
300 Booth Street, P.O. Box 12000, Reno, Nevada 89520 

ELKO RESOURCE 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. The majority of the area is located in Elko County 

with portions of Eureka and Lander Counties. 

The El ko Resource Management Plan is designed to 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, ATTN: RMP Team 

Leader, Bureau of Land Management, P .O. Box 831, Elko, ~evada 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 prot e sted 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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Dear Reader: 

United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
NEV ADA STATE OFFICE 

300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 

Reno, Nevada 89520 

JUN 1 7 1986 

IN REPLY REFER. TO: 

1610 
(NV-010) 

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 Elko 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 11C11 

Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240. 

Wilderness reconmendations in this plan are preliminary and are not subject to 
protest at this time. A separate legislative final environmental impact 
statement for wilderness wi 11 be prepared as required by Bureau Wilderness 
Study Policy. 

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

Edward F. 
State Dire 

-I 
1 



PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AND FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

for the 

ELKO RESOURCE AREA 

NEVADA 

Prepared by the 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Elko District Office 

~ ~ Edward F. Spang c__j 
Nevada State Director 

I 

INT PRMP/FEIS 

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 
·1and use plans for public lands and to study the suitability of certain lands 
for wilderness designation. An integral environmental impact statement 
assesses the environmental 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 environmental 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.O. Box 831, Elko, Nevada 89801. 

Date this final statement was made available to the Environmental Protection 
Agency and to the Public: 

i 
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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. 
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ISSUE ALTERNATIVE A 

Lands and Realty Case-by-Case 
(Identify for 
disposal) 

Corridors Case-by-Case 
(Designate/Identify) 

Legal Access (Acquire) Case-by-Case 

Recreation Maintain four 
SRMA]J: (South 
Fork Owyhee River 
;3,500 ac.), Wilson 
Reservoir {5,440 
ac,), Zunino/Jiggs 
Reservoir (800 ac.), 
and North Wildhorse 
Recreation Area 
{210 ac,). 

Maintain entire RMP 
area open to ORV use. 

]J Special Recreation Management Area 

Y Inclues North Wildhorse SRMA 

SUMMARY TABLE 1 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

ALTERNATIVE B 

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

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

Legal access for 56 
roads (216,5 miles). 

Maintain foi..r SRMAs: 
(see Alt, A); Design
ate two SRMAs: West 
Wildhorse Recreation 
Area (160 ac.) and 
Adobe Hills {21,120 ac.). 

Designate 98% RMP area 

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 SRM~ 
{5,760 ac.). 

Designate 97% RMP 
open to ORVs; 2% limited to area open to ORVs; 3% 
existing roads and trails. 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), 

See Alternative C 

Legal access for 14 roads 
{50 miles). 

See Alternative C 

Designate 98% RMP area See Alternative C 
open to ORVs; 2i limited to 
designated roads and trails. 
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ISSUE 

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 
cruci a 1 habitat, 

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

SUMMARY TABLE 1 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

ALTERNATIVE B 

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

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

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. 

AL TERNA Tl VE C 

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

Reduced AUMs by 
soi of active 
preference; a 37i 
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 Joi 
improvement. 

ALTERNATIVE D (Proposed) 

Recommend 36,460 ac. 
in Rough Hills WSA & 
Little Humboldt River 

AL TERNA TI VE E 

See Alternative C 

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 32i 
increase, if monitoring 
supports. Implement AMPs 
on 22 Category I Allotments 
and six Category M Allotments. 

See Alternative C 

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

Manage habitat for 
increased numbers of 
big game beyond rea
sonable numbers (80,000-
1 00, 000 AUMs) , 
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ISSUE 

Wild Horses 

Woodland Products 

Minerals 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Continue management 
for 330 horses in 
four herd areas. 

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

Maintain entire RMP 
area open for loca
table minerals ex
cept for an 11 ac. 
administrative with
drawal. 

Provide for oil/gas 
leasing as follows: 
Limited - subject to 
NS03 1% RMP area 
(33,001 ac. l • 

Limited - subject to 
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.) 

~ No surface occupancy. 

SUMMARY TABLE l 
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, 

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. 
(2.7i RMP areal for 

ALTERNATIVE D (Proposed) ALTERNATIVE E 

Manage for current numbers See Alternative C 
(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,Bi of RMP 
area) for WSAs and adminis-

See Alternative C 

See Alternative C Maintain RMP area open for 
locatable minerals except 
47,022 ac, (1.5% of RMP 
areal for WSAs and adminis
trative withdrawal, WSAs and administrative trative withdrawal, 

withdrawal. 

Provide for oil/gas leasing Provide for oil/gas 
as follows: leasing as follows: 
Limited - subject to NSO Limited - Subject to 
0.4i RMP area (11,092 ac.), NSO 1.2i RMP area 
Open - subject to standard (36,872 ac,), 
leasing stipulations 98.li Limited - Subject to 
RMP area (3,075,905 acres). seasonal restriction 
Closed - 1.5i of RMP area 2si of RMP area 
(47,022 ac.). (877,525 ac.). 

Closed - 2.7% RMP area 
(85,390 ac,). 

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

1.2i RMP area (36,872 ac,). 
Limited - Subject to sea

sonal restriction 15i 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.). 
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Environmental Component Alternative A 

Recreation 
Projected Recreation 

Days-total 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Off-road Vehicles 

ORV Use ('.t) 
Open 
Limited 

Wilderness 

Livestock 
Use goal compared to 
existing use level 

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

l 00 
0 

Wilderness values 
would not be pro
tected on existing 
WSAs, 

Initial and long
term stocking level 
would maintain live
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'.t) 
2 (+2'.t) 

Wilderness values would be 
protected on less than l'.t 
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'.t). Up to 
7,442 AUMs could be lost 

Alternative C 

2,033,400 
210,800 
421,900 
77,800 

97 (-3'.t) 
3(+3$) 

Wilderness values would 
be protected on all 
areas currently under 
study, 2,1'.t of the 
planning area. 

Alternative D (Proposed) 

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

98(-2'.t) 
2+2'.t) 

Wilderness values would be 
protected on l'.t of the 
planning area. 

Initial stocking rates Initial stocking level 
would be at the existing would be at the existing 
use level and the long- use level and the long-term 
term stocking goal stocking goal would be 
would be 193,767 (-37'.t). 402,096 AUMs (+32'.t). No 
No loss in AUMs would 

due to potential land sales. occur due to land sales. 
initial change in existing 
preference would occur until 
supported by monitoring 
data. Up to 93 AUMs could 
be lost due to potential 
1 and sales. 

Alternative E 

2,118,800 
223,000 
447,100 

77,800 

97(-3'.t) 
3(+3'.t) 

Wilderness values would 
be protected on all areas 
currently under study, 
2,1'.t of the planning area. 

No livestock grazing would 
occur under this 
alternative, 
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SUMMARY TABLE 2 (Cont.) 
COMPARATIVE RESOURCE IMPACT SUMMARY 

Environmental Component Alternative A Alternative B 

Wildlife Habitat 
Terrestrial 

Riparian/Fisheries 

Aquatic Streamside Habitat 
Condition (Miles) 

Excellent 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 

Existing numbers of 
big game would be 
impaired. t,IDOWl 
proposed reestablish
ments could not be 
accommodated. 

Sage grouse popula
tions would decline. 

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

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

Existing threatened Habitat for threatened 
species habitat would and priority species would 
not be protected in improve on 42 miles of 
accordance with the stream. 
Endangered Species 
Act, 1973 as amended. 
Efforts to have La-
hontan cutthroat 
trout removed from 
the list would be 
delayed indefinitely. 

0 
11 
26 

175 

0 
53 
26 

133 

2/ Nevada Department of Wildlife 

aw ·, o 

Alternative C 

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

Alternative D (Proposed) Alternative E 

Habitat to support reason- Habitat to support an 
able numbers of big game excess of reasonable 
would be provided over the numbers of big game 
long-term. Monitoring would be provided over 
would be implemented. NDOW the long-term. 

posed reestablishments proposed reestablishments 
would be accommodated. would be accommodated. 
Sage grouse populations Sage grouse populations Sage grouse populations 

would increase. would increase. would increase. 

Habitat for threatened 
and priority species 
would improve on 181 
miles of stream. 

17 
l 75 

5 
15 

Habitat for threatened 
and priority species would 
improve on 106 miles of 
stream. 

7 
110 

14 
81 

t tr: ?soc ass 

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

37 
175 

0 

0 

MMC a ttSC rt 
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COMPARATIVE RESOURCE IMPACT SUMMARY 

Environmental Component Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (Proposed) Alternative E 

Woodland Products 

Minerals 
Locatable Minerals 

Open 
Closed 

Leasable Minerals 
Open 
Seasonal Restrictions 
No Surface Occupancy 
Closed 

Herd numbers would Herd numbers would be 
not change. The free reduced in two herd areas. 
roaming characteris- The free roaming character-
tic of wild horses istic of wild horses would 
would not be affect- be adversely impacted due 
ed. The condition to the increased level of 
of wild horses would fencing. The condition of 
not be improved wild horses would improve 
through additional due to the increase in 
water developments. water availability. 

Harvest levels would Harvest levels would in-

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 

No change in wild horse Herd numbers would in-
numbers is expected. The crease by 100 percent in 
free roaming characteristic all herd areas. The free 
of wild horses would not be roaming characteristic of 
affected. The condition of wild horses would not be 
wild horse would improve due affected, Increase avail
to increase availability of ability of water would 
water. · Monitoring would be improve wild horse 
implemented, condition. 

Harvest levels would in-
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. 

crease on 74,000 acres. remain static or de- crease on 60,000 acres. 
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, 

100.0'.t 
0.0'.t 

93.3'.t 
5. 7'.t 
1.0'.t 
o.oi 

The full allowable cut crease on 43,000 acres, The full allowable cut on 
would help meet demands for The demand for fuelwood these acres would help to 
fuelwood. Trend of stand and Christmas trees nearly meet projected 
condition would improve. would not be met, Treng demands. Trend of stand 

98.5'.t 
1.5'.t 

98. l'.t 
o.oi 
0.4'.t 
1.5'.t 

of stand condition 
would improve. 

97.3'.t 
2,7'.t 

68.1'.t 
28.0'.t 
1.2'.t 
2.7'.t 

condition would improve. 

98.2'.t 
1,8'.t 

82.0'.t 
15.0'.t 
1.2'.t 
1.8'.t 

97. 3'.t 
2.7'.t 

68,1'.t 
28.0'.t 
1.2'.t 
2,7'.t 



SUMMARY TABLE 3 

RANGELAND IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
FOR THE ELKO PLANNING AREA~ 

Livestock Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 

Culvert 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 l 405 972,000 256 614,400 258 619,200 
Cattleguards (Each) 71 177,500 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 

Wi'fd Horses/Burros 

Water Developments y 3 $ 30,000 2 $ 20,000 y 

Wildlife 

Guzzlers (Each) 5 $ 10,000 20 $ 40,000 20 $ 40,000 5 $10,000 
Spring Protection 7 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 

(Mil es) 
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 

~ These improvements will be designed to benefit all uses. The categories used here are only to indicate the primary 
benefiting use. 

y No specific improvements currently planned. 
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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. 

1 - 1 

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. In 
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 



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 environmental analyses. 
Following approval of the Elko 
Resource Management Plan, future 
activity planning and project 
implementation will follow the land 
use objectives and management actions 
outlined in the RMP. More 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. 

1-2 

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 



2. 

3. 

approximately 500 individuals, 
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 
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 
copies were sent to interested 
individuals, groups, and 
organizations. A total of 19 
comments were received. 

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

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
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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 impa~ts 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 
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period. The preferred 
alternative is described in 
Chapter Two and the environmental 
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. 
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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 
adjustments 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). fuch 
designation could serve to minimize 
width requirements for tights-of-way 
and maximize multiple occupancy. 

Issue: 

Legal 
right 
land. 

Access 

access is defined as the lawful 
to enter or leave a parcel of 

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 
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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 
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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. 

3. 

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

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. 
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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 1 2 1 1 

Range/Wildlife 1 2 3 1 

Wilderness/Recreation 1 2 1 1 

Recreation/Woodland 1 2 2 1 

Range/Recreation/ 
Other Government 2 3 4 2 

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

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. 
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Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

Maintain three existing SRMAs: 
the South Fork of the Owyhee 
River for sport and commercial 
river recreation (3,500 acres, 
the rim-to-rim portion); Wilson 
Reservoir (S,~40 acres), and 
Zunino/Jiggs Reservoir (800 
acres) for camping and water 
based recreation (Special 
Recreation Management Areas Map). 

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. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1. 

2. 

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). 

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



2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

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

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

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. 

Implement a rangeland monitoring 
program to determine if manage
ment objectives are being met and 
adjust 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: 

1. 

2. 

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. 

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. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

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

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. 

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. 

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 
po~ulations 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. 
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TABLE 2-2 
POTENTIAL RANGELAND IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

FOR THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Livestock 

Culvert 
Wells (Each) 
Pipelines (Miles) 
Water Storage Tanks (Each) 
Spring Developments (Each) 
Fences (Miles) 
Cattleguards (Each) 
Land Treatment (Acres) 
Reservoir (Each) 
SUBTOTAL 

Water Developments (Each) 

Wildlife 

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

TOTAL COST 

1 
28 

132 
24 
97 

258 
37 

120,978 
97 

2 

20 
40 

500 
40 
20 

189 
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$ 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 



2. 

3. 

Monitor wild horse populations 
and habitat conditions. 

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. 

3. 

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. 

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 

2. 
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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 analyzed 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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CHAPTER THREE 



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 
Environmental 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 
Adjustment 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. 
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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 "Oil & Gas Leases" 
numbering "6" instead of "11" and 
acres equalling "3100" instead of 
"7243", change column "Red Spring" to 
"Oil 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.". 
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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 
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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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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 2 

PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE'};_/ 

ELKO RMP AREA 

Map Ref. 
Number Allotment Name ALT. "B" ALT. "C" ALT. "D" 

1 Owyhee 52,173 15,112 37,428 
2 YP Allotment 14, 716 6,512 15,771 
3 Petan Owyhee Unit 2,094 1,047 2,191 
4 Indian Creek FFR 854 427 323 
5 VN Pocket Petan 983 492 1,117 
6 VN Pocket Allied 2,066 656 1,053 
7 Cornucopia 3,815 1,317 2,051 
8 Andrae 5,711 2,282 4,580 
9 Wilson Mtn. 308 154 412 

10 Lime Mtn. 2,072 916 2,770 
11 Mori 2,725 1,122 3,962 
12 Bucket Flat 188 94 335 
13 Rock Creek 57,578 24,498 57,550 
14 Midas 711 356 572 
15 Little Humboldt 10,207 3,827 3,972 
16 Twenty Five 34,443 17,090 26,873 
17 Tuscarora 14,831 7,134 14,380 
18 Six Mile 319 92 107 
19 Taylor Canyon 2,762 1,170 3,161 
20 Eagle Rock 6,139 2,912 10,847 
21 Wildhorse Group 6,096 2,600 6,474 
22 Rough Hills 887 444 777 
23 Stone Flat FFR 41 20 18 
24 Annie Creek 735 296 531 
25 Bruneau River 1,146 419 974 
26 Rattlesnake Canyon 2,779 1,296 1,721 
27 Stone Flat 863 358 318 
28 Four Mile 8,076 3,490 5,236 
29 Beaver Creek 17,154 7,518 14,931 
30 Mason Mtn. 370 185 267 
31 Mexican Field 666 273 367 
32 Cotant 939 416 451 
33 Double Mtn. 5,792 2,563 4,192 
34 Sheep Creek 1,702 786 2,015 
35 Mahala Creek 2,138 912 2,279 
36 Eagle Rock 1 1,900 696 1,609 
37 Lone Mountain 8,502 3,601 6,915 
38 Fox Springs 626 313 729 
39 Coal Mine Basin 2,356 736 1,314 
40 North Fork Group 24,405 7,982 11,136 
41 Dorsey 1,446 512 1,035 
42 Long Field 236 104 117 
43 Halleck · 643 322 155 
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APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 2 (Continued) 

PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE];_/ 

ELKO RMP AREA 

Map Ref. 
Number Allotment Name ALT. "B" ALT. "C" ALT. "D" 

44 Adobe Hills 3,848 1,763 4,058 
45 White Rock 1,050 398 1,204 
46 Adobe 526 263 351 
47 Blue Basin 7,ll3 3,234 7,935 
48 Dry Susie 1,112 464 1,225 
49 Carlin Canyon 51 25 42 
50 Carlin Field 2,763 1,222 2,414 
51 Hadley 7,850 2,764 4,574 
52 Taylors Carlin 28 14 4 
53 Marys Mountain 2,157 946 1,513 
54 T Lazy S 20,021 7,625 13,081 
55 Horseshoe 2,090 815 1,345 
56 Palisade 1,336 668 742 
57 Pine Mountain 6,506 2,777 3,215 
58 Iron Blossom 1,558 770 817 
59 Safford Canyon 1,482 696 1,045 
60 Scotts Gulch 1,781 606 1,140 
61 Geyser 3,167 1,030 1,931 
62 Thomas Creek 1,078 539 1,049 
63 Thomas Creek FFR 60 30 9 
64 Devils Gate 401 187 217 
65 South Buckhorn 25,782 10,327 20,175 
66 Potato Patch 764 382 843 
67 Pine Creek 150 75 824 
68 Mineral Hill 2,285 778 1,943 
69 Union Mountain 2,789 880 669 
70 Bruffy 2,042 903 731 
71 Pony Creek 1,692 814 826 
72 Indian Springs 3,050 1,334 2,658 
73 Dixie Flats 1,737 868 2,503 
74 Emmigrant Spring 3,265 729 1,278 
75 Tonka 1,626 813 1,642 
76 Old Eighty FFR 12 6 6 
77 Grindstone 1,010 447 514 
78 Cut Off 349 174 148 
79 Bullion Road 218 109 656 
80 Ten Mile 363 182 563 
81 Four Mile Canyon 775 298 451 
82 Burner Basin 164 82 85 
83 Elko Hills 2,226 483 1,301 
84 East Fork 2,265 602 1,365 
85 East Fork FFR 17 8 4 
86 Burger Creek 11 6 18 
87 Smiraldo 844 374 1,154 
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Map Ref. 
Number 

88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 

100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 

APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 2 (Continued) 

PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE 'J::./ 

Allotment Name 

King Seeding 
Horse Fly 
Heelfly 
Secret 
Rabbit Creek 
Kennedy Seeding 
Walther 
Palacio Seeding 
Sandhill North 
Sandhill South 
Bellinger 
Hog Tommy 
Bottari Seeding 
Olgivie-Orbe 
LDS FFR 
Shoshone 
Chimney Creek 
Twin Bridges 
River 
LDS 
McMullen FFR 
South Fork 
Crane Springs 
Dixie Creek 
Sleeman 
Hansel 
Wilson FFR 
Willow 
Willow Creek Pockets 
Cottonwood FFR 
Merkley Zunino 
Achurra 
Barnes Seeding 
Barnes FFR 
Little Porter FFR 
Robinson Mtn. FFR 
Robinson Mtn. 
Little Porter 
Robinson Creek 
Frost Creek 
Carta FFR 
Corral Canyon 
Forest FFR 
Pearl Creek 

ELKO RMP AREA 

ALT. "B" 

589 
609 

66 
258 
655 
514 
47 

373 
683 

74 
675 
566 
885 

2,538 
119 

3,891 
2,371 

963 
1,303 

89 
39 

1,031 
1,448 
4,639 
1,392 
1,553 

153 
1,746 
1,313 

314 
557 
757 
451 

32 
24 
36 

3,392 
1,075 
3,487 
2,236 

92 
668 

64 
528 
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ALT. "C" 

260 
232 

33 
71 

328 
127 

24 
163 
165 

37 
139 

84 
256 
776 
60 

1,722 
1,049 

169 
105 

44 
20 

296 
640 

2,052 
696 
776 
76 

273 
338 
102 

70 
378 
200 

16 
12 
18 

1,501 
144 

1,372 
988 
46 

262 
32 

234 

ALT. "D" 

913 
1,103 

147 
184 

1,695 
614 

54 
412 
444 
237 
974 
198 
829 

3,417 
26 

3,568 
2,402 

733 
287 

90 
39 

541 
1,164 
5,532 

346 
2,443 

20 
1,261 
1,664 

34 
702 
901 

1,126 
14 
20 
30 

3,258 
328 

2,941 
2,247 

12 
467 

69 
661 



APPENDIX 3 
TABLE 2 (Continued) 

PROJECTED LIVESTOCK STOCKING LEVEL 
(AUMs) BY ALTERNATIVE!:../ 

Map Ref. 
Number Allotment Name 

132 Rattlesnake Mtn. 
133 Lindsay Creek 
134 Twin Creek North 
135 Twin Creek East 
136 Twin Creek South 
137 Merkley FFR 
138 Red Rock 
139 Browne 
140 Mitchell Creek 

GRAND TOTALS 

2/ 
2/ 
2/ 
2/ 

Little Owyhee 
Bullhead 
Jiggs 
Pearl Forest 

ELKO RMP AREA 

ALT, "B" ALT. "C" 

145 72 
1,524 674 

908 374 
646 323 
390 195 
250 125 

12,004 3,752 
1,895 654 
6,077 650 

491,741 193,767 

13,370 6,685 
6,779 3,390 

806 403 
159 79 

ALT. "D" 

129 
1,943 
1,036 

617 
437 
412 

7,792 
1,409 
2,890 

402,096 

15,246 
4,116 

291 
69 

1/ Alternative Eis 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. 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABLE l 

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.!J NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND 

Owyhee DY-2-(s)=l3% 113 56 03/16-11/15(8) 224 111 
DY-2-(w)=l3% 295 147 11 /16-03/15 (4) 292 144 
DW-6=52% 26 13 11 /1 5-03 /16 ( 4) 26 13 

2 VP DY-2-(s)=li 61 30 03/16-11/15(8) 120 59 
DY2-(w)=7i 159 80 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 156 78 

3 Owyhee-Petan DY-2-(s)=li 9 5 03/16-11 /15 (8) 17 9 
Petan DY-2-(w)=li 23 11 11 /16-03/15(4) 22 10 

4 lndi an Cr. FFR DW-2-(s)=3% 15 7 03/16-11/15(8) 30 14 
DW-2-(w)=3% 60 30 11/16-03/15(4) 60 30 
CDW-2-(s)=li 35 17 03/16-11 /15(8) 70 34 
CDW-2-(w)=7% 140 70 11 /1 6-03 /15 ( 4) 140 70 

5 VN Pocket- DY-2-(s)=li 9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 8 5 
Petan DY-2-(w)=li 23 11 11 /1 6-03 /1 5 ( 4) 10 5 

DW-2-(s)=li 5 2 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2 
DW-2-(w)=li 20 10 11 /16-03/15 ( 4) 9 5 

6 VN Pocket- DY-2-(s)=li 9 5 03/16-11 /15 (8) 17 9 
Allied DY-2-(w)=li 23 11 11 /16-03/15 (4) 21 10 

7 Cornucopia DY-2-(s)=li 9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 14 8 
DY-2-(w)ali 23 11 11 /16-03 /1 5 ( 4) 18 9 
OW-2-(s)=2% 10 5 03/16-11/15(8) 16 8 
DW-2-(w)=2% 40 20 11 /16-03/15 (4) 31 16 

8 Andrae DY-2-(s)=li 9 5 03/16-11/15(8) 17 9 
DY-2-(w)=li 23 11 11 /16-03/15 ( 4) 21 10 
CDW-2-(s)=li 5 2 03/16-11 /15(8) 9 4 
CDW-2-(w)=li 30 10 11 /16-03/15 ( 4) 28 9 

9 Wilson Mtn. DW-2-(s)=2% 10 5 03/16-11 /15(8) 15 8 
DW-2-(w)a2% 40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 30 15 
CDW-2-(s)=2% 10 5 03/16-11/15(8) 15 8 
CDW-2-(w)=2% 40 20 11 /16-03/15 (4) 30 15 

10 Lime Mtn. DW-2-(s)=2% 10 5 03/16-11 /15(8) 10 5 
DW-2-(w)=2% 40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 20 10 
CDW-2-(s)=2% 10 5 03/16-11 /15(8) 10 5 
CDW-2-(w):s2% 40 20 11/16-03/15(4) 20 10 
CDS-l :2% 29 15 03/16-11 /15 (8) 29 15 

11 Mori CDW-2-(s)=4% 20 10 03/16-11 /15 (8) 35 18 
CDW-2-(w)=4% 80 40 11 /16-03/15 ( 4) 70 35 

12 Bucket Fl at COW-3=2% 20 10 11/15-03/16(4) 14 7 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABLE 1 (Continued) 

BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT 
ELKO RMP AREA 

MAP PERCENT OF 
REF. BIG GAME REASONABLE EXIST! NG SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO. 
NO. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERs!J NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND 

13 Rock Creek CDS-3=44'f; 1971 986 03/16-11/15(8) 2957 1479 
DW-2-(s)=38'f; 190 95 03/16-11/15(8) 285 143 
DW-2-(w)=38% 760 380 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 570 285 
CDW-2-(s)=4% 20 10 03/16-11/15(8) 30 Pi 
CDW-2-(w)=4% 80 40 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 60 30 
DY-2-(s)=35% 305 153 03/16-11 /15(8) 458 230 
DY-2-(w)=35% 793 397 11 /16-03 /1 5 ( 4) 595 298 
CDY-2-(s)=2% 17 9 03 /16-11 /1 5 ( 8) 26 14 
CDY-2-(w)=2% 45 23 11/16-03/15(4) 34 17 

14 Midas DS-4=4% 40 20 03/16-11/15(8) 46 23 
DY-2-(s)=2% 17 9 03/16-11 /15 (8) 20 10 
DY-2-(w)=2% 45 23 11 /16-03 /1 5 ( 4 ) 26 13 

15 Little Humboldt CDS-4=33% 330 165 03 /16-11 /1 5 ( 8) 521 261 
DS-4=47% 470 235 03/16-11/15(8) 743 371 
DY-2-(s)=4% 35 17 03 /16-11 /15 ( 8) 55 27 
DY-2-(w)=U 91 45 11 /1 6-03 /15 ( 4) 72 36 
CDY-2-(s)=5% 44 22 03 /16-11 /15 ( 8) 70 35 
CDY-2-(w)=5% 113 56 11 /16-03/15 (4) B9 44 

16 Twenty Five DY-2-(s)=n 61 30 03 /16-11 /15 ( 8) 73 36 
DY-2-(wl=n 159 80 11/16-03/15(4) 95 48 
CDY-2-(s)=li 9 4 03/16-11/l'>(B) 11 5 
CDY-2-(w)=li 23 12 11 /16-03/15 (4) 14 7 
DW-5=53% 3143 1572 11/15-03/16(4) 1886 943 
CDW-5=9% 
DS-1=3% 715 358 03 / 1 6-11 /1 5 ( 8 l 858 430 
CDS-3=15,; 

17 Tuscarora DY-2-(s)=4% 35 17 03/16-11/15(8) 36 17 
DY-2-(w)=4% 91 45 11 /16-03/15 (4) 46 23 
CDY-2-(s)=5% 44 22 03 /16-11 /1 5 ( 8 ) 45 22 
CDY-2-(w)=5% 113 56 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 58 29 
DW-2-(s)=li 5 2 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2 
DW-2-(w)=li 20 10 11/16-03/15(4) 10 5 
CDW-3=4% 40 20 11 /16-03/15(4) 20 10 
CDW-5=2% l 01 50 11/16-03/15(4) 52 26 
CDS-3=30% 1344 672 03/16-11/15(8) 1371 685 

18 Six Mile 
19 Taylor Canyon DY-2-(s)=li 9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 12 5 

DY-2- (w)=li 23 12 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 15 8 
DS-l=li 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 38 19 
CDS-1 =1% 
CDS-3=14% 140 70 11 /1 5-03 /1 6 ( 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 EXIST! NG SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO. 
NO. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERs!J NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND 

20 Eagle Rock CDW-3=3i 30 15 11 /1 5-03 /16 ( 4) 24 12 
DS-1=3i 86 43 03/16-11/15(8) 138 69 
cDs-1 .. 3i 

21 Wildhorse Group CDW-l=U 5 3 11 /15-03/16(4) 2 
Ds-1 .. 5,; 128 64 03/16-11/15(8) 100 50 
CDS-1 =4% 

22 Rough Hil 1 s DS-1 =U 32 18 04/01-10/30(7) 48 27 
CDS-1 = U 

23 Stone Flat FFR DS-l=U 32 18 04/01-10/30(7) 56 32 
CDS-l=U 

24 Annie Cr. DS-l =U 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 22 12 
25 Bruneau River DS- l =U 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 21 12 
26 Rattlesnake Cyn. DS-1 • U 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 27 15 
27 Stone Flat os-1 .. n 16 9 04/01-10/30(7) 19 11 

CDS-1 =U 
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=19i 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•3i 81 46 01 /01-12/31 (12) 211 120 
32 Cotant ov-1 .. 3i 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% l 056 602 11 /01-03/30(5) 1201 685 
34 Sheep Creek DS-1 =U 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 44 22 

CDS-l=U 
35 Mahala Creek DS-1=2% 43 22 03/16-11/15(8) 52 26 

CDS-1 =U 
36 Eagle Rock 1 DS-l=U 28 14 03/16-11 /15 (8) 48 24 

CDS-l=U 
37 Lone Mtn. DS-1 =Si 114 57 03/16-11/15(8) 148 74 

CDS-1 =3% 
38 Fox Springs DS-1 • U 28 14 03/16-11/15(8) 25 12 

CDS-1 • li 
39 Coal Mine Basin DY-1• 3% 81 \6 01 /01-12/31 (12) 114 65 

CDW-2• 7% 185 105 11 /01-03/30(5) 109 62 
40 North Fork Group DY-l s38i 1031 588 01 /01-12/31 (12) 1608 917 

CDW-2=-53i 1399 797 11 /01-03/30 (5) 909 518 
41 Dorsey DY-1-3% 81 46 01 /01-12/31 (12) 112 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-lsl8% 2508 1430 11 /01-03/30 (5) 1411 804 
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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.f NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND 

45 White Rock CDW-1 =8'.t 211 120 11 /01-03/30 (5) 135 77 

46 Adobe DS-1 = 1'.t 16· 9 04/01-10/30(7) 20 11 

47 Blue Basin DS-1 =6'.t 100 50 03/16-11 /15 (8) 142 71 
CDS-1 = 1'.t 

48 Dry Susie DW-4=1 '.t 88 44 11 /15-03/16(4) 9 4 

CDW-4=8'.t 
DS-1 =6'.t 86 43 03/16-11/15(8) 17 9 

49 Carlin Canyon CDW-4=1'.t 10 5 11 /15-03/16 (4) 2 

50 Carlin Field DW-4=20'.t 245 123 11 /15-03/16 (4) 189 95 

CDW-4=5'.t 
DS-1=1'.t 14 7 03 /1 6-11 /1 5 ( 8 ) 22 11 

51 Hadley DY-2-(s)=l'.t 9 4 03/16-11 /15(8) 6 3 
DY-2-(w)=l'.t 23 12 11 /16-03/15 (4) 7 4 

DW-4=50'.t 490 245 11/15-03/16(4) 157 78 

DS-2=43'.t 301 151 03/16-11 /15(8) 193 97 

52 Taylors Carlin DW-4=1'.t 10 5 11 /15-03/16(4) 2 

53 Mary's Mtn. DW-4-15'.t 147 74 11/15-03/16(4) 69 35 

DY-2-(s)=2'.t 17 9 03/16-11 /15(8) 16 8 
DY-2-(w)=2'.t 45 23 11 /16-03/15 (4) 21 11 

54 T Lazy S DY-2-(s)=5'.t 44 22 03/16-11/15(8) 37 18 

DY-2-(w)=5'.t 113 56 11/16-03/15(4) 47 24 

CDY-2-(s)=li 9 4 03/16-11 /15 (8) 8 3 

CDY-2-(w)=l'.t 23 11 11 /15-03/16(4) 10 5 

DW-5=10% 
CDW-5.,3'.t 659 330 11 /15-03/16(4) 277 139 

CDS-3=11 '.t 493 247 03/16-11/15(8) 414 207 

Argenta (include DY-2-(s)=2% 17 9 03/16-11/15(8) 16 8 

with Geyser) DY-2-(w) =2'.t 45 23 11 /16-03/15 (4) 21 11 

CDY-2-(s)=2'.t 17 9 03/16-11 /15 (8) 16 8 

CDY-2-(w)=2% 45 23 11/16-03/15(4) 21 11 

55 Horseshoe DY-2-(s)=l'.t 9 4 03/16-11 /15(8) 8 4 

DY-2-(w)=l'.t 23 12 11 /16-03/15 (4) 11 6 

DW-5=5% 508 254 11 /1 5-03 /16 ( 4) 239 119 

CDW-5=5% 

56 Palisade DY-2-(s)=l'.t 9 4 11/15-03/16(4) 5 2 

DY-2-(w)=l'.t 23 12 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 12 6 

DW-5=3% 253 127 11/15-03/16(4) 129 65 

CDW-5=2% 
57 Pine Mtn. DY-1-(s)=l4'.t 43 21 03/16-11/15(8) 41 20 

DY-1-(w)=l 4% 210 105 11 /16-03/15 (4) 101 50 

CDS-2=8% 56 28 03/15-11 /15 (8) 54 27 
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APPENDIX 4 
TABLE l (Continued) 

BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT 
ELKO RMP AREA 

MAP PERCENT OF 
REF. BIG GAME REASONABLE EXIST! NG SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO. 

