300 Booth Street, P.0. Box 12000, Reno, Nevada 89520 J%b

ELKO RESQURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN RELEASED

The proposed Elko Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact
Statement is now available according to Edward Spang, State Director for the
Bureau of Land Management in Nevada. This document contains an evaluation of
public comments on the draft planning document and environmental impact

statement released last year.

The planning area encompasses approximately 3.1 million acres of public land
in northeastern Nevada. lThe majority of the area is located in Elko County

with portions of Eureka and Lander Counties.

The Elko Resource Management Plan is designed t; provide management direction
to resolve ten issues concerning the management of public lands in the
planning area. These issues range from livestock and wild horse management to
land tenure and utility corridors. Persons wishing to receive a copy of the
proposed plan may obtain one by writing District Manager, ATIN: RMP Team

Leader, Bureau of Land Management, P.0. Box 831, Elko, Nevada 89801.

“ more =~




The plan and environmental impact statement will be subject to protests
submitted in writing on or before July 28, 1986. Instructions for filing a

protest are included in the document.

Wilderness recommendations may not be protested at this time, as they are

preliminary and will be the subject of a separate legislative environmental

impact statement at a later date.

- end -
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior 1610
(NV-010)
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
NEVADA STATE OFFICE
300 Booth Street

P.O. Box 12000
Reno, Nevada 89520

JUN 17 1986

Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the Elko Proposed Resource Management Plan and
final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS). The draft document analyzed
five alternatives for management of 3.1 million acres of public land within
the ETko Planning Area in the Elko District, Nevada.

This FEIS has been printed in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 and should be used in conjunction with the Elko Draft
RMP/EIS (INT-DRMP/EIS 85-37). This document consists of a summary, proposed
plan, revisions and errata, and an expanded public participation section
containing comments and responses to the Draft RMP/EIS.

A formal protest period of 30 days will extend to July 28, 1986. Protests may
be made in writing to the Director, Bureau of Land Management, 18th and "C"
Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240.

Wilderness recommendations in this plan are preliminary and are not subject to
protest at this time. A separate legislative final environmental impact
statement for wilderness will be prepared as required by Bureau Wilderness
Study Policy.

Sincerely yours,

Edward F.
State Diregtor, Nevada

1 Enclosure:
Encl. 1 - Elko Proposed RMP/FEIS



INT PRMP/FEIS

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AND FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

for the ‘!g p 86 ~~Z4
ELKO RESOURCE AREA

NEVADA

Prepared by the

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Elko District Office

Edward F. Spang
Nevada State Director

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 public lands and to study the suitability of certain lands
for wilderness designation. An integral environmental impact statement
assesses the envirommental consequences of the plan.

This document is both the proposed resource management plan and the final
environmental impact statement. The final resource management plan will be
approved by the State Director and published in a record of decision following
public review of this document. Wilderness recommendations in the plan are
preliminary and subject to change during administrative review. A separate
legislative final envirommental impact statement for wilderness has been
prepared as required by the Bureau's Wilderness Study Policy.

For further information contact: Rodney Harris, District Manager, 3900 East
Idaho Street, P.0. Box 831, Elko, Nevada 89801.

Date this final statement was made available to the Envirommental Protection
Agency and to the Public:
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Alternative E: This alternative was
developed to provide for baseline data
and a comparative analysis of the
elimination of livestock grazing from
public lands.

A comparative summary of the
management actions and environmental
consequences of each alternative is
displayed in the following Summary
Tables 1 and 2.

fun Nclung 1992



SUMMARY TABLE 1
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

ISSUE ALTERNATIVE A

Lands and Realty
{Identify for
disposal)

Case-by-Case

Corridors
(Designate/Identify)

Case-by-Case

Legal Access (Acquire) Case-by-Case

Maintain four
SRMAY/:  (South
Fork Owyhee River
3,500 ac.), Wilson

Recreation

2’ Reservoir (5,440
= ac.), Zunino/Jiggs

Reservoir (800 ac.),
and North Wildhorse
Recreation Area

{210 ace)s

Maintain entire RMP
area open to ORV use.

14 Special Recreation Management Area

2/ Inclues North Wildhorse SRMA

ALTERNATIVE B

5,900 acres for com-
munity expansion;
58,320 acres for sale;
and 336,000 acres

333 miles transporta-
tionfutility lines;
276 miles planning
corridors.

Legal access for 56
roads (216.5 miles).

Maintain four SRMAs:
(see Alt. A); Design-
ate two SRMAs: West
Wildhorse Recreation
Area (160 ac.) and

Adobe Hills (21,120 ac.).

Designate 98% RMP area

open to ORVs; 2% limited to
existing roads and trails.

ALTERNATIVE C

5,900 acres for com-
munity expansion;
212,480 acres for
for exchange.

219 miles of trans-
portation/utility
lines. No planning
corridors.,

Legal access for
24 roads (72.5 miles).

Maintain three SRMAs:
South Fork Owyhee
River (3,500 ac.),
Wilson Reservoir
(5,440 ac.), and
Zunino/Jiggs Reser-
voir (800 ac.).
Designate South Fork
Humboldt River SRMA
(3,360 ac.) and
Wildhorse SRMAZ/
(5,760 ac.).

Designate 97% RMP
area open to ORVs; 3%
limited to designated
roads and trails.

ALTERNATIVE D (Proposed)

ALTERNATIVE E
5,900 acres for com- See Alternative C
munity expansion; 8,340

acres for sale; 243,200

acres available for exchange.

243 miles of transportation/ See Alternative C
utility lines; 130 miles
planning corridors.

Legal access for 60 roads
(242 miles).

Legal access for 14 roads
(50 miles).

See Alternative C See Alternative C

Designate 98% RMP area See Alternative C
open to ORVs; 2% limited to

designated roads and trails.




1SSUE

Wilderness
(Suitable Acres)

Livestock Grazing
(AUMs)

Wildlife Habitat

ALTERNATIVE A

Recommended all
Wilderness Study
Areas unsuitable.

Continue authorized
use level which has
resulted in an
averaged licensed use
of 305,247 AUMs.

Continue management
for existing big game
use - estimated at
17,258 AUMs for mule
deer, 608 AUMs for
antelope. Maintain
crucial habitat.

Continue management
on 11 miles (330 ac.)
of riparian/stream

SUMMARY TABLE 1
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

ALTERNATIVE B

Recommended 28,386 ac.
of Little Humboldt
River WSA as suitable.

Increase AUMs by 62%
over current level, 27%
over active preference.
Implement AMPs on 37
Category I Allotments,
11 Category M Allotments
and one Category C
Allotments.

Manage for existing numbers

of big game (see Alterna-
tive A). Construct new
projects in crucial
wildlife habitat.

Manage 52 miles (1,560 ac.)

of riparian/stream habitat
for T&E species.

ALTERNATIVE C

Recommend 66,754
ac. (all) in four
WSAs as suitable.
WSA as suitable.

Reduced AUMs by

50% of active
preference; a 37%
decrease from current
use levels, Imple-
ment AMPs on 9
Category I Allotments.

Manage for reasonable
numbers of big game -
34,513 AUMs for mule
deer, 1,215 AUMs for
antelope, and 140 AUMs
for reestablishment
of bighorn sheep.
Construct wildlife
projects to improve
all habitat.

Manage 191 miles
(5,730 ac.) of
riparian/stream
habitat for 30%
improvement.

ALTERNATIVE D (Proposed}

ALTERNATIVE E
Recommend 36,460 ac. See Alternative C
in Rough Hills WSA &
Little Humboldt River

Initially license at Eliminate all livestock
existing use level (305,247) grazing from public lands.
AUMs). There would be

no initial change in active

preference. Modify avail-

able AUMs to 402,096, a 32%

increase, if monitoring

supports. Implement AMPs

on 22 Category I Allotments

and six Category M Allotments.

See Alternative C Manage habitat for
increased numbers of

big game beyond rea-
sonable numbers (80,000-
100,000 AUMs).

Manage 117 miles (3,480
ac.) of riparian/stream
habitat for 30% improvement.




ISSUE

Wild Horses

ALTERNATIVE A

Continue management

for 330 horses in
four herd areas.

Woodland Products C

ontinue to issue

permits for harvest
on a case-by-case
basis.

Minerals

Maintain entire RMP

area open for loca-
table minerals ex-
cept for an 11 ac.
administrative with-
drawal.

P
1

rovide for oil/gas
easing as follows:

Limited - subject to

NSO3 1% RMP area
{33,001 ac.).

Limited - subject to

3/ No surface occupancy.

seasonal restric-
tions 5% of RMP area
(181,370 ac.)

Open - subject to
standard leasing
stipulations 93.3%
of RMP area
(2,922,464 ac.)

SUMMARY TABLE 1
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

ALTERNATIVE B

Reduce horses by 33% to
to 220 head.

Intensively manage 23,000
ac. for Christmas tree
harvest; 74,000 ac. for
fuelwood and post harvest.

Maintain RMP area open for
locatable minerals except
47,022 ac. (1.5% of RMP
area) for WSAs and adminis-
trative withdrawal,

Provide for oil/gas leasing
as follows:
Limited - subject to NSO

0.4% RMP area (11,092 ac.).

Open - subject to standard
leasing stipulations 98.1%

RMP area (3,075,905 acres).

Closed - 1.5% of RMP area
(47,022 ac.).

ALTERNATIVE C

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

Intensively manage
14,000 ac. for Christ-
mas tree harvest;
43,000 ac. for fuelwood
and post harvest.

Maintain RMP area open
for locatable minerals
except for 85,390 ac.
(2.7% RMP area) for
WSAs and administrative
withdrawal.

Provide for o0il/gas
leasing as follows:
Limited - Subject to
NSO 1.2% RMP area
(36,872 ac.).
Limited - Subject to
seasonal restriction
28% of RMP area
(877,525 ac.).
Closed - 2.7% RMP area
(85,390 ac.).

ALTERNATIVE D (Proposed)

Manage for current numbers
(330 horses) in four herd
areas.

Intensively manage 23,000
ac. for Christmas tree
harvest; 60,000 ac. of
woodlands for fuelwood and
post harvest.

Maintain RMP area open for
locatable minerals except
for 50,096 ac. (1.8% of RMP
area) for WSAs and adminis-
trative withdrawal.

Provide for oil/gas leasing
as follows:
Limited - Subject to NSO

1.2% RMP area (36,872 ac.).

Limited - Subject to sea-
sonal restriction 15% RMP
area (470,714 ac.).

Open - Subject to standard
leasing stipulations 82%

of RMP area (2,571,337 ac.)

Closed - 1.8% RMP area
(55,096 ac.).

ALTERNATIVE E

See Alternative C

See Alternative C

See Alternative C




Environmental Component

Alternative A

Recreation
Projected Recreation
Days-total
Hunting
Fishing
0ff-road Vehicles
ORV Use (%)
Open
Limited

Wilderness

w

I Livestock

~ Use goal compared to
existing use level

1,436,000
144,300
288,900

94,200

100
0

Wilderness values
would nnt be pro-
tected on existing
HSAs.

Initial and long-
term stocking level
would maintain Tive-
stock grazing at the
existing use level
(305,247 AUMs).

SUMMARY TABLE 2
COMPARATIVE RESOURCE IMPACT SUMMARY

Alternative B

1,252,200
119,000
238,500
137,600

98(-2%)
2(+2%)

Wilderness values would be
protected on less than 1%
of the planning area.

Initial stocking level
would be at the existing
use level and the long-term
stocking goal would be
491,741 AUMs (+61%). Up to
7,442 AUMs could be lost

due to potential land sales. occur due to land sales. preference would occur until

Alternative C

2,033,400
210,800
421,900

77,800

97(-3%)
3(+3%)

Wilderness values would
be protected on all
areas currently under
study, 2.1% of the
planning area.

Initial stocking rates

Alternative D (Proposed)

1,728,600
174,600
350,000
103,600

98(-2%)
2+2%)

Wilderness values would be
protected on 1% of the
planning area.

Initial stocking level

would be at the existing would be at the existing

use level and the long-
term stocking goal

would be 193,767 (-37%).

No loss in AUMs would

use level and the long-term
stocking goal would be
402,096 AUMs (+32%). No
initial change in existing

supported by monitoring
data. Up to 93 AUMs could
be lost due to potential
land sales.

Alternative E

2,118,800
223,000
447,100

77,800

97(-3%)
3(+3%)

Wilderness values would
be protected on all areas
currently under study,
2.1% of the planning area.

No Tivestock grazing would
occur under this
alternative.



Environmental Component

Alternative A

Wildlife Habitat
Terrestrial

Riparian/Fisheries

Existing numbers of
big game would be
impaired. NDOW!
proposed reestablish-
ments could not be
accommodated.

Sage grouse popula-
tions would decline.

Existing threatened
species habitat would
not be protected in
accordance with the
Endangered Species
Act, 1973 as amended.
Efforts to have La-
hontan cutthroat
trout removed from
the 1ist would be
delayed indefinitely.

Aquatic Streamside Habitat

Condition (Miles)
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

11
26
175

1/ Nevada Department of Wildlife

SUMMARY TABLE 2 (Cont.)
COMPARATIVE RESOURCE IMPACT SUMMARY

Alternative B

Existing numbers of big
game would be provided
for over the long-term.

Sage grouse populations
would be maintained over
the long-term.

Habitat for threatened

and priority species would
improve on 42 miles of
stream.

53
26
133

Alternative C

Habitat to support
reasonable numbers of
big game would be
provided over the
long-term. NDOW pro-
posed reestablishments
would be accommodated.
Sage grouse populations
would increase.

Habitat for threatened
and priority species
would improve on 18]
miles of stream.

17
175

15

Alternative D (Proposed)

Habitat to support reason-
able numbers of big game
would be provided over the
long-term. Monitoring
would be implemented. NDOW
proposed reestablishments
would be accommodated.

Sage grouse populations
would increase.

Habitat for threatened

and priority species would
improve on 106 miles of
stream.

110
14
81

Alternative E

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

Sage grouse populations
would increase.

Habitat for threatened
and priority species
on 201 miles of stream.

37
175




Environmental Component

Alternative A

Wild Horses

Woodland Products

Minerals
Locatable Minerals
Open
Closed

Leasable Minerals
Open
Seasonal Restrictions
No Surface Occupancy
Closed

Herd numbers would
not change. The free
roaming characteris-
tic of wild horses
would not be affect-
ed. The condition

of wild horses would
not be improved
through additional
water developments.

Harvest levels would
remain static or de-
crease on 52,000
acres, The demand
for fuelwood would
not be met. Overall
stand condition would
remain static or de-
crease,

100.0%
0.0%

93.3%
5.7%
1.0%
0.0%

COMPARATIVE RESOURCE IMPACT SUMMARY

Alternative B

Herd numbers would be
reduced intwoherd areas.
The free roaming character-
istic of wild horses would
be adversely impacted due
to the increased level of
fencing. The condition of
wild horses would improve
due to the increase in
water availability.

Harvest levels would in-
crease on 74,000 acres.

The full allowable cut
would help meet demands for
fuelwood. Trend of stand
condition would improve.

98.5%
1.5%

98.1%
0.0%
0.4%
1.5%

Alternative C

Herd numbers would
increase by 100 percent
in all herd areas. The
free roaming charac-
teristic of wild horses
would not be affected.
The condition of wild
horse would improve

due to increased avail-
ability of water.
Monitoring would be
implemented.

Harvest levels would
remain static or de-
crease on 43,000 acres.
The demand for fuelwood
and Christmas trees
would not be met. Trend
of stand condition
would improve.

97.3%
2.7%

68.1%
28.0%
1.2%
2.7%

Alternative D (Proposed)

Mo change in wild horse
numbers is expected. The
free roaming characteristic
of wild horses would not be
affected. The condition of
wild horse would improve due
to increase availability of
water.. Monitoring would be
implemented.

Harvest levels would in-
crease on 60,000 acres.
The full allowable cut on
these acres would help to
nearly meet projected
demands. Trend of stand
condition would improve.

98.2%
1.8%

82.0%
15.0%
1.2%
1.8%

Alternative E

Herd numbers would in-
crease by 100 percent in
all herd areas. The free
roaming characteristic of
wild horses would not be
affected. Increase avail-
ability of water would
improve wild horse
condition.

Harvest levels would
remain static or decrease
on 43,000 acres, The
demand for fuelwood and
Christmas trees would not
be met. Trend of stand
condition would improve.

97.3%
2.7%

68.1%
28.0%
1.2%
2.7%



SUMMARY TABLE 3

RANGELAND IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS BY ALTERNATIVE
FOR THE ELKO PLANNING AREA 1/

Livestock Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E

Culvert 1 2,000

Wells (Each) 50 $ 300,000 ——— 28 $ 168,000 ———

pipelines (Miles) 187 748,000 83 $ 332,000 132 528,000 -——

Water Storage 25 50,000 13 26,000 24 48,000 ———

Tanks (Each)

Spring Developments 139 417,000 81 243,000 97 291,000 ---
(Each)

Fences (Miles) 405 972,000 256 614,400 258 619,200 -—

Cattleguards (Each) N 177,500 29 72,500 37 92,500 -—-

Land Treatment 635,003 10,112,280 —— 120,978 2,179,405 -—-
(Acres)

Reservoir (Each) 243 1,944,000 123 984,000 97 776,000 -——

SUBTOTAL $14,720,780 $2,271,900 $4,704,105

Wild Horses/Burros

Water Developments 2/ 3 $ 30,000 2§ 20,000 2/ -

Wildlife

Guzzlers (Each) 5 $ 10,000 20 $ 40,000 20 $ 40,000 5 $ 10,000

Spring Protection ¥ 35,000 10 20,000 40 20,000 -—
(Each)

Vegetation Treatments - -—- 500 30,000 200 12,000
(Acres)

Water Developments 40 80,000 12 24,000 40 80,000 40 80,000
(Each)

Fence Modification 5 5,000 10 10,000 20 20,000 10 10,000
(Miles)

Fences (Miles) 86 206,400 353 847,200 189 453,600 ---

SUBTOTAL $ 336,400 $ 941,200 $643,600 $112,000

TOTAL COST $15,057,180 $3,243,100 $5,347,705 $112,000

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

benefiting use.

2/ No specific improvements currently planned.

S-10
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CHAPTER ONE

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 201
and 202 of the Federal Land Management
and Policy 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 comprehensive 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 decisions 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
constraints, and general management
practices needed to achieve these
objectives.

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 the settlement
of this suit, BLM is preparing
environmental analyses of grazing
programs according to an agreed—upon
schedule. The RMP will meet this
objective.

Secondly, the Draft RMP/EIS included
the study of four Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs) as required by FLPMA.
accordance with BLM policy,
environmental concerns pertaining to
wilderness designation were discussed
(USDI, BLM 1982). Environmental
impacts of wilderness designation is
incorporated into the planning process
through the Draft RMP stage. The
draft document presents the impacts to
wilderness and other resources by
alternative. Comments received on
wilderness from the draft document
will be presented in a Preliminary
Wilderness Final published as a
separate document from the Final RMP.
The Final Wilderness EIS 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

In



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 Proposed RMP will update
land use planning guidance contained
in two existing Management Framework
Plans. The decision 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 envirommental 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 intensive
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 northeastern
Nevada. The area is comprised of
5,967,854 acres of land primarily
within Elko County, with smaller
portions in Lander and Eureka
counties. Of this total land area,

BLM administers 3,134,019 acres or
approximately 52 percent of the
planning area. Approximately
2,121,519 acres or 35 percent of the
planning area is privately owned. The
Bureau of Reclamation administers
about 26,690 acres for watershed
management. The Bureau of Indian
Affairs manages 145,737 acres for
irrigation purposes. Approximately
16,940 acres are Native American lands.

The Elko RMP Area is bounded on the
north by the Idaho border and the
Humboldt National Forest, Mountain
City Ranger District, United States
Forest Service (USFS); on the west by
the Winnemucca District (BLM); on the
south by the Battle Mountain and Ely
Districts (BLM); and to the east by
the Humboldt National Forest, Ruby
Mountain Ranger District (USFS), and
the Wells Resource Area (BLM). The
RMP Area Map shows the location and
boundaries of the planning area.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

The Bureau planning process has been
designed to accommodate the issues and
concerns of the public, while
complying with the laws and policies
established by Congress and the
Department of Interior. The process
includes nine mandated steps as
established in 43 CFR 1600. These
steps are described as follows:

1. Issue Identification. The issues
are the problems, concerns, or
opportunities identified by the
public and BLM at the beginning
of the planning process. By
identifying and focusing on the
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, 4,
groups, and organizations that

had expressed interest in

planning for the 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 were

identified by BLM staff and

managers. From this, ten issues

were formed as presented in this 5.
document.

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 confined
to the established issues and to
eliminate unnecessary data
collection and analyses. The
Draft Elko RMP Planning Criteria
and Issues were distributed for
public review and comment in
April 1984, Approximately 450 6.
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 T
establish a data base upon which
to develop a resource management
plan and analyze the impacts
expected from the various
alternatives. Vegetation,
wildlife (including riparian
resources), forestry, and wild
horse inventories were among
those conducted. Information was
obtained from the Nevada
Department of Wildlife on various
wildlife species.

Analysis of the Management

Situation. In this step, the

inventory data to define the

existing situation, assess public
demand for public land resources,
and predict the ability of these
resources to meet that demand are
accumulated and analyzed.
Opportunities were identified to
meet these demands and resolve
potential resource conflicts.
This represents an intermediate
stage which is prepatory to the
next step, Formulation of
Alternatives.

Formulation of Alternatives. At

this point, BLM formulated a
range of options for managing
resources. These options ranged
from emphasis on production of
commercial goods to protection of
unique or fragile resources.
Public comment was sought during
this phase from approximately 500
individuals and groups including
specific involvement of the
livestock permittees in
developing the level of range
improvements in Alternative B.

Estimation of Effects of
Alternatives. At this stage the
biological, physical, economic,

]
and social impagts of
implementing each alternative was
predicted and described in
Chapter Four of the Draft RMP/EIS.

Selection of Preferred

Alternative. Based on the
management options presented in
the alternatives and the
potential impacts of each,
management selected the
combination of options that was
the most acceptable resolution of
the planning issues. Once the
preferred alternative was
determined, a draft plan and
environmental impact statement
were prepared and released for a
90 day public review and comment



period. The preferred
alternative is described in
Chapter Two and the envirommental
consequences of this alternative
are discussed in Chapter Four of
the draft RMP.

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
prints it along with a final
EIS. The document is submitted
to the Governor of Nevada for a
60-day review to determine
consistency with state planning.
The proposed plan and final
environmental impact statement
are then filed with the
Environmental Protection Agency
and sent to the public.

Monitoring and Evaluation.
Following 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.

PLANNING ISSUES

Issues drive RMPs and indicate
specific 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 associated 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,

Alternatives are not developed for
those aspects of current resource
management felt to be satisfactory.

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

An area of concern not identified as
an issue was fire management.
Therefore, this RMP/EIS does not
contain specific fire management
determination. Those determinations
will be made in the subsequent
activity level of planning following
publication of the Record of Decision
on this RMP/EIS.

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 within the Elko
Planning Area. Those portions need to
be identified where land ownership

ad justments are needed to achieve more
efficient management and use of public
resources.

The issue involves the determination
of which lands should 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 (Western
Utility Group, 1980), \Such
designation could serve to minimize
width requirements for tights-of-way
and maximize 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,
in suitable areas. The Secretary is
further directed to manage lands under
review in a manner that will not
impair their suitability for
wilderness designation, as set forth

in BLM's Interim Management Policy.
Within the Elko Planning Area the
issue involves the amount of acreage
within four wilderness study areas to
be recommended as suitable for
wilderness designation and included in
the National Wilderness Preservation
System or recommended as nonsuitable
and returned to other forms of
multiple-use management, including
mining and woodland product harvest
activities.

Issue: Livestock

As a result of a 1973 Federal court
suit, the BLM has been directed to
prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS) to analyze the
potential impacts of alternative
grazing programs. This EIS
requirement is integrated into the
Resource Management Planning process.
The issue involves the determination
of selective management categorization
for each allotment and which
allotments will require further
activity planning, such as allotment
management plans, and what priorities
will be used for implementation.

Issue: Wildlife Habitat

Terrestrial

In compliance with the principles of
multiple-use, the BLM is charged with
the protection and enhancement of
wildlife habitat. Competition for
habitat components (forage, water and
cover) exists between wildlife and
other resource uses, e.g. mining,
livestock, and woodland products, in
some portions of the Elko RMP Area.
This issue involves the determination
of what areas of public land will be
made available to big game and sage
grouse.

Riparian

Aquatic and riparian habitats
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
necessary, restore their natural
condition. The issue involves the
determination of what objectives
should be established for riparian
habitat 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, pinenuts 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 (hard rock)
and leasable (oil, gas, and
geothermal) minerals is necessary to
meet National, regional and local
demand and to provide increased
employment and an expanded tax 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 determination
of what areas will be open to leasable
and locatable mineral development.
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THE PROPOSED RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Proposed Resource Management Plan
emphasizes a balanced approach to land
management for the Elko Planning

Area. It is the result of a process
which began in October, 1983, with the
Issue Identification phase. Public
involvement, as documented in Chapter
Four, has been included throughout the
process,

The Proposed RMP is similar to the
Preferred Alternative in the Draft
RMP/EIS, with the following change in
use level: the projected use level
for livestock is 402,096 AUMs and the
projected AUM level necessary for
reasonable numbers of mule deer is
34,513, The following sections
outline the management actions and
procedures for the issues covered in
this document.

ISSUE 1. LANDS

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 Adjustments
and Corridor Map).

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 Adjust-
ments and Corridor Map). Projects
will not be authorized within
segment R-C until completion of
an Idaho BLM Statewide Corridor
EIS and if projects are compati-
ble with a route identified in
the Record of Decision for the
Idaho BLM Statewide Corridor EIS.

2 Identify 130 miles of planning
corridors for future facilities.

ISSUE 3: 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 manage-
ment of all resources (Table 2-1).

ISSUE 4: RECREATION

Objective: Provide a wide range of

recreation opportunities.



TABLE 2-1
PROPOSED RMP - 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 i 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 L 2 5 -

60 100% 242 100%

ROAD NUMBERS (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, 1297, A, B, C, E, G, I, J, K,
L, M, N.




Short and Long-Term Management Actions:

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 Areas Map).

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

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 of the
planning area for dispersed
recreation activities.

5. Make the following ORV
designations: 3,060,074 acres
open (98 percent of the planning
area) and the remaining area
limited to designated roads and
trails - 73,945 acres; composed
of SRMAs and preliminarily
suitable portions of WSAs,
including 18,625 acres addressed
in the Draft Owyhee Canyonlands
Wilderness EIS.

ISSUE 5: WILDERNESS

Objective: Manage as wilderness those
portions of the WSAs that are
manageable as wilderness and where
wilderness values are capable of
balancing other resource values and
uses which would be forgone.

1, Recommend the entire Rough Hills
WSA (6,685 acres) and a portion
of the Little Humboldt River WSA
(29,775 acres) as preliminarily
suitable for wilderness
designation (1.2 percent of RMP
area).

2 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.

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

Objective: Maintain or improve the

condition of the public rangelands to

enhance productivity for all rangeland
values.

Short and Long—-Term Management Actions:

1. 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 availabil-
ity of livestock AUMs to 402,096
AUMs, a four percent increase
over active preference and 32
percent over the three to five
year average licensed use level.

There would be no change in
active preference unless
adequately supported by
monitoring.



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

3. Construct 258 miles of fence;
drill 28 wells; lay 132 miles of
pipeline; install 24 storage
tanks, 97 spring developments,
and 97 reservoirs to improve
livestock distribution and utili-
zation of vegetation (Table 2-2).

4, Develop and implement AMPs on 22
Category I allotments and six
Category M allotments to allow
for natural improvement of range
condition while considering
multiple-use values and increas-
ing livestock carrying capacity.

Do Implement a rangeland monitoring
program to determine if manage-
ment objectives are being met and
ad just grazing management systems

and livestock numbers as required.

ISSUE 7: WILDLIFE HABITAT

Objective: Conserve and enhance
terrestrial, riparian and aquatic
wildlife habitat.

Short and Long-Term Management Actions:

i Manage wildlife habitat to pro-
vide 34,513 AUMs of forage for
mule deer, 1,215 AUMs for prong-
horn antelope, and 140 AUMs for
bighorn sheep.

2, Construct 20 guzzlers, 40 spring
protection facilities, 40 water
developments, and 189 miles of
fencing to improve habitat and
management for wildlife. Imple-
ment 500 acres of vegetation
treatment and modify 20 miles of
fence within crucial big game
habitat.

3., Monitor the interaction between
wildlife habitat condition and
other resource uses and make
ad justments in season-of-use for
livestock to improve or maintain
essential and crucial wildlife
habitats.

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

D Apply restrictions on leasable
and/or salable mineral
developments to protect crucial
deer winter range, sage grouse
strutting and nesting habitats,
and antelope kidding areas.

6. Manage 117 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 wild horse

populations in their current herd

areas consistent with other resource
uses.

Short and Long—-Term Management

Actions:

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




TABLE 2-2

POTENTIAL RANGELAND IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Livestock

Culvert

Wells (Each)

Pipelines (Miles)

Water Storage Tanks (Each)
Spring Developments (Each)
Fences (Miles)
Cattleguards (Each)

Land Treatment (Acres)
Reservoir (Each)

SUBTOTAL

Wild Horses/Burros

Water Developments (Each)
Wildlife

Guzzlers (Each)

Spring Protection (Each)
Vegetation Treatments (Each)
Water Developments (Each)
Fence Modification (Miles)
Fences (Miles)

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL COST

FOR THE PROPOSED PLAN

1
28

132

24

97

258

37
120,978
97

20
40
500
40
20
189

$ 2,000
168,000
528,000

48,000
291,000
619,200

92,500

2,179,405
776,000
$4,704,105

$ 20,000

$§ 40,000
20,000

30, 000
80,000
20,000
453,600
~§643,600

$5,367,705



25 Monitor wild horse populations
and habitat conditions.

3l 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.

