicts, and its managers. We trust that its managers have the 
necessary skills and courage to make the best land use decisions 
based on this ambivalent document and to implement those 

:::~:::::, In ouL~JiJ 
Rose Strickland, Chair, Public Lands Committee 
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Asscc:iaHcn 

AL<JLJSt 18, 1~83 

SW-eau of Land ~gemant 
Rod Harris, District Manayer 
Elko District 
P.O. In< 831 
Elko, Ill 89801 

Dear Mr, Harris: 

419 Railru,;id Stn·cl Elku, Ncvad ., gi1tml 

ti02! 7JK-'1214 

Tne follOrw"ing a:1·nrents on the "Wells Resource Area RMP are on .OOIL.::1J.f 
of the Nevada cattlemen I s Association 

Alternatives: we support the addition ot Alternative Six as 
subnitted bf the N-1 Nevada Grazing Bodrd . 

General: we have received I.est.er McKenzie's cx:rments on .tehal: 
the N-1 Grazing Board and support them in their entirety. Much 
effort has <pne into thes e amnen ts and they are 'llil te thorough . 1,., 
record should she>; that ...., expr ess , and support, each of the point,, 
brought ~ bj Mr. l't:Kenzie. We =uld also appreciate a oopy of !ll..M • s 
response to these QQ-~t-"ions, p:.>int.'3, and amcerns. tn additicn to 
.Mr. McKenzie's cnunents wD offer the follo,dngz 

l. In general the RMP nakes E-£Oposals for future · IIB.ndgau,,nt: 
direction tased oo either inadeqLBt.e or insufficient data. 
Projected m.1nrers of livestock a.-.:1 wildlife are p.rrely crie or 
several persons' expectations t:ased on so called 
"f.lCofessional jLrlgaIE.nt•. Until Br1'I installs, and tronit.ors, 
the stcrly plots and cages necessary to determine the actual 
trend in range cnndi tion and utilization, there isn't any 
sound t:asis to l!Bke decisions which allocate forage to the 
range wes. Probably the persons DOSt knowledgeable oo the 
range oonditions on specific allotrrents are the allotlrent 
operators. 

2. Allotrrent categorization. We object to the fact that 
allotlrent operators weren't involved in determining what 
category their allotment shollld l::e placed in. Aooording to 
Washington-level l!Uo\, the invol'""""'°t bj the affected 
livestock operators was to l::e an integral port of the 
categorization proae We cannot support the present 

AFFILIATE NATIONA!. CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION 
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aw-eau of Land Management 
Rod Harris, District Manager 
Wells Resource Management Plan Cmmants 
Page 2 
August 18, 1983 

categories proposed for allotments ..tiere the operator ...,sn • t 
in agreement. 

3. Na Action Alternative - Econanic l'.Jllpacts Section Pp. 4-15. 

Recreation and Wildlife: 
al On ..hat basis wes B[M pcedlct decreased wildlife 

i;opulations? 
b) Specifically, lnol -.as the predicted decrease of personal 

incane to Elko Oounty of approximately $54,600 per year 
determined? 

Livestock Grazing: 
a) 'l1le statement that under the No Act.ion l\lternati ve 

(continuance of the existing s ituation) , no econcmic 
impacts would result to the ranching crmnrn(ty, is 
incorrect. l.hless EU! puts aore emphasis in improving the 
publlc rangelands thrmqh additional seedings, water 
develoµrents, etc. the ranching amnunlty will continue to 
suffer econanically . 118 with ll'09t private enterprise 
businesses, they have to continue 'to beoane rore efficient 
if they are to survl ve. lbler µ:esent BLJ,I m,nagement this 
Is lnµ,ssible in nost instances. 

Wild llorses: 
al Why wi 11 there be no dlange in wild lDrse nunbers under 

present rranagenwant? It is incorrect to assll!e that the 
current wild horse situation isn't having any adverse 
effects on the ranching ecolXl1JY. 

4 . Pg. 2- 33 , Na. 29 • llXler the pre fer red alternative it is 
explained that •vegetative uanipulation that would alter the 
p:,tential natural plant a:mposi tion will oot be allowed in 
riparian areas•. Oouldn't seedings of species not incltrled in 
the natural plant aniposition in SCJDe areas increase the 
speed of stabilizing degraded riparian areas? 

5. Table 3-2, pP. 3-8. Hew -.as the total Gross Incane and Net 
Ranch Incane determined? What oosts were oonsidered? 

SLllll1iiry: As stated previously and as explained in Mr. Jok:l(enzie's 
a:rments, this draft inclines rrany incorrect statements and 
predictions. 'l1le final draft will surely be a weak chcurent on -.tiich 
to guide rranagement decisions if left unchanged £ran the draft. 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Rod Harris, District Manager 
wells Resource Managemmt Plan Cannents 
Page 3 
August 18, 1983 

'!rank l"'U for this oppartunl ty to co111rent. 

Sincerely, 

Paul oottari 
Executive Secretary 

PB:sh 
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Ta}·lors, Ltd. 
2lhl INn:'fl~ · 1JC:1T Tow~:11 

Austin, Texas 78701 
,u 10&-a11 

August 16, 1983 

M[ . HCJdney II.arr 1~, Oiutr 1c t Manager 
liurea u of Land Manageme n t - t:lko Oistrlct Office 
P. 0. Box 8Jl 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

RE: BL.M. Wells Area Environmental Impact Study 

OE::dt Mr. Harr i.i:;~ 

Thts. letter is to register our thoughts and objection s to the subject 
~tudy. I would like to make the following comments: 

1) ThE: Wood Hill s are not correctly identified on the map. 

21 You state that having ou r cattle in the Wood Hills affects 
feed foe the deer. I strongly disagree as there are very 
few deer and they seldom come i nto the area where we are 
l ocated. There is Teed that has not been used for many years 
due to no cattle or deer having grazed. The lack of water 
affects even the deer. In all of our years in the area, we 
have never seen or ·had hunters who wanted to go on the wood 
Hills as they prefer the Peq uop or Ruby Mountains which o.re nearby 
and much better for deer. 

J) Until very recently it has been im(-IOasible to develop water or 
build fencee in the Wood Hilla area due to a freeze by the 
BLM. 'l'his has greatly handicapped ue in our use of the Wood 
Hills Allot.rnent. We would 1 ike to have dt Uled wells, built 
dams, installed water pipelines, and built fences if we had 
been permitted to do so . 

4) We recommend that the Alternative Plan proposed by the Nevada 
Gtazing Board f o r District N-1 be adopted. 

5) The Wood Hills are checkerboarded with Southern Pacific Rail
road land. This checkerboard area should be t raded out. 

JGT:c 

cc Rulon Brown 

Very truly yours~ 
TAYLORS, LT~ 

~ ;::l!, 7 I-
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flo.!ney Harrie 
U ko D1etr1c t Manager 
Attn. W!P/1:IS Team Leader 
P.O. Box 831 
l:J.ko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harri:.,: 

August 17, 1983 

I waa unable to at tond the Public Hearing 1n Well• June 21 oo 
11\Y co1Noento JQll;' be reppti tiouo. However, l would like t<> point out a 
r e·,; thing• that ehou.l<l be given consideration in the Welle Area llHP. 

The S~CMjn Hi ver Unit wae converted to a au.umi.er grat.ing operation 
DttceDJ.ber 2, lf4 ? whe n the Salmon River Canal Company traneterred the 
i rri gati on water rr om 10 7f:IJ acre• or land along Salmon Falls Creek into 
Idaho and gave a 99 yearJle ase to the Salmon River Cattlemen's Aeeoci ati on, 
Inc. tor the land inv olve d, .Uong with deeded land and publi c land it has 
provided a balan ced 11 vesto ck operation tor summer use and utilizati on ot 
tall and winter pa•ture and reeding in southern Idah o. Our mid April 
turnout in Uevada is critical f or farm land tillage. 

Cattle numbe ra have remained stable over a long period of time. 
Large fluctuation!! are not prac tical due to the eupply of fee d , breeding 
programs, finan cial requirements, labor, and equipment needs. 

In spite u! aiome adv e rse cond.1t 1one euch ae dry yeo.re , wild t,orees, 
and rece seion:!I, our A.,soc1 ation has maintained a sound record or accomplieh
m.ents. We have 1m1talled water !acilitiee, paeture rencee, and eeedinge. 
Certainly the condition or the range will warrant the return of the 4,000 
A.UHi 9 we put in voluntary euspended non use in 1968 . We hav e a fix ed cost. 
and the additi onal A.UM' s are the only W83 we csn realize any return on our 
invr.stmeat.. This holds true for the involvement o! the HLM in these projects. 

We believe in multiple use and in the pr oces s have had our private 
land o,q,loited in eome inotancu. Our 11 veot ock ehould have the advantage 
of shade and the cool atmosphere along the streams. Comfort ia a key to 
pounds of gain for liv e st ock. 

},\y" su ppo rt. would go to tho Alternate plan pr esented by the Ne.vada 
Grazing Board Diotrict N-1. 

Sincerely yours, 

4✓ /O:J;;:~~Jp/0 /J;. L- ~ 
!J.oyd E. Sh•Wlllllker, Secretary 
Salmon River Cattlemen 1 ft. A.esoc. 
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@CHROMALLOY 

Mc . Rudr iey Hu.cc i!:I 
El ku Di st.r lCt MainagE:!r 
Bur~dU uf Land Mctnagement 
P . O. Box EL3l 
Elk o , NV B9801 

A.tt:.ent 1o n: RMP/E.IS 'redfll Leader 

August 1 7, 198.3 

MINING 1Sr MILLING DIVISION 
PUf. 1 d i I H I 11r, x 4! t l 

b KC, . N{ VA l •A H'l: l ll ! 

I/U L) l] ij .N ! I~• 

Th t t o ll uwLHg iJrt! Chr oma ll o y Mining and Milling's comments on c.he 
Alt e r n ativ f:~ listed 1n the Orctft. Wells Resource Management Plan 
dr.d Envirornnenta l Impct c t Stat.ement . 

Th e Pre f e rrt:d, Re s o ur c e Pr o du c t.ion, Resource Proc. e ct 1.o n, and Midrang e 
Alt e rnativ e s do no t take the fut.ure res o ur-ce needs o f mining into 
c onsiderat..i o n aind ther e f u r e Chroma ll o y does not support them. 

'l'he basJc pL ,rn uf th~ dlter11at1ves are 1.ntJex1ble for fut.ure resource 
dev,;::lopment o f l,)re sently unknown resources. De s1gnat ion of ut i l 1 ty 
~orrldocs is excessive. The ml.neral resources of t he Wells RA are , 
to a large cxterit, unknown aJLd it is impos~ible to designat.e access 
wht::re 1t ls not kn own wheth~r or not. a valudble resource exieta. I t. 
is apparent that. power plant developrm:nt has t aken precedence over 
mic1ing. 

The emphdsis mi im1-'rov1ng q1az1ng lands, land sales and wilderness 
designation will pos s ibl y hinder future mineral explorat.ion and 
devel o pment. 

Wss o f important a nd econ omi c ac c ess r oute s may result from tht::: large 
s ca le land sales. 

1'ht.: o nly 1.1ltt.:rnalivc th a t. 1s no t proJdOitive fo m1ning is th~ No Act1on 
Altt:::cuat i ve <11od Chr umalloy supp ort.s it. All accesJ:J designati cms and 
l u t 1d a c qui ~ 1 t 1 one ace carr 1 ed out on a c.:ase Uy case bas is. It is the 
r1alllra l w.Jy f o r m.Lncr<Jl dcvel upment to proceed since the cxt.ent of thl:!. 
mi nt!t .i l re~ ... ,ur-ccs .:tre unkn o wn. 

The p c~ss LLd l i t.y of "wast.i ng" unknuwll resoucct:s on dei:.ignated accese 
areas or by land sales thdt may never be used LS great.ly lessened. 
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Mr. l<,Jdric y H<.ll r L::i 

El ku DLst.r 1cc. Manag<.!t: (t.:o nt.) 
p ;,y._; 2 

WI th vut. t h e l-'USh l u ~t.: l J Large t:l' dC t.~ of i,uLl a.: I J l\d , 11102 •~ lana 1 ~. 
JVa1 Lab l.C: fur expltHcat.1011 ,i n d u nencumLercd mine.ca l rtt.: (1 1111e1issu 1>(.. t-<. 

M1nin g c ,)~ts i n c 1·c, , ~u s1.yn1 f a;,. 111tly d ue lo ::;1Jric1cc d....mJge p dymcnL:>, 
d Cq ui [" lll'-J pr l vutc.: .lCCf!SS , C t.C. whe n opcn,t. 111q (; fl pr J \1.-itt.: ldlld, 

'J'hl.! N,, A'-'t 1o u Alt. t:1 n,,l l VC i!> by tut" t. h t.: mo~t f l c xib't:: l-'rt.. .. f,c.,~<1I. 

MuL1ll'3 ,11..:tiv 1t y j:,; n o t ud<1it1 o nJlly l'."t.:!:>tr 1c tt!d. Al l d•~v1~ 1u 1,111(.dflU, 

pru t.:i!ed u11 _. ,i,,.:,1bC by c LIISU bus 1 !:; .. cc ( ,I d Ln q tu th1J • r lll lf " ••rtuat:",· t <J 

t he rt:!:l u UC (.;C .;reu. r 

Tb,H1k :,'UU h.H Ll ,....: (JfJ!)U I. Lu n1 ty t u ,.;urnmo.:tH.. ChrOJ Od lJ {J::,' wou l d ...i1~~(,} t,; l ,1lt.! 

tht.:: 0i-'por tun1c.y t o p..Jrt1cJ.p.:lt<:: 1n d.ny furt her pldnr1lny in t he a r ea 
Clu-um ..i 1 l oy uper ..it, ?s un ne~. 

Ch t·oma l loy M.11ung and M1 ll.1hy 

I 
Robe rt c. Wa l ish 
MdHuger 

Nev a dd Opcrdt 1o ns 

Sbe L Lt Mi l.l er 
Env i.r oh mer,t<..1 l L 1 ai sun 
tievad u Opcr", i tio n s: 
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UNIIL I)~ IAI t-.S t:N V'IHONMl:NTAL PHO[l:C flUN AG l: N C V 

Ht \..,IO NP t 

AU& 1 B 1983 
Rodntty Harris 
District Manager 
Elko BLM Distri ct Of fi ce 
P .o. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 8980l 

Dear Mt'. Harris: 

~1!> Fmn\Unl Slrnttl 

~ uo furnc1sco , C.u ~41 Ob 

Tt1e Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has rev ie wed 
the Dratt Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) titled WELLS 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN, ELKO COUNTY, NEVADA. We havethe 
enclosed comments regarding this DEIS. 

We have c lassified this DEiti as Category L0-2. Defini
tions of the categories are provided by the enclosure. 
The classification and date of EPA's comments will be 
published in the F~deEtl Register in ac co rdan c e with our 
public disclosure responsibilities under Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act. 

We appreciate the opPortunity t o review this DEIS. 
Please send three copies of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) to this office at th~ same time It Is 
officlally flled with o u r Wash ington , D,C. office. lf you 
have any questions, please contact Loretta Kahn Barsamian, 
Chief, EIS Review Section, at (415) 974-8188 or FTS 454-8188, 

Enclosures (2) 

~ely y our , 

Charles~ Murray, Jr 
Assistant Regional Admi istrator 

for Policy, Technical 
Resources Management 
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Water Quality Comments 

l. The DEIS provides vory little specific water quality data 
for the area. On page 3-32, the DEIS states, 

Surfacd wator quality varies within the Wolle 
RA. From 1979 through 1982, BLH conducted a 
water quality survey which included sampling 39 
streams and 15 springs during the hiyh water 
flow, high temperature and low water flow periods. 
The results of the survey indicate that surface 
water quality is adequate for livestock watering 
and irrigation purposes. The suitability of 
surface water for domestic uses depends upon the 
location of the source. 

