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Dear Reader: 

.r • 

United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
NEV ADA ST A TE OFFICE 

300 Booth Street 
P.O . Box 12000 

Reno, Nevada 8952.0 

AUG 7 1985 

IN REPLY R£FF:R TO: 

1601 
( NV-010) 

Enclosed for your review and comment is the draft resource management plan and 
environmental impact statement for the Elko Resource Area in northeastern 
Nevada. This document outlines five alternatives for managing public lands in 
the Elko Resource Area. These alternatives are designed to resolve ten land 
use issues that were identified through public involvement during earlier 
stages of the planning process. 

Public hearings will be held in Elko and Reno to receive oral and written 
testimony. The hearing in Elko will be held on October 2, 1985 at 7:30 p.m. 
at the Elko Convention Center, 700 Festival Way. The hearing in Reno will be 
held on October 3, 1985 at the Holiday Inn, 1000 E. Sixth Street also at 7:30 
p.m. A written transcript of your oral presentation to be submitted at the 
hearing is encouraged. 

Written comments should be submitted before the close of business on November 
15, 1985. Comments should be sent to: 

Bureau of Land Management 
Elko District Office 

ATTN: RMP Team Leader 
P.O. Box 831 

Elko, NV 89801 

Following the public review and comment period, a final plan and associated 
final environmental impact statement will be prepared considering the comments 
received through the review process. An abbreviated format may be used to 
present this information, therefore it is suggested that you retain your copy 
of this draft plan and EIS for reference purposes. 

A limited number of Elko Wilderness Technical Reports are available from the 
Elko District Office. They may be requested in writing from the address 
listed above. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward F. Spang 
State Director, Nevada 

Enclosure: 
Encl. 1 - Draft Elko RMP/EIS 



INT DRMP/EIS 

DRAFT 

Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

ELKO PLANNING AREA 

NEVADA 

Prepared by the 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Elko District Office 

The proposed resource management plan is a long range plan to manage 3.1 
million acres of public land within the Elko Planning Area. The plan has been 
prepared in response to Sections 202 and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 that require the Bureau of Land Management to develop 
land use plans for the public lands and to study the suitability of certain 
lands for wilderness designation. An environmental impact statement assesses 
the environmental consequences of the plan. 

This document is both the draft environmental impact statement for the 
resource management plan and the draft for a separate legislative final 
environmental impact statement for wilderness. A wilderness technicai report 
containing the wilderness study area specific analyses is available upon 
request. 

For further information contact: Rodney Harris, District Manager, 3900 East 
Idaho Street, P. o. Box 831, Elko, Nevada, 89801. 

Date by which comments must be received: NOV 151985 



I 
I 
r 
~ 

SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is 
proposing to implement a long-term (20 
year) resource management plan (RMP) 
for the Elko Resource Area of the Elko 
District in Nevada. The RMP is being 
prepared to provide a comprehensive 
framework for future management of 
public lands in the resource area. 
This document presents both a proposed 
management plan (preferred 
alternative) and an environmental 
impact statement (EIS) on the plan. 

The Elko Resource Area consists of 
three planning units, the North Fork, 
Buckhorn, and Tuscarora. These are 
combined in this document as the RMP 
area or planning area ( Elko Resource 
Management Plan Area Map). The RMP 
area consists of approximately 5.3 
million acres in the western half of 
Elko County and northern portions of 
Lander and Eureka Counties. Over 3.1 
million acres (61 percent) are public 
lands administered by the BLM. 

This RMP is focused on resolving ten 
issues identified early in the 
planning process. These include: 

1. Lands and Realty 
2. Corridors 
3. Access 
4. Recreation 
5. Wilderness 
6. Livestock Grazing 
7. Wildlife Habitat 
8. Wild Horses 
9. Woodland Products 

10. Minerals 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Five alternatives have been developed 
for this RMP. A preferred resource 
management plan and four other 
alternatives examine various levels of 
uses and solutions to problems 
occurring in the Elko RMP Area. These 
are all multiple-use oriented but each 
emphasizes a different balance among 
resources. 

Alternative A: This alternative --- -- - - - · 
represents a continuation of present 
resource management and use levels as 
required in 43 CFR 1610.4-5. Actions 
would be taken on a case-by-case basis 
as circumstances warrant except for 
wilderness when this alternative 
provides for the mandatory "No 
Wilderness" analysis. 

Alternative B: This alternative is - ---
oriented towards production of 
commercial resources with emphasis on 
livestock, minerals, land disposal, 
motorized recreation, woodland 
production, and utility corridors. 

Alternative C: This alternative -- - - -- -
provides for the enhancement of 
fragile and unique natural resource 
values with emphasis on wildlife, wild 
horses, and wilderness. This provides 
for the mandatory "All Wilderness" 
analysis. 

Alternative D: This is the preferred 
alternative. - It provides for a mix of 
natural and commercial resource uses 
based on the relative value of those 
uses. It has been selected as the 
preferred alternative because it best 
meets the public's demand for goods 
and services while minimizing 
disruption of the human environment. 
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Alternative E: This alternative 
developed to provide for baseline 
and a comparative analysis of 
elimination of livestock grazing 
public lands. 

was 
data 

the 
from 

A comparative summary of the 
management actions and environmental 
consequences of each alternative is 
displayed in the following Summary 
Tables 1 and 2. 
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LaIKls ani Realty 
(Identify for 
disposal) 

Corridors 
( Ie;ignate/Identify) 

legal .Access (kquire) 

ALTERNATIVE A 

C'ase-by-Case 

l,. Recreation Maintain four 
sRM\sY' : < South 
Fork (Myhee River 
(3,500 ac.}, Wilson 
Reservoir (5,440 
ac.) , Zunino/ Jiggs 
Reservoir (&lO ac.), 
am l'brth Wildoorse 
Recreation Area 
(210 ac.) 

Maintain entire 
Rlf area open to 
ORV use. 

1/ Special Recreation Manageuent Area 
2/ Includes lt>rth Wildoorse SRM\ 

SUM1\RY TAfLE 1 
M!\NAGiM.Nl'ACTICNS 

AL'IERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ~ D (Preferred) ~ E 

5,900 acres for can- 5,900 acres for 
munity expansion; conm.mity ex-
58,320 acres for sale; pansion; 212,480 
and 336,000 acres acres for ex-
available for change. 
exchange. 

333 miles transporta­
tion/utility lires; 
276 miles planning 
corridors. 

219 miles of 
transportation/ 
utility lines. 
l'b planning 
corridors. 

5,900 acres for can­
m.mity expansion; 
8,340 acres for sale; 
243,200 acres avail­
able for exchange. 

243 miles of trans­
portation/utility 
lines; 130 miles 
plamrlng corridors. 

legal access for 56 
roads (216.5 miles). 

legal access for legal access for 60 

Maintain four SRMA.s: 
(see Alt. A); Desig­
nate two SRM!\s: 
West Wildoorse Re­
creation Area (160 
ac.) am Adobe Hills 
(21,120 ac.). 

24 roads (72.5 roads (242 miles). 
miles). 

Maintain three 
SRM!\s : South 
Fork <Mybee 
River (3,500 
ac.) , Wilson 
Reservoir (5,440 
ac.), and l.un:ino/ 
Jiggs Reservoir 
(000 ac.). 
Designate South 
Fork lbnboldt 
River SRMA 
(3,360 ac.) and 
Wildoorse SID!Jl,f;_/ 
(5,760 ac.) 

See Alternative C 

Ie;ignate 98% RMP Ie;ignate 97% Ie;ignate 98% RMP 
area open to ORVs; 2% RM> area open to area open to Ol~Js; 
limited to existing ORVs; 3% limited 2% limited to 
roads am trails. to designated designated roads 

roads and trails. and trails. 

See Alternativ e C 

See Alternative C 

~l access for 14 roads 
(50 miles). 

See Alternative C 

See Alternative C 
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ISSUE 

Wilderness 
( Suitable Acres) 

Livestock GraziiJg 
(AIJMs) 

Wildlife Habitat 

SUM1\RYTABLE 1 
MANAC»FNI Acrrrns 

AL'IERNATIVE A AL'l'ElmATIVEB AIJ.'ERNATIVE C AL'IERNATIVE D (Preferred) AL'IERNATIVE E 

Recame:rled all 
Wilderness Stooy 
Areas unsuitable. 

ReccmreJ:Yl 28,386 ac. 
of Little lhnool.dt 
River WSA as suit­
able. 

Reccmtl:!nd 66, 7'54 RecamEnd 36,460 ac. 
ac. (all) in four in Rough IH.lls WSA & 
WSAs as suitable. Little fumboldt River 

WSA as suitable. 

Contime autlx>rized Increase A1JMs by Reduce A1JMs by Initially license 
at existing use level which has 62% over current 50% of active 

resulted in an level, 27% over preference; a 
averaged licensed active preference. 37% decrease 
use of 305,247 AUMs. lmplE!DElt .Af.Ps on 37 frcm current use 

Category I Allotments, levels. Jmple-
11 Category M Allot- ment AMPs on 9 
ments and one Category I 
Category C Allotrents. Allotments. 

use level (305,247 
AlJMs) • There w:rul.d be 
no initial change in 
active preference. 
M:xlify available AlMc; to 
396,989, a 30% increase, 
if m:mitoring supports. 
ImplE!DElt AMPs on 22 
Category I Allotments and 
six Category M Allotments. 

Continue manage1E1t Manage for existing 
for existing big rumbers of big game 

Manage for rea- Manage for reasonable 
sonable numbers rumbers of big game 

game use - esti- (see Alternative A). 
mated at 20,338 A1JMs Construct new pro­
for lllllle de.er, 608 jects in crucial 
AUMs for antelope. wildlife habitat. 
Maintain crucial 
habitat. 

Continue management 
on 11 miles (330 
ac.) of riparian/ 
stream habitat for 
T&E species. 

Manage 52 miles 
(1,560 ac.) of ripar­
ian/stream habitat 
for T&E species. 

of big game - (See Alternative C). 
40, 7f52 Al.lMs for Construct wildlife 
llllle de.er, 1,215 projects to improve 
A1JMs for antel- all habitat. 
ope, and 140 .AlJMs 
for reintroduc-
tions of big lx>rn 
sheep. 
O:lMtruct wild-
life projects to 
improve all tab-
i tat. 
Manage 191 miles 
(5,730 ac.) of 
riparian/stream 
habitat for 30% 
improveuent. 

Manage 116 miles 
(3,480 ac.) of ripar­
ian/stream ta.bitat 
for 30% improve1E1t. 

See Al ternati Ve C 

Eliminate all livestock 
grazing fron Jm)lic lands. 

Manage la.bitat for 
iocreased rumbers of 
big game beyood rea­
sonable rumbers ( 80, OOr 
100,CXX) AlJMs). 



ISSUE 

Wild furses 

Woodlan! Products 

Minerals 

3/ N:> surface occupancy. 

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE _Q (Preferred) AL'.IERNATIVE E 

Contirrue current 
mmagement for 330 
horses in four herd 
areas. 

Reduce horses by 
33% to 220 read. 

Increase oorses 
by 100% to 660 
head in four 
herd areas. 

Manage for current 
mtllbers (330 oorses) 
in four herd areas. 

Continue to issue 
permits for harvest 
on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Intensively manage Intensively man- Intensively mmage 
23,000 ac. for Orrist- age 14,000 ac. 23,000 ac. for Christ-
mas tree harvest; for Christmas IIBS tree harvest; 
74,000 ac. for fuel- tree harvest; 60,000 ac. of -wood-
~ and post harvest. 43,000 ac. for lan:ls for fuel~ and 

fue1'"100d and post harvest. 
post harvest • 

Maintain entire RW Maintain RW area Maintain RMP area Maintain RMP area 
area open for loca- open for locatable open for locat- open for locatable 
table minerals er minerals except able minerals er minerals except for 
cept for an 11 ac. 47,022 ac. (1.5% of cept for 85,390 50,096 ac. (1.8% of 
administrative RMP area) for WSAs and ac. (2. 7% RMP RMP area) for WSA.s and 
with:lrawtl. administrative with- area) for WSAs administrative with-

draw:il. and administra- dralel. 

Provide for oil/gas Provide for oil/gas 
leasing as follows: leasing as follows: 
Ll.mited - subject to Ll.mited - subject to 
Nso3 1% RMP area NSO 0.4% RW area 
(33,001 ac.). (11,092 ac.). 

Ll.mited - subject to Open - subject to 
seasonal restric- standard leasing 
tions 5% of RW stipulations 98.1% 
area (181,370 ac.) RMP area (3,075,905 
Open - subject to acres). 
standard leasing Closed - 1. 5% of RW 
stipulations 93.3% area (47,022 ac.). 
of RMP area 

(2,922,464 ac.). 

tive withlraw:11. 
Provide for oil/ Provide for oil/gas 
gas leasing as leasing as follows: 
follows: Limited - subject to 
Ll.mi.ted - subject NSO 1.2% RW area 
to NSO 1.2% (36,872 ac.) 
RW area Limited - subject to 
(36,872 ac.) seasonal restriction 

Llmited - subject 15% RW area (470,714 
to seasonal re- ac.). 
striction 28% Open - subject to 
of RMP area stamard leasing 
(877,525 ac.). stipulations 82% of RW 
Closed - 2.7% area (2,571,337 ac.) 
RW area Closed - 1.8% RW area 
(85,390 ac.). (55,0% ac.). 

See Alternative C 

See Alternative C 

See Alternative C 

See Alternative C 
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Envi.rOIIIEDtal c.omponent 

Recreation 
Projected Recreation 

Days-Total 
Iim.ting 
Fishing 
Of £-road Vehicles 

ORV Use(%) 
Open 
Limited 

Wilderress 

Ll.vestock 
Use goal cooipared to 
existing use level 

sm-11\RY TABLE 2 
Q)t-fARATIVE RESOORCE IWACT su-M\RY 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (Preferred) Alternative E 

1,436,000 
144,300 
288,900 
94,200 

100 
0 

Wilderness values 
\\Ul.ll.d not be pro­
tected on existing 
WSAs. 

Initial and 1~ 
term stocking level 
~d llBintain live­
stock grazing at the 
existing use level 
(305,247 .AUMs). 

1,252,200 2,033,400 1,728,600 
119,000 210,800 174,600 
238,500 421,900 350,000 
137,600 77,000 103,600 

98(-2%) 97(-3%) 98(-2%) 
2(+2%) 3(+:lt) 2(+2%) 

Wilderness values 
wuld be protected 
on less than 1% of 
the pl.arming area. 

Wilderress values Wilderness values 
l!.'Ould be protected~ be protected 
on all areas cur- on 1% of the plann-
rently urder ing area. 
stufy, 2.1% of 
the plarming area. 

Initial stocking Initial stocking 
level l!.'Ould be at rates l!.'OUld be at 
the existing the existing 
use level and the use level and 
long-term stocking the lo~term 
goal \\Ul.ll.d be stocking ~ 
491,741 AIJMs (-1-61%). would be 193,767 
Upto7,442AIJMs (-37%). Noloss 
coold be lost due in AIJMs would 
to potential 
lard sales. 

occur due to land 
sales. 

Initial stocking 
level l!.'Ould be at 
the existing use 
level and the long-term 
stocking goal wuld 
be 396,98-9 AlJMs 
( +.30%). No initial 
change in existing 
preference wuld 
occur tmtil supported 
by mmitoring data. 
Up to 93 AIJMs C?l)Uld be 
lost due to potential 
land sales. 

2, ll8,800 
223,000 
447,100 
77,000 

97 (-3%) 
3 (+lt) 

Wilderness values 
~d be protected on 
all areas currently 
urder study, 2.1% of 
the planning area. 

:tb livestock grazing 
l!.'Ould occur urder this 
alternative. 
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Envirormmtal Component 

Wildlife labitat 
Terrestrial 

Riparian/Fisheries 

Alternative A 

Existing nunbers 
of big game 
would be impaired. 
Nroe./ proposed 
reintroductions 
could not be 
acccmoodated. 

SUM1ARY TABLE 2 (Cont.) 
COWARATIVE RFSlJlO: MACT SUMM\RY 

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (Preferred) Alternative E 

Existing nunbers 
of big~~ 
be re-established 
over the loll5term. 

Habitat to support Habitat to support 
reasonable nunbers reasonable nunbers 
of big~ w:iuld of big~ w:iuld 
be provided over be provided over 
the long-term. the long-term. 
NIXM proposed funitoring w:iu1d 
reintroductions be impleDE1ted. NIDW 
could be accoor proposed reintroductions 
tOOdated. could be accamndated. 

Habitat to support an 
excess of reasonable 
nunbers of big ganE 
would be provided over 
the long-term. 

Sage grouse popula- Sage grouse popula- Sage grouse pop- Sage grouse populations Sage grouse populations 
tions ~uld declire. tions l-0.lld be main- ulations would w:mld increase. wruld increase. 

tained over the 
long--tenn. 

Existing threatened Existing threatened 
species habitat -wuld species habitat 
not be protected in l011d be protected. 
accordance with the 
Endangered Species 
Act, 1973 as anemed. 
Efforts to have Ia- Habitat for other 
hontan cutthroat fish species w:iu1d 
trout rennved fran i.Irprove on 42 miles 
the list ~u1d be d~ of stream. 
layed indefinitely • 

iocre.ase. 

Existing threat- Existing threatened 
ened species ha~ species habitat -wuld 
itat w:>uld be be protected. 
protected. 

Habitat for other Habitat for other fish 
fish species w:iuld species w:iuld improve 
improve on 181 on 106 miles of stream. 
miles of stream. 

Stream associated 
riparian habitat would 
be improved to provide 
additional areas for 
Iarontan cutthroat 
trrut and other fish 
species on 201 miles 
of stream. 

.Aquatic Streamside lhbitat 
Conlition (Miles) 

Excellent 0 0 17 7 37 
Good 11 53 175 110 vs 
Fair 26 26 5 14 0 
Poor 175 133 15 81 0 

1/ Nevada Department of Wildlife 
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Envirormmtal C-oinpooent 

Wild lbrses 

Woodland Products 

Minerals 
wcatable Mi:rerals 

Open 
Closed 

Leasable Mio&als 
Open 
Seasonal Restrictions 
No Surface Occupancy 
Closed 

SlHi\RY TABLE 2 (C.Ont.) 
CX>M?ARATIVE RESClJRCE IWACT SUMMARY 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (Preferred) Alternative E 

'&rd mElhers w.>llld '&rd ID.Elbers ~ &rd rrumbers '-Uuld No change in wild 
not change. The free be reduced in t'-0 increase by 100 oorse tll.lilhers is 
roaming characteris- herd areas. The percent in all expected. The 
tic of wild horses free roaming char- herd areas. The free roaming 
~ not be affect- acteristic of wild free roaming cmi:- characteristic of 
ed. The coroition horses~ be ad- asteristic of wild wild horses would 
of wild horses~ versely impacted due horses~ not not be affected. 
not be improved to the increased be affected. The The condition of 
through additional level of fencing. condition ·of wild wild horse ~d 
water develoJIIEiltS. The condition of horses wuld im- improve due to irr 

wild horses l«lUld prove due to creased availabi.1-
improve due to the additional water ity of water. Moni-
increase in W:lter develO]Xll?nts. toting ~ be 
availability. implarented. 

lhrvest levels would l:hrvest levels ~d lhrvest levels 
remain static or de- increase on 74,000 ~d remain 
crease on 52,000 acres. The full static or de-
acres. The demml all<:Mble cut would crease on 43,000 
for fuelwood ~ help ireet demmls acres. The de-
not be iret. Overall for fuelwood. Trend mam for fuel'-UO<l 
stand condition wuld of stand condition and Christmas 
re:nain static or de- would improve. 
crease. 

100.0% 
0.0% 

93.3% 
5.7% 
1.0% 
0.(J% 

98.5% 
1.5% 

98.1% 
0.0% 
0.4% 
1.5% 

trees would not 
be iret. Trend of 
stan:i corxlition 
would :improve. 

97.3% 
2.7% 

68.1% 
28.0% 

1.2% 
2.7% 

lhrvest levels 
~ iocrease on 
60,000 acres. The 
full all~ble cut 
on these acres wuld 
help to nearly meet 
projected damrds. 
Trend of starrl corr 
dition loiOUld improve. 

98.2% 
1.8% 

82.0% 
15.0% 

1.2% 
1.8% 

'&rd rrumbers "tonlld in­
crease by 100 percent 
in all herd areas. 
The free roaming char­
acteristic of wild 
horses would not be 
affected. Increased 
availability of water 
would improve wild 
horse condition. 

lmvest levels \onJld 
remain static or de­
crease on 43,000 acres. 
The denmrl for fuel'-UO<l 
and Cllristmas trees 
woold not be iret. 
Trend of stand corrli­
tion ~d improve. 

97.3% 
2.7% 

68.1% 
28.0% 

1.2% 
2.7% 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

SUMMARY • 

CHAPTER ONE - PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 

Purpose and Need. 
The Planning Process • 
Planning Issues. 
Planning Criteria. 

CHAPTER TWO - ALTERNATIVES 

Introduction. 
Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed • 
Alternatives Considered In The RMP • 
Alternative A. 
Alternative B. 
Alternative C. 
Alternative D. 
Alternative E. 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives • 
Specific Resource or Program Guidance. 
Maps . 

CHAPTER THREE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Introduction. 
Lands. 
Corridors. 
Legal Access • 
Recreation. 
Wilderness • 
Livestock Grazing. 
Wildlife • 
Wild Horses. 
Woodland Products. 
Minerals • 
Vegetation. 
Soils. 
Economics. 
Social Values and Public Attitudes • 
Water. 
Air Quality. 
Cultural Resources • 
Visual Resources • 
Maps • 

CHAPTER FOUR - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Introduction. 
Assumptions for Analysis • 
Alternative A. 

i 

S-1 

1-1 
1-2 
1-5 
1-7 

2-1 
2-1 
2-1 
2-2 
2-5 
2-11 
2-15 
2-21 
2-25 
2-26 

3-1 
3-1 
3-2 
3-2 
3-2 
3-4 
3-7 
3-8 
3-13 
3-14 
3-15 
3-16 
3-18 
3-18 
3-23 
3-25 
3-27 
3-27 
3-28 

4-1 
4-1 
4-2 



Alternative B. 
Alternative C. 
Alternative D. 
Alternative E. 

CHAPTER FIVE - LIST OF PREPARERS .. 

CHAPTER SIX - CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION. 

APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 - Recreation Management 
Appendix 2 - Wilderness. . . . . . 
Appendix 3 - Livestock Management. 
Appendix 4 - Wildlife. . . . . . . 

. . . 

. . . 
. . . . 

Appendix 5 - Vegetation and Ecological Condition 
Appendix 
Appendix 
Appendix 

GLOSSARY. . 
REFERENCES. . 

INDEX . . . 

6 - Minerals Management 
7 - Soils . . . . . 
8 - Economics . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. 

. . . . . 

. . 

; ; 

. . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . . . . 
. . . . 

. . 

. 

. 

4-10 
4- 21 
4-29 
4- 36 

5- 1 

6-1 

A-1 
A-3 
A-5 
A- 3: 
A-4~ 
A-8] 
A-8~ 
A- 8] 

G-1 

R- 1 

I-1 

• 

-

• 

' 

' 1 

◄ 

j 

i 

' 

I 

1 

l 

' 

' 

' 
i 

' 
' 

' I 

, 

' 

I 



I 

~ 
f 

TABLES 

Summary Table 1 . . . . . . . . . 
Summary Table 2 . . . . 
Table 1-1 Land Ownership/Administration For The Elko Planning Area. 

Table 2-1 - Alternative B - Legal Access. . . . . . . . . . . .. 
Table 2-2 - Rangeland Improvement Projects by Alternative . . . . 
Table 2-3 - Alternative C - Legal Access. . . . . . 
Table 2-4 - Alternative D - Legal Access. . . . . 
Table 2-5 - Alternative E - Legal Access. . . . . . 
Table 3-1 - Wilderness Study Area Resources and Characteristics . . . . 
Table 3-2 - Fish Species Present In Inventoried Streams 
Table 3-3 Wild Horse Herd Area Characteristics. . . . . . 
Table 3-4 - Income and Employment By Industrial Sources . . . . . . 
Table 4-1 - Existing Situation and Projected Aquatic 

Habitat Conditions. • • • • • ••.• . . . . . . . .. . 
Appendix 1, Table 1 - Estimated Current and Projected 

Recreation Days • 

Appendix 3, Table 1 - Grazing Allotment Data •.••••• 
Appendix 3, Table 2 - Projected Livestock Stocking Level (AUMs) 

by Alternative .•••••••• • •.....•• 
Appendix 3, Table 3 - Proposed Range Improvements Alternative B 

Proposed Range Improvements Alternative C • 
Proposed Range Improvements Alternative D 

Appendix 3, Table 4 - Selective Management Categorization by 
Individual Criteria by Allotment ••• 

Appendix 4, Table 1 - Big Game Numbers by Allotment • 
Appendix 4, Table 2 - Summary of Streams Inventoried. 

Appendix 5, Table 1 - Major Ecological Sites •• 
Appendix 5, Table 2 - Ecological Status Changes by Allotment 

Alternative A. • •••• 
Alternative B. 
Alternative C •• 
Alternative D. 
Alternative E •• 

Appendix 5, Table 3 - Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plant 
Species In The Elko RMP Area ••••••••• 

Appendix 8, Table 1 - Economic Data For The Elko RMP Area - Costs 
and Returns for Cattle Operations 

Appendix 8, Table 2 - Estimated Value of Lands Proposed For Disposal. 

iii 

S-4 
s-7 

1-3 

2-7 
2-9 
2-12 
2-17 
2-22 

3-5 
3-12 
3-13 
3-20 

4-15 

A-2 

A-6 

A-10 
A-14 
A-18 
A-22 

A- 26 

A-34 
A-41 

A-49 

A-50 
A-56 
A-62 
A-68 
A-74 

A-80 

A-88 
A-89 



MAPS 

Summary 

Elko Resource Management Plan Area 

Chapter Two 

Wilderness Study Area Location Map 
Wilderness Study Area Alternatives (Rough Hills, Little Humboldt River, 
Cedar Ridge, Red Spring) 
Special Recreation Management Area Alternatives 
Antelope and Mule Deer Habitat 
Land Tenure Adjustment and Corridors - Alternative B 
Access Roads 
Land Tenure Adjustment and Corridors - Alternatives C and E 
Land Tenure Adjustment and Corridors - Alternative D 

Chaper Three 

Land Status 
Allotment Boundaries 
Wild Horse Herd Areas 
Forest Resources 
Locatable Mineral Potential 
Leasable Mineral Potential 

iv 



J 
• 

a ,. 
'-

I , ., 
! 

' ' L.. 

, 
I 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION, 

PLANNING ISSUES, AND CRITERIA 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of a Resource Management 
Plan (RMP) is to provide a framework 
to ensure that public lands are 
managed in accordance with the 
principles of multiple-use and 
sustained-yield. The RMP is prepared 
under the authority of Sections 102 
and 202 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) which 
requires that the Secretary of the 
Interior shall, with public 
involvement, develop land use plans 
which provide for the use of public 
lands. 

The National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (NEPA) requires agencies to 
prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) documenting 
environmental consequences of 
significant Federal actions affecting 
the human environment. This RMP 
includes such an EIS, prepared 
pursuant to Council on Environmental 
Quality Regulations for implementation 
of NEPA. 

The RMP is a c omprehensive land use 
plan that establishes land areas for 
limited, restricted, designated, or 
exclusive uses within the planning 
area. It is not intended to make 
program decisi ons for individual 
resource elements, but to provide the 
overall multiple-use objectives and 
management direction for the planning 
area. It identifies allowable 
resource uses and related levels of 
production or use to be maintained, 
resource condition goals, program 
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constraints, and 
practices needed 
objectives. 

general management 
to achieve these 

In addition to meeting the planning 
needs for the Elko Resource Area, the 
RMP also fulfills three other specific 
objectives. The first objective is to 
meet the requirements of the court 
ordered agreement between the Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) and the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, 
which responded to litigation filed in 
1973. As a result of this court 
order, BLM is preparing environmental 
analyses of grazing programs according 
to an agreed-upon schedule. The RMP 
will meet this objective. 

Secondly, the RMP includes the study 
of four Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) 
as required by FLPMA. In accordance 
with BLM policy, environmental 
concerns pertaining to wilderness 
designation will be discussed (USDI, 
BLM 1982). Environmental impacts of 
wilderness designation will be 
incorporated into the planning process 
through the Draft RMP stage. This 
draft document presents the impacts to 
wilderness and other resources by 
alternative. Comments received on 
wilderness from this document will be 
presented in a Preliminary Final 
Wilderness EIS published as a separate 
document from the Final RMP. It will 
be submitted through the BLM Director 
and the Secretary of the Interior to 
the President. The recommendations 
contained in the final wilderness EIS 
will be preliminary, subject to change 
during administrative review. Since 
Congress has the sole authority for 
designating any Federal land as 
wilderness, Congress will evaluate the 



recommendations submitted by the 
Secretary of Interior through the 
President, and either reject or 
approve legislation formally 
designating areas as wilderness (USDI, 
BLM 1982), 

Two other WSAs are located within the 
boundaries of the planning area. 
Their wilderness suitability was 
analyzed in the Draft Owyhee 
Canyonlands Wilderness EIS published 
in February 1984. This RMP will not 
repeat wilderness analysis included in 
the Canyonlands EIS, but will evaluate 
the impacts to the proposed 18,625 
acre South Fork of the Owyhee River 
Special Recreation Management Area. 

Finally, the RMP will update land use 
planning guidance contained in two 
existing Management Framework Plans, 
The decisions in these plans have been 
carried forward into this RMP where 
applicable. The decisions in this RMP 
will supercede the decisions in the 
two existing Management Framework 
Plans dealing with the issues 
identified. 

The Draft RMP/EIS will be used as a 
tiered environmental document, one 
that can be used as a reference for 
subsequent environmental analyses. 
Following approval of the Elko 
Resource Management Plan, future 
activity planning and project 
implementation will follow the land 
use objectives and management actions 
outlined in the RMP. More site 
specific environmental assessments 
covering activity plans and local 
project work will include site 
specific details as appropriate, 

LOCATION OF THE PLANNING AREA 

The Elko RMP area encompasses all of 
the Elko Resource Area of the Elko 
District, located in northeast 
Nevada. The area is comprised of 
5,967,854 acres of land primarily 
within Elko County, with smaller 
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portions in Lander and ureka 
counties. Of this total land area, 
BLM administers 3,134,019 acr s or 
approximately 52 percent of the 
planning area. Approxi ately 
2,121,520 acres or 35 percent f the 
planning area is privately owned The 
Bureau of Reclamation admin sters 
about 26,690 acres for wat rshed 
management. The Bureau of ndian 
Affairs manages 145,737 acre for 
irrigation purposes and approxi ately 
16,940 acres are Native Am rican 
lands. Table 1-1 shows the land 
ownership and administ ation 
responsibilities for the Elko Pl nning 
Area, 

The Elko RMP Area is bounded 
north by the Idaho border an 
Humboldt National Forest, Mo ntain 
City Ranger District, United tates 
Forest Service (USFS); on thew st by 
the Winnemucca District (BLM); n the 
south by the Battle Mountain a d Ely 
Districts (BLM); and to the e st by 
the Humboldt National Forest, Ruby 
Mountain Ranger District (USFS), and 
the Wells Resource Area (BLM). The 
RMP Area Map shows the and 
boundaries of the planning area, 

THE PLANNING PROCESS 

The Bureau planning process ha been 
designed to accommodate the issu sand 
concerns of the public, while 
complying with the laws and po icies 
established by Congress an the 
Department of Interior. The ocess 
includes nine mandated ste s as 
established in 43 Code of F deral 
Regulations 1600, These are 
described as follows: 

1. Issue Identification, The 
are the problems, concern 
opportunities identified 
public and BLM at the beg 
of the planning process 
identifying and focusing 

ssues 
or 

the 
nning 

By 
the 



TABLE 1-1 

LAND OWNERSHIP/ADMINISTRATION FOR THE 
ELKO PLANNING AREA!/ 

t 
Acres in Acres in Acres in Percent of 

Ownership/ Elko Eureka Lander Planning 
Administration County County County Total Area 

r 

t Private 1,472,920 468,309 180,290 2,121,519 35 

Bureau of 

~ Land Management 2,475,825 519,228 138,966 3,134,019 52 

l Bureau of 
Indian Affairs 145,737 145,737 2 

Native American 
Lands 16,098 162 680 16,940 1 

' USFS 522,949 522,949 9 '-
I 

~ Bureau of 
Reclamation 26,690 26,690 1 

4,633,529 987,699 346,626 5,967,854 100 

1/ Within two percent accuracy. 
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2. 

3. 

issues, the scope and direction 
of the plan is established. In 
this step BLM asked the public to 
identify land management issues 
and resource management 
opportunities for the planning 
area. Letters requesting 
information on what should be 
considered as issues were sent to 
approximately 500 individuals, 
groups, and organizations that 
have expressed interest in 
planning for t he Elko District. 
Thirty-seven responses to this 
letter were received. Other 
information on resource 
management issues was obtained 
through voluntary comments from 
representatives of companies, 
interest groups, state and local 
government, livestock permittees, 
and other Federal agencies. 
Also, management concerns 
identified by BLM staff 
managers. 

were 
and 

Development of Planning 
Criteria. Planning criteria are 
developed to set standards and 
guidelines for land use 
planning. They are designed to 
ensure that the RMP is focused on 
the established issues and to 
eliminate unnecessary data 
collection and analyses. The 
Draft Elko RMP Plann i ng Criteria 
and Issues were distributed for 
public review and comment in 
April 1984. Approximately 450 
copies were sent to interested 
individuals, groups, and 
organizations. A total of 19 
comments were received. 

Inventory Data and Information 
Collection. Public land 
resources were inventoried to 
establish a data base upon which 
to develop a resource management 
plan and analyze the impacts 
expected from the various 
alternatives. Vegetation 
(including riparian vegetation), 

4. 

5. 

6. 
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wildlife (including fishe 
resources), forestry, and 
horse inventories were 
those conducted. Information as 
obtained from the Ne ada 
Department of Wildlife (NDOW) on 
various wildlife species. 

Analysis of the Manage 
Situation. In this step, 
inventory data to define 
existing situation, assess pubic 
demand for public land resourc s, 
and predict the ability of th se 
resources to meet that demand re 
accumulated and analyz d. 
Opportunities were identified to 
meet these demands and reso ve 
potential resource confli ts. 
This represents an intermedi te 
stage which is prepatory to he 
next step, Formulation of 
Alternatives. 

Formulation of Alternatives. At 
this point, BLM formulated a 
range of options for manag ng 
resources. These options ra ed 
from emphasis on production of 
commercial goods to protection of 
unique or fragile resourc s. 
Public comment was sought dur · ng 
this phase from approximately 00 
individuals and groups, includ ng 
specific involvement of he 
livestock permit tees in 
developing the level of rage 
improvement in Alternative B. 
The proposed alternatives wh ch 
considered these public comme ts 
are described in detail in 
Chapter Two. 

Estimation of Effects of 
Alternatives. At this stage he 
biological, physical, econom c, 
and social impacts of 
implementing each alternative is 
predicted and described. Tis 
analysis is described in Chap er 
Four. 
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8. 

9. 

Selection of Preferred 
Alternative. Based on the 
management options presented in 
the alternatives and the 
potential impacts of each, 
management determined the 
combination of options that was 
the most acceptable resolution of 
the planning issues. Once the 
preferred alternative was 
determined, this draft plan and 
environmental impact statement 
was prepared and is now released 
for a 90-day public review and 
comment period, The preferred 
alternative is described in 
Chapter Two and the environmental 
consequences of this alternative 
are discussed in Chapter Four. 

Selection of the Resource 
Management Plan. At this step 
the District Manager reviews the 
comments received on the Draft 
RMP/EIS. After evaluation of all 
available information, the 
manager recommends a proposed 
resource management plan and 
publishes it along with a final 
EIS. The proposed plan and final 
environmental impact statement 
are then filed with the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
Concurrently, the document is 
submitted to the Governor of 
Nevada for a 60-day review to 
determine consistency with state 
planning. 

Monitoring 
Following 

and Evaluation. 
approval of the 

resource management plan 
implementation will occur, 
subject to funding capabilities. 
Collection and analysis of data 
will be accomplished to determine 
if the plan is achieving the 
desired results. The plan will 
be reviewed periodically (a 
minimum of five years) to 
determine the need for amendment. 
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PLANNING ISSUES 

Issues drive RMPs and indicate speci­
fic concerns the BLM or the public may 
have regarding the planning area. An 
issue is defined as an opportunity, 
conflict, or problem regarding the 
management of public lands and assoc­
iated resources. Issue-driven 
planning means that those aspects of 
current resource management felt to be 
a concern are examined by being 
carried through the formulation and 
analysis of alternatives. 

Ten issues are addressed in this 
document. These issues were 
identified through consultation with 
the public, other Federal agencies, 
and BLM personnel. 

Issue: Lands and Realty 

Requests have been made by the public 
to identify lands suitable for 
disposal through sales, exchanges, and 
applications under the Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act withiri the Elko 
Planning Area. Those areas need to be 
identified where land ownership 
adjustments are needed to achieve more 
efficient management and use of public 
resources. 

The issue 
of which 

involves the 
lands should 

determination 
be identified 

for disposal or retention. 

Issue: Corridors 

The opportunity exists for formal 
designation of utility corridors under 
the authority of Section 503 of FLPMA 
and in consultation with the Western 
Regional Corridor Study compiled by 
the Western Utility Group irt 1980. 
Such designation could serve to reduce 
width requirements for rights-of-way 
and provide for multiple occupancy. 



Issue: Access 

Legal access is defined as the lawful 
right to enter or leave a parcel of 
land. It includes the right to enter 
public lands adjacent to existing 
public roads or trails, as well as 
from roads or trails that cross 
private property to public lands. 
Neither BLM nor the public has an 
inherent right of legal access to 
public lands over private property. 
Needs have been expressed by the 
public and public land managers for 
access to augment management of public 
resources. As populations and the 
desire to use public land resources 
increase, additional access problems 
are expected. 

Issue: Recreation 

The Elko Planning Area offers a 
variety of recreation opportunities 
and is used increasingly for 
recreation by both local communities 
and nonlocal sources. The nearest 
metropolitan areas of Salt Lake City, 
Reno, and Las Vegas are expected to 
continue their population growth, 
creating the potential of greater 
recreational demands within the RMP 
area. The issue involves the 
determination of the number and amount 
of acres to be designated for 
recreation use, including those areas 
where off-road vehicle use is proposed 
for limited or closed designations. 

Issue: Wilderness 

Section 603 of FLPMA directs the 
Secretary of the Interior to review 
roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more 
identified as having wilderness 
characteristics, and to report to the 
President on their suitability or 
nonsuitability for wilderness 
designation. The Secretary is also 
directed to cause mineral surveys to 
be conducted by the U.S. Geological 
Survey and the Bureau of Mines to 
determine the mineral values, if any, 
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in suitable areas. The Secretary is 
further directed to manage lands u der 
review in a manner that will not 
impair their suitability for 
wilderness designation, as set f rth 
in BLM's Interim Management Po icy 
(USDI, BLM, 1979). Within the lko 
Planning Area the issue involves the 
amount of acreage within our 
wilderness study areas to be 
recommended as suitable for wilder ess 
designation and included in the 
National Wilderness Preserva ion 
System or recommended as nonsuit ble 
and released from further wilder ess 
review. 

Issue: Livestock 

As a result of a 1973 Federal c urt 
suit, the BLM has been directed to 
prepare an environmental im act 
statement (EIS) to analyze the 
potential impacts of alterna ive 
grazing programs. This EIS 
requirement is integrated into the 
Resource Management Planning proc ss. 
The issue involves the determina ion 
of selective management categoriza ion 
for each allotment and w ich 
allotments will require fur her 
activity planning, such as allot ent 
management plans, and what priori ies 
will be used for implementation. 

Issue: Wildlife Habitat 

Terrestrial 

In compliance with the principles of 
multiple-use, the BLM is charged ith 
the protection and enhancement of 
wildlife habitat. Competition for 
habitat components (forage, water and 
cover) exists between wildlife and 
other resource uses, e.g. min ng, 
livestock, and woodland products, in 
some portions of the Elko RMP A ,ea. 
This issue involves the determina ion 
of what areas of public land wil be 
made available to big . game and age 
grouse. 
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Riparian 

Aquatic areas and riparian vegetation 
types constitute less than one percent 
of the total land area administered 
within the RMP area, however, they are 
the most productive in terms of plant 
and wildlife diversity. They are also 
areas where competition exists among 
various resources, including wildlife, 
mining, and livestock. As required by 
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, 
management actions within floodplains 
and wetlands are to include measures 
to preserve, protect, and if neces s­
ary, restore their natural condition. 
The issue involves the determination 
of what objectives should be 
established for riparian areas. 

Issue: Wild Horses 

Wild horse management is governed by 
the Wild and Free Roaming Horse and 
Burro Act of December 15, 1971. The 
purpose of the Act is to ensure the 
preservation of a unique feature of 
our Western heritage, as well as to 
prevent undue competition among wild 
horses, livestock, and big game. The 
issue involves the determination of 
what areas will be designated as herd 
management units and how many wild 
horses will be maintained within 
designated herd units. 

Issue: Woodland Products 

Increasing public demand has made it 
necessary to develop a management 
program that will maintain or improve 
the supply of woodland products, i.e. 
firewood, posts, pine nuts, and 
Christmas trees. The issue involves 
the determination of what areas will 
be made available for the harvest of 
woodland products within the RMP area. 

Issue: Minerals 

Development of locatable 
and leasable (oil, 
geothermal) minerals is 

(hard rock) 
gas, and 

necessary to 
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meet national, regional, and local 
demand and to provide increased 
employment and an expanded t ax base 
for local communities. The Federal 
Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970 
declared that it is the policy of the 
Federal government to foster and 
encourage the development of mining. 
However, in some areas mineral 
exploration, development, and 
associated road construction are in 
conflict with other resource values. 
The issue involves the determ i nation 
of what areas will be open to leasable 
and locatable mineral development. 

PLANNING CRITERIA 

The planning criteria 
the Elko RMP provide 
with which to guide 
process. These criteria 

developed for 
the standards 
the planning 

are: 

Criteria for Planning Data and 
Information Collection 

Existing information shall be used in 
lieu of collection of new data to the 
greatest extent possible. The 
adequacy of existing data shall be 
assessed through the consideration of 
such factors as: ( 1) significance of 
required decisions, (2) relevancy to 
planning issues, (3) applicability to 
current situation, (4) accuracy, (5) 
level of detail, (6) legislation, and 
(7) management policy. 

Data should establish the condition 
and capability of the resources to 
respond to identified public needs and 
concerns. 

Collection of new data will be limited 
by personnel, funding, and time 
constraints. 

Criteria for the Analysis of the 
Management Situation (AMS) 

The AMS will display and analyze data 
associated with the RMP area's physi-



cal profile, current conditions, prob­
lems, and management. It will pro­
ject future conditions if current 
trend continues, estimate the capabil­
ity of resources to meet demand, 
identify opportunities to resolve 
problems associated with the RMP 
issues, and identify the consistency 
of proposals with other approved 
plans. It will include initial 
Selective Management Categories. 

Criteria for Formulation of 
Alternative Resource Management Plans 

Alternatives formulated for the RMP 
will be multiple-use oriented, but 
each will emphasize a different 
balance among resources. These 
alternatives will provide a spectrum 
of resource uses ranging from protec­
tion and enhancement of natural values 
to production of commercial re­
sources. Each alternative will be 
based on a reasonable level of expect­
ed funding. The livestock management 
proposals for Alternative B are based 
on a suggested level of improvement 
development determined through consul­
tation with livestock permittees. 
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The no action alternative, which 
constitutes the existing mana ement 
situation is included as requi ed in 
43 Code of Federal Regul tions 
1610.4-5. 

Criteria for Estimating the Effe ts of 
the Alternatives 

The impacts of implementing each 
alternative will be analyzed pu suant 
to the Council on Environ ental 
Quality Regulations. The an lysis 
will be written in plain langua e and 
will discuss only briefly those ssues 
other than significant ones. I will 
include an analysis of d rect, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts. 

Criteria for Selecting the Pr erred 
Alternative 

Selection of the preferred alterna­
tive will be based on the combi ation 
of management actions which bes meet 
the public's demand for good and 
services while minimizing disr ption 
of the environment. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes a preferred 
alternative and four other 
alternatives that were considered in 
the development of this plan. They 
are all multiple-use oriented, but 
each emphasizes a different balance 
among resources, 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

BUT NOT ANALYZED 

During the Scoping Process (Chapter 
Six) the public proposed various 
alternative ·s providing for forage use 
levels and the amount of acreage 
preliminarily suitable for wilderness 
different from those proposed in this 
RMP. Since the RMP alternatives 
provide for a broad range of grazing 
levels and preliminarily suitable 
wilderness acres, it was determined 
that the time and expense of adding 
more alternatives could not be 
justified. 

Another issue considered was the 
designation of Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) to 
protect certain resource vaues. Lands 
in the RMP area were reviewed by the 
BLM for potential designation in 
compliance with 43 CFR 1610.7-2. The 
issue was not analyzed be-cause 
existing proposals for management 
offer adequate protection of these 
resources and no areas were identified 
as suitable for this designation 
through the public scoping process. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
CONSIDERED IN THE RMP 

Alternative A: This alternative 
represents a continuation of present 
resource management and authorized use 
levels as required by 43 CFR 
1610.4-5. Actions would be taken on a 
case-by-case basis a·s circumstances 
warrant, except for wilderness where 
this alten1ative provides for the 
mandatory "No Wilde ,rness" analysis. 

Alternative B: This alternative is 
oriented towards production of commer­
cial resources with emphasis on live­
stock, minerals, land disposals, 
motorized recreation, woodland 
products, and utility corridors. 

Alternative C: This alternative 
provides for the enhancement of 
fragile and unique natural resource 
values with emphasis on wildlife, wild 
horses, dispersed recreation and 
wilderness resources. This provides 
for the mandatory "All Wilderness" 
analysis. 

Alternative D: This is the preferred 
alternative. It emphasizes a balanced 
approach to land management in the RMP 
area. Management attention would be 
directed toward improving rangeland 
vegetative conditions, expanding 
livestock grazing opportunities, 
providing habitat for additional big 
game, meeting a variety of 
recreational needs, and providing for 
mineral development. This management 
direction would favorably influence 
orderly economic growth while 
providing for the social needs of the 
local and regional area. 

Alternative E: This alternative was 
developed to provide for baseline data 



and a comparative analysis of the 
elimination of livestock grazing from 
public lands. 

Long-term management actions under 
each alternative are expected to be 
accomplished within 20 years, 
short-term management actions are 
within zero to five years. These 
alternatives provide management 
actions for the ten issues identified 
through the scoping process for this 
RMP, and associated resources. 
Management guidance common to all 
alternatives, and the plan 
implementation process are presented 
in this chapter following the detailed 
description of each alternative. 

The format for each alternative is to 
discuss the goal for the alternative 
and then present an objective state­
ment with the management actions pro­
posed to attain that objective for 
each resource issue. 

For a comparison of management actions 
for alternatives A through E see 
Summary Table 1. 
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ALTERNATIVE A 

GOAL: Alternative A represen s 
continuation of 
levels. Under 

present resourc 
this alternativ 

a 
use 
the 

use of land and resources would emain 
essentially unchanged. 

ISSUE 1: LANDS AND REALTY 

Objective: Continue to allow ispo­
sals, land tenure adjustments, and 
land use authorizations o a 
case-by-case basis as long as th land 
is physically suited for the p rpose 
applied for; or in the case of land 
exchanges, if public benefit would 
result. 

Short and Long-Term Mana ement 
Action: Allow lands actions on a 
case-by-case basis using the v rious 
land laws available. 

ISSUE 2: CORRIDORS 

Objectives: Grant intra/inte 
transportation and u 
rights-of-way on a case-by-case b 

Short and Long-Term Mana 
Action: Continue to process all 
rights-of-way requests individual 

ISSUE 3: LEGAL ACCESS 

state 
ility 
sis. 

ement 
major 
y. 

Objective: Continue acquisitio of 
legal access on a case-by-case ba is. 

Short and Long-Term 
Action: Compare requests 
general public and other stat 
Federal agencies with the 
identified needs to 
priorities for acquiring access. 

emeht 
the 
and 

eau's 
rmine 

I 

t 

I 

• .. 

~ 
1 
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ISSUE 4: RECREATION 

Objective: Continue present levels of 
recreation management. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Maintain four existing Special 
Recreation Management Areas 
(SRMAs): the South Fork of the 
Owyhee River for sport and 
commercial river recreation 
(3,500 acres, the rim-to-rim 
portion); Wilson Reservoir (5,440 
acres); Zunino/Jiggs Reservoir 
( 800 acres); and North Wildhorse 
Recreation Area (210 acres) for 
camping and water based 
recreation (Special Recreation 
Management Area Alternatives 
Map). 

2. Manage the remaining acres for 
dispersed recreation activities. 

3. Maintain the planning 
to off-road vehicles. 

ISSUE 5 :WILDERNESS 

(NO WILDERNESS) 

area open 

Objective: Manage all lands currently 
under wilderness review as nonsuitable 
for wilderness designation. 

Short and Long-Term Management 
Action: Recommend as nonsuitable for 
wilderness designation all of the four 
WSAs totaling 66,754 acres (Wilder­
ness Study Area Location Map). 

Suit .able Nonsuitable 
WSA Acres Acres 

Rough Hills 0 6,685 
Little Humboldt 

River 0 42,213 
Cedar Ridge 0 10,009 
Red Spring 0 7,847 

0 66,754 
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ISSUE 6: LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Objective: Continue the current 
authorized use level which has 
resulted in an average licensed use of 
305,247 AUMs (three to five year 
average; 1979-1983). No changes in 
active livestock preference or current 
livestock grazing practices would 
occur. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Continue the average level of use 
of 305,247 AUMs. 

2. Continue existing seasons-of-use 
and grazing systems. Continue to 
follow the management objectives 
provided in Allotment Management 
Plans (AMPs) for 12 allotments. 
No new AMPs would be prepared or 
implemented. 

3. No new range improvements or land 
treatments would be implemented. 

ISSUE 7: WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Objective: Continue to manage 
terrestrial wildlife habitat, 
fisheries, and riparian habitat, 
including threatened and endangered 
species habitat, at present levels. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Continue management of wildlife 
habitat which currently provides 
20,338 AUMs of forage for 
existing numbers of mule deer and 
608 AUMs for existing numbers of 
antelope (Appendix 4, Table 1). 

2. Maintain crucial and essential 
wildlife habitat. 

3. No new wildlife habitat projects 
would be implemented. Existing 
projects would be maintained. 



4. 

5. 

Apply existing time of year 
restrictions to protect crucial 
wildlife habitats as directed in 
the Elko District's Oil, Gas and 
Geothermal Environmental 
Assessment. 

No new riparian 
projects would be 
Existing projects 
maintained. 

enhancement 
implemented. 

would be 

ISSUE 8: WILD HORSES 

Objective: Continue management of the 
existing wild horse herds in 
accordance with the Wild and Free 
Roaming Horse and Burro Act, as 
amended. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Continue management of current 
population levels on four 
existing wild horse herd areas 
with an ex i sting population of 
330 horses. 

2. Conduct wild horse gatherings as 
needed to maintain current 
numbers. 

ISSUE 9: WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

Objective: Continue to issue permits 
for woodland products on a case-by­
case basis to meet existing private 
and commercial demands. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

Continue the issuance of permits 
for Christmas trees and fuelwood 
at current harvest levels of 500 
Christmas trees and 970 cords. 
Approximately 52,000 acres would 
be available for harvest. 

Continue to authorize the cutting 
of dead and down aspen on an 
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individual basis, allowin 
limited usage within those 
that are in a good or 
condition class. 

only 
stands 
better 

ISSUE 1 O: MINERALS 

Objective: Maintain public lan s open 
for exploration, development, an col­
lection of mineral resources onsis­
tent with existing laws and 
regulations. 

Short and Long-Term Management A tions: 

1. 

2. 

Maintain the entire RMP ar a open 
to mineral entry for lo atable 
minerals, except for an a minis­
trative withdrawal sit (11 
acres). 

Provide for oil and gas easing 
as follows: 

a) Designation: Limit d 
subject to no surface 
Purpose: Protection 
Recreation Management 
(SRMAs) and sage grouse st 
grounds. No surface oc upancy 
will apply to areas with n one­
half mile of the high wat r line 
around Wilson, Zunino/Jigs and 
Wildhorse Reservoirs, ad the 
rim-to-rim portion of South 
Fork of the Owyhee River pecial 
Recreation Management Area 
Alternatives Map). 
Acres: 33,001 (1.0 perc of 
RMP area); 7 ,221 - in S and 
25,780 of sage grouse s 
grounds). 

b) Designation: 
subject to seasonal 
Purpose: Protect crucia 
winter range (Antelope 
Deer Habitat Map). 
Acres: 181,370 (5.7 per ent of 
RMP area). 

·-



c) Designation: Open - subject 
to standard leasing stipulations. 
Acres: 2,922,464 (93.3 percent 
RMP area) 

See Appendix 6 for Special Leasing 
Stipulations. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

GOAL: Alternative B 
implement a resource 
that emphasizes the 
commercial resource 
corridors, livestock 
minerals. 

is designed to 
management plan 

production of 
uses including 

grazing, and 

ISSUE 1: LANDS AND REALTY 

Objective: Allow land tenure 
adjustments, disposals, and land use 
authorizations to accommodate the 
management goal of the alternative. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Make available, primarily through 
sale, up to 5,900 acres of public 
land to meet community expansion 
needs (Land Tenure Adjustment and 
Corridor Map - Alternative B). 
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2. 

3. 

Transfer, primarily through sale, 
up to 58,320 acres of public 
lands that are difficult and 
uneconomic to manage (Land Tenure 
Adjustment and Corridor Map 
Alternative B). 

Identify for transfer, primarily 
through exchange, 336,000 acres 
of public land (Land Tenure 
Adjustment and Corridor Map 
Alternative B). 

ISSUE 2: CORRIDORS 

Objective: Identify 
possible number of 
corridors and planning 
and utility corridors. 

the maximum 
designated 

transportation 

Short-Term Management Actions: 

1. Designate 333 miles of transpor­
tation and utility corridors 
which contain existing facilities 
(Land Tenure Adjustment and 
Corridor Map - Alternative B). 



2. Identify 276 miles of planning 
corridors for future facilities 
(Land Tenure Adjustment and 
Corridor Map - Alternative B). 

ISSUE 3: LEGAL ACCESS 

Objective: Acquire legal access for 
routes that would enhance management 
for commercial resource production. 

Long-Term Management Actions: 
Initiate procedures to acquire legal 
access for 56 roads (216.5 miles) 
considered high priority for 
management of livestock grazing, 
woodland products, and mineral 
exploration/development (Table 2-1). 

ISSUE 4: RECREATION 

Objective: Emphasize motorized 
vehicle recreation and concentrated 
forms of recreation. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1~ Maintain four existing SRMAs: the 
South Fork of the Owyhee River 
for sport and commercial river 
recreation (3,500 acres, the 
rim-to-rim portion); Wilson 
Reservoir (5,440 acres), 
Zunino/ Jiggs Reservoir ( 800 
acres), and North Wildhorse 
Recreation Area (210 acres) for 
camping and water based 
recreation (Special Recreation 
Management Area Alternatives 
Map). 

2. Designate the following as 
SRMAs: West Wildhorse Recreation 
Area (160 acres) for camping and 
fishing and Adobe Hills (21,120 
acres) for enhanced off-road 
vehicle (ORV) use (Special 
Recreation Management Area 
Alternatives Map). 
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3. 

4. 

Manage the remainder 
planning area for 
recreation activities. 

of the 

Designate the RMP area as f llows 
for off-road vehicles: 3,0 5,778 
acres open (98 percent) and 
78,241 acres (2 percent; co posed 
of SRMAs and prelimi arily 
suitable portions of WSAs, 
including 18,625 acres add essed 

in the Draft Owyhee Canyo lands 
Wilderness EIS), limite to 
designated roads and trails. 

ISSUE 5: WILDERNESS 

Objective: Manage as wilderness those 
portions of WSAs where no iden ified 
existing or potential conflicts with 
oil and gas exploration, m neral 
development, utility corridor , or 
livestock production would occur. 

Short and Long-Term Management Ac ions: 

1. 

2. 

Recommend a portion of the 
Humboldt River WSA (28,386 
as preliminarily suitabl 
wilderness designation 
percent of RMP area). 

ittle 
cres) 

for 
(0.9 

Recommend as nonsuitable for 
wilderness designation all f the 
Cedar Ridge, Red Spring and 
Rough Hills WSAs, and a p rtion 
of the Little Humboldt Riv r WSA 
totaling 38,368 acres. 

Suitable table 
WSA Acres Acres 

Rough Hills 0 
Little Humboldt 

River 28,386 13,82 
Cedar Ridge 0 10,00 
Red Spring 0 7 ,84 
TOTAL 28,386 38,36 



TABLE 2-1 
ALTERNATIVE B - LEGAL ACCESS 

Resources Number of Roads Percent Miles of Roads Percent 

Range 20 35 91 42 

Woodland 4 7 11 5 

Minerals 3 5 14 6 

, Range/Woodland 4 7 17 8 

Recreation/Range 8 14 29 13 

Wildernessl// 
Range/Woodland 3 5 9 4 , 

Recreation 4 7 13.5 6 

Wilderness 2 4 12 5 

Wil derness/Range/ 
Recreation 2 4 10 5 

Wilderness/Woodland 1 2 1 1 

Range/Recreat i on/ 
Woodland 1 2 2 1 

Recreation/Wildlife 1 2 1 1 

Range/Wildli f e 1 2 3 1 

Wilderness/Recreation 1 2 1 1 

Recreation/Woodland 1 2 2 1 
56 100% 216.5 100% 

ROADS FOR ALTERNATIVE B (Refer to Access Roads Map) 

1000, 1009, 1020, 1030, 1033, 1035, 1041, 1042, 1045, 1047, 1053, 1059, 1066, 
1069, 1092, 1103, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1116, 1117, 1119, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 
1130, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1200, 1219, 1224, 1225, 122 7, 1229, 1230, 1239, 1247, 
1250, 1251, 1254, 1263, 12 91 , A , B , C , D , E , G , I , J , K , L , M , N • 

1/ Access to wilderness boundaries 
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ISSUE 6: LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Objective: Enhance livestock forage 
production on a sustained yield basis 
resulting in maximization of AUMs. 

Short and Long-Term Management 
Actions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Increase the availability of 
livestock AUMs to 491,741. This 
represents a 62 percent increase 
over the three to five year 
average use, and a 27 percent 
increase over active preference 
(Appendix 3 Table 2). 

Treat or seed 635,000 acres to 
livestock 
existing 

provide additional 
forage or maintain 
seedings. 

Construct 405 miles of fence, 
drill 50 wells, develop 139 
springs, install 71 cattleguards, 
construct 25 storage tanks, 
install 187 miles of pipeline, 
and construct 243 reservoirs to 
improve livestock distribution 
and utilization of vegetation 
(Table 2-2). 

Continue implementation of 12 
existing AMPs. Develop and 
implement AMPs on 37 Category I 
allotments, 11 Category M 
allotments and one Category C 
allotment to meet the 
physiological requirements of the 
vegetation, ensure sustained 
yield, enhance distribution and 
increase livestock carrying 
capacity. 

ISSUE 7: WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Objective: Maintain habitat 
sufficient to support present numbers 
of big game and sensitive, threatened, 
or endangered species populations. 
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Short and Long-Term Management Act ons: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Manage wildlife habitat to pro­
vide 20,338 AUMs of forage for 
existing numbers of mule deer and 
608 AUMs for existing number of 
pronghorn antelope (Appendi 4, 
Table 1). 

Maintain crucial and esse ,tial 
wildlife habitats. 

Limit maintenance of existing and 
construction of new wildlife ro-
jects to those that exist in cru-
cial wildlife habitat. Const uct 
five guzzlers, seven spring ro-
tection facilities, 40 ter 
developments, and 86 of 
fencing to improve habitat and 
management for wildlife ( able 
2-2). Modify five miles off nee 
within crucial big game habit t. 

Protect and enhance riparian and 
aquatic habitat currently or is­
torically inhabited by 
species considered sensi ve, 
threatened, or endangered (52 
miles/1530 acres). 

ISSUE 8: WILD HORSES 

Objective: Maintain wild horse 
lations in areas where no conf 
exist with commodity related resou 

Short and Long-Term Management Act 

1. Manage the four wild horse 
areas, with a target popul 
of 220 horses. 

3. Conduct wild horse gathering as 
needed to maintain numbers. 

ISSUE 9: WOODLAND PRODUCT 

Objective: Make all woodland ac 
available for harvest, approxim 
74,000 acres. 



Livestock 

Chl.vert 
Wells (Fach) 
Pipelines (Miles) 
Water Storage 

Tanks (Each) 
Spring Develo)lEltS 

(Each) 
Fences (Miles) 
Ca.ttleguards (Fach) 
land Treat:roont 

(Acres) 
Reservoir (Fach) 
sumurAL 

Wild li:>rses/Burros 

Water De!vel.opiEnts 

Wildlife 

Qizzlers (Fach) 
Spring Protection 

(Fach) 
Vegetation Treatioonts 

(Acres) 
Water Develo)lElts 

(Each) 
Fence lblification 

(Miles) 
Fences (Miles) 
SUBlOTAL 

TCfl'AL cnsr 

TAm.E 2-2 
RAM'.E.AND lME'RomENr IROJECTS BY AL1mNATIVE 

FOR lHE El.KO PIANNING AREA }j 

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

l 2,000 
50 $ 300,000 28 $ 168,000 

187 748,000 83 $ 332,000 132 528,000 
25 50,000 13 26,000 24 48,000 

139 417,000 81 243,000 97 291,000 

405 972,000 256 614,400 258 619,200 
71 177,500 29 72,500 37 92,500 

635,003 10,U2,280 120,978 2,179,405 

243 1,944,000 123 984,000 97 776,000 
$14,720,780 $2,271,900 $4,704,105 

2/ 3 $ 30,000 2 $ 20,000 -. 

5 $ 10,000 20 $ 40,000 20 $ 40,000 
7 35,000 10 20,000 40 20,000 

500 30,000 

40 80,000 12 24,000 40 80,000 

5 5,000 10 10,000 20 20,000 

86 206,400 353 847,200 189 453!600 
$ 336,400 $ 941,200 $¼3,600 

$15,057,180 $3,243,100 $5,347,705 

Alternative E 

2/ 

5 $10,000 

200 12,000 

40 80,000 

$102,000 

$102,000 

1/ These improvarents will be designed to benefit all uses. The categories used here are only to imicate the primary 

2/ 
benefiting use. 
N:> specific improve11EI1.ts currently plarmed. 
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Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Implement intensive management 
of Christmas tree cutting on 
approximately 23,000 acres and 
allow maximum harvest levels in 
response to demand. 

Manage fuelwood harvesting to 
allocate the full allowable cut 
on approximately 74,000 acres. 

Implement a program 
for competitive 
fuelwood sales. 

providing 
commercial 

' ·1 

Provide for commercial salvage 
cuts if pinyon pine/juniper type 
conversions to improve forage 
production prove to be the mojf 
beneficial use of the forested 
area. 

5. Provide for commercial pine nut 
sales in years that pine nuts 
are abundant. 

ISSUE 10: MINERALS 
\. 

Objective: Encourage production of 
mineral resources consistent with 
existing laws and regulations. 

Short and Long-Term Management 
Actions: 

1. Designate the entire planning 
area open to mineral entry for 
locatable minerals, except 
47,022 acres (1.5 percent of the 
RMP area) consisting of a 
portion of the Little Rumbold t 
River WSA and 18,625 acres 
addressed in the Draft Owyhee 
Canyonlands Wilderness EIS as 
preliminarily suitable for 
wilderness designation, and an 
11 acre administrative 
withdrawal. 
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2. Provide for oil/gas and 
geothermal leasing as follows 

a) Designation: Limited 
subject to no surface occupan 
Purpose: Protection of S 
No surface occupancy will 
to areas within one-half mi 
the high water line a 
Wilson, Zunino/Jiggs, Wildh 
South Fork of the Owyhee R 
and Rock Creek and South 
Reservoirs . (Special Recre 
Area Alternatives Map). 
Acres: 11,092 (0.4 percen 
RMP area). 

s. 

of 

b) Designation: Open - su ject 
to standard leasing stipulati ns. 
Acres: 3,075,905 (98.1 pe cent 
RMP area). 

c) Designation: Closed. 
Purpose: Areas recommended 
preliminarily suitable 
wilderness designation (incl 
18,625 acres addressed in 
Draft Owyhee Canyon 
Wilderness EIS) and an 11 
administrative withdrawal. 
Acres: 47,022 (1.5 percen 
RMP area). 

as 
for 

ding 
the 

acre 

of 

See Appendix 6 for Special Le sing 
Stipulations. 
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ALTERNATIVE C 

GOAL: Management direction in 
Al terna ti ve C is to implement a 
resource management plan that is 
oriented toward enhancement of fragile 
and unique natural values with 
emphasis on wilderness, wildlife, and 
wild horses. 

ISSUE 1: LANDS AND REALTY 

Objective: Allow disposals, land 
tenure adjustments, and land use 
authorizations that minimize loss or 
damage to wildlife and riparian 
habitat, wild horse herd areas, visual 
quality, and other fragile or unique 
resources. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Make available, primarily 
through sale, 5,900 acres of 
public land to meet community 
expansion needs (Land Tenure 
Adjustment and Corridor Map -
Alternative C). 

2. Identify for transfer, primarily 
through exchange, 212,480 acres 
of public land (Land Tenure 
Adjustment and Corridor Map -
Al ternative C). 

ISSUE 2: CORRIDORS 

Objective: Designate corridors that 
do not result in loss or damage to 
wildlife and riparian habitat, wild 
horse herd areas, visual quality, and 
other fragile or unique resources. 

Short-Term Management Actions: 

1. Locate corridors along existing 
rights-of-way whenever possible. 

2. Designate 219 miles of 
transportation and utility 
corridors which contain existing 
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facilities. This includes 109 
miles of low visibility corridor 
designation along Interstate 
80. Facilities within the low 
visibility corridor ·would be 
accommodated only if the 
facility would not be evident in 
the characteristic landscape. 

ISSUE 3: LEGAL ACCESS 

Objective: - Acquire legal access for 
routes that would enhance management 
of recreation and wilderness areas, 
wild horses, wildlife, and riparian 
habitats. 

Long-Term Management Action: Initiate 
procedures to acquire legal access for 
24 roads (72.5 miles) considered high 
priority for management of recreation 
and wilderness areas, wild horse 
herds, and terrestrial wildlife and 
riparian habitats (Table 2-3). 

ISSUE 4: RECREATION 

Objective: Emphasize dispersed and 
nonmotorized recreation. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions! 

1. Maintain three existing SRMAs: 
the South Fork of the Owyhee 
River for sport and commercial 
river recreation (3,500 acres, 
the rim-to - rim portion); Wilson 
Reservoir (5,440 acres), and 
Zunino/Jiggs Reservoir (800 
acres) for camping and water 
based recreation (Special 
Recreation Management Area 
Alternatives Map). 

2. Designate the South Fork of the 
Humboldt River (3,360 acres) for 
water based recreation uses as 
an SRMA (Special Recreation 
Management Area Alternatives 
Map). 



Resources 

Wildlife 

Wilderness 

Recreation 

Wilderness/Recreation 

TABLE 2-3 
ALTERNATIVE C - LEGAL ACCESS 

Number of Roads Percent 

1 3 

5 21 

14 59 

4 17 
24 100% 

Miles of Roads 

3 

17 

36.5 

16 
if:-s 

ROADS FOR ALTERNATIVE C (Refer to Access Roads Map) 

Percent 

4 

24 

24 

22 
100% 

1020~ 1042, 1047, 1092, 1103, 1117, 1126, 1128; 1129, 1130, 1140, 1230, 1247, 
1250, 1254, A, C, D, E, J, L, M, N. 
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3. Designate the Wildhorse Special 
Recreation Management Area (5,760 
acres) for camping and water 
based recreation. This area 
would include both the North and 
West Wildhorse SRMAs as well as 
lands for dispersed recreation 
use. 

4~ Manage the remainder 
planning area for 
recreation activities. 

of the 
dispersed 

5. Designate the planning area as 
follows for off-road vehicles: 
3,029,780 acres open (97 percent 
of RMP area) and 104,239 acres 
(three percent of the planning 
area; composed of SRMAs and 
preliminarily suitable portions 
of WSAs, including 18,625 acres 
addressed in the Draft Owyhee 
Canyonlands Wilderness EIS) 
limited to designated roads and 
trails. 

ISSUE 5: WILDERNESS 

(ALL WILDERNESS) 

Objective: To manage all lands 
currently under wilderness review as 
wilderness. 

Short and Long-Term Management 
Action: Recommend all of the WSAs 
(66,754 acres) as preliminarily 
suitable for wilderness designation 
(2.1 percent of RMP area). 

Suitable Nonsuitable 
WSA Acres Acres 

Rough Hills 6,685 0 
Little Humboldt 

River 42,213 0 
Cedar Ridge 10,009 0 
Red Spring 7,847 0 
TOTAL 66,754 0 
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ISSUE 6: LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Objective: Allow livestock grazing at 
use levels which would avoid signifi -:;­
cant conflicts with sensitive re­
sources. Grazing systems and range 
improvements would be implemented to 
enhance overall rangeland vegetativ .e 
conditions. 