NO. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERs!J NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND 

58 Iron Blossom DY-1=14i 178 75 01 /01-12/31 (12) 267 113 

59 Safford Canyon DW-5=4" 406 171 11 /01-03/30 (5) 447 188 

CDW-52 47. 
60 Scotts Gulch CDW-52 27. l 01 42 11 /01-03/30(5) 57 24 

61 Geyser DY-2-(s):sli 9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 8 4 
DY-2-(w)=li 23 12 11/16-03/15 (4) 11 6 

62 Thomas Cr. 
63 Thomas Cr. FFR 
64 Devi 1 s Gate DY-l=?i 89 37 01 /01-12/31 (12) 53 22 

65 South Buckhorn DY-1 .. 757, 953 400 01 /01-12/31 (12) 2058 864 

66 Potato Patch DY-12 47. 51 21 01 /01-12/31 (12) 150 62 

67 Pine Cr. 
68 Mineral Hi 11 cDw-, .. 2oi 288 144 11 /15-03 /16 ( 4) 274 137 

69 Uni on Mtn. DY-1 -( s) •27. 6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 12 6 
DY-l-(w)=27. 30 15 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 30 15 
CDW-1 2 607. 863 362 11 /01-03/30 (5) 1068 448 

70 Bruffy DY-1-(s):s27. 6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 12 6 
DY-1-(w)=27. 30 15 11 /16-03/15(4) 29 15 
CDS-2=107. 70 35 03/16-11/15(8) 137 69 
CDW-1=207. 288 144 11 /15-03/16(4) 282 141 

71 Pony Creek DY-1-(s )=li 3 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2 
DY-1-(w)=li 15 7 11 /16-03/15(4) 14 6 
CDS-2=137. 91 45 03/16-11/15(8) 167 83 

72 Indian Springs DY-1-(s)=47. 12 6 03/16-11 /15 (8) 13 7 
DY-l-(w)a4" 60 30 11/16-03/15(4) 34 17 
CDS-2•207. 140 70 03 /16-1 l /15 ( 8) 157 78 

73 Dixie Flats DY-1-( s )=4" 12 6 03/16-11 /15 (8) 17 8 
DY-l-(w)=4" 60 30 11 /16-03/15 (4) 42 21 

CDS-2=37. 21 10 03 /16-11 /15 ( 8) 29 14 

74 Emmigrant Spr. DY-1-(s)=67. 18 9 03/16-11/15(8) 21 10 

DY -1 - ( w) =67. 90 45 11 /16-03/15 (4) 52 26 

75 Tonka DY-1 -( s) =57. 15 7 03/16-11 /15(8) 24 11 
DY-1-(w)=57. 75 37 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 61 30 
CDW-4=27. 32 16 11 /15-03/16(4) 26 13 

76 01 d Eighty FFR 
77 Grindstone Mtn. DY -1 - ( s) =37. 9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 7 3 

DY-l-(w)=37. 45 22 11 /16-03 /1 5 ( 4) 18 9 
CDW-4=1i 10 5 11/15-03/16(4) 4 2 

78 Cut-off DY-1-(s)=li 3 1 03/15-11/15(8) 2 l 

DY-l-(w) 2 li 15 7 11 /16-03/15 (4) 6 3 

79 Bullion Rd. DY-1-(s)=li 3 03/16-11/15(8) 4 l 

DY-1-(w)=li 15 7 11 /16-03/15(4) 9 4 

CDW-4=1i 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 EXIST! NG SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO. 

NO. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERslf 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 /1 5-03 /16 ( 4) 4 2 

82 Burner Basin DW-4•1% 2 1 11 /1 5-03 /1 6 ( 4 ) 1 1 
DS-1 =2% 4 2 03/16-11 /15(8) 

83 Elko Hills DW-4=4% 8 2 11 /15-03/15 (4) 4 
DS-1=2% 4 1 05/01-11 /15 (6.5) 3 

84 East Fork DW-4=3% 6 2 11 /15-03/15 (4) 4 
DS-1=2% 4 05 /01 -11 /15 ( 6. 5) 5 

85 East Fork FFR DS-1=2% 4 l 05/01-11/15(6.5) 7 2 

86 Burger Cr. CDW-4=1% 2 1 11 /15-03 /15 ( 4) 2 

87 Smi raldo 
88 King Seeding 
89 Horse Fly DS-1 =2% 4 05/01-11 /15 (6.5) 6 

90 Heel Fly DS-1 =2% 4 l 05/01-11 /15 (6.5) 4 

91 Secret DS-1 =2% 4 l 05/01-11 /15 (6.5) 4 

92 Rabbit Cr. DS-1 =2% 4 1 05 /01 -11 /15 ( 6. 5) 4 
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 01 gi vie Orbe 
l 02 LOS FFR 
103 Shoshone DY-1-(s )=1% 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2 

DY-1-(w)=li 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)=li 3 1 03/16-11 /15(8) 5 2 
DY-1-(w)=li 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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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 NUMBER~ NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND 

110 Crane Springs DY-1-(s)=3% 9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 15 7 
DY-1-(w)=3% 45 22 11 /16-03/15 (4) 37 18 
CDY-1-(s)=3% 9 4 03/16-11/15(8) 15 7 
CDY-1-(w)=3% 45 22 11 /16-03/15(4) 37 18 

111 Dixie Cr. DY-1 -( s) = 1 0% 30 15 03/16-11/15(8) 39 20 
DY-1-(w)=10% 150 75 11 /16-03/15(4) 98 49 
CDY-1-(s )=1% 3 03/16-11/15(8) 4 1 
CDY-1-(w)=U 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 10 5 
CDS-2=15% 105 52 03/16-11/15(8) 137 68 

112 Sleeman CDY-1-(s)=li 3 1 03/16-11 /15(8) 6 2 
CDY-1-(w)=U 15 7 11 /16-03/15 (4) 15 7 

113 Hansel DY-1-(s)=U 3 03/16-11 /15(8) 6 2 
DY-1-(w)=U 15 7 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 14 7 
CDY-l-{s)=2% 6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 11 6 
CDY-l{w)=2% 30 15 11/16-03/15(4) 28 14 

114 Wilson FFR DY-1 =U 18 9 01 /01-12/31 (12) 54 27 
115 Wi 11 ow DY-1-(w)=li 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 4 1 

DY-1-(w)=li 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 11 5 
116 Willow Cr. DY-1-(s)=li 3 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2 

Pockets DY-1-(w)=U 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 12 6 
117 Cottonwood FFR DY-1=2% 18 9 01 /01-12/31 (12) 54 27 
118 Merkley-Zunino 

Seeding 
119 Achurra DY-1-(s)=U 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2 

DY-1-(w)=li 15 7 11 /16-03/15(4) 15 7 
120 Barnes Seeding 
121 Barnes FFR 
122 Little Porter 

FFR 
123 Robinson Mtn. 

FFR 
124 Robinson Mtn. DY-1-(s)=3% 9 4 03/16-11 /15 (8) 17 8 

DY-l-(w)=3'.t 45 22 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 43 21 
CDS-2=7% 49 25 03 /1 6-11 /1 5 ( 8) 94 48 

125 Little Porter DY-1-(s )=U 3 1 03/16-11/15(8) 6 2 
DY-1-(w)=U 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 15 7 

126 Robinson Cr. DY -1 - ( s ) =2'.t 6 3 03/16-11/16(8) 12 6 
DY-1-(w)=2'.t 30 15 11 /16-03/15 ( 4) 29 15 
CDS-2=5'.t 35 17 03/16-11 /15 (8) 68 33 

127 Frost Cr. DY-l-(s)=2'.t 6 3 03/16-11/15(8) 12 6 
DY-1-(w)=2'.t 30 15 11 /16-03 /15 ( 4) 29 14 

128 Corta FFR DSP=U 8 2 03/15-04/30(1.5) 2 
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TABLE l (Continued) 

BIG GAME NUMBERS BY ALLOTMENT 
ELKO RMP AREA 

MAP PERCENT OF 
REF. BIG GAME REASONABLE EXIST! NG SEASON-OF REASONABLE NO. EXISTING NO. 
NO. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERs!J NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND AUM DEMAND 

129 Corral Cyn. DY-1=21 23 6 01 /01-12/31 (12) 63 17 
130 Forest FFR CDS-1=21 4 04/01-11 /15(6.5) 7 2 
131 Pearl Cr. DW-4•li 2 11 /15-03 /15 ( 4) 2 l 
132 Rattlesnake Mtn. DW-4=li 2 l 11/15-03/15(4) 2 
133 Lindsay Cr. DW-4=li 10 3 11 /15-03 /15 ( 4) 10 3 

DY-1=91 104 28 01 /01-12/31 (12) 312 84 
134 Twin Cr. North DY-1-(s)=li 3 l 03/16-11/15(8) 5 2 

DY-1-(w)=li 15 7 11/16-03/15(4) 13 6 
135 Twin Cr. East DY-1-(s )=li 3 03/16-11 /15 (8) 5 2 

DY-1-(w)=li 15 7 11 /16-03/15 (4) 14 6 
136 Twin Cr. South DY-1-(s )=li 3 l 03/16-11 /15 (8) 5 2 

DY-1-(w)=li 15 7 11 /16-03/15 (4) 13 6 
137 Merkley FFR DY-1 .. ,i 18 9 01/01-12/31(12) 29 15 
138 Red Rock DY-1-(s)=lli 33 16 03/16-11/15(8) 65 31 

DY-1-(w) .. l li 165 82 11 /16-03/15 (4) 162 80 
CDS-2=191 133 68 03/16-11/15(8) 261 133 

139 Browne DY-1-(s)=41 12 6 03/16-11 /15 (8) 24 12 
DY-1-(w)=41 60 30 11/16-03/15(4) 59 29 

140 Mitchell Cr. DW-4=21 4 l 11 /1 5-03 /15 ( 4) 5 1 
DY-1 =161 184 50 01 /01-12/31 (12) 530 144 

Allotment A DW-6=481 24 12 11 /1 5-03 /16 ( 4) 24 12 
(Little Owyhee) 

Allotment B DY-2=31 126 63 01 /01-12/31 (12) 374 187 
(Bull head) CDY-2=li 

DS-4=41 70 35 03/16-11 /15 (8) 139 69 
CDS-4=31 N/AY 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. 
No. ALLOTMENT USE AREA NUMBERS 2J NUMBERS USE (MONTHS) AUM DEMAND 

2 
4 
13 
15 

15 

16 
10 

2 

Owyhee 

VP 
Indian Cr. FFR 
Rock Cr. 
Little Humboldt 
Allotment A 

(Little Owyhee) 
Allotment B 

(Bullhead) 

Li t t l e Humbo 1 d t 
Allotment B 

(Bullhead) 
Twenty Five 
Lime Mountain 
Owyhee 
yp 

AW-1 =36'.l. 
CAY-1 =l 4'.l, 

AY-2=97'.l, 
AY-2=3'.l, 

AY-1 =14'.l, 
AY-1=3'.l, 

AY-1 =29'.l, 
CA-1 =4't 
AY-1=6'.l, 

CBS=90'.l, 
CBS=l Q'.l, 

ANTELOPE 

204 l 02 01 /01-12/31 (12) 

97 49 01 /01-12/31 (12) 
3 l 01 /01-12/31 (12) 

56 28 01 /01 -12/31 ( 12) 
12 6 01/01-12/31(12) 

132 66 01 /01-12/31 (12) 

24 12 01 /01-12/31 (12) 
N/A Y N/A 

CALIFORNIA BIGHORN SHEEP 

18 01/01-12/31(12) 
2 01/01-12/31(12) 

20 01 /01-12/31 (12) 
20 01 /01-12/31 (12) 
10 01 /01-12/31 (12) 
10 01 /01-12/31 (12) 
N/AY 

2.! 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. 

Y 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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228 
7 

101 
23 

314 

57 
1215 

34 
5 

29 
24 
24 
24 

140 

EXISTING NO. 
AUM DEMAND 

242 

115 
2 

50 
11 

157 

29 
606 



~ a -

..... 
CD 
c» 
Ch 

r
)> 
z 
C 

)> ~ 
z m 
C Z 

C 
(') ::0 o m 
::0 )> 

~ C 
C c.. 
0 C 
::0 C/J en ~ s:: 

m z 
~ en 

T 47 N 

T48 N 

T44 N 

T43 N 

T42 N 

T 41 N 

T40 N 

T39 N 

T38 N 

T 37 N 

T 36 N 

DESERT 

0 3 6 
I liit t,1. W .,, .......... . 

@ -

116· 

T 31 N 

T30 N 

T 29 N 

T 28 N 

T 27 N 

raN LJv~.J.--..1.-~5..l.--'..1.---1'-...a.-..i..--.i....-"'- ... --...J 
R48E R48E RIIOE R51E R52E Rti3E 

ALTERNATIVE B 

SALES (Community Expansion) 

SALES 

TRANSFER PRIMARILY BY EXCHANGE 

R54E R55E R59E R57E 

--- CENTERLINE OF DESIGNATED CORRIDORS (3 Miles Wide) 

CENTERLINE OF PLANNING CORRIDOR (5 Miles Wide) 

OWYHEE CANYONLANDS WSA 

N 



- ... 

.... 
co 
0:, 
en 

)> 
z 
0 
() 

0 
::0 
::0 
0 
0 
::0 
en 

,
)> 
z 
C 
-t 
m z 
C 
::0 
m 
)> 
C 
c.... 
C 
en 
-t s:: 
m z 
-t en 

T 47 N 

T 46 N 

T 45 N 

T 44 N 

T43 N 

T 42 N 

T 41 N 

T40 N 

T 39 N 

T 38 N 

T 37 N 

T 36 N 

T34 N 

- - ...---- ... ...... .----- - ¥" -- -- - --·- - ' - - • -· 

117° 

0 

~-

116° 

N 

" 
' 'r,,. ·-w y H E E 

} 

:7 

DE SER T 
I \ / 

\ I 
\ 

) 2 

'\ ;:) 

-~·- ' 

J 
,./ 

; a ! 

->::' 
, ... ) 

(I) .z 
(l 

{ w 

a.. 
7' 

w 

R48E R47E 

0 3 6 
I l;I t;t W 

APPfH, Mlle• 

@ 
r-.-.-:-.. _.=====:I 

T 31 N 

T 30 N 

T 29 N 

T 28 N 

T 27 N 

T29 N (J 

R48E R"8E R!iOE R51E R52E A53E 

ALTERNATIVE C & E 

SALES (Community Expansion) 

TRANSFER PRIMARILY BY EXCHANGE 

NATIONAL 

(;. 
\l, 

\'-

0 -
a: 

a: 

' 0 
w I 
0 

A54E R55E RS8E R57E 

--- CENTERLINE OF DESIGNATED CORRIDORS (3 Miles Wide) 

111111111111 CENTERLINE OF DESIGNATED LOW VISIBILITY CORRIDOR (3 Miles Wide) 



- ... ,.._ __ 
" .. ___ .. ,.,j,\ 

CHAPTER FOUR 

I 
I--- ... 

·•·· .-... . 

"·-·- -:.•., -.-. 



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. 

Of 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. 
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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: 

I. 
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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: 

II. PUBLIC LIBRARIES 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Natural Resources Library 
Gifts and Exchange Section 
18th and "C" Streets, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Library, BLM 
Denver Service Center 
Denver Federal Center Bldg. 50 
Denver, CO 80225 

James Dickinson Library 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
4505 Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas, NV 89154 

Government Publications Dept. 
University of Nevada, Reno 
Getchell Library 
Reno, NV 89557 

Nevada State Library 
Library Building 
401 N. Carson Street 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Elko County Library 
720 Court Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

Eureka County Library 
P.O. Box 21 
Eureka, NV 89316 

Lander County Library 
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 

White Pine County Library 
Campton Street 
Ely, NV 89301 

III. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT OFFICES 

Office of Public Affairs 
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18th and "C" Streets, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, NV 89520 

Battle Mountain District Office 
P.O. Box 194 
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 

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

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



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

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

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

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

Boise District Office 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, ID 83705 

Burley District 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, ID 83318 

Idaho Falls District 
940 Lincoln road 
Idaho Falls, ID 83401 

Salt Lake District 
136 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

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. 

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. 
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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. 
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Letter No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Comment or 

USDI, Bureau of Mines 
Reed Secord 
Sierra Pacific Power Company 
National Park Service 
Bruce Mitchell 
Grant T. Kien 
Pete Tomera 
Alan R. Wasner 
Kenneth Nelson 
Roy G. Jones 
Lance McCold 
The Wilderness Society 
Nevada Grazing Board No. 1 
Dean Rhodes 
USDI, Geological Survey 
Wells Rural Electric Company 
Jiggs Conservation District 
John Swanson 
Elko County Conservation Association 
Nevada State Office of Community Services 
Elko County Recreation Board 
Sierra Club 
Minerals Exploration Coalition 
Wildlife Management Institute 
Amoco Productions Company 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Exxon Company, USA 

Hearing Testimony 

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

1-1 

Me11orandu11 

United States Department of the Intenor 
BUREAU OF MINES 

WE.STER~ FIELD Of"ER."-TlONS CE.STER 
[AST :t,ti,Q !RD A\"E:'.'-t:E 

SPOKANE, WASHl . ...:GTON 99202 

August 21, L985 

To: 01 strict Manager, Elko 01 str1 ct Office. Bureau of Land Kanagement. 
Elko. Nevada 

Fr011: Supervisor, Minerals Involvement Section, Branch of Engineering 
Studies 

Subject: Draft Elko Resource Kanagement Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement 

The report adequately and clearly assesses the mineral issues in 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 cl aims can legally 
be staked? Experience has shown that management practice affecting access or 
requiring special stipulations in the mine pennits 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 Wtlson, Zunino/Jiggs, and 
Wildhorse Reservoirs and the rim-to-ri ~ portion of the South Fork of the 
Owyhee River area. Wil 1 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 w111 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 
11ust assume no access restrictions on explorat i on or mining and no special 
requ i rements will be incorporated in mi ne operating permits if the area is 
legally avallable to clai~ staking. Clarification is needed. 

Response Letter 1 

1-1 At the pro j ect level as directed by requireme nts vithin 43 Code of 
Federal Regulations 3809, special stipulations and/or reclamation 
t'equirements are currently developed for each calning notice or 
plan-of-operations. The RMP Vill not chang e these standard operating 
procedures, however, under Alternative D specia l access restrictions 
consisting of travel limited to existing roads and trail.9 will be 
implemented on 18,860 acres, exclusive of designated wilderness areas . 
The limited areas corasist of Special Recreation Management Areas. re 
should be noted that a significant portion of the 18,860 acres consists 
of streacn.s and. reservoirs. 
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Comment Letter 1 

You mfght be In t erested 1n how the Forest Service has addresse d t hese 
questions in their land plans. They have divided the i r lan d fnto four 
categor i es, depending on degree of restriction. An example copy from the 
Beaverhe ad National Forest of their four categories i s enclosed. 

Enclosure 

_ , 
" 71 M std SIS 

2 

•= 1s 2 

Comment Letter 1 

Si 

'-' 1thdr.a -.:r. 0 1 ptOpP:o:i •d ~( : .. -,:h ,!i;, '-'al (:oo :n 1ne r;il ent:-y. 
I . 'IJd dernei. s are.-s, 
2. l,,IL}d and scen1c r1·H~rs 
) . Sites for fac. 2 l 1t 1es 

4. H1s. t or1c ar..d cu lt1.1ra l S Ltt'~ 

5 . Deve toped ,ecreac 10 n s LC cs . 

Ca tegory B Statues or executive or ders re c;:u1re spec 1f 1c protect1on or 
mit 1gat 10n oeasu::--es. 

1 . Prop osed w ll de:ness .iu·as. 
2. Congress:.onaily 111andated 1,r:lderness st udy a,.-eas. 
) . RJ.RE 11 fu~ther ?lannLn& ai-t •as. 
4. H ,E Spec 1es. 

5._Roadle~_!_(Type [) d ispei scd recreat lOn areas . 
6 . Cultural ly s:gnd 1c ant areas. 

Category C Special condai ons extst b} t ands v htc h requi re .special 
lease stJpula t lons or pL1r: .,i "'pc::a tlon con dlllons . 

Category 0 

C 

l. Big gi!ilc:i~ ,.,- inter range. 
2. E lk. cahtL'\g area. 
). R~paruin area. 

Sca nd ard l E"ase st1pu la c1 ons and plan o f ope rac1 on con d1t1 o n~ 
apply. 

I. Tunber }Hoduct1on areas. 
2. Exu .c1ng mineral p r oces s ~n& areas. 

§? .. 
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Comment Letter 2 

!•.J?'ll!IIU ~~ la"ld ~'_ar.:•~e-::Ent 
E1(o :t,t:-ie~ C!'~!,:,e 
&r."!{1 ':f':i' !ee'll Le,•der 
f.f ~ -~ ~,1 
!lk:c• ::"••~• ~S~Cl 

2c;21 5 •~re ~tr-e-e-~ 
!.!.;'!':.t'!':e•..1.~e Feint. P'lorida ,30i!4 
Augu9t £7 • lia, 

Rf!'iL!lr"d!.r.~ !~e ::":: ic:o .iU::!'!"rne:,9 T"!!::!-.n1-:1tl Re7c-'"t• l 11up:>0t1. the eet":blh!-:.:1e:1t ct fQ\;r 
,iiCe~t!!!! IHl!'!U ( :iou,:~ ~Uh., r.:..·th ~u-::t-olt ~,,•r• .;e!ar Rid~•• end ;e.d 3?rinil)• 
':'h1t 1!!~tt~'! ·•d.1 •1~:--~~ss 3t,u -!y .-l''"JUI shouli be C:e-si~!'!'!ted wilde!"mtt!!• The ere•• are 
hec:ortar.t !'er 1 n•::P .. ill =~"'"''• ~•ld snC ~older.: u~le-•p ::ul .. deer• an<! T,iricu!I tur:0!!9ttr•• 

It is 1crc!"t"'nt t!':.a t t.?".e"'e • re•• be- pH~e"ed '" vtldi! roe•• for their ~T'1-:1tiYe• 
eeenl-:., ·recr••t 1~~1'111 .. a:,d 1111ldl1!'e 't'L'lues. !'henic ycu toT !~.1e o':lrartunity to 
CO!ll'ICll!'nt. . 

P ~ .··.• :_ ,_(.◄ - .,,:} 

P.eed Se-cord 

Comment Letter 3 

Sien-a Pacific PoV\ler Company 

CERT! FIEO HA IL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
Oh tri ct Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. 0 . Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

JACK L 8YA0M, P.IE. 
v,ce P1es1<1ef'l•Er,q,nttrori? 

September 4, 1985 

lie have recei .. d and reviewed the Draft Elko Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement. Our review 
was keyed on util tty corridor designation and wtlderness reconwnendations, 
as well as other plan contents with potential to impact energy development 
and transmission. We realize that fomulation of sound land manage,.,nt 
plans beco..,s more COJ111ll1Cated as the range of issues and numbers of 
Interest groups increase . Sierra Pacific makes every effort to ma;atain 
an object he and reasonable stance on land use issues. 

From the standpoint of overall equity in resource allocation, Sferra 
Paci fie concurs with A lternatl ve O, the oreferred alternative of the 
RMI'. The ten major Issues i dent if led and eva I ua ted, inc I udi ng land tenure, 
corridors, and wilderness, are handled logically and consistently . Sierra 
Pacific Is particularly pleased with the excel lent treatment given the 
ut i11ty corridor Issue, and we consider the Elko RMP a mode 1 doc\ffllent 
In this regard. I hope you, the planning team 1 eader, and a 11 of the 
particip ating staff wi 11 accept our congra tulations for a job well done. 

Please let us know whenever we may be of assistance . 

Sincerely, 

~irr 
Jt8/Jl/ro 

cc: SLM State Director 
Southern Ca 11forn1 a Edison Co • 

., .0 . ■ ox 10100 / Al!NO , Nt:YAO.A 19520 ; T!LEPHOHE 7021711!1-4132 
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United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

WESTER!',' REGION 
4.50 GOLDEN G.~TE ,A.VES'UE. BOX 16061 

SAN FRANCISCO . CALJFORNIA 9410'-

L7619 (WR-RPE) 

October 10, 1985 

Menorandum 

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 ~emorandum of August 7, 1985, we have 
the following comments relating to t.he treatment of cultural resources in the 
sub j ect Plan and DEIS. 

1. The Draft Management Plan and DEIS do not adequately address cultural 
resources in that: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

The init.ial chapter to the document, "SUim:C1.ary of Management 
Actioos 11 (Pages 5- 1 through S-9), fails to in c lude cultural 
resources as a management activity. 

Cultural resources were not cited in the References section 
of the volume. At a minimum, the Nevada State Plan for 
cultural resources should be referenced . 

The appendices include tabular and other data on recreati.on, 
livestock/grazing/range issues , ecological/biological concerns, 
and minerals, etc. , however, nothing is included on cultural 
resources. 

The Management Plan and DEIS evaluate the consequences and make 
recommendations for all five (5 ) proposed alternatives under 
consideration . Cultural Resources are not discussed in any of 
the alternatives. 

2. While Page 2-36 addresses compliance procedures and notes that a 1980 
Programm.atic Memo randum of Understanding exists between the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation, 
the Overvie-w of cultural resources presented on Page 3-27 is superficial 
-when compared to other signi f icant natural resources and concerns the 
Bureau must consider. As examples : 

-s: · t t b 517721 ,., 

Response Letter 4 

4-1 

4-2 

a r: z 

The Elko Draft RMP/EIS has been prepared in confonance with the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality Regulations. It is the 
Council's policy - ••• to reduc.e paperwork and the accumulation of 
extraneous background data, and to emphasize real environmental 
issues ... - ( 40 CFR 1500. 2( b)) . Since cultura 1 resources \olere not an 
issue in the Elko Resource Area, they were not discussed in detail. 
CEQ regulations state: -There shall be only brief discussion of other 
than significant issues . · (40 CFR 1502.(b)) (emphasis added). 

Cultural resources are adequately covered under the section -Management 
Guidance Common to all Alternatives"' : on page 2-36. Within the 
discussion it is stated that .. Prior to project approval, intensive 
field inventories will be conducted in specific areas thac: could be 
impacted by implementing activities . "' The basis of management will be 
legal compliance and Bureau policy. 

See response to 4-1. Also, as stated on page 3-27 of the Draft 
RHP/EIS, the.re has been no Class II inventory undertaken on the 
planning area. The level of data provided by the Class I inventory is 
not specific enough to make manageoent decisions. The Bureau has 
relied on the process of site specific surveys at the time an action is 
being considered to ensure compliance with the tnandates \olithin the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.Bis amended and the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

s IP bti IS a I . 
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4-3 I 3. 

(a) The Overview should include a sul!llDary of the prehistoric and 
historic sites including inventories conriucted to dace; 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 nomination 
to the Nacional Register of Historic Places: and potential 
impacts to National Register or eligible properties. 

(b) ~nagement 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 oeeded. The directives and 
objectives should be articulated with. the overall Nevada State 
Historic Preservat~on Plan. 

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

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comm-?nt upon this draft Resource 
Management Plan and DEIS. 

cc: 
~ational Register Programs - IAS 
WASO (762) 

Response Letter 4 

4-3 Please refer to page 6-2 of the Draft R.'iP/EIS which states that public 
contacts include, but are aoc limited, co th.ose listed io Chapter 6. 

Consultation was initiated and repeated in compliance with. 43 CFR 
1610.3 with groups~ agencies and tndlvldual.s representing ~ative 
Amerlcan interests, including the Intertri .bal Council of Nevada~ the 
chairperson of the TeMoak Sands of Western Shoshone, the ;tlanner for 
the Shoshone-Paiute Tri be, the Western Shoshone Nat iooal Council ( based 
in Lee, Nevada) and their legal representatives. 

The plan reflects any resource management concerns or issues that were 
identified throughout the scoping process concerning Native Americans. 
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5-1 

a: at 

The Land TenuTe Adj ustment and Cor ridor Map for the Proposed Plao ( in 
this document) has been modi f ied to ex.elude the LDS Allotmen t. 

C • 10 
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7-1 

Gear~~ - P.artzell, 

I aro •,n-itin-: to :-e') ·J~st t}--at nart of t:~e n~tive portion 
::rf t!"'e T•,1i~ 3rid~~s All6t~er.t te s~e~e~ in c::-<-?ste1 •,o1hea1";. 
3ince ~he State has a~oro~riatert nart of t~e oriqinal crested 
Yheat see~l~~ a~~ 1ince t~e native fe~d tv no ~ea~s eauals a 
g;ooi:! c:reste-i ·•..r'.'leat star.rj, a seer:t-:i~ •.,1c,1ilrl . :i:r':!~t.l·r tene!""!t 0 •1r 
ra~chi~~ oneration . T~ere are ibcut 1~50 acres ln' ·t~~t allot
ment ttat could be seeded. 

·,ha '.olill ~11 t .J!'} ~10,CC 0 . ""0 to"'ard t his seedin?,. 3ince tr:is 
?rcund is in the EL;1 disposal area, we r~a _uest a l:-ouni:lary c...,an-ze 
so tr.!s qro!Jnd wculd t:e exc!.uded !"rc:n the dis ..... osal area . 3 ince 
we have built the fences ar cu nd an~ se "aratin~ ~~e allct~e~ts, 
a:1d if ·Me "JleC~e '.'!:0!1eY to·...rar:i t""e se~1in~, werd like to be as
sured the ~se of the ~round !~defini tely . If it ' s at all ~os
stble, ~e'd like t~is ryro ~ect co~nlete~ in the ?all cf 1~~6. 

Re~~rdin~ t~e ~rorosed re-establish~ent o~ the shee n trail 
t~rouz~ t~e area, if t~ere is no ~ay we can kee~ tte~ o~t en
ti r~ly ~::-::! i:"' ·-•e i;,ut 'J D ~cr:e :r to seed t'!':e ~r~•-md, t'!':e:re ~ust 
be so'.'le sti:-; 11lations. 

1. The sheen ~ust be kent to a f "ile srrin at the 
extre~e western ed-e of i~ese aliot~e~ts, t~en follow 
tr.e old eounty r oad UT' over I 0 - l~ile Mountain . 

2. Cnly one sreeroan co11ld co"1e t~rou~h in t~e 3n ri n~ 
ard o:1e in t":e P'3.l l, •.•ith a limit on t?-:e nu,:ib~r of 
sheep. 

3. The sheen co •Jld never C-("l"'l.e into or ~raze on t'"'e 
cres te d wheat. 

h . Tr.e ~~e 0 ~~an couldn't ca~o his band in these 
allot~ents oVerni~~t . 

~our cons id era ti_on of t'-:es e '!latters T,,(C:'Jld be ~rea tly 
aupr~ctated. 

Sincerely , _ 

,::/-::::.vzz 5 :,1Q-7,r-:,,,-,_,d.,, 

?ete Tamera 
P.0.Eox 2 76 
Eattle :1ountain, Nevar.a 
90~20 

7-1 !he Land Tenure Adjustment and Corrido r Map for the Proposed Plan ( tn 
this document) has been modified to exclude che Tvin Bridges Allotment. 
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8-1 

De-a!'" Fol ks: 

I am L•Jr-i ting in responS;E to t.tie lJraft ~l ko 1-:es ot..i?·c=- At·pa Mc'lnngement 

Plan. 

I very much support Hlte-r-n::,iti ve C .. 

1 would t-ea.lly 11• : e t.o·::,ee thF." L1t.tle Ht.H!:b ol dt F-:1ve-r WSH beci;.,T,P ~. 
1.<hlde r r :~ ss Ar·ea. ·1n1s 1s a u r,1que at·ec,, 1r1t-,ere- J o n r-e sp r. f: t ,r,o,;;t o-' 
summet·. 

Al so. ! 1r:cxil d r eally ! : Le to r:.ee u·,e- houoh Hi 11 s Li-1s;... t,e come 2-

Wild erness Area. This area at tne headwaiers of the bruneau R1~er 1s 
or,e of my +avor1te p!.a-c-es 1n l:.11:u Lount.,.-. l'o re:a!l·: • lihe to ~ee- 1t 
set .aside. 

Bott"-1 tt-1ese areas a.re. in m·-,, opinion~ good " m•...tseum pieces" cf a 
lan,dscape tt-:c:t ...ie snou l d set aside in its ncitur e-.1 state-. We have 
r:,ler,t ·'Y of roads 1n ElLo Count,-. ar :C it rmuld be r. good idea to prole-.::t 
AT : i:::-e~T t.he-se twa are.as fr-o m further de ,,.El opment.. I wu ul c: l l ~: e, tc, 
see all 66.754 acres beome Wilderness. 

I would also lif :e tc see as part of the final plan more protecte d 
watershed are~s . 1e.: fenced springs and riparian habitats not only 
withe: ffilnd to wildlife but also t6 people who need potable water. ! 
•mul d like to see set qua.nt i t1 es and ::o:creage goc.1 s for- ttu s as opposed 
to ·-...agu e statE-mer , ts suet , as~ "1mpt-ove r1pa~-lar. arec:. qualit. ·y by 3Ot~"-

1

1 did not see- mucr, n,e!it1on o+ watet-sth?d mane:oement 1n this aocurr:ent . 
!n the driest state in tne nation 1 would th;n~ that watershed 
11,<:1.nagement ~-,aul r: be- mucr, more ,:.f ar, 1 ssue ~ ,:,,nd l do not unde~- st .ilnd LrJ!""iy 

1t ~as not addressed more ful ly . 

oJ;:;_'/,?(J.)~ 
Ml a , , F-:. Wasne r 
798 '::,tr, St. 
£1 J:o~ N'·l 89801 

rt-, ti tit t- l:::M,; b+t ' I ·sr : rz n ' rd: n « :::::::r; I 2 . -

8- 1 

ii 

During the issue identification phase {Step l - See Chapter l) of the 
planning process, vatershed was considerd as an issue for the sole 
purpose of consi de r ing management actions on a watershe d northeast of 
Carlin, Nevada. Afte r further analysis, however, it was determined 
that the source of the water in the area was on private la nd and that 
due co the inters-pe r sed na~ure of land ownership (vithin the 
'"checkerboard'") t he possibility of being able to control actions in 
this area did no t exist. 