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 approx—
imately 23,000 acres of woodlands.

2. Manage fuelwood harvesting to
allocate the full allowable cut
on approximately 60,000 acres.
Additional live fuelwood harvest-
ing 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. Designate the resource area open
to mineral entry for locatable
minerals, except for 55,096 acres
(1.8 percent of RMP area) con-
sisting of areas preliminarily

suitable for wilderness designa-
tion, 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 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).




IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The resource management plan will
generally be implemented through
activity plans. These are detailed,
site-specific management actions out-
lined in livestock allotment manage-
ment plans, wildlife habitat manage-
ment plans, wild horse herd area man-
agement plans, and wilderness manage-
ment plans among others. These plans
are multiple-use in nature, and
include such actions as range improve-
ments and grazing systems. Monitoring
will be used to ensure that plans meet
objectives.

PLAN MONITORING

Monitoring will include not only the
resource monitoring described above,
but also monitoring of the RMP

itself. At intervals not to exceed
five years, the management actions
will be analyzed for consistency with
plans adopted by local, state, and
other federal agencies and Indian
tribes; new data will be analvzed to
determine its significance to the plan.

Monitoring activities include plan
maintenance. This involves posting
new information and refining the
analysis. Maintenance does not extend
the scope or level of resource uses,
or change uses or restrictions from
those prescribed in the approved RMP.

Future proposals or actions that are
not in conformance with the RMP, but
which warrant further consideration
prior to a complete plan revision,
will be considered through the plan
amendment process. These amendments
follow a similar process as the RMP
but are generally limited to one or
two issues and do not require
preparation of an EIS if impacts are
insignificant.

The RMP will be completely revised
when plan monitoring indicates that

maintenance of the plan and amendments
to the plan are inadequate to keep the
plan current with changing
circumstances, resource conditions, or
policies. All the requirements for
preparing and approving an original
RMP are followed.

SUPPORT REQUIREMENTS

Support requirements such as cadastral
survey, engineering design, additional
inventories, etc., will be determined
during the activity planning phase
when more specific proposals are
available.

CONSISTENCY DETERMINATIONS

As part of the Management Situation
Analysis the policies, plans, and
programs of other federal agencies,
state and local governments, and
Indian tribes were reviewed. No
conflicts between those policies,
plans, or programs and the proposed
RMP have been identified by BLM
staff. Federal agencies, state and
local governments, and Indian tribes
have been given the opportunity to
identify any conflicts during the
public review process as outlined in
Chapter Five of the Draft RMP/EIS.

The selection of the final resource
management plan will take place after
publication of the final environmental
impact statement.

A Rangeland Program Summary will be
issued after completion of the RMP to
inform livestock permittees 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,
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REVISIONS AND ERRATA

This chapter contains changes and
corrections to the text of the Draft
RMP/EIS to be incorporated as part of
this Proposed RMP and Final EIS. It
also contains errata of sections not
reprinted in this document and must be
used in conjunction with the Draft
RMP/EIS.

CHAPTER 2

Due to updated calculations, the
following changes should be imple-
mented throughout Chapters 2 through 4
of the Draft document: change the
projected total stocking level for the
proposed plan (Alternative D, pre-
ferred plan) for livestock from
396,989 to 402,096. For mule deer the
existing stocking level is changed
from 17,390 to 17,258 and the
reasonable number is changed from
34,754 to 34,513.

Page 2-9, Change Table 2-2 of the
Draft RMP, Column "Alternative E";
line "Fence Modification" to "$10,000"
and line "SUBTOTAL" to "$112,000" and
line "TOTAL COST" to $112,000".

Page 2~14, No. 4; Change "reintro-
duction” to "augmentation”.

Page 2-15, Under "ALTERNATIVE D",
Change line two, paragraph one to;
"...toward improving ecological
status, expanding livestock
grazing..."

Page 2-16, Under "Issue 2: Corridors,
Short and Long-Term Management
Actions, 2." Add, "Projects will not
be authorized within planning corridor
segment R-C until completion of an
Idaho BLM Statewide Corridor
Envirommental Impact Statement (EIS).
Segment R-C would be utilized only if
compatible with a corridor route
identified in the Record of Decision
for the Idaho BLM corridor EIS."

Page 2-18, Change, ISSUE 7: WILDLIFE
HABITAT; Objective: Conserve and
enhance terrestrial, riparian and
aquatic wildlife habitat.

Page 2-19, No. 4; Change "reintro-
duction” to "augmentation”.

Page 2-23, No. 4; Change "reintro-
duction” to "augmentation”.

Page 2-25, Under "1. Lands Program":,
The following is offered as clarifi-
cation for the reader: "The resource
area was separated into three manage-
ment classification areas. The pur-
pose of the three designations is to
categorize these land types according
to their suitability for various land
tenure adjustments. These include
Sales, Transfer Primarily by Exchange,
and Retention (see the Land Tenure

Ad justment and Corridor Map). These
were delineated on the principle that
Sale areas were difficult to manage
and have limited resource values. The
resource values of Transfer Primarily
by Exchange areas are fewer and
consequently, less cost effective to
manage then the areas identified for
retention.

The lands in the Sale category can be
disposed of by any available means,
however, the primary vehicle would be
through public sale. Around commun-
ities, Recreation and Public Purposes
(R&PP) leases and sales would predomi-
nate. Lands within the sale category
typically meet the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act (FLPMA) sale
criteria.

Unlike the Sale lands, public lands
identified for Transfer Primarily by
Exchange do not typically meet FLPMA
sale criteria. They are, however,
suited for exchange for private lands
within the Retention areas and are
suitable for development under the
agricultural land laws. Exchanges
that would acquire private lands
within the Transfer Primarily by
Exchange areas are generally
discouraged.

g~1



Finally, the Retention lands are high
resource value public lands that are
to be retained and managed intensively
and consolidated where possible to
enhance management opportunities.
Disposals will generally not occur in
the Retention areas. The exceptions
to this would only occur adjoining
existing private lands to resolve
specific management problems, facili-
tate land exchanges within the
Retention areas, or permit agricul-
tural entry where state water law
indicates priority water applications
exist. No specific management actions
will be analyzed for the Transfer by
Exchange or Retention areas.

All public sale lands are to remain
under BLM management until such time
as personnel and funding are available
to initiate action or acceptable
proposals are received. Sale lands
around communities are to remain under
BLM management until the communities
indicate a need for the lands.

Page 2-26, Under "1. Lands Program",
change to "d) The grazing permittee
shall receive reasonable compensation
for the adjusted value of their
investment in authorized permanent
range improvements, not to exceed fair
market value.".

Page 2-30, Change "c¢)" to "...will be
guided by the procedures specified in

the Western...".

Page 2-30, Change "h)" to "Fence
construction will comply with BLM
Manual Handbook H-1741-1 and NSO...".

Page 2-31, Under " Monitoring
Program”, add a new line three,
paragraph one; "Monitoring will be
completed in compliance with BLM
Rangeland Monitoring Technical Reports
4400-2, -3, -4 and 4400-7", Change
line three, paragraph three to;
"...refer to the Nevada Rangeland
Monitoring Handbook (Nevada Range

Studies Task group, 1984),...".

Page 2-34, Under "10. Minerals", add
line one, paragraph one; "...under 43
CFR 3802/3809 to prevent...".

Add line two, paragraph two; "This
will include designation of community
material sites.,”

Page 2-35, Under "12. Air Quality”,
change line two, paragraph one;".
..established standards specified in
the National and the State of Nevada
Ambient..."”.

Maps for land tenure adjustments and
corridors for Alternatives B, C and E
have been amended .

CHAPTER 3

Page 3-5, Table 3-1, Change column
"Cedar Ridge" to "0il & Gas Leases"
numbering "6" instead of "11" and
acres equalling "3100" instead of
"7243", change column "Red Spring" to
"0il and Gas Leases" numbering "4"
instead of "7" and acres equalling
"3740" instead of "5484",

Page 3-8, Paragraph six, Change "rein-
troductions™ to "reestablishment".

Page 3-10, Under "Aquatic Habitat and
Fish Populations”, line one, paragraph

eight, insert and change:
"....inhabited by Lahontan cutthroat
trout (Nevada Department of Wildlife,
1980). Nine of the 16 streams...”.

Page 3-15, Under "MINERALS", line
nine, paragraph one, change; "...RMP
area (BLM Claim Recordation Case
Files, 1985)".

Page 3-18, Under "SOILS", lines three
and four, paragraph one; change to,
"...are available as published
manuscripts. The other surveys...are
subject to review and revision as part
of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey correlation process. These
surveys will also be available as
published manuscripts in the near
future.”.




Page 3-30, " Allotment Boundary Map
Reference List", add to end of last
column; "A - Little Owyhee, B -
Bullhead, C - Jiggs, D — Pearl
Creek". Add astericks to the
following allotments to designate
AMPs: "Mori, Twenty—-five, Taylor
Canyon, Eagle Rock, Bruneau River,
Dorsey, Adobe Hills, Blue Basin,
Willow Creek Pockets, Frost Creek".
Add double astericks to "Achurra" and
"Twin Creek East" allotments to
designate both allotments under one
AMP. Add triple astericks to "Mahala
Creek"” and "Sheep Creek" allotments to
designate a Coordinated Management
Plan.

CHAPTER 4

Page 4-7, Under "VEGETATION", line
four, paragraph three, change to:
"...49 allotments would show an upward
trend due to...". Add to line five:
"...their present seral stage or
forage condition.”.

Page 4-13, Under "WILDLIFE HABITAT",
Insert new paragraph four; "Additional
adverse impacts would occur to mule
deer in crucial winter habitat from
designation of an ORV use area in the
Adobe Hills. The presence of humans
and vehicles would displace and stress
mule deer populations.”

Page 4-13, paragraph eight, Change
"reintroduction"” to "reestablishment
and introduction”.

Page 4-15, Table 4-1, change
"Alternative D, Long—term"” to 117
under "miles Intensively Managed”.

Page 4-24, paragraph five, change
"reintroduction” to "reestablishment,
augmentation and introduction”.

Page 4-26, Under "MINERALS", line one,
paragraph three, change to; "An
adverse but not significant impact is
expected...”.

Page 4-31, parpagraph four, change
"Reintroduction” to "Reestablishment,
augmentation and introduction".
Paragraph five, change "115 miles" to
"117 miles".

Page 4-31, paragraph seven line two,
change "the protection and enhancement
of 117 miles of ...".

Page 4-33, Under "VEGETATION", line
one, paragraph five; add "...their
present ecological status or forage
condition.”, paragraph eight; change
to "Habitat quality would improve on
1135 acres of protected spring site
riparian vegetation and 115 acres
would remain unchanged."”

Page 4-38, Under VEGETATION", line
one, paragraph four, add to: " The
trend in almost all native allotments
is projected..." Line two, paragraph
four, "...the most part totally seeded
or at the highest...".

APPENDICES

Pages A-10 to A-13, Appendix 3, Table
2, have been amended. See attached
pages for information.

Pages A-34 to A-40, Appendix 4, Table
1, have been amended. See attached
pages for information,

Page A-45, Title Page, Change to;
"VEGETATION AND ECOLOGICAL STATUS".

Page A-46, Sentence two, paragraph
one, Change to; "The use of Soil
Conservation Service initial stocking
level guides..."”.

Page A-46, Sentence one, paragraph
four, change to, "With the same soil
and ecological site information
available as for the "I" (Improve)
category allotments, an in-office
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 by BLM range
conservationists.”

Page A-46, paragraph five; add line
five "Miscellaneous acres were mainly
composed of crested wheatgrass
seedings (rated at 2.5 acres per AUM)
and woodlands (rated at 30 acres per
AUM)."

Page A-47, last paragraph; change to
"Improvement in ecological status
through increases...”.

Page A-48, paragraph three; change to
"Improvement in ecological status on
the moderate...”, paragraph four;
change to "These general category
characteristics were developed by BLM
Carson City District and Reno SCS
range specialists, Elko District BLM
range personnel adapted these
characteristics to the sites in the
Elko Planning Area. Response
potential assignments for the
ecological sites in the planning area
were determined by Elko District, BLM
and Elko SCS range conservationists.”

Page G-7, Change definition of trend
to: "trend refers to direction of
change over time. It indicates
whether the rangeland (or wildlife
habitat) is moving toward or away from
its potential or toward or away from
specific management objectives. Trend
is judged by noting changes in
characteristics such as vegetation
frequency, composition, density, cover
and production.”
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(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE 1/

Map Ref.
Number Allotment Name
L Owyhee
2 YP Allotment
3 Petan Owyhee Unit
4 Indian Creek FFR
5 VN Pocket Petan
6 VN Pocket Allied
g Cornucopia
8 Andrae
9 Wilson Mtn.
10 Lime Mtn.
11 Mori
12 Bucket Flat
13 Rock Creek
14 Midas
15 Little Humboldt
16 Twenty Five
17 Tuscarora
18 Six Mile
19 Taylor Canyon
20 Eagle Rock
21 Wildhorse Group
22 Rough Hills
23 Stone Flat FFR
24 Annie Creek
25 Bruneau River
26 Rattlesnake Canyon
27 Stone Flat
28 Four Mile
29 Beaver Creek
30 Mason Mtn.
31 Mexican Field
32 Cotant
33 Double Mtn.
34 Sheep Creek
35 Mahala Creek
36 Eagle Rock 1
37 Lone Mountain
38 Fox Springs
39 Coal Mine Basin
40 North Fork Group
41 Dorsey
42 Long Field
43 Halleck

APPENDIX 3
TABLE 2
PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL

ELKO RMP AREA

ALT, “C’ ALT
15,112 37,
6,512 15,
1,047 2,
427
492 1,
656 1,
1,317 2,
2,282 4,
154
916 2,
1,122 3,
94
24,498 57,
356
3,827 3,
17,090 26,
7,134 14,
92
1,170 3,
2,912 10,
2,600 6,
A
20
296
419
1,296 1,
358
3,490 5,
7,518 14,
185
273
416
2,563 4,
786 %
912 2,
696 1,
3,601 6,
313
736 1,
7,982 11,
512 1,
104
322




APPENDIX 3

TABLE 2 (Continued)

PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL
(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE 1/
ELKO RMP AREA

Map Ref.

Number Allotment Name
44 Adobe Hills
45 White Rock
46 Adobe
47 Blue Basin
48 Dry Susie
49 Carlin Canyon
50 Carlin Field
51 Hadley
52 Taylors Carlin
53 Marys Mountain
54 T Lazy S
55 Horseshoe
56 Palisade
7 Pine Mountain
58 Iron Blossom
59 Safford Canyon
60 Scotts Gulch
61 Geyser
62 Thomas Creek
63 Thomas Creek FFR
64 Devils Gate
65 South Buckhorn
66 Potato Patch
67 Pine Creek
68 Mineral Hill
69 Union Mountain
70 Bruffy
71 Pony Creek
72 Indian Springs
73 Dixie Flats
74 Emmigrant Spring
75 Tonka
76 0l1d Eighty FFR
77 Grindstone
78 Cut Off
79 Bullion Road
80 Ten Mile
81 Four Mile Canyon
82 Burner Basin
83 Elko Hills
84 East Fork
85 East Fork FFR
86 Burger Creek
87 Smiraldo

1,

3,

1’
2’

7’

2)

1,

10,

l’

e ALT.
763 4,
398 0
263
234 7,
464 1,
25
222 2,
764 4,
14
946 1,
625 13,
815 1,
668
777 3,
770
696 1,
606 1,
030 1,
539 1,
30
187
327 20,
382
75
778 1,
880
903
814
334 2,
868 2,
729 1,
813 1,
6
447
174
109
182
298
82
483 1,
602 1,
8
6
374 1,




APPENDIX 3
TABLE 2 (Continued)
PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL
(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE 1/
ELKO RMP AREA

Map Ref.

Number Allotment Name ALT. "B" ALT. "C" ALT. "D"
88 King Seeding 589 260 913
89 Horse Fly 609 232 1,103
90 Heelfly 66 33 147
91 Secret 258 71 184
92 Rabbit Creek 655 328 1,695
93 Kennedy Seeding 514 127 614
94 Walther 47 24 54
95 Palacio Seeding 373 163 412
96 Sandhill North 683 165 444
97 Sandhill South 74 37 237
98 Bellinger 675 139 974
99 Hog Tommy 566 84 198

100 Bottari Seeding 885 256 829

101 Olgivie-Orbe 2,538 776 3,417

102 LDS FFR 119 60 26

103 Shoshone 3,891 1,722 3,568

104 Chimney Creek 2,371 1,049 2,402

105 Twin Bridges 963 169 733

106 River 1,303 105 287

107 LDS 89 b4 90

108 McMullen FFR 39 20 39

109 South Fork 1,031 296 541

110 Crane Springs 1,448 640 1,164

111 Dixie Creek 4,639 2,052 5,532

112 Sleeman 1,392 696 346

113 Hansel 1,553 776 2,443

114 Wilson FFR 153 76 20

115 Willow 1,746 273 1,261

116 Willow Creek Pockets 1,313 338 1,664

117 Cottonwood FFR 314 102 34

118 Merkley Zunino 557 70 702

119 Achurra 757 378 901

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 3,258

125 Little Porter 1,075 144 328

126 Robinson Creek 3,487 1,372 2,941

127 Frost Creek 2,236 988 2,247

128 Corta FFR 92 46 12

129 Corral Canyon 668 262 467

130 Forest FFR 64 32 69

131 Pearl Creek 528 234 661




APPENDIX 3
TABLE 2 (Continued)
PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL
(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE 1/
ELKO RMP AREA

Map Ref.

Number Allotment Name ALT. "B" ALT. "C" ALT. "D"
132 Rattlesnake Mtn. 145 72 129
133 Lindsay Creek 1,524 674 1,943
134 Twin Creek North 908 374 1,036
135 Twin Creek East 646 323 617
136 Twin Creek South 390 195 437
137 Merkley FFR 250 125 412
138 Red Rock 12,004 3,752 7,792
139 Browne 1,895 654 1,409
140 Mitchell Creek 6,077 650 2,890
GRAND TOTALS 491,741 193,767 402,096
2/ Little Owyhee 13,370 6,685 15,246
2/ Bullhead 6,779 3,390 4,116
2/ Jiggs 806 403 291
2/ Pearl Forest 159 79 69

l/ Alternative E is the No Livestock Alternative, all livestock would be
eliminated from public land.

2/ Allotment is within the Elko Planning Area but administered by other
Federal agencies or BLM Districts.




MAP
REF.
NO. ALLOTMENT

1 Owyhee

2 Y

3  Owyhee-Petan

Petan
4 Indian Cr.

5 VN Pocket-
Petan

6 VN Pocket-
Allied

7  Cornucopia

8 Andrae

9 Wilson Mtn.

10 Lime Mtn.

11 Mori

FFR

12 Bucket Flat

PERCENT OF
BIG GAME

USE AREA

DY-2-(s)=13%
DY-2-(w)=13%
DW-6=52%
DY-2-(s)=7%
DY2-(w)=7%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DW-2-(s)=3%
DW-2-(w)=3%
CDW-2-(s)=7%
CDW-2-(w)=7%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DN-2-(s)=1%
DW-2-(w)=1%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DW-2-(s)=2%
DW-2-(w)=2%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
CDW-2-(s)=1%
CDW-2-(w)=1%
DW-2-(s)=2%
DW-2-(w)=2%
CDW-2-(s)=2%
COW=-2-(w)=2%
DW-2-(s)=2%
DW=-2-(w)=2%
CDW-2-(s)=2%
CDOW-2-(w)=2%
CDS-1=2%
CDW-2-(s)=4%
COW-2-(w)=4%
CDW-3=2%

APPENDIX 4
TABLE 1

BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT
ELKO RMP AREA

REASONABLE ~ EXISTING  SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO.
NUMBERS!/ NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
T3 56 03/16-11/15(8) 224 1m
295 147 11/16-03/15(4) 292 144
26 13 11/15-03/16(4) 26 13
61 30 03/16-11/15(8) 120 59
159 80 11/16-03/15(4) 156 78
9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 17 9
23 1 11/16-03/15(4) 22 10
15 7 03/16-11/15(8) 30 14
60 30 11/16-03/15(4) 60 30
35 17 03/16-11/15(8) 70 34
140 70 11/16-03/15(4) 140 70
9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 8 5
23 11 11/16-03/15(4) 10 5
5 2 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2
20 10 11/16-03/15(4) 9 5
9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 17 9
23 11 11/16-03/15(4) 21 10
9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 14 8
23 11 11/16-03/15(4) 18 9
10 5 03/16-11/15(8) 16 8
40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 31 16
9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 17 9
23 1 11/16-03/15(4) 21 10
5 2 03/16-11/15(8) 9 4
30 10 11/16-03/15(4) 28 9
10 5 03/16-11/15(8) 15 8
40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 30 15
10 5 03/16-11/15(8) 15 8
40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 30 15
10 5 03/16-11/15(8) 10 5
40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 20 10
10 5 03/16-11/15(8) 10 5
40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 20 10
29 15 03/16-11/15(8) 29 15
20 10 03/16-11/15(8) 35 18
80 40 11/16-03/15(4) 70 35
20 10 11/15-03/16(4) 14 7



MAP
REF .
NO. ALLOTMENT

13 Rock Creek

14 Midas

15 Little Humboldt

16 Twenty Five

17 Tuscarora

18 Six Mile
19 Taylor Canyon

PERCENT OF
BIG GAME

USE AREA

CDS-3=44%
DW-2-(s)=38%
DW=-2-(w)=38%
COW-2-(s)=4%
COW-2-(w)=4%
DY-2-(s)=35%
DY-2-(w)=35%
CDY-2-(s)=2%
CDY-2-(w)=2%
DS-4=4%
DY-2-(s)=2%
DY-2-(w)=2%
CDS-4=33%
DS-4=47%
DY-2-(s)=4%
DY-2-(w)=4%
CDY-2-(s)=5%
CDY-2-(w)=5%
DY-2-(s)=7%
DY-2-(w)=7%
CDY-2-(s)=1%
CDY-2-(w)=1%
DW-5=53%
CDW-5=9%
DS-1=3%
CDS-3=15%
DY-2-(s)=4%
DY-2-(w)=4%
CDY-2-(s)=5%
CDY-2-(w)=5%
DW-2-(s)=1%
DW-2-(w)=1%
CDW-3=4%
CDW-5=2%
CDS-3=30%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DS-1=1%
CDS-1=1%
CDS-3=14%

APPENDIX 4

TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT

ELKO RMP AREA

REASONABLE  EXISTING  SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO.
NUMBERS!/ ~ NUMBERS  USE (MONTHS)  AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
1971 986 03/16-11/15(8) 2957 1479
190 95 03/16-11/15(8) 285 143
760 380 11/16-03/15(4) 570 285

20 10 03/16-11/15(8) 30 15
80 40 11/16-03/15(4) 60 30
305 153 03/16-11/15(8) 458 230
793 397 11/16-03/15(4) 595 298
17 9 03/16-11/15(8) 26 14
45 23 11/16-03/15(4) 34 17
40 20 03/16-11/15(8) 46 23
17 9 03/16-11/15(8) 20 10
45 23 11/16-03/15(4) 26 13
330 165 03/16-11/15(8) 521 261
470 235 03/16-11/15(8) 743 3N
35 17 03/16-11/15(8) 55 27
91 45 11/16-03/15(4) 72 36
44 22 03/16-11/15(8) 70 35
13 56 11/16-03/15(4) 89 44
61 30 03/16-11/15(8) 73 36
159 80 11/16-03/15(4) 95 48

9 4 03/16-11/15(8) n 5

23 12 11/16-03/15(4) 14 7
3143 1572 11/15-03/16(4) 1886 943
715 358 03/16-11/15(8) 858 430
35 17 03/16-11/15(8) 36 17
91 45 11/16-03/15(4) 46 23
44 22 03/16-11/15(8) 45 22
13 56 11/16-03/15(4) 58 29
5 2 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2

20 10 11/16-03/15(4) 10 5
40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 20 10
101 50 11/16-03/15(4) 52 26
1344 672 03/16-11/15(8) 137 685
9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 12 5

23 12 11/16-03/15(4) 15 8
28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 38 19
140 70 11/15-03/16(4) 94 47
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APPENDIX 4
TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT
ELKO RMP AREA

MAP PERCENT OF

REF . BIG GAME REASONABLE EXISTING SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO.

NO.. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERSl/ NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND

20 Eagle Rock CDW-3=3% 30 15 11/15-03/16(4) 24 12
DS-1=3% 86 43 03/16-11/15(8) 138 69
CDS-1=3%

21 Wildhorse Group CDW-1=1% 5 3 11/15-03/16(4) 2 1
DS-1=5% 128 64 03/16-11/15(8) 100 50
CDS-1=4%

22 Rough Hills DS-1=1% 32 18 04/01-10/30(7) 48 27
CDS-1=1%

23 Stone 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 12

25 Bruneau 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 Stone Flat DS-1=1% 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 19 11
CDS-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 785

30 Mason Mtn. DY-1=3% 81 46 01/01-12/31(12) 134 76

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) 207 117

33 Double Mtn. DY-1=7% 190 108 01/01-12/31(12) 519 295
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
CDS-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 Lone Mtn, DS-1=5% 114 57 03/16-11/15(8) 148 74
CDS-1=3%

38 Fox Springs DS-1=1% 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 25 12
CDS-1=1%

39 Coal Mine Basin DY-1=3% 81 16 01/01-12/31(12) 114 65
CDW-2=7% 185 105 11/01-03/30(5) 109 62

40 North Fork Group DY-1=38% 1031 588 01/01-12/31(12) 1608 917
CDW-2=53% 1399 797 11/01-03/30(5) 909 518

41 Dorsey DY-1-3% 81 46 01/01-12/31(12) 1n2 63

42 Long Field DY-1=3% 81 46 01/01-12/31(12) 114 65

43 Halleck CDW-1=14% 380 217 11/01-03/30(5) 105 60

44 Adobe Hills DY-1=14% 380 217 01/01-12/31(12) 513 293
CDW-1=18% 2508 1430 11/01-03/30(5) 1411 804
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MAP
REF.
NO,

45
46
47
48

49
50
51
52

53

54

55

56

57

ALLOTMENT
White Rock
Adobe
Blue Basin
Dry Susie

Carlin Canyon
Carlin Field

Hadley

Taylors Carlin
Mary's Mtn,

T Lazy S

Argenta (include

with Geyser)

Horseshoe

Palisade

Pine Mtn.

PERCENT OF
BIG GAME

USE AREA

CDW-1=8%
DS-1=1%
DS-1=6%
CDS-1=1%
DW-4=1%
CDW-4=8%
DS-1=6%
CDW-4=1%
DW-4=20%
CDW-4=5%
DS-1=1%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DW-4=50%
DS-2=43%
DW-4=1%
DW-4-15%
DY-2-(s)=2%
DY-2-(w)=2%
DY-2-(s)=5%
DY-2-(w)=5%
CDY-2-(s)=1%
CDY-2-(w)=1%
DW-5=10%
CDW-5=3%
CDS-3=11%
DY-2-(s)=2%
DY-2-(w)=2%
CDY-2-(s)=2%
CDY-2-(w)=2%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DW-5=5%
CDW-5=5%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DW-5=3%
CDW-5=2%
DY-1-(s)=14%
DY-1-(w)=14%
CDS-2=8%

APPENDIX 4

TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT

ELKO RMP AREA

REASONABLE ~ EXISTING  SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO,
NUMBERS!/ NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
211 120 11/01-03/30(5) 135 77
16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 20 n
100 50 03/16-11/15(8) 142 n
88 44 11/15-03/16(4) 9 4
86 43 03/16-11/15(8) 17 9
10 5 11/15-03/16(4) 2 1
245 123 11/15-03/16(4) 189 95
14 7 03/16-11/15(8) 22 n

9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 6 3
23 12 11/16-03/15(4) 7 4
490 245 11/15-03/16(4) 157 78
301 151 03/16-11/15(8) 193 97
10 5 11/15-03/16(4) 2 1
147 74 11/15-03/16(4) 69 35
17 9 03/16-11/15(8) 16 8
45 23 11/16-03/15(4) 21 1
44 22 03/16-11/15(8) 37 18
113 56 11/16-03/15(4) 47 24
9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 8 3
23 11 11/15-03/16(4) 10 5
659 330 11/15-03/16(4) 2717 139
493 247 03/16-11/15(8) 414 207
17 9 03/16-11/15(8) 16 8
45 23 11/16-03/15(4) 21 1
17 9 03/16-11/15(8) 16 8
45 23 11/16-03/15(4) 21 N
9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 8 4
23 12 11/16-03/15(4) 1 6
508 254 11/15-03/16(4) 239 119
9 4 11/15-03/16(4) 5 2
23 12 11/16-03/15(4) 12 6
253 127 11/15-03/16(4) 129 65
43 21 03/16-11/15(8) 41 20
210 105 11/16-03/15(4) 101 50
56 28 03/15-11/15(8) 54 27
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MAP
REF L]
NO.

58
59

60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

68
69

70

n

72

73

74

75

76
Vi

78

79

ALLOTMENT

Iron Blossom
Safford Canyon

Scotts Gulch
Geyser

Thomas Cr.
Thomas Cr. FFR
Devils Gate
South Buckhorn
Potato Patch
Pine Cr.,

Mineral Hill
Union Mtn.

Bruffy

Pony Creek

Indian Springs

Dixie Flats

Emmigrant Spr.

Tonka

01d Eighty FFR
Grindstone Mtn.

Cut-off

Bullion Rd.