Short-Term Management Actions: Reduce 
grazing levels from 387,535 AUMs to a 
level of 193,767 AUMs (50 per~ent re­
duction of active preference). This 
would be a 37 percent reduction from 
the current three to five year average 
licensed use. 

Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Construct 256 miles of fence, and 
123 reservoirs; develop 81 
springs; install 83 miles of 
pipeline~ 13 water storage tanks, 
and 29 cattleguards to improve 
range condition and management 
for livestock and wildlife (Table 
2-2). 

2. Continue implementation of 12 
existing AMPs. Develop and im­
plement AMPs on nine Category I 
allotments to allow for natural 
recovery of range condition. 

ISSUE 7: WILDLIFE HABITAT 

dbjecti ve: Protect and/ or enhance 
terrestrial, riparian, and aquatic 
wildlife habitat to the maximum extent 
possible. 

Short and Long--Term Management Actions: 

1. Manage wildlife habitat to pro­
vide 40,782 AUMs of forage for 
mule deer, 1,215 AUMs for 
pronghorn antelope, and 140 AUMs 
for bighorn sheep (Appendix 4 
Table 1). 



4. 

5. 

Construct 20 guzzlers, ten spring 
protection facilities, 12 water 
developments, and 353 miles of 
fencing to improve habitat and 
management for wildlife. Modify 
ten miles of fence within crucial 
big game habitat. 

Apply restrictions on leasable 
and/or salable mineral activities 
to protect all deer winter range, 
crucial sage grouse habitat, and 
antelope kidding areas. 

Jointly evaluate and analyze 
availability and condition of 
habitat areas identified by 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 
(NDOW) for the reestablishment/ 
reintroduction or introduction of 
bighorn sheep and other wild­
life species. Accommodate these 
plans through cooperative 
agreements, if feasible. 

Intensively manage 191 miles 
(5,740 acres) of riparian/stream 
habitat to provide good habitat 
condition for wildlife and fish. 
Techniques which would result in 
a minimum improvement of 30 per­
cent in habitat condition in the 
short-term from the date of 
implementation would be used. 

6. Preclude new road construction in 
riparian areas except at essen­
tial drainage crossings. Miti­
gate all mining and mineral 
exploration and development 
impacts in riparian areas. 

ISSUE 8: WILD HORSES 

Objective: Manage wild horse popu­
lations with the goal of enhancing 
habitat conditions for wild horses and 
increasing horse numbers. 

Short-Term Management Actions: 

1. Evaluate wild horse habitat to 
reduce or eliminate conditions 
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2. 

that would prevent popul tion 
numbers from increasing~ 

Construct three water 
projects (catchment 
with a storage tank 
(Table 2-2). 

develo 
type) 
and t 

Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Manage the four wild horse erd 
areas with a target populatio of 
660 horses. 

2. Conduct wild horse gathering 
needed to maintain numbers. 

as 

ISSUE 9: WOODLAND PRODUCT 

Objective: Manage 43,000 acres of 
woodlands for woodland product st. 

Short and Long-Term Actions: 

1. 

2. 

Implement intensive managemen of 
Christmas tree cutting on app ox­
imately 14,000 acres and a low 
maximum harvest levels in 
response to demand. 

Manage fuelwood harvesting to 
allocate the full allowable cut 
on approximately 43,000 acres. 

ISSUE 1 O: MINERALS 

Objective: Allow mineral explora ion 
and development while mitigating all 
impacts to wildlife, wild hor es, 
recreation, and wilderness. 

Short and Long-Term Management Acti ns: 

1. Designate the planning area pen 
to mineral entry for locat ble 
minerals, except for 85,390 a res 
(2.7 percent of the RMP a ea) 
consisting of areas prelimina ily 
suitable for wilderness desi na­
tion, including 18,625 a res 



addressed in the Draft Owyhee 
Canyonlands Wilderness EIS and an 
11 acre administrative site. 

Provide for · oil/gas and 
geothermal leasing as follows: 

a) Designation: Limited 
subject to no surface occupancy. 
Purpose: Protection of SRMAs and 
sage grouse strutting grounds. 
No surface occupancy would apply 
to areas within one-half mile of 
the high water line around 
Wilson, Zunino/Jiggs, Wildhorse, 
Rock Creek and South Fork 
Reservoirs and South Fork of the 
Owyhee Canyon SRMA (Special 
Recreation Management Area Map). 
Acres: 36,872 (1,2 percent of 
RMP area; 11,092 SRMAs and 
25,780 - sage grouse strutting 
grounds). 

b) Designation: Limited 
Subject to seasonal restriction. 
Purpose: Protect crucial deer 
winter, crucial deer yearlong, 
and crucial yearlong antelope 
habitat, and sage grouse brood 
rearing areas (refer to Antelope 
and Mule Deer Habitat Map). 
Acres: 877,525 (28 percent of 
RMP area). 

c) Designation: Open - subject 
to standard leasing stipulations. 
Acres: 2,134,232 (68.1 percent 
of RMP area). 

d) Designation: Closed. 
Purpose: Areas recommended as 
preliminarily suitable for wild­
erness designation (including 
18,625 acres addressed in the 
Draft Owyhee Canyonlands Wilder­
ness EIS) and an 11 acre admin­
istrative withdrawal site. 
Acres: 85,390 (2.7 percent RMP 
area) See Appendix 6 for Special 
Leasing Stipulations. 
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ALTERNATIVE D 

Alternative D emphasizes a balanced 
approach to land management in the 
planning area. Management attention 
would be directed toward improving 
rangeland vegetative conditions ; 
expanding livestock grazing 
opportunities, providing habitat for 
additional big game, meeting a variety 
of recreational needs, and providing 
for mineral development. This 
management direction would favorably 
influence orderly economic growth 
while providing for the social needs 
of the local and regional area~ 

ISSUE 1: LANDS AND REAL TY 

Objective: Allow disposals, land 
tenure adjustments, and land use 
authorizations to accommodate the 
overall goal of this alternative. 

Short and Long-Term Management 
Actions: 

1. Make available, primarily through 
sale, up to 5,900 acres of public 
land to meet community expansion 
needs (Land Tenure Adjustment and 
Corridor Map - Alternative D). 

2. Make available, primarily by 
sale, up to 8,340 acres of public 
lands that are difficult and 
uneconomic to manage, 

3. Identify for transfer, primarily 
through exchange, 243,200 acres. 

ISSUE 2: CORRIDORS 

Objective: Identify designated 
corridors and planning corridors in 
coordination with other multiple-use 
objectives. 



Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Designate 243 miles of 
right-of-way corridors. This 
includes 109 miles of low 
visibility corridor designation 
along Interstate 80~ Future 
facilities within this low 
visibility corridor would be 
accommodated if the facility were 
not evident in the characteristic 
landscape (Land Tenure Adjustment 
and Corridor Map - Alternative D). 

Identify 130 miles of planning 
corridors for future facilities. 

ISSUE 3: LEGAL ACCESS 

Objective: Initiate procedures to 
acquire legal access for routes which 
would enhance opportunities to use 
public resources and provide for 
public land administration. 

Long-Term Management Action: Acquire 
legal access for 60 roads (242 miles) 
considered high priority for 
management of all resources (Table 
2-4). 

ISSUE 4: RECREATION 

Objective: Provide a wide range of 
recreation opportunities. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Maintain three existing SRMAs: 
the South Fork of the Owyhee 
River for sport and commercial 
river recreation (3,500 acres, 
the rim-to - rim portion); Wilson 
Reservoir (5,440 acres), and 
Zunino/Jiggs Reservoir (800 
acres) for camping and water 
based recreation (Special 
Recreation Management Area 
Alternative Map). 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Designate the South Fork o the 
Humboldt River (3,360 acre 
an SRMA for water 
recreation uses 
Recreation Management rea 
Alternative Map). 

Designate the Wildhorse 
Recreation Management 
acres) for camping and 
based recreation. This 
would include both the Nort 

cial 
, 760 
ater 

West Wildhorse SRMAs as we 
lands for dispersed recre tion 
use. 

Manage the remainder of the 
planning area acres for disp rsed 
recreation activities. 

Make the following ORV 
designations: 3,060,074 cres 
open (98 percent of the pla ning 
area) and the remaining 
(73,945 acres; composed of 
and preliminarily sui able 
portions of WSAs including 1 , ,625 
acres addressed in the raft 
Owyhee Canyonlands Wilde ness 
EIS) limited to designated oads 
and trails. 

ISSUE 5: WILDERNESS 

Objective: Manage as wilderness hose 
portions of the WSAs that are 
manageable as wilderness and whe e no 
identified existing or pote tial 
conflicts with oil and gas explor tion 
or other minerals exist. 

Short and Long-Term Mana ement Act ons: 

1. Recommend the entire Rough ills 
WSA (6,685 acres) and a po tion 
of the Little Humboldt River WSA 
(29,775 acres) as prelimin rily 
suitable for wilde ness 
designation (1.2 percent of RMP 
area). 



TABLE 2- 4 
ALTERNATIVE D - LEGAL ACCESS 

Resources Number of Roads Percent Miles of Roads Percent 

Wilderness 1 2 7 3 

Range 22 36 94 38 

Recreation 3 5 13 5 

Woodland 5 8 12 5 

Minerals 3 5 14 6 

Other Government 5 8 29 12 

Range/Woodland 7 11 23 10 

Wilderness/ Range/ 
Recreation/Woodland 1 2 5 2 

Range/Recreation 4 7 19 8 

Wilderness/Range/ 
Recreation 2 3 10 4 

Recreation/Wildlife 1 2 1 1 

Range/Wildlife 1 2 3 1 

Wilderness/Recreation 1 2 1 1 

Recreation/Woodland 1 2 2 1 

Range/Recreation/ 
Other Government 2 3 4 2 

Wildlife/Other Government 1 2 5 2 
60 100% 242 100% 

ROADS FOR ALTERNATIVE D (Refer to Access Roads Map) 

1000, 1009, 1020, 1030, 1033, 1035, 1041, 1042, 1045, 1047, 1053, 1059, 1066, 
1069, 1072, 1092, 1095, 1103, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1116, 1117, 1119, 1126, 1127, 
1128, 1129, 1130, 1138, 1140, 1200, 1219, 1224, 1225, 1227, 1229, 1230, 1239, 
1247, 1250, 1251, 1254, 1263, 1264, 1265, 1287, 12 9 7 , A , B , C , E , G, I, J' K, 
L, M, N. 
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Recommend the Cedar Ridge and Red 
Spring WSAs and a portion of the 
Little Humboldt River WSA, total­
ing 30~294 acres~ as nonsuitable 
for wilderness designation 
(Wilderness Study '' Areas 
Alternatives Maps). 

Suitable Nonsuitable 
WSA Acres Acres ---

Rough Hills 6,685 0 
Little Humboldt 

River 29,775 12,438 
Cedar Ridge 0 10,009 
Red Spring 0 7,847 
TOTAL 36,460 30,294 

ISSUE 6: LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Objective: Maintain or improve the 
condition of the public dingelands to 
enhance productivity for all rangeland 
values. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Initially license livestock use 
at the three to five year 
(1979-1983) average licensed use 
level of 305,247 AUMs. Over the 
long-term increase the 
availability of livestock AUMs to 
396,989 AUMs, a two percent 
increase over active preference 
and 30 percent over the three to 
five year average licensed use 
level (Appendix 3, Table 2). 
There would be no change in 
active preference unless 
adequately supported by 
monitoring. 

Treat or seed 120,978 acres to 
provide additional livestock 
forage and reduce the grazing 
pressure on adjacent areas. 

Construct 258 miles of fence; 
drill 28 wells; lay 132 miles of 
pipeline; install 24 storage 
tanks, 97 spring developments, 
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4. 

and 97 reservoirs to i prove 
livestock distribution and u ili­
zation of vegetation (Table 2 2). 

Develop and implement AMPs n 22 
Category I allotments and six 
Category M allotments to llow 
for natural improvement of ange 
condition while consi ring 
multiple-use values and in eas-
ing livestock carrying capaci y. 

5. Implement a . rangeland monit ring 
program to determine if ma age­
ment objectives are being me and 
adjust grazing management sy terns 
and livestock numbers as req red. 

ISSUE 7: WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Objective: 
terrestrial 
habitat. 

Conserve and 
and aquatic 

ance 
life 

Short and Lon -Term Mana ement ons: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Manage wildlife habitat to 
vide 40,782 AUMs of forage 
mule deer, 1,215 AUMs for p 
horn antelope, and 140 AUM 
bighorn sheep (Appendix 
Table 1). 

pro­
for 

ong­
for 

4~ 

Construct 20 guzzlers, 40 s ring 
protection facilities, 40 ater 
developments, and 189 mile of 
fencing to improve habitat and 
management for wildlife. I ple ­
ment 500 acres of veget tion 
treatment and modify 20 mil s of 
fence within crucial big game 
habitat (Table 2-2). 

Monitor the interaction be ween 
wildlife habitat condition and 
other resource uses and make 
adjustments in season-of-us for 
livestock to improve or mai tain 
essential and crucial wil life 
habitats. 



I 
' 

4. 

6. 

Jointly evaluate and analyze 
availability and condition of 
habitat areas identified by the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife for 
the reestablishment, 
reintroduction, or introduction 
of bighorn sheep and other 
wildlife species. Accommodate 
these plans through cooperative 
agreements, if feasible. 

Apply 
and/or 

restrictions 
salable 

on leasable 
mineral 

developments to protect crucial 
deer winter range, sage grouse 
strutting and nesting habitats, 
and antelope kidding areas. 

Manage 116 miles (3,480 acres) of 
high priority riparian/stream 
habitat to provide good habitat 
condition for wildlife and fish. 
Techniques which would result in 
a minimum improvement of 30 
percent in habitat condition in 
the short-term from the date of 
implementation would be used. 

ISSUE 8: WILD HORSES 

Objective: Manage 
populations in their 
areas consistent with 
uses. 

wild horse 
current herd 

other resource 

Short and Long-Term Management 
Actions: 

1, Manage the four wild horse herd 
areas with a target population of 
330 horses. 

2. Monitor wild horse populations 
and habitat conditions. 

3, Construct two water development 
projects ( catchment type) each 
with a storage tank and trough 
(Table 2-2). 

4. Conduct wild horse gatherings as 
needed to maintain numbers. 
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ISSUE 9: WOODLAND PRODUCTS 
,,. 

Objective: Manage woodland areas to 
provide as wide a variety of products 
and services as possible to both the 
general public .and commercial users~ 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Implement intensive management of 
Christmas tree cutting on 
approximately 23,000 acres of 
woodlands. 

Manage fuelwood harvesting to 
allocate the full allowable cut 
on approximately 60,000 acres. 
Additional live fuelwood 
harvesting areas would be opened 
as needed. 

3~ Provide for commercial pine nut 
sales in years when pine nuts are 
abundant. 

ISSUE 10: MINERALS 

Objective: Maintain public lands open 
for exploration, development, and 
production of mineral resources while 
mitigating conflicts with wildlife, 
wild horses, recreation, and 
wilderness resources. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

Designate the resource area open 
to mineral entry for locatable 
minerals, except for 55,096 acres 
(1.8 percent of RMP area) 
consisting of areas preliminarily 
suitable for wilderness 
designation, including 18,625 
acres addressed in the Draft 
Owyhee Canyonlands Wilderness EIS 
and an , 11 acre administrative 
site. 

Provide for oil/gas and 
geothermal leasing as follows: 



a) Designation: Limited 
subject to no surface occupancy. 
Purpose: Protection of SRMAs and 
sage grouse strutting grounds. 
No surface occupancy would apply 
to areas within one-half mile of 
the high water line around 
Wilson, Zunino/Jiggs, Wildhorse, 
South Fork of the Owyhee Canyon, 
and Rock Creek and South Fork 
Reservoirs (Special Recreation 
Management Area Alternatives Map). 
Acres: 36,872 (1.2 percent of 
RMP area; 11,092 SRMAs and 
25,780 - sage grouse strutting 
grounds). 

b) Designation: Limited 
Subject to seasonal restriction. 
Purpose: Protect crucial deer 
winter range, crucial antelope 
yearlong habitat, and sage grouse 
brood rearing areas (Antelope and 
Mule Deer Habitat Map). 
Acres: 470,714 (15 percent of 
RMP area)~ 

c) Designation: Open - subject 
to standard leasing stipulations. 
Acres: 2,571,337 (82 percent of 
RMP area). 

d) Designation: Closed. 
Purpose: Areas recommended as 
preliminarily suitable for 
wilderness designation, including 
18,625 acres addressed in the 
Draft Owyhee Canyonlands 
Wilderness EIS and an 11 acre 
administrative withdrawal. 
Acres: 55,096 acres (1.8 percent 
of RMP area). 

See Appendix 
Stipulations. 

6 for Special Leasing 

2-20 

ALTERNATIVE E 

GOAL: This alternative was dev loped 
to provide for baseline data nd a 
comparative analysis of the 
elimination of livestock grazi g on 
public lands. 

ISSUE 1: LANDS AND REALTY 

Objective: To allow disposals, land 
tenure adjustments, and land use 
authorizations that minimize lo 
damage to wildlife and ri 
habitat, wild horse herd areas, 
quality, and other fragile or 
resources. 

Short and Lon Term Management Ac 

L Make available for sale 
5,900 acres of public la 
meet community expansion 
(Land Tenure Adjustment 

to 
to 

needs 
and 

Corridor Map - Alternative E)~ 

2. Identify for transfer by ex ange 
212,480 acres of public land 
(Land Tenure Adjustment and 
Corridor Map - Alternative E). 

ISSUE 2: CORRIDORS 

Objective: Designate corridors 
do not result in loss or dama 
wildlife and riparian habitat, 
horse herd areas, visual quality 
other fragile or unique resources. 

Short-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

Locate 
existing 
possible. 

corridor routes 
rights-of-way wh 

Designate 219 miles 
transportation and ut 
corridors which contain exi 
facilities. This includes 

that 
e to 
wild 

and 

on 
ever 

of 
lity 
ting 
109 

miles of low visibility cor idor 
designation along Interstate 80. 



~ 
I 

I 

I 

t 

t 
t 

r , 
r 
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Future facilities within the low 
visibility corridor would be 
accommodated if the facility were 
not evident in the characteristic 
landscape. 

ISSUE 3: LEGAL ACCESS 

Objective: Acquire legal access for 
routes which would enhance management 
of recreation and wilderness areas, 
wild horses, wildlife, and riparian 
habitats. 

Long-Term Management Action: Initiate 
procedures to acquire legal access for 
14 roads (50 miles) considered as high 
priority for management of recreation 
and wilderness areas, wild horse 
herds, and terrestrial wildlife and 
riparian habitats (Table 2- 5). 

ISSUE 4: RECREATION 

Objective: Emphasize dispersed and 
nonmotorized recreation. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

Maintain three existing SRMAs: 
the South Fork of the Owyhee 
River for sport and commercial 
river recreation (3,500 acres, 
the rim-to-rim portion); Wilson 
Reservoir (5,440 acres) and 
Zunino/Jiggs Reservior (800 
acres) for camping and water 
based recreation (Special 
Recreation Management Area 
Alternatives Map). 

Designate the South Fork of the 
Humboldt River (3,360 acres) as 
an SRMA for water based 
recreation uses (Special 
Recreation Management Area 
Alternatives Map). 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

Designate the Wildhorse Spe cial 
Recreation Management Area (5 ,760 
acres) for camping and water 
based recreation. This area 
would include both the North and 
West Wildhorse SRMAs as well as 
lands for dispersed use~ 

Manage the remainder 
planning area for 
recreation activities. 

of the 
disper sed 

Designate the RMP area as fol lows 
for off-road vehicles: 3,029, 780 
acres open (97 percent of RMP 
area) and 104,239 acres (3 
percent of RMP area; composed of 
SRMAs and preliminarily suita ble 
portions of WSAs including 18, 625 
acres addressed in the Draft 
Owyhee Canyonlands Wildern ess 
EIS) limited to designated ro ads 
and trails. 

ISSUE 5: WILDERNESS 

Objective: Manage all lands curre ntly 
under wilderness review as wildernes s. 

Short and Long-Term Management 
Action: Recommend all of the WSAs, 
totaling 66,754 acres, as 
preliminarily suitable for wilder ness 
designation (2.1 percent of RMP area ). 

Suitable Nonsuita ble 
WSA Acres Acres 

Rough Hills 6,685 0 
Little Humboldt 

River 42,213 0 
Cedar Ridge 10,009 0 
Red Spring 7,847 0 
TOTAL 66,754 0 

ISSUE 6: LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Objective: ' Eliminate all live stock 
grazing on public lands. 



TABLE 2-5 
ALTERNATIVE E - LEGAL ACCESS 

Resources Number of Roads Percent Miles of Roads Percent 

Wildlife 1 7 3 6 

Recreation 11 79 35 70 

Wilderness 2 14 12 24 
14 100% 50 100% 

ROADS FOR ALTERNATIVE E (Refer to Access Roads Map) 

1042~ 1047, 1092, 1103, 1126, 1128, 1130, 1230, 1250, 1254, A, C, E, J, M. 

' . ., 
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Short-Term Management Actions: 
Eliminate all 
public lands. 

livestock grazing on 

ISSUE 7: WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Objective: Enhance terrestrial, 
riparian, and aquatic wildlife habitat 
to the maximum extent possible to 
allow big game populations to expand 
beyond reasonable numbers. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Manage big game habitat in good 
or better condition, so that 
population levels could expand 
beyond reasonable numbers~ This 
is expected to range from 80,000 
to 100,000 AUMs of use and 
represents the highest documented 
level for mule deer populations 
(NDOW, 1983). It also includes 
projected bighorn sheep and 
pronghorn antelope forage. 

Construe t 20 guzzlers, 10 spring 
protection facilities, and 12 
water developments to improve 
habitat and management for 
wildlife. Modify 10 miles of 
fence within crucial big game 
habitat (Table 2-2). 

Apply time of year restrictions 
on leasable and/ or salable 
mineral development to protect 
all deer winter range ~nd all 
crucial sage grouse habitat. 

Jointly evaluate and analyze 
availability and condition of 
habitat areas identified by the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 
(NDOW) for the reestablishment, 
reintroduction, or introduction 
of bighorn sheep and other 
wildlife species. Accommodate 
these plans through cooperative 
agreements, if feasible. 
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5. Preclude new road construction in 
riparian areas except at essen­
tial drainage crossings. Pre­
clude mining and mineral explora­
tion and development in riparian 
areas. 

1
ISSUE 8: WILD HORSES 

Objective: Manage wild horse 
populations with the goal of enhancing 
habitat conditions for wild horses and 
increasing hors~ numbers. 

Short-Term Management Actions: 

1. Monitor wild horse populations 
and habitat to reduce or elimin­
ate conditions that would prevent 
population numbers from 
increasing. 

2. Construct three water 
projects (catchment 
with a storage tank 
(Table 2-2)~ 

development 
type) each 
and trough 

Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. Manage the four wild horse herd 
areas with a target population of 
660 horses. 

2. Conduct wild horse gatherings as 
needed to maintain numbers. 

ISSUE 9: WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

Objective: Manage 43,000 acres of 
woodlands for woodland product harvest. 

Short and Long--Term Actions: 

1. Implement intensive management of 
Christmas tree cutting on approx­
imately 14,000 acres of wood­
lands. 

2. Manage fuel wood harvesting to 
allocate the full allowable cut 
on approximately 43,000 acres. 



ISSUE 1 O: MINERALS 

Objective: Allow mineral exploration 
and development while mitigating all 
impacts to wildlife, wild horses, 
recreation, and wilderness. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

L Designate the planning area open 
to mineral entry for locatable 
minerals except for 89,930 acres 
(2.7 percent of RMP area) 
consisting of areas preliminarily 
suitable for wilderness 
designation, including 18,625 
acres address in the Draft Owyhee 
Canyonlands Wilderness EIS and 11 
acres for an administrative 
withdrawal site. 

2~ Provide for oil/gas and 
geothermal leasing as follows: 

a) Designation: Limited 
subject to no surface occupancy. 
Purpose: Protection of SRMAs and 
sage grouse strutting grounds. 
Surface occupancy will apply to 
areas within one-half mile of the 
high water line around Wilson, 
Zunino/Jiggs, Wildhorse, Rock 
Creek and South Fork Reservoirs 
and South Fork of the Owyhee 
Canyon SRMA (Special Recreation 
Management Area Alternatives Map). 
Acres: 36,872 (1.2 percent of 
RMP area; 11,092 SRMA.s and 
25,780 - sage grouse strutting 
grounds). 

b) Designation: Limited 
Subject to seasonal restrictions. 
Purpose: Protect crucial . deer 
winter range, and crucial deer 
yearlong range, crucial antelope 
yearlong habitat, and sage grouse 
brood rearing areas (Antelope and 
Mule Deer Habitat Map). 
Acres: 877,525 (28 percent of 
RMP area). 
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c) Designation: Open - s bject 
to standard leasing stipulati ns. 
Acres: 2,134,232 (68.1 p rcent 
of RMP area). 

d) Designation: Closed. 
Purpose: Areas recommende as 
preliminarily suitable for 
wilderness designation an an 
administrative withdrawal. 
Acres: 85,930 (2.7 perce of 
RMP area) for wild 
designation, including 
acres address in the Draft 
Canyonlands Wilderness EIS ad an 
11 acre administrative withd awal 
site. 

See Appendix 6 for Special 
Stipulations. 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 

COMMON TO ALL AL TERN TIVES 

The fallowing management guidan e is 
applicable to all alternatives. This 
guidance consists of c rrent 
management practices expected to 
continue; plan implementation act ons; 
and standard operating proce ures 
resulting from existing p icy, 
regulation, or legal requirements. 

General 

The selection of the final res urce 
management plan will take place fter 
publication of the final environ ental 
impact statement. The plan will 
consist of one, or a combinatio of, 
the management actions in 
this document. 

In general, this resource manag 
plan will be implemented th 
activity plans, These are det 
site-specific management 
outlined in livestock allo 
management plans, wildlife 
management plans, wild orse 
management area plans, and wilde 



management plans among others. These 
plans will be multiple-use in nature. 
They will include actions such as 
range improvements and grazing 
systems. This is consistent with the 
RMP process. Monitoring will be used 
to evaluate the plans to see if they 
are meeting their objectives. 

A Rangeland Program Summary will be 
issued after completion of the RMP to 
inform livestock permit tees and 
interested publics about the 
implementation of the rangeland 
management program. It will identify 
allotment specific objectives for 
livestock, wildlife, and wild horses. 
It will outline allotment specific 
monitoring studies needed to evaluate 
the attainment of objectives and the 
range improvements proposed to 
implement the RMP. 

Public lands will be managed under the 
principles of multiple-use and 
sustained-yield. Any valid use, 
occupancy, or development of the 
public lands will be considered 
subject to existing environmental 
review procedures unless specifically 
excluded in this plan. 

Environmental analysis, in compliance 
with existing laws and regulations, 
will be implemented prior to decisions 
on uses or projects involving public 
lands. 

The Bureau will coordinate its review 
of projects prepared in conjunction 
with the RMP with officially adopted 
and approved plans, policies, and 
programs of other affected agencies, 
state and local governments, and 
Indian tribes to ensure consistency. 

Any management action undertaken in 
connection with the RMP will consider 
local social and economic factors 
along with resource potentials and 
cost efficiency. 
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SPECIFIC RESOURCE OR 
PROGRAM GUIDANCE 

1. Lands Program 

The final plan does not propose any 
acreage for immediate sale~ It 
identifies tracts of lands with the 
potential for future transfer to state 
and local governments, as well as to 
the private sector. Preliminary 
analysis indicates those tracts of 
public land identified meet the 
disposal criteria outlined in Section 
203 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA). 

Lands within this disposal pool are 
generally difficult or uneconomic to 
manage, are not suitable for 
management by another federal agency, 
were acquired for a purpose which is 
no longer requ i red, or would serve an 
important public objective (i.e. 
community development, economic 
development, etc.) which cannot be 
obtained otherwise and outweigh other 
public values (i.e. recreation and 
wildlife values). 

The primary methods for transferring 
these lands are through lease and sale 
under the Recreation and Public 
Purposes Act; and lease, sale, or 
exchange under FLPMA. These land 
tenure adjustment proposals would be 
considered whe re analysis i ndicates 
they are beneficial to the public. 

Transfer of lands 
ownership will be 
following provisions: 

from 
subject 

Federal 
to the 

a) Mineral rights will be reserved 
to the United States unless there 
are no known mineral values in 
the land or the nonmineral 
development of the land is of 
more value than the minerals and 
the reservation of mineral rights 
precludes nonmineral development; 

b) access to public lands will be 
maintained; 



c) if disposal causes a reduction in 
grazing preferences a two year 
period is required for notifi­
cation of the livestock permittee 
unless waived by permittee. 

d) compensation for investment by 
the permittee is authroized when 
disposal results in a decrease or 
cancellation of a permit in whole 
or part. 

Land tenure adjustment would be 
subject to a detailed analysis. This 
analysis generally includes prepara­
tion of an environmental assessment, a 
cultural resources clearance, a report 
on mineral potential, and an appraisal 
to establish fair market value. The 
following is a list of criteria that 
are considered during the analysis 
process: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

Public resource values or 
concerns, including but not 
limited to: threatened, endan­
gered, or sensitive species 
habitat; riparian areas, flood 
plains, and wetlands; fisheries, 
nesting/breeding habitat for game 
birds or animals, key big game 
seasonal habitat, wild horse and 
burro habitat; developed recrea­
tion and recreation access sites, 
municipal watersheds, mineral 
potential, visual resources, 
cultural resource sites eligible 
for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places, 
wilderness, and areas being 
studied for wilderness; and other 
statutory-authorized designations. 

Accessibility of the land for 
public uses. 

Amount of public investment in 
facilities or improvements (e.g. 
range improvements, wildlife 
projects) and the potential for 
recovering those investments. 

2-26 

d) 

e) 

f) 

g) 

Difficulty or cost of admin stra­
tion (manageability). 

Significance of the decisi n in 
stabilizing business, socia and 
economic conditions, nd/or 
lifestyles. 

Encumbrances or conflict of 
record; consistency of the 
decision with coope ative 
agreements and plans or po icies 
of other agencies. 

Suitability and need for 
in land ownership or us 
purposes including but 
limited to: community exp 
or economic development, s 
industrial, residential, 
agricultural (other than gr 
development. 

hange 
for 
not 

nsion 
h as 

or 
zing) 

Tracts that this analysis ind cates 
are not suitable for disposal wold be 
retained. If the analysis ind cates 
that a tract is suitable for dis osal, 
a Notice of Realty Action wou d be 
distributed to interested pa ties, 
including state and local 
governments. This notice is pub ished 
with a right of protest. A final 
decision would occur upon analysis of 
any protests. 

2, Utility Corridors 

The designation of 
corridors is intended 

right- f-way 
to mi imize 

adverse environmental impacts a d the 
proliferation of se arate 
rights-of-way. All major transm ssion 
or transportation facilities wi 1 be 
restricted to these corridor as 
preferred routes. Other rights- f-way 
will be evaluated on an indi idual 
basis. 

Designated corridors will be three 
miles wide and planning corridor will 
be five miles wide except where 
constraints exist. Corridors w 11 be 
identified and evaluated fol owing 
standard Bureau procedures. 
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Corridor management involves working 
with prospective applicants on 
facility placement within corridors to 
allow for the highest usage of the 
land: This may limit other activities 
within corridors which are not 
compatible with the major type of 
usage of the particular corridor. 
Compatibility problems would justify 
expanding or shrinking individual 
corridor widths or adding additional 
corridors. Land sales within planning 
or designated corridors will consider 
impacts to the corridor. 

Time of day and/or time of year 
restrictions will be placed on 
construction activities associated 
with transmission and utility 
facilities that are in the immediate 
vicinity of or would cross crucial 
sage grouse, crucial mule deer and 
pronghorn antelope winter and summer 
habitats, antelope kidding areas, or 
raptor wintering or nesting areas. 
Restrictions will also be placed on 
activities affecting riparian areas 
and erosive soils. 

3. Legal Access 

Bureau roads are for use, development, 
protection, and administration of 
public lands and resources. Although 
public use is generally allowed, roads 
may be closed or use restricted to 
fulfill management objectives, protect 
public health and safety, or preserve 
resources. Easements required to 
provide access to public lands will be 
acquired when a substantial public 
need is documented or the access is 
needed to achieve resource management 
objectives. 

4. Recreation 

A broad range of outdoor recreation 
opportunities are provided for all 
segments of the public. Opportunities 
for dispersed and resource dependent 
types of outdoor recreation will be 
provided commensurate with demand and 
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the need to provide resource 
protection. Recreation facilities 
will be provided to meet existing and 
projected demand. 

Recreation Area Management Plans 
(RAMPs) will be developed and 
implemented for all existing and 
proposed SRMAs. 

Except for areas designated as limited 
in the resource management plan, the 
planning area will be designated open 
to use by off-road vehicles: Areas 
designated as limited to off-road 
vehicles include existing and proposed 
special recreation management areas 
and wilderness study areas. 
Applications for commercial or 
competitive special recreation use 
permits in areas designated as open 
will be analyzed through the special 
recreation use permit/environmental 
assessment process to determine what 
impacts may occur. These potential 
impacts will then be weighed against 
resource values to determine whether 
the special recreation use permits 
will be authorized. 

5. Wilderness Resources 

The Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 requires the Secretary of 
the Interior to review areas of the 
public lands determined to have 
wilderness characteristics, and to 
report to the President by October 21, 
1991 his recommendation as to the 
suitability or nonsuitability of each 
such area for preservation as 
wilderness. The President will submit 
his recommendations to Congress by 
October 21, 1993. Appendix 2 contains 
additional information on the 
wilderness review process. 

All wilderness study areas will 
continue to be managed under the 
Bureau's Interim Management Policy and 
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness 
Review until completion of the 
wilderness review process {USDI, BLM, 



1979)~ Wilderness recommendations 
made in the final environmental impact 
statement for the resource management 
plan are preliminary and subject to 
change during administrative review. 
A separate legislative final environ­
mental impact statement will be pre­
pared for the wilderness study recom­
mendations. A wilderness study report 
will also be written that addresses 
each area individually. The Director 
of the Bureau of Land Management will 
request mineral surveys by the United 
States Geological Survey and Bureau of 
Mines for each area recommended as 
preliminarily suitable. 

Separate management plans tailored to 
the characteristics of each designated 
wilderness area will be developed 
through consultation with interested 
parties. They will be coordinated 
with other activity plans for their 
areas. Specific management objec­
tives~ requirements, and decisions 
implementing administrative practices 
and visitor activities will be de­
veloped in each plan (USDI, BLM, 1981). 

Designated wilderness areas will be 
segregated against appropriation and 
operations under the mining laws, 
mineral leasing laws, and other min­
eral disposal authorities subject to 
valid existing rights. Designation of 
certain nonconforming uses such as 
livestock grazing would be allowed. 
Lands released by Congress from fur­
ther wilderness consideration will be 
managed in accordance with management 
objectives and actions for the select­
ed alternative (USDI, BLM, 1981). 

Upon designation, wilderness areas 
would become closed to off-road 
vehicle use. 

6. Rangeland Management Program 

Selective Management Policy 

It is the policy of the BLM to address 
range management problems through a 
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selective management approach. is 
approach assigns management priorit es 
among allotments within a planing 
area. This is based on identif~ ng 
allotments with similar manage 
needs, resource characteristics, 
potential for improvement in 
resource and economic returns. 

The similarity among the 
allows them to be grouped into t ee 
categories with each having its 
objective. The three categories 
their objectives are: Main 
current satisfactory condit 
Improve current unsatisfac 
condition; or manage the allotm ts 
Custodially, while protecting exis 
resources. The use of these allot 
categories will help to estab 
priorities for distributing avail 
funds and personnel in such a way as 
to achieve cost effective improve 
of rangeland production 
condition. Generally Improve cate 
allotments will have the hig 
priority for implementation of 
improvements and grazing syst 
Maintain category allotments will 
next highest priority with Custa 
category allotments having the lo 
priority for development. 

The categorization process will be 
used to develop grazing treatments and 
systems, and install 
improvements in order to res 
grazing related problems. 
priorities identify those allotm 
where more intensive management 
needed. Appendix 3, Table 4 cont 
the criteria used in evaluating 
allotment and the initial allot 
categorizations. This ini 
categorization, as well as 
criteria, was subject to pu 
comment and may be changed as 
information becomes available. 
initial categorization was devel 
through analysis of existing data 
consultation with the pubic, 
including the livestock permittee and 
the Nevada Department of Wildlife. 
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Allotment Management Plans 

Allotment management plans will be 
multiple-use in nature. They will be 
developed in consultation with 
interested parties and coordinated 
with other resource activity plans. 
Key components of allotment management 
plans are allo~ment specific 
objectives, monitoring studies, 
grazing systems, season-of-use, 
authorized numbers and range 
improvements. 

The numbers of allotment management 
plans presented for each alternative 
represent the minimum level attainable. 

Grazing Treatments and Systems 

A grazing treatment describes the 
level of grazing use and 
periods-of-use for a unit (usually a 
pasture) of an allotment, or an entire 
allotment in one or more years. 
Grazing treatments are the building 
blocks of the grazing plan, and are 
designed to improve rangeland 
condition by manipulating livestock 
grazing to accomplish objectives of 
management. The deferment of grazing 
or complete rest from grazing during 
the critical growth period of key 
management species will allow these 
species to maintain and/or increase 
their density, composition, vigor, 
production, and reproduction. The 
following treatments (singly or in 
various combinations) will be used in 
the design of grazing systems 
incorporated into allotment management 
plans: 

Treatment 1: Rest from livestock 
grazing for two consecutive growing 
seasons (approximately April 1 of one 
year to August 31 of the following 
year). Two growing seasons of rest 
would allow key management cpecies to 
improve vigor and increase litter 
accumulation, seed production, and 
seedling establishment. 
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Treatment 2: Rest from livestock 
grazing at least one year in both the 
spring (April 1 to May 30) and summer 
(June 1 to August 31) during each 
three or four year cycle, 

Treatment 3: Graze each pasture at 
some time during each grazing year. 

Treatment 4: Graze no pasture more 
than twice in the same growing season 
(spring or summer) during any three or 
four year cycle. 

Treatment 5: Graze livestock from 
midsummer to late fall only 
(approximately July 16 to November 
15), and rest during the spring or 
summer the following year to improve 
the vigor, density, and reproduction 
of key management species, 

Treatment 6: Prov i de rest from 
livestock grazing for two years until 
seedings are established or until it 
is determined that a vegetation 
manipulation or recovery project is 
unsuccessful. This treatment provides 
the protection necessary for 
establishment or recovery of key 
management species following wildfire, 
prescribed burning, and vegetation 
treatment. 

Treatment 7: Defer livestock grazing 
from early spring to midsummer each 
year (approximately April 1 to June 
30). Improved vigor and reproduction 
for key management species in each 
allotment would result. 

Treatment 8: Graze livestock in early 
spring, so as to reduce or maintain 
annual and perennial grasses, while 
improving or maintaining key browse 
species (i.e. bitterbrush) on mule 
deer winter range. This treatment 
would probably only occur once in 
every five to six years, 



Range Improvements 

Range improvements will be developed 
to meet identified management objec­
tives~ Fencing and water developments 
improve livestock distribution, espec­
ially when developed in conjunction 
with a grazing management plan. 
Appendix 3, Table 3 identifies poten­
tial range improvements by allotment, 
Table 2-2 shows cumulative cost of 
improvements by alternative. 

Development of range improvement 
projects will include the following 
procedures: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

Benefit/ Cost ( B/C) analysis will 
be performed on an allotment 
basis for those range improve­
ments required to implement new 
AMPs. The B/ C analysis will be 
performed in compliance with BLM 
policy. 

Minimal clearing of vegetation 
will be allowed on project sites 
requiring excavation. 

Alteration of sagebrush areas 
either through application of 
herbicides, prescribed burning, 
or by mechanical means will be in 
accordance with procedures speci­
fied in the Western State's Sage 
Grouse Guidelines, the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife and 
Bureau of Land Management, as 
amended, and as future studies 
might dictate. 

Vegetation manipulation projects 
will be designed to minimize 
impact on wildlife habitat and to 
improve it whenever possible. 
Projects that would alter the 
potential natural plant composi­
tion will not be allowed in 
riparian areas. 

e) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

i) 
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Active raptor nests adjacent to 
areas proposed for vegeta ion 
manipulation will be protec ed. 
On-the-ground work will be 
confined to the period prece ing 
nesting activity or after the 
young have fledged. A eas 
containing suitable nes ing 
habitat will be inventoried for 
active raptor nests prior to 
initiation of any project. 

A site specific soils anal 
will be completed prior 
planning vegetation 
conversions to determine 
treatment feasibility. 

sis 
to 

ype 
and 

Prescribed burn plans will be 
developed before any planed 
burning occurs on any na i ve 
vegetation. 

Fence construction will co ply 
with . BLM Manual 1737 and NSO 
Manual Supplement 4730. Lay- own 
fences will be constructed in 
wildlife and wild horse areas if 
necessary and feasible. Fe 
in wild horse areas will cont 
enough with surroundings so a 
be visible to horses and 
have gates installed at 1 
once every mile and at 
corners. 

Livestock water improvements 
include bird ramps in wate ng 
troughs, and as needed, drin 
along pipelines, overflows at 
troughs, and protected seep ar 

Spring developments will be 
fenced to prevent trampling of 
adjacent vegetation and prov de 
escape areas for small wildli e. 
A portion of the water at th se 
spring developments will n-
tained at the source ng 
that wildlife which have he 
water will have access 
per Nevada Revised 
533.367. 

as 
es 



j) Disturbed areas will be treated, 
where such action is necessary 
and practical, to replace ground 
cover and prevent erosion. 

k) Maintenance of structural 
improvements shall be provided by 
the user deriving the primary 
benefit from the improvement 
through cooperative agreements 
and as specified in the BLM's 
1982 Rangeland Improvement Policy. 

1) Water will be made available in 
allotments and rested 
for wild horses and 
wherever feasible~ 

Livestock Use Adjustments 

pastures 
wildlife, 

Livestock use adjustments are most 
often made by changing one or more of 
the following: the class of livestock 
grazing an allotment, the season-of­
use, the stocking rate, or the pattern 
of grazing. Livestock use adjustments 
may be implemented through agreement 
or decision in compliance with 
existing regulation. When livestock 
use adjustments are implemented by 
decision, the decision will be based 
on adequate data, monitoring of 
resource conditions, and after 
consultation with the affected 
permittee. Current BLM policy 
emphasizes the use of a systematic 
monitoring program to identify the 
need for livestock adjustments. 
Adjustments may also be made through 
mutual agreement. 

Monitoring Program 

The purpose of monitoring is to 
measure the accomplishment of the 
various objectives identified within 
activity plans. It incorporates 
approved methods contained in the 
Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook. 
More specifically the monitoring 
program objectives are to: 
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a) 

b) 

Maintain an inventory of 
ecological status and a record of 
trend on Elko Planning Area 
rangelands. 

Determine if grazing 
actions are meeting 
management objectives 
prescribed time frames. 

management 
resource 

within 

The field procedures or methods 
recommended by the Nevada Rangeland 
Monitoring Task Group include 
recording actual use, use pattern 
mapping, measuring key forage plant 
utilization on key areas, placement of 
utilization cages, collecting 
frequency trend data, determining 
ecological status and/or resource 
value ratings, noting information on 
growing conditions, and documentation 
of other events and observations. 

Additional monitoring will be 
conducted in crucial wildlife and wild 
horse areas. Information gained 
through these efforts and other 
studies will be used in making any 
grazing decision. For more detailed 
information on these monitoring 
procedures, refer to the Final Nevada 
Range Monitoring Procedures (Nevada 
Rangeland Task Force, 1981), the draft 
Bureau Monitoring Studies Manual 
(1981) and the Nevada Wildlife Manual 
Supplement 6630 (1982). 

For category I allotments, monitoring 
will be focused on the effects of 
management prescriptions on objectives 
developed through consultation and 
coordination with interested parties. 
The monitoring program for those 
allotments in Category Mand C will be 
of lower intensity for range purposes. 

Grazing Use Records 

Accurate 
use by 
wildlife 

recording of actual grazing 
livestock, wild horses, and 

will be maintained by use 
to help make adjustments in areas 



management plans. As data are 
recorded and accumulated, they provide 
managers accurate information on the 
season and duration of use and the 
number, kind, and class of grazing 
animals that are using or have used 
pastures of varying sizes. The 
permittee will be responsible for the 
livestock portion of this record. 
This actual use information is the 
day - to - day working record of a 
livestock operation. 

Use Mapping 

The use map is one of the most 
important tools in grazing 
management. It is used to help 
establish key management areas, to 
identify distribution problems and 
solutions, to develop objectives and 
grazing plans, to locate range 
improvements, and to make adjustments 
in management plans. 

The utilization map for an allotment 
or pasture can help determine whether 
or not the grazing plan is functioning 
as designed~ The map can identify and 
indicate the relative extent of areas 
underused, overused, and properly 
used. Problem areas can be identified 
for closer study to determine causes 
and potential solutions. 

Key Forage Plant Utilization 

The key forage plant utilization 
method is used to monitor utilization 
on key areas. Utilization cages may 
be used in conjunction with this 
method on key areas to help the 
observer make reliable estimates of 
the present utilization-by-weight of 
the key species. It is used in 
short-term monitoring where documented 
use is needed on key areas in addition 
to use maps. Practice and experience 
with this method also helps observers 
properly recognize the light, 
moderate, and heavy use classes when 
doing use mapping. Key forage plant 
utilization is also used in long-term 
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monitoring to help interpret why 
vegetation changes have taken lace. 
The following chart shows the 
allowable use level guidelines for 
five plant categories by season-a -use, 

Degree of Allowable Use Gu de 

Plant Grazing Seasons 
Category Spring Summer Fall Wint r Yearlong 

Annual 
Grasses 

60% 

Perennial 
Grasses & 
Grasslike 50% 

Annual 
Forbs 60% 

Perennial 
Forbs & 
Biennial 
Forbs 50% 

Shrubs, 
Half 
Shrubs, 
& Trees 30% 

90% 90% 90% 83% 

50% 60% 60% 55% 

90% 90% 90% 83% 

50% 60% 60% 55% 

50% 50% 50% 45% 

Source: Nevada Rangeland Task Fore, 1984 

key The utilization determined on 
areas is used with actual use ata, 

use 
ad/or 

trend, ecological status, 
patterns, weather, 
supplementary information to eva uate 
whether management changes are nee ed. 

Weather Data 

Weather is an important f ctor 
influencing variation in f rage 
production, and when properly rec rded 
is an important part of both shor and 
long-term monitoring. Ge eral 
observations on growing conditions and 
any applicable measured weather data 



will be considered when making changes 
in grazing use. 

Frequency 

A frequency sampling procedure is used 
to measure trend in long-term 
monitoring. Both a landscape and a 
closeup photograph are taken each time 
a transect is sampled. When frequency 
transect data indicate a significant 
change in the frequency of occurrence 
of the key species, the change is 
evaluated to see if the specific 
management objectives for the 
rangelands represented by the key area 
are being met. 

Ecological Status 

Ecological status is use-independent 
and is defined as the present state of 
the vegetation of an ecological site 
in relation to the potential natural 
community for that site. Potential 
natural community is a biotic 
community that would become 
established if all successional 
sequences were completed without 
interference under present 
environmental conditions. It is an 
expression of the relative degree to 
which the kinds, proportions, and 
amounts of plants in the present plant 
community resemble that of the 
potential natural community (PNC). 
The four seral stage classes that 
relate to the potential natural 
community are: 

Percent of Po­
tential Natural 
Community by 
Air Dry Weight 

76 - 100 

51 - 75 

26 - 50 

0 - 25 

Seral Stage 
Classes 

potential natural 
community(climax) 

late seral 

mid seral 

early seral 
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The primary purpose of determining 
ecological status in long term 
monitoring is to provide a basis for 
comparing or monitoring the extent and 
direction of changes in the plant 
community as a result of specific 
treatment or management. When 
establishing key area studies for 
native plant communities, the 
ecological status should be determined 
to facilitate monitoring the 
accomplishment of specific management 
objectives. 

7. Wildlife 
Endangered 
Program 

and Threatened and 
Habitat Management 

Wildlife habitat improvement projects 
(Table 2-2) will be guided primarily 
through habitat management plans~ The 
plans will be developed through 
consultation with interested parties 
and other activity plans. The 
priority for habitat management plans 
will be those located within critical 
habitat first, within crucial habitat 
areas second, and all other habitats 
following. These plans will be 
focused on maintenance and improvement 
of wildlife habitat through actions 
including water developments~ grazing 
management, fencing, and vegetation 
treatments. Habitat management plans 
will be written for specific purposes 
including management of crucial 
habitats to provide for threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species where 
present; management of big game ranges 
to provide habitat for reasonable 
numbers of animals over the long-term; 
improvement of riparian, wetland, and 
aquatic habitats; and management of 
other habitats to meet the needs of 
upland game and nongame animals. 

Techniques proven to be effective in 
improving and protecting riparian 
habitat will be used. These include 
the following (Platts, 1984): 

1. Road relocation. 



6. 

8~ 

Mitigation of mining and mineral 
exploration activities where 
possible ~ 

Modifying the time of forage use~ 

Reducing intensity of streamside 
forage use. 

Adding more rest to a grazing 
cycle ~ 

Fencing streamside corridors: 

The inclusion of a riparian 
pasture as a separately managed 
resource. 

Changing the kind of livestock 
grazing riparian habitat. 

Which technique or combination of 
techniques to be used will be 
determined individually for each 
stream or riparian area. 

8 : Wild Horses 

Wild horse management will be guided 
by herd management area plans: These 
plans will be developed through 
consultation and coordination with 
interested parties and will be 
coordinated with livestock and 
wildlife plans and other resource 
plans. They will focus on wild horse 
management through determination of 
proper population management, habitat 
improvement, and population and 
habitat monitoring studies. 

Wild horse gathering procedures will 
be designed so that captured animals 
are handled in a safe manner, death 
loss of captured animals is limited to 
less than two percent, and use of 
helicopters on roundups do not occur 
six weeks before and after the peak 
foaling season. 
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9: Woodland Products 

Woodland products will be harveste in 
accordance with sound fo est 
management and BLM guidelines u ing 
the principles of sustained yield and 
multiple-use. Woodlands will be 
managed in such a way that o her 
resource values are conserved an /or 
enhanced: Reforestation may be 
employed to enhance the susta ned 
yield capabilities of the fo est 
resource. Harvest areas will be 
closed as planned thinning levels are 
achieved. 

Develop forest 
all forested 
sustained yield 
needed basis. 

management plans 
areas capable 
production on a 

Type conversions of pi 
pine/juniper stands to imp 
livestock and/or wildlife fo 
production will be limited to a 
where forage production is the 
beneficial (and has the grea 
cost/benefit ratio). 

10: Minerals 

for 
of 
as 

yon 
ove 
age 
eas 
ost 
est 

Locatable mineral exploration and 
development on public land will be 
regulated under 43 CFR 3802 to pre ent 
unnecessary and undue degradatio of 
the land. To the extent feasible and 
allowed by regulation, min ral 
exploration activities will be 
restricted during wet gr , und 
conditions. In areas of unsuitabl or 
highly erodible soils, consulta ion 
with the authorized officer is 
required prior to entry. 

Mineral material disposals will be 
authorized as provided for by 
applicable laws and regulati ns. 
Sound management practices to pre ent 
undue and unnecessary degradatio of 
the public lands will continue t be 
used. Disposals will be evaluate on 
a case - by-case basis. Use of exis ing 
disposal areas will be encouraged. 



To the extent feasible~ 
activities will be discouraged 
400 feet of streams, springs, 
ponds~ and reservoirs. 

mining 
within 
lakes, 

No oil~ gas, or 
will be permi ted 
city limits~ 

geothermal leasing 
within incorporated 

11~ Watershed 

A variety of methods, including 
structural, may be employed to 
maintain, improve, protect, and 
restore watershed conditions and to 
provide for various water improve­
ments. Meeting emergency needs will 
be the first priority. The BLM will 
comply with state water laws and will 
coordinate with local, state, and 
Federal agencies in designing and 
locating watershed projects. 

Watershed management plans will be 
developed through consultation with 
interested parties and will be 
coordinated with livestock, wildlife, 
and wild horse management plans. 
After the plans have been implemented, 
watershed conditions will be monitored 
through water quality and wind and 
water erosion studies. If necessary, 
changes in future watershed treatments 
will be proposed. 

Management actions within floodplains 
and wetlands will include measures to 
preserve, protect and if necessary, 
restore their natural functions (as 
required by Executive Orders 11988 and 
11990). 

12. Air Quality 

Air quality will be protected. As BLM 
and BLM authorized activities must 
prevent air quality deterioration 
beyond the established standards 
specified in the Nevada Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. 
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13 ~ Soils 

Soils will be managed to maintain or 
improve rangeland productivity as well 
as minimize present and potential 
erosion due to wind or water. 

14~ Water 

Water quality will be maintained or 
improved in accordance with state and 
Federal standards, including 
consultation with state agencies on 
proposed projects that may 
significantly affect water quality. 
Management actions on public land 
within municipal watersheds will be 
designed to protect water quality and 
quantity. 

Management actions within riparian 
zones will be designed to maintain or, 
where possible, improve riparian 
habitat condition. 

Road and utility corridors will avoid 
riparian zones. 

15~ Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive Species 

Activities that could adversely affect 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive 
species habitat will not be 
permitted. Actions in threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species 
habitat will be designed to benefit 
these species through habitat 
improvement. · All project work will 
require a threatened, endangered, or 
sensitive species clearance . before 
implementation. Consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as per 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act is necessary if a threatened, 
endangered, or proposed threatened or 
endangered species, or its habitat may 
be impacted. Other species considered 
sensitive, but not under the 
protection of the Act, are given 
special management considerations 
through Bureau policy. If adverse 
impacts to these other sensitive 



species are identified during project 
planning, the project will be modified 
or possibly abandoned, to avoid these 
impacts. 

16~ Visual Resources 

Visual resources will continue to be 
considered and evaluated for 
compliance with Visual Resource 
Management Design Procedures described 
in BLM Manual 8400~ Effects on visual 
resources will be evaluated as a part 
of the environmental analysis process 
for activity and project plans and 
other proposed actions. Such 
evaluation will consider the 
significance of the proposed project 
and the visual sensitivity of the 
affected area~ Stipulations will be 
attached as appropriate to assure that 
the visual integrity of the area 
remains intact and that visual 
resource management objectives are 
met. The degree of alteration allowed 
is determined through an inventory 
process which results in the 
classification of all public lands 
into one of five Visual Resource 
Management Classes, each class 
allowing for a different degree of 
modification. 

17. Cultural Resources 

All actions are required to comply 
with section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
section 206 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act Amendments of 1980, 
and section 101 of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
Additionally, compliance with 
Executive Order 11593 requires that no 
federally owned property which may 
qualify for the National Register of 
Historic Places be transferred, sold, 
demolished, or substantially altered 
without pursuing appropriate Section 
106 consultation. State Director 
guidelines will be followed to 
implement the above laws. Prior to 
project approval, intensive field 
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inventories will be conduct d in 
specific areas that could be im acted 
by implementing activities. If 
cultural or paleontological sit s are 
found, every effort will be m de to 
avoid adverse impacts. Howeve , in 
the case of National Register q ality 
sites where avoidance of a verse 
impacts is not possible, BLM will 
consult with the State Hi toric 
Preservation Officer and the Ad isory 
Council on the Historic Preser ation 
in accordance with the Progra matic 
Memorandum of Agreement betwee the 
BLM and the Council dated Janua y 14, 
1980. This agreement sets fo th a 
procedure for developing appro riate 
mitigative measures to lesse the 
impact of adverse effects. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter Three describes the resources 
and uses of the Elko Resource Manage­
ment Plan (RMP) Area which may be 
affected by one of the five alterna­
tives proposed in this plan. Addi­
tional information on these resources 
or uses may be found in the Elko 
District Office files. 

Setting 

The northwestern quarter of the Elko 
RMP Area lies within the Columbia 
Plateau, while the remaining area lies 
within the Basin and Range Province 
and is characterized by long, narrow 
mountain ranges and valleys trending 
in a north to northeasterly 
direction. Most mountain ranges are 
50 or more miles long. Valley floor 
elevations are generally 4,700 to 
6,000 feet, while mountain elevations 
are typically 8,000 to 9,500 feet. 
The Columbia Plateau Province consists 
of rolling plateau lands of low relief 
broken occasionally by buttes and 
steep narrow canyons. The RMP Area 
Map shows the general location of the 
planning area within the state. 

The two principal towns within the RMP 
area boundaries are Carlin and Elko. 
Interstate 80 is the major east-west 
highway, and State Route 225 (Mountain 
City Highway) is the major route 
north. State Route 27 8, from Carlin 
to Eureka, is the major route south. 

Climate in the planning area is char­
acterized by a continental temperature 
regime with arid to semi-arid condi­
tions in the valleys and lower moun­
tain slopes, to sub-humid conditions 
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near the crests of the higher moun­
tains (Houghton, 1969). 

Average annual precipitation ranges 
from six inches on valley floors to 
over 20 inches on the higher moun­
tains. Snowfall averages 25 inches in 
the lowlands to over 100 inches on the 
high mountains. January and July are 
the coldest and warmest months, re­
spectively. Temperatures range from 
summer highs of 90 degrees F to 100 
degrees F and winter lows near -10 
degrees F. The growing season, except 
in areas of pronounced air drainage, 
is approximately 90 days. Freezing 
temperatures have been recorded during 
every month of the year (Geoscientific 
Systems and Consulting, 1980). 

Air masses general l y move eastward, 
with most of the precipitation falling 
in the Great Basin originating from 
the Pacific Ocean. Arid conditions 
are due in large part to the rain ­
shadow effect created by the Sierra 
Nevada and southern Cascade ranges. 
As pacific air masses pass and are 
lifted over these mountains, they lose 
much of their moisture in the higher 
elevations. 

LANDS AND REAL TY 

The Elko RMP Area contains approxi­
mately .5,967 ,854 acres with 3,134,019 
acres of this under administration by 
BLM. The public land pattern is 
generally consolidated, with the 
exception of a 40-mile wide band of 
checkerboard land consisting of alter­
nating Federal and private sections of 
land. This pattern was created when 



the Act of July 1, 1862 granted alter­
nating sections of land to the Union 
Pacific and Central Pacific Railroads 
as incentive for construction of the 
transcontinental railroad. About 
two - thirds of this area remains in a 
checkerboard pattern (Land Status Map). 

The Elko RMP Area encompasses portions 
of three counties; Elko (23 percent of 
the county), Eureka (19 percent of the 
county), and Lander ( four percent of 
the county). The majority of the 
planning area is in Elko County. 

The public demand for sales and ex­
changes is fairly high. The most 
vocalized of these demands is for 
community expansion sales around the 
towns of Elko, Carlin, and Battle 
Mountain. Numerous Recreation and 
Public Purpose Act sales and leases 
have been requested to provide public 
fishing use and recreation areas. The 
demand for the exchange of lands pre­
dominately exis t s because of the de ­
sir e to resolve management problems 
created by the checkerboard land 
pattern . 

The major land actions in the Elko RMP 
Area to date have consisted of rights­
of-way, sales, Recreation and Public 
Purpose Act leases, and land ex­
changes. In the future similar 
actions can be expected. 

CORRIDORS 
The Elko RMP Area is traversed by a 
number of major utility and tran­
sportation facilities. To date, no 
utility right-of-way corridors have 
been formally established. Major 
transmission f acil i ties are antici­
pated in the future to support the 
Thousand Springs Power Project in the 
adjoining Wells Resource Area. 
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LEGAL ACCESS 

Increased public demand for access in 
connection with recreation, wile er­
ness, minerals, firewood harvest; and 
the BLM's administrative needs Pill 
intensify the need for access ac , ui­
sition. The areas identified as 
needing access include the Sp ing 
Range (West of Jiggs), Adobe R nge 
(north of Elko), the southern part of 
the Independence Range (northwest of 
Elko), Tuscarora . Mountains (north11est 
of Carlin) and the Owyhee De ert 
(Access Roads Map). 

RECREATION 
The public lands within the RMP , rea 
provide for a diverse choice of 
recreation opportunities ranging rom 
snow skiing to whitewater raft ng. 
The greatest demand results rom 
reservoir fishing, sightseet ng, 
upland game bird hunting, and nule 
deer hunting. Appendix 1, Tabl• 1 
reflects existing use levels. 

The planning area contains tl ree 
developed recreation areas: NI rth 
Wildhorse Recreation Area, Wison 
Reservoir, and Zunino/J ggs 
Reservoir. These areas supply a 1,out 
four percent of the fishing acti i ty 
within the State of Nevada. The slate 
has proposed development of the S• uth 
Fork Reservoir and Lander County has 
proposed development of the Rock C eek 
Reservoir (Special Managerent 
Recreation Area Alternatives Mi p). 
If developed, these areas would adc to 
the availability of devel< ped 
recreation sites. 

North Wildhorse Recreation Area is a 
developed campground on 210 acres 
situated in an aspen grove overloo ing 
the 3,200 acre Wildhorse Reserv< ir. 
This campground provides drinl ing 
water; two pit-vault toilets; two 
group use areas; and 19 camps tes 
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which contain picnic tables, BBQ 
stoves, campfire rings, RV parking 
pads, and cabanas. In 1984 campground 
use totaled approximately 550 
visitors. Wildhorse Reservoir's 
shoreline is comprised of Native 
American, Nevada State Pa·rk, and 
private lands surrounded on three 
sides by BLM land. The North 
Wildhorse campground is opera ·ted under 
a Cooperative Agreement with the 
Nevada Division of State Parks 
(Special Recreation Management Area 
Alternatives Map). 

Wilson Reservoir is a Special 
Recreation Management Area (SRMA) 
encompass ing 5,440 public acres 
which includes the 800 acre 
reservoir. The area contains four 
primitive vault toilets and a well 
providing drinking water. Tree 
enclosures have been planted in 
anticipation of a proposed 15 unit 
campground for 40 recreational 
vehicles with a boat ramp, day use 
area, parking areas, and additional 
h~alth and sanitation developments. 
The area had approximately 3,400 
visitors during 1984. 

Zunino/Jiggs Reservoir is comprised of 
800 public acres including the 95 acre 
reservo ·i r. Development has been 
limited to one vault toilet, a gravel 
boat ramp area, picaic area, and 
parking sites. The reservoir is 
utilized primarily by local residents 
on a year-round basis. There are 
about 2,500 visitors a year to the 
reservoir. 

Recreation use within the RMP area is 
almost evenly divided between Elko 
County use and out-of-county use at 
the current time. The Elko area is 
centrally located between Las Vegas 
and Reno, Nevada; Boise, Idaho; and 
Salt Lake City, Utah; and is within a 
day's driving time of each of these 
major metropolitan areas and two day's 
driving time from much of California. 
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Legal access to suitable dispersed 
recreation areas is often non­
existent. Private land often 
precludes access into larger tracts of 
public lands. Most roads open to the 
public for recreational use have no 
legal right-of-way guaranteeing con­
tinued future use. 

About 20 percent of the state's mule 
deer population resides in the RMP 
area, and provides excellent deer 
hunting opportunities. All of the 
maj.or mountain ranges in the Elko area 
are popular for deer hunting. While 
some of these ranges are within U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) boundaries; 
hunting, access, and camping occur on 
BLM lands. Estimating hunting use 
which actually occurs on BLM or USFS 
lands is very complicated because of 
this. While the majority of big game 
hunters are dispersed campers, they 
use camping sites situated near 
hunting areas. Aspen stands which 
occur near water and are situated 
close to mountain access are the most 
desirable. Camps are found along 
trails and close to water even in 
lowland pinyon-juniper stands. New 
hunters to the area are camped on the 
better known public dirt roads. 
Because of the checkerboard pattern of 
land-ownership and "strip ownership" 
along creeks and at the foot of the 
mountains, access to the desirable 
camping areas is often restricted. 

In 1984, five commercial hunting and 
fishing outfitters and guides operated 
within the planning area. Other forms 
of commercial recreation have occurred 
within the area in recent years, 
including float trips on the South 
Fork of the Owyhee River. This trend 
of commercial recreation and private 
recreation developments is expected to 
continue. 

Recreational off-road vehicle (ORV) 
use is generally dispersed throughout 
the planning area. Use is intensified 
in the vicinity of the Elko urban area 



with high use levels on the Elko Hills 
and Adobe Hills. Minor ORV user 
conflicts among various recreational 
user groups and between other 
nonrecreational uses exist in these 
areas. Unregulated ORV use is causing 
some erosion within the existing SRMAs. 

The RMP area contains historic and 
prehistoric sites of public interest. 
These include cemeteries, mining 
camps, wagon trails, mining equipment 
and structures, old buildings, 
isolated grave sites and Native 
American caves and encampments. The 
Tosawihi Quarry, a National Register 
quality site, is the source of "White 
Knife" chert which is regionally 
significant to the hobbyist for raw 
material. 

Mineral collectors and recreational 
miners use many areas. Currently, 
none of these activities are under a 
management, informational, or 
interpretive program. 

WILDERNESS 
Section 603 of The Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA) requires 
the Bureau to review its roadless 
areas of more than 5,000 acres and 
recommend their suitability or 
nonsuitability for wilderness 
preservation to the Secretary of the 
Interior. The inventory phase was 
completed in 1980 and four Wilderness 
Study Areas (WSAs) totaling 66,754 
acres have been designated in the Elko 
RMP Area (USDI, BLM Nevada, 1980). 
The Elko Resource Area Wilderness 
Technical Report provides more detail 
about wilderness values and other 
resource values present in each WSA. 
Table 3-1 summarizes the resource and 
characteristics for each WSA. 

Two additional WSAs occurring within 
the Elko RMP Area have been analyzed 
in the Draft Owyhee Canyonlands 
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Wilderness EIS published in Febru ry, 
1984. 

Rough Hills WSA 

This unit is comprised of 6,685 a res 
in a rectangular shape, approximat ly 
three miles long (east-west) by 
and one-half miles 
(north-south). The highest peak 
7,923 feet, approximately 2,000 
above the Bruneau River. 
topography of the WSA is extre 
mountainous and includes e 
drainages and over two miles of 
Bruneau River Canyon (Rough Hills 
Map). 

Outstanding solitude is attain le 
throughout much of the WSA due to 
topographic screening. There ar 
limited number of areas of 
vegetative screening. 

Outstanding opportunities for pr i­
tive recreation exist because of 
diversity of activities avail le 
which include backpacking, 
hiking, horseback riding, hunti g, 
fishing, wildlife observation, 
floating, and photography. 

The island-like effect of gh 
Hills, in relation to the mount in 
ranges around it, results in outsta d­
ing scenic value. Vistas of up to 20 
miles to the sub-alpine regions to he 
north, east, and west stand in st rk 
contrast to the steppe basin and r ge 
areas to the south. Mountain mahog 
forests, aspen stands, and the ri 
drainage generally appear in 
middle to foreground areas and 
contrast to the scenic s. 
Excellent scenic values also st 
along the Bruneau River and 
Creek in the northeastern portion 
the WSA. The picturesque contrasts 
rugged rhyolite flows and d 
formations, riparian meadows 
vegetation, and the water body er 
scenic values far from common in 
Nevada. 



TABLE 3-1 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 
RESOURCES AND CHARACTERISTICS 

FOR THE ELKO PLANNING AREA 

Acres 

Estimated Recreation Use Days 

Outstanding Solitude 
Outstanding Primitive Recreation 

Special Features 
Geological 
Scenic 
Cultural Resources 1/ 

Open Aboriginal Sites 
Rock Shelter 
Historic Sites 

Scientific - Educational 
T&E Species 
Wild Horses 
Rivers and Streams 

Energy and Minerals 
Number of Mining Claims 

Acres 
Oil & Gas Leases 

Number 
Acres 

Woodland Products (acres) 

Livestock Management 
Permit tees 
AUMs 

Rough 
Hills 

6,685 

165 

X 
X 

X 
X 

100 
5 
5 

X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

2 
1,004 

Little 
Humboldt 
River 

42,213 

140 

X 
X 

X 
X 

650 
40 
lO 
X 

2 
3,779 

X 
X 
X 

3 
30 

0 
0 

0 

Cedar 
Ridge 

10,009 

70 

X 

115 
5 

10 

6 
80 

11 
7,243 

4,940 

3 
182 

Red 
Spring 

7,847 

125 

X 

150 
10 
10 

0 
0 

7 
5,484 

3,200 

2 
482 

1/ Site numbers reflect an estimate based on site types and densities for 
the planning area as a whole and do not represent known locations. 

Source: USDI, BLM. 1980, Elko District Wilderness Study Inventory Files, and 
Wilderness Study Handbook. 
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Little Humboldt River WSA 

This 42,213 acre unit is arranged 
along a 14 mile long diagonal axis 
running northwest to southeast, and is 
about nine miles wide. The study area 
includes primarily the upper drainage 
basin of the South Fork Little 
Humboldt River, situated between the 
middle slopes of the Snowstorm 
Mountains on the west, Castle Ridge on 
the east, Owyhee Bluffs on the south, 
and the Owyhee Desert on the north, 
The 12 miles of river canyon, Winters 
Ridge, Castle Ridge, Snowstorm Flat, 
Bush Creek, Winters Creek, Oregon 
Canyon, Snowstorm Creek, and First 
Creek constitute the main features of 
the area (Little Humboldt River WSA 
Map). 