Within the section ·Management Guidance Common To All Alternatives - the 
sec.tion on ··watershed" page 2- 35 of the Draft RHP/EIS di s c u sses the 
implementation of watershed manage me n t plans. Complian ce is required 
by Federal agencies vi th the existing E,::e cuti ve Orders 11988 and 11 990 
c.ont r olling management actions within floodplains a nd w-etlands . 

--t: ◄~ ........... -- ~ - - - - -- - - - ..... . ..L...4 ~ ..... . 4 - · 
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The de•criptlon of the alternatlvea on page 2.-1 ■tates that actloa.a 
would be tak.eo on a caae by case basis as circumstance• var-rant .. Ro 
map vaa prepare.d because. the future proposals are unknovn. 

The Land Tenure Ad.justaents and Corridors Kap (included in this 
document) for the proposed plan has been amended as sugge.■ te.d. 
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10- 1 The alternative of no action, or continuation of existing use levels, 
ts i ncluded in the Draft R."iP/EIS in coc:ipliance wit h existing 
reg ulations. See 40 CFR 1502 .14 (d). The alte r ati ve of elia:iinat i ng all 
livestock gt'azing (Alternative E) was presented to provide a ba s is for 
compariso n . 
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The Bureau does not solicit exchanges of Bl.."1 administered lands for 
private inholdings on National Forest lands . The preferred alternative 
has identified isolated parcels near the National Forest Boundary for 
transfer primarily by exchange. This , howevet', does not guarantee they 
will be used to acquire Forest Service inholdings. Any exchange that 
will result in acquisition of lands having grea t er than or equal 
resource values will be considered. Although not addressed by this 
R.'iP/EIS,a bill has been introduced to transfer administrative control 
over about 3,000 acres in the planning area (14 , 000 acres Oistrictvide) 
to the Humboldt National Forest. These lands a r e BLM administ e red 
lands that adjoin the Forest boundary and would probabl y be retained 
for multiple use management. Specific designation of the isolated 
parcels for exchange for NF inholdings could be accomplished through 
transfer to the NP by legt slat i ve action or admi nist rati ve withdrawal. 
Either of th e se options must be initiated by the National Forest . 

Your concern has been accol:ll.odated as the land t en ure adjustment map 
has been 12odified to exclude min or amounts o f crucial vildlife ranges . 
The public lands identified for transfer in the preferred alternative 
and carried forward in the proposed RMP that contain crucial vildlife 
habitat are isolated parcels that are difficult and cos::ly to manage 
(the excepti on are limited lands identified for community expansion 
sales around the City of Elko). The majority of these parcels are 
identified for transfer primarily by exchange . This vill penalt 
acquisition of land of at least equal or greater value as stipulated in 
Section 203 of the Federal Land Policy and Mana geme nt Act (FLPAA) . All 
land ex.changes that occur within important wildlife areas are 
coordinated with the Nevada Department of Wi ldlife. 
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11-3 Chapter 4, E.nviron:nental Consequences p. 4-29. Corridors states "'This 
alee mac i ve provides a balance bec:·..,een e:wi ron.menta l canst: ra i □ ts and 
1 ndust ry needs"' (as ldentif led in the r.,.•estern Regional Corrido C' Study} 
"'without duplicating corC'idor routes.~ We 1.reC'e guided in our 
elimination of c.orridoC' C'Outes by a desire co li::nit cort'idor 
designations co actual needs and consI.deC'aCion of resource lmpa c cs. 
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11-4 The 117 miles o f habitat i mprovement represent th o se areas identif i ed 
by the ~evada Department of tJildltfe as high priority, including those 
streams necessary for ThreateDed and Endangered Species Managea.ent. 

Our p r oposed management actions include those techniques proven to be 
effective in the ioprovem e nt and protection of riparian habitat and can 
be. f ound on page 2-33 o f the Draft R..'iP/ EIS. 

The selection of the proposed alternative and its association impacts 
1s consi s tent with FLPKA (Sec. 103(c)) which requires the Bureau to 
manage t he publi c lands and their values, so that they are used in a 
combination tha t will best meet the present and future needs of the 
Ameri can people. 

See Chapter Thre e , Revisio ns and Errata for additi o na l inf o rmation on 
springs. 

,and I L~--__... __ .__....._...... .--.. - . • - - - -- -- -- • 
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11-5 It ts the Sureau 1 s posiclon chat the economic analysis in the E:l ko 
R!{P/ E[S ts of sufficient detail to show signlftcant impacts to t he 
hul'l3an environ:nent and to assist in a r easoned cho ice bet·•een 
a lee rnat i ves. 

Firm and spec1fic data o n pr o ject costs and benefits will not be 
available until such time as pC'oject design and engineering 
consldera tions .:are fina U zed for actl 111 cy plans. However? prell:::ninary 
economic evaluations l.l'ere used in the determination of selective 
management classi!ications o f allotments, and incoC"9oraced in the 
s ele ct i o n of range improve~ent ;>roposals under the 'J3rlo us 
al te rnat 1 ves, as re qui red by Bureau poll::.y. Publlcat ion of these 
pr-elir.::iinary estimates, at this time, would be misleading because their 
accuracy 1s suf f 1c ient only to serve as a guide to the relative 
ordeC'ing of range improvement proposals. 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
CALIFORNIA ·1'.E\'AD.A R[GJON 

7 November, 1985 

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

Dear Mr. Harris: 

The Wilderness Society appreciates the opportunity to 
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 
organization devoting resources to the preservation and wise 
management of our nation 1 s public lands. Our current 
na~ional membership of 145,000 individuals includes 500 
members who call Nevada their home state. 

We strongly object to the selection of Alternative Das the 
Preferred Alternative. In it 1 s current form, the Preferred 
Alternative would designate only 1 percent of the entire 
planning area as wilderness, o pen 98 percent of the planning 
area to Off Road Vehicle IORV) use, and 82 percent to 
u n restricted minerals development. Furthermorel management 
direc~ion proposed in the RMP for wildlife and riparian 
habitat is skewed in favor of increased grazing and mine ral 
exploration/development. 

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

, .. 

1791-A Pl~E STREET. SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFOR:',;IA 94109 
(415] 771-2020 
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Inadeauate Wilderness Recommendations 

Rougn Hills 

The BLM is to be comolimented for the recommendation to 
designate the entire.Rough Hill WSA as wilderness. The 
area offers outstanding opportunity for so litu de or 
orimitive and unconfined recreation. The area is key mule 
deer (Odocoileus hemionus) swnmer range, and is populated 
by a variety of upland game birds; blue grouse 
IDendropagusl, ruffed grouse (Bon asaJ , chukar ( Alectori sl, 
and sage grouse icentrocercus). Riparian habitats along 
the Bruneau River and Copper Creek sustain furbearers such 
as marten (Martes), beaver (Castor), river otter (Lutra), 
and muskrat (Ondatra). These and many other wildland 
dependent resourcesin 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 oe included in the 
proposed wilderness to protect additional year round deer 
range. This acreage is unfavorable for minerals, and should 
be included to provide a more natur al boundary for the area. 

Cedar Ridoe and Red Spring 

Both the 10,0 09 acre Ced ar Ridge WSA and the i,847 ac~e Red 
Spr ing WSA are wel l ti mbered, provide vaiuable y ear round 
deer range, offe~ i mpo rtant winter cover for sage grouse, 
and are important to migrating raptors including the b ald 
eagle (Leucoceohalusl. No wilderness is recommended in 
either area, rather , both of the entire areas will be opened 
to intensive commodity development. ORV use, fuelwood 
cutting, minerals development, and oil and gas leasing are 
proJected to seriously degrade the current condition of both 
areas. 

In swnmary, the BLM is proposing wilderness designation for 
36,460 acres, only 1 percent of the entire p l anning area. 
Conversely , 99 percent of the planning area would be open to 
develoomental activities during all or part of the year. 
The wilderness Society disagrees with this management 
proposal, and requests :ur~her wilderness recommendations 
be considered. 

7 ti .._~....i....a...-__....i.. _ ,, ...., ~ -- - ... - - + ..a.. 
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RESOURCE MANAGE!·IE~T DBEC TI ON 

The Wilderness Soc~ety ha s seve=al very seri ou s con cerns 
regarding manageme~c directions proposed 1n the Preferred 
Alternative. Our greatest con cern involves the effects of 
resource management acr.1vir.1es on the diversity and stat.us 
of wildlife populations. 

Ripar1.an/Aauar.ic Ha bit.aLs 

Our initial concern !nvolves the Ob1ecr.1ves for specific 
management issues arrayed. in the "Alternatives'' sect.ion . On 
oage 2-18 1n the P~eferred Al ternar.1 v e, the ObJecr.~ve for 
Issue •7: Wildlife Hab1.ta1: reads ''Conserve and enhance 
r.errestr::..al and aquar.1.c 'Ni ldl1fe habi cat. " . Riparian 
hac 1t. ats are glaringly ~bsent from the objecc1ve. 
Alternative's A, C and E dll 1nciude riparian haoitats for 
protective management, yet che Preferred Alte rnac1ve does 
not. 

Approximately 22.000 acres of ~iparian habit.at occur within 
the Elko Resource Area tRA). ;.J)out b,000 of these acres are 
presently in poor or fair =ondition. Of 73 inventoried 
streams tS85 mil es) 66 percent are 1n poor condition and 27 
oerce~t are in fair condition. and only 7 percent are 1n 
g'aod condition. More tnan JOO v.1ildlife species are .-r.:nown to 
occur within the Resource Area, approximately 240 of which 
are direct ly dependent on riparian habitat or use it more 
than any otner h abitat. <Draft RMP 3-9) . The discussion on 
t h e value of riparian habitats goes on to state that ~he 
single most destructive force to r1par1an habitats 1s 
crampiing by li vestock. Additional supporting language for 
this can be found in the Draft RMP on paqe .J-11 , " ... in most 
cases, livestock grazing was primarily responsible for 
producing and maintaining deteriorated aquatic / riparian 
habitat conditions". Despite this, the P~eferred 
Alt e rnative proposes to increase grazing opportunities by 30 
percent, limit livestock fencing, and exclude m1t1gat1on 
language for road conscruc~ion. 

Clearly the effects of these practices would be to further 
degrade the already fair to poor conditions of riparian 
habitats and severely impact wildlife. The Wilderness 
Society urges the assurance of protection for r1par1an 
habitats in the final recommendat1on. 

~1neral Restrictions 

The Draft RMP does propose seasonal restrictions on 
mineral-leasing act1v1ties to protect wi ld life species 
during sens.1t1ve times of the ye ar. The Preferred 
Alternative proposes seasonal restrictions to protect sage 
grouse brood rearing grounds, and pronghorn (Ant i l ocaora1 
year round range, however limits restrictions on mule deer 
range to wincer range. 

Response letter 12 

12-1 Refer to Chapter 3 , Rev isio ns and Errata . The reference to ripar i an 
habitat was inadvertently excluded under Alternative 0. 

12-2 The Proposed Alternative provides for only a three percent tncrease in 
gra:ting use above active preference. This use would not occur as 
across the board increases in each allotment. With the estabUshmeot 
of riparian objectives on page 2-l9 of the Draft RMP/£1S 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 compac i ble and cons istenc with the Bureau's cha q;e to manage fo r 
multiple use as defined under Section 103(c) of the Federa l La.nd Policy 
and Management Act. 

Also under the proposed alternative we hardly pC'opose to limit 
livestock fencing. Even though it ls true there are fewe r (258 ,:Diles) 
miles of fenc.e cocpared t.o A.lternat.ive B {:'.05 miles.). these 258 miles 
of livestock fences will enable the Bureau to implement intensified 
gradng systems. When the above ls taken in combination with the 
rlpaC'ian objectives co manage ll7 miles of high pC'ioC'ity stC'eam 
habitat, with a 30 percent improvement ln habitat condition p C'edicted 
wit h in the sh ort-term, plus the adoption of the specif 1c ripaC'ian 
progC'am guidance, impacts to r iparian should be mitigated and vill 
improve as predicted undeC' the pC'oposed alternative. 

Road construction, C'elocation and the. mitigation of mining and mineral 
exploration activities, which ofteo include road building, are 
specifically addressed and are part of the proposed alternative. 

See specific resource and progC'am guidance on pages 2-33 through 2-35 
of the Draft R."{P (!tlU1111bers 7-1, 7-2 and 14). 
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We must admit to some confusion regarding the potential 
impacts oi No Surface Occupancy tNSO) requirements on 
mineral exploration. On page 4-33, in the Preferred 
Alternative, the RNP states that NSO requirements are the 
same as 1n Alternative C, the "all wilderness" alternative. 
In the Preferred Alternative the impacts associated with 
these NSO requirements and seasonal restrict.ions are 
predicted to be "adverse, but. not s1gn1.f1.cant", 
yet on page 4-26 the RMP states that NSO requirements in 
Alternative C 11dentica i to those 1.n Alternative 01 would 
have an "adverse" i mpact. 

QUESTIONS/SUGGESTIONS 

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

1.) Expand wilderness recommendat io ns to include lands 
valuable to wildlife and recreation in Little Hwnboldt 
River, Cedar Ridge, and Red Spring. 

2.) Include rip a rian habitat protection in management 
issue obJectives for wildlife habitat. 

3.) Improve NSO language by including firm lan guage 
regarding the requirement of NSO stip•.Jlations. 
example: replace "may require" with "will require" 

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

5.) Clarify the contradiction in projected impacts of NSO 
and seasonal requirements on mineral s developmen~ as 
discussed above. 

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

Sincerely, 

~a~ ,,#;Pf~ fuf1~1a L. Hedge 
Regional Director: California-Nevada 

a s a 
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12-3 The ilnpacts are the same under both alternatives. Please refer to 
Chapter Three, Revisions and Errata for mod!.fication of page 4-26 of 
che Draft R.MP/E.1S. 

12-4 Page 2-14 of the Draft R.lri{P/ElS,. Short and Long-'Ierm Management Actioa 
No. 3 for 'Wildlife Habitat staces that restrictions on leasable and/or 
salable mi neral activities will be applied to all deer winter range. 
On Page 2 -19, No. 5, for wildlife habitat states that these restrictions 
vill apply to crucial deer v inter range. These restrictions may 
include no surface occ upancy as described in Appendix. 6 of the Draft 
R.Ml'/EIS. The remaining no surface occupancy restrictions are the sa:ne. 

a 
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Nevada Grazin g Board of Dis trict # I 
Post Office Box 52 

Bureau nf L.:1nci '.lana-.::el'l.enc 
Elko Jistr-ict 
P.O . Box !1)1 
~lko, ~evada 8980 1 

Dear ~k . Harris: 

Elko, NeYada 89801 

(702) 738-57 16 

~;ove!T'.be r 11, 198) 

~nc tosed are our ::o;:--~ents ,:m the dr :1:' t E:Urn R.esou c.-ce Area 
-tes our..::e '1ana'2;e:r..ent ?Lan and Env lr on::tenc al Ic:Jacl: Scacement. 

Please consider ::hese corrr:r.en::s th o rou~hly • .. -her. you are ?re~ari.n~ 
the :'inal alternative. 

RY lsa 
Enclosure 

S.lncere ~y. 
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'<t:.'.' +-•L·.:.. 1..::~·.:.;zum ~JhFO tJF OL :,i.Tf."}Cl ll -l 
COt"'!t"IEf·I TS o :-J l.,IELLS r.c:soi.;r.cE .=.r=.A [,f. :PFT f..E:.SUURCE M,'...tCJrlGEMEt Jr F L• -~M 

HNO £ i JVl f\Qt,:[•1EMl .. -,L i r-:F·AC T sr~ ·~1Er-1E:-, 1 
b· , Lester ;:.., Mci' - e n .: 1.e 

GEl'IER.:.L COf•'MErH 

rti1s ol,:,n £-t:! □ '="='.1""5- r:.o be .-c"st:! v Lmpro-..,er:::1, ,...n,en c:c.mo~.r-02d ~-o tne 
cocument BLM prepared for· their Wells R esource ~rea. 

t he oreu.arers ci, ~.ti 1s i::oc•.iment did use s0I1ie o.ie~1" .lW n<:"Dle 
pr ·ocedL •r·es to de~elooe and ~riaivze the bas1c ct~t~ used 1n the 
for .-nulat.1on OT r:he ....-'='-r11.:.11 . .'s alternat1 .,es . The pL1bl 1ca.tion ot thts 

dal~ 1s m1sleadtng ~r1d s h ou ld oe mo~ii1ea o~ st~t~ment 
dEscrib1 n g 1c s 1naccurac1es 5Mould be orom1nentl~ d1spla.ed 1n 
the final reoort. 

~dver:e et,e-=..t on oe r m1ttees should o-::C!Jf' 1f ~Lf-1 
fr.1 l l o w the pol1c. ·'!· requ1r1no 11·.~stoc.k ,_,se 

No L\ni,i.airr~nted 

cont 1 nues to 
.;.dJustmen t s to be be=1sed u pon 1n1"or 1nat.;.on develop ~ c r-.hrou,1h 
r· eal1st1c and etfect1ve mon1tor1ng program. 

Page 4-1 . Introduction iEnw 1 ,.-or ,me n !.<='.l Ccnseauences, 
1st sentence- "Th1s sect1on orese-nts t.he s-::1-2nt1f1c and :<ndl~tLc 
b~s1s "Por c~moar·1sor, of the ,=1,l ternat1 •.-es -=1nd select.ton u f tile 
r-.;;,=.oL;rc:e mc-naoement pl an. 

F·age ~-2. Assumottons f o ,.- Analvs 1 s 
;.ss L11np i_ 1 on 3- · c:lase 1 1 ne d ci ta tor- -~ eaet at 1 on c:ond 1 t i on o.nd t r-1?nd 
and . othe,.- oar~meters 1 ~ the best ~va. 1l ab l~ • •••• • • · 

I 
fhe data OP cond1t1on -and treno mav tie the ·be:;.t i'V-=11lab1e· bu t 

13-1 L t is NOT ~deouate TO-r comoar1nq alter·na,:1...-es on ~ 'sc.1~nt1fLc 
and analvt1c ' bas1 •~ ils st,:1,ted on 0.1.ge 4-1 . n,e d1scuss1on 1n th--: 
next three sect.ions of this ,.-epar-t a.re intended to supoort. th 1s 
staternent . 

CONDIT ION t4NO Tf\ENO 5U"VEY HNO ANALiSiS 

rh~ great.est pr-oblem wtth the ~ooraach us~ o to cbta1n ,.-~noe 
cond1t1an .ana t,.-end dat,o. ,_,seo 1n this f..tlF-..-EIS w,3s that tt,e tr:am 
condu c t1nq the SL1rvev ~ou ld not poss1blv evaiu~te ~ll of the 
a l lotments in the F.e"::aiource H,.-ea \l'oll th the manoo1-1er- .and t1rM~ 
ava1la.bl~ . To 1~eet tne de~dl1nes . co1np,.-om1ses ~e~e m•Lle or1 two 
ver-v 1 roporta.nt po1nts : 

( 1, Onlv the '1 · c,:.1.teqor-.- .al l otmi;nts w•~,.-e:, e>:clm1ned 1n th""' field. 
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Cond1t1on and trend on · 11• ~ nd ·c• allotments were es~1m~ted 1n 
the office: d.nd 

r z i field ....,orl . on the • 1• a l lotments wc.<s l1m1ted to occ=1"D1onal 
wr1te-uos □ t veoeta.t1ve cond1t1on and trend on the ma.1or- s i te'.: 
included 1n t h e mapo1ng unit desc:r 1ot1ons +or th~ area be1na 
surve v ed. lhe res u lting e s timates were then e , :t r apol8te d to a 
much l"'r-ger are c1.. usuall y 1nclud1n9 al 1 of Lhe pa. r tii::ulc:tr · mcpo1ng 
unit del 1 nea .tt on 1n wh1 ch the wr i te-u~ was ma.de. s.omet.1 me s 
1nclud1ng t h e sc1me ra,n9e s.1te found 1n ar ,ot.her mapo1ng u nit or 
del1neat1on. and sometimes to ar, a.rec, n,a n v miles. +ram th e 
or191nal wr1le-up. Apparently no atteruot w~s. made to d e lin e ate 
varvin9 ecologic status within the b ou n daries at a ran9e site or 
r11app1n9 unit. e v en though sian1f1cant d1i+erences de occur w1t.hir 
re l at1v el v short d1star1ces ♦ rem some oi the wrtt~-up location~ . 

Th e result oi thes e co~prom1ses 1s a ~er v unrel1~ble set o f d ~ ta 
for those al lot.ments where the sur -.1e-..- was cc.nd._,ct e d -and 
cotent1all v worse than u nreliable where condition dnd t.r e-nd we re 
est 1 ma.t.ed. 

On the •1· allotments. aooa r ent trend wa~ o e term1 n ed •n □ re o r le~s 
if , accordance w1 t.h the au. 1d el1nes contained in the Nr. v~da 
f..anaeland Mon1toring Handbool =, (Jn the ·c· and 'M" :1.llo t me11t:, , 
aocarent t r end was estimated 1n the otf1ce bv t.t 1e same fol~s wtic 

est1 n,atE:.<d the e..;ol 0□ 1 c status. 

The determinal1on ot i-.coarent. ti e n cJ re o u~re= sE:-· .. ·e1~;;,,1 sub 1ect1 -.1e 
J udoements to be made. M~st of the oeco i e ~ss1gned to r~n9e 
sur ..:..e -.. · oart.1es do n □ t hc.ve t.h~ e >eoer1e11ce nec.es.s~r....- ta al l o w t.h e n, 
to m? i· e these Judoerr,ents. Aopc!lrent trend 1 s a one-001 n t-1 n-t.1 me 
obser .... c1t1or , . U1e aH .. curciLv o+ whJ ch depends on we.;ither conc 1 t 1 or,s.. 
curr·enl ve~r~s us~ or non-use bv livestoc! · ar1d1or w1ldlJf~ . 
1 r1stoc l 1 nfest~t1ons., personal b1 a.s. ~.r, d · otner ; acto1 - s .. l::.ven wrier , 

h1ohlv e ~ per1enced peoole make the determination 1n the f1elo. 
the 1nfor-m.::.t1or, oro ..-1ded l!:t unrel1abl£:> and JS n e ar ~ v LISeJea-= n , ;:,. 
de c 1 s1 on ma le i no proc.ess or 1 n an anal vs1 s ot al t.ernc<t.1 ·.re '='.. The 
trend auesst1mates on ~H' and •c· ca.tegorv ol lolment.s ~.re further 

fl~wed bv bB1ng made 1n the office. 

Tt, e ne•it steo 1n the anal~s1s of t he r~n9e survev d8ta w ~ s t~1~ 

prediction at th~ acreaoes OT ~ ~r1ous ser~l st~ges tt1~l would 
eventuc1 .ll v result fr-c•m the aool1cat1on of each o-E the t1ve 

l
~l t erna~1 v es an e~ch ~lloln1ent. fh1s was anothe r auess1110 oa~ e 

13-3 bec.iluse there l!i. a.bso lu telv NO document.at.ion ava1 lable to · st-,ow 
wi-,.;,t ct-,an(]~S. 1n ecoloo)c.?il condit.1on car, be e x o~cted o n the r.;, n q~ 

Response Letter 13 

13-1 The data presented was developed in acco rdance with recognized methods 
and p r ocesses. The estimates of ecological stat.us and trend were 
presented for comparison purposes. Any decisions to modify stock.1og 
levels vill be based on the p r ocedures described on page 2-31 of the 
Draft RMP/EIS. As new infonaation is obtained ,it will be incorporated 
into the base data that vill be used to make site specific decisions. 
This is supported by a recent U.S. District Court decision {NRDC et aL 
vs. Hodel), vherein the judge stated "Although the BU{ w-111 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 sa:ne deta il." 

13-2 The inventory procedures, as described in the Methodology Section, 
Appendix 5, as previously described to you, were followed. Also see 
Assumptions for Analysis, page 4-2, Assumption 3 of the Draft RMP/EtS .. 

13-3 Refer to the section "Methodology for Predicting Shifts in Seral Stage 
Acreages by Alternative"~ page A-47 of the Draft R..'{P/EIS. 
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s1tus 1n El ko Count ·,, Neva~a a~ d r~sult oi ~001~ 1na ~Jt~,n~ t t~~ s 
· o ·. " C'. ·o· 1,;,r · c..· ~s oe,=.c r-1be ,:;; 1.r1 th t= d o c•. •m-=:nt::. if ·· e -:::1.l;,:ot1c . 
n•--'-i-':ioured tr" ·2nd d,=-t£- . h.;,,o:J b>='':'n =---~~ll~b t -=-. re,.. _so naole oro 1>::,,,::t t o n s 
,ill ar, t ho ve be eri '1':, de f,;,,- ~ l ter:-,at t ve 1-1· . b •Jt. ~ ·.-en th l ':i lS 

Clo 1.; L,t~ 1 • .1.l bt.>Ci½USE' 01" 1-_h~ -:1.r t1f 1 c 1 al c on:tr,:,1n t.s .;opl1, ;, ,j 1n t h ~ 

t.il -='-•;. 

; h e- 11e ;-; t ;; t. ec w as tr , c .:.Gr-,., e r s l or> •:::lT l h e.- ..--:-.r-,rJe: i: ond 1 t t ,:ir~ 

1.-i,-,:;r,T,ac.1cn ~o c-,;.rr1 1n a C<="oac ttlt=S su the ... lj f 1:, ,; ·.1ai1li<. Ul e u no -2r 

2ac h ~ l t:.e?rn.,:,r . : .-e c ::::>uld be n r'=' •j 1 •.:te d . ~C S -=coioc 1c.;1 l "31· . ~ ,.Ju1 1~es 
c::::in t.un .esl11T1~li:s o f the •_ot-.ct l pote 1 ,t1<:! l ar ,nu.a t ,:;;.r-dry 
wr ocJ,_1c t ! •Jn -:.:i..= -?<:lch r c-nqe s 1 te t ,:;r • •-=-•'.Jr :oo l. e ~•no 1..i n"'t d V Or ~b l o? 

~·e=-...-s. Oo -;1tes wher e orod uct 1o n 1s o r-1, ra r-;. l -.... na.de 1.-\D ,'J ,. 

::;;.;.lc1tc!.ble soecte~ . a. re=--sw r, c-:Jlo=! est.1 m,;.t1-::" OT ... ut-1s1 acre i.:.;.n be rtJ<="dc 

•.Js:ng these 1\..! ld el 1nes. T~1e nL•noer · s 9et ,...•~::c1 i. ·1 w1 I d when .a nlah 
µ~r ~ e n taq~ o f th e ,e~elal1o n 1s sc~ci e~ wit h ~ lo~ p~lat=~ 1l1 t • . 
b6=-,:2-us==- of t n e :3d J u-:tm'?nts =-00 !1 ed 1n an etf,:,rt r::o c-ccou nt to r 
d 1 ~t8 rer 1c ~s 1n oa i d t ~b 1 l1~~ ~nd us ~aa1l 1 tv . 

The of unre i 1 ~blt? d-::o.ta. a.r, .,;,! ... ..::ed bv '.1nt.e s ted 
oroce dl1res. us 1n q a rb1t ra r1l v ~e l ec ~e d factors ~n d 1onor1n□ S Qt1 1e 
ob v 1o •_ts cons 1 d er-::1t1ons 1s b o •.ir,d tu ,·es•. i lt 1n qut:'st1-.:inc'ble 
~r:s wer s. 

Hn -:-; ·='mo l e, LtS.Lnq d~ta rro ,r, thLS ot.:tcu, nent: 
M~o r-eT e r ~nc~ ~ u mbe r ~ l~ ~ ·c · cate g orv a t lo t,~ent . l he 
~ st11n ~ tc rs sa10 3 . 4~: acres Q• r:he BLM l~ n d ~re Ln l~te se'a l " 
eco l c•.'.ll-::a l sr:a .tus afld 1 .5 (: t acres are rr11 scell:1neou.s . Th i2-
est 1mators a 1 s o sa.10 the tre n d 1s d o wnw ord. 

Wh en tr,e or-ed 1 cte r s oat d one ru nn i ng this t h rouoh t l1e v ar · lou5 
f,:, r mu l as and .aop l -.11no t ac tor:; "t"W,... ::1;1 tef ·n c1-::.1,.e ' o ··. u ,e v o r ec! 1c. . e d 
t h ~ t mon 1to r 1na w1l l sho w tt 1e neEd i-or -::ln 80;: c u t 1n ~U f-1s. The ✓ 

:o, l so or t?d 1 c te d th~ t wt that.- . c. e11.nv t r ec1 tmen t. .J lt\er t hc!n th e 
r- edw:: t1on 1n use 4 t he l onq-t_e r ,11 r-esui t Wl l l be to 1.np r· o ve l 5 •.' 
:acres to the potent1 a l n a.1:1 -.,e 1~oe t a t1o n ec oio 9 1 c status. 

,.:.:; l oaL .a.t the a l l -::it 111ents i11ci1.D i n the pl-:'in sho ws the 4 . 9 24 a cr- fa>s O T 

E:IU·\ lan d to be about ~:: of the tot.al ar-e-:11 w1 tr , i n th e b o unaar 1es 
o f t h 1 ~ ~l!otment . ~ look at the ~lternat1ve ·o· l~nd t enL1re 
-3.d J'-.•.st:.~ent ,nd o sho ws t h e bLM l.ai.n d w1.t h 1n th i s a.llat:. ,ne n t wou l d oe 
des 1ana ted for d 1 so o s-1. 1nd1 c~t 1na t h •t no soec1al ,a. lu es h d ,e 
been 1de n t1f1ed +or these la n ds. 

5e v era l Questions nee d ~ns we r1n Q h e re: 
11 1 How on e~r t h did thev fi nd the 4.9:~ ~cres of &LM land 1n 

thts i d r qe fi eld so the -., cou ld d e termir ,e the ecaloq i c~ l c ond1l1 on 

Response Letter 13 

ll-4 The procedures used definitely re cog nized the differences between 
publi c and private land. The precise nature of the data in acreages 
vas inherent in the mathematical pcocedure employed . See NMethod o l ogy 
fo r Esth1.ating Current Ec ologi c al Status and App aC'en t Trend fo r the 
Eli<.o Plannin g Area .. (see :;,arag raph heading, " M and C Allotments "') in 
Appendix 5 of the Draft R..'iP/ElS > page A-46. 
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so precise l y-:' f;em ember. th1s wa s dor,e 11 , the es~tice. 

< 2 1 Wt-,cst evide n ce 1 nd1 cates a downwc.>rd tr end of such eo. ma9n1 tude 
c>s t.o r e a u1 re an 86: ; cut. whe n t t n s. a re .? hc<.'ii been usca>d 1 n tt,e 
present man.,..e,.. for mcin·,,. ye ars and st1.l l h as the ki n ds. of pld.nts 
r e QLn red to p) c0c E::> 1 t 1n late ser ed ecolo g 1c.a l s t ~t.us -· 

c:.i How could the propose d cL•.t be ap pl 1 ed on a.n all clm ent wt-.e,...e 
such a ore oon d~r en ce of l~nd 1 s or1 v ~te1 ~ o wned ? 

1 cou ld cite ott1er e ::~moles of Questionable answers obt~1 n e d bv 
th 1s o roc ed ure. but will refrc.un from d o 1r,g so 1 n the 1ntere:::t of 
vour t ime and mine . 

WI LDLIFE HA&llHT CONIHllUN 

Al 1 v,11 l dl l te h ~bl lat cond1 l1CJn s ur- v e ,.:s l lsihet he r lhe v -='re 
cond uc ted on bi g 9ame \.'.Oland r, ='::r1ta't.s ~ r-ioa.r-10.n h ~ b1t:0 T_;;; 
connectt:-d w it h strE:-~111s~ non-ao1..1 ati c r-icc<rian ha b itats. o- f1s:--. 
hab itats i rate condit i ons. fou n d on the g roun d us1no a nwr1er1cal 
s c ore which r elates t o an o ot 1 mum or ideal ha .b1 t at i or c' . SP£-~ i es 
or 9ro up of soec1es. No t t-.o ug n t or cons 1de rc1.t1on i s gi v en to t. he 
~b 1l 1tv of the are~ b e 1no stud1 ~ d la orov1de the d es.ir e d kind ~ r,d 
aimou. :, t of co., ·e r- or- t.he desired k ind and amo unt a-f T OOd o r th.,... 
desired ratio a+ pools to r1ttles or an -✓ o+ t h e o t1 ·,e,· d e.;. 1r- ed 
hab1 t.;.t comoo••ent.s. . i-:.11 the survev d oe s 1s =-s.s19-n ~- num e ric. --~ IL •'=" 
for the comoonent~ wt 11c.h :. s .a.dded tc- th e values tor tt1 e o ther · 
co moonent.s 1n ·.,·olved to ~rr1 ve i=1.t ~ tct.,:.1 .l s,::o,r-e wh1 c.ll :i,..-.,-4: 1..t-iE. 

cond 1 t 1 op 1 s o.::-od . 9.;, 1 r or poa r • l t, 1 : method pr ob c,.b I Y aoo£::s i, oo o c: 
Job o"!" ratl na 11,c1n.·s cunc.eut of h o w aowd ~· t:•-=-t· t1culc,r ho=-b1t..-=it , s 
tor use by w1 l d ic>OJ mn.l s. o~ · t 1 st 1. I~- DOES NOT pro v 1 •~l=-- t t-. ,e 

JflTO f'"rt1i='t10 ;·1 n ee- di:d to e:.t ~ bl1 1=-h l'"E-:='.i.ist 1 c C•::i~.l ': c, - 0L:1~Cll\.':":O f c:· 
~ F-.e:>OL•r- ce t·lclc.n.;;.9~•r,e-n t f i eon eir f o, · ii!. H==-bi t.'<".t r1c,.1,i=1.uement Pi a.f",. 