PERCENT OF
BIG GAME

USE AREA

DY-1=14%
DW-5=4%
CDW-5=4%
CDW-5=2%
DY-2-(s)=1%
DY-2-(w)=1%
DY-1=7%
DY-1=75%
DY-1=4%
CDW-1=20%
DY-1-(s)=2%
DY-1-(w)=2%
CDW-1=60%
DY-1-(s)=2%
DY-1-(w)=2%
CDS-2=10%
CDW-1=20%
DY-1-(s)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
CDS-2=13%
DY-1-(s)=4%
DY-1-(w)=4%
CDS-2=20%
DY-1-(s)=4%
DY-1-(w)=4%
CDS-2=3%
DY-1-(s)=6%
DY-1-(w)=6%
DY-1-(s)=5%
DY-1-(w)=5%
CDW-4=2%
DY-1-(s)=3%
DY-1-(w)=3%
CDW-4=1%
DY-1-(5)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
DY-1-(s)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
CDW-4=1%

APPENDIX 4

TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT

ELKO RMP AREA

REASONABLE EXISTING SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO.
NUMBERSl/ NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
178 75 01/01-12/31(12) 267 13
406 ”m 11/01-03/30(5) 447 188
101 42 11/01-03/30(5) 57 24

9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 8 4
23 12 11/16-03/15(4) n 6
89 37 01/01-12/31(12) 53 22

953 400 01/01-12/31(12) 2058 864
51 21 01/01-12/31(12) 150 62
288 144 11/15-03/16(4) 274 137

6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 12 6

30 15 11/16-03/15(4) 30 15
863 362 11/01-03/30(5) 1068 448

6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 12 6
30 15 11/16-03/15(4) 29 15
70 35 03/16-11/15(8) 137 69

288 144 11/15-03/16(4) 282 141

3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2
15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 14 6
91 45 03/16-11/15(8) 167 83
12 5 03/16-11/15(8) 13 7
60 30 11/16-03/15(4) 34 17

140 70 03/16-11/15(8) 157 78
12 6 03/16-11/15(8) 17 8
60 30 11/16-03/15(4) 42 21
21 10 03/16-11/15(8) 29 14
18 9 03/16-11/15(8) 21 10
90 45 11/16-03/15(4) 52 26
15 7 03/16-11/15(8) 24 n
75 37 11/16-03/15(4) 61 30
32 16 11/15-03/16(4) 26 13

9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 7 3
45 22 11/16-03/15(4) 18 9
10 5 11/15-03/16(4) 4 2

3 1 03/15-11/15(8) g 1
15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 6 3

3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 4 1
15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 9 4
40 20 11/15-03/16(4) 24 12
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APPENDIX 4
TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT
ELKO RMP AREA

MAP PERCENT OF
REF . BIG GAME REASONABLE  EXISTING  SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO.
NO. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERS!/ NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
80 Ten Mile DY-1-(s)=2% 6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 7 3
DY-1-(w)=2% 30 15 11/16-03/15(4) 17 9
81 Four Mile Cny. DY-1-(s)=3% 9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 8 3
DY-1-(w)=3% 45 22 11/16-03/15(4) 19 9
DW-4=1% 10 5 11/15-03/16(4) 4 2
82 Burner Basin DW-4=1% 2 1 11/15-03/16(4) 1 1
DS-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
DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 3 1
84 East Fork DW-4=3% 6 2 11/15-03/15(4) 4 1
DS-1=2% o 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 5 1
85 East Fork FFR DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 7 2
86 Burger Cr. COW-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 ]
90 Heel Fly DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11/15(6.5) 4 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 Sandhill North -—- -- -- -—- -- --
97 Sandhill South --- -- -- -—- -- --
98 Bellinger -—- -- -- ——- -- --
99 Hog Tommy .- -- -- - -- -
100 Bottari Seeding === -- - --= -- --
101 Olgivie Orbe - -- -- --- -- --
102 LDS FFR --- -- -- --- -- --
103 Shoshone DY-1-(s)=1% 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2
DY-1-(w)=1% 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 12 5
104 ChimneyCr. DY-2=2% 23 6 01/01-12/31(12) 66 17
105 Twin Bridges DY-1-(s)=1% 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2
DY-1-(w)=1% 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 13 6
106 River DY-1-(s)=2% 6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 8 4
DY-1-(w)=2% 30 15 11/16-03/15(4) 19 10
107 LDS -—- -- -- --- -- --
108 McMullen FFR - -- -- -—= -- --
109 South Fork DY-1=3% 35 9 01/01-12/31(12) 85 22
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MAP

REFI
NO.

110

111

12

113

114
115

116

117
118

119
120
121
122
123

124

125

126

127

128

ALLOTMENT

Crane Springs

Dixie Cr.

Sleeman

Hansel

Wilson FFR
Willow

Willow Cr.
Pockets
Cottonwood FFR
Merkley-Zunino
Seeding
Achurra

Barnes Seeding

Barnes FFR

Little Porter
FFR

Robinson Mtn.
FFR

Robinson Mtn,

Little Porter

Robinson Cr.

Frost Cr,

Corta FFR

PERCENT OF
BIG GAME

USE AREA

DY-1-(s)=3%
DY-1-(w)=3%
CDY-1-(s)=3%
CDY-1-(w)=3%
DY-1-(s)=10%
DY-1-(w)=10%
CDY-1-(s)=1%
CDY-1-(w)=1%
CDS-2=15%
CDY-1-(s)=1%
CDY-1-(w)=1%
DY-1-(s)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
CDY-1-(s)=2%
CDY-1(w)=2%
DY-1=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
DY-1-(s)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
DY-1=2%

DY-1-(s)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%

DY-1-(s)=3%
DY-1-(w)=3%
CDS-2=7%
DY-1-(s)=1%
DY-1-(w)=1%
DY-1-(s)=2%
DY-1-(w)=2%
CDS-2=5%
DY-1-(s)=2%
DY-1-(w)=2%
DSP=1%

APPENDIX 4

TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT

ELKO RMP AREA

REASONABLE

NUMBERS!/

45
45
30

150

15
105

45
49

15

30
35

30

EXISTING  SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO.
NUMBERS  USE (MONTHS)  AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
4 03/16-11/15(8) 15 7
22 11/16-03/15(4) 37 18
4 03/16-11/15(8) 15 7
22 11/16-03/15(4) 37 18
15 03/16-11/15(8) 39 20
75 11/16-03/15(4) 98 49
1 03/16-11/15(8) 4 1
: 11/16-03/15(4) 10 5
52 03/16-11/15(8) 137 68
1 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2
7 11/16-03/15(4) 15 7
1 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2
7 11/16-03/15(4) 14 7
3 03/16-11/15(8) n 6
15 11/16-03/15(4) 28 14
9 01/01-12/31(12) 54 27
1 03/16-11/15(8) 4 1
7 11/16-03/15(4) n 5
1 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2
7 11/16-03/15(4) 12 6
9 01/01-12/31(12) 54 27
1 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2
7 11/16-03/15(4) 15 7
4 03/16-11/15(8) 17 8
22 11/16-03/15(4) 43 21
25 03/16-11/15(8) 94 48
1 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2
7 11/16-03/15(4) 15 7
3 03/16-11/16(8) 12 6
15 11/16-03/15(4) 29 15
17 03/16-11/15(8) 68 33
3 03/16-11/15(8) 12 6
15 11/16-03/15(4) 29 14
2 03/15-04/30(1.5) 2 1
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APPENDIX 4
TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT
ELKO RMP AREA

MAP PERCENT OF
REF. BIG GAME REASONABLE ~ EXISTING  SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO.
NO.  ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERS!/ ~ NUMBERS  USE (MONTHS)  AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
129 Corral Cyn. DY-1=2% 23 6 01/01-12/31(12) 63 17
130 Forest FFR CDS-1=2% 4 1 04/01-11/15(6.5) 7 2
131 Pearl Cr. DW-4=1% 2 1 11/15-03/15(4) 2 1
132 Rattlesnake Mtn. DW-4=1% 2 1 11/15-03/15(4) 2 1
133 Lindsay 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. North  DY-1-(s)=1% 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2
DY-1-(w)=1% 15 2 11/16-03/15(4) 13 6
135 Twin Cr. East DY-1-(s)=1% 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2
DY-1-(w)=1% 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 14 6
136 Twin Cr. South  DY-1-(s)=1% 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2
DY-1-(w)=1% 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 13 6
137 Merkley FFR DY-1=1% 18 9 01/01-12/31(12) 29 15
138 Red Rock DY-1-(s)=11% 33 16 03/16-11/15(8) 65 31
DY-1-(w)=11% 165 82 11/16-03/15(4) 162 80
CDS-2=19% 133 68 03/16-11/15(8) 261 133
139 Browne DY-1-(s)=4% 12 6 03/16-11/15(8) 24 12
DY-1-(w)=4% 60 30 11/16-03/15(4) 59 29
140 Mitchell Cr. DW-4=2% 4 1 11/15-03/15(4) 5 1
DY-1=16% 184 50 01/01-12/31(12) 530 144
Allotment A DW-6=48% 24 12 11/15-03/16(4) 24 12
(Little Owyhee)
Allotment B DY-2=3% 126 63 01/01-12/31(12) 374 187
(Bullhead) cDY-2=1%
DS-4=4% 70 35 03/16-11/15(8) 139 69
CDS-4=3% N/A 2/ N/A 34,513 17,258
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APPENDIX 4
TABLE 1 (Continued)
BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT
ELKO RMP AREA

Map PERCENT OF
Ref, BIG GAME REASONABLE EXISTING SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO, EXISTING NO.
_HQL ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERS l/ NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND
ANTELOPE
1 Owyhee AW-1=36% 204 102 01/01-12/31(12) 485 242
CAY-1=14%
2 YP AY-2=97% 97 49 01/01-12/31(12) 228 115
4 Indian Cr. FFR AY-2=3% 3 1 01/01-12/31(12) 7 2
13 Rock Cr. AY-1=14% 56 28 01/01-12/31(12) 101 50
15 Little Humboldt AY-1=3% 12 6 01/01-12/31(12) 23 1
Allotment A AY-1=29% 132 66 01/01-12/31(12) 314 157
(Little Owyhee) CA-1=4%
Allotment B AY-1=6% 24 12 01/01-12/31(12) 57 29
(Bullhead) N/A 2/ N/A 1215 606
CALIFORNIA BIGHORN SHEEP
15 Little Humboldt CBS=90% 18 - 01/01-12/31(12) 34 -
Allotment B CBS=10% 2 - 01/01-12/31(12) 5 --
(Bullhead)
16 Twenty Five 20 - 01/01-12/31(12) 29 -
10 Lime Mountain 20 -- 01/01-12/31(12) 24 --
1 Owyhee 10 -- 01/01-12/31(12) 24 -
2 YP 10 - 01/01-12/31(12) 24 --

N/A 2/ 130

1/ Reasonable and existing numbers, as determined in conjunction with Nevada
Department of Wildlife (NDOW), were provided by big game use areas (i.e.,
DW-1). Reasonable and existing numbers by allotment are mathmatical
calculations based on the percent of big game use areas occurrence within
each allotment. This includes the assumption that reasonable numbers are
uniformly distributed throughout the use area (biologically, this does
not occur in big game populations). AUM demand is provided for analysis
purposes only.

2/ Reasonable numbers cannot be added, since this may result in multiple
counting of individual animals. Animals that summer on public lands may
also winter on public lands while some animals may move/migrate to public
lands outside of the planning area.
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

The land use planning process for the
Elko Resource Management Plan

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 and June 11, 1984. These
responses generally supported the
proposed planning criteria and these
guidelines were retained.

On October 19, 1984 a packet
describing the draft alternatives was
sent to approximately 500 individuals

and groups, requesting their comments
on the proposals. The public was
requested to consider which management
options were preferred, what criteria
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.

0f those expressing a preference for a
particular alternative; two
specifically identified A (no change),
six identified parts of A they
preferred; two specifically identified
B (emphasize commodity production),
four identified parts (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 selection
process, Alternative D with some
modifications including clarification
of land tenure adjustment actions,
corridor placement, refinement of
wildlife habitat, and livestock
management 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,
specifically the Draft Owyhee
Canyonlands Wilderness EIS. In
response to comments on proposed
alternatives in this draft wilderness
EIS, a modification was made to the
preferred alternative during the later
stages of development. 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
corridor along the same route as the
proposed designated corridor segment
E-L.

Public comments resulted in providing
a wider range of wilderness
alternatives. An additional level of
wilderness recommendations was added
to Alternative B.

PUBLIC REVIEW AND HEARINGS

A Notice of Availability for the Elko
Draft RMP/EIS was published in the
Federal Register on August 13, 1985
and was filed with the Environmental
Protection Agency on August 7, 1985
thus opening a public comment period
ending on November 15, 1985.

Public hearings were scheduled for
October 3, 1985 in Elko, Nevada and
October 4, 1985 in Reno, Nevada.
These were announced in the Federal
Register Notice, as well as through
news releases to local newspapers and
in a letter accompanying each Draft
RMP/EIS mailed out to the public.

A total of seven persons attended the
two hearings; two making oral
presentations in Reno, and two in Elko.

Letters of comment were received from
27 persons, groups or agencies,
including comment from the Governor's
State Clearinghouse for Nevada.

Transcripts of the public hearings are
available for inspection at the Elko
District Office, 3900 E. Idaho Street,
Elko, Nevada 89801.

AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

The Elko Draft Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (RMP/EIS) was mailed to
approximately 580 agencies,
organizations, companies, and
individuals who indicated an

interest. The Draft RMP/EIS and the
Elko Wilderness Technical Report were
both available to the public upon
request from the Elko District Office.

The Draft RMP/EIS was mailed to
numerous governmental agencies and
organizations for comment. These
include, but are not limited to, the
following:

b 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
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Environmental Protection
Agency
Fish & Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service
Office of Environmental
Project Review
Offshore Environmental
Assessment Division




B. Congressional Delegation

Senator Chic Hecht, Nevada

Senator Paul Laxalt, Nevada

Representative Harry Reid,
Nevada

Representative Barbara
Vucanovich, Nevada

C. State of Nevada

Governor Richard Bryan

State Assemblyman Byron
Bilyeu

State Assemblyman John Marvel

State Senator Dean Rhodes

Department of Minerals
Division of Agriculture
Division of Historical
Preservation & Archaeology
Division of State Parks
Division of Water Resources
Division of Wildlife
Land Use Planning Advisory
Council
Multiple Use Advisory Board
Office of Community Services
State Communications Board

D Local Governments

Carlin City Mayor

Carlin City Planning Board

Elko City Manager

Elko City Mayor

Elko City Planning Board

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:

ITI. 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

II1L,

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.0. Box 21
Eureka, NV 89316

Lander County Library
Battle Mountain, NV 89820

White Pine County Library
Campton Street
Ely, NV 89301

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.0. Box 194
Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Carson City District Office
1050 E. William No. 335
Carson City, NV 89701

Elko District Office
P.0. Box 831
Elko, NV 89801



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

Las Vegas District Office
P.0. Box 26569
Las Vegas, NV 89102

Winnemucca District Office
705 East 4th St.
Winnemucca, NV 89445

Idaho State Office
P.0. Box 042
Boise, ID 83724

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

All substantive comments from the
public hearings and all letters of
comment are reproduced in this
document except as noted. Responses
have been prepared to comments which
relate to inadequacies or inaccuracies
in the analysis or methodologies used,
identify new significant impacts,
recommend reasonable new alternatives,
involve disagreement on interpretation
of significance, or indicate
significant misconceptions or
misinterpretations of Bureau programs

and policies.
Boise District Office
3948 Development Ave.
Boise, ID 83705

This section is divided into two
parts. The first part includes
comments and responses to the Draft
RMP/EIS. The second part of this
section contains the comments received
from Governor Bryan following the
State's Consistency Review of the
Preliminary Final RMP/EIS.

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

AVAILABILITY OF THE PROPOSED RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN AND FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

This document has been mailed to all
those who received copies of the Draft
RMP/EIS, as well as those who
commented on the document. A Federal
Register Notice and news releases have
been issued to inform the public of
the availability of this document. A
limited number of additional copies
are available upon request from the
District Office. Review copies are
available at the listed BLM offices
and public libraries. They are also
available at Federal Depository
Libraries.
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Letter No. Commentor :
1 USDI, Bureau of Mines '
2 Reed Secord
3 Sierra Pacific Power Company
4 National Park Service
5 Bruce Mitchell
6 Grant T. Kien
7 Pete Tomera
8 Alan R. Wasner
9 Kenneth Nelson

10 Roy G. Jones

11 Lance McCold

12 The Wilderness Society

13 Nevada Grazing Board No. 1

14 Dean Rhodes

15 USDI, Geological Survey

16 Wells Rural Electric Company

17 Jiggs Conservation District

18 John Swanson

19 Elko County Conservation Association
20 Nevada State Office of Community Services
21 Elko County Recreation Board

22 Sierra Club

23 Minerals Exploration Coalition

24 Wildlife Management Institute

25 Amoco Productions Company

26 Environmental Protection Agency

27 Exxon Company, USA

Hearing Testimony

1-2 Nevada Grazing Board No. 1
1-2 Freeport McMoRan Company




Comment Letter 1

Response Letter 1

1-1

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

WESTERN FIELD OPERATIONS CENTER
EAST 360 3D AVENUE
SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99202

August 21, 1985

Memorandum

Ta: pistrict Manager, Elko District Office, Bureau of Land Management,
Elko, Nevada

From: Supervisor, Minerals Involvement Section, Branch of Engineering
Studies

Subject: Oraft Elko Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement

The report adequately and clearly assesses the mineral issues fn the district
except for one question. Will there be special access restrictions or special
stipulations and requirements for mine operating permits in areas where other
resources receive priority consideration, although mining claims can legally
be staked? Experience has shown that management practice affecting access or
requiring special stipulations in the mine permits tends to inhibit minerals
activities. Sometimes these restrictions become so burdensome as to tend to
preclude mine development.

An example of this question might be applied under Alternative A to the areas
within one-half mile of the high water line around Wilson, Zunino/Jiggs, and
Wildhorse Reservoirs and the rim-to-rim portion of the South Fork of the
Owyhee River area. Will there be access restrictions for mineral exploration
or development on locatable minerals? Will there be special stipulations on
mine development attached to mine permits in these areas, or will there be
only standard stipulations as elsewhere in the district?

These questions could be addressed and clarified in Chapter 4 under the
consequences of each alternative. As the draft now appears, the reader
must assume no access restrictions on exploration or mining and no special
requirements will be incorporated in mine operating permits if the area is
legally available to claim staking. Clarification is needed.

At the project level as directed by requirements within 43 Code of
Federal Regulations 3809, specfal stipulations and/or reclamation
requirements are currently developed for each mining notice or
plan—of-operations. The RMP will not change these standard operating
procedures, however, under Alternative D special access restrictions
consisting of travel limited to existing roads and trails will be
implemented on 18,860 acres, exclusive of designated wilderness areas
The limited areas consist of Special Recreation Management Areas. It.
should be noted that a significant portion of the 18,860 acres consists
of streams and reservoirs.




Comment Letter 1 Comment Letter 1

Lategory A Withdrawn or preposed for withdiaval f:om mineral entry.
1. Wilderness areas.

2. Wild and scenic rivers

3. Sites for facailities

4. Historic and cultural sizes

5

2 . Developed recreation sites.
You might be interested in how the Forest Service has addressed these Category B Statues or executive orders require specific protection or
questions in their land plans. They have divided their land fnto four mitigation measures.

categories, depending on degree of restriction. An example copy from the

Beaverhead National Forest of their four categories is enclosed. Proposed wilderness areas.

1
2. Congress:onaily mandated w:lderness study areas.
3. RARE 11 Fusrther Planning areas.

» - 4. TSE Species.
— > i #
N O T ene e 5. Roadless (Type [) dispeised recreation areas.
D' Arcy, Banister 6. Culturally significant areas.
Enclosure Category C Special cond:tions exist (m iands which require special
lease stipulations or plac~of cperation conditieons.
l. Big game winter range.
2. Elk calving area.
3. Riparian area.
Category D Standard lease stipulations and plan of operation conditions

apply.

1. Timber production areas.
2. Existing mineral processing areas.




Comment Letter 2

Comment Letter 3

2521 N5 “3rd Strees
Lighthcuse Foint, Florida 33064
hugust 27, L4S5

Byreau 77 lsnd Vanagezent
Elio Tistriet Cf2fice
ATTXer 7 Teaw Leader
Fo.F b~x 231

Elkec, Yevads 8G9Q1

Cesar District “snezers

Recardinz the Ilko Ntldernens Tachnical Renc-ty L surport the estcblishaent cf four
4ilderress eress ( Fouzh ¥ills, Li-tle Suztolt Jlver, Cedar Ridze, and Fed Soring)e
The entire willarnmess 3tudy cyess should be cesignated wildernesse The aress are
tecortart fcr rndnill sr-ne, %ald ancé zolder eszles, zul- deer, and varicus furbesrerse

It is icrcrtant thel the-e aress be preserved s3 wilderness for thelr crizitive,
sceniz, recresticnal, and wildlife vsluess Thenic ycu for thls ocfortunity to
cozments )

Sincerely,
ﬂh@ ;;g&g

Reed Secord

Siernra Pacific Power Caompany

JACK L.BYROM, PE.
Wice Presigent-Engineenng

September 4, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Rodney Harris
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 831

Elko, Nevada 89801

Dear Mr. Harris:

We have received and reviewed the Oraft Elko Resource Area Resource
Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement. Qur review
was keyed on utility corridor designation and wilderness recommendations,
as well as other plan contents with potential to impact energy development
and transmission. We realize that formulation of sound land management
plans becomes more complicated as the range of issues and numbers of
interest groups increase. Sierra Pacific makes every effort to ma.ntain
an objective and reasonable stance on land use issues.

From the standpoint of overall equity in resource allocation, Sierra
Pacific concurs with Alternative D, the preferred alternative of the
RMP. The tem major issues identified and evaluated, including land tenure,
corridors, and wilderness, are handled logically and consistently. Sierra
Pacific 1is particularly pleased with the excellent treatment given the
utility corridor issue, and we consider the Elko RMP a model document
in this regard. [ hope you, the planning team leader, and all of the
participating staff will accept our congratulations for a job well done.

Please let us know whenever we may be of assistance.
Sincerely,
/)’.%»L
Jack L. Byrom
JLB/JL/ro

cc: BLM State Director
Southern California Edison Co.

P.O. BOX 10100/RENC, NEVADA 89520, TELEPHONE 702/789-4832




Comment Letter 4 Response Letter 4

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

WESTERN REGION
450 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE. BOX 36063
SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94102

N REPLY REFER TO:

L7619 (WR-RPE)

October 10, 1985

Memorandum

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Elko, Nevada
Attention: RMP Team Leader

From: Regional Director, Western Region

Subject: Draft Elko Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(DES-85/37)

In accordance with your State Director's Memorandum of August 7, 1985, we have
the following comments relating to the treatment of cultural resources in the

subject Plan and DEIS.

1. The Draft Management Plan and DEIS do not adequately address cultural
resources in that:
o (a) The initial chapter to the document, "Summary of Management
1 Actions" (Pages S-1 through S-9), fails to include cultural
ok resources as a management activity. 4-1 The Elko Draft RMP/EIS has been prepared in conformance with the
i President's Council on Environmental Quality Regulatioms. It is the
o (b) Cultural resources were mok cited in the References :ectian Council's policy "... to reduce paperwork and the accumulation of
4-1 of the volume. At a minimum, the Nevada State Plan for extraneous background data, and to emphasize real environmental
cultural resources should be referenced. issues...” (40 CFR 1500.2(b)). Since cultural resources were not an
) . i issue in the Elko Resource Area, they were not discussed in detail.
(c) i"fi’e aspe:;‘llcesilmji:deeti‘;:l:: a::o;;;izai?;:n?;g;i;ll'e:z:zz;ns CEQ regulations state: "There shall be only brief discussion of other
vestock/grazing/rang ues, » than significant issues.” 40 CFR 1502.(b hasi
and minerals, etc., however, nothing is included on cultural & ¢ (b)) (epphiagts sdded):
resources. Cultural resources are adequately covered under the section "Management
4 malk Guidance Common to all Alternatives™: on page 2-36. Within the
(d) The Management Plan and DEIS e‘;alua:e th; t:?nsequer}ces and make discussion it is stated that "Prior to project approval, intensive
recmimendal':xons for all five (5) propose adfematlzef- under . field inventories will be conducted in specific areas that could be
consideration. Cultural Resources are not discussed in any o impacted by implementing activities.”™ The basis of management will be
the altermatives. legal compliance and Bureau policy.
2. While Page 2-36 addresses compliance T..aruced;rres :nd noteshth:t a 19§(f) 4-2 See response to 4-1. Also, as stated on page 3-27 of the Draft
Programmatic Memorandum of I?nderstandu?g BXiote Et‘:’ee; e ey RMP/EIS, there has been no Class II inventory undertaken on the
4_2 Land Management and the Advisory Council for Elst0r1c3 ’;5:”3“““%‘ - planning area. The level of data provided by the Class I inventory is
: the Overview of culturalvresources presented on Page -d S Super ;C L not specific enough to make management decisions. The Bureau has
when compared to'othet 51gnificant‘natural resources and concerns the relied on the process of site specific surveys at the time an action is
Bureau must consider. As examples: being considered to ensure compliance with the mandates within the

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,as amended and the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.




(el 4

Comment Letter 4

Response Letter 4

{a) The Overview should include a summary of the prehistoric and
historic sites including inventories conducted to date; a
breakdown of the number and types of sites already identified
in previous surveys; the number and types of sites already
determined eligible or potentially eligible for nominacion
to the National Register of Historic Places; and potential
impacts to National Register or eligible properties.

{b) Management options, benefits and potentially adverse impacts
to cultural resources should be discussed for each alternative
presented.

(c) The cultural resources portion of the Management Plan should
provide a series of projected (5-year) management directive/
objectives/alternatives with a discussion of how each directive
will be implemented. These directives should be evaluated on
an annual basis and revised as needed. The directives and
objectives should be articulated with the overall Nevada State
Historic Preservation Plan.

3. The Plan and DEIS do not address Native American issues, concerms, or any
coordination with such groups.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon this draft Resource
Management Plan and DEIS.

JMUOLM

ce:
National Register Programs - IAS
WASO (762)

Please refer to page 6-2 of the Draft RMP/EIS which states that public
contacts include, but are not limited, to those listed in Chapter 6.

Consultation was initiated and repeated in compliance with &3 CFR

1610.3 with groups, agencles and individuals representing Native
American interests, including the Iatertribal Council of Nevada,
chairperson of the TeMoak Bands of Western Shoshone, the planner
the Shoshone-Paiute Tribe, the Western Shoshone National Council
in Lee, Nevada) and their legal representatives.

the
for
{based

The plan reflects any resource management concerns or issues that were
identified throughout the scoping process concerning Native Americans.




Comment Letter 5 Response Letter 5

U.5. DEAT. oF THE [WTERIOR
BURERY OF LAy MEmAGEMENT
ELKO NEV.

AT, 7o HART Z ELL ; MTANVAGER
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5-1 THLE ATeoresEy ISPASAL LAND Sountns 7B Omm s TS ENTETY

5-1 The Land Tenure Adjustment and Corridor Map for the Proposed Plan (in

THE L.D. 5. AToTricnT Ar Twmw ERY6ES., this document) has been modified to exclude the LDS Allotment.
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Response Letter 7

Dear Mr, Hartzell,

I am writin: to request trat part of *he native vertion
of tre Twin 2ridzes 4llotmernt te seeded in crested wheat.
3ince the 3tate has ancrorriated nart of the orizinal crested
wheat seedine and since tve native feed bty no means eguals a
z00d erestsd wheat starnd, 2 seedinz would zreatlr tenefit our
rarching oneration. There are abeut 1550 acres in“that allot-
ment that could be seeded.

We will »ut un 310,000.70 toward this se 2. 3ince tris
zrcund is in the BLM disposal area, we request a boundary chanze
so this zrcund weould bte evcluded freom the disrosal area. 3ince
we have tuilt the fences arcund and narating the allctments,
and if we pledze mconev toward te seedinz, we'd like tc be as-
sured the use of the Tround indefinitely. If it's a%t all ros-
sible, we'd like t-is nroiect comnleted in the Fall cof 1236,

Regarding t“e rrorosed re-establishment o® the sheer trail
tkrouzh the area, if there is no way we can keen them out en-
tirely and if -ve put "o moner to seed the zround, there must
be some stinulations.

1. The sheen must be kevt to a + =ile strin at the
extreme western ed-e of trese allotments, then follow
the old county road un over 10-Mile Monntain.

2. OCnly cne sheerman could come throuzh in the 3nring
ard ore in the Fall, with a limit on the nuuber of
sheep.

3. The sheen could never crome into or 2raze on the
crested wheat.

L, The sheenman couldn't camo his band in these
allotments overnight.

Your consideration of t-ese matters wculd be greatly
acpreciated.

Sincerely, _
e

oSl Ty e

Pete Tomera

P.0.Box 276

Battle Mountain, Nevada

30820 :

7-1

The Land Tenure Adjustment and Corridor Map for the Proposed Plan (in
this document) has been modified to exclude the Twin Bridges Allotment.
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in response to the Lraft Elko

1 very much support Alternative C.

lly like to's
Area. This is

aside in

derness.

& mind to wildlife but also tc
would like to see set guantities
to vague statement

I did not see much mention of watershed man
8_1 In the driest ate in the nat

t wou be much more ot an issue,
not addressed more fully.

whnl gue area where )} once

Hille WSH become &
re of the Hrunsau Fiver

opinion, good “museum pieces"” of

s natural state. We h
ard it would be a good

further development. [ wo

and xcreage Qca
such as, "improve ripar:an ares gquality b

1on 1 would think that wa

and 1 do not un

i
v like to see a1t

of the final plan more protectec
end riparian habitats not on
p=ople who need potable water. I

4

= +or thic as opposed

.cement in this gdocument.
tershed

~stand wity

1
!
3

During the issue identification phase (Step 1 - See Chapter 1) of the
planning process, watershed was considerd as an issue for the sole
purpose of considering management actions on a watershed northeast of
Carlin, Wevada. After further amalysis, however, it was determined
that the source of the water in the area was on private land and that
due to the interspersed nature of land ownership (within the

"checkerboard™) the possibility of being able to control actioms in
this area did not exist.