The main twisted river canyon and 
numerous creeks and draws offer 
outstanding topographic screening. 
Vegetative screening is good along 
portions of the creeks and river. 
Overall, within the WSA there are 
numerous areas where outstanding 
opportunities for solitude exist. 

This unit provides excellent diversity 
of primitive recreation opportuni­
ties which include hiking, camping, 
stream fishing, hunting, nature study, 
outstanding photographic areas, rock 
climbing, and wildlife observation 
plus the potential for a system of 
horse trails for equestrian riding, 
One of the significant opportunities 
within the WSA exists in viewing and 
photographing wild horses. 

The Little Humboldt River contains 
Lahontan cutthroat trout, a Federally 
listed threatened species. Evalua­
tions are currently being done to 
determine the possibility of reintro ­
ducing bighorn sheep within the WSA. 

The northern portion of the unit is 
believed to contain a Nevada listed 
sensitive species, Packard's sagebrush 
(Artemesia packardiea). 
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Cedar Ridge WSA 

This WSA contains 10,009 acres in a 
blocked configuration four and one­
half miles wide by four miles long 
(Cedar Ridge WSA Map). The h ghest 
point within the unit is Hilto Peak 
on the north boundary at 7,151 feet. 
The lowest elevation is 5,600 f et on 
the flats along the eastern bou dary. 
The dominant topographic featu e of 
the unit is a single north south 
trending ridgeline. The west s de of 
the ridge has a short uptilted r mnant 
bench, which is deeply dissected The 
east side of the ridge is se erely 
eroded and gullied, The study a ea is 
substantially forested with 4,940 
acres of juniper. 

While the area generally a pears 
natural and contains no cherr -stem 
roads, it does contain three ways 
totaling five miles, two pit eser~ 
voirs, and three fence segment to­
taling six and one-half miles of which 
three and one-half miles were laded 
during construction. Juniper tumps 
through out the unit are evide ce of 
many decades of wood harvest. 

The unit provides marginally out tand­
ing opportunities for solitude 
west side with excellent vege ative 
and topographic screening. The east 
side offers good solitude with 
vegetative screening. 

Primitive recreational acti ities 
available include hiking, backpa king, 
camping, hunting, horseback r ding, 
and wildlife observation. The 1 ck of 
water and lack of diversity of r crea­
tional areas limits the attracti eness 
and potential for outstanding r crea­
tional opportunities within the WA. 

Red Spring WSA 

This WSA is comprised of 7,847 acres 
in an irregular shape six miles long 



(northwest to southeast) by four miles 
wide at its widest point (east to 
west) (Red Springs WSA Map). The 
elevation varies between about 5,500 
feet to 6,400 feet. The core of the 
WSA is an east tilted block of 
limestone. The remaining area is 
comprised of soft Tertiary sedimentary 
rocks forming rounded weathered hills, 
benches, and eroded drainages. The 
area is a dense pinyon pine-juniper 
woodland covering 3,205 acres. 

The unit offers marginally outstanding 
solitude due to moderate topographic 
screening and marginal vegetative 
screening. The area generally 
provides ample opportunities to find 
seclusion, although the two 
eastern-most sections and several 
areas along the western boundary offer 
almost no topographic or vegetative 
screening. 

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

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

The Elko RMP Area contains 140 grazing 
allotments (Allotment Boundaries 
Map). Grazing privileges associated 
with the 140 allotments total 387,533 
AUMs of active preference with an 
average licensed use of 305,247 AUMs 
for the period of 1979 to 1983. There 
are four allotments within the Elko 
RMP Area which are administered by 
either the U.S. Forest Service or the 
Winnemucca or Battle Mountain BLM 
Districts. Current grazing allotment 
data is presented in Appendix 3, 
Table 1. 
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Currently, 99 livestock operators hold 
grazing privileges within the 140 
allotments. Of these, 94 run cattle 
only, three run sheep only, one runs 
cattle and sheep, and one runs horses 
only. The majority of livestock use 
occurs from early April through late 
October. 

All allotments have been placed into 
one of three selective management 
categories: M (Maintain), I (Im­
prove), or C (Custodial). Table 3 in 
Appendix 4 shows the category for each 
allotment as well as a list of the 
criteria used to catagorize each 
allotment. This allotment categoriza ­
tion was determined through consulta­
tion with livestock permittees, the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW), 
and other interested agencies or 
publics. These are preliminary and 
subject to change as more data is 
obtained or situations change. 

There are 12 grazing systems in effect 
on the planning area consisting of 
eleven Allotment Management Plans 
(AMPs) and one Coordinated Management 
Plan. These grazing systems determine 
the manner and degree in which grazing 
use will occur, including the timing 
of use. The allotments which operate 
under these grazing systems range in 
size from 4,469 acres to 474,932 acres 
and account for 15 percent of the 
planning area. All 12 allotments have 
a rest-rotation type of grazing system. 

The remaining allotments not managed 
under an AMP comprise 2,447,669 
acres. The majority of these 
allotments have some fencing or use 
natural boundaries. Some of the 
allotments have inter-allotment drift 
of livestock and poor distribution of 
use patterns due to a lack of adequa 'te 
water and insufficient fencing. 



WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Big Game Population and Habitat 
Condition 

Mule deer and pronghorn antelope occur 
throughout the Elko RMP Area. The RMP 
area provides habitat for about 20 
percent of the mule deer population 
within the State of Nevada. The RMP 
area is comprised of ten percent mule 
deer summer and 11 percent crucial 
summer habitat; 15 percent of the mule 
deer winter and eight percent crucial 
winter habitat; and 53 percent mule 
deer yearlong and three percent cru­
cial yearlong habitat. The planning 
area provides habitat for about one 
percent of the pronghorn antelope 
within the state. The Antelope and 
Mule Deer Habitat Map shows existing 
big game habitat within the planning 
area. 

The current estimated demand for mule 
deer is 20,338 AUMs and 608 AUMs for 
antelope (Appendix 4, Table 1). In 
general, the long-term (20-year) trend 
for habitat and populations for both 
species is down in all management 
areas/units (Wickersham, 1984 personal 
communication). 

Big game studies to monitor wildlife 
habitat condition were first esta­
blished in 1980 and were focused on 
crucial habitat. Studies have been 
implemented which represent seven 
percent of the crucial mule deer 
summer habitat. These studies show 
this portion of the crucial summer 
habitat to be in fair to good condi­
tion. Competition for and habitat 
degradation of preferred forbs and 
grasses by domestic livestock appear 
to be the primary reasons for current 
habitat conditions. Studies repre­
senting 15 percent of the crucial mule 
deer winter habitat have also been 
established. These studies show this 
portion of the crucial winter habitat 
to range from fair to excellent, with 
the majority in good and excellent. 
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Approximately 12 percent of the 
pronghorn antelope summer, winter, and 
yearlong habitat are rated in fai to 
poor condition, based on monit ring 
studies. Competition with dome tic 
livestock for preferred forbs and 
grasses appears to be the pr ary 
reason for current habitat conditio s. 

The condition of big game ha 
areas identified by NDOW ere 
evaluated based on several ha tat 
parameters. These included browse age 
and form class, forage preference and 
quantity, escape-thermal-fa ing 
habitat, human disturbance factors, 
and water distribution. Several of 
these parameters, such as utilization, 
cover, disturbance by n's 
activities, and water distribution are 
independent of the area's ecolog·cal 
site potential. Many of the ove 
habitat parameters can be led 
or improved through ent 
management techniques. Evaluation and 
determination of habitat condit ons 
for big game can also be considere as 
resource value ratings. Reso rce 
value ratings evaluate the abilit of 
a particular area to a 
specific big game species. 

The Nevada Department of Wildlife has 
identified four sites within the 
planning area as suitable for poss ble 
reintroductions of California and 
Desert bighorn sheep. 

Upland Game Populations 

Sage grouse, blue grouse, chukar and 
Hungarian partridge, mourning do es, 
and rabbits are the most common and 
abundant upland game species wi hin 
the Elko RMP Area. Of these spec es, 
the sage grouse and its habitat n eds 
are the most significant and wil be 
the only upland game species analyz d. 

The sage grouse 
estimated to be 
planning area with 
strutting grounds. 

population 
29,000 for 
approximately 
It is estim 

is 
the 
150 
ted 



that about 60 percent of the sage 
grouse population for Elko County 
occurs within the planning area; while 
ten percent of the Eureka County and 
five percent of the Lander County sage 
grouse populations occur within the 
RMP area (NDOW, 1983). 

The majority of the sage grouse life 
cycle occurs within close proximity to 
the strutting grounds. Strutting 
ground areas range from one to 100 
acres, but generally average less than 
five acres in size (Kesting and 
Susmilch, 1980). Nesting and brood 
rearing habitat, as well as wintering 
habitat, are of equal importance and 
concern. Grouse numbers are normally 
higher in areas where greater numbers 
of strutting grounds exist. The 
importance of meadows and riparian 
habitat to immature sage grouse has 
been documented in Nevada (Oakleaf 
1971). Further analysis concerning 
this subject is addressed under 
terrestrial riparian habitat. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive 
Animal Species 

Relatively few sightings of 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive 
species have been made within the 
planning area. Wintering bald eagles, 
a Federally listed endangered species, 
occasionally inhabit the 
Lamoille-Jiggs-Lee, Wildhorse, and 
Wilson Reservoir areas. Few 
opportunities exist for habitat 
improvement for bald eagles. 
Historically, nesting peregrine 
falcons occurred within the planning 
area, specifically along the North 
Fork of the Humboldt River. As a 
result of global population declines 
and egg shell thinning due to DDT 
contamination, this species was also 
Federally listed as endangered 
(Hickey, 1969). Previous to a recent 
sighting this species was only 
considered to occur as a spring-fall 
migrant. Major alterations in 
peregrine falcon habitat and current 
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land status have eliminated the 
possibility for reintroductions within 
the planning area. 

The above species as well as the 
following candidate species; 
white-faced ibis, Swainson's hawk, and 
long-billed curlew, have been 
documented to occur in relatively low 
numbers within the planning area. The 
spotted bat may occur within the RMP 
area but this has not yet been 
documented. Ferruginous hawk numbers 
and habitat conditions are similar to 
its range throughout Nevada and 
although listed as a candidate 
species, is relatively abundant within 
the southern portion of the planning 
area. These species are not discussed 
further within this document. 

Terrestrial Riparian Habitat 

Approximately 22,000 acres of 
terrestrial riparian habitat occur 
within the Elko RMP Area. This 
represents less than one percent of 
the total public land acreage. More 
than 300 terrestrial wildlife species 
are known to occur within the RMP 
area. It is estimated that 80 percent 
of these species are directly 
dependent on riparian habitat or use 
it more than any other habitat. 
Thomas, et al (1979) states that for 
any given number of acres of habitat, 
this habitat type supports a higher 
population diversity and density than 
any other type. The primary habitat 
conflict is the trampling of water 
sources, particularly springs and 
small wet meadows, by livestock. 
Trampling also reduces the quality and 
quantity of both water and vegetation. 

The reduction of cover adjacent to 
terrestrial riparian habitat is also 
considered a habitat conflict. 
Overutilization of forage severely 
impacts the cover quality of any given 
site. Increased predation and 
subsequent loss of animals is usually 
the end result. Recent studies have 



substantiated that the single largest 
negative impact to wildlife is that 
which reduces vegetative conditions 
such as diversity, structure, and 
regeneration (Mackie 1978, Wagner 
1978, Gallizioli 1977). Additional 
habitat conflicts such as the 
placement of livestock supplements 
(salt) on meadows, and the existence 
of roads in or through riparian areas 
are evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

Aquatic Habitat and Fish Populations 

Wetland-riparian ecosystems are 
defined as areas where vegetation is 
the product of the presence of 
perennial or intermittent surface 
water, assocated high water tables, or 
soils which exhibit some wetness 
characteristics. These ecosystems are 
also characterized by high animal 
species diversity and density. 
Wetland - riparian areas play an 
essential role in determining the 
quality of the aquatic habitat for 
fish resources and the purity of 
surface water (Thomas et al. 1979). 

Riparian areas accommodate and attract 
important recreational activities, 
including hunting, fishing, camping 
and hiking. Aesthetic value is high 
because of the pleasing combination of 
land and water, an attractive and 
unique variety of vegetation types, 
and the abundance of animal life. 

Within the RMP area 73 streams were 
inventoried (a total of 585 miles) of 
which 212 miles are administered by 
BLM. Habitat condition rated as poor 
on 66 percent and fair on 27 percent 
of these streams. Seven percent rated 
as good, and no streams were rated as 
having excellent habitat conditions. 
Appendix 4, Table 2 includes some 
results of the inventory. 

The overall habitat condition 
(percentage of optimum) was determined 
from an average of values for five 
"Priority A" limiting factors. Each 
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of these factors was rated poor to 
fair on at least some of t e 73 
streams inventoried: pool to iffle 
ratio on 32 streams; pool qual ty on 
72; stream bottom percent des rable 
materials on 51; bank veget t;ion 
cover on 54; and bank stability o 33. 

"Priority B" limiting factors a e not 
averaged in the overall rating b tare 
significant in limiting fish p pula­
tions. The stream widths and d pths, 
for example, were found to have 
ratio of 28:1, which indicates 
and shallow stream channel 
limited space for fish. 

mean 
wide 
with 

Shading of the stream surfa e is 
important in keeping water te pera­
tures cool enough to support trout 
populations. A minimum surface shad­
ing of 70 percent serves to p otect 
streams from excessive solar adia­
tion. Of the streams surveyed ·n the 
Elko RA, surface shading averag d 19 
percent. The percentage of tream 
bottom with sedimentation (san and 
silt) averaged 31 percent. This 
sediment load inhibits fish food 
production and smothers fish eggs 
(Armour, 1977). Lack of s rface 
shading and heavy sediment bed are 
both direct results of deteri rated 
riparian habitat. 

Trout populations are present in 37 of 
the 73 streams inventoried Table 
3-2). Historically (within the last 
100 years) trout populations were 
found in most, if not all, of t e 7 3 
streams inventoried (Coffin, 198 and 
Weller, 1985 Pe sonal 
Communications). Non-game fish only 
are located in 13 streams, whi e 22 
streams are devoid of fish 
altogether. Game fish ccupy 
approximately 211 of the 585 mils of 
stream, of which 60 miles occur o BLM 
administered lands. 

A total of 81.5 miles of strea , of 
which 16.6 miles are BLM adminis ered, 
are inhabited by cutthroat trout 



(Nevada Department of Wildlife, 
1980). None of the 16 streams 
occupied by this threatened species 
are in poor habitat condition and 
several are rated fair; only one is in 
good condition (USDI, BLM, 1980). 

Redband trout is considered a sensi­
tive species by NDOW and a candidate 
species by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, with known populations exist­
ing in only three Nevada streams. Two 
of these streams are located in the 
planning area. The Nevada redband 
trout is unique in that it is able to 
tolerate water temperatures up to 85 
degrees F (Behnke, 1979). 

Rainbow trout occupy 18 streams, in­
cluding seven streams in combination 
with other trout species. Brown trout 
are present in two streams in combina­
tion with other trout species. Brook 
trout are in seven streams, including 
five streams in combination with other 
trout species. 

Impacts associated with mining, roads, 
water diversions, and channelization 
were important on some specific stream 
locations. However, the analysis of 
limiting factors in each stream inven­
tory report indicated that, in most 
cases, livestock grazing was primarily 
responsible for producing and main­
taining deteriorated aquatic/riparian 
habitat conditions. Riparian studies 
on Gance Creek in the Elko RMP area, 
and on other streams within the inter­
mountain area support this finding 
(Platts and Nelson 1982). Livestock 
overuse of streambanks is particularly 
harmful to streambank riparian 
habitat. It causes soil compaction, 
sloughing of streambanks, and a 
reduction in streamside vegetation. 
Soil compaction reduces the water 
holding capacity of the soil which 
results in increased spring runoff and 
flood drainage while reducing late 
season flow when water is needed 
most. Sloughing of streambanks makes 
the stream wider and more shallow, 
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leaving fewer living spaces for fish. 
It also reduces or eliminates riparian 
vegetation, increases water turbidity, 
and decreases total dissolved oxygen. 
A reduction of riparian vegetation 
reduces the quantity of insects avail­
able as food for fish and wildlife, 
and increases water temperature by 
reducing the amount of water shaded 
from the sun. Once riparian vegeta­
tion is eliminated, severe erosion, 
gullying, and a decline in the water 
table follows. The summary of the 
aquatic/riparian inventory and analy­
sis of impacts within the resource 
area is on file in the Elko District. 



TABLE 3-2 
FISH SPECIES PRESENT IN INVENTORIED STREAMS 

ELKO PLANNING AREA 

Fish Species 

Trout 
Rainbow only 
Lahontan cutthroat only 
Rainbow and brown 
Rainbow and brook 
Rainbow and Lahontan cutthroat 
Redband only 
Rainbow and whitefish 
Lahontan cutthroat and brook 
Brook only 
Lahontan cutthroat and brown 

Other non-game fishes 
No fish present 

No. Streams 

11 
13 

1 
4 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 

13 
22 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species - Lahontan cutthroat trot 
listed as threatened on the Federal list, occupy 16 streams, In 13 of thes 
streams Lahontan cutthroat trout was the only salmonid species present. 

Source: Elko District Files 
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WILD HORSES 

The Wild and Free - Roaming Horse and 
Burro Act became law on December 15, 
1971. With the passage of this act, 
the authority to manage wild horses 
and burros on public land was assigned 
to the BLM and U.S. Forest Service. 
The Act proclaims that wild and free­
roaming horses and burros are protect­
ed from capture, branding, harrass­
ment, or death. They are to be con­
sidered as an integral part of the 
natural system in the area where they 
were found in 1971. 

Wild horses are currently found in six 
herd areas in the Elko RMP Area (Wild 
Horse Herd Areas Map). Two of these 
herd areas, the Bullhead and Little 
Owyhee, are managed by the Winnemucca 
BLM District. These two herd areas 
have had initial populations estab­
lished through the Paradise-Denio 
Grazing EIS with input from the 
Coordinated Resource Management and 
Planning Process. 

All the herd areas have been esta­
blished based upon historical horse 
use and inventory data. The assign ­
ment of specific animals and lands to 
a herd area varies, as there is some 
movement between herds. However, no 
organized migration occurs and move-

TABLE 3-3 

ment between lands and herd areas 
seems to be sporadic. 

Complete counts were not made in the 
herd areas in 1971. There were some 
partial counts made between 1969 and 
1972. The first complete count after 
the claiming period occurred in 1978. 
Several horse gathers have occurred 
since, removing 421 horses from the 
Owyhee, Little Humboldt, and Rock 
Creek herd areas during 1981 and 1982; 
and approximately 3,500 horses from 
the Little Owyhee and Bullhead herd 
areas. Major problems which may be 
faced by wild horse herds in the 
future include fences that inhibit 
movement to areas of forage or water, 
and conflicts with humans. 

Conflicts with private landowners 
arise from wild horses using private 
forage and water. This occurs in the 
Little Humboldt and Rock Creek herd 
areas. These areas have considerable 
intermingled private land, and horses 
in these areas could be subject to 
removal if a private land owner were 
to request the BLM do so. The Bureau 
may also pursue cooperative agreements 
with private landholders to allow a 
specified number of wild horses to 
ex i st on the intermingled land. Table 
3-3 lists the herd areas, herd size, 
resource conflicts, and the grazing 
allotments where wild horses are found . 

Wild Horse Herd Area Characteristics 
For The Elko Resource Area 

Herd Use Target Planning Conflicts 
Area Name Herd Size Fences Humans Grazing Allotment 

Owyhee 58 X Owyhee 
Little Humboldt 107 X X Little Humboldt 
Rock Creek 119 X X Rock Creek 
Diamond Hills 50 X X Red Rock, Brown 
Bullhead 50 Managed by Winnemucca District Office 
Little Owyhee 150 Managed by Winnemucca District Office 
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WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

Pinyan pine, Utah juniper, and 
curlleaf mountain mahogany are the 
three most common tree species found 
in the Elko RMP area. They occupy 
approximately 80 percent of an 
estimated 74,000 forested acres in the 
RMP area. The fourth major tree 
species, aspen, covers approximately 
20 percent of the forested acres. All 
of the forested lands within the 
planning area (excluding 8,140 acres 
within the Red Spring and C-edar Ridge 
WSAs) are classified as forest land 
available for woodland products 
management. 

The pinyon, juniper, and mahogany 
community is generally located in the 
southern half of the RMP area. The 
aspen communities are primarily 
located in the northern half of the 
planning area (Forest Resources Map). 

Pinyan pine is used for fuelwood, pine 
nuts, and Christmas trees. Utah 
juniper is used for fuelwood and 
posts. Mahogany and aspen are 
generally used for fuelwood. In 
addition, the forest ecosystems within 
the planning area have a very high 
aesthetic value as well as producing 
other multiple-use resources, 
including water, wildlife habitat, and 
recreation sites. 

The pinyon pine, Utah juniper, and 
mountain mahogany stands are generally 
in good condition. However, a great 
deal of the aspen stands are in a 
declining condition class. 

The demand for woodland products by 
the public has been steadily increas­
ing over the last decade. Many people 
living in or near the RMP area rely on 
BLM woodland areas for fuel wood, 
Christmas trees, posts, and pine 
nuts. From October of 1983 to 
September of 1984 there were 
approximately 970 cords (873 thousand 
board feet) of fuelwood, 900 posts, 
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and 500 Christmas trees sold (Elko 
District Files). The pine nut crops 
completely failed during that pe iod. 
Because the pine nut crop varie so 
drastically from year to year, t ere 
are no average figures. However, ur­
ing good crop years, yields have een 
estimated to reach 300 pounds per ere 
(Hamilton, 1965). The demand for 
firewood in the RMP area is proj ted 
to equal the yearly allowable cut 
within sustained yield limitation in 
about two years. The current de and 
for Christmas tiees already eds 
the annual supply. 

Fuelwood yields vary with the dens ty, 
age, and composition of sta ds. 
Pinyan pine and Utah juniper yi lds 
vary up to about 15 cords per a re. 
Prime Christmas tree areas may sup art 
from ten to 20 trees per acre; ow-­
ever, most areas produce two tot ree 
trees per acre. 

Firewood 

Both live and dead firewood cuttin is 
allowed. Deadwood, with the excep ion 
of aspen, is allowed to be cut 
throughout the RMP area. Aspen, bing 
a desirable but less freque tly 
occurring species, requires spe ial 
management to ensure maintenance of 
existing stands. Unregulated cutt ng, 
beaver activity, and livestock gra ing 
which have occurred in certain a eas 
have resulted in overmature an /or 
declining conditions. Some a pen 
cutting is allowed on a case-by- ase 
basis in stands that are in a ood 
condition class. 

The cutting of live firewood is on­
fined to special management a eas 
within the pinyon pine, Utah juni er, 
and curlleaf mountain mahogany co mu­
ni ties. To minimize conflicts, sear­
ate cutting areas are set up and 
administered for commercial cutt rs. 
Selective cutting practices are 
utilized within the live cut area to 
keep the woodlands in as producti e a 
state as possible. 



Christmas trees 

Christmas tree harvesting is open to 
the general public throughout the RMP 
area. Specific harvest areas are set 
up and administered for commercial 
cutters. These areas arce advertised 
on a bid basis. 

Posts 

Juniper post harvesting for fencing is 
allowed throughout the area to both 
individual and commercial cutters. 
Post cutters are guided toward 
designated greenwood units. The 
Bureau is currently identifying and 
implementing post harvest areas in 
order to manage the harvesting of this 
resource more intensively, 

Pine Nuts 

Pine nut harvesting is allowed 
throughout the area for the general 
public. Commercial pine nut areas are 
identified and in abundant crop years 
are advertised on a bid system. 

MINERALS 

Mineral exploration and development 
has been ongoing in the RMP area since 
the mid-1800s, This area contains one 
of the most significant gold belts in 
the U.S. with over 7,000,000 ounces of 
gold reserves in bulk minable (open 
pit) type deposits (Bonham, 1982). 
Current exploration and development 
efforts are concentrated on gold, 
however, in the past significant 
amounts of silver, copper, lead, zinc, 
iron, tungsten, turquoise, antimony, 
mercury, and diatomite have been 
produced. Production of bedded barite 
was substantial in the late 1970s and 
early 1980s but has been cut back 
significantly due to unfavorable 
market conditions. As of 1984 there 
are nine active gold mines and three 
active barite mines, all of which are 
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open pit operations, within the geo­
graphic boundaries of the RMP area 
(Locatable Mineral Potential Map). 
Market trends have had a substantial 
effect on the kinds of minerals being 
explored for, but overall exploration 
has been at a consistently active 
level in recent years. Locatable min­
eral exploration and development has 
resulted in about 800 acres of distur­
bance per year on the planning area 
since 1981, This may be high due to 
unusually frequent new mine openings 
and would be expected to average 200 
acres per year in the long-term. 
About 70 percent of the disturbed area 
can be reclaimed. There are about 
35,000, mining claims recorded in the 
RMP area (Nevada Bureau of Mines and 
Geology, 1983). 

With one exception, all major active 
mines have ore deposits hosted in 
Paleozoic marine sedimentry strata. 
The one exception noted above is a 
gold mine within clay altered volcanic 
rocks. Volcanic terraces have pro­
duced substantial amounts of metals in 
the past from small high grade depos­
its. Other occurrences of diatomite, 
zeolites, turquoise, uranium, and vein 
barite are known to exist in the area 
but are not of sufficient quantity and 
quality to support development under 
current market conditions, 
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Oil and Gas 

The search for oil and gas in the RMP 
area has been ongoing since the early 
1950s. About 45 wildcat wells have 
been drilled in the RMP area to depths 
ranging from less than 1,000 feet to 
over 12,000 feet. Results were 
occasionally encouraging, but more 
frequently ended in another dry hole. 
In 1982 a significant discovery was 
made in Pine Valley. Subsequent 
drilling in Pine Valley resulted in 
the development of a two-well field 
producing about 350 barrels of oil per 
day from public land. This field 
comprises the only Known Geologic 
Structure in the planning area. 

Initially the Pine Valley and 
concurrent Railroad Valley (Central 
Nevada) discoveries caused dramatic 
increases in oil and gas leasing in 
the planning area and later a three 
fold increase in seismic exploration. 
In February, 1985, a total of 508 
noncompetitive oil and gas leases 
encompassing 1,244,588 acres and 203 
simultaneous leases for 346,829 acres 
were in effect. Drilling increased a 
similar amount in 1984 and apparently 
will remain quite active for the next 
few years. To date all drilling has 
been, and is expected to continue to 
be, in the intermountain basins and 
foothills (Leasable Mineral Potential 
Map). Approximately 15,000 gallons of 
shale oil were produced in the 
vicinity of Elko in the early 1900s 
(Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology, 
1983). 

The planning area contains about 
20,000 feet of Paleozoic marine 
sedimentry strata which contain 
numerous favorable oil and gas source 
rocks such as the Chainman Shale. 
Tertiary lake and basin fill deposits 
which frequently contain oil shale 
underlie many of the valleys and are 
also good oil and gas source rocks. 
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The Paleozoic sediments have bee com­
plexly folded and faulted, aking 
delineation of suitable oil an gas 
traps difficult. Further compli ating 
the difficult task of discoveri g oil 
and gas is the presence of a su stan­
tial thickness of volcanic cove over 
the sedimentry rocks in the thern 
portion of the planning area. 

Geothermal 

Direct use of geothermal resourc s for 
bathing and cooking has been kn n to 
occur since prehistoric times. 
recently, extensive drilling of 
perature gradient holes has bee 
in areas having past or present 
ence of geothermal activity. 
exploration has resulted in the 

More 
tem­
done 

evid­
This 

eation of two areas, Beowaw and 
Tuscarora, that have signi icant 
potential for electric power g nera ­
tion. Production wells have been 
drilled at Beowawe and power g nera­
tion could occur as soon as 1985 Hot 
water is used in the City of E 
heat numerous buildings along 
other direct use applications~ 
panded direct use of hot water 
expected in the area. 

Ex-
n be 

The RMP area contains three Known 
Geothermal Resource Areas (KGRAs and 
other extensive areas classifi d as 
prospectively valuable for geot ermal 
resources. As of February 1985, there 
were 11 noncompetitive lease on 
15,325 acres and four compe itive 
leases on 9,246 acres. 

VEGETATION 
The Elko RMP Area supports vege ation 
typical of the Great Basin r gion. 
The present native plant 
are dominated by big sage 
Seedings, predominately 
crested wheatgrass, co 



approximately 200,000 acres or about 
six percent of the RMP area. 

The planning area has 19 major 
ecological sites. Each ecological 
site is based on differences in 
production and in proportions and 
kinds of plant species that are 
potentially dominant for a specific 
site. Appendix 5, Table 1 lists the 
dominant plant species found in each 
major ecological site. 

Ecological Status 

Ecological status describes the 
existing vegetation composition of an 
area in relation to the natural po­
tential plant community. It is an 
expression of the degree to which the 
kinds, proportions, and amounts of 
plants in the present native plant 
community resemble the potential plant 
community (Nevada Rangeland Task 
Force, 1984). Ratings for seedings 
were determined solely from the 
estimated relative percent composition 
of the seeded species and forage 
values were assigned to woodlands 
based on relative percent composition 
totals of species which are preferred 
and desirable for cattle and horses. 
The 1984 range inventory shows that of 
the 2,511,893 acres of native 
vegetation inventoried, 11 percent are 
in the early seral state, 56 percent 
are in mid-seral, 31 percent is in 
late seral and two percent are in the 
potential native community. Appendix 
5 Table 3 shows ecological status 
ratings by allotment. 

Apparent Trend 

Trend is the direction of change in 
ecological status or in resource value 
ratings observed over time. Apparent 
trend refers to one time observations 
of soil and vegetative conditions on 
rangelands. It relies on soil and 
vegetation indicators. Appendix 3 
Table 1 shows existing apparent trend 
ratings by allotment. 
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Riparian Vegetation 

On the public lands within the Elko 
RMP Area there are approximately 2,500 
springs and 212 miles of stream which 
support an estimated 8,000 acres of 
associated riparian vegetation. In 
addition, there are about 14,000 acres 
of aspen not directly associated with 
surface water. An estimated total of 
22,000 acres of riparian vegetation 
are present within the RMP area. 

Riparian communities found in the 
planning area represent some of the 
most valuable wildlife habitat 
available. These areas have greater 
diversity and productivity than any 
other vegetative habitat. Riparian 
zones are also critical in stabilizing 
streambanks, preventing accelerated 
erosion, maintaining water quality, 
and moderating streamflows through the 
maintenance of high water tables. 

Overall, within the RMP area, riparian 
vegetation makes up for less than one 
percent of the total land area. How­
ever, these areas also receive a dis­
proportionate amount of land use acti­
vities. Along with the majority of 
wildlife species which depend on these 
areas, livestock grazing and recrea­
tional uses such as hunting, fishing, 
camping, and hiking are other import­
ant uses drawn to riparian zones. 

Riparian habitat, associated with 
streams known, or suspected to have 
fish populations, was inventoried from 
1977 to 1980. About 6,600 acres of 
riparian vegetation was evaluated. 
Approximately 6,000 acres, or 91 
percent, was rated in poor or fair 
condition. The remaining nine percent 
was in good condition with no 
excellent habitat observed (USDI, BLM, 
1980). 



Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive 
Plant Species 

There are no Federally listed 
threatened or endangered plants within 
the Elko RMP Area. Four species, 
however, have been listed in the 
Federal Register as candidates or 
species currently under review. Each 
of these four plants have been 
documented to exist within the 
planning area. Additionally, there 
are five other sensitive species which 
are listed in the Nevada State 
Museum's 1984 Threatened and 
Endangered Plant Handbook. Each of 
these plants has been documented as 
existing within the RMP area. There 
are nine other species which are 
either Federally listed candidates or 
sensitive species that occur or could 
occur within the district and have the 
potential of occurring within the 
planning area. Those species 
identified as candidates or species 
currently under review for Federal and 
state listing are shown in Appendix 5 
Table 3. 

SOILS 
A total of six soil surveys have 
recently been completed by the Soil 
Conservation Service (SCS) which cover 
the RMP area. These soil survey areas 
include Elko County, Central; Elko 
County, NW; Tuscarora Mountain; Eureka 
County; Lander County, North Part; and 
Diamond Valley. Only Tuscarora 
Mountain and Diamond Valley soil 
surveys are available in a published 
format. The other surveys are 
available in draft form only, and are 
subject to changes as the SCS 
correlates the data for each survey 
area. 

Potential land treatment areas, ie. 
those areas identified for seeding or 
type conversion, were developed for 
the Elko RMP Area using general soil 
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maps prepared by the SCS. Rough! 35 
percent of the planning area was 
classed as suitable for and 
treatments. However, inclusions e ist 
within potential treatment areas w ich 
are not suitable for treatment. The 
same is true for areas which ere 
designated unsuitable; inclus ons 
exist which would be suitable for 
rangeland seedings. For the gen ral 
purposes of the RMP, these inclus ons 
were too small to map. 

Based on physiographic position, s ils 
in the RMP area can be subdivided nto 
five broad groups. General oil 
descriptions are based largely on SCS 
soil surveys and are included in 
Appendix 7. 

ECONOMICS 
The Elko RMP Area includes 
northernmost portions of Lander 
Eureka Counties, together with wes 
Elko County. The principal 
potentially affected by reso 
management decisions would be wes 
Elko County, and would involve 
local economy of the City of Elko 
the surrounding community. Wher 
possible, analysis will focus on 
specific affected area, but due 
data limitations analysis of poten 
effects must largely be inferred 
county-wide data. 

Population 
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Current official estimates for 984 
place Elko County's population at 
22,025 with approximately 49 per ent 
(10,710 persons) concentrated in the 
City of Elko (Bureau of Business and 
Economic Research, 1985). 

A predominately rural area of 17 181 
square miles with a 1984 popula ion 
density of approximately one pe son 
per square mile, Elko Coun y's 
population is projected to grow to 



30,020 persons by 1990 with further 
increases to 36,594 by the year 2000 
(UNR, Bureau of Business and Economic 
Research, 1984)~ 

Income and Employment 

Total county personal income for 1982 
which includes income from dividends, 
rent, interest, and transfer payments 
in addition to wages, salaries, and 
proprietor's income, is estimated at 
$232.2 million. Industrial income 
(which includes only wages, salaries, 
and proprietors' income) is estimated 
at $166.2 million. 

Table 3-4 lists the sectoral and total 
income and employment along with the 
relative importance of each sector for 
the county. In 1982, services and 
government were the major sources of 
income, followed by mining and 
wholesale and retail trade. Elko 
County annual per capita personal 
income for 1982 was estimated at 
$11,959, third highest in the state, 
and just slightly lower than the state 
average of $12,022. 

Employment in Elko County, for 1982, 
was estimated at 11,032 persons with 
3,617 in services (32.8 percent), 
1,855 in government (16.8 percent), 
and 1,517 in wholesale and retail 
trade (13.8 percent). The 1982 
unemployment rate rose to a seasonally 
adjusted figure of 9.6 ,percent in 
August of that year. Current 
estimates place the county labor force 
at 13,440 persons with a seasonally 
adjusted unemployment rate of 5. 8 
percent, compared to the February, 
1985 level of 7.4 percent for the 
state. 

Affected Sectors 

The City of Elko serves as an 
intermediate regional trade center and 
is increasing its identity as an urban 
gaming . , and vacation destination, 
particularly during the hunting 
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season. This explains the 
predominance of the services industry 
in the county economy. 

The economic structure remains 
relatively simple, with a large amount 
of wholesale and retail trade composed 
of outside purchases. Livestock 
oriented agriculture and mining are 
the major industries directly affected 
by use of public land resources. 

Agricultural Industry 

Agricultural production in the 
planning area consists primarily of 
cattle, hay, and alfalfa. Livestock 
production predominates. Cash 
receipts from marketings in 1982 
totaled $42. 2 million in Elko County, 
with $40. 6 million from meat animals 
and other livestock and $1.6 million 
from crops. Agriculture accounts for 
about four percent of total labor and 
proprietors' income in the county and 
provides 7.3 percent of total 
employment. 

Gross income for ranch operations in 
the planning area is estimated at 
$20. 8 million, with a total estimated 
net ranch income of approximately $1.9 
million. However, through purchases 
and sales transactions with other 
sectors of the economy, the livestock 
industry generates a total net income 
estimated at $5,6 million and sustains 
slightly more than 700 jobs. 

Livestock have been using an average 
of 305,247 AUMs of public land forage 
in the planning area. This accounts 
for about 22 percent of the total 
forage requirement and depicts the 
average dependency on the public 
lands. Appendix 8, Table 1 displays a 
representative ranch budget for 
operations in the area. This budget 
is a composite adapted from studies by 
the University of Nevada (1981), 
Resource Concepts, Inc. (1980), and 
the Wells Resource Management Plan 
(USDI, BLM, 1983). No budgets have 



TABLE 3-4 
Income and Employment By Industrial Sources 

Elko County, 1982 

Income Employment 
$1,000 Percent Persons 

Agriculture 6,448 3.9 802 
Mining 21,004 12.6 810 
Construction 11,893 7.1 509 
Manufacturing 3,131 1. 9 167 
Trade 20,044 12.1 1,517 
Transportation and 18,046 10.9 677 

Public Utilities 
Services 49,775 29.9 3,617 
Government 30,740 18.5 1,855 
Other 5,155 3.1 1,078 

TOTAL 166,236 100.0 11,032 

Percent 
7.3 
7.3 
4.6 
1.5 

13.8 
6.1 

32.8 
16.8 

9.8 

100.0 

Source: Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
1984. 
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been developed for sheep operators. 
Three permittees operate an exclusive­
ly sheep enterprise, with one operator 
conducting a cattle and sheep 
operation. 

Historically, the economic benefits 
derived by area ranchers from the use 
of public range have exceeded the fees 
they are charged. The existence of 
this imbalance, or "consumer surplus," 
has meant that ranchers are willing to 
pay extra for the opportunity to use 
public lands, thereby causing the 
grazing permit to acquire a market 
value (Vale, 1979; Neilson and 
Workman, 1971). The permits can be 
bought or sold in the market place, or 
used as collateral for loans (Corbett, 
1978). Although not officially 
recognized as real property, BLM 
permits have nonetheless become an 
integral element in the capital and 
credit structure of area ranchers. 
The value of a permit is affected by 
the number of range improvements, 
water availability, dependence on 
Federal AUMs, and whether the 
allotment is grazed in common or by 
one permit tee. Currently, the market 
value of an AUM ranges from $25 to 
$60, with an average value of $50 in 
northern Nevada (Falk, 1980). At an 
average market value of $50 per AUM, 
BLM grazing permits contribute about 
$19 .4 million to the wealth of area 
ranchers. 

Mining Industry 

Elko County derives substantial 
income, employment, and tax revenues 
from the mining industry. Total 
personal income from mining activities 
in 1982 was approximately $21 million 
or 12 . 6 percent of total county 
industrial income; 810 persons were 
employed. In that same year, the 
mining industry provided $473,514 in 
tax revenues (16.7 percent of all 
property tax revenues) for the 
county. This was based on an assessed 
valuation for net proceeds of mines of 
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$11.2 million and an assessed value of 
mining property of $27.2 million. 

Currently, there are 7 56 oil/ gas and 
geothermal leases on the public lands 
in the Elko RMP Area, encompass- ing a 
total of 1,709,464 acres. The Bureau 
receives annual lease revenues from 
these holdings, estimated at $1.00 per 
acre for oil and gas leases, and $1.50 
per acre for geothermal leases, of 
which the State of Nevada is paid 50 
percent. Based on these estimates, 
$864,160 is paid to the state as its 
share of current lease revenues from 
public lands. The state in turn 
redistributes these revenues to the 
counties through the Distribu- tive 
School Fund. 

Lands 

Potential changes in the proportion of 
private to public lands would affect 
both the tax base and BLM payments to 
the counties in lieu of property 
taxes. With 2,957,614 acres on the 
tax rolls (26.9 percent of total 
county acreage), assessed valuation 
for Elko County in fiscal year 1983 
amounted to $245,730,895. Property 
tax revenues were approximately $2.9 
million. The tax rate averaged 1.1765 
per $100 of assessed valuation. In 
lieu payments of property taxes from 
BLM for fiscal year 1983 amounted to 
$464,554. 

Corridors 

The identification of corridors will 
enable more efficient planning of 
future energy, communication, and 
transportation facilities. The lack 
of corridors sustains high planning 
costs to utility companies and results 
in longer processing time for right­
of-way applications. 

There is no 
long-term land 
placement of 
(Holberger, et. 

clear evidence that 
values are affected by 

transmission lines 
al., 1975). 



Access 

While access is of significant 
importance to BLM in order to exercise 
proper management of the public lands, 
and to the public for recreation use 
and mineral exploration, there is 
little or no significance to the area 
economy other than the questions of 
road maintenance and land values. 

Presently, the only access to 
checkerboard lands is by public ways 
or through roads of historical use. 
The Bureau bears the cost for 
maintenance and improvement of roads 
and ways which provide rights-of-way 
or easements for public access. Where 
access for recreation is restricted 
these activities are displaced to 
other, more accommodating locations in 
the area. While some mineral 
exploration may be precluded by lack 
of access, the foregone exploration 
costs, as well as the economic 
potential, cannot be determined. 

Recreation 

Expenditures for recreation in the 
planning area contribute to the 
regional economy through the purchase 
of lodging, services, equipment, fuel, 
and food. Public land resources that 
are associated with recreation and 
affected by this plan include 
wildlife, wild horses and burros, 
wilderness, lands, and riparian areas. 

Some population adjustments may be 
expected as a result of alteration of 
habitat condition, or changes in the 
amount of vegetation available for 
fish and wildlife. Adjustments in 
fish and wildlife populations will 
influence the number of hunter and 
angler days (Appendix 1, Table 1), 
thereby affecting changes in 
expenditures, income, and employment. 
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Current hunting, trapping, and fJshing 
activity within the RMP are l is 
estimated at 63,700 recreation days 
and 119,900 angler days per year 
(Appendix 4, Table 1) . These fjgures 
include estimates for both consull ptive 
and non-consumptive wildlife 
associated recreation. Expendj tures 
derived from these recreation 
activities are estimated at $1,3'0,000 
for hunting and $1,810,000 for 
fishing, for a total of $3,H ,0,000 
(1982 dollars). This expenciture 
level provides about $93-6,00( in 
income and generates 85 jobs. 

While other outdoor recrEation 
activities entail local expenditures 
and generate income and employment to 
the area economy, no data are 
available to provide for estimation of 
their economic significance. 

Wilderness 

Economic interest in the wildErness 
study areas is derived from thei~ use 
for grazing, recreation, i orest 
products, mineral exploration, and tax 
revenues. At the present time, each 
of these activities within the WSAs 
generate a small to moderate amount of 
economic activity. However, exj sting 
uses are of such limited exten and 
character that neither designation nor 
nondesignation would have sufficient 
impact to be considered significant to 
the present economy. 

Future economic activity that might be 
derived from potential mineral 
development cannot be determiTIE d at 
this time. There is no exhting 
mineral production within any o·= the 
WSAs. 

Woodland Products 

Revenues received by the Bureau from 
permit sales in the Elko RMP Are !l for 
firewood, posts, and Christmas trees 
were approximately $6,210 in fiscal 
year 1983. Based on fair n arket 
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values, the benefit to permit holders 
is estimated at about $103,000 in 
retail prices. While of great benefit 
to individual consumers, harvesting 
and sales of woodland products from 
BLM lands are of little significance 
within the area economy. 

SOCIAL VALUES AND 
PUBLIC ATTITUDES 

Lands and Realty 

A major issue in the RMP area is the 
potential disposal of checkerboard 
lands. The state in the 1983 
legislative session passed a 
"Checkerboard Resolution" proposing 
all such lands be sold to the state. 
This is but one such proposal 
suggested to alleviate this land 
management problem. 

The problem of access surfaces when 
proposed disposal of public lands is 
discussed. The public feels that 
unrestricted access to public lands is 
an inalienable right, and no 
constraint to historic uses should be 
incurred. Those who depend on public 
lands for their livelihood, ranchers 
and miners in particular, support the 
concept of guaranteed access, but have 
expressed concern that provisions are 
made to protect private rights and 
property. 

Corridors 

There is strong support from the 
utilities sector for making utility 
corridor planning a key issue in the 
development of the Elko RMP. Their 
rationale is that long-range planning 
indicates that as existing routes 
become filled, transportation and 
utility corridors within the resource 
area would become a vital link between 
the utility resources in the 
Intermountain West and the load center 
in the West. 
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Little public concern has been 
expressed. That which has been 
expressed, particularly by public land 
user groups, suggested they would 
prefer that the corridor issue be 
resolved on a case-by-case basis and 
be accommodated so that the least 
amount of disturbance and/or loss of 
any resource values would occur. 

Recreation/Wilderness 

Elko County supports a large share of 
the state's dispersed recreational 
needs. Over 15 percent of the state's 
total for fishing, and about 25 
percent of backpacking occurs within 
the RMP area (Nevada Dept. of 
Conservation and Natural Resources, 
SCORP, 1982). Although recreational 
needs for residents are being met, 
there is a large demand by 
nonresidents on existing recreational 
areas. To some extent, a negative 
effect has been felt by the local 
residents, especially from 
out-of-state hunters. 

Related to recreational use are the 
values associated with wilderness. 
Resistance to wilderness is widespread 
among individuals and groups who have 
interest in mineral potential and 
mining, or those who perceive 
wilderness as a "lock-up" of economic 
opportunities. Opponents who reside 
in the RMP area interpret wilderness 
as an area "locked up" against any 
uses but occasional solitary enjoyment 
by those whose livelihood does not 
depend on economic use of natural 
resources found in the areas proposed 
for wilderness designation. In the 
RMP area, as in many parts of the 
west, there is resentment of open 
spaces being encumbered by regulations 
against any particular uses. 

In general, the minerals industry is 
adamantly opposed to management 
proposals that limit the potential for 
minerals exploration, now as well as 
in the future. The major concern from 



the ranching sector regarding 
wilderness involves the constraints 
that would be placed on future range 
improvements and use of vehicles if 
wilderness study areas were ultimately 
included in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System . 

The term wilderness also evokes strong 
feelings from proponents of the 
concept that some areas should remain 
essentially untouched by human 
development. 

There is also a broad base of support 
for wilderness among those individuals 
and groups who are preservation, 
conservation, environmental, or wild 
lands recreation oriented. They, like 
the mining and ranching interest, have 
participated in the Bureau's planning 
process to assure their concerns are 
considered and responded to as a range 
of management opportunity proposals 
are developed. 

Livestock 

Public attitudes within Elko County 
toward ranching are similar to those 
in other rural areas of Nevada. 
Ranching is a valued source of 
identity for many Nevada residents, 
both those who are an integral part of 
the ranching sector as well as those 
non- ranching residents who identify 
with ranching by virtue of their 
sharing a common rural background and 
similar values and attitudes. These 
residents strongly feel that the 
production of food and fiber should be 
the first priority on public lands and 
they adamantly oppose the assignment 
of grazing areas to what they perceive 
to be single use activities such as 
wilderness or other uses that may 
preclude, constrain, or interfere with 
any aspect of the historic patterns of 
livestock grazing on public lands. 

Management proposals that would 
increase AUMs for the livestock sector 
would probably follow predictable 
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patterns. Generally~ environm 
and conservation coalitions 
expected to oppose those manag 
proposals, citing overgrazing as 
rationale. The ranching sector 
their supportive coalitions 
likely support AUM 
particularly those that were pro 
as a result of trend and monit 
studies. Their supportive rati 
would likely point out the pos 
economic and social contribution 
the ranching sector to the communi 

Wild horse and wildlife 
their supportive coalitions 
probably ask that the same manag 
considerations and proposals be 
their respective resources as ere 
given to the livestock sector. 

Traditionally, the livestock secto in 
Elko County has been cautious, if not 
suspicious, toward Bureau sals 
regarding the range and tock 
grazing. Ranchers perceive that they 
are gaining more control over eir 
grazing privileges on public 
through the implementation 
coordinated resource management; 
may serve to improve relations bet een 
the rancher and the BLM. 

Wildlife Habitat 

There has been little public con ern, 
pro or con, expressed on the issu of 
wildlife habitat. Preva ling 
attitudes on wildlife in the plan ing 
area would seem to support the co cept 
of reasonable numbers, provided t ose 
numbers do not come at the expens of 
reductions in AUMs for livestoc • 
Crucial wildlife, aquatic, and 
riparian habitats seem to be of 
general concern, as is the re ted 
concern about what criteria woul be 
used to identify present and f ure 
levels of game. Concern was lso 
expressed, particularly by the Ne 
Chapter of the Wildlife Society, 
the economic value of wildlife is 
often overlooked in agency ing 



processes. Those who expressed this 
concern recommended that wildlife 
information be considered fully in any 
economic evaluation used during 
development of the plan. 

Wild Horses 

Little public input has been received 
concerning the wild horse issue in the 
Elko RMP Area. The consensus of some 
public land user groups is that wild 
horses should be managed in a manner 
that is designed to achieve and 
maintain a thriving natural ecological 
balance on the public lands as is 
mandated in the Wild Free-Roaming 
Horse and Burro Act of 1971. Public 
indifference to this issue may be the 
result of the 1981 and 1982 removal of 
horses from three herd areas within 
the planning area which reduced the 
numbers to 330 head. 

Woodland Products 

One of the Bureau programs of greatest 
interest to the public is wood sales. 
Permits have been issued for the 
cutting of firewood, fence posts, and 
Christmas trees in past years. 
Residents are concerned that the 
demand for these products is more than 
current supply can handle. Al though 
these products are available within 
adjacent areas, residents are 
reluctant to travel rather long 
distances to harvest them. 

Minerals 

Of all the natural resource programs 
managed by the Bureau in the planning 
area, the minerals program probably 
has the greatest potential for 
altering the "status-quo." This would 
be particularly true if major 
developmental activities of a long 
term nature were undertaken. That 
type of developmental activity would 
affect the number and types of people 
in the area; the number and types of 
jobs; and the levels of income as well 
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as distribution of that income. 
some residents of the area, 
possibility of this happening 
the promise of a "better life", 
others the opposite would be true. 

To 
the 

holds 
for 

In view of the historic and productive 
mining activity in the planning area, 
the high minerals value in some of the 
area lands; and the dependency of the 
minerals industry on the exploration 
and subsequent developmental 
opportunities provided on public 
lands, this issue is a highly visible 
one. Although it is realized that 
there would be significant economic 
changes in various minerals activities 
occurring in the RMP area over time, 
the mining sector wants to assure that 
all options remain open~ Their 
rationale implies that subsequent 
developments in the field of minerals 
and energy exploration technology will 
undoubtedly lead to minerals and 
energy discoveries in areas where that 
is not now possible. Wilderness 
designation in the view of minerals 
proponents is a "lock-up" which could 
preclude exploration activities in the 
future when technology has progressed 
to the point that exploration becomes 
an economically viable option~ 
However, those individuals or groups 
who are preservation and/or 
environmentally oriented strongly 
oppose this point of view. Since only 
2.1 percent of the total acreage in 
the planning area is currently under 
study as wilderness, these individuals 
and stakeholder groups feel that the 
remaining 97. 9 percent provides ample 
opportunity for subsequent minerals 
and energy development. 

WATER 
Surface Water 

Surface waters in the planning area 
drain two major hydrographic basins: 
the Snake River Basin and the Humboldt 



River Basin. The Snake River Basi _n 
drains the northern one-third of the 
RMP area into the Snake River, a 
tributary to the Columbia River. The 
basin is characterized by high 
tablelands and highlands, and except 
for Independence Valley, is cut by 
deep canyons. Total annual runoff 
from the part of the basin contained 
within the planning area averages 
476,000 acre-feet. 

The Humboldt River system drains the 
lower two-thirds of the RMP area, 
terminating in the Humboldt Sink in 
the western part of the state. The 
Humboldt River is used extensively 
along its course. The basin itself is 
characterized by medium to high 
altitude valleys and is the only 
internally drained basin within this 
hydrographic region. Total runoff for 
the Humboldt River System within the 
RMP area is 433,500 acre-feet per year 
(Nevada Dept. of Conservation, 1971). 

Diamond Valley is the only area 
falling outside of the two major 
hydrographic regions. The northern 
one-fourth of this valley lies within 
the RMP area. It is a topographically 
closed basin (no external drainage) 
and is part of the Central 
Hydrographic Region. The region is 
characterized by isolated valleys with 
little surface interflow between them. 

Perennial streams which occur in the 
area drain large mountain watersheds. 
Peak runoff occurs frem April to May 
as the snowpack begins to melt in the 
higher elevations. Peak discharges 
occur when rain and warm temperatures 
cause rapid melting of the snowpack. 
Low flows, in turn, occur during 
December and January. 

Springs in the RMP area vary from 
small seeps to those with flows 
exceeding several hundred gallons per 
minute. Generally, these springs are 
small and in many cases not capable of 
sustaining yearlong flow. There are 
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approximately 2,500 springs withi1 the 
planning area. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater is a primary source of 
water for domestic needs, stock-water­
ing, and irrigation in the RMP area. 
There are a total of 116 wells on 
public land in the Elko RMP Area. The 
major water bearing zone occurs in 
sediments within valley bottoms a 1d on 
alluvial fans. For nonagricul ural 
purposes, an adequate supply of water 
can be obtained at depths of less than 
500 feet. Water quality is generally 
good, although saline water mar be 
found in low lying basins such as 
Crescent and Diamond Valleys. 

Groundwater recharge comes primarily 
from mountain runoff. Annual rec~arge 
in the RMP area is estimatec at 
273,000 acre-feet for the Humooldt 
River Basin and 104,350 acre-fee for 
the Snake River Basin (Nevada Dep. of 
Conservation, 1971). 

Water Quality 

Surface 
within 

water quality is 
the Elko RMP Area. 

variable 
Re;ults 

from surface water tests conductc d in 
1977 and 1982 through 1984 ind cate 
the water is generally adequate for 
livestock watering, irrigation 
purposes, and in some loca~ions 
domestic use. Water quality data 
gathered on 27 representative st'"eams 
in 1984 were compared and class fied 
using water quality standards and 
classification criteria as set orth 
in the State of Nevada's Nater 
pollution control regulations. A 
majority (13) of the streams fall 
within Class C, eight fall into ~lass 
D, three are within Class A, two 
within Class B, and one within Cl. ss E 
(USDI, BLM Water Quality Report, 1984). 
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AIR QUALITY 
Air quality in the Elko RMP Area is 
generally good. Particulate matter, 
mainly as wind-blown dust, is the 
major source of air pollution. Dust 
problems occur mostly on a local scale 
(i.e., areas disturbed by construc­
tion, wildfires, or mining). There 
are no designated nonattainment areas 
within the planning area where esta­
blished standards for one or more 
pollutants have been exceeded. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The Elko RMP Area contains over 1,600 
known historic and prehistoric sites. 
Although a Class II inventory has 
never been undertaken, it is estimated 
that over 50,000 sites are present on 
public land within the planning area. 
Historic sites include towns and camps 
associated with mining and railways, 
as well as ranches and historic 
trails. Prehistoric sites include 
lithic scatters, quarries, rock art, 
and caves or rock shelters. As the 
prehistoric period is longer than the 
historic period by thousands of years, 
prehistoric sites are by far the most 
abundant. 

Cultural resources are fragile, 
finite, and non-renewable. As such, 
many land development uses lead to a 
decline or loss of cultural re­
sources. The loss of these resources 
will continue and may only be shoved 
through protection or mitigation of 
these effects through data recovery. 
Both of these are prohibitively expen ­
sive and impractical to consider with­
out volunteer participation. Public 
participation and private funding can 
best be stimulated through long-term 
development of tangible cultural 
resource development projects. It is 
in this area that cultural resource 
and recreation management are 
complimentary. Several opportunities 
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of this type exist within the resource 
area. 

Historic Resources 

Al though no inventory has been under ­
taken, numerous historic camps, towns, 
and mines are known to have structures 
or cemeteries on public lands. Poten­
tial and current user days are 
difficult to estimate, as these 
resources have not been actively 
managed in the past. A concern is 
that such areas are f requented by 
vandals as well as sightseers. 

South Fork of the Humboldt River 

About ten miles southwest of Elko, a 
highly significant archaeological site 
was excavated in the 1950s. Most of 
this site was subsequently destroyed 
by gravel procurement and has since 
been fenced and stablized. The site 
represents over 4,000 years of prehis­
toric occupation in the area. In 
addition to the prehistoric site, this 
is also part of the Hastings Cutoff 
Emmigrant Trail traversed by the 
ill - fated Donner Party. 

Tosawihi Quarry 

The Tosawihi Quarry is about 38 miles 
northeast of Battle Mountain within 
the Ivanhoe Mining District~ White 
opalite from this area was quarried as 
early as 7,500 years ago for the 
manufacture of stone tools. Prior to 
Euro-American contact, the people 
living in the area of Battle Mountain 
were called the Tosawihi or White 
Knife Shoshone because of stone knives 
manufactured from this material. 

In addition to the prehistoric 
importance of this area are the 
abandoned cinnabar mine sites. 
Mercury production from this area was 
important to the war effort during the 
1940s. The remnants of these mines 
may be good representatives of a 
mining history narrative. 



At present, none of these areas are 
being managed for cultural values with 
the exception of legal compliance. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
involves the inventory and evaluation 
of scenic quality, the public 
sensitivity level of acceptable 
change, and the distance zone analysis 
of public lands. A variety of rating 
factors are evaluated and integrated 
to arrive at five visual resource 
management classes. These management 
classes are used to determine the 
amount of acceptable contrast allowed 
within the particular landscape. 

Class I lands contain natural 
ecological changes and allow very 
limited management activity. Any 
contrast created within the 
characteristic landscape must not 
attract attention. No areas were 
presently identified within the RMP 
area as Class L 

Class II lands should not have any 
management activities which cause 
changes in the basic landscape 
elements (form, line, color, and 
texture). Management activities which 
result in contrasts may be seen, but 
must not attract attention. The RMP 
area contains 120,596 acres or two 
percent of the area in Class II (USDI, 
BLM, 1984). 
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Class III lands may contain con rasts 
to the basic landscape elements aused 

I by a management action whic are 
evident but remain subordinate o the 
existing landscape. The plannin area 
contains 1,508,070 acres or 28 p rcent 
within this scenic class. 

Class IV lands may contain con rasts 
which attract attention and re a 
dominant feature of the landsc e in 
terms of scale, but repeat the 
line, color, and texture o 
characteristic landscape. 
remaining 70 percent of the 
area was identified as being 
class. 

Class V lands are those areas 
the natural character of the lan 

form, 
the 
The 

nning 
this 

has been disturbed to a point where 
rehabilitation is needed to bri g · it 
up to one of the other 
classifications~ There were no lands 
identified within the planning a ea as 
class V (USDI, BLM, 1984)~ 



r 
)> 
z 
0 
(J) 

---i 
)> 
---i 
C 
(J) 

117° -
T 47 N 

T 48 N 

' ..I 

T 45 N ow y H E E 

T 44 N 

T 43 N 

T 42 N 

T 41 N 

T40 N 

T 39 N 

T 38 N 

T 37 N 

T 36 N 

T 34 N 

T 33 N 

T 32 N 

> C: z m z 
0 r -I 
m :;,II; m 
z 0 mo 
!S ::0 

C: (/J 
:0 -I ::0 m m> 

0 "' ► -f z 0 c: m 
~ C: (/J 

m ::0 00 
z 0 .,., m 
-t m r- .,, 

> ~ ► > 
r z :0 

> 0 -f 

~ z ~ 

> ~m .,, 
► Z > G> z -f 

0 m >o -t ~ Ci) .,, 
m m 

"' z ~ -I 
-t -t m::t 
> zm 
-t 

.,, 
-f -m r z 

~ > -f z m m :::0 z 0 -t :::0 

DE SER T 

0 

R48E R47E 

0 3 6 
M;I u w 

APPfWL -.11ee 

T 30 N 

T 29 N 

T 28 N 

T 27 N 

N 

R 48 E R 49 E R 50 E R 51 E R 52 E R 53 E R 54 E R 55 E R 56 E R 57 E 

D Public Lands 

Private Lands 

~ Native American Lands 



ALLOTMENT BOUNDARY MAP REFERENCE LIST 

MAP REF. NO. ALLOTMENT MAP REF. NO. ALLOTMENT 

1 Owyhee 46 Adobe 
2 yp 47 Blue Basin 
3 Owyhee-Pe tan 48 Dry Susie 
4 Indian Creek FFR 49 Carlin Canyon 
5 VN Pocket Petan so Carlin Field 
6 VN Pocket Allied 51 Hadley 7 Cornucopia 52 Taylor's Carlin 
8 Andrae 53 Mary's Mountain 
9 Wilson Mountain 54 T Lazy S 

10 ' Lime Mountain 55 Horseshoe ! 11 Mori 56 Palisade ' 12 Bucket Flat 57 Pine Mountain ' J 13 Rock Creek 58 Iron Blossom i 

r 14 Midas 59 Safford Canyon 
15 Little Humboldt 60 Scotts Gulch r 16 Twenty-five 61 Geyser 

! 17 Tuscarora 62 Thomas Creek 18 Six Mile 63 Thomas Creek FFR 
19 Taylor Canyon 64 Devils Gate 
20 Eagle Rock 65 South Buckhorn 
21 Wildhorse Group 66 Potato Patch 
22 Rough Hills 67 Pine Creek 
23 Stone Flat FFR 68 Mineral Hill 
24 Annie Creek 69 Union Mountain 
25 Bruneau River 70 Bruffy 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon 71 Pony Creek 
27 Stone Flat 72 Indian Springs 
28 Four Mile 73 Dixie Flats 
29 Beaver Creek 74 Emmigrant Springs 
30 Mason Mountain 75 Tonka 
31 Mexican Field 76 Old Eighty FFR 
32 Cotant 77 Grindstone Mountain 
33 Double Mountain 78 Cut - Off 
34 Sheep Creek 79 Bullion Road 
35 Mahala Creek 80 Ten Mile 
36 Eagle Rock 1 81 Four Mile Canyon 
37 Lone Mountain 82 Burner Basin 
38 Fox Springs 83 Elko Hills 
39 Coal Mine Basin 84 East Fork 
40 North Fork Group 85 East Fork FFR 
41 Dorsey 86 Burger Creek 
42 Long Field 87 Smiraldo 
43 Halleck 88 King Seeding 
44 Adobe Hills 89 Horse Fly 
45 White Rock 90 Heelfly 



T 47 N 

T4e N 

T 45 N 

T44 N 

T43 N 

T 42 N 

T 41 N 

T40N 

T39 N 

T 38 N 

T 37 N 

T 35 N 

T34 N 

T 33 N 

> 
r 
r 
0 
-i 

, 3: 
m 
z 
-i .... 

CD CD 
CXI 0 
OI C 

z 
0 
> 
:0 
m 
(J) 

-- - ------ ...-- ·.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - . 

ow y E E 

A 

DE SE RT 

R4eE R47E 

0 3 6 
M4U W ,.,, ........ . 

T30 N 

T 29 N 

T 28 N 

T 27 N 

T 29 N 

1 

I 

0 

NATIONAL 

~~ 
A.I 
~ ---"----+l- -a-'l,--l-f,~ ~ ~ ~ ::.,.K.SL--1\--- +-lr'--Yc.llt;ff-H-r- -- -; -, 

R 90 E ft 51 E R 52 E ft 53 E R54E R55E RNE R57E 

N 

31 



T 38 N 

T 37 N 

T 38 N 

T 35 N 

T :W N 

T 33 N 

117" 

I 

t _,L. __ _ 
I LANDER COUN 

I 

\j 
0 3 6 
t5tSitSil 

APl,.L MllU 

T 29 N 

T 28 N 

T 27 N 

T28 N 

116" 

-·· ..,, I ~->' 
<!'..,_ 

L 1.-,, 
,<1' 

... I>" 

~~ 
0 

~ 

"'l 
---t '\, ,,, 

~ ,_ + 
<t- "! - 0 - f 

CJ 

R48f.: R49E A 50 E A 51 E R 52 E R !3 E R54E R55E AS&E R57 E 

~ HERD AREAS ADMINISTERED BY WINNEMUCCA DISTRICT 

~ HERD AREAS ADMINISTERED BY ELKO DISTRICT 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

ELKO RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

WILD HORSE HERD AREAS 

1985 



117• 

T47N 

T48 N 
-1 

I 
T 45 N 

0 w
1 
Y H E 

T 44 N 

1 
T 43 N I DESER I T 

T 42 N 

T 41 N 

T40N 

T 39 N 

T 37 N 

T 38 N 

T 35 N 

T34 N 

T 33 N 

T32 N 

,, 
\ 1 

r->1 

-.-1 __ 

0 3 6 
~ 

APPta&. Mllta 

l. 

IDAHO 

N f V A iii'A"'T 

E 

... 

L 

T 29 N 

T 28 N 

T 27 N 

T 2e N 

A48E AMIE 

- Forested Areas 

116· 

R!OE R51E R52E R53E 

wm Small Scattered Stands 

t 

R.54E A55E RSfSE R57E 

UNITEO STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

ELKO RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOREST RESOURCES 

1985 



-CD 
CD 
OI 

--- - ---- ·----------

r-
0 
n 
> 
-I 
> 
m 
r­
m 
~ 

z 
m 
:a 
> r-,, 
0 
-I 
m 
z 
-I 

> r-

T 47 N 

T4& N I 

T 45 N 

T 44 N 

T 43 N 

T 42 N 

T 41 N 

T40 N 

T38 N 

T 38 N 

T 37 N 

T 38 N 

T 35 N 

T34 N 

T 33 N 

> 
Zm o, 
m ,-; 
zo 
< - :a :a m 
0 "' zo 
~ C: 
m :a zo 
-I m 
>~ 
'> 
iZ 
"V > 
> G) 
o m 
-I ~ 
"'m -I z 
> -I 
-I "V 
m• 
~> 
mZ 
z 
-I 

OWYHEE 

C: 
z 
-t 
m 

me 
C: Cl) 

21 -t 
m> 
> -t 
c: m 

0) 

Og 
""m r ,, 
>> z 21 
C -t 

I: 
I: m 
>Z 
z -t 
>o 
Ci) .,, 
m 
I: -t 
m :::c 
zm 
-t -z 

-t 
m 
21 
0 
21 

DESERT 

R4eE R47E 

0 3 6 
M;I; t"Y 

Al'l'l'9L MIit ■ 

NOTE: 

T 31 N 

T 30 N 

T 29 N 

T 28 N 

T 27 N 

T 2$ N 

• 
• 

R48E R48E R 50 E R 51 E R 52 E R 53 E 

High 

Moderate 

·Low 

R54E R55E R!leE R57E 

Current or Recently Active Mines 

Historic Mining Areas 

More detailed mineral potential information concerning 
wilderness study areas is available in the Elko Resource 
Area Wilderness Technical Report. 

N 



.,.. ______________________________ ...., ______ .....,. __ ...,.... _________ _..._~-~-~~~~ - ~~ ~~ ~~-~--~ ~~ - ----~ ... -

-a:, 
CD 
OI 

r 
m 
> 
0 
> 
m 
r 
m 
I: 
z 
m 
::u 
> r 
"'O 
0 
-4 
m 
z 
-4 -> r 

T 47 N 

T 4fS N 

T 45 N 

T44N 

T 43 N 

T42 N 

T 41 N 

T40 N 

T 38 N 

T38 N 

T 37 N 

T 38 N 

T 35 N 

T34 N 

T 33 N 

NATIONAL 

N 

/ 

a ..,, 
z 
I.J.J 

a. 

R4fSE R'7E 

6 

T 31 N 

T 30 N 

T 21 N 

T 27 N 

T 2e N (J 

A 48 E R 48 E R SD E R 51 E R 52 E R Sl E R54E RYE RME R57E 

High (011 and Gas) 

Moderate (Oil and Gas) 

D Low (OIi and Gas) 

• Known Geologic Structure (S) And Developed Field (S) 

B Known Geothermal Resource Areas 

• Geothermal Power Plant 

NOTE: More detailed mineral potential information concerning 
wilderness study areas is available in the Elko Resource 

Area Wilderness Technical Report. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section presents the scientific 
and analytic basis for comparison of 
the alternatives and selection of the 
resource management plan. The RMP is 
designed to be a comprehensive, long 
range plan under which additional site 
specific analysis and planning would 
take place before on the ground 
actions occur. As outlined in 40 CFR 
1502.2(b), the discussion of environ­
mental consequences is in proportion 
to the significance of projected 
impacts. 

This chapter includes the relationship 
between short-term use of the environ­
ment and the maintenance and enhance­
ment of long-term productivity, and 
irreversible or irretrievable commit­
ment of resources. Actions committing 
future generations to continue a simi­
lar course are considered irrevers­
ible. Irretrievable is defined as not 
replaceable. 

Impacts to threatened and endangered, 
sensitive or rare plant species, 
cultural resources, air quality, and 
ground water are difficult to deter­
mine due to a lack of site-specific 
project information. As these 
resources are protected by specific 
management guidance and laws, they 
will be examined in future environ­
mental assessments and are not 
analyzed further. 

