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MISSION STATEMENT

The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the stewardship of our public lands. It is
committed to manage, project, and improve these lands in a to manner to serve the needs of the
American people for all times. Management in based upon the principles of multiple use and
sustained yield of our nation's resources within a framework of environmental responsibility and
scientific technology. These resources include recreation, rangelands, timber, minerals, watershed,
fish and wilderness, air and scenic, scientific and cultural.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT of the INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Las Vegas Field Office
4765 Vegas Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89108

In Reply Refer To:
1610
(NV-050)

June 12, 1998

Dear Interested Party:

I have enclosed a copy of the Executive Summary to assist in your review of the Las Vegas
Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement. The Summary
provides a brief but concise explanation of the Resource Management Plan development over the
past nine years with emphasis on identifying the changes made to both organization and content
of the document.

In addition, pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, all Federal
agencies including the BLM must ensure that their actions “will not likely jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or
adverse modification of ... (critical) habitat”. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed
the Proposed Plan and issued a biological opinion which includes "terms and conditions that must
be complied with by the Federal agency or applicant (if any), or both, to implement the measures
specified...”.

The biological opinion lowers the thresholds proposed in the RMP for non-speed OHV activities
in desert tortoise ACECs. BLM will manage under those lower thresholds until such time that
monitoring data supports a change in these terms and conditions. The BLM will implement a
monitoring program that will be reviewed by the BLM and Service to determine if the interim
thresholds can be changed to reflect those established in the RMP, or possibly reduced further.
The differences between the RMP and biological opinion are described below:

1) Events allowed during the ACTIVE SEASON, 3/1 to 10/31.

. The allowable number of events is reduced from ten (10) to five (5) for the first three years of
management under the RMP with no more than three (3) events in any one ACEC (no change
from RMP).

2) Date restrictions during ACTIVE SEASON

The two closure periods within the ACTIVE SEASON designed to limit use during times when
tortoise are most active will be expanded. The early closure will be expanded four weeks from
the original April 1 to June 1 closure to March 16 to June 14 and the late closure will be
expanded two weeks from the original August 15 to October 15 closure to August 15 to October
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31. Provision has been made to ensure full weekend availability when the above dates would
otherwise split a weekend into open and closed halves.

3) Restrictions on number of Participants

During ACTIVE SEASON - For the first three years, events will be limited to a maximum of
75 participants. However, to accommodate larger historically held events, an event with up to
150 participants may be authorized with the provision that it counts as two of the three events’
allowed in the ACEC annually.

During INACTIVE SEASON - The provision allowing events entering from California to exceed
the 300 participant INACTIVE SEASON limit (if California has permitted more than 300
participants) has been eliminated. Events may not exceed 300 participants.

4) Geographic restriction during ACTIVE SEASON

Non-speed events may not be permitted in the Paiute Valley ACEC south of the old Nipton
Highway and south of Searchlight, NV with the exception of Secs. 10, 15, and 23 within T.63E,,
R.29S., between March 1 and October 31. This requirement is not included in the RMP. This
provision may be modified in the future as a result of monitoring findings.

A complete copy of the Biological Opinion is available on request at address listed above. The
BLM will continue to coordinate with the interested parties and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service in developing the monitoring plan and other options related to management of non-speed
organized OHV activity within desert tortoise ACECs.

Michael F. Dwyer
District Manager



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Q. For what public lands does this Resource Management Plan (RMP) propose spéciﬁc
management guidance?

A. The plan covers approximately 2.6 million acres of BLM administered lands in Clark County,
and approximately 700,000 acres in Southen Nye County. Lands in the Red Rock Canyon National
Conservation Area, Nellis Bombing Range, Nevada Test Site and Desert National Wildlife Range are
not included in the Las Vegas Resource Management Plan. Each of these areas has a separate
planning document which provides guidance for management of the resources.

Q. At what phase of the planning process is the Las Vegas Resource Management Plan?

A. We are near the end of the planning process, with 3 steps remaining to complete, which are as
follows: 1.) A 30-60 day Governors consistency review and a 30 day public protest period of the
Las Vegas Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement. 2.) Resolution of
any protest received. The Director of the BLM will make the decisions on how to resolve any plan
protests. The Directors decision is the final position of the BLM. 3.) Final approval through a
Record of Decision, signed by the Nevada State Director.

Q. What Chapter in the document contains the proposed plan?

A. Chapter 2 in the RMP contains the specific Objectives and Management Directions. It is
recommended the reader focus on this chapter along with the Standard Operating Procedures in
Appendix M. Chapter 2 contains about 40 pages and represents the BLM proposed actions for
management of the resources, including but not limited to wildlife, special status species, lands,
minerals and recreation to name a few.

Q. When does the BLM anticipate final approval of the RMP?

A. If all protests can be resolved within a 60 day period, we expect to issue a Record of Decision in
October of 1998. There is a possibility of approving those parts of the plan which are not protested.
. A decision will be made sometime shortly after the end of the protest period.

Q. What would happen if an action is proposed which is not in conformance with the
approved Resource Management Plan?

A. There are 3 options if this were to occur which are as follows: 1.) Change the proposed action
s0 it is in conformance with the approved RMP. 2.) Deny the proposed action. 3.) Amend the
RMP to accommodate the proposal.

A plan amendment requires full public participation and review of the NEPA document prior 10
approval by the Nevada State Director. There will be a number of opportunities for you to
participate in the planning process during any amendment as we try to meet the needs of future
generations.
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Nevada State Office .
1340 Financial Blvd., P.O. Box 12000
Reno, Nevada 89520-0006

In Reply Refer To:
1610 (LVFO)
(NV930.1) (NV050)

Dear Reader: JU““ v 1998

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Las Vegas Resource Management Plan (Plan) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). This proposed Plan outlines the various decisions for
management of renewable and non-renewable resources on approximately 3.3 million acres of public land
in Clark and southern Nye counties, Nevada. The Plan is open for a 30 day protest period beginning with
the date of this letter.

This Proposed Plan and FEIS has been developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. This plan is a variation of
Alternative E which was presented in the Supplement to the Draft Stateline Resource Management Plan
released in May 1994 and as modified by public comment. This document contains a summary of the
decisions and resulting impacts, an overview of the planning process and planning issues, the Proposed
Plan, a summary of written and verbal comments received during public review of the Draft Plan and
Supplement, and responses to the substantive issues raised during the review.

The proposed Plan may be protested by any person who participated in the planning process, and who has
an interest which is or may be, adversely affected by the approval of the proposed Plan. A protest may
raise only those issues which were submitted for the record during the planning process (see 43 Code of
Federal Regulations 1610.5-2). Protests must be filed with the Director, Bureau of Land Management,
Attn. Ms. Brenda Williams, Protests Coordinator, WO-210/LS-1075, Department of Interior, Washington,
D.C. 20240.

All protests must be written and must be postmarked on or before July 14, 1998 and shall contain the
following information:

. The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest.

. A statement of the issue or issues being protested.

. A statement of the part or parts of the document being protested.

. A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues previously submitted during the planning

process by the protesting party, or an indication of the date the issue or issues were discussed for
the record.

. A concise statement explaining precisely why the Bureau of Land Management, Nevada State
Director's decision is wrong.

Upon resolution of any protests, an Approved Plan and Record of Decision will be issued. The approved
Plan/Record of Decision will be mailed to all individuals who participated in this planning process and all
other interested publics upon their request.

Singerely,
7 A/"'

obert V. Abbey
State Director, Neva
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SUMMARY

The Las Vegas Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement identifies future
management in the form of objectives and management directions for 3.3 million acres of public land in Clark
and Nye Counties, located in southern Nevada.

The following Summary Tables (S1 and S2) present a comparison of all the alternatives and impacts of each
alternative as compared to the no action alternative. The components of the various alternative are summarized
in Table S1 and are further described in Chapter 2. The impacts anticipated are summarized in Table S2 and are
more fully detailed in Chapter 4.
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

—

Program No Action Alternative A

Compliance with Clean Air Act;
project specific mitigation

Compliance with all Federal, State and
local air quality standards and
re; ions, including Clean Air Act;
Project specific mitigation

Alternative B

Water Resource
Management

plans for Virgin River, Muddy River
and Meadow Valley Wash

Maintain existing waters at the
source; fence to prevent degradation
of the source or associated riparian

area;

where other management plans cannot
adequately address the situation

Determine amount of water needed to
meet management objectives. File for
appropriative water rights on public
and acquired lands, in accordance with
State water laws, for those waters not
federally reserved

Soil Resource Maintain/improve watershed | Determine  watershed  potential; | Same as A
Management condition to reduce erosion and | undertake actions to reduce erosion
sedimentation and to enhance site | and sedimentation while enhancing
productivity site productivity
Project specific mitigation based | Project specific mitigation based on | Same as A
upon soil surface factor classes crosion condition classes and erosion
susceptibility ratings
Develop watershed 'management | Prepare watershed management plans

Same as A

Same as A

Minimize non-point pollution from
BLM- initiated and authorized
actions; Where appropriate institute
Best Management Practices to control
non-point source pollution

Minimize both point and non-point
sources of poliution following Best
Management Practices

Not addressed “

Not addressed Determine instream flow requirements | Same as A
and apply for necessary water rights
on the Virgin River and in Meadow
Valley Wash
Maintain or improve the water | Maintain the quality of waters | Sameas A
quality of streams and springs in | presently in compliance and improve
accordance with State and Federal | the quality of those waters found to be
regulations. in non-compliance with State and/or
Federal water quality standards
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Proposed
|
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A [
|
]
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A On those watersheds that exhibit
good potential far recovery, prepare
and implement watershed
management plans or address in
other activity plans
Same as A Same as A Obtain water rights to springs Determine water needs to meet
associated with the grazing objectives; file for water rights on
privileges for allotmeats public and acquired lands for
closed to grazing and maintain sources not federally reserved
for wildlife, wild horses,
burros, and riparian values;
Determine amount of water
needed to meet management
objectives. File for
appropriative water rights on
public and acquired lands, in
accordance with State water
laws, for those waters not
federally reserved
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed Minimize the threat of flood and

sediment damage on populated areas
from public land management
actions by providing lands necessary
to_construct flood-control structures
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Riparian
Management

Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Progeam _| No Action

Ensure that 75% of riparian arcas are
in proper functioning condition by
1997

Same as No Action

Alternative B

Same as No Action

Do not allow competitive off-road
vehicle cvents within 1/4 mile of
water sources

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

horses and burros, and .livestock;
Fence riparian areas to exclude
livestock and wild horses and burros;
Provide water for livestock, wild
horses and burros away from the
source

provide alternative water sources
and/or locations to prevent further
degradation of and to aid in the
recovery of spring associated riparian
areas

Protect the Virgin River riparian zone | Modify grazing systems or use Same as A
from degradation protective fences, as needed to prevent

further degradation and to aid in

recovery of the Virgin River riparian

zone
Provide water for wildlife, wild | Use protective fencing as needed and | Same as A

Retain all riparian arcas in public
ownership unless disposal would be
in the public interest

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Give special attention to monitoring
and evaluating management activities
in ripanan areas and revise
management practices where site
specific objectives are not being met

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Vegetation

Management

Notladdressed

Continue existing rangeland
monitoring studies and establish new
stdies as needed

Not addressed

Determine ecologic status of plant
communities on public lands and
manage to achieve desired plant
communitics or potential natural
community

Not addressed
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Alternative C

Same as No Action

Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative D

Same as No Action

Alternative E

Same as No Action; Complete
inventory of riparian areas by
1995

Proposed

Ensure that all riparian arcas are in
proper functioning condition;
Complete assessments on all
riparian arcas; establish a schedule
for actions necessary to achieve
proper functioning condition

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Do not allow competitive off-road
vehicle events within 1/4 mile of
natural water sources associated

with riparian areas

Same as A Same as A Same as A Ensure that all riparian arcas are in
proper functioning condition

Same as A Same as A Same as A Improve riparian areas with priority

given to those that are functioning
at risk with a downward trend; Use
appropriate measures necessary for
improvement, including fencing
and/or alternate water sources away
from the riparian area

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Retain riparian areas and mesquite
woodlands in federal ownership,
unless disposal is in the public
interest

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Ensure that the minimmm
requirement of Proper Functioning
Condition on all riparian areas is
maintained or achieved during any
planning process

Not addressed

Not addressed

Establish the following criteria
for water utilization of springs
and associated riparian areas;
50% for riparian; 25% for
wildlife; 15% for wild horses
and burros; and 10% for
livestock (25% will be
allocated for wild horses and
burros if no livestock grazing

occurs and visa versa

Not addressed

Same as A

Same as A

Determine ecologic status,
woodland index or forage
value rating, as determined by
plant community surveys, on
Public land and manage to
achieve desired plant
communities or potential
natural community

Maintain or improve the condition
of vegetation on public lands to a
desired plant communities or
potential natural community




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Program No Action Alternative A Alternative B
i
Vegetation Not addressed Maintain or improve habuat of | Samcas A ;
Management threatened or  endangered plant
(con’t) species
Allow only minimal clearing of | Allow construction, mining activity or | Same as A 1
vegetation on project sites off-road vehicle activity on threatened
or endangered, or candidate plant
species habitat only after appropriate
mitigation
Rehabilitate all disturbed sites where | Provide for rehabilitation of disturbed Same as A
necessary and practical areas on public land to maintain or
restore plant productivity
|
Visual Resource | No Visual Resource Management | Designate and manage the following | Same as A
Management classes; develop mitigation on a | Visual Resource Management Classes:
project specific basis 1,125,415 acres class II; 1,867,657
acres class III; 678,055 actes class IV
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
Areas of Not addressed Designate 1,151,938 acres as arcas of | Designate 1,530,838 acres as areas
Critical critical environmental concern of critical environmental concern
Environmental
Concemn
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed }
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
Fish, Wildlife Not addressed Designate 970,160 acres as tortoise Designate 1,346,200 acres as
and Special areas of critical environmental concern | tortoise  areas of  crtical
Status Species environmental concern
Management
Provide special management | Maintain or improve habitat conditions | Maintain  or improve habitat

consideration on Public lands within
Clark County to protect and increase
current populations of desert tortoise

on 970,160 acres of tortoise habitat to
support current population levels of
desert tortoise

conditions on 1,346,200 acres of
tortoise habitat to support current
population levels of desert tortoise
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Proposed !

conditions on 1,356,680
acres of tortoise habitat to
support viable populations
of desert tortoise as defined
in the Recovery Plan

to achieve the recovery criteria
defined in the Tortoise
Recovery Plan

Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E
Same as A Same as A Inventory special status plant See Fish, Wildlife and Special |
species; take appropriate action | Status Species ;
to protect their habitat. ;
Same as A Same as A Develop appropriate mitigation | See Fish, Wildlife and Special |
measures before allowing Status Species |
construction, mining activity or
off-road vehicle activity on
known habitat for special |
status plant species i
Same as A Same as A When feasible, rehabilitate, Same as E'
reclaim or revegetate areas
subject to surface disturbing
activities; |
!
Same as A Same as A Same as A Designate and manage the }
following: 968,890 acres class II; i
1,727,870 acres class I1I; 635,135 |
acres class IV : l
Not addressed Not addressed Update visual resource Continue to refine the Visual ‘
inventory; Adjust designations Resource Management inventory to l
through a plan amendment refine the database and ratings
Designate 1,538,298 acres as | Same as A Designate 969,600 acres as Designate 1,005,031 acres as areas .
areas of critical areas of critical environmental of critical environmental concern
environmental concern concern
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed Withdrawn lands relinquished by
other Federal agencies and located
within these areas would attain
designated status immediately upon
administrative control by BLM. All
ongoing management guidance,
restrictions and directions would
apply to relinquished lands.
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed Portions of wilderness study areas
within areas of citical
environmental concern would fall
under management guidance,
restrictions and directions for the
area of critical environmental
concern, when released by Congress
Designate 1,356,680 acres as | Same as A Designate 797,730 acres as Designate 743,209 acres as tortoise
tortoise areas of critical tortoise areas of critical areas of critical environmental
environmental concern environmental concern concern
Maintain or improve habitat Same as A Manage desert tortoise habitat Same as E

B




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

No Acton

Alternative A

Alternative B

Fish, Wildlife Not addressed Minimize impacts to tortoise habitat | Same as A
and Special during fire suppression
Status Species
Mgmt (con’t)
Not addressed Remove wild horses and burros which | Same as A
expanded beyond existing herd
management areas or into Ash
Meadows Natl. Wildlife Refuge
Encourage all public land users to | Designate all areas of critical | Same as A
travel only on existing roads or trails | environmental concern as limited to
in crucial wildlife habitat; avoid new | designated roads and trails
road or trail construction in crucial
habitat
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
Not addressed Monitor tortoise populations, habitat, | Same as A
activity plans, management decisions
and compliance with stipulations to
determine effectiveness of desert
tortoise mitigation measures
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
* Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Proposed
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A E
|
I
!
1
Same as A Same as A Manage for zero wild horses Manage for zero wild horses and !
and burros in tortoise areas of burros in tortoise areas of critical
critical environmental concern environmental concern
Same as A Same as A Same as A Designate all tortoise arcas of
’ critical environmental concern as !
LIMITED to designated roads and
trails for all motorized and
mechanized vehicles
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed Do not allow commercial collection |
‘ of flora in tortoise areas of critical |
environmental concern; Only allow
commezcial collection of fauna upon
completion of a scientifically [
credible study that demonstrates 1
commercial collection does not i
adversely impact affected species or |
their habitat. This action will not |
affect hunting or trapping and casual E
collection as permitted by the State
Same as A Implement monitoring and Same as E
Same as A research dealing with
management issues within
desert tortoise areas of critical
environmental concern
Not addressed Not addressed Limit utility coeridors to 3,000 Same as E
feet or less in width within
areas of critical environmental
concern
Not addressed Not addressed Allow no new landfills in Do not allow new landfills in
tortoise areas of critical tortoise areas of critical
environmental concern. Close environmental concern
existing landfills by 1995
Not addressed Not addressed Do not authorize military Same as E
maneuvers in tortoise areas of
critical environmental concern
Not addressed Not addressed Require reclamation of Same as E

activities which result in loss
or degradation of tortoise
habitat with areas to be
reclaimed to pre-disturbance
condition
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Fish, Wildlife
and Special

Status Species
Mgmt. (con’t)

Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

No Action

Not addressed \

Alternative A

Prohibit off-road vehicle competitive
events in tortoise areas of critical
environmental concern

Alternative B

Same as A

Not addressed

Allow other types of events and
commercial activities on a case-by-
case basis in tortoise areas of critical
environmental concern

Same as A

Not addressed

Allow po new road construction or
siting of ancillary facilities in bighorn
lambing habitat

Same as A

Not addressed

Determine if predator control is
necessary in tortoise habitat; minimize
increase or spread of predator
populations where they prey on
tortoises

Same as A

Develop habitat management plans
for the Virgin River and Big Dune

Revise the Virgin River habitat
management plan. Designate Big
Dune, River Mts, and Amargosa
Mesquite as areas of critical
environmental concern

Same as A

Implement the Ash Meadows Habitat
Management Plan

Designate Ash Meadows as an area of
critical environmental concern; Make
BLM inholdings available for
withdrawal by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service

Same as A

" Not addressed

Prohibit BLM authorized activities
which would affect groundwater
levels/spring flows in Ash Meadows
and Moapa Valley

Same as A

Do 'not develop pew dual-use
allotments in bighom sheep habitat;
Do not authorize domestic sheep in
McCullough Allotment

Do not authorize domestic sheep
grazing in allotments with bighom
sheep habitat

Same as A




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative C l Alternative D I Alternative E I Proposed |

Same as A Same as A Do not allow speed off-road Prohibit off-road vehicle speed
vehicle competitive events or events, mountain bike races, horse
off-road vehicle free play in endurance rides, hill dlimbs, mini
tortoise areas of critical events, publicity rides, high speed
environmental concern testing and similar speed based

events in tartoise areas of critical
environmental concern
Same as A Same as A Allow non-speed off-road Allow non-speed off-road vehicie
. vehicle events and commercial events in tortoise areas of critical
activities on a case-by-case environmental concern consistent
basis in tortoise areas of with restrictions in RC11
critical environmental concern
Same as A Same as A Same as A Evaluate discretionary activities in
bighorn sheep habitat. Grant :
authorization if consistent with goals
and objectives of the Rangewide
Plan

Same as A Same as A Not addressed Animal damage control activities
may be allowed on a temporary
basis if necessary for
reestablishment of native species or
as a tool to allow recovery of
decimated wildlife populations

Same as A Same as A Designate Virgin River, River Same as E
Mts., Amargosa Mesquite and
Big Dune as areas of critical
environmental concern;

Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A

Same as A Same as A Prohibit BLM authorized land Manage public lands adjacent to the
uses which would result in Ash Meadows Area of Critical
unmitigated, significant Environmental Concern and Moapa
adverse impacts to ground Natl. Wildlife Refuge to
water levels/spring flows in complement spring and aquatic
Moapa Valley and Ash habitat for special status species,
Meadows area of critical including projects that may affect
environmental concern ground water level or spring flows

Same as A Same as A Do not authorize domestic In accordance with BLM guidelines,

sheep grazing in bighorn
sheep habitat

no domestic sheep grazing will be
authorized in bighorn sheep habitat




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Program No Action Alternative A Alternative B
Fish, Wildlife All new livestock and wild horse and | Allow new water developments for Allow new water developments for
and Special burro waters must not create new | wildlife, livestock, wild horses and wildlife, livestock, wild horses and
Status Species conflicts with fish or wildlife habitat | burros in tortoise arcas of critical burros in category I and II tontoise
Management environmental concern only if these | habitat only if these developments
developments do not create confliats | do not create conflicts with desert
with desert tortoise tortoise
Impacts from mining to crucial | Prevent undue and unmecessary | Sameas A
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise degradation of bighorn sheep habitat
habitat will be subject to mitigative | due to mineral exploration and
measures during the plan of | development
operations stage
Identify habitat needs of wildlife and | Allow wildlife populations to reach | Same as A
provide for these needs so as to levels consistent with habitat carrying
attain population goals, mumally | capacity; adjust populations using
agreed to with NDOW for species. monitoring data
Accomplish bighom sheep | Allow reintroduction of wildlife | Sameas A
introductions and permit natural | species into tortoise arcas of critical
expansion into historic habitat after environmental concern only if it will
preparation of a habitat management | creatc no conflicts with tortoise
plan or rolease site description;
Return native fauna to historic ranges
and/or improve population numbers
Not addressed Inventory/monitor  peregrine falcon | Same as A
habitat;  prevent undue  and
unnecessary degradation of habitat;
prepare a habitat mgmt plan for
occupied habitat; close areas within
12 mile of active nests between
Feb.1-Sept.1; explore reintroduction of
peregrine into suitable habitat
Not addressed Manage mesquite habitats for wildlife | Same as A
habitat values; Develop a management
plan for Amargosa Mesquite areas of
critical environmental concern
Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
Provide and maintain sufficient | Maintain or improve the habitat of | Sameas A
quality and quantity of food, water, | threatened, endangered or candidate
cover and space to satisfy demands | plant species found on public lands
of all wildlife species. Give special | (Vegetation Mgmt.)
emphasis to Federal and State
classified species and to BLM
sensitive species
Forestry Allow greenwood cutting in the | Allow firewood harvest in Pahrump | Sameas A
Resources Spring, Virgin, and McCullough | and Amargosa Flat; Limit to one
Management Mtns. cord/household/year with maximum of
35 cords/year
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Alternative C .

Allow new water
developments for wildlife
and wild horses and burros
in tortoise areas of critical
environmental concern only
if these do not create
conflicts with desert tortoise

'Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative D

Same as C

Alternative E

Maintain existing wildlife
waters; Construct new guzzlers
as needed, consistent with
other resource needs;

Proposed

Same as E; Desgin new waters for
livestock, and wild horses and
burros to reduce potential conflicts
with wildlife

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Evaluate discretionary activities in

bighorn sheep habitat on a case-by-
case basis. Authorize if consistent

with the Rangewide Plan

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Support viable and diverse native
wildlife populations by providing
sufficient quantity and quality of
habitat

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Cooperate with State and Federal
wildlife agencies in implementing
introductions, reintroduction and
augmentation releases of native or
naturalized species

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Protect key nesting areas, migration
routes, important prey base areas,
and concentration areas for birds of
prey on public lands through
mitigation of activities during
National Environmental Policy Act
compliance

Same as A

Same as A

Manage mesquite and Acacia
habitats for wildlife habitat
values

Same as E; Only allow woodcutting
where consistent with sustaining a
healthy, vigorous plant community
and viable wildlife populations

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Manage habitat to support elk which
move onto BLM managed lands
from the Spring Mits. in cooperation
with Nevada Division of Wildlife

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Enter into conservation agreements
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the State of Nevada for
management of special status
species to prevent future federal
listing of such species

Same as A

Same as A

Allow firewood harvest in
Pahrump Valley; Limit to one
cord per household/year

Allow harvest of dead or down, or
BLM marked green trees for dwarf
mistletoe control only in approved

areas;

817
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

No Action Alternative A Alternative B
Forestry Coordinate the removal of native | Allow harvest of desert vegetation | Sameas A
Resources desert vegetation with the Nevada | from areas subject to surface-
Management Division of Forestry disturbing activities
{con’t)

Not addressed Maintain 138,000 acres of pinyon- | Same as A
juniper and conifer forest at late seral
stage or full ecological potential
Livestock Allow livestock grazing on 2,237,478 | Allow livestock grazing on 2,036,933 | Samec as A
Grazing acres of public lands; Close part of | acres of public lands;
Management Spring Mountain Allotment and all
of River Mt. Allotment
Close the Ash Meadows Allotment to | Manage livestock grazing under | Same as A
livestock grazing; do not authorize | constraints of Section 7 consultation;
livestock grazing on the Carson | Grazing prescription 1 in category I, 11
Slough or Grapevine-Rock Valley | and intensive III tortoise habitat;
Allotments until completion of | prescription 2 in category IIIb habitat.
Section 7 consultation
Ciose that portion of Red Rock | Allow no livestock grazing on 19 | Sameas A
Canyon within the Spring Mountain | allotments including unalloted areas
Allotment, and the River Mountain | in Nye County and riparian zones
Allotment to livestock grazing along the Muddy and Virgin Rivers,
and Meadow Valley Wash; Do not
authorize livestock grazing in Planning
Area B, Southern Nye county except
within the Mt. Stirling and County
Line Allotments
Develop allotment mgmt. plans for | Develop allotment mgmt. plans for | Sameas A
i the 7 allotments in Clark County | "I" and "M" allotments
and one allotment in Southern Nye
County
Intensively manage 14 allotments, | Develop allotment mgmt. plans for | Same as A
including Mt Stirling; Manage 4 | "I" and "M" allotments
allotments in  the  maintain
management catcgory guidelines
Determine proper long-term stocking | Establish stocking level based on | Sameas A
rates of domestic livestock on | availability of ephemeral forage
allotments, desirable numbers of wild
horses and burros in herd mgmt.
areas, and populations of mule deer
and bighorn sheep in their existing
and potential habitat




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Proposed

Same as A Same as A Allow harvest of desert Public lands in Las Vegas District |
vegetation at those locations will be assessed for salvage of
where surface disturbing desert vegetation where surface
activities will occur disturbance occurs

Same as A Same as A Maintain Pinyon Juniper Same as E

Allow livestock grazing on
1,001,767 acres of public
lands; limit livestock grazing
in desert tartoise habitat

Allow livestock grazing on
1,902,881 acres of pt_xblic
lands

woodland and conifer forest
where possible for all aged
stands

Allow livestock grazing on
692,844 acres of public lands;

Allow livestock grazing on 610,893
acres of public lands;

Same as A

Close allotments in tortoise
areas of critical
environmental concem to
livestock grazing

In tortoise habitat outside of
areas of critical environmental
concern, manage for grazing
prescription 2 on open
allotments; eliminate livestock
grazing in tortoise areas of
critical environmental concern

with grazing prescription 2;
eliminate livestock grazing in
tortoise areas of critical

|
Manage open allotments consistent l
|
environmental concern 1

Allow no livestock grazing
on 19 allotments, Amargosa
Valley/Crater Flat, the
riparian zones along the
Muddy and Virgin Rivers,
and Meadow Valley Wash,
and within allotments
containing desert tortoise
habitat

Allow no livestock grazing
on 28 allotments; Do not

allow grazing in these areas:

Amargosa Valley/Crater
Flat, along the Muddy and
Virgin Rivers, and Meadow
Valley Wash

Allow no livestock grazing on
40 allotments

Allow no livestock grazing on 38
allotments and all unalloted areas in
Southern Nye County; Additional
allotment closures could be
approved based on voluntary
relinquishment of grazing privileges,
permits or leases

Same as A Same as A Completion of an allotment Establish grazing systems, including
management plan and rest and/or deferment principles as
environmental assessment needed to meet specific resource
required to reactivate any objectives '
inactive ephemeral-perennial or
perennial allotment
Same as A Same as A Same as A Drop existing categories from
allotments closed to livestock
grazing; Change Lower Mormon
Mesa from C to [ and Flat Top
Mesa from C to M

Same as A Same as A Reclassify 21 allotments as Livestock grazing on ephemeral

ephemeral/perennial; Set a total
of preference of 13,200 animal
unit months; 33 allotments
remain ephemeral

allotments will be aliowed if
sufficient forage is available and use
is consistent with the Standards and
Guidelines, and allotment specific
objectives
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Program No Action Alternative A Alternative B
Livestock Manage perennial vegetation at a | Maintainfimprove  condition  of | Same as A ‘
Grazing proper utilization rate to obtain a | vegetation to desired plant community i
Management sustained yield and improve livestock | or potential natural community }
forage condition j
|
I
Wild Horse and | Manage wild horses and burros in | Maintain healthy, viable herds in | Same as A
Burro the Gold Butte, Muddy Mtns., Spring | thriving ecological balance in the herd
Management Mtns., and Eldorado Mtns. herd | mgmt areas
mgmt. areas
Develop herd management area plans | Develop herd management area plans | Same as A
for the following herd mgmt. areas: | for each herd mgmt. area
Mt Stirling, Amargosa, and Last
Chance herd mgmt. areas; Maintain
Ash Meadows Herd Management
Area as a horse free area
Manage wild horse and burro | Develop Long-Term Management | Same as A
numbers at current population levels | Levels for wild horses and burros
unless monitoring indicates that
adjustments are necessary
Not addressed Realign herd mgmt. area boundaries | Same as A
in the following areas to gain more
management control of populations:
Red Rocks, Lucky Strike, Johnnie,
and Trout Canyon herd mgmt. areas
Not addressed Maintain or improve wild horse and | Same as A
burro habitat to desired plant
community or potential natural
community
Not specifically addressed Develop dependable water sources for | Same as A

Cultural
Resource
Management

cultural resource
plans for Willow

Develop
management
Springs and Muddy Mtns; prepare
interpretive signs and a brochure for
Willow Springs

wild horses and burros

Develop project plans for the
following: Old Spanish Trail/Mormon
Road; Las Vegas and Tonopah
Railroad; Red Spring; Sandstone
Quarry; Willow Spring; and Whitney
Pockets sites to manage for public
values

Same as A

S5
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative D Alternative E Proposed
1
Same as A Same as A Same as A Provide for increased plant vigor !
and reproductive capability of i
perennial forage; Maintain static to ?
upward trend on key percanial !
species through livestock grazing t
management
Same as A Same as A In herd management areas Same as E \
which are not managed for
zero appropriale management . (
level, maintain healthy, viable
herds in thriving ecological
balance
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Establish appropriate Establish appropriate management 1
management levels for each level for each herd mgmt. area; I
herd mgmt. area; Establish an Establish an appropriate i
appropriate management level management level of zero for '
of zero for Gold Butte, Eldorado, Ash Meadows and {
Eldorado, Amargosa and Ash Amargosa mgmt. areas; Do not
Meadows herd mgmt. areas allow use by horses and burros in l
that part of the Gold Butte Herd
Mgmt. Area which overlaps with the
tortoise area of critical
environmental concern
Same as A Same as A Combine Last Chance and Mt. | Realign the following herd
Stirling herd mgmt. area into management areas to facilitate
the Johnnie Herd Mgmt. Area; management considerations with
Realign the Spring Mt. Herd distinct population units: Johnnie,
Mgmt. Area to create the Red Rocks and Wheeler Pass
Spring Mt Herd Mgmt. Area
managed by the Forest
Service and Red Rock Herd
Mgmt. Area managed by BLM
Same as A Same as A Same as A Limit utilization of current years
production by all herbivores on key
perennial species to 50% for grasses
and 45% for shrubs
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A Selected cultural resources should
be designated as priorities for
activity planning and to determine
best use potential including: Gold
Butte, Crescent, Goodsprings,
Scarchlight and Hidden Valley



Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

No Action

Alternative A Alternative B

Program
Cultural Preserve a representative sample of | Designate 13 areas of critical | Sameas A
Resources line shacks, mining cabins, and other | environmental concern (20,020 acres)
Management isolated historic structures for identified National Register
(con’t) eligible or listed sites (cultural acreage
in the following includes only 5,840
acres in Red Rock, 320 acres in
Sunrise Mountain and 5,000 acres in
Virgin River areas of critical
environmental concern)
Not addressed Research Virgin River Anasazi district | Same as A
Provide fire protection for Mt. Potosi | Manage cultural resources at Red | Same as A
Cabin, Wheeler Pass Charcoal Kilns, | Rock and Stump Springs, Hidden
Searchlight Mining District, Virgin | Valley district, Bird Spring site, Sloan
Mountain  Cabin, Goodsprings | rock art site, Crescent; Gold Bute;
Mining District, Trout Canyon Cabin, | Goodsprings; and Searchlight mining
Mt. Potosi Mines, South McCullough | districts; and South Virgin Peak Ridge
Wickiup, and the Crescent Peak | district for conservation of scientific or
District historic values
eemmemecmnene Manage cultural resources within | Same as A
Amrow Canyon rock art district,
Brownstone Canyon district, Keyhole
Canyon, Frenchman Mine, and
Gypsum Cave for public values
Initiate regular and systematic patrols | Use surveillance to monitor known | Same as A
of specific areas and/or sites with | cultural and paleontological sites;
high cultural sensitivity install  protective  devices  as
. appropriate
Protect and preserve important | Designate 40 acre area of critical | Same as A
paleontological sites environmental concern within Arrow
Canyon Bird Track paleontological
district
Not addressed Manage 12,000 acres within Muddy | Same as A
Creek and Eglingston Escarpment
districts for information potential
Not addressed Designate Gold Butte/Virgin Mountain | Same as A

Determine sources of deterioration
and prorities for preservation
through field evaluations of all
cultural resource sites

traditional lifeway area
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives

Alternative C Alternatiye D Alternative E Proposed
Same as A Same as A Designate 13 areas of critical Designate 12 areas of critical ‘
environmental concern environmental concern (20,520 t
(20,650 acres) for identified acres) for identified National :
National Register Eligible or Register Eligible or listed sites (less  §
listed sites (subtract 5,840 160 acres at Bird Spring in Red )
acres for Red Rock, add 150 Rock Canyon, subtract 110 acres g
acres to Crescent, add 6,320 from Crescent, add 140 acres to
acres for new Arden Historic Keyhole Canyon) ﬁ
area) [
Same as A Same as A Same as A Manage cultural resources on 1,500 ‘
acres of public land within the
Virgin River Anasazi district for the E
potential to yield historic or !
scientific information }
Same as A Same as A Same as A Manage cultural resources on E
11,759 acres at Red Rock Spring;
Stump Spring; Hidden Valley
district; Sloan Rock Art district; .
Crescent and Gold Butte, mining i
townsites: and S.Virgin Peak Ridge |
for conservation of scientific or I
historic values ‘l
Same as A Same as A Same as A Manage cultural resources on 3,660
acres w/in Arrow Canyon rock art
district; Keyhole Canyon;
Frenchman Mine and Gypsum Cave
for public values
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A Not addressed
Same as A Same as A Designate Gold Butte/Virgin Manage cultural resources on
Mountain, Quail Spring/Bird 200,000 acres of traditional lifeway
Spring and Spirit Mountain areas for their sociological values by ||
traditional lifeway areas providing for their protection and
preservation
Same as A Same as A Same as A Utilize data recovery efforts through

research designs to mitigate adverse
effects to cultural resources and
paleontological sites from proposed
federal actions
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

Lands
Management

Dispose of 163,673 acres of public
lands by the most appropriate
authority

‘ Program | No Action I Alternative A I Alternative B I

155,258 acres are available for
discretionary disposal through sale,
exchange, colar-of-title or reczeation
and public purpose patent

540,171 acres are available for
discretionary disposal through
sale, exchange, color-of-title or
recreation and public purpose
patent

Grant leases/permits under Sec. 302 of
the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) for private
or commercial uses throughout the
planning area on a casc-by-case basis

Grant leases/permits (Sec. 302 of
FLPMA) for private and commercial
uses (areas of critical environmental
concern excluded) on a case-by-case
basis

Same as A

Grant leases for agricultural uses
throughout the planning area for the
Muddy River and Virgin River
floodplain

All public lands are closed to
agricultural entry

Same as A

Grant airport leases within Clark
County

Grant airport leases (areas of critical
environmental concern excluded) on a
case-by-case basis in the following
areas: within a 2 mile radius of Jean
and Searchlight and within a 3 mile
radius of Pahrump

Grant airport leases (areas of
critical environmental concern
excluded) on a case-by-case basis

Rights-of-Way
Management

Designate 61 miles of utlity corridors
(for planning purposes) in Planning
Area B of southern Nye County

Designate 590 miles of utility
corridors (for planning purposes) in
Clark and southern Nye counties

Same as A

Not addressed

Exclusive of designated corridors,
designate all areas of critical
environmental concern, semi-primitive
non-motorized Recreational
Opportunity Spectrum areas
(hereinafter referred to as semu-
primitive, non-motonized  areas),
significant caves (within 1/4 mile),
wilderness study areas, and Red Rock
Canyon National Conservation Area
(hereinafier referred to as Red Rock
Canyon) as right-of-way avoidance
areas (1,938,845 acres)

environmental concern, semi-
primitive non-motorized areas,
significant caves, wildemess study
areas, and Red Rock Canyon as
right-of-way avoidance
(2,317,745 acres)

Exclusive of designated corridors,
designate all areas of critical

Sto
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Alternative C

Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

and southern Nye counties

and southern Nye counties

Nye counties

08,943 acres are available 540,171 acres are available 111,563 acres are available for 175,314 acres are available for
for discretionary disposal for discretionary disposal discretionary disposal through discretionary dispasal through
through sale, exchange, through sale, color-of-title, sale, exchange, color-of title or sale, exchange, color-of title or
colar-of-title or recreation or recreation and public recreation and public purpose recreation and public purpose
and public purpose patent purpose patent; all public patent patent. Public lands outside of
lands (excluding areas of disposal ares would be
critical environmental considered for repositioning to
concern and wilderness consolidate BLM parcels and
study areas) are available for improve BLM management if
exchange specific criteria are met
All public lands are closed Same as A Same as A Same as A
to leases/permits (Sec. 302
of FLPMA)
Same as A Same as A Same as A Public lands within the District
are not suitable for entry under
Indian Allotment, Desert Land
Entry or Carey Act and would
not be disposed of through those
authorities
Same as A Same as B Same as B Same as B
Designate 476 miles of Designate 536 miles of Designate 538 to 560 miles of Designate 538 miles of utility
utility corridors (for utility corridors (for utility corridors (for planning corridors (for planning purposes
planning purposes) in Clark planning purposes in Clark purposes in Clark and southern in Clark and southern Nye

counties

Exclusive of designated

of critical environmental
concern, semi-primitive
non-motorized areas,

study areas, and Red Rock
Canyon as right-of-way
avoidance areas (2,325,205
acres)

corridors, designate all areas

significant caves, wilderness

Same as A

Exclusive of designated comridors,
designate all areas of critical
environmental concern and
significant caves as right-of-way
avoidance areas (971,231 acres)

Exclusive of designated
cotridors, designate all areas of
critical environmental concern
and significant caves as right-of-
way avoidance areas. Under
Interim Management Policy,
wilderness study areas are
managed as right-of-way
avoidance areas ( 1,351,536
acres)
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

Program No Action Alternative A Alternative B
Rights-of-Way | Not addressed Designate all arcas of citical | Designate all Categary I tortoise
Management environmental concern as material site | habitat as material site right-of-
(con’t) right-of-way exclusion areas | way exclusion areas (364,000
(1,151,938 acres) acres)
Acquisitions Acquire private and State of Nevada | Acquire private lands within | Acquire private lands within
lands within Red Rock Canyon designated areas of critical | designated areas of critical
environmental concern (4,797 acres); | environmental concern (9,049
and 7,882 acres conveyed to Aerojet | acres)
Not addressed Obtain an easement on or across | Same as A
Pabco Tram Road
Recreation Manage Red Rock Canyon, Clark, | Designate and manage 13 special | Same as A
Management and Spring Mitn. special recreation | recreation management areas, and 1

management areas, and the Stateline
Extensive Recreation Management
Area, for recreational values

extensive recreation management area
for their specific recreational
opportunities

Manage the Las Vegas Dunes Off
Highway Vehicle Play Area (9,180

Nellis Dunes Special Recreation
Management Area,: Manage 9,180

Same as A ’l

acres) for intensive off-highway | acres for intensive off-highway

vehicle recreational use vehicle recreational use

Not addressed Stateline  Extensive  Recreation
Management  Area: Manage

2,661,907 acres for dispersed and
diverse
Recreation Opportunity  Spectrum
objectives

opportunities that meet .