Within the section "Management Guidance Common To All Alternmatives”™ the
section on “"Watershed” page 2-35 of the Draft RMP/EIS discusses the
implementation of watershed management plans. Compliance is required
by Federal agencies with the existing Executive Orders 11988 and 119%0
controlling management actions within floodplains and wetlands.
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Cuel hacing scwne idea (‘f" tihe silpalen
1
v - "

as ¢t yire scarl by cxste . The lack & e

“"('\t." ado e un(Jl"iCi Thoi it e {;1_,“”“.',,:,,
it rial xS awnyla Lle (e n nak n\):/‘«

u"rap' cal=-velaled deces s,

- i .y . B
3, Letands, .tuc»'niV/(‘c/ {#('i’ salc FZa] 7. 33 ﬁ'/
1 = : o ;
9_3 & §2 E. " ',L;(x{\f Fo7y I«’t-'\.du‘u’r it f_lvi://(

5‘5""’"'—-"/“- Thas  fande an Ceaden (/.‘.'.7 cuy

ftC

g I 3r VIT) /)A\Ar"allft/»{ ¢ f(n//,: & GgELl

% @ 7
ALY A
J

2o 5 A - .
feGdeiceninl valoce An cpyici-Zece il
/i/ f7eCiriy /

i S Avaa jroiscse L

¢

0c-¥

€

& Xe St s e fc»./x <y Ci'z‘{)ii-q ‘ ;I P il
f

i ;\sf.‘v.'; v e and yoevcaleviia ! <

s / 3 g
ibe i puslill HHC mdetite e

Fig) ((“C‘/ut iel
§ —. . & . —
/'uz L eUWNS- i sd e it iers /.’tu:J S (Ti < /r‘('(: &'5”

= = g B g % i L .t
L Credaal d€oe oty Habelal

X O $IXU g /1
/

b4 ;) ==
i Pl eliEns v L

Ly
sy

i —_ " Y N
Kecomma gl i Wy nalioe




Comment Letter 9 Comment Letter 9

LS-¥

6y

Thas alltssdabied St T Ta DCCeme de: fe
; g Ta
- : -

Ly € €Ed g, Nowoews, alt

. - - - . A . -
i L Fulene prs rikry A

; 2 /. . { 3

e A ten havd a cepimdey (3 aleg
‘_ga\u_) e checane f /mz;ui I y-!t\—"/ ety
Ta L"}lc;' sacibicra l?;. Tees) "’ [ﬁl- e Lcerad

Reconmead  Allevnalive D

LI ovder o adlow joblic wtdd af((,.l
r N

L

c‘; The /-Jhuhc fands flegal acces
/hL<f be cblaned ( here decned

HEEES i/lrl’l)‘

A} ——
Neciwalenn

'R ' T S P
€conmmend Alkyvaalive (-

A n\_mmu wlee /g_,a-ltg f\--ldlv\c ; the [)L/J/.H’;
frad s 5“’.2'1/!Lh~u foirtd bevic Lrcorcerin
shecld e a”uu.;ccj i peblic ctonersivg

ad n-I.u.ia‘)u’J fev vecved liena | eS¢, f‘]uk(

R S i i} i
‘1011”\-411- o This «’TH;( <hecld 8¢ coevdinated

Sl des e et

3 ’ Wiy
F\'\"\I"L"‘H\x mnd Al vaedsc ¢ H

{_»‘crn tinat \.i',:';,\-‘.,;(v]':mn
Fieo e o / 5 ’
14 Z i R 4 AT e A o
Crigs [y .u!-uv e 4 IZrss .l,g,,,;x_,J rf_.,s
[ /- . W ['f 4 .
tecod faind prodects cord o ld lge . Anii-
(// yitlted o / < Gt g/c/)/ eleont <hce Id

-

oo u-)/[_/ccf c.tuzfuffu (_(\ /"j!\_\‘nl
CAPELe sy chf tee Aislun-ivisres-

i P 3 3 E e 35 e
The Stadle und {0k feise Ladian Irseicalo.

K(k.; mocnd Ailcviabice D

Hl l,uxmmkt% Gt Je of The queiama
L f N~
(L//u[/m nis e ufm 1€ T are i q

Jz:« 'H—x({b(l Ias ngI a,v])‘ 1-(»11 (L«’A()
Bl Tius mdiex ts Fhal Irtig € Cen-
ity i1 geacral s oncl rgpdri g

i /

lo o sehaiilia | degre. '4")' 14 PREC.

. : e Pn y

mo pregerence most Qe J;-Su{(-tt‘c' Sy

cacefe! srcriidav ‘j

{0 W sierdn Ta bl
U 8 paerden .i}_ Akl f




Comment Letter 9

Comment Letter 9

cc-v

(igd fr%’«t e bt
Recomimg i A“ﬁb’*‘?é\tl ve D

a.i(“:f;i and 1Es h:d'lu'fa_f <heotd a}lu'ﬂufi
Laice p.’c«'ccdu.;c; whean considering
‘ﬁfq\\’)iuzu 575"[‘,,75 Arred Z.u‘afnu uti’l beug
,',/]7‘/:‘?’;!.'\.17LC17{J’, ctircl (-r/u‘i’ L'&;;;?rTZuC
/).'ru?/l)&/a'luﬂrs‘ _T5—Z1f1:’g/;/ .5._/;‘3(.,1 Tiu
i€t rodae tid t-lf bia hova slhicad inte

T“\(, V€S0 cWEA.

A peey rcfhnj o GED fo lhove
§~Tr{<UHS e C‘uf,m"/("cf /s alse an /.H“
dicater <f lhe f]tULCt(z//«/ foeci” l’c'ﬂ?ﬁ!('
C[‘Hil‘.({uu; Z/?A‘\"L ‘701—{' 76H€ 1 sec vt

CUEA. ﬁ{iu’x}\;\ Fin o lat pnsl Br sn~
4

/}l'?. o Z’c /11)/\2('(('( ZhL sSchclan Lz | m'h:-_an:
P S e i wr g

<74 517-"&’1/ /oSL Asnt df/y CAaben g 1 CveSseey

/ R 5 X : Ty .

as «wcil as Ta scesiablicn lif/.lsv.m £

Al asseceiled (97&:«: lee Fabilal .

z TR | ™
K cinnd vitn Wl ynalice 2

—~—

4n UK w C‘a’f T4he e £cori- 1A

o 4
AR QIS 1A
v /

T

qu’:‘(ttmws shouvid net be allowed to

Pneveasc  exbeue the covrrenl fewels.
R [

(,L.’r;L land vc-—i;( S

Recommicnd Mievmalive D

_ﬁac JHCI-’{'G.Q;'\“:/‘ G[C-nc'u'ict f-or. Lu:*cdhncl
}-‘M?ckc’ﬁ: (c‘tiqrcml/,; (fn";'u::’a() necessi -
Talts cur milens)ic /szmf;x‘m-.uiz e
Groun hascd en soe byt g e e theds
1355" 31»}((&«:( aTtnlien st be 9/Ll'u
/C th( /uc‘um(n‘uz.(uf cf (IS’;(':: .SH[”A'S
/f lhus SPCCies /5 Tov 1Cniaysy gaable

L / hell The resource T a.
v

i ., i 8 = g
KIS camng g7 o LSt @ i
g igicnse of Crons g € cunsy
5 " y 5 W v "
g _ T (P
Ko Ghieng LL'SA s Avrw Lot acse
-
PO R - +
L B2 AL Ukt (AhE S gcapene o
J o Y
crf Y gas CcaMerrilerny Seen 1Y e sel
¥ /’ ' {

I\ may”  axvd

T R




Comment Letter 9

Comment Letter 10

X A 4

~

i 5 3 el
crlenyT=,

A ZTIP NP B v //
&

‘/ff dp g pr

. )
L l‘”:&‘ fetan,

ff O s
v /7 e /'/1 Z‘ (e

" a2 .
Lot grnslor L £ A piecrde wes e

.
V&

¢

(€9

74

cferire

i
Lot dvyd 5/;(/(/(,,3’

o Fhal les ke,

SHIEELE /,_/’

v ‘;/": n=s 7/\ ,7/: {J,~ﬁ—\

h////ié
Qree /M /\A,u_,;/

JMM@ Aad A
W‘““Wy fo epend * Ello Fascncs
mmwp/,,n and L uiion, :

U p ard Satermerd antl wiak Lo okt
. tommerty MCM@// J%u/%
ot unatrue %«/44‘517 a&/op/d/w
wndionee Lo AL/?’”W%# Jaceck o

yd raniel %“WHAMMWW‘.}
Mb/d/evn:bm}d(e MWJ,J;/M
In g und e maat. gt ant

st (anef ocl) tastdl & A
o rthew atres odle AWA/

bt hope e M wilf Fake K




Response Letter 10

Comment Letter 10

4

a/vrlma\ Ul zoA] yé F/"O’é!m/ (&”C//M’/”“i‘
16~1 The alt tive of nc action, or continuation o xisting use levels,

is 1 d d in the Draft RMP/EIS inm comuliance U’i h exi ting
g l ions. See 40 CFR 1502.14(d). The alterative of eliminating all

Mw(ﬂ/wa/u&n W regulations.
. liw ock grazing (Alternative E) was presented to provide a basis for
coaparison.
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11~1 The Bureau does not solicit exchanges of BLM administered lands for

9¢c-v

ot public  cwnensiop T;’.( m,,u“[ delocis G"- egcf‘uq“ private inholdings on National Forest lands. The preferred alternative
* ‘ t Rk v has identified isolated parcels near the National Forest Boundary for
~ts c,:-‘;d_[:_‘fg_t; p;Lf'¥ ]-i-w{: rmakes Scuse A{su r.,«;;(c..i transfer primarily by exchange. This, however, does not guarantee they
will be used to acquire Forest Service inholdings. Any exchange that
Il\ asg wlu.( poble Jeo ks are  scetival . poaker Senso will result in acquisition of lands having greater than or equal
' resource values will be considered. Although not addressed by this
H@u—';&y prwss e phe [.\_f; - be J,‘bru,_j et <ieg RMP/EIS,a bill has been introduced to transfer administrative control
% over about 3,000 acres in the planning area (14,000 acres Districtwide)
hesv Hombedr  Netiend Eovesy  Lend de wlosa to the Humboldt National Forest. These lands are BLM administered
RS . £ = k“‘L = lands that adjoin the Forest boundary and would probably be retained
FeMain_ prigecte j\l\su-ﬁs with o -tL, Nerian ol Eisiait for multiple use management. Specific designation of the isolated
U o — parcels for exchange for NF inholdings could be accomplished through

transfer to the NF by legislative action or administrative withdrawal.

: doved < b b
H‘C’V’L‘)«J_"fiﬁ'i"Lb""__&’*"‘w"’fj_‘L‘”{ rﬁos"S == Either of these options must be initiated by the National Forest.

2 Treed 1 ‘rele ' 1
1 1;1“* — E“'t‘(}‘?"‘—“s‘:"""‘:*‘“RL'&—’L@“;J JE“—,P!",“‘—‘“"'{“!’JL‘J e 11-2  Your concern has been accommodated as the land tenure adjustment map
I~ ? has been modified to exclude minor amounts of crucial wildlife ranges.
28 ¢l ~ < =
—_— ——"——I—L‘» —AU’—‘L‘I:{—ALE———A: _The ye ¥ i 11—“»———~”‘—“"£"’—£‘ T, - The public lands identified for transfer in the preferred alternative

7 i " and carried forward in the proposed RMP that contain crucial wildlife
= _icu‘.fshvw;.r,k are clese Tl‘—ﬁ“f"‘gf&—&ﬁ—j‘f—f‘é-&——-———— — habitat are isolated parcels that are difficult and costly to manage

- (the exception are limited lands identified for community expansion
__T‘:.':?‘Li'WLJ-__T.‘<7.ME;SA._;IA‘/L,,Q.“:\AM sh_uc.ﬂf:-;u____ _ sales around the City of Elko). The majority of these parcels are
- 4 why . identified for transfer primarily by exchange. This will permit
S (i< 0 PL“A“?;._,A ,V\‘!JJ,"J.L__- Also,;AmA,__:vK.fj,f:"é)._!.din:‘?}gjf,__— S acquisition of land of at least equal or greater value as stipulated in
11-2 Section 203 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). All

2 17% e crveal vildlle hettek  destned oo e mpeien

___:_..,...;.;3 “ land exchanges that occur within important wildlife areas are
coordinated with the Nevada Department of Wildlife.
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Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences p. 4-29. Corridors states “"This
alternative provides a balance between environmental constraints and
industry needs” (as identified in the Western Regional Corridor Study)
“without duplicating corridor routes.” We were guided in our
elimination of corridor routes by a desire to limit corridor
designations to actual needs and consideration of resource impacts.




Comment Letter 11 Response Letter 11

. ' !
le&h-"\ Ry €L pLanaagment s CimgThe o
¥ L

Conceern | Tr'g pigp ¢SC L ‘&L&wr\’.n ) ‘-1""["(_5-'_Q<_f"f; -

imprcue _The condiftion  ed iuveatenel sTieams

__;'{9.@»;%5‘9’£552__ c}f[j":. how _e- o-[\«? LT Us ecceptabll
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Our proposed management actions include those techniques proven to be
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be found on page 2-33 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
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It is the Bureau's position that the economic analysis in the Elko
RMP/EIS is of sufficient detail to show significant impacts to the
human environment and to assist in a reasoned choice between
alternatives.

Firm and specific data on project costs and benefits will not be
available until such time as project design and engineering
considerations are finalized for activicy plans. However, preliaminary
economic evaluations were used in the determination of selective
management classifications of allotments, and incorporated in the
selection of range improvement proposals under the warious
alternatives, as required by Bureau policy. Publication of these
preliminary estimates, at this time, would be misleading because their
accuracy is sufficient only to serve as a guide to the relative
ordering of range improvement proposals.
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

CALIFORNIA'NEVADA REGION

7 November, 1985

Mr. Redney Harris
District Manager

Elko District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box B31

Elkc, NV B9801

Dear Mr. Harris:

The Wilderness Society appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the lands
encompassing the Elko Planning Area.

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

We strongly object to the selection of Alternative D as the
Preferred Alternative. 1In it's current form, the Preferred
Alternative would designate only 1 percent of the entare
rlanning area as wilderness, copen 98 percent of the planning

rea to Off Rcad Vehicle (ORV) use, and B2 percent to
unrestricted minerals development. Furthermore, management
direction propcsed in the RMP for wildiife and riparian
habitat 1s skewed in favor of increased grazing and mineral
exploration/development.

Following is a section by section discussion of our
criticisms of the selection of Alternative D as the
Preferred Alternative.

1791-A PINE STREET. SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94109
(415) 771-2020

Inadeguate Wilderness Recommendations

Rougn Hills

The BLM is to be complimented for the recommendation to
designate the entire Rough Hill WSA as wilderness. The
area offers outstanding opportunity for solitude or
primitive and unconfined recreation. The area is key mule
deer (Odocecileus hemionus) summer range, and 1s populated
by a variety of upland game birds: blue grouse
{Dendropagus), ruffed grouse (Bonasa), chukar (hlectoris),
and sage grouse |(Centrocercus). Riparian habitats aleng
the Bruneau River and Copper Creek sustain furbearers such
as marten (Martes), beaver (Castor), river otter (Lutra),
and muskrat (Cndatral. These and many other wildland
dependent resources in the area would be protected through
wilderness designation. We support the BLM's recommendation
for Rough Hills.

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

Little Humboldt River

Of 42,213 acres studied, the BLM is recommending 29,775
acres for wilderness and 12,438 acres for non-wilderness.
Acreage in the north and northwest should ce included in the
proposed wilderness to protect additional year round deer
range. This acreage 1s unfavorable for minerals, and should
pe included to provide a more natural boundary for the area.

Cedar Ridge and Red Spraing

Both the 10,009 acre Cedar Ridge WSA and the 7,847 acre Red
Spring WSA are well timbered, provide valuable vear round
deer range, cffer important winter cover for sage grouse,
and are important to migrating raptors including the bald
eagle (Leucocephalus). No wilderness 1s recommended 1n
either area, rather, both of the entire areas will be opened
to intensive commodity development. ORV use, fuelwocod
cutting, minerals develcpment, and cil and gas leasing are
precjected to seriously degrade the current condition of both
areas.

In summary, the BLM is proposing wilderness designation for
36,460 acres, only 1 percent of the entire planning area.
Conversely, 99 percent of the planning area would be open to
developmental activities during all or part of the year.

The Wilderness Society disagrees with this management
proposal, and reguests further wilderness recommendations

pe considered.
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RESQURCE MANAGEMENT CIRECTION

The Wilderness Society has several very serious concerns
regarding management directions proposed 1in the Preferred
Alternative. Our greatest concern involves the effects of
resource management activitles on the diversity and status
of wildlife populat:ions.

Riparian/Aguatic Habitars

Qur initial concern involves the Objectives for specific
management issues arrayed in the "Alternatives" section. On
page 2-18 in the Preferred Alternative, the Cbjective for
Issue #7: Wildlife Habitat reads “Conserve and enhance
rerrestrial and aguatic wildlife habitat"™. Riparian
hapitats are glaringly absent from the objective.
Alternative's A, C and E all inciude riparian hapitats for
prctective management, yet the Preferred Alternative does
not.

Approximately 22,000 acres of riparian habitar occur within
the Elko Resource Area (RA}. About 6,000 of these acres are
presently 1n poor or fair condition. Of 73 inventoried
streams (585 miles) 66 percent are Ln poor condition and 27
percent are in fair condition, and only 7 percent are 1in
good condition. More tnan 300 wildlife species are xncwn to
occur within the Resource Area, approximately 240 of which
are directiy dependent on riparian habitat or use 1t more
than any otner habitat {Draft RMP 3-9). The discussion on
the value of riparian habitats goes on to state that the
single most destructive force to riparian nabitats 1s
trampling by livestock. Additicnal supporting language for
this can be found in the Draft RMP on page 3-11, "...in most
cases, livestock grazing was primarily responsible for
producing and maintaining deteriorated aguatic/riparian
habitat conditions". Despite this, the Preferred
Alternative proposes tc increase grazing opportunities by 30
percent, limit livestock fencing, and exclude mitigation
language for road construction.

Clearly the effects of these practices would pe to further
degrade the already fair to pocr conditions of riparian
habitats and severely impact wildlife. The Wilderness
Society urges the assurance of protection fcor riparian
habitats in the final recommendation.

Mineral Restrictions

The Draft RMP does propose seasonal restrictions on
mineral-leasing activities to protect wiidlife species
during sensitive times of the year. The Preferred
Alternative proposes seasonal restrictions to protect sage
grouse prood rearing grounds, and pronghern (Antilocapral
year round range, however limits restrictions on mule deer
range to winter range.

Refer to Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata. The reference to riparian
habitat was inadvertently excluded under Alternative D.

The Proposed Alternative provides for only a three percent increase in
grazing use above active preference. This use would not occur as
across the board increases in each allotment. With the establishment
of riparian objectives on page 2-19 of the Draft RMP/EIS and the
incorporation of the specific riparian program guidance found on page
2-33 plus the mix of proposed actions as identified in Chapter 2 and 4,
it has been determined that the combination of uses and levels of use
are compatible and consistent with the Bureau's charge to manage for
multiple use as defined under Section 103(c) of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act.

Also under the proposed alternative we hardly propose to limit
livestock fencing. Even though it {s true there are fewer (258 miles)
miles of fence compared to Alternative B (405 miles), these 258 miles
of livestock fences will enable the Bureau to implement intensified
grazing systems. When the above {s taken in combination with the
riparian objectives to manage 117 miles of high priority stream
habitat, with a 30 percent improvement in habitat condition predicted
within the short-term, plus the adoption of the specific riparian
program guidance, impacts to riparian should be mitigated and will
improve as predicted under the proposed alternative,

Road construction, relocation and the mitigation of mining and mineral
exploration activities, which often include road building, are
specifically addressed and are part of the proposed alternative.

See specific resource and program guidance on pages 2-33 through 2-35
of the Draft RMP (Numbers 7-1, 7-2 and 1%).
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We must admit to some confusion regarding the potential
1mpacts of No Surface Occupancy (NSO) reguirements on
mineral exploration. ©On page 4-33, in the Preferred
Alternative, the RMP states that NSO reguirements are the
same as 1n Alternative C, the "all wilderness" alternative.
In the Preferred Alternative the impacts associated with
these NSO requirements and seasonal restrictions are
predicted to pe "adverse, but not significant"”,

vet on page 4-26 the RMP states that NSO requirements in
Alternative C (identical te those in Alternative DI would
nave an "adverse" 1mpact.

QUESTIONS /SUGGESTIONS

In conclusion, The Wilderness Society has the following
guestions and suggestions to be considered in the
development of a Final Resource Management Plan.

1.) Expand wilderness recommendaticns tc include lands
valuable to wildlife and recreation in Little Humboldt
River, Cedar Ridge, and Red Spring.

2.) Include riparian habitat protection 1n management
1ssue objectives for wildlife habitat.

3.) Improve NSO language by including firm language
regarding tne regquirement of NSC stipulations.
example: replace "may reguire" with "will reguire”

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

5.) Clarify the contradiction in projected impacts of NSO
and seasonal requirements on minerals development as
discussed above.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Elko
Resource Area Resouce Management Plan and Environmental
impact Statement.

Sincerely,

22 /4222?24

tricia L. Hedge
Regional Director: California-Nevada

12=3

12-4

The impacts are the same under both alternatives. Please refer to
Chapter Three, Revisions and Errata for modification of page 4-26 of
the Draft RMP/EIS.

Page 2-14 of the Draft RMP/EIS, Short and Long-Term Management Action
No. 3 for Wildlife Habitat states that restrictions on leasable and/or
salable mineral activities will be applied to all deer winter range.

On Page 2-19, No. 5 for wildlife habitat states that these restrictions
will apply to crucial deer winter range. These restrictions may
include no surface occupancy as described in Appendix 6 of the Draft
RMP/EIS. The remaining no surface occupancy restrictions are the same.
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Mr. Rodne
Bureau nf
Elke Dist
P.0. Box
Elko, Newv.

Dear Mr.

Resource

the final

R¥’/sa
Enclosure

Nevada Grazing Board of District #1
Post Office Box 52
Elko, Nevada 89801

(702) 738-5716

November 11, 1983

Harris, Jist Manazer

Land anagement

ric

831
ada 89801

Harris:
Znclosed are our comments on the draft o Resource Area
Management Plan and vironmental Impact Scatement.

Please consider these comments thorocughlv wher you are oreparing
alternative.

Sincerelwy,

2ov Young, Chairman
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Fage 4-1. Introduction (Eavironmentzl Conseauences)
1st sentence- "This section oresents the scientific
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N-1 GRAZING EOARD Comments on draft Ello R.A. RMPSEIS Faoge 2

Condition and trend on "M" and "C° allotments were estimated in
the office: and

12 field worl an the " 1" allotments was limited to occasional
write-ups ot veaetative condition and trend on the maior sites
included 1n the mapping unmit descriptions for the ares being

surveved. The resulting estimates were then extrapolated to &
much larger area. usually ncluding all of the particular mapping
unit delineation 1n which the write-up was made. sometimes

including the same ranoe site found 1n another mapping unit or
delineation. and sometimes to an ares manv wmiles From the

original write-up. Apparently no attempt was made to delineate
varvino ecoleogic status within the boundaries ot a ranoce site or
mapping unit, even though siagmticant dif+erences do occur withir
relatively short distances t+rom some ot the write-up locations.

The result ot thess compromises 1s & verv unreliable set of data
for those allotments where the survey was conducted and

cotentially worse than unreliable where condition and trend were
estimated.

On the “1° allotments. apparent trend was getermined wnmore or
1:  accordsnce with the aguidelines contained in the Neve
Fanoeland Monitoring Handbook. Un the “C° and "M allotments,
apparent trend was estimated 1n the office bv the same folbs whe
estimated the ecolooic status.

The determination ot apparent trencd recuires several subiect:ve
Judagements tc be made. Most  of the peopie assigned Lo range
survey parties do not heve the experience necessary to allow them
to meie these judosments. Apparent trend 15 a one-ooint-in-time

observation., the accuracy ot which depends on westher conditions.
current wvear’s use or non-use by livestock andsor wildlafe.
1nsect 1nfestations, personal bias. end otner tactors. Even wnen
hiaghlv exzperienced peconle make the determination 1in the field.
the information provided 15 unreiiable and 15 nearlyv useless 110 &
decision makina process or 1n an analyvsis of alternstives. The

trend aguesstimates on "M° and 'C" category allotments are further
tlawed bv beina made in the office.

The next step 1n the analvsis of the ranage survey data wes the
prediction ot the acreaoces ot various seral stages thet would
eventually result +from the applicstion of each of the +ive
elternatives on each z2llotment. fhis was another guessing game
because there 1s absolutelv NO documentation available to show
what changes 1n ecclogical condition canm be expected on the range

The data presented was developed in accordance with recognized methods
and processes. The estimates of ecological status and trend were
presented for comparison purposes. Any decisions to modify stocking
levels will be based on the procedures described on page 2-31 of the
Draft RMP/EIS. As new information is obtained,it will be incorporated
into the base data that will be used to make site specific decisions.
This is supported by a recent U.S. District Court decision {NRDC et al.
vs. Hodel), wherein the judge stated “Although the BLM will have to use
site-specific data in adjusting livestock levels... it does not
necessarily follow that such data must be analyzed in the EIS, in
precisely the same detail.”

The inventory procedures, as described in the Methodology Sectionm,
Appendix 5, as previously described to you, were followed. Also see
Assumptions for Analysis, page 4-2, Assumption 3 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

Refer to the section "Methodology for Predicting Shifts in Seral Stage
Acreages by Alternative™, page A-47 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

il atielnites. afamh il i aleoh ol ik st St A GSa
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<

as a result of aocplwing
1oed 1n thise documsnt.

ae B
sured trand d=ta had
s1aht have been made for @
doubtrul  becaussz or  kEhe  2r
plaa.

r oed
2en availabi=,
tar

&

he et stec was @ the

Ltatarmaticn Yo carrving avallatie

ot the rznoe ceondition

ch sltarnetive could be ore=d: OCG1C3i 3152 guy
contain estimates of th ot annusal srr-dry
wroduction of each renae € noc unfavorable

-e@ars. UOn si1tes where ciLs
celatable species. a rezsunadle
ing these quidelines., Tha
rcentage of the veaebtation =
causz af the adjustment =oolied 1n an etfort (==}
disferences 1n palatsbility and wsesoilitv.,

timste or wliMssac

get realiv wl

—ompination of wunreliable d=ta. arialvzed bv untast
edures. using srbitraruly red factors and i1anorina
obvious consideratiaons 1S result  1n guestiona

Swers.

from Ehis docunent
c

number He 8 a 'C° v allateent. Th
=51 acres ot the 3LM land are2 1n "lat
ecoleqgrcal status and 1.5 acres are miscellanscus. Th
timatcors also saio the trend 1s downward.

primariiv nade up 9f

2 cen be made

4 when a high
2s  with a low palatacilit.,
L tar

= m

When the predicters ot done running this through the various

formulas end applving factors tor slternative DY, thev predic.

aed

that monitoring will show the need for an 8= cut an AUMs. Thev

lso predicted that without anv trestment. othier than  the

rec tion 1n use. the long—terwm resuit will be to improve 1S5S0
acres to the potential native veagetation ecoioqic status.

A look at the allatments map in the plan shows the 4,724 acres of
LM land to be about 2% of the total area within the boundaries
of this allotment. A look at the alternative "0° land tenura
adjustment mao shows the ELM land within this allotment would oe
desianated for disposel. 1ndicatina that no special <alues ha.e
besn 1dentified tor these lands.

Several questions need answaring here:

£1 How on earth did thev find the 4,924 acres of BELM land 1n

this iarge field so they could determine the eccloaolcal conditbl

13-4

The procedures used definitely recognized the differences between
public and private land. The precise nature of the data in acreages
was inherent in the mathematical procedure employed. See "Methodology
for Estimating Current Ecological Status and Apparasnt Trend for the
Elko Planning Area™ (see paragraph heading, "M and C Allotments™) in
Appendix 5 of the Draft RMP/ELS, page A-46.
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so precisely” Remember. this was done 11 the of+ice.
2} What evidence 1ndicates a downward trend of such & maanitude

@s to reguire an 86l cut. when this area has been used in the
present manner for maenv vears and still has the kinds of plants
required to plece 1t 1n late seral ecological status”

= How could the proposed cut be applied on an allctinent where
such a preponderence of land 1s privately owned?

I could cite other examoles of guestionable answers obtsined by
this procedure. but will refrain from doing so i1n the interest of
vour time and mine.

WILDLIFE HABITAT CONDITION

A11 wildlit+e habitat condition survevs twhether thev are
conducted on biga game wopland habitats., riparian habitar
connected with streams. non-aguatic ripearian habitais. o- fish
habitats) rate conditions found on the ground usinag a numerical
score which relates to an optimum or 1deal habitat for & species
or agroup of species. hNo thougnt or consideration 1s given to the
ebrliity of Lhe ares bz2inc studied to provide the desired kind and
amount o©of cover or the desired kind and amount of tood or the

desired ratio ot pools to raitiles or anv ot the other desired
habitst components. wll the survey does 1s z5s1an & numeric .a)us
tor the component, which 1s added to the values +or the other

components 1nvolved to arrave at ¢ total score which ssve Lhe

condition 1s good. velr or poor, This method probably ooss 2 oood
job of retino man’s concept of how oowd = perticular liebatat ss
tor use by wild emamals ar tish. It DOES HOT  prow tt

inrormation needed to tabliwh realistic goals o oblec
& Resource Manzosnent Flan or for & Haoitet Manacement Plan.