This is not an adequate response to our scoping comments 
of October 22, 1982. 

The FEIS should elaborate upon this information by 
comparing the water quality survey results with the atate
adopted, Federally-approved water quality standards for 
the area. The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
should be contacted regarding the appropriate standards. 
Also, the FEIS should discuss any likely future changes 
to the water quality resulting from the preferred 
alternative and provide mitigation measures. 

Air Quality Comm~nts 

1. The DEIS states (pp. 4-1, 4-2), • rmpacts to air gual I ty 
and groundwater are not considered to be significant and 

11 will not be discussed further.• 

The FEIS should substantiate that statement, especially 
with regard to mining activities. 

General Comments 

1. The F~lS should clarify what lnterlm manayement measures 
will be in effect during the wildern~ss classification 
process. 

The DEIS states that no controls on off-rodd vehicles 
will be in effect prior to wilderness classification, 
(p. 4-3). The FEIS should clarify whether this will 
affect the potential wilderness status of these areas. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 
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The FEIS should clarify whether access for mining, oil 
and gas exploration, or other development will be 
allowed during the wilderness designation process, 

The DEIS notes on page 4-3 that a minerals survey by u.s. 
Geological Survey/Bu;eau at Mines will be done. The RMP 
FEIS and the aubaeq~,nt wilderness EISa should discuss 
how this information will be used to modify the 159,881 
acres identified as suitable for wilderness designation. 

Please send our Regional Office a copy of the Wells RA 
Wilderness Technical Report to facilitate our review of 
the final EISs. 

The DeIS recommends no further study of the Mary's River 
for possible inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic 
River System. 

Specifically the DEIS states on page 4-2 that: 

About 25 miles of the Mary's River are on this 
list and were analyzed by the Elko BLH and the 
Humboldt National Forest in a report titled 
Mary's River - Wild and Scenic River Evaluation 
dated December 1982. This report determined 
that implementation of the Mary's River Habitat 
Management Plan involving stream rehabilitatlon 
and the presence of 14 of the 25 river miles 
within the Jarbidge Wilderness Area would provide 
more protection and enhancement of the stream 
and its environs than would further study for 
Inclusion Into the National Wild and Scenic 
River System. Therefore, further study of the 
river would not have a significant beneficial or 
adverse impact and will not be analyzed further. 

The FEIS should clarify why further Wild and Scenic 
study could not take place in addition to the River 
Habitat Management Plan. 

Vegetation Comments 

l. The DEIS does not present adequate information regarding how 
the proposed grazing levels under the RHP will impact 
the ecological range condition ·s.. 

The existi .ng ecological range conditions are estimated in 
Table A2-2 (p. A2-6). That table shows the conditions as: 
excellent - 11; good - 2511 fair - 541; and poor - 20\. 
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The YRIS should in cl ude an additional map showing the 
dlstrlhution of these areas within each Resource Conflict 
Area. 

There ls apparently not enough information available at 
thle tim~ t? determine ~coloQical ranye conditlon 8 and 
trends ( P • 3-25) • ln the ahs4'nce of such important 
information, the rEIS should provide a •worst caa~• 
analy9ie of possible veyatatlnn impacts resultlnQ from 
each of the alterndtlvee. 

Comment Letter 46 

Dwironnental I,rpact of the l\ction 

Ur-Lack of O:>jecticns 

EPA has no abjecticn to the proposed 11etion as described 1n the draft inpact statarc-nt; 
or sugqests only miror changes in the prqx,aed action. 

ER--Erwi rcxvrcn ta l f'Jsc rva tia,s 

EPA has rosecvationa ocnoerning the enviromental effects of certain aspects of 
the prqx,sc.-d action. EPA believes that further study of HlYJ<l"au,ci alternatives 
or nodifications 1s required and has asked the originatlrYJ F,'<leral agency to 
n,assesa these aspects. 

ID-El'lvi ravrenta l ly unsatisfactory 

EPA believes that the prq,ooed action is unsatisfactory because of itv potentially 
hannful effect on the environnent. F'urthernore, the I\C)ency brl iev,,s that the 
potential safeguards which might be utilized may not aduruately protect the 
environirent fran hazards arising from this act.ion. 'l'hc l\gency rccmrrends that 
alternatives to the action be analyzed further {includinq the poss1bi l ity of 
no action at all). 

.Adequacy of the p,pact Staterrent 

categOry l ~l\dequate 

'll>e draft inl>act staterrent adequately setS forth the en v i~.nta l irrpact of 
the ptop05€d project or actioo as ...,11 as alternatives rnasonably available 
to the project or actioo. 

category 2-Insuffici.ent Information 

EPA believes that the draft iftVact staterrent does net oontain sufficient 
information to assess fully the envircnrental i.npact of the proposed project 
or action. HC,.,.ever, fran the informat.100 subni.tted, the Agency is able to 
make a preliminary determination of the Utpact on the cnvironrrent. EPA has 
requested that the originator provide the information that was net included 
in the draft s tatemant. 

EPA believes that the draft iflVact staterrent dOes not adequately assess the 
environrrental in-pact of the prcposed project or action, or that the statement 
inadequately analyzes reasc.-.ably available alternatives. The Agency has 
requested rrore inforrna,tion and analysis concerning the potential environrental 
hazards and has asked that substantial revision be made to the i.Jrpact 
etaterrent. 

If a draft inpact atat:arent is assigned a C.t.egory 3, no rating will be m1'de 
of the project or action, since a basis does net generally exist on lmich to 

make such a determination. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
REGIO NAL C l'Jl l E..NGINEER WE:;TEfilhl fo!EG I OH ( AF £SCl 

6J(J SAN'>Oilf ST Rt ET · ~OU,! 13 U1 
SAN fRArtC ISOO . CAUFORN IA '!Ml 11 

Mr . Rodney Harris , District Manager 
Bureau of Land Man agement 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris : 

We have revi ewed the Draft Re8uu r ce Mctnariement ll lail and 
Environmental Impact Staten1cr1t for the Well~ Resource Aren , 
Nevada, a nd make the follow ing genera l comment: 

A smdll port i on of the Wells Resour ce Area is 
subject to military overflights as it has been in the pai:;.t . 
llistorically, there have been no problems betwe en the Air 
Force and th~ Bure au of Land Man dqe ment concerning potuntial 
conflicts between mi l itury overfl i (Jhts and wil de rness/ 
recreation dcs iqn, 1tions. We , therefore, concur with any ot 
the alternatives your agency designates, provided no 
restrictions are placed on current militdry overfli q hLs. 

As you know, areas suitable for military o verfligh t ~ are 
becoming in creasi n g ly scarce. Desirab l e character i sties incl w-i( i 
areas presently under Federal ownership , d i verse top~ Jraphy, 
sparse population, and areas wh ich lcJck heavy commer i cal 
act i v i t i es such as min ing. T l1erefore, the Air Force supports 
alternatives which dispose of the least amount of property, 
allow for the least number o f t r ansm is sion lin es , do not allow 
for an excess iv e amount of com me rc i al ac tivity, an d do not 
restrict mi li tary overflights . 

We apprec ia te t h i s opportunity to comment on this Draf t Resourc e 
Management P la n and Environmental Impact Sta tement for che Wel ls 
Resource Area. 

Sincerely, 

.,,,,,. ~ -? r) ·1 

?Ye~. -- ;,~ 
W. EDWARD ,ISCHER 
Depu ty Regional Civil Engineer 
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CAR tilt•.: l-' IT1,H 
Cll._, C:kr~ 
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SUJM P~r li.s, ll ~e.llt. 

.fl l\41 R t'l ' T~lt.l Ml.tl 

L.YNIM lU :Ll.ER 
Supt Wa.tt'r . U lil lllt'N 

.a1ul S&.ml ;Uion 
p_.,,/', Ml9.A:1".,; 

lt8P4'4t!?ll "f Hl,,WU 
C t! ~· M o1. Ul,11itr 

Edward F. Spang 
Uni l:ied States Depart ment of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office 
P. o. Box 12000 
300 Booth st • 
Reno, Nev ada 89520 

Dear Mr. Spa ·ng, 

August 17, 1983 

The City of Wells would like the Bureau of Land Management to ~eep 
the Wells Resour c e Area the way it is. 

The people of Welle have a good working relation with the ranchers when it 
comes to sharing the land, cutting wood and using the land for recreation. 

~.:,f, 

The ranchers have a direct impact on the econo my of the'City of Wells. 

The people of the Ci ty of Wells feel you should retain the land in the 
Wells resource area as it is so the people of Wells, the ranchers and 
the rest of Nevada can continue to enjoy the land and have access to it . 

If you must change part of it, we would ask that you do it on a case by case 
basis and consider keeping the areas closest to Welle - The Spruce Mountain 
area, Clover Valler, Moore etc. as they are, as these are the areas that 
moat directly affect the economy and the people of Wells. Also the Metropolis 
area. 

Sincerely1 

Lynda J . Beller 
Coun c ilwo man 
City of Wells, Nevada 
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PLEASANT VALI.H r;RAZJNC ASSOCIATION, JNC. 
1112 Hain Stn!~t 

Rodney Harrie 
Elko D1strJc· t Manag er 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

Buhl, Idaho 83) 16 

AUBUBt 19, 1983 

We would like to go on record a.!:I opposing rhe Wella Ret1-ource Management 
, Plan and the Envlronmental Impa ct Statement, None uf tbe altem.u.tiveB 

you presented ere accep table t o us. We would endoct1-e tbe alternative 
plan submitted by the Nevada Gra:z:Lng Associa t to n. 

We see no need for wilderness areas as you bave pr o posed. Some of tbf:! 
areas are criss-crossed with roads. Tiu.:re is n-d accei:HJ at all except 
through private land which 'wou ld cause hardship on the private land 
owner. The plan also deprives livestock of necessary watering holes ,: 

Since rely yourl:l, 

Bi 11 Brake 
President 
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Dale R. A·nctrus Associates 
Specialists in G°"ernmental Affairs Land Energy J.tinerals 

Con.tacl!ii in Washington D.C. All Points Wes1 --------------------------- - -------- --

Rodney Harris, District Manager 
Attention : RMP/EIS Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
P . O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr . Harris: 

August 17, 1983 

Fir·st, let us commend you and your staff In coming :o grips wi .h c: 
very complex natural resource program area. It appear s th :t yot · ,-,ave 
treated atl of the identified issues. selected a viable pre fer('t:: d alt~rn a 
tive, and outlined a very realistic resource management p!"ogr c1n1. 
While we do not agreE with all of your assumptions and c< ,..,c i ,, .c.;;,u ns , ; rour 
analysis in gtmeral ts sound and treats all of the us er gro '!.lp&: ··a i.r ly :.,n~•.:::-a. 
on information available. 

Recognizing that the federal agenci~~ ~ave some f~e, d ~lility i r. 2e lect ~on 
of the format to be used in preparing an Environmental lrn 9a~ : St H~,~1ne'l1' 
(EIS), we support your approach in dividing the Wel !9 Resource Area 1r·,, 
sub-uriits having similar resource uses and conflicts (page 5-' . paragr a ph ~-). 
It definitely facilitates review of the document by its read e rs. However , the 
term selected Resource Conflict Areas (RCA's) implies th f't all users 2nd/ m 
uses In the sub-units are In conflict, which we both kno Y. is not irue but 
other groups or individuals with a single use background may conclude L .,i 
they are. Therefore, it is suggested _that you call lhen , Resource Use Area ~ 
(RU A's) which is more descriptive of the situati iln ~s it e xists •.>n the ground 
and does noJ wave any red flags. It also ellmln~l~¥ :il~): conflict with or 
misunderstanding about designated Resource Co ~{ e\v'ltion Areas (RCA's). 

Other comments are in page seguence to aid you and your stuff. 

0 AGE 1-5 

Issue 4: Item I. a.: It Is suggested that you add an additior :. l item or 
change it to read "Develop those areas where d~velopment is ncll.!eesar y 

22024 North Turkey Creek Road M•-'r riwn. Colorado 80465 303 697-8366 

'------------------------tl ... .;~------------------- .......... 

7 D '; 3 7 2 ; d; 2 s 2 . 5 MP a a 
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Mr. Harr is, page two 

to protect ·other res o urce va lue!:!." T his wo ul d provide five evaluating 
criteria. 

Item 2. f. : "H arassmen t of livestock or damage to a uth orized private 
property" should be added. 

PAGE l-7 

Issue 6: Item 1. a.: This f::ihould be cha nged to rt:ad. " DeveLup water 
re sources that enhance management of lht: rangeland re so ur ce and 
accommodate the needs of th~ anima ls which can reasonably be expected 
to u se the water. 11 

Issue 7: An additiona, criterion s hould be used. " Hemove wild horse!:::l 
a nd /or relocate to protect fragile public resoul"ce values, i.e. , AC~C. 
endangt:red plants, etc. 11 \Vild horses are not sacred cow!:i. 

PA.GE 2 -2 

Under Selective :Management Categorization par. 2 . we tiugges t dropping 
the word unsat isf acto ry, 11 0n I category allotments, the obj~ c tive b to 
improve current cond itions. ri In fac t, t he word satisfacto ry in the preceding 
statement co ncern ing M ca tegory a llo tments shou ld also be removed . Then 
both definitions would be more fa ctual. I recognize that the se definitions 
were prepared in \Vash ington, D. C., but they too have been known to he 
wrong. 

PAGE 2-23 

You state under Issu e 6 that livestock grazing that t:ihort term manage
ment actions affect will include 35,000 acre s by seeding, 27, 000 acres by 
prescribed burning, and another 1, 500 acres by spraying for the entire 
\Vells Resource Area. If these figures are co rr e 1:t, we are very concerned 
about the Mary 1s River program set forth in T able 2-5. We c annot be lie ve: 
that 7, 000 acres is t~e entire amount o f federal acreage identified for 
vegetative manipulation (prescribed burn). We [irmly believe that 20 to 
30,000 acres can bt: improv ed by applying different methods of vegetative 
mani pu lation on the Hafter Diamond Ranch alo ne. Selection of the proper 
method would improve the range lands for bot h livestock ari.d big game 
anim~ls as well as the wate rshed. Bec..:ause we ftel very strongly about 
this issu t!, we are requesting an opportunity to sit down and discuss this 
matter with yo u at your con venien ce, but before the HMP/ElS is rinalized. 
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Mr . Harris, µage three 

PAGE 2 - 33 

ThBre is a typographical t!z·ror In the first line: 11averflow. 11 

PAGE 4-3 

)::;sue ti: It~m 2 : We wou ld suggest you change it t9 read, "All live
Btock graz ing sys tem s will be designed to provide for the physiolog ical 
needs o f key vege t ativ-e species. 11 Propt::r season of use in many instances 
is going to be established by pro fe ssional judgments which will vary because 
of th e many natural var iables . The assumption would be more definitive as 
we l l as obta in able . 

Issue 8: This s hould be modified to eliminate placing foxes in cha rge 
of the hen ho u!-;;~. 1 1 I. Ht:asonable numbers of wildlif~ as determined by 
the NDO\N and agr~ed lo by BLM includes random use by wildlife of both 
ptJbtic and interminglt!'d private lands. 11 An agreement exists between BLM 
a nd the Colorado DOW a long this vein if a precedent is ne c essary. BLM as 
the land manager shou ld arrive at wildlife numbers jointly with a wildlife 
age ncy as th ey do with the livestock ope rat ors. If you don't, you may have 
bighorn transplants in downtown Reno and mule deer hedging the sh rubs in 
downtown Elko. 