Bureau policy states that rivers 
listed with the National Park Service 
for potential inclusion into the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
are to be evaluated and recommenda­
tions pertaining to further study 
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should be part of the Bureau planning 
process. The Elko RMP Area contains a 
29 mile segment of the South Fork ­
Owyhee River, from the YP Ranch to the 
Idaho-Nevada state line, which is 
currently listed in The Nationwide 
River Inventory, Nevada Component 
(National Park Ser vice: 1 982) _a_s_ 
having potential for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

This segment of the river is managed 
under the 1983 Owyhee River Recreation 
Area Management Plan and interim man­
agement protection of the South Fork 
Owyhee River and Owyhee Canyon Wild­
erness Study Areas. The river segment 
is also the subject of the Preliminary 
Draft Owyhee Canyonlands Wilderness 
EIS which has determined part of the 
river preliminarily suitable for wild­
erness designation. The Elko RMP 
proposes to designate the nonsuit­
able wilderness acres as a Special 
Recreation Management Area for manage­
ment of the semi-primitive non-motor­
ized wild river values which exist 
under the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) System. Subsequent 
recommendations pertaining to Wild and 
Scenic River designation will be 
consistent with the decisions in the 
Final Owyhee Canyonlands Wilderness 
EIS. 

ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALYSIS 

The following assumptions are made for 
analysis purposes: 

1. Funding and personnel will be 
sufficient to implement the 
selected resource management plan. 



2. 

3. 

4. 

Short - term impacts are defined es 
those which occur within five 
years after implementation of the 
plan. Long-term impacts are 
those which occur from six to 20 
years. Unless otherwise stated, 
impacts described will be over 
the long-term. 

Baseline data for vegetation 
condition and trend, and other 
parameters is the best avail­
able. While this data is not 
used by itself for making forage 
allocation decisions, it is 
useful for planning and analysis 
purposes. 

For analysis purposes, monitoring 
of vegetation for livestock, 
wildlife, and wild horse use 
would be a component of the 
Preferred Alternative only. 
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ALTERNATIVE A 

LANDS AND REAL TY 

Community e_x~p~a_n_s_1_·o_n~ •- - ---+- -
consolidation, and public 
management would be hincie~ed ._ 

Since lands would be available o a 
case-by-case basis only, exte ed 
periods of time could be required to 
respond to requests for lands ei er 
for private or local government 
poses. This would result in lim 
land tenure adjustment, prima 
accomplished through Recreation 
Public Purpose Act applications 
lands near Elko, Carlin, and Ba 
Mountain. 

CORRIDORS 

Utility and transportation compa 
would not benefit from long r 
planning for major facilities. 

Transportation and utility corri 
would not be designated or identi 
in this alternative. Assured accu 
long-range planning by utility 
transportation companies would be 
ficult, if not impossible. This 
hinder efficient processing nd 
installation of facilities to 
future utility needs. This could 
hinder the ability of the BLM to 
efficiently process rights-of ay 
requests. 

LEGAL ACCESS 

Legal public access through impor ~nt 
access routes would not be acquire~. 

This 
any 

alternative would 
public, other 

not 

agency, or resource 
government 
priorities 

ify 
or 

for 



acquiring legal access. The number of 
acquisitions would be few and benefits 
would be of very low magnitude because 
acquisition would be initiated in re­
sponse to specific situations. This 
would cause delays in the acquisition 
process. 

~~gal access would not exist on roads 
where easements are not required. 

This alternative would not emphasize 
acquisition of easements important for 
public use and administration by BLM 
and other governmental agencies. 
Hence an adverse impact to public use 
and resource management is expected in 
the long-term as access is not ob­
tained. 

RECREATION 

Recreation use would increase 
!_,_4_3_6 ,_o_o_q_ _r:_~cr_E:._~t_ion days over 
long-term. _ 

to 
the 

A 140 percent increase in recreation 
use is expected from the current level 
of 596,400 recreation days over the 
long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Short-term demand on the existing 
SRMAs would be met. With the 
development of South Fork and Rock 
Creek Resevoirs by the State of Nevada 
and Lander County, decreased recrea­
tion demand is expected on the exist­
ing BLM SRMAs in the short-term. Over 
the long-term the quality of the camp­
ing experience would be reduced due to 
increased demand and subsequent over­
use of the developed facilities at 
Wilson and Zunino/Jiggs Reservoirs, 
and North Wildhorse Recreation Area. 
Off-road vehicle ( ORV) use would in­
crease from 39,100 to 94,200 recrea­
tion days, and ORV use would remain 
unhampered. Over the long-term, 
unrestricted ORV use would 
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create resource 
vegetation loss 
existing SRMAs. 

ALTERNATIVE A 

damage, including 
and erosion in 

Topographic constraints limit ORV use 
in the South Fork Owyhee River SRMA, 
therefore impacts from ORVs are not 
expected in this area. 

Dispersed recreation activities would 
be intensified by the competition for 
desirable and suitable sites by var­
ious recreational groups, and by the 
increase in projected population. 
This competition would, in the long­
term, result in intensive use patterns 
on extensive use areas resulting in 
conflicts among various recreation 
user groups. This could result in 
resource deterioration and a declining 
quality of experience. 

Since existing numbers of big game 
would decrease, hunting opportunities 
are expected to decline. However, 
projected recreation days spent in 
pursuit of game animals would increase 
from 59,800 to 144,300 over the long­
term due to increased hunter popula­
tions and participation from hunting 
interests (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

WILDERNESS 

Wilderness values would not be pro­
tected on 66, 7 S~ _res and not1;e_ of 
this acreage would be added to the 
National Wilderness Preservation 
System (NWPS). 

Actions by people would, in the 
long-term, degrade the wilderness 
character of these WSAs by reducing 
their natural character and the 
opportunity to experience solitude 
and/or primitive and unconfined 
recreation in a natural setting. 
Roads would be built most frequently 
in areas of moderate to high mineral 
potential to provide better access to 
mining claims, land leased for oil and 
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gas use, and other reasons. Loss of 
vegetation and increased soil erosion 
would occur in proportion to increased 
ORV use for recreation and other 
activities. 

It is anticipated in the short-term 
that precious metal, nonmetallic, and 
oil and gas exploration activities 
would occur within and along the 
peripheries of the WSA boundaries, 
causing a loss in vegetation and 
soils. Long-term production is 
speculative, but would most likely be 
restricted to those commodities having 
a moderate or high favorability for 
occurrence in the area (Tingley and 
Quade, 1984). Additionally, Cedar 
Ridge and Red Spring WSAs would pro ­
vide about 8,000 additional acres for 
fuelwood harvest per year to partially 
meet the woodland products demand of 
the residents of the city of Elko. 
Approximately 40 percent of the high­
est quality acreage would be degraded 
due to projected woodland and mining 
activities. Additional information on 
impacts associated with wilderness in 
all alternatives is provided in the 
Elko Resource Area Wilderness Tech­
nical Report. 

Rough _l!_i_l _l_s_ WSA 

Without designation, this unit would 
remain essentially the same. Even 
with moderate potential for precious 
metals, the area is covered with a 
1000-2000 foot layer of rhyolite 
reducing the economic feasiblity of 
exploration or development of these 
minerals over the long-term. If 
exploration did occur, road building 
would likely occur near the western 
and southern borders of the WSA. This 
would eliminate naturalness and oppor­
tunities for solitude. 

Little Humboldt River WSA 

The impacts 
area would 
exploration 

' ~---

of not designating this 
be probable mineral 

activities within the 
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study area along the southern and 
western borders. These activi1 ies 
would result in loss of natural1 ess 
from road building and surface dis1ur­
bance over about one-fourth of the 
area. The potential for oil and gas 
is slight within the northern por ion 
of the unit, however, impacts Jrom 
seismic exploration (e.g. roads and 
other surface disturbance) are lil ely 
to occur as this WSA borders the 
southern edge of an active enErgy 
exploration area. . This could ref ult 
in such surface disturbing act~ vi­
ties which would forego opporttni­
ties for primitive recreation within a 
natural setting. 

Cedar Ridge WSA 

Without designation, impacts we uld 
result from exploration and potential 
development for oil and gas, a ong 
with road construction associated ~ith 
these activities. 

Off - road vehicle use and firet< ood 
cutting by the general public are 
anticipated on 4,940 acres. 1his 
would result in soil erosion and 
removal of vegetation. The corse­
quences of these activities would be a 
loss of naturalness and opportunities 
for solitude. Wilderness character 
and integrity would be reduced in the 
entire area. 

Red Spring WSA 

Without designation, surface dis ­
turbing impacts from oil and gas 
exploration and development, including 
roads, could be expected. \-lood 
harvesting activities would also be 
intepsive within the unit on about 
3,200 acres. Additional roads ~nd 
surface disturbing activities con­
nected with energy development and 
wood harvest could occur in he 
interior of the unit and would elimi­
nate naturalness and opportunities ~or 

I 
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solitude, resulting in a loss of 
wilderness values throughout the unit. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

The_ pr~s~nt three to five year average 
licensed use would continue. New land 
! ieaJ _ments/improvements would not be 
implemen _ted __!_ 

Livestock grazing would continue to be 
authorized at the existing use level 
which has averaged 305,247 AUMs over a 
three to five year period (1979 to 
1983). This is 21 percent below the 
existing active preference of 387,533 
AUMs for the RMP Area (Appendix 3, 
Table 1). 

No new range improvement projects 
would be implemented under this 
alternative. Also no new grazing 
systems would be initiated. Existing 
AMPs would continue to be maintained . 

WILDLIFE HABlT AT 

ThE:_ _ __ opportunity for 
existing numbers of big 
ea_ch _ grazing _ allotment 
impaired. 

maintaining 
game within 

would be 

While there would not be significant 
changes in overall native range 
condition, it is anticipated that the 
majority of crucial big game seasonal 
habitat would remain in its current 
condition or decline. This would 
increase competition and reduce the 
existing AUM availability of 20,338 
AUMs for existing numbers of mule deer 
and 608 AUMs for existing numbers of 
antelope, resulting in a decline in 
present population levels for both 
species. 

Continued concentration of grazing use 
in crucial big game habitat, especial­
ly around water sources, would result 
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in existing 
mule deer 
the avail­
and water. 

in a further decline 
pronghorn antelope and 
populations by reducing 
ability of important forage 

Sage grouse populations would continue 
to decline. Vegetative production and 
quality in crucial brooding areas 
would continue to be below potential. 
This use would lower plant production 
and cause soil erosion and evapora­
tion. Potential impacts to brood 
rearing habitat would continue from 
unrestricted leasable mineral entry 
activities including road building and 
exploration activities. 

Locatable mineral 
all alternatives 

development under 
is unrestricted. 

Historically, mineral development 
thoughout the planning area has 
directly disturbed an average of 200 
acres per year. The majority of 
mineral exploration activities have 
occurred from June through November 
and have predominantly affected the 
Tuscarora, Pinon-Sulpher Spring, and 
South Cortez Mountain ranges. Direct 
impacts are loss of cover, forage, and 
to a lesser extent, loss of water over 
approximately 4,000 acres in the 
long-term. Indirect impacts include 
reductions in populations and loss of 
useable habitat. The combination of 
the direct and indirect impacts is 
considered a significant adverse 
impact. 

Upland game, furbearers, and nongame 
wildlife rely heavily upon riparian 
habitat. Since overall riparian 
conditions are expected to decline, so 
would those wildlife species dependent 
on them. 

The existing siutation would continue 
for aquatic habitat. 

Eleven miles of aquatic habitat would 
be maintained in good condition with 
the remaining 201 miles in poor or 
fair condition due to the existing 
level and patterns of grazing use . If 
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selected, this alternative would not 
comply with the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, as amended. As a result, 
efforts to have Lahontan cutthroat 
trout removed from the Federal 
threatened species list could be 
delayed indefinitely. 

WILD HORSES 

Wild horse herd numbers would not -- - - -
c1!_ang~_• The free roaming charac-
teristic of wild horses would not be 
affected. 

Existing population levels for wild 
horses would be managed in existing 
herd areas. Since overall vegetation 
condition would remain the same and 
livestock grazing use levels would not 
change, no impacts are expected. 

Fence construction would not be a 
component of this alternative, 
therefore no change to the free 
roaming characteristic of wild horses 
in the RMP area is expected. 

The condition of wild horses would not - . -- --- - -- - - - --- - -- -- - - -
improve. 

With no additional water developments 
no improvement would be expected in 
both habitat and/or wild horse 
condition. 

WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

Woodland product harvest levels would 
remain static or decrease. 

The demand for woodland products 
(particularly firewood) would not be 
met in the short-term or in the 
long-term. This would be a signi­
ficant adverse impact because demand 
for woodland products has been shown 
to increase by approximately 18 per­
cent per year. No additional selec­
tive greenwood harvest areas would be 
opened to supplement the deadwood 
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harvest and harvest levels would 
decline as the deadwood s 1pplies 
became more limited. 

With nondesignation of the Ceda , Ridge 
and Red Spring WSAs, about 8,000 acres 
of woodlands could potentially be 
harvested on a sustained yield b, sis. 

Without acquiring legal acces; into 
the checkerboard and/or other woo41and 
areas with blocked access, manigement 
problems would continue. The annual 
sustained yield levels cou d be 
reduced due to inaccessibili:t;y of 
woodlands. 

Overall stand condition would remain 
static or decrease. 

No intensive forest management would 
be implemented to manage and J rotec t 
the woodland resources. Fores pro­
ductivity, stand health, and vigor 
would not be improved withott the 
implementation of forest man,gement 
practices such as selective th nnings 
and reforestation. 

MINERALS 

Maximum opportunity for n ineral 
development would occur due to 
nondesignation of wilderness. 

None of the WSAs would be reconmended 
as suitable for wilderness designa­
tion. Therefore, wilderness nanage­
ment constraints would be remov ~d and 
mineral entry segregations wou d not 
be enacted. Due to high oil a ~d gas 
potential in the Cedar Ridge a 1d Red 
Spring WSAs, a beneficial impact would 
occur to the minerals industry as a 
result of allowing exploratio1 and 
development. 

Existing seasonal and no surface 
occupancy restrictions would continue. 

' 
' 
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Limi _t~d impacts would occur to oil/gas 
and geothermal exploration and 
development activities due to re­
strictions instituted to protect 
te r restrial wildlife habitat and 
designated Special Recreation 
Management Areas. 

Impacts from 
stipulations 
date. Minor 

no surface occupancy 
have not occurred to 

adjustments would be 
necessary to route seismic lines and 
new roads around sage grouse strutting 
grounds. No impacts to Special 
Recreation Management Areas would be 
expected, due to a combination of low 
leasable mineral potential in these 
areas and/or the relatively small 
areas involved. See Appendix 6 for 
Special Leasing Stipulations. 

Seasonal restrictions cause limited 
impacts to oil/ gas and geothermal 
exploration. Delays of up to three 
months could occur, most commonly due 
to a combination of wet ground condi­
tions which restrict cross - country 
vehicle travel and limitations to 
protect wildlife habitat. If existing 
trends continue, delays would be 
expected on about 10 percent of 
exploration activities and are not 
judged to be significant. 

VEGETATION 

Overall, one , percent of the native 
vegeta !__ion within the plann ,ing area 
would move toward the potential native 
community, one percent would move away 
from the potential native community, 
and 98 percent would remain unchanged 
in the long-term. 

Changes in ecological status from the 
present situation as a result of im­
plementing this alternative are pro­
jected to include a shift of 30,297 
acres from earlier seral stages toward 
the potential native community. Con­
versely, 23,884 acres would shift 
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from the later seral stages toward the 
early seral stages (Appendix 5, Table 
2) • 

Changes in ecological status within 
allotments would occur both within and 
between stages. These changes in some 
cases can be relatively small, but the 
net result is used to indicate the 
overall trend of the allotments. Con­
sidering current stocking levels, and 
that no new range improvements or 
grazing systems would be implemented, 
it is projected that 50 allotments 
would show downward trend in ecologi­
cal status. This would adversely 
affect the ability of those allotments 
to produce forage on a sustained-yield 
basis. Considering those same condi­
tions, 49 allotments would show an 
improvement in ecological status due 
to continued stocking levels below 
forage capacity. The remaining 41 
allotments would continue at or near 
their present seral stage. 

Overall, riparian vegetation would 
remain in its present condition. 

By continuing current management, 
riparian vegetation would be main ­
tained in its present condition. 
Approximately 5,250 acres would remain 
in poor condition, 78 acres would be 
in fair condition and 330 acre would 
be in good condition. 

The 58 acres of riparian vegetation 
associated with fenced spring sites 
would improve in habitat condition and 
1,193 acres of unprotected springs 
would remain unchanged or decline. No 
change in condition is expected on 
approximately 14,000 acres of aspen 
habitat. 
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ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Lands and Realty 

Land sales would not result 
significant economic impacts. 

in 

The expression of interest for 
transfer of public lands to other 
ownership would continue to be 
considered on a case - by - case basis. 
However, without the enouragement of 
specific management proposals, it is 
expected that the present pattern of 
land ownership within the RMP area 
would remain substantially the same. 
The potential for economic develop­
ment, or the possibility of realizing 
benefits that might derive from more 
efficient use of the land would be 
diminished. 

Corridors 

This alternative would result in 
continued high right-of-way planning 
costs to utility companies. 

Long time frames for processing major 
rights - of-way would continue. How­
ever, once future rights-of-way were 
obtained, construction and operation 
costs could be low compared to other 
alternatives since the entire RMP area 
would be potentially available. This 
would provide lower construction costs 
and minimize operating costs, includ­
ing reduced maintenance and power loss. 

Recreation 

Expenditures associated with these 
activities are projected to reach $3.9 
million in the short-term, rising to 
$7.6 million at the end of the 20-year 
period (1982 dollars). 

Hunter days would increase to 74,600 
in the short-term and 144,300 in the 
long-term. Angler days are estimated 
at 149,800 and 288,900 in the short 
and long-term, respectively (Appendix 
1, Table 1). This would provide 
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income to the area economy estimated 
at $1. 2 million and $2. 3 million 
respectively and would sustain a total 
of 106 jobs in the short-term, 
increasing to about 205 jobs in the 
long-term. 

Wilderness 

No significant economic effects would 
result from nondesignation of wilder­
ness. 

No beneficial economic advantages 
would be gained or lost and no major 
adverse economic impacts would be 
experienced or avoided. 

Wilderness recreation opportunities 
and their potential income effec_s 
would be foregone, along with tne 
benefits of preservation for futu~e 
generations. In turn, mineral 
development potential would remain 
unfettered and present recreation uses 
and trends, particularly off-road 
vehicle use, would continue. 

Livestock Grazing 

No significant economic effects would 
occur to the livestock industry. 

This alternative would introduce no 
changes in the administration of 
grazing on public lands, and livesto~k 
grazing would continue at its preseot 
level. However, particular allotments 
may experience gains or losses as a 
result of changes in forage condition 
and trend, over time. 

SOCIAL VALUES AND PUBLIC ATTITUDES 

There would be no significant social 
impacts at the community level if this 
alternative were to be implemented. 

With the exception of wilderness, this 
alternative maintains the "status-quo" 
and would have little or no affect on 

' 
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the number or characteristics of 
people living in the area; the levels 
of income or distribution of that 
income; nor would it significantly 
increase or decrease the types or 
availability of community resources. 

The lack of wilderness designations 
under this alternative would be nega­
tively viewed by conservation and 
preservation oriented groups as 
wilderness values would be lost over a 
prolonged period of time on all 66,754 
acres. This loss to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System would 
be viewed as significant by some 
interest groups . 

Mining interests would view this 
favorably as it would release acres 
currently protected under the Interim 
Management Guidance for Wilderness 
Study Areas for further development 
and exploration, should they so desire. 

It could be expected that the 
utilities sector would oppose the 
implementation of this alternative 
since there are no provisions for 
identifying planning or designated 
corridors. This could possibly have 
an adverse impact on the utility 
sector's long-range planning 
programs. Developing rights-of-way on 
a case-by-case basis could increase 
the costs or impede the development of 
major power projects and their assoc­
iated power distribution systems, 
making future energy development pro­
jects more difficult, time consuming, 
and expensive to plan. 

At the individual level, the imple­
mentation of this alternative would 
probably cause a negative impact, i.e. 
a sense of anger, frustration, and 
perhaps alienation for those 
individuals who were actively became 
involved in the resource management 
planning process and who endorsed 
wilderness designation for one or more 
of the wilderness study areas. This 
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could further strain the 
relationships between 
individuals and the Bureau. 

working 
those 

Since legal access on routes which 
currently provide physical access for 
administration of various multiple-use 
programs would not be obtained under 
this alternative, except in response 
to specific situations, legal access 
could be denied on 242 miles of access 
routes over private lands. Should 
this lack of legal access occur, it 
could adversely affect the day-to-day 
administration of various Bureau 
natural resource management programs 
making them more time consuming and 
costly as a result. 



ALTERNATIVE B 

LANDS AND REAL TY 

Community expansion needs would be 
accommodated and management of public 
lands would be enhanced by transfer­
ring 58,320 acres out of Federal 
administration and exchanging up to 
336,000 acres. 

A total of 5,900 acres of public land 
would be reserved for future community 
expansion, meeting the needs of Elko, 
Carlin, and Battle Mountain as identi­
fied through consultation with local 
government entit i es. A total of 
58,320 acres of land that are diffi­
cult or uneconomic to manage would be 
made available for sale. An efficient 
management pattern could be establish­
ed by transferring 336,000 acres of 
scattered and difficu l t to manage 
parcels out of Federal administration 
through exchange. Since land ex­
changes, by law, must provide the 
Federal government with equal or 
greater public value or interest, a 
net beneficial impact would result 
from consolidating a fragmented owner­
ship pattern . This would provide more 
cost - effective management primarily in 
Pine and Lamoille Valleys, the south­
ern portion of the Independence Moun­
tains, the Adobe Hllls, and throughout 
Lander and Eureka Counties. 

CORRIDORS 

Utility and transportation companies 
would benefit from long range planning. 

The identification of 609 miles of 
designated corridors and planning 
corridors would provide the maximum 
opportunity for utility and transpor­
tation companies to plan facilities. 
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Identifying these corridors would 
assist utility companies in p anning 
future rights - of-way and would 
expedite the approval process. 

These corridors meet the needs of the 
utility industry by fully accon modat­
ing corridor routes as identif ed in 
the Western Regional Corridor Study. 
Including routes for the Tl" ousand 
Springs Power Project located n the 
adjacent Wells Planning Area is 
beneficial to the utility ir dustry 
through a reduction of siting costs. 

LEGAL ACCESS 

Easements would be acquireo on 
important access routes 

This alternative would em1hasize 
acquisition of easements importa~t for 
BLM administration of 11\ es tock 
grazing, woodland products, and 
mineral exploration and develcpment. 
The acquisition of easements pn 56 
roads (216 miles) would have loog-term 
beneficial impacts for these resources. 

Legal access will not exist on roads 
where easements are not acquired. 

This alternative would not emphasize 
acquisition of easements importatt for 
public use and BLM administrat on of 
recreation, wilderness study areas, 
wildlife, and other government agenc­
ies. Hence, a significant a~verse 
impact to these resources is expected 
in the long-term as access acre ss 19 
roads (59.5 miles) would n< t be 
obtained. 

RECREATION 

Recreation use would increase to 
1,252,200 recreation days ove the 
long-term. 
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A 109 percent increase in recreation 
use is expected from the current level 
of 596,400 recreation days over the 
long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Short-term demand for recreation on 
the existing SRMAs would be met. 
Long-term impacts would be the same as 
in Alternative A, except somewhat 
reduced with the addition of the West 
Wildhorse SRMA which would produce 
additional opportunities for camping 
and fishing. 

Impacts from the development of South 
Fork and Rock Creek Reservoirs by the 
State of Nevada and Lander County 
would be the same as in Alternative A. 

Opportunities for dispersed recreation 
activities on public lands would be 
reduced as a result of the loss of 
public lands through sale and the loss 
of aesthetic values from increased 
vegetation treatments for livestock 
and increased woodland product harvest. 

Since big game populations would be 
maintained in the long-term, hunting 
opportunities would remain the same. 
However, projected recreation days 
spent in pursuit of game animals would 
increase from 59,800 to 119,000 over 
the long term due to increased hunter 
populations (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Off - road vehicle (ORV) use would 
increase from 39,100 to 137,600 
recreation days. Nearly all of the 
RMP area (98 percent) would remain 
open to ORV use. Designation of the 
Adobe Hills SRMA would greatly enhance 
ORV use. Off-road vehicle caused 
degradation would continue in 
localized areas outside of the SRMAs. 

The South Fork Owyhee SRMA, provided 
it is not designated wilderness by 
Congress, is overlapped by planning 
corridor segment A-R. Planned 
development within this corridor would 
be evaluated at the time of proposal 
to determine the extent of impact to 
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the natural primitive recreational 
river values and opportunities. While 
any utility development would not 
enhance the river corridor, the range 
of possible mitigations available 
allow considerable management 
discretion to not substantially impact 
the resource values. 

Proposed utility corridor S-T passes 
through the existing Zunino/Jiggs 
Reservoir SRMA and would impact the 
aesthetic value of this recreation 
area. 

Proposed corridor segment L-E and M-K 
would pass through the Adobe Hills 
SRMA and impact the aesthetic values 
of this site. 

WILDERNESS 

Wilderness values would not be pro­
tected on 38,368 acres but would be 
protected on 28,386 acres in the 
Little Humboldt River area by adding 
this unit to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

Impacts would be the same as those 
discussed in Alternative A for those 
areas not designated as wilderness. 
The area proposed for designation 
within the . Little Humboldt River WSA 
(28,386 acres) would preserve the 
wilderness character of the unit, 
maintaining its naturalness and 
preserving the opportunity to 
experience solitude and/or primitive 
and unconfined recreation in a natural 
setting. Within this area wildlife 
habitat would be protected and 
limitations on ORV use would reduce 
harassment of wildlife and wild 
horses. Watersheds would be afforded 
added protection because of limita­
tions on surface disturbing activities 
such as road construction, mining 
exploration and development and range 
improvements. The integrity of 
cultural resource sites would also be 
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enhanced by reduced access inside the 
WSA, thereby minimizing artifact 
collecting. 

Hiking use is also expected to 
increase over the long-term within the 
designated WSA (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Livestock use would be authorized at a 
level of _ 491,741 _ AUMs over the long­
term. 

The level of livestock use is 
projected to increase under this 
alternative to 491,741 AUMs. This 
would be an increase of 27 percent 
over the existing active preference of 
387,533 AUMs and 61 percent over the 
three to five year average licensed 
use level of 305,247 AUMs (Appendix 3, 
Table 2). No reductions in preference 
would occur for any allotment. Of the 
140 allotments within the planning 
area, 92 allotments would exceed 
current active preference while the 
balance would remain at active 
preference. 

This level of grazing use would occur 
as a result of management and range 
improvement implementation. Over the 
long-term, 37 AMPs would be developed 
for the Category I allotments, 11 for 
Category M allotments and one for a 
Category C allotment. This would 
provide a means of achieving uniform 
patterns of utilization through 
improved distribution of livestock. 
These AMPs would provide scheduled 
grazing treatments that would include 
periodic rest for specific areas 
within allotments. Range improvements 
proposed would improve the manage­
ability of livestock grazing with 
subsequent increases in forage 
production (Appendix 3, Table 3). 

Land actions proposed under this 
alternative would eventually eliminate 
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Federal control of four all tments 
(Burger Creek, Lone Mountain, Stone 
Flat Fenced Federal Range (FFR , and 
Bucket Flat) through land sales. 

Range improvement projects wou d not 
be implemented and the po ential 
improvement in range conditions would 
not be realized on lands ide tified 
for disposal. 

Wilderness designation of 28,38 acres 
could result in restricting ehicle 
use which would limit li estock 
management opporturtities. 
of some existing range impro ement, 
and salting practices presently being 
done with vehicles may have to be 
accomplished by horseback or on foot, 
causing permittees additional tie and 
expense. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Over _ _!_h~ long-term existin~ - ~· ld !_ife 
populations ~oul~ ~ maintained. 

With the initial implementati n of 
range improvements on 17 perc nt of 
the crucial big game ranges the 
short-term result would be a 
in existing numbers for mule de r and 
antelope. The long-term effects would 
result in maintaining existing umbers 
of big game. 

Improvement in native range, pr 
the grass-forb component, would 
where deferment of grazing use 
the critical growth perio 

arily 
occur 
uring 

is 
implemented in a management stem. 
This would benefit antelope an mule 
deer summer habitat. However, early 
season deferment resulting late 
fall use in combination with in eased 
livestock numbers would ha e a 
negative impact on the rowse 
component of crucial mule dee and 
mule deer winter range. Mid-sum er to 
late season livestock use, after 



grasses and forbs have cured, results 
in livestock using a greater 
percentage of browse within their 
diets: This is anticipated to lead to 
forage competition in localized 
areas. An initial reduction in 
habitat condition is also expected 
from implementation of vegetation 
treatments on six percent of crucial 
big game ranges. The result would be 
that the quality of mule deer ranges 
would be expected to decline over the 
short-term. 

The implementation of intensive 
grazing systems providing periodic 
rest on native range, especially for 
the browse component, in combination 
with the deferment of use on native 
range would promote overall improved 
range conditions over the long-term. 

The development of some livestock 
improvements in crucial big game 
habitat would also result in an 
initial change in livestock 
utilization patterns and create 
competition for forage between 
livestock and wintering big game. The 
development of livestock waters would 
result in increases in use of 
vegetation in specific areas 
previously used only by wildlife 
species, However, wildlife would also 
benefit from the use of some of the 
range improvements implemented 
primarily for livestock or wild horse 
use. 

Other adverse impacts could occur from 
the potential for increases in oil and 
gas exploration activ i ty during 
crucial mule deer fawning and 
pronghorn antelope kidding periods, 
and an increase in this activity 
throughout crucial big game use 
areas. Where oil and gas development 
occurs, localized reductions in 
existing population levels of mule 
deer and pronghorn antelope could 
occur. 
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Sage grouse populations throughout the 
planning area would be negatively 
impacted in the short-term due to 
reduced production of the forage 
resource. This is specifically within 
meadows and riparian areas not 
intended for intensive management. 
Loss of protection from no surface 
occupancy designation for leasable 
minerals could also reduce sage grouse 
populations. The long-term impacts 
resulting from the implementation of 
livestock range improvements and 
improved livestock management through 
grazing system development would be 
improved sage grouse habitat, 
including upland meadow areas. 
Improvement in streamside riparian 
vegetation will also improve the 
broodrearing habitat. The net result 
would be that existing numbers of sage 
grouse would be re-established over 
the long-term. 

In the short-term, habitat conditions 
for furbearers and nongame wildlife 
would be negatively impacted on those 
areas where vegetation treatments 
occur, displacing certain an i mals and 
potentially reducing numbers. In the 
long-term however, habitat conditions 
would improve due to improved 
livestock management resulting from 
intensive range improvements and 
grazing system developments. Over the 
long-term, it is expected that 
existing population levels would be 
re-established. 

Lands and realty actions under this 
alternative have identified three 
percent of seasonal crucia l big game 
habitat and sage grouse habitat 
available for public disposal. 
Impacts to wildlife habitat would 
occur if any of these lands are 
subject to vegetation treatment. 

, 

Under this alternative the reintroduc­
tion proposals by the Nevada Depart­
ment of Wildlife could not be 
accommodated. 
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Approximately 53 miles (1,590 acres) 
of aquatic stream habitat would be in 
good condition and 159 miles (4 , 770 
acres) would be in poor or fair 
condition~ 

Aquatic and riparian habitat would be 
protected and/or improved from a 
declining state and would result in 
direct positive benefits to fisheries 
and water resources on 53 miles of 
stream habitat. Some of the 
significant short and long-term 
beneficial impacts would be as follows: 

Riparian vegetation would provide 
cover for fish and stream shading, 
protecting waters from direct solar 
radiation which results in excessive 
water temperature; a major limiting 
factor of fishery resources. 

Deep rooted riparian vegetation would 
stabilize stream banks, allowing the 
development of quality pools and 
stopping accelerated erosion of stream 
banks (occasional stream bank and 
channel alterations are natural and 
would still occur). It would also 
collect stream sediments, rebuilding 
eroded streambanks resulting in 
upgrading the quality of fisheries 
habitat and assisting in restoring 
water tables. 

Riparian vegetation in good condition 
would maintain the microclimate 
crucial to the living organisms using 
these habitat areas. The microclimate 
has high humidity relative to upland 
areas, reduced summer evaporation and 
winter ice damage because of 
vegetative insulation (providing 
moderate temperature extremes for air 
and water storage (reduced surface 
runoff). Water storage results in 
moderate stream flow, extended periods 
of intermittent stream flow, or 
maintenance of flows to re-establish 
perennial flows where they have 
historically been reduced to 
intermittent. 
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Other stream and associated ripa ~ian 
habitat would remain unchanged in 
overall quality due to grazing 
pressure, but also accelerated by 
mining and other land use ac ti vi t ·es. 
Currently, 37 of the 212 stream m les 
the Bureau administers within the ~lko 
RMP Area are in fair or better hab tat 
condition. This alternative W>uld 
improve the situation with about 79 
miles being in fair or be ter 
condition over the long-term. "his 
includes the streams which support or 
are suspected of supporting, a 
Federally or state listed threate 1ed, 
endangered, or sensitive ish 
species. Therefore, this alterna ive 
would comply with the Endang red 
Species Act of 1973 as amenied. 
However, the remaining 159 miles, 
of which currently support game 
populations, would remain unchange< 
habitat quality. Table 4-1 shows 
current or existing situation and 
long-term anticipated condition 
aquatic habitat under this alternat 

WILD HORSES 

Wild horse herd numbers would 
reduced in two herd areas. The 
roaming characteristic of wild ho 
would be adversely impacted. 

Wild horse herd numbers would 
reduced in the Little Humboldt 
Rock Creek herd areas for an ove 
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33 percent reduction. However, no 
herd would be reduced below a vi 1ble 
herd population. 

All of the herd areas would be 
adversely impacted by fences for 
livestock control and managem1 nt. 
These fences would impede ree 
movement of horses and inhibit t 1eir 
free roaming behavior. 

The condition of remaining wild hoses 
would improve. 
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TABLE 4-1 
Existing Situation and Projected 

Aquatic Habitat Conditions For All Alternatives 
Elko RMP Area 

Aquatic Habitat Miles 
Condition in Miles Intensively 

Poor Fair Good Excel. Total Managed --- -

Existing Situation 175 26 11 0 212 11 

Alternative A, Long-term 175 26 11 0 212 11 

Alternative B, Long- term 133 26 53 0 212 52 

Alternative c, Long-term 15 5 175 17 212 191 

Alternative D, Long-term 81 14 110 7 212 115 

Alternative E, Long-term 0 0 175 37 212 11 

NOTE: The fisheries habitat condition ratings are based on the following 
Priority A limiting factors: 

Pool to riffle ratio 
Pool quality 
Stream bottom percent desirable material 
Streambank vegetation cover 
Streambank stability 

The condition of riparian vegetation associated with streams are 
determined from the latter two factors. The overall vegetation 
condition ratings parallel those for aquatic habitat. 
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The condition of wild horse habitat 
would improve with increased water 
developments, improving the condition 
of the remaining wild horses. 

WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

Woodland product harvest levels would 
increase. 

All forest land within the RMP area 
would be available for harvest on a 
sustained - yield basis. This would be 
a beneficial impact as the full 
allowable cut would help meet demands · 
for woodland products. 

Cedar Ridge and Red Springs WSAs would " 
not be recommended suitable for 
wilderness designation, releasing 
about 8,000 forested acres that could 
be added to the allowable cut base. 

The acquisition of legal access into 
the checkerboard and/or other woodland 
areas with blocked access would be a 
significant beneficial impact by 
making these acres available for 
harvest ; 1 

Land sales in woodland areas would 
have an adverse impact by removing 
1,450 acres of public woodlands from 
the available area, resulting in a 
loss of woodland products and reducing 
the capability of public lands to meet 
demand. 

Corridor segments F-M, F-G, M-K, J-H 
and S-T would have adverse impacts to 
forest products due to possible loss 
of 14,000 acres of forested lands. 

Trend of stand condition would improve. 

Intensive forest management would be 
i mplemented to manage and protect the 
woodland resources. Woodland produc­
tivity, stand health, and vigor would 
be improved within stands where 
&elective greenwood harvests occur. 
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By intensively managing the Chris • mas 
tree harvest, quality and produc , ion 
on managed sites would be mainta ned 
or enhanced. 

MINERALS 

Mineral exploration and develop nent 
would not be adversely impacted by 
wilderness designation. 

A portion of the Little Humboldt R ver 
WSA would be recommended as suit, ble 
for wilderness designation. The 
suitable area has low mineral po en-
tial or is unfavorable for min •ral 
commodities, hence no forseen adv, rse 
impact to minerals would occur. 1Hth 
Congressional release of the remai ~ing 
WSAs from wilderness considerat on, 
the current oil and gas leasing ban 
would be lifted. Due to high oil and 
gas potential and substantial indu try 
interest in the Cedar Ridge and Red 
Spring WSAs, a significant benefi ial 
impact would occur to the mine als 
industry as a result of allow i ng 1 ase 
explora t ion and development to oc, ur. 
Although a positive i mpact would re­
sul t from release of the Rough H lls 
WSA from wilderness consideration, the 
benefit is expected to be minimal due 
to the low probability of economic lly 
feasible mineral development. 

Oil/gas and geothermal exploration and 
development would be limited on .4 
percent of the RMP area because of 
restrictions to protect Spe ial 
Recreation Management Areas. 

No surface occupancy stipulat ons 
would continue on areas as discu1 sed 
in Alternative A. Additional area1 of 
no surface occupancy (3,871 aces) 
would be added when Rock Creek and 
South Fork reservoir projects are 
developed (Special Recrea1 ion 
Management Area Map). 

! 
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No surface occupancy zones around 
reservoirs are generally one-quarter 
to one-half mile wide which would 
allow drilling operations to be 
conducted from outside the affected 
area. Areas wider than one-half mile 
have low oil and gas potential. 
Limited and substantially restricted 
surface use may be allowed at the 
discretion of the authorized officer. 
Drilling or other activities involving 
overland vehicular travel would be 
prohibited, however, seismic 
exploration by a crew traveling on 
foot or a similar operation could be 
permitted at the discretion of the 
authorized officer (Appendix 6). 

VEGETATION 

Overall 12 percent of the native 
vegetation within the planning area 
would move toward the potential native 
community, one percent would move away 
from the potential native community, 
and 87 percent would remain unchanged 
in the long-term. 

Changes in ecological status from the 
present situation as a result of 
implementing this alternative are 
projected to include shifts of 12,938 
acres from potential native community 
to earlier seral stages. Changes 
toward the potential native community 
include 300,134 acres shifting from 
the earlier seral stages (Appendix 5, 
Table 2). These latter changes, for 
the most part, would be the result of 
the 635,003 acres of proposed vegeta­
tion manipulation projects which would 
shift acres toward climax or decrease 
grazing pressure on native range 
through the use of seedings (Appendix 
3, Table 3). 

Changes in ecological status in each 
allotment would occur both within and 
between stages. These changes in some 
cases may be relatively small, bu t the 
net results are used to indicate the 
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overall trend of the allotment. Base~ 
on existing vegetation data, proposed 
stocking level changes, proposed range 
improvement projects and the 
implementation of grazing systems, it 
is projected that trends in 59 
allotments would be toward the 
potential native community, 35 
allotments would move toward earlier 
seral stages, and no change is 
expected in the remaining 46 
allotments. 

Overall, six percent of riP,arian 
vegetation would improve in habitat 
quality and 94 percent would remain 
unchanged or decline. 

Riparian vegetation associated with 
streams is expected to have good 
condition on 1,590 acres, fair condi­
tion on 780 acres, and to remain poor 
on 3,990 acres. This change in 
condition is due to the implementation 
of aquatic improvement measures. 

With the development of an additional 
139 springs under this alternative, it 
is expected that 127 acres of spring 
type riparian vegetation would improve 
in habitat quality through fencing, 
while 1,123 acres would remain 
unchanged or decline. 

Aspen stands would remain the same or 
decline in overall condition on 
approximately 14,000 acres. Increased 
grazing pressure would lead to a 
faster rate of decline. 
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ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Under this alternative, a total of 
58,320 acres of public land, excluding 
the 5,900 acres proposed for community 
expansion, have been identified for 
possible transfer to private ownership. 

While it is highly unlikely that the 
total identified acreage would be 
successfully transferred within a 
20-year period, potential changes 
within the land ownership pattern 
could alter the tax base to a 
significant degree. 

Based on estimated fair market value 
applied to potential highest and best <P 

use and assuming that land values 
would not be affected by the disposal 
of all or a portion of this acreage, 
these lands are valued at $91.5 
million~ The sale of the total 
acreage available would add $32 
million to total assessed valuation 
and provide tax revenues of approxi­
mately $377,000. The loss in BLM 
payments in lieu of taxes is estimated 
at $28,131. 

Nevertheless, local governments could 
suffer adverse financial effects 
resulting from the transfer of these 
lands to private ownership, should the 
tax revenues fall short of the cost of 
providing public services. The pro­
vision of these services to new areas 
is likely to require greater capital 
outlay and be less cost-efficient than 
within existing communities. 

Corridors 

The identification of designated 
corridors and planning corridors would 
reduce costs to utility companies. 

Because the procedures for right­
of-way approval are simplified within 
identified corridors, the level of 
establishment of corridors in this 

4-18 

alternative would result in some 
reduction of right-of-way planning 
costs to utility companjes. 
Conversely, since flexibility in 
future right-of-way location is 
channeled within designated corridc rs, 
it is possible that transmission lines 
could be longer. This might result in 
more frequent power losses and greater 
operating costs. In addition, utiJ ity 
system reliability might be affected 
because designated corridors pro,ide 
limited opportunity for the separation 
of transmission lines. 

Recreation 

Hunter days would increase under 1 his 
alternative by 11,300 additional cays 
in the short-term and an estimlted 
59,200 additional days in the le ng­
term. An increase in angler days is 
anticipated to create an additicnal 
22,700 days in the short-ti rm, 
expanding to an additional 118 600 
days at the end of the long-term. 

Total wildlife associated recrea ion 
expenditures are estimated at 3.8 
million at the end of the short-ti rm, 
rising to about $6.3 million in the 
long-term. Total income and 
employment from these expenditures is 
estimated to be $1.1 million ( 982 
dollars) and 101 jobs in the 
short-term, and $1. 9 million and 169 
jobs in the long-term. These pro ec­
tions for long-term income and emp oy­
ment in the recreation-associ, ted 
industries represent about one per1 ent 
of income and employment in the 
present Elko County economy. 

Wilderness 

No significant impact to the lrea 
economy would occur as a result of 
wilderness designation. 

Economic interest in the wilder1ess 
study areas is derived from their use 
for grazing, recreation, fo est 
products, mineral production, and tax 
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revenues. Analysis of these 
productive uses of the potential 
wilderness resource indicates that no 
significant alteration of the real 
economy would be expected to occur due 
to formal wilderness designations. 
While there would be some minor trade­
offs in income and employment impacts, 
with particular activities such as 
recreation being enhanced and mineral 
extraction being discouraged, the 
basic structure of the economy would 
remain intact with no significant 
impacts. 

Livestock Grazing 

Ranch wealth, net ranch income, 
livestock industry employment, and 
area employment would be benefitted 
under this alternative. 

Ranch wealth would increase by $5.2 
million and net ranch income would 
increase by slightly more than 
$298,000. Of greater significance, 
returns above cash costs would in­
crease by $876,500, providing more 
discretion to individual operators in 
the disposition of capital assets and 
debt retirement. 

Livestock industry employment would 
increase by approximately 99 jobs 
(full time equivalents, at 2,000 
hours) and total employment in the 
area economy would increase by about 
178 jobs. Area economy income could 
be expected to increase by slightly 
more than $854,000 (Appendix 8). 

Additional cost would be incurred by 
the ranching sector as a result of 
increased maintenance needs on new as 
well as existing range improvement 
projects. 
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SOCIAL VALUES AND PUBLIC AT _TITUDES 

There could be significant impacts at 
the community level if this alterna­
tive were to be implemented due to the 
emphasis placed on accommodation of 
mineral, livestock, and other 
commodity related resources. 

Identifying a pool of public lands 
that could be made available for 
disposal or exchange in response to 
various governmental, private sector, 
or individual applications would 
probably be seen by those entities and 
individuals as a beneficial impact. 

Long-term community/county planning 
would be enhanced as a result of 5,900 
acres of public land being reserved 
for future community expansion, 
meeting the needs of Elko, Carlin and 
Battle Mountain. Administration of 
the lands program would probably be 
more efficient and effective as a 
result of making 58,320 acres of land 
available for sale which are either 
difficult or uneconomic to manage as 
well as transferring 336,000 acres of 
scattered and unmanageable parcels 
through exchange. This could be a 
beneficial, although unquantifiable 
impact since this could encourage 
private sector developmental 
activities in response to anticipated 
community needs; 

This alternative provides for corridor 
needs projected to the year 2020; 
Utility companies would view this 
alternative as beneficial to their 
needs due to designation of these 
corridors, and allowing more ease in 
their long-range planning efforts. 

Acquiring easements on 56 roads (216 
miles) of access routes important for 
the administration of livestock 
grazing, woodland products, and the 
minerals program could improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of those 
programs from a planning, cost, and 
maintenance point of view, since 
additional alternative routes would 
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not have to be planned for, ultimately 
developed, or continually maintained 
in order to assure future access on a 
continuing basis. However, acquiring 
legal access for the administration of 
other multiple-use programs, i~e., 
recreation, wilderness study areas, 
wildlife, and accommodating other 
government agency needs for access, 
will not be emphasized since those 
programs are of a lower priority under 
this alternative. Since legal access 
would probably not exist ,in the long 
term, on 19 roads (59 .5 miles) that 
currently provide access for the 
administration of some programs, they 
would probably become more time 
consuming and costly to maintain for 
those public lands to which access 
would be blocked, 

The implementation of this alternative 
could have a beneficial impact on the 
ranching sector since it provides a 
significant AUM increase (61 percent) 
over the three to five year average 
licensed use. The potential for more 
income, increased property values, and 
perhaps somewhat more ease in 
obtaining loans would make those 
individual ranchers feel more positive 
about their quality of life. This 
could, in the long - term, contribute to 
the development of a more positive 
working relationship between the 
ranching sector and Bureau employees. 

Those conservation, recreation or 
environmentally oriented persons would 
probably view this alternative as 
having a negative impact on the 
wilderness resource since only 28,386 

- acres of the Little Humboldt River 
Wilderness Study Area would be 
recommended as suitable. Wilderness 
resource values on the remaining 
38,368 acres recommended as 
nonsuitable may, over a prolonged 
period of time, be irretrievably lost 
as a direct result of those acres 
being recommended as nonsuitable. 
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The mining sector would probably vie 
the implementation of this alternativ 
as having a beneficial impact on thei 
industry, particularly over th 
long-term, since minerals exploratio 
could continue in those area 
designated as nonsuitable. 

Those persons who are hunting o 
fishing oriented would benefit fro 
this alternative through enhancemen 
of some riparian and aquatic habitat. 

The opportunity for local residents t 
continue to harvest fuelwood woul 
probably be seen as a beneficia 
impact. Implementing a progra 
providing for competitive commercia 
fuelwood sales could have a beneficia 
impact locally, particularly if th 
competitive award went to a locall 
owned business. 
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LANDS AND REAL TY 

Community expansion needs would be 
accommodated and the exchange of 
212,480 acres of public lands would 
enhance public land management. 

A total of 5,900 acres of public land 
would be reserved for future use of 
the local communities, meeting their 
needs in the long-term. Land ex­
changes, by law, must provide the Fed­
eral government with equal or greater 
public value or interest, therefore a 
net beneficial impact would result to 
management and administration of 
public lands from consolidating the 
fragmented ownership pattern through 
the exchange process. This would 
promote more cost effective management 
primarily in Boulder, Pine and 
Lamoille Valleys; Dry Hills; and areas 
north of Battle Mountain and near Jack 
Creek. 

CORRIDORS 

Utility and transportation companies 
would not benefit fully from long 
range planning. 

The identification of 219 miles of 
designated corridors would provide 
minimal opportunity for utility and 
transportation companies to plan 
facilities. A route is included for 
the Thousand Springs Power Project 
which is beneficial to industry 
through reduction of siting costs. 

North-south corridors are not identi­
fied, making long range plans by 
utility and transportation companies 
for these routes difficult. 

This corridor proposal would partially 
accommodate the corridor routes as 
identified in the Western Regional 
Corridor Study. 
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LEGAL ACCESS 

Easements would be acquired on 
important access routes. 

This alternative would emphasize 
acquisition of easements important for 
BLM administration of wilderness and 
wildlife resources. The acquisition 
of public legal access easements on 24 
roads (72.S miles) would have 
significant long-term beneficial 
impacts. 

Legal access would not exist on roads 
where easements are not acquired. 

This alternative would not emphasize 
acquisition of easements important for 
public use and BLM administration of 
livestock grazing, woodland products, 
mineral exploration/development, and 
other government agencies. Hence a 
significant adverse impact to these 
resources and public use is expected 
in the long-term as access across 46 
roads (191.S miles) would not be 
obtained. 

RECREATION 

Recreation use would increase to 
2,033,400 recreation days over the 
long-term. 

A 240 percent increase in recreation 
use is expected from the current level 
of 596,400 recreation days over the 
long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Short and long-term recreation demands 
would be met on the existing SRMAs. 
The creation of the Wildhorse Special 
Recreation Management Area, which 
would include both the existing North 
Wildhorse SRMA and the proposed West 
Wildhorse campground, would provide 
facilities for meeting increasing 
recreation demand over the long-term. 
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The South Fork Humboldt River SRMA 
would provide opportunities for 
management of the projected intensive 
recreation use of the river canyon 
from approximately one mile below the 
State of Nevada's South Fork Reservoir 
and Park to the mouth of the canyon. 

Impacts from the development of South 
Fork and Rock Creek Reservoirs would 
be the same as in Alternative A. 

Opportunities for dispersed recreation 
activities would remain static or 
improve slightly since no public lands 
would be sold, other than for 
community expansion. 

Hunting opportunities would improve 
with a 100 percent increase in big 
game populations. Recreation days 
spent in pursuit of game animals would 
increase from 59,800 to 210,800 over 
the long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Off-road vehicle use would increase 
from 39,100 to 77,800 recreation 
days~ The majority of the RMP area 
(97 percent) would remain open to ORV 
use. Damage from ORV use in dispersed 
recreation areas would occur on 
localized areas. 

WILDERNESS 

Wilderrtess values would be protected 
on 66,754 acres, all of which would be 
added to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System (NWPS). 

The natural character of all areas 
under wilderness review and the 
opportunity to experience solitude 
and/or primitive and unconfined 
recreation in a natural setting within 
the four WSAs would be preserved. 
Recreation use is expected to increase 
from 500 to 2100 days over the 
long-term with designation of all four 
WSAs (Appendix 1, Table 1). 
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Designation of these study areas w 
expand the ecosystem diversity of 
National Wilderness Preserva 
System, as well as expand 
wilderness type of 
opportunities within a day's driv 
the Reno, Salt Lake City, and B 
Standard Metropolitan Statist 
Areas. 
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Designation would serve to protect the 
wilderness values of the four a eas 
from the negative impacts of mi ral 
and energy exploration and op­
ment, range management developme ts, 
and casual road creation associ ted 
with some types of recreation activ ty. 

Rough Hills WSA 

The entire 6,685 acre unit 
receive protection. This would ure 
the wilderness integrity rea 
as a whole. While the unit s a 
slight chance of being impacte by 
mineral exploration on the west and 
south sides without wilderness d sig­
nation; with designation all of the 
wilderness values, wildlife, w ter­
shed, cultural resources, outfit ing 
and guiding activities, and va ious 
plant communities and ecosystems uld 
be prot~cted in the long-term. 

Little Humboldt River WSA 

The entire 42,213 acre unit 
receive protection. This would e 
the integrity for the wilde 
values of the area as a whole. 
would include protection of 1 
acres judged to be difficult tom 
for a variety of reasons incl 
private land inholdings, areas 
poorly delineated boundaries, and 
areas where the activities of man 
would be evident. 

Designation of the area would en ance 
and protect some habitat of the L hon­
ton · cutthroat trout (a threatened and 
endangered species) a wild horse herd 
management area, wildlife, downs ream 



water quality standards, unique geolo­
gic formations, cultural resources, 
and sensitive plant ecosystems of 
concern. 

Cedar Ridge WSA 

This 10,009 acre juniper woodland area 
would be designated wilderness under 
this alternative~ This would protect 
the wilderness values of solitude and 
naturalness of this unit. 

This unit would continue to be 
difficult to manage and protect from 
illegal wood harvesting over the 
long-term. Illegal wood harvesting 
has not substantially impacted the 
wilderness character to date, but 
continues to erode localized areas. 

With the high potential for oil and 
gas development in this area, outside 
impacts from exploration and develop­
ment could be expected close to the 
unit boundaries~ Although it is 
unlikely that the scale of these 
operations would be sufficient to 
permanently destroy the wilderness 
values of the entire area, it would 
impact opportunities for solitude over 
large areas of the unit. This unit 
would present mineral conflicts and 
manageability problems over the 
long-term~ 

Red Spring WSA 

Impacts within this 7,847 acre unit 
would be similar to the Cedar Ridge 
WSA. With designation the solitude 
opportunities within _,,this unit would 
be protected, however, the unit shares 
manageability concerns from illegal 
wood cutting activities and outside 
impacts from oil and gas activities, 
The topography within the unit and 
series of roads and trails leading to 
the unit make control and management 
of off-road vehicle use and their 
associated impacts extremely 
difficult, even with wilderness 
designation. 
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This area would present 
conflicts and manageability 
over the long-term. 

LIVESTOCK G·RAZING 

mineral 
problems 

Livestock use would be authorized at a 
level of 19'3, 767 AUMs over the long­
term. 

Under this alternative all allotments 
would receive a 50 percent reduction 
in active preference. This would be a 
reduction of 37 percent from the 
current three to five year licensed 
use level of 305,247 AUMs (Appendix 3, 
Table 2). 

In the long-term, nine AMPs would be 
developed f 'or Category I allotments. 
This would improve grazing 
distribution and provide periods of 
alternating use and rest. Overall, 
allotments with AMPs and associated 
range improvements would result in 
achieving livestock distribution and a 
subsequent improvement in vegetation 
ecological status (See Vegetation 
discussion under this alternative). 

Land sales under this alternative 
would be confined to community 
expansion and would not result in a 
significant loss of forage. 

Wilderness designation of 66,754 acres 
may result in restricting vehicle use 
which would limit livestock management 
opportunities. Maintenance of some 
existing range improvements and 
salting practices presently being done 
with vehicles may have to be 
accomplished by horseback or on foot, 
causing permittees additional labor 
and expense. 
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WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Overall, reasonable numbers of big 
game would be attained over the 
long-term: 

The reduction of use by livestock and 
the management actions for terrestrial 
wildlife and riparian habitat would 
combine to generally improve wildlife 
habitat condition and result in 
reasonable numbers being met over the 
long-term. 

It is anticipated that the majority of 
all existing habitats would improve 
one condition class in all allotments 
within the planning area. These 
condition classification~ ~re expected 
to result in attainment of reasonable 
numbers and significant long-term 
beneficial impacts occurring 
throughout the RMP area. 

Additional benefits derived from this 
alternative involve the protection of 
riparian habitat as a result of 
development of springs and seeps; 
construction of guzzlers; and the 
availability of forage for reasonable 
numbers of mule deer, pronghorn 
antelope, and bighorn sheep and the 
lack of human disturbance in crucial 
habitat for woodland product harvest. 

The protection of riparian habitat and 
development of waters would have 
posi t ive impacts in the short-term and 
long-term for sage grouse, other up­
la nd game, furbearers, and nongame 
wildlife. The proposed reduction in 
livestock use would allow meadow and 
riparian areas presently in poor con­
dition to improve forage production, 
plant species diversification, and 
available water for wildlife con­
sumption. 

Seasonal restrictions for leaseable 
mineral exploration and development 
would apply to 28 percent of the 
public lands. These seasonal restric­
tions would apply to crucial big game 
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use areas, deer winter areas and cru ­
cial sage grouse brooding areas A 
year-round no surface occupancy re­
striction would apply to all sage 
grouse strutting grounds. Therefore, 
it is anticipated that no ad,erse 
impacts would occur to wildlife 
populations. Reasonable numbers of 
big game would be reached and sage 
grouse populations would increase. 

Reintroduction proposals by the NEvada 
Department of Wildlife could be 
accommodated. 

Approximately 192 miles (5,760 acres) 
of aquatic stream habitat would b~ in 
good or excellent condition anc 20 
miles (600 acres) would be in poor or 
fair condition. 

Approximately 192 miles, including all 
threatened, endangered, and sens1tive 
species; and high, medium, and low 
priority habitat as delineated by the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife would be 
in good or excellent condition. The 
enhancement of these miles of st ream 
habitat would be considered a sig1 ifi­
cant beneficial impact to the ov, rall 
aquatic/riparian resource (see \ ild­
life Habitat under Alternative B): 

The remaining 20 miles of stream and 
associated riparian habitat woul, be 
unchanged in overall qual- i ty due to 
continued grazing pressure but also 
due to mining and other land use 
activities. Table 4-1 shows the 
long-term projected habitat conditions 
from implementation. 

WILD HORSES 

Wild horse herd numbers would be in­
creased by 100 percent in all herd 
areas. The free roaming character­
istic of wild horses would no be 
affected. 

' 
' 

' 



The proposed 100 percent increase in 
wild horse numbers i n all four herd 
areas to 660 head is a significant 
beneficial short and long-term impact. 

Impacts to the free roaming character 
of wild horses would be the same as 
those under Alternative A. 

Wilderness designation of the Little 
Humboldt River WSA would be beneficial 
to wild horses by reducing the 
possibility of harassment by man~ 

The condition of wild horses would 
improve. 

The impacts would be the same as those 
of Alternative B. The addition of 
three developments for the purpose of 
providing water to wild horses is a 
beneficial impact. 

WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

Woodland product harvest levels would 
remain static or decrease. 

The demand for woodland products 
(particularly firewood and Christmas 
trees) would not be met in the short 
or long-term. Wilderness designation 
of the Cedar Ridge and Red Springs 
WSAs would reduce the woodland harvest 
base by approximately 8,000 acres. 
These reductions would have a direct 
impact upon the capability of the 
public lands to meet the demand for 
woodland products. This would be a 
significant adverse impact. 

Without acquiring legal access into 
the checkerboard and/or other woodland 
areas with blocked access, management 
problems would continue as well as the 
possibility of annual sustained yield 
levels being reduced. 

Trend of stand condition would improve. 

Intensive woodland management would be 
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implemented to manage and protect t he 
existing woodland resources~ Woodla nd 
productivity, stand health, and vig or 
would be improved within stands whe re 
selective greenwood harvests occ ur. 
This would be a significant benefici al 
impact in both the short and lon g­
term. Stand condition would not 
improve within the 8,000 for e s ted 
acres identified for wilderne ss 
designation~ 

By intensively managing the Christma s 
tree harvest on approximately 14,00 0 
acres, quality production on manag ed 
sites would be maintained or 
enhanced. This level would restric t 
harvest whi ; h , would not meet loc al 
demand for Christmas trees. 

MINERALS 

A significant adverse impact t o 
mineral exploration and developmen t 
would result from wildernes s 
designation. 

Since high oil and gas potential an d 
substantial industry interest exist i n 
the Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs ~ 
designating these areas as wildernes s 
would be a significant adverse impac t 
to the energy producing industry~ An 
additional adverse impact in thes e 
WSAs is the restriction on exploratio n 
and development of lands with moderat e 
mineral potential for precious meta l s, 
and other minerals. 

An adverse impact to mining interest s 
would result from wilderness 
designation of 6,600 acres having 
moderate mineral potential for 
precious metals in the Little Humboldt 
River WSA. An adverse, but not 
significant impact would result from 
restrictions in exploration and 
development of mineral resources 
within the Rough Hills WSA. Although 
the Rough Hills WSA has moderat e 
metallic mineral potential, th e 
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pr esence of 1000-2000 feet of barren 
volc anic rock over potentially 
minera lized zones makes it unlikely 
tha t the mineralization would ever be 
of economic significance. 

Oil /gas and geothermal exploration and 
deve lopment would be limited on 28 
perc ent of the planning area because 
of restrictions to protect terrestrial 
wil dlife habitat and Special 
Recr eation Management Areas. 

No surface occupancy stipulations 
woul d continue on areas as listed in 
Alter native B. Additional areas of no 
surfac e occupancy (25,780 acres) would 
be added to protect sage grouse 
str utting grounds. 

An adverse impact is expected due to 
no surface occupancy restrictions. As 
disc ussed in Alternative B, the no 
surfac e occupancy zones are narrow 
enou gh to allow drilling from outside 
the area. Seismic exploration 
acti vity which does not involve 
cross-c ountry vehicular travel could 
be permitted at the discretion of the 
auth orized officer (Appendix 6). 

Seas onal restrictions would cause a 
sig nificant adverse impact due to the 
extent of the area restricted (877,525 
acres ) and inclusion of intermontane 
area s which have the highest oil/gas 
and geothermal potential. 

VEGE TATION 

Overall, two percent of the native 
vegetation within the planning area 
would move toward the potential native 
community and the remaining 98 percent 
would not change over the long term 

Shifts in acreage between ecological 
stag es would include 62,149 acres 
moving from the mid seral stage toward 
the potential community. Changes from 
potenti al would be less than one 
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percent of the native vege ation 
within the planning area anc are 
projected to include 3,572 acres 
shifting from the later seral ;tages 
toward the early seral ~tages 
(Appendix 5, Table 2). 

Changes in ecological stat us iII each 
allotment would occur both with:1 n and 
between stages. These changes i1 some 
cases can be relatively small, b,t the 
net results are used to indicate the 
overall trend of the allotment. 

Based on existing vegetation data, 
proposed range improvement pri>jects 
and improved management schemes, and 
decreases in stocking levels, t is 
projected that upward trend will occur 
on 89 allotments. Downward trend is 
expected on 17 allotments ar d no 
change would occur on 34 allotmen s. 

Overall, 26 percent of ri,arian 
vegetation would improve in hlbitat 
quality and 7 4 percent would •emain 
unchanged or decline. 

Riparian vegetation associated with 
streams is expected to be in exc1llent 
condition on 510 acres, good con• ition 
on 5,250 acres, to remain in fair 
condition on 150 acres and poor en 450 
acres. This change in conditi >n is 
due to an overall reduction in gazing 
pressure, the implementation of 
activity management plans, range 
improvements and aquatic impro,ement 
measures. 

Spring site riparian habitat would 
improve on 98 acres and remain I tatic 
or decline on the 1,152 acrE s of 
unprotected sites. 

Aspen stands would remain stat c or 
decline overall, but a decrease :In the 
rate of decline would occu ~ on 
approximately 14,000 acres from 
reduced grazing pressure. 

.. , . 
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· ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

This alternative identifies 5,900 
acres as available for potential 
transfer for community expansion needs 
over the long-term. 

While it is highly unlikely that the 
total identified acreage would be 
successfully transferred within the 
20-year period, such changes within 
the land ownership pattern that might 
occur would not alter the tax base to 
a significant degree. 

Corridors 

The general impacts of corridor desig­
nation would be the same for this 
alternative as discussed under Alter­
native B. However, fewer routing 
alternatives would be provided. 

Recreation 

Recreational use would increase to 
2,033,400 recreation days. 

Long-term estimates for hunter and 
angler days total 632,700 which can be 
expected to result in expenditures of 
approximately $11.1 million. Income 
estimated on the basis of this level 
of expenditures amounts to $3.3 mil­
lion, with a total of 300 jobs. These 
figures represent a significant bene­
ficial impact to the economy, amount­
ing to two percent o.f current (1982) 
income and 2.7 percent of current 
employment. 

Wilderness 

No significant impacts to the area 
economy would occur as a result of 
wilderness designation. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Impacts under this alternative would 
be significantly adverse to indivi­
duals, to the livestock industry, and 
to the area economy. 

Total forage available to be lice nsed 
within the RMP area would decrease by 
193,766 AUMs with a resulting loss in 
ranch income totaling $309,832, or 
approximately 16 percent of the RMP 
areas' s estimated total net ra nch 
income of $1,937,883. Return ab ove 
cash costs would decline $910,7 00, 
creating futther tightening of 
ranchers' operating discretion, 

Employment in the livestock indu stry 
would decline by about 103 jobs, and 
the reduction in economic activ ity 
would result in a loss of a total of 
slightly more than 185 jobs within the 
area economy. Ranch wealth would 
decrease by $9.7 million and income in 
the area economy by an esima ted 
$888,000. 

In response to the proposed reduc tion 
in stocking levels, ranchers in the 
RMP area would be faced with two 
options in order to maint ain 
operations: ( 1) reduce head size, or 
(2) purchase hay or private grazing to 
offset the loss of public grazi ng, 
Some ranchers are not in a positio n to 
adjust their operations in this manner 
and may be forced out of business due 
to added costs. 

In the long-term, public gra zing 
privileges and ranch operations would 
probably become consolidated among 
fewer operators who, with an expa nded 
operation, might be able to mainta in a 
productive and profitable enterprise . 
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SOCIAL VALUES AND PUBLIC ATTITUDES 

The re could be both significant 
be neficial and adverse impacts if this 
al ternative were to be implemented as 
a result of grazing, wilderness, 
ac cess, and wild horse proposals. 

Rec ommending all four wilderness study 
are as as suitable for wilderness 
des ignation would likely be considered 
a significant adverse impact by some 
in dividuals and stakeholder groups, 
es pecially those who are supportive of 
or are involved in the mining sector. 
Thi s alternative could have, in both 
th e short and long-term~ an adverse 
impact on the community if those areas 
re commended as suitable for wilderness 
desi gnation include minerals deposits 
of viable economic value. 

The implementation of this alternative 
cou ld have an adverse impact on the 
liv estock sector since there would be 
a 50 percent reduction in active 
pref erence on all allotments~ This 
co uld reduce the level of operations 
for members of the ranching sector to 
the point where their continuing in 
bus iness would probably not be 
pos sible. At the individual level, 
the gravity of a forced lifestyle 
cha nge could be compounded by 
sig nificant reductions in the value of 
the ranches so that the owner's 
inv estments would probably not be 
ret urned by sale, At the community 
lev el, ranching as a family 
occ upation, a family lifestyle and 
for m of community would diminish. In 
combination, these changes would be 
dis ruptive in terms of community 
sat isfaction and functional viability. 

Acquiring easements for administration 
of the wilderness and wildlife 
pro grams, while not emphasizing 
acq uisition of easements for the 
administration of livestock grazing, 
woodland products, mineral exploration 
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and development, and accommodating the 
access needs of other govern ent 
agencies, would probably contin a 
controversy that would center on the 
social and economic values of the 
wilderness and wildlife programs, If 
access were to be denied, over the 
long-term on all 46 roads tot ing 
191.5 miles that currently pro ide 
physical access for these activit es, 
the administration of those prog ams 
would probably become more ime 
consuming and costly for the Burea as 
well as for those individuals who 
depend on continued access to pu lie 
lands in pursuit of their liveli ood 
or their firewood, 

Increasing wild horse numbers by 100 
percent while decreasing AUMs for 
livestock could, over the long-t rm, 
sustain the animosity that o ten 
surfaces between those who advo ate 
additional AUMs for wild horses and 
those who advocate similar point of 
view for livestock. 

Impacts that may occur as a resul of 
implementing . the lands, corridor and 
woodland products proposals in his 
alternative would be similar to t ose 
in Alternative B. Impacts to 
recreation and wildlife would be 
similar to those in Alternative B, but 
probably of greater intensity 
recreational use days would 
and reasonable numbers of big ame 
would be achieved over the long-t rm. 
By restricting fuelwood and Chris 
tree harvest levels, an adverse i 
would occur to those in pursuit 
these commodities, especially tot ose 
who view the activities as the 1 ast 
costly method to obtain these wood and 
products, 
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(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

LANDS AND REAL TY 

Community expansion needs would be 
accommodated and management of public 
lands would be enhanced by taking 
8,340 acres out of Federal ownership 
and exchanging up to 243,200 acres. 

A total of 5,900 acres of public land 
would be reserved for future use of 
the local communities, and major 
community needs would be met over the 
long-term. Under this alternative, 
8,340 acres of land that are difficult 
or uneconomic to manage would be made 
available for sale. These represent 
small, isolated and scattered ' parcels 
throughout the RMP area. Land 
exchanges, by law, must provide the 
Federal government with equal or 
greater public value or interest, 
therefore, a net beneficial · impact 
would result to management and 
administration of public lands from 
consolidating the fragmented ownership 
pattern through the exchange process. 
Overall, this would promote more cost 
effective management primarily in 
Boulder, Pine, and Lamoille Valleys; 
Dry Hills; and areas north of Carlin 
and Battle Mountain and near Jack 
Creek. 

CORRIDORS 

Utility and transportation companies 
would benefit from long range planning. 

The identification of 373 miles of 
designated corridors and planning 
corridors would provide opportunity 
for utility and transportation 
companies to plan facilities. 
Including routes for the Thousand 
Springs Power Project would be 
beneficial to the util i ty industry. 
This alternative provides a balance 
between environmental constraints and 
industry needs without duplicating 
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corridor routes. This corridor 
proposal would partially accommodate 
the corridor routes identified in the 
Western Regional Corridor Study. 
Those segments not included would be: 
D-E, S-T, U-V, and F-0. 