——Faoes T-B. Wildiite Habital

The second oaraaraph. d sentence. auoies Mibke Wickersham of the
Elto statino that ths 24 vear trend +or nepbiltsat
and popul=t:ofn of both deer and antelove was duwnward.

cfrice

Habit=<
slie

ction Craer 16 the HLDW <t
ed Lhe rezson the hebitat trenc  we
douwnward was neceuse  better range managemant practices #r
chi=znginag the veaetation on deer habitate bach to arazss dosins
plant communities from  shrub dominzted plant commumities whl

a+tdl

Fie

The methodology used to determine the projected stocking rate (as
described in Appendix 5 of the Draft RMP/EIS) for this allotment
coupled with the Bureau's commitment to meet the reasonable number
demands for big game suggested the proposed stocking rate. The percent
reduction has been recalculated as a result of clarification of
reasonable number data presented by NDOW for some allotments within
three big game use areas. See Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata for the
amended projections.

Since Fenced Federal Range is inherently a situation where public land
is a small proportion of the total allotment, management is limited.
Any change in stocking levels will be based on monitoring data as
described on page 2-31 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
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I-11l, mouatic Hzabitat
S CAar. .

oonsiale ror

sentence iists the
sting sauatic habitac

events. other or  God. and wildlife shouid be
amcno the causes of 'deteriorated’ conditions. The examples ai-en
43 bv the destructise runotf on the Rubv Mountains 2 tew vears
200 seem L0 have been vorgotten aireadv ss nave the riparian

sreas and obther wiidlite habitats that «ere utterly 2str oved bw
the extensive vires or |~vod4. some ot these events mavy H&av2 50
"ed the sites as to preclude any 1morovement. regerdiess of
winat mancaement chanoes are made.

Ird par.. Ind sentznce- lt was somehow determined that livestock
arazinga was primarily responsible for producing detericrated
conditicns. if the fhird santence 1n this paraar ach 1S supposed
to be support tor this theorv., there must be an assumption that

all 77X streams are 1dentical to Gance Creek and the streams
studied bv Ei1ll Flatts, 1 think Flatts will agres  that no twao
streams ara exactly alike and that. while livestock arazina mav

contribute to the condition of the habitat on a particular
stream, vou cannot make a flat stetement that livestock arazina

15 always primariiy responsible for deteriorstad conditions.,
Grazing can 1n No way be blamed for two of the five "priority A7
limiting factors discussed in the 4th paraaraph on oage I-1w,

Ird Par.. &th sentenca- Most +loodina in thilis area results +sram
~apid snow melt on  frozen or saturated ground. trom raintall
and/or unseadsonably warm weather with a heavy wet snowoach. ar
from convection storms. S01l1 compactlion on riparian areas has &

very 1nsiganlticant effect on flood fiows primarily becauvse of the
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small portion ot the watershned thev encocmoass.

Frd par.. 19th sentence- Bulliving. «nd the resultant lowsring of
the watertable can be caused bv such things as fire. aesocloolc
activity. besver dams failina. severe convection storms etc.

——Fape 4-C1. Wildiite Habitat

2nd  par.. ist sentence- What 1s the besas +tor orojectinag =
blaniet ane condition cless improvement™ ls there scientif:
information availeble to show that all wiidlife habitat 10t
area iwrilzch 1s shown on p&sae Z-& to be 0% ot the areal 18
capable ot supportinag the attributes of one clase tbetter
condition™

WILDLIFE HUMBERS

Estimated eristino and so-called ‘ressonsble” nunbers tor dee-.
antelope and bio-horn sheec were oprovided bv the Nav
Department of Wildiite i1n & publicstion titled "“lnput 1nto
Manesgement waencles Flanning Svstems-Elko hkesource wAre=".
WDOOW document projects "ressonable’ numbers approximatel s
the existing naumbers ot deer and antelcope and prooc
introeduce 142 hz2ad of bia-horn sheep 1nto the resource area.
“Accordina to BLM e Elto distraict wildlaife biolecist., Mr. Spang
has si1gned an  agreement witt  WDOW, pramisaina to orovide
sutficient habitat to support the estimated “reasonsblie’ nunbers
of big-game.

Table 1 of =sprencis 4 ot the RMP/E

shows tne wildli:fe sUMs

sssi1gned bv BLM to each allotment. fhe +tootnote on caoe #4930
stetes: "heszsonable and esistino numbers by alloteent

mathematical calculations beased on the percent of bia cams vse
aress occurrence within each zllotment. seas . 1NE resowr ce eraec

wildlife conservationist told me the numbers 1n  the table naeve
been adjusted to sccount for the acresge ot praivetely cwneo land
1in the allotments.

Comparina  Lhe numbers WDOUW orovided +or deer habiltat
the numbers contained an the tevle. I am unable to r
mathemstics used by BLM to sssion AUMs to siioctaents:

Mapc reference numoer 1. shows 17L of habitat
toc be 1n the Uwvhes allociment and that .27
meet the
area Dv-2 zsre 1

use aregr Do-L

are ne=dad tc
able’ number demand. WHDOH = nuabers tor hsoit

» +UMs duraino Lie period from 916 to 117305

13-6

13-7

This projection was made for big game habitat omly. Projecting an
improvement in condition is based upon professional judgement and the
anticipated beneficial impacts resulting from intensified grazing
management practices. This will be accomplished through the
development of AMPs, HMPs, grazing systems and range and wildlife
habitat improvement projects.

While it is recognized a significant dietary overlap exists between
bighorn sheep and domestic livestock and, to a lesser degree, with mule
deer and antelope, estimates of proper use factors would have had to
have been developed and used in the calculations. Since the document
estimations are not allocations of forage, these calculations were
provided to fllustrate relative impacts. The Bureau is committed to
the objective to realize reasonable members as determined through
monitoring.

Prior to receiving comments on the draft plan and while in the process
of reviewing the calculations and figures for Table 1 Appendix 4, an
error was identified in the reasonable number calculations for some
allotments within three big game use areas {See Revisions and Errata,
Chapter 3). However, we could not replicate your calculations. All
management objectives for reasonable numbers relate to public lands
only. It is recognized that private lands contribute to sustaining big
game populations.

Uniform distribution within big game use areas of big game populations
was a reguirement within the selected methodology teo determine both
existing nad reasonable numbers by allotment as stated on page A-40 of
the Draft RMP/EIS.

Because of the large amount of acreage and the variety of habitats
involved within the RMP, the premise of uniform distribution of big
game had to be utilized for analysis purposes.

o site specific studies are available that would provide any
information on "actual densities”™ of big game by identified use areas
or by allotment.

It was for this reason that the assumption found on page A-40, of the
Draft RMP/EIS was used. Also see your observation page 6, paragraph &4,
line 3.
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2,267 AUMs during the period +From 11/16 to 3/15. This 1s « total
of 4.007 AUMs estimated as needed for NDOW's 'reasonable”™ number
of deer in habitat area DY-2. My TI-3I5 calculator tells me that
13% of 4.007 is 521, not 1,277.

The TI-35 also tells me that the 7% aof DY-2 shown for the P
allotment should be 280, not &45.

The total of all the ‘reasonable’ number AUMs shown i1n table 1
for area DY-2 is 6,149 1nstead of 4,007 as listed in the NDOW
document. A samilar check of the DY-1 area. contained within the
allotments in NDOW management area &, shows a total of S.728 AUMs
allocated to deer bv BLM as compared to a need for 2.104 RAUMs

shown by the NDOW document. There are an additional 5,185 aumMs
allocated on the allotments containinag Dy-1 in NDOW management
area 7. The NDOW document does not show a habitat area Dv-1 in

management area 7. but it is on the map and Duane Erickson told
me that a supplement does list 1,200 AUMs for this habitat area.

Map reference number 4. the Indian Creek FFR allotment. 1s shown
as having 3% of D¥Y-2 and an allocation of 285 AUMs for deer was
made. Again, the TI-35 shows a total of 120 AUMs would be a more
appropriate allocation. However . the area shown on the mao as
being included in this allotment is approximately 954 orivately
owned and contains a large acreage of ftenced irrigated land. With
the exception of some small corners along the west side of the

allotment, it appears that the FBELM administered land is all
within area DW-2. rather than DY-2. An adjustment 1n allocation
to account for private ownership would eliminate any allocation

of AUMs Ffor deer in the habitat area DY-2 portion of this
allotment.

NDOW reports a total of 3.000 AUMs needed for the “reasonable’
number of deer in habitat area DW-2 of management area &. BLM
estimates the Indian Creek allotment to contain 3% of this area
and allocates 225 AUMs for deer. My arithemetic savs the
allocation should be 90 AUMs, reduced by the 0%, See exhibit #1
for an in depth look at the allocation on the first ten
allotments on table 1.

I1¥ forage 1s to be allocated to “reasonable’ numbers of wildlife,
it is important that the computations made to determine the
forage needs of wildlife be as accurate as possible. The method
used to make this determination in this RMP/EIS has four serious
faults: (1) It assumes that wildlife and livestock have identical
dietary requirements; (2> It assumes that wildlife wutilize




ov-+v

Comment Letter 13

Response Letter 13

[13-8

13-9

WN-1 GRAZIING EOARD Comments on draft Elko R.A. RMP/EILS Faos &

habitat aress umiformlv. resardless ot habitat ogualitv: €3 It
does not adeouatelv recoanize deer use on privatelv owned lands:
and {4) Even 1% the other three pocints were not arbitrary. the

mathematics are erroneous.

LIVESTOCH NWUMEERS
——Fage 5-5. Summary Table 1:

——Fage 8. bBrazing Action #9

——Fage . Livestock Grazing. lst par.

BLM needs to more stronolv emphasize that the T to S5 vear sverage
1e for EIS purooses onlv and that livestock mav use up o the
active opreterence ADMs on all allotments wuntal mon1toring
indicates & need (or opportumitv) +or the adiustment of numbers
or period of use.

USES AMD DATA BY LAND OWNERSHIP

-—-Fage 1-3. Table 1-1i

The 53 private lands. the 9% USFS lande and the 4 other lands
are added to the S2L LM lands to make the 100% of land 1n the
planning area. lt therefore appears that statements made about
ine resouwrces 1n the pianning ares or RMF area apoly to al3l
lands. not Hust ELM. unless ctherwise specified.

Fecreation. &th par.

through tourth sentences state that ZOW of the state
deer reside 1n the RMP area but that i1t 1s difficult to estimate
unting vse thet occurs on BLM or USFS lands beceuse of the
m1sec ownershio between BLM  and USFS. This would [esd one to
believe that all of the deer 1n this area live on puvblicly cwned
lands and that all hunting occurs there. This 1s NOT the case and
it should be clarified that a substantizal smount of deer habitat
1s found on private procerty and that & signiticant prooortion of
the huntina cccurs on these lands.

The lzst =sentence 1n thas paraograph discusses access orob
resultino +rom privately owned lands. The stetement: Tang
recreatiornists often umintentionallyv or intentionally tressoass
on private propertv’ should be added.

——Fage :-15. Minerals
It 18 unclear whether the statistigs on product:on. disturbed
lands etc. relate to just ELM land.

13-8

13-9

Piease refer to page 4-2, Assumptions for Analysis 3 and 4; and on page
A-46, first paragraph of the Draft RMP/EIS; and page 4-30, column 2,
first paragraph. It is adequately stated in these places in the Draft
RMP/EIS.

The proposals and analysis presented in this RMP apply only to public
lands under BLM administration. See page S-1 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
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Fage Z-17. Rioarian Yegekation

st par.. The Ird =entence does not make 1t clear whether all
22,000 acres of riparlan vegstaticn inventoried are on BELM land.
--Psae I-21, Minina Industrwv

tists personal 1ncome. tax revenues. and emolovment resuttino
from mining a from oeothermnal and oilrsgas l=asinag. It is
unclzar whether these numbers relate strictly to glid lands or
whether they i1nclude private and gerhaps Forest lands™

-—Fage creations Wilderness

lst par.. Znd sentence-"Uver 1S5 percent ot the state’s total +or
T1shing. and about IS5 percent ot backpacking occurs within the
RMF area.’ 1t 13 unclear whether thesa recreational activities
all ocZur on BLM lands. or wnhether the numbers include MN.F. and
pgrivate lands also.

-—-Faage #—2. Appendix 1. Table 1

I sericusly doubt whether S00 person davs of recreaticnal
horseback riding 1s done on BLM lands every vear. This 15 an
average of 92 pecoole every day ot the vear or 18% psople everv
dav for a six month’s period. The numoers in this table. 1§ thev
reflect all ownerships. are hiahly misleading. If thev are
intended to reflect just BLM. thevy should be checked because the
numbers for many activities are unrealistic.

--FPage 3-27. Cultural Resources
1st sentence- ([t 1s wunclear whether all 1,500 known cultural
sites are on BLM land. How was the 50,000 estimate obtained”

FLANNING

Since this 1s & broad pian. why not say 121.000 acres of land
treatment rather than 120,978: 260 wmiles of Ffence rather than
2583 41,000 AUMs rather then 40.782 etc. 7 The exact numbers used
indicate a degree of precision that does not exist 1in this
document.

--Fage 2-18. Grazing Action #4
--Fage 4-30, Grazing. 2nd par.. lst seatence
The si1x categorvy "M’ allotments needing AMFs should be olaced in

13-10

13-11

13-12

13-13

13-14

13-10

13-11

13-12

13-13

13-14

See Response to Comment 13-9.

Personal income, tax revenues, and employment derived from the mining
industry (page 3-21) relate to all lands within Elko County. See also
Table 3-4, page 3-20 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

Refer to Response 13-9.

As stated on page 3-2, Table 1 of Appendix 1l refers to recreation uses
of the public lands or those lands administered by the BLM, within the
Elko RMP Area. As stated in Footnote Number 1, the estimates were
derived from information in the Nevada Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan, Elko District Recreation Visitatiom Files, and
professional judgment. They represent the best information available
and were used for analysis purposes.

The estimate of 50,000 sites was derived through a projection of area
covered by known sites located on public lands proportionately expanded
to the surface area of public lands within the planning area.
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cateaory 17 along with the category "M and "C° allotments
needinog range improvement work.

--Fage Z-2Z4, Management Guidance

The Znd sentence of the last paragraph on this page states that
“detailed, es:te specific management actions®™ are outlined in
AMFs, HMP. WHMPs, wilderness plans etc.

The onlwv draft HM I have had the opportunity to review did not
oo into much detail and was not site-specific other than to
suggest an unusual grazing system and a change i1n season of use
+or a portion of one allotment. Other actions were mentioned. but
the wildlite conservationist said the HMP area was so large and
had so manv needed projects that he just didn’t have time to get
down to specifics.

Several draft AMFs contain the statement that wildl:ife
enhancement practices will be done 1in accordance with the HMF
discussed above. The dratt HMF does not mention some of these
practices and discusses others 1n a very general way. certainly
not 1n enouah detail to be used as a reterence for location and
specifications in an AMF.

Plannina would be much more meaninaful 1f plans for an allotment

were developed within the tramework of the RMF and included plans

for livestock garazina. wildlife habitat management, feral horse

management and other uses as appropriate all i1n the same packane.

Under the oresent procedure. 1"m concerned about which comes

first-the chicken or the eag--Obviously all the difterent kinds

of plans will not be developed simultaneously., vet each should be

and 1s supposed to be coordinated with the other. How can an AMF

be coordinated with a HMP or a WHMF that won’t be develooed until 13_15
3 vears later?

cv-v

—-—-Fage 2-29. Allotment Manzgement Flans

The statement in the first paragraph 1s excellent! It brings out 13-}:5 The RMP provides overall objectives for the resources involved in these
that AMFs need not be mini-ElSs. It ocives hope that there miaht activity plans. Each activity plan will incorporate these as

be some give and take between HMPs., WHMFs and AMFes. rather than appropriate and therefore the sequence of the plans is not

having to make the AMF fit the other kinds of plans as seems to significant. Review and development of AMPs, HMPs, HMAPs, etc.

be the present rule of the game. requires coordination with all resource specialists.

13-16 All water developments, including wildlife developments, will provide
GRAZING AND WILDLIFE IMPROVEMENTS for multiple uses, where possible, in compliance with existing policy
and regulations.

-—Fage 2-18, Grazing Action #3. Wildlife Action %2

Weter developments tor livestock would benefit wildlife too. Will

the wildlife water developments be desagned for multiple use or 13-16
strictly for wildlite?
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1ldlife tence appears ho be 1n addition to the
e orooosed under arazina. Foor anteiope’ Couid
ardinated to meke them serve more than cne
ducs the total nesded™

The 138% miles or w
53 mle *
these re

purpose

el

-—Fage S$-3. Summnarv Table 1

02 2-19, Wildlife Action #Hs

-—fage -10., Aguatic Habitat

The plan does not soecifv how the ripariansstream habitats woulo
be managed to bring about a TUX improvement 1n all of the
selected 116 miles within a 5 vear period. What technigues are
planned and 1s this objective reallv reasonaole for &LL 116
miies?

——Fage I-I0. Ranoge Imorovements

Far. <} states that sageorush alterations will be IN ACCOR
WITH PROCEDURES SFECIFIED 11n  the MWestern States Saae
Guideliines. The response from MWashington to the N-1L Gra:z
Bosrd’s protest to the Wells RMF/ELS stated that these guidelines
would be USED #S GUIDELINES. not as specificstions.

MOMNITORING

-—Fage S-5, Summarwv Table #1

Page 2-18. Grazing Action #5.

How much change must occur and tor how long & period before 1t 13
considered to be an upward or downward trend that warrants =
change 1n preference?

Will mon1 torinag continue. after adjuscments are made, to assure
the adjustment was eftective in meeting the objlectives?

——Fage Z-18, wWildlife Action #I

This action should be rewritten to state that season-of-use
agiustments or other management changes would be considered 1+f
monitoring 1ndicates the need.

——FPage -19. Horse Action #2
How will utilization and eftects on vegetation due to horses be
ditferentiated +rom grazing by livestock and wildlife?

13-17

13-18

13-19

13-20

13-21

13-22

13-17

13-18

13-19

13-20

13-21

13-22

These plans will be closely coordinated wherever and whenever possible
and every attempt will be made to ensure management objectives are
being met with the least amount of fencing. Fencing on antelope ranges
is also mitigated to reduce impacts. This {s consistent with BLM
Policy as outlined within BLM Handbook 1741-Fencing. See page 2-30 of
the Draft RMP/EIS.

Specific management techniques to improve riparian/stream habitat will
be addressed during the development of activity plans such as habitarc,
allotment and watershed managemeant plans. Techniques may vary from
area to area and will most likely include, but would not be limited to,
the specific program guidance as found on page 2-33 of the Draft
EIS/RMP.

The 30 percent improvement on all 117 miles is a reasonable objective.
Existing riparian studies within the district have shown that this type
of a response can be expected within the short-tarm.

The specific resource or program guidance found on page 2-30 of the
Drafe EIS/RMP which addresses the alteration of sagebrush, was included
as "specific guidance”. The Western States Sage Grouse Guidelines,
recommends how and what should be done when land managers consider
altering sagebrush within sage grouse habitat. These procedures were
intended for use as guidelines.

See Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata under "Glossary” for clarificatioa
of the definition of trend. The amount and duration of change before
action {s taken depends directly upon site specific conditions and the
attainment or non—attainment of allotment specific objectives.

Refer to Page 2-31 of the Draft BMP/EIS on Livestock Use Adjustments.
Monitoring will continue to measure attainment of objectives.

The results of monitoring studies will be used on a site specific basis
to evaluate utilization and effects on vegetation. Where possible and
necessary utilization will be read prior to grazing by livestock and
after grazing by livestock to determine the portion of the forage
utilization which is attributable solely to use by wild horses. See
page 2-31 of the Draft RMP/EIS for further information.
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M-1 GRAZIMG BOARD Comments on draft Elko R.A. RHF/EILS Faoge 12

——Fage Z-Z1, Monitorainc Frogram

The Ird sentence of the 3rd paraarsoch should reter to the 1783 13—23 13-23 This reference has been changed. See Revisions and Errata, Chapter 3.
edition ot the MNewvada Ranaeland Monitoring Handbook.

——Fage Z-32. Use Maoping

The st paraograph partially explains the importance of use
mappina  but does not go tar enowvaoh. Use pattern mapoing 1s the
most =ffective tool evailable +tor ranaoe manacgars to wuse 1n
planning. locatino monmitoring site and determining whether or
not  the plen 13 working. Use pattern mappino must not be done
Just because someone savs to map use patterns. 1t must be done
because the ranoe manzper wants and will use the information 1t
provides. To obtain maximum benefat tor all parties, the
permittee should activelv participate i1n use mapping.

DTHEF ALTERMNATIVES

——Fane Z-I3. Lono—-term Horse Actions #1 and H2

It appears wanecessary to oather horses and restrict horese
numbers under the no-grazino alternative. It would be more useiud
to analvie the ettect of uncontrolled horse pooulations tharn 1t
was to analvze the efftect ot no livestock araz:ino.

Faoge 4-2, Assumptions for Analvsas

vv-v

sumptlilon  no. 4- PMonitoring or vegetative use 1s & reauvirement

c* ELM policv and tnererore 135 HOT & variable that can be omitted

trom &11 alternatives evcept tne preterred alternative. Omiitiam 13-24
this 1mportant management ctivitvy birases the analvsis arn 4svor
of the alternative that wes obviously selected even betfare the
analvsls beaan'

13-24 The assumption to incorporate monitoring into the preferred alternative

ce 4-8, Livestoch Grezing (Alternative A only was based on the requirement by the National Envirommental Policy
second  sentence-  “Hows.er. rticular allotments may esperience Act to present an array of alternatives. If monitoring were included
oa1ns or loesses &3 & result of changes 1n foraoe condition and 13-25 as a part of each alternative analyzed than the stocking levels would
trend. over time.” l+ monitoring 15 not & part of alternative 4, be similar and only short term impacts would be analyzed.

how would changes and trends be detected?
13-25 This discussion refers to economic gains or losses, not vegetation.

TEREEELAREDDS 13-26 Even though the right of Eminent Domain through condemnation is a
method that can be used to obtain access, it is anticipated that this

--Fape -I7V. leagal Ac method will not be used for resource management purposes. The
Ird sentence res ‘Eassements required to provide access to 1 3_26 preferred method to obtain access is through negotiationm.
public langs wi1ll be acauired ....  Does this languace indicst.

e e s s i ol o e, M A
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Comment Letter 13

N-1 GRAZING EOARD Comments on draft Elko R.A. RMF/EIS

private lands. The recreational uses, forage production,

the plan because they do have a ef+ect an how the
federal land 15 managed.

Respectfullv submitte

o

Lester A. McHenzie /
Certitied Range Mar

)

gement Consultant

do not trulv reflect or even acknowiedoge the wildlife use on

habitat and other wvalues of the intermingled private lands
substantial and are 1inseperable from those on ELM administered
lands. The existence of these values should be achknowledoed

Extiatat #1

CALCULATICK OF DEER AUMS FOR TEN ALLOTMENTS
NDOW Wildli+e Habitat Areas DY-I and DW-I

Mao Dear Acres of % ot Use

i1y All acreaces estimated +rom

allotment and deer wuse ar
cioselv as possiclea.

use ares on allotment b

ABUM total +or sach use aree
area esstimated to be withan

table 1) by the totai estima

Se oAMe on BLM  determined by om

AUMz for thne use ares 1n the
EiM land 1nv the «ilotment.

(4r X BLM delermined by dividina BLM scres L

AUMs  FApprd.
Fet. Use lse Area Use Area Est. A on Table
Mo. Area in Allot in Allot  AUMs BLM BLM # 1
{RMF) (RMF) 1) 23 (3 3) (§=7] (FEMF)
1 DY-2 177,280 18.3 ST @8 562
& Dy-2 BT . 28U 7.8 I13 T8 s 45
ks DY-2 1Z.800 1.0 40 80 fnd Qi
4 Dy=2 2.6 104 S = 285
DH-2 1.6 1.24g k] &2 225
5 Dr-2 1.1 a4 1= 4z
DuW-2 1.920 1.1 &3 13 11
& D¥=2 B3
7 75
8 Dy-2 BB
DW-2 18
b DW-2 75
10 Li—

BLM 20 minute maps with
ez boundariesz oplotted as

+ Fercent of wuse ares estimated bv dividing scres ot
v total =cres of use arse.

Use area AUMs estimated by multiplving HDDW reasconabie

bvw the percent or the use
the aliotment.

SNl
ted sres of the «llovmer

itiolvang  the
slloteent by the




Comment Letter 14

In reviewing the draft Zlko Resource Area RMP § ETIS, it

icult for me to be convinced that the review team

ov-Vv

could

2 accurately evaluated all the allotments in the
Elko area within the time frame and manpower that were

available. I assume that many of the allotments were

evaluat in the office only and this procedure can be only a
"guessing game" at the best.

Under Alternative D, Land Tenure Adjustments and
Corridors, the Willis Packer Ranch's Boulder Field Allotment
located on the county lines of Elko, Lander, and Eurexa-T37N
and T36N, R49E, R48E, and R47E-the suggested areas of
exchange ca the map does not include this area. Some thirty
¥ears ago, Willis Packer fenced approximately 10,000 acres
involving alternate sections of BLM and orivate land with a
vernal acreement with the BLM that orivate land outside the

fenced zrea, approximatelv 5000 acres, would eventually be

B Ve O e - S W e Py




Comment Letter 14

iv-¥

November 13, 1985

Mr. Rodney Harris
District Manaqger
3300 East Idaho Street

Elxo, Nevada 89801

Dear Sir:

In reviewing the draft Elko Resource Area RMP & EIS, it
is difficult for me to be convinced that the review team
could have accurately evaluated all the allotments in the
Elko area within the time frame and manpower that were
available. I assume that many of the allotments were
evaluated in the office only and this procedure can be only a
"guessing game" at the best.

Under Alternative D, Land Tenure Adjustments and
Corridors, the Willis Packer Ranch's Boulder Field Allotment
located on the county lines of Elko, Lander, and Eureka-T37N
and T36N, R49E, R48E, and R47E-the suggested areas of
exchange on the map does not include this area. Some thirty
years ago, Willis Packer fenced approximately 10,000 acres
involving alternate sections of BLM and private land with a
verbal agreement with the BLM that orivate land outside the

fenced area, approximately 5000 acres, would eventually be
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exchanged with BLY and thereby this Boulder Field would be a

private field.

We would like to sucgest that this area could be 14-1 Refer to the Land Tenure Adjustment Map for the Proposed Plan within
. 14-1 Chapter 2 of this document. It appears your lands are within areas
extended to a possible exchanae nrooosal in the near future. available for exchange. The small portion of T. 36 N., R. 49 E., you
refer to within the speckled area of Transfer Primarily by Exchange
Thank you for your consideration on this matter. area, 1s an area where the Bureau wishes to decrease public land

holdings. The remaining area to the north, is an area the Bureau
wishes to retain as public lands. See Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata,
, for further explanation of land tenure adjustment categories.
Sincerely,

. )
;l(e_A,/J LL-"A"

Dean A. Rhoads

8v-v

.‘L‘~‘.4_----
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Response Letter 14

i with BL¥ and thereby

6v-¥

Refer to the Land Tenure Adjustment Map for the Proposed Plan within
Chapter 2 of this document. It appears your lands are within areas
available for exchange. The small portiom of T. 36 N., R. 49 E., you
refer to within the speckled area of Transfer Primarily by Exchange
area, is an area where the Bureau wishes to decrease public land
holdings. The remaining area to the north, is an area the Bureau
wishes to retain as public lands. See Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata,
for further explanation of land tenure adjustment categories.
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Response Letter 15

15-1

United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURMVEY
RESTON, WA, 23042

In Reply Refer To:
WGS-Mail Stop 423

DES 85-37

Memorandum

To: Dist=ict Manage~, ATTN: RPM Team Leade~, Elko District, Nevada
From: Assistant Director for Enginee-ing Geology

Subject: Review of ~esou~ce management plan and d-aft environmental statement
for Elko Resource Area, Nevada

We have -eviewed the statement as ~equested in a memorandum of August 7 from
the State Director, Bureau of Land Management.

Since ground wate~ is used for irrigation, the statement should evaluate the
scope of such use and assess its effects on g-ound-water -esgurces under the
proposed management plan. Periodic monitoring of the quality of drinking water
supplied to the public and staff should be discussed.

_ James F. Devine

Copy to: District Chief, WRD, Carson City
(information only)

Groundwater on the public lands is used for irrigation In conjunction
with entries under the Desert Land Act. Before an entry is allowed,
the State Engineer of Nevada investigates the groundwater situation for
the hydrographic basin in question. Basad upon the investigation, he
determines how much water can be withdrawn for irrigation purposes. We
adhere to these findings when determining the number of entries to be
allowed.

The only drinking water supplied to the public {s located at our
campground facilities. These wells are monitored in accordance with
State of Nevada regulations.
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Response Letter 16

WELLS RURAL ELECTRIC CONIPARY

P.O BOX365 WELLS, NEVADA 89835 e CARLIN.NEVADABSB22 o WENDOVER, UTAH 84083

November 11, 1985

Bureau of Land Management
Elko District Office

P.0. Box 831

Elko, NV 89801

Attention: RMP Team Leader

Subject: Elko Resource Area RMP & EIS.

Wells Rural Electric Companv would like to submit for vour consideration the
following comments in regard to the Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement for the Elko Resource Area.

Our primary area of concern deals with the designation of future utility
corridors. We have enclosed our Long Range Plan which covers future planning
through the year 2002. In particular, we would like to call vour attention to
page 86 of this document which loosely defines potential corridors and facilities
which might be necessary for service in the WREC service territorv. We would

1 Es-1 like to encourage vou to include these potential corridors for consideration in
the final RMP and EIS.

Since this map includes areas outside the Elko Resource Area, the feollowing is a
list of those facilities specifically included in this area.

1) Carlin Substation to Carlin Gold Quarry Substation 120 KV Line. This faci-
lity has been constructed but does not appear as a corrider on the maps in
the Draft.