Same as A “




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

Alternative C

Designate all areas of
critical environmental
concern as material site
right-of-way exclusion areas
(1,538,298 acres)

Alternative D

Designate all areas of
critical environmental
concern as areal right-of-
way exclusion areas
(1,151,938 acres); designate
Hidden Valley, Sloan Rock
Art, and Big Dune areas of
critical environmental
concern as linear right-of-
way exclusion areas (4,680
acres

Alternative E

Designate all tortoise arcas of
critical environmental concern as
material site right-of-way
exclusion areas (968,031 acres)

Proposed

Designate Hidden Valley, Sloan '
Rock Art and Big Dune areas of
critical environmental concern as
linear right-of-way exclusion i
areas (5,640 acres); With the
exception of within 1/2 mile of
Federal Aid Highways, designate
all areas of critical
environmental concern as areal
right-of-way exclusion areas
approximately 953,000 acres

Acquire private lands within | Same as B Acquire undeveloped private Acquire private lands within

designated areas of critical Jands within designated areas of areas of critical environmental

environmental concern and critical environmental concern concern, wilderness study arcas,

tortoise managermnent areas and the Aerojet area; and private Congressionally designated arcas

(6,787 acres); in Ash lands along the Virgin River, and habitat for special status

Meadows, only acquire south of Riverside species; including Aerojet,

lands outside the refuge; private lands along the Virgin

and 7,882 acres conveyed River, south of Riverside and

to Aerojet other lands not specifically

) identified which would provide

resource protection, improve
land ownership patterns or
enhance public uses and values

Same as A Same as A Same as A Secure on the ground access to
otherwise inaccessible public
lands

Designate 11 special Same as A Same as A Designate 8 special recreation

recreation management management areas, and 1

areas, and 1 extensive extensive recreation management

recreation management area area as shown on Map 2-5

Same as A Same as A - Same as A Manage the Nellis Dunes Special
Recreation Management Area,
(10,000 acres) for intensive off-
highway vehicle recreational use

Manage 2,753,732 acres of Same as A Manage 1,277,133 acres of Manage the Stateline Extensive

Stateline Extensive
Recreation Management
Area for dispersed and
diverse opportunities that
meet Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum

objectives

Stateline Extensive Recreation
Management Area for dispersed
and diverse recreation
opportunities that meet Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum objectives

Recreation Management Area
(Map 2-5) for dispersed and
diverse recreation opportunities
that meet Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum objectives




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

Program

Recreation
Management
(con’t)

No Action

Allow off-highway vehicle
competitive events on 2,655,278 acres

Alternative A

Allow off-highway vehicle
competitive events on 238,162 acres
in special recreation management
areas and in the Extensive Recreation
Management Area in the following
locations: Dry Lake Valley area;
Pahrump to Beatty; Mt
Stirling/Mercury area; Highland Hills
area; Laughlin area; Bitter Springs
arca

Alternative B

Allow  off-highway  vehicle
competitive events on 238,162
acres in  special recreation
management areas and in the
Extensive Recreation Management
Area in the following locations:
Dry Lake Valley area; Pahrump to
Beatty; Mt. Strling/Mercury;
Highland Hills area

Not addressed

Allow competitive and commercial
events which do not involve off-
highway vehicles ,and recreation
concessions in Stateline Extensive
Recreation Management Area, subject
to conflict resolution

Not addressed

Prohibit recreational and target
shooting in the Las Vegas Valley;
Legal hunting appropriate per Nevada
Division of Wildlife regulations.

Same as A
Same as A

Designate 2,900,998 acres as OPEN to
all motorized and mechanized vehicles

Designate 9,180 acres as OPEN to all
motorized and mechanized vehicles
(Nellis Dunes Special Recreation
Management Area)

Same as A II

Designate 696,175 acres as LIMITED
to existing roads, trails, and washes
for all motorized and mechanized
vehicles

Designate 2,524,880 acres as
LIMITED to existing roads, trails, and
washes for all motorized and
mechanized vehicles

Designate 2,136,029 acres as
LIMITED to existing roads, trails,
and washes for all motorized and
mechanized vehicles

Designate 70,641 acres as LIMITED
10 designated roads, trails, and washes
for all motorized and mechanized
vehicles

Designate 1,124,868 acres as
LIMITED to designated roads, trails,
and washes for all motorized and
mechanized vehicles

Designate 1,513,728 acres as
LIMITED to designated roads,

trails, and washes for all
motorized and  mechanized
vehicles

Designate 3,313 acres as CLOSED to
all motorized and mechanized
vehicles: Hidden Valley

Designate 12,190 acres as CLOSED
to all motorized and mechanized
vehicles: Hidden Valley

Same as A “

In wilderness study areas all vehicle
use is LIMITED to existing roads,
trails, and washes unless current
designations are more restrictive

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Determine primary resource value in
each significant cave; Manage all
caves and karsts as wild systems, free
from commercial or show cave

developments

Same as A




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

\\

Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E
Allow off-highway vehicle Same as A Allow off-highway vehicle Allow off-highway vehicle
competitive events on competitive events in special competitive events within
238,162 acres in special recreation management areas and specified special recreation
recreation management in the Extensive Recreation management areas and the
areas and in the Extensive Management Area in the Extensive Recreation
Recreation Management following locations: Dry Lake Management Area, exclusive of
Area in the following Valley, Pahrump Valley to areas of citical environmental
locations: one designated Beatty, Mercury area, Laughlin concern and wilderness study
course, Pahrump to Beatty area, Muddy Mountains, and areas (Map 2-5)
Meadow Valley Wash Road
Same as A | Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A
Same as A Same as A Designate 10,040 acres OPEN to Designate 24,600 acres OPEN to
all motorized and mechanized all motorized and mechanized
vehicles (Nellis Dunes, 1/2 Big vehicles (Nellis. Dunes, parts of
Dune); Also, unvegetated Big Dune, dry lake beds) Map 2-
portions of dry lake beds 10
Designate 1,871,444 acres Same as A Designate the remainder of the Designate 2,186,483 acres as
as LIMITED to existing planning area as LIMITED to LIMITED to existing roads,
roads, trails, and washes for existing roads, trails, and washes trails, and washes for all
all motorized and for all motorized and mechanized motorized and mechanized
mechanized vehicles vehicles vehicles
Designate 1,777,313 acres Same as A Designate 1,310,000 acres as Designate 1,117,252 acres as
as LIMITED to designated LIMITED to designated roads, LIMITED to designated roads,
roads, trails, and washes for trails, and washes for all trails, and washes for all
all motorized and motorized and mechanized motorized and mechanized
mechanized vehicles vehicles vehicles
Designate 13,190 acres as Same as A Designate approx. 19,200 acres as | Designate approx. 3,560 acres as
CLOSED to all motorized CLOSED to all motorized and CLOSED to all motorized and
and mechanized vehicles: mechanized vehicles: Hidden mechanized vehicles: Hidden
Hidden Valley and Big Valley, Virgin River and 172 of Valley and 200 acres at Big
Dune Big Dune Dune
Same as No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action
Same as A Same as A Same as A Same as A; If needed,
implement seasonal closures to
protect bats
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Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

Minerals
Management,
Locatable
Minerals

withdrawn areas and other withdrawn
and segregated areas. Special
stipulations may apply within crucial
bighorn sheep habitat

All public lands within the planning
area are OPEN for locatable mineral
activities except for legislatively
withdrawn areas and other withdrawn
and segregated areas

Allow fluid mineral leasing, subject to
seasonal and other minor constraints,
on 3,205,952 acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing, subject to
no surface occupancy and similar
major constraints, on 15,133 acres;

Do not allow fluid mineral leasing on
716,226 acres;

Allow locatable mineral activity on
3,703,833 acres

Do not allow locatable mineral
activity on 937, 100 acres

Program No Action Alternative A Alternative B
Wild and Not addressed Coordinate with the Cedar City and |} Same as A
Scenic River Arizona Strip Districts on a formal
Management study of the Virgin River for
eligibility
Wilderness Manage 21 wilderness study areas in | Same as No Action Same as No Action
Management accordance  with the Interim
Management Policy untii designated
or released by Congress
Not addressed Release the Logandale Unit from | Same as A
further consideration as wilderness
Not addressed If released by Congress, manage | Same as A
wilderness study areas in accordance
with applicable special recreation
management area or area of critical
environmental concern management
direction
Minerals All public lands within the planning | Allow fluid mineral leasing, subjectto | Allow fluid mineral leasing,
Management, area are OPEN for fluid mineral { standard terms and conditions, on | subject to standard terms and
"Fluid Minerals activities except for legislatively | 747,779 acres; conditions, on 1,833,000 acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing,
subject to seasonal and other
minor constraints, on 1,699,620
acres;

Allow  fluid mineral leasing,
subject to no surface occupancy
and similar major constraints, on
296,362 acres;

Do not allow fluid mineral leasing
on 856,108 acres

Allow locatable mineral activity
on 3,158,567 acres

Do not allow locatable mineral
activity on 1,482,870 acres

3%




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)ﬁ

Alternative C

Same as No Action

Alternative D

Same as No Action

Alternative E

Same as No Action

——

Proposed

Participate in an eligibility
determination of the Virgin
River for Wild and Scenic River
designation when initiated by
either Arizona or Utah BLM

Same as No Action

Same as A

Same as A

Not addressed

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

If released by Congress, manage
wilderness study areas to maintain
existing qualities of the areas
through multipie use management

If released by Congress, manage
wilderness study areas to
maintain existing qualities of
the areas through multiple use
management and to provide for
semi-primitive recreation
opportunities.

Allow fluid mineral leasing,
subject to standard terms
and conditions, on 755,654
acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing,
subject to seasonal and
other minor constraints, on
1,886,509 acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing,
subject to no surface
occupancy and similar
major constraints, on 9,558
acres;

Do not allow fluid mineral
leasing on 2,033,369 acres

Allow locatable mineral
activity on 2,328,265 areas

Do not allow locatable
mineral activity on
2,312,668 acres

Allow fluid mineral leasing,
subject to standard terms
and conditions, on 531,844
acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing,
subject to seasonal and other
minor constraints, on

3,936,500 acres;

Do not allow fluid mineral
leasing on 216,746 acres

Allow locatable mineral
activity on 4,008,868 acres

Do not allow locatable
mineral activity on 632,065
acres

Allow fluid mineral leasing,
subject to standard terms and
conditions, on 4,051,661 acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing
subject to no surface occupancy
and other major constraints on
81,405 acres, plus acreage within
Meadow Valley Wash, Muddy
River and Virgin River riparian
zones and flood plains;

Do not allow fluid mineral
leasing on 552,024 acres

Allow locatable mineral activity
on 1,812,320 acres

Do not aliow locatable mineral
activity on 2,828,613 acres, plus
acreage in Meadow Valley Wash,
Virgin River and Muddy River

riparian_zones

Allow fluid leasing subject to
standard terms and conditions on
1,909,351 acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing
subject to no surface occupancy
stipulations on 866,067 acres;

Allow fluid mineral leasing
subject to Timing and Surface
Use Constraints on 111,799
acres;

Close Ash Meadows Area of
Critical Environmental Concern
to geothermal prospecting and
leasing

Allow locatable mineral activity
on 2,135,146 acres

Do not allow locatable mineral
activity on 1,227,226 acres
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Minerals
Management,
Salable
Minerals

Minerals
Management,
Solid Leasable
Minerals

Hazardous
Materials
Management

Fire
Management

Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

The Las Vegas Valley is CLOSED to
sand and gravel sales except in
established community pits; free use
permits will be issued;

Administer sand and gravel leases
within and outside of the Las Vegas
Valley Subunit consistent with the
Clark County  Management
Framework Plan amendment;

The remainder of the public lands are
OPEN for saleable mineral activities
except for legislatively withdrawn
areas and other withdrawn and
segregated areas

All public lands within the planning
area are OPEN for non-energy
leasable mineral activities except for
legislatively withdrawn areas and
other withdrawn and segregated areas

Not addressed

The entire planning area is a full
suppression area

Deny existing sand and gravel
applications;

Close Las Vegas and Laughlin land
disposal areas to mineral material
disposal (65,993 acres);

Sand and gravel leasing same as No
Action Alternative;

Allow saleable mineral disposal on
2,959,709 acres

Do not allow saleable mineral
disposal on 1,682,219 acres

Allow  non-energy
3,943,316 acres

leasing on

Do not allow non-energy leasing on
721,759 acres

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Program l No Action l Alternative A I Alternative B |

Deny existing sand and gravel ‘
lease applications;

Close Las Vegas and Laughlin
land disposal areas to mineral
material disposal (111,524 acres);

Sand and gravel leasing same as
No Action Alternative;

Allow saleable mineral disposal
on 2,561,798 acres

Do not allow saleable mineral
disposal on 2,080,130 acres

Allow non-energy leasing on
3,522,205 acres

Do not allow non-energy leasing
on 1,142,870 acres

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Develop a county-wide program to
utilize prescribed burning and hazard
reduction burning to meet resource
management needs as well as fire
management goals

149,231 acres of public land are
available for prescribed burning for
resource enhancement; 232,109 acres
available for prescribed burning for
fuel hazard reduction

Same as A

Not specifically addressed

Designate the following: 627,011
acres as 10-acre initial attack area;
1,921,794 acres as 100-acre initial
attack area; 1,122,322 acres as  500-
acre initial attack area

Same as A




Table S-1 Summary of the Alternatives (continued)

Alternative C

Deny existing sand and
gravel lease applications;

Close Las Vegas and
Laughlin land disposal areas
to mineral material disposal
(61,273 acres);

Sand and gravel leasing
same as No Action

Alternative

Allow saleable mineral
disposal on 2,533,021 acres

Do not allow saleable

mineral disposal on
2,108,907 acres

Allow non-energy leasing
on 2,660,386 acres

Do not allow non-energy
leasing on 2,004,689 acres

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Alternative D

Deny existing sand and
gravel lease applications;

Las Vegas and Laughlin
land disposal areas are open
to mineral material disposal
(111,524 acres)

Sand and gravel leasing
same as No Action

Alternative;

Allow saleable mineral
disposal on 4,035,390 acres

Do not allow saleable

mineral disposal on 606,538
acres

Allow non-energy leasing on
4,448,329 acres

Do not allow non-energy
leasing on 216,746 acres

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Alternative E

Do not approve or renew existing

sand and gravel lease
applications. Convert unrenewed
leases to mineral material
contracts within community pits;

Do not allow the authorization or
rencwal of material site rights-of-
way or mineral material disposal

- outside of community pits within

the Las Vegas Valley non-
attainment area;

Allow saleable mineral disposal
on 3,421,446 acres;

Do not allow saleable mineral
disposal on 1,220,482 acxes, plus
acreage within the riparian zones
for Meadow Valley Wash, Virgin
River and Muddy River

Allow non-energy leasing on
1,481,625 acres;

Do not allow non-energy leasing
on 3,183,450 acres, plus acreage
within the riparian zones for
Meadow Valley Wash, Virgin
River and Muddy River

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Proposed

|
After June 1, 1999, do not renew ]
sand and gravel leases within |
areas identified for land disposal !
Allow saleable mineral disposal
outside of areas listed in Table
2-12 and outside of areas of
critical environmental concern,
except within 1/2 mile of Federal
Aid Highways and specified
County Roads in desert tortoise
Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern and in the Government
Wash Community Pit on the cast
edge of Rainbow Gardens Area

of Critical Environmental

Concern

Do not allow saleable mineral

disposal on approximately
1,033,569 acres (Table 2-12

Allow non-energy leasing on
1,872,673 acres outside of
riparian areas, disposal areas and
areas of critical environmental
concern

Do not allow non-energy leasing
on 1,033,569 acres (Table 2-12

Reduce risks associated with
hazardous materials on public
lands

Provide fire suppression on
3,331,895 acres based upon
suppression areas/zones and
resource management needs

Same as A Same as A Same as A Allow prescribed fire for
resource enhancement on those
areas identified in Map 2-11

Same as A Same as A Same as A Provide fire suppression efforts

commensurate with resource and
adjacent property values at risk

q1



Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative B

No Action Alternative A

Air Resource Management

From Vegetation Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
From Lands Increases of between 907 Same as No Action Same as No Action
Management and 2,384 tons per year in

airborne particulates and
91 to 238 tons per year of
carbon monoxide in the
Las Vegas Valley Non-
Attainment Area (Non-

Attainment Area). JI

From Recreation Off-highway vehicle Same as No Action Same as No Action “
Management events within or upwind
of Las Vegas Valley could
result in a temporary
increase in airborne
particulates in the Non-
Attainment area.

From Minerals Particulate emissions of Same as No Action Same as No Action
Management 900 tons per year within
the Las Vegas Valley
Non-Attainment Area

Soil Resource Management

From Livestock Loss of 650,654 tons per Same as No Action Same as No Action
Grazing Management year on critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; loss of 114,080 tons
per year of saline soils.

A2l




Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Windblown particulates
would be reduced
through the
improvement of
protective ground cover.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action, but
no quantification given

Increases of 243 tons
per year in aitborne
particulates, 1,750 tons
per year of carbon
monoxide, 370 tons per
year of VOC and NO,
and 10.2 tons per year
of SO,

Proper meteorological
conditions could
potentially result in a
temporary but significant
increase in airborne
particulates in the Non-
Attainment Area, despite
limitations on off-
highway vehicle events

Same as No Action

Given proper
meteorological
conditions, air quality in
the Non-Attainment
Area could temporarily
further degrade during
off-highway vehicle
events

Events, if held upwind
of the valley, would
potentially contribute to
short term further
degradation of the air
quality in Las Vegas
Valley

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Mineral activities could
create significant
airborne particulates,
especially in the Non-
Attainment Area

Sand and Gravel
operations in Las Vegas
Valley would produce
approximately 743 tons
of PM,, annually.

Loss of 224,655 tons per
year on critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; loss of 1,905 tons
per year of saline soils.

Loss of 590,512 tons per
year on critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; loss of 94,015 tons
per year of saline soils.

Salt loading of the
Colorado River drainage
due to impacts from
grazing would reduce
significantly due to
closure of many
allotments containing
saline soils.

Soil loss of 224 tons per
year from allotments
remaining open to
grazing. Thisis a
savings of 966 tons per
year soil loss if all
allotments remain open.

Y3




Soil Resource Management

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

From Wild Horse and
Burro

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

From Rights-of-Way
Management

Loss of 31,414 tons/year
of critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
Loss of 28,594 tons/year
of saline soils within the
Colorado River drainage.

Loss of 4,463 tons/year
of critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; Loss of 6,541
tons/year of saline soils
within the Colorado
River drainage.

Loss of 4,463 tons/year
of critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
Loss of 6,591 tons/year
of saline soils within
the Colorado River
drainage.

From Recreation
Management

Loss of 128,357 tons per
year of critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; Loss of 89,353 tons
per year of saline soils

within the Colorado River

drainage.

Loss of 55,347 tons per
year of critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; Loss
of 33,348 tons per year
of saline soils within
the Colorado River
drainage.

Loss of 81,027 tons per
year of critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; Loss
of 28,061 tons per year
of saline soils within
the Colorado River
drainage.

From Minerals
Management

Loss of 47,118 tons per
year of critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; Loss of 28,171 tons
per year of saline soils

within the Colorado River

drainage.

Loss of critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 11,936
tons per year from
leasable mineral entry;
10,533 tons from
mineral sales; 13,082
tons from non-energy
leasables; annual loss of
saline soils in Colorado
River drainage: 7,975
tons from leasable
mineral entry; 6,152
tons from mineral sales
and 7,975 tons from
non-energy leasables.

Loss of critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 12,192
tons per year from
leasable mineral entry;
10,520 tons from
mineral sales; 11,880
tons from non-energy
leasables; annual loss of
saline soils in Colorado
River drainage: 6,392
tons from leasable
mineral entry; 5,936
tons from mineral sales
and 5,296 tons from
non-energy leasables.
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Alternative C

Alternative D

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative E

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Horse and burro use at
the appropriate
management level
would result in a
reduction of 113 tons of
soil loss per year (2,260
tons over 20 years)

Loss of 4,463 tons/year
of critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
Loss of 5,135 tons/year
of saline soils within the
Colorado River drainage.

Loss of 4,463 tons/year
of critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
Loss of 5,582 tons/year
of saline soils within the

Colorado River drainage.

Not addressed

Due to error in
calculations used in the
Draft Plan the impact is
not addressed because it
is not significant

Loss of 79,495 tons per
year of critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; Loss of 26,446
tons per year of saline
soils within the Colorado
River drainage.

Same as C

Not addressed

Soil losses resulting
from continued off-road
vehicle use in
previously disturbed
areas is approximately
2,650 tons per year.

Loss of critical condition
and highly susceptible
soils; 10,755 tons per
year from leasable
mineral entry; 18,807
tons from mineral sales;
9,876 tons from non-
energy leasables; annual
loss of saline soils in
Colorado River drainage:
4,231 tons from leasable
mineral entry; 4,556 tons
from mineral sales and
4,175 tons from non-
energy leasables.

Loss of critical condition

and highly susceptible
soils; 14,608 tons per
year from leasable
mineral entry; 14,206
tons from mineral sales;
13,669 tons from non-
energy leasables; annual
loss of saline soils in

Colorado River drainage:

7,964 tons from leasable

mineral entry; 8,996 tons

from mineral sales and
7,964 tons from non-
energy leasables.

Not addressed

From areas disturbed by
mineral activities an
estimated soil loss of
1,164 tons per year or a
total of 23,280 tons over
the life of the Plan
would be expected.




Program

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action

Water Resource Management

Alternative A Alternative B

From Riparian

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

From Livestock
Grazing Management

48,799 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 8,556
tons per year of saline
sediments within Colorado
River drainage.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Wild Horse and
Burro

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

\\

From Lands
Management

Annual increase of 1,512
to 3,974 acre-feet of water
used per year within the
Las Vegas Valley due to
land disposal.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Right-of-Way
Management

2,356 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 2,145
tons per year of saline
sediments within Colorado
River drainage.

355 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 491
tons per year of saline
sediments within
Colorado River

drainage.

355 tons per year
delivered to stream

channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 494

tons per year of saline

sediments within
Colorado River

_drainage.
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Improved riparian areas
would aid in soil
stabilization, decreased
water temperatures,
moderate peak flows and
stabilize base flows.

Improving riparian areas
to proper functioning
condition would result
in improved water
quality. Protection of
springs in open
allotments and herd
management areas
would improve water
quality.

16,849 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 143
tons per year of saline
sediments within

Colorado River drainage.

42,288 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 7,051
tons per year of saline
sediments within

Colorado River drainage.

Long-term benefit could
occur through the
protection of
approximately 2,925
acres along Meadow
Valley Wash and Virgin
River.

Water quality
improvements on 117
spring sources would
occur as a result of
reduced grazing activity.

]

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Water quality
improvement would
occur on 34 spring
sources as a result of
removal of horses from
3 of 6 herd management
areas

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Additional lands to be
disposed of will increase
the demand on available
ground water.

Additional lands
available for disposal
will result in an
increased demand for
ground water (an
additional 3,193 acre
feet per year).

355 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 385
tons per year of saline
sediments within

Colorado River drainage.

355 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 419
tons per year of saline
sediments within

Colorado River drainage.

Not addressed

Minimal impact would
result through
implementation of
mitigation measures
such as reclamation and
the avoidance of waters
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action Alternative A Alternative B

Water Resource Management

From Recreation
Management

9,627 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 6,701
tons per year of saline
sediments within Colorado
River drainage.

4,151 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 2,501
tons per year of saline
sediments within
Colorado River
drainage.

6,077 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 2,105
tons per year of saline
sediments within
Colorado River
drainage.

From Minerals
Management

3,534 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 2,113
tons per year of saline
sediments within Colorado
River drainage.

Tons per year delivered
to stream channels from
critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
895 from leasable
mineral entry, 790 from
mineral sales, 981 from
non-energy leasables.
Tons per year of saline
sediments within
Colorado River
drainage: 776 from
leasable mineral entry,
1,064 from mineral
sales, 837 from non-
energy leasables.

Tons per year delivered
to stream channels from
critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
914 from leasable
mineral entry, 789 from
mineral sales, 891 from
non-energy leasables.
Tons per year of saline
sediments within
Colorado River
drainage: 479 from
leasable mineral entry,
445 from mineral sales,
397 from non-energy
leasables.

Riparian Resource Management

From Riparian
Management

Long-term enhancement
through maintenance,
restoration or
improvement of riparian
values to healthy,
productive ecological
condition

Same as No Action

Same as No Action




Alternative C

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

5,962 tons per year
delivered to stream
channels from critical
condition and highly
susceptible soils; 1,983
tons per year of saline
sediments within

Colorado River drainage.

Same as C

Not addressed

The restriction of off-
road vehicle activity to
areas previously
disturbed will benefit
water resources through
the preservation of
presently undisturbed
areas.

Tons per year delivered
to stream channels from
critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
807 from leasable
mineral entry, 1,411
from mineral sales, 741
from non-energy
leasables. Tons per year
of saline sediments
within Colorado River
drainage: 317 from
leasable mineral entry,
342 from mineral sales,
313 from non-energy
leasables.

Tons per year delivered
to stream channels from
critical condition and
highly susceptible soils;
1,096 from leasable
mineral entry, 1,065
from mineral sales, 1,025
from non-energy
leasables. Tons per year
of saline sediments
within Colorado River
drainage: 579 from
leasable mineral entry,
675 from mineral sales,
479 from non-energy
leasables.

Not addressed

Potential sedimentation
could occur to the 90
springs and approx. 12
miles of stream located
in areas open to mineral
activity.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Measures would be
taken to ensure all
spring associated
riparian areas and
riparian areas associated
with perennial streams
would be in proper
functioning condition
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Program

' No Action

Riparian Resource Management

Alternative A

Alternative B

From Area of Critical
Environmental
Concern Management

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Grazing Management

in riparian areas on 10
active allotments would
degrade those areas on 80
springs (approx. 40 acres
of riparian) and the Virgin
River (approx. 190 acres
of riparian)

grazing in riparian areas
on 10 active allotments
would degrade those
areas on 80 springs
(approx. 40 acres of
riparian); No impact on
the Virgin River

From Fish, Wildlife Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
and Special Status

Species Management

From Livestock Concentration of grazing Concentration of Same as A

From Wild Horse and
Burro Management

Concentration of wild
horses and burros in
riparian areas on 5 herd
management areas would
degrade those areas on 58
springs (approx. 29 acres
of riparian).

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

\l

From Right-of-Way
Management

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E | I Proposéd I

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Designation of
1,016,709 acres as
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
will help mitigate
impacts to riparian areas
on 106 springs and 1.7
miles of stream due to
restriction of impacting
activities.

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Designation of 743,209
acres as Areas of
Critical Environmental
Concern for desert
tortoise reduce impacts
to riparian habitat at 82
springs and 1.7 miles of
stream due to restriction
of impacting activities.

Concentration of grazing
in riparian areas on 2
active allotments would
degrade those areas on
38 springs (about 19
acres of riparian); No
impact on the Virgin
River

Same as A

Closure to grazing plus
fencing riparian areas

where grazing remains

will mitigate impacts to
riparian areas.

Same as E

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Removal of horses and
burros in some herd
management areas plus
managing for the
appropriate management
level in the remaining
herd management areas
will help mitigate
impacts to riparian
areas.

Removal of horses and
burros in some herd
management areas plus
managing for the
appropriate management
level in the remaining
areas to ensure proper
functioning condition
will mitigate impacts to
riparian areas.

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Potential impacts to
riparian areas would be
minimized through
avoidance and site
specific mitigation.

)
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Allrative A

Riparian Resource Management

Alternative B

From Recreation
Management

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

From Minerals
Management

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Vegetation Management

.

From Vegetation
Management

Long-term improvement
of vegetative community
due to management for
desired plant community
or potential natural

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

community
From Livestock Moderate to slight impacts | Reduced impacts from Same as A
Grazing Management from livestock grazing, by | livestock grazing based
cropping of forage plants on closure of 14
during the year. allotments to livestock
grazing
From Wild Horse and | Not addressed Utilization of forage Same as A

Burro Management

plants would be
eliminated with removal
of wild horses and
burros from Amargosa
Herd Management
Area; Impacts would
continue in other areas.
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Alternative C

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

et ——— e T

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Limiting off-road
vehicle activity to
existing roads and trails
would improve the
riparian resource
through the prevention
of new soil disturbance
and sediment
production.

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Closure to mineral
activity, except fluid,
within 1/4 mile of
riparian areas would
help mitigate impacts to -

riparian habitat.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Decreased grazing
impacts in designated
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
where livestock grazing

Reduced impacts from
livestock grazing based
on closure of 24 grazing
allotments

Closure of 43 grazing
allotments would
increase above ground
biomass with plant vigor
and reproductive

Closure of 42 grazing
allotments would
increase above ground
biomass with plant vigor
and reproductive

elimination of use levels
based upon setting
appropriate management
levels and managing
herds and habitat would
minimize or eliminate
damage to vegetative
resources.

is removed capability maintained or | capability maintained or
enhanced. enhanced.
Same as A Same as A Substantial decrease to Same as E
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

Visual Resource Management

_From Visual

Reduced impacts of

Reduced impacts by

Same as A "

Resource projects designation of visual
Management resource management
classes in planning area
From Lands Loss of natural landscape Same as No Action Same as No Action
Management in Las Vegas Valiey,

Mesquite, Laughlin &
Pahrump due to urban
development

From Rights-of-Way
Management

No corridors designated

Designation of corridors
would help protect
veiwsheds by
concentrating impacts
within specific
geographic areas;
Corridors would have
moderate visual

impacts.

From Minerals Impacts to form, line, Same as No Action Same as No Action
Management color, and texture from

mining; In some cases,

would cause long-term

scars to landscape
Fish, Wildlife and Special Status Species Management
From Riparian Enhanced habitat for Same as No Action Same as No Action
Management wildlife and special status

species
From Vegetation Enhanced habitat as result | Enhanced habitat from Same as A

Management

of management to achieve
full ecological potential or
potential natural
community

management for
potential natural
community;

management of
mesquite stands

From Areas of Critical
Environmental
Concern

No areas of critical
environmental concern
would be designated

Habitats for wildlife
would be protected by
the designation of
1,151,938 acres as areas
of critical environmental
concern

Habitats for wildlife
would be protected by
the designation of
1,530,838 acres as areas
of critical environmental
concern
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Alternative C

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative D

%\

Alternative E

Proposed

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as‘No Action

Same as No Action “

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action “

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Habitats for wildlife
would be protected by
the designation of
1,538,298 acres as areas
of critical environmental
concern

Same as A

Habitats for wildlife
would be protected by
the designation of
969,591 acres as areas
of critical environmental
concern

Habitats for wildlife
would be protected by
the designation of
1,005,031 acres as areas
of critical environmental
concern
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Fish, Wildlife and Special Status Species Management

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

From Fish, Wildlife
and Special Status
Species Management

Habitat would be managed
to sustain or increase
existing wildlife
populations

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Livestock
Grazing Management

Wildlife habitat would
improve as 2,795,792
acres open to grazing
would be managed under
Section 7 prescriptions
and 875,335 acres would
be closed to grazing.

Wildlife habitat would
improve as 2,595,247
acres open to grazing
would be managed
under Section 7
prescriptions and
1,075,880 acres would
be closed to grazing

Same as A

From Wild Horse and
Burro Management

Managing wild horses and
burros to maintain thriving
ecological balance would
improve habitat for some
wildlife.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Lands
Management

Disposal of Category I
and II tortoise habitat
would fragment tortoise
populations and reduce
available habitat

970,160 acres of
tortoise habitat within
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
would not be available
for disposal and would
be protected for the
long-term

1,346,200 acres of
tortoise habitat within
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
would not be available
for disposal and would
be protected for the
long

From Rights-of-Way
Management

Both direct and indirect
impacts to wildlife from
rights-of-way construction
& maintenance

Impacts to wildlife
from construction &
maintenance; Habitat
would be protected as
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
would be closed to
material site rights-of-
way and be right-of-
way avoidance areas,
outside of corridors

Impacts to wildlife
from construction &
maintenance; Only
Category I tortoise
habitat would be closed
to material sites rights-
of-way resulting in
continuing impacts to
wildlife in other areas

Not addressed

Impacts to wildlife from
designation of 590
miles of corridors.

Impacts to wildlife from
590 miles of corridors.

|
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Wildlife habitat would
improve as 1,001,767
acres open to livestock
grazing would be
managed under Section
7 prescriptions and
2,669,360 acres would
be closed to grazing.

Wildlife habitat would
improve as 2,341,875
acres open to livestock
grazing would be
managed under Section 7
prescriptions and
1,329,252 acres would
be closed to grazing.

Habitat for wildlife
would improve as
2,757,360 acres would
be closed to livestock
grazing; Open aliotments
would be managed
under Section 7
prescriptions

Wildlife habitat would
improve as 2,721,002
acres would be closed to
livestock grazing. 11
allotments open to
grazing would be
managed under Section
7 prescriptions

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Managing for zero
animals in 4 herd
management areas and
for appropriate
management level in
other areas would
improve habitat for
wildlife

Managing for zero
animals in 3 herd
management areas and
managing for
appropriate management
level in other areas
would improve habitat
for wildlife

1,356,680 acres of
tortoise habitat within
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
would not be available
for disposal and would
be protected for the long
term .

Same as A

797,938 acres of tortoise
habitat within Areas of
Critical Environmental
Concern would not be
available for disposal
and would be protected
for the long term

743,209 acres of tortoise
habitat within Areas of
Critical Environmental
Concern would not be
available for disposal
and would be protected
for the long term

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Impacts to wildlife
from construction &
maintenance; Areas of
Critical Environmental
Concern would be right-
of-way avoidance areas,
outside of corridors and
would be closed to
material site rights-of-
way, except within 1/2
mile of highways.

Impacts to wildlife from
476 miles of corridors.

Impacts to wildlife from
563 miles of corridors.

Impacts to wildlife from
539 miles of corridors.

Same as E
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Fish, Wildlife and Special Status Speciés Management

No Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

From Recreation Impacts to wildlife from Impacts to wildlife from | Same as A "
Management off-highway vehicle off-highway vehicle use

designations: 2,900,998 would decrease: 9,180

acres OPEN; 766,789 acres OPEN; 3,649,757

acres LIMITED; 3,313 acres LIMITED; 12,190

acres CLOSED. acres CLOSED.

Impacts to wildlife in Impacts to wildlife Same as A

areas open to competitive
off-highway vehicle
events; Most of the
planning area is open.

would be reduced as
acreage open to high-
speed competitive
events would decrease.

From Wilderness
Management

Over the short-term
wildlife habitat in
wilderness study areas
would be protected by
Interim Management
Policy

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Congressional release of
study areas would impact
long-term management of
wildlife habitat.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Minerals
Management

Impacts to wildlife from
mineral development on
4,412,940 acres open to
fluid mineral leasing;
4,208,846 acres open to
locatables; 4,496,342 acres
open to saleables;
4,448,329 acres open to
non-energy leasables

Impacts to wildlife from
mineral development on
3,968,864 acres open to
fluid mineral leasing;
3,703,833 acres open to
locatables; 3,943,316
acres open to non-
energy leasables;
2,959,709 acres open to
saleables

Impacts to wildlife
from mineral
development on
3,828,982 acres open to
fluid mineral leasing;
3,158,567 acres open to
locatables; 2,561,798
acres open to saleables;
3,522,205 acres open to
non-energy leasables
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Impacts to wildlife from | Same as A Impacts to wildlife from | Impacts to wildlife from
off- highway vehicles off- highway vehicles off- highway vehicles
would decrease: 9,180 would decrease: 10,180 would decrease: 24,600
acres OPEN; 3,648,757 acres OPEN; 3,542,820 acres OPEN; 3,303,735
acres LIMITED; 13,190 acres LIMITED; 4,360 acres LIMITED; 3,560
acres CLOSED. acres CLOSED. acres CLOSED.

Same as A Same as A Same as A Impacts to wildlife

would be reduced as
acreage open to high
speed, competitive
events would decrease.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Study areas released by
Congress would be
managed to maintain
their existing aesthetic
qualities

Increased protection of
wildlife from closure of
2,033,369 acres to fluid
mineral leasing; .
2,312,668 acres to
locatables; 2,108,907
acres to saleables, and
2,004,689 acres to non-
energy leasables

Impacts to wildlife from
4,468,344 acres open to
fluid mineral leasing;
4,008,868 acres to
locatables; 4,035,390
acres to mineral
materials; 4,448,329
acres to non-energy
leasables

Increased protection of
wildlife from closure of
552,024 acres to fluid
mineral leasing,
2,828,613 acres to
locatables; 1,220,482
acres to saleables, and
3,183,450 acres to non-
energy leasables

Increased protection of
wildlife from no surface
occupancy stipulations
on 866,067 acres open
to fluid mineral leasing,
withdrawal of 1,227,226
acres to locatables;
closure of 1,033,569
acres to saleables, and
1,443,799 acres to non-
energy leasables
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action, Alternative A Alternative B

Fish, Wildlife and Special Status Species Management

Not addressed Additional protection of | Same as A
wildlife habitat as
tortoise areas of critical
environmental concern
would be closed to
mineral materials
disposal and seasonal
closures would be in
effect for fluid mineral

leasing
Livestock Grazing Management
From Riparian Not addressed Not addressed | Not addressed
Management
From Fish, Wildlife Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed
and Special Status
Species Management
Decreased grazing from Same as No Action Same as No Action
management actions and
Section 7 consultation;
season of use and
utilization levels reduced
From Range Not addressed Not addressed Not addressed »
Reclassification
Wild Horse and Burro Management
From Air, Soil and Short-term possible Same as No Action Same as No Action
Water Resource reductions in horse and
Management burro numbers from

management actions; long-
term improved condition
of vegetation and water
quality and quantity
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Same as A Impacts to wildlife Additional protection of | Additional protection of
tortoise areas of critical wildlife as all areas of wildlife as all
environmental concern critical environmental areas of critical
would remain open-to concern would be environmental concern
mineral material recommended for would be recommended
disposal; Increased closure to saleables, for withdrawal from the
protection from seasonal | solid leasables and mining law and closed
closure on fluid mineral material site rights-of- to saleables, solid
leasing way leasables.

Not addressed Not addressed Livestock would be Same as E

relocated or removed if
utilization levels are
exceeded.
Not addressed Not addressed Protection of special Same as E

status species could
require a change in
grazing systems or
removal of livestock.

Substantial decrease in
forage use from closure
of desert tortoise habitat
to livestock grazing

Same as No Action

Substantial decrease in
forage use from closure
of tortoise areas of
critical environmental
concern to livestock
grazing.

—

Not addressed

-Not addressed

Permittees could realize
an economic benefit by
setting of preference
since a animal unit
month has an implied
value.

Not addressed \\

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Wild burros would be
removed from Gold
Butte & Eldorado Herd
Management Areas (o
implement Tortoise

Wild burros would be
removed from Eldorado
and part of Gold Butte
Herd Management
Areas to implement
Tortoise Recovery Plan.

Recovery Plan.
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Program

No Action

Wild Horse and Burro Management

Alternative A

Alternative B

From Fish,
Wildlife and
Special Status
Species
Management

Competition from
wildlife expanding into
herd management areas;
potential for reduced
herd numbers in
tortoise habitat

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Rights-of-
Way Management

Not addressed

Not addressed

Not addressed

Cultural Resource Management

From Fish,
Wildlife and
Special Status
Species
Management

Not addressed

Designation of 1,017,838
acres as areas of critical
environmental concern aids
in preserving 2,200 eligible
sites

Designation of
1,404,358 acres as areas
of critical environmental
concern aids in
preserving 2,800
eligible sites

From Forestry
Management

Potential disturbance of
700 eligible sites from
cutting in Virgin,
McCullough, Spring
Mountains

Potential disturbance of
300 eligible sites from
wood cutting in Pahrump
Valley and Amargosa Flat

SmneasA

From Livestock

Potential disturbance of

Potential disturbance of

Same as A

availability for disposal
of 3,140,585 acres

availability for disposal of
1,603,885 acres

Grazing 5,200 eligible sites, 5,200 eligible sites, 31,000
Management 31,000 acres of acres of Traditional
Traditional Lifeway Lifeway Area
Area
From Lands Potential disturbance of | Potential disturbance of Potential disturbance of
Management 6,300 eligible sites from | 3,300 eligible sites from 2,500 eligible sites from

availability for disposal
of 1,224,985 acres

From Rights-of-
Way Management

Potential disturbance of
6,500 eligible sites,
31,000 acres Traditional
Lifeway Area from
permits

Potential disturbance of
1,000 eligible sites from
designated corridors on

540,247 acres

Same as A
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C | Altemnative D ' Alternative E | Proposed I

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Wild burros would be
removed from Gold
Butte & Eldorado Herd
Management Areas to
implement Tortoise
Recovery Plan.