LEGAL ACCESS 

Easements would be acquired on 
important access routes. 

This alternative would emphasize 
acquisition of easements identified as 
important for public use, other 
government agencies, and BLM 
administra: t'f 8rl:H of resources. The 
acquisition of access easement on 60 
roads (242 miles) would have 
significant long-term beneficial 
impacts to all resources. 

RECREATION 

Recreation use would increase to 
1,728,600 recreation days over the 
long-term. 

A 190 percent increase in recreation 
use is expected from the current level 
of 596,400 recreation days over the 
long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Impacts to SRMAs would be the same as 
in Alternative C. 

Impacts from the development of South 
Fork and Rock Creek Reservoirs would 
be the same as in Alternative A. 

Hunting opportunities would improve 
with an increase in big game to 
reasonable numbers. Recreation days 
spent in pursuit of game animals would 
increase from 59,800 to 174,600 over 
the long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). 
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Off - road vehicle use would increase 
from 39,100 to 103,600 recreation 
days. About 98 percent of the RMP 
area would remain open for ORV use. 
Damage from ORV use outside of 
designated SRMAs would continue. 

Impacts to the South Fork Owyhee SRMA 
from corridor proposals would be the 
same as under Alternative B. 

WILDERNESS 

Wilderness values would be protected 
on 36,460 acres and this acreage would 
be added to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System (NWPS) ._ 

Overall impacts would be the same as 
in Alternative C, except on reduced 
acreage. Recreation use would 
increase from 500 to 900 days over the 
long-term in the designated WSAs 
(Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Rough Hi 11 s WSA 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative C. 

Little Humboldt River WSA 

Impacts woul d be similar to those 
discussed in Alternative C except that 
designation would be reduced by 12,438 
acres eliminating management problems 
on those acres. 

Cedar Ridge WSA 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative A. 

Red S_e_ring WSA 

Impacts woul d be the same as in 
Alternative A. 
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Livestock use would be authorized ~ta 
Tevef -- of - 396:-989 AuMs-over - th e 

Initially, livestock use would be 
authorized at the present three to 
five year average use level of 30: ,247 
AUMs. There would be no initial 
adjustment in active preference. 
Before any changes to preference 
levels would occur, range monitc ring 
data would be necessary to indjcate 
whether an adjustment would be 
needed. For analysis purposes c nly, 
stocking levels were developed , sing 
data from the 1984 ecological status 
inventory. Considering proposed 1ange 
improvement projects and reasor able 
wildlife numbers, the projected evel 
of livestock use is 396,989 iUMs, 
which represents a level that is 1hree 
percent above active preference aid 30 
percent above the three to five year 
average licensed use for the pla, ning 
area {Appendix 3, Table 2). 

In the long-term, 22 AMPs woull be 
developed for the Category I 
allotments, and six AMPs for Cat4:gory 
M allotments. This would imJ rove 
grazing distribution, promoting more 
uniform patterns of utiliza ion. 
These AMPs would provide schedulec use 
and rest for specific areas w thin 
allotments. Range improvements 1 muld 
improve the manageability of the 
resource and provide subse, 1uent 
increases in forage production. 

Land sales in this alternative wuld 
eliminate all Federal lands withi1 the 
Carlin Canyon, Old Eighty Fenced 
Federal Range {FFR), Thomas Creek FFR, 
East Fork FFR, Burger Creek, and 
Barnes FFR Allotments. This ~ould 
represent a loss of 93 AUMs fro11 the 
proposed stocking level. 

Wilderness designation of 36,460 icres 
may result in restricting vehicl1 use 
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which would limit livestock management 
opportunities. Maintenance of some 
existing range improvements and 
salting practices presently being done 
with vehicles may have to be 
accomplished by horseback or on foot, 
causing permittees additional labor 
and expense. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Reasonable numbers of big game would 
be attained over the long-term. 

The management actions for livestock 
grazing and terrestrial wildlife and 
riparian habitat would combine to 
generally improve wildlife habitat 
condition and result in reasonable 
numbers of big game being met over the 
long-term. 

It is projected that the majority of 
existing habitats would improve one 
condition class in all allotments and 
the planning area as a whole. 
Beneficial impacts to wildlife habitat 
conditions would result from 
implementation of the proposed 
livestock improvements and rangeland 
management schemes, Additional 
beneficial impacts would occur from 
the development of wildlife habitat 
improvement projects. As a result of 
these conditions, attainment of 
reasonable numbers and significant 
long-term beneficial impacts occurring 
throughout the RMP area are expected 
for big game. The improvements in big 
game habitat, especially within 
crucial habitat areas, are expected to 
result in long-term beneficial impacts 
for potential reintroduction sites. 
Impacts from the protection, 
enhancement, and/ or development of 
spring sources would be the same as 
under Alternative C. 

An improvement in sage grouse brood 
rearing habitat condition would occur 
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in the long-term due to riparian area 
management, development of spring 
sources, and spring protection. 
Long-term impacts from improving 
livestock distribution and alternating 
use in pastures through AMPs would 
improve the condition of meadow and 
riparian habitats, resulting in an 
increase in sage grouse, other upland 
game, furbearers, and nongame wildlife 
populations. 

Impacts associated with mineral 
exploration and development are 
expected to be similar to those 
identified under Alternative C, with 
the exception that non - crucial big 
game wintering areas would not be 
subject to seasonal restrictions. 
Reintroduction proposals by the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife could be 
accommodated. 

Approximately 117 miles (3,510 acres) 
of aquatic stream habitat would be in 
good or excellent condition and 95 
miles (2,850 acres) would be in poor 
or fair condition. 

Under this alternative all threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species 
habitat and most habitat of high 
priority, as delineated by the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife, would be in 
good or better condition, The pro­
tection and enhancement of 115 miles 
of stream habitat would be considered 
a significant beneficial impact to the 
overall aquatic/riparian resources as 
described in Alternative B. 

The remaining 95 miles of stream and 
associated riparian habitat, some of 
which support game fish populations 
currently, would remain unchanged in 
habitat quality, 

Primarily as a result of grazing, but 
also due to mining and other land use 
activities, some of the streams would 
decline over the long-term. Table 4-1 
shows the long-term anticipated 
condition of aquatic habitat from 
implementation of this alternative. 
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WILD HORSES 

No change to wild horse numbers would 
be expected. The wild and free 
roaming character of wild horses would 
not be affected. 

Impacts on wild horse herds and their 
numbers would be the same as those of 
Alternative A. 

Fence construction would be at a level 
which would not change the free 
roaming character of wild horses~ 

The condition of wild horses would 
improve~ 

The impacts would be similar to those 
of Alternative B. The addition of two 
water developments to provide water 
for wild horses would be a beneficial 
impa~t. 

WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

Woodland product harvest levels would 
increase. 

Sixty thousand forested acres would be 
available for harvesting woodland 
products. This would be a short and 
long-term beneficial impact as the 
allowable harvest would nearly meet 
the demand for woodland products. 

The Cedar Ridge and Red Springs WSAs 
would not be recommended as suitable 
for wilderness designation. With 
Congressional release of these WSAs, 
about 8,000 forested acres would be 
added to the allowable cut base. 

Loss of 550 forested acres due to land 
sales would have a negative impact. 
The ability to meet public demand for 
woodland products would be impaired by 
removing woodlands from the allowable 
cut base. 
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Reforestation on cutover tract~ could 
shorten the rotation period, thus 
increasing the yearly allowable •ut. 

The acquisition of legal access into 
the checkerboard and other w~odland 
areas with blocked access wou] d open 
these areas to potential harvest ng. 

Trend of stand condition would improve. 

Intensive forest management wo 1ld be 
implemented to manage and protE ct the 
woodland resources. Forest ,1roduc­
tivity, stand health, and vigo1 would 
be improved within stands where 
selective greenwood harvests occ1r. 

Intensive management of the Ch, istmas 
tree harvest on approximately 23,000 
acres would maintain or 1nhance 
quality production on managed si es. 

MINERALS 

An adverse, but not signiJicant, 
impact to mineral exploration and 
development would result from 
wilderness designation. 

An adverse impact would occur :iue to 
the inclusion of 1,400 acres within 
the Little Humboldt River WS.J with 
moderate potential for precious metals 
as suitable for wilderness dEsigna­
tion. However, since the area is very 
small and the geochemical e,idence 
indicating moderate mineral potential 
may not be evident from outsic e the 
WSA boundary, the impact i ~ not 
significant. An adverse, bu not 
significant impact would resul from 
wilderness designation of the Rough 
Hills WSA. Al though Rough Hil s WSA 
has moderate metallic mineral poten­
tial, the presence of 1000-2000 feet 
of barren volcanic rock over poten­
tially mineralized zones mak1 s it 
unlikely that the mineralization would 
be of economic significance ov« r the 
long-term. 

' 
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Oil/gas and geothermal exploration and 
development would be limited on 16 
percent of the RMP area because of 
restrictions to protect terrestrial 
wildlife habitat and Special 
Recreation Management Areas. 

No surface occupancy stipulations 
would apply to the same areas as 
described in Alternative C~ Areas of 
no surface 
restrictions 
Appendix 6. 

occupancy and seasonal 
are summarized in 

An adverse, but not significant impact 
is expected in areas of no surface 
occupancy and seasonal restrictions. 
No surface occupancy zones are narrow 
enough to allow drilling from outside 
the area, or if too large to allow 
directional drilling, have low oil and 
gas potential. Seismic exploration 
such as air shots which do not involve 
cross-country vehicular travel could 
be permitted at the discretion of the 
authorized officer (Appendix 6). 

Seasonal restrictions may cause 
occasional delays, but for the 
majority of situations would not cause 
significant adverse impacts. 

VEGETATION 

Overall, three percent of the native 
vegetation within the planning area 
would move toward the potential native 
community and the remaining 97 percent 
would not change over the long-term. 

Under this alternative the effects of 
livestock grazing will be analyzed 
through vegetation monitoring 
studies. Livestock and wild horse use 
adjustments in stocking levels will be 
implemented to promote trends in 
ecological status that show native 
vegetation remains in, or is improving 
toward, a more desirable ecological 
stage. 
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Anticipated changes are expected to 
result in 83,790 acres of native 
vegetation moving from the earlier 
toward the potential native community 
(Appendix 5, Table 2). 

Changes in ecological status in each 
allotment would occur both within and 
between stages. These changes in some 
cases can be relatively small, but the 
net result is used to indicate the 
overall trend of the allotment. 

Based on existing vegetation data, 
proposed range improvement projects, 
and improved management schemes and 
adjustments in stocking levels, it is 
projected that 104 allotments would 
show trend moving toward the potential 
native community and 36 allotments 
remaining in their present ecological 
status. 

Overall, 15 percent of riparian 
vegetation would improve in habitat 
quality and 85 percent would remain 
unchanged or decline. 

Riparian vegetation associated with 
streams is expected to have excellent 
condition on 210 acres, good condition 
on 3300 acres, fair condition on 420 
acres, and poor condition on 2,430 
acres. This change in condition is 
due to implementation of activity 
management plans, range improvements, 
and aquatic improvements measures. 

Habitat quality would improve on 106 
acres of protected spring site 
riparian vegetation and 1,144 acres 
would decline or remain unchanged. 

Aspen stands would remain unchanged or 
decline overall on approximately 
14,000 acres. Some increase in 
grazing use would cause an increase in 
the localized rate of decline. 
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ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Lands and Realty 

The successful disposal of up to 8,340 
acres of public land over the 
long-term could alter the tax base to 
a significant degree. 

The impacts would be the same as those 
under Alternative B, except of a lower 
magnitude. 

Based on estimated fair market value 
applied to potential highest and best 
use, and assuming that land values 
would not be affected by the disposal 
of all or a portion of this acreage, 
these lands are valued at $87. 7 mil­
lion. With assessed valuation at 35 
percent of full cash value, the sale 
of the total acreage would add $30. 7 
million to total assessed valuation. 
Estimated potential tax revenues 
amount to $361,149. The county's re­
ceipt of BLM payments in lieu of taxes 
would be reduced by approximately 
$27,000 (Appendix 8). 

Adverse financial impacts could occur 
to local governments, as described in 
Alternative B. 

Corridors 

The general impacts of corridor desig­
nation would be the same for this 
alternative as discussed under 
Alternative B. 

Recreation 

Increases in hunter and angler days, 
under this alternative, represent a 
significant beneficial impact to the 
area economy. 

Hunter days are expected to rise to 
78,200 in the short - term and 174,600 
in the long-term. Angler days are 
projected to experience a similar 
growth from 119,900 (current level) to 
157,000 at the end of five years, 
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rising to 350,000 at the end of he 
long - term. 

Total expenditures are expected to 
increase from a current level of $3.2 
million to $4 .1 million within five 
years, rising to $9 :2 million wit 1in 
the long-term. Short - term growth in 
expenditures should create income or 
the area economy estimated at $ .2 
million and employment of about 11 
jobs (full-time equivalent, 2,)00 
hours) on an annual basis. 

The continued growth in wildl lfe 
associated recreation activity unler 
this alternative should support an 
annual income level of approximat ,1y 
$2. 7 million, sustaining 248 jobs at 
the end of the long-term. T 1is 
represents an increase of about th'"ee 
times the current levels of income ind 
employment estimates contributed by 
hunters and fishermen, and amounts to 
1.6 percent of current (1982) inc:>me 
and 2.2 percent of current employmen . 

Wilderness 

No significant impacts 
economy would occur as 
wilderness designation. 
native B for discussion. 

Livestock Grazing 

to the a '"ea 
a result of 

See Alt ~r-

Long-term effects of this alternative 
could result in significant beneficial 
impacts to net ranch income ,md 
livestock industry employment witoin 
the RMP area. 

Net ranch income for the RMP a'"ea 
would increase by 7 .3 percent to $). 1 
million, An increase in gross inc:>me 
of $1,5 million would occur, result ng 
in an additional 47 jobs in he 
livestock industry and a total of 8~ . 8 
additional jobs in the area economy as 
the multiplier effect of spending md 
income takes hold. Ranch wealth wo~ld 
rise by $281,850 and regional econ >my 
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income would increase by slightly more 
than $406,000. 

SOCIAL VALUES AND PUBLIC ATTITUDES 

There could be both beneficial and 
adverse impacts if this alternative 
~er<:__to be implemented. 

Disposing of approximately 5,900 acres 
of public lands in response to 
community expansion needs identified 
by the communities of Elko, Carlin and 
Battle Mountain would be a beneficial 
impact for those communities. The 
availability of those acreages would 
permit better control over community 
growth as well as in the long-term 
those acreages would perhaps provide a 
source of additional tax revenues 
which could be used to defray the cost 
of providing services to the expanded 
area. Increasing opportunities for 
local economic development and 
community expansion by increasing the 
amount of non-federally owned and 
managed lands within the RMP area 
would be viewed positively by many 
local residents. It is also 
consistent with the draft county plans 
for Elko, Eureka an<l Lander counties 
prepared in response to Nevada State 
Senate Bill 40. Impacts from the land 
disposal proposals under this 
alternative would be similar to those 
under Alternative B but of somewhat 
less intensity since smaller acreages 
would be made available. 

Meeting selected corridor needs 
projected to the year 2020 as 
described in the Western Regional 
Corridor Study would be considered a 
beneficial impact by the utilities 
sector. This could reduce both the 
time and project funding required for 
planning long-term ma~or power 
projects and their associated power 
distributions systems from that 
required when planning is done on a 
case-by-case basis. 
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ALTERNATIVE D 

Recommending 36,460 acres of two 
wilderness study areas as suitable for 
wilderness designation would be a 
beneficial impact as far as preserving 
that amount of the area's high quality 
wilderness resources are concerned. 
The loss of 30,294 acres as a direct 
result of those acres being 
recommended as nonsuitable for 
wilderness designation may be, over a 
prolonged period of time, an adverse 
impact to those wilderness resources. 
Even though the wilderness proposals 
under this alternative accommodate 
both wilderness and mining concerns, 
these proposals would probably 
sustain, if not heighten, the level of 
conflict that exists between 
wilderness and mining advocates as 
they both assert that the public 
interest requires decisions more 
favorable to their respective 
constituencies at the local, regional, 
and national levels. 

Since the · implementation of this 
alternative would increase AUMs over 
the three to five year average 
licensed use significantly (29%), it 
would probably, especially in the long 
term, have a beneficial impact on some 
ranchers in terms of greater return on 
their investment as well as 
satisfaction with their perceived 
quality of life. This could improve 
the working realtionship between the 
Bureau and the ranching sector to some 
degree. 

Acquiring easements on 60 roads (242 
miles) which currently provide 
physical access to public lands would 
be a beneficial impact from both a 
perceptual point of view as well as 
from a multiple-use program 
administration point of view. 
Acquiring those easements may reduce 
both the time and costs required in 
support of multiple-use programs as 
opposed to the time and cost that 
would be required if access were to be 
denied on any or all of these roads. 



Since unobstructed access to public 
lands is perceived to be an inherent 
right by many local residents, the 
acquiring of these easements would 
probably be viewed as a positive 
management action. Other impacts 
would be similar to those under 
Alternatives Band C. 

4-36 

ALTERNATIVE E 

LANDS AND REAL TY 

Community expansion needs would be 
accommodated and the exchange of 
212;480 acres of public lands wold 
create a more efficient owners ip 
pattern. 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative C. 

CORRIDORS 

Utility and transportation compan es 
would not benefit fully from 1 ng 
range planning. 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative C. 

LEGAL ACCESS 

Easements would be acquired on 
important access routes. 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative c, but to a lesser exten 

RECREATION 

Recreation use would increase to 
2,118,800 recreation days, the high st 
projected level, over the long-term. 

A 255 percent increase in recreat on 
use is expected from the current le el 
of 596,400 recreation days over he 
long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative C, except that hunt ng 
opportunities would increase even m re 
from the current level of 59,800 to 
223,000 recreation days over he 
long-term (Appendix 1, Table 1). Tis 



is a result of the projected increase 
in big game numbers under this 
alternative. 

Impacts for ORV use would be the same 
as in Alternative C. 

WILDERNESS 

Wilderness values would be protected 
on 66,754 acres all of which would be 
added to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System (NWPS). 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative C. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Livestock grazing would be eliminated 
on public lands. 

Under this alternative all domestic 
livestock grazing on BLM administered 
public land within the planning area 
would be eliminated. This alternative 
would require permittees to find a new 
source of forage for the period of 
time previously used on the RMP area. 
Some of the options could include re­
duction of herd size, purchase or 
lease of additional private land, 
obtaining additional privileges with 
other Federal agencies, e.g. U.S. 
Forest Service or other BLM adminis­
tered lands, or dispose of the live­
stock operation. Any of these options 
would have an adverse impact to the 
livestock industry in the Elko RMP 
Area. 
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AL TERNATIYE E 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Reasonable numbers of big game would 
be exceeded over the long-term. 

Under this alternative with the 
removal of livestock grazing, forage 
availability would increase allowing 
big game populations to exceed 
reasonable numbers on all allotments. 

Removal of livestock grazing would 
allow reintroductions into all the 
areas identified as potential 
reintroduction sites by the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife. 

Sage grouse habitat would improve 
greatly because more forage and plant 
cover would be available. Eliminating 
livestock use of riparian areas would 
improve habitat conditions on key 
areas, resulting in an overall 
increase in sage grouse population 
levels. 

Habitat conditions for upland game, 
furbearers, and non-game wildlife 
would improve due to reduced use of 
the forage resource, particularly 
riparian vegetation. 

Impacts from mineral activities 
associated with this alternative would 
be the same as Alternative C. 

Approximately 37 miles (1,110 acres) 
of aquatic stream habitat would be in 
excellent condition and 17 5 miles 
(5,250 acres) would be in good 
condition. 

In the absence of livestock grazing, 
aquatic and riparian habitat would 
improve, including the 212 miles of 
streams considered priority fisheries 
habitat. This alternative would 
comply with the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, as amended. Table 4-1 shows 
the long-term projected habitat 
conditions from implementation. 



ALTERNATIVE E 

WI LD HORSES 

Wild horse herd number s would be 
increased by 100 percent in a l l herd 
ar eas. 

The proposed 100 percent increa s e in 
wild horse populations in all four 
herd areas is a significant beneficial 
short and long-term impact. 

The condition of wild horses wou ld 
improve over. 

Wild horses would benefi t fr om 
unrestricted access to incre a s ed water 
sources. Their overall conditio n 
would improve. 

W OODLAND PRODUCTS 

Woodland product harvest levels would 
remain static or decrease. 

Impacts would be the same as i n 
Alternative C. 

Tre nd of stand condition would i mprove. 

Impacts would be the same as in 
Alternative C. 

MINERALS 

A significant adv er se 
mi neral exploration and 
would re su lt fr om 
designation. 

Impacts would be the 
Alt e rnati ve C. 

i mpact to 
deve lopment 
wi l derness 

same as in 
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Oil/gas and geothermal exploratiln and 
development would be limited because 
of restrictions to protect terrestrial 
wildlife habitat and high use 
recreation areas. 

Impacts would be the same , s in 
Alternative C. 

VEGETATION 

Overall, seven percent of the tlative 
vegetation within the planning area 
would move toward the potential native 
community and 93 percent would emain 
unchanged. 

Changes in ecological status under 
th i s alternative are predicted tc~ show 
shi f ts of 221,451 acres frm the 
earlier seral stages toward the 
potential native community (Ap~endix 
5, Table 2). 

Changes in ecological status ir each 
allotment would occur both withj n and 
between stages. These changes i some 
cases can be relatively small, b1 t the 
net result is used to indicate the 
overall trend of the allotments. 

The trend in almost all allotme1 ts is 
projected to move toward the pot, ntial 
native community in ecol>gical 
sta t us . Those acreages that would 
reflect no change in trend, are for 
the most part at the highest n 1tural 
ecological status attainable fo the 
planning period. 

Over the short and long-term, there 
would be a significant increai e in 
fire hazard due to the high le~ el of 
ground fuel accumulation expected 

Overall, riparian vegetation would 
improve in habitat quality undei this 
alternative . 

Riparian vegetation 
improve in habitat 

is expectEd to 
quality on 6,030 
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acres of aquatic stream habitat and on 
approximately 1,200 acres of 
terrestrial riparian habitat. These 
changes are due to a reduction of 
grazing pressure. 

Approximately 14,000 acres of aspen 
stands would improve in condition due 
to the elimination of livestock 
grazing. Over the long - term, forested 
acres would increase. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Lands and Realty 

Impacts resulting from potential 
transfer of lands under this alterna­
tive are the same as those included in 
Alternative C. 

Corridors 

The general impacts of corridor 
designation would be the same for this 
alternative as discussed under 
Alternative C. 

Recreation 

Recreation hunting and fishing would 
reach their highest levels under this 
alternative and provide a significant 
beneficial impact to the regional 
economy. Projections for hunter and 
fisherman days are estimated to total 
249,700 recreation days in the 
short-term and 670,100 in the 
long-term. 

Wildlife associated recreation expen­
ditures should rise to $4.4 million in 
the first five years, reaching an 
estimated $11.8 million at the end of 
the 20 year period. Annual income may 
be expected to grow to $3.5 million, 
with a sustained employment level of 
317 jobs in the long-term. 
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ALTERNATIV E E 

Wilderness 

No significant impacts to the area 
economy would occur as a result of 
wilderness designation: See 
Alternative B for discussion. 

Livestock Grazing 

Implementation of this alternative 
would result in the loss of 305,247 
AUMs of existing grazing use on the 
public lands: Economic effects upon 
ranch operations would be significant 
and severely adverse: Gross sales 
would decline by at least $5 million 
annually, with a corresponding loss in 
returns after cash costs of more than 
$1.4 million and a decline in net 
ranch income of approximately $490,000. 

Ranch wealth would decline by $19.4 
million, based on the loss of active 
preference, and there would be a loss 
of an estimated 161.7 jobs in the 
livestock industry. 

The multiplier effect of spending 
within the area economy would create a 
loss of about $1.4 million in regional 
income and a total of 291:6 jobs: 

Area permittees rely on BLM rangeland 
for 22 percent of their forage 
requirements. Dependence on BLM land 
is even higher for those without 
Forest Service grazing privileges. 
Thi s alternative would leave 
permittees who wish to remain in the 
livestock business with no options 
other than reducing herd size or 
acquiring additional forage. 

Additional forage could be obtained 
through the purchase or lease of 
additional private acreage, the 
purchase of hay, or the 
intensification of production on 
currently owned acreage. However, 
private lands presently owned, leased, 
or available for leasing would not be 
adequate to maintain existing herd 
sizes. Consequently, herd size 



ALTERNATIVE E 

reductions and/or the purchase of hay 
are the only feasible options 
available. 

Due to the costs imposed by either of 
these options, a number of area 
permittees are likely to be forced out 
of business. No quantification of 
this group is possible due to the 
myriad of variables involved. It is 
likely however, that those ranches 
which have employed the highest levels 
of debt financing, those which have 
the highest degree of dependency on 
BLM vegetation, and those which 
command the smallest reserves of 
capital would be affected the most. 

Many area ranchers have stayed in the 
livestock business despite relatively 
low rates of return due to the 
lifestyle involved: This alternative 
would force reevaluation of the 
trade-off between further income 
reduction and lifestyle retention. 
Many ranchers would undoubtedly halt 
their livestock operations; others 
would be forc.ed to cease their 
reliance on ranching as a primary 
source of income. 

the ranches so that own r's 
investments would probably not be 
returned by sale. In addit on, 
ranching as a family occupation a 
family lifestyle and form of commu ity 
would be minimized if not elimin ted 
from the area. 

Implementation of this alterna ive 
would result in strong opposition rom 
the local nonranching community: oss 
of business activity and poss ble 
out-migration of some ranchers w uld 
contribute to community instabilit 
potential leadership vacuum, and 
disruption of establi 
interactional patterns within the 
community. Valued lifestyles der ved 
from the ranching character of the 
area would be disrupted, and it c uld 
be expected that intense animo ity 
toward BLM would emerge. In 
combination, these changes would be 
disruptive in terms of commu ity 
satisfaction and functional viabili y. 

Impacts as a result of 
recommendation that all 66,754 a res 
in all four wilderness study areas be 
recommended as suitable for wilder ess 
designation are similar to 
Alternative C. However, because 
the removal of grazing under 
alternative, opposition at the 1 

SOCIAL VALUES AND PUBLIC ATTITUDES level to the wilderness recommenda 

The consequences of implementing this 
alternative would be the most adverse 
of all the alternatives for ranching 
operations within the RMP area. 

The impacts on the economic, 
psychological, and social wellbeing of 
the ranching sector would be 
significantly adverse, perhaps 
irreparably so. In the most extreme 
case, some of the ranching operations 
may go out of business if all grazing 
privileges on public lands were 
withdrawn. The gravity of lifestyle 
change could be compounded by 
significant reductions in the value of 
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would be much stronger. It is 
likely that the preception w 
evolve that the wilderness recom 
dation is responsible, at least 
part, for the No Grazing recomme 
tion. It could be expected 
community coalitions would fi 
oppose the wilderness 
tions. Implementation of 
alternative would probably 
strain relationships between 
ranching sector and the conservat on 
and preservation sectors. 

Providing habitat improvements 
wildlife and continuing to manage 
wild horse herds with the goal 
enhancing habitat conditions for 
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horses and increasing horse numbers 
would be perceived as a significant 
adverse impact by the ranching commun­
ity, since no livestock grazing would 
be allowed. This could further strain 
relations between wild horse interests 
and the livestock sector, and perhaps 
to a lesser degree between wildlife 
interests and the livestock sector. 

Other impacts are similar to those in 
Alternative C. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

All adverse impacts identified are 
considered unavoidable since mitigat­
ing measures are integrated into all 
alternatives except where noted. 

IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Loss of wilderness values in the WSAs 
as a result of a management actions 
would be an irreversible impact on 
wilderness values. 

All fossil fuels, labor, capital, and 
salvageable construction materials 
used to implement the RMP constitute 
an irretrievable commitment of 
resources . 

Loss of access to mineral potential as 
a result of implementing a management 
action is considered an irretrievable 
commitment. 

Disposal of lands from Federal 
ownership would be an irreversible 
commitment of public lands to 
nonpublic uses • 

Loss of human resources such as a 
ranching operation going out of 
business as a result of implementation 
of a management action would be an 
irretrievable loss. 
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Loss o~ woodlands from vegetative type 
conversions would be an irretrievable 
commitment. 

Loss or disruption of habitat through 
construction of roads or construction 
of transmission lines which may result 
from corridor designation would be an 
irreversible and irretrievable impact 
on disturbance-intolerant species. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE OF 
THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT AND THE 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF 
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term disposal of lands from 
Federal ownership would preclude long 
term public use of those lands. 
However, it would provide for long 
term community expansion and 
agricultural development. 

Actions which result in the 
maintenance of the current situation 
in terms of livestock grazing 
management causing resource damage 
would result in a long - term loss in 
productivity of livestock, 
riparian/stream and wildlife habitat. 
Actions which improve the vegetation 
resource would result in an increase 
in long-term productivity of the 
resources • 
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CHAPTER SIX 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION · 

The land use planning process for the 
Elko Resource Management Plan (RMP) 
began with a Notice of Intent 
published in the Federal Register on 
November 9, 1983. On the same day 
news releases announcing the beginning 
of Issue Identification, the first 
step in the process, were published in 
local and regional newspapers. 
Letters requesting public input on 
issues and concerns were also sent to 
approximately 500 interest groups and 
individuals on November 9. Comments 
were received until April 2, 1984. A 
total of 37 comment letters and one 
telephone comment were received. 

Representatives from BLM met with the 
Elko, Lander, and Eureka County 
Commissioners or county planning 
boards throughout the next six months 
to discuss the planning process and 
identify their concerns regarding 
resource uses in their areas. 

This process resulted in the 
identification of 11 issues. Ten 
issues were retained with one issue 
being eliminated as the result of 
further study. The issues analyzed 
were: Lands and Realty, Rights-of-way 
Corridors, Legal Access, Recreation, 
Wilderness, Livestock Grazing, 
Wildlife Habitat, Wild Horses, 
Woodlands, and Minerals. 

On April 19, 1984 a packet was 
distributed to about 450 groups and 
individuals requesting comments on the 
draft planning criteria and issues 
proposed for the RMP. A total of 19 
comment letters were received between 
April 27 to June 11, 1984. These 
responses generally supported the 
proposed planning criteria and these 
guidelines were retained. 
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On October 19, 1984 a packet describ­
ing the draft alternatives was sent to 
approximately 500 individuals and 
groups, requesting their comments on 
the proposals. The public was re­
quested to consider which manag ement 
options were pref erred, what c ri t.eria 
should be used in the development of 
the preferred alternative, and what 
significant impacts they felt would 
occur from implementing any of the 
alternatives. A total of 21 responses 
were received. 

Bureau personnel also met with the 
county commissioners for Elko, Lander 
and Eureka counties during December 
1984 to discuss the management actions 
associated with each alternative. 
Briefings were held for the District 
Grazing Board No. 1 and for represen­
tatives of specific interest groups. 

Of those expressing a preference for a 
particular alternative; two specifi­
cally identified A (no change), six 
identified parts of A they preferred; 
two specifically identified B (empha­
size commodity production), four iden­
tified parts (for livestock, wildlife 
habitat, wild horses, woodlands~ and 
minerals) of B they preferred; three 
wanted C (emphasize protection of 
fragile and unique resources), five 
identified parts of C (wilderness) 
they preferred; five specifically 
identified D (balanced use), seven 
identified parts of D they preferred; 
and one specifically identified 
Alternative E (no livestock grazing). 
Although the scoping process is not a 
vote count and the number of responses 
does not necessarily affect the selec­
tion process, Alternative D with some 
modifications including clarification 
of land tenure adjustment actions, 
corridor placement, refinement of 
wildlife habitat, and livestock man­
agement proposals, was selected as the 
preferred alternative during the 
analysis of the environmental 
objectives and policy guidance. 



Changes were made to corridors as a 
result of consistency reviews with 
contiguous planning documents, speci­
fically the Draft Owyhee Canyonlands 
Wilderness EIS. In response to com­
ments on proposed alternatives in this 
draft wilderness EIS, a modification 
was made to their preferred alterna­
tive during the later stages of devel­
opment. This change was integrated 
into the preferred alternative of the 
Draft Elko RMP/EIS to ensure 
consistency. 

After considering public comment, 
Alternative B added a planning corri­
dor along the same route as the pro­
posed designated corridor segment E-L. 

Public comments resulted in provid­
ing a wider range of wilderness alter­
natives. An additional level of 
wilderness recommendations was added 
to Alternative B. 

AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

The Draft Elko RMP/EIS will be made 
available to the public for 
Agencies, organizations, and 
to whom copies of the Draft 
will be sent include, but 
limited to, the following: 

review. 
persons 
RMP/EIS 

are not 

I. GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND 
INDIVIDUALS 

A. Federal Agencies 

Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation 
Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

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

Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power 

Administration 
Office of Environmental 

Compliance 

B. 

C. 

D. 

Department of the Inter or 
Bureau of Indian Affa rs 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Environmental Protect on 

Agency 
Fish & Wildlife Servi e 
Geological Survey 
National Park Service 
Office of Environment 1 

Project Review 
Offshore Environmenta 

Assessment Division 

Congressional Delegatio 

Senator Chic Hecht, Nev da 
Senator Paul Laxalt, Ne ada 
Representative Harry Red, 

Nevada 
Representative Barbara 

Vucanovich, Nevada 

State of Nevada 

Governor Richard Bryan 
State Assemblyman Byron 

Bilyeu 
State Assemblyman John arvel 
State Senator Dean Rhod s 

Department of Minerals 
Division of Agriculture 
Division of Environment 1 

Protection 
Division of Historical 

Preservation & Archae logy 
Division of State Parks 
Division of Water Resou ces 
Division of Wildlife 
Land Use Planning Advis ry 

Council 
Multiple Use Advisory Bard 
Office of Community Ser ices 
State Communications Bo rd 

Local Governments 

Carlin City Mayor 
Carlin City Planning Bo rd 
Elko City Manager 
Elko City Mayor 
Elko City Planning Boar 



Elko County Manager 
Elko County Commissioners 
Eureka County Commissioners 
Lander County Commissioners 
Lander County Planning 

Commission 
Jackpot Advisory Council 

Copies of the Draft RMP are available 
for review at the following libraries 
and BLM offices: 

II. PUBLIC LIBRARIES 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Natural Resources Library 
Gifts and Exchange Section 
18th and "C" Streets, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Library, BLM 
Denver Service Center 
Denver Federal Center Bldg. 50 
Denver, CO 80225 

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

Government Publications Dept. 
University of Nevada, Reno 
Getchell Library 
Reno, NV 89557 

Nevada State Library 
Library Building 
401 N. Carson Street 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Elko County Library 
720 Court Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

Eureka County Library 
P.O. Box 21 
Eureka, NV 89316 

Lander County Library 
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 

White Pine County Library 
Campton Street 
Ely, NV 89301 
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III. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT OFFICES 

Office of Public Affairs 
18th and "C" Streets, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, NV 89520 

Battle Mountain District Office 
P.O. Box 194 
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 

Carson City District Office 
1050 E. William No. 335 
Carson City, NV 89701 

Elko District Office 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

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

Las Vegas District Office 
P.O. Box 26569 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 

Winnemucca District Office 
705 East 4th St. 
Winnemucca, NV 89445 

Idaho State Office 
P.O. Box 042 
Boise, ID 83724 

Boise District Office 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, ID 83705 

Burley District 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, ID 83318 

Idaho Falls District 
940 Lincoln Road 
Idaho Falls, ID 83401 

Salt Lake District 
136 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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APPENDIX 1 
TABIB 1 

ESflMATED aJRREN:r AND HlOJECTED RECREATION O\YS }! 
El.KO RW AREA 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternat ve E 
Activity Current ~rt-Tenn 20 YR. Svrt-Tenn 20 YR. Soort-Tenn 20 YR. Svrt-Tenn 20 YR, Soort-Tenn 20 'YR. 
Hunting 59,800 74,600 144,300 71,100 119,000 82,000 210,800 ---m,200 - 174,600 83,100 23,CXX> 

Fur Trapping 3,900 4,800 9,300 4,600 7,700 5,300 13,600 5,100 ll,300 5,400 14,500 

Fishing ll9,900 149,800 288,900 142,600 238,500 164,200 421,900 157,000 350,000 166,600 47,100 

Boating 21,900 27,400 52,800 26,100 43,600 30,000 77,100 28,700 63,900 30,000 77,100 

River Floating 2,400 3,000 5,800 2,900 4,800 3,300 8,500 3,200 7,000 3,300 8,500 

~ 18,900 23,700 45,700 22,500 37,700 26,000 66,700 24,800 55,300 26,000 66,700 

Camping 37,300 46,700 90,000 44,400 74,300 51,200 131,400 49,000 109,000 51,900 9,300 

Picknicking 39,300 49,100 94,700 46,700 78,100 53,800 138,200 51,400 114,600 54,600 46,'!00 

ORVs 39,100 48,900 94,200 53,500 137,600 46,500 77,800 50,000 103,600 46,500 77,800 

Sn:Mrobiling 4,200 5,200 10,100 5,800 14,800 5,000 8,400 5,400 11,100 5,000 8,«>0 

Snow Play 3,700 4,600 8,800 4,400 7,300 5,000 12,900 4,800 10,700 5,000 12,900 

Horseoock 
Riding 33,500 41,800 80,700 39,800 66,600 45,900 ll7,800 Li3,900 97,700 46,500 24,800 

Hiking/Walking 15,200 19,000 36,700 18,100 30,300 20,900 53,700 20,000 44,500 21,200 56,~0 

Wilderress 
Area Hikini?J 500 0 0 200 400 700 2,100 400 900 700 2,100 

Sightseeing 88,900 111,200 214,300 105,800 V7,000 121,800 313,100 116,500 259,700 123,600 31,700 

PhotograIXly 10,500 13,100 25,200 12,500 20,800 14,300 36,900 13,700 30,600 14,600 39,100 

lbck Collecting 4,700 5,800 ll,200 5,500 9,300 6,400 16,400 6,100 13,600 6,400 16,«>0 

Target 
Shooting 10,500 13,100 25,200 12,400 20,800 14,300 36,800 13,700 30,500 14,300 36,800 

Wood Harvest 5,600 7,000 13,400 6,600 11,100 7,600 19,600 7,300 16,300 7,600 19,000 

Other Uses 76,600 95,800 184,700 91,200 152,500 105,000 269,700 100,400 223,700 105,000 

'10TAL 596,400 744,600 1,436,000 716,700 1,252,200 009,200 2,033,400 779,600 1,728,600 817,300 2, 

1/ A recreation day is defined as p:i.rticipation in a particular recreation activity by an individual of any port on or 
all of a 24-rour period. Source: Esti.tmtes derived frc:m infonnation contained within the Nevada Statewide 
Comprehensive ().ltdoor Recreation Plan (1982), Elko District Recreation Visitation Files, and professional j t. 

2/ This represents the esti.tmted current use within the Rough Hills, Little Humboldt River, Cedar Ridge and Red 
WSAs (Table 3-1) . 
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APPENDIX 2 

THE BLM WILDERNESS REVIEW PROCESS 

The BLM wilderness review consists of 
three phases: (1) inventory, (2) 
study, and (3) reporting. 

Inventory 

The four wilderness study areas 
addressed in this study were 
identified using the wilderness 
inventory procedures described in the 
BLM's Wilderness Inventory Handbook of 
September 27, 1978. The results of 
the intensive wilderness inventory 
were announced on November 15, 1980. 
Copies of the booklet Wilderness Study 
Area Decisions: Nevada BLM Intensive 
Wilderness Inventory are available at 
all BLM offices in Nevada. 

In order to qualify for wilderness 
study area status, an area was 
required to contain the following 
wilderness characteristics described 
in the Wilderness Act of 1964: (1) 
have at least 5,000 acres or more of 
contiguous public land or be of a size 
to make practical its preservation and 
use in an unimpaired condition; (2) 
generally appear to have been affected 
primarily by the forces of nature, 
with the imprint of man's work 
substantially unnoticeable; and (3) 
have outstanding opportunities for 
solitude or a primitive and unconfined 
type of recreation. In addition, 
areas qualifying for wilderness study 
area status may contain supplemental 
values which include ecological, 
geological, or other features of 
scientific, educational, scenic, or 
historic value. The BLM wilderness 
inventory determined that four 
wilderness study areas within the Elko 
Resource Area contain these minimum 
wilderness characteristics. 

Study 

The primary goal of the BLM wilderness 
study process is to recommend for 
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wilderness designation those 
where wilderness is determined 
the most appropriate use of th 
and its resources. 

areas 
o be 
land 

It is the policy of BLM that each 
wilderness study area be s udied 
through the BLM planning syst m to 
analyze all values, resources and 
land uses. The findings of the tudy, 
including public particip tion, 
determine whether an area wi 1 be 
recommended as preliminarily su table 
or nonsuitable for designati as 
wilderness. In practice, deter ining 
an area's "suitability or 
nonsuitability ... for preservati n as 
wilderness", in the words o the 
Federal Land Policy and Mana ement 
Act, means determining whethe the 
area is more suitable for wild rness 
designation or more suitable for other 
uses. 

Reporting 

The reporting phase consist of 
actually forwarding or rep rting 
suitable and nonsu table 
recommendations through the Sec etary 
of the Interior and the Presid t to 
Congress. Mineral surveys requi ed by 
the Wilderness Act of 1964, 
environmental statements, 
data will be submitted 
recommendations. 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 1 

GRAZING ALLO'IMffl' DATA 
EU<O RW AREA 

ACTIVE 
M\P INVENTORlED 'IDTAL EXISrOO GRAZING A\lER!CE 
REF. PUBLIC PREFERENCE PERIODS PREFERENCE LICENSED 
ID. ALLO'IMffl' NA}£ !AND AC. AlJMS OF USE AlJMS USE AUMSY 

1 CMyhee 371,431 31,917 03/01--02/28 - -30,225- ~8~381 
2 yp 94,857 13,023 04/16-12/15 13,023 10,878 
3 (Myhee-Petan 10,221 2,094 08/21-10/10 2,094 2,018 
4 Indian Creek FFR 4,924 854 05/01--02/21 854 854 
5 VN Pocket Petan 6,082 983 05/01-07/31 983 595 
6 VN Pocket Allied 7,444 1,311 04 / 16--0> / 15 1,311 1,024 
7 Cornucopia 15,758 3,772 05/01--02/28 2,634 1,964 rd 
8 Andrae 17,063 4,658 04/16-10/31 4,564 4,369 rd 
9 Wilson lliuntain 2,362 308 06/01--06/30 300 307 Upw-ar 

10 ~ ltA.Jntain 9,094 2,645 05/01-10/31 1,832 1,180 Upl,n11 
11 Mori 10,436 2,245 03/01--02/28 2,245 2,410 uv--1ar 
12 &lcket Flat 1,536 301 05/01-11/30 188 140 Upl,nr 
13 Rock Creek 353,860 68,674 04/15-11/15 48,997 41,859 UJMar 
14 Midas 4,417 948 04/20-00/19 711 711 rd 
15 Ll.ttle Humboldt 64,075 10,256 04/10-10/15 7,656 7,654 rd 
16 Twenty-five 284,626 48,008 03/ 01--02/28 34,179 18,830 
17 Tuscarora 56,869 21,237 04/01--02/29 14,267 14,091 
18 Six Mile 946 263 05/01--07 /30 184 198 
19 Taylor Canyon 9,134 2,829 04/16-02/15 2,340 2,136 Upwa11 
20 Fagle Rock 29,359 7,009 04/16-02/28 5,824 5,909 UJM)lr 
21 Wildhorse Group 26,258 5,201 04/20-11/20 5,201 3,788 UJMar 
22 Rough Hllls 4,902 887 05/01--0)/30 887 669 lipl,nl1 
23 Stone Flat FFR 311 41 05/01--05/31 41 . 41 Not a rent 
24 Annie Creek 2,954 592 05/01-10/15 592 592 rd 
25 Bnmeau River 3,347 838 05/01-08/15 838 444 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon 10,365 2,591 05/03--09/07 2,591 2,218 
27 Stone Flat 2,561 717 05/01-09/15 717 595 
28 Four Mile 36,187 6,979 04/15-10/31 6,979 5,315 
29 Beaver Creek 75,579 17,631 04/15-10/14 15,037 3,200 
30 Mason l-bmtain 2,774 370 05/10-10/31 370 370 ent 
31 Mexican Field 2,989 546 06/01--09/15 546 400 
32 Cotant 3,383 832 OS/ 01--06/30 832 636 
33 D::>uble lliuntain 38,662 5,126 04/21-09/30 5,126 5,126 
34 Sheep Creek 8,461 1,572 04/16--08/31 1,572 936 
35 Mahala Creek 13,100 2,100 05/15-11/01 1,825 1,022 
36 Eagle Rock 1 8,043 1,682 05/01-10/16 1,391 1,170 ent 
37 I.one lliuntain 31,895 9,398 04/15-10/15 7,202 5,431 
38 Fox Springs 4,592 829 04 / 16-00 /30 626 625 
39 Coal Mine Basin 7,686 1,471 04/21-09/30 1,471 414 
40 North Fork Group 96,049 15,964 04/10-10/30 15,%4 7,100 ent 
41 D::>rsey 3,782 1,024 04/10-07/27 1,024 1,270 ent 
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APPENDIX 3 
TAIU 1 (Umtinued) 

rnAZING ALU)'.1}£NT DATA 
EI.KO RMP AREA 

ACTIVE 
M\P INIJ.ENI'ORIED 'IUrAL EXISl'IN} <nZING AVER!CE 
REF. RJBLIC PREFEREOCE PERIODS PREFERENCE UCENSED APPARENT 
ID. ALID'll-ENI' NAIB LAND AC. AlJMS OF USE AlJMS USE AU1SY ~ 

42 L:mg Field 2,566 209 05/01-07/04 209 209 Ix>wnward 
43 Halleck 3,831 643 05/01-07 /15 643 419 Lowrnerd 
44 Adobe Hills 33,573 3,526 04/16-11/15 3,526 3,665 Not apparent 
45 \ohlte lbck 5,232 795 04/01- 10/01 795 849 N:>t apparent 
46 Adobe 2,898 750 05/01- 11/15 526 525 lx>'WlWcll'd 
47 Blue B3sin 36,254 9,241 04/01-11/15 6467 4,648 l.Jpl,,llrd 
48 Dry Susi e 5,630 929 08/01-09/30 929 929 Upward 
49 Carlin Canyon 275 74 05/ 01-02/28 51 52 l))wnward 
50 Carlin Field 17,394 3,891 05/01- 05/31 2,445 1,768 Upward 
51 lbdley 30,257 5,528 07/01-11/01 5,528 3,748 l))wnward 
52 Taylor's Carlin 62 36 04/16-10/05 28 28 Ix>wnward 
53 Mary IS MOl.mtain 16,651 2,620 04/16-10/15 1,893 1,761 l))wnward 
54 T Lazy S 72,928 18,486 03/16-12/31 15,250 15,250 Ix>wnward 
55 lhrsesooe 15,339 1,630 04/01-08/31 1,630 1,434 l))wnward 
56 Palisade ll,238 2,127 04/16-12/03 1,336 1,085 Ix>wnward 
57 Pine Mo.mtain 28,034 8,099 04/15-11/15 5,554 5,187 Lowrnerd 
58 Iron Bl.ossooi 7,573 2,114 04/16-10/31 1,539 1,475 Ix>wnward 
59 Safford Canyon 8,628 1,525 04/16-11/30 1,392 1,392 fuwnward 
60 Scotts Gulch 10,313 1,213 04/10-08/04 1,213 1,211 Ix>wnward 
61 Geyser 46,635 2,061 04/01-09/30 2,061 1,952 Not apparent 
62 Thanas Creek 4,762 4,706 04/16-09/15 1,078 1,078 Ix>wnward 
63 Thanas Creek FFR 130 60 04/16-<12./15 60 60 l))wnward 
64 Devils Gate 2,987 528 04/16-11/21 374 374 Ix>wnward 
65 South :&Jckhorn 226,004 21,546 04/16-12/15 20,654 15,852 Not apparent 
66 Potato Patch 3,479 764 04/01- 1V24 764 764 Upward 
67 Pine Creek 12,601 150 12/01-12/31 150 150 l.Jpl,nrd 
68 Mineral Hill 24,423 2,012 04/01-12/31 1,555 1,590 Upward 
69 Union Mountain 22,986 2,256 05/01-09/30 1,759 2,256 N:>t apparent 
70 Bruffy 18,474 2,260 04/16-1V15 1,806 1,856 Ix>wnward 
71 Pony Creek 15,219 2,352 04/16-11/12 1,629 1,678 l))wnward 
72 Indian Springs 18,700 5,266 04/01- lVlO 2,669 3,209 Not apparent 
73 Dixie Flats 21,171 2,442 05/01- 10/31 1,737 1,545 l.Jpl,,llrd 
74 Fmni.grant Springs 14,294 1,948 05/01-05/30 1,458 1,456 Ix>wnward 
75 Tonka 19,894 2,380 05/ 01-10/ 31 1,626 1,391 l.Jpl,,llrd 
76 Old Eighty FFR 93 12 09/01-1V30 12 12 Ix>wnward 
77 Grindstone Mo.mtain 5,181 894 05/01-05/30 894 946 l))wnward 
78 Cut-Off 2,258 511 05/16-o7/30 349 99 Not apparent 
79 Bullion Road 4,674 218 05/01-08/28 218 255 l.Jpl,,llrd 
80 Ten Mile 5,775 363 05/01-05/30 363 423 Upward 
81 Four Mile Canyon 4,557 1,010 05/01-1V30 595 595 l))wnward 
82 Burner Basin 1,275 264 05/01-08/01 164 164 Ix>wnward 
83 Elko Hi.Us 7,106 1,705 04/01-1V16 966 937 ~rd 
84 East Fork 10,461 2,025 04/15--09/15 1,205 788 ~d 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 1 ( Contirrued) 

GRAZING .AI1..CYlMNl' DATA 
EU{O RMP AREA 

ACTIVE 
M\P INVENI'ORIED TOTAL EXISI'ING <&ZING AVER!CE 
REF. PUBLIC PREFERENCE PERIOOO PREFEREOCE LICENSED 
:oo. AUD'MNI' NM£ LAND AC. AUMS OF USE AUMS. USE AI.MS.!f 
735 F.ast Fork FFR 39 17 05/01-05/31 - - v - - - - 17 

86 Burger Creek 240 ll 03/ 01-12/ 31 11 ll 
87 Smiraldo 2,885 747 06/01-07/31 747 659 
88 King Seeding 2,283 521 06/17-00/05 521 520 
89 J:brse Fly 3,328 472 05/01-09/07 465 807 
90 leelfly 378 66 04 /"J5---<XJ/ 01 66 90 
91 Secret 467 142 05/01-05/31 142 216 
92 Rabbit Creek 4,889 655 f¼/l&-03/02 655 1,013 
93 Kennedy Seeding 1,534 254 05/01-06/30 254 565 
94 Walther 136 47 06/01-10/12 47 47 
95 Palacio Seeding 1,031 326 05/01-07/29 326 369 
96 Sarrlhill lt>rth 1,279 560 05/01-00/15 330 331 
97 Sam.hill South 593 74 05/03--08/14 74 91 
98 Bellinger 2,344 278 05/01-07 /25 278 392 
99 Hog Tomny 1,898 167 05/15--10/14 167 167 

100 Bottari Seeding 2,390 511 05/01-07 /15 511 585 
101 Olgi vie - Orbe 8,091 1,553 05/01--08/09 1,553 2,184 
102 LOS FFR 294 119 06/02-07/11 119 119 
103 Shoshone 8,473 3,998 05/01-12/16 3,443 1,884 
104 Chlmney Creek 5,488 2,098 05/01-11/30 2,0CJ8 2,192 
105 Twin Bridges 3,359 611 04/lfrll/08 338 479 
106 River 4,299 432 05/01-05/30 210 209 
107 LDS 1,102 160 04/lfr06/01 89 89 
108 M:::MullenFFR 108 39 C¼ /1.5--05 / 15 39 31 
109 South Fork 2,883 592 05/01-07/31 592 591 
110 Crane Springs 22,304 2,120 05/01-09/30 1,281 768 
lll Dixie Creek 44,796 6,526 06/01-11/17 4,105 5,145 
112 Sleeman 5,433 1,392 05/01-09/20 1,392 1,014 
113 Hansel ll,169 1,533 05/10-10/01 1,553 1,677 
114 Wilson FFR 985 153 05/01-07 /23 153 153 
115 Willow 4,772 546 04/lS-05/31 546 404 
116 Willow Creek Pockets 6,260 2,113 05/01-10/03 675 579 
117 Cottonwood FFR 293 204 06/30-10/31 204 204 
118 Merkley-Zunino 2,038 239 05/01--05/16 139 312 
119 Achurra 2,176 757 05/09-08/27 757 724 
120 Barnes Seeding 3,860 399 04/20-05/30 399 379 
121 Barnes FFR 164 32 04/lfrll/30 32 32 
122 Little Porter FFR 97 24 05/01-05/31 24 25 
123 Robinson M:runtain FFR 155 36 05/01-05/31 36 36 
124 Robinson fumtain 18,409 3,540 04/20-10/27 3,002 2,097 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 1 (Continued) 
~ ALI.()'I}£fil' DATA 

EI.KO RMP AREA 

ACTIVE 
M\P lNVENl'ORIED TarAL EXISl']N; C&ZING AVER.N;E 
REF. RJBLIC PREFEREOCE PERIOOO PREFERENCE UCENSED APPARENT 
00. AL1D'I}ENT NAME LAND AC. AlJMS OF USE AlJMS USEAfMSY '.mENil/ 
125 Little Porter 3,512 288 04/16-«J/30 288 230 Upward 
126 Robinson Creek 15,.549 3,434 05/01-10/31 2,743 1,982 lJIMard 
127 Frost Creek 10,058 1,976 04/15-«:J/30 1,976 1,857 U~d 
128 Cotta FFR 144 92 05/16-00/10 92 92 Ibwnward 
129 Corral Canyon 2,006 525 05/01-00/31 525 346 Upward 
130 Forest FFR 480 64 05/01-()6/30 64 64 Not apparent 
131 Pearl Creek 1,485 468 04/16-10/30 468 468 Not apparent 
132 Rattlesnake Mtn. 641 145 05/15-09/30 145 145 Ibwnward 
133 Lindsay Creek 9,172 1,817 05/01-10/30 1,349 1,310 Upward 
134 Mn Creek f'brth 2,974 747 06/01--09/09 747 747 lt>t apparent 
135 Twin Creek East 2,036 646 04/16-07/01 646 630 Downward 
136 Mn Creek South 1,138 390 04/23-00/22 390 390 lt>t apparent 
137 Merkley FFR 3,464 250 09/18-12/02 250 250 Upward 
138 Red Rock 65,230 8,851 04/18-12/04 7,503 6,558 lJIMard 
139 Browne 19,113 1,980 05/16-09/15 1,307 92 U¢'ard 
140 Mitchell Creek 18,789 1,407 04/16-10/30 1,301 938 Upward 
SUBI'OTAL 2,878,710 478,467 387,533 305,247 

Little~ 199,957 13,370 13,370 13,370 Dot.nward 
Bul~ 50,137 9,039 6,779 6,779 Dowm-ard 
Jig;J,~ 4,575 806 03/01.-11/30 806 806 Not Apparent 
Pearl Foresef 640 159 05/01.--09/30 159 159 Not Apparent 

TOrAL'!.! 3,134,019 501,841 408,649 326,361 

1/ Values ~e averaged for the period 1979 to 1983. Total includes only those allotrrents with Elko District 
Grazing Administration. 

2/ Apparent trend analysis represents an overall allotrrent average and may not reflect certain localized 
situations. 

31 Allotrrents are within the bcxm:laries of the Elko Planning Area, rut grazing management is achninistered by 
other BIM Districts. 

4/ Total includes all lands within Elko District bourrlaries. 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 2 

PROJECTED LIVEsrOCK srOCKING LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY AL'IERNATIVE ]} 

ELKO RW AREA ' 

Map Ref. ' 
Number Allotnent ~ ALT. "B" ALT. "C" ALT. "D" • 

I 

1 (Myhee 52,173 • 15,lU 36,667 
2 YP Allotnent 14,716 6,512 15,402 
3 Petan (Myhee Unit 2,094 1,047 2,140 
4 Indian Creek FFR 854 427 113 
5 VN Pocket Petan 983 492 i,005 
6 VN Pocket Allied 2,066 656 1,002 
7 Cornocopia 3,815 1,317 2,016 
8 Andrae 5,711 2,282 4,549 
9 Wilson Mtn. 308 154 427 

10 Litre Mtn. 2,072 916 2,792 
11 Mori 2,725 1,U2 3,979 
12 Bucket Flat 188 94 335 
13 Rock Creek 57,578 24,498 59,304 
14 Midas 711 356 562 ' 

15 Ll.ttle Hunboldt 10,207 3,827 3,884 • 
' 16 Twenty Five 34,443 17,090 26,612 

17 Tuscarora 14,831 7,134 14,325 
18 Six Mile 319 92 107 
19 Taylor Canyon 2,762 1,170 3,059 
20 Eagle Rock 6,139 2,912 10,847 
21 Wildhorse Group 6,096 2,roo 6,474 ' 
22 Rough Hills 887 444 777 
23 Stone Flat FFR 41 20 18 
24 Annie Creek 735 296 531 

l 

25 Bruneau River 1,146 419 974 ' 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon 2,779 1,296 1,721 .... 

27 Stone Flat 863 358 318 ~ 

28 Four Mile 8,076 3,490 5,236 t 

29 Beaver Creek 17,154 7,518 14,931 
30 Mason Mtn. 370 185 264 ~ 31 ~can Field 666 273 367 
32 Cotant 939 416 451 ~ 

33 D:>uble Mtn. 5,792 2,563 4,192 
34 Sheep Creek 1,702 786 2,015 
35 Mahala Creek 2,138 9U 2,279 
36 Eagle Rock 1 1,900 696 1,609 ,.,, 

37 Inne M:Juntain 8,502 3,601 6,915 
~ 

38 Fox Springs 626 313 729 -
39 Coal Mine Basin 2,356 736 1,314 
40 North Fork Group 24,405 7,982 11,136 
41 Ibrsey 1,446 5U 1,035 
42 Long Field 236 104 117 
43 Halleck 643 322 155 • 

l 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABIE 2 (Contirrued) 

ffioJECl'ED LIVFSrCXl.< SI'OXING LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY AL'IERNATIVE }! 

ELKO RMP AREA 

Map Ref. 
Number Allo~t Name ALT. "B" ALT. "C" ALT. "D" 

44 .Adobe Hills 3,848 1,763 4,058 
45 White Rock 1,050 398 1,204 
46 .Adobe 526 263 351 
47 Blue Basin 7,113 3,234 7,935 
48 Dry &lsie 1,112 464 1,225 
49 Carlin Canyon 51 25 42 
50 Carlin Field 2,763 1,222 2,414 
51 Hadley 7,850 2,764 4,527 
52 Taylors Carlin 28 14 4 
53 Marys Mountain 2,157 946 1,463 
54 T lazy S 20,021 7,625 12,935 
55 Horseshoe 2,090 815 1,096 
56 Palisade 1,336 668 710 
57 Pine :t-buntain 6,506 2,777 3,048 
58 Iron Blossom 1,558 770 817 
59 Safford Canyon 1,482 696 1,045 
60 Scotts Chlch 1,781 606 1,140 
61 Geyser 3,167 1,030 1,892 
62 'Ilunas Creek 1,078 539 1,049 
63 Thanas Creek FFR 60 30 9 
64 ~ls Gate 401 187 217 
65 South Buckhorn 25,782 10,327 20,175 
66 Potato Patch 764 382 843 
67 Pine Creek 150 75 824 
68 Mineral Hill 2,285 778 1,943 
69 Union lliuntain 2,789 880 499 
70 Bruffy 2,042 903 713 
71 Pony Creek 1,692 814 807 
72 Indian Springs 3,050 1,334 2,630 
73 Dixie Flats 1,737 868 2,411 
74 Fmnigrant Spring 3,265 729 1,163 
75 Tonka 1,626 813 1,552 
76 Old Eighty FFR 12 6 6 
77 Grin:istone 1,010 447 453 
78 ilit Off 349 174 67 
79 Bullion Road 218 109 603 
80 Ten Mile 363 182 524 
81 Four Mi.le Canyon 775 298 410 
82 Burner Basin 164 82 85 
83 Elko Hills 2,226 483 1,300 
84 Fast Fork 2,265 602 1,366 
85 Fast Fork FFR 17 8 4 
86 Burger Creek 11 6 18 
87 Smiraldo 844 374 1,154 
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APPENDIX 3 
TAIU 2 (Continued) 

IROJECTED LIVESTCXX Sf~ LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY AL'IEFNATIVE J! 

fill{() RMP AREA 

~p Ref. 
Number Allobmnt Naire ALT. "B" ALT. "C" ALT. ''D" 

88 King Seeding 589 260 913 
89 Horse Fly 609 232 1,103 
90 fuel.fly 66 33 146 
91 Secret 258 71 184 
92 Rabbit Creek 655 328 1,695 
93 Kermedy Seeding 514 127 614 
94 Walther 47 24 54 
95 Palacio Seeding 373 163 412 
96 Samhill North 683 165 444 
97 Sandhill South 74 37 237 
98 Bellinger 675 139 974 
99 Hog Tomny 566 84 198 

100 Bottari Seeding 885 256 829 
101 0lgivie--Orbe 2,538 776 3,417 
102 LDS FFR 119 60 26 
103 Shosoone 3,891 1,722 3,557 
104 Orl.nney Creek 2,371 1,049 2,402 
105 Twin Bridges 963 169 659 
106 River 1,303 105 245 
107 LD.5 89 44 90 
108 M:%illen FFR 39 20 39 
109 South Fork 1,031 296 541 
110 Crane SJringS 1,448 640 501 
111 Dixie Creek 4,639 2,052 5,174 
112 Sleeman 1,392 696 205 
113 Hansel 1,553 776 1,411 
114 Wilson FFR 153 76 20 
115 Willow 1,746 273 1,210 
116 Willow Creek Pockets 1,313 338 1,539 
117 Cottorn.ood FFR 314 102 34 
118 Merkley Zunino 557 70 702 
119 Achurra 757 378 886 
120 Barnes Seeding 451 200 1,126 
121 Barnes FFR 32 16 14 
122 Little Porter FFR 24 12 20 
123 Robinson Mtn. FFR 36 18 30 
124 Robinson Mtn. 3,392 1,501 3,148 
125 Little Porter 1,075 144 242 
126 Robinson Creek 3,487 1,372 2,902 
127 Frost Creek 2,236 988 2,222 
128 Cotta FFR. 92 46 12 
129 Corral Canyon 668 262 467 
130 Forest FFR 64 32 69 
131 Pearl Creek 528 234 661 
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Map Pef. 
NJmber 

132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 

APPENDIX 3 
TABIB 2 (Continued) 

PROJECIED L:IVEmCXl< S'IOO{IN:; LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY AL'IERNATIVE }! 

EU<O RMP AREA 

Allotm:m.t ~ ALT. "B" ALT. "C" 

Rattlesnake Mtn. 145 72 
Limsay Creek 1,524 674 
Twin Creek N:>rth 908 374 
1win Creek East 646 323 
Twin Creek South 390 195 
Merkley FFR 250 125 
Red Rock 12,004 3,752 
Browne 1,895 654 
Mitclell Creek 6,077 650 

GRAND 'IDTAIS 491,741 193,767 

2/ Little CMyl1ee 13,370 6,685 
2/ Bullhead 6,779 3,390 
2/ Jiggs 806 403 
2/ Pearl Forest 159 79 

ALT. ''D" 

129 
1,943 
1,006 

528 
370 
412 

7,475 
1,357 
2,889 

396,989 

15,246 
4,116 

291 
69 

1/ Alternative E is the No Livestock Alternative, all livestock ll.'OU1d be 
eliminated from plblic lanl. 

2/ Allotm:mt is within the Elko Planning Area but administered by other 
Federal agencies or BI.M Districts. 
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APPENDIX 3 • 
TAlLE 3 

' ffiOO'.)SED ~ IMPRCMMNI'S BY AI.lD'J.MNT 
EI1<0 RM? AREA 

AL'IERNATIVE B 1/ ' 

Spring ' 
Map Allot- Develop- Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Mani ·• 

Ref. nent ments voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pulations 
lmber Number Allot:nent Name Number Number Number Miles Miles Number Type Nlinber Acres --- - ' 

1 1024 (Myhee 0 35 1 10 30 6 - 0 ))9,687 ' 
2 1037 YP Allot:nent 1 3 0 0 14 0 - 0 0 I 

3 1019 Petan (Myhee Unit 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
4 1015 Indian Creek FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
5 1039 VN Pocket Petan 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
6 1033 VN Pocket Allied 1 4 1 2 2 0 - 0 7,700 
7 1006 Coirrucopia 1 5 0 0 0 0 - 0 9,600 
8 1001 Andrae 0 6 0 0 2 1 - 0 3,500 
9 1035 Wilson M:luntain 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 

10 1017 Lime M:luntain 2 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 3,200 
11 1002 lliri 4 2 1 1 0 0 - 0 3,200 j 

12 1002 Bucket Flat 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 ,, 

13 1025 Rock Creek 10 15 3 10 30 2 - 0 11,950 
14 1038 Midas 4 4 0 1 2 3 - 0 0 
15 1018 Little Hunooldt 4 6 2 2 12 3 - 0 17,950 
16 1032 'fi.lenty Five 3 14 0 9 14 2 - 0 1,000 
17 1031 Tuscarora 15 12 4 7 4 2 - 0 3,500 
18 1026 Six Mile 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 900 

I -
19 1014 Taylor Canyon 2 4 0 3 1 0 - 0 2,600 I 

20 1008 Eagle Rock 4 4 2 2 2 2 - 0 2,000 
21 2125 Wildhorse Group 1 10 1 2 0 2 - 0 5,000 ' 
22 2121 Rough Hills 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 -, 
23 2130 Stone Flat FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
24 2102 Annie Creek 3 2 0 2 3 0 0 1,500 ◄ -
25 2105 Bruneau River 0 1 0 0 0 0 - 0 2,200 " 
26 2119 Rattlesnake Canyon 0 3 0 0 0 0 ·- 0 1,000 
27 2123 Stone Flat 0 2 0 0 0 1 - 0 1,000 
28 2110 Four Mile 2 8 0 0 2 1 - 0 2,000 
29 2103 Beaver Creek 5 6 0 0 0 3 - 0 1,500 
30 2115 Mason M:luntain 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
31 2117 Mexican Field 0 0 0 0 2 0 - 0 500 
32 2107 Cotant 0 3 0 o · 2 1 - 0 1,000 ,, 
33 2109 lhuble M:luntain 0 8 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 . ~ 

34 2122 Sheep Creek 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 1,000 
35 2114 Mahala Creek 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 2,000 1 
36 2108 Eagle Rock 1 0 3 0 0 1 1 - 0 2,000 
37 2113 I.one lliuntain 2 10 1 2 4 0 3/ 1 7,000 -
38 2111 Fox Springs 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 

◄ 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 3 (Continued) 

PROroSED ~ IMPR.OVEM:NTS B'i .ALlO']}fNT 

EU<O RM? AREA 
AL'IERNATIVE B }! 