2) Carlin Substation — Pine Valley Line - This facilitvy has been approved for
construction with all necessary permits and easements and construction has
been started.

3) Eightmile Creek Switchstation (Elko Switchstation) to Jiges Substation to
Ruby Vallev Substation — A portion of this line was addressed in the RMP
although the actual routing is different. Relocation of this facilitv and
inclusion of that portion over Harrison Pass to Ruby Valley should be
considered.

“owned by those we serve”

16-1

The intent of the corridor issue in the RMP was to provide for
transmission facilities (as opposed to distribution). None of the
three powerlines identified by your company meet the criteria of
transmission lines. In fact, the Pine Valley Line was approved with
the assumption that future transmission facilities would not be
acceptable along its route. 4 corridor must be able to accommodate
more than one facility in its location.
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Comment Letter 16

EC understands the need for coordination with the BLM and aporeciates this
opportunity to submit some of our long range planning for consideration. 1In the
future, as soon as planning documents are orepared, they will be submitted for
your consideration.

1f vou have any questions or L{f we can be of assistance {n your planning efforts,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

WELLS RURAL ELECTRIC CO.

(A, =L
~ Kenfiéth Schlecht
f'Engineering Supervisor

KS/ts
enclosure
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Response Letter 17

Burezu of lLand Kanagement

Jiggs Conservation Dist

e

£lks Tistrict Cffice

Team Leader
1

89801

After review of the draft Elko Resource irea Environmental Impact
Stziement, The Jigegs Comservation Listrict submits the following
comzsnts aﬂa requests that these commentis be made a part of the
official record.

T. Zro

2. Iroj
"re

o

[§3)

17-2

Cn 1 allotments there is 2 guestion as to wnether or nct
survey technigues were accuratie enough to provide an adeguate
estimate of trend and condition.

Projection of changes in condition due to implementatiorn of
alt errat;"es deoes not appear to be scientifically sounc.
Sereezvaiitn of condition to carrying capacity is not based
on adeguate data,

Lstimated condition and trend in ¥ and C allotments is not
accurate because condition was estimated from the office
rather than making actual on-the-ground surveys.

ected adjustments to AUMs based con forage demanded by

asconable nurbers" of big game,

Zoubling of deer numbers is mot a realistic goal fer big
game number increase, rernaps 2 one-third to one-half
increase would be more realistic,

~ssignment of deer AUFs to the allotments based on pro-
pertion of big game use area within an allotment is not
reaiistic, 3ased on location, hzbitat, etc... some zllot-
ments have littie deer use while other zlloiments have
substantial deer use, To prorate deer use according to
what percentage an allotment is of the total resscurce area
is unrezlistic,

It appears insufficient consideration is given to the
contribution of rrivately owned lands in a habitat aresz,
Irivately owned lands contribute substantially to deer

wrealistic and

ATO% . DEWELOPMENT . SELF-GOW

rict

jected adjustment to AUKs based or ecological condition survey.

17=1

17-2

The presentation of data projections based on the best available data
is in compliance with the Council on Envirommental Quality Regulations
(40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500). BLM policy requires that
vegetation monitoring be implemented to provide reliable data from
which livestock forage adjustments are made. Please refer to the
section entitled "Livestock Use Adjustments”™ on page 2-31 of the Draft
RMP/EIS for further information.

The BLM, within the proposed plan, has commited to attainment of
reasonable numbers in compliance with State Director Policy.

Keasonable numbers are defined on page G-5 in the Draft RMP/EIS and are
based on long-term averages of known population levels by management
area. Numbers were provided by the Nevada Department of Wildlife.

Because of the large amount of acreage and the variety of habitats
involved with the RMP, the premise of uniform distribution of mule deer
had to be utilized for analysis purposes. We recognize that some
allotments have more preferred habitat than others and as a result have
more deer use.

When we computed the reasonable number AUMs, the percent Federal range
was used as part of our computations and therefore resulted in
apportionment of AUMs for public land only. Furthermore, we
acknowledge the important component that private lands contribute to
the continued existence and improvement of the mule deer populations
dependent upon those lands.
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Comment Letter 19

Elko County Conservation Association
P. C. Box 2561

Elko, Nevada 8g301

November 1%, 1935

Hr. Rod Harris

District Manager

Bureau of lLand Management
2600 Last Idaho Street

P. 0. Box 331

Zlko, Nevada 83501

Dear Mr. Barris:

Fecently a pumber of Elko County residents who are vitally interested
ir patural resource conservation assexbled to form the Elko County
Conservatioz Association. We wish to work closely with the land
management agencies, conservation groups, and industry in conserving,
protecting and enhancing Nevada's natural resources. With this in
mind, please accept our comments on the Draft Elko Resource Area
Management Plan.

Introduction

After reviewing the Draft Eiko PMP, our impression is that the general
condition of the lands within the Elko Rk are irn either fair or poor
condition. This indicates to us that significant protlems exist irp
the Elko RA, and we feel that it is urgent that problems identified

in the Draft RMP be rectified. The generally poor production of native
rvlants and the deteriocated condition of rgparian areas are a chief
concera.

Iiparian

I. Riparian habitat is the heart of the native ecosystem in Nevada
and its condition is generally indicative of the quality of land
panagezent practices. It is disturbing that of the nearly 500
of riparian habtitat within the Elko R&i, & i1s rated irn poor, 27%
ir fair,and cnly 7« in good condition. Each alternative of the RMP
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Comment Letter 19

Response Letter 19

riparian nabitat within the Zlko

that respect. We urge that the
aideline the criteria outlined
25t Manage tie
of rarian 3t
ary management tlan tha:
terance of current reparian nabitat condi-
tten explanation for the adop u

or simple
tions, we would
a pian.

II ance Mana-ement

zement practices should enhance overall range conditions

Livestock mara
That is, izprovement of range conditions shoyld be the
t of livestock and wildlife.

for wildlife. T
ed that will have a detrimental

goal of the Zureau for the mutual tene

However, no practice should be i men
+ z

effect on wildlifes. We recommend that

Specifically, the conditior of all range land within the Elko 3A
should be stabilized and managed for improvement. Reseeding in
bturred areas shculd include the reintroduction of native species.
Regular zonitoring is a c-ucial © of the management progradm.

de feel tpat such monitoring is necessary to an effective manage-
ment plan.

Both the Rovgh Hills and the Little Humboldt River WSA's should te
given wilderness status. The Cedar dge and Red Springs WSA's
should be dropped from wilderness consideration.

Iv

Lard exchar-ss that will block up areas of wildlife habitat should be
pursued. Public access corridcrs should te a part of any exchange.

The specific riparian resource and program guidanc? faundv on pages 2-26
through 2-35 (¥uobers 2, 7-1, 7-2 and 10, 11 and 14) of Lne‘Draft
RMP/EIS adequately address and are consistent with the A.mencanl _
Fisheries Society's Best Management Practices. While these techniques
are not all inclusive, they have proved to be effective in the
management of streamside riparian habitat within the Elko Districe.
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19-2

19-3
19-4
19-5
19-6

19-7

LS-V

lires, pipe linmes, etc. should closely follow existing

Questions and Concerns

g

T would result in deterioation of ast stands
corpatible with the Bureau's responsitility

enhance wildlife habitat and with executive orders

13933 and 11990 to protect ripariarn habitat (pp. 1-6 and 1-7)7

The Alternative E (p.4-37): The removal of livestock grazirne will
increase tif game populaiions. Does this suggest that mule deer
populations would benefit from a climex grass type? Don't studies
indicate otnerwise?

Shouldn't habitat improvements also consider the reintroduction of
sharp-tailed <rouse?

Wouldn't the abolishment of all livestock grazing (Alternative E)
be detrinmental to chuckar partridge habitat?

Grasshopper ccntrol has been an icportart ané costly prograc.
Grasshopper ©vroblems are largely a refiection of poor long-teram
management, yet this problem is not mentioned. Why?

lternative E suggests that range fires would be a greater probler if
cattle prazin: were eliminated, but don't cheat grass rances now pose
the greatest fire danger?

——— w— o— — — Sepiananet¥

Respectfully submitted,

Chairman

Zlko Couniy Censervation Association

19-2

19=3

19-4

19-5

19-6

Both E.0. 11990, Protection of Wetlands and E.O. 11988, Floodplain
Management do not apply to the management and protection of aspen.
However, we recognize our responsibility to manage these habitats.
Under the concept of multiple-use, as specified in the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act, the Bureau is responsible for various
resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will
best meet the present and future needs of the American people. After
considering public comments received throughout the planning process,
the Proposed Plan is felt to best meet these needs. Emphasis will be
placed on maintaining these areas while improving other riparian
habitats of greater value. The Bureau is concerned that this valuable
wildlife habitat be retained. The assessment under the proposed
alternative is the best estimate of projected impacts

The removal of livestock grazing will not significantly change existing
range sites or plant communities within the life of this plan (20
years). This is documented in the discussion of vegetation impacts on
page 4-38 as supported by various authors including French and
Mitchell, 1983 and Rice and Westaby, 1978 (see references in Draft
RMP/EIS). The response potential of most range sites is not capable of
this. It is, however, anticipated under this alternative that plant
density and diversity, will increase and that forage utilization by
livestock, in areas of crucial big game habitat, would not occur on
public lands. Therefore, all of the annual available forage would be
reserved for big game consumption. In addition, competition would be
reduced or eliminated.

Nevada Department of Wildlife's input into the planning svystem did not
identify potential sharptailed grouse reintroduction sites or arteas.

For the life of the plan (20 years), native plant succession or
ecological status will not have a significant impact on the cheatgrass
community nor the chukar populations dependent on them. This is
supported in the impact analysis on page 4-3B of the Draft RMP/EIS (See
response 19-3).

The rationale for mot including the issue of grasshopper control in the
praft Elko RMP/EIS was twofold. First, this was not identified as an
issue during the scoping process. Second, grasshopper control is not a
Bureau initiated program and as such is coordinated by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), Those treatments conducted by APHIS are on a case-by-case
basis. USDA-APHIS has prepared and analyzed the impacts of this
program with a nationwide programmatic EIS. Site specific
environmental assessments are prepared to analyze individual situationms.

Cheatgrass ranges do provide the light, flashy fuels which burn easily
under the optimum conditions of fuel load, humidity and a source of .
ignition. Areas dominated by cheatgrass are likely sources for the
spread of range fires. WNo projection was made on the spread of
cheatgrass ranges to imply additional fire danger under Alternative E
or any other alternative.
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STATE OF NEVADA STATE OF NEVADA
N
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Sueernar

STATE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STATE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
Capital Compiex Capitol Compiex
Carson Cite. Nevada 89710 Carson Cite. “evada 89710
17021 985.3420 \702) 555-3420

November 14, 1985 November 14, 1385

Mr. Rodney Harris

Mr. Podney Harris %
District Manager

District Manager

Elko District Cffice Elko District Office
Bureau of Land Management Bureau of Land Management
P.C. Box 831 P.0. Box 831

Elkc, Nevada 39801 Elko, Nevada 39801

Re: SAI NV #86300014 Project: Elko RMP/EIS Re: Governor's Position on Wilderness, Elko RMP/EIS
Dear Mr. Harris: Dear Mr. Harris:

Enclosed is the Governor's position on the wilderness The State of Nevada acknowledges receipt of the draft

E-N recommendations as presencted in the Elko DOraft Resource Manage- Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for
1 ment Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Also attacned are the Elko Resource Area. Several State agencies will be comment-

individual State agency comments. Agency comments on wilderness ing directly on different aspects of the document. This letter
(6] are rprovided on an informaticnal basis and may not directly constitutes the official State position on the wilderness
(0] correspond to the Governor's position. recommendations developed in the plan.

We would also like to express our appreciation to you and 1. Red Spring and Cedar Ridge Wilderness Study Areas: The
your staff for the briefing held for State agencies in Jctober; State concurs that these two relatively small wilderness areas
we will be looking forward to reviewing the Final EIS when should not be given further consideration for wilderness designa-
published. tion. Located very close to each other, only twenty miles from

Elko, these areas do possess a certain scenic beauty. However,
Sincerely, they are not unique, and opportunities for solitude and primitive
a recreation are not outstanding. Both areas contain conflicts
] 4 L_‘ {' with wilderness designation (mineral and wood product potential
e £y P v as well as a considerable range fire hazard) that outweigh the

John B. Walker limited wilderness values.

Planning & Intergovernmental

Affairs, NOCS/SPOC 2 Rough Hills Wilderness Study Area: This is an isoclated
area of very rugged terrain. It has excellent opportunities for
JBW/11 solitude and primitive recreation. Although it is a small area,
Enclosures it has many scenic rock formations and canyon areas. Access is
cc: Edward Spang, BLM presently difficult and the area is not freguently wvisited. The

State does have some concerns about the twe private inholdings

h-‘wﬂﬂwairI‘i..m-nL“..k..-......‘...,AAH-A ¥ m . = .
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Mr. Rodney Harris
November 14, 1985
Page 2

found in the area and also about the moderate mineral potential.
We will be conducting additional research into these areas of
concern. However, based on information available at the present
time, the State concurs that the Rough Hills Wilderness Study
Area appears suitable for wilderness designation.

3. The Little Humboldt River Wilderness Study Area: This
area includes 42,000 acres of the canyon and drainage basin of
the Little Humboldt River. The canyon itself is undeniably
scenic and unique, and we concur that its high wilderness values
outweigh other values. However, we have some concern about the
inclusion in the wilderness area of so much of the rolling
uplands above the canyon. We are concerned about the
manageability of these uplands as wilderness. We also note the
presence of private inholdings, several roads and ways, and some
mineral potential, particularly for gold and barite. We would
support a modified wiloderness proposal in which the boundaries
are drawn back closer to the canyon rim. We would be happy to
work with you on specific boundary demarcations, but initially
suggest that the top of Castle Ridge would be a preferable
boundary on the northeast, and the boundary shown in Alternative
B on the southwest.

The State appreciates the opportunity to comment on this
document. We look forward to continuing to work with you in your
wilderness reviews. Please do not hesitate to contact this
office for any additional information you may need.

Sincerely,

Tl

Jean Ford
Director

JF/11

STATE OF MNEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE
1100 Valhiey Road
P.O. Box 10€78
Renc. Nevada B2520-0022

BIZeaBD H BRYAN WILLIARS & MOLING
o

Governer

17G2) 789-0500 O

November £, 1985

Mr. John B. Walker, Coordinator
State Clearinghouse

Office of Community Services
1100 E. William, Suite 109 e
Carson City, NV 89710

RE: SAT NV #86300014
Dear John:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the
Elko Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement and
submit our comments and recommencations for your consideraztion in the
final RMP/EIS.

In the Department's role to protect, maintain and enhance the
state's wildlife resources, we must relyv cn the land management agency
to provide the necessary quality and guantity of habitat to support that
resource. Therefore, we see the present condition of that habitet and
the proposed future conditions, as brought about by land manacement, to
be key facters in our role of providine desirable populaticns of
wildlife. It is often stated that good range management is good
wildlife management and we certainly support that premise if the goal is
applied to nmative range and the attainmert of good or better ecological
range condition. We believe that in many cases the RMP/EIS does
document many resource concditions that are far frem being optimal for
wiidlife ard several other land users. The RMP/EIS states, that of
22,000 acres of riparian habitat irventoried, 91 percert is in poor or
fair condition. The resource area contains 212 miles of streams of
which 66 percert are in poor condition. Trout populations are present
in 37 o€ the 73 streams inventoried and histerically trout were found in
most, if not all, of those streams. Of the 2,511,893 acres of native
range inventoried, 67 percent of the native veoetation is producing at
or below half of the plant community potentizl. A total of 52
aliotments was shown to have an apparent downward trend. We feel these
statements in the RMP/EIS certain'y warrant sorme decisive and far-
reaching management commitments to brina about improvement.
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Mr. John B. Walker
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We feel that through the selective management process and the
subsequent categorization of 27 "I" allotments (approximately 70 percent
of the resource area}, that a pesitive commitment toward the first step
in gocd rance management has been made. We certainly commend the Bureau
for such a positive approach to the categorization process. However, we
feel the goals of improved management fall short of that needed to
restore productivity to much of the wildlife habitat. For example, in
the Environmental Conseauences chapter, we see the following goais as
being less than satisfactory to resolve some of the resource conditions
previously stated:

1. Three percent of the native vegetation wnuld move teward the
potential native community and the remainina 97 percent would
not change over the long term.

24 Fifteen percent of riparian vegetation would improve in
habitat quality and 85 percent would remain unchanged or
decline.

3. Habitat quality would improve on 106 acres of protected spring
site riparian vegetation and 1,144 acres would decline or
remain unchanged.

4. Aspen stands would remain unchanged or decline overall on
approximately 14,000 acres.

In order to address and correct some of these conditions and
goals we strongly recommend that the Bureau select the wildlife
objectives under Alternative C. If these goals are not selected, we
would request an explanation why such a decision was not made. In
recognition of the importance that riparian areas play in overall
productiveress of the resource area, we recommend that one more
management guidance standard be adopted. This would be the acceptance
of the American Fisheries Society paper entitled "The Best Management

1 Practices for the Management and Protection of Western Riparian Stream
Ecosystems" as the fundamental management standard for stream riparian
areas in the ETko Resource Area.

09-v

20

Even though wildfire was not identified as an fssue in the planning
process, we feel that its effects in the resource area are significant
enough to warrant some goals and objectives. For example, just this
year alone approximately 152,800 acres were burned. Many of these areas
were valuable wildlife habitat and in all probability a major percentage
of it will never, at Teast in the foreseeable future, return to its
former productivity. We request that the RMP/EIS address this concern

20_2 and adopt some guidelines that will promote the restoration of native
plant species where needed to maintain wildlife populations on critical
and crucial habitats.

20-1

20-2

See response 19-1.

The concern of wildfire rehabilitation was not identified as an issue
during the scoping phase of the planning process for the Draft RMP/EIS
(Refer to page 1-4 of this document for further informacion). However,
established vegetative objectives, while not specifically developed for
fire rehabilitation, adequately incorporate your concern of restoring
native plant species within crucial wildlife habitats. Specific
measures for wildlife habitat restoration will be further discussed inm
the fire management plan for the district which will be developed
following the Record of Decision on this RMP/EIS. Wildlife habitat
restoration can also be accomplished through other aveanues of funding,
e.g. contributed funds, rangeland improvement funds or coantributions of
shrub seedlings. Historically, fire rehabilitation funds have been
limited to specific criteria othern than solely for wildlife habitat.
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The Tong-term proposal to increase livestock AUM's 30 percent above
the current three to five-year average use does merit serious
consideration to assure that impacts to wildlife habitat will be
avoided. MWe support livestock increases if wildlife conflicts can be
avoided, but we also advocate livestock reductions if wildlife conflicts
are increased. The ultimate AUM goal is really irrelevant as long as a
comprehensive and effective monitoring program is conducted to assure
that range resources are not degraded. We totally support monitoring
and feel that under the present range management system it is the best
way decisions can be supported.

In our review of the RMP/EIS, we recommend that the following
alternatives be selected for each issue category:

Legal Access - Alternative D
Lands and Realty - Alternative C
Corridors - Alternative C
Wilderness - Alternative D
Livestock Grazing - No Recommendation
Wildlife - Alternative C
Horses - Alternative D
Woodland - Alternative D
Minerals - Alternative D

Page 1-5

The document states that the plan will be revised periodically (a
minimum of five vears) to determine the need for amendment. Can
amendments or addendums to the RMP/EIS be submitted and activated at
anytime or does the five-year minimum refer only to the review process?
Page 2-1

The public may have some comment on ACEC's if some candidate areas
were proposed for review and comment.

What makes Alternative D a balanced approach?
Page 2-3

Why could not an alternative be developed that would continue the
average level of use of 305,747 AUM's and still initiate the management
actions of Alternative D?

Are there studies that show current manacement is providing only
20,338 AUM's of forage for existing numbers of mule deer?

Once the Record of Decision is finalized, any modification to the plan
would be implemented in compliance with 43 CFR 1610.5-5 and 43 CFR
1610.5-6 under the guidance of BLM Manual 1617, Resource Management
Plan, Approval, Use and Modification. A plan amendment is wvsed to
consider a proposal or action that is not in conformance with the

plan. This may occur anvtime after the Record of Decision is completed.

We wish to clarify your letter by requesting you change "...revised
periodically...” to "...reviewed periodically...”

After considering comments from all phases of public participation,
Alternative D is a blend of uses which accommodates the multiple use
policy and sound management practices required by law and regulation.
The alternatives considered provide a wide array of viable alternatives
(exclusive of Alternative E, the elimination of livestock grazing,
which was provided as a basis of comparison) emphasizing commercial or
noncommercial issues or resources, Alternative D was the combination
of uses and authorizations which appeared to provide for more orderly
economic and social growth for the local and regional area on an
overall basis.

Alternative D represents the continuation of the existing average
licensed use (based on licenses from 1979 to 1983) of 305,247 AUMs with
the projected availability of livestock forage at 402,096 AUMs over 20
years following implementation of the plan. This 30 percent increase
in available forage over existing use levels is expected to be attained
through a number of management actions including range improvement and
development and through management systems, i.e. allotment management
plans. The objectives and management actions proposed for other
resource uses in conjunction with the livestock projections and
objectives have been determined to be compatible and attainable.

The estimated forage use levels for reasonable numbers were a result of
calculations based upon data provided by the Nevada Department of
Wildlife (NDOW). Reasonable numbers and season of use by big game use
was provided and can be found within the following document, Wildlife
Habitat plans for the Future, In: Input into Land Management Apencies
Plannine Svstems - Elko Resource ATrea developed by woUw. Oee reierence
page R-3 of Draft RMP/EIS.

The estimated forage use levels for existing numbers were also a result
of calculations based on data provided by the NDOW. From information
found within the 1984 season inwvestigations and recommendation for both
mule deer and trophy species, the percen:, by management area,
differences between existing numbers and reasonable members was
determined and incorporated into the calculations.
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20-8

20-9

20-10

20-11

20-12

20-13

¥r. John 9. Walker
November 5, 1985
Page 4

Page 2-5

Would land be sold just because it is difficult and uneconomic to
manage or would other factors also be considered?

Page 2-8

In Alternative B, the objective to treat or seed 635,000 acres and
spend $14,000,000 on livestock range improvements seems inaporopriate
and unrealistic under current budget restraints. We question that this
alternative is even necessarv or feasible.

Page 2-13

In Alternative C it states that: (1) direction is to implement an
AMP which would allow livestock grazing at use levels which would aveid
significant conflicts with sensitive resources, and (2) grazing systems
and range improvements would be implemented to enhance overall rangeland
vegetative ccndition. This would appear to imply that Alternatives A,
B, and D would result in significant conflicts with sensitive resources
and grazing systems and range improvements would not enhance overall
rangeland vegetative condition. Is this the intent?

Page 2-15

In Alternative D, how many acres of the 243,200 acres identified
fer trans/ er are propesed for disposal under the DLE and Carey Land
acts?

Page 2-16

What is a Tow visibility corridor? If this means a setback of a
certain distance from the highway despite conflicts with wildlife, we
certainly have some concerns. An example of our concern was exemplified
by the Elko Secendary Source powerline which was placed cne-half to one
mile away from the highway despite our recommendation to use an existing
corridor adjacent to the highway.

We have no concerns and agree with the desigrated SRMA's. However,
we do have a gquestion concerning the South Fork of the Humboldt River
SPMA. We thougnt the land ownership and management of the area was
going to State Parks.

The Department supports acquiring legal access for the public and
public land administration. Would any of the legal accesses (Table 2-4)
be closed to the public?

20-7

20-8

20-9

20-10

20-11

20-12

Many factors are considered prior to the disposal of a parcel of land.
These factors are avaluated through the environmental assessment
process which will be undertaken for every land disposal that is
contemplated. Difficulty in management of a parcel can cause its
consideracion for sale and its manageability will be among the factors
weighed In a disposal decision.

The anticipated expenditurss for range improvement projects under
Alternative B were a result of consultacion with range users. Monies
obtained through the availability of additional AUMs and contributions
by range users are expected to equal these expenditures. Thais
alternative selection is supported by the recent U.S. Circuit Court
decision, NRDC et al. vs. Hodel, which states "Judicial review of the
range of alternatives considered by an agency is governed by a rule of
reason that requires an agency to set forth only those alternatives
necessary to permit a reasomable choice "and "... alternatives aust be
viewed under a rule of reason and are to be measured against the scope
of the proposed action.”

This i{s also consistent with Bureau policy which states "Additional
alternatives shall be developed through the Bureau of Land Managezment's
Planning System... One alternative may be developed around how the
(grazing) permittee ... would propose the allotments to be managed.”
(IM 82-650, Washington Office). As staced within the Final Grazing
Management Policy, “Alternatives analyzed in the EIS must describe a
full range of management practices, including various levels of
livestock grazing use. Recommended minimum alternatives are: The
proposed action; no action; no grazing; increased livestock grazing
use; and decreased livestock grazing use.” This EIS fully complies
with this policy.

Refer to pages 2-3, 2-8, and 2-18 of the Drafc RMP/EIS for cthe
objective and interest for each alternative.

Of the acres identified for potential transfer in the RMP/EIS, no
specific areas have been marked for development under the Desert Land
or Carey Act. This is due primarily to the fact that both acts require
water of sufficient quantity to permit irrigation of the entries. To
date, water availability has not been established for public lands in
the planning area. Therefore, it is impossible to predict amounts or
exact locations of lands for disposal under these acts. General
criteria have been established for responding to the applications on
file when water information does become available. This may be found
in Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata.

Low wvisibility corridors were defined on page 2-11 and G-2 of the Draft
RMP/ELS., Facilities in these corridors would be accommodated only if
they would not be evident in the characteristic landscape. This
designation does not impose any minimum distance restriction from the
key observation point (Interstate 80). The Elko Second Source
powerline was not constructed using this low visibility concept. Wells
Rural Electric Company's Elko to Carlin 120 kV was. This 120 kV
powerline parallels Interstate 80 coming within % mile of it, yetr is
seldom seen within the zone.

To date the Division of State Lands, on behalf of the Division of State
Parks has been offered a Recreation and Public Purpose Lease with an
option to purchase on 580 acres generally located above the high water
mark on both sides of the proposed South Fork Reservoir.
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20-15

20-16

20-17

Mr. John B. Walker
November 5, 1985
Page 5

Page 2-16, Wilderness

We do support the Wilderness proposal as presented in the preferred
alternative.

Page 2-18

Does the treatment of 120,978 acres include retreatment of old
seedings?

Will all treatments or seedings have to meet a positive B/C ratio
and how long is the period of amortization? When the B/C ratio is
developed, will documented adverse impacts to wildlife be added to the
cost of the project?

In our departmental briefing session with the Bureau on the Elko
RMP/EIS, it was our understanding that none of the 120,978 acres of
treatments or seedings will be located on crucial or key wildlife
ranges. ls this correct; and if correct, where in the RMP/EIS is
reference made to this?

Page 2-25 throuch 2-36, Specific Resource or Program Guidance

The selective management section really did not discuss levels of
monitoring. Will all "I" category allotments receive sufficient
monitoring upon which to execute grazing decisions in three to five
years after the Record of Decision is signed?

We request that the dearee of allowable livestock use of browse
species on delineated bic game winter ranges be no more that 30 percent
in any season, not the 50 percent shown in the tabie on page 2-32. Also
some of the use seems rather high, particularly if associated with
riparian areas.

We request that ouidelines be inciuded that do not allow the
routine harvest of live mountain mahogany or standing deciduous trees,
unless the harvest is to meet specific habitat manacement requirements.

Under the Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Habitat Management
Program, we highly recommend the riparian pasture as a very beneficial
management concept which would accompiish several objectives.

We recommend that the Bureau encourage and authorize, to the extent
feasible, the use of track-mounted drill rigs.

20-13

20-14

20-15

20-16

20-17

Prior to acquisitidn each individual road will be subject to a route
analysis which will consider the level of access to be acquired. In
most cases, full access, including the public's right of access, will
be acquired. However, there may be situations where public access will
not be acquired. The phwsical location of the road {through a person's
yard), the lack of public use of the area, or temporary closure {road
out, bridge out, weather, crucial wildlife habitat, fire danger, etc.)
could all result in the loss of access.

This projection of treatment acres includes retreatment of existing
seedings.

All treatments and seedings will have B/C analyses completed, however a
positive B/C is not required where resource or social criteria provide
a firm rationale for further consideration. This is in compliance with
the Bureau's Final Rangeland Improvement Policy of October 15, 1982,
The period of amortization varies by project type. Adverse impacts to
wildlife can be accounted for in the B/C analysis process.

The understanding is correct that none of the proposed acres of
vegetation manipulations under Alternative D are in crucial wildlife
ranges. This is documented in the discussion on page 4-31 under the
section "Wildlife Habitat™. No impacts to crucial ranges are
identified. This is in contrast to Alternative B, page 4-13 which
projects impacts to crucial big game ranges.

The vegetation monitoring program on "I" category allotments was
initiated in 1982. Currently 33 percent of the planning area is under
vegetation monitoring. All monitering actions are in compliance with
existing regulations and policy as discussed on pages 2-28 and 2-31 of
the Draft RMP/EIS. It is expected that monitoring data gathered on 1
allotments within five years after the Record of Decision is signed
will give the information necessary to make recommendations to either
make a decision or establish an agreement to adjust stocking levels.
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Mr. John B. Walker
November 5, 1985
Page 6

We recommend that the Bureau outline what bending requirements will
be needed for the reclamation of areas disturbed by mining and mine
exploration. We also encourage guidelines that will keep new cut-fill
roads, associated with mineral exploration, to a minimum, to avoid
critical habitats such as riparian zones, aspen stands, etc., and be
closed as soon as possible. Native plant species shouid be seeded at
suitable sites.