PAGE:4 -4 

Other Llssumptions lten 1 2 : Thi8 is a total cop out and it is not entirely 
compatible with conc lusions reached in trea tment of the minerals program 
in any one of the a lt ernates. Even the no action alternate states in part that 
11 Time oi year restri c tions to protect sage grouse and othe r specie::i are not 
significant in t he other five RCA 1 s and ·the Wells Hesour ce Area as a whole. 11 

Time of yea r restrictions fo1· terrestrial wildl if e habitat require ident i fication 
or signil'i<.:.:.i.nt habitat areas. fawni ng and ealving grounds. strouting grounds. 
e tc. , so th at the rninera l and energy indu:.itl'y can plan its work in advan ce . 
It appears th at a very small µortion ot' th ~ We lls Resource Area as a whole 
would be restricted at a ny one tim e . T herefore, we suggest that Item 2 be 
rewritten accord ingly. The only r ea l a dverse limitati o n on the minerals 
industry will be withdr awal and designation of the \VSA 1 s. The time of year 
restrictions on the mmerals industry are no more adverse than season of 
use on the liv ~stoc k indu stry or hunting seasons o n the ::,portsrnan. 

Under 11 0etermi na tion of Significan t l mpac.:ts 11 l ssue 2: Corridors: a n 
ad dith.1nal impu ct should be added. 
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Mr. Harri~, imge four 

'.L Tht.: de~ign;.ttion 01· identification of any tr <.u1sporl:.1tion a nd utllily 
l:01-ri<lo,· will ;u.iverscly affect privatt! a11el publit- land value!-! in th~ long 
term and is <.l significant adverse impal'I, 

We have tw o otht:1· general com ments to make bt!tore summarizing 
our · statement, The Imp :1et Tables prepared for each a ltern ative in 
Chaptt::r 4 capsu liz t.:! vt:-ry pl'ecisely what is going to happen but 1he 
suppol'ling narration in th1.: 0 PJ"eferred Alternative" leaves the r evit::wt:r 
in a mental quanJary . le is suggl!sted that a state 1ne nt under eac h Issue 
be comp le te instead of a J·eferra l statemern su c h a::i 11 In1p:.1cts are the 
sarnt.! as the Resource Production Alternative. 11 It is felt that thi!:l would 
help to clarify and summari-z.e th e prop ose d act ions being presented in 
the document. in the reviewer 18 mind. 

Whilt:: wt; don•t qut::::»tion the net:d for add it ional adminil:;trativt: a1..~ces ::; 
routt:s in th~ northern portie.tn or' the Mary 1 s Hiver area a nd on a case by 
cast U..1.sis may support acl.:ess for the general publk, we will re4uest that 
the state and ft:dera l agcn<;ies ;J.Ssume responsibility fur damages due to 
los::1 or vandalism of property and enforce seasonal clos ures a:; well a s 
police the hunters i.lnd fishermen. After a ll. many sportsmen say that 
road clos ures are necessary to en rich the recreation experience. 

In summary , we as.sume that the genera l comments and suggestions 
regarding the assumptions and impa cts, if cons idered favorably, will be 
incorporatt:d into the document. \Ve also request that time be m, .. .LC.1e avail
able to meet with you or Char les Boyer to di scuss th e location and amo unt 
of acrt:s being considered for land tr eatment in the Mary 1s Hiver Resource 
U se Area (RUA ). 

Again, we wish to cornmt:nd you for un outstam.Jin~ job and the oµpor
tunity to comment. We look forward to me~ting with you in the near futurt:. 

DRA:tom 
cc: Charles Boye r 
cc: Jim Mcco rm ic k 
cc: Bob Garrett 

Skncert::ly, 

Da le R. Andrus 
for Jim McCormick 
Aurora, Color..1.do 
Owner . Hafter Diamond Han ch 
Deeth, Nevada 
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i, r,.ln ,··-1 U,1rr; ·, 
i.1 1-.cJ Oi"!> r. , I r.l M,inc.1•,I•!' 
P. O. Bo, oJ I 
(lko, N~ ... aJa B9801 

,J,• , 

·"'!r , , • 

r" . ' 

• ) t I t l .,II-. I i l ~ 

,\\, I \ jl ! J t J l , 1, L 

i.r,: <lp,Hcr i o tc the opµo r tu,) i t y lo ~end you our cu m111en l i , and r~co111f:"1t::nd,1 ~ i un •, 

f ..-::c:1tin'J 10 ti ,<': Ora f t \.fol ] !;. Re~ou:- i;_e lt.rn.aa,...:int•n t Plan and E,1v i ornr ,1ent.1I lr ·ipact 
~tr,r•.:r:,e nt . lhe tle vacJa O~part, nE'nt of '\Jriculture conrnt:11t!'> ,Jnd rec. 01111n-er.Jo:trior 1~ 
-He ::as fcl 1,,.,,,,::.: 

l.l.•'•'.·,.~.,.u1q1::_~· lc1r1,1jn;i _aud S.te1--1:1rJ s_!~!J:· Tht! proµo"!>ed RHP is ;_1 l<-r HJ tt~r111 propo ':>iti o r::. 
O·..,t!r th e LO ye,3r spdn c nvi ~io r,~tl i11 Lhe plan, in,.rny changes 1.,j I I occur in kU1 p£:r
<.,u11;1e i • r;i n ch own':'! r ship a nd mr1na~e1-0t:n t, l oca I r.t"ed4;,,, 1 oca l economy t na t i ona I c:m-
ph,i~ i ':) ,H id prlo1iries, 1;:t c.:. It is ou r rec,1 11w1eo.:ta1ir,n that a Stewit.rd s.hlp Cc1runitte?. 
be c-:~t ab)i:=.hed to p r o\•idt: lon!-, ranye objecrivi1 · y, cli"re ct ion, contin.uity, stability, 
f l l~xaabi I i t y, arid local ac.cepcan.;~ tn res <,ur ce m3nage.mcnt in the '.-Jel I s re!>ourcf': a r ea. 
A rcct::nt !;.OI ici tors• ru l in f! tia-.. t~~.riib! ish~t1 that the lxperimental 5.t.ei•Jarclship P;o-
9~·~11·1 doP.s r.ot h!irnin;:Hc in l~B~ but gc,es on ind,.dioatcly . Ho1~ is the. t ime to f!:..tab 
lish suc h a pn .,g,arr. in the \Jel l s area and other re •.ourc..c ctn~as. The exfstin~, Ex
c·::Jit-i t:Htdl S t t:l. -H J.ihi~ prug, ·a:1i:t l ,a.,.i=. .:!.!r.-,u,-,s(fi;tf' .i..: '-~,-;: !>~C.C.?!:.3 of t!ie concept .J;!'"'d 
h.lvt: devel(Jptd the oper.a t i119 pr .,,:cd 1in ~.,, t hat ass,11·.a ~.ucces'!.. A Stewctr1 1s h1 p SteP.ring 
co,11,:r,ittee ::.an p,·ovidc thar l"'t:Lc!s--..-:.1·y 1cix cf st.1b 1:1y ~md flexat"lility that is nec
<::s:>.Jry tu ~uc.cc-.<;t of o lo ng fcHl:Jt p I a n . 

( h ,,, l-.,!rl-.o.1rd Arh1 NP.t.•d~ . Tl 1~ {h--:t.k~,bo,i, ·h .-11~J n"4:.1 in .-~ ii l cv~l of special effort 
t"l LOOf!t'"1·dLC: y,ith t h~ µriv ,11,~ l<lnd u1mer. l.;.u1d c ... charigt::. ..-,here rcqu~sted by the 
p1-i vc:Jh! l and owner should b~ c~r:,i.:cJit etl ir, or<ltr to ·esr~11Jli!;r.h l,H ge r owne r 5hi p blocks 
11hich ~,i 1 1 provide fo1 b~ll~r · or eil~ ici .- man .i gcot;,.·nt. R.:•u!)e. improvt'mt-nts shou l d bc-
,11 loi..1-:-:d on a c.ooµerativ~ b,'.l~i ::. ~-o t!nt projects ~•J..:h JS shr\1b contro l , reset::dings, 
J1\d fence$ c ~1n foliow natu,-a l te,.1 ·c:dn ~e .,1ure. This Ni l l a.vo i d th.:at artificial ap-
µe.-.H<mcl.! c r~at ed \Vht:'!n !>uch tri:- .atrn•!nt:... arc r ~quired 10 foll0N section line~. This 
#ill ~11~u µruvicl~ low er c:o.,r ciod n1or~ .~r f ,..cr ive rreatm~nts. 

In th~ IJd~t wh..-rc uufc :~.-i::d cn~ck.ar t.oa rd afi,.;c1~ exist the private l and owners 
have bit:~,, .-.::qt1i r e i.l by t t,., UU 1 r n :, 1 gr, l')lch;,ng~ of Lise a9rce.m~nts 1--.ihic.h abrogate 
:iiost tif th~ir µer!",Ondl prnperry 1iuhts. \.le r(.:C1H111u~:1d th ,1t t h i s prc1ct ict:: be abnn-
Jo ne<I in f.,vor uf ~:~i·Jt" n..:jh,J':J~;m~ot avn·,-:11,1!nl-. \,her e t hE- livestock owner ls 
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l charged prorata based on the ratio of private and Federal AUHs' actually grazed. 

ldlld Disposal. We recommend that lhe SLM dispose of 93,000 acres. The l and 114:!ed ed 
for con~nun·i ty expansion should be a 11 owed under the s,ub 11 c pu rposes and use act , 
Agricu lt ural l and!> through the DLE program or sale arid 01.her land s through sa l e. 

Corridur";io . Short and Long-Ten n Mana g~nte nl Actions: Designate reasonable width 
tran sportation and uti lity corridors along existing rights - of-way. Requi.-e use 
of these corridors for future developments whereve r feasible . New corridors wi 11 
be consioered fo r designation on the ba~is of economic justificdt io n, pro x i mi ty to 
eJ<isting corridors and co111plete environmental studies of alternate route~. Live
stock yraz in g and Desert Land Entry should be al l owed ih the corridors whPre feas
i b I e. 

Wi l dernes':>. Implement the no action alternative. These l and~ ~hoold not be managed 
as wi lderne::Js until th ey are finally decla red wilderness. 

Live~tock Grazi n y . ObJt!Ctivt!; Tu inc.rcast! the yield of us.eab le lives(O(.k for ,:lgP 
su ffi c i en tl y to meet at lease the ful I grazing preferen ce demand on al I allotments 
where the potentidl exists to sustain this level of use and the livesto ck operator 
i~ wil\ioy to actively coopera te in planning and implementing the improve1 11ents and 
111or1ac;t:111e,1t act ions necec.,sary to meet thi !!I object iv e. 

A. Shon-Ter m 

Review the c at1::gu riz ation procedure described in the RMP/EIA do,._1,.r,ent drtd, 
af t er consultat i on with t he grazi ng operators , rt!- ca t egod2e the allot ment ~. 
placing grea t er emphas is on r ange cundi ti.on, range trend and productive po · 
tential and on the desires of the li vestock operators. 

Develop g ra zing plans for those allot ments where e11.tensive i 111provemenl~ and/or 
g razing system':i are needed and prac t lc..111, .wd \~here the 1 ivestock opera1ors are 
wi 11 ing co partic i pate. Plans wi 11 consider al I uses of the allotment <1n cl wi 11 
include t he treatments and practice!) nt"eded for wildlife habitat iinprov1~~1ent 
and ocher uses as appropriate. 

ln stal I needed water deve l opment orojecls on those allotme nt s having trea table 
\ivestock distribution problems. 

Insta ll moni toring studies on allotments whe rt:: g razing plans h,we dlreddy bee f1 
Implemented and are fu nctionin g satisfactorily and on a l l o1inents where no grazin~1 
plans or significant i mpro-ve men.ts are anticipated. 

EL long- Te rm 

Install planned livestock and wi l dlife in,prc-vt::nier,ts and manogeuient practice~ 
over a period of years to avoid a s udden, 111assive i mpact on habitats and li'tle 
stock use. This will also facilitate p ri vate invest rTH:!nl and provide a more 
uniform distribution of federal funds. 

Establ ish moni toring ~tudies on allntmt::nt~ where majo1 ch,rngt!'::,. i n llYt!'>l.l•Ck dis
tribution patterns have re~ulted fr o,11 the im ple1 r,,entation of qrazin iJ plan~. 

Mak.e adju~tments to grazing ::JyStt!rn~ and/or I ivt::,tuc.k numbers o-. indicJted by tht
r esults of not l ess th an 5 yt!ar!!I of mon i toring ~tudies. 
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Pdge: l 

Wi Id ~ors~s. Reduce horse numbers to 1971 levels and monitor future years numbers 
to ma1nta 1~ th e 320 head of horses inventoried in 1971. Remove horses from prf
va le I and I f so requested. Do not a 11 ow horses to increase above 1971 1 eve Is in 
a~y herd use area or to expand to areas where they did not exist prior lo the 197\ 
W'1 Id Horse Act. 

Wildlife. It appears that the wildlife numbers shou l d be reviewed with the State 
OePartment of Wildlife to el i mina t e errors in historical and projected use. 

Ri pd~ian_Habita~. lnclude_in allotment management plans prov isi ons for improvement 
of r1par1an habitat. Prov1s1ons for i mprovement should' be those agreed upon by all 
users. Fencing should be de-e1Aphasized because it is costly and detrimental to al I 
u sers. 

Woodland Products. Har'VeSting of p101on and juniper should be encouraged and p l anned 
to impro'Ve wi \di i fe habitat and forage for beef product ion. 

Selective Ma~ag~ment (11-1 -C). It i s ou r experience that no al l otment is tota lly uni-
form and so it 1s a matter of judgement when they are p laced in the differenct MI 

18 and C categories. It is recognized that there is room for improvement on every ailot
mcnt. Therefo~e, we recommend that placement of allotments in one of the categories 
!)hould no t be rnf lexabl e. Where th e lives.tock operator objects or wis hes to have it 
in a different c.atetJory hi; reasonable de!.ire shou l d be a ll owed. 

ldnguage. One of the RMP Team Leaders mentioned to me that some time was spent by 
the BlH on el i minating ob jectionab le words/..,10rding from the Draft. They forgot one. 
The l abel, Res ource Conf li ct Area, RCA, i.s q uite negative and puts the \and user on 
the defensive immediate 1 y. A suggestion to change it to Resource Use Area sounds 
better. 

One la s t comrnent on the titling of the Alternatives. People might accept t he 
docu 11,ent bet t er if the A l ternatives were labe l ed I, 11, 11 1, ... By labeling their 
favorit~ ~s.the Preferred A l ternative, they, the BU1, are setting themselves up for 
more cr1t1c1sm along the llnes of, "The BLH already has their mind made up and these 
comnu~nt-s and public scopi ng don 1 t mean a thing 11. EIS 1 s should be as objective as 
possib l e. 

I .,..ish to comrnend you and the t eam for not i ncluding the so called 11no grazing 
alternative " because this wou l d have upset the local population to a muc h gn~ater 
degree. I t certainly would no t have been a viab l e alter-native here or in any state-
111ent addressing livestock grazi ng. 

~ 
Thomas W. Bal l ow 
Exec.u ti ve Di rec tor 

I~, pt 

E cJ Sponq 
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Mi·. Gena L, Dra1a 
RH~/EIS Tu<un Leader 
l!:lko 01 atrlot., :,J.M ,1.os.s,. 