Wild burros would be
removed from Eldorado
and part of Gold Butte
Herd Management
Areas to implement
Tortoise Recovery Plan.

Not addressed

Not addressed

Fencing highways
without installing under
passes would hinder
movement of animals as
well as closing access to
waters.

Same as E

Designation of Same as A Designation of 969,591 Designation of
1,409,478 acres as areas acres of areas of critical 1,005,031 acres of areas
of critical environmental environmental concern of critical environmental
concern aids in aids in preserving 2,100 concern aids in
preserving 2,800 eligible eligible sites. preserving 2,100

sites eligible sites.

Same as A Same as A Not addressed- Potential disturbance of

300 eligible sites from
wood cutting in
Pahrump Valley.

Potential disturbance of
2,000 eligible sites,
31,000 acres of °
Traditional Lifeway
Area

Potential disturbance of
4,600 eligible sites,

- 31,000 acres of
Traditional Lifeway Area

Potential disturbance of
1,700 eligible sites.

Potential disturbance of
1,255 eligible sites.

Minimum of 2,000
eligible sites protected
by closure of planning
area to leases and
permits

Potential disturbance of
3,500 eligible site from
availability to disposal of
1,517,562 acres

Not addressed

Potential disturbance
involving 2,100 eligible
sites by the availability
of 1,022,314 acres for
disposal.

Potential disturbance of
1,000 eligible sites from
designated corridors on

505,012 acres

Potential disturbance of
1,000 eligible sites from
designated corridors on

531,148 acres

Not addressed

Potential disturbance of
200 eligible sites from
designated corridors on
157,761 acres.
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action

Alternative A

Alternative B

Cultural Resource Management

From Recreation
Management

Potential disturbance of
5,800 eligible sites from
off-road vehicle use on
2,900,298 acres
designated as OPEN

Potential disturbance of 20
eligible sites from off-road
vehicle use on 9,180 acres
designated as OPEN

Same as A

From Wilderness
Management

Additional protection of
cultural resources from
restrictions on new
access and limitations
on other surface-
disturbing activities in
wilderness study areas

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Minerals
Management

Potential disturbance of
7,500 eligible sites,
31,000 acres Traditional
Lifeway Areas

Potential disturbance of
7,500 eligible sites from
locatables; to 6,000 eligible
sites from saleable
minerals; 7,500 eligible
sites from solid leasables;
and 1,500 eligible sites
from fluid mineral uses

Potential disturbance of
7,300 eligible sites from
locatables; to 5,400
eligible sites from
saleable minerals; 7,300
eligible sites from solid
leasables; and 3,800
eligible sites from fluid
mineral uses

Lands Management

From Lands
Management

Long-term
encumbrances could
occur on lands
identified for disposal
but also a part of the
3,140,759 acres
available for Section
302 leases, permits, and
airport leases; multiple
use goals would be met

Long-term encumbrances
could occur on lands
identified for disposal but
also a part of the
1,636,059 acres available
for leases and permits;
encumbrances lessened by
limiting airport leasing to
specific areas; multiple use
goals would be met

Long-term
encumbrances could
occur on lands
identified for disposal
but also a part of the
1,257,159 acres
available for leases,
permits, and airport
leasing; multiple use
goals would be met




Alternative C

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Same as A

SamdasA

Not addressed

Potential disturbance of
eligible sites from off-
road vehicle use on
24,600 acres designated
as OPEN

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Potential disturbance of
5,000 eligible sites from
locatables; 5,400 eligible
sites from saleable
minerals; 5,700 eligible
sites from solid
leasables; and 1,500
eligible sites from fluid
mineral uses

Potential disturbance of
7,700 eligible sites from
locatables; 7,700 eligible
sites from saleables;
9,000 eligible sites from
solid leasables; and
1,000 eligible sites from
fluid mineral uses

Potential disturbance of
7,500 eligible sites from
mineral exploration and
development.

Same as C

Closing the planning
area to leases and
permits would prevent
long-term encumbrances
on lands valuable for
disposal; some long-term
encumbrances could
occur from airport
leasing limited to
specific areas; multiple
use management goals
would still be met

Long-term
encumbrances could
occur on lands identified
for disposal but also a

part of the 1,657,514

acres available for
leases, permits and
airport leasing; multiple
use goals would be met

Not addressed

Land would be available
to enhance community
growth and expansion.




Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

From Rights-of-
Way Management

Public lands would be
encumbered,
establishing valid
existing rights-

Designation of 540,247
acres of utility corridors
could lessen encumbrances
on lands identified for
disposal; potential loss of
37,372 acres identified for
disposal throughout the
planning area

Designation of 540,247
acres of utility corridors
could lessen
encumbrances on lands
identified for disposal;
potential loss of 77,124
acres identified for
disposal throughout the
planning area

Program No Action Alternative A Alternative B l

Lands Management

From Minerals
Management

Impacts to lands
disposal program could
occur from "nuisance”
claims, mineral entry,
and development for
locatable, leasable, and
saleable minerals on
163,673 acres

Withdrawal of 65,998
acres from all mineral
entry and development
within the Las Vegas and
Laughlin areas would limit
long term or permanent
encumbrances which could
preclude disposal or lower
appraisal values

Withdrawal of 111,524
acres from all mineral
entry and development
within the Las Vegas
and Laughlin areas
would limit long-term
or permanent
encumbrances which
could preclude disposal
or lower appraisal

Way

could occur due to
continued proliferation
of randomly placed
utility line and material
site rights-of-way
(mainly in Clark
County)

could reduce social,
economic, and
environmental impacts by
confining similar uses to a
specific area.

values
Rights-of-Way Management
From Rights-of- Long-term impacts Right-of-way corridors Same as A

Not addressed

Right-of-way exclusion
areas could constitute a
loss of 31% of public land
available for material site
development; Right-of-way
avoidance areas could
constitute a loss of 53% of
public land available for
all types of rights-of-way

Exclusion areas could
constitute a loss of 9%
of public lands available
for material site
development;

Avoidance areas could
constitute a loss of

63% of public lands
available for all types of
rights-of-way
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Alternative C

Designation of 505,012
acres of utility corridors
could lessen
encumbrances on lands
identified for disposal;
potential loss of 19,375
acres identified for
disposal throughout the
planning area

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative D

| Designation of 531,148
acres of utility corridors
could lessen
encumbrances on lands
identified for disposal;
potential loss of 179,953
acres identified for
disposal throughout the
planning area

Alternative E

Not addressed

Proposed

Designation of 158,806
acres of utility corridors
could lessen
encumbrances incurred
on Public lands by
randomly placed lines.

Withdrawal of 61,278
acres from all mineral
entry and development
within the Las Vegas
and Laughlin areas
would limit long-term or
permanent encumbrances
which could preclude
disposal or lower
appraisal values

Withdrawal of 57,163
acres from locatable
entry in the Las Vegas,
Searchlight, Jean,
Goodsprings and
Laughlin areas would
limit long-term or
permanent encumbrances
which could preclude
disposal or lower
appraisal values

Not addressed

Mineral entry and
development encumbers
land and lessens
appraisal values.

Same as A

Same as A

Scenic values and
integrity of the
surrounding area would
be better protected by
designation of corridors.

Same as E

Exclusion areas could
constitute a loss of 42%
of public lands available
for material site
development; Avoidance
areas could constitute a
loss of 63% of public
land available for all
types of rights-of-way.

Exclusion areas could
constitute a loss of 34%
of public lands available
for linear and areal
rights-of-way (including
material sites);
Avoidance areas could
constitute a loss of 53%
of public lands available
for all types of rights-of-

way.

Not addressed

rights-of-way (including

Exclusion areas could
constitute a loss of 28%
of public lands available
for linear and areal

material sites);
Avoidance areas could
constitute a loss of 29%
of public lands available
for all types of rights-
of-way.
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative A Alternative B

Delays in processing
applications could occur
due to continued
authorization of
communication (comm)
site rights-of-way on
crowded, multi-user
sites operating without
a site management plan

Management would be
facilitated by limiting
future comm site rights-of-
way to established sites,
until approval of a site
management plan for each
specific site

Same as A

Acaquisitions

From Acquisitions

Not addressed

Short-term administrative
impacts could occur from
acquisition of 12,679 acres
of private lands

Short-term
administrative impacts
could occur from
acquisition of 9,049
acres of private lands

Recreation Management

From Water
Resource
Management

Not addressed

Minor impacts to avoid
water sources, including
rerouting of off-highway
vehicle events; increased
water source developments
could increase visitor use
by 10%

Same as A

From Areas of
Critical
Environmental
Concern
Management

Not addressed

v

Off-highway vehicle
competitive events would
be eliminated on 1,145,978
acres designated as areas
of critical environmental
concern

Off-highway vehicle
competitive events
would be eliminated on
1,530,838 acres of areas
of critical environmental
concern

From Fish,
Wildlife and
Special Status
Species
Management

Cancellation of
competitive events in
tortoise habitat resulted
in impacts to
participants and
spectators; Closure of
996,400 acres to
competitive off-highway
vehicle use would
increase use in
Jean/Roach areas and

Nelson Hills.

Cancellation of competitive
events in tortoise habitat
resulted in impacts to
participants and spectators;
Closure of 970,160 acres
would increase use in
Jean/Roach, Eldorado,
Nelson Hills, and Nellis
Dunes.

Cancellation of
competitive events in
tortoise habitat resulted
in impacts to
participants and
spectators; Closure of
1,346,200 acres would
increase use in
Jean/Roach areas and
Nelson Hills.
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Alternative C

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

competitive events in
tortoise habitat resulted
in impacts to
participants and
spectators; Closure of
1,356,680 acres would
increase use in
Jean/Roach area and
Nelson Hills.

competitive events in
tortoise habitat resulted
in impacts to participants
and spectators; Closure
of 798,000 acres would
increase use in
Jean/Roach area,
Pahrump Valley,
Laughlin and Nellis
Dunes.

Same as A Same as A Not addressed Same as A
Short-term Same as B Not addressed Any private lands
administrative impacts acquired within areas of
could occur from critical environmental
acquisition of 14,669 concern would enhance
acres of private lands the integrity of those
areas
Same as A Same as A Not addressed Minor impacts to avoid
water sources, including
rerouting of off-highway
vehicle events.
Off-highway vehicle Same as A Off-highway vehicle Off-highway vehicle
competitive events competitive events would | speed events eliminated
would be eliminated on be eliminated on 969,591 | from 1,005,031 acres of
1,538,298 acres of areas acres areas of critical critical environmental
of critical environmental environmental concern concern; Minimal
concern ' impact as limits are
already in effect.
Cancellation of Same as A Cancellation of Minimal impact. Users

and use patterns have
already adjusted to
desert tortoise protection
measures and limits.




Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action

Alternative A

Alternative 'B

Recreation Management

From Fish, Wildlife
and Special Status
Species
Management

Approx. a 10%
reduction in visitor use
would be expected,
based upon restrictions
in tortoise habitat

Approx. a 6 % reduction
in visitor use would be
expected, based upon
restrictions in tortoise
habitat

Approx. a 10%reduction

in visitor use would be
expected, based upon
restrictions in tortoise
habitat

Big Dune would be
open to casual off-road
vehicle use, except for
five acres which would
be closed

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Rights-of-
Way Management

Construction of new
projects could reduce
semi-primitive and non-
motorized
opportunities; increased
hunting and camping
opportunities

Additional road rights-of-
way in Sunrise Mtn. could
increase visitor use by
10% but could reduce
aesthetic value; Right-of-
way construction could
detract from semi-
primitive and non-
motorized opportunities

Same as A

From Recreation
Management

Visitor use would
increase by 10% or
144,810 visitor days

Visitor use would increase
by 20% or 289,620 visitor
days; Special Recreation
Management Areas would
be designated.

Same as A

From Minerals
Management

Geophysical exploration
and road construction
could reduce water
percolation into caves

Management actions to
protect cave and karst

resources would lessen
impacts from minerals
activities

Same as A

Loss of 20% of semi-
primitive non-
motorized opportunities
from mineral
exploration and
development.

Management actions to
protect areas of critical
environmental concern,
caves, and semi-primitive
areas would lessen
impacts from minerals
activities.

Same as A; Big Dune
Special Recreation
Management Area
would be protected
from minerals
exploration and

development.
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Alternative C

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Same as B

Same as B

Approx. a 15%
reduction in visitor use
would be expected,
based upon restrictions
in tortoise habitat

Minimal impact. Users
and use patterns have
already adjusted to
desert tortoise protection
measures and limits.

With Big Dune closed,
displaced recreationists
would need to travel
greater distances for
similar opportunities

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Off-highway vehicle
enthusiasts would be
displaced from about
10% of Big Dunes

Same as A Same as A Increased access could Same as A
increase opportunities
for hunting, camping
and off-highway vehicle
touring, racing and free-
play
Same as No Action; Big | Same as A Same as No Action Visitor use would
Dune and Desert View increase by 20% or
would not be designated 289,620 visitor days due
as Special Recreation to increased population
Management Areas. growth.
Same as A Same as A Not addressed Same as A
Same as B Protection of caves from | Not addressed Same as A
locatable mineral entry;
loss of 20% of semi-
primitive non-motorized
recreation opportunities
from mineral activities
over 10 year period.
1
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Minerals Management

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Program No Action Alternative A Alternative B

From Riparian Not addressed Approx. 2,330 acres would | Approx. 5,350 acres

Management be withdrawn from mining | would be withdrawn
claim location, solid from mining claim
mineral leasing, and location, solid mineral
mineral material disposal; | leasing, and mineral
fluid mineral leasing material disposal; fluid
would be allowed subject mineral leasing would
to major restrictions ' be allowed subject to

major restrictions
From Areas of ‘No impacts Areas of critical 1,465,138 acres of areas

mineral leasing and
mineral material disposal

Critical environmental concern of critical environmental

Environmental would be designated, concern would be

Concern withdrawing 931,398 acres | withdrawn from mineral

Management from mineral material material disposal;
disposal; 172,218 acres 175,938 acres from
from mining claim mining claim location;
location, solid mineral 544,938 acres from
leasing, and fluid mineral solid mineral leasing;
leasing; 9,600 acres would | 10,000 acres would be  f
be open to fluid mineral open to fluid mineral
leasing, subject to major leasing, subject to major
restrictions; 760,277 acres | restrictions; 956,580
would be open to fluid acres would be open to
mineral leasing, subject to | fluid mineral leasing,
minor restrictions subject to minor

restrictions

From Fish, Wildlife | -----------—-- Approx. 634 acres would Same as A

and Special Status be withdrawn from mining

Species ‘ claim location, mineral

Management leasing, and mineral
material disposal “

From Cultural | --~eememeemene Approx. 31,000 acres Same as A

Resource would be withdrawn from

Management mining claim location,

12



Alternative C

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed -

Same as B

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Approx. 9,000 acres
would be withdrawn
from mining claim
location, solid mineral
leasing, and mineral
material disposal; fluid
mineral leasing would
be allowed subject to no
surface occupancy

1,538,298 acres of areas
of critical environmental
concern would be
withdrawn from mineral
material disposal and
solid mineral leasing;
1,474,658 acres from
mining claim location;
1,483,258 acres from
fluid mineral leasing;
1,000 acres would be
open to fluid mineral
leasing subject to major
restrictions; 54,040 acres
would be open to fluid
mineral leasing subject
to minor restrictions

Areas of critical
environmental concern
would be designated,
withdrawing 139,658
acres from mineral
material disposal and
mining claim location

Not addressed

Areas of critical
environmental concern
would be designated,
withdrawing 1,005,031
acres from mining claim
location, mineral
material disposal and
mineral leasing. Fluid
mineral leasing would
be subject to no surface
occupancy and timing
and use constraints.

Approx. 11,600 acres
would be withdrawn
from mining claim
location, mineral leasing,
and mineral material
disposal

Same as A

Increased costs of
operation and
reclamation of disturbed
areas in areas of critical
environmental concern

Same as E; Approx.
25% of the planning
area would be
withdrawn from mining
claim, mineral leasing,
and mineral material
disposal.

Same as A

Approx. 12,570 acres
would be withdrawn
from mining claim .
location, mineral leasing
and mineral material
disposal

Approx. 12,400 acres
would be withdrawn
from mining claim
location, mineral leasing
and mineral material
disposal

Approx. 12,185 acres
would be withdrawn
from mining claim -
location, mineral leasing
and mineral material
disposal

13
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Minerals Management

No Action

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative A

Altemative B

From Lands
Management

Disposal of 108,107
acres of public lands in
Las Vegas Valley,
including saleable
mineral, would
decrease the availability
of silt, sand and gravel
to construction industry

Disposal of 61,838 acres
of public lands within Las
Vegas Valley, including
saleable minerals, would
decrease the availability of
silt, sand and gravel to
construction industry

Disposal of 99, 391
acres of public lands
within Las Vegas
Valley, including
saleable minerals, would
decrease the availability
of silt, sand and gravel
to construction industry

From Lands
Management

Existing classifications,
withdrawals, and
segregation affect
530,582 acres, limiting
the availability of
public lands for mining
claim location, mineral
leasing, and mineral
material disposal

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Rights-of-
Way Management

Existing material site
rights-of-way would
exclude 15,842 acres,
from mining claim

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

location
From Recreation Approx. 3,308 acres Approx. 12,190 acres Same as A
Management would be designated as | would be designated as

closed to all motorized | closed to all motorized

vehicle use, restricting vehicle use, restricting

access for mineral- access for mineral-related

related activities activities

----------------- Cave management actions | Same as A

would limit the availability
of 3,200 acres of public
lands to mining claim
location, mineral
materials disposal, solid
mineral leasing and fluid
mineral leasing.




Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

‘| Disposal of 59,998 acres
of public lands within
Las Vegas Valley,
including saleable
minerals, would decrease
the availability of silt,
sand and gravel to
construction industry

Same as B

Disposal of 69,771 acres
of public lands within
Las Vegas Valley,
including saleable
minerals, would decrease
the availability of silt,
sand and gravel to
construction industry

Disposal of 175,314
acres of public lands,
including saleable
minerals, would
decrease the availability
of silt, sand and gravel
to construction industry

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Existing classifications,
withdrawals, and
segregation affect
434,055 acres, limiting
the availability of public
lands for mining claim
location, mineral
leasing, and mineral
material disposal

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Same as No Action \‘

Same as A

Same as A

Not addressed

Approx. 3,560 acres
would be designated as
closed to all motorized
vehicle use, restricting
access for mineral-
related activities.

Same as A

Cave management
actions would potentially
limit the availability of
3,200 acres of public
lands to mining claim
location

Not addressed

Same as A




Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Program

Minerals Management

No Action

Alternative A

Altemative B

From Minerals
Management

Acreage available for fluid
mineral leasing would
decrease by 11%, solid
mineral leasing acreage by
11%, mining claim
location acreage by 12%
and mineral material
disposal acreage by 34%

Acreage available for
fluid mineral leasing
would decrease by 14%,
solid mineral leasing
acreage by 20%, mining
claim location acreage
by 25%, and mineral
material disposal
acreage by 43%

Fire Management

From Air Resource
Management

Fire kept to a maximum
of 10 acres 90% of the
time in the Non-
Attainment Area

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Soil Resource
Management

Critical erosion areas
would require the use of
hand tools

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Riparian
Resource
Management

Limits on use of foams,
penetrants or retardants
within 100 yards of
riparian areas, could
lead to larger fires in
some instances

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Wilderness
Management

Prescribed burning for
enhancement available
on case-by-case basis,
under approved bum
plan

Minor impacts to fire
program as  prescribed
burning for enhancement
only allowed on 56,721
acres in specified
wilderness study areas;
burning for fuels reduction
only allowed on 61,793

acres in specified
wilderness  study  areas,
subject  to approved

plan/environmental
assessment

Same as A
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Alternative C

Minerals Management

Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

T S —

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Acreage available for
fluid mineral leasing
would decrease by 40%,
solid mineral leasing
acreage by 40%, mining
claim location acreage
by 44%, and mineral
material disposal acreage
by 43%

Acreage available for
mining claim location
would decrease by 5%
and mineral material
disposal acreage by 11%

Not addressed

Acreage available for
fluid mineral leasing
would decrease by 45%,
mining claim location
acreage by 38% and
mineral material disposal
acreage by 39%

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed -

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

Not addressed

Same as No Action

Same as A

Same as A

Not addressed

Minor impacts to fire
program as prescribed
burning for enhancement
allowed only on 56,721
acres in specified
wilderness study areas;
burning for fuels
reduction only allowed
on 44,343 acres in
specified wilderness
study areas, subject to
approved plan/
environmental
assessment
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Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

No Action

Alternative A

Altemative B

Socio-Economic Values

From Livestock
Grazing
Management

Withdrawal of 5,124
animal unit months as a
result of Section 7
consultation;  possible
adverse economic
impacts on 6 operators;
lessor economic effects
to 10 operators; net
reduction of $128,000 in
capital value of ranch
assets, no significant
impacts to  overall
economy of agricultural
community.

Same as No Action

Same as No Action

From Lands
Management

Total of 163,673 acres
could be disposed of
through sales, adding
$1.2 billion assessed
values to counties and
$23.6 million in tax
revenues

Total of 155,258 acres
could be disposed of
through sales, adding $1.1
billion assessed values to
counties and $22.4 million
in tax revenues

Total of 540,171 acres
could be disposed of
through sales, adding
$2.3 billion assessed
values to counties and
$45.9 million in tax
revenues

From Rights-of-
Way Management

Continued high costs
and lengthy processing
times for rights-of-way;
facilities not limited to
designated corridors,
lowering construction
and operating costs

Lower processing costs
and times; increased
construction costs as
facilities limited to
designated corridors

Same as A

From Minerals
Management

Potentially significant
financial impacts to
surface owners during
extended mineral
extraction where BLM
administers minerals

Reduced mineral
development potential;
impacts cannot be
estimated due to numerous
uncertainties

Same as A




Table S-2 Summary of the Impacts

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Proposed

Withdrawal of 13,477
animal unit months, net
reduction of $393,757 in
gross income from
ranching activities;
potential severe, long-
term adverse economic
effects on operators; no
significant impact on
regional economy

Same as No Action

Withdrawal of 7,427
animal unit months, net
reduction of $36,000 in
gross income from
ranching activities;
potential severe, long-
term adverse economic
effects on operators; no
significant impact on
regional economy

Withdrawal of 7,597
animal unit months, net
reduction of $36,238 in
gross income from
ranching activities;
potential severe, long-
term adverse economic
effects on operators; no
significant impact on
regional economy

study areas released
from wilderness
consideration could
provide opportunities for
mineral development.

Total of 98,943 acres Same as B Total of 111,000 acres Total of 175,314 acres
could be disposed of could be disposed of could be disposed of
through sales, adding through sales, adding through sales, adding
$923.6 million assessed $950 million assessed 1.3 billion assessed
values to counties and values to counties and values to counties and
$18.5 million in tax $19 million in tax 24.5 million in tax
revenues revenues. revenues.
Same as A Same as A Same as A; Values of Same as E

private lands would be

decreased near corridors.
Same as A Same as A Same as A; wilderness Same as E




Chapter 1 - Introduction
Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

Chapter 1 - Introduction

General Information

The Las Vegas District Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact
Statement, hereafter referred to as The Plan, will
provide management guidance for approximately
3.3 million acres of public land administered by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (Maps 1-1 and
1-2). The Plan is prepared subject to Sections 102
and 202 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 that require the
Secretary of the Interior to develop land use plans
for all public lands and to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969
mandating that Federal agencies prepare
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for major
Federal actions. Since development of a Resource
Management Plan is a large-scale Federal action, an
Environmental Impact Statement was completed.
The Plan conforms to the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing
National Environmental Policy Act requirements
(40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500-1508).

Purpose and Need for Action

The Plan identifies and analyzes alternatives for
long-term management of public lands and
resources administered by BLM in the planning
area, which is defined as the Las Vegas District
excluding Red Rock Canyon National Conservation
Area, and the Nellis Range. (Note: A General
Management Plan is being prepared to outline
specific management strategy for the Conservation
Area.)

The Plan addresses seven management issues:

+ Land tenure

+ Desert tortoise protection

+ Mineral availability

» Off-road vehicle use (ORV)

+ Special management areas/Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACECs)

* Minerals Management after Congressional
Designation of Wildemess Areas

» Utility corridors

These seven issues were identified during BLM’s
scoping process, which began March 29, 1990 with
the Federal Register publication of a Notice of
Intent to prepare a Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. The process
continued with scoping reports mailed to the public
to present preliminary issues; to announce notices of
public meetings; and to identify other issues to be
considered in The Plan.

Present management direction for the Las Vegas

District is in two existing plans:

+ Clark County Management Framework Plan
(MFP)(approved January 9, 1984)

» Esmeralda-Southern Nye Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement- Planning
Area B (approved October 10, 1986).

The current planning effort was initiated due to the
following factors:

+ A regularly scheduled 5-year evaluation of the
Clark County Management Framework Plan
indicated the plan was not adequately addressing
the rapidly changing public land use demands in
Clark County.

+ The two present land use plans did not anticipate
listing of the desert tortoise as a threatened
species and, therefore, did not provide for its
recovery.

+ Public land disposals and exchanges being
accomplished by legislative action (such as
Aerojet and Apex) generated public concemrn.

These factors led to the determination that both
plans (in particular the Clark Counry Management
Framework Plan) needed to be amended or revised.
Plan amendments usually focus on resolving a
single issue and, depending on the significance of
the anticipated impacts, may require an
Environmental Impact Statement. A plan revision,
which is usually developed to resolve multiple
issues, generally requires an Environmental Impact
Statement. Rather than amend the Clark Counry
Management Framework Plan and Esmeralda-
Southern Nye Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement-Planning
Area B on a single issue basis, the decision was
made to prepare The Plan addressing the areas
covered by both existing plans. This option was

¥0
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projected to be the most cost-effective and efficient
long-term solution to public land management
concems in southern Nevada. Management
decisions in the Clark County Management
Framework Plan and Esmeralda-Southern Nye
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement determined to be valid would be carried
forward into The Plan.

Another facfor supporting the current planning
effort is that the planning area (where more than
two-thirds of Nevada’s population live) is
experiencing rapid growth not only in the Las
Vegas area but also in smaller communities
including Laughlin, Mesquite, and Pahrump. This
rapid growth, considered in conjunction with the
intermingled land ownership pattern, necessitates
that BLM respond to complex land use demands.
Among those demands are:

« Public land for community expansion and
industrial uses in the Las Vegas Valley and
surrounding areas.

« Lands for open space recreation and public
purposes.

« Resources, such as sand and gravel, in support of
regional growth.

« Listing of the desert tortoise as a threatened
species.

These demands make it imperative to provide for
orderly disposal of public lands for community
development; to provide areas for sand, gravel, and
other minerals consistent with all laws and
regulations; and to implement the goals and
objectives of the Desert Tortoise (Mojave
Population) Recovéry Plan (USFWS 1994).

The planning process requires that a Resource
Management Plan be a comprehensive document to
address all resources and programs administered by
BLM. Consequently, in addition to the seven
identified issues, The Plan also addresses
management of soil, air, and water resources,
riparian areas, wild horses and burros, fire, cultural
resources, wildlife, livestock grazing, visual
resources, withdrawal review, and vegetation.

Public input, as well as the availability of pertinent
‘new data and the release of the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s Draft Recovery Plan for the
Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) (1993)
indicated the need to supplement The Draft Plan.
The Supplement to the Draft Resource Management

Plan, hereafter referred to as the Supplement to the

Draft, focused on four issues:

. Issues that were either not included, or not
analyzed adequately, in The Draft Plan and
rangeland classification.

«  Utility corridor locations and widths.

«  Mineral management and/or Congressional
release of Wildemess Study Areas.

«  Desert tortoise habitat management in
conformance with the Torroise Recovery Plan.

The Plan’s new alternative (Alternative E)
identifies and analyzes management goals,
objectives, and direction for these four issues, as
well as all programs and resources managed by
BLM. Based on public comment and intemal
review, The Plan uses Alternative E as its
foundation, and includes portions of other
alternatives where appropriate. ’

Description of the Planning Area

The planning area includes those lands in southern

Nevada as identified on Map 1-1. The Las Vegas

BLM District encompasses a total of approximately
3,332,000 acres of public lands in Clark County and

a portion of southern Nye County (Map 1-2 and

Table 1-1). In addition, the BLM is also manages |
one million acres of split-estate lands in the |
planning area. The split-estate lands are of two |
types, one where the subsurface or mineral estate or |
a portion thereof is owned by the Federal
government and the surface is under private
ownership, and another where the Federal |
government owns the surface and the subsurface |
minerals or a portion thereof are in private |
ownership (Table 1-2).

Southern Nevada is characterized by diverse
geographical features. Landforms range from
rugged mountain ranges, to sloping bajadas and
broad valleys. The Colorado River and several of
its tributaries flow through the eastern portions of
the planning area. New communities and
developments, such as Laughlin, are expanding
along the Colorado River, providing jobs and
recreational opportunities in previously undeveloped
areas. The Las Vegas Valley portion of the
planning area is a major topographic feature,
trending north-south through the middle of the
planning area. This valley has a burgeoning
metropolitan area, consisting of the cities of Las
Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, and Boulder

%\
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Table 1-1.

Surface Ownership of Lands'in Las Vegas BLM District.

-County Acres o ‘Acres Administered by “ Total Planning Area
Administered by ~ ‘Other Federal Agencies - Patented Total Acres
Clark 2,596,348 908,618 553,716 4,058,682
Nye 735,547 13.628 99.156 848.331
Totals 3,331,895 922,246 652,872 4,907,013

'/ Includes private lands and State of Nevada lands (source: Las Vegas Field Office files, 1991).
%/ Excludes Red Rock Conservation Area.

O

Table 1-2. Federal Ownership.of:the: Mineral Est
BLM District. S
Type of Mineral ST » 7 “Acres
All Minerals 3,442,980
All Leasable Minerals 1,332
Oil and Gas 42,576
Sodium and Potassium 20,491
Sodium 2,139
Potassium : 480
Geothermal 548
Coal 300
Locatable Minerals 220
Fissionable Minerals 80
Saleable Minerals 1,135
Salable Minerals (except for sand 160
& gravel)

Total 3,482,960
Source: BLM, Las Vegas Field Office files, 1991)
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City. Much of the planning area, however, remains
remote and rural, with the population dispersed over
large areas or clustered in small communities. The
public lands in the planning area have important
scenic, recreational, mineral, archeological,
wilderness, wildlife, and vegetative values. Public
uses of these resources often have an important role
in the growth and development of local
communities.

Planning Process Overview

The planning process enables BLM to address
issues and concerns of the public, while complying
with the laws and policies established by Congress
and the Executive Branch of the Federal
Government.

The Plan was prepared following the nine planning
steps described below. These steps emphasize

public participation at several key stages.

Step 1: Issue Identification

Issues determine the focus of the Resource
Management Plan process and indicate specific
concerns of BLM and the public regarding the
planning area. An issue is defined as an
opportunity, conflict, or problem pertaining to
management of public lands and associated
“resources. The intent of issue identification is to
direct interdisciplinary analysis towards issue
resolution. Issue identification for The Plan was
initiated by BLM managers and resource specialists.

A Notice of Intent was published in the Federal
Register, inviting the public and other Federal, state,
and county agencies to participate in the planning -
process. Scoping meetings were held in Beatty, Las
Vegas, Laughlin, Mesquite, Pahrump, Searchlight,
and Tonopah to receive public input.

Step 2: Development of Planning Criteria

After issues are identified, planning criteria are
formulated to guide development of the Resource
Management Plan. The criteria are derived from
laws, Executive Orders, regulations, planning
principles, BLM national and state office guidance,
consultation with other agencies, public
involvement, and resource data. The criteria help

set standards for data collection, development of
alternatives, and selection of the preferred
alternative and final plan. Planning criteria ensure
that the plan addresses identified issues and avoids
unnecessary data collection and analysis.

Step 3: Inventory and Data_Collection

This step involves collection and compilation of
biological, physical, social and economic data in
various forms from available sources to help resolve
the planning issues. This data provides essential
facts for making analysis, evaluations, and
decisions.

Step 4: Analysis of the Management Situation

The Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS)
is a concise assessment of the current situation. '
The AMS describes current BLM guidance,
identifies existing problems and opportunities for
their resolution, and consolidates existing data
needed to analyze and resolve the identified issues.
If sufficiently developed, the portion of the AMS
describing present management (no action
alternative) and affected environment may be used
directly in the plan and environmental impact
statement.

Step 5: Formulation of Alternatives

This step involves developing alternatives that
consider the issues, planning criteria, and concems
raised during scoping. These alternatives will be
presented for management consideration. The No

. Action Alternative (which represents continuation

of present activities) is required. The purpose of
the other alternatives is to resolve issues while
emphasizing different levels of management
intensity.

Step 6: Estimation of Effects of Alternatives

In accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act, the physical, biological, social, and
economic effects of implementing each alternative
are estimated to compare and evaluate impacts
(See Summary Table, Table S-1). This step
involves completing a general analysis of the issues
and concerns for the planning area. (Note: Site-
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specific environmental assessments (EAs) will be
prepared for specific projects and proposals on an
activity plan or project-specific basis.)

Step 7: Selection of Preferred Alternative

A Preferred Altemative is selected after completing
the analysis and resolution of the issues, resources
affected, and management guidance in the two
existing land use plans . This altemative may
combine elements from the other alternatives to
achieve maximum management flexibility in lands-
related actions while continuing to meet the goals
and objectives of BLM’s multiple-use mandate.

The Preferred Alternative, which will be
recommended to the Nevada State Director, is
determined based on the issues and concerns
identified through the planning process; information
obtained from public meetings and written
comments; formal coordination and consultation
with other agencies; decision criteria developed and
considered by management; and impact analyses of
the alternatives. The State Director reviews the
selected alternative for approval. After State
Director approval of the Preferred Alternative, the
Draft Plan is distributed to the public, including
other government agencies and interest groups, for a
90-day review and comment period.

Step 8: Selection of the Proposed Plan

The District Manager develops a proposed plan
based on public comments and other data,
including estimation of effects. Following the
public review and comment period, the BLM’s Las
Vegas District Manager recommends a proposed
plan to the BLM Nevada State Director for
approval. After evaluating public comments, the
BLM may retain the preferred alternative as the
proposed plan, reassess and modify the preferred
alternative to meet management needs, utilize
portions of alternatives, or modify an alternative
previously analyzed in detail.

The proposed plan should be within the range of
alternatives previously selected for detailed study
and analysis. After reviewing the recommended
proposed plan, the Nevada State Director will issue
a Notice of Availability through the Federal
Register, file The Plan with the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and distribute the
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document to the public.

The Governor of the State of Nevada is given a 60-
day consistency review to determine the .consistency
of The Plan with state and local government plans
and policies. This review begins with the
Govemor's receipt of the document.

A 30-day protest period begins when The Plan is
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency. If
no protests are received during this time, the BLM
State Director approves the plan and publishes an
Approved Resource Management Plan/Record of
Decision. Any protests that are received are
resolved by the BLM State Director before the plan
is approved and the Resource Management
Plan/Record of Decision is published.

Within 90 days after Resource Management Plan
approval, a specific Implementation Plan will be
developed to identify program priorities for the
Plan’s decisions and to determine the sequence and
costs associated with their implementation. Site-
specific environmental assessments will be prepared
prior to initiating resource projects and proposals to
analyze potential environmental impacts. Mitigation
measures will be developed and incorporated as
special stipulations into authorization permits.

Step 9: Moniroring and Evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation is conducted at intervals

not to exceed S years, for the following purposes:

* Determine effectiveness of the resource
management plan in resolving issues.

+ Ensure effectiveness of mitigation measures.
Verify assumptions used in assessing impacts.

» Review whether changes have occurred in related
plans of other Federal agencies, and state or
local governments.

» Determine if implementation of The Plan is
achieving desired results.

Information gained through this step is incorporated

into future planning, including any amendments or
revisions to the Resource Management Plan..

Planning Issues and Criteria

Draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
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Issue 1 - Land Tenure

Disposal of public lands through sale, exchange, or
other methods was a major issue in the
development of The Plan. During recent years,
BLM received numerous requests for public land
disposal. Many of the proposed actions were in
conformance with current land use plans; however,
some highly visible and politically sensitive
proposals were not addressed in existing plans.
Rather than wait for BLM to initiate a plan
amendment, proponents of these non-conforming
proposals sought legislative relief. Legislative
disposals were successful in the case of Aerojet,
Summa, Mesquite, Fort Mojave, and Apex.
Numerous other legislative proposals were drafted,
but not completed. This legislative activity
highlighted the inadequacies of existing public land
disposal decisions.

The existing land use plans for BLM’s Las Vegas
District identified public lands for disposal (transfer
from Federal ownership). However, the size and
location of the identified acreage has not met the
demand for large tracts of land for industrial
purposes or desired places for community
expansion. This situation led to the following
questions:
«  Which public lands in the planning area should
be identified for disposal and by what methods?

«  Should BLM acquire non-federal lands in the
Las Vegas District, and if so, for what purpose
and where?

+  How can BLM"s planning system best provide

for large-scale land transfers involving public
lands?

Issue 2 - Desert Tortoise

Over three million acres of desert tortoise habitat
occur within the Las Vegas BLM District. On
August 4, 1989, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
under its emergency authority, placed the desert
tortoise on the Endangered Species List. On April
2, 1990, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a
final rule listing the desert tortoise as a threatened
species. To comply with the Endangered Species
Act, BLM must consult with the U. S. Fish and
wildlife Service on all Federal actions (including

. The Plan) that may affect a threatened or
endangered species and take actions to aid in -their

recovery. Tortoise habitat comprises the
overwhelming majority (in excess of 80 percent) of
the planning area, affecting to some degree every
program administered by the BLM. In some
instances, it may be necessary to radically alter the
current management situation to accommodate the
biological needs of the desert tortoise.

Clark County’s long-term Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP) known as the Clark County Desert
Conservation Plan (CCDCP) was approved on July
12, 1995. The Habitat Conservation Plan was
required under the Endangered Species Act to
obtain a “Section 102" permit allowing the “take” of
desert tortoises on private lands in the county. The
Habitat Conservation Plan propose mitigation for
impacts to desert tortoise on, but not limited to,
private lands through several means, including
providing additional funding for management of
"Desert Wildlife Management Areas” (DWMAs).

The BLM will use the term “Area of Critical
Environmental Concern” in place of Desert Wildlife
Management Area, on approximately 744,000 acres
of public lands in the planning area. These Areas
of Critical Environmental Concern would be
managed to benefit the desert tortoise. Most other
uses of the public lands would be strictly curtailed
or eliminated. Both the Draft Plan and the
Supplement to the Draft analyzed several different
scenarios to protect and provide for recovery of the
desert tortoise, including designation of Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern.

Desert tortoise habitat comprises approximately 80
percent of the planning area; a majority of the
programs administered by Las Vegas Field Office
occur within that habitat. Listing of the desert
tortoise as a threatened species requires
management actions and changes in land uses not
currently provided by the two existing land use
plans. The Endangered Species Act requires that
Federal agencies use their authorities to implement
programs for the conservation of endangered and
threatened species.

To determine which land designation would offer
greatest protection for the desert tortoise, the BLM
must resolve the following questions:

+ Should Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
be designated in the BLM Las Vegas District to
assist implementation of the desert tortoise
recovery plan? If so, what measures should
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BLM take to ensure the integrity of the Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern?

Issue 3 - Mineral Development

An important component of Nevada’s economy is
mineral resource development, which is a principal
use of the public lands. The extraction of sand and
gravel in particular is critical to continued growth
and development of the Las Vegas area and other
southern Nevada communities. Sand and gravel
deposits occur in large quantities throughout the
planning area. Many factors (including proximity
to developing or residential areas, cost of extraction
and hauling, haul routes, and proposed duration of
the operation) are involved in determining where
sand and gravel can be mined. The rapid urban
growth placing demands on the sand and gravel
business may eventually extend to the area where
such extraction is occurring. Public pressure may
then be to relocate the sand and gravel operation
away from the new residential area.

A management decision in the Clark County
Management Framework Plan, which restricted the
method of sand and gravel disposal in the Las
Vegas Valley, has created a problem. Major
producers of sand and gravel prefer to have

independent sites that are not shared by competitors.

The “community pit” concept forces these operators
to share the same source location. Difficulties in
managing large scale operations in community pits
have resulted in significant mineral trespass and
inability to identify trespassers.

Other types of mineral development (including
gypsum and limestone mining, gold exploration, oil
and gas leasing, and sodium and potassium leasing)
have potential to impact sensitive biological and
cultural resources and often result in conflicts with
other land uses. The filing of mining claims on
public lands identified for sale or exchange has
become a common practice in southern Nevada,
with many individuals making sizable incomes
selling “mineral rights” to prospective surface
owners. This document includes alternatives to
resolve minerals-related conflicts in the planning
area.

Although important in the growth of southern
Nevada, mineral exploration and development often
conflict with other land uses and can adversely
impact other natural and recreational values.
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The environmental concerns, as well as availability,
of mineral resources were voiced by the public
throughout the scoping process and require close
consideration to ensure that the quality of life is not
adversely affected by the continued growth of the
Las Vegas Valley.