--f~oe ~-B. Wild lli~ H ab it at 
lt1 E- !=-ecor , !J o~ r .,.qr<,:"p t., :. n d =:e1~tence. uu.o;-_e::, 111 I'~ W1 c.kers.t1;...m .::_,f the 
Ello rJUC-W Of-'1 lC.'= ,.:IE; s t a tin9 that. the :.::::,:, VE-di'" t.r en d • or- ri.;. b 1 l .->t 
~nu p ooul c"t ! of, c.,+- Datt, oee, and anlE-1 ooe w~= d u wnw~ .r d. 

f:lo b M::!Jut;.·c;; ·._.-. H~ b1t -=-: 5ec.t 1on Ch 1e1 u· , tt·, e f·JL•OW "a::t:at~ ot f1 •.:e . 
t.oJ d 11<0:? t_t ; ~.t l",1=' b -a-1 J t-w·t; d Lhe , ec>:son U1e ht? .bl t,:i .t. tr · e, 1 ,u We:'!=-

d o wnw.,..,.--d Wc!S oec.~use better r anae rr.c.0r,=-9e,11er. t prc0 -= tic.•25, :-rE 
c.h c<_r19 1 n a th e- ...-e,a etc t1o n on Oeer h2.ob 1 te,,t =, t.~-::"lr::~ to ar~s.=- d u11,1r1~• t..t?G 
c...l ~r ,t commu.n 1 t 1 es i ror,, !E:hrub dom1 n,:ot e ,j ol ~r1t c o,w T,um 1 l le":: ..... t-,1 c ~, 

Response Letter 13 

13-S The methodology used t o determ i ne the pr ojec ted s t ocking rate (as 
described io Appendix 5 of the Draf t R."{P/E IS) for th is allotment 
coupled with the Bureau's commitment to meet the reasonab le number 
demands for big game suggested the proposed stocking rate . The per c ent 
reduction has been recalculated as a result of c larification of 
reasonable number data presented by NDOW for socie al lo tments within 
three big game use areas . See Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata for tbe 
amended projections. 

Since Fen c ed Federal Range is inherently a situation where public land 
is a small proporti on of the total allotment, management is limited. 
Ariy change in stocking l evels will be based on mon1::or-ing data as 
descr ibed on page 2-31 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

---~-·----------- ------- ---_ ......._ . -
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Hn :<r- r:i.-:1::..: b , ~ • . ,:.. -=it_'=',;.<c.,-;. j:,u b!1 ·7ne,J 11, r_he (K.tC bo£:r- -1. 1~85·£!1,~ 
l 11deoend-:nt. ·.Juot:e=i W;ci · P.r~h=1 :n as , · ~oo....-ctno a C.".:ns1der · abl~ - ,._; ,:ib;:.?r 

-~f ·je~r r:.::_0.i;; s -=-t1 i ! bi:--\11'. f -.,,.v~1l,.\bl,;.•. f ht::' '='rt1,;: j ,:;! •.JO'=''=- •.Jn r_o ,:.;_, -=ir>=' 

Gt:-G r"•Je Tsul i -::'.mot.o. ri(;C!W • S c.t, l -::'T oi I.J-:!1fh:~ . :.S Stctt1;1q l~e =i ': at::~, ..,L d ►.:' 

,jt::-"::'r oopui.c.1 i:. 1un nc:".s e .,·oe r 1 ~nc.'= d '=' _(,; -~ 1ru:.r -=--::i=e ~h is ve ~•r, 

Tt;ese a ~~l~ c 1or 1s l2ad o n~ l~ b~li~ v e :hdc ,· c ~ n e LE e : ~ctl. ~ur9 
,..t,~t t h e tr-<:>r -d 1 n c~er nuff -Oer · ~ a, .d b,:1.b1tat. cc,;, J 1 t.;.o n s 1s. =nC 

tho? . t :::1.n·,1 ':.r-end m.a ·.· ri ot be or1mar·1lv C:L•e to e ::c.::-s,:1~e :l ',e':-t::..r..:~ 
!::i.!""::1.:1na . as ..,,:,r1ou3 o,:.o.sse.ues ~n t.h1s dci-::1._1,ri.P.nt i.,.,.,:.u1 □ t>;a,,.,j 1.1s t..:i 

b e~ 1 eve. 

--?~g e J.- 11. ,.:,01.1.at1c He0b ;.tat 
!"h-~ :-r~ c,-=1,,-. . 1 :-t. ::=en te n ce 11 sts the +~-.:t:ors bel 11: ·, ed to be 
r~s oo ns1o le tor e ~ 1st1no •ouat 1c h~b 1tat -.:c n d1t1cns. G@oi □~1c 

e -1~r1 ts. other acts ~,.. Go d . e:11nd w1la11te shou id be ccin s, .:;e , e d 

~me -no the ca.•-tses ot · ,:let.er-1orated · conditions. The e :, ~.mp l ~s 01 -·en 
u3 b...- the destruct1 -1e rur 1o+f on tt1e RLti.Jv r10,_,nt..=11n s '=' t':::c'w ...-~~r- s 
cv~o seem i:.o ha ·,e been ,-o ro otle n air · e-:.1dv ,;,s na ·ve the r10-=-r1cJn 
~r~as ~nd other w1 ldl 1~ e hab1l~ts th~t w~re u~terlv d~slrov~d bv 
:he e-x ten'!::1ve •1r-.?S U1' l...,,o-4 . .:1ame a t- these e v 1:"nt5 or1~--1 0 -:1.e so 
~ l terea t~e si~es as to or·eclude ~nv 1moro vement~ reoardless of 
whc:,t m.inc1oe1n~nt chc<. r> □ es a.re made . 

::rd oar. ~ .2n d senten c e- l.t was sc,mehow determined t he .t li ·.e=toc ► 

or a =1no w~s or1mar1l~ r esoons1b1e fo r c r o ducino deter1orat~d 
condit1cns . if tne thi rd sentence 1n this par~gr~oh 1s suop o sed 
to be suooort tar thi s theorv~ there must. be a.n -=iss'L.rn1pt1on th~t 
dll 73 s~reams are 1dent 1~a l to Ga.nee Cree~ and t he stre~ms 
studied bv Bill Fl~tts . l th1r1~ Platls will ~gre~ that no t wo 
strei::.1 .ms are e ::-: a.ctl ·.,- .;.like and that. while livestock ara=inc. mav 
contribute to the con dition of the ha bit at on a pert1c 1.,i.ar 
stre~m. vou cannot make a flat statement that l1vestocl r ~ra=1no 
1s always pr1mar1iv resoons1ble for det~r1ordLed cond1t1ans. 
Grazing can 1n no wa v be blamed for two of t he fi ve ' o rto r1t v A' 
lim1t1n9 fdctors discussed 10 the 4th oa raar ~ oh □ n OdQ~ ;-1(, . 

:: rd pc0_r.4 6th sentence - Nost flood1na 1n th1~ ~.r·ea results 1-r :Jm 
ra.0 1d snow mel~ on fr ·ozer, o r saturat~d around. tra m rainfal l 
an d / or u nse~son~D lv ~~rm ~~ath e r with a hea v ·-1 wet ~nawoac! . or 
from convect1 □ n stor-ms. :501 1 co111oc' .Ct.1an on ripcir ~.1.an ..-., ·eas t"1s:1.s.;, 

~e,· ~ 1ns1onit1c~rit. effect on +lo o d flows or1mar1l v DecauEe of ~he 
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small port10 ~ of t h ~ watersh~d thev encomoass. 

3-rd oc1r .• 10:>t h sq ~ t ... nce- G1_1l lv1ng. c<nd the resultar,t l ow e,,..-1n9 a+ 
tt1e watert~ble can be cau~ed bv such th1n9~ a£ fire. oeoloo1 c 
act1v1t-... beaver dams fa.1l1no. seve re convectJon s t.o rms et.: . 

--~Moe 4-=1. W1ldl1fe H~btt~t 
2nd o=-.r •• 1s t. sente nc e- Wt-.eot_ 1s t t.e bc<!:-lS fo.- oro1~ct1no i,< 

blan l· et. one cond1t1on cleoss 1mo,-ovement. ':' ls there sc1er,t1f1c 
1nf orma, .tio n a v a1l,;1ble to sho1-o1 that ,=1.ll w1!dl1fe:.- t,ao1ta t 1n t.1Hc= 
ar-ea . iwhl c.h 1 s sn □ L,fn on p.:ooe 3-8 to bE- 9,:1~-- o+ th e arcc:1) 1 s 
c~pable of suoport1n9 ~he attributes □+ one cl~ss be t ter 
co nd1 ti an? 

WI L ('IL 1 FE UUl ·lBEF.S 

E slimat e:-d e ~.1":.t1n9 and sc•-c.~l led ·r-£:oasanc1ble· r1un 1tJers. 'f"or OE"'=-"-· 
ant~looe a n d b10-horr- sheeCJ we re orov1ded t, .., the f-.;,;;, .. ..--::,.,. 

D~oartme n t of W1ldl1?e 1n a publ1c~t1on titled ·1n~ul 111to Laz 1~ 
Ma n.;.9ement. M9e nc: 1 es Pl ~ nn1 "9 Svstems-El ko f...esource ~r ·e,::. · . Tt ,e 
N DOW doi;un ,en t oroJe c ts · r e.,.s or ,a b le· numbet s i:\Poro; •:1m•lel " 00 1. ,b l '=' 
the e :-::1st1ng n L•mb~rs at oeer and a.nle lo cie and or ooo:~s to 
1nlraduce 142 h e~d of b19-horn sheep int o the res ource- are-ei.. 
?iccordinu t c., BLM"s Ello dlstr1ct w1ldlJfe b1alo91st.~ 11:-. So.Eor,q 
ha-=. si qned .;,t.r • agreement w1 th l~[,Oh'. prom1 s1 no t o oro v 1 ,j e 
suff1c1e n l hab itat l o support the cst.1r..ated 'reeo .son .,;,ble " rto.rn ,be r'= 
of b1g-9ame. 

T~ble 1 of ~ouen~i ~ 4 of th e RMP,-ElS sh c ~s tne wil d l;f e ~UMs 
~ss1gned bv BLM to each ~ l l □ tffient. I~e ta~ t note o~ oa□ e H-4 (1 
s.t2tes: "he,c<son,=,o)e and e,:1si:.1n □ numbers bv cilot111e"ll ewe 
ma.thema.t1c.al ca l c:ulat1oris o,=,sed on t.he percent of b10 e,,=o,,r, ~ ~1 ~E

ar-e,:0.s oc.curreric:e w1tn1r, each .?ilot.ment . . ••• '. lhe reso Lir ce c-"I"? ,,.. 

w1ldl1fe c.onservatian1st t ~l d m~ ~he numbers 1n the ta~le ~ ~ v~ 

been adJu;;t8d to ec.:ount for t h e e1.c re,=igc- ot pr-1val8i.V ".:.l....,neo 1 ,=ir ,j 
in the all otn,ent:;;.. 

C-om~ar- 1na t he n t.1tr1L-<2r-s l·JDUW oro~·1d ed ,.!.Jr dee.- h i-.b l t~ l ,:,,rec";:; ~-,; t~ 
the nt.unbers CO'"_.a 1r,e d 1r • the ti.- .t ! !e. i am u na. b le to r·eco nc1~P. t.:- a€• 

n1::'.l h e.-rn:,t.1c: u,;,ed o ,, .. bL M t o css:ion HU Ms t_~ ,;-llotn, l::c'nt!:.: 

11ac re"'er-ence n um ber- l . Si! OWi: 1 :::. a+ hab ;_ t.a t ,;.red ~use i!. .. e ~ .' [, -:... 
t o be l n tt-,e, tJw,,.·he-2 a! l cl merit c<.r.d tt- 10:,t. 1. ;:_77 HUM$ fdrc:• I •E·':. d •:?d lc 
mee- t. the • re-=-::or.~t: ! e • n ufT't,er Oemand. NllOJ.::l ' '= nu n-ber · s -tor r , ,:;o 1 ti'": 
~.r e.a DY-:-. e:u-e 1 . 7 4 (, ...,1_111s dur 1 no t;,e oer 1 od .; ram '7.-/ 16 lo J ! / : ~ c<.,.l 
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This projection vas oade for big game habitat only. Projecting an 
improvement in condition is based upon professional j udgement and the 
anticipated beneficial ir:apac ts resulting from intensified grazing 
management practices. This will be accocplished thrnugh the 
development of AMPs, HMPs, graz.ing systems and range and vildlife 
ha bi tat improvement projects. 

While it is recogni2.ed 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 documeot 
es:imations are not allocations of forage~ these calculations were 
provided to illustrate relative ic::pacts . The Bureau i s committed to 
the objective c.o realiz.e reasonable :n.embers as determined through 
monitoring. 

Prio r to receiving comments on the draft plan and vhile in the process 
of reviewing the calculations and figures for Table 1 Appendix 4. an 
error vas identified in the reasonable number calculations for some 
allotments within three big game use areas ( See Revisions and Errata, 
Chapter )) . However, -we could not replicate your calculations. All 
management objectives for reasonable nU1~bers relate to public lands 
only. It is recogni2.ed that private lands contribute to sustaining big 
game populations. 

Un iforo distribution within big gace use areas of b ig game popula t ions 
tJas a requirement i,.rithin the selected methodology to determ j ne both 
existing nad reasonable num.be-rs by allotment as stated on page A-40 Of 
the Draft R.'iP/ElS. 

Because of the large amount of acreage and the variety of habitats 
involved within the R.'iP, the prert1ise of uniform distribucioo of big 
gar.=e had to be utilized for analysis pu-rposes. 

So site specific stud ie s are available that vould provide any 
in f or:nation on -actual densities- of big gaoe by identified use areas 
o r by allotment. 

It ·Jas for this reason that the assun:!:ption found on page A-40, of the 
Draft R.'iP/ElS was used. Als o 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 
o--f 4.007 AUMti estimated as needed for- ND□W•s 'reason.ible~ nu,nber 
of deer in h~bitat area OV-2. My fl-35 calculator tells me tt,~t 
137. of 4.007 ts 521. not lt277. 

The T I-3:S .also tells me th•t the 7~';. of DY-2 sho"m for ttie YP 
allotment $hould be ~BQ. not 645. 

fhe total of all the ·· re tils on.al>le ; number AUMs '!ihown 1n t-'ble 1 
for area OY-2 is b.149 instead of 4.007 as listed 1n the NOOW 
document. A similar check of the DY-1 area. contained within the 
allotments in NDOW man•gement area b. shows a tot•l o~ 5.728 AUMs 
allocated to deer b~ BLM as compared to a need for 2.104 AUMs 
shown by the NOOW document. There are an additional 5~18~ AUMs 
allocated on the allotments containing DY-l in NDOW man~gement 
area 7. The NDOW docu~ent does not show a habitat area OV-l in 
management iilrea 7. but it is on the map and Duane Erickson told 
me that a suoplement does list 1~2 00 AUMs -for this habitat area. 

Map re-fer-ence number 4. the Indian Cr-eek FFR allotment. , is :.hown 
as having ~% of DY-2 and an allocat1on of 2 85 AUMs for deer ~as 
made. Again., the Tl-3'5 shows a total of l::2Q AUMs would be • more 
appropriate allocation. However. the are• shown on the mao as 
being included in this allotment is approximately 95% or1vately 
owned and contains a large acreage o+ fenced ir-rigated land. W1th 
the exception of some small corners along the west side o ~ the 
allotment. it appears that the ~LM adm i nistered land is all 
within area OW-2. rather than OV-2. An adjustment 1n allocation 
to account for private ownersh1p would eliminate any allocation 
o-f AUMs .for deer 1n the habitat oillreil. OY-2 portion of this 
allotment. 

NDOW report• a total of 3 .000 AUMs needed for the ·reasonable' 
number of deer in habit•t area OW-2 of management area O. BLM 
estim•tes the Indian Creek allotment to conta1n 3% of this area 
and allocates 225 AUM~ for deer. My •rithemetic savs the 
allocation should be 90 AUMs. reduced by the 907..See vxhibit •t 
for an in depth look at the allocation on the first ten 
allotments on table 1. 

lf forage is to be allocated to ~reasonable' numbers of wildlife, 
it is important that the computations made ta determine the 
forage needs o.f ~ildlife be as accurate as possible. The method 
used to make this determination in this RMP/EIS has four ser1aus 
faults: (1) It assumes that wildlife and livestock have identical 
dietary requirements; <2> It assumes that wildlife utilize 
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l
hab1 teot arec1s un1 for ml v , reoar-dless of hab1 tat aual 1 t v·: i3- J It 
does not adeouc1 .tel v reco9n1:.:e de er L!SE- on orivatel v o wned 1 -=-nds: 
~ nd ( 4 ) E ~en if the other three points were no~ arb1trarv, t he 
mc,1.them,21t1 cs are er roneous . 

L IVES TUCt. 1-.1u11r.ERS 

--P~,:;:ie 5-5. Summar~ Table 1: 
--P~9e 2-18 , Grazing Act i on # 5 
--P~9e 4-3 (1, L 1vest ocf Grazing . 1st par. 
9U1 need::. t.o more stronolv emoha .:.1;.:e tha.t the 3 t o 5 -..ear ,:verc't;il::' 
ts. for ElS ouro oses o n l v ~nd tr .at l 1vest.oc~ , ma,1 use 1_to •-o toe 

13-8 ,:0ctJ...,·e oreierence AUMs on all allat.ments until mo n 1tor-1n1;J 
1nd1c::ates "" need (or oppart1Jn1tv} for the adJustmenl o+ nLimbers 
or ~ er1od oi use. 

USE5 Ar-rn DATA B~' L'4 ND OWNE.fiSHlf' 

--Pa9e 1-::.. Table 1-1 
l .?.nOs. the 9: -~ USFS l ,:...,nd!:- o.nd the ci;; ot.h£-r- l einds 

52 i. t:ILM lands. tD make the 10 0 :-; of land 1n the 

l
o l onning a.rea. l l therefore apoea.rs thc<1.t st.a .tements mad~ about 

13-9 i..i-ie resou rce= 1n t. he piil.nn1 n9 area or RMF-- area c'ool ·..-· to all 
land s, not Just BLM. unles~ otherwise soec1f1ed . 

--Pa9e 3-3. ~2creaL1on. 6th oar. 
The first throu9t-1 +01..trtt ·, "5>ent.en::e: state thet :2(,~~ of the st.ate'=:: 
deer reside 1n the R!1P area but that 1l ls d1tt1cult to est im:=ite
t he hur,tint.;J L•se thc.'t occ::urs or1 BLM or USFS land= t-ecc1u se oi the 
ml :; ed owne:--st110 betweell BL M and USFS . f h 1 s WOL 1ld ; 1::-,;,d or,e- to 
believe that a l l of the de~r 1n this ~rea. li ve on oubl1cl~ o wned 
l~nds ~nd t h ~ t all h1..1nL1ng occurs tt1ere . Th1s 1s NOl the c~~~ ~nd 
it should be c l a.r1f1ed that a s1..1t1stant1al dmount of deer h~bitat 
1s found on or-1~ale oropert~ ~nd th~t c1 s1g n1t 1c~nt orooo r- t. 100 o~ 
the hunt.1 na occu r 1: on these l c:1.nd s. 

Th'=c la-:~ sent.ence 1r , t h 1 s t..•arl:!gr £:o.oh d1sc u.sses a cc. ess orot-l~11o~ 
resul-t1no from p--1 ·.· o:1.te } ..,· o wned l~ nds. lhe stc'tement: • ~nd 
r-eo:::.r~c:1t1or>lst<: o.ft.en Lm1nlent1onalJv or- 1ntent1onal iv t.res~o.<:'s s 
on or1 ·...-ale cr-ooert.v· shou .ld t,~ added. 

-- F--aae 3-15. M1ne r ~ls 
Jt 1"5> unc1eil.r w r•eth~r th~ st•l1sl1~~ on orod~ct1on . d i s t urbed 
lands etc. relat~ to Just 8Ll 1 land. 

Resoonse Letter 13 

13-8 

13-9 

Please ref er to page -4-2. Assumptions for An.a lysis 3 and .4; and on page 
A-46, first paragraph of the Draft RMP/EIS; and page 4-30, column 2, 
first paragraph. lt ts adequately stated in these places in the Draft 

RHP/EIS. 

The proposals and analysis :presented in this R."lP apply only to public 
lands under Bl-"'! administration. See page S-1 of the Draft R..l-{P/EIS. 

...... L, -- ... ......._ _ ... . ..... --- - -------
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P-=-,qt:!' :.-t7 , R10.;.r1-:,1n lJeae t ct 1o n I 
1st o::11r. . fhe :.rd ':entence do es not m,al,..e 1t cle,u · wh et n er- -='-11 13 1 Q 
~:!.0( ,1) a cr es of r i oa. r1an veqE:=t ::1t1cn 1n ventor1ed are on BL ,.t lond. -

-- Pe,qe ·:::-2.1. Mi n1na IndLtslrv I 
L i :ts p12rsonal 1 n com e. tia►: re v enues. ~no e n;o J 0 \.1nen t resLtl t1no 
fr om m1n1n g . -=-.na -from oeother ·,nal a.nd 01i. •g a.s l ea.'!=.1no. it 1 s 
uncleor wh e l h"='r t hese n umber5 r e lat e str 1ctlv to ~U1 J ~n d s or 
wh€the r they include or 1~ ~te an d oerhaos Fores~ l ~nds 7 

-- F·..-.oe 3-~3. F•~crei=iti on ...-L<h I derness 

1st P=",...H :.:nd ;;entence-~o ve r 15 oerce n t ot the st~te ' s totr<l -f-or 
-r1sh1 nq . .;,nd <='!bo t.; t 25 oe,.-cent ct b.a.c koc11ck1n g occur s ~1th1n t h e 
~MP are~.- It LS unclear whether thesa recreational activ1tles 
al 1 cc.Cur on E-:LM lan ds . o r whether the numbers include N. F. and 
pri vate land s a ls o . 

-- Paoe A- 2 . Aµpendl K 1 . T obl e 1 
I ser1ou sl v doubt ~hether 33 . 500 pers on da vs oT recre ~tion al 
h o r seback rl d tn q 1s do ne on BLM la nds ev er v vear. This 1s en 
average of ~2 ceool e ever v day at the vear □r 186 people everv 
da v for a s 1~: month ~s period. The numoers 1n th1si. t.;;ble, 1f thev l 
refl ec t al l owner s hics. .....re hiahly m1slead1no. If th ev a r e 
J.nte nde d t o refle ct Just BLM. th~v should be checked because the 
n um bers for man v activities are unreal1st1c . 

--Page -3-27 . Cu l tur~l R~sources I 
1st sentence- It 1s unclear whe th er all 1,6 0 1) kn own cultural 
sit es are on c.iLM land . How was the 5( 1., )0(J est1m.ate obtained '") 

PLANNING 

Sin ce this 1s ,:1 b roa d p i a n . whv not sav 1 21 . i)OO acres of land 
treatmen t rather than 120,9 78 : 2 6 0 ~ile~ of · fence rather than 
258 : 41. O(tQ HUMs ra ther then 4 U . 782 etc. . ? The e x act numbers used 
indicate a degree of crec1s1on that does n o t eY.lst in this 
document. 

--Pa ge :-19. Grazinq Action .,4 
--Pa g e 4- 30, Gra~1ng. 2 nd par.~ 1st sentence 
The si x cateaorv ' M~ allotments nee d1nq AMF-s s hould be ol a ced in 

13-11 

13-12 

13-13 

13-14 

Response Letter 13 

ll-10 

13-11 

See Response to Cooment 13-9. 

Pe rsonal income, tax revenues~ and employment der ived from the mining 
industry ( page 3-21) relate to all lands within Elko County. See also 
Table 3-4, page 3-20 of the D<aft RMP/EIS. 

13-12 Refer to Response 13-9. 

l3-13 As stated on page 3-2, Table l of Appendix 1 refers to recreation uses 
of the public la nds or those lands administered by the BLM, -within the 
Elko RMP Are.a. As stated in Footnote Number l, the e stimates were 
derived f rom information in the Nevada State v ide Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan, Elko District Recreation Visita tion Files, and 
professional judg-:nenc. They represent the best infonnation available 
and were used for ana l ysis purposes, 

13-14 The estimate of 50 , 000 sites vas der-lved through a proje c tion of area 
covered by lcnovn sites l ocated on public lands proportionately expanded 
to the surface area of public lands within the planning area. 



Comment Letter 13 

N-1 GRAZING BOARD Comments on draft Elko R.A. RMP/ ElS Pc0.ge 10 

cate9ory "I' along with the c8tegory "M~ and 'C' allotments 
need1n9 ran9e improvement work. 

--Page 2 - 24. Management Guidance 
The 2nd sentence of the last paragraph on this p~ge states that 
'detai led. ~ite soecif1c management actions' are outlined in 
At1Fs, HMP. IA.lHMPs, wilderness plans etc.. 

1he onlv dr-a.ft HMf' l haYe had the opportun1tv to review did not. 
90 into much detail and was not s1te-specif1c other them to 
suggest an unusual grazing svstem and a change in se,=,.son of use 
+or a cort1on of one allotment . Other actions were mentioned. but 
the wildl1+e conservationist said the HMP ~rea was so laroe and 
had so m..inv needed proJects that he just. didnyt have time - to get 
down to soecif1cs. 

Sever~] draft AMPs contain the stat.ement th.at wildlife 
enhancement oractic~s will be do ne in accordance with th@ HMP 
d1scL1ssed above, The draft HMP does not mention some of these 
oractices and discusses others 1n a very general way. certai nly 
not in enough detail to be used as a r eference for l ocation and 
soec1f1cations in an AMP. 

Plann1n~ would be much more mean1noful 1f plans for an allotment 
were develooed within the tramework of the F<MF-and included olar,s 
for 11·,;estocl - 9ra::::ing. wildlife hc1.b1tc1.t mc1.na9ement. fer.a .I horse 
management and other uses as aopropr1ate all in the same pac~aqe. 
Under the oresent procedure . ! · m concer-ned about which co,;.,es 
first-the chicken or the e99--0bv1ously all the difter-ent kinds 
o-i pl ans wi 11 not be develooed s1 mul t.aneo1.1sl y. vet e.3Ch sh0\ .. 11 d be 
and 1 s suooos.ed to be coor-dinat.ed with the other. How can c1.n AMPI 
be coordira,;.ted with a HMP or a WHMF· that won~t. be develooed until 
3 vears later-? 

--Paoe 2-29. Allotment. M.3.n..-gement. Pl ans 
The statement. 1n the first paragraph 1s e):cellent! It brings out 
that AMf-·s need not. be mini-E?Ss. It a1ves hope that t her e m19ht 
be some 91ve and take between HMPs. WHMPs an d At1F·s. rather thar, 
having lo ntc'ke the AMF· fit. the other k in ds of plains dll.S s.e-en,s to 
be the oresent rule of the game. 

GRAZ !Im AND WILDLIFE JMPROVE11ENTS 

--F·aae 2-18. Gra::1.no Action ~::;. Wildl1-fe Action #2 I 
Water develooments. 1'. □r l1ve=otock would benefit 1,nld l1fe loo. Wi I I 
the wildlife water develo~ments be desioned for multiple use or 
str1ctlv -for w1ldli-te -:i -

13-15 

13-16 

Response Letter 13 

The R.---W provides overall objectives for the resources involved in the.se 
activity plans. Each activity plan w-ill incorporate these as 
appropriate and therefore the sequence of the pla ns is not 
significant. Review and development of A.'!Ps I HMPs, HMAPs, etc. 
require.a coordination with all resource specialists. 

13-16 All water developments, including wildlife developments, will provide 
for multiple uses, where possible, in coapl1ance with existing policy 
and regulationt:. 
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ihe 189 mtles u r wildl i fe tence ao c ear~ ~o be tn ~dd1ti o n t o ~nel 
:~-:3 m1 J -as ..::,+ ren c e orooos e a u nuer ora=1 n a. 1-'oor ante ! ooe ' 1..::ou !e1 
the s e ?e n c es be cc ord1nated to ,na ~ e them ser ·✓e more th~n c n e 
p u roose ~nd thus reduc2 t he total nee d ed ? 

--f" ,;.a e S-5. SLtrn1nar v T-=1ble 1 
-- ~ a9 e 2-19, ~1ldlife Pct1on N6 
-- Pa ge ~ -10. Aau~tJC H~ b Ltat 
f he- 01.,.n does n ot :ii □e-c1i v how the r10-=v · 1an 1 str ea m hatllta.ts wo u l o 
be ~an~ged to br1ng ~bout a 30¼ 1moro~~rnent 1n all of th~ 
~t-lected 116 1n1le'!= w1 t h1n "'5 v ear o~r 1 od . What t e c n n1ques ea<re 
p l 3nned and 1s this ob1ect1 v e re a llv reasonaole for ~LL 116 
m1 ies. ? 

--F~ .oe -:'.- -:.o. Ranae Imorovements 
F-.;i,.r. c , st.ates that saqeorush alterations wi ll be IN ACCOF • l:-AUCE 
~IrH PROCEDU~E5 SPEC[FIED in the ~escern States S,aoe Gr ou se 
Gu1del1nes. The resoonse irom Washington lo the N-l Gra=ir,o 
E!od r-d ' s pr o test to the Wells RMP / EIS stated thot these qu1delt n ~s 
would be USED HS GUIDELINES. not as soec1f1cat.1ons. 

MONITORING 

--P::11oe S-5, Summarv Table lH 
Page ~-18. Gra~1ng Action •5. 
How much Ch,:linge must OCC\..H .. and tor how lone a per 1 od before 1 t 1 s I 
considered to be an u pward or downwar~ trend th•t w~rr-~nts • 
chan9e 1 0 oreference~ 

13-17 

13-18 

13-19 

13-20 

Will mon1tor1nq cont1nL1e . after a dJustments a r e m,.;,de, to assure I 13-21 
the adJustment was eftect1ve in me~t1ng the obJ e ct1ves : 

--Faqc 2 -18~ ~iildl1ie Action # 3 
Thi s action should be rewritten to state that season - of-us~ 
~d 1ustfflent_s or other mana.oement change-E. would be c o ns1der-ed 1 f 
1non1tor1nq 1nd1cates the need. 

--Page ~- 19. Horse Hct1on #2 
Haw will utili:~tlon ~nd effects on veaet~t1on due to horses 
d1tfer-ent1ated from qr~:1ng by li vestoc~ ~nd w1ldllfe ? 

13-22 
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l3-l7 These plans will be closely coordi:iated i.rherevec and 'Jhe:1.ever possib l e 
and every atteopt w-tll be ':!lade to eosure management objectives are 
being ruet ·.rich the least amount of fencing. Fencing on antelope ranges 
l.s also mitigated to reduce 1:::ipact5L This ls conslstenc w-ith SL\l 
Policy as outlined within BL~ Handbook 1741 -Fencing , See page 2-30 of' 
the Draft R.'1:P/E.IS. 

l) -18 Specific management techniques ta improve riparian/stream. habitat will 
be addressed during the development of activity ~lans such as habltat, 
allot:nent and watershed management plans. Techniques illay va r y froa 
area to area and vUl oost likely include , but would not be llmited to, 
the specific pragra.111 guidance as fou nd on page 2-)) of the Draft 
SIS/R.'11'. 

The 30 percent tmprove:::ient an all ll7 ·:niles is a r easonable objective. 
E.:dscing riparian studies within the district have -shown that th.is type 
of a response c an be expected within the shart-t,H'!ll, 

13-19 The specific resource o r program guidance found an page 2-)0 of the 
Draft EIS/RMP w-hich addresses the alteration of' sagebrush, was inc l uded 
as "specific guidance-. The '.lestern States Sa3e Grn1ne Gui delines, 
recol'.!1mends how and what should be do ne •.1hen land :JLanag-ers con-side r 
alte rt ng sagebrush within sage grouse habitat. These procedures were 
in tend ed far use as guidelines. 

13-20 See Chapter ), Revisions and Errat a under "Glossary" for clarificatioo 
of the definition of trend. The amount and duration of change before 
action ls taken depends directly upon site specific conditions and the 
attainment or non-at t at.nrnent of allotment specific objectives .. 

Refer to Page 2-31 of t.h.e Dr.af'c RMP/EIS on Livestock Use Adjustments. 

13-21 ~onitoring will continue to measure a ttainm ent of objectives. 

13-22 The results of m.anltoring studies will be used on a site specific basts 
to eva lua te ucUizac!on and effects on vegetation. Where possible and 
necessary utilization will be read prior to grazing by livestock. and 
af'ter grazing by Uvestack to determine the portion of the for.age 
utilization which is attributable solely to use by w-ild horses. See 
page 2-31 of t he Draft RMP/EIS fa r further infor.:a.ation. 
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N-1 GR~ZING BOARD Commen t s on draft El! :o R.A. RMF/EIS Faoe l :'. 

--t-aO'E' :--~-1. Mani t.or1no F-·rogram I 
The Jrd sen tence ot t he 3rd aar·agraoh ~hould re t er to tt•e lq8~ 
ed1 t 1 on ot the t..ievc1d d Rana~l a n d r10 0 1 tor 1 ng Handbool . • 

--Pa9e 2-3~. Use Maop1ng 
The 1st para□raph p~rt1allv exola1ns the 1mocrtance ot use 
maoo1n9 but does not 90 tar enouoh. U5e oattern ffiapo1na 1s the 
most e ffective tool c>V o31 l '3.t.1le tor ranee manaoers to use i n 

pla n ning . locat1no mon1tor1ng sites. and de t erm1n1r 19 whether 
not the olcin 1s wor k1r ,g. Use oat.tern m.app1na must not be dor,"? 
Just because someone sa y s to map use catterns . 1t must be done 
be c ause the ran9e man~oer war,ts and wil l use the 1nform8l1o n i~ 

pro v 1de1S. To obtain ma x im u m benE:- ♦ it tor all oc.0.rties. the 
permittee should act1velv o~r tic1p ate in us~ mapping. 

OTHER ALTERN~TIVES 

--Fc19e 2-:3 . Lono-ter111 Hc..-se Hc.t1o n s #1 a.q d "2 
lt aooear=:- u l\ r, eces.sar-y le □ather ho--ses .;.nd restrict r-,ors'=' 
numbers under the no-or ,?,.Z 1 no a l tel""""r1al i '-'e. It. would be more t•£e-i u l 
t o an-alv::e the e•tect o+ u n controlled horse poo u la.tion:> thc1r it 
w as to analv~e ti1e eff~ct o+ n o 1 i vestoc l· orc1::1n9. 