Ti ,,rnk you tor the \f!'R nn1 Dr:1rt EIS tor Walle RA, In orJer to sub:J1t. 
my co , 'Dents l wo·,lcl Ujlpr<olute r<>oluvln,; aup;,le:i~nt&ry 1nfoM3t1on 
on the folluwlnbl 
Ooahlltd W9A. 
r.Tam puzzled that yuu udvooate ~or1o ·l1o o,otorlzecl tr,.vel ln • 

p,•opoaed ;11ldorn"uu a,·ou "von u te doo1i:;nat1on. By th! aplr1t. 
ot t.he <llfUnl Uon theuu t;10 do not ea to.,..,ther, lie re rater 
thul tho bloloelet will be ullowe~ to travel on ~-25 on thelr 
rogulor vlolta with their ri,otor vehloleo tvun .. rter the area are 
m1<Ja w1ldernen', It le nbaurJ ;u, , <3e1>nnd on one han1 t r.a t non 
meohan1cul DH:uu1a are used tor ut161 titnlll aprlng l:q H· 0·,1e ;:; lj; l t~ but 
alluw porlc;dlo motorlzuJ volilc~lar tr~v&l tor blol~,;lats! 
To allow me to oomLDent on th1 a ln my eubml eel on pleaalO send 
adt11 ti.anal lnfono ,,t.t _;m 1 -datnll d Tr•• 

a) .l oopy or tae t!ap; The roport ma;,a do not show th• Chrlat.maa 
Canyon by name, ao on thla '""I' pl<toe• mark thla an<1 aleo loout1on 
about the traU, tho construotlon a1ta tor bl1n ,Je, neta traps eta. • 

B) Tu what uxte,,d yo,; aur1 ·ently enroroe a11:1 police that the 
b1olog1ete Jo not le11vo tt·aoh,l1t.ter and epee ,:,re c •,ngtr,Jct1on bel.1ndf 

o) Attar Hll1~or: 1e&~ d r-:::J1r-·.n•,t.1on -.,111 theee d :1.C''J!"".:~::: '!llnte 
tlBhte~ed rro,; 1te 1,1•,rn•>r,t 10·1011 

d illll t.ha L1c,lc.i;lot allo-..~ ·l tt,e """ or W- c4 (V,,p 6 1n ill'!':<) 
e) Ploa~o :luLod a copy a~ t o tho ll'll l erned<i l\uc,si;•c:n,rnt Poll cy 

perta1nln5 to por,;11ttad extent or lmpalr::,an\. Both aa the rei:,'Jlat1ona 
are orplled now '1nd 1n the rut.,,re, ,(by ·"the so1ent1tlo cCll:JUnlty) 

t) \/hat lo y ,,u r op1n1on ot t.ha tra1-1,ln5 altea ooniiltlon et 
present? SutletHotory? 'I'hle la a key quoetlon! 

s) In wllJ c rneeo yo11 do not dlo., a la,okbaal,er to out down a 
t,r:inoh rrom a. 11 v1 ng tr c e but you rao -:1lly pa ,·.nl t ti>l a lion• at. ln large 
nurnbor or llnlne brnnohee by blologlute, 

h) Why ,!o yuu ,.11 , , w b1 i ,Jq ,· \ ot tr ·n•l t,y •1tl clnl •,o In ·., 111~r :, .,ga 
but not, ...,11,j,in J; Ut, b, , r:..,•, f1BU ,•1r-.- :--s t r; •.!' ct.!; 9f .·:; !"t . 4,. : ,, 1 !' t. !"'!i · . a? ( ; . 4.!"f'• 

l) Who l1?1(1 at w1,:1t . i-,o u, t1 •,n lev~l l o 8Ll~ ::;rt,•1 •.t:,.1;a.t_1 -.. a J~ t.ur.c1ne 3 
wi-.o qual1U"e uo b1olog1ut find 011n 11ue truoks lr .a11e a w1ldeMl!laat 

The reaoon I dwell 1n depth on thle 1ee1Je la the pr1no1pl•• lnvolv"d 
I oona1der 1 t a teat ooee tor ruture applloat.lona. Th• aolent1 at are 
notorloue ror t.hltltr Jllj.roeard to eoology outside their d1101pl1ne. 
Th• i;ovornment at1er10l<io · 1 B9•r1ng r,,. 1',11 ta ,wl thout dleoret.lon •• long the 
roqueat. 1 a made b7 an "aoBda<J1o" or 1ne.(1 tutlon, 

i"'"i'fea the dlat.ano" the t,1oloe,1at ute allowed to travel "1th their tNok•• 
( ln,i I '1• tl1e i/11 ·1·, r,-., J o Ar~'1) on ·.; .. 25 

•• W'liy OU.Ji 11ot 'hH t .r :J.: ,plni:-; tli' i J1rj r ,o r, t t1·unsf•J r :·tt t by li1Jll co,,t i,r? 
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On wy trav•l• ln tha baolcoountry I have many t11111a aeen traah und 
equipment left behlnd willoh on lo.hr loqulry turned out t.o belong to 
aome bloloe;lat or atuiiy 1$roup. I huv" s, .. ,1 tha 1•osaulta lllce extonalve 
alp1r,a meadow 1,,1lldo:,.1n1$ ln a N.,tlonul Parle "1th the persona wallc1ng 
"wuy w1 thr,ut r1tatorut.lon of uny klnd. Ill El.7 a punnl t was la sued a fow 
ya .. ru .. ,o to a ao1er,t1 at by ltunbold Nat1onal Fore et 2,1pe1-vlaor to 
out do~ u 11'.,00 ·year brlstl"oone pine n<lar Wh,eler Paull anii aa l hd&rd 
a.rtd rwuriia ma'1• aehtrayo out. of \ t ! '!'l,1 a r"aparoher out down thl lc11own 
oldau• Lr1atlecorn1 plne 1n wt,olu or &:ustern "ovada! I ooulii o1te do:1.ena 
at opeolrlo lnstunoaa where exte n a1 Vlt da:: ,age border1ng to arrogance 
,rnd vandall am has beon do11e by reeeat'obeBu. 

1 wl ~h ti.at 1n yu .r rul-l<ll'ta aomst.h1n~ would have aatd how ,mcl to what 
du,;.re<1 yuu plan to enroroe tll& regulattona 1n eatabllshed wtlderusea 
a:-ena, In ,.y trc.vela au &UI lu .. da ln ll.,v,.Ja I note many unu,;tliortze-1 
ua,,o n r,j a lack ot anrorJeu- .eut at exlet1ng regulat1ona, In vlew t.hnt 
lt wtll be 1993 ber0re the Conereoo w1ll oat anii wlth the lack or 
pNJteotlon at preuent, th& ,1u,. utlun oor,'la up how much wllderneea will 
be left by 1993 ln th• W!JA' • ao d.ealentttod t 

Slnoercly, ,.f'/ , Jd§ ·

ltt11'f'Y Mel ta 
Box 668 
Or&eton,B,O, VOB 100 
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Rodney Harris, 

P.O, box 299 
tilalrmore~ _Alberta 
Canada TUK OEO 
July 27, 19U3 

Char] es Doyer l Gane Dr11l s 
OIH Elko Ulstrlct 
J::ll<o, llovada 

Dear Stra, 

1 recently recelved your DltAFl' WEUS
1 

~, 
and I am wrl ting to express wy concerns on the . 
potential wlldarness 1n the Wells Resource Arau. 

I am plt ,osod to re11<I 111 your f·ref.,rre,J .\ltcrnut.lve 
thol you ore recorn111u11dlni; as sutt11l,l11 for wtlJt:rni,~s 
protect. I 011 mo:, t of tho i,reo 111 each of your four 
W.S,A 1 a, 

The Uud lands \l:lA ( UV 010-l!J 1>) h as pee lolly 
1uiportant as It ls terrain (and ves:etat1on nnd 
an\,nols) A1rrerent frorn mnst other W'..iA's. ll11J .. ss 
I om m1slal<cn, It "l'l •~urs thut th u .:,nitre lllfl 
wl ld ~"?rue:J!i rev l cw process ttiro111 •.hou t it l l the 
western Stati,s · ls co1151d..:rtnc or rcco1muenJtng 
almost only ru~ged rocky mountoln ranges or 
hes'J11y wooded areas. But, please let's have 
s ome desert volleys too, whether l,o,,tstandtnc 
sol 1t11de'' Is presenl or notl ttememlier 1 cj 1 vepJty 
on ,l e,luc11tlon111/scl<!ntlf1c vttl11es nre also 
tm1,n rtant for the Natlonnl •.,tlderness heservet1on 
System. 

1 !it:refori, I repeat the l>aJ l 11nJs '.U A ls 
especially valuable us It a cl,1s dlvurslty to th .. 
W1lrlcrn.,ss f•reserva Liou .Sy~to,o, 1 liank you for 
recornrne1~1ng 1t for wildern e ss proteetlon. 

Y-,11rs stncurely, 

f HJ!" J .• I' 
l \~" ·'1 \ _).'J,..-.,it , .. ; 

~Jllott Uernshaw 
A IJ,3, cltlzen and an 
a<lrolrer or "wdd llt1vada" 

l· ,S.a It's too bnd thnt y,,u ,h, n't seo flt to add 
aubstant1ally to yuur r~co nunended !l,'•l J acres for 
tho Jla<I l.on<l,i WJA· 1,y rneo11atd, · rl111: p1orb of tho 
dttl cted sccti tJll!I ,,r tl1is w:iA. Your 1nvontury rt1purt:; 
tlrnt Hruns or ~, 1,nr r, ll ,100 a11,l 15, ;>llO .. cres = ~. 
l.iut 'Wt1 r"':' doleto l1 lr1r1 :oly bocun :.;o they urll 11 rJc.t 11 unll 
thus lnck "211t~t oo•l 1n,: oi:purtun1 ties for sol I tu ,1e," 

' 
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B,11 eau of Land Mana9~1nent 
Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, Nevada 89S20 

Re: Comnienta on Drd!L Well• Reaource Honagemont Plan and 
Envi ronmtontal Impact Statement and Welle Wtldermea■ 
Technical Repott - Bluebell Wilderneea Study Aroa 
NV 0ln-027 . 

Gent.lc:men; 

Thia office hae been dHked Ly Duval Corporation to co™nent on 
t.he above-referenced Jucumt:11t.ti wit.h regard t.o the Bluebell 
W1ldernesa Study Arcd locd1cd about ninety-five miles eaat 
of Elko and ten mile~ weHt o( West Wendover, Nevada, in the 
Goshute Mountain Rauq~ . 

We have had the OplJol'luHI ty l.u review the final report 
prepared by Great Baoln GEM Joint Venture doted Hoy 6 1983, 
and in particular those ec:ctiona dealing with metalli~ 
aineral• . 

The GEM report ~etetred lo above discuaeee the mineral 
economica fur the Bluebell and Goehute Peak Resource Area . 
At 11a•J~ 14 of thdt. lt:po1t the tollowiug iw cont.ained : 

bdtie dl'l<1 1nt:...::iouo m~tal d~pos1ta such as those at 
f 'c:r9uyo11 Spring Cdn be mined profitably if they are 
large and high enough grade. From the deacr1pt1on■ 
the bodies min .. d in the po11t were·probably not 
profitable, nor would they be today. llowaver, in 
thi11 te1·rane laic) of abundant carbonate rocka, it 
ia poa■ lble there may be a Carlin-type dtaseminated 
gold de1,>0111t that could be mined very profitably by 
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Buceau .of Land _Manage•ent 
Nevada State Office 
Auguat 19 , 1983 
Page 2 

open pit methods. Probably moat of the recent 
staking in the G~A waa directed toward target■ of 
this tyi,e. 

In the aame report at page 24, the author ■ ■et forth the tact 
that they believed tl,e 4uallty of data pert.inlfl <J to 
m1neralizc1.t.1C>n in tht: arec1 i& Jc..,w and 1ls <jual1 t y i.a 
correspondingly low, but that their level of conf1d~T1Ct2 in 
the geological data j II high, but. the level of confidence in 
mineralization data i ■ low . 

The GEH report als~ contain• reconuaendation■ for add1tional 
work : 

eecau~e of tht ap~d r ent lack cf prevJo u a 
proapect.ing in t.he ji,terior o f tt1e n-,c un ti!lntt . 
geologi c 4l 1ecu11ndlbDan c e f c..,1 min t.:r al o -::.,:u 1 [euce ■ 
is 1·ecommended . T o tiUl,Jplemeht thl& A (Jt!O C.l,ea11cal 
■urv<:y should be mad<: with at least ■ dmpling of 
aediment.u in etrea111~ and wauhea all around the 
edges of the mountain■ . (paqe 30) 

Duval bel ieve1:1 t.he conclu1:thj111a reached for the Bluebell 
WSA contained 1n the Wellli W1lde1ncsa Technical Report dated 
April 1983 doea 11ot take ,nt o account the final rei, o rt 
prepa~ed by Great eae,n ~~M Juinl Venture dated Hay 6, 1983 , 
referenced aLove . The Te:chui t;al l<eport. ■ tete11; 

1. There 111 no active ■,uuuej in the WSA. 

2 . Mino~ explo~ation h•- taken place, but no ■1ner•l 
development has occurred within the WSA and no 
eignificdn~ ore de~ouitw are known to exist . 

4 . The gredt m<1jorit.y of u,., WSA ha■ low mineral potential 
for all commodi tie■. C .,age 22) 

Aa noted in the Technical keport , with vilderne■■ deaignatlon 
the area would be ■eqregated from all fora■ of ■ineral entry 
with the eKception of valid exi ■ ting right■. ln light of the 
GEM final report aud the reco..,.enddtiona for addi tloual wor-k 
contained therein, and the lock of 1nfonnal io n et th 111 t1rc.e 
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. 
bur.,au of liind Manageaent 
Uevada State Office 
Augulit 19, 1981 
P11ge 3 

wlCh 1eg4id to •iner~lization in the area, moat pa~ticularly 
tr, t.l, e Al.Ju ndant. Cillrbona.te rock• which •r-• known to exist in 
the area , we would lik" to see the period for comment be 
ext.end ed until such further information can be obtained and 
made ava i lable . In the alternative, we would auggeat the 
retiou r ce production alternative bd implemented, or 
n c,,,de a:19 n4.t.ion take place . 

Shou! , )'vu h ave any qyeati ons regal ding these c.:omment.a, 
J.ileas t: do not h e altdt.e ta contact me. 

Sin c e1eJy, 

VAkGAS & BARTLETT 



RENO, NEVADA PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY 

57. Paul Hartley, District Geologist, Texas Gulf Minerals and Metals Company 

"Within the South Pequop Wilderness Study Area the north half of Area A 
posed moderate potential for low-grade phosphate reserves, and high 
potential for carbonate-hosted lead, zinc and silver deposits throughout 
the Wilderness Study Area within the middle to late-Paleozoic rocks; 
moderate to high potential for carbonate-hosted lead, zinc and silver 
deposits exists within ninety percent of the Bluebell Wilderness Study 

68 Area; and moderate potential for low-grade gold systems is also present, 
but over a much more restricted area, primarily Area B." 

To the south, within the Goshute Peak Wilderness Study Area there is 
excellent potential for Alligator Ridge-type gold occurrences -- these 
are low-grade gold deposits -- within Areas Band C and moderate to high 
potential for carbonate-hosted lead, zinc and silver deposts present 
within the remaining areas to the west." 

58. Rose Strickland, Chair, Public Lands Committee of the Sierra Club 

"In the EIS and draft plan I did read the sect ion in Chapter 3 that has 
to do with mineral development. There was nothing in there about gold at 

40 all identified. I think it was on 3-15. It identified a number of 
critical or strategic minerals that may be found in the Wells Resource 
Area and gold was not mentioned." 

59. Bob Warren, Executive Secretary, Nevada Mining Association 

"Now, you have five or six usable and important necessary access roads in 
the Bluebell WSA; you have at least four according to geologists who have · 

69 been in and out of the area and reported to me in the South Pequop area; 
and three not-so-great roads but accessible roads for purposes of 
prospecting and access for the general public for recreational 
activities, as well as cattlemen, in the Goshute area." 