Page 3-8, Big Came Population and Habitat Condition

The Bureau's big game studies to date report that crucial mule deer
surmer habitat to be in fair to good condition and crucial winter
habitat to be in good to excellent condition. To someone unfamiliar
with the area, this would cive the impression that mule deer habitat and
populations are good and that habitat is not a limiting factor in the
Elko Resource Area. This certainly is not the case. We must point cut
that these studies represent oniy a small percentage of the habitat. In
addition, mule deer populations are far below historical levels and
literally thousands of acres of verv valuable mule deer habitat have
been lost or severely degraced due to wildfire, 1ivestock (see page
3-11), and mining activities.

The Terrestrial Riparian Habitat portion states that the primary
habitat conflict is the trampling of water sources. We guestion whether
this is true. Probably of greater concern is erosion charrel cutting
which resuits in lowering of the water table and subsequent loss of
riparian habitat. Forage overutilization and roads are also sources of
conflict.

Page 3-22

Were expenditures for trapping included in the $3,160,000 total for
hunting and fishing? Were trapping revenues included in the total
income figure?

In conclusion, we fee! the Elko RMP/EIS does adequately recognize
most of the concerns we identify with wildlife habitat. The degree to
which those concerns will be resolved is still a question of
considerable concern. In relation to other RMP's/EIS's which have been
prepared by the Bureau in Nevada, the Elko RMP/EIS is better for
wildlife than most. However, ncne of the RMP's have met our
expectations in regards to commitments for the management of basic land
resources (soil, water, vegetation), upon which wildlife are totally

20-18

Estimated activity days and associated expenditures for trapping were
included with the estimates for hunting in Chapter 3. They were also
4

included with the hunting estimates used in Chapter 4 for the analysis
of potential income and employment effects.
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dependent. We felt the RMP made some solid commitments to riparian
concerns, but we still have a concern that much riparian habitat will
decline over the long term. We applaud the goal of establishing 27
AMP's and the placing of nearly 70 percent of the resource area in the
“I" category. This categorization when integrated with effective
monitoring and environmentally sound objectives for the resource area
will result in improving ecological conditions.

Sincerely,
Feitlleig . THAl i

KWilliam A. Molini
Director

LB:pw

cc: Region II
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RICHARD H. BRYAN STATE OF NEVADA ROLAND D WESTERGARD
overnar Scate Historic Preservarion Offscer

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND ARCHEOLOGY
201 S. Fall Street
Capitol Complex
Carson City. Nevada 89710
{702) 885-5138

Noverer 5, 1985

MEMORANDLM

TO: John Walker, Office of Community Services / j"
FROM: Alice M. Becker, Staff Archeclogist QZLU 0,‘“}1
SUBJECT: DRAF1/ELKO RESOURCE AREA RMP & EIS, SAI NV {#86300014.

The Division has reviewed the draft Elko Resource Area RMF and
EIS. As described in the document, numerous historic and archeological
properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places are located in the Elko Resource Area. We recognize that under
specific resource program guidelines, the BLM will comply with the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NEPA), as amended, and
Executive Order 11593 prior to construction of wildlife and livestock
improvements. However, we are concerned that management of land as
recreation areas and the increase in public access roads may have
indirect impacts to Register eligible properties not addressed by the
RMP and EIS. During road planning and development of management plans
for the recreation areas, the BLM must examine whether such actions
will increase acts of illegal collection or vandalism. In the case of
road building, the BLM should consider alternatives where the placement
of a road may increase access to fragile archeclogical resources.

As part of the management of the Elko Resource Area, the BLM must
also follow Section 101 and 110 of the NHP4 regarding the establishment
of a program to nominate properties to the National Register.

If the BLM has any questions regarding these comments, please
have Elko staff call me.

AMB/de
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HICIEARD H 8HYAN STATE OF NEVADA HIEOMAAD L HEYHIHN

DEPARTMENT OF MINERALS
WO W King Server. Suite 106
Carson Ciry. “wevada 59700

TU2. 985330350

October 30, 1985

MR JOHN WALKER

Clearinghouse Coordinator
Office of Community Services
1100 East William Street - 117
Carson City, NV 89710

RE: SAI NV #86300014
Dear Mr. Walker,

The Newada Oepartment of Minerals appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the Draft/ETko Reosurce Area RMP & EIS, SAI MV #36300014.

We appreciate the fact that mineral resource management was treated as an issue
in the draft documentation. However, we have concerns regarding the designated
mineral potential. We believe that an area's true mimeral potential can never be
fully known until actual exploration and mining occur. [n many cases, major mineral
deposits are overlocked or ignored until new technelogical breakthroughs or shifts
in industrial needs suddenly transform an area which seems to have little or no
mineral potential into a prime exploration target. From our viewpoint, wilderness
areas should only be considered if an area has no mineral potential, that is, areas
with sufficient geologic data to indicate the lack of favorable host rocks or mineral
resources given today's mining technology and, of course, present and predicted economic
conditions.

We support the BLM's preferred alternative for the Red Spring and Cedar Ridge
WSA's, which recommends that these areas are not suitable for wilderness designation.
Both the Red Spring and Cedar Ridge have high favorability for oil and gas, and
mederate favorability for barite and other minerals

We are opposed to wilderness designation for the Rough Hills WSA. There are
several mines north of the WSA with new discoveries being made periodically.
Production of gold, silver, copper and lead has occurred from the Black Warrior,
Cleveland, McKnights Placer, Vanity Fair and Virginia mines located only 2-3 miles east
of the WSA. According to the USGS open-file report 1976-56, Mineral Resources of
Elko County, Mevada, the Yirginia mine produced 450 tons of ore averaging 2.8 ounces
gold per ton, 2.3 ounces of silver ger ton along with 0.74 percent copper and 3.7
percent lead. Although there have been no mining claims located within the Rough
Hills WSA, we feel there is a moderate mineral potential based on demonstrated
surrounding mineralization.

John Walker
October 30, 1985
Pagz 2

We are also opposed to wilderness designation for the Little Humboldt River WSA.
Qur concern is the mineral potential in the northeastern portion. Two prominent roads
also exist in that portion. We note that the mining claims and area of mineral
potential in the southeastern portion of this WSA are not included in the preferred
alternative. We feel that, at the very least, the preferred alternative's north-
eastern baundary should be adjusted to exclude the area of mineral potential.

The Department does value nreserving some public Tand for future generations and
scientific study, as long as the mining industry, which is so essential to our national
defense and this state's progressive economy, can remain healthy and be provided the
opportunity to pursue new mineral rescurces.

Sincerely,

l?oua :,",L-‘s'-—: s

Doug Oriesner
Resource Engineer

DD:wf
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should be consider
or outright trans

89-V
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NEYADA STATE CLEARI NG USE
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OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERYICES
1100 EAST WILLIAR, SODITE 3117

Econonlc Developoent UNR-Buresu of Mines T Hist, Preservation

NvuwnﬁﬂCNTAL CARSON CITY, NETADA BST10
PROTECTION 883-4420
To1
Governor's Offlce Lebor Comnlssion
Attorney Genersl X_ Leglslative Counsel Buresu Conservetlon end¢ Hasturel Resources
Adalnlstration " Librery
Agricul ture " Priscas ), Stete Lands
Comserce " Publlc Service Coralssion " Conservatlon Districts
Communlty Services " Texatlon { LiEhviconoentel Protection
State Job Trainling Office . Transportation % Forestry
X
Educetion T uMR-Dept. of Renge, Wildilte, 1 Archeology
Esployment Securlty Depertment T ond Forestry Y. X State Parks
Dept. of Ninerals b wiidiTte T 7 water Planning
T pross Rooa-Cspitol Bullding X Water Resources

Equal Rights Commissiom X
Hmen Resources

Indlsn Coomisslion

Huclear Waste Project Otfice
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soice o

State Communlicetions Boesrd

FIT b LTl T
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FrROM: John B, Wslker, Coordinator

SAL WY 86300014 proscT: Draft/Elko Resource Area

RMP & EIS

Attached for revliew and comment Is & copy of the sforesentioned project. Plesse ovaluste 1t with respect to:

1) the progran's effect on your plens and progrems;

2) the lmportance of [ts confribution to State snd/or ereawide goals end obJectives; "

3) Its sccord wlth eny appliceble law, order or regulation with which you are fealller and/or

&) eddltlonal conslderations.
PLEASE SUEMIT TOUR COMMENTS HO LATER THAN ["‘!‘{[l“@fﬁ . Type your comments If eppllcable, check
the approprliate box below snd return the form 1o this office, PLEASE DO SO EVEN IF TOU HAYE NO COMMENT  on
thls particular project so that we may conplete our processing. It you ere unsdble to comsent by the prescrived
date, plesse notify this office. Reviewers moy substitus this form with agency letterhesd. If letterhesd 13 -
used, plesse site the SA| number |lsted sbove In your comment,

THIS SECTIOR TO BE COMPLETED BT REYIEWING AGENCT:

Conterence desired (see below)
" Condlitlonai support.(outiined below)
" Disspprovel of funding

{aust speclfy reason below)

lo comment on thls projJect
Proposal supported ss wriften
Addltional Information (see below)

Tomments: (use additional shests 11 necessery)

EROTEG The Clearinghouse has tentatively set a briefing
for October 4, 1985.

AIR-Dick Serdoz: No comment

\‘-ATER-Rz_alph Capurro: The water guality section of Div. of Environmental
Propectlon (J?Ei_’) supports the BLM's attempt to improve the aquatic-
h(abitat conditions as outlined in Table 4-1 of the Draft Resources
Management Plan for the Elko Resources Area. This table shows a decijded

Norice Sheet atached

R istrator 885-4670 11/6 /83
Feviewer's Signature

Phone Date

Poge 2

Clearing House Comments

SAI NV =86300014 Drafi/Elko Resource Area RMP & EIS

Watcjzf—_Continued: improvement in the "good" and “excellent"
conditions from 11 miles (for the existing condition) to 117
miles (for the prefered alternative) caused by the reduction
of poor and fair conditions from 201 miles to 95 miles. This

improvement should improve the water gqualityv in various streams

rivers in Nevada. The DEP would appreciate the opportunity
to comment on the specific projects proposed to accomplish
this aquatic habitat improvement.

WASTE-Verne Rosse: No comment.

tm
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€LKO COUNTY RECRERTION BOARD

P. Q. BOX 17 ELKO, NEVADA 83301

November 14, 1985

Mr. Rodney Harris

District Manager

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Elko District Office

P.0. Box 831

Elko, Nevada 89801

RE: Draft Elke Resource Area
Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Harris:

During our review of the Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement for Elke Resource Area, we noted that the preferred alternative
recommends designating 3,360 acres downstream from the proposed South Fork State
Recreation arez as the South Fork Humbolt River Special Recreation Management
Area. As developers of the South Fork State Recreation Area, the Elko County
Recreation Board strongly supports this compatible land use. We believe it
would enhance the recreational resources of both recreation areas. The South
Fork State Recreation Area master plan calls for equestrian and hiking trails
which lead into the BLM land adjacent to the park, including the downstream
areas.

Hydrelogical analysis for the South Fork Dam indicates that the 100-vear
flood plain downstream from the dam and the 200-year flood plain downstream from
the emergency saddle dam should be evaluated when and if any development plans
are proposed in Sections 4 and 5, Township 32 North, Range 55 East.

The Resource Management Plan EIS has analvzed the potential econcmic
benefits of increased hunter and angler days to the Elko regional eccnomy.
Significant economic benefits will also be realized from non-wildlife-related
recreation days for camping, boating, and horseback riding. These increased
recreational opportunities will also satisfy significant portions of the excess
resident and non-resident recreational demand in Elke County.

Mr. Rodnev Harris -2- Novecber 14, 1985

Thank vou for this opportunity to review
Plan a2rnd Environmental Impact Statement. If
these comments, please contact Marvin Davis or Pam Cos
Engineering, Chartered (702-827-6660).

Sincerely,

LA T

Robert McBride
Chairman

RM/jo
c.c.: Marvin Davis
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SIERRA CLUB

Toiyabe Chapter — Nevada and Eastern California

-
SLEASEREPLY TGO ° () GREAT BASIN GROUP O Las vEGas GROUP

P.0. Bex 8096 P.0. Boa 19777
Usiversity Statian Las Vegas, Nevaca 89119
Aesc. Nevada 33507

November 14, 1985

Nancy Phelps, RMP Team Leader
BLM/Elko District

PO Box 831

Elko, NV 89801

Dear Team Leader Phelps,

On behalf of the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club, I am
submitting comments on the Elko Draft Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement. I am also submitting
comments as a member of the Natural Resources Defense Council,
Nevada Cutdoor Recreation Association, Defenders of Wildlife, the
National wWildlife Federation, and the Wilderness Society.

As a conservationist with specific interests in improving public
rangeland conditinons, wildlife habitat, and riparian area
management, as well as in generally improving public land
management, I am very disappointed in the Draft Elko RMP/EIS. As
currently proposed, the draft plan emphasizes the development and
aggrandizement of commodity uses of the public lands at the
expense of and to the direct detriment of non-commodity public
land uses, including soil & water conservation, range condition
improvement, wilderness, wildlife habitat, and riparian/fisheries
habitat. The draft EIS consistently overempnasizes the benefits
of resource development, while underestimating the costs of that

develonpment, both financial costs and costs in terms of
continuing resource damage. At the same time, the document
underestimates the values of non-commodity resources, both

economic and non-economic. My specific comments are as follows:

Elko Wilderness Technical Report: This document is an exception
to the generally superficial and inadequate nature of the Elko
planning documents. The wilderness report was obviously written
by BLM employees who actually have been in the areas, and who can
appreciate the wilderness gualities of the areas , as well as
objectively judge and report on manageability and quality
standards. The excellence of the report is only qualified by the
"political" requirement they had to emphasize (and thus justify
the Alternative D recommendations) the wilderness values in the
Rough Hills and Little Humboldt River WSAs, while de-emphasizing
similar wvalues in the Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs.

My only specific comments on the Repnrt concern statements on
PeTs Only potentially adverse impacts of wilderness designation
are mentioned on range and cultural resources. Omitted are
potential beneficial impacts of decreased venhicle-dependent

1

To explore, enjoy, and protect the natural mouniain scene . . .
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vandalism and rustling which would be 1limited by the motor
vehicle restrictions.

Summary Table I: Management Actions. This Table should include
by alternative the expected improvements (or decreases) in
ecological condition, so that the public can compare the changes
in condition along with other impacts of the different
alternatives. This Table should also include the costs of each
alternative, so the the public can compare the impacts In terms
of the costs of each alternative. It is very difficult to keep
turning from Table 2-2 on p. 2-9 to the summary table in the
beginning of the document.

Chapter 1I: We were glad to read on p. 1-4 that “Public land
resources were inventoried to establish a data base upon which to

develop a resource management plan and analyze the impacts

expected from the various alternatives.®™ It is not clear from

the document how much specific inventory data was collected on

1 each resource, nor exactly how the inventory data was used. In

addition, I do not understand how inventory data can be adeguate

for planning, but not adeguate on which to base management

decisions, such as reducing livestock to the carrying capacity in

each allotment. Please clarify.

22

Chapter 2: The entire alternative formation process is faulty.
The range of alternatives is inadeguate on livestock grazing.
The management action for livestock numbers resulting from each

# alternative except for Lhe_no—grazing all_:ernativg i§ exactly the 22-1 The specific inventory information for each resource is available from
l same fr.?r each alternative; tl:lﬂt is, existing numbersl district files. Inventory data was used to develop the range of
Alternative A proposes to continue existing numbers, until alternatives and assess impacts as a result of implementation of the
- monitoring indicates upward or downward adjustments. alternacives.
N Alternatives B and C propose to increase livestock numbers by 62%
1f monitoring supports an increase. Alternative C proposes to Inventory data that is used to make decisions, such as reducing
decrease numbers by 37% if monitoring supports a decrease. The livestock, must be adequate to stand up to appeals and litigation
only action the BLM plans to take is to continue licensing whereas inventory data for planning does not have to meet such
existing numbers until and unless monitoring indicates a change criteria, This is supported by the recent U.S. District Court
is justified (by BLM standards). Because there is really only decision, WRDC et al vs. Hodel; where the judge stated "Although the
one alternative, the public is effectively denied the opportunity BLM will have to use site specific data in adjusting livestock
to participate in the decision on how much livestock use is to be levels... it does not necessarily follow that such data must be
permitted on the public lands, and, conseguently, how much analyzed in the EIS, in ptecisel;r the same detail.”
wildlife and wild horse use should occur and what conditions -
public rangelands should be managed for. 22-2  No resources were dismissed as "not significant”™. However,
i . ’ determinations were made that management proposals would introduce as
We also object to the BLM rationale which dismisses most of the significant changes in the existing utilization of some rescurces.
non-commodity resources as "not significant,” therefore, Extensive analvsis was determined to be unnecessary, in accordance with
relieving the agency of considering all public land resources in the: Nardoinal Envirotnental Poliey Act.
22_2 éts comprelﬁxegsive I?nd use plan. Such a process can only result -
in emphasizing existing management programs which are slanted 22-3  As mentioned on page 1-6 of the Draft Elke RMP, the wilderness planning
towards continuing the status gquo. issue is to determine which WSAs, or portions thereof, should be
. . . . . L recomrended suitable and nonsuitable for wilderness designation.
Alternative A: We do not understand the objective for wilderness Therefore, the objectives are written in terms of being suitable or
22_3 on p. 2-3 (or in other alternatives}- "Manage all lands currently nonsuitable for wilderness.
under wilderness review as nonsuitable for wilderness
designation.” We believe the Interim Wilderness Management Yes, as a matter of Bureau policy and as stated on page 1-6, the Bureau
regulations apply to all WSAs, whether recommended suitable or will "manage lands under review in a manner that will not impair their

suitability for wilderness designation.”
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22-4

22-5

22-6

22-7

non-suitable by BLM, until Congress decides on wilderness
designation. Please clarify.

Table 2-2: Why are there no "rangeland improvement projects"
figures included for Alternative A in this table? Shouldn't the
current BLM budget for planned range improvements projects be
included in this table for Alternative A?

Alternative D: wWe were glad to finally find a range condition
improvement goal in one of the alternatives. However, we do not
understand what is meant by "improving rangeland vegetative
conditions.®™ This term is not defined in the glossary. Does the
statement refer to ecological status? to range forage
conditions? to a scale of excellent-good-fair-poor? Issue 7
refers to livestock permits, wvegetation manipulation projects,
livestock range improvements, categorization, and monitoring, but
sets no specific objective for how much improvement in range
condition will be obtained from all these management actions.

We support BLM's commitment to improving riparian area conditions
and management (Alternative C). However, we do not see how the
estimated improvements can be achieved given the commitment to a
30% increase in the preferred alternative for livestock numbers.
It is ludicrous for BLM to promise to increase livestock numbers
when there is insufficient forage capacity to carry existing
livestock numbers. This promise is also based on an optimistic
assumption of a high 1level of funding for 1livestock range
improvements when the agency budget is declining annually. We
urge BLM to modify Alternative D to increase or decrease
livestock numbers to the carrying capacity of the allotments,
based on whatever existing data is available with further
adjustments when monitoring data supports a change.

We support wild horse and wildlife objectives and actions in
Alternative C. But we have the same guestions about whether
these commendable goals and objectives can be achieved without
necessary livestock reductions.

We support wilderness recommendations in Alternative D and
recreation recommendations in Alternative C. We support
Alternative A for land disposals and utility corridors. No
information in the draft justified the excessive proposals for
land disposals or utility corridors, other than statements that
*requests" had been made.

Management Resource or Program Guidance: This section is wvery
weak. Applicable BLM handbooks and regulations are not cited for
most resources. The wilderness section should be supplemented by
reference to Report No. 96-617 "Designating Certain National
Forest System Lands in the National Wilderness Preservation
System, and For Other Purposes™ which details management actions
permitted in wilderness.

Selective Management Policy. The Sierra Club is on record as
opposing this policy, because it rewards (with range improvement

22-4

22-6

22-7

As stated on page 2-3 of the Draft RMP/EIS under the Short and
Long-term. Management Actions - No new range improvements or land
treatments would be implemented. This was made part of the
alternative, since no range improvements were projected.

For purposes of analysis, the No Action Alternative for range
improvements was based on existing improvements. This is done to limit
variables in analysis. This is consistent with the Final Grazing
Management Policy which states that "no action” means the “current
situation.”

Refer to Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata. The statement "improving
rangeland vegetative conditions” has been changed to "improving
ecological status.” For further information, please refer to page 2-33
of the Draft RMP/EIS.

It has been projected that through the implementation of the lewvel of
range improvement and management, as specified by this plan, including
the management guidance, the level of riparian improvement projected
will be attainable over the term of this RMP.

Our alternatives were developed to present an array of actions to
resolve issues. Alternative B maximized resource uses and our
proposals were based on all public input received. Sale parcels
identified included a request for a 48,000 acre sale and the corridor
section identified every corridor shown in the Western Regiomal
Corridor Study. '

Alternative A, No Action, made no proposals for resoclving the issues.
The Preferred Alternative, which is now the Proposed RMP, has attempted
to strike a balance among uses while meeting as many user needs as
possible. Land sale disposals have been sharply reduced and are
limited to meet community expansion needs and disposing of isolated
lands difficult to manage. Exchange remains the most desirable form of
disposal. Corridors were reduced to provide basic comnections to

ad joining areas.
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funds) poor management in I allotments, but essentially ignores
both good management in M allotments and abysmally poor
management in C allotments. While we do not object to
priortizing management efforts, our conservation ethic prevents
us from condoning agency attempts to write off any allotments in
terms of monitoring and management, and our common sense prevents
us from endorsing a system which builds in financial incentives
for poor management.

Notwithstanding our policy on MIC categorization, we read with
great interest Table 4 in Appendix C. While we support the large
acreage put into the I category, we could find no rhyme or reason
why some allotments were designated I and others with the same or

greater I ratings in the 7 criteria were not designated. 14
allotments with I ratings in 6 or 7 criteria were finally
designated as I allotments. 24 allotments with I ratings in 5
categories were designated I; but 2 were designated M and 1 was
designated C. 8 allotments with I ratings in 4 categories were
designated I with the others designated either M or C. 4

allotments with I ratings in 3 categories were designated I and
amazingly enough, one allotment with I ratings in only 2

categories was designated 1I. The draft document does not
‘h disclose that BLM weighted some categories over others, a
procedure which could explain these discrepancies. If weighting
| does occur, we would certainly support weighting the 7th
~J category, existing ecological condition, over the other 22-8 This table represents the total allowable use levels for all grazing
A categories. animals.
Key Forage Plant Utilization: Does the table on p. 2-32 include 22-9 The terr "use independent”, as applied to economic status, means that
22—8 utilization by livestock only, or by all grazing animals? If the the vegetation ratings are not “value ratings™ based on what kinds of
allowable use levels do not include all use, they are much too animals i.e. wildlife, livestock or wild horses, are or will be using
high. the sites.
22—9 iEcological Status: We do not understand the statement on p. 2-33 22-10 The four range forage condition classes were originally “value ratings”
that "Ecological status is use-independent...” Please explain. and differ from seral stages which are purely ratings based on a site's
22—103‘0 the four seral stages correspond to the excellent, good, fair, potential for a certain kind of plant association. We cannot coazaent
and poor scale used in most other BLM land use plans? on how our seral stages compare to condition classes mentioned in past

documents without knowing exactly what document you are referring to.
Appendix 5: Table 2: If BLM can use existing data to derive

22_1 1 current and projected seral stages down to one acre ir_1 every 22-11 Estioated levels of grazing use were presented in Appendix 3, Table 2
allotment, why can't BLM use existing data to determine livestock of the Draft RMP/ELS, "Projected Livestock Stocking Level (AUMs) by
carrying capacity in each allotment? Alternative”. These estimates are, however, based on cne point-in-time

inventory information. Under this policy, changes in livestock

22"12 ‘Table 1: Appendix 3: What data are the "apparent trends” in stocking levels will be based on the procedure described on page 2-31
this table based on? of the Draft RMP/EIS, not independently on one point-in-time inventory
Maps: The maps at the end of Chapter 2 are very misleading. anres
They imply resource conditions and management actions over the 22-12 As described on page A-46 of the Draft RMP/ELS under the discussion of
entire area. Not until the next chapter is information presented intensity of inventory, apparent trend was estimated on "I” category
to illustrate that BLM administers only a little over 58% of the allotments using the criteria developed by the Nevada Range and
area. Land status information should be included in every map. Monitoring Task Group. Apparent trend was determined through review of

thirreen vegetation and soil factors identified in the Nevada Rangeland
Chapter Three: This entire chapter is superficial with only Monitoring Handbook. Among these were frequency grouping, vigor of key
cursory Information provided on most resources and resource species and soil movement factors.
conditions. What 1little information is provided documents the

For "M" and "C" Category allotments, apparent trend was estimated for
analysis purposes using professional judgement.

k-“.wmu B e s Sl . . A MRS . =
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22-1q

22-14]

22-15‘

22-16

22-17

adverse impacts of past land management activities, especially
poor livestock management, on most of the other resource values.

Lands and Realty: The explanation totally ignores the management
requirements of the checkerboard land pattern. Does BLM manage
the checkerboard lands like consolidated public lands?

Livestock Grazing: We were shocked to learn that 85% of the
allotments are not intensively managed. Are these "wild cow"
operations or 1is some kind of grazing system in use in these
allotments?

Wildlife Habitat: Wildlife habitat (including riparian and
aguatic habitat) is very poorly managed with poor conditions,
downward trends, and depressed populations for almost every
species. While we support the proposed actions to improve
wildlife habitat, we don't feel that, even if fully implemented,
they will be sufficient to reverse unsatisfactory wildlife
habitat management, unless excess livestock numbers are reduced.

Please explain the statement "Major alteration in peregrine
falcon habitat and current land status have eliminated the
possibility for reintroductions within the planning area.”

Chapter FPour: These chapter is actually even more superficial

and perfunctory than Chapter 3. Perhaps there are few
significant differences in impacts among the alternatives because
there are no significant differences in alternatives. Even the

no grazing alternative shows 1little overall improvement in
ecological condition. The impacts of 1livestock grazing on
vegetation are separated out with livestock impacts being numbers
of 1livestock and range improvements while changes in wvegetation
appear divorced from livestock use. The disastrously negative
impacts of a 62% increase in livestock numbers and extensive
monotypic range improvements proposed in Alternative B hardly
inconvenience the already stressed wildlife at all.

The analysis of Alternative A does seem to support the fact that
livestock numbers significantly exceed carrying capacity. The
statement on p. 4-41 in the 1last paragraph is especially
convincing. We were certainly glad to learn on p. 4-7 that "...49
allotments would show an improvement in econlogical status due to
continued stocking levels below forage capacity."” Would you
explain the basis for this statement? 1f BLM knows that 49
allotments are below the carrying capacity, then does BLM know
how many allotments are over the carrying capacity?

Lands and Realty: The statement on p. 4-18, "...transferring
336,08¢ acres of scattered and difficult to manage parcels out of
Federal administration through exchange," seems contradictory.
If 336,800 acres are exchanged, presumably 336,808 acres of non-
federal or federal land would be transferred to BLM, for a net
effect of @ acres transferred out of federal administration.
Please clarify.

22-13

22-14

22=15

22-16

22-17

The management requirements of the checkerboard lands are not the issue
under analysis by the RMP/EIS. The issue is land tenure adjustments.
The checkerboard land pattern does have unique management problems that
are dealt with on a case by case basis.

BLM has defined intensive management as a signed Allotment Management
Plan (AMP)}. Fifteen percent of the resource area is under specifically
approved and signed AMPs. As a result of a U.S. District Court suit we
have been under court agreement with the U.S. District Court Judge for
the District of Columbia and the Natural Resource Defence Council since
1974 which has limited development on existing AMPs and prohibited
implementation or approval of new AMPs pending approval of the Finmal
RMP/ELS. Of the remaining allotments not under intensive managemeat,
all are limited to their active preferences, some have voluntary
grazing systems, and some have taken voluntary nonuse. All allotments
are under use supervision.

With the implementation of the proposed RMP, intensive management would
be designated for 22 Category "I allotments and six category "M"
allotments (Refer to page 2-18 of the Draft RMP/EIS).

The statement that major alteration in peregrine falcon habitat and
current land status have eliminated the possibility for reintroduction
within the planning area can be supported by the fact that riparian and
werland habitat on both public and private lands (in the area of
historic occupation) has declined in both quality and quantity.
Inventory data (Ballantyne and Jones 1981) indicated that prey base
densities associated with the above habitats may be inadequate to
support any reintroduction attempts. Suitable nesting, eyrie and/or
hacking sites are for the most part located on private land. In the
past a major dam and reservoir has been proposed for construction
within the historic habitat. This has complicated past land exchanges
and will likely complicate future land exchanges. When the above is
combined with potential impacts associated with the construction of the
dam and reservoirs, the area's suitability for reintroduction would be
expected to be reduced.

In the allotments where AUM demand is less than the estimated available
AlMs based on a one point-in-time inventory, it was determined that
grazing is at a level that will not change succession. Stocking levels
were projected for all allotments based on a one time inventory. Any
adjustments to stocking level will be based on monitoring data. See
page 2-31 of the Draft RMP/EIS for further information.

The assessment on page 4-10 states in its entirety, "An efficient
management pattern could be established by transferring 336,000 acres
of scattered and difficult to manage parcels out of Federal
administration through exchange™. The point in this statement being
that this alternative provides for areas where the Bureau would prefer
to reduce public lands administered by the BLM. These are areas where,
due to a variety of reasons, they are not economic to manage. There
are areas, denoted by the nonspeckled design, which contain lands
determined to be valuable for resource management. Within these areas
the Bureau has indicated that retention and management of these
resources is beneficial. Due to the fact that lands do not have the
same per acre value, that there are not specific proposals (usually
generated by non-Bureau sources) and that exchanges are based on a
consideration of resource values and fair market (monetary) value, the
net change (if any) in acres is not available for analysis,
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22-18

Economic Conditions: The economic analyses are meaningless. For
instance, impacts on the livestock industry assume that BLM
actions occur in a vacuum - that BLM actions are the only factor
influencing the livestock industry. The analyses totally miss
the fact that the industry is in a slump due to lower beef demand
with ranchers going out of business all the time. The economic
analysis in Alternative B missed the impact of all cthat extra
beef from a 62% increase in livestock numbers'on beef prices and
expected increased profits. The economic analyses omit the
information that like most agricultural operations, most ranching
nperations are marginal at best, existing only on massive
subsidies provided mainly by the federal government - below
market wvalue grazing fees, free livestock improvements, free
predator control, etc.