Faoe .:+-2. . Assumot.1ons for .:..in al -✓ s1 s 

~.~ SL1mot1on r,o. 4 - Mon1tor1na OT ~e9et~ll '-'e use 1~ a rea u tt eme=~t1 
o..;. BLM ool1cv and t n ere,-ore 1 ·:o C·JOl .;. vc1.r1e1ble that can be omitt~~ci 
tro rr, c<l l al tern,~tl -..e,s e: •c f:-ot tne pr~fi::•rred .;.l te1 · n.::.t1 v e. C11r,1 ; . t1 - 1•J 
th is importa nt manc<!]emer1t c4ct 1..,,1 t"' biases tr ,e ._._n~ l ~ ;:;;is ir , •~ •-•or 
o-f the alt.el""""nat1ve lhat wc>s obv1ousJ..,, S"::"lectr;>d e · .. ·&r, be-f o re the 
ar,..;.} vS. l s beqan I 

-- Pe1C!'e 4-8, L1 vestc.-c:I Gr-<:'!:: 1 nq ( Hl tE:•rn-at 1 '.e Ai 

Se t.:0~1d sentence- ·Howe.er. J:.·<='r. t1cular c.•llotmer,ts ma..v e: ; oe r 1t-no:::P·: ' 
oa1n:: or lo s ses c1s ?; result oi c.t-,a.r1oes 1n foroot:c- cand1t1on .:.n:1 
trend. over time . · I, mon1tor1n□ 1s not B oarl oi •lte rn.,,t1~e ~. 
Mf..,w w=i u l d ch.,;,,r1gE-s and trends t?e del ec. ted ·: 

f1i SCEL Li=:tt JE.OUS 

--F ·--:1190 2.-::'.7. l .e- aa .l ~ccess 
lhe :. rd senler1ce rec-ds: ·Eo:'li:E-ments requ1r!:'d to pr ·ov1de ~CCEc-:s t c, 
oubl1c laod s will be c1cuu1red •••• · L•oes ttns lan9 ,_,.,a,.oe- 1nd1c.;;l,, I 

13-23 

13-24 

13-25 

13-26 

Response Letter 13 

13-23 This referenc.e has been changed. See Revisions and Errata, Chapter 3. 

13 - 24 The a:ssumpt ion to 1 nc.orporate monitoring into the prefe r-C'ed alternative 
only vas based on the requirement by the National Envirotl:c!iental Policy 
Act to present an ar r ay of alternatives. If monitorin& were included 
as a part of each alter:1at:ive analyzed than the stocking levels would 
be similar a:id only short term impacts would be analyzed. 

13-25 This discussion refers to econolllic. gains or losses, not vegeta t ion. 

13-26 Even though the right of E.caineot Do:n,ain through condeo:iation is a 
method tha c can be used to obtain access, 1 t is anticipated t bat this: 
method vill not be used for resource management purposes. The 
preferred method to obtain access is through negotiation . 
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N-1 GRAZING BOARD Comment.son draft Elko R.A. RMP/EIS Paoe 14 

do not trulv reflect or even acknowledge the wildlife use on 
private lands. The recreational uses. forage production~ wildlife 
habitat and other values o+ the intermingled pri v ate land6 ar~ 
substantial ~nd are 1nseoerable trom those on BLM ~dm1n1steFed 
1 ands,. The ex 1 stence ot these val ues should be oc~ ,nowl edged in 
the plan because they do have a effect on how the adJacent 
feder"'al 1 and 1 s ma nage d . 

Respec~,~z• 
@. ~'""'':Ii. Certified Range Ma gement Consultant 

Comment Letter 13 

CALCUL.::HlO I•.; OF DEE.R AUr-tS FOf. : TEN ALL01t1ENTS 
1400W W1 l dl 1 te Ha .bit.at Area s DY-~ and OW-:: 

Mc-.o Deer Acres of ,: o+ Use AUl1s Aopr1d. 

F ef. U:>E Use Area Use, t-.rew. Est. on T .:t.h l e 
No. Hre..i ,n Allot in Allot HUMS BLM i,LM ~ l 

<RMPl ( Rl1F) (1) (2} ( 3,j (4) (51 (F'.11P) 

J. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

D'f-2 17 7 . 28(1 14. 3 

o·i-2 97.~Bv 7 . 8 

DY- 2: 12~ 8 ,) 0 

57::. 

:.1:. 

.q(, 

98 

98 

80 9,:, 

OY-2 
ow-:: 

7-2.640 
?:'..960 

ll)4 ~85 

D'r'-2 
0\.1-2 

DY-2 

DY-;: 
DW-2 

DW-2 

uw- :: 

14~ •)B( , 
1.920 

10 ,881) 

15 . 36(1 

5 . 1::0 

:'.56(• 
16 . 64 1.J 

4.48 (1 

4,48(', 

41.6 

1. I 
1. 1 

0.9 

L2 
2.9 

9 , 5 

1. 248 

44 

36 

48 
tF 

6 
:.85 

73 

:.s 
38 

77 

89 
69 

'53 41 

(lJ All ~creaaes est1m~~ed froni BLM ~Ct ,~1nute: m~o ~ w~th 
allotme n t and deer use .re~ boundarie5 olo tte d as 
clo se l v as oos~1ol2. 

C:2, f-ercent oi us-e ~r · ec est1mC" .te-d b v dl '-' Jd1 n o C""c.1-~= o-: 
use ~,..e.., on al lotn ,ent b-1 tot<c:1.l ~~re-= o+ use ,cu·:c-, . 

4 "; 

11 

f<B 
16 

(2, i Use: ,:o,rea. AUMs £-Stl ma. t ed bv multi ol ·~·1 n r;i l •ll)Ui,J l"L•~~ -!:•r1c<l•le 
AUJ·\ lol C'l l + C•r !:?,:!.Ch u.!Se air 1:1:'- b ·.· tt ll-.: pC?r- Lt.:-nl 01' t ti-=- 1,_1.S.E' 

~r·ea ~st1m~ted to be w1th1n the ~llotmer,l. 

(4) :·: BLM delerm1nf::-c' b ·• d1 v-1d1na b Lt 1 .;,er-~~ ~di..1:.,enci 1 ; 
ti.•Lle l> b · .. · th e toted ~sl1mated ar-t""eo c.,f the ... 1la1 _111~r,t. 

{::;1 HUlls on 8'.....M d e t r:?r-011nud b-.., n,1..1.i 1_1ol v 1,1 u tt,F e.-st_1rr, :='t:E-d 
~UM: Tor tne v.se ~,..e..., 1r1 the a .11 ut, i,enl t,..., th "O."" C-,<:"r cent. 
&L• "'l J ~.r,d ;1, t.h~ oi lotm~nl. 
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3~00 Eas~ rca~o Street 

Elk~ . NevaJa e9A(ll 

Dear Sir: 

I n ~ev i~~ i~q the draft Elko Resource Area R~P ~ EIS , it 

is di!fic~lt !~r me ~o be convinced that the review team 

~ould ~=v~ ~ccurately evaluated all t~e allot~ents in the 

Elko ~rea. wi t~in t~e t irr:e fra".':"le and manpower that '"'ere 

availa:Jle. I assu~e that :nany of the allotIT!ents •.•:ere 

ev3luated in tje office only and this ·?rocedure can be only a 

~quessinq gamen at the best. 

Under Alternative D, Land Te~ure Adjust~ents an~ 

Corridors , the ~illis Packer Ranch's Boulder ~ield Allotment 

loc a t ad on th e cou nty lines of Elko , Lander , a~d Eurexa - TJ7N 

and T36N , R49E, R4ijE, and R4?E-the suagested areas of 

exc~ange en t~e ma? does not i nc lude t his area. Some thirty 

y~ars ago, Willis Pac ker fenced ap?roximately 10,000 acres 

involving alternace sections of 9L~ and ~rivate land with a 

verbal a,:::-ree:ient with the BLM t!iat ~rivate land outsicie the 

fenced area, a9? roxi mate ly 5000 acres, would eventually be 
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~ove~ber 13, 1985 

~r. Rodney Harris 

District ~anager 

3900 East Idaho Street 

Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Sir: 

In reviewing t~e draft Elko Resource Area R~P & EIS, it 

is diffi'cult 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 ~ield Allotment 

located on the county lines of Elko, Lander, and Eureka-T37N 

and T36N, R49E, R48E, and R47E -the suggested areas of 

exc~ange on the map does not include this area. Some thirty 

y~ars ago, Willis Packer fenced approximately 10,000 acres 

involving alternate sections of BLM and ?rivate land with a 

verbal agree~ent with the BLM that 9rivate land outside the 

fenced area, approximately 5000 acres, would eventually be 
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exchanqed ~ith BL~ and th~rehy t~is Boul~~r Pie l d ~ ou ld be a 

private field . 

We would li ~e to s~oqest t~at this a rea could b 0 I 
extended to a possi:J le ex:::",anoe n r o~osal i;-. t:1e near f uture . 

Thank you for your co~sider ation on th is ~atter. 

Si nc e r ely , 

14-1 

Response Le tt er 14 

14-1 Refer to the Land Tenure Adjustment ~ap for the Proposed Plan vi.thin 
Chapter 2 of this do c ument . It appears your l ands are vithin areas 
available for exchange . The small portion of ·r. 36 N. , R. 49 E . , you 
refer to within the speckled area of Transfer Primarily by Exchange 
area, is an a r ea vhere the Bureau vi.shes to decrease publi c land 
holding.s . The rema i ning area to the north , 15 an area t he Bureau 
wishes to retain as publi c lands. Se e Chapte r 3, Revisions and Errata, 
for fu r ther explanatlon of land tenu r e adjustment categories.. 
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exchanged ~~ith BL~ and th~=e~y this 3oul~e~ Field ~ould ~ea 

p!:"ivate field. 

·,·le '.VO!;ld like to suages:. t~a~ t h 1.s area could be I 
ex~en~ed to a ~ossible ex~hange ~roposal i~ the ~ear future. 

Thank you for your cons i~ eration on this ~atter. 

Sincerely, 

Dean A. Rhoads 

14-1 

Response Letter 14 

1-4-1 Refer to the Land Tenure Adjustment ~ap for the Proposed Plan within 
Chapter 2 of this document. It appears your lands are within areas 
available for exchange. The small portion of T. 36 N., R. 49 E., you 
re fe r to wi th in the speckled area of TC'ansfer Primarily by Exchange 
area~ is an area where the Bureau wis hes to deer-ease public la nd 
holdings. The remain ing area t o the north, is an area the Bureau 
wishes to retain as public lands. See Chapter 3, Revisions and Er-rata, 
for further explanation of land tenure adjustment c.ategories. 
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15-1 

United States Department of the Interior 

tn ~eply Refe .. To: 
IIGS-~ail Stop 423 
DES 85-37 

Memorandum 

GEOl.OGtCAL S.L'R VEY 
RE5 TOS. VA. ~~()9::! 

To: Dist•ict Manage •, ATTN: RPM ream Leade•, EHo Dist•ict, Nevada 

From: Ass is tant Oi--ecto'" fa .- Enginee--ing Geology 

Subject: Review of .. esou'"'ce managemen:. plan and d'"'aft envi .. onmental statement 
for Elk a Resou .. ce Area~ Nevada 

'lie have --eviewed the stdtement as ""equested in a memorandum c,f August 7 from 
the State Directo•, Bu•eau of Land Management. 

I 
Since ground wate .. is used for i ..... igation~ the statement should evaluate the 
scope of such use and assess its effects on g .. ound-wate'" '"esources unde .. the 
proposed management plan. Pe--iodi c mon i tor-i ng of the qua 1i ty of drinking wa te'" 
supplied to the public and staff should be discussed . 

James f. Devine 

Copy to: Dist ri ct Chief , 111!.D, Ca•son City 
(info"'1ation on l y) 

Response Letter 15 

15-1 Ground....,..ater on the public lar.ds is used for irrig::1.tion i:i. conjunction 
with entries under the Desert Land Ac.t. Bef0re a:i encry is allo ...,·ed, 
the State Engineer of ~ievada investigates the g round1Ja ter sltuat ion foe 
the hydC"o~ra;,hic hasin in question. Based upon the i.nvestii;:-3.tion, he 
deternli.nes h:>v .nuch •,.;ateC' can be 'Wlthdn.;,,Tl for lrrl~ati.on ~rnr;>oses. t.le 

adhere to these f_indi.ngs when determining the nu::nbec of entries to !>e 
allowed. 

The only drinking water supplied to the public ls located at our 
campground f ac l lit Les. These ve Us a re :!I0:'1 ito red in accordance wi th 
Stace of ~evada r egulations. 
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Vi! E LL S RURAL E L E C TRI C CO MPAN Y 

16-1 

P.O BOX 365 WEI...LS, NEVADA 89835 • CARUN.NEVAOA.B9622 • WENDOVER, UTAH 84083 

Bureau of Land Mana~ement 
Elko District Office 
P .O. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Attention : RMP Team Leader 

November 11, l 98S 

Subject : Elko Resource Area RMP & EIS. 

Wells Rural Electric Company would like to submit for vour consideration the 
following co11111Dents in regard to the Dr-aft Resource Managem-ent Pla n and 
Environc:iental Impact Statement for the Elko Resource Area, 

Our Primary area of concern deals with the desip:nation of future utility 
corridors. We have enclosed our Loni,,; Range Plan which covers future planning 
throuJl;h the vear 2002 . In oarticular, 1,,•e would like to call ~our at t ention to 

I 
!'.)a~e 86 of this .document which looselv defines potential corridors and facilities 
which mi~ht be necessary for service in the '11"R.EC service territorv , We would 
like to encoura~e you to include these potential corridors for consideration in 
the final RMP and I. I S • 

Since this mao includes areas outslrie the Elko Resource Ac-ea, the followin,i: is a 
list of those facilities soecifically inc lu ded in this area. 

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

2 ) Car l in Substation - Pine Valley Line - This facilitv has been approved for 
con struction with a l l necessar y oermi ts and easements and construction has 
bee n started. 

] ) E:i 11htmi 1 e Creek Swi tchstation (Elko Switchstat ion) to Jig.es Subs ca tion to 
Rub~~ \1a ll ey Substation - A oortion of this li ne was addressed in the R."1.P 
althoc~'l the a c tua l rout i ng is dif fe r ent . Reloca tion o f this facilitv and 
i nclusion of that portion over Harrison Pass to Ruby \."alley should be 
considered. 

· ·owned by those U)f' serve ' · 

Response l etter 16 

16-1 The intent of the corridor issue in the R.'W was to provide for 
tr-ansmission facilities (as opp-0sed to distribution). None of the 
three powerline.s identified by your co1C1pany meet the criteria of 
transmissioo lines. le fact, the Pine \'alle y Line was approved ,..ith 
the assuc:iption that fut.ure tra ns:Dission facilities would not be 
ac cep table along its route . A corridor must be able to accommodate 
more than one facility in its loca tion . 
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~C understands the need fo r coordination with the SLM and aoDt"eciates this 
opoortunitv to submit some of our lonst :-ani;i:e olannimz: for consideration. In the 
future~ as soon as pl annln~ documents are oreoa red ~ they wil 1 be submitted for 
you r co nsiderati on . 

lf you have an y questions or if we can be of ass istance in your planni:,g efforts, 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 

KS/ts 
enclosure 

Sincerely, 

I, 

ZIC• 
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17-1 

17-2 

J 1ggs Conservation D:smc, cf·, 
~ ==-=iii ¥ "1:'t'* 5¥S 1&H#Mtmsmi/it:4 • . r ,c=-.~~ 

;,( .., ,:A .·. ~ H, L C E i fv · t ', 

Bu:ceau of land Eanage:nent 
Ll kc ~i s t rict Cffice 
;. t't!':: ?.:•::· Team i.,ead er 
F.C. 3o:x 831 
Elko, :~. 69801 

Dea:- Sirs: 

.h.fte= review of the draft Elko Resource hrea 2nvironmenta l Imnact 

.Sta.:.enent , The Jig gs Sonservat ion District submits the follo,,; lng 
co~=Bnts and requests that these comments be made a nart of the 
of~i~ial re~ord. ~ 

1 . ?rojected adjustment to i..Uf•:s based on ecol ogic a l conditio::: survey. 
.:... • C:n 1 allotments there is a question as to whether or net 

su:-vey te chniq ues were accura~e enough to provide an adequate 
esti~~te of t~end and condition. 

~ . ?rojection of changes in condition due to im~lementatioc of 
altenJatives does not appear to be scie~tifically sount . 

.... • :~r.'tb i-~~-t."i'<m of condition to carrying cap2ci ty is not based 
on adeauate data. 
~sti[l]aied condi tion and trend in f:: and C allotmer:::ts is not 
accurate because condition was est im ated from the office 
r2ther than making actual on - the - groun~ surveys. 

2. ;:rcje:::ted adjustments to AUi(s based on forage demanded by 
''reasonab l e nun:bers 11 of big gacoe. 
~. ~ oubling of deer numbers is not a realistic goal for big 

game nu m-oer increase . Xerhaps a one-third to one-half 
increase would be more realistic . 

3. .:...ssignment of deer AUi·'.s t o the allotments based on ore -
po rtion of b ig ga~e use area ~it ~in an allotment is-not 
re alistic . 3ased on location, habitat, etc •• • so me allot 
rr:ents t ,.ave little C.ee:- use while o-:.he:- a ll otllents h ave 
su·ostant.ial deer use . To prorate cieer use acc -ording to 
what nercer. ta Ee an allotment is of the t.ctal resc.urce area 
is unr'ec..listiC . 
:t appears insufficient consideration is given to the 
cont:-ibution o: ~.rivate ly owr.ed lands in 2 habit.at area . 
:;-.rivc..tely o,,.rneri i2nds contribt,,;. t e subs"tantial l y t o Ceer 
;._u;.:s. 

3. ?:-:-J e~ t~- ~D~":'1·,..·a:-= -...Cjustments ha ,;e the ::,otential for an adve rse 
e:fec't er. the bo.rro\'li•in~ a.t: i:i ty o:' a ra:lch ~-.:th f.:..na:"'!cia: 
lenGing institutions • 

..:.r:. ~a.::.':'n es.s , \t:e realize the sr !ort '";i r.:e !ra~e iffi;'.'OSed on the ::::lko 
E:.~-: :.:.s--;:rict t o cor::::;le-te the ~lko ?..;.. ::=IS ""'E:.s t:..nrealistic and 12.crl.eC 
aCe~~ate t i me tc ga~he~ the ~ct~a: ar.~ :act u~l data neeaec t: ccme 
u:;:: ·.,.·.:. t:l co:-rect a:-.C. sounc:. riec.:.s ions for sc::e of t~'1e abo ve rr.ier.:ior::eC 
i ~e:::~ . 

Response Letter 17 

17-1 The presentation of data pr o jections based on the be.st available data 
is in compliance with the Council on Enviroll!Ilental Quality Regulations 
( 40 Code of Fede-ral Regu lations 1500) . BLM policy requires that 
vegetation monitoring be implemented to provide reliable data from 
which 11 vestock forage adjustments are made. Please refer to the 
section entitled .. Livestock Use Adjust,1ents"' on page. 2-31 of the Draft 
R."'IP/EIS for further information. 

17-2 The BL!'!., within the proposed pla n , has commited to attainment of 
reasonable numbers in compliance with State .Di rector Policy . 
Reasonable numbers are defined on page G-5- in the Draft R..l.{P/EIS a nd are 
based on long-term averages of known population levels by management 
area. Nu:nbers 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 unifonn distribution of mule dee r 
had to be utiliz.ed for analysis purposes. We recognize that some 
allotments have more p r eferred habitat than others an d as a result have 
c:aore deer use. 

When -we computed the reasonable number AUHs, the percent Fe.de-cal range 
was used as part of our computations and therefore resulted io 
apportionment of AUMs for publ ic 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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Jiggs Cons ervat ion C ',; · ic: 
2 

L- ·..,.v ·-.-;, L ~ / 1 ~ • 

.. e are also of t!":e -:oinion that. ·1anC. · .::ar_agerr.Ent. by court orC.er does 
net gi ·.re the age;1cy the best shot at fSVOC. :iulti;:-le use ::=anage:..e:i.'t 
o: a l l the publ:c =ar.g~lar.ris . 

~hank you for givi:i.g us the op~ortur.ity to co□me~,:.. 
::::.:nservati on :.ist!"ict ,:an be o :' a ss :..s"tan-:e in :'a-t:ure 
T.anage~ent prograrr.s , ;lease feel free to :all on us . 
::--:i::-·...,ar:i to tar-:.:.::: i pa,:. :.r.g . 

.Si:1ce::-ely , 

·tC- , 1< '> 
John 7asauez 
Chairman -

CONSER'l.·ATION • OE\i'ELOPMENT - SELF -GOVEAW,1E ,'\IT 

:f t'.-"Je Jiggs 
;:!::_;.: resour:::e 

.-,e 'Nill look 

Comme nt Lette r 18 
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Comment Letter 19 

H;-. Rod Ha.-::-is 
Dist:-ict Ma.na~er-
&.::-eau of Lar.d ~.a."lage-ment 
;900 East ICAl'lo Street 
P. O. Box 83: 
~lko, Nevada 89&>1 

Dear 1".r. P.a..-ri6: 

Elko Co1.mty Conse:-vation Association 
P. o. Box 2561 
Elko, Nevada 893<>1 
November 14, 1935 

Recently a nu1r:ber of Elko County reside:its v ho 8.!"'e vitally interested 
ii:. natural rescr..irce conse:-vation asse:tb1ed to font. the Elko County 
Conse:-vatio.:i Association. We wish to vo::-k closely vith the land 
JCanagecent agencies, conse:-,.-ation r;:-oup.s, a.r.d industry in conserving, 
p::-otecting- and enhancing Nevada 1 .s natural resoi:rcee . \lith this in 
c:ind, please ace ept our com:nent.s on the D.:-aft Elko .rlesource Area 
.,..anag-eoent Pan. 

lnt!"Od '..lctio:i 

.e..!'te:- ::-evie ·•,rir;;g the D:-a!'t Elko P-\!P, our impre1Ssion is that tl-.e gene:--al 
condi tio:i o!' the lands within the Elko AA a::-e in either fair or poor 
condition. This indicates to t:6 that si~ifica.r..t proble£?:s ex1.s! iti 
the Elko rtA, and ve feel that it is u:-gen! that p::-oble:r.s identified 
in the D::-aft ?J9 be .:-ectified. Thoe ~eoe::-ally poo:- p.:-OCuctio:. of native 
plants and the deterioated cond~:ior. of !"'ipa.rian a!"'eas are a c:':ief 
conce.:-:i. 

I. Ripa:--ia..n habitat is the heart o!' the native ecosysteo in J\evada 
a.~d i!.s condition is generally indicative o!' the qi.;al i t ~· o!' la."i~ 
c:-.a..::ia~-e~e:i. t ;::-act ices. It is disti:.::-bin~ that of U-.e .cea:-ly 6::X..-tti le s 
of ripa.::-1a:::. !'.a.bi tat .... i th in the I.lko RI., 6':% 1.s :-a i eC ir. poor, 2?X, 
ir. !"a.i.r, antj, on:::; 7~ in ~ood conci.:.t i or.. Eacfl alte::-r..ative of the REP 
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Comment Letter 19 

19-1 

Paa;• 2 
::!ipa=-i.a:-. c.:-:1.'t . 

would !"est:.lt b. a ne: dec!ir:.e o!' ,:;e.,ia.-i ~.abitat v i -::~in -;:le Elko 
?.A, a."1.::i eac:": ::.s u=.acc ep :a ble ::..n ti-..a: :--espect... 'fl'e tl!"~e that !:.!-le 
£17.o EL.I.{ d is:: , i-ct ado:pt a s 1:s g--. .n::lel:. :::ie t:".e C!"itecia oi.::tlir.e d 
i!l -:.he A:::;e::-:.car. ?:.she :--i.es ?a;:ie:---·•~he ~ Y.2..."'..al."ec::e:-.t ~act:-:~s :·o'!." 
."a ,a"'e::ien: acri F!"'.:lt~-:::.c r. of ·Jee::e:-:-. ?.it:a:-:.a.n .S.t:-eR.:':l ~cos·,st~::-.s . " 
Sho~ld :::e ~eai; adopt a.r:.J :ia...a g:,e::ten~l".a:'aIT ows for- a 
decl::...=te :..::i. o:- s:.:i:ple ~.a~!!~er.a."l.ce o i cur.:-ent :-;:;,ar ia:1 :2b:.. tat co::.cE
tio!ls , "?Je •ou!d l::.ke a ·.rrit ten e.v.:plar.at:.on [or the adoJJt:.on of such 
a :;::la,,,.. 

Li.·.r~stock :::ar.a ~e=.e:it p:-actices stould enhar!ce ove:- a l l !'a.-ige conditions 
for .,..l~d :i: · e . T~t is t ::::prov~eient of :-ar:ge condi t ions sho1,1.ld be t~e 
goal of the 2u:-eau fo:- the ::'.ltual ':-eri.ef:.t of livestock a:id "atildlife. 
g:m,~·, e:- , .:io :J!""a-:t::::e s hot:ld be i::iple:::e!'l~ed that v i!.l have a det:d:ne~ta!. 
e:'!" ect on v :.:dli:"e . 'lie :-ecol;"".me?":.d that t he Bu!"O?au adopt a v i5 0!"0':.ls 
p:-cg:-a.":I t. .... .a: ilO-Jld ::iost er:.1-..a.r.ce soil ar.d wat e:- conse:-vation "Jithi :t 
th e ::L"-to ~.A. ifo.de:- such a p:-o'f-:-a:ll, :i7estock and • ildl;!'"e v ill both 
ber:e!' :. : . 

Sp eci:i.ca ll.7 1 tbe conditior: c:' all :-ange land 'Withir. t~e Elko ?.A 
sh01..:ld be :s-.abilized a:id ca..:1age d :'o:- i :nprovezent. =i!eseeding in 
bu:-?:ed a reas sh.oi..:ld include the :-eint:-od u c tion o f .::iat i? e species. 
:?%'.Jla:- :::.on.:.:0:-i::5 is a c:- ,.;cia l pe:- t o: the :lla.r,a ge1:1ent. p:-oz:-a::n. 
·,1e feel t!' ..a":: si..:ch :?:?onitori z:.g is necessa::y to an ef!'ective .T.a..nage
::::e.nt pla.."l. 

3oth th e g:01·'i':'J. Hills a.-i.d the Little H:..:.o:..Oldt :l ive:- ·.1SA•s shou!d be 
g iven v il de ;:-:-.ess states. '!'he Ci:?dar Ri dge a o d =i!ed Sp:-ings i/SA 's 
s hould be 1:-op:ped f:-oa wilderness CO!'l.Side:-ation . 

Lar.d exc!".ar: :<!s that vi l l block up a:-eas of wild l ife hab itat should be 
;,u.=-s-..;,ed. PiJb l ic acce ss corddc:-s should be a pa.:-t of a..."ly e xchan ge .. 

Response letter 19 

19-1 The. specific rip.:ir ian re.s ou r ce and pr-og ram. guidance found on pages 2-26 
through 2-3 S (".',;uobe r s 2. 7-1, 7-2 a nd 10, 11 and 14) of t he Jraf t 
R.'{P'/EIS adequate l ;t address and a re consistent vi th the Ame r tcan. 
Fisheries Society's Best ~anagement Pra ctices. ·.Jhile ~hese tecnniques 
are no t all inclusive, they ha ve proved to be effective in the 
mana ge::ient of st cea::ls i de r i par ian habi ta t •,1i thln the ='..lko Oiscr lc. t. 
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Comment Letter 19 

19-2 

19-3 

19-4 

19-5 

19-6 

19-7 

?age 3 

V Utility !ir.es, pipe lines, etc. should closely follow existing 
cor:-ldJrs. ---

I 
P:-efe:;e:i A'1.te:-native ~ would _re sul~ ~r. dete::-ioatio:::i o!' asper . . s~ands 
( p.-4- ;-3). Eo1,,· is 't:ns cott:r,.at1.ble v:.. tn the .B-.i.:-ea"J.' s :-espons.:.. 'b-11i ty 
'to p:-o tec t a.nC. enha.."lce ,.,ildli. :Re hat:itat and w:th e:x:ecctive orde::--s 
11933 and 1!990 to p!"otect r i pa:-:i.ar. habitat (pp. 1-6 and 1- 7)? 

I 
T!".e l,.lt~~~:ive ~ (p.4-3 ? ): The recoval o! livestock g!"azi..r..~ vill 
::..:i.c:-ease cir ga.::ie pop-..;la:t1.or..s. Does ~his s..:sgest tr.at n:ule dee:
popt:.la~ions .,,oi;,ld benef :..t !':-or.: a climax grass type: Don't s:-t:d ie s 
i!l.dica t e otr .e:-wise ? 

I Should.r-.'t habitat :.n:.p:-01;eoer.tis also conside::-- the reintroductior. o! 
sharp-tailed -:;-:-o-:;se? 

I Would.n 1 t th e abolishment o:: a l l li-.,estock g!"azing (Alternative E) 
be det:- i oer. ta:. to c:n.::cka:- pa:-t!'idge :t-.abitat? 

I 
G:-asshoppe:- ccnt:-ol has been an ic:po:-tact and costly p:-og:-ac. 
Gr-asshopper p.-obl~r=is a.:-e ! a.:-~ely a :-efi.e:tion of poor long -tern 
:la...-iageaae:,.t , yet tb 1s p:-oblem 1s no-:. mentioned . VhJ? 

I 
Alte:-nat ::.ve E su g_~ests that :-a.'"Jfe fires W'Ould be a g:-eate:: :p.:-obleic if 
cattle rra.z ~:i,:- we::-e e li r:::.::..:-..ated, but don't cheat gras6 raru:;es co·•· p::ise 
the ,e-:-ea-:.es1.. fire danbe:-7 

Respec'::full:• s-.;b:r.itted, 

B..~ 11,l,c~~ ) 
Bob Hc'U:.:ity 
Ci"..ai::-:-.a.PJ 
'El.~o Co·.1!'1-;.y :c .nse:-vation Ass ocia tion 

Resoonse Letter 19 

19-2 Both E.O. 1199 0 , Protec:ion of Wetlands and E.O. U988, Floodplain 
Xanagement do not apply to the management and protection of aspen. 
Ho1,oever, we rec ogni ze our re sponsibi 1 i ty to 'l!anage these habitats . 
Under the concept of multiple-use, as specified in the Federal Land 
Polic:y and Management Act, the Bureau is responsible for various 
resource values so that they are utili2.ed in the combination that will 
best meet the present and future needs of the Ameri c an people.. After 
considering public com:ments received through o ut the planning process 9 

the Proposed Plan is felt to best meet these needs. Eophasis 'iiill be 
piaced on mai ntaining these areas vhile impC"oving other riparian 
habitats of greater value . The Bureau is concerned that this valuable 
wildlife habitat be retained. 1'he assess.:oent under the proposed 
alternative is the be.st estimate of projected impacts. 

19-3 The removal of livestock grazing will not significantly change existing 
C"ange sites or plant co:nounities within the life of this plan (20 
years). This 1s documented in the discussion of vegetation impacts. on 
page 4-38 as supported by various authors including Fren:.h and 
Mitchell, 1983 and Rice and \lestaby, 1978 (see re f erences in Draft 
R.."{Pi EIS) . The response potential of tDOSt range sites is not capable of 
this . It is, however, anticipated under this alternative that plant 
density and diversity, 'iiill increase and that foC"ag.e utilization by 
livestock, in areas of crucial big game ha bi tat, would not occur Oil 

public lands. Therefore, all of the annual available forage would be 
reserved for big game consumption. In addition, competition would be 
reduced or eliminated. 

19-4 Nevada Department of _,,ildlife•s input into the planning system did not 
identify potential sharptailed g rouse reintroduction sit.es or areas. 

19-5 For the life of the plan (20 years), native plant su cc essioo or 
ecological status will not have a significant impact on the cheatgrass 
c.omrnunity nor the chukar populations dependent on them . This is 
supported in the impact analysis on page l.-3B of the Draft R.'{P/ElS (See 
response 19-3). 

19-6 The rationale for not including the iss ue of grasshopper control in the 
Draft £.lko RMP/ EIS was t'-'ofold. First~ t his was not identified as an 
issue during the s coping process. Second, grasshopper control is not a 
Bureau initiated pro g ra:n and as such is coordinated by the U.S. 
Department of Agricu l ture~ Animal and Plant Health In spec tion Service 
(APHIS). Those treatments conducted 'oy APHIS .ue on a c.ase-by-case 
basis. USDA-APHIS has prepared and analyied the impacts of this 
program with a natiom,.-ide pr og rar:nmatic EIS . Site specific 
envinmmental assessments ar,e prepared to analyt.e individual situations. 

19-7 Cheatgrass C"anges do pro1:ide the light, flash y fuels which burn easily 
under the optir:nui:i conditions of fuel lo ad, huoidit y and a sour::e of 
ignition. AC"eas dominated by cheatgrass are li 'ic.el y sources for the 
spread of range fires . l--o ;;,rojection was 111ade on the spread of 
c.heatgrass ranges to i!:!ply additiona l f i c-e dang e r under Al t e:rna t t ve t 
or any other alternative. 
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, 70 'l 1 9S5,4420 

~~o•;e,nt:ec 14, 1985 

~r. ?odney ~arris 
Dist rict ~anaaer 
Elko Dist~lCt-0ffice 
Bureau of Land ~ana~e~ent 
P.C. Eox 83 1 
Elko , ~evada 39801 

Re: SAI NV 1863 00 014 Project: Elko RMP/EIS 

Enclosed i s the Govecnor's position on the \11,'llderne ss 
recommendations as presen~ed i n the Elko Draft Resource ~anage
ment Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Also attacned are 
individual State agency comments . Agency co mments on wi lde rness 
are provided on an informational basis and may not directly 
correspond to the Governor•s position. 