68 

"Now, the Mining Assocltion has responded to this, we put together a team 
of nine of the outstanding geologists or exploration firms in the Reno 
area. That means they are nine of the outstanding in the nation because 
we have the top exploration firms and talent now in the United States in 
the Reno area. 

And they have further reviewed and added some first-hand on-the-spot 
information, as you heard earlier from the gentleman who spoke first. 
And, they have found -- reading from our summary of this -- the South 
Pequop area the gem rating is slightly low based upon exploration data by 
Freeport Exploration and others. 

They note that the bulk of the mountain range is Paleozoic with favorable 
stratigraphy pensive (ph) host rocks. And, this is something that has 
not been given proper attention in the gem report." 

I "But, the lHuebell, as was pointed out, is a high potential for 
72 carbon-type disseminated gold mineralization." 
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76 

''The absence of claims is no indicator of lack of mineralization under 
modern day geologic methods." 

"You realh:e that a road merely needs to be a way of egress, in and out, 
and it doesn't have to be maintained even. According to the Interior 
Hoard of Land Appeals it can be maintained merely by driving in and out." 

"On page 1-3 of your document you indicate that there is a criteria set 
up for the sale and disposal of public lands, including minerals. Rut, 
all of the information that we've received from the federal 
Administration -- and from Congress, as far as that's concerned -
indicate that there is no intent whatsoever to sell the minerals." 

"You pointed out the user day benefits that you estimated might take 
place under wilderness designation. You did not, and you should quite 
definitely, point the user day benefits for vehicle-related activity, 
vehicles related to recreation that would be foregone, or that is 
presently enjoyed but would be foregone under the wilderness 
designation." 

". • • It states: "Mineral development would not be adversely impacted 
because of wilderness designation. 

That is a startling statement, it's a totally uninformed statement. Not 
only are the mining companies unable to mine the wildernesses, as we all 
know, but it is virtually impossible because of lawsuits that would be 
broughl by the Natural Resources Defense Council and others and the heavy 
regulatory costs that would be imposed to mine anywhere near a 
wilderness." 

Dave Hornbeck 

"This is such a miniscule difference that I do not discern a valid reason 
for not going with the entire resource protection versus the preferred 
alternative, especially where ••• " 

WELLS, NEVADA PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY 

61. Les McKenzie, Consultant for the N-1 District Grazing Board 

691 ". . . cherry-stem roads in two of the areas should have eliminated them 
from consideration on the basis of size and naturalness." 

"No mention has been made of the adverse effect wilderness designation 
would have on persons who utilize motor vehicles to carry them and their 
belongings into the areas to hunt, gather pinenuts, cut wood, cut 

74 Christmas trees, observe wildlife, s~udy nature, look at fossils or carry 
out other recreational pursuits, for which the use of the motor vehicle 
is incidental but necessary for transportation. These are evidently the 
1,750 days of existing use shown on page 3-20 of the report." 

"There is, by the way, a considerable difference between the estimated 
7 7 visitor use days shown on this document and those contained in the 

management situation analysis." 
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62. 

69 

63. 
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64. 

78 

79 

80 

"I feel that your categorization process was faulty. There was no 
consultation with the affected livestock operators in the assignment of 
categories, and the most important criteria of all, range condition, 
range trend, watershed condition and climax potential, were all lumped 
into one simple catch-all factor." 

••• using the three to five year average license livestock use figure 
as a basis of comparing existing allotments and reliable grazing levels 
with levels anticipated under the various alternatives, is misleading." 

"A case in point is the adoption of the procedures specified in the 
western states sagebrush guidelines as the criteria to be followed for 
in the alteration of sagebrush areas. Recent research findings indicate 
that these guidelines may be overly restrictive and suggest that some 
sagebrush modification may actually be beneficial to sage grouse." 

". • • the reasonable wildlife numbers indicated in the appendix are not 
really realistic. If these are the numbers Nevada Department of Wildlife 
gave you, they should be thoroughly reviewed. The doubling of wildlife 
numbers in this area is absolutely not realistic." 

Von Sorensen, Rancher 

"I feel that these designated study areas are not truly representative of 
wilderness criteria. They are traversed by various roads that we have 
used and maintained over the years." 

Dick Roth, Flying S Land and Cattle 

"We consider the three to five year projected use as arbitrary and 
unscientific in that it just lumps what has been over the past for all 
the ranches, without consideration for any individual ranch." 

Marta Agee, Twin Meadows Ranch 

..... we feel that the Bad Lands area has real problems for potential 
wilderness. Mainly, it is a small area, there's not many acres involved, 
and the strip through the middle that is really ideal for wilderness is 
so very narrow and small, you could put very few people in there to 
adequately have a really worthwhile wilderness experience. We've boated 
that river. There are two or three camping places where you can spend 
the night, and if you make that a wilderness area where there are only 
three or four ideal camping sports, you can't manage with that few of a 
-- with those few of camping spots, adequately from an Elko office, to 
staff it out there. It just seems totally impractical." 

". • • i.f you add more people to make it wiltierness, then you add the 
bighorn sheep, you're practically adding two uses that are going to 
conflict." 

"The Bad Lands area is a prime wintering area for deer. So, if you adci 
your bighorn sheep into that you're going to probably lose some of your 
prime winter habitat for your deer." 

In one part of the document we refer to the streams along the wilderness 
area, downstream from our place, the Twin Meadows Ranch, down to the 

4-111 



61 

51 

Boies Ranches, and that's described as having some of the finest habitat 
-- streamside habitat -- in the state. If you look to your maps, you'll 
see a conflict immediately. It is listed as being poor. It can't be 
both, and yet in the document it is described as both." 

"The suggestion in the document that existing fencing should be modified 
for wildlife uses seems really rather -- like an impractical use of very 
limited improvement money. We feel that what fencing is out there, let's 
use it like it is and change the standards for new fencing." 

3 1 " ... I am appalled at the wildlife figures where they are projected to 
triple and quadruple wildlife." 

65. Steven Boies, Boies Ranches 

7 1 "Another concern is the miles of proposed fencing and most important, who 
wil 1 maintain those fences." 

3 

66. 

5 

6 7. 

3 

68. 

83 

84 

"I question the statistics cited for .the Salmon Falls, O'Neil Area. On 
page A3-2, titled big game numbers, existing numbers are listed at 6,900. 
You have listed a reasonable number at 19,700 deer. I feel this 
reasonable figure of 19,700 is highly inflated due to the scarceness of 
suitable deer winter range." 

Demar H. Dahl, Rancher 

"Suspended non-use, or those areas temporarily suspended for one reason 
or another, but always there with the promise of being activated some day 
are not mentioned in the Wells draft. More serious than the deletion of 
the suspended non-use, however, is the Bureau's replacement of active 
preference with the three to five year average use. 

Dale Messner, Salmon River Cattlemen's Association Member 

"I do feel like some of the others have said, in their doubling and 
tripling of wildlife, they are expecting -- they' re giving wildlife an 
unfair advantage of which there is not enough winter range. 

Robert Watt, Salmon River Cattlemen's Association Member 

"In the economic impact of Elko county, it i.s not considered very well in 
this EIS at all, except on a per capita personal income, and since 
livestock only represents 6 percent, it's considered almost 
insignificant. I don't think that is true because through the expenses 
that are expended through the livestock industry and multiplied and 
rippled through the economy, not only in southern Idaho but throughout 
the Wells RA and Elko county, it has a considerable impact." 

"These costs represented in here were quite misleading, and I've got a 
few incidences in here, but basically on this whole problem, price makes 
the big differential, and if you put 1982 prices and use the same cost on 
this figure, you'd come out with approximately a $9 loss no matter what 
you do. • • " 

0s I "Although in this statement, the economic factors involved show that we 
made $25 a head in one statement, and $70 in the other, per thousand cow 
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herd. Now, any banker that has been with the ranchers the last three or 
four years knows that some of these factors are not quite true. 

"You've got a decrease of $54,000 for no action taken. Under maximum 
production the $572,900 per year loss you had under the medium range in 
preferred. You have almost the identical reverse increase. I think 
these are quite capritious numbers. That's an 80 percent increase over 
present. I don't believe those are going to happen over the short-range 
tenn." 

"In University of Idaho studies, they utilized where - increased 
migration areas where they used smooth wire fence on the bottom 18 

51 inches, they found that you could decrease your cost by using only this 
in migration areas where it was known that animals such as antelope and 
deer trends -- mainly antelope is what we're dealing with with the smooth 
wire." 

631" Red Band Trout is nothing more than a small mutant trout •• 

69. Ray Bedke, Rancher 

"Also, the off-road vehicles. I feel that these need to be coralled into 
4 certain areas, perferably not Goose Creek because they create so much of 

a -- oh, I'm trying to say -- washes and gullies and all of these things 
so readily ••• " 

1 

3 

70. 

51 

71. 

3 

"Our ope rations are geared around those meadows and if we don't get them 
out, those cattle off those meadows to where we can raise the winter 
forage, we're through anyway, and June 1 is not the time to go out, or 
even May 15th." 

"I was a 1 it tle concerned about the numbers of wildlife that is projected 
fbr our area. I don't feel that this is realistic inasmuch as the 
critical area for those animals is the winter range ..... 

Walter Winchell, Rancher 

"This three to five year average, I don't think is a fair way to figure 
1 icensing. • 

"In one area I have, it's considered critical to deer and antelope range. 
And if you take your criteria you showed in the book for deer and 
antelope and throw those two fences together, you've got a fence a 
maximum of 38 inches high, and it's got to he at least 16 inches off the 
ground, and essentially all you got is a little bit of fence there left. 
You haven't got anything, essentially, to turn cow anymore ..... 

Craig Spratling, Rancher 

"One of my main concerns is your livestock grazing based on a three to 
five year use." 

"Another thing I'd like to mention is the increase in the big game. I 
think these figures are quite unrealistic under the doubling of the mule 
deer population and the quadrupling of the antelope numbers." 
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"Another area I'd like to mention is these new fencing standards. I 
totally disagree with them. I agree with the last speaker; if you have 
our ranges and antelope and deer range together, and if you have a fence 
16 inches off the ground and only 38 inches high, that sure isn't going 
to do it." 

"The last topic I'd like to mention is that vegetation manipulation would 
8 have to be done according to the western states sage grouse guidelines, 

and also in cooperation wilh the Nevada Department of Wildlife. I think 
these guidelines are way out of line." 

72. 

69 

7 3. 

9 

Loyd Sorensen, Rancher 

"Now, coining to wilderness. We have very few areas in the Wells resource 
area that would fit the wilderness criteria that they set up, and in 
order to get by with the acreage, you had to cherry-stem these mountains 
to get the acreage that was required for a wilderness area." 

Herbert Uhlig, Rancher 

"As I understand, when this program was to be taken into study -- I can't 
recollect, but I think a letter was sent out to each permittee stating 
that representatives will come and make this study and they will contact 
each permittee to discuss things with him about the methods that they 
use. I wish to state here tonight that that -- on my part, it's never 
been done." 
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PREFACE 

Table A-1 is included as updated information to Table 2-1 
of the DEIS. 

Table A-2 is included as updated and revised information to 
Appendix Table A3-l of the DEIS. 

Tables A3-A6 are included in response to comments requesting 
additional clarification of range information. 

Table A-7 shows the final ranch budgets which update the draft 
budgets i n Table AS-1 of the DEIS. 



TABIE A-1 

a-IERRY CREEK RCA 

Otrer Federal, Unfenced Existiq;!; Grazi~ Average 3-5 % Grazing 
Public L<ml State, ili.mty Private Total Periods Preference Yr Ll.censed Preference 

AlloO!Elt (BIM) Acres Acres Acres Acres of Use Al.Ms Use (AUMs) Used Category 

Ruby #9 18,831 1063 155 20,049 3/1 - 4/31 & 810 646 80.0 M 
ll/1CH2/31 

Bald l>bmtain 31,283 0 0 31,283 6/1 - 9/30 1,173 818 69.7 M 
ilirrie 147,866 0 3852 151,718 4/1 - 2/28 4,687 4,461 95.2 I 
furth Butte Valley 31,Cm 0 207 31,208 5/1 -11/30 1,645 682 41.5 M 
Maverick 38,142 0 35 38,177 5/1 - 8/15 & 1,864 l,lOS 59.3 I 

11/10-12/31 
West Cllerry Crk. 62,9<.X) 0 875 63,865 4/16-10/31 2,661 2,661 100.0 I 
O:lgers 25,319 0 517 25,836 4/16-10/15 1,596 l,l<x> 74.6 I 

:i> 
TOTALS 355,432 1063 5641 362,136 14,436 11,564 80.1 '.11, 4I I ...... 

M.A.RY'S RIVER RCA 

fut Cree< 17,092 0 1,052 18,144 4/1 -11/30 4,163 4,137 99.4 M 
Amerson Creec 23,367 0 1,869 25,236 4/16-11/30 5,467 4,667 85.4 M 
Stag l>btmtain 37,793 0 l,247 39,040 5/1 - 9/30 8,273 6,720 81.2 I 
Pole Cree<. 2,7'31 0 2,852 5,583 4/1 - 10/31 516 201 39.0 C 
Stonny 43,087 0 21,422 64,500 4/16-11/30 6,294 3,942 62.6 I 
D2vil's Gate 35,702 () 29,328 65,030 4/1(}- 5/31 6,117 5,232 85.5 I 
~th 120,156 0 55,167 175,323 4/10-12/31 22,437 20,367 90.8 I 
11xgan Hill 13,737 0 14,960 28,697 4/lfrll/30 1,127 201 17 .8 C 

TCITAL.S 293,665 I) 127,897 421,562 54,394 45,467 83.6 2M, 4I, 2C 



:r> 
I 

N 

Other Fe:leral , 
Public Lmd State, Comty 

Allotnent (BIM) Acres Acres 

Big Sprirgs '194,717 0 
Pilot 81,833 0 
Fert:er Flat 20,433 0 
Lead Hills 80,602 0 
Boone Sprirgs 79,166 0 
Cllase Springs 45,637 0 
White lbrse 61,571 0 
Sugarloaf 23,170 0 
leppy Hills 68,704 2,704 
Spruce 797,142 0 
West White lbrse 7,208 0 
Ba:ilarm 19,812 0 
Utah/Nev. Ill 107,760 12,256 
Antelope Valley 45,363 0 

T01'AIS 1,733,118 14,960 

TABIE A-1 (Contirued) 

GRAZIR; ALLOIMENl' ll\TA BY RCA. 

SffiUCE/ (X)SHJI'ES RCA. 

lhfence:l Existing 
Private Total feriods 
Acres Ac.res of Use 

187,899 482,616 3/1 - 2/28 
61,249 143,082 11/12- 3/15 

0 20,433 12/7 - 4/20 
195 80,797 11/1 - 3/31 
567 79,733 11/1 - 3/31 
787 46,424 4/1 -11/30 

0 61,571 11/8 - 4/ 8 
0 23,170 12/15- 4/25 

1,587 72,995 12/15- 4/25 
16,125 813,267 3/1 - 2/'2£ 

0 7,208 12/15- 3/31 
0 19,812 12/15- 3/31 

601 120,617 11/10- 5/10 
95 45,458 12/1 - 5/31 

269,105 2,017,183 

Grazi~ !werage 3-5 % Grazi~ 
Preference Yr Licensed Preference 

AUMs Use (Allis) Used Category 

18,272 8,788 48.1 I 
12,491 4,827 38.6 M 
2,735 1,184 43.3 M 
7,930 3,214 40.5 M 
3,198 1,199* M 
2,586 1,131 43.7 I 
7,500 2,146 28.6 M 
3,105 603 19.4 M 
3,476 803 21.4 M 

35,565 17,380 48.9 I 
670 478 71.3 M 

2,647 1,285 48.6 M 
13,766 4,048 29.4 M 
5,072 1,984 39.1 M -

119,013 49,070 41.2 UM, 31 

* Allotnent has taken total nornse for the tinE period use:l in canputi~ license:l use; the figure use:l represents approxi.amtely half of the 
overall mrerage ~rcent of grazi~ preferences used in the Wells RA. 