These mineral development concerns led to the
following two questions:

+  Which areas within Las Vegas BLM District
should be withdrawn from mineral entry, and
how should existing mineral operations be
addressed if such withdrawals occur?

+ How can reliable sources of sand and gravel be

made available for local communities and
industry?

Issue 4 - Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use

Off-road vehicles are commonly associated with
desert areas and have traditionally been a major use

- of the public lands in the Southwest. In the

planning area, individual casual off-road vehicle use
likely accounts for the single greatest recreational
use of public lands. Under existing management,
competition off-road vehicle events comprise the
largest organized recreational activity administered
by the Las Vegas BLM Field Office. More than 50
percent of the planning area is “open” to
unrestricted individual off-road vehicle use, and
approximately 70 percent of the planning area is
available for competitive off-road vehicle events.

These uses can significantly impact the area’s
physical, biological, and cultural resources. Such
activities also often occur in areas believed essential
to continued existence of the desert tortoise in
Nevada. Various off-road vehicle designations and
competitive use areas are proposed and analyzed in
The Plan.

The current off-road vehicle use designations are
often in direct conflict with management objectives
for desert tortoise habitat, air and watershed
management, non-motorized recreation, and
protection of other resource values. Because of this
conflict, the following questions must be resolved to
ensure full compliance with all applicable laws and
regulations:
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« Should existing open, limited, and closed area
designations be changed?

«  Should competitive off-road vehicle use be

restricted to certain areas, courses, and/or times
of the year? If so, when and where?

Issue S - Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Section 202(c)(3) of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 directs BLM to give
priority to designation and protection of areas of
critical environmental concern. These areas contain
significant physical, cultural, or biological values
that are more than locally significant and warrant
special management attention to prevent their
degradation or loss. Currently, there are no
designated Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
in the planning area, although several areas were
nominated for Area of Critical Environmental
Concern status during the previous land use
planning process.

Environmental organizations and many members of
the general public are aware of the Congressional
direction concerning Areas of Critical
Environmental Concermn. Many have become
increasingly vocal in their demand for more BLM-
designated Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern. The scoping process for The Plan
included a request for nominating Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern. As a result, more than 80
nominations for individual Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern were received. The Plan
analyzes the impacts of designating the nominated
areas that meet the designation’s “relevance and
importance” criteria and warrant special
management attention.

Public attention has increasingly been directed
toward protection of natural, recreational, and scenic
values on public lands. Protection of these values
often necessitates a special management
designation, such as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, to minimize or eliminate
competing or conflicting uses and to manage for a
dominant use. Therefore, a full analysis and
identification of clear direction are necessary to
ensure that resources are protected while an

. appropriate level of recreation occurs.

Due to the above reasons, the following questions
require full attention during development of the
Plan:

« Should existing special management areas be
retained?

« Should additional special management areas be

designated? If so, what special management is
needed to protect the sensitive resource values?

Issue 6 - Utility Corridors

The Las Vegas area is a critical link in the complex
network of interstate electrical transmission facilities
and other utilities such as oil and gas pipelines and
fiber-optic communication lines. Most facilities
either pfovide services to the energy-consuming
regions of southern California, or link southern -
California and the Las Vegas area with the energy-
producing Intermountain and Rocky Mountain
regions.

There are limited options to locate utility structures
in the northeast and east portions of the Las Vegas
Valley Land due to use restrictions in several areas
(including Lake Mead National Recreation Area,
Desert National Wildlife Range, Nellis Air Force
Base, and the Sunrise Mountain Instant Wilderness
Study Area). Another factor is the increasing

. public opposition from residents of Las Vegas,

North Las Vegas, Henderson, and Clark County to
locating additional powerlines within their
communities. Future construction of any facility
destined to serve southern California depends on the
current limited options for their location.

Utility corridors in the planning area include
legislatively designated utility corridors managed by
BLM in the Aerojet and Apex areas. The
Esmeralda-Southern Nye Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement provides for
61 miles of BLM-designated corridors in southern
Nye County. The remainder of the planning area
has no existing designated corridors. The Draft -
Plan proposed several possible utility corridors and
analyzed the impacts associated with their
designation and development.

Even though there is a continuing high demand for
rights-of-way (ROWs), utility corridors were not
designated in the Clark County Management
Framework Plan. The need for corridors is evident,
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however, considering the number of proposals
identified over the past few years. This need for
utility corridors points to a need to address the
following questions in the analysis:

+ Should utility corridors be designated only where
interstate Rights-of Way currently exist, or
should new areas be considered?

+  What is the best method to achieve maximum
consistency with designated corridors in adjacent
planning areas, field offices, and states?

Supplement to the Draft Resource
Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement

Supplements to existing draft Environmental Impact
Statements are prepared when additional
environmental analysis is needed. A supplement is
often used to address alternatives not previously
analyzed and which may lead to a new decision. A
supplement is generally prepared when there are
significant new circumstances or facts relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts which were not
addressed in the existing analysis.

In May 1994, the Supplement to the Draft was

published to address new issues and expand on
previously identified issues.

Issue 1 - Rangeland Classification

Due to comments from the public and other
agencies, the rangeland classification was
considered as an issue for the Supplement to the
Draft. Although rangeland classification is an
administrative action, the determination of grazing
preference must be analyzed through the National
Environmental Policy Act and the planning
process. The BLM completed field evaluations of
rangelands in its Las Vegas District to provide the
technical basis for reclassification of many
allotments currently classified as ephemeral range
and managed under the Ephemeral Range Rule.
Ephemeral range is considered to be predominantly
composed of annual species, lacks perennial species,
and is generally grazed in the spring. Some
allotments that are grazed year-round result in
substantial grazing of perennial vegetative species.
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In 1969, all of Clark County was classified as
ephemeral rangeland. This included the highest
mountains and areas with up to 800 pounds of
perennial forage production per acre. These areas
do not fully meet the criteria identified for
ephemeral rangeland.

Issue 2 - Utiliry Corridors

Section 503 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) requires BLM to
designate utility corridors to prevent their
proliferation across public lands. All large utilities
would be directed to use designated corridors, if
possible. Smaller utilities would have the option to
locate within or outside the corridors.

The Draft Plan proposed designation of a corridor
network throughout the planning unit. Public input,
re-evaluation of expected demand, and the need to
resolve resource conflicts generated the
identification and analysis of new corridors in the
Supplement to the Draft.

Issue 3 - Mineral Management After Congressional
Designation of Wilderness Areas

Manage. .nt of Wildemess Study Areas released
by Congress must be addressed in case Congress
acts on the designation decision within the life of
The Plan. Identifying management for these areas
in this document eliminates the need for a future
amendment to the Resource Management Plan.

Planning Criteria “J” of The Draft Plan required
development of management goals and direction for
all Wilderness Study Areas within the planning area
in case of the areas' non-designation by Congress as
wilderness areas and their release from further
study. The Draft Plan identified the Wildemess
Study Areas as having inherent semi-primitive non-
motorized values for recreational activity.
Protection and management of these areas to meet
the recreation standards for semi-primitive values
(see Glossary for definitions) were included in
Wilderness recommendations for all alternatives,
except the No Action Alternative. Public comments
suggested that the alternatives did not analyze a full
range of management options for minerals
development within Wildemess Study Areas.
Therefore, the Supplement to the Draft offered
additional management objectives and direction for
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Wilderness Study Areas released by Congress.

Issue 4 - Desert Tortoise Management th
Conformance with the Recovery Plan

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service published the
Draft Recovery Plan for the Desert Tortoise
(Mojave Population) in April 1993, and on August
30, 1993 (Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 166)
proposed Critical Habitat for the desert tortoise. To
protect desert tortoise habitat within the planning
area, four alternatives in The Draft Plan included
designations and management recommendations for
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, as derived
from proposals in the Clark County Habitat
Conservation Plan and in response to public input.
These recommendations required evaluation for
specific criteria and objectives included in the Draft
Tortoise Recovery Plan.

Planning Criteria
The planning criteria for The Plan is listed below:

A. The planning area is defined as the Las Vegas
District. The Plan will make planning
determinations for all public lands located within
the planning area boundary, including those
public lands administered by other BLM offices.

. The planning effort will rely on available
inventories of the lands and resources in the
planning area to reach sound management
decisions. Decisions requiring additional
inventories will be deferred until the inventories
can be conducted.

. In accordance with BLM Manual 1620.06A, The
Plan will not analyze nor make determinations
for the following resource:

Coal - Although coal is potentially present in the
planning area, it is not in sufficient quantity or
quality to warrant demand or interest by industry
or the public. If, in the future, new technology
becomes available and/or demand increases, a
plan amendment will be prepared before any
coal-related activities can be authorized.

. Valid existing management decisions from the
Clark County Management Framework Plan and

the Esmeralda-Southern Nye Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement will be brought forward into the Draft
Resource Management Plan, with relevant
objectives and management directions carried
forward into The Plan.

. Decisions about specific range, wildlife, and
watershed improvements will not be included in
The Plan, but instead deferred to activity-level
plans (such as habitat management plans and
allotment management plans) designed to
implement Plan decisions.

Management use and protection of water, water
resources, riparian zones, and other related
values will be high priority.

G. When digitized information is available, the
Geographic Information System (GIS) will be
used.

Watershed determinations will be based on
hydrographic basins.

1. The Plan will incorporate a met-hod for being
amended on a regularly scheduled basis.

J.  Wilderness Study Areas not designated as
wilderness by Congress will be “released” from
further study. The Plan makes determinations
concerning the management of all Wilderness
Study Areas in the planning area, contingent on
their release.

Approximately 15,000 acres of public lands
near the Valley of Fire State Park and
Overtone, which were not studied in the initial
wildermess inventory, would be inventoried for
wildemness values. In addition, any acquired
lands or lands where protective withdrawals are
removed would be inventoried to determine
wildemess character. Any other lands not
evaluated for wilderness character would be
inventoried. Any areas designated as
Wilderness Study Areas through the Resource
Management Plan or plan amendment and
subsequently recommended for wildemess
designation will receive Interim Management
Policy (IMP) protection until Congress either
designates them as wilderness or releases them

for other purposes.



Concerns Not Addressed

The Las Vegas Water District’s water right
applications and the proposed Yucca Mountain
Project were identified as concerns by the public.
Both topics are beyond the scope of BLM’s
planning process and, therefore, are not addressed
in The Plan.

Consistency With Other Plans

Existing plans that address management of lands

adjacent to the planning area are:

¢ Caliente Management Framework Plan

+ Esmeralda-Southern Nye Resource Management

Plan/Environmental Impact Statement-Planning

Area A

California Deserr Plan

Shivwits Management Framework Plan

¢ Desert National Wildlife Range Refuge
Management Plan

* Ash Meadows Refuge Management Plan

* Nevada Starewide Policy Plan for Public Lands

(Senate Bill 40)

Death Valley National Monument General

Management Plan

» Lake Mead National Recreation Area General
Management Plan

¢ Clark County Desert Conservation Plan.

3

.

Continuing coordination and consultation occurred
during the public comment period for the Draft
Plan, followed by the Supplement to the Draft and
The Plan. As noted above, the Governor of
Nevada will have 60 days to review The Plan to
determine its consistency with state plans.

Inconsistencies between adopted resource-related
policies and programs of other Federal agencies and
state and-local governments are noted below. These
inconsistencies are based primarily on differences in
the quality of habitat and recovery of the desert
tortoise.

Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit

In addition, there are a few inconsistencies between
other agency plans: however, the rationale described
below supports their differences.
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Livestock Grazing - The Plan would close the
desert tortoise areas of critical environmental
concem to livestock grazing. The Arizona Strip is
closing the Pakoon Area of Critical Environmental
Concern, but will allow winter grazing on the
Virgin Slope and Beaver Dam Slope Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern. This grazing
closure will include livestock grazing in Nevada in
the Mesquite Community Allotment (fenced). The
Plan allows for retirement of allotments on a
voluntary basis. In Ely, winter grazing will be
allowed in the Beaver Dam Slope Area of Critical
Environmental Concern on any allotments that are
not purchased. Dixie will allow winter grazing on
Beaver Dam Slope.

Based on the numerous grazing allotments being
closed in Nevada, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service decided that allowing grazing in Utah and
Arizona would still meet recovery objectives for the
Recovery Unit.

Mining - Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

in the Las Vegas BLM will be:

+ Withdrawn from locatable entry.

* Closed to solid leasable.

+ Have fluid minerals limited to no surface
occupancy.

+ Restrict salable minerals to expansion of existing
pits within 0.5 mile of highways and certain
county roads (Map 2-12 and 2-13).

This management varies slightly from Arizona strip
and Dixie, which leaves areas of critical
environmental concern open to locatables, has
waivable no-surface occupancy and seasonal )
restrictions on fluids (no activity in tortoise active
season), and closes areas of critical environmental
concern to salable (except hand collection of rocks
for personal use) and solid leasable. Ely will
withdraw Kane Springs Area of Critical
Environmental Concern from locatable entry; the
other ACECs will be open. All Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern in Ely BLM District are
open to fluid and non-energy leasables subject to
timing limitations and controlled surface use
constraints. Salable mineral development is
restricted to within 0.5 mile of highways and certain

county roads.
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Off-Road-Vehicles - Las Vegas BLM District will
allow non-speed off-road vehicle events on
designated roads and trails subject to restrictions,
including size and number of vehicles and the
season of use. Arizona Strip allows non-speed
events on designated roads and trails during the
tortoise inactive season. Ely will allow non-speed
events within designated corridors with no seasonal
restrictions. Dixie is similar to Arizona. Events
crossing county or state lines will be consistent with
the most restrictive office.

Wild Burros - The Arizona Strip will manage for an
appropriate management level of zero for Tassi
Wildhorse Herd Management Area. The Las Vegas
BLM Field Office will manage Gold Butte for an
Appropriate Management Level of 22-98. If
Nevada numbers are managed at the Appropriate
Management Level, animal drift into Arizona is not
expected to occur.

Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit

The Needles BLM Field Office will designate two
areas of critical environmental concern for desert
tortoise adjacent to an area of critical environmental
concern in Nevada. One wild burro herd area
(Shadow Valley) will be zeroed out. Since the
National Park Service manages most of the
allotments, the allotments will not be closed to
grazing. The National Park Service will manage for
desert tortoise recovery. It appears that these two

management plans yvill be consistent, with The Plan.
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Chapter 2 - Proposed Plan and Range of Alternatives

Introduction

The Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement, often referenced
herein as The Plan, was developed by a BLM
interdisciplinary planning team. The Plan is based
primarily on Alternative E presented in the
Supplement to the Draft Resource Management Plan
(May 1994), and in response to public and internal
comments received during the first seven steps of the
planning process. Also, some objectives and
management directions from the Draft's other
alternatives were incorporated, where appropriate, into
Alternative E to develop The Plan.

The Plan is written to ensure compliance with
provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and
subsequent Biological Opinions, as well as the Desert
Tortoise (Mojave Population) Recovery Plan (often
referenced as Tortoise Recovery Plan). The Plan will
guide future management of public lands in the Las
Vegas BLM District.

The Plan consists of a combination of management
directions, allocations, and guidelines that will direct
where actions may occur, the resource conditions to
be maintained, and use limitations required to meet
management objectives.

Range of Alternatives

Six alternatives were analyzed in the Draft Resource
Management Plan and the Supplement to the Draft
Resource Management Plan. The alternatives were
developed specifically to respond to issues identified
by the public during the initial scoping process and to
meet the requirements of the Supplemental Program
Guidance. Although no single alternative satisfies all
concemns expressed, the concerns are addressed in
various ways in the six alternatives.

The alternatives were prepared within the following
constraints:

+ Al alternatives are legally feasible and
technically possible. The alternatives present a
balance between legal requirements to protect,
restore, and enhance natural resource values and
to provide for the need to produce food, fiber,
minerals, and services.

+ The Stateline Draft Resource Management Plan
and Supplement to the Draft Resource
Management Plan alternatives were formulated to
accommodate multiple-use management of
resources in Wilderness Study Areas and Instant
Study Areas, in the event those study areas are
released from wilderness consideration by
Congress.

* To provide for management of any new
Wildemess Area designations by Congress, the
Approved Plan/Record of Decision would be
maintained and amended, where necessary, to meet
objectives of wilderness management.

Plan Implementation

Land use actions would be implemented after the
State Director approves The Plan’s Record of
Decision. The Plan’s decisions become final with
issuance of the Record of Decision. Actions
immediately effective with the State Director's
signature include designations of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concemn, utility corridors, off-road
vehicle designations, and Visual Resource
Management classes. Specific management
prescriptions for Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern and off-road vehicle designations would be
implemented when activity-level management plans
are developed and appropriate clearances are
completed.

Actions that cannot be implemented immediately
include mineral withdrawal revocations, which must
be approved by the Secretary. Actions such as this
that are recommended in this proposed Plan would not
be valid until approved by the appropriate authority.

Other actions in The Plan, such as location of
powetlines in corridors or location of flood control
structures, require further detailed planning and
environmental documentation before beginning any
on-the-ground activities. For these actions, integrated
activity plans would be developed through
coordination with the public, other Federal agencies,
and state and local agencies.
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An example of an action requiring further public
involvement and site-specific analysis is disposal of
Federal land. Although The Plan establishes land
disposal areas, land cannot be disposed until an
environmental analysis is completed that determines
its disposal is in the public interest and conforms with
the approved Resource Management Plan.

Alternatives Considered but
Dropped from Detailed Analysis

Winter Grazing in Desert Tortoise Areas of Critical

Environmental Concern

Among the alternatives proposed was one with winter
grazing by livestock in desert tortoise Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern, contingent that
grazing not exceed restrictive utilization levels. Based
on the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, livestock
grazing in desert tortoise Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern is not compatible with
recovery of the desert tortoise and should be
prohibited. Therefore, this alternative was dropped
from further consideration.

Range Reclassification

The proposed alternative of range reclassification of
21 ephemeral grazing allotments to ephemeral and/or
perennial or to perennial was analyzed in the
Supplement to the Draft Resource Management Plan.
Since the majority of rangeland within allotments
remaining open to livestock grazing is below 3,200
feet elevation and also below the 8-inch precipitation
isoline, reclassification was dropped from further
consideration.

Alternatives Considered in the Draft
and Supplement to the Draft
Resource Management Plan

The following six alternatives met the discretionary
limits established through applicable laws, regulations,
and policies. The alternatives were developed to
provide management options that address issues
important to the public and management concerns.

No Action Alternative

This alternative represents no change to the current
management direction. Management of all resources
would be accomplished by following the decisions
and objectives in the Clark County Management
Framework Plan and the Esmeralda - Southern Nye
Resource Management Plan, Planning Area B.

Alternative A

This alternative provides for a full spectrum of public
land uses in the traditional sense of multiple-use and
sustained-yield; consumptive and non-consumptive
uses would be balanced. Lands would be made
available for expansion and development of growing
communities.

Alternative B

This alternative provides for maximum opportunities
for land-based growth and development needs of the
State of Nevada, while continuing to provide for

multiple-use and sustained yield of the public lands.

Alternative C

This alternative provides for managing public lands on
an ecosystem basis, with an emphasis on biodiversity,
non-consumptive uses, and protection and recovery of
the desert tortoise in accordance with the Clark
County Habitat Conservation Plan (Clark County
HCP).

Alternative D

This alternative continues multiple use of public lands,
permits maximum flexibility in disposal of public
lands, and provides for protection and recovery of the
desert tortoise.

Alternative E

This alternative provides for public land uses on the
basis of multiple-use and sustained-yield, while
emphasizing biodiversity and protection and recovery
of the desert tortoise, in conformance with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Tortoise
Recovery Plan.
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Changes from Draft to Final
Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement

This section is included to describe the changes made
in format or content due to public and other state or
Federal agency comments and concems, as well as
BLM management review to ensure consistency with
laws and regulations.

Format Changes Made in Chapter 2
"+ A specific code, consisting of letters and a
number, was assigned for each resource to help

identify specific resource sections.

* Specific resource sections were arranged to  group
similar resources. For example, Lands, Rights-of-

Way, and Acquisition are located in sequentially to

help locate these realty-related sections.

Resource-Specific Changes Made in The
Plan

Air Resource Management

Language was added to ensure conformity with the
Clean Air Act.

Soil Resource Management

The reference to completion of an Order III Soil
Survey was deleted.

A watershed objective was adjusted to include the
following statement: “Maintain those watersheds with
a stable and slight erosion condition with a high
erosion susceptibility.” (The original management
direction addressed improving such watersheds.) The
wording is incorporated into SL-1-c. Also see Table
2-1.

Actions to maintain these watersheds will be sufficient
to maintain or enhance vegetative cover that is key in
erosion control.

Water Resource Management
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Management direction for identifying native desert
vegetation to aid in reducing water consumption was
deleted. In the Forestry section, FR-2-a identifies
salvage and harvest of desert vegetation from areas
where surface disturbance occurs.

Management direction identifying rights-of-way for
flood control developments was deleted . Flood
control was added to RW-1.

Riparian Management

The objective was changed to read: “Ensure that all
riparian areas are in proper functioning condition.”

Ensuring that 75 percent of riparian areas is in proper
functioning condition by 1997 was an interim goal of
the Riparian-Wetland Initiative. The long-term goal is
for all riparian areas to be in proper functioning
condition, at a minimum. After proper functioning
condition is achieved, then manage for an advanced
ecological condition.

Reference to completion of a specific number of
riparian projects per year was dropped. The BLM
will still implement protection of riparian areas, where
needed, as funding becomes available.

Reference to Potential Natural Community and
Desired Plant Community was dropped, because the
Vegetation section sets management objectives of
plants for all programs.

Vegetation Management

Objectives and management actions pertaining to
special status plant species were moved from the
Vegetation Management section to the section on
Fish, Wildlife, and Special Status Species. Plant
objectives were combined with objectives for special
status animals (SS-1 and SS-2) to avoid unnecessary
duplication.

The objective to “maintain or improve habitat of
threatened, endangered or candidate plant species
found on public land” was dropped, because it was
considered a management direction. The intent of the
objective was incorporated into Objectives SS-1 and
SS-2.

Management direction to “develop appropriate
mitigation measures through mining plans of
operation, Section 7 consultation, and other
appropriate actions before allowing construction,
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mining activity or off-highway vehicle activity on
sites known to be habitat for threatened, endangered
or special status species.” was moved to the section
on Standard Operating Procedures. This management
direction is discussed in a general sense under the
Fish, Wildlife, and Special Status Species section of
the Standard Operating Procedures.

Management direction regarding development of a
management plan for Nellis Dunes to address off-
highway vehicle management and Arctomecon
californica was changed to “implementing the Las
Vegas Bear Poppy Habitat Management Plan” and
moved to the Standard Operating Procedures section.
The development of habitat management plans is
identified in the Fish, Wildlife, and Special Status
Species section of the Standard Operating Procedures.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

This section was moved to precede the Fish,
wildlife, and Special Status Species section, because
this section is where areas of critical environmental
concern are first referenced.

The title “Special Management Areas” was changed
to “Areas of Critical Environmental Concern.”

The proposed Arden Historic Sites Area of Critical
Environmental Concern originally totaled
approximately 6,320 acres, the majority of which
overlapped the Desert Tortoise Conservation Center.
Both areas are proposed for mineral withdrawal
(subject to valid existing rights) from locatables,
saleables, and leasables. The small portion of the
proposed Area of Critical Environmental Concern to
the north of the Desert Tortoise Conservation Center
would not be afforded the same protection if the Area
of Critical Environmental Concern was dropped from
further consideration.

Based upon BLM site inventories, the significant sites
within the proposed Area of Critical Environmental
Concern are north of the Desert Tortoise Conservation
Center. However, associated historic cultural
resources in the form of contributing elements to the
Arden Historic District are within the Desert Tortoise
Conservation Center in Section 4 in the form of an
historic railroad camp, water pipeline, a portion of a
shoofly railroad alignment, and an historic railroad
construction site. Therefore, redefining the Area of
Critical Environmental Concern by including Section
4, along with that area to the north of the Desert

il

Tortoise Conservation Center, will afford adequate
protection for those sites in the Arden area. This
modified Area of Critical Environmental Concern
proposed boundary change would reduce the total
acres of the Area of Critical Environmental Concern
to approximately 1,480 acres.

This change would also allow for expansion of the
Desert Tortoise Conservation Center and provide
needed protection for cultural resources. The original
boundary encompassed a few thousand acres of land
that had no cultural significance.

Management directions were developed for
Wildemness Study Areas within an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern and also for those lands
relinquished by another Federal agency that are within
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern. The
intent of these directions is to ensure appropriate
protection for these areas.

The area referred to as Gold Butte Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, parts A-C, resulted from
individual nominations for several smaller areas,
including critical tortoise habitat, cultural sites, a
natural hazard area, and the Virgin Mountains.
Because these nominated areas either overlapped,
were located within larger areas, or were immediately
adjacent to one another, they were combined into one
large area of critical environmental concern and
named as Gold Butte Area of Critical Environmental
Concern. Management actions within Gold Butte
will vary, depending on values in each part of the
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (Tables 2-2,
2-4 ,and 2-5).

The Sunrise Mountain Research Natural Area was
incorpora* . . into the Rainbow Gardens Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern, and the Virgin
Mountain Outstanding Natural Area was incorporated
into the Gold Butte Area of Critical Environmental
Concern, Part C. The Pine Creek Research Natural
Area is within the Red Rock Canyon National
Conservation Area and is addressed in the Red Rock
General Management Plan.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Management

« The term “Desert Wildlife Management Area” waé
changed to “Area of Critical Environmental
Concern.”
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This section’s name was changed to “Fish,
Wildlife, and Special Status Species Management.”
Objectives and management direction for all special
status species, including plants, were moved to this
section. Objectives and management direction for
fish and wildlife were labeled FW, and those for
special status species were labeled SS.

The terms “category 1 and category 2 candidate
species” are no longer used. Species designated as
candidate species by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service will be identified as “candidate species.”
Species of special concern identified by the BLM,
including state-listed species, will be referred to as
either “sensitive” or “special status” species.

Management direction was included to allow for
drift of elk onto BLM-administered lands. If elk do
move onto BLM-administered land, habitat would
be monitored to ensure the proper utilization of
forage.

Management direction was included to address
development of Conservation Agreements with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Current policy
encourages development of such agreements to
reduce the likelihood of future Federal listing of
BLM sensitive or State-listed species.

Management direction was added to cooperate and
collaborate with Clark County in development of a
county-wide Multiple Species Conservation Plan.
This planning effort is currently ongoing, with BLM
as a cooperator. '

Boundaries for the Desert Tortoise Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern were refined based on
information gathered after issuance of the
Supplement to the Draft. The area west of
Searchlight was included in the Area of Critical
Environmental Concemn to ensure a protected
corridor between Ivanpah and Piute valleys.

Category 1 and 2 tortoise habitat is no longer used
as a basis for management prescriptions. Instead,
management actions focus on tortoise Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern and/or designated
critical habitat.

References to “potential natural community” and
“desired plant community” were removed because
the Vegetation section sets management objectives
of plants for all programs.
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Forestry

Identification of a specific location for Mesquite wood
harvest was dropped due to concerns expressed for the
dwindling stands. Mesquite wood harvest could be
considered in the future if management of the stands

- requires thinning or removal of dead trees for fire

hazard reduction.

Livestock Grazing Management

This section was revised to reflect three main
objectives, having associated management direction
listed below each objective. Previously identified
objectives were included in the management direction
section.

The Maintain, Intensive, Custodial (MIC) selective
management approach was completed after
determining the total number of allotments remaining
open to grazing. Any allotment closed to grazing was
not categorized. ‘

Revised regulations for grazing administration (43
CFR 4100) of public lands managed by the Bureau of
Land Management became effective August 21, 1995.
On February 12, 1997, the standards and guidelines
for the Mojave-Southern Great Basin area in Nevada
were approved by the Secretary of the Interior. These
standards for rangeland health and guidelines for
grazing administration will be applied to grazing
management in the Las Vegas planning area (see
Appendix L). (Reference: Published
Conformance/Administrative Determination, 1997.)
Terms and conditions of permits on allotments open
to grazing will be in conformance with the appropriate
standards and guidelines.

References to “potential natural community” and
“desired plant community” were removed because the
Vegetation section addresses management of plants
for all programs.

Wild Horse and Burro Management

The format for this section was revised to clarify the
actual proposed management.

Wild Horse and Burro Herd Management Areas were
changed to include wild horse and burro use areas
identified on the original 1971 field maps, and to
existing roads and fences for ease of management.
The BLM will work closely with Nevada Division of
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wildlife, other State and local agencies, and interested
parties to properly manage wild horses and burros.

Reference to “potential natural community” and
“desired plant community” was removed because the
Vegetation section sets the management of plants for
all programs.

Lands

The Las Vegas Valley disposal boundary has slightly
changed numerous times due to coordination with
congressional representatives, State and County
agencies, and the general public.

A disposal area of approximately 985 acres was
identified west of Las Vegas to allow exchange of
public lands for Blue Diamond Cholla habitat (see
Map 2-3).

Management direction was added to ensure that any
existing Recreation and Public Purpose lease (located
inside the existing disposal boundary but outside the
proposed disposal areas) that is identified for sale
prior to plan approval would be available for sale.
Therefore, existing disposal actions would remain
disposal actions.

A management direction was added to allow for
repositioning of public lands outside the proposed
disposal areas to consolidate public land patterns and
to improve public services and BLM management.
This direction would be accomplished on a case-by-
case basis through exchange only and would be
subject to meeting specific criteria identified in LD-
1-b. '

A management direction was added to terminate two
outdated small tract classifications. The small tract
lease/sale authority was repealed with the passage of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976.

A managemeni direction was added to identify
competitive bidding procedures and other criteria for
processing requests involving new communication
sites.

Rights-of-Way Management

The BLM will not designate a corridor on Moapa
Indian Reservation lands. The proposed corridors will
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align with the area identified in the Moapa
Legislation.

Recreation Management

Special Recreation Management Areas

Designation of Special Recreation Management Areas
in the draft alternatives was not related to existing
Special Recreation Management Areas designated in
earlier decisions (No Action Alternative). Since none
of the draft alternatives proposed to drop or modify
existing Special Recreation Management Areas, there
would be no Special Recreation Management Areas
designated and also no indication of the most logical
boundary.

Existing and proposed Special Recreation
Management Areas were reviewed to delineate areas
that were appropriate for concentrated recreation
program efforts and resources. Areas such as Areas

" of Critical Environmental Concern where recreational

uses are significantly restricted were deleted, and
areas needing intensive management of recreation use’
were better defined.

This review also resulted in designation of three
Special Recreation Management Areas (Nelson
Hills/Eldorado, Laughlin, and Vegas Valley). These
area are remainders of two larger existing Special
Recreation Management Areas (Clark County and
Spring Mountains), which will be deleted. The three
smaller Special Recreation Management Areas will
allow for more appropriate management focus.

Recreation_Opportunity Spectrum

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory
classes described in Chapter 3 of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement are used as
management goals in several proposed decisions.
However, the recreation opportunities and settings of
the various Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classes
were not included in the decision matrix. As a result
of this omission, some decisions were based on goals
not adopted as plan decisions. The problem was
corrected by including the Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum inventory findings as long-term management
goals in the proposed plan.

Off-Highway Vehicle Management
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Management Objectives and Recommendations for
managing Off-Highway Vehicle uses were scattered
throughout the draft document in different subject
areas. In The Plan, all management decisions are
summarized in the recreation section. The Off-
Highway Vehicle section addresses motorized Off-
Road Vehicle uses, as well as non-motorized uses.
Although many people use the terms “Off-Highway
Vehicle” and “off-road vehicle” interchangeably, off-
road vehicle is the legal term for motorized vehicles
(43 CFR 8340) subject to the BLM’s vehicle
management regulations.

Specific management direction for non-speed events
within desert tortoise areas of critical environmental
concern was developed with coordination of various
user groups and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Minerals Management

The desert tortoise Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern would be closed to mineral entry. Some
smaller Areas of Critical Environmental Concemn
within the desert tortoise Area of Critical
Environmental Concerns would also be closed to
mineral entry as shown on Table 2-12.

Hazardous Materials Management

This section was not included in any of the draft
alternatives, but was added to The Plan based on
public comment and BLM guidance.

Fire Maﬁagement

This section was revised to ensure that plan
amendments would not be required for every
adjustment of an initial attack area. The Draft
approach for very specific initial attack areas is more
appropriate at the activity plan level. Under the Draft
approach, any future changes to initial attack areas
required a plan amendment.

Other Changes
General editing was done to simplify management
objectives, reduce duplication, and improve readability

and presentation of information.

The Sunrise Mountain Special Recreation
Management Area boundary was increased to match

the Rainbow Garden Area of Critical Environmental
Concern that covers the same area.

The administrative Virgin River Recreation Lands
designation was replaced by the Virgin River Area of
Critical Environmental Concern designation, to
provide for more protection.

Specific management directions previously listed
under most Special Recreation Management Areas
have been dropped. These directions are more
appropropriately developed in a site-specific recreation
area management plan to be prepared for each Specna]
Recreation Management Area.

Appendices A, B, C and D from the Draft Plan were
incorporated into Appendix M (Standard Opcratmg
Procedures) of The Plan.

Proposed Plan

A code with 2 to 3 capital letters is used to designate
each resource program (see list below). Objectives
are designated by sequential numbers following the
program code, such as AR-1. Management directions
are identified by the objective designation followed by
a lower case letter, such as AR-1-a. The AR-1-a
management direction is linked directly to, and listed
below, the AR-1 objective.

Objectives and management direction for the air, soil,
water, and riparian resources that are impacted by
other resource programs are included in those program
sections. To avoid redundancy, these objectives and
management direction are not repeated within the air,
soil, water, and riparian sections.

Objectives and management direction denoted with an
asterisk (*) are common to all alternatives.
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. ,
Codes for Each Resource

Air Resource AR
Soil Resource SL
Water Resource wT
Riparian ' RP
Vegetation vG
Visual Resource \'A)
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern AC
Fish and Wildlife Habitat FW
Special Status Species SS
Forestry ' FR
Livestock Grazing LG
Wild Horse and Burro WHB
Cultural Resource CR
Lands LD
Rights-of-Way RW
Acquisitions AQ
Recreation RC
Wild and Scenic Rivers SR
Wilderness WS
Minerals MN
Hazardous Materials HZ
Fire FE

s

Air Resource Management

Objective

AR-1 - Ensure that actions occurring on BLM-
administered lands do not violate local, state, tribal
and Federal air quality laws, regulations, and
standards. *

Management Direction
AR-1-a - Ensure that the planning process
addresses air quality considerations by
incorporating objectives and actions into resource
activity plans, such as Allotment Management
Plans, Habitat Management Plans, and Watershed
Management Plans. Where applicable, include
“conformity” demonstration in site-specific
activity plans and/or National Environmental
Policy Act documentation.

AR-1-b - Permit only those activities on BLM-
administered lands that are consistent with
Federal, State, and local air quality standards and
regulations. Require that all appropriate air
quality permits are obtained before BLM approval
of an action is granted.* Where applicable,

28—

demonstrate how proposed management actions
comply with local, state, tribal and Federal air
quality laws, regulations, and standards
(Conformity; per 40 CFR 93.100 et seq).

Soil Resource Management

Objective :

SL-1 - Reduce erosion and sedimentation while
maintaining or where possible enhancing soil
productivity through the maintenance and
improvement of watershed conditions.*

Management Direction:
SL-1-a. On watersheds that exhibit good
potential for recovery, implement protective
measures, including but not limited to fencing and
removal of tamarisk.

SL-1-b. Improve watersheds that have a critical
erosion condition and a moderate erosion
condition to have a high erosion susceptibility
(See Table 2-1). Give priority to those
watersheds within the Colorado River drainage
system*.

SL-1-c - Maintain watersheds that have a stable
and slight erosion condition with a low moderate
or high susceptibility; and maintain watersheds
that have a moderate erosion condition with a low
or moderate erosion susceptibility (See Table 2-

1).

Water Resource Management

Objectives .
WT-1. Maintain the quality of waters presently in

compliance with State and/or Federal water quality
standards. Improve the quality of waters found to be
in noncompliance.*

WT-2. Maintain or reduce salt yields originating
from public lands to meet State-adopted and
Environmental Protection Agency approved water
quality standards for the Colorado River.

Management Direction
WT-1a,2a. Using Best Management Practices as

identified by the State of Nevada, minimize
contributions from both point and non-point
sources of pollution (including salts) resulting
from public land management actions. 73




Table 2-1. Erosion condition and susceptibility
management objectives.

Objective

WT-3 - Ensure availability of adequate water to meet
management objectives including the recovery and/or
re-establishment of Special Status Species.*

Management Direction:
WT-3-a - Determine water needs to meet
management objectives. File for appropriative
water rights on public and acquired lands in
accordance with the State of Nevada water laws
for water sources that are not federally reserved.*

WT-3-b - Determine instream flow requirements
and apply for necessary water rights on the
Virgin River and Meadow Valley Wash.

Riparian Management

Objective

RP-1. Provide widest variety of vegetation and
habitat for wildlife, fish, and watershed protection;
ensure that all riparian areas are in proper functioning
condition by achieving an advanced ecological status,
except where resource management objectives require
an earlier successional stage. Manage vegetation
consistent with VG-1.*

Management Direction
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RP-1-a. Complete assessments on all riparian
areas, including development of actions necessary
to achieve Proper Functioning Condition on all
areas that are functioning at risk.*

RP-1-b. Improve riparian areas, giving priority
to areas Functioning at Risk with a downward
trend. Implement measures to protect riparian
areas, such as fencing and/or alternate water
sources away from the riparian area.*

RP-1-c. Ensure that the minimum requirement of
Proper Functioning Condition on all riparian areas
is maintained or achieved.

RP-1-d. Do not allow competitive off-road
vehicle events within 0.25 mile of natural water
sources and associated riparian areas.*

RP-1-e. Retain riparian and mesquite woodlands
in Federal ownership, unless their dxsposal isin
the public interest.

RP-1-f. Use integrated weed management
techniques to control and eradicate tamarisk, such
as buming, chemical, biological or mechanical
treatments, where potential for treatment is good.
Rehabilitate the area with native species to help
reduce the potential for tamarisk re-establishment
and improve ecosystem health.

Vegetation Management

Objective

VG1 - Maintain or improve the condition of
vegetation on public lands to a Desired Plant
Community or to a Potential Natural Community (see
Appendix N for desert tortoise habitat guidelines for
desired plant community).*

Management Direction:
VG1la - Manage to achieve a Desired Plant

Community or a Potential Natural Community.

Objective
VG2. Restore plant productivity on disturbed areas of
the public lands.*

Management Direction
VG2a. Rehabilitate, reclaim, or revegetate areas

subjected to surface-disturbing activities, where
feasible. When rehabilitating disturbed areas,
manage for optimum species diversity by seeding
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native species, except where non-native species
are appropriate.*

Visual Resource Management (VRM)

Objective

VS-1. Limit future impacts on the visual and
aesthetic character of the public lands.* (See Map 2-
9)

Management Direction:
VS-1-a. Designate 968,890 acres of public lands
as VRM Class II and manage to retain the
landscape’s existing character. In these areas,
authorized actions may not modify existing
landscapes or attract the attention of casual
viewers.* (Map 2-9)

VS-1-b. Designate 1,727,870 acres of public
lands as VRM Class III for partial retention of
the existing character of the landscape. In these
areas, authorized actions may alter the existing
landscape, but not to the extent that they attract
or focus attention of the casual viewer.* (Map 2-
9)

VS-1-c. Designate 635,135 acres of public lands
as VRM Class IV, which allows activities
involving major modification of the landscape’s
existing character. Authorized actions may create
significant landscape alterations and would be
obvious to casual viewers.* (Map 2-9)

VS-1-d. Continue to refine the VRM inventory
to refine the database, viewsheds, and scenic
ratings.*

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Objectives

AC-1. Establish areas of critical environmental
concern specifically for management of desert tortoise
within the Northeastern Mojave and Eastern Mojave
recovery units identified in the Tortoise Recovery
Plan (SS-31a)(see Table 2-2). Manage a sufficient
quality and quantity of desert tortoise habitat, which
in combination with tortoise habitat on other Federal,
State and private land, will meet recovery plan
criteria. Maintain functional corridors of habitat
between areas of critical environmental concern to

increase the chance of long-term persistence of desex.
tortoise populations within the recovery unit.

AC-2. Protect areas with significant cultural, natural,
or geological values by establishing areas of critical
environmental concern shown in Tables 2-3 through
2-6.

Management Direction
AC-1af2a. Designate areas shown in Tables 2-2

through 2-6 and on Map 2-7 as areas of critical
environmental concemn for a total of
approximately 1,005,031 acres. Manage each
area based on the specific resource constraints
identified in Tables 2-2 through 2-6. '

AC-1b/2b. Incorporate Areas of Critical
Environmental Concemn on lands relinquished
from withdrawal to other Federal agencies into
the Area of Critical Environmental Concern.

Also apply the management guidance, restrictions,
and directions appropriate to areas of Critical
Environmental Concern to the relinquished lands.

AC-1c¢/2c. Manage those portions of an Area of
Critical Environmental Concern within a .
Wildemess Study Area under the Interim
Management Policy until such time Congress
makes further determination on their status. For
those areas released from wilderness

consideration by Congress, manage under the
appropriate Area of Critical Environmental
Concern guidance, restrictions and directions.