We would also like t o express o ur appreci.aticn to you and 
your staff for the briefi ng held for State a ge ncies 1n October: 
~e ~ill be looking forward to reviewing the ~inal EIS when 
published. 

JBW/11 
Enclosures 
cc: Edward Spang, BLM 

:_~:~,eel:; : ( d>t,, 
John B. Walker 
Planning & Intergovernmental 
Affaics, NOCS/SPOC 

-- ..... ----- :+ift 
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STATE OFFICE OF CO.\l~IU'.\ITY SERVICES 

~r. Rodney Harri s 
District ."'-.anager 

c~puol Ct)mpiell 

C.a1~o n Cit\ ·. \, pud,1 ~9(IO 

1702 ) ~~5 --1-120 

November 14, 1985 

Elko District Office 
Bureau of Lan d ~nagement 
P.O . Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 8980 1 

Re: Governor's Position o n Wilderness, Elko RMP/EIS 

Oeac- Mr . Harris: 

The State of Nevada acknow ledaes receiat of the draft 
Resource Management Plan and Environ,;ental Irnp~ct Statement for 
the Elko Resource Area. Several State agencies will be comment
ing directly on different aspects of the document. This letter 
constitutes the official State position o n the wilderness 
recommendations developed in t he plan. 

1. Red Spring and Cedar Ridge ~i ld erness Study Aceas: The 
State concurs that these two relatively small w1ilderness areas 
should not be given further consideration for wilderness designa
tion. Located very close to each othe r, only twenty ~iles from 
Elko , these areas do possess a certain scenic beauty. However, 
they are not unique, and opportunities for solitude and primitive 
recC'eation are no t outstanding . Both areas co n tain conflicts 
w ith wilderness designation (mineral and wood product potential 
as well as a considerable range fir-e hazar-d) that outweigh the 
limited wilderness values . 

2. Rough Hills r~ilderness Study Are a: This is an isolated 
area of very rugged terr::lin. It has excellent opportunities for 
solit ud e and primitive recreation. Although it is a small area, 
it has many scenic rock. fo rmations and canyon areas. Access is 
pr-esently difficult and the area is not fr-eque nt ly visited. Th e 
State does have some concerns about the two pr i11a te inholdings 

Fi 

l),.-,.,,,,, 
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Comment Letter 20 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
November 14, 1985 
Page 2 

found in the area and also about the moderate mineral potential. 
We w-i 11 be conductin g additional research in to these areas of 
concern. However, based on information available at the present 
time, the State concu rs that the Rough Hi 11 s Wilderness S tudy 
Area appears suitable for wilde rness 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 uni q ue, and we concur that its high wilderness values 
outi,,.-eigh other values. Howeve r, we have some concern about the 
inclusion in the wilderness area of so much o f the rolling 
uplands a bo ve the canyon. We are concerned about the 
manageability of these uplands as wilderness. We also note the 
presen ce o! private inh o ldings, several roads and ways, and some 
minera l po tential, particularly for gold and barite. We would 
support a modified wilderness proposal in which the boundaries 
are drawn back closer to the canyon rim. We would be happy to 
work 1tri·ith you on specific boundary demarcations, but initially 
suggest t.hat the top of Castle :Ridge would be a preferable 
boundary on the northeast, and the boundary shown in Alternative 
8 on the southwest. 

The State appreciates the opportunity to comment on this 
documen t.. We look forward to continuing to work with you in your 
""ilderness rev i ews. Please do not hesitate to contact this 
office for any additional information you may need. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Di rector 

JF/11 
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$"TATE OF' NEV A DA 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 
noo Va l 1ey Ro a d 

P .O . B ox 1067E. 

P 1:- .:.Fa:, ~ 61'1VA•~ 
Gc~~•.,c• 

Reno . Nevdda 89~20-0022 

f7C,2) 789 --05-0{) 

f'r. John 8. Wa 1 ker, Coordinator 
State Clea ri nqhouse 
Dffi ce of Comuni ty Services 
l lDO E. Wi lliair., Suite 109 
Carson City, NV 1'9710 

RE: SAi NY •86300014 

Dear John : 

Soverr.ber 5., 1985 

We aporec i ate the opportunity to review and C""'1lent on the 

WI- L ' /.f.' ,:. rv.0 1..1t~1 
:J,·L'! :;:c-• 

fl ko Resource r.anagement Pl an and Envi ronmenta 1 lripact Statement and 
submit our comments and recorrrnendations for vour consideration in the 
final RMP/E!S. • 

I n the Depar tment's role to protect, maintain and enhance the 
state ' s wildliff' resources, we P1ust rel_v on the land mana9P.l'lent a~ency 
to provide the necessary quality and auantity of habitat to support that 
resource. Therefore, we see the present condition of that habit~~ and 
the prcpos~d fut ure cond it ior.~ 1 as brought about by land P\anaoe t'ient, to 
be key f ac:tr.rs in our role of prcwidir:g desirable populaticns of 
wi 1 dl i fe. lt is often stated that goc,c' range management is good 
wildl if e management and we certainly support that premise if the goal is 
applied to native ran9e and the at tainmer.t of ~ood or better ecological 
ranae con~ition. We be l ieve that in manv cases the RMP/EIS does 
dociin'ent rna11y resource conditions that a·re far frcm bein~ ootinal for 
wi1 dl i fe ar.c several other 1 and user s. The RKP/ El S states, that of 
22,000 acres of riparian habitat il"lventoried, 91 percer:t is i n poor or 
fair condition. The resource area contains 21? mil es of st.reams of 
which 66 perc er.t are in poor condition . Trout pooulations ar~ pre-sent 
in 37 Cl' tt .e 73 strear.is inventoried and hist c ricallv tr out were found in 
most, if not a 11 , of those streams. Qf the ? • 511,893 acres of native 
r2ri9e inventoried, 67 p~rcent of the native ve~etotion is producinq at 
or below half of the plant co11111unity potent i al. A total of 52 
al l otments 1ri•2.s shown to have an apoarer;t downward trend. w~ feel these 
statement~ in th':! R~P/ EIS cP.rtain 1y warrant sone decisiv~ and far
re:aching mancger.1e11t com i tments to brin(] abou t ~nprovement. 
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~r. John B. Ila lker 
November 5, 1985 
Page 2 

We feel that through the selective management process and the 
subsequent categorization of 27 "I" allotments (approxil"ately 70 percent 
of the resource area}, that a positive comr.iitment toward the first stP.p 
in good ran~P. r.ianagement has b~irn made. We certain 1 y cormiend ~hP. Bureau 
for such a positive approach to the cateao ri zat ion proces~. Howev,er, we 
feel the goals of improved management fall short of that needed to 
restore productivity to much of the wildlife habitat. For exanple, in 
the Environmental Conseouences chapter, we see the fol lowing goal s as 
being l ess than satisfactory to resolve ~ome of the resource conditions 
previously stated: 

I. Three percent of the native vegetation wr,uld move tcward the 
potent i a 1 native comm\Hl Hy and the remain i no 9 7 percent wou 1 d 
not chanQe over the long te!"m. 

2. Fifteen percent of riparian vegetatfon would improve in 
habitat qua lity ar.d 85 percent would remain unchanoed or 
decline. 

3. Habitat qua 1 i ty wou 1 d i mpro,e on 106 acres of protected spring 
site riparian vegetation and 1. 144 acres woul d decline or 
remain unchanQed . 

4. As en stands would reJ11ain unchan ed or decline overall on 
approximate v 14,000 acres. 

In order to address and correct some of these conditions and 
goals we strongly recorm:end that the Bureau se le ct 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 
productiver:ess of the resource area. we recomend that one more 
management guidance standard be adopted. This would be t he acceptance 
of the American Fisheries Society paper entitled "The Best Management 
Practices for the Manaaement and Protection of Wes tern Ri oari an Stream 
Ecosystems • as the fundamental managel"!ent standard for stream riparian 
areas in the Elko Resource Area . 

Even though wildfire was not fdentified as an fssue in the planning 
proce,ss, we fee 1 that its effects in the resource area are s igni fi cant 
enough to warrant some goah and objectives. For example. just this 
year alone approximately 153,800 acres were burned. ~any of these areas 
were valuable wildlife habitat and in all probability a ~ajor percentage 
of it will never, at least in the foreseeable future, return to its 
former productivity. We request that the RMP/EJS address this concern 

I and adopt some guide! ines that wil 1 promote the restoration of native 
plant species where needed to maintain wildlife populations on critical 
and crucial habitats. 

C ttn W 

Response Letter 20 

20-1 See response 19-L 

20-2 The concern of wildfire rehabilitation was not identified as an issue 
during the scoping phase of the plann i ng process for the Draft R..'iP/E IS 
(RefeC' to page 1-4 of th is document for EunheC' infonnacion). However~ 
established vegetative objectives, while not specifically developed for 
fire rehabilitation, adequately incorporate your concern of rest ori.ng 
native plant species within crucial wildlife habitats. Specific 
measures for •.rlldlife habitat restoration will be further discussed in 
the fire management plan for the distric.t ·•hich will be developed 
following the Record of Decision on this R..'iP/E IS. "Wi ld life habitat 
restoration can also be ac.complished through other avenues of funding, 
e . g. contributed funds, rangeland improvement funds o r c.ont~ ib utions of 
shrub seedlings. His torte.ally, fire rehab! li tat ion funds have been 
limited to specific criteria othern than solely for wildlife habitat. 

0 _..,., « e ,¼- e':i-eee 
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20-3 

20-4 

20-5 

20-6 

Mr. John B. Wa Her 
November 5, 1985 
Page 3 

The 1 ong-tem proposa 1 to increase 1 i ves tock AUM' s 30 percent above 
the current three to five-year average us~ does merit serious 
consideration t o assure that il!lpacts to wildlife habitat will be 
avoided. W~ support 1 ives tock increases if wi 1 dli fe COl'lfl i cts can be 
avoided, but we also advocate livestock reductions if wildlife conflicts 
are increased. The ultimate AUM goal is really irrelevant as lon g as a 
comprehensive and effec t he monitoring program is con due ted to assure 
that range resources are not degraded. We totally support moni t ori ng 
and feel that under the present range management system it is the best 
way decisions can be su pported. 

In our review of the RMP/EiS, we recommend that the following 
al tern at i ves be selected for each i ss ue category: 

Leg a 1 Access 
Lands and Realty 
Corridors 
Wi 1 derness 
Livestock Grazing 
Wildlife 
Horses 
Woodland 
Minerals 

Paqe 1-5 

- Alternative D 
- Alternative C 
- Alternative C 
- Alternative D 
- No Recommendation 
- Alternative C 
- Alternative D 
- Alternative D 
- Alternative D 

SPECIFIC COl'MENTS 

The document states that the plan will be rev i sed periodica lly (a 
minimum of five years) to determine the need for amendment. Can 
amendments or addendums to the RMP/E IS be s ubmitted and activated at 
anytim e or does the five -year min i mum r efe r on1y to the review pr ocess? 

The public may have so:ne corrment on ACEC' s if some candidate areas 
wer e prop os ed for review and t ol11!1ent. 

What Makes Alternative D a ba 1 anced approach? 

Paqe 2-3 

Why could not an alternative be developed that would continue the 
aver a qe 1 eve l of use of 305 , 747 AUM' s and st i 11 i niti 2 t e the manaqerrent 
actions of Alternative D? . 

A.re there studies that show current manacement is providing only 
20,338 AUWs of f orage fo r existing numbP.r s of mule dee r? 

Res onse Letter 20 

20-3 Once the Record of Dec is ion is finaliz.ed, an y modification to the plan 
wou ld be impleme nted in compliance with 43 CFR 1610.5-5 and 43 CFR 
1610.5-& under the guidance of BLM Manual 1&17, Resource Management 
Plan, Aoproval, Use and Modification. A plan amendment is used to 
consider a proposal or action that is not in conformance with the 
plan. This may occu:- anytime after the Record of Decision is completed. 

We wish to clarify your letter by requesting you change "' •• . revised 
periodically .. . .. to - ... reviewed periodically ..... 

20-4 After considering comments from all phases of public participation, 
Alter.iative D is a blend of uses which accomm odates the multiple use 
policy and sound management practices required 'oy law and r egulatio n. 
The alte rn atives considered p r ovide a vide array of viab l e al ternatives 
(exclusive of Alternative E, the elimi:iation of livestock graz.ing, 
which was provided as a basis of comparison) emphasizing coc:nnercial or 
noncom mer cia l issues o r resources. Alternative D was the combination 
of uses and authorizations which appeared to provide f or more orderly 
economic and social growth for the local and regional area on an 
overall basis. 

20-S Alternative D represents the co nti nuatio n of the existing average 
licensed use (based on licenses from 1979 to 1963) of 305,247 AU~s with 
the projected availability of livestock fora ge at 402 ,096 AU!-1s over 20 
years following ioplementation of the plan. Th i s 30 percent increase 
i n avail11ble fo ra ge o ver existing use levels is expected to be attaine d 
th ro ugh a number of management ac:ions including range il!lprovernent and 
development and through management systems , 1.e, allotment management 
plans. The objectives and illanagero,ent actions proposed for other 
r esource uses in conjunction with the Hvestock pr o jections and 
objectives have been dete~ined to be coopatible and attainable. 

20-6 The estimated forage use leve ls f or reasonable numbers wer e a result of 
calculations based upon data provided by the ~e,.·ada Department of 
r..1 ildlife ('.iDOW). Reaso:1a!>le nu.i:1bers and season of use by big game use 
was provided and can be found '-'it hin the follo,..ing documeflt, \,,"ildlife 
Habitat plans for the future, 1 !'1: Inpu t into Land :-lanal!e.l'le:it A encies 
P l annin g Systems - Elk o Resource Area oe•Je ope y ,, u"'. ee re r erence 
page R-3 of Dra f t R.'1?/Els. 

Th e es:il!lated forage use levels fot'" existing nuobers were also a result 
of calcula tions based on data provided 't>v the ~;oow. Fr om infonnatioa 
found wi ::hi n the 1984 season inv est igat i~ns and recoc:i□e!'lda t ion for both 
mule dee:- and trop hy species, t.he percent., by manage.:oent area, 
differ e nces be~ween existing nll!Ilbers and reasonable meobers was 
deteroined and in corpo ra ted into the calcu la tions. 
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20-12 

20-13 

~r. ~ohn q. Walker 
November 5, 1985 
Page 4 

~ 

Wou Id land be so 1 d just because it is d iffi cu 1 t and un~conomi c to 
:ttcr.age or would other factors also be considered' 

~ 

In Alternative B, the objective to treat or seed 635,C00 ac•es and 
spend S14,000,000 on livestock range !l'lorov~ments seems inaooropriate 
and unrea 1i st i c 1Jnder currer,t budaet restraints. 'i,ie question that this 
al terna ti ve is even necessar.v or feas i b 1 e. 

Page 2-13 

In Alternat i ve C it states that: (1 ) direction is to impiement an 
~MP which would allow 1 ivestock grazing at use levels which would avoid 
significant conflicts with sensitive resources, and (2) grazing systems 
and ran ge ir'lprovements would be implemented to enhance overall range land 

I 
vegetative condition. This woul d appear to imply that Alterr.atives A, 
B, and D would resu1 t 1n s i gni f i cant conf1 icts with sensitive resources 
and grazing systems and range impro1Jements would not enhance overall 
rangeland 1Jegetat i ve condition. Is this the intent? 

I In Alternative D, how many acres of the 243,200 acres identified 
for trans :er are proposed for di sposa 1 under the OLE and Carey lan d 
acts? 

Page 2-16 

I What is a lo w visibility corridor? If this means a setback of a 
certa~n distance from the highway despit.~ conf1 icts with wi 1dl ife, we 
certa ml y have some concerns. An e.xamp 1 e of our concern was exemplified 
by the Elko Secondary Source powerl ine which was placed one-half to one 
mi1e away from the highway despite our recommenda tion to use an e.xisting 
corridor adjacent to the highway. 

I 
We have no concerns and agree with the designated SRMA' s. However, 

we do have a question concerning the South Fork of the Humboldt River 
SR~A. We thought the l and ownership and managemer.t of the area was 
going to State Pa rks. 

I 
The 0epart.,;ent supports acauirino legal access for the public and 

public land administration. Would any of the l egal accesses ( Table 2-4) 
be closed to the public? 

( 

Response Letter 2 0 
20 -7 :-1.any factors are considero?d prior co the disposal of a r1arcel of land. 

These factors a::-e evaluated t~r ough the environc:ie:ital assess.nent 
process which will be undertaken f or every la nd disposal that is 
contem;,lated. Difficult:.,, in ~nage:::ient of a ;,arce. l can cause its 
consideraclon for sale and its :nanageat>ility •.1ill be among the factors 
weighed ln a disposal de c ision. 

20-8 the antic: l pat.ed ex.pend it.ure s for range i :nprove:uent projects under 
Altenrntive g were a result of consultation with range users. ~onies 
obtai:ied th r ough the availability- of addi.ti.onal AU!-1.s and contributions 
by :-ange use rs are expected to equal these ex?enditures. This 
alternative selectlon is supported by :he recent U. S. Circuit Court 
decision, :-l'R.DC et al. vs. Hodel, which states ~Judicial review of the 
range of al tern.at ives considered by an agency is g:overned by a ru l e of 
reason that requires an agency to set forth only those alternatives 
neces sa ry- to pennlt 3 reasonable .::ho lce ··and ·· ... alternatlves ~use 'Je 
vie .. ed under a rule of r eason and are co be :oeasured against the scope 
of the proposed action ... 

This ls also consistent ·,Jith Bureau policy which states '"Additional 
alternatives shall be developed through t he Oureau of Land !ianage:nent' s 
Planning System ... One alternatlve J1ay be developed around how the 
(grazing) permit tee ... '-'Ould propose the all o tments to be managed ... 
(I~ 82-650. \fashington Office). As stated 1o1ti::hin the Final Grazing 
Management ?olicy, '"Alternatives analyzed in the EIS must describe a 
full range of :nanagement practices, ln.cluding various le..,els of 
livestoc~ grazing use. Recoccnaended mini:num alternatives are: The 
proposed actlon; no actlon; no g razing; increased livestock grazing 
use; and decreased livestock grazing use.·· This E:IS fully complies 
with this policy. 

20-9 Refer to pages 2-3, 2-8, and 2-18 of the Draft R.'IP/EIS for the 
objective and interest for each alternative. 

20-10 Of the acres i.deatif ied for potent lal transfer in the R.'iP/EIS, no 
specific areas have been marked for development under the Desert Land 
or Carey Act. !his is due pri;:narily to the fact that both acts require 
water of sufficient quantity to peno.it irrigation of the entries. To 
date I water availabiltty has not been established for public lands in 
the planning area. Therefore, it is im po.ssible to predict amounts or 
e,::act l ocations of lands foC' disposal under t hese acts. General 
criteria have been established for responding to the applications on 
file when water infoC":llation does become available. This may be found 
in Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata . 

20-11 Low visibility corridors were defined on page 2-11 and G-2 of the Draft 
R...'{P/EIS. Facilities ln these corridors •,o1ould be accommodated only if 
they ·•ould not be evident in the cha ra c t er-istic landscape. This 
designation does not 1m.pose any minimum distance restriction from the 
li'..ey observation point (Interstate 80). The E.lko Second Source 
powerline '"as not const ructed using this low visibility concept. ',..:'ells 
Rural Electric Company's Elko to Carlin 120 kV was. This 120 kV 
pow1eC'line parallels Interstate 80 coming ••1thin ~ !:Dile of it, yet is 
.seldom seen within the zone. 

20-12 To date the Division of State Lands, on behalf of the Division of State 
Parks has !been offered a Recreation and Public Purpose Lease ,.,1th an 
option to purchase o n 580 acres generally located above the high water 
mark on both sides of the proposed South Fork Reservoic 

Ct c¼ • . ,. i 121 2 
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20- 14 

20-15 

20-16 

20-17 

Mr. John B. W• Her 
November 5, 1985 
Page 5 

Paqe 2- 16, Wi 1 derness 

We do support the Wilderness proposal as presentec in the preferred 
a l ternative. 

~ 

Does the treatment of 120,g79 acres include retreatment of ol d 
seedings? 

Wi ll all treatnents or seedings have to neet a positive 8/C ratio 
and how long is the period of amortization? When the B/C ratio is 
deve 1 oped, wi 11 documented adverse impacts to wi 1 dl if e be added to the 
cost of the project? 

In our departmenta l briefing session with the Burea u on the Elko 
RMP/E!S, it was our unders t anding that none of the 120,978 acres of 
treatments or seed i ng~ wi 11 be located on crucial or k~y wildlife 
ranges. Is this correct; and if correct, where in the RMP/EIS is 
reference mad~ to this? 

Paoe 2-25 throuoh 2-36, Specific Resource or Prooram Guidance 

I 
The selective manaoer:.ent s ection rea 11y did not discuss levels of 

monitoring . i,.1; 11 a l1 11 i '' ca te~ory a 11 otments receive sufficient 
r::ionitoring upon which to execu t e gr azing decisio ns in t hrPe to five 
years after the Record of Decision is signed ? 

IJe request that t he de9ree of a l lowabl e livestoc~ use of browse 
species on del ineateC big 9ame winter range s be no more that 30 pe,.cent 
i n any sea son, not the 50 percent shown in the tab i e on page 2- 32. A 1 so 
so~ of the use seems rather h i gh, par t i cu la r ly if assoc: i ated wit h 
riparian areas . 

We request that ouideHnes be include~ that do not allow the 
routine har;oest of li Ve mountain mahogan_v or- ~tanding deciduous trees, 
un1ess the harvest is to r.ieet specific habitat mar'!a9ement requirements. 

Under the Wi 1 dl i fe and Threatened and Endanq•red Habit at ~anaoement 
Program, we high ly reconnend the riparian pasture! as a very benefi(ia l 
management concept which woul d accomplish several objectives. 

We r eco'ITlTlend t hat the Bureau encourag~ and author ize , to the extent 
feas i b 1 e, the use of track-mounted dri l \ rigs. 

Response Letter 20 
20-13 Prior to acqu i siti6n each individual r oad will be subject to a route 

analys is which will consider the level of access to be acquired. In 
most cases, full access, includi:, g the publi c 's right of access, vill 
be acquired. Howeve r , there :nay be situations where public access will 
not be acquired. The physical location of the road ( through a person's 
yard) , the lack of public use of the a r ea, or temporary closure {road 
out. bridge out, weather, cru cia l wildlife habitat, fire danger, etc . ) 
could all result i n the loss of access. 

20-14 This projection of treatiDent a c res includes retreatment of existing 
seedings . 

20-1:S All treatments and seedi:igs will have B/C analyses completed, hovever a 
positive B/C i s not required where resource or s oc ial criteria provide 
a firm rationale for further consideration. This is in co mpliance with 
the Bureau ' s Final Rangeland Iopr ove.oent Policy of October l.S, 1982 . 
The period of amortiza:ion varies by project type. Adverse impacts to 
'1,,Tj_ldlife c:1.n be accounted for in the B/C analysis p r ocess . 

20-16 The understanding is correct that none of the proposed ac res of 
vegetation manipulations under Alternative D are in crucial wildlife 
ran ges. This is doc uoented in the discussion on page 4-31 under the 
section -wildlife Habitat"' . No i ci?a c ts co crucial ranges are 
ide n tified. This is in contrast to Alternative B, page 4-13 which 
projects impacts to crucial big game ranges . 

20-17 The vegetation monitoring program oo "'I ~ category allotments was 
ini:iated in 1982 . Currentl y 33 percent of the planning area is under 
vege ta tion monitoring. A.11 'llon i t o ring actions are in compliance vith 
existing regulat io ns and policy as discussed on pages 2-28 and 2-31 of 
the Draft R.'fP/EIS . It is expe c ted that 111onitoring data gathered on I 
allotments vithio five yeaa after the Record of Decision is signed 
vill give the information necessary to make recon:mendations to either 
make a decision or estab l i sh an agreement to adjust stocking l evels. 
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We recOJF?JT1end that: the 9-oreau out1 ine what bcndi-ng requirements wi 1 t 
be needed for th~ reel ar-:at ion of areas disturbed by mining and mine 
explora tion . We aiso er.,:ourage gui delines that will keep new cut.f il l 
roads, associated with mineral explorat io n, to a minimum, to avoid 
critical habitats such as rip arian zones, aspen stands , etc., and b~ 
closed as soon as poss i ble. Native pl ant species shou l d be seeded at 
suitable sites. 

Paoe 3-8, Big Game Pooulat fon and Habitat Conditio n 

The Bureau ' s big gal'"e studies to date report that crucial mule deer 
sumer habitat to be in fair to good condition and crucial winter 
habitat to be in good to excellent condition . To someone unf amiliar 
with the area, this woul d give the impression that mule deer habitat and 
populations a re good and that habitat is not a limiting factor in the 
fH::o Resource Area. This certainly is not the casP.. We must point out 
that these studies represen t only a small percentage of the habitat. In 
addition, mule deer popul ations are far below historical lev els and 
literally thousands of acres of very valuable mule deer habitat have 
been 1 os t or severely deg ra~ed due to wildfire, livestock ( see page 
3-11), and mining activit i es. 

The Terrestri a 1 Riparian Habitat portion states that the pr imary 
habitat conflict is the tra mpling of water sources. 'lie question whether 
this is true. Probably of greater concern is erosion char..nel cutting 
which results in lowering of the water table and subsequent l oss of 
riparian habitat. Forage overuti1 ization and roads are also sources of 
conflict. 

Page 3-22 

I Were expenditures for trapping included in the S3,160,000 total for 
hunting and fishing? Were trapping revenues included in the total 
income figure? 

In conclusion, we feel the Elko RMP/EIS does adequately recognize 
roost of the concerns we identify with wildlife habitat. The degree to 
which those concerns will be resolved is stil 1 a question of 
considerable concer n. rn relat;ion to other P~"IP's/ E1S1 s which have been 
pre pared by the Bureau in Nevada, the EHo RMP/EIS is better for 
wild1 i fe than most. However, none of the RMP I s have met our 
expe ctations in regards to conrnitments for the management a" basic 1 and 
resources (soil, water, vegetation). upon which wi ldlife are totally 

Response Letter 20 

20-18 Estimated activity days and associated expenditures for trapping were 
included •.rlth t he est i~ates for hunt l ng in Chapte r 3. They were also 
included ..,ith the hunting estimates used in Chapte r 4 for the analysis 
of potential income and eJJplo~nt effeccs . 
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~r. John B .. Wallcer 
November 5, 1985 
Page 7 

dependent. We fel~ the RMP made some solid com i tments to riparian 
concerns, but we sti ll have a concern that much riparian habitat will 
dec l ine over the long term. We appla ud the goal of estabhshing 27 
AMP's and the placing of nearly 70 percent of the resource area in the 
11l 11 category. This categ orization when integrated with ef f ective 
monitor i ng and envi ronrnenta lly sound objectives for the resource area 
will res.u1 t in i1!1proving ecologica l conditions . 

LB:pw 

cc: Region II 

Sincere ly, 

William A. Mol ini 
Di rector 
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RICHARD H. BRYAN 
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ROL.-.o,;[) 0 1.4£.STERG-'RO 
Sr•u H1•1orU P,.,_,....• r..,• OHocff 

DEPAKTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND N-1'fftJRAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION or HISTOIUC PRCSEHVATION A..•rn MCHl:OLOGY 

201 S . Fall StrHt 

C11pilol CompJe• 

Car5-0n Cit\ . N-"-• 89710 

002, 885-5£38 

'!EMORANDL'M 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

.fohn l,'alker. Off ice of Community Service• h Ju..) 
Alice M. Becker, Staff Archeologist QLuJ m ~ f;Ll 

DRAfi/ELKO RESOURCE AREA R.'IP 6 EIS, SAI NV fl863000 14. 

The Division has revie,;.·ed the draft Elko Resource Area R.'1P and 
EIS. As described in the document. nunerous hi.s toric and archeological 
proper:ies eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Histo ric 
Places are located in the Elko Resource Area. We recogniz.e that under 
specific resource program guidelines~ the BLM will com;>ly with t he 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), a,s amended, and 
E.xec_utive Or der 11593 prior to construction of ";ildliie and livestock 
improvements. However, ,;,.,e a r e concerned that management of land as 
recreation areas and the increase in public access roa .ds may have 
indirect impacts to Register eligible properties not addressed by the 
R.'-1P and EIS. During road plann ·ing and development of management plans 
for the recreation areas, the BLM must examine "Whether such actio ns 
will in crease acts of illegal collection or vandali S111. In the case of 
r oad buildin g, the BLM should consider alternatives where th e placement 
of a road may increase access to fragi le archeological res0urces. 

As part of the management of the El ko Resou rce Area, t he BLM must 
also fo llm.· Section 101 and 110 of t ·he NHPA regarding the establishme nt 
of a program to nooinate p:c:opertie.s to the National Register. 

If th e BLM has any questions regarding t..bese coCllllents, please 
have Elko staff call me . 

AMB/de 
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ST.-\lt OF 't::\ -\U-\ 

/r_:.·,_ 

',tJ:J} 
DEPARDlE.'.:T OF ~ll:XER..\LS 

MR JO~N WALKER 
Cl ear i nghouse Coor dinator 
Office of Community Services 
1100 Eas~ William Street - 117 
Carson City, 11'1 897 10 

RE: SAi NV !86300014 

Dear Mr. Walker, 

lOO W i.,;;,.,.l ~u .... 1. ~ ,,. ,., ll.16 

Coi1~011 ( ,c,.. \, +:~6.d~ IS47ll.) 

71)l , -,,3,>. :',,1:iO 

October 30, 1985 

The Nevada Oepa rtmen t of Mi nera 1 s appreciates the opoor.tun i ty to comment on 
the Oraft/Elko Reosurce Area RMP & EIS, SAi NV •86300014. 

We appreciate the fact that mi neral resource managerr.ent •,1as treated as an i ssu.e 
in the draft documentation. However, we h-ave concerns regarding the designated 
mineral potential. We believe that an area's true mineral potential can ne"'er be 
fu l ly known untf l actua l exploration ana mi ning occur. In many cases, major mineral 
deposits a re overlooked or ignored unt; 1 new tech no 109 ica l break th roughs or shifts 
in industrial needs suddenly transform an area which seems to have 1 ittle or no 
mineral potential into a prime exploration targe t . From our vi ewooint. 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 tech no 1 ogy and, of course, present and predicted economic 
conditions. 

We support the BLM's preferred alternaHve for the Red Spring and Cedar Ridge 
WSA' s, which recornnends that these areas are not suita ble fo r wilder ness des i gnation. 
Both the Red Spring and Cedar Ridge have high favorability fo r oil and gas, and 
moderate favorabi l ity for bari te an.d other mi nera 1 s. 

We are opposed to wilderness designation for the Rough Hi 11s WSA. T~ere are 
several mines north · of the WSA '#ith new d i scoveries being made periodically. 
Production of gol d, sllver, copper and lead has occurred f rom the Bl ack Warr i or, 
Cleveland, McKnights Pt acer, Vanity Fair and Virgin i a mines located only 2-3 miles east 
of the WSA. Accardi ng to the USGS open-f i 1 e report 1976- 56, Kin era 1 Resources of 
El ko County, Nevada, th e 'Ii rgi n i a mine produced 450 tons of ore averaging 2'. 8 ounces 
gold per ton, 2.3 ounces of silver oer ton a long with 0.74 percent copper and 3.7 
percent lead. Although there have been no mini ng claims located wtthin the Rough 
Hills WSA, we feel the re is a moderate mineral potential based on demonstrated 
surrounding mineralization. 
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We are a l so opposed to wilderness designa t ion for the little Humboldt River WSA. 
Our concern is the mi nera 1 potent i a T in the northe-as tern portion. Two oromi nent roads 
also exist in that portion . We note that the min i ng claims and area of minera l 
potent i al in the southeastern portio n of this WSA are not inciude<l i n the preferred 
alternative . We feel that, at the 111ery least. the preferT"ed alternative's norttl
e·astern boundary should be adjusted to ex.clud.e the area of mine ral ootential. 

The Department does value oreserving some public land for future generations and 
scientific study, as.. long as the mining industry, 'Nhi ch is so essential to our national 
defense and this state ' s progressive economy, can rema i n healthy and be provided the 
opportunity to pursue new mineral resources. 

DO:wf 

Sincere l y. 

;'i ~ 
.[;cu~ _,,/'.~..:. .,.~ 

Oou.g · Ori esr,er 
Resou,rce Engi neer 
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DIYISIO:'\" 
OF 
!-."TXI'E 
P..\.lU,.~ 

~IE~IO 
TO Joi".:-: a!ke:-

FRO\ \ 

Sl'BJECT 

r. 
Steve ;-le.aver f ~'r,,1) 

J 
CR;;.f'':" ELKO ?...E:!:OC?CE AR:::A 

.3;. I'!' 6E 300014 

DATE 10/17 /85 

The :Ji.•✓ ision cf St.ate ?arks supports che draft Resou!"ce .\~a:..a~e!':'lent 
?lan :er :.he BL'! Elko P.eso1..:-ce Area. Hc•,.·e•.,-er, "'#le Co 1,;ish to ex 
cress :,ur ::once'!"ns 3;bcuc the ;ror-osed :-ecreat:io:, sit.es at Wild 
i-:orse a:-:C .SO•Jth Fork Reservoirs . 

aot:': of these o1reas :"'.leed to be managed in conjunction wit.:t the 
corres;:or.<i· :i<; st.ate recreation area. Thus, close cooperation ·••ith 
the ::t?•;atla S.1vi~1,::n of S t1-:.e :-=.1r!"'.s •.,.•ill t-e desiri\l:ile. Howe•;er, 
ur.less :!i....\'. is ·,d ! ling a:id able to nake tt-.e necessary financial and 

Fe:.-scn:-:e! com.~i to:-.ents, t:l.e C·i vi sion anti cir,ates ?rot::lel['s thai:: 1,,1i 2.1 
inevi~ab ly -:1tf'e:;t ~h"" .ldjacent .scai::e lar.ds. r: t.here 1s any 
p:•ssibil.:..':·/ that the Jivision is goi"g to event.ually ::.e saddled 
·..,r~ ::1 t~.e Cu:rder . of ~a:--.aqing these BL,'-t are.ls, :;oru:.1.n.:;ency olans 
si".oulC be cons ~de:re-C. rio"'' ::or a coo~erat.i ve r..anageIT':E'r. ': agreerr:ent 
O!"" out:rig!"',t t.:-a..-1sfe!"" of the lands invo l veC . 