O'NEIL/SAUm FAUS RCA. 

Buckh:>rn 57,%7 13 1,113 59,093 4/1 -10/31 6,775 6,635 97.9 I 
Gulley 11,355 0 1,573 12,928 5/1 -11/30 1,633 2,100 1'2£. 6 M 
Hubbard Vineyard 112,953 18 6,874 119,845 4/1 -12/31 13,096 13,0'19 99.5 I 
Bear Creek 1,268 0 876 2,144 7/1 -10/31 240 240 100.0 C 
Jackpot 66,369 0 3,768 70,137 5/15- 1/31 7,006 7,034 100.4 M 
O'Neil 85,143 0 4,668 89,811 4/16-10/20 14,198 13,157 92.7 M 
Salnnn Ri\a" 276,401 0 35,174 311,575 4/16-12/31 27,304 27,304 100.0 I 
CottorW>Od 16,506 360 133 16,999 4/1 -10/31 1,680 2,108 125.5 M 

TOrAI.S 627,962 391 54,179 682,532 71,932 71,607 99.5 LiM, 31, lC 



- - - -- - - -- - -

TABIE A-1 (Contirued) 

ffiAZIN; ALL01MENI' O\TA BY RCA 

COOSE CREEK RCA 

Otl~r Federal, lhfenced EKistir:g Grazir:g Average 3-5 % Grazirg 
Public L3nd State, Cowty Private Total Periods Preference Yr Ll.censed Preference 

AllotnEilt (BIM) Acres Acres Acres Acres of Use AI.Ms Use (AI.Ms) Used C-ategory 

Big Bero 52,492 0 7,655 60,147 4/1 -12/31 10,207 7,112 69.7 I 
Groose Creek 16,566 0 345 16,911 4/16-10/15 1,983 1,981 99.9 I 
Barton 3,225 0 2,644 5,869 5/1 -11/30 810 795 98.1 M 
Qivanaugh Administeral by Burley, Idah:>, Di.strict 8/1 - 9/30 191 191 100.0 M 
Bluff Creek 51,180 0 5,192 56,372 4/16-11/30 6,445 6,747 104.7 M 
Ll.ttle Cbose Creek 67,850 0 3,341 71,191 4/1 -12/31 6,268 6,332 101.0 I 

'IUTAI.S 191,313 0 19,177 210,4~ 25,~ 23,158 89.4 :Ji, 31 

► I 
I.,.) PIUJr/ CRITTINIEN RCA 

Pilot Valley 49,398 0 56,198 105,596 4/1 - 2/28 5,197 4,908 94.4 C 
Ihlry Valley 51,658 0 37,994 89,652 4/16-10/15 7,231 6,900 95.4 I 
Gamble Individual 220,601 0 124,736 345,337 4/15-10/31 18,335 18,335 100.0 I 

TOD\LS 321,657 0 218,928 540,585 30,763 30,143 98.0 2I, lC 



-
TABIB A-1 (Contlrued) 

GRAZIN; ALLOIMENr D\TA BY RCA 

r£TROIDLIS RCA 

Otter Federal Unfenca:l Exi.sti~ Grazi~ A~rage 3-5 % Grazing 
Public Lan:l State, Camty Private Total Periods Preference Yr Ll.censed Preference 

AllotnEJ.t (BIM) Acres Acres Acres Acres of Use AI.JMg Use (AI.JM:;) Used Category 

Black Butte 27,688 0 19,746 47,434 4/1 -10/31 6,474 6,573 101.5 M 
Tov.n Cre!Ek 5,270 0 5,859 11,129 5/1 - 8/31 1,110 833 75.0 C 
Rabbit Creek 5,218 0 0 5,218 4/1 - 9/30 1,on 1,123 104.8 I 
Bisl:np Cre!Ek 9,271 0 6,373 15,644 4/16- 9/30 1,362 1,192 87.5 M 
Wells 2,774 0 1,614 4,388 5/1 - 9/30 551 551 100.0 C 
U3.lton 1,576 0 1,889 3,465 5/1 - 9/30 347 407 117.3 C 
Antelope 3,714 0 595 4,300 5/1 - 9/30 478 554 115.9 I 
H.D. 238,255 63 142,341 380,659 3/1 - 2/28 22,136 22,136 100.0 M 
fuloorn 26,292 0 22,~ 49,1% 4/1 -11/30 2,267 2,200 97.0 M 
Cedar Hill 4,900 0 4,595 9,495 5/15-10/31 1,031 878 85.2 C 
~troJX>lis 24,313 0 11,717 36,030 4/16- 9/30 2,510 2,020 80.5 M 

~ Railrooo Field 1,988 0 1,202 3,190 5/1 - 8/31 113 123 108.8 M I 
~ Westside 7,818 0 69 7,887 4/1 - 8/31 1,707 1,261 73.9 I 

Spratlirg 5,219 0 118 5,337 3/20- 9/30 1,014 900 76.6 M 
Troot Creek 2,136 0 2,706 4,842 4/16-10/15 642 651 101.4 C 
~tp~lis Sea:lj.~ 2,417 0 0 2,417 4/16- 9/30 1,126 919 81.6 I 
Bislq, Flat 2,495 0 2,443 4,938 5/1 - 8/31 276 249 90.2 C 

'IUrALS 371,344 63 224,171 595,578 44,216 42,650 96.5 7M, 41, 6C 



TABIE A-1 (Contirued) 
GRAZm:; AI1JJ'Il-ENI' D\TA BY RCA 

Rl.lBYMXX) HILL<; RCA 

<l:her Federal, Unfenced Existing Grazing Average 3-5 % Grazing 
Public Iarrl State, c.amty Private Total Periods Preference Yr licensed Prefererre 

Allotnent (BIM) Acres Acres Acres Acres of Use AI.Ms Use (AUMs) Used Category 

Gordon Creek 008 0 1,134 1,942 5/15- 6/14 141 141 100.0 C 
Wann Creek 1,537 0 0 1,537 3/J. - 6/20 & 175 159 ~.9 I 

11/15-11/30 
Ruhy #4 1,415 0 144 1,559 4/15- 6/15 314 314 100.0 C 
Harriscn 8,856 0 286 9,142 4/15- 6/25 & 1,019 1,180 115.8 M 

11/1 -12/31 
Forest 2,633 0 402 3,035 5/1 -10/31 316 105 33.2 C 
Ruby Ill 418 0 0 418 5/1 - 5/31 115 174 151.3 M 
Sooth Ruby 2,068 682 425 3,175 5/16- 7 /31 196 80 40.8 C 
Ruby #2 826 0 0 826 4/20- 9/19 237 237 100.0 M 
Curtis Springs 37,434 0 800 38,314 11/1 - 3/31 1,841 6CX}k M 
l"k>or SU'!Jlli.t 9,605 0 8,718 18,323 3/1 -10/15 291 358 123.0 M 
Tobrr 18,542 0 15,814 34,356 4/1 - 2/2B 1,717 778 45.3 C 
SnCM Water Lake 18,647 0 231 18,878 5/1 -11/13 1,160 1,165 100.4 M 

> Ruby 115 16,791 0 820 17,611 5/1 - 9/15 1,677 1,690 100.8 M I 
VI Smiley 5,497 0 6,872 12,369 4/16- 9/30 492 492 100.0 M 

Ruby 117 12,444 0 517 12,961 5/16- 9/15 1,103 1,153 104.5 M 
Hylton 2,449 0 1,744 4,193 4/15- 7/15 763 1,008 132.1 M 
Wood Hills 40,103 0 31,354 71,457 4/1 -11/30 958 145 15.1 M 
Clwer Creek 2,185 422 22 2,629 5/1 -11/15 342 342 100.0 M 
Big Mealow; 14,559 0 117 14,676 5/1 -11/30 1,155 979 84.8 M 
Ruby 116 16,042 0 222 16,264 5/1 -11/30 1,629 1,345 82.6 M 
Ruby 118 28,900 0 164 29,064 4/15- 9/30 1,967 1,&X> 91.8 I 
Mayhe.v Creek 1,032 0 0 1,032 5/1 - 5/30 156 127 81.4 C 
Kelly Field 194 0 92 286 5/1 - 5/30 27 27 100.0 C 
Bennett Field 1,164 0 1,634 2,798 5/15- 9/15 180 154 85.6 C 
Overland Creek 265 0 78 343 6/1S- 8/31 39 15 38.5 C 
Ruby #3 4,683 0 389 5,072 4/16- 8/15 611 611 100.0 M -
TOTALS 249,097 1,104 72,059 322,260 18,621 15,275 82.0 1~, 21, 9C 

GR.AND 'lUfALS 4,143,588 17,581 991,157 5,152,326 379,279 288,934 76.2 4'yf,25I,19C 
(WEUS RA) 

* AllotnEnt has taken total noruse for the tine period used in canputing licensed use; the figure usErl represents approx:i.nately half of the 
overall aver~e percent of grazirg preference used in the Wells RA. 

So.rrce: fureai of Larrl Managerent 1982f. 



TABIE A-2 

RFASCN\BIE AND EXrSTJN; ( ) NlMBERS FOR WILDLIFE 

% 
Big GallE within II of 

RCA Use Area RCA Season M::nths Deer Antelope Biglnrn>1rlri< Elk AlJM fenandk-k:lc-k 

Oieny Creek rn-1 100 11/15- 3/15 4 3800 (2600) 3800 
IlH> 100 12/01- 3/31 4 1200 (850) 1200 
DS-1 100 3/16-11/14 8 1050 (800) 2100 
UH, 100 4/01-11/30 8 200 (100) 400 
DS-5 22 4/01-11/30 8 50 (20) 100 
AY-2 32 1/01-12/31 12 90 (120) 200 --- ---

rorAL 6300 (4370) 90 (120) 7000 

Spruce/Goshutes DY-1 100 1/01-12/31 12 200 (200) 600 
IB-4 100 3/01-11/30 9 450 (300) l(XX) 
JJ:{-3 85 1/01-12/31 12 200 (100) 500 
~I-1 100 10/15-10/31 0.5 3300 (2100) 400 

> m-2 100 11/15- 3/15 4 3800 (2600) 3800 
I 

IW-5 100 12/01- 3/31 4 1200 (850) 1200 °' 
rn-9 51 11/01- 3/'!JJ 5 1000 (700) l'!JJO 
IW-10 100 11/01- 3/30 5 3':JJO (2100) 4150 
IW-11 94 11/01- 3/'!JJ 5 1000 (650) 1150 
IW- 100 11/01- 3/30 5 '!JJO (150) 400 
(msHUI'ES) 
:m- 100 11/01- 3/30 5 850 (450) 1050 
(KING5IBYS) 300 
DS-5 78 4/01-11/30 8 150 (100) 
AY-1 29 1/01-12/31 12 20 (20) 50 
AY-2 68 1/01-12/31 12 190 (40) 700 
AY-3 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (50) 250 
AY-4 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (25) 250 
AY-5 33 1/01-12/31 12 10 (5) 30 
EY-1 85 1/01-12/31 12 30 (40) 375 

11/01- 3/31 5 60 (55) 250 
BSY-4 100 1/01-12/31 12 200 (0) 500 
BSY'-5 86 1/01-12/31 12 120 (0) 300 -- -- ---

15,750 (10,'!JJO) 420 (140) 320 (0) 90 (95) 18,555 



TABLE A-2 (Contirued) 

RFA50N\BIE AND EXlSl'm:; ( ) NI.MBERS FCR WILDLIFE 

% 
Big Gane within II of 

RCA Use Area RCA Season M:inths Deer Antelope Bigh:>m*-'r'k Elk AI.M Demand 

Mary's River IJ'l-4 87 1/01-12/31 12 250 (175) 750 
IB-1 56 4/01-10/31 7 2000 (1400) 4~ 
DS-4 30 4/01-10/31 7 850 (425) 1500 
AY-1 55 1/01-12/31 12 40 (40) 100 
AS--3 13 4/01-10/31 7 60 (60) 00 
PIF.W-1 5 11/01- 3/31 5 10 (0) 40 
Bg.J'-1 15 11/01- 3/31 5 10 (0) 10 ·-- ---

TorAL 3900 (2000) 100 (100) 10 (0) 10 (0) 7380 

0 ':teil/Salm:m Falls AS-1 100 4/01-10/31 7 125 (25) 175 
AS-2 100 4/01-10/31 7 150 (30) 200 

)> 
AS-3 47 4/01-10/31 7 200 (SO) 300 I 

-...J 
AW-1 57 11/01- 3/31 5 150 (30) 150 
AW-3 100 11/01- 3/31 s 150 (30) 150 
DY-1 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (70) 300 
D~H 44 4/01-10/31 7 2100 (1100) 3700 
IE-2 100 4/01-10/31 7 100 (SO) 175 
OS-3 100 4/01-10/31 7 220 (110) 400 
ffi-4 41 4/01-10/31 7 1200 (600) 2000 
DS-5 86 4/01-10/31 7 1800 (900) 3100 
ffi-9 100 4/01-10/31 7 100 (SO) 175 
DS-10 100 4/01-10/31 7 75 (40) 150 

* IEP-1 100 3/01- 3/31 1 4000 (2600) 1000 
IEP-2 100 3/01- 3/31 1 600 (400) 150 
rn-3 100 11/01- 3/31 5 2300 (1500) 2000 
IW-4 100 11/01- 3/31 5 3200 (2000) 4000 

** rn-s 11 11/01- 3/31 s 250 (100) 300 
PIB-1-1 95 11/01- 3/31 5 90 (0) 350 
PIES-2 100 4/01-10/31 7 10 (O) so 
BSY-1 100 1/01-12/31 12 90 (0) 200 
B~-1 85 11/01- 3/31 5 40 (0) 40 -- -- --- ---

1Ul'AL RFA50N\BIB II' s 
(EXISTOC fl' s) 16,045 (9,520) 775 (165) 130 (0) 100 (0) 19,765 



TABIB A-2 (Omtirued) 

RFASON\BIB AND EXThi'N; ( ) NlMBERS FCR Wil.J)LIFE 

% 
Big Gane within It of 

RCA Use Area RCA Season M:mths Deer Antelope Bigh::>rn'1rlrlc Elk AI.M Ianand --
Gocse Cr~ -kk rn-5 31 11/01- 3/31 5 675 (300) 850 

rn~ 100 11/01- 3/31 5 600 (230) 750 
DS-6 100 4/01-10/31 7 820 (300) 1450 
00--8 88 4/01-10/31 7 450 (175) 000 
DS-5 7 4/01-10/31 7 150 (75) 250 --

TorAL 2695 (HID) 4100 

Pilot/Critterrlen D'{-2 100 1/01-12/31 12 100 (45) 100 
D'{-3 15 1/01-12/31 12 30 (15) 100 

~ 
¼I< rn--s 58 11/01- 3/31 5 1300 (550) 1600 

I 
rn--11 6 11/01- 3/31 5 60 (40) 75 00 

00--7 100 4/01-10/31 7 200 (75) 350 
DS-8 12 4/01-10/31 7 60 (25) 100 
EY-1 15 1/01-12/31 12 30 (20) so 

11/01- 3/31 5 170 (SO) 700 
BSi-5 14 1/01-12/31 12 20 (O) so -- --- --

'IUI'AL 1750 (750) 20 (0) 200 (70) 3125 

~tr~lis D'{-4 13 1/01-12/31 12 40 (25) 120 
IS-4 29 4/01-10/31 7 820 (410) 1450 
DS-5 7 4/01-10/31 7 150 (75) 250 
rn--9 4 11/01- 3/31 5 80 (60) 100 
AY-1 45 1/01-12/31 12 35 (10) 80 
AS-3 40 4/01-10/31 7 180 (70) 250 
AS-4 100 4/01-10/31 7 SO (20) 70 
&l-1 43 11/01- 3/31 7 100 (40) 150 
N.f-2 100 11/01- 3/31 7 SO (20) 70 --- --

TorAL 1000 (570) 415 (160) 2540 
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TABIE A-2 (Conti.rued) 

RF.ASON\BI.E AND EXISl'IN; ( ) NlMBF.RS FCR WIIDLJFE 

% 
Big Gane within If of 

RCA Use Area RCA Season l1nths Deer Antelope Bigrorn~ Elk AIM Demand 

Ruby/Wood Hills m-4 100 12/01- 4/30 5 725 (475) 9JO 
ISP-1 100 4/lS- 5/15 1 300) (2100) 750 
rn-9 45 11/01- 3/30 5 l()X) (650) 1200 
ISP-2 100 4/lS- 5/15 1 600 (475) 150 
AY-1 71 1/01-12/31 12 40 (80) 100 
AY-5 67 1/01-12/31 12 25 (5) 50 ---

rorAL 5325 (3700) 65 (85) 3150 
== == == == = 

Wells RA Total 52,855 (32,m) 1865 (770) 1250 (0) 400 (165) 66,415 

* - Deer Spring (OOP) is figured at tre saie ()::!rcentage as too existing carrying capacity of too prinmy winter range(% exi.still?; of 
reas:mable) 

** - Reasonable & exist~ rumbers do not allC7'1 for approximately 4000 deer that migrate into this area fran Ida1n & Utah. 