Spring 
Map Re- Allot- ~velop- Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Mani-
ference ioont ioonts voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pulatioos 
Nunber ?bnber Allot:Dalt Name amber amber Nunber Miles Mi.les Nunber Type N.Inber Ac:resY 

39 2106 Coal Mine Basin 0 2 0 0 3 2 0 ltOOO 
40 2118 North Fork Group 4 12 2 10 25 1 3/ 2 53t000 
41 2134 fursey 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3t000 
42 2133 I.ong Field 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 ltOOO 
43 2112 Halleck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
44 2101 Adobe Hills 2 3 1 2 0 0 0 2t000 
45 2124 White Rock 1 1 0 0 4 2 0 ltOOO 
46 2129 Adobe 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
47 2104 Blue Basin 1 4 1 2 5 2 0 3t200 
48 2128 Dry Susie 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 
49 2126 Carlin Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50 1005 Carlin Field 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
51 1011 Hadley 4 3 2 7 8 2 0 6t000 
52 1003 Taylors Carlin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
53 1020 Mirys Mountain 1 0 0 8 7 0 3/ 1 120 
54 1027 T lazy S 8 0 0 7 0 1 3/ 2 12t000 
55 1012 Horseshoe 2 0 1 0 4 0 0 900 
56 1021 Palisade 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
57 5446 Pine Molmtain 8 0 0 2 10 2 3/ 1 ltOOO 
58 5430 Iron Blossan 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 250 
59 5456 Safford Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 450 
60 5459 Scotts Gulch 0 0 0 4 5 3 0 1,500 
61 5423 Geyser 1 1 2 10 50 0 0 3t000 
62 5467 Thanas Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
63 5483 Thanas Creek FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
64 5412 ~vils Gate 1 2 0 4 2 1 0 160 
65 5465 South :&.Jckmrn 10 10 4 16 80 10 3/ 4 9,000 
66 5448 Potato Patch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
67 5445 Pine Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
68 5439 Mineral Hill 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 2t000 
69 5473 Union Mountain 4 0 0 6 3 1 3/ 2 4,000 
70 5405 Bruffy 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1,000 
71 5447 Pony Creek 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 900 
72 5429 Indian Springs 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 lt500 
73 5414 Dixie Flats 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
74 5417 Fmnigrant Springs 5 2 0 1 5 1 0 6t000 
75 5468 Tonka 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 
76 5442 Old Eighty FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
77 5422 Grindstone 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
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APPENDIX 3 
TA1I.E 3 (Contirrued) 

PRORJSED IWa IMPR.C1JEMN'I'S BY ALID1MNT 
EI.KO RW AREA 

ALTERNATIVE B }:/ 

Spring 
Map Re- Allot- Develoir Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Mani-
ference mmt mmts voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pulations 
lbnber tbnber Allotllr:mt N3IDe lbnber lbnber Nunber Miles Miles tbnber ~ fbnber Acre~ 

78 5411 C.Ut Off 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
79 5406 :&.ill.ion Road 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
80 5466 Ten Mile 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
81 5420 Four Mile Canyon 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 640 
82 5408 Burner Basin 0 0 . o 0 0 0 0 0 
83 5416 Elko Hills 0 2 0 1 4 0 0 4,a:>o 
84 5415 Fast Fork 0 0 2 4 12 1 0 3,600 
85 2131 Fast Fork FFR 0 -,o IJ O 0 0 0 0 0 
86 5407 Burger Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
87 5463 Smiraldo 0 0 1 5 2 0 3/ 1 0 
88 5432 King Seeding 0 0 1 3 2 0 3/ 1 0 
89 5427 Horsefly 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,200 
90 5425 Heelfly 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
91 5460 Secret 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 776 
92 5449 Rabbit Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
93 5431 Kennedy Seedi~ 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 1,500 
94 5474 Walther 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
95 5443 Palacio Seedi~ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1,120 
96 5457 Sandhill furth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000 
97 5458 Sardhi.11 South 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
98 5403 Bellinger 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1,000 
99 5426 Hog TOIIIIIY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,600 

100 5404 Bottari Seeding 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2,400 
101 5441 Olgivie-Orbe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,000 
102 5485 LDS FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
103 4561 !:oosoone 0 1 1 4 0 0 3/ 1 0 
104 5409 Clwmey Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
105 5469 Twin Bridges 0 0 0 0 0 0 3/ 1 2,~o 
106 5453 River 0 0 1 0 0 0 3/ 1 3,600 
107 5433 ID:; 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
108 5436 ~enFFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
109 5464 South Fork 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2,500 
110 5438 Crane Springs 1 0 2 3 10 0 3/ 1 0 
111 5413 Dixie Creek 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 
ll2 5462 Sleeman 0 0 0 4 0 0 3/ 1 0 
113 5424 Hansel 0 0 0 6 3 0 0 0 
114 5484 Wilson FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
115 5475 Willow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,800 
116 5477 Willow Creek Pockets 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2,560 
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Map Re- Allot-
ference ment 

APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 3 (Continued) 

PROroSED Rm:;E 1MPR.OVF.M:Nl'S BY AI.UYIMNT 
ElKO RM? AREA 

AL'IERNATIVEB 1/ 

siring 
Develop-Reser- Pipe- Cattle-
ments voirs Wells lines Fences guard 

?bnber ?bnber Allotment Name ?bnber ?bnber fbnber Miles Miles ltlnber 

lV 5480 Cottonwood FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
118 5437 Merkley-Ztmino 0 0 1 1 2 2 
119 5401 .A.churra 0 0 0 0 0 0 
120 5402 Barnes Seeding 0 0 0 0 0 0 
121 5418 Barnes FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
122 5478 Ll.ttle Porter FFR 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 
123 5486 Robinson Mtn FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
124 5455 FDbinson M'.x.mtain 1 0 0 3 0 0 
125 5435 Little Porter 0 0 1 1 0 0 
126 5454 FDbinson Creek 2 0 1 0 3 0 
127 5421 Frost Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 
128 5479 Cotta FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
129 5410 Corral Canyon 0 0 0 1 0 0 
130 5482 Forest FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
131 5444 Pearl Creek 0 0 0 0 2 0 
132 5451 Rattlesnake Mtn 0 0 0 0 0 0 
133 5434 umsay Creek 0 1 0 0 0 0 
134 5471 Twin Creek North 0 0 0 0 0 0 
135 5470 Twin Creek East 0 0 0 0 0 0 
136 5472 Twin Creek South 1 0 0 1 0 0 
137 5419 Merkley FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
138 5452 Red Rock 0 1 1 2 12 0 
139 5450 Browne 1 0 0 4 8 0 
140 5440 Mitchell 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TOrAL 139 243 ~ 187 405 71 

Veg Mani-
Other ?Jlations 
~ fbnber kresY 

0 640 
0 l,~0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3/ 1 0 
3/ 1 3,000 
3/ 1 3,000 

0 1,800 
0 0 
0 1,600 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 , 
0 0 
0 1,000 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3/ 1 30,000 
3/ 1 10,200 

0 18,000 
25 635,003 

1/ This level of range improvemmt developnent resulted prillllrily through consultation with 
individual livestockpermittees. 

2/ Seeding and treatments acres are for public land only 

31 Storage Tank 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 3 

PROroSED RANGE IMPROVEMNI'S BY ALUY.IMNT 
EI.KO RM? AREA 
AL'IERNATIVE C 

Spring 
Map Re- Al.lot- Develop- Reser- Pipe- Cattle-
ference rent nents voirs Wells lines Fences guard 
Number Number Allotnent NaJIE lbmher Number Number Miles Miles Number 

1 1024 CMyhee 0 35 0 0 16 0 0 
2 1037 YP Allotnent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 1019 Petan CMyhee Unit 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 

i 4 1015 Indian Creek FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 1039 VN Pocket Petan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 1033 VN Pocket Allied 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 1006 U>irrucopia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 1001 Andrae 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 1035 Wilson ?bmtain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 1017 ~ lliuntain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ll 1002 M:>ri 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 1002 Bucket Flat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 1025 Rock Creek 10 15 0 10 28 0 0 0 
14 1038 Midas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 1018 Little limboldt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 1032 Twenty Five 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
17 1031 Tuscarora 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
18 1026 Six Mi.le 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
19 1014 Taylor Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
20 1008 Eagle Rock 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
21 2125 Wildrorse Group 1 10 0 2 0 2 0 0 
22 2121 Rough Hills 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
23 2130 Stone Flat FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
24 2102 Annie Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
25 2105 Bruneau River 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
26 2119 Rattlesnake Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
27 2123 Stone Flat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
28 2110 Four Mi.le 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
29 2103 Beaver Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
30 2115 Mason :tbmtain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
31 2117 ~can Field 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
32 2107 ilitant 0 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 
33 2109 Ibuble Mountain 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
34 2122 Sheep Creek 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
35 2114 Mahala Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
36 2108 F.agle Rock 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 
37 2113 Lone 'tbmtain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
38 2lll Fox Springs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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APPOOIX 3 
TABlE 3 (Continued) 

PR.OroSED RAtG: IM'ROVFl£NTS BY AU..O'MNT 
EU{() RM? AREA 
AL'IERNATIVE C 

Spring 
Map Re- Allot- Develop- Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Mani-
ference uent m:mts voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pulations 
Number Number Allot::nent NaIIE Number Number Number Miles Miles Number Type Nunber Acres -- -- - -
39 2106 Coal Mine Basin 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
40 2118 tbrth Fork Group 4 12 0 10 22 1 0 0 
41 2134 fursey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
42 2133 Long Field 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
43 2112 Halleck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
44 2101 Adobe Hills 2 3 0 2 8 3 0 0 
45 2124 vbite Rock 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
46 2129 Adobe 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 
47 2104 Blue Basin 1 4 0 2 3 2 0 0 
48 2128 Dry Susie 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
49 2126 Carlin Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50 1005 Carlin Field 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
51 1011 Hadley 4 3 0 7 8 2 1/ 3 0 
52 1003 Taylors Carlin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
53 1020 Marys Moontain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
54 1027 T lazy S 8 0 0 7 0 1 1/ 1 0 
55 1012 Horsesh::>e 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 
56 1021 Palisade 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
57 5446 Pine Moontain 8 0 0 2 8 2 1/ 1 0 
58 5430 Iron Blosscm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
59 5456 Safford Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
60 5459 Scotts Gulch 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 
61 5423 Geyser 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
62 5467 Thanas Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
63 5483 Thanas Creek FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
64 5412 Devils Gate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
65 5465 South :&Jckh:>rn 10 10 0 16 80 10 1/ 4 0 
66 5448 Potato Patch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
67 5445 Pine Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
68 5439 Mineral Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
69 5473 Union M:xmtain 4 0 0 0 1 1 1/ 2 0 
70 5405 Bruffy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
71 5447 Pony Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
72 5429 Indian Springs 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
73 5414 Dixie Flats 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
74 5417 Fnmigrant Springs 5 2 0 1 5 1 0 0 
75 5468 Tonka 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 
76 5442 Old Eighty FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
77 5422 Grindstone 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
78 5411 Cut Off 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
79 5406 :&lllion Road 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 3 (Q:ntirued) 

PROR>SED MOOE IMPROVlMNI'S BY AJ..I.O'll,fNT 

EU<O ru-f> AREA 
AL'IERNATIVE C 

r 
Spring 

Map Re- Allot- Develop-Reser- Pi~ Cattle- Veg Maril-
i ference ment men.ts voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pulatio!ls 

Number Number Allotnent Naire Nunber Number Nunber Miles Miles Nunber Type Nunber Acres - - -
80 5466 Ten Mile 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 

-
81 5420 Four Mile Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
82 5400 Burner Basin 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 ~ 

83 5416 Elko Hills 0 2 0 0 4 0 - 0 0 
84 5415 East Fork 0 0 0 0 12 0 - 0 0 
85 2131 Fast Fork FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
86 5407 Burger Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
87 5463 Smiraldo 0 0 0 5 2 0 - 0 0 
88 5432 King Seeding 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
89 5427 Horsefly 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
90 5425 Heelfly 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
91 5460 Secret 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
92 5449 Rabbit Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
93 5431 Kennedy Seeding 0 0 0 0 3 0 - 0 0 
94 5474 Walther 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
95 5443 Palacio Seeding 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
96 5457 Samhill North 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
97 5458 Sardhill South 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
98 5403 Bellinger 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
99 5426 Hog TOlllll,Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 

100 5404 Bottari Seeding 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 0 0 
101 5441 0lgivie-Orbe 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
102 5485 IDS FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 ' 
103 4561 Shosh:me 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
104 5409 Clrlm:ley Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
105 5469 Twin Bridges 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
106 5453 River 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
107 5433 LDS 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 0 0 
108 5436 t-k:Mu1!en FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
109 5464 South Fork 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 0 0 
110 5438 Crane Springs 1 0 0 0 10 0 - 0 0 
111 5413 Dixie Creek 0 2 0 1 0 1 - 0 0 
ll2 5462 S1eewm 4 0 0 2 0 0 - 0 0 
113 5424 Hansel 6 0 0 5 3 0 - 0 0 
114 5484 Wilson FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
115 5475 Willow 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
116 5477 Willow Creek Pockets 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
117 5480 Cotton'tiOOd FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
118 5437 Merkley-Zunino 0 0 0 0 2 0 - 0 0 \ 

119 5401 Achurra 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
120 5402 Barnes Seeding 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 

' 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABI..E 3 (C.OOtiwed) 

PR.OroSED RA?a Df!ROVEM!.:NTS BY .AWIDfNT 
EU<O RMP AREA 
AL'IERNATIVE C 

Spring 
J lap Re- Allot- D!veloir Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Mani-
ference uent mants voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pu]atlcns 
Number Nunber Allotment Name lunber Number Nunber Miles Mi.les Number ~Nunber Ac.res 

l21 5418 Barnes FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
122 5478 Little Porter FFR. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
123 5486 Robinson Mtn FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
124 5455 Robinson Mountain 1 0 0 3 0 0 1/ 1 0 
125 5435 Little Porter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
126 5454 Robinson Creek 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
127 5421 Frost Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
128 5479 C.Orta FFR. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
129 5410 C.Orral Canyoo 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
1.30 5482 Forest FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
131 5444 Pearl Creek 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
132 5451 Rattlesnake Mtn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
133 5434 Lindsay CreP.k 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
134 5471 Twin Creek North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
135 5470 Twin Creek Fast 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
136 5472 Mn Creek South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
137 5419 Merkley FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
138 5452 Red Rock 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 
139 5450 Browne 1 0 0 4 8 0 1/ 1 0 
140 5440 Mi.tchell 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TarAL 81 123 0 83 256 29 13 0 

1/ Storage Tank 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 3 

PROR)SED ~ IMPROVIMNI'S BY ALI.O'I}fNT 
' 

ELKO RMI? AREA 
AL'IERNATIVE D ' 

I 

Spring ' 
Map Re- Allot- Develop- Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Mani- ' 
ference n:ent n:ents voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pulations I 

Nunrer Nunrer Allot:nalt Nme tbnber Nunrer Nunber Miles Miles :ti.mber Type tbnber kreaY - - - - i 

1 1024 Owy~ 0 0 0 0 30 6 - 0 12,526 I 

2 1037 YP Allot:nalt 0 0 0 0 14 0 - 0 1,160 I 

3 1019 Petan ~ Unit 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
4 1015 Indian Creek FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
5 1039 VN Pocket Petan \, 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 3,000 
6 1033 VN Pocket Allied 1 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 1,500 
7 1006 C.Oirrucopia 1 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
8 1001 Andrae 0 3 0 0 0 1 - 0 0 
9 1035 Wilson M)untain 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 

10 1017 Llme M)untain 2 1 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
11 1002 Mori 4 2 1 1 0 0 - 0 0 
12 1002 Bucket Flat 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 . 
13 1025 Rocle Creek 10 7 1 2 30 0 - 0 1,000 
14 1038 Midas 1 1 0 0 2 3 - 0 0 i( 

15 1018 Ll.ttle Humboldt 4 6 1 0 12 3 0 3,850 
. -

16 1032 Twenty Five 3 5 0 12 14 0 2/ 2 3,000 -17 1031 Tuscarora 7 6 2 3 4 2 - 0 1,500 -18 1026 Six Mile 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 300 
19 1014 Taylor Canyon 2 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 2,300 
20 1008 F.agle Rock 2 4 0 0 0 0 - 0 1,200 
21 2125 Wildoorse Group 2 1 0 2 0 0 - 0 2,000 
22 2121 lbugh Hills 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
23 2130 Stone Flat FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
24 2102 Arm.ie Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
25 2105 Bruneau River 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
26 2119 Rattlesnake Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 5,760 " 27 2123 Stone Flat 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
28 2ll0 Four Mile 0 0 0 0 2 0 - 0 1,500 ~ 
29 2103 Beaver Creek 0 3 0 0 0 0 - 0 3,000 
30 2115 Mason :t,b,mtain 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
31 2117 Mexican Field 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 250 
32 2107 C'ctant 0 3 0 0 2 0 - 0 250 
33 2109 Double fumtain 0 8 0 0 9 0 - 0 800 
34 2122 ~p Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
35 2114 Mahala Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
36 2108 F.agle Rock 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 - 0 660 
37 2113 Lone Mountain 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 9,157 

" 38 2lll Fox Springs 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 ., 

. 
' 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABlE 3 (Qxitinued) 

PRCIOSED RAtQ: IM?R.CMMNl'S BY AI.I1)']}fNT 

EU<O RM? AREA 
ALTERNATIVE D 

Spring 
Map Re- Allot- Develop- Reser- Pi? Cattle- Veg Mani-
f erence IIEil.t IIEil.tS voirs Wells lines Fences guard Other pulations 
Nunber Nunber Allotment tiune tbnber Nunber Nunber Miles Mil.es lbnber Type !mber AcresY -- --

39 2106 C.oal Mine Basin 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 2,000 
40 2U8 N:>rth Fork Group 4 6 0 13 25 1 2/ 2 12,905 
41 2134 Ix>rsey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
42 2133 Long Field 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
43 2112 Halleck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
44 2101 Adobe Hills 3 0 0 7 0 0 0 2,000 
45 2124 \bite Rock 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
46 2129 Adobe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
47 2104 Blue Basin 1 4 0 2 2 2 0 2,000 
48 2128 Dry Susie 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
49 2126 Carlin Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50 1005 Carlin Field 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1,000 
51 1011 lhdley 4 2 2 7 8 2 2/ 3 4,500 
52 1003 Taylors Carlin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
53 1020 Marys Mountain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 400 
54 1027 T lazy S 8 0 0 7 0 1 2/ 2 9,900 
55 1012 Horseshoe 2 0 1 0 4 0 0 1,500 
56 1021 Palisade 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
57 5446 Pine Mountain 8 0 0 2 10 2 2/ 1 3,000 
58 5430 Iron Blossan 1 1 0 1 2 0 0 850 
59 5456 Safford Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
60 5459 Scotts Gulch 0 0 0 4 5 0 0 1,000 
61 5423 Geyser 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
62 5467 Thanas Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 600 
63 5483 1lnnas Creek FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
64 5412 Devils Gate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
65 5465 South Buckmrn 10 8 4 15 61 10 2/ 4 0 
66 5448 Potato Patch 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
67 5445 Pine Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
68 5439 Mineral Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
69 5473 Union Mountain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 600 
70 5405 Bruffy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
71 5447 Pony Creek 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 960 
72 5429 Indian Springs 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 
73 5414 Dixie Flats 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
74 5417 Fmnigrant Springs 2 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 
75 5468 Tonka 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
76 5442 Old Eighty FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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APPENDIX 3 
' TAm.E 3 (Con.timed) 

HlorosED RAfa IMPROVJH:NTS BY AT..l.(IDfNT ' 
El1<0 RW AREA I 

AL'IERNATIVE D 
' 

' 

Spring ' 
Map Re- Allot- D:velop- Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Man:- ' 
ference ment ments voirs Wells lines Fen::es guard Other pulatia s 

' Nunber :tbnber Allot:Jrent Naue lbnber a.mber tbnber Miles Miles Nunber Type tbnber AcresY -- - - I 

77 5422 Grimstone 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 I 

78 54ll Cut Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
79 5406 Bullion Road 1 1 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
80 5466 Ten Mile ~ 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
81 5420 Four Mile Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
82 5408 Burner Basin 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
83 5416 Elko Hills 0 2 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
84 5415 Fast Fork 0 0 0 4 0 1 - 0 0 ' 
85 2131 Fast Fork FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
86 5407 Burger Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 

2/ ' 87 5463 Smi.raldo 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 I 

88 5432 King Seeding 0 0 1 3 0 0 2/ 1 0 ' 

-
89 5427 Horsefly 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 1,200 . 
90 5425 &el.fly 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
91 5460 Secret 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
92 5449 Rabbit Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
93 5431 Kennedy Seeding 0 0 1 2 

~, 
0 0 - 0 500 

94 5474 Walther 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
95 5443 Palacio Seeding 0 0 1 0 0 0 - 0 350 ~ 

96 5457 Sanilrl.ll :tbrth 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 ., 

97 5458 Sandhill South 0 0 1 0 0 0 - 0 0 
98 5403 Bellinger 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 0 0 
99 5426 Hog Tomny 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 800 

100 5404 Bottari Seeding 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1,800 " -
101 5441 Olgivie-Orbe 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 1,000 ' 
102 5485 IDS FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 .... 103 4561 Sx>soone 0 0 1 4 0 0 2/ 1 2,500 - ' ' 
104 5409 Clwmey Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 2,100 
105 5469 Mn Bridges 0 0 0 4 0 0 2/ 1 0 
106 5453 River 0 0 1 0 0 0 2/ 1 0 -
107 5433 LOS 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 0 0 ; 

108 5436 !-t:Mullen FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 
109 5464 South Fork 0 0 0 1 ' 0 0 - 0 0 
llO 5438 Crane Springs 1 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 a -
lll 5413 Dixie Creek 0 2 0 1 0 1 - 0 0 
ll2 5462 Sleeman 0 0 0 4 0 0 2/ 1 0 -
113 5424 Hansel 0 0 0 6 3 0 - 0 1,440 

' 
' 
' 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 3 (Continued) 

PR.OO)SED lWG: ~ BY .ALlD'MNT 
Ell{() mfl AREA 
AL'IERNATIVE D 

Spring 
Map Re--Allot- Develop- Reser- Pipe- Cattle- Veg Mani-
ference ment ments voirs Wells lines Fences guard Otoor IX11-atiiis 
tbnber tbnber Allotment Nane N.mber Nunber tbnber Miles Miles tbnber Type tbnber Acre~ 

114 5484 Wilson FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ill 5475 Willow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
116 5477 Willow Creek Pockets 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
117 5480 ChttorMOOd FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
118 5437 Merkley-Ztmino 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 860 
119 5401 Achlrra 0 0 0 0 0 0 3/ 1 0 
120 5402 Barnes Seeding 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
121 541B Barnes FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
122 5478 Little Porter FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
123 5486 Robinson Mtn FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
124 5455 Robinson Mountain 1 0 0 3 0 0 2/ 1 0 
125 5435 Little Porter 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 
126 5454 Robinson Creek 2 0 1 0 0 0 2/ 1 0 
127 5421 Frost Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
128 5479 Chrta FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
129 5410 C.Orral Canyon 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
130 5482 Forest FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
131 5444 Pearl Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
132 5451 Rattlesnake Mtn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
133 5434 Lindsay Creek 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
134 5471 Twin Creek North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
135 5470 Twin Creek East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
136 5472 Twin Creek South 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
137 5419 Merkley FFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
138 5452 Red Rock 0 0 1 2 0 0 2/ 1 0 
139 5450 Browne 1 0 0 4 0 . 0 2/ 1 8,000 
140 5440 Mitchell 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,500 

TClrAL 97 97 28 132 258 37 25 120,978 

1/ Seeding ani treatments acres are for public 1ani only 

2/ Storage Tank 

3/ Chlvert 
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APPENDIX 3 
TAllE 4 

SfilECl'IVE MANAl»ENr CA'IEOORIZATIOO BY lNDIVIllJAL CRI'1ERlA BY Ail.O'.MNT 

El.KO mt> AREA 

Potential 
Ecornnic 

)lap Adequacy Returns ~gree Land- Manageoont Need Eld.sting 
Ref. Allot:m:mt of Existing for new of Resource ownership vs for WI Ecological Final 
Number Name Projects R.I. Work Conflicts Objectives Objectives Plan Conlition Category 

V 2/ 3/ 4/ 5/- 6/ 7/ 
1 Owyhee I I I I C I I I 
2 yp I I C I M I M M 
3 Owyhee Petan I I C I I M M M 
4 fuilan Creek FFR C C C C I C C C 
5 VN Pocket Petan I I C I M M M M 
6 VN Pocket Allied I I M I I I I I .. . 
7 Com.Jeopia I M M I M I I M 
8 Andrae I I M I M I M M 
9 Wilson Mmmtain C I C I M M M M 

10 Lime Mlmtain I I M I M I M M 
11 Mori I I C I M M M M 
12 Bucket Flat C C C I C I M C ~ 

13 Rock Creek I I M I I I I I I 

14 Midas M M M I C C M M ' I 

15 Ll. ttle Humboldt I I I I I M ' I I 
16 Tuienty Five I I M I I I I I I 

17 Tuscarora I I M I I I M I 
18 Six Mile M I C I I M I I ·• 
19 Taylor Canyon I I M I M M M M 
20 Eagle Rock I I M I M M M M 
21 Wildoorse Group I I M C M M M I 
22 lblgh Hills C C C I M C C C 
23 Stooo Flat FFR C C C I C C C C 
24 Armie Creek M M C I M M M M 
25 Bruneau River M M C I M C C M ., 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon I I M I I M I M I 

27 Stone Flat C C C I I M I C ~ 

28 Four Mile I M M I I I I I 
29 Beaver Creek I I M I M I M M 
30 Mason Mmmtain M C M I M M I M ; 

31 Mexican Field M M M I M I M I 
32 Cotant I I M I I I I I 
33 Double J>hmtain I I M I I I M I 
34 Sheep Creek M I M I M M M M ' 

~ 

35 Mahala Creek C C M I M M I C 
36 Eagle Rock 1 I M I I I M I I 
37 Lona Mountain I I M I M M I M 

A-26 



APPENDIX 3 
TAli.E 4 (Umtirrued) 

SEIBCI'IVE MANAf»£Nl' CAlEQ)RIZ.A'.I'ION BY INDIVIllJAL OO'JERIA BY AIU>'MNT 
EU<O lff ARFA 

Potential 
F.conanic 

Adequacy Returns Degree land- Management Need Existing 
Allot. Allot:mant of Existing for new of Resource ownership vs for M;"I F.cological Final 
No. Na1l2 Projects R.I. Work Conflicts Objectives Objectives Plan Comition Category 

1/ 2/ 3/ 4/ 5/- 6/ 7/ 
38 Fox Springs C C C I I I I M 
39 Coal Mine Basin I I M I I I I I 
40 North Fork Group I I I I I I I I 
41 Ihrsey M M C I I M M M 
42 Long Field C C C I C C I C 
43 Halleck C C C C I C I C 
44 Adobe Hills I I M I C M M M 
45 '1-lrl.te Rock M C C I M C I C 
46 Adobe C C C I C C I C 
47 Blue Basin I I M I I I M I 
48 Dry Susie C C C I M I M C 
49 Carlin Canyon C C C C M C C C 
50 Carlin Field I I M I I I M I 
51 lbdley I I M I I I I I 
52 Taylor's Carlin C C C C I C I C 
53 Mary's t-k)untain I M I C I I I C 
54 T lazy S I I M C I I I I 
55 lbrseshoe I I M C I I I I 
56 Palisade M C M C I C I C 
57 Pine Mountain I I M I I I I I 
58 Iron Blossom I I M C I M I M 
59 Safford Canyon M M C I M M I M 
60 Scotts Gulch I I M I I M I I 
61 Geyser M C C C M M I C 
62 Thams Creek I I C C I M I M 
63 Th:xnas CreekFFR C C C C I C I C 
64 Devils Gate C C C C I C I C 
65 Sooth Buckhorn I I I I I I I I 
66 Potato Patch I M C I M I I M 
67 Pine Creek C C C I C C I C 
68 Mineral Hill M I I I M I I I 
69 Union Moontain M I I I M I I I 
70 Bruffy M M M I I M I M 
71 Pony Creek I I M I I M I M 
72 Indian Springs I I I I M I M I 
73 Dixie Flats I M M C I M I I 
74 Fmnigrant Springs I I M I I M I I 
75 Tonka I I M I I M I I 
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APPENDIX 3 . 
TAm..E 4 (C.ootinued) 

SEIBCI'IVE M\NAGfl£NI' CATEOORIZATICN BY INDIVIIlJAL CRI'IERIA BY AWJIMNT 
EU<O ml' AREA 

Potential 
&oron:Lc 

Adequacy Returns Degree ianr Managem&it Need Existing 
I 

Allot. Allotnent of Existing for new of Resource owrership vs for f{;l' &ological Final 

No. NaIE Projects R.I. Work Conflicts Objectives Objectives Plan Con:lition Category 
V 2/ 3/ 4/ 5/- 6/ 7/ I 

76 Old Eight FFR C C C I I C I C 
77 Grindstone MJuntain C I M I I M I I 

, 

78 Cut Off C C I I I M I C -
79 Bullion Road I I I I M I I I 
80 Ten Mile I I M I M M I I 
81 Four Mile ~on C C M I I C I C 
82 Burrer Basin C C C I I C I C 
83 Elko Hills I I M I M M I I 
84 East Fork I I M I M I I I ' 
85 East Fork FFR C C C C I C C C ., 
86 Burger Creek C C C C C C I C 
87 Smiraldo I I C C M M C I 
88 King Seeding M M C C M M C M 
89 lhrsefly M I C C C I M M 
90 Heelfly C C C C M C M C 
91 Secret C I C C M C M C 

_, 

92 Rabbit Creek M I C C M C M C 
93 Kennedy Seeding I I C C C M M I 
94 Walder M C C C M C M C I 

95 Palacio Seeding I I C I C M M M 
96 Samhill North M C C I M M M C 
97 Sarrlhill South I I C I M C M C ' 

98 Bellinger M I C I M I C M . 
99 lbg Toomy I I M I I M I I 

100 Bottari Seeding I I M I I M M I ' 

101 Olgivie - Orbe I I M I M I C I ,j 
102 LOS FFR C C C C I C I C 

' 

103 Soosoone I I M C I I I I 
104 Ch:im:iey Creek M C C C M I C M 
105 Twin Bridges I I M C C M I I . 
106 River I I M I I M I I 
107 IDS I I C C M M I I 
108 McM.ill.en FFR C C C C M C M C 
109 South Fork M I I C I M I I 

' 
110 Crane Springs I I I I I M I I 

111 Dixie Creek I I M I I M I I 
112 Sleeman I I I I I M I I 
113 &nsel I I M I M I I I 

' 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 4 (Continued) 

SElECTIVE ~ Q\TEOORIZATION BY INDIVIOOAL CRl1ERIA BY All.O'.MNT 
ELKO RMP AFEA 

Potential 
&onoodc 

Adequacy Returns Degree land- Managammt Need Existing 
Allot. Allot:mmt of Existing for new of Re.source ownership VS fort-Gr F.cological Final 
No. Name Projects R. l. Work Conflicts Objectives Objectives Plan Corrlition Q3tegory 

V 2/ 3/ 4/ 5r- 6/ 7/ 
114 Wilson FFR C C C C I C I C 
115 Willow M C M C C M I M 
116 Willow Creek Pockets I I M I I M I I 
117 Cott~FFR M C M C I C I C 
118 Merkley-Zunin> I I C I M I M I 
119 Achlrra M M C I M M M M 
120 Barnes Seeding M M C I M I M M 
121 Ba.mes FFR C C C C C C I C 
122 Little Porter FFR C C C I C C C C 
123 Robinson Mtn. FFR C C C I C C C C 
124 Robinson Mountain I I M I M M M I 
125 Little Ibrter I I M I I M I I 
126 Robinson Creek I I M I I M I I 
127 Frost Ci"eek M C C I M M M M 
128 Cotta FFR C C C I C C I C 
129 Corral Qmyon M M C I M M M M 
130 Forest FFR C C C I M C C C 
131 Pearl Creek M C C I M M M M 
132 Rattlesnake Mtn. M C C I I C C C 
133 Lirrlsay Creek M M M I M M M M 
134 Twin Creek North M C M I M M M M 
135 Mn Creek F.ast M C M I I M M M 
136 Twin Creek South I I M I M M M M 
137 Merkley FFR C C C I C C I C 
138 Red Rock I I M I I M I I 
139 Browne I I M I I M I I 
140 Mitchtl Creek I I M I I I I I 

1./ Existing Range Improvements. 

M. Existing range improvements are adequate or essentially so. The primary concern is with lllillltaining 
existing projects, 

I. Existing range improvements are inadequate. Redesign and/or rem:>val of existing projects am 
developmnt of new ones is required. 

c. 1AJe to manageuent objectives, existing projects will be maintained or rem>ved with no new projects 
planned. 
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2./ Potential New Range Impro\1alellts and Vegetation Manirclations 

M. The potential is moderate to high for a positive econcml.c return on public investroont and it i cost 
effective. 

I. The potential is rooderate to high for a positive ecommic return on public imrestroont and it i · cost 
effective. 

C. A low or no potential exists for a positive ecornnic return on public investment. 

3./ Resource Conflicts. 

M. There are resource conflicts rut they can be corrected with minimal effort. 

I. There are one or 100re m1jor resource conflicts present and they lllJSt be responsive to or corr tible 
through manageuent. 

C. Due to manageroont objectives, resource conflicts are minor or not an issue. 

4./ Land ~ship Objectives. 

M. The public 1an:is will be maintained at this present state. 

I. \<ban called for in the planning system, public lands will be retained/ consolidated to meet fut e 
manageuent goals. 

C. When called for in the planning system, the allotroonts where all or a major portion of the pub c lands 
have been identified for disposal, will be disposed of by exchange, sale or other appropriate laws. 

5./ Present Manageuent. 

M. Livestock distrib.Jtion is good. All areas are being used proportionately. The current level f use by 
all grazing an:imal.s is satisfactory. 

I. Livestock distrib.Jtion is poor to fair. Not all of the areas are being used proportionately. 
current level of use by all grazing animals may exceed what the resource can support. 

C. Livestock distrib.Jtion is poor to good. All areas with the potential for use, my or may not 
proportionately. The current level of use by all grazing animals may or may not be satisfacto • 

6./ Activity Plans. 

M. The present plan if impleuented is acceptable or generally acceptable as it exists. Minor 
modifications to resolve resource conflicts tmy be required. No physical problems exist to 
new plan at the present time if one is required. 

I. The present plan if impleuented is deficient and requires modification to resolve resource c 
There are physical problems such as range improvements that are inhibiting implementation of a 
at the present time if one is required. 

C. The present plan if implemented shruld remain as exists \.lllless minor IOOdifications to resolve 
conflicts are required. Resource objectives inhibit new plans to be impleuented. 
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7./ Existing F.cological Range Condition, Tran, Watershed Condition, and Climax Potential. 

M. The current condition is satisfactory. The primary cone.em is with mrlntaining existing con:iitions 
that are static or :Improving. The average potential is iooderate to high. 

I. The current condition is unsatisfactory. The primary concern is with stabilizing any d~rd tren:ls 
and :Improve where cost effective. The average potential is mderate to high. 

C. The present condition is not a factor. The average potential is low to iooderate. 
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APPENDIX 4 
TA&E 1 

BIG ~ NUMIERS B'i ALl.()'Il,£NT 

EU{() rut> AREA 

M\P PEJ:aNI' OF 
REF. BlGGAt-£ ~ 

EXlS'fill; S&\SOO-OF REASOOABLE ID. EXISTOO ID. ... 
NO. ALI.OIMENr USE ARFA NUMBERS USE (MlIDIS) AIJMr&fANI) AIJM IE-Win 

1 ~e DY-2=13% 430 215 01/01-12/31(12) 1,277 639 
IM-6=52% 26 13 11/15-03/16(4) 26 13 

2 yp DY-2=7% 220 110 01/01-12/31(12) 645 323 
3 Owyhee-Pe tan DY-2=1% 32 16 01/01-12/31(12) 90 45 
4 Iooian Cr. FFR DY-2=3% 95 48 01/01-12/31(12) 285 144 

I 

JM-2=3% 225 113 11/15-03/16(4) 225 113 
Q)W-2=7% 

5 VN Pocket-Petan DY-2=1% 32 16 01/01-12/31(12) 43 22 
DW-2=1% 25 13 11/15-03/16(4) 11 6 

6 VN Pocket-Allied DY-2=1% 32 16 01/01-12/31(12) 89 45 
7 C.Onrucopia DY-2=1% 32 16 01/01-12/31(12) 75 38 ... 

IM-2=2% 50 25 11/15-03/16(4) 39 20 
8 Andrae DY-2=1% 32 16 01/01-12/31(12) 88 44 " 

(DW-2=1% 20 10 11/15-03/16(4) 18 9 
9 Wilson Mtn. DW-2=2% 100 50 11/15-03/16(4) 75 38 

(DW-2=2% 
10 ~ Mtn. IM-2=2% 75 38 11/15-03/16(4) 38 19 

illw-2=1% 
Q)S-1=2% 29 15 03/16-11/15(8) 29 15 

11 f.k>ri Q)W-2=4% 100 50 11/15-03/16(4) 88 44 
12 Bucket Flat CIM-3=2% 20 10 11/15-03/16(4) 14 7 
13 Rock Creek ms-3=44% 1971 986 03/16-11/15(8) 2957 1479 

DY-2=35% 556 278 01/01-12/31(12) 1251 626 
DW-2=38% 525 263 11/15-03/16( 4) 394 197 
mw-2=4% 

14 Midas DS-4=4% 40 20 03/16-11/15(8) 46 23 
DY-2=2% 32 16 01/01-12/31(12) 56 28 

15 Little Humboldt ms-4=33% 330 165 03/16-11/15(8) 521 261 
DY-2=4% 158 79 01/01-12/31(12) 374 187 

Q)Y-2=1% 
OS-4=47% 470 235 03/16-11/15(8) 743 372 

1 16 Twenty Five DY-2=7% 252 126 01/01-12/31(12) 454 227 
Q)Y-2-1% 
IM-5=53% 3143 1572 11/15-03/16(4) 1886 943 
Q)W-5=9% 
DS-1=3% 715 358 03/16-11/15(8) 858 429 

Q)S-3=15% 
17 Tuscarora DY-2=4% 158 79 01/01-12/31(12) 242 121 

◄ 

CDY-2=1% 
IM-2=1% 166 83 11/15-03/16(4) 85 43 

' Q)W-3=4% ,. 

Q)W-5=2% 
" 

CDS-3=30% 1344 672 03/16-11/15(8) 1371 686 ,,. 

... 
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APPENDIX 4 
TA&.E 1 (Qmtinued) 

BIG GAf.E WMBERS BY ALl.O'MNT 
ElKO RM' AREA 

MAP PEIWll' OF 
REF. BIG GAME RFA5CNABI..E EXIS"ITN; SEASON-OF REASOOABLE NO. EXIsrm:; NO. 
NO. ALl.(J]}£NI' USE ARFA NUMBERS!! NUMBERS USE (M'.Nl'HS) .AlJMrEMAND .AlJMI»fAND 

18 Six Mile 
19 Taylor Canyon DY-2=1% 64 32 01/01-12/31(12) 129 64 

DS-1=1% 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 38 19 
CDS-1=1% 

CDS-3=14% 140 70 11/15-03/16(4) 94 47 
20 F.agle Rock CIM-3=3% 30 15 11/15-03/16(4) 24 12 

00--1=3% 86 43 03/16-11/15(8) 138 69 
CDS- 1=3% 

21 Wi.l.drorse Groop CIM-1=1% 5 3 11/15-03/16(4) 2 1 
DS-1=5% 128 64 03/16-11/15(8) 100 57 

CDS-1=4% 
22 Rough Hills DS-1=1% 32 18 04/01-10/30(7) 48 27 

CDS-1=1% 
23 Store Flat FFR Ds-1=1% 32 18 04/01-10/30(7) 56 32 

CDS-1=1% 
24 Annie Cr. Ds-1=1% 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 22 13 
25 Bn.1rnau River DS-1=1% 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 21 12 
26 Rattlesnake Cyn. Ds-1=1% 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 27 15 
27 Store Flat DS-1=1% 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 19 11 

Q)S-1=1% 
28 Four Mile DY-1=4% 108 62 01/01-12/31(12) 275 158 

DS-1=4% 63 36 04/01-10/30(7) 94 54 
29 Beaver Creek DY-1=19% 515 294 01/01-12/31(12) 1375 784 
30 Mason Mtn. DY-1=3% 81 46 01/01-12/31(12) 137 78 
31 Mexican Field DY-1=3% 81 46 01/01-12/31(12) 211 120 
32 Cotant DY-1=3% 81 46 01/01-12/31(12) 207 118 
33 Double Mtn. DY-1=7% 190 108 01/01-12/31(12) 519 296 

CDW-2=40% 1056 602 11/01--03/30(5) 1201 685 
34 Sheep Creek Ds-1=1% 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 44 22 

Q)S-1=1% 
35 Mahala Creek Ds-1=2% 43 22 03/16-11/15(8) 52 26 

CDS-1=1% 
36 Eagle Rock 1 DS-1=1% 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 48 24 

CDS-1=1% 
37 wne Mtn. DS-1=5% 114 57 03/16-11/15(8) 148 74 

ms-1=3% 
38 Fox Springs Ds-1=1% 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 25 13 

Q)S- 1=1% 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABLE 1 (Continued) 

BIG GM£ NUMBERS BY .AlLO'IMffi' 
El1<0 RW AREA 

M\P PEI(ENI' OF 
REF. BIGGAl-£ RF.ASCNABLE ElC[STill; SF.AS(N-OF ~ID. 
NO. AI.1.0n£NI' USE AREA NUMBER.SY NUMBERS USE (MNIBS) AllM :tEMAND 

39 C.oal Ml.ne Basin DY-1=3% 81 46 0]/01-12/31(12) 114 65 
QX-r2=7% 185 105 ll/01-03/30(5) 109 62 

40 North Fork Group DY-1=38% 1031 588 0]/01-12/31(12) 1608 917 
<JX.r2=53% 1399 797 11/01-03/30(5) 90') 518 

41 Ibrsey DY-1-3% 81 46 0]/01-12/31(12) 112 64 
42 long Field DY-1=3% 81 46 0]/01-12/31(12) 114 65 
43 Halleck CD\r1=14% 380 217 11/ 01-03/30( 5) 105 28 
44 .Adobe Hills DY-1=14% 380 217 01/01-12/31(12) 513 292 

Q)W-1=18% 2508 1430 ll/01-03/30(5) 1411 804 
45 White Rock <JX.rl=8% 211 120 ll/01-03/30( 5) 135 77 
46 Adobe DS-1=1% 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 20 11 
47 Blue Basin Ds-1=6% 100 50 03/16-11/15(8) 142 71 

ms-1=1% 
48 Dry Susie JM-4=1% 88 44 ll/15-D3/16(4) 9 5 

OM-4=8% 
Ds-1=6% 86 43 03/16-11/15(8) 17 9 

49 Carlin Canyon (DW-4=1% 10 5 ll/15-Q3/16(4) 2 1 
50 Carlin Field JM-4=20% 245 123 ll/15-D3/16(4) 189 95 

CD\r4=5% 
DS-1=1% 14 7 03/16-11/15(8) 22 11 

51 lhdley DY-2=2% 62 31 0]/01=12/31(12) 60 30 
JM-4=50% 490 245 ll/lS-03/16(4) 157 79 
DS-2=43% 301 151 03/16-11/15(8) 193 97 

52 Taylors Carlin JM-4=1% 10 5 l]/15-D3/16(4) 2 1 
53 Mary's Mtn. DW-4-15% 147 74 ll/15-Q3/16(4) 69 35 ! DY-2=2% 62 31 0]/01-12/31(12) 87 44 
54 T lazy S DY-2=5% 189 95 0]/01-12/31(12) 238 119 

Q)Y-2=1% 
DW-5=10% 
QX-r5=3% 659 330 1]/15-D3/16(4) 277 139 

ms-3=11% 493 247 03/16-ll/15(8) 414 207 
Argenta (ircl.ude DY-2=2% 62 31 0]/01-12/31(12) 87 37 
w/Geyser) 

55 lbrsesooe DY-2=1% 32 16 01/01-12/31(12) 45 23 
DW-5=5% ~ 254 ll/15-Q3/16( 4) 239 120 

mw-5=5% 
56 Palisade JM-5=3% 253 127 1]/15-D3/16(4) 129 65 

Q)W-5=2% 
DY-2=1% 32 16 0]/01-12/31(12) 49 25 

57 Pine Mtn. DY-1=14% 252 126 0]/01-12/31(12) 363 182 
58 Iron Blossan. DY-1=14% 178 75 0]/01-12/31(12) 267 112 
59 Safford Canyon DW-5=4% 406 171 ll/01-03/30(5) 447 188 

<llr5=4% 
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APPENDIX 4 
TAILE 1 (C'.ontirrued) 

BIG ~ NUMBERS BY .Ail.O'MNT 
El1{0 RM' AREA 

M\P PEIONI' OF 
REF. BIG GAt-E REASCNABLE EXIS1'00 SFASCN-<lF REASCNABLE NJ. EXIS1'00 NJ. 
NO. AI1JJ'J?,£NI' USE ARFA ~ NUMBERS USE (MBIHS) AUM lE1AND AUM DEMAND 

60 Scotts Mch (])W-5=2% 101 42 11/01--03/30( 5) 57 24 
61 Geyser DY-2=1% 32 13 01/01-12/31(12) 45 19 
62 Themas Cr. 
63 Thanas Cr. FFR 
64 ~vi.ls Gate DY-1=7% 89 37 01/01-12/31(12) 53 22 
65 South &Jckmrn DY-!=2 75% 953 400 01/01-12/31(12) 2058 865 
66 Potato Patch DY-1=4% 51 21 01/01-12/31(12) 150 63 
67 Pine Cr. 
68 Mineral HU1 CDW-1=20% 288 144 11/15--03/16(4) 274 137 
69 Union Mtn. DY-1=4% 72 36 01/01-12/31(12) 214 90 

CDW-l=-60% 863 362 11/01--03/30(5) 1066 448 
70 Bruffy DY-1=10% 40 20 01/01-12/31(12) 118 59 

O)S-2=1(J7. 40 20 03/16--11/15(8) 78 39 
(D.}-1=20% 288 144 11/15--03/16(4) 282 141 

71 Pony Creek DY-1=7% 14 7 01/01-12/31(12) 39 20 
CDS-2=13% 91 46 03/16--11/15(8) 167 84 

72 Irrlian Sp:ings DY-1=18% 36 18 01/01=12/31(12) 60 30 
O)S-2=22% 154 77 03/16--11/15(8) 172 86 

73 Dbde Flats DY-1=4% 72 36 01/01-12/31(12) 151 76 
(l)S-2=3% 21 11 03/16--11/15(8) 29 15 

74 Fllmigrant Spr. DY-1=6% 108 54 01/01-12/31(12) 188 94 
75 Tonka DY-1=4% 72 36 01/01-12/31(12) 175 87 

mw-4m2% 32 16 11/15--03/16(4) 26 13 
76 Old Eighty FFR 
77 Grindstone Mtn. DY-1=4% 72 36 01/01-12/31(12) 86 43 

CW-4=1% 10 5 11/15--03/16( 4) 4 2 
78 Cut-off DY-1=4% 72 36 01/01-12/31(12) 89 45 
79 Bullion Rd. DY-1=2% 36 18 01/01-12/31(12) 66 33 

CDW--4=1% 40 20 11/15--03/16(4) 24 12 
80 Ten Mile DY-1=2% 36 18 01/01-12/31(12) 63 32 
81 Four Mile Chy. DY-1•3% 54 27 01/01-12/31(12) 68 34 

I.M-4=1% 10 5 11/15--03/16(4) 4 2 
82 '&n:ner Basin Dw-4=1% 2 1 11/15--03/16(4) 1 1 

00-1=2% 4 2 03/16--11/15(8) 1 1 
83 Elko Hills DW-4=-4% 8 2 11/15--03/15( 4) 4 1 

00-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 4 1 
84 Fast Fork DW-4=3% 6 2 11/15--03/15(4) 4 1 

DS-1=2% Ds-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 4 1 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABLE 1 (Continued) 

BIG GAf.E NUMBERS BY AI1.0'.IMNl' 
' 

EU<O RW AREA 

' 
~ PEI(ENI' OF -
REF. BIG GAl£ 

~ 
EXISTIM; SEASlt-OF REA.SCNABLE :00. , ._ I" .. :00. 

NO. AI11JIMENl' USE ARFA NUMBERS USE (MffllIS) AUM~ AlJM DEl' 00 I 

' 
85 F.ast Fork FFR DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 7 2 

' 
86 Burger Cr. ~4=1.% 2 1 11/15-03/15(4) 2 1 
87 Smiraldo 
88 King Seeding ' 
89 Horse Fly DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 6 2 

/ 

90 Heel Fly DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01- 11/15(6.5) 5 1 
91 Secret DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 4 1 
92 Rabbit Cr. DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01- 11/15(6.5) 4 1 

DY-1=8% 92 25 01/01-12/31(12) 152 41 
93 Kennedy Seeding 
94 Walther 
95 Palacio Seeding -, 

96 Sanihill North 
' 

97 Samhill South 
98 Bellinger 
99 Hog Tomny 
100 Bottari Seeding I 

101 Olgivie Orbe 
102 lDS FFR 
103 Shoshone DY-1=1.% 12 3 01/01-12/31(12) 28 7 
104 ChimneyCr. DY-2=2% 23 6 01/01-12/31(12) 66 18 
105 Twin Bridges DY-1=2% 36 18 01/01-12/31(12) 92 46 
106 River DY- 1:z2% 36 18 01/01-12/31(12) 69 35 
107 LDS 
108 l1:Mul.l.en FFR -

109 South Fork DY-1=3% 35 9 01/01-12/31(12) 85 43 ' 
110 Crane Springs DY-1=6% 308 154 01/01-12/31(12) 767 383 

CI>Y-1=14% 
111 Dixie Cr. DY-1=14% 252 126 01/01-12/31(12) 491 246 

CI>S-2=17% 119 60 03/16-11/15(8) 155 78 
112 Sleeman CI>Y-1=3% 54 27 01/01-12/31(12) 162 81 
113 Hansel DY-1=1.% 391 196 01/01-12/31(12) 1091 ':1+7 

CI>Y-1=20% 
114 Wilson FFR DY-1=1.% 18 9 01/01-12/31(12) :A 27 
115 Willow DY-1=2% 30 8 01/01-12/31(12) 66 18 
116 Willow Cr. DY-1=2% 58 29 01/01-12/31(12) 142 71 

Pockets 
117 Cottomo:xl FFR DY-1=2% 18 9 01/01-12/31(12) 54 27 
118 ~rkley-Zunino 

Seeding 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABLE 1 (Contirued) 

BIG GAME NUMBERS BY All.D'.IMNr 
EI.KO RMP AREA 

M\P PEKENTOF 
REF~ BIG@£ REASOOABLE EXISl'Illi SEASCN-OF RF.ASOOABLE ID. msroo NO. 
NO. Ail.aD£NI' USE ARF.A NUMBERSY NUMBERS USE (MNIHS) AIM DEMAND AlJM DEMAND 

119 Achurra DY-1=1% 12 3 01/01-12/31(12) 36 9 
120 Barres Seeding 
121 Barnes FFR 
122 Little Porter 

FFR 
123 Robinson Mtn. DY-1=1% 18 9 01/01-12/31(12) 54 27 

FFR 
124 Robinson Mtn. Q)S-2=6% 56 28 03/15-11/15(8) 108 54 

CDY-1=3% 54 27 01/01-12/31(12) 156 78 
125 Little Porter DY-1=1% 36 18 01/01-12/31(12) 107 54 
126 Robinson Cr. Q)S-2=6% 42 21 03/16-11/15(8) 81 41 

DY-1=2% 23 12 01/01-12/31(12) 67 34 
127 Frost Cr. DY-1=2% 23 6 01/01_;12/31(12) 66 18 
128 C.Orta FFR DSP=1% 8 2 03/15--04/30( 1. 5) 2 1 
129 C.Orral Cyn. DY-1=2% 23 6 01/01-12/31(12) 63 17 
130 Forest FFR Q)S-1=2% 4 1 04/01-11/15(6.5) 7 2 
131 Pearl Cr. ~4=1% 2 1 11/15-03/15(4) 2 1 
132 Rattlesnake Mtn. IM-4=1% 2 1 11/15-03/15(4) 2 1 
133 Llndsay Cr. DW-4=1% 10 3 11/15-03/15(4) 10 3 

DY-1=9% 104 28 01/01-12/31(12) 312 84 
134 Twin Cr. N:>rth DY-1=1% 18 9 01/01-12/31(12) 48 24 
135 Twin Cr. Fast DY-1=2% 36 18 01/01-12/31(12) 108 49 
136 Twin Cr. South DY-1=2% 36 18 01/01-12/31(12) 85 42 
137 Merkley FFR DY- 1=1% 18 9 01/01-12/31(12) 29 15 
138 Red Rock DY-1=11% 198 99 01/01-12/31(12) 582 291 

Q)S-2=20% 140 70 05/01-11/15(6.5) 223 112 
139 Browne DY- 1=4% 46 12 01/01-12/31(12) 135 36 
140 Mitchill. Cr. IM-4=2% 4 1 11/15-03/15(4) 5 1 

DY-1=16% 184 so 01/01-12/31(12) 530 143 
141 Allot:m:mt A IM-6=4& 24 12 11/15-03/16( 4) 24 12 

(Ll.ttle (Myhee) 
142 Allot:m:mt B DY-2=3% 126 63 01/01-12/31(12) 374 187 

(Bullhead) CDY-2=1% 
DS-4='+% 70 35 03/16-11/15(8) 139 70 

Q)S-4=3% NM'!J NM 40,W 20,3"18 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABI..E 1 (Contirn.ed) 

BIG GAf.E NUMBERS BY ALI.(IDENT 
EI.KO rut> AREA 

Map PE~OF 
Ref . BIG@£ 

~ 
EXISTJN; SEASCN-OF 

No. ALI.OOONr USE ARFA NUMBERS USE (MmHS) 

ANl'ELCl'E 

1 (Myree AW-1=36% 204 102 01/01-12/ 31(12) 
CAY-1=14% 

2 yp AY-2.=97% 97 49 01/01-12/31(12) 
4 Inl.ian Cr. FFR AY- 2='1% 3 1 01/ 01-12/ 31( 12) 
13 Rock Cr. AY-1=14% 56 28 01/01-12/31(12) 
15 Little lunboldt AY-1=3% 12 6 01/ 01-12/ 31( 12) 
141 Allotment A AY-1=29% 132 66 01/01-12/31(12) 

(Little ~e) CA-1=4% 
142 Allotment B AY-1=6% 24 12 01/01-12/31(12) 

(Ml~) WAY NM 

C.ALlFORNIA BIGIDRN g.JEEP 

15 Little Humboldt CBS=90% 18 01/01-12/31(12) 
13 Allotment B CBS=10% 2 01/01-12/31(12) 

( Bu.llread) 
16 Twenty Five 20 01/01-12/31(12) 
9 Llme Mountain 20 01/01-12/ 31(12) 
2 Owyree 10 01/01-12/31(12) 
3 yp 10 

WAY 
0]/01-12/31(12) 

1/ Reasonable and existing numbers, as determined in conjunction with Nevada 
IepartIIEnt of Wildlife (NIXM), ~re provided by big game use areas (i.e. , 
DW-1). Reasonable and existing numbers by allotment are mathnatical 
calculations oo.sed on tre percent of big game use areas occurreoce within 
each allotment. This includes tre assunption that reasonable numbers are 
random and evenly distributed throughout the use area (biologically, this 
does not occur in big game populations). Al.M demarxl is provided for 
analysis purposes only. 

2/ Reasonable numbers cannot be added, sioce this may result in multiple 
coon.ting of individual animals. .An:ima.ls that SU11rer on public lands UBY 
also winter on public lands while SOOE animals may unve/migrate to public 
lands outside of the planning area. 
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APPENDIX 4 
TAmE 2 

SUMMAflY OF SI'REAM3 IlMNIDRIED 
Ell(Oru,f>AW,A 

Land Status of Max:i.m.m 
Location Miles Inventoried Year Habitat Q:mition Fish Species Present Angler 

Water Name Township Range Private Public Inventoried % of Optinun ~ Gamel tbrr-Geme Iay/Year2 

Beaver Cr. 37N 52E 7.0 3.5 77 53.5 Fair I.CT X 178 
Big Ck>tton- 4]N 51E 8.0 2.0 77 45.2 Poor R[' X ND 

wood Crk. 
Bull Run Cr. 4~ 52E 1.5 80 66.7 Good BI', R[' X 693 
Chino Cr. 42.N 49E 10.5 0.5 77 44.6 Poor Red 67 
Ck>yote Cr. 3EN 51E 3.5 4.0 77 57.1 Fair I.CT X 357 
Evans Cr. 39N 4SE 2.9 0.3 80 52.7 Fair BI' X ND 
Frazer Cr. 39N 4ffi 1.5 1,0 77 46.5 Poor I.CT X 68 
lbnool.dt R. 31N 49E 9,5 8.0 77 41.4 Poor 1,398 
Indian Cr. ~ 51E 5.5 0.5 77 45.1 Poor ND 
Jack Cr. 3~ 51E 4.5 77 35.4 Poor X ND 
Jack Cr. 3~ 51E 8.0 2.0 77 51.2 Fair X ND 
(Little) 

Jake Cr. 39N 4~ 10.0 2.5 77 55.7 Fair BI', R[' X 217 
N.F. 

Jake Cr. 39N 4~ 4,0 5.0 77 63.4 Good 
S.F. 

Janes Cr. 3'lN 51E 2,0 3.0 77 34.4 Poor ND 
Kelly Cr. 39N 43E 6.0 1.0 77 58.7 Fair Br, RT 273 
lewis Cr. 39N 49E 4,0 77 58.5 Fair I.CT X 35 
Little 4CN 4~ 6.5 0,5 77 52.4 Fair I.CT ND 

Humboldt 
River S.F. 

Lynn Cr. 3~ 51E 1.0 0.5 77 35.8 Poor ND 
Maggie Cr. 3~ 52E 25.0 80 34.0 Poor BRl', I.CT X 323 
Marys Cr. 32.N 51E 2.5 2.0 78 22.1 Poor ND 
McCann Cr. 39N 51E s.o 1.5 77 55.0 Fair R[' 384 
Nelsen Cr. 39N 49E 4.5 77 57.1 Fair I.CT X 28 
(Myree R. 47N 47E 11.0 25.0 77 41.6 Poor R[' X 114 

S.F. 
Red Cow Cr. 42.N 5CE 3.7 5.6 80 45.8 Poor RT X ND 
Rock Cr. 4CN 5CE 8.5 1.0 77 44.0 Poor I.CT X 000 

(Upper) 
Rock Cr. ~ 47E 0.5 6.0 77 30.8 Poor 

(Mid) 
Rock Cr. 3~ 47E 5.0 6.0 77 40.6 Poor 

(~r) 
Secret Cr. 39N 4~ 3.0 77 44.8 Poor I.CT ND 
Sheep Cr. 39N 4~ 3.0 1.0 77 55.2 Fair I.CT ND 
Six Mile 4CN 51E 0.7 80 57.3 Fair ND 

Canyon 
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APPENDIX 4 
TAJLE 2 (Conti.rued) 

SUMMARY OF Sl'REAMS INVEmORIED 
Ell<O RM:' AREA 

Land Status of 
location Miles Inventoried Year Habitat Condition Fish Species Present 

Water Nim? Township Range Private Public Inventoried % of Optinum Rating G3nri!I N:m·GD! 

Taylor 3~ 53E 7.8 80 37.8 Poor BT, RI' X ND 
Qmyon 

Toe Jam Cr. 4CN 4ffi 14.0 1.5 77 48.0 Poor I.CT X 227 
Toro Canyon 36N SlE 3.0 77 so.o Fair ND 
Waterpipe 3~ 53E 3.0 1.5 77 51.5 Fair RI' 20 

Canyon 
Williams 37N SIB 3.0 77 37.7 Poor 

Canyon 
Willow Cr. 3~ 49E 4.5 1.0 77 51.0 Fair I.CT X 251 

(Upper) 
Wi ll ow Cr. 3~ 4ffi 3.0 77 33.2 Poor I.CT X 

(IDwer) 
Wilson Cr. 44N 5CE 3.0 77 55.4 Fair ND 
Winters Cr. 41N 49E 4.0 1.0 77 45.7 Poor Red ND 
Annie Cr. 44N 56E 8.5 77 28.8 Poor ND 
Beaver Cr. 43N 56E 6.5 19.5 77 47.0 Poor ND 

W.F. 
Beaver Cr. 4CN 56E 4.0 14.0 78 48.9 Poor X 178 

E.F. 
Bruneau R. 42N 57E 11.5 2.5 77 40.2 Poor X 891 

(Upper) 
Brune.au R. 42N 57E 2.5 1.5 77 29.5 Poor 

(IDwer) 
Cabin Cr. 41N 57E 5.2 80 40.1 Poor X ND 
Copper Cr. 44N 57E 1.0 0.8 77 61.6 G)o(:l RI' X 250 
Dolly Cr. 43N 56E 7.0 o.s 77 42.0 Poor X ND 
Dorsey Cr. 38N SSE 2.0 3.5 78 25.7 Poor X ND 
Gance 4CN 53E 1.5 uninventoried I.CT 
Gold Cr. 44N 56E 3.0 77 52.7 Fair RI' X 465 
Hay Meadow 44N 56E 4.5 2.5 77 47.9 Poor X ND 

Cr. 
Humboldt R. 33N 53E 3.0 4.0 78 31.2 Poor BT, I.CT ND 

(Middle) 
Humboldt R. 3~ 57E 12.0 16.0 78 31.7 Poor Br, I.CT X ND 

N.F. 
Humboldt R. 3~ 56E 5.0 3.0 78 19.5 Poor ND 

(Upper) 
Jackstone Cr. 36N 56E 2.5 5.5 78 45,0 Poor ND 
Mison Cr. 43N 57E 5.5 1.0 77 47.7 Poor ND 
Penrod Cr. 44N SSE 8.5 0.5 77 52.9 Fair RI' X 174 
Pie Cr. 3~ 56E 1.5 3,0 78 22.7 Poor X ND 
Rose Bud Cr. 44N 56E 1.5 77 37.6 Poor ND 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABlE 2 (Contirrued) 

SUMM\.RY OF S1'REAMS INVENIDRIED 
Er.KO RM? AREA 

Land Status of 
L:>cation Miles Inventoried Ye.ar Habitat Condition 

Water N311le T<MIShip 

Seventy-Six 4ltN 
Cr. 

Sherman Cr. 3.'N 
E.F. 

Shennan Cr. 3.'N 
W.F. 

Susie Cr. 3.1-l' 
~et Cr. 4ltN 
Thanpson Cr. 4ltN 
Willow Cr. 44N 

Dixie Cr. 3CN 
lbnboldt R. 33N 

S.F. 
rhlntington 32N 

Creek 
Little 2~ 

Porter Cr. 
Mitchell 27N 
Pearl Cr. 2!:N 
Smith Cr. 3CN 
Ten Mile Cr. 32N 
Trout Cr. 3CN 

TCII'ALS 

1 Bl' = Brook Trout 
BRT = Brown Troot 

Range Private 

57E 3.5 

SSE 1.0 

SEE 3.0 

52E 
SEE 2.0 
56E 4.0 
Sf£ 2.0 

4SE 7.0 
SliE 17.6 

SSE 16.3 

SliE 1.0 

56E 0.5 
56E 
52E 1.5 
SSE 14.4 
52E 3.5 

375.7 

LCT = Laoontan Cutthroat Trout 
RI' = RainbcM Trout 
Red = Redoon:l Trout 

Public Inventoried % of Optim.un 

77 64.5 

2.0 78 47.2 

3.0 78 52.8 

8.0 78 33.8 
77 59.0 
77 31.6 

3.0 77 64.0 

1.5 80 30.5 
0.4 80 38.7 

7,0 80 22.7 

3.9 80 38.9 

2.5 uninventoried 
1.5 80 36.1 
1.2 80 41.4 
1,3 80 16.4 
3.9 80 37.1 

216.3 

2 Angler Use is the maximJm value recorded over the 10 years (1970-1980) 
ND= N:lt detenuined 

~ 

Gocxi 

Poor 

Fair 

Poor 
Fair 
Poor 
Gocxi 

Poor 
Poor 

Poor 

Poor 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 
Poor 

Max::lmJm 
Fish Species Present Angler 
Canel N:m-Gmie T::ay/Toa.r_2 - - -
RI' X 168 

ND 

I.CT ,,,.~ 

X ND 
RI' X ND 

ND 
RI' X 10 

I.CT X 20 
RT X 3,819 

RI', BRl' X 

I.CT 
Bl' 755 

36 
X 

RI' X 

12,199 

3 These values are averages, localized areas of better or w:,rse condition than the average may be fotmd on each stream. 

Aquatic and riparian inventories were conducted by NOCM and BlM jointly during 1977 and 1980 on all streams kn<MJ. to 
support or having the potential to support fish populations. The inventory confoniai to procedures in the Nevada State 
Office Supplarent (Release NSO 6-38, dated 1/25/78) to llI.M Manual 6671. Both public and private segaents were inven­
toried to provide overall infonnation about each stream and its W:1.tershed. This infonmtion provides for a COO!plete 
understan:ling of the stre.am and the surrounding riparian ccrmunity necessary for effective public land managenent, 
Owners of inventoried stream segirents were contacted prior to evaluation and all individuals gave their consent. 

The riparian habitat condition rating is derived from an averge of ratings for streambank vegetation cover and streamoonk 
stability. This rating is expressed as a percentage of opt:Lnum. The resulting rating of excellent, good, fair, or poor 
corresponds to classes I, II, III and IV, respectively as shown in Appendix I of BlM Manual 6740. 

NO'IE: 7(1'1. - above = Excellent, 6(JY. - 69% = Good, 5(1'1. - 59% = Fair, 49% - below = Poor. 
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APPENDIX 5 

METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING CURRENT 
ECOLOGICAL STATUS AND APPARENT TREND 

FOR THE ELKO PLANNING AREA 

An inventory of I category allotments 
was conducted between June 1 and 
September 30, 1984 on approximately 
2. 6 million acres. The use of Soil 
Conservation Service stocking level 
guides and professional judgement, in 
conjunction with the ecological status 
of all allotments was the basis for 
establishing an initial (or reference 
point) stocking level upon which 
subsequent analyses could be based. 
Appropriate use levels for each 
allotment will be determined following 
this EIS from the results of 
sufficient monitoring studies. 

The intensity of inventory varied by 
allotment categorization. 

"I" Category Allotments 

The ecological status for "I" or 
Improve category allotments was 
determined through the use of an Order 
III soil survey and methods outlined 
in the USDA, SCS National Range 
Handbook (NRH), and BLM manual 
handbook H-4410 - 1. Apparent trend of 
the plant communities was estimated 
using criteria developed by the Nevada 
Range and Monitoring Task Group (1984). 

"M" & "C" Category Allotments 

With the same soil and ecological site 
information available as for the "I" 
category allotments, a survey was 
conducted on the "M" or Maintain and 
"C" or Custodial category allotments 
using the professional judgement of 
the resource area range 
conservationists and SCS personnel 
familiar with the study area. For 
analysis purposes an overall apparent 
trend rating was assigned to each of 
these allotments. 
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Methodology for Determining Available 
AUMs 

Based on inventory results (pre~ent 
situation) the allotments were f rst 
summarized into acres by ecological 
site by seral stage. Then, usin~ an 
SCS stocking level guide, total \UMs 
we re calculated. (Note: the SCS 
provided values for sites in late and 
potential seral stages only). Values 
for the early and mid seral st~ges 
were based on professional judgemen. 

Methodology for Determining the T ptal 
AUM Demand and Total AUMs Availabl~ by 
Alternative for Each Allotment 

Alt. "A .. : Demand = 3-5 yr ave age - - --licensed use + AUMs for exis ing 
numbers of wildlife and wild horses 

Available = AUMs from inven ory 
results only. 

Alt. "B": Demand = Active prefer >nee 
+ AUMs for existing numbers of 
wil dlife AUMs for wild ho ~ses 
(decreased by one third) + AUMs ~rom 
proposed range improvements. 

Available = 
improvements + 
r e sults. 

AUMs 
AUMs 

from 
from 

proposed 
inven1 ory 

Alt. "C": Demand = One-half ac ive 
preference + AUMs for reasonc ble 
numbers of wildlife + AUMs for 1tild 
horses (doubled). 

Available = 
improvements + 
results. 

AUMs 
AUMs 

from 
from 

prop1>sed 
inven1 ory 

Alt. "D": Because of the Bure, u' s 
commitment to the Nevada Department of 
Wildlife to support reasonable numbers 
of wildlife, in this alternative our 
calculations of demand and avail, ble 
AUMs are as follows: Demand = 
Inventory Results+ AUMs from prop<sed 
improvements - AUMs for reasom ble 
numbers of wildlife and preient 

I 

' 
' 

' 

1 

' 



numbers of wild horses. The remaining 
AUMs became the initial stocking level. 

Available 
results + 
improvements. 

AUMs 
AUMs 

from inventory 
from proposed 

Alt. "E": Demand AUMs for 
Reasonable numbers of wildlife + AUMs 
for wild horses (doubled). 

Available= Inventory results only. 

Methodology for Predicting Shifts in 
Seral Stage Acreages by Alternatives 

The following considerations were made 
for each allotment before predicting 
acreage shifts: 

1. 
2, 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

AUM demand (see above) 
AUM availability (see above) 
Grazing systems and range im­
provements (existing and proposed) 
Accessibility of the ecological 
sites to livestock and big game 
species 
Present seral stage of each 
ecological site 
Vegetation composition of the 
ecological sites 
Ecological site response 
potential (following) 
Utilization (if available) 
Apparent trend 

Limits of the shifts were set through 
consultations with SCS personnel, the 
inventory project leader, resource 
area range conservationists, staff 
wildlife biologists, and interested 
consultants. 

Methodology for Determining Response 
Potential for Ecological Sites 

Ecological sites can be grouped as low 
response potential, moderate response 
potential, and high response potential 
sites based upon their capability to 
improve in condition in response to 
grazing and/or mechanical treatments. 
The following defining characteristics 
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were used as general guides to deter­
mine the response potential of each 
ecological site encountered in the 
Elko planning area vegetation condi­
tion inventory. To qualify for one of 
the three potential ratings, an ecolo­
gical site could meet all or a combi­
nation of the characteristics defining 
a response potential category. In a 
few cases conflicting characteristics 
existed and best professional judge­
ment was used to make a category 
assignment. 

The defining characteristics are as 
follows: 

1) Low Response Potential Sites: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

harsh growing conditions 
Le.: shallow soil or soil 
with restrictive layer lim­
iting root penetration, 
alkaline soil, eroded soil, 
etc.; 
range seedings 
ble because of 
graphy and/ or 
succeed due 
conditions; 

are impossi­
rugged topo­

will not 
to growing 

annual precipitation gener ­
ally ranges from six to 
eight inches. On sites with 
greater than eight inches of 
precipitation annually, the 
effective moisture available 
is less than this because of 
harsh growing conditions; 

d) potential total annual bio­
mass production generally is 
less than or equal to 600 
pounds (even in favorable 
years); 

e) potential vegetative cover 
generally ranges from 15 to 
25 percent with a maximum 
value of 30 percent on the 
most productive sites. 