Fish, Wildlife and Special Status Species
Management

Fish and Wildlife

Objectives
FW-1, Maintain or improve approximately 869,800
acres of current and potential bighorn sheep habitat
toward full ecological potential. Through
management and habitat enhancement projects, allow
desert bighorn sheep populations to reach levels
consistent with the carrying capacity of their habitat,
and consistent with other BLM policy. Table 2-7
shows the potential population estimates of bighomn
sheep. Make adjustments to the population estimates
as needed, based on the results of monitoring. o
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Table 2-2. Desert tortoise Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).

Piute/Eldorado

Coyote Springs Mormon Mesa Gold Butte, Part A

329,440 75,500 151,360 186,909

Critical tortoise habitat.

Retain in federal ownership. Designate as ROW avoidance area except within
corridors. '

Close to locatable minerals and solid leasables. Open to fluid mineral leasing subject
to no surface occupancy stipulations. Allow material site ROW only within 1/2 mile of
the centerline of Federal Aid Highways. Designate as a site type ROW exclusion area
except within 1/2 mile of either side of Federal Aid Highways. Allow FUP only within
172 mile of the centerline of federal and state highways and specified county roads.
Issue FUP to governmental entities only.

Close to livestock grazing. Manage for zero wild horses and burros.

Require reclamation of temporary roads. Authorize new roads in response to specific
proposed actions where no feasible alternative exists. Ensure access to private property.

Do not allow commercial collection of flora. Only allow commercial collection of fauna
upon completion of a scientifically credible study that demonstrates commercial
collection does not adversely impact affected species or their habitat. This action will
not affect hunting, trapping or casual collection as permitted by the State.

Designate as "Limited to designated roads and trails" for all motorized and mechanized "
vehicles. Prohibit ORV speed events, mountain bike races, horse endurance rides,

4WD hill climbs, mini events, publicity rides, high speed testing and similar speed
based events. Commercial activities may be permitted on a case-by-case basis if
consistent with the recovery of the desert tortoise.

Allow non-speed events subject to: 1) Recreation Use Permits shall be required for
events with more than 25 vehicles; 2) Events with more than 100 vehicles must be held
during the tortoise inactive season (11/1 to 2/28(29). There will be a cap of no more
than 300 motorcycles or 300 four-wheeled vehicles on any event with the exception
that if an alternative route is not found for the Barstow to Las Vegas, the number of
entrants permitted in Nevada will be consistent with that permitted by California, 3)
No off-highway vehicle events will be permitted from 4/1 to 6/1 and from 8/15 to
10/15 (dates will vary slightly annually to provide a full weekend if 4/1 falls during the
weekend and to provide three full weekends prior to (or including) 11/1); 4) A
maximum of 10 permitted non-speed events will be allowed annually during the
tortoise active season (3/1 to 10/31) with no more than 3 events per ACEC, with the
exception that an event based on historic use patterns will be allowed from Mesquite
through the Mormon Mesa ACEC. This event may have 200 entrants, will count as 2
of the 3 events held annually and is limited to a one way route (north-south or south-
north); 5) A maximum of 12 permitted non-speed events will be allowed annually
during the tortoise inactive season with no more than 4 events per ACEC; 6) Vehicles
shall not exceed the legal speed limit (posted or unposted) of the road(s) used during
the event. Clark County speed limit for unposted roads is 25 MPH.
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Stump Spring

Sloan
Rock Art
District

Hidden
Valley

Keyhole
Canyon

Bird
Spring

%k %k

Table 2-3. Archaeological and cultural resources ACECs (not shared with other ACECs).

Arden
Historic
Sites

Crescent
Townsite

641

320

3,360

361

161

1,480

437

Prehistoric
camp and

camp).

historic trail/

Prehistoric habitation and rock art.

mining.

Historic railroad
construction, and

ROW exclusion.

Retain in federal ownership. Designate as ROW avoidance areas. Close to mineral
material ROWs.

Close to locatable minerals, salables and solid leasables. Open to fluid minerals
subject to no surface occupancy stipulations.

applicable.

Manage consistent with the surrounding allotment and herd management area, if

Require reclamation of temporary roads. Authorize new roads in response to specific
authorized actions only, ensure access to private property.

Limited designation, consistent with OHV designations of surrounding areas, except.
for Hidden Valley which is closed to OHV.

Key:

***Within Red Rock Canyon NCA expansion; acreage not included in total ACEC calucations in plan.
Already withdrawn from mineral entry under the Red Rock legislation.
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Table 2-4. Archaeological and cultural resources ACECs and a Natural ACEC (shared with Gold Butte
ACEQ).
I

Gold Butte ACEC, Part B Gold Butte ACEC, Part A
Gold Butte ACEC, Part B Gold Red Rock | Whitney Devil’s
Butte Spring Pocket Throat
Townsites
119,097+ ***160 **640 **160 **640 "
Cultural resources, scenic, Historic Prehistoric habitation Natural ||
wildlife habitat, mining and rock art. hazard
sensitive species. area.
Retain in federal ownership. Retain in federal ownership. Designate as ROW
Designate as ROW avoidance avoidance area.
area.
Close to locatable minerals, Close to locatable minerals, salables and solid
salables and solid leasables. leasables. Open to fluid minerals subject to no
Open to fluid minerals subject surface occupancy stipulations. Close to mineral
to timing and special use material ROWs.
constraints.
Close to grazing. Manage wild | Manage consistent with the surrounding atlotment
burros at AML = 98. and herd management area, if applicable.

Require reclamation of temporary roads. Authorize new roads in response to specific
authorized actions only, ensure access to private property.

Limited to existing roads and trails. Do not Limited designation; consistent with
allow speed ORV events. Other events OHYV designations of surrounding
allowed on case-by-case basis. areas.

Key:
*Includes 160 acres of Gold Butte Townsite; excludes Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn land
**Within Gold Butte ACEC Part A, acreage not included in totals calculations in plan.

**Within Gold Butte ACEC Part B; acreage not included in totals calculations in plan.
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Table 2-5. Special wildlife and riparian ACECs.

Amargosa Gold Butte ACEC Big Dune -Ash Meadows
Mesquite Part C*
(Virgin Mountains)
6,891 38,431 1,920 37,152
Neotropical bird Wildlife habitat, Special Status species habitat.
habitat. scenic and
botanical.

Retain in federal ownership. Designate as an ROW avoidance area except within
corridors. Close to mineral material ROWs.

(and)
Designate as
ROW
exclusion area.

(and)
Acquire private land
on a willing seller
basis.

Close to locatable minerals, salables and solid leasables.

special stipulations

Allow fluid mineral leasing, subject to
Timing and Surface Use Constraint

Allow fluid
mineral
leasing subject
to no surface

Close to geothermal
prospecting and
leasing, including
BLM lands inside the

grazing. AML for
wild horses and
burros = zero.

grazing. N/A for
wild horses and
burros.

occupancy Ash Méadows NWR
stipulations.
Open to livestock | Close to livestock N/A Close to livestock

grazing. AML for
wild horses = zero.

Require reclamation of temporary roads. Authorize new roads in response to specific
authorized actions only, ensure access to private property.

Designate as limited to existing roads
and trails. No competitive ORV events.

Designate 10-
15% as closed
to OHV;
designate 85-
90% as open
to OHV; no
competitive
ORY events.

Outside the Refuge
boundary - Limit to
existing roads and
trails; within the
Refuge boundary -
limited, designated
roads and trails. No
competitive OHV
events.

*QOriginally called Virgin Mountain ACEC, it was combined with the Gold Butte
ACEC to form one contiguous ACEC.
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Table 2-6. Combination values ACECs

Arrow Canyon
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Rainbow Gardens

River
Mountains

Virgin River

2,084

37,620

5,617

6,411

Paleontological
(Miocene bird tracks);
Geological (candidate
for the mid-
carboniferous boundary
stratotype section);
cultural (prehistoric rock
art).

Geological;
scientific; scenic;
cultural (320
acres)); sensitive
plants.

Bighorn sheep
habitat; scenic
viewshed for
Henderson and
Boulder City.

T&E, riparian
habitat; cultural
resources
(5,000 acres
only)..

Retain in federal ownership. Designate as ROW avoidance area exc

corridors. Close to mineral material ROWs.

ept within

(and)
Acquire private
land wiriparian
or aquatic
habitat on a
willing seller
basis.

Close to locatable minerals, salables and solid leasables. Open to fluid minerals

subject to no surface occupancy stipulations.

Manage consistent with
the surrounding
allotment and herd
management area, if
applicable.

Close to livestock
grazing. N/A for
wild horses and
burros.

N/A

Close to
livestock
grazing. N/A
for wild horses
and burros. i

Require reclamation of temporary roads. Authorize new roads in response to specific

authorized actions only, ensure access to private property.

Limited designation
consistent with OHV
designations of
surrounding areas.

Designate as
limited to
designated roads
and trails. No
speed based
vehicle events.

Designate as limited to existing
roads and trails. No speed based
vehicle events.
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Table 2-7. Bighorn sheep Habitat Management Areas.

Management Direction
FW-1-a. Maintain and improve bighom sheep
habitat by maintaining existing water
developments, constructing additional water
developments, and protecting/improving springs,
seeps and riparian habitat, consistent with BLM
policy for management of wilderness study areas,
in the following areas:
+ Arrow Canyon/Elbow Range
+ South Spring/Bird Spring Range
+ Gold Butte/Virgin Mountains
+ Muddy Mountains
+ Spring Range
+ Eldorado/Newberry Range
+ Specter Range/Last Chance Range/Bare
_ Mountains McCullough Range/Highland

Range/Crescent Peak.

Limit competition between bighom, livestock, and
wild horses and burros around spring sources by
providing separate water sources for each type of
user. When possible, provide water at the source
for wildlife. If new data indicate that
improvements are needed in other areas, do not
limit activities to the areas listed above.

FW-1-b. Evaluate discretionary activities
proposed in bighom sheep habitat and on a case-
by-case basis. Grant authorization if the proposed
actions are consistent with goals and objectives of
the Rangewide Plan for Managing Desert
Bighorn Sheep Habitat on Public Lands (U.S.
Dept. of Interior, BLM 1988) and other
applicable policies.

Objective

FW-2. Re-establish native fauna (including
naturalized species) to historic habitat and improve
population numbers in current use areas.

Management Direction

FW-2-a. Cooperate with State and Federal wildlife
agencies in implementing introductions,
reintroduction, and augmentation releases of native
and/or naturalized species (such as desert bighorn
sheep, and chukar).

FW-2-b. Design new waters for livestock and
wild horses and burros to reduce potential s
conflicts with bighorn sheep and other wildlife,
consistent with BLM policy for management of
wilderness study areas.
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FW-2-c. Animal damage control activities may
be allowed on a temporary basis if necessary for
successful re-establishment of native species or to
allow for recovery of decimated populations.

Objective

FW-3. Support viable and diverse native wildlife
populations by providing and maintaining sufficient
quality and quantity of food, water, cover, and space
to satisfy needs of wildlife species using habitats on
public land.

Management Direction
FW-3-a. Manage mesquite and acacia woodlands

for their value as wildlife habitat in the following .

areas: Amargosa Valley, Meadow Valley Wash,
Moapa Valley, Pahrump Valley, Stewart Valley,
Hiko Wash, Piute Wash, Crystal and Stump
Springs, or any other areas identified as being of -
significant wildlife value.

FW-3-b. Allow harvesting of green or dead and
down Mesquite by permit only and in those areas
identified in FW-3-a, where consistent with
sustaining plant communities in a healthy and
vigorous state and also consistent with sustaining
viable wildlife populations.

FW-3-c. Manage habitat to support elk that
move onto BLM-managed lands from U.S. Forest
Service lands in the Spring Mountains.
Determine needed adjustments to population
levels through monitoring in cooperation with the
U.S. Forest Service and Nevada Division of
Wildlife. '

FW-3-d. Allow construction and maintenance of
additional upland game guzzlers, as needed,
consistent with BLM policy, including placement
in wildemess study areas.

FW-3-e. Protect artificial and natural waters that
provide benefit to wildlife by providing a
minimum buffer of 0.25 mile for permitted
activities (such as for off-road vehicle events).

FW-3-f. Protect key nesting areas, migration
routes, important prey base areas, and
concentration areas for birds of prey on public
lands by mitigating activities during National
Environmental Policy Act compliance.

FW-3-g. Protect important resting/nesting
habitat, such as riparian areas and mesquite/acacia
woodlands. Do not allow projects that may

adversely impact the water table supporting these
plant communities.

- FW-3-h. Improve disturbed non-game bird
habitat, including the water table supporting these
habitats, by emphasizing maintenance and
enhancement of natural biodiversity.

Special Status Species

Special Status Species include all plant and animal
species that are Federally listed as “threatened or
endangered” under the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended, Candidate species under the
Endangered Species Act, State listed species, or
species otherwise identified by the BLM State
Director.

Objective

§S-1. Manage special status species habitat at the
potential natural community or desired plant
community, according to the need of the species.

Management Direction
§S-1-a. Improve approximately 400 acres of

aquatic and riparian habitat on the Virgin River,
Muddy River, and Meadow Valley Wash from its
existing poor-to-fair condition to good-or-better
condition by replacing Tamarix with native
species.

§$S-1-b. Maintain or improve approximately
37,152 acres of spring, wet meadow, and desert
habitats in Ash Meadows Area of Critical
Environmental Concemn to potential natural
community or desired plant community.

Objective

$S-2. Manage habitat to further sustain the
populations of Federally listed species so they would
no longer need protection of the Endangered Species
Act. Manage habitats for non-listed special status
species to support viable populations so that future
listing would not be necessary.

Management Direction
SS-2-a. Enter into conservation agreements with

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the State
of Nevada that, if implemented, could reduce the
necessity of future listings of the species in
question. Conservation agreements may include,
but not be limited to, the following: Blue
Diamond cholla, Las Vegas bearpoppy, white-
margined penstemon, and Phainopepla.
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§S-2-b. Manage public lands adjacent to the Ash
Meadows Area of critical environmental concern
and the Moapa National Wildlife Refuge to
complement spring and aquatic habitat for special
status species, including projects that may affect
ground water levels or spring flows.

§S-2-c. Maintain approximately 1,920 acres of
sand dune habitat on Big Dune in a natural
condition to support all species dependent upon
dune habitat, with emphasis on special status

species.

QObjective

SS-3. Manage desert tortoise habitat to achieve the
recovery criteria defined in the Tortoise Recovery
Plan (USFWS 1994) and ultimately to achieve
delisting of the desert tortoise. When the population
in a recovery unit meets the following criteria it may
be considered recovered and eligible for delisting (for
complete criteria see the Tortoise Recovery Plan).

Criterion 1: As determined by a scientifically
credible monitoring plan, the population within a
recovery unit must exhibit a statistically
significant upward trend or remain stationary for
at least 25 years (one tortoise generation).

Criterion 2: Enough habitat must be protected
within a recovery unit, or the habitat and desert
tortoise populations must be managed intensively
enough, to ensure long-term population viability.
At least one area of critical environmental
concern (Desert Wildlife Management Area) must
be established in each recovery unit that is,
except under unusual circumstances, at least
1,000 square miles in area.

Although the Tortoise Recovery Plan
recommends establishment of at least one desert
wildlife management area of 1,000 square miles
in each recovery unit, it is not possible to achieve
this on public lands in Nevada. The minimally
acceptable situation identified in the Tortoise
Recovery Plan is to establish several smaller
desert wildlife management areas that are
connected by corridors of functional tortoise
habitat. This is the situation in both the
Northeastern Mojave and Eastern Mojave
Recovery Units.

In the Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit,
approximately 1,780 square miles of desert
tortoise habitat are proposed to be managed for

recovery of the desert tortoise. This area includes
lands managed by the BLM, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and National Park Service in
Nevada, Arizona and Utah. Approximately 648
square miles of these lands are managed by the
Las Vegas BLM Field Office. In the Eastern
Mojave Recovery Unit, the 514 square miles
proposed for designation as an area of critical
environmental concern in the Las Vegas District
would be combined with additional tortoise
habitat in Lake Mead National Recreation Area
and in California to meet recovery criteria.

Criterion 3: Provisions must be made for
population management at each area of
environmental concern (Desert Wildlife
Management Area) so that discrete population
growth rates (lambdas) are maintained at or above
1.0. A lambda of 1.0 indicates a stable or
increasing population.

Criterion 4: Regulatory mechanisms or land
management commitments have been
implemented that provide for adequate long-term
protection of desert tortoises and their habitat.
Delisting would be followed by a loss of
protection under the Endangered Species Act;
therefore, adequate protection through alternative
means is essential before delisting can occur.
Reasonable assurance must exist that conditions
which brought about population stability will be
maintained, or as necessary, improved during the
foreseeable future.

Criterion 5: The population in the recovery unit
is unlikely to need protection under the
Endangered Species Act in the foreseeable future.

Management Direction
§S-3-a. Manage 743,209 acres of the four desert

tortoise areas of critical environmental concern
specifically for desert tortoise recovery (Map 2-
7). Implement the management actions listed
below, and on Table 2-2, in these areas of critical
environmental concern:

a. Minimize impacts to tortoise habitat during
fire suppression by minimizing the use of
mechanized equipment and, where possible,
staying on existing roads and trails. However,
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give priority to keeping the wildfire to an
absolute minimum.

. Manage wild horses and burros for zero
appropriate management level within desert
tortoise areas of critical environmental
concern.

. Implement inventory, monitoring, and research
projects dealing with management issues
within desert tortoise areas of critical
environmental concern.

. Limit utility corridors to 3,000 feet or less in
width.

. Do not allow new landfills.

. Do not authorize military maneuvers.

. Allow development of campgrounds only if
consistent with the objectives of the Tortoise
Recovery Plan.

. On a case-by-case basis, support fencing of
highways and moderately-to-heavily traveled
dirt roads with tortoise-proof fencing and
installation of culverts to allow tortoises to
cross under the highway and roads.

i. Require reclamation of disturbed lands

resulting from activities that result in loss or
degradation of tortoise habitat with habitat to
be reclaimed so that pre-disturbance condition
can be reached within a reasonable time
frame. Reclamation may include salvage and
transplant of cactus and yucca, recontouring of
the area, scarification of compacted soil, soil
amendments, seeding, and transplant of
seedling shrubs. Subsequent seeding or
transplanting efforts may be required, if
monitoring indicates that the original effort
was not successful.

j. Commercial activities may be permitted, on a

case-by-case basis, if not in conflict with
recovery of the desert tortoise.

. Designate as “"limited to designated roads and
trails” for all motorized and mechanized
vehicles.

. Allow non-speed off-highway vehicle events
subject to restrictions identified in RC-ll-_f.

Chapter 2 - Proposed Plan and Range of Alternatives
Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

m. Prohibit off-road vehicle speed events,
mountain bike races, horse endurance rides,
4-wheel drive hill climbs, mini events,
publicity rides, high speed testing, and
similar speed-based events.

n. Do not allow commercial collection of flora.
Only allow commercial collection of fauna
upon completion of a scientifically credible
study that demonstrates commercial
collection of fauna does not adversely impact
affected species or their habitat. This action
will not affect hunting or trapping and casual
collection as permitted by the State. '

o. In accordance with the BLM/Clark County
Interlocal Agreement approved July 1, 1997,
BLM will regulate and manage organized
recreational activities on County RS2477
roads in accordance with 43 CFR, subpart
8372.

p. Campers may pull their vehicles off the edge
of the road but must stay within 15 feet of
the edge of the road, except in Wilderness
Study Areas where the vehicle must remain
within the berm of the road.

Objective

$S-4. Encourage the obtainment and dissemination of
knowledge regarding the Mojave Desert ecosystem
including desert tortoise biology.

Management Direction:
SS-4-a. Manage the Desert Tortoise

Conservation Center Management Area (11,014
acres) to support desert tortoise research and
other research associated with the Mojave Desert
Ecosystem. When feasible, expand the function
of the center to include an environmental
educationf/awareness program in close
coordination with other Federal agencies and
State and local governments.

$S-4-b. If and when funding is available, expand
the existing facilities at the Desert Tortoise
Conservation Center Management Area as
necessary to accommodate future research and
educational needs.
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Forestry Management

Objectives

FR-1. Maintain woodland and conifer forest where
possible for all-aged stands, with an understory
vegetation forage value rating at moderate or better.

Management Direction
FR-1-a. Firewood cutting and gathering is
limited to approved areas subject to restrictions
developed for protection of Threatened,
Endangered and Sensitive species and other
sensitive resources.

FR-1-b. Allow harvest of dead and/or down
wood or BLM-marked green mesquite “trees” for
dwarf mistletoe control only in approved areas.

Objective .
FR-2. Limit collection or sale of desert vegetation

and other vegetative resources for public use to
approved areas including disposal areas, rights-of-way,
and gravel pits.

Management Direction
FR-2-a. Assess the potential for salvage and/or
harvest of desert vegetation at locations where
surface-disturbing activities are authorized.

Table 2-8. Kind of livestock

Livestock Grazing Management

Objective

LG-1. Provide for continued grazing of domestic
livestock on public lands, consistent with law,
regulation, established standards and guidelines and
policy on areas open to livestock grazing (see Map 2-
8). -

2-20

Management Direction

LG-1-a. Manage the range resource consistent
with the phenological and physiological
requirements of key perennial species.

LG-1-b. Livestock grazing on all ephemeral
allotments will be permitted if on-the-ground
evaluations determine that forage is available, and
use is consistent with the Standards and
Guidelines and allotment specific objectives.

LG-1-c. Provide for increased plant vigor and
reproductive capability of perennial forage on the
open allotments through livestock grazing
management.

LG-1-e. Maintain static trend or achieve upward
trend of key perennial forage species through
livestock grazing management.

LG-1-e. Salt and mineral supplement will be
placed a minimum of one mile from water.

LG-1-f. Manage grazing allotments outside the
desert tortoise Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern consistent with grazing Prescription 2
identified in Biological Opinion File No.: 1-5-91-
F-36 as amended: Livestock use may occur on
open allotments in desert tortoise habitat outside
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern/Desert
wildlife Management Areas from March 1 to
October 14, as long as forage utilization does not
exceed 40 percent on key perennial grasses, forbs,
and shrubs. Between October 15 and February
28, forage utilization will not exceed 50 percent
on key perennial grasses and 45 percent on key
shrubs and perennial forbs.

The BLM will reinitiate formal consultation on a
case-by-case basis if any change is identified to
Prescription 2 in an allotment grazing system.

LG-1-g. Close all allotments to livestock grazing
within the planning unit, with the following
exceptions: Hidden Valley, Mount Stirling, Lower
Mormon Mesa, Roach Lake, White Basin,
Muddy River, Wheeler Wash, Mesa Cliff, Amrow
Canyon in Battleship Wash, Flat Top Mesa, Jean
Lake, and Arizona administered allotments (see
Map 2-8 for locations and boundaries). That
portion of the Jean Lake allotment within the
desert tortoise Area of Critical Environmental
Concern would be closed to grazing. Close all
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land disposal areas to livestock grazing (See Map
2-3).

LG-1-h. Designate allotments that currently have
an existing closure as permanently closed. .
Designate all unallotted areas within southern Nye
County as permanently closed to livestock
grazing.

LG-1-i. Additional allotment closures could be
approved based on voluntary relinquishment of
grazing privileges, permits, or leases.

LG-1-j. The type of livestock that will be
authorized on each allotment is identified in Table
2-8. Changes to the type of livestock may be
made following site-specific environmental
analysis.

Objective

LG-2. Establish grazing management systems
including rest rotation, deferred rest rotation, or other
management approaches as needed to meet specific
resource management objectives.

Management Direction
LG-2-a. Include water availability for all uses as

part of any grazing system, considering riparian
areas, livestock, wildlife, wild horses and burros.

LG-2-b. Develop range improvements, as
needed, to reach more uniform distribution of
livestock consistent with management objectives.

LG-2-c. Incorporate Standards and Guidelines
into all livestock use authorizations, grazing
systems, and management plans to ensure
rangeland health improved or maintained (see
Appendix L).

Objective

LG-3. Manage allotments open to grazing using the
“selective management” approach (see Map 2-8 and
LG-3-a for open allotments).

Management Direction

LG-3-a. Drop existing categories from

allotments closed to livestock grazing. Other

direction:

* Arrow Canyon and White Basin will remain
M.

+ Hidden Valley, Jean Lake, Wheeler Wash, and
Mount Stirling will remain “1.”

* Mesa Cliff, Muddy River and Roach Lake will
remain “C.”
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+ Change Lower Mormon Mesa from “C* to "L.”

+ Change Flat Top Mesa from “C” to “M".

* The category for the three allotments
administered by Arizona will not be changed.

Wild Horse and Burro Management

Objectives

WHB-1. In Herd Management Areas not constrained
by desert tortoise restrictions (see Maps 2-1 and 2-7),
manage for healthy, genetically viable herds of wild
horses and/or burros in a natural, thriving ecological
balance with other rangeland uses (see Table 2-9).

Management Direction
WHB-1-a. Establish Appropriate Management
Levels within Herd Management Areas (see
Table 2-9).

WHB-1-b. Adjust the Appropriate
Management Level identified for each Herd
Management Area when monitoring determines
the animal population, forage, water, riparian,
and other ecosystem management objectives are
not being met.

WHB-1-c. Limit utilization of current year’s
production by all herbivores on key perennial
forage species within Herd Management Areas to
50 percent for grasses and 45 percent for shrubs
and forbs.

WHB-1-d. Develop and maintain dependable
water sources, consistent with BLM policy for
wilderness management, to allow more even
distribution of horses and burros throughout the
Herd Management Areas.

WHB-1-e. Use by wild horses and burros will
not be allowed in that portion of the Gold Butte
Herd Management Area that overlaps with the
desert tortoise Gold Butte Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (Gold Butte Part A).

WHB-1-f. No new wild horse .or burro ranges
will be recommended for approval by the
Director.

Objective
WHB-2. Maintain the wild, free-roaming character of
the wild horses and burros on the public lands.
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Table 2-9. Wild horse and burro Herd
Management Areas.

Management Direction

WHB-2-a. To facilitate management consistent

with distinct population units, realign the

following Herd Management Areas (see Map 2-1):

+ Red Rocks Herd Management Area (formerly
part of Spring Mountains Herd Management
Area).

+ Wheeler Pass Herd Management Area (formerly
part of Spring Mountains Herd Management
Area).

+ Johnnie Herd Management Area (formerly Last
Chance and Mt. Stirling Herd Management
Areas).

WHB-2-b. Adopt Herd Management Area
boundaries to existing 1971 locations; this will
increase the size of some Herd Management Areas
but will not decrease any in size (see Map 2-1).

WHB-2-c. Develop/maintain memorandums of
understanding for coordinated herd management
with the National Park Service and U.S. Forest
Service where Herd Management Areas extend
across administrative boundaries.

WHB-2-d. Wild horses and burros that become
problem animals or traffic hazards on Nevada
‘State Routes 159 + 160 or in urban areas will be

removed as soon as possible.

WHB-2-e. Wild horses and burros will be
scheduled for removal as expeditiously as possible
from fenced private lands within the planning area,
after a request is made by the private landowner
and reasonable efforts to restrict the animals from
private property have failed.

WHB-2-f. Wild horses and burros will be
removed when animals are residing on lands
outside the Herd Management Area or when the
Appropriate Management Level is exceeded.

WHB-2-g. Construct underpasses or other
structures within highway rights-of-way to allow
safe passage of wild horses and burros.
Appropriate locations will be determined by BLM
and the Nevada Department of Transportation in
coordination with affected interests. ‘

Cultural Resource Management

Objective

CR1. Identify and protect cultural and
paleontological resources in conformance with
applicable legislation and BLM policy.

Management Direction

The following management directions are based on a
variety of attributes for those kinds of sites discussed
in Table 2-10. The attributes include the potential for
the extraction or preservation of scientific data, site
integrity, the isolated nature of certain properties, and
an assessed potential for impacts from recreational
activities. Each site type possesses one or more uses
with applicable prescriptions for management
according to that displayed in Table 2-10.

CR-1a. Manage the following for information
potential: roasting pit, camp/open lithic scatter,
rock feature, and historic trash scatter site types.
These kinds of sites should be subject to the
following direction:

CR-1a-1. Utilize data recovery efforts through
research designs to attempt to mitigate adverse
effects to cultural resources and paleontological
sites from proposed Federal actions.

CR-1a-2. Study known cultural and
paleontological sites not expected to incur impacts
from Federal actions as a result of using proactive
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research designs. The designs may be initiated by
BLM or independent researchers subject to the
concurrence of BLM and the State Historic
Preservation Office.

CR-1-a3. Representative samples of each site type
will be preserved for conservation purposes.

CR-1-a4. Manage cultural resources on 1,500
acres of public lands within the Virgin River
Anasazi prehistoric district for the potential to
yield scientific or historic information.

CR-1-b. Manage the following for conservation
potential: rockshelter, rock art locale, prehistoric and
historic remains, mining sites, and historic road/trail
site types, which are located in areas that do not
receive intensive recreational uses. These kinds of
sites should be subjected to the following direction:

CR-1-bl. Manage cultural resources on 11,759
acres of public lands at Red Rock Spring and
Stump Springs, the Hidden Valley district, the Sloan
rock art site, the Arden Historic Sites, the Crescent
and Gold Butte mining town sites, and the South
Virgin Peak Ridge District for conservation of their
overriding scientific or historic importance.

CR-1-b2. Release cultural resource sites designed
for “management for conservation” only after
development of a memorandum of agreement
between BLM, the State Historic Preservation
Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. This document would detail efforts to
conduct intensive documentation or retrieve the
physical remains of the property.

CR-1-b3. Manage paleontological resources on 40
acres of public lands within the Arrow Canyon Bird
Track paleontological site for conservation of its
overriding scientific or historic importance.

CR-1-b4. Release paleontological sites designated
for “management for conservation” uses only after
the development of a research design approved by
BLM to remove the specimens, create casts of the
objects, and provide interpretive exhibits.

CR-1-c. Manage the following for public uses:
rockshelter, rock art locale, prehistoric and historic
structural remains, mining sites, and historic
road/trail site types located in areas that have
sustained, or are projected to receive, intensive
recreational uses.

CR-1-c1. Manage cultural resources on 3,660 acres
of public lands within the Arrow Canyon Rock Art
District, Keyhole Canyon, Frenchman Mine, and
Gypsum Cave areas for public values that include
sociocultural, educational, and recreational uses.

CR-1-c2. Develop programs that use

surveillance to monitor resources with public value
uses. Where analysis of monitoring results indicates
a need for further protection, construct or install
physical barriers, as appropriate.

CR-1-d. Manage cultural resources on
approximately 200,000 acres of Traditional Lifeway
Areas within the Las Vegas BLM District for their
sociological values by providing for their protection
and preservation (see Map 2-2).

This direction would primarily be accomplished by
inviting Native American Traditional cultural groups
to provide information to BLM concerning
sensitivity of cultural values on Federal lands in
Traditional Lifeway Areas. These lands are not
available for disposal.

CR-1-e. Selected cultural resources should be
designated as priorities for activity planning and
determining best use potential. These include
historic remains in Gold Butte, Crescent,
Goodsprings, and Searchlight mining districts, as
well as the Hidden Valley Archeological District in
the Muddy Mountains. There are also special
cultural resource considerations that may affect the
location, timing, or method of development or use
of other resources in the planning area. These
resources include plants or animals essential to
maintaining cultural integrity of a Traditional
Lifeway Area. :

Lands Management

Objective

Land Disposal Areas:
LD-1. Approximately 175,314 acres of public lands

within the disposal areas identified on Map 2-3 are

potentially available for disposal through sale, exchange,

or Recreation and Public Purpose patent to provide for
the orderly expansion and development of southern
Nevada.
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Table 2-10. Management direction for archaeological site types and cultural resources in LVD.




Management Direction

LD-1-a. Unauthorized use of public lands
outside established disposal areas may be
resolved through direct sale, if proven the
action was not willful or was due to an
erroneous survey, or if remediation of existing
hazardous substances on the property would be
too costly.

LD-1-b. Public lands located outside
established disposal areas would be considered
for repositioning to consolidate BLM parcels
into a more contiguous land pattern and to
improve public services and BLM land
management. Repositioning would occur on a
case-by-case basis, by exchange only, provided
that:

1. The lands would serve the purpose of:

a) community expansion and economic
development, b) local government needs, or
¢) to facilitate Federal land management
and minimize BLM administrative costs.

2. The lands are not adjacent to
Congressionally mandated disposal
boundaries.

3. Lands to be disposed are located outside
any Area of Critical Environmental
Concern, Traditional Lifeway Area, Special
Recreation Management Area, Right-of-
way corridor, Wilderness Study Area,
active communication site, riparian site, or
cultural sites eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places.

4. The public lands are not encumbered by an
existing permit or lease that would preclude
the disposal action.

5. 'The lands do not include habitat of
Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status

Species, or other crucial wildlife habitat.

6. Other public uses of the parcel are of less
value.

7. The parcel of land is for a specific purpose
and is no longer required for any other
Federal purpose.
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8. Local communities support the exchange,
and there is close coordination with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Nevada
Division of Wildlife, and Clark County.

9. Public access would be improved.

10. Any other specific values or concerns not
identified above would be analyzed at the
time of the proposal to determine if the
disposal would be in the public's best
interest.

LD-1-c. Public lands within the Las Vegas
BLM District are not suitable for entry under
Indian Allotment, Desert Land Entry or the
Carey Act, and would not be disposed of
through those authorities.

LD-1-d. Recreation and Public Purpose leases
identified for sale prior to approval of this plan,
which were located inside a disposal area under
the current management plan and are outside
the proposed disposal areas, would remain
available for sale to the current lessee or
assignee. : '

LD-1-e. Approximately 9,423 acres of BLM
inholdings within Ash Meadows National
Wildlife Refuge are available for withdrawal by
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service for
inclusion in the refuge.

LD-1-f. Approximately 11,014 acres of the
Desert Tortoise Conservation Center
Management Area are available for withdrawal
by other Federal agencies when such transfer
would further objective SS-4.

Objective

Land Use Authorizations

LD-2. All public lands within the planning
area, unless otherwise classified, segregated or
withdrawn, and with the exception of Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern and Wilderness
Study Areas, are available at the discretion of
the agency, for land use leases and permits
under Section 302 of Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and for airport leases under
the authority of the Act of May 24, 1928, as
amended.
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Table 2-11. Disposal areas

Management Direction
LD-2-a. Land use lease or permit applications

and airport lease applications will be addressed
on a case-by-case basis, where consistent with
other resource management objectives and local
land uses. Special terms and conditions
regarding use of the public lands involved will
be developed as applicable.

Objective
Land Classifications/Segregations
LD-3. Terminate or modify any unused, outdated,

or unnecessary classifications/segregations and
withdrawals on public lands to reduce the area of
segregation in the plan area.

Management Direction
LD-3-a. In consultation with the appropriate

Federal agency or applicant, review existing
and pending classifications/segregations and

withdrawals to determine if there is a continued

need for them. Consideration will be given to
withdrawal of approximately 1,500 acres of

public land adjacent to Nellis Air Force Base in

support of the Department of Defense’s
Ammunition and Explosives Safety Program.

LD-3-b. The following small tract
classifications will be terminated:

T.25S., R. 59 E. BLM, BLM Order 2/18/63,
Small Tract Cl1 1

T. 22 S., R. 60 E., BLM, BLM Order 4/28/72,
Small Tract Cl 106

Rights-of-Way Management

Objective :
RW-1. Meet public demand and reduce
impacts to sensitive resources by providing an
orderly system of development for '
transportation, including legal access to private
inholdings, communications, flood control,
major utility transmission lines, and related
facilities.

Management Direction
RW-1-a. Designate the following corridors:

1. A corridor 1,400 feet wide from the north
side of the Sunrise Instant Study Area south
through Rainbow Gardens to the Lake Mead
CTOSSOVEr.

This corridor is described as west of the east
boundary of the IPP-McCullough
powerlines. Activation and use of this
corridor is contingent upon Congressional
action releasing the Instant Study Area from
further wilderness consideration and study.

2. See Map 2-4 for the location of the
proposed corridor designations in this
alternative. An approximate total of
158,806 acres is involved, including
legislative designations and the proposed
Sunrise Mountain designation. The
corridors range in width from 1,400 feet to
3,000 feet, for a total length of
approximately 538 miles.

RW-1-b. Do not extend the following
corridors :
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1. The corridor entering Nevada at Nipton
Road and designated as Contingent Corridor
W in the California Desert Conservation
Area Plan, dated 1980, will not be carried
forward in this alternative. The 1988
Mojave National Scenic Area Management
Plan recommended elimination of the
corridor; this was accomplished by a plan
amendment to the California Desert
Conservation Area Plan. -

2. Corridor K-G described and identified in
the Esmeralda-Southern Nye Resource
Management Plan (1986) will not be carried
forward in this alternative. This area is
constrained by natural and man-made
features including mountains, the Amargosa
River, the Low-Level Nuclear Waste Site,
and the town of Beatty. An adjacent
corridor to the east of this area has the
capability to handle foresecable future
powerlines.

3. The corridor designated along the eastern
boundary of U.S. Highway 93 between the
Aerojet Conveyance Area and the Apex
Project Area will not tie into the corridor
designated inside the west boundary of the
‘Apex project area. Per an industry request,
the corridor will stop approximately 5 miles
short of the project area, continue east, and
tie into the corridor extending southwesterly
from the Moapa Indian Reservation.

RW-1-c. When feasible, and where
compatible, major pipeline rights-of-way will be
placed within powerline corridors.

RW-1.d. Provide right-of-way access for local
flood control agencies to develop or maintain
flood control developments, consistent with
right-of-way avoidance and exclusion areas.

RW-1-e. Except as identified in RW-1-f and
RW-1-g, all Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern and all lands within 0.25 mile of
significant caves, exclusive of any designated
corridors, are designated as right-of-way
avoidance areas. This management direction
also applies to RW-2 below.

RW-1-f. Linear right-of-way exclusion areas
are limited to the Hidden Valley District, Sloan
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Rock Art, and Big Dune Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern.

RW-1-g. Site type right-of-way exclusion areas
are limited to all areas of critical environmental
concern, except within 0.50 mile on either side
of Federal Aid Highways. This management
direction also applies to RW-2 below.

RW-1-h. All public land within the planning
area, except as stated in RW-1-c through RW-
1-g, are available at the discretion of the agency
for rights-of-way under the authority of the
Federal Land Policy Management Act.

Objective

RW-2. Maximize the use of existing
communication sites and prevent the
proliferation of scattered single user sites.

Management Direction

RW-2-a. See Map 2-4 for the present
location of existing established
communication sites that will be carried
forward in this alternative.

RW-2-b. Authorization of future
communication site rights-of-way would be
handled as follows:

Communication Sites with a Site Management
Plan:

1. Facilities authorized under new rights-of-
way will be constructed in accordance with
an approved Site Management Plan,

Communication Sites without a Site
Management Plan:

2. New rights-of-way will be authorized within
and on existing rights-of-way and facilities.

This direction also includes communication
site facilities not ordinarily located on a
mountain top, such as AM radio facilities,
personal communications service facilities,
and cellular telephone sites. Personal
communications service facilities will most
likely occur along transportation corridors
such as interstate highways.

RW-2-c. Requests for new communication
sites will generally be processed as follows:
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1. Competitive bidding procedures will be
utilized.

2. Multi-user facilities will be constructed.

3. Site users will jointly form a committee
and develop a Site Management Plan.

See MN-1-n. for Objectives and Management
Direction regarding material site rights-of-way.

Acquisitions Management

Objective

AQ-1. To acquire private lands to enhance the
recovery of special status species, protect
valuable resources and facilitate the
management of adjacent BLM lands. Secure
legal and physical on-the-ground access to
otherwise inaccessible public lands.

Management Direction

Land Acquisition Needs

Land acquisition needs will generally be
processed through the land exchange program;
however, if the opportunity arises lands may be
acquired by donations, Congressionaily
appropriated funds, or compensation funds.

AQ-1-a. The following land acquisition
priorities are based on finding willing sellers:
1. Private lands required to meet
_ management objectives within designated
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
Wilderness Study Areas, recommended
Wilderness Areas, Congressionally
designated areas, Threatened and
Endangered Species habitat, and areas
containing special status species.

2. Lands located within the district,
conveyed into private ownership to
Aerojet Corporation through P.L. 100-
275. The lands involved are located in
Coyote Spring Valley and will be
retained in Federal ownership as part of
Coyote Springs Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.

3. Private lands along the Virgin River,
south of Riverside.

4. Lands not specificaily identified for
acquisition could be acquired on a case-
by-case basis for the following reasons:
a) protect Threatened and Endangered
Species and Special Status Species.

b) provide resource protection.
¢) facilitate implementation of the
Resource Management Plan.
d) provide a more manageable land
ownership pattern.
e) maintain or enhance public uses and
values.
|
AQ-1-b. The BLM will not acquire
" contaminated property.

Recreation Management

Obijective

RC-1. Ensure that a wide range of recreation
opportunities are available for recreation users in
concert with protecting the natural resources on
public lands that attract users. '

Management Direction
RC-1-a. Primary management emphasis will
be on resource-based uses, not facility-based
uses.