*** - Reas:mable N.mlbers upjated by publication Potential Bigh:>rn Sheep Habitat in N::>rtrern Nevada, Cblden & Tskuarooto 1979. 

*-kkk - AI11 demarrl, as depicted rere, only represents tthat tre demarrl of reas:mable runbers r.nild be. Allocation is not implie:l ror 
anticipated, this infomation is presented for analysis purposes only. 



TABIB A-3 

CCMPARISON CF LIVES'IDX AUM3 
BY ALTERNATIVE 

CHERRY CREEK RCA 

3-5 Yr. 
E.stimaterl* Aver~e No Rerource Resource 

Allot:IIEnt NanE Preference Production Use Action Production Midrange Protection Preferred 

Ruby 119 810 581 646 646 646 646 530 646 
Bald M:untain 1,173 655 818 818 818 818 702 818 
Currie 4,687 6,378 4,461 4,461 5,033 4,461 3,305 4,461 
North Butte Valley 1,645 1,182 682 682 682 682 335 682 
Maverick 1,864 701 1,106 1,106 l,~ 1,106 875 1,106 
West Cherry Creek 2,661 728 2,661 2,661 3,711 2,661 1,505 2,661 
Qigers 1,596 420 1,190 1,190 1,640 1,190 843 1,190 

'1DTALS 14,436 10,645 11,564 11,564 14,436 11,564 8,095 11,564 

MARYS RIVER RO\ 

Hot Creek 4,163 1,941 4,137 4,137 4,137 4,137 3,682 4,137 
Anderson CreEk 5,467 3,262 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 3,758 4,667 
St~ M:untain 8,273 4,579 6,720 6,720 6,720 6,720 4,901 6,720 
fule CreEk 516 818 201 201 201 201 201 201 
Stonny 6,294 2,031 3,942 3,942 6,294 3,942 1,669 3,942 
Devil's Gate 6,117 2,349 5,232 5,232 6,117 5,232 4,777 5,232 
~eth 22,437 19,081 20,367 20,367 26,057 20,367 14,911 20,367 
furgan Hill 1,127 1,901 201 201 201 201 201 201 

'1DTALS 54,394 35,962 45,467 45,467 54,394 45,467 34,100 45,467 

* E.stimatoo production is based on a one p;>int in t:i.nE ,;,eight estimate survey 

A-10 



TABLE A-3 (C.Ontiruei) 

CCMPARISOO CF LIVES'!OCK AIM:; 

BY AU'ERNA.TIVE 

SPROCF/OOSfl.ITES RCA 

3-5 Yr. 
Estimatei* Aver~e N:, Re9lurce Re9lurce 

Allot:nalt Nane Preference Pro:luction Use Action Production Midrange Protection Preferred 

Big Springs 18,272 7,715 8,788 8,788 26,973 8,788 3,882 8,788 
Pilot 12,491 6,295 4,827 4,827 4,827 4,827 3,355 4,827 
Ferber flat 2,735 2,135 1,184 1,184 1,184 1,184 693 1,184 
Leal Hills 7,930 3,985 3,214 3,214 3,214 3,214 2,233 3,214 
Boone Springs 3,198 8,593 1,199 1,199 1,199 1,199 700 1,199 
<l1ase Sprirgs 2,586 fiJ7 1,131 1,131 3,929 1,131 640 1,131 
White lbrse 7,500 6,864 2,146 2,146 2,146 2,146 1,655 2,146 
Sugarloaf 3,105 2,033 fiJ3 fiJ3 fiJ3 fiJ3 ·112 fiJ3 
leppy Hills 3,476 7,125 003 003 803 003 312 803 
Spruce 35,565 21,450 17,380 17,380 66,340 17,380 5,113 17,380 
West White lbrse 670 734 478 478 478 478 478 478 
Bad Iatrls 2,647 873 1,285 1,285 1,285 1,285 794 1,285 --Utah-Nev. t/1 13,766 5,~ 4,048 4,048 4,048 4,048 3,067 4,048 
Antelope Valley s,on 3,892 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,493 1,984 

TorAI.5 119,013 78,210 49,070 49,070 119,013 49,070 24,535 49,070 

O'NEIL/SALM:lil RCA 

Ruckrnm 6,775 6;415 6,635 6,635 7,100 6,635 3,771 6,635 
Gulley 1,633 2,850 2,100 2,100 2,100 2,100 1,384 2,100 
Hubbard Vineyard 13,096 12,489 13,029 13,029 13,924 13,029 6,584 13,029 
Bear Cra:k 240 152 240 240 240 240 240 240 
Jackpot 7,006 7,600 7,034 7,034 7,034 7,034 1,305 7,034 
O'Neil 14,198 7,998 13,157 13,157 13,157 13,157 6,712 13,157 
Sa1m:m River 27,304 16,667 27,304 27,304 29,524 27,:W. 4,390 27,304 
C.Ottonw:>Od 1,680 1,619 2,100 2,100 2,108 2,100 676 2,100 

TOfAL5 71,932 55,790 71,607 71,607 75,187 71,607 25,062 71,607 

* Est:imatei production is basal on a one 'inint in tine ~ight estinBte survey 
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TABIE A-3 (C.Ontirued) 

CCMPARISCN CF LIVESIOCK AI»; 
BY AI.J:ERN.\TIVE 

GOOSE CREEX RCA 

3-5 Yr. 
Estimated* Averc1se N:> Res:>urce ReS)urce 

Allotnent Name Preference Production Use Action Production Midrange Protection Preferred 

Big Ben:i 10,207 5,262 7,112 7,112 9,858 7,112 6,800 7,112 
Groose CreEk 1,983 1,451 1,981 1,981 1,981 1,982. 1,749 1,981 
Barton 810 371 795 795 795 795 100 795 
Cavana.igh 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 
Bluff CC"eek 6,445 6,554 6,747 6,747 6,747 6,747 5,821 6,747 
Ll.ttle llio;e Creek 6,268 3,807 6,332 6,332 6,332 6,332 4,943 6,332 

TOTALS 25,904 17,445 23,158 23,158 25,904 23,158 19,684 23,158 

PILOT/CRITfENlEN RCA 

Pilot Valley 5,197 2,276 4,'XlJ 4,'XlJ 4,'XlJ 4,'XlJ 3,702 4,908 
ll<iicy Valley 7,231 4,295 6,900 6,900 7,100 6,900 3,886 6,900 
Ga:nble Irrlivi<lual 18,335 16,526 18,335 18,335 19,673 18,335 9,292 18,335 

'IUTAI.S 30,763 23,097 30,143 30,143 31,681 30,143 16,800 30,143 

ME'rnCroLLS RCA 

Black Butte 6,474 9,665 6,573 6,573 6,573 6,573 4,867 6,573 
Town Creek 1,110 776 833 833 833 833 620 833 
Rabbit Creek 1,072 1,646 1,123 1,123 2,623 1,123 910 2,623 
Bishq> Creek 1,362 1,657 1,192 1,192 1,192 1,192 979 1,192 
Wells 551 222 551 551 551 551 338 551 
U<ilton 347 467 407 407 407 407 194 407 
Antelope 478 679 554 554 620 554 341 620 
H.D. 22,136 21,913 22,136 22,136 22,136 22,136 18,294 22,136 
Holbom 2,267 3,414 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 1,987 2,200 
C,ec!ar Hill 1,031 7.58 878 878 878 878 665 878 
J\t;!trqx:i li s 2,510 2,864 2,020 2,020 2,020 2,020 1,807 2,020 
Railroad Field 113 301 123 123 123 123 123 123 
Westside 1,707 2,018 1,261 1,261 1,261 1,261 1,048 1,261 
Spratllrg 1,014 3,431 900 900 900 900 767 980 
Troot Creek 642 530 651 651 651 651 438 651 
Jlt;!trofX)liS Seedirg 1,126 2,736 919 919 919 919 706 919 
Bislnp Flat 276 388 249 249 249 249 36 249 

TOrALS 44,216 53,465 42,650 42,650 44,216 42,650 34,120 44,216 

* Rc,timtoo production is hlsoo on a one JX)int in tine ~ight estinate survey 
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TABIE A-3 (C.ontirued) 

CCMPARISOO CF LIVES'.l.tCK AIM; 

BY ALTERNATIVE 

RUBY/vKX)D HILl..S 

3-5 Yr. 
Ec;t:i.rmt~ Average N:> Resource Resource 

Allotrent N:me Preference Production Use Action Production Midrange Protection Preferre 

Gordon Creec 141 68 141 141 141 141 141 141 

Wann CreE:k 175 77 159 159 175 159 159 175 

&iby f/4 314 965 314 314 314 314 314 314 

Harrisoo 1,019 1,051 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,180 

Forest 316 373 105 105 105 105 105 lOS 
Ruby ffl ll5 419 174 174 174 174 174 174 

Sooth fuby 196 131 80 00 80 80 80 8C 

I Ruby 112 237 400 237 237 237 237 237 237 

Q.irtis Sprirgs 1,841 1,970 6'XJ 6'XJ 6'XJ 6'XJ 537 6~ 

M:x>r Sunmit 291 2,195 358 358 358 358 358 351: 

TolBr 1,717 550 778 778 778 778 778 77f. 

Sn<M Water Lake 1,100 1,429 1,165 1,165 1,165 1,165 1,050 1,165 

&iby 115 1,677 5,602 1,6'Xl l,6'Xl l,6'Xl l,6'Xl 1,575 1,69'.l 

Smiley 492 430 492 492 492 492 492 492 

&iby 117 1,103 1,841 1,153 1,153 1,153 1,153 1,153 1,153 

Hylton 763 869 1,000 1,008 1,008 1,000 1,008 1,006 

Wood H:llls 958 1,533 145 145 145 145 145 145 

Clover Creek 342 200 342 342 342 342 189 342 

Big~o,s 1,155 898 979 979 979 979 864 979 

Ruby 116 1,629 2,048 1,345 1,345 1,345 1,345 926 1,345 

&iby 118 1,967 1,111 1,806 1,806 5,136 1,806 1,501 5,13E 

f.hyhew Cre€k 156 137 127 127 127 127 127 127 

Kelly Field 27 ll 27 27 27 27 27 27 

Bennett Field 180 112 154 154 154 154 154 154 

Overlard Creec 39 55 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Ruby ft3 611 t,914 611 611 611 611 611 6ll 

1WALS 18,621 26,449 15,275 15,275 18,621 1.5,275 13,m 18,621 

Resource Area 
Totals 379,279 301,063 288,934 288,934 383,452 288,934 176,376 293,846 

* Fst:i.rmted production is based on a one p:>int in tine ~ight ec;t:bmte survey 

A-13 



TABIE A-4 

cnzm; TRFA1MENI'S <N EXISTIN; 
ALU)']MNf MANAGFMNr PI.ANS (AMP) 

Cotton\lOO<l AMP 

Systan: 4 pasture rest rotation 

Treabtents: 4/1-6/10, 6/11-7/31, 8/1-11/30, 
Rest 

Hot Creek AMP 

System: 3 P3St\R'e rest rotation 

Treatrcents: early ( 4/1-7 /25), 
late (7 /26-11/30), rest 

l'bte: dates are approx.itmte 

O'Neil AMP 

System: 4, 3-pasture rest rotation system; 
1 deferre:l system 

Treatllents: Rest rotation -
1. Spring/Suntrer (4/16-9/15), 

Sumter/Fall (7/1-9/15), 
Rest 

2. Spring (4/lfr7/15), 
SUITI1Er (6/1-7/15) 
Rest 

3. Spring/SuimEr (4/16-10/20), 
Sunrrer/Fall (7 /16-10/20), 
Rest 

4. Spring/Sulllrer ( 4/16-10/10), 
SumEr/Fall (6/11-10/10), 
Rest 

U:!ferred -
1. Fall (8/1-10/10) 

Spratling AMP 

Systan: 3 pasture rest rotation 

Treatllents: 3/20-5/5, 5/6-f,/25, rest 

Jackpot AMP 

Systan: 2, 7-pasture rest rotatfon 
1, 4-pa.sture rest rotation 

Treatnents: 7-pasture 
1. 5/1-12/31, 7/15-12/31, rest 
2. 5/15-12/31, 8/1-12/31, rest 

4-pasture 
1. 5/15-12/31, 8/1-12/31, rest 

Ruby Ill AMP 

System: 1 P3St\R'e deferred 
Treatnents: 5/1-5/31 + 8/1-8/31, 8/1-9/30 

Ruby 115 AMP 

Sealing: 3 pasture rest rotation 
Treatnents: 5/1-5/31, 6/1-6/30, rest 
N:itive: 3 pasture rest rotation 
Treatnents: 7/1-8/10, 8/11-9/15, rest 

Ruby 116 AMP 

Ne.ff Ranch Co.: 3 pasture rest rotation 
Treat:m:mts: 5/1-6/15, 11/16-1/15, rest 
UX: Livestock Co.: 5/1-6/15, 6/16-8/15, rest 

3 pasture rest rotation 

Utah-Nevada AMP 
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Systan: 3 pasture deferral rotation 
Treatnents: 11/10-3/31, 11/10-3/31, 

11/10-3/31 



TABIB A-5 

LAND 1RFA1MENfS FOR LIVES'IOCK rnAZOC 
BY Alli)'IM:Nf AND ALIBRNATIVE (Arn.ES) 

OlERRY CREEK RCA 

RESOORCE RESOORCE 
PROOUCITON MIIRANIB PRm'ECI'IOO ffiEFERRED 

AI1.0IMENI' six;. BURN SPRAY six;. BURN SPRAY srx;. BURN SPRAY six;. BURN SPRAY 
-- --- -- --- -- --- -- ---

Ruby 119 
Bald fuuntain 
Cl.irrle 2500 2000 2000 
North Butte Valley 
Maverick 2250 l(XX) 1000 
West Crerry Creek 3CXX) 2000 2000 
Oigers 1250 2000 2000 