All in all, the only way to significantly improve the draft
RMP/EIS would be to rewrite it in its entirety. We do not feel
that it is even minimally adeguate as a comprehensive
resource management plan which will guide resource management on
over 3,808,800 acres of public land for the next 28 years.

Sincerely,

Rose Strickland, Chair
Public Lands Committee

22-18

Economic analysis in the £lko Draft RMP/EIS evaluates the potential
beneficial and adverse effects of resource management alternatives upon
the existing affected human environment.

These estimations are designed to be used by managemen:z in the
selection of elements coomprising the best alternatives for a resource
management plan of action.

We recogaize the cyclic nature of private, production, and cost
relationships within the livestock industry. For that reason, purchase
costs and selling prices used in the ranch budget analvses were based
on a three-vear average appropriate to the base-vear community economic
data. Such price and cost averages are widely considered to be a fair
eszipate of an expected average over the next several vears.

LM grazing fees for the base vear were considered to be reflective of
the relative production cost relationships at that time. Grazing fees
for BLM administered lands are set by a legislative formula,
established by Congress, which requires annual adjustment with
reference to the price of beef and costs of production. It is
reasonable to assume, therefore, that the relative production cost
relationships, with reference to the grazing fee, will be maiatained.

A B2 percen:t increase in AUMs on BLM lands in the Elko Planning Area
would not be likely to have a measureable effect on beef prices.
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November 13, 1985

Rodney Harris

Bureau of Land Management
Elko District Office

P.0. Box 831

Elko, NV 89801

Dear Mr. Harris:

The following comments constitute the response of the
Minerals Exploration Coalition (MEC) to the Proposed
Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
tatement (DEIS) for the Elko Resource Area. The MEC
represents companies and individuals engaged in
exploration for minerals on the federal lands.

The description of minerals on pages 3-15 to 3-16 and
the maps showing leasable and locatable mineral
potential give a good general overview of the known
minerals and the mineral potential of the Elko Resource
Area, but the description is lacking in certain
respects.

Data should be presented for the Elkc Resource Aresa to
show the dollar value of past mineral production and
known resources and an estimate of the value of future
production from the areas of high and moderate
potential for both locatable and leasable minerals.
This would provide background data on the importance of
minerals in the area.

23-1

Wilderness designation will prohibit exploration for,
and production of, minerals, therefore, the value of
mineral production that may bs foregone is very
important. Overlays on the maps of the wilderness
study areas (WSA) showing the mineral potential should
be prepared and the location of mining claims should be
shown. BAn estimate of the dollar values of locatable
and lesasable minerals for each WSA should be prepared
and included as part of the data used to compare the
alternatives and determine the preferred alternative.
Without this data, valid comparisons cannot be made
between the wvarious resources, and the decision process|
is thereby flawed.

23-2

23-2

As noted on page 3-15 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the RMP area contains one
of the most significant gold belts in the U.S. with over 7,000,000
ounces of reserves valued at $2.45 billion at $350/ounce. The
Blackburn oil field has produced about 522,320 barrels of oil having a
value of $10.4 million as of December, 1985 {unpublished Nevada
Department of Minerals Report). Value of past hardrock mineral
production is estimated to be at least equal to the value of the above
noted gold ‘reserves, in 1985 dollars.

Minerals data available is not sufficient to estimate value (if any) of
locatable or leasable minerals in the WSAs with an acceptable level of
accuracy. No economically minable mineral deposits are known to exist
in any of the WSAs.
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23-3

Elko Resource Area
Nowvember 13, 1985
Page Two

How will the minerals data pertaining to each WSa,
prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey and Bureau of
Mines during their mineral surveys, be incorporated
into this decision document?

MEC opposes the designation of areas with high and
moderate mineral potential as wilderness areas.
Furthermore, we beslieve that the Bureau of Land
Management has the legal and regulatery toels to
protect areas of environmental, wildlife or
recreational concerns without withdrawing the areas
from mineral actiwvity.

Most of the Rough Hills WSA has moderate mineral
potential; therefore, it should not be recommended as
suitable for wilderness.

The southern part of the Little Humboldt River WSA has
moderate mineral potential and should not be
recommended for wilderness.

The Cedar Ridge WSA should not be recommended for
wilderness designation because of the high oil and gas
potential.

& major portion of the Red Spring WSA has moderate
potential for oil and gas production; therefore, the
W5SA should not be recommended for wilderness
designation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this forest
plan.

Sincerely,

/,&0.///%'5

John D. Wells

JDW/d1lm

The minerals data preparad by the U.S. Geological Surver and the Bureau
of Mines will be incorporared into the Secretary's o <0
Wilderness EIS priosr to his filing it with the vironmental Protection
Agency and making his recommendation to the Pre ent. This
information, them, will be available to Congress whea it zakes its
final decision on wilderness.

The proposed Elko RMP and the eventual Record of Decision make no fipal
decision pertaining to the wilderness issue. They portray the Xevada
State Director's preliminary recomzendations to the Director of the 3LM
and the Secretary of the Interior as to the suitability for wilderness
designation of the four wilderness study areas (WSA). The final
decision is not made until Congress either designates the WSis as
wilderness or releases ther from wilderness review.
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Wildlife Management Institute

Suite 725, 1101 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 & 202,371-1808

DANIEL A. POOLE

Vice-Presodent
L L. WILLIAMSON November 14, 1985

WESLEY M. DIXON, Jr.

Mr. Rodney Harris
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
3900 East Idaho Street
P.0. Box 831

Elko, Nevada 89801

Dear Mr. Harris:

The Wildlife Management Institute is pleased to comment on
DRAFT ELKO RESOURCE AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT.

We prefer Alternative C, the High Amenity Alternative because
it provides more wilderness, better diversity, more hunting and
angling and more riparian improvement. These are attained largely
by reduced livestock grazing. (Page 5-8).

No total of wildlife numbers is provided, only AUM. (Page 4-39)
The proposals would be easier understood if numbers of animals were
used. Both Alternative C (Amenity) and D (Preferred) provide only
enough habitat to reach "reasonable numbers" of big game. "Reascnably
numbers”, by agreed definition are the average numbers for the last
15-17 vears. Although "reasonable numbers" are more than current
population, there is ne provision for increasing big pame through im-
proved habitat management. That is the flaw in the reascnable numbers
concept, which incidently is not applied to livestock numbers which
are scheduled to increase 30 percent. The Elko planning unit now conr-
tains 20 percent of Nevada's mule deer. Holding this better habitat to
produce only a past average population is not acceptable, especially
when no such restrictions will be applied to livestock. The heavy
subsidy to the livestock permittees is proposed in the preferred alter-
native. For example:

DEDICATED TO WILDLIFE SINCE 1917
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24-1

Mr. Rodney Harris -2- November 14, 1985
(Page 3-7) Number of Permittees 99
{Page 5-7) Average Use (ALM) 305,247
{Page S-7) Preposed Use (ALM 396,989
(Page 3-21) Capital Value of an AlM S50
(Page 2-9) Cest of Proposed Range

Improvenents calculating: $4,704,105

New AUM Created 91,742

Cost of a New AIM $51.28

Capital Vaiue of 91,742 new

AlM $4,587,100

Average Capital Gain of New

AlM's for each percittee $46,334

Direct Subsidy per permittee for

Range Improvements S47,516

Total Subsidv -~ per permittee §93,850

The grazing fee is now $1.35 per AUM. Since a new AUM costs
$51.28 and 8 percent interest on that AUM is $4.10 per vear, the
$1.35 fee charged represents a continuing subsidy from the taxpayer
to the livestock operator.

These subsidies are for a livestock industry that provides only
3.9 percent of the income and 7.3 percent of the jeobs in the country.
(Page 3-20).

The plan, as written, is unsatisfactorv until equal treatment and
expansion are previded for the habitat that produces cnme~fifth of Nevada's

mule deer. Alternative C is the minimum acceptable for wildlife.

These remarks have been coordinated with William B. Morse, the
Institute's Western Representative.

Sincerely,

Daniel A. Poole
President

DAP:slh

The Proposed Alternative provides for a doubling of mule deer numbers
and increases in sage grouse, other upland game, furbearers and nonganme
wildlife populations. Under the direction of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act, the Bureau is responsible for a variety of resource
values so that they are used in a combination and at levels which will
best mee: the present and future needs of the American people. After
considering the comments throughout the public participation phases,
the proposed plan is felt to best meet these needs in a manner which
does not cause unnecessary damage to the land, it's resources or it's
potential to produce these resources.
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(amoco) A Production Company
\Qty/ Denver Region
1670 Broadway
PO Box 800
Denver, Colorado BO201
303 - 830-4040
Roberta Andersen

Pubkc Lends Coordinetor

November 14, 1985

Mr. Tim Hartzell

Elko Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 831

Elko, NV 89801

Dear Mr. Hartzell:

Amoco Production Company is a subsidiary of Amoco Corporation.
The primary job of its Denver Region is to find and produce oil
and gas in the Western United States. Federal ownership and
management of the surface and mineral estates throughout so much
of the West mandates that our involvement with federal planning
be high and continuocus. We are pleased to have the opportunity to
comment on the draft resource management plan and EIS for the
Elko Resource Area.

The draft RMP is thorough and comprehensive., The interdisci-
plinary team has done a good job of presenting the environmental
components  in a clear, legible manner; management prescriptions
show a good understanding of the need for conflict resolution, or
risk management, in ways designed to benefit all who will use the
federal lands in the resource area.

Amoco Production Company supports Alternative B. BLM has a wide
spectrum of management options and environmental protections
which will successfully enable those who produce consumer
products from public lands to do so without environmental
degradation or detriment to wildlife. It is clear from the plan
that proposals for development will be considered case-by-case,
with appropriate activity plans and environmental assessments
tiered to the RMP/EIS under Alternative B. It is important for
publics to understand that there are rigid environmental
protection measures imposed on any proposed development, and that
many commodity producers have gone out of their way to protect
enviromental values before, during, and after development. Toco
little credit has been given to environmental progress. Selection
of Alternative B will prove, once again, that sensible,
professional multiple-use management works to the benefit of all
who enjoy products and pleasures from public lands.

Mr. Tim Hartzell -2~ November 14, 1985

The special stipulations listed in Appendix 6 should be very
carefully imposed and based on the actual presence and activity
of named animals. We are willing to work with managing agency
personnel to avoid disruption to wildlife species, and appreciate
the fact that this area is heavily populated with animals
important to a great number of people. The fact that you list
these as "special" stipulations shows your willingness to work
case-by-case to promote the best overall management scenario.

Overlays on the base map of the land status, wildlife habitat,
and mineral potential maps show one graphic example of the
extraordinary amount of juggling reguired of agency managers to
achieve resolution of conflicts without infringing on the
inalienable rights of other surface owners and valid rights of
mineral lessees. Working together is the only chance the public
has to assure common-sense management of its public land base.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Raq T,
; Joeet
f.

R. Andersen

RLA:sd
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca 94105

Edward F. Spang

Nevada State Director
Bureau of Land Management
300 Booth Street

P.0O. Box 12000
Reno, Nevada 89520

Dear Mr. Spang:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) titled ELKO
RESOURCE AREA, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN, ELKO, LANDER AND
EUREKA COUNTIES, NEVADA. We have the enclosed comments
regarding this DEIS.

We have classified this DEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental
Concerns - Insufficient Information (see attached "Summary
of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action®™). This DEIS is
rated EC-2 because 1) EPA recommends reevaluation of proposed
riparian habitat protection efforts, 2) water guality concerns
need to be addressed, 3) air quality issues have not been
addressed, 4! herbicide issues have not been addressed, and
5) resource management concerns need to be clarified. The
classification and date of EPA's comments will be published
in the Federal Register in accordance with our public disclosure
responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send five copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) to this office at the same time it is officially
filed with our Washington, D.C. office. If you have any
guestions, please contact Patrick J. Cotter Federal Activities
Branch, at (415) 974-0948 or FTS 454-0948.

Sincerely yours,

vl,%_@ (L Z»Jt’ii'fh

Charles W. Murray, Jr.
Assistant Regional Adminijstrator
for Policy and Managemebt

Enclosure (4 pages)
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1

26-2

26-3

1
LY

26
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Riparian Habitat Comments

"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™ (p. 1-7}.

1. The preferred alternative will only improve 15% of the
riparian habitats while allowing 85% to remain unchanged
or to decline (p. 4-33). EPA urges BLM to reevaluate this
management objective so that more of this valuable resource
can be protected. The FEIS should identify those riparian
areas where management "techniques proven to be effective
in improving and protecting riparian habitat™ will be used
(pp. 2-33, 2-34).

2. The FEIS indicates that "livestock grazing was primarily
responsible for producing and maintaining deteriorated
aquatic.riparian habitat conditions" (p. 3-11). These
impacts are related to livestock overuse of streambanks
which cause sloughing of the banks, stream turbidity,
reduction of streambank vegetation, increases in stream
temperature and soil compaction.

a. Estimates of resource reduction should be considered
very carefully when BLM plans mitigation procedures to
protect the aquatic and riparian habitats within the
resource area. The nature of these impacts should also
be considered during the monitoring phase when BLM is
evaluating whether or not the grazing allotments can be
increased 30% beyond the present levels.

b. The FEIS should discuss, in greater detail, mitigation
affecting riparian areas and erosive soils" (p. 2-27)
and those "management actions within floodplains and
wetlands (that) will include measures to preserve,

(p- 2-35).

Water Qualitv Ccmments

1.| The FEIS snhould discuss the potential "impacts associatad
with mining, roads, water diversions and channelization
(which) were important on some specific stream locations”
{p. 3-11). The discussion should include an evaluation of
possible mitigation meauras that could be emploved to
prevent significant detsrioration of instream values from
mining activities on steep slopes, potential impacts from
erodable soils, and watar guality impacts from development
of oil and gas leases.

measures that will be implemented to restrict "activities

protect and if necessary restore their natural functions”

26-1

26-2

26-3

On page 2-19 of the Draft AMP/EZIS, the Short and Long—term Management
Actions for riparian habitat management identifies 117 miles of
riparian/stream habitat for management and improvement in good habitat
condition. The actual locations for management and improvement will be
determined at the activity level of planning as stated on page 2-24.
See Appendix 4, Table 2 for further information on individual stream
conditions.

Beginning on page 2-33 of the Draft RMP/EIS eight techniques are
described that will be used to improve and protect riparian habitat.

As stated on page 2-34, the technique or combination of techniques will
be determined on a site specific basis.

The measures to be used within floodplains and wetlands as stated on
page 2-35, will include a variety of methods. The exact form of
protection or restoration will be tailored to the individual situation
following more detailed evaluations.

Impacts associated with these activities regarding soil, streamside
vegetation, spring runoff, water turbidew, disolved oxygen, water
temperature and water table are similar to those resulting from
livestock use discussed on page 3-11 of the Draft RMP/EIS. Changes in
sediment loads/yields can be locally significant depending on the size
of surface disturbances.

The measures taken to mitigate [mpacts from activities, including
livestock grazing, will be determined at the time the proposals are
being considered.

Site specific evaluations are conducted duriag the preparation of
individual activity plans and the environmental analysis (EA) process.
This includes the identification of impacts on watershed, soils and
water quality, among others. The mitigation of these impacts is
designed specifically for the individual situation. This is in
compliance with the Managezment Actions Cozmon to All Alternatives for
minerals, watershed, soil and water, begianing on page 2-34 of the
Draft RMP/EIS.
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a. The discussion of aquatic habitats (p. 3-10) should
include a discussion of whether streams in the planning
area meet Nevada water guality standards. If violations
of water guality parameters occur, the FEIS should
discuss probable causes and possible mitigation measures
that could be emploved for the segments that may be
affected.

b. The FEIS should list the streams that occur in the
resource area with information about compliance with
water guality standards and abundance of aguatic life.
This information would be similar to the data presented
in Table 3-2 (p. 3-12) and page 3-26, but the new
table would be more site specific for each stream.

c. Possible measures should be discussed which would enable
these streams to comply with Nevada water quality
standards. EPA recommends that the RMP be modified to
prohibit any further degradation of streams that do
not meet Nevada water guality standards and, where
possible, measures should be implemented to improve
the strezas.

2. The FEIS should include a map with the location of all
water resources improvements (pp. 2-1B8, 2-30} and a baseline
reference map of the existing water resources in the
resource area.

Air Quality Comments

The FEIS should provide data and evaluate the air quality
of the resource area in terms of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards as well as those standards of the State of
Nevada (p. 2-35). The statement that "“air guality is generally
good" (p. 3-27) is not an adequate evaluation of the present
air guality of the resource area. For those activities that
may affect air quality, the FEIS should discuss the kinds of
mitigation that would be used to prevent air gquality impacts.

Herbicide Comments

The RMP is intended to outline management technigues
within the resource area, therefore, the FEIS should contain
a broad cverview of the potential uses of herbicides (pp. 2-18,
2-29, 2-30). The discussion should include the type of
herbicide to be used, target species, areas to be treated and
potential impacts from the application of the herbicide.

26-5

26-6

26-8

26-9

We have initiated the sampling of a limited number of streams in the
Zlko Resource Area. This prel nary information indicates the
potential for loc zed situations where one or more water quality
standards are exceeded. Through our activity planaing process any
water found to exceed standards will be specifically identified and
measures to remedy the situation implemented. T vear two activity
plans are being initiated for watersheds identified as izpor:ant for
recreation and othar uses.

The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR 1502.15) state
that only enough data to understand the effects of the Altzrnatives
should be included ia the description of the existing environment.
Since a site specific analysis will be conducted where an action is
being proposed and the proposed alternative includes cozpliance with
state and Federal water quality sctandards, a listing of this type will
not provide any addizional information from which to detersine the
impacts f{roz actions proposed. Sice specific data will be used to
analvze ané develop activity plans for watershed management. See page
2-35 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

As identified in Response 26-6, the information presented in an
environmental document, such as this should only be that which will aid
in the understanding of impacts. The inclusion of this information is
not appropriate at this level of environzental analysis. This is
supported by the recent court decision {NRDC et al vs. Hodel) where the
judge stated "...the level of specificicty of the EIS is governed by the
proposed action; the EIS is not an administrative blueprint designed to
aliow the public to second guess every possible future decision that
the agency may have to make.” Site specific data will be used to
analvze and develop activity plans for watershed management. See page
2-35 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

Since it is inappropriate to evaluate air guality impacts at this level
of analysis, they were not discussed in the Draft as stated on page 4-1
of the Draft RMP/EIS. It also states that air quality will be
"examined in future environmental assessments...” The discussion of
air guality on page 3-27 states that there are no designated
nonattainment areas where established state and Federal standards for
one or more pellutants have been exceeded.

The measures taken to mitigate impacts to air gquality will be
determined at the time site specific evaluations are conducted. This
is during the preparation of indiwvidual activity plans and
environmental analysis (as stipulated by NEPA and affirmed in the
management guidance made a part of this proposed plan page 2-24 to 2-25
of the Draft RMP/EIS).

The proposed RMP includes a proposal to treat or seed 120,978 acres or
.04 percent of the planning area. The method for this manipulation has
not been determined and could include burning andfor spraving. The
method will be determined during allotment management planning only if
the brush control proposal is carried through to that stage. If
spraving is selected, it will be analyzed in detail through the
environmental assessment process. This analysis will include type of
herbicide, location, acreage, target species, and environmental
impacts. Herbicide application will conform to all Federal, state and
local regulatioms.

As a result of a recent court decisiom, the BLM is developing a worst
case analysis prior to using herbicides on public lands.
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Resource Management Comments

The FEIS should:

26_10' 1. Disclose criteria used to designate 12,438 acres of the Little
Humboldt River WSA as unsuitable in the preferred alternative
{(pp. S-5, 2-18). The criteria listed under the description
for the area were unclear (p. 4-22).

2. Discuss the impact of vegetation conversion from Pinyon
Pine/Juniper areas to grasslands (p. 2-34). - The discussion
should include the criteria that will be evaluated to

26—1 1 determine when an increase in the harvest of woodland
products (to 60,000 acres) and an increase of Christmas
tree cutting (to 23,000 acres) would be permitted (p. 2-19).

3. Disclose what monitoring criteria will be used to allow an

26_12 increase of 30% in the grazing area as discussed in the
resource area described in the preferred alternative (pp.
5-5, 2-18).

26—13 4. Include a brief discussion of mitigation success for mine
site reclamation efforts (p. 3-15}.

26-10

26-11

26-12

26-13

The criteria utilized to determine the suitability or nonsuitability of
all or a portion of a WSA for wilderness designation are set forth in
the BLM Wilderness Studv Policy dated February 3, 1982. They are also
listed on page 1 of the Elko Wilderness Technical Report.

The 12,438 nonsuitable acres are coaprised of three separate areas
within the WSA, One portion was nonsuitable because its moderate
mineral potential outweighed the moderate wilderness values present.
Private land boundaries of the suitable portion were also avoided to
allow for future recreational access.

Another portion included moderate minsral potential and low quality
wilderness wvalues. The suitable boundary was also drawn to avoid
adverse impacts to owners of private land and allow for future
recreational access.

The third portion contains low quality wilderness values and includes
terrain that is easily accessible by motorized vehicles. It was
determined nonsuitable to avoid future manageability problems.

Any impacts that would result from pinyon pine/juniper type conversion
would be documented in an envirommental analysis of the specific
proposal. Activity level planning will include discussion and analysis
as specified in the Management Guidance incorporated into the Proposed
Plan (page 2-24 and 2-25 of the Draft RMP/EIS).

The criteria used to determine the levels of harvest of woodland
products, including firewood and Christmas trees, are specified in the
"Public Domain Woodlands Management Policy Statement™ of November 19,
1982.

The Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook and BLM Rangeland Monitoring
Technical Report 4400-7 describe the procedures for analyzing
wonitoring data. Analysis of the monitoring data by district resource
speclalists results in recommendations for changes in management if
objectives are not being met. Copies of these documents are available
from this office.

As noted on page 3-15 of the Draft RMP/EIS about 70 percent of lands
distrubed by mining can be reclaimed. Factors which facilitate
reclamation include presence of soil, moderate to gentle slopes, and
more than 12 inches of precipitation per year. Reclamation is
generally not feasible for open pit zines and on very steep slopes.
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTICN®

Envircomental Imoact of the Action

LO—Lack of Cbjyections

The EPA review has not identified any potential envirommental impacts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities
for application of mitigation measures that could be accamplished with no more than
minor changes to the proposal.

EC—Environmental Concerns

Tne EPA review nas 1dentified envirommental impacts that should be avoided in order
to fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the
preferred alternative cr application of mitigation measures that can reduce the
environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

EO—Envirommental Objections

Tne EPa review nas icentifiec significant envirommental impacts that must be avciced
in order to provide acequate protection tor the environment., Corrective measures may
require substantial cnanges to the preterred alternative or consiceration of same
other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative}.
EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these 1mpacts.

EU—Envirommentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has igentitiec acverse envirormental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory tram the stancpoint ot public health or
welfare or envirommental quality. EPA intenas to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not correctea at the final
EIS stage, this proposal will be recammended for referral to the CEQ.

Adeguacy of the Impact Statement

Category l—Adequate

EPA Delieves tne cratt EIS acequately sets forth the envirommental impact(s) of
the preferred alternative ana tnose of the alternatives reasonably available to the
project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2—Insufficient Information

The aratt EIS does not contain sufficient intormation tor EPA to fully assess
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the enviromment,
or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are
within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the araft EIS, which could reduce

the envirommental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, cata,
analyses, or aiscussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3—Inaceguate

EPA aoes not Delieve that the draft EIS adeguately assesses potentially significant
environmental imgacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new,
reasonably available alternatives that are outside ot the spectrum of alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially signiticant envirommental impacts. EPA believes that the icentified
additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnituoe that
they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA ooes not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate tor the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and
thus should be formally revised and made available for public camment in a supplemental
or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved,
this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*Fram: EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of
Federal Actions Impacting the Envirorment

EXON CO:

Decerber 27, 1985

Mr. Tim Hartzell

Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 831

Elke, Nevada 89801

Dear Mr. Hartzell:

Boxon Corpany, U.S.A. is pleased to have this cpportunity to carment on the
Draft Resource Management Plan and Ewirommental Irpact Statement for the Elko
Resource Area. Doton has a strong interest in the management direction of
federal public lands because many of these areas have potential for hydrocarbon
discoveries and production.

Boon Comparty, U.S.A. has reviewed the Draft Plan for ite range of altermatives
and treatment of minerals, especially oil and gas. We found it encouraging
that the Bureau recognizes the irportance of the hardrock minerals industry to
the econamy of Kevada, but more significantly, it has provided for futare
exploration and develognent opportunities with leasable minerals.

In ancther example of responsible decision-making, the Bureau has chosen not to
recarmend the Cedar Ridge and Red Spring wildernmess study areas as suitable for
designation. We heartily concur with this action because the area has been
acknowledaed as having high oil and gas potential by the U.S. Geclogical Survey
in Circular 902, entitled, "“Petroleur Potential of Wildermess Iands in the
Western United States."

Thank you for the opportunity to coment and your consideration of our views.
Please feel free to contact Fernando Blackgoat at 303/789-7488 if we can be of
further help.

Sincerely,
H. W. Praetorius

FB:mma

¢ - E. F. Spang, Nevada State BIM Director, Reno, Nevada

A DISION OF ENETN CORPOELT IN
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Elko Testimony 1

Lester McXenzie of the Nevada Grazing Board No. 1:
major concerns I have at this point with this document is the
the field data on which the analvsis and alternatives are
nvironmental conseguences,

L "One of the
adequacy of
based. The introduction of chapter four,
starts out with the following sentence: 'This section presents the
scientific and analytic basis for the comparison of the alternatives and
selec=ion of resource management plan.' Assunption nuzber three on page
four - two states: 'Base line data for vegetative conditions and trends
and other parameters is the best available. While this data is not used
Sv itself or for making forage allocation decisions, it is useful for the
planning and analysis purposes.''.

2 "My problem is if the trend in wildlife habirat comditioms and nuabers is
downward under the existing conditions because the range is going to
grass due to better range zTanagedent, how in the devil are you going to
turn this arouné and double the number of deer by applring the even
better management proposed in alternative "D"?7

See response to comment 13-1

The projected change in vegetation over the laong-terz in Alzernative D,
as stated on page %-33 of the Dra RMP/EIS, fs “... an ovardll three
ABEE f the Cive v 2t s 11 i .

percent of the native vegetation on the public lands thin the planning
area would move rtoward the potential native communit “. The remaining
97 percent will not change. As stated on page 4-31, er WILDLIFE

HABITAT, "...the majority of existing habitars would prove one

condition class...”™. The plarning area will improwa rough matural

succession, but will also improve through the livesto and wildlife
improvements. See page 2-9 of the Draft RM for levels of

jected range improvements.
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Reno Testimonv 1

Response

Winthrop Rowe of the Freeport - McMoRan Company:

1. "And I would say that one of the things that has been grossly overlooked
in your studies is interpretative geology which is what explorationists
do."”

"And one of the things — ome of the big shortcomings of just my quick
purusal of this environmental statement is the fact that you did not show
mineral trends, and that's one of the earliest stages of projective and
interpretative thinking that we use. Now you have shown interpretation
of Midas as a potential and so forth, portions of Tuscarora, but you do
not show projections of mineral trends which is important.”

2. “"We just found out about this at about three o'clock this afternoon,
Apparently we somehow didn't make it on the mailing list.”

Mineral trends, lineaments, alteration, similarity of the geology to
other producing areas, stream sediment and whole rock sampling by Quade
and Tingley (1984) and (USDI-BLY, 1983) along with other geologic data
formed the basis for rating the mineral potential of each WSA. This
information is detailed in the Wilderness Technical Report. It should
alsoc be noted that information on the mineral potential of the WSAs was
solicited from private industry and that this information was fully
considered prior to making wilderness area suitability recommendations.

Two addresses representing your company have been retained on the RMP
mailing list since the beginning of the planning process. They are: _Ms.
M.L. Berkbigler, Freeport Exploration Co., P.0., Box 1911, Reno, NV B9505
and Freeport Gold, Environmental Coordinator, 439 W. Commercial Street,
Elko, NV 89801. On December 20, 1983 we received comments from your
Elko Office and on November 29, 1984 a letter was sent by Ms.

Berkbigler., Both of these addresses were sent copies of the Draft
RMP/EI5S on or about August 10, 1985, We feel your company was adequately
notified of our proceedings.
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STATE OF NEVADA

JEAN FORD
Director

RICHARD H. BRYAN
Governor

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710
(702) 885-4420

May 12, 1986

Mr. Edward F. Spang

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
P.0O. Box 12000

Reno, Nevada 898520

Re: Governor's Consistency Review -- Elko RMP/FEIS
Dear Mr. Spang:

In reference to the above mentioned plan, we would like to
advise you that we are disappointed with the BLM's consideration
of our position on wilderness. Clearly, we believe that our
analysis and subsequent recommendations for boundary adjustments
to the Little Humboldt River Wilderness Study Area (WSA) are not
only reasonable but appropriate.

We look forward to a continuing effort in providing meaning-
ful input into each WSA proposed by BLM in Nevada.

Sincerely,

'R Vo A

John B. Walker, Chief
Planning and Intergovernmental

Affairs

JBW/11
cc: Tim Hay, Governor's Office
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