RC-1-b. Designate the following Special
Recreation Management Areas as areas where
BLM will concentrate the majority of its
recreation management program effort (see RC-
2 through RC-9).

+ Muddy Mountains

¢ Nellis Dunes

+ Sunrise Mountain

+ Las Vegas Valley

+ Nelson Hills

+ Jean/Roach Dry Lakes

¢ Laughlin

+ Big Dune

Lands outside the Special Recreation
Management Areas will be included within the
Southern Nevada Extensive Recreation
Management Area (see RC-10 and Map 2-5).

RC-1-c. Limit recreation facility development
and special designations to those necessary for
resource protection.
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RC-1-d. Retain the Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum inventory classifications and
opportunity settings as a long-term management
goal for all actions.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum designations (as
described in detail in Chapter 3, See Map 3-17)
include the following:

Designation Acres
Semi-primitive Nonmotorized 276,570
Semi-primitive Motorized 651,414
Roaded Natural 1,928,640 -
Rural 350,626
Urban 124,645

RC-1-e. Support the Nevada Division of
Wildlife in an effort to maintain and improve
hunting opportunities in Clark County.

RC-1-f. Designate the desert tortoise Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern as Special
Areas under 43 CFR 8372 to provide improved
management and coordination between
recreational uses and tortoise habitat
management.

Muddy Mountains Special Recreation
Management Area

Obijective

RC-2. Manage 123,400 acres of the Muddy
Mountain area to provide semi-primitive recreation
opportunities and integrated management of wildlife
habitat, cultural resources, and other recreational
uses. (See Map 2-5)

Management Direction
RC-2-a. Manage the majority of the area
(78,480 acres) for semi-primitive non-motorized
recreation opportunities.

RC-2-b. Manage the remaining area (44,897
acres) for semi-primitive motorized recreation
opportunities.

Nellis Dunes Special Recreation Management
Area

Objective

RC-3. Manage 10,000 acres of the Nellis Dunes as
an open area for intensive off-road vehicle and
other recreation opportunities, including organized
off-road vehicle events, casual off-road vehicle
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freeplay, picnicking, photography, and other non-
off-road vehicle commercial and competitive
permitted activities. (See Map 2-5)

Management Direction
RC-3-a. Permit off-road vehicle free-play and
high-speed, competitive Off-Highway Vehicle
events of all types within the Special
Recreation Management Area.

RC-3-b. Prohibit recreational and target
shooting in the Special Recreation
Management Area, to coincide with Clark
County’s shooting ordinance.

RC-3-c. Consider cooperative ventures, such
as concession leases to enhance recreation
opportunities.

Sunrise Mountain Special Recreation
Management Area

Objective

RC-4. Manage 37,620 acres of the
Sunrise/Frenchman Mountain/Rainbow Gardens
Special Recreation Management Area for recreation
opportunities in concert with sensitive plant, scenic,
cultural, and geologic values of the concurrent Area
of Critical Environmental Concern. (See Map 2-5).

Management Direction
RC-4-a. Prohibit speed based
motorcycle/truck/buggy off-road vehicle events.
Limit mountain bike events to designated roads
and trails until completion of long-term
planning in the Recreation Area Management
Plan.

RC-4-b. Allow non-speed events (such as all
terrain bicycle events, motorcycle trials, non-
competitive off-road vehicle events, and
commercial permitted events and activities) on
designated roads and trails on a case-by-case
basis until completion of long-term planning in
the Recreation Area Management Plan .

RC-4-c. Encourage cooperative ventures, such
as concession leases, to enhance recreation
opportunities.

RC-4-d. Concentrate major powerline
transmission rights-of-way within the confines
of the designated utility corridor to reduce
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conflicts with recreation and to reduce impacts
to scenic resources, such as Rainbow Gardens
and Lava Butte.

RC-4-e. This area will be closed to casual
recreational shooting in accordance with Clark
County’s No-shooting for the Las Vegas
Valley.

Las Vegas Valley Special Recreation
Management Area

Objective

RC-5. Coordinate with county and city
governments to manage 197,300 acres in the Las
Vegas Valley to facilitate the provision of open
space areas, recreational trails, and parks necessary
for valley residents. (See Map 2-5)

Management Direction
RC-5-a. Identify land for reserve recreational

trail, open space, parks, etc. as needed, prior to
land disposals. Reservation should be done
through Recreation and Public Purpose
applications by local governmental agencies.

RC-5-b. Identify public lands on the perimeter
and within the Special Recreation Management
Area that are appropriate for recreational uses
in support of local government land use plans.
RC-5-c. Prohibit recreational and target
shooting on public lands within the Special
Recreation Mariagement Area, in accordance
with the Clark County and local government
shooting ordinances. Prohibit camping on
public lands in the Special Recreation
Management Area, except where specifically
authorized and designated.

RC-5-d. Close the Special Recreation
Management Area to individual, organized, and
competitive off-road use and vehicle events
including off-road casual use. An exception to
this closure is the Nellis Dunes off-road vehicle
Area and the "Nevada 400" course route to the
north, Nevada 400 course limited to one event
per year.

Nelson Hills/Eldorado Special Recreation |
Management Area

Objective

RC-6. Manage 81,600 acres for competitive off-
road vehicle events on BLM-administered lands in
the Nelson Hills/Eldorado Valley Special Recreation
Management Area, in accordance with the
applicable Biological Opinion(s) to protect desert
tortoise habitat. (See Map 2-5)

Management Direction
RC-6-a. Authorize a maximum of nine speed

based events yearly, including five
motorcycle/All Terrain Vehicle and four buggy
events.

RC-6-b. All permitted events must take place
on existing previously used courses.

RC-6-c. Permitted speed-based off-road
vehicle events are aliowed only between
November 1 and February 28 within the parts
of the Special Recreation Management Area
that are critical tortoise habitat.

Jean/Roach Dry Lakes Special Recreatioh
Management Area

Objective :

RC-7. Manage 216,300 acres in the Jean/Roach
Dry Lakes area (Map 2-10) for intensive recreation
opportunities, including competitive off-road vehicle
(in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Biological Opinion) and other recreational
events, as well as dispersed recreational use and
commercial activities. Minimize impacts to white-
margined penstemon populations in accordance with
policies regarding BLM sensitive species. (See Map
2-5)

Management Direction
RC-7-a. Permit high-speed, competitive off-
road vehicle events, casual off-road vehicle
uses, and other recreational and commercial
activities.

RC-7-b. Permitted events will be allowed only
on previously disturbed areas in tortoise
habitat, existing roads, trails, and dry washes.

RC-7-c. Non-vegetated parts of the dry lake
beds will be managed as Open to unrestricted
Off-Highway Vehicle use.
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Laughlin Special Recreation Management Arga

Qbjective

RC-8. Provide a higher level of management
emphasis through increased use monitoring, ranger
patrols, increased BLLM presence at permitted
events, and increased coordination with local
government and businesses for recreational uses on
25,600 acres of public lands around Laughlin,
Nevada (See Map 2-5)

Management Direction
RC-8-a. Work closely with the Nevada

Division of Wildlife to protect habitat areas and
riparian resources of concern.

RC-8-b. Until completion of the Recreation

Area Management Plan, allow up to two -off-

road vehicle events, with the following terms:

+ Limit to 200 participants.

* Closed from May 1 to the Saturday following
opening of upland game bird season (usually
the second Saturday in October).

The seasonal restrictions and the number of
events and participants may be modified as a
result of the Recreation Area Management Plan
process.

Big Dune Special Recreation Management Area

Objective

RC9. Manage 11,600 acres of the Big Dune area
for moderate, casual off-road vehicle use, camping,
and other casual recreation opportunities. (See Map
2-5)

Management Direction ,
RC-9-a. Prohibit all Off-Highway Vehicie use
within the 200-acre beetle habitat in the Big
Dune Area of Critical Environmental Concern
(except on the designated route through the
area), to ensure continued survival of the native
beetle population. Prohibit speed-based
competitive off-road vehicle events within the
1,920-acre Big Dune Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.

RC-9-b. Allow commercial activities and other
permitted events on a case-by-case basis.

RC-9-c. Establish long-term management goals
and objectives including consideration of group

Chapter 2 - Proposed Plan and Range of Alternatives

Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

camping areas. Long-term recreation
management within the dunes would be based
on the beetles’ minimum habitat requirements.

Southern Nevada Extensive Recreation
Management Area

Objective

RC-10. Manage public lands not included within
Special Recreation Management Areas as the
Southern Nevada Extensive Recreation Management
Area, emphasizing dispersed and diverse recreation
opportunities. (See Map 2-5) i

Management Direction
RC-10-a. Manage permitted recreation and
commercial events (outside Special Recreation
Management Areas) as follows:

Areas of Critical Environmental Co -
Prohibit the following activities: off-road
vehicle speed events, 4-wheel drive hill climbs,
minj-events, publicity rides, and high speed
testing.

Limit non-speed and non-off-road vehicle
events to designated roads and trails in tortoise
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; and
to existing roads and trails in Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern designated for other

purposes.

Allow other recreation and/or commercial
events on a case-by-case basis. Seasonal
restrictions may be imposed, based on tortoise
activity.

Other Areas - Permit events on a case-by-case
basis. Restrictions and stipulations necessary
for protection of the desert tortoise may be
imposed within desert tortoise habitat. Close
land disposal areas to overnight camping.

RC-10-b. Allow recreation concession leases
that enhance resource management objectives.

RC-10-c. As resource conditions and/or use
levels warrant, inventory, designate, and
manage mountain bicycle and equestrian trails
throughout the Extensive Recreation
Management Area to meet increasing public
demand for these activities.
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Off Highway/Road Vehicle Designations

Objective

RC-11. Provide opportunities for off-road vehicle
use while protecting wildlife habitat, cultural
resources, hydrological and soil resources, non-
motorized recreation opportunities, natural/aesthetic
values, and other uses of the public land (See Map
2-10).

Management Direction
RC-11-a. Designate following areas (see Map

2-10) as OPEN to all motorized and

mechanized vehicles:

+ Nellis Dunes Special Recreation Management
Area (approx. 10,000 acres).

+ Non-vegetated portions of Big Dune Special
Recreation Management Area outside of
designated beetle habitat (approx. 11,600
acres).

+ Non-vegetated portions of dry lake beds
(approx. 3,000 acres).

RC-11-b. Designate following areas (see Map

2-10) as CLOSED to all motorized and

mechanized vehicles:

+ Hidden Valley (3,360 acres) in the south
Muddy Mountains.

« Approximately 200 acres of beetle habitat at
Big Dune Special Recreation Management
Area (that portion shown on Map 2-10).

The Mojave Road is closed to competitive
events along or within the road alignment;
however, a race course may cross the road
alignment. Except for the Hidden Valley area,
lands in Wilderness Study Areas are not
included in this designation. This designation
would apply to any areas designated by
Congress as wilderness in the future. (See Map
2-10.)

RC-11-c. Designate the following areas (See
Map 2-10) as LIMITED TO DESIGNATED
ROADS AND TRAILS for all motorized and
mechanized vehicles:

« Approximately 743,209 acres desert tortoise
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
including the Piute/Eldorado, Mormon Mesa,
Coyote Springs, and Gold Butte.

» Approximately 327,000 acres adjacent to the
Red Rock Canyon National Conservation

I

Area and the United States Forest Service
Spring Mountain National Recreation Area
(between State Highway 160 and U.S.
Highway 95).

« Rainbow Gardens Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (37,620 acres).

+ BLM inholdings totaling approximately
9,423 acres in Ash Meadows National
Wildlife Refuge.

» All land disposal areas.

RC-11-d. Designate approximately 2,186,483
acres as shown on Map 2-10 as LIMITED TO
EXISTING ROADS, TRAILS AND DRY
WASHES for all motorized and mechanized
vehicles. This designation includes:

» All Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
designated for purposes other than tortoise
habitat protection and all lands not otherwise
designated in RC-11-a, b or ¢.

« All Wilderness Study Areas (or portions) not
included in RC-11-c.

Wilderness Study Areas are further limited to
"existing trails and ways". This distinction is
made because Wilderness Study Areas are by
definition (and inventory) "roadless.” However,
some Wilderness Study Areas have 4-wheel
drive jeep trails known as trails or ways that
remain open to limited use. Wilderness Study
Area Off-Highway Vehicle designations are
interim, contingent on Congress making a final
decision as to their designation as wilderness.

RC-11-e. Management of Speed-Based
Recreation Events (See Appendix J.)

Within tortoise Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern - Prohibit off-road vehicle speed

events, mountain bike races, horse endurance
rides, 4-wheel drive hill climbs, mini-events,
publicity rides, high-speed testing, and similar
speed based events.

Within other Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern - Prohibit off-road vehicle speed

events, 4-wheel drive hill climbs, mini-events,
publicity rides and high speed testing.
Mountain bike events and horse endurance rides
may be allowed on a case-by-case basis and
limited to existing roads and trails.
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Within non-Area of Critical Environmental
Concern Critical Habitat - Nine speed-based

events can be allowed yearly in the Nelson
Hills/Eldorado Valley on existing roads and
trails; with racing allowed between November 1
and February 28, and the number of laps
limited to a maximum of five. Additional
specifics may be included in the U.S Fish and
Wildlife Service Biological Opinion. If the U.S
Fish and Wildlife Service changes critical
habitat following the designation of tortoise
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, the
Off-Highway Vehicle designations and off-road
vehicle restrictions will be reviewed and
modified if appropriate.

Nellis Dunes and dry lakes - Allow off-road
vehicle and other speed events subject to
environmental protection and public safety
stipulations.

Other Areas - Permit events on a case-by-case
basis. No seasonal restrictions. No new
courses in critical desert tortoise habitat. No
new off-road vehicle events in crucial bighorn
sheep habitat.

RC-11-f. Management of Non-Speed Based
Recreation Events (including non-speed
portions of speed events; See Appendix J and
Map 2-10).

Within desert tortoise Areas of Critical

Environmental Concern - Allow non-speed
events subject to the following limitations:

1. Issue Recreation Use Permits for events with
more than 25 vehicles.

2. Events involving more than 100 vehicles
must be held during the tortoise inactive
season from November 1 to February 28/29.
To maintain consistency with California
vehicle limit restrictions, there will be a cap
of no more than 300 motorcycles or 300
four-wheeled vehicles (including all terrain
vehicles) on all events. With the exception
that if a alternative route for the Barstow-to-
Vegas event is not found, resulting in the
need to traverse the Piute Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, the number of
entrants permitted in Nevada will be
consistent with that permitted by California.
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3. No Off-Highway Vehicle non-speed events
will be permitted between April 1 and June
1 and between August 15 and October 15
(Dates will vary slightly annually due to
calendar shifts to provide a full Saturday
and Sunday weekend if April Ist falls
during the weekend and to provide three full
weekends prior to, or including November
1st).

4. A maximum of 10 permitted non-speed
events, with a limit of 100 vehicles, will be
allowed annually during the tortoise active
season (March 1st to October 31, except for
dates allowed in #3 above). There will be
no more than three events per Area of
Critical Environmental Concern, with the
exception that an event based on historic use
patterns will be allowed from Mesquite
through the Mormon Mesa Area of Critical
Environmental Concern. This event, which
may have 200 entrants, counts as two of the
3 events held annually and is limited to a
one-way route (north-south or south-north).

5. A maximum of 12 permitted non-speed
events will be allowed annually during the
tortoise inactive season (November 1 to
February 28/29) with no more than 4 events
per Area of Critical Environmental Concern.

6. Vehicles shall not exceed the legal speed
limit (posted or unposted) of the roads used
during the event. Clark County speed limit
for unposted roads is 25 miles per hour.
These events include, but are not limited to
motorcycle or buggy rallies and mountain
bike rides.

7. Authorized non-speed events that cross the
Lincoln/Clark County borders will only be
allowed in accordance with corridors
identified within the approved Caliente
Management Framework Plan Amendment.

Within other Areas of Critical Environmental

Concern - Non-speed uses such as non-speed
off-road vehicle events (road rallies, dual sport
rides, and non-speed transfer sections of speed
events), mountain bike events, and horse trail
rides are allowed on existing roads, trails, and
dry washes (RC-11-d).
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Within non-Area of Critical Environmental
Concern Critical Habitat - Non-speed uses such

as non-speed off-road vehicle events (road
rallys, dual sport rides, and non-speed transfer
sections of speed events), guided commercial
scenic tours, and mountain bike tours are
allowed on existing roads and trails. If the U.S
Fish and Wildlife Service changes critical
habitat following the designation of tortoise
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Off-
Highway Vehicle designations will be reviewed
and modified if appropriate.

Nellis Dunes and Dry Lake Beds - Allow off-
road vehicle and other events subject to
environmental protection and public safety
stipulations.

Other Areas - Permit events on a case-by-case
basis. No seasonal restrictions. No new
courses in critical desert tortoise habitat.

Cave Management

Obijective

RC-12. Protect significant cave resources including
cultural, scientific, biological, geological,
hydrological, educational and recreational values;
and manage each cave for its primary unique
resource opportunity.

Management Direction
RC-12-a. Determine the primary values of

each cave and set long-term management goals
and objectives.

RC-12-b. Enlist local and national caving
organizations to assist in assessment and
management of cave resources. Restrict access
to cave location data to bonafide scientific
studies and experienced cavers.

RC-12-c. Manage all cave resources as wild
systems, free from commercial or show cave .
type developments. Special Recreation Permits
for commercially guided trips by qualified cave
experts may be considered if environmental
studies show that cave resources will not be
impacted.

RC-12-d. Establish a registration system for
cave entry, where needed.

RC-12-e. Designate all significant cave
resources and newly discovered cave resources
as right-of-way avoidance areas.

RC-12-f. If necessary, implement closures to
protect breading, hibernating, or migrating bats
from unnecessary disturbances.

RC-12-g. If necessary, gate cave entrances to
protect unique and fragile cave resources from
damage or overuse.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Management

Obijective

SR-1. Participate in a study of the Virgin River for
Wild and Scenic River designation when proposal is
initiated by either Arizona or Utah.

Management Direction
SR-1-a. Provide interim management

protection for the river by including the area in
the Virgin River Area of Critical Environmental
Concern and requiring any proposed action to
consider the potential affect on the river’'s
classification as Wild and Scenic.

Wilderness Management

Objective

WS-1. Ensure that characteristics on certain lands
that caused them to be inventoried and designated
as Wildemness Study Areas are maintained and not
diminished or lessened in any way that might
constrain or limit Congress’ final wilderness
designation decisions.*

Management Direction
WS-1-a. Manage Wilderness Study Areas in

accordance with the Interim Manageément
Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review.

Objective

WS-2. Provide management direction for new
wilderness areas and Wilderness Study Areas not
designated as wilderness by Congress and released
from interim management.
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Management Direction
WS-2-a. Manage released lands to generally

maintain the existing aesthetic qualities through
multiple use management of those areas and to
provide for semi-primitive recreation
opportunities. Adopt limited use Off-Highway
Vehicle, Visual Resource Management and
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum designations
consistent with designations already in place on
adjacent non-Wilderness Study Area lands.

WS-2-b. Manage those lands released by
Congress to allow opportunities for mineral
exploration and development in accordance
with current laws and regulations and consistent
with decisions for minerals management on
adjacent lands.

Objective :

WS-3. Release from further wilderness review
lands in the Logandale area that were omitted from
the original wilderness review that do not meet
Wilderness Study Area criteria.

During the BLM's wilderness study, there were
20,299 acres in several parcels inadvertently
omitted due to a mapping error showing the lands
as State of Nevada property. Because of this error,
these lands were in an uncertain status. A
subsequent field inventory determined that these
lands do not meet the criteria necessary for
Wilderness Study Area designation. This objective
completes the inventory/decision process.

Management Direction
WS-3-a. Release the Logandale Unit from

further consideration as wilderness due to the
existing uses of the area as a roaded natural
recreation area. These uses have impacted the
area’s naturalness and comprised its primitive
and unconfined recreational opportunities
potential.

Minerals Management

See Map 2-3 (Land Disposal Areas) and Map 2-7
(Areas of Critical Environmental Concern) for the
locations of the mineral management areas
described below.

Objectives
MN-1. Where lands remain open to entry provide

for ‘orderly exploration and development of valuable
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minerals on Federally owned mineral estate whether
or not the surface estate is in Federal ownership.

MN-2. Use appropriate environmental safeguards
to allow for the preservation and enhancement of
fragile and unique resources.

Management Direction

Solid Leasable Minerals

MN-1-a. On split estate lands, private surface that
is developed for non-mineral use will not be
managed for solid mineral development.

MN-1-b. Allow solid mineral leasing on 1,872,673
acres, which are on lands outside identified disposal
and administrative areas, outside riparian and
natural spring areas, and outside Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, subject to standard lease
terms and conditions (see Appendix M). Proposed
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Disposal
Areas, and Locations and Areas Closed to
Authorization/Renewal of Material Site Rights-of-
Way and to Mineral Materials Disposal and
Locatable Minerals and Solid Leasables are listed in
Tables 2-2, 2-3, 24, 2-5, 2-6, 2-11 and 2-12. See
Maps 2-3 and 2-7.

MN-1-c. After June 1, 1999, do not renew sand
and gravel solid mineral leases that lie within lands
identified for disposal (Map 2-3). Except as
otherwise provided, continued sand and gravel
extraction would be considered under 43 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 3600, subject to authorized
officer approval. No sales under the 3600
regulations would be made until the leases expire.

MN-1-d. ‘Solid mineral leasing will be allowed on
lands released from Wilderness review that are not
within Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
and not within areas described in MN-1-a, MN-1-b,
MN-1-c, above.

Fluid Leasable Minerals

MN-1-e. Allow fluid mineral leasing subject to
standard terms and conditions on 1,909,351
acres, which are outside identified disposal and
administrative areas and outside Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern. (See
Appendix M and Maps 2-3 and 2-7.)
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MN-1-f. Allow fluid mineral leasing on lands

released from wilderness review, subject to the
management direction in MN-1-e, MN-1-g, and
MN-1-n. The total acreage released will not be

known until Congress acts.

MN-1-g. Allow fluid mineral leasing, subject
to No Surface Occupancy stipulations within

areas having important cultural, geological, and

riparian resources; special status species plant
and animal habitat; Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern; administrative sites;
and Special Recreation Management Areas.
The ACECs subject to this No Surface
Occupancy provision total approximately
866,000 acres (see list of these ACECs and

acreages of each below). For Areas of Critical

Environmental Concern noted with **, the
acreage excludes Bureau of Reclamation
withdrawals.

ACEC Acres
Piute/Eldorado Valley 329,440
Coyote Springs Valley 75,500
Mormon Mesa 151,360

Gold Butte, Part A
(including Whitney Pockets, Devil’s Throat,
‘Red Rock Springs ACEC, Bureau of

Reclamation lands.)** 185,469 .
Arden Historic Sites 1,480
Arrow Canyon 2,084

Ash Meadows (outside Ash

Meadows National Wildlife Refuge) 27,729

Big Dune 1,920
Crescent Townsite 437
Hidden Valley 3,360
Keyhole Canyon 361
Rainbow Gardens ** 37,620
River Mountains ** 5,617
Sloan Rock Art District 320
Stump Spring : 641
Virgin River 6,411

Desert Tortoise Conservation
Center Management Area
(excluding 475-acre overlap with

Arden Historic Sites) 11,014
Nellis Dunes Recreation Area 10,000

Public Domain lands within
Ash Meadows National Wildlife

Refuge 9,423
Muddy River Riparian zone 205

Virgin River Riparian zone ' 805

within 0.25 mile of natural
springs (See Table 3-3). 8,000

Total Acres: 866,067

MN-1-h. Close the Ash Meadows Area of
Critical Environmental Concern, including BLM
lands inside the Ash Meadows National
Wildlife Refuge to geothermal prospecting and
leasing.

MN-1-i. Allow fluid mineral leasing (subject
to Timing and Surface Use Constraint special
stipulations) on the four Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern listed below totaling
approximately 112,000 acres. These ACECs
have special wildlife habitat, riparian, cultural,
and geologic values.

ACEC Acres
Amargosa Mesquite ) 6,891
Gold Butte, part B, outside of

Wildemess Study Areas 66,477
Gold Butte, part C

(Virgin Mountains) 38,431

Total acres: 111,799

Locatable Minerals

MN-1-j. An estimated 2,135,146 acres would
remain open to the operation of the mining laws
after existing withdrawals for military uses,
industrial sites, and powersites (see Map 2-7).

MN-2-a. Withdraw the following urban
disposal areas, BLM- administrative areas,
special plant and animal management areas,
sensitive cultural resource sites, and special
geologic areas from the operation of the mining
laws, subject to valid existing rights. Within
desert tortoise areas of critical environmental
concern, conduct validity determinations of
mining claims prior to approval of a mine plan
on pre-existing mining claims.

12-7)
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Areas to be Segregated and Withdrawn:

Urban Disposal and

BLM Administrative Areas Acres

Amargosa 27,904
Goodsprings 915
Indian Springs 1,303
Jean 2,445
Lathrop Wells 3,773
Las Vegas Valley 54,487
Laughlin 4,720
Mesquite 14,460
Moapa 40,950
Nelson 1,259
Pahrump 14,768
Primm 1,181
Sandy Valley 6,268
Searchlight 1,944
Three Lakes Valley 1,989
Valley West (Blue Diamond) 995

Desert Tortoise Conservation Center 11,014
Management Area (excludes the
495-acre overlap with Arden Historic Sites)

Desert Tortoise Habitat Areas, Cultural
Resource, and Special Geologic Areas: Acres

Piute /Eldorado Valley' ACEC 329,440
Coyote Springs Valley ACEC 75,500
Mormon Mesa ACEC 151,360
Gold Butte ACEC, Part A 185,469

(including,, Devil’s Throat*, Red
Rock Springs*, and Whitney
Pockets* Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, and
Bureau of Reclamation lands.)

Amargosa Mesquite ACEC 6,891
Arden Historic Sites ACEC 1,480
Arrow Canyon ACEC 2,084
Big Dune ACEC 1,920
Ash Meadows ACEC(outside Refuge) 27,729
Crescent Mining Town ACEC 437

Devils Throat ACEC*
Gold Butte, Part B (includes Gold 118,536

Butte Townsite ACEC)
Hidden Valley ACEC 3,360
Keyhole Canyon ACEC 361
Rainbow Gardens ACEC 37,620
Red Rock Springs ACEC*
River Mountains ACEC 11,095
Sloan Rock Art District ACEC 320
Stump Springs ACEC 641
Whitney Pockets ACEC*
Virgin Mountains ACEC . 38,341
Virgin River ACEC 6,411
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Special Recreation Management Areas: Acres

Nellis Dunes 10,000
Riparian Zones: Acres
Muddy River riparian zone 205
Virgin River Riparian zone ‘ 805
Within 0.25 mile of natural springs

(See Table 3-3). ‘ 8,000

Ash Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge (BLM-administered lands) 9,423
ACEC and Special Recreation
Management Areas (see Maps 2-7 and 2-5;
also see Table 3-3 for spring areas.)
Total acres: 1,227,226

Salable Minerals

MN-1-k. Allow salable mineral disposal
outside the areas listed in Table 2-12, and
outside Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (see Tables 2-2 through 2-6). Two
exceptions are described below, one for
highway maintenance use in desert tortoise
management Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern, and another for existing Clark
County Free-Use and Government Wash
Community Pit on the east edge of the Rainbow
Gardens Area of Critical Environmental
Concern. (Note: Legal descriptions are in
Appendix M.)

1) Gold Butte A, Coyote Springs, Mormon
Mesa and Piute/Eldorado desert tortoise
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
remain open to issuance of free-use permits
only within 0.50 mile to either side of the
State highways and County Roads identified
on Maps 2-12 and 2-13. These
authorizations would only be issued to
governmental entities. Grant permits only
for a limited period of time. For expansions
of existing pits exceeding a cumulative total
of 1,000 acres of new disturbance, the
applicant would be responsible for U.S. Fish
and Wildlife consultation addressing
possible impacts to the Desert Tortoise.

2) Allow existing free-use and community
pit authorizations in Township 20 South,
Range 64 East, within the Rainbow Gardens
Area of Critical Environmental Concern, to
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be re-authorized or renewed, but do not
allow expansion of the sites.

MN-11. Mineral material disposal determined
to be detrimental to desert tortoise would not be
authorized.

MN-1-m. Consultation with the affected town
board or advisory council would occur prior to
approval of salable minerals disposal that could
impact an unincorporated town or community.

Material Site Rights-of Way

MN-1-n. Allow new material site rights-of-
way designation outside Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern listed in Tables 2-2
through 2-6 and shown on Map 2-7. An
exception is described below for material site
rights-of-way in desert tortoise Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern.

Exception: Gold Butte A, Coyote Springs,
Mormon Mesa, and Piute/Eldorado desert
tortoise Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern would remain open to the granting of
material site rights-of-way only within 0.50
mile to either side of those federal aid highways
identified on Maps 2-12 and 2-13. These
authorizations would only be issued to
governmental entities. Apply acreage
limitations identified under MN-1-k.

Management Direction
HZ-2-a. Evaluate all actions (including land

use authorizations and disposals, mining and
milling activities, and unauthorized land uses)
for hazardous materials, waste minimization and
pollution prevention.

HZ-2-b. Complete site-specific inventories
when lands are being disposed or acquired. It
is departmental policy to minimize potential
liability of the Department and its bureaus by
acquiring property that is not contaminated
unless directed by Congress, court mandate, or
as determined by the Secretary.” (602 DM 2).

HZ-2-c. Inspect mining and milling sites to
determine appropriate management for
hazardous materials.

Fire Management

Objective

FE-1. Provide fire suppression on approximately
3,332,000 of public acres, based on ‘suppression
areas/zones and resource management needs (Map
2-11). :

Management Direction
FE-1-a. Provide fire suppression efforts

commensurate with resource and adjacent
property values at risk.

FE-1-b. Prevent human-caused fires through

Hazardous Materials Management

Obijective

HZ-1. Prevent hazardous materials contamination

of public lands.

Management Direction
HZ-1-a. Minimize releases of hazardous

materials through compliance with current
regulations, When hazardous materials are
released into the environment, assess their
impacts on each resource and determine the
appropriate response, removal, and remedial
actions to take.

Objective
HZ-2. Reduce risks associated with hazardous
materials on public lands.

an aggressive education, investigation, and
public outreach effort.

FE-1-c. Provide for maximum fire protection
through a comprehensive fire detection system
using a multi-agency approach.

FE-1-d. Use approved fire suppression
techniques in areas of critical environmental
concern where there are concerns for habitat,
cultural resources, threatened and endangered
species, wilderness study areas, designated
natural areas, and urban/rural/wildland interface
zones. :

FE-1-e. For fire suppression , follow specific
guidance in the Fire Management Action Plan.
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Objective

FE-2. Allow prescribed fire for resource
enhancement purposes on those areas identified on
Map 2-11.

Management Direction
FE-2-a. Determine specific hazard reduction
priorities, including any noxious or invasive
species infestations, and implement according to
the existing budget.

Objective

FE-3. Provide fuels reduction management for
resource protection on those areas identified on Map
2-11.

Management Direction
FE-3-a. Determine specific prescribed burn

priorities annually, including any noxious or
invasive species infestations, and implement
where possible.

Objective

FE-4. Provide fire suppression assistance to other
state and federal entities where formal agreements
are in place.

Management Direction
FE-4-a. Provide, maintain, and/or upgrade fire

management cooperative agreements,
memoranda of understanding, and reciprocal
agreements to provide maximum protection to
resources and or adjacent property values.

Management Areas

Fire Suppression Areas/Zones
The planning area is subject to suppression for

wildland fires in three suppression zones (see Map
2-11) based on site-specific resource management
needs (such as critical desert tortoise habitat,
Wilderness Study Areas and Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern).

Develop specific tactics and initial attack
schemes in subsequent activity plans.

Zone 1: General Characteristics

This area does not contain critical desert
tortoise habitat. The dominant vegetation
throughout most of the zone is perennial.
There is high recreation and visitor use, high
fuel carryover potential, high urban/wildland
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interface factor, and a high interagency mutuai
aid assistance factor. Unique vegetative
communities exist throughout the zone. Non-
attainment air quality is an issue. A higher
percentage of human-caused and or related fires
occur in Zone-1 than in other areas.

Zones 2A and 2B: General Characteristics
These areas contain critical desert tortoise
habitat and bighorn sheep populations. There is
a higher percentage of ephemeral/perennial
plant communities, which can periodically
produce heavy fuel loading of persistent annual
species. Areas in these zones are mostly
rural/wildland interface where a higher volume
of fires are caused by lightening. Historic
mining districts are more prevalent. These
zones are generally more dry. Interagency
mutual aid and assistance is necessary. Non-
attainment air quality is an issue to a lesser
degree, and unique vegetative communities
exist throughout the zones.

Fire Use Areas - Prescribed burning for
resource enhancement may occur in the Gold
Butte Allotment (where important values are
wildlife, watershed, wild horses and  burros),
South McCullough Range (for wildlife), Virgin
River Floodplains (where important values are
riparian, wildlife, water quality, and recreation),
and the Ash Meadows/Amargosa Flat Area.

Fire Fuels Management Areas - The fuel
hazard reduction for resource/property

protection will occur in the Virgin Peak White
Fir Stands (ladder fuel reduction), South
McCullough Range Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands
(shaded fuel break), and the Spring Mountain
Woodlands (ladder fuel reduction).
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Table 2-12. Locations and areas closed to authorization/renewal of material site rights-of-way and to

mineral materials disposal, solid mineral leasing and subject to segregation and withdrawal of locatable
minerals. '
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment

Introduction

This chapter describes environmental components of
the planning area potentially affected by
implementation of the Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact
Statement. These include lands, minerals, soils, water
resources, air quality, vegetation, wildlife habitat, wild
horses and burros, livestock grazing, paleontological
and cultural resources, visual resources, recreation,
wildemess, natural areas, and socio-economic
conditions. Much of the data contained within this
chapter is drawn from the more detailed Analysis of
the Management Situation. The existing data was
updated where possible to reflect current conditions.
The data is available for public review at the Las
Vegas BLM Field Office.

Physical Description of the Planning Area
Physiography

The topography and drainage of Clark County and
southern Nye County are characteristic of the Basin
and Range Province, with internally draining basins
separated by ranges, hills, and mesas. The trend of
the ranges is not always uniform, but a general north-
south orientation is apparent. The Las Vegas Valley
cuts diagonally across much of Clark County,
following a line of north-trending ridges that bend
toward the west at the northern end of the valley and
toward the east in the south. The Grand Wash Cliffs,
a few miles beyond the eastern edge of Clark County,
mark the boundary between the Basin and Range
Province and the Colorado Plateau Province. Most of
the planning area lies within the Colorado River Basin
and is externally drained by the Colorado River and
its tributaries. The remaining portions drain either to
the Central Region or Death Valley.

The mountain ranges, generally composed of exposed
bedrock, are steep and cut by deep ravines. They rise
abruptly above smooth and gently sloping basin
floors. Erosional forces transport materials downslope
from the mountains. This alluvium coalesces into
extensive fans along the margins of the valleys and
basins. These deposits are now being actively eroded
and dissected by many deep gullies. Elevations in the
planning area range from approximately 11,900 feet

Bt

above sea level at Charleston Peak, the fifth highest
peak in Nevada, to approximately SO0 feet in the
vicinity of Laughlin.

Lowlands comprise a large percentage of the total
surface area. A few of the large valleys, including
the Muddy and Virgin Valleys, drain into the
Colorado River system. Others (such as the
Amargosa Valley, Indian Springs Valley, Dry Lake
Valley, Eldorado Valley, and the upper portion of the
Las Vegas Valley) are enclosed basins with no
external drainage.

The geologic history of southern Nevada includes
repeated periods of deposition, uplift, igneous activity,
and erosion since the Paleozoic, which ended
approximately 250 million years ago. Thick
sequences of marine sedimentary deposits
accumulated throughout Paleozoic and Mesozoic
times; these strata are exposed in the vividly colored
formations of the Red Rock Canyon National
Conservation Area Lands, west of Las Vegas.

Approximately 50 million years ago, thick volcanic
materials extruded over broad areas of the region,
then were uplifted and deformed by faulting. Since
the mountain-building periods, southern Nevada has
been geologically quiet, with activity restricted largely
to depositional and erosional forces.

Climate

The climate in the Las Vegas District is characteristic
of southern Nevada. The Sierra Nevada Range of

‘California and the Spring Mountains west of the Las

Vegas Valley act as a barrier to moisture-laden storms
moving inland from the Pacific Ocean. Air masses
are cooled as they ascend the western slopes of these
ranges. Precipitation is lost prior to descent of these
masses into the warmer valleys. The average annual
precipitation ranges from 4 to 8 inches at lower
elevations, and from 12 to 20 inches at higher
elevations. Maximum precipitation normally falls
between November and March, when an average of
40 to 60 percent of annual amounts are received.
Minimum precipitation occurs in May, June,
September, and October. During July and August,
thunderstorms are common, contributing between 25
and 30 percent of annual precipitation. These storms
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are often of sufficient intensity to produce localized
flash flooding.

Evaporation rates are extremely high in southern
Nevada. The area’s high temperatures, low humidity,
abundant sunshine, and wind cause the amount of
surface waters lost to exceed precipitation received.
At Lake Mead, for example, the annual loss is nearly
20 times the annual gain from precipitation.

The lowest elevations of the planning area are in the
Mojave Desert, one of the few genuine hot desert
areas in the United States. The winters are mild, with
daytime temperatures reaching an average maximum
of 60 degrees Fahrenheit and nighttime temperatures
averaging 35 to 45 degrees. Summers are hot, with
daytime maximum temperatures averaging 95-105
degrees Fahrenheit and nighttime temperature
minimums from 70 to 75 degrees. Southern Nevada
also has a high percentage of sunny days per year; in
Las Vegas, 85 percent of the year can be expected to
be sunny.

Air Resource Management

Air quality is determined by several factors, including
landform, amount of contaminants emitted into the
atmosphere, and meteorological conditions. In
southern Nevada, stable atmospheric conditions, low
mixing heights, and light winds during night and
morning hours provide opportunities for contaminants
to accumulate. Atmospheric dispersion of pollutants
generally improves by mid-afternoon.

The effects of ambient air quality within an air basin
depend mainly on the characteristics of the receptors
and the type, amount, and duration of exposure. As
defined in 40 CFR 50.1(c), ambient air is “that
portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to
which the general public has access.” As required by
the Clean Air Act and established by the
Environmental Protection Agency, National Ambient
Air Quality Standards specify the concentration and
duration for which pollutants may cause adverse
health effects. National primary ambient air quality
standards define levels of air quality, with an adequate
margin of safety to protect the public health. National
secondary ambient air quality standards define levels
of air quality, with an adequate margin of safety, to
protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. Where
differences in local and national standards exist, the
more stringent standards apply. The National

Ambient Air Quality Standards shown in Table 3-1
were adopted by the State of Nevada and Clark
County. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards
were established for carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, ozone, particulate matter, sulfur oxides and
lead.

Carbon monoxide is produced primarily by incomplete
fuel combustion in motor vehicles. The major effects
of carbon monoxide occur near its sources (busy
streets and freeways). The highest carbon monoxide
measurements usually occur in the winter when winds
are light and temperature inversions trap air near the
ground surface from early evening through mid-
morning, preventing pollutant dispersal. Traffic peaks
in early moming and late afternoon produce
corresponding peaks in carbon monoxide
concentrations, which is a reoccurring trend
throughout the year. Although the 1-hour standard for
carbon monoxide has never been exceeded, the 8-
hour standard is exceeded on a seasonal basis.
According to Clark County Comprehensive Planning,
the overnight buildup of pollutants causes violations
of the carbon monoxide 8-hour air quality standard in
a limited area surrounding the East Charleston
monitoring station. Carbon monoxide has a toxic
potential to human health. When breathed, carbon
monoxide impairs oxygen transport, sometimes
adversely affecting the cardiovascular system and the
central nervous system. The severity of health
effects increases with the level and duration of
exposure (Seinfeld 1986).

The primary contributor of PM,, throughout the Las
Vegas BLM District is fugitive dust, both naturally
occurring in a desert environment and human caused.
The latter are largely responsible for excesses of the
PM,, National Ambient Air Quality Standards within
the Las Vegas Valley. The major sources of PM,,
emissions in the valley are paved and unpaved roads,
construction activities, industrial/commercial facilities,
motor vehicle exhaust, and disturbed vacant land.
Particulate matter less than 10 microns in size is of
special concern because it is inhaled deep into the
lungs. The ultimate effects of particles on human
health are difficult to determine however. There is
little data available regarding the effects of industrial
particulates versus those of soil-related dust. Because
most health studies have examined only fossil fuel
generated particulates, and most of Las Vegas Valley’s
particulate concentrations are due to soil related dus
it is inappropriate at this time to estimate the healtl
effects induced by particulate matter concentrations in

the valley.
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Table 3-1. Ambient air quality standards.
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Ozone is produced through a series of chemical
reactions. A reaction between reactive hydrocarbons
and nitric oxides, both of which are primarily emitted
by motor vehicles, forms nitrogen dioxide and other
compounds. The formation of nitric oxide and an
oxygen atom follows the photodissociation of the
nitrogen dioxide by sunlight. The oxygen atom then
combines with oxygen molecules to form ozone.
Ozone is an irritant of the respiratory system. It
inhibits proper functioning of the lungs and can cause
symptoms of chest tightness, coughing, and wheezing.
These symptoms can occur after short-term exposure
of between 294 and 490 ug/m® (Clark County
Comprehensive Planning 1980).