Improvement in ecological condition 
through increases in production, 
litter cover, density, and cover of 
desirable climax plant species takes a 



great deal of time on the low poten­
tial sites. Changes would be slow on 
the shrub dominated sites (Holmgren 
and Hutchings, 1972). 

2) Moderate Response Potential Sites: 

a) range seedings with suitable 
native or introduced forage spec­
ies will succeed if slope and 
topography allow a seeding; 
b) soils are generally 
moderately deep to deep; 
c) annual precipitation 
generally ranges from 8 to 12 
inches or the effective moisture 
available is equivalent to this 
precipitation zone during the 
growing season; 
d) total annual biomass 
production generally ranges from 
400 to 800 pounds (some sites 
with annual precipitation values 
significantly higher than this 
were assigned to the moderate 
category, rather than the high 
potential category, due to site 
domination by mountain mahogany); 
e) vegetative cover generally 
ranges from 20 percent to 30 
percent with a maximum value of 
40 percent on the most productive 
sites. 

3) High Response Potential Sites: 

a) range seedings will succeed 
if slope and topography allow a 
seeding; 
b) soils are generally 
moderately deep to very deep; 
c) annual precipitation gener­
ally ranges from 12 inches to 16 
inches, or extra moisture is 
available from runoff or high 
water table; 
d) total annual biomass 
production generally ranges from 
700 to 1600 pounds, 
e) vegetative cover generally 
ranges from 30 percent to 60 per­
cent with a maximum value of 80 
percent on the most productive 
sites. 
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Improvement in ecological conditio on 
the moderate and high potential s tes 
would occur at a much faster rate, but 
would be affected by initial condi ion 
and management practices. 

These category characteristics ere 
developed and the category assignm nts 
determined by BLM and SCS r nge 
specialists familiar with the si es, 
their potential, and responses to 
management. 

Note: For the purposes of his 
ecological status inventory, ripa ian 
areas were considered inclusions. 

,,. 



APPENDIX 5 
TABLE 1 

MA.X>R E<lL(X;ICAL SITES 

Major &ological Sites 
Moist Floodplain 6-10" p.z. ]/ 

Loamy Bottan 8-14" p.z. 

Wet ~ow 10-16" p.z. 

Dry ~ow 10-16" p.z. 

Uplani BrCMSe 12-16" p.z. 

South Slope 12-14" p.z. 

Steep tbrth Slope 16+" p.z. 

Loamy Slope 10-16" p.z. 

Loamy 10-12" p.z. 

South Slope 8-12" p.z. 

Claypan 12-16" p.z. 

Claypan 10-12" p.z. 

Loamy 8-10" p. z. 

M:xmtain Ridge 16+" p. z. 

Chalky Knoll 8-10" p.z. 

Dry floodplain 6-10" p.z. 

Saline Bottan 6-10" p.z. 

Q.iaking Aspen - grass 

Pinyon Pine - Juniper 

Dominant Plant Species 
creeping wildrye, Great Basin wildrye, willow 

Great Basin wildrye, bisin big sagebrush, Nevala 
Bluegrass 

hairgrass, :t:evada bluegrass, willow 

:t:evada bluegrass, tim:>thy, willow 

antelope bitterbrush, bluehmc.h wheatgrass, Idaho 
fescue 

bluehmch wheatgrass, antelope bitterbrush, nnuntain 
big sagebrush 

Idaho fescue, bluehmch wheatgrass, antelope 
bitterbrush, m::,untain big sagebrush 

bluehmch wheatgrass, Id.am fescue, antelope 
bitterbrush, m::,untain big sagebrush 

bluehmch wheatgrass, Thurber's needlegrass, bisin big 
sagebrush 

blueb.mch wheatgrass, Thurber's needlegrass, Wyaning 
big sagebrush 

bluehmch wheatgrass, Id.am fescue, low sagebrush 

bluehmch wheatgrass, Webber's ricegrass, Thurber's 
needlegrass, early or low sagebrush 

blueb.mch wheatgrass, Thurber's needlegrass, Wyaning 
big sagebrush 

Idaho fescue, Webber's ricegrass, low or black 
sagebrush 

Indian ricegrass, black sagebrush, Wyaning big 
sagebrush 

Great Basin wildrye, bisin big sagebrush 

Great Basin wildrye, alkali sacaton, greaselo.100d 

Q.iaking Aspen, Idah:> fescue, nnuntain brcme 

Singleleaf pinyon pine, Utah junper, blueh.nrll 
wheatgrass, bisin wildrye 

'J! p.z. = precipitation zone. Sites as described by the Soil Conservation Service 
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APmIDIX 5 
TABlE 2 

Eillux;ICAL s:rA1US ClWG:.5 BY ALUJn,EIT 

AL'lERNATIVEA 
(acres) 

I I I IOTAL RJBLIC PRESENr IMISC ·I 
IM\P REF. IALWMNr IAU.CmENT SITOOION '!:J IAams ALmmATIVE A '!J I 
!NUMBER .INM: !ACRES E M I L p IY E M I L I p I 
I I I I I I I I 

1 (Myhee 371,431 9,798 320,184 31,130 951 9,368 9,798 312,000 38,614 1,651 
2 YP Allotment 94,857 0 26,105 67,728 0 1,024 0 26,105 67,728 0 
3 Petan~ 10,221 0 253 4,988 4,852 128 0 253 4,988 4,852 
4 Indian Creek._ FFR 4,924 0 0 3,423 0 1,501 0 800 2,615 0 
5 VN Pocket Petan _ 6,002 0 58 6,024 0 0 0 58 6,024 0 
6 VN Pocket Allied 7,444 0 4,030 3,414 0 0 430 4,600 2,414 0 
7 Conrucopia 15,758 2,781 8,938 3,789 0 250 3,535 8,%3 3,010 0 
8 Andrae 17,063 0 1,329 15,696 0 38 75 2,959 13,991 0 
9 Wilson Mxmtain 2,362 0 0 1,983 0 379 0 0 1,923 60 

10 Line lbm.tain 9,094 0 4c:/J 8,564 0 121 0 4c:/J 8,478 86 
~ 11 furi 10,436 0 256 10,180 0 0 0 256 9,926 254 
\J1 12 Bucket Flat 1,536 0 0 1,536 0 0 0 0 1,459 77 0 

13 Rock Creek )?3,860 18,005 150,606 138,895 20,488 25,866 18,005 148,347 140,182 21,460 
14 Midas 4,417 0 997 3,420 0 0 99 1,193 3,125 0 
15 Little Ihnlx>ldt 64,075 19,711 25,761 14,388 0 4,215 19,955 27,973 11,932 0 
16 Tu,:mty Five 284,626 11,533 223,463 37,725 0 11,905 11,533 222,143 38,440 605 
17 Tuscarora 56,869 0 10,629 22,507 17,788 5,945 200 11,979 22,081 16,664 
18 Six Mile 946 0 946 0 0 0 55 891 0 0 
19 Taylor Canyon 9,134 0 539 6,690 0 1,905 0 519 6,610 100 
20 Eagle Rock 29,359 0 101 29,258 0 0 0 101 28,819 439 
21 Wildhorse Group 26,258 0 901 22,736 1,694 927 0 856 21,775 2,700 
22 Rough Hills 4,902 0 0 4,654 248 0 0 0 4,561 341 
23 Stone Flat FFR 311 0 0 311 0 0 0 0 311 0 
24 Annie Creek 2,954 0 1,164 1,790 0 0 14 1,298 1,642 0 
25 Bruneau River 3,347 0 79 3,268 0 0 0 71 3,112 lb4 
26 Rattlesnake Caµyon 10,365 0 6,362 3,370 0 633 0 7,362 2,370 0 



I I lrorAL PIJllLIC 
I M\P REF. IAU.D'lMNI' I ALl.O'MNI' 
INUMIER INAZ-£ IAOO:S 
I I I 

27 Stone Flat 2,561 
28 Four Mi.le 36,187 
29 Beaver Creek 75,579 
30 Mason ltxmtain 2,774 
31 Mexican Field 2,989 
32 Cotant 3,383 
33 fuuble }hmtain 38,662 
34 Sheep Creek 8,461 

> 35 t-Ehala Creek 13,100 
I 36 Eagle Rock 1 8,043 u, ..... 37 lone }hmtain 31,895 

38 Fox Springs 4,592 
39 Coal Mine Basins 7,686 
40 North Fork Group 96,049 
41 Ihrsey 3,782 
42 Lo~ Field 2,566 
43 Halleck 3,831 
44 Adobe Hills 33,573 
45 'lllrl.te Rocle 5,232 
46 Adobe 2,898 
47 Blue Basin 36,254 
48 Diy Susie 5,630 
49 C.arlin Canyon 275 
50 Carlin Field 17,394 
51 Hadley 30,257 
52 Taylors Carlin 62 

.APPaIDIX 5 
TABlE 2 (Continued) 

E<DICGICAL srAWS raANGES BY A1..I.()'MNT 

AL'IERNATIVE A 
(acres) 

PRESEN"r 
S1'IUATIOO 3/ 

E M I L p 

I 

0 1,858 703 0 
0 24,662 9,716 1,809 
0 23,189 52,058 332 
0 1,768 1,006 0 
0 231 2,416 139 

1,604 809 0 0 
1,229 15,139 20,534 0 

0 2,853 3,133 0 
5 7,541 2,415 0 

1,194 3,651 1,000 0 
0 22,393 8,330 724 
0 3,674 0 0 
0 6,504 1,182 0 

27,100 44,986 17,687 750 
0 502 1,433 0 
0 2,566 0 0 

42 3,789 0 0 
6,797 7,076 13,110 0 

0 2,433 0 0 
0 2,506 392 0 

2,712 8,531 19,433 0 
0 1,806 3,824 0 
0 0 275 0 

1,640 5,456 9,066 0 
10,353 10,020 8,046 989 

0 62 0 0 

IMlSC 
IAOIBS ALTERNATIVE A 3/ 
I Y E M I L I p 

I I I 

0 223 2,096 242 0 
0 274 24,788 9,316 1,809 
0 0 21,589 51,990 2,000 
0 0 1,768 1,006 0 

203 0 231 2,416 139 
970 1,674 739 0 0 

1,760 1,259 15,909 19,734 0 
2,475 0 2,581 3,207 198 
3,139 5 7,164 2,745 47 
2,198 1,194 3,651 1,000 0 

448 0 22,393 8,330 724 
918 0 3,674 0 0 

0 0 6,114 1,572 0 
5,526 27,100 44,986 17,687 7:JJ 
1,847 0 502 1,433 0 

0 15 2,551 0 0 
0 67 3,764 0 0 

6,590 6,797 7,076 13,110 0 
2,799 0 2,433 0 0 

0 134 2,390 374 0 
5,578 2,712 8,275 19,495 194 

0 0 1,726 3,854 50 
0 0 7 268 0 

1,232 1,640 5,351 9,096 75 
849 10,588 10,001. 7,830 ~9 

0 5 57 0 0 



I I ITOrAL PUILIC 
I M\P REF. I ALID'IMNI' I AWm£N'r 
lmMIEl ltW£ lAOO:S 
I I I 

53 I-mys fulntain 16,651 
54 T Lazy S 72,928 
55 lhrseshoe 15,339 
56 Palisade 11,238 
57 Pine Ma.mtain 28,034 
58 Iron Blosscm 7,573 
59 Safford Canyon 8,628 

~ 60 Scotts Gulch 10,313 
V, 61 Geyser 46,635 N 

62 Th:lles Creek 4,762 
63 'IbClles Creek FFR 1.30 
64 Devils Gate 2,987 
65 South Buckhorn 226,004 
66 Potato Patch 3,479 
67 Pine Creek 12,601 
68 Mineral Hill 24,423 
69 Url.on fuuo.tain 22,986 
70 Bruffy 18,474 
71 Pony Creek 15,219 
72 Inti.an Springs 18,708 
73 Dixie Flats 21,171 
74 &ml.grant 14,294 
75 Tonka 19,894 
76 Old 80 FFR 93 
77 Grindstone 5,181 
78 Cut Off 2,258 

APPENDIX 5 
TAllE 2 ( Continued) 

ECDIJXICAL SI'A1US ClWUS B'l ALl.D'ThENT 
AL'.JERNATIVE A 

(acres) 

PRESENl' 
STIUATIOO 3f 

E M I L p 

I 

0 16,436 215 0 
20,72~ 22,515 12,851 763 
2,770 12,166 0 0 

0 10,472 0 0 
9,341 13,127 723 0 

0 5,260 1,932 0 
2,370 1,705 666 0 
3,574 6,455 252 0 

16,795 20,763 3,132 783 
0 3,082 193 0 

12 118 0 0 
0 1,985 524 0 

55,356 92,014 55,BV 4,189 
0 1,240 0 0 
0 12,601 0 0 

3,714 6,976 3,855 0 
3,854 7,740 774 0 

0 6,013 366 0 
0 6,265 306 0 

471 6,543 5,907 441 
954 12,476 1,942 0 
297 11,814 737 0 

3,080 9,150 6,154 0 
0 93 0 0 

1,517 702 1,372 0 
0 1,079 808 0 

' ' 

IMIOC 
IACXES AL'IERNATIVE A 3f 
I _y E M I L I p 

I I I 

0 574 15,950 127 0 
16,074 21,608 22,374 12,109 763 

403 3,135 11,801 0 0 
766 383 10,089 0 0 

4,843 9,841 12,687 663 0 
381 252 5,201 1,739 0 

3,887 2,395 1,706 640 0 
32 3,874 6,180 227 0 

5,162 16,795 20,763 3,132 783 
1,487 0 3,234 41 0 

0 10 120 0 0 
478 73 1,964 472 0 

18,628 55,356 90,519 57,033 4,468 
2,239 0 1,228 12 0 

0 0 11,593 1,008 0 
9,878 3,714 6,892 3,939 0 

10,618 4,136 7,458 774 0 
12,095 301 5,728 3.50 0 
8,648 0 6,418 153 0 
5,346 576 6,476 5,869 441 
5,799 954 12,V7 2,241 0 
1,446 425 11,686 737 0 
1,510 3,080 9,013 6,260 31 

0 5 88 0 0 
1,590 1,542 742 l,JJ7 0 

371 0 1,079 800 0 



I I ITOrAL PUlLIC 
lt-ru> REF. IAlliJ'MNI' IAI.LO'MNI' 
INLMBER INA?-£ IAams 
I I I 

79 &illion Food 4,674 
80 Ten Mile 5,775 
81 Four Mile Canyon 4,557 
82 Bu.mer Basin 1,275 
83 Elko lH.11s 7,106 
84 F.ast Fork 10,461 

> 85 Fast Fork FFR 39 
I 86 Burger Creek 240 

V, 
l,.) 87 Smiraldo 2,885 

88 Ki~ Seeding 2,283 
89 lbrsefly 3,328 
90 Heelfly 378 
91 Secret 467 
92 Rabbit Creek 4,889 
93 Kemedy Seeding 1,534 
94 Waltrer 136 
95 Palacio 1,031 
96 Sandhill North 1,279 
97 Saoohi.11 South 593 
98 Bellinger 2,344 
99 lbg Tamy 1,898 

100 Bottari 2,390 
101 01.gi.vie Orbe 8,091 
102 LDS FFR 294 
103 Soosb::me 8,473 
104 Chimney Creek 5,488 

APPENDIX 5 
TAllE 2 (Qmtinued) 

EaJU:x;ICAL srA1US ClWUS BY ALl.0'1}fNT 

AL'IERNATIVE A 
(acres) 

PRESEN1' 
Sl'lUATlOO 2/ 

E M I L p 

I 

72 3,113 no 0 
223 3,383 21 0 

0 3,778 0 0 
0 889 0 0 
0 4,038 1,798 0 

477 6,727 2,291 0 
0 0 39 0 
0 240 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
3 698 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 79 0 0 
0 300 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 47 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,813 85 0 
0 1,403 0 0 
0 0 59 0 
0 294 0 0 

37 3,857 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

IMISC 
IACRFS AL'.JERNATlVE A 2/ 
1.Y E M I L I p 

I I I 

1,379 72 2,957 264 2 
2, 148 223 3,315 89 0 

779 157 3,621 0 0 
386 60 829 0 0 

1,220 0 3,965 1,885 36 
966 477 6,323 2,638 57 

0 0 3 36 0 
0 0 230 10 0 

2,885 0 0 0 0 
2,283 0 0 0 0 
2,627 3 678 20 0 

378 0 0 0 0 
388 4 75 0 0 

4,580 0 295 14 0 
1,534 0 0 0 0 

136 0 0 0 0 
1,031 0 0 0 0 
1,232 0 47 0 0 

593 0 0 0 0 
2,344 0 0 0 0 

0 36 1,777 85 0 
987 100 1,303 0 0 

8,032 0 0 59 0 
0 52 242 0 0 

4,579 37 3,626 231 0 
5,488 0 0 0 0 



I I lrorAL PUBLIC 
I M\P REF. I Ail.O'MNr IALl.0'1MNI' 
ltumF.R l?WE IAOO.S 
I I I 

105 Mn Bd.dges 3,359 
106 River 4,299 
107 IDS 1,102 
108 ~ 108 
109 Sooth Fork 2,883 
110 Crane Springs 22,304 

> ill Dixie Creek 44,796 I 
V, 112 Sleanan 5,433 .i,-

113 Hmsel ll,169 
114 Wilson FFR 985 
115 Willow 4,772 
116 Willow Crk Pockets 6,260 
117 CottorM:lod 293 
118 ~kley Zuni.no 2,038 
119 Achurra 2,176 
120 Barnes Seeding 3,860 
121 Barnes FFR 164 
122 Little Porter FFR 97 
123 Robinson tbmtain FFR 155 
124 Robinson Motmtain 18,409 
125 Little Porter 3,512 
126 Robinson Creek 15,549 
127 Frost Creek 10,058 
128 C.Orta FFR 144 
129 Corral Qmyon 2,006 
130 Forest FFR 480 

APPEl-IDIX 5 
TABlE 2 (Continued) 

Ecnw:;ICAL srAnJS ClWU'.S BY ALID'IMNT 
MJmNATIVEA 

(acres) 

PlIBSENl' 
Sl'lUATION 2/ 

E M I L p 

I 

0 1,837 0 0 
118 2,259 1,497 0 

0 1,102 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,034 0 0 

425 9,332 44 0 
9,275 11,229 9,917 231 

27 3,098 187 0 
0 3,686 250 0 
0 765 0 0 
0 1,913 0 0 
0 2,700 0 0 
0 95 0 0 
0 348 3 0 
0 549 0 0 
0 885 0 0 
0 164 0 0 
0 0 97 0 
0 0 155 0 

2,725 4,009 7,248 0 
2,799 232 0 0 
3,577 3,722 3,266 381 

229 4,740 0 0 
0 144 0 0 
0 458 0 0 
0 0 480 0 

IMISC 
IAOO.S AL'1ERNATIVE A '!J 
I _y E M I L I p 

I I I 

1,522 0 1,837 0 0 
425 118 2,214 1,542 0 

0 0 1,102 0 0 
108 0 0 0 0 

1,849 0 1,034 0 0 
12,503 425 9,239 137 0 
14,144 9,275 11,229 9,917 231 
2,121 227 3,023 62 0 
7,233 0 3,686 250 0 

220 46 719 0 0 
2,859 0 1,779 134 0 
3,560 0 2,565 135 0 

198 22 73 0 0 
1,687 0 318 33 0 
1,627 0 523 26 0 
2,975 0 820 65 0 

0 16 148 0 0 
0 0 3 94 0 
0 0 4 151 0 

4,427 2,725 3,909 7,242 106 
481 2,799 227 5 0 

4,603 3,577 3,517 3,373 479 
5,009 229 4,586 154 0 

0 14 130 0 0 
1,548 0 444 14 0 

0 0 0 480 0 



> 
I 

V, 
V, 

I I lrorAL PUBLIC 
I M\P REF. IAL1.0'IW.NT IALl.D'lW.NT 
!NUMBER INN£ IAOIBS 
I I I 

131 Pearl Creek 1,485 
132 Rattlesnake M,untain 641 
133 Lmlsay Creek 9,172 
134 Twin Creek North 2,974 
135 'Mn Creek Fast 2,036 
136 Twin Creek South 1,138 
137 Merkley FFR 3,464 
138 Red Rock 65,230 
139 Browne 19,113 
140 Mi.tchill. Creek 18,789 

APPENDIX 5 
TABlE 2 ( C.OOtirued) 

E<llUmCAL srATUS O:Wa.S BY Al.J1IDfNT 
AL'lERNATlVE A 

(acres) 

PRFSENI' 
Sl'lUATION 3! 

E M I L p 

I 

40 0 0 0 
0 11 630 0 

206 3,464 4 0 
353 27 23 0 

0 673 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 3,464 0 0 

6,209 28,715 8,746 320 
13,915 5,198 0 0 
5,876 6,607 316 0 

IMISC 
IAOIBS 
l _!/ E 
I 

1,445 40 
0 0 

5,498 206 
2,571 353 
1,363 11 
1,138 0 

0 0 
21,240 6,209 

0 13,915 
5,990 5,876 

1UrAIS 2,878,710 285,9ra 1,409,003 759,030 57,872 366,817 293,719 

Native Range Acres 2,511,893 

Bullhead 50,137 14,267 35,870 0 0 0 
Ll.ttle Owyhee 199,957 30,355 160,844 0 0 8,758 
Pearl Forest 640 0 542 98 0 0 
Tablelbmtain 4,575 1,837 2,537 0 0 201 

1/ These acres represent seeded, ~ and unclassified acres for both present situation and Altemati ve A. 

2/ E = Farly Seral, M = Mid Seral, L = late Seral, P = Potential Native c.onm..mity Classes. 

14,267 
30,355 

0 
1,837 

AL'IERNATIVE A '!:J 
M I L I p 

I I 

0 0 0 
32 609 0 

3,326 142 0 
27 23 0 

662 0 0 
0 0 0 

3,364 100 0 
28,141 9,320 320 
4,262 936 0 
6,277 646 0 

1,392,631 761,398 64,145 

2,511,893 

35,870 0 0 
160,844 0 0 

542 98 0 
2,537 0 0 

Note: These rates of change are supported in other areas within the sagebrush dcminated cmmmities of the Great Basin (French and Mitchill., 1983 and 
Rice and Westoby, 1978) • 



APIDIDIX 5 
TA1I..E 2 (Continued) 

Ecn..cmCM. srAWS <lwas BY ALLO'lMNT 
AL'IERNATIVE B 

(acres) 

I I lmrAL PRE.SEN!' IMlSC MlSC 
I M\P REF. IAI11JMW' I ALUJn,fNI' SIWATIOO '!J IAOOS AL1ERNATIVE B '!J AOIBS 
INUMIER IIWE IMims E M I L p 1.Y E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

1 Oiyree 371,431 9,798 320,184 31,130 951 9,368 5,798 105,806 225,659 20,000 13,368 
2 YP AllotDElt 94,857 0 26,105 67,728 0 1,024 0 26,105 67, 7'1B 0 1,024 
3 Petan (Myree 10,221 0 253 4,988 4,852 128 0 253 4,988 4,852 128 
4 hi.di.an Creek FFR 4,924 0 0 3,423 0 1,501 0 800 2,615 0 1,501 
5 VN Pocket Petan 6,082 0 58 6,024 0 0 0 58 6,024 0 0 
6 VN Pocket Allied 7,444 0 4,030 3,414 0 0 0 2,071 2,738 2,635 0 
7 C.oroocopia 15,758 2,781 8,938 3,789 0 250 3,517 3,265 6,742 1,984 250 
8 Andrae V,063 0 1,329 15,696 0 38 100 3,629 11,596 1,700 38 
9 Wilson Mcmltain 2,362 0 0 1,983 0 379 0 0 1,923 60 379 

:r 10 LiDE?bmta.in 9,094 0 4()() 8,564 0 121 0 400 6,004 2,560 121 

V, 11 ?t>ri 10,436 0 256 10,180 0 0 0 256 7,620 2,560 0 
O' 12 Bucket Flat 1,536 0 0 1,536 0 0 0 0 1,459 77 0 

13 lb:kCreek 353,860 18,005 150,606 138,895 20,488 25,866 18,005 133,576 144,365 22,048 35,866 
14 Midas 4,417 0 997 3,420 0 0 99 1,193 3,125 0 0 
15 Little Ibnboldt 64,075 19,711 25,761 14,388 0 4,215 9,705 25,517 10,538 3,850 14,465 
16 '.lwenty Five 284,626 11,533 223,463 37,725 0 11,905 11,533 229,810 31,378 0 11,905 
17 'fuscarora 56,869 0 10,629 22,51J7 17,788 5,945 75 11,254 20,957 18,638 6,945 
18 Six Mile 946 0 946 0 0 0 20 420 506 0 0 
19 Taylor Qmyon 9,134 0 539 6,690 0 1,905 0 238 4,451 240 4,205 
20 Fagle Rocle 29,359 0 101 29,258 0 0 0 101 28,778 48) 0 
21 Wildlx>rse Group 26,258 0 901 22,736 1,694 927 0 876 19,011 5,444 927 
22 Rough Hills 4,902 0 0 4,654 248 0 0 283 4,403 216 0 
23 Stene Flat FFR 311 0 0 311 0 0 0 0 311 0 0 
24 Annie Creek 2,954 0 1,164 1,790 0 0 0 1,184 870 900 0 
25 Bruneau River 3,347 0 79 3,268 0 0 0 75 1,622 1,650 0 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon 10,365 0 6,362 3,370 0 633 0 6,862 2,570 300 633 



.APffNOIX 5 
TAllE 2 (Cbntirued) 

Ecn.o:;roo. srATUS ClWG:S BY ALW'.MNT 
AL'lmNATIVE B 

(acres) 

I I l'IUI'AL PRESENI IMLSC MISC 
I M\P REF. I ALL<m£NI' IALIJJJl,£Nl' SI1UATIOO'!J I~ AL'.1ERNATIVE B '!:f AQIBS 
INUMIER INM: IArnES E M I L p 1.Y E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

27 Stone Flat 2,561 0 1,858 703 0 0 150 1,708 603 100 0 
28 Four Mile 36,187 0 24,662 9,716 1,809 0 0 24,562 9,116 2,500 0 
29 Beaver Creek 75,579 0 23,189 52,058 332 0 0 23,039 51,708 832 0 
30 Masoo Momitain 2,774 0 1,768 1,006 0 0 0 1,768 1,006 0 0 
31 ~can Field 2,989 0 231 2,416 139 203 0 331 2,241 214 203 
32 C.Otant 3,383 1,604 809 0 0 970 1,604 809 0 0 970 
33 Ibublelbmtain 38,662 1,229 15,139 20,534 0 1,760 1,239 15,539 20,124 0 1,760 

> 34 Sheep Creek 8,461 0 2,853 3,133 0 2,475 0 2,711 2,775 500 2475 I 
\Jl 35 Mahala Creek 13,100 s 7,541 2,415 0 3,139 s 7,315 2,141 500 3,139 -..J 

36 Eagle ~ck 1 8,043 1,194 3,651 1,000 0 2,198 1,194 3,578 1,063 10 2,198 
37 I.one lbmtain 31,895 0 22,393 8,330 724 448 0 17,373 8,600 3,474 2,448 
38 Fox Springs 4,592 0 3,674 0 0 918 0 3,674 0 0 918 
39 c.oa1 Mine Basins 7,686 0 6,504 1,182 0 0 0 6,024 1,662 0 0 
40 North Fork Groop 96,049 27,100 44,986 17,687 750 5,526 5,898 28,143 30,732 750 30,526 
41 D:>rsey 3,782 0 502 1,433 0 1,847 0 437 1,198 300 1,847 
42 umg Field 2,566 0 2,566 0 0 0 15 1,951 600 0 0 
43 Ihll.eck 3,831 42 3,789 0 0 0 72 3,759 0 0 0 
44 Mote Hills 33,573 6,797 7,076 13,110 0 6,590 6,797 6,722 12,812 652 6,590 
45 \frlte FDc.k 5,232 0 2,433 0 0 2,799 0 2,433 0 0 2,799 
46 Mote 2,898 0 2,506 392 0 0 134 2,390 374 0 0 
47 Blue Basin 36,254 2,712 8,531 19,433 0 5,578 1,564 6,895 19,433 0 8,362 
48 Dry Susie 5,630 0 1,806 3,824 0 0 0 1,806 3,624 200 0 
49 Carlin Canyon 275 0 0 275 0 0 0 7 268 0 0 
so Carlin Field 17,394 1,640 5,456 9,066 0 1,232 1,640 5,456 9,066 0 1,232 
51 lbdley 30,257 10,353 10,020 8,046 989 849 4,453 10,136 7,895 924 6,849 
52 Taylors Carlin 62 0 62 0 0 0 5 57 0 0 0 



APPFNDIX 5 
TAlLE 2 (Continued) 

EaJ..CmCAL srAlUS ClWQS BY AI1.0'1MlNT 
AL'1ERNATIVE B 

(acres) 

I I ITOrAL PRESENI' IMIBC MrSC 
I M\P REF. IAWJIMENl' IAWIDENT SITUATIOO '!J IAOO'S ALTERNATIVE B '!J AatES 

INUMJER INM: IAraES E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

53 M:irys M:xmtain 16,651 0 16,436 215 0 0 280 16,140 171 0 60 
54 T Lazy S 72,928 20,725 22,515 12,851 763 16,074 15,166 22,445 12,862 381 22,074 
55 Ibrseshoe 15,339 2,770 12,166 0 0 403 2,235 11,801 0 0 1,ll3 
56 Palisade 11,238 0 10,472 0 0 7(:Jj 383 10,089 0 0 7(:Jj 

57 Pine lb.mt:ain 28,034 9,341 13,127 723 0 4,843 8,841 12,687 663 0 5,843 
58 Iron Blossom 7,573 0 5,260 1,932 0 381 252 5,140 1,800 0 381 
59 Safford Canyon 8,628 2,370 1,705 (:Jj6 0 3,887 2,395 1,706 640 0 3,887 

> 60 Scotts Mch 10,313 3,574 6,455 252 0 32 2,074 6,480 227 0 1,532 
I 61 Geyser 46,635 16,795 20,763 3,132 783 5,162 15,355 19,023 3,132 783 8,342 \J1 

00 62 Thanas Creek 4,762 0 '3,082 193 0 1,487 0 3,234 41 0 1,487 
63 nuoas CreekFFR 130 12 118 0 0 0 10 120 0 0 0 
64 Devils Gate 2,987 0 1,985 524 0 478 0 1,905 524 0 558 
65 South &Jckhorn 226,004 55,356 92,014 55,817 4,189 18,628 46,356 92,014 55,817 4,189 27,628 
66 Potato Patch 3,479 0 1,240 0 0 2,239 0 1,228 12 0 2,239 
67 Pine Creek 12,601 0 12,601 0 0 0 0 11,593 1,008 0 0 
68 Mireral Hill 24,423 3,714 6,976 3,855 0 9,878 2,714 6,767 4,064 0 10,878 
69 Union M:xmtain 22,986 3,854 7,740 774 0 11,618 2,854 6,802 1,554 158 11,618 
70 Bruffy 18,474 0 6,013 366 0 12,095 200 5,826 353 0 12,095 
71 Pony Creek 15,219 0 6,265 306 0 8,648 0 5,365 1,206 0 8,648 
72 Indian Springs 18,708 471 6,543 5,907 441 5,346 471 6,438 6,012 441 5,346 
73 Dixie Flats 21,171 954 12,476 1,942 0 5,799 954 12,177 2,241 0 5,799 
74 Fmnigrant 14,294 297 11,814 737 0 1,446 297 5,814 737 0 7,446 
75 Tonka 19,894 3,030 9,150 6,154 0 1,510 3,(l3() 9,150 6,154 0 1,510 
76 Old 80 FFR 93 0 93 0 0 0 5 88 0 0 0 
77 Grimstone 5,181 1,517 702 1,372 0 1,590 1,517 702 1,372 0 1,590 
78 Ult Off 2,258 0 1,079 803 0 371 78 1,046 763 0 371 



APPENDIX 5 
TAmE 2 (Continued) 

E<XLCGIQ\L srAn.JS 0W0:S BY AlUIDtNT 
AL1ERNATIVE B 

(acres) 

I I lmrAL PRESENT IMIOC MISC I M\P REF. I ALl..O'MNl' IALUIDtENr S1TI.IATION y IACRES ALTERNA.TIVE B 3/ ACRES 
INJMBER INAt-E !ACRES E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 3/ 
I I I I I I I 

79 atllion Road 4,674 72 3,113 110 0 1,379 72 2,957 264 2 1,379 
80 Ten Mi.le 5,775 223 3,383 21 0 2,148 223 3,315 89 0 2,148 
81 Four Mile Canyon 4,557 0 3,778 0 0 779 0 3,628 150 0 779 
82 aimer Basin 1,275 0 889 0 0 386 60 829 0 0 386 
83 Elko IH.11s 7,106 0 4,008 1,798 0 1,220 0 1,249 1,801 36 4,020 
84 Fast Fork 10,461 447 6,727 2,291 0 966 477 3,765 2,496 57 3,666 
85 Fast Fork FFR 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 3 36 0 0 

> 86 D.n:ger Creek 240 0 240 0 0 0 0 230 10 0 0 I 
87 Smiraldo 2,885 0 0 0 0 2,885 0 0 0 0 2,885 \Jl 

'° 88 King Seeding 2,283 0 0 0 0 2,283 0 0 0 0 2,283 
89 Jbrsefly 3,328 3 698 0 0 2,627 3 349 349 0 2,627 
90 !Eelfly 378 0 0 0 0 378 0 0 0 0 378 
91 Secret 467 0 79 0 0 388 0 65 14 0 388 
92 Rabbit Creek 4,889 0 300 0 0 4,580 0 285 24 0 4,580 
93 Kennedy Seeding 1,534 0 0 0 0 1,534 0 0 0 0 1,534 
94 Walther 136 0 0 0 0 136 0 0 0 0 136 
95 Palacio 1,031 0 0 0 0 1,031 0 0 0 0 1,031 
96 Samhill North 1,279 0 47 0 0 1,232 0 47 0 0 1,232 
97 Sandhill South 593 0 0 0 0 593 0 0 0 0 593 
98 Bellinger 2,344 0 0 0 0 2,344 0 0 0 0 2,344 
99 Jbg Toomy 1,898 0 1,813 85 0 0 0 1,813 85 0 0 

100 Bottari 2,390 0 1,403 0 0 987 0 97 0 0 2,293 
101 Olgivie Orbe 8,091 0 0 59 0 8,032 0 0 59 0 8,a32 
102 LOO FFR 294 0 294 ' 0 0 0 52 242 0 0 0 
103 ~mne 8,473 37 3,857 0 0 4,579 37 3,857 0 0 4,579 
104 Owmey Creek 5,488 0 0 0 0 5,488 0 0 0 0 5,488 



APPENDIX S 
TA1I.E 2 (Qmtinued) 

ECII.OOic.AL srA'.llJS ClwrnS BY AILO'IMNT 
AL'IERNATIVE B 

(acres) 

I I l'IUIAL :l'RF.$NI IM£s:: MlSC 
I M\P REF. I AI11JOONI' IAI.WIMmr S['IUATIOO 3! IAOO:S AL1ERNATIVE B 3f AOIBS 
IJD11ER ltWE IAams E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

105 Mn Bridges 3,359 0 1,837 0 0 1,522 0 1,837 0 0 1,522 
106 River 4,299 118 2,259 1,497 0 425 118 0 1,497 0 2,684 
107 IDS 1,102 0 1,102 0 0 0 0 1,102 0 0 0 
108 Mdt.ill.en 108 0 0 0 0 108 0 0 0 0 108 
109 South Fork 2,883 0 1,034 0 0 1,849 0 933 41 0 1,849 
110 Crane Springs 22,304 425 9,332 44 0 U,503 511 9,246 44 0 U,503 
ill Dixi.e Creek 44,796 9,275 11,229 9,917 231 14,144 9,275 11,061 10,085 231 14,144 

:r 112 Sleeman 5,433 27 3,098 187 0 2,Ul 252 3,060 0 0 2,121 
g 113 Hansel 11,169 0 3,686 250 0 7,233 184 3,577 vs 0 7,233 

114 Wilson FFR 985 0 765 0 0 220 46 719 0 0 220 
115 Will.ow 4,772 0 1,913 0 0 2,859 0 63 0 0 4,709 
116 Willow Crk Pockets 6,260 0 2,700 0 0 3,560 0 251 0 0 6,009 
117 O:>ttcniood 293 0 95 0 0 198 0 20 0 0 273 
118 Merkley Zunim 2,038 0 348 3 0 1,687 0 318 33 0 1,687 
119 Achurra 2,176 0 549 0 0 1,627 0 523 26 0 1,627 
120 Barnes Seeding 3,860 0 885 0 0 2,975 0 83:> 55 0 2,975 
l21 Barnes FFR 164 0 164 0 0 0 16 148 0 0 0 
122 Little Porter FFR 97 0 0 97 0 0 0 3 94 0 0 
123 Robinson ltltmtain FFR 155 0 0 155 0 0 0 4 151 0 0 
124 Robinson Mountain 18,409 2,725 4,009 7,248 0 4,427 2,725 3,929 7,328 0 4,427 
125 Little Porter 3,512 2,799 232 0 0 481 0 232 0 0 3,280 
126 Robinson Creek 15,549 3,577 3,722 3,266 381 4,603 656 3,545 3,364 381 7,603 
127 Frost Creek 10,058 229 4,740 0 0 5,089 229 3,840 900 0 5,089 
128 O:>rta FFR 144 0 144 0 0 0 14 130 0 0 0 
129 O:>rral Canyon 2,006 0 458 0 0 1,548 0 458 0 0 1,548 
130 Forest FFR 480 0 0 4&) 0 0 0 0 4&) 0 0 



► I 

°' .... 

APPENDIX 5 
TAJiE 2 (Qxi.tinued) 

ECILCGICAL srAnJS ~ BY AllD'DfNT 
AL'IERNATIVE B 

(acres) 

I I l'lUI'AL PRESmI' IMrSC 
I M\P REF. I All.O'OONl' IALWil£Nl' SI'IUATION'!J IACRF.S 
IW11ER INAm IArnES E M I L p 1.!! 
I I I I I 

131 Pearl Creek 1,485 40 0 0 0 1,445 
132 Rattlesnake lbntain 641 0 11 630 0 0 
133 Lm:lsay Creek 9,172 206 3,464 4 0 5,498 
134 Twin Creek North 2,974 353 27 23 0 2,571 
135 Twin Creek Fast 2,036 0 673 0 0 1,363 
136 Mn Creek South 1,138 0 0 0 0 1,138 
137 ~yFFR 3,464 0 3,464 0 0 0 
138 Red Rock 65,230 6,209 28,715 8,746 320 21,240 
139 Browne 19,113 13,915 5,198 0 0 0 
140 Mitclell Creek 18,789 5,876 6,607 316 0 5,990 

'IDTAIS 2,878,710 285,900 1,409,003 759,030 57,872 366,817 

Native Range Acres 2,5ll,893 

Ml.head 50,137 14,267 35,870 0 0 0 
Little (Myllee 199,957 30,355 160,844 0 0 8,758 
Pearl Forest 640 0 542 98 0 0 
Table Momtain 4,575 1,837 2,537 0 0 201. 

1/ Acreage figures inclu:le seedings, -a:xxll..aoos, and l.lllclassified acres for present situation. 

2/ E = Early Seral, M = Mid Seral, L = late Seral, P = Potential Native <:oommity Classes. 

3/ Acreage figures incloo.e seedings, -a:xxll..aoos, and l.lllclassified acres for Alternative B. 

M[SC 

AI.JERNATIVE B '!J AOIBS 
E M I L I p 3/ 

I I 

40 0 0 0 1,445 
0 32 600 0 0 

206 3,356 2l2 0 5,498 
11 27 23 0 2,913 
11 662 0 0 1,363 
0 0 0 0 1,138 
0 3,364 100 0 0 

3,952 15,530 10,800 1,700 33,240 
13,915 3,972 1,226 0 0 

1,620 225 326 0 16,618 
213,844 1,103,140 ~9,321 ll0,326 502,079 

2,376,631 

14,267 32,830 3,587 0 
30,355 144,760 16,0!¾ 0 

0 488 150 2 
1,837 2,283 254 0 

Note: These rates of change are supported in other areas within the sagebrush doodnated coommities of tie Great Basin (French and Mitchell, 1983 and 
Rice and Westoby, 1978) • 



I I l'IDTAL PUBLIC 
I M\P m. IALW'MNl' I AIL01}ENT 

INUMJER IIWE IAams 
I I I 

1 Oiyhee 371,431 
2 YP Allotnent 94,857 
3 Petan Oiyhee 10,221 
4 Indian Creek FFR 4,924 
5 VN Pocket Petan 6,~2 
6 VN Pocket Allied 7,444 
7 Corwcopia 15,758 

~ 8 Andrae 17,063 
0\ 9 Wilson l-b.mtain 2,362 N 

10 Lire Mrnmtain 9,094 
11 M::>ri 10,436 
12 Bucket Fl.at 1,536 
13 Rock Creek 353,860 
14 Midas 4,417 
15 Ll.ttle lhoooldt 64,075 
16 Twenty Five 284,626 
17 Tuscarora 56,869 
18 Six Mile 946 
19 Taylor Canyon 9,134 
20 F..agle Roel< 29,359 
21 Wildmrse Group 26,258 
22 Rough Hills 4,902 
23 Stone Fl.at FFR 311 
24 Annie Creek 2,954 
25 Bruneau River 3,347 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon 10,365 

APIDIDIX 5 
TAIIE 2 (Q:ntirrued) 

ECXlUXTI:CAL SIAnJS awG:S BY AI1.0MNT 
AL'IERNATIVE C 

(acres) 

PRF.SEN'l' 
srruATION 2/ 

E M I L p 

I 

9,798 320,184 31,130 951 
0 26,105 67,728 0 
0 253 4,988 4,852 
0 0 3,423 0 
0 58 6,024 0 
0 4,030 3,414 0 

2,781 8,938 3,789 0 
0 1,329 15,696 0 
0 0 1,983 0 
0 40'J 8,564 0 
0 256 10,180 0 
0 0 1,536 0 

18,005 150,606 138,895 20,488 
0 997 3,420 0 

19,711 25,761 14,388 0 
11,533 223,463 37,725 0 

0 10,629 22,507 17,788 
0 946 0 0 
0 539 6,690 0 
0 101 29,258 0 
0 901 22,736 1,694 
0 0 4,654 248 
0 0 311 0 
0 1,164 1,790 0 
0 79 3,268 0 
0 6,362 3,370 0 

lMISC 
IAams AL'IERNATIVE C '!:f 
I _y E M I L I p 

I I I 

9,368 9,798 JJ9,954 40,485 1,826 
1,024 0 24,871 67,612 1,350 

128 0 253 4,988 4,852 
1,501 0 0 3,423 0 

0 0 58 5,808 216 
0 0 3,828 3,616 0 

250 2,781 8,738 3,989 0 
38 0 1,329 15,569 127 

379 0 0 1,898 85 
121 0 399 8,399 175 

0 0 230 9,697 509 
0 0 0 1,459 77 

25,866 18,005 142,699 143,399 23,891 
0 0 922 3,495 0 

4,215 19,955 26,813 13,()1]2 0 
ll,905 11,533 222,143 38,440 605 
5,945 0 9,849 22,837 18,238 

0 0 946 0 0 
1,905 0 499 6,530 200 

0 0 101 28,380 878 
927 0 811 21,234 3,2.86 

0 0 0 4,468 434 
0 0 0 311 0 
0 0 1,081 1,794 79 
0 0 71 3,112 164 

633 182 6,298 3,252 0 



I I lrorAL PUBLIC 
1 M\P REF. IAU.O'IlENT IAJ.LO'Il,£NT 
INamR INAt-E IACRES 
I I I 

27 Stone Flat 2,561 
28 Four Mile 36,187 
29 Beaver Creek 75,579 
30 Mason ~ta.in 2,774 
31 Mexican Field 2,989 
32 Cotant 3,383 

~ 33 Dluble t-bmtain 38,662 
~ 34 Sheep Creek 8,461 

35 Mahala Creek 13,100 
36 Eagle Rock 1 8,043 
37 lone lbmtain 31,895 
38 Fox Springs 4,592 
39 Coal Mine Basins 7,686 
40 North Fork Group 96,049 
41 D:>rsey 3,782 
42 Long Field 2,566 
43 Halleck 3,831 
44 Adobe Hills 33,573 
45 \.hi.te FDck 5,232 
46 Adobe 2,898 
47 Blue Basin 36,254 
48 Dry Susie 5,630 
49 Carlin Canyon 275 
50 Carlin Field V,394 
51 lbdley 30,257 
52 Taylors Carlin 62 

APEENDIX5 
TABl.E 2 (Qmtlrued) 

EcnLCGICAL srA'llJS ClWG'.S BY AII..OMNT 
AL'IBRNATIVE C 

(acres) 

PRESENI' 
SITUATION '!J 

E M I L p 

I 

0 1,858 703 0 
0 24,662 9,716 1,809 
0 23,189 52,058 332 
0 1,768 1,006 0 
0 231 2,416 139 

1,604 809 0 0 
1,229 15,139 20,534 0 

0 2,853 3,133 0 
5 7,541 2,415 0 

1,194 3,651 1,000 0 
0 22,393 8,330 724 
0 3,674 0 0 
0 6,504 1,182 0 

27,100 44,986 17,687 750 
0 502 1,433 0 
0 2,566 0 0 

42 3,789 0 0 
6,797 7,076 13,110 0 

0 2,433 0 0 
0 2,506 392 0 

2,712 8,531 19,433 0 
0 1,806 3,824 0 
0 0 275 0 

1,640 5,456 9,066 0 
10,353 10,020 8,046 989 

0 62 0 0 

IMrSC 
IA~ AL"IERNm:VE C '!J ,_ 

E M I L I p 

I I I 

0 86 1,841 634 0 
0 0 24,016 10,231 1,940 
0 0 23,050 52,072 457 
0 0 1,697 1,027 50 

203 0 200 2,286 JJO 
970 1,604 769 40 0 

1,760 1,229 14,535 20,728 410 
2,475 0 2,581 3,207 198 
3,139 5 7,164 2,745 47 
2,198 1,194 3,541 1,060 50 

448 0 20,714 9,681 1,052 
918 0 3,417 257 0 

0 0 6,504 1,182 0 
5,526 27,100 44,986 17,687 750 
1,847 0 467 1,398 70 

0 0 2,541 25 0 
0 67 3,764 0 0 

6,590 6,797 6,475 12,662 1,049 
2,799 0 2,283 150 0 

0 0 2,255 623 20 
5,578 2,712 7,763 19,229 972 

0 0 1,643 3,815 172 
0 0 0 275 0 

1,232 1,640 5,204 9,138 180 
849 10,353 9,268 8,557 1,230 

0 5 57 0 0 



I I ITOI'AL PUBLIC 
I M\P REF. IALLO'IJ£NT IAI..UYil£NT 
llUMIER INN-£ IA~ 
I I I 

53 t-hrys fu.mtain 16,651 
54 T Lazy S 72,928 
55 Ibrseshoe 15,339 
56 Palisade 11,238 
57 Pine Mountain 28,034 
58 Iron Blossan 7,573 

> 59 Safford Canyon 8,628 
I 60 Scotts Gulch 10,313 
°' -I'- 61 Geyser 46,635 

62 Tham.s Creek 4,762 
63 'Ihmis Creek FFR 130 
64 Devils Gate 2,987 
65 South Buckh:>m 226,004 
66 Potato Patch 3,479 
67 Pine Creek 12,601 
68 Mineral Hill 24,423 
69 Union lb.tntain 22,986 
70 Bruffy 18,474 
71 Pony Creek 15,219 
72 Indian Springs 18,708 
73 Dixie Flats 21,171 
74 Fmnigrant 14,294 
75 Tonka 19,894 
76 Old 80 FFR 93 
77 Gdoostone 5,181 
78 Cut Off 2,258 

APPENDIX 5 
TAlLE 2 (Cootlrued) 

Ecn.cx;ICAL STATUS OWff.S BY ALI.O'IMNT 
ALTERNATIVE C 

(acres) 

PRESmr 
STIUATIOO 3f 

E M I L p 

I 

0 16,436 215 0 
20,725 22,515 12,851 763 
2,770 12,166 0 0 

0 10,472 0 0 
9,341 13,127 723 0 

0 5,260 1,932 0 
2,370 1,705 666 0 
3,574 6,455 252 0 

16,795 20,763 3,132 783 
0 3,082 193 0 

12 118 0 0 
0 1,985 524 0 

55,356 92,014 55,817 4,189 
0 1,240 0 0 
0 12,601 0 0 

3,714 6,976 3,855 0 
3,854 7,740 774 0 

0 6,013 366 0 
0 6,265 306 0 

471 6,543 5,907 441 
954 12,476 1,942 0 
297 11,814 737 0 

3,000 9,150 6,154 0 
0 93 0 0 

1,5V 702 1,372 0 
0 1,079 800 0 

IMJ:SC 
IA~ AL'.IER&TIVE C 2/ 
1!1 E M I L I p 

I I I 

0 0 15,936 715 0 
16,074 20,725 21,840 13,398 891 

403 3,013 11,923 0 0 
766 0 10,472 0 0 

4,843 9,804 12,720 667 0 
381 67 5,290 1,835 0 

3,887 2,370 1,630 741 0 
32 3,574 6,275 432 0 

5,162 16,795 19,313 4,567 798 
1,487 0 3,082 193 0 

0 6 118 6 0 
478 0 1,910 599 0 

18,628 55,356 87,528 59,466 5,026 
2,239 0 1,190 50 0 

0 0 11,341 1,260 0 
9,878 3,714 6,697 4,018 116 

10,618 3,854 7,740 774 0 
12,095 150 5,873 356 0 
8,648 0 6,265 306 0 
5,346 471 6,118 6,155 618 
5,799 954 11,977 2,441 0 
1,446 297 11,342 1,209 0 
1,510 3,000 8,729 6,452 123 

0 0 93 0 0 
1,590 1,517 702 1,372 0 

371 45 1,064 778 0 



I I I 'IUI'AL rum.re 
I M\P REF. I ALIDMNl' IAI.L0'1M!N1' 
INlNBER ltWt: IAOIBS 
I I I 

79 1bl.lion Road 4,674 
80 Ten Mile 5,775 
81 Four Mile Canyon 4,557 
82 Burner Basin 1,275 
83 Elko Hills 7,106 
84 East Fork 10,461 

~ 
85 Fast Fork FFR 39 

°' 
86 Burger Creek 240 

V, 87 Smi.raldo 2,885 
88 King Seeding 2,283 
89 lbrsefly 3,328 
90 Heelfly 378 
91 Secret 467 
92 Rabbit Creek 4,889 
93 f.eanedySeeding 1,534 
94 Walther 136 
95 Palacio 1,031 
96 Samhill N'.lrth 1,279 
97 Sandhill Sooth 593 
98 Bellinger 2,344 
99 lhg Taimy 1,898 

100 Bottari 2,390 
101. 01.givie <kbe 8,091 
102 IDS FFR 294 
103 Sloslale 8,473 
104 Chinney Creek 5,488 

E 

72 
223 

0 
0 
0 

447 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

37 
0 

APPENDIX 5 
TABI.E 2 (OJntinued) 

PRF.SENI' 
SI'lUATIOO y 
M I L 

I 

3,113 no 
3,383 21 
3,778 0 

889 0 
4,088 1,798 
6,727 2,291 

0 39 
240 0 

0 0 
0 0 

698 0 
0 0 

79 0 
300 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

47 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,813 85 
1,403 0 

0 59 
294 0 

3,857 0 
0 0 

!MISC 
IACRES AL'IFBNATIVE C 2/ 

p I _y E M I L I p 

I I I 

0 1,379 72 2,708 512 3 
0 2,148 223 3,214 190 0 
0 779 0 3,665 113 0 
0 386 0 889 0 0 
0 1,220 0 3,802 1,994 90 
0 966 447 6,290 2,689 69 
0 0 0 2 37 0 
0 0 0 226 14 0 
0 2,885 0 0 0 0 
0 2,283 0 0 0 0 
0 2,627 3 614 84 0 
0 378 0 0 0 0 
0 388 0 65 14 0 
0 4,580 0 284 25 0 
0 1,534 0 0 0 0 
0 136 0 0 0 0 
0 1,031 0 0 0 0 
0 1,232 0 47 0 0 
0 593 0 0 0 0 
0 2,344 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1,746 152 0 
0 987 0 1,347 56 0 
0 8,032 0 0 59 0 
0 0 42 252 0 0 
0 4,579 37 3,626 231 0 
0 5,488 0 0 0 0 



I I I TOrAL PUBLIC 
I M\P REF. IALUIDENT I ALl..O'MNl' 
!NUMBER !NM£ IAams 
I I I 

105 Mn Bridges 3,359 
106 River 4,299 
107 LDS 1,102 
108 M::l-bJ1len 108 
109 South Fork 2,883 
110 Crane Springs 22,304 

> ill Dixie Creek 44,796 I 
Q'\ 112 Sleenan 5,433 Q'\ 

113 limsel 11,169 
ll4 Wilson FFR 985 
115 Willow 4,772 
116 Willa.r Crk Pockets 6,260 
ll7 Cot~ 293 
118 ~kley Zunino 2,038 
119 .Acrurra 2,176 
120 Barnes~ 3,860 
121 Ba.mes FFR 164 
122 Little Porter FFR 97 
123 Robinson :tbmtain FFR 155 
124 Robinson M:runtain 18,409 
125 Little Porter 3,512 
126 Robinson Creek 15,549 
127 Frost Creek 10,058 
128 Cotta FFR 144 
129 Corral Canyon 2,006 
130 Forest FFR 400 

APPENDIX 5 
T.AJU 2 ( Continued) 

ECDux;I.CAL srAWS OWl;ES BY Ail.O'l}fNT 

AL'IERNATIVE C 
(acres) 

PRESENI' 
Sl'lUATIOO 2/ 

E M I L p 

I 

0 1,837 0 0 
118 2,259 1,497 0 

0 1,102 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,034 0 0 

425 9,332 44 0 
9,275 11,229 9,917 231 

27 3,098 187 0 
0 3,686 250 0 
0 765 0 0 
0 1,913 0 0 
0 2,700 0 0 
0 95 0 0 
0 348 3 0 
0 549 0 0 
0 885 0 0 
0 164 0 0 
0 0 97 0 
0 0 155 0 

2,725 4,009 7,248 0 
2,799 232 0 0 
3,577 3,722 3,266 381 

229 4,740 0 0 
0 144 0 0 
0 458 0 0 
0 0 480 0 

IMI:sC 
IAi15 AL'IERNATIVE C 'lJ 
I_ E M I L I p 

I I I 

1,522 0 1,764 73 0 
425 118 2,169 1,587 0 

0 0 1,032 70 0 
108 0 0 0 0 

1,849 0 982 52 0 
12,503 425 9,332 44 0 
14,144 9,275 10,574 10,325 478 
2,121 195 3,029 88 0 
7,233 0 3,546 378 12 

220 38 727 0 0 
2,859 0 1,722 191 0 
3,560 0 2,511 189 0 

198 17 78 0 0 
1,687 0 308 43 0 
1,627 0 489 60 0 
2,975 0 810 75 0 

0 0 164 0 0 
0 0 0 92 5 
0 0 0 151 4 

4,427 2,725 3,809 7,236 212 
481 2,799 225 7 0 

4,603 3,577 3,499 3,375 495 
5,089 229 4,432 308 0 

0 14 130 0 0 
1,548 0 444 14 0 

0 0 0 472 8 
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I I I TOIAL FUBLIC 
I MAP REF. I AI..WMN1' I AI1.D'MNf 
ltD1BER ltwt: IAOO.S 
I I I 

131 Pearl Creek 1,485 
132 Rattlesnake fu.mtain 641 
133 L:inisay Creek 9,172 
134 Twin Creek North 2,974 
135 Twin Creek Fast 2,036 
136 Twin Creek South 1,138 
137 Mmtl.ey FFR 3,464 
138 Red Rock 65,230 
139 Browne 19,113 
140 Mitchell Creek 18,789 

1UI'ALS 2,878,710 

Native Range Acres 

1hl1head 50,137 
Ll.ttle CMyhee 199,957 
Pearl Forest 640 
Table lbmtain 4,575 

APPENDIX 5 
TABl.E 2 (Contirued) 

ECDIJXICAL srAnJS ClWQ'.S BY AI1..0'l}ftIT 

ALTERNATIVE C 
(acres) 

PRESENI' 
Sl1UATION y 

E M I L p 

I 

40 0 0 0 
0 11 630 0 

206 3,464 4 0 
353 27 23 0 

0 673 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 3,464 0 0 

6,209 28,715 8,746 320 
13,915 0 0 0 
5,876 6,607 316 0 

IMlSC 
IAOIBS 
I _y 
I 

1,445 
0 

5,498 
2,571 
1,363 
1,138 

0 
21,240 

0 
5,990 

285,900 1,409,083 759,030 57,872 366,817 

2,511,893 

14,267 35,870 0 0 0 
30,355 160,844 0 0 8,758 

0 542 98 0 0 
1,837 2,537 0 0 201 

1/ Acreages inclooe seedings, woodlao:i, am uoclassified acres for the present situation am Alternative C. 

2/ E = Farly Seral, M = Mid Seral, L = Late Seral, P = Potential Native Coom.mity Classes. 

ALTERNATIVE C '!:f 
E M I L I p 

I I 

40 0 0 0 
0 11 630 0 

206 3,256 212 0 
353 27 23 0 

0 673 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 3,315 149 0 

6,209 27,715 9,746 320 
13,915 5,042 156 0 
5,876 6,277 646 0 

287,673 1,362,665 786,348 7 5,'l!J7 

2,511,893 

14,626 35,152 359 0 
31,963 157,628 1,603 0 

54 434 152 0 
1,862 2,487 25 0 

N>te: These rates of change are supported in other areas within the sagebrush dcmlnated coommities of the Great Basin (French am Mitchell, 1983 and 
Rice am Westoby, 1978). 



APPENDIX 5 
TAll.E 2 

EClU);ICAL srATlJS ClWQ'S B'i Ail.0'1}ftIT 

AL'Il?.R&TIVE D 
(acres) 

I I lwrAL PRESIOO' IMlOC MISC 
I M\P REF. IALI.O'OONr IAII1ID£NI' Sl1UATIOO" 3f jAQIBS ALTERNATIVE D '!J AOID; 
IWMBER IIWE IArnES E M I L p LY E M I L I p 3/ 
I I I I I I I 

1 (Myilee 371,431 9,798 320,184 31,130 951 9,368 9,798 315,054 23,734 13,477 9,368 
2 YP Allotnent 94,857 0 26,105 67,728 0 1,024 0 24,345 67,728 600 2,184 
3 Petan ~ 10,221 0 253 4,988 4,852 128 0 253 4,988 4,852 128 
4 Indian Creek FFR. 4,924 0 0 3,423 0 1,501 0 0 3,273 150 1,501 
5 VN Pocket Petan 6,~2 0 58 6,0'24 0 0 0 58 3,624 2,400 0 
6 VN Pocket Allied 7,444 0 4,030 3,414 0 0 0 4,030 2,214 1,200 ,0 
7 Qmucopia 15,758 2,781 8,938 3,789 0 250 2,781 8,938 3,789 0 250 
8 Andrae 17,063 0 1,329 15,696 0 38 0 1,329 15,696 0 38 
9 WilsonMJuntain 2,362 0 0 1,983 0 379 0 0 1,923 60 379 1'° 10 Li.DE fu.ntain 9,094 0 409 8,564 0 121 0 409 8,564 0 121 g; 11 M:>ri 10,436 0 256 10,180 0 0 0 256 10,180 0 0 

12 Bucket Flat 1,536 0 0 1,536 0 0 0 0 1,536 0 0 
13 Rock Creek 353,860 18,005 150,606 138,895 20,488 25,866 18,005 150,606 138,095 21,288 25,866 
14 Midas 4,417 0 997 3,420 0 0 0 922 3,495 0 0 
15 Little Iilmooldt 64,075 19,711 25,761 14,388 0 4,215 19,711 24,215 12,854 3,~ 4,215 
16 Twenty Five 284,626 11,533 223,463 37,725 0 11,905 9,818 216,203 43,323 377 14,905 
17 'fuscarora 56,869 0 10,629 22,507 17,788 5,945 0 10,129 22,807 17,988 5,945 
18 Six Mi.le 946 0 946 0 0 0 0 766 180 0 0 
19 Taylor Qmyon 9,134 0 539 6,690 0 1,905 0 539 4,850 1,840 1,905 
20 Eagle Rock 29,359 0 101 29,258 0 0 0 101 28,538 720 0 
21 Wildrorse Group 26,258 0 901 22,736 1,694 927 0 901 21,236 3,194 927 
22 Rough lli.lls 4,902 0 0 4,654 248 0 0 0 4,654 248 0 
23 Stooe Flat FFR. 311 0 0 311 0 0 0 0 311 0 0 
24 Annie Creek 2,954 0 1,164 1,790 0 0 0 1,136 1,818 0 0 
25 Bruneau River 3,347 0 79 3,268 0 0 0 75 3,191 81 0 
26 Rattle. <>·.~ Canyon 10,365 0 6,362 3,370 0 633 0 4,418 3,7f!JJ 1,534 633 



APPENDIX 5 
TABLE 2 

ECl'.ll.(x;rCAL srAllJS OWD:S BY AU.D'lMiNT 
AL'IERNATIVE D 

(acres) 

I I lrorAL PRESFNf IM[g; M[SC 

I M-\P REF. IAI.1..(Jll,£NI' IAI1.()']}£N:r SIID\TIOO '!J IAOO:S AL'IERNATIVE D '!J ACRES 
IRMBER INAME IACRES E M I L p I .!I E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

27 Stone Flat 2,561 0 1,858 703 0 0 0 1,621 888 52 0 
28 Four Mile 36,187 0 24,662 9,716 1,809 0 0 22,692 10,225 3,270 0 
29 Beaver Creek 75,579 0 23,189 52,058 332 0 0 22,958 50,489 2,132 0 
30 Mason M:>tm.tain 2,774 0 1,768 1,006 0 0 0 1,733 1,021 20 0 
31 M:!xican Field 2,989 0 231 2,416 139 203 0 231 2,366 189 203 
32 C.Otant 3,383 1,604 809 0 0 970 1,604 789 20 0 970 
33 fuuble Mxmtain 38,662 1,229 15,139 20,534 0 1,760 1,229 14,139 20,534 1,000 1,760 

:r 34 Sheep Creek 8,461 0 2,853 3,133 0 2,475 0 2,853 3,133 0 2,475 

°' 35 Mahala Creek 13,100 5 7,541 2,415 0 3,139 5 7,541 2,415 0 3,139 
'° 36 F.agle Rock 1 8,043 1,194 3,651 1,000 0 2,198 1,194 3,578 1,063 10 2,198 

37 lcJne tbmtain 31,895 0 22,393 8,330 724 448 0 16,139 13,056 2,252 448 
38 Fox Springs 4,592 0 3,674 0 0 918 0 3,674 0 0 918 
39 Coal Mine Basins 7,686 0 6,504 1,182 0 0 0 4,054 1,632 0 2,000 
40 North Fork Groop 96,049 27,100 44,986 17,687 7':IJ 5,526 18,815 42,087 20,586 7':IJ 13,811 
41 fursey 3,782 0 ':IJ2 1,433 0 1,847 0 ':IJ2 1,433 0 1,847 
42 Long Field 2,566 0 2,566 0 0 0 0 2,541 25 0 0 
43 Ihl1.eck 3,831 42 3,789 0 0 0 42 3,642 147 0 0 
44 Adobe Hills 33,573 6,797 7,076 13,110 0 6,590 6,797 6,722 12,064 1,400 6,590 
45 l-Atl.te Rock 5,232 0 2,433 0 0 2,799 0 2,433 0 0 2,799 
46 Adobe 2,898 0 2,506 392 0 0 0 2,381 517 0 0 
47 Blue Basin 36,254 2,712 8,531 19,433 0 5,578 1,564 7,372 19,546 194 7,578 
48 Dry Susie 5,630 0 1,806 3,824 0 0 0 1,726 3,854 50 0 
49 Carlin Canyon 275 0 0 275 0 0 0 0 275 0 0 
so Carlin Field 17,394 1,640 5,456 9,066 0 1,232 1,268 4,588 9,231. 75 2,232 
51 &dley 30,257 10,353 10,020 8,046 989 849 5,853 9,644 8,302 1,109 5,349 
52 Taylors Carlin 62 0 62 0 0 0 0 62 0 0 0 



APPENDIX. 5 
TA1iE 2 

Ecnu:x;roo.. STAWS CIWaS m'. ALimMNT 
AL'IERNATIVE D 

(acres) 

I I lmrAL PRESENI' IMI:SC M[SC 

I M\P REF. jAWJil,ENl' I AI1.00ENI' SI'IUATION'!:f IAOO:.S AL'.IERNfflVE D '!J AQIBS 
INlMBER ltW£ IAOO:S E M I L p IY E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

53 Marys lbmtain 16,651 0 16,436 215 0 0 0 15,951 300 0 400 
54 T Lazy S 72,928 20,725 22,515 12,851 763 16,074 16,225 20,601 13,150 1,974 20,978 
55 Ihrsesh>e 15,339 2,770 12,166 0 0 403 1,270 12,066 100 0 1,~3 
56 Palisade 11,238 0 10,472 0 0 766 0 9,972 500 0 766 
57 Pine fumtain 28,034 9,341 13,127 723 0 4,843 6,341 12,867 983 0 7,843 
58 Iron Blossan 7,573 0 5,260 1,932 0 381 0 4,334 2,143 115 981 
59 Safford Canyon 8,628 2,370 1,705 666 0 3,887 2,370 1,630 741 0 3,887 

:i>- 60 Scotts Gulch 10,313 3,574 6,455 252 0 32 2,574 6,197 510 0 1,032 
I 61 Geyser 46,635 16,795 20,763 3,132 783 5,162 16,795 20,663 3,232 783 5,162 ....... 

0 62 Thanas Creek 4,762 0 3,002 193 1,487 1,487 0 2,482 193 0 2,087 
63 'Ih::mas Creek FFR 130 12 118 0 0 0 0 114 16 0 0 
64 Devils Gate 2,987 0 1,985 524 0 478 0 1,906 603 0 478 
65 South Buckmrn 226,004 55,356 92,014 55,817 4,189 18,628 55,356 90,519 57,033 4,468 18,628 
66 Potato Patch 3,479 0 1,240 0 0 2,239 0 1,228 12 0 2,239 
67 Pine Creek 12,601 0 12,601 0 0 0 0 12,286 315 0 0 
68 llireral Hill 24,423 3,714 6,976 3,855 0 9,878 3,714 6,697 4,134 0 9,878 
69 Union fumtain 22,986 3,854 7,740 774 0 10,618 3,854 7,260 1,254 0 10,618 
70 Bruffy 18,474 0 6,013 366 0 12,095 0 5,773 593 13 12,095 
71 Pony Creek 15,219 0 6,265 306 0 8,648 0 5,305 1,266 0 8,648 
72 Indian Springs 18,708 471 6,543 5,907 441 5,346 471 6,347 6,103 441 5,346 
73 Dixie Flats 21,171 954 12,476 1,942 0 5,799 954 12,226 2,192 0 5,799 
74 Fmnigrant 14,294 297 11,814 737 0 1,446 297 11,342 1,209 0 1,446 
75 Tonka 19,894 3,000 9,150 6,154 0 1,510 3,000 9,013 6,260 31 1,510 
76 Old 80 FFR 93 0 93 0 0 0 0 91 2 0 0 
77 Grindstone 5,181 1,517 702 1,372 0 1,590 1,517 681 1,393 0 1,590 
78 Cht Off 2,258 0 1,079 800 0 371 0 1,058 829 0 371 



APPENDIX 5 
TAll..E 2 

Eaux;ICAL STA'.IUS ClWG:S BY .AU.D11'fNT 
ALTERNATIVE D 

(acres) 

I I lrorAL PRESENl' IMIBC MISC 
I M\P REF. IAJ.1.GMW' IALI.CmENr SITlJATIOO' '!J IACn.S AL'.IERNATIVE D '!J ACBES 
INLMBER INAME I.AaIBs E M I L p I ..!I E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

79 Milon Road 4,674 72 3,ll3 UO 0 1,379 72 2,926 294 3 1,379 
80 Ten Mile 5,775 223 3,383 21 0 2,148 223 3,282 122 0 2,148 
81 Four Mile Canyon 4,557 0 3,778 0 0 779 0 3,608 170 0 779 
82 Burner Basin 1,275 0 889 0 0 386 60 845 44 0 386 
83 Elko lH.lls 7,106 0 4,038 1,798 0 1,220 0 3,965 1,885 36 1,220 
84 East Fork 10,461 447 6,727 2,291 0 966 477 6,525 2,468 25 966 
85 F.ast Fork FFR 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 39 0 0 

~ 
86 Burger Creek 240 0 240 0 0 0 0 228 12 0 0 

-..J 87 Smiraldo 2,885 0 0 0 0 2,885 0 0 0 0 2,885 
..... 88 King Seeding 2,283 0 0 0 0 2,283 0 0 0 0 2,283 

89 lhrsefly 3,328 3 698 0 0 2,627 3 349 349 0 2,627 
90 Heelfly 378 0 0 0 0 378 0 0 0 0 378 
91 Secret 467 0 79 0 0 388 0 72 7 0 388 
92 Rabbit Creek 4,889 0 309 0 0 4,580 0 295 14 0 4,580 
93 Kennedy Seeding 1,534 0 0 0 0 1,534 0 0 0 0 1,534 
94 Walther 136 0 0 0 0 136 0 0 0 0 136 
95 Palacio 1,031 0 0 0 0 1,031 0 0 0 0 1,031 
96 Sandhill North 1,279 0 47 0 0 1,232 0 47 0 0 1,232 
97 Samhill South 593 0 0 0 0 593 0 0 0 0 593 
98 Bellinger 2,344 0 0 0 0 2,344 0 0 0 0 2,344 
99 lhg Toomy 1,898 0 1,813 85 0 0 0 1,413 485 0 0 

100 Bottari 2,390 0 1,403 0 0 987 0 103 0 0 2,287 
101 Olgivie Orbe 8,091 0 0 59 0 8,032 0 0 59 0 8,032 
102 LOS FFR 294 0 294 0 0 0 0 280 14 0 0 
103 ~hone 8,473 37 3,857 0 0 4,579 37 3,002 775 0 4,519 
104 Chinney Creek 5,488 0 0 0 0 5,488 0 0 0 0 5,488 



APPENDIX 5 
TABLE 2 

Ecn.o:;I.CAL srA'.ltJS Clwn:s B'I ALI.D'l}fNT 

AL'lERNATIVE D 
(acres) 

I I l'IUI'AL PRESrN1' IM[OC M[SC 

I M\P REF. IAI.I.DMm' IAI.1DOONI' SilUATION 3f I.AOIBS AL'.lERNATlVE D 3f A<lmS 
ltUmER 1&00 IArnEs E M I L p 1.Y E M I L I p 3/ 

I I I I I I I 

105 Twin Bridges 3,359 0 1,837 0 0 1,522 0 1,764 73 0 1,522 
106 River 4,299 118 2,259 1,497 0 425 118 2,185 1,571 0 425 
107 IDS 1,102 0 1,102 0 0 0 0 1,102 0 0 0 
108 Mclbll.en 108 0 0 0 0 108 0 0 0 0 108 
109 South Fork 2,883 0 1,034 0 0 1,849 0 1,013 21 0 1,849 
110 Crare Springs 22,304 425 9,332 44 0 12,503 425 9,152 224 0 12,503 
111 Dixie Creek 44,796 9,275 11,229 9,917 231 14,144 9,275 10,892 10,254 231 14,144 

~ 
112 Sleemm 5,433 27 3,098 187 0 2,121 27 2,974 305 6 2,121 
1l3 lbnsel 11,169 0 3,686 250 0 7,233 0 2,143 353 0 8,673 ....... 