5;,i : ·.r'."; 

8:)1 . C'b (51 

a dU:ision of lh.! 1),;,artnunl fJ( Consui.-atioo and Saturol Ri!soorn?s 

..... , ··••*•• 1' •• =• .............. .. C 
+Mii: - - J► t, · ·· · · • .. ..!. .. 
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l[IAOA STATE 
orr1cc OF CO~NUXITf S[RflC[S 
1100 EAST VILLIAR. SDITC 117 

CARSON C lt T. ICIAOA 89710 
aa,-••20 

TO, 
Go,ernor's Office L•!:i« ~1sslon 
Attorrtltf Gonef"al X L•ol sl ■ tlvo Counsel 8ar-e1111u Cons.er-w-etlon e nt' t~•tv:-el P .. s.ourc-es 

Mcaln1$tr ■ tlot11 - Library 

:::X ~r-lculhr9 - ~;;;:s Sorwke Cor.:-lluloti .!.. ::I"::;~:, 01str1ct1, =~~ty Servlcn Ttxatlon \I"ij.:fi'"lrol\COntel Prot.ctlci11 

- stat. Job Tulnln~ Office Tra,.,sporiatlor, · X rOl"'utry 
- Econoa.1c Developzent T tnJR-Bur-ee11,11 of J.l!rwts X Hist. Prnerutlon 

Edu:etloa T UNil-tier,t. ot R.6ng41, \illldllf•• - & Nche-01091 

- Ea?lo.,....nt Soc:urtt-, Dep-ert.ent - 011-d forutry X X Sht■ P&rb 
Xo.r,t.ofNlner-1!1, L,_!_Vlldlffe --\lnt.r-Plenri,n,g = Equal Rl;hh: Ccnmlsslaa Pnss ~pftol Bullcf1ng I 'Water Ro1ource1-

tta ■n Raso!lcaS - Nut:le.ar W!llst. Project Ottlc::e 

- tndllft CtEis,tst.lOft 

Mlft ~•_....::.8~6~30~0~0~1~4_;_ ___ _ 

5010:: 

P00.1'.CT, Ora ft/Elko Resource Area 

RM? & EIS 

Att•ched tOI"' re,olew and C0011Nnt Is I copy of the •tor-ecm ntloned project. Please eva lu1ta 1' wrth respect to: 

1) ,r-. P'l"0'1ru• s effect 01'1 yo4" pl ant and pro,grun; 
Zl tne Importance ot It, cont1"1buflot1, to Sf•te ond/or aree.,lde go•I" end obJecthes; 
)) Its •c:cord •lfb .ny ,appl lc•bl• lo, order or reg11l11tlon -.1th 111hlc:h you are hmdllar an-d/or 

C) 1ddftlonat c-oulder.atlon1o. 
Pl.LAS[ SZDIIT TCUI: CQ11EXn Ml LA.Tel THM :f'."J !7178$ • Type your cccn-enh 11 ep p l k11b~e, chec:t.: 

tl'lt •p:i,re>pl"'h•"' bc;ix below ■nd return "the for• To thh office, Pl.LASE DO SO £YEN ff T0U MY£ t«) CJ:NIOC1 
thh p.arllc:ul•r project "° that 111111 My coriplete our procen1n9. I I yo11 •re unebl• to Ctxr:Mnt t>r the pre,.c:rltiod' da,.. OIHM not!fJ tbh office. Fle'l'Le•rs mey s-.t>stlh• this fora with agency 1et,..rhHd. If letterho•d II 

UMd, pleaH ,,,.. tM SAr nUll!>er" I ht•d •b~ In yor.r ccnnont. 

nus s,.cnca 10 BE COA.£1tl) er REt1cvuc; MiDCT• 

Jb ~ftt on this project 
- Proposal support.ct a, w- I tt.11 

- Addltlon•I lntonutlon ( MO be low> 

Conference detlred (sN below) 

- Condltlonol support -louttlned t>.lowJ 

- Oln::iprov•I of tundlng 
- <•vst spec I fy ,....eson below) 

O{Qlt.i The Clearinghouse has te ntatively set a briefing 
for October 4, 1985. 

AIR-Dick Serdoz: No comrneot 

WATER-Ralph Capurro: The water quality section of Div. of Environmertal 
P r otection (DEP) supports the BLM1 s attempt to improve the aquat i c 
habitaL conditions as outlined in Table 4-1 of the Draft Resources 
Management Plan for the Elko Resources Area. This table sbows a dec·cted 
r,:,.._.,. · ,,..,,... ,;;;h,..,_ ..... + 

1
--.aoL.C~:.t··u·~ccAL ________________________ _, 

._ -I -:... . -I - ! ~ • - / - , ' 

f.•wie - r• , Sivia ture 
Admini strator 885-4670 

Phono 
1 J /6 /85 
Oete 
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Clearing House Comments 

SAI :,;y =86300014 Draft./Elko Resource Area R~!P & EIS 

Kater- Continued : impro,· emen t in the ··good" and "'excelle nt" 
conditions from 11 miles (for the existing condition) to 117 
miles (for the prefered alternative) caused by the reduction 
of poor and fair co nditions from 201 mi les to 95 miles. Tbis 
improveme nt should impro~e the wate r quality in various st reams 
ri~ers in Seva da. The DEP ~ould appreciate the opportunity 
to coITL~ent on the specific proJects proposed to accomplish 
this aquatic habitat improvement . 

\L~ST£-Verne Rosse: No comment . 

t.m 
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flKO counTY RECREATIOn BOARD 

t\ovember 14, 198 5 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
District !-tanager 

P O BOX 17 

C. S . Bureau of Land Ma:iagement 
Elko District Office 
P .0. Box 831 
Elko, ~e\ ·ada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

ELKO, NEVADA 89801 

RE.: Draft Elko Resource A'rea 
Resource ~!anagement Plan and 
Environmental lmpacc Statement 

During our revie\o." of the Draft Resource Mana2ement Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement for Elko Resource Area, we noted that the preferred alternative 
recommends designating ), 360 acres dow"llsCTeam from the proposed South Fork State 
Rec reati on area as the South Fork Humbolt River Special Recreation Managecent 
Area. As developers of the South Fork Stace Recreation Area, the Elko County 
Recreatio:i Board strongly supports this co:npa tib le land use. We believe it 
would enhance the recreational resources of both recreation areas. The South 
Fork Seate Recreation Area master plan calls for equestrian and hiking trails 
which lead into the BLM land adjacent to the park, including the downstream 
areas. 

Hydrological analysis for the South Fork Dam indicates that the 100-year 
flood p lain downstream from the dam and t.he 200-year flood plain downstream from 
the emergency saddle dam shoul d be evaluated \men and if any development plans 
are proposed in Sect ions 4 and 5. To'W'llsh ip )2 Nor th, Range 55 East. 

The Resource Management Plan E.1S h as analyzed the potential economic 
benefits of increased hunter and angler days to the Elko regional economy. 
Significant economic benefits will also be realiz ed from non-wildlife-related 
recreation days for camping. boating, and horseback riding. These increased 
recreational oppo rtu nities W'ill also satisfy significant. portions of the excess 
resident and non-resident recreational demand in Elko County. 

Comment Letter 21 

!-1r. Rodney Harris -2- :S-ove::~er l!. , 198 5 

Thank you for this oppon:unity to revieo;.• the Dr aft Respu r.::e ~'..::-.He::::ie:1t 
Plan and Em:ironoe:i ta l lc~act State□ent. If you ha....-e any ques:.1-:-:--.s abo·.1t 
th ese col!ll:le:-:its, please con tact Narvin Davis or Pam Cosby o;.•ith C~il:.cr: 
Engineering~ Char tered {702-82i-6660). 

R.1.1/jo 
c .c.: narvin Dav is 

Sincerely . 

-'l j --hl;/t;<. ;/ 
T),_./fi"' I {f•J 1 / U~ .,,.,._,, 

Rober:: ~cBr ici.e 
Chai rm.an 

en eel :-;. -:;; ;;r=-;; <»> a 6 I ti ~1~ :94: ♦ 16 4 ♦ MN..,. it--+ +ri M& --
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SIERRA CLUB 
Toiyabe C~p,er - Nt¥3da and Eastern C.JJifomia 

November 14, 1985 

Nancy Phelps, RMP Team Leader 
SLM/Elko District 
PO Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Dear Team Leader Phelps, 

O G~f,l,'! BASINI GROUP O t:.s 'o/EGAS CROUP 
P.O. e .. 8096 P.O. Bu 1 9777 
u. ;.,,.,,,, St.UH la• V11••· Nleuu 891 19 
~IY.. NIOUf. 3950 7 

On behalf of the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club, am 
submitting comments on the Elko Draft Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement. I am also submitting 
comments as a member of the Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association, Defenders of Wildlife, the 
Na~ional Wildlife Federation, and the Wilderness Society. 

As a conservationist with specific interests in improving public 
rangeland conditions, wildlife habitat, and riparian area 
management, as well as in generally improving public land 
management, I am very disappointed in the Craft Elko RMP/EIS. As 
currently proposed, the draft plan emphasizes the development and 
aggrandizement of commodity uses of the public lands at the 
expense of and to the direct detriment of non-commodity public 
land uses, including soil & water conservation, range condition 
improvement, wilderness, wildlife habitat, and riparian/fisheries 
habitat. The draft EIS consistently overemphasizes the benefits 
of resource development, while underestimating the costs of that 
development, both financial costs and costs in terms of 
continuing resource damage. At the same time, the document 
underestimates the values of non-commodity resources, both 
economic and non-economic. Hy specific comments are as follows: 

Elko Wilderness Technical Report: Th is document is an exception 
to the generally superficial and inadequate nature of the Elko 
planninq documents. The wilderness report was obviously written 
by BL~ employees who actually have bee n in the areas, and who can 
appreciate the wilderness qualities of the areas , as well as 
objectively judge and report on manageability and quality 
standards. The excellence of the report is only qualified by the 
•political" requirement they had to emphasize (and thus justify 
the Alternative D recommendations} the ~ilderness values in the 
Rough Hills and Little Humboldt River WSAs, while de-emphasizing 
similar values in the Cedar Ridge and Red Spring WSAs. 

My only specific comments on the ~eport concern statements on 
p.7. Only potentially adverse impacts of wilderness designation 
are mentioned on range and cultural resources. Omitted are 
potential beneficial impacts of decreased vehicle-de~endent 
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22-1 

22-2 

22-3 

vandalism and rustling which would be limited by the motor 
vehicle restrictions. 

Summary Table I: Management Actions. This Table should include 
by alternative the expected iraprovernents (or dec~eases) in 
ecological condition , so that the public can compare the changes 
in condition along with other i~ oacts of the different 
alternatives. This Table should alsO include tne costs of each 
alternative, so the the public can co~pare the inpactsln 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 l= We ~ere glad to read on p. 1-4 that •public land 
resources were inventoried to establish a data base upon which to 
develop a resource mana9ement plan and analyze the impac ts 
expected fro~ the various alternatives.• It is not clear from 
the document ho~ much specific inventory data was collected on 
each resource, nor exactly how the inventory data was used. In 
addition, I do not understand how inventory data can be adequate 
for planning, but not adequate on which to base management 
decisions, such as reducing livestock to the carrying capacity in 
each allotment . Please clarify. 

Chapter l: The entire alternative formation process is faulty. 
The range of alternatives is inadequate on livestock grazing. 
The management action for livestock numbers resulting from each 
alternative except for the no-grazing alternative is exactly the 
same for each alternative; that is, existing numbers! 
Alternative A proposes to continue existing numbers, until 
monitoring indicates upward or downward adjustments. 
Alternatives Band C propose to increase livestock numbers by 621 
1f monitoring supports an increase. Alternative C proposes to 
decrease numbers by 37\ if monitoring supports a decrease. The 
only action the BL..M plans to take is to continue licensing 
existing numbers until and unless raonitoring indicates a change 
is justified (by BLM standards). Because there is really only 
one alternative, the public is effectively denied the opportunity 
to participate in the decision on how muc h livestock use is to be 
permitted on the public lands, and, consequently, how much 
wildlife and wild horse use should occur and what conditions 
public rangelands should be managed for. 

We also object to the SLM rationale which dismisses most of the 
non-commodity resources as •not significant,~ therefore, 
relieving the age ncy of considering all public land resources in 
its comprehensive land use plan. Such a process can only result 
in emphasizing existing management programs which are slanted 
towards continuing the status quo. 

!
Alternative A: We do not understand the objective for ~ilderness 
on p. 2-3 (or in other alternatives)- •Manage all lands curre ntly 
under wilderness review as nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation.• We bel ieve the Interim Wilderness Kanagemen t 
regulations apply to all WSAs, whether recommended suitable or 

2 
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22-2 

22-3 

The specific inventory inf o rma-.:i on f or ea c h ~esource i s available from 
discric.t files. Inventory data was used to develop t~e range of 
alter:ia:ives and assess i mpacts as a result of imple:nentation o : the 
alterna:ives. 

l:iventory data that is used to make decis io ns? such as reducing 
livestock, muse be adequate to stand up to appeals and litiga:ion 
whereas inventory data for plann i ng does not have to ceet such 
crite ria . This is supported by the recent U.S. District Court 
decision, ~RDC et al vs. Hodel; r,:here the judge s:ated '"Although the 
BL'1 •..iill have to use site specific data in adjusting livestock 
levels ... it does not necessarily follo._. that such data must be 
analyzed in the ::rs, in precisely the same detaiL"' 

No re sources we re di Sl!lissed as "oot sign! ficant'". However, 
determinations were made that manageoe nt proposals vould introduce as 
significant changes in the existing utilization of some resources. 
Extensive analysis w-as detennined to be unnecessary> in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act. 

As mentioned on page 1-6 of the Draft Elko RMP, the w·ildern ~ss planni ng 
issue is to determine ••hich •~SAs. or portions thereof , should be 
reco::,menJed suitable an-d non:suitable for wild-=rness designation. 
Therefore, the objectives are vritten in terns o f bei:ig suitable or 
nonsuit able for vi lderness. 

Yes, as a matter of Bureau policy and as stated on page 1-6. the Bureau 
W'ill "manage lands under revieW' in a manner that will not impair their 
suitability for wilderness d~signation ... 
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22-5 

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 Alternativ« 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: We 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, vegetation manipulation projects, 
livestock range improvements, categorization, and monitoring, but 
sets no specific objective for how much improvement in range 
condition will be obtained from all these management actions. 

We support BLM1 s commitment to improving riparian area conditions 

I 
and management {Alternative C). However, we do not see how the 

22-6 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 level of funding for livestock range 
improvements when the agency budget is declining annually. We 
urge BLM to modify Alternative O 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 questions about whether 
these commendable goals and objectives can be achieved without 
necessary livestock reduct.ions. 

We support wilderness recommendations in Alternative D and 
recreation recommendations in Alternative C. We support 
Alternative A for land disposals and utility corridors. No 

22
-

7
1 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 very 
weak. Applicable BU1 handbooks and regulations are not cited for 
most resources. The wilderness section should be supplemented by 
reference to Report No. 96-617 •oesignating Certain National 
Forest System Lands in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, and For Other Purposes~ which details management actions 
permitted in wilderness. 

Selective Management 
opposing this policy, 

Policy. The Sierra Club is on record as 
because it rewards (with range improvement 
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22-4 As stated on page 2-3 of the Draft RMP/ ElS under the Short and 
Long-term. Manaeement Actions - No new range improvements or land 
treatments would be ioplet11ented . This was made part of the 
alternative, since no range improvements were projected. 

For purposes of anal ysis, the No Action Alternative foe- range
impc-ovements was based on existing improvements. This is done to liaiit 
variables in analysis . This is consistent with the Final Crazing 
Management Policy which states that '"no action .. means the ·current 
situation." 

22-5 Refer to Chapter 3, Revisions and Errata. The stateroent '"ic:iproving 
rangeland vegetative conditions" has been changed to .. im~roving 
ecological status ... For further information, please refer to page 2-33 
of the Draft RHP/EIS. 

22-6 It has been projected that through the implementation of the level of 
range improveroent and managercient, as specified by this plan, including 
the manage11t.ent guidance, the level of riparian improvement projected 
will be attainable over the term of this R.MP. 

22-7 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 
se:.tion identified every corridor shown in the 'Western Regional 
Corridor Study. · 

Alternative A, No Action, made no proposals for resolving the issues. 
The Preferred Alternative, which is now the Proposed RMP, has attempted 
to strik.e a balance among uses while meeting as many user needs as 
possible. Land sale disposals have been sharply reduced and are 
li-::n.ited to meet coc;:imunity expansion needs and disposing of isolated 
lands difficult to manage. Exchange reciains the most desirable form of 
disposal. Corridors were reduced to provide basic. connections to 
adjoining areas. 
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funds) poor management in I allotments, but essentia lly ignores 
both good manage~ent in M allotments and abysmally poor 
management in C allot~ents. 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 whi ch builds in financial incentives 
for poor management. 

No twithstanding our policy on MIC categorization, we rea d with 
great interest Table 4 in Appendix C. While we suppo rt the large 
acreage put into the I category, we could f i nd 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 Mand 1 was 
designated C. 8 allotments with I ratings in 4 categor i es were 
designated I with the others designated either M or C. 4 
allotoents with I ratings in 3 categories were designated I and 
amazingly enough , one allotment with I ratings in only 2 
categories was designated I. The draft docurnent does not 
disclose that BLM weighted some categories over others, a 
procedure which could explai n these discrepancies. If weighting 
does occur, we would certainly support weighting the 7th 
category, existing ecological condition, over the other 
categories. 

'

Key Forage Plant Utilization: Does the table on p. 2-32 include 
22-8 utilization by lives t ock only, o r by all grazing anioals? If the 

allowable use levels do not include all use, they are much too 
high. 

22-9 jEcological Status: We do not understand the statement on p. 2-33 
that wEcological status is use-independent ••• ~ Please explain. 

22-10/D o the four seral stages correspond to the excellent, good, fair, 
and poor scale used in most other SLM land use plans? 

22-1 

'

Appendix 5: Tab le 2: If BLM can use existing dat a to derive 
1 current and projected seral stages down t o one acre in every 

allotment, why can't BLM use existing data to determine live stock 
carrying capacity in each allotment? 

22 12 /
Table l: Appendix 3: 

- this table based on? 
What data are the • apparent trends• in 

Maps: The maps at the end of Chap te r 2 are very misleading. 
They imply re so urce conditions and management actions over the 
entire area. Not until the next chapter is information presented 
to illustrate that BLM administers only a little over 501 of the 
area. Land status information should be included in every map. 

Chapter Three: This entire chapter is superficial with only 
cursory information orovid ed on most resources and resource 
conditions. What little information is provided documents the 
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22 - 8 This table represents the total allovable use levels for all grazing 
animals. 

22-9 The term .. use independent .. , as applied to econoro i c s:atus, ::neans that 
the vegetation ratings are not ~value ratings·· based o::i ._.hat kinds of 
animals i.e. r,.•ildlife , li,.•estock or vild horses, are or v il l be using 
the sites. 

22-10 The four range forage c.ondi t ion classes ,_,ere originally '"value ratings"" . 
and differ fro::n seral stages which a re pu£"ely ratings based on a site's 
poten::ial for a certain kind of plane association. We ::.annot co::i:::ient 
on how our seral stages compare to condition c l asses mentioned i n past 
docu.::aents without kno\o'ing exactly what document you ace referring to. 

22-ll Estimated levels of grazing use were presented in Append.ix 3, Table 2 
of the Draft R.MP/E.IS, "Projected Livestock Stocking Level (AL"~) by 
Alternative'". '!hese estimates are, however~ based on one point-in-time 
invencorv information. Under this policy, changes in livestock 
stocking. levels will be b..ased on the pro.::edure described on page 2-31 
of the Draft R.'iP/ E.1S, not independently on one point-in-time inventory 
data. 

22 -1 2 As described on page A-46 of the Dra f t RMP/EIS under the dis.::ussion of 
intensity of inventory, apparent trend vas estimated on .. r category 
allotments us i ng the criteria developed by the Ne•;ada Range and 
Monitoring !ask Group . Apparent trend 'Was dete:rmined through review of 
thirteeiJ vegetation and soil factors identified in the Nevada Rangeland 
Monitoring Handbook. Among these vere frequency grou;:iing, vigor of key 
species and soil movement factors. 

For .. M .. and "'C" Category allotments, appa:-ent trend was estimated for 
analysis purposes using professional judgement. 

e -- -e, .. 
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Comment letter 2 2 

adverse impacts of past land management activities, especi ally 
poor livestock management, on most of the other resource values. 

Lands and Realty: The explanation totally ignores the management 
2 2-131 requi rernents of the checkerboard land pattern. Does BLM manage 

the checkerboard lands like consolidated public lands? 

Livestock Grazing: 

'

allotments are not 
2 2-14 operations or is 

allotments? 

We were shocked to learn that 851 of the 
intensively managed . Are these •wild cow• 
some kind of grazing system in use in these 

Wildlife Habitat: Wildlife habitat (including riparian and 
aquatic habitat} iS very poorly managed with poor conditions, 
down~ard 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 ~ufficient to reverse unsatisfactory wildlife 
habitat management, unless excess livestock numbers are reduced. 

S!
Please explain the statement •Ma jor alteration in peregrine 

22-1 falcon habitat and current land status have eliminated the 
possibility for re1ntcoduct1ons within the planning area.• 

Chapter FOur: These chapter is actually even more superficial 
and perfunctory than Chapter 3. Perhaps ther7 are few 
significant differences in impacts amo~g the alte~nat1ves because 
there are no significant differences 1n alternatives. Even the 
no crazing alternative shows little overall improvement in 
ecol~gical condition. The impacts of livestock ~razing on 
vegetation ace separated out with livestock impacts _being numb7rs 
of livestock and range improvements while changes 1n vegetat~on 
appear divorced from livestock use. The disastrously negat:ve 
imp acts of a 62\ increase in lives toc ~ numbers ~nd extensive 
monotypic range improvements proposed 1n Alternative B hardly 
inconvenience the already stressed wildlife at all. 

The analysis of Alternative A does seem to su~port the ~act that 
livestock numbers significantly exceed carrying capacity . The 
statement on p. 4-41 in the last paragraph is especially 

22-1 co nt inued stocking levels below forage capacity. Would you 

,

convincing. We were certainly glad to learn on p. 4-7 that • ••• 49 
allotments would show an improvement in ecolog~cal.status due to 

explain the basis for this statement? If 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. 4-10, • ••• transferring 
336 , 000acres of scattered and difficult to manage parcels out of 
Federal administration through exchange,• seems contradictory . 

l
lf 336,000 acres are exchanaed , presumably 336,000 acres of non
federal or federal lane would be transferred to BLM, for a net 

2 2-17 effect of 0 acres transferred out of federal administration. 
Please clarify . 

sea a a CJ ESQ 3$12!£l.20 
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22-13 

22-14 

22-15 

22-lf> 

22-17 

The management requirements of the checkerboard lands are not the issue 
under analysis by the R.'iP/EIS. The issue is land tenure adjustments . 
The checkerboard land pattern does have unique 1E1anagecnent problems that 
are dealt with on a case by case basis. 

BLM has defined intensive management as a signed Allotment ~nagement 
Plan (AMP}. Fifteen percent of the resource a-rea is under spe c ifically 
approved and signed A.MPs. As a result of a U .s. Distrlct Court suit we 
have been under court agreement with the U.S. District Court Judge for 
the District of Colum bia and the Natural Resource Defence Council since 
1974 which has limited develop!Ilent on existiog AMPs and prohibited 
implementation or approval of ne._· A.'iPs pending approval of the Final 
RMP/ ElS. Of the remaining allotments not under intensive management, 
all are limited to their active preferences, some have voluntary 
graz.ing systems, and some have taken voluntary nonuse . All allotments 
are under use supervision. 

~1th the implet:11entation of the proposed R.',[P, i nteasi ve management would 
be designated for 22 Category -1- allotments and six category -H
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 reintroductioa 
within the planning area caa be supported by the fact that riparian and 
wetland habitat on both public and private lands (in the area of 
historic occupation) has declined in both quallty and quantity. 
Inventory data (Ballantyne and Jones 1981) indicated that prey base 
densities associated with the above habitats may be lnadequate to 
support any reintroduction attempts. Suitable nesting, eyrie and/or 
hacking sites are for the most part l ocated on private land. In the 
past a major da111 and reservoir has been proposed for construction 
within the h i storlc habitat. This has co111plicated past land exchanges 
and vill likely complicate future land e"Xchanges. When the above ls 
co!!lbined with potential impacts associated with the construction of the 
da:cn and reservoirs, the area's suitability for reintroductioa would be 
expected to be reduced. 

In the allotments vhere AUM demand is less than the estimated available 
AUMs based on a one point-in-time invento r y, it was detenulned that 
graz.ing is at a level that will not change success i on . Stocking levels 
were projected for all allotments based on a one time ioventory. Aoy 
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 trans f erring 336,000 acres 
of scattered and difficult to manage parcels out of Federal 
administration through exchange~. The point in this state::nent being 
that th is al ternat l ve provides for areas where the Bureau . would pref er 
to reduce public lands administered by the 81..."1. These are area s where, 
due to a variety o! reaso ns, they are not economic to manage. There 
are areas, denoted by the nonspeckled design, which contain lands 
determined to be valuable for resource manage'llent. Within these areas 
the Bureau has indicated that retention and :nanagement of these 
resources is beneficial. Due to the fact tha:: 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 resour c e values and fair market (monetary) value, the 
net c~nge ( if any) in a c res is not available for ana l ysis. 

,J a 
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22-18 

Econoraic Conditions: The economic analyses are meaningless. For 
instance, impacts on t he livestock industry assume that BLM 
actions occur 1n a vacuum - that SLM actions are the only fac~or 
influencing the livesto:k indust ry. The analyses totally m1ss 
the fact that the industry is in a slump due to lower beef derna~d 
with ranchers going out of business all the time. The econo~1c 
analysis in Alternative B missed the impact of all tha~ extra 
beef from a 62\ increase in livestock nurabers • on beef prices and 
expected increased profits. The economic ~nalyses omit ~he 
information that like most agricultural operations , most ranchtng 
0 perations are marginal at best, existing only on ~assive 
subsidies provided mainly by the federal government - below 
market value grazing fees, free livestock improvemen ts, free 
predator control, etc. 

All in all, the only way to significantly improve the draft 
RM.P/EIS would be to rewrite it in its entirety. We do not feel 
that it is even minimally adequate as a comprehensive 
resource management plan which will guide resource management on 
over 3,000,000 acres of public land for the next 20 years. 

Sincere ly, 

Rose Strickland, Chair 
Public Lands Committee 

6 

Respons~_L_e_t_te_r_2_2 ____________ _, 

22-18 Economic anal"s'is in the Elko D=-aft R..'-0"/EIS eva.lua::es the potential 
beneficial and adverse effects of resource ;uanage::ne.it alternatives upon 
the e:dsting af!"ected human environment. 

These estiTD3.Cions are designed to be used by manage:nen: in the 
selection of ele:nents co~prising the best alternatives for a resource 
manage:nent plan of action. 

We recog:,iz.e the cyclic nature of private, production~ and cos: 
rela:io:1ships within the livestock industry. For that re.ason, purchase 
costs a:,d selling price s used in the c-anch budget anal~·ses · .. ·ere based 
on a t'nree-year average ap;,ropriace to the base-year co:Dillunity economic 
data. Such price and cost averages are widely considered co be a fair 
es::.ioate of an expe.:ted aver-age over the next several years. 

BL!-1 graz.iog fees for the base year were cons i dered to be reflective of 
the re!a::ive produc:ion cost relati onships at that tioe. Graz.ing fees 
for SL~ adr:.i:')iscered lands are set by a legislati,.,e foI"lllula, 
es~ablished by Congress, whtch requires annual adjustment •·ith 
re:erence to the pri.:::e of beef and costs of produc:ion . It is 
reasonable to assume., thet"ef ore, chat the relative produc:: ion cost 
relationships, "'1th reference to the grazing fee, w:111 be mai:::itained. 

A 62 p2rcen: increa se in AUMs on BL.."! lands in the Elko Planning Area 
would not be likely to have a ::neasut"eable effect on beef prices. 
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BOAHO Of DIRECTORS 

J K J ::O'leS 
C.'1a·•rr.ar;-

J0.'1f'!C . We.'ls 
P,es10&,"'lr 

Oawl C Jonson 

Rooe:i B K•suer 

Dor:-na S Maso11 

O~"la.'~ E Rama 

.MINERALS 
EXPLORATION 
COALITION 
Minrr.a!~ M <'('.!Glllt 
Jr, Public Pola('!I 

11640 \\'t,;t CrdJJr Drit'f' 
P.O . fk,;r 15638 
Denre,. CoJor.aJo 802J5 
303:989-556i 

Rodney Harris 
Bureau of Land Management 
Elko District Office 
P .o. Box 831 
Elko, NV 89801 

Dear Mr. Barris: 

□ LC!« 

u·11.~hingron Repn".sentattVf' 
L C<l!lrtland L« 
j/jJ~ Wesl S't.ffft 
Landotff . Maryland 20785 
301-U-2 -576.i 

November 13, 1985 

The following comments constitute the response of the 
Minerals Exploration Coalition CMEC) to the Proposed 
Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (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 Elko Resource Area to 
show the dollar value of past mineral produc t ion and 
known resources and an estimate of the value of future 
production from the areas of high and moderate 
potential for both loca tab le and leasable minerals. 
This would provide background data on the irnpor~ance of 
minerals in the area . 

23-1 

Wilderness designation will pro hi bit exploration for, 
and production of, minerals, therefore, the value of 
mineral production that may be foregone is very 
important. Overlays on the maps o! the ~ilderness 
study areas (WSA) showing the mineral po~ential should 
be prepared and the location of mining clai~s should be 
shown. An estimate of the dollar values of locatable 
and leasable ~in e rals tor each WSA should be prepared 
and included as ?art of the data used to compare the 
alternatives and determine the preferred alternative . 
Without this data , valid corn9arisons canno~ be made 
between the various resources, and the decision process 
is thereby fla~ed. 

23-2 

Response Letter 2 3 

23-1 

23-2 

As noted on page 3-15 of the Draft R.'O'/ EIS , the R.~P area contains one 
of ::he most significant gold belts in the U.S. with over 7,000,000 
oun:::es of reserves valued a:: $:2.45 billlon at £350 / ounce. The 
Blackburn oil field has produced about 522,320 barrels of oil having a 
value of h0.4 million as of December, 1985 (unpublished Neva da 
Department of '.'-1.inerals Report) . \' alue of past hardroc.k mineral 
production is estima t ed to be at least equal to the value of the above 
noted gold ·:--eserves, in 1985 dollars. 

Minerals data availa~le is not sufficient to es~icate value ( if any) of 
locatable or leasable 111ine-rals in the ·ws.As ·Jith an acceptable level of 
accuracy . ~o eco nomically 111inable i:.ineral deposits are kno....-n to e:r.:ist 
in any of the ·,.•s;,.s. 
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23-3 

Elko Resource Area 
November 13, 1985 
Page Two 

I
Aow 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, ~e believe that the Bureau of Land 
Management has the legal and re~ula~ory tools to 
protect areas of environmental, wildlife or 
recreational concerns without withdrawing the areas 
from mineral activity. 

Most of the Rough Hills WSA has moderate mineral 
poten~ial; therefore, it should not be recommended as 
suitable for wilderness. 

The southern part of the Little Humboldt River KSA has 
moderate mineral potential and should not be 
recommended for wilderness. 

The Cedar Ridge WSA should not be recommended for 
wilderness designation beca u se of the high oil and 9as 
potential. 

A major portion of the Red Spring WSA has moderate 
potential for oil and gas production; therefore, the 
WSA should not be recommended for wilderness 
designation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this forest 
plan. 

Sincerely, 

µ01~ 
.John D. Wells 

.JDW/dlm 

Response Letter 2 3 

23-3 The mi:'lerals c!a.::a prepared ~y the U.S. Geol og ical Survey an::! .:he Bureau 
of Hines ·..-,ill be im::oroorated into the Sec.reta!:'v' s ;"inal E.lko 
\H lde mess ::IS prior t~ bis f 1 ling it W'i th the ~:wi r on:ie nt al Protect ion 
Agency and ma!<.in,g his reco::Il:::nenda:ion co the ?:esident. T'.,is 
infonnation~ theo, will 0€ available t.o Congress 1,1:len it ::.akes its 
final decision on wi lde rness. 

The propose d Elko R.'1P and tbe eventual Record o~ Decision :::..1ke no final 
decision pertaining t o t~e 1o'i.lderness i ssue. ':'hey por.:::ay the ~eva:fa 
State Director 1 s prelii:.i::,ary reco.:i:::ienda tions to the Director of the 3L~ 
a nd the Se.::reta.n• of the Interior as to the sui:abilit~ for vi 10-=!rness 
designation of the fou :r •..ril.derness study areas (" ... 1SA). · The final 
decisio:l i s not -:nade until Congress either design.ates the '"'"SAs as 
,;,;ilderaess or !:'eleases their: fl'om wilderness revie_.. 
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Wildlife Management Institute 
Suite 725. 110114th Street. .W .• \Vashmgton , O.C. 20005 • 202/371-1808 

0 . .t,-..itEL A . POOU: 
Pr~'UdM: 

LR . IAHN 
\ •:.tl!'-~stderlr 

L l . W1 LUAMSON November 14, 1985 

"'''"" \\'!S L£'1·· M . OtXOK Jt. 
SO.,o'Ct, .. m?.M 

Mr. Rodney Harris 
District H.anager 
Bureau of Land Management 
3900 East Idaho Street 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

The l-.'ildlife Mana gement Institute is pleased to co:ncent on 
DRAFT ELKO RESOURCE AREA MANAGE.'IE!<"I PI.A., and El>VlRO~"lltr-TAL lMPACT 

STATEME~,. 