Lead is primarily emitted through combustion of
leaded fuel in motor vehicles. Indications are,
however, that lead emissions are on the decline due to
reductions in the use of leaded fuel. Once absorbed
by the respiratory tract and then into the blood stream,
lead is accumulated in the kidneys and liver. The
nervous system may also be effected through
inhalation of lead in the air (Clark County
Comprehensive Planning 1980).

Nitrogen dioxide forms in the high temperature
combustion of fuels, motor vehicle exhaust and the
burning of organic wastes. At high concentrations,
nitrogen dioxide has been shown to cause lung
damage. The effects at the current levels both indoors
and outdoors are difficult to characterize (Seinfeld
1986).

Sulfur dioxide forms during the combustion of all
sulfur-containing fuels, such as coal and oil. Effects
of sulfur dioxide on human health is primarily
associated with the upper respiratory system,
particularly in asthmatics.

Air pollutants not only have the potential to affect
humans but also other components of the environment
including, wildlife, fish, and vegetation. Wildlife can
be affected by air pollutants through inhalation,
adsorption and/or ingestion. Their populations can be
directly affected through injury or death or indirectly
through contamination of their food chain or loss of
habitat (USFWS 1980).

Among the several air pollutants that harm vegetation
are sulfur dioxide, ethane, and peroxyacetyl nitrate.
Chlorine, hydrogen chloride, mercury, and ammonia
are also harmful but to a lesser severity. Pollutants
enter the plant through the stomata during normal
respiration. Once in the leaf, they destroy chlorophyll

and disrupt photosynthesis, resulting in damage
ranging from growth rate reduction to actual death of
the plant (Cooper 1986).

Visibility is generally referred to as the relative ease
with which objects can be seen through the
atmosphere under various conditions. Particulate
matter and gases introduced into the atmosphere either
absorb or scatter the light, reducing the amount of
light a person can receive from a viewed object. The
effect is a degraded aesthetic value of surrounding
landscape.

The Clean Air Act specifies preventing pollution that
would interfere with visibility in the mandatory
Federal Class I areas. Mandatory Federal Class I
areas refers to international parks; national wilderness
areas, and memorial parks greater than 5,000 acres in
size; and national parks greater than 6,000 acres in
size. Although there are no Class I areas within the
Las Vegas BLM District, there are such areas located
downwind. The closest to the planning area is the
Grand Canyon National Park in Arizona. Others
include Bryce Canyon National Park and Zion
National Park , both located in the southern most
portion of Utah. No current data  definitively
indicates that southern Nevada, and in particular the
Las Vegas Valley, impacts these parks. The Grand
Canyon Visibility Transport Commission, which is
managed by the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Western Governor’s Association, is currently
investigating visibility-impairing pollutants and their
effect on these and other parks and wilderness areas
of the Colorado Plateau (Shiviey 1995).

According to the Clark County Health District, a haze
day is classified as an average reading for one hour or
more between 5:00 AM and 11:00 AM when the

visual range is less than 12 miles. If the visual range
for one hour is less than 4.8 miles, haze is considered
to be intense. The highest haze levels tend to occur

in late fall and winter when night and moming
inversions are most frequent and stagnant conditions
exist. Currently, visibility is measured in two

locations in the valley (metropolitan Las Vegas and
Henderson). The greatest number of haze days
recorded at these locations for a one-year period was
194 and 157, respectively. The greatest number of
intense haze days for a one -ear period was 93 and

30, respectively. Data gathered to date indicates
visibility improvement in Henderson and a .
deterioration in Las Vegas. At this time, there is no - o
visibility standard for the rest of Clark County. '

135

I



Chapter 3 - Affected Environment
Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

Table 3-2. Las Vegas Valley estimated emissions (tons/year) by source categories for 1993.
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Table 3-3. Estimated emissions (tons/year) of primary sources outside the Las Vegas Valley for 1993.




Air quality is generally considered acceptable if
pollutant levels are less than or equal to established
standards on a continuous basis, as is the case for
those areas lying outside Las Vegas Valley. These
areas are characterized by a sparse population and
few pollution sources. The Las Vegas Valley,
however, presently exceeds standards for inhalable
particulate matter (PM,,) and carbon monoxide and,
consequently, has been termed a non-attainment area
(an area that exceeds any national ambient air quality
standards). Map 3-4a identifies the boundary of the
Las Vegas Valley Non-Attainment Area. Table 3-2
identifies source categories and amounts of emissions
within the Las Vegas Valley.

Although air quality outside the Las Vegas Valley is
in conformance with the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards, there are several primary sources
of pollutant emissions. These sources, along with the
amounts of pollutants they produce are identified in
Table 3-3. The largest contributors are the two power
generating stations, Reid Gardner Power Plant in the
northeastern part of the planning area at Moapa,
Nevada and the Mojave Generating Station in the far
southern part of the planning area at Laughlin,
Nevada. According to 1994 data, the Reid Gardner
Power Plant emits 2,398 tons of PM,,, 8,740 tons of
NOy and 9,652 tons of SO, annually. The Mojave
Generating Station is the largest pollutant source with
2,505 tons of PM,,, 21,704 tons of NOy and 35,852
tons of SO, emitted annually.

Soils Management

Throughout the Las Vegas District, there is a sharp
contrast in physiography between mountainous areas
and interior lowlands. Soils in the region developed
under different environmental influences. Under the
arid conditions that prevail at all except the highest
elevations, the soil has little downward leaching.
Most leaching is confined to the translocation of °
soluble material (usually lime) from the surface to the
subsoil, with the resultant formation of a hardpan.
These soluble salts are usually leached only to a depth
of 1to 2 feet.

In this climate, rocks tend to disintegrate rather than
decompose. Mechanical breakdown (spalling) is more
common than chemical action. As a result, mountains
are covered with a thin veneer of rock fragments.
Cloud bursts and showers sweep large quantities of
this material into ravines and valleys, forming alluvial
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fans of the coarser material. Finer-grained sediments
are washed into the lowlands.

Wind is also an active agent in soil movement.
Wind-blown sand is common, with the greatest
accumulations in the lower valleys, often forming
dunes. Wind-blown silts, mixed with the fine
alluvium washed down from the slopes, comprises the
soil mantie of the valleys. The term “blow sand”
arises from the fact that much of the surface soil is
wind-deposited.

Organic matter in most desert soils is far less than the
average 3 to 5 percent by weight contained in soils
formed in humid regions. Even in a wet year when
spring annuals are abundant, much of the vegetative
matter is oxidized by summer heat before it can be
turned into humus. A gravelly surface referred to as
“desert pavement” is found throughout the planning
area. This surface is stable and resistant to erosion.
Erosion is normally active on surfaces lacking a desert
pavement. The sparse cover of vegetation does little
to reduce wind and water velocities. Wind erosion is
a major factor in recharging surface soils with
carbonates through the movement and deposition of
calcareous dusts.

Soils in the Las Vegas BLM District are primarily
Entisols and Aridisols; a few Mollisols occur at the
upper elevation of mountain ranges and on high
plateaus. These are described in detail below. The
Entisols have little or no evidence of development of
pedogenic horizons. They are located in areas where
soils are actively eroding (steep slopes) or receiving
new deposits of soil materials (alluvial fans and
floodplains).

Aridisols have one or more pedogenic horizons that
may have formed in the present environment, or that
may be relics from a former pluvial period. These
soils do not have water available to plants for long
periods of time and the surface is generally bare.
Aridisols are often associated with desert pavement.

Mollisols are the very dark colored, base rich soils of
high elevations. A few Mollisols are found high in
the Spring Mountains and the Sheep Range. They
may also occur above approximately 5,000 feet in the
Virgin Mountains, the Gold Butte area, and at other
locations where environmental conditions permit
accumulation of organic materials.

13%
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Soil Erosion

Soil erosion involves two processes: (1) a detachment
or loosening influence, and (2) transportation by
means of floating, rolling, dragging, and splashing.
Freezing and thawing; flowing water; and rain impact
provide the detaching agents. Raindrop splash and
especially running water facilitate the carrying away
of loosened soil. On comparatively smooth soil
surfaces, the beating of rain drops results in most of
the detachment.

During the high intensity, short duration
thunderstorms common in the region, raindrop
impact tends to destroy soil aggregates, enhance sheet
and rill erosion, and encourage considerable
transportation by splashing. A hard crust often
develops upon drying. This crust impedes seedling
emergence, greatly reduces infiltration for the next
storm, and limits the possibilities for vegetative
shielding which, by absorbing the energy of rain
impact, prevents loss of both water and soil and
reduces degranulation to a minimum. However, in
some desert locations, this surface crust does cover
loose, fine soil particles, resulting in limited protection
from wind erosion. In the vegetation types offering
generally sparse cover, little interception of
precipitation or protection from overland flow of
water occurs.

As is the case with water erosion, the loss of soil by
wind movement also involves detachment and
transportation. The abrasive action of the wind results
in some detachment of tiny soil grains from the
granules or clods of which they are a part. When the
wind is laden with soil particles, its abrasive action is
greatly increased. The impact of these rapidly
moving grains dislodges other particles from soil
clods and aggregates. The cutting and abrasive
effects, especially of sand, upon tender leaves and
vegetation is harmful.

Erosion susceptibility is a measure of the erosion
potential of a soil whose surface has been disturbed.
Wind and water erosion potential are used to
determine susceptibility in an area. Soil surveys
conducted by the Soil Conservation Service, now the
National Resource Conservation Service, were used to
develop erosion susceptibility ratings for the planning
area (see Map 3-2).

All of the Las Vegas BLM District is within the low-
to- moderate susceptibility range, with the exception
of a few relatively small areas rated as high in the

northeast. Approximately 90,550 acres in the
planning area have a high erosion susceptibility rating;
1,306,620 acres have a moderate rating; and 1,480,440
acres have a low rating.

Wind erosion potential is classified as low, moderate,
or high. Soils with a Natural Resources Conservation
Service wind erodibility group rating of 1 or 2 are
classified as high. A moderate rating is given to soils
with a wind erodibility group rating of 3 or 4, and a
rating of slight is given to soils with a wind
erodibility rating of 5 or more.

Each soil also has a high, moderate, or low water
erodibility rating. The “K” value is the soil
erodibility factor used in the Universal Soil Loss
Equation for estimating erosion. This value is
derived from data collected in Natural Resources
Conservation Service soil survey field notes and is
primarily a combination of soil surface texture,
structure, and organic matter content modified with
cover such as rock fragments. It is always less than
1.0. Soils with a high “K” value have a soil texture
that is more erodible than one with a low “K” value.
In general, if the slope multiplied by the “K” value of
a soil is 2.5 or less, the soil is in the slight erosion
hazard category. If the slope times the “K” value is
between 2.5 and 7.5, the soil is rated as having a
moderate erosion hazard, and values above 7.5 will
place the soil into the severe hazard category. It is
emphasized that these break points are only general
guidelines and are not the only factors used to place a
soil in an erosion susceptibility class. For example, a
soil with a slope times “K” value of 2.4 may be
placed in either a slight or moderate erosion hazard
class, depending on information provided in soil
survey field notes. This soil would not, however, be
classified as having a severe water erosion potential.

Erosion condition data was compiled from several
inventories, including the BLM Watershed
Conservation and Development program (1977) and
the BLM Clark County Range Survey (1979).
Determinations of a soil surface factor were used to
portray the erosion condition of an area. Erosion
condition ranges from slight to critical, with most of
the area falling into the slight to moderate erosion
condition classes (see Map 3-3). There are 96,994
acres in critical erosion condition; 1,137,968 in

moderate erosion condition;1,286,420 in slight erosion

condition; and 36,970 acres in stable erosion
condition. The remainder is undetermined. These
erosion condition classes are defined as follows:
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Table 3-4. Erosion Susceptibility classes and acreage within Grazing Allotments, Herd Management
Areas, Right-of-way Corridors and Competitive ORV Areas.
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Table 3-4. Erosion Susceptibility classes and acreage within Grazing Allotments, Herd Management
Areas, Right-of-way Corridors and Competitive ORV Areas (concluded).
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Table 3-5. Erosion Condition classes and acreage within Grazing Allotments, Herd Management Areas,
Right-of-way Corridors and Competitive ORV Areas. '
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Table 3-5. Erosion Condition classes and acreage within Grazing Allotments, Herd Management Areas,
Right-of-way Corridors and Competitive ORYV Areas (concluded).
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vTable 3-6 Potential Soil loss estimates (tons per year).
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Table 3-6. Potential Soil loss estimates (concluded).




Stable (0-20) - There are no signs of soil
movement. Surface litter is usually accumulating
in place. Surface rock, if present, will be evenly
distributed over the area. No pedestaling, rills, or
flow patterns are apparent. Gullies may be
present in a stable condition.

Slight (21-40) - Some movement of soil particles
and surface litter is apparent. Surface rock may
be present but collection of small particles may
be spotty. No pedestals are apparent. Rills less
than one-half inch deep occur at infrequent
intervals of more than ten feet. Visible flow
patterns have been formed by surface water.
Deposition of pavement particles may appear in
flow patterns. Gullies may be present, but with
little evidence of streambank or streambed
erosion.

Moderate (41-60) - Moderate movement of soil is
plainly visible and recent. Moderate movement
can be recognized by slight terracing caused by
the accumulation of material deposited against
litter, vegetation or rocks. The terraces will
generally be less than one inch in height.
Moderate movement of litter is apparent. Some
surface rock may be exposed in bare spots where
fine soil particles have been recently removed by
wind andfor water. Small rocks and plants on
pedestals occurring in the flow patterns may be
noticed. Small rills are apparent in exposed
places. These rills will be between 0.5 and 6
inches deep at intervals of approximately 10 feet.
Sediment deposits are visible intermittently in
flow patterns and against small obstructions
elsewhere.

Critical (61-80) - The soil mantle is in a critically
eroded condition. Soil movement occurs with
each runoff. Transported soil and debris caused
by wind and water is deposited throughout the
area against minor surface obstructions. Extreme
movement of litter is apparent. Recent exposure
of surface rock is common on gravelly and stony
soils. Small rocks and plants on pedestals are
generally evident and roots are exposed. Large
rills are apparent on exposed areas. Flow patterns
contain easily noticeable silt and sand deposits
and alluvial fans. Actively eroding gullies are
present on 10-50 percent of the area being
considered.

Severe (81-100) - Subsoil is exposed over much
of the area. Embryonic dunes and wind-scoured
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depressions may be evident. Only minimal traces
of surface litter remain. Surface rock or fragments
are dissected by rills and gullies. Most rocks and
plants are pedestaled, and rocks are exposed. Flow
patterns are numerous and readily noticeable,
showing large barren fan deposits. Large rills are
apparent on exposed areas at intervals of less than
five feet. Actively eroding gullies are present on
more than 50 percent of the area.

Tables 3-4 and 3-5 show the Erosion Susceptibility
and Erosion Condition Classes within various use
areas. These include grazing allotments, wild horse
and burro Herd Management Areas, rights-of-way,
and competitive off-road vehicle areas.

Soil loss, both naturally occurring and that resulting
from land uses, was estimated using the Revised
Universal Soil Loss Equation (see Table 3-6). This
equation is a revision and update of the time tested
Universal Soil Loss Equation. The equation is stated
as A=R KL S CP where A is annual soil loss
from sheet and rill erosion caused by rainfall and its
associated overland flow, R is the factor for climatic
erosivity, K is the factor for soil erodibility, L is the
factor for slope length, S is the factor for slope
steepness, C is the factor for cover management, and
P is the factor for support practices. These factors
represent the effect of climate, soil, topography, and
land use on sheet and rill erosion.

Water Resource Management

The planning area contains portions of three
hydrographic regions or basins: the Central Region,
the Colorado River Basin, and the Death Valley
Basin. As shown in Table 3-7, these three regions are
further divided into 29 hydrographic areas that are
totally or partially within the planning area (Map 3-
4b).

The Central Region is a topographically closed
drainage system primarily located in Nevada. The
eight hydrographic areas within this region are, for the
most part, internally drained. .

All but three of the 15 hydrographic areas within the
Colorado River Basin are tributary to the Colorado
River. Gamet Valley (area 216) and Hidden Valley
(area 217) are topographically closed, but are totally
surrounded by areas that drain to the Colorado River.
The southern part of Three Lakes Valley (area 211),
the third non-contributing hydrographic area, [ L/ L
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Table 3-7. Hydrographic areas.

discharges flood water out of Lee Canyon onto an
alluvial fan. Depending on which channel the flood
water enters, the flow goes either to the Colorado
River or to the dry lake within the southern part of
Three Lakes Valley.

Within the Las Vegas BLM District, six hydrographic
areas occur within the Death Valley Basin. These are
all tr_ibutary to Death Valley in California.

Surface Water

Surface water sources are far less abundant than
groundwater in the planning area. There are only four
major perennial streams (greater than 0.5 mile in
length)on public lands: Meadow Valley Wash, Muddy
River, Virgin River, and the Las Vegas Wash. All of
these streams are in the Colorado River drainage.
Meadow Valley Wash originates in Lincoln County
and joins the Muddy River near Glendale, Nevada. It
is characterized by peak flows in February and March
when snow melt occurs. Mean annual flow, measured
at the Rox gaging station, is recorded at 3.39 cubic
feet per second (cfs) with a peak flow of 1,620
recorded in 1993 and a low flow of 0.14 cfs in 1987
for the period of record (Emett 1993).

Perennial flow in the Muddy River originates in
springs located southeast of Arrow Canyon, a distance
of approximately 25 miles from Lake Mead. Mean
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annual flow, measured at the Glendale gaging statior
is 44 cfs, with a recorded low flow of 7.6 cfs (1964)
and peak flow of 16,400 cfs in 1981 (Emett 1993).

The Virgin River is fed by tributaries from the Tule
Desert, Beaver Dam, and Sand Hollow Washes, as
well as many drainages in the Virgin and Mormon
Mountains. Streamflow of the Virgin River is
measured at a gaging station in Littlefield, Arizona
and shows a mean annual stream flow of 241 cfs,
peak flow of 61,000 cfs and a low flow of 38 cfs
(Emett 1993). Within Nevada, the river is intermittent
with no flow in some sections during certain times of
the year. The gaging station at Riverside has minimal
records but indicates a mean annual flow of 309 cfs
and peak and low flows of 17,400 cfs and O cfs
respectively (Emett 1993). The Virgin River, due to
the amount of its flow as well as its proximity to Las
Vegas Valley, is being considered as a possible water
supply to help meet the ever growing water demands
of the Las Vegas Valley.

Las Vegas Wash is supplied with water from springs,
runoff channeled during rains, and water from the Las
Vegas Sewage Treatment Plant. Heaviest flow occurs
during the winter months, when the most precipitatior
falls and evapotranspiration rates are lowest. Mean
annual flow has been measured at 57.6 cfs, with a
peak discharge of 6,510 cfs recorded in 1975 and a
low flow of 4.8 cfs in 1960 (Emett 1993). / ‘_1[7




Numerous ephemeral washes transect the planning
area, conveying flows only after storms. High
intensity thunderstorms often produce rapid runoff and
“flash” flooding, which can result in floodwater and
sediment damage within the region. Most damage on
BLM-administered lands is in the form of gully
cutting and sheet etosion. Destruction on state and
private lands is more severe, including damage to
roads and highways, croplands, and residential areas.
Loss of life has occurred in some areas from the
flooding.

Flash flooding, which is on the increase, usually
occurs from tropical depressions out of the south or
southwest. The increase in this flooding can be
attributable to both increased recording of flood
events, as well as a result of population growth
expanding into previously undeveloped areas (USDI
BLM 1990). In an effort to improve the long-term
safety of the public and protection of property from
flooding, the Clark County Regional Flood Control
District is implementing a master plan program that
includes siting, design and installation of flood control
facilities. Most of the existing and proposed control
facilities, including detention basins and conveyances,
are located on public land.

Springs are important water sources in the Las Vegas
BLM District. The Las Vegas District Water
Resource Inventory identified 149 springs on public
lands within the boundaries of the Las Vegas BLM
District. Table 3-9 lists the locations and discharge
for each spring source. The average flow of these
springs is 5.5 gallons per minute (gpm), with some
springs being nothing more than a seep area with no
discernible flow, and others measuring as high as 75
gpm.

Ground Water

The importance of ground water is obvious in this
region of few surface water sources. With the
exception of communities that obtain water from
major surface water sources such as the Colorado
River, developments are restricted by the availability
of suitable ground water supplies. Table 3-8 presents
ground water statistics for the 29 hydrographic areas
within the planning area, including recharge and
interbasin flows. The most developed and utilized
water-bearing stratum is valley fill alluvium.
Although numerous springs are associated with
carbonate rock or sandstone layers, development of
these aquifers is relatively difficult. The carbonate
rock system is composed of primarily limestone and
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dolomite deposited during the period that the area was
covered by water. The rocks are usually very
fractured and locally contain solution channels
(openings that occur from the dissolving of soluble
materials by water moving through pre-existing
interstices or fractures). The carbonate system is
regional in nature and provides an avenue for
interbasin flow. The ability of the carbonate aquifers
to store and transmit water is known to differ
depending on location, but characteristics of the
carbonate aquifers are largely undetermined at this
time. The permeability of sandstone is much less
than the valley fill alluvium releasing its stored water
very slowly. The carbonate aquifer, as well as the
alluvial aquifers of several hydrographic basins, are
currently being reviewed by water purveyors within
the Las Vegas Valley as an alternative to meeting
future water demands.

Depth to water varies throughout the planning area,
but can be generally characterized as ranging from at
or near the surface to several thousand feet, as in the
case of the carbonate system.

Most ground water recharge in southern Nevada is
derived from winter and spring precipitation, which
represents approximately 50 percent of the total
annual precipitation. The moisture is stored in
snowpack, at elevations of 7,000 to 8,000 feet and
higher. Precipitation reaches the groundwater
reservoirs by way of streams, which eventually
discharge onto alluvial aprons, or by infiltrating
directly into consolidated rock and percolating
vertically and laterally to the valley fill aquifer.
Additional inflow is received from localized intense
storms and ground water discharge from adjacent
areas. Such interbasin movement is described in
Table 3-8. Natural discharge of ground water in the
basins occurs as a result of transpiration from
phreatophytes (deeply rooted plants that obtain water
from the water table or the soil layer just above it),
spring discharge, evaporation from bare soil,
interbasin flow, and base flow to streams such as the
Virgin River, Muddy River, and Las Vegas Wash.

As is the case throughout most areas of the arid West,
water is a limited resource in southern Nevada and its
availability is impacted by human population growth.

- Of the 29 hydrographic basins wholly or partially

within the Las Vegas BLM District, all have
committed resources which exceed perennial yield
(Coche 1995). These basins, including Las Vegas
Valley, are in a water overdraft situation. [ 17/ g{
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Table 3-8. Groundwater Statistics.
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The Las Vegas Valley is currently experiencing rapid
growth and development. Heavy demands are being
placed on an already over-utilized water resource.
Entities within the valley obtain water from both
groundwater sources and the Colorado River. The
groundwater system within Las Vegas Valley has
been in an overdraft condition since 1945. In 1993,
approximately 67,356 acre feet of groundwater was
extracted from the principal aquifer, far exceeding the
estimated recharge of 30,000 acre feet (Barrick 1995).

This overdrafting has resulted in most of the
groundwater problems currently in the Las Vegas
Valley including declining water levels, land
subsidence, declining water quality by incursion of
water possessing higher concentrations of dissolved
solids and nitrate, and the loss of vegetation
dependent on groundwater (Morgan 1994). These
problems, resulting from overdrafting of the
groundwater resource, are not limited to the Las
Vegas Valley. Although not to the same degree as
that occurring in the Las Vegas Valley, all overdrafted
basins realize some if not all of the problems
previously identified.

An artificial recharge project was initiated in 1987
and in 1993 resulted in the injection of 24,535 acre
feet of Colorado River water back into the Valley’s
groundwater basin (Barrick 1995). The project offset
some of the groundwater withdrawal, resulting in a
net pumpage of 42,821 acre feet in 1993, still
exceeding annual recharge. This groundwater
withdrawal represents 13 percent of Las Vegas
Valley’s water withdrawals, with the remaining 87
percent (292,803 acre feet) obtained from surface
waters, as Nevada’s entitlement to waters of the
Colorado River (SNWA 1995).

Of particular concemn because of the damage caused
to property is land subsidence. It is primarily
associated with over pumping and resultant water
level declines and has continued to be a problem in
the Las Vegas Valley since the mid 1940s. The
decline in water levels and consequential reduction in
artesian pressure has resulted in an increase in the
stresses imposed upon the sediments from which the
water is extracted. In areas containing fine-grained
deposits (silt and clay), the increase in effective stress
has resulted in compaction of the sediments. This
sedimentary compaction is seen on the land surface as
subsidence. Although a good portion of the valley is
sinking, it is at a uniform rate and most structures are
not impacted. Where pre-existing faults occur,
however, more damage results as fissures are formed
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and large differential settlement occurs (Bell 1991).
Through artificial recharge, the rate of subsidence in
the valley has decreased.

The BLM Water Resources Inventory identified 67
wells drilled on public lands within the boundaries of
the Las Vegas BLM District. These wells provide
permanent and reliable water in an arid environment
where natural water sources, such as springs and
seeps, are often unpredictable or intermittent. Since
the inventory, the Las Vegas Valley Water District
drilled production and/or recharge wells on public
lands within Las Vegas Valley in an effort to optimize
distribution of artificial recharge and pumpage in
sufficient amounts to meet future demands.

Water Quality

In southern Nevada, one critical water resource
problem is the poor quality of much of the surface
and ground water. Several factors contribute to the
high quantities of chemicals and solids in the regional
water. High evaporation rates leave concentrations of
salts at or near the soil surface after rainfall. Water
quality is also affected by the composition of rocks
and soils, including calcium, magnesium, carbonates,
silicates, metallic and nonmetallic minerals. As it
moves slowly into and through the soil profile, water
dissolves and acquires these constituents. In addition,
dust containing salts is blown from playas onto
standing surface water and onto soil where it enters
both surface and groundwater.

A water quality sampling program was initiated in
1979 to obtain baseline water quality data for Clark
County. Samples were collected in spring, summer,
and fall and analyzed for biological, chemical, and
physical parameters. The primary and secondary
drinking water standards (Appendix G), as defined by
EPA, were applied to these samples. These standards
refer to the maximum contaminant levels allowable
for public water supplies, which if exceeded, could
adversely affect public health. It is important to note
that these drinking water standards are for public
water supplies, not necessarily springs, seeps, and
others found in the natural environment. These
standards may, however, be used to evaluate the
quality of naturally occurring untreated waters in
terms of suitability for consumption by humans.

Results of the three sampling periods indicate that
water at many springs does not meet the Federal
Drinking Water Standards. The major contaminant in
the water from 60 of the 64 springs was fecal / ,
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coliform bacteria, which is generally considered to be
an indicator of fecal contamination. Fecal coliform
bacteria, which form a portion of the total coliform
group, are restricted to the intestinal tracts of warm-
blooded animals and carry disease-causing organisms.

Levels for turbidity, total dissolved solids, sulfate,
chloride, manganese, iron, and nitrate nitrogen also
exceeded Federal standards in several springs. Many
of these levels do not pose health hazards; only nitrate
nitrogen is potentially dangerous. This chemical was
found to react with hemoglobin in the blood to
produce an anemic condition commonly known as
“blue baby” in infants under three months of age.

In addition to the Federal Drinking Water Standards,
the State of Nevada has established various water
quality standards for designated beneficial uses within
the planning area. As identified in Appendix H,
quality standards and beneficial uses have been set for
the Colorado, Virgin, Muddy Rivers, Meadow Valley
Wash, Las Vegas Wash, and Lake Mead. Beneficial
uses include itrigation; watering of livestock;
recreation involving contact with the water; recreation
not involving contact with the water; industrial
supply; propagation of wildlife, aquatic life, aquatic
life excluding fish, and aquatic life including a warm
water fishery; maintenance of fresh water marsh; and
municipal or domestic supply or both.

Water quality information for the Virgin River,
Muddy River, Meadow Valley Wash, and Las Vegas
Wash was collected by United States Geologic
Service (Emett 1993). Of those constituents
monitored, the Virgin River, Muddy River, and Las
Vegas Wash were found to exceed Federal Drinking
Water Standards for total dissolved solids and sulfate.
The Virgin River also exceeded the standard for
coliform bacteria. Coliform bacteria levels were not
determined for Meadow Valley Wash, Las Vegas
Wash, or the Muddy River but it is suspected that
their waters probably exceed Federal Drinking Water
Standards for this pollutant.

Salinity contributions to the Colorado River have
become a concern both nationally and internationally.

"The Colorado River currently carries approximately
6.6 million tons of dissolved solids annually. Of this
total load, only an estimated 38,000 tons come from
the approximately 6 million acres of public lands
within southeastern Nevada (Westenburg 1995). The
contribution from the public lands within the Las
Vegas District is a fraction of the 38,000 tons.

The quality of ground water varies throughout the
planning area, as it does in the remainder of the state.
In general, groundwater in areas of recharge has low
chemical concentrations, but as it moves through the
ground water system to discharge areas (such as
valley bottoms), it dissolves sediments and rock
materials. The extent to which chemical constituents
are dissolved is largely determined by the following
factors:
+ Solubility, volume, and distribution of the
materials.
+ Length of time that water is in contact with the
materials.
+ Distance that water travels from point of recharge.
+ Temperature and pressure within the ground water
system.

Little is known about ground water quality in much of
the Las Vegas BLM District. Several hydrographic
basins were investigated at varying levels of intensity.
Due to its large urban population, prior research
focused primarily on the Las Vegas Valley. The
shallow aquifers within the Las Vegas Valley are
generally in poor quality. Total dissolved solids
concentrations are as high as 8,000 milligrams per
liter (mg/l). Such high concentrations are suspected
to be the result of recharge from landscape irrigation
and possible seasonal fluctuations in the water levels
of the shallow aquifers. The concentrations of total
dissolved solids have increased over the last few
years.

High nitrate concentrations also contribute to the poor
quality of the more shallow aquifers. In the deeper
aquifers (200 to 450 foot depths) of Las Vegas

Valley, water quality varies by geographic location.

In the northern and western portions of the valley, the
total dissolved solids concentrations range from 200 to
400 mg/l, with a calcium-magnesium-bicarbonate
consistence. Groundwater in the southern and
southwestern portions of the valley is a sodium-
potassium-bicarbonate type with total dissolved solids
concentrations ranging from 700 to 1,500 mg/l. A
mixed-cation sulfate type water of generally poor
quality characterizes the remainder of the deep aquifer
system in the Las Vegas Valley. Further degradation
of this system can be anticipated, as the lowering of
the water table accelerates the infiltration of poor
quality water into adjacent aquifers (USDI BLM
1990).

The other hydrographic basins in the Las Vegas BLII\.
District exhibit groundwater quality characteristics
similar to the Las Vegas Valley (that is, water quality
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deteriorates from the higher areas to the valley
bottoms). In the carbonate and volcanic rock aquifers
to the northwest of Las Vegas, water quality is
generally acceptable. Water of a calcium-magnesium-
bicarbonate composition is found in the carbonate
aquifers, whereas a sodium-potassium-bicarbonate
composition is associated with the waters of the
volcanic rock aquifer. East and southeast of Las
Vegas there is unacceptable water with a mixed
cation-sulfate composition. The area west of the
Arrow Canyon Range shows a marked increase in
water quality and with further investigation may be a
good water supply. Although little or no data exists
for it, the area west of the Sheep Range is assumed to
generally possess good-to-fair water quality with the
exception of isolated areas of poor quality water
(Lyles 1987).

Riparian Resources

A riparian/wetland area is an area of land directly
influenced by permanent water. It has visible
vegetation or physical characteristics reflective of
permanent water influence. Lakeshores and
streambanks are typical riparian areas. Excluded are
such sites as ephemeral streams or washes that do not
exhibit the presence of vegetation dependent upon free
water in the soil. Such areas vary from one location
to another, depending on water availability and
quality, elevation, climate, soils, and topography.
Despite this variability, all riparian areas share the
following characteristics
+ Small in comparison with the overall area.
+ Create a well-defined zone within a much drier
ecosystem. )
+ Support a great diversity of plant and animal
species.

A riparian area in good condition can help moderate
flows by reducing peaks and increasing minimum
flows; improve water quality; stabilize soils; reduce
sediment loads; and contribute a significant and
critical component to ecological diversity and
productivity.

Riparian areas in the Las Vegas BLM District are
primarily associated with perennial streams and
springs. Only four perennial streams (greater than 0.5
mile in length) are found on public lands in the
planning area. These include the Muddy and Virgin
Rivers, Meadow Valley Wash, and Las Vegas Wash.
Of these four streams, only the Virgin River has a
significant riparian area located on public lands.

This area, totaling approximately 194 acres, covers 9
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miles of the river’s length. Conditions range from
poor to fair, depending on the location along the river
(USDI BLM 1988). Vegetation within the riparian
area consists primarily of tamarisk (Tamarix sp.) and
saltgrass (Distichlis sp.) Tamarisk, commonly known
as salt cedar, is a problem within the Virgin River
floodplain due to its high water consumption, salt
concentrating abilities, and its characteristic rapid
spread. Any control efforts of tamarisk would be
tiered to the Final EIS Vegetation Treatment on BLM
Lands in 13 Western States.

In 1989, an inventory was started on the current
extent and condition of riparian areas associated with
springs; to date, 50 springs have been inventoried.
Under this inventory, condition was determined based
primarily on existing riparian vegetation with
condition classes defined as:

Excellent: There is little or no disturbance of the
plant community and succession is
progressing or stable. There is an
abundance of both new and old plants.

Good Succession is progressing or is stable
with new and old growth common.
There is a potential for increased plant
density. There are some patches of
clipped vegetation; seedstalks are
readily observable and some woody
plants are hedged. ‘

Eair There is noticeable disturbance with
medium-to-high successional
availability. Most woody plants are
hedged; grass is clipped to the ground
in places; and there is a fair possibility
of riparian habitat regression.

Poor Extreme disturbance exists with large
patches of bare soil and grass having a
mown appearance. There is little or
no production of key plant species.
Woody species are hedged or broken,
and riparian vegetation is regressing or
nearly so.

Data from this inventory is presented in Table 3-10.
These 50 springs comprise a total riparian area of 25
acres, with the average associated area comprising 0.5
acres. The condition of the springs ranges from poor
to good, with 40 percent (20 springs) in poor
condition and 30 percent (15 springs) in good

condition. I 5 2
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A list of spring-associated riparian areas yet to be
inventoried are included in Table 3-9. Given an
average riparian area of 0.5 acres, it is anticipated that
the remaining 99 springs will represent’a total of
approximately 49.5 acres. This, combined with those
springs already inventoried (25 acres), indicates a total
spring-associated riparian area of almost 75 acres.
This is a relatively small figure, when compared to
areas with ample water sources. This fact makes
these spring-associated riparian areas extremely
important in an area such as the Las Vegas BLM
District, which has limited water resources and
associated riparian ecosystems.

In 1991, the Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990s
established national goals and objectives for managing
riparian-wetland resources on public lands. A chief
goal of this initiative is to restore and maintain
riparian-wetland areas to proper functioning condition.
Riparian-wetland areas are functioning properly when
adequate vegetation, landform, or large woody debris
is present to:

+ Dissipate stream energy associated with high
waterflows, consequently reducing erosion and
improving water quality.

+ Filter sediment.

+  Capture bedload.

» Aid floodplain development.

+ Improve flood-water retention and groundwater
recharge.

«  Develop root masses that stabilize streambanks
against cutting action.

+ Develop diverse ponding and channel
characteristics to provide the habitat and the water
depth, duration, and temperature necessary for
fish production, waterfowl breeding, and other
uses; and support greater biodiversity.

The functioning condition of riparian-wetland areas is
a result of interaction among geology, soil, water, and
vegetation. A proper functioning condition inventory
of all riparian areas within the planning area was
initiated.

Vegetation Management

All vegetation communities contain herbaceous
species classified as annual (ephemeral), biennial, or
perennial. Annual forbs and grasses are those species
that complete their entire life cycle within one
growing season. Seeds of annual species may lie
dormant in the soil for years until the proper

combinations of precipitation and temperature are
present. When these conditions occur, a significant
amount of growth can be produced in a very short
time. Winter precipitation from Pacific frontal storms
stimulates the widespread production of winter/spring
annuals that stay green for several months, if
temperatures remain cool. Summer thunderstorms
generally result in scattered occurrences of annuals,
which tend to dry out quickly due to higher
temperatures.

Biennials are those species that complete their life
cycle over two years; some produce vegetative growth
during one season and seed during the second season
while others produce seed at the end of each of the
two growing seasons. Perennials are plants that are
long-lived, producing both vegetative growth and seed
each growing season, depending on temperature and
precipitation.

Vegetation Communities

All vegetation communities in the Las Vegas BLM
District are within the Sonoran Basin and Range
Province or Mojave Desert Shrub Biotic
Communities, with a small inclusion of the Colorado
and Green River Plateau Biomes. Table 3-11 lists the
communities and acreages in the Las Vegas BLM
District that are described below.

Salt Desert Shrub

This vegetation community is found throughout the
Las Vegas BLM District at lower elevations in valley
bottoms, around playas, and on bajadas. Soils are
saline or alkaline and fine-textured (silts and/or clays).
Dominant species are four-wing saltbush (Atriplex
canescens), shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), green
ephedra (Ephedra viridis), seep weed (Suaeda
torreyana var. ramosissima), and bud sage (Artemisia
spinescens). Common forbs and grasses include
halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus), Russian thistle
(Salsola sp.) and Indian rice grass (Oryzopsis
hymenoides).

Southern Desert Shrub

This community occurs throughout the planning area,
primarily at elevations below 4,000 feet where annual
rainfall is unreliable and averages less than six inches.
Temperature extremes range from over 100 degrees
Fahrenheit in the summer, to 25 degrees Fahrenheit .

the winter.
] S3



Chapter 3 - Affected Environment
Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

Table 3-9. Known springs within Las Vegas District.
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Table 3-9. Known Springs within the Las Vegas District (continued)
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Table 3-9. Known Springs within the Las Vegas District (continued)
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Table 3-9. Known Springs within the Las Vegas District (concluded).

Creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) is the dominant
species of this community, occurring as a distinct
community or as an understory species with yucca
(Yucca schidigera), depending on elevation. White
bursage (Ambrosia dumosa) is the usual co-dominant
with creosote bush. Dry washes at lower elevations
often support catclaw acacia (Acacia greggii).
Common forbs and grasses include Indian ricegrass,
Russian thistle, big galleta (Hilaria rigida), desert
needlegrass (Stipa speciosa), and filaree (Erodium
cicutarium).

Mojave Desert Shrub

This grouping consists of a mixture of shrubs
characteristic of mid-elevations of the Mojave desert.
These species generally occur on tuff or alluvial
deposits at elevations between 4,000-5,000 feet
throughout the planning area. Joshua tree (Yucca

brevifolia) is a conspicuous overstory in this
community. Common shrubs are smooth horsebrush
(Tetradymia glabrata), spiny menodora (Menodora
spinescens), burrobrush (Hymenoclea salsola), box
thomn (Lycium andersonii), green ephedra, green
rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus), Mormon
tea (Ephedra nevadensis), and four-wing saltbush.
Blackbrush (Coleogyne ramossissima) becomes the

dominant shrub at higher elevations, often forming
pure stands on drier south or southwest-facing slopes.
Blackbrush intergrades with sagebrush (Artemisia sp.)

- at higher elevations. Common grasses are big galleta,

Indian ricegrass, and fluffgrass. Cacti are also
common in this community; conspicuous species are -. .
cottontop barrel cactus (Echinocactus polycephalus,
prickly pear (Opuntia echinocarpa), and various

cholla species (Opuntia sp.). When blackbrush is
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Table 3-10. Riparian inventory.
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Table 3-10. Riparian Inventory (concluded).

disturbed by fire, overgrazing, or other mechanisms,
purple threeawn (Aristida purpurea) invades the site.

Mountain Shrub

The mountain shrub or northern desert shrub
community occurs at elevations between 4,500-6,000
feet in the planning area. Common shrubs include
mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius),
manzanita (Arctostaphylos pungens), desert bitterbrush
(Purshia glandulosa), various sagebrush species,
Mommon tea, and green rabbitbrush. Grass cover
tends to be quite low in this group, with dominants
being squirreltail (Sitanion hystrix) and Indian
ricegrass. Several prickly pear species are common in
this association.

At elevations above 5,000 feet where annual
precipitation exceeds eight inches, the mountain shrub
community is characterized by a mosaic of black sage
(Artemisia nova), and big sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata), depending on soil types and aspect. Big
sagebrush occurs on deeper, sandy soils on mesas and
in drainages and valley bottoms. Black sagebrush
prefers the shallower, rocky soils of ridges and
hillsides.