TOfALS 9000 7000 7000 

MARY'S RIVER RCA 

Hot Creek 
Anders:m Creek 
St~ fumtain 
Pole Creek 
Stonny 6000 7000 7000 7000 
Ievi.l's Gate 2500 
Tu!eth 4500 
furgan Hill 

TOrAlS 13CXXl 7000 7000 7000 

SPROCE/OOSHUI'ES RCA 

Big Springs 48100 
Pilot 
Ferber Fl.at 
Leai llills 
Boore springs 
Otase Spriq,;s 7400 2000 2000 
White Fbrse 
Sugar L::>af 
Leppy llills 
Spruce 129500 6000 6000 
West White 1-brse 
Bad Lards 
Utah-Nev Ill 
Antelq:>e Valley 

TOrALS 185000 8000 8000 
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TABIE A-5 (Contimed) 

O'NEIL/SAi.MN FALIS RCA 

RESOLRCE RESOl.RCE 
PROOOCTICN MHRANGE ffiOI'ECT'ICN ffiEFERRF1) 

AilDIMENr SIG. BURN SPRAY SIG. BURN SPRAY SIG. BURN SPRAY SIG. BURN SPRAY -- --- -- --- -- ---
Ruckrom 1350 !COO 1500 1000 
Gulley 
Hubbard Vineyard 2650 4500 500 4500 
Bear Creek 
Jackpot 
O' l'-eil 
Sal.nun River 6500 4500 1500 4500 
Cottonmod 

TOTAJ..S l0,500 10,000 3500 10,000 

<IX)SE CREEK RC.A 

Big Rerrl 6000 1.500 1500 1500 1000 1500 1500 1500 
Groose Creek l(XX) 1000 1000 
Barton 
Cavana1gh 
'!Huff Creek 
l..i. t.tle Gxse Creek 2500 3500 2500 3500 

TOfAT..S 6000 4000 6000 1500 2000 4000 6000 1500 

PTIDT/CRTITENI.EN RCA 

Pilot Valley 
Thlry Valley 2000 2500 2500 2500 
Gamble Indi.vic-Iual 8500 8000 8000 8000 

TOTALS 10,500 10,S(D 10,500 10,500 
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Black Butte 
Town Creek 
Rabbit CreEk 
Bislnp Creek 
Wells 
Dalton 
Antelope 
H.D. 
lblborn 
C'.aiar Hill 
~tropolis 
Railroad Field 
Westside 
Spratlirg 
Trout Croo.<. 
~tropolis Seeiirr,; 
Bishop flat 

'IUI'AL 

Gordon Creek 
Wann Creek 
Ruby f/4 
Harrioon 
Forest 
Ruby Ill 
Sooth Ruby 
Ruby 112 
ilirtis Spri~s 
M:Jor.&mnit 
Tol:ar 
SncM Water Lake 
Ruby #5 
Smiley 
Ruby #7 
Hylton 
Wooo Hills 
Clover Creek 

TABIB A-5 (Contimerl) 

IBIROEDLIS RCA 

RESOlRCE 
PRODUCTICN MifRANGE 

srx;. BURN SPRAY srx;. BURN SPRAY srx;. 

18:X) 

200 

2000 

RESOlRCE 
PRom:::r 100 

BURN SPRAY srx;. 

1000 

200 

2000 

RUBY/WOO) HILLS RCA 
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ALLOIMENI' 

Big ~afo..s 
Ruby 116 
Ruby #8 
Mayhew CreEk 
Kelly Field 
Bennett Field 
Overlarrl Creek 
Ruby 113 

'lUTAL 

TABIE A-5 (Contirued) 

RUBY/WOOD HILT.S RCA (Continued) 

RESXJRCE RES)IJR.CE 
PRODOCITON MIIRANGE PROI'ECTION ffiEFERRED 

SIG. BURN SPRAY srx;. BURN SPRAY srx;. BURN SPRAY srx;. BURN SPRAY 

6500 1000 6500 

6500 1000 6500 

232,CXX) 10,500 30,CXX) 23,500 1500 37,500 23,500 1500 

I, 
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TABIB A-f, 

APPARENI' TREND (ACRES) BY RCA 

RCA J:n1N % STATIC % UP % 1UI'AL % 

Cherry Creek 17,724 5 292,891 81 51,521 14 362,136 100 

Mary's River 73,582 17 188,611 45 159,369 38 421,.562 100 
, ,·.,_ 

Spruce Goslutes 168,428 9 1,577,668 78 271,087 13 2,017,183 100,. . 

0 'Neil Salmm 00;599 12 456,050 67 145,883 21 682,532 100 
Falls 

Goooe Creek 1,221 1 144,355 69 64,914 30 210,4<xl 100 

Pilot Crittenden 59,305 11 279,488 52 201, 79'2 37 540,585 100 

~troµ:>lis 80,150 13 344,359 58 171,069 29 595,578 100 

Ruby/Wood Hills 82,652 26 194,303 60 45,305 14 322,260 100 

'IUI'A1S 563,661 11 3,477,725 67 1,110,940 22 5,152,326 100 

NOTE: Totals include all i.mfenc;:e.i private larrl, larrl ooministenrl by the U.S. Forest Service, 
arrl BIM ooministera:i lam mi.ch falls within the boundary of each RCA. 

Source: Bureai of larrl ~enent 1982b 

A-19 



TABLE A-7 

Co sts and returns for bee( herds o( 0-199 cows, 
BLM-Wells ElS Area, Northeast Nevada 

Item Unit Number 
Sales: 

Steer calves 
Heifer calves 
Yearling Steers 
Yearling heifers 
Cul 1 cows 
Cull yearling heifers 

Total 
Total/cow 

Cash Costs: 
BLM grazing fee 
Forest grazing fee 
Other BLM grazing fee 
Hay (produce) 
Protein supplement 
Salt and mineral 
Veterinary and medicine 
Hired trucking 
Marketing 
Fuel and lubricants 
Repairs 
Taxes 
Insurance 

Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 

Interest on operating capital 
General farm overhead 
Hired labor 

Total cash costs 
Other Costs: 

Family labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on investment other than land 
Interest on land 

Total other costs 
Total all costs 

Return above cash costs 
Return above cash costs and family labor 
Return to total investment 
Return to land 

9 
4 

13 
4 

10 
3 

Average 
Weight 

360 
330 
625 
550 
900 
630 

Total 
Value 

911 
48 

61+0 
2,323 

943 
130 
444 
276 
119 
845 
828 

1,718 
444 
546 
663 

1,042 
11,920 

2,083 
2,524 
7,910 

29,172 
4 1 I 689 
53,609 

3,672 
1,589 
-935 

-8,81+5 

Price 
Cwt 

80.67 
71. 7 5 
68.56 
64.95 
43. 07 
61.13 

Total 
Value 

2,614 
94 7 

5,571 
l ,429 
3,876 
1, 155 

15,592 
210.70 

Value/ 
Cow 

12. 31 
.65 

8.64 
31.39 
12.74 
1. 75 
6.00 
3. 7 3 
l.61 

11. 41 
11. 18 
23.22 

5.99 
7.37 
8.96 

14.08 
161.08 

28.15 
34. 11 

106.89 
394.22 
563.36 
724.45 
49.62 
21.47 

-12.64 
-119.53 

FOOTNOTE: Average herd 74 cows, 80 percent calf crop based on Jan 1 bred cow 
inventory with pregnancy test, 6 pct. calf loss birth to weaning, 3 pct. 
annual cow loss, 20 pct replacement rate, 18 cows per bull, cattle and 
purchased hay prices 1978-80 three year averages, all other costs 1980, 
percent forage dependency Wells EIS area 30 pct., other BLM 20 pct., 
National Forest 1 pct., Deeded range 25 pct., hay 22 pct., protein 
supplement 2 pct., real estate valued on an AU basis. 
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TABLE A-7 (Continued) 

Costs and returns for beef herds of 200-499 cows, 
BLM-Wells ELS Area, Northeast Nevada 

Average Price 
___ I....;t;_;e_m ____________ U_n_1_· t~ ____ N_u_m_b_er:...... ____ ..:...,::;...:.i;i.;.;.;~---Weight Cwt 
Sa le s: 

Steer calves 
Heifer calves 
Yearling Steers 
Yearling heifers 
Cull cows 
Cull yearling heifers 

Total 
Total/cow 

Cash Costs: 
BLM grazing fee 
Forest grazing fee 
Other BLM grazing fee 
Hay ( produce) 
Protein supplement 
Salt and mineral 
Veterinary and medicine 
Hired trucking 
Marketing 
Fuel and lubricants 
Repairs 
Taxes 
Insurance 

Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 

Interest on operating capital 
General farm overhead 
Hired labor 

Total cash costs 
Other Costs: 

48 
24 
71 
23 
44 
10 

360 
330 
625 
550 
900 
630 

Total 
Value 

2,520 
333 
467 

10,366 
3,643 

553 
3,118 
1,938 

836 
5,606 
5,018 
6,964 
1,92, 
3, 129 
4,656 

14,630 
65,702 

80.67 
71. 7 5 
68.56 
64.95 
43.07 
61.13 

Total 
Value 

13,940 
5,683 

30,424 
8,216 

17,056 
3,851 

79,170 
250.54 

Value 
Cow 

7.98 
1.05 
1. 48 

32.80 
11. 53 

1. 75 
9.87 
6. L 3 
2. 65 

17.74 
15 •. 88 
22.04 

6.09 
9.90 

14.73 
L+ 6. 30 

207. 92 

Family labor 10,746 34.01 
Depreciation 12,453 39.41 
Interest on investment other than land 34,616 109.54 
Interest on land 115,815 366.50 

Total other costs 173,630 549.46 
Total all costs 239,332 757.38 

Return above cash costs 13,468 42.62 
Return above cash costs and family labor 2,722 8.61 
Return to total investment -9,731 -30.79 
Return to l•nd -44,347 -140.34 

FOOTNOTE: Average herd 316 cows, 80 percent calf crop based on Jan 1 bred cow 
inventory , with pregnancy test, 6 pct. calf loss birth to weaning, 3 pct. 
annual cow loss, 20 pct replacement rate, 18 cows per bull, cattle and 
purchased hai prices 1978-80 three year averages, all other costs 1980, 
percent forage . dependency Wells EIS area 18 pct., other BLM 3 pct., 
National Forest 3 pct., Deeded range 52 pct., hay 21 pct., protein 
supplement 3 pct., real estate valued on an AU basis. 
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TABLE A-7 (Continued) 

Costs and returns for beef herds of 500-999 cows, 
BLM-Wells EIS Area, Northeast Nevada 

Item Unit Number 
Sales: 

Steer calves 
Heifer calves 
Yearling Steers 
Yearling heifers 

· Cull cows 
Cull yearling heifers 

Total 
Total/cow 

Cash Costs: 
BLM grazing fee 
Forest grazing fee 
Private range lease/rent 
Other BLM grazing fee 
Hay (produce) 
Protein supplement 
Salt and mineral 
Veterinary and medicine 
Hired trucking 
Marketing 
Fuel and lubricants 
Repairs 
Taxes 
Insurance 

llead 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 

Interest on operating capital 
General farm overhead 
Hired labor 

Total cash costs 
Other Costs: 

Family labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on investment other than land 
Interest on land 

Total other costs 
Tota 1 a 11 cos ts 

Return above cash costs 
Return above cash costs and family labor 
Return to total investment 
Return to land 

112 
65 

167 
65 
97 
30 

Average 
Weight 

360 
330 
625 
550 
900 
630 

Total 
Value 

6,226 
933 

7,381 
184 

24,532 
9,456 
1,301 
4,L+58 
1,984 
1,984 
8, 182 
7,659 

14,419 
4,411 
6, 151 
6,658 

20,927 
126 846 

20,059 
23,674 
77 I 843 

244 I 182 
365,758 
492,604 

6 5 I 004 
44,945 
21,271 

-56,572 

Price 
Cwt 

80.67 
71. 75 
68.56 
64.95 
43. 07 
61. 13 

Total 
Value 

32,526 
15,390 
71,560 
23,220 
37,600 
11 , 5 54 

1 9 I , 8 50 
258.21 

Value/ 
Cow 

8.38 
1.26 
9.93 

.25 
33.02 
12.73 

1. 7 5 
6.00 
2.67 
2,67 

l l.01 
10. 31 
19.41 
5.94 
8.28 
8.96 

28.17 
170. 72 

27.00 
31.86 

104. 77 
328.64 
L192.27 
662.99 

87. 49 
60.49 
28.63 

-76.14 
FOOTNOTE: Average herd 743 cows, 80 percent calf crop based on Jan. l bred cow 

inventory with pregnancy test, 6 pct., calf loss birth to weaning, 3 
pct. annual cow loss, 20 pct. replacement rate, 18 cows per bull, cattle 
and purchased hay prices 1978-80 three year averages, all other costs 
1980, percent forage dependency Wells E[S area 20 pct., other BLM l 
pct., National Forest 3 pct., deeded range 47 pct., range lease 5 pct~, 
hay 21 pct., protein supplement 3 pct., real estate valued on an AU 
basis. 
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TABLE A-7 (Continued) 

Costs and returns for beef herds of more than 1,000 cows, 
BLM-Wells EIS Area, Northeast Nevada 

Item Unit Nu.mber 
Sales: 

Steer calves 
Heifer calves 
Yearling Steers 
Yearling heifers 
Cull cows 
Cull yearling heifers 

Total 
Total/ cow 

Cash Costs: 
BLM grazing fee 
Forest grazing fee 
Private range lease/rent 
Hay (produce) 
Protein supplement 
Salt and mineral 
Veterinary and medicine 
Hired trucking 
Marketing 
Fuel and lubricants 
Repairs 
Taxes 
Insurance 

Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 

Interest on operating capital 
General farm overhead 
Hired labor 

Total cash costs 
Other Costs: 

Family labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on investment other than land 
Interest on land 

Total other costs 
Total all costs 

Return above cash costs 
Return above cash costs and family labor 
Return to total investment 
Return to land 

362 
212 
543 
212 
314 

96 

Average 
Weight 

360 
330 
625 
550 
900 
630 

Total 
Value 

19,222 
2,058 

37,621 
79,519 
30,760 

4,215 
11,805 

1, 120 
3,361 

13,003 
19,019 
41,850 
13,606 
17,928 
15,659 
46,095 

356,843 

49,867 
60,796 

243,214 
720,267 

1,074,144 
492,604 
265,577 
215,710 
1511,914, 
-88,300 

Price 
Cwt 

80.67 
71. 75 
68.56 
64.95 
,, 3. 0 7 
61. 13 

Total 
Value 

105,129 
50,196 

232,676 
75,732 

12l,716 
36 971 

622,420 
258.37 

Value 
Cow 

7.98 
.85 

15.62 
33.01 
12. 77 

1. 7 5 
4.90 

.46 
l.40 
5.40 
7.90 

17.37 
5. 65 
7.44 
6.50 

19. 13 
148.13 

20.70 
25.24 

100. 96 
298.99 
445.89 
594.02 
110.24 
89.54 
61♦• 31 

-36.65 
FOOTNOTE: Average herd 2409 cows, 80 percent calf crop based on Jan. l bred cow 

inventory with pregnancy test, 6 pct. calf loss birth to weaning, 3 pct. 
annual cow loss, 20 pct. replacement rate, 18 cows per bull, cattle and 
purchased hay prices 1978-80 three year averages, all other prices 1980, 
percent forage dependency Wells EIS area 19 pct,, National Forest 2 
pct., deeded range 47 pct., range lease 8 pct., hay 21 pct., protein 
supplement 3 pct., real estate valued on an AU basis. 
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