We prefer Alternative C, the High Amenity Alternative because 
it provides more wilderness. better diversit}·, core hunting and 
angling and more riparian improvement. Tnese are attained large l y 
by reduced livestock grazing . (Page 5-8). 

~o total of wildlife numbers is providec!, only AIDt. (Page A-39) 
The proposals would be easier understood i f numbers of animals were 
used. Boch Alternative C (AC!lenity) and D (Preierred) provide only 
enough habitat to reach ''-reasooable nu:nbers" of bi,g game. " Reasonably 
numbers". b)' agreed definition are the average numbers for the last 
15-17 years. Although "reasonable nut:"i0e rs " are more than current 
population, there is no provision for inc reasin g big gaoe through im
proved habitat management . That is the flaw in the reasonablt: numbers 
concept, ,.,..hich incidently is not applied co livestock numbers .... ti.ich 
are scheduled to increase 30 percent . The Elko planning unit no• con
ta ins 20 per cent of Kevada I s crule deer. Holding this better habitat to 
produce only a past average population is not acceptable, especiallJ 
when no such restrictions .-..·ill be applied r.o livestock . rne heavy 
subsidy to the livestock permit tees is proposed in the pref erred alter 
native. For example: 

DEDICATED TO WILDLIFE 5 I.\!CE 1911 

ii cs 04 2 ! 21 )& s ti L id 
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24-1 

Mr. Rodney Rar r is 

(Page 3-7) 
(?age S- 7) 
(Page s- 7) 
(Pa 0 e 3-21) 
(Page ~-9) 

-2- ?\oveobe r 14, 1985 

Ku:::c.ber of Perm ictees 
Average Lse (Al1Y.) 
Proposed lse (At..'"!i 
Capital \ ' alue of an Al~ 
Cos t of ?roposed Range 
lc:;>rove□ents calculatins: 
~e"'· An: Created 
Cost o f a ?\e.-..· Al'M 
Capital \"a lue of 91 ~ 7li2 oe w 
Al~ 
Average Capital Gain of ?\e•• 
Ai~: •s for each perc.ittee 
Direct Subsidy per penoittee for 
Range lillprovements 
Total Subsidy - per per::nittee 

99 
305,247 
396,989 

$50 

S4, 704,105 
91, 7"2 

$51. 28 

S4,587, 100 

SO) ,516 
S93,6S 0 

The grazing fee is now SI .35 per AL-X. Since a new ALl'!-1 costs 
S5 1 .26 and 8 percent interest on that Al~1 is $4.10 per year. the 
S l. 35 fee cha r ged represents a continuing subsidy from the taxpayer 
to the livestock operator . 

These subsidies are for a livescock inC:ustry that provides only 
3.9 percent of the income and 7.3 percent of the jobs in c.he country. 
(Page 3--20) • 

l The plan, as i..-ritcen, is unsatisfactory until equal treatment and 
expansion are provided for the habitat that p rod uces one-fif th of ti;e,:ada 1 s 
mule deer. Alternative C is the mini.:mum acceptable for i;.:ilcilife . 

!hese re:oarks have been coordinated with "''illiam B. Morse , the 
Instit u te' s \.estern Representative. 

DAP:slb 

Since r e ly, 

Daniel A. Poole 
Presi<lent 

Response Letter 

24-1 The Proposed Alternative prn v ides for a doubling of ~ule deer nU!D.bers 
and increases in sage grouse, other upland gaoe, furbearers and nonga::ie 
wildlife popula ti o ns. Under the directioo of the Federal ~a:,;d Policy 
and ~anage:oen t Act, the Bureau is respons ible for a va riety of resource 
values so that thev are used in a co~bina:ion and at levels ,.·bich i;.:i ll 
~st 111ee: the p re.s ~nt and future needs of the A.me~ican people . Afte r 
considering the comments throughout the public p&r-t i cipation phases, 
the p r oposed pla n is felt t o bes:. 1?1eet these needs in a ~a nner ..,.hich 
does not cause un necessary daQage co the laad, it's r esou r ces or it's 
potential to p r oduce these resources. 
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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 ComPM'f 
Denver Reg10n 
16108r oadw.i,y 
PO 8 011-800 
Oefwel. Cotoredo 80201 
303 -830-4040 

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 continuous . 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 comprehens i ve. 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 manaqement, 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 d e velopment will be considered case-by-case, 
with appropriate activity plans and environmental assessments 
tiered to the RMP/EIS under Alternative 8. It is important for 
publics to understand that there are rigid environmental 
protection measures imposed on any proposed development, and that 
many cornmo di ty producers have gone out of their way to protect 
enviromental values before, during, and after development. Too 
little cred i t has been given to environmental progress. Selection 
of Alternat i ve B wi ll prove, once again, that sensible, 
professional multiple-use management works to the benefit of all 
who enjoy products and pleasur e s from public lands. 

Comment Letter 25 

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 I ist 
these as "special 11 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 hab i tat, 
and mineral potential maps show one graphic example o f the 
extraordinary amount of juggling required of agency managers to 
achieve resolution of conflicts without infringing on the 
inalienable rights of other surface ownet"s and val id 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. 

RLA:sd 
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._ .. ,,. Ul\liED STATES E!'l.:VIRONME!',,!TAL ?ROTECilOr--t A;:'.;Ef\JCY 

l:i~GIO'\ IX 

Edward F. Spang 
Nevada State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, Nevada 89520 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

215 Fremor,t Street 

San Francisco. Ca 941 05 

The Enviro~~ental Protection Agency (EPA) has revjewed 
the Draft Environmental Imp~ct Statement (DEIS) titled ELKO 
RESOURCE AREA, RcSOURCE MANAGEMENT PL~N, ELKO, L~KDER A~D 
EUREKA COUNTIES, NEVADA. We have the enclosed comments 
r":!garding this DEIS . 

We have classi!ied this DEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental 
Concerns - Insufficient Infonnation {see attac hed •summary 
of Rating Definitions and Follow-U;> Action•). This DEIS is 
rated EC-2 because 1) EPA recommends reevaluation of proposed 
riparian habitat protection ef!orts, 2) water quality concerns 
need to be addressed, 3) air quality issues have not been 
addressed, 4~ her~icide issues have not been ad dressed , and 
5) resource management concet- ns need to be clarified. The 
classification and date of EPA's comments will be published 
in the Federal Reoister 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 Pinal EnviroT1JTiental Impact Statement 
(FEIS} to this office at the s~~e time it is officially 
filed with our Washington, D.C. office. If you have any 
questions, please contact Patrick J. Cotter Federa l Activities 
Branch, at {415) 974-0948 or FTS 45~-0948. 

Enclosure (4 pages) 

Sincerely yours, 

j)).&\_&r l,j. l l.{~~~t1 
v Charles W. Murray, Jr. 

Assistant Regional Admin·strator 
for Policy and Manageme'ot 
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26-1 

26-2 

26-3 

26-4 

-1-

Riparian Habitat Comments 

•Aqua tic areas and riparian vegetation types constitute 
le ss tha n one oerce nt of t he total lan d area administered 
within the R~?~area, however, they are the most productive in 
teems of plant and ~ildlife diversity. They are also areas 
wher~ competition e~ists among various resources, including 
wildlif e , mining, and livest ock • (p . 1-7) . 

1. The preferred alternative will only improve 15\ of the 
ripa ria n hab itats ~hile allowing 851 to remain unchanged 
or to decline {p . 4-33 ) . E:PA urges BLM to reevaluate this 
manage m~~t objective so that more of this valuable resource 
can be protected. The FEIS should identify th ose riparian 
areas ~here m3nage~ent •techniques proven to be effective 
i n imp1·ovi ng and protecting riparian habitat" will be used 
(pp. 2-33, 2-H). 

2. The FEIS indicates that "li vestock grazing was primarily 
resi)onsible foe ~reducing and maintaining deteriorated 
a quatic : ripari3n hab itat conditio ns• (p. 3-11). These 
impa cts are r~l3te d to livest ock overuse of streambanKs 
wh ic h cause sloughing of the banks, stream turbidity, 
redu~tion of str~3mbank vegetation, increases in strea~ 
temperat u:;·e and soil compaction. 

a. Esti mates of resource reduction should be consirlered 
very carefally when 8~~ plans mitigation procedures to 
prot ect t~e aquatic and riparian ha bitats within the 
resour ce area. The nature of t hese impacts should also 
be considered duri ng the monitoring p hase when BLM is 
evaluat i ng ~~~ther or not the grazing allotments can be 
increased 301 beyo nd the ?resent levels . 

b . The FEIS should discuss, in grea t er 1etai l , mitigation 
measur es th3t ~il l be implemented to restrict "activities 
aff ec ting c-i9acian areas and erosive soils • (p. 2-27) 
a nd those • ~a~agement actions within flood?la i~s and 
wetl ands (that) wi l l include me3sures to orese~ve , 
pr ot~ct and if necessary restore their natural functions" 
(p. 2-35). 

Water Qua l i tv Com .. "Tlents 

l ., The FEIS snould discuss the potential •impacts associated 
wit h ~inina, r-oa~s, water divers i ons and channelization 
(which) . ..,ef:e i::,~rt3nt on some specific str-eam locations " 
(p. 3- 11). The discussion should include an evaluation of 
possihle ~itigation ~eaur~s that could be e~?loyed to 
pt ·event si1Jni:i::ant deterioration of instr-ea;n •,1alues Ercm 
mining activities on stee~ slo?es, ?Ot~nti al im?acts fro"Tl 
erodable soils, and wa ter quality impacts from developme nt 
of oil and gas leases . 

Response Letter 2 6 

26-l On page 2-19 of the Draft a..'i?/!IS I the Shol"t and Long-term ~nagement 
Actions for riparian habitat management identifies 117 miles of 
l"ipar ia n/stream babttat for 1unage::aent 3nd illllprove::nent in good habitat 
condition. The a ctua l locations for ma:1.age::ient and i111prove1J1ent will be 
de t emined a t the activity level of ;, t anning as stated on page 2-24. 
See Appendix 4 ~ Table 2 for further infoMLation on individual stream 
co nditions. 

26-2 Beginning. on page 2-33 of the Draft R.."1P/EIS eight techniques are 
des-:ribed that 'Jill be used to icprove and protect =-i?ar ia n habitat. 
As stated on page 2- 34, the te ch n ique or combinatio n of techniques will 
be detemined on a site speci fic bast~. 

The measures to be used •Jithi n floodplains and wetlands as s tated on 
page 2-JS, vi.11 include a variety of methods . The exact form of 
pr otection or restoration will be tailored t o the i ndividual situation 
following mo re detailed evaluations. 

26-3 Im.pacts .associated vith these activities r-eg3rding soil, strearaside 
veget3t1on, sp ri ng runoff , wati?t t1Jr'!l id t:,,· , .:Jls::,lved oxygen, w-ater 
temper.iture and water ::able are si:ni.lar to those resu l ting from. 
livestock use discussed on page 3-11 of the :>raft R."1P/EIS. Changes in 
sedi!nent loads/yie lds can be lo cally significan t depending on the size 
of surface dist.urban::es. 

26 -~ The ':lleasu r es ::aken to mitigate impacts from activities, including 
livestoc k grazing, ·•ill be de::.er.nined at the !:11!::ie the ~roposals are 
be.t:1g considered .. 

Site S?ec i E i c evalu a! tons are conducted duri :1g t'1e pC'eparat ion of 
individu al actfvity ~la:1s and the envi ton!:le:-ita.1 analysis (EA) ;,rocess. 
This inc ludes t he ident l.fication of i.!n.pacts o n watershe d~ soils and 
water quali ty, ac:iong others . !he ruitig'3::ion of these impacts is 
designed specificall:., for tbe individual .iituation. Thi s is in 
c ompliance with the :i.an3~e::!l.ent Ac tions Co::oon to All Alternatives foC" 
ad:1e r3ls, vatershed, soil and wate r , begi:m:'.::is o n pdge 2-34 of t he 
Draft R..'1?/:::!S. 

$ :a :a a 
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26-5 

26 - 6 

26-7 

26-8 

26-9 

-2-

a. T~e discussion of aquatic habitats (p. 3-10} should 
include a discussion of whether strea~s in the p l anning 
area rneet Nevada water quality standards. If violations 
of water oualitv oarameters occur, the FEIS should 
discuss ?robable ~auses anC possible mitigation measures 
t h at could ~e e~~ loy ed for the segments that may be 
affected .. 

b. The FEIS should list the streams that occur in the 
resource area with information about co~?liance with 
water aualitv standards and abundance of aouatic life . 
This i~formation would be similar to the aata ~resented 
in 'rable 3-2 (p . 3-12) and page 3 - 26, but the n ew 
ta~le would be more site specific for each stream. 

c. Possible measures should be discussed which would enable 
these streams to c ompl y with Nevada water quality 
standards. EPA recommends that the ~~P be modified to 
prohibit any further degradation of streams that do 
not meet Nevada water quality standards and, where 
possible, measures should be implemented to improve 
the stree .11s. 

2. The FEIS should inclune a rnap with the location of al l 
water resources improvements (pp . 2-1B, 2-30 } and a baseline 
reference map of the existing water resources in the 
resource area. 

Air Ouality Comments 

The PEIS 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 stanrjards of the State of 
Nevada (p . 2- 35), The statement that •air quality is gener-a l ly 
good'" (p. 3-27) is not an adequate evaluation of the present 
air q u ality of the resource area .. For those activities that 
may affect air quality, the FEIS should discuss the kinds of 
mitigation t hat would be used to pre v ent air quality impact s. 

Herbicide Comments 

The RMP i s in tended to o u tline management tech n ique s 
wit h in the resource area , therefore, the FEIS should contain 
a broad overvie ~ of the pote n t i al uses of he r bicides (pp. 2-1 8, 
2 - 29 , 2-30} . The discussion should include the type of 
herbic i de to be used , t arget species, areas t o be t r eated an d 
potential impacts f~o~ the application of t h e herbicide . 

Response Le tt er 26 

26-5 ~e have init ia ted the sa:i.pling o!' a li!!!ited nuo~r o: s::.rea.1!S in the 
:::.1·1<:.o Resource .;rea. T~is p reliminary inf::i,r-ma'.:io n inJica::.es th e 
potentia l for localized s ituations ,..here one or c:iore .,...a:er quality 
stam:!.1rds a.re exceede d. Thro"Jgh ou : ac:i'.i"it.y plan::.ir:.g ?!"Ocess any 
1..·ac:er found :I:} exceed sta.n:iards ,..ill be specificall y Uent ified and 
:::i-eas u res to remedy the situa:.ior. !.aiplemented. T:lis ye a r t.wo .a:::tivity 
plans are b.ei-:ig ini:iate:i for 1,1a::ersheds id enc:i:" ied as i:ipor:ant for 
recreation and ot h:r uses. 

26-6 ~he Council on ::nviron-11ental Quality Regula::ions (!i-0 CFa, 15-02.15) state 
that o:,ly en.ou :g;h data co un:ierstand the effe cts of the .Utcrna::.ives 
shou l~ b-e i:,cluded in the descri;,tior . oi the existing. envi::-on.:Dent. 

26-7 

26-8 

26-9 

Since a s.!.te soeci:"ic analvsis wi!!. be condu::-::e~ vhere a:: ac-.: ion is 
being ;:,roposed· and t:1e proPosed al~er-na:iv e includes co-=p lian ce i:ith 
s-.:ate and Federal w-ater quality standards, a lis:ing 1J: this ::y;,e will 
no: p r ov ide any additional information from which to ~e.ter::;ine the 
i.::pacts fro ::r; ac:ions pr opose d. Si::e specific da::a will be used to 
anal:,•:z.e anC. develop ac.tivicy ;,lans :"or watershed manage:ient. See page 
2-35 of t!l.e Draft R.."'J'/E.!S. 

As identified in Res:ioonse 26-6 , the inforcat.ion preser.ted in ao 
en,; i ron::iental do c:ume~t, such as this should only be :ha: ·,.•hich wi 11 a i d 
in t.he unders::anding o: impacts. The inclusion of this i !lformation is 
no: appropriate at this level of enviroru::ient.al analysis. This is 
supported by the recent court decision {~;RDC et al vs. 3.o:iel) where the 
judge stated " ... i::he level o:" specific.icy of c:he EIS is governed by the 
:ir:iposed action; the EIS is not an adroini strative blue;::r::.nt designed t o 
~llo._. t.he pu~lic co second guess every possible future decision that 
the agency cay have to make." Site specific data ..-ill be used to 
analyze and de¥·elop acth·ity plans for r,,•atershed .n.anag e:;:ienc. See page 
2-3 5- of the Or aft. R.'fP /EIS, 

Since it is inappr o priate to evaluate air quality im?acts at t.his level 

0 ; analysis. they were not discussed in the Draft as stated on page -4-1 
o: the Draft R.-.ry/El S. It also st.ates that air quality will be 
"examined in future environ:nental assessme n ts • . . " The discussion of 
air -quality on page 3 - 27 states that there are no desig.-ia-.:ed 
nonatta i nment are.as where established state and Feder.a~ s-::andards fo r 
one or more ·pol l utants have been exceeded. 

The measu r es taken to mitigate impacts to air quality vill be 
deter:nined at the time site specific evaluations are conducted. This 
is du r ing the prepara'.:ion of individual activity plans and 
envir onmental analysis (as stipulated by ~E.PA and affir.:"!ed in the 
manageroen:: guidance :oade a pa r t of th i s p r oposed plan page 2-24 to 2- 25 
of the Draft R."!P/ ElS). 

The proposed R."{P includes a proposal to treat or seed 120 , 978 acres or 
.04 percent of the planning area . The method for this C?Janipulatio n has 
not been determined and could include burning and/ or s:;:,rayi ng . The 
method will be de t ermined during ~llot:nen.t management ?lanning only if 
the brush cootrol proposal is ca r ried through to t hat stag e.. If 
spraying is selected , it will be analyzed in detail through the 
ecvi ran.mental assessroent process . This analysis wi 11 include type of 
he r bicide., location, ac r eage, target species, and environ:::oental 
impacts. Her bicide applicat i on will conform to all Federal, state and 
loca l reg u lations. 

As a resu l t of a recent cou r t decisio n, th e BLM i s developing a wor s t 
cas e analysis prior to using herbicides on public lands, 
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Resource Management Comments 

The ~EIS should: 

-3-

2s-10 I 1. Discl o se criteria used to designate 12,438 acres of the Little 
Humbo l dt River WSA as unsuitab l e in the preferred alternative 
(pp. S-5, 2-18). The criteria listed under the description 
for the area were unclear (p. 4-22). 

26-11 

2. Discuss the impact of vegetation conv e rsion from Pinyon 
Pine / Juniper areas to grassla nds {p. 2-34). The discussion 
should include the criteria that will be evaluated to 
determine when an increase in the harvest of woodland 
products (to 60,000 acres) and an incr~ase of Christmas 
tree cutting (to 23,000 acres) would be peITDitted (p. 2-19). 

26-121
3

' 

26-13J 4 . 

Disclose what monitoring criteria will be used to allo~ an 
increase of 30% in the grazing area as discussed in the 
resource area described in the preferred alternative {pp. 
S-5, 2-18). 

Include a brief discussion of mitigation success for mine 
site reclamation efforts (p. 3-15). 

2&-10 The c riteria utilized to determine the sui t ability or no nsuitability of 
al l or a po-rtion of a \ii1SA. for 1o.•ilderness designation are set forth in 
t he BLM Wilderness Study Po licy dated February 3, 1982. They are also 
listed on page 1 o f the Elko \,.'ilderness Technical Report. 

26-11 

26-12 

The 12 , '438 nonsuitable acres are co:?tprised o f three se parate areas 
withi n the WSA. One p,ortion was nonsu i table be:::.ause its moderate 
:::oi neral potential out..., e ighed the coderate wi lderness values present. 
Pri vate land boundar i es o f the suitable portioa were also avoided to 
allo,.· f or futur e re c re a tional access. 

Another portion included moderate mineral potential and low quality 
wilderness values. The suitab l e boundary was also drawn to avoid 
adv e rse impa c ts to owners o f pr i vate land an d all ow f o r future 
rec rea:: ional access. 

The third portion contains low qualit)' wi lderness values and includes 
terrain that is easily accessible by ootoriz.ed vehicles. It was 
determined nonsuitable to av o id future managea bi 11 ty problems. 

Any impacts chat would result fro~ ;:iinyon pine/juniper type conversion 
would be documented in an environmental analysis of the specific 
proposal. Activity level planning ..-111 include discussion and analysis 
as specified in the Managel:ilent Guidance incorporated into the Proposed 
Plan (page 2-24 and 2-25 of the Dcaft RMP/EIS). 

The criteria used to detemine the levels of harvest of woodland 
products, includin g firewood and Chr i stmas trees, are specified in the 
'"Public Domain Woodlands Management Policy Statement'" of November 19 1 

1982. 

The Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook and BLM Rangeland Monitoring 
Technical Report 4400-7 describe the ;>rocedures for analyzing 
monitoC'ing data. Analysis of the monitoring data by district resource 
specialists results in recocamendations for changes in management if 
objectives are not being met. Copies of these documents are available 
from this office. 

26-11 As noted on page 3-15 of the Draft R."!P/EIS about 70 percent of lands 
distrubed by mining can be reclaimed. Factors vhich facilitate 
reclamation include presence of soil, rooderate to gentle slopes, and 
more than 12 inches of precipitation per year. Reclamation is 
generally not feasible for open pit :ines and on very steep slopes. 

t C "'' 
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Comment Letter 2 6 

Envi ronnental II;oact of the Action 

10-Lack of Ci:nect.ions 
'Ihe EPA review has not ident ified any ~te ntial envirorr:ental imf.,acts requiring 
substantive charqes to the prqx:zsal. '!he review may i"'.iave disclosed C9P=>C"tunities 
for application of mitigation measures that COJld De a~lishea with no JICJre than 
mi nor changes to tile proposal • 

EC-Envi rormental Concerns 
Tne 1::PA review nas identified env1rorrrent.al in-9acts that shcx.lld be avoided in order 
to fully protect the enviroment. Corrective measures may require CnarYJeS to the 
preferred alternative or a~phcation ot m1t1yatioo measures that can reduce the 
environrental impact. EPA wc:uld like to work with the lead agency to reduce t.nese 

impacts. 

f.D-.E)"'Jvirorn-ental ct:>1ect1ons 
Tne EPA rev1e ·..,1 nas ioent.it1t!O s ig nificant i::nvirorrnent.al LT,;>acts that rn-...ist be avoiC...e,d 
in order t o provide aoequate protection tor the envirOf'T?lent.. Corrective measures may 
require su:,sc.ant1al cnarges to the µreterred alternative or consiaeration ot: sare 
other proJect. alternative ( 1.nclud.1ng the no action alteni.ative or a new alternative}. 
EPA inteOOS to ...-ork 'wi t..h the lead a;.iency to reduce t.nese iJn;:iact.s. 

EL~Envirorrnentallv Unsatisfactory 
Tne EPA review has ioent1t1eo aoverse environnental im;,acts that are of sufficient. 
ma:;initude that they are unsat1stactory tran the st.anap:nnt ot public health or 
,.,ielfare or enviromental quality . EPA inteoos to work 'with t.he lead ayency to reduce 
these impacts. If the p:,tential unsatisfactory impacts are not correcteo at the final 
EIS stage, this prq,osal will be reccmrended tor reterral to the CEO. 

Adeauacv of the }m:)act Statenent 

Catecorv 1->aeauate 
EPA oel1eves t.ne cratt EIS aoequately sets fort.h the envirorment.al i.mpact{s) of 
tne preterred alternative ano tnose of the alternatives reasonably available to the 
proJect or action. No furtner analysis or oat.a collection is necessaI), but the 
reviewer may SUJge:St the addition of clarifyi~ lan;il..la(Je or information. 

cateaorv 2-Insufficient Intonnation 
The: craft EI.S does not contain sutticient in.to:anation tcr EPA to fully assess 
enviC'Of"ffl='nt.al impacts that sto:..ild be avoided in order to fully protect the enviroment, 
or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably availa b l e alternatives that are 
,.,.rithin the spectrtlll of alternatives analyzed in tne oraft E:IS, which C'Ollld reduce 
the envirorrnental imµact.s of the action. 1he identified additional information, oata, 
analyses, or aiscussion shculd be included in the final E.1S. 

Cateoorv 3-Inaoeouate 
EPA aoes not oeueve t.hat t.ne Craft LIS a6eguately assesses ~tentially s ignifican t 
env1rorrrental ~cts of the actioo, or the EPA reviewer nas ioentified new, 
reasonably available alternatives that are outside ot the spect.run of alternatives 
analyzed in the draft EIS, which sho.lld be analyzed i n orde r to reduce the 
p::>tent.ially s1yniticant envirorment.al i.Jrpacts. EPA believes that the ioentified 
additional intormation, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnituoe that 
they shoold have full public revi.,.., at a draft stage. EPA ooes not believe tha~ the 
draft EIS is adequate tor the purp:ises of the NEPA and/or Section 30~ review, and 
thus shoold be formally revised and made available for public carrrent in a supplanental 
or revised draft EIS. (X1, the b3sis of the IX)tential significant i.npacts involved, 
this prq,osal cwld be a candidate for referral to the ai;,. 

*Fran: EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Pro:::eclures for tile Review of 
Federal Actions J.rnpacti~ the Environnc. nt 
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?-!?". Tilt. Hartzell 
B.L-eau of Lan:l Ma.,age:nent 
P . O. Bex 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. P.artzell: 

.::eoe:r.::ier 27, 1985 

E>o::on c.c:-:,;.e.""1'..i, U.S.A. is pleased to }'-..3.ve this ~r='..:...T"!.ity to c:::a:!":"T.le.-it: o..-i the 
Draft Reso'...L..-ce l-Nlage::e.-rt. Plan arrl E:r.J.:_Y"C-:,:-:,e-.':al L,;::a=:. S-:.at.e::le.'"lt to=- "the £Dco 
ResaL--ce Ji..rea. E::o::::m has a st...-rc:-.g ir.te...--e::.-t in the i:".a....a:;er.:ie..'l':. d.Lrec':.ion of 
fede..~ p..lblic laro.5 bee.a.use r.ar1:y of t-11.ese a..-eas have rc-... ent.ial fo:- r.\-::L.--o::.a_---=on 
d..iso:,veries a""rl p:::oduct.ion. ~ 

Exxon ~'lJ,', U.S.A. has revie,.,re:i t.1.e D=-a~ P!.a."'1 for its ra.-r--oe cf al'te...."'"1""la~ives 
arrl treat:nent of 1fi.inerals, es;e::ially oil a'"Xi gas. ¼:! fC'U--rl it. e""'l:):J'.rragL').J 
tha~ tJ1.e B.lreau re:xxy.dzes the inp:,.r-,.,.a,--x::e o: the t.a...-d....'""OCk tl-ierals in=us-:.ry to 
the eco..~ of N,evada, Wt. nore si~.ifica.- ,:..ly, it has provicierl fo!:' !-u~ 
exploration an:i clevelo;:ment oppc:tt:ni -:.ies ,..;_ <. "l leasab l e rr..:.nerals. 

In a,'"X)ther ex31rple of responsible decisicn-1raki..~ , t.~e 3.L----eau has c....,osen r:ot to 
~ the ce:ia=- Ridge a;xi Ra:: Sp=i.~ •.11.lde..."T>eSS sti.x:y areas as s-.litable for 
deslg!lation. We heartily ce►..")=t.i= with t.ltis a~ion beca-.se tl-.e area ;'°..as "::>ee...'1 
~cia=<led,1ed as hav~ high oil a-.:! gas ix:r..e.,tial by t."le i.:. s. Geol ogical SUrve-f 
1n Circular 902, entitle::i, "?etrole-..I!!. P:r._e_-,t.i al o!" ~\il□e:-ness la-OS in the 
Keste_..-,, U!tl ted States. II 

Thank yoo for the op;,ortunity to =ne:- ,t a:rl your CCl:'.sideration of our views. 
Please feel free to contact. f e._171a..•1::fo Bla::::..woat. a-:: 303/789-7~88 if -...'e. c:an. be of 
fu_-rther he.lp. ... 

Sin::erel.y, 

H. w. Praetorius 

FB:lI11M 

C - E. F. Sparq, Nevada State B!.M Di..re...'"tor' Re..'10, Nevada 
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Elko Testimonv 1 

Lester ~cKenzie of the ~evada Gcazing Board No. 1: 

1. ~One of the c:iajo r concerns I hav-e at this point •,.-1th tliis doci.ment is the 
adequac~ of the fielC: data on 1,,1hich the ana.l~•sis and alternatives are 
based . T"n.e introduction of cha:ner iou:-, environ:!lerital consequences. 
starts out _,1th the follo·...-i.ng s~ntence: '7his sec:!:ion p:esents the 
scientific and anah·ti-:: hasis for the cowpa:-ison of the alternatives and 
sele:::ion of resour~e :nana~ernent plan.' Assur.:iption nu:::.~r three on page 
fou:- - c:wo s~ates: 'Base line data for vegetative cond i tions a;1.d trends 
and other p.ara:iet.?rs is the hest av3ila:ile. '.,'hile t'his data is not used 
!::n.• itself or ior maki:i.g forage allocation de::isions, it is usefu!. for the 
plan:iing and an3lysis purposes.' " . 

2. M~ proble'll is if the trend in Yildlife habitat conditions and nu:llbers is 
doi..n...,ard unde:- t~e e:<.i sting condi::ions because the :-ange is going to 
grass due to better range ::.:a':'\age:nent, no-.., in the devil are yo u going to 
turn thi.s around and dou':,le the nu:llOE:r of deer by ap?lying the even 
hetc:er :nanage:nent proposed in alternative -o-?M 

Respo nse 

El.KO 

l. See r~sponse to coc:men:: 13-1 

2. The p:-ojected change in veg:eta t:ion ove r the lon g-ten in Al:er:iative O, 
as stated on ?a,ge !i-33 of the Ora:"t R.'-2/~1S, 1s ·· •• . a:, O\'e!"all three 
per.cent of the :1a::i•.re ,..egec:acion on t he public lan.:s •,.-itt-.in the planning 
a~ea '-'Ould O:)V€' toward t:'Je potenti.i ! na:ive coo::i.un!::y ... M. 7he re;:::1ir:i!.r.g 
'9 1 j)e:-cent vill :10t char.ge. As staceC on page ~-3:., ur.de!' ;.,·1tD LIFE 
H..\BITAT, .... . the t!laj ori ty of exis:.in g h.a':iita:.s ~ould i::~rove one 
condition class ..• ··• The plar.ni:'IS area ~11 i!:!>ro\.·-i? thr..:iu;::h na:ura l 
suc::e ssion, but ·-·i 11 also ir::ip rove t\-r:ou,g,h the l i \'e s t o:: ·K a:12 1,.·i ld 1 if e 
C'ar.~e imprn..,·e:::!lents. See page 2-9 of the D-:."aft R..'{?/ ::IS for levels of 
projecteC rar?ge iu;iroveoents. 

J 2 C 1 A Qt 
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Reno Test imonv 1 

Winthrop Rowe of the Freeport - Mc.MoRan Co:!lpaay: 

l. .. And I would say that one of the things that has been grossly overlooked 
in your studies is interpretative geology which is what explorat.ionists 
do . .. 

'"And one of the things - one of the big shortcomings of just my quick 
puC'usal 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. th.at we use . Now you have shown i nterpretation 
of ~das as a potential and so forth, portions of Tuscarora, but you do 
not show projections o~ mineral trends which is important. .. 

2. '"We just found out about this at about three o'clock this afternoon, 
Apparently we someh ow didn ' t make 1t on the aiailing list.-

Resoonse 

RENO 

l. Mineral trends, lineaments, alteration, similarity of the geology to 
other producing areas, strea::n sediment and whole rock sampling by Quade 
and Tingley (1984) and (USDI-BL~, 1983) along. with other geologic. data 
formed the basis for ra:ing the mineral potential of each \.'SA . This 
information is detailed in the Wilderness Technical Report. It should 
also be noted that information on the mineral potential of the WSAs was 
solicited f roc:. orivate industrv and that this infoniatior. -..·as fully 
considerec! prio~ to making vilderness area sui~ability reco crnendat ions . 

2. 1',;,o addresses :representing your coiDpany have been retained on the R.'1P 
mailing list since the beginning of the planning process. They are: ~ Ms. 
~.l... 8er~ big.ler , Freeport Exploration Co . , P.O . Box 1911, Reno, r,;v 89.505 
and Freen ort Gold, En vironoen~al Coordinator, 439 ~- Cooc e rcial Street, 
E.lko, xv· 5980 1. On December 20, 1983 i,;e received comments from you?" 
Elko Office and on :>ovember 29, 1984 a letter was sent by ~s. 
Berkbigler. Both o~ these addresses were se::it copies of the Draft 
RMP/E.1S on a-: about: August 10, !98-5. t,;e feel your com;:iany 1,,·as adequately 
notified of ou r proceedings . 
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RICHARD H . BRYAN 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Mr. Edward F. Spang 
State Di rector 

Capitol Complex 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

(702) 885-4420 

May 12, 1986 

Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno, Nevada 89520 

Re: Governor's Consistency Review -- Elko RMP/FEIS 

Dear Mr. Spang: 

JEAN FORD 
Dlre~ror 

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, 

,-Jf) 8 ti)(_l!J 
\,Ji~ B. Walker, Chief 
' Planning and Intergovernmental 

Affairs 

JBW/11 
cc: Tim Hay, Governor's Office 
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