Pinyon-Juniper Woodland

The state tree of Nevada, singleleaf pinyon pine
(Pinus monophylla), and Utah juniper (Juniperus
osteosperma) are the dominant components of this
community which is found in the Newberry,

McCullough, Virgin, Mormon, and Spring Mountains.
Pinyon-juniper woodland occurs at elevations above
6,000 feet, where average precipitation exceeds 8
inches. Understory shrubs are black sagebrush, big
sagebrush, desert bitterbrush, green rabbitbrush, and
cliffrose (Cowania mexicana). Grass species include
black grama (Bouteloua eriopoda) and squirreltail.

Conifer

In the planning area, the conifer community has a
very limited distribution, consisting of a remnant
stand of white fir (Abies concolor), found near the
summit of Virgin Peak at 8,000 feet, and relic stands
of ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) in isolated areas
of Red Rock Canyon National Conservation Area.
Also present in this community is singleleaf pinyon
pine; the understory is dominated by big sagebrush,
and, to a lesser extent, by muttongrass (Poa ‘
fendleriana).
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Riparian: The riparian community is uncommon in
the planning area, being restricted of areas of
perennial water around springs, seeps, and along
stream channels. Ash Meadows and the Virgin River
floodplain support riparian vegetation. Typical species
are willow (Salix sp.), cottonwood (Populus
Sfremontii), ash (Fraxinus sp.), rushes (Juncus sp.),
cattails (Typha latifolia), and inland saltgrass
(Distichlis sp.). Saltcedar (Tamarix pentandra) has
invaded many of the streambank riparian areas,
displacing native plants.

Grassland: This community is extremely restricted in
distribution within the planning area, occurring in
Hidden Valley, the Las Vegas Dunes area, and
Amargosa Valley. The grassland community is
typified by native grass species, primarily big galleta
and Indian ricegrass; shrubs are generally absent.

Mesquite: The mesquite (Prosopis sp.) community is
found near springs and seeps and in areas where the
water table is high enough to assure a reliable source
of water. Large stands of mesquite occur in Meadow
Valley Wash, north of Glendale, and in the Crystal
area in the Amargosa Valley. Small, scattered stands
or bosques grow in ephemeral drainages and on sand
dunes throughout the Las Vegas BLM District.

Table 3-11. Vegetation communities in Las Vegas
District.

Vegetation Condition

Vegetation condition in the planning area was
evaluated during past decades by several methods,
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with each method using different variables to
determine vegetation condition. BLM traditionally
selected forage species as indicators of condition and
trend, using relative values such as “good” or “poor”
range condition. Condition data is generally gathered
only in areas where livestock grazing is permitted.
Forage condition denotes the relative abundance of
preferred forage species found in the vegetation type
as compared to other vegetation types found
throughout the public lands. For example, grasslands
would always be evaluated in better “condition” than
shrublands.

This method was primarily replaced by an
examination of ecological condition or status, which is
defined as the present state of the vegetation and soil
protection of an ecological site in relation to the
potential natural community. Ecological condition
compares the present status to a standard for a
specific “range site”, rather than other vegetation
types. Ecological condition is expressed in terms of
four successional stages progressing from early seral
stage to a potential natural community. A detailed
soil survey (Order 3) is a prerequisite for such an
analysis; this survey is complete for the Las Vegas
Valley, the Virgin River Valley, the Eldorado Valley
and southwest Nye County. Although the Order 3
soil survey is near completion for remaining areas in
Clark County, it may not be finished due to a lack of
funding.

A third method of assessing ecologic condition is
based on professional judgement in interpreting the
ecological site index. Staff specialists trained in range
management, wildlife management, agronomy, or
botany visually rate an area, using knowledge of the
plant species, soil types, climatic factors and site
index descriptions.

The BLM is required to report the condition of its
rangelands on an annual basis. The 1989 the Las
Vegas District report provided data on both range
condition and ecological status; the acres reported
were adjusted to reflect the actual acreage of the
planning area (see Tables 3-12 and 3-13). Federally-
managed acreage scheduled for disposal under
Congressional mandate within the boundaries of the
city of Las Vegas was not reported. BLM also
provided data on ecological status (based on
professional judgement) to the General Accounting
Office in response to a request in 1990 (see Table 3-

14).
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Visual Resource Management

The planning area contains a variety of scenic values,
which can be separated into seven distinct areas:

»  Gold Butte area

+ Mormon Mesa

+  Muddy Mountains

+  Spring Mountains

+ Amargosa Valley

«  South of Las Vegas Valley.

The Visual Resource Management program manages
these values with the objectives of retaining. the
quality of the visual environment and reducing the
visual impact of development activities. Scenic areas
that warrant protection through special management
attention are also identified.

Approximately 195,610 acres of highly scenic lands
occur within Red Rock Canyon National Conservation
Area and along the foothills of the Spring Mountains;
this area is managed primarily for its visual resources.
The remainder of the resource area (comprised
primarily of desert, mountains, playas, and bajadas)
are managed to avoid resource uses and surface
disturbance from dominating the landscape.

The Gold Butte area (located south of Mesquite,
Nevada and northeast of Lake Mead) is dominated by
the Virgin Mountains and characterized by exceptional
panoramic desert views. The northern portion of the
area is covered by sparse creosote bushes, grasses,
and shrubs. Dense stands of joshua trees, pinyon and
juniper, as well as desert vegetation types, are found
at the southern extreme of Gold Butte. There are few
water sources and riparian areas. The proximity of
the tree-clad Virgin Mountains to sandstone
formations and desert vegetation creates a stark visual
contrast.

The Mormon Mesa area is north of Interstate 15 and
east of the Desert Wildlife Range. The predominate
landscapes in the area are Mormon Mesa, Mormon

Mountain, and the Arrow Range. The primary water
sources in the area are the Muddy River and Meadow
Valley Wash; both contain riparian vegetation and
arable lands. Vegetation consists of creosote bush
communities in the lower elevations and
pinyon/juniper woodlands on Mormon Mountain.
Scenic values are found in the transition between the
Mesa’s floor and Mormon Mountain and in the
geologically unique Arrow Canyon.

The Muddy Mountains are south of Interstate 15,
north of Lake Mead, and east of Las Vegas. The
Muddy Mountains offer a backdrop of color and
(from the top of Muddy Peak,)outstanding views of
Lake Mead and nearby basins. Specific areas of high
scenic quality in the area include Buffington Pockets,
Anniversary Narrows, and Hidden Valley. A few
springs with riparian vegetation intersperse the
creosote bush communities of the lower elevation.
The Valley of Fire State Park and Sunrise Mountain
are other areas of scenic value in the region.

The Spring Mountains area includes all the landforms
adjacent to Mount Charleston and the Toiyabe
National Forest. The area is dissected with several
moderate sized canyons, several major highways, an
desert to mountain transition zone vegetation. The
most dramatic feature is the back drop of Mount
Charleston which dominates the entire landscape.

The Amargosa Valley area is found north and west of
Las Vegas between the municipalities of Pahrump and
Beatty. Most of the landscape is not remarkable,
characterized by flat bajada type desert country with
creosote bush communities and some minor hills and
mountains. The eastern portion of the area borders
NTS and exhibits colorful and rugged mountain
ranges that breakup the monotony of the valley floor.
Several cinder cones and Big Dune offer a unique
scenic contrast to the Amargosa Valley.
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Table 3-12. Range forage condition.

Table 3-13. Ecological status.

Table 3-14. Professional judgement of ecological status.




Fish and Wildlife and Special Status
Species Resources

The Las Vegas BLM District encompasses an
ecologically diverse region with a variety of
landforms, soil types, moisture regimes, and
vegetation communities. This variability creates
habitat for numerous wildlife species (see Appendix
A). Appendix B lists special status species that
may occur in the planning area. Species of concern
include the following:

Desert Bighorn Sheep
(Ovis canadensis nelsoni)

Archeological evidence indicates that desert bighorn
sheep have occurred in Nevada for the past 11,000
years (McQuivey 1978); the state currently supports
one of the largest modern populations in the United
States. In the planning area, bighorn sheep are
found in 17 mountain ranges, with two additional
ranges capable of supporting sheep herds (see Map
3-7). Table 3-15 lists historic and current bighorn
sheep habitat and populations.

Over the past 12 years, bighorn numbers have
stabilized or increased slightly as a result of
reintroduction to former habitat, water
developments, and favorable land use decisions.
The apparent decline of bighorn sheep populations
in some areas can be attributed to the recent
drought, as well as the inability of the data to
support a long-term downward population trend. In
1989, the McCullough and Highland ranges (Area
84) were reopened to hunting for the first time in
several years. Bighom sheep compete with
domestic sheep, livestock, wild horses, and burros
for forage and water. Urban growth is also
impacting sheep habitat by reducing acreage and
disrupting migration routes.

Mule Deer
(Odocoileus hemionus)

Historic evidence suggests that mule deer numbers
were relatively low in Nevada prior to the turn of
the century. In the Las Vegas BLM District, mule
deer numbers have remained low and their
distribution is limited by the amount of suitable
habitat. Much of the planning area does not support
the vegetation types preferred by mule deer. Water,
too, is a limiting factor, with competition occurring
at spring sources between livestock, wild horses and
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burros, and mule deer. Low density deer
populations are restricted to several mountain
ranges, including the Spring, McCullough,
Newberry, and Virgin Mountains (see Map 3-8).
Some deer use occurs in the Gold Butte area located
south of the Virgin Mountains. Mule deer
populations are so low in the planning area that
Nevada Division of Wildlife does not conduct
population census.

Gambel’s Quail
(Callipepla gambelli)

In Nevada, good quail habitat is generally located
on alluvial fans dissected by numerous washes, at
elevations between 2,000-4,500 feet. Quail habitat
totals approximately 3.4 million acres in Clark
County; additional habitat is found in Nye County
at the north end of the Spring Mountains and at Ash
Meadows (see Map 3-9). Population density is
difficult to estimate due to large annual fluctuations
in quail numbers. Habitat conditions vary from
excellent to poor, depending upon water availability,
precipitation, and forage conditions. All springs,
seeps, rivers, lakes, and water catchments are
important use areas for these birds.

Special Status Animal Species

The Las Vegas BLM District is home for many
special status species, which include Federally-listed
threatened and endangered, candidate, state listed,
and sensitive species (see Map 3-10). It is BLM
policy to manage the habitats of all special status
species, to prevent future listing of species, to
ensure the recovery of listed species, and to ensure
that any Federal actions authorized, funded, or
carried out are not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of any such species (BLM Manual 6840).

Species lists and other information are included in
the following appendices:

+  Appendix A lists species found or potentially
found in the Las Vegas BLM District.

»  Appendix B includes special status species
known to occur on BLM or adjacent lands.

The BLM conserves Federally listed species and
their habitats and uses existing authorities to further
the purpose of the Endangered Species Act. All
actions authorized, funded, or carried out by the
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BLM must comply with the requirements of the Further, the BLM policy requires management of
Endangered Species Act. Species proposed for habitats of candidate and BLM sensitive species in
Federal listing are managed with the same level of such a manner that Future federal listing will not be
protection as listed species. required. The planning unit supports numerous

BLM sensitive species (see Appendix B).

Table 3-15. Current/historic bighorn sheep habitat and populations based upon data from 1976-1994.




Special Status Fish

Several Federally-listed endangered fish' are found
in the Colorado River drainage system, which
crosses the eastern edge of the Las Vegas BLM
District. Each of these species is threatened by
habitat destruction (such as water removal,
sedimentation, pollution, and channelization) and
predation, particularly from exotic species. These
threats are magnified by the low population
numbers and the limited range of each species. The
Recovery Plan for the Virgin River Fishes (USDI
USFWS 1995b) and the Recovery Plan for the Rare
Aquatic Species of the Muddy River Ecosystem
(USDI USFWS 1995a), guide BLM management
strategies for Federally- listed endangered species in
the Muddy and Virgin rivers. Other BLM special
status fish species in the Muddy River includes the
Moapa Whiteriver springfish (Crenichthys baileyi
moapae), Moapa speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus
moapae).

Woundfin_- Federally-Listed Endangered
(Plagopterus argentissimus). The woundfin was
originally native to the Salt, Gila, Colorado, Moapa,
and Virgin Rivers. Current distribution is limited to
the Virgin River drainage in Arizona, Nevada, and
Utah, from LaVerkin Springs and the lower portion
of LaVerkin Creek near Hurricane, Utah down to
Lake Mead, Nevada. The Las Vegas BLM District
manages approximately 194 acres of riparian habitat
along the Virgin River in Nevada.

Virgin River Chub-Federally-Listed Endangered
(Gila robusta). The Virgin River population of the
Virgin River chub was listed in August 1989.
Historically, this species was endemic to the Virgin
River system in southwestern Utah, northwestern
Arizona, and southern Nevada and the Muddy River
in southern Nevada. Its current distribution is
limited to the mainstream Virgin River from Pah
Tempe Springs down to the Mesquite Diversion and
reaches of the Muddy River. At one time, it was
thought that the chub in the Muddy River was a
- separate species from that in the Virgin River.
Current research has shown that the Moapa River
Chub is not a separate subspecies, but instead
should be considered a distinct population segment
of the Virgin River Chub. A large percentage of
the chub’s historic habitat has been eliminated,
restricting its current distribution to 50 miles of the
Virgin River between Mesquite, Nevada and
LaVerkin Creek, Utah and the Muddy River
between the Warm Springs Bridge and the Narrows.
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Moapa Dace - Federally-Listed Endangered (Moapa
coriacea). Moapa dace habitat is restricted to

thermal springs at the headwaters of the Muddy
River. While the Moapa dace do not currently
occur on lands managed by BLM, their survival
could be affected by activities that occur on BLM-
administered lands in the Moapa Valley. Also, the
Muddy River was identified as an area where BLM
may acquire lands through exchange. Most of the
springs that originally supported this species were
extensively modified for private developments. The
introduction of exotic fish and their associated
parasites and diseases has also negatively impacted
the Moapa dace population. Currently, the Moapa
National Wildlife Refuge provides some spawning
habitat for the Moapa dace. However, habitat for
the adult fish is currently unprotected and occurs
primarily on private property.

Virgin River Spinedace - BLM sensitive
(Lepidomeda m. mollispinis). The Virgin River
spinedace was proposed for listing as threatened
(Federal Register, Vol. 59, No. 95, Wednesday,
May 18, 1994). This species is endemic to the
Virgin River drainage of southwestern Utah,
northwestern Arizona, and southeastern Nevada. An
estimated 40 percent of its historical habitat was
degraded from human impacts, including habitat
fragmentation, introduction of nonnative fishes, and
dewatering. Recent surveys show that the species
occurs in Nevada only in very low numbers.
Because the state of Utah developed and began
implementation of a conservation agreement for the
spinedace, the USFWS has withdrawn the proposed
rule to list the species as threatened (Federal
Register, Vol. 61, No. 25, Tuesday, February 6,
1996).

‘Razorback sucker - Federally-listed Endangered

(Xyrauchen texanus). The razorback sucker
historically occurred in the Colorado River drainage
(Federal Register, Vol. 56, No. 205, Wednesday,
October 23, 1991). Its current distribution in the
lower basin is limited to Lake Mojave and sporadic
occurrences in Lake Mead, the Grand Canyon, and
downstream on the mainstream and associated
impoundments. No razorback sucker habitat occurs
on BLM-managed lands.

Fishes of Ash Meadows National Wildlife Refuge
and Devil’s Hole National Monument. Four
Federally-listed endangered species occur in Nye
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County at the Ash Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge and Devils Hole National Monument. The
three species occurring on the refuge are the Ash
Meadows Amargosa pupfish (Cyprinodon
nevadensis mionectes), Warm springs pupfish (C. a.
pectoralis), and Ash Meadows speckled dace
(Rhinichthys osculus nevadensis). Devils Hole
pupfish (C.diabolis) occurs on Devil’s Hole
National Monument, which is managed by the
National Park Service. The BLM cooperatively
manages several inholdings within the Ash
Meadows National Wildlife Refuge with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Some of these
inholdings provide habitat for endangered fish.
However, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
applied to withdraw the remaining BLM inholdings
for inclusion within the refuge.

Special Status Birds

Peregrine Falcon - Federally-listed endangered
(Falco peregrinus). The Peregrine falcon has been

sighted along the Colorado River drainage from the
Overton State Wildlife Management Area south to
Lake Mead, in Red Rock Canyon, in the Pahrump
Valley, the Desert National Wildlife Range, and the
Christmas Tree Pass area. Preferred Peregrine
habitat include regions of sheer cliffs located in
close proximity to riparian zones or other water
sources where prey are readily available. Some
areas in the Las Vegas BLM District (especially the
Spring, Virgin, and Newberry Mountains) contain
potentially suitable habitat for this species.

In 1989, the Nevada Division of Wildlife
established an Urban Peregrine Hack Program.
Through this program, several nestling falcons were
raised and released from a hack box on top the Las
Vegas Hilton Hotel. These and subsequent hack-
reared birds may select nesting sites on BLM-
administered lands surrounding Las Vegas Valley,
thus establishing a breeding Peregrine falcon
population within the Las Vegas District.

Southwest Willow Fivcatcher - Federally-listed
endangered (Empidonax trailii extimus). The

Southwest willow flycatcher was listed on February
27, 1995 (Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 38). The
breeding range of the species includes southern
California, southern Nevada, southern Utah,
Arizona, New Mexico, western Texas, southwestern
Colorado, and extreme northwestern Mexico. The
species is restricted to dense riparian associations of
willow, cottonwood, buttonbush, and other
deciduous trees and shrubs although they will use

Tamarisk habitat as well. The Southwest willow
flycatcher was listed due to extensive loss and
modification of habitat and brood parasitism by the
brown-headed cowbird. Nesting habitat for the
Southwest willow flycatcher is found along the
Virgin River.

Western Burrowing Owl - BLM Sensitive (Athene
cunicularia hypugea). Burrowing owls are found in

suitable habitat throughout southern Nevada. The
owls use burrows constructed by other animals,
such as desert tortoise and badgers, for nesting.
Available habitat for owls has declined in southern
Nevada because of loss of habitat to urban
expansion, particularly in the Vegas Valley.

Ferruginous hawk - BEM Sensitive (Buteo regalis).
No suitable nesting habitat occurs in the planning

area. However, ferruginous hawks may winter in
the planning area.

Special Status Reptiles

Desert Tortoise - Federally-listed threatened
(Gopherus agassizii).

Management Background. Approximately 3 million
acres of tortoise habitat in Clark and Nye counties

are administered by BLM. Tortoises are year-long
residents of the planning area, generally inhabiting
the creosote-bursage or creosote-yucca communities
at elevations below 5,000 feet. Their forage base
consists of native annuals, perennial grasses, cacti,
shrubs, and some exotic species. Tortoises are a
biologically sensitive species, being long-lived with
a slow maturation rate and low reproduction rates.
The species is unable to adapt to rapid
environmental changes. Since tortoises spend the
majority of their lives underground, they are
particularly susceptible to surface-disturbing
activities.

In 1988, BLM developed the Desert Tortoise
Habitat Management on Public Lands: A
Rangewide Plan (USDI BLM 1988) to improve the
status of the tortoise on public lands and to maintain
viable populations in perpetuity. Emphasis was
focused on increasing public awareness of tortoise
populations and habitats, and on the categorization
of tortoise habitat. Other management objectives
and goals of the Rangewide Plan emphasized
research, inventory, and monitoring programs to
enlarge the scientific data base relating to the desert
tortoise. Under this plan, there is high priority to
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consistency within BLM programs to achieve the
objectives of tortoise habitat management and
coordination with other agencies. This plan
categorized tortoise habitat into category I, II and I
habitat areas. This categorization of habitat was a
method of identifying which areas were most
important for desert tortoise and which areas had
the most potential for long-term management of
desert tortoise populations. The intent of the
Rangewide Plan was to prevent the Federal-listing
of the desert tortoise as threatened or endangered.
However, the plan was unsuccessful in this regard.

Under its emergency authority, the U.S. Fish and
Wwildlife Service placed the desert tortoise on the
Endangered Species List on August 4, 1989
(Federal Register, Vol. 54. No. 149 Friday Aug 4).
On April 2, 1990, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service issued a final rule listing the desert tortoise
as a threatened species under the provisions of the
Endangered Species Act. This act requires that the
BLM not authorize, fund, or conduct any activity
that threatens the continued existence of a listed
species.

After listing of the desert tortoise, Clark County
prepared a Short-Term Habitat Conservation Plan
for desert tortoise in conjunction with other local
governments to obtain a Section 10 (a)(1)(B) permit
allowing incidental take of desert tortoise on private
land. As mitigation for incidental take on private
land, the Piute Valley/Eldorado Tortoise
Management Area was established in the southern
part of Clark County. The Sectionl0 (a) Permit
associated with the Short-Term Habitat
Conservation Plan éxpired July 31, 1995 and was
replaced by a long-term plan and associated permit.
The Clark County Desert Conservation Plan
addresses implementation of the Tortoise Recovery
Plan in Clark County. For the most part, the Desert
Conservation Plan does not depend on the Las
Vegas BLM District Resource Management Plan for
implementation of mitigation measures. Those
mitigation measures of the Desert Conservation
Plan dependent on approval of the Las Vegas BLM
District Resource Management Plan are incorporated
into the proposed decision.

In 1993, several environmental groups sued the
Department of Interior to compel designation of
critical habitat for desert tortoise. Final critical
habitat designation for the Mojave population was
published in the Federal Register on February 8,
1994 (Federal Register Vol. 59, No. 26). Three
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areas of critical habitat were designated in the Las
Vegas BLM District

« Piute/Eldorado, Nevada Critical Habitat Unit

» Gold Butte, Nevada Critical Habitat Unit

« Mormon Mesa Critical Habitat Unit.

The Tortoise Recovery Plan, finalized in 1994,
identifies several recovery units for desert tortoise.
The Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit and the
Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit are located
partially within Nevada. The Tortoise Recovery
Plan recommends establishment of Desert Wildlife
Management Areas to be managed for recovery of
the species. (Note: The BLM is using the term
Area of Critical Environmental Concern rather than
a Desert Wildlife Management Area.)

At least one Area of Critical Environmental
Concern should be established in each recovery
unit. These Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern would be managed for recovery of the
desert tortoise. Each Area of Critical Environmental
Concern should be 1,000 square miles in extent.
Muitiple smaller and more intensively managed
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern with a
combined 1,000 square miles may be necessary in
recovery units where individual Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern of 1,000 square miles are
not possible.

Tortoise Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
should be designed to meet the established
principles of reserve design discussed below
(USFWS 1994).

Reserve Design

1. Reserves should be well distributed across a
species’ native range.

2. Large blocks of habitat containing large
populations of the target species are superior to
small blocks of habitat containing small
populations.

3. Blocks of habitat that are closer together are
better than blocks that are far apart.

4. Habitat that occurs in less fragmented,
contiguous blocks is preferable to fragmented
habitat.

5. Habitat patches that minimize edge-to-area
ratios are superior to those that do not.

[67]




Chapter 3 - Affected Environment
Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

6. Interconnected blocks of habitat are better than
isolated blocks, and corridors or linkages
function better when the habitat within them is
represented by protected, preferred habitat for
the target species.

7. Blocks of habitat that are roadless or otherwise
inaccessible to humans are better than roaded
and accessible habitat blocks.

Tortoise Population Status. One method of
surveying desert tortoise habitat is to walk standard
tortoise transects. Standard tortoise transacts consist
of a 1.5 mile triangular transect (0.5 mile per side).
All sign of tortoise within five meters of either side
of the transect is counted. Tortoise sign includes
tortoises (alive or dead), burrows, scat, egg shells,
tracks, and courtship rings. The amount of sign per
transect can be correlated with tortoise abundance
by conducting transects on areas with known
population levels. The relative abundance of
tortoises in other areas can then be estimated by
‘conducting tortoise transects.

Since 1979, more than 2,000 standard tortoise
transects have been conducted in southern Nevada.
The transect technique generally indicates the
relative abundance of larger tortoises and their sign.
Transects tend to underestimate tortoise density for
a specific location, although they clearly can
differentiate good habitat from poor habitat (Turner
et al. 1982).

A second method of estimating tortoise densities
and population trend is to conduct mark-recapture
studies. In the Las Vegas BLM District, a total of
eight permanent, one square mile study plots were
established between 1979 and 1994 (two more were
established in Caliente). These plots are read about
every four years. Plot surveys consist of a 30 field-
day capture period followed by a 30 field-day
recapture period, for a total effort of 60 field-days
per study plot. The Tortoise Recovery Plan
(USFWS 1994) recommends the removal method of
population estimation (Southwood 1978; Zippin
1956, 1958) for assessing density of large immature
and adult tortoises. Surveys would be conducted on
kilometer square plots for 3 to 7 days. Improved
survey techniques will be tested in future studies.
The most appropriate method will be used to
monitor tortoise populations in the future.

Between 1990 and 1992, five permanent study plots
were resampled. Data was analyzed using the
Bailey binomial method outlined by Caughely

(1977). Of the five plots resampled between 1990

and 1992, the data indicates the following:

+ Two populations of adult tortoises have remained
relatively stable or increased slightly (Sheep
Mountain and Coyote Springs)

» Two populations declined slightly (Christmas Tree
Pass and Trout Canyon)

+ One populations dramatically declined (Gold
Butte).

In 1994, four existing plots were resampled (Piute
Valley, Christmas Tree Pass, Mormon Mesa and
Gold Butte). Using the Chi Square Test at the 0.01
level, the population on the Piute Valley plot
appears to have increased slightly. Data indicates
that populations remained relatively stable on the
other three plots between 1992 to 1994,

The Piute Valley study plot was surveyed five times
between 1979 and 1994. The data indicate that a
significant decrease in the number of adult tortoises
occurred between 1979 and 1983, likely due to
drought conditions. Between 1983 and 1987,
numbers of adults remained constant, but the
number of tortoises with less than 180 millimeter
mid-carapace length declined by approximately 50
percent. The total estimated number of tortoises on
the plot decreased between 1987 and 1989, although
the actual numbers of subadult and adult tortoises
captured were approximately the same. By 1989, it
appeared that the density of tortoises on the Piute
Valley Study plot had begun to stabilize. Data from
1994 further supports a stable population, but at a
lower population density than that estimated in
1979.

Since 1990, signs of upper respiratory tract disease
were documented on five permanent study plots
(Coyote Springs, Christmas Tree Pass, Piute Valley,
Mormon Mesa and Gold Butte). None of the
animals observed showed chronic signs of the
respiratory disease, and none were tested for the
presence of Pasteurella or Mycoplasma.

Osteoporosis is described as the thinning of bone
and is exemplified by the concavity of tortoise
scutes. Sunken scutes in young tortoises is
generally considered to be a sign of malnutrition.
This condition was documented on all permanent
study plots sampled between 1990 and 1994. Shell
disease was documented on all permanent study
plots sampled between 1990 and 1994,

Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental
Concerns. One goal of the Proposed Resource
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Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact
Statement is to manage for the recovery of the
desert tortoise, as defined in the Tortoise Recovery
Plan (USFWS 1994). As outlined in the Tontoise
Recovery Plan, Desert Wildlife Management Areas
were proposed. Because this is not an official BLM
designation, they were identified as Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern.

The proposed Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern were developed to closely coincide with
proposed critical habitat for desert tortoise, the
Piute-Eldorado Tortoise Management Area
identified in the Clark County Short-Term Habitat
Conservation Plan and the recovery areas outlined
in the Tortoise Recovery Plan.

Densities of tortoises within the Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern were estimated using strip-
transect data and study plot data. The following
assumptions were made:

1. Estimated densities were based on methods
described by Karl (1981) for Lincoln and Nye
counties, and selected sites in Southern Nevada
(Schneider and Turner 1982). The strip transect
methods cited above use the total adjusted sign
values shown in Table 3-16.

2. A high and low density estimate was calculated
based upon strip-transect data.

3. For analytic purposes, a range of 140 to 160
tortoises per square mile was assigned to
transects with total adjusted sign of greater than
or equal to 12,

Table 3-17 displays proposed Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, adjacent habitats, and
estimated tortoise densities within those areas.

“The desert tortoise spends approximately ninety
eight percent of its life in a subterranean
environment where the burrow protects it from the
cold winters, hot summers, and predators (Nagy and
Medica 1986). During its active periods, the desert
tortoise requires vegetation for forage and cover.
Certain plants provide forage and nutritive
requirements and surface cover for protection from
the hot summer sun and predators (Jennings 1993;
Weinstein et al. 1987). The soil and vegetation and
their related properties including microenvironment
are expected to play an important role in the density
and distribution of tortoise within an area (Wilson
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and Stager 1992; Weinstein et al. 1987; Woodbury
and Hardy 1948; Miller and Stebbins 1964).

Table 3-16. Estimated densities of tortoise, based
on total adjusted sign.

It is likely that a combination of soil temperature,
soil properties, landform/micro environment, and
vegetative community characteristics offer a method
to interpret habitat suitability and quality for the
desert tortoise (Lato and Stager 1997). Soil
temperature is measured at a depth of 20 inches,
which is the average depth of a tortoise winter
burrow. A soil that is too cold or too hot on an
average annual basis for a reptile such as the
tortoise to regulate its body temperature would not
offer a suitable habitat for large populations and
could be restrictive. Soil properties that would be
considered include rock (gravel) content and size,
soil texture, consistence, pH, color, effervescence,
cementation, and depth to a restrictive layer. These
properties could restrict or enhance burrowing or
digging by the tortoise providing more or less
habitat, respectively.

The landform and associated micro environments
would also effect habitat. Whether a landform is
dissected or non-dissected by drainages (the
dissected landform would offer more micro
environment potential than the non-dissected), north
or south facing slopes on a macro or micro-
environment basis (a south slope being hotter and
drier), presence of coppice dunes or boulders with
underground pockets for burrowing etc. would be
important considerations.
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‘Table 3-17. Estimated tortoise numbers in proposed ACECs and adjacent habitats.
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Table 3-17. Estimated tortoise numbers in proposed ACECs and adjacent habitats (concluded).

Existing plant community characteristics (such as
canopy cover, perennial grass composition by air
dry weight, species diversity, and nutritional value.)
would play a role in habitat assessment.

It should be clarified that the potential vegetation in
a particular location depends on the soils present
there while the reverse does not hold true. This
equates to vegetation being the dependent variable.
Additionally, soils and landforms are considered
stable factors that do not vary in their inherent
characteristics under normal circuamstances.
Therefore, the soil temperature, soil properties, and
landform/micro environment would receive a
heavier weighting or consideration in habitat
consideration for burrowing animals. Vegetation
characteristics (such as cover, production, nitrogen
content, rare elements present) would be used to
understand when soils of similar characteristics have
significantly different measured populations of
desert tortoise and/or overall animal health and
fitness."

Special Status Reptiles: Others

Chuckwalla - BLM sensitive: (Sauromalus obesus).
Chuckwallas are a large, herbivorous lizard. They
are generally found below 5,000 feet in elevation, in
rock outcrops and rocky slopes. Chuckwallas
generally are not found on the valley floors.
Detailed geographic distribution within the Las

Vegas District is not well described and is generally
patchy, based upon suitable habitat. Suitable habitat
may be found in most mountain ranges in the Las
Vegas BLM District.

Gila Monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum).

The gila monster is a State of Nevada protected, and
rare species (NAC 503.080 and 503.090). The gila
monster inhabits the Colorado River Basin and
Central Region Hydrographic units (See Map 3-4a).
Within the Las Vegas District, gila monsters are
known to occur in the Spring Mountains,
McCullough Mountains, Highland Range, River
Mountains, Eldorado Mountains, Newberry
Mountains, Arrow Canyon Range, North Muddy
Mountains, Nelson Hills, the Virgin River
floodplain, and Meadow Valley Wash.

Gila monsters are often found in association with
springs and major ephemeral and perennial
tributaries of the Colorado River. It is found
primarily below 5,000 feet in elevation, particularly
near the interfaces of complex rocky slopes, washes,
riparian-xerophyll woodland and loose textured

_soils. These areas provide the biotic productivity

necessary for prey availability during the spring and
early summer, and also nesting sites and thermal

cover. The gila monster spends up to 90 percent of
its time underground and thus is not often observed.
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Special Status Mammals

Bats. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified
12 special status bat species as potentially occurring
in the planning area (USDI USFWS, File no. 1-5-
95-SP-066, February 9, 1995). Generally, very little
information is available on the distribution,
abundance, or habitat needs of these species within
Nevada. Potential nesting and roosting habitat
occurs sporadically throughout the Las Vegas BLM
District in caves, crevices, and abandoned mine
tunnels. The species of bats are listed in Appendix
B.

Special Status Invertebrates

Numerous invertebrate species are found on Ash
Meadows National Wildlife Refuge. However,
BLM has little management authority for the area.
Currently, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is
working to withdraw the remaining BLM inholdings

in the refuge. -

Four special status invertebrates species occur on

Big Dune and Lava Dune in Nye County. These

are all BLM sensitive species and include:

¢ Giuliani’s dune scarab beetle (Pseudocotalpa
giulianii)

+ Aegialian dune scarab beetle (Aegialia
magnifica)

»  Big Dune aphodius beetle (Aphodius sp.)

« Rulien’s miloderes weevil (Miloderes rulieni).

Lava Dune is partially located on patented land
while Big Dune is public land.

Two special status invertebrates occur in the Muddy

River system:

*  Moapa pebblesnail (Fluminicola avernalis)

* Moapa Warm Springs riffle beetle (Stenelimis
calida moapa).

The Moapa Warm Springs riffle beetle is a BLM
sensitive species. Both are located primarily in the
springs at the headwaters of the Muddy River.
Currently, BLM has no management responsibility
for habitat for these species.

Special Status Amphibians

The Virgin and Muddy rivers contain potential
habitat for the Arizona southwestern toad (Bufo
microscaphus), a BLM sensitive species; and the
relict leopard frog (Rana onca). The relict leopard
frog was considered to be extinct. However, this

classification is currently under investigation after
discovery of what appears to be relict leopard frogs
in two springs on Lake Mead National Recreation
Area.

Special Status Plant Species

The Las Vegas BLM District is home for many

special status species that include Federally-listed

threatened, endangered, candidate, state-listed and

BLM sensitive species (Map 3-6). It is BLM policy

(BLLM Manual 6840) to:

+  Manage the habitats of all special status
species.

+  Prevent future federal listing of species.

«  Ensure the recovery of listed species.

+  Ensure that any federal actions authorized,
funded or carried out are not likely to
jeopardize the existence of any such species

Seven plant species known to occur in the planning
area were designated as Federally-listed threatened
or endangered; all of these species are found in the
Ash Meadows area. Table 3-18 lists these special
status plants.

Table 3-18 also documents the species within the
Las Vegas BLM District that are officially
recognized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as
candidates for listing as threatened or endangered
species (Federal Register, Notice of Review,
2/28/96).

Table 3-19 lists other special status species that are
of special management concern due to restricted
habitats, limited distribution, or lack of information.
Special status species include those listed by the
Nevada Division of Forestry as critically
endangered. Map 3-6 shows the general locations
for special status plant species within the Las Vegas
BLM District.

Forestry Resources
Woodland Products

As a result of the Forest Enhancement Act of 1989,
the number of acres of harvestable woodlands in the
Las Vegas BLM District was greatly reduced. All
pinyon-juniper woodlands in the Spring Mountains
are now included in the Charleston District of the

1712~




Chapter 3 - Affected Environment
Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

Table 3-18. Federally listed threatened and endangered, and candidate plants. Note: all species listed below
are also listed as Critically Endangered by the State of Nevada.

Table 3-19. BLM special status plant species, including those listed as Critically Endangered by the State of

Nevada Division of Forestry (marked with (¥)) .
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Toiyabe National Forest. The Virgin Mountains
support pinyon-juniper woodland, but a lack of
roads make the areas inaccessible for harvesting.
Pinyon-juniper stands in the planning area are
decadent, even-age stands, with minimal evident
regeneration. Very little understory is present due
to shading and competition for nutrients and
available moisture. The Virgin Mountains contain a
small, relict stand of white fir; no harvest of this
species is permitted in the Las Vegas BLM District.

Mesquite wood was harvested in an area located

- approximately 70 miles west of Las Vegas, in the
eastern Amargosa Desert. This area partially
surrounds a large playa and has little potential for
additional production or improvement. The
mesquite "stands” are thin and uneven-aged, with
littte or no regeneration. The stand was closed to
wood harvest due to the conflict with identified
sensitive resources.

Other Vegetative Resources

Although the Las Vegas BLM District has no
formal program for harvest of desert vegetation,
many species are made available to the public when
destruction of plants is imminent as a result of
construction or development (such as powerline
installations and mining activities). Salvage permits
are issued to individuals, nursery owners, and
landscapers for collection of Joshua trees, barrel
cactus, beavertail cactus, prickly pear, and other
small cacti. Free-use permits authorizing collection
of desert vegetation have also been issued for
educational or scientific research purposes.

Non-sale Disposals-Recreation Use

Recreationists collect limited amounts of vegetative
products for personal use, including but not limited
to dead and downed timber for campfires, flowers,
berries, nuts, seeds, cones and leaves, in accordance
with 43 CFR 8000 and BLM Manual 5500.

Livestock Grazing

The Las Vegas BLM District is divided into 53
grazing allotments comprising approximately
2,867,508 acres of public lands (see Map 2-8), with
689,852 acres of unalloted public lands. Of that
total, only 19 allotments could be considered active
over the past seven years. Grazing allotments were
originally delineated in 1934, allotment boundaries,
grazing preference (number of animal unit months),

season of use, and base property (private land or
water rights) were established. Active grazing use
was authorized through Term Desert Permits,
generally issued for a period of 10 years.

In 1969, all grazing allotments in Clark County
were designated as ephemeral in response to the
Ephemeral Range Rule of 1968. This rule provides
a description of rangelands characterized as
ephemeral or annual in nature, as well as special
rules for administering those ephemeral rangelands.
The complete text of the Ephemeral Range Rule is
provided in Appendix E. The special rules in the
Ephemeral Range Rule take precedence over certain
requirements in the grazing regulations in 43 CFR
4000. On the ephemeral allotments, grazing
preference was totally eliminated and season of use
became contingent on the availability of ephemeral
forage.

As a result of development of Clark County’s Short-
Term Habitat Conservation Plan for the Desert
Tortoise (1991), six active grazing allotments were
purchased in cooperation with or by The Nature
Conservancy. Additional allotments may be
purchased by The Nature Conservancy in
cooperation with Clark County in the future.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a
Biological Opinion (File No. 1-5-91-F-36), which
identified restrictions on livestock grazing
throughout the Las Vegas BLM District. These
restrictions are, and will remain, in effect until the
BLM reinitiates consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Each allotment was divided into
prescription areas based on the importance of the
tortoise habitat. On all Prescription 1 areas,
grazing is not allowed from March 1st to June 14th.
On Prescription 2 areas, grazing use can be season-
long with restrictions on the utilization level of key
forage species. On the Prescription 3 areas, which
do not have any restrictions based on desert tortoise,
grazing occurs contingent on existing livestock
grazing management practices.

Allotments range in size from 90 to 312,000 acres.
Ten allotments contain lands within the Lake Mead
National Recreation Area; grazing is administered
by BLM on public lands and on Lake Mead
National Recreation Area, under a cooperative
agreement with the National Park Service. The
Clark County Management Framework Plan and
Esmeralda-Southern Nye Resource Management
Plan designated the types of livestock authorized to
graze each allotment within the planning areas.[
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Table 3-20 provides additional information on the
status of the allotments.

Revised regulations for grazing administration (43
CFR 4100) of public lands managed by the Bureau
.of Land Management became effective August 21,
1995. Subpart 4180 of the regulations requires the
BLM State Directors, in consultation with Resource
Advisory Councils, to develop standards for
rangeland health and guidelines for grazing
administration for BLM lands within a region or
state. Standards and guidelines are developed to
identify characteristics of healthy ecosystems on
public lands and the management actions to promote
them. Standards and guidelines for a region or state
must be approved by the Secretary of the Interior.

On February 12, 1997, the standards and guidelines
for three regions in Nevada were approved by the
Secretary of the Interior. The standards and
guidelines developed through the Resource Advisory
Council process for the Mojave-Southern Great
Basin Area apply to livestock grazing in the Las
‘Vegas BLM Resource Management Plan planning
area. These standards for rangeland health and
guideline for grazing administration are in Appendix
L of this document.

Grazing allotments were categorized according to
their potential to respond to management. The three
categories of management priority for allotments
include:

+ "I" for improve - These allotments have the
‘highest need and priority for intensive
management..

. "M" for maintain - These are allotments where
present conditions and management are
satisfactory

+ "C" for custodial - These allotments, for a
variety of reasons, have low management
priority.

Most livestock operators in the planning area have
breeding herds rather than stocker-feeder operations.
Numbers of livestock ranged from as few as 12
cows, to as many as 625. All permittees were
dependent on Federal range for grazing, because the
majority of use occurred on water-leased allotments.
Notable exceptions are Mt. Stirling, Bunkerville,
and Upper Mormon Mesa, which are land base
allotments.

The season of grazing use (authorized grazing
period) is normally designated through land use

Chapter 3 - Affected Environment
Las Vegas Proposed RMP/FEIS - May 1998

planning and can range from a few days to a full
year. On ephemeral range, however, the season of
use depends on the production of ephemeral forage,
which can change from year to year. A season of
use is not, therefore, formally designated on
ephemeral range. In the planning area, 15
allotments were grazed year-long with 