N 114 Wilson FFR 985 0 765 0 0 220 0 719 46 0 220 
ill Willow 4,772 0 1,913 0 0 2,859 0 1,837 76 0 2,859 
116 Willow Crk Pockets 6,260 0 2,700 0 0 3,560 0 2,592 108 0 3,560 
117 CottOlllilOOd 293 0 95 0 0 198 0 90 5 0 198 
118 Merkley Zunino 2,038 0 348 3 0 1,687 0 334 17 0 1,687 
119 Achlrra 2,176 0 549 0 0 1,627 0 537 12 0 1,627 
120 Barres Seeding 3,860 0 885 0 0 2,975 0 850 35 0 2,975 
121 Barnes FFR 164 0 164 0 0 0 0 156 8 0 0 
122 Little Porter FFR 97 0 0 97 0 0 0 0 92 5 0 
123 Robinson Ibmtain FFR 155 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 147 8 0 
124 Robinson M:xmtain 18,409 2,725 4,009 7,248 0 4,427 2,725 3,889 7,368 0 4,427 
125 Ll.ttle Porter 3,512 2,799 232 0 0 481 2,799 232 0 0 481 
126 Robinson Creek 15,549 3,577 3,722 3,266 381 4,603 3,577 3,649 3,339 381 4,603 
127 Frost Creek 10,058 229 4,740 0 0 5,009 229 4,645 95 0 5,009 
128 Cotta FFR 144 0 144 0 0 0 0 141 3 0 0 
129 Corral Canyon 2,006 0 458 0 0 1,548 0 444 14 0 1,548 
130 Forest FFR 43J 0 0 48:> 0 0 0 0 480 0 0 



APPEIDIX 5 
TABLE 2 

Ecnu:GICAf.. srAnJS ClIANGES BY ALID'IlflIT 
ALTERNATIVE D 

(acres) 

I I ITOrAL PREsmf IMIBC 
I M\P REF. I Ail.OD£Nl' I Ail.tJlM?Nl' Sl1UA'.l'IOO '!J I.ACRES 
ll'DIBER INAIB IA<EES E M I L p 1.Y 
I I I I I 

131 Pearl Creek 1,485 40 0 0 0 1 ,445 
132 Rattlesnake M:>lmtain 641 0 11 630 0 0 
133 Linlsay Creek 9,172 206 3,464 4 0 5,498 
134 Twin Creek North 2,974 353 27 23 0 2,571 
135 Twin Creek Fast 2,036 0 673 0 0 1,363 
136 Twin Creek South 1,138 0 0 0 0 1,138 
137 Merkley FFR 3,464 0 3,464 0 0 0 
138 Red Rock 65,230 6,209 28,715 8,746 320 21,240 :r 139 Browne 19,113 13,915 5,198 0 0 0 

-...J 
w 140 Mitchell Creek 18,789 5,876 6,607 316 0 5,990 

TOTAlS 2,878,710 285,908 1,409,083 759,030 57,872 366,817 

Native Range Acres - 2,5ll,893 -

Bullhead 50,137 14,267 35,870 0 0 0 
Little(Myh!e 199,957 30,355 160,844 0 0 8,758 
Pearl Forest 640 0 542 98 0 0 
Table!bmta:in 4,575 1,837 2,537 0 0 201 

1/ Acreages include seedings, TJl'.XXIJands, an:i unclassified acres for the present situation. 

2/ E = Ear l y Seral, M = Mid Seral, L = Late Seral, P = Potential Native Conm.mi.ty Cl.asses. 

3/ Acreages include seedings, 'WOOdlands, an:i unclassified acres for Alternative D. 

MIOC 
AL1ERNATIVE D '!J AQU?S 

E M I L I p 3/ 

I I 

40 0 0 0 1,445 
0 11 630 0 0 

206 3,0 14 454 0 5,498 
353 27 23 0 2,571 

0 656 17 0 1,363 
0 0 0 0 1,138 
0 3,429 35 0 0 

6,209 28,461 9,000 320 21,240 
13,915 2,746 2,452 0 0 
3,376 6,541 382 0 8,490 

257,388 1,352,239 768,645 94,432 406,006 

2,472,704 

0 30,489 5,381 0 0 
30,355 144,717 24,127 0 8,758 

0 461 V9 0 0 
1,837 2,156 381 0 201 

Note: 'llEse rates of change are supported in other areas within the sagebrush daninated ccmu.mities of the Great Basin (French and Mitchell, 1983 and 
Rice and Westoby, 1978) • 



APPENDIX 5 
TABlE 2 (Q:,otinued) 

ECOI.OOICAL srAnJS awrns BY ALWil½NT 
AL'1ERNATIVE E 

(acres) 

I I l'IUl'AL PUBLIC PREsml' IMlSC 
I MW REF. IALIDll£NT IAI.LJJ'MNT SI'IUATIOO '!:f IACW.S AL'JERNATIVE E '!:f 
INLMBER lrwE IACIIBS E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 

I I I I I I I 

1 (Myhee 371,431 9,798 320,184 31,130 951 9,368 9,798 299,723 49,841 2,701 
2 YP AllotllE:lt 94,857 0 26,105 67,728 0 1,024 0 24,871 64,925 4,037 
3 Petan o.,ytee 10,221 0 253 4,988 4,852 128 0 253 4,988 4,852 
4 Indian Creek FFR 4,924 0 0 3,423 0 1,501 0 0 3,099 324 
5 VN Pocket Petan 6,082 0 58 6,024 0 0 0 58 5,572 452 
6 VN Pocket Allied 7,444 0 4,030 3,414 0 0 0 3,404 3,910 130 
7 Chnrucopia 15,758 2,781 8,938 3,789 0 250 2,781 8,324 4,195 208 

:ii 8 Andrae 17,063 0 1,329 15,696 0 38 0 1,223 15,238 564 
-..J 9 Wilson fumtain 2,362 0 0 1,983 0 379 0 0 1,812 171 
-""" 10 Lime M:>untain 9,094 0 40') 8,564 0 l2l 0 351 8,014 603 

11 Mori 10,436 0 256 10,180 0 0 0 214 9,378 844 
12 Bucket Flat 1,536 0 0 1,536 0 0 0 0 1,413 123 
13 Rock Creek 353,860 18,005 150,606 138,895 20,488 25,866 18,005 128,015 151,763 30,211 
14 Midas 4,417 0 997 3,420 0 0 0 801 3,384 232 
15 Little lbnholdt 64,075 19,711 25,761 14,388 0 4,215 19,711 24,440 14,858 852 
16 Twenty Five 284,626 11,533 223,463 37,725 0 11,905 11,533 187,709 70,461 3,018 
17 1\Jscarora 56,869 0 10,629 22,507 17,788 5,945 0 8,829 23,107 18,988 
18 Six Mile 946 0 946 0 0 0 0 804 142 0 
19 Taylor Canyon 9,134 0 539 6,690 0 1,905 0 446 6,214 569 
20 Eagle Rock 29,359 0 101 29,258 0 0 0 81 27,084 2,194 
21 Wildoorse ~oup 26,258 0 901 22,736 1,694 927 0 724 20,867 3,740 
22 Rough Hills 4,902 0 0 4,654 248 0 0 0 4,282 620 
23 Stone Flat FFR 311 0 0 311 0 0 0 0 281 30 
24 Annie Creek 2,954 0 1,164 1,790 0 0 0 989 1,786 179 
25 Bruneau River 3,347 0 79 3,268 0 0 0 64 2,956 327 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon 10,365 0 6,362 3,370 0 633 0 5,344 4,132 256 



APPENDIX 5 
TABlE 2 (Qmtinued) 

E(l)Iffi[CAL SIA1US Clwas BY ALl..O'MNT 
ALTERNATIVE E 

(acres) 

I l I TOrAL PUBLI C PRESENI' IMCSC 
I MAP REF. IAILO'ThENT IALID'IWNf SI1UATIOO y IACRE.q AL'lERN.fflVE E '!J 
1Nll1BER INAt-E IACRE.q E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 

I I I I I I I 

27 Stone Flat 2,561 0 1,858 703 0 0 0 1,542 949 70 
28 Four Mile 36,187 0 24,662 9,716 1,809 0 0 20,354 13,150 2,683 
29 Beaver Creek 75,579 0 23,189 52,058 332 0 0 19,716 51,366 4,497 
30 Mason lbmtain 2,774 0 1,768 1,006 0 0 0 1,441 1,232 101 
31 M:!xican Field 2,989 0 231 2,416 139 203 0 197 2,233 356 
32 Cotant 3,383 1,604 809 0 0 970 1,604 688 121 0 
33 Ihlble M:x.mtain 38,662 1,229 15,139 20,534 0 1,760 1,229 13,175 21,061 1,437 

~ 34 Sheep Creek 8,461 0 2,853 3,133 0 2,475 0 2,513 3,225 248 
~ 35 Miliala Creek 13,100 5 7,541 2,415 0 3,139 5 6,561 3,226 169 

36 Eagle Rock 1 8,043 1,194 3,651 1,000 0 2,198 1,194 3,140 l,4ll 100 
37 I.one M:x.mtain 31,895 0 22,393 8,330 724 448 0 19,034 10,992 1,421 
38 Fox Springs 4,592 0 3,674 0 0 918 0 3,123 551 0 
39 Coal Mine Basins 7,686 0 6,504 1,182 0 0 0 5,652 1,928 106 
40 North Fork Group 96,049 27,100 44,986 17,687 750 5,526 27,100 38,700 22,918 1,805 
41 fursey 3,782 0 502 1,433 0 1,847 0 432 1,374 129 
42 Long Field 2,566 0 2,566 0 0 0 0 2,233 333 0 
43 Halleck 3,831 42 3,789 0 0 0 42 3,353 436 0 
44 Adobe Hills 33,573 6,797 7,076 13,llO 0 6,590 6,797 5,873 13,133 1,180 
45 Wrl.te ~k 5,232 0 2,433 0 0 2,799 0 2,092 341 0 
46 Adobe 2,898 0 2,506 392 0 0 0 2,005 858 35 
47 Blue Basin 36,254 2,712 8,531 19,433 0 5,578 2,712 7,081 19,134 1,749 
48 Dry Susie 5,630 0 1,806 3,824 0 0 0 1,481 3,805 344 
49 Carlin Canyon 275 0 0 275 0 0 0 0 268 7 
50 Carlin Field 17,394 1,640 5,456 9,066 0 1,232 1,640 4,692 9,286 544 
51 lhdl.ey 30,257 10,353 10,020 8,046 989 849 10,353 8,517 9,066 1,472 
52 Taylors Carlin 62 0 62 0 0 0 0 57 5 0 



APmIDIX 5 
TABIB 2 (C'.ontinued) 

ECDI.OI[C.AI.. srAnJS ClWG?.S BY AIUY.MNT 
ALTERNATIVE E 

(acres) 

I I ITOTAL FUlLIC PRESml' IMISC 
I M\P REF. I ALID'Il-F.NT IAWJMNr Sl1UATIOO 2/ IA~ AL'IERNATIVE E '!J 
INLMIER INN£ IAOIBS E M I L p I_ E M I L I p 

I I I I I I I 

53 Marys M:xmtain 16,651 0 16,436 2l5 0 0 0 14,217 2,412 22 
54 T Lazy S 72,928 20,725 22,515 12,851 763 16,074 20,725 18,237 16,229 1,663 
55 lhrseshoe 15,339 2,770 12,166 0 0 403 2,770 11,558 608 0 
56 Palisade 11,238 0 10,472 0 0 766 0 9,425 1,047 0 
57 Pine M:xmtain 28,034 9,341 13,127 723 0 4,843 9,341 10,895 2,897 58 
58 Iron Bl.ossan 7,573 0 5,260 1,932 0 381 0 4,524 2,475 193 
59 Safford Canyon 8,628 2,370 1,705 666 0 3,887 2,370 1,548 823 0 

> 60 Scotts Gulch 10,313 3,574 6,455 252 0 32 3,574 5,487 1,195 25 
I 

-..J 61 Geyser 46,635 16,795 20,763 3,132 783 5,162 16,795 18,271 5,423 984 
Q'\ 

62 Thams Creek 4,762 0 3,082 183 1,487 1,487 0 2,712 556 7 
63 'Ih:rms Creek FFR 130 12 U8 0 0 0 0 108 22 0 
64 Devils Gate 2,987 0 1,985 524 0 478 0 1,677 7E!JJ 52 
65 South Buckhorn 226,004 55,356 92,014 55,817 4,189 18,628 55,356 79,868 65,563 6,589 
66 Potato Patch 3,479 0 1,240 0 0 2,239 0 1,091 149 0 
67 Pine Creek 12,601 0 12,601 0 0 0 0 11,341 1,260 0 
68 Mineral Hill 24,423 3,714 6,976 3,855 0 9,878 3,714 6,139 4,388 304 
69 lliion M:xmtain 22,986 3,854 7,740 774 0 10,618 3,854 6,424 2,000 0 
70 Bruffy 18,474 0 6,013 366 0 12,095 0 5,291 1,051 37 
71 Pony Creek 15,219 0 6,265 306 0 8,648 0 6,051 520 0 
72 Indian Sp~s 18,708 471 6,543 5,907 441 5,346 471 5,562 6,475 854 
73 Dixie Flats 21,171 954 12,476 1,942 0 5,799 954 10,729 3,611 78 
74 &mi.grant 14,294 297 11,814 737 0 1,446 297 9,924 2,627 0 
15 Tonka 19,894 3,080 9,150 6,154 0 1,510 3,080 7,869 7,066 369 
76 Old 80 FFR 93 0 93 0 0 0 0 88 5 0 
77 Gdnlstone 5,181 1,517 702 1,372 0 1,590 1,517 597 1,408 69 
78 Cut Off 2,258 0 1,079 808 0 371 0 950 905 32 



APPENDIX 5 
TABLE 2 (Continued) 

Ecnux;rCAL srATUS ~ BY .ALl.O'MNT 
ALTERNATIVE E 

(acres) 

I I I TOTAL PUBLIC PRE.SEN!' IMrSC 
I M\P REF. I AWm£NT I ALimMENT SITUATION 3J IAOO.S AL'lERNATIVE E 3J 
INUMIER INAZ-£ IAOO.S E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 

l I I I I I I 

79 Bullion Road 4,674 72 3,113 110 0 1,379 72 2,708 512 3 
80 Ten Mile 5,775 223 3,383 21 0 2,148 223 2,977 426 1 
81 Four Mile Canyon 4,557 0 3,778 0 0 779 0 3,249 529 0 
82 Burner Basin 1,275 0 889 0 0 386 0 782 107 0 
83 Elko Hills 7,106 0 4,088 1,798 0 1,220 0 3,598 2,144 144 
84 East Fork 10,461 447 6,727 2,291 0 966 477 5,853 3,028 137 
85 East Fork FFR 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 37 2 

> 86 Burger Creek 240 0 240 0 0 0 0 211 29 0 
I 

-..J 
-..J 

87 Smiraldo 2,885 0 0 0 0 2,885 0 0 0 0 
88 King Seeding 2,283 0 0 0 0 2,283 0 0 0 0 
89 fursef l y 3,328 3 698 0 0 2,627 3 614 84 0 
90 Heelfly 378 0 0 0 0 378 0 0 0 0 
91 Secret 467 0 79 0 0 388 0 65 14 0 
92 Rabbit Creek 4,889 0 309 0 0 4,580 0 281 28 0 
93 Kennedy Seeding 1,534 0 0 0 0 1,534 0 0 0 0 
94 Wal~ 136 0 0 0 0 136 0 0 0 0 
95 Palacio 1,031 0 b 0 0 1,031 0 0 0 0 
96 Samhill Nort h 1,279 0 47 0 0 1,232 0 38 9 0 
97 Saoohi.11 South 593 0 0 0 0 593 0 0 0 0 
98 Bellinger 2,344 0 0 0 0 2,344 0 0 0 0 
99 fug Toomy 1,898 0 1,813 85 0 0 0 1,595 303 0 

100 Bot tari 2,390 0 1,403 0 0 987 0 1,249 154 0 
101 Olgi.vie Orbe 8,091 0 0 59 0 8,032 0 0 59 0 
102 IDS FFR 294 0 294 0 0 0 0 261 33 0 
103 Sioshme 8,473 37 3,857 0 0 4,579 37 3,239 617 0 
104 ~y Creek 5,488 0 0 0 0 5,488 0 0 0 0 



APPENDIX 5 
TAlU 2 (G:mtinued) 

ECDw:;rCAL STATUS ClWQS BY ALWMNT 
AL'IBRNATlVE E 

(acres) 

I I I 'IDI'AL PUBLIC PRF.SENI' IMISC 
I M\P REF. I Ail.O'IlENT IAWYifflNT SI'lUATION '!:.! IAraES AL'lERNATIVE E '!:J 
INUMBER INN-£ IAams E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 

I I I I I I I 

105 Mn Bridges 3,359 0 1,837 0 0 1,522 0 1,672 165 0 
106 River 4,299 118 2,259 1,497 0 425 118 1,988 1,732 36 
107 IDS 1,102 0 1,102 0 0 0 0 981 l21 0 
108 McMullen 108 0 0 0 0 108 0 0 0 0 
109 South Fork 2,883 0 1,034 0 0 1,849 0 900 134 0 
110 Crane Spri~s 22,304 425 9,332 44 0 12,503 425 8,119 1,257 0 
111 Dixie Creek 44,796 9,275 11,229 9,917 231 14,144 9,275 9,657 10,894 826 

:ii 
112 Sleemm 5,433 27 3,098 187 0 2,l21 27 2,726 540 19 

-..J 
1l3 Hmsel 11,169 0 3,686 250 0 7,233 0 3,244 667 25 

00 114 Wilson FFR 985 0 765 0 0 220 0 650 115 0 
115 Willow 4,772 0 1,913 0 0 2,859 0 1,645 268 0 
116 Willow Crk Pockets 6,260 0 2,700 0 0 3,560 0 2,376 324 0 
117 CottOIM:>Od 293 0 95 0 0 198 0 85 10 0 
118 l-Erkley Zuniro 2,038 0 348 3 0 1,687 0 308 43 0 
119 Achurra 2,176 0 549 0 0 1,627 0 489 60 0 
120 Barres Seeding 3,860 0 885 0 0 2,975 0 770 115 0 
121 Barnes FFR 164 0 164 0 0 0 0 144 20 0 
122 Little Porter FFR 97 0 0 97 0 0 0 0 87 10 
123 Robinson ?bmtain FFR 155 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 141 14 
124 Robinson lbmtain 18,409 2,725 4,009 7,248 0 4,427 2,725 3,488 7,202 567 
125 Little Porter 3,512 2,799 232 0 0 481 2,799 200 32 0 
126 Robinson Creek 15,549 3,577 3,722 3,266 381 4,603 3,577 3,201 3,526 642 
127 Frost Creek 10,058 229 4,740 0 0 5,089 229 4,124 616 0 
128 Cotta FFR 144 0 144 0 0 0 0 117 27 0 
129 Corral Canyon 2,006 0 458 0 0 1,548 0 394 64 0 
130 Forest FFR 480 0 0 480 0 0 0 0 456 24 
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APPENDIX 5 
TABIB 2 (Qmtirued) 

Eilll.()'.;lCAL srATUS ClWrnS BY AilD'l}HIT 

ALTERNATIVE E 
(acres) 

I I IIDTAL PUBLIC PRESENI' IMI:SC 
I M\P REF. I ALl..O'MNT IAU..O'Il£NT SI'IUATl.00 31 IAOO:S ALTERNATIVE E 3I 
INU1BER INAt-E IAOO:S E M I L p I _y E M I L I p 

I I I I I I I 

131 Pearl Creek 1,485 40 0 0 0 1,445 40 0 0 0 
132 Rattlesnake M:runtain 641 0 11 630 0 0 0 9 569 63 
133 Lindsay Creek 9,172 206 3,464 4 0 5,498 206 3,014 454 0 
134 Twin Creek North 2,974 353 27 23 0 2,571 353 24 24 2 
135 Twin Creek East 2,036 0 673 0 0 1,363 0 592 81 0 
136 Mn Creek South 1,138 0 0 0 0 1,138 0 0 0 0 
137 Merkley FFR 3,464 0 3,464 0 0 0 0 2,979 485 0 
138 Red Rock 65,230 6,209 28,715 8,746 320 21,240 6,209 24,695 12,241 845 
139 Browne 19,113 13,915 0 0 0 0 13,915 4,262 936 0 
140 Mitchell Creek 18,789 5,876 6,607 316 0 5,990 5,876 5,814 1,084 25 

'IDTAIB 2,878,710 285,908 1,409,00 759,030 57,872 366,817 285,908 1,236,289 880,292 109,404 

Native Range Acres - 2,511,893 - 2,511,893 

Bullhead 50,137 14,267 35,870 0 0 0 14,626 29,772 6,098 0 
Little (Myhee 199,957 30,355 160,844 0 0 8,758 30,355 141,010 19,834 0 
Pearl Forest 640 0 542 98 0 0 0 434 196 0 
Table M:runtain 4,575 1,837 2,537 0 0 201 1,837 2,258 279 0 

1/ These acreages include seedings, ~s, and unclassified areas for both tre present situation and Alternative E. 

2/ E = Early Seral, M = Mid Seral, L = I.ate Seral, P = Potential Native Coommity Classes. 

N:>te: These rates of change are supported i n otrer areas within the sagebrush daninated coom.mities of the Great Basin (French and Mitchell, 1983 and 
Rice and Westoby, 1978) • 



APPENDIX 5 
TABLE 3 

THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES IN THE ELKO RMP AREA 

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS 
Federally Listed Species Currently Under Review 

Antennaria arcuata 

Erigeron latus 
Ivesia rhypara 
Mentzelia packardiae 

Arching or Meadow pussytoes 

Broad fleabane 
Grimy ivesia 
Packard's mentzelia 

l_/ Candidate; 
Currently under Review 
1/ 3/ 
I!' 3/ 
]:/'c;ndidate; Informa-
tion indicates species should 
be added as threatened 

Nevada Listed Sensitive Species 

Artemisia packardiae 
Artemisia papposa 
Astragalus pterocarpus 
Hackelia ophiobia 
Lepidium nanum 

Packard's sagebrush 
Fuzzy sandwort 
Winged milkvetch 
Owyhee River stickseed 
Pulvinate pepperweed 

3/ Rare 
3/ Rare 
3/ Rare 
3/ Watch 
3/ Rare 

Federally Listed or Sensitive Species 2/ 

1/ 

2/ 

3/ 

4/ 

Arabis falcifructa 
Astragalus robbinsil 

var. occidentalis 
Coryphanta vivipara 

var. rosea 
Cymopterus nivalis 
Eriogonum argophyllum 

Penstemon procerus 
var. modestus 

Phacelia nevadensis 

Primula capillaris 

Thelypodium sagittatum 
var. ovalifolium 

None 
Lamoille Canyon (Robbins) 

milkvetch 
Broadpod freckled 

milkvetch 
None 
Silverleaf buckwheat 

Ruby Mountain 
penstemon 

None 

Ruby Mountain primrose 

Ovalleaf thelypody 

3/ Watch 
I/ Candidate: 
Currently Under Review 

3/ Watch 
I! 31 Watch 
I/' C;ndidate: 
Currently Under Review 
!!_I Critically 
Endangered NRS 527.270 
II Rare 

]:_/ Candidate: 
Currently Under Review 
]:_/ Candidate; 
Currently Under Review 
!!_I Critically 
Endangered NRS 527.270 
II Watch 

Federally listed (F.R. VOL. 45, NO. 242, 12/15/80 and F.R. VOL. 48, NO. 229, 
11/28/83) category 1 and 2 species. 
These species could occur within the planning area, but to date have not been 
documented as such. 
Sensitive plant list for Nevada, developed by the T/E Plant Workshop and coordinated 
by the Nevada State Museum. Watch species are those species of uncertain abundance 
and distribution and/or those for which threats cannot be defined to a reasonable 
degree. Rare or "Other Rare" species include plants not considered to be under any 
threats. 
State listed (NRS 527.270) fully protected as critically Endangered by the Division 
of Forestry, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
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APPENDIX 6 

SPECIAL OIL AND GAS AND GEOTHERMAL 
LEASING STIPULATIONS FOR THE ELKO 
PLANNING AREA 

1) Sage Grouse Special Stipulation 

When described lands have been 
identified as critical habitat 
for mating, nesting, and 
brood-rearing of sage grouse; 
prior to entry onto the lands, 
the lessee (operator) will 
discuss the proposed activities 
jointly with the BLM's authorized 
officer and the surface 
management agency's authorized 
officer who may require 
additional measures for the 
protection of sage grouse. Such 
measures may include: 

2) 

a) No surface occupancy on the 
actual strutting grounds, and 

b) No surface occupancy within 
one mile of the actual strutting 
grounds for a period between 
February 1 and May 15. 

Special Surface 
Stipulations for 
Recreational Areas 

Disturbance 
High Use 

The lessee, his representative, 
assignee, or operator is not 
permitted to use the surface of 
described lands for oil and gas 
exploration, development work, 
construction or operations, or 
for any other use of the surface 
which the lessee may have 
considered to have gained by the 
issuance of this lease. The 
lessee continues to have the 
right to extract oil and gas from 
beneath the surface of these 
lands so long as the extraction 
does not disturb the surface. 

3) 

4) 
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Antelope Special Stipulation 

For areas described as support1ng 
pronghorn antelope populatior s, 
and which contain specific 
habitat types and conditicns 
utilized by antelope as kiddjng 
areas; prior to entry onto these 
lands the lessee (operator) w:111 
discuss the proposed activit:les 
jointly with the appr opriate lLM 
authorized officer who nay 
require additional measures Jor 
the protection of antelope. St ch 
measures may include: 

a) No surface occupancy 
actual kidding grounds; or 

on 

b) Restriction of activity in 
kidding ground areas for 1 he 
months of June and July. 

Crucial Deer 
Stipulation 

Habitat Spec al 

For lands described which h~ve 
been identified as crucial win er 
deer habitat, during the per od 
of winter concentration (Decem~er 
1 - March 31) these sections w 11 
be closed to surface occupancy by 
any activities related to oil lnd 
gas exploration, includ ng 
seismic lines, off-road vehi le 
use, road construction, equipmmt 
movement and drilling. T1is 
limitation does not apply to 
maintenance and operations of 
producing wells. 

The provisions of this 
stipulation may be modified o ~ly 
with the mutual consent of he 
Lessee and the BLMs authori~ed 
officer. 

. 

' 

l 

' 

' l 

I 

' 
' 
' 

' 
' 

; 
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APPENDIX 7 

SOILS IN THE ELKO PLANNING AREA 

Soils in the Elko RMP area can be 
subdivided into five broad groups 
based on physiographic position. 
Using SCS soil surveys and information 
generated from SCS general soil maps, 
descriptions for the five soil group 
is as follows: 

1. 

2. 

Soils on bolson and semi-bolson 
floors 

Soils in this unit occur within 
internally drained basins 
(bolsons) and lowlands or flats 
within externally drained 
valleys. Slopes are nearly level 
to gently sloping. Soils are 
characterized by some degree of 
saline-alkali accumulations in 
some or all parts of their 
profile. Elevations range from 
about 4700 to 5300 feet. Water 
tables are seasonally high and 
the areas subject to flooding. 
Soil texture is medium to 
moderately fine through the whole 
profile. Soils are very deep and 
young, and exhibit little profile 
development. These soils are 
unsuitable for rangeland seedings 
because of elevated salt 
accumulations. Crescent and 
Diamond Valleys are the only 
internally drained basins within 
the RMP Area, with many parts in 
southern Pine Valley and the 
Owhyee Desert both externally 
drained, being characterized by 
lowlands or flats. 

Wet soils on floodplains 

These soils occur on floodplains 
of rivers and streams. Elevation 
ranges from about 4300 to 6000 
feet. The soils are nearly level 
and very deep. Except for their 
very dark, organically enriched 
surface horizons, they tend to be 
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3. 

young soils with little ho izon 
development. Soil texture is 
fine to moderately cc arse 
throughout the profile. "hese 
soils have seasonally high , ater 
tables and are subject to 
flooding. They can be saline and 
alkali affected in some or all 
parts of their profile. They 
occur throughout the pla1 ning 
area wherever large or 1 xial 
streams occur. 

These soils have the hiJ hest 
potential for producing fo age. 
The larger floodplains are used 
for pasture and meadow hay. 
Because these areas are near 
water and produce more pala able 
plants they tend to be overt sed, 
resulting in deterioration of the 
plant community and incrE ased 
soil erosion. Many of hese 
floodplains have unde1gone 
historical stream entrench1,ent. 
This lowers the water t1 ble, 
often allowing big sagebrus 1 to 
invade former meadow sites. 

Well drained soils on ter1aces 
and piedmont slopes 

These soils occur on pie< mont 
slopes and terraces sittated 
between floodplains and foot! ills 
or mountainsides. Elew tion 
ranges from about 4800 to 6500 
feet. Soils can be from nearly 
level to strongly sloping on the 
tops of fans and terraces 1 to 
moderately steep and very i teep 
on the side slopes of eroded fans 
and terraces. Soil te ture 
ranges from moderately coarse to 
moderately fine. Many of the 
older soils located on the tops 
of fans and terraces have ej ther 
silica cemented hardpans or clay 
subsoils, or both. The water and 
wind erosion hazard is gene1 ally 
slight except on steep sides] opes 
where the water erosion h, zard 
increases to moderate. 
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4. 

These areas are used predomin-
antly for grazing. They 
generally are suitable for 
r.angeland seedings if drought 
resistant plants are used. Most 
of the large scale range seedings 
of the 1950's took place in these 
units. Limitations to seeding 
include lack of adequate 
moisture, limited rooting depth 
to a hardpan, low available water 
holding capacity, and obstacles 
to mechanical operations such as 
surface rocks and steep slopes. 

In areas where the soils are deep 
and level they can be used for 
irrigated agriculture, mainly 
producing alfalfa. Limitations 
in these areas to irrigation 
include rough topography, limited 
soil depth, availability of 
irrigable water, salt affected 
soils, and a short growing season. 

Soils on mountains and hills 

According to Peterson (1981) 
roughly 35 percent of the 
northern Great Basin 
physiographic region is occupied 
by mountain ranges. These 
ranges, "are characteristically 
many tens of miles long, are 
narrow and fairly linear, and 
rise steeply thousands of feet to 
continous though sometimes jagged 
crests." These ranges rougply 
parallel each other in 
north-south trends. Elevation is 
generally between 5000 to 8000 
feet. Most of the soils are well 
drained and strongly sloping to 
very steep, and a.re shallow to 
deep over bedrock. Soil texture 
ranges from course to fine and 
rock fragments from few to many. 

These areas are most suited for 
range use~ recreation, and 
wildlife. Rangeland improvements 
or seedings are mostly prohibited 
because of steep slopes and 
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surface rock fragments. However, 
where watershed protection 
becomes necessary because of 
devasting wildfires, they may be 
aerially seeded. The wind 
erosion hazard is slight and the 
water erosion hazard is moderate 
to severe, depending on the 
degree of slope. 

Soils on Plateaus 

This area is restricted to the 
Owyhee Desert which is part of 
the Columbia Plateau 
physiographic region. The area 
is characterized by a high 
rolling plateau underlain by 
basalt flows which are 
occassionally cut by deep 
vertically walled canyons. 
Eleva -tion ranges from about 5100 
to 5600 feet. Soils formed in 
mixed alluvium with some degree 
of loess and volcanic ash. Weak 
to strong to indurated silica and 
lime cemented hard pans have 
developed within most soils. 
Wind and water erosion hazards 
are generally slight. 

This area is used mostly for 
grazing by domestic livestock and 
wildlife, including deer, 
antelope, and wild horses. The 
area is generally suitable for 
rangeland seedings using drought 
resistant plants, but limitations 
occur from shallow soil depth to 
a hardpan or bedrock and 
mechanical limitations from 
surface cobbles or stones. 



APPENDIX EIGHT 

ECONOMICS 
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APPENDIX 8 
TABLE 1 

ECONOMIC DATA FOR THE ELKO RMP AREA 
COSTS AND RETURNS FOR CATTLE OPERATIONS 

(Values are in$ Per Cow) 

Sales 
Steer Calves 
Heifer Calves 
Cull cows 
Cull Bulls 

Total Sales 

101.74 
38.79 
56.69 

8.31 
205.53 

Production Costs 

A. 

B. 

Cash Costs 
Hay Production 
Government Grazing Fees 
Private Range Lease 
Protein Supplement 
Hired Labor 
Veterinary Expenses 
Hired Trucking 
Marketing Commission 
Fuel 
Repairs and Maintenance 
Accounting 
Brand Inspection 
Salt and Minerals 
Fencing 
Taxes 
Dues 
Other Cash Costs 

Total Cash Costs 

Other Costs 
Family Labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on Equipment and Buildings 
Interest on Brood Stock 
Interest on Bulls 
Interest on Horses 

Total Other Costs 

31.32 
8.56 
8.83 
7,71 

38.86 
6.00 
3.19 
1.55 

12.86 
12,04 

0.97 
0.35 
2.04 
2.02 
5.59 
0,41 
6.83 

149.13 

37.34 
37. 21 
37.93 
73,42 

8.57 
2.45 

196.92 

Total Costs 346,05 

56.40 Return above cash costs 
Return above cash costs and family labor 
Return to total investment 1/ 

19.06 
- 18.15 

19.19 Net ranch income'!:__/ 

1/ 

2/ 

Return to total investment equals sales (gross income) minus cash costs, 
depreciation, and family labor. No estimate is included for interest on 
land or for opportunity cost. 

Net ranch income is calculated by deducting cash costs and depreciation 
from sales (gross income). The remaining revenue (net ranch income) is 
available to service long-term debts on land and capital, to provide 
income to family labor, and to provide a return to risk and management, 
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APPENDIX 8 
TABrn 2 

EsrIMATED VALUE OF LANDS moroSED FOR DISR)SAL ( $) 
Ell(() RM? ARFA 

Classification Per 
Highest & Best Use Acre Value Alternative Alternat i ve Alternative 

(Judga:E'lt) (Judg81E11t) A B C 

Residential 14,000 0 45,080,000 45,080,000 

~rcial 30,000 0 22,800,000 22,000,000 

Grazing 75 0 4,365,000 0 

Grass 90 0 10,800 0 

Industrial 30,000 0 19,200,000 19,200,000 

R&PP1f 0 0 0 0 

'lUl'AL 0 91,455,800 87,000,000 

Estimated Assessed 0 32,009,530 30,478,000 
Valuation (35¥.) 

Estimated Pot7ntial 0 376,592 358,574 
Tax Revenue ~ 

Estimated Offset of &11 
Payuents in Lieu of Tuxes ~ 

0 28,131 26,785 

Alt ernative Alternative 
D E 

45,080,000 45,080,000 

22,000,000 22,000,000 

625,500 0 

0 0 

19,200,000 19,200,000 

0 0 

87,705,500 87,000,000 

30,696,925 30,478,000 

361,149 358,574 

26,978 26,785 

1/ No estimate of value i s included for potential R&PP lan:l. transfers because of high variabil ity arrl in 
consideration of the fact that these lan:l.s will provide no addition to the tax base . 

2/ Based on FY 1983 average tax rate of 1.1765 per $100 of assessed valuation. 

3/ With 7,838,025 entitlarent acres in Elko Collllty, calculated at $0.10 per acre, and subjec t to a 
population limitation of 22,025, payments in lieu of taxes for FY 1985 are estimat ed at $585,865: 
$585,865 divided by 7,838,025 = t/J.0747 per acre. 
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GLOSSARY 

ACTIVE GRAZING PREFERENCE: The total 
number of Animal Unit Months that can 
be licensed on a given allotment. 

ALLOTMENT: An area allocated for the 
use of livestock of one or more quali­
fied grazing permittees which includes 
prescribed numbers and kinds of live­
stock under one plan of management. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP): A 
documented program which applies to 
livestock operations on the public 
lands, which is prepared in consulta­
tion with the permit tee( s) or 
lessee( s) involved, and which: 1) 
prescribes the manner in and extent to 
which livestock operations will be 
conducted in order to meet the 
multiple-use, sustained-yield, 
economic, and other needs and 
objectives as determined for the 
public lands through land use 
planning; 2) describes the type, 
location, ownership, and general 
specifications for the range 
improvements to be installed and 
maintained on the public lands to meet 
the livestock grazing and other 
objectives of land management; and 3) 
contains such other provisions 
relating to livestock grazing and 
other objectives as may be prescribed 
by the authorized officer consistent 
with applicable law. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM): The amount 
of forage necessary for the sustenance 
of one cow or its equivalent for one 
month. 

ANGLER DAY: One fisherman spending 12 
hours fishing on BLM administered 
waters, or 12 fishermen spending 1 
hour each, or any combination of these. 
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AQUATIC: Living or growing in or on a 
stream or other water body or source. 

BROWSE: That part of the current leaf 
and twig growth of shrubs, woody vines 
and trees available for animal 
consumption. 

CHERRYSTEM: A boundary configuration 
in which the boundary of a wilderness 
study area or proposed wilderness is 
drawn around a linear feature so as to 
exclude that feature from the wilder­
ness study area or proposed wilderness. 

CHERRY STEM ROAD: A road that pene­
trates the interior of a WSA but does 
not divide it into two separate areas. 

COMMUNITY EXPANSION LANDS: Those 
public lands generally located within 
or near corporate city limits that 
have been identified through consul­
tation with municipal planning rep­
resentatives as having value for 
residential, commercial, industrial, 
recreational, or other public . purposes 
in the growth of that community. The 
method of disposal could be either 
sales under FLPMA or through the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act. 

COMPETITION: Competition results when 
two animal species require component 
of their environment (food, water, 
cover or space) and the supply of that 
component is limited. If in attaining 
or utilizing the limited habitat 
component they inhibit each others 
growth or survival, or if populations 
are below what they would be without 
each other's presence, interspecific 
competition occurs. Intraspecific 
competition occurs between individuals 
or populations of the same species. 



CORRIDOR: A preferred location 
through which major utility 
transmission (powerlines, gas 
pipelines, etc~) facilities, both 
existing and proposed, are or will be 
located, 

CRITICAL GROWTH PERIOD: The period in 
a plant's growth cycle when food 
reserves are lowest and grazing is 
most harmful; for example, in grass 
species this period begins with the 
boot (prebud stage) and closes with 
complete maturation of the fruit. 

CRITICAL HABITAT: Any or all habitat 
element(s), the loss of which, would 
appreciably decrease the likelihood of 
the survival and recovery of an 
officially listed threatened and 
endangered species. It may represent 
any portion of the present habitat of 
an officially listed species and may 
include additional areas for 
population expansion. 

CRUCIAL HABITAT (Range): Habitat on 
which a species depends for survival; 
there are no alternative ranges or 
habitats available. May also be 
called "key range or habitat." 

CULTURAL RESOURCES: Those fragile and 
nonrenewable remains of human activity 
representing lifestyles, events, or 
periods of the past as reflected in 
sites, districts, structures, 
artifacts, architecture, or places. 
These resources may consist of 1) 
physical remains such as artifacts, 
structures, or historic trails, 2) 
places associated with a historic 
event or, 3) areas important to the 
beliefs of a particular group of 
people, 

DESGINATED CORRIDOR: a 3 mile wide 
(where possible) passage on which 
existing utility transmission or 
transportation facilities are located 
for which a future need may be 
accomodated. 
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DESIGNATED CORRIDOR - LOW VISIBILITY: 
A 3 mile wide (where possible) passage 
on which existing utility transmission 
or transportation facilities are 
located for which a future need mar be 
accomodated if the facility is not 
evident in the characteristic 
landscape. 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS: The present state 
of native vegetation of a ecolog(cal 
site in relation to the climax ptl.ant 
community for that site. It is an 
expression of the relative degreE to 
which the kinds, proportions, and 
amounts of plants in the present ptl.ant 
community resemble that of other 
native plant communities for ,..hat 
site, Four ecological status classes 
are used to express the degree to 
which the composition of the present 
plant community reflects that of the 
potential native: Potential Na_ive 
(76-100%), Late (51-75%), Mid 
(26-50%), Early (0-25%). 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA): A 
concise public document prepared to 
provide sufficient evidence and 
analysis for determining whether to 
prepare an environmental im ,act 
statement or a finding of no 
significant impact. It includei a 
brief discussion of the need for the 
proposal, alternatives conside ed, 
environmental impact of the prop:>sed 
action and alternatives, and a lis of 
agencies and persons consulted. 

EROSION: Detachment and movement of 
soil or rock fragments by water, w nd, 
ice, or gravity. 

ESSENTIAL HABITAT: Any or all hab'tat 
element(s) that possess the ;ame 
characteristics as critical habi at, 
but which has not yet been offici ~lly 
designated. It is the responsibi ity 
of each Federal agency to conduct the 
appropriate studies and to provide the 
biological information necessary to 
delineate essential habitat. 
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EXTENSIVE RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA: 
Areas where recreation is not a 
principal management objective, and 
where limited needs or 
responsibilities require minimal 
recreation investments. These areas, 
which constitute the bulk of the 
public lands, give recreation visitors 
the freedom of recreational choice 
with minimal regulatory constraint. 

FORAGE: All browse and 
foods that are available 
animals. It may be 
harvested for feeding. 

herbaceous 
to grazing 
grazed or 

FORB: A nongrass seed-producing plant 
that does not develop persistent woody 
tissue. 

GRAZING PREFERENCE: The total number 
(active and suspended nonuse) of 
animal unit months of livestock 
grazing on public land apportioned and 
attached to base property owned or 
controlled by a permittee. 

GRAZING PRESSURE: A situation which 
may occur when livestock use on 
vegetation during critical growth 
periods for plants, or utilization of 
vegetation is above allowable use 
levels. This can be relieved by 
additional forage availability or 
through a change in grazing use 
sequence. 

GRAZING SYSTEM: A systematic sequence 
of grazing treatments applied to an 
allotment to reach identified 
multiple-use goals or objectives by 
improving the quality and quantity of 
the vegetation. 

GRAZING TREATMENT: A prescription 
under a grazing system which grazes or 
rests a unit of land at particular 
times each year to attain specific 
vegetation goals. 

GROSS RANCH INCOME: Is equal to gross 
sales for an individual ranch or group 
of ranches. 
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HABITAT CONDITION (BIG GAME): The 
condition of seasonal habitat(s) as 
they relate to the habitat needs of a 
particular big game species. Hab i tat 
components include such factors as 
browse vigor rating, forage quality, 
cover factors, human interference and 
water distribution for mule deer; as 
well as water distribution, vegetation 
quality and quantity, and vegetation 
height for antelope. These habitat 
components are evaluated independently 
and are somewhat related to, but are 
not the same as, existing or potential 
ecological range cond i tion. 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN: A written 
and officially approved plan for a 
specific geographic area which 
identifies wildlife habitat and 
related objectives, establishes the 
sequence of actions for achieving 
objectives, and outlines procedures 
for evaluating accomplishments. 

HUNTER DAY: One hunter spending 12 
hours hunting on BLM administered 
land, or 12 hunters spending one hour 
each, or any combination of these. 

IMPROPER UTILIZATION: Graz i ng of the 
vegetation resource at levels other 
than those recommended in the 1984 
Nevada Range Studies Task Group 
monitoring procedures. Includes 
overutilization, underutilization, and 
inefficient distribution of grazing. 

INCOME MULTIPLIER: An indicator of 
how much income is stimulated in the 
economy of a region by an economic 
sector above and beyond the initial 
income produced by a sector. 

KEY FORAGE AND BROWSE SPECIES: (1) 
Forage species whose use serves as an 
indicator to the degree of use of 
associated species; (2) those species 
which must, because of their 
importance, be considered in the 
management program. 



LEASABLE MINERALS: Those minerals or 
materials designated as leasable under 
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. They 
include coal, phosphate, asphalt, 
potassium and sodium minerals, oil, 
and gas. Geothermal resources are 
also leasable under the Geothermal 
Steam Act of 1970. 

LEGAL ACCESS: Roads/trails over which 
the public and BLM have the right to 
access public lands. 

LICENSED USE: Active use AUMs that a 
permittee has paid for during a given 
grazing period. 

LIMITED ORV DESIGNATION: Areas on 
public lands where the use of motor 
vehicles may be limited. Examples of 
limitations could include time of year 
restrictions or use on existing or 
designated roads and trails. 

LOCATABLE MINERAL: A mineral subject 
to location under the 1872 mining 
laws. Examples of such minerals would 
be gold, silver, copper, and lead as 
compared to oil and natural gas, which 
are leasable minerals. 

LONG-TERM: A point in time from five 
to 20 years following the beginning of 
the implementation phase for the RMP. 

MICROCLIMATE: A small localized 
environment differing significantly 
from the surrounding area in climatic 
features such as temperature and 
humidity. 

MAJOR FACILITIES: (in relation to 
corridors) Major transmission 
facilities generally include 69 KV or 
larger electric lines, interstate land 
communication lines, and pipelines of 
ten inches or larger diameter. Major 
transportation facilities include all 
interstate transportation lines. 
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MINERAL POTENTIALS: 
planning purposes) 

(as defined for 

High Potential High potential is 
assigned to areas that contain or are 
extensions of active or inac ive 
properties which show evidence of re, 
mineralization, and favorable geol gic 
characteristics. All produ ing 
properties fall within this categor. 

Moderate Potential - Moderate po en­
tial is assigned to areas with sev ral 
geologic characteristics indicativ of 
mineralization, relatively lo er, 
economic value of past production, and 
similar environments but at gre ter 
distance from known ore and min ral 
occurrences. This category may 
include areas adjacent to k own 
districts or in mineral belts. 

Low Potential Low potential is 
assigned to areas that are outside any 
construed favorable geologic and 
mineral trend projections or are 
buried by substantial thicknesses of 
barren material. 

MULTIPLE-USE: The management of 
public lands and their var ous 
resource values so that they are 
utilized in a combination that ill 
best meet present and future needs. 

MULTIPLIER EFFECTS: The indivi ual 
effects which spread throughout an 
economy as the result of a one nit 
change in an element of a se tor 
directly impacted by an action, e g., 
an income multiplier of 2.1021 for the 
meat animals and poultry sector mans 
that for a $1 change in income wi hin 
the sector the overall impact on the 
economy will be a change in incom of 
$2.10. The indirect effect is the 
total impact ($2.10) minus the di ect 
impact ($1.00) resulting in an 
indirect effect of ($1.10). 



OFF-ROAD VEHICLE: (ORV) Any motorized 
vehicle capable of, or designed for, 
travel on or immediately over land, 
water, or other natural terrain ex­
cluding: (1) any nonamphibious regis­
tered motorboat; (2) any military, 
fire, emergency, or law enforcement 
vehicle while being used for emergency 
purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is 
expressly authorized by the authorized 
officer, or otherwise officially ap­
proved; ( 4) vehicles in official use; 
and ( 5) any combat or combat support 
vehicle when used in times of national 
defense emergencies. 

OPEN DESIGNATION (ORV): Areas on 
public lands where motor vehicles may 
be operated, subject only to standard 
operating regulations. 

PERMITTEE: One who holds a permit to 
graze livestock on public land. 

PHENOLOGY: The study of periodic 
biological phenomenon such as flower­
ing or breeding, as correlated with 
season and weather. 

PLANNING CORRIDOR: A five-mile wide 
area on which no existing transpor­
tation or utility facilities exist, 
but for which a future need has been 
identified. 

PLANT VIGOR: The state of health of a 
plant. The capability of a plant to 
respond to growing conditions, to make 
and store food, and to complete the 
reproductive stages. 

PRIMITIVE RECREATION: Nonmotorized 
and nondeveloped types of outdoor 
recreational activities in a natural 
setting featuring a maximum degree of 
solitude and challenge. 

PRIORITY "A" LIMITING FACTORS: Five 
crucial factors averaged to provide 
overall fishery habitat condition on a 
stream. These include pool to riffle 
ratio, pool quality, desirable bottom 
material, bank cover, and bank 
stability. 
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PRIORITY "B" LIMITING FACTORS: Those 
important factors of fishery habitat 
not used to figure overall condition. 
These include average depth and width, 
percent stream shaded at midday, 
sedimentation, and water temperature. 

PUBLIC LAND: Vacant, unappropriated, 
and unreserved lands which have never 
left Federal ownership; also, lands in 
Federal ownership which were obtained 
by the Government in exchange for 
public lands or for timber on public 
lands. Land administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

RANGE IMPROVEMENT: A structure, 
development, or treatment used to 
rehabilitate, protect, or improve the 
public lands to advance range 
betterment. 

RANGELAND MONITORING PROGRAM: A 
program designed to measure changes in 
plant composition, ground cover, 
animal populations, and climatic 
conditions on the public rangeland. 
Vegetation measurements will be used 
to measure attainment or nonattainment 
of rangeland objectives and to 
determine the reason for any changes 
that are occurring. The vegetation 
measurements consist of actual use, 
utilization, trend, and climatic 
conditions. 

REASONABLE NUMBERS: The long-term (15 
to 17 years) average of big game 
populations (mule deer, antelope, elk, 
and bighorn sheep) or the number of 
animals historical habitat could 
support if reintroduction were to 
occur. These numbers have been 
cooperatively developed and agreed 
upon by the Bureau of Land Management 
and the Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

RECREATION DAY: Participation in a 
particular recreation activity by an 
individual for any portion of, or all 
of a 24-hour period. 



RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM: A 
continuum used to 
recreation opportunities 
setting, activity, and 
opportunities. 

characterize 
in terms of 

experience 

RIPARIAN HABITAT, AQUATIC 
(STREAMSIDE): Vegetative communities 
found in association with streams 
(both perennial and intermittent), 
lakes, ponds, and other open water. 
Habitat crucial to the continued 
existence of the fish species known to 
occur in the Elko District. It is 
also essential to most terrestrial 
wildlife species. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT, TERRESTRIAL: 
Vegetative communities found in 
association with either open water or 
water close to the surface; includes 
such habitat features as seeps, 
springs, small wet meadows, aspen 
stands and/or other hydrophilic trees 
and shrubs. Habitat crucial to the 
continued existence of the majority of 
the terrestrial wildlife species known 
to occur in the Elko District, 

ROAD: Vehicle routes which have been 
improved and maintained by mechanical 
means to insure relatively regular and 
continued use. 

SEEDING RATING: Estimations were made 
of relative composition for each plant 
species within a seeding, including 
any native species. Then, to rate 
that seeding, a value was applied to 
the relative composition of the 
crested wheatgrass only (0-25%, poor; 
26- 50%, fair; 51-75%, good; and 
76-100%, excellent). 

SHORT-TERM: The period of time 
following the completion of the EIS, 
approximately zero to five years. 

SOLITUDE: The state of being alone or 
remote from habitations; isolation. A 
lonely, unfrequented, or secluded 
place. 
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SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA: 
Areas which require greater recr ation 
investment, where more int nsive 
recreation management is needed and 
recreation is a principal mana ement 
objective for which the Bureau plans 
and manages. 

SPECIES, CANDIDATE: (1) Desig ation 
applied to species not yet offi ially 
listed as threatened or endanger d but 
which are undergoing a status eview 
or are proposed for listing ace rding 
to Federal Register notices pub ished 
by the Secretary of the Interi r or 
the Secretary of Commerce, or 
according to comparable state 
documents published by state 
officials; (2) applied to s ecies 
whose populations are consis ently 
small and widely dispersed whose 
ranges are restricted to few 
localities, such that any appre iable 
reduction in numbers, h itat 
availability, or habitat ition 
might lead toward extinction; o (3) 
applied to species whose number are 
declining so rapidly that of cial 
listing as threatened or 
may become necessary as a conser 
measure. 

SPECIES, ENDANGERED: An 
plant whose prospects 
reproduction are in 
jeopardy, and as further defin d 
The Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

SPECIES, SENSITIVE: An anima 
plant classified by a state gover 
pursuant to state laws 
regulations, which is faced 
potential extinction throughout a 
a significant portion of its r 
especially within the respective s 

SPECIES, THREATENED: Any cies 
which is likely to become an 
endangered species within the 
forseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range and 
as further defined by the Endan ered 
Species Act of 1973. 



SUITABLE FOR PRESERVATION AS WILDER­
NESS: Refers to a recommendation that 
certain Federal lands satisfy the de­
finition of wilderness in The Wilder­
ness Act and have been found appropri­
ate for designation as wilderness on 
the basis of an analysis of the exist­
ing and potential uses of the land. 

SUPPLEMENTAL VALUES: Values that may 
be present in an area under considera­
tion for wilderness, such as ecologi­
cal, geological, or other features of 
scientific, educational, scenic, or 
historical value. They are not re ­
quired for wilderness designation, but 
their presence will enhance an area's 
wilderness quality. 

SUSTAINED YIELD: The achievement and 
maintenance in perpetuity of a high 
level of annual or regular periodic 
output of the various renewable 
resources of the public lands 
consistent with multiple-use. 

TREND: The direction of change in 
range condition or wildlife habitat 
over a period of time, expressed as 
upward, not apparent, or downward. 

UNDERSTORY: Plants growing beneath 
the canopy of other plants. Usually 
refers to grasses, forbs, and low 
shrubs under a tree or brush canopy. 

UTILIZATION: The portion of the 
current year's forage production that 
is consumed or destroyed by grazing 
animals. May refer either to a single 
species or to the vegetation as a 
whole. 

VEGETATIVE MANIPULATION PROJECTS: 
Man-made actions which alter the 
existing natural plant communities to 
achieve the goals of management in a 
particular area. There are several 
ways in which vegetation can be alter­
ed: (1) with fire; (2) mechanically, 
which includes chaining, plowing, or 
crushing; (3) chemically; and (4) 
biologically. 
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VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM): The 
planning, design, and implementation 
of management objectives to provide 
acceptable levels of visual impacts 
for all BLM resource management 
activities. 

WAYS: A vehicle route established and 
maintained solely by the passage of 
motor vehicles. 

WILDERNESS: An uncultivated, 
uninhabitated, and usually roadless 
area set aside for preservation of 
natural conditions according to 
Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 
1964. 

WILDERNESS AREA: An area formally 
designated by an Act of Congress as 
part of the Natio.ial Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS: 
Identified by Congress in the 1964 
Wilderness Act: namely size, natur­
alness, outstanding opportunities for 
solitude or a primitive and unconfined 
type of recreation, and supplemental 
values such as geological, archaeolo­
gical, historical, ecological, scenic, 
or other features. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POLICY: This 
policy document prescribes the general 
objectives, policies, and specific 
activity guidance applicable to all 
designated BLM wilderness areas. 
Specific management objectives, 
requirements, and decisions implement­
ing administrative practices and 
visitor activities in individual 
wilderness areas are developed and 
described in the wilderness management 
plan for each unit. 

WILDERNESS RECOMMENDATION: 
recommendation by the Bureau of 
Management, the Secretary of 
Interior, or the President 
respect to WSAs suitability 
nonsuitability for presevation 
wilderness. 

A 
Land 

the 
with 

or 
as 



WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA): A 
roadless area or island that has been 
inventoried and found to have 
wilderness 
described in 
1964. 

characteristics 
The Wilderness Act 

as 
of 

WILDERNESS 
criteria 
developed 
Policy to 
wilderness 

STUDY CRITERIA: The 
and quality standards 

in the Wilderness Study 
guide planning efforts in 

EISs. 

WILD HORSE HERD AREA: A designated 
area of public lands that provides 
habitat for one or more wild horse 
herds. 

WILD HORSES: All unbranded and 
unclaimed horses and their progeny 
that have used public lands on or 
after December 15, 1971, or that use 
these lands as all or part of their 
habitat. 

WOODLAND CONDITION: Depending on the 
amount of preferred and desirable 
species present, a forage rating was 
given based on SCS Woodland 
Suitability Group Site descriptions. 

AMP: 
AUM: 
BLM: 
CEQ: 
CFR: 
CRMP: 

EIS: 
FFR: 
FLPMA: 

FY: 
GEM: 

ACRONYMS 

Allotment Management Plan 
Animal Unit Month 
Bureau of Land Management 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Coordinated Resource Management 
and Planning 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Fenced Federal Range 
Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act 
Fiscal Year 
Geology, Energy, and Minerals 
Report (as related to 
wilderness) 
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HMP: 
IMP: 

MR.I: 
NDOW: 
NEPA: 
NPS: 
NWPS: 

ORV: 
ROWs: 
RMP: 
ROS: 
SCORP: 

SRMA: 

T&E: 

Habitat Management Plan 
Interim Management Polic (as 
related to wilderness) 
Mineral Resource Inventory 
Nevada Department of Wildl fe 
National Environment Polic Act 
National Park Service 
National Wild rness 
Preservation System 
Off-Road Vehicle 
Rights-of-way 
Resource Management Plan 
Recreation Opportunity Spe trum 
Statewide Comprehensive O tdoor 
Recreation Plan 
Special Recreation Mana 
Area 
Threatened and gered 
Species 

USDA: U.S. Department of Agricul ure 
USDI: U.S. Department of Interio 
USFS: U.S. Forest Service 
USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser ice 
WSA: Wilderness Study Area 
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A~~e$S (See Lega i Access): 

~ir Qualtty: 2-35, ~-27 

All~tment Manage~ent Plans (AMPs): 
S-S, S-7, 1-6, 2, 3, 2-8, 2-13, 2- 18, 
2,-'>4 ?-?9 3-7 4-5 4-12 4-23 4-30 

~ ' ~ ~ , ' ' ' ' 
Alte ,1matives: S-1, 1..-4, 1-8, 2-1, 
2~s, 2,.7, 2~2~, 4-2 

Antelope, Pronghorn: S..-5, ~- 8, 2- 4, 
i-s, 2-13, 2-15, a-18, 2-23, 2-24, 
3 ... s, 4..,5, 4-24 

Kid~tng Areas: 2-14, 2-19, 2- 20, 
4~13 

Areas of Critical Environmental 
Cpt1c~rn ( t'\~EG) : 2-1 

,\U~s: S-5, S-r7, b·6 ,, 2-3, 2-8, 2- 13, 
2-18 , 2- 23, 3-7, 3-8, 4-5, 4-12, 4-i3, 
4..-30, A-6, A-10, A-14, A-18, A-22, A-46 

Big Game (See also Antelope, Mule 
Peer, and Bighorn Sheep): S-5, S-8, 
2-13, 2-14, 2-23, 3-8, 4-5, 4-12, 
4-13, 4- 24, 4-31, 4-37, A-34 

Bighorn Sheep: S-5, s-8, 2-13, 2- 14, 
2-18, 2-19, 2- 23, 4-24 

Checkerboard Lands (See Legal Access): 

Christmas Trees (See Woodland 
Products): 

Corridors: S-4, 1-5, 2-2, 2-5, 2-6, 
2-11, 2-15, 2-16, 2-20, 2-21, 2- 26, 
2-27, 3-2, 3-21, 4-2, 4-8, 4-10, 4-18, 
4-21, 4-27, 4-29, 4-34, 4-36, 4-39 

Crucial Range (See Antelope and Mule 
Deer): 

Cultural Resources: 2-36, 3-27 

Disposal (Land) 

Exchange: s-4, 1-5, 2-2, 2-5, 2-11, 
2-15, 2-20, 2-25, 3-2, 4-10, 4-18, 
~.-21, 4-29, 4-36 

I-1 

Sale: S-4, 1- 5, 2- 2, 2- 5, 2- 15, 
2-25, 3-2, 4-10, 4- 18, 4- 29, 4- 34 

Community Expansion: S-4, 2-5, 
2-11, 2-15, 2-20, 2-25, 4- 2, 4- 10, 
4-18, 4-21, 4-27, 4-29, 4- 36, 4-39 

Ecolog i cal (Range) Condi tion : 3-17, 
4-7, 4-17, 4-33, 4-38, A-46, A-49, 
A-50, A-56, A- 62, A-68 , A- 74 

Economics 

Employment/Income: 3-19, 3-20 

Livestock Grazing: 3-19, 3-21, 4-8, 
4- 19, 4- 27, 4-34, 4- 39, A- 88 

Recreation: 3-22, 4-8, 4-18, 4-27, 
4-34, 4-39 

Wilderness: 3- 22, 4- 8, 4- 18, 4-27, 
4- 34, 4-39 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA): 1-1 

Fisheries (See Wi ldlife Habitat -
Acquatic): 

Fishing (See Recreation): 

Fuelwood Cutting (See Woodland 
Products): 

Geothermal (See Minerals): 

Grazing Treatments: 2- 3, 2-29, 2-31 

Hunting (See Recreation and Economics): 

Income (See Economics): 

Issues: S-1, 1- 2, 1-4, 1-5 

Lands and Realty (See Disposal): 

Legal Access: S-4, 1- 6, 2- 2, 2- 6, 
2-7, 2-11, 2-12, 2-16, 2- 17, 2- 21, 
2-22, 2-27, 3-2, 3-3, 3-22, 4-2, 4-3, 
4-10, 4-21, 4-29, 4-36 

Livestock Grazing: S-5, S-7, 1-6, 
2-3, 2-8, 2-13, 2- 18, 2-21 , 2-23, 



2-31, 3-7, 4-5, 4-12, 4-23, 4- 30, 
4-37, A-6 

Minerals: S-6, S- 9, 1-7, 2-4, 2-10, 
2-14, 2-15, 2-19, 2- 20, 2-23, 2-34, 
3- 15, 3-16, 4-6, 4-7, 4-16, 4-17, 
4-25, 4- 26, 4-32, 4-33, 4-38, A-82 

Monitoring: 1-5, 2-18, 2-31, 2-32, 
2-33, 4-30 

Mule Deer: 2-4, 2-8, 2-13, 2- 15, 
2-18, 2-23, 2-24, 3-8, 4-5, 4-12, 4-24 

National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA): 1-1 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) (See 
Recreation): 

Oil and Gas (See Minerals): 

Owyhee Canyon Lands: 2-6, 2-10, 2-13, 
2-15, 2-16, 2-19, 2-20, 2-23, 4-1 

Population: 3-18 

Range Improvements: 2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 
2-13, 2-18, 2-23, 2-25, 2-28, 2-30, 
4-5, 4-12, 4-30 

Reasonable Numbers: S-5, S-8, 2-23, 
4-24, 4-31, 4-37, A-34 

Recreation: 1-6, 2-3, 2-27, 3- 2, 4-1, 
4-3, 4-10, 4-21, 4-29, 4-36 

Fishing: s-7, 2-6, 2-16, 3-2, 3-3, 
A-2 

. Hunting: s-7, 3-3, 4-3, 4-11, 4- 22, 
4-29, 4-36, A-2 

ORV Use: S-4, S-7, 2-3, 2-6, 2-13, 
2-16, 2-21, 3-3, 3- 4, 4-3, 4-11, 
4-22, 4-30, 4-37 

Special Recreation Management Areas 
(SRMAs): s-4, 2-3, 2-4, 2-6, 2-10, 
2-11, 2-13, 2-15, 2-16, 2-20, 2-21, 
2-24, 3-2, 3-3, 4-3, 4-11, 4-21, 4-29 

Reintroductions (See also Wildlife 
Habitat-Big Game): 2-14, 2-23, 3-8, 
4-13, 4-24, 4-31, 4-37 

I-2 

Reservoirs (See Recreation - SRMAs): 

Resource Management Plan (RMI>): S-1, 
1- 1, 1-5, 1-8r 2~1, 3-1 

Rights-of:-Way (.S_ee Cor,ridor~) .: 

Riparian Habitat (See Wildl'ife 
Habitat): 

Sage Grouse (See Wildlif~ Habitat)i " 

Selective Management Criteria (M, I 
and C): 1-~• - 2-28', 3.:..7, A-26, _A..:46. .. 

Social Values and Attitudes: 3-23, 
3-24. 3-25~ 4-8, 4-9, 4-19, 4-20, 
4-28 4-35 . 4-40 . · 11 · 

' ' 
Soils: . 3-18, A-84 

Threatened and Endangered ~peci~s: 
2-3 2-8 2-33 2-35 3-9 3-12 4-· ' ' , . ' ' ' ' A-:~'O "' · . . ' · . · 

Upland Game (See Wildl{fe Habitat): 

Vegetation: 2-30, 3-16, 4-7~ 4-1~, 
4-26, 4-33, 4-38 

Treatments: 2-30, 4-17 

Visitor Use (See Recreation): 

Visual Resource Management: . 2-36, -28 

Water (See also Range Improvements) 

Quality: 2-35, 3-20, A-41 

Quantity: 3-25, 3-26, A-41 

Wilderness: S-5, S-7, 1..::6, _2-1, 2- , 
2-6 2-15 2-16 2-20 · 2-21, 2-27, 

' ' ' ' 3-4, 3-6, A-4 

Characteristics: 2-27, 2-28, 3-4 
3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 4-3, 4-11, 4-12, _. 
4-22, 4-23, A-4 

Study Areas: 1-1, 2-3~ 2-6, 2-16 
2-13, 2-16, 2-18, 2~21, 2-27, 7-2 , 
3-4 3...:.·6 3-7 4-4 · '4-6 ·4~22 . 4 .. ,: 3 ' ' . , ' . ' ' , 
4·...:.30 ·A-4 · . ' .. 
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Values: 3-4, 3-7, 4-3, 4-11, 4-22, 
4-30, 4-37 

Wild Horses: S-6, S-9, 1-7, 2-4, 2-8, 
2-14, 2-19, 2-21, 2-23, 2-34, 3-13, 
4-6, 4- 14, 4-16, 4-24, 4-32, 4-38 

Wildlife Habitat: 1-6, 2-3, 2-8, 
2-18, 2-19, 2-21, 2-23, 2-24, 2-33, 
3-8, 4-5, 4-12 

Acquatic: S-5, S-8, 2-3, 2-8, 2-14, 
2-19, 3-10, 3-11, 4-5, 4-14, 4-15, 
4-24, 4-26, 4-31, 4-37, 4-39, A-41 

Riparian: S-5, S-8, 1-7, 2-3, 2-8, 
2-14, 2-19, 2-21, 2-23, 2-33, 3-9, 
3-10, 3-11, 3-17, 4-7, 4-14, 4-15, 
4-17, 4-24, 4-26, 4-31, 4-33, 4-37, 
4-38 

Sage Grouse: S-8, 1-6, 2- 4, 2-8, 
2-14, 2-15, 2-20, 2-24, 3-8, 3-9, 
4-5, 4-13, 4-24, 4-31, 4-37 

Upland Game/Furbearers: S-8, 3-8, 
4-5, 4-13, 4-31, 4-37 

Woodland Products: 2-8, 2-19, 2-34, 
3-14, 3-15, 3-22, 4-6, 4-16, 4-25, 
4-32, 4-38 

Christmas Trees: S-6, S-9, 1-7, 
2-4, 2-10, 2-14, 2-19, 2-23, 3-14, 
3-15, 4-16, 4- 25, 4-32 

Fuelwood Cutting: S-6, S-9, 1-7, 
2-4, 2-10, 2-14, 2-19, 2-23, 3-14 

I-